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Abstract

This paper examines five syntactic functions performed by the double object
verb [pei®®] & (meaning ‘to give’) in the Cantonese dialects: (a) Indirect object
marker; (b) beneficiary marker; (c) causative verb; (d) passive marker; and (e)
instrument marker. It will, through cross-linguistic and cross-dialectal comparison,
show how these functions are related to the double object verb as a result of
grammaticalization which involves a number of semantic and cognitive processes
such as desemanticization, decategorialization, and semantic-pragmatic inferencing.
The grammaticalization paths and the chronological development of these functions
of [pei®®] & will also be examined on the basis of synchronic and diachronic data on
Cantonese. Finally, the polyfunctionality of give found in some non-Sinitic languages
spoken in China and the Southeast Asian linguistic area will be discussed from an
areal perspective.

Keywords: double object verb, grammaticalization, areal linguistics, Southeast Asian
linguistic area

1. Introduction

The prototypical syntactic construction in which the morpheme give occurs is the
double object construction or ditransitive construction (2% 1] shua/nhgbi/hju/’)
which involves three arguments: Subject, indirect object and direct object. It is also
noted that there are other syntactic constructions such as benefactive construction and
causative construction closely related to the double object verb give (Newman (1996)
and Malchukov, Haspelmath and Comrie (2010)). These observations thus led
Newman (1996:vii) to claim that the double object verb give is “experientially basic
and semantically complex” [italics original].

Similar observations are also found in the Cantonese dialects in which the

* This paper is partially based on my doctoral dissertation undertaken at the University of
Washington (Chin 2009). | am indebted to my supervisor, Professor Anne Yue-Hashimoto and the
anonymous reviewers of Language and Linguistics for their comments and suggestions.
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morpheme [pei*®]' & performs a number of syntactic functions apart from being a
double object verb. These functions are (a) indirect object marker; (b) beneficiary
marker; (c) causative verb; (d) passive marker and (e) instrument marker. However,
previous studies on Cantonese [pei*®] 5 focus mainly on the double object
construction, particularly on the relative word order of the direct object and the
indirect object (see, for example, Cheung 1972/2007, Peyraube 1981, Matthews and
Yip 1994, Tang 1998, 2003, Yue-Hashimoto 1993, 2003, Lam 2008). Little attention
however has been paid to the various syntactic functions performed by [pei®®] &
though there have been a number of studies on the syntactic functions of give in other
dialects such as Modern Standard Chinese in Zhu (1979) which focuses only on the
functions of indirect object marker and beneficiary marker and the Southern Min
dialects (see Cheng (1974), Cheng et al (1999), Chappell (2000), Chappell and
Peyraube (2006)). This paper will examine the relationship between [pei®®] & and
the five syntactic functions mentioned above in terms of grammaticalization, which is
defined by Heine and Kuteva (2002:2) as “the development [of morphemes] from
lexical to grammatical forms and from grammatical to even more grammatical forms”.
Our analysis in section 3 will show that these various functions of [pei®®] 5 do not
take on one single grammaticalization path, as proposed by Chappell and Peyraube
(2006) for the Southern Min dialects. Other notable features of grammaticalization
such as (a) desemanticization/bleaching; (b) decategorialization and (c)
semantic-pragmatic inferencing observed in the case of [pei®] & will also be
discussed (Traugott and Kollnig 1991, Harris and Campbell 1995, Hopper and
Traugott 1997, Heine 2003). Finally, the grammaticalization process of [pei®] &
will also be compared with other Chinese dialects and languages, especially those
spoken in the Southeast Asian linguistic area from typological and areal perspectives.
One of the main features of grammaticalization is that it usually takes a long time
to complete (Hopper and Traugott 1997). Thus, we might see that some morphemes
are in the mid-way of the process such that these morphemes can still function as
content words in some contexts. On the other hand, some morphemes have completed
the grammaticalization process and no more core lexical meaning is retained. These
two situations can be best exemplified by the words ba" 2 and be/Zi #7 in Modern
Standard Chinese respectively. Ba® 2 in Modern Standard Chinese is mainly used as
a disposal marker, as in the sentence wo " ba " be/i/zi dapo//le FILMTFIHE T ‘I
broke the cup’. At the same time, ba" f is still a verb in the phrases such as ba*
gua/h fEEH ‘to guard a pass’, ba" zhe me/h fEEFT ‘guarding the door’ and ba*

1 Phonetic transcription of Hong Kong Cantonese based on Zee (1999) will be used for discussion
on Cantonese in general. For other sub-dialects of Cantonese, IPA will be used. Transcriptions from
early Cantonese materials will be used directly from the sources without modification unless stated
otherwise. For discussion on Modern Standard Chinese, Hanyu Pinyin (in italics) is used.
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chi// #35 ‘to control or to dominate’. Be/i #% was originally a verb meaning ‘to
cover, to suffer’ and was later grammaticalized into a passive marker (see, for
example, Wang (1996) and Zhang (2005) on the grammaticalization of be/i #%).
After grammaticalization, the verbal properties of be/i #%, such as taking the aspect
markers le// T, zhe/7/ Z and guo// 4, were lost. In the present study, we argue that
the causative function of [pei®®] 5 discussed in section 2.3 is still a main verb and
serves as a source of one of the two grammaticalization paths for [pei*®] . For the
other four functions, they are considered function words or grammatical markers
because they cannot take on aspect markers. In other words, [pei®®] & has been
decategorialized in these constructions and “lost its status as an independent word and
most other verbal properties” (Heine 2003:580).

Another feature of grammaticalization is related to frequency which, according
to Bybee (2003:602) is “a primary contributor to the [grammaticalization] process, an
active force in instigating the changes that occur in grammaticization”. There are two
aspects related to the notion of frequency.?

The first one is related to the relative usage frequencies between the morpheme
participating in the grammaticalization process and other members of the same word
family. Chin’s (2009) survey on the double object verbs found in early Cantonese
textual materials (a total of 44 items) published from 1828 to 1970 shows that [pei*®]
HL was the most frequently used double object verb (see Table 1).

Double Object Verb Frequency Frequency %
1. [pei®®] & ‘to give’ 999 63.7
2. [wa®] 5E ‘totell 151 9.6
3. [sU.-"*] #£ ‘togive as a gift’ 121 7.7
4. [ts0%] & ‘tolend’ 71 45
5. [mai®] & ‘tosell’ 51 3.2
6. [ta®® tin? wa®**®] FT&E % “‘to call 49 3.1
someone by phone’
7. [tsi*] B ‘to bestow’ 41 2.6
8. [kI.-*] % ‘totell 40 2.5
9. [t_.i®?] ¥& ‘to pass’ 26 1.7
10. [Kkei®®] 2 ‘to mail’ 22 1.4
TOTAL 1571 100

Table 1: Frequency distribution of the top 10 double object verbs in early Cantonese
textual materials

2 Haiman (1994) uses the notion ritualization to describe the repeating use of a particular syntactic
pattern.
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Table 1 shows that nearly two-thirds of the double object verbs found in the early
Cantonese corpus are [pei®®] . Furthermore, Hopper and Traugott (1997) observe
that it is usually hypernyms or generic terms rather than specific terms that are more
prone to be grammaticalized. For example, the future tense marker in English can be
rendered by the morpheme go as in the sentence It is going to rain tomorrow. Go,
when compared with other verbs also describing physical movement such as walk,
run, jog, denotes a physical proceeding without any specific details such as manner or
speed. Bybee, Perkins and Pagliuca (1994) thus claim that “it is lexical items of [the]
degree of generality ... that enter into grammaticization”. When compared with the
other nine high frequency double object verbs such as [sU.- %] % ‘to give as a gift’,
[mai??] & “to sell’ and [tsU®] & ‘to lend’ in Table 1, [pei**] % is the one which
does not have specific and rich meanings and this feature thus makes it a suitable
candidate to be grammaticalized.

Besides the frequency of the morpheme in question, Bybee (2003:602) also
stresses that it is equally important to focus on the construction in which the
particular lexical item(s) being grammaticalized. One of the key features of [pei*®®] &
is that it is a 3-place predicate subcategorizing two syntactic objects. The syntactic
pattern of the double object construction involving [pei®®] - is formulated in (1) and
an example from Hong Kong Cantonese is given in (2):

(1) NP1 55 NP2 NP3

2 & & K F K
IJ335 pei35 pun35 Sy55 neil3
| give CL® book you
‘I give a book to you.’

As the name suggests, a double object construction has two syntactic objects:
Direct Object (represented by NP,, i.e. [pun® sy*®] Z&Z ‘CL-book’) and Indirect
Object (represented by NP3, i.e. [neit®] {& ‘you’) which have the semantic roles of
THING and RECIPIENT respectively.*

It is important to note that in Cantonese two types of double object construction

3 Glosses used in this paper include: 1SG — first person singular, 2SG — second person singular,
ACC - accusative, ASP — aspect, CL — classifier, CT — class term, DO — direct object, 10 — indirect
object, IRR — irrealis, NOM — nominative, NP — noun phrase, PAST — past tense, PRF — prefix, SFP —
sentence final particle, SG — singular, SUF — suffix, VP — verb phrase.

4 Some linguists also use the term THEME or PATIENT for the semantic role of the direct object.
Here, we follow Haspelmath (2005), Malchukov, Haspelmath and Comrie (2010) and use the term
THING.
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with different syntactic realization are identified. In (2), the direct object precedes
the indirect object.> This type of double object construction is called the give-type
construction. Other verbs belonging to the give-type double object construction
include [sU.- %] #% ‘to give as a gift’, [t__i*?] & ‘to pass’, [mai®’] & ‘to sell’. For
more examples, see Zhu (1979:82).° The second type has the indirect object
preceding the direct object such as [52® t’eu® ts5*° k’ey®® sam® men®] Ffa({E
—3Z ‘I stole three dollars from him’. This type is called the deprive-type double
object construction. Other deprive verbs include [f__t?] £7 ‘to fine’, [ts’0.- %] &
‘to snatch’. The relative order of the two objects in the give-type double object
construction is one of the key typological differences between the Northern and the
Southern Chinese dialects (except Min)” (Hashimoto 1976, 1985, Yue-Hashimoto
1993, Liu 2001, Chin 2009).

As our discussion goes, we will see that the various grammatical functions
performed by [pei®®] 5 also require three arguments (though not all are necessarily
noun phrases) and the prototypical double object construction NP1 & NP2 NP3 thus
serves as a good source for the grammaticalization process.

