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1.2 In this study I propose to make a syntactical analysis of relative

constructions in Sesotho. In spite of scme grammars written on the language

there appears to have been very little, if any, rigorous analysis done

on relative sentences in Zesatho {2f. Doke and Mofokeng 1957, Guma 1971).

This study is therefore a direct contribution to African Linguistic Scholar-

ship as a whole. To general linguistic theory, language universals and
language typology, however, the paper will have a useful but indirect
contribution in the sense that it will provide 'ready-made', analyzed
data for establishing certain universals. After all, if Comrie's message
is accepted, "linguistics is about languages.” (Comrie 1978 forum lec-
tures - LSA at Univ. of Illinois, Champaign-Urbana). The pattern which
my analysis will follow will be more or less based on the NP Accessibility
lierarchy (Keenan and Comrie 1977) (see appendix for an outline of this
hierarchy). An attempt will be made to relativize on each of the possible
svatactic positions in Sesotho and, perhaps most importantly, to show

the role of the modified head noun in the matrix sentence. ieedless to
say, it is the role of the head noun that will shed light on the claims

made by Keenan and Comrie in 197T7.

2.0 Sesotho is a Bantu lénguage apoken in Lesotho and other parts of
southern Africa. Like 21l Bantu languages, Sesotho is5 characterized by
the concordial system whnereby the head noun or subject determines the
phonological shapes of the agreement prefixes in the language. This

can ve exemplirfied bty the following:
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: (1) Lecaks in morena  le latle 1o relehllic
E . - ‘ , . . o e ae
| Yraal{Subj) Possd Fossr LAY 'nice' DubidM fall-Per:
The pesutiful kraal of the chief has colliaepsed.
SubJd=Subject, PosslM=Fossessive Marker, Adjli=Adjective Marker,
SubjM=0ubject Marrer, Perf=Perfective, Possr=Fossessor,
f 0Obj=Ohject, etc.
! In terms of word-order types Sesotho is a nominative/accusative language
i
i with an 5VO word-order. Traces of S0V do occur in the language in those

cases where the object ¢f the verb is pronominal. Ixamples:

; (2) svo: monna o Ja nama
Sub] SubJi Vtr 0Ob 3
The man eats meat
Bana ba tsamaile
Subj Sub M ' -Perf
intr

The children have gone

(3) sov: Monna o a n-toma
A SubjM Obj-v
The man bites me

It should be noted that once (3) has a noun in the context, i.e. once a
verb is followed by a noun a3 object without deletirg clitic object, then

it is an emphatic sentence. In other words, the object is emphasized.

{3a) Morena o a mo shapa newana
Suby Sub Obi-M 'beat'-Tres 'child'-0b3

The chief beats the child (almosi like ne enjoys beating the
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The "a" between the SubjP and Obv) would also have to ©be deleted once *he
nominal oblect is placed after the verb without the object marker. Hence,
it seems quite logical to claim the language i35 basically SVO in terms of

word-order type.

3.0 Traditional grammars of Sesotho have always grouped relative clauses
in Cesotho into two groups: 1relative clauses of direct relationship

(RCD) and relative clauses of indirect relationship (RCI) (Doke and “ofo-
keng 195T7). The difference lies mainly in the rcle played by the noun
modified by the relative sentence in the relative clause itself. If the
head noun is the subject of the relative verb, then we have an example of
RCD. All other roles which a head noun could play in the embedded sentence
would be cases of RCI. Morphologically the two are indeed different.

Ixamples of RCD are:

(4) Lesaka le heleh-ile-ng le m-phog-ile
Sub} RelM 'collapse'-Perf-Relr Subj4 0bj lst pers. V-Perf
The kraal which has collapsed has disappointed me.
Bana ba lahleh-ile-ng ba hole
Subj RelM "be lost'-Perf-Relr SubjP ‘'far'
The cnildren who have gotten lost are far

(Relr=Relativizar, Rel=Relative Marker)

In (#) the head nouns lesaka and bana are subjects of both the main sentence

nnd the embedded sentence. ience, these are instances of RCD. Once the
head noun slays a different role in the embedded sentence the construction

caanges sipgnificantly. Examples:

Published by CU Scholar, 1979
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(5) Banna  bao morena & Ya ron-ile-ug ba ile
Hesd N F2l Pr Sub)  SublP ObgM t'send'-Perf-Tlelr Sucid 'go'-Perfl

Dem

The men whom the chiel sent have gone

N J-
Metsi a0 ke & nw-ele-ng ...

