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Abstract 

This study deals with the problems presented by postverbal subjetcs in constructions with 
unaccusative verbs, because they apparently are counterexamples to the explanatory power of 
the Unaccusative Hypothesis. The paper defends the position that such examples do not 
weaken the hypothesis since it is assumed that such postverbal subjects ought to leave the 
original object position and move to a position where nominative case is regularly assigned. 
This account is supported by two kinds of consideration. On the one hand, there exists no 
inherent partitive case to justify the lack of movement, and on the other, agreement facts and 
distribution of expletive pronouns in different Romance languages and in German show that 
the postverbal position of subjects are not but the result of movements compatible with the 
assignment of nominative case. 
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1. Introduction 

In this article we want to address the question of how to account for postverbal 
subject NPs in sentences with unaccusative verbs. Given the ‘Unaccusative Hypoth- 

esis’ (Perlmutter, 1978; Burzio, 1986), the occurrence of such postverbal NPs pre- 
sents a problem since they should be raised to subject position in order to receive 
Case. Several proposals have been made in the literature in attempting to solve this 

problem (cf. Burzio, 1986; Belletti, 1988). In particular, we want to discuss the posi- 
tion of Belletti (1988), according to which the presence of postverbal NPs in these 
constructions is possible thanks to the assignment of an inherent Case, which she 
proposes to be partitive. 

It is our contention to show that this position raises several problems, for both 
conceptual and empirical reasons. We will claim on the one hand that partitive is not 
a case, but a quantifier, and, on the other hand, we will provide data from several 
languages which disprove Belletti’s assumption that these postverbal NPs are gener- 
ally indefinite. Also, we will show that there is strong evidence to consider that these 
NPs are marked for Nominative Case, that is, the same Case which is assigned to 

subjects in preverbal position. In the case of morphological ergative languages, such 
as Basque, these NPs are assigned Absolutive Case. 

In our proposal we will argue that this Case is neither assigned nor transmitted to the 
postverbal NP in its base position, since, according to the Unaccusative Hypothesis, 
Case assignment to that position is excluded. Therefore, in order to receive Case, the 
NP has to be raised to an appropriate position where its assignment is possible. This 
position is subject to cross-linguistic variation and, among others things, it depends on 
both the presence of a lexical expletive and on where the expletive is inserted. We 
want to defend that this proposal strengthens the explanatory power of the Unac- 
cusative Hypothesis, as it explains why a surface subject is possible in a postverbal 
position with unaccusative verbs and passive constructions, even though these are not 
able to assign Case to it. In addition, our proposal accounts for some cross-linguistic 
differences with respect to the agreement patterns with unaccusative verbs and postver- 
bal subjects which we attribute to differences in the way of how Case is assigned. 

2. Some properties of constructions with unaccusative verbs 

It is a well-known fact that intransitive verbs, which are characterized by the fact 
that they fail to have a direct object, do not form a homogeneous class, but must be 
divided in two subclasses. In the framework of Generative Grammar this is captured 
by the Unaccusative Hypothesis, which considers that one of theses classes has prop- 
erties typical of transitive verbs (Perlmutter, 1978; Burzio, 1986). One crucial argu- 
ment in favor of this distinction comes from Italian. It relies on the fact that the nom- 
inal head of a postverbal quantified NP in constructions with verbs like arrivare ‘to 
arrive’ or venire ‘to come’ can be replaced with the clitic proform ne, whereas verbs 
like tefefonare ‘to telephone’ do not allow this kind of cliticization (Belletti and 
Rizzi, 1981; Burzio, 1986: 34): 
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(1) a. Arriveranno multi esperti. 
will arrive many experts 

‘Many experts will arrive.’ 
b. Ne arriveranno molti. 

of-them will arrive many 
‘Many of them will arrive.’ 

(2) a. Telefoneranno molti esperti. 
will telephone many experts 
‘Many experts will telephone.’ 

b. *Ne telefoneranno molti. 
of-them will telephone many 
‘Many of them will telephone.’ 

Crucially, ne-cliticization is a property of quantified NP objects, i.e. the clitic ne is 
only used with objects but not with subjects: 

(3) a. Gianni invitera molti esperti. 
Gianni will invite many experts 

b. Gianni ne invitera molti. 
Gianni of-them will invite many 
‘Gianni will invite many of them.’ 

(4) a. Esamineranno il case molti esperti. 
will examine the case many experts 

‘Many experts will examine the case.’ 

b. *Ne esamineranno il case molti. 
of-them will examine the case many 
‘Many of them will examine the case.’ 

The contrasts in (l)-(4) show that NPs with verbs like arrivare in (1) behave like 
objects and not as subjects, as it happens with verbs like telefonare (cf. 2). 

More evidence for these ‘object’ properties of surface subjects of verbs like 
arrivare can be found in other languages as well. In German, for example, it is pos- 
sible in certain - semantically determined - cases to move the PP complement or 
adjunct of an object NP to the front of the clause (Grewendorf, 1989: 34f.): 

(5) a. Der GroBvater hat ein Buch i.iber Boris Becker gelesen. 
the grandfather has a book about Boris Becker read 
‘The grandfather has read a book about Boris Becker.’ 

b. [iiber Boris Beckerli hat der Grohvater [ein Buch ei] gelesen. 

about Boris Becker has the grandfather a book read 

‘The grandfather has read a book about BORIS BECKER.’ 

What is relevant to our purpose here is that by means of this movement it is also 
possible to extract the PP complement or adjunct of an NP-subject in constructions 
with verbs like ankommen ‘to arrive’. This extraction, however, produces ungram- 
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matical results when the PP is inside the subject of a regular transitive verb, as 
shown by the contrast between (6) and (7) (Grewendorf, 1989: 35f.): 

(6) a. Ein Buch tiber Boris Becker ist bei uns angekommen. 
a book about Boris Becker is at us arrived 
‘We have received a book about Boris Becker.’ 

b. [iiber Boris Beckerli ist [ein Buch ei] bei uns angekommen. 
about Boris Becker is a book at us arrived 
‘We have received a book about BORIS BECKER.’ 

(7) a. Ein Buch tiber Boris Becker hat den Groljvater begeistert. 
a book about Boris Becker has the grandfather excited 
‘A book about Boris Becker has excited the grandfather.’ 

b. *[Uber Boris Beckerli hat den GroBvater [ein Buch ei] begeistert. 
about Boris Becker has the grandfather a book excited 
‘A book about BORIS BECKER has excited the grandfather.’ 

