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The 'data and hypotheses presented here are part of a broader

1nvest1gation concerned with numerai ¢lassifier systems considered

both as representatives of a type of nominal classification and in relation
: ¥

LAY

: 1mp11cationa1 in form. The second major aim is'to incover the dynamic

" of the paper. .

1
to the problems cﬁquantiﬁcation in Ianguage Whaﬁs meant by quanti-

" fication in this cormectron is the ;nannerrmwh;xc&ianguages express the . ~

¢

" fact that reference is. being made to a quantitatively delimited amount ° /

”

of the thing mentioned 2 : oy

- .
' .
A

Such a typological approach 1nv.olves yboth synchronic and diachrdnic .~

considerations. Initially we take into an account an extensive, ideally,
=z .

an exhaustive sample of languages. which is based on preliminary notions -
regarding the definitionad characteristics of the type. -A comparison of

s
such 1angua.ges leads to a2 number of synchromc generalizations, usually o

pr1nc1p1es, that 1s the recurreént types of change in historically 1ndepe1‘1dent

1nstance9"1nvolved in the rise, subsequent expansion an'd ultimate dissolu-

9 1

3
‘tion of the type.  In carrying out this part of the 1nvest1gation‘ our methods .

include deductions based on internal reconstruction withinh individual lan-

-guages, the comparative method within linguigtic stocks and direct histor-

1ca1 docux‘hentation where this is available
- As noted 1n1§1a11y, the tentative copclusions presented here are but
a portion of a broader study which is in progress. In the present study

the emphasis will be on questions re1a-t1ng to the initial conditions under -

"

which n¥meral 2lassifier systems may be conjectured to arise. In'the

final section, 'in order to place the present study, within the more general
perspective of the study as 4 whole, a series of other probljems and in
some cases hypotheses regarding them will be outlined without pur_su/i'{g

them in detail.

‘ y |

1
. }he present research was supported by the National Sc1ence Founda-
tion a

part of the.Language Universals Project at Stanford University

2 The someWwhat vague term 'thing mentioned' is used here_because
although the present study is basically confined to nominal phrases, verbal
action can algo be quantified This is briefly d1scuss)ed in the final section

4 hd Ls -

For discussion and exemplification of these methods, see Greenberg
1966,k969, 1970(a), 1970(b)
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One limitation should be mentioned at the 'outse't. Systpms of the- type

v

ome 1nstance54

arisen tinder conditions of language conta.ct B For example, in those

3

7 a

g

’ As ment1oned earlier the sample is not exhaust1ve a.nd th1s, of course,

DRAYIDIAN Langua,ges’whmh have such systems it seems clea.r that they ,'[_

have developed 1n general as a result of contact with INDO ARYAN lan-- '

4 A
guages. Any theory of origin will ultimately have to take 1nto account & o

* both the cond1t1ons under which pr1st1ne systemis arise and those 1n -which

contact is @ major factor. In the stuc(y in the present form, the predom1-
nant emphas1s is on/the former ' ‘ ‘

-

«

- addeg gtill further to the tentative nature of the results . N’evex‘theless, the

hypotheses presented here are ‘based on qu1te extensive data.’ 3 They are -

presented here, in the hope that they may prov1de &t least a ba.s1s for

conclus1ons “that can be tested and modified in the l1ght 'of both raw data

and more’ penetrating theo\)etmal analysrgt o C « "_
‘We begin with. an‘”‘a.ttempt at a preliminary def1n1t1on of what const1- "'.

\

tutes a numeral classifier language in terms of the ex1stence of a part1cu1ar ,

4
v

~
' .

LY

31On this topic see espeéially' Emeneau [1956). | ' e

3 A list of ladguages in my samples folloWs In a few 1nsta.nces the
numeral classifier system is very marg1na1, e.g. I%;ULGARIAN. 'because
of the use of dusi 'soul!-used in enumerating persons, and HUNGARIAN,
because it has a numeral series used only with persons: *AHOM, AINU,
ASSAMESE BANGGAIS, BENGALI, BLACK THAI, BODO, BRETON
(MEDIEVAL), 'BRIBRI, BROU, -BULGARIAN, BURMESE, CEBUANO,
CHINESE {ARGHAIC, MANDARIN, HAKKA, CANTO@NESE), 'CHIRIPO,
CHOLON, CHONTAL (MAYAN), CUNA, DAY, DIOI, ENGENNI, EGYP-
TIAN ARABIC EMPEO, FIJIAN, GARO, GILBERTESE, GILYAK, -
GUAYMI, HAIDA, HAUSA, HUNGARIAN, HUPA, IBAN,IBIBIO, IRISH,
ISHKASHIM, JACALTEC JAPANESE, KACHIN, KAREN, KAROBATAK,
KATU, KEI, KHAMTI, KHARIYA KHASI "KHMER, KHMU, KIRIWINA,

KOLAMI, KOREAN, KURUKH, LAOTIAN, LISU, MALAY, MAN, MARU,
MERIR, MIKIR, -MIRI, MON, MOTA, MUCHIK NAHUATL (CLASSICAL
and TETELCINGO), NAURU, OJIBWA. OMANI ARABIC, OSSETE, PALAU,

PALAUNG, PARJI, PAY:H’I‘O) PERSIAN, POCOMCHI, PONAPE, PUR,
RAWANG, SAMOAN, SHAN, SONSOROL, TAJIK TARAON, TARASCAN,

TAT, THAI, THO,; TLINGIT, .-TOBA-BATAK,. TOTONAC, TRUKESE, ‘.

TSIMSHIAN, TURKISH, TZELTAL. TZOTZIL, UVEA. UZBEK. VIET-
NAMESE WHITE THAI, WOLIO. YUROK. o -

. w? B i I 3

[
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langu\age to be con51dered a numeral class1f1er language. Foi‘ e>'camp1e, -
the follow1ng statement by Burling (1965 244) might provide the basis for
a def1n1t1on along these lines; '"In many languages of Southeast Asia, a
® _ ‘ number is neven used without being accompan1ed byone of the spec1a1

' .morphemes known as c1a551f1ers ~ _
However while'a useful starting point for disc’t:.ssion,. it is clear that
‘ -simpiy rephrasing this.‘stater'f.lent as gadefinition \_Neuld leave unsolved a
“number of questions, questibns which require settlement before a defini-

) -
~ .

. tion can be applied This becomes particularly obvibus when confronted .

w1th the variabilities and complex1t1es of lariguages usually a951gned to
o ‘ . the type. For example, such a definition might be interpreted to require
. that every noun which in’a language like' ENGLISH may be preceded by a
/‘-, nurhber, should, in a classifier language,have a classifier. On such a
view it is not excessive taq state that there are no numeral classifiea\r lan-

guages. There are,in fact, particular classes of nouns, e.g. measures,

. . ° 14
- units of time, and the- word 'time' in such phrases as 'three times' which

hardly ever occur ‘with classifiers. In some languages, always considéred

. to be numeral ‘classifier languages, the group of nouns which do not take

/i

class1f1ers is st111 more extensive (e. g. VIETNAM E)

6 Of ‘course, other word orders are possible. \ /

, : y N _ :
v R ( . B o )
. ‘syntactic constructioh. -A considerable number of the .worl‘d's’wlanguagqs ° .
.‘§ K. i.n(_:gluding alrnlést‘all of these in S&outheast‘ Asia exhibit the fello'\’x/ing éha'raci-
_._,',___,7 ' t‘efistic An ENGLISH phrase)such ag~'five bodks' is rendered in transla- :
[ tionbya phrase conta1n1ng, out51de of possgible gnammatical ‘markers, -+
not two but thiee elem‘ents. The kind of literal translatlon.ofte‘n supplied
¢ in grammars of such' languages might be something.like,'c'five flat-object~
. book'. 6 . The secand i.tem in such a phrase.is often called a ntuneral clas-
- 7 sifier in allusion both to its occurrence ip a numeral phrase ahd to its
® ; . /prov1d1ng a semantic c1a551f1cat10n of the head houn: .
v 4 Imp11c1t in the termmology numeral c1a551f1er', there is, then,. a
T quite straightforward def1n1t10n of the syntactic construction in which' v
< the classifier appears\, the occurrence of which could be ?:rriteria¥ for a




In many languages t’lhe cla.ss1f1ers are not compulsory even for the

ae_‘_rﬁ;emﬁf of noung ﬂhat ha.ve them. Th1s holds for example in KHMER
| in which, w& are told the expressmn without the classifier is stylistically -

o -
M . N
.

AT " less formal. . . . _' .- BEYE 5 A

v

. R
P S e e TR PP

Sometn‘nes the restrxctlons on’'the c1a551f1ér construct1on pe rta1n to
the numbers with wh1ch the cld's sifiers may cooccur. For example, in
KHASI and TAT they do r{bt appear w1th1n the neﬁlber 'one', while in'*
MALTO they only oac’ur w1th numbers larger than two, in thls case w?th

" the numbers borrowed alohg with the clasgificr system fromINDO-ARYAN.
It is part1cu1ar1y common fot class1f,1er’s not to occur, w1th h1gher units of .~
the numerical system and their multiples e.g. 10, 20, 60, 160, 300. |
Syntactically, also,there is variability in that the class1f1ers need not
be confinedfto numerlcal constructlons .In MANDARIN and other languages _
the classifier is required with demonstrative even in non- nuxneral phrases.: )
A In other languages it rhay occur in such phrases usually with some d1fferenc:e\v
in mean1ng between instances in which the‘c],,ass1f1er does or does not appealz
(e g. THAI). In THAI, it may also occur with’ quahfylng “ad_]ectlves under
the same general circumstances as with demonstratlves In KIRIWINA-lt ‘
-\_is required with demonstratives and certain adjectives wh11e it may not
occur with certain other adjectives.- Ih Some languages it may occur with
the noun in the absence of any modifiers, numeral or otherwise, and is
thus a k1nd of article (e g in DIOI, a THAI language). In one MAYAN lan-

.guage, at least, JACALTEC, the classifier canjécur as the sole constltuent .,

.

