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1 Introduction
Deverbal nominalizations, of theoretical interest since Lees 1960, are well-known
for their exhibition of both nominal and verbal properties. Consider the Italian
nominal infinitive in (1). In addition to the verb itself, the presence of a direct
object and an adverb signal the verbal properties of this construction; simultaneously,
nominal properties are evident from the presence of the definite article and
possessive pronoun.

(1) il
the

suo
his

scrivere
write.inf

quella
that

lettera
letter

improvvisamente
suddenly

‘his suddenly writing that letter’
(Zucchi 1993: 55)

Within a syntactic approach to deverbal nominalizations (after Abney 1987, Borer
1993, Zucchi 1993, Marantz 1997, Harley & Noyer 1998, Van Hout & Roeper 1998,
Alexiadou 2001), an influential way of understanding these mixed properties has
emerged out of the so-called Functional Nominalization Thesis (Borsley & Kornfilt
2000 and Kornfilt & Whitman 2011; cf. Grimshaw 1990, Bresnan 1997), according
to which deverbal nominalizations are the result of a nominal functional projection
containing some amount of verbal structure:

(2) [nominal [verbal… ]]

While precisely how much structure is possible within this verbal core is a matter
of debate across specific constructions, there is a broad consensus that the amount
of verbal structure in nominalizations is a point of variation both within and across
languages. Notably, however, research on this range of variation has focused largely
on nominalizations that characterize events. The landscape of structural variation
in entity nominalizations—that is, those that characterize (ordinary) individuals—
remains less understood (see Ntelitheos 2006, Baker & Vinokurova 2009, Roy & Soare
2020, and Alexiadou 2022 for discussion).

The aim of the present article is to inform this discussion on the basis of a
comparison of two types of entity nominalizations inWá·šiw (Washo(e); ISO language
code: was; isolate/Hokan, United States): those involving nominalization of an entire
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clause, as in (3), and those whose verbal components are structurally reduced,
as in (4).1

(3) Clausal nominalization
[[ʔíšɨm-i-š]-ge]
3.sing-ind-ds-nmlz

l-í:gi-yi.
1-see-ind

‘I saw the (one who was) singing.’
(Washo Archive)

(4) Reduced nominalization
herman
Herman

[t’-[íšɨm]]
nmlz-sing

k’-éʔ-i.
3.eq-be-ind

‘Herman is a singer.’

It is crucial that both of these nominalization types characterize entities rather than
events: in both examples, it is the notional subject of the underlying verb (the x
such that x was singing/sings) that the nominalization describes, rather than the
singing itself.

The narrow goal of this article is to elucidate the structural differences between the
twonominalization types in (3, 4), highlighting the variation in entity nominalizations
found within a single language. That is, despite the apparent similarity in subject
characterization just seen, these constructions instantiate different amounts of verbal
structure below the nominalizing layer. Drawing on a comparison between these
nominalization types both in Wá·šiw and beyond, the picture that emerges is one in
which entity nominalizations allow structural variation in their verbal component in
a way that is already familiar from those that characterize events.

1 Wá·šiw glosses (omitting cross-linguistically familiar glosses): attr = attributive, dep = dependent mood, ds = different
subject (switch reference), eq = equative, inch = inchoative, ind = independent mood, int.pst = intermediate past, mir =
mirative, nc = negative concord, plupf = pluperfect tense, prosp = prospective aspect, r = reduplication, rec.pst = recent
past, ss = same subject, un = unexpressed object, and vblz = verbalizer. The numbers 1, 2, and 3 represent first, second,
and third person, respectively; when prefixed, they represent subject agreement in verbs and possessor agreement in nouns.
I adopt the standardized orthography for Wá·šiw from Jacobsen 1964, which follows the IPA with a few exceptions,

including five exceptions in the examples in this article: L = [l]̥, M = [m̥], š = [ʃ], y = [j], and Y = [j]̥. Stress is indicated
with an acute accent.
Examples labeled “Washo Archive” are taken from a corpus of fieldwork notes, originally compiled by Alan Yu at the

University of Chicago. Any data without a citation come from the author’s fieldwork between 2015 and 2024.
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The broader concern of this article is the question of how entities are derived in
the syntax. This question centers on which kinds of entities a nominalization may
characterize. While entity nominalizations are often analyzed as having thematic
information hardwired into their nominalizing morphology (Comrie & Thompson
1985, Baker & Vinokurova 2009), I show that neither of the above nominalization
types is compatible with this view. A key result is that the Wá·šiw data point instead
to a state of affairs in which the kind of argument that may be characterized is
determined purely by the structure (Keyser & Roeper 1984, Rappaport Hovav &
Levin 1992) in a way that correlates with the type of dependency involved: non-
local dependencies allow the characterization of a range of entity types, while local
dependencies are restricted to characterization of the outermost argument. This
difference in dependency type arises from the amount of verbal structure in a way
that determines the nominalizer’s ability to bind an open variable. Building on recent
work in the typology of event nominalizations (Alexiadou 2020, Iordăchioaia 2020), I
showmoreover that this difference in binding potential correlates with the distinction
between nominalizations formed directly with D and those whose nominalizer is n,
as D is able to form a long distance dependency while n is not.

The structure of this article is as follows. Section 2 offers a brief overview of the
landscape of variation found in deverbal nominalizations, as well as the (historical)
contrast in theoretical approaches to event versus entity nominalizations. Section 3
demonstrates the availability in Wa·šiw of nominalized clauses that characterize
entities, in the form of CP nominalizations commonly known as internally headed
relative clauses. Section 4 turns to the more restricted type of nominalization,
reduced nominalizations, shown to comprise AspP, and offers detailed arguments
against a thematic analysis; it then draws a parallel between the two types of
entity nominalization, on the one hand, and D and n nominalizations in the event
domain, on the other. Section 5 concludes and offers a broader outlook on several
outstanding issues.

2 Events versus entities in deverbal nominalization
We begin in this section with a brief overview of the empirical landscape of variation
found in deverbal nominalizations, as well as the (historical) contrast in theoretical
approaches to event versus entity nominalizations.
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2.1 Variation in event nominalizations
One of the major discoveries that has been made through the lens of the Functional
Nominalization Thesis is that nominalization can apply to different verbal
projections, with the upshot that there is substantial variation in the size of the
verbal component of complex event nominalizations (Grimshaw 1990; cf. the term
argument structure nominals in Borer 1999) across a range of nominalization types
both within languages and across languages (Abney 1987, Picallo 1991, Borer 1993,
Marantz 1997, Harley & Noyer 1998, Van Hout & Roeper 1998, Borsley & Kornfilt
2000, Alexiadou 2001, Fu et al. 2001, Alexiadou et al. 2010, Baker 2011, Kornfilt &
Whitman 2011, Alexiadou 2020).

With respect to language-internal variation, English for instance makes use of
two types of -ing nominalizations: nominal gerunds, as in (5), and verbal gerunds,
as in (6) (Lees 1960, Abney 1987, Guéron & Hoekstra 1995, Kratzer 1996, Harley
& Noyer 1998, Harley 2009b, Panagiotidis & Grohmann 2009, Alexiadou et al.
2010). Despite the apparent similarity of these constructions, it has been argued
that the former is built on a VP core while the latter has a more articulated
verbal structure containing v/Voice as well, explaining for example why accusative
case is licensed only in the latter (Kratzer 1996; see also Harley 2009b and
Alexiadou et al. 2010).

(5) Event-characterizing VP nominalization
the artist’s mixing of oil- and water-based paints

(6) Event-characterizing vP nominalization
the artist’s mixing oil- and water-based paints

As for variation across languages, so-called nominal infinitives in European
languages are a well-understood instance, having been argued to show different
levels of verbal articulation within the nominal layer—for example, vP in Spanish, as
illustrated by (7), versus AspP in German, as illustrated by (8)—with one diagnostic
being whether the event denoted by the nominalization may be modified by an
adjective (cf. Larson 1998) or an adverb, the latter requiring more verbal structure
(Zucchi 1993, Alexiadou et al. 2010, Kornfilt & Whitman 2011, and Alexiadou 2020,
among others).
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(7) Event-characterizing vP nominalization
[El
the

constante
constant

construir
build.inf

casas
houses

de
of

los
the

albañiles]
masons

nos
us

preocupó
worried

a
to

todos.
all

‘[The masons’ constant building of houses] worried us all.’
(Adapted from De Miguel 1996)

(8) Event-characterizing AspP nominalization
[Häufig
frequently

die
the

Sterne
stars

Beobachten]
observe.inf

macht
makes

Spass.
fun

‘[Observing the stars frequently] is fun.’
(Alexiadou 2020: 93)

More recently, attention has also been paid to the scope of possible verbal
articulation within the domain of event nominalizations overall, with arguments
being made that event nominalizations may contain, for example, TP in Turkish
(Kornfilt & Whitman 2012; cf. Borsley & Kornfilt 2000), alongside even more striking
cases of event nominalizations that contain fully articulated clauses, in languages
such as Korean (Kim 2009), as illustrated by (9), and Wá·šiw (Hanink 2016).2

(9) Event-characterizing CP nominalization
John-un
John-top

[totwuk-i
thief-nom

tomangka-n-un
flee-ipfv-rel

kes]-ul
kes-acc

cap-ess-ta.
catch-pst-decl

‘John saw [(the event of) the thief running away].’
(Kim 2009: 346)

Such examples highlight the wide range of possible variation in the structural
articulation of derived event nominals.

However, despite the breadth of literature comparing derived nominals both
within and across languages, research on variation of this kind has largely focused
on those that characterize events. It is nonetheless well-known that, beyond

2 The term event in event-characterizing is a simplification. For instance, since Vendler 1968, clausal nominalizations
have been argued to make reference to propositions, facts, or events distinctly. Indeed, Kim 2009 shows for Korean
that clausal nominalizations as in (9) may also give rise to a propositional interpretation when embedded under
a factive attitude verb. See also Moulton 2009, Moltmann 2020, Moulton 2020, Bochnak & Hanink 2022, and
Grimm &McNally 2022.



