Two Types of Nominalization in Inuktitut
This paper discusses the properties of two Inuktitut morphemes, each of which is involved in a type of nominalization. The first of these, -niq, is used to form event nominalizations (see example 1) roughly equivalent (at times) to the English -tion suffix. The second of these, -ju/-ja
 (see examples 2a-b), conventionally referred to as a participial suffix, has been suggested (Alana Johns, pc) to be a type of nominalization as well.
(1)
Jaani-up   siqumii-ni
-nga    saa-mik    ninngai-juq         uvan-nik



John-gen destroy-nmlz-3sg table-acc make.angry-3sg 1sg-acc


‘John’s destruction of the table made me angry’

(2a)
usi-ja-ra                              Miali



give.ride-ja.nmlz-1sg.3sg Mary[abs]



‘I am giving a ride to Mary’

(2b)
usi-ju-nga                    Miali-mik



give.ride-ju.nmlz-3sg Mary-acc


‘I am giving a ride to Mary’


In this paper, I take a descriptive approach to the case properties and agreement phenomena of each of these nominalizations in turn. It is shown that the case assigned to the external argument of nominalizations, possessors, and subjects of ergative-alignment clauses is identical. Assuming that participial suffixes are indeed nominalizations, this fact finds a tentative explanation in that both may be construed as instances of the genitive rather than the ergative case (pace Bittner and Hale 1996).

A secondary goal of this paper is to ascertain the internal structure of these nominalizations (particularly -niq nominalizations, as they parallel closely the cases first introduced in Chomsky 1970), following Marantz (2001). We see (in example 3) that -niq nominalizations are ambiguous between root nominalizations and little v nominalizations, in that compositional as well as non-compositional interpretations are available. 
(3)
quviagi-jara niri-niq



like-1sg        eat-nmlz


‘I like the feast’ or ‘I like eating’

The study of nominalization has a long pedigree within generative grammar (e.g. Chomsky 1970) and has occupied a central position in our theories of morphosyntax. This body of work, however, has largely used English as an empirical base. In this paper, it is shown that the facts of Inuktitut pose their own questions for our theories.
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� With the allomorphs -tu/-ta.


� Sandhi: niq becomes ni before ng.





