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1. Introduction 
Palauan is a language with two reduplicative morphemes, a CVCV -reduplicant 
(1) and a CE-reduplicant (2). The prefix /ma-/ is a verb marker. Reduplicants are 
marked with underlines for CVCV-reduplicants and double underlines for Ce:­
reduplicants. 

(1) CVCV-reduplication (Josephs 1990) 
unreduplicated form reduplicated form 
maloZad 'break' malaZaloZed 'easily broken' 
metEl)al 'come down' metenet£l)el 'keep coming down' 
mesu'?ed 'talk harshly' meseZesu'?ed 'always talk harshly' 

(2) C e-reduplication (Josephs 1990) 
unreduplicated form 
metagoi 'be talked to' 
mesu18.ul 'sleepy' 
llle'?u'?ap 'cloudy' 

reduplicated form 
metEtegoi 'easy to talk to' 
mes..<;.su18.ul 'kind of sleepy' 
melJ;,'?uZap 'rather cloudy' 

McCarthy and Prince (1994) have argued that partial reduplication can be 
described without using templates. Because faithfulness requirements on input­
output correspondence do not apply to the reduplicant, what emerges in the 
reduplicant is the least marked structure, as defined by the phonological 
constraints of the language. 

Languages that have different reduplicative morphemes with different shapes 
appear to be problematic for this claim. However, Urbanczyk (1999) has claimed 
that in a language which has multiple reduplications, the reduplicative morphemes 
are categorized as either roots or affixes and the two reduplicative morphemes are 
realized differently because faithfulness requirements on roots are stronger than 
general faithfulness requirements. Therefore, according to this claim, root 
reduplicants have more faithful structures than affix reduplicants where the shape 
of reduplicants differs. 

If Urbanczyk's claim is correct, we should be able to choose one of the 
Palauan reduplicant as a root and the other as an affix. When the ROOT MAX BR 
dominates some markedness constraints on the minimal word which dominates 
the general MAX BR, as ROOT MAX BR » markedness (minimal word) » Max BR, 
more segments are copied in the root reduplicant than in the affix reduplicant. 
Thus, the length of the reduplicants suggests that the CVCV -reduplicants are roots 
and CE-reduplicants are affixes. When we look at the vowels in the reduplicants, 
however, the default vowel [e] appears in the CVCV -reduplicants, but the more 
marked vowel [t:] always appears in the Ct:-reduplicants. The fixed segment [E] 
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in the C1:-reduplicant appears to be problematic not only for the root/affix 
account, but for Alderete et. al's (1999) analysis of fixed segments in 
reduplication, as well. Alderete et. al argue that phonologically fixed segments in 
reduplicants represent the emergence of the unmarked (TETU). Thus, the fixed 
segment of Palauan reduplicants should be the default vowel [e], but in fact, the 
fixed segment in the C1:-reduplicant is [1:]. 

In this paper, I argue that this apparent problem is accounted for by the 
interaction of constraints. For the fixed segment [1:] in C1:-reduplication, I argue 
that [1:] is the second least marked vowel in Palauan, which appears when the 
default vowel [a] cannot appear. I show that the Palauan facts are not only 
consistent with the proposals of Urbanczyk (1999) and Alderete et. al (1999), but 
they actually provide support of their claims. In the following section, I discuss 
Urbanczyk's (1999) arguments concerning ROOT faithfulness in reduplication and 
possible asymmetries between affix reduplicants and root reduplicants. In Section 
3, I introduce Palauan reduplication and discuss Finer's (1986) observations on 
the resulting state verb (RSV) form. I show that the RSV forms support the 
classification that Ce-reduplicants are affixes, and CVCV -reduplicants are roots. 
In Section 4, I discuss the shape and vowel quality of the two reduplicants. The 
CVCV-reduplicant has three variants: CeCe, CaC and CV. I explain this 
variation, illustrating why [e] appears in the first two variations. Then, I discuss 
the shape and vowel quality of the Ce-reduplicant, arguing that the fixed segment 
[e] in Ce-reduplication is a special case of TETD. I show that root faithfulness 
constraints are crucial in determining the shape and vowel quality of the 
reduplicants. Section 5 is the conclusion. 

