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Introduction

Languages typically have different inventories of various kinds of word by means
of which the multifaceted domains of our human experiences can be verbalised.
The study of and first approaches to categorising these parts of speech go back
to classical Greek and Latin grammarians like Dionysios Thrax or Varro. They
mainly based their categorisation of nouns, verbs and other word classes on
semantic, syntactic and morphological criteria and had considerable impact on
all linguistic descriptions following them. However, by the time linguists became
more familiar with structurally different languages like the American Indian lan-
guages, it became clear that the classical terminology and methodology of classi-
fication was less useful for languages other than Greek, Latin, their descendants
and linguistic relatives (cf. Broschart 2002, 663). Abstracting from language-
specific morpho-syntactic characteristics, modern typologists nowadays tend
rather to base their categorisation of word class membership on conceptual-
semantic features. Adopting this perspective, one may generalise that most, if
not all, languages of the world have at least some linguistic means of expression
of reference to objects (a noun class), of predication of processes (a verb class),
and of attributing qualities (an adjective class), whatever the formal reflexion
of these categories may look like (cf. Broschart 2002, 666). More specifically,
“grammatical behavior [. . .] is best regarded as SYMPTOMATIC of its semantic
value, not the sole or final basis for a criterial definition” (Langacker 1991, 60;
original stress). It follows from this line of argument that there are representa-
tives of a word class like that of nouns which are more or less prototypical. A
typical noun denotes physical objects, i.e. time-stable, concrete and coherent
individuals with a reduced number of features, which are non-relational (cf. Lan-
gacker 1991, chap. 3; Croft 2001, 86-92; Givon 2018, 249-250) and are thus situ-
ated at the basic level of categorisation, i.e. “the level at which categories carry
the most information, possess the highest cue validity, and are, thus, the most
differentiated from one another” (Rosch et al. 1976, 383). Evidence for the proto-
typicality of nouns like apple or chair comes from various studies showing that
they are e.g. acquired earlier (cf. Bloom 2000, 91-92; Gentner/Boroditsky 2001)
and are used predominantly for object naming, as opposed to other nouns at a
higher or lower level of generalisation (cf. Rosch et al. 1976, 423—424). In contrast,
atypical nouns like equipment, truth, sand and people denote referents that are
less spatially coherent and more complex than single individuals and that do
not represent good gestalts in not necessarily being holistically perceivable nor
standing out from the ground as figures. Within this category of atypical nouns,
there is a group whose conceptual complexity lies in their denoting a plurality
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of more or less coherent entities. These kinds of noun may vary both inter- and
intra-linguistically in their specific formal characteristics (cf. Mihatsch 2015a for
an overview), but what they all have in common is the semantic feature [+ plural]
verbalised in one single lexical entry. It must be specified that it is not only plu-
rality that they express but, more specifically, these kinds of noun express the
concept of COLLECTIVITY. In other words, a noun like people does not just denote
a plurality of persons, but a plurality of persons sharing some feature, be it time,
space, a property or function (cf. Meisterfeld 1998, 50-51). For this reason I call
these nouns, following Kuhn (1982) and Seiler (1986), collection nouns. There are
various types of collection noun in the Indo-European languages which differ
mainly in their conceptualisation of the plurality of referents as well as in the
morphological form the plurality is verbalised with. Firstly, there are countable
collective nouns (henceforth CCNs) like Sp. atuendo ‘outfit’, Engl. team or Fr.
essaim ‘swarm’. Those nouns refer in the inflectional singular to a set of things,
but the plural form does not denote more of those things, but more of those col-
lections. Semantically, these kinds of collection are bounded groups, of which
the referents form a part (cf. Flaux 1999). Secondly, there are singular object mass
nouns (henceforth SOMNs) like Sp. ropa ‘clothing’, Germ. Obst ‘fruit’ or Engl. fur-
niture, that syntactically behave like homogeneous mass nouns such as water —
they are uncountable and incompatible with the indefinite article — but seman-
tically they too refer to a plurality of artefacts, animals or human beings. These
kinds of collection are not holistically perceivable groups, but rather kind-denot-
ing pluralities (cf. Rothstein 2010a). SOMNs only appear in the morphological
singular with no equivalent plural form, but we do also find plural object mass
nouns (henceforth POMNSs) like Engl. groceries or Germ. Leute ‘people’ that have
a fossilised plural form, but which can hardly be counted and have no equivalent
singular form (cf. Acquaviva 2008; Lauwers 2014).

The two Spanish examples of atuendo ‘outfit’ and ropa ‘clothing’ and also
their English equivalents show that a certain language may encode the same
extra-linguistic referents — like t-shirt, trousers and shoes — differently, either as
a clearly delimited or as a vaguer and more substance-like collection. This kind of
linguistic construal is typically described by the concept of apprehension (cf. Kuhn
1982; Seiler 1986) or nominal aspect (cf. Meisterfeld 1998). Seiler (1986, 9) defines
apprehension as “[. . .] the universal operational dimension with corresponding
subdimensions which explains how language grasps and represents concepts
that correspond to objects or items.”

In a similar way, and basing himself on research on nominal number (e.g.
Biermann 1982, but also Damourette/Pichon 1911-1927), Meisterfeld (1998, 34)
defines the notion of Nominalaspekt as the grammatical reflection of a speaker’s
perspective or view on an extralinguistic object. These definitions thus pattern
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with the understanding of construal as it is defined in cognitive linguistics: “[. . .]
[the] ability to conceive and portray the same situation in alternate ways” (Lan-
gacker 2008, 43). Meisterfeld (1998) specifies this notion of nominal aspect in
differentiating between an inner and an outer nominal aspect. The former refers
to the internal structure of an entity (cf. Meisterfeld 1998, 44), the latter to its
external boundaries (cf. Meisterfeld 1998, 36; cf. Jackendoff 1991a; Rijkhoff 2002
for a similar distinction; their similarities and differences will be discussed in
chap. 1.1). By means of this distinction the differences between the various noun
types can be described, but it also legitimises their subsumption under one
umbrella term, collection nouns: With respect to their inner aspect, all collec-
tion nouns are amalgams - that is, they denote a plurality of discrete entities
that in some way cohere more than is implied by the mere inflectional plural. As
Gil (1996, 63) puts it: “[. . .], even though the boys may be coextensive with the
team, the latter NPs says more, namely that the boys are organized in a particu-
lar fashion.” Gil (1996) distinguishes in this respect between an additive plural
(boys) and a non-additive plural (team), whereby team is non-additive since it is
more than the mere sum of its parts. Concerning the outer nominal aspect, collec-
tion nouns differ in whether they designate bounded or unbounded collections,
or Gruppen- vs. Genuskollektiva (‘group collectives’ vs. ‘type collectives’, in the
terminology of Leisi 1975). Following Kuhn (1982) and Seiler (1986), I choose the
notion of collection which the latter defines as a “technique [which] is based on
the relationality between the individual (set) and a unity of individuals charac-
terized by certain Gestalt qualities” (Seiler 1986, 59). Generalising slightly and
connecting the theories of Seiler and Meisterfeld, I define a collection as a coher-
ent plurality of entities that is either construed as bounded with certain gestalt
qualities or as an unbounded mass. Collections are mostly denoted by collection
nouns. This approach will be explained in more detail in the following chapters.

