REVIEW REPORT:  Lexical Nominalization in Ewe: A morphosyntactic View

Summary:
The paper investigates nominalization or action nominalization (I am not too sure) in Ewe. It presents some beautiful data, if well analyzed and discussed, could potentially enhance cross-linguistic discussions on the topic. However, there are dozens of substantial issues on all aspects of the manuscript that need fixing for resubmission for another round of review if possible. Apart from the general comments below, several more specific questions/comments/suggestions have been made on all the sections in the paper. 
. 

A. Lack of clear focus 
The paper’s biggest challenge is its lack of clear focus. For instance, whereas the title of the manuscript is “Lexical Nominalization in Ewe: A morphosyntactic view”, the first sentence of the abstract says that “This paper studies action nominalization in Ewe”. What is the interest of the authors: lexical nominalization or action nominalization? Again, in page 1 the authors argue that “However, to the best of my knowledge, there has not been any study which systematically focuses on the formation of nominals of different kinds (e.g., locative, agentive, manner, location, etc.), from a single base or stem. Against this background, the paper seeks to find an answer to the questions: Which are the various ways by which we can form a range of lexical nominals from a single root or stem?; however, in page 2 they argue that “ Ofori (2002) is perhaps one of the recent works that has dedicated much space to the subject of nominalization in Ewe. The paper identifies reduplication, compounding, permutation, affixation, and an interplay of some of the processes as the strategies that are available for nominalization in Ewe. Ofori’s (2002) paper was, therefore, a general exploration of the processes of nominal formation from nouns and other grammatical units. However, this present paper, even though it discusses the strategies and processes for nominalization in Ewe, focuses on nominalization using the framework of Comrie and Thompson (2007)”. 


B. Contradiction/Inconsistency/lack of Cohesion
Relatedly, there are several cases of inconsistencies and contradictions throughout the entire manuscript, which make reading and comprehension difficult. For instance, the authors say in page 2, under the organization, that “Section 5 provides a brief comment about nominalization in Ewe”; however, the heading of the section in page 4 is “5.0 Action Nominalization in Ewe”. 
Also, making reference to Ofori (2002) and other studies on Ewe nominalization, in Page 1, the authors retort that “The above-mentioned studies focused on subjects such as the strategies for forming lexical nominal compounds (Ofori 2002)”; conversely, in page (2), they say that “Ofori (2002) is perhaps one of the recent works that has dedicated much space to the subject of nominalization in Ewe. The paper identifies reduplication, compounding, permutation, affixation, and an interplay of some of the processes as the strategies that are available for nominalization in Ewe”. Did Ofori (2002) examine strategies for forming lexical nominal compounds or strategies for forming nominals in Ewe? 
Relatedly, it is necessary the authors make clear whether the information and data presented in sections 6.1-6.7 are based on their own original research or a mere report/review of previously written works (e.g., Ofori 2002) on the language. 

C. Framework
In the abstract and page 2, the authors make it clear that they employ the framework of Comrie and Thompson (2007), and this to them is one of the major strengths or areas where their paper departs from others like Ofori (2002). However, no where in the paper is Comrie and Thompson’s (2007) framework clearly presented and discussed. The authors must take some time to discuss the framework of Comrie and Thompson (2007), and show how it enhances or deepens the analysis of Ewe nominalization. 

D. Abstract
The abstract needs to be re-written, for it lacks cohesion, coherence and clarity.
For instance, the first sentence of the abstract “This paper studies action nominalization in Ewe” does not accurately reflect the title and contents of paper. Several statements in the abstract are unclear and therefore difficult to read and understand. I list only two here:
i. [bookmark: _Hlk169435301]This paper studies action nominalization in Ewe, according to Comrie and Thompson’s (2007) categorization: action/state nominalization, agentive nominalization, instrumental nominalization, manner nominalization, locative nominalization, and objective nominalization. 
ii. Again, a single form can qualify for more than one category of nominal, as in the case of the suffix -ʄe for deriving process/action and locative nominals. 
iii. The paper introduces time nominals, which denote the time for ‘verbing’ or the time that an action or activity takes place
Also, keywords such as locative and instrument may be replaced with locative nominals and instrumental nominals respectively