7

events, nominalizations may also characterize ordinary individuals—so-called entity
nominalizations—which we turn to in the next sub-section.3

2.2 Variation in entity nominalizations
While the transformational era treated event and entity nominalizations alike, as
involving transformations from an underlying sentence to a surface noun (Lees 1960,
Bach 1968, and Vendler 1968; see Ntelitheos 2006 for discussion), this state of affairs
changed starkly following Chomsky 1970. In this work, Chomsky decidedly treats
entity nominalizations, of the -er type in particular, as fundamentally different from
event nominalizations, uniformly assigning them lexical (as opposed to syntactic)
status. (This is termed the “homogeneity hypothesis” by Roy & Soare 2020.)4 This
perspective was later generalized to the event–entity distinction across languages
(Comrie & Thompson 1985, Baker & Vinokurova 2009, Borer 2013), with Comrie &
Thompson 1985 notably claiming that, while event nominalizations “retain certain
properties of the verbs or adjectives they are related to,” entity nominalizations
“… [bear] only morphological and (often unpredictable and idiosyncratic) semantic
relations to the associated verb… ” (p. 349). One lasting result of this perspective shift
has been that entity nominalizations have played less of a role in this line of research
(see also discussion in Van Hout & Roeper 1998, Ntelitheos 2006, Alexiadou & Schäfer
2008, Alexiadou & Schäfer 2010, Ntelitheos 2012, Roy & Soare 2014, Harley 2020, and
Roy & Soare 2020).

Indeed, even contemporary work echoes the idea that entity nominalizations are
fundamentally different from event nominalizations. Most notably, a seminal article
on this topic, Baker & Vinokurova 2009, concludes on the basis of a cross-linguistic
survey that a universal characteristic of -er type nominalizations in particular
distinguishes them from event-characterizing nominalizations: while the latter can be
formed out of rather large underlying verbal structures, the former avoid containing
a “clause-like syntax” altogether. This fact, in Baker & Vinokurova’s analysis, is
crucially tied up with the agentive specification of the -er nominalizer itself, which

3 Entity nominalizations are also called name of an argument nominalizations (Comrie & Thompson 1985), participant
nominalizations (Ntelitheos 2012), and function nominals (Roy & Soare 2020).

4 English -er type nominalizations such as singer or admirer are the best-studied entity nominalization; see, among others,
Burzio 1981, Fabb 1984, Keyser & Roeper 1984, Burzio 1986, Rappaport Hovav & Levin 1992, Van Hout & Roeper 1998,
Alexiadou 2001, Alexiadou et al. 2007, Alexiadou & Schäfer 2008, Baker & Vinokurova 2009, Alexiadou & Schäfer 2010,
Ntelitheos 2012, Borer 2013, McIntyre 2014, Roy & Soare 2014, Roy & Soare 2020, Tyler 2023, and Alexiadou 2024.
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imposes limits on the structural articulation of the verbal component. A similar
claim is reinforced recently in Alexiadou 2022, which proposes some limited variation
(building on Alexiadou & Schäfer 2008, Alexiadou & Schäfer 2010, and Roy & Soare
2020) but holds that, while there is some evidence for variation in entity nominals,
“we certainly do not have the type of variation that, for example, previous literature
has argued for [in] derived nominals, i.e., variation with respect to the presence of
Aspect, Tense and CP” (p. 18). Alexiadou makes the observation that, in this domain,
we find either reduced nominals of the -er type or the use of a relative clause,
with little variation in between. Against this backdrop, we will see in section 4 that
Wá·šiw reduced nominalizations offer an interesting test case, as a type of entity
nominalization that does not fall neatly into either of these categories.

2.3 Scope and outlook
Whether entity nominalizations as a whole are fundamentally different from event
nominalizations remains an open question. One sub-component of this question is
what the range of variation possible in the structure of entity nominals is andwhether
there are in fact cases of entity nominalizations that showmore variation in structure
than -er type nominals. Another is whether entity nominalizations characterize the
kinds of entities they do because they are thematically specified for certain roles. This
article argues for two main points that shed light on both of these aspects.

The first point, drawing on empirical evidence from Wá·šiw, is that entity
nominalizations are actually more similar to event nominalizations with respect to
structural variation than is often thought and can in fact show a “clause-like syntax,”
in contrast to the -er nominalizations analyzed in Baker & Vinokurova 2009. The two
types of nominalization under investigation are exemplified in (10, 11). The first type
involves a fully articulated CP (cf. event nominalizations in Korean, (9)). The second
type is structurally reduced but still allows a verbal component that projects up to
AspP (cf. nominalized infinitives in German, (8)).

(10) Entity-characterizing CP nominalization
[[ʔíšɨm-i-š]-ge]
3.sing-ind-ds-nmlz

l-í:gi-yi.
1-see-ind

‘I saw the (one who was) singing.’
(Washo Archive)
= (3)
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(11) Entity-characterizing AspP nominalization
herman
Herman

[t’-[íšɨm]]
nmlz-sing

k’-éʔ-i.
3.eq-be-ind

‘Herman is a singer.’
= (4)

The second, broader point that emerges from this study of structural variation
is the following. I will argue that neither type of nominalization illustrated in (10,
11) supports an analysis in which the nominalizer hardwires thematic information;
this result supports the long-standing claim that syntax doesn’t make direct reference
to such information (Burzio 1981, Fabb 1984, Keyser & Roeper 1984, Burzio 1986,
Rappaport & Levin 1988, and Rappaport Hovav & Levin 1992). Instead, the kind
of argument characterized in both cases is related solely to the type of dependency
involved: the entity is “read off” the structure. While both of the nominalizations
in (10, 11) can be understood as characterizing the “subject” of the underlying
verb, I show that clausal nominalizations along the lines of (10) differ from reduced
nominalizations like (11) in that they are able to characterize other types of arguments
as well. As I will argue, this falls out from the type of dependency that derives the
nominalization—non-local versus local binding of an open variable—in a way that is
directly related to the amount of syntactic structure projected. Along theway, a picture
also emerges in which the amount of verbal structure within the nominalization is
correlated with the different properties of D- versus n-based nominalizations (in the
sense of Alexiadou 2020 and Iordăchioaia 2020).

3 Non-local dependencies in entity nominalizations
This section summarizes previous work on internally headed relatives, highlighting
the observation that nominalized clauses that characterize entities may constitute
full CPs. After reviewing the basic properties of nominalized clauses in Wáš·iw̌ in
particular, I present how binding-based analyses, which are based on the assumption
that the nominalizer in such clauses is (something like) D, successfully capture the
entity-characterizing nature of this construction.

3.1 Clausal nominalizations/internally headed relatives
We begin with entity-characterizing clausal nominalizations such as the one in
(10). We understand these constructions to be entity-characterizing in that the
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nominalization denotes an individual (not an event); in the case of (10), this individual
is the notional subject of the nominalized verb. While the characterized argument
in (10) is not overtly expressed with a nominal (translated instead with impersonal
‘one’), a striking characteristic of this nominalization type is that examples are equally
well-formed when the characterized nominal is overtly specified, an uncommon state
of affairs in entity nominalization. Compare for example (10) to (12), in which the
subject of the embedded clause, t’é:liwhu ‘man,’ is overt. The entire nominalization
thus constitutes an independent nominal while simultaneously characterizing one of
the arguments it contains.
(12) [[ʔló:t

yesterday
t’é:liwhui
man

ʔíšɨm-i-š]-ge]i
3.sing-ind-ds-nmlz

l-í:gi-yi.
1-see-ind

‘I saw the man who was singing yesterday.’

For this reason, this nominalization type is often called an internally headed
(or head-internal) relative; Culy 1990, following Langdon 1977, describes this as
a type of “nominalized sentence which modifies a nominal, overt or not, internal
to the sentence” (p. 27). That is, despite the presence of an articulated clausal
structure in these nominalizations (evidence for which is to follow), the resulting
meaning characterizes an ordinary individual. Notably, it is likely simply because
this construction is called a relative clause that it has been overlooked with respect
to possible structural variation within entity nominalizations, despite the fact that
event- or proposition-denoting CP nominalizations are now relatively well-known;
as noted in Comrie & Thompson 1985 for instance, “in certain languages clausal
nominalization is indistinct from relativization” (p. 395).5

In the remaining sub-sections of section 3, I review arguments that this type of
nominalization contains a fully articulated clausal structure. I also show that this
nominalization type can give rise to characterization of a range of entity types, not
just subjects. Indeed, the “head-internal” characteristic of this construction is most
clearly observed in cases where the characterized entity is the notional object, as in
(13), in which the semantic head gó:beʔ ‘coffee’ remains in its typical SOV position
within the nominalized clause.

5 Languages with internally headed relatives vary in whether they have other relativization strategies. Wá·šiw only has
internally headed relatives (Jacobsen 1998).
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(13) [[daʔmóʔmoʔi
woman

gó:beʔj
coffee

ʔímeʔ-i-š]-ge]j
3.drink-ind-ds-nmlz

lé:-saʔ
1.nom-also

l-émeʔ-gaʔlám-i.
1-drink-want-ind
‘I also want to drink the coffee that the woman is drinking.’
(Arregi & Hanink 2022: 671)

As will be reviewed in more detail in section 3.3, this flexibility in characterization
is a result of the binding potential of the nominalizing head common to
clausal nominalizations—D—due to the quantificational nature of the binding
dependency involved.

3.2 Mixed properties of clausal nominalizations
Entity-characterizing clausal nominalizations inWá·šiw unsurprisingly display a mix
of nominal and verbal properties (Peachey 2006, Hanink 2016, and Hanink 2021a).
Beginning with their external properties, the following examples show that they
follow a nominal distribution: they can act as the subject of thematrix verb, as in (14),
or its object, as in (15), and they can also appear as the argument of a postposition, as
in (16).

