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Abstract

Ditransitives is a heated-debating topic in recent typological studies. It is defined
as a construction consisting of a (ditransitive) verb, an agent argument (A), a
recipient-like argument (R), and a theme argument (T). The most typical ditransitive
constructions contain a verb of physical transfer such as ‘give’, ‘lend’, ‘hand’, ‘sell’,
‘return’ (Malchukov et al. 2010:1-2; Fli N B 55 2009; c.f. Croft 2003:142-4, 152-4).
Cross-linguistically, ditransitives also encodes pure caused motion, caused
benefaction, and caused dispossession.

Previous studies (Malchukov et al. 2010; Heine et al. 2010; inter alias) only
focus on cross-linguistic tendency, with the areal features off the target. Even in the
only trial in this niche, Michaelis et al. (2003) concluded an areal tendency on the

basis of the data of WALS 105A (http://wals.info/chapter/105), which solely samples

the ‘give’ constructions around the world. However, ‘give’ is not a prototypical
ditransitive verb, which is demonstrated by our data. The argumentation framework
solely based on a non-prototypical verb could be risky. Thus, there sees no
comprehensive study on areal universals of ditransitives. In the light of this fact and
with the consideration of geographically relatedness, we chose Southeast Asia
(hereafter, SEA) as our sampling scope, which covers more than one hundred
languages scattering all over the southern part of China. To facilitate the quantitative
analysis, more parameters are brought into view, including superficial structures,
markedness of ©, O-V orders, T-{R} orders, ©-V orders and semantic roles.

In a pool of 152 languages in SEA, we have sorted out all the types of
ditransitive constructions and found that V3 languages are inclined to
dependent-marking  structures, while V2 languages to both SVC and
dependent-marking structures. Excluding double object constructions (hereafter,
DOC), the linear order of ditransitive constructions of V2 languages are restrictly
constrained by Temporal Sequence Principle / Sequence Iconicity Principle, while

there is no bias in that of V3 languages, be it R-T or T-R. Considering individual
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structures, [VRT] DOCs is dominant over [VTR] and actually DOCs is a kind of
highly constructionalized structures. In addition, [T>R] SVC, i.e. [VITVR] and
[TVRV] is near-absolutely predominant in SVCs. However, if checking the
head-marking structures, it is rare.

Speaking of correlations, structures and ©O-markedness are functionally
complementary and it is also true of between ©-V orders and T-{R} orders, which
both act to disambiguate the role of arguments. However, ©-markedness does not
correlate to word orders, but structures do negatively. So to speak, if structures (viz.
adpositional structures, hereafter ApOS) function well in disambiguation, word orders
do not go into play. If in a reversed scenario, word orders will substitute structures
(viz. DOCs) for the function of disambiguation. It results in a compensatory role of
word orders, which speeds up the constructionalized of DOCs in a fixed order in a
specific language. Outside of frequent structures like ApOSs, SVCs and DOCs, the
asymmetry of word orders in scarce structures is related to genetic inheritance without
exceptions.

Obviously, there is still an argument due whether the areal universals of SEA
(hereafter, Usea) really exist. The answer is yes thanks to the piece of evidences sorted
out from my data to set up a boundary between cross-linguistic universals & genetic
inherited features on one side and Usgas on the other.

If we go back to special ditransitive verbs, ‘give’ is the best candidate as we have
discussed above. Another candidacy goes to verbs of speech. Since it governs a clause
as T in most cases, R-T order is regular in line with the Principle of End Weight
(Quirk et al. 1972; Arnold et al. 2000).

But how the Usgas come into play? It is owed to four motivations in terms of
syntax, pragmatics and online-processing, which drive the languages in SEA to
optimize their inventory, matching with these motivations as much as possible. To
name, they are Identification Principle (i N B 2005a, 2005b, 2009), Minimal VP
(MiVP) Principle, Sequence Iconicity Principle (Haiman 1983; inter alias) and
“[T>R]-SVC” Principle. As is known to us all, generative grammarians and its

followers all model their framework on the presupposition that ‘C’ and those within
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its maximum projection are a binary branch under one head’. But it has been argued
on the top of language facts and systematic distribution that neutral SVCs are better to
be analyzed as a CP with double head V’s. One step further, we have revised
Hawkins’ (1994, 2004) MiD Principle as MiVP to cover a larger spread of phenomena.
Co-existing with other three motivations mentioned above, a pseudo-bidirectional-OT
analysis has been conducted to figure out the mechanism of the co-existence of this
kind. Generally, the Effect Hierarchy of the motivations is as follows:

MiVP > Iconicity > Identification > [T>R]-SVC.

Among them, MiVP absolutely prevails, followed by two competing motivations, i.e.
Iconicity and Identification. On the lower end of the hierarchy, [T>R]-SVC
specifically restricts the formation of SVCs to the most extent.

As common, the conceptual frames / semantic structures strongly shape the
codings in that <R> / Sc split has a say in linear arrangement. The encodings of
centrifugal events (i.e. caused dispossession) are motivated by Sequence Iconicity
Priniciple, when those of centripetal events are determined by various principles. In
the view of motivations, there is a continuum of “Sc/G-R-B”. The semantic role(s) at
both ends, i.e. Sc/G vs. B, are driven by competing motivations. In the middle, R
shares a certain properties with the role(s) on both sides, but the prototypical R is
more similar to B.

All in all, the Usgas of ditransitives are carved out by the co-existing motivations

in online-processing, iconicity, identification and constructionalization.

Key words: ditransitives; Southeast Asia; areal typology
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