2. RooU Affix Asymmetries 
Steriade (1995) pointed out that roots allow more marked structure than affixes. 
Beckman (1997) translated this observation into correspondence theory, 
proposing two types of correspondence relations: general correspondence and 
restricted correspondence, including root faithfulness constraints. These 
faithfulness constraints may require roots to be more faithful than affixes. 

Urbanczyk (1999), examining reduplication in Lushootseed, argued that 
interaction of ROOT faithfulness constraints on base-reduplicant (ROOT BR) 
faithfulness, general faithfulness constraints, and markedness constraints explains 
the realization of two types of reduplication. When a ROOT BR faithfulness 
constraint dominates some markedness constraint, the root reduplicant can have 
the marked structure. However, Root BR faithfulness constraints do not say 
anything about the affix reduplicant. So, if the markedness constraint which is 
dominated by the ROOT BR faithfulness constraint dominates the general BR 
faithfulness constraints, the marked structure cannot appear in the affix 
reduplicant and we get two distinct shapes of reduplicants. Following is her 
Lushootseed examples. 
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(3) a. Lushootseed Distributive (DIST) Reduplication (Urbanczyk 1999) 
root reduplication 
saq W 'fly' sag W saq W 'fly here and there' 
J esad 'foot' 1 esJ asad 'feet' 
legWab 'young man" legWlagWab 'young men' 

b. Lushootseed Diminutive (DIM) Reduplication 
root reduplication 
?al?al 'house" ?a?al?al 'hut' 

'foot" 
'lie in bed" 

JiJasad 
tf tadZil 

'little foot" 
'lie down for a little while' 

In Lushootseed, [aJ in the base is preserved in the DIST reduplicant with stress as 
[e], but it cannot appear in the DIM reduplicant, which has the stressed default 
vowel [fl. Urbanczyk analyzes the DlST reduplicants as roots and the DIM 
reduplicants as affixes. Because the ROOT BR-faithfulness constraint (ROOT Ident 
BR) dominates the markedness constraint *[e], which bans stressed schwas, [eJ 
can appear in the root reduplicants, but not in the affix reduplicants. 

(4) a. Lushootseed DIST 
REDrooc/J asadl 

b. Lushootseed DIM (a 
REDaffix-/J asad! 

a.liJasad 
o-b.JiJasad 

IDENTBR 

*[e] IDENTBR 

*! 

The difference in the morphological status of DIST and DIM reduplicants 
accounts for the occurrence of two types of reduplication in Lushootseed. 

This analysis has one important implication. Both ROOT BR faithfulness 
constraints and general BR faithfulness constraints require the root reduplicant to 
be identical to the base. However, only general BR faithfulness constraints require 
the affix reduplicant to be identical with the base. Therefore, root reduplicants can 
be more faithful to the base than affix reduplicants. Furthermore, this analysis 
implies that root reduplicants can have more marked structure than affix 
reduplicants, but not vice versa. 

If one reduplicant is an affix and the other a root in Palauan, we predict that 
root reduplicants will be more faithful and will allow more marked structures than 
affix reduplicants. In the next section, I examine the question whether Palauan 
reduplications are consistent with these claims. 
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3. Two types of Reduplication 
3.1. Palauan Reduplication 
Palauan is a Western Malayo-Polynesian language, spoken in the Republic of 
Palau by 15,000 speakers. It has 6 vowels ([a] and 5 full vowels; [i], [u], [e:], [0], 
and [a]). [a] is the default vowel and it cannot bear stress (Wilson 1972). As 
shown above, Palauan has two types of reduplication. The CVCV-type has 
several variants, namely CaCa, CaC, and CV. 1 