{eed ¥ Rel Pr Sub) 0Lyl ‘'drink'-Perl-Felir
Dem
The water whicih 1 have drunk...

Pr=Pronoun, Dlem=Demonstrative (indicates formation of relative

pronoun using the demonstrative)

In (5) the head nouns banna and metsi are not subjects of the relative
verbs. There are many other syntactic roles other than object that can
be played by the head noun. All of them will be grouped under RCI, since

the head noun will not be & subject of the embedded sentence.

RCD in Detail

Syntactically PCD sentence appears as follows:
(i) The head noun, which must be a subject of the relative verb
{ii) A Relative Pronoun which, in fact, is derived from the Demon-
strative indicating position - 'there' - as opposed to 'here'
and 'yonder’® relative to the speaker,
(iii) The Relative Verb, which will be marked by a relativizer -ng
Just in case it is not nonvertal predicatica.
In (4) above it can be seen how the elements are arranged in a sentence.
The head noun as the controller of agreement system comes first, then
the relative pronour. and the relative verb. He ciher structure can be
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found operative in the language where tne head noun i3 the subject of the
relative verb, and the organizaticn of syntactic elements differs from the
above principles. HJeedless to say, this strategy is the easiest and most
common in the language. The strategy is employed for ordinary gqualifi-

caticn as one would qualify nouns in Znglish by using adjectives.

Fxamples:
Pnelish
(6) A big wan ...
A running car ...
Sesotho
) fonna e mo-holo ... {non-verbal)
Head ¥ Rel Pr Adj™ 'big'
Cem
Koloi e matha-ng ... (verbal)
Head ¥ Rel Pr ‘run'-Relr

Dem

In snort (f) is rendered as a relative clause in Sesotho, whereas in

English 'big' and 'running' are clearly used attributively. In Sesotho

the following Enzlish forms are equivalent:

(38) The man who is big ...
The big man ...
The ear which i3 running ...
The running car ...
This equivalence is only nossible with RCD. lence, there is reason to

telieove it 15 the most commeon ad the ecasiest to

ry

OI'h.
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’ - . . - . ; .
In (3) as in (5) the head rouns are not sublects of the relative verb
but obligue oblects. In bota (9) and (%), nowaver, ihe head noun is still

a subject of the main verb, which I have not included in my examples.

- o~
L

]
e
o
3
o]

I shall now proceed with a discuss: (5) and (9) type.
This will enable me to determine the extent to which one can relativize
in Sesotho. To complete the general features of both the RCD and RCI,
however, is should ve stated that implicative verbs and tense-forming
verbs, instead of the main verb, will ve marked by the relativizer -ng.
By implicative verbs I mean verbs that precede the ordinary verbs in a
serial verb construction in order to carry scme adverbial meaning. The

tense-forming verbs are verbs similar to implicative verbs but which are

used to place the action in time. Ixamples:

(19) Bana ba batl-ile-ng ba lehlena ...
dead Y Rel Pr ImplV-Perf-Relr SubjP 'get lost'
Dem

The children who nearly got lost ...

(11) Bashanyana ba ne-ng ba bapala ...
Head W Rel Pr TenseV-Relr SubjP 'nlay'
Dem

Fre

fh2 boys who were playing ...

(ImpiV=Implicative Verb, TenseV=Tenss-forming Verb)

In (10) and (11) atove it is clear that %hs implicative verb and the tense-

forming vert are the on23 marded by -m7,

i

Since [ have shown that thers iz a marked dirfarsnce Tetween tne strategy

for relativizing on sub}?

0]

chts as opposed to other syntactic positions, I
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show that I0 hehaves syntactically ia the samz way a5 0, The difference
tetwean I7 and DO s=ems to De a semantic diffzrence. This assertion,
however, can be shown to be incorresct.

