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1. Introduction 

This study investigates the contrasting syntactic, semantic and pragmatic 
dimensions of MORPHOLOGICAL and PERIPHRASTIC/ANALYTIC causative 
constructions in Hausa (a major Chadic/Afroasiatic language spoken mainly 
to the west of Lake Chad in west Africa). It is unusually comprehensive, 
covering the kinds of important design-features that are of interest to 
typologists and theoretical linguists alike, at the same time helping other 
researchers to locate and analyze similar phenomena in their own 
languages. Inspection of the literature reveals no systematic account of the 
differing linguistic expressions of causal situations in Hausa,1 and as is so 
often the case in studies of causality, it is the class of morphological 
causatives that has received by far the greatest attention. To my knowledge 
few, if any, rigorous descriptions encompassing the full spectrum of both 

 
1  Lobben’s (2010) extensive and data-rich analysis aims to demonstrate the polysemous 

relationship linking morphological causative and benefactive expressions in Hausa, 
using Goldberg’s (1995, 2006) “Constructionist” model. It is the most detailed study 
we have, and so is regularly cited here. It was Lobben’s work that prompted me to 
consider a greater range of linguistic mechanisms available for expressing causal 
concepts in Hausa (though I cannot evaluate all her proposals here). See Jaggar (2014) 
for a critical evaluation of previous causative and/or noncausative analyses of the 
relevant morphological formation (the so-called “Grade 5” verb), and other related 
Hausa-specific issues. Elsewhere in Chadic, a scan of several dictionaries and 
grammars reveals that causative constructions have at best received minimal 
coverage, and are sometimes completely omitted (so with no listing under 
“Abbreviations”). There are sporadic profiles of morphological causatives in 
languages such as Bidiya, Ouldémé, and Mofu-Gudur (Jungraithmayr & Tourneux 
1988), and Hoffmann (1963:119) identifies a Margi suffix with “a causative meaning”, 
while Schuh (1981:120) refers to a functionally equivalent “transitivizing suffix” in 
Ngizim. See also, inter alia, Frajzyngier (1985:27ff.), Jungraithmayr (1991:85), Leger 
(1994:221), Schuh (2005:4) and Hellwig (2011:214ff.) for scattered examples of 
intransitive- and transitive-based causatives in several other Chadic languages. 

   As far as the wider (sub-Saharan) Afroasiatic family is concerned, we have 
reasonably detailed descriptions of morphologicial causatives in Oromo and Somali 
(Cushitic), but periphrastic causatives again attract only minor attention, and 
language-specific semantic constraints on causativization are rarely (if ever) 
considered. For Oromo see Hayward (1976), Owens (1985), Dubinsky et al. (1988), and 
Saeed (1999) on Somali. Elsewhere in Africa, see Welmers (1972:337ff.) for brief 
observations on causatives in some Bantu languages. 
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morphological and analytic causative constructions are available for any 
other African language.2 

Causative mechanisms are an important and well-attested component of 
the organization of grammar across languages and there is an extensive body 
of functionalist-typological literature on the linguistic encoding of causation.3 
In early crosslinguistic work on the expression of causal situations, Comrie 
(1981:164ff., 1985) proposed a continuum of three formal types (proceeding 
iconically from more compact to less compact structures as in (1)): 

1. lexical Þ morphological Þ periphrastic/analytic 

Examples from English are: (1) lexical (throughout this study, covering both 
non-analyzable suppletive and zero-derived forms for the sake of convenience), 
e.g., (intr./tr.) ‘die/kill’, ‘open/open’; (2) morphological encoding, e.g., ‘lie/lay’; 
and (3) periphrastic/analytic encoding with sub-events expressed in separate 
clauses, e.g., ‘get s’one to lie down’.  

Comrie (1985, 1989) also proposed a correlation between the degree of 
formal “compactness” or “fusion” between the causing event, the caused 
event, and the causative mechanism (see also Song 1996, Dixon 2000:62ff.), 
with Haiman (1983:783ff., 1985:108-11, 40-42) arguing that the correlation 
between the formal and semantic dimensions is iconically motivated by the 
conceptual distance between the cause and effect subevents (see Kemmer & 
Verhagen 1994 for some crosslinguistic variation however).4 Related to this 
is the widely-accepted position that (one of) the best means of accounting 
for the differing causal interpretations is associated with the concept of 
DIRECTNESS OF CAUSATION, i.e., more cohesive morphological (and lexical) 
causatives are associated with DIRECT CAUSATION (to the left of the continuum 
in (1)), periphrastic causatives with INDIRECT CAUSATION (to the right of the 
continuum). In simple real-world terms, if my child has a fever and ‘I lay 
him down’ (= single clause), the causative situation is direct with no 

 
2  With the marginal exception of Kimenyi (1980, Kinyarwanda/Bantu), Sibomana (2008, 

Zarma/Nilo-Saharan), and Mugari & Kadenge (2014, (Chi)Shona/Bantu). 
3  Major treatments include: Nedjalkov & Silnitsky (1973 [1969]), Comrie (1974, 1976, 

1981, 1985, 1989), Comrie & Polinsky (1993), Wierzbicka (1975), Shibatani (1976, 2002a, 
b), Shibatani & Pardeshi (2002), Hopper & Thompson (1980), Talmy (1985, 2000 
[1988]), Croft (1991:ch. 4, 2012), Haspelmath (1993), Kemmer & Verhagen (1994: 
115ff.), Levin & Rappaport Hovav (1995), Song (1996, 2001:257-96, 2005a:110, 2005b), 
Dixon (2000), Dixon & Aikhenvald (2000), Kulikov (2001), Hale & Keyser (2002), Wolff 
(2003), and Wolff & Song (2003). See Song (1996:1-16) for an overview. 

