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ABSTRACT

This study investigates the expression of force-dynamics in Akan (Talmy 2000).
Two main types of causatives can be found in the language, namely non-
periphrastic causatives (lexical causatives and cause-effect SVCs) and periphrastic
causatives (analytic causatives). The study examines the syntactic properties of
causatives and shows that while lexical causatives and cause-effect SVCs involve
a monoclausal structure, the analytic causative displays a complex (bi-clausal)
structure. In Akan, the difference in the coding of the causee argument in analytic
causatives is neither coincidental nor superficial but points to a difference in
syntactic properties and structure. It is argued that the different syntactic marking
of the causee argument in Akan causatives is not predicted by a syntactic case
hierarchy as claimed by Comrie 1976 neither is it motivated by the degree of
agentivity of the causee in the causative interaction as Cole 1983 proposed. Rather,
the alternative marking of the causee is as a result of restructuring of a
complement causative sentence into a partial lexicalised serial verb construction in

the language.

Five event types of causation are identified namely, MANIPULATION, CREATE,
TRIGGER, PROMPT and ALLOW and their properties analysed through Talmy’s
(2000) force-dynamics framework. The notion of direct and indirect causation is
also examined in Akan. It is emphasized that, at least in Akan, it is better to map
event type of causation with the notion of (in)directness of causation because a

single causative expression may involve more than one event type of causation.
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CHAPTER ONE

INTRODUCTION

1.0 INTRODUCTION

Causation is a fundamental concept in human thought and expression of reality. It
underlies structuring of human conception of interaction between entities in the
real world (Croft 1998). According to Lakoff and Johnson (1980:69), causation
characterizes the organization of physical and cultural realities by individuals in
speech interactions. In other words, causation constitutes a defined conceptual
structure of reality which underlies expressions of perceived interaction between

bodies.

Over the years, the linguistic expression of causation has attracted the attention of
linguists working on various languages (for example, McCawley 1968; Shibatani
1973a and 1973b, and 1976; Comrie 1976, 1985b and 1989; Dixon 2000 and
2012; Shibatani and Pardeshi 2002).! Significantly, the causative is one of the
most researched topics in linguistics.?2 However, the study of the syntactic structure
and semantic properties of causatives has generated a considerable range of varied
opinions as languages show increasing complexities and differences in expressing
this notion. Indeed, many studies have shown that different languages display
different (or rather additional) syntactic or semantic types and properties of the
causative which were either undiscovered in previous work(s) or are simply under-

investigated. Thus, part of the problem in accounting for the causative has to do



with the lack of relevant data and discussion from a wide variety of languages
which display various causative constructions and semantic properties. This thesis,
therefore, aims to supply fresh data on causative constructions from Akan and to
show the various syntactic and semantic properties of the causative which has not

yet been discussed in the literature.

The causative in Akan has been commented on sparsely over the years. The syntax
and semantics of causatives in Akan has been examined, albeit in less detail, by
Essilfie (1984), Saah (1989), Osam (1994a, 2004), Lord et al. (2002) and Boadi
(2005a). What is significant about all these works, however, is that none of them
treats the causative as the sole topic of their work. Rather, each of these works
though intimating important syntactic and/or semantic properties of the causative
discusses the range of causative constructions in the context of a conspectus of
another phenomenon, usually serialization or complementation. Agyekum (2004)
however, is a notable exception; it treats causativity as a topic on its own.
Agyekum (2004) provides some morphosyntactic types of the causative and
discusses some semantic types of causatison in Akan. However, Agyekum’s
(2004) study of Akan causatives is presented in a rather short paper and does not
discuss in detail some key syntactic and semantic issues such as the clause
structure and properties of various causative expressions and the different event
types of causation expressed in Akan causatives. Thus, significantly, a detailed
account of causative constructions is conspicuously missing from the Akan

linguistics literature.



The aim of this study, therefore, is to bridge the gap in the study of Akan by
providing a detailed account of causative constructions in the language. The study
supplies novel data to the cross-linguistic study of the causative and interrogates
some of the characterization and conception of the causative found in the
literature. The causative provides one of the best platforms on which the grammar
of a language can be studied as it encompasses all aspects of grammar such as
phonology, morphology, syntax, semantics and pragmatics (Comrie 1989:165).
Consequently, linguistic research on any language must necessarily include a study

of causative constructions to be complete.

2.0 AIMS/OBJECTIVES
This thesis has three main goals:
(1).  To explore the morphosyntactic means used to express causation in
Akan
(2).  To examine the syntax of causatives in Akan by identifying tests
which could be used to determine the syntactic properties of different
causative expressions in the language
(3). To present a semantic analysis of the major event types of causation
expressed in causatives in Akan using Talmy’s force-dynamics

framework.



3.0 DATA

Some of the data for this study are sentences extracted from various written works
such as books and novels written in the Akan language. Sentences used in written
works are more likely to be accepted by a wide range of speakers as they tend to
reflect a more acceptable way of speaking. This type of data will be necessary for
establishing major event types of causation as we may be able to find contextual
information on the constructions used. Where data elicited from native speakers of
the language are used these are indicated accordingly. In many instances, however,

the sentences used are from my native speaker knowledge.

4.0 THE AKAN LANGUAGE

4.1 Dialects

Akan is a Kwa language of the Niger-Congo language family. The name Akan
refers to a group of dialects spoken in the Ashanti, Eastern, Brong Ahafo, Central
and Western regions of Ghana. Pockets of Akan speaking communities can also be
located in Cote D’Ivoire (Dolphyne and Dakubu 1988; Agyekum 2012). Akan has
quite a number of dialects namely, Asante, Fante, Akuapem, Bono or Bron (also
Abron, spoken in Cote D’Ivoire), Wasa, Agona, Akyem, Kwahu, Denkyira, Assin,
Akwamu (Dolphyne and Dakubu 1988; Lewis 2009). Also, some of the dialects
have identifiable sub-dialects. For instance, Fante can be divided into sub-dialects
like Anomabo Fante, Abura Fante, Agona and Gomua (Dolphyne and Dakubu
1988:52). Again, according to Bota (2002), Bono has about six identifiable sub-
dialects which are spoken in six different towns namely, Jaman,

Berekum/Sunyani/Dormaa, Wenchi/Techiman, Nkoranza/Kintampo and Atebubu.



However, it is believed that the sub-dialect spoken in Wenchi/Techiman area is the
closest to the Bono dialect as speakers are thought to be original Bono settlers

(Bota 2002).

Statistics from the 2000 Housing and Population Census conducted in Ghana
indicates that of all the main dialects of Akan, Asante is the most widely spoken
with over 2.5 million speakers, followed by Fante with over 1.7 million speakers
and Bono with just under 800,000 speakers (Ghana Statistical Service 2002).3
Usually, many speakers associate themselves with the names of the dialects even
though the dialects are mutually intelligible and the material culture of the people
is quite similar. It is also the case that mutual intelligibility between the dialects
reduces as geographical distance increases between dialect speaking areas. In the
1950’s, however, the name Akan was adopted to refer to all the dialects of the
language (Dolphyne 1975). However, Dolphyne and Dakubu (1988) note that
“even today, many people will still say they speak the Fante or the Twi language
rather than the Akan language.” The name Twi is sometimes used to refer to the
same group of languages although it has been asserted that Twi excludes the Fante

varieties (Dolphye and Dakubu 1988; Osam 2004:2).

Among the dialects, Akuapem, Asante and Fante have different orthographies
which are officially recognized and taught in schools. However, in the 1950’s, a
committee was charged to develop a unified orthography for the dialects (Akan
orthography) so that publications in the language would not have to be written

over again into the different dialects (Dolphyne and Dakubu 1988:57). In practice,



however, the unified orthography has not been rigorously enforced; hence, written
works continue to use individual orthographies of the dialects. In this thesis, the
Asante dialect is used as the default language; where examples are from different
dialects these are indicated accordingly as (Fa.) for Fante, (Ak.) for Akuapem,

(Kw.) for Kwahu, (Aky.) for Akyem and (Bo.) for Bono.

4.2 Sociolinguistic Aspects

Akan is the most prominent indigenous language spoken in Ghana in terms of
number of speakers; it is the most widely spoken language across the country. In
fact, according to the 2000 Housing and Population Census, it is estimated that
over seven million people speak the language. A good number of people in the
country also use Akan as a second language. However, as Osam (2004:2)
indicates, because of lack of substantive research in this development, it is hard to

conclude on the number of people who actually use Akan as a second language.

In Ghana, the main lingua franca is often considered to be English which also has
the status of official language. It seems, however, that the English language does
not enjoy this prestige alone but enters into an overlapping function with Akan as
lingua franca in what may be described as a ‘double overlapping diglossic’
language situation (Guerini 2006; see also Fasold 1984). English is limited in
terms of its function as a lingua franca because only educated people resort to its
use when there is no common mother tongue among interlocutors. On the other
hand, Akan may be used by both the literate and non-literate folk in the absence of

a common first language.



Akan is increasingly used in various domains of communication across the
country. In education, the indigenous languages are sanctioned as the medium of
instruction in the lower primary (class 1-3) where possible, after which years it is
taught as a subject in the schools. Akan and other indigenous languages are also

studied as a subject at almost all levels of education in the country.

Akan has also gained prestige, over the years, as the language of the media. With
the sprouting of many radio stations, Akan is used to hold many programmes like
political talk shows, newspaper review programmes and perhaps more importantly,
in broadcasting major news bulletins. Some radio stations broadcast news over 20
different radio frequencies and networks at a time aiding the spread of the
language. Many people who call during phone-in sessions on many radio stations
may use Akan regardless of their mother tongue. Thus, for many of the radio
stations in the Greater Accra, Ashanti, Eastern, Brong Ahafo, Western and Central
regions of Ghana, Akan is the dominant language used in broadcasting.
Consequently, Akan has gained a status as the language of advertisement of goods
and services on the radio and television networks across the country (see Anderson
and Wiredu 2007; Vanderpuije 2010). Furthermore, some churches who hitherto
had their church service in mainly English now have ‘Akan Service,” in their quest
to reach the non-literate populace. Still, other English-only churches employ

interpreters to interpret sermons from English into Akan.



The movie and music industry also testify to the pervasiveness of the use of Akan
in the country. Interestingly, the past decade has seen a tremendous surge in the
production of movies which use only Akan as the language of communication.
Such movies have gained much popularity in most parts of the country and have
become acceptable to the Ghanaian populace. This is especially evident in the
upsurge of Ghanaian sensational comedy movies which have become much
popular with the introduction of Akan as the language of communication which

has delighted local folks and others alike.

The story in the music industry is quite similar. Since the introduction of hip-life
music (which is a combination of hip-hop and highlife or afro beats), Akan has
been the main language used in this genre (although Pidgin English has featured
quite prominently in some songs). The most popular and sensational hip-life songs
are produced in Akan rap and twists. Some artistes have even gained a reputation
for using some forms in Akan usually associated with the older folks and those
proficient in the language. Thus, many hip-life artistes try to perfect their rapping
and singing skills in Akan signifying recognition, on the part of the musicians, of

the important function of the language in most Ghanaian societies.

Of course, in many Ghanaian communities, indigenous Ghanaian languages (apart
from Akan) play various important roles. However, the coverage of Akan (in terms
of its usage) seems to engulf quite a large geographical area and it is employed
frequently in a wide range of communicative settings than any other Ghanaian

language. Perhaps Osam (2004:3) is right when he concludes that “even though no



official declaration has been made, Akan is growing in its influence as a potential
national language, especially since people who speak other languages sometimes

use it as a lingua franca.”

4.3 Linguistic Features
In this section, | will introduce some aspects of Akan phonology, morphology and

syntax and the related research which has been carried out in these areas.

4.3.1 Phonology

Akan has eighteen (18) consonants and nine (9) oral vowels with a tenth vowel /&/
which is a variant of /a/ (Dolphyne and Dakubu 1988). The vowels are grouped
into two sets based on tongue root properties. Set | has {i, e, u, o, &} which are
vowels produced with advanced tongue root (+ATR) while Set Il consists of {1, &,
a, o, v} produced with unadvanced tongue root (-ATR). Five (5) of the nine
vowels, {i, T, &, G, ,} can be nasalized. In verbal and nominal affixation, vowel(s)
selected harmonize in ATR value with the vowel(s) in the verb or nominal stem to
yield what has been referred to as cross-height harmony (Stewart 1967). In the
Fante dialect, vowel prefixes harmonize also in (un)rounding feature with the

vowel(s) in the verb or nominal stem.*

Akan, like many of the Kwa languages, is a tonal language. There are two
identifiable tones in the language: low (7) and high (") tones. The tones perform
both lexical and grammatical functions in the language (Dolphyne 1988). This

means that the meaning of a word does not depend only on the vowels and
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consonants which make up the word but also on the tone marking of the form.
Thus, the different meanings of the form papa (4a-c) depend on the tonal melody
on the word. Also, (4a-c) shows that the tone bearing unit (TBU) is a vowel (but
sometimes a syllabic nasal) (Dolphyne 1988). In this study, therefore, | will mark

tones in the various examples.

(4a. Kofipapa
Kofi father
Kofi’s father.

b. Kofi papa
Kofi fan
Kofi’s fan.

C. Kofi papa
Kofi good
Kofi’s goodness.

The phonology of Akan has been extensively studied. In this vein, Schacter and
Fromkin’s (1968) research remains a classic. At the time, their work provided the
sole reference for the phonological system of the Akan language in a comparative
study. Significantly, their work served as a springboard for subsequent
investigation into the phonology of Akan. Following Schacter and Fromkin’s
(1968) generative phonological description of Akan, Cahill (1985) presented an
analysis of the relationship between nasality and tonal structure in autosegmental
phonology. His work provided diachronic information on the development of some

verbal aspects in the language.
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Dolphyne (1988) also provides a descriptive presentation of the phonology of
Akan and her work has remained an important introductory book to the study of
Akan phonology until now. Dolphyne (1988) presented the vowel and consonant
inventory of the language and explained how vowel harmony is manifested. She
also examined the underlying tonal structure of Akan word classes and how tonal
contrasts in the language can be identified (downdrift, downstep and gliding
pitches). Dolphyne’s (1988) work is important because it is has become the most
comprehensive comparative analysis of the phonology of Akan (with keen
attention to the dialectal differences) after Schacter and Fromkin’s (1968) earlier

work.

Topics in Akan phonology which have been researched into include tone marking
and tonal sandhi rules in phrasal categories (Abakah 2005a and 2005b, 2010;
Marfo 2004), tone in focus and topic constructions (Boadi 1974; Marfo 2003,
2005; Genzel 2013) and vowel harmony (Boadi 1963; Stewart 1967; Clements
1981; O’keefe 2003). A collection of UCLA papers published in 1987 also
presented research on the phonetic properties of Akan vowels and how these can
be distinguished in some of the dialects of the language (see for example, Hess

1987 and Lindau 1987).

4.3.2 Syntax and Morphology
The predominant word order in clausal constituents in Akan is SVO, or in Dryer’s
(2007) terms, SV:VO. Greenberg’s (1963) universal word order generalization

predicts that if a language has SVO word order it would exhibit a Prep > NP
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constituent order and that “SVO ‘posts’ are unusual” (Dryer 2007:79). Akan,
however, can be identified as one of these ‘unusual’ SVO languages which have
postpositions as opposed to prepositions. In this language, the coding of space,
location or landmark of an entity in relation to another is expressed by morphemes
which are, in fact, nouns (see Osam et al. 2011). These nouns are derived largely
from two sources: body and object parts. The term postposition has been used to
refer to these lexical items mainly because they follow the noun whose location or
space they describe. Examples (5a) and (6a) show the use of body part akyi ‘back’
and anint ‘face’ as independent nouns which are heads of the NP respectively.
However, in (5b) and (6b) akyi and anim occur as a possessed noun and function

as locative/spatial morphemes.

(5)a. Akyiné 4-moéa
back DET PERF-dent
The back is dented.

b. Abofrané gyina &fié né  akyi
child DET stand house DET back
The child is standing behind the house.
(6)a. Anih né6  a-yé fi
Face DET PERF-do dirty
The face/front is dirty.
b. Kéané anih a-moéa
Car DET face/front PERF-dent
The front (part) of the car is dented.

Thus, the so-called postpositions straddle between categories because they diverge
functionally. Syntactically, such forms are nouns but they may also have the

grammatical functions of coding location, space or landmark of one entity in
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relation to another. Consequently, Osam et al. (2011:118) propose that they be
referred to as relator nouns in the language.® Thus, the force of grammaticalization

in employing existing forms for novel functions can be seen in the Akan language.
As far as grammatical relations are concerned, Akan employs a
nominative/accusative system for nominals in sentences. This order is specified in

the pronominal system of the language (see Table 1.1 below).

Table 1.1. Akan pronominal system (based on Osam 2004:4)

Person Nominative Accusative
1 me me
SG 2 woli- (Fa.) wo
3 > no/ne (POSS)
1 ye-lhen (Fa.) yen/hen (Fa.)
PL 2 mo-/wo- (Fa.) mo/hom (Fa.)
3 Wo-lye-/omo (AS.) won/yen/hon (Fa.)/omo
Inanimate & 0]
(Ma. Me ma-a woO bi

1SGSUBJ give-COMPL 2SGOBJ some
| gave you some (of it).

b. W6 ma-a me bi
2SGSUBJ give-COMPL 1SGOBJ some
You gave me some (of it).

C. D-ma-a nod bi
3SGSUBJ-give-COMPL 3SGOBJ some
He/she gave him/her some (of it).
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(8)a. Y&-bo-0 mo
1PLSUBJ-beat-COMPL 2PLOBJ
We beat you.

b. M6-bd-d yeh
2PLSUBJ-beat-COMPL 1PLOBJ
You beat us.

C. W3-/ye-b0-0 wiN/yen
3PLSUBJ-beat-COMPL 3PLOBJ
They beat them.

As shown in (7a-b), in Asante, the first and second person singular subject and
object pronouns have the same form and their subject or object status is
determined by their relative positions in the clause. The third person singular
subject and object pronouns, however, have different morphological forms and,
therefore, their position in the clause is rather fixed (7c). With first and third
person plural pronouns, there is a drop of the final consonant of the form in the
subject pronoun such that the morpheme together with the verb (and its
inflections) form a phonological word (8a, c). On the other hand, the second
person plural subject and object are represented by the same form but

distinguished based on their position in the sentence (8b).

In addition to pronominal marking, however, Akan has other ways of telling
subjects from objects. Osam (1994a, 1996 and 2000) observed that the distinction
between subject and object NPs in the language can be seen more clearly in
behavioral or rule-governed properties of the NPs in a clause. For example, only

the grammatical subject may “control zero pronominalization under coreference in
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clause chaining” (Osam 1996:257). Thus, in the clause it is only the subject NP
which may control the deletion of pronominal marking on non-initial verbs in a

(serial verb) construction. Consider the following examples in (9a-b).

(9a. Yaw fré-¢ Yaa @-soma-a no
Yaw call-COMPL Yaa 3SGSUBJ-send-COMPL 3SGOBJ
B-kd>-> Nkran

3SGSUBJ-go-COMPL  Accra
Yaw called Yaa and sent her to Accra.

b. *Yaw fré-¢ Yaa @-soméa-a 1]
Yaw call-COMPL Yaa 3SGSUBJ-send-COMPL 3SGOBJ
B-kd>-> Nkran

3SGSUBJ-go-COMPL  Accra
Yaw called Yaa and sent her to Accra.

Thus, in (9a), it is only the subject (Yaw) which may control the deletion of
pronominal marking on the verb under coreference. An object, on the other hand,
does not have a choice in this matter but has to be overtly marked in the sentence
as deletion of the coreferent pronoun may result in an ungrammatical sentence
(9b). As we shall note in chapter four, the different behavioral properties of
subjects and objects is vital in understanding the syntax and nature of grammatical

relations exhibited in the causative in Akan.

With regard to the morphological expression of time in Akan, Dolphyne (1987)
identifies ten (10) tense/aspect verbal forms namely, Habitual,
Stative/Continuative, Past, Perfect, Progressive, Immediate Future, Indefinite

Future, Consecutive, Imperative | and Imperative Il. For the most part, the
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tense/aspect categories are coded on verbs through affixation. Examples of
tense/aspect categories which are marked through affixation include the Perfect,

Progressive, Consecutive Past and Future.

Some of the tense/aspect categories, however, take on different meanings in
certain contexts in the language. Consider, for example, the future tense. In Akan,
future time is marked by a prefix /be-/ on the verb stem and this can also be used
to express other irrealis meanings such as marking an event as prospective or
potential. Thus, Boadi (2008:22-24) indicates that in certain contexts, “the future

affix does not refer to future time at all.” Consider the sentences in (10a-c) below.

(10)a. Kofi bé-ks fié dkyéna
Kofi FUT-go house tomorrow
Kofi will go home tomorrow.

7z

b. €-bé-hyé akonwad né  4sé
3SGSUBJ-IRR-be.in chair DET under
It may be (concealed) under the chair.

c €-bé-yé sé  >-baa hé
3SGSUBJ-IRR-be that 3SGSUBJ-come-COMPL here
It is possible/likely that he/she came here.

In (10a), it can be observed that /be-/ is used to mark future time which is
confirmed by the presence of the adverb okyena ‘tomorrow’. However, in (10b),
when /be-/ occurs with a stative verb, it expresses prospective (or irrealis)
meaning. Also, /be-/ may be used as a modal expressing possibility. Thus,

although /be-/ is usually analyzed as a future tense marker, the form is not an
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exclusive future tense morpheme rather it is primarily used to express prospective

meanings which may involve future time reference.

Not all tense/aspect categories in the language, however, are marked through
affixation. The habitual is marked by a high tone on the final vowel of the verb
(Boadi 2008:17). Even though the language does not have a present tense
morpheme per se, present time can be deduced from the habitual and other

imperfective aspects. Consider the examples in (11a-b).

(11)a. Kwame gyina ha
Kwame stand.HAB here
Kwame stands here (everyday).

b. D-kasa dodo
3SGSUBJ-talk. HAB many
He talks too much (i.e. he is a talkative).

Examples (11a-b) can be said to convey a present time reading. This is because, as
Comrie (1985a:39) notes, “sentences with habitual aspectual meaning refer not to
a sequence of situations recurring at intervals, but rather to a habit, a characteristic
situation which holds at all times.” Thus, (11a-b) involve present time because the
proposition of the utterance spreads over from the past through present to the

future.

In Akan, past time marking can be realized in two main ways: (a) it is marked by
lengthening the final vowel (or nasal) of the verb if the verb stem is followed by a

direct object or an adverbial; (b) if the verb occurs at clause final (without an
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object or adverbial) the suffix /-i/ or /-e/ (each selected to reflect vowel harmony)
is used (compare (12a-b)). The Asante dialect employs the suffix /-ee/ or /-ye/ in
the latter context (12c). However, in negation, past time is marked by a prefix /a-/
(12d). The negative is marked by a homorganic nasal prefix which takes its form

by copying the place of articulation of the initial consonant of the verb stem.

(12)a. Ama ba-a fié
Ama come-COMPL  home
Ama came home.

b. Ama ba-¢
Ama come-COMPL

Ama came.
C. Ama ba-ee
Ama come-COMPL
Ama came.
d. Ama 4-n-td duid nd

Ama COMPL-NEG-uproot tree DET
Ama did not uproot the tree.

Following Osam (1994a, 2004), morphemes expressing past time have been
glossed as Completive aspect (COMPL) in this thesis. Osam (2004) has shown
that Akan is better analyzed as an aspectual-modal language which makes a two-
way distinction between future and non-future time. He argues that the morphemes
which code past time are better identified as completive aspect rather than past
tense markers because the primary function of such morphemes is to mark
perfective or completive events and that past time is only a secondary meaning.

Thus, the so-called past tense morpheme, in effect, expresses events as a
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completed whole. According to Osam (2004:8), this explains why the morpheme is
not compatible with imperfective aspects, such as the Progressive (see ch. 4,
section 3.1 for discussion on marking of Progressive). Consider the following

sentences in (13a-c).

(13)a. Ama bo-0 abdfra nd
Ama beat. COMPL child DET
Ama beat the child.

b. Ama-a bo  abdfrd néd
Ama-PROG beat child DET
Ama is beating the child.

C. * Ama-a bo-0 abdfra né
Ama-PROG beat-COMPL child DET
Ama was beating the child.

d. Me-ka-5¢ né nad Ama-a b6 abdfra no
1SGSUBJ-go-COMPL DET CONJ Ama-PROG beat child DET
When | went Aman was beating the child.

Thus, the unacceptability of (13c) is due to the fact that an event cannot be
expressed as completed and ongoing at the same time. Note, however, that the
English translation of (13c) is grammatical because be is inflected for Past tense.
The primary function of the so-called past tense, therefore, is to express an event
as completed and past time reference is a product of completive events. In
expressing past imperfective events, however, Akan employs a discourse particle
(or conjunction) na which anchors an initial event in the past so that the noninitial

event can be inflected with the progressive.®
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Akan is widely known for the use of multi-verb constructions or verb serialization.
Since Christaller (1875) identified serialization as a prominent linguistic feature of
Akan over a century ago, subsequent works have shed light on the semantic and
syntactic properties of serialization, albeit with different outcomes (Stewart 1963b;
Ansre 1966; Lord 1973, 1993; Essilfie 1977 and 1984; Dolphyne 1987; Osam
1994a and 1994b, 1996, 1997 and 2004; van der Veen 1998; Agyemang 2002;
Hellan et al. 2003). Osam (1994a) classified Akan verb serialization into two
types: Clause Chaining (CC) and Integrated Serial Verb Construction (ISVC). The
CC type (14a) consists of verb series which chains separate events in a sequential
order. On the other hand, in ISVC the verb series code a tightly integrated or
unitary event. Thus, even though in (14b) there are two verbs gye ‘take’ and di
‘eat’ these are not two separate events but are used metaphorically to express the
unitary event of believing someone. As shown in (14a-b), in both CC and ISVC,
however, there is uniformity in the marking of tense/aspect and mood categories

(for the relevant discussion, see Osam 1994a, 2004; Dolphyne 1987).

Clause Chaining (CC)

(14)a. Ama sdré-¢ andpa  si-i nnééma
Ama stand-COMPL morning wash-COMPL things
Ama got up this morning and washed (her) clothes.

Integrated Serial Verb Construction (ISVC)

b. Akosua gye-¢ Akwasi di-¢¢
Akosua take-COMPL Akwasi eat-COMPL
Akosua believed (in) Akwasi.
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Clause chaining (CC) and Integrated SVC (ISVC) display different semantic
properties. In CCs the verb series express clearly identifiable sub-events which can
be separated by a conjunction (15a). However, as was observed in (14b), ISVCs
involve a series of verbs which are highly lexicalized and, therefore, function
together as a single predicate. Consequently, in ISVC, the verb series cannot be

separated by a conjunction hence, the ungrammaticality of (15b).

(15)a. Ama sdré-¢ andpa  na O-si-i nnééma
Ama stand-COMPL morning and 3SGSUBJ wash-COMPL things
Ama got up this morning and she washed (her) clothes.

b.  *Akosua gye-¢ Akwasi na 0-di-i
Akosua take-COMPL Akwasi and 3SGSUBJ-eat-COMPL
Akosua believed Akwasi.

Van der Veen (1998:48) notes another important syntactic difference between the
two SVCs found in the language:

In Akan, the semantic property of SVC proper [ISVC] ...
corresponds to a syntactic restriction, namely that no adverb
can intervene between the shared object NP1 and V2 [but] in
SVCs other than SVC proper [CC], the adverb can in fact
appear between NP1 and V».”

Consider (16a-b).

(16)a. Bamfo fre-¢ Frema (éndéra) soma-a nod
Bamfo call-COMPL Frema yesterday send-COMPL 3SGOBJ
Bamfo called Frema (yesterday) and sent her.
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b. Akua bd-3 mpaéé (*énéra) ma-a Akwasi
Akua break-COMPL prayer yesterday give-COMPL Akwasi
Akua prayed (yesterday) for Akwasi.

We observe from (16a) that an adverb may be inserted between NP1 and V2 in
clause chaining SVC (where the adverb has necessary scope over V1) but this is
not possible in an ISVC (16b) because of high integration of the events described
by the verb series. This analysis is significant in that it shows the structural
position(s) and functions of adverbs in the clause. Significantly, (15) and (16)
intimate a strong relationship between the occurrence or non-occurrence of a
conjunction or an adverb in a sentence and the level of semantic or syntactic
integration exhibited in a sentence. Thus, where two related constructions seem to
display similar syntactic structures a plausible technique would be to determine the
distribution of functional items in the clause and the relative syntactic
consequence(s) for the sentence. As | will demonstrate in chapter four, the two
types of analytic causatives found in Akan are better analyzed by applying similar

tests to each of the constructions to reveal their syntactic properties.

Significantly, research on serialization in Akan has emphasized
grammaticalization— the development of functional items from lexical
morphemes— as a potent force in the synchronic state of the language. A number of
studies have identified some lexical items which have lost some or all their lexical
properties and have taken on grammatical functions in serial verb constructions.

For instance, Ansre (1966) observed the development of the verb w3 ‘be at’ in



23

SVCs and concluded that this morpheme is better analyzed, not as a verb, but
rather as ‘verbid’ because in SVCs it does not inflect for tense/aspect categories of

any kind.” Notice the different functions of wsin the sentences below in (17a-b).

(17)a. Kwame wd Nkran
Kwame be.at Accra
Kwame is in Accra.

b. Kwame k-3 sukdaud wd Nkran
Kwame go-COMPL school in  Accra
Kwame went to school in Accra.

Examples (17a-b) show that the locative morpheme is never inflected for
tense/aspect in the sentence. Accordingly, Ansre (1966) argues that a sentence like
(17b) is no longer an SVC since in reality it does not contain two verbs but one.
Ansre’s (1966) observation of the status of wJ as a ‘verbid’ has been supported by
Lord (1973) who also states that the form should be considered as a preposition.?
While there is a consensus that w3 has lost its verbal properties in SVCs, Osam
(1994b) argues that evidence in the language show, however, that the conclusion
that w3 is not a verb seems somewhat premature. This is because as shown in (17a-
b), there are clearly two different functions of w3 in these sentences. In (17a), the
morpheme occurs as the lexical verb of the sentence but in (17b) as a locative
morpheme. Thus, the behavior of ws demonstrates Hopper’s (1991) principle of
divergence where a lexical item may diverge functionally retaining its lexical uses

but also taking on some grammatical functions as well.
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Indeed the force of grammaticalization has been shown to be at work in the
development of new meanings and functions of existing lexical items in the Akan
language.® Grammaticalization has, therefore, become a crucial theory in
understanding, not only the function of certain words, but also the development of
some constructions in language. For instance, some dialects of Akan are
developing alternative constructions via grammaticalization. A case in point is the
grammaticalization of the GIVE construction into a causative construction in
Akan. In chapter three, we examine the development of the verb ma ‘give’ into a

benefactive marker, causative marker, a resultative marker and a complementizer.

The foregone review of the literature on Akan phonology and syntax reveals that a
great deal of work has been done on the language as far as some linguistic topics
are concerned. Indeed, there have been a number of doctoral theses on aspects of
the syntax of Akan for over four decades (for example, Stewart 1963a; Boadi
1966; Essilfie 1977; Saah 1994; Osam 1994a; Ofori 2006). Linguistic research on
Akan, however, is far from exhaustive. It has been iterated in this chapter that even
though research on causative constructions has been active for over half a century
in the general linguistic research arena, an extensive study of the phenomenon in
Akan is yet to be underetaken. Thus, this study would add to what we know about
the syntax and semantics of Akan by presenting a detailed account of causative

constructions.
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5.0 SIGNIFICANCE OF THE STUDY

This study reopens the discussion on multiverbal constructions and/or serialization
by emphasizing a prototypical approach to the study of clause types in Akan. The
study demonstrates that rather than insisting on necessary and sufficient conditions
in identifying a clause as an instance of serialization or otherwise it would be more
beneficial to consider the prototypicality of each type of construction based on
what is typically assumed for a category and show where it converges or diverges
with those assumptions. In this way, we would avoid the proverbial ‘throwing the
baby away with the bath water.” Also, this research supplies fresh data to cross-
linguistic studies of the causative and identifies the status of Akan in language

typology studies of causative constructions.

6.0 STRUCTURE OF THE THESIS

This study is organized into six chapters. Chapter one has presented the
introductory issues about the topic, information on the language under
investigation, objectives of the study and significance of the research. In chapter
two, | will review the relevant literature on the linguistic expression of causation
as far as its morphology, syntax and semantics are concerned. Also in this chapter,
| present an introduction to Talmy’s (2000) Force-Dynamics framework which |
employ in analyzing the semantics of causation in Akan. Chapter three presents an
overview of formal types of causative expressions and their morphosyntactic
properties. In chapter four, I will examine the syntax of causatives with emphasis
on the clausal properties and structure of each causative expression. Chapter five

presents a Force-Dynamics analysis of the semantics of causative expressions in
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Akan. The summary and conclusions of the study and recommendations for future

research are presented in chapter six.
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ENDNOTES

! The study of causation in Philosophy, however, predates the linguistic study of this notion and
can be dated back to David Hume’s (1711-1779) pioneering work Treatise of Human Nature. See
Wolff (2008) for a review of the different accounts of causation in Philosophy and Psychology.

2 In this thesis, we will invariably use the term ‘causation’ to refer to the conceptual notion of
interaction between bodies but ‘causative’ or ‘causativity’ to represent the linguistic expression of
this notion in language.

3 Unfortunately, however, the 2010 Housing and Population Census report does not include
statistics on speakers of the different Ghanaian languages.

4 Boadi (2009) provides a comprehensive comparative study of the phonology of verbal affixes in
seven Volta Comoe languages.

5 Osam et al. (2011) suggest, however, that the relator noun mu ‘inside’ is advanced on the cline of
grammaticalization in becoming a spatial or locative suffix since it may cliticize (as -m) on a
preceding verb or noun in a phrase.

& The issue of whether Akan has a past tense has not been resolved, at least, not among linguists
working on the language. For example, Boadi (2012) asserts that any system needs at least two
members (or points of reference) for it to work. Thus, by postulating that there is future tense in the
language, there must also be another tense namely, the past. Boadi, however, does not provide any
empirical evidence for this assertion; neither does his analysis provide an explanation for the
incompatibility of the past and imperfective aspect in the language.

7 Actually, Christaller (1875:76) was the first to have recorded that the verbs ws, s€ and gye “have
so far stripped off their verbal character and have become mere particles, as they do not assume any
prefixes ... nor the negative prefix.”

8 Lord (1973) categorizes w5 as a preposition because Ansre (1966) does not assign any syntactic
class to the ‘verbid’. Also, even though Boadi (1968:83, footnote 2) agrees with Ansre (1966) that
WJ is not a verb, he rejects the idea of classifying it as a “verbid’ because of the lack of evidence or
research to support ‘verbid’ as a syntactic category.

% For example, Amfo (2007, 2010) traces the development of the noun phrase conjunction n(y)e
from a copula verb in the language. Osam (1994b) also provides a survey of verbal forms which are
at different stages of grammaticalization in Akan. A discussion on the grammaticalization of body-
part nouns into relator nouns has been reopened by Osam et al. (2011).
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CHAPTER TWO

LITERATURE REVIEW AND THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK

1.0 INTRODUCTION

Causation has been shown to be basic to human conceptual organisation and
structuring (Lakoff and Johnson 1980; Talmy 2000%Y). According to Croft
(1998:68) “the world appears to be made up of an extremely complex causal
network unfolding through time” and it is from this “complex causal network™ that
units of events are organized and expressed in language. The causative thus
provides the underlying schema or fundamental conceptual structure from which
events are perceived, organised, understood and subsequently expressed in

language. Consequently, the notion of causation can be expressed in all languages.

Linguistically, the causative involves striking interfaces between different aspects
of language. Thus, Comrie (1989:165) observes:
Internally to linguistics, causative constructions are important
because their study, even within a single language, but perhaps
more clearly cross-linguistically, involves the interaction of

various components of the over-all linguistic description,
including semantics, syntax and morphology.

Therefore, understanding the structure of causative constructions is recognised as
key to understanding language structure as a whole. The discussion which follows

provides a review of some of the relevant theories put forward in the study of
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causative constructions across languages. Included in this review is a conspectus
of some of the challenging issues raised concerning various characterizations of
causative constructions with regard to their morpho-syntactic and semantic types
evident in different languages and the implications of such analysis in accounting
for the causative in Akan. I will conclude this chapter with an introduction to the

theoretical framework employed in this study namely, Talmy’s force dynamics.

2.0 DEFINING CAUSATION IN LANGUAGE

All languages have a means of expressing some form of causative relation between
two bodies or objects. However, providing a comprehensive, cross-linguistic
definition of the causative has been anything but straightforward. This is due, in
part, to the fact that across languages, we often find more than one means available
to speakers in expressing causation. Again, since the range of causative
expressions available in a language is an ultimate reflection of the different causal
relations identified and distinguished by speakers “ready-made labels” which
suggest a priori, strict, cross-linguistic valid generalizations of the causative often
fall short of providing crucial insight into the linguistic structure of such
expressions in language (see Wierzbicka 1998:116-117). As such, definitions of
the causative have sufficed in relation to specific languages but have often proved

inadequate when accounting for the same phenomenon in other languages.

Shibatani (1976:1-2), however, put forward two conditions which characterise the

causative situation:
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(i).  The relation between the two events is such that the speaker
believes that the occurrence of one event, the “caused event,”
has been realized at to, which is after t;, the time of the
“causing event.”

(if).  The relation between the causing and the caused event is such
that the speaker believes that the occurrence of the caused
event is wholly dependent on the occurrence of the causing
event; the dependency of the two events here must be to the
extent that it allows the speaker to entertain a counterfactual
inference that the caused event would not have taken place at
that particular time if the causing event had not taken place,
provided that all else had remained the same.

Shibatani’s (1976) characterization provides valuable insight into the conception
of the causative situation. Significantly, what constitutes a causative situation is
essentially a perceptual construct. Thus, Kemmer and Verhagen (1994) also
observe that

In talking about causative, we are not referring to some notion of
causation in the physical world, but rather to the human
conceptualization of causation, which must be based in some
fundamental mode or modes of thinking and organizing perceived
reality that allows humans to interact successfully with their
physical and social environment (Kemmer and Verhagen 1994:
117, italics mine).

In other words, the expression of causation is largely dependent on a speaker’s
world view. In turn, a speaker’s world view is shaped by his immediate (physical)
surroundings. As Evans and Green (2006) note:

The concepts we have access to and the nature of the ‘reality’
we think and talk about are a function of our embodiment: we
can only talk about what we can perceive and conceive, and the
things that we can perceive and conceive derive from
embodied experience... it is experience, meaningful to us by
virtue of our embodiment, that forms the basis of many of our
most fundamental concepts (Evans and Green 2006:46).
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Accordingly, the idea of causation is grounded in the cognitive experience of
speakers and, therefore, its perception and ultimately, its grammatical
representation, may vary from speaker to speaker and from language to language.
For example, according to Wolff et al. (2010), entities which may act as possible
causers in a causative construction differ considerably from language to language.
Their research shows that while in some languages objects like ‘knife’ and ‘fork’
are possible causers, in other languages such objects cannot be expressed as
causers. Nevertheless, it can be noted that since embodied experience may be
identical across cultures we can expect to find in different languages similar
syntactic and semantic organisation of the range of causative meanings and

expressions.

Causation also involves temporal sequencing between two (or more) events. The
causative situation basically involves two events, causing and caused events,
which have different temporal profiles; the causing event has temporal precedence
over the caused event. Since the causing event is construed as occurring at a time
ty prior to the caused event time tz, in grammatical representation, this iconic order
is usually expected and often realised (Song 1996 and 2008; Haiman 1985;
Gilguin 2010).2 However, defining the causative this way does not take into
account the various word order parameters found across languages. For example,
while the supposed iconic ordering of causing and caused events may be displayed
in languages with SVO word order (1a), this relationship may not obtain in SOV

(1b) or OSV (1c) languages.
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Akan

()a. Kofi ma-a toa né bd-ee
Kofi make-COMPL bottle DET break-COMPL
Kofi made the bottle break.

Basque

b. Haiek Letona-ri liburu-a galdu erazi zioten
they-ERG Letona-DAT book-ABS lose ~ make AUX
They made Letona lose the book
(Kemmer and Verhagen 1994:123).