In addition to syntax, semantics also plays a significant role in the
polytfunctionality of [pei®®] & . Hopper and Traugott (1997) claim that in
grammaticalization, the semantic content of a morpheme is weakened or bleached
which results in “an increase in the polysemies of a form” (p.96). Newman (1993:433)
argues that lexical items, after grammaticalization, usually perform more than one
grammatical function and appear in more than one type of syntactic construction.

5 There are cases in which the indirect object precedes the direct object, such as when the direct
object is exceptionally long. This phenomenon is known as Heavy End Shift (Hawkins 1994, Matthews
and Yip 1994, Wasow 2002). Peyraube (1981) notes that some native Hong Kong Cantonese speakers
also used the pattern with the indirect object preceding the direct object such as [ngollh belli kelluih
ya't buln syu"] FF(E—4AFE ‘I gave him/her a book’ and [ngolh sung beli neJih ni* buln syu™]
HEEARIEAZE ‘I give you this book’ (p.36-38, with Peyraube’s original transcriptions). Chin (2009),
on the basis of an extensive sociolinguistic investigation of 40 native Hong Kong Cantonese speakers
with different social backgrounds, argues that the use of this pattern can be attributed to the increasing
language contact between Hong Kong Cantonese and Modern Standard Chinese or Putonghua, in
which the indirect object precedes the direct object in the give-type double object construction.

& We do not consider the following verbs from Zhu’s list double-object verbs because they do not
necessarily subcategorize an indirect object (i.e. recipient): ti7 |5 ‘to kick’, re/hg 5 ‘to throw’,
jiaZh $f ‘to pick with chopsticks’, ya'o £ ‘to ladle out’, li/u ¥ ‘to leave’, da/i %+ ‘to bring’. In
fact, the classification of a verb as a double object verb is sometimes debatable. For example, Chin
(2010b) finds that, based on corpus data on Modern Standard Chinese, there is a significance difference,
in terms of frequency, in taking an indirect object on the surface structure for some double object verbs
such as maZi & ‘to sell’, di/7 #E ‘to pass‘, and jie/7 f& ‘to lend‘. The percentages of taking indirect
objects for these three verbs on the surface structure are 11.2%, 75% and 61.1% respectively.

" Some but not all Min dialects use the northern strategy (i.e. the indirect object precedes the direct
object). For example, the Xiamen [EF dialect has EAVEIRA—EEEE ‘Zhou gave Lin a pair of
shoes’ (Zhou and Ouyang 1998:390-391), Suixi ;% in Leizhou peninsula (Z§ )1 &) has Feoe4874
={#E$RE ‘T gave you three dollars first’ (Yue-Hashimoto 1985:358), Fuzhou fEJI| has {{x& = F &
$iZE ‘My father gave me a pen’ (Chen 1998:203-204).
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These items cannot be treated as homonymies but polysemies involving elaboration of
the core meaning of the morpheme concerned. We will show that the various fuctions
of [pei*®] & can be linked to the cognitive attribute causation. The study on the
interrelationship of different functions derived from the same morpheme is one of the
main tasks in Cognitive Linguistics (see, for example, Langacker 1987, Croft and
Cruse 2004, Lakoff 1990).

2. The Cantonese double object verb [pei®®] & and its associated syntactic
functions

Altogether, five syntactic functions of [pei®®] 5 are found in Cantonese. Unless
stated otherwise, our discussion is based on the examples drawn from the Cantonese
dialect spoken in Hong Kong (also known as Hong Kong Cantonese). When necessary,
data from other Cantonese dialects will be used for comparison and discussion.

2.1 An indirect object marker

An indirect object marker precedes the indirect object in a give-type double
object construction and has the function of introducing the indirect object. The
syntactic pattern is: NP1 V:cive] NP2 58 NPs. An example is given in (3).

@ #H =X w Ax F F R =
ot kau®® tso® pun®® sy®  pei®  tscen® sam®®
| pass ASP CL book give Zhang San
‘I passed a book to Zhang San’

(3) is a double object sentence with [kau®] %Z ‘to pass’ as the main verb. The
indirect object [tscen®® sam®®] 5= ‘Zhang San’ is preceded by [pei®*] .

2.1.1 Is [pei®®] & before the indirect object a verb?

The equivalent to (3) in English is | passed a book to Zhang San. The indirect
object ‘Zhang San’ is preceded by to which is unambiguously a preposition. However,
there have been divergent views on the grammatical category of the morpheme before
the indirect object in Chinese (i.e. [pei®] & in (3)). Yue-Hashimoto (1971),
Peyraube (1981), Li and Thompson (1981) and Tang (1998) among others treat it as a
preposition. Huang and Ahrens (1999), on the contrary, argue that the morpheme in
question is a verb and they treat (3) as a serial verb construction with the structure of
NP1 V1 NP2 V2 NP3 in which [pei®®] & is V2. Newman (1996:211) comments that it
is sometimes difficult to determine if the structure is a serial verb construction or a
verb phrase followed by a prepositional phrase. In our analysis, we argue that, on the
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basis of the following three observations, the morpheme [pei®®] % has been
grammaticalized from the double object verb [pei®®] . In other words, [pei®] &
preceding the indirect object is regarded as a preposition.

(@ In a serial verb construction, there is no sub-categorization relationship,
neither syntactic nor semantic, between the two verb phrases. It is thus not
ungrammatical for a sentence to have only V1 NP2 but without V2 NP3 or vice versa.
Consider (4) below:

4 ¥ H #H E R
09! mai? jeu p’iu*®  kei*®* sen
| buy stamp send letter

‘I bought a stamp to send a letter’

33

(4) is a serial verb construction with the verb phrases [mai'® jeu?? p’iu®’] =Hi==
‘to buy a stamp’ and [kei®® sen®*] 27 ‘to send a letter’. Leaving out any of these
two verb phrases does not make the sentence ungrammatical. However, omitting the
HL-NP3 constituent in a double object sentence results in ungrammaticality. Thus,
[9o*® kau®® pun® sy®] FxZA=E ‘I passed a book’ sounds incomplete and even
ungrammatical. In other words, the 7-NPs phrase is an obligatory constituent in a
double object sentence.

(b) It is observed that in many Chinese dialects the morpheme preceding the
indirect object is always the double object verb give in the respective dialects. These
include #£ in the Wu dialects, 43 in the Hakka dialects, %/~ in the Min dialects
(for more details, see Chin (2009, 2010a)). There is no case in which other double
object verbs (such as jia/b %2 ‘to pass’, so/hg % ‘to give as a gift’, di// & ‘to
pass’, ji// & ‘tosend’, jie// f& ‘to lend’, etc.) precede the indirect object.

(c) The third feature can be illustrated by Modern Standard Chinese in which
there is more than one syntactic pattern for the give-type double object construction,
such as wo “so/hg ge i ta//yi// be n shu// Firsath—AZ, wo  ge i ta// so/hg yi//
be n shu// F4aftix—AE (meaning ‘I gave him a book’). In these patterns, ge i
45 always precedes the indirect object regardless of the position (pre-verbal or
post-verbal) of the indirect object. This shows that there is a close relationship
between the indirect object and the morpheme give preceding it in a double object
construction in Chinese.

Thus, [pei®®] & is better treated as a grammaticalized word (i.e. a preposition)
with the function of introducing the indirect object in a give-type double object
construction while the deprive-type double object construction does not require an
indirect object marker. As we will see, there are other usages of [pei®®] & as a
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preposition. To distinguish them easily and clearly, we will refer to them with their
functional roles. For this particular function of [pei®®] % in the double object
construction, we call it an Indirect Object Marker & EEZEC. It is also noted
that in Cantonese, the indirect object marker [pei*®] & can be omitted especially
when the main verb is [pei®®] % and the direct object is short (Matthews and Yip
1994, Chin 2009, 2010c).

2.1.2 Relationship between give and the indirect object marker function

After discussing the grammatical status of [pei®®] 5 preceding the indirect
object in a double object construction, it is then relevant to ask how the double object
verb acquires the indirect object marker function. Schematically, a double object
sentence is used to describe an action involving a transfer of a thing from the giver to
the recipient. The action can be divided into two parts: (a) The giver intends to give a
thing and (b) the thing is transferred to the recipient. The first part is encoded by the
main verb of the double object sentence. Different double object verbs describe
various types of giving: to pass, to give as a gift, to send, to lend, to bestow, etc. The
second part of the action depicts the movement of the thing to the recipient and the
schema is the same for all kinds of giving. Thus, only one single morpheme is needed
to encode this part of the action and this function is best taken up by the core member
of the double object verb family: give. Figure 1 shows the schematic representation of
the action of giving.

GIVE

RECIPIENT

Figure 1. Schematic representation of the action of giving

2.2 A beneficiary marker
The second function of [pei*®*] & is found in the syntactic construction called

beneficiary construction. It is noted that the beneficiary construction shares the same
surface structure with the double object construction: NP1 V NP2 & NPa. Consider

(5) below:

IR

ﬁq,
NN

G & & w %
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S8 ke s kin??  la- P sam®  pei®  neitd
I knit ASP CL sweater  give you
‘I knitted a sweater for you.’

The major difference between a double object construction and a beneficiary
construction is that the main verb in the former has the inherent [+GIVE] feature and
subcategorizes two syntactic objects. In a beneficiary construction, the main verb is
monotransitive which subcategorizes only one object (i.e. the semantic feature is
[-GIVE]). In other words, the $-NPs phrase is not an obligatory constituent in a
beneficiary construction. For example, in (5), knitting a sweater does not necessarily
require giving it to another person. Thus, these two syntactic constructions should be
distinguished and they are represented by the following two formulae where the
parentheses indicate that the constituents inside are optional:

(6) Double ObjECtZ V+Give] + NP2 + f!ar[indirectobjectmarker] + NP3
(7) Benefactive: V@eive] + NP2 (+ F-[benefactive marker] + NP3)

Syntactically, [pei®®] % is a grammaticalized morpheme and is thus a
preposition. In terms of function, it introduces the beneficiary encoded by NP3 and is
called a beneficiary marker. It is also considered a marker because there is no other
double object verbs that can replace [pei®®] - in this construction. In other words,
[pei*®®] & in the benefactive construction and the double object construction are two
different types of grammatical markers.