“éf a substantlve phrase in its function as an anaphoric substitute i.e. as a
-

., pronoun. It i3 indeéd universal in languagé% with numeral classifier con-
L4

gtructions that the head noun may be deleted either when it has been either
previously mentloned or can be supphed from the noti-linguistic context

]

In ingtances llke DIOI and JACALTEC we may leg1t1mate1y ask whether,

synchronlcallx con51dered these systems should be con81dered numeral

classifier as dxstlnct from some other-type of. nom1na1 cf/'mflcatlon

7 According to Jacob (1%5-148) ' .

- 8D1achron1ca11y, from the evidence of related {anguages, they have in
all probability arisen from systems in'which;the clasgsifiers were conf1ned

Q to. numeral constructions.
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If all this creates dxff1cu1t1es in estab11sh1ng prec1se criferia based ) -
‘ .
X ' on syntactic fdnction in nurnenca.l phrases, even graver problems arise’
. /
. ) o ~
K in regard to classification as a Jeﬂmtwna’[ cr1ter1on. It is dlear that ~ %

4

IR class;ﬁer lang&ages cannet, -on any reasonable - view; besa;&teelassé% B
In our 1n1t1a1 example, We employed a gloss of the type frequently found

in grammars of such l'anguages, namely, 'five flat-+object book'. Takmg _ /s
such a translation at its face va.lue, we can _]ust1f1a.b1y sta.te tha.t we have®* -

® “a class1f1cat1qn in the- semant1c sense\becausé, 1ndeéd. a book is a k1nd of
¥

- [y

fla.t obJect The word for 'tail' is somet1mes used.,as a classifier f%r

Y

animals (e. g. ekor in MALAY) but we cannot consider a dog a kind of tail
thodgh of course we can devise a property 'having a tail’'. On the other hand -
® " we- could define the ciass nmeaning of ekor in MALAYjas that'which is com-

~+mon to all nouns which take é_1_<35 as a _CIa.ssifier. This is, of course, what

' is usual‘lly done in describing cless ,me‘ani.rqlgs in noun-class languages- . R
PY Thes_e two alternatives \brihg. out an interesting-difference between nurhe‘ra.l
cl‘essiﬁ,er ‘a.nd the noun-class languaée With which they ha.ve sometimes \
been cérhpa.red. In the f’ermef, in the majority of in‘stances_, the classifier |

I e

is itself a noun with it own lexical meaning and may, in fact, have its,own

e N classifier hen it functions as the head of a fioun-phrase.
ol p

' But even the ‘approach based on the meaning of the items w1,th wh1ch ¢

a classifier c;;c;ccurs and which d1sregards the lexical meamng of the .
Cla.ssifier itself, .runs into difficulties which are similar to those in"cidenta.l

to the estab.lishmen} of class meahi'ngs in noun-class languages. For exam-
ple in ‘THAI tua is used with animals in general but it also occurs with
other nouns e. % E_E 'a coat’. 9 ‘ .

o . * Further rmore 1n)some languages such as BURMESE a.nd THAI, there

are a fair number of words which are, as it were, their own clagsifiers.

_ 9Noss (1964:106) seeks to define tua as occurring with non-humans
® with anthropomorphic characteristics, e.g. animals, coats, trousers,
’ and tables, the last three hecause they have arms or legs.

'
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. An example is in BURMESE ®ein ta-"ein "house one-houge',in whE'é‘H ?{x

%ein in its first occuryence is a head nou‘ﬁ and in its second occurrence

a "classifier” In this 11m1t1ng case the approach through the lexical

S O

** - pounfall together but gtve the somewhat fatuods result that ‘7em as a |

Classifier means ‘the property of being a house',

o

" At the other end of the logical Spectrurn theré are examples 11ke
. N
« ** bu’uk 'piece' in CEBUANO, a language of the Philippines, which is used’

PP with any classifiable noun so that we would have to ass'ign it the meaning

. " 'having the property of being a classified noun'

All t‘h/s does not of course,’ destroy the notion that, in a purely for-

. m'él sense,comrInon coo’ccurre}ace w1th the same class1f1er determines a
classification of those head nouns wh1ch occur with c1a581f1ers-even though
such a classification is often formal ra?h-er than semantic, 1e non- exhaus-
tive in relation to the nouns of the’ le_.nguage, is frequently overllapping in
that fhe same noun occ‘urs with more than one classifier,and that classes '
with one member (BURMESE) or overall cldssifications with only one class
(CEBUANO) may be found o

. The cor‘i51derat1ons Just cited in regard to classification have, in fact,

. been widely ap/prec1ated so that riany who have been engaged in the iiesc rip-
tion of these lapguages have consc’fously eschewed the term "class1£1er"

i % in favor of so;ne semantically more neutral term. *Such terms a,i',e,yflegao %

e.g. -numerical coefficient (Anceaux, WOLIO). numerals adjunct {Ffaser,

LISU), numerical determinative (M11ner, PALAUNG), while in the-RUSSIAN

2 literature numerativ has\Been widely adopted for}hm purpose’

The foregoing considerations might be.held to destroy the very notion
of langﬁages with numerical classifiers as a valid linguistic type. N'evexj-*
ltheless, there is still an impor\éant difference between 1e,nguages which
) are generally held to beloné to ethie type and those which'are not,although

' our initial discussion has failed 6capture it. ‘ .

“meaning of the cIas&nf'er-ancT the semanticy prOpertleS of the cooccurring 7 0

Ty
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' " In order to isolate what is distinctive about these languages, we may :
¥+ . e . first consider a range of facts which h.a:ve"not yet engaged vou‘r-attention. ;
ity oo Lo I genera.l, gra,mma.xs of such languages as BURMESE THAI-and MAN- = ‘_ K

/
L o DARIN subsume under thé same bas1c constructxon of dumeral + classifier + T\

® i " noun not onIy such examples as f1ve +flat- ob_]ect +book but also many
: [
others in which, in contradlstmctlon from th1s one,. the item corresponding

»

to fhe'clas sifier requires translation into* languages like ENGLISH. More-
.ovg‘r, .in -la(hguag‘es like KHMER for which it is stated as the generlal rule

e - \ . that olaésifiers are gptional in these other instances cl-as’sifiers are not
. . " . . ‘ ————

10 :
optlona.l . -

. . . The most unportant class. of such 1nstances is. probably the measure E

. ' 11
o construction -whlch occurs most character1 stically w1th mass nouns. In’

I}

non- c1ass1£1er languages in whmh a gra,mmatlcal mas‘é/count digtinction

exists, a central characteristic of mass, nouns i$ that they normally do ". 3

L4 8

not enter 1nto a d1re)ét construction w1th a nu.meral but require’an inter-

. -
-

vening measure e.g. ‘one cup of water, 'two gallons of water' e

What has ifnpressed students of languages such as THAI is the ewvident

.-
’ -~ 2 .

parallelism b'etween suchr expreésions as:

‘h. ' 1. ka'fe' sop ti’lﬁaj ncoffee two cup” Aa

2. bhri 831 muan : "c1%arette two long-objeet" |

Most linguists who have descrlbed these languages have felt that these

s
%

are at best‘subtypes ‘of the same fundamental c0nstruct1on Most commo.nly
® they have used some common expressmn for all constructmns of this same °

general ty'pe and then dlstmgulshed a series of subtypes, one of wh1ch 13
. expmphfled by the second of the above phrases. "
P . : In the foregoing examples the contrast was between a measure and a

count construction. The followxng set of contrasts, once more from THAI,

9

- - will show that, as exemplified by the f1rsb two coﬁstructlons, certain count

. . »

. constructlons dlsplay the same property ag measure constructlons in that ‘
. - 0 . .‘ b ‘
' Jacob (1965:145). -

1 Of course, measures ‘of we1ght can occur w1th all kinds of phys1ca1
ob_]ects 1nc1ud1ng countables.. - )

3

]

' \)4‘ "‘ ] “ '. A "\ 9 - | v\
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the elemeh’ts in the classifier position requlre translation into ENGLISH

and cannot be dlspensed with in 1anguages like KHMER.

P

r

ciga rette two pack“

R bﬁn‘s:g'\’s:yg :
".cxgarette two dozen

3. biri s3y muan ‘“cigarette two long-object”

- . .

. Evidently what is peculiar to languages like THAI is the overt expresr-

sion of one part1cu1ar mode of quant1f1cat10n, namely count1ng by\umt,s

This manner of quantifying is evidently the ''unma rked" method in that, in

number.

~

12 . .
the absence of an overt 1nd1cat10n,/ unit counting is. assm‘ned -

The point noted here is not novel. Some analysts have understood its .

special status and have employed such expressions as 'ynit counters" or

"individual ¢lassifiers" to mark out this particular class of expressions.
/ . - . . . . S
If we reserve the term*'fclassifier' for such unit counters we may now, in

a closer approximation '(butf nevertheless as we shall see later only an

approximation) to the definition of the characteristic numeral classifier

construction, delimit it in terms of the overt expression of ‘unit countiné.
We may say tben,' that in even the morst elaborate system, all the

classifiers are from the referential p01nt of view merely so)many ways of

saying 'one' or, more accurately 'times one'. The latter expressmn is

to be preferred because, taken pragmatlcally, there is a. d1fference between

nume rals proper and modes of quant1fy1ng even when the latter 1nv01ve a

'Two dozen' and 'twelve pa1rs represent different kinds of quan-‘

tification acts even though the 1dent1ty of the final numerical result 1s '
< N
guaranteed by the commutative law of m'ultlphcatlons. Hence unit count-~

. . , . ) . b

ing is to be distinguished from 'one' as a numeéral although-the connection
L] . . ! i - .

between the two is a close one.

1
-

12 I have e,ncounte red just one instance of non- unLt counting.as the e

preferred form. According to Bataillon (1932:10),. in UVEA eounting is,
most commonly by twos. There are unit c}jassifiers when counting- by

units is intended.. Even here, however, counting twos also requires
-an overt 1nd?cator, e.g. ufi lua gafug "yam two cl{svmﬁer" 'two yams';
~ufi lua gahoa}yam two pa1r" ‘four yamg'.

S

13 The earhest statement along these lines that I have encouptexed is
that of Emeneau (1951: 53) who gives as the class meaning 'of clasbifiers as
"ohe unit quantity or number ol that denoted by the noun it precedes". Note,"
~however, that measurgs are included here (i.e. "quantity").

