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RESUMEN

]

En este trabajo se trata de poner de manifiesto el carfcter circular o
contradictorio de explicaciones extralinglifsticas de un fendmeno gramatical
tan importante para la lengua como es la subcategerizacidn nominal y su re-
lacién con el génern y el nimero y por tanto con la aprenhensidn de objetos.
For mis que ya los cldsices del estructuralismo criticaron los intentos de-
presentar las categorias gramaticales como reflejo o réplica de supuestas
categorias reales o psicoldgicas, todavia en la actualidad las descripciones
gramaticales aparecen con’ freeuencia entremezcladas con psevudoexplicaciones
ontolfgicas o psicologisticas: Estas categorias proceden en ltimo t&rmino
del anilisis gramatical y asi han podido ser empleadas tambifn para corro-
borar la hipétesis de 4que el lenguaje determina la forma de pensar y de orga-
nizar la realidad. Mi propBsito no es repetir viejos argumentos de carficter
global, sino demostrar a través de una contrastacidn sistemitica de tales
teorias con las observablews lingiifsticas que se trata de explicaciones que,
en la medida en que no son circulares, son contradictorias. En la segunda
parte de este trabajo, yue aparecerd en Funcidn I1I/1, se afladen mis argumen—
tos que ponen de manifiesto la ‘necesidad de un andlisis operacional, tal co-
mo es llevado a cabo en el -modelo UNITYP.
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GRAMMATICAL NUMBER, NOMINAL SUBCATEGORIZATION AND TECHNIQUES FOR THE
APPREHENSION OF DBJECTS

1. Objectiona to the tradiiional approach.

a. Preliminary vemarks.

In the first number of this journal ("'A functional analysis of gender...™)
I developped some aspects of a fimctional-operational conception of grammati-
cal gender. The basic idea was that it is a formal concept (operational scheme)}
that cannot be described and even less explained in terms of semantic content;
in interaction with number it constitutes one of the grammatical techniques for
the apprehension of objects. In the second part of this article I described in
detail the role that genders play in the _reification with other indicators.
showing an incréasing_assimilation of abstract nouns to the scheme of indivi-
duatives, that is to the technique GENDER/NUMBER; this process was interpfeted
as a programme for the constitution of second-order objects (referents, topics)
in technical and scientific (formal) languages. The present article will go
deeper into this approach, but now from the angle of mumber; it is the logical
complement of thé former, so that both must be considered as an organic whole
in order to be duly appreciated; I am also going to pay special attention to
the role played by number in the apprehension of senténces as objects. In "IN-
DIVIDUATION and DETERMINATION III" (Funcifin I/2) the pluralization of abstract
nouns was analyzed from the point of view of the condensation of sentences;
adjustment consists in a lot of regularities regarding the quantificative as-
pects of the relation that hplds between the (nominalized) predicate and its
arguments: the plurality of an argument can be transferred onto the abstract
noun, and plurality of the abstract noun can indicate plurality of whatsoever
argument, From the interaction with the other operational traits constituting
the technique of ABSTRACTION (naominalization, saturation of argument places,
referencing, cannection with the main predicate} derives the specificity of
the singular/plural opposition in this technigue. We can now make further ad-
vances towards a general theory about the function of mmber, if we examine
the way in which it interacts with the operational traits of each technique.

If the analysis of the category of gender leads inexcrably to the cate-
gory of mumber (see Hjelmslev 1956) it is equally evident that every
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sericus examination of number sends us back to questions related to
gender, Hielmslev believed in having discovered in the semantic notion
of "consistence" (with its variations or “dimensions" (a} dynamic: "'ex-
pansion vs. concentration", (b) static: “discrete state vs. compact sta-
te', (c} "global or massive vs. punctual™) the concept or 'general term'
{the common semantic denominator)} of gender and noun classes, on which
number oppositions as well as aspect oppositions are based. On the other
hand, Mathiot (1967) starts from the notion of "multiplicity" as the un-
derlying concept of the category of mumber: its basic comnitive content
would be the opposition “collocation vs. dispersion", mamifying in a lot

of distinctive semantic features.

Notwithstanding the difference of starting peints there is a remar-
kable convergence in the outcome in spite of the differences of method,
neither one of the papers crosses the threshold of & serlous explanation
of the facts. If in the case of Hjelmslev the most remarkable deficiency
is the confusion of lexical and grammatical planes in the case of Mathiot
the profusion of planes and analytical categories confuses more than cla-
+ifies the fundamental task of (the technique)} GENDER/MUMBER (i.e. INDI-
VIDUATION) .

The functional interrelation of both categories has been made evi-
dent in a more suitable way in works such as Greenberg's 1972, but its
full development has been possible enly in the theoretical Framework of
UNITYP. ' ' '

1. The scale of classificative (generalining) abstraction as fbﬁﬁdaw
tion of number and nominal subecategoriaation.

In this section I will expound at length the problems arising:when
one tries to treat uniformly things that belong to different.planes or:
description levels, that is by tackling grammatical questions ?n_.; ;
terms of lexical semantics or,on the contrary, by using: grammatical pro-
perties to strengthen classifications and, more generally;:tpyréinforce
statements obtaining at the lexematic level of analysis: In ordev to'set
forth as briefly as possible my views concerning the irreducibility of:
description levels I will leave out the historical aspects: of thls matter
and concentrate my attention on a very representatlve article: Hempel

1956/7.
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Abstraction is usually defined as a process ordering the mltipli- ness or unity of things strictly so called ("man kann von ihnen wegnehmern,

city of objects by eliminating special traits and thus forming by asso-
ciation of some essential traits the concept of species, by the associa-
tion of species the concept of genus etc. in a hierarchy of more and mo-
re general concepts. 'Concrete' and 'abstract' are considered as the po-
les of a unique dimension or scale supposedly representing an increa-
sing distance from the specific contents of perception. The concepts of
different abstraction levels are connected by the relation of inclusion
or implicaticn: steed § horse £ soliped & perisodactyl G ungulate §
mammal € animal .... chains of this type can be characterized by a gra-
dual enrichment of the extension and an inversely proportional decrease
in intension.

Problems arise when this scale is applied to phenomena other than
the hierarchy of concepts. On the one hand, it is maintained that the
more general the concepts are, the greater is the distance from the le-
vel of perception; 'specific' is identified with 'sensorial' and 'gene-
ral' with 'mental’, which gives way to mmerous misunderstandings and
subjective appreciations; but it is glaringly obvious that the differen-
ce between stone and bravery, animal and veloeity is not the same as
hetween bravery and virtue, veloeity and magnitude; only the second one
can be accounted for by means of the claqsificative abstraction. Another
difficulty is to determine which predlcates come immediately above the
abjects (1nd1v1duals) the concepts of species are not the most 5pec1f1c,
because beneath the species one can still distinguish subspecies, races,
subraces etc.

