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Unlike other Formosan languages, the Rukai language has a simpler system of verbal
morphology when it comes to organizing argument structure, where the basic verbal
system is drawn between the active and passive voice (Li 1973; Zeitoun 1995).
Nevertheless, this simplicity does not render straightforward the analysis of
nominalization in Rukai. Specifically, Sung (2011) concluded that in Budai Rukai there
are “ordinary relative clauses” as opposed to “nominalized” ones for noun-modifying
constructions, depending on whether the relativized/nominalized argument is the subject
or not. In terms of forms, “ordinary relative clauses” involve one specific verbal stem
(hereafter the Mstem; following Ross 2015) whereas “nominalized” ones make use of
another stem (hereafter the Kstem), often suffixed by the nominalizer -ane.

However, | would argue in this talk that the “relativized” type involving the Mstem is no
less nominalized than the “nominalized” type with the Kstem in that both functionally
denote an event participant with respect to a predication (i.e. argument nominalization).
More importantly, both types share so many syntagmatic patterns that it would be amiss
to consider one of them nominalization but not the other. Specifically, both types can: (i)
make up a complete NP, independent of a modified noun; (ii) be pluralized by la; (iii) be
modified by demonstratives; (iv) serve as the sole argument of the affirmative existential



predicate yakai or its negative counterpart kadrua; (v) be a fronted sentential topic
marked by yai; and (vi) show the same negation pattern as uncontroversial nouns do. The
robustness of these shared nominal properties at the phrasal level should come as no
surprise once we recognize that both types create entity concepts that can be further
acted or commented upon (Shibatani 2009). Despite the prevalent nominal features of
the Mstem-type nominalization, a common objection to its nominality cites its inability
to collocate with genitive pronominal clitics, unlike typical nouns. In response to this, |
show that this genitive factor is neither a necessary nor a sufficient condition for
something being nominal in Budai Rukai, which is also true in other Formosan
languages.

In addition, this talk addresses another claim in Sung (2011), namely, that the Kstem-ane
type nominalizes only non-subjects but not subjects when serving as argument
nominalizations. However, | argue that this observation is just an epiphenomenon of the
fundamental function of the Kstem-ane type nominalizing contingent results as invoked
in an event nominalization. In other words, the Kstem-ane denotes either an event or
what pertains as a result of that event. This view is also congruent with Chen’s
(2008:126) semantic analysis of the nominalizer -ane, which “associates a consequent
state to... events.” Given the same Kstem-ane form, whether the matrix predicate is
event-oriented or participant-oriented plays an important role in whether it denotes an
event as a whole or a specific participant in that event (somewhat analogous to the
English gerund nominalization). The present analysis is supported by showing that (i)
what argument the Kstem-ane seems to nominalize is subject to pragmatic inferences
rather than determined by syntactic relations, and that (ii) there are not only
counterexamples but also ambiguous cases where both the subject and non-subject
argument are potential targets of the Kstem-ane nominalization.
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