- 3
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. . - - It was noted earher that analysts of nurneral class1f1er languages -
————— - —Hzve often fenﬁmmmﬁrthese%angu&geéﬂe“e&&em*ﬂr‘rl‘o '
et - - different-frem- e&herl;uanhfwrs in- theseianguaMt

. not 1ntr'm81c to the langua.ge being analyzed but is 1mported from considera- - - _.

e tions of d1fferences of traQslatwn into lahguages not belonging to this type.
. However, there is some ¢vidence that both formally and psychologlcally
the: un1t couI:ter ig a. umque type in. these‘ 1anguages even though it is, in
) general aff111ated w1th the more 1nc1uswe type. For example, »Chao, at ¥ -
e - once ah eminent 11ngu1st and a native MANDARIN speakeT, class1f1es unit
counters as a special type of measure under the term "1nd1v1.dua1 class1f1er
and notes that they do not cooccur w1th mass. nouns (Chao, -1968:503).
o . Burling reports in regard to the most common unit counter of BURM.ESE
- l (1965:262),.. the so- called general classifier -khit, ‘that it is included by

some BURMESE speakers "1n the same series as the c1a551f1ers for the,

‘powers of ten... -khi 1nd1cat1ng only ore individual ob_]ec"' If was noted

@ \ o Ot

earlier that multiples of higher ‘numerical units often_ do not take classifiers.  *°
This a-lso occﬁrs' in BURMESE and shows c1ear1y ‘the functiod of-the unit o
classifier as meaning ’t1mes one'. Thus in BURMESE "two-ten book"= | #

Qo . . - 20 books, i. e. 2 x 10‘books while, fol,lowmg the interpretation by native:

L

speakers just c1ted "twc-khh (class1f1er) book". '2 books, i.e. 2x1 'books’. - .

Many analysts consider words for 'ten’, ‘hundred’ etc. in these lang(hages .

as a subtype of classifiers.
In"a few languages there are grammatical peculiarities which distin-
guish coéunt from measure constructions without there u.sually:'being suf-"

ficient 1nfor)mat10n to dec1de whether this separates un1t gounting from all
4 ~

'other types of quant1f1cat10n or simply ‘countlng as agamst measuring. For

1

example measures take a different linking particle in CEBUANO.

« In spite of these few instances, the overwhelming impressi'on is that

N 'of at 1east surface conformqty of a11 quantifying constructions in these lan?

.
[N

.guages ‘in such matters as word order and syntactic markers." ']".'hxs is so

much the case that the first and simplest general- d1achron1c; hypothesi‘s,
X - &
“ _ . .
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would' be‘t‘ha.t they have modelled the un1t couht1ng cﬁnstruct1on after o .-
14 ‘ o ,‘ . - ':".. - B
M———preéxtstéﬁn%mwand—nm-mtcounbmsﬁummsww“ T . K;;:;T' Frmm e ‘
B S Isle.aw;n'tl'xelfess,r the defm1tmn of a ,nurnera.l class1f1er language ag ene "' oS-
T / ‘ T
e “_ whmh contams.a, congtructxon in wh1ch countmg by ‘units receiyes overt R / R
express:pn raises some fnrther problems. Such a formulatlon, smce 1t , e
/ pnmanly def1nes a construction and only 1nd1re\:t1y a language type takem v .
. by {tself leaves unresolved such ;questmns as whether a language wh1ch ' T
.. the class1f1er is alwéys optional or in wh1.ch there are only isplated 1nstances oo E .
of if,e.g. ENGLISH. because of express1ons like 'two head of ca;ttle’, is to . | ) ' k
: be considered a numeral class1f1er language From the dynamic point of ' L
- : vieWw, however, this is not our maJor concern wh1ch is yather the genes1s,'
spread and loss of such const:’ructmns w1th1n languages s T o}
. ' There remains Stl].]. another problem and this pertauis to the adequacy’™. 'y , *
of the definition of the construet1on itself as one in which un-1t countlng S .
-
_ . Feceives overt expr;ssmn. This stands 1nr néﬁd of furth%r eluc1dat1on o , ! °
regatd1ng what is to be con91der'ed a- unit counterl When writers of gram- T
¥ ) .
° mars in ENGLISH seek to expla.1n the not1on of n er_al classifier their .
_ stock example is 'head of cattle'. Yet othel; typeg of expressions occur
., ln ENGLISH which, it might be argued inv unlt counters, for example, N ¥
'sheet of paper'. The ex1stence of ntrast. between 'sheet of papel; a,nd L
ream of pa.per', the- lattgr,bemg defmed as equ1valent to 480 sheets, seems "
- E]
to suggest the status of 'sheet' as a unit Ccounter. Similar con\s1derat1ons _ -
RO L o - )
ol hold regarding express1ons suchy as 'slice of brea\d' plece of rr,;eat' and - T L
" many other. They are gountable and Contrast as un1ts to sugh non- un1t . : ‘
'counters as 'bunch’ in 'bunch of carrots'. Yet the1r presence ih ENGLISH /; »
. ' ’ |
. and 1n ma,ny other lé.ngu@ges is not, in 1tsclf gcne‘*rally consadered a Lasis o
. ~ . . a
e for cons1der1ng the language a nu.meral cla.ss1£1er langua.ge On the other ' o
hand, the nouns themselves in ENGLISH ﬁre g‘ra.mrna.tmally mass nouns in . B Ni
* these construct1ons, but 8o is 'gattle’. o . SRR ‘ ]'
v : ,N - - . o | I e y ' .i
14 ) - . . - v YR . o '4
The same basic hypothesis beems to be stafed in Sen-Gupta (1970, . |
.especially 677-8) as indicated in the following remark, '"We consider MW/: |
Y oy {i.e. measure word] as the basis of NuCl [i.e. numeral classifier]". -« T
.;;\ ] N o ‘ g . AN ' . . ) - . — . :
o R . . ‘ . o . ®
‘l 2 . : ‘ . : ’ * ) . \.. s o "‘ ' 1:
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: [ intuitive f'eel1ng?' It may, be p‘rdpose% y S
R that 1t/1s a certam a{ bg:rarm_ 88 as: to ‘what constitutes an 1nd1v1\dual in .

" -such 1nstances wh1e_‘ nnde,r41es th1s reactmn, a;r arb1trar ness ,not present .

" - - “

T 1ﬁ such 1nstances a,sj 'one dog' or 'one autorpobﬂe'. /A homely conceptual VR
] ) '."J e/ ‘

. expemmen may s ‘rve t‘? pinpomt th1s d1£ference. I I cut a p1ece ogE meat

,'l ’ u‘l two, I ha.ve two ,pleces of meat, but if 1 cut a dog in two, I st111 have

; hether natural in the case of-the dog or art1f1C1al 13'1 o o .

the case of the a omob1le. We m1ght call this feattire + structured B

. -, ‘There is, still another k1nd of borderllne case whrchccan be 1'llustrated ST
byxé@NGLISH phrases such as . gra.1n of sa.nd' ‘blade- of grass , and 'strand a

of hair’, Once fnore we see types of phrases wh1ch are w1despread in non- |

. class1f1e-r ‘l%,ngua.ges’ and wh1ch could not'1n themselves lead one to clas s1fy

o them as nurneral class1f1er language's They would also not. be employed | / :

e as pedagog1cal examples in languages like ENGLISH in order to exemphfy \ . l

the notion of nurneral classifier. Yet, as w1th the mstances in the pre-' ' |

" ceding paragraph they are un1t 1tems and countable. Moreover, they are, ‘

as 1t were, g1ven in nature and do n@t have the same arb1trar1ness as

JW in p1ece -of meat' For this ¢lass of counter§ what makes ﬁ’hem_(_,f"" '

untypical is, 1t may be con_]ectured, the1r smallness and lack of 1nd1v1-2'

duality so tha.t they are almost never used in actual count1ng In this - o ,
respect, the superord1nates e.-g. r1ce, grass, approach the status of ~i |
' by 11qu1ds and other items which form th& bas1s for the g::ammat1cal ca.te—
gory of mass nouns. These "pa.rtlc_ulates“_ as we m1ght call them are
almost exclusi_-vely used with ;one' or the inde'ﬁnitearticle and pa_rticu- _
] larly freqient in negative s'tatement"‘i . 8. "In.many str-etches of the 2, _ ’ /
Sahara you will not find even one blade of grass.'. In tl‘ns respect the1r ) '
quant1f1cat1on is frequently like that of lnass items such as 'water in that

in non-measured construct;ons the universe of numeration is con:flned to

an oppos1t1on between"one ‘or 'a' and 'none', in construdtlon w1th 1tems

13
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- such as.. 'bit' or such other indefinites as 'some Vo IR

’ »

The™two types of cqunters Just consa.dered have an equ1v0cal status [R
>

-in that even analysts avho have comeg. to apprehend the d1fference a.mong -

un1t counters, non un1t counterS“and measures and 'the apec1al status of
Y

" the £1rst of thesean relatu)n to the corrceapt of ninneral classifier, f1nd K

d1ff1Culty in decrd}élg in spec1f1 1natances wh1ch o£ thg&é morphemds are

16 :
to be considered unit class1f1ers» ‘ The reason for th1s uncerta1nty in

pract1ce is net merel~y that the analys1s of the precedlng sectton has not -~ /

been ‘carrjed-out but because in man'y 1nstances the same- cla551f1er has
both- "trqe" un1t uses as well as the ma.rgmal meamngs wh1ch would be’

excluded from conS1derat1on ‘as numeral class1f1er constructlons ‘in a

* -

" non- classa.f1er langua.ge For example. MANDARIN c hang stated gen-' e

erally to be ‘classtfler for fa1rly extensive flat obJects is used with 'pa.per'

where it is to. bé" t_;anslated as sheet' and with 'table' where there is no_
ENGI_JSH trans],atlon equivalent 1nvolved Words like graln are w1dely

Ssed both in the meamng of small part1cle and as a true classifier for

Ee

small round or even larg§ round ObJeCtS. Indeed s>these two clagses of

1

borderl1ne 1tems play a prom1nent role as sourcey for true class1f1ers in

the course of the dynam1c deveiopment of such systelms. Where necessary,

: the two foregomg -types w1ll be referred to as M'quasi-unét counters'.

Ay
For purpoSes of the present study the termirglogy ”un1t counter" will®

continue to be employed with the understandmg that quasi- un1t Counters
are not included. e , o '

Thé discus'sion.up tokfh}s point indicates that the languages commonl

called numeral classifier languages can be considered from two points®of

. ! \ .

“

In some descriptions such words are con"é1dfered classifiers of
mass nouns. But then they have the pecul1ar1ty “that they can only occur -
- with one. An-e€xample is BENGALI tuku as in ek-tuku jal 'a bit of water!
[ St ——— Y e ] J

" as analyaed in Fe rguson (1%4)

versa. These seem' enerally to be quasi- unit classifiers e. g. potong

1 + : ; Y &8 «
slice™. o ) : :

N .

