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TRANSCRIPTION CONVENTIONS

Japanese examples are romanized phonemically, in accordance with the
Kunreisiki system officially sanctioned by the Japanese government, with the
exception that long vowels are indicated by a repetition of the vowel in
question, rather than by a vowel marked with a circumflex.

All examples which are actual recorded uses of classifiers are
accompanied by one of the following symbols, to indicate the genre in which
they originally appeared: '

0 = oral
FT - folktzle
F = (other) fiction
NF - non-=fiction
Other examples have been constructed or elicited.
Glosses for the Japanese examples contain the following

abbreviations:
COLL -« collective marker INST « instrumental marker
COM - comitative marker LOC - locative marker
CONTR = contrastive marker NEG -~ negative marker
COP - copula NMLZ - nominalizer
CP - case particle NOM - nominative marker
DAT - dative marker 0BJ - object marker
EMPH - emphatic marker PL = plural marker
EVID = evidential PP - pragmatic particle
GEN -~ genitive marker PST - past tense marker
HON - honorific marker Q - question marker
IMF - imperative marker QUOT = quotative marker

TOP - topic marker
Linguistic forms cited from languages other than Japanese appear in
the transcription system used by the author of the work from which the example
is drawn, In some cases, e.g., Burmese, this resulis in the use of more than

one system for iepresenting a single language.
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CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTION

This dissertation is an attempt to provide a semantic, syntactie, and
discourse-functional account of Japanese numeral classifiers, a group of
morphemes which resemble in many ways the numeral classifiers described in
accourts of other lann;uages,1 particularly those of Southeast Asia.
Classifiers have recently become a topic of growing interest among linguists
and anthropologists, and the past few years have seen the addition of two
important dissertation length studies (Conklin 1981, Adams 1982) to the
sizeable list of article-length treatments of the classifier systems of
various languages. Useful attempts to zymthesize what is known about the
classifier systems of various languages nave also been provided by works such
as Denny 1976, Greenberg 1972, Adams and Conklin 1973, and, especially, Allan
1977.

These studies have in general focused on the semantic properties of
classifier systems, most recently in the light of claims that the systems of
different languages may share certain universal semantic traits. In the
study I will present here, I consider not only the semantic properties of the
Japanese numeral classifier system but also the discourse functions it fills.
Although most treatments of classifier systems give a passing nod to the use
of classifiers as noun substitutes, or note briefly the interplay between
classifiers and number marking, detailed treatment of these aspects of
classifier behavior has in general been lacking. For this reason the second
half of this study is directed toward the question of how classifiers function
in the construction of texts, rather than simply noun phrases, or at best,
sentences,

The dissertation is organized as follows: In this introductory
chapter, I provide a brief review of some of the more important issues that
have been raised in the past by writers concerned with the numeral classifier
systems of other languages. This is intended tc serve as a backdrop for the
treatment of Japanese which appears in subsequent chapters. I also describe
the data collection methods I used in doing my study and provide a 1ist of the
classifiers considered. Subsequent chapters treat the history and
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morphology of the system (Chapter 2), its semantic properties (Chapter 3),
implications for the semantic analysis of classifier systems in general
(Chapter 14), the anaphoric use of the classifiers (Chapter 5), the
interaction of the classifier system with the plural marking system (Chapter
6), and the semantic effects of variations in the positioning of the numeral-
classifier pair within the sentence (Chapter T).

Problems in Defining Numeral Clagsifiers.

The first issue to be addressed, of course, is the question of what a
numeral classifier is; how it has been defined in the various languages in
which it is purported to occur, and how it will be defined for the purposes of
this dissertation. In the literature, definitions 1like the following,
provided by Burling (1965, p. 245) for Burmese, are the rule, defining a
"classifier slot™ contiguous to the numeral and categorizing as classifiers
any forms that may fill the slot:

The class of all classifiers can be given a clear syntactical
definition: in Burmese it ingludes all morphemes which follow
directly and in close juncture p_gnng;, "tow many," or the numbers ta-,
"one, " =, "two," -, "three," etc., up to éu:, "nine."

Definitions of this type are, of course, possible only for individual
languages, leaving us with the question of how to recognize a new numeral
classifier language when we see one, Allan, in his survey of classifier
phenomena (Allan 1977, p. 285) defines classifiers in terms of the following
two criteria:

1. They occur as morphemes in surface structures under specifiable
conditions [in the T"classifier constructions defined

independently by each languagel.

2. The{ have meaning, in the sense that a classifier denotes some
salient perceived or imputed characteristic of the entity to
which an associated noun refers (or may refer).

It is not only numeral classifier languages which possess forms of this type,
for, in Allan's taxonomy, numeral classifier languages constitute but one of
four types of classifier languages:

I. Numeral classifier languages, e.g., Thai, in which classifiers
are obligatory in many expressions of quantity.

II. Concordial classifier languages, e.g., Bantu and many Australian
languages, in which the classifying formatives are affixed to
nouns as well as their modifiers, predicates, and pro-forms.

ITI. Predicate classifier languages, e.g., Navajo, in whizh the verb
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stem varies according to certain characteristics of the referent
conceéved of as participating in the event, either as actor or

goal.

IV. Intra-locative classifier languages, e.g., Toba, Eskimo, and
Dyirbal, in which noun classiflers are embedded in some of the
locative expressions which obligatorily accompany nouns in most
environments.

Languages of all these types are considered "classifier languages"
because they have classifiers, as defined above, at least some of which appear
only in "classifier constructions"™ like the one defined by Burling for
Burmese, and because at least some of these classifiers classify nouns
according to the inherent characteristics of the entities to which they
refer,

Interestingly, although Allan does define classifier languages in the
terms just described, he is less stringent in his requirements of the actual
classifiers themselves, He in fact includes in his inventory of classifier
types markers of "quanta," even though they typically do not denote any
"inherent characteristies™ or even any "salient perceived or imputed
characteristics™ of the referent of the nouns with which they are associated.
The fact that Allan mentions "inherent characteristics® at all thus seems to
constitute a half<hearted attempt to drawa line between true classifiers and
quantifiers, although both types are ultimately included in his classifier
category because they share the privilege of occurring in the so-called
"elassifier constructions.”™ 1In other words, quantifiers are included
because they are morpho-syntactically indistinguishable from the "true
classifiers® which make reference to "inherent characteristics."

The ambivalent treatment of quantifiers that we find here is not unique
to Allan's work. Although some researchers have simply ignored this problem
and included all forms which occur in classifier slots under the classifier
rubric, sometimes cross-listing them as nouns or verbs as well, many
investigators have employed a strategy similar to Allan's mention of
"inherent features" in order to exclude from consideration both quantifiers
and run-of=the-mill notins which are morphologically identical to classifiers
and may occur in "classifier constructions" although they perform a function
different from that typically associated with classifiers.

Benton, in his interesting discussion of Trukese numeral and
attributive classifiers (Benton 1968), follows an approach introduced by Pe
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in his treatment of Burmese (Pe 1965) by dravwing a three-way distinction among
forms that may occupy the classifier slot, dividing them into classifiers,
quantifiers, and repeaters, and defining each in the following terms:
Clagsifiers. A classifier is a form which "denotes a particular
quality, or the absence thereof, in the noun classified" (p. 116), as in the
Trukese examples in 1).
1) Trukese (Benton 1968, p.116)

a) e-ew ceepen
one-general table ta table!
b) e-féu maas
one-sphere eye tone eye!
c) fa-cé simpil
four-leaf newspaper 'four newspapers!

Quantifiers. A quantifier, by contrast, "indicates a quantitative
measurement of the denotatum of the noun classified." As Pe puts it (1965,
p.166), "a quantifier concerns itself with the estimating of things by some
sort of measure - size, extension, weight, amount or number, especially of ten
or multiples of ten." By these criteria the Trukese form in 2) and the
Burmese forms in 3) are to be considered quantifiers.

2) Trukese (Benton 1968, p.116)

ttiwe- kkén
nine- poi 'nine pinches of poi!