CCNshave long been at the centre of research on French, English and to a lesser
degree other Romance languages like Spanish and Catalan, where they have been
examined from different perspectives and in the framework of various linguistic
traditions (cf. i.a. Quirk 1985; Michaux 1992; Bosque 1999; Flaux 1999; Levin 2001;
Solé Solé 2002; Lammert 2010). SOMNSs, however, have only recently become the
focus of linguistic research, particularly in the framework of formal semantics and
concentrating mainly on languages like English or Mandarin Chinese, but scarcely
on Romance languages (Chierchia 2010; Rothstein 2010a; Landman 2011). Since
the seminal work of Acquaviva (2008) on lexical plurals there has been growing
interest in this nominal type culminating in a recent special issue of Lingvisticae
Investigationes on Lexical plurals and beyond (Lauwers/Lammert 2016). Lexical
plurals are understood as intrinsically plural, i.e. grammatically and semantically
(cf. Acquaviva 2008, 268). In contrast to the inflectional plural, lexical plurality
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is inherent to a noun in not being determined by the syntactic context, but by
the semantic choice of a speaker in a certain context. Lexical plurality is, thus,
not obligatory, nor general, in the sense that it does not apply to all nouns and
pronouns. Examples are for instance Engl. brains ‘intelligence’, Dutch letteren
‘literature’ or It. mura ‘walled perimeter’. These nouns have in common that they
not only are morphologically plural, but also that they have a default semantic
plurality. They often, but not necessarily, co-exist with an inflectional plural form,
which also differs in meaning like It. muri ‘walls’. POMNs are thus analysed in this
framework as a subcategory of lexical plurals that refer to clearly distinguishable
entities (cf. Mihatsch 2016) and which are consequently distinct from other kinds
of inherent plurality like nouns denoting granular aggregates.

What these analyses, whether recent or more traditional, have in common
is that they focus mainly on only one type of collection noun and on only one
language; cross-linguistic comparison has so far not been at the centre of inter-
est — comparative research as found in Joosten (2006) or Mihatsch (2016), for
instance, is therefore hard to find. For Romance languages, it is particularly the
French language that has been analysed, while collection nouns in other lan-
guages (like Spanish, Italian or Portuguese) have only been mentioned rather
briefly in general overviews or in the framework of related research areas (cf. i.a.
Ortega/Morera 1981-1982; Bosque 1999; Grossmann 2004). Solé Solé (2002) pre-
sents an integral approach on Catalan CCNs. Additionally, what have been mainly
focused on in Romance philology are bounded CCNs, OMNs have not in general
been treated (but see the recent work of Lauwers 2014). Furthermore, the majority
of works examining collection nouns focuses on present-day language use and
the nouns’ syntactic and semantic characteristics. The diachronic evolution of
collection nouns has so far only been outlined on the basis of a few qualitative
corpus analyses and etymological dictionaries (cf. Mihatsch 2006; 2016; Grimm/
Levin 2011; 2012; 2016). More elaborate examinations like the ones of Baldinger
(1950) or Collin (1918) are — given their age — not necessarily outdated but by and
large limited in their empirical possibilities. The focus on the semantic-syntactic
aspects of collection nouns finally does not take them into account as a possi-
ble morphological category. As a consequence of these considerations, several
research gaps arise which I will address in this present study:

— There is barely any research considering collection nouns as a category with
related sub-types, i.e. CCNs, SOMNs and POMNSs. Research done to date
either mostly focused on one of these sub-types, neglecting the other, or con-
sidered particularly the category of OMNs as a quirky sub-type of CCNs. Addi-
tionally, whereas CCNs have already been analysed quite exhaustively (for
French), there has been nearly no research undertaken on OMNs in Romance
languages.
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— There are hardly any cross-linguistic comparisons of collection nouns, not
even for one of the nominal sub-types. Comparative work has mostly only
focused on a rough comparison between English and French.

— There has been little research done on morphological aspects of collection
nouns (cf. Mihatsch 2021); research done so far has mostly concentrated on
just the semantic and syntactic characteristics.

— There is a scarcity of empirical research on the diachronic development of
collection nouns, with the research done so far being mainly theoretical.

Following on from these research gaps, the present work has two main goals
which can be mapped onto two fields. On the one hand, I will give an overview as
complete as possible of the linguistic characteristics of Romance collection nouns
in the synchrony of contemporary language. This includes a comparison of differ-
ent types of collection noun in one language, as well as their cross-linguistic com-
parison in this language family. I will furthermore address the question of collec-
tion nouns as a possible derivational category. On the other hand, I will examine
the diachronic development of Romance collection nouns, placing the theoretical
findings on an empirical basis. There are thus three central research questions:

RQ1: What are the influencing factors on the particular linguistic expression of a
collection of entities and the semantic-syntactic characteristics related to it?

RQ2: To what extent are there any productive word-formation patterns in the
domain of COLLECTIVITY?

RQ3: To what extent do collection nouns follow a unidirectional path of lexicali-
sation? Can this path be empirically proven?

Since the main goal of this work lies mainly in the bringing together the various
theoretical accounts and not in focusing only on one topic, a cross-linguistic
comparison between several Romance languages is unfortunately not possible
in every research domain that will be examined. Instead, I will take French as
a focal point and compare it to other Romance languages whenever this is pos-
sible and fruitful. The concentration on French is done for two reasons: firstly,
French is a language with a fully grammaticalised distinction between mass and
count syntax (for example by the partitive article unambiguously marking mass
nouns). This feature allows for a clear definitional delimitation between various
types of collection noun not only on the basis of their semantic characteristics
(e.g. bounded groups vs. indefinite numbers of referents) but also on syntactic
grounds. This adds another possible piece to the puzzle unavailable to that extent
in languages like Spanish or Portuguese that do not use such a mass-marking
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determiner, or Italian where the partitive article displays a lesser degree of oblig-
atoriness (cf. Stark 2008 for an overview). The establishment of clearly delimited
categories of collection noun in French may thus serve well as a starting point for
additional cross-linguistic comparisons. Secondly, as mentioned above, research
on collection nouns in Romance languages has mainly focused on French. At first
sight, it seems to be counterintuitive to concentrate on a language that has already
been quite extensively examined. However, this predominantly theory-orientated
research has never been empirically tested and consolidated — in the sense of cor-
pus-based approaches and studies involving more than one (non-expert) speaker.
By focusing on French, it is possible to develop a complete theory regarding col-
lection nouns that has been empirically confirmed and which may then serve as
a bridge to other Romance languages having a well consolidated theory as a basis
of argument.