-
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view, e1ther as 1nvolv1ng the overt express1on of a particular mode of =~~~

s

quant1f1ca.tlon, or-as imposing a. class1f1cat1on on the head nouns in nu-
o

mer,1cal construct1ons. In ejfect, such la.nguages may é said to belong v

" to, two typolog1cal cla;ss'es s1multaneously and in this, there is no log1cal
. centradlctlon since a.nyth1ng can. belong to more-than one class s1mul-
’ta,ns."-ously. Bo{:h'of these: apprOa.ches are leg1t1ma.te and both are ut1l1zed

in the'broa.der study of which th1s’1s a part. However, the former of

/

these will turn out to be the more releva.nt for questmns of type genes1s
while the.latter becomes valuable in cons1der1ng further stages of dynamic 3

development, In the light of ou# pfeliminary” ‘definition in terms of quan-

-

tification we now @urn to a more detailed consideration of the. problem of:

R S _ .

type'origin.
yp g . v L~ ~
‘ -.}{ - We might state our aim in terms of poss1ble answers to the follow1ng
que st1on What are the initial cond1t1ons in the:form of other structural
characteristics characte ristic of languages wh1ch develop numeral class1-

fiers? In putting eur question in this form we are, at the most, asking for

.~

necessary, not suff1c1ent cond1t1ons, that is, we are not in the pos1t1on to

>

assert that, given ce rta1n l1ngu1st1c propeTties; a langua.ge w1ll inevitably
develOp class1f1ers. This is surely beyond our pOwers. Even the morei
modest goal of necessary conditions, tha.t is c0nd1t1ons which m\;bst be pre-
sent for classifiers to arise might be: too amb11:1ous if by\thls we mean a '
s1ngle set of cond1t1ons. We '’ may mqleed have to deal with more than one
type of or1g1n. But th1s in turn shou‘l‘d"‘help understandlng of the se systems,
"sirice diffe rent or1g1ns usually imply d1fferent subtypological &haracter1st1cs
' ~.Our prel1m1nary def1n1t1on in terms of overt expregsion of unit count-
ing and our obse rvatlon regardmg the v1rtually complete syntactic 1dent1ty
of a.ll counting and measuring construction in these languages leads qu1te
directly to a hypothesis ‘which is negative in form. In spite of this'it re-

pre sents a k1nd of progress becal.{se it narrows the class of la_nguagev'_s

‘wh1ch hasx T operties relevant to the rise of numeral classifier systems.

-
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It is our worklng .hypothesm that unit counters are modelled after,

the construct1on. of mass nouns which cannot stand d1rectly w1th nurnerals :

~

but require a meaSure or quasr un1t Counter as an 1ntermed1ary.

non-un1t counters are found in v1rtually all the languages in the areas and

~

¥

Now such

lingujstic stocks with which most l1‘ngu1sts are concerned and it m1ght be

A -

. thought that they are un1versal In
part1cular there are a cons1derable number of A'lVIERIND languages as

we~ll as. some elsewhere, for example, in New Gumea wh1ch do not ha.ve

)

me asure C onstruct1ons .

nating mass as Well as countable obgects

languages for the development we postulate.

such a 51tuat1on for HOPI

. Hence po modgl
Whorf {1941:

Nurnerals occur d1rectly both W‘ll

nouds deS1g-

ct, th1s seems not to be so.

In

) describes

]

1sts in thé‘se

Unlike ENGLISH with its gra.mmat1cal d1st1nc-

LY

t1on of mass and count nouns, HOPI '"has a.formally. distinguished class of *

One¢ says not,'a ’glass of water'' but ke X{ 'a. wYater Ceee not 'a p1ece of

meat' but sikW{ ameat' noooow

TT. '
There is ev1dently here a correlat1on between language and culture’

¢

But this class has no formally d1st1ngu1shed class of. mass houns.

but noi: 1 ‘submit, in ‘Whorf's terms of the ph1losoph1c non-existence of. a

We stern world-view based on the Ar1stotel1an dichotomy of form and mat-

ter. It is rathér the absence of precife measures and'their relat1vely

they can be deduoed from context.

This happens in special instance§ in

»

languages like ENGLISH in. restr1cted s1tuat1ons

one can say—”We want three coffees and one tea."

that’ the unexpressed measures,are 'cups'

' Although a.n evolut1onary factor 1s involved here, it would be well to

" infrequent employment which allows them to remain unexpressed since

Thus, in a restaurant,

and it will be understood ‘

A

[}

note in paSa:.ug that the absence -of a\gufhment body. of contrastive mea-

sures to require an explicit, term1nology is not correlated 1n4any S1mple

. While it is striking that MAYAN and NAHUATL

way with econom1c stages.

figure among the AMERIND numeral class1fy1ng languages we also’find

them in such’ languages as that of the YUROK of Cal1forn1a who have no

.

o

R4
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domesticated plants. or animals.
preclude under ¢ certam circumstances a conS1derab1e accumulation of
mater1a1 goods and as in the case of the YUROK, the exmtance of a

stan,dard measure of value.(dentahum shells).17 o o

The foregoing h othesis can also be stated as a synchronic‘ implica~ .-

-

tional universal. - The presence of unit-eounters imglics the presence of -

.

measure and other n-unit counter type construct1on$.18.- To slxppose

“

then, diachronicall , that tlrere might be a development of unit counters

. in a lanéuage without.overtly expressed non- -unit counter types would be to

'hypotheswe the' genepis of what would be, if th1s is valid, a non-existent type.
We turn now tp that vast majority of the world's languages wh1ch have
“measure’ construcﬁorw aspwell as various non- ynit and qua81 un1t count
.constructions. They therefore, by hypothesis, possess a model in accordance
with which unit,classifiers might come into existence. The question is
whether there a'.relany properties in addition to these whith are relevant
: '

to such a development . ' )
A numbergof synchromc generalizations can be made about numeral

classifier languages some of which will be treated in due course in this

There is one, however, ‘which is merely statistical, that is, has

It will, I believe, shed light

paper.
exceptions although it holds ve ry widely.
on the problem under discussio‘n. Indeed it is precisely the study of the
exceptions in this case wh1ch proves most useful.

Numeral classifier languaggs generally do not have compulsory ex-

pression of nominal plurality, but at most facultat1ve expression. This

has already been observed by Mary Sanches (1971) in an unpublished paper.

She states her hypothesm as follows: "If a language includes in its basic \
mode of forming quant1tat1ve expressmns numeral classifiers, then it W111
also have facultative expression of the plural. In other words it will 1_12t_ N
have obligatory marking of the plural on nouns." Sanches makes an addig
tional valuable observat1on, namely, that the classified noun itself is »

She includes in this such instances as ENGLISH

] P ‘
17 The YUROK have been described as "pir'imitive capital\sts", cf.
Goldschmidt (1951). 1 «

18By fneasure construction is meant herg those of the type quantit_y +
measure +noun. AMERIND languages which lack this construction still

" express measure by using a verb 'to measure' with a numeral the precise

kind of measure be1ng deducible from context. . -

. 1,7

M.~

The absence of agrichltﬁre does not o .
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'cattle' in 'head of cattle'. As will appear in the dgscussmn, it is advan-
o  tagéous,to reinterpret, this observat1on in the sense not of the s1ngu1ar

" but in ﬁzat of lack of mark1ng for number. ]

"In addition to the handful of p0851b1e exceptions, soine of them va11d

.others'marginal, noted in her paper there are a few others from» languages

. ARABIC dialects. Those latter are of part1cuIar interest since numer1ca‘1
class1f1ers do not occur in CLASSICAL ARABIC. Hence by studying these

examples we can perhaps develop some insight into the cond1t1ons of their

f" : , appearance. I have nated two fa1r1y extens1ve systems in modern ARABIC

;halects, in OMAN- ZANZIBAR and in EGYPTIAN ARABIC.!? The present

d1scuss1dn 1s confined essent1a11y to. OMAN ZANZIBAR wh1ch w111 here-

after be called OMANIL. - o ' " 3,

. In this fotm of ARABIC as described by Relchaﬂrdt a nu.mberaof ani-

" mals (descr1bed as, schlachtbar)'. root crops, and the word for 'slave' are
cla’ssified by ra:s 'head’, a number of "horn-shaped' edibles by garn
'Worn', fruits by _e_g_._b_ and flowers' by g_o_._c'_l_ 'branch'. The system is there-

fore fairly extensive.

5

. L .
In OMANI, which has no case system, corresponding to the classical

construction of 3-10 with the genitive plural, the plural is used with these
. numbers. With thesother num bers except 'two' which employs either the
“dual or the number 'two' with the plural the singular is used, reflecting
two classical constructions, one involving the accusative singular and the
/ ' other the genitive singular.’ ‘
) In the OMANI classifying construction the numeral precede-s the clas-
gifier, agrees with 1t in gender and governs it for number in accordance-

with the above rules. In' this, the consgtruction is ent1re1y like that of a

numeral with an unc]lassxfled noun. In the classifier construction the
class1£1.ed noun follows the classifier and is not affected by the syntax’ of
the preceding construction. Examples with finda:l 'potato(es)', c1ass1£1ed

a

by ra:s ‘'head' will illustrate these rules. It should be noted that with

SN

19 for OMAN-ZANZIBAR ARABIC see Reichar@t (1894) especially
.85 and for EGYPTIAN. ARABIC, Mitchell (1956: 94). Brockelmann
(1908 -13, II:280), in addition to OMANI, gives an example from; MALTESE
in wh1ch Tuh ‘'soul' is used in counting persons and 'head' for oxen'and
sheep in MODERN S'YRIAC .

S

which happen not to figure in her sample e.g. OSSETIC. and certain modern
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the singular and dual the numerals ‘one' and 'two' are not commonly

employed. Thus we have ra:s finda:l 'one potato, a potato')\ ra:se:n

: ~ :
(dual of ra:s) finda:l 'two potatoes', thala:thit rwa:is (plural of ra:s) *

finda:l 'three potatoes’, 9ashri:n ra:s finda:l 'twenty potatoes'.

“What of finda:l which remains unchanged t.hr;)u-g’hout'? It is singular
,in form but is a collective and woulfd in other contexts be translated 'po-
tat'oe.as_'. In fact practically all of the words listed by Reichardt as taking
this coﬁstruc-i:ioﬁ are collectives. 20 On the other hand net all collectives’

take - this construction. The alternatiye corresponds to the use of the so-

< called 'noun of unity'(?ismu 1 wahdati) of CLASSICAL ARABIC. This is .