(5) CVCV-reduplication (Josephs 1990) 
a. CaCe-form 

unreduplicated form 
merebek 'grope at' 
mesuZed 'talk harshly' 

b. CaC-form 
unreduplicated form 
meram 'be mixed' 
mesolJde 'break' 

c. CV-form 
unreduplicated form 
melJiokle 'be cooked' 
mesuub 'get studied' 

reduplicated form 
merebarebek 'grope around' 
meseZesuZed 'always talk harshly' 

reduplicated form 
meremram 
mesensolJde 

'easy to mix' 
'keep breaking' 

reduplicated form 
menilJiokle 'easy to cook' 
mesusuub 'easy to study' 

In most cases, we can predict which form appears from the shape of the base 
form. In Ce:-reduplication, the reduplicant always consists of [e:] and a copy of 
the first consonant of the root. 

(6) C e-reduplication (Josephs 1990) 
unreduplicated form 
metegoi 'be talked to' 
meZuu 'shady' 
mesula.ul 'sleepy' 

reduplicated form 
mete:tegoi 'easy to talk to' 
me.u,Ztiu 'fairy shady' 
me.s.<;.sulaul 'kind of sleepy' 

Note that the default vowel [e] does not appear, but the more marked vowel [e:] 
appears in the Ce:-reduplicant. 

3.2. The Resulting Stative Verb (RSV)-form 
Finer (1986) observes that the resulting state verb (RSV) marker is realized 
differently in CVCV -reduplication and Ce:-reduplication. In the unreduplicated 
form, the RSV marker /-1- /appears just after the first consonant of the root. 

(7) RSVform: RSVmorpheme /-1-/ + root (Finer 1986,2 Josephs 1990) 
simple form RSV form 
boes 'gun' b10es 'shot' 
lJabek 'planing' 1J1abek 'planed' 
kaud 'dam' k1aud 'dammed' 
Hdes 'path' 118des 'stretched' 
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When the RSV infix /-1-/ appears within the reduplicated forms, the CVCV­
reduplication and Ce-reduplication show different patterns. In the CVCV­
reduplicated form, the RSV morpheme appears after the first consonant of the 
reduplicant. In the Ce-reduplicated form, it appears after the first consonant of the 
base. 

(8) RSV CVCV-reduplicatedJorm (Josephs 1972, Finer 1986) 
RSV unreduplicated form RSV reduplicated form 
lJlabek 'ironing' nlebelJabek 'scraped all over' 
blii 2 'filter' :Qlibii 2 'sorted out by type' 

(9) RSV Ce-reduplicatedJorm (Josephs 1972, Finer 1986) 
RSV unreduplicated form RSV reduplicated form 
lJlemul: e 'cut' D,!;.lJlemul : e 'not well cut' 
ble6p 'shaped' ~ble6p 'round in shape' 

Given that CVCV -reduplicants are roots and Ce-reduplicants are affixes, we 
can generalize the pattern in (8)-(9); the RSV affix appears after the first 
consonant of the first root. Finer's (1986) observations on the morphological 
differences of the two reduplications are then captured as a result of the root/affix 
asymmetry. I propose the following morphological structures for unreduplicated 
and reduplicated forms: 3 

(10) a. unreduplicatedJorm b. CVCV-reduplicatedJorm 
[mekeald] [mecebeci:bek] 
GrWd GrWd 

----I /'~ 
affi x root affix GrW d 

JM I viM r~ot 
[keald] [me] RED I [me] 

[cebe] [ci:bek] 

c. C e-reduplicated Jorm 
[meh2u2ep] 
GrWd 

~ 
affix GrWd 

I ~ 
VM affix 
[me] RED 

[2e] 

root 

I 
[2u2ep] 

In the unreduplicated RSV form [kleald), the RSV marker /-1-/ appears after the 
first consonant. In the CVCV RSV reduplicated form [nlabaoabak], the RSV 
marker appears after the first consonant of the first root. In the Ce-reduplicated 
RSV form ~olamul:a], the RSV marker appears after the first consonant of 
the root (base).4 

4. Apparent Problem: Vowel Quality 
So far, I have argued that the CVCV -reduplicants are roots and the Ce­
reduplicants are affixes. Urbanczyk (1999) argues that the root reduplicant may 
have more marked structure than the affix reduplicant. This claim implies that the 
Ce-reduplicant should have a less marked structure than the CVCV-reduplicants. 
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However, the least marked vowel (default vowel) [a] appears in the CVCV­
reduplicants, but it never appears in the Ce:-reduplicants. Further, the fact that the 
affix reduplicant always has [e:] appears to be problematic for Alderete et. ai's 
(1999) analysis of phonological fixed segments, which argues that the fixed 
segments in the reduplicants should be the default vowel and should be in the 
TETU condition. 