3) Burmese (Burling 1965, p.246)
POTAY A
a) apyooi ta
aggna onje;'gﬁung_h ‘one bunch of bananas!'

b) napydef ta;hg"ﬁ
banana one- - -
one shoulder load of bananas"
A

c) papydel tapdief
%aggna one-yiss (approx. 3-1/2 1bs.)

'one viss of bananas'

Repeaters. A repeater, in Benton's system, differs from classifiers
and quantifiers in that it has "the same underlying phonological form as the
noun it classifies, and ... does not occur with nouns having different

underlying forms" (p.116), as in the example in 4).
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4) Trukese (Benton 1968, p.117)

€=DHODW WOPWU=n wuna
one=tuber guber-ATTRIBUTIVE PARTICLE aro

'one tuber of taro!
Pe's definition of a repeater differs slightly from Benton's, allowing for
the inclusion of forms which repeat not all but only part of the noun to which
they are related, as in the Burmese example in 5).
5) Burmese (Pe 1965, p.171)

ludegau hno-kggg
dead peﬁson body two-bod 'two corpses!

Although the distinctions as they are drawn here seem clear enough, most
languages for which descriptions of a numeral-classifier system exist appear
to contain various probiematic formes difficult to assign with any certainty
to just one of these classes. If we focus on the terms which denote standard
measures as representatives of the quantifier class, for example, we will
have relatively little difficulty Jjustifying our decision to distinguish
them from classifiers, since forms such as pound or inch can be applied to any
entity which possesses weight or extension, regardless of its other
properties. It is true, however, that even such common properties as weight
and extension are by no means associated with, or relevant in unitizing, all
the entities or concepts which we might wish to enumerate. Althoughwe might
speak of 'a pound of sand' or 'an inch of paper, ! we would be unlikely to refer
to 'a pound of government' or 'an inch of student.' For this reason even the
clearest members of the quantifier category, like true classifiers, carry
some minimal information about the inherent properties of the commodity being
quantified. We know at least that it is conceived of by the speakers of the
language in question as possessing, for example, weight or extension.

This amount of information, however minimal it may appear, is not
significantly less than that which is carried by the 'default classifiers! or
'unmarked classifiers' that fill the gaps in the classifier inventories of
most classifier languages. The Chontal Maya classifier of this type, ;-_b_e_,
for example, is used in enumerating such diverse referents as houses, swamps,
hats, gourds, turtles, days, pieces of advice, and stories, referents that
are not associated with one of the other, more specific, classifiers (Keller
1955) . It would surely be difficult in this case to Justify the position that

e ;’pg_, by virtue of being a true classifier, carries more information about the
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inherent properties of the referents of the nouns with which it co-occurs than
do forms like inch and pound.

The most clearcut cases of the quantifier category do differ from
classifiers like ﬂ, however, in that they jmpose a unit of measurement, the
same unit of measurement, on all referents with respect to which they are
used. That is, while a pound of sand and a pound of feathers have their
absolute weight (and little else) incommon, a -be of house and a -be of turtle
do not. :b_q, like most true classifiers, is used to denote a natural unit of
whatever it is being used to enumerate, the natural unit differing from
referent to referent, but standard measure quantifiers are used to designate
referents in the absence of or in disregard of any natural units.

For this reason, any of the standard measures of weight may be used, for
example, with respect to an entity possessed of weight. The choice among
them is significant and serves to delimit quantitatively different units of
the commodity in question. With true classifiers, on the other hand, the
speaker is often constrained in the choice of a classifier to he used with a
given referent. If the referent is an animal, for example, he may be forced
touse the animal classifier; if the referent is a fruit, he may be constrained
to use the fruit classifier, thereby denoting a natural unit of animal or a
natural unit of fruit rather than imposing a standard temporary measure. In
the not infrequent cases where the speaker does have a choice among several
classifiers in enumerating a particular referent, however, this potential
criterion also loses force.

The situation becomes even more unclear when we move from the standard
measure markers to other types of forms typically included in the quantifier
category. Three especially problematic groups which Pe catalogues as
quantifiers ir his discussion of Burmese are those forms which denote
referents in some particular (often temporary) configuration, those which
designate partitions of individuals, and those which denote groups of
individuals. Forms of these types, illustrated in examples 6), 7), and 8)
below (from Pe 1965, p.176-80), are common in other classifier languages as
well, so their treatment is not a problem unique to Burmese.

6) Burmese configuration-based quantifiers
a) khwe 'a coil' - used of rope, cord, or hair
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b) thoup 'a knot, something tied into a coil or some other
form' *~ used of rope, hggr

7) Burmese partition-based quantifiers

a) shi?® 'a joint, section, cut along the length' - used of
bamboo or sugar cane

b) ti®? ‘'a piece chopped off from meat or fish!'

c) ! fan amount prised out of a pile or heap with a t'inger or
%h an implement such as a spade or shovel!

8) Burmese group-based quantifiers

a) khaip 'a stalk of fruits' - used of bananas, toddy palms
coco~ and areca nuts ’ ’

by si 'a bundle of long things' - used of sticks, bamboos,
sugarcanes and flowers

e) I%g 'a pair of cfieces of wearing apparel or ornaments' - used
of "sandals and shoes; earrings, wristlets, and bangles

The problem in distinguishing forms such as these from true classifiers
should be readily apparent. Although they do, like standard measures,
impose a unit of quantification such as a group, a pair, or a part, they are not
usable with all referents which come in groups, pairs, or parts, but only with
much more narrowly defined groups of referents which share a significant
number of inherent traits of the type often exploited in "true" numeral
classifier systems. X_ag cannot be used with just any pair of objects, but
only with paired items of apparel.

Difficulties such as these reflect the merit in Becker's suggestion
(1975, p.114) that quantity and quality may be, not discrete semantic
classes, but rather "polarities in a semantic continuum.® Quantifiers
resemble classifiers not only in that they co~occur with numerals, but in that
they express units of enumeration. The difference lies in the fact that the
units expressed by quantifiers are imposed units while the units expressed by
classifiers are natural units. The greatest difficulties indistinguishing
the two arise in cases where the language fails to recognize the existence of
«ny natural units, as in the case of poi in Trukese, leaving the speaker no
option but to use an imposed unit in enumeration, and in cases where the
imposed units involve configurations, partitions, groupings, eitc. of
certain kinds of natural units, as with the Burmese forms cited in 6), 7), and
8).

Additional problems suggest that the notion of a continuum may also be
relevant with respect to the classifier-repeater distinction. Pe's
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treatment of Burmese, while calling for a three-way quantifier-classifier-
repeater distinction, illustrates quite clearly some of the problems in
implementing it.

In the clearest cases, the Burmese repzater is true to its name,
repeating in its entirety the noun with which it co-~occurs in enumerating
constructions, filling the slot otherwise occupied by a classifier. Two
Burmese examples of this type appear in 9).

9) Burmese (Burling 1965, p.250)

a) qéin tagégui
house one- 'one house!

b) gﬁ; gg%l_%um fone city!

These repeaters at first glance seem to differ significantly from true
classifiers in terms of function, conveying, as they do, no information not
already conveyed by the nouns they echo. Repeaters are not alone, however,
in filling the classifier slot for no apparent purpose other than filling it,
for the classifier inventories of various languages contain true classifiers
which, although they are morphologically unrelated to the nouns with which
they co-occur, are used only with a small class of referents already
successfully represented by some noun in the language. These forms share the
functional peculiarity of repeaters in that they carry no information
additional to that transmitted by the nouns with which they co-occur.
Because of the existenca of unique classifiers like these, repeaters cannot
be clearly distinguished from true classifiers on semantic grounds.