. in CLASSICAL ARABIC a formation from the collective by the suffixation
of the feminine suffix -ait(uﬁl (OMANI -a, -e) with a regular sound plural
in a:t(un), OMANI g:_f_.ZI Where the collective~has a noun of unity it is

required both in CLASSICAL and OMANI ARABIC that it be used with num-"

bers, the plural with 3-10 and the singular and the dual, usda,ll;r without a

numeral, for one and Swo respectively. An exampl‘e of this alte rnative’
. ~ .

construction is OMANI be9u:d ‘'gnats' (coll.), which may not occur with -

a numeral. Based on the noun of unity be%u:da we have be9u:da ‘one

gnat'; thala:th be9u:da:t 'three gnats', etc. In at léast one instance there
. is a choice of the two constructions. From bagabr Icattle' there is a
. . >
noun of unity bagra 'a cow' but it can also be classified by ra:s inwwhich

case the collective, of course, is used. ’Igajm 'one cow' is either
0 d = : ‘.« . ¢

2 "Except 9abi:d 'slaves' which is an ordinary broken plural. There
are several "psycholégical" parallels to this OMANI treafment of 'slave’
as the only personal term with a classifier and in fact the same classifier
as that used with animals. Vinogradov (1934: 94) states that in upper class
RUSSIAN spegch of the 18th century the collective numerals were used with
words designatihg humans only when members of the lower social classes
were involved. One would say dva arxiereja 'two archbishops' and not
e.g. dvoje arxierejov with the collective numeral. In the EARLY ARCHAIC
CHINESE texts in Dobson (1962) in which clasx?iﬁers are optional, it may
be noted that the classifiers for persons tends t&*be used with words for
subordinates, slaves, and captives. i

21

-

CLASSICAL ARABIC substantives are ¢onventionally cited in the *
numerative singular indefinite, usually ending in -_1_1_11.'I'enclose‘:. this suffix
in parentheses.,

I 19
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bagra or ra:s baqar and "three 00ws' 1s either thala.th baqra't or

thala ithit rwa:s .bagar. In OMANI ‘then, rthe basic conslde rat1on is that-

a \ a 'mgneral cannot occur d1rect1y with a COllectwe. E1ther a class1fy1ng

'noun, itself a non collect1ve,1s mterposed and is in d1rect sy-ntact1c Con"
o struct1on w1th the numeral or the 'noun of unity' is used in its stead.
In CLASSICAL ARABIC .a8 in OMANI there were collect1ve's ‘which _
. did not have a noun of un1t.y Like other gollectwes they‘could not be gov-
erned di'l‘ectly by a number The GLASSICAL grammarians prescribe
that in such 1nsta.nces the pr,epomtxon min 'from' must intervene. - Thus

with 71b1 ‘a colles:twe meaning 'camels' one ha.d to say thala't atu mina ‘

2
1 ?ibli 'three gf the ca%els' 2 What has happened in OMANI and to a
certain extent eISewhere is that the construction with m1n has been re~
_placed by the use of a non- collective, we might say an-individualized noun,

as a c1a881f1er with the numeral wh11e the collect1ve follbws as a kind of .

app091t10n ' -

," The term "s1ngu1at1ve" was first employed in CELTIC by Zeuss for

-

Athe deritvational formation which corresponds in these 1anguages to the
ARABIC "noun of unity". We may then talk of a "three term ‘system" in
such.instances in .wh‘ich a collective which cannot be used with numerals
is opposed to a singulative with its own singular and p1'ura1' (or, in addi-
tion dual as in ARABIC). The plura'f of the singulative is thns distinct
fromithe collective in such systems.23 ' -

- In connection with the ‘main thesis of the modelling of count nouns
after mass nouns in quantitative constructions, it may be noted that there

- is an obv1ous analogy between mass nquns a.nd collect1ves. In- three term

22 ‘The example is from Gaudefroy-Dernornbynes (1952 372) He

translates 'trois (individus) des chameaux',

23 It is of interest to note that such three-term systems also appear

in NIGER -CONGO noun-class languages as in BANYUN and the MOMBAR
dialect of SENUFO, (Sauvageot, 1967) in which nouns may appear in three
classes, a smgular, a "limited" plural, and an "unlimited Iﬂural" With

numerals only the former of these plurals may be used in BANYUN which
is described by Sauvageot as "chiffrable" as distinguished from the un= -

limited Flural which is "pas chiffrable"., Sauvageot translates the unlimited .

plural of the word for a 'leaf' by a collect1ve 'le feuillage'.

44
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‘system’s , the collectwe in addition to its central use in d1st1ngu1‘§h1ng >

<p

genus from md1v1dua1 for orgamc Specc1es and human ethmc groupings, »
tends to be used alsoin some 1nstaryes for nouns des1gnat1ng materials
and even liquids in which case the s1ngu,1at1ve des,}gnates quasi- un1t§l in .
the sense described earlfer. For instance, in CLASSICAL ARABIC there
" are examples euch as k}mshab(ug 'wood' with khashabat{un) as its noun 2f.

umty msmng 'a p1et:e of wood' and dimilar examples in modern’dialects:
In WELSH alongside dwfr 'watér' one finds a s1ngu1at1ve diferyn 'a drop -
of wa.ter' L ‘ , .
N In CLASSICAL ARABIC there were two other’ systems besides that
of the 'noun of un1ty 'whose essential 51m11ar1ty with the noun of unity was_
wnoted by the gra.mmarlans The noun,of unity is only used with non- hwans
For humans, ; 1,11' partlcular ethnic. and occupational groups from a basrc
unma;_-ked coHectlve there—“(as derived:a ﬂlngulatlve by suffixing -1XX(un)
used in a mamner exactly parallel to the noun of unity e.g. ru: m(un)

'Greeks (coll.)';

Greeks'. In additio -the-so-called nomma vicis (?ismu’lmarrati) were

'a Greek', thala:thatu rummiyyi: na 'three

derived from verbal nouns by_tbe feminine singular suffix' exacMNy as w;tk) ‘ '
the noun of unity to derive nouhs designating individual acts. This also
occurs in OMANI e.g. dthk 'laughter' dbhka ‘a, lauéh' '

A basically similar three term system is found in RUSSIAN in the period
centering about the* 16th century-and has been descr1bed part1cu1ar1y by
Unbegaun (1935). It develgped on the basis of a Pam Slayvic collective

“férmation in which yet another method of avoiding a direct construction .
between numerals and col’lectwes had evolved, namely the use of a deri-
vation of the numeral, the so-called collective numeral, governmg the * "

4
genitive.of the collecti\'re.2 In the RUSSIAN of the period under

L]
S .

24 With this we. may compare the CLASSICAL ARABIC constructlon
with min 'from' cited above.
It is of interest to note that CLASSICAL ARABIC lexicons quote
examples.. o‘i) ra?s 'head’' and collectives without nouns of unity designating
"animals and root crops but w1th min intervening. Hence, this is a‘kind L.
of transition between min + genitive prescribed by the Arab grammarians
a.n-skra s + numerated noun of OMANI and other dialects. An example c1tec'[
reytag (1930-5) is ra?sun mina’lkhaili lit. 'a head from the horses' in

which khail(un) is a collective which also 6ccurs in OMANI with ra:s
(ra:s khe:l).




congideration there was onc'e more a three-term system in which as an ™

alternatwe to the more general S,LAVIC use of the collect1ve nume ra.l, a

L

. smgula.tlve could occur with the ordlna.rv (non collectlve nmnera.lé) Most
+ . of the collechves were declmed in the plura.l rather tha.n the smgular.
]
_ Alongﬂde these. Collectwe there were smgula.twes either by.der1vat1on o

or sometime s with 1ex1ca”11y d1stmct forms. As in MODERN RUSSIAN

e

numbeys larger than four governed the ge,mt;ye/plura.l in nom1na.t1ve coh- ( .

" structions or nominative- a.cc(usa.twe w1th>1nan1mates, a.nd ,1n theirother

.

cases agreed w1th the-plura.l in'case. In these' 1nsta.n‘ces if the non-collec-

’ tive numerals were used, they requ1r/d the- plura.l of the’ singulative which
1/ . K rd

in fact had no employ-ment except in construct1ons with numbers. Where
.the collective was grammatically a singular as e. g. br'a.t11a. 'brothers'

'-'(fem; \ing. ) the collective numeral could not be employed. As in ARABIC

“ .
. *  there was a spécial gingulative suffix, in this case -in used for ethnic
1 l d
ahd occupa\tiona.l names.

» ' o
.For exhmple, there was a collective with plural inflection krest.fja.ne
'pea's.a.nts' (coll. ) with a singulative krest'fja:nin. For 'five pea.sants' in - °

the nominative one could have either piate ro krestJan, the collective nu-

meral with the gen1t1ve of the collective .nouri, or EJat' krest1Jan1:’v the : .‘

ord1nary (non-collective) numeral with the genitive plural of the s8ingula-
tive. However; as noted, by Unbegaun, the ﬁrst construction was uncom -
mon. The most commonly employed was actually a third alternative

for nurner1ca1 constructions with personals and this corresponds to the
use of an individualized classifying noun in OMANI. In this construction
the noun celovek 'person' occurred preceding the ordinary non-collective
card1na.1 nurnber, followed by the personal collective in the depghdent : .'
genitive. Thus a.longs1de,_.a.nd in fact more often than the ‘two lternitive

:constructions given above, for expression 'five peasants' one’cduld have

- f..»p‘}a‘t' celovek krest1_)a.n The wo rd celc%ek was itself a smgulatlve corre-

. ‘apondmg to the collective ljud people Th1's relationship of course still
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anrvives in cbnterrip'orafy RUSSIAN in that only E‘eloka may occur w1th,'
4 . - e

- L nurnberQand its use in the,plural is confmed to numeral constructmns,‘:
To sum up. what is common to the RUSSIAN and ARABIC examples

(and others e.g. CELTIC that mlght have been conside red) is that where

o T there is a system of collectrves, the d1rect construction gf the nurneral

with a collectwe ig"avoided. Afnong the alternatives is the use of one or
- N

more. no,n-collectlves in construction Ynth the numeral and mor;a loosely
- joined syntactmaﬂy to the collective which is in apposition or is‘a dependent
(partitive) genitiVe. 25 In view of these and similar instances we may sug-
< e gest as a hypothesis ‘a‘t when a language is an exception to‘ the impiicational.
" universal that numeral'._c,la.s;ifie..r.s. imply tHe absence of compulsory plurals,
® - what is involved is a subsystem of such a singular/plural ian_guage within
which the basic oppositton is coliective/singulative rather ‘than_singulaf/
. “'pIural. ' - . '

( . . A collective is somtimes defined a¢ a noun which is grammatically
smgular but semantlcally plural. An example is Bielfeldt (1961:296) in
His grammar of OLD CHURCH SL..AVIC who defines collective noun as f\ol-
lows. "Kollektivum — Bubst., das in der grammatlschen Form des Sg.