(14) [[daʔmóʔmoʔ
woman

gó:beʔ
coffee

ʔímeʔ-i-∅]-gi]
3.drink-ind-ss-nmlz

la-sú:dɨm-i.
3/1-look.at-ind

‘The woman who is drinking coffee is looking at me.’
(Arregi & Hanink 2022: 657)

(15) [[k’ák’aʔ
heron

dá:
there

gé:gel-i-š]-ge]
3.sit-ind-ds-nmlz

yá:m-aʔ.
3.speak.to-dep

‘She spoke to a heron who was sitting there.’
(Bear and Deer Story, as told by Bertha Holbrook)

(16) [[Máʔšam-i-š]-ge]
3.lie.down-ind-ds-nmlz

ʔíwiʔ
over

dípiʔ
blanket

máŋaʔ-i.
3.throw-ind

‘He threw a blanket over the one who was lying down.’
(Washo Archive)
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These nominalizations also exhibit casemarking, with the nominalizer alternating for
nominative (-gi) and accusative (-ge).6 This case distinction tracks whether the entire
nominalization is the subject of the matrix verb (14) or not (15, 16). This is consistent
with the fact that the same gi/ge is a third person pronoun when used independently
and shows the same case alternation between nominative and accusative:7

(17) gí:
3.nom

pélew
jackrabbit

ʔíʔw-i.
3.eat-ind

‘He’s eating the jackrabbit.’
(Jacobsen 1979: 151)

(18) ʔló:t
yesterday

gé:-ŋa
3.acc-nc

ʔí:gi-yé:s-ayt’iʔ-i.
3.see-neg-plupf-ind

‘She hadn’t seen it yesterday.’
(Bochnak & Hanink 2022: 986)

Within the nominalization, however, further properties point to a fully articulated
clausal structure. Table 1 offers a simplified verbal template for reference (see
Bochnak et al. 2023 for further detail). Taking (19) and (20) as examples, we see
that this nominalization type shows both tense and mood morphology in addition
to negation and canonical verb agreement.

Agr V v Asp Neg T Mood C

Table 1: Verbal template in Wá·šiw (simplified).

(19) [[pro
2sg

géwe
coyote

m-í:gi-ayʔ-i-š]-ge]
2-see-int.pst-ind-ds-nmlz

lé:-saʔ
1.nom-also

l-í:gi-yi.
1-see-ind

‘I saw the coyote that you saw, too.’
(20) [[pro

1sg
l-í:gi-yé:s-i-š]-ge]
1-see-neg-ind-ds-nmlz

pro
2sg

ʔum-Yá:m-i.
2-talk.about-ind

‘I haven’t seen the one you’re talking about.’
(More literally: ‘You’re talking about the one who I haven’t seen.’)
(Jacobsen 1998: 112)

6 The gi–ge contrast is the only place where a case alternation is observed in the language.
7 The morpheme gi/ge surfaces with a long and stressed vowel (gí:/gé:) only when it appears as an independent pronoun
(Jacobsen 1964: 309, 312–313).
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Clausal nominalizations moreover display switch reference morphology where
appropriate, in the form of the different subject–marking suffix -š (Jacobsen 1967).
This morpheme is obligatory when subjects across an embedded clause boundary
are not co-referential, and it has been argued to be the realization of embedded C in
Wá·šiw (Finer 1984, Arregi &Hanink 2018, andArregi &Hanink 2022). (Same subject
marking is null.)

Taken together, these properties point to the structure in (21) (Peachey 2006 and
Hanink 2016) for an example such as (19), where word formation is the result of head
movement (or similar). The nominalizer -gi/-ge is represented asDdue to its otherwise
pronominal status.8

(21) Clausal nominalization structure
DP

D
-ge

CP

C
-š

MoodP

Mood
-i

TP

T
-ayʔ

pro gé:we í:gi

vP

3.3 Deriving entities with non-local dependencies
One of the analytical challenges posed by entity-characterizing clausal nominaliza-
tions is that they lookpropositional in terms of their fully specified clause structure but
are translationally equivalent to externally headed relatives in that they characterize
entities (see Hanink 2021a and references therein). For instance, (22a) is a canonical
SOV main clause; the addition of the nominalizer (and switch reference, due to the
addition of a clause boundary between two subjects with disjoint reference) in (22b)
results in an entity interpretation.

8 See Hanink 2021a for a more articulated view of the -gi/-ge component, which is treated as a realization of idx, the head of
an index-hosting projection idxP within the DP. This treatment is couched in a line of work that treats indices as structurally
encoded in the syntax (after Elbourne 2005 and Schwarz 2009).
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(22) a. daʔmóʔmoʔ
woman

gó:beʔ
coffee

ʔímeʔ-i.
3.drink-ind

‘The woman is drinking coffee.’

b. [[daʔmóʔmoʔi
woman

gó:beʔj
coffee

ʔímeʔ-i-š]-ge]j
3.drink-ind-ds-nmlz

lé:-saʔ
1.nom-also

l-émeʔ-gaʔlám-i.
1-drink-want-ind
‘I also want to drink the coffee that the woman is drinking.’
= (13)

Precisely how these nominalizations come to characterize individuals (rather than
events or propositions) is therefore not immediately obvious.9

While some analyses of internally headed relatives assimilate them to externally
headed relatives at LF (Cole 1987, Williamson 1987, Culy 1990, Cole & Hermon 1994,
and Grosu 2009), Basilico 1996 argues, building on Jelinek 1987, Culy 1990, Srivastav
1990, Bonneau 1992, and Jelinek 1995, that they are “not cases of relativization
semantically, but cases of quantification” (p. 507). This line of analysis, further
developed for Wá·šiw in Hanink 2021a, contends that internally headed relatives
are derived by binding rather than movement (Salish: Jelinek 1987; Diegueño:
Basilico 1996; Lakhota: Grosu 2009; see Grosu 2012 and Jarvis 2023 for discussion).10

Motivation for an approach that does not adopt covert movement includes the fact
that internally headed relative clauses in many languages are not sensitive to islands.
The following demonstrates this island insensitivity for Wá·šiw.11

9 The picture is in fact more complicated, as clausal nominalizations may be ambiguous between an entity interpretation and
an event interpretation; see Hanink 2016 and Bochnak & Hanink 2022. This is also the case for Korean (Kim 2009).

10 As pointed out in Grosu 2009, the empirical generalizations for Lakhota in Williamson 1987 are disputed.
11 There exist roughly two types of approaches to internally headed relatives in the literature that address the puzzle of how they
come to characterize individuals: the covert movement analysis and the binding analysis. Both posit a non-local dependency
between some clause-peripheral functional element and the internal semantic head. These analyses therefore do not stand
in competition with one another; rather they aim to account for different behaviors. The covert movement analysis has
been proposed to account for languages in which internally headed relative clauses are island-sensitive (Cole 1987) and the
binding analysis for those in which they are not; see Basilico 1996, Watanabe 2004, and Grosu 2009 for discussion. I leave
to the side E-type anaphora analyses of internally headed relative clauses proposed for Korean (see Kim 2009) and Japanese
(e.g., Shimoyama 1999 and Grosu 2010), which exhibit different properties.
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(23) [DP [DP daʔmóʔmoʔi
woman

gó:beʔj
coffee

ʔímeʔ-i-š-ge]i
drink-ind-ds-nmlz

l-í:gi-yi-∅-ge]j
1-see-ind-ss-nmlz

lé:-saʔ
1.nom-also

l-émeʔ-ašaʔ-i.
1-drink-prosp-ind

‘I also want to drink the coffeej the womani I saw i who drank j.’ (* in
English.)
(Hanink 2021a: 521)

More specifically, analyses along these lines derive internally headed relative clauses
through binding of an in situ argument that is introduced as a Heimian indefinite,
which consists of a variable and a restriction on that variable (Kamp 1981, Heim
1982).12 This results in an embedded clause that denotes an open proposition
containing a variable that must be bound, similar to binding-based analyses of wh
in situ configurations that are likewise not island-sensitive (Aoun & Li 1993, Cole &
Hermon 1994; after Huang 1982 and Pesetsky 1987).13

While the precise analysis is not crucial for the general point being made here, for
the sake of concreteness I will sketch several core (but simplified) aspects of Hanink
2021a’s account in particular. First, (24) shows the representation of the semantic head
of the relative clause for the example in (22b), introduced as a restricted variable, while
(25) gives the meaning of the binder.14

(24) [[gó:beʔ]]g: g(i) (defined iff g(i) ∈ [[gó:beʔ]])

(25) [[-gi/-ge]]g: 𝜆𝜙t𝜆xe[𝜙g[x/i]]

The role of the binder is to take the open proposition denoted by the embedded clause,
(26a), and replace any instance of g(i) with x, returning the characteristic function
in (26b).

12 For related treatments of pronouns, see Heim 1982 on indefinite wh pronouns and Sauerland 2003 and Sauerland 2004 on
traces and copies, respectively.

13 Watanabe 2004 argues for a correlation between the occurrence of wh in situ and internally headed relatives. While I do not
comment further on this here, I do note that Wá·šiw does exhibit wh in situ.

14 Note that much work on binding along these lines builds assignments directly into the model à la Montague
1970. See, for example, Sternefeld 2001, Kobele 2006, Kobele 2010, Kennedy 2014, Klecha & Martinović 2015, and
Hanink & Grove 2017.
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(26) a. Open proposition
∃ev[agent(woman)(e) & drinking(e) & coffee(g(i))]

b. Binding of open variable
𝜆xe∃ev[agent(woman)(e) & drinking(e) & coffee(x)]

In this way, the results of index adjunction as in abstraction-based analyses are
achieved without any recourse to movement (cf. Klecha & Martinović 2015).