In addition, some of the Burmese "repeaters" cited by Pe co-occur not
only with the noun they repeat, but with other nouns as well, in which case
they are no longer repeaters. The Burmese form xgng, for example, is,
according to Pe, used as a classifier for subhuman beings and animals, dead
people's spirits and ghosts, and (facetiously or in anger) any person. Among
the words denoting animals is the noun kagg itself, meaning 'body,’
'creature, ' so only in cases where kgug the classifier is used with kgm} the
noun in enumerating constructions does it become a repeater. An example of
this type appears in 10):

10) Burmese (Pe 1965, p.182)

@=kau ta-
NOUN PREFIX-creature oneégﬁa_tm:g_ ‘one creature or bodyf
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The counterintuitive result of this way of viewing the situation is that
thesameform,gggg,isusedinthesamesyntacticslot;withthesamemeaning,
is sometimes considered a classifier and sometimes a repeater, simply because
it replicates the form of the full noun in one case but not the other. Since
this distinction, unlike the classifier-quantifier distinction, does not
appear to correlate with any semantic or syntactic properties of note, I will
dispense with it for the remainder of this dissertation, considering all
Japanese forms of this type to be true classifiers so long as they meet the
other criteria listed below.

Another problem arises, however, with the fact that a form
indistinguishable froma full noun may sometimes appear in direct collocation
with a numeral, unaccompanied by any other full noun interpretable as the head
of the construction. Some authors choose to treat forms of this sort as
unclassified nouns, others as classifiers minus full noun heads. Anexample

appears in 11):
11) Japanese (0)

Akai huirutaa=-to midori-no huirutaa-o desu ne hito-koma
red filter-COM green-GEN filter-OBJ COP PP one-frame

hito-koma kawaribankoni kakeru wake yo ne?
one-frame in turn put on NMLZ P PP

'They put on red and green filters in turn, frame by frame.'
Across languages, these so-called Munclassified nouns"™ tend to denote
abstract referents such as units of time, colors, kinds, grades, classes,
geographical areas, social units, etc., but once again the boundaries between
true classifiers, unclassified nouns, and classified nouns is unclear, for
the behavior of the forms in question is often somewhat erratic. They
sometimes occur in direct concatenation with numerals, as in 11), thereby
earning the rubric "unclassified,® but these same forms may also in some cases
act as true nouns and appear along with a full numeral-classifier pair. This
possibility exists in Japanese, as example 12) illustrates:
12) Japanese
a) "unclassified" use:

hito-,
one—_c_%_f%z ‘one color!

b) noun use:

hito=-tu-no iro
one-inanimate-~-GEN color tone color!
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The classifier system of Japanese thus merges, in typical fashion, into
nouns on the one hand, quantifiers on the other, making the establishment of
clearcut boundaries a difficult enterprise., The task of drawing the
classifier-noun poundary is plagued by cases like that of iro, illustrated in
12) above, and the classifier-quantifier line is complicated by the existence

of forms like those in 13):

13) tpair of footwear' (= specific quantity (two) + specific
referent class (footwear))

kire 'slice' (= partition possessing a characteristic shape (and

often a characteristic function - eating) achieved by a
particular process (slicing))

teki ‘tdrop of liquid'! (= temporary partition of a member of a
specific referent class (liquids) with various natural units)

This ambiguity arises in spite of the fact that many forms which are clearly
members of only one category or the other do exist, as with neitoru 'meter,! or

mai 'flat, thin object.!

Because the classifier category in Japanese is, thus, like other natural
categories, blessed with core members and plagued with peripheral ones, it is
with a recognition of the arbitrariness of the enterprise that I propose, for
the purposes of this study, the following definition of a numeral classifier
in Japanese:

1. It may directly follow a numeral.

2. It readily co-occurs with a noun denoting the referent whose number

1s indicated by the numeral-classifier construction.

3. It denotes a natural unit of the referent, whose (usually but not

necessarily inherent) characteristics dictate its choice.

The first of these criteria has no bearing on the problematic cases; it
is fulfilled by all of them.

The second criterion rules out the clearest cases of the so-called
funclassified" abstract nouns which sometimes collocate directly with
numerals. Although true classifiers do not always appear in the company of a
noun denoted the enumerated referent, they do so readily, as shown in 14):

14) I-kkﬁﬁi_fgm mise-ga hiraite-ita node,
one- ~GEN shop-NOM was open since
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hairu koto-ni sita, (F)
enter NMLZ-DAT did

'Since one shop was open, (I) decided to go in.!
By contrast, "unclassified" nouns, such as time words, for example, do not
readily co-occur with a co-referring noun, as the naturalness of 15a) over

15b) illustrates:

15a) mi-kka tatte 'three days later!
three~day pass
b) hi-ga mi-kka tatte 'three days later

day-NOM three-day pass

While 15b) is certainly not ungrammatical, it is by comparison with a) a
marked means of expressing the passage of time and is most 1likely to be used in
an emphatic context.

The third criterion listed above rules out standard measures like pitoru
'liter' and peitoru tmeter,' which impose a unit on the referent with respect
to which they are used, as well as forms like hako *'box(ful), ' kire 'slice,’
and retu 'line, string,' which denote containers, partitions, and groupings
whose choice is unconstrained by the nature of the referent with respect to
which they are used (except in the marginal sense discussed earlier, p.5).
Left within the purview of the study, however, are formns like soku and teki,
because their choice is governed by the properties of the entities to which
they are used to refer and because the quantities they specify can be seen as
natural units.

Although even the definition presented here fails to resolve gll the
problematic cases, it does succeed in circumscribing the class I am
interested in investigating here - those forms which represent an alternative
linguistic categorization scheme for referents already categorized by means

of the true nouns of the language.

Classifier Corpus Considered in This Study.

At the outset of my study, I consulted lists of classifiers included
in a number of descriptions of Japanese3 and found that they contained
over 150 forms conforming to the criteria established above. To
ascertain which of these forms are used most frequently and by the

broadest range of infermants, I consulted a newspaper word frequency count
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published by the Japanese National Language Research Institute (Studies on
the Vocabulary of Modern Newspapers) and also analyzed the results of 1) a
sample of classifier uses drawn from both oral and written texts and 2) a
questionnaire on classifier usage which I designed and administered.

On the basis of the questionnaire results, I reduced the original list of
forms to two more useful sets that will be referred to at different points in
the discussion which follows: a list of core classifiers used frequently by
all speakers (the "core inventory®™), and a larger list including forms
frequently added to the core to fill out the full classifier inventory of

individual speakers (the "extended inventory").

Classifier Usage Sample.
The sample of classifier usages is composed of the first 50 classifier

uses encountered in five modern works of fiction (250 total)¥ and the first
250 uses encountered in a number of taped and transcribed casual
conversations.b Although these examples were collected primarily for use in
analyzing the discourse roles occupied by classifiers and they in no way
constitute an exhaustive sample of classifiers in use, it is of interest to
note that they include considerably fewer than the original inventory of 154
forms. Only 36 different classifiers appear at all, and 82% of the uses
involve a mere five classifiers, lending support to my hypothesis that the

number of classifiers in frequent use is quite limited.

Questionnaire.

A similar conclusion is suggested by the results of the questiocnnaire,
which was designed to elicit data on the use of 154 forms which appeared to
meet the classifier criteria which I had established to guide my
investigation. With respect to each form, subjects were asked:

Do you use this form?
Have you ever heard or seen this form used?

If you use the form yourself, give an example of its usage, using the
pattern Noun + Numeral + Classifier.

If you use the form yourself, or if you have seen or heard it used,

describe as best you can what kinds of referents it is used to
enunmerate.

Informants were also provided space in which to enter any forms which I
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had neglected to include. The full text of the instructions to the
informants, and an English translation, appear in Appeundix 1.

As the instructions for the questionnaire suggest, the task of filling
it out was a demanding one, requiring considerable time and effort on the part
of each respondent. Fifteen subjects, ranging in age from 21 to 53 (mean age
35) completed the questionnaire, Eight of the subjects were male, seven
female, and most of them had spent most of their lives in the Tokyo area,
although no attempt was made to control for possible dialect differences in
usage.

Of the 154 forms listed on the questionnaire, there were 27 which all
fifteen informants said they used.6 These cors classifiers, along with a
brief description of the referent classes with respect to whichmy informants
claimed to use them, are listed in Table 1 below. Those referents whose names
appear first are central to the category; those whose names appear in
parentheses are not included by many speakers. Also noted for each
classifier is the lexical stock from which the form derives, indicated by I
for indigenous forms, S-J for Sino-Japanese forms, and W for borrowings from
Western languages. A list of all the forms included on the questionnaire

appears in Appendix 2.

