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APPLICATION OF GENERATIVE PROCEDURESFOR SYNTACTIC
STRUCTURES INVESTIGATION (ON THE BASIS OF THE
EXISTENTIAL THERE)

Polkhovska M.V.,
Zhytomyr lvan Franko State University

The article highlights the advantages of generative methods in the
investigation of syntactic structures and explainsthe emergence of expletive there
in the sentence structure. The adverb there occurs in the sentence as an expletive
topic [Spec, CP] preventing the verb from occupying this position especially in the
V2 languages. Dueto the development of SVO word order as well as the re-
interpretation process it starts to function in the canonical [Spec, T] subject
position.
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agreement, interpreted / uninterpreted features.

Y ecmammi eucsimnroromscsi nepesazu 3a1y4ents 2eHepamueHUX Memoois nio
4ac 00CNIOHCEHHS CUHMAKCUYHUX YIMBOP eHb, NOSICHIOEMbCSL RPOYEC NOPOOIHCEHHS
excniemusroeo there 6 cmpykmypi peuenns. Aosepoianis there 3 ’a61emuvcs y
M06i 8 nosuyii excniemusrnozo monika [Spec, C|] 0.1 HeOonyuierHs 8X4CUBAHHS 8
Hill diecnosa 6 mosax 3 V2 eumoeoro. 3 nepexooom mosu 6io0 SOV 0o SVO mooeni
NOPAOKY Cli8 8 pe3yibmami peinmepnpemayii ekcniemusHull Mmonik no4uHae
8CUBAMUCS 8 KAHOHTUHIU no3uyii niomema [Spec, T].

Knrwouoei cnosa: excniemus, CP npoekyis, TP npoekyis, y32002cenHs npooba

— YLIb, IHMEPNPEmoBaHi ma HEIHMeEPNpemoeaHi O3HAKU.



B cmamuve oceewyaromes npeumyuecmea ucnonv308aHusL 2eHEP AMUBHBLX
Memo008 80 8peMs UCCLe008AHUS CUHMAKCUYECKUX 00pa308aHUll, 00bACHAEHCL
npoyecc NopoAHCOeHUs SIKCNIEMUBHO20 there 8 CMPYKmYpe NP eoJloHCEHUSL.
Aodsepouanus there nosensemcs 8 si3vlke 8 NOUYUU IKCHIEMUBHO20 MOonuKa [Spec,
C] o2 HeOonywenus ynompeonenus 6 nem 2nazona 6 szvikax c V2 mpebosanuem.
C nepexooom sizvika ¢ SOV k SVO modenu nopsoxa cinos 6 pezyibmame
peunmepnpemayuy SKCRIemu8Hbli MONUK HAYUHAem YRompeoiamscs 8
KaHoHuueckoul nosuyuu noonexcawezo [Spec, T].

Knrouegwie cnosa: sxcniemus, CP npoexyus, TP npoekyus, coenacosarue

npoba — yeib, UHMePNPemuposaHHvle U HeUHMepnpemuposaHHvle NPUHAKU.

For the last two decades of the XXth century the prime postulate of generative
grammar was the hypothesis that every sentence has Deep structure which with the
help of transformational rules is converted in speechinto Surface structure.
However, the publication of the Minimalist Program triggered a drastic reframing
of the theoretic framework, namely the refusal from basic terms Deep and Surface
structures. The latter were replaced by LF and PF respectively [4, 26].

The objectof our research is the existential there. The subject of our research
Is the structural peculiarities of the expletive and the processesthat determine its
generation and functioning. The main goal of the article is to explain the process of
expletive emergence in the structure of the sentence with the help of generative
procedures.

The language is understood as a cognitive system that accumulates
information about sound, meaning and structure. The language generates an
expression Exp = <PF, LF> that consists of two levels: PF— where Phonentic
component provides "instructions” for sensorimotor system about a sound (its
categorical features F) and LF which gives "instructions" for system of thought [3,
90-91]. The interaction of language and these two external systems is determined
by legibility conditions. The expression is legitimate if at the interface level Exp
comprises solely the elements that give instructions to external systems



(sensorimotor and conceptual). All unnecessary elements and derivational steps
should be eliminated. The latter are justified only by significant reasons, namely
the influence on the sentence interpretation [3, 95].