A more serious objection concerns Hempel's idea that genera are the
turning point between the real and the ideal (abstract) spheres because
they exist only in the human mind (1.c. 383-4): there are horses but no
solipeds nor ungulates, planets but no heavenly bodies. Specific terms
group individuals and are therefore still close to the perception pole:
there are species only where there are individuals, i.e. "geschlossene
Strukturen mit Einheischarakter" (1.c.385). According to this, terms
that do 7ot designate individuals from the point of view of a naive rea-
ilisn’cannot be considered as specific-concrete. Even individuatives
- such'as Stein “stone", Klippe "rock", Berg "mountain" arouse suspiciom,
.given that they denote accidental assemblages of stuff lacking the one-:

ohne sie zu zerstéiren'). One could still talk of species in the case of
events that repeat in a more or less uniform way such as cyclones, storma,
epidemics, etates of mind...; on the. contrary, in the case of dividua
(subgtances, forees, qualities, radiations, colours, sounds) we cannot

speak of species, but only of genera:

Alles dies sind echte Abstrakta. Die Gattung ist im
Unterschied von den Artea immer abstrakt, da sie Un-
gleiches zusammennimmt. Im Gebietr der Dividua setzt

also die Abstraktion direkt oberhalb der einzelnen
Konkreta ein, diese zusammengreifend chne eine Zwischen-
schaltung von Arten (l.c. 385).

Hempel's classification results as if by magic from an asystematic and
capricious Tesort to ontological (‘'real"}, psychological ("subjective')
and grammatical criteria (mumber); the apparent confirmation of the i-
dea that cognitive categories correspond to the real ones and that both
are reflected in the grammatical categories (l.c. 374) involves a lot of
contradictions and circularities. He has not achieved the purpose of
arranging the prammatical categories in a single abstraction scale. In-
dividuatives appear dispersed all along the scale; among his abstracts
we find proper nouns (Chrismas, Platanthera, Asperula etc.), individua-’
tives (Memme 'coward', Sehuft 'villain'), collectives (Pack ‘erowd?,
Gesindel 'possip'), continuatives (Obst "fruit!, Gemise 'vegetable',
Unkraut 'weeds') and abstractives (Erfolg 'success', Sieg 'victery'}.
It's the same with the other classes. .

He places collectives in a position very close to the concrete po-

le of the dimension, because they are-

ZusammenEassungen einer melst unbekannten Zahl gleichar: Tis
Individuer in einem singularischen Ausdruck, womlt. im. ;. .
der Vielheit zugleich eine ideelle Einheit gesetzl ‘wird.
Eine peistige Formung also, aber keine Hoherstufung,- die
wir als das Kenozeichen der echten Abqtraktlnn an%ehen_

(Hempel 1956/7: 388).

There are several types of colleaf1veq The pqrtlal or nroup col]cc-

tives gather é ”closcd p1u1111ty“ of LndJVLdu11s of a qpec1cs w1thout
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exhausting it; an indefinite, but limited plurality with recognizable
group structure, so'that the plural formation is still possible: drei
Herden von Kihen, two flocks of goats, families, herds, etc.. The to-
tal collectivés "comprise all individuals of a species, and for this
rezson the formation of the plural is not possible (I.c.388): Chria-
tenfieit, Christianity, humanity, Memachheit, etc.. Other nouns lacking
the plural stand for an indefinite mumber ranging from a single indivi-
dual to the whole extension: yieh, cattle, ganade; Laub, beZaJe, folia~
ge; pelicfa, police, Folizei; Gras, pasto, hierba, hervbaje, herbage, pas-
ture...; as a "real' characteristic, the denotation of these nouns con-
sists of perceptible unities {bia&es'of gfﬂss, Grashalme, policemen...),
but it is of no consequence for the pluralizability of the nouns. Hempel
includes as well some nouns that are clearly pluralizable ( 4r¢, Gattung,

Familie...}, in spite of their high degree of generality and despite the

fact that they_do not denote individuals at all, but rather species, ge-
nera, families, sorts, kinds, etc.?; a similar contradiction can be ob-
served in other cases such as Christianity - association, etc.. For Hem-
pel the structural parallelism between von Wald bedeckt and von Wasser
bedeckt, there is  fish and there is coal merely points to the proximi-
ty of the categories ‘collective! and 'mass' in the scale; certain '‘real"
differences between the objects prevents him from recognizing that Wald
and figh are in this use real mass nouns (from the grammatical point of
view).

The so-called comprehensives designate a’ heterogensous accumulation
of events of great spacial and temporal extension; each one of them
could-be perceived in the space, but the set as such goes beyond the fra-
me of human perception: waw, feast, wedding, carnaval, harvest... Hem-
pel distinguishes in addition the group of 'complex objects" (1.c.392).
i.e. material apgregates with a certain operative structure: hamlet,

rarnch, business, manufbcture, seience, rtate,;.

From this we can conclude that the real’ (0ntolog1cal] category
'collective' has very little to do with the grammatlcal facts; among
the nouns associated with this category we find not only collectives,
but alqo 1nd1v1duat1veq contlnuatlvcs, abstractlves and even proper
nouns ( NasaJ Pemex, Renais aance, Nhnnefmann...]. An agreement between
the_”real" and the grammatical categories can be reached only by means

 _9£ qenying that they dre true individuatives, continuatives, etc., i.e.
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by means of overlocking their grammatical properties:

Wenn wir festhalten,dass Kollektiva iiber das Gegebene
nicht hinausgehen und nur zusammenfassen, was natiir—
licherweise zusammengehtirt, dann handelt es sich niche
mehr um eigentliche Kollektiva. Ahnliche Abstrakta
sind auch Sumpfflora, Steppenflora, Viehstand, Werkzeung,
Schanzzeng, Kroppzeug (l.c. 390).

The fact that a war is a sequence of battles doesn't bring as a conseguen-
ce that war is a collective; the word skeleton is not a cellective noun
in spite of the fact that it denotes a set of bones, nor a genus even-
though it denotes bones of different kinds. The grammatical structure is
not determined by perception, not even by the concepts of lexical seman-
tics. There is certainly a correlation between the hierarchy of semantic
concepts and the grammaticality scale of the techniques for the apprehen-
sion of objects (semanticity, predicativity, transparency, motivation},
but that's quite another matter.

Collectives are for Hempel and in genmeral for the traditional theory
of grammar "primitives Sprachgut", they are supposed to be older and less
abstract than the morphological opposition singular-plural:

Man kann den Unterschied beider Verfahren auch darin
bestimmen, dass Kolligierung eime Gestalthafte Gesamt—
auffassung von Mehrheit voraussetzt und festhilt,
Fluralisierung schon durch den Gegensatz zum Singular
auf distributive Auffassung hinfiihrt. (Hempel 1956/7:
390).

There is a contradiction between conceiving individuatives as the con-
crete pole of the dimension and holding that the opposition singular-plu- .
ral is their most remarkable property. In order to find a way out of this
contradiction a clear distinction must be made between the lexical meaning
and the (metalinguistic) meaning of grammatlcal means ; they belong to
different semiotic levels,?

The inconsistency of the classification becomes even more evident
in the case of abstractives. Hempel admits that it is difficult td assign
them a place in the scale: h
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In einer graphischen Darstellung, die eindeutige Kon-
kreta und eindeutige Abstrakta als Grenzpunkte eimer
Linie nihme, wiirde der Ort unserer Konversa schwerlich
anders anzugeben sein als in der Nihe des konkreten
Pols (E.c.387).

but he is inclined to believe that they are close to the concrete pole,
what unavoidably leads to contradictions. If conversion is admittedly a
purely syntactic (formal) phenomenon, it is senseless to try to place
abstractives en bloc in a position of the scale; conversion doesn't chan-
ge the degree of concreteness of the underlying verbs, adjectives or nmms:

Rot und Rite, gehen und Gang zeigen keinen Imterschied in
der HShe des Denkansatzes, sondern nur in der sprachlichen
Formung (Hempel 1.c,386).