TABLE 1%
CORE INVENTORY

1. dai ( :'a ~ S-J) - furniture, machines, land and air vehicles
2. hiki ( & - S~J) - animels (excluding birds, for some speakers)
3. hon ( 7~F - S-J) - long, slender objects such as pencils, trees,
threads, roads, lines; (items following a trajectory, such as TV
programs, letters, telephone calls, baseball hits).
kabu ( 7}%& - I) - rooted plants, roots and bulbs; shares of stock.
5. ken ( ﬁ? - S=J) - buildings or parts of buildings acting in some

functional capacity. such as a home or shop
6. ken ( 44 - S-J) -incidents, occurrences, such as robberies, fires,

accidents

7. ki ( 7}%\ = S=J) - airplanes (other air vehicles such as helicopters,

rockets
8. ko (4 @ - S=J) - small objects of roughly equivalent extension in all
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10.
11.

12.
13.
14.
15.
16.

17.
18.
19.
20.
21.
22.

23.
24'
25.

26.

27.

three dimensions, such as fruits, candies, stones; also coins.
(General inanimate classifier {or some speakers.)

ku (%) - S-J) - haiku [17-syllable poems] (other short poems)
kyoku ( @3 ~ S=J) - pieces of music

mai ( 7}%{ - S-J) - flat, thin objects such as sneets of paper, pieces of
cloth, dishes, items of clothing, phonograph records, leaves, rugs,
coins

mei ( . - S-J) - human beings [honorific]

mon (Pﬁ - S-J) - questions, problems

mune ( ﬁi - I) - buildings

nin ( A - S-J) - human beings

satu ( )}H‘ - S-J) - books, magazines, notehooks, books of tickets, pads
of paper

seki ( z_ =~ S-J) - large boats

soku ( }?\ - S~J) - pairs of footwear

soo ( ﬂz - S-J) - small boats

syoku ( /1?\ - S-J) - meals

teki ( 3 - S-J) - drops of liquid

ten ( ;EI-\ - S=J) - points in a score, items in an inventory, works
of art

too ( ';’Zﬁ - S-J) = large animals

toori (ﬂ = S=J) = methods, opinions

tu ( 49 - I) - inanimates, concrete or abstract [general
classifier]

tubu ( 7%2 - I) - small, grainlike objects such as grains of rice,
grapes, gems, pills, drops of liquid

tuu ( .,& - 8-J) - letters and postcards, documents; (telephone

calls)

While the list of forms in Table 1 is apparently central to the

classifier inventory of any adult Japanese speaker, it probably does not
exhaust the list of forms used by most speakers. Respondents to my

questionnaire, for instance, claimed touse from 59 to 113 {mean 81) of the 154
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forms about which they were questioned, and there were 73 forms claimed by a
majority of respondents.

These figures should, of course, be accepted with a certain amount of
caution, since people's assessments of their own behavior are often at odds
with their actual behavior, and some of my subjects, confronted with such a
lengthy list of forms, may have felt that their competence as users of
Japanese was at stake in answering the questionnaire. A much more
conservative estimate of the number of forms used by individual speakers was
arrived at in a study by Sanches (1977) in which subjects were asked to fill
elicitation frames with the appropriate classifier. 1In that study, the mean
number of forms used by adult speakers was only 36 for those over thirty, 28
for those under thirty.7

Even if my figures are somewhat exaggerated, though, they do indicate
that speakers have at their disposal a body of classifiers considerably more
numerous than the core group used frequently by all speakers. Inan attempt
to approximate the total resources available to the average speaker, I have
compiled the 46 forms in addition to the core inventory which a majority of my
questionnaire respondents claimed to use, arriving at the m"extended

inventory®™ shown in Table 2.

TABLE 2

EXTENDED INVENTORY
bu ( %F = S=J) - newspapers, magazines, books, pamphlets, documents
dai (% - S-J) - problems, topics, test questions, titles
dan ( £§ - S-J) - steps, levels, stairs
eda ( A7 - I) - tree branches
han { J@, - S-J) - crimes
hati ( @A - S-J) - potted plants, (pots)
hatu (7% - S-~J) -~ outbursts such as gunshots, farts, fireworks
hen ( ﬁﬁ] - S-J) - literary works
heya (%T‘E - I) = rooms, usually in the home
10. hin ( A2 - S-J) - items of merchandise
11. huri ( F%& - I) - swords
12. husa ( % - I) - things in clusters, such as bunches of grapes or

W 3 O N =W NN -

(Vo)
.
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13.
1”‘;
15.

16.
17.
18.
19.
20.

22.
23.
21"

25.
26.
27.
28.
29.

30.
31.
32.

33.
34.
35.

36.
37.

38.

bananas, tassels, wisteria

kapuseru (47 \L- W) - capsules of medicine

ki (,%Zi— - S«J) = riders on horseback

ki ( % - S=J) - large stationary objects such as machines, graves,
gateways, stone lanterns

ko ( )? - S=J) - households, houses

koku ( )F - S-J) - countries

koo ( 7]‘3’1 -~ S=J) = schools

kyaku ( H%P - S-J) chairs, (other legged furniture

Kyoku ( ﬁ} - S=J) - TV stations, government bureaus; go and syogi
matches

maki ( 7?2 - I) - rolled up objects such as scrolls, spools of thread,
rolls of tape, toilet paper

men ( @ - S=J) = flat surfaces such as mirrors, tennis courts
peizi (~24+"~ W) - pages

ren ( Lﬁ; - S=J) = strung together objects such as necklaces, dried
fruit, items in a series , (trains)

rin ( ﬁﬁ - S-J) - flowers

rooru (x7—IV = W) = rolls of paper, cloth, film, etc.

ryoo ( % ~ 8=J) = train cars; (trucks)

sao ( ?}’ﬁ - I) - chests; (flags); (stick-shaped sweets)

siito (/—}t - W) - sheets of stamps, (other flat, thin objects);
seats

situ ( ?’_ - S=J) - rooms

soo ( /% ~ S=J) - layers

suzi ( 'g’fj - 1) - long, slender objects, usually seen as a 1ine across a
background, such as smoke, rivers, sinews, roads, trickles of liquid
sya ( ?i- - 8-J) - companies, shrines

syu ( ’é’ - S-J) - poems

tai ( 475 - S-J) - entities of humanlike form, such as mannequins,
gods, corpses, robots, Buddhist statuary

taku ( 3 - S-J) - tables and desks

tama ( £ = I) - globular masses such as piles of noodles, balls of
yarn; (small, round objects such as pearls, candies, light bulbs)

ten ( ):5 - S~J) - shops
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39. tokoro ( ?ﬁ‘ - I) - things occupying a location, places, spots

0. too ( %%, - S-J) - political parties

41. tuuwa (31;{; - I) - telephone calls

42, tyaku ( 7% = S=J) - major items or suits of clothing

43. tyoo ( & =~ S-J) - long, slender implements, usually with handles,
such as knives, guns, hoes, violins, candles

44, wa ( ] - I) - birds, (rabbits), (winged insects)

45, za ( )2‘ - S=J) - entertainment troupes

46. zen ( B% - S=J) - trays, pairs of chopsticks

47. zyoo ( /j,\ﬁi - S-J) - pills

It is the core and extended classifier inventories shown in Tables 1 and

2 that constitute the focus of the semantic analysis presented in Chapter 3.