Dxanples:

(13) (a) Morena ofa bana dijo
Subj Subjid 'zive 2hildren food!
Az Ben Pat

The chief gives food to the chiidren
(b) Horena o bon-tsha bana pere
Sub j ZubjM  'see'-Caus 'children' ‘'horse!

The chief shows the children a horse

{¢) Morena o fuman-etse koloi mokganni
Sub ] 3ubjM 'find'-Appl~Perf 'a car' 'driver'
Ag Ven Pat

The chief has found a driver for the car

(Ben=Benefactive, Caus=Causative, Appl=Applied form)

Althougn tnere is a nigh correlation between banefactive with humans it

can be zeen from {12¢) that word-order counts mor2 than semantic content

in the echoice of object in Sesotho. In other words, semantic differences

[t

betwean 10 and B0 do not determine the forms used. Instead, proximity

of the noun to the verb in a zequence of Lwo objects determines which noun

&
fon
—
P..J
[w)
€]
or
o
&
4
o
.
o
O
b
[»]
3
i
H
-

thers are no nmarxers for this gyntactic position

other than this word-ordar, The tehavicur of [0 in the matrix sentence

s

is exactly the same 2s that of DO. Hence, my claim that theres is just n»o

need to separate this syntactic pesition {rom L0 stands.
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A IR g Y

e ol

oW 3
(1) Leooic  leos  worena a in feile-ng

Heamd W Red Proo Subl Subl Pro Opt 'nd

Ben Ly

The scoldier to whonm the chief hss piven & mat

) ‘ :

Buna bas morent. a

nosd o Rel Froo Subd Suo) Pr Obj¥  ‘'see'-Caus-Relr

L,

The chilaren to whom the chief shows a horse

3

bana

Head

Ben

e P
bas mMOSUwe a ba

X Kel Pr GSubl Bubj Pr 0ObjM

Ag

mogems .

ve!'-Perf-Relr

bon-tsha-ng

bapal-la-ng

'pilay '-Appl-Relr

Tne cnildren for whom the instructor plays football

(14) evove will
/ s .
{the otject) is

Exemples:

0b

Pat

pere

,.
O
Y

T

Pat

bolo
0Obj

Pat

still be grammatical in the language even if the patient

relativized.

lescle

Bern

- 7
(1%5) Mogeme 00 morent a o f-ile-ng

Head ¥ Rel Pr 5Subd  Subj? ObjM 'give'-Perf-Relr O0Obj
Pat Ag

The mat whieh the cntel gave to the scldier ...

e i . ‘o

Tere ec  morens & € von-tsha-ng

Heao o Tel Pro Cuol SuoiP ObjM 'see'-Caus-Relr
rat Ly

Thne Lorae shove to b ce
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X ' \ - ,
dolo ) TOSUNE a 3 sapal-la-ng o2na ...
fead N el Feo dudb] ZubiF? Ubii "nlay'-AvpleRelr Gul

At LT Ben

The foottall which the Instructor plays for the children ...

F90Y apd (TS aees meeaedtep ot qn ERU £ Ie oy 5 ke A1 Cfarr
(1=, and 15 are exactly the s3ame in meaning in zpite of the dilference

expect A aiffercnae 1n Yhese constructions zince (147 relativizos on

the 10 and [15) oa the DO, Whsn one is relativized, however, the other
one remains inert, that is, 'en chomage' in Pelational Srammar terms.
Hence, these constructions are instances of doubling of objects in the
syntax of Sesotho. It is both the word-order constraints and the semantic
constraints that help in determining which of the two oblects can be

reazarded as [0, G230tho has therefore an empty slot in its syntax.

Obligue Oblect {(0Obl)

The nead noun can also te an cblique cbject in the embedded sentence.

The nrenositions wnich will precede the orcnouns agreeing with the nominal

pe3

"y

of semantic features

o
&
0
&
g
2}
[N
[t]
s}
1%}

prefix of the head noun will usually

ot
fe}

lix¥e inztrumentality, iccative, asscocliative, =

Lxamples:
o by . .
T b 3 . . sy
i1n, Lzscle Lao Lorena 3 Luang le lona ...
eanA T DA e S 11} B ? g ian} - S
Head 1 Dol Dz Lty Sub) Pr 'apesk'-fele Prep 'hnim'/'her!
Th= saiitl=r o T
)
IR g s 155
R L oAna 3 1-n T a lona
e I EE T > v e b Te -~ ol LI /i L
i L e A [ J,'? o ST R R Ly Cran x:;tﬂ'/ ‘her

W SIR
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(14}, (2
of the

instrumental.