While the semantic details of the binder vary across analyses (e.g., in Basilico 1996
it is an 𝜄-operator, while in Hanink 2021a it is quantifier-like, as above), what is shared
is that (i) the binding dependency is not strictly local, in that it is not necessarily
the closest argument that must be bound, and (ii) the nominalizing component is
responsible for binding. This is schematized in (27) for the example in (22b).15

(27) Binding by D
I want to drink [DP Dx [CP woman drinking coffee(x)]]

binding

That the binding dependency is not strictly local in internally headed relatives
can be observed for example through the following minimal pair, in which the
nominalization may come to characterize either ‘girl’ or ‘man’ (with different subject
marking only appearing in (28a), as the subjects of the embedded and main clauses
differ in this case).

(28) a. [šáwlamhu
girl

t’é:liwhu
man

bóŋi-yi-š-gi]
3.call-ind-ds-nmlz

ʔwáʔ
here

ʔéʔ-i.
3.be-ind

‘The man that the girl called is here.’
b. [šáwlamhu

girl
t’é:liwhu
man

bóŋi-yi-∅-gi]
3.call-ind-ss-nmlz

ʔwáʔ
here

ʔéʔ-i.
3.be-ind

‘The girl that called the man is here.’

This flexibility in characterization is the result of which noun in the embedded clause
enters the derivation as a restricted variable, allowing it to be bound. Because the

15 Notably, if the semantic head is not overtly specified as in (3), the samemechanism can also apply straightforwardly to covert
pro in the gapped position on either analysis. Because these nominalizations contain fully specified argument structure, the
fact that the semantic head may go unexpressed simply comes down to whether the language allows argument drop.
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binding potential of D allows a non-local dependency, the internally headed relative
clause is able to give rise to both subject and non-subject dependencies:

(29) a. ‘the man that the girl called’
[DP Dx [CP girl called man(x)] is here

non-local binding

b. ‘the girl that called the man’
[DP Dx [CP girl(x) called man] is here

local binding

Indeed, flexibility in characterization unsurprisingly holds for D-based clausal
nominalizations across languages.16 In (30, 31) are similar examples from Hidatsa
(Siouan, United States; see also Williamson 1987 on Lakhota) and Mojave (Yuman,
United States), in which both subject and object characterizations are observed.17

(30) Internally headed relatives in Hidatsa
a. Wía-šéʔe-ri

woman-dem-top
[[wacéei
man

aku-waapáahi]-š]i
rel.s-sing-det.d

íkaa-c.
see-decl

‘The woman saw the man that sang.’
b. [[Maryi

Mary
uuwákik
quilt

aku-híri]-š]k
rel.s-make-det.d

íkaa-c.
1.a-buy-decl

‘I bought the quilt that Mary made.’

(Boyle 2016: 257, 259)

(31) Internally headed relatives in Mojave
a. [[θinyaʔa:ki

woman
mat=kəhwely

Parker
kw-nyavay]-ny-č]i
sbj.rel-live-dem-sbj

ʔ-ahvay-ny

1-dress-dem
ičo:k.
make-tns
‘The woman who lives in Parker made my dress.’

16 This is a simplification. For instance, in Mojave, subject relativization triggers the prefix kw- on the embedded verb, which
distinguishes relativization of subjects from that of other argument types. See Gorbet 1973 and Munro 1973 for details.

17 Special glosses used in (30, 31): a = active, d = definite, s = specific, and tns = tense.
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b. [[ʔ-nakuti-ny

1-father-dem
ʔava:k
house

čo:]-ny-č]k
make-dem-sbj

vatay-m.
big-tns

‘The house my father built is big.’

(Munro 1973: 188, 195)

That both subjects and non-subjects may be characterized comes down to the fact
that the binding relationmay establish a dependencywith either a local argument (the
subject) or a non-local one (e.g., a non-subject).18 What the internally headed relative
clause construction has in common across many languages, including Hidatsa,
Mojave, and Wá·šiw, is (i) an articulated clausal structure and (ii) a determiner-like
element at the clausal periphery responsible for nominalization. The importance of
D as the nominalizer in these constructions is highlighted for instance in Basilico
1996. Basilico contends that the binding analysis of internally headed relative clauses
is made possible by the fact that D is quantificational in the languages he discusses
(see also Bonneau 1992 and Watanabe 2004). We return to further discussion of D as
a clausal nominalizer in section 4.5.

3.4 Interim summary
We have seen in this section that entity nominalizations with a clause-like syntax can
be found in the form of clausal nominalizations in a range of languages. Importantly,
because D is able to bind both local and non-local open variables, internally headed
relatives are able to characterize a range of arguments, both subjects and non-subjects:

(32) a. ✓ Local dependency
[DP Dx [CP subject(x) verb object]]

local binding

b. ✓ Non-local dependency
[DP Dy [CP subject verb object(y)]]

non-local binding

18 Beyond subjects and objects, the following illustrates that relativization of an oblique (the fourth position on Keenan &
Comrie 1977’s implicational hierarchy), in this case an instrument, is also possible in Wá·šiw.

(i)
[DP [CP

máʔak
maʔak
stick

t’í:yelilu
t’-i:yeliʔ-lu
nmlz-be.large-ins

geyúlihayišgi
ge-yuli-ha-i-š]-gi]
3/3un-die-caus-ind-ds-nmlz

g-ílgayi.
gɨlga-i
3.break-ind

‘The big stick he killed it with broke.’
(Washo Archive)
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With clear evidence of a clausal core, internally headed relatives offer concrete
evidence that entity nominalizations show more variation than has been acknowl-
edged—coming here in the formof full CPs.Moreover, by virtue of the fact that clausal
nominalizations may characterize a range of entity types, it is immediately clear
that an analysis in which the nominalizer is hardwired with thematic information
is untenable. Clausal nominalizations are thus a straightforward test case arguing
against a thematic analysis for entity nominalizations as a whole. In sum, not
only are “clause-like” entity nominalizations indeed possible in an attested range
of languages, but such syntactic nominalizations are clearly incompatible with a
thematic analysis.

4 Local dependencies in entity nominalizations
We now turn to the more restricted type of nominalization: reduced nominalizations
shown to comprise AspP. After laying out the basic characteristics of this
nominalization type, I present detailed arguments against a thematic analysis
and propose a (local) binding–based account instead. The section concludes with
discussion of a parallel found between the role of D- versus n-based nominalization
in event-characterizing nominalizations on the one hand and entity-characterizing
nominalizations on the other.

4.1 Reduced nominalizations
Let us examine structurally reduced nominalizations like those in (33, 34). These
nominalizations are formed with the phonologically conditioned prefix t’-/de-, which
Jacobsen 1964 calls the “third person nominal prefix” (p. 488).19

(33) t’ánu
t’anu
person

t’íšiwha
t’-išiw-ha
nmlz-heal-caus

‘doctor’ (‘person healer’)
(Jacobsen 1964: 488)

19 The allomorph t’- occurs pre-vocalically (33), while de- appears before consonants (34) (Jacobsen 1964: 488). The superscript
e indicates vowel harmony with the vowel that immediately follows (Jacobsen 1964: 301–302, 488), surfacing as /e/ before
/e/ and as /a/ elsewhere.
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(34) dáŋal
daŋal
house

dadopópošha
de-du-pu-apuš-ha
nmlz-by.burning-r-be.gray-caus

‘arsonist’ (‘burner of many houses’)
(Jacobsen 1964: 488)

Jacobsen describes this prefix as being “added to transitive verb stems to nominalize
them while expressing their object,” with Bochnak et al. 2011 later establishing that
t’-/de-may also nominalize intransitive verbs.

Unlike with the clausal nominalizations discussed in section 3, we will see in
the sub-sections that follow that the verbal component of this nominalization does
not constitute a fully articulated clause, instead projecting up to AspP only (with the
possibility of negation), thus constituting a second instance of entity nominalization
in the language with a different verbal profile. Crucially, we will also see that this
construction differs from CP nominalizations in that its entity characterization is
limited to subjects only (e.g., the above ‘x heals people’ and ‘x burns houses’). A further
difference from clausal nominalizations is that the subject in this nominalization type
may not be overt:

(35) *daʔmóʔmoʔ
woman

t’ánu
person

t’-íšiw-ha
nmlz-heal-caus

Intended: ‘woman who heals people’

In what follows, I argue that these facts again do not follow from a thematic
analysis; instead they follow from the fact that the verbal component of these
nominalizations is reduced in structure. This prohibits case licensing of an articulated
subject, necessitating under-specified pro instead. A further, related property of these
nominalizations is that they are nominalized by n. Unlike nominalization by D,
nominalization by n allows only a local step of binding through 𝜆-abstraction triggered
by the nominalizer, and as a minimal pronoun (Kratzer 2009 and Landau 2014), the
pro subject will always be themost local open variable available for binding.We begin
in the next sub-section by reviewing the mixed nominal and verbal properties of this
nominalization type.
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4.2 Mixed properties of reduced nominalizations
The t’-/de- construction displays the mix of nominal and verbal properties that are
expected from deverbal nominalization.

Beginning with nominal properties, we see again (cf. section 3.2) that the t’-/de-
construction may appear in argument position: examples are given in (36–38) of
t’-/de- nominals in subject position, in object position, and as the complement of
a postposition.