Now that I have defined the object of study and described the data
collection methods used, I would like to briefly discuss a few of the topics
that have been raised in the literature on classifiers in other languages, and
which merit attention here. In the chapters that follow, I will address each

of these issues from the perspective provided by Japanese.

classifier systems. It has frequently beenremarked that there is a certain
limited set of semantic properties that are repeatedly used, cross-
linguistically, in defining the referent classes associated with
classifiers. Adams and Conklin, for example, in a report on their
investigation of the classifier inventories of 37 Asian languages, conclude
(Adams and Conklin 1973, p.1) that "numeral classification is based primarily
on the parameters of animateness, shape or function which are attributed to
the head noun." In addition, they c¢laim, these parameters are
implicationally ordered with respect to their encoding in classifier

systems.
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Animacy, in the form of a human/non-human distinetion or an
animate/inanimate distinction, is always encoded, Adams and Conklin find,
and the categories based on the three basic shapes of long, round, and flat
also appear with considerable regularity. Secondary parameters such as
rigidity, size, reguiarity, ete., are also relevant in many cases, but they
typically combine with the primary parameters instead of serving as the sole
basis for a classification. Functicnal parameters, which define such
classes as, for example, tools, weapons, and written materials, also appear
quite frequently, but, unlike the shape and animacy parameters, seem to be
quite language-specific, reflecting the cultural preoccupations of the
speakers of the language.

Allan comes to similar conclusions in his survey (Allan 1977), which is
based on descriptions of a broader sample of languages than those considered
by Adams and Conklin. 1In Allan's view, nouns are classified on the basis of
characteristics akin to what Locke called "primary qualities," perceivable
by more than one of the senses, while "secondary qualities," such as color,
taste, smell, and sound, which are typically perceived by only one sense, are
not utilized. In his 1list of primary qualities, Allan includes material,
shape, consistency, size, location, arrangement, and quanta, listing the
animacy and function parameters mentioned by Adams and Conklin as subtypes of
the material parameter.

Although Allan includes in his classifier category the quantifiers that
I, like Adams and Conklin, have taken pains to exclude, both of these surveys
stress the perceptual salience of, in particular, the shape parameters that
are frequently encoded in classifier systems, Allan emphasizing their
perceivability by more than one sense, Adams and Conklin emphasizing the
primacy of vision over the other senses which are not involved in detecting
shape. The point here, one which has been widely accepted, is that the
classifier systems of different languages tend to resemble each other because
they encode categories based on perceptual parameters that are universally
salient regardless of the language spoken by the perceiver,

If these claims are in fact true, classifiers enter the growing classof
linguistic phenomena thought to be related to the perceptual mechanisms and
predilections shared by all human beings, since similar claims have been made

~

with respect to, for example, the development of basic color terms in a
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language (Berlin and Kay 1969), the salience of "basic level™ vocabulary
items (Rosch et al 1976), and the order and manner in which children acquire
lexical items (Anglin 1977, Clark 1977, Nelson 1973). Clark (1977) has even
gone so far as to argue that there are certain universal categories with pre-
determined perceptual salience that show up both in numeral and verbal
classifier systems and the overextensions that children make in learning the
meanings of lexical items.

These universalist claims are taken up in Chapter 4§, which includes an
evaluation of the extent to which the semantic parameters in question are
represented by the Japanese classifier system, along with an evaluation of
the importance of the classifiers that represent them in the functioning of

the system as a whole.

2. The semantic role of classifiers. The proposal that classifiers

tend to be associated with categories of particular perceptual salience
suggests that the semantic loads carried by classifiers and by regular nouns
may differ in some systematic way. Denny (Denny 1976) has attempted to
characterize this difference, arguing that classifiers serve to place
objects in a few especially important classes different from and additional
to those associated with common nouns. While nouns must provide
descriptions of the world specific enough to allow the hearer to pick out
particular referents, the primary function of classifiers is not
referential, Denny claims., Rather, they serve to denote the membership of
referents in classes defined by the ways in which we, as human beings,
interact with them. This interaction may be physical (giving rise to
classifiers defined in terms of parameters of shape or substance), functional
(reflected in classifiers for such groups as, say, vehicles), or social
(manifested in, for example, classifiers for animates vs., inanimates).
In a similar vein, Benton (1968) suggests that the speaker can, by the
use ¢f classifiers, extsvid ¢r 2lairify the meanings of the common nouns with
which they co-occur. Benton has in mind here, in particular, cases where a
single noun may co-occur with more than one classifier, each of which
corresponds to and picks out different attributes of the referent to which the

noun refers, as in 15) below.
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15) Trukese (Benton 1968, p.110)

a) e-ew nda
one-general coconut 'one coconut (fruit)'
b) e-fbc nfid

one~g¢ylindrical coconut ‘one coconut (palm)!

¢c) e-Wo  ndd
one=log coconut 'one coconut log!

In this way classifiers provide, as Benton puts it (p.143), "a means for
ordering the universe, and a method for structuring concepts without
multiplying vocabulary."

Benton, in ascribing to the classifiers in Trukese the functions he
does, differs in his orientation from Denny, who stresses the opposition
between referential indicators and cultural signposts, but both deseriptions
depend, in the end, on the belief that classifiers and common nouns provide
alternate categorizations of reality, classifiers filling a semantic role
complementary to the cne filled by nouns. These issues are also discussed in

the light of Japanese evidence in Chapter 4.

3. Ihe structure of the semantic field. One interesting problem

typically encountered in analyzing a classifier system is whether to treat
its members as members of a lexical set or members of a syntactic set, for they
often possess some characteristics of both types. The decision involved
here, although it is an important one, usually receives little explicit
attention. Burling's discussion of the problem with respect to Burmese
(Burling 1965, p.244 ff.) constitutes the sole significant exception. 1In

Burling's words,

"in some ways, the choice of which numeral classifier to use in a
sentence seems similar to the choice among nouns: one picks the term
which corresponds to the extralinguistic situation, the situation in
the world to which one wishes to refer. In other ways, however, the
choice of numeral classifier more closely resembles the choice among
grammatical markers such as the choice of the particular form of the
plural in English, where the speaker is constrained by the internal
s¥ntactieal rules of the language, and the alternatives convey no
distinetion in meaning whatever.m”

The decision the 1linguist makes bhere, with respect to the
grammatical/lexical status of these forms, will have a considerable effect on
his expectations regarding the nature, or, in fact, the existence, of any
semantic field they might be thought to map. In approaching the classifier
system of a language, it is reasonable, for example, to expect to discover
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taxonomies, partonomies, chains, etc., structures of the type that have been
described for other lexical fields or subfields, or is it more likely that we
will have to content ourselves with a bivalent opposition or two?

The answer here surely differs from language to language, depending ona
variety of factors, such as the transparency and accessibility of the
meanings associated with the classifiers and the open or closed nature of the
class they constitute. Some languages, like Tzeltal (Berlin 1968), for
example, have been reported to have several hundred classifiers and a
productive method for coining new ones, and languages of this type surely
merit a treatment different from that to be accorded languages with vestigial
systems composed of a mere three or four terms.

The confusion surrounding this issue is reflected in a multiplicity of
analytical approaches. Some investigators have chosen to analyze
classifier systems as lexical fields, defining each member in terms of the
real world referents with respect to which it is used and proposing internal
field structures of various types to account for the relations among the
members. The Japanese system, for example, has elicited two analyses
(Sanches 1977 and Denny 1979) inwhich it is treated as an elaborate taxonomic
hierarchy. Others have chosen to view the choice among classifiers as
governed, not by the properties of the referents with which they are
associated, but by fixed associations with the common nouns of the language -
a given noun is seen as grammatically triggering a particular classifier.