E. Data analysis
As mentioned earlier, although Ewe appears to showcase some rich sets of data, this beauty does not come out clearly because the authors either fail to clearly explain their data, relate them to others in the literature and/or provide reasons to account for the linguistic phenomena presented in all parts of the manuscript. I list a few of these issues here:

i. Though different strategies (including conversion, reduplication and compounding) are used in the nominalization process for different sets of verbs in Ewe, as (1-2) illustrate, the authors make no attempt to account for the different behaviours of the verbs.
(1)a. Conversion: kú   ‘die’	 kú  ‘death’ (p. 2-3)
     b. Reduplication:  dzó  ‘depart’ → dzòdzó ‘departure’ (p. 5-6) 

Why is conversion employed in (1a) but reduplication in (1b)? Also, the author provides only one-word examples and so it is unclear what type of verbs employ conversion or reduplication in their nominalization process.


ii. Similarly, how come the serial verbs in (2a) undergo compounding during their nominalization process but those in (2b) do not?
(2)a.	zɔ̀ vá (walk come) → zɔ̀zɔ̀va (coming by walking) (Ofori 2002: 176)  (e.g. 5)
    b.      ɖà ʄlé ((cook (and) buy)) → ɖàʄlě (cooked meal for sale) (e.g. 7)
[bookmark: _Hlk169461643]
    
iii. Why is it that the verbs in the set of inherent complement verbs in (3b) undergo compounding in the nominalization process, but those in (3a) do not?
(3)a	dà     tú     → túdàdá                        (e.g. 10)
throw gun      firing/act of firing a gun
    b	nyá nú             → núnyá                                    (e.g. 11)
‘know thing’        ‘knowledge/wisdom’

iv. In cases where there are double objects (NPs) following the verb (e.g. 12, page 8), how come only the first NP (object) is fronted (or permutates with the verb) but not the second?
(4)	dà tú  xèví           →túdàdàxèví                                          (e.g. 12, p. 8)
throw gun bird       gun throw RED bird
‘Bird-shooting’    - 

v. Where is the triplication in (14)? Is lòlò not the input/base form?
(5) É     ʄé     lòlòlò    nyó   (stative verb triplicates to form a stative noun)         (e.g. 14)
       3SG POSS big RED good
       ‘His/her/its size is satisfactory’ (lit. His/her/its ‘bigness’ is

vi. What accounts for the partial reduplication of the verb in (14e) but full reduplication in (14f)?


vii. How come the agentive nominal in (7) does not take the agentive suffix -la, but the examples in (18) take it?
(6)a.      dzè àhà (buy drink) → dzàhà (buyer of drink) [dzèàhà→dzàhà]   (e.g. 7)

(7)a. ɖù nú    → núɖùlá				(e.g. 18)
          eat thing       thing eat agent
         ‘eat’              ‘eater’
       b. yì àgblè   → àgblèyìlá
           go  farm        farm go agent
          ‘go to farm’  ‘farm goer’
      c.  kpɔ́ nú     → núkṕɔ́́la    
        see thing       thing see agent
          ‘see’              ‘seer’


viii. Is nú ‘thing’ not added to the action nominal derived from the verb and its internal argument, as illustrated in (8) below, instead of saying that “In Ewe, instrumental nominalization is formed by suffixing the particle –nú ‘thing’ to a verb and its internal argument” (Section 6.9, p. 12)? This applies to Section 6.11 as well.
(8)a. Stage 1
      ɖà     nú            →   núɖà
       cook thing              ‘çooking’

    b. Stage 2            
       núɖà+nú           →    núɖànú
       cooking+thing         ‘a thing/an instrument for cooking’

ix. Why do the authors consider forms such as nú ‘thing’ (section 6.9) and ʄe ‘place’ and ɣí, -gbè, ŋɔ̀̀li and woe (section 6.11) as suffixes? See section 7.0 as well. 

x. Can all action nominals also indicate object/result, as illustrated in section 6.11 (e.gs. 30-31)? In what context(s), syntactic or otherwise, does each of the distinct functions get activated?
(9)a.  ʄlè àmè (buy person) → àmèʄèʄlè (process/action)

    b. àmèʄèʄlè          nyé dɔ̀
        buying person is     work
       ‘(The process of) buying a person is a (daunting) task.’
    c. É    nyé   àmèʄèʄlè                    (object/objective)
        3SG is    person buy RED
        ‘He/she is slave’ (He/she is a bought person)

xi. What type of action nominals can have the ‘manner’ interpretation in section 6.10? Can all action nominals in Ewe be used as manner nominals? In what syntactic (or any other) context(s) does this ‘manner’ interpretation get activated/licensed? For instance, is it activated when it occurs in the object position?

xii. Is the example below not a case of multiple formation: reduplication + compounding? 
(10) zɔ̀ vá (walk come) → zɔ̀zɔ̀va (coming by walking) (Ofori 2002: 176) (e.g. 5)

What could be the reason for the initial verb to repeat but not the second verb? Does the sequence really qualify as an SVC in Ewe? And how productive is the process? It would be good to add more examples.