(36) [wí:diʔ
dem

da-k’ášiwet-iʔ]
nmlz-pale.face-vblz

… ʔéʔ-áʔyiʔ-i-š-da.
3.be-mir-ind-ds-adv

‘These pale-faced ones… had been there.’
(Donner Expedition Story, as told by Hank Pete)

(37) [dáŋal
house

de-dó:daʔ]
nmlz-build

m-ášaš-e:s-hé:š-i?
2-not.know-neg-q-ind

‘Do you know anyone who builds houses?’ (= ‘house builders’).
(Bochnak 2015: 14)

(38) t’ánu
person

pélew
rabbit

[t’-í:yel-iʔ]-lu
nmlz-big-vblz-ins

ʔug-át’ig-i.
3.with.club-kill-ind

‘Someone clubbed the rabbit with a big (thing).’
(Washo Archive)

Another diagnostic for the nominal status of this construction is language-
internal: t’-/de- nominals occur with the set of copular agreement prefixes that appear
with nominal predicates. This set of agreement prefixes differs from the canonical
pre-vocalic agreement paradigm and is argued in Jacobsen 1977 to occur in equational
contexts (p. 63; cf. Bochnak et al. 2011). This categorial contrast is shown in (39, 40),
in which the nominal predicate šáwlamhu ‘girl’ triggers the prefix k’- in agreement,
while the locational predicate dáŋala ‘in the house’ triggers canonical pre-vocalic
third person agreement (∅).20

20 I follow Staroverov 2016’s claim that the initial glottal stop in examples such as (40) is epenthetic. This is consistent with the
fact that well-formed words in Wá·šiw must begin with a consonant (Jacobsen 1996 and Yu 2018).
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(39) Mary
Mary

[šáwlamhu]
girl

k’-éʔ-i.
3.eq-be-ind

‘Mary is a girl.’
(Washo Archive)

(40) pro
3sg

[dáŋal-a]
house-obl

ʔéʔ-i.
3.be-ind

‘She’s in the house.’
(Jacobsen 1977: 63)

The example in (41) shows that t’-/de- constructions pattern with nominal predicates
in this regard.21

(41) géwe
coyote

[de-bišápuʔ-iwe-yé:s]
nmlz-be.hungry-stop-neg

k’-éʔ-i.
3.eq-be-ind

‘The coyote is always hungry’ (= ‘a never stops being hungry one’).
(Washo Archive)

Turning to the verbal properties of this construction, we can see that the verbal
component projects up to AspP, with the possibility of negation.

Morphological evidence that v is projected is, first, the fact that causative
morphology (-ha) can appear (see also (33)):22

(42) pro
3sg

[lí:nu-ya
Reno-obl

pú:lul-ŋa
car-nc

de-yéwam-é:s-ha]
nmlz-fly-neg-caus

k’-éʔ-i.
3.eq-be-ind

‘He never drives to Reno’ (= ‘a never driver to Reno’).
(Bochnak 2015: 5)

In line with Burzio’s Generalization (Burzio 1986), further evidence that vP is
present in the structure is the fact that accusative objects are licensed; (43) shows
a subject nominalization with an accusative-marked third person pronominal object.

21 First and second person show the same distinction (Bochnak et al. 2011); see (44) and (43), respectively.
A reviewer asks whether CP nominalizations trigger the same agreement pattern. The following is an example.
(i) daʔmóʔmoʔ

woman
ma-gaʔlá:m-i-∅-gi
3/2-like-ind-ss-nmlz

k’-éʔ-i.
3.eq-be-ind

‘The woman (is the one who) likes you.’
22 Wá·šiw displays prosodically conditioned affix ordering in certain cases, with stressed final syllables being avoided (Jacobsen
1973 and Benz 2017). It is for this reason that the negation suffix -é:s precedes -ha in (42).
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(43) Context: Whenever there is a bad storm, Floyd needs to find his dog, because
the dog is afraid of thunder and will run away.
pro
2sg

[gé:
3sg.acc

t’-ípuʔiʔ]
nmlz-find

M-éʔ-i.
2.eq-be-ind

‘You’re the one who finds him’ (= ‘the him finder’).

Further supporting the presence of vP, t’-/de- nominalizations permit adverbial
modification in the form of verbal suffixes. The nominalization in (44) bears the suffix
-áŋaw ‘well’; the one in (45) shows -wéwɨš ‘slightly.’

(44) pro
1sg

[da-wgayáy-ʔáŋaw]
nmlz-speak-well

L-éʔ-i.
1.eq-be-ind

‘I am a good speaker.’

(45) daʔmóʔmoʔ
woman

[hút’iweʔ
something

t’-ášaš-wéwɨš]
nmlz-not.know-slightly

k’-éʔ-i.
3.eq-be-ind

‘The woman (is one who) doesn’t really know things.’

As adverbs have been argued to require (minimally) vP in the structure (Cinque
1999; see also Fu et al. 2001 in the context of deverbal nominalization), their
possibility serves as additional evidence for the projection of this phrase within t’-/de-
nominalizations.23

Beyond vP, there is also evidence for AspP in the structure (cf. Harley 2020’s
proposal for Hiaki; see (74)).

The first piece of evidence is the availability of functional restructuring predicates,
based on the idea that these instantiate Asp heads in amonoclausal structure (Cinque
2001,Wurmbrand 2001, Cinque 2004,Wurmbrand 2004, Grano 2015). InWá·šiw they
are bound morphemes that encode aspectual information (see Hanink 2021b) and
translate to predicates such as finish, start, and stop:

(46) béverli
Beverly

[da-bóš-mámaʔ]
nmlz-be.boss-finish

k’-éʔ-i.
3.eq-be-ind

‘Beverly is finished being the boss’ (= ‘a finished being the boss one’).
(Washo Archive)

23 A reviewer asks whether suffixes such as these can attach to categories other than verbs (e.g., nouns), which would weaken
their status as evidence for verbal structure. While there is one such attested cross-categorial suffix—the intensifier šému
(Beltrama & Bochnak 2015)—the suffixes shown in (44, 45) are exclusively verbal; conceivable forms such as súkuʔ-ʔáŋaw
‘(a) good dog’ are not attested.
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(47) dewdíʔiš
dewdiʔiš
tree

delcác’imiʔgáŋa
[de-ʔil-cac’im-iʔ-gaŋa]
nmlz-attr-green-vblz-start

k’éʔi.
k’-eʔ-i
3.eq-be-ind

‘The trees are starting to get green’ (= ‘starting to be green ones’).

(48) géwe
Coyote

[de-bišápuʔ-iwe-yé:s]
nmlz-be.hungry-stop-neg

k’-éʔ-i.
3.eq-be-ind

‘Coyote is always hungry’ (= ‘a never stops being hungry one’).
(Washo Archive)

There is also (more limited) evidence for AspP from grammatical aspect, primarily
from the suffix -giš, which is analyzed in Bochnak 2023 as the progressive:

(49) da-lóc’iw-giš
nmlz-run.fast-prog

di-gaʔlám-i
1-want-ind

‘I want the one (horse) that is running fast.’

Finally, negation is also allowed, as has already been seen in several examples
above, including (48) and (42). This suggests that NegP is also permitted within the
verbal component (see also Gotah & Lee 2024 on Ewe).24

Despite this relatively articulated structure, t’-/de-nominalizations are structurally
reduced in comparison to full clauses. Notably, they do not permit tense morphology
or anything higher (i.e., mood marking or switch reference).25 The examples
in (50, 51) show that, for example, recent past marking and temporal adverbs
are unavailable.

24 A reviewer raises the question whether the negation suffix in this type of nominalization shows properties of sentential
negation. Evidence that it does includes the licensing of the (optional) negative concord suffix -ŋa on elements that it c-
commands (Hanink 2019). Example (i) demonstrates this with an independent main clause, while (ii) shows that it is also
possible within a reduced nominalization.
(i) mé:hu

boy
t’á:gɨm-ŋa
pine.nuts-nc

ʔíʔiw-é:s-i.
3.eat-neg-ind

‘The boy didn’t eat pine nuts.’
(Hanink 2019: 1)

(ii) [demuc’úc’u-ŋa
candy-nc

t’-íʔiw-é:s]
nmlz-eat-neg

L-éʔ-i.
1.eq-be-ind

‘I don’t eat candy.’ (= ‘I am not a candy eater.’)
(Washo Archive)

25 I note that there is no evidence that subject nominalizations contain a T that is merely defective, as there is no tense
distinction possible in this nominalization type, unlike what has been argued for example for eventive nominals in Turkish
and Japanese, which maintain a limited non-future–future tense distinction (Kornfilt & Whitman 2011, among others).
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(50) * [t’-[íšɨm-leg]]
nmlz-sing-rec.pst
Intended: ‘one who sang’

(51) * ʔló:t
yesterday

[t’-[íšɨm]]
nmlz-sing

Intended: ‘one who sang yesterday’

In examples such as (38), moreover, we do not observe switch reference even
though the subject referent of the nominalization (the thing that’s big) is different
from the subject of the main verb (the person clubbing).

4.3 Against a thematic analysis of t’-/de-
Unlike CP nominalizations, which can characterize a range of entity types, AspP
nominalizations are restricted in that they characterize subjects only. That is, theymay
characterize the notional subjects of transitive and intransitive verbs but not direct or
indirect objects:

(52) a. t’-íhuk’
nmlz-dry
* ‘thing one dries’
(✓ ‘thing that’s dry’)

b. dewp’áp’ɨl
flower

t’-íšɨl
nmlz-give

* ‘one that one gives flowers to’
(✓ ‘person that gives flowers’)

Asmentioned in section 2.2, a commonproposal for subject nominalizations cross-
linguistically is that the nominalizer itself supplies a thematic agent (or external
argument; Baker & Vinokurova 2009, Alexiadou & Schäfer 2010, Roy & Soare 2014,
and Alexiadou 2022).26 Taking Baker & Vinokurova 2009’s proposal as an example,
the subject nominalizer -er has the following meaning.