These facts among others can be taken as evidence for the assumption that verbs 
like arrivare in Italian or ankommen in German have some properties in common 
with transitive verbs since their subcategorized NPs behave like object NPs of tran- 
sitive verbs.’ These are the facts that the Unaccusative Hypothesis tries to account 
for. According to it, the only NP subcategorized by intransitive verbs of the type of 
arrivarelankommen is base-generated in object position. However, as opposed to 
regular transitive verbs, these verbs do not assign Case to their selected D-structure 
object, nor do they O-mark the external argument position (Burzio, 1986): 

(8) arrivare XP 
[- O-role] [+ O-role] 
[+ Case] [- Case] 

So, it is therefore assumed that, instead of two classes, ‘transitive’ and ‘intransi- 
tive’ of traditional grammar, there are three classes of verb (Burzio, 1986: 30). How- 
ever, despite the general acceptance of this distinction, there is a great confusion 
with respect to the terminology used to refer to it. Most linguists, especially those 
working in the generative framework, use either Permutter’s or Burzio’s terminology 
even though neither of them is quite satisfactory: 

1 For further properties of these verbs, we refer the reader to Burzio (1986), Grewendorf (1989), 

Fanselow (1992), Levin and Rappaport Hovav (1995) and Herschensohn (1996). 
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(9) Example Perlmutter (1978) Burzio (1986) 
a. Giovanni esamina il case transitive transitive 

Giovanni examines the case 
b. Giovanni telefona unergative intransitive 

Giovanni telephones 
c. [e] arriva Giovanni unaccusative ergative 

arrives Giovanni 

As it can be seen, both authors make reference to ergativity. But unfortunately, nei- 
ther of them clarifies the reason why that term has been chosen. Burzio (1986: 73, 
fn. 11) only notes that the term ergative has often been used with verbs like Italian 
ufSondare ‘to sink’, because in addition to sentences like (lOa), where it functions as 
intransitive, they have transitive counterparts like (lob) : 

(10) a. Due nave affondarono. 
two ships sank 

b. L’artiglieria affondb due navi. 
the artillery sank two ships 

But pretending that “we thus extend a more or less established use”, Burzio (1986: 
73, fn. 11) uses the term ergativity to refer to verbs like arrivare as well. This, how- 
ever, is completely misleading (cf. Wunderlich, 1985: 222, fn. 24). A look at 
Basque, a language with a typical ergative morphology, shall show this: 

(11) a. Bi untzi hondaratu dira. 
two ships-ABS sank AUX 

b. Artileriak bi untzi hondaratu ditu. 
artillery-ERG two ships-ABS sank AUX 

These parallel examples to those in (10) show that the subject of the intransitive verb 
in (1 la), called ‘ergative’ by Burzio, is assigned Absolutive Case but no Ergative, 
while the subject of the verb in (II), a typical transitive verb, is assigned Ergative 
and its object Absolutive. In other words, his use of the term ‘ergative’ does not have 
any relationship whatsoever with its use in the grammar of languages with at least 
morphological ergativity. 

Perlmutter (1978) on his part, doesn’t give any reason either for his reference to 
ergative languages. Here too, a look at Basque shows that the use of the term unerga- 
tive is misleading, for precisely with those verbs called unergatives by Perlmutter, even 
though they don’t have any object, the subjects are marked ergative (Laka, 1993): 

(12) a. Irratiak ez du funtzionatzen. 
Radio-ERG not AUX functionning 
‘The radio doesn’t function.’ 

b. Urak diraki. 
water-ERG boils 
‘The water boils.’ 
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Despite of this problem, we will be using Perlmutter’s terminology, because it is 
more helpful than Burzio’s, at least as nominative languages are concerned. As 
shown above, the term ‘unaccusativity’ refers to the fact that in these languages 
unaccusative verbs do not assign (accusative) Case to their object position. It results 
then that, in order to satisfy the Case Filter, any NP base-generated in that position 
has to move to the only place where Case is assigned, i.e. the position of the exter- 
nal argument: 

(13) [Una ragazza], i: arrivata ti. 
girl is arrived 

(14) :Ein Madchen], ist ti angekommen. 
a girl is arrived 
‘A girl arrived.’ 

This means that unaccusative verbs are analyzed exactly in the same way as passive 
verbs are: 

(15) [Una ragazza], e stata arrestata ti dalla polizia. 
girl is been arrested by-the police 

(16) FEin Madchenli ist von der Polizei t, verhaftet worden. 
a girl is by the police arrested been 
‘A girl was arrested by the police.’ 

In other words, this analysis provides a plausible explanation for the fact that in con- 
structions with unaccusative verbs or with passive morphology the underlying object 
moves to the preverbal subject position where it is assigned Nominative Case.* 

Yet, apparently, the raising of these D-structure objects to a preverbal position is 
not always obligatory. In Italian, for instance, in constructions with unaccusative and 
passive verbs the following sentences are grammatical: 

(17) a. I2 arrivata u~la rugazzu. 
is arrived a girl 
‘A girl arrived.’ 

b. h stata arrestata ulza raguzzu dalla polizia. 
is been arrested a girl by-the police 
‘A girl was arrested by the police.’ 

’ That this Case is indeed Nominative becomes apparent if we pronominalize the NP una ragazza in 
(13) and (15): 

(i) a. Lei i: arrivata. 

she [3ps, sg, fern, NOM] is arrived 
b. *La t: arrivata. 

she [3ps, sg, fern, ACC] is arrived 
(ii) a. Lei 6 stata arrestata dalla polizia. 

she [3ps, sg, fern, NOM] is been arrested by-the police 
b. *La 6 stata arrestata dalla polizia. 

she [3ps, sg, fern, ACC] is been arrested by-the police 
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In German, the corresponding sentences are also grammatical, but their accept- 
ability is more restricted, since they generally appear in very marked contexts, i.e. in 
very literary or stereotyped texts: 

(18) a. Es ist ein Miidchen angekommen. 
it is a girl arrived 
‘A girl arrived.’ 

b. Es ist ein Mtidchen von der Polizei verhaftet worden. 
it is a girl by the police arrested been 
‘A girl was arrested by the police.’ 

The very same observation holds for French, for even though in spoken colloquial 
French this kind of sentence is almost completely excluded, it is usual in standard lit- 
erary French : 

(19) a. 11 est arrive uIze fille. 
it is arrived a girl 
‘A girl arrived.’ 

b. 11 est arrete une fille par la police. 
it is arrested a girl by the police 
‘A girl was arrested by the police.’ 

These facts raise the problem of how to account for the Case assigned to the NP 
present in those constructions. In general, it has been assumed that Nominative Case 
may be assigned without movement of the postverbal subject NP. In most 
approaches this is implemented by means of Case Transmission (Chomsky, 1981, 
1986; den Besten, 1985; Safir, 1985; Burzio, 1986; Vikner, 1995). Nominative 
Case is assigned to the preverbal non-argument subject and is then transmitted 
within a chain to the coindexed subject in object position. In some approaches, it has 
been suggested that Nominative is assigned directly, namely by V, governing the NP 
in object position (cf. Pollock, 1983). 