This monograph is divided into three major sections: Part I will lay the theo-
retical groundwork for the following parts. I will explain in more detail the aspects
mentioned above, focusing on nominal aspectuality and number (chap. 1), the
relation between nominal aspectuality and collection nouns (chap. 2) and a
definitional delimitation of the category collection noun based on the state of
current research (chap. 3). This overview of the state of the art will focus both on
semantic-syntactic issues as well as those concentrating on word-formation. The
section will not only be limited to Romance languages but will generally adopt a
typological perspective. The second part will treat collection nouns in present-day
language use in Romance languages. Here, I will focus on two major empirical
domains: I will first analyse the semantic and syntactic characteristics of CCNs
and OMNSs in French, comparing them to equivalent nouns in Spanish, Italian
and Portuguese, focusing thus mainly on the comparative aspect of analysis. The
empirical basis here will be an acceptability judgement study (chap. 4). Second,
I will examine Romance collection nouns from a morphological point of view,
analysing collective nonce-formations in French, in comparison to Spanish and
Italian (chap. 5). The aim of part II is to develop a complete model of the concept
of COLLECTIVITY and its linguistic means of expression in contemporary use in
Romance languages (presented in chap. 6). The exact choice of languages com-
pared to French will be explained in detail in the respective sections. Part III will
finally address the question of the diachronic development of Romance collec-
tion nouns. Here, I will mainly analyse the theory of a unidirectional lexicali-
sation path of collection nouns, developed by Mihatsch (2006; 2016). After dis-
cussing the concept of lexicalisation and presenting the state of the art on the
assumed pathways of evolution of collection nouns (chap. 7), I will concentrate on
a corpus analysis of this nominal type in French to investigate theoretical assump-
tions regarding this possible lexicalisation path (chap. 8). The empirical studies
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presented in parts II and III were conducted in the framework of and financed
by the research project “Verbal and nominal aspectuality between lexicon and
grammar” (directed by Prof. Sarah Dessi Schmid and Prof. Wiltrud Mihatsch) as
part of the Collaborative Research Centre 833 at the University of Tiibingen, funded
by the Deutsche Forschungsgemeinschaft (DFG, German Research Foundation) —
SFB 833 — Project-ID 75650358.

The present work will conclude by presenting a model of COLLECTIVITY in
Romance languages that takes into consideration several linguistic domains,
cross-linguistic variation and diachronic evolution. COLLECTIVITY in Romance
languages will be shown to be governed by the principle of continuity: continuity
between different types of collection, continuity between different Romance lan-
guages and continuity in historical development.






| Theoretical foundations






1 Nominal aspectuality and number

Ashas been already indicated in the introduction, the concept of nominal aspectu-
ality will provide the theoretical foundation to describe and to analyse the linguis-
tic means of expression of COLLECTIVITY in Romance languages. In what follows,
I will thus first discuss different approaches to the construal of extra-linguistic
entities to then develop my own theory of nominal aspectuality as it will be
understood in this framework (chap. 1.1). Chap. 1.2 will then discuss the different
means of expression of nominal aspectuality, not only in the Romance languages,
but also from a typological point of view. A crucial aspect in this description will
be the marking of nominal number. As has been mentioned above, collection
nouns differ, among other aspects, in verbalising a collection either as a bounded
group or an indefinite plurality. We will see shortly that this constitution of the
outer nominal aspect correlates strongly with the compatibility with certain mor-
pho-syntactic operations implying countability, thus i.a. nominal number. This
already indicates a very important theoretical premise: As will be shown in chap.
1.1, I adopt an onomasiological conception of nominal aspectuality in analysing
the different linguistic means of expressing COLLECTIVITY. This implies in turn
the assumption of three different layers of analysis: first, there is the conceptual
layer, supposedly independent of language. Second, there are cross-linguisti-
cally more or less universal linguistic categories to express this conceptual layer,
like e.g. nouns or articles. And third, there are the language-specific means of
expression which underlie diasystematic variation or certain syntactic restric-
tions. These three layers are, however, often difficult to separate neatly since it
is hard to describe the conceptual layer completely without any linguistic means.
Following Koch (2003), I thus opt for the adoption of the perspective of an ono-
masiologie éclairée (‘enlightened onomasiology’). Consequently, I will describe
in what follows my understanding of this onomasiological category of nominal
aspectuality, which cannot just simply be described without instrumentalising
the linguistic means verbalising it. In a first step, I will thus refer to various illus-
trating and mainly English examples (cf. chap. 1.1). These elaborations will then
be systematised in considering not only the group of Romance languages (cf.
chap. 1.2.2), but also the typological perspective (cf. chap. 1.2.1). With this, the
theoretical conception of the onomasiological category may then be controlled
and, if necessary, revised: “Durch den interlingualen Vergleich vermeidet man es,
ein bestimmtes einzelsprachlich vorfindliches Netz versprachlichter Konzepte als
universal zu setzen” (‘the cross-linguistic comparison prevents the considering of
a certain language-specific network of verbalised concepts as universal’) (Blank/
Koch 2003a, 7).

3 Open Access. © 2022 Désirée Kleineberg, published by De Gruyter. [COTS2NSCH This work is licensed
under the Creative Commons Attribution-NonCommercial-NoDerivatives 4.0 International License.
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1.1 The construal of extra-linguistic entities

Before coming to the theoretical elaboration of nominal aspectuality, some brief
remarks on the methodological and theoretical framework are necessary. As indi-
cated by the examples given in the introduction, the present study adopts a cog-
nitive linguistic perspective on the classification of various nominal types, i.e.
individual count nouns, collection nouns, substance denoting nouns etc. There
is, however, an alternative approach to the classification of noun types repre-
sented by numerous studies coming from formal semantics and focusing mainly
on the opposition between mass and count nouns (cf. i.a. Bunt 1979; Krifka 1989;
Chierchia 1998a; 2010; Rothstein 2010a; Landman 2011). Both theoretical perspec-
tives make, as we will shortly see, the same observations on language. One very
prominent observation is e.g. that the same extra-linguistic entities may be labelled
by different quasi-synonyms, more specifically by a count noun and a mass noun.
This is not only true for quasi-synonymous pairs in one language (e.g. shoes vs.
footwear), but also between languages (e.g. Engl. furniture,,,.; vs. It. mobile ount)
(cf. e.g. Chierchia 1998a, 56 for formal semantics and cf. e.g. Croft/Cruse 2004, 41
for cognitive semantics). The difference between these two theoretical approaches
lies in the lines of argument following from these observations. While cognitive
semanticists opt for an explanation of these regularities by taking into consid-
eration more general principles of thinking and speaking, formal semanticists
focus on the formal description of the underlying linguistic structures of different
nominal types. In the following, I adopt the former perspective since the main goal
of the present study lies in analysing nominal types using a holistic approach, not
only focusing on the syntax-semantics interface, but also on derivational aspects,
usage frequency, connotation and diatopic as well as diachronic variation. Formal
semantic studies will be consulted as important sources for various theoretical
domains, particularly in the framework of the description of the semantic-syntactic
characteristics of collection nouns in present-day language use (chap. 3.1), but the
further theory-building will be based on the assumptions of cognitive linguistics.