26 The claim that -er nominalizations are solely agentive faces a range of empirical challenges; see, for example, Rappaport
& Levin 1988, Rappaport Hovav & Levin 1992, Alexiadou & Schäfer 2008, Alexiadou & Schäfer 2010, and Alexeyenko
2012. As stated in Rappaport Hovav & Levin 1992, “The generalization governing the interpretation of -er nominals may
appear to involve the θ-role label “Agent,” but this correlation simply reflects the fact that external arguments are typically
agents” (p. 127).
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(53) [[-er]]: 𝜆P∩𝜆x gen e[P(e) & agent(e, x)]
(Baker & Vinokurova 2009: 531)

In this line of analysis, the nominalizer itself takes the place of the external argument,
and upon composing with the verbal component of the nominalization it returns the
set of agents of generic events of the relevant sort—in the example in (54), company-
managing events.27

(54) a. manager of the company
nP

VP

of the company

DPV
manage

n
-er

b. [[(54a)]]: 𝜆x gen e[manage(e) & theme(e)(company) & agent(e)(x)]

In conjunctionwith thismeaning for subject nominalizers, Baker&Vinokurova claim
that, universally, the size of the verbal component in this type of nominalization is
maximally VP (the idea being that, since the nominalizer takes the place of Voice/v,
it must select for VP in its stead).

An updated version of Baker & Vinokurova’s analysis is proposed in Bochnak
et al. 2011, for Wá·šiw subject nominalizations. Observing however that this
nominalization type is also, for example, possible with stative meanings as in
(55) (adjectival meanings are always expressed by (nominalized) verbs in Wá·šiw),
Bochnak et al. argue that t’-/de- encodes an under-specified external argument role,
as stated in (56), rather than one that is restricted to agents as in (53).28

(55) t’é:liwhu
t’e:liwhu
man

dalk’ayk’ayiʔ
[de-ʔil-kaykay-iʔ]
nmlz-attr-tall-vblz

k’éʔi.
k’-eʔ-i
3.eq-be-ind

‘The man is (a) tall (one).’
(Bochnak et al. 2011: 7)

27 See however Levin & Rappaport 1988, Alexiadou & Schäfer 2008, and Alexiadou & Schäfer 2010 on the distinction between
habitual and episodic -er nominals.

28 Bochnak et al. build genericity into the meaning of these nominalizations; I do not engage with that aspect of their meaning
here.
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(56) [[t’-/de-]]: 𝜆P⟨𝜖, t⟩∩𝜆xe gen e[P(e) & 𝜃ext(e, x)]
(Bochnak et al. 2011: 7)

However, adopting the Baker & Vinokurova analysis for Wá·šiw faces challenges,
beyond the evidence already laid out in the last sub-section that the verbal core is
larger than VP (an issue also mentioned in Bochnak et al. 2011). In particular, it
is evident that the t’-/de- prefix cannot have any external argument thematic role
hardwired into its meaning, even one that’s under-specified, because t’-/de- nominals
may also characterize non-external arguments, as I will now show.

We have already seen that t’-/de- nominals are able to characterize a range of
subjects, including transitive subjects, as in (57), and unergative subjects, as in (58).

(57) daʔmóʔmoʔ
woman

[hút’iweʔ
something

t’-ášaš-wéwɨš]
nmlz-not.know-slightly

k’-éʔ-i.
3.eq-be-ind

‘The woman (is one who) doesn’t really know things.’
= (45)

(58) herman
Herman

[t’-íšɨm]
nmlz-sing

k’-éʔ-i.
3.eq-be-ind

‘Herman is a singer.’

This nominalization typemay however also characterize an unaccusative subject (i.e.,
the sole argument of an unaccusative verb), as in (59a) and (60a). That the verbal
source is unaccusative in these examples is demonstrated by its participation in the
inchoative–causative alternation (Parsons 1990, Levin & Rappaport Hovav 1995), as
(59b, c) and (60b, c) illustrate.29

29 An anonymous reviewer asks whether these nominalizations are productive with unaccusatives; to this point I note that
(60a) was a novel production while talking about an air conditioner. The reviewer also raises the question whether we have
instances of experiencer subjects or dyadic unaccusatives in this language; neither of these are attested. Finally, the same
reviewer asks whether the suffix -ha only attaches to unaccusatives or whether it’s more flexible, which would challenge
this test as a diagnostic for unaccusativity. Crucially, examples such as (i) demonstrate that this suffix may not causativize
unergative predicates such asMúʔuš ‘run.’
(i) * adele

Adele
le-Múʔuš-ha-yi
3/1-run-caus-ind

Intended: ‘Adele made me run.’

Notably, moreover, the causative suffix -ha is homophonous with the benefactive applicative suffix, as (ii) illustrates; (iii)
shows that even when the benefactive reading is possible with an unergative stem such as ‘sing,’ the causative reading is not.
(ii) adele

Adele
di-wgayáy-ha-yi
1-speak-ben-ind

‘I’m speaking for Adele (on her behalf).’
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(59) mí:p’ɨl ‘be full’
a. de-mí:p’ɨl

nmlz-be.full
‘thing that’s full’

b. mí:p’ɨl-etiʔ-i
3.be.full-inch-ind
‘It got full.’

c. ga-mí:p’ɨl-ha
imp-be.full-caus
‘Fill it up!’

(60) gót’aʔ ‘break’
a. da-gót’aʔ-iwe-yé:s

nmlz-be.broken-stop-neg
‘thing that always breaks’

b. gót’aʔ-i
3.be.broken-ind
‘It is broken.’

c. di-gót’a-ha-yi
1-be.broken-caus-ind
‘I broke it.’

The fact that the t’-/de- construction may characterize unaccusative subjects
constitutes strong evidence against any analysis in which an external argument role
is built directly into the nominalizer. I take this evidence to show that a thematic
analysis of this type of nominalization is untenable: the interpretation of the subject
must instead be flexible enough to account for underlying objects. (Given the t’-
/de- construction’s ability to characterize derived subjects, we would also expect

(iii) adele
Adele

l-éšɨm-ha-yi
1-sing-caus-ind

✓ ‘I sang for Adele.’
* ‘I made Adele sing.’

Finally, (iv) shows that the benefactive applicative is also possible in t’-/de- nominalizations.
(iv) t’anu

person
t’-íšɨm-ha
nmlz-sing-ben

‘someone who sings for people’
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characterization of passive subjects to be possible. However, Wá·šiw lacks a passive;
Jacobsen 1979.)

The t’-/de- construction in Wá·šiw is thus not a good candidate for an
agent nominalization or even an external argument nominalization. Instead, this
construction requires an analysis as an instance of true subject nominalizations,
which Baker &Vinokurova 2009 suggests are attested but cross-linguistically rare (see
also Lee & Ndapo 2025 for recent discussion). In the next sub-section we turn to how
this subject characterization is derived.

4.4 Deriving entities with local dependencies
The aim of the previous sub-section was to demonstrate that Wá·šiw subject
nominalizations cannot be analyzed as involving a thematic nominalizer. Where,
then, does the “subject” characterization come from? In section 3, we saw that a non-
local binding dependency in clausal nominalizations gives rise to flexibility in terms of
the kind of entity characterized, with both subject and non-subject characterizations
being possible. In what follows, I lay out how we can similarly understand the
subject restriction in the reduced t’-/de- nominalizations as the result of a local
dependency instead.

Recalling the discussion in the previous sub-section, a common proposal for
subject nominalizations is that the nominalizer itself supplies the thematic subject
relation, with the external argument position not syntactically projected at all
(see (54a)). However, we saw arguments that a thematic treatment of subject
nominalizations is not viable for Wá·šiw t’-/de- nominalizations, based on evidence
from the range of permissible “subject” types. This state of affairs leaves open the
possibility that the subject position is in fact syntactically projected but occupied by
some under-specified argument.

Indeed, in addition to the evidence in section 4.2 for an articulated verbal structure,
including the possibility of accusative case licensing (43), syntactic projection of the
subject position in t’-/de- nominalizations is further supported by, for example, the
availability of reflexives and reciprocals:30

30 I abstract away here from the question whether Wá·šiw “splits” Voice and v (Pylkkänen 2002 and Harley 2013).
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(61) a. wá·šiw
Wá·šiw

ʔítluʔ
language

da-gum-bíʔis
nmlz-refl-pride

adele
Adele

k’-éʔ-i.
3.eq-be-ind

‘Adele (is one who) prides herself on the Wá·šiw language.’

b. hák’iŋ
similar

da-kM-í:k’i
nmlz-recp-look

k’-éʔ-i.
3.eq-be-ind

‘They (are ones who) look like each other.’

As pointed out by Baker & Vinokurova 2009, the availability of reflexives indicates
that a syntactically projected subject must be present within the verbal component
of the nominalization, to serve as a licit local antecedent. There is thus a tension
here. On the one hand, we have syntactic evidence for an external argument (and
indeed there is enough verbal structure that we would expect one). On the other
hand, an overt subject may not appear in this construction (35). The “subject” in
subject nominalizations must therefore instead be some under-specified, subject
type argument.

Building on proposals by Baker & Vinokurova 2009 and Toosarvandani 2014 for
subject nominalizations in Gĩkũyũ and Northern Paiute, respectively, I propose that
this under-specified subject in Wá·šiw t’-/de- nominalizations is pro and that the
structure of these nominalizations is as follows.

(62) Reduced nominalization structure
nP

AspP

Asp′

AspvP

v′

v

…

VP

ti

proi

𝜆i
n

t’-/de-

From the structure in (62), we can see that subject nominalizations, like the entity-
characterizing clausal nominalizations discussed in section 3, might pose a semantic
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puzzle at first glance: the syntactic projection of a (pro) subject might reasonably be
expected to result in a propositional meaning, given that the argument structure of
the predicate appears to be complete. Here I follow Toosarvandani 2014, which argues
for Northern Paiute subject nominalizations that pro is obligatorily bound, similarly
aiming to explain why subject nominalizations in that language do not denote
propositions.31 Toosarvandani suggests (in fn. 4, pp. 817–818) that this requirement
for binding is imposed by D. Here I suggest that it is instead crucially imposed
by the nominalizer n. I return to the relevance of the D–n distinction in the next
sub-section.32

Concretely, the composition of a subject nominalization such as (63) then proceeds
as in (64).