Jacaltec

C. Ch-ach w-a’ Xewoj
ASP-2ABS  1ERG-give to rest
I make you rest (Craig 1977:362, in Newman 1996:175).

The causative situation also involves a logical sequence between two events such
that the caused event is presented as totally dependent on the causing event; thus,
if the causing event has not occurred then the caused event would also not occur.
Many counterfactual models of causation emphasise that causation involves de
facto dependence of caused event on causing event and these are usually stated in
the form of necessary conditions and counterfactual probabilities (Wolff 2007).
However, as Wolff (2007:84) observes, the use of necessary conditions criteria in
dependency models of causation may distort the representation of speakers’
perception of causation because of the tendency of over-generating causers which
may lead to the wrong conclusion about the causative relation. Thus, for example,
even though ‘thunder’ is associated with power outages, it does not cause power

outages (Wolff 2007:83). Consequently, which can cause what in language may
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not be organised in terms of counterfactual dependencies or probabilities even

though such correlations may be implied by the meaning of causative expressions.

As has been iterated above, defining the causative presents a formidable challenge
as the range of causative constructions across languages is by no means uniform.
This is due, in a large extent, to the fact that causation as a linguistic notion is
solidly based on speakers’ cognition and view of reality. The varieties of causative
constructions found in language, therefore, correspond to the diverse ways in
which different speakers perceive reality vis-a-vis the morphosyntactic properties
of a language. This problem is further compounded by pragmatic conditions and
other non-linguistic factors which affects language use. Thus, paradoxically, the

difficulty in accounting for the causative crosslinguistically is rather expected.

3.0 TYPOLOGY OF CAUSATIVE CONSTRUCTIONS

3.1 Morphosyntactic Types of Causatives

Traditionally, the causative has been classified into three main types:
morphological, lexical and analytic causatives (Comrie 1989; Dixon 2000). This
classification is based on the various morphosyntactic means of expressing

causation in language.

3.1.1 Morphological Causatives
Morphological causatives involve the use of affixes to express causation.
Morphological causatives can be found in languages with highly agglutinative

morphology, such as Turkish, Quecha, Korean, Marathi, Yaqui, Hindi, Songhai,
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Chichewa and Xhosa (Comrie 1989 and 1985b; Shibatani 1973; Shibatani and
Pardeshi 2002; Guerrero 2007; Kachru 1976; Saksena 1982; Alsina 1992). Comrie
(1989:160) notes regarding (prototypical) morphological causatives that “first, the
causative is related to the non-causative predicate by morphological means, for
instance by affixation... second, one can take any predicate and form a causative
from it.” Morphological causatives may involve reduplication of the verb stem,
vowel lengthening, change in tone, the use of prefixes, suffixes and circumfixes
and consonant mutation (Dixon 2000:33-34). For example, in Xhosa (a Bantu
language spoken in South Africa), a causative morpheme —isa may be attached to a

non-causative verb stem to produce causative meaning, as shown in (2) below.

(2). Morphological causative in Xhosa®

Verb stem Causative

ukufunda ‘to study’ ukufundisa  ‘to teach’

ukutya ‘to eat’ ukutyisa ‘to feed’

ukulala ‘to sleep’ ukulalisa ‘to cause to sleep’
ukuphakama ‘to rise’ ukuphakamisa ‘to lift’

Also, in Yaqui (Uto-Aztecan, spoken in Mexico), the morphological causative
suffix —tua is “most productive” and “combines with any kind of base form

including nouns and statives” in causativization (3a-b) (Guerrero 2007:7).



35

Yaqui (Guerrero 2007:7-8).

Base Form Causative
(3)a. maatu ‘charcoal’ maatu-tua ‘to blacken’
chichi ‘saliva’ chichi-tua ‘to salivate/savor’
b. alle’a ‘be happy’ alle’a-tua ‘to comfort’

elpea ‘be healthy’  elpe-tua ‘to relieve’

Morphological causatives, however, differ in terms of their productivity and
regularity. In some languages, the allomorphic variants of the causative form are
regular and may be conditioned by specific phonological processes. For example,
Turkish has two morphological causative variants, -dir and -t whose occurrence
are phonologically conditioned; the former occurs after consonants (4a) while the

latter occurs after polysyllabic stems (4b) (Shibatani and Pardeshi 2002:108).

Turkish

(4)a. AliHasan-i  o6l-dur-di
Ali Hasan-DO die-CAUS-PAST
Ali caused Hasan to die, killed Hasan (Comrie 1976:263).

b. Dis¢i  mektub-u mudir-e imzala-t-ti
dentist letter-DO director-10 sign-CAUS-PAST
The dentist made the director sign the letter (Comrie 1976:263).

However, in the same language, Turkish, there are irregular morphological
causatives. For example, even though the regular process of deriving the causative
of the verb ak- ‘flow’ and pis- ‘cook’ is expected to be *ak-tir ‘make flow’ and

*pis-tir ‘make cook,” respectively, they are realised as morphologically
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unanalyzable words akit ‘make flow’ and pisir ‘make cook’ (Shibatani and
Pardeshi 2002:108). In effect, these forms must be learned independently as
different lexical words in the language.* Thus, even though morphological
causatives form a distinguishable type of causative expressions, languages
converge around its prototypical type (like in Yaqui) with varying degrees of
productivity. Comrie (1989:160), however, indicates that “there is probably no
language that illustrates the pure prototypical morphological causative, with

unrestricted iterativity of the relevant morphological process.”

Even though Akan has less agglutinative morphology, Boadi (2005) argues that
the language displays morphological causativization through reduplication of the
verb stem. Thus, in (5a), da ‘to sleep’ may be causativized through leftward

reduplication of the stem to become dé-da ‘to put to sleep’ (5b).

(5)a. Kofi da-ag
Kofi sleep-COMPL
Kofi slept.

b. Kofi de-déa-a abdfra no

Kofi CAUS-sleep-COMPL child DET
Kofi put the child to sleep.

It can be noted, however, that the use of reduplication to derive morphological
causatives is very limited in Akan and the process may be applied to a rather

limited number of verbs. In chapter three, we will explore the details of
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reduplicated causative verbs in Akan and show that such forms may be better

analysed as a type of lexical causatives.

3.1.2 Lexical Causatives

Causation may be expressed by lexical verbs in language. It has been said that
“most, if not all, languages have some lexical causatives” (Payne 1997:259). In
lexical causatives “the relation between the expression of effect and the expression
of causative macro-situation is so unsystematic as to be handled lexically, rather
than any productive process” (Comrie 1989:161). Thus, in a lexical causative the
notion of cause and effect is conflated into a single predicate. In other words,

lexical causative verbs have causation as part of their underlying semantics.

Lexical causatives, however, may display causative/non-causative alternation of
lexical verbs (Haspelmath 1993). Causative/non-causative alternation (or
causative/inchoative alternation, a la Haspelmath 1993) refers to “a pair of verbs
which express the same basic situation and differ only in that the causative verb
meaning includes an agent participant who causes the situation” (Haspelmath
1993:90). Haspelmath (1993:89) shows two formal directions of
causative/inchoative derivation which can be attested in language: (a) derivation of
causative from inchoative, and (b) derivation of inchoative from causative. For
example, in Mongolian, the causative xajl-uul-ax ‘melt’ (tr.) is derived from the
inchoative xajl-al ‘melt’ (intr.) but in Russian, the inchoative rasplavit’-sja ‘melt’
(intr.) is derived from the causative rasplavit’ ‘melt’ (tr.) (Haspelmath 1993:89).

However, in a situation where the same form is used in causative/inchoative
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alternation it may be difficult to tell the direction of the causative/inchoative
derivation. For example, in Akan, the same morphological form of the verb bo
‘break’ is used in causative/non-causative alternation (6a-b). Verbs which have the
same morphological form in causative and non-causative uses have been referred

to as labiles (Kulikov 2001).

(6)a. TO& n6  bd-ee (non-causative)
bottle DET break-COMPL
The bottle broke.

b. Ama bd-3 tod  nod (causative)

Ama break-COMPL bottle DET
Ama broke the bottle.

The causative/non-causative alternation of lexical items may involve verb pairs
which display idiosyncratic morphological differences between the non-causative
and causative forms. Such verb pairs are called suppletives and constitute the ideal
or prototypical lexical causative (Comrie 1989). With suppletives, there are two
verbs which are morphologically unrelated to each other but express the same
basic situation, as in (7a-b). However, while one of the verb pair expresses the
event as autonomous or non-causative (7a), the other conveys it as a causative

situation (7b).

(7T)a. Apdhkyé né  wo-i (non-causative)
goat DET die-COMPL
The goat died.



39

b. Kwame kumi-m apankyé noé (causative)
Kwame kill-COMPL goat DET
Kwame killed the goat.

Dixon (2000) provides a number of factors which could give rise to suppletive
pairs in a language. He notes that in some cases, semantic factors in translation
between languages may cause suppletion. For example, according to Dixon
(2000:39), the verb burn when translated into Yimas would have two different
forms: awa ‘burn’ (intr.) and ampu- ‘burn’ (tr.). Dixon (2000) further indicates
that speech styles employed in a language may lead to suppletive forms. He cites
Dyirbal, which has two dialects, Guwal and Dyalngual, according to speech style.
While Dyalngul employs an intransitive affix -irri-, Guwal does not have any
regular morphological process of realizing the intransitive form of the verb (8).
Thus, Dixon (2000:40) observes that “the fact that Dyalnguy uses a single verbal
form for each pair of verbs in Guwal indicates that they do have the same

meaning, and differ just in transitivity.”

(8). Dyirbal (Dixon 2000:40, in Dixon 1972:297).

Guwal Dyalnguy Gloss
bundi- (tr.) yilwu- (tr.) ‘take out’
mayi- (intr.) yilwu-irri (intr.) ‘come out’
bana- (tr.) yuwa- (tr.) ‘break’

gaynyja- (intr.) yuwa-irri (intr.) ‘break’
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Dixon’s observation on Dyirbal suppletive verbs forms echoes the problems
encountered in identifying the underlying or basic verb in causative/non-causative
alternating verbs. While in the case of Dyalnguy one would be quick to say the
derivational morphology smacks of a ‘derived form’ such attestation is missing in
Guwal, as it is in many languages. Furthermore, transitivity cannot be explained
away only as a morphosyntactic phenomenon but has close affinity with semantic
and discourse principles (see Hopper and Thompson 1980; Levin and Rappaport
1995). The irregularities in the realisation of suppletive pairs in language may well
point to different but systematic ways of constructing verb meanings on the one
hand, and assigning morphosyntactic properties to such forms on the other. In
chapter three, | argue that suppletives pairs may be accidental pairs and may not be

created as complement verb pairs as such.

3.1.3 Analytic (Periphrastic) Causatives

In this type of causative, there are two verbs: one carrying the idea of cause and
the other conveying the notion of effect. Analytic causatives increase the valency
of the clause by adding an extra argument, a causer argument. Analytic causatives
have been called syntactic causatives because they usually occur as biclausal
structures (Comrie 1976; Song 1996 and 2008; Dixon 2000). Thus, in this type of
causative the causative verb occurs as the matrix verb while the verb of effect
occurs in the embedded clause. For instance, in (9), the causative verb make
functions as the matrix verb and takes an embedded clause as its complement;

however, the verb which expresses effect type occurs as the embedded predicate.
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Thus, in analytic causatives the causer (and causing event) occurs in the matrix

clause but the causee (and caused event) occurs in the embedded clause.

(9). [John made [ Mary type the letter] ]

Languages, however, are not uniform in organizing elements in analytic causative
constructions. For instance, Shibatani and Pardeshi (2002:103) report that Korean
can express the causee argument as part of the matrix or embedded clause. This is
reflected in different case marking of the causee; when marked as dative or
accusative the causee functions as the object of the matrix verb but when it is
marked in nominative case it functions as the subject of the embedded verb (10a-
c).> We return to the discussion on what regulates the grammatical relations of

analytic causatives later in section 3.3.

Korean (Shibatani and Pardeshi 2002:103)

(10)a. Ai-ka chaek-ul ilk-etta
child-NOM book-ACC read-PAST.IND
The child read the book.

b. Emeni-ka [ai-ka chaek-ul  ilk-key] hay-etta
mother-NOM child-NOM book-ACC read-COMP do-PAST.IND
Mother made the child read the book.

C. Emeni-ka ai-ekey/lul [chaek-ul ilk-key] hay-etta
mother-NOM child-DAT/ACC book-ACC read-COMP do-PAST.IND
Mother made the child read the book.
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A similar situation obtains in Akan which has analytic causatives. The analytic
causative verb in the language is ma ‘to cause, make’ which is a
grammaticalization of the verb ma ‘to give’. The analytic causative construction in
Akan has been analysed as biclausal (Saah 1989; Boadi 2005b; Ameka 2005).
According to Saah (1989:23), “in the causative construction, the subject of the
verb ma is not the subject of the second verb [but] NP? ... is the subject of the
sentential complement.” Thus, (11) consists of two clauses: the causer (Kofi) is the
subject of the matrix causative verb while the causee (Kwame) functions as the
subject of the embedded verb of effect su ‘cry’. Consequently, Ameka (2005:10)

also concludes that “this construction is therefore not an SVC.”

(11). [ Kofi ma-a [ Kwame su-i ] ]
Kofi cause-COMPL Kwame cry-COMPL
Kofi caused/made Kwame cry.

This, however, is not the whole story. In (11), we note that even though there are
two clauses, the matrix and embedded verbs take the same tense/aspect marking
(i.e. the Completive aspect). In this way, the analytic causative resembles a serial
verb construction (SVC) (Osam 1994a and 2004; Lord et al. 2002). Again, to say
that the causee argument is not the object of the matrix verb but just the subject of
the embedded verb does not take into account the fact that the causee argument
may be realised either as a grammatical subject (12a) or object (12b) when

pronominalized.
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(12)a. Papané mé-a 0-su-i (Fa.)
man DET cause-COMPL 3SGSUBJ-cry-COMPL
The man made him/her cry (Osam 2004:42).

b. Papan6 ma-a ng su-i
man DET cause-COMPL 3SGOBJ cry-COMPL
The man made him/her cry (Osam 2004:42).

For this reason, Osam (1994a, 2004) proposed that (12a-b) be regarded as ‘switch
subject’ or ‘object-subject’ SVC. In chapter four, however, it is shown that the two
sentences (12a-b), though semantically and syntactically related, do not exhibit the
same syntactic properties. For that reason, it would be difficult to subsume one
construction under the other as one and the same type of construction.
Paradoxically, the biclausal and SVC analysis each holds pieces of the puzzle of
the syntax of analytic causatives when one examines closely the different subtle
semantic and syntactic properties of the constructions. Significantly, Akan analytic
causatives inform us that the organization and representation of concepts and ideas
in language may be motivated by semantic/pragmatic functions that speakers want
to communicate and speakers exploit different syntactic mechanisms to achieve

this.®

3.2 Semantics of Causation

3.2.1 Event Types of Causation

Causation may be analyzed with regard to the configuration of event involved in
the interaction. Depending on the context of an interaction, we may be able to

isolate distinct properties of the causer (and causing event) and the causee (and
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caused event). In this vein, Stefanowitsch (2001) suggests three major event types
which may be expressed in analytic causative constructions in English namely,
MANIPULATION, TRIGGER and PROMPT configurations.  The
MANIPULATION configuration may be defined as a situation where a stronger
agent (a causer) intentionally acts on a weaker patient (a causee) causing the latter
to undergo a (physical) change of state (Stefanowitsch 2001:96). Thus, this
configuration involves an application of (physical) force by an agent on a patient
to overturn the state of the patient. Stefanowitsch (2001:100), however, notes that
often the causer’s action in the MANIPULATION configuration may involve a
non-physical act such as verbal communication but because the agent is conceived
as wielding power or authority to punish the patient should he or she refuse to
acquiesce to the request of the agent, the patient accedes to the wishes of the agent.
The former instance may be referred to as coercive MANIPULATION and the

latter, directive MANIPULATION.

It can be noted, however, that a single causative sentence may involve coercive
MANIPULATION or directive MANIPULATION depending on contextual
information. Thus (13) may involve a situation where John forces Kim’s hand to
open the door which case would involve coercive MANIPULATION or John
simply asked Kim to open the door and out of regard for John, Kim complied

(directive MANIPULATION).

(13). John made Kim open the door.
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As shown by Stefanowisch (2001:108-124), TRIGGER and PROMPT
configuration differ from MANIPULATION in that the former do not involve any
physical action of an agent on a patient in the interaction. Rather TRIGGER and
PROMPT both only describe a situation where an agent’s action induces an
emotional, perceptual or psychological change of state in a patient. Even so, in
TRIGGER, the patient does not exercise any control over the caused emotional or
perceptual state. On the other hand, in PROMPT, the patient decides to undergo a
psychological state as a result of an agent’s action. The examples in (14a-b)

illustrate the difference between TRIGGER and PROMPT.

(14)a. [About Dicken’s “A Tale of Two Cities’] Even when | read it now,
it still MAKES me cry, the ending of it (Stefanowisch 2001:114,

emphasis in original).

b. [About the high taxes on cigarettes] I used to smoke, you know, and
that [i.e. the taxes] would have been enough to MAKE me give

them up (Stefanowitsch 2001:119, emphasis in original).

As (14a) illustrates, a story causes an involuntary reaction in the reader causing
him to cry, thus, demonstrating a TRIGGER configuration. However, in (14b), a
smoker decides to give up smoking because of the hike in the price of cigarettes
thus illustrating a PROMPT configuration. Notice, however, that in both
sentences, the causer is not an entity per se but rather an activity or event

(Stefanowitsch 2001).



46

Stefanowitsch’s (2001) proposal on the different event types of causation
constitutes a neat attempt at organizing a set of causative expressions and their
semantic properties. The major event types of causation proposed by
Stefanowitsch (2001) have distinct features and can each be distinguished from the
other. Also, the event configurations proposed in her study provides cognitive
insight into the internal properties of a causative event by individuating different
components of the interaction and extracting their various properties in the
interaction. Furthermore, Stefanowitsch’s (2001) study emphasizes the importance
of context in analyzing a causative expression as a single expression may involve
more than one configuration depending on the contextual information available to

the speaker or addressee alike.

It can be noted, however, that the three event types of causation proposed by
Stefanowitsch (2001) involve only analytic causatives and do not include
morphological or lexical causatives. In chapter five, it will be proposed that there
are two additional major event types of causation namely, CREATE and ALLOW,
expressed in causatives in Akan which may be distinguished based on their distinct
semantic properties. It will also be shown that the major event types of causation

may also be compatible with lexical causatives in Akan.

3.2.2 Direct vs. Indirect Causation
Perhaps the most articulated semantic distinction made regarding the causative is
the dichotomy between direct and indirect causation ((Shibatani 1976; Shibatani

and Pardeshi 2002; Shibatani and Chung 2002; Yang 1976; Kemmer and
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Verhagen 1994; Wolff 2003; Dixon 2000; Talmy 2000). This notwithstanding,
Shibatani and Pardeshi (2002:88) note that “unfortunately, these terms have been
used rather loosely, sometimes without a rigorous definition and sometimes in
slightly different senses depending on the authors and context.” In other words, the
parameters used in distinguishing these semantic parameters differ from linguist to
linguist probably because “what types of situations languages choose to treat as

direct and which are mediated varies” (Kemmer and Verhagen 1994:122).

According to Agyekum (2004:219-221, italics in original), “direct causation is a
semantic relation in which the causer directly acts upon the causee” but indirect
causation is where “the real originator of the causation does not perform the act
him/herself.” Thus, while direct causation involves direct manipulation of the
causee by the causer, indirect causation involves no such contact between the
causer and the causee. Shibatani and Pardeshi (2002), however, show that direct
and indirect causation involves different spatio-temporal configurations of the
causing and caused events. They state:
The ultimate defining feature of direct and indirect causation is
the spatio-temporal configuration of the entire causative event,
rather than the nature of the causee. The notion of direct
causation emanates from conceptualization of a causative
situation as involving the same spatio-temporal profile for the
causing-event segment and the caused-event segment
(Shibatani and Pardeshi 2002:90).
Thus, while direct causation essentially involves a single event with a conflated

spatio-temporal profile, indirect causation specifies two events, one leading to the

other, each with isolated spatio-temporal configuration (Shibatani and Pardeshi



48

2002). For example, while (15a) can only imply that John did something to Bill
on Sunday and Bill died in the process, (15b) allows for two interpretations: (a)
John did something sometime prior to Sunday which caused Bill’s death, or (b)
John did something to Bill on Sunday so that he died on Sunday. In effect, in
direct causation both causing and caused events are anchored in the same temporal
profile (15a), while in indirect causation these two events may be separated in time

(15b) (see Fodor 1970; Wierzbicka 1975; Shibatani 1976 for further distinctions).

(15)a. John killed Bill on Sunday.

b. John caused Bill to die on Sunday.

Haiman (1983:782) argues that there is iconic transfer of conceptual structure unto
grammatical structure in the expression of causative events and, thus, the length of
a causative form (or construction) signals the level of integration between the
cause and caused events. He proposes that grammatical structure is iconically
motivated by two principles:

(i).  the linguistic distance between expressions corresponds to the
conceptual distance.

(if).  the linguistic separateness of an expression corresponds to the
conceptual independence of the object or event which it represents.

Payne (1997:181) illustrates this iconic form-function correspondence with an
“iconicity pyramid” where lexical causatives which are morphologically more

compact occupy the topmost niche and represent more direct causation. On the
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other hand, morphological and analytic causatives are considered to express less

direct causation (Fig 2.1).

Figure 2.1. Iconicity Pyramid (Payne 1997:181)

more direct lexical causatives

morphological causatives

less direct / \ analytic causatives

Payne’s (1997) “iconicity pyramid” however, shows that directness of causation is
more of a semantic continuum than a discrete notion.” Also, even within a single
language there may be irregularities in the supposed form-function alignment. For
example, Yang (1976:63) reports that in Korean “both lexical and clausal
causatives may express both direct and indirect causation.” Likewise, Armendariz
(2004) notes that in Warihio (Southern Uto-Aztecan) in certain contexts the use of
lexical causatives produces only an indirect causative meaning. For example,
although (16) involves a lexical causative, the causer’s action is indirect; the

twisting of the panewa is through John’s indirect help.

Warihio (Armendariz 2003:17)

(16). Wani pi’ri-na panéwa
John twist-CAUS-PAST panéwa
John twisted the panéwa.
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As Agyekum (2004:219) observes, in Akan, even though lexical causatives are
primarily used to express direct causation, analytic causatives may also be used to
express a range of direct causation meaning. We will explore this possibility in

chapter five.

3.3 Syntax of Causatives

The syntax of causative constructions has “important theoretical implications” in
the study of grammatical structure as a whole (Shibatani 1976:3).% Over the years,
there have been a number of studies on the syntactic properties of the clause
structure of causatives in different languages (Gerdts 1986 and 1990; Alsina 1992;
Harley 1995 and 2008; Kemmer and Verhagen 1994; Lee 1996; Stefanowitsch
2001). One of the most discussed issues in the syntax of causatives has been the
grammatical relations and coding of the causee argument in a causative
construction (Comrie 1976; Cole 1976 and 1983; Wali 1980; Kozinsky and
Polinsky 1993; Sumbatova 1993; Kemmer and Verhagen 1994; Miyagawa 1999).
Interestingly, even within a single language there may be differing accounts on
how to analyse the syntactic properties of the causee argument and its implications
for the clause structure of the causative.® Even so, there have been two main
approaches to the analysis of causative structure with regard to the properties of
the causee argument. On the one hand, it has been argued that the role of the
causee in causatives can be predicted solely by syntactic principles; on the other, it
has been suggested that the grammatical function of the causee is motivated by
semantic principles. Below, we will review these proposals and highlight to what

extent they are able to account for a wide range of data across languages.
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3.3.1 Comrie (1976)
Comrie (1976) presents the syntax of noun phrase arguments, especially causee
and affectee noun phrases (NPs) in causatives in a cross-linguistic study. He
discusses causative constructions with an underlying bi-clausal structure, where
the matrix clause contains the causer argument and the embedded clause contains
the causee and affectee arguments. Comrie’s (1976) analysis is basically geared
toward identifying and predicting the case assignment of the individual noun
arguments realised in the embedded clause. He argues that the case of the causee
and affectee NPs are syntactically derived from two main syntactic principles: the
doubling constraint and the case hierarchy. According to him, on the one hand,
the doubling constraint prevents subjects and objects from doubling or duplicating
in simple clauses while the case hierarchy predicts the case assignment of object
NPs in the causative clause. He states:

The surface exponency of the embedded subject depends on

the syntactic arguments of the embedded verb: if it has no

direct object, then the embedded subject appears as direct

object; if it has a direct object but no indirect object, then the

embedded subject appears as indirect object; if it has both

direct and an indirect object, then the embedded subject
appears as one of the other oblique cases (Comrie 1976:262).

Thus in a causative construction, case assignment of arguments follows the

hierarchy in (16).%°

(16). Subject > Direct Object > Non-Direct Object > Other Oblique
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Comrie (1976) cites Turkish as a paradigm case. In Turkish, the embedded subject,
the causee NP, receives the next case on the case hierarchy in (16) after other NPs

in the embedded clause have been case marked.

Turkish

(17)a. AliHasan-i  6l-dir-da
Ali Hasan-DO die-Caus-Past
Ali caused Hasan to die, killed Hasan (Comrie 1976:263).

b. Dis¢i mektub-u miidiir-e imzala-t-ti
dentist letter-DO director-10 sign-Caus-Past
The dentist made the director sign the letter (Comrie 1976:263).

C. Dis¢i Hasan-a mektub-u miidiir tarafindan goster-t-ti
dentist Hasan-10 letter-DO director by show-Caus-Past
The dentist made the director show the letter to Hasan (Comrie
1976:263).

Thus in (17a) the causer NP is the subject and the causee NP receives direct object
(DO) marking. However, in (17b), because the embedded verb has a direct object
(letter) the causee takes indirect object (10) case. Also, in (17c), we see a further
demotion of the causee NP such that where the embedded verb has both direct and

indirect objects the causee appears as an oblique.

Comrie (1976) identifies four main syntactic paradigms of causative constructions

across languages (18):
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(18). Syntactic paradigm of causatives (Comrie 1976:264-265)

a. there is no syntactic restriction on the formation of causative
constructions

b. doubling on the syntactic positions subject, direct object and
indirect is forbidden

C. where the restrictions on doubling require that some constituent be
removed, it is always the embedded subject that is so removed,
either by being omitted or by being demoted down the hierarchy

d. when the embedded subject is demoted down the hierarchy, it is
demoted stepwise

Comrie (1976) used data from a number of languages to show that the syntactic
paradigms in (18) has cross-linguistic validity and the case hierarchy is a reliable
parameter in analysing the syntax of causatives, especially with regard to case
marking of the causee argument. However, Comrie (1976:264) concedes that “not
all languages conform exactly to the paradigm” but where languages differ from
the paradigm case they do so in “only one or two respects.” Thus Comrie (1976)
argues that where languages do not follow the case hierarchy in marking the
causee (and other arguments) in the causative this is often due to an independent
syntactic condition internal to the language. For instance, in a language where the
notion of indirect object may not be relevant, as is the case in Akan and some
Bantu languages, the case hierarchy may not be able to predict the coding of
arguments in the causative; rather the syntactic role(s) of the arguments may be
regulated by some language-specific syntactic constraints.!! In chapter four, we
will look at the extent to which the case hierarchy accommodates the data on Akan

causatives.
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The variation encountered in many languages in the coding of the causee NP,
however, has led many to question the validity of Comrie’s analysis. For example,
Dixon (2000:54) observes that even though Comrie (1976) emphasizes that the
common tendency of causee NPs in a causative structure is what is predicted by
the case hierarchy (paradigm case), “in fact this pattern is rather rare.” He
indicates that languages differ considerably in the way they realise causee
arguments and even in a single language, there may be alternative means of
expressing the embedded subject (i.e. the causee argument). Kulikov (2001) also
adds that Comrie’s generalisation of the case of the causee in the causative through
the case hierarchy has been overstated because

Probably no language conforms exactly to what Comrie

calls the “paradigm case” ... and even in languages which,

at first glance, meet Comrie’s generalizations perfectly,

like French, we are often faced with an alternative case
marking (Kulikov 2001:890).

The apparent problem with Comrie’s (1976) proposal is that it relies solely on
syntactic principles in accounting for the grammatical relations in causatives. But,
as Kemmer and Verhagen (1994) have noted, relying on purely formal syntactic
principles in identifying case assignment in the causative is bound to run into
problems because the assignment of case in clauses may be semantically
motivated. Thus Kemmer and Verhagen (1994:124) conclude that analysing and
understanding the semantics of the various case systems in language would
provide a better account of how case assignment (and syntactic roles) in the

causative can be accounted for more effectively.
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Consequently, many accounts propose semantic motivations in accounting for the
syntax of the causative with regard to the case of the causee NP and other
arguments in the clause (Cole 1983; Wali 1980; Alsina 1992; Kozinsky and

Polinsky 1993; Kemmer and Verhagen 1994).

3.3.2 Cole (1983)

Cole (1983) presents an alternative proposal in which the syntactic roles of the
causee and other noun phrases are predicted and explained from a semantic point
of view. Cole (1983:115-116) proceeds from the assumption that “the derived
syntactic role of the causee in clause union causatives ... is due to the semantic (or
pragmatic) role of the causee vis-a-vis the predicate of the complement clause
rather than to primarily syntactic factors.” He notes that the practice of relying on
syntactic rather than semantic factors in accounting for the case of the causee in
causative constructions across languages can be attributed, in part, to the fact that
“semantic principles governing the assignment of the syntactic role of the causee
has become grammaticized” in many cases and may thus not be readily discernible
(Cole 1983:116). Nevertheless, in many languages, morphological case affixes

carry semantic content (see Kemmer and Verhagen 1994).

Cole (1983) notes that in the derived structure of the causative the complement
subject of an intransitive verb (causee argument) is realised as direct object while
the complement subject of a transitive verb (causee argument) appears as an
indirect object in the clause. The assignment of direct and indirect object roles to

the causee in intransitive and transitive causatives, however, is “determined by the
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semantic role of that NP in the complement clause” (Cole 1983:117). According to
him, the distribution of syntactic roles for complement subjects (causee) is
regulated by the degree of agentivity exhibited by the nominal in the complement
clause. Thus Cole declares:
Agentivity is not merely one of a number of semantic
parameters affecting the derived grammatical role of the
complement subject. It is the relevant semantic parameter.
Secondly, although the specific grammatical roles associated
with agentive and non-agentive complement subjects vary from

language to language, the principle determining those roles are
the same (Cole 1983:125, emphasis in original).

Agentivity involves notions such as animacy, voluntariness or volition of the
complement subject in the clause. Cole (1983) indicates that some verbs like Kill
require highly agentive nominals while others like see, watch, melt and die, require
less agentive nominals (see Table 2.1). Sensu lato, highly agentive causees are
assigned grammatical role(s) associated with agentive nominals while less agentive

causees receive grammatical role(s) associated with less agentive nominals.

Table 2.1. Hierarchy of agency (Cole 1983:131)

Highly Agentive Agentive Experiencer Patient
Animate; voluntary; animate; voluntary animate; non- not necessarily
affects patient does not affect voluntary; does  animate; non-
e.g. kill patient. e.g. watch not affect patient voluntary;

e.g. see e.g. melt
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Cole (1983) shows that in languages where there are a number of case markers
there is systematic alignment of the semantic functions of the case markers with
the semantic role(s) of the causee NP in the causative clause. For example,
accusative is usually marked on non-volitional, non-agentive causees while
instrumental case appears on volitional, agentive causee NPs (e.g. Bolivian
Quechua; Cole 1983:118). Other morphological case are associated with causee
NPs with different degrees of agentivity, volition and autonomy of the causee in
the causative. In other words, case marking of the causee in the causative is
motivated by the degree of agentivity or affectedness of that noun argument. Cole
(1983) suggests that the pattern in Table 2.2 is employed in assigning case to the
causee in many languages. Table 2.2 shows that the more agentive a causee is the
more likely it would receive a higher case marking; inversely, the more affected
the causee is in the causative sentence the more likely it would be marked with a

lower case.

Table 2.1. Case marking and degree of autonomy and affectedness of causee
(based on Cole (1983))

Degree of Case of causee Degree of Case of causee
affectedness autonomy
high | zero (@) marking A instrumental
| (e.g. French) I
: accusative I dative
| (e.g. Japanese, Hungarian) :
: dative I accusative
I (e.g. Japanese) :
low v instrumental I zero (@) marking

(e.g. Kannada)
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The patterns in Table 2.2 however might not be strictly followed by some
languages. As Cole (1983:125) explains even though the assignment of case to the
arguments in the causative is regulated by agentivity of the nominal in question
“the choice of cases should reflect a contrast in roles appropriate in that language
to the agent-nonagent distinction.” In other words, while the specific case which
may be assigned to a nominal in the causative may be different from language to
language the parameter assigning any case to an argument is always motivated by
the agent-nonagent role (degree of agentivity) of that nominal. One advantage of
this proposal is that it leads us to expect differences in the case of the causee in
causatives and provides a systematic way of accounting for the various syntactic
marking of the causee argument. Thus, the so-called “exceptional cases” in the
syntactic marking of the causee are in reality expected and can be better analyzed
by looking at the assignment of grammatical relations vis-a-vis the function of

nominals in simple clauses.

In chapter four, however, | argue that the different syntactic marking of the causee
argument in Akan causatives is not predicted by a case hierarchy (as claimed by
Comrie 1976) neither is it motivated by the degree of agentivity of the causee in
the causative interaction (as Cole 1983 proposed). Rather, the alternative marking
of the causee is as a result of restructuring of a complement sentence into a partial

lexicalised serial verb construction in the language.
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4.0 THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK
4.1 Force-dynamics and Causation (Talmy 1988, 2000)
Over the years, research in language has emphasized the importance of certain

2 13 2 (13

categories like “space”, “tense”, “negation” and “motion” in human thought and
cognition (Podlesskaya 1993; Talmy 2000). Such categories are usually referred to
as “fundamental” or “universal logical concepts” because they are expressed
morphologically across languages (Podlesskaya 1993:165). These fundamental
concepts are thought to be part of the conceptual system of human language,
hence, their crosslinguistic occurrence. In this respect, Talmy (1988, 2000)

identified an additional notional category which he showed to be fundamental to

human language namely, force-dynamics.

Force-dynamics (FD), according to Talmy (2000:409), involves “how entities
interact with respect to force” which may include the “exertion of force, resistance
to such a force, the overcoming of such a resistance, blockade of the expression of
force, removal of such blockade.” Thus, FD encompasses the expression of force
opposition between entities and the result(s) of such force interaction over time.
This means that causation is essentially a force-dynamics concept and FD is a
“generalization over the traditional linguistic notion of “causative”” (Talmy
(2000:409). In this study, | adopt FD in representing the semantic properties of
different causative expressions in Akan. Thus in what follows 1 introduce the FD
framework and show how it is used to examine the semantics of causative

expressions.
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4.2 FD Notations
The FD model employs the following specialised notations to denote basic

concepts in representing force-dynamic interactions (Talmy 2000:414) (19a-d).

(19)a. Force Entities

Agonist (AGO): Q
Antagonist ANT): Z

b. Intrinsic Force Tendency'?
Toward Action: E
Toward Rest: L

C. Balance of Strengths

Stronger Force Entity: +

Weaker Force Entity: -

d. Result of the Force Interaction
Action: —
Rest: —

In FD, two entities (AGO and ANT) interact with regard to force. Each of these
entities is reckoned as having an intrinsic force tendency either toward movement
or rest at any given time. However, for force interaction to be possible the two

force entities must display opposite intrinsic force tendencies. Again, in force



61

interaction, the AGO and ANT do not have equal strength; one must be weaker
and the other stronger at any given time. In FD, the result of the force interaction is
stated in terms of the state of the Ago with regard to force after the interaction. In
other words, every force interaction is initiated with the intention or potential of
influencing the AGO to manifest a different force tendency and this goal remains

the focal point in the expression of force-dynamic interactions.

4.3 Basic FD Patterns

The nature of impingement between entities engaged in a force interaction can be
distinctly represented in the FD model. The patterns demonstrate, in each case, the
possible resultant states and also provide access to foregrounding information

exhibited in causative constructions.

4.3.1 Steady-State FD Patterns
The steady-state pattern underlies all complex patterns of FD in language (Talmy
2000:413). The interaction between the AGO and the ANT vyields one of four

results at any time (20a-d):

(20)a. The AGO’s original state which is at rest is overturned by the
stronger force of the ANT, causing it to move.

b. The AGO successfully resists the ANT’s force and remains at rest
because it retains greater strength in the interaction.

C. The AGO, although resisted by the ANT, maintains its original
state which is toward action because of its greater strength.

d. The AGO’s action is blocked by the stronger ANT, causing the
AGO to halt its activity.



62

Figure 2.2. Steady-state force interactions (Talmy 2000:415)

© ©
Gl  Gr

The patterns in (2.2a) and (2.2d) demonstrate what may be referred to as
prototypical causation (Talmy 2000:418). This involves “positive impingement” of
the ANT (because of its greater strength (+)) on the AGO so that the AGO
eventually displays a state opposite its original state (Talmy 2000:420). Since the
interaction involved in (2.2a) and (2.2d) is steady, that is, it continues over a
considerable stretch of time, it illustrates extended causation (Talmy 2000:418).
Thus, the causative situation, as generally defined, would be represented as in

(2.2a) and (2.2d), but also with various additional features where necessary.

The patterns in (2.2b) and (2.2c), however, demonstrate that not all force
interactions between AGO and ANT result in a change in the state of the AGO.
Such patterns illustrate what Talmy (2000:415) refers to as the “despite category”
where a stronger AGO successfully resists the ANT’s force and maintains its
original state. Thus, even though the despite category is usually not analysed as

causative it is closely associated with causation, specifically ‘failed causation.’



63

4.3.2 Shifting Force-Dynamic Patterns

Force-dynamics can also be found in shifting patterns. In this pattern, the
interaction between the ANT and the AGO is not steady, but shifts over time to
yield a different result. This pattern is of two types: (i) disengagement of the ANT
from the AGO ((2.3a) and (2.3b)); (ii) sudden introduction of the ANT’s force on

the AGO (2.3c) and (2.3d).

Figure 2.3. Shifting force interactions (Talmy 2000:418)

a. b.

The arrows in the diagrams (2.3a-d) indicate the shifting patterns or movements of
the ANT; arrows pointing upwards indicate removal of the ANT’s force on the
AGO (2.3a, b) while those pointing downwards depict the introduction of the
ANT’s force on the AGO (2.3c, d). Also, in (2.3a) and (2.3d), each FD
configuration has two resultant states separated by slash marks; the resultant state
on the left represents the result of the interaction between ANT and AGO before

the shift in ANT’s position, while the resultant state on the right shows the result
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of the interaction after the shift of the ANT. Thus the slash mark indicates the

result before and after a shift in the pattern of interaction.

Fig (2.3a) and (2.3b) illustrate the notion of letting which involves the removal of
the ANT’s force on the AGO resulting in the AGO eventually manifesting its
original state or activity, which in (2.3a) is towards motion but in (2.3b) is towards
rest (Talmy 2000:419). Thus, (2.3a) represents onset letting of motion while (2.3b)
shows onset letting of rest. It must be noted however, that in both cases, despite
the removal of the ANT’s force on the AGO, the ANT remains the stronger of the
two entities, thus, the resultant state displayed by the AGO is not necessarily by
virtue of the AGO’s force alone. In other words, in (2.3a) and (2.3b), the AGO can
continue to display its original state only with the permission of the ANT, hence,
the ANT may be considered as ultimately responsible for the eventual state of the

AGO.

On the other hand, the diagrams in (2.3c) and (2.3d) present us with a relatively
different scenario. In (2.3c), an ANT with a greater force suddenly acts on an
AGO who is at rest, causing the AGO to move. Also, in (2.3d), an AGO may be
suddenly blocked by a stronger ANT causing the AGO to undergo a change of
state. As Talmy (2000:418) notes, the pattern in (2.3c) is “most associated with the
category of causation” where an object (usually) at rest is suddenly acted upon by
another entity resulting in a change of state of the latter. Thus, the pattern in (2.3c)

is referred to as onset causation, emphasizing the sudden nature of the ANT’s
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action. Intuitively, then, all patterns of causation, including steady-state patterns,

may begin as onset causation.

4.4 Domains of Force-dynamics
The FD model extends force interactions beyond the physical to the abstract.
Talmy identifies intra-psychological and inter-psychological domains as areas

where force-dynamics operate.

4.4.1 Intra-Psychological (Psychodynamics)

According to Talmy (2000:430), in language notions which are usually associated
with physical interactions like pushing, blocking and allowing may be extended
into psychological domains through systematic metaphor. The FD model makes it
possible to represent the expression of force interaction as occurring within a
single psyche. This domain involves a divided self with two entities which are
engaged in force interaction namely, a desiring part (AGO) and a blocking or
spurring part (ANT) (Talmy 2000:431). The two entities with opposing force
quantities form part of the same psyche; hence, the interaction may be depicted as

taking place in a divided self (2.4a-c).