In view of the fact, however, that this grammatical procedﬁre can also
be applieﬂ to nouns (Vatersehaft, Rittertum, Subjektheit; professorship,
professorate, chaplainey) the change of lexical category carnot be consi-
dered as the only relevant aspect.

If Hempel believes that the word 'sbstract' has at least two meanings
that do not even deserve the same name and recogﬁizes that among "abstracts
in the old sense" {distance from the perception level, "wahrnehmunsgfern,
weil gedanklich hﬁhergestuft”) there are as'mény concrete as abstract nouns,
one doesn't quite understand why he persists in reducing one to the other.
The cause is the confusipn'of semiotic 1evéls (lexical meaning vs. gramma-
tical means of INDIVIDUATION) as well as the confusion of grammatical pro-
perties and extralinguistic properties. For example, the fact that nouns
like redness lack the number opposition is viewed as a consequence of the
fact that qualities camnnot form species; i.e. sets of individuals:

Von einem Rot gibt es Uberhaupt keine Individuen; sondern
nur verschiedene Vorkommen. Ich kann wohl aus verschiede-
nen Spielarten von 'Rot' den Sammelbegriff 'Rotnuancen'
biiden, der aber keine Art, sondern allenfalls eine Gattung-
ware, da er nicht Gleiches, sondern Verschiedenes zusammen-—
fasste. Sein Anderssein verridt schon der Plural; Qualitits--
begriffe treten nicht als Plural auf. (I.c. 3B83). .
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Nonetheless number does not prevent raising Stein, Klippe, etc. to the
position of abstracts and holding Erfolg, Sieg, Sinde, etc., in the sa-
me position.

The specific sense in which nouns like Erfolg, Sieg, etc. may be
viewed as dbstracts and the special effects brought about by mumber in
them have to do with the fact that they condense, i.e., reify proposi-
ticnal contents.® In Iturrioz 1986/SMF genders are described as indicators
of different steps of reification; given the inherent functional commec-
tion of gender and number, gender is also involved in the task of INDI-
VIDUATION.

In order to escape these contradictions or inconsistencies (a) it is
necessary to distinguish other types of abstraction from the one associa-
ted with the generalization scale, (b) it is necesary to distinguish het-
ween the lexical and grammatical levels, because they imply different
abstraction scales, {(c) the individualizing function of number and thus
the non-individuated character of a class of nouns must be distinguished
from the semantic content of the lexemes to which the technique GENDER/
NMBER is applied. The statement that a noun does not designate indivi-
duals can be understood in the sense that it is not inherently individua-
ted or in the sense that it designates other (abstract) things such as
kinds of different levels (species, genera, families, etc.).

It is an untenable exaggeration to say that nouns like <nsect or
animal do not designate individuals, but only higher order entities. The-
re is nevertheless a correlation between the levels of generality inherent
to the lexical meaning and the tendency to understand NPs such as two
mammale, three ingects, mary animale as denoting individuals belonging
to different kinds (not necessarily different kinds}. On the other side
specific terms can also designate kinds insofar as they can appear. in a . .
typifying statement®:

(1)} Columbus brought the horse to America

This sort of generic sentences cannot be transloted into the formal_iaq}

guage of logic by means of the universal quantifier (# Ax Ox -+ Bex). From,
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this one might conciude that they belong ta a second order operational’
level eventhough there are not overt metalinguistic operators such as
lambda, speeies, etc.. However the plural remits to the lower semiotic
level: one could hardly understand (2-3) ds referring to several/many
races, not even in suitable contexts:

(2) Columbus brought several horses to America

(3) ? Many horses are in dumger of extinetion:

For other terms this is on the contrary the most obvious type eof inter-
pretation

(4) Many marmals are in danger of ectinction

{5) Columbus brought several marmals to America

1t seems that the possibility of individuative readingé decreases at
the higher levels; one would not speak of many animale, etc., if one
knows that they belong to the same taxon

{6} Columbus brbught many animals to America.

{7) Thay have many animals at the ranch

Unlike horse in (1) the'more general concepts do not- trigger a typifying
generic reading: ’

(B)? The primate is larger than the crustacean

{9)? The muninant has cloven hooja®

The constraints derive also partly from the dimension of descriptivity:
(NOMINATTON) ; nouns tend to become more descriptive the more general they
are; they are frequently derived from other more specific nouns gramineae,
graminaceae, orchidaceae, bovidae, rosaceae...), loanwords, compounds
(Cer. Rosengewdchse, Menschenaffen, meniind), noun phrases having as nu-
cleus operators such' as family, genus,etc., i.e. exponents of second or-
der (Formal) classificatory operations (groups of animals, group of allied
_ :_'ggnera...). Al1l this shows that the concepts are more ''recent” from the
'{ 7grammatica1 as well as from the epistemological point of view, that they
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result from reflective operations yielding equivalence classes less
accessible to direct observation. This sort of expressions are frequént-
1y used for the nomination of kinds that died out in prehistoric periods,
what is also an evidence of the induced condition of the classification
(mastodon, diplodocus, dinesaur, pterodactyl...). All these terms have
at least in the original languages, a closer resemblance to propositions,
to “analytical statements than to labeling expressions. They are often
used only in the plural as though a true unity has mot yet been "synthe-
zised", *

It is obviocus that these characteristics are not shared by nouns 1i-
ke Stein 'stone’, Kiippe 'rock', Barg 'mountain' etc.. The following facts
are also inconsistent with Hempel's ontological approach. The German
word Tuch has two plurals; at first glance it seems reasonable to state
that they correspond to two different meanings of the word (or that the
word designates two different objects); the one that corresponds to the
category of mass nouns and fits the feature "generic" according to Hem-
pel, would be "specific''. But let us take a good look at the definitions
(taken from Wahrig: Deutsches Wdrterbuch):

TUCHE. Streichgarngewebe in Leinwand-, Kdper- oder Atlasbindung.
TUCHER. Gesdumtes Stilck Stoff.

To state that there are two different meanings and that one of them belongs
to a higher generality level doesn't explain why Bindung, 'form of kmitting ,
weaving! and Stoff 'fabric, cloth' correspond "semantically' only to Tuche,
why Gewebe is not pluralizable in either sense and why ein S#ick Stoff 'a .
piece of cloth' is correct but not ein Stéick 4dtlasbindung. This kind of.-
differences has to do exclusively with the structure or internal form.of:

the language. If the nouns appearing in the definitions seem to confirm the
principle according to which collective and mass nouns are more general than
individuatives, the opposite is true in the following definitioms: = '

OBST. - Als Nahrung dienende Frilchte (Spa. fruta-frutos, Eng. fruit-"
Fruit/fruits) N T T A



GEMUESE. Essbare Pflanzen (Spa. verdura/hortaliza-plantas, Eng. ve-

getables-plants}.

UNGEZIEFER. Tierische Schidlinge und Schmavotzer...

The same.gées for the English pairs fbiiggéuleavés, herbage-herbaceous plants,
goods—ﬁerchandise, knitwearmknittéd'gdoda or for Spanish fruta-frutoc, madera-
madere, leda-lefio, grilla-grillo, pala#&-polaco, porra-perro, temitica-tema,
conflictiva-conflicto, etc.. In the following pairs there is also a discre-
pancy between the grammatical characteristics and the levels of abstraction
(in the strict sense, not in the broad sense of "generality", "'Allgemeinheit'’):
bravery/valentia/Tapferkeit vs. virtue fuirtud/Tugend, red/rojo/Rot Vs. ecolour/
colon/Farbe, veloeity/veloeidad/Geschuindigheit V5. magni tude /magnitud/Grisse,
horse/eaballo/Pferd Vs. species/especie/Art, rose/rosa/Rose Vs. genus/género/
Gattung, rosaceae VS. family....The second element is in all cases a second
order individuative noun classifying first-order concepts apprehended as ob-

jects.”’

