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1. Introduction
® Theam of this talk is to showthat ..
PF4interface does not refer to syntactic labels, contra the phrasing theories based on labels.
PF-interface is not a problem for eliminating labels.
® Road map
82. Eliminating labels and PF interface (Collins 2001)
83. Against label-based phrasing (e.g. $&lk986) and direct Spell-Out phrasing
84. Label-free mappingTokizaki 1999) and its consequences

2. Eliminating labels and PF interface
® Bare phrase structure: bar levels and no labels

(1) a DP b the
—_— /\
D|+ NF the book
the I\|+
b(Loh (Chomsky 1995: 246)

2) a. VP b.
(2) Py PN

V X V X
3) a {V,{V, X}} b. {V, X} (Collins 2001)
® Theareas where labels have been used
(4) Basicproperties of X'-theory

a
b Selectionsubcategorizatio)
C. Minimal Link Condition

d PF interface: referenceto XP?

3. Againgt label-based theories and direct Spell-Out analyses

B) a Lexicon b. LF1 LF2
S-structure Numeratio® Phase}?>» Phase? ...

N .

PF LF PF1 PF2  (Chomsky 1999)



® PF interface refers to XP versus X’ and X (an XP will be treated differently from an X’ and X)
3.1 Label-based theories
(6) Tonal Groups (TG) in Taiwanese (Cheng 1968: 29)
Generally speaking, if a boundary is placed at the end of any noun phrase, verb phrase,
sentence adverb, and embedded sentence, a sentence will be changed into sequence of TG’s.
(7) Tone Group formation in Xiamen (Chen 1987: 131)
Mark the rght edge of every XP with #, except where XP is an adjunct c-commanding its

head.
(8) [slwe 120 tsim-a-pd# [pege m [vpSIONG-SIN % s [\ YING-KO] # [prear € [ve koNg-wd]]]]]
old lady not believe parrot can talk
(9) End parameter settings (Selkirk 1986: 389)
A limax b.  ymal

(20) a. [plv [v pa(:)nzize] [, cho:mbo ]] [\ mwa:mbg]] (Chi Mwi:ni)
‘He ran thevessel on to the rock’

b. pe e )
(11) Arboreal Mapping (Zec and Inkelas 1990: 370, 377,Inkelas and Zec 1995)

a. Prominent elements are mapped into their own phonological phrases.

b.  From the bottom up, branching nodes are mapped into phonological phrases.
c. No two phonological words on opposite sides of an XP boundary may be phrased
together to the exclusion of any material in either XP.
(12) WRaAP-XP (Truckenbrod 1999: 228)
Each XP is contained in a phonological phrase.

(13) a *C R(C )k b. V( )
[XPZ X]]XP] [Xl XPZ]XP]
c. *( O d. V(e ( )
[Xl XPZ XP3] XP1 [Xpl FC1 XPZ] FctF

® Those interface theories that refer to syntactic lasucl as XP are conceptually not tenable
within the minimalist framework.

3.2 Direct Spell-Out phrasing

® A saurated constituent (similar to ‘maximal projection’) is passed onto PF and marked as a
potential phonological phrase. (Collins 2001)

® Sister ofa phase head @ndC) isthe unit of Spell-Out: VP and IP (TF). (Dobash 2003)

® No conceptual problem, but ...



3.3 Arguments against label-based theories and direct Spell-Out analyses

® An XP or saturated constituent is not always an edge of phonological gTokizaki 1999).

(14) a.  ..[xp .- b. H#[, .
(15) Consonant Mutation in Mende (Cowper and Rice 1987: 189)

baby turn
‘the baby turned’
b.  [s[w ti] [ve [v kakpanga] {> ngi maJ]] -> *ti gakpanga ngi ma
they surround him on

‘they surrounded him’
(16) Iltalian Stress Retraction (Nespor and Vogel 1986: 175)
a. Le [y [ citta] [sp NnOrdiche]] non mi piacciono. <- citta
‘| don't like Nordic cities.’
b.  Le [y [y Cittd] [ap [aqy MOItO] [, Nnordiche]]] non mi piacciono. -> *citta
‘I don’t like very Nordic cities.’
(17) Rhythm Rule in English (Nespor axdgel 1986: 178, cf. Inkelas and Zec 1995: 543)
a. John|; [y pérseveredl,qp gladly]] <- persevees
b.  John|; [, persevéred, [ap gladly] [ and diligently]] -> *pérsevies
c. [s[w Annemarie],, héard]] <- Annemarie
d.  [s[w Annemarie],, [, héard] |- about it already]]]
(18) Discourse particla in Hausa (Zec and Inkelas 1990: 369)

a. *Yalp[, sayi] fa[yeteburin]]
he bought table®EF
‘He bought the table.’

b. Yal|,[, sayi] fa[u [,pbabban] | tebur]]]
he bought big table
‘He bought a big table.’