Adopting this cognitive approach, the quasi-synonymous pairs mentioned
above are explained by different ways of construing the same extra-linguistic enti-
ties. On a semasiological level, expressions like Sp. atuendo ‘outfit’ and Sp. ropa
‘clothing’ are thus said to reflect the way of interpreting the referents (cf. Croft/
Cruse 2004, 3—4; Langacker 2008; Ising 2019). This is not only true for the nominal
but also for the verbal domain (examples taken from Croft 1998, 69; Croft/Cruse
2004, 41):

(1) a. leaves on the tree
b. foliage-@ on the tree
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(2) a. Tessis playing the flute.
b. Tess plays the flute.

Examples (1) and (2) exemplify what Talmy (1988) calls structural schematization
which “comprises all the forms of conceptual delineation that can be ascribed
to a quantity, or to the pattern in which two or more quantities are interrelated,
whether in space or time or some other conceptual dimension” (Talmy 1988,
194). Structural schematisation consequently means that, by using the basically
truth-conditionally equivalent but inflectionally different expressions in (1a-b)
and (2a-b), we simply construe the situations and objects differently. By using
the count noun leaf in (1a) we construe the extra-linguistic objects as individ-
ual bounded entities, and by using the mass noun foliage in (1b) we, in contrast,
interpret the same extra-linguistic entities rather as a homogeneous substance
(cf. Croft/Cruse 2004, 64). The same holds for the introductory example of Sp.
atuendo and ropa: a t-shirt, trousers and a pair of shoes can be either construed
as a complete set of clothes or as a theoretically open collection, which may in
turn be reflected by the choice of different linguistic means of expression. In
example (2a) it is the momentarily executed action of playing the flute which is
focused on, whereas example (2b) construes this same action as habitual - the
basic action of playing the flute, however, is the same in both examples. Lan-
gacker (2008, 131) summarises this: “We are perfectly capable of construing the
same conceived entity in alternate ways, each of which highlights certain aspects
of it and downplays others.”

This construal of the extra-linguistic reality surrounding us can be described
by numerous theories that vary in their theoretical orientations. First of all,
there are the already mentioned cognitive approaches of Talmy (1988), Croft/
Cruse (2004), Langacker (2008), Ising (2019), but also Jackendoff (1991a). These
assume that language construes the extra-linguistic world and does not directly
reflect it. Related to these, but concentrating more on typology and language-spe-
cific properties, are the theories of Hansjakob Seiler and the Cologne UNITYP
project, Meisterfeld (1998), as well as Rijkhoff (1991; 2002), which all focus on
the question of how the world’s languages verbalise objects, persons and events.
All these approaches, which I will address in more detail later, have in common
that they assume some opposition between countable and uncountable nouns
which reflect the construal of a named entity either as bounded or as unbounded
(cf. atuendo vs. ropa). This distinction has already been made by Bloomfield
(1933, 205), Damourette/Pichon (1911-1927) and Jespersen (1949), so it is neither
new nor exclusively characteristic of cognitive linguistics. In addition to the
dichotomous opposition of boundedness, the majority of authors also mention
some kind of internal configuration, mostly described in terms of homogeneity or
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heterogeneity. In this respect, nouns can be characterised as either interpreting
the referent as homogeneous like water or boy, or as being constituted of heter-
ogeneous entities like team or cattle (cf. Langacker 1987b; 2008, 139-142; Jack-
endoff 1991a, 18-20; Meisterfeld 1998, 36; Rijkhoff 2002, 50-56). These terms are
best described by the distinction between homogeneous referents, whose consti-
tuting entities are not distinguishable or not of concern, and heterogeneous ref-
erents, whose constituting entities are conceptually prominent because of their
e.g. functional or perceptual importance. In other words, substances and single
individuals are not construed as being constituted of distinguishable parts since
these constituents are either too small (water) or not of concern since the referent
is perceived holistically (boy). In contrast, pluralities like team or cattle are con-
strued as having an internal structure of distinguishable entities. The two basic
dichotomies — boundedness and internal structure — are generally combined to
classify four conceptual entity types that correlate with different noun types, here
exemplified by the typology of Jackendoff (1991a, 20):

(3) +bounded, —internal structure: Individuals (a pig)
+bounded, +internal structure: Groups (a committee)
—bounded, —internal structure: Substances (water)
-bounded, +internal structure: Aggregates (buses, cattle)

Collections verbalised by collection nouns are to be classified as having an inter-
nal structure, thus as being heterogeneous. To be able to distinguish between
various kinds of collection, all being constituted of distinguishable but either
more homogeneous or more heterogeneous entities, I alter the terminologi-
cal conventions slightly. In what follows, I assume entities to consist of either
non-discrete (e.g. water) or discrete parts (e.g. team). This distinction is not nec-
essarily referential, but reflects human construal of these entities. That is to say
that, although a substance like water, but also an aggregate like rice consist of
(very) small particles (atoms of water and grains of rice), they are too small to
be conceived of as discrete. In contrast, a team and also other collections like a
forest or furniture consist of entities which are bigger, which may move, which
have different functions etc. and are thus salient enough to be conceived of as
discrete. The notions of homogeneity and heterogeneity will only be used to addi-
tionally categorise discrete entities as being similar to each other or not. With
this in mind, the classification of water as being a non-discrete and homogene-
ous entity still holds: we cannot make out the single molecules of water, they are
non-discrete and, as these are uniformly made of the same atoms, they are also
homogeneous, i.e. similar to each other. The same is true for aggregates like rice,
whose constituting grains are too small and too similar to each other to be con-
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ceived of as discrete entities. However, especially in the case of collections, the
terminological shift allows for a distinction to be made between collections made
of either homogeneous (e.g. a bouquet of very similar flowers) or perceptually
and/or functionally heterogeneous (e.g. furniture, team) entities. In both cases,
the entities are distinguishable but differ in their degree of homogeneity, i.e. simi-
larity. Factors influencing this degree of similarity may be animacy, functionality,
as well as perceptual aspects. The constituting entities of furniture are thus con-
ceived of as heterogeneous because they are perceptually different and they all
have a different function. In a similar way, although the members of a team are
perceptually homogeneous because they all wear similar outfits, they may rather
be conceived of as heterogeneous, since they are animate and thus move individ-
ually and they all have different functions. The examples given already suggest
that the features of discreteness and homogeneity are gradable: grains of rice are
more discrete than atoms of water, but to a lesser extent than pieces of furniture.