8. The wrong inferences vesulting from the ontoloqica% or object-predica-
+ive misinterpretation of nunber as subeategorizational feature.

All attempts to find an explanation of "nouniness' and nominal subcate-
gorization on a preconceived concept of object necessarily fail. When the va-
Tious noun categories are said to designate different kinds of things many
contradictions and circulatities emanate from the fact that semantic traits
are adduced by way of explaining grammatical properties that were claimed
previously to be semantic properties, so-that a fact serves as its own expla-
nation. If semantic traits in turn are assumed to reflect real categories a -
new link is added to the circle.: '

It is mainfained_for.examp;e that nouns designating a mass lack, for
the very reason that they designate.a mass, the opposition singular-plural,
and that in the domain of nouns designating concrete objects or individual
persons the alternance of numbers plays in an unrestricted way. Thus it is
taken for granted that the grammatical category of mumber directly reflects
properties of the denoted entities. At the same time one observes that nouns
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can change from a subcategory to another; one should accordingly admit that
this change produces & change in denotation or meaning ("'three bzers means

in reality three bottles of beer', etc.}. It is an approach to the problem
from the wrong angle when one postulates that it is not so much a differen-
ce in the denotation as a difference in the conception of the world (the ro-
pe can be conceived as a thing or as a mass") as long as there is no other
evidence than that emanating from the linguistic facts that should be explai-
ned, Any attempt to reduce formal concepts to “'real" or semantic categories
necessarily has to be circular or contradictory. ‘A further difficulty is that
nouns pass so frequently from a category to another that we would be led to
consider almost all nouns as polysemic. Here are a little sample:

A, MASS NOUN INDIVIDUAL NOUN

(1Ma. 4 Little more cheesa
in poce mis de queso
Ein bigschen mehr Kise

b.Twe big cheeses
Dos quesos grandes
(Zwei grosse Kiselaibe)®

(11)a. It ia hard as iron
Eg durc ecomo (el) hiervo
Ee ist hart wie Eisen

b.4 hot <ron
Un hierro candente
Bin heisses Fisen

(12)a. Bebe rucha cerveza b.Bebid muchas cervezas
Er trinkt reichlich Bier Er trank drei Bier
Re drinks lots of been Ha drank mary beers

(13)a. Kork ?st ?eichter als Wasaer b.Wir heben 3 Korken fiir 4 Flaschen
Cork ig lighter than water We have 3 corks for 4 bottles
El corcho es mds ligero que el Tenemos 3 corchos para 4 botellas
agua . T

(t4)a. A pareel in brown paper b.Norking papers
Ein Plckehen in braunem Papier Arbeitspapiere
Un paquete en papel marrdn Repasa los papeles

(15)a. He has move car than garage b.He has more garagea than cars:’
Tiene més coche que coechera Tiene mis cocheras que coches
Er hat mehr Auto als Garage Er hat mehr Garagen als Autos’

B,  (ABSTRACT) MASS NOLN (ABSTRACT) INDIVIDUAL NOUN
(16)a. Viel Erfahmoyg b.Viele Erfahrungen

Much experience
Mucha experiencia

Many ‘experiences
Muchas erperiencias.
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(17)a.  Lae juveniud estd hoy mds expussia que munca o las numerosas influen-
eias de culturas ajenas.

" Die Jugend ist heute stdrker demn je zahlretchen Finflilssen aus.
fremden Kulturen ausgesetzt.

Nowadays youth is exposed to numercus influences of foreign cultu-
res. .
b. - Los wnifivs estan hoy expusstos a la fuerte influencia de los medios
de comuntcaczon.
Kinder sind heute dem stavken Einfluss der Mussenmedzen ausgeaeiat,
Nowadaye children are exposed to the strong influence cof the mass
madia. ’

{(18)a. Zu wenig Kritik bringt manche Leute aqus der Fassung. :
Demastado poca eritica pone a algunas personas nervicsas.

b. Die vielen wohlwollenden Kritiken haben ihn fassungslos gemacht.
Las muchas eriticas bendvelas lo han dejado perplejo.

(19) There is/are good reascn/reasons for believing that this theory is
net tenable.

Es gibt guten Grund/gute Grinde zu der Annahme, dass diese Theorie
nicht aufrechterhalten verden Kann.

Fay buena(s) razdn({es) para creer que ssta teoria no se puede mamie-
ner.

C. PROPER NQUN INDIVIDUAL NOUN
(20)a. Rockefeller era un pobre hombre b. No soy wingun Rockefeller
(21)a. Dresden ist eine alte Stadt b. Dieses Dorf ist ein kleines
. Dresden
(22)a. Cadillac i8 a trademark b. He has three Cadillaes

¢an we deduce from this example that Brot as a mass noun {ein Stiick Brot ‘a pie-
ce of bread', Brot ist Freiheit 'breaa—zg freedom') and Brot as Brotiaib

'loaf of bread' mean two different things? Certainly‘nott—;;;t as a mass noun
doesn't mean the dough bread is made of, but the bread itself. The same holds
for Spanish pan in iCudnto pam has eomprado? 'How much bread have you bought?!
Vs, gCu&ﬁtas panes has comprado? 'How many loaves have you bought?', To each

one of the aforementioned lexemes should be assigned the trait [tcountable] as
well as the oppesite [- countable], that is they should be regarded as ambiguous.

. In Wahrig's Deutaches Wirterbuch the meaning of some nouns is stated in

S twofold definitions like these: _ : '

Haar: a.
b.
Papier: 4.
b.

Gerdt: a.

405

Fadenftrmige Gebilde auf der Haut von Tieren und Menschen
Gesamtheit der Heare

(z&hlbar) Schrifstiick, Ausweis, Urkunkde; zettel; Auf-
zeichmmng; Wertpapier, Aktie, Pfanbried (Keine Papiers
bei sich haben)

(unzihlbar) Durch Faserverfilzung entstandenes, blattar-
tiges Gebilde zum Schreiben, Drucken, Einpacken (ein Blatt/
Fetaen/Stiick/Bogen )

Werkzeug, z.B. Hammer, Zange; Austlistungs-, Gebrauchsgegen-
stand, Instrument (Acker-, Handwérks-, Haus-, Kichen-};
Vorrichtung (Turn-).

Mehrere zusammengehtrige Gebrauchsgegenstinde, Zubehbr,
Utensilien (Schreib-}...

In other languages this duality is found maybe to the same extent, but not

necessarily in the same lexical entries:

Pelo: a.

b.

Herramienta:

a.
b.

Haoir: a.

b.

Cada umo de ciertos apéndices a modo de hilos o hebras...
que cubren parcial o totalmente la piel del hombre y de
muchos animales

Conjunto de tales apéndices. Usase también en plural

Instnumento metflico de trabajo

Juego de instrumentos de esa clase o conjunto de ellos.
One of the fine filaments growing f£rom skin of anlmals,
especially from human head

(Collective singular) all the fine filaments....