In this section, I argue that the Ce:-reduplicants have less marked structure 
than the CVCV -reduplicants and propose that [e:] is the second least marked 
vowel, which appears as a TETU effect when the default vowel [a] cannot appear. 
I first discuss CVCV-reduplication and then discuss Ce:-reduplication. 

4.1. CVCV-reduplication and its Variations 
As shown above, CVCV -reduplication is realized in three different forms: CaCa, 
CaC, and CV. The examples are repeated below: 

(11) a. CaCe-form 
unreduplicated form 
madbak 'grope at' 
mesu2ad 'talk harshly' 

b. CaC-form 
unreduplicated form 
meram 
mesolJda 

'be mixed' 
'break' 

c. CV-form 
unreduplicated form 
malJiokla 'be cooked' 
masuub 'get studied' 

reduplicated form 
marabadbsk 'grope around' 
mesa2asu2ad 'always talk harshly' 

reduplicated form 
msramram 
mesansolJds 

'easy to mix' 
'keep breaking' 

reduplicated form 
meIlilJiokls 'easy to cook' 
mesusuub 'easy to study' 

When the first two syllables of the base are CV.CV(C)., the reduplicant is Ca.Ca., 
as (lla). When the first syllable of the base is cve, this syllable is duplicated 
with the vowel reduced to [a], as CaC in (lIb). When the first two syllables of 
the base are CV.V(C), then the reduplicant is CV, copying the first consonant and 
either the first or second vowel, as (11C).5 

To capture this close relation between the shape of the reduplicant and vowel 
quality, I propose that the default vowel [a] and coda each carry one mora, while 
other full vowels, such as [i], [e:], [a], [u], and [0], carry two moras.6 Assuming 
that the root-reduplicant must be a foot (ROOT=FoOT) and a foot contains two 
moras (FT-BN (Il)), the CVCV-reduplicant consists of two moras. To make the 
reduplicant bi-moraic, there are two options: copying two syllables, while 
reducing the full vowel to [e], or copying one syllable while keeping the full 
vowel. So, the possible candidates for Ima+REDroot+rebaki would be 
[marabedbek] and *[meruebak]. Two syllables are copied in the first 
candidate and only one syllable is copied in the second. Since [marabaribak] is 
the correct form, the elements of the base must be copied as far as possible. These 
requirements on the reduplicant are translated into the following constraints: 
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(12) a. FT-BN (~): Every foot must have exactly two moras. 
b. ROOT=FoOT: Every root must contain a foot. 
c. PARSE-a: Every syllable must be parsed into a foot. 
d. ROOT MAX BR: Every element of the base has a correspondent in the root 

reduplicant. 

The following tableau illustrates how these constraints work. The numbers under 
the segments indicate correspondence relations. 

(13) hml/-REDcoo,-/rcbakl 
12345 

b. ma~)(bak)(rcbak) 
12 345 12345 

c. n;8~)(rCbak) 
12 12345 

O-d. n;e(raba)(rcbak) 
1234 12345 

MAX 10, : ROOT FT-BN PARSE-
IDENTIO 

: *! 

* * 

The candidate (13a) is ruled out for two violations of FT-BN(~) because the 
reduplicant has three moras: two for [£] and one for [a]. (l3b) is ruled out by 
ROOT=FoOT, since the reduplicant equals two feet, not one foot. While the 
reduplicants in both (l3c) and (13d) satisfy FT-BN(~), (l3d) wins because of 
fewer violations of ROOT MAX BR. 