Figure 2.4. The divided self (Talmy 2000:431)
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___________________

As illustrated in (2.4a) and (2.4c), the expression of intra-psychological causation
may involve three different patterns. In (2.4a), the desiring part of the divided self,
the AGO, is blocked by a stronger ANT which curtails the activity of the AGO.
Talmy (2000:432) illustrates this pattern with the sentence He held himself back
from responding where a stronger ANT (the blocking part of the self) which is
expressed as the subject successfully prevents a weaker AGO (expressed as a
reflexive object himself) from manifesting its action. In (2.4b) though, we note that
the stronger ANT may act as a spur by acting on the AGO which is at rest, causing
it to perform an action. The pattern in (2.4c), however, demonstrates that intra-
psychological causation may be lexicalized; the two opposing entities in the
interaction may not be individually specified in a sentence rather, the entire psyche
may be expressed as the subject. Thus, in this pattern, the interaction between the
elements in the divided self are conflated into one lexical item. This is why in
(2.4c) the AGO and ANT are not individually numbered but the whole psyche is
expressed as the actor. In chapter five, |1 will demonstrate that intra-psychological
causation underlies a specific event type of causation namely, TRIGGER and

PROMPT configurations.
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Talmy (2000:433) proposes underlying psychological force-dynamics as a
property of all sentient entities. He asserts that while it may appear that the force
manifestations of entities (sentient and non-sentient) emanate from the strength of
their physical bodies, in essence, sentient entities have a renewable force source
namely, the psyche. This fact is reified in instances where an AGO’s physical
strength when compared to an ANT’s physical force is far weaker but the AGO
successfully resists the ANT’s pressure. For example, in The student resisted
pressure from his classmates to smoke a cigarette, when the strength of the AGO
(student) and ANT (his classmates) are measured based on their physical quantity
alone, the AGO proves far weaker. Therefore, we can say that the successful

resistance of the AGO must issue from a source which is not physical (Fig 2.5).

Figure 2.5. The psyche as force source in sentient entities
(Talmy 2000:434)

animation

b. C.
2 1 2 1
. B — —
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The diagrams in (2.5a) and (2.5c) illustrate the point that all sentient objects are
involved in a continuous maintenance of expenditure of effort in order to manifest
their force tendencies in force-dynamic interactions (Talmy 2000:433). As shown
in (2.5a), the underlying psychological force of the sentient AGO is sustained by a
psyche which imbues the AGO with force through animation. The supply of force
through animation by the psyche to an entity in a force interaction can be
interpreted as an exertion of force by the respective entity, be it the AGO (2.5b) or
the ANT and AGO (2.5c¢). This characterization is critical to understanding intra-
psychological causation because, as Talmy (2000:435) indicates, since “by itself,
the body lacks an intrinsic force tendency... it is the psyche that imbues the body

with force properties.”

4.4.2 Inter-Psychological (Sociodynamics)

Force-dynamics may be expressed between two distinct psyches through
metaphorical extension of concepts of push or the exertion of pressure of one
entity on another (Talmy 2000:438). In social interactions, even though the
expression of exertion of force by a (sentient) entity on another is not physical, the
interaction is still conveyed by lexical items which express physical force
suggesting a metaphorical relation between the two domains. For example, in He
is under a lot of pressure to testify in court, the subject (AGO) is conveyed as
being under the influence of an unexpressed entity (ANT) to undergo a certain
change of state. In this instance, the interaction is not physical, but is between the
psyches of the AGO and the ANT. It can be noted, however, that force interactions

between psyches may involve phases of force negotiations (exertion, maintenance
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or yielding) between the opposing entities (Talmy 2000:439). Thus, the sentence
He is under a lot of pressure to testify in court may present the phases illustrated in

(2.6) below.

Figure 2.6. Phase/factivity patterns in sociodynamics (Talmy 2000:439)

a. <ee(@))-> b. C.
N7 A N 72
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As we noted in (2.5) above, sentient entities engaged in a force interaction rely on
the supply and maintenance of force by a psyche through animation to manage
their force expenditure. In (2.6a), we observe an ANT with a force tendency
toward action which acts on an AGO at rest. However, since the AGO has a
stronger balance of strength, for the ANT to succeed in overturning the AGO’s
state, the AGO must relinquish its stronger force to result in a shift in greater
strength from the AGO to ANT (2.6b). It is only after shift in strength has been
successfully carried out that the ANT may overturn the state of the AGO. Thus, in
He is under a lot of pressure to testify in court the subject (he) which is in control
of his action may react to the pressure by the unexpressed entity by deciding to
yield and eventually testify in court. Conversely, the AGO may maintain its force
tendency during the interaction, successfully resisting the pressure of the ANT. Of

course, the nature of each phase of action is informed by the speaker’s factitive
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knowledge, his knowledge of the “occurrence or nonoccurrence of portions of the

sequence” (Talmy 2000:436).

Thus, overall, the force-dynamics framework provides a neat and convenient way
of decomposing the causative situation into its relevant properties through

parametric notation and representation.

4.5 Force-dynamics: Strengths and Weaknesses

Talmy’s force-dynamics model forms part of a larger cognitive model which
represents the organization of concepts specified in grammatical structure. The FD
model recognises the recurring morphosyntactic and semantic motivations of
causative constructions across languages as emanating from the grammatical
subsystem of conceptual structure. Thus, causation is placed at par with other
notional categories such as tense/aspect, negation, number and gender which have
grammatical representation in language (Talmy 2000:410-411). This level of
analysis, therefore, leads us to expect abstractions from the fundamental notion of

causation in the real world into other domains through various cognitive processes.

Since its proposal, Talmy’s force-dynamics has been employed (and usually
expounded) in many theories on causal structure and verbal lexicalization (see for
example, Wolff 2003, 2007; Croft 1991, 1998; Jackendoff 1990). Others have
applied the model in analysing the causative in different languages (Vecchiato
2003 for Italian; Lofti 2008 for Modern Persian; Lai and Chiang 2003 and Chiang

2003 for Hakka).
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One advantage of the FD model is that it decomposes the causative into ‘finer
primitives’ to include notions of allowing, enabling, helping and preventing
(Talmy 2000:409). In decomposing the causative into finer primitives the FD
model leads us to expect that in language sometimes the one and the same
morpheme or construction may be used to express different notions or patterns of
force-dynamics between interactive entities. For instance, in Akan, the causative
morpheme ma may express a variety of concepts such as allowing, enabling,
preventing and causing depending on the context of the utterance. Thus, rather
than analyse the different meanings of the causative morpheme independently, in
FD we are able to show the principled relationship between the different notions
expressed by the predicate and establish it simply as a force-dynamic functional

predicate in the Akan language.

The FD model is flexible. In representing different notions of causation the model
uses parametric variation for the interactive entities and the pattern(s) of
impingement involved in the causative situation. As noted by Jackendoff
(1990:130) one of the strengths of the FD model lies in the fact that it is based on
parametric variation which can be decomposed to generate additional features; a
change in the value of one of the parameters yields a new conceptual primitive
(causative type). In other words, because the FD model relies on notations (with
parametric features/values) a manipulation of the features in the causative
paradigm may result in the realization of different patterns/notions of the causative
complex. Thus, in principle, the model should be able to represent all patterns of

causation expressed in language.
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Also, Talmy’s (2000) FD model sheds insight into the lexicalization of various
force-dynamics concepts in language by providing a systematic way of
representing force interactions expressed in different lexical forms. For example,
Talmy (2000:432) shows that certain expressions such as be civil, and refrain
contain causative meaning if attention is given to their force-dynamic properties.
This analysis is important for languages which employ metaphorical processes in
lexicalizing causation. In Akan, for instance, various expressions such as hye ho so
‘restrain’ or di ho SO ‘to exercise self-control’ represent lexicalization of causation
whose verbal semantics can be properly accounted for and represented using the

FD model.

Significantly, The FD model allows us to account for causation in less physical,
even abstract domains such as within a single psyche (intra-psychological),
between two (or more) psyches (inter-psychological/social) and in discourse and
argumentation. The FD model departs from traditional analysis of the causative as
involving only physical situations. In showing that causation may be extended into
abstract domains in language the model emphasizes force-dynamics as a
fundamental concept in human cognitive organization which is generalised in
language. The FD model, thus, provides an integrated framework which can
accounts for expression of force-dynamic relations between entities in both

physical and non-physical domains.
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The Force-dynamics model, however, has been criticised by some scholars as
lacking explanatory power because it only provides a diagramatic representation of
force interactions but these systems do not have meaning in themselves (Goddard
1998). It seems, however, that this criticism rather highlights the overall objective
of the model as representing force interactions as conceptualized in language and
showing how grammatical and lexical forms encode such meanings. In any event,

meaning is encoded in the forms used not in the representation.

In chapter three, | present the different morphosyntactic forms in which causation

may be expressed in the Akan language.
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ENDNOTES

L All references to Talmy (2000) are from volume 2 of his book Toward a Cognitive Semantics.

2 Gilquin (2010:150) argues that expression of prototypical causation displays Haiman’s (1985)
‘principle of iconic sequencing,’ therefore, “the prototypical ordering of linguistics elements in a
periphrastic causative construction should reflect the ordering of the participants along the action
chain.”

3 Many thanks to Hazel Mitchell from the Department of English Language and Linguistics,
Rhodes University, for providing me with this isiXhosa data.

4 Manning et al. (2005:2) also note concerning Japanese morphological causatives (verb root +
morphological causative) that speakers intuitively conceive them as single lexical words.

5 It can be noted that different analysis has been proposed for the alternative marking of the causee
argument and its consequence for the clause structure of the analytic causative in Korean. For a
summary of such analysis and further discussions, see Seungju (2006).

6 The theory of grammaticalization has made significant strides at showing the outcome of
functional pressure on lexical items and constructions in many languages. For more discussion, see
the following references Hopper (1991); Hopper and Traugott 2003; Heine and Reh 1982; Heine et
al. 1991.

" Shibatani and Pardeshi (2002:96) identify ‘sociative causation’ as an “intermediate category
between direct and indirect causation ... bounded by direct causation on one end and indirect
causation on the other.” See also Pardeshi (1999) and Shibatani and Chung (2002).

8 Studies on syntax of causatives usually focus on periphrastic causativization, that is,
analytic/syntactic and or morphological (non-lexical) causatives.

® Compare, for example, Gerdts’ (1990) and Lee’s (1996) accounts on Korean causatives.

10 Comrie (1976) indicates that the case hierarchy is not restricted to causative constructions but
has validity in relative clauses across languages.

1 For a discussion on the status of indirect objects in Akan, see Osam (1994a and 2000); also,
Bresnan and Moshi (1990) for some Bantu languages.

12 “Intrinsic force tendency” of entities is not necessarily commensurate with physical science. This
is because all objects, unless set in motion, have a velocity of zero and therefore do not possess an
“internal impulsion toward some state of activity but, rather, continue in their current velocity
unless externally affected [therefore] stationariness is not a distinct state set apart from motion, but
is simply zero velocity” (Talmy 2000:456). Thus, as Talmy (2000:456) notes, the conception of
force quantities is expressed in language as naive physics.
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CHAPTER THREE

FORMAL TYPES OF CAUSATIVE EXPRESSIONS IN AKAN

1.0 INTRODUCTION

Causatives can be distinguished based on their morphosyntactic properties.
Generally, three morphosyntactic types of causatives are distinguished namely,
lexical, morphological and analytic/syntactic (Comrie 1989; Dixon 2000). Even
so, the three causative types are sometimes collapsed into two: non-
periphrastic/non-productive and periphrastic/productive causatives (see Shibatani
1976; Shibatani 2002; Song 2008).The distribution of these causative types across
languages is said to be dependent, to a large extent, on the morphological
properties a language displays (Shibatani 1976). In this chapter, we provide an
overview of morphosyntactic types of causatives in Akan. Causatives in Akan may
be classified into two main types, namely, non-periphrastic and periphrastic
causatives. The examples used in this chapter are mainly from the Asante dialect;
where other dialects are used these would be indicated as (Fa.) for Fante and (Ak.)

for Akuapem.

2.0 NON-PERIPHRASTIC CAUSATIVES

2.1 Lexical Causatives

Lexical causatives involve the expression of causation by the use of a single
lexical item. In a lexical causative the notion of cause and effect is conflated into

one predicate and expressed as a single event. Table 3.1 provides some examples.



Table 3.1. Lexical causatives in Akan

Lexical Causatives Gloss

twd ‘to cut’

bs ‘to break, hit’
bu ‘to break’
hye ‘to burn’
koa ‘to bend’
ta/tow ‘to throw’
te/suan ‘to tear’
se&g ‘to destroy’
pid ‘to push’
pae ‘to burst’
kunt ‘to kall’

Consider the examples in (1-2) below.

(l)a. Kuokaé n6  bd-de
pot DET break-COMPL
The pot broke.

b. Kofi b3-5 kakaé no
Kofi break-COMPL pot DET
Kofi broke the pot.

(2)a. Ateré né &-koa
spoon DET PERF-bend
The spoon is bent.

b. Kwame koé&-a ateré no
Kwame bend-COMPL spoon DET
Kwame bent the spoon.
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The sentences in (1a) and (2a) both express the state of an entity and present it as

an autonomous event. In (1b) and (2b), however, an agent acts on another entity to

bring about a change in the state of the entity. These states of affairs are

represented in (Fig. 3.1).
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Figure 3.1. Autonomous event vs. caused event (based on Talmy

2000:418)
a. Autonomous events; b. Non-autonomous events;
no causality expressed causality expressed

O (O

. -~

c. Force-dynamics of lexical causatives

(&

-~

Fig (3.1a) represents a state of an entity over time where no causality is involved
or expressed. Events such as (1a) and (2a) are therefore referred to as autonomous
events because they do not involve causation or at least, they are not expressed as
involving causation (see Talmy 2000:457). In (1b) and (2b), however, an agent (a
causer) performs an action on another entity (a causee) which alters the original
state of the causee. As illustrated in Fig (3.1b), the causer entity in the interaction
is able to successfully alter the state of the causee because the causer is reckoned
as possessing stronger force (indicated by the plus (+) sign). Notice also, that the
action of the causer which overturns the state of the causee in (1b) and (2b) is
sudden and this is represented by the downward pointing arrow (3.1b). Again, in a
causative interaction there are two phases: (i) the original state of the causee
before the exertion of force by the stronger causer, and (ii) the caused state of the

causee (which is opposite the original state).
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As we have observed, the lexical verbs in (1b) and (2b) (also in Table 3.1) encode,
as part of their underlying semantics, causation. In other words, lexical causatives
express firsthand the archetypical causative situation where a causer brings about a
change in the state of a causee by exerting its relatively stronger force on the
causee. Thus, as (3.1c) illustrates, lexical causatives conflate the action of the
causer and the reaction of the causee in a single predicate and express the entire

causative event as a single event.

2.1.1 Morphological Types of Lexical Causatives
Lexical causatives in Akan differ in the degree of morphological integration they
display. Morphologically, these can be broadly grouped into two main classes:

unanalyzable and analyzable lexical causatives.

2.1.1.1 Morphologically Unanalyzable Lexical Causatives

Unanalyzable lexical causatives are verbs which do not have internal
morphological structure. These verbs occur as single morphemes which cannot be
further broken down into smaller morphological components. Since Akan is not
rich morphologically, the majority of lexical causatives are of the morphologically
unanalyzable type. This class of verbs may consist of either monosyllabic or

polysyllabic stems (see Table 3.2).



Table 3.2. Unanalyzable lexical causatives

Monosyllabic Gloss Disyllabic  Gloss
bs ‘to break, hit’ pae ‘to split, burst’
bu ‘to break’ kum ‘to kill’
hwé ‘to beat’ pia ‘to push’
hye ‘to burn’ hata ‘to dry’
ka ‘to bite’ wae ‘to tear, break off’
pa ‘to fade, ignite’ pots ‘to mash’
si’ ‘to block, build’ fiti ‘to perforate’
te ‘to tear’ denkyi  ‘to capsize, hit’,
tu ‘to uproot, to dig’ bue ‘to open’
twa ‘to cut’ gyina ‘to stop’
yi ‘to take, remove’ dunt ‘to extinguish, put out
fire
(3)a.  D-pas-e egyé né  énéra

3SGSUBJ-split-COMPL  firewood
He split the firewood yesterday.

b. Kofi kim-m apankyé né

DET vyesterday

Kofi kill-COMPL goat DET
Kofi killed the goat.

(4)a. Papd n6 hwe-¢ akdlada nd
man DET beat-COMPL child DET
The man beat the child.

b. Yaw a-té ataadéé no

Yaw PERF-tear dress
Yaw has torn the dress.

DET
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The examples in (3a-b) involve lexical causatives which are polysyllabic

unanalyzable verb stems while (4a-b) show monosyllabic unanalyzable verb

stems. Thus, each of the lexical causative verbs in (3) and (4) consists of a single

morpheme which cannot be further analyzed morphologically.
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2.1.1.2 Morphologically Analyzable Lexical Causatives

Some lexical causatives in Akan, however, have clearly segmented morphology.

Morphologically analyzable lexical causatives are verbs which are derived by

reduplicating the verb stem leftward and, therefore, occur as polysyllabic stems. It

must be noted, however, that while most verbs in the language can be reduplicated,

in this section we are only concerned about verbs which express causation as

stems or reduplicated forms. Table 3.3 presents pairs of verbs which are related

morphologically through reduplication.

Table 3.3. Analyzable lexical causatives

Root Gloss Reduplicated Gloss

Verb Form

bs ‘to break, hit’ bo-bs ‘to break, hit’

huna ‘to frighten’ huna-huna ‘to frighten’

hye ‘to burn’ hye-hye ‘to burn, feel hot’

ka ‘to bite’ ke -ka ‘to bite, itch’

pa ‘to fade, slip’ pe-pa ‘to fade, wipe, clean’

tu ‘to uproot’ tu-tu ‘to uproot, to feel a throbbing

pain’

w3 ‘to prick, stump, WO-W3 ‘to prick, stump, pound’
pound’

e ‘to tear’ te-te ‘to tear (into pieces)’

twa ‘to cut’ twi-twa ‘to cut (into pieces)’

Table 3.3 shows that analyzable lexical causatives involve verbs which have

undergone reduplication and may complement a root verb in expressing causation.

Consider the examples in (5a-d) below.
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(5)a. Kofi b3-3 préte no
Kofi break-COMPL plate DET
Kofi broke the plate.

b. Yaw bo-b3-3 M-prété nd
Yaw RED-break-COMPL PL-plate DET
Yaw broke the plates.

C. Kwame twa-a dua né
Kwame cut-COMPL tree DET
Kwame cut the tree.

d. Kwadwo twi-twa-a diad né
Kwadwo RED-cut-COMPL tree DET
Kwadwo cut the tree (into pieces).

As shown in (5a-d), reduplicated verbs also express causation as do their verb
stem. Notice, however, that the reduplicated verb may have additional semantics
than the stem from which it is derived. For instance, the reduplicated verb bobs
‘break’ expresses additional meaning of repeated action which may involve
several participants (both agent and theme) (5b). Likewise, while the reduplicated
and the verb stem in (5c-d) both involve the idea of cutting something down, the
reduplicated verb (5d) additionally involves cutting down an object several times
into pieces. The same verb may also be employed when more than a single agent
or theme is involve in the interaction. It must be noted, however, that in Akan, the
relationship between stems and reduplicated verbs in expressing causation is
anything but straightforward. We shall discuss more about reduplication and
causation later in section 2.1.2 of this chapter. For now though, we survey the

various verbal alternations involving lexical causatives in Akan.
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2.1.2 Verbal Alternations of Lexical Causatives

Akan lexical causatives may involve different types of verbal alternation. The
distinction made here is between pairs of verbs often referred to as
inchoative/causative pairs where the inchoative member describes an autonomous
(or non-causative) event but the causative counterpart expresses the same result as

having been caused by an external agent.

(a) Suppletives

Suppletives are pairs of verbs which are etymologically unrelated but are used
alternately to express causative and non-causative meanings (Comrie 1989). Thus,
in suppletion, each of the verbs in the pair describes the same end-state of an entity
but they differ in the expression of the causing event (Haspelmath 1993). Table 3.4

presents suppletives in Akan.

Table 3.4. Suppletives in Akan

Non-Causative Causative
wu ‘to die’ kum ‘to kill’
hunu ‘to see’ kyeré ‘to show’
sua/nini/zet “to learn, know, understand, kyeré ‘to teach, to tell’
hear’

Consider the examples below.

(6)a. Akoks né  wi-Ui
chicken DET die-COMPL
The chicken died.
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b. Kofi ktim-m akoks no6
Kofi kill-COMPL chicken DET
Kofi killed the chicken.

C. *Kofi wi-Ui akoks no
Kofi die-COMPL chicken DET
Kofi killed the chicken.

(7)a.  Frema hunu-u ataadés no
Frema see-COMPL dress DET
Frema looked/saw the dress.

b. Yaw Kkyeré-¢ Frema ataadéé no
Yaw show-COMPL Frema dress DET
Yaw showed Frema the dress.

C. *Yaw hunu-0 Frema ataadéé no
Yaw see-COMPL Frema dress DET
Yaw showed Frema the dress.

(8)a. Siaw t&*/nim/sua akontaa
Siaw understand/know/study mathematics
Siaw understands/knows/studies mathematics.

b. Tikya Kofi kyeré-¢ Siaw akontéa
Teacher Kofi teach-COMPL Siaw mathematics
Teacher Kofi taught Siaw mathematics.

c. *Tikya Kofi t&/nini/sua Siaw akontaa
Teacher Kofi understand/know/study Siaw mathematics
Teacher Kofi taught Siaw mathematics.

Examples (6a), (7a) and (8a) all express autonomous events, the state of entities as
having occurred without an external causer agent. To derive causative meaning,
however, in each case a different verb is employed. Thus, there is a division of

labor between the verbs in the (a) sentences and those in (b); the former do not
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express causation but the latter do. Thus, any attempt to introduce an agent in the

(a) version results in ungrammaticality (6c¢), (7c¢) and (8c).

Suppletive pairs are interesting because they display lexical/constructional
synonymy in language. However, it appears that suppletives are derived through a
mapping of semantic domains of the different verbs such that only some semantic
details for the mapping are maintained. For one thing, this mapping of semantic
domains seems to be motivated by ‘reverse view’ image of the events described by
the non-causative verb. Thus, even though suppletives express the same end-state,
depending on where the speaker is viewing the event from, one of the verbs may
be used. In effect, suppletives may not be necessarily synonyms in themselves.
Hence, even though suppletives alternate in causative and non-causative meaning,
we recognize that one may not be a paraphrase of the other. For instance, while
(9b) may be paraphrased as (9a), (9a) does not imply (9b). Thus we can conclude
that suppletive pairs may not be created as causative/non-causative pairs, per se,

but rather are ‘accidental pairs.’

(9)a. Kofi wu-ui
Kofi die-COMPL
Kofi is dead.

b. Kwame kua-u Kofi
Kwame kill-COMPL Kofi
Kwame killed Kofi.
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(b) Labiles

Another group of inchoative/causative verb pairs involves labiles (Haspelmath
1993:93). Labile? refers to alternating verb pairs which express causative and non-
causative meaning through zero (morphological) derivation. A number of Akan
verbs display this alternation, especially change of state verbs and verbs of
emission (see Osam 2008). Change of state verbs describe an altering in shape or

state of an entity while verbs of emission express change of location (in state) of

an entity (see Table 3.5).

Table 3.5. Labiles in Akan

Verb Gloss Verb Gloss
bs ‘to make, create, koa/kyea/ ‘to bend’
break’ kontono
bu ‘to break, fell’ Yeéra ‘to disappear, misplace’
bue ‘to open’ sané/san ‘to untie, unravel’
buru ‘to ferment’ Hwalr ‘to dislocate, twist (a joint)’
hye ‘to burn’ Pirim ‘to be obstinate’
pae ‘to burst’ Tue ‘to pierce’
sée ‘to destroy, spoil”  pe&kyépétéw  ‘to crush’
tae ‘to flatten’ pepa/popa ‘to clean’ wipe’
te/suaim  ‘to tear’ kyinT ‘to turn, twist’
wae ‘to tear, split’ we ‘to dry’
WO0s0/Aim  ‘to shake, tremble’ baé ‘to loosen’
Soné/son  ‘to drain’ hwieé/huae ‘to pour’

(10)a. B3dlo n6 paé-ée
ball DET burst-COMPL
The ball burst.

b. Kofi paé-¢é b330 no
Kofi burst-COMPL ball DET
Kofi burst the ball.
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(11)a. Ngé né sin-ee (Fa.)
palm oil DET drain-COMPL
The palm oil drained (Osam 2008:53).

b. Esi sdnh-n ngo no (Fa.)
Esi drain-COMPL palm oil DET
Esi drained the palm oil (Osam 2008:53).

(12)a. Nst né hae-ei (Fa.)
water DET pour-COMPL
The water poured (Osam 2008:53).

b. Ekua hae-e st nd (Fa.)
Ekua pour-COMPL water DET
Ekua poured the water (Osam 2008:53).

It can be noted from each of the sentences in (10-12) that the same form of the
verb may be used to express non-causative meaning in the (a) versions and
causative meaning in the (b) versions. Sentences (10a-b) involve change of state
verbs while (11-12) involve verbs of emission. Each of the verbs in the sentences
above display two valency features, namely, intransitive and transitive argument
structure. In the (a) versions, the only argument of the clause which occurs as
subject is also a patient/theme whose state over time is described by the verb. In
expressing the causative situation, however, the argument of the verb increase by
one and the subject of the intransitive clause is realized as an object which

undergoes the action described by the verb.
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Haspelmath (1993) suggests a semantic motivation for the non-causative/causative
alternation involving labiles. According to him,
The most important specific semantic condition on
inchoative/causative verb pairs is the absence of agent-oriented
meaning components. The reason for this is clear: since the
inchoative member implies the absence of an agent, it cannot

contain agent-oriented semantic elements (Haspelmath 1993:93,
emphasis in original).

Thus, Haspelmath (1993) proposes that only verbs which lack ‘agent-oriented
meaning’ as part of their underlying semantic specification may participate in non-
causative/causative alternation. Accordingly, verbs which contain agent-oriented
meaning cannot have an inchoative counterpart since they would leave their agent
position unspecified when they occur as inchoative. For instance, in (13), since the
verb twa ‘cut’ contains agent-oriented semantics which must be expressed, as in
(13a), leaving the agent of the action described by the verb unexpressed renders
the sentence odd (13b). Thus, the verbs in (10-12) display causative/non-causative
alternation because they do not require any agent as part of their internal

semantics.

(13)a. Kwame twa-a dud nd
Kwame cut-COMPL tree DET
Kwame cut the tree.

b. ??Duané twa-as
tree DET cut-COMPL
??The tree cut.
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Haspelmath’s (1993) proposal seems to suggest that labiles have an intransitive
argument structure (without an agent specification element) as their basic structure
and causative meaning is derived. However, to say that labiles have no
specification for ‘agent-oriented meaning component’ as part of their underlying
semantics is not uncontroversial. For example, Osam (2008:51) notes that in Akan
“whether the intransitive use of these change of state verbs imply an agent or not
would depend, in some measure, on the entity that undergoes the change in state.”
Daniel et al. (2005) also cast a shadow of doubt on Haspelmath’s (1993) condition
of the interplay of plus and minus values of ‘agent-oriented meaning’ in labiles by
showing that in some languages like Agul (North-Caucasian), for instance, certain
verbs which always denote agentive events in the real world such as kill and to

give birth may participate in the inchoative/causative alternation (14a-b).

Agul (Daniel et al. 2005:20)

(14)a. Ze Hadad deSu.ji-?  k’.i-f-e
my grandfather(NOM) battle-IN die.PF-NMLZ-COP
My grandfather was Killed during the war.

b. Ze Hadad de€l.ji-n  waXt.una k’.i-f-e
my grandfather(NOM) battle-GEN time(ERG) die.PF-NMLZ-COP
My grandfather died during the war.

As shown in (14a-b), “in Agul, even an Agent-caused death may be described by
an intransitive labile.” Thus, Daniel et al. (2005) offer the following remarks:

To explain this, we must admit that Haspelmath’s claim that to be
designated by a labile verb a change of state (or a going on) must
be conceived as occurring spontaneously is neither necessary nor
sufficient. The important thing is that the event of such
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spontaneous change of state must be conceived as basically the
same event as its non-spontaneous correlate, and this is language
specific. Both in birth and killing events Agents are present in the
real world situation, but, in Agul, they may be absent from the
frame of linguistic conceptualization (Daniel 2005:20).

Alternatively, Levin and Rappaport (1995:83) propose that “causative verbs do not
arise from a process of causativization — they are inherently causative — but instead
undergo a process of detransitivization under certain conditions.” This means that
for labiles the transitive (causative) verb constitutes the basic form while the
intransitive (non-causative) use is derived. Levin and Rappaport (1995:85-86)
argue that one way of determining the basic form of causative alternating verbs is
by looking at the selectional restrictions on the range of objects/subjects which
may occur in the transitive/intransitive use of the verb; the one with a wider range

of subjects/objects is more likely to be the basic form.

Consider the selectional restrictions on the arguments which may occur in the

causative/non-causative use of the verbs break and open in (15-16) taken from

Levin and Rappaport (1995:85).

(15)a. Antonia broke the vase/the window

b. The vase/window broke
C. He broke his promise
d. *His promise broke

(16)a. Jean opened the door/window

b. The door/window opened
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C. This book will open your mind

d. *Your mind will open from this book

In (15a-d) and (16a-d), we observe the relationship between the transitive
(causative) and the non-transitive (non-causative) use of the verbs break and open
respectively. As the examples show, the causative use of the verb allows for a

wider range of subjects than the intransitive (non-causative) use.

A similar situation obtains in Akan, as shown in (17-18).

(17)a. Kwabena a-bd t04 noé
Kwabena PERF-break bottle DET
Kwabena has broken the bottle.

b. Tod né &-bd
bottle DET PERF-break
The bottle has broken.

C. Asiedu b3-3 Yaw asom
Asiedu hit-COMPL Yaw ears inside
Asiedu slapped Yaw.

d. *Yaw asom bd->2
Yaw ears inside hit
Yaw was slapped.

(18)a. Kwaku bu-u amango dud né
Kwaku fell-COMPL mango tree DET
Kwaku felled down the mango tree.

b. Améanigd dud né  bu-ui
mango tree DET break-COMPL
The mango tree broke.
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C. Okordsmfés N6  bu-u mmarané  so
thief DET break-COMPL law  DET top
The thief broke the law.

d. *Mmardnd s6 bu-ui
law DET top break-COMPL
*The law broke.

We observe from the sentences in (17-18) that the range of arguments which may
occur in the intransitive use of a causative/non-causative verb is limited as
compared to that which may occur with the transitive use of the verb. In (17), we
note that bs ‘hit” may be used causatively (17a) and non-causatively (17b).
However, the type of arguments which may occur in the variant uses of the verb
may not be identical. So while transitive (causative) bs may take the object (Yaw’s
ear) (17c), this object cannot be the single argument of the intransitive use of the
verb hence, the ungrammaticality of (17d). Likewise in (18) we observe that not
all objects which occur with transitive bu may occur as subject of the intransitive
use of the verb (compare (18c-d)). As these examples show, the set of arguments
which the causative variant embraces is larger than the non-causative counterpart.
It also seems to be the case that between the causative/non-causative uses of the
verb, the causative use tends to take on more metaphorical or figurative meaning

and thus occur with a wider range of arguments than the non-causative.

What accounts for the split (in)transitivity of causative/non-causative alternating
verbs? According to Levin and Rappaport (1995:84), the non-causative

counterpart is derived from an “operation that prevents the causer argument from
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being projected to the lexical syntactic representation.” A causative verb involves
a dyadic event structure where an external causer acts (physically or otherwise) on
an entity causing the latter to undergo a change of state. However, depending on
different discourse-pragmatic factors sometimes only the caused state/events may

be expressed with causative alternating verbs.

One prominent factor which may account for the use of causative/non-causative
alternating verbs involves the factitive knowledge of the speaker about the event in
question. As noted by Daniel et al. (2005:20), the expression of an event depends
on the “frame of linguistic conceptualization” of the speaker about that specific
event since every event involves ‘“phase/factivity patterns” (Talmy 2000:436).
Phase here refers to the “location along the temporal sequence at which focal
attention is placed” while factivity involves “the occurrence or nonoccurrence of
portions of the sequence and the speaker’s knowledge about this” (Talmy
2000:436). These two factors are crucial in distinguishing between the expression
of causation and autonomous events. In expressing causation, a speaker commits
to knowledge of both causing and caused events as having actually occurred. That
is, to say Kofi broke the pot the speaker is implying that he witnessed two events:
(a) Kofi’s hitting of the pot (perhaps with a stone) and (b) the pot breaking as a
result of Kofi’s action. Sometimes however, a speaker may be in a position to
verify only a portion of the interaction such as the state of an entity over time. In
such a situation, since only the final stage of the interaction is accessible to the
speaker, that is what would be expressed.* So a speaker may choose to say The pot

broke when he has no information regarding the causing phase of the process or
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the causing state is simply not critical to the discourse. Thus, the alternation of a
causative verb as non-causative may depend on speakers’ knowledge of the
various phases of the interaction or their commitment to expressing this

knowledge for discourse-pragmatic reasons (see also Holmes 1999:324).

(c) Causative Alternation

Causative alternation refers to pairs of verbs which are etymologically related: the
root verb is always non-causative while the derived verb is causative (Haspelmath
1993:91).° In Akan, causative alternation occurs through leftward reduplication of
a root verb (which is non-causative) to derive a reduplicated verb which is
causative. There are two verbs which appear to demonstrate this alternation in the

language (Table 3.6).

Table 3.6. Causative alternating verbs in Akan

Non-causative Causative
(Root Verb) (Reduplicated Verb)
da ‘to sleep’ de-da ‘to put to sleep’
tee (so) ‘to pant for breath’ tee-tee ‘to disturb,

worry’

(19)a. Konadu 4-d&
Konadu PERF-sleep
Konadu is asleep.

b. Nnwémné  deda-a Konadu
music DET put.to.sleep-COMPL Konadu
The music put Konadu to sleep.
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c. *Nnwonminé  dé&-a Konadu
music DET sleep-COMPL Konadu
The music put Konadu to sleep.

(20)a. Ama-a teé s6
Ama-PROG pant.for.breath top
Ama is panting for breath.

b. Kwame-& teetee Yaw
Kwame-PROG disturb Yaw
Kwame is disturbing Yaw.

C. *Kwame-e tee Yaw
Kwame-PROG pant.for.breath Yaw
Kwame is worrying/disturbing Yaw.

As shown in (19a), dd ‘sleep’ is an intransitive verb which expresses a state of an
entity and cannot be used to express a causative event, as shown by the
ungrammaticality of (19c). In deriving the causative form of the verb, however,
the root verb is reduplicated (19b). A similar observation is made regarding the
verb tée so ‘to pant for breath’. In (20a), the verb is non-causative and to express
causation it undergoes reduplication (20b). Accordingly, (20c) shows that only the
reduplicated form of the verb may be used in expressing causation as the use of the
root verb in this context is ungrammatical. Thus, reduplication may derive
different verbs from root verbs and the pair may coexist in the language for
distinct purposes. That is, in Akan, causative alternation results in the emergence
of two etymologically related but morphosyntactically and semantically distinct

verbs.
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As already noted in section 2.1.1.2, most verbs in Akan may undergo
reduplication. However, deriving lexical causatives through reduplication in Akan
is rather irregular or unproductive. In fact, reduplication is not a causative

derivation process in itself in Akan, contra Boadi (2005a).

For instance, it can be noted that the reduplicated verbs in Table 3.6 are not
exclusively causative verbs. For that matter, the verbs may have different
meanings and argument structure in different contexts. Compare the sentences in

(21-22) below.

(21)a. Wh-de-da-a 5héné n6  wd ahenfié
3PLSUBJ-RED-sleep-COMPL chief DET in palace
They laid the chief in state inside the palace.

b. M-m>frané  &-de-da
PL-child DET PERF-RED-sleep
The children are asleep.

(22). Kofi-i teétee
Kofi-PROG disturb
Kofi is disturbed.

As shown in (21a), the reduplicated verb de-da may be used to express the laying
in state of a corpse for public viewing. However, in (21b), the reduplicated verb
does not involve causation at all; rather, reduplication here reflects the multiple
participants who are performing the action described by the verb. It can be noted
too that in (21b), de-da occurs as an intransitive (non-causative) verb. Also in (22),

the reduplicated verb tee-tée may occur as intransitive, describing a non-causative
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situation. Thus, a verb may be reduplicated to reflect the multiple participants

involved in the action or state described by the verb stem.®

Furthermore, verb reduplication may create different lexical items which are
morphologically related but may have different semantics and/or argument
structure. For instance, as illustrated in (23), the verb hwé ‘look’ (23a) when
reduplicated may take on the additional meaning ‘to search’ but the verb stem
cannot be used in that context as shown by the ungrammaticality of (23c). By the
same token, when k& ‘bite’ is reduplicated it takes on the extra meaning of ‘to be
itchy’ (24b), a meaning which cannot be expressed using the verb stem (24c).
Thus, reduplication may create pairs of verbs which may complement each other

in expressing different notions.

(23)a. Yaw hwe-¢ ababad né
Yaw look-COMPL young woman DET
Yaw looked at the young lady.

b. Yaw hwe-hwé-¢ ababaa no
Yaw RED-look-COMPL young woman DET
Yaw searched for the young lady.

c.  *Yaw hwé-¢ abéabaa no
Yaw look-COMPL young woman DET
Yaw searched for the young lady.

(24)a. Okraman né ka-a abafra né
dog DET bite-COMPL child DET
The dog bit the child.

b. Okramafiné hé ké-kdi  né
dog DET skin RED-bite DET
The dog is feeling itchy (lit. the dog’s skin is biting him).
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c. *Dkramainé hé ki né
dog DET skin bite DET
The dog is feeling itchy.

That reduplication is not a causative derivation process in Akan can also be seen in
the fact that transitive verbs which express causation may be reduplicated. In such
situations, the reduplicated verb does not involve additional or more causation but

may indicate iterativity or repetition of the action described by the verb, as shown

in (25-26).

(25)a. Kofi pag-¢ b3510 nd
Kofi burst-COMPL ball DET
Kofi burst the ball.

b.  Kofi paé-pae-2 b3310 né
Kofi RED-burst-COMPL ball DET
Kofi burst the ball.

(26)a. Okrémanné  ka-a ak>l1ad né
dog DET bite-COMPL child DET
The dog bit the child.

b. Okraméan né  ke-ka-a akdlaa n6 basabasa
dog DET RED-bite-COMPL child DET haphazardly
The dog bit the child haphazardly.

c. ??20krémai né  ka-a akdlaa n6  basabasa

dog DET bite-COMPL child DET haphazardly
The dog bit the child haphazardly.

The sentences in (25a-b) show that a lexical causative when reduplicated does not
involve double causation but rather shows that the action of the agent is iterative or

repetitive. Thus, (25b) may be used in a context where the agent, Kofi, may have
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driven a sharp object through the ball several times causing the ball to burst.
Likewise, when the verb k& ‘bite’ is reduplicated (26b) it expresses an action being
carried out repetitively. In addition, when the adverb haphazardly, which involves
an erratic or random action, is introduced in the sentence the use of the
reduplicated verb (26b) is more felicitous than the verb stem (26c¢) showing that
the reduplicated verb involves the additional semantics of iterativity or repetitive

action.’

It can be noted, however, that reduplication of verbs in Akan does not always
results in a change of meaning and the pair may be used in identical contexts. For
example, as shown in (27), both the verb stem and its reduplicated counterpart
have the same meaning and, therefore, one may be used in place of the other.
Interestingly, however, synchronically, the reduplicated form is more preferred
and used in many contexts than the root form. In fact, the availability of the root
verb huna in (27a) may be attributed to the fact that it is frozen as part of a

proverbial expression in the language.

(27)a. W>-m-f4 ade kdkd3 n-hund dbayifos
1PL-NEG-take thing red NEG-frighten witch
We do not frighten a witch with a red object (Boadi 2005:314).

b. W3-m-fa mfemféni Nn-huna-htna abddwesé nané
1PL-NEG-take moustache NEG-RED-frighten beard  grandparent
We do not frighten a full bearded man with moustache (Boadi
2005:314).
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The discussion so far has shown that reduplication of verbs may result in creating
different verbs, marking of multiple participants or to show that the action
described by the verb is repetitive or iterative. Reduplication, however, does not
create exclusive causative verbs but causative meaning may be part of the

underlying semantics of the reduplicated form.