In Spanish eabello shows the same duality as the synonym pelo; in French -

two dlfferent lexemes are used:

Poil:  a.

Cheveux:

Production filiforme sur la peau des animaux et en leETS
endroits du corps humain

Pelage (ensemble des poils de 1a robe d'un animal):

Poils de la téte de 1'homme
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The former is as ambiguous as pelo, Haar, hair while the latter is used on-
ly in the plural and has a more restricted meaning (more intension, less ex-
tension); a similar semantic difference exists between poil a. and poil 3.,
the latter being the complement of cheveux, while the plural pelis applies
to animals as well as to persons; in addition to this the collective noun
ehevelurs has the same lexical meaning as the plural noun cheveur; on the
other hand the English plural hairs in collective sense is archaic, while
the corresponding plural of the other languages is not subject to such a
restriction. If we take into consideration all these facts we come to the
conclusion that we are concerned primarily with formal grammatical diffe-
rences, by no means with differences in lexical meaning or in denotation.
The following chart affords & general survey of the mainkaspects concerning
the relation between grammar and lexical meaning.

Gy G, PLy PL. TR
b Haar, hair. |Haar, hair. |Haare, hairs |Haare, *hairs |caballera
VEnATE pelo, poil |pelo, poil |pelos, poils. |peles, cheveux |chevelure
beast Haar, hair |Haar, hair |Hsare, hairs |Haare, *hairs |coat, fur

pele, poil |pelo,*poil |pelos, peils |pelos,*cheveux |pelage,

: - : pelaje

The semantic differences only in part may be accounted for in form of selectio-.
nal restrictions {so also.in the case of Papier a. and Gerdt, see hoja below), f
but they do not correspond to or depend on grammatical concepts such as 'indi-
viduative singular/plural’', collective singular/plural’, 'transmmeral ' (collec-
tive noun or mass noun}; the.various readings of Papier, Gerdt, etc., defy
classification by means of these metalinguistic concépts;.the specific readings
of Pgpier a. camnot be deduced having as premiss the fact that the noun is coun-
téble§ what theée readings have in common, if there is a common semantic fea-
ture, is not: the set of features shared by all the readings of hoja a.:

" hojer a. Cada ume de los brganos... de que se cubren los frboles y

: demfis vegetales// Pétalo// Plancha o l&mina fina de mu-
chissimas materias// Cuchilla de amma ¢ herramienta cortan-
te v por extensién en algunas cosas el arma entera// Cada
una de las planchas giratorias que sirven para cerrar el
vano de una puerta o ventana// Cada uno de los grados que
se establecen para clasificar el vino.
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b. Conjunto de las hojas de un &rbol o bosque, follaje.

fn addition to this there is no noticeable difference between the readings of
Gendit a. and Gerdt b., while only for the first reading of hjja @. there is a
corresponding collective/continuative reading of the singular. Werkzeug, Gerdt
and herramienta have a very singular lexical meaning and share all the rele-
vant grammatical features. Hausrat may be said to denote the same things or
to be synonymous with FHagusgerdt, in spite of which it is not pluralizable. To
sum up: sometimes the opposition a./b. does not ‘entail any other semantic diffe-
rence; in other cases there is a unique sense in b, in contrast with many read-
ings in a.. The lexical meaning proper does not permit any inference with re-
gard to the presence of the feature [+ coumtable]; this feature in turn does
not imply any other feature belonging to the object-predicative content of
the lexeme. From this we cannot deduce that the opposition a./b. plays in a
free, unrestricted way. On the contrary, the use of the singular as a collec-
tive or mass noun is not very freguent, it is not regular and predictable,
and for this reason it must be registered in the lexicon; but ane is mistaken
in thinking that thereby grammatical traits are put on the same level with
object-predicative features; they must be regarded as grammaticai i.e. metapre-
dicative information in the lexicon; object-predicative and metapredibative
features belong to two different semiotic levels. _

At any rate a. and b, are nat different object-predicative meanings,
but two modes of meaning, two ways of apprehending objects, two "sprachliche
Zugriffe" in the words of Weisgerber; they can be expressed by means of a
lexematic opposition (poil-cheveuz, poil-pelage, hair-pelage; hoja-follaje,
leaues-foliage, Blatt-Laub, leaf-foliage), syntactic operations (eine Herde
Keihe, a harras of horses), derivation® (Balken-Gebdek, Zeafbleauage):or.by
means of the fusional technique (Zeaf/Zeaques vs leaf, Gerdt/Gerdte VS. Gerdt,
pelo/pelos vs. pelo).

it is wrong'td claim a change in the lexical mesning or in the degree of
generalization; this kind of "polysemy” must be accounted for in grasmar, name-
ly in terms of the apprehension techniques applied to the same lexical con-
cepts. Eventhough it is not wrong to state that in a. "car" i5 treated as a’
mass, whereas in b. it is presented as a class of individuals, tass't and .
nindividuals" must be understood as pointing to formal schemata constituting
the internal structure of the language; they musn't be mistaken for real cas
tegories of the outward things (different types of denotations) nor for diffe-
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rent generalization levels inherent to the lexical meaning.

The complexity of the formal facts cannot be adequately arranged and
accounted for by means of a rTigid association with a few absolute content
categories. The conception of language as a nomenclature or set of labels
for attaching to objects proves to be a mistake at the level of lexematic
structurest?; it is all the more wrong with regard to grammatical structu-
res; in either case it results in an atomization of language, in a segmen-
tation of the discourse in discrete elements, 'la segmentation de 1'énoncé
en &léments discrets no conduit pas plus 2 une analyse de la langue que la-
_segmentation de 1l'univers physique ne méne & une théorie du monde physique''t?t
The idea that individuals, kinds, sets, masses, actions and properties pre-:
exist language (and thought) and ave.the decisive factor of the subcategori-
zation of nowns into individuatives, collectives continuatives and abstracts
falls into the realm of the absurd.

It is of no moment that the definitious of Ger. Laub, Eshrichi, Hausrat,
Gras, Tuch, Obst, Cemiise, Ungezierfer (see above), Gerdt, Fren. poil, Eng.
hair, Spa. hoga, herramienta, etc., contain onlty nouns of the same subcategory
{conjunte de... for pele b. and hoja b., Juego de ..for herramienta b., Zu-
behdr for Gerdt b., Gesamtheit for Haar b.). There is no contradiction in de-
fining the object-predicative meaning of poil a. by means of the collective
or mass noun production, of Gerdt b. by means of Pflanzen, etc.. The tendency
to reproduce in the main words of the definitions the grammatical properties '
refletts'the widespread confusion of object-predicative and metapredicative
nfbrmation} it can be understood also as a practical and ingenious way of
referrlng back to the grammatical code.

Collectlve nouns have the property grasped in the second part of the
follow1ng_de£1n1tlon taken from the Duden- Grammatik:
Sia fassen als singularisches Substantiv gleichgeartete.

Dinge oder Lebewesen zusammen; mit ihnen kann das ein-
zelne Stick nicht genannt werden. {Grebe et al 1966 136).

The reason has to be found W1th1n the language, whlch,has other means avai-
lable. for the designation of the _singular elements the collection or mass

L is composed of; no dlfference cbserved in the things themselves can serve

' _ds Justlflcatlcn or explanatlon of the Eunctlunal difference between Hauarat
: and Hau gerat ur between the dlfferent uscs 0{ Geriit, Werlaeug, Spielasug,

”Rohr, homz, herrammenta, pelo, ete. .,:_ 
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(20} FLos drboles estdn perdiendo la hoja (= Ger. Laub)

(21)  Wir haben die Mdglichkeit, derartiges Gerdt herzustellen (Spa.
utillaje, enceres). Also: derartige Gerdts.

