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0. Introduction

An enourmously influential idea which has now been adopted into several syntactic theories is
the Unaccusative Hypothesis of Perlmutter (1978). According to this hypothesis, some surface
intransitive clauses, the so-called unaccusative ones, derive from underlying clauses with
grammatical objects but no subjects, while others, the unergatives, derive from underlying
clauses with grammatical subjects but no objects.

Thus the unaccusative/ unergative distinction is seen as a lexical, subcategorial distinction
reflected in syntactic properties.

Despite the claim of the Unaccusativity Hypothesis, however, unaccusative and unergative verbs
are often not entirely discrete subclasses. In many languages intransitive verbs can be found in
both unaccusative and unergative configurations.

In this paper I will show that in Kambera intransitive verbs may occur in various constructions
were their subject is marked with different morpho-syntactic cases.? The intransitive subject
may be morphologically marked as a transitive subject, namely with Nominative case.
- Depending on the aspectual properties of the clause however, it may also be marked with other
cases, the most interesting of which is the Accusative case. If the intranstive subject is
Accusative, it patterns with the transitive object. This may be called 'Split intransitivity’ (cf.
Merlan 1985, Dixon 1987, Van Valin 1990). In this paper I will discuss the split behaviour of
intransitive verbs and the semantic basis for it.?

Before doing this, however, 1 will first briefly illustrate the canonical subject and object
marking in Kambera. In Kambera, the pronominal clitics mark person, number and case on the

1. Kambera is an Austronesian language, spoken by approx. 150.000 speakers on the eastern part of the island
Sumba, East Indonesia. A reference grammar of the Phonology and Morphology of this language is in preparation
(Klamer, to appear). The present paper is a part of an ongoing research project which included periods of fieldwork
in 1991 and 1992. It is supported by The Netherlands Fund for Research in Tropical Regions, fund number W38-
47. 1 wish to thank Geert Booij, Marcel Den Dikken, Teun Hoekstra, Harry van der Hulst, Beth Levin, Robert
Van Valin, Jan Voskuil and the audience at the Autumn Meeting of the Linguistic Association of Great Britain
(Bangor, sept. 1993) for their useful comments and suggestions on various versions of this paper. Many thanks also
to Umbu Maramba Hau, the principal informant.

2. Morphological case marking of verbal arguments in Kambera is not isomorphous to either their syntactic or their
semantic function. For example, Accusative morphological case is not always the syntactic object, nor the semantic
PATIENT, as will argue in this paper.

3. The subjects of transitive verbs do not show this variable behaviour. They are Nominative or Genitive, but never
Accusative.
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verb. The pronominal clitics are not agreement markers but have argument status, whereas
(definite) NPs are optional adjuncts.* Consider the sentence in (1):

(1) Hi ku- palu -ya
: CNJ 1sN- hit -3sA
So I hit him

In a main clause like this, the subject of the transitive verb palu ’hit’, the semantic Agent, is
morphologically encoded as the Nominative proclitic na-. The object of this verb, the semantic
Patient, is marked with Accusative case, the enclitic -ya in (1) above.

This is the unmarked, canonical ways to mark transitive subjects and objects, and here the mor-
phological case corresponds to the syntactic and thematic functions of the arguments.’

The clitic that is used to mark the transitive object, the Accusative -ya in (1), can also be used
for an intransitive subject. This is illustrated in (2) below. If the intransitive subject is
Accusative it "looks’ like a transitive object, as can be seen in (2)(a), where the subject of the
intransitive verb hangarar 'be amazed’ is marked Accusatively: with the enclitic -ha, indicating
’being in a situation of amazement’. In (2)(b), on the other hand, the subject is marked with the
Nominative case, proclitic da-, and the sentence now means 'they are amazing themselves’.

(2) a. Ka dird hangatar -ha -ka
CNJ to limit be amazed -3pA PRF
So they were extremely amazed (i.e. ’perfective’)

b. "Iss..."  wa-da ba da-hangatar
EXC say-3pG  CNI . 3pN-be amazed
"Wow", they said, amazing (themselves) (i.e. 'imperfective’)

How can we account for this variable subject marking which corresponds to a variation in the
meaning of the sentence? Different approaches have been used. The first is the lexical approach
(e.g. Levin and Rappaport 1992) which would account for a difference like the one in (2) by
giving the verb hangatar 'be amazed’ two different lexical entries, one subcategorizing an
Accusative subject, the other a Nominative. The second is the semantico/ syntactic approach
(e.g. Van Valin 1990, Dowty 1991, Hoekstra and Mulder 1990) which considers the variable
behaviour of these verbs a result of their variable interpretations that depend on the construction
the verb appears in.

In this paper I will present some empirical evidence against the former and in favour of the
latter approach. I will do this by illustrating that the meaning of the Kambera split intransitive

4. This has been motivated in Klamer 1993.

5. This is not always the case. This picture, although it is correct, is a simplification for the sake of clarity. The
details of Kambera pronominal clitic are very complicated and I refer to Klamer (to appear) for a full account.
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verbs is compatible with a variety of constructions, and the variation in meaning is derived from
the construction the verb appearsin.

1. Karnberaintransitive verbs have a thematicaHy under specified subject

Kambera intransitive verbs have one underspecified lexical argument. The thematic interpreta-
tion of this unspecified argument (as Agentive or Patientive) depends on the construction of the
clause and not on the lexical specification of the verb. The following two arguments led to this
claim.

First, the subject of an intransitive verb may have five different morphological markings,
depending on the context of the clause. This is illustrated with the sentences in (3). They
illustrate various possible morphological markings for the subject: Nominative in (3)(@),
Genitive -mu in (3)(b) and Accusative in (3)(c). Another possibility to mark the subject is to use
a pronominal morpheme that expresses Continuative aspect, illustrated in (3)(d). Finadly, it is
also possible to use both a Nominative and an Accusative clitic at the same time to refer to an

intransitive subject. In (3)(e) there is one referent / Min' Yehu 'the Lord Jesus which is marked
twice on the verb.6

(3 a Ku- njorung, nda ku- manna
ISN-fall NEG IsSN-beinjured
/ fell (but) / was not injured

b. Bidi njoru -na na
newly falover -3sG ART wood
e tree hasjust fallen over

c. J nda nyumu, meti-ya -ka It
CNJ NEG you die -3sA PRF in fact
V|ifthout you, hejweleveyone would have been dead ait..'0Ohot you itlone would have
been dead)

d. "Manjll -ma -nggunya ina’, wa-na

be hungry  EMP -ISconT mother,  say-3so
"/ am eeling) hungry mother", he said

6. It would go beyond the scope of this paper to give a full account of the functional differences between these
various subject markings, but in general the facts are as follows. Nominative is the unmarked case for subjects. A
Genitive subject ((3)(b)) can attach to a verba predicate and thereby derive a 'nominal clause which has specific
properties, e.g. that it is often governed by an adverbia (such as bidi in (3)(b))~ Nomina clauses are often used as
a 'circumstantial clause’ to set the stage in discourse. When the Continuative aspect marker of the subject (as in
(3)(d)) is attached to action verbs, the action is continuing. If it is attached to stative verbs, the state continues or
endures. (A similar type of marking is used in Jakf'ota (Van Valin, p.c.). The double marking of the subject (as in
(3)(e)) is a construction especially used in poetic and religuous language, and is more or less archaic.