2.2 Cause-Effect Serialization
One prominent feature of Akan morphosyntax is verb serialization— the
concatenation of two or more verbs to express what is conceptualized as a unitary
event (Christaller 1875; Lord 1973; Essilfie 1984; Osam 1994a and 2004;
Agyemang 2002). Causation is often expressed in serial verb constructions (SVCs)
in Akan. Essilfie (1984:60) offers the following explanation for the use of
serialization in expressing causation:

| believe that the interpretation of serial sequences of verbs in

Fante causative sentences ... requires an understanding of

causation as a series of events in which the occurrence of one event

has the occurrence of another event as its consequence (Essilfie
1984:60).

Thus, in cause-effect serialization the verb series individually code separate micro-
events of the causative situation. For example, the sentences in (28a-b) both
express causation through two verbs: the initial verb describes the causing event

while the non-initial verb expresses the caused event component.
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(28)a. Kofi pi&-a Ama hwe-¢ fam
Kofi push-COMPL Ama fall  ground
Kofi pushed Ama down.

b. Kofi b3-3 aboa n6 kum no
Kofi hit-COMPL animal DET kill 3SGOBJ
Kofi hit the animal and killed it.

It can be observed from the examples in (28a-b) that the ordering of the verb series
in serialized causatives reflects the conceptual sequence of causation (Durie
1997:330-331). In this iconic pattern, the initial verb expresses the initial action, a
causing event, while the non-initial verb conveys the resulting event. Thus, in
(28a), to express causation the verb pia ‘push’ precedes hwe ‘fall’. Likewise, in
(28Db), the sequence of events is reflected in the iconic ordering of the verbs such

that b ‘hit” occurs before kunt ‘kill’.

It must be noted, however, that even though in cause-effect serialization there are
two (or more) predicates the series of verbs in this construction is thought to act
like a single predicate which expresses a single event. Accordingly, the verb
complex in a cause-effect serialization takes one tense/aspect/mood specification
and share a common argument, typically one grammatical subject. In chapter four,
it will be shown that cause-effect serialization, like many kinds of serialization in
Akan, display syntactic properties akin to simple sentences (with a single verb).
Consequently, cause-effect serialization is appropriately categorized as a type of

non-periphrastic causative in Akan.
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3.0 PERIPHRASTIC CAUSATIVES

3.1 Analytic Causatives

Analytic causatives involve the expression of causation with two (or more) verbs,
one for cause and the other for effect (Comrie 1989; Dixon 2000). The
prototypical analytic causative in Akan involves the use of the causative verb ma

and a verb of effect.

(29)a. Kwame ma-a Adwoa su-i
Kwame CAUS-COMPL Adwoa cry-COMPL
Kwame made Adwoa cry.

b. Yaw 4-th-mé Adwoa
Yaw PERF-NEG-CAUS-COMPL Adwoa

a-n-to nnworm né  bi
PERF-NEG-singsong  DET some
Yaw did not make/let Adwoa sing (any part of) the song.

As can be observed in (29a-b), in the analytic causative construction the causing
event is expressed through the causative verb ma which occurs as the initial verb
while the caused event is coded by the non-initial verb. Also, both the causative

verb and the verb of effect inflect for the same tense/aspect/mood categories.

There is another kind of construction involving ma which may be used to express
causative meaning. In this construction, ma occurs together with another verb as a
non-initial verb in expressing causation. Yoon (2007:23) refers to sentences of this
type as quasi-causative constructions (quasi-CCs).

Consider the following sentences in (30-31).
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(30)a. Kofi yé¢ ma-a Adwoa dwané-e¢
Kofi do CAUS-COMPL Adwoa run-COMPL
Kofi caused it that Adwoa run away.

b. Ato yé-¢ ma Araba k3-5 fi¢ (Fa.)
Ato do-COMPL COMP Araba go-COMPL home
Ato caused Araba go home.

(31)a. Yaw hwé ma-a Akosua si-i nNééma né
Yaw look CAUS-COMPL Akosua wash-COMPL things DET
Yaw made Akosua wash the clothes (lit. Yaw saw to it that Akosua
washed the clothes).

b. Esi hwé-¢ ma  Ekow dzZidzi-i (Fa.)
Esi look COMP Ekow eat-COMPL
Esi made Ekow eat (lit. Esi saw to it that Ekow ate).

In (30a-b), the verb y& ‘do, make’ is used with ma to express causation. In this
construction, a causer initiates an action or set of actions (direct or indirect) which
purpose is to influence the causee to perform a specific action. Similarly, when
hwé ‘look’ occurs with ma (31a-b) it conveys the idea of a causer who acts to
ensure that the causee performs a particular action. Asante and Fante, however,
display a difference in the marking of the Completive aspect. In Asante (30a) and
(31a), the Completive aspect is marked on the non-initial verb ma while in Fante it
is marked on the initial verb but not on ma (30b) and (31b). Thus, while in Asante
ma occurs as a verb in Fante it behaves as a complementizer. In effect, quasi-CCs
are manifestations of ma manipulative complementation and can be distinguished

syntactically (and semantically) from the analytic causative construction.? In this
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study, we shall limit the discussion to the analytic causative construction where ma

occurs as the initial verb.

We must distinguish analytic causatives from serialized causatives because even
though they appear to be similar on the surface they are, in reality, different.
Analytic causatives are both semantically and syntactically different from
serialized causatives. Consider the difference in meaning between the sentences in

(32) and (33).

(32). Kofi ma-a Ama hwe-2 fam
Kofi CAUS-COMPL Ama fall-COMPL down
Kofi caused/let Ama fall down.

(33). Kofisum-m Ama hwe- fam
Kofi push-COMPL Ama fall-COMPL down
Kofi pushed Ama and she fell down.

The sentences in (32) and (33) differ with regard to the expression of the causing
event. One major property of analytic causatives is that they do not explicitly
express the causing event but rather express just the abstract notion of causation
(Song 2008; Dixon 2000). Thus, while in cause-effect serialization (33) the
causing event is explicitly stated as involving an act of pushing, no specific action
is expressed in (32) as constituting the causing event. Accordingly, Essilfie
(1984:56) states that analytic “causative sentences in Akan are neutral to the type
of instigation implied.” Thus, unlike serialized (and lexical) causatives, analytic

causatives may express an ‘open’ causative relation and, therefore, a single
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causative morpheme may be used to express several notions of causation. In
chapter five, I present the major event types of causation which may be expressed

in the analytic causative construction.

As noted in example (32), analytic causatives convey a dyadic event where a
stronger causer (ANT) impinges on a causee (AGO) which results in the latter
entity undergoing a change in action or state (Fig 3.2a). But that is not all. Analytic
causatives may also be used to express the notion of letting, where a stronger
causer who restrains a causee from displaying its original state or action for a time
ceases from acting on the causee, resulting in the causee eventually able to display
its state or action (Fig 3.2b). Thus, analytic causatives may present ambiguity as to
whether the causing event involves application of force on the causee (causing,
Fig 3.2a) or removal of force from the causee (letting, Fig 3.2b). In chapter five, |
will attempt an explanation of why both causing and letting may be expressed

through the same causative predicate.

Figure 3.2. Basic force-dynamic patterns of analytic causatives
(Talmy 2000:418).

a. causing b. letting
| )
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Analytic causatives are interesting in another respect especially with regard to the
role of the causee entity in the causative interaction. As already noted, in this
construction, the causer brings about a change in the causee’s state of being.
However, this characterization, it seems, represents only one pattern of analytic
causativization. In many cases, the action of the causer on the causee does not
merely result in a change of state of the latter, but it sets in motion another
causative event which is carried out, not by the causer, but by the causee. Consider

the example in (34).

(34). Apolisifé3n6  ma-a a-kordmfos né  kurh-m papa né
police DET CAUS-COMPL PL-thief DET kill-COMPL man DET
(i) The police caused it that the thieves killed the man (by not negotiating
well in a hostage crisis).
(ii) The police allowed the thieves to kill the man (by not the handcuffs on
the thieves).

As shown in (34), the causee performs an additional role as a result of being
‘affected’ or ‘released’ by the causer. In this sentence, there is a chain of two
causative events which is initiated by a ‘primary’ causer, the police, who through
either application of force or removal of restraint on the thieves enables the latter
to act in a manner which affects another entity. Thus, the causee here is both
patient and agent; on one hand, it undergoes the action described by the causative
predicate and on the other hand subsequently initiates an action itself. This dual
role of the causee is represented in Fig 3.3. In this diagram, it can be noticed that a
causer overcomes a causee, moving it towards an action. However, the causee

does not simply undergo a change of state but it initiates a force quantity of its



106

own and acts on another entity, a secondary causee, to cause it to perform a
particular action. In Fig 3.3, the broken line in the AGO is employed as a
shorthand for the different phases of the AGO as a ‘primary’ AGO and a

‘secondary’ ANT of the interaction.®

Figure 3.3. Force-dynamics of analytic causatives
(based on Talmy 2000)

14210

|
L

As shown in (34) above, analytic causatives which involve ‘primary’ and
‘secondary’ ANT/AGO are realized in causatives which are based on transitive
(lexical) causatives. As we shall discuss in chapter five, the dual role of the AGO
as primary causee and secondary causer fits neatly into some semantic
configurations of the causative. In fact, different languages have various ways of
coding the causee argument usually reflecting its role in the construction. Thus,
quite often the grammatical coding of the causee may be regulated by its semantic
properties/functions in the construction. However, in Akan, the causee can occur
as an object or subject, although there does not appear to be any semantic
difference between the two constructions. | investigate this asymmetry in detail in

chapter four.
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We can conclude this section by saying that the analytic causative morpheme has
as its primary function the identification of an entity in the clause as responsible
for the event described by the non-initial predicate(s). It points to an individual in
the sentence (the primary ANT) as causing a change in the state of affairs of
another entity through the impact of greater force or removal of such force. It was
also observed that the analytic causative construction expresses an ‘open’
causative meaning and, as such, may convey different force-dynamic notions.
Thus, it appears that the primary semantic function of the causative morpheme ma
is to assign BLAME to an entity in the construction. To understand this function of
md better, it is important to trace the development of this morpheme into a

causative verb in the Akan language.

3.1.1 Grammaticalization of mad ‘give’

In many languages the analytic causative morpheme may be related to the verb

‘give’ either synchronically or diachronically (see Table 3.7).

Table 3.7. Grammaticalization of GIVE into a causative marker

Language Causative morpheme
Ewe na ‘togive’  Larnyo (2013)
(Kwa, Niger-Congo)
Ga/Dangme ha ‘togive’ Dakubu (2002)

(Kwa, Niger-Congo)

v

Mandarin Chinese gei ‘togive’  Newman (1997:174)
(Sinitic, Sino-Tibetan)

Thai hay ‘to give’  Rangkupan (2007:194)
(Thai Kadai)
Nahuatl -tia ‘to give’”  Tuggy (1998)

(Uto-Aztecan)
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In Akan, the causative verb ma can be shown to be a grammaticalization of the
verb ma ‘give’.!? This three-place predicate functions as a very productive verb,
which expresses a wide variety of meanings and concepts such as benefactive and
resultative events (Lord et al. 2002). Evidence from the language also shows the
grammaticalization of ma into a complementizer (see Osam 1994a, 1998 and

2007; Lord et al. 2002).

In Akan, m& ‘give’ can be used to express literal GIVE which carry a benefactive
meaning. In this use, ma occurs as a ditransitive verb and carries three noun

arguments ([NP1 ma NP2 NPs]).

(35)a. D-ma-a nd adiiané
3SGSUBJ-give-COMPL 3SGOBJ food
He gave him food.

b. Kofi ma-a Ama ataadéé
Kofi give-COMPL Ama dress
Kofi gave Ama a dress.

As shown in (35a-b), in the ditransitive GIVE construction ma takes three noun
arguments namely, a Giver (subject), the Thing (object) given and a Recipient
(object). The Giver (NPy) is an animate/volitional entity from whom the transfer
originates. It can be observed that benefactive meaning of a transfer of an object is
derived basically from the perspective of either the Giver or Recipient. In other
words, benefactive sentences suggest that either the Giver perceives that the Thing

given would be advantageous to the Recipient or the Recipient (beneficiary)
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accepts the Thing transferred to him/her as a beneficial item or both instances hold
true. The absence of one of the conditions, however, may not affect the
benefactive meaning of the construction in any serious way because any of the
participants can claim such meaning. Sentences of this type, therefore, instantiate
the prototypical notion of give. It is argued that the analytic causative construction
in Akan is modeled after this specific GIVE-schema, where a Giver enables (or

causes) a Recipient to receive or have in possession an object. 1

An extension of literal GIVE involves the use of a serial verb construction in
which ma occurs as a non-initial verb ([NP1V NP2 ma NP3]). Osam (1994a:179)

explains that “in the serialization, the first verb will indicate whatever action was
carried out and the second verb [md] will introduce the Benefactive entity.” This is

illustrated in (36a-b).

(36)a. D-de Iwémané  ma-a nd
3SGSUBJ-take book DET give-COMPL 3SGOBJ
He gave the book to him (lit. he took the book and gave it to him)

b. Kofi kd-3 nstd ma-a né maamé
Kofi go-COMPL water give-COMPL his mother
Kofi fetched water for his mother.

c.  D-bd> hpaéé ma-a mé
3SG-say-COMPL prayer give-COMPL me
S/he prayed for me.
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In each of the sentences in (36a-c), ma occurs as a non-initial verb which
introduces the Beneficiary or Recipient of the action performed by the Giver
(subject). Thus, in (36a-c), ma links the Giver’s action to the Recipient and
identifies the Recipient as the target of the Giver’s action. Hence, sentences of this

type may be referred to as core benefactive constructions.

It is proposed that the literal GIVE-construction and its extension, the core
benefactive construction, serve as source domains for the grammaticalization of
md into other functions in the language. For instance, it is possible to trace the
development of ma ‘give’ into a causative verb from the GIVE construction. Osam
(1994a:264) notes that at this stage, this verb was used in two-verb serialization

where it occurred as an initial verb of the construction (37).

(37)a. Kofi ma-a Ama hwe-2 ase
Kofi give-COMPL Ama fall-COMPL down
Kofi made/caused Ama to fall down.

b. Akua fre-¢ Yaa ba-g&¢
Akua call-COMPL Yaa come-COMPL
Akua called Yaa and she came.

C. Adowaa t0-0 gb6s N6  twené-ee
Adowaa throw-COMPL stone DET displace-COMPL
Adowaa threw away the stone.

The sentences in (37a-c) show that in a two verb serialization, the action of the
agent affects the state of the object. In (37a), ma is used to express a (causative)

action on the part of an agent on a patient which results in the latter falling down.
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The same situation obtains in (37b) where an agent performs an action (calling)
and a patient responds by initiating movement. Similarly, in (37c), the agent takes
hold of an object and throws it away and the object, given its nature, undergoes a

change of state proportionate to the amount of force exerted by the agent.

Literal GIVE may be grammaticalized to express causative meaning, as illustrated

in Fig 3.4 below.

Figure 3.4 Extension of GIVE to causative sense (Newman 1996:179)

willfull THING movesinto the
GIVER resp onsikle sphere of control
for transfer RECIFIENT
|
| LITERAL GIVE
¥
Person B changes state
Person A causes undergoes some action
I T
| MANIPULATIVE EXTENSION
I
¥
Entity/Event Entity/Event
A causes B

Fig 3.4 shows that literal GIVE is consistent with causation and, therefore, a GIVE
verb may be extended to express causation. There are some similarities and
differences between literal GIVE and its causative extension. For one thing, literal

GIVE does not specify a particular act of giving, per se, but denotes a general
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transfer of an object from an Agent to a Recipient. Thus, the transfer may be literal

or non-literal (38).

(38)a. Kwame ma-a Yaa ataadés
Kwame give-COMPL Yaa cloth
Kwame gave Yaa a dress.

b. Mé papa ma-a me asaasé
my father give-COMPL 1SG land
My father gave me (a piece of) land.

Thus, while it is possible to conceive that in (38a) there is a literal movement of
the dress from Kwame to Yaa, such literal transfer cannot be assumed for (38b). In
fact, even in (38a), the verb does not specify whether the giver physically handed
over the dress to the recipient or perhaps the giver bequeathed the dress in writing
to the recipient. In effect, literal GIVE does not specify any particular act of giving
but rather expresses a transfer of possession. Similarly, in the causative, ma does
not specify any particular causing event but expresses the abstract notion of
causation. Accordingly, analytic causatives may be ambiguous as to the type of
instigation involved, yielding different event patterns of causation. Hence, just as
in literal GIVE ma identifies an agent as responsible for the transfer and change of
state of the recipient, in the causative, ma identifies an entity, a causer, as
ultimately responsible for the change of state or action of another entity, a causee.
Thus, the notion of BLAME assigned to an agent in literal GIVE is also
transferred to the analytic causative construction. Consequently, ma iconically

occurs immediately after the agent (causer) in the causative sentence.'?
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One consequence of the analysis of the causative verb ma as having developed
from the lexical verb ma ‘give’ through grammaticalization is that it discounts the
two verbs as homophonous in the strictest sense of the word. This is because an
upshot of grammaticalization may be the creation of morphologically related
forms which may diverge in their functions (see Hopper 1991:24). Thus, ma
diverges functionally between its use as a lexical verb (in literal GIVE) and as a
causative verb (in analytic causative construction). In other words, ma when used
in the causative construction does not have a specific lexical meaning but may
express any notion of causation. Hence, in this study, the causative verb is given
the interlinear glossing CAUS to show that the morpheme does not express a

specific action but expresses the abstract notion of causation.

A further grammaticalization of ma is its development into a resultative marker.
The form ma can link two overtly stated events as causatively related. In this
function, ma occurs as a non-initial verb in a “three verb serialization” (Osam

1994a:264). Consider the following sentences.

(39)a. Ddehyeansu peth Monkyi ma-a
Ddehyeansu hit  Monkyi RESUL-COMPL
d-nyané-é¢
3SGOBJ-wake.up-COMPL
Odehyeansu hit Monkyi so that he woke up (Boahene 1997:21)

b. D-b3-> né ma-2
3SGSUBJ-strike-COMPL 3SGOBJ RESUL-COMPL
no hwe-¢ ase
3SGOBJ fall-COMPL down
He struck him so that he fell.
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Examples (39a-c) show that in the resultative construction ma occurs as a non-
initial verb which introduces an event B (resulting event) by linking it with a
previous event A (causing event).*® The resultative, however, differs from analytic
causatives in that in the former, the causing event is overtly expressed but it is

gapped in the latter.

In its function as a resultative marker, ma displays a farther development on the
cline of grammaticalization. Osam (2007) shows that, at least in Fante (and
Akuapem), ma occurs as a complementizer in the resultative construction (40a-b).
In this function, the erstwhile verb does not inflect for tense/aspect/mood

categories in the language.

(40)a. Akosua hyé-¢ Kofi ma >-yé-¢ (Fa.)
Akosua force-COMPL Kofi COMP 3SG.SUBJ-do-COMPL
adwima no
work  DEF
Akosua forced Kofi to do the work (Osam 2007:112).

b. Akosua a-n-hyg Kofi ma
Akosua COMPL-NEG-force Kofi COMP
>-8-N-yé adwima no

3SG.SUBJ-COMPL-NEG-do work  DEF
Akosua did not force Kofi to do the work (Osam 2007:112-113).

Thus, md as a resultative marker displays different properties in different dialects
of Akan. In Asante (39a-b), it inflects for tense/aspect but in Fante (and Akuapem)
(40a-b) it behaves as a complementizer and does not take verbal trappings. Notice

too, that in the Asante sentences (39a-b), the resumptive pronoun may occur either
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in the subject (39a) or object (39b) form with no discernible difference in meaning.
In Fante, however, the resumptive pronoun can only occur in the subject form.*
This situation is also encountered in the causative where in Asante the causee

argument may be coded either as subject (41a) or object (41b) but in Fante it can

only occur as subject (42a) hence, the ungrammaticality of (42b).%°

(41)a. D-ma-a 5-k3-> fié
3SGSUBJ-CAUS-COMPL 3SGSUBJ-go-COMPL house
He made him go home.

b. D-ma-2 né kd-5 fie
3SGSUBJ-CAUS-COMPL 3SGOBJ go-COMPL house
He made him go home.

(42)a. D-ma-a O-dzi-i edzibanno  (Fa.)
3SGSUBJ-CAUS-COMPL 3SGSUBJ-eat-COMPL food DET
He made him eat the food.

b.  *D-ma-a né dzi-i &dziban né (Fa.)
3SGSUBJ-CAUS-COMPL 3SGOBJ eat-COMPL food DET
He made him eat the food.

In chapter four, we will discuss into more detail the syntactic properties of the
alternating constructions and show how they can be properly categorized. In so
doing, | will point to the different stages of development of ma in the dialects of
Akan as responsible for the alternation in the marking of the causee argument in

the language.
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4.0 CHAPTER SUMMARY

This chapter has presented the formal types of causative expressions identifiable in
Akan. The study identified two main types, non-periphrastic (lexical and cause-
effect serialization) and periphrastic (analytic) causatives. Lexical causatives
involve the use of lexical items (verbs) to express causation. Akan lexical
causatives may be divided into two types based on their morphological structure.
Most lexical causatives are roots which have no analyzable morphological
structure. Such lexical causatives were referred to as Unanalyzable Lexical
Causatives. Analyzable Lexical Causatives, on the other hand, are causative verbs
which involve reduplicated verb stems. These morphologically analyzable forms
express additional meaning from their root verbs and occur in complementary
distribution in expressing causation with the stems from which they are derived.
Again, evidence was adduced to the effect that analyzable causatives may derive
different verbs in the language which may be listed and learned independently.

Thus, Akan lexical causatives exhibit a continuum of morphological integration.

This chapter also presented an account on analytic causatives in Akan. The
analytic causative morpheme ma ‘make, cause’ employed in the language
developed from the verb ma ‘give’ which has quite a number of functions such as
expressing benefactive and resultative events. Again, this morpheme has
grammaticalized into a complementizer in some dialects of Akan and its diffusion
across the dialects has consequence for the syntax of constructions in which this

form occurs such as the causative.
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ENDNOTES

! Suppletion of # ‘hear’ and kyéré ‘tell’ seems to be especially used in the Kwahu dialect of Akan.
In this dialect, it is possible to hear such utterances as below:

). Ama te-e yen ntdkwd né ... Kofina d-kyéré-¢ né
Ama hear-COMPL 3PL quarrel DET  Kofi FOC 3SGSUBJ-tell-COMPL 3SGOBJ
Ama heard (about) our quarrel... it is Kofi who told her.

In this example, Ama’s knowledge of the event (that is, the quarrel), may be attributed to Kofi who
divulged such information to her.

2 The use of #& ‘to know, understand’ is particularly used by younger speakers.

3 According to Haspelmath (1993:108, ft. 7), “the term labile was borrowed from Caucasian
linguistics, where it is in general use.” See also Kulikov (2001).

4 Of course, not every event involving an entity may be caused by an external agent. But the non-
causative use of a causative/non-causative verb expresses an event as occurring spontaneously
without an agent. As Haspelmath (1993:90) notes, however, “this does not mean that there cannot
be an agent in the objective situation.”

5 There are, however, languages in which the reverse is found, e.g. languages of the South
American Cariban family (see Payne and Payne 2013).

6 See Osam et al. (2011:110-111) for a discussion on the use of reduplication in marking plurality
in relator nouns in Akan. Ofori (2006:46-112) also presents a morpho-phonological analysis of
reduplication in Akan.

7 Other physical process verbs which when reduplicated express repetitive or iterative action
include the following:

).
bu ‘to break’ bu-bu  ‘to break repeatedly into pieces’
twa  ‘tocut’ twi-twa  ‘to cut repeatedly into pieces’
twe  ‘to pull’ twe-twe  ‘to pull several times’
1o ‘to throw’ to-to ‘to throw repeatedly’
bs ‘to break’ bo-b>  ‘to break repeatedly into pieces’
tef ‘to tear’ te-te ‘to tear into pieces’

8 Complement constructions in Akan have been thoroughly discussed in the literature. See, for
example, Osam (1994a:240) and (1998), Boadi (2005b) for the relevant discussion.

® For a similar analysis, see Gilquin (2010:61-63) on English periphrastic causatives.

10 The grammaticalization of md4 ‘give’ into a causative verb has not been unanimously accepted by
linguists working on the language. For instance, Essilfie (1984:56) states that “it is debatable
whether the stem [ma] represents two homophonous verbs or indeed it is the same whose different
syntactic uses impose the two interpretations.” I do not suppose this debate to be trivial and,
therefore, suggests that this murky status of ma4 can be resolved by adopting the framework of
grammaticalization in accounting for the development of this verb. This approach would help us to
avoid the pitfall of categorizing words into discreet classes with no recourse to their lexico-
grammatical distribution and function(s) in language. The grammaticalization framework used in
this study is from Hopper and Traugott (2003).
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11 For a more detailed discussion on the use of ma as a ditransitive verb, see Osam (1994a:169) and
(1997).

2 1t can be noted, however, that not all features of literal GIVE are extended to causative
expressions. For instance, while GIVE involves volitional Agents, that is, animate entities, analytic
causatives are compatible with both animate and non-animate agents (causers). Thus, in (3), an
inanimate (incapable of volition) causer, the sun, acts on an inanimate causee, a river, to cause it to
dry up.
(3). Awidané  ma-a nsié né  we-ef
sun DET CAUS-COMPL river DET dry-COMPL
The sun caused the river to dry up (Agyekum 2006:219).

Examples such as (3) demonstrate that as a term grammaticalizes it may lose some of its syntactic
and/or semantic restrictions and properties because it generalizes in meaning to accommodate more
senses or meanings (Heine et al. 1991). As Lord et al. (2002:233) note, “in certain contexts one
facet of the morpheme’s meaning may be more salient, more congruent with particulars of the
situation [but] in other contexts, that facet may be less relevant, more peripheral.” Thus, even
though it can be shown that the causative morpheme is a grammaticalization of the literal GIVE,
we do not expect these two forms to have identical syntactic structure and/or semantic restrictions.

13 Also, in the resultative construction, ma may identify an initial event A as carried out for the
purpose of realizing another event B in what has been referred to as a purposive/consequence

construction (see Lord et al. 2002:227).

14 The alternation in the form of the resumptive pronoun in resutlative constructions cannot be
extended to include other biclausal sentences. For example, in (3a) the resumptive pronoun can
only be in the subject form regardless of the dialect as a change from subject to object form results
in an ungrammatical sentence (3b).

3)a. Kofi hyg-¢ Amasé  5-h-k3 fié
Kofi order-COMPL Ama that 3SGSUBJ-OPT-go home
Kofi ordered Ama that she should go home.

b. *Kofi hye-¢ Amasé no -k fié
Kofi order-COMPL Amathat 3SGOBJ OPT-go home
Kofi ordered Ama that she should go home.

15 In Asante, an object marked causee is preferred.
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CHAPTER FOUR

SYNTAX OF CAUSATIVES IN AKAN

1.0 INTRODUCTION

This chapter examines the syntax of causatives expressions in Akan. In section 2, |
discuss the various syntactic properties of non-periphrastic (lexical and cause-
effect serialization) and show that this type of causative expression involves a
monoclausal structure. In section 3, | examine the syntactic properties of
periphrastic causatives (analytic causatives) to ascertain their clausal structure.
Much attention is given to analytic causatives especially with regard to the
differences in the coding of the causee argument. It is proposed that the different
coding of the causee argument signals different syntactic properties of the
causatives. Section 4 provides an analysis of the status of arguments especially, the
causee and affectee NPs, in the causative by applying some specific tests such as
word order, relativization and focus extraction. The chapter concludes with a

summary of the discussion in section 5.

2.0 SYNTAX OF NON-PERIPHRASTIC CAUSATIVES

2.1 Lexical Causatives

As noted in chapter three, lexical causatives involve the expression of causation
through a single predicate. That is, in this type of causative both the causing event

and the caused event are expressed by the same predicate. For example, in (1),
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both the hitting of the earthenware and the resulting breakage is expressed by the

verb bg ‘break’.

(1). Amabs-> ayowa no
Ama break-COMPL earthenware DET
Ama broke the earthenware.

Thus, a lexical causative involves a single verb and, as such, can be associated
with only one tense/aspect category at a time. This property of lexical causatives
may derive from the fact that they are typically used to express direct causation. In
prototypical direct causation, there is a spatio-temporal overlap between the action
of the causer (causing event) and the resultant action of the causee or affected
entity (caused event) and, therefore, the two events must be expressed with the

same temporal reference (Shibatani and Pardeshi 2002:89-90).

Lexical causatives in Akan have a monoclausal structure like any simple (mono
verb) sentence in the language. For instance, any adverb which occurs in the

sentence would refer to both the causing and caused events (2-3).

(2)a.  Kwame b3-5 kaku6 né  éndra
Kwame break-COMPL pot  DET yesterday
Kwame broke the pot yesterday.

b. €néra  Kwame b3-5 kakaé né
yesterday Kwame break-COMPL pot DET
Yesterday, Kwame broke the pot.

(3)a. Sika kum-m W35 né  ntémintém
Sika kill-COMPL snake DET quickly
Sika killed the snake quickly.
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b. Oduro minimuni-i dusini n6  nkakrankakra
Oduro roll.RED-COMPL log DET slowly
Oduro rolled the log slowly.

In Akan (temporal) adverbs may occur in sentence final position (2a) or sentence
initial position (2b) (see Saah 2004). In a lexical causative (2a-b), a temporal
adverb refers to both causing event, that is, Kofi’s hitting the pot (perhaps with a
stone) and the caused event, the pot’s breaking. In other words, (2a-b) could not be
used to describe a situation where Kofi at some point prior to yesterday hit the pot
but it got broken yesterday. Similarly, in (3a), the manner adverb quickly refers
both Sika’s hitting the snake and the snake dying as a result of being hit. Here too,
(3a) cannot be used to describe a situation where Sika quickly hits a snake
(perhaps repeatedly) but the snake dies slowly from its strokes after some time has
passed. Similarly, (3b) implies that both the causing event (rolling of the log) and
the caused event (rolling of the stone) occurred slowly. Thus, because direct
causation involves a spatio-temporal overlap between causing and caused events,
any adverb which modifies the causing event also modifies the caused event.
Syntactically, the fact that any adverb used in lexical causatives modifies both the
causing and caused events shows that such constructions involve a simple,

monoclausal structure.

Another test which evinces the monoclausal structure of lexical causatives is
reflexivization. In a lexical causative since there is only one subject, it is only this

argument which may control a reflexive. The reflexive in Akan is marked by a
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pronoun + hd (see Saah 1989:16; Osam 2002). Consider the following examples in

(4).

(4)a. Akosua; ti-i ne hdi
Akosua pinch-COMPL 3SG self
Akosua pinched herself.
b. [Kofi né  Ama]; fiti-1 wn ho;
Kofi and Ama pinch.RED -COMPL 3PL self
Kofi and Ama pinched themselves.
(5). [Yawné Akosua]i ka-a sé  Yaax b>-> ne  hok

Yaw and Akosua say-COMPL that Yaa hit-COMPL 3SG self
Yaw and Akosua said that Yaa hit herself.

The sentences in (4a-b) illustrate that in a lexical causative the causer which is the
subject of the sentence may control the reflexive. In (4b), it can be observed that
when the subject of the sentence involves a conjoined noun phrase, the reflexive
takes on a plural form to reflect the plural subject. We can contrast this with (5)
which involves complementation. In the complement sentence (5), the conjoined
subject does not control the reflexive because a reflexive can only refer back to an
argument (subject) which is in the same clause as the reflexive. So in (5), Yaa (not
Yaw and Akosua) controls the reflexive because it occurs in the same minimal

clause as the reflexive.

Thus, we may conclude from the evidence above that Akan lexical causatives
involve a simple monoclausal structure which is so constructed to show the higher
level of semantic and syntactic integration between the events expressed by the

single predicate.!
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2.2 Cause-Effect Serialization

In chapter three, it was noted that serialized causatives share some crucial features
with lexical causatives as they both tend to describe direct causation. In cause-
effect serialization, even though two (or more) verbs are used, these verbs are
conceptualized by speakers as a single predicate and, therefore, the concepts they
express are lexicalized as such. In this section, we will examine some syntactic
properties of serialized causatives which justify them as a type of non-periphrastic

causative.

Cause-effect serialization, as the name suggests, is a type of serial verb
constructions (SVC) — a phenomenon which is highly attested in Akan. A plethora
of literature exists on recurring features of SVCs cross-linguistically (for example,
Lord 1973; Sebba 1987; Durie 1997 Aikhenvald 2006) and SVCs in Akan
(Christaller 1875; Essilfie 1977 and 1984; Lord 1993; Osam 1994a, 1997 and
2004; van der Veen 1998; Agyemang 2002; Hellan et al. 2003; Morrison 2007;
Cansada 2010). Consequently, my intention in this section is not to rehash the
discussion on SVCs in general. Rather, | will present some syntactic properties of
cause-effect serialization and distinguish it from other kinds of causativization in

the Akan language.

Generally, an SVC has been defined as “a sequence of verbs which act together as
a single predicate, without any overt marker of coordination, subordination, or
syntactic dependency of any other sort” (Aikhenvald 2006:1). Inherent in this

definition is the idea that the verb series in an SVC form part of the same clause.
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Also, the verbs in an SVC share the same tense/aspect/mood (TAM) (see section
3.1.2 for an exception). This can be done by marking the same TAM on all the
verbs or by inflecting only the initial verb in the construction (Aikhenvald

2006:39). Akan employs the former option (6a-d).

(6)a. O-stum-m né hwe-& fanm
3SGSUBJ-push-COMPL 3SGOBJJ fall-COMPL down
He pushed him down.

b. Kofi 4-b5 no a-hwé fam
Kofi PERF-hit 3SGOBJ PERF-fall down
Kofi hit him to the ground.

C. Kofi bé-bd  no a-hwé fam
Kofi FUT-hit 3SGOBJ CONS-fall down
Kofi will hit him to the ground.

d. Kofi a-m-m3 no a-n-hweé fam

Kofi PERF-NEG-hit 3SGOBJ PERF-NEG-fall down
Kofi did not hit him to the ground.

We note from (6a-c) that in cause-effect serialization all the verbs are inflected for
the same tense/aspect category. In (6a), the verb series are each marked for the
Completive aspect; in (6b), each of the two verbs takes Perfect aspect inflection. In
(6¢), however, Future is marked on the initial verb while the non-initial verb takes
the Consecutive (see section 3.1.1 for more discussion on Future-Consecutive
marking). In negation, each of the verbs in the series is inflected with a negative

morpheme (6d).
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Cause-effect SVCs have been identified as a type of Integrated Serial Verb
Construction (ISVC), where the events coded by the verb series are conceptualized
as “tightly integrated” and form a unitary event (Osam 1994a:193 and 2004:16).
According to Osam (1994a:198), in this construction, “the object of the first verb
is coreferential with the subject of the second verb.” Thus, in (7), Kwame is the
subject of the initial verb and stone is the object; however, stone is the entity
which undergoes the action described by the non-initial verb. Consequently,

cause-effect SVCs have been referred to as Switch-Subject serialization.

(7). Kwame t0-0 gb6s né  twéné-ee
Kwame throw-COMPL stone DET displace-COMPL
Kwame threw the stone away.

It must be noted, however, that even though there are two verbs in (7) the verb
combinations represents a conceptually unitary event such that there is temporal
overlap between the throwing and hitting. In other words, the verb combinations
act as a single predicate to express direct causation. For instance, as Osam
(19944a:200) points out, when we question what Kwame did we cannot have only a
part of the sentence (with a single verb) as the answer. Thus, (8b) cannot be a
felicitous answer to (8a); rather, an acceptable response to the question in (8a)

would be (8c).

(8)a. Kwame yg-¢ dén?
Kwame do-COMPL what
What did Kwame do?
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b. ??Kwame t0-0 bés nd

Kwame throw-COMPL stone DET
Kwame threw the stone.

Kwame t0-0 b6d nd twené-ce
Kwame throw-COMPL stone DET displace-COMPL
Kwame threw the stone away.

Thus, cause-effect SVCs of this type are purposive in nature such that even though

we analyze the construction as consisting of sub-events they are perceived as, not

two events, but a single integrated event. In this way, cause effect SVCs can be

likened to lexical causatives as they tend to express causation as a unitary event.

However, not all cause-effect SVCs involve tightly integrated events as (7). In a

cause-effect SVC where a causer may not intend the caused event there is less

integration between the sub-events expressed by the verb series. This can be seen

from the fact that in such constructions it is possible to insert a linker such as ma

between the causing and caused sub-events.

(9)a.

(10)a.

O-pia-a né £0-0 farh
3SGSUBJ-push-COMPL 3SGOB}J fall-COMPL down
He pushed him down.

O-pia-a né maa né
3SGSUBJ-push-COMPL 3SGOBJ RESUL-COMPL 3SGOBJ
£3-3 farh

fall-COMPL down
He pushed him so that he fell down.

Opuni b3-5 Nti pira-a no
Opuni hit-COMPL Nti hurt-COMPL 3SGOBJ
Opuni hit Nti (and) hurt him.
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b. Opuni b3-5 Nti ma-a no
Opuni hit-COMPL Nti RESUL-COMPL 3SGOBJ
pird-ag
hurt-COMPL

Opuni hit Nti so that he got hurt.

(11)a. Jkrd né bd-3 w5 né kit nod
cat DET hit-COMPL snake DET kill-COMPL 3SGOBJ
The cat hit and killed the snake.

b. Okrd né6  bd-> dW5 né maia
cat DET hit-COMPL snake DET RESUL-COMPL
né wil-ig

3SGOBJ die-COMPL
The cat hit the snake so that it died.

The examples in (9-11) involve Clause Chaining (CC) serialization where two
clauses, each expressing a sub-event, can be linked by a conjunction. For instance,
in (9a), there are two events, causing and caused events, but the causing event
(pushing) may or may not have the caused event (falling down) as its purpose. In
this case, a resultative marker may separate the two events, as shown in (9b). A
similar situation obtains in (10a-b) and (11a-b). Example (11b) is interesting with
regard to the form of the non-initial verb. In this sentence, when the caused event
is expressed as a consequence of the causing event the causative verb kunt ‘kill’
alternates with its non-causative suppletive wu ‘die’ in expressing the resulting
event. Thus (9-11) show that CC cause-effect SVCs may involve less direct

causation than cause-effect ISVCs.
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According to Essilfie (1984:60), cause-effect SVCs are a reanalysis of a biclausal
causative deep structure with ma as the causative “higher predicate.” In other
words, cause-effect SVCs underlyingly involve two clauses linked by the
morpheme ma. Thus, Essilfie (1984:60) argues that (12a) is derived from (12b)
through “a deletion transformation [which] optionally deletes the causative
indicator ma in such a construction without affecting the grammaticalness or the

meaning of the sentence.”

(12)a. Osiin abofra n  hwii famu (Fa.)
he-pushed child the fell down
He pushed the child down (Essilfie 1984:56).
b. Osiin abofran maa ohwil famu  (Fa.)
he-pushed child the caused he-fell down
He made the child fall down by pushing him (Essilfie 1984:56).

It must be noted, however, that (12a) and (12b) do not have exactly the same
meaning; (12a) would be used to express a situation where a causer intentionally
pushes the child to the ground while (12b) describes a situation where a causer
pushes the child and as a result the child loses his footing and falls down. Thus,

(12a) involves direct causation while (12b) involves indirect causation.

As demonstrated in (9-11), clause chaining cause-effect SVCs may allow for a
resultative linker to link causing and caused events when indirect causation is
involved. This, however, does not mean that all cause-effect SVCs are derived

from a reduction of a biclausal sentence as claimed by Essilfie (1984). There are
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situations where we cannot reduce a resultative construction to an SVVC with the

same meaning. Consider (13-14) below.

(13)a.

(14)a.

b.

Kwadwo pia-a Adwoa mé-a no
Kwadwo push-COMPL Adwoa RESUL-COMPL 3SGOBJ
b3-5 ahwehwé no

break-COMPL mirror DET
Kwadwo pushed Adwoa so that she broke the mirror.

*Kwadwo pia-a Adwoa b>-3 ahwehwsé n6
Kwadwo push-COMPL Adwoa break-COMPL mirror  DET
Kwadwo pushed Adwoa (and) she broke the mirror.

Yaw twa-a Akwasi ma-a né
Yaw cut-COMPL Akwasi RESUL-COMPL 3SGOBJ
pira-e¢

injure-COMPL
Yaw kicked Akwasi so that he (Akwasi) got injured.

*Yaw twa-a Akwasi piré-es
Yaw kick-COMPL Akwasi injure-COMPL
Yaw kicked Akwasi and he (Akwasi) got injured.