(22) Pe Aowdwerker haben ihr Werkzeug mitgebracht . (Also: {hre Werk-
sauge; su herramienta, sus herramientas).

(23) Aus Rohr geflochtene Gartenstilile *

Languages do not show the same variability in all cases: much knowledge
has to be translated into German as viele Kemntnisse, into Spanish as muchos
conocimientos. Words designating animals (and to a lesser extent plants) that
satisfy human needs present with a certain regularity the formal 'duality in
questicn:

(24)}a. Gestern haben wir Lamm (Fisch....) gegessen
Ayer comimos cordero (pescado....)
Yesterday we ate lam (fish....)

b. Hier werden nur Ldmmer (Fische....) geschlachtet (verkauft...)
Aqui e matan sélo corderos (vacas....)

Yesterday we slaughtered three lambs

The opposition between the mass noun fish and the individuative noun fish is
expressed in Spanish'? by means of a lexical pair: pez is an individualizing
noun and pescade serves as a mass noun for the flesh of fish; in addition to
this the mass noun pesca designates fish/fishes as catch or an amount of fish
caught: : '

{25)a. There aré a lot of fish in these parts

b. Aqui hay mucha pesca

The grammatical oppositions, as far as they take the form of a fusional tech-
nique, are not associated with object-predicative features to- the same firm-
ness as the lexical oppositions; in {252} fizh takes the form of a mass noun
in spite of the fact that it denotes 1nd1v1dua1 an1ma15 11v1ng in the water
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(the plural verb reinforces this point). One can say that he is catching
fish fully aware that he is catching individual fishes. In contrast, one
will never say:

(26) * En el tianguis habia mucha pesea

(27} * Comemos mucha pasca

(28) * He slaughtered three veals (or simply: Ueal)
(29) ¥ He 18 eating calf

The difference between mass nouns (transnumeral) and individuatives
cannot be explained by referring back to the lexical feature [+ living] or
to the lexical pair flesh-meat, Fre. chair-viande, not even to the pair
pes-peseado. In addition a wmore general objection can be raised; an other
particular semantic feature might be proposed for nouns like Eng. grain, ce-
real, corm, Ger. Korn, Getreide, Span. grano, cereal, etc., because the a-
forementioned features are not suitable; if one says that XKomm, grano, corn,
grain as mass nouns have the meaning of Getreide, cereal and that they mean

as individuatives the singular corns or grains or seeds of different kinds of .

grain used for human food, the same difficulties arise as in the foregoing
cases. And this explanation in turn is not suitable for new expressicns like
Sand-, Hagel-, Salaz-, Staubkérner; granos de avena, de granizo, de sal, de
polve; graing of salt, gold, sand, gunpowder, incense, etc.. The meaning of
grain might be described now as "small hard particles which sand, gold, ete.
are composed of''. But grdin means in addition something like “smallest unit
of weight" and Msmallest possible quantity" as in without a grain of vanity
(iove, etc.) What all these uses of grain have in common is not a semantic
feature, all the less an objective property, it is rather an operaticnal .
- trait achieving the individualjzation of nouns {(concepts) that are not in-
herently individuated. This is the general principle underlying the mani-
fold meanings of grain. This is what remains over when grain:(=corn, eereal)
undergoes a gradual process of formal abstraction (sée below) and ultimate-
1y becomes empty of any specific object-predicative content; this is what

"+ grainy shares with all the other individuatives (eorn/-s, grano/-s, hair a.,

o Gerdt a., -pelo a.,. etc.) regardless of the semantic meaning. It is the same

dlfference as betwecn Ger. Kies and Kiesel or between XKork and Rorken. .

The follow1ng examples show how one can refer to ”the same thlng" in
the same cuntexts 1n two different ways:

4H

(30) Die Beratung der Verbraucher durch die Zentrale Kostet nichts.,
Alle Beratungen sind Hostenlos.
'Advice to consummers given by the center costs nothing,.- ALL

consultations are free of charge!

In Iturrioz 1986/1D-II1 I preseﬁt maﬁy other exampleé taken from books and
newspapers, where "singular" {properly speaking, transmumeral) and plural

(as opposed to singular) of the same lexeme as used in alternation within

the same pericd in order to mske reference to the same actual fact.

Notwithstanding the logical independence of the two types of linguis-
tic information pertaining to two different semiotic levels some generaliza-

tions may be made cencerning the correlation between them

A,  The grammatical opposition 'transnumeral' vs. 'singular-plural' are more

firmly associated with object-predicative features such as "living' -
"as food",'food-grasses” , "their fruit", etc., in the case of lexical
or derivational paifs then in the case of fusional boublets. Transnume-
rality (thus the technique COLLECTION or MASS/MFASURE) is connected
with the feature that ranks lower in the scale of énimacy:

cALF/-vES. 1. Young of bovine animal, esp.domestic cow, for first year!?

I

VEAL. _. Flesh of calf as food

SHEEP (pl the same]l ilnds of wild or dcmestlcatcd timid gregarious
~ woolly occas. hcrned ruminant of which male is named Tam, fe-
o male ewe, and young Zlamb.

MUTTOR. Flesh of sheep as food

B,  Transnumerality can alternate with sinmgular/plural in the case of the

feature ranking higher in the hierarchy of animacy:



CEREAL. (usually plural). Kind(s)} of grain used for human food;

article of diet made £rom wheat, maize, or other cereals.

CORN I. A grain, seed, esp. of cereals (also of pepper etc.)
II. (collect. sing.) prain, also cereal plants while growing.
v
GRAIN. I. A fruit or comn of a cereal

II. (Collect. sing.) wheat or the allied food-grasses or
their fruit, corn, a particular species of corm.

CETREIDE. (unz.) Kulturpflanzen, die in Ahren oder Rispen angeordnete,
mehlreiche und Trockene Kdrner tragen, Halmfrlichte, Kérner-

friichte
v
ZEREALIEN, Feldfriichte, bes. Getreide

{

XORN I. (Z#hlb.) Samen, bes. von Grisern, Getreide, meist
' Roggen . S '
II. (unz.) Getreide, bes. &ie'ais'Brotgefreide verwendete
Getreidesorte. T

The meaning conveyed by the collective noun or the collective reading

is more specific. First of all it is less comprehensive: the extension

of eorn IT is like that of cereal, while corn I comprises also pepper
etc.. The collective singular tends to mean "a particular species"
{the species used in a given country for human food: Brotgetreide").
Finally, the individuative noun or the individualizing doublet of a
grammatical pair has more readings than the collective counterpart:
ealf means also the young of elephant, whale, deer, etc.", "stupid
fellow", "floating piece of ice". 'child", etc.; in the definition

of sheep there ave at least 4 different readings ( "bashful embarrassed

person’, "member of minister's flock", 'calfskin, leather''); Getreide
has only a reading, Korn IT has 3 (“Kornbramntwein", Beschaffenheit
der Oberfliche des Papiers'), while Korn I conveys 8 readings, etc.
etc.. From this we can deduce that MASS-MEASURE as a highly predica-
tive technique is very selective with respect to the object-predica-
tive meaning; the transnumeral tends to mean only what is used as
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food or drink or for other human needs, as in the case of calfskin,
ealfsleather "skin prepared for use by tanning or similar process"
(Ger. Fell~/-Leder, Span. piel/cuero, piel/-es). NUMBER as a more -
grammaticalized technique is much less selective, metaphorical or
metanymic extension are more frequent and in general lexemes are mo-
re polysemic when they follow this technique: the readings need not
be closely linked to one another.