When the first syllable of the base has a coda, the reduplicant is realized with 
the CaC form. Given that the coda is moraic in Palauan (Wilson 1972), the 
grammar in (13) predicts the CaC form, as shown in (14). 

(14) Irrs/-REDcoo,-lraml 
123 

a. m;?(ram)(ram) 
I 23 I 23 

b. rU3(J-Q)(ram) 
12 123 

o-c. Jae(ram)(r 
123 123 

MAX 10, : ROOT FT-BN PARSE-a 
IDENTlO : =FOOT 

In (l4a), every element in the base is copied in the reduplicant. Since the full 
vowel [a] carries two moras and the coda [m] carries one mora, the reduplicant 
has three moras, violating Ft-Bn(~). The reduplicants in (l4b) and (14c) satisfy 
Ft-Bn(~). Since more elements in the base are copied in (14c) than in (l4b), the 
candidate (l4c) wins. 

In the CV -form, such as [meviviokle], the first syllable of the base is CV 
and the second syllable starts with vowel. Since the reduplicant must have two 
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moras, the possible candidates are [ma!]iJ}i6kla] and *[ma!]aavi6kla], If the 
ONSET constraint (Syllable must have an onset) is ranked between MAX IO and 
ROOT MAX BR, the onsetless syllable appears only in the reduplicant. The 
grammar for [maDivi6kla], is shown in the following tableau: 

(15) IlllS/-REDmot- IIJi6k11 
12 345 

a, flie(n£)(lJi ) 
12 123456 

0- b. Ils(nl)(lJi6k1a) 
12123456 

c. l'k;(lJ.E£)(lJi6k1a) 
123123456 

FT-BN ONSET 

In (ISb) and (lSc), the reduplicant has two moras. (lSc) has an onsetless syllable 
in the reduplicant. So, the constraint ONSET chooses (lSb) over (lSc). The 
introduction of ONSET does not affect (13) and (14), since every relevant syllable 
has an onset. 

4.2. Ce-reduplication 
I have argued that CVCV -reduplication is root-reduplication and that the 
reduplicant sometimes has the least marked vowel [a].7 Urbanczyk (1999) argues 
that affix reduplicants tend to be less marked than root reduplicants because of 
root faithfulness constraints. Therefore, Urbanczyk's analysis predicts that no 
vowel besides [a] can appear in affix reduplicants. Alderete et. al (1999) also 
argue that the phonological fixed segment must be the default segment. Thus the 
fixed segment in the affix reduplicant should be [a], However, the examples in 
(16) show that this is not the case. 

(16) Ce-reduplication (Josephs 1990) 
un reduplicated form reduplicated form 
rrk" 2u2ap 'cloudy' 1:18 28 2u2ap 'rather cloudy' 
flil0tag6i 'be talked to' ll1et8tag6i 'easy to talk' 
11'£0s60a1 'tear' lnas8s60a1 'easily torn' 
!!l8toiak1a 'tall' tJat8toiak1a 'fairly tall' 

The vowel in the C8-reduplicant is always [8], which is more marked than [a].8 
Because of the constraint ROOT=FoOT, the base is a foot. If the left edge of 

the affix reduplicant must coincide with the left edge of the foot (Align L 
(affixRED, foot», the affix reduplicant must be a foot with two moras. The possible 
reduplicants for the base [2u2ap] are then [28], *[2a2], and *[2a2a], Since the 
C8-reduplicant has affix status, ROOT MAX BR is irrelevant here. When we 
compare [28] and *[2a2], we notice that the reduplicant [28] does not have coda, 
but *[2a2 ] has a coda. When we compare [28] and *[2a2a], we notice that [28] 
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has fewer syllables. Thus, the constraint which bans codas and the constraint 
which limits the number of syllables work crucially in CE-reduplication. 

(17) a. No CODA: Codas are not allowed. (Kager 1999) 
b. No STRUC-cr: Syllable structure is not allowed. 

