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

Polkhovska M.V.,
Zhytomyr Ivan Franko State University

The article highlights the advantages of generative methods in the investigation of syntactic structures
and explains the 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. Due to the development of SVO word order as well as the re-interpretation process
it starts to function in the canonical [Spec, T] subject position.

Key words: expletive, CP projection, TP projection, Probe — Goal agreement, interpreted / uninterpreted
features.

Y cmammi sucgimsnolomsca nepesazu 3as1y4eHHA 2eHepamugHUX Memoo0ig nid 4ac 00C1i0XeHHA CUH-
MAaKCUYHUX YMBOpPeHb, NOACHIOEMbCA NPOUeC NOPOOXKeHHA ekcniemugHozo there 8 cmpykmypi pe-
yeHHsA. Adgepbianis there 3’'asnaemeca y mosi 8 no3uyii ekcnnemugHo2o monika [Spec, C] 0na Hedo-
NyuweHHsA 8XXUBAHHA 8 Hil diecsiosa 8 Mosax 3 V/2-aumoeoto. 3 nepexodom mosu 8i0 SOV- 0o SVO-modeni
nopAoOKy cJig 8 pesynemami peiHmepnpemauii ekcnaemusHuUl monik NOYUHAE 8XXUBAMUCA 8 KAHOHIY-
Hili no3uyii niomema [Spec, T].

Knrouoei cnoea: excnnemus, CP-npoekuyis, TP-npoekyis, y3200eHHA «<npoba — Yinb», iHmepnpemosaHi
ma HeiHmMepnpemMo8aHi O3HAKU.

B cmamee ocsewatomca npeumyusecmaa Ucnosib308aHUA 2eHepamugHbiX Memooos 80 epeMs uccJie-
008aHUA CUHMAKCUYeCKUXx 0bpazosaHuli, 06vACHAeMCA NPOUEcC NOPOXOeHUA 3KcniemusHo20 there
8 cmpyKkmype npedsnoxeHus. AOsepbuasnus there nosassiaemca 8 A3vike 8 NO3UYUU IKCNJIemMU8HO20 monu-
Ka [Spec, C] 0na HedonyweHua ynompebieHUsA 8 HeM 2/1a20/14d 8 A3blkax ¢ V2-mpebosarHuem. C nepexo0om
A3sika om SOV- k SVO-mo0esnu nopsA0kKa c/1o08 8 pe3ysiemame peuHmepnpemayuu 3KCniemusHsii monuk
Ha4uHaem ynompebaamecs 8 KAHOHUYeCKoU no3uyuu noonexauwe2o [Spec, T].

Knioyesvie cnosa: skcnnemus, CP-npoekyus, TP-npoekyus, coesacosaHue «npoba — yesib», UHmepnpe-
MUuUpOBAHHbIe U HeUHMepnpemupo8aHHble NPU3HAKU.

For the last two decades of the 20t
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 speech into 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 was replaced by LF
and PF respectively [4, 26].

The object of our research is the existential there.

The subject of our research is the structural
peculiarities of the expletive and the processes that
determine its generation and functioning.

The main goal of the article is to explain the pro-
cess of expletive emergence in the structure of the sen-
tence 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
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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
information of a language.

There are two systems of linguistic expression
realization: articulatory-perceptual (which
corresponds to Phonetic Form) and conceptual-
intentional (which corresponds to Logical Form).
The language does not possess optional syntactic

lexical
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processes. The difference between languages lies
in the fact that in some languages they occur on 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
ofthesentence,itsmood,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 trans-
formational 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. For instance, in any predicative structure
according to VP-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
linguisticscience,namely Probe-Goalagreement. 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
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feature, according to which this position must be
obligatory filled in English [3; 8].

Itis well-known that the derivation of a sentence is
endocentric [9, 68]. Initially the NP is generated with
interpreted (semantic, inherent) features of person
and 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”.

(a)

[be] [remedy]
tense (case) third person
person singular
number case
EPP

(b)
[There] [be]
person tense (case)
person
Number
EPP

After agreement with post verbal 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 possesses the 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).
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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
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