It is not difficult to understand why the beneficiary marker and the indirect object
marker are performed by the same morpheme. As noted by Kittlad (2005), the
semantic roles of recipient and beneficiary are common such that they “usually
benefit from the events they are parts of” (p.269).2 These two actions are closely
related and it is thus not unusual for a language to use the same morpheme, such as
give, to mark these two semantic roles.

The beneficiary marker and the indirect object marker are found in the
constructions involving three arguments which are realized by noun phrases. In the
following, we discuss three additional functions of [pei®®] & which involve a
different syntactic pattern. In particular, one of the noun phrases is replaced by a verb
phrase. This can be seen as an extension of [pei*®] & whereby the requirement on
the syntactic arguments is relaxed such that all three arguments need not be noun
phrases. These three functions of [pei®®] & share the same syntactic pattern:

8 Rice and Kabata (2007) also find that some languages use the same case marker such as allative
for the semantic roles of beneficiary and recipient.
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(8) NP1 H# NP2VP

2.3 A causative verb

The third function of [pei®®] & is a causative verb and the construction where it
occurs is the causative construction which describes a situation involving two events:
(a) causing event and (b) caused event (Comrie 1976, Shibatani 1976, Talmy 1976,
Kemmer and Verhagen 1994, Song 1996, 2001). The causing event refers to the
situation that the causer (NP1) exerts some force on the causee (NP2) to carry out
another action and the caused event describes the situation that the action carried out
by the causee might affect another entity (i.e. an affectee, the noun phrase in the
embedded VP) or that the causee himself undergoes a change of state.

Following Song’s (2005a, 2005b) classification, the causative construction can
be divided into two sub-types: periphrastic and non-periphrastic (which is also known
as morphological causative). The causative verb function played by [pei®] & in
Cantonese belongs to the periphrastic type because the causing event and the caused
event are expressed in different clauses while for the non-periphrastic type, the
causing and the caused events are expressed by morphological devices or case
marking (Song 2005a, 2005b).

An example of [pei®®] & functioning as a causative verb is shown in (9) below.

© #F H B T B X
- 'Dl3 pei35 k9Dyl3 ta35 Iamll k,u_‘,_;ull
I give  s/he hit  basket ball

‘I let him/her play basketball.’

It is noted that in Cantonese, [pei®®] 5 does not express the causative meaning
‘I CAUSE him/her to play basketball”. Instead (9) expresses the meaning of
permissiveness: ‘I let him/her play basketball’.

In terms of semantic, permission is also considered a subtype of causation which
involves “the removal by the causer of a conceived barrier that was preventing the
causee from carrying out or undergoing the effected event” (Kemmer and Verhagen
1994:120). Matisoff (1991:427) describes this as a permissive-causative function.
Furthermore, the relationship between give and causative (as well as permissiveness)
is found to be close.® Kemmer and Verhagen (1994:115) claim that “causatives of

® One reviewer points out that in English, sentences having give do not necessarily involve the
intent or causation by the agents, such as He gave me a headache / the noise gave me a headache. In
Cantonese, we do not have this kind of usage of [pei®®] 5-. To express this meaning of non-agentive

causative, the causative verb [IN.-'??] 4 ‘to cause* or [kau®®] #& ‘to make (a mess of)’ is used:
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transitive predicates ... are seen as modeled on simple three-participant clauses”
[my emphasis]. The three participants with the semantic roles of causer, causee and
affectee, correspond to NP1, NP2 and NP3 in the formula NP1 & NP2 V (NPs3)
respectively. Kemmer and Verhagen (1994:128-129) further argue that the use of give
as a causative marker/verb shows that “the participants of the causative structure are
recurrently seen as analogous to the participants of a ditransitive clause [i.e. double
object construction]” because double object verbs also “involve the idea of an agent
causing an entity to come into possession of something” [my emphasis].1® Newman
(2005:158) thus claims that causative is “a grammaticalized extension of ‘give’”. Lai
(2001), in her studies of the polygrammaticalization of BUN in the Hakka dialects,
also argues that the meaning of the transfer “can be easily extended from a noun
phrase [i.e. the thing] to a verb phrase [i.e. the caused event]” (p.146). Precisely, what
Lai claims is that “the meaning of giving someone something is transferred into
giving someone the permission to do something” (ibid.). It is also noted that in his
earlier cross-linguistic studies on the syntax of causative constructions, Comrie (1976)
finds that the causees of causatives of transitives tend to be morphologically marked
as dative.

In view of the close relationship between the double object verb and the
causative construction (with the permissive meaning), it is thus not surprising to find
[pei*®®] & in Cantonese also functioning as a causative verb. The syntactic patterns of
the causative construction and the double object construction are formulated in (10)
and (11) respectively:

(10) N Pl[causer]
(11) NP1fgiver]

7E—E|r NP2 [causee] [V N P[affectee]] [caused event]
%{* NP2 [thing] NP3[recipient]

Notice that in our analysis, [pei®®] & in a permissive construction is treated as a
verb instead of a preposition (i.e. a causative verb but not a causative marker) because
it can still take aspect markers, such as [.- 122 pei*® ts1% k’[Iy*® hiy® ti*° hei®®]  #%
i EEEEEL T let him/her watch movies® where [ts%] £ is a perfective aspect
marker.

2.4 A passive marker

[kK’Oy*® IN.- Ykau® tou® .-'0% hou® t__u tU.-"*] (EfE/S FIRGFHERE She gave me a
headache’.

10 Kemmer and Verhagen (1994:129) also discuss the close relationship, in terms of semantic
attributes such as animacy and experience-like properties, between the causee in a causative
construction and the recipient in a double object construction.

1 Comrie (1976) includes examples from languages of different families, such as Hindi, Persian,
French, Dutch, Turkish, Georgian and Tagalog.
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The fourth function of [pei®®] - is found in the passive construction whose
pattern is identical to the causative construction: NP1 & NP2 VP. We argue that,
semantically speaking, the passive construction is closely related to the causative
construction. (12) is a passive sentence in Hong Kong Cantonese.

2% A B 4 F
! pei® a® ma® nau
I give PRF mother scold

‘I was scolded by my mother.’

22

Although (12) has the same surface structure NP1 % NP2 VP with the causative
construction, it is usually interpreted as a passive sentence although it is not totally
impossible to interpret the sentence with the causative meaning in some specific
contexts: ‘I let my mother scold (me)’. In a passive sentence, NP is regarded as the
agent of the action (VP) and NP is the patient. Thus, [pei®®] % is considered an
agent marker (or a passive marker in general).*?

It is also noted that in Cantonese, the passive marker [pei®®] 5 has a close
pronunciation with another passive marker [pei®’] # (mainly used in written
Chinese).®® The two morphemes however differ in the tone in Cantonese: The former
has a high-rising tone (yiZhshang [z ) while the latter has a mid-low level tone
(yaZhgqu// [52). Matthews and Yip (1994:150) claim that “the usual spoken form
be/i [i.e. 7] originates as beih [i.e. #%] with a changed tone”. In other words, they
argue that the passive marker in colloquial Cantonese is [pei?’] #% instead of [pei®’]
. However, we do not support their claim because of the following two reasons.4

(@) According to Chin’s (2009) survey on the usage of give across the Chinese
dialects, the passive marker in many dialects is identical to the double object verb
give in the respective dialects. It is just a coincidence that the pronunciation of the
passive marker in colloquial Cantonese (i.e. [pei*®] &) is close to [pei??] #&.

(b) For those passive sentences using the marker be/i #%, the agents can be left
out, such as Zha/hg Sa/h be/i da*le 5R=#%FT T ‘Zhang San was beaten’. On the

12 The use of give to express the passive meaning is also found in other languages, such as some
dialects of Malay (Yap and Iwasaki 2003:425).
Duit kita habis bagi orang curi
money our finish give someone steal
‘our money completely give/let someone steal’
According to Yap and Iwasaki (2003), younger speakers of these Malay dialects have begun to
use the passive prefix di-.

13 Matthews and Yip (2001:269) notice that [pei??] #% is now also used in spoken Cantonese,
especially in high register contexts such as news reports: [keoi® zung® jyu® bei® sik! fong®] (with their
transcriptions) {E4XHAHERERL S/he was released eventually’ .

14 See also Cheung (1996:133) for a similar comment on their claim.
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contrary, in Cantonese, the agent cannot be elided after the passive marker.® If the
passive marker in Cantonese is [pei?’] #%, then we need to explain why the omission
of the agent in Cantonese passive sentences results in ungrammaticality.

In the following, we discuss how the passive marker function of [pei®®] & is
related to the causative function of [pei®®] 5. Let us first examine the relationship
between causative and passive constructions in Modern Standard Chinese.

(13) ¥ =% fttr 115 7 A
wo"  ralng tall da‘sha’ng le tolJu
I let he beat-injure ASP head
Causative reading: ‘I let him beat my head’
Passive reading:  ‘My head was beaten (and then injured) by him’

Jiang (2000:231-232) and Jiang (2003:215) claim that the passive meaning is
obtained from the surface causative pattern when (a) the verb phrase after the
causative verb ra/hg 2 (i.e. dasha/hg ¥7{5) is transitive and carries the meaning
of passive (sho/udo/hg <7#&f); (b) the noun phrase before ra‘hg £ (i.e. wo" %)
carries the semantic role of patient. In other words, their analyses claim that there is a
switch of the semantic role of the subject from an agent to a patient. However, they
have not explained why there is such a switch of the semantic role, and why and how
the verb is interpreted with the passive sense.

When we compare the two readings in (13), we can see some subtle differences
in meaning. For the causative reading, the causer (i.e. wo" ¥% °I’) has the intention to
instigate the action of beating to be carried out by the causee (i.e. ta// fifz ‘he’). For
the passive reading, the subject of the sentence has no control on the action of beating.
Instead, the subject suffers from beating. The choice of the passive and the causative
meanings for (13) is thus determined by semantics as well as pragmatics instead of
syntax. This kind of dual-interpretation of the NP1 7 NP, VP pattern is also found in
Cantonese, as shown in (14).