Summarising, there are extra-linguistic entities and events (like items of
clothing, leaves on a tree or playing the flute) which we can describe using differ-
ent linguistic means of expression. These means reflect how we interpret what we
perceive, which elements we focus on and which ones we neglect. These mech-
anisms are not exclusive to the verbal or the nominal domain, but are based on
general cognitive principles such as attention, perspective or focus (cf. Croft/
Cruse 2004; Langacker 2008). Jackendoff (1983, 42) sums this up:

One of the most obvious aspects of the projected world is that it is divided up into #things# —
#entities# with a certain kind of spatial and temporal integrity. In the simplest case, a
#thing# is the figure of a figure-ground opposition in the visual field; by contrast with the
figure, the ground is unattended and relatively less vivid. In more complex cases (such as
ordinary life), a multitude of #things# are perceived in the visual field, standing or moving
in various relations to one another.

Terminologically, the diverse theories roughly differ in adopting the notion of
construal (Langacker, Croft/Cruse, Jackendoff) or some other terms like cognitive
ambiguity (Ising 2019), apprehension (Seiler 1986), Seinsart (Rijkhoff 2002) or
Nominalaspekt ‘nominal aspect’ (Meisterfeld 1998).

On the surface, all these approaches to how we linguistically interpret the
world seem to be very similar. In contrast, example (3) indicates a rather important
difference between them: Jackendoff (1991a, 19-20) speaks of entity construal typi-
cally expressed by certain nouns (e.g. mass vs. count nouns), but uses both nouns
and full noun phrases as exemplars. Contrary to that, Rijkhoff (2002) explicitly
speaks of types of noun phrase that are characterised by having different features
in different languages and Croft/Cruse (2004) and Langacker (2008) stress the con-
ceptual nature of boundedness and discreteness, special noun types being a mani-
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festation of their underlying cognitive basis. Meisterfeld (1998, 34) defines nominal
aspect as a grammatical category and mainly focuses on its morpho-syntactic
aspects. Finally, Ising (2019) adopts the most global perspective in considering
a number of different grammatical and lexical means of expression of reconcep-
tualising an extra-linguistic entity, be it certain nouns, anaphoric reference, the
article system of a language and so on. A second important difference has already
been mentioned. Whereas purely cognitive approaches concentrate mainly on the
English language, Rijkhoff, Seiler, Meisterfeld and Ising focus on language com-
parison (on a larger or smaller scale). These issues can be subsumed under the
question of whether the features of boundedness and discreteness are viewed
as a fixed part of the internal conceptual and/or semantic structure of a noun,
whether they are rather grammatical features expressed for instance by article use
as in example (3), or whether they are features independent of the language that
expresses them.

To address this issue, I embark on a detour to the verbal domain where the
very same question is also raised. In a parallel way, nominal as well as verbal
aspectuality are onomasiological categories that describe the possible linguistic
means of expression of the internal structure of an entity or an action as well as
its outer boundaries — both features describe how it is construed (cf. ex. (1) and
(2)). The encompassing term verbal aspectuality, as used by Dessi Schmid (2014;
2019), is traditionally divided into uni- and bi-dimensional approaches. The latter
differentiate between the two major domains of semantic means of expression —
lexical aspect or Aktionsart — and grammatical ones — grammatical or verbal
aspect (Sasse 2002; Boogaart 2004; Boogaart/Janssen 2010, 813; Filip 2011; Dessi
Schmid 2014; 2019).

The concept of Aktionsart as it is widely adopted today mainly goes back
to Slavonic tradition and Zeno Vendler, who used the term time schemata (cf.
Vendler 1957); the notion of Aktionsart had already been introduced in the late
19th century as a term covering both lexical and grammatical aspect (cf. Boogaart
2004, 1167). Vendler elaborated a typology of verbs and entire predicates that
describes how these linguistically structure a specific situation. Based on his
seminal article, we generally differentiate four Vendler classes constituted by the
three dichotomies telic-atelic, dynamic-stative and durative—punctual. Smith
(1991) furthermore adds the category of semelfactives which are dynamic, punc-
tual and atelic (e.g. to cough or to kick) (cf. Table 1.1).

Central to this concept of Aktionsart is that it is anchored to the verb. Con-
sequently, verbs like fo stop refer always to achievements or verbs like to hate
are always states, no matter in what tense or (grammatical) aspect they are pre-
sented (cf. infra). This is why Aktionsart is often called lexical aspect, because it
is assumed to be inherent to the verb. Note, however, that Vendler also treats VPs
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Table 1.1: Aktionsarten according to Vendler (1957) (table adapt. from Boogaart 2004, 1169).

dynamic telic durative example
state - - + to know
activity + - + to run
accomplishment + + + to recover
achievement + + - to find

and not just verbs. For instance, he explains the difference between activities and
accomplishments with the difference between to run or to draw, which are both
atelic, and to run a mile or to draw a circle, which are telic and thus accomplish-
ments (cf. Vendler 1957, 145-146; cf. also Boogaart 2004, 1166-1167).

In contrast to the traditionally more lexical concept of Aktionsart, verbal
aspect is defined as “ways of viewing the internal temporal constituency of a sit-
uation” (Comrie 1976, 3) and is seen as the (grammatical) expression of an action
being represented as completed or as still ongoing (cf. also Bertinetto 1986). This
distinction between perfectivity and imperfectivity varies from one language to
the other, and typologically, we find various morphological, syntactic or lexical
means of expression of verbal aspect (see Comrie 1976, chap. 5 for an overview).
As shown in example (4), Romance languages, for instance, express aspect in the
past tense by means of inflection, whereas in English only imperfectivity can be
overtly and unambiguously marked through the verbal periphrasis was eating;
ate alone is not marked for aspect (examples from Dessi Schmid 2019, 10; cf. also
ex. (2); see Bertinetto/Squartini 2016 for an up-to-date overview of the Romance
tenses and their aspectual values):

(4) Leo mangidye/mangiavaimpe:, Un cornetto al cioccolato.
‘Le0 atepest fimpert./ Was eatingimper. @ chocolate croissant.’