Examples (13-14) show that not all biclausal consequence constructions may yield

a cause-effect SVC. In (13a), when ma is deleted the sentence does not yield an

SVC with the same meaning. In other words, if one wanted to say ‘Kwadwo

pushed Adwoa and she broke the mirror’ then (13b) would be ungrammatical. By

the same token, when md is deleted in (14a), the resulting sentence (14b) cannot

mean ‘Yaw hit Akwasi so that Akwasi released it.” Essilfie (1984:61), however,

attributes the ungrammaticality in these instances to the condition that “a non-

causative verb in the construction would not allow the deletion of ma from the

sentence.” However, the examples in (13a) and (14a) contain only causative verbs
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and so we can say that the ungrammaticality of (13b) and (14b) is not subject to
the condition above. What is interesting here is that the sentences in (13b) and

(14b) may be grammatical with a different meaning (15).

(15)a. Kwadwo pia-a Adwoa b>-3 ahwehwsé no
Kwadwo push-COMPL Adwoa break-COMPL mirror  DET
Kwadwo pushed Adwoa to hit the mirror (lit. Kwadwo pushed
Adwoa hit mirror).

b. Yaw twa-a Akwasi pira-e¢

Yaw kick-COMPL Akwasi injure-COMPL
Yaw kicked Akwasi (and) he (YYaw) got injured.

Thus, the argument that cause-effect SVCs are derived from a deletion of “a
causative indicator ma” seems to be limited to only a set of few construction types
and does not include the wide range of verbal combinations which may be used to
express causation. Again, since cause-effect SVC involves direct causation while
consequence constructions express indirect causation we do not need to subsume
one construction under the other. Indeed, in cause-effect SVCs the verb
combinations are so arranged to “convey a ‘cause-effect’ meaning” where both
causing and caused events share the same spatio-temporal profile (Dixon
2012:244). On the other hand, as already noted, consequence constructions express
a situation where a causer performs an action on an entity and as a result of the
causer’s action, the entity undergoes a particular change of state, aided or

otherwise.



131

Cause-effect SVCs, like other SVCs in Akan, are monoclausal. This is not
surprising because even though an SVC contains two or more verbs the verb series
are conceptualized as expressing a single event just like a single predicate. One
way of demonstrating the monoclausal properties of cause-effect SVCs is through
reflexivization. In reflexivization in Akan, a reflexive pronoun takes a syntactic
subject from its (i.e. the reflexive’s) immediate (or local) clause as its controller. In

cause-effect SVCs, only the initial NP may control the reflexive (16).

(16)a. Amaide sékan twa-a neé hoi
Ama take knife cut-COMPL 3SG self
Ama cut herself with a knife (i.e. Ama take knife cut herself)

b. Kwame; twa-a Kofi; pira-a ne ho;
Kwame cut-COMPL Kofi hurt-COMPL 3SG self
Kwame injured Kofi and hurt himself (in the process).

C. [Abrafi ne Frema]i pamo-0 Kofij
Abrafiand Frema drive.away-COMPL Kofi

firi-i h3 dwene-¢ wdn hé;
come.out-COMPL there think-COMPL 3PL self

Abrafi and Frema drove the man from there and thought about
themselves.

(17)a. [Nti né Opuni]i k-2 sé  Fremaj 4-fi e ho
Nti and Opuni say-COMPL that Frema PERF-pinch 3SG self
Nti and Opuni said that Frema has pinched herself.

b. Kofi; fa-a sékan na Ji-de twa-a n¢ ho
Kofi take-COMPL knife and 3SGSUBJ-take cut-COMPL 3SG self
Kofi took the knife and hurt himself.

In (16a), it is the (animate) subject, Ama, which controls the reflexive. In the
cause-effect SVC (16b), there are two animate NPs, Kwame and Kofi, but because

only Kwame is a subject in the sentence it alone controls the reflexive as shown by
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the identical indices of Kwame and the reflexive. Likewise, (16¢) shows that
where there is a conjoined subject NP in a cause-effect SVC, the reflexive takes a
plural form to reflect the plural subject. When we compare (16a-c) with (17a) it
can be observed that the controller of the reflexive must be in the same clause as
the reflexive. In (17), there are two subjects indexed (i) and (j) but since only the
second subject (indexed (j)) shares the same clause as the reflexive it controls the
reflexive. Thus, in (16a-c), the only subject in the sentence occurs in the same
clause as the reflexive and, therefore, controls it (the reflexive). Also, (17b) shows
that the subject of an upper clause cannot control a reflexive in a lower clause
because the NP that controls a reflexive must occur in the same clause as the
reflexive. Thus, in (17b) although the NP which controls the reflexive is
coreferential with the subject of the upper clause it is the third person singular

subject pronoun which controls the reflexive.

Adverbial modification also shows that cause-effect SVCs involve a single clause.
Like other SVCs in Akan, in cause-effect SVCs, any adverb which occurs in the
sentence modifies the entire construction rather than the sub-events expressed by
the different predicates. For example, in (18a), the adverb déndeérnden refers to both
the causing and caused events, that is, both the act of pushing and the subsequent
act of falling down occurred violently. Similarly, in (18b), the manner adverb
nkakrakakra refers to both the agent’s action and the resultant event. Thus, in
cause-effect SVCs an adverb has necessary scope over the entire verb combination

because the verb series function as a single presdicate.
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(18)a. Owusu piad-a Bonsu hwe-¢ fam dendenden
Owusu push-COMPL Bonsu fall-COMPL down hard
Owusu pushed Bonsu down violently.

b. Adwoa hwié-g nsué né gu-u nkakrakakra

Adwoa pour-COMPL water DET lie-COMPL gradually
Adwoa poured out the water gradually.

The foregone has demonstrated that lexical causatives and cause-effect SVCs
involve a monoclausal structure. In both causatives, the predicate(s) is marked
with a single tense/aspect/mood category per a construction and the scope of
adverbial modification is the entire sentence. Also, because lexical causatives and
cause-effect SVCs involve a single clause only the single subject of the sentence
functions as the controller of a reflexive. With this threshold, the discussion that
follows will explore the syntactic properties of another causative type namely,
periphrastic causatives. It will be shown that on the one hand, periphrastic
causatives share similar properties with non-periphrastic causatives but on the

other hand, are significantly different in syntactic structure from the former.

3.0 SYNTAX OF ANALYTIC CAUSATIVES

In chapter three, it was noted that analytic causatives involve the expression of
causation through a causative predicate ma and another predicate expressing
effect, as shown in (19a). However, in quasi-analytic causatives ma occurs as a

non-initial verb which links two events as causatively related (19b).
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(19)a. Kwame ma-a Adwoa su-i
Kwame CAUS-COMPL Adwoa cry-COMPL
Kofi made Adwoa cry.

b. Kofi y¢ ma-a Adwoa kd-5 fié
Kofi do CAUS-COMPL Adwoa go-COMPL home
Kofi caused Adwoa to go home.

In what follows, we explore the syntactic properties of analytic causatives with
regard to tense/aspect and negation marking, reflexivization and adverbial

modification to determine their clause structure.

3.1 Tense/Aspect/Negation

In Akan, analytic causatives typically involve a single tense/aspect category which
is marked on all the verbs in the sentence, even as was observed in the case of
cause-effect SVCs. Consider the sentences in (20) which involve marking of the
Completive and Perfect aspects. The Completive is marked by a lengthening of the
final vowel (or syllabic nasal) of a verb when the verb is followed by an object

while the Perfect is marked by a prefix /a-/ on the verb.?

(20)a. Kofi ma-a Ama bd-5 fam
Kofi CAUS-COMPL Ama hit-COMPL ground
Kofi caused Ama to fall down.

b. Kofi 4&-ma Ama 34-bd farh
Kofi PERF-CAUS Ama PERF-hit ground
Kofi has caused Ama to fall down.
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Sentences (20a-b) show that in the analytic causative, when the causative verb
verb is marked with the Completive or Perfect the non-initial predicate must also

be marked with the same aspectual morpheme.

In the Future, a prefix /be-/ is marked on the initial verb in a clause and, if there
are more verbs, each of the non-initial verbs is marked by a prefix /a-/ which has
been referred to as the Consecutive (Dolphyne 1987). The Consecutive also occurs

on the non-initial verbs after the Progressive prefix /re-/ has been marked on the

initial verb.

(21)a. Adu bé-ma Ama a-di aduané n6
Adu FUT-CAUS Ama CONS-eat food DET
Adu will make Ama eat the food.

b. Araba ré-ma Ama é-dzi ¢dziban nd (Fa.)
Araba PROG-CAUS Ama CONS-eat food DET
Kofi is making Ama eat the food.

C. Kofi-i ma Ama 3a-di aduané né

Kofi-PROG CAUS Ama CONS-eat food DET
Kofi is making Ama eat the food.

In (21a), in expressing future time the prefix /be-/ is marked on only the initial
verb while the non-initial verb takes the Consecutive prefix /a-/. Likewise, in
(21Db), the Progressive is marked on the initial verb while the non-initial verb is
marked with the Consecutive. However, in Asante (21c), the Progressive occurs as
a suffix which is attached, not to the verb, but to the initial NP. Thus, even though
the Progressive is represented as /re-/ in the orthography of Akan, this form is not

preferred in the Asante dialect (see Osam 1994a:64).3
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There has been some debate over whether or not to consider the so-called
Consecutive as a separate category.* Indeed, different authors have referred to this
category with different terms (‘serial marker’ a la Forson (1990), Osam (1994b)
and Morrison (2007); ‘infinitive’ a la Boadi (2005b, 2008), Cansada (2010)).
Understanding the so-called Consecutive is particularly important because in
SVCs (which involve a single tense/aspect per a construction) the Consecutive
occurs on non-initial verbs when the initial verb takes Progressive or Future
marking. One way of dealing with this situation is to consider the pattern PROG-
CONS/FUT-CONS as demonstrating a mixed tense/aspect in a sentence, as
suggested by Dolphyne (1987:70) and, therefore, an exception to the general
conception of SVCs as involving a single tense/aspect specification. This position
would, however, require that we account for the fact that the Consecutive never
occurs on its own or on an initial verb in a sentence but is totally dependent on the

marking of an initial verb either in the Progressive or Future.

Alternatively, we could postulate that the pattern PROG-CONS/FUT-CONS does
not involve mixed tense/aspect. As already noted, the so-called Consecutive does
not occur on an initial verb or as the only aspectual category in a sentence but is
always dependent on the Future or Progressive. Also, the Consecutive is not
required to occur in non-manipulative complement sentences which have the
matrix verb marked in the Future or Progressive.® Thus, the Consecutive is suspect
as a separate aspectual category but appears to be an allomorph of the Progressive
and the Future which marks non-initial events as prospective. For one thing, both

Future and Progressive express imperfect meanings and may be considered as
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related categories in that sense. In fact, /be-/ may be discounted as a strictly
Future morpheme because it expresses primarily prospective meaning and future
time reference is an aspect of the general irrealis paradigm (Saah 1994:17; see also
Dixon 2012:9-11). Thus, in a sentence where the occurrence of an event B, is
expressed as dependent on the occurrence of an imperfect, prospective event A,
which is marked in the Future or Progressive, event B may be marked by a

Prospective allomorph, as shown in (22).

(22)a. Kofi-i ks fié  4-kd-didi
Kofi-PROG go home PROS-EGR-eat
Kofi is going home to eat.

b. Kofi bé-k5  fié  &-kd-didi

Kofi FUT-go home PROS-EGR-eat
Kofi will go home to eat.

A possible motivation for the use of an allomorph on the non-initial verb may be
that, conceptually, as Osam (2004:26, ft 10.) notes, “when the initial verb is in the
progressive, the subsequent ones cannot be in the progressive.” This observation
addresses, albeit partially, the question of why the so-called Consecutive never
occurs alone in clauses but is dependent on the Future and Progressive in the
language. It also calls into question whether Akan operates a tense system in the
first place as the only categorical tense in the language, the Future, may be better
considered as an aspectual category (see Kusmer 2011). Thus, a revision of the
temporal system exploited in Akan is needed, but this is beyond the scope of this

study.
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In analytic causatives, negation is marked on all the verbs in the sentence. In Akan,
negation is marked by a homorganic nasal prefix marked on the verb stem.

Consider (23) below.

(23)a. Frema 4-m-mé abofra n6  a-n-su
Frema COMPL-NEG-CAUS child DET COMPL-NEG-cry
(i) Frema did not make the child cry.

(i1) Frema did not allow the child to cry.

b. Frema nmi-ma-a abofra n6  Nn-su-i
Frema NEG-CAUS-PERF child DET NEG-cry-PERF
Frema has not caused the child to cry.

C. Frema-a m-ma abofra n6  n-su
Frema-PROG NEG-CAUS child DET NEG-cry
(1) Kwame will not cause the child to cry.
(i) Kwame is not allowing the child to cry.

d. * Frema m-ma-a abofra n6  su-i

Frema NEG-CAUS-PERF child DET cry-PERF
Frema has not caused the child to cry.

In Akan, negation has wide scope and it is marked on all the verbs in the causative
sentence. In (23a), when the Completive, which is a prefix in affirmative
sentences, is negated it is realized as prefix /a-/ on the verb. Similarly, in negating
the Perfect, the negative prefix is marked on all the verbs but the Perfect (which is
a prefix in the affirmative) is realized as a suffix (23b). The Progressive and the
Future are negated in the same way. For that reason, the sentence in (23c) can be
interpreted in either the Future or the Progressive based on pragmatic or contextual
information. The sentence in (23d), however, shows that marking of negation in
analytic causatives must occur on all verbs in the sentence and failure to mark all

verbs with negative affix results in ungrammaticality.
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It can be noted, however, that the negative prefixes attached to the verbs in (23a-c)
are not negative heads (with independent negative scope) but may be considered as
negative agreement markers (NAM) set by morphological rules of the language.
This is confirmed by the fact that, in some Fante dialects, negation may be marked
on only the initial verb in a serial verb construction (23a-c) (Osam 1994a:213).
Notice that (23b) and (23c) have the same negative interpretation, showing that

negation on the initial verb carries wide scope in Akan.

(23)a. Ye-bo-to bi  a-ma hom (Fa.)
1PLUSUBJ-FUT-buy some CONS-give 2PLUOBJ
We will buy some for you (Osam 1994a:213).

b. Ye-ro-n-to bi  m-ma hom (Fa.)
1PLSUBJ-PROG-NEG-buy some NEG-give 2PLUOBJ
We will not buy some for you (Osam 1994a:213).

C. Ye-n-ko-to bi a-ma hom (Fa.)

1PLUSUBJ-NEG-FUT-buy some CONS-give 2PLUOBJ
We will not buy some for you (Osam 1994a:213).

Thus far, it has been shown that analytic causatives behave much like SVCs with
regard to tense/aspect and negation marking; all the verbs in the causative are
marked with the same tense/aspect/negation category. Thus, Shibatani (2008:269)
observes that Akan analytic causatives “show the major hallmarks of
monoclausality sharing with SVCs of the language such as tense-aspect-mood and
polarity concord.” Consequently, Akan analytic causatives have been sometimes
classified under the general rubric of SVC (for example, Osam 1994a and 2004).
An analysis which assumes causatives to be instantiation of serialization

necessarily presupposes causatives to involve monoclausality. Such conclusions,
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however, seem to be based on partial knowledge of the range of properties
exhibited by causatives in the language. Interestingly, other syntactic properties of

this construction reveal that causatives involve a more complex structure.

3.2 Adverbial Modification

It has long been recognized that periphrastic causatives behave quite differently
from non-periphrastic causativization with regard to adverbial modification.
Beginning with Fodor (1970) and expounded by Shibatani (1973a and 1976 for
Japanese and Korean) and Wierzbicka (1975 for English), it has been shown that
adverbial modification of analytic causatives demonstrates such constructions to
involve a complex structure as opposed to non-periphrastic causatives which are
basically monoclausal. A similar observation can be made with regard to analytic

causatives in Akan.

As we observed earlier, in Akan (temporal) adverbs occur typically in sentence
final position or may occur in sentence initial position as a topicalized element
(Saah 1994:36).” Thus, the position of an adverb in a clause may indicate the
boundary of that clause. In the simple sentences in (24a-b), the adverbs anjpa and
Jkyena may occur at the beginning of the sentence or in sentence final position
respectively. In (24a-b), the scope of the adverb is over the predicate and,
therefore, the event described by the verb is said to have occurred at the time

specified by the temporal adverb.
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(24)a. (@nopa yi) Kofi kum-m W35 n6 (andpd  yi)
morning this Kofi kill-COMPL snake DET morning this
(This morning) Kofi killed a snake (this morning).

b. (okyéna) Adwoa bé-kd Kumasi (dkyena)

tomorrow Adwoa FUT-go Kumasi tomorrow
(tomorrow) Adwoa will go to Kumasi (tomorrow).

In an SVC, where two or more verbs are concatenated to express what is
conceptualized as a single event, an adverb may be placed at sentence initial or
final position just like in the simple sentences in (24). Here, the adverb has scope
over all the verbs in the verb series (25). In (25a), the adverb énora modifies both
acts of buying the rice and giving it to Akosua. Thus, (25a) could not be used to
describe a situation where Kofi bought the rice at a time prior to yesterday but
gave it to Akosua yesterday. Similarly, in (25b), the two events described by the
verbs, waking up and sweeping, must have both taken place in the morning, albeit

successively.

(25)a. Kofi t5-3 ¢mo ma-a Akosua énora
Kofi buy-COMPL rice give-COMPL Akosua yesterday
Kofi bought rice for Akosua yesterday.

b. Ama sdré pra-a fie anopa yi
Ama wake.up sweep-COMPL house morning this
Ama woke up and swept the house this morning.

The story is a little different in analytic causatives. In this construction, the scope
of an adverb may be limited to only a part of the sentence and, therefore, the entire
sentence is not automatically modified by the adverb. Consider the examples in

(26) below.
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(26)a. Afriyie ma-a Adwoa su-i énora
Afriyie CAUS-COMPL Adwoa cry-COMPL yesterday
Afriyie made Adwoa cry yesterday.

b. Darko ma-a Yaw kd-3 sukdu énng

Darko CAUS-COMPL Yaw go-COMPL school today
Darko made Yaw go to school today.

Sentences (26a-b) are ambiguous with regard to the temporal reference of the
causing and caused events. (26a) has two interpretations: either (a) Kofi may have
performed an action prior to yesterday which caused Adwoa’s to cry, or (b) both
Kofi’s action and Adwoa’s change of state occurred yesterday. Similarly, (26b) is
ambiguous with regard to whether (a) Darko ordered Yaw yesterday to attend
school and Yaw complied today or (b) both the causing and caused events

occurred today.

Interestingly, it is possible to have two adverbs modifying the causing and caused
events in an analytic causative respectively. For instance, in (27a), the causing
event is modified by the expression dé abufug ‘angrily’ while the caused event is
modified by the adverb ntéitém ‘quickly’. Similarly, as shown in (27b), in an
analytic causative, the causing and caused event may be modified by two temporal
adverbs which anchor the two events in different temporal reference. In an SVC,
however, because the verbs series together express a unitary event each of the sub-
events cannot be modified by a different adverb, hence, the ungrammaticality of

(27¢).
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(27)a. Appiah dé¢ abufuc® ma-a Yaw sesa-a
Appiah take anger CAUS-COMPL Yaw collect-COMPL

nnéémano ntaitem
things DET quickly
Appiah angrily made Yaw collect the things quickly.

b. &nora,  akordmféd yi  (yé) ma-a andpa  yi
yesterday thieves  these do CAUS-COMPL morning this
m-a-kstd n-krado mmigensa
1SGSUBJ-PERF-buy PL-padlock three
Yesterday, the thieves caused me to buy three padlocks this

morning (i.e. because of the thieves yesterday, | have bought three
padlock this morning).

c. *énora  Kofi fré-¢ Adwoa (*andpd  yr)
yesterday Kofi call-COMPL Adwoa morning this

sbmé-a no (*anopa  yi)
send-COMPL 3SGOBJ morning this
Yesterday, Kofi called Adwoa and sent her this morning.

Thus, the position and scope of adverbs in causatives cast doubts on the status of
causatives as SVCs and, therefore, monoclausal structures. Indeed, if ‘single
eventhood’ is invoked as a necessary and sufficient condition for SVCs then
analytic causatives cannot be identified as SVC, as aptly articulated by Shibatani
(2008):

... if the expression of a unitary single event is a defining criterion

of SVCs, [analytic] causatives expressing indirect causation of the

type seen above are certainly not SVCs despite their superficial

formal resemblance to true SVCs and despite their sharing some

crucial syntactic properties characterizing monoclausality
(Shibatani 2008:270).
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Thus, while some defining criteria for SVC-hood such as same tense-aspect-
polarity marking strongly associates causatives with SVCs on one hand, other
criteria such as single eventhood dismiss causatives as SVC on the other.
However, it would appear that some criteria for SVC-hood may, in fact, be
‘tendencies’ and not necessary and sufficient conditions in themselves. For
instance, as Osam (2004:19) observes, there are constructions which are generally
accepted as SVC but exhibit mixed tense/aspect in the verb series. Example (28) is
a clause chaining SVC where the verb series share the same subject (Ama) and
have two symmetrical direct objects (food and song). However, (28) involves
mixed Perfect-Progressive aspects, although SVCs are generally thought to

involve a single tense/aspect/mood specification.

(28). Amaé-di aduané n6-6 t6  dworm
Ama PERF-eat food DET-PROG sing song
Ama has eaten the food and is singing.

By the same token, a construction would not be categorized as an SVC simply
because it displays harmonizing tense/aspect and negation marking. Thus, it
appears that the best way to deal with serial verb constructions is by looking at
them as clusters of features and identifying the contexts in which each does or
does not exhibit features traditionally assumed for SVCs. In this type of approach
we would be intentionally avoiding the necessary and sufficient conditions
approach of the classical theory of categorization. Instead, we will be dealing with
prototypicality of each type of construction based on what is typically assumed for

SVCs and show where and when each of these types of constructions converge and
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or diverge with those assumptions. | will return to the issue of position of adverbs
in causatives which sets them apart from all Akan SVCs in section 3.2.2. For now,
however, | will discuss reflexivization in causatives and what it tells us about the

clause structure of analytic causatives.

3.3 Reflexivization

As already noted in section 2.2, reflexivization in Akan is marked by two forms, a
pronoun and a relator noun ho ‘self” which together occur as a (direct) object in the
clause (Saah 1989; Osam 2002). Saah (1989:16) shows that the reflexive is
“necessarily coreferent with some structurally defined local antecedent,” that is, a
reflexive can only refer to an entity which is located in its immediate clausal
domain. Reflexivization in analytic causatives shows them to involve a complex

structure. Compare the examples in (29) and (30) below.

(29)a. Di-t>-> kad ma-a né héi
3SGSUBJ-buy-COMPL car give-COMPL 3SG self
He bought a car for himself.

b M-mafra n6  de sekan; twa-a win hé;
PL-child DET take knife cut-COMPL 3PL self
The children cut themselves with a knife.

(30)a. Akuai ma-a mé; ti-i me ho;
Akua CAUS-COMPL 1SG pinch-COMPL 1SG self
Akua made me pinch myself.

b. Naasei; ma-a wd; fefé-¢ wdi hé;
Naasei CAUS-COMPL 3PL vomit.RED-COMPL 3PL self
Naasei caused/made them vomit on themselves.

c. *Wbi-ma-a Akua; ti-i wan hoi
3PL-CAUS-COMPL Akua pinch-COMPL 3PL self
They made Akua pinch themselves.
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Examples (29a-b) show that in monoclausal sentences the initial NP which is the
only syntactic subject in the sentence functions as the controller of the reflexive, as
shown by the coindexing of the reflexive and subject. Accordingly, in (29a), the
third person singular subject pronoun agrees in person and number with the
reflexive. Likewise, in (29b), the reflexive takes on a plural form to reflect the
plural subject. In (30a-b), however, we observe that the reflexive does not take the
initial NP subject (the causer) as its controller, as shown by the different
indexation on the reflexive and the initial subject NP. Rather, the reflexive takes
the non-initial NP (the causee) as its controller and so the reflexive agrees in
person and number with the causee NP. The reason for this is that whiles the
causee NP occurs in the immediate clause of the reflexive, the causer NP is outside
this clause and, therefore, cannot control the reflexive. Thus, (29c) is
ungrammatical because the causer cannot control the reflexive as it is outside the

clause in which the reflexive occurs.

The fact that in (30a-b) the causee NP controls the reflexive, however, shows that
the causee NP is a subject as only subjects may control reflexives in a sentence in
the language (Saah 1989). Thus, there appears to be two subjects in analytic
causatives each of which occurs in a different clause. Therefore, we may conclude
that analytic causatives involve a bi-clausal structure where one subject (causer
NP) and the causative predicate constitute a matrix clause and another subject
(causee NP), a predicate of effect and/or a reflexive (direct object) constitutes an

embedded clause.
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The discussion on the syntactic properties of analytic causatives so far has
revealed that on the one hand, analytic causatives behave like SVCs in terms of
how they mark tense/aspect and negation but they also show a biclausal structure
in adverbial modification and reflexivization and are therefore not SVCs. |
suggest, however, that both stances do not mutually exclude each other from being
true. In other words, analytic causatives in Akan show different degrees of affinity
to each type of construction and, therefore, the best way to understand the nature
of these causatives is to look at the extent to which their properties demonstrate
one or the other construction type. In the section that follows, | will demonstrate
that the extent to which an analytic causative may exhibit a complex syntactic

structure depends on the expression of the causee argument in the sentence.

3.4 Two Types of Analytic Causatives: ‘0’ and ‘no’ Causatives

In Akan, the causee argument in the analytic causative may be realized either as
subject or object. Causative formation is a valence increasing operation which
adds one more argument to an already formed clause and this may result in the
rearrangement of syntactic and semantic roles of the participants in the sentence
(see Dixon 2000:47).° In many languages, this restructuring may result in
alternative means of expressing some of the (original) arguments based on the new
syntactic and semantic role(s) they may now perform in the causative sentence (for
examples, see Cole 1976 for Hebrew; Cole 1983 for Bolivian Quechua, Hungarian
and Kannada; Alsina 1992 for Chichewa; Shibatani 1973b and Miyagawa 1999 for
Japanese; Kozinsky and Polinsky 1993 for Korean; Seungju 2006 for Korean and

Japanese; Kemmer and Verhagen 1994 for Dutch).
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Table 4.1 provides the various coding strategies of arguments in the causative

which are attested crosslinguistically.

Table 4.1. Coding of arguments in causative of transitive (Dixon 2000:48)

Type Causer Original A Original O
(Causee) (Affectee)
1 A(gent) Special marking O(bject)
2 A Retains A-marking O
3 A Has O-marking Has O-marking
4 A O Non-core
5 A Non-core O

As shown in Table 4.1, there are four ways in which the causee argument in the
causative may be realized in language: (a) the causee may receive a special
marking reserved for only causee arguments; (b) it may retain its grammatical
coding as an Agent; (c) it may be marked as an object; (d) it may simply move out
of the core. In Akan, the expression of the causee argument in the causative may
follow any of the patterns in the grey shaded area in Table 4.1. Because Akan does
not mark case morphologically, the different realization of the causee in the
causative can be seen clearly only when the causee argument is pronominalized
(31-33). The different realization of the causee argument of the causativized
sentence, however, is often held to be a reflection of dialectal variation in the

language (Saah 1989; Osam 1994b, 2004; Lord et al. 2002).°
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(31). Causative of intransitives

a.

D-su-
3SGSUBJ-cry-COMPL
He/she cried.

Araba mé-a 0-su-1 (Fa.)
Araba CAUS-COMPL 3SGSUBJ-cry-COMPL
Araba caused him/her to cry.

Araba ma-a né su-i
Araba CAUS-COMPL 3SGOBJ cry-COMPL
Araba caused him/her to cry.

(32). Causative of monotransitives

a.

O-ktm-th no
3SGSUBJ-kill-COMPL 3SGOBJ
He/she killed him/her.

Kwabena mé-a O-kum-m no (Fa.)
Kwabena CAUS-COMPL 3SGSUBJ-kill-COMPL 3SGOBJ
Kwabena caused him/her to kill him/her.

Kwabena ma-a né ktm-m no
Kwabena CAUS-COMPL 3SGOBJ kill-COMPL 3SGOBJ
Kwabena caused him/her to kill him/her.

(33). Causative of ditransitives

a.

D-kyg-¢ nod sik4
3SGSUBJ-give-COMPL 3SGOBJ money
He/she gave him/her money (as a gift).

Yaw mé-a 3-kyé-¢
Yaw CAUS-COMPL 3SGSUBJ-give-COMPL
no sika (Fa.)

3SGOBJ money
Yaw caused him/her to give him/her money (as a gift).

Yaw ma-a noé kye-& no siké
Yaw CAUS-COMPL 3SGOBJ give-COMPL 3SGOBJ money
Yaw caused him/her to give him/her money.
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The above examples (31-33) illustrate the different realization of the causee
argument in causative of intransitives (31a-c), monotransitives (32a-c) and
ditransitives (33a-c). In each case, the (a) version shows how arguments in the
simplex (non-causativized) construction are marked; the (b) version illustrates that
the causee can be realized as a grammatical subject and the (c) version indicates
that the causee can also be coded as a grammatical object. Also, as indicated in the
examples above, the expression of the causee as subject is preferred in the Fante
dialect while the Twi dialects (Asante, Akuapim and Akyem) prefer the causee
with object marking. The affectee argument, however, is always marked as an
object in the causative regardless of how the causee is marked. | will refer to the

(b) versions as the ‘o’ causative and the (c) versions as ‘N0’ causative.

Significantly, however, the different marking of the causee (in the different
dialects) does not result in any differences in meaning of the causatives. In fact,
the Fante sentences are acceptable and used in the Twi dialects simply by changing
the tonal melody of the sentence to reflect that of the Twi dialects. Hence, the
Fante sentences (31b), (32b) and (33b) correspond to the Twi (Asante) versions
(34a), (34b) and (34c) respectively. Thus, in both Fante and Asante the causee may

be marked as subject but as object only in Asante (Twi dialects) not in Fante.

(34)a. Araba ma-a 6-su-i
Araba CAUS-COMPL 3SGSUBJ-cry-COMPL
Araba caused him/her to cry.

b. Kwabena ma-a 6-ktim-m no
Kwabena CAUS-COMPL 3SGSUBJ-kill-COMPL 3SGOBJ
Kwabena caused him/her to kill him/her.
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C. Yaw ma-a 5-kye-¢ no sika
Yaw CAUS-COMPL 3SGSUBJ-give-COMPL 3SGOBJ money
Yaw caused him/her to give him/her money (as a gift).

While the different expressions of causee do not correspond to any semantic
difference in the different dialects the preference of one form over the other in a
dialect should not be taken for granted as it points to different syntactic and
semantic processes ongoing in the respective dialect(s). | shall point to these
developments as and when they become apparent in the discussion. It will also be
shown that the alternative coding of the causee argument is not superficial but
reflects different syntactic properties of the causative constructions. As before,

however, | will use Asante as a default dialect.

3.4.1 Previous Analyses

The different marking of the causee in Akan causatives has been commented on by
Saah (1989), Osam (1994a:198 and 2004:41-42), Campbell (1998:55), Lord et al.
(2002:224) and Yoon (2007). Two main opposing views have been articulated
regarding the two causatives: (a) they are instances of serialization; (b) they are
biclausal. A common thread which runs through all these analysis, however, is that
the two causatives involve the same structure. This assumption implies that the
two causatives may only be associated with one construction type at a time
because they have the same structure. Lord et al. (2002), however, is a notable
exception. They categorize the ‘N0’ causative as an SVC but ‘0’ causative as a
verb-complement sentence. | take this analysis to be on the right path and provide

evidence as to why this may be so. It would emerge from the discussion that the
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‘0’ and ‘no’ causatives display different syntactic properties under the same tests.
It will be shown that each of the causatives is a better example of a different
construction type rather than being a homogenous construction type, SVC or

otherwise.

3.4.2 Testing the Two Causatives

Clearly, causatives in Akan seem to involve more structure than SVCs as shown
by reflexivization and adverbial modification. However, the two causatives do not
have the same properties. In this section, we adduce evidence from the placement
of adverbs in the causatives to show their syntactic differences. It will be shown
that while the ‘o’ causative displays a wide range of properties akin to complement
clauses in Akan, the ‘N0’ causative tends to have a limited set of properties which

indicate clausal embedding.

(a) Adverb Placement

The function(s) of adverbs in delineating grammatical structure is sometimes
obscured by their analysis as adjuncts of the clause. However, adverbs may not be
analyzed merely as adjuncts because they behave much the same way as other
functional categories in the clause (see Cinque 1999 and 2004). As already noted,
the position of adverbs may indicate a clause boundary. In monoclausal sentences,
adverbs do not occur between a verb and its noun complement (direct object) and
this explains why (35) is ungrammatical in the language. However, adverbs may
occur in sentence-medial positions in complement constructions. As shown in

(36a), an adverb may occur between an overt complementizer and a complement
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subject in which case the adverb has scope over only the embedded clause. Also, it
is possible to have two different adverbs modifying each clause in the complement

sentence, one for the matrix clause and the other for the subordinate clause (36b).

(35) *Kofi b3-3 anora  nd kum-m no
Kofi hit-COMPL yesterday 3SGOBJ kill-COMPL 3SGOBJ
Kofi hit and killed it yesterday

(36)a. Ama ka-a Sé kyenad  3-bé-ks Kumasi
Ama say-COMPL COMP tomorrow 3SGSUBJ-FUT-go Kumasi
Ama said that she will go to Kumasi tomorrow.

b.  énora  Ama ka-a sé skyena
yesterday Ama say-COMPL COMP tomorrow
3-bé-k3 KUmasi

3SGSUBJ-FUT-go Kumasi
Yesterday, Ama said that tomorrow she will go to Kumasi.

The ‘o and ‘no’ causatives, however, behave differently with regard to the

positions available for adverbial insertion. Consider the following examples.

(37). Dhénéné ma-a anora  papané  kd-> fié
chief DET CAUS-COMPL yesterday man DET go-COMPL home
The chief let the man go home yesterday.

(38)a. Dhénéné  ma-a anord  3-kdD fié
chief DET CAUS-COMPL yesterday 3SGSUBJ-go-COMPL home
The chief let him go home yesterday.

b. Ohénéné ma-a nora  y&-kd-> fié
chief DET CAUS-COMPL yesterday 1PLSUBJ-go-COMPL home
The chief let us go home yesterday.

C. Ohénéné  ma-a anora  wd-kd-> fie
chief DET CAUS-COMPL yesterday 3PLSUBJ-go-COMPL home
The chief let them go home yesterday.
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(39)a. Dhénéné ma-a (*snord) né
chief DET CAUS-COMPL yesterday 3SGOBJ
(*énord) kd-> fie

yesterday go-COMPL home
The chief let him go home yesterday.

b. Ohénéné  ma-a (*&norad) wsr
chief DET CAUS-COMPL yesterday 3PLOBJ
(*énora) kd>-> fie

yesterday go-COMPL home
The chief let him go home yesterday.

C. Ohénéné  ma-a (*énora) yén
chief DET CAUS-COMPL vyesterday 1PLOBJ
(*énord) kd-> fié

yesterday go-COMPL home
The chief let us go home yesterday.

As (37) shows, when the causee is a lexical NP an adverb may occur between the
causative verb and the causee NP, in which case the adverb has scope over only
the embedded clause. In (38a-c), when the causee occurs as a (pronominal) subject
an adverb modifying the embedded clause may occur between the causative verb
and the causee NP. However, (39a-c) show that when the causee is expressed as a
(pronominal) object an adverb cannot occur between the causative verb and the
causee NP neither can it occur between the causee NP and the embedded
predicate. Thus, the different positions available for adverbial insertion in the ‘5’
and ‘N0’ causatives suggest that the two constructions do not have the same clausal
structure. While the ‘o’ causative allows for adverbial insertion like a complement
construction, the ‘no’ causative shows higher integration between its constituents
and, therefore, departs from complement sentences in not allowing adverbial

insertion between constituents.
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(b) Mixed Tense/Aspect and Negation Marking

According to Osam (1994a:274), “in complement constructions, it is possible to
have different aspectual markings on the main clause and the complement clause
verbs [and] it is also possible to negate only one of the verbs.” Interestingly,
whenever adverbial insertion in the embedded clause is possible in the causative
there can be different tense/aspect and negation marking for the causative
predicate and the verb of effect. Here too, we find a disparity between the ‘o’ and
‘no’ causatives in the language. Consider the examples in (40-41) which involve

mixed COMPL-PROG and PERF-FUT aspects.

(40)a. Kwame ma-a (¢n6ra)  Ama-4
Kwame CAUS-COMPL (yesterday) Ama-PROG

ki n6 na 0-0-st

go CD when 3SGSUBJ-PROG-cry

Kwame caused it that (yesterday) Ama was crying when she was
leaving.

b. Kwame ma-a (¢n6ra) 5-5-k3
Kwame CAUS-COMPL (yesterday) 3SGSUBJ-PROG-go

né né 0-0-su
CD when 3SGSUBJ-cry
Kwame caused it that (yesterday) she was crying when she was

leaving.

c. *Kwame ma-a (*&néra)  n6-6
Kwame CAUS-COMPL (yesterday) 3SGOBJ-PROG
kiné nd  nd-0 su

go CD when 3SGOBJ-PROG cry
Kwame caused it that (yesterday) she was crying when she was
leaving.

(41)a. Somua &-ma (dkyénd) Kumi bé-k5 Kumasi
Somua PERF-CAUS (tomorrow) Kumi FUT-go Kumasi
Somua has caused it that (tomorrow) Kumi will go to Kumasi.
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b. Somua 4-ma (dkyénd)  >-bé-kd Kumasi
Somua PERF-CAUS (tomorrow) 3SGSUBJ-FUT-go Kumasi
Somua has caused it that (tomorrow) he will go to Kumasi.

C. *Somua 4-ma (*dkyénd) nd bé-kd  Kumasi
Somua PERF-CAUS (tomorrow) 3SGOBJ FUT-go Kumasi
Somua has caused it that (tomorrow) he will go to Kumasi.

Examples (40-41) show that where adverbial modification of the embedded clause
is possible the embedded predicate may receive a different tense/aspect marking
from the causative predicate. In (40a-b), when the causative predicate is marked in
the Completive the embedded predicate may take the Progressive aspect. Thus,
(40c) is ungrammatical because the sentence does not allow adverbial insertion
into the embedded clause because of the object marked causee. Similarly, (41a-b)
shows that when the causee is a lexical NP or subject (where adverbial scope on
embedded clause may obtain), the causative predicate can be marked in the Perfect
while the embedded predicate may receive Future marking. However, when the
causee occurs as object we cannot have mixed tense/aspect marking of the

causative predicate and the verb of effect, hence, the ungrammaticality of (41c).'?

Furthermore, the ‘o’ and ‘no’ causatives differ with regard to negation marking. It
can be observed from (42a-b) that when the causee is marked as subject, the
embedded predicate may be independently negated. However, when the causee
occurs as object it does not allow for independent negation of the embedded clause

and so (42c) is ungrammatical.
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(42)a. Osei ma-a (¢nné) Kusi a-n-kj sukuu
Osei CAUS-COMPL today Kusi COMPL-NEG-go school
Osei caused it that today Kusi did not go to school.

b. Osei ma-a (¢nng) d-a-n-kd sukuiu
Osei CAUS-COMPL today 3SGSUBJ-COMPL-NEG-go school
Osei caused it that today he/she did not go to school.

c.  *Osei ma-a (*&¢nn€) no a-n-kd sukuu
Osei CAUS-COMPL today 3SGOBJ COMPL-NEG-go school
Osei caused it that today he/she did not go to school.

The examples in (40-42) clearly demonstrate that the two causatives do not exhibit
the same syntactic properties. It can be observed that while both causatives involve
a complex structure the ‘o’ causative shows more properties of a complement
sentence than does the ‘no’ causative. The ‘N0’ causative, however, seems to
involve a more integrated structure especially with regard to the object marked
causee and the causative predicate on the one hand, and the embedded predicate on
the other. In the rest of this chapter, | explore various ways of accounting for the
different marking of the causee and their implications for the structure of the two

causatives.

3.5 Structure of the Causatives

As iterated in sections 3.1.2 and 3.1.3, analytic causatives seem to involve a
complex structure where a causer NP and the causative verb ma form a matrix
clause while a causee NP and a predicate of effect constitute an embedded clause

(43).

(43). [ NPcauser m& [ NPcausee V... ]]
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The structure in (43), however, appears to violate a condition about complement
sentences in Akan that “every complement construction has to have a
complementizer” (Osam 1998:25) because there is no overt complementizer in the
structure.® Nevertheless, it can be noted that (43) is a common structure of
causatives in many Kwa languages. In Ewe, Ga and Dangme, the causative may

occur with or without a complementizer (see Table 4.2 below).

Table 4.2. Analytic Causative Constructions in Kwa

Language Causer Causative Verb Comp Causee
Subj. Subj. Obj.