(63) súkuʔ
dog

t’ánu
people

da-gaʔlám
nmlz-like

k’-éʔ-i.
3.eq-be-ind

‘The dog is (one who) likes people’ (= ‘a people liker’).

(64) the dog is [nP 𝜆x [AspP prox likes people]]
local binding

a. Composition of AspP
∃sv[holder(x)(s) & likes(s) & people(y)]

b. Local binding of pro
𝜆xe∃sv[holder(x)(s) & likes(s) & people(y)]

In (64), the vP is formedwith a pro subject saturating the external argument position.
As a minimal pronoun (Kratzer 2009 and Landau 2014), however, pro is interpreted
as a variable that is then bound following the step of 𝜆-abstraction triggered by n,
resulting in a property type meaning for the entire nominalization—in this case, the

31 Baker & Vinokurova 2009 does not address this issue. In the same vein but with a different implementation, Harley
2020 proposes that the external argument position in Hiaki subject nominalizations is “filled” by a short step of operator
movement such that the subject position is syntactically projected but not saturated in the semantics. This results in a
property type meaning for the nominalization and is not incompatible with the larger picture presented here.

32 Toosarvandani 2014 treats the nominalizer in Northern Paiute as a Poss head, but I submit that it could equally be
treated as n. The form of the nominalizer is not related to the possessive paradigm in the language, nor does it have a
possessive semantics.
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set of individuals that are holders of people-liking states. The nominalization is thus
entity-characterizing, as desired.33

Let us now return to the nature of the subject restriction. The crucial difference
between subject/reduced nominalizations and clausal nominalizations is that the
individual ranged over by the characteristic function denoted by the former (64b)
may only be the outermost argument: in other words, the bound argument must
correspond to the open position most local to n, explaining why non-subject
characterizations are never possible. Why should this locality condition hold? We
can understand it straightforwardly as a result of deficient verbal structure: in
(64), there is no T to case-license a nominative subject, and so pro, interpreted
as a variable, will always be the outermost open argument available for binding.
Recalling moreover the discussion in section 3 of the role of the quantificational
nature of D in the formation of internally headed relatives, which is ultimately
what makes a long distance dependency possible in that construction, I now turn
to the role of n in regard to binding. Advancements in our understanding of
binding (Adger & Ramchand 2005 and Kratzer 2009, among others) have shown
that binding may be achieved through functional heads.34 For example, in the verbal
domain, reflexivization is achieved through local binding triggered by the functional
head v:

(65) a. I blame myself.

b. vP

VP

… [n] …

DPV
blame

𝜆[n]
v

Kratzer 2009 points out that this analysis captures a crucial fact about reflexive
pronouns: they constitute a class of bound variable pronouns that must be bound

33 Because these nominalizations can act as predicates or arguments, I do not include the possible 𝜄-meaning in (64). I note
that the nominalizer t’-/de- here is semantically vacuous, just as -ing is in the domain of event nominalizations (and as on
Toosarvandani 2014’s analysis; see also Harley 2020 and Wood 2023).

34 See Hanink 2021a for discussion of binding by functional heads in the context of nominalizations.
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locally, by the closest v. This parallels what we find in the case of n-based subject
nominalizations in Wá·šiw: if Toosarvandani 2014’s suggestion is on the right track,
then n triggers a step of local 𝜆-abstraction, just like v does in the verbal domain.35

While I have thus far only compared D and n in terms of the way they enact
binding of an open argument, recent work in the domain of event nominalizations
has elucidated further differences between D and n in their role as nominalizers. I
now turn to that discussion.

4.5 D- versus n-based nominalizations
We have now seen a contrast in the functional head that serves as the nominalizer:
in CP nominalizations the nominalizer is D, while in reduced nominalizations it is
n. The aim of this sub-section is to expand on the significance of that distinction in
relation to recent advances in the classification of event nominalizations.

Alexiadou 2020 and Iordăchioaia 2020 identify an important distinction in event
nominalizations: those that are nominalized by n (cf. De Belder 2011 and Borer 2013)
and those that are nominalized byDdirectly. One of the differences between these two
nominalizers is the size of the verbal component they may embed: nominalizations
targeting TP or higher may only be nominalized by D directly, while nominalizations
applying at the level of AspP or below are nominalized by n, as schematized in the
following (adapted from Alexiadou 2020: 100).36

(66) D-based nominalizations

a. [DP [CP … ]]

b. [DP [TP … ]]

c. [DP [AspP … ]]

35 A reviewer points out that the locality requirement here seems to be more strictly local than that found in reflexives.
Note that, just as we find parallels with relative clauses in the case of clausal nominalizations, the type of outermost

argument restriction seen in t’-/de- nominalizations is familiar from another type of relative clause: the reduced relative
(Chomsky 1981, Stowell 1981, Burzio 1986, Kayne 1994, Siloni 1995, Siloni 1997, Bhatt 1999, Iatridou et al. 2001, Krause
2001, Doron & Reintges 2007, Ntelitheos 2012, Cecchetto & Donati 2015, and Douglas 2016). Deficient in structure and
lacking a CP layer, reduced relatives are similarly not able to case-license a true subject or an Ā-dependency. This type
of relative clause is commonly analyzed as involving 𝜆-abstraction over the most local open argument position. In both
reduced relatives and these reduced nominalizations, the same type of local dependency results in entity characterization
that is limited to subjects only. Indeed, this striking parallel leadsHarley 2020 to call similar subject nominalizations inHiaki
“relative nominals.”

36 In Alexiadou 2020, AspP is intermediate and thus can be nominalized by n or D.
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(67) n-based nominalizations

a. [nP [AspP … ]]

b. [nP [VoiceP … ]]

c. [nP [vP … ]]

These cut-off points are determined by the kinds of semantic domains (in the sense of
Ramchand & Svenonius 2014 and Wiltschko 2014) n or D is able to nominalize (see
also discussion in Alexiadou et al. 2007). Offering the schematic in (68), Alexiadou
2020 points out that, depending on the height of the nominalizer (D vs. n), more or
fewer nominal projections should be able to co-occur with the nominalization. For
instance, if the nominalizer is n, then the nominalization should be able to show
gender as well as number distinctions. If it is nominalized by D directly, it should not.

(68) [DP [#P (quantity) [DivP (plural marking) [nP (gender) [root]]]]]
(Alexiadou 2020: 89)

D and n nominalizations are therefore expected to show different properties. One
way they differ is with respect to determiner choice. Direct nominalization of CPs byD
in, for example, Greek and Polish (see also Pietraszko 2019 on Ndebele) makes use of
an invariant definite determiner, as in (69); this can be contrasted with the possibility
of a range of determiners in German nominal infinitives like (70).37

(69) Greek CP nominalization (Alexiadou 2020: 97)
To
the

oti
that

o
the

Nikes
Nikos.nom

efige
left

me
me.acc

stenahorise.
upset

‘That Nikos left upset me.’

(70) German AspP nominal infinitive (Alexiadou 2020: 94)
das/dieses/ein/kein/jedes
the/this/a/no/each

Singen
sing.inf

der
the.gen

Marseillaise
Marseillaise

‘the/this/a/no/each singing of the “Marseillaise”’

In the domain of entity nominalization, such differences between the two
nominalization types are as of yet unstudied. However, what we see when we look at

37 See Iordăchioaia 2014 for an account of the restriction on determiners in D nominalizations as a result of the lack of a
nominal core.
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theWá·šiw entity nominalizations addressed in this article is that the same distinction
appears to hold in this domain as well.38 In Wá·šiw, for example, I have treated
reduced/subject nominalizations as n-based,which has testable predictions according
to Alexiadou 2020’s classification. While Wá·šiw lacks gender marking, consistent
with the claim that t’-/de- nominalizations are n-based is the fact that they (i) may
show plural marking (achieved through reduplication; Jacobsen 1964, Yu 2005, Yu
2012) and be counted, as (71) shows, and (ii) are compatible with several types of
determiners, as (72) shows.39

(71) Pluralization
a. da-ʔmóʔmoʔ

nmlz-be.woman
‘(one who is a) woman’

b. hélme-w
three-pl

da-ʔmoʔmóʔmoʔ
nmlz-be.woman.r

‘three women’

(72) Flexibility in determiner choice
a. [wí:diʔ

dem
da-k’ášiwet-iʔ]
nmlz-pale.face-vblz

… ʔéʔ-áʔyiʔ-i-š-da.
3.be-mir-ind-ds-adv

‘These pale-faced ones… had been there.’
= (36)

b. [dá:t’iʔ
some

da-wgayáy-é:s]
nmlz-speak-neg

k’-éʔ-i.
3.eq-be-ind

‘There are some non-speakers (here).’

What we observe then is that the distinction between D- and n-based
nominalizations appears to apply to entity nominalizations as well, in a way that
is consistent with the nature of the binding dependency involved. On the one
hand, D nominalizes a complete clause and, being quantificational, allows non-
local characterizations of any open variable within that clause. On the other hand,

38 One of the characteristics of n nominalizations proposed by Alexiadou 2020 that does not seem to hold for Wá·šiw subject
nominalizations is the inability to license accusative case and the requirement of, for example, genitive instead (see (43)).
This apparent discrepancy is an interesting area for future research.

39 Note that Wá·šiw lacks a definite article.
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n may only nominalize reduced structures and merely triggers 𝜆-abstraction.40 For
that reason, the binding dependency will always be local: it will always be the open
argument closest to n that is bound.