The issues I have outlined here are treated from several‘ perspectives in
the chapters that follow. Because the classifier inventory used by present-
day spezkers of Japanese is quite extensive, I do not attempt a full-scale
analysis of the semantic relations uniting all the members of the category.
In Chapter 3, I do, however, present a catalog of the behavioral and
distributional traits which distinguish the members of the inventory from
each other, arguing that the classifier category should not be seen as a
homogeneous set of forms. Here I also directly address the adequacy of the
taxonomic analyses proposed by Denny and Sanches and describe a number of
semantic characteristics which should figure, I feel, in any comprehensive

semantic analysis of the field.
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Y4, Interaction with plurality markers. Various researchers have
commented on the relationship between numeral classifiers and plural
markers, in some cases drawing very broad conclusions based on the assumption
that the two types of forms convey similar types of information. T'sou
(1976, p.1216), for example, hypothesizes that

"the use of nominal classifiers and the use of the plural morpheme are
in complementary distribution in natural language. More concretely,
... either a) a natural language has either nominal classifiers or
plural morphemes, or b) if a natural language has both kinds of
morphemes, then their use is in complementary distribution.®

As we will see below, T'sou's hypothesis is clearly falsified by the data
from Japanese, which possesses not only numeral classifiers, but several
plural markers which may appear with nouns which are accompanied by
classifiers as well. The fact that both of these types of markers may appear
in collocation with the same head noun is not too surprising, in spite of
T'sou's predictions, if we consider that the discourse roles of the two sets
of forms differ considerably, and that neither set of forms indicates number
exclusively. Thisis not toimply that T'sou's intuition is completely wrong
-~ the information carried by the two kinds of markers overlaps in most cases,
and, although the two systems may not be in complementary distribution, as
T'sou suggests they should be, they are by no means independent of each other.
The details of the interaction of these two systems in Japanese are discussed

in Chapter 6.

5. Discourse functions of classifiers. Most descriptions of clas-~

sifier systems contain at least passing mention of the fact that numeral-
classifier pairs can be used with no co-occurring head noun, as noun
substitutes, This sort of usage, like the usage of pronouns in English,
typically occurs when the identity of the referent in question is made
sufficiently clear by the context, either linguistiec or non-linguistiec, as in
the Vietnamese examples in 16):

16) Vietnamese (Nguyen 1957, p.130)

a) Tbi cd ba con meo, hai tra mdt cop den.
'I have three cat.:’z, two w itearalgc'l _Qgg black.!

b) B3 mubn mua mé{ qud? Ba gud.
'How many (fruits) do you want to buy? Three.

Classifier uses of this type assume importance in Japanese because of
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the tendency to avoid the use of second and third person pronouns. Although
these pronouns do exist, they are used quite sparingly, leaving the speaker
who wishes to make successive references to a particular entity the primary
options of a full noun and ellipsis. The use of the first of these options
amcunts in many contexts to a surfeit of information, while the second may
carry with it considerable danger of confusion, bearing as it does no explicit
information about the identity of the referent that it marks, Classifiers
are used here to fili the gap, providing more information than ellipsis and
obviating the necessity for returning to full nominal reference in
potentially ambiguous situations. Examples like the one in 17) are common:

17) Koosinzyo-no otoko=-wa tiokusetu watasi-o
detective agency-GEN male-TOP directly me-OBJ
tazunete~kimasita. Ano kyoodai-wa
ask-came those older brother and younger sister-TOP
yaneurabeya-ni tozikomotte-imasita kara, kootugoo desita yo.
attice=LGC were locked up because fortunate was PP
Ima hutapi-wa ryokoo-ni dete-iru, to itte-okimasita. (F)
now two-person~TOP trip-DAT are gone QUOT said

'The man from the detective agency came directly to me. The

brother and sister were tucked away in the attic, which was

fortunate. 'The two of them are away on a trip now,! (I) said.!

Not only do classifiers in Japanese act, in this way, as (pro)noun

substitutes, they also play an important role in the specificity indicating

system. As the differing acceptability Jjudgments on the two Japanese

renderings of the accompanying English gloss illustrate in 18), a difference

in specificity is often conveyed by the position of the classifier, with the

pre-nominal position in a) traditionally treated as the specific position,
the pre-verbal position in b) treated as non-specific:

18) 'How about smoking a cigarette?' (non-specific)

a) ® I-pn%n-no
one-long. slender object-GEN
tabako-o0 sutte-mimasyoo.

cigarette-0BJ smoke~let's see

b) Tabako-o i-
cigarette-OBJ onéoiong, slender object
sutte~mimasyo.
smoke-let's see

In its capacities as noun substitute and specificity marker, the
classifier construction fills discourse functional roles which supplement
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its semantic role. Details on its use in these ways are presented in Chapter

5 and T.

In sum, with this dissertation I have aimed at presenting a well-rounded
portrait of a morpheme class which is small enough to be manageable yet which
possesses a number of interesting traits worthy of investigation. It liesat
the frequently disputed boundary between grammar and lexicon; it represents
categories asserted to be of special cognitive salience; it participates in
the functioning of an anaphoric system constructed along 1lines quite
different from those exploited in the standard Indo-European languages. It
is my hope that the treatment presented here will shed a bit of light on the
intriguing data which it seeks to explain.
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FQOTNOTES

1The descriptions that hav«: heen used here as points of comparison are
the following:

Agache - Hoijer 1945

Athapaskan - Krauss 1968

Australian languages - Capell 1939, 1940, Worsley 1954

Austroasiatic - Adams 1982

Austronesian - Conklin 1981

Bantu - Alexandre 1967, Richardson 1967, Worsley 1954

Burmese - Becker 1975, Burling 1965, Pe 1965

Chinese - Chao 1968, Coyaud 1973, Erbaugh to appear. Henne et al. 1977,
Karlgren 1923

Chipeann - Carter 1976

Chontal - Keller 1955

Classical Chinese - Coyaud 1973, Dobson 1974, Schafer 1948

Dyirbal - Dixon 1972

Eyak - Krauss 196

Fula - Arnott 1967, Lacroix 1967

Gilbertese = Silverman 1962

Grusi - Manessy 1267

Haida - Krauss 1968

Hupa - Haas 1967

Iban - Omar 1912

Jacaltec - Craig to appear

Kamba - Whitely 1963

01d, Middle, and Modern Khmer - Jacob 1965

Malag = Omar 1972

Navaho = Hoi?er 1951, Landar 1964, 1965, Sapir 1932

Nung - Saul 1965

Swahili - Whiteley 1967

Tai - Conklin 19817, DeLancey to appear

Tarascan - Friedrich 1969

Tem - Manessy 1967

Thai - Haas 1942, Placzek to appear

Tiv - Arnott 1967

Tlingit - Krauss 1968

Trukese - Benton 1968

Tzeltal - Berlin 1968, Berlin and Romney 1964

Tzutujil - Dayley 1981

Vietnamese - en 1957

Yurok - Haas 153%

Miscellaneous - Adams and Conklin 1973, Allan 1977,
Goral 1976

2The characterization here might profitably be broadened to include
noun incorporating languages like those described in Mithun (to appear).

3Lists of classifiers were drawn from quuenauer 1951, Hoozyoo 1973,
Lewin 1959, Osida 1965, Satow ond Ishibashi 1942, and Yano 1968.

and Ken Kaikoo,

5The oral texts used were oral narratives collected and transcribed by

the Chafe research progect at Berkeley described in
(Wallace Chafe, ed.) and transeribed conversations publiished in ﬁgggg_
{a 11n§uistics Journal), a collection of TV
interviews), %n Syoosetu yori Ki nari (a group of interviews collected by

Zyuuzoo Itami).

5Aetually, only 26 of these forms were claimed by all informants, since
the general inanimate classifier tu did not appear on the questionnaire. I
omitted i1t because I feared that speakers would be reluctant to recognize it
as an independent morpheme, rather than as part of the abstract numerals in
whick it appears. I had nohesitation, however, inattributing its use toall

YThe works used were: Shuusaku Endoo, 3 Zyunnosuke
Yosiyuki, ggiigg; Seityoo Mat"?ﬁﬁgﬁ_ggfﬁﬁﬁf?J yako Sono, Hosi {Z Uo _no
, L ]
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my informants. See Chapter 3 for usage figures and acquisition data which
Jjustify this assumption.

Tit is not clear from Sanches' report of her study how many elicitation
frames were presented to each subject, i.e., whether they actually had the
opportunity to produce all the forms included in my questionnaire, Another
point of procedure which is not clarified is whether or not subjects were
allowed to give multiple responses to a particular elicitation frame, If
not, speakers may have refrained from producing many of the more specific but
styiistically marked forms which were claimed by the respondents to my
questionnaire.