Herd Noun as Fosseszor of Subject and Object of t

y N ' t‘ﬂ
(15) Motec 50 morena oA Va-nig Lo wonad L.
3 T - Thqe Ty s - o e Vi~ ¥y
Head U Hel Py Sap! SbjP tgo'-Relrs Treg it
Tre villape to which tre chief goves ...
B A - b
(1) Thipa %) LOTEnRS a nema ka o yona
Head T xel Pr Subd o Bubl Pro teur'=Relr  ObL) Prep  Tit!
The Inife with which the chief cuts meat

-1

\ o I . 2 . .
b (187 and {19) ere instances

relative sentence.,

'instrumenrtzal.’

of head n

AN al

(:8) is clearliy directional whereas (1%) i

18}

w

In other words, the head noun in (19) is semantically playing

e Zrobecaded Senternice

A head noun can also te a possessor of the subject of the relative

i

by nominal prefix (with phonslogical changes) plus pcssessive

The pronoun referrine to the head noun would then

(o
n o

vert

csotho. This is achieved by using a Possessive “arker characterized

concstruction.

ples:
, v = : %
(20) vikgomo  tsed csaka la  *sonz

5 , - 3
Barno Lao SIS rlert= XY tona
TN d vy 7 et
Head o Del T Svol  P-Foss them
Vi A2 N [ e ior e oy :
The children wnose motherys have gone
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v v
(21) Motho ea  morena a shep-ile-ng ngwana wa hae ...
Head ¥ PRel Pr Subj 3ubjP 'beet'-Perf-Pelr ©ObJ PossM 'his!
The person whose child the chief beat up ...
G - 3
Lesole leo morena a tebela-ng mosadi wa lona ...
Head N Rel Pr  3ubj Subj Pr 'expel'-Relr 0bj PossM ‘'him'
The soldier whose wife the chief expels ...
(22)
v & & v
Motho eo bana ba hae morena a buang ka  bona

fead ¥ Rel Pr 'children'-Obl PossM 'his' Sub) Sub)P 'speak'-Relr Prep 'them'

The person whose children the chief speaks about

In (2C) the head noun is the possessor of the subject of the embedded
sentence. In (21) the head noun is the possessor of the D0 of the embedded
sentence. (22) shows a case where the head noun is the possessor of the
oblique object (Obl). It is quite clear that the strategy employed in
relativizing on the possessor of the oblique object is different from (20)
and (21). The arrows indicate clearly how the co-reference chaining works.
In (22) the possessed 'bana' has been shifted to a position nigher than

the sublect in the relative sentence, because the possessed 'bana' is

topicalized. A non-topicalized sentence would appear as follows:

23)

Ny . B
*lotho eo norena a buang ka vana ba hae

Head ¥ Rel Pr 3ubj Subj Pr 'speak'-Relr Prep ‘'children' PossM 'his'

The person whose children the chief speaxs about

#*otho e0  morena bana ba hae 2 buang ka  bona
Head ¥ Rel Pr 3ubj 'children' Possid Poss 35ub) "speak'-lelr Prep Obl
Posseszad
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5
o

(24) is ungrarmatical because the subject of the relative sentence Is
separated from the relative verb by the possessive constructions. Ouch
a topicalization in Sesotho is disallowed. The point thet I want to mzke

here is that (20) and (21) do not have a different strategy from the one

in (22) once topicalization is ruled out as in (23). In other words,

/

co-referential chaining would remain the same in (20), (21) and (23).

It suffices to say that possessives can easily be relativized in Sesotho.

e A

%

Head Noun as Locative

T

; Although this does not form part of the argument on NP Accessibility
Hierarchy, a discussion of the head noun as locative in the relative verd

has interesting syntactic traits in Sesotho.

é Fxamples:
? (25) Sekgiong Mmoo bana ba ithuta-ng té%g ces

Head N Rel Pr Subj SubjP 'learn'-Relr Locl4

At school where children learn ...