According to minimalist procedures the Language Faculty consists of two
subsystems: 1) the computational system that generates expressions with the help
of transformational rules and commands to the system of realization; 2) vocabulary
that comprises all lexical information of a language. There are two systems of
linguistic expression realization: articulatory-perceptual (which correspondsto
Phonetic Form) and conceptual-intentional (which correspondsto Logical Form).
The language does not possess optional syntactic processes. The difference
between languages lies in the fact that in some languages they occuron the
syntactic level (overtly) after Spell-out operation, in others on the interpretational
level (covertly) before Spell-out operation. For instance, both English and Chinese
allow the basic operation of wh-movement in questions. However, English allows
this operation overtly and Chinese covertly. This constitutes the deep structure
similarity of these languages.

The structure of the English existential sentence, as of any other type of the
sentence according to the Minimalist Program splits into functional and lexical
projections, each of them having the head, specifier, and complement. The
functional projection CP determines the communicative type of the sentence, its
mood, and hosts complementizer. The functional projection TP contains a tense
marker, and the feature of Extended Projection Principle (EPP) (the grammatical
subject position, which is located in [Spec, T]). These features are uninterpreted
(nonsemantic, structural), they constitute the core of agreement, case marking and
movement operations, have an indirect impact on the interpretation of the
expression, and must be checked (agreed and deleted). The verb is generated in the
position of the lexical projection VP and moves to the functional projection vP to
be verbalized.

The main operations, that constitute the transformational system are Merge,
Agree and Move. Move is more complex than its subcomponents Merge and



Agree, or even the combination of the two, it is a "last resort" operation chosen
when nothing else is possible [3, 101; 6, 209]. Movement should be motivated and
occurs only for feature-checking. Forinstance, in any predicative structure
according to VVP-internal subject hypothesis, NP moves to the position of [Spec,
TP] to get case and this movement occurs before Spell-out operation. Agree sets up
the conditions for case checking and agreement between a language unit and a
categorical feature (F) in a limited domain. A new term of distant agreement has
been introduced into linguistic science, namely Probe — Goal agreement. From a
theoretical perspective, Minimalist considerations lead us to the conclusion that we
should restrict the distant agreement to the relation of c-command [9, 281]. To say
that constituent X c-commands another constituent Y is (informally) to say that X
IS no lower than Y in the structure (i.e. either X is higher up in the structure than Y,
or the two are at the same height). More formally, a constituent X c-commands its
sister constituent Y and any constituent Z that is contained within Y [9, 446].

While considering the structure of the English existential sentence the
majority of linguists agree that existential there is an expletive, which merges into
the structure of the sentence in the position of specifier vP of unaccusatives to
satisfy the EPP feature, according to which this position must be obligatory filled
in English [3; 8].

It is well-known that the derivation of a sentence is endocentric [9, 68].
Initially the NP is generated with interpreted (semantic, inherent) features of
personand number and an uninterpreted feature of case (which should be checked
before Spell-out operation) [1]. Then the verb be appears in the structure of the
sentence, it has an interpreted feature of tense and uninterpreted features of person
and number. Agreement (the deletion of uninterpreted features) occurs on this
derivation level. Uninterpreted features of the verb are the probe that seeks the
goal and finds it in interpreted features of NP, and vice versa, NP is the probe that
seeks the goal to be marked with the case (a):

Agree operation in the existential sentence "There is no remedy"

(@) [be] [remedy]



tense(case Third person
person singular

number case

EPP

(b) [There] [be]

P tense (case)
Person
Number
EPP

After agreement with postverbal NP, verb EPP feature is left uninterpreted.
The derivation process continues when at some point there appears and serves the
goal to satisfy this probe (b). To be the goal a constituent must have an
uninterpreted feature, in this case the expletive possessesthe feature of person. It
should be mentioned that the EPP feature can be satisfied with the help of NP
movement to the position of [Spec, TP]. This movement is forbidden in the
existential sentence because with the NP movement out of the VP scope the former
loses the indefinite interpretation.

The ontology of the expletive has been much debated recently. [Spec, TP]
position in early Germanic languages of SOV type was the position of vP
complement movement. The movement is motivated by one of the constituents of
this projection (specifier, when the features are checked in NP, or verb, when the
features are checked in verb morphology). Feature checking occurs simultaneously
with piedpiping operation (like in Modern German) or without it (like in Modern
English).