NP na bz NP

Ewe NP na NP

NP ha nr NP

Ga NP ha NP

NP ha ne NP

Dangme NP ha NP

NP ma ma NP

Akan NP ma NP
NP ma NP

Ewe (Anlo dialect)!*

(44)a. E-na me du nu
3SGSUBJ-CAUS 1SGSUBJ eat thing
S/he made me eat.

b. E-na be me dunu
3SGSUBJ-CAUS COMP 1SGSUBJ eat thing
S/he made me eat.

Ga15

(45)a. E-ha e-fo
3SGSUBJ-CAUS 3SGSUBJ-cry
S/he made him/her cry.
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b. E-ha ni e-fo
3SGSUBJ-CAUS COMP 3SGSUBJ-cry
S/he made him/her cry.

Dangme (Ceasar and Duah 2011:6)

(46)a. E-ha i-ye ni o
3SGSUBJ-CAUS 1SGSUBJ-eat food DET
S/he made me eat the food.

b. E-ha ne I-ye ni o

3SGSUBJ-CAUS COMP 1SGSUBJ-eat food DET
S/he made me eat the food.

Examples (44-46) show that an overt complementizer in causatives may be
optional in some Kwa languages. Interestingly, the causative in Akan may occur
with an overt complementizer in the Fante dialect, in which case the causee can
only be marked as subject. In (47), there is an overt complementizer ma which is

homophonous and related to the causative predicate.

(47). D-ma-a ma 0-su-it6 (Fa.)
3SGSUBJ-CAUS-COMPL COMP 3SGSUBJ-cry-COMPL
He made him cry.

Thus, the causative is a complement construction which involves an overt
complementizer but as we have observed the sentence may occur without a
complementizer (48a-b). Interestingly, even in many Fante sub-dialects, (48b)

occur more frequently than (48a).

(48)8 [S NPcauser md [CP ma [s NPcausee V ... ] ] ]

b. [s NPcauser ma  [cP @ [s NPcausee V ...]11]]
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The optionality of the complementizer in the causative can be explained by
looking at the semantics of the causative verb on the one hand and the function of
the complementizer in complement sentences on the other. As noted by Osam
(1998:27) “the complement clause introduced by ma refers to an event or state
which is the result of the influence of a higher controlling Agent on a lower
Agent.” In other words, ma complementation always involves successful
manipulation. As Osam (1998:27) observes, although the complementizer ma
usually takes a manipulative verb when a non-manipulative verb occurs in a
sentence where md is a complementizer it “assumes a manipulative sense, and so
[is] able to code successful manipulation.” Thus, while the complement sentence
(without ma) (49a) does not express successful manipulation, when the same verb
is used with ma as a complementizer the sentence expresses successful

manipulation (49b).

(49)a. Kofi fré-¢ Esi d¢7  3-rh-bra (Fa.)
Kofi call-COMPL Esi COMP 3SGSUBJ-OPT-come
Kofi called Esi that she should come (Osam 1998:28).

b. Kofi fré-¢ Esi m4 >-ba-¢ (Fa.)
Kofi call-COMPL Esi COMP 3SGSUBJ-come-COMPL
Kofi called Esi and she came (Osam 1998:28).

Simialrly, in a situation where the matrix clause contains a manipulative verb it is
the complementizer which would express successful manipulation or otherwise
(Osam 1998:26-28). Thus, even though the same manipulative verb occurs in the

matrix clause in both (50a) and (50b), only (50b) implies successful manipulation.
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(50)a. Kofi hyg-¢ Ama sé 5-n-nda aduané no
Kofi force-COMPL Ama COMP 3SGSUBJ-OPT-cook food DET
Kofi ordered Ama to cook the food.

b. Kofi hyg-¢ Ama ma  3-nda-a
Kofi force-COMPL Ama COMP 3SGSUBJ-cook-COMPL
aduan né (Ak.)
food DET
Kofi forced Ama to cook the food.

The (near) minimal pair of sentences in (49a-b) and (50a-b) show that it is the
complementizer ma which codes successful manipulation of a patient by an agent
and not necessarily the matrix predicate. The causative predicate ma, however, can
be set apart from all other manipulative verbs in the language as it always
expresses successful manipulation. In other words, whenever causative ma is used
it always implies that a stronger agent initiates an action (or refrains from initiating
an action) which results in a change of state of a patient. Hence, in Akan, this
causative verb does not occur with the non-implicative complementizer s¢ as
sentences involving this complementizer may not express successful maipulation.
On the other hand, as we observed in (47) the causative verb may take the
implicative complementizer ma. However, in this case, because the underlying
semantics of the causative verb involves successful manipulation there is
duplication of function between the causative verb and the implicative
complementizer. Thus, the implicative complementizer would become redundant
in function and may, therefore, be omitted from the sentence for the reason of

economy.
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It is clear that analytic causatives usually involve some sort of complementation
strategy because they typically express indirect causation where the causing event
performed by a stronger agent has a different spatio-temporal profile from the
caused event (Shibatani and Pardeshi 2002). Needless to say, different languages
express this notion of causation in many ways depending on strategies available in
a language. In Akan, indirect causation is expressed through a complement
strategy which involves a high level of event integration. However, as we have
iterated, in the causative the complementizer is optional and the preferred
construction is to have the sentence without an overt complementizer (48). The
omission of the complementizer in the causative, however, has further semantic

and syntactic implications for the complement sentence.

As already noted, the difference in the expression of the causee argument does not
correspond to a difference in meaning of the two causatives. However, the two
causatives display different syntactic properties and degrees of integration between
the events expressed in the matrix and embedded clause. The point of departure
between the causatives, however, begins with the optionality of the
complementizer in the causative. Of the two causatives, only the ‘2’ causative is

compatible with an overt complementizer (51).

(51)a. D-méa-a ma  0-sGA (Fa.)
3SGSUBJ-CAUS-COMPL COMP 3SGSUBJ-cry-COMPL
He made him cry.

b.  *D>-mé-a ma  noé su-i (Fa.)
3SGSUBJ-CAUS-COMPL COMP 3SGOBJ cry-COMPL
He made him cry.
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Of course, (51b) is unacceptable because in the Fante dialect the causee may only
be marked as subject and not object. (51b), however, is bizarre for a syntactic
reason. In order for an NP to be assigned a syntactic role by a category (in this
case a verb marking an NP as object) the NP and the verb must form a minimal
constituent. As illustrated in (52a), this condition is met in (51a) because the
causee NP and the embedded predicate form a constituent (c.) excluding the
complementizer (c.) so the causee NP can be marked as subject by the embedded
predicate. On the other hand, in (51b), represented as (52b), the matrix predicate
and the causee NP do not form a minimal constituent because that string is
interrupted by the presence of the complementizer, hence, the causee cannot be

marked as a (direct) object by the causative predicate.

(52)a [Co NPcauser md [Cl COMP [CZ NPcausee V.. ] ] ]

b. [Co NPcauser [Cl mad [Cz COMP [Ca NPcausee V ] ] ] ]

Thus, the ‘no’ causative may occur only when there is no intervening element
between the causative verb and the causee NP and this may be achieved by
omitting the complementizer in the construction. In the Twi dialects which prefer
the ‘no’ causative the complementizer does not occur and, therefore, the causative
verb may mark the causee as object. We, however, need to account for the fact that
the causee NP which appears to reside in the subject position of an embedded

predicate can be realised as an object. Below are some possible analyses.
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3.5.1 Raising

One analysis which may be employed to account for the object marked causee is
raising. It is generally held that in Akan “all complement clauses have to have a
subject NP” (Osam 1994a:262) and that “the subject position after a
complementizer must always be filled by either a lexical NP or an overt pronoun”
(Saah 1994:120). In other words, in the causative the complement clause has an
overt subject, a causee, which may occur as a lexical NP or a pronominal subject.
However, the causee may also occur as object (with accusative case) in the
causative. Thus, one may argue that for the causee to be marked as direct object of
the causative verb the causee argument is raised out of the subject position in the

complement clause into the direct object position of the causative verb (53a).

subject-to-object raising

N

(53)a [ NPcauser ma NPcausee [ <NP0ausee> V... ] ]

b. [NPcauser mM& NPeausee [ V.1l

As shown in (53b), a raising analysis would associate the causee NP as an
argument of the causative verb, reducing the embedded clause to include only the
embedded verb. Thus, this analysis accounts for the accusative marking of the
causee by showing that the causee NP is a direct object of the matrix verb, hence,
there cannot be an intervening element (like an adverb) between the causee and the
causative predicate. This analysis would lead us to expect that an adverb can be

inserted between the causee NP and the embedded predicate since the causee NP is
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not an argument of the embedded predicate. However, as we have demonstrated in
(37-39) above, no adverb may intervene between the object marked causee and the
embedded predicate. In effect, while a raising analysis correctly derives an object
causee, it does not forestall any close syntactic relationship between the causee NP
and the embedded predicate. Also, raising places the causee NP outside of the
embedded clause and, therefore, obscures some grammatical functions of this NP
in the embedded clause. In other words, raising tells only half of the story of the

functions of the object marked causee NP in the causative construction.

3.5.2 Extended Object Marking

Alternatively, the ‘n0’ causative may be analyzed as a case of extended object
marking or what has been referred to as exceptional case marking (ECM) in the
Generative literature. Campbell (1998:56) argues that there is a “structural
parallel” between the ‘o’ and ‘no’ causative in that both take a complement clause
and the causee NP occurs in the same environment. Thus, in both causatives, the
causee NP functions as the subject of the embedded clause but in the case of the

‘no’ causative the matrix predicate marks the causee NP as an object (54).

(54). [ NPcayer ma [ NPcausee V...]]

The structure in (54) correctly predicts that there can be no intervening element
between the matrix predicate and the object marked causee NP because the causee
NP and the matrix predicate form a contiguous constituent. Thus, this analysis

maintains a biclausal structure where the causee NP is in the subject position in the
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embedded clause and predicts that in the ‘no’ causative there can be no overt
complementizer between the matrix predicate and the causee NP. Also, (54) would
account for the fact that an adverb cannot occur between the causee NP and the
embedded predicate in that the causee NP functions as the subject of the embedded

predicate and no adverb may occur between a subject and a verb in a clause.

There is evidence that the object marked causee NP has subject properties in the
causative construction. Osam (1994a, 1996) observe that, in Akan, subjects have
different behavioral properties from objects with regard to control of zero
anaphora in clause chaining. For instance, “in Akan, only NPs that bear the subject
relation control the deletion, under coreferentiality, of a second and subsequent
NPs in clause chaining” (Osam 1994a:158). Thus, in (55a), the subject of the
sentence, Yaw, controls the deletion of pronominal marking on the non-initial
verbs under coreference. Accordingly, (55b) is ungrammatical because an object
must always be overtly expressed in the sentence and, therefore, cannot be deleted

under coreference.

(55)a. Yaw fré-¢ Yaa @-soma-a no
Yaw call-COMPL Yaa 3SGSUBJ-send-COMPL 3SGOBJ
D-kd-> Nkran

3SGSUBJ-go-COMPL  Accra
Yaw called Yaa and sent her to Accra.

b. *Yaw fré-¢ Yaa -sOma-a (%)
Yaw call-COMPL Yaa 3SGSUBJ-send-COMPL 3SGOBJ
D-k3-3 Nkran

3SGSUBJ-go-COMPL  Accra
Yaw called Yaa and sent her to Accra.
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Interestingly, however, an object marked causee may control the deletion of
pronominal marking on non-initial verbs in the causative. Consider the following

examples in (56a-c).

(56)a. Was-ka-a sé 5-kd-d fié
3PLSUBJ-say-COMPL COMP 3SGSUBJ-go-COMPL home
D-kd-noda-a aduané O-di-i¢
3SGSUBJ-go-cook-COMPL food 3SGSUBJ-eat-COMPL
They said that he went home to cook and eat.

b. W3-ma-a 3-kd-3 fié
3PLSUBJ-CAUS-COMPL 3SGSUBJ go-COMPL home
@-kd-nda-a aduané O-di-i¢
3SGSUBJ-go-cook-COMPL food 3SGSUBJ-eat-COMPL
They made him go home to cook and eat.

C. W5-ma-a no kd-5 fié
3PLSUBJ-CAUS-COMPL 3SGOBJ go-COMPL home

@-kd-noa-a aduané O-di-ig
3SGSUBJ-go-cook-COMPL food 3SGSUBJ-eat-COMPL
They made him go home to cook and eat.

The example in (56a) shows that in a complement sentence the embedded subject
controls deletion of pronominal marking on non-initial verbs in the clause. In
(56b), the subject marked causee NP is the agent of the subsequent events
described by the non-initial verbs in the embedded clause and, therefore, it
controls the deletion of pronouns on the non-initial verbs. Similarly, (56¢) shows
that despite the fact that the causee is expressed as object it controls the zero

pronominal marking on the non-initial verbs under coreference.
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Another piece of evidence that the causee NP, subject or object marked, functions
as the subject of the embedded clause can be seen in reflexivization. In section
3.1.3 it was pointed out that in Akan, only an NP which functions as subject may

control a reflexive (57).

(57)a. Kofiide sékank twa-a n¢ ho;
Kofi take knife cut-COMPL 3SG REFL
Kofi cut himself with a knife.
b. Yaw ne Abenaj surd s€¢ Amak bé-pird n¢ hok

Yaw and Abena fear that Ama FUT-hurt 3SG REFL
Yaw and Abena fear that Ama will hurt herself.

C. Wdi-ma-a nok pird-a n¢  hok
3PLSUBJ-CAUS-COMPL 3SGOBJ hurt-COMPL 3SG REFL
They caused him to hurt himself.

d. *Wbdi-ma-a nok pird-a wdn  hok
3PLSUBJ-CAUS-COMPL 3SGOBJ hurt-COMPL 3PL REFL
They caused him to hurt themselves.

The sentences above show that in an SVC, it is the only subject of the sentence,
the initial NP, which controls the reflexive (57a). In the complement sentence
(57b), there are two subjects, one in the matrix clause (Yaw and Abena) and the
other in the embedded clause (Ama), but it is the subject of the embedded clause
which controls the reflexive. Similarly, in the causative (57c), the object marked
causee NP controls the reflexive because it functions as subject of the embedded
clause. Thus, in (57c), the reflexive takes the third person singular form as the
object marked causee NP showing that the latter controls the former. However,

(57d) is ungrammatical because the reflexive takes the form of the matrix subject
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and so the causee NP, the subject of the embedded clause, cannot control the

reflexive.

Thus, one way to think of the ‘no’ causative is that in this construction the object
marked causee NP forms an overlapping constituent with the causative verb on the

one hand, and the embedded verb on the other (58).

(58) [Co NPcauser ma [Cl Npcausee ] V... ] ‘no’ CausatiVe

The structure in (58) maintains a biclausal structure for the ‘no’ causative but also
shows a restructuring of the complex causative sentence to reflect the dual role of
the object marked causee NP. The overlapping constituents in (58) represent
different clausal domains; the initial constituent (co) represents the matrix clause
with the causee NP as a direct object of the causative predicate while the second
constituent (c,) involves the embedded clause where the causee NP functions as the

subject of the clause.

It can be noted, however, that (58) shows the ‘n0’ causative to involve argument
sharing, a fundamental property of SVCs. Thus, the ‘n0’ causative has sometimes
been cited as an instance of Switch-Subject serialization (Osam 1994a, 2004).
Still, the term switch-subject suggests that there is a switch in the function of the
causee NP from object to subject in the causative sentence but this cannot be the
case. In other words, the ‘no’ causative does not exhibit a fluid structure where the

causee argument shifts in function(s). Rather, it seems that the causee argument in
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the ‘no’ causative is symmetrically shared by the causative predicate and the verb
of effect (see Hiraiwa and Bodomo 2008).1° Consequently, in the ‘no’ causative
we cannot insert any element between the object marked causee NP and the
causative verb or the between the object marked causee NP and the verb of effect
because the object marked causee NP simultaneously forms a constituent with both
predicates. Thus, symmetric sharing of the object marked causee involves

simultaneous sharing of the causee NP by two syntactic constituents.

On the other hand, the ‘o’ causative cannot be considered to involve argument
sharing of the causee NP. In fact, the ‘2’ causative does not demonstrate switch-
subject serialization as sometimes assumed. For one thing, the subject marked
causee is not a (direct) object of the causative predicate but only occurs as a
subject of the embedded clause. As | will demonstrate in the next section, the fact
that an adverb can occur between the subject marked causee NP and the causative
predicate indicates that that causee NP is not an argument of that verb. Rather, in
this causative, the whole embedded clause functions as a complement of the

causative predicate.

4.0 GRAMMATICAL RELATIONS

The grammatical relations of the causative has been extensively studied in
different languages over the years and some emerging cross-linguistic tendencies
have been reported in the literature (for example, Comrie 1976; Wali 1981; Cole
1983; Kemmer and Verhagen 1994; Dixon 2000). The discussion on the different

syntactic means of coding participants (NPs) in the causative has been divergent
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with regard to the principles which motivate or determine the realization of
syntactic roles in this construction. Two main analyses have emerged: (a) syntactic
relations in the causative are solely motivated by syntactic principles; (b) the
different grammatical realization of NPs in the causative is regulated by semantic
and pragmatic factors evident in the causative construction expressed in a
language. In the remainder of this chapter, | discuss the grammatical relations
exhibited in the causative in Akan and the relevant factors in determining the
status of the individual NPs with regard to their grammatical function in the

causative sentence.

4.1 Status of Arguments in Causative of (di)transitives

As already noted in 3.2, the causative adds an extra argument to the non-
causativized sentence. For instance, the sentence in (59a) involves two
participants, an Agent and a Theme, and the former is the subject of the sentence
while the latter is the object. However, in causativization an extra argument, a
causer, is added to the construction increasing the valency from two in (59a) to
three (59b). Causativization, however, results in a reassignment of syntactic
positions and semantic roles in the sentence; the causer becomes subject, the

causee becomes subject or object and the affectee retains its object status.

(59)a. Frema b>-3 tbd né
Frema break-COMPL bhottle DET
Frema broke the bottle.

b. Yaw ma-a Frema bd-> tdd nod
Yaw cause-COMPL Frema break-COMPL bottle DET
Yaw made/caused Frema to break the bottle.
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According to Comrie (1976), grammatical relations in the causative (but more
generally, relative clauses; see Comrie and Keenan 1977) are regulated by two
syntactic principles namely, the case hierarchy and doubling constraint. The case
hierarchy predicts case assignment of NPs on one hand, while the doubling

constraint prohibits objects from duplicating in simple clauses.

Regarding how the case hierarchy operates, Comrie (1976) states the following:
The surface exponency of the embedded subject depends on the
syntactic arguments of the embedded verb: if it has no direct object,
then the embedded subject appears as direct object; if it has a direct
object but no indirect object, then the embedded subject appears as
indirect object; if it has both direct and an indirect object, then the

embedded subject appears as one of the other oblique cases (Comrie
1976:262).

Subject > Direct Object > Non-Direct Object > Other Oblique
(Comrie 1976:262).

Thus, the case hierarchy predicts that in the causative of a transitive verb, the
causee is marked as a non-direct object since the embedded verb already has a
direct object (that is, the Affectee NP). However, this is not the case in Akan
causatives. Rather, as observed in section 3.2 above, the causee in Akan causatives
may be marked either as subject or object in the sentence. Consequently, the

sentence in (59b) can be realized either as (60a) or (60b) in the language.

(60)a. D-ma-a 5-bd-> nd?»
3SGSUBJ-cause-COMPL 3SGSUBJ-break-COMPL 3SGOBJ
He caused him to break it.
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b. D-ma-a né b>-3 nod
3SGSUBJ-cause-COMPL 3SGOBJ break-COMPL 3SGOBJ
He caused him to break it.

Examples (60a) and (60b) appear to violate the case hierarchy and the doubling
constraint. This is because per the case hierarchy and the doubling constraint, we
would expect the causee to be realized only as a non-direct object. However, in
(60a), the causee is marked as subject which makes up two subjects although the
case hierarchy would predict a non-direct marking of the causee and the doubling
constraint prohibits duplication on syntactic subjects in the causative. Likewise,
(60b) appears to sidestep the doubling constraint in that both the causee and
affectee NPs are expressed as direct object in the sentence. However, to determine
whether or not we have a genuine case of syntactic doubling on direct objects in
(60b), we need to demonstrate that the two objects (causee and affectee) have

direct object status in the causative sentence.

Dixon (2000:48) observes that in languages where there are two objects in the
causative, “only one of the arguments has the full properties of an O[bject]” and
the affectee generally has second object status in the sentence. It seems, however,
that we can distinguish Akan from this generalization. In what follows, | examine
the status of objects in Akan causatives by looking at how these NPs behave with
respect to word order, relativization and focus marking. Of the three tests,
however, direct object-hood can be best observed in word order; relativization and
focus marking would only serve as supplementary criteria for determining direct

object-hood in a sentence (see Osam 1994a:172).
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4.1.1 Word Order

Akan exhibits a rigid word order and so the positions of arguments are generally
non-negotiable (Osam 1994a). In this language, a direct object immediately
follows the verb, as shown in (61a-b). In an SVC (61a), each verb has a direct
object which immediately follows the verb and it is not possible to rearrange their
positions in the clause. Likewise, in a ditransitive construction (62b), only the
Recipient NP (Akosua) can immediately follow the verb and any attempt to switch
the position of the Recipient NP with the Theme NP (shoes) results in an
ungrammatical sentence (61c). Thus, the two postverbal NPs (Recipient and
Theme) do not have equal status in a sentence; the Recipient NP is a direct object

while the Theme NP is referred to as asymmetrical object (see Osam 1994, 2004).

(61)a. Kwadwo t3-5 mpaboa kye-¢ Akosua
Kwadwo buy-COMPL shoes  give-COMPL Akosua
Kwadwo bought shoes for Akosua (as a gift).

b. Kwadwo kyg-¢& Akosua mpaboa
Kwadwo give-COMPL Akosua shoes
Kwadwo gave Akosua shoes (as a gift).

c. *Kwadwo kyg-¢ mpaboda Akosua

Kwadwo give-COMPL shoes Akosua
Kwadwo gave shoes to Akosua shoes (as a gift).

Accordingly, we can say that the two objects in the ‘no’ causative are both direct
objects but of different verbs. As shown in (62), the causee NP immediately
follows the causative verb; likewise, the affectee NP occurs immediately after the
non-initial verb (of effect). Thus, the two objects in (62) qualify as direct objects

on the basis of their word order (or position) relative to the verbs in the sentence.
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Kwame ma-a né bo-0 noé
Kwame CAUS-COMPL 3SGOBJ beat-COMPL 3SGOBJ
Kwame made him beat him.

Additionally, in Akan, “if a sentence has a direct object nothing can come between

it and the verb” (Osam 1998:39). The sentences in (63-64) show that an adverb

cannot occur between a verb and its direct object. The (a) versions show that a

direct object must directly follow the verb, and the (b) versions show that any

attempt to break the sequence between a verb and its direct object by inserting an

adverb results in an ungrammatical sentence.

(63)a.

(64)a.

Kofi b3-5 no

Kofi hit-COMPL 3SGOBJ

Kofi hit him.

Kofi b3-5 (*enora) Ama éncra

Kofi hit-COMPL yesterday Ama yesterday
Kofi hit Ama yesterday.

Adwoa t3-5 k&a ma-a no
Adwoa buy-COMPL car give-COMPL 3SGOBJ
Adwoa bought a car for him.

Adwoa t3-> (*énora) k& ma-a (*énora)
Adwoa buy-COMPL yesterday car give-COMPL yesterday
no énora

3SGOBJ yesterday

Adwoa bought a car for him yesterday.

A similar observation can be made with regard to the causative. As shown in (65a-

b), the object must directly follow the verb and no other element can be inserted

between the object marked causee NP and the causative verb or the object marked
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affectee NP and the verb of effect. However, as shown in (65c¢), when the causee is
marked as subject, it allows for an adverb to be inserted between it and the
causative verb which shows that the causee NP is not a direct object of the

causative verb.

(65)a. Yaw ma-a no bo-0 no
Yaw CAUS-COMPL 3SGOBJ beat-COMPL 3SGOBJ
Yaw made him beat him.

b. Yaw ma-a (*énora) n6 bo-0 (*énora)
Yaw CAUS-COMPL yesterday 3SGOBJ beat-COMPL yesterday
no énora
3SGOBJ yesterday
Yaw made him beat him yesterday.

c.  Yaw ma-a (énérd)  5-bd-d (*énora)
Yaw CAUS-COMPL yesterday 3SGSUBJ-beat-COMPL yesterday
noé (énora)
3SGOBJ yesterday

Yaw made him beat him yesterday.

4.1.2 Relativization and Focus

It has been noted in the literature that “any constituent in an Akan sentence can be
focused” (Saah 1994:101), that is, “virtually all elements in a clause, including
direct objects can be relativized or focused” (Osam 1994a:172).2! There are,
however, some NPs which cannot be extracted. For example, in a ditransitive
sentence only the Recipient NP (which is a direct object) and not the Theme NP
may be relativized, again evincing the unequal (asymmetric) status of the two
objects (66a).22 Thus, in (66b) because ‘child’ is a direct object it can be

relativized but this is not so with ‘chicken’ because it is not a direct object but an
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asymmetric object (66¢). The ungrammatical sentence in (66c), however, may be
repaired through de serialization where akoks ‘chicken’ (Theme NP) would

function as a direct object of de ‘take’ and may therefore be relativized (66d).

(66)a. Kofi ma-a absfra n6  akoks
Kofi give-COMPL child DET chicken
Kofi gave the child (a) chicken (Osam 1994a:171).

b.  Abdfraind a Kofi mé-a no
child DET REL Kofi give-COMPL 3SGOBJ
akokd né 4-ba
chicken DET PERF-come
The child who Kofi gave (a) chicken to has come (Osam
1994a:173).

c. *Akoks a  Kofimé-a abofrd n6  a-wu
chicken REL Kofi give-COMPL child DET PERF-die
The chicken that Kofi gave to the child is dead (Osam 1994a:173).
d. Akoks n6 a4 Kofidé ma-a abofrd n6  a-wu
chicken DET REL Kofi take give-COMPL child DET PERF-die
The chicken that Kofi gave to the child is dead.

A similar situation obtains in focusing objects in a ditransitive sentence. Because
the objects in a ditransitive clause do not have the same object status in the
sentence, they behave differently when focused. Thus, in (67a), only the direct

object NP may be focused (67b) but not the Theme NP (67c).

(67)a. Yaabrg-¢ Ama ataadé¢ feefé  bi
Yaa bring-COMPL Ama dress  beautiful some
Yaa brought Ama a beautiful dress.

b. Amana Yaabre-¢ no ataadé¢ feefé  bi
Ama FOC Yaa bring-COMPL 3SGOBJ dress  beautiful some
It was for Ama that Kofi brought a nice dress.
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c. *Ataadés faefs bi na Yaabrs-¢ Ama

dress  beautiful some FOC Yaa bring-COMPL Ama
It was a nice beautiful dress that Yaa brought (for) Ama.

In an SVC (68), however, the different objects may undergo relativization and may

be focused. As shown in (68b-c), either the initial object (the man) or the non-

initial object (the woman) (69c) may be relativized. Likewise, the two objects in

(69a) may each be focused in the sentence (69b-c). Thus, relativization and focus

extraction of each object in (68-69) show that both objects in an SVC are direct

objects of the verb they follow.

(68)a.

(69)a.

Yaa fré-¢ papa n0 ma-a maamé nd
Yaa call-COMPL man DET give-COMPL woman DET
Yaa called the man for the woman.

Papa n0 a Yaa fré-¢ nd ma-a

man DET REL Yaa call-COMPL 3SGOBJ give-COMPL
maamé nod a-ba

woman DET PERF-come

The man that Yaa called for the woman has come.

Maaméno a4  Yaafré-¢ papané maéa-a

woman DET REL Yaa call-COMPL man DET give-COMPL
né né a-ba

3SGOBJ CD PERF-come

The woman that Yaa called the man for has come.

Akosua dé  ataadé¢ feefé bi  bre-¢ Ama
Akosua take dress  beautiful some bring-COMPL Ama
Akosua brought a beautiful dress for Ama.

Amana Yaade ataadés¢ feefé bi bre-¢ no
Ama FOC Yaa take dress beautiful some bring-COMPL 3SGOBJ
It is (for) Ama that Yaa brought a beautiful dress.
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Ataadés feefé bi na Yaade bre-¢ Ama
dress  beautiful some FOC Yaa take bring-COMPL Ama
It is a beautiful dress that Yaa brought for Ama.

In the causative, both the causee and affectee NP may be relativized or focused

showing that they are direct objects (70b-c) and (71b-c).

(70)a.

(71a.

Tikya né ma-a m-mdfrd n6  tweré-¢ nsdhwé
Teacher DET CAUS-COMPL PL-child DET write-COMPL exams
The teacher made the children write exams.

M-mdfrainé a4 Tikyda né ma-a wah
PL-child DET REL Teacher DET CAUS-COMPL 3PLOBJ
twere-¢ nsdhwé no  4-déda

write-COMPL exams DET PERF-sleep

The children that the teacher made to write the write exams are
asleep.

Nsdhwé né6 a4 Tikya ndé ma-a th-mdfra né
exams DET REL teacher DET CAUS-COMPL PL-child DET
twerg-¢ né yé den

write-COMPL DET be hard
The exams which the teacher made the children write was difficult.

Opoku ma-a Achiaa waré-¢ osikani
Opoku CAUS-COMPL Achiaa marry-COMPL rich man
Opoku made Achiaa marry a rich man.

Achiaana Opoku ma-a né

Achiaa FOC Opoku CAUS-COMPL 3SGOBJ

waré-¢ osikani

marry-COMPL rich man

It was Achiaa that Opoku made her marry the rich man.

Osikani na  Opoku mé-a Achiaa warg-g¢

rich man FOC Opoku CAUS-COMPL Achiaa marry-COMPL
It was a rich man that Opoku made Achiaa marry.
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As was noted at the beginning of this section, relativization and focus marking are
not full proof tests of direct object-hood in the language because in Akan any NP
constituent may be focused or relativized. For instance, as shown in (72a-c) and
(73a-c), in a complement sentence the embedded subject or object may each be
focused. Similarly, (73b-c) show that both the embedded subject and object may

be relativized.

(72)a. Ntips sé Frema k5 fié
Nti want COMP Frema go home
Nti wants Ama to go home.

b. Fremana Ntipé sg 5-k3 fié
Frema FOC Nti want COMP 3SGSUBJ-go home
It is Frema that Nti wants her to go home.

C. Efié na Ntipé s¢ Frema k5
home FOC Nti want COMP Frema go
It is home that Nti wants Frema to go.

(73)a. Owusu ka-a sé Asiedu a-t5 kéaa
Owusu say-COMPL COMP Asiedu PERF-buy car
Owusu said that Asiedu has bought a car.

b. Asiedud  Owusu ka-a sé 3-a-13
Asiedu REL Owusu say-COMPL COMP 3SGSUBJ-PERF-buy
kda n6 &-ba

car DET PERF-come
Asiedu who Owusu said bought the car has come.

C. Kéaad Owusu ka-a sé Asiedu a-t3
car REL Owusu say-COMPL COMP Asiedu PERF-buy DET
né a-sée
DET PERF-spoil
The car that Owusu said Asiedu bought has spoiled.
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Thus, extraction of an NP constituent may not in itself show the constituent to be a
direct object, especially where multiple verbs (and objects) are involved.
Nevertheless, since all direct objects can be extracted in a construction in the
language, relativization and focus marking are relevant supplementary parameters
for determining the status of an object in a construction. It has been established,
however, that the object marked causee NP is a direct object of the causative verb
and the affectee NP is a direct object of the verb of effect. On the other hand, the
subject marked causee NP is not a direct object of the causative verb but functions
as the subject of embedded clause. Thus, the different coding of the causee
argument in Akan analytic causatives is not superficial but signal different
grammatical relations of the NP constituents in the sentence. Contrary to the
prediction of the case hierarchy and the prohibition of the doubling constraint, the
‘no’ causative involves two direct objects (the object marked causee and the
affectee NP) which belong to different verbs in the sentence. The grammatical
relations exhibited in the ‘N0’ causative is the same found in partial lexicalized
SVCs in the language showing the close affinity, in syntactic properties, of the

‘N0’ causative to serialization.

5.0 SUMMARY

| conclude this chapter by providing a summary of the different syntactic
properties of causatives in relation to other construction types in Table 4.3. It can
be observed that the ‘o’ causative displays all the features of complement
sentences surveyed here. On the other hand, the ‘no’ causative shares almost all

the properties of an SVC except for the notion of single eventhood.



182

Table 4.3. Comparative Syntactic properties of complement sentences and

complex predicates (SVCs)

Swvntactic Properties Complement ‘a7 ‘no’- SVC
Sentence causative causative
(i). marker of subordination + + - -
(ii). mived tense/aspect (apart + + - -
from PERF-PROG)
(iil). contrast in polarity + + - -
(iv). independent adverbial + + - -
modification of sub-event
(v). verbs code single event - - - +
(vi). symmetrical (direct) - - + +
ohjects

The evidence, thus, shows that each of the causatives is a better example of a
different construction type rather than constituting a homogenous construction. As
has been demonstrated throughout this chapter, the different coding of the causee
argument in Akan causatives is neither coincidental nor superficial but rather it
signals different degrees of syntactic integration involved in the two causatives.
While the ‘no’ causative displays an integration of the matrix and embedded in an
overlapping structure, the ‘o’ causative involves a relatively low level of syntactic
integration but maintains appreciable level of syntactic dependency and
complementation. Thus, it is emphasized that rather than insist on necessary and
sufficient conditions on identifying a clause as an instance of a category, it is more
beneficial to consider the prototypicality of each type of construction based on
what is typically assumed for a category and show where the properties displayed
by the construction in question converge or diverge with those assumptions. In this

way we would avoid the proverbial ‘throwing away the baby with the bath water.’
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Causative sentences express various force dynamic patterns and properties which
can recovered from the context of an interaction. In the next chapter, | will isolate
some specific force dynamic patterns and properties and group them as

constituting a major even type of causation expressed in Akan causatives.
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ENDNOTES

! While the conclusion that lexical causatives in Akan are simple monoclausal structures is
uncontroversial this is not so for other languages. There has been an active discussion of lexical
causatives in agglutinative languages, for example Japanese, with regard to whether or not they
have complex syntactic structure. For details, see Harley (1995 and 2006), Miyagawa (1999) and
Manning et al. (1999).

2 1t must be noted that in Akan the Completive (COMPL) is marked on the second verb in a
contiguous verb series. Thus, as shown in (1a-b), where there is no overt object between Vi and Vo,
the Completive is marked only on the non-initial verb(s).

(Da.  Yaw hari te-2 ankaa né bi
Yaw jumped pluck-COMPL oranges DET some
Yaw jumped and plucked some of the oranges.

b. Frema t5-5 mpabdd kys-& me
Frema buy-COMPL shoe  give-COMPL 1SGOBJ
Frema bought me a shoe (as a gift).

For more discussion on the different manifestations of the completive aspect, see Saah (2002),
Osam (2004) and Boadi (2008).

3 The Progressive is the only context in Akan where an aspectual category is marked on a nominal
(or determiner) rather than a verbal predicate. More research is needed to ascertain the extent to
which Progressive marking in Asante involves nominal tense/aspect marking. For a detailed
discussion of nominal tense/aspect marking in different languages, see Nordlinger and Sadler
(2001, 2004).

4 The earliest reference to the Consecutive, as far I know, dates back to Christaller’s monumental
work on the grammar of Akan (Christaller 1875).

5 For a discussion on manipulative and non-manipulative complementation strategies in Akan, see
Osam (1998).

8 Interestingly, both the Progressive and Future take the same negative form, as shown in (2a-c),
suggesting a close link between these two temporal categories.

(2)a. Kofi-i su
Kofi-PROG cry
Kofi is crying.
b. Kofi bé-su

Kofi FUT-cry
Kofi will cry.

C. Kofi h-su
Kofi NEG-cry
(i) Kofi will not cry.
(ii) Kofi is not crying.

7 See Saah (1994) and (2004) for a survey on the distribution of adverbs in Akan.
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8 According to Saah (2004:52), the expression de abufug occurs in an instrumental SVC which
relates the manner in which an action is carried out.

® Unless otherwise specified, the term “causative” as used in the rest of this chapter refers
specifically to analytic causatives.

10 The earliest reference to the alternation in the coding of the causee argument in analytic
causatives can be dated back to Christaller (1875:105) who noted that in Akyem (a Twi dialect),
“the subject of the principal verb is made the object of the auxiliary verb ma” in the causative.

11 The term “clausal determiner” (CD), as far as | know, was first used with regard to Akan by Saah
(1994:104).

12 Interestingly, however, the ‘no’ causative allows for the same mixed aspects (PERF-PROG)
found in SVCs in Akan, as shown in (3a-b).

(3)a.  Kofid&-ma n6-o k5 fié
Kofi PERF 3SGOBJ-PROG go home
Kofi has caused it that he is going home.

b. Ama a-fa nnwoma né-o kenkan
Ama PERF-take hook  DET-PROG read
Ama has taken the book and she is reading it.

13 Campbell (1998:53) argues that “the causative verb md ‘make’ takes an IP complement” but
“unlike full clausal complement, where an overt complementizer is usually required, no
complementizer is possible in the causative construction.” It can be noted, however, that the
complement clause in the causative is much smaller than an IP especially in the case of the object
marked causee. When the causative has an object marked causee, the complement clause is totally
dependent on the tense/aspect and negation of the matrix predicate which implies that the
embedded predicate does not project its own Inflectional head, contra Campbell (1998:56, ex. 17).

141 am grateful to Abigail Ayiglo and Rashida for providing me with these Ewe examples.

15 Many thanks to Akua Agyei-Owusu and Sampson Korsah for providing me with these Ga
examples.

16 | am grateful to Mrs. Patience Asare for providing this example.

17 The non-implicative complementizer is realised as s¢ in the Twi dialects (Asante, Akuapem,
Akyem) but as d£in Fante.

18 Raising has been identified as one of the behavioral properties of subjects in Akan. According to
Osam (1994a:160), “in a construction with an embedded complement clause... the subject of the
lower clause can be raised to become the object of the matrix clause.” It can be observed in (4a)
and (5a) that Esi/Ama is the subject of the complement clause but in (4b) and (5b) the subject of
the complement clause (Esi/Ama) seems to have been raised from the subject position to become
the direct object of the verb in the matrix clause.

(4)a. Kofi hu-u Sé Esi re-twé abofrd né
Kofi see-COMPL COMP Esi PROG-pull child DEF
Kofi saw that Esi was pulling the child. (Osam 1994a:160, ex. 22a)
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b. Kofi ho-u Esi s¢ >-ra-twé abofra no
Kofi see-COMPL Esi COMP 3SGSUBJ-PROG-pull child DEF
Kofi saw Esi pulling the child. (Osam 1994a: 160, ex. 22h)

(5)a.  Papad né hyg-g sé Ama i-na ntérh
man DET order-COMPL COMP Ama IMP-sleep early
The man ordered that Ama sleeps early.

b. Papd n6 hys-¢ Ama sé 5-A-na ntém
man DET force-COMPL Ama COMP 3SGSUBJ-IMP-sleep early
The man ordered Ama that she should sleep early.

Saah (1994), however, argues that (4b) and (5b) do not involve movement of the subject of the
complement clause to the object position of the matrix verb rather, the occurrence of the
resumptive pronoun shows that they are base-generated. According to Saah (1994:88), the
“resumptive pronouns are base-generated and coindexed with constituents occurring in A'-position”
and are not offending trace(s) of a moved element.

Furthermore, the (a) and (b) versions of (4-5) correspond to a semantic difference. In the (a)
versions, the subject of the complement clause (Esi/Ama) is not acted on directly but in the (b)
versions the erstwhile subject of the complement clause is directly affected by the action described
by the matrix verb. Thus, when a manipulative verb is used in these sentences, the sentences yield
direct manipulation and non-direct manipulation meanings respectively. Consequently, the
different positions that the (erstwhile) subject NP of the complement clause occupies in the
sentence seem to be motivated by specific semantic principles involving direct and indirect
manipulation. In the causative, however, the object and subject marked causee have essentially the
same meaning.

1% The idea of symmetric sharing of an argument in an SVC was proposed by Hiraiwa and Bodomo
(2008). In their analysis of SVCs in Dagaare, Hiraiwa and Bodomo (2008) show that in Dagaare,
the object may form a syntactic constituent with either the initial verb (6a) or the non-initial verb
(6b) or both (6c).