Gaﬁ&eng moo batho ba fella-ng tegé .o

lead N Rel Pr Subj Subd P ‘'end'-Relr LocM
, In Johannesburg where people end/disappear ...
é ﬁi Carter moo MaAmerikea a Shebile-ng tegé
é Head W Rel Pr Subj SubjM 'look'-Perf-Relr Locl

At Carter's {place) where Americans are looking at

(25a)
Ke bonsa sekolo seo bana ba ithuteng ho sona

Subj 'see'-Pres Obl~Head ¥ Rel Pr Subj Sub}M f‘learn'-kelr Prep 'it'

¢ https://scholar.col . il/volg/i . v a o
- https://scholar.colorado.eflu/gl/volghissi/3. \h 101 where the chilaren study.
. DOI: https://doi.org/10.25810/epaz-3e18
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Ke bona morena e6 motseng wa hae mahlanya a dulang teng
Subj 'seelPres Obj-Head N Rel Pr loc PossM Pron Sub] SubjP 'stayiRelr Locil
I see the chief at whose place the mental patients stay.

(LoeM=Locative Marker)

One might want to regard (25) as a separate strategy from many others in
the sense that the relative clauses are characterized by two invariable
words, moo and teng, which both form extreme boundaries of a relative sen-
tence of this nature. This, however, would be unnecessary, because it can
be easily shown that moo as the relative pronoun derives from the demon-
strative much in the same way as other relative pronouns in Sesotho. The
gggg_merely functions to complete the 'locativeness' of the expression.

In other words, in the place of a preposition and a pronoun referring to
the head noun, we have teng when the head noun is locative. In fact,
technically there has been no proof that a head noun can play the role of

locative in the relative clause.

Head Noun as Object of Comparative Particles

Comparison in Sesotho is achieved by an expression, which in English can be
rendered as 'X surpasses Y in/with Z'. In other words, in Sesotho an
object of a comparison is like a DO of an ordinary three-placed verb.

Examples:

(26) Moshe o feta Tafita ka matla
Subj SubJM ‘'surpass' DO Prep ‘strength’

Moshe surpasses David with strength
or

#cshe is stronger tnan David

Published by CU Scholar, 1979
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(27) Thabo o mosa ho feta Tsietsi

TR

Subj SubiM 'kind' Infin.Pr ‘'surpass' o0

Thabo is kinder than Tsietsi

i In (26) 'strength' is not predicated like im (27) where 'kindness' is
predicated. In both (26) and (27), however, the object of comparison
remains a DO of the verb feta, which is invariable in Sesotho. Relativizing
on such an object, therefore, is no different from the type of constructions
in (12), (13), (14) and (15). The oblique object would behave like other

oblique objects as in (16), (17), (18) and (19).

Examples:
2 N
(28) Borui  boo a feta-ng setjhaba ka bona ...
Head W Rel Pr Subj 'surpass'-Relr DO Prep 'it!
The riches with which he surpasses the nation ...
N ~
(29) Bolotsana boo Thabo a feta-ng Tsietsi ka  bona

Head X Rel Pr  Subj SubjM 'surpass'-Relr DO Prep 'it'

The cunning with which Thabo surpasses Tsietsi ...

In (28) and (29), i.e. 'he is richer than the nation' and 'Thabo is more
cunning than Tsietsi', the oblique objects are relativized. This occurs
regardless of the fact that such an otlique object can be predicate as

in (27). The fact that the Sesotho object of a comparative 'particle’

behaves like a DO of an ordinary verb feta is supportive of the observation
made by Keenun and Comrie where they say that 'some lanpguages (e.g. Finnish
and Shona) have apparently systematic ways of presenting objects of comparison

as direct objects of verbs' (Keenan and Comrie, 1977).

https://scholar.colorado.edu/cril/vols/iss1/3
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4.0 CONCILYDING REMARKS

Besides the schemas presented up to this point, there are other constructions

which one might examine with regard to relative clauses.
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One might argue,

for instance, that it is necessary to consider permutations tased on the

Accessibility Hierarcny, which will show the role of the head noun in the

embedded sentence in the context of different other syntactic positions

in the main sentence.

In Sesotho the exercise appears futile, because the

role the head noun plays in the unembedded sentence does not affect its

role in the embedded sentence.