PY ' ) ei'ne Mehrheit von Ge.gensvtﬁnden bci;zeichnet. " However, the notion Sf
collective in the ARABIC and RUSSIAN instances just considered and
= which is relevant to the present problem does not conform to this kind
of formulatmn which seeks to define colléctlve in terms of the categones
® - of s1ngu1ar and plural, that is, as smgular in form but plural in meaning.
Regarding the first of these cr1ter1a: singularity of form, we have
seen that in six.teenth century RUSSIAN most of the collectives have plural
inflection. It would eeem in fact that the typical life histor# of the collec-
tive is that it starts out as a singular but with plural agreements or varia-

‘tion between singular and plural in more remote syntactic constructions

PY 25 A further method of individuation besides those mentioned in the
text is examplified by IBIBIO (Kaufman, 1972) in which a phrasal com-

pound of an individualizing noun plus the enumerated noun occurs, e.g.
akp5 {ffd kit 'stalk (of) firewood one'. Cf. ENGLISH 'one rice grain"=
'one grain of rice'.
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\ and tends to beceme a morpholdgmal plural in the co’urse of t1me - This

) 1s an 1nterest1n\g ‘topic which will not be pursued here. ~\ o ¢
In regard to meanmg, if ‘this hs élmpl‘y plur‘al then wherexn does !
the dJ,st).nctmn he bétween the quanj:1tat1ve reference of the plural of the .
' " ' singulative and thi\a collect1ve?= It would seem that t‘he "true collect1ve ri 1s ) L .

. S
semant1ca11y ne1ther s1ngular nor plural It is a tranSnu.meral G '

v

1ny101ves coun.tablhty or, as stated by Unbegaun (1935“\262),_1t implie's B . .

~”1'oppos1t1on entre la co‘llect1v1te et 1'un1te extra1te dé cette collect1v1te” ".&_ -

N .

'I'he generlc noun. ( %ismu ’ljansiyyu) of ARABIC whose noun of un1ty

-

is der1ved from it either by -a_.t(_urﬁ as’in ta {un) 'dates (collective)',

tam'rat(un) 'a date or by -iyy(un) as in ru:m 'Greeks (collectlve)' ’ B ¢
ru:miyy(un) 'a Greek', is excluded by the famous 13th century grammanan o
Ibn al-H&ijib from his definition of plural since as he says '"'the expression

is not constituted to express units but-what contains the special quiddity

(ma:hiyyat(un) lit. 'whatness') whether it be singular or plural'. Concern-

ing this pasgage, th‘e commentator Radiuddin says, '"...to whith we vs{ill

add that the generic noun is applied to the few and the many.... So that if

you eat a date, or two dates -or deal with a Greek or two Gréeks you may , ®
still say ?akaltu ’ttamra ['I ate the dates (coll. )'] and ‘9atmaltu ’rru mae.

['I dealt w1th the Greeks (collect)—}—whereas if they were plural this would

;‘ not be allowable, a$ r1]a.1(un [the ord1nary brgoken plural of ragul(un) man']
'is not applied to 'a man' or 'two men’. 026 The lack of relevance of specific
number to collectives is also expressed by Maret1c, a native speaker of
SERBO-CROATIAN, a language with extensive and productive collective
formations. In his grammar of SERBO-CROATIAN (1910: 450) he says,” ., -~ | ®

"Therefore one cannot say, for example, deset kamenja ['ten stones (coll))']

or petnaest perja ['fifteen feathers (coll )'] etc., but 1nstead deset kamena, _

petnaest pera [i.e. with the gen. plural smgulatlve] because when someone

mentions a definite numbe r, he then thinks of individual things; but for [y

26 These passages ate quoted from Howell (1880-1900: 1054 -5).
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' that which forms a cgll’ectiyity [6to je u hrpi, lit. 'is'in a heap'] the . :
. N ~ .. / ../.

,' < v
® . " number is, not known. : : .

A

It should be notegd that in ENGLISH the moét commonly C1ted exambple
.qf a nu.meral c1a551f1er constructlon- 'head of cattle j‘wolves a collect1ve
R There ex1sts n1n ENG’LISH what might be called a m1n1a.ture system of . 'J. .
| . collectwe/smgulatwe e.g. Irish/ Irlshman/Irlsh.men, pol1ce”°p011ceman/ V .
;. N ) pohcemen I have tried the. fellowmg sentence on a number of nat1ve Bpeak—
. | ers of ENGLfSH "L\ast night I was p1cked up by the pohce " They all
' _' " : den1ed that they would not be surpr1sed to learn to that only one pol1ceman
| . was . 1nvolved My own reaction to constructmns of numbers with these . ;\. '
collectwes is that small numbers seem def1n1te1y ungrammat1ca1 but fairly A
large numbers seem falrly natural A meeting of twenty police or one _ i
_hundred faculty seems acceptable but(the phrase 'a meetlng ofﬁxree pollce
.1s def1n1te1y strange. 21 - . o : T
) The development ,of the constructmn celovek in RUSSIAN with collec-
® - tives and-the fairly extensive system found in OMANI and elsewhere in
| ARABIC suggestg t’ha.t c1a831f1ers in the large majority -of classifier lan- l ,. .
guages. without plural inflections are performing the same 1nd1v1dua11z1ng |
oo _function as both classifiers and s1ngu1at1ve affixes.in languages with col-
lectives. We should expect then that in the typicel classifier language, the
classifiable noun when not accompanied by a classifier should shoyv the " s
Ce . same lack of numerical determination that we have .foun,czl ‘with collectives
.. in olé.nguages like ARABIC. ] ' ‘
® ‘. Emeneau (1951: 85) dQSCribee the VIETNAMESE noun when unaccom- BTN
panied by a classifier in terms quite remeniscent of Ragdiuddin in regard -

‘to the generic noun of ARABIC! .
o v ) ! -
217 Actually, there exists a variety of uses of collect1ves which should
be distinguished. These are heterogeneous and all that they have in common
~ i&’that they do not involve the results of counting. These uses ihclude true
. generic uses'in genera112at1ons, '"hypothetical' uses in such sentences as
'He went hunting for deer.' and references to actual collections which are
® either so large as not to be pract1ca11y countable or potentially countable °
but not actually counted, or counted where the numerical result is irrele~
vant. This topic is not pursued in this paper.:

. N l . C o,
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A non-numerated substantive phrase . } Iacks any 1nd1cat1on of .
number:or individuation; that is when there is no explicit } ’tnd1cati.on : ) .o
o . \of number, a number is ent1re1y free of reference to the nu.mberi o
* ..  category. For example, toi mflon hua sach 'I want t& buy book(s)'
Thete is absolutely no 1nd1cat1on how many books are. intended. "*i
‘ N ,{ 1

A cons1derab1e/nurnber of class1fre'r languages (e-g. many IRANI

¥ and TURKIC languages, KOREAN) have Wha}.ane generally desc,mbed ias S .

plural affixes. However\, closer exam1nation seemms to show that ih a.lrnost :
- - . 7

+ every insfance the "unmarked" singular is in fact a form- wh1ch 11ke the o, ..

\9115 g

itpral, is non- COmm1ttal 1n re- ) ' ¢

collective in languages with a cgrr&pulsory‘sf
gard to number»28 For an expheﬁt statement to this effect, parallel to ’ .
those 1n regard to the other 11ngu1st1c types we have been cons1der1{rg‘,

’ reference may be made to Kononov (1960: 75)who states concerning UZBEK
' that Wprds 11ke g1r1' and 'b1rd' without any graznmatm& indication do not
contain any indication of number ~ They represent an undivided (nee’lenl-

moje) totality. When the suffix of plura11ty -lar is: added they became a

totality cons1st1ng of individual members (clen.m‘xo!e) What is hypothesmed v ®
then, is'that in the usual class1f1er language (i.e. w1thout inflection for
-number). ckass1f1ab1e nouns’'in the1r 1solated form, thatis when not acCOm-
panied by a classifier or a plural marke r, are like colLectwes in theu‘
semantic non-specification of number and in the1r avo1danoe of a d1rect; c.
- number construction. The class1f1er is an mdiwduahzer wh1ch perfo;cms '
the same funct!.'an as a singulative derivational affix in languages W1th the

collective / 8 1ngu1at1ve{i qppos1t1on
32’ 3

In two gram'

' ‘ , @
descr1pt1ons of classifier languages I havﬁ found E ‘

a point of view gimIffr to the one expressed here. One ig Dobson'é‘work.

ﬂ

o,n EARLY ARCHAIC CHINESE in wh1ch he states (1962:28):

‘ ! " nit is net a feature of 'substantival quality' that it d:.stmgtiishes . I ®
class and member, between the genus itself and 'an.nstance of' ‘
or instances of .... In EAC certain of the distinctions are made o
when a noun occurs in a syntagma in whigh the elements ayxe- :
distributed as enumefated noun/number/quantkﬁcatlon A T

By quant1f1cat1on is here indicated what 1s ugually called a classkfler. ’.;

28 ‘.. :
Possible exceptions include OSSETE, PASHTQ and TLINGIT. = i ' o ]




'Another statement.is tha.t of Grjunberg (1963:46) in his grammar of

NORTH AZ ERBAIJANIAN TAT, an IRANIAN langua.ge.
TAs ha.s been already indicated, what is forrﬂ‘ally in Tat the s1ngu1ar

+ "is the expression of an und1v1de" multitude (mnozestvo) of obJécts

and almost always has a particular kind of collective meaning ....
In order to'supply such a substantive express1on with a quantitative
meaning by-means of a number, it is first necessary to select a
unit for counting. For this reason the numeral.d oes not usually -
stand immediately before the substantive. Between them one places
a word 1nd1ca ting such a unit of calculat1on "

If the general po1nt of view expressed here is taken as at least a working
hypothe sis, one of the further problems to be cons1dered is the follcwmg
It was seen that in ARABIC and RUSSIAN, the use of a noun as a c1a551f1er
was but one of & series of funct1ona1 alternat1ves such as a derived s1ngu-

lative of the enumerated noun or a spec1a1 ‘derived form of the numeral.

One m1ght conJecture'-that the choice of a nous itself as‘an»1nd1v1duator rests’

-on‘the fact that, as’a general rule, these languages have a very weak or ‘. .