(14) % 7T 2 o' W W iR

15 This syntactic feature is commonly found in many Southern dialects. See Zhan (1981).
16 The same also applies to other causative verbs such as jiaZb Bl/Z in Modern Standard

Chinese. Notice that in Modern Standard Chinese, the double object verb ge i 45 can also be used as a
causative verb such as ni* na/7be n shu/7gei kazh bu/7ge i ka/h {RECAEZELEEARLETE ‘Do you let
people read your book?’ (Lul 1993:196) though it is less productive. Furthermore, although ge'i 45
can be used as a passive marker in Modern Standard Chinese, such as Zha/hg Sa/h ge i sha//le 5=
7% 17 ‘Zhang San was killed’, it has been reported that ge i 45 is not used as a passive marker in
the Greater Beijing Mandarin (155EEsE) and the JiO-Lu Mandarin dialects ~ (ZE&EzE) of the
Shandong area (Chirkova 2008).
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SO pei®  tsk® kOu® sk sai®® ti® fan®?
I give CL dog eat SUF CL rice
Causative reading: ‘I let the dog eat all the rice.’

Passive reading:  ‘My rice was eaten up by the dog.’

The crucial difference between the causative and the passive readings is on the
semantic judgment of the second action [sNk* sai*® ti® fan??] &MfIKER, ‘eat up the
rice’. If this action is not favored by the subject of the sentence, the passive reading is
obtained. Otherwise, the sentence carries the causative meaning.

The close relationship between causative and passive can also be found in other
languages which use either periphrastic (such as German) or non-periphrastic (such as
Japanese) strategies for the causative construction.

In German, sentences containing the causative verb lassen ‘let, make’ with an
inanimate subject can receive a passive reading. Compare (15) and (16) (Haspelmath
1990:46-47).

(15) Nesrin lasst sich fotografieren
‘Nesrin has herself photographed’
(16) Das Fahrrad lalsst sich reparieren
“The bike can be repaired / is repairable’

In Japanese, a passive sentence can be interpreted as a causative sentence
(Washio 1993:49).

(17) John-ga Mary-ni kami-o Kir-are-ta
John-NOM  Mary-BY hair-ACC cut-PASSIVE-PAST
‘John; had hisi; hair cut by Mary’

According to Washio (1993), the hair in (17) can belong to either John or
someone else. For the former, the sentence has a passive reading. For the latter, the
sentence is a causative construction with the meaning ‘John made Mary cut
someone’s hair’.

In view of the semantic difference between the causative and the passive
constructions, Yap and Iwasaki (2003) claim that causative or permissive sentences
obtain the passive reading when the permission becomes an unwilling one whereby
the causer has no control over but suffers from the action carried out by the causee.
This could explain why the passive construction is always associated with adversative
and unfavorable events or situations, which is one of the major characteristics of the
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passive construction in Chinese.r” Zhang (2006:139) holds a similar view and claims
that the causative meaning first derives the meaning of involuntary permission JEH
J5E 0.2 which further extends to acquire the passive meaning. The route of the
development is shown in (18) (Zhang 2006:141).

(18) Causative/permissive > involuntary permissive > passive

To sum up, NP1 in the structure NP1 % NP2 VP can be either a causer (in a
causative construction) or a patient (in a passive construction) and the selection
between these two semantic roles depends on contextual and pragmatic factors, as
claimed by Newman (1996:197).

2.5 An instrument marker

The fifth function of [pei*®*] & in Cantonese which, to my best knowledge, has
not been discussed in the literature. In her comparative study of the syntactic
constructions involving [pei*®®] & and gei 45, Wong (2009) claims that [pei®®] &
in the phrase [pei® sem® kei®] 5.0% “to use one’s heart” does not belong to any
usage she finds for [pei®] &, namely (a) an indirect object marker; (b) a passive
marker; and (c) a verb meaning ‘to allow’.*® As for the usage of [pei®] & in this set
phrase, Wong claims that “no such usage of Mandarin ge 1 45 was detected” (p.74).
We argue that [pei®®] & in [pei®® sem® kei®] &.(\#% has a different function,
which is seldom reported in previous studies on the double object verb give. Consider
the following two Cantonese sentences.

(19) 75 @ &2 (SN ES &
peiSS kD33 tDi22—35 pau55 tSyZZ tSDk3 kiS5
give CL bag wrap SUF CL chicken
PR{E oA i
kOn%tsy??  tsi%®  jopt  syt>-koDi®
then put into fridge
‘Use a bag to wrap the chicken and then put it into the fridge’

(20) H5L 5 Kk HZF & #E,
Su®sin®  pei® sy Si® kin®-ts0.- 2tk Ki%®

17 Wang (1996) claims that due to the influence of western languages in the late 19" and early 20™
centuries, the passive construction in Chinese can now be used to describe desirable and favorable
events such as ta//be/ji re/h za/h le fifig A& T ‘He was praised’. The passive sentence [k’1y!3 pei®
lou®® pan® tsan®’] (E - % ‘S/he was praised by the boss’ is also acceptable in contemporary
Cantonese.

18 \Wong (2009) does not discuss the beneficiary marker function in the paper.
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first give water wash clean CL  chicken
PR{E 7T i i B W E
anSS tsy22 pei35 Sill-jDUll jlp3 k’Dy13 |D."13 kD33
tsU.- "5-t’utt
then give  soy-sauce marinate it two CL  hour

‘First, clean the chicken with water. Then, marinate it with soy sauce for

two hours’

The above two sentences were provided by a 65-year-old Hong Kong Cantonese
speaker when he was asked to demonstrate how to prepare a dish. The noun phrase
after [pei®®] & is inanimate and is thus neither a recipient, a beneficiary, a causee nor
an agent. In other words, [pei®®] & is neither an indirect object marker, a beneficiary
marker, a causative verb nor a passive marker. The semantic role of the noun phrases
after [pei®®] & in the above two sentences is instrument. According to my own
observation as a native speaker of Cantonese, this function of [pei*®] & is not very
productive among the young speakers®® but was commonly found in early
Cantonese, as reflected by the dialect materials compiled between the 19" century and
early 20" century.?® Some examples from these dialect materials are given below.

(21) % KBk oK
give  water wash rice
‘Take water and wash the rice’ Bonney (1853:54)%

(22 % A E # & 7 — g om fF
ngo kin® k’ul ‘pi  kwan’ ‘ta yat, ko’ sai’ -man ‘chai
I see s/he give stick beat one CL child

‘I saw him beating a boy with a stick” Stedman and Lee (1888:145)
(23) UE 1Y & M & K I

Oni tikd  jeuki]-Ots’oi - Opi - [shui  [Olai Uhoi

this CL medicine give  water come dilute

‘Dilute this medicine with water’ Fulton (1888:21)
(24) &k = B o £ ¥, B O — K I

OsinCsin ~ jiu Opei  shek(] kung! [Inai [ching  yat] [t’iu  lol]

first need givestone and mud make one CL road
‘First of all a road has to be made with stones and earth’ Ball (1912:148)

% In my own speech, | use the verb [jun??] F ‘to use’ to introduce the instrument. In Zhan and
Cheung’s (1988:443) survey of 31 Cantonese dialects in the Pearl River Delta region, the morphemes
used to introduce instruments are [jon??] 3 and [s_-i%®] f{&.

20 For more details on the rise and fall of this usage of [pei®*] & in Cantonese during the one and
half centuries, see chapter 4 of Chin (2009).

2L No phonetic transcription is provided in this work.
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(Z22) IR S el I D < Y 1= ¥ ol
peil 0Oti  Oshohtal lai* shaa’p [ti  *t’oi’ po” la
give CL soda come boil CL tablecloth SFP
‘Put in some soda when you boil the table cloth’ Belt and Hoh (1936:69)

In some Cantonese dialects, such as Taishan &1l of the Siyi V'U& area, the
use of the double object verb [[Jei] to introduce instruments is still productive, as
shown in the following examples.??

(26) o O 1 G
Jei®®  [Dim33-kei®® uk32-0i®
give heart study

‘Study hard’
@no & il I I 5]
Jei®® hiut?  [Da.-"r p0.-"5° kui®®  kau®®
give CL string tie CL dog
“Tie up the dog with a string’
(28) o BE K i
Jei®  fai®-tu®® kap® [u.-3%2
give chopsticks clip  dish
‘Clip the dish with chopsticks’
29) 2 O M KAk
ken®>  Dam3*2L [ei® u.-"*®  Qui® [ai®
CL shirt give cold water wash
‘Wash the shirt with cold water’

In modern Hong Kong Cantonese, this function of [pei®®] & is only found in
the crystallized expression [pei® sIm® kei®®] F-[\# ‘to use one’s heart’.?3

The use of the double object verb give to introduce instruments is seldom
reported in other Chinese dialects.?* It is also not cross-linguistically attested. In

22 This is based on my fieldwork conducted in early 2008 with a 90-year-old female speaker who
has been residing in Seattle for more than 60 years. She mainly speaks the Taishan dialect and some
English. According to her 42-year-old daughter-in-law who also speaks the same dialect,
[O0i] f# “to use’ is also used in addition to [[Jei]. See also Yue-Hashimoto (2005).

23 |t is interesting to note that the equivalents of this expression in Modern Standard Chinese also
use the instrumental verb ‘to use’, such as hua/7 {£ and yo/hg FJ in hua//xi‘hjiZ7 fE00#% and yo/hg
xith FH.C» respectively.

24 In some dialects such as the Hallnko u [ dialect (of Southwestern Mandarin) in Hullbe'i
1L, the double object verb ge i 45 can also be used as a disposal marker (similar to ba™ #) (see Xu
(1994) and Chappell (2006) for more details). For example, lazhg ge i ya’hg ch/i le JR4E=FIZ T
(taken from Xu (2005:256)) can either mean ‘the wolf was eaten by a sheep’ (a passive meaning) or
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Heine and Kuteva’s grammaticalization lexicon (2002:332), the major sources of
instrument markers are verbs of taking and comitative markers.?® It is thus relevant to
examine how this function is related to give.

A double object construction depicts a three-participant event. When viewing an
action involving an instrument, we also obtain a three-participant event. According to
Stolz (2001:171), “[p]rototypical situations involving instrumentals require three
participants, viz. an agent — the one who deploys the instrument -, the instrument itself,
and a patient”. The major difference between the two constructions is that in the
action of giving, the thing is received by an animate object (realized by a noun phrase)
while in the action involving an instrument, the instrument is used to carry out another
action (realized by a verb phrase). Syntactically, the two constructions are formulated
in (30) and (31). Again, we can see that the surface structure with [pei®®] & as an
instrument marker is identical to the ones with [pei®®] 5 as a causative verb and a
passive marker.

