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1 Introduction

This paper offers a reexamination of the data on German main phrasal stress placement and
prosodic phrasing that is used in Kratzer and Selkirk (2007) tomotivate a phase-based account
of prosodic phrasing. Their account suggests that prosodic phrasing proceeds cyclically along
the lines of phase-based syntactic spell-out. To my understanding, it is motivated mainly
by two empirical generalizations: One is a contrast in main stress placement in stative vs.
eventive intransitive clauses and the other is the unstressability on VP-internal PPs that are
c-commanded by the object bearing main stress.

Kratzer and Selkirk suggest that the intransitive contrast can be explained based on dif-
ferent syntactic structures for stative and eventive verbs as suggested by Diesing (1990).
Building on this assumption, I show that the difference in syntactic structure can offer an
explanation in amatch-based framework as well. In fact, assuming Diesing’s syntactic analy-
sis, the stress assignment in these cases is an instance of the simple case that can be described
by the nuclear stress rule (cf. Chomsky and Halle (1968)). The prosodic contrast for even-
tive vs. stative intransitive clauses could therefore be taken to be an argument for Diesing’s
syntactic analysis rather than for a specific prosodic framework.

The latter empirical generalization is the claim that main phrase stress never falls on
VP-internal PPs, but always the c-commanding accusative argument. The corresponding
syntax-prosody mapping does not fall in the range of the nuclear stress rule and couldn’t
be coherently characterized in terms of alignment, if all syntactic phrases are parsed into
prosodic phrases indiscriminatingly. If Kratzer and Selkirk are right, and VP-internal PPs
are never stressed in information structurally neutral utterances, this does provide motiva-
tion for their phase-based account. Their generalization has been contested by Féry (2011),
who argues that the pattern reported in Kratzer and Selkirk (2007) is optional and alternates
with nuclear stress assignment on the PP. I suggest that this optionality is provided by infor-
mation structure: The reason that the relevant examples of VP-internal PPs can optionally
be unstressed could be explained by the assumption that they can optionally be interpreted
as given. Accordingly, main stress bearing VP internal PPs in German could not be con-
sidered information-structurally neutral, but constitute a special case that differs from the
prosodically regular cases of main phrasal stress placement.

1



Before delving into the specifics of these arguments, I give a brief summary of the relevant
facts in German intonation in section 2 and of how Kratzer and Selkirk (2007) account for
them in section 3. I will then give a match-based analysis of the basic pattern in section 4,
illustrating how it works to cover the cases in question. Section 5 reexamines the claim of
unstressability for VP-internal PPs in two ways: In terms of information structure, suggest-
ing that the relevant VP-internal PPs may be interpreted as given; and in terms of alignment,
showing a preference for the main stress to fall on a syllable that isn’t too far to the left of
the right clause boundary. I will conclude in section 6 with a summary of the main claims.

2 German main phrase stress 

German main phrase stress is taken to be realized as a high pitch accent that is followed by
a series of low tones. For example in (1), the pitch reaches its utterance-global maximum at
the stressed syllable of the object noun Gesetze and is followed by a drastic lowering of tone.

(1) .

The main accent is realized as a high tone on the object noun. Post-peak material is deac-
cented and realized with a lower f0 than everything else in the same utterance. The stressed
syllables of the leftward words gehö́rt and María exhibit a plateau in the pitchtrack.

The fact that the f0 seems to stay at roughly the same level throughout the stressed syllable
suggests that they are associated with a tonal accent as well. The frequency at the stressed
syllable could well be described as a local maximum and could therefore be represented as a
high tone. However, these prenuclear tonal accents are realized significantly lower than the
main phrasal accent. Given that the main phrasal accent is followed by a series of low tones,
I will choose the following tonal representation for the phrasal tones:

(2) Example from Kratzer and Selkirk (2007), annotation added:

Ich
I

hab
have

gehö

H

rt,
heard

dass
that

Mar i

H

a
Mary

die
the

Gese

H

tz

*L

e
laws

studiert.
studies

‘I heard that Mary studies the laws.’

Although both the prenuclear accents as well as the main phrase stress are represented as
high tones here, the phonetic difference between them could potentially be explained by one
of the following assumptions: Either the last high tone is higher than the others because it is
followed by a low tone to maximize contrast. Or the last high tone is higher than the other
tones based on an effect of how prosodic embedding interacts with prominence. This might
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have to do something with tonal scaling (cf. Truckenbrodt and Féry (2015)) or a constraint
that ties the level of prosodic prominence to the level of embedding like e.g. the constraint
SimilaRity in Féry (2011).