(Prince and Smolensky 1993) 

Since the correct reduplicant is one syllable without a coda, No STRUC-cr and No 
CODA dominate MAX BR. The ranking of constraints is shown in the following 
tableau. 

The candidate (l8a) violates No CODA twice. The reduplicant in (l8b) has only 
one mora. Thus, they are ruled out. The reduplicants in (I8c) and (l8d) have two 
moras. Since ROOT MAX BR does not apply to the affix reduplicant, No STRUC-cr 
chooses (l8d). Notice that ROOT MAX BR dominates the markedness constraints 
No STRUC-cr/ No CODA. This ranking enables a coda and two syllables in the root 
reduplicant. At the same time, No STRUC-cr and No CODA dominate (general) 
MAx BR, so this grammar disallows [a] to appear in the affix reduplicant. 

So far, the shape of the CE-reduplicants and the non-occurrence of [a] are 
accounted for, but it is not yet explained why the vowel in the reduplicant should 
always be [E]. I propose that [E] is the second least marked vowel in Palauan and 
it appears under the TETU condition in which the default vowel [a] cannot 
appear. [a] does not have place features, such as [-back], [+high], [+low], or 
[+round]. Thus [a] never violates featural markedness constraints, such as *[­
B(ack)], *[+H(igh)], *[+L(ow)] and *[+R(ound)]. [E], on the other hand, has the 
feature [-back], violating *[-B]. Thus, [E] is more marked than [a]. However, as 
we saw above, the default vowel [a] cannot appear in the affix reduplicant. If the 
featural markedness constraints are ranked as * [+H], *[+L], *[+R] » *[-B], then 
the appearance of [E] is considered as a TETU effect. This is shown in the 
following tableau. The candidates in (l8a), and (18d) are repeated as (l9a), and 
(19b) respectively. 
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(19) Im,,';-REDaffix- No * [+R] * [+L] *[+H] *[-B] 

Among full vowels, [£] is the least marked vowel, and hence (19b) is the output 
fonn. This tableau shows that the emergence of [£] in the C£-reduplicant is a 
special case of TETU and it indicates that a non-default vowel can be the 
phonological fixed segment under some special conditions. 

Note that even if the first syllable of the base is [a], [£] appears in the affix 
reduplicant. 

(20) un reduplicated form 
TIla?esalJ 
Illcc,2a1aoo 
mCjf'a26ca2 

'busy' 
'content' 
'steal' 

reduplicated form 
ma2dasalJ 'kind of busy' 
11182£2a1aoo 'rather content' 
lllec£ca26ca2 'keep stealing' 

The realization of [£] in the affix reduplicant can be explained with the above 
grammar. The tableau for [me?!: ?es8V] is as follows: 

FT-BN No *[+R] ~ *[+L] 

This tableau shows that [a] cannot appear in the reduplicant and instead, the next 
least marked vowel [£] appears in the reduplicant. 

In this analysis, [£] is not specified in the input, yet the grammar guarantees 
the realization of [£]. This grammar shows that the phonological fixed segment 
can be a non-default vowel, but it is still one case of TETU. Thus, the realization 
of the fixed segment [£] in Palauan affix reduplication is consistent with Alderete 
et. aI's (1999) analysis of phonological fixed segments. Further, the affix 
reduplicant is less marked than the root reduplicant, since it copies fewer 
segments. So, the root-affix asymmetries in the shape and vowel quality follow 
the implications of Urbanczyk's (1999) analysis.9 
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5. Conclusion 
In this paper, I identified the Palauan CVCV-reduplicant as a root and the Ce:­
reduplicant as an affix. While the affix reduplicants have a fixed non-default 
vowel, which looks problematic for Urbanczyk's (1999) claim and Alderete et. ai's 
(1999) analysis, I showed the emergence of a non-default vowel is also a special 
case of TETU and the root reduplicants are more faithful to the base than the affix 
reduplicants due to a root faithfulness constraint. 