(30) GIVING: NP +
(31) INSTRUMENTAL: NPy +

FL 4+ NP2 + NP3
HL 4+ NP2 + VP

It is also noted that in many non-European languages, there is a syncretism of the
markers for the instrument and the agent (see, for example, Nilsen (1973)). Stolz
(2001:170) thus claims that the syncretism is not a random process and there must be
“some reason for the empirical fact that certain categories combine more easily in
syncretism than others do”. The common feature shared by both the agent and the
instrument is causation. The agent deliberately causes and instigates an action while
the instrument can be considered an assistant to cause the subsequent action to take
place. In their analysis of the double object verb hoo in the Southern Min dialects,
Cheng et al (1999) argue that the various functions of hoo is related to the semantic

‘the wolf ate the sheep’ (a disposal construction similar to la’hg ba"ya’hg ch/i le JEfU=ENZT7). One
reviewer pointed out that this function of ge i 45 (as a disposal marker) is similar to the one that [pei®]
. as an instrument marker. However, the semantic roles of the noun phrases after ge i 45 and [pei®)
FL are different. The former is a patient while the latter is an instrument.

% In English, the former can sometimes be found in recipes such as “it’s possible but to take
yeast/sourdough instead of baking soda is not common”. The latter can be exemplified by the
preposition with as in “I eat with chopsticks™. It is also noted that some Chinese dialects (especially
those of the Central dialect group a// la Norman (1988)) have the double object verbs expressed by
morphemes meaning ‘to take’ such as na// & and ba" i, which are also used to mark instruments.
The former can be found in the Hakka dialects of DalJyul] A%%, Nalnkalng F§EE, ADnyua'n 273,
YuOdul F#3, Lolngnalin #ERH, Qualnnaln £Fg, Dillngnaln 7ERE in the Jialngxil province (Li
and Chang 1992, Liu 1999). The latter can be found in some Galln and Xialng dialects such as
Nalnchalng F§E (Wei and Chen 1998), LiJchualn %ZJI| (Yan 1993), Chalingshall £ (Li 1991),
Yilyalng %sF% (Cui 1998) and ShalJoyalng #Af% (Chu 1998). This has led to the discussion on the
alignment (such as the relative word order of the two objects) and sources of double object verbs in
some Chinese dialects, especially the Central and the Southern ones (see more details in Zhang 2011).
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attribute of causative which has been claimed to be one of the key universal cognitive
concepts in human minds (Lakoff 1990:55).

3. Grammaticalization paths of [pei®*] &

The above sections have shown how the core double object verb [pei®®] - in
Cantonese is grammaticalized to derive a number of syntactic functions. We have also
seen that two different syntactic patterns are involved in the grammaticalization
process: NP1 & NP2 NP3 and NP1 & NP2 VP. The question we want to raise is
whether the process took on only one or more than one grammaticalization path?
Furthermore, what might be the relative chronology of these functions of [pei®®] -2

Chappell and Peyraube (2006:982) propose two independent grammaticalization
paths for the double object verb give in the Southern Min dialects:

(32) Give > dative marker?®
(33) Give > causative > passive marker

This proposal for two grammaticalization paths is an illustration of
polygrammaticalization suggested by Lai (2001). The major difference between
Chappell and Peyraube’s (2006) study and ours reported here is that the instrument
marker and the beneficiary marker functions were not discussed in the Min dialects.

We have examined the close relationship between the indirect object/beneficiary
markers and the double object verb give when the serial verb construction is taken
into consideration. Thus, we claim that these two markers developed directly from the
main verb [pei®®] . In terms of their relative chronology, Takashima and
Yue-Hashimoto (2000) and Chin (2009, 2010c) find that in the 19" century, the
indirect object marker was dominantly performed by the directional verb [KO0%] #&
‘to cross” which was later replaced by [pei*®*] &. For the beneficiary marker, it was
always [pei®] #5.2” The chronological development of these two markers is shown
in (34).

(34) Give > beneficiary marker > indirect object marker

We follow Chappell and Peyraube’s (2006) proposal that the causative and the

% Chappell and Peyraube (2006) use the notion dative marker instead of indirect object marker.

27 Chin (2010a) argues that the main verb in a double object construction carries the inherent
[+GIVE] meaning. The indirect object marker thus needs not be a verb with the [+GIVE] meaning and
the directional verb [kOO®] # is sufficient to denote the meaning of transfer. On the contrary, the
main verb in the beneficiary construction does not have the inherent [+GIVE] meaning. The
beneficiary marker then has to be a morpheme with the [+GIVE] meaning to denote the meaning of
transfer. Thus, [pei®®] & has always been the preferred marker for the beneficiary.
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passive marker functions of [pei®®] 55 take on a different grammaticalization path.
The instrument marker function also follows this path because these three functions
share the same syntactic pattern NP1 5 NP, VP.22 Chronologically speaking, the
instrument marker function developed before the passive marker function, as shown
in (35) below:

(35) Give > causative > instrument marker > passive marker

There are two reasons to support our proposal for this chronological
development:

(@) On the basis of the early Cantonese materials, Chin (2010d) finds that in the
19" century Cantonese, the passive marker was performed more frequently by [pei®?]
# than [pei®®] 2% while within the same period, the instrument marker function of
[pei*®®] & was prevalent.

(b) Give carries the semantic attribute of ‘to cause’ and the subjects of the
sentences are the entities that have the ability and volition to cause something to
happen. This is particularly clear in causative sentences and sentences involving
instruments as discussed above. The entities realized as the subjects in the passive
sentences, on the contrary, lack the control and they are in fact adversely affected. The
lack of this causative attribute indicates that [pei®®] 5 has been desemanticized or
bleached out in the construction such that the verb originally “requiring typically
human subject referents ... was extended to contexts involving inanimate subjects”
(Heine 2003:580). Table 2 lists the semantic attributes of the subjects in these three
constructions in terms of animacy.

Causative construction | Construction involving | Passive construction

2 One reviewer pointed out that, on the basis of the Fuzhou dialect reported by Chen (2006), the
instrument marker could be related to the beneficiary marker function. However we do not agree with
this proposal because the beneficiary marker function and the instrument marker function in Cantonese,
unlike the Fuzhou dialect, share different surface structures (NP1 V NP, & NP3 for the former and
NP; % NP, VP for the latter). In the Fuzhou dialect (Chen 2006:233), both functions are found in the
same surface pattern: NP1 £ NP, VP where 3t is the marker. Furthermore, Chin (2010d) observes
that there is potential ambiguity between the two constructions in Cantonese due to their identical
surface structure. For example, the sentence (BBt FA A GZETEMEEEL KDy tei® ts__u®® pei®
k__u? tai?? sT1k? s__k® tsy?? ki1®® IU.- "% h__u®®] allows two readings: “They blocked the den with a big
rock” ( [pei®] & as an instrument marker) and “They were blocked by the big rock at the den”
([pei®] & as a passive marker).

29 Chin (2010d) argues that [pei®?] #% cannot be simply taken as the passive marker borrowed
from the written language. Instead it was a form actively used in the colloquial dialect at that time. He
also claims that the disappearance of the instrument marker function and the rise of the passive marker
function (after the beginning of the 20" century) played by [pei®®] & might be due to the ambiguity
arising from their identical surface structures which could impose extra cognitive burden for the
interlocutors in processing the utterances (see the sentence in footnote 28 above).
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instrument

Subject [+animate] [+animate] [ranimate]

Table 2: Semantic attribute of the subjects in terms of animacy in the three
constructions involving [pei®®] &

The passive construction has relaxed the semantic requirement on the subject
(NP1) in terms of animacy and this suggests that the passive marker function of [pei*]
H might have developed later than the other two functions.

This proposed chronological sequence also fits in the semantic-pragmatic change
scheme put forth by Traugott and Kollnig (1991). In particular, tendencies I and 111 in
their scheme are relevant to our discussion (p.208-209, with my emphasis):

(a) Semantic-pragmatic tendency I: Meanings based on the external described
situation =» meanings based on the internal (evaluative/perceptual/cognitive)
situation;

(b) Semantic-pragmatic tendency I11: Meanings tend to become increasingly
situated in the speaker’s subjective belief-state/attitude toward the situation.

Tendency I is related to the “shift from a concrete, physical situation to reference
to a cognitive, perceptual situation” (p.208), which can account for the use of give as a
causative verb because what is given to the recipient is not a concrete object but an
abstract one, such as permission or a right. Tendency Il illustrates the
grammaticalization of [pei®®] 5 into a passive marker which is concerned with the
speakers’ subjective perception toward the situation(s) s/he wants to describe. For
example, the passive meaning in Chinese is usually associated with unfavorable
situations.

The developmental paths of the five grammatical functions of [pei®®] & and
their relative chronology are diagrammatized in Figure 2.
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GIVE (8)
Beneficiary marker Causative verb
Indirect object marker Instrument marker

Passive marker

Figure 2: Grammaticalization paths and relative chronology of the various syntactic
functions of Cantonese [pei®®]

The vertical distances among the functions (stemming from the same node) in
Figure 2 indicate the chronology of their development on the basis of our analysis
from both diachronic and synchronic data on Cantonese. For example, the indirect
object marker is placed below the beneficiary marker, meaning that it developed later
than the beneficiary marker. By the same token, the instrument marker predated the
passive marker.

Among the various functions of [pei®®] £, the passive marker usage is the
farthest from the double object verb. It is also interesting to note that this function is
acquired later than the other functions by Hong Kong Cantonese children (Wong
2004).%0

4. Grammaticalization of give in an areal perspective

Besides the Chinese language, some neighboring non-Sinitic languages are also
found to have the double object verb give performing different syntactic functions.
For example, give in Thai can function as an indirect object marker, a causative verb
and a beneficiary marker (Diller 2001, Thepkanjana and Uehara 2008). These
languages are spoken in the region known as the Southeast Asian linguistic area,
which is “home to more than a thousand languages, belonging to five major language
families: Austronesian, Austroasiatic, Tibeto-Burman, Tai-Kadai, and Hmong-Mien”
(Matisoff 1992:44). These genetically unrelated languages are found to share some
linguistic features due to borrowing as a result of their prolonged and extensive
language contact (cf. Thomason 2001, Heine and Kuteva 2005, Aikhenvald 2006).3*

% Wong’s (2004) study does not include the instrument marker function of [pei®] .
31 There are opposing views arguing that some of these languages such as Thai and Chinese are
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On the basis of examples drawn from the Lahu language of the Tibeto-Burman
group, as well as Vietnamese, Chinese and Miao Yao, Matisoff (1991) argues that the
use of the double object verb as a causative verb and a beneficiary marker is one of
the areal linguistic features in the Southeast Asian linguistic area. Notice that Matisoff
does not mention the use of give as a passive marker in these languages and we will
address this issue later in this section.®? Consider the following sentences from Thai,
Vietnamese and Lao.