Note that all these proposals have in common that they allow Nominative Case 
assignment to the postverbal subject in its base position. Under the Unaccusative 
Hypothesis, this should not be true. Otherwise, as Belletti (1988: 18) correctly points 
out, “if nominative Case can be assigned to the object of an unaccusative verb, the 
whole explanatory capacity of [the unaccusative] hypothesis is lost”. Belletti, there- 
fore, rejects these analyses and proposes an alternative approach. This approach 
relies on the assumption that unaccusative verbs are able to assign an inherent Case, 
which she names partitive, to the D-structure NP in object position. 

Belletti’s ‘Partitive proposal’ has been widely accepted by the linguistic commu- 
nity, even though in our opinion there is no way to defend her position that there 
exists a case named partitive. In the following section we will try to show that this 
analysis also ought to be rejected for both conceptual and empirical reasons. In par- 
ticular, the same argument that Belletti raises against the previous approaches holds 
for her own proposal, namely that it weakens the explanatory capacity of the Unac- 
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cusative Hypothesis, according to which NPs generated in object position of unac- 
cusative verbs must be moved since they are in a position in which neither structural 
nor inherent Case is assigned. Therefore, we will try to make a new proposal that 
does not depend on such an - in our opinion - incorrect assumption. 

3. Some problems with Belletti’s approach 

As just mentioned, the crucial assumption in the approach provided by Belletti 
(1988) is that unaccusative verbs may assign Partitive Case to NPs in object position. 
Belletti claims that this is supported by the fact that postverbal NPs with unac- 
cusative verbs are generally indefinite. In other words, she alleges, contrary to what 
is widely assumed (cf. Safir, 1985), that definiteness effect phenomena hold across 
languages and are not restricted to non-null subject languages. According to her data, 

in Italian a definite NP is allowed in constructions with unaccusative verbs like (20) 
only in a preverbal position (Belletti, 1988: 9f.): 

(20) a. Zl libro C stato messo sul tavolo 

the book is been put on-the table 
b. *E stato messo il libro sul tavolo. 

is been put the book on-the table 
‘The book was put on the table.’ 

However, there appear certain empirical difficulties with the data provided by Bel- 
letti. First, some of the Italian data quoted by her in favor of the assumption that def- 

initeness effects hold in sentences with unaccusative verbs are at least doubtful. Cal- 
abrese (1992: 120), for instance, states that some of the judgments given by Belletti 
for sentences like (21b) are not correct, since such sentences are at least ‘marginally 

possible’ : 

(21) a. All’improvviso b entrato un uomo dalla finestra. 
suddenly is entered a man from the window 
‘All of a sudden there entered a man through the window.’ 

b. *All’improvviso 6 entrato 1’ uomo dalla finestra. 
suddenly is entered the man from the window 

Second, in null subject languages other than Italian, like Spanish (22) and Por- 
tuguese (23), the definiteness effects assumed by Belletti do not hold: 

(22) a. De repente entrd un hombre por la ventana. 
suddenly entered a man through the window 

b. De repente entr6 el hombre por la ventana. 
suddenly entered the man through the window 

(23) a. De repente entrou urn homem pela janela. 
suddenly entered a man through the window 
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b. ?De repente entrou o homem pela janela. 
suddenly entered the man through the window 

Ambar (1992: 128), who provided the data in (23), notes that (23b) is perfectly 
grammatical when the NP is specified even further:3 

(24) De repente entrou o homem do chap& preto pela janela. 
suddenly entered the man with-the hat black through-the window 
‘All of a sudden the man with the black hat entered through the window.’ 

In this respect, we can also observe that non-null subject languages like Eng- 
lish and French resemble Portuguese in that they do not seem to show definite- 
ness effects, even though these sentences in the two languages are used only in a 
highly restricted style of language (Safir, 1985, for English; Le Bidois, 1952, for 
French) : 

(25) Suddenly entered the man with the black hat through the window. 
(26) Soudain entra l’homme avec le chapeau noir par la fenetre. 

In German, too, the sentences corresponding to (21) are fully grammatical and 
common both with indefinite and definite postverbal NPs: 

(27) a. Plotzlich ist ein Mann durch das Fenster eingestiegen. 
b. Plotzlich ist der Mann durch das Fenster eingestiegen. 

Belletti explains the facts in (27) by the ‘verb-second’ properties of German. In both 
sentences, the subjects, ein Mann and der Mann, can regularly move to the SpecIP 
position in order to receive Nominative Case. This movement, however, should be 
blocked in a sentence where an expletive is present, since this expletive, as proposed 
by Belletti, leaves a trace behind in SpecIP. 4 According to this proposal, then, 
postverbal definite NPs should be excluded in German in those unaccusative con- 
structions containing the expletive es. However, the alleged ungrammaticality of a 
sentence like (28) is at least questionable: 

(28) ?Es liegt der Brief auf dem Tisch. 
it lies the letter on the table 
‘The letter lies on the table.’ 

3 For similar judgments, see Duarte (1993) and Nascimento and Kato (1995). 

4 It could be argued, as suggested by a Lingua reviewer, that Spanish and Portuguese, too, show verb 

second effects in sentences like (22) and (23) and that these languages differ from Italian in this respect. 

Note, however, that it is highly questionable whether these sentences are instances of verb second 

effects, given the fact that such adverb-initial sentences do not involve obligatory subject inversion in 

these languages (Torrego, 1984; Ambar, 1992; Kaiser, 1998). 
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In fact, a suitable lexical choice or the addition of more linguistic material renders 
the appearance of a postverbal definite NP in such sentences completely acceptable 
(cf. Bayer, 1986; Grewendorf, 1989: 169; Vikner, 1995: 174, fn. 5):5 

(29) a. Es liegt der Brief schon wieder auf dem Tisch. 
it lies the letter already again on the table 
‘The letter is again on the table.’ 

b. Es liegt der Brief den ich dir gestern gezeigt habe schon 
it lies the letter that I you yesterday showed have already 
wieder auf dem Tisch. 
again on the table 
‘The letter I showed you yesterday is again on the table.’ 

Summarizing these empirical data, we may state that, in spite of some restrictions, 
both null subject and non-null subject languages allow postverbal definite NPs in 
unaccusative constructions. It may be true that in some non-null subject languages, 
like French or English, there exist more restrictions for the appearance of such NPs, 
but it is not true that these languages exclude them at all. This is in direct contrast 
with Belletti’s claim that the definiteness effect is a (universal) property of NPs in 
object position of unaccusative verbs. In other words, we can state together with 
Grewendorf (1989: 170) that ‘the question of whether an inverted subject occurs in 
definite or indefinite form has nothing to do with the way Case is assigned to the 
subject’. What is relevant for our purpose here is, that a hypothesis which is based 
on the existence of the definiteness effect does not hold (Brito, 1998). 