Kratzer and Selkirk (2007), Féry (2011) account for German pitch accent patterns in terms
of prosodic phrasing by assuming that each tonal accent corresponds to the head of a prosodic
phrase. The difference between the accounts in Kratzer and Selkirk (2007) and Féry (2011) is
how prosodic phrasing is derived on the basis of syntactic structure. In Féry’s account, there
is a pressure for every ‘syntactic maximal projection including at least a prosodic word [to
be] contained in its own prosodic domain’, which is equivalent to a match-XP constraint in
a match-based framework (c.f. Selkirk (2011)). In Kratzer and Selkirk’s phase-based account,
a prosodic phrase will correspond only to phrases that constitute the highest phrase in a
phasal spell-out domain (SOD).

Assuming that the main accent is assigned to the head of the rightmost prosodic phrase
in the intonational domain, both of these syntax-prosody mapping theories make the same
predictions for (2). The object DP, bearing main stress, is both the rightmost maximal pro-
jection and the highest phrase in the smallest non-empty SOD. Their predictions will come
apart for VP-internal PPs that are c-commanded by a VP-internal DP. These cases are part
of Kratzer and Selkirk’s motivation for a phase-based account, which is summarized in the
following section.

3 Phase-based account

Kratzer and Selkirk (2007) provide an analysis of German main phrasal stress placement
based on syntactic phasal spell-out (cf. Chomsky (2000)). The relevant syntactic notions in
the proposed theory of syntax-prosody mapping are the following: The considered phase-
heads: v, Top(ic), C; and the complements of these heads, i.e. phasal spell-out domains
(SODs). In the phase-based account of syntax-prosody mapping, every phonologically non-
empty SOD will correspond to a prosodic major phrase (MaP): The MaP either contains the
material in the highest phrase in the SOD (according to 3); or, if there is no such highest
subordinate phrase, it contains the material in the whole SOD (according to 4).

(3) The Highest Phrase Condition on prosodic spellout [Kratzer and Selkirk (2007)]
The highest phrase within the spellout domain of a phase corresponds to a prosodic
major phrase in phonological representation.

(4) The Elsewhere Condition on prosodic spellout [Kratzer and Selkirk (2007)]
A spellout domain with eligible material must contain a major phrase.

MaPs are assumed to be the domain for phrasal stress assignment and based on the cyclically
obtained prosodic parse, rightmost MaP in the intonational phrase will be stressed; i.e. the
highest phrase in the smallest phase. Cf. (5), the syntactic structure of (2).
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(5) …dass Maria die Gesetze studiert.:
CP

TopP

TP

T

v

vV

studiert

T

vP

v

vV

studiert

VP

V

studiert

DP

die Gesetze

DP

Maria

DP

Maria

Top

pro

C

dass

Upon merge, the phase head v renders its complement, the VP, a spell-out domain. The
object DP die Gesetze is the only phrase phrase inside of the VP, and of course also the high-
est. Accordingly, it will correspond to a major phrase in the phonological representation.
Another SOD to consider is the complement of the phasal topic-head, TP. Here, the sub-
ject DP Maria is the highest phrase in the SOD and will correspond to a MaP as well. The
corresponding prosodic parsing is given in (6).

(6) Spell-out:
…dass (Maria)mₐp (die Gesetze)mₐp studiert

By right-alignment on major phrases, the sentential stress in transitive clauses falls on the
accusative argument.
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3.1 Eventive vs. stative intransitives

In German intransitive clauses, main phrasal stress falls on the subject, if the verb is eventive
(7a) and on the verb, if it is stative (7a).

(7) . Ich
I

hab
have

gehört,
heard

dass
that

…

‘I heard that …’

[after Kratzer and Selkirk (2007)]

a. Eventive:

… die
the

Meta

H

llarbeiter
metal-workers

gestreikt
striked

haben.
have

‘…the metal-workers were on strike.’

b. Stative:

… ein
a

Ju

T

nge
boy

geblie

H

ben
stayed

ist.
has

‘… a boy has stayed.’

Superficially, no difference between the two kinds of intransitives is to expect. If subject
positions were uniform in German, the systematic difference in stress assignment would be
hard to explain. Kratzer and Selkirk explain this contrast by following a syntactic analysis of
eventive and stative verbs by Diesing (1990): Her analysis suggests that events are stage-level
predicates, which can be relativized to a non-overt situational topic (silent pro). States on the
other hand are analyzed as individual-level predicates and therefore cannot be relativized to
a situation. In that case, the subject has to move to fill the topic-position.