The striking discreganeg between the results of my survey and those of
Sanches, then, can probably be explained in terms of the underelicitation
possible with her methodology and the conscious manipulation and self-
inflation possible withmine. Whatever the actual number of forms typically
used by adult speakers, however, it clearly exceeds the 27 forms listed in

Table 1.
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CHAPTER 2
THE JAPANESE SYSTEM - HISTORY AND MORPHOLOGY

Conclusive information regarding the origins of the classifier system
in Japanese is not available to us, for its appearance pre-dates documentary
evidence. Already in the eighth century A.D., classifier forms which are
clearly borrowed from Chinese appear in such works as the Koziki (712), the
Nihon Syoki (720), and the Manyoosyuu (759), the documents which constitute
our first extensive written records of the language.

The inclusion of Sino-Japanese forms in these early records has given
rise to speculation that Japanese possessed no indigenous classifier system
antecedent to the contact with China that revolutionized so many features of
Japanese language and culture, This is the view expressed, for example, in
Yule and Burnell (1903), who attribute the existence of classifier systems in
both Japanese and Korean to the influence of Chinese.

A different view, one which appears to be based on a careful appraisal of
the earliest evidence, and which has been noted favorably by subsequent
scholars, has, however, been proposed by Ikegami (1940). Ikegami argues
that although there can be no doubt that the classifier inventory of Japanese
underwent an explesive expansion upon contact with Chinese, there existed an
indigenous system antecedent to the advent of Chinese influence.

Before outlining the evidence for each of these views, a word is in order
about the morphology of the eighth century numeral system and the
difficulties inherent in trying to reconstruct with any certainty the nature
of the classifier system of that period.

Ihe Numeral System of the Eighth Century

Modern Japanese is characterized by the presence of two co-existing
numeral systems, one indigenous, the other of Sino-Japanese origin. Both of
these systems are attested in eighth century documents, although, as I will
describe below, there are many instances where it is impossible to determine
which system a given numeral expression is intended to represent.

Although there is some minor dispute about the exact phonetic
realizations of some of the indigenous numerals of the eighth century, the

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.

27



28

following list of hypothesized forms (from Tukisima 1969) enjoys wide

acceptance:
Table 1

Indigenous Japanese Numerals of the Eighth Century
1 nitg1,2 8 ya
2 huta/hutu 9 kokono
3 mi 10 too/-so3
4 yo 100 momo/-ho
5 i/itu 1000 tisztiti
6 mu 10,000 yorodu
T nana

These indigenous forms appeared in various positions within the
sentence, as the examples in 1) below illustrate.
1a) Directly preceding a noun:

momo=tori-no koe
100-bird-GEN *the voices of 100 birds!

b) Directly preceding a classifier:

o-tu-no hemi
-general classifier-GEN snake four snakes'!

¢) Separated from a noun by an intervening particle:

inisie-no nana-no sakasikihito-domo
old days-GEN 7-GEN wise man-PL

'seven wise men of olden times'!
d) Directly preceding a verb:

hitatinokuni-no huta-narabu tukuba-no yama
Hitati-GEN two-line up Tukuba-GEN mountain

‘the two lined up mountains of Tukuba in Hitati!

Although eighth century documents contain numerous instances of the use
of the indigenous numerals one through ten, there are relatively few
attestations of the numerals over ten, with the exception of the forms for
multiples of ten. The rarity with which the other numerals appear is often
attributed to the complexity of the indigenous Japanese system for forming
them, which involved the insertion of the formamari 'plus! between each digit
in the expression. The numeral classifier or noun with which the numeral was

concatenated was also sometimes repeated after each digit, as illustrated in
2):
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2a) Numeral-amari-numeral: too amari mi
+ 3 1137

b) Numeral-amari-numeral-classifier:

too amari huta-pi
10 + 2 12 people’

c¢) Numeral-classifier-amari-numeral-classifier:

miso tose amari nana tose
30 year + 7 XYyear '37 years'

It is easy to imagine how cumbersome the use of this system would become
in the case of numbers containing over two digits, and this is the reason, many
scholars have suggested, that the Sino-Japanese numerals soon gained favor,
to the extent that the present-day system, illustrated in Table 2, contains
only the indigenous numerals one through ten. With the exception of a few
frozen expressions like yorodu pno hito 'all people! (literally, '10,000
people'), the Sino-Japanese system is used for expressing all numbers over
ten, and the Sino-Japanese forms are often preferred over the surviving
indigenous forms even for expressing numbers below eleven., A few Anglo-
Japanese forms, e.g., wan 'one, ' fuu 'two,' suprji 'three,' have also appeared
recently, but they do not yet constitute a systematic challenge to the other

two systems.

Table 2

Present-Day Japanese Numerals

Indigengus Sino-Japanese
1 hito=- iti
2 huta- ni
3 ni- san
y yo- si’
5 itu- g0
6 mu- roku
T nana=- siti
8 ya- hati
9 kokono- ku/kyuu
10 toe zZyuu
100 —— hyaku
1,000 —— sen
10,000 —— man
100,000,000 —-— oku
1,000,000,000 — tyoo
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It is impossible to identify the exact point at which the Sino-~Japanese
numerals came into use in Japan. Tukisima {1965) notes that Chinese
characters representing numerals can be found in Japanese inscriptions
dating from as early as the fourth century A.D., but the authorship as well as
the pronunciations associated with these inscriptions are to20 unclear to
permit us to draw any firm conclusions about the use of Sino-~Japanese numerals
at that time.

Brainerd and Peng (1968) argue that the process of borrowing the Chinese
numerical system was a lengthy one, with Chinese characters used at the outset
to represent, not Sino-Japanese forms, but indigenous Japanese numerical
expressions like those in 2) above. By the end of the Tang Dynasty (618-907
A.D.), however, the Chinese numerals themselves had been fairly well

assimilated and were in regular use.

h ifd ;

Like numerals, classifiers appear in the earliest Japanese documents,
but as with numerals, interpretation of their status is hindered by the
complexity of the writing system and the shallow time depth of the documentary
evidence available, as well as the lack of a clearcut distinetion between

classifiers and common nouns, a problem which persists to the present day.

TS 3

A. _The writing system. The Japanese writing system as it comes to us
in eighth century documents represents an early stage in the development of
the mixed ideographic and phonetic system used in Japan today. The reader
interested in a detailed description of the eighth century system might
consult Lange (1973) for an English account or Nakata (1972) for a Japanese
account, but since a satisfactory description here would lead us far afield, I
will confine myself to a brief summary focused on explaining why the
interpretation of the eighth century documentary evidence is so problematic.

The introduction of Chinese characters (henceforth kanzi) in Japan,
like the introduction of Chinese numerals, is difficult to date. Although
Chinese characters had been used cireca 300 A.D. in Chinese documents to

phonetically represent Japanese proper names, the first apparent use of kanzi

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.

30



to represent Japanese in Japan is on swords and mirrors dating from
approximately 400 A.D. The use of kanzi at this time, however, was largely
confined to the foreigners who imported them and to a few Japanese
specialists. Even in the Suiko Period (592-628 A.D.), there was still heavy
dependence on the knowledge of Korean scholars, but by the beginning of the
eighth century a literate Japanese class had begun to arise.

The first real texts that the Japanese learned to read and write in kanzi
were kanbun, texts in the style of literary Chinese. There were various
fashions, of varying degrees of fidelity to the original Chinese, of reading
these texts, but they can be roughly grouped into two styles,; known as ondoku,
'reading in the on (Sino~-Japanese) pronunciation! and kundoku 'reading in the
kun (indigenous Japanese) pronunciation.! These two styles of reading paved
the way for the mixed semantic/phonetic representation of Japanese itself
which is attested, in confused and incipient form, in the eighth century
documents that we are concentrating on here.

In the semantic representation system, Japanese words came to be
represented by the kanzi associated with their Chinese synonyms. Thus, for
example, the kanzi @ was used to represent the indigenous Japanese word tani
'valley! because it bore the meaning 'valley' in Chinese. In this way, then,
certain kanzi came to be consistently associated with certain indigenous
Japanese forms on the basis of semantic links with the words they originally
represented in Chinese.