Belletti’s explanation relies on the observation that in Finnish indefinite NPs in 
postverbal position are morphologically marked with the so-called ‘Partitive’ Case 
(Belletti, 1988: 1): 

(30) a. Han pani kiriat poydalle. 
he put the books-ACC-pl on-the table 

b. Han pani kirjoja poydllle. 
he put (some) books-PART-p1 on-the table 

This is similar to what happens in other morphologically rich languages, where 
‘partitiveness’ is also expressed by means of a suffix, as is the case in Basque. In this 

s As already mentioned, we should add that one typically finds this type of sentence in literary texts, 
as well as in traditional songs, children’s stories etc: 

(i) a. Es ist ein Ros’ entsprungen 

it is a rose born 
(Christmas carol) 

b. Es rollten die Wellen und zerschellten am Riff 

it rolled the waves and broke on-the reef 

(Eva-Maria Hagen) 

c. Es rattert durch die Innenstadt der blaue Autobus 
it rattles through the downtown the blue bus 

(James Krtiss) 
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language the partitive suffix -ik may be used not only with D-structure objects of 
unaccusative verbs, but with objects in general, i.e. both with objects of unaccusative 
verbs (i.e., surface subjects) (3 1 a) and objects of transitive verbs (3 1 b): 

(31) a. 

b. 

Gizonik etorri da? 
man-PART come AUX 
‘Did any men come? ’ 
Libururik irakurri duzu? 
book-PART read AUX 
‘Did you read any books? ’ 

Moreover, partitive readings at least in Basque are also possible where this suffix 
is not present: 

(32) Ogia jan dut. 
bread-ABS eaten AUX 
‘I ate (the) bread.’ 

In the absence of context, (32) is totally ambiguous, since it may mean both the 
bread and bread.6 As a matter of fact, if we translate into Basque the Finnish exam- 
ples of (30), we also get the two readings even though no partitive suffix is present: 

(33) Mahaiaren gainean liburuak jarri ditu. 
table-sg-GEN on book-pl-ABS put AUX 
‘S/he put the bookslbooks on the table.’ 

In other words, one must assume that the Case assigned in sentences like (32) and 
(33) is not Partitive, but Absolutive, i.e., the case corresponding to objects of transi- 
tive verbs and subjects of intransitives/unaccusatives in morphologically ergative 
languages, which in Basque happens to be morphologically zero. In turn, this 
explains why the marker of partitive may appear only in those cases, i.e., precisely 
in those cases where the case marker is zero.7 

6 In fact, (32) can be the answer to the following questions, (ia) with Partitive and (ib) without it: 

(i) a. Ogirik jan duzu? 

bread-PART eaten AUX 

‘Did you eat bread?’ 

b. Ogia jan duzu? 

bread-ABS eaten AUX 

‘Did you eat the bread?’ 

’ Vikner (1995: 174f.) argues in the same way with respect to a morphologically rich language like 
German: “[. ..] we may ask the question of how partitive is morphologically realized in the languages 

where it is not an independent morphological case. We would then have to say that partitive shows up 

as nominative in German [ .]. If partitive is realised as nominative in German, we are faced with a 

problem, because nominative is not possible in all the cases where Belletti predicts partitive to be pos- 
sible”. 
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Grewendorf (1989: 172) also states that “a Case like the genitivus partitivus in 
German or Latin - which also expresses the idea of ‘partitivity’ - is not linked with 
any sort of definiteness effect [. ..I” (cf. 34a-34b). A similar observation can be 
made concerning Basque (cf. 34~): 

(34) a. Zwei meiner Fehler . . . 
two my-GEN mistakes 
‘Two of my mistakes . . . ’ 

b. Tertius regum romanorum . . . 
third-NOM kings-GEN Romans-GEN 
‘The third of the Roman kings . . . ’ 

c. Liburu zaharretarik bi . . . 
book old-PART two-ABS 
‘Two of the old books . . . ’ 

Given these facts, de Rijk (1972) and Ortiz de Urbina (1989: 97-108) analyze ‘par- 
titive’ not as a case,8 but as an empty ‘any-type’-quantifier (Homstein, 1984), i.e., as 
a quantifier that does not move and must be therefore lexically governed. This 
explains the distribution of partitive. 9 Also, both de Rijk and Ortiz de Urbina point 
out the similarity between Basque partitives, the Russian genitive of negation and 
the beaucoup de-constructions of French. 

There are further problems with Belletti’s proposal concerning the mechanisms of 
partitive assignment. Remember that her analysis covers verbs which lack “the 
capacity to assign structural accusative Case” (Belletti, 1988: 3). But in her theory, 
partitive assignment depends not only on the nature of the verb, but also on the posi- 
tion and the nature of the NP to which partitive is to be assigned. 

Concerning the position of the NP, she argues that only those indefinite NPs that 
remain in the object position of unaccusative verbs receive Partitive Case, as in 
(17a), (18a) and (19a). In those constructions with unaccusative verbs, where an 
indefinite NP appears in subject position, as in (13) and (14), it is not assigned Par- 
titive Case, but Nominative. In other words, an NP with the same partitive reading 
receives different Cases (Nominative or Partitive) according to the position in which 
it appears, i.e., subject or object position. To put it in another way, for Belletti the 

* See also Vikner (1995: 175) who argues in the same manner in his discussion of Belletti’s approach. 
According to him, too, “partitive is not a specific case at all, but merely a way of licensing NPs, whose 
case is assigned/transferred in some other manner”. 
9 As a matter of fact, as it seems to be true for Finnish as well, Basque grammarians have always spo- 
ken of ‘Partitive Case’. This is not the only exception though. For instance, in the grammar of Basque 
there also exist a number of postpositions that tradionally have been considered to be cases of the so- 
called Basque declension. The reason for this is that they are expressed by means of suffixes that cannot 
stand alone: 

(i) etxetik 
house-from 
‘from the house’ 

(ii) *0-tik 
from 
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appearance of partitive readings is dependent on the assignment of Partitive Case, 
but we have seen that such readings also may appear in (13) and (14), i.e., in situa- 
tions in which Case is not, in her terms, Partitive but Nominative. One could save 
Belletti’s position by saying that partitive is only assigned to unspecific indefinites. 
There is a fundamental difference between the indefinites in (13) or (14), which are 
specific, and those in (17a), (18a), which are not. Although this way of Case assign- 
ment would explain why the movement of an indefinite NP should or should not take 
place with unaccusative verbs, it does not resolve the fundamental problem that the 
assignement of Partitive as an inherent Case is made dependent on the nature of that 
NP. 

In addition, even though Belletti mentions both (20a) and (20b), she cannot escape 
the facts of (35), i.e., that under certain circumstances the occurrence of a postverbal 
definite NP in constructions with unaccusative verbs is perfectly acceptable in 
Italian: 

(35) E arrivata la ragazza. 
is arrived-fern the girl 
‘The girl arrived’ 

According to Belletti’s argumentation, la rugazza in (35) is not assigned Partitive 
Case due to its definiteness. What this means, then, is that the capability of assign- 
ing Partitive is not, in her proposal, a property of the subcategorization frame of the 
verb, but is a result of definiteness, which is, as noted by Grewendorf (1989: 171), 
“the sole criterion for the realization of partitive assignment, a consequence which 
makes Belletti’s theory appear anything but well founded”. As a matter of fact, Bel- 
letti saves her analysis by adopting the standard analysis for sentences like (35), 
where she supposes (35) to be an instance of ‘free inversion’. Thus, she suggests that 
the NP la rugazza in (35) is moved to a VP-adjoined position where it is assigned 
Nominative Case directly by the governing category INFL (cf. Belletti, 1988: 21): i” 

(36) 

SpecIP 
& 

INFL 
A 

A 
NP 

VO NP 

I I A 
i: arrivata ti la ragaZZai 

lo According to Belletti (1988: 9) the difference between (35) and (20b) is that in (20b) “the relevant 

postverbal NP is in the NP, object position”, whereas in (35) it is VP-adjoined. 
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To sum up, in this section we have provided emprirical data which are not compati- 
ble with Belletti’s account for postverbal subjects of unaccusative verbs. In addition, 
we have argued against the assumption that allows Partitive Case assignment in 
these constructions and also defended that Partitive Case does not exist. 

4. An alternative approach 

In this section we want to make a proposal that does not depart from the Unac- 
cusative Hypothesis, but at the same time accounts for the fact that postverbal sub- 
jects of unaccusative verbs do receive Nominative Case as expected. It is our con- 
tention to show that the Unaccusative Hypothesis makes the correct prediction, 
namely that Case assignment to the position where these NPs originate is excluded. 
Therefore, these NPs are obliged to raise to an appropriate position in search of 
Case. In the following discussion we will show that the choice of the landing site is 
language specific. In other words, we claim that languages differ in the landing posi- 
tion of the subject NP which - as predicted by the Unaccusative Hypothesis - has to 
be raised in order to receive Case. We claim furthermore that the differences with 
respect to agreement phenomena with this type of verb are in direct correlation with 
the landing position of the subject NP. 

3.1. Nominative Case and subject verb agreement 

Consider first the following sentences from German, Spanish and Italian: 

(37) a. Es sind drei Madchen angekommen. 
b. *Es ist drei Madchen angekommen. 

(38) a. Han llegado tres chicas. 
b. *Ha llegado tres chicas. 

(39) a. Son0 arrivate tre ragazze. 
b. *E arrivatalo tre ragazze. 

As can be observed, in all of the cases above, the postverbal NP must agree with the 
finite verb in person and number. As this is the same agreement that would obtain if 
the NP were in the standard subject position, we may feel safe in claiming that we 
are dealing with Nominative marked NPs. As matter of fact, in a morphologically 
rich language like German, we may see that the corresponding NPs receive Nomi- 
native : 

(40) Es ist ein langer Brief angekommen. 
it is a long letter-NOM arrived 
‘There arrived a long letter.’ 

The same can be observed in Romance when the postverbal subject is expressed by 
means of a pronoun, for instance, in Spanish: 
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(41) a. Han llegado ellas, no ellos. 
have arrived they-fern-NOM not they-mas-NOM 

b. *Han llegado las, no 10s. 
have arrived them-fern-ACC not them-mas-ACC 

c. *Las han llegado, no ellos. 

Since we have excluded, on the basis of the Unaccusative Hypothesis, any Case 
assignment to the subject of an unaccusative verb in its base position, the question 
now is how to account for the assignment of Case to this postverbal NP. The answer 
is straightforward: by means of its raising to a position where Nominative Case can 
be assigned. In other words, we propose an analysis which does not consider these 
cases to be exceptions to the rule. 

As for Spanish and Italian, we will adopt a free inversion analysis for sentences 
like (38a) and (39a), an analysis where the subject NP is moved to the right. Fol- 
lowing Rizzi (1982: 132f.), we assume that in these constructions the inverted NP is 
moved to a VP-adjoined position and Case-marked by Case transmission via a chain 
with a ‘dummy pronoun’ in subject position: 

(42) a. [ip ei han [vp [v, llegado [Nr ti]] tres chicasi]] 
* 

b. [,r e, sono [vp [v, arrivate lNP ti]] tre raggazze,]] 
/ + 

Note that, contrary to what is assumed by Belletti (1988) we do not distinguish here 
between unaccusatives with definite postverbal subjects and those with indefinite 
ones, whether specific or unspecific. In our approach, both constructions are consid- 
ered to be the result of the same kind of inversion, namely free inversion. 

As for German unaccusative constructions like (37a), we assume that the postver- 
bal subject receives Nominative Case in the position where this Case normally is 
assigned. Thus, the postverbal NP in (a) is moved to the standard subject position, 
SpecIP or, more precisely, SpecAgrS : 

(43) [cp Es sindj [ip drei Madchen [vp [v, [Nr t,l angekommenll tj]] 
T I 

According to standard analyses of German, if the subject appears clause-initially it 
means that it has further moved to SpecCP (den Besten, 1983; Haider, 1986; 
Platzack and Holmberg, 1989). This movement is related to the verb-second proper- 
ties of German which imply not only an obligatory V-to-COMP-movement, but also 
that SpecCP position must be necessarily filled (Gartner and Steinbach, 1994; 
Schwartz and Vikner, 1996). In (37a), however, the movement of NP to SpecCP is 
blocked, apparently because of the presence of the expletive pronoun es. Thus, we 
only need to make the assumption that in this kind of construction expletives are 
inserted in their surface position as a mere stylistic option in which the subject of the 
sentence loses its topic function. In fact, this idea that the expletive is ‘inserted’ in 
its surface position is not new. It has been defended, for example, by Breckenridge 
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(1975) Lenerz (1985) Tomaselli (1986) and Grewendorf (1989) due to the com- 
plementary distribution one finds in German between expletives and preverbal 
subjects: 

(44) a. [cp ES sindJ [ip viele Amerikaner, [vp [v [Nr ti] angekommen]] tj]]. 
it are many Americans arrived 

b. [cp Vie/e Amerikuneri sindj [ip ti [vp [v [NP ti] angekommen]] t,]] 
many Americans are arrived 

‘Many Americans arrived.’ 

Note also that the same thing happens when the SpecCP position is occupied by 
an element other than expletive es. More importantly, in this case, the presence of 
the expletive is excluded, thus providing evidence for our proposal of expletive 
insertion in SpecCP: 

(45) a. 

b. 

(46) a. 

b. 

Gestem sind viele Amerikaner angekommen. 
yesterday are many Americans arrived 
‘Many Americans arrived yesterday.’ 
*Gestem sind es viele Amerikaner angekommen. 
yesterday are it many Americans arrived 
Warum sind viele Amerikaner angekommen? 
why are many Americans arrived 
‘Why did many Americans arrive? ’ 
*Warum sind es viele Amerikaner angekommen? 

why are it many Americans arrived 

Given these contrasts, and the fact that German is a verb-second language, i.e., a lan- 
guage in which Co must always be lexically instantiated, the assumption that the 
expletive pronoun es is inserted in SpecCP accounts by itself for the fact that 
postverbal subjects receive Nominative Case. In other words, what is important to 
note in a sentence like (37a) is that German is a verb-second language, where the 
subject ends up in SpecAgrSP when SpecCP is filled with lexical material.” 

At this point we are able to account rather naturally for the fact that in this lan- 
guage the finite verb always agrees with the postverbal subject rather than with the 
expletive. In our view, this is captured under the assumption that ‘subject verb agree- 

” By making this proposal we are not giving an answer to the scrambling facts in German, where the 
subject may appear separated from the finite verb in COMP by a host of different material. Consider the 
following example, provided by one of the reviewers: 

(i) Es sind dir gestem doch durch verschiedene Leute einige Biicher gezeigt worden. 
it are to-you yesterday yet by several people some hooks shown been 

‘Yet yesterday some books have been shown to you by several people.’ 
Note however that the fact that the subject in (i) may appear in that position does not exclude our pro- 
posal for Nominative Case assignment, for as defended by Schwartz and Vikner (1996), all that mater- 
ial may be inserted by adjunctions to IP. In any case, we are not going into the question of scrambling 
in German. 
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ment’ is a reflex of Nominative Case assignment under specifier-head agreement 
within AgrSP. 

In fact, this is the assumption we also want to make for the agreement patterns in 
Spanish and Italian. As already mentioned above, in the corresponding constructions 
in Spanish and Italian Nominative is transmitted through a chain to the postverbal 
subject NP. Nominative Case is assigned under agreement within AgrSP by the ver- 
bal head to an empty pronoun in SpecAgrSP and then transmitted to the postverbal 
subject within a chain. Given this chain, it becomes evident why the postverbal sub- 
ject, being coindexed with a ‘dummy’ pronoun in SpecAgrSP, agrees in these con- 
structions with the finite verb located in AgrSO. 

However, note that, unlike in Spanish and Italian, in German the expletive pro- 
noun is lexically overt in constructions such as (37a). Given our assumption that this 
expletive is inserted in SpecCP, we are confronted with the problem that this is a 
position where no Case assignment occurs. This is in direct opposition to the require- 
ments of the the Case Filter, according to which every lexical NP ought to be Case- 
marked. An option to avoid this problem could be to assume that expletive es with 
German unaccusatives is generated in SpecAgrSP rather than in SpecCP. Then, Case 
would be assigned to the expletive before it moves to SpecCP. This proposal, which 
is defended by Belletti (1988), Cardinaletti (1990) and Vikner (1995), however, does 
not go through. First, it does not account for the complementary distribution which 
exists between expletive and other lexical elements in clause-initial position in Ger- 
man, and second, it excludes Nominative assignment to the postverbal subject, i.e., 
it requires a chain formation with the expletive for Nominative assignment, a mech- 
anism that is unusual in German. Given these objections, we want to argue for an 
alternative approach, considering inserted expletives to be an exception to the Case 
Filter. In other words, we want to make the following generalization: 

(47) Inserted expletives do not receive Case. 

Note that this exception only obtains for expletives with unaccusative verbs - as 
well as in passive constructions. As already observed in the literature, there is evi- 
dence that only these expletives are inserted (cf. Herschensohn, 1982; Burzio, 1986; 
Cardinaletti, 1990). Expletives of impersonal constructions with other than unac- 
cusative (or passive) verbs behave like ‘normal’ subjects, being base-generated in 
SpecVP. This can be seen in the following examples where expletive es is never 
absent, even when the SpecCP contains a lexical element, something that makes our 
assumption in (47) very natural: 

(48) a. Es regnet. 
it rains 

b. Gestem hat es geregnet. 
yesterday has it rained 
‘It rained yesterday. ’ 

c. *Gestem hat geregnet. 
yesterday has rained 
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(49) a. Es gab viele Uberraschungen. 

it gave many surprises 
‘There were many surprises.’ 

b. Gestern gab es viele Uberraschungen. 

yesterday gave it many surprises 
‘Yesterday there were many surprises.’ 

c. *Gestem gab viele Uberraschungen. 
yesterday gave many surprises 

Unlike expletive es of constructions with unaccusative verbs, the pronoun es in 
the constructions above, often referred to as a quasi-argument (Chomsky, 1981: 
325), is marked for Case and must be assigned a O-role. As such, therefore, it has to 
appear in a position where it is able to be assigned Case. Thus, in constructions with 
a quasi-argumental es the subject position is not available to any NP in need of 
receiving Nominative Case. In fact, as shown by the following examples, these verbs 
assign Accusative Case to their objects: I2 

(50) Es regnet Bin&den. 
it rains strings-ACC 
‘It is raining cats and dogs.’ 

(51) Es gibt einen neuen Roman von Gunther Grass. 
it gives a new novel-ACC by Gunther Grass 
‘There is a new novel by Gunther Grass.’ 

These facts are generally explained by the very reasonable assumption that there 
exist two types of expletives in German, namely those with ‘non-argumental’ (exple- 
tive) use and those with ‘(fully and quasi-fully) argumental’ use (Cardinaletti, 1990). 

Adopting this distinction, we want to claim further that only argumental expletives 
must be Case-marked, whereas neither Case nor @role ought to be assigned to non- 
argumental ones, i.e., inserted expletives.i3 

It has to be pointed out that in some German varieties, sentences like the following can be observed: 

(i) a. Es regnen Steine vom Himmel. 

it rain-3pl stones-NOM from-the sky 

‘It is raining stones from the sky.’ 
b. Gestern regneten Steine vom Himmel. 

yesterday rained-3pl stones-NOM from-the sky 

‘Yesterday it rained stones from the sky.’ 

These examples indicate that in these varieties the verb regnen ‘to rain’ functions as an unaccusative 

verb. This seems to be the case for instance in Spanish, too: 

(ii) Ayer llovieron chuzos. 

yesterday rained-3pl spears 

‘Yesterday it rained a lot.’ 

I3 See Hoekstra (1983) and Bennis (1986) for a similiar distinction between thereler and itihet in Eng- 
lish and Dutch and Vikner (1995) for a similiar account to expletives in other Germanic languages. 

Chomsky (1995: 273ff.) also argues for expletives without Case and q-features. 
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Under the analysis we have proposed, with unaccusative verbs, we attribute the 

presence of postverbal subjects in German to two factors: first to the fact that exple- 
tives in these constructions are inserted in SpecCP without being Case-marked, and 
second to the verb second property of German which forces the finite verb to move 
to COMP. Given this, we are able to explain the agreement of unaccusative verbs 
with postverbal subjects by means of the regular movement of the subject to Spec- 
AgrSP, where it is assigned Nominative under specifier-head agreement. 

3.2. Nominative case without subject verb agreement 

The discussion of unaccusatives in Italian and Spanish, on the one hand, and in 
German, on the other, has shown that the existence of postverbal subjects in this kind 

of construction can be explained without weakening the Unaccusative Hypothesis. 
We have suggested that these NPs receive Nominative Case either by movement to 
a VP-adjoined position or by movement to SpecAgrSP, that is, to a position in which 
Nominative assignment ordinarily takes place in these languages. Hence it is not 
necessary to stipulate any special assignment of Case to the object position. 

As for French, however, neither of the two options seems to be adequate. A closer 
look at the French data makes it apparent that there are indeed some differences with 
respect to Case assignment to postverbal subjects of unaccusative verbs, since in 
these constructions we do not find any type of agreement features (cf. Herschensohn, 
1982): 

(52) a. I1 est arrive beaucoup d’ Americains. 
it is arrived many of Americans 

b. *I1 sont arrives beaucoup d’ Americains. 
it are arrived many of Americans 

‘Many Americans arrived.’ 

In these French examples, movement to SpecAgrSP in order to receive Nominative 
Case is blocked, because French is not a verb-second language and therefore the 
standard subject position is filled with the inserted expletive. Thus, we need another 
answer to the question of how Case is assigned to the postverbal NP in sentences 
such as (52a). 

Before we enter into a more detailed discussion of this question let us have a brief 

look at a little Romance language, Swiss Rhaeto-Romance.‘4 This language is inter- 
esting for our purposes here since it exibits full verb second effects and also has lex- 
ical expletives (cf. Spescha, 1989; Haiman and Beninca, 1992). So we should expect 
that the analysis we have proposed for German unaccusatives also holds in Rhaeto- 
Romance. 

I4 This language, also known as Romansh, is spoken by no more than 50,000 people living near the head 
waters of the Rhine and along the valley of the Inn in the Swiss canton of Graubiinden (Grisons). Dialec- 

tal variation is very pronounced. At least five major dialects have been distinguished. The dialect we have 

chosen for our representation is Surselvan, the major Rhenish dialect (Haiman and Benin&, 1992). 
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As far as the clause-initial occurrence of lexical expletives in constructions with 
unaccusative verbs is concerned, we can observe the same distributional facts as 
found in German (cf. 44): 

(53) a. Zgl ei arrivau biars Americans. 
it is arrived many Americans 

b. Biars Americans ein arrivai. 
many Americans are arrived 

However, what is striking is that Rhaeto-Romance behaves exactly like French with 
respect to agreement. The postverbal NP in (53a) does not agree with the finite verb. 
This fact is also shown by the ungrammaticality of (54): I5 

(54) *Igl ein arrivai biars Americans. 
it are arrived many Americans 

At first glance, this seems to be quite surprising given our analysis for German 
unaccusatives, namely that the expletive is inserted in SpecCP. One would expect 
that, Rhaeto-Romance being a verb-second language, it should behave like German 
in this respect, allowing the postverbal subject to be moved to SpecAgrSP in order 
to receive Nominative Case under specifier-head agreement. Yet, it seems that this 
language differs from German with respect to the position where the expletive is 
inserted. As in French, the expletive appears to be inserted in the standard subject 
position, SpecAgrSP, thus preventing the movement of the subject NP from its base 
position to that position. 

And indeed, there is strong evidence supporting this assumption. In contrast to 
German, Rhaeto-Romance allows the presence of a posrverbal expletive in unac- 
cusative constructions. In other words, lexical elements other than subject NPs in 
SpecCP and expletive pronouns are not necessarily in complementary distribution, 
both sentences in (55) being possible in Rhaeto-Romance (cf. also Haiman and Ben- 
in&, 1992: 184; Linder, 1987: 140ff.):t6 

Is Note that the same observations hold for passive constructions: 

(i) a. Igl ei vegniu magliau biars meils. 

it is become eaten many apples 

‘Many apples were eaten.’ 
b. *Igl ein vegni magliai biars meils. 

it are become eaten many apples 

I6 See also Gsell (1984) for similar observations in Dolomitic Ladin, a variety of Rhaeto-Romance spo- 

ken in some valleys in the Dolomites. 

For reasons which are not very clear to us some informants barely accepted the sentences in (55). 

Their doubts, though, are not related to the presence of the expletive, since (55a) is equally considered 

to be odd. At any rate, in passive constructions, the presence of the overt expletive has been accepted by 
all informants: 

(i) a. Ier ei vegniu magliau biars meils. 

yesterday is become eaten many apples 

‘Many apples were eaten.’ 
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(55) a. Ier ei arrivau biars Americans. 
yesterday is arrived many Americans 

b. Ier eis ei arrivau biars Americansi 
yesterday is it arrived many Americans 
‘Many Americans arrived yesterday.’ 

These facts clearly indicate that expletives in Rhaeto-Romance unaccusatives are 
not inserted in SpecCP, otherwise, it would be impossible to explain their occurrence 
in postverbal position. Hence, it is not an ad hoc assumption to suggest that Rhaeto- 
Romance expletives are inserted in SpecAgrSP rather than in SpecCP. It follows 
then that, whenever an expletive is present, movement to SpecAgrS should be 
blocked. This assumption is evidenced by the ungrammaticality of sentences like 
(56): 

(56) a. *Igl ei/ein biars Americans arrivau. 
it is/are many Americans arrived 

b. *Ier eis ei biars Americans arrivau. 
yesterday is it many Americans arrived 

The ungrammaticality of these sentences is due to the fact that the subject biars 
Americans cannot move to the SpecAgrSP position because this position is occupied 
either by the expletive (cf. 56b) or by the trace left by that expletive in its movement 
to SpecCP (cf. 56a). Note that the subject NP always agrees with the verb whenever 
movement to SpecAgrSP has taken place. This is the case in (53b), repeated here as 
(57) where the subject has moved to SpecAgrSP and then, due to the verb-second 
constraint, to SpecCP: 

(57) [,,Biars Americans, einj [,p ti fj [VP [v, tivai [NP lJIIII 

Interestingly, further evidence in favor of this assumption is found in sentences 
like (58): 

(58) a. Ier ein biars Americans arrivai. 
yesterday are many Americans arrived 

b. *Ier ei biars Americans arrivau. 
yesterday is many Americans arrived 
‘Many Americans arrived yesterday.’ 

b. Ier eis ei vegniu magliau biars meils 

yesterday is it become eaten many apples 

‘Many apples were eaten.’ 