To account for the difference in stress placement based on this syntactic difference, Kratzer
and Selkirk assume that the topic-projection is a phase, and its complement, TP, is a SOD.
Accordingly, if the subject is moved to Spec-Top, the verbwill be alone in the SOD, and parsed
into a MaP via the ‘elsewhere’-condition in (4). This accounts for the stress placement on the
verb in stative intransitive clauses without situational topic. If the subject is left in Spec-T, it
will be the highest phrase in the SOD. That accounts for the stress placement on the subject
in eventive intransitive clauses with a situational topic. The way that their account derives
this contrast is illustrated below.
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Eventive intransitives

The syntactic structure of (7a) is given in (8):

(8) …dass die Metallarbeiter gestreikt haben.:
CP

TopP

TP

T

v

v

haben

V

gestreikt

T

vP

v

v

haben

V

gestreikt

VP

gestreikt

DP

die Metallarbeiter

DP

die Metallarbeiter

Top

pro

C

dass

In (8), the VP, SOD of the phase-head v, is phonologically empty, because the verb under-
goes incorporation into v. In the TP, SOD of the phase-head Top, the subject-DP die Metall-
arbeiter is highest phrase in the phase. The same applies to TopP, the SOD of the C-phase.
This leads to the prosodic phrasing in (9).

(9) Spell out:

dass (die Metá
x

llarbeiter)mₐp gestreikt haben

By right-alignment on major phrases, the sentential stress in intranstive eventive clauses
falls on the subject.
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Stative intransitives

The syntactic structure of (7b) is given in (10):

(10) …dass ein Junge geblieben ist:
CP

TopP

TP

T

Tv

v

ist

V

geblieben

vP

v

v

ist

V

geblieben

VP

V

geblieben

DP

ein Junge

DP

ein Junge

Top

DP

ein Junge

C

dass

In (10), the VP, SOD of the phase-head v, is phonologically empty as well, because the
verb undergoes incorporation into v and the single argument DP is moved to Spec-T. The
TP, SOD of the phase-head Top, does not contain any overt XPs and is parsed into a major
phrase via the Elsewhere Condition in (4). In the TopP, the SOD of the C-phase, the subject
DP ein Junge is the highest phrase. This leads to the prosodic phrasing in (11).

(11) Spell out:
dass (ein Junge)mₐp (geblieben ist)mₐp

By right-alignment on major phrases, the sentential stress in intranstive stative clauses falls
on the verb. The analysis proposed in Kratzer and Selkirk (2007) can thus account for the
observed contrast.

3.2 VP-internal PPs

Further motivation for their account comes from their generalization that VP-internal PPs
lack stress in presence of the direct object (12).
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(12) Kratzer and Selkirk (2007):

a. … ein
a

Ju

L

nge
boy

eine
a

Gei

H

ge
violin

im
in.the

Supermarkt
supermarket

gekauft
bought

hat.
has

‘… a boy bought a violin in the Supermarket.’

b. … ein
a

Ju

L

nge
boy

eine
a

Gei

H

ge
violin

an
to

einen
a

Freund
friend

geschickt
sent

hat.
has

‘… a boy sent a violin to a friend.’

c. … Mari

L

a
Maria

K i

H

nder
children

in
in

die
the

Schule
school

fährt.
drives

‘… Maria drives children to school.’

This is accounted for in their account by virtue of the stress-bearing accusative DP being the
highest phrase in the VP, SOD of v. This is illustrated in (13), the syntactic structure of (23a).

(13) …dass ein Junge eine Geige im Supermarkt gekauft hat.
CP

TopP

TP

T

Tv

v

hat

V

gekauft

vP

v

v

hat;

V

gekauft

VP

V

gekauft

PP

im Supermarkt

DP

eine Geige

DP

ein Junge

DP

ein Junge

Top

DP

ein Junge

C

dass

In (13), the accusative DP eine Geige is the highest phrase in the VP, SOD of v. The vP is the
highest phrase in the TP, SOD of the Topic-head. The DP ein Junge is the highest phrase in
the TopP, SOD of C. This yield the prosodic parse in(14).

(14) Spell-out:
dass (ein Junge)mₐp ((eine Geige)mₐp im Supermarkt)mₐp gekauft hat

Accordingly, sentential stress in transitive clauses with VP-internal PPs is predicted to fall
on the direct object.