4  Croft (2012:266), citing Haiman (1983:783-88), succinctly sums up the structural 
difference as follows: “Indirect causation is expressed by at least as complex a 
linguistic expression as direct causation.” 
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intermediary, and ‘child’ is the patient (causer-controlled); but if he is in a 
separate location and I phone him and ‘I get him to lie down’ (= biclausal), 
then the child would also be acting as a causer or intervening cause 
(causee-controlled), so the causation is indirect (see §2).  

Turning to Hausa, previous treatments have laid some groundwork for our 
understanding of how the two mechanisms work, but they are all incomplete 
and offer no explanation of the (near) complementary distribution of the two 
types. The current study, therefore, is the first principled empirical 
investigation of the form and meaning of the two types. Taking advantage of 
recent advances in our understanding of causative constructions across 
languages, I organize the paper as follows. §2 provides a summary of the key 
properties of direct vs. indirect causatives crosslinguistically. In §3, in order to 
document the full spectrum of related phenomena, I present some new findings 
on a range of morphological causative formations in Hausa that to date have 
not been analyzed as such—mainly deadjectival and denominal verbs—
including a subset of ANTICAUSATIVE break-verbs (§3.1). Introductory information 
on the morphological rule for causation in Hausa, known as the “Grade 5” verb, 
is presented in §4. The main analyses and empirical support are then presented 
in §§5, 6. §5 covers intransitive-based inactive (§5.1) and active (§5.2) Grade 5 
causatives, building particularly on recent studies by Lobben (2010) and Jaggar 
(2011, 2014). For purposes of typological comparison, at relevant points in the 
description of morphological causatives, and in a novel but instructive 
approach, I contrast the Hausa data with English lexical causatives, e.g., (zero-
derived) ‘melt/melt’, ‘roll/roll’ (intr./tr.), using comparative data on the 
alternation in English as presented in Pinker (1989), and focussing on some of 
the more interesting differences in coding (see especially §5.2). There are 
observable patterns and limitations, with some Hausa base verbs behaving as 
their English counterparts in permitting causativization, others not. In §5.3, I 
profile transitive-derived causatives, including derived ditransitives (§5.3.1).  

Finally in §6, I present the empirical evidence for the CAUSE-type 
(“cause X do Y”) indirect causatives, formed with the head verb sâa ‘cause 
(put)’,5 contrasting them with  single-clause direct causatives, and showing, 
for the first time in Hausa, that the two categories describe pragmatically 
different causative events and participant roles. This is a key contrast often 
ignored in general descriptions of causatives (Lobben 2010:72-73, 318, 327ff., 

 
5  Transcription: à(a) = low tone, â(a) = falling tone (on heavy CVV or CVC syllable), 

high tone is unmarked; aa, ii, etc. = long, a, i, etc. = short; ɓ, ɗ = laryngeal implosives, 
ƙ, ts = ejectives, ’y = glottalized palatal glide, r ̃ = apical tap/roll, c and j = palato-
alveolar affricates.  
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376, 425ff. restricts her brief comparison to some of the basic syntactic and 
semantic properties of the two causative types). 

Many of the observations in §6 are original. We begin with a description of 
the tense-aspect-mood (TAM) choices in the matrix and lower clauses (§6.1), 
and negation of matrix and/or lower clauses (§6.2). In §6.3 we examine 
features common to both Subjunctive-encoded causal/mandative and PURPOSE 
complement clauses, and present some interesting facts relating to the 
occurrence of the subjunctive TAM in both matrix and complement clauses. 
This distribution includes pragmatically-conditioned Subjunctive~Perfective 
availability in the lower clause (§6.3.1), based on VERIDICALITY contrasts. §6.4 
looks at related enable/let-type and prevent-type periphrastic constructions. I 
then show that Hausa analytic causatives are not (causative) serial verb 
constructions, as has been proposed for some languages (§6.5). §6.6 examines 
the catenative (raised object) properties of periphrastics, and §6.7 profiles 
other complement-types licensed by causal sâa, including ellipsis (§6.7.1), 
nominalized resultative constructions (§6.7.2.), and finally NP and nominalized 
VP complement patterns (§6.7.3). 

Overall, Hausa turns out to have some interesting valency patterns 
relevant to theories of argument realization, and this functional/typological 
analysis is also seen as a more general contribution to crosslinguistic research 
into the interface between the syntax and semantics of verbal alternations. 
Clarification of the Hausa-specific facts reveals a complex system with 
various linguistic properties which will be of wider interest to those 
concerned with typological variation in causative formations. The claims are 
empirically supported with spontaneous data from interactive situations, 
examples from Hausa linguistic literature, especially Parsons (1981),6 also 
Newman (2000, 2007), and Jaggar (2001, 2014), and elicited responses.7 All the 
examples cited have been cross-checked for acceptability, and I have 
indicated (dial.) where there is some variation in usage (usually where the 
Grade 5 in question is not used and/or recognized by the speaker(s) of 
Standard Kano Hausa), or problems of interpretation. 

 
6  Parsons (1981) refers to his collected papers published in two volumes, compiled by 

Graham Furniss, page after page of densely-packed (foolscap) typescript dating from 
the early 1960’s. Though rarely cited, the collection is remarkable for its breadth of 
coverage and acute insights into the architecture of Hausa.  

7  Ideally, we need to use data revealed in naturalistic experimental conditions, e.g., visually 
presented causal situations, animation frames, eliciting spontaneous descriptions of 
computerized scenarios, of the kind utilized in Wolff (2003, 2007). I was limited to 
occasionally drawing figures and scenes on whiteboards to determine if a particular 
event was best encoded with a morphological or periphrastic causative in Hausa. 
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