Indeed, the correlation between n-based nominalization and local characterization
(in contrast to D-based nominalizations) also appears to hold for the handful of other
languages previously shown to have subject nominalizations with articulated verbal
components: Gĩkũyũ (Baker & Vinokurova 2009; see also Mugane 1997, Mugane
2003, and Bresnan & Mugane 2006), Malagasy (Ntelitheos 2005, Ntelitheos 2006, and
Ntelitheos 2012), Northern Paiute (Toosarvandani 2014), Hiaki (Álvarez González
2012 andHarley 2020), andEwe (Gotah&Lee 2024). For instance, Baker&Vinokurova
2009 analyzes subject nominalizations in Gĩkũyũ, like the example in (73), as
comprising a nominalizing n head atop vP; see also Toosarvandani 2014 on Northern
Paiute. Harley 2020 moreover argues that subject nominalizations in Hiaki such as
(74)—which, like their counterparts in Wá·šiw, have a slightly more articulated verbal
structure consisting of AspP—likewise involve nominalization by n.

(73) Entity-characterizing vP nominalizations (Gĩkũyũ)
[a-thĩng-í
pl-slaughter-nmlz

mbũri
goats

ũũru]
badly

acio
dem

‘those (people) who slaughter goats badly’
(Baker & Vinokurova 2009: 548)41

40 The delimitation of “clausal” and “reduced” constitutes an empirical question. According to the classification in Alexiadou
2020, the cut-off point for n-based nominalizations is AspP. An interesting case is found in Lee & Ndapo 2025, where it
is argued that subject nominalizations in Oshiwambo (Bantu) project all the way up to TP in constructions such as the
following (assoc = associative and aug = augment).

(i) Entity-characterizing TP nominalization
[o-mu-nhuki-th-w-a
aug-1-jump-caus-pass-a

gwo-hela
assoc-yesterday

(ku-Penda)]
by-Penda

‘one who was made to jump (by Penda) yesterday’
(Lee & Ndapo 2025: 9)

Lee & Ndapo demonstrate moreover that these nominalizations show nominal concord and countability (supporting an
n-based nominalization analysis), but they remain agnostic on the category of the nominalizer.
The precise cut-off point for n-based nominalizations thus remains an open question for future research, though phase-

based accounts of cut-off points in nominalizations (Hiraiwa 2005 and Panagiotidis 2014) make the prediction at least that n
is incompatible with CP nominalizations. As an anonymous reviewer points out, moreover, the possibility of adverbs is not
necessarily enough evidence to conclude that T is present in the structure, and somore detailedwork is needed to understand
how the Oshiwambo data bear on this question.

41 This example is attributed to John Mugane.
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(74) Entity-characterizing AspP nominalization (Hiaki)
uu
the.nom

[usi-ta
child-acc

mahta-me]
teach-nmlz

‘the one who is teaching the child’
(Harley 2020: 205)

While I have focused so far on possible variation in the structure of entity
nominalizations within a single language—Wá·šiw—what we find when we consider
the subject nominalizations in (73, 74) is that there is a range of possible structural
variation across languages as well. Not only do these entity nominalizations show
gradience in terms of the amount of verbal structure they allow—no different from
the gradience observed in event nominalizations—but they also appear to show the
same D–n distinction as their event counterparts in terms of the amount of verbal
structure that each of the two nominalizers may target.

Before concluding this sub-section, I note that one question that arises is whether
themost local argumentwill always be the subject.WhileWá·šiw lacks dedicated object
nominalizations (i.e., nominalizations that may only characterize objects, as opposed
to subjects), languages such as Hiaki and Northern Paiute do exhibit nominalizations
of this type; (75) exemplifies complex object nominalizations in Northern Paiute.

(75) ka=i=naa’a
def.acc=1sg.gen=father

saa-na
cook-nmlz

‘the thing that my father cooked’
(Toosarvandani 2014: 809)

In both Hiaki and Northern Paiute, the entity nominalizations in question may
characterize only non-subjects. On the view that entity characterization is purely
structural, this effect should fall out from argument-structural considerations only.
Do objects still count as local? Indeed this is precisely the type of analysis that both
Toosarvandani 2014 and Harley 2020 independently pursue. In both analyses, the
external argument in object nominalizations must vacate to a position outside the
nominalization, rendering the remaining object position as the outermost (most local
to n) open position.42 The relevant factor making n-based object nominalizations

42 A clear connection is to bemade here with Turkish object relatives, which receive a similar analysis (see Kornfilt &Whitman
2012).
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possible therefore seems to be whether there is some trigger for the external argument
to raise outside the nominalization. (In Wá·šiw, there is evidently not.)

4.6 Interim summary
There are several main takeaways from the discussion in section 4. First, in contrast
to full clausal nominalizations, reduced entity nominalizations in Wá·šiw may
characterize only the outermost open position of the verbal structure they contain.
We have also seen that, despite their apparent “subject” flavor, these types of
nominalizations cannot be analyzed thematically. Instead, this subject interpretation
is solely “read off” the structure, as summarized in (76). Because the structure
is reduced, only pro is licensed. A local step of 𝜆-abstraction triggered by n
then binds this pro and is not able to bind any open variable beyond this most
local position.

(76) a. ✓ Local dependency
[nP n [𝜆x [AspP pro(x) verb object]]]

local binding

b. % Non-local dependency
[nP n [𝜆y [AspP pro verb object(y)]]]

non-local binding

These two factors are independent but confluential in the formation of this
nominalization type.

Second, when taken together, the behavior of subject nominalizations across a
range of languages constitutes emerging evidence that entity nominalizations show
structural variation not only within a language but also from one language to another,
with different levels of verbal structure attested. In this way, entity nominalizations
are not unlike their event-denoting counterparts.

Finally, distinctions between D- and n-based nominalizations in the event domain
were shown to carry over to entity nominalizations as well, further supporting the
idea that these two types of nominalizations are not so dissimilar as has previously
been claimed.
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5 Conclusion and outlook
Within the rich context of studies of deverbal nominalization, entity nominalizations
have played a relatively minor role. The aim of this article has therefore been to
contribute to that open line of inquiry through the investigation of two types of entity
nominalizations in Wá·šiw, alongside their cross-linguistic correlates. In this final
section, I summarize the main points of this article and touch on a few promising
avenues for future research.

First, the existing breadth of literature has established definitively that event
nominalizations show variation in size both within and across languages. Taking
a bird’s eye view of the available data for entity nominalizations, we start to see a
similar picture emerging. Like event nominalizations, entity nominalizations show
variation in their verbal components within a single language. This is clear in the
case of Wá·šiw when comparing clausal (CP) and reduced (AspP) nominalizations,
despite the former being overlooked in this line of work. Across languages moreover
we see fine-grained variation in reduced nominalizations similar to what we find in,
for example, the size of nominal infinitives. These findings are summarized in table 2,
which is filled in only with languages discussed in this article (that is to say, several
of these cells have more known members, many more in some cases).43

Structure Event-characterizing Entity-characterizing
CP Korean, Wá·šiw Korean, Wá·šiw
TP Turkish Oshiwambo
AspP German, Hiaki, Wá·šiw Hiaki, Wá·šiw
vP Spanish, Northern Paiute Ewe, Gĩkũyũ, Northern Paiute

Table 2: Verbal articulation in event versus entity nominalizations.

Second, the characteristics of entity nominalizations in Wá·šiw demonstrate that
reference to thematic information is neither required nor adequate, supporting the

43 The semantic difference here, in many analyses, lies in what is bound in order to form the nominalization: a variable of type
v, for events, or e, for ordinary individuals (Toosarvandani 2014, Hanink 2016, and Harley 2020). What exactly makes this
flexibility possible in some but not all languages is an interesting question for future research.
See Hanink 2021b on event nominalizations built atop an AspP core.
In Gotah & Lee 2024 it is shown that Ewe allows negation atop vP.
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purely syntactic view of entity nominalization originally laid out by Lees 1960 and
argued for in modern terms by Keyser & Roeper 1984 and Rappaport Hovav & Levin
1992. Ultimately, what we find is that the type of entity that the syntax may derive
is a direct result of the amount of projected structure and, accordingly, the type of
dependency involved. The type of variation we can expect to find is thus entirely
determined by structural considerations. This raises the questionwhether reference to
thematic roles is ever required. For instance, some instrument nominalizations have
been analyzed in purely syntactic terms (Alexiadou & Schäfer 2010, Ntelitheos 2012,
McKay 2019), while theme nominalizations, like agent nominalizations, have often
been analyzed thematically (Barker 1998, Hanink 2021b). Notably, thematic role–
based analyses often concern inner cycle nominalizations (in the sense of Marantz
1997) with little to no verbal structure: for example, root-derived agent/instrument
nominalizations in English (Harley 2009a and Alexiadou & Schäfer 2010) and Chol
(Coon & Royer 2020), as well as apparent theme nominalizations in Wá·šiw (Hanink
2021b). More work is required to understand the correlation between the size of the
nominalization and the role of thematic information, if any. What is clear however is
that a thematic treatment of the outer cycle entity nominalizations discussed in this
article is untenable.

Third, this article has shown that the distinction between D- and n-based
nominalizations that ismade in the domain of events extends to the domain of entities
as well. The results furthermore lend support to the idea that n-based nominalizations
are only compatible with local dependencies, while D-based nominalizations should
not be expected to show such a restriction. These characteristics are summarized
in table 3, for entity nominalizations specifically. A counter-example to the present
claim would be an instance of an n-based nominalization that allows a non-local
characterization or a D-based one that only allows local characterizations. Whether
an entity nominalization along these lines is attested is an empirical question.

Dependency Nominalization Entity characterized Nominalizer
Non-local Clausal Flexible D
Local Reduced Restricted n

Table 3: Characterization of derived entities by dependency type and nominalizer.
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I hope to have highlighted the importance of entity-characterizing nominalizations
for our understanding of deverbal nominalizations more generally. While much
more research is needed, a synthesis of available data paints a picture in which
entity nominalizations are not as different from event nominalizations as is still
often assumed. This outcome is a welcome result, as a strict dichotomy between
nominalizations that characterize events and nominalizations that characterize
entities is not predicted by a syntactic approach to nominalization, in which there is
no principled reason that the two should be fundamentally different.
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