For instance, one could have the head noun

as object (DO) of the main sentence, and note the reaction, if any, in the

role it plays in the embedded sentence:

(30) Main Sentence Embedded
DO Subj
DO bo
DO Obl, ete.

The constructions remain the same in Gesotho.

pursue this line.

Hence, there is no need to

The sentences given so far nave not included a negated sentence, although

negated sentences are available in the language.

achieved by preplacing the negative marker

Example:

(31)

Yotho ea

fead 1 Rel Pr

bana

Sub}

Such a construction is

'sa' before the relative verb.

ba sa mo rat-e-ng ...

SubjP lNegP ObJ4 'like'-Heg/-Relr

The person whom the children do not like ...
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There is very little point in pursuing a discuscion of negatives as if
they would help us in establishing certain features of n Jesotho relative

sentence. This is why most examples are in the affirmative construction

in this paper.

The use of the demonstrative as a relative pronoun is a common feature of
South African Bantu languages (Sesotho, Tswana, Pedi, Xhosa, Zulu, Swati,
Ndebele). I would not be surprised to find the same thing in Uenda, Tsangaan
and many other Bantu languages sooken north of South Africa. This, in fact,
has led linguists working on Bantu languages to claim that a relative

S node should be represented as dominated by a Determiner node in the deep
structure and be commanded by the Demonstrative (Wald, 1970). Following
Wald's example one could show what the phrase-structure of one Sesotho

sentence would be:

(32) S
/\
qp VP

/ \
N DET
N\
DEM Se
N\
NP VP
/N
| Y NP
N
Yotho eo morena a patla-ng motho
Sm = main sentence De = embedded serntence
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The point that I wish to establish here, however, is not the suggestion
made by Wald. I say this in spite of the strong thecretical claims Wald
makes in his proposal of a revisiocn of the rewrite rules to accommodate
relative clauses in Bantu languages. I wish only to make a loose statement
apout the idea of definiteness, which Sesotho arguments acquire once
relativized, I want to argue that it is the demonstrative that brings this
quality of definiteness to the head noun, because generally arguments in
Sesotho are not marked for definiteness/indefiniteness. In the context

of a relative sentence, however, arguments are, intuitively, definite.

In short, in Sesotho the type of relative clauses that one gets are always
restrictive relative clauses. The reason for this, I want to claim, lies
mainly in fact that relative clauses are introduced by the demonstratives.
One could draw an analogy and claim that the English relative sentence
which is introduced by the relative pronoun 'that' has to be a restrictive
relative clause, because 'that' in English also functioas as a demonstrative.
Little wonder, therefore, that in Sesotho the question of nonrestrictive
relative clauses is ruled out, since every relative clause has to be intro-
duced by a demonstrative. Relative clauses of nonrestrictive nature can

be tried on personal pronouns.

Examples:
(33) Nna ke leng morena ...
1st pers Subj4 <Cop-Relr 'chief!
Pron/Sg.

I, who am chief,
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Rona re tlileng le tena ...

1st pers Subj¥ 'come'-Perf-Relr Prep 0b}
Pron/Plur

We who came with children ...

(Cop=Copulative)

Such relative clauses are rare and restricted to the speech of people who

¢
i

have some familiarity with English. Such relativization is avoided in

Sesotho by using two separate sentences instead of a complex sentence.

In terms of the restrictive relative clauses (RRC) strategies developed in
Keenan (1972), Sesotho seems to employ an isolating strategy. The re-
strictive relative sentence 1s separated from the head noun, and in addition,
it retains its sentential status. In short, the relative verb is still
marked for tense, aspect, and so forth. In English the role of the head

NP is explicitly coded in the relative pronoun whereas in Sesotho it is

done by the retained pronoun; for subject versus direct object, the head

NP is coded by the form of the demonstrative and the word order.

Since Sesotho can relativize on almost every position in the hierarchy,
one wonders how the existence of multiple verb forms in the language can
be explained in terms of their function in making inaccessible NP accessible.