This brief overview illustrates some issues also valid for the nominal domain.
Firstly, Aktionsart is in general defined as a lexical category, but a verb as part
of a syntagma can easily change its constitution, as we have seen above (cf. to
run vs. to run a mile). Furthermore, different languages do not express Aktionsart
and aspect necessarily with lexical and grammatical means respectively. So, an
Italian speaker has to choose between the perfective or the imperfective inflec-
tion when s/he uses the past tense, as exemplified in (4). In contrast, a speaker
of English or German has the option of choosing additional, more lexical means
of expression of verbal aspectuality such as adverbials, as in Leo af8 gerade ein
Croissant, als plétzlich die Katze auf den Tisch sprang (‘Leo was just eating a crois-
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sant when suddenly the cat jumped on the table’). Here, the adverbial plétzlich
‘suddenly’ marks the inflectional form sprang ‘jumped’ as perfective and the
adverbial gerade ‘just’ marks af ‘ate’ as imperfective; the inflectional forms are
not marked for aspect in German. In this respect, lexical means of expression
of aspectuality generally have a higher degree of optionality, while grammati-
cal means show a higher degree of obligatoriness (cf. Lehmann 2015). Secondly,
cognitive linguistics and recent grammaticalisation research indicate that there
seems to be no clear demarcation between lexicon and grammar; rather, they are
two poles of a continuum that underlies variation and change (cf. Comrie 1976, 6,
footnote 1; Langacker 2006; 2008; Dessi Schmid 2019, 50-62). This overview indi-
cated that a strict distinction between grammatical aspect and lexical Aktionsart
can, if at all, only be maintained at the level of an individual language and “from
a cognitive point of view, aspect and aktionsart [. . .] are actually one and the same
thing, the difference being a matter of individual lexicalization and grammatical-
ization processes” (Sasse 1991, 32).

Adopting as a result of this a uni-dimensional model of aspectuality, I
assume, following Dessi Schmid (2014; 2019), that aspectuality as a conceptual
category describes how entities and situations are construed by language in space
and time respectively. These means of linguistic expression can vary from lexical
to grammatical, from one language to another and from one phase of language
development to another. I therefore adopt a cognitive perspective on aspectuality
as also argued by amongst others Croft/Cruse (2004) and Langacker (2008). This
allows me to account for cross-linguistic variation, diachronic change and differ-
ent means of expression of aspectuality.

Considering the numerous parallels between the verbal and the nominal
domain, e.g. the incompatibility of unbounded mass nouns with bounded telic
predicates — *to eat apple sauce in three hours — (cf. i.a. Talmy 1988, 178-179;
Krifka 1989; Brinton 1991; Jackendoff 1991a; 1991b, 27-32; Doetjes 1997, 44-56;
Langacker 2008, 151-160) as well as the traditions of Romance philology (cf.
Meisterfeld 1998), I adopt the notion of aspectuality also for the nominal domain.
Coming back to the issues raised above, I thus assume the linguistic means of
expression of nominal aspectuality to reflect the underlying construal of an
entity. This structure may be either expressed by the semantics of a noun or the
morpho-syntactic modifications the noun may be subjected to (cf. also the very
similar approach of Ising 2019). In the verbal domain, these modifications are
mostly represented by adverbs or inflection. In the nominal domain, aspectuality
may equally be conveyed by lexical means of expression (various kinds of noun)
or grammatical ones, e.g. by means of the indefinite article. Especially cross-lin-
guistically, there are several modifiers which can change the aspectual consti-
tution of a noun. An example for these is, amongst others, found in Tagalog,
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where the ambifix ka-. . .-an changes the aspectual structure of an individual
count noun like pulo ‘island’ to a collection noun: kapuluan ‘archipelago’ (cf. Gil
1996, 63—-64; cf. also Rijkhoff 2002, chap. 4.2 for a typological overview of various
means of expression of nominal aspectuality). In Romance languages, which are
the focus of this study, such modifications are rare. Given, however, the exist-
ence of such typological variation, nominal aspectuality has to be considered
as a conceptual category, whose language-specific expression varies from more
lexical to more grammatical means. The constituting features of nominal aspec-
tuality are boundedness and internal structure, which I have mentioned above
and which I will now address in more detail. Following research on cognitive
linguistics, I assume the feature of boundedness to express the construal of a
referent as an individual (cf. e.g. Langacker 1987b; Wisniewski/Lamb/Middleton
2003). As in the case of verbal aspectuality, the outer limits that define an entity
as a bounded individual may be of various types. Consequently, in addition to
prototypical Spelke objects (cf. Spelke 1994), a puddle, certain sounds, mental
events or collections may all be linguistically construed as bounded entities (cf.
Bloom/Kelemen 1995, 6—7; Langacker 2008, 141). An essential assumption here is
that the feature of boundedness may not be totally present or absent but may, for
example, be simply out of sight (cf. also Wisniewski/Lamb/Middleton 2003, 588):
“[...], a speaker uses a -b[ounded] constituent to refer to an entity whose bound-
aries are not in view or not of concern; one can think of the boundaries as outside
the current view. This does not entail that the entity is absolutely unbounded in
space or time; it is just that we can’t see the boundaries from the present vantage
point” (Jackendoff 1991a, 19).

This claim can be supported with coercion phenomena on the one hand and
linguistic typology on the other hand. Type coercion in the nominal domain is
typically associated with the universal grinder (count — mass; cf. Pelletier 1975),
the universal sorter (mass — count; cf. Bunt 1985) and the universal packager
(mass — count; cf. Bach 1986). All three phenomena describe either the focusing
or weakening of boundedness. Whereas the principles may not be as universal as
they are usually postulated to be — underlying idiosyncrasies and context restric-
tions (can a count abstract noun be grounded?) - the basic assumptions are per-
fectly justified. By using the universal grinder, we weaken the boundedness of an
entity, this can be linguistically manifested by coercing e.g. a count noun into a
mass noun. In (5a) the bench does not cease to be limited in space, but its bound-
aries are simply not of concern. In contrast, the feature of boundedness is focused
via the universal sorter and packager, concentrating either on a type or a portion
interpretation of the entity. Example (5b) refers to types of wine and in example
(5c) the person wants a pre-defined portion of ice cream, like an ice lolly, and not
an undefined mass:
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(5) a. Youwll have to stand - there’s not enough bench for another big person.
(Langacker 2008, 143)
b. Hungary produces many excellent wines. (Bunt 1985, 10)
c. I'want an ice-cream. (adapt. from Bach 1986, 10)

These examples of type coercion illustrate that the feature of boundedness cannot
be seen as a completely inflexible reflexion of grammar or semantics but must be
assumed to be of conceptual nature which underlies changes of perspective dis-
played by linguistic means of expression, but also governed by pragmatics and
world-knowledge. As shown e.g. by Lauwers/Vermote (2014, 164-165), speakers
of French and Dutch are less likely to accept fruit nouns in mass syntax when
presented in contexts other than cooking, where they thus naturally (still) appear
in their discrete forms.