© even non-existent development of derivation. In general they use syntag-.

matic structﬁre‘s consisting of full words. This, it would seem, is what ’
is, meant by the traditional =not1orpof isolating languages as a type.

We have ssen what might be called, anthropomorphmally, the aversion

of collectives to direct construction with a numeral and the '1ntervent1o,n of

y

" an individuated poun, the classifier, as one.of the devices to avoid this,

- B -

d1rect confrontatmn This aversion has, therefore, as 1ts natural coun-
terpart, the correSpondmg attraci ion to the classifier and an immediate

constituent structure in which the numeraL goes directly with the"classifier
r o ’ N

-while the numera1+c1assxf1er combination as a whole enters 1nto a more

remote qonstructmn with the enumerated noun.- In langgageswnh sub— -
stanti&el inflectioh for number and a singulative/collective opposition, it
was; noted that the numeral governg the classifier in respect to such cate-
gories.ais[nu‘mber and cage, while the ehurrrerated noun is in apposition to
or stands in \ah adnominal construction (es.sentially partitive) to fhis_,com -

bination.
%.
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- 4 'I'hls arrangement underlies a nu.mber of synchromc genera11zat1ons

SRR : that may be made regardmg classifier 1anguages proper We may. sum- ’ ' .
: . marize these as follows o . ' ' | o,

"Q (quant1f1er,, Cl (c1ass1f1er), N (enu.merated noun), only four occur ~--

1. QCIN 27 N-Q-Cl; 3. CIQN, a. N-Cl-Q. 29 Thetwonon occur1ng ’ ’ .

orders Cl-N-Q and Q-N-Cl have the property that the quant1f1er and the »A .

- . t

c1assrf1er are separated by the head noun. .
. 2) There is frequent variation w1th1n 1anguages between orders 1 and P - L —"'

2 or between 3 and 4. In other words the relative orden of quant1f1ers .

’ and class1f1er rema1ns unchanged but the combination of the ‘two may vary

B £ _
: between p1acement before or"arffter the head noun. The ra.re var1at10n ’
‘ between Q-Cl and Cl-Q is of three kmds In BODO,' a SINO TIBETAN . .

1anguage there are two distinct subsystems, the 1nd1genous (Cl Q) ag:xd
\that borrowed from ASSAMESE Q- Cl) In BENGALI, accord1ng to

- Chatter31 (1926:777), the usual order Q-Cl may be reversed to express L .

numerical approxunat1on. In mosg THAI languages the Q-Cl order
<genera11y holds but the order with the nu.m.ber ‘one' is Cl Q.,_ T : -_: “:_ s
3) The connection between the nmneral and the c1ass1f1er is so- close ',?' K \

prosodically that they may have one accent, in which case it 1s on the

'numeral and there may be fused forms 'such tha.t ana1ys1s becomes d1ff1- .
cult. In this case, e.g. the MICRONESIAN 1anguages, the numerals are ,
) generally said to form a number of series. In many 1anguages, analysts
St | con51der the nu.meral +c1ass1f1er construction to be a- s1ng1e word.
4) The Q-Cl comb1nat1on ‘may often be séparated in certain. construc-
tiohs from the emumerated noun. - ' ' I .‘
5) ".Fhe 'anaphoric construction of Q-Cl without overt expressio’x?\of . -

_the noun occurs in zll of these languages.

290 for quant1f1er is used here because not only numerals but also
the nurnerical 1nterrogat1ve 'how many?' and less frequently indefinite : <
quant1f1ers such as 'few', 'many' occur in the same position as the numeral '
‘in classifier constructions. An apparent exception is IBIBIO with C1-Q-N =
O (see footnote 25 above). Note, however, that the numeral here is really in
2 construction not w1th the enumerated noun as such but with the phrasal com-

pound _ - - ]
- - 3 @
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i These facts and the‘gener_a'l'structuring which they exhibit have a -
: : . bearing on the question.of the interpretation .of those instances cited in
l - " an earlier sectlon of th1s paper of nouns which commonly appear without
cla.s51f1ers These 1nclude words like 'day 'month’ 't1me (in phrases
‘ - ' | correSpondlng to ENGLISH 'three. times'), 'foot' '&dfll%", and currency
o expressions. As can be seen, these can all be interpreted a's measures.
) In addiotio.n‘the words for person' and 'thing' may sometimes occur both
e with other it_e‘ms as'.c‘:vlassifiers of very general scope but a1so.in their
¢ - | " lexical meanfng without previous mention in‘the context (e.’g. for 'person’
in -rn-any THAI languages). In these: instances then, where one might haye '
.'exp.ected 'person' to act as its own classifier we merely find the trans-
® ‘ lational equfvalent "three person' rather than repetition e.g. "person
.three person | ’ » '
- © Two 1n<terpretatlons of these phenomena have been offered by writers

of gra.mmars sometn:nes regardlng the same language For example

o Burling (1961: 266) in his grammar of GARO analyzes these words as )
& ° classifiers without head nouns while notlng that in previous grammars '
| ~of the language they were analyzed as head nouns without class1f1ers

' . ‘ -‘ Burhng s ana1y51s wou1d seeni to be the more _]ustl,fled In such instances ;"

" the same'close syntactlc congructmn bet;\ween numeral and ''unclassified

"noun'' is formed as between the numeral and the numeral classifier in the
. v '-trlpartlte construction. CUNA (St:herzer, forthcom1ng) prov1des here a
L 2 - part1cu1ariy str1k1ng confirmation. As often eﬁ‘sewhere the classifier

'forms a single word with the numeral wh11e the head noun is separate.

. -~ This is shown here by the stress pattern e. g Oome War- po 'woman clas-

‘ S . 51f1er-two' ‘ In-expressmn such as one day’, "day'1s seen to be a classi- ‘
' fler from the stress pattern p -kwen 'day one rather than ’-1pa kWen.
.- Moreover, where the word order is noun +numera1 classifier, these .

iphr%ses 1nvar1ab1y have numeral + "an&lassificd noun'' rather than the

. S oppos1te order and s1m11ar1y where the trlpartlte order is classifier + i
- “ ' numera1+noun the order of these phrases is unclassified" noun+numera1
)
'~ It could be ma1nta1ned that in mgasure phrases, ‘the place of the head -
.
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noun 1s essexrtlally taken by a verb; it is the verbal action “that. ls bemg
: quant1f1ed For e\arnple, "he traveled two days" 1,s equ1valent to '""he
‘, h performed two days of travel", 30 '“here are both measure and count
. . verbal co’nstruetions ‘For most languages a smgle lex1cal.1tem, the .
equ1valent of the ENGLISH word 'time, is used with numerals or a Spec1al
_ set of numeral is used (e.g. LATIN), but another alternat1ve which'is _
¥ _found, for exa@rxple, in ARABIC, is the "cognate“ verbal noun meaning -',\,
a single 1nstance of an act wh1ch may then cooccur with numerals. 7 v
It was noted earl1er in passing that in ARABIC the so- called masdar or L. e )
"1nf1mt1ve" is a verbal noun which may then take the same femzm.ne suff1x
¢ of the noun of unity when subJect to count construction and tl’lct the ARABIC
grammarlans noted the essential parallelism, collective noun : noun of |

unity = verbal noun (magdar) : nomen vicis. Similar phenomena occur in

x _languages without the coll.ective/eingulative”contr,ast. In BODO there are

'"'exafmples such as pay- -tam pay "commgs -three came". There is also the ’

* use of nouns which are neither general for all verbs llke 'time' in ENGLISH

nor cognate verbal nouns e.g. MANDARIN kinle l1ang yen "looked two eyes"

"looked twice!. - o v '
The logical possibility exists, then, that a language might have a)

system of verbal classifiers each ofLwlL'r_ch would be used with a particular

class of verb@ and an accompanying numeral. However, this possibility
’neVer seems to be realized in the svstemat1c way in which it so- often 1s
- for nouns. The .distinction between mass and count then applies to verbal
. act1on and is relate;g:l‘ to. asgect Durat1ve : punctual = measure : cop.x;t,
'He has been 1aughmg for two minutes. ' versus 'He laughed twice. ', .

. Theré is the widespread phenomenon of " \lural verbs' markin plural
sp P P , g :

+

30 B
A few lmgmsts have ysed such terms as verbal measures, e.g.
Smalley . (1961). :

31

For a. ‘discussion of the mass/count distinction in relation to verbs . - .
cf. Leech (1969:134-5). He notes that ''...not only noun meanings but -

verb meanings can include the factor 'countability' .
- . . . Sl
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action as against a single act. Once again the abstract‘possibility of

‘ incorporating-cour_lt distinCtion beyond the singular/plural dichotomy in
' the verb exists, e.g. a verbal fo,rm"meaning 'to perform X three times' ) L
: wh1ch does not seem to occur anywhere.
‘ : : - The "attractlon" of the 1nd1v1duated*noun to nuinerical express1on as

contrasted w1th the ''aversion' of the collective noun, has already been
d1scussed The relation of measures to 'umerical'expressions which

we have hypothes1zed as a model for coungconstruction is in a.sense even

closer than that of the individuated noun an® is somewhat different in na- ' 1 .
ture. They are syncategorematic with quantifiers i that they have no

.reality vy\vithovut them. A word like 'ounce’ when used,not merely men-

A. "tioned,has its raison d'stre in being accompanied by a quantitative expres-=

sion.” Only perhaps in metalinguistic discourse e.g.- ounce is a measure
[ g

noun or the Imperial gallon is larger than the ‘usual American gallon can

it be abstracted from quantity.' Ounces are not counted like apples. If 1
. have a set of six apples, I can as'k about physical characteri.stics of the
“ apples in abstraction from their nuInber, e.g. their color, but not so with
- gix ounces. I can imagine a large finite nurnber of all past, present and
@ future apples but I cannot number ounces in the same way. Su‘n11ar1y, | .
rwhen a physical object I&e a cup is being used as a measure, three cups

full of tea is different from three cups of tea . I might indeed use the

same cup three times. Not being phys1ca1 ob_)ects they are not suscept1b1e.
of the d1st1nct1on between collective and 1nd1v1dua1 K 'further example of \
the contrast 'between abstract measures and concrete objects is the
(J , difference /betweén monetary value and actual coins or bills. Twenth-five i
@ B cents and a quarter as a coin are not the same thing.

" This is perhaps why measures in many langua.ges with 1nf1'ected s1ngu-

dar and plural tend to use measures 1n the unmarked s1ngu1ar. Note the

distinction in German between zehn Pfennig as an amount and zehn Pfenn1ge

with the plural pf the noun as ten coins each worth one Pfennig.