A. Thai (Yates and Tryon (1970:442-444))
(36) chulJaj ridak thCksidi halj pho'm
please call taxi for I
‘Please call a taxi for me’ ([halj] as a beneficiary marker)
(37) khallw anulJjaljat halj pho'm rian phaasa athaj
he give I study Thai
‘He allows me to study Thai’ ([haj] as a causative verb)

The passive marker in Thai is [tK].

B. Vietnamese (Thompson (1965:232 and 332))
(38)J-u~.-TIm lam[In (ol tol  haM O0-u~.-TUm
please give me two pastries
‘Please give me two pastries’ ([c[]] as a double object verb)
(39)cNiN  viet t’ cll toN
she write letter give me
‘She wrote a letter to/for me” ([c]] as an indirect object marker or a
beneficiary marker)
(40) sNinf-u-.-TOm viet t[] c to [iet
please write letter let me know
‘Please write a letter to let me know’ ([c[]] as a causative verb)

The passive marker in Vietnamese is [[J(i] (meaning ‘to suffer, to undergo’), [z[]
(meaning ‘to be caused, to be effected by’ which supports the close relationship
between causative and passive meanings) or [[lwo_k] (meaning ‘to receive, to obtain’)
but not [cJ] (Thompson 1965:228-229).

genetically related. See, for example, Li (1973, 1976), Prapin (1976), Ting (2005).

32 Yap and lwasaki (2003:433) survey the grammaticalization of give in some Southeast Asian
languages including Vietnamese, Thai, Malay, Akan and Khmer. They find that the passive marker
function of give is not found in these non-Sinitic languages.
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C. Lao (Enfield (2007:364, 371, 423 and 438))

(41) caw4 haj5 khooj5 haab-160j4  Kiip5
2SG give 1SG five-hundred Kip
“You gave me 500 kip” ([haj] as a double object verb)

(42) khooj5 si@ songl lotl-cak?2 haj5 phool
1SG IRR send CT.VEHICLE-motorcycle give father
‘I’'m going to deliver the motorcycle to Dad’ ([haj] as an indirect object
marker)

(43) man2 haj5 nooj4 paj3 talaatb
he give Noi go market
‘He let/made Noi go to the market’ ([haj] as a causative verb)

In Lao, the passive marker is [thuuk] with the meaning of ‘strike, come into
contact with’.

To explain why these non-Sinitic languages in the linguistic area, unlike most of
the Southern Chinese dialects, have not yet developed the passive usage for the verb
give, Hashimoto (1988) claims that the development of give to the passive usage
might be “an autonomous development” (p.350) in the Southern Chinese dialects.

According to Chin’s (2009) survey on the multiple usage of give in the
non-Sinitic languages spoken in China, 10 out of 31 languages (from three language
families) are found to use the double object verb give as the passive marker. These
languages include (1) Pullal {pMizgE and Kalzhuol -REEE of the Tibeto-Burman
group; (2) Dali %&3E, Zhualng 415 of Lolngzhodu FEJN, Mol B53E Culn F13E,
Mulla’o ARfZZE and Bullyalng AfitigE of the Kam-Tai family; (3) Shell #5&E and
Mia'n %155 of the Miao-Yao family. This observation might suggest that these
non-Sinitic languages have borrowed the mechanism of developing the passive
marker usage from the causative usage of give. This kind of borrowing is proposed by
Heine and Kuteva (2002, 2003, 2005) as contact-induced grammaticalization. Such a
borrowing of a syntactic mechanism in fact is not uncommon in the linguistic area. In
his study of the post-verbal usage of acquire in some Southeast Asian languages,
Enfield (2001:287) claims that it is the “functional application — not the form — that is
shared” among the languages coming into close contact [italics original]. In this
regard, the passive marker usage of give in these non-Sinitic languages can be
considered an additional areal feature possibly originated from the Southern Chinese
dialects.

5. Concluding remarks
This paper examines the grammaticalization process of the double object verb
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[pei*®®] & in the Cantonese dialects. It has shown that some but not all of the
syntactic functions are cross-linguistically attested. These include the indirect object
marker, the beneficiary marker and the causative verb. On the other hand, the
functions of the instrument marker and the passive marker are not commonly found
in other languages but we have demonstrated how these functions can be correlated
with the double object verb [pei®®] . We have also proposed the relative
chronology and grammaticalization paths of these syntactic functions on the basis of
synchronic and diachronic data from Cantonese.

From a broader perspective, the grammaticalization of give into an indirect
object marker, a causative verb and a beneficiary marker can be regarded as one of
the areal features in the Southeast Asian linguistic area (Matisoff 1991). At the same
time, we also note that some non-Sinitic languages spoken in China have begun to
use give as the passive marker possibly due to syntactic borrowing upon their
prolonged and extensive contact with the Southern Chinese dialects, which have
fully developed this syntactic function of give.*

The comparison of the grammaticalization of give in Cantonese with other
Chinese dialects as well as other genetically unrelated languages allows us to
observe the similarities and the diversities in Cantonese grammar and in its
development.

References

Aikhenvald, Alexandra Y. 2006. Grammar in contact: A cross-linguistic perspective.
Grammars in Contact: A Cross-linguistic Typology, ed. by. Alexandra Y.
Aikhenvald and R. M. W. Dixon, 1-66. Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Ball, Dyer. 1912. How to Speak Cantonese. 4th ed. Hong Kong: Kelly and Walsh
Limited.

Belt, Walter, and Fuk Tsz Hoh. 1936. The Revised and Enlarged Edition of a Pocket
Guide to Cantonese. Guangzhou: Lingnan University.

Bisang, Walter. 1996. Areal typology and grammaticalization: Processes of
grammaticalization based on nouns and verbs in South-East Asian languages.
Studies in Language, 20.3:519-597.

Bisang, Walter. 1999. Classifiers in East and Southeast Asian languages: Counting and

33 Some recent studies on the syntax of languages in the mainland Southeast Asia under the notion
of areal linguistics and language contact include Sybesma’s (2008) comparative study of post-verbal
‘can’ (to acquire) in Zhuang (71:5&), Cantonese, Vietnamese and Lao, Enfield’s (2001) study on the
polyfunctionality of the verb acquire and Bisang’s (1996, 1999) examination of the grammaticalization
process of nouns and verbs as well as classifiers (see also Gerner and Bisang (2010)), Kwok’s (2010)
study on the two typologically distinct word order patterns of the verb-complement construction:
Verb-Complement-Object and Verb-Object-Complement in the Cantonese dialect and Zhuang language
in Nanning (FF%£) of Guangxi (EPH), Wu’s (2008) study on the origin of the neutral question in the
languages spoken in Southern China.



Thisisthe pre-published version.
26

beyond. Numeral Types and Changes Worldwide, ed. by Jadranka Gvozdanovic,
113-185. Berlin: Mouton de Gruyter.

Bonney, S. W. 1853. Phrases in the Canton Colloquial Dialect. Guangzhou:
Guangzhou.

Bybee, Joan. 2003. Mechanisms of change in grammaticization: The role of frequency.
The Handbook of Historical Linguistics, ed. by Brian D. Joseph and Richard D.
Janda, 602-623. Oxford: Blackwell.

Bybee, Joan, Revere Perkins, and William Pagliuca. 1994. The Evolution of Grammar:
Tense, Aspect, and Modality in the Languages of the World. Chicago: The
University of Chicago Press.

Chappell, Hilary 7735, 2000. Dialect grammar in two early Modern Southern Min
texts. Journal of Chinese Linguistics 28.2:247-302.

Chappell, Hilary &8, 2006. From Eurocentrism to Sinocentrism: The case of
disposal constructions in Sinitic languages. Catching Language: The Standing
Challenge of Grammar Writing, ed. by Felix K. Ameka, Alan Dench, and
Nicholas Evans, 441-486. Berlin: Mouton de Gruyter.

Chappell, Hilary #7535, and Alain Peyraube HZ4E 5. 2006. The analytic causatives
of early modern Southern Min in diachronic perspective. Linguistic Studies in
Chinese and Neighboring Languages: Festschrift in Honor of Professor
Pang-Hsin Ting on his 70" Birthday ((LI//KE : T e CRGERER ),
ed. by Ho Dah-an, Samuel Cheung, Pan Wuyun, and Wu Fuxiang, 973-1012.
Taipei: Institute of Linguistics, Academia Sinica.

Chen, Zeping [ 2. 1998. (fBJN A EHI%E) (A Study of the Fuzhou Dialect).
Fujian: Fujian People’s Press.

Chen, Zeping [ 2. 2006. 18N 7 5 i & /rad “ L7V EE AL S (The
grammaticalization path of the locative marker gong in the Fuzhou dialect).
BREESC) 3:233-236.

Cheng, Lisa #[t&Hff, James Huang & 1F{&, Audrey Li ZEEEE, and Jane Tang
Chih-Chen & E. 1999. Hoo, hoo, hoo: Syntax of the causative, dative and
passive constructions in Taiwanese. Contemporary Studies on the Min Dialects,
Journal of Chinese Linguistics Monograph Series 14, ed. by Ting Pang-Hsin ]
¥, 146-203.

Cheng, Robert & {&. 1974. Causative constructions in Taiwanese. Journal of
Chinese Linguistics 2:279-324.

Cheung, Hung-nin Samuel 5EALAE. 1972/2007. (FHEEEZEEAYITZE) (A Study of
the Grammar of Hong Kong Cantonese). Hong Kong: The Chinese University of
Hong Kong Press.

Cheung, Hung-nin Samuel 35 i 4 . 1996. Book review on Cantonese: A



Thisisthe pre-published version.
27

Comprehensive Grammar. International Review of Chinese Linguistics (&
BlEE S 25 1.1:129-133.

Chin, Andy Chl-on #% 5 % . 2009. The Verb GIVE and the Double object
Construction in Cantonese in Synchronic, Diachronic and Typological
Perspectives. Unpublished PhD dissertation. University of Washington.

Chin, Andy Chi-on #%:5%7. 2010a. Two types of indirect object markers in Chinese:
Their typological significance and development. Journal of Chinese Linguistics
38.1:1-25.

Chin, Andy Chi-on §£:57%7. 2010b. R LESEMAY 10-DO 1 DO-10 2 =)# (The
I0-DO and DO-10 patterns of the double object construction in Modern Standard
Chinese). Paper presented at The Symposium Commemorating the 90th
Anniversary of the Birth of Professor Zhu Dexi and the 50th Anniversary of
Professor Lu Jianmings Teaching (4072 {EEEZ173LIE 90 B EMIEf A2y
T2 50 FEFER T ES&). Beijing, 2010.8.17-18.

Chin, Andy Chi-on $%i527. 2010c. &AM HEFAIECHY# AR AT A,
(The development of the indirect object marker in Cantonese and associated
syntactic phenomena). (FE=Zimes) , 42:194-215.

Chin, Andy Chi-on §%&2¢. 2010d. fEEREWLEN TRy EIRETEATHEEEH] (A
study of the mechanism of syntactic change with reference to the diachronic
development of the passive construction in the Cantonese dialects). Paper
presented at The 15 International Conference on Cantonese and Yue Dialects (55
+ T U7 SRR E ST &), Macau, 2010.12.13-15.

Chirkova, Katia. 2008. Gei ‘give’ in Beijing and beyond. Cahiers de Linguistique —
Asie Orientale 37.1:3-42.

Chu, Zexiang %15, 1998. (A% H=0152) (A Study of the Shaoyang Dialect).
Changsha: Hunan Education Press.

Comrie, Bernard. 1976. The syntax of causative constructions: Cross-language
similarities and divergences. Syntax and Semantics, Volume 6: The Grammar of
Causative Constructions, ed. by Masayoshi Shibatani, 261-312. New York:
Academic Press.

Croft, William, and Alan Cruse. 2004. Cognitive Linguistics. Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press.

Cui, Zhenhua E¥E#HE. 1998. (#3f5 T =015E) (A Study of the Yiyang Dialect).
Changsha: Hunan Education Press.

Diller, Anthony. 2001. Grammaticalization and Tai syntactic change. Essays in Tai
Linguistics, ed. by M. R. Kalaya Tingsabadh, and A. S. Abramson, 139-176.
Bangkok: Chulalongkorn University Press.

Enfield, N. J. 2001. On genetic and areal linguistics in Mainland South-East Asia:



Thisisthe pre-published version.
28

Parallel polyfunctionality of ‘acquire’. Areal Diffusion and Genetic Inheritance,
ed. by Alexandra Aikhenvald and R.M.W. Dixon, 255-290. Oxford: Oxford
University Press.

Enfield, N. J. 2007. A Grammar of Lao. Berlin: Mouton de Gruyter.

Fulton, A. A. 1888. Progressive and ldiomatic Sentences in Cantonese Colloquial.
Hong Kong: Kelly and Walsh.

Gerner, Matthias, and Walter Bisang. 2010. Classifier declinations in an isolating
language: On a rarity in Weining Ahmao. Language and Linguistics 11.3:579-623.

Haiman, John. 1994. Ritualization and the development of language. Perspectives on
Grammaticalization, ed. by William Pagliuca, 3-28. Amsterdam: John Benjamins.

Harris, Alice, and Lyle Campbell. 1995. Historical Syntax in Cross-Linguistic
Perspective. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Hashimoto, Mantaro &4~ & Hf. 1976. Language diffusion on the Asian continent.
Computational Analyses of Asian and African Languages 3:49-65.

Hashimoto, Mantaro #54~E A EF. 1985. (GESHUFHEAIEL) (A Geographical
Typology of Languages), translated by Yu Zhihong #7578, Beijing: Peking
University Press.

Hashimoto, Mantaro 1% & &K EF. 1988. The structure and typology of the Chinese
passive construction. Passive and Voice, ed. by Masayoshi Shibatani, 329-354.
Amsterdam: John Benjamins.

Haspelmath, Martin. 1990. The grammaticization of passive morphology. Studies in
Language 14.1: 25-72.

Haspelmath, Martin. 2005. Ditransitive constructions: The verb ‘Give’. World Atlas of
Language Structures, ed. by Matthew Dryer, Martin Haspelmath, David Gil, and
Bernard Comrie, 426-429. Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Hawkins, John. 1994. A Performance Theory of Order and Constituency. Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press.

Heine, Bernd. 2003. Grammaticalization. The Handbook of Historical Linguistics, ed.
by Brian D. Joseph and Richard D. Janda, 575-601. Oxford: Blackwell.

Heine, Bernd, and Tania Kuteva. 2002. World Lexicon of Grammaticalization.
Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Heine, Bernd, and Tania Kuteva. 2003. On contact-induced grammaticalization.
Studies in Language 27.3:529-572.

Heine, Bernd, and Tania Kuteva. 2005. Language Contact and Grammatical Change.
Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Hopper, Paul, and Elizabeth Traugott. 1997. Grammaticalization. Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press.

Huang, Chu-Ren & /&{", and Kathleen Ahrens Za] . 1999. The function and



Thisisthe pre-published version.
29

category of gei in Mandarin ditransitive construction. Journal of Chinese
Linguistics 27.2:1-26.

Jiang, Lansheng T BZ 4. 2000. JZE:E {5 1% Bigh #h 58 FH £ )5 (An investigation of
using the same syntactic structure for the causative and the passive constructions
in Chinese), (IT{CEZERRJHE) (An Investigation of the Origin of Early Modern
Chinese), ed. by Jiang Lansheng ;T E:4=, 221-236. Beijing: Commercial Press.

Jiang, Shaoyu #%4HiE. 2003. ‘45> F4), ‘HrEa)FReiEhayscE (The origin of the
passive construction with gei and jiao). (B A({BEEZEETZE(—)) (Studies of
Grammaticalization and Syntax (1)), ed. by Wu Fuxiang %{Z## and Hong Bo
Rz, 202-223. Beijing: Commercial Press.

Kemmer, Suzanne, and Arie Verhagen. 1994. The grammar of causatives and the
conceptual structure of events. Cognitive Linguistics 5.2:115-156.

Kittlall, Seppo. 2005. Recipient-prominence vs. beneficiary-prominence. Linguistic
Typology 9:269-297.

Kwok, Bit-chee #0207, 2010. sESHEHFHVEEESEL S BeE T A5E + &k
+HHEE | 45HERYZRE (Syntactic change as a result of language contact: The
origin of Verb-Object-Complement pattern in the Yue dialect of Nanning).
Diachronic Change and Language Contact — Dialects in Southeast China (Journal
of Chinese Linguistics Monograph Series No.24), ed. by Hung-nin Samuel
Cheung and Chang Song Hing, 201-216.

Lai, Huei-ling #&2¥5. 2001. On Hakka BUN: A case of polygrammaticalization.
Language and Linguistics 2.2:137-153.

Lakoff, George. 1990. Women, Fire, and Dangerous Things: What Categories Reveal
about the Mind. Chicago: The University of Chicago Press.

Lam, Olivia Shi-ching #&fFEBE, 2008. Object Functions and the Syntax of Double
Object Constructions in Lexical Functional Grammar. Unpublished PhD
dissertation, University of Oxford.

Langacker, Ronald W. 1987. Foundations of Cognitive Grammar. \olume I:
Theoretical Prerequisites. Stanford: Stanford University Press.

Li, Charles Z£5/, and Sandra Thompson ZZHff5. 1981. Mandarin Chinese: A
Functional Reference Grammar. California: University of California Press.

Li, Fang-kuei Z=75%E. 1973. Languages and dialects of China. Journal of Chinese
Linguistics 1.1:1-13.

Li, Fang-kuei Z= 75 #£. 1976. Sino-Tai. Genetic Relationship, Diffusion and
Typological Similarities of East and Southeast Asian Languages, 230-239. Tokyo:
The Japan Society for the Promotion of Science.

Li, Rulong Z=#1%E, and Song-Hing Chang FEEERE. 1992. (ZFEEH=TEHRE) (A
Research Report on the Hakka and Gan Dialects). Xiamen: Xiamen University



Thisisthe pre-published version.
30

Press.

Li, Yongming Z=7kHH. 1991. (/P =) (The Changsha Dialect). Changsha:
Hunan Education Press.

Liu, Danging 217155, 2001. JERELS T8 R YGEREHVEAIEE522 (A typological
study of the give-type ditransitive constructions in Chinese). (H1[E{EE )
5:387-398.

Liu, Lunxin P43z, 1999. (EEEH=EEERHIZE) (A Comparative Study of the
Hakka and Gan Dialects). Beijing: Chinese Academy of Social Sciences Press.
Lull, Shuxiang =RGM. 1993, (FRCESE/\HEE) (Eight Hundred Words in Modern

Chinese). Hong Kong: Commercial Press.

Malchukov, Andrej, Martin Haspelmath, and Bernard Comrie. 2010. Ditransitive
constructions: A typological overview. Studies in Ditransitive Constructions: A
Comparative Handbook, ed. by Andrej Malchukov, Martin Haspelmath and
Bernard Comrie, 1-64. Berlin: Mouton de Gruyter.

Matisoff, James. 1991. Areal and universal dimensions of grammatization in Lahu.
Approaches to Grammaticalization Vol. 2, ed. by Elizabeth Traugott and Bernd
Heine, 383-453. Amsterdam: John Benjamins.

Matisoff, James A. 1992. Southeast Asian languages. International Encyclopedia of
Linguistics, Vol. 4, ed. by William Bright and Bernard Comrie, 44-48. Oxford and
New York: Oxford University Press.

Matthews, Stephen FEzFIfN,, and Virginia Yip 32 #c. 1994. Cantonese: A
Comprehensive Grammar. London: Routledge.

Matthews, Stephen B &5 M., and Virginia Yip £ % fic . 2001. Aspects of
contemporary Cantonese grammar: The structure and stratification of relative
clauses. Sinitic Grammar: Synchronic and Diachronic Perspectives, ed. by Hilary
Chappell, 266-281. Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Newman, John. 1993. The semantics of giving in Mandarin. Conceptualizations and
Mental Processing in Language, ed. by Richard A. Geiger, and Brygida
Rudzka-Ostyn, 433-485. Berlin: Mouton de Gruyter.

Newman, John. 1996. Give: A Cognitive Linguistic Study. Berlin: Mouton de Gruyter.

Newman, John. 2005. Three-place predicates: A cognitive-linguistic perspective.
Language Sciences 27:145-163.

Nilsen, Don L. F. 1973. The Instrumental Case in English. Hague: Mouton.

Norman, Jerry Zg /K%, 1988. Chinese. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Peyraube, Alain g H. 1981. The dative construction in Cantonese. Computational
Analyses of Asian and African Languages 16:29-65.

Prapin, Manomaivibool. 1976. Chinese and Thai: Are they related genetically?
Computational Analyses of Asian and African Languages 6:1-31.



Thisisthe pre-published version.
31

Rice, Sally, and Kaori Kabata. 2007. Crosslinguistic grammaticalization patterns of
the ALLATIVE. Linguistic Typology 11.3:451-514.

Shibatani, Masayoshi 4575 E. 1976. The grammar of causative constructions: A
conspectus. Syntax and Semantics, Volume 6: The Grammar of Causative
Constructions, ed. by Masayoshi Shibatani, 1-40. New York: Academic Press.

Song, Jae Jung RiFfm. 1996. Causatives and Causation: A Universal-Typological
Perspective. New York: Longman.

Song, Jae Jung KA. 2001. Linguistic Typology: Morphology and Syntax. London:
Longman.

Song, Jae Jung ZRA1EHL. 2005a. Periphrastic causative constructions. The World Atlas
of Language Structure, ed. by Martin Haspelmath, Matthew S. Dryer, David Gil,
and Bernard Comrie, 446-449. Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Song, Jae Jung K{F&s. 2005b. Non-periphrastic causative constructions. The World
Atlas of Language Structure, ed. by Martin Haspelmath, Matthew S. Dryer, David
Gil, and Bernard Comrie, 450-453. Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Stedman, T. L., and K. P. Lee. 1888. A Chinese and English Phrase Book in the
Canton Dialect. New York: William R. Jenkins.

Stolz, Thomas. 2001. Comitatives vs. instrumentals vs. agents. Aspects of Typology
and Universals, ed. by Walter Bisang, 153-174. Berlin: Akademie Verlag.

Sybesma, Rint. 2008. Zhuang: A Tai language with some Sinitic characteristics:
Post-verbal ‘can’ in Zhuang, Cantonese, Vietnamese and Lao. From Linguistic
Areas to Areal Linguistics, ed. by Pieter Muysken, 221-274. Amsterdam: John
Benjamins.

Takashima, Ken-ichi SlEz#—, and Anne Yue-Hashimoto #xZE+. 2000. Evidence
of possible dialect mixture in oracle-bone inscriptions. In Memory of Li
Fang-Kuei: Essays on Linguistic Change and the Chinese Dialects (GE=%8{LEL
FEEEH T B HEESALSERSCEE) |, eds. by Anne Yue-Hashimoto #2587+ and
Ting Pang-Hsin T #[#r, 1-40. Seattle & Taipei: University of Washington &
Institute of Linguistics, Academia Sinica.

Talmy, Leonard. 1976. Semantic causative types. Syntax and Semantics, Volume 6:
The Grammar of Causative Constructions, ed. by Masayoshi Shibatani, 43-116.
New York: Academic Press.

Tang, Sze-wing BFEFH. 1998. On the ‘inverted’ double object construction. Studies
in Cantonese Linguistics, ed. by Stephen Matthews, 35-52. Hong Kong:
Linguistic Society of Hong Kong.

Tang, Sze-wing SfEFH. 2003. (CEFE TSl AMV2E3 ) (A Parametric Theory
of Chinese Dialectal Grammar). Beijing: Peking University Press.

Thepkanjana, Kingkarn, and Satoshi Uehara. 2008. The verb of giving in Thai and



Thisisthe pre-published version.
32

Mandarin Chinese as a case of polysemy: A comparative study. Language
Sciences 30:621-651.

Thomason, Sarah G. 2001. Language Contact: An Introduction. Washington:
Georgetown University Press.

Thompson, Laurence. 1965. A Vietnamese Grammar. Seattle: University of
Washington Press.

Ting, Pang-hsin T #¥r. 2005. 7 A7 75 (On numerals FIVE and SIX). (K&
FEC) , 3:1-6.

Traugott, Elizabeth Closs, and Ekkehard Kollnig. 1991. The semantics-pragmatics of
grammaticalization revisited. Approaches to Grammaticalization, Volume 1, ed.
by Elizabeth Closs Traugott, and Bernd Heine, 189-218. Amsterdam: John
Benjamins.

Wang, Li /. 1996. (;E:zESFf5) (An Outline of the History of the Chinese
Language). Beijing: Zhonghua Bookstore.

Washio, Ryuichi. 1993. When causatives mean passive: A cross-linguistic perspective.
Journal of East Asian Linguistics 2:45-90.

Wasow, Thomas. 2002. Postverbal Behavior. Stanford: CSLI.

Wei, Ganggiang #fgiisd, and Changyi Chen [ E . 1998. (MEZEZTE) (A
Sound File of the Nanchang Dialect). Shanghai: Shanghai Education Press.

Wong, Kwok-shing & [gf. 2004. The acquisition of polysemous forms: The case of
bei2 (‘Give’) in Cantonese. Up and Down the Cline--the Nature of
Grammaticalization, ed. by Olga Fischer, Muriel Norde, and Harry Perridon,
325-344. Amsterdam: John Benjamins.

Wong, May T REE . 2009. Gei constructions in Mandarin Chinese and bei
constructions in Cantonese: A corpus-driven contrastive study. International
Journal of Corpus Linguistics 14.1:60-80.

Wu, Fuxiang S=fg1F. 2008. r HEE= IER M AJAYAJE (Origin of the neutral
questions in the languages of Southern China). (EJEzESC) |, 1:5-20.

Xu, Dan 5:FF. 1994. The status of the marker Gei in Mandarin Chinese. Journal of
Chinese Linguistics 22.2: 363-394.

Xu, Dan 7}, 2005. Hib B A [H4E B = FEE0Y5E (L (Grammaticalization of
some GIVE-type verbs). (JEzEZEE(EWFE) (Studies on Grammaticalization in
Chinese), ed. Fuxiang Wu, 245-260. Beijing: Commercial Press.

Yan, Sen Bk 1993. (ZJIIJ3=MH5T) (A Study of the Lichuan Dialect). Beijing:
Social Science Press.

Yap, Foongha ZZE[EEE, and Shoichi lwasaki. 2003. From causative to passive: A
passage in some East and Southeast Asian languages. Cognitive Linguistics and
Non-Indo-European Languages, ed. by Eugene Casad, and Gary Palmer, 419-446.



Thisisthe pre-published version.
33

Berlin: Mouton de Gruyter.

Yates, Warren G., and Tryon, Absorn. 1970. Thai: Basic Course \Volume 2.
Washington: Foreign Service Institute, Department of State.

Yue-Hashimoto, Anne =% /5. 1971. Mandarin Syntactic Structure. Unicorn, Vol. 8.
Chinese Linguistics Project and Seminar, Princeton University.

Yue-Hashimoto, Anne 4:Z8)+. 1985. The Suixi Dialect of Leizhou: A Study of its
Phonological, Lexical and Syntactic Structure. Hong Kong: The Ng Tor-tai
Chinese Language Research Centre, Institute of Chinese Studies, The Chinese
University of Hong Kong.

Yue-Hashimoto, Anne #4255 /F. 1993. Comparative Chinese Dialectal Grammar:
Handbook for Investigators. Paris: EHESS-CRLAO.

Yue-Hashimoto, Anne £xZg7+. 2003. Grammar of Chinese dialects. The Sino-Tibetan
Languages, ed. by Graham Thurgood, and Randy LaPolla, 84-125. London:
Routledge.

Yue-Hashimoto, Anne £xZg7+. 2005. The Dancun Dialect of Taishan SR =
it %2. Hong Kong: Language Information Sciences Research Centre, City
University of Hong Kong.

Zee, Eric £#E4H5. 1999. Chinese (Hong Kong Cantonese). Handbook of the
International Phonetic Association: A Guide to the Use of the International
Phonetic Alphabet, 58-60. Cambridge University Press, Cambridge.

Zhan, Bohui Z{HZE. 1981. (IR EE 5 =) (Modern Chinese Dialects). Wuhan:
Hubei People’s Press.

Zhan, Bohui Z{HZ£%, and Yat-Shing Cheung 5E H .. 1988. (E/ T =AM 5= 5608
¥fHE ) (A Syllabary of the Dialects in Pearl River Delta). Guangzhou:
Guangdong People’s Press.

Zhang, Hongming 5E4LBH. 2005. JEE 4 1YzEA{E (Grammaticalization of bei in
Chinese). (EE/A(EEAZEEWTFE(Z)) (Studies on Grammaticalization and Syntax
(2)), ed. by Shen Jiaxuan 75 E, Wu Fuxiang =1E1F and Ma Beijia B H I,
195-218. Beijing: Commercial Press.

Zhang, Lili 5ERERE. 2006. JEE{H 1 mjReEnVzEZzR2$E (The development of the
semantics of causative and passive constructions in Chinese). Language and
Linguistics 7.1:139-174.

Zhang, Min 5R#EL. 2011, JERE T 5 RY)cEm LA RAVAA - AT [
AYErERE (Revisiting the alignment typology of ditransitive constructions in
Chinese dialects). Bulletin of Chinese Linguistics 4.2:87-270.

Zhou, Changji [E&1§, and Yiyun Ouyang Bif5{E#zs. 1998. (BFIH=HZE) (A
Study of the Xiamen Dialect). Fujian: Fujian People’s Press.

Zhu, Dexi Z<{®EE, 1979. HA#fER 45 fHEANY A ARTRE (Syntactic issues related to



Thisisthe pre-published version.
34

the verb give). (5= ) , 2:81-87.

RS RSN EEESRA R ERSEE ' 7 iRALER

ERBEE

RSSO SR EATRE 1 (1) F'Eﬁ%%“ﬁ Ta(2) 2
EiEaC 0 (3) kg (4) ##hffac - (5) LEMEL - Bilis S EssE
SR - ASHEH DL BRI RE S e E Fha s A tﬁiéﬁﬁiﬁ'% BEAh » ASCRH
Eﬁ}ﬁﬂ”ﬁﬁ@ﬁ*?ﬁ T TS TRESE A TIRERT SRR Y - &fk > ASUEEIEE

ST SR RAYSEA IR GRER T B RE RIS AT b e (312 PR e o i 5 LR dk)
3&%3@%‘5&@?&  BRAE O R — LR SR A

BRI - RN - AL BIEEEE R 0 W sE S &