In other words, Keenan and Comrie's explanation for the existence of verdb

forms in languages does not tell us why such forms exist in those languages
where ®verv NP is accessible (Keenan & Comrie, 1977). Verb forms in Sesotho
seem to serve to add specific semantic features to the stock of semantic
properties inherent in the uninflected verb. In doing this, the possibilities
are high that arguments in the sentence will be moved about either to give
way to an additional argunent or an argument demoted in the presence of a
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new argument. This 'shuffling' of elements inevitably leads to making
inaccessible NP's accessible, although this is not the function of verb
forms. In other words, the function of multiple verb forms is to bring
about different shades of meaning té the verb, and this function usually
coincides with making inaccessible NP's accessible in some languages.
This, however, should not be construed to mean that the accessibility
hierarchy makes no significant predictions about how the elements of relative
constructions can be arranged across languages. Pronoun retention in
Sesotho, for instance, has been true of most languages where the head noun
plays a non-subject role in the embedded sentence. This ties up with the
claim made by the accessibility hierarchy provonents. In short, even if
one were to follow Kuno's hierarchy for accessibility to thematic inter-
prétation (Kuno, 1976), this would not be as strong an empirical statement
about the organization of language as the type of statement based purely
on surface structures. Hence, my paper has been more or less based on the
framework developed by Keenan and Comrie in 1977. I believe the framework
nere has exposed both the morphology and syntax of relative clauses in
Cesotho reasonably better than any previous work done on Sesotho relative

clauses.
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APPENDIX:
NOUN PHRASE ACCESSIBILITY HIERARCHY

(From Keenen and Comrie, 197T)

Languages vary with respect to which HP positions can be relativized.
The Accessibility Hierarchy below expresses the relative accessibility to

relativization of NP positions in simplex main clauses:

Accessibility Hierarchy

Subject > Direct ObjJect > Indirect ObjJject > Oblique Case NP >

Genitive ('possessor') NP > Object of Comparison

Here, '>' means 'is more accessible than'. An example of 'oblique

case NP' is chest in John put the money in the chest; an example of 'object

of comparison' is the man in John is taller than the man.

The following constraints hold for the hierarchy:

1. A language must be able to relativize subjects.
2. Any relative clause-forming strategy must apply to a continuous

segment of the hierarchy. (It cannot 'skip' positions.)

3. Strategies that apply at one point of the hierarchy may in principle

cease to apply at any lower point.
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FOOTNOTES

i
¥
14

1. I wish to acknowledge comments made by Prof. B. Comrie which, although

are not all included, have changed certain fundamental mistakes in my

original paper.

2. The phrase-structure is straight from Wald, 1970, although I have

tried to use Sesotho examples.

~ Published by CU Scholar, 1979 23



Colorado Research in Linguistics, Vol. 8 [1979]

119
REFERENCES
1. Doke, C.M. and Mofokeng, S.M. 1957. A Textbock of Southern Sotho.
Orange Free State: Longmans.
2. Givon, Talmy. 1972. '"Pronoun Attraction and Subject Postposing in
Bantu" in Chicago Which Hunt. Chicago: Chicago Linguistic Society.
3. Guma, S.M. 1971. An Outline Structure of Southern Sotho.
Pietermaritzburg: Shuter & Shooter.
4. Keenan, E.L. 1972. '"Relative Clause Formation in Malagasy" in
Chicago Which Hunt. Chicago: Chicago Linguistic Society.
5. Keenan, E.L. and Comrie, B. 1977. '"Noun Phrase Accessibility and
Universal Grammar" in Linguistic Inquiry, Vol. 8.
6. Kuno, Susuma. 1976. "Subject, Theme, and the Speaker's Empathy
- A Reexamination of Relativization Phenomena' in Subject and Topic.
New York: Academic Press.
7. de Rijk, R.P.G. 1972. "Relative Clauses in Basque: A Guided Tour"
in Chicago Which Hunt. Chicago: Chicago Linguistic Society.
8. Wald, Benji. 1970. 'Relativization in Umbundu" in Studies in African
Linguistics, Vol. 1:2.
https://scholar.colorado.edu/cril/vol8/iss1/3 24

DOT: https://doi.org/10.25810/epaz-3e18




	Colorado Research in Linguistics
	5-1979

	Relative Clauses in Sesotho
	Ben T. Khoali
	Recommended Citation


	tmp.1538088436.pdf.QqS7K