. When the grammatical opposition is accompliShed in a purely fusional
way the correlation with object-predicative features is much more
loose, as in the case of fish or Cerit, etc.. The derivational tech-

nique, as in Kork-Korken, Kies-Kiesel is in an intermediate position.

E. The object-predicative features normally associated with the techniques
or the underlying functional principles (individualization vs. genera-
lization) do not emanate from the mental operations purparting the logi-
cal ordering of the world; they reflect rather the practical manipula-
tion of the eﬁvironment iﬁ order to satisfy the basic human needs. The
correlation between metapredicative and object-predicative features can
be stated in terms of the correspondence between the manifestations of
the principle of indicativity (pragmaticity) at the grammatical and lexi-
cal semiotic levels... .

In a few words, the objections raised to the traditional approach are:
(a) it is wrong'to view the change from a subcategory to another auto-
matically as derivation. :
(b} formal concepts are confused with lexical meanings.
" {c) sémaﬁtic;or cognitive traits are mistaken for ontological catego-
ries;’ '" ' .
(d) the'arﬁumeﬁté are often circular or contradictory.
(e} the facts are distorted or oversimplified.

3. Circularity of the clasgical approaches,
Pluralizability is one of the criteria on which the subcategorization

of nouns is based, but it is not applied in a logically consistent way. Accor-
ding to Hempel nouns’ such as Insekt do not designate in plural individuals,
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but Tather species or sets of a lower level, and he considers mass nouns as
an intermediate link, whose main characteristic is the irrelevance of imdi-
viduality. The following definitions are remote in time, but they bear a near
resemblance to each other with regard to the conception of grammar:

There are a great many which do not call up the idea aof
some definite thing with a certain shape or precise limits.
T ecall these "mass-words",.. {Jespersen 1929:198}.

Wenn etwas durch eine SbG mit einem Kontimuativum als Kern

bezeichnet wird (vgl. die S5bG Sand in Dort liegt iiegt Sand), B0

wird das Gemeinte nicht als etwas betrachtet, das aus ein-

zelnen Individuen besteht. Seine eventuelle interne Gliede-

rung interessiert nicht (vgl. Auf dem Tellar liegt Obat)

(Heidolph et al. 19B1:269}).
The fact that certain nouns are not inherently individuated leads to the con-
‘¢lusion that they do not designate individuals. Since specific terms were de-
fined as those desipnating individuals, it is easy to state that non-indivi-
duated nouns belong to a higher abstraction level, i.e. that they designate
higher order entities. As the scale of generalization is conceived as a hie-
rarchy of abstraction levels, once [nseks is defined as a generic concept
comprising Fliegen, Bienen, etc., it can be concluded that Insekt does not
desipnate a set of individuals but a set of species and consequently that it
-is (more) abstract. The reasening begins with a wrong premise. Not only w1th
terms like Tnsekt, but also with mass and abstract terms the plural frequent-
1y has an individualizing {not typifying) effect.

Contradictions and circularities are nuwadays frequent in grammatlcal
descriptions because of the fact that formal concepts are conceived as seman-
tic traits and because linguists often resort to extrallngulstlc definitions
and viewpoints in crder to explaln structural differences _houn is the cate-
gory whose function is to designate objects, where an ObJCCt is anything de-
signated by a noun; continuatives (mass-words) arte nouns designating a mass.
Morphosyntactic dlfierences between individuatives and ... abstracts are said
to be determined by very general gemantic pvedtcates of the meaning of nouns:
[+ countable], [+ abstract], [¢ personal}], [* relational], etc.. According to
the Orundziige Tumerals may appear in 4 noun ?hrase

“.wenn das Substantiv z#hlbare Gegenstande bezeichnet - deshalb
ist z.B. ein Eig entweder falsch pebildet oder Fis hat die Be-

“deutong 'Portion (Speise-) Eis'. Ebenso erscheinen *msei Marmor,
Cidmehrere Gold usw. als falsch, es sei denn, das entsprechende .
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Substantiv kann so interpretiert werden, als enthielte seine
Bedeutung das semantische Pridikat "zZhlbar". (Heidolph et al.
1981:43) " .
This way of presenting structural {formal) differences as differences between
lexical meanings can be found in similar words in many grammars, from the
classical grammars of Latin, Greek, etc., to the most modern grammars of Spa-

nish, Arabic, Gemman or Balaua, but alsc in many 1og1ca1 and philesophical
works, 18

Circularity concerns all the subcategories, but it is especially stri-
king in the case of abstracts. Mass nouns are claimed to be used only in sin-

gular and without article "wenn sie in {hrer eigentlichen Bedeutung gebraucht
werden'. (Admoni 1970%:90).

Die Komsequente Durchftthrung der Plurallosigheit bei den
Abstrakta, wenn sie in threr eigentiichen Bedeutung ge-
braucht werden, ist {ibrigens eine selbitverstdndliche Folge
der Unzihlbarkeit der abstrakten Begriffe... Es muss also
betont werden, dass egin wahves Absitrakium als gin unieil-
barer Gesamtbegriff erscheint, der irgendein Merkmzl (eine
Eigenschaft, einen Vorgang) dinghafter Wesen selbst als ein
dinghaftes Wesen (eine Substanz} wiedergribt... Die Ab-
strakta im eigenilichen Sinne des Wortes kennen eben die
Gepebuberstellung der individualizierenden und der generali-
slerenden Wahrnehmung und Darstellung des Dinges nicht, die
das Wesen der Gattungsnamen ausmacht (Admoni 19707:31)

Abstracts become individuatives designating singular phencmena, singular ac-
tions, etc.; "wenn sie Wahrnehmngen oder Gefilhle ausdriicken, die als eine
Folge von einzelnen Akten erscheinen, dann haben sie Tegelmissige Pluralfor-
men: Hoffrungen, Freuden, Bewegungen usw. (Admoni 1970%:91). This calls up
the idea that besides singular, concrete and countable hopes, joys and mo-
vements there is something else, namely the abstract hope, joy and movement.
If we take notice of the fact that when these nouns are not (used as) indivi-
duatives, they often are used as continuatives (like Brot), we should conclu-
de that there is something else, namely masses of hope, joy and movement: -

(28)  Ein bisschen Bewegung férdevt die Geneaung

Un poco de movimiento faverece la recuperacidn

(29) Er hat alle Haffrung verioren !
He has lost all hope
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The use of abstracts in plural is very frequent, probably even more in
Creek and Latin that in modern European languages. What traditional grammar
says about this use is summarized in the following statement (the similarity
to Admoni's account is as plain as a pikestaff) :

Die Pluralform pgehbrt eigentlich nur den Gattungsnamen an,
nicht den Eigennemen, Stoffnamen und Abstrakten; Jedach
nehmen auch diese die Pluralform an, wenn sie einen Gattungs

begriff bezeichnen. (Kithner/1955:15; Kithner/Stegmann 1962°:
71-2).

In these grammars full pages are dedicated to the different kinds of plural .
of proper nouns, mass noums and abstracts; in many lexicographical works
thousands of tokens are documented (Lebreton 1901 found more than 800 occu-
rrences of plural abstract nouns in Cicero alone). Most linguists do not
take into consideration that number may. play a partiéular funtion when it is

associated with these categories; on thé contrary, it is assumed that we are

concerned always with a change from one of these categories to the category
of individuatives and with a corresponding change in meaning. For Greek:

Die Abstrakta werden in der Pluralform gebraucht, wenn eln-
zelne Arten, Fille, Zustinde, Ausserungen, Teile des abstrak-
ten Begriffes oder die an verschiedenen Orten oder zu verschie—
denen Zelten wiederholte Erscheinung der abstraktea Thitighkeir
bezeichnet wird, daher auch, wenn der abstrakte Begriff sich
auf Mehrere erstreckt. (Kilhner/1955:16)

With aimost identical words for Latin in’Kithner/Stegmann{ 1962*:77). For Ger-

man:

Einen Plural kinnen cie [Abstrakta) nur dann bilden, wenn
sie zum Konkretum, zu einer z#hlbaren umrissenen Einzeler-
scheinung, zu einer Spielart werden. (Grebe et al. 1966: :166) .

There is nothing new in the following remarks of the most recent_grammar of :

German: .-

[the singular is used] bei Substantiven, deren Denctate sich
der Zihlbarkeit oder einer guantitatinen Charakteristik enat=
ziehen, z.B. bei Stoffnamen..., Abstrakta..., bei bestimmten
Kollektiva... Bezeichnungen fiir abstrakte Begriffe im Plural
differenzieren den Grundbegriff oder sind auf kenkvete Erschei-
nungen bezogen. (Heidolph et al. 198%: 578).

i_;'_Thxée:fuﬁdaméntai'mistakes are made in this approach:
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@, the idea that each subcategory designates a specific type of "things"

. the amusingly simple conception of number as a grammatical means for
expressing singularity and plurality

c. the supposition that plurality fits only with a certain type of things
that are conceived as singular concrete individuals of the same species
and naturally designated by individuatives.

The shortcomings of this way of thought are even more evident when the
main categories are aimed at, i.e. concepts such as 'moun', 'object', etc.:
gl

Substantive sind kategorial auf die Benermung von Gegenatinden
festpelegt. Trotzdem ist ihr semantischer Ausdruckswert nahezu
universell. Durch Substantive werden nicht nur belebte und un-—
belebte Konkreta (Lat. concretus 'Korperlich') als sprachliche
Gegenstinde gefasst (der Arvbeiter, die Lehrerin, das Kind; der
Bleistift, die Mileh, das Stuckchen), durch die 4bgérakia (Lat.
abstractus 'weggezogen', 'veraligemeinert') kann auch Nichtge-
genstindliches sprachlich vergegenstinlicht werden (der Geist,
der Materialismus, die Frewndachaft, die Fhilosecphie, das Gemit,
das System). Durch Substantivierung werden Einheiten anderer
Wortklassen zu Substantiven geprigt, und mit der Fidhighkeit aus-
geriistet, die Funktionen dieser Wortklasse zu iibernehmen und
z.B. Ceschehens-/Seinskategorien, Eigenschaften und Beziehungen
als sprachliche GegenstHinde zu erfassenr... (Heidolph et al.l1981:
568}.

The authors of the Grundsiige speak of “generalized and abstract semantic con-
tents" or of general categorial semantic traits; constituting the characteris-
tic of a word class and correlating with its syntactic and morphological traits
{see p. 488, 492, etc.). The idea goes back to the Russian germanist Admoni
{"generalized and abstract meaning superimposed on the immediate and concrete
semantics of the word, 19703:62); who in his turn refers to the Russian lin-
guists Fortunatow, Winagradow, Strojewn, Potebnja, etc., closely connected
with the traditional grammars. Heidolph et al. waste no time in warning

dass die Wortklassenchakteristik nicht in primdrer Abhdngigkeit
von den semantischen Eipenschaften der Basismorpheme steht....,
dass vielmehr erst durch die Stammbildung die Wortklassencharak-
teristik vorgeprigt wird. (Heldolph et al. 1981:488-9).

Moreover it turns out that a word contains in its meaning these semantic pre-
dicates by virtue of belonging to a class of words, and not the other way round.
It is not the lexical meaning what determines that a word belongs to a class
because it should be considered as an incongruity of the language that joy,
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promulgation, etC., are nouns in spite of the fact that they do not designa-
te ''substances':

Semantigche Kriterien lassen nur bedingt Riickschlilsse auf die
grammatische Funktion der Wirter im Satz zu, insofern zls nur
die Kategorizlen semantischen Werte der Wortklassen unmittelbar
dazu in Beziehung zu setzen sind. (Heidolph et al. 1981:488).

Grammar cannot be reduced to (lexical) semantics without falling into contra-
diction or circularity. The same goes for all simplistic conceptions of the

telation between language and reality (including the mzterialistic one). Accor

ding to Heidolph et al.

Auf Grund ihrer typisehén grémmétiéchen Eigenschaften reprisen-—
tieren Wortklassen bestimmte allpgemeine Begriffsklassen als Abbild
von Klassen der objektiven Realitdt. (Heidolph et al, 1981:493).

In the same passage they admit that

Diese Reprdsentation erfolgt nicht unmittelbar, abhingig von
der Bedeutung der Basismorpheme auf der individuellen Ebene
des Wortes, sondern mittelbar, abhingig vom Bedeutungskomplex
der typischen Morphemstrukturen der einzelnen Wortklassen, also
auf der kategorialen Ebene eben dieser Wortklassen. (Heldolph
et al. 1981:493),

That is the height'bf'éircularitf;
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FOOTHOTES

15ea Mikkola 1966

Z0n the metalinguistic nature of these concepts, whlch represent second-order
classificatory operations see Iturrioz 1986/L0

®See Iturrioz 1986/5L
“See Iturrioz 1982/AB, 1985/A-TA
9gee Tturrioz 1986/RH

0n the constraints restricting the generic use uf nouns see Iturrioz 1986/
ip-i, esp. 217 H .

“For more details on this subject see Iturrioz 1986/SL, 1986/ID
5The underlined expressions involve aspects that will he talked aver below

®Composition is another intermediate instance; there are generalizing (collec-
tivizing) as well as individualizing constructions: Weizenkirmer/grains of wheat,
Graghalme/blades of grass, Wildtiere 'same', Kleidungsstiicke 'clothes’,etc.,.

as opposed to Bankwesen 'banking profession; all the banks as a whole', Fur-
aglwerk 'all the roots as a whole', Samengut 'seeds', Papierkram 'paper work’,
Riemenzeug 'leather equipment, herness, trappings’, TZerwelt 'animal world’,

etc.

Y05ausure 1919:1596F, Hjelmslev 1943:61FF; see also Robins 1964:101fF
lpenveniste 1964 (1954):12

'fn the common parlance of Mexico pez is hardly ever used;pescado takes its
place from the lexical ds well as from the grammatical peint of view: pesca-
do functions as a mass noun and as an inherently individuated noun, like
Ger. Fipch, Eng. fish; the living Fishes are called pésecados.

'3The definitions are taken for English [rom The Coneise Cxford Dictionary,
for German from Wahrig's Deutsches Worterbuch.

“See also p.B2 and Kap.,2.3.1.1, §10
15gge for ex. the articles collected in Synthese 31 and Pelletier ed. 1979.
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