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1. F0®IC
» Prosodic Hierarchy (Selkirk 1984, Nespor and Vogel 1986, Ito and Mester 2012):
(1 ] Intonational Phrase (IntP)
ol bool } Phonological Phrase (PhP)
o ) o ) ol ) Prosodic Word (PrW)
Annemarie can eat the burger

Ql: 7, FERERE X FRAMEHIUE K IS LIERIH D> 2 (Selkirk 1984; Chomsky and Halle 1968)
Q2: 74, Spell-Out DFEIKAS PhP IZHE L T2 D2 ? (Kratzer and Selkirk 2007 7 &)
Q3: ¥, 3¢y A v b 2= a yORFEBICR S D ?

— ZVEAMEL T v RI2E T BRI (Chomsky 2013, 2015)

2. frsaiEam & BRI
IS ==Y XL
(2) Full Interpretation (Chomsky 1995: 27 “Ch.1”):
“... there can be no superfluous symbols in representations ....”
(3) Interpretability Requirement (Chomsky 2000: 118 “MI”):
“Inclusiveness condition holds of narrow syntax, and each feature is interpreted at LF or

associated with phonetic features by the phonological component.”

« T L RN LY (Syntactic Objects SOs)
(4) Labeling Algorithm (Chomsky 2013: 43 “POP”):
“... there is a fixed labeling algorithm LA that licenses SOs so that they can be interpreted at

the interfaces, ....”

3. INIMFFFZILTI X A
(5) Chomsky (2013, 2015):
a. H is the label in {H, XP}
b. The label of YP is the label of K in (i):
(1) XP...{kXP,YP}
c. The most prominent feature shared by XP and YP is the label of K in (ii):
(i) {x XP, YP}
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(6) The man hit the thief.

a. { v, { hit, {the, thief}}} — v is the label: (5a).
b. {a {the, man}, {v, { hit, {the, thief}}}} — o cannot be labeled at this point.
c.{T, {a {the, man}, {v, { hit, {the, thief}}}}} — T is the label: (5a).

d. {C, {[3 {the, man}, {T, {a {the, man}, {v, { hit, {the, thief}}}}}}}
— v is the label of a.: (5b).
— <¢, ¢> is the label of B: (5¢).
— C is the label: (5a).
Labels in (6a):
(7) The first step in a derivation: {H, H}
a. {H, H} takes the form of {f, R}.
b. fis a functional element that determines category.

c. R is a root, which alone is too “weak” to serve as a label. (Chomsky 2013:47; 2015:8)

(8) “hit the thief”
a. {n, Ruier} --- m is the label.
b. {the, {n, Ruier} } --- the is the label.
c. {Rui, {the, {n, Ruier} } } --- 22
d. { v, { Ruit, {the, {n, Ruicr} } } } --- v is the label.

cINSDIT_NIE, ML TR A TED L) ICERINE DD ?

4. ANERICE T BB

4.1 RAFECHEER

- #HEfl (externalization) 27 ~)LIZME D> ?

(9) Chomsky (2015: 6 “POP+"): “Since the same labeling is required at CI and for the processes
of externalization (though not at SM, which has no relevant structure), it must take place at

the phase level, as part of the Transfer operation.”

(10) Chomsky (1995: 243 “Ch.4”): “..., verbal and nominal elements are interpreted differently at
LF and behave differently in the phonological component. K must therefore at least (and we
assume at most) be of the form {y, {a, B}}, where y identifies the type to which K belongs,
indicating its relevant properties. Call y the label of K.”

(11) Nouns vs. Verbs: record, present, protest, import, export, conduct, ....
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(12) {Il, Rrecord} VS. {V, Rrecord}

- HIE O DNIE & DOREELTE ?

- BREEEIEE DT IX,  “post-lexical” L ~ LTI IETHEY

(13) The Principle of the Categorial Invisibility of Function Words (Selkirk 1984: 337)
“... rules making crucial appeal to the syntactic category of the constituents to which they

apply are blind to the presence of function word constituents.”

(Cf. Truckenbrodt 1999, Sato and Dobashi 2016)

(14) Align (PrW, R; Lex, R): For any PrW in the representation, its Right edge must coincide with
the Right edge of some Lex. (Selkirk 1995; McCarthy & Prince 1993)

(15) | ] Intonational Phrase (IntP)
ot }ood } Phonological Phrase (PhP)
o ) ol ) ol ) Prosodic Word (PrW)
Annemarie can eat the burger =(1)

* Prosodic branching (Inkelas and Zec 1995)

(16) PhP binarity: {o, ®}

(17) a. Annemarie (in isolation)
b. {Annemarie} {ate sandwiches} (Dobashi 2010)
c. {Annemarie ate}

d. {Annemarie ate it}

* Heavy NP Shift (Shiobara 2010: 87, 89)
(18) A: What happened yesterday?
B: #[(Kay) (donated) (to the library)] [(her collection) (of novels) (by Mishima)]
(19) A: What happened yesterday?
B: [(Kay) (donated) (to the library)] [(five) (hundred) (Canadian) (dollars)
(and her collection) (of novels) (by Mishima)]

HMEE T B AT, {f, RICBW T, fTiE2e <. ROFTBRMRIR”EH T 5, Cf. Embick (2015).
- L2rL, LATIE, f g~k LTGEIEIND,
(20) a. R alone is too “weak” to serve as a label. =(7¢)

b. fis the label in {f, R}.
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O % "R B 2 HiaE S I P

(21) Syntactically inert elements receive interpretation in the processes of externalization.
(22) R is syntactically inert since it is unlabelable.
* Cf. Nasukawa and Backley (2015): structural head vs. informational head.
(23) a. “drink coffee’: drink is the syntactic head while coffee is more prominent in phonology.
b. ‘the garden’: the is the syntactic head while garden is more prominent in phonology.

(24) Align (PWd, R; Lex, R), where Lex = an unlabelable syntactic terminal element.

(25) Extended Full Interpretation:

Syntactic objects must be interpreted at least at either of the interfaces.

* T % unlabelable? (Cf. Chomsky 2015)

4.2 Phonological Phrase & Intonational Phrase

* Phonological Phrase:
(26) The domain of Spell-Out is a phonological phrase. (See Dobashi 2014.)

*+ 2% Spell-Out Domain = Phonological Phrase ?
(27) Phase-Impenetrability Condition PIC (Chomsky 2000):
The domain of head H is not accessible to operations outside strong phase HP; only H and
its edge are accessible to such operations.

(28) The domain of Spell-Out is syntactically inert.

* Intonational Phrase:
(29) [The boy hit the thief]

- 72¢ T3, = Intonational Phrase (IntP) ?
— XABIIMEEFTE O N ROHALITIE R > TRy,
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- Z DAt d Intonational Phrases (Nespor and Vogel 1986: 188):
(30) a. Lions [as you know] are dangerous.

b. My brother [who absolutely loves animals] just bought himself an exotic tropical bird.

c. That’s Theodore’s cat [isn’t it?]
d. [Clarence] I’d like you to meet Mr. Smith.
e. [Good heavens] there’s a bear in the back yard.

f. They are so cute [those Australian koalas].

4. SHBOBFRERE
+ Ito and Mester (2012): The Prosodic Hierarchy is universally three-layered.

* “Lexical” vs. “Post-lexical” rules:
- LPM-OT (Lexical Phonology and Morphology-OT: Kiparsky 2000)
- DOT (Derivational Optimality Theory: Rubach 2000)
- Phonological rules in Distributed Morphology (Halle and Matushansky 2006)

+ “Lexical” rules require category distinction while “Postlexical” rules do not.

- HEAL D 2R G
(31) Narrow Syntax

!
Spell-Out (“Lexical” rules)

!
Prosodic Computation (“Postlexical” rules) [Cf. Yim and Dobashi 2016]

- BIRAL & DBIE (Dobashi 2013)

* ”Intermediate projections” and their interpretation.
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