c. *Yals[w [vsay] fa[yeteburin]] [, jiyall

he bought table-DEF yesterday
‘He bought the table yesterday.’
(19) a. ..y - b. ... xl#..
(20) High Deletion in Kinyambo (Bickmore 1990: 14)
a. [s[w abakoZ] [, békajuna]] <- abakd ‘workers’

workers they-helped
‘the workes helpd’



b. [s[w [y @abakozi] [ bakuru] [\, bakajuna]] -- bakiu ‘mature’
workers mature they-helped
‘The mature workers helped.’
(21) Low Deletion in Japanese (Tokizaki 1999)

a.  [w [wp MOMoO-tg [y nira-o]] yome-ni ageta. (<-nira)
peach-and leek-Acc daughter in law-to gave
‘| gave peaches and leeks to my daughter in law.’
b. [ [xe [AAmai] [y momo-to] [y» nira-o]] yome-ni ageta.
sweet peach-and leek-Acc daughter in law-to gave
‘| gave sweet peaches and leeks to my daughter in law.’

® \Variablephrasing
(22) a. /Wedon'twant any /
b. /We/dont/want/any/ Kreidler 1989: 156)

(23) a. [Se prenderg]qualcosg][prenderg)[tordi],
if catch(fut) something catch(fut) thrushes
‘If he catches something, he will catch thrushes.’

b. [Se prendera_qualcog@prenderatordi], (Nespor and Vogel 1986)
® Prosodic categories higher than phonological phrase
(24) U utterance
/\
I I intonational phrase
| N .
(0} (0} (0} phonological phrase
(o/\ W lw ﬁ\w w prosodic word

In Pakistan Tuesdg is a holiday

4. L abel-free mapping (Tokizaki 1999) and its consequences
(25) Interpret boundaries of syntactic constituents [ ... ] as prosodic boundaries / ... /.

(26) a.  [X]IYIz]]

X Y Z
b. XY IZIN
(27) Deleten boundaries between words.n: & natural number)
(28) a. IX/HYIzZIl  6=1) --> X) (Y) (2)
b. XIYZI n=2) --> (X) (Y 2)
c. XYZ n=3) --> XY 2



® An edge of XP
(29) [s[ne 120 tsim-a-pd# [pree m [ypSiONG-SIN % 5 [yp YING-KO] # [prep € [vp kONG-WE]]]]]
old lady not believe parrot can talk
(30) a. /l'lao tsim-a-po th / siong-sin // ying-ko . & 1 kong-we ////l/
b. /lao tsim-a-po m siong-sin / ying-ko € kong-we //ll/  (=1)
(31) a. [plv [vpa(:)nzize] [, cho:mbo ]] [\ mwa:mba]
‘He ran thevessel on to the rock’
b. /Il pa(:)nzize /I cho:mbo /// mwa:mba //
c. /pa()nzize chonbo / mwa:mba n=2)
® Branching vs. non-branching

(32) a ..[.. o ..].. b. LH#I[.. o L]
(33) a ../l.. b. ../..
(34) a. ... (h=1) b. ../.. @=1)

(35) a. [E[w ndolaa],, wotéa]] <- té ‘turn’
b.  [s[ne tiT [ve [v kakpanga]d» ngi ma]]] -> *ti gakpanga ngi ma
(36) a. /I nddlaa /[ wotéa //
b.  //ti/ll kakpanga // ngi ma /ll
(37) a. ndolaa wotéa n€2)
b. ti/kakpanga ngi ma n¥2)
® Variable phrasing
(38) @ Lowsrlcons [cons Se [» [v prenderd] | qualcosal]] | [v prendera] | tordi]]]
if catch(fut) something catch(fut) thrushes
b. /Il Se Il prendera /] qualcosa ///l// prendera // tordi //]
(39) a. /I Selprendera/ qualcosa //ll prendera/ tordi// n=1)(
b. /Se prendera qualcosa /// prendera tordi / n=2)
® Prosodic categories higher than phonological phrase
(40) a. [[[In] [Pakistan]] [[Tuesday] [[is] [[a] [holiday]]]]]

b. /Il In /] Pakistan ///l Tuesday /// is I/l a Il holiday /////

(41) a. In Pakistan Tuesday is a holiday / n=4) utterance
b. In Pakistan / Tuesday is a holiday // n=38) intonational phrase
C. / In Pakistan // Tuesgd is / a holiday /// 11=2) phonological phrase

d. /Il In / Pakistan /// Tuesday // is // a / holiday /M=X) proodic word
® More oonsequences: speech rate, coumsiit length, Heavy NP SI, .. (Tokizaki 2000, 2004a)



5. Conclusion
® If you want to eliminate labeldon’t worry about PF-interface. Go for it!

Appendix: Focus, givenness, and prosody

(42) A: Alice hates hamsters?

B Alice LOVES hamsters!
(43) A. Lex{Alice, hamsters, hate, love, ...} ->  Num{Alice, hamsters, hate}
B Lex{ Alice, hamsters, hate, love, ...} ->  NumfAlice, hamsters, love}
(44) [[Alice] [[loves][hamsters]]

® No F-markirg and no Focus Projection, contra Selkirk (1¢ Stay tued ... Tokizaki 2004b).
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