F. Inadequate examples
In many cases the authors provide inadequate examples to support the claims they make. 
See my comments on sections 6.1 to 6.7, for instance. 

G. No linkage with related works in literature
Though there many works on nominalization in many languages including those of regional languages such as Akrofi Ansah (2012) on Lɛtɛ, Appah (2013) on Akan, Asante (2018) on Nkami, and Broohm (2019) and Broohm and Chiara (2021) on Esahie, surprisingly, no where in the work does the authors attempt to show the relationship between the phenomena in Ewe and these languages. As much as possible, the authors are encouraged to do so since the beauty of Ewe’s findings can best be projected and appreciated when they are related with others in the literature. 

H. Misplaced sections
The authors should check the sectioning of their manuscript as several sections are misplaced. See my comments on sections 6.2, 6.4, 6.5, 6.6, and 6.7, for instance. 


I. Too short and/or Inconclusive sections
Many sections of the paper are either too short and/or inconclusive. The following are some examples:
2. 0 Literature Review  
4.0 Lexical Nominalization
[bookmark: _Hlk169441726]5.0 Action Nominalization in Ewe

J. Unclear constructions
The ideas presented in parts of the manuscript are incoherent and unclear, and, hence, difficult to read and understand. A few of them are brought here:

i. The current paper therefore attempts the formation of various categories of nominals (time, instrument, manner, location, etc.) in the framework of Comrie and Thompson (2007) – Page 1

ii. Nouns, which denote the name of something, can be formed from compounding of verbs. Two action serial verbs are compounded into a single action nominal where the action nouns depict actions that are associated with the verb roots.  – Page 6 

One may want to know if the action nouns are the same “Nouns, which denote the name of something”? 
  

iii. These action nouns are formed from action verbs in English by adding –er as a suffix to an action verb to form the agent (doer) of that action. – Page 9 


iv. A morphological process formed from action verb, a noun meaning ‘an instrument for performing an act(ion) or an instrument for ‘verbing.’’ –  Page 12

K. Inadequate understanding of basic concepts in nominalization and linguistics
Many parts of the manuscript are difficult to read and understand because the authors fail to showcase adequate understanding of basic concepts of linguistics and the topic under discussion. Such concepts include nominalization, action nominalization, agent nominalization, nominalization strategies, compounding, affixation, suffixation and particles. 

L. Disconnection between content and heading
There are a few cases of disconnection between heading and content.  See section 5.0, for instance.

M. Inaccurate characterization of linguistic concepts and constructions 
Several places of the work are unclear because of the inaccurate use of some basic linguistic terms, as the following exemplify:  

N.	Data presentation/analysis 
i.	As much as possible, the authors should set out all native data from the running text
ii. 	The authors should use single quotation marks for English translations, not parathesis 
(5)    	dzó (depart) → dzòdzó (departure)

iii.	Only the native data should be in bold: interlinear glosses and free translations should not.
iv.	All data (including those in the running text) should be properly glossed
v.	Hyphenate all your suffixes (See section 6.13, for instance)



O.	Citations/referencing
i.	Direct quotations with single quotation marks 
a. 	Nominalization, according to Comrie and Thompson (2007), is ‘turning something into a noun’ (p. 334) – Page 3 
b.	Agentive nominalization means an action verb turned into a noun, which denotes the ‘one who performs an action’ (Comrie & Thompson 2007:338). – Page 9

ii.	Direct quotations with double quotation marks but NO page number and/or date

iii.	Both the in-text and out-of-text references are unsatisfactorily done. They lack consistency and uniformity.  The authors should consult GJL for the appropriate style (See my in-text comments).
a. Inaccurate in-text citations 
Duthie, (1996) (page 1)
b. Inconsistent citations 
(Ofori 2002) vs. (Agbedor, 1996)  - Page 1
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