The use of this system, though, was not without difficulties. One
problem arose in the choice of a single kanzi to represent a particular
Japanese word, since there were often several semantically related Chinese
words (and hence characters) from which to choose. In the absence, then, of
any supreme orthographic authority, the same Japanese word was often
represented by the characters for more than one semantically related Chinese
word. The reverse situation of course arose as well, when several
semantically related Japanese words corresponded to but a single Chinese
synonym, the result being that the same character was used to represent more
than one Japanese form.

Difficulties also arose from another source, for, although this system
worked quite well for content words with clear Chinese equivalents, it was

unwieldy for representing grammatical elements with no clear Chinese
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counterparts. These grammatical elements typically came to be represented
by kanzi used phonetically, setting up a dichotomy which survives to the
present day, with content words most often represented by kanzi, grammatical
elements by the syllabaries composed of symbols which are simplified forms of
kanzi once used phonetically.

Kanzi used in the phonetic system for representing Japanese acquired
their phonetic values in two different ways, each related to one of the
primary methods for reading kanbun texts, ondoku and kundoku. In the opgana
system, Japanese words containing syllables similar in pronunciation to
s came to be represented with the kanzi used to represent
those Chinese morphemes, with no regard for the meaning originally associated
with the kanzi, Thus, for example, the indigenous Japanese word yama
'mountain'! was sometimes represented by a combination of the kanzi 7’{ ’
meaning 'evening' and bearing the Sino-Japanese pronunciation /ya/ and the
kanzi }3‘3\ , meaning 'hemp' and pronounced /ma/.

Like the semantic representation system; the ongana system was not
without difficulties. Because of the lack of a universally accepted
orthographic authority, because of the reduction of various Chinese forms to
the same Sino~-Japanese syllable, largely through the loss of the Chinese tone
distinctions, and because of the existence of several competing source
Chinese dialectal pronunciations, the end result was a very confusing
orthographic system in which numerous kanzi with the same Sino-Japanese
pronunciation were used to represent a single Japanese syllable and some
kanzi were used to represent more than one Japanese syllable.

In the second phonetic representation system, known as kungana, kanzi
were pressed into service to represent homonyms, or near-homonyms, of the
Japanese forms with which they had been associated by means of the semantic
representation system. Thus, for example, the character 7} which was
originally used to represent the word tani 'valley' eventually came to be used
to represent the form dapi 'even.'

The characters used phonetically in this way are the precursors of the
standardized syllabaries that were in wide use in Japan by the tenth century,
but the ongana and kungana systems as they existed in the eighth century were
chaotic. In both systems there were many exceptions to the ideal of one-to-
one correspondence between character and Japanese syllable. According to
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the Nihon Bungaku Daiziten (Comprehensive Dictionary of Japanese
Literature), in fact, no fewer than 56 different characters were at one point
used to represent the Japanese syllable /si/, the average being 14 characters
per syllable. In addition, the two systems of phonetic representation were
often intermingled with each other and with characters used semantically
within a single text or stretch of text. Although understanding of poetic
conventions and the existence of some near-contemporary commentaries
simplify the problem in some cases, we are faced in many instances with
considerable indeterminacy in attempting to reconstruct the pronunciation
(and hence the indigenous or Sino-Japanese origin) of the form associated
with the use of a particular character.

As I noted earlier in my discussion of the two Japanese numeral systems,
these orthography-related issues pose a significant problem for the scholar
interested in reconstructing the details of the indigenous Japanese
grammatical system and in dating the distortions introduced by the imitation
of things Chinese. Just as it is unclear in many cases, for example, whether
the character F2. ‘'five' is to be pronounced /go/ (Sino-Japanese) or
/itu(tu)/ (indigenous Japanese), the readings, and thus the origins, of forms
filling the post-numeral "classifier slot" are also cal?.ed into question.

A case of this type is provided by the character ;.f_: , which is still
associated with two pronunciations today, kan and paki, both of them used as
classifiers for rolled up objects such as scrolls or rolls of film.
Although, for this particular character, there are confirmed instances of its
being used to represent both of these pronunciations from early on, it is not
difficult to imagine how the orthographic system I have described could
frustrate the efforts of the analyst interested in discovering the
antecedence relationship between members of pairs like this one.
ack of learcu : $io WEESHl fiouns ang assifiers.
The problem of distinguishing classifiers from quantifiers and unclassified
nouns, discussed in Chapter 1, is not of recent origin. As Ikegami (19%40)
traces in detail, the earliest lists and explanatory descriptions of counting
expressions in Japanese indiscriminately include members of all three of
these classes, and it was not really until the eighteenth century that

Japanese linguists began to recognize a distinction between true classifiers
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these other twe classes of forms.
This problem arises even in the most comprehensive inventory of

indigenous eighth century classifiers available, an appendix to the
Zidaibetu Kokugo Daiziten (Comprehensive Historical Dictionary of Japan-
ese), Volume 1, where many forms which seem more noun-like than classifier-
like are included in the list of 188 forms cited. This inventory is prefaced
by a careful discussion in which the dictionary editors note the existence, in
eighth century documents, of numeral constructions containing post-numeral

elements of the following five types:

a) Noun=~like quf‘t‘:u-'eq bearing abstract meanings,
e.g., yatari '8 human beings'

b) Nouns bearing concrete meanings, usable either inde endently or
in post-numeral position, e.g., momotopi !

c) Nouns that follow a numeral plus the enitive particle no, e.g.
koko-no ko-ra (9-GEN child-PL '9 children SRR

d) Comgound expressions containing the general classifier tu plus a
noun, e.g., hito-tu-matu (one-geperal classifier- 2&@.

e) The eneral classifier tu followed by the genitive particle nd
i1} Joun, ¢& s, Shorgino pisunary (500-general slassifler-

Def‘ining classifiers (zyosuusi) as "expressions which denote fixed
categories and append to quantifiers to form numerals" (p.843), the editors
of the dictionary choose to include in the category only forms of types a) and
b), but they note that forms of type b), because of their syntactic
independence, constitute a deviation from the prototypically classifier-
like forms which appear in constructions of type a).

Although a line can of course be drawn between forms of types a) and b)
for purposes of comparing the indigenous Japanese classifier system with
descriptions of other systems, the fact that forms of both types could appear
in the classifier slot without benefit of an intervening genitive particle,
the fact that Japanese scholars failed to recognize the distinction for
centuries, and the fact that the line between classifiers and nouns is still
difficult to draw, in some cases, in present-day Japanese, all conspire to
suggest that classifiers as I have defined them here may not have constituted
a distinct class for speakers of eighth century Japanese. For this reason,
use of these eighth century data in evaluating general claims about the nature

of classifier systems must be undertaken with care.
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In spite of the various difficulties I have noted, early Japanese
documents contain a significant number of verified uses of forms which appear
in post-numeral position and may not appear independently, some of them
clearly assoclated with pronunciations which are not borrowed from Chinese.
The possibility still exists, however, as Ikegami clearly explains, that the
notion of a numeral classifier slot adjacent to the numeral appeared in Japan
only upon the importation of Chinese, regardless of whether all the forms
enlisted to fill that slot were borrowed from Chinese as well.

In keeping with such a hypothesis, the actual classifiers could have
been derived in two ways, corresponding to the opdoku and kundoku methods of
reading kanzi mentioned above. In the ondoku case, classifiers used in
Chinese would simply have been adopted for use in Japanese in their Sino-
Japanese pronunciation. This is clearly the origin of a large number of the
Japanese classifiers; in fact, they constitute the majority of classifiers in
use today. 6 1In the kundoku case, the character used to represent the Chinese
classifier appropriate for counting a particular referent would be inserted
by the writer in post-numeral position, following the Chinese model, but it
would be pronounced when read aloud as an indigenous Japanese word of related
semantic value. Ikegami (p.20) cites a clear case of this type, its
pronunciation clarified by the poetic context in which it appears. which

dates from 850 A.D.:
N F &
3) a ti maki
1000 seroll  *8000 scrolls!

Though the method of counting written materials in terms of the number of
serolls used here is clearