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1. Introduction

Kambera applicative verbs are formed from base words of different
categories by adding a velar nasal to the base, as can be seen from the
derivations given in (I):

(1) Applicative derivations in Kambera

V-tr

V-intr
(-act)
V-intr
(+act)
Noun

kei
palu
katuda
njoru
karih
ndolak
ana
angu

bug|acquz.re X       kei-ng
hit X                      palu-n g
sleep                       katuda-n g
topple/ fall              nloru-ng
hold  (oneself)          karakihu-n g
stand up                ndolaku-n g
child                        ana-n g
f riend                      a ngu-ng

buy(x) for Y
hit(X) for Y
sleep on Y
fall on Y
hold on to Y
stand up for Y
be child of Y
be fn~end of Y

Applicative verbs that have a transitive verb as their base, have two objects:
a direct object, which is the semantic PATIENT or THEME, and an indirect
object , semantically the GOAL/BENEFICIARY/MALEFICZARY.

ClitiCS are used to cross-reference definite NPs. The subject and both of the
objects of applicative verbs may be marked on the predicate with the
pronominal clitics given in (2) below. There are two object clitic paradigms,
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one for direct objectsl and one for indirect objects.2 They are given in (2) as
Accusative and Dative, respectively.

(2) Nominative
Is          ku-
2s          (m)u-
3s          na-
lp(inc)   ta-
lp(exc)  ma-
2p          (m)i-
3p          da-

Accusative
-ka
-kau~
-ya
-ta
-kama
-ka(m)i
-ha

Dative
-ngga
-nggau
-nya
-nda
-nggama
-ngga(m)i
-nja

Genitive
-nggu
-mu
-na
-nda
-ma
-ml
-da

Pronoun
ngungga
nyumu
nguna
nguta
nyuma
ngimi
nyuda

Sentences illustrating the use of the object clitics are given in (3), (4) and (5)
below. In sentence (3) the underived verb has one object (a PATIENT), which is
marked on the predicate as an Accusative ClitiC:

I Ama na-kei-ya na rl mum.
ART father 3sN-buy-3sA ART vegetable green
�Father he-buys-it the green vegetable: Father buys the green
vegetables.

(3)

It is possible to express both direct and indirect object with pronominal
clitics. However, if the indirect object is implied or indefinite, the applicative
verb retains its non-cliticized form, i.e. with the applicative morpheme but
without an object clitic. This is illustrated in the sentences (4) and (29) below,
which express a reciprocal meaning:

Da- kawara pa-ita-ng wiki-da.3
3pN- both CAU-see-APP self-3pG
�They both show (someone) themselves: They reveal themselves to
each other.

(4)

The clitic that cross-references the indirect/applicative object in applicative
constructions (cf. (5) Ca,b) below) is a portmanteau morpheme that encodes
two different types of information at the same time: both the applicative

This clitic is also used to mark the argument (�subject`) of a non-verbal predicate.

This subdivision is not strict, but is a good rule of thumb. I am not concerned with the
idiosyncratic details of pronominal crossreference here.

Compare the following sentence Ci) which does not contain an applicative verb:
Ci)             Da-kawara    pa-ita            la     parangga

3pN'both      INT-see          LOC market
`They (both) see each other at the market~
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status of the verb and the indirect object argument.4 In some cases the
indirect object {GOAL/BENEFICIARY etc.) may be the only object clitic marked
on an applicative predicate, as in (5):

(5) a.    Da-kawara     pa-ita-nya      na        potu.
3pN-both        CAU-See-3sD   ART      photo
�They both showed him the photograph.

b. I           Ama    na-kei             -nja     na       ri               muru  nyuda.
ART     father  3sN-buy for   -3pD    ART     vegetable green  they
�Father he-buys-them the green vegetables they: Father buys green
vegetables for them.

However, it iS also possible to mark both direct and indirect object on the
applicative verb. In sentence (6) the applicative verb has two Objects:5

I Ama              na-kei             -ngga        -nya.
ART father       3sN-buy for    -lsD (IO)    -3SD (DO)

�Father bought it (DO) for me (IO).

(6)

In this paper, I will discuss the structural properties of the two object NPs in
applicative constructions (cf . (5b) na rlmuru - direct object NP, nguda = indirect
object NP). My hypothesis is that the two object NPs do not differ in their
structural properties. In other words, they are structurally symmetrical. This
absence Of asymmetry between a direct and an indirect object NP in
applicative constructions is quite unexpected in light of many accounts of
similar constructions in the literature.

2. Prepos!t!on Incorporation: Asgmmetrg of object NPs

In his account of applicatives, Baker (1988) stresses6 a syntactic explanation
for the valency change that Is typically connected with applicative construc-

This is not a case of phonological assimilation between the applicative nasal and the
Accusative clitic (*/ng/ plus yo  nya). Because of limited space I cannot gO into this matter.

A Kambera pronominal clitic cluster has idiosyncratic restrictions, the most important of
which are illustrated by sentence (6): C I) there are two 'slots' for object clitics, the second
of which may only contain a Dative clitic, although it usually refers to a PATIENT argument
(2) the object clitic order is always IO clitic-DO cli6c (3) if both object 'slots in the Cline
duster are filled, the IO clitic cannot be third person singular/plural (only first or second)
whereas the DO clictic can only be third person Csg/pl.). These idiosyncratic properties~ of
the pronominal clitic cluster suggest that this cluster is a system with its own rules that are
more or less independent of the syntactic rules.

Syntactic derivation of applicatives is more restrictive than lexical derivation, and is,
therefore, to be preferred. However, Baker does not exc\ude a lexical derivation of syntax by
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tions. In Bakers Preposition Incorporation (Pl) analysis, applicative construc-
tions are the result of head-to-head movement and incorporation of a
Preposition. The applicative object NP Is embedded in a Prepositional Phrase
in D-structure. Before Sstructure, Preposition Incorporation takes place
which adjoins the head of the PP to the Verb, leaving a trace. For the
Chichewa sentence in (7) Baker (1988:250) assumes an S-structure as in (8):

Kalulu       a-na-gul-if -a              mbidzi      nsapato.
hare         SP-PAST-buy-for-ASP   zebras      shoes
�The hare bought shoes for the zebras.

(7)

(8) S

NPI                          ~

V P                                                                      P              NPIo           NPDo

| |                                                                      |                 |                 |
hare                      buy             forl                ti             zebras        shoes

The Iv V + Pl cOmplex governs the stranded indirect object NP and assigns
structural objective Case to it in S-structure. As a result the applicative object
becomes the derived direct object and the original direct object can no longer
get the verbs Case.7 In this way, Baker gives an explanatory account of the
facts connected to applicative constructions in many languages.
The following tree CS-structure of sentence (5b) above) could be illustrative

of a PI-analysis of an applicative sentence in Kambera:8

productive PI if it is derived from a case-assigning base. "If there is a sentence form which
appears to be an applicative of a non-Case-assigning verb it must be derived in the lexicon
and it is generally not fully productive and has an idiosyncratic semantic interpretation"
(1988:258).

Baker assumes that the original direct object NP has undergone prior abstract Noun
incorporation, which leads him to predict that this NP no longer behaves like a genuine
direct object. Baker (1988a:264 ff.) also discusses real �double object� constructions in
Kinyarwanda. In his analysis of Kinyarwanda applicatives, Baker makes use of the fact that
Kinyarwanda verbs have the property of being able to assign two structural (accusative)
Cases. This is a special Case property which Kinyarwanda also makes use of in morphologi-
cally underived double object constructions (ibid.:174). In Kambera~ there are no verbs that
assign two structural Cases, nor does Kambera have underived double object constructions.

Aslong as one assumes that the NPs are the verbal arguments and the pronominal clitics
are simply agreement markers (as is the case in for example Kinyarwanda, Baker 1988:174
ff., 265 ff.). Why this assumption is refutable - and consequently, why this tree structure is
not appropriate for Kambera, will be discussed below.
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(9)

Applicatives in Kambera

S

NPI                                    

V | PP

~ | /\
V P NPDo              P              NPto

| | |                   |                   |
i  Ama                   na-kei        -ngi-nja           tau                ti              nyuda
Father                  3sN-bugs       for-3pD         person                               theg

Is P-Incorporation the right account for the valency change connected with
the derivation of Kambera applicatives? This question is addressed in the
remaining sections of this paper. Note that in (9) the alleged stranded indirect
object NP is not adjacent to the verbal complex in S-structure as it should be
in order to receive structural Case, according to the PI-analysis.

One of the predictions of the PI-analysis is that an applicative object NP,
which is governed by a Preposition, should show extraction facts different
from the direct object NP, which is not governed by P. The trace of P is crucial
in that it blocks wh-extraction of the indirect object NP by causing the variable
lef t behind to violate the Non Oblique Trace filter (ibid.: 299, 302). This
structural asymmetry implies and predicts asymmetry in syntactic behaviour.

In the next section (section 3.1) I will test this prediction on the Kambera
data. I present evidence that there are no reasons to assume any asymmetry
between direct and indirect object NPs in Kambera. The evidence consists of
traditional constituency tests (sect . 3. 1.1 ), relativization and wh-extraction
(sect . 3.1.2) and possessor and quantifier (sub)extraction (sect. 3.1.31. The
evidence suggests that both object NPs have the same structural properties.
I propose an explanation for this in section 3.1.4.
The Pl-analysis of applicatives predicts the existence of the constructions as

in (lOa) and ( lOb), but not those in ( lOc) Or in ( 2Od):

(10) a.    V and [pp P [ NP ]}                (simple verb + embedded NP)
b. Iv V + P ] and [pp t [NP]]        (applicative verb + bare NP)
c. |v V + P | and [pp P I NP II    (applicative verb + embedded NP)
d. Iv V + P } and [pp t [ @ I]       (applicative verb + nO NP)

The structure in Clod illustrates the existence of the for the PI-analysis
unexpected situation where an applicative clause has two Prepositional
`elements governing the same indirect object argument (i.e. an applicative
morpheme and a Preposition). Clod) represents a structure where the Verb is
applicative ut has no GOAL/BENEFICIARY argument. According to the Pl-
analysis, in such a construction the Preposition would have been generated
as an intransitive Preposition, i.e. without an NP. However, for the same
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applicative verb a/so to have a GOAL/BENEFICIARY NP would be quite an
unexpected situation, because in that case the applicative morpheme would
be both intransitive and transitive. _

In Kambera, constructions as in (lOc) and Clod) do exist (see (30a) and (30b)
below). This will be discussed in section 3.2. Such structures suggest that the
applicative morpheme is not an incorporated lexical head. In the same
section additional evidence (such as the irregular semantics of applicatives,
the fact that applicatives are not fully productive and that they may have a
non-Case assigning base) is presented and it Is argued that Kambera
applicative verbs must be considered to be derived lexically.

3. Symmetry hgpothesis

3. I. Free word order, optionalitg and sz.milar cross-reference properties

Kambera word order is quite free. The transitive sentences in (II) illustrate
the logical orders allowed for the Subject NP and the Object NP.9

a.

b.

c.

d.

(II) I Windi           na-palu-ka      nyungga.              s  Pred DO

ART Windi       3sN-hit-I SA     I
�Windi she-hit-me I: Wind! hit me.
Nyungga  na-palu-ka      i Windi.                      DO Pred S
I                 3SN-hit-ISA     ART Windi
�I she-hit-me Windi: Windi hit me.
Palu-na-nya    tau            nyuna.                        Pred DO s
hit-3sG-3sD     person      he
�Hit-his-him a person he: he is hitting someone.
Palu-na-nya    i     Ama          nyuna.                  Pred s DO

hit-3sG-3sD     art father        he
�Hit-his-him Father he: Father is hitting him.'
Nyuna      iya       na-      kei            -nia.          s DO Pred
he             fish      3sN-    buy for     -them        (=Applic.)
�He fish he-buys for-them: he buys fish for them.

(12)

In (13) and (14) below the direct and indirect object change places, while in
(15) both occur after the predicate. This suggests that the mutual order of
object NPs is rather free.10

9 But note (12); it Is only possibfe to �topicalize' both Subject NP and Direct Object NP if the
predicate is applicative.

lo But not quite: there are restriCtions On the mutual order and use of object NPs. For example
(I) (Appl. verb + indir. Obj . clitic] (DOINp{IOlNp IS fine but *{Appl. verb + indir. obj . clitiCl{IO|Np

[DO|Np IS not. (2) *(DO)Np [fO]Np{AppliC. V + indir. Obj. clitic] and * [IO] [DO] |Appl. V + indir. obj.
cliticl are ungrammatical because it is impossible to front two object NPs at the same time.