This analysis implies that there are only two types of reduplicant in each 
language. While Palauan has C£CVCV reduplication, in addition to Ce:­
reduplication and CVCV -reduplication, this case can be considered as a 
combination of the two reduplicative morphemes. However, some languages, 
such as Korean, have more than two types of reduplication (Cho 1999). These 
interesting cases need further research. 

Endnotes 
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1. Zuraw (2001) observes CCe form as well, such as [ol-dma-dzim] (keep 
bobbing to surface of water). It seems that this is one version of the CeC 
variation. Zuraw argues that this is mostly conditioned by the surrounding 
consonants. This pattern is not covered in my analysis. 
2. All data discussed by Finer (1986) are originally from Josephs (1975), 
McManus (1977) or Wilson (1972). 
3. While Finer (1986) proposes the structures in (i), I propose the structures in 
(10) to apply Urbanczyk's (1999) analysis. 

(i) a. unreduplicated form b. CVCV-reduplicated form c. Ce:-reduplicated form 
[mekeald] [mereberebek] [mehZuZep] 

GrWd GrWd GrWd 
.........-1 ~ ~ 

affix stem affix stem affix Word 

I I I ~ I ~ 
VM root VM affix root VM affix stem 
[me] [keald] [me] I [rtbek] [me] I I 

RED RED root 
[reba] [2£] ['.?u'.?ep] 

4. The RSV marker /-1-/ never appears at the left edge, and the left edge of the 
root is always aligned at the left edge of the prosodic word. At the same time, the 
RSV marker has to be just after the first consonant of the root. Therefore, the 
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RSV affix is aligned as close to the left edge of the prosodic word as possible with 
the constraints in (i). 

(i) a. ALIGN L (root, PrWd): The left edge of a root must coincide with the left 
edge of the prosodic word. 

b. ALIGN L (RSV affix, PrWd): The left edge of the RSV affix must coincide 
with the left edge of the prosodic word. 

When we look at the form [kleaJd], we notice that the alignment requirement 
for the root is stronger than the alignment requirement for the RSV affix, favoring 
the affix inside the root. This indicates that ALIGN L (root, PrWd) dominates 
ALIGN L (RSV affix, PrWd), as shown in the tableau (ii). 

(ii) iliikefild! ALIGNL ALIGNL 
(root,PrWd) (RSVaffix,PrWd) 

va. [(kleald)] * 
b. [(lkeald)] *! Ikll:I:;lII" .. ,i:. \'11:'::: 
c. [(kealdl)] *****! 
d. [(kelald)] **! 

For the RSV CVCV-reduplicated forms, we need the constraint in (iii) which 
dominates the constraints in (ii). The tableau is given in (iv). 

(iii) ALIGN R (root, PrWd): The right edge of a root must coincide with the right 
edge of the prosodic word. 

(i v )/1/ -REDmot-/ r {; bakl ALIGNR ALIGNL ALIGNL 

The same grammar explains the RSV Ce-reduplicated form. 
5. It is not so clear which vowel is copied. Zuraw (2002) examines the vowel 
reduction and observes that the same vowel remains in the possessive form, in 
which vowel reduction takes place. So it seems there is a systematic way, but I do 
not see the mechanism of vowel reduction in the VV sequences. 
6. If we assume that the full vowels have one mora and [9] and codas do not carry 
any moras, we have to say that the foot can contain at most one mora for the CV 
case and we cannot exclude the reduplicant *CaCaC or *CVCaC or *CVc. 
Further, the assumption that the coda does not have a mora fails to capture 
Wilson's (1972) observation on stress assignment. 
7. When a word has a consonant cluster word finally, sometimes [a] is inserted. 
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(i) input simple form (Josephs 1975) 
Idakt! dakta 'fear' 
Imala?olbl mala?61ba 'bother' 
Ikbokbl kp6kpa 'water' 
Ibsibsl psipsa 'drill' 