4

o This brings us to a final consideration regarding substantlva.l number

a

in the numeral clas sifier constructions. As one might expect in ‘languages

@ Uv , ~ ‘ ' o S
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<of thls k1nd with sin ular and pluJ;al the number frequently has th same
. construct1on with classnﬁers as it does w1th ‘other nouns, e.g. plural _
[ | w1th 3-10 in OMAN]'ﬁ ARABIC. However, in class1f1er languages without
- mflectmnal plurals %1e1thelz cm{nters nor measurcs ever, take plural mar-  *
kers and unl1ke ‘Yplcal noun class systems, the cla.ss1f1ers themselves -
practically never vary lex1cally for number. The only exceptlon I have
encountered is in GUAYMI, a CHIBCHAN language (Alphonse 1956 13),
in which i person' is used as a dlassifier with 'one' and ni 'people’
with nu.mbers greater tha.n one. }
In languages in which the demonstrative occurs with class1f1ers
theje seem’s 1nvar1ablytobea. single 'plural’ class1f1er replacmg the ordi-
nary class1f1er but only in the demonstratwe constructmn, ‘ot in the nu-
merical construction. For example in MANDARIN the class1f1er ben
requ1red with shu 'book! w1th any nm:nber, e.g. iben shu ‘one book', -
san ben shu 'three books' occirs with the demonstrat1ve also, ch& ben shu
'this book' but”only in the' s1ngular For all nouns, the ord1nary classifier.
is replaced by hsie_ 'some to form the plural with demonstrat1ves, che
hsie shu 'these books'. ,Bas1cally s1m1lar are the BENGALI ASSAMESE
etc. 'definitives' which are suff1xed to the notm to make them def1n1te as
well as occurr1ng with the numerals as classifiers, e.g. BENGALI panc -
khana boi "f1ve flat- -object book" boi-khana 'the book'. In the plural
definite .all class1f1ers are replaced by the_plural g_lil_cl,"e. g b01- ulo 'the
books'. This plural rnarker"ca,nnot, occur with nt;fmbers‘. Unit counters, .
" then, behave very much like the measures which have been hsrpothesized
_here as their mod‘els.‘ The notion of 'unit' seems to .take. on this same -
abstractness whic-h haracteriZesmeasures and tepds to make them ta.ke

v

an unmarked invariable form with"nurr*b-ers For the counters, whose

'lex1cal sourcfe-r s generally transparent, are like the S1ngulat1ve in con-

E " \ taining two sema.nt1c moments, the concrete lexical meaning 'head' p1ece'

' gram', or whatever it may be, and the not1on of 'unit of counting' as such.
It'is evidently‘the latter that tends to assume the same abstractness ofl ‘.

- nzeamng that ig inherent 1{measures




-33-

Finally, in order to place the present paper witbin the framework of
the more general study of which it is a part, four other Basic topic.s will
be'briefly :considered and in some instances \bypotheses will be outlined

1) From the fact that certain languages have developed-he numeral
classifier system, it by no means folgws that it must have appeared in
a single step in all numerical constructions and compulsorily. There is

some evidence that it tends to appear first, as focus particularly in answers’

to quantitative WH-questions and later spreads to other constructions.

. Toheré is indeed a general problem here in relation to the main thesis

of this papex;, If some method of 1nd1v1dualization with specific quaﬁtlty .

~is required where the noun has’a general unmarked form, how is it that

languages may have certain syntactic constructions requiring this and
others not, and how can the construction be optional in other languages?‘
This is part of the broader problem as to why the implicational relation
between classifiers and lack of compulsory number in the substantive is
~just that and not a mutual implic_ation, that is, a logical.equivalence. -
There seem. t@”be languages without 'compulsory number inflection, which

likewise have measure constructions and yet do not.have ch.,s/sifiers. In
*

‘ L \ .
other words, as explained in the initial section of this paper, we have at

4

be'st .necessary but not sufficient conditions.
2) Another basic problem relates to the lexical sources o?ii:lasmfiers

and their semantic relation to the head nouns. There seem here to be
three main types: A) superordinate terms such as 'person' asl a classifier
for Himans and 'tree' for individual 'species's B) items in one-to-one
.relation to the objects being counted, among the most common of these

are 'head' for animates and 'trunk' or 'stalk' for trees; C) words which
themselves designate arbitrary or insignificant units like 'piece’', 'grain',
etc. It was seen earlier that these exist quite generally in‘language‘s which
have measures and having someWhaft equivocal.status, 'the;r are capable

of sprea.ding semantically to structured items. For non-structpared unit_s
these term's often ;elate to the verbal action required to produce them,

analogous to ENGLISH slice in slices of breadf.

\ 33 . ,




. 3) This last example bringsg up & further major area of inve stigation,

L' ' L s \

the .semantic changes of the classifiers in terms of changés in the nouns
- - that they claswify. Here a thoroughgoing COmparigon'with Semantic changes LaN
: . of class indicators in other typeé of numeral clasgification system% is of ' ‘
- value. These processes are in maay resgpects similar to those involved ‘ £
in ordinary lexical semantic cha.r'1ge. However, the'y are, so to speak, ' 9.
N more unrestrained in their capacity of generalizatibn because in the vast
“majority of instances they - are semanticallx redundant. The r6le of shape
. in classi_fication has been singled out fér particdlar at-tention by some R
analysts.-.lt, is indeed a recurrent phenomenon. that we find classifiers | | . ¢’
which'cooccur with groups of nouns which Have as their common semantic -
feature one of the following: a) long narrow object (one -dimensional),
often subdivided into  cylindrical and non-cylindrical; b) flat objec_‘.t (two di- . )
mensional); c¢) round object (three -dimensional). This latter tends to '
include large bulky objects of whatever shape. These classifiers apply
prirﬁarily to inanim atés but they sometimes include various categories R -
of animates. For example 'snakes' or larger quadrupeds are often classi-
- fied as long, narrow objects. o ' ; » -, S
Insofar a® classification is applied basically to countable, ‘COncrete R
2 objects it is not difficult to see that semantic criteria of shape provide' 9
‘hthe broadest possibilities for generalization as l7eing that which otherwise .
heterogeneous phys.icai-nobject's have in common. In many instnances' the
- same lexical item used as a classifier has in diverse la;guages.-be'come . -
\/One of the b'asi.c shape classifiers, notably 'stalk' or 'trunk’', an item in
oné-to-one relation with plants afid tre'eé, for long narrow objécts and
'grain', a ''quasi-unit classifier' for round objects. )

The frequent occurrénce of what is sometimes called the §enera1 : ®

classifier is to be interpreted in dynamic terms as the ultimate resul} \/
&
of semantic generalization of one of the widespread classifiers, generally

¥ N - . . .
one of the shape classifiers and rhost typically the round object classifier
] . . ‘ ) . ]
to the point at which it not only itself cooccurs with a very large and heter- ,

°

ogeneous group of nbun}é{qbut may be used as an alternative to almost any
. N t

. 34




-

35~

" other classifier. There is evidence in some instances regardmg the
,diachronic eXpan,smn of these c1assﬁ"1ers, Often the, spread of such
/elas'sifier's is confined to inanimadtes. For example, in regard to VIET -
NAMESE, Thompson (1965:196) notes that "In modern VIETNAMESE f\he
geﬁneral class1f1er ca1 is com1ng to be used more and more at the expense‘
of other SpeC1f1c c1a591f1ers, eSpeC1a11y with nouns denotlng 1nan1rnate ob-
jects which in traditional usage go with one of the rarer classifiers .... "
* In other 1nstance8, e.g. MANDA.RIN _g_, the general c1a551f1er is used
* also with pergons . ‘

There i;s an enlightening para_lllel here with the procéss of consolida-~
tion and sirnplification fdu/n}fn noun-c‘lass languages. In NIGER -CONGO
languages thex\'ie is avtendency for one of the non-personal classes to be-
come the ''general' class paralleling in it ~sém.anti:cs that of the general
.classifier in heterogeneity of meaning, statisticad frgequency and tendency
to be used in place’ of other non-personal classes.

" A similar phenomenon is found in what might be i!alled posseseuve '

classificational systems. In many OCEANIC and AMERIND languages
the very common contrast between int;.znate and non-intimate possessio'n
has been elaborated thr()/pLgh the split of the latter i'nto classes ba’sed- on
the use of various classifying nouns which takes the possegsive affixes -
in place of tne noun désignatingkthe possessed item which is then placed
in apposition. For example, in IyIATACb, a language of the CHACO,
'my dog' is, literally "my-animaldog"and 'my house' is "my-property
house", Suéh systems also tend to develop a "gén'eAral" class. Fc;r exam-
ple, in SONSOROL, a language of Micronesia which like tna.ny OCEANIC
languéges ‘has simultaneously possessive and numeral clagsifier systems
which ax.'e independent of each other, one qf"the noun bases ofythe ponses-
dive system jd- is described as signifying '"general possession, not
covered by any other class" (Capell 1948:13). ‘ g

4) One of the lines of development of such systems is by syntactlc :

spread to Pther constructions than the numeral classifier construction

39
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proper. The synchrmc umversal@ to hold that whenever a numeral
e 1

: classm.er construction 1s also used in non-quantifier constructions, the.. :

-consatruction w1th demonstratwes is one of these, often the only one. The

use of numeral classifiers with demonstratives occurs in a number of
geograph1ca11y separate areas and some of these instances at least must
be- h1stor1ca11y 1ndependent, e.g. THAI, VIETNAMESE, MODERN
CHINESE, BENGALI, NAURU (M1crone51a) ang,KIRIWINA (Trobrland

. Islands east of New Guinea and geographically distant from Nauru) De-

monstratives would seem to have, like'numbers, a specjal relation to

individuated non-collective expressions but the deta1ls of this process.

remain to be 1nvest1gated 7
Throughout th1s paper I haveek?ﬁasized the tentativeness of the
conclusions advanced and that it is to be viewed more in the light of a

progress report than a definitive statement. Its value, it may be hoped .

is to show that the method of dynamm typological comparison can help in
1nvest1gat1ng '51gn1£1cant problems which have, on the whole, not been ”
d1scussed very much in recent 11ngu1st1cs, and can also, by the consi-
deration of empirical 11ngu1st1c data from a great variety of languages
at least, open the possibility of rational solut1ons to such trad1t10na1

-

problems as the origin of gen‘ier and noun classificational systems in

general.

.,
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