(6)a.  Néne sééo lakdié  sé 3

meat roast NML F C 3SG roast eat

It is roasting the meat that he roasted and ate (Hiraiwa and Bodomo 2008:247).
b. Néne 556 lakio sé€ 3

meat eat. NML F C 3SG roast eat

It is eating the meat that he roasted and ate (Hiraiwa and Bodomo 2008:247).
C. Néne sé-356 lakao sé 3

meat roast-eat. NML F C 3SG roast eat

It is roasting meat and eating it that he roasted and ate (Hiraiwa and Bodomo
2008:247).

Thus, they conclude that in this type of Dagaare SVC the object is “structurally shared” by both
verbs in a symmetrical fashion (Hiraiwa and Bodomo 2008:248).

20 Even though in Akan inanimate objects are not realized overtly in pronominalization, this is one
of the few instances where this condition is set aside. In Akan, when inanimate entities are objects
of destruction verbs (also middle verbs; Boadi 1971) they are overtly realized in pronominalization.
For more discussion on this, see Saah (1994:36) and Osam (1994a:154).

21 For a detailed discussion of relativization in Akan, see Saah (1994, 2011).
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22 It must be noted, however, that Osam (1994a:162) identifies certain (di)transitive verbs (kyerz
‘show, teach’, bisa ‘ask’) whose Theme NP objects may be relativized or focused in sentences.
Accordingly, Osam (1994a:176) refers to Theme NPs of such verbs as Secondary Direct Object.
See also, Dryer (1986) and Bresnan and Moshi (1990).
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CHAPTER FIVE

FORCE DYNAMICS AND THE SEMANTICS OF CAUSATIVES

1.0 INTRODUCTION

This chapter presents the semantics of causative expressions in Akan through the
Force-Dynamics framework (Talmy 1988, 2000). Section 2 presents the properties
of participants and events in causative expressions in Akan. In section 3, | identify
five major event types of causation expressed in Akan namely, MANIPULATION,
TRIGGER, PROMPT, CREATE and ALLOW. Three of the five event types,
MANIPULATION, TRIGGER and PROMPT were originally proposed by
Stefanowitsch (2001) and this study proposes two additional event types of
causation namely, CREATE and ALLOW. It will be demonstrated that each of the
event types has distinct semantic properties and pattern(s) of causation which can
be properly represented through the Force-Dynamics framework. In section 4, |
examine the notion of direct and indirect causation and how these might be
encoded in the event types of causation. A summary of the discussion is presented

in section 5.

2.0 THE CAUSATIVE SITUATION

As pointed out in chapter three, causation involves the expression of force
opposition between two entities or bodies. As set out by Talmy (2000), the
interaction between bodies may involve exertion of force or removal of force by

one entity from the other. In the instance of exertion of force, causation is said to
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have occurred when a stronger entity (ANT) acts on a weaker entity (AGO)
causing the latter to change its original state or action. On the other hand, a
stronger entity (ANT) who hitherto had restrained another entity (AGO) from
displaying its state or action may, over time, give way; thus allowing the latter to

continue manifesting its original state or action (see Fig 5.1).

Figure 5.1. Causative paradigm (Talmy 2000:418, 420)
a. onset causation b. onset letting

iofc)

-~

c. extended causation d. extended letting

1O O

_ _—

As illustrated in Fig 5.1, there are two main ways in which force may be applied or
removed by a causer from a causee in the causative situation. In causation, a
stronger causer may suddenly apply force on a weaker causee causing the latter to
perform an action which is different from its original state or action (onset
causation, 5.1(a)). Alternatively, a causer may maintain its stronger force exertion
on the causee for the duration of the entire causative event (extended causation,
5.1(c)). Similarly, in letting, a stronger causer may suddenly refrain from blocking

a causee, allowing the causee to manifest its original state (onset letting, 5.1(b)).
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Again, a causer may remain away, over time, from blocking a causee with its

stronger force (extended letting, 5.1(d)).

The different force-dynamic patterns presented in Fig 5.1 may be illustrated in the

causatives sentences below.

(Da.

Yaw b3-3 tod noé
Yaw break-COMPL bottle DET
Yaw broke the bottle.

Kofi pié-a Ama hwe-2 fam
Kofi push-COMPL Ama fall-COMPL down
Kofi pushed Ama to the ground.

Papané ma-a absfrané  ka-5 fié
man DET CAUS-COMPL child DET go-COMPL home
(i) The man made the child go home.

(it) The man let the child go home.

In the lexical causative in (1a), the bottle which may be at rest is suddenly acted

upon by a stronger agent (Yaw) resulting in the change of state of the bottle.

Similarly, in the cause-effect SVC in (1b), a stronger agent (Kofi) suddenly applies

some amount of force on Ama which results in her falling down. Thus, the lexical

and cause-effect SVC both illustrate onset causation where a stronger causer

suddenly initiates or performs an action on a weaker causee resulting in the causee

undergoing a change of state.
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Analytic causatives, on the other hand, may express a variety of force-dynamic
patterns depending on the context of the interaction. As shown in (1c), the analytic
causative may involve a situation where a stronger causer acts (physically or
otherwise) on a weaker causee and causes it to undergo a change of state.
Alternatively, the same construction could involve a situation where a stronger
causer disengages from a weaker causee allowing the causee to manifest its
original state or intended action. The different force-dynamic patterns expressed in
(1c), however, involve similar expenditure of force in that in both cases, the causer
acts suddenly on another entity but the exertion of force or removal of force by the
causer may or may not last the entire duration of the causative event. For instance,
in (1c), the man could have simply instructed the child to go home which the child
complied or he could have walked with the child to make sure that he did get home
(see section 3.1). Thus, (1c) may involve either onset or extended causation (or

letting) depending on the context of the interaction.

2.1 Properties of Causation

Generally, causation is expressed in events involving entities and a perceived
causal relationship between the entities (and their actions or reactions). Thus, each
of the elements in the interaction may be differentiated from the other and their
precise nature and properties distinguished. Similarly, the nature of the causal
relation can be characterized, albeit this may not always be specified by the
construction but may follow from our knowledge on causal reasoning. The goal of

this section, therefore, is to isolate some recurring features of the causative



193

situation with regard to force entities, patterns of causation, and nature of causing

and caused events.

2.1.1 Force Entities (ANT and AGO)
Causation involves force interaction between (at least) two force entities: a causer

(ANT) and a causee (AGO). Let us first consider some properties of the causer.

(a) Causer (ANT)
In many causative expressions, the causer is an animate (sentient) entity who acts

on another entity to bring about a certain result (2a-b).

(2)a.  Ama bu-u akonwa no
Ama break-COMPL chair DET
Ama broke the chair.
b. Kofi ma-a Ama bu-u akonwa né

Kofi CAUS-COMPL Ama break-COMPL chair DET
(i) Kofi made Ama break the chair.

(if) Kofi had the chair broken by Ama.

The action of the causer may be intentional or non-intentional when it is an
animate entity. For instance, in (2a), Ama may intentionally carry out an action to
break the chair. Likewise, in (2b), the action of the causer, Kofi, may be
intentional. However, in (2b), there may be more than one target for the intention
of the causer: either Kofi may intend Ama (and not someone else) to break the
chair or he may intend for the chair to be broken but gets Ama to perform this

action. However, it can be noted that intentionality of the causer is not specified as
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part of the construction but may only be inferred from contextual information. This
can be seen from the fact that a conjunct clause may be appended to (2a) to

eliminate any intentional meaning of the action of the causer’s action (3).

(3). Amabu-u akonwéd né  nans6 w-a-n-hyéda
Ama break-COMPL chair DET but 3SG-PERF-NEG-intend
Ama broke the chair, but she did not intend it.

It is possible, however, for the causer to be an inanimate entity which is not
capable of volition or intentionality. Inanimate causers may include natural forces
(wind, sun), projectiles (stone, bullet) and instruments (knife, gun) (Wolff et al.
2010:186-187). According to Wolff et al. (2010:189, italics in original) “an entity
can appear as [causer] in English and other languages if it acts as a force creator”
either by converting energy, physical contact or force redirection. Consider the

causer entity in the following sentences in (4a-b).

(4)a. Mframadn6 woso-e duad né
wind  DET shake-COMPL tree DET
The wind shook the tree.

b. Awidné ma-a ntaadéé n6  wo-o ntérm
sun DET cause-COMPL clothes DET dry-COMPL quickly
The sun caused the clothes to dry quickly.

As (4a-b) illustrates, wind and sun may act as causer because they are able to
generate an amount of energy of their own and thus resemble (intentional) animate

agents. In other words, inanimate objects which create their own kinetic energy (or
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are at least perceived to do so) are metaphorically considered agentlike and may

therefore be expressed as causer.?

Thus, the causer in the causative may be identified as an animate or inanimate
entity with the latter construed as agentlike because of the ability to create force.
Still, it is vital that we explicate the notion of agency attributed to animate and
inanimate causers here. In fact, the idea of agency seems to be more appropriate to
animate and not inanimate causers because even though inanimate entities may
create their own force they lack volition and intentionality in this process. On the
other hand, animate objects may volitionally initiate force in an interaction. Thus,
Talmy (2000) notes that

The notion of Agent is criterially characterizable as an entity with

body (parts), volition, and intention, where the body parts respond

to volition, and intention applies to these responses and, optionally,

to further consequent events ... A sentient entity represented as the

subject of a syntactically causative construction can either intend

the final caused event or not, and this difference distinguishes the

semantic concept of ‘Agent’ from that of ‘Author’ (Talmy
2000:513-514, emphasis in original).

In other words, while it is possible to say that Ama and Kofi in (2a-b) may have
intended the caused event it is impossible to think that the sun decided to shine so
that someone’s clothing would dry quickly or the wind blew with the intention of
shaking the tree. For this reason, in this discussion, we would hold the notion of
intentionality (+/-int.) as a distinction between animate and inanimate causers and

refer to the former as Agents and the latter as Authors.?
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It is also possible to have an event rather than an entity as a causer in a causative

expression. Consider the examples in (5a-c) below.

(5)a.

Anidasds a  é-m-méa mu ntém ma  akoma yaré
expectation REL 3SG-NEG-come inside quickly CAUS heart sick
Expectation postponed is making the heart sick (Proverbs 13:12,
Asante Bible).

Mmuaeé bdkdd ma abufuo twa
answer slow CAUS anger cease
A mild answer causes anger to cease (Proverbs 15:1, Asante Bible).

Anihd ma obi da hateg, skwadwofés kra di ksm
laziness CAUS someone sleep deep lazy person soul eat hunger

Laziness causes someone to sleep deep, a lazy person’s soul goes
hungry (Proverb 19:15, Asante Bible).

In (5a-c), the causer though inanimate is not just an object but an event. In all these

examples, expectation, mild answer and laziness are events which are expressed as

bringing about a change of state in another entity in the sentence. We know,

however, from our experience in the real world that such events do not initiate any

amount of force by themselves nor do they have the intention to effect a change in

an entity, albeit they are expressed as altering the state of an entity. In this sense,

events may appropriately be identified as Authors because they do not occur on

their own volition neither do they have the capacity to intend the caused event.

Nevertheless, it is understood that events which act as causers may be initiated by

an intentional or unintentional agent which is usually gapped in the causative

expression.
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Thus, we can distinguish between different types of causers: (a) Agent,
volitional/intentional causer (+int) and (b) Author, non-volitional/unintentional
causer (-int.). However, as we can see in Fig 5.2, for causation to occur, the causer,
whether volitional or not, is construed as possessing or displaying greater force

(>f) than the causee in the interaction.

Figure 5.2. Types of causers (based on Talmy 2000:415)

a. agent (animate) b. author (inanimate)

(b) Causee (AGO)

The causee (AGO) in causation is the entity whose original state or action is
overcome by a stronger entity (the ANT) thereby causing it to manifest a different
state or action over time. For causation to occur the causee’s strength must be
construed as weaker than that of the causer; the difference in the balance of
strengths between the causer and causee during the interaction determines whether
or not causation is successful. Dixon (2000:62) isolates the following parameters
in describing the causee: (a) it may retain a degree of control or have no control in
undergoing the caused event; (b) it may act willingly or unwillingly; (c) it may be
partially affected or completely affected. As Givon (2001:45) observes, the less
control a causee exercises in the interaction, the more successful the manipulation

of the causee by the causer would be.
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Consider the following examples in (6a-c).

(6)a. Awid n6 ma-a NSié n6  we-ed
sun DET CAUS-COMPL river DET dry-COMPL
The sun caused the river to dry up.

b. Tikyaniné ma-a m-mdfrd ndé  tweré-¢
teacher DET CAUS-COMPL PL-child DET write-COMPL

nsdhwé n6 andpa yi

exams DET morning this

The teacher made the children write the exams this morning.
C. Maamé n6  ma-a absfrand  su-i

woman DET CAUS-COMPL child DET cry-COMPL
The woman made the child cry.

It can be observed from (6a) that the causee (river) is an inanimate entity whose
original state (that is, being filled with a certain amount of water) undergoes a
change by evaporation from the intense heat from the sun (causer). Here, the river
(causee) does not resist the force of the sun (perhaps by somehow trying to prevent
evaporation of its content by the heat emitted by the sun); rather it is totally
affected by the impact of the sun’s action. In fact, because inanimate entities do
not have volition or intentionality they are not compatible with the notion of

retention of control but seem to be totally affected entities in causation.®

The situation is quite different, however, when the causee is animate. In many
cases, as in (6b-c), an animate causee may retain an amount of control even though
their original state may be overturned by a stronger entity. For instance, in (6b), no

matter the effort on the part of the teacher, each student must decide whether or
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not to write the exam. Consequently, the causee in (6b) may act willfully to bring
about the resultant action. Similarly, in (6c), the causee may maintain a degree of
control in manifesting the resultant state; the woman may have asked the child to
cry which the child complied. In other words, the caused event in (6¢) may be
voluntary. It is also possible, however, that in (6¢) the causee undergoes the
emotional state of crying when he perceives an event in connection with the causer

(the woman).

Thus far, it has been shown that an inanimate causee is totally affected during
causation and may not offer any resistance via reinforced energy (6a), albeit this is
not physically (or mechanically) impossible. Accordingly, as illustrated in Fig
5.3(a) an inanimate causee is indicated as having no control (-cont.) over the
caused event. However, for animate entities, the causee’s resultant state may or
may not involve retention of a degree of control in bringing about the caused event
(5.3b). Nevertheless, where an animate entity does not retain control over the
caused event, for the avoidance of confusion, the causee is indicated as animate

(+anim.)

Figure 5.3. Types of causee (based on Talmy 2000:434)

a. inanimate causee b. animate causee
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(c) Causing vs. Caused Events

Basically, causation is a relation between two micro-events namely, causing and
caused events. However, there are different ways in which the causing and caused

events may be overtly expressed in a causative sentence (7a-c).

(Ma. Yaw paé-e b3510 nd
Yaw burst-COMPL ball DET
Yaw burst the ball.

b. Kwame sim-m Ama hwe-¢ farm
Kwame push-COMPL Ama fall-COMPL down
Kwame pushed Ama and she fell down.

C. Kwame ma-a Ama hwe-2 fam

Kwame CAUS-COMPL Ama fall-COMPL down
Kwame caused Ama to fall down.

In a lexical causative (7a), the causing and caused events are not independently
expressed but are conveyed in a single predicate. However, in a cause-effect SVC
(7b), the causing and caused events are overtly expressed by different predicates.
As noted by Durie (1997:330), in cause-effect SVCs, “verbs are ordered according
to the direction of causation expressed in the conceptual structure of the verb
complex.” Thus, in Akan, the causing event is iconically expressed before the
caused event reflecting the temporal sequence between the two events. On the
other hand, analytic causatives, like a cause-effect SVC, express causing and
caused events in two separate predicates. However, analytic causatives overtly
express only the caused event while leaving the causing event unspecified (7c¢).

Thus in (7c), the causative verb ma does not express any specific activity as
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constituting the causing event rather, it only conveys the abstract notion of

causation.

According to Talmy (2000:481), in causation the “cause of the simple event is
itself also a simple event rather than, for instance, a (physical) object” in the
sentence. In other words, even though the causing and caused events in the
causative may be expressed simply as a relation between entities (a causer and a
causee) this representation can be considered only as an abbreviation of the two
events. For instance, the action of an animate causer begins with psychogenic
processes which result in the brain sending messages in synapses to body parts
such as the limbs or organs of speech (in the case of directive causation) which
animates the causer to carry out any action which might affect another entity (see
Talmy 2000:433-434). Similarly, even though the caused event is usually
represented in language as a causee who undergoes the action described by the
predicate of effect, this is hardly a simple event. A causee must be able to perceive
the force quantity exerted by a causer and given the nature of the causee it would
then react to the perceived force. For instance, in the case of directive causation
where a causee receives verbal instructions from a causer the causee must initiate
its own energy in the way that a causer does in order for it to perform the action
which has been requested by the causer. Thus, although causing and caused events
may involve several complex neural and/or mechanical actions, languages tend to
abstract from this complex system of activities a central process or entity and

foreground it in a causative expression.
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3.0 EVENT TYPES OF CAUSATIVES

In this section, we will discuss the major event types of causation which may be
expressed in Akan causatives. It is proposed that causative expressions in Akan
display five major event types of causation namely, MANIPULATION,
TRIGGER, PROMPT, CREATE and ALLOW. It will be shown that each
configuration type of the causative has specific semantic properties which identify
it as a major semantic type. Three of the event types examined here

(MANIPULATION, TRIGGER, PROMPT) are based on Stefanowitsch (2001).

3.1 MANIPULATION Event Type
In this type of causation “an animate causer X intentionally acts on a causee Y in
order to influence Y in such a way that Y performs an action Z that is under Y’s

control” (Stefanowitsch 2001:96).

Consider the examples in (8) below.

(8)a. Kofi kum-m apankyé no
Kofi kill-COMPL goat  DET
Kofi killed the goat.

b. Opoku sum-m Yaw t0-0 fam
Opoku push-COMPL Yaw put-COMPL down
Opoku pushed Yaw to the ground.

C. Mframa n6  tutd-u n-nid ndé gu-u fam
wind  DET uproot.RED-COMPL PL-tree DET lie-COMPL down
The wind blew the trees down.
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The MANIPULATION configuration is aptly demonstrated in lexical causatives
and cause-effect SVCs. In (8a), an animate causer acts on an animate causee and
because of the latter’s stronger force he overturns the causee’s state and brings
about its death. This direct exertion of force is initiated and controlled by the
causer and even though the action of the causer may be forcefully resisted by the
causee, the causer overpowers the causee because of the difference in the balance
of strengths between the two entities. Similarly, in the cause-effect SVC (8b), the
stronger (animate) causer initiates an action (pushing) which results in the causee
falling down. In (8c), however, the causer is an inanimate entity (wind) whose
greater force brings down the trees in its path. Although Stefanowitsch’s (2001)
definition of the MANIPULATION configuration suggests that the caused event is
under the causee’s control, this appears not to be the case in lexical causatives and
cause-effect SVCs.* Rather, for successful manipulation to occur in the lexical
causative (8a) and the cause-effect SVC (8b-c), the causee has to be totally

affected by the causer’s action.

Non-periphrastic causatives inform us more about the kind of force interaction
displayed in MANIPULATION. In each of the sentences in (8a-c), there is direct
physical contact between the causer and the causee in the interaction. In effect,
both the causer and causee must be at the same place and the causing and caused
event must share an overlapping spatio-temporal configuration (see Shibatani and
Padershi 2002:89-90; Wierzbicka 1975). I will return to this issue when dealing

with the distinction between direct and indirect causation in Akan. | will, however,
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refer to such manipulation of a causee by a stronger causer as coercive

MANIPULATION.

The MANIPULATION configuration is also demonstrated in analytic causatives

in Akan, as illustrated in (9a-c) below.

(9)a.

Okamfopanyinyi  ma-a Yaw Sebe sa-a
chief priest  this CAUS-COMPL Yaw Sebe fetch-COMPL
hyiré né kakra peté-2 bodua’® né so

white clay DET little sprinkle-COMPL cow tail DET top
This chief priest made Yaw Sebe fetch a little white clay and
sprinkled it on the cow tail (Bamfi-Adomako 1997:33).

D-ma-a odikurg kyéameé hwié-2
3SGSUBJ-CAUS-COMPL chief  linguist pour-COMPL
MmOrdsé gii-ii mu

liquor  spill-COMPL inside
He made the chief’s linguist pour the liquor into it (Bamfi-
Adomako 1997:33).

Akorsméa ka-eé no, Nanid ma-a aheénkwaa
hawk  go-COMPL when Nana CAUS-COMPL steward
kd-bué-¢ Ak6ks 4 d-sé-a no
go-open-COMPL chicken REL 3SGSUBJ-cure-COMPL 3SGOBJ
yadéé no

disease DET

When Hawk left, Nana made his steward open (the door for)
Chicken who cured his disease (Boahene 1997:48).

In (9a), the chief priest gets Yaw Sebe to perform an action. However, we note that

the exact action performed by the chief priest to get Yaw Sebe to fetch the white

clay is not specified in the sentence. We can surmise, however, based on the

context, that the chief might have verbally directed Yaw Sebe to perform the
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action and because of the superior authority of the chief priest Yaw Sebe complies.
Likewise, in (9b), the causer’s specific action is not overtly expressed,
nevertheless, the situation appears to be as in (9a) where the causer verbally
instructs the causee to perform an action and because of the latter’s superior
authority the causee follows through with the request. A similar situation obtains
in (9c) where a chief’s steward heeds the instructions of the chief and performs the

action requested by the chief.

In what sense, then, do the sentences in (9a-c) express the MANIPULATION
configuration? It is this: in (9a-c) the causee who is under the ‘sphere of influence’
of the causer is influenced by the causer to perform the action intended by the
causer and because of the causer’s superior authority the causee performs the
intended action (Stefanowitsch 2001:105). It can be observed, however, the action
of the causer in analytic causatives may not be physical and the caused event may
be controlled by the causee. In other words, the causative act in the analytic
causatives in (9a-c) may involve verbal communication of the intention of the
causer to the causee. Even so, in this causative situation the causer does more than
simply give out instructions. He may invoke his superior authority which may
threaten sanctions or punishment should the causee refuse to undergo the causer’s
intended action. For instance, in (9a) because the chief priest wields superior
authority than the causee, Yaw Sebe (9a), the latter accedes to the wishes of the
causer. Thus, causative expressions such as in (9a-c) involve directive

MANIPULATION configuration.
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There are instances, however, where physical manipulation of the causee by the

causer may be coded in analytic causatives, as shown in (10a-b).

(10)a. Kwasi ma-a mé te-¢ kokoniwa®
Kwasi CAUS-COMPL 1SG tear-COMPL hen’s eye
Kwasi caused me to hurt my toe.

b. Akoks ki kyeré-g Nand né n¢ mpanimféd nd  sé,
chicken say show-COMPL Nana and his elders DET that
d-sré win wi-m-fa né nsié. S& wd-de
3SGSUBJ-beg 3PL 3PL-OPT-take 3SGOBJ hide if 3PL-take

no sié nd hwee a-n-ye no a

3SGOBJ hide and nothing PERF-NEG-do 3SGOBJ then

5-bé-ma Nana ani a-te.

3SGOBJ-FUT-CAUS Nana eyes CONS-open

Chicken told Nana and his elders that they should hide him. If they

are able to hide him and nothing happens to him he will cause
Nana’s eyes to open, i.e. he will cure Nana’s blindness (Boahene

1997:44),

In (10a), the causer performs an action which results in the causee hurting his toe.
The context for this sentence could be a situation where Kwasi pushes the causee
and the causee hits his toe against a stone resulting in his injury. Also, in (10b),
Chicken promises to cure Nana’s blindness if he is hidden away from the reach of
the Hawk. The story continues that the Chicken, after he is protected by Nana and
his elders, flies and touches Nana’s eyes causing his eyes to open thereby restoring
Nana’s sight (Boahene 1997:46). Thus, even though the analytic causative may
typically involve non-physical action of the causer on the causee, the use of direct
physical force by a causer on a causee to bring about a caused event is not

incompatible with this construction.
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We can sum up the discussion on the MANIPULATION event type by adjusting
Stefanowitsch’s (2001:96) definition as follows: a stronger causer X through
physical or non-physical force acts on a causee Y such that the causee Y performs
an action or undergoes a state Z which may or may not be under his control. The
different properties of coercive and directive  MANIPULATION can be

summarized in (11) below.

(12). Properties of MANIPULATION
a. Coercive MANIPULATION

v’ animate/inanimate causer

v’ animate/inanimate causee

v’ causer possesses stronger force quantity

v causee is under control of causer and is totally affected
v direct contact between causer and causee

v causer applies physical force on causee

b. Directive MANIPULATION

v/ animate causer

v/ animate causee

v causer’s stronger force consist of social authority or
influence rather than physical force

v causee is not totally affected, but controls the caused event

v" no direct contact between causer and causee

v" causee complies because of perceived sanctions or benefits

v’ causer’s action is verbal (instruction or directive) rather than
physical force

The variant force-dynamic patterns and properties of the MANIPULATION

configuration have been diagrammed in Fig 5.4.
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Figure 5.4. Force-dynamics of MANIPULATION

a. coercive MANIPULATION b. directive MANIPULATION

Fig 5.4(a-b) shows that in both coercive and directive MANIPULATION a causer
with greater force (>f) overcomes the state of a causee. The continuous arrows in
(5.4a) represent the use of physical force (direct contact) by the causer on a causee
in coercive MANIPULATION while the broken arrows signify non-physical
action (non-direct contact) of the causer on the causee in directive
MANIPULATION. As noted already in this section, lexical causatives and cause-
effect SVCs typically express physical exertion of force by a causer on a causee.
Analytic causatives, on the other hand, may express the causer’s action as
involving either physical or non-physical contact. This is not surprising given the
fact that the analytic causative morpheme is not explicit on the specific nature of
the causing event and this open relation may go either way in expressing physical

or non-physical exertion of force.

The second pattern which emerged from the MANIPULATION configuration is
that wherever the causer’s action involves physical contact the caused event cannot
be under the control of the causee, as shown by the (- contr.) feature of the causee in
Fig 5.4(a). Alternatively, the resulting event seems to be under the control of the

causee (+contr.) if the causing event involves non-physical force by the causer on
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the causee such as a communicative act 5.4(b). Again, as represented in 5.4(a-b)
MANIPULATION may involve intentional or unintentional causers. It appears
that intentionality is a requirement only in the case of a causer who merely
verbally instructs a causee to perform a certain action (5.4b). However, since both
animate and inanimate objects can act as causers in coercive MANIPULATION,

intentionality may go either way (5.4a).

Thus, the MANIPULATION configuration may be expressed in a range of
causative forms which share a common meaning of causation where a causer
brings about a physical reaction in a causee through physical or non-physical

force.

3.2 TRIGGER Event Type

Another event type of causation found in causative expressions in Akan can be
referred to as the TRIGGER event type. Stefanowitsch (2001:97) sets out the
TRIGGER event type as involving the following: “a causer-event X occurs (which
may or may not have an intentional agent); X influences a causee Y in such a way
that given the nature of Y, Y will undergo a process Z.” Thus, the TRIGGER
configuration involves a situation where an event (rather than an agent) triggers an
involuntary reaction in a causee. The following examples illustrate this force-

dynamic pattern.
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(12)a. Abani ma  d4 ri-yé  adepd  ampé. €-tomi
prison inside sleep NEG-be good thing truly. 3SGSUBJ.INA-can

seé aberantéé. €-ma aberantéé bs akora
destroy young man 3SGSUBJ.INA-CAUS young man hit old man
moéno.

immature

Doing time in prison is truly not a good thing. It can destroy a

young man. It causes a young man to become an old man
prematurely (Bamfi-Adomako 1997:86).

b. Onipd kéma md  awerghés boté no, na asempa
person heart inside sadness bow down 3SGOBJ and good word
ma  ¢-di ahurisi
CAUS 3SGSUBJ-eat rejoicing
Anxious care in the heart of a man is what will cause it to bow

down, but the good word is what makes it rejoice (Proverbs 12: 25,
Asante Bible).

C. Anihe ma  obi da& hatee, skwadwofés krd di ksmi
laziness CAUS someone sleep deep lazy person soul eat hunger
Laziness causes someone to sleep deep, a lazy person’s soul goes
hungry (Provers 19:15, Asante Bible).

d. Oba kwasea hyé né papd ahometéw; na
child stupid put 3SGPOSS father vexation and
5-ma né maamé di awershos

3SGSUBJ- CAUS 3SGPOSS mother eat sadness.

A stupid son is a vexation to his father and bitterness to her mother,
i.e. A stupid son causes her mother to experience bitterness
(Proverbs 17:25, Asante Bible).

In (12a), the causer is not an entity but rather an event (doing time in jail) which
causes a young man to age prematurely. The first part of the sentence in (12b)
involves a lexical causative which expresses a condition of the heart (anxious care)
as causing a person to become sad or bowed down; the second part of (12b)
involves an analytic causative with an event (the hearing of a good word) as

something which causes a person to rejoice. Similarly, in (12c), laziness is seen as
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causing a person to sleep deeply. In (12d), however, an agent causer is expressed
as causing his mother bitterness. Even so, we know that in reality it is the actions
associated with the child’s stupidity which cause the mother bitterness and not the
child per se. Thus, the examples in (12a-d) have the following common properties
which identify them as involving a particular event type of causation: (a) the
causer is not an agent but rather an event; (b) an animate causee perceives the
causing event as a stimulus; (c) the causing event triggers an involuntary (re)action

in the animate causee.

The term TRIGGER used here reflects the impact of the causer’s action on the
causee in this event type of causation. As observed in (12a-d), the interaction
between the causer and the causee in the TRIGGER configuration is not physical,
but rather psychological. Since the causer is an event, it may be distant in time and
space from the causee. This makes the causal link between the causer and the
causee more metaphorical or abstract than physical. It can even be said that the
success of causation in this configuration depends on the ability of the causee to
perceive the causing event. This parameter is important in defining the TRIGGER
category in that only an animate causee appears in this semantic class; the
examples in (12a-d) illustrate that the causee must be capable of undergoing an

emotional or psychological change of state.

In this vein, (12b) is interesting. Consider a parallel example in (13).
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(13). Anidasds a  é-m-ma md  dtémM ma  akoma yaré
expectation REL 3SG-NEG-come inside quickly CAUS heart sick
Expectation postponed is making the heart sick (Proverbs 13:12, Asante
Bible).

In (13), the heart is said to undergo an involuntary action of becoming sick due to
unrealized expectations. This construction exploits a BODY-PART metaphor
which represents the sadness of a person as issuing from the heart being sick (see
Avyiglo 2010). Thus, metaphorically, the causee in this sentence is expressed as the
heart which undergoes a change of state when it perceives the postponement of an
expectation. Although the heart is not a person, it is capable of undergoing an
emotional state; indeed, human emotions are metaphorically thought to spring out

of the heart. Thus, heart here is used to represent the whole person.

As demonstrated above, in the TRIGGER configuration the causee undergoes an
involuntary action which may be psychological or emotional upon perceiving an
event which may act as a stimulus or trigger. There is, however, a set of
constructions which presents some additional properties of the TRIGGER

configuration. Consider the following examples in (14).

(14)a. Des &-ba-aé né sé, né papé
what 3SGSUBJ.INA-come-COMPL be that 3SSGPOSS father
abusuafos kd-> abisd ma-a 3kdf63 nd

familiy = go-COMPL ask CONSE-COMPL priest DET
ka kyeré-¢ won sé, g-ye nd
say show-COMPL 3PL that 3SGSUBJ.INA-be 3SGOBJ

Abosina  d-yé-¢ sda adee no, efirl
Abosi FOC 3SGSUBJ-do-COMPL that thing DET because
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s€  d-ye dbayif6. Saa asém né ma-a
that 3SGSUBJ-be wizard that matter DET CAUS-COMPL
Abosi be-yé-¢ dtamfo wd kuiré né  mu.
Abosi come-be-COMPL enemy in town DET inside
What happened was that his father’s family members went to a
priest who told them that he is a wizard. This made Abosi become
an enemy in the town (Bamfi-Adomako 1997:91).

b. Nhumd m4  Onipa nya adérh
insight CAUS person get favour

Insight itself gives favor i.e. insight causes a person to receive favor
(Proverbs 13:15, Asante Bible).

C. Ah6dé ma  onipd nyan-namfé pii, na Ohiani  deg,
riches CAUS person get PL-friend many and poor one TOP

n¢ n-namfo thpd twé wdn hé fi ne ho

3SG PL-friend even pull 3PL self from 3SG self

Wealth is what adds many companions, but one that is lowly gets
separated even from his companion i.e. wealth causes a person to
get many friends but as for the poor one even his friends pull away
from him (Proverbs 19:4, Asante Bible).

In (14a), Abosi who hitherto was accepted by the community has become an
enemy on suspicion that he used witchcraft to murder his family. Also in (14b),
insight is said to cause a person to receive favor and in (14c) riches causes a
person to have many friends. It can be noted that the causer in (14a-c) is an event
rather than an agent. In each of these examples, there is an entity that appears to be
affected by the event causer and thus resembles a causee. However, this
resemblance is only superficial. In fact, each of the entities which occupy the
position of the causee in (14a-c) is not a true causee but is a pseudo causee (see

Stefanowitsch 2001:116-118).
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It may be recalled that in our definition of the TRIGGER event type of causation
the causee undergoes an involuntary action given its nature upon perceiving the
causing event. However, in (14a-c) the entity which occupies the position of the
causee argument does not undergo any involuntary emotional action. For instance,
in (14a), Abosi does not turn into an enemy by himself; in (14b), a person does not
give himself favor; and in (14c), it is not the wealthy person who seeks the
friendship of people. In fact, in this type of TRIGGER configuration the argument
which occupies the causee position is really an affectee and not a causee (see
Givon 1975:76-75). Accordingly, we can reformulate (14a-c) as (15a-c) to reveal

the real causee entity.

(15)a. Saa asém né ma-a n-nipa pii
that matter DET CAUS-COMPL PL-person many
bu-u Abosi sé¢  d-yé Jtamfo
measure-COMPL Abosi that 3SGSUBJ-be enemy
wd kur6 né mu.
in town DET inside

That issue caused a lot of people to think of Abosi as an enemy in
the town.

b. Nhumdma  Onipd pé né yinko &sém
insight CAUS person like 3SGPOSS fellow matter
Insight causes a person to like his fellow.

c. Ahédéma  n-nipa pii pe sé wd yé wadamfo

riches CAUS PL-person many like that 3PL be 2POSS.friend
Riches cause a lot of people to want to be your friend.

In (15a), the causing event (the death of Abosi’s parents) triggers a psychological
reaction in the minds of the people so that they come to view Abosi as an enemy;

Abosi is the affectee who suffers the indignation of the people in the town.
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Similarly, in (15b), the display of insight by someone causes onlookers to view the
one with insight in a more favorable light. Likewise, in (15c), wealth is expressed
as causing many people to become friendly with the one who has such material
possessions. The sentences in (15a-c) show that where we can tease out the real
causee the pseudo causee goes into the affectee argument position from where it

originates.

The TRIGGER event type of causation thus involves the following properties (16).

(16). Properties of TRIGGER

causer is an event rather than an agent

animate causee

causee perceives causing event as stimulus

there is no physical contact between causing event and causee

causing event triggers an involuntary reaction in causee

D N N N N NN

causee does not control the caused state; it is totally affected

Figure 5.5. Force-dynamics of TRIGGER

involentary action

Fig 5.5 illustrates that animate entities are more likely to be the causee in the
TRIGGER configuration because they must be able to perceive the causing event

and its associated trigger (+tr.) component to undergo an involuntary action. As
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before, the broken arrows represent the non-physical interaction between the
causing event and the causee in bringing about the caused event in the TRIGGER

configuration.

3.3 PROMPT Event Type

Causative expressions in Akan may involve yet another pattern of causation
namely, the PROMPT event type. According to Stefanowitsch (2001:97), the
PROMPT configuration involves a situation where “a causer-event X occurs
(which may or may not have an intentional agent); a causee Y perceives X and
decides to react to X by performing an action Z that is under the Y’s control.”
Accordingly, the PROMPT configuration has been referred to as the “causative of
decision” because it involves a causee who voluntarily reacts to a causing event

(Stefanowitsch 2001:120). Examples (17a-b) illustrate this event type.

(17)a. Det &-ma-a dmanfos nyé-a adagyé
what 3SGSUBJ.INA-CAUS-COMPL people get-COMPL time
yé-¢ Brayie ayi¢ késé né sé, nd n’dsém
do-COMPL Brayie funeral great be that and 3SGPOSS.matter
yé€ obiara awerghds.
be everyone sad
What made the people set aside time to hold a great funeral for

Brayie was that her situation saddened everyone (Bamfi-Adomako
1997:79).

b.  Anigyéé bebrebé yi me né wé na
fun a lot this 1SG and 2SG FOC

£-gyé-¢, aféi dee &-ba-a
3SGSUBJ-take-COMPL now TOP 3SGSUBJ-come-COMPL
ne séh na  me-fré wo & wo-m-muaéa

3SGOBJ how when 1SG-call 2SG when 2SG-NEG-answer
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mé yi? Wo-4-ma m-a-hud
2SG this 2SG-PERF-CAUS 1SG-PERF-see

S€ se€ OwUO né yén nam

that that death with 3PL walk

We shared all the fun together, but what happened so that you do

not answer when | call? You have made me realize that death has
been walking with us all this while (excerpt from the song “Me ne
wo di nkra” by Amakye Dede).

The context for the extract in (17a) is that the husband of Brayie who had died
earlier was a good-for-nothing man in the community who had brought shame and
disgrace to Brayie and the entire family. Naturally, not many people cared for what
happened to members of that family. Furthermore, Brayie’s only child was serving
a jail term and so had nobody to care for her in the town. Thus, many people in the
community recognized Brayie’s situation as tragic and this caused them to make
time to perform the funeral rites for Brayie when she died. In (17b), the death of a
friend causes a person who had hitherto not set his attention on the prevalence and
force of death to now recognize the pervasiveness of this enemy. Although in
(17b) an agent is overtly expressed as the causer, we know that it is the event of

the person’s death which actually causes a change of state in the causee.

Thus, the PROMPT event type of causation encodes a situation where an event
which is perceived by an animate causee results in the causee voluntarily changing
his mental, emotional or psychological state. The PROMPT and TRIGGER
configurations are similar in some ways. In both TRIGGER and PROMPT, the
causer is usually an event acting as a stimulus which causes the causee to undergo

a change of state. However, the two event types differ in how the resulting event is
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brought about. In the TRIGGER configuration the causee undergoes an
involuntary change of state such as a mental, psychological or emotional process.
But in PROMPT, the causee is expressed as voluntarily manifesting a change of
state upon perceiving the causing event or rather a prompt (+pr.) component of the

causer event.

The properties of PROMPT can be summarized as in (18) below.

(18). Properties of PROMPT

v’ causer is an event/activity rather than an object
causee is animate
causee perceives causing event as stimulus

causing event does not act physically on the causee

D N N NN

causing event prompts a causee to undergo a voluntary emotional
or psychological state

v’ causee controls the caused state; it is not totally affected

Figure 5.6. Force-dynamics of PROMPT

voluntary action

In the PROMPT configuration the causing event is construed as possessing a
prompt component (+pr.) which the causee perceives and willingly reacts to (Fig

5.6). Unlike TRIGGER, in PROMPT, the causee retains a degree of control in
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performing the caused event and, therefore, the resultant event is characterized as a

voluntary action.

Despite the clear semantic difference between the TRIGGER and PROMPT event
types of causation there are instances where the two event types may be encoded
in the same causative expression. The similarities between the properties of the
two configurations may sometimes clash resulting in difficulty in interpretation.

Compare the examples in (19a-b).

(19)a. Papané ma-a abofrandé  su-
man DET CAUS-COMPL child DET cry
The man caused/made the child cry.

b. W6-a-ma me¢ ho a-dwiri mé!
2SG-PERF-CAUS 1SG self PERF-disperse 1SG
You have caused me to be struck with shock!

In (19a), the causing event is expressed as an agent whose action brings about a
certain result in another entity. However, (19a) may involve more than one event
type of causation. Indeed several interpretations may lend themselves to this
sentence; it could be that (a) the child underwent an involuntary action of crying
upon perceiving a sad event involving the man; or (b) the man forgot to buy the
child some candy and to show his displeasure or protest the child decided to cry; or
(c) the man verbally instructed the child to cry and the child proceeded to do so. In
other words, (19a) may be used to express three different event types of causation:
(a) TRIGGER, (b) PROMPT, (c) directive MANIPULATION depending on

context. This is not so with (19b). Thus, even though it is possible for someone to
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act surprised or shocked, this context cannot be expressed felicitously in the

analytic causative construction in Akan.