Given that the epenthetic vowel is a default vowel (McCarthy and Prince 1994), 
[e] is the default vowel in Palauan. 
8. Since affix reduplicants involve more marked segments than some forms of the 
root reduplicants, Urbanczyk (1999) mentions that Palauan is a case of 
morphological overwriting (Alderete et al. 1999). The input of the reduplicated 
form [maftPuPap] is thus considered Ima+REDaffix+ E+ ?u?ap/, and only the first 
consonant of the base is copied. While the emergence of [E] is predicted, 
assuming Ir.-I in the input considerably weakens the claim that we can dispense 
with templates for reduplicants (McCarthy and Prince 1994). So, rather than 
assuming fr.-I in the input, I propose an analysis in which realization of [r.]is one 
instance of TETU in the text. 
9. One of the reviewers pointed out that [r.] appears in the TETU condition in the 
possessive form as well. The possessive suffix is I-k/ and the syllable which has 
this suffix always carries stress. When the noun stem ends with a consonant, the 
vowel [r.] is inserted. 

(i) underlying form possessive form 
/bUlJal 'flower' [pulJak] 'my flower' 
IlJalakl 'child' [lJalek~k] 'my child' 

Usually the inserted vowel is the least marked vowel. In Palauan, [a] is the least 
marked vowel, but it cannot bear stress. So, the second least marked vowel [r.] 
appears. Because the stress shifts to the last syllable in the possessive form, the 
vowel reduction takes place in the possessive form in the same way as with the 
CVCV-reduplication (Wilson 1972, Finer 1986, and Zuraw 2002). 

(ii) a. simple form 
IJQr 
bsibs 

'mouth' 
'drill' 

si.rs 'garden' 
b. s8.ik 'laziness' 

klakoad 'fight' 
'dream' 

possessed form (Josephs 1975, Finer 1986) 
lJ£r ik 'my mouth' 
bs£bsik 'my drill' 
s£rsik 'my garden' 
sikik 'my laziness' 
klakQdik 'my fight' 
bEr]Jsik 'my dream' 

The possessive suffix has stress, and the stressed vowel in the root is reduced. 
When the CVCV -reduplication and the possessives are compared, we notice that 
vowel reduction takes place in the unstressed foot. To account for these two cases 
uniformly, MAx 10 and IDENT 10 should be considered as faithfulness constraints 
only for the stressed foot (MAx 10 IN STRESSED FOOT, !DENT 10 IN STRESSED 

FOOT), and general MAX 10 and !DENT 10 must be ranked lower than other 
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constraints. These constraints do not affect the elements in the base of 
reduplicated words, since the base itself is a stressed foot. The following is the 
tableau for the possessive form in (iia). 

(iii) /rjoc/+fkI MAxlIDENT 10 
IN STRESSED 

: ROOT= 
: FOOT 

FT-BN 
(/-!) 

ONSET 

The candidate in (iiib) is ruled out, since both feet have three moras each and it 
violates FT-BN (/-!) twice. (iiic) is ruled out because the second foot (ek) has stress 
and it is not faithful to the input. In the winning candidate (iiia), the vowel in the 
root is reduced. This change is allowed, since the foot for the base is not stressed 
and MAxlIDENT 10 IN STRESSED FOOT is satisfied. 

In (iib), one vowel is deleted and another vowel remains without being 
reduced to [a]. To explain this case, I have to assume the conjoined constraint 
[Max 10 + Ident 10] (Smolensky 1993). This constraint is violated only if both 
Max 10 and Ident 10 are violated. It does not affect the tableau in (iii) because the 
correct form does not violate it. 

(iv)/saiki+ltk/ MAxlIDENTIO : ROOT= 
IN STRESSED 
FOOT 

: FOOT 
[MAX 10 + 
IDENTIO] 

ONSET 

(iv b) has two onsetless syllables, namely [ik] and [ik], violating ONSET twice. In 
the candidate (iv c), one of the vowels in the sequence is deleted, violating Max 
10, and another vowel is reduced to [a], violating Ident 10. Since this candidate 
violates both Max 10 and Ident 10, it violates the conjoined constraint [MAX 10 + 
IDENT 10]. Given this analysis, vowel reduction takes place to satisfy FT-BN (/-!) in 
both possessive forms and reduplications. 
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