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The notion of maximal projection plays a central role in the theory of the syntax-prosodic structure interface proposed by Selkirk (1986, 1995) and amplified by Truckenbrodt (1995, 1999), who claim that the level of prosodic phrasing referred to variously as major phrase, intermediate phrase and phonological phrase is defined with respect to syntactic constituents that are maximal projections.  Yet the notion maximal projection is problematic from the point of view of current grammatical theory. The X-bar theory of syntactic projections, in terms of which the notion maximal projection is defined, plays no role in the bare phrase structure theory put forward within Chomskyan minimalist syntax (Chomsky 1995 and many others).  Moreover, from the point of view of semantic interpretation, there has never been a role for the notion ‘maximal projection’.  In this paper, I will argue that the notion of maximal projection also has no role to play in characterizing the interface of syntax and phonology.   It will be argued instead that prosodic major phrases-- the phonological domains earlier thought to be defined with respect to crosscategorial XP --  are defined only with respect to constituents which are dominated by nodes in the extended verbal projection, namely arguments and adjuncts of the verb and its projections. More specifically, the generalization is arguably this:

(1) Prosodic major phrases correspond to the highest constituent in the spellout domain of a phase. 

Kahnemuyipour 2004 and Kratzer and Selkirk 2004 have argued that phrase stress is assigned to the highest constituent in the spellout domain of a phase.  The current proposal incorporates their insight about the syntactic basis for phrase stress, but sees the assignment of phrase stress as a reflection of the major phrase organization of the sentence. A variety of other phonological and phonetic phenomena besides phrase stress also attest to the organization of the sentence into major phrases. 

The generalization in (1) can be given expression in the grammar in a variety of ways, depending on the precise nature of spellout.  According to what will be called strong minimalist spellout, constituents of designated types in syntactic structure are simply spelled out as prosodic constituents of a corresponding prosodic type.  In this paper the type of syntactic constituent whose spellout is at issue  is the highest constituent in the domain of phase, identified here with the abbreviation Hst (for ‘highest’).  If each ( in (2a) is the terminal string of some Hst, then strong spellout produces the prosodic constituency in (2b):

(2) Strong minimalist spellout:    [(]Hst is spelled out as major phrase



a.
[  [ [(]Hst   [  [(]Hst  [  (  ] ] ] ]

Syntactic structure


b.         MaP (()     MaP(()       ( 


Strong spellout:




c.  
MaP (()     MaP((        ( )


Possible post-spellout adjustment:







“stray” material incorporated


This is a universalist, radically minimalist, theory of spellout. For every language, all instances  of certain designated syntactic constituent types are simply “converted” into corresponding prosodic constituent types at spellout; no new constituency is introduced.   Strong minimalist spellout comes at a price: it requires the postulation of principles of post-spellout prosodic structure adjustment.   Surface phonological phrasing that is nonisomorphic to the output of spellout, such as in (2c), is not infrequently observed.  

An alternative weak minimalist spellout would instead posit independent interface constraints, such as Align R/L Hst, as part of the spellout mechanism.  Such a theory would call for a spellout in which the R or L edge of the highest constituent (Hst) of any phase domain coincides with the R or L edge of a major phrase in phonological representation. (Seidl 2001 is an edge-based weak minimalist theory of spellout, though one where the relevant syntactic phrase edges are not characterized in terms of Hst.) Language-particular settings of R or L with respect to Hst would produce the different prosodic structures in (3b) and (3c). 

(2) Weak minimalist spellout:   R/L edge of [(]Hst aligns with edge of a major phrase



a.
[  [ [(]Hst   [  [(]Hst  [  (  ] ] ] ]

Syntactic structure


b.         MaP (()     MaP(()       ( 


Weak spellout 1: R edge of Hst 








coincides with edge of  MaP

c.  
MaP (()     MaP((        ( )


Weak spellout 2: L edge of Hst








coincides with edge of  MaP
 

Such a theory is neither radically minimalist—it posits independent interface constraints for spelling out syntactic structure, and can produce constituents that do not correspond to constituents of the syntax;  nor it is universalist-- there are different options (R/L) for spelling out the same syntactic configuration. But in both theories of spellout there has to be a post-spellout component in which phonological constraints on prosodic structure come into play, since it is known that phonological factors such as the length of constituents or their accentedness can influence surface prosodic structure.  Where these two executions of minimalist spellout differ crucially is in the details of the phonological domain structure (= prosodic constituent structure) produced by spellout as the input to the phonology and in what tasks in the characterization of surface prosodic structure are handed over to the phonology.  Arguments will be presented in the talk that favor strong minimalist spellout of major phrases.  These arguments will be interspersed with arguments showing that spellout of major phrases refers to Hst (= highest constituent of the spellout domain of the phase), rather than to XP (= the cross-categorial maximal projection of earlier theories) or to other definitions of the relevant syntactic constituent type found in recent approaches to the interface within minimalist syntax by Seidl 2001 and Arregi 2004.