I7 Note that in postverbal position the Raeto-Romance expletive igl appears in its allophonic form ei, 
which is in turn homophonous to the 3rd person present form of esser ‘to be’. The form eis is an allo- 

phonic form of ei ‘is’, which is used only when it precedes the expletive ei. 
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In (58a), as in German, the postverbal subject has been moved to SpecAgrSP, i.e., 
to its standard position whenever an element other than the subject occurs clause- 
initially. Note that the presence of the subject in SpecAgrSP results in the agreement 
patterns which we would predict: Nominative Case is assigned to that position 
under specifier-head agreement within the AgrS node, i.e., the subject agrees with 
the verb. 

Summarizing our observations on Rhaeto-Romance unaccusatives, we conclude 
that we are able to account for the agreement patterns in these constructions on the 
basis of the assumption we also proposed for French that the expletive is inserted in 
SpecAgrSP. Whenever an expletive is present, agreement is excluded since it pre- 
vents subject movement to that position. Note that in Rhaeto-Romance the lack of 
realization of the lexical expletive does not necessarily imply that the postverbal sub- 
ject agrees with the verb. This is the case in (55a), and is easily explained by means 
of our assumption that agreement only occurs if subject and verb are in a specifier- 
head relation within AgrS. What is peculiar in this case is that the empty placeholder 
is not necessarily replaced by a lexical expletive as it is the case in the grammar of 
French. 

At this point we arrive again at the question which we postponed when discussing 
the French data, of how Nominative is assigned to postverbal subjects in French 
unaccusatives. The same question arises with respect to Rhaeto-Romance. In our 
opinion, it can be answered if we accept the assumption that both languages allow an 
operation similar to free inversion in null-subject languages. As already noted, it is 
generally assumed that free inversion implies the adjunction of the subject NP to the 
right of VP. In French and Rhaeto-Romance apparently we have the same sort of 
movement, as can be seen by the fact that the right moved subject must always nec- 
essarily appear to the right of the main verb: 

(59) a. 11 est arrive beaucoup d’Am&icains. 
b. *I1 est beaucoup d’Ame’ricains arrive. 

(60) a. Igl ei arrivau biars Americans. 
b. *Igl ei biars Americans arrivau. 

Note that in French and Rhaeto-Romance the agreement features are determined 
by the presence of the corresponding expletive, that is, il and igl in (59) and (60), 
where both are singular and masculine. Also, in accordance to our proposal we 
assume that inserted expletives do not receive Case, therefore since on the one hand 
Case ought to be discharged, and on the other the postverbal subject needs Nomina- 
tive Case, we assume that this subject moves to the right, where following Belletti 
(1988), Raposo and Uriagereka (1990) and Roberts (1993: 24f.), Case is directly 
assigned to it in the position it occupies: 

(61) [ip 11 est [vp [v, arrive [NP ti]] beaucoup d’AmCricainsi]] 

(62) [cr Igl, eij [ip tk tj [vp [“, amwrs Americansi]]] 
I T 
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In other words, we propose that the difference between null subject languages on the 
one hand, and non null subject languages on the other, relies on the fact that in the 
latter the agreement features are realized by the relationship established between the 
expletive and the finite verb. In null subject languages, on the contrary, we assume 
that the postverbal subject gets Nominative by means of Case transmission via an 
empfy expletive located in subject position.18 

5. Conclusion 

In this article we have shown that the existence of postverbal subject NPs with 
unaccusative verbs does not represent a problem for the Unaccusative Hypothesis. 
Quite on the contrary, once the existence of the so-called Partitive Case has been put 
aside, we have argued that, as predicted by this hypothesis, these NPs have to raise 
to an appropriate position in order to receive Nominative Case. Thus, we have 
claimed that the Unaccusative Hypothesis is valid for all contexts with unaccusative 
verbs and for all the languages discussed. In other words, we are dealing with a 
rather surface phenomenon which needs to be dealt with by each grammar particu- 
larly. l9 

Indeed, we have shown by comparing constructions with unaccusative verbs in 
several languages that the Case which is assigned to postverbal NPs is always Nom- 
inative. In addition, we have argued that languages may differ with respect to the 
position where Nominative Case is assigned. We have shown that the choice of this 
position depends on independent factors that differ from language to language. One 
of these factors is whether the language possesses lexical expletives and the other is 
the position in which these are inserted, i.e., whether in SpecCP or SpecAgrSP. 
Among the languages with lexical expletives, the first examined is German where 
those expletives, according to our proposal, are inserted in SpecCP. The second case 
is that of French and Rhaeto-Romance, where expletives are inserted in SpecAgrSP. 
Finally, null subject languages, such as Spanish, Italian and Portuguese, generally 
lack lexical expletives. 

As for agreement facts, we have tried to account for all cases discussed by assum- 
ing that subject-verb agreement is related to the fact that Nominative Case is 

I* We are aware that this analysis of free inversion is not uncontroversial. In particular, there is some 

debate about how Case transmission can be formulated theoretically (cf. Safir, 1985; Borer, 1986; 

Burzio, 1986; Lasnik, 1992). Furthermore, proposals differ concerning the landing site of the postverbal 

subject (cf. Raposo, 1988; Giorgi and Longobardi, 1991: 171-175; Zubizarreta, 1998). 

I9 Here, we have to note that there exist some Germanic languages, such as Dutch, that, like Rhaeto- 

Romance, allow the posrverbal occurrence of overt expletives in unaccusative constructions. The pecu- 

larity of these languages, however, is that the postverbal subject agrees with the finite verb, as shown by 

the following Dutch sentence (cf. Bennis, 1986: 307): 

(i) Gisteren zijn er vele Amerikanen aangekomen. 
yesterday are it many Americans arrived 

In other words, for these languages our approach does not go through, since our prediction for these 

cases is that agreement between finite verb and postverbal subject should be excluded. We leave open 

the answer to the question of how to account for these agreement facts. 
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assigned under specifier-head agreement: German presents no difficulty since the 
subject must move to such a position, i.e., SpecIP. The case of Italian, Portuguese 
and Spanish is explained through the assumption that postverbal subjects are VP- 
adjoined and receive Case from the subject position by transmission through an 
empty expletive. Finally, French and Swiss Rhaeto-Romance are accounted for, in 
that Case is directly assigned under government to the VP-adjoined position where 
postverbal subjects are supposed to land. 
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