From a typological point of view, the mass-count distinction as a linguis-
tic reflexion of boundedness is much debated. It seems to be a consensus that
individual entities with time-stable properties are mostly labelled with count
nouns and substances without outer boundaries with mass nouns - or equiva-
lent grammatical structures (cf. e.g. Rothstein 2010a, 343-344). Apart from that,
the question is far from settled as to why particularly supertypes® and granular
aggregates (in the terminology of Grimm 2012) like rice or gravel are expressed by
a count noun in language A and by a mass noun in language B. For instance, the
concept of various precious objects a person wears for adornment is expressed
in English, German, French and Italian with a heterogeneous mass noun (jewel-
lery, Schmuck, bijouterie, gioielleria), but in Spanish and Portuguese with a count
noun (joya(s), joia(s)) (cf. Wisniewski/Lamb/Middleton 2003 and Wisniewski
2010 for an overview of various studies analysing this question and possible
influencing factors, such as the way we interact with the referents; cf. also Wier-
zbicka 1988). In both language groups, we refer to the same extra-linguistic enti-
ties, but Spanish and Portuguese focus on the boundedness of the single pieces
of jewellery, whereas the other languages construe these objects linguistically as
an unbounded mass — the discrete objects remain bounded entities, but they are
simply not construed as such. Bale/Gillon (2020, 34) even go so far as to assume
that the relation between mass and count nouns and their real-world equivalents
is no more motivated than other features like animacy and gender.

1 I use this notion, originally coming from database management, to refer to superordinate catego-
ries in general. In anglophone literature on this topic, superordinate categories are typically used
to refer to categories verbalised by a count noun, we thus often find the distinction between super-
ordinate categories like vehicle and mass superordinate categories like furniture (cf. e.g. Wisniewski/
Imai/Casey 1996). The notion of supertype thus stands for both count and mass superordinates.
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Summarising, the feature of boundedness defines whether an entity is con-
strued as having “some limit to the set of constitutive entities” (Langacker 2008,
136). This limit does not have to be concrete as in the case of a pig or a committee
(cf. ex. (3)), but can also be more abstract as in the case of hour or beep. We con-
sequently construe entities as bounded when we conceptually contrast them to
other entities, when they have a certain internal configuration and/or when we see
a special function in them (cf. Langacker 2008, 136-139). In number marking lan-
guages, bounded entities are generally labelled by count nouns and unbounded
entities by mass nouns (e.g. dog vs. water).

Whereas the feature of boundedness tends to be taken as dichotomous, the
feature of discreteness is seen rather as a continuum of different degrees. As
already indicated above, a substance like water is characterised by being com-
pletely non-discrete and homogeneous, since we cannot distinguish any individ-
ual constituents. Granular aggregates like rice are still construed as non-discrete
entities but, albeit to a lesser degree than water, we can still make out some small
constituting, discrete but homogeneous entities. Finally, and intuitively, collec-
tions like a bouquet are constituted of discrete individuals that are, however, more
homogeneous than those of a family or a team, where the constituting persons
differ in various features. The factors influencing this construal as either homo-
geneous or heterogeneous, like e.g. animacy or functionality (cf. supra) result
in two basic aspects: first, an entity is conceived of as homogeneous if its main
properties and qualities are the same for every single portion of it. This holds for
water, rice and the bouquet but not for a family or a bicycle. Second, an entity is
conceived of as homogeneous when adding or taking away portions of it does not
change the fact of its still being exactly this entity. Adding or taking away water
or rice does not change its being water or rice. This does not hold for heteroge-
neous discrete entities like a team, as only three defenders and a keeper do not
form a (functional) football team (cf. Langacker 2008, 139-142). These features of
homogeneity are traditionally described by the notion of cumulative reference (cf.
Quine 1960, 90-95). Like Langacker (2008), Meisterfeld (1998, 44-52) considers
the internal constitution of a noun not as dichotomous but rather as a continuum
between the two poles of discreteness and continuity. The referents of a count
collective noun, for instance, are more coherent than those of the inflectional
plural, but the referents of a typical mass noun — Meisterfeld (1998, 52) calls them
Kontinua ‘continuous nouns’ —show a higher degree of cohesion than those of
collectives (cf. also Gil 1996, 63; Acquaviva 2008, 101-105). Rijkhoff (2002, 51-53)
also assumes the feature of homogeneity to be crucial for a classification of noun
types. In contrast to Langacker and Meisterfeld, he sees the feature as dichoto-
mous, however. A very important aspect stressed by Rijkhoff is that homogeneity
may not only become evident by means of reference, but also by linguistic means
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of expression. The distinction between [+ homogeneous] nouns may be e.g. man-
ifested by different kinds of nominal classifiers, viz. sortal or mensural ones. In
a language like Thai, homogeneous or non-homogeneous nouns are thus distin-
guished by the obligatory use of a mensural classifier for the former and a sortal
classifier for the latter type. A language like Yucatec Maya, on the other hand,
does not distinguish between these two types of classifier and thus encodes all
nouns independently of the feature of homogeneity (cf. Rijkhoff 2002, 46—-49; cf.
infra for a detailed discussion of classifiers as linguistic means of expression of
nominal aspectuality). As in the case of the aspectual feature of boundedness,
the construal of extra-linguistic entities as being either non-discrete or discrete
consequently depends on focusing on or neglecting certain aspects. Granular
aggregates like gravel or sand are thus construed as internally homogeneous
although they are constituted of more or less clearly distinguishable parts (cf.
Chierchia 1998a; cf. also Middleton et al. 2004 for psycholinguistic evidence). It
may thus be useful to distinguish between homogeneous and heterogeneous as
well as discrete and non-discrete entities to categorise different kinds of internal
configuration. A team and a bouquet are then both constituted of discrete refer-
ents, but they are heterogeneous in the case of the team and homogeneous, i.e.
more similar, in the case of the bouquet.

In most cases, internal continuity and external unboundedness as well as inter-
nal discreteness and boundedness correlate — substances are mostly expressed by
mass nouns and distinctive entities by count nouns. This does not always have
to be the case, as count nouns like lake or object mass nouns like furniture show
(cf. Langacker 2008, 141); the latter will be treated in more detail in chapter 3.1.
Summing up, “although categories may be similar in that their extensional units
involve multiple entities, the cognitive agent takes an active role in construing
those multiple entities. As a result, the cognitive agent may construe multiple enti-
ties in different ways, leading to different types of categories” (Wisniewski/Clancy/
Tillman 2005, 125).

Nominal aspectuality is thus the linguistic reflection of this cognitive agent in
construing extra-linguistic entities as either bounded or unbounded and as being
somewhere between non-discrete and discrete. How this reflection is specifically
expressed via linguistic means of expression will be treated in the next chapter.

1.2 The linguistic expression of nominal aspectuality

The previous section elaborated the conceptual category of nominal aspectuality,
the features that constate it and the implications that follow from it for cross-lin-
guistic comparison and diachronic change. In the following, I give an overview
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of possible means of expression of nominal aspectuality, first from a typological
point of view and then specifically for Romance languages.