8



4 A simple match-based account

Kratzer and Selkirk’s treatment of the intransitive contrast crucially makes reference to
Diesing’s assumptions about different syntactic structures, but does not rely on a phase-
based account of prosodic parsing. In fact, given the assumed syntax, main phrase stress can
be captured in a very simple match-based framework (cf. Selkirk (2011)). That is illustrated
in this section.

Besides the syntax-prosody and prosody-syntax match constraints (15a) and (15b), which
are adapted from Ito and Mester (2013) (cf. also Elfner (2012), Selkirk (2011)), I also assume
that there is a grammatical pressure for the main phrase stress to be realized as a high pitch
accent on the rightmost head of the a ϕ-phrase. This is formalized in the constraints (15c)
from Ito andMester (2013) and (15d) afterMcCarthy and Prince (1993). See also the constraint
HIP in Féry (2011).

(15) a. Match XP:
For every (phonologically non-empty) syntactic maximal projection XP, assign a
violation if there exists no phonological phrase ϕ, s.t. ϕ dominates all and only
the phonological exponents of the terminals in XP.

b. Match ϕ:
For every phonological phrase ϕ, assign a violation if there exists no syntactic
maximal projection XP, s.t. ϕ dominates all and only the phonological exponents
of the terminals in XP.

c. AccentAsHead:
Assign a violation for every high pitch accent that is not associated with the head
of a minimal ϕ.

d. Align(H, R, ι, R) (short: Align):
Assign a violation for everyω between a high pitch accent and the right edge of
ι.

This constraint set should account for the data as long as Match ϕ and AccentAsHead
are ranked above Align.

4.1 Intransitives

Based on the syntactic structures assumed in Diesing (1990), the contrast in intransitive verbs
can be derived in match-theory assuming that main phrase stress is assigned to the rightmost
minimal ϕ-phrase in the perfectly matching parse.
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4.1.1 Eventives

The syntactic structure of the eventive intransitive clause in (8) is repeated here.
(8) …dass die Metallarbeiter gestreikt haben.:

CP

TopP

TP

T

v

v

haben

V

gestreikt

T

vP

v

v

haben

V

gestreikt

VP

gestreikt

DP

die Metallarbeiter

DP

die Metallarbeiter

Top

pro

C

dass

Given this syntactic structure, the prosodic parser will try to match non-empty syntactic
phrases to prosodic phrases. The TP will be matched to a prosodic phrase, which in turn
contains a prosodic phrase that is associated with the subject DP. The subject DP can be
viewed as the most deeply embedded overt elment, if only maximal syntactic projections are
considered.
(16) . [ dass [[[ die Metallarbeiter ] gestreikt haben ]]] Match XP Match ϕ AccentAsHead Align

, (dass ((die Metállarbeiter) gestreikt haben)) **
(dass ((die Metallarbeiter) gestréikt haben)) *! *
(dass ((die Metallarbeiter) gestreikt háben)) *!
(dass ((die Metallarbeiter) (gestréikt haben))) *! *

The representation in (17) illustrates that the ϕ die Metallarbeiter is the head of the right-
most prosodic phrase.
(17) Prosodic parse:

ι

ϕ

ω

Σ

haben

ω

gestreikt

ϕ

ω

Metállarbeiter

Σ

die

Σ

dass
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4.1.2 Statives

Similarly, a prosodic parse that predicts the placement of main stress on the verb can be
derived in Match-theory from the syntactic structure of the stative intransitive clauses in
(10), repeated here.

(10) Syntactic structure:
CP

TopP

TP

T

Tv

v

ist

V

geblieben

vP

v

v

ist

V

geblieben

VP

V

geblieben

DP

ein Junge

DP

ein Junge

Top

DP

ein Junge

C

dass

If we want to predict stress placement on the verb by aligning the main stress with the
head of the rightmost prosodic phrase, we need a mapping that assigns a prosodic phrase to
the verbal material geblieben ist, as illustrated in (18).

(18) Prosodic parse:
ι

ϕ

ϕ

Σ

ist

ω

geblíeben

ϕ

ω

Junge

Σ

ein

Σ

dass

This prosodic structure is in contrast with (17), in which the verbal material gestreikt haben
is parsed into a complex prosodic word, not a phrase. Because the subject is moved out of
the TP in (10), leaving a syntactic phrase that only contains the verbal material, a perfectly
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matching syntax-prosody mapping will produce a ϕ-phrase containing only the verbal ma-
terial, which may then bear main sentential stress, illustrated in (19).

(19) . [ dass [[ ein Junge ][ geblieben ist ]]] Match XP Match ϕ AccentAsHead Align
, (dass ((ein Junge) (geblíeben ist))) *

(dass ((ein Júnge) (geblieben ist))) **!
(dass ((ein Junge) (geblieben íst))) *!
(dass ((ein Júnge) geblieben ist)) *! **

4.2 Transitives

Shown above is how the simple match-based analysis set up here can account for the in-
transitive contrast described in Kratzer and Selkirk (2007). Above, I claimed that in the case
of intransitives the predictions of a phase-based account and a match-based account are the
same. I also already illustrated how these cases can be captured in the former kind of frame-
work. To see how this works with the constraints assumed here, consider a transitive clause
involving a phrasal adjunct to the left of the main stress bearing accusative argument (20a).

(20) Ich
I

glaube
believe

…
…

a. dass
that

ein
a

Junge
boy

am
on

Montag
Monday

eine
a

Geige
violin

gekauft
bought

hat
has

To account for the stress-placement on the accusative argument, we want it to be parsed
into ϕ-domains in a way s.t. the stress placement on the rightmost head of a ϕ-phrase falls
on the object. Such a structure is given in (21).

(21) Prosodic parse:
ι

ϕ

ϕ

ω

Σ

hat

ω

gekauft

ϕ

ω

Géige

Σ

eine

ϕ

ω

Montag

Σ

am

ϕ

ω

Junge

Σ

ein

Σ

dass

Similar, to the parses above, (21) can be obtained as a perfect match based on a syntactic
structure that places the adjunct-PP, the argument DP and the verbal material in the TP, like
(22).
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(22) …dass ein Junge am Montag eine Geige gekauft hat:
CP

TopP

TP

T

Tv

v

hat

V

gekauft

vP

v

v

hat

V

gekauft

VP

V

gekauft

DP

eine Geige

DP

ein Junge

PP

am Montag

DP

ein Junge

Top

DP

ein Junge

C

dass

The way in which the considered constraints derive (21) from (22) is illustrated in (23).

(23) . [dass [[ein Junge][[am Montag][eine Geige] gekauft hat ]]] Match XP Match ϕ AccentAsHead Align
, (dass ((ein Junge) ((am Montag) (eine Géige) gekauft hat))) **

(dass ((ein Junge) ((am Montag) (eine Geige) gekáuft hat))) *! *
(dass ((ein Junge) ((am Montag) (eine Geige) gekauft hát))) *!
(dass ((ein Junge) ((am Montag) (eine Geige) (gekáuft hat))) *!

4.3 Summary

In this section, I have shown how a simple match-based analysis may account for the in-
transitive contrast, if we assume with Kratzer and Selkirk (2007) that the prosodic mapping
can be derived on the basis of the syntactic assumptions made in Diesing (1990). I have also
illustrated that the same account works for transitive clauses, in which the accusative DP is
the lowest phrasal constituent. The proposed analysis, however, would fail for information-
structurally neutral clauses that involve an unstressed VP-internal PP in the presence of a
stressed c-commanding object. I will proceed to argue that clauses that do exhibit this syntac-
tic configuration and intonational pattern cannot, in fact, be interpreted as truly information-
structurally neutral.
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5 Stressability of German VP-internal PPs revisited

5.1 Information-structurally neutral?

The stress pattern for transitive clauses with VP-internal PPs attested in Kratzer and Selkirk
(2007) is repeated here.

(12) Ich glaube, dass [Kratzer and Selkirk (2007)]

a. … ein
a

Ju

L

nge
boy

eine
a

Gei

H

ge
violin

im
in.the

Supermarkt
supermarket

gekauft
bought

hat.
has

‘… a boy bought a violin in the Supermarket.’

b. … ein
a

Ju

L

nge
boy

eine
a

Gei

H

ge
violin

an
to

einen
a

Freund
friend

geschickt
sent

hat.
has

‘… a boy sent a violin to a friend.’

c. … Mari

L

a
Maria

K i

H

nder
children

in
in

die
the

Schule
school

fährt.
drives

‘… Maria drives children to school.’

Féry (2011) challenged the claim that this is the standard stress pattern for syntactic con-
figurations like this in two ways. 1. pointing out that this stress pattern is optional and 2.
suggesting that the availability of this stress pattern is due to the nature of the adjunct.

Optionality

Féry suggests that the stress pattern in (12) is optional and in variation with the equally
information-structurally neutral pattern in (24).

(24) a. … ein Ju

L

nge eine Gei

L

ge im Su

H

permarkt gekauft hat.

b. … ein Ju

L

nge eine Gei

L

ge an einen Freu

H

nd geschickt hat.

c. … Mari

L

a Ki

L

nder in die Schu

H

le fährt.

Féry accounts for the variation in an OT-based framework with informal constraints by
assuming that there is no crucial ranking between the two relevant constraints: An alignment
constraint (couched into the constraint HIP) and a constraint that prefers a prosodic structure,
which results in stressing on the object. Féry attributes this to a preference of ‘integration’
between verb and argument. i.e. a pressure that the verb and object be phrased together. This
intuition seems to be related to Kratzer and Selkirk’s account, where the domain containing
the phonological realizations of both the object and the verb (the TP) is a crucial syntactic
domain that is available as a domain in prosodic phonology. The idea that the TP-domain
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should correspond to a prosodic phrase, however, is not captured in their account and seems
to be more related to the basic intuition behind Match.

Kratzer and Selkirk (2007) could account for the optionality by assuming that the object
may be optionally scrambled out of the VP, which would possibly be accompanied by sub-
tle information-structural effects. In this case, the pattern in (24) would be information-
structurally marked in contrast to (12). However, they could not account for the case with
two locative or directional PPs, which are assumed to both be VP internal. In that case,
illustrated in (25), stressing the highest phrase in the VP leads to a contrastive interpretation.

(25) a. neutral:
Maria
Mary

fährt
drives

im
in.the

Auto
car

nach
to

Berlín.
Berlin

b. contrastive:
Maria fährt im Áuto nach Berlin.

In the following I will argue that the optionality can be accounted for by the suggested
analysis if we can assume that the pattern in (12) is information-structurally marked in con-
trast to (12).

The nature of the adjunct

On the second point, Féry notes that the PPs in (23a) have crucial semantic similarities. She
says Kratzer and Selkirk ‘only consider locational and directional PPs, where this accent-
ing option is borne out’, implying that it is only possible with locative and directional PPs,
without giving a counterexample. At least VP-internal instrumental PPs seem to behave
differently, as illustrated in (26).

(26) … dass
that

ein
a

Ju

L

nge
boy

eine
a

Ge

L

ige
violin

mit
with

Ka

H

rt

*L

e
card

bezahlt
paid

hat.
has

To me, another striking semantic similarity between their examples is that they all involve
DPs whose referent is determined in relation to another referent. This anaphoric behavior
might allow for them to be optionally interpreted as given, in case the anaphoric presuppo-
sition is satisfied in the discourse, or not as given, in case the anaphoric presupposition is
accommodated.

5.2 Relationality and Givenness

I would like to suggest that the unstressed PPs in (12) may be interpreted as given due to their
relational semantics: The PP-internal DPs in (23a) and (23c) are weak definites (receiving a
functional reading) and the one in (23b) is a relational noun. All of these introduce an argu-
ment that stands in a lexically specified relation to the nominal referent. Here, these relations
are being the (go-to) supermarket of, school-of or friend-of another referent. Whereas the
first might be bound by a situational argument, the friend-of relation in (23b) is clearly spec-
ified wrt the subject and the school-of relation in (23c) is clearly specified with respect to
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the object. The anaphoric behavior of these PP-internal DPs may have an effect on informa-
tion structure. Particularly, because these variables seem to be looking for a referent in the
context, they might be optionally interpreted as given and then don’t bear stress accordingly.

The claim that destressing the PPs in (23a) and (23c) might be due to their status as weak
definites is supported by contrasting them to examples in which the VP-internal PPs are
indefinites:

(27) a. Maria
Maria

hat
has

am
on

Montag
Monday

eine
a

Gei

H

ge
violin

[im
in.the

Supermarkt]G
supermarket

gekauft.
bought

‘Maria bought a violin in the Supermarket on Monday.’

b. Maria
Maria

hat
has

am
on

Montag
Monday

eine
a

Geige
violin

in
in

einem
a

La

H

den
store

gekauft.
bought

‘Maria bought a violin in a store on Monday.’

(28) a. Ich
I

hab
have

gehört,
heard

dass
that

Maria
Maria

K i

H

nder
children

[in
in

die
the

Schule]G
school

fährt.
drives

‘I heard that Maria drives children to school.’

b. Ich
I

hab
have

gehört,
heard

dass
that

Maria
Maria

ein
a

paar
couple

Kinder
children

zu
to

einer
a

Fei

H

er
party

fährt.
drives

‘I heard that Maria is driving a couple of children to a party.’