In the development of English T (the probe) used to check its nominal
features in the rich verb morphology (goal), the EPP feature was satisfied with the
head piedpiping operation. As the result of the loss of verb inflections T seeks
another goal for nominal features checking. The language is transformed from the
language that uses head piedpiping operation, to the language which uses spec



piedpiping operation because in this case the movement is triggered by NP in
[Spec,vP]. The question arises: why does the expletive emerge in the language
despite the rich verb morphology. It must have appeared in the position of [Spec,
CP] as an adverb to meet V2 requirement on condition of other topicalized element
absence. With the time due to the reanalysis expletive there starts functioning in
[Spec, TP] position [7, 68]. The plausibility of the hypothesis is also contributed to
by the fact that vP that contains NP loses its ability to move to the [Spec, TP]
because T-feature is not checked in the verb morphology. The expletive merge in
the structure of the sentence is regarded as the last resort operation that occurs to
check the EPP feature of T [10, 15].

The typological research of Germanic languages shows that the expletive
functions in the position of specifier C in Scandinavian languages that have been
transformed from the languages with rich inflection system and free word order to
the languages with the obligatory usage of the grammatical subject [5, 61]. It was
excluded from the structure of the sentence in case of indirect word order and in
questions. In Middle High German there appeared the corresponder of English
there — es which functions in the initial position of the sentence to fill [Spec, CP]
position. Its emergence and grammaticalization is closely connected with syntactic
development of the sentence, namely with VV2-rule. The similar situation can be
observed in Icelandic. Expletive pad was used with nature phenomena verbs and in
existential sentences (with transitive verbs included) only in the initial position and
disappears when this position hosts another element, for example in general
questions. In Modern Icelandic which is a symmetric V2 language, the expletive
functions as topic in main and embedded clauses. In Danish in which V2-rule does
not occur in embedded clauses, the emergence of expletive is explained by the
necessity of subject position projection when the external argument of the verb is
absent. In this case the expletive functions as the subject.

In the process of its development, due to the reanalysis there changes its
position. Adverb there is duplicated by a locative, its usage becomes abundant, it
loses its stress and locative meaning and functions as an expletive topic [Spec, C]



to keep the verb out of the CP projection. With the change of the word order the
expletive topic starts to function as the expletive subject. Expletive actualization is
obligatory in SOV — SVO change, which leads to the strengthening of role of
positional subjects.
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THE ANALYSIS OF SEEM-CONSTRUCTIONS FROM THE
STANDPOINT OF GENERATIVE GRAMMAR

Ochkovska A.P.,

Zhytomyr lvan Franko State University

The article studies seem-constructions in the history of the English language
from the standpoint of generative grammar. It analyzes the main functional and
structural characteristics of seem-constructions. Thesaid constructions emerge
and are regularly used at the end of Middle English and turn into regular
grammatic construals in Early Modern English. The analized constructions are
regarded as raising structures involving the movement of the predicate's argument
from a lower clause towardsthe position of the subject in a higher clause.

Key words: generative grammar, seem-constructions, subject raising

structures.

Y cmammi po3zensaoaromecs seem-KOHCMPYKYIL 8 iCMOpIi AH2IUCLKOI MOBU 3
no3uyill cenepamuenoi epamamuxu. Ilpoananizoeano 0cCHO8HI (YyHKUIOHAIbHI Ma
CMPYKMYPHI 0COOTUBOCII Seem-KOHCMPYKYIU, KT pe2yIsApPHO UKOPUCHO8YIOMbCSL
HanpuKiHyi cepeoHboaH2lilCbKo20 nepiody, npome 0CmMmamo4Ho Qikcylomscs 8

PAHHbOHOBOAHRTITUCHLKIU MOGBL. 3 NO3UYil 2eHepamueHol cpamamuxy Seem-



KOHCMPYKYIi 3 IHDIHIMUBHUM KOMNJIEMEHMOM € PeU3UHL0BUMU KOHCMPYKYIAMU,
SKI 00ONYCKAOMb nepecys apeymMeHma npucyoxad 3 Lo3uyii niops0Ho2o pe4enHs 00
no3uyii niomema 8 20J106HiU K1ay3i.

Knrwuogi cnosa: cenepamuena cpamamura, Seem-KOHCMpYKYii, peusuHeosi

KOHCMPYKYIi 3 NiOMemoMm.

B cmamwve paccmampuearomcs seem-KOHCMPYKYUU 8 UCIOPUU AH2IULCKO20
A3bIKA ¢ NO3UY UL 2eHepamusHou cpammamuru. [ Ipoananusup oeanvl 0CHO8HbIE
@DYHKYUOHAIbHBLE U CMPYKIYPHbBLE 0CODEHHOCU Seem-KOHCMPYKYULL, KOmopble
Dpe2YNAPHO UCHONb3YVIOMCS 8 KOHYE CPEOHEeAH2IULCKO20 NePUood, OOHAKO
OKOHUamMeNbHO PUKCUPYIOMCA 8 paHHeHosoan2nutickom asvike. C nosuyutil
2eHepPaAMuUBHOU 2PAMMAMUKU Seem-KOHCMPYKYUU C UHDUHUMUBHBIM
KOMNJIEMEHMOM SGAI0MCSL PEU3UHS08bIMU KOHCIMPYKYUSMU, KOMOPble OON)CKAIOm
nepeosudCcenUe apeyMenma cKasyemo2o ¢ NO3UYUU NPUOAN OUHO20 NPEOJIONCEHUS K
RO3UYUU NOOTEAHCAYE20 8 2TIABHOU KaY3e.

Knrwouesvie cnosa: cenepamugnas 2pammamuxa, Seem-KOHCmMpYKYUuu,

peii3uH206bze KOHCmMpyKyuu c I’lOdJZ&?fCCZWMM.

Generative grammar has had a huge impact on theoretical syntax since 1950s.
During the last years the views on theoretical syntax have undergone a number of
changes due to the developments in the syntactic theory referred to as the
Minimalist Program [7, 8, 9]. The developments in the Minimalist theory have had
a large influence ona more classical Government and Binding-type approachto
the study of syntactic phenomena. Minimalism leads to re-examination of the
concepts standardly assumed in previous works in syntax and to exploration of
ways in which Minimalist concepts can be incorporated in a more classical
approach[11, 1, 2].

The Minimalist Program is built on the idea that fundamental principles of the
knowledge of a language are innate and differences between the grammars of
languages can be reduced to parameters and language-specific idiosyncrasies [2,



13]. N. Chomsky suggests that three factors which influence the development of
language are: genetic endowment, principles which select languages that are
attainable so that language acquisition can take place; external data which has to do
with experience that aids the selection of one language or the other; and certain
principles that are not specific to the faculty of language such as principles of
structural architecture and computational efficiency [5, 6]. An important
assumption in the Minimalist Program is that all syntactic parameters are
associated with grammatical features of functional categories. Minimalist theories
of linguistic variation try to identify which features of which category are
responsible for grammatical differences between languages [8].

The aim of the paper is to analyze seem-constructions from the standpoint of
generative grammar in the history of the English language. The object of the paper
IS seem-constructions. The subject of the paper is functional and structural
characteristics of seem-constructions in the historical perspective.

The English language allows a number of clause-internal and clause-external
syntactic operations which are either impossible or limited in other languages. One
of the clause-internal effects is the relatively large degree of freedom in selecting
the basic syntactic functions of subject and object which results in a great number
of alternations, that is occurrences of a verb with a range of combinations of
arguments and adjuncts in various syntactic contexts such as transitivity
alternations or the middle construction. Among the clause-external effects are
raising constructions, syntactic operations that move arguments across clause
boundaries [4, 2].

Raising has been an essential conceptin syntactic analysis and linguistic
theory since it first appeared in the works of P. Rosenbaum, N. Chomsky and P.
Postal. Raising is a syntactic operation that causes certain types of matrix (main
clause) verbs to trigger the movement of an NP/DP from the subject position of an
embedded clause to the subject position of the main clause [13, 284]. It turns out to
be another instance of the more general A-movement operation by which T attracts
the closest nominal which it c-commands to move to spec-TP. Words like



seem/appear (when used with an infinitival complement) have the following
property: the subject of the seem/appear-clause is created by being raised out of a
complement clause, and for this reason these verbs are known as raising predicates
[14, 138].

Three types of raising are recognized in the linguistic literature and are
exemplified below:

- subject-to-subject raising

(1) Sue, seems to t; be tired.

- subject-to-object raising

(2) We believe them, to t; retire next week.

- Object-to-subject raising /tough-movement

(3) Hey is difficult to argue with t;.

In (1) and (2) above, the subjects of the subordinate clauses, Sue and they
respectively, are moved to the subject/object position of the higher clauses. In (3),
it is the object of the subordinate clause which is realised as subject of the matrix
clause [4, 203].

In the case of subject-to-subject raising, there are two possible structural
variants with complement clauses that are controlled by a number of verbs and
adjectival predicates. D. Biber’s findings show that in all registers subject-to-
subject raising is used for the great majority of complement clauses that are
controlled by seem and appear, be likely, be unlikely, be certain and be sure [3,
732].

In languages like English, the subject is the essential grammatical part in the
structure of the sentence, i.e. the T-head is assumed to have the uninterpretable
feature, called the EPP-feature. This feature is an implementation of what used to
be the Extended Projection Principle, a principle which requires that the subject
position of a sentence be filled [16]. But the EPP-feature was not always necessary.
For example, in the Old English language the word order was not fixed and
grammatical relations were expressed by morphological endings, so the subject
was not explicated in the surface structure of the sentence. In the Middle English



language when the word order became fixed and the presence of the subject in the
structure of the sentence was necessary, frequent usage of raising structures with
raising verbs like seem, happen is observed. During Middle English the subject
became more structural and expressed more semantic roles due to the loss of the
morphological endings [12, 28].

The verb seem is without a doubt the quintessential raising verb in English,
that’s why the syntactic properties of seem and peculiarities of subject raising
constructions with this verb in the history of the English language are analyzed.
According to the English Oxford Dictionary the verb seem is a borrowing from Old
Norse but does not appear until Middle English. The earliest example in the
English Oxford Dictionary dates from ca. 1200. In Old English the verb pyncan
served the role of seem, for example:

(4) Mceg pces ponne ofpyncan deodne [MS -en] Heado-Beardna

ond pegna gehwam para leoda ponne he mid feemnan on Xett geed... (Beo
2032-8)

Can as then seem lord Heathobards and thegns each those princes when he
with bride on Xoor goes...

It can seem to go too far to the lord of the Heathobards, and to each of the
thegns of those princes, when

he walks on to the Xoor with his bride [19, p.112]...

(5) pinced him to lytel peet he lange heold; (Beo 1740-52)

seems him too little that he long held;

It seems too little to him, whathe haslong held [19, 97].

Though in both sentences (4) and (5) the semantics of the verb pyncan is close
to the raising verb seem as it expresses some shades of evidentiality. They are not
considered to be raising constructions yet because there is not any formal subject in
the structure of these sentences. In Old English the hit-pronoun is not frequently
used with the impersonal two-place verb pyncan. The only case, when the verb
pyncan occurs with hit, is in conjunction with a dative experiencer. The

development of the raising verb behavior, for the verbs commonly referred to as



raising verbs, seems to go together with the non-thematic use of the pronoun hitin
clausal argument constructions [17, 2].

During Middle English verbs like thenchen (think) and thinchen (seem)
transform into thenchen and thinken, which in Modern English are used as verb
think [1, 158]. Moreover in Middle English the pseudo-impersonal construction me
thincth (6) is also used, which later undergoes the process of lexicalization
(methinks=it seems to me) and is still occasionally found in Modern English (7):

(6) Me thinketh thus, that nouther ye nor |1 Oughte half this wo to make
skilfully.[18, 107]

(7) Methinks he is not mistaken.

In the Middle English language the verb seem is used as a main verb meaning
“to be suitable, befit, beseem”. At the end of the Middle English period the
frequent usage of constructions with the verb seem is observed, for example:

- seem as a link verb (56 %):

(8) He seemed such, his wordes were so wise, Justice he was full often in
assize [18, 29].

(9) And yet he seemed busier than he was [18, 30].

In the sentences (8) and (9) the verb seem is used with adjectives such, busier
and adverb well. These sentences are examples of the copular use of seem.

- seem + that clause construction (44 %):

(10) It semeth natthat love dooth yow longe [18, 30].

(11) And if to lese his loye he set a myte, Than semeth it that loye is worth ful
lyte [18, 67].

(12) It semed not she wiste what he mente [18, 131].

Sentence (10), (11) and (12) are examples of unraised constructions seem +
that clause. Thus, there is just the beginning of development of raising
constructions in Middle English because during this period the endings are leveled
(for example, the infinitive has only ending -e(n)), the word order becomes more

fixed and particle to begins to be widely used with the infinitive [1, 279].



In Early Modern English final formation of syntactic structure and semantics
of raising constructions takes place. During this period the verb seem is used in the
following patterns:

-asa link verb (53 %):

(13) By this marriage All little jealousies, which now seem great, And all
great fears, which now

import their dangers, Would then be nothing [20, 123].

- as a parenthetical construction (1 %):

(14) No, nor thy tailor, rascal, Who is thy grandfather; he made those clothes,
Which, as it seems,

make thee [20, 390].

- as an unraised construction (seem + that clause) (11 %):

(15) It seems he hath greatcare to please his wife [20, 239].

- as a subject raising construction (seem + to infinitive) (35 %):

(16) If 1 could meet that fancy-monger, | would give him some good counsel,
for he seems to have

the quotidian of love upon him [20, 210].

The embedded clause in (15) is a CP. This implies that T has a complete set
of grammatical features (¢-features and tense); therefore, the embedded subject he
gets nominative case. Once the case feature of he has been valued, he becomes
frozen in place (it becomes inactive) and can no longer be involved in any
syntactic operation [6]. One distinctive feature of raising predicates like seem is
that they are unaccusative and do not assign an external thematic role. For this
reason, it is possible for an expletive, a semantically null element like it, to be
inserted as the subject of a raising predicate.

In (15) the derived AP merges with hath (V) to form the VP hath great care
to please his wife. The derived VP merges with the light verb v in order to derive
the v'. The function of the light verb is to introduce the subject argument and to
link the subject to the (\VP) predicate. In the language like English the light verb is
a null element — (it lacks phonological features but still has semantic and syntactic



significance in the structure) [2, 23]. The light verb v is affixal in nature, it
therefore triggers have (V) to adjoin it, an operation known as head movement.
The v' further merges with its so-called specifier, the subject DP he, to derive the
vP. The propositional content of a sentence is syntactically represented within the
vP through the verb (plus light verb) and their arguments (subject, object). In order
to be specified for tense, vP merges with the tense-head T to derive the T' —he hath
great care to please his wife. Functional categories like T have grammatical
features and these features are highly significant when syntactic relations between
elements in the syntactic representation are considered.

The resulting TP is subsequently merged with the verb seem to form the VP
seem he hath great care to please his wife. A finite T has an EPP-feature requiring
it to have a subject and one way of satisfying this requirement is to merge expletive
it with the resulting T-bar [15], to form the TP shown in (17):

17)
C TP
D I
T vP
T
v VP
N
A% P
D/](&A
&
T vP
TN
v VP
T
Vv DP
A
D AP
—
it seems hath  he great care to please his wife

When the verb seems selects an infinitival complement clause in (16), the

structure changes. The thematic subject of the embedded infinitive he is now in the



matrix subject position, which means that it has undergone the process of raising,
namely movement to [Spec, T] of the matrix clause.

In (16) the derived NP merges with have (V) to form the V-bar have the
quotidian of love upon him. This V-bar then merges with (and assigns the agent 6-
role to) its external argument/thematic subject he. The resulting VP he have the
quotidian of love upon him is then merged with the infinitival tense particle to, so
forming the TP to he have the quotidian of love upon him. This in turn merges with
the raising verb seem to form the VP seem to he have the quotidian of love upon
him.

Without a C-head from which T can inherit its features, the embedded T lacks
tense and agreement features (T is defective). The defective T cannot value the
case feature of a DP, the infinitival T-head to in is unable to assign nominative
case to the embedded subject-DP he in [Spec, v]. Without its case feature valued
by the embedded defective T, the embedded thematic subject remains active. The
derivation now proceeds with TP combining directly with the raising verb seems in
order to derive the VP, which in turn merges with the affixal null light verb in
order to derive the matrix vP. Since seems is unaccusative and does not have a full
argument structure (there is no external argument in the matrix [Spec, v]), the
matrix vP is not a phase. The vP combines with matrix T to form the T". Since
matrix T is finite and has uninterpretable @-features, it acts as a Probe and searches
a Goal in its c-command domain.

Matrix T can enter an agreement relation with the embedded subject and
assign case to it. The EPP-feature of T subsequently causes the embedded subject
to raise to the matrix subject position [2, 23]. The subject DP he then merges with
the T' to derive the TP. The derived TP finally merges with a null declarative

complementiser to form the CP (18):



seems to have he the quotidian of love upon him

Thus, in the Early Modern English language there is a final formation of
subject raising constructions with the verb seem due to the following factors:

- the subject is explicated in the surface structure of the sentence because of
the fixed word order;

- T-head has the EPP-feature requiring the position of the subject to be filled;

- subject raising is only possible with bare infinitival TPs;

- the verb seem is unaccusative and doesn’thave a full argument structure;

- the verb seem is a one-place predicate whose only argument is its infinitival
TP complement, to which it assigns an appropriate 6-role — perhaps that of theme
argument of seem. This means that the VP headed by seem has no thematic subject.
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