SOBRE 0 PWAFLL DO GENFRO SEMANTICO MA ALTERMANCLA FATHE

CHIETOS AL I PROMOMES MATWS BB FOICT NS (W ASILESRC
cume hem nos spunton Jodo Costa durante 3 apresentacin deste trabalho ao FPGLI f
LUFATL Note-se, entretanto, que esta possibilidade pouco ajudatiz nossas hipiteses,
seguitdo as quais género semédntico, e nio especificidade, € o fator primordial.

11 A nasso ver, o principal deles reside no fato de que 1 hipitese de que os ONs sio
pronominais prediz que devem ser regidos pela Principio B, e ndo pelo Principio C,
da Teuria da Ligagdo, Ainda que us propenentes da hipdtese sustentemn que esta
predicio se eonfirma (ef. Bianchi & Figueiredo Silva 1994, Kato 20003}, postariamnos
de declarar aqui que ainda ndo estamos convencidos disso, Para alpuma discussio
das razdes que temos para esta posican, ver Menuzzi {1994).
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SYMUACTIC ERGATIVITY AMD ARGUMENT HIEHARCIY IN KADTWEL

1. Introduction

Person hierarchy has been a topic of concern in the typological
literature since the seventes (Lf Dixon 1994). Only recently per-
son hierarchy has been approached in formal linguistics. Aissen
(1999, 2000) has formalized the phenomenon in terms of ranked
constraints built out of relational hierarchies by means of Functional
Optimality Theory. This is not, howevet, the only approach to per-
son hierarchy in formal linguistics. Jelinek (1993, 2000), Isaak (2000),
and Jelinck & Carnie (2003) have approached this topic in a very
different perspective, and the papers by Aissen brought about an
interesting quarrel about this phenomenon (cf. Carnie 2002). Jelinek
& Carnie (2003) attempted to show that the phenomena of erga-
tive splits, object shift, differential object marking, dative/accusa-
tive alternations, clitic placement, and voice alternations driven by
argument hicrarchies are sensitive to presuppositionality and they
claim (following the work of Jelinek 1993, 2000 and of Isaak 2000)
that all phenomena driven by argument hierarchies are better ex-
plained from the perspective of Diesing’s (1992) mapping hypothe-
sis syntacrically encoded.

According to Diesing (1992), there is a ditect mapping between
syntactic constituent structure and semantic structures at some level
of representation. 1n this hypothesis, the clause is divided into a no-
clear scope (VI), that asserts the truth of the entities and provides
the new information of the clause, and a restrictor, that asserts the
presupposed information. Only non-presupposed material is allowed
to stay in the nuclear scope. Presupposed material must leave the
nuclear scope and be placed in the restrictive part of the clause.

‘This paper analyzes data of Kadiwéu and shows, via constituent
order and adverb placement, that, assuming Jelinek & Carnie’s pro-
posal, it is possible to appreciare clear evidence for syntactic ergativ-
ity in Kadiwéu. The data for this paper come from Sandalo (1995,
1997), from field notes (1993-1999), and from more specific field
research in this topic in January of 2004 (during the Field Methods
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Class in EVELIN}, and in November of 2003 and February of 2004
in the Kadiwéu territory.! )

2. Agreement and ergativity

Kadiweu does not have case marking morphemes on nouns, but
its agreement morphology indicates an ergative case system, as dis-
cussed below

Kadiwéu has agreement prefizes for internal and cxternal arguments,
But direct arguments are in complementary distribution. There is a per-
_son hierarchy, 2 > 1 =3, that defines the argument that is morpholog-
ically marked. Tf the object is third-person, a transitive verb agrees
with the external argument regardless of the petson of the subject: 2

1 jema:
Jeman
15UB]-want/lave
I lowe him/her?

2 jema:naGa
Jemtacn-Gea
15UBJ-want/love-pl
We love him/her?

3 ema:ni

a-ERIeH-E
25UBJ-want/love-pl
You love him/her!

4 yemna:

y-emacn
3SUBJ-want/love
‘He/she loves him/her?
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But the verb agrees with the internal argument if the external
argument is third person and the internal argument is first or
second person. Tn this case, the morpheme d:- ‘inverse’ must be
present:?

5 id:ema:
i-t-eman
10B]-inverse-want/love
‘He/she loves me’

6 Godema:
Go-dreman
1plOB]-inverse-want/love
‘He/she loves us’

7 Gadiema:ni
Ga-d--eman-I
EDB_]—inversc—wamg"!uve—pl
‘He/she loves you’

When there is no third person involved (that is, the direct argn-
ments are first and second persons), the second person argument is
marked. The inverse motpheme must be present.

8 Gad:ema:ni
Ga-d:-eman-i
20B]-inverse-want/ love-pl
T love you'’

9 adiema:ni
a-gr-eman-i
25UBJ-inverse-want/ love-pl
You love me’
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Intransitive verhs (i.e. unaccusatives, reflexives, and verbs that
contain an incorporated noun) are marked by subject prefixes that
differ from the subjects of transitive sentences.* Below are some exam-
ples to illustrate the intransitive agreement pattern,

10 id:acotaGa
f-d-acodi-Ga
BSUE}—invers-::agudnwn-pI
We go down.

11 d:apiqo
O-d:-apiqo
35UBJ-inverse-warm
Tt is warm.’

12 id:aqakGa
t-dr-agagGa
ISUB}invtrse—Squabp!
We squart.’

To sum up, Kadiwéu has a tripartite agreement system, Figure 1
below presents the three sers of agrecment markers, Figure 1 artests
that the intransitive set of agreement markers is different from the
set of transitive subject agreement markers. Note that the fact that
intransitive verbs are marked by a set of subject markers that differs
from the set that marks the subject of a transitive verb indicates an
etgative system.
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Figure 1: Agreenent

One could, obviously, question whether the Kadiwéu agree-
ment patterns indeed indicate an crgative system or whether its
agreemcent system is merely a morphological idiosyncrasy. Next
section shows by adverb positioning and othet constituent order

that Kadiwéu is indeed a syntactic ergative language that shows a

split driven by person.

3. The mapping hypothesis and ergativity in
Kadiwéu

There are syntactic facts that show that Kadiwéu is indeed a syn-
tactic ergative language. The first of these facts concerns focaliza-
tion of subjects. As in syntactic ergative languages (sec Bittner &
Halle 1996), one can focalize an internal argument of a relative clause
in Kadiwéu. Bur it is necessary to antipassivize a transitive verb to
focalize its external argument in the same sitation:

16.José  ane yema: Maria.
José ane y-eman Maria
José  relative  3SUBJ-want/loveMaria
It is José that Maria loves!
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17 José ane nemasita Maria,
José  ane -n-eman-tema Maria
José relative 3SUBJ-antipassive-want/love- EPN-30BL-dative Maria
It is José that loves Mada”

Other traditional tests for syntactic ergativity do not work con-
sistently, however, Thus, if we coordinate sentences, the internal ar-
gument of a transitive sentence is preferred to be co-indexed with an
intransitive subject but this is not obligatory. Also, it is better to anti-
passivize a scntence to relativize its transitive subject but this is not
obligatory. Thus, other tests must be developed to clarify the :m:al}'sig
of Kadiwéu case system. This is what follows.

As mentioned above, Jelinek & Carnie (2003) argue that all phe-
nomena driven by argument hierarchies are a reflex of Diesing’s (1992)
mapping hypothesis syntactically encoded. Recall thar, in Diesing’s
hypothesis, the clause is divided into a nuclear scope (VP), that as-
serts the truth of the entities and provides the new information of
the clause, and a restrictor, that asserts the presupposed informadon.
Only non-quantificational/non-presuppositional material (like non-
specific indefinites) is allowed to stay in the nuclear scope. Presup-
posed material (like definite NPs) must leave the nuclear scope and
be placed in the restrictive part of the clause.

Jelinek (1993) notes that split case systems driven by person
tend to occur in languages that do not have determiners. In these
languages, third-person arguments are non-specific indefinites and
therefore they are allowed to stay in the nuclear scope. First and
second person arguments are intrinsically definites and therefore
they must leave the nuclear scope and be placed in the restrictive
part of the clause.

In Kadiwéu, argument hierarchy affects agreement, as seen above,
as well as constituent order, as it can be noticed in the data below:
First/second person internal arguments must precede the verb (OV
order) but third person internal arguments follow it (VO order):
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18.Goti  aga:mii Gad:ema:ni
Goti  agawm-i Ga-d:-eman-i
Goti + 2PRONOUN-pl 20BJ-inverse-want/love-pl
‘Goti loves you'

19.Gotd yema Ekode
Goti  y-eman Lkods
Got 15UB] -want/love Ekode
*Got loves Ekode'

The fact that first and second person, but not third person, inter-
nal arguments must precede the verb in Kadiwéu suggests that Jelinck
& Carnie’s proposal is on the right track. That is, this fact suggests
that a definite internal argument must leave the VP

Constituent order by irself, however, is not conclusive evidence.
It is tradition in generative syntax to take adverbs as diagnostics for
movement of other constituents. Assuming that adverbs are adjoined
to VP, all clements preceding the adverb may be argued to be outside
VP, and all elements following the adverb are inside VP

Kadiwéu does not have many adverbs. Most of the notions ex-
pressed via adverbs in better known languages are expressed via pred-

icates in this language, but there are at least three real adverbs: gime

‘perhaps’, jaG ‘already’, and ¢G ‘still’. ® These adverbs have exactly
the same behavior concerning all the data discussed below:

3.1. Adverbs and external arguments:
Note that there is an interesting contrast in the pattern of adverb
placement according to the person of the external arpument:

20. jeG Ecabigo yema: Ekode

21. jeG Ecabigo aga:mi Gadema:ni
22, *ieG ee agami Gadema:ni

23. ¥jeG ee jema: Ecabigo
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A pronoun subjec (first and second persons) cannot ever be pre-
ceded by an adverb, what shows, assuming that the adverb is ad-
joined to VP, that a subject pronoun must be in a high subject posi-
tion (probably SPEC, TP) like the subjects of better known accusa-
tive languages.

As the examples above show, however, an adverb, in this case G
‘already’, can precede a third person external arpument. The fact that
an adverb precedes a third person external argument supgests that
this subject is not in SPEC, TP. It must be in a lower position, inside
oP. Many authors have claimed that an ergative subject is licensed i
sty (e Nash 1996, Bitter & Hale 1996). This is the case of third
person external arguments in Kadiwéu, They are ergative.

3.2. External arguments in embedded clauses

A third person external argument can (optionally) occupy a pre-com-
plementizer position in embedded clauses in Kadiwéu. An internal argn-
ment cannot, regardless of its person if the external arpument is third
person. In the data below the complementizer is e and it is undeined,

(3rd person subject, 3nd person object)

24.Paulo yorwo Exabigo me  yema: Ekode
Paulo 35UB}-thinks Exabigo COMP 35UB|-want/love Tkode
25 *Paulo yorwo Ekode me  yema: Ecabipo

Paulo 3SUBJ-think Ekode COMP 3SUBJ-love Ecabigo
‘Paulo thinks that Ecabigo loves Fkode’

(3rd person subject, 2nd person object)

26.*Paulo yorwo agami me Gadema:ni Ecabigo

27.Paulo yo:wo me aga:mi Gadema:ni Ecabigo

28.Paulo  yo:rwo  Ecabigo me aqami Gadema:ni

Paulo thinks that Ecabigo loves you'
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Mote, however, that a first/second person extetnal arpument can-
not be placed in the pre-complementizer position. The object moves
(optionally) instead regardless of'its person:

(2nd person subject, 3rd person object)

30.* Paulo yorwo aga:mi me emani Ecabigo
Paulo 3SUBJ-thinks ZPRONOUN COMP 25UBJHove/ want-pl Ecabigo

31. Paulo yo:wo me aga:mi emani Feabigo

32. Paulo yorwo Ecabigo me aqaimi emamni

33. Paulo yorwo me Ecabigo aga:mi emaani

‘Paulo thinks that you love Ecabigo.

(meither subject nor object 3rd person)

3. * Paulo yoran ce me  agami Gademamni
Paulo 35UBJ-think TPRONOUN COMP ZPRONOUN 20B]Hove-pl

35. Paulo vorwo me ee aqa:mi Gademani

36. Paulo yorwo aga:mi me ee Gademami

‘Paulo thinks that T love you’,

The facts concerning the position of subjects in embedded claus-
es are further evidence for the claim that third person external argu-
ments and first/second person external arpuments do not occupy the
same syntactic posidon,

3.3. Adverbs and internal arpuments

" The adverbs gime ‘perhaps’, joG “already’, and «G *sdll’ can occu-
py any of the positions marked by (X) in the data below. The sen-
tence is ungrammatical, however, if the adverb is placed in the posi-
tion marked by (*).
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37.Ecabigo (X) yema: (*) Fkode
Ecabigo 35UBJ-love  Ekode

38.Ecabigo (X) agaxmi  (X) Gadema:ni
Ecabigo ZPRONOUN 20BJ-inverse-love-pl

Some examples follow:

39.Ticabigo ja yema: Ekode
40.*Ecabigo yema: jeG Ekode

41.Ecabigo jaG aga:mi Gadema:ni
42.Ecabigo agami jaG adema;ni

The data show that an adverb cannot interfere between the verb
and a post-verbal object. Recall that an object is post-verbal (VO
order) when it is third person, The facts concerning adverb place-
ment show that a post-verbal internal argument is internal to VP

First and second person direct internal arpuments cannot ever be
post-verbal, however. They must be placed before the verb (OV or-
der) and the inverse morpheme appears obligatorily. An adverb can
oceur berween the verb and the object if the object is preverbal, and
it shows that a preverbal internal argument has moved to outside of
VP. Preverbal internal position arguments are first and second per-
sons. I believe that the inverse morpheme is the head of a functional
projection that receives an internal argument dislocated out of the
VP. Note that the fact that an adverb can intervene between an erga-
tive subject and an absolutive object shows that this object occupies
the specifier position of an independent projection rather than a sec-
ond specifier of v

Note that although many theoties of etgativity posrulate that the
internal argument of an ergative language occupies the SPTIC posi-
tion of 'I'P (cf. Nash 1996 and Bittner & Halle 1995 for the languap-
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es that they label syntactically ergative), Kadiwéu does not favor this
hypothesis. Although a definite (first and second persons) internal
argument leaves the VP, it is lower than any subject. There are two
pieces of evidence that it is lower in syntax than the subject: (i) it
linearly follows the subject and (b) in embedded clauses a third per-
son subject (the one that is licensed 7 sits) has priotity over an inter-
nal atgument to move, as seen in section 3.2,

The Kadiwéu facts concerning internal arguments resemble some
facts of North American languages. The inverse voice (morphologi-
cally marked here by the inverse d-) is used when the internal argu-
ment is presupposed. Like in a passive, the internal object is fronted,
but unlike the passive, there is no intransitivization and no argument
is demored.

Camie & Jelinek adopt a particular view of phases that is differ-
ent from the one proposed by Chomsky (2001). They state (2003:8):

“Chomsky proposes that phases are, in essence, propositional;
they consist of a predicate and its arguments (+P), or a tempo-
ral and force operator (TP or CP). Carnie offers an alternative
view of phase, In this approach, phases minimally consist of
(a) a predicative element (2 or V), (b) a single argument (NP),
(c) a temporal operator that locates the predicate and arpument
in time and space (Asp or T). For a single transitive .::Iause,
then, the first phase of a sentence consists of a lexical predica-
te which expresses an event or state (V), any internal arguments,
and the Asp head.”

The authors propose that definite abjects shift from inside the VP
(possibly ar LF in some lanpuages) to the specifier of a projection
above VP to get out of the nuclear scope defined by VP in better
known languages. In Kadiwéu a presupposed internal argument (ab-
solutive object) moves overtly. In other words, T believe that the in-
verse morpheme is a motphological realization of such projection.
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4. Contrastive focus of objects

It is important to mention that while a first/second direct internal
arpument cannot ever be final, a third person internal arpument can
occupy a preverbal posidon. Note, however, that, in this case, it is
interpreted as in contrastive focus. A preverbal focused object docs
not trigger agreement and the inverse morpheme does not appear:

43.Ecabigo Ekode yema:
Ecabigo Ekode 35UBJ-love/want
Ficabigo loves Ecode (not somebody else)

One could question whether a third person in contrastive focus
occupies the same position as the internal argument of the inverse
voice (first/second person). Negation placement indicates that they
do not occupy the same position: ®

e agacmmi a(G) Gademani
TPRONOUN 2PRONOUN NEG  20BJ-inverse-love/want-pl
1 don’t love you
44 Eeabipo af(3) yema: Ekode
Ecabigo NEG 35UBJ-love/want
Feahigo doesn't love Ecode.
45.*Beabigo Fkode a(G) yema:
Ecabigo Ekode NEG 35UB]-love/want
Ecabigo doesn’t love Ecode
46.Feabigo aG  Ekode yema:
Feabigo NOT Ekode 3SUBJ-love/want
Eecabigo doesn’t love Ecode

As it can be noticed above, a_verb can be modified by '2G ‘not’
when there is a2 pre-verbal object pronoun (inverse voice) but the
same is not true if the object is a focused noun. The negative mor-
pheme must precede the object
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Additional evidence for the claim that a focused object and an

internal argument pronoun are not in the same position comes from
the fact that there is no complementary distribution between a pre-

verbal pronoun and a focused third person:

47. agaimi libole jolataGadomi
2ZPRONOUN meat  1SUBJ-give-EPN-2ZOBI-benefactive
1 give you the meat (not something else)

Note that the regular position of a noun object is final if not fo-
cused, even in a double object construction:

48. Ecabigo aga:mi yolaGataGadomi libole.
Ecabigo gives you the meat.

5. Intransitives adverb placement

Finally, it is important to mention that the behavior of intransi-
tive seqtences (unergative or unaccusative verbs) is different con-
cerning advetb placement, what constitutes further evidence that tran-
sitive ‘subjects arc special. Thus, an adverb can precede or follow a
subject, regardless of its person, in an intransitive clause:

49, jcG e id:abidi
already 1PRONOUN  15UBJ-nverse-stand up
I already stand up

50. ee G idiabidi
1PRONOUN already i-d:-stand up

B2.ec ja jalokodi
IPRONOUN  already 15UBJ-run
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That is, the position vccupied by an absolutive argument is not
the same as the one occupied by a transitive subject, regardless on
whether the subject is nominative or erparive.

As a final remark, note that antipassives do not work as intransi-

tives regarding adverb placement, they have the same behavior as
transitive clauses:

53*jeG  ee ineligota
Jai e 1-f-eligo-t-e-wa
already 1IPRONOUN 18UBJ- antipassive-eat-EPN-30BL-DAT
T already eat it in my imagination’.

51 jeG ce jalokodi
already 1PRONOUN  1SUBJ-run
I already run

The difference between antipassives and intransitives is not the
presence/absence of an oblique argument. Note that one can add an
oblique argument in an intransitive clause, and still the behavior re-
garding adverbs positioning does not change:

51 jeG co jalokoditaGadomi
already 1PRONOUN  1SUBJ-run-EPN-2-hencfactive
I already run for you.

6. Conclusion

This paper attempts to show that Kadiwéu is a syntactic crgative
language that presents strong arguments to believe that there are dif.
ferent positions for nominative and erpative subjects as well as dif-
ferent positions for accusative and absolutive arguments. [urther-
more, it shows that absolutive objects do not fill the specifier of TP,
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It occupics a position outside of VP that is lower than the position of
an ergative subject.
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1 Kadivwén is a Waikurian language spoken by about 1,000 Indians distibured over an
area of 538,000 hecrares in the State of Mato Grosso do Sul, Brazil. The Waikurian
language family has two branches: (7) the Waikurian Branch, which ineludes Mbayi
and its descendent Kadiwéu; and (b) the Southern Branch, which comprises four
other languapes: Toba, Pilags, Mocovi, and Apibdn (Ceria & Sandalo 1995). The
Kadiwéus are the only surviving descendants of the Mbayd people,who in the 18th
century dominated a large extension of the Brazilian and Paraguayan Chaco area
(23,5° to 19° degrees of Latitude South, Sanchez Labrador, 1760). A shore skerch in
1760 grammar and dictionary by Sanchez Labrador (published in Susnik 1971)is

193



Byt ACTIC ERGATIVETY AN ARCGUMENT HIERARLETY IN KADIBEL

the only materal available on Mbayd. Sanchez Labradot collected his data near Asun-
ciom, Paraguay, so his data representa dialect that presutnably alecady differed from
the immediate ancestor of Kadiwéu, Some aspects of the Kadiwen grammar have
been discussed by Griffths & Griffiths (1976), Braggio (1981), and Griffichs (1973,
1987, 1991}, A grammar and dictionary of Kadiweu are in Sandalo (1995, 1997).

2 "The following abbreviations are used in Kadiwéu examples in this work: 1 = first
person, 2 = second person, 3 = third person, COMP = complementizer, NEG =
negative, SUBJ = subject, OB] = object, OBL = ohlique argument, pl = plaral, sz =
singular. Note that Kadiwen does not allow hiarus; this language has [t] epenthesis
to avaid hiatus, An epenthetic [t] is glossed EPI.

3 Typalogically similar morphemes have been called relfationalin the literarure of Brasi-
lian Indian languapges. 1 label d- inperze, rather than relational, following a sugpestion
of Spike Gildea since it resembles some aspects of the inverse of Motth American
languages. This paper attempts to show that the morheme d- oecurs when the
abject has been dislocated to a higher specifier position. It is unknown, however,
whether the morphemes of other Brazilian languages that are labeled mistional are
indeed similar to the kadivén fmverse in its prammatical propertics.

4 Unergative verbs are not marked like intransitive verbs; they are marked like transitive
verbs whose internal arguments are third person. This pattern is also attested in
languapes like Basque and Geotgian. Note that vncrgative verhs are analyzed as
lexically transitive by Hale & Keyser (1993). Antipassive verbs can be marked by
cither the transitive of intransitive subject marker.

5 'The adverh jwG ‘already’ undergoes vowel harmony. Note also that the phonerme /
G/ drops before 4 consonant or glide and that the vowel harmony rule does not
apply in this casc.

6 Kadiwen negative marker is oG, recall that there is a phonological rule that deletes /
G/ before 4 consonant.
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A REDUCAO VOCALICA NO PORTUGUES
BRASILEIRO: AVALIACAO VIA RESTRICOES
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RESUMO

o pmaﬂ.a'e trabalby refere-se 4 nestralizagdo vovdlica wo Portuguis Brasilim & dug da Teoria da
Otirmidade, e models faseads em rectripies. Mostraresor a awslagdy dos drapos mareades gue
rediis o Sisiemma de sete PONGES @ GICO € g dY6E bagars, de gl fraraled,

Abstract

Uhe present paper m_,n'ir:' #o meniralization of stresless vowels in Bragiban Portugnese wnder the
_ﬁmu'mn& of Optimality Theory, a conrtraine-besed model, We will show the meliification of the
sarked fratires so that a seven towselr rysteny it redueed fo five and fo .ﬁ!?mm'eirmpamdﬁﬂﬁmﬁm

Palavras-chave
Mesttralizain, redugin vocilica, resfrigier

Kﬂy—w:_:rds
Newiralization, vowe! reduction, consiraints

Introdugio

Na fonologia estrutural, a neutralizacio OCUPOU EXPIEsSiVo espago
em trabalhos que adotaram a proposta de Trubetzkoy, como em Cima-
ra Je. (1970); mas na fonologia gerativa de Chomsky and Halle (1968)
em que cada mudanga de trago era explicada por uma regra r:sp-edﬂci:
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