Schwarz (2013) points out that Colloquial German has a weak/strong distinction on de-
terminers (cf. im Supermarkt vs. in dem Supermarkt). The reduced morphology on the
determiner in the PP im Supermarkt (27a) indicates that the DP im Supermarkt is interpreted
as a weak definite. No such morphological reduction is available for the P + D sequence in
(28a) in die Schule ‘into the school’. However, replacing in with zu ‘to’, we get (29), which
does exhibit a contraction between the preposition and determiner, which indicates a weak
definite interpretation.

(29) Ich
I

hab
have

gehört,
heard

dass
that

Maria
Maria

K i

H

nder
children

[zur
to.the

Schule]G
school

fährt.
drives

‘I heard that Maria drives children to school.’

Schwarz gives the following semantics for a weak interpretation of the definite determiner:

(30) JtheweakK = λs.λP.ιx[P(x)(s)]

(30) relativizes Fregean uniqueness to a situation: Given an s, there is only one unique x.
Accordingly, the PP-internal DP -r Schule will be assigned the following meaning:

(31) J-r SchuleK = ιx.school ′(x)(si)
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Here, the situation argument is introduced as a pronoun that is looking for an antecedent.
The fact that this pronoun is bound by the object DP Kinder can be observed, since (29)
can only mean that Maria drove each kid to their own school, not to a different contextu-
ally salient school, which would require strong definite reference. Because the situation-
argument in (31) is bound by the referent of Kinder in (29), the referent of Schule will be in
a contextually determined relation wrt it.

Let us connect this to the proposal in Schwarzschild (1999) about the semantics of phono-
logically interpretable givenness.

Schwarzschild’s proposal is based on the assumption that an utterance is given if it has a
salient antecedent A and it is entailed by A modulo ∃-type shifting. For the DP in (31), that
means that it is interpreted as given iff (32) is entailed by a salient antecedent.

(32) ∃x.school ′(x)(si)

(32) says that given a situation, there exists a school. In the context of (28a), this is inter-
preted as: ‘Given a child, there is a school that it is in a contextually specified relation to.’This
is not entailed in the technical sense. The existence of a school for every child is not part
of the asserted content, because it’s not part of the lexical meaning of Kind. However, it is
presupposed by the use of the definite.

If we can extend Schwarzschild’s assumption to include utterances that are entailed by
a conjunction of a salient antecedent and the extralinguistic contextual presumptions, we
could reasonably say that the existence of every kid’s school (every kid has a school) may
or may not be entailed by the context. Accordingly, the presupposition of the definite (viz.
that every kid has a school) could either be entailed by the context or not, in which case it
would be accommodated as new information. If it is entailed by the context, the binder of the
situation argument Kinder could reasonably be regarded as a salient antecedent for Schule.
Accordingly, the optionality in givenness could be based on the availability of extralinguistic
information to entail the existential presupposition of the definite.

Given this, I take it to be a plausible assumption that the PPs in (12, 24) can optionally
be interpreted as given. Because this mechanism seems to be based on Semantics, I will
assume that the phonological representation only has access to the presence or absence of a
givenness (g)-feature.

5.3 Destress given

Following Féry and Samek-Lodovici (2006), Kratzer and Selkirk (2007) assume that the pres-
ence of absence of a givenness feature has an effect on main stress placement by virtue of a
pressure for given elements to not be stressed. This is formalized as the constraint in (33),
which is adapted from 33.

(33) DestRessGiven (DestRG):
Assign a violation for every constituent marked with a G-feature which bears senten-
tial stress.

With this additional constraint, we may now derive both stress patterns from the syntactic
structure of (12, 24), repeated in (13),
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(13) …dass ein Junge eine Geige im Supermarkt gekauft hat.
CP

TopP

TP

T

Tv

v

hat

V

gekauft

vP

v

v

hat;

V

gekauft

VP

V

gekauft

PP

im Supermarkt

DP

eine Geige

DP

ein Junge

DP

ein Junge

Top

DP

ein Junge

C

dass

In case the situational argument of the PP-internal DP is bound by the object, but its exis-
tence is not entailed by the extralinguistic context, it will not be interpreted by the semantics
as given. It will therefore have no phonologically interpretable givenness-feature. (13) will
receive a prosodic parse in which the rightmost PP corresponds to the rightmost ϕ-phrase
and bear stress (34).

(34) Without givenness-feature:
[dass [[ ein Junge ][[[[ eine Geige ][ im Supermarkt ]]] gekauft hat ]]] Match XP Match ϕ AccentAsHead Align

, (dass ((ein Junge) ((((eine Geige) (im Súpermarkt))) gekauft hat ))) **
(dass ((ein Junge) ((((eine Géige) (im Supermarkt))) gekauft hat ))) ***!*
(dass ((ein Junge) ((((eine Geige) (im Supermarkt))) gekáuft hat ))) *!
(dass ((ein Junge) ((((eine Geige) (im Supermarkt))) (gekáuft hat )))) *!
(dass ((ein Junge) ((((eine Geige) im Súpermarkt)) gekauft hat ))) * * **

In case the situational argument of the PP-internal DP is bound by the object and its ex-
istence is entailed by the extralinguistic context, it will be interpreted by the semantics as
given. It will therefore have a phonologically interpretable givenness-feature. (13) will re-
ceive a prosodic parse in which the VP-internal PP doesn’t bear stress (35).

(35) With givenness-feature:
[dass [[ ein Junge ][[[[ eine Geige ][ im Supermarkt ]G]] gekauft hat ]]] Match XP Match ϕ AccentAsHead DestRG Align

, (dass ((ein Junge) ((((eine Géige) (im Supermarkt))) gekauft hat ))) ****
a. (dass ((ein Junge) ((((eine Geige) (im Súpermarkt))) gekauft hat ))) *! **
b. (dass (ein Junge) ((((eine Geige) (im Supermarkt))) gekáuft hat ))) *! *
c. (dass (ein Junge) ((((eine Geige) (im Supermarkt))) (gekáuft hat )))) *! *
d. (dass ((ein Junge) ((((eine Géige) im Supermarkt)) gekauft hat ))) * ****

The parse in which the VP-internal PP bears stress (loser a.) is ruled out by ranking De-
stRessGiven over Align. This analysis of the prosodic parsing and stress assignment differs
from the intuition formulated in Féry (2011), who says ‘the phrase formed by the adjunct is
prosodically embedded into the phrase formed by the object and the verb, an i-phrase in our
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example’. This corresponds to loser d. in (35). Given the constraints, it is hard to distinguish
between the winner in (35) and loser d. In fact, I could not yet crucially rank Match XP wrt
any of the other constraints. The argument presented here is therefore independent of that
assumption and compatible with Féry’s assumed representation or the winning parse in (35).

In this section, I have suggested that the disagreement about stress patterns for VP-internal
PPs in the literature may be attributed to very subtle information structural effects that don’t
behave in the usual discourse-anaphoric ways, but are dependent on clause-internal variable
binding and extralinguistic information available in the context. I have given some context
from the semantics literature that makes this assumption plausible and extended the above
proposed match-based analysis of German phrase stress by the constraint DestRessGiven,
which allows for deviations from the prosodically regular stress pattern. The optionality is
accounted for in terms of pragmatic variation.

6 Conclusion

If the placement of sentential stress in Kratzer & Selkirk’s VP-internal PP examples really can
be accounted for by information-structural considerations that are independent of the regular
(neutral) stress assignment, the syntax-prosody mapping in German can be accounted for in
a straightforward match-based way. Main phrase stress can be assigned on the perfectly
matching parse, although this might not necessarily follow from ranking the Match XP
high.

In the perfectly matching parse, main phrase stress is assigned to the rightmost ϕ-phrase.
The same predictions about main accent placement could be made in terms of nuclear stress
rule instead of Align, meaning that the most deeply embedded overt syntactic terminals
bear main sentential stress. This, however, is only possible if we only consider embedding
by maximal projections in the syntax, a restriction that the parsing-constraint Match XP
incorporates anyways. Given Féry’s related claims about the interaction of tonal phrase
stress and hierarchical effects within the prosodic structure, we might well formulate the
NSR in prosodic terms: Stating that the head of the most deeply embedded prosodic phrase
will bear stress. Because in the syntactic structures assumed here for German, there will
be no phrasal constituent right of the most deeply embedded one, the question of stress-
alignment or hierarchically organized prominence does not play a significant role for the
examined data.

The main point of this paper is that the data given in Kratzer and Selkirk (2007) does not
require a phase-based account. Although the paper contains important insight about the
syntactic structure explaining the intransitive contrast and also the integration of verbs into
larger prosodic phrases that wasn’t mentioned here, the main motivational claims for the
phase-based account of prosodic phrasing need to be treated with some caution.
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