It can be observed, however, that the difference in the nature of event types
expressed in the causatives in (19a-b) is due to the type of perceptive-cognitive
verb used in the sentence. According to Gisborne (2010:6), we may distinguish
between three types of perception verbs namely, (a) agentive (b)
experiencer/patientive and (c) perceptive; the first two types are relevant to the
discussion here. In a clause with an agentive perceptive verb, the only argument of
the verb voluntarily (+contr.) initiates and undergoes the action described by the
verb (e.g. hwe ‘to look,’ ti€” ‘to listen”). However, with experiencer verbs the only
argument of the verb involuntarily (-contr.) undergoes the state described by the
verb (e.g. ho dwirT ‘be shocked or surprised,” bs hu ‘be afraid, scared,” hu ‘to see,’

te" ‘to hear”). Consider the difference between (20a) and (21b) below.

(20)a. Ama te-e yen nkdmmd  nd
Ama hear-COMPL 1PL conversation DET
Ama heard our conversation.

b. Ama fié-e yen nkdmms3 noé
Ama listen-COMPL 1PL conversation DET
Ama listened to our conversation.

(21)a. Akosua ma-a Ama te-2 yén nkdmmd  nd
Akosua CAUS-COMPL Ama hear-COMPL 1PL conversation DET
Akosua caused it that Ama to heard our conversation.

b. Akosua ma-a Ama fié-e yen nkdmms3 no
Akosua CAUS-COMPL Ama listen-COMPL1PL conversation DET
Akosua caused/made Ama listen to our conversation.
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In (20a), the subject of the sentence, Ama, involuntarily overhears a conversation
between two or more people. In (20b), however, the subject Ama initiates a
voluntary action, that is, she listens to the conversation. Thus while (20a) involves
an experiencer verb whose subject undergoes an involuntary cognitive-perceptive
process, (20b) involves an agentive verb whose subject initiates a voluntary
cognitive-perceptive action. Likewise, when causativized, the different cognitive-
perceptive verbs display different event types (21a-b). In (21a), we have the
TRIGGER event type where the causee’s action can be described as involuntary.
However, in (21b), the caused event is a voluntary cognitive process and,
therefore, the sentence may involve either PROMPT (or directive
MANIPULATION) both of which require the causee to be in control of the caused

event.

The different event type of causation which perception-cognitive verbs may
express has been outlined in Fig 5.7. It can be observed in Fig 5.7 that agentive
verbs when causativized, may express the PROMPT or MANIPULATION event
type. On the other hand, patientive verbs involve the TRIGGER event type while
agentive/patientive verbs may express MANIPULATION, PROMPT or

TRIGGER.

Figure 5.7. Event type(s) of causation in perception-cognitive verbs

PROMPT/ PROMPT/MANIPULATION/
MANIPULATION TRIGGER TRIGGER
) Agentive Patientive Agentive/Patientive

(+ contr. Subj.) (- contr. Subj.) (+/- contr. Subj.)
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There are two more event types of causation which are expressed in Akan
causatives which involve different force-dynamic properties namely, CREATE

and ALLOW event types.

3.4 CREATE Event Type

A basic construal of causation involves the CREATE configuration. The CREATE
event type of causation may be expressed as involving a causer X who performs an
action Z which brings about an entity or event Y. The notion of CREATE
constitutes the underlying semantics of some lexical verbs in the language.

Consider the force-dynamics expressed in the lexical causatives in (22) below.

(22)a. Asuo nwene-e kenté feefé bi
Asuo weave-COMPL kente beautiful some
Asuo wove a beautiful kente cloth.

b. Mfitiaséé né Onyanképdn bd-> 5s6rd né  Asdasé
beginning DET God create-COMPL heaven and earth

In the beginning God created heaven and earth (Genesis 1:1, Asante
Bible).

We observe from (22a) that an agent (Asuo) initiates an intricate action (weaving)
which results in the creation of an entity (kente cloth) which hitherto was non-
existent. Similarly, in (22b), God performs an action (or series of actions) which
results in the formation of heaven and earth. Thus, in the CREATE configuration
there is no causee entity at the beginning of the interaction; rather, it is the action
of the agent which results in the creation of the object which fills the causee slot in

the causative expression. As shown in (22a-b), the causer is usually an animate
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entity which intends the result(s) of its action namely, the creation of the entity
which becomes the causee. The causee in CREATE has no control over the

resultant event.

The CREATE event type of causation can also be found in the analytic causative
construction. As observed in chapter three, the analytic causative verb in Akan ma
‘cause, make’, is derived from the lexical verb ma ‘give’ through the process of
grammaticalization. Thus, causative md is not used lexically to express an “action
which creates a new entity as a result” (Moreno 1993:156). However, the idea of
CREATE can be expressed periphrastically with the causative verb ma and a verb

of effect, as shown in (23).

(23). Aféi  Onyanképsi ma-a wiéh  ba-é&
then  God CAUS-COMPL expanse come-COMPL
Then God proceeded to make the expanse i.e. God caused the
expanse to appear (Genesis 1:7, Asante Bible).

Example (23), like (22a-b), involves the creation of an entity by a causer with
greater amount of energy. In (23), the object which occupies the position of the
causee occurs only as a result of the action performed by the causer. Thus, the
created entity (the expanse) does not wield any control in the process and is
therefore totally affected by the action of the causer. The properties of the

CREATE event type has been summarized in (24).
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(24). Properties of CREATE

v typically animate causer

v’ animate/inanimate causee

v’ there is no causee at the beginning of the interaction

v’ causer initiates an action which brings the causee into being

v causee does not control the caused event; it is totally affected by the

causer’s action

Figure 5.8. Force-dynamics of CREATE

Fig 5.8 shows that in the CREATE event type the causative interaction is not
between a causer and a causee where the stronger causer overturns the state of the
causee. Thus, unlike in MANIPULATION, there is no representation for a shift in
the state of the now created causee. Rather, the result of the causer’s action is
represented by the downward pointing arrow which shows the newly created

entity; the broken circle is intended as shorthand for the newly created entity.

Even though in both CREATE and MANIPULATION a stronger causer acts in a
way which directly affects the state of a causee, in the CREATE configuration the
causer does not act on a causee as such rather, the causer performs an action which

creates the causee itself.
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3.5 ALLOW Event Type

Another distinct event type of causation is the ALLOW configuration. It was noted
in chapter three that the analytic causative construction is used to express both
notions of causing and letting in the language. In many cases, without context, it is
difficult to determine which of these meanings is being expressed in a given

causative construction in Akan.’

I will adopt Talmy’s definition of what constitutes letting: “a stronger Antagonist
[causer] that has been blocking an Agonist [causee] with a tendency toward
motion now disengages and releases the Agonist to manifest its tendency” (Talmy

2000:419). Sentences (25-26) illustrate the ALLOW event type of causation.

(25)a. Kofi gyaé-¢ dkrdmahi né mu
Kofi let.go-COMPL dog DET inside
Kofi let go of the dog.

b. Papa péné-¢ s6 ma-a Akosua
father allow-COMPL top RESUL-COMPL Akosua
tena-a fi¢
sit-COMPL house
Father allowed Akosua to stay at home.

C. Ab>frané  ma-a kwan ma-a dskota né
child DET give-COMPL way RESUL-COMPL doctor DET
W-d no panéé
pierce-COMPL 3SGSOBJ needle
The child allowed the doctor to administer the injection.

(26)a. Polisinin6 ma-a dkoromfés né  dwané-eg
Police DET CAUS-COMPL thief DET run-COMPL
The police allowed the thief to run away.
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b. Opoku ma-a Asamoah f0-0 dué n6
Opoku CAUS-COMPL Asamoah climb-COMPL tree DET
Opoku allowed Asamoah to climb the tree.

In the lexical causative in (25a), an agent who had restrained a dog loosens his grip
on the dog, allowing it to move away. Examples (25b-c) involve a resultative
construction: (25b) describes a situation where a father agrees to let Akosua stay
home and in (25c) a child allows a doctor to administer an injection. Similarly, in
the analytic causatives (26a-c), a causer ceases from restraining a causee which
results in the causee running away (26a) or climbing a tree (26b). The sentences in
(25a-c), however, have one thing in common: in each case, the agent’s specific
action is overtly expressed and may be construed as volitional. On the other hand,
in the analytic causative (26a-b), the causer’s action which led to the causee
displaying its (intended or acquired) action is not explicitly stated in the
construction and, therefore, we cannot readily tell if the action of the causer was
deliberate or otherwise. For instance, in (26a), the police out of negligence may
not have secured the locks of the cuffs on the thief who had been apprehended and
so the thief was able to run away; alternatively, the police may have connived with
the thief in setting him free. Likewise, (26b) may describe a situation where Opoku
deliberately refrains from acting to prevent Asamoah from climbing the tree or
Asamoah climbed the tree when Opoku was not looking on. Thus, in ALLOW the
causer’s specific action or inaction may be intentional or not intentional depending

on the context of the interaction.
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It can also be noted from the examples in (25) and (26) that the causee in ALLOW
is expressed as having an urge, tendency or disposition toward a certain action (or
state). However, in this event type of causation, the causee is not able to display
any disposition or tendency it may have immediately because it needs the
permission of a stronger entity in position to enable it (the causee) proceed
successfully. The stronger force of the causer entity in ALLOW may be physical
or social. For example, while we can say that in (25a) Kofi is able to restrain the
dog over time because of his greater physical strength, in (25c¢) even though the
doctor (the causee) may be physically stronger than the child, he is able to carry
out his action only at the instance of the patient’s permission (i.e. if patients right
to accept or refuse treatment is consequential). Thus, removal of the causer’s force
on the causee may sometimes involve social permission, refraining from asserting

social influence, rights and privileges rather than physical force.

The following are the properties of the ALLOW event type of causation (27).

(27). Properties of ALLOW

v’ animate/inanimate causer

v’ animate/inanimate causee

v causer’s force may be physical or social (authority, rights and
privileges)

v causer does not act on causee or refrains from blocking it

v  causee displays an urge, tendency or disposition toward a certain
result

v causee is able to display its tendency or disposition when the causer

does not assert its greater force, physically or socially.
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Figure 5.9. Force-dynamics of ALLOW (based on Talmy 2000:418)

a. causer as (possible) instigator b. causer as (possible) restraint
R

Fig 5.9 presents two force-dynamic patterns in the ALLOW configuration. Fig

5.9(a) represents a situation where a stronger causer who had overturned a
causee’s disposition toward rest suddenly stays out of position thus allowing the
causee to display its original disposition. This pattern is displayed in (25b) where a
father who has authority to prevent Akosua from staying home (and perhaps may
have exercised this authority sometime) acquiesces allowing Akosua to stay home.
Alternatively, as diagrammed in Fig 5.9(b), in ALLOW a stronger causer who had
hitherto blocked a causee suddenly removes its force allowing the causee to
proceed. For instance in (25c), a child who had been preventing a doctor from
administering an injection may suddenly permit the doctor to proceed with that

treatment.

In ALLOW, a causee displays a disposition either toward rest (5.9(a)) or
movement (5.9(b)) from the beginning of the force interaction. This is because, as
Talmy (2000:419) explains, “an object has a natural force tendency and will

manifest it unless overcome by either steady or onset impingement with a more
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forceful object from outside.” This means that the expression of force-dynamics
between objects begins with the conceptualization of an object as manifesting a
particular state (with regard to force) which may be altered by the exertion of
greater force by another entity. In other words, causation cannot be expressed
when the inherent tendency of one of the entities (as either toward action or rest) in

the interaction cannot be observed or measured, even naively.

Clearly, causing and allowing involve different notions of causation. In causing, a
stronger entity, a causer, engages another entity, a causee, through physical or non-
physical contact and because of the greater force (also trigger or prompt
component) of the causer the entity that is acted upon undergoes a certain change
of state. However, in ALLOW, a causee entity which was prevented from
displaying its force tendency by a stronger causer entity is now able to manifest its
disposition because the entity which acted as a restraint or instigator is no longer in
position. Accordingly, the resultant state in ALLOW (5.9) shows two resultant
states of the causee separated by a forward slash mark; the first resultant state
represents the result of the initial interaction between the stronger causer and the
causee (when the causer was in position as instigator or restraint) while the second
resultant state depicts the state of the causee after the causer moves away from it.
Thus, in ALLOW the interaction of the causer and the causee begins just like any
event type involving the notion of causing where a stronger causer overturns the
state of a causee but ALLOW involves a subsequent disengagement of the stronger
causer from acting on the causee, resulting in the causee displaying its initial force

tendency.



230

In both causing and allowing, however, the causer remains the stronger of the two
entities during the entire interaction. Thus, even in allowing, the disengaged causer
IS perceived as possessing greater force and, therefore, ultimately responsible for
the caused event and capable of reversing the current state of the causee. This
feature of the causer in both causing and allowing represents a strong relationship
between the two notions and this makes it semantically possible for both notions to
be expressed in the same predicate and construction. As iterated in this chapter, in
causation, an entity is identified as responsible for initiating a set of actions which
may result in another entity undergoing a change of state. Also, in allowing a
causee’s eventual state is perceived as not owing to the strength of the causee
alone but to the absence of the greater force of the causer. Consequently, the
resultant event may be properly attributed to the action (or inaction) of the stronger

causer rather than the relative strength of the causee.

Thus, these two notions of causation both describe a situation where a stronger
causer acts in a particular way to bring about another event and may therefore be
expressed in the same predicate, as is the case in Akan. Also, as was noted in
chapter three the primary semantic function of the causative morpheme ma
involves attributing the concept of BLAME to an entity in an interaction. Again,
the causative morpheme does not specify the details of the action of the causer but
expresses just the abstract notion of causation. Consequently, the causative
morpheme may be interpreted as expressing the notion of causing or allowing

depending on the context of the interaction.
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The foregone discussion has presented the major event types of causation which
can be found in causative expressions in Akan. In the next section, we will discuss
another semantic property of causation namely, the (in)directness of a causer’s

action in bringing about the caused event.

4.0 (IN)DIRECTNESS OF CAUSATION

Causative expressions may be distinguished based on the degree of directness or
indirectness of the causer’s action in bringing about the caused event. In the
literature, this semantic parameter is often held to be evident in different causative
expressions in language (Shibatani 1976; Haiman 1983; Dixon 2000 and 2012;
Shibatani and Pardeshi 2002; Mathieu-Reeves 2006). In this section, we will
explore the direct — indirect causation dichotomy in Akan causatives and show
how the major event types of causation discussed above pattern with this semantic

parameter of causation.

4.1 Direct — Indirect Causation

Causation is said to be direct when a causer directly manipulates (usually with
physical force) a causee to bring about the caused event. On the other hand,
indirect causation involves a situation where a causer does not exert force
(physical or otherwise) directly on a causee to alter the state or action of the
causee. In many languages, these two notions of causation may be expressed by
different morphological forms or syntactic structures. For instance, Dixon
(2000:67) notes that in Hindi, there are two suffixes -a and -va which may be used

to express direct or indirect causation, respectively. So in (28a), when the suffix —a
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is used the sentence implies that the laborers built the house themselves without
the help of anyone; however, when —va is used the sentence means that the
contractor did not participate in the actual building of the house but employed

some laborers to do so (28b).

(28)a. Mozduurone mokan bonaya
laborers ERG house was.made.CAUS
The laborers built the house (Dixon 2000:67).

b. Thekedar ne (mozduurose) mokan bonvaya
contractor ERG laborers INST house was.made.CAUS

The contractor got the house built (by the laborers) (Dixon
2000:67).

In Akan, non-periphrastic causatives involve direct causation while analytic

causatives tend to express indirect causation. Consider the examples in (29).

(29)a. Kwame kum-m papa no
Kwame kill-COMPL man DET
Kwame killed the man.

b. Kwame b3-5 papandé  kum-m né
Kwame hit-COMPL man DET kill-COMPL 3SGOBJ
Kwame hit and killed the man.

C. Dskotané ma-a papané wa-i

doctor DET CAUS-COMPL man DET die-COMPL
The doctor caused the man to die.

Both (29a-b) involve a causer who acts directly on a causee which results in the
death of the latter. In the lexical causative (29a), no specific action of the causer is

overtly expressed except that whatever that action was it directly leads to the death



233

of the causee. Example (29b) expresses the same caused event as (29a) but in this
sentence the specific action of the causer (i.e. hitting) is overtly expressed. Thus
the cause-effect SVC (29b) entails the lexical causative in (29a) and the latter can
be used as a paraphrase of the former. In (29c), however, the causer (the doctor)
may not have directly acted on the causee (the man) so as to cause his death rather
the death of the man could be as a result of the doctor’s negligence or
incompetence in stabilizing or restoring the man’s health. Thus, even though in
(29c) the doctor is expressed as ultimately responsible for the death of the man, he

may not have directly caused this event.

The sentences in (29a-c), however, involve force-dynamic properties which may
offer a better understanding of the relationship between the causing and caused
events and the (in)directness of causation expressed. As we noted in section 3.1,
causative expressions such as (29a-b) involve the coercive MANIPULATION
event type where a causer with greater force acts on a weaker causee and the
causee undergoes a change of state as a result of the causer’s greater impingement
of force. In (29a), the causing and caused events are not independently profiled but
in (29b) both the causing and caused events are stated. Notice however, that in
both (29a-b) the causee does not control the caused event as it is totally affected by
the causer’s action. Thus, the causee’s resultant state in (29a-b) can be directly

attributed to the physical action of the causer on the causee.
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On the other hand, (29c¢) involves different properties which show a much longer
causal chain of events. The analytic causative in (29c) may involve the ALLOW
event type (see section 3.5). In (29c), we may imagine a situation where a patient
(the causee) may have contracted a potentially fatal ailment and the doctor (causer)
is perceived as capable of treating this condition to restore or stabilize the patient’s
health. However, when the patient is brought to the doctor, for some reason, the
doctor neglects the patient and does not act to prevent the patient’s condition from
worsening, resulting in the eventual demise of the patient. In this instance, the
doctor does not act at all and the patient continues to manifest his (acquired)
condition with a fatal endpoint. Thus, while the causer in (29c) is ultimately
responsible for the eventual state of the causee, he did not directly bring about this

state.

The distinction between direct and indirect causation can often be attributed to the
nature of the causer’s action on the causee. Thus, while direct causation is thought
to involve physical contact or manipulation of the causee by the causer, indirect
causation may imply less or no physical contact or manipulation between causer
and causee in the interaction.® It can be noted, however, that this distinction may
only partially elucidate the (in)directness of causation expressed because although
direct causation usually involves physical contact or manipulation of a causee by a
stronger causer, an indirect causer’s action may well involve physical contact or
manipulation. Thus although there is strong tendency for direct causation to
involve physical rather than non-physical manipulation this parameter may not be

a reliable yardstick in identifying direct or indirect causation.
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A more reliable parameter, however, can be found in how spatial and temporal
profiles of the causing and caused events are configured in direct and indirect
causation. As noted by Shibatani and Padershi (2002:90), “the ultimate defining
feature of direct and indirect causation is the spatiotemporal configuration of the
entire causative event.” It has been noted that while in direct causation there is a
spatio-temporal overlap of causing and caused events, in indirect causation,
causing and caused event have distinct or separate spatio-temporal configuration

(Shibatani and Padershi 2002:89-90).

Consider how the spatio-temporal configuration of causing and caused events

pattern in direct and indirect causation in (30a-b) below.

(30)a. Adowaa deda-a Yaw éndra
Adowaa put.to.sleep-COMPL Yaw yesterday
Adowaa put Yaw to sleep yesterday.

b. Adwoa ma-a Yaw da-a éndra

Adwoa CAUS-COMPL Yaw sleep-COMPL yesterday
Adwoa made Yaw sleep yesterday.

In (30a), a causer performs an action (perhaps singing a lullaby) which triggers an
involuntary reaction in the causee, causing the causee to fall asleep. It must be
noted that in (30a), both the causer’s action and the eventual state of the causee
must have occurred yesterday because the time of the causing event overlaps with
that of the caused event. In other words, if the causing event in (30a) involves
singing to the causee then the causer must have sung till the causee fell asleep.

(30b), however, may involve a different situation where the causing and caused
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events may have segregated spatio-temporal reference. In (30b), the causer,
Adwoa, may have instructed the causee, Yaw, at a time prior to yesterday to sleep
but Yaw undergoes this state yesterday. Thus, in (30b), the adverb yesterday may
have scope over the caused event and not the causing event. The difference
between (30a) and (30b) can be illustrated in Fig 5.10 below.
Figure 5.10. Spatio-temporal configuration of direct and indirect
causation (Shibatani and Padershi 2002:90)

a. direct causation b. indirect causation

As shown in Fig 5.10(a), in direct causation the causing and caused events overlap
in space (L) and time (T.) resulting in the expression of the two sub-events as a
single event. On other hand, in indirect causation the causing and caused events do
not overlap in space and time and so the causing event may be anchored in a
distinct spatio-temporal profile (L/T:) from that of the caused event (L./T;). Thus
in indirect causation, since the causing and caused events could be unrelated in
both time and space a speaker needs to establish a causal link between the two
events in expressing causation. In analytic causatives, the causal link between the

two events is expressed by the causative predicate in the sentence.
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The conceptualization of direct and indirect causation as involving different
patterns of spatio-temporal profiles of the causing and caused events may motivate
the form of causative expression employed (Shibatani and Padershi 2002:91). As
has been demonstrated for many languages, direct causation is typically expressed
by a lexical causative in a simple clause. However, since indirect causation
involves different spatio-temporal profiles of the causing and caused events they
are often expressed in a more complex structure (see Haiman 1983:782). As
observed in (29a-c), in Akan, this form-function correlation between direct
causation in lexical verbs and simple clauses on the one hand, and indirect

causation in complex sentences on the other is encountered.

There are, however, instances where the form-function correlation assumed
between indirect causation and periphrastic causatives cannot be rigorously
applied in the Akan language. As was demonstrated in section 3.1 and 3.2, analytic
causatives may express coercive MANIPULATION and CREATE event types
which involve direct causation. For instance, (31a) may involve coercive
MANIPULATION where the stronger causer forces the child to eat by feeding
him. In (31a), the causing event (putting food in the child’s mouth) and the caused
event (the child eating the food) may overlap in time and space, constituting a
single event. Likewise, in the CREATE event type (31b) the stronger causer
performs an action which spatio-temporal span includes the creation of what
becomes the causee itself. Thus, although there is a strong tendency for analytic
causatives to express indirect causation, the construction may also be used to

express an event type which may involve direct causation.



238

(31)a. Papan6é ma-a absfrand  di-i fufdo no
man DET CAUS-COMPL child DET eat-COMPL fufuo DET
The man made the child eat the fufuo.

b.  Aféi Onyanképsi ma-a wiéh bé-g¢
then  God CAUS-COMPL expanse come-COMPL

Then God proceeded to make the expanse i.e. God caused the
expanse to appear (Genesis 1:7, Asante Bible).

Furthermore, in both coercive MANIPULATION and CREATE event type the
causer may be physically involved in bringing about the caused event. For
instance, in (31a), the causer, the man, may have to repeatedly scoop food into the
child’s mouth in order to make the child eat the food. Similarly, in CREATE (31b)
the causer’s action lasts the entire duration of the creation of the hitherto non-
existent causee. Thus coercive MANIPULATION and CREATE event types may
involve joint-action or assistive causation where a causer may be totally or
partially involved in the execution of the caused event (Shibatani and Chung
2001:114-116; Shibatani and Padershi 2002:101). The involvement of a causer in
the caused event, however, may also be non-physical as is the case in directive
MANIPULATION. For instance, we may imagine that (31a) involves indirect
causation where the man orders the child to eat the food and to achieve his goal the
man monitors the child to see if he is indeed complying with the directive. In this
context, the causer, although not physically involved in bringing about the caused
event, supervises the causee’s action (or reaction) in what may be referred to as
supervision causation. The two intermediate categories between direct and indirect
causation illustrate sociative causation (Shibatani and Chung 2001; Shibatani and

Padershi 2002).
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Fig 5.11 illustrates a conceptual space of the major event types of causation and

the degree of (in)directness which they may express.

Figure 5.11. Event types and (in)directness of causation in Akan

PROMPT
TRIGGER
CREATE ALLOW
Coercive MANIPULATION Directive MANIPULATION
DIRECT JOINT-ACTION SUPERVISION INDIRECT

As Fig 5.11 illsutrates, the PROMPT and TRIGGER event types involve indirect
causation but the causer does not supervise the caused event. It can be recalled that
in TRIGGER (section 3.3) and PROMPT (section 3.4) the causer may be an event
rather than an object with a trigger or prompt component (+tr./+pr.) which causes
the causee to undergo an involuntary action (TRIGGER) or a voluntary action
(PROMPT). However, in TRIGGER and PROMPT, the causing event may only
initiate the caused event in the causee but cannot monitor or supervise the causee
to ensure its success. In the ALLOW event type, a stronger causer acts by
disengaging from the causee releasing the causee to manifest its tendency (section
3.5). However, unlike PROMPT and TRIGGER, in ALLOW the caused event can

only be sustained when the stronger causer remains away from the causee or there
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is a shift in the balance of strengths such that the causee gains greater force to
continue displaying its state or action. In effect, in the instance where the causee’s
expenditure of force is not reinforced over time the causer remains in oversight

thus supervising the caused event.

Fig 5.11 departs from the convention of mapping morphosyntactic types of
causative expressions to the notion of (in)directness of causation but rather
presents the major event types of causation and the (in)directness of causation they
may specify. As we have already noted in this chapter, (analytic) causative
expressions may be ambiguous as to the event type they specify and may vyield
different event types of causation varying with context. Thus, an attempt to map
causatives forms to (in)directness of causation may risk obscuring the range of
semantic properties of the construction most of which may only be recoverable

from the context of the expression.

5.0 SUMMARY

This chapter has presented semantic properties of causative expressions in Akan.
The study revealed that there are five major event types of causation expressed in
causatives in Akan namely, MANIPULATION, TRIGGER, PROMPT, CREATE
and ALLOW. It was shown that each of these event types involve distinct
semantic properties with regard to the causer, causing event, causee and caused
event. Also, it was noted that ALLOW, TRIGGER and PROMPT event types
involve indirect causation while CREATE express direct causation. On the other

hand, MANIPULATION may involve either direct or indirect causation depending
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on the nature of the causer’s action; when the causer’s action is coercive then there

is direct causation but when it is a directive then indirect causation is implied.
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ENDNOTES

1 Wolff et al. (2010) differentiate between ‘initiator languages’ and ‘participant languages’ by
proposing that the former has intentional agents (animate entities) and typically natural forces as
causers but the latter has a wider range of entities which may occur as causers. They indicate that
the distinction between these languages can be identified in the grammatical relations such that “in
languages in which word order is relatively fixed, due to its role in grammatical relations, the range
of entities that can appear in the external argument position is likely to be greater than in languages
with more flexible word order, due to their use of a morphological case system to indicate
grammatical relations” (Wolff et al. 2010: 193).

2 Of course, as noted by Talmy (2000:513), not all animate causers may intend the caused event
which they bring about that is why one can say | killed the snake by mistake. However, the idea of
intentionality as assumed here is with regards to an entity’s volition in initiating an amount of force
in the causative situation.

3 It would appear, however, that in failed causation, an inanimate entity retains control. For
instance, we might conclude from the sentence in (1) that the cloth resisted the force of the fire to
an extent so that the fire was unable to consume the entire fabric.

Q). Gyané &-n-tumi &-n-hyé ntoma né  papa
fire DET PERF-NEG-can PERF-NEG-burn cloth DET good
The fire could not burn the cloth totally.

However, in this instance, the success of causation depends not on the causee’s resistance but
rather on the quantity of force exerted by the causer. In other words, anytime the causer (fire) has
the quantity of force (heat/temperature) needed to consume the entire piece of cloth, all other things
being equal, the outcome is certain. Thus, when it comes to inanimate objects in causation it is the
balance in physical properties between the two entities which determines the outcome of causation
(see Talmy 2000:433).

4 1t must be noted that Stefanowitch’s (2001) definition of the MANIPULATIVE configuration is
motivated by analytic causatives and not non-periphrastic causatives like lexical causatives and
cause-effect SVCs.

5 Bodiia is made of animal’s tail (especially a cow’s tail) and it is used as an ornament by chiefs or
priests as a sign of power or authority.

& Christaller (1875:245) notes that kokoniwd is derived from dkdks-(a)niwd which means ‘a
chicken’s eye’ and the term is used to refer to “the sore on a toe the tip of which has been
accidentally knocked off, the little bone in the midst of the raw flesh reminding one of the fowl’s

2

eye.

" The use of the same causative morpheme to express the notions of permission and coercion is not
peculiar to Akan; it can be found in quite a number of languages such as Japanese (Shibatani 1976;
Miyagawa 1991; Harley 1995) and Korean (Lee 1996; Seungju 2006). Of course, the details of the
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alternation between coercive and permissive meaning in such languages are not the same and
therefore it is important to examine for each language what motivates such structure(s) of meaning.

8 Wolff (2003:4) provides a sample of proposals on criteria for establishing and distinguishing
direct and indirect causation.
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CHAPTER SIX

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSION

1.0 FORMAL TYPES OF CAUSATIVES

This study has presented the various means Akan employs to express perceived
force interactions between objects in the real (and abstract) world. Generally,
causative expressions in Akan pattern with various formal types of causatives
identified in typological studies (see Comrie 1989; Dixon 2000, 2012). Akan
causative expressions can be categorized broadly into two main types based on
their morphosyntatctic structure namely, non-periphrastic and periphrastic
causatives. The non-periphrastic type consists of lexical causatives and cause-

effect SVCs while periphrastic causatives involve (quasi) analytic causatives.

Lexical causatives involve the use of lexical verbs to express causation. These are
transitive (change of state) verbs which express causation as part their underlying
semantics. Lexical causatives, however, may be morphologically analyzable or
unanalyzable stems. We observed that most lexical causatives in Akan have no
segmented morphology as is typical of verbal predicates in the language; however,
some lexical causatives may be derived through reduplication which creates pairs
of verbs with different syntactic and/or semantic properties. It was noted however,

that reduplication is not a causative derivation process in Akan.
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We also explored the verbal alternations displayed in lexical causatives in
expressing causative and non-causative meaning. It was shown that in Akan there
are, at least, three pairs of verbs which are morphologically unrelated but alternate
between causative and non-causative meaning (suppletives). It was suggested,
however, that in using such suppletives speakers focus on only a part of the
semantics of one of the verb pair. In other words, kill and die may be constructed
as a pair when the endstate of kill is compared to the meaning of die and the extra
semantics of kill as involving an external agent blocked from such mapping. Thus,
while kill implies die the opposite may not be true; hence, suppletives are not

necessarily constructed as synonyms in language.

Another set of causative/non-causative verbal alternation identified in Akan
involves labiles, the use of the same morphological form to express the same event
as having been caused by an external agent or occurring spontaneously. Most
change of state verbs display such alternation in the language. In this case, the
difficulty lies in determining which of the uses of the verb is basic and which one
is derived. Applying Levin and Rappaport’s (1995) test that in such a pair the
basic use of the verb is the one with less selectional restrictions on its arguments, it
was concluded that the causative form of the verb is the basic form. It was
observed that the causative (transitive) use of the verbs considered takes a wider
range of arguments than the non-causative (intransitive) form. Also, the causative
form of the verb allows for a wider range of metaphorical extensions in meaning

and thus embraces a variety of arguments than the non-causative use of the same
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form. Of course, extensive research would be needed to uncover all the details

regarding causative/non-causative alternation verbs in the language.

Another non-periphrastic means of expressing causation in Akan involves the use
of a serial verb construction in which there are a series of verbs each of which
conveys a sub-event of causation expressed by the speaker. In this type of
causative construction, the positioning of the verbs in the series reflects the
temporal order of causation in which the event(s) described by the verbs occurred
(see Durie 1997). It was emphasized, however, that although cause-effect SVCs
involve more than one verb, the verb series together is conceptualised as
representing a unitary event and, therefore, the verb combinations function like a

single predicate (see Osam 1994a, 2004).

On the other hand, Akan periphrastic causatives involve the use of a causative
predicate ma as an initial verb and another verb describing effect. As discussed in
section 3.1.1, the causative verb ma is derived through grammaticalization of ma
‘give’. Unlike non-periphrastic causatives, however, the causative verb ma does
not express any specific action as constituting a causing event but conveys the
abstract notion of causation. Consequently, the causative predicate may be used to
express both notions of causing and allowing. Thus, in the analytic causative, ma
attributes the notion of BLAME to an entity as directly or indirectly responsible
for the action described by the non-initial verb. Accordingly, the analytic causative
relies on context for interpretation as the causative predicate ma tends to express

different event types of causation in a single sentence.
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2.0 SYNTAX OF CAUSATIVES

In chapter four, | presented analyses of the syntactic properties of different
causative expressions in Akan. It was observed that lexical causatives and cause-
effect SVCs behave quite the same in the syntactic properties they display. For
instance, it was shown that both causatives have a simple clause structure with
only one syntactic subject. Consequently, in reflexivization only this single subject
of the construction may control the reflexive. The simple clause structure of
lexical causatives and cause-effect SVCs, however, is motivated by the fact that
they both express the causing and caused events as a unitary event with a
contiguous spatio-temporal profile (see Shibatani and Pardeshi 2002).
Accordingly, any adverb which may be placed in a lexical causative or cause-
effect SVC would modify both the causing and caused events because the two

events are expressed as a unitary event in a monoclausal structure.

In section 2.1 of chapter four, however, | examined Essilfie’s (1984:60) claim that
cause-effect SVCs involve a reduction of a complex sentence with ma as a
causative linker. It was argued that although this claim seems to apply to a number
of cause-effect SVCs with verbs from a limited semantic class, the claim cannot
account for a wider range of this type of causative expression and, therefore, falls
short of providing a unified analysis of the construction. Significantly, it was
observed that not all complement ma constructions can be reduced to a cause-
effect SVC with a deletion of the causative linker ma. This is because while
complement constructions may involve indirect causation where an agent may not

have intended the resulting event, in a cause-effect SVC the expression of
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causation involves a purposive action on the part of the agent to bring about a
certain change of state in another entity. In effect, the concatenation of multiple
verbs in a cause-effect SVC signifies speakers’ functional attempt to express a
chain of events which are causally related to one another as purposive and this
causative meaning may be a feature of verb serialization itself (see Dixon

2012:244).

Much attention, however, has been given to unearthing the various syntactic
properties of analytic causatives for the reason that the construction presents one
of the most outstanding puzzles in the grammar of the Akan language. On the one
hand, analytic causatives generally mark tense/aspect and negation in the same
way as monoclausal sentences but reflexivization and adverbial modification show
them to involve a more complex structure. These unusual properties of a single
construction led earlier syntacticians to come up with various (but more often
conflicting) conclusions about the syntactic structure of this causative
construction. Interestingly, each of the different views holds a unique piece of the
puzzle which when pieced together provides a complete picture of the

construction.

It was proposed that a clearer understanding of the syntactic properties of analytic
causatives begins with separating the two causatives expressed in the language. As
noted in chapter four, section 3.2, in Akan analytic causatives the causee argument
may be expressed either with subject marking (‘o’ causative) or object marking

(‘no’ causative). It was demonstrated, however, that the different coding of the
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causee argument in the analytic causative is not coincidental but points to different
syntactic properties of the two causatives. The evidence shows that one of the
causatives exhibits less properties of a complex structure but shows more
properties of a monoclausal SVC (‘no’ causative) while the other shows more
properties of a complex structure but less of a monoclausal SVC (o’ causative). In

other words, the two causatives are better examples of different construction types.

The conclusion that the two causatives are members of different construction
types, however, has consequences for the properties often used in identifying a
construction as involving a particular clause structure in Akan. For instance, the
often stated rule that in Akan all complement sentences must have an overt
complementizer cannot be sustained because even though the ‘o’ causative occurs
without a complementizer it nonetheless involves a complex structure. Similarly,
the ‘no’ causative has been discounted as SVC because it does not express a single
event as often assumed for SVCs. However, the criterion of single eventhood
should not be viewed as a necessary and sufficient condition on SVC-hood
because SVCs cannot be taken to be “a unified phenomenon across languages or
even within a single language” (Shibatani 2008:278). Thus, this study emphasises
that in analysing clause structure it would be beneficial to adopt a prototype
approach in identifying a construction as an instance of a category based on the
properties displayed by the construction in question and showing where the
properties identified converge with the properties assumed for the category and

where they diverge.
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It has also been demonstrated that the existence of alternative constructions which
express the same meaning in Akan may not be explained away as merely due to
dialectal variation. Indeed, we can see a clear difference in the structures exhibited
by the Twi and the non-Twi (Fante) dialects as far as complex structures are
concerned. For instance, while the ‘o’ causative occurs both in Fante and Twi
dialects, the ‘N0’ causative is an innovation in the Twi dialects. One reason for this
innovation is that, the Twi dialects do not prefer ma as a complementizer and so
even though it may have a complementizer function in some constructions such as
resultative sentences it is still inflected as a verb.! Thus, in constructing the ‘no’
causative, the Twi dialects align the causative more closely with multiverbal
sentences; hence, the ‘no’ causative has fewer propertics of a complement
sentence. In this way, the Twi dialects maintain a single complement sentence type
with s& as complementizer (not ma) while restructuring other multiverbal
constructions along the lines of serialization. In other words, in the grammar of
Twi speakers, any construction which may involve complementation but does not
have an overt s& complementizer may be restructured as a syntactically more

integrated multiverbal construction.

While the study of language structure can benefit immensely with recourse to
discourse and communicative function(s) of a particular construction, it can be
noted, however, that the function(s) which may have motivated a particular
structure may no longer be in vogue. Accordingly, Cole (1983:115) concedes that
“in many languages the semantic principle governing the assignment of the

syntactic role of the causee has become grammaticized” and may rather be
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regulated by grammatical principles in the construction. Thus, to uncover all the
relevant details in analysing alternative constructions in Akan, it is important to
recognize that the different dialects of the language may not display the same set
of structures and properties and, therefore, each construction must be examined
based on internal evidence from the respective dialect(s). In this vein, we must
also recognize that the different dialects of the language may have undergone
different (syntactic) processes such as grammaticalization or lexicalization of a
particular construction (or morpheme). Consequently, in analysing alternative
constructions careful attention must be given to the linguistic processes which

speakers may have exploited to motivate the construction(s) in question.

3.0 SEMANTICS OF CAUSATIVES

Chapter five of this study presented a Force-Dynamics analysis of the semantics of
Akan causatives. The study identified five main event types of causation namely,
MANIPULATION, TRIGGER, PROMPT, CREATE and ALLOW, which are
conveyed in different causative expressions. It was observed that each of these
event types of causation displays distinct patterns and properties of causation.
Significantly, we noted that both periphrastic and non-periphrastic causative
expressions may be used to express the same event type of causation and thus an
effective way of organizing the range of meaning expressed in causation is to

determine the major event types rather than isolating form-function correlations.
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We have also explored the issue of directness and indirectness of causation
expressed in Akan and showed that it is important to map event types of causation
rather than causative expressions to the notion of direct indirect causation because
causative expressions may be used to convey several event types of causation in
the language. Thus, the study shows that while there is a strong tendency for non-
productive causatives to involve direct causation but productive causatives to
express indirect causation, such form-function correlation cannot be overstretched

in the language (see Shibatani and Padershi 2002).

4.0 FUTURE RESEARCH

The goal of this study has been to provide a detailed account of the expression of
causation in Akan. However, there are many aspects of this phenomenon which
could not be captured in this present research. For instance, there are many
constructions which express causation periphrastically by means of conjunctions
such as nti ‘because’ in which the caused event is expressed before the causing
event which syntax and semantics need to be examined. There also remain
lexicalization of force-dynamics in various expressions such as di hg'so ‘to control
oneself” and di mmara so ‘to be law abiding’ which involve a more complex force-
dynamic structure in language. Furthermore, a detailed study of force-dynamics of

modals would emphasize the stake of causation in the Akan language.

Another important direction of research would be to explore the expression of
force interaction in less physical domains such as within a psyche or in discourse.

An analysis of force-dynamics in discourse, for example, would help us to
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understand how physical interactions between objects may be transposed into the
abstract domain of discourse where the interaction and negotiation of force is not
physical. Such a study would also identify and differentiate the set of linkers or, as
Talmy (2000:452) puts it, “logic gaters” which are used to signal the negotiation of

position in discourse in language.

It can be noted too, that not all concepts involving causation have been examined
in this study. Apart from causing and allowing, there are other concepts such as
blocking/resisting and despite categories which can be investigated in the
language. In the latter two categories, the causee is stronger than the causer and so
it would be interesting to know whether this concept can be expressed in an
analytic causative construction as would causing and allowing. In expressing
failed causation, we can anticipate that some verbal categories such as negation

would express force-dynamic meanings the details of which still remain unknown.

Thus, this study opens a new vista of research involving causative expressions in
Akan which holds the promise of progressive understanding of the morphology,

syntax and semantics of the language.
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ENDNOTES

1 Osam (2007:118), however, indicates that there is evidence that in Akuapem ma is developing as
a complementizer.
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