1.2.1 The typological perspective

Asalreadyindicated above, the feature of boundedness is typically associated with
the mass-count distinction, boundedness being a prerequisite of countability (cf.
Meisterfeld 1998, 40). It follows from this that count nouns reflect boundedness
and mass nouns unboundedness (cf. Jackendoff 1991a, 19; Meisterfeld 1998, 26;
Langacker 2008, 131). Using count or mass nouns is, however, only one possible
option, specific for number marking languages. In this respect, Chierchia (2010,
107-108) distinguishes three language types according to their coding of mass vs.
count syntax. Firstly, there are the Indo-European languages, for example, which
mostly mark mass and count via obligatory nominal number marking and deter-
mination. Secondly, languages like Mandarin Chinese do not mark nominal plu-
rality morphologically, but code the mass-count distinction by means of different
classifiers. Those are linguistic elements which categorise referents so that they
can be counted, measured etc. and appear mostly in Asian languages, but also
in Africa and the Americas (cf. Grinevald 2004, 1016; 1021). Thirdly, in languages
like Tagalog or Déne Sytine (Na-Dené language family, spoken by about 12,000
people in north-western Canada), there is neither obligatory number marking nor
an obligatory classifier system; numerals can be directly combined with a number
neutral noun. They, however, still distinguish count vs. mass via the insertion
of measure terms only possible with mass nouns (cf. also Doetjes 2011, 2564).
Before coming to a more detailed description of these systems, a note on the pres-
ence of nominal number marking in general is necessary: Greenberg (1963, 96)
argued that there are no languages in the world that do not dispose of a numerical
distinction — at least in the pronominal system. We now, however, know of some
counter-examples against this generalisation: Piraha, for instance, spoken in the
Amazonas region in Brazil (220 speakers were counted in 1997), makes use of
personal pronouns in the first, second and third person, but these can express
both singular and plural. Old Javanese is supposed to have functioned in a similar
way and Classical Chinese also seems to have been devoid of nominal number

2 One may differentiate an additional fourth type. As shown by Oliveira de Lima (2014), the lan-
guage of Yudja, spoken by about 300 people in the Xingu Indigenous Territory in Brazil, allows
for a direct combination with numerals and bare nouns, both in the case of nouns denoting
individuals and of substances. As this language however seems to be a special case, it will not be
treated any further in what follows.
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(cf. Corbett 2000, 50-51; Iturrioz-Leza/Skopeteas 2004, 1053). Other languages
like Maranungku (Western-Daly, North-Australia) do not encode number in the
noun, but mark it in the verb (cf. Dryer 2005, 139). All in all, Dryer (2005) enu-
merates 98 languages that do not encode nominal plurality, as opposed to 968
that do encode it in some way. Note that these former languages mostly share the
same pattern as Maranungku. With respect to the latter, Corbett (2000) develops
a typology of number marking in the languages of the world. These can be mainly
of three types. Either a language has two distinct forms for the singular and the
plural - this is the case for Indo-European languages — or they additionally use
a general number, this being unspecified for singular or plural. In this case, there
is the possibility for a language to have a special form for each of these number
options. In Bayso (Afro-Asiatic, spoken in Ethiopia), for instance, the word for
‘lion’ is liban, and this general number form can either refer to one singular indi-
vidual or a plurality of lions - it is not marked for number. Additionally, lubdn-titi
‘(a single) lion’ is explicitly marked for the singular and luban-jool ‘lions’ for the
plural (cf. Corbett 2000, 10-11). In contrast to this, languages like Japanese have
a shared form for the singular and the general number, but a special form for the
plural. Accordingly, Japanese inu ‘dog’ can denote one single dog or more than
one and inu-tati explicitly refers to a plurality of dogs, but there is no exclusive
form for the singular as there is in Bayso (cf. Corbett 2000, 13-14). According to
Corbett (2000, 16-17), there is the possibility of a fourth system with the plural
and general number sharing a form and the singular being marked, but a natural
language like this does not seem to exist. Languages may additionally differ in
the values they ascribe to the category of plurality. Either they only oppose a
category of ‘one’ to another of ‘more than one’, or they additionally distinguish
other plural values like the dual, the trial or the paucal (cf. Corbett 2000, 20-26),
though these categories are not greatly relevant for the present study.

Strictly speaking, the three language types referred to by Chierchia all belong
to Corbett’s number marking languages. Even in classifier languages like Manda-
rin (type 2) or number neutral languages like Tagalog (type 3) number marking
is not absent, but only optional (mostly with animate or human nouns, cf. infra),
they share the pattern of Japanese. A Mandarin general number noun like in (6),
for instance, can express both the singular and the plural, but it is the context
that determines the actual number of the referent (cf. Corbett 2000, 13-16;
Doetjes 2011):

(6) Shi i shii
be green book
‘It’s a green book.’/‘They are green books.” (Wiedenhof 2015, 249)
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However, both languages, Mandarin Chinese and Tagalog, can overtly code the
mass-count distinction (despite the fact that they mark number only optionally).
Type 2 languages use an obligatory system of classifiers which have to be inserted
when one wants to count or measure a noun. These classifiers are usually restricted
to one or another noun type, as in Mandarin wdn ‘bowlful’, kéu ‘mouthful’, bda
‘thing wielded’ or ge ‘item’ (cf. Wiedenhof 2015, 274-278). These examples, together
with some other restrictions like the presence of the modification marker de which
is only possible with mass classifiers, suggest that languages like Mandarin have a
mass-count distinction similar to that of English, for instance (cf. Cheng/Sybesma
1998; Li/Barner/Huang 2008). Finally, type 3 languages like Tagalog have neither
an obligatory number marking nor an obligatory classifier system. The noun system
behaves, however, basically like the English one, whereby typical count nouns
like mansanas ‘apple’ can be directly combined with numerals, and typical mass
nouns like bigas ‘rice’ have to be accompanied by a container word to be counted
(cf. Chierchia 2010, 108; Doetjes 2011, 2564). It may thus be summarised that the
mass-count distinction as a linguistic reflection of the feature of boundedness cor-
relates with obligatory number marking in Chierchia’s type 1 languages, but may
also be expressed by other linguistic means. Even the obligatory plural marking
can be expressed very differently, whether through plural suffixes as in the case
of Indo-European languages, reduplication (in most of the Australian languages),
prefixation (as in Swahili) or prosodic means (as in Shilluk, Nilo-Saharan) (see
Iturrioz-Leza/Skopeteas 2004; Dryer 2005 for an excellent overview).

Another means of expression of boundedness is definiteness. This can, for
instance, be marked in German by the definite article. In example (7a) the mass
noun Wasser ‘water’ is a bare noun; without any determiner it is indeed inter-
preted as an undefined mass. In contrast, in example (7b) the definite article das
binds this undefined mass and triggers the inference of a typical container for
water taken to the kitchen, maybe a bucket (cf. Meisterfeld 1998, 43):

(7) a. Erholte @ Wasser an der Pumpe.
‘He got water from the pump.’
b. Er brachte das Wasser in die Kiiche.
‘He took the (bucket of) water to the kitchen.’

At first sight, this postulation seems to be contradictory, given the classification
of Chierchia (1998a, 56), who clearly categorises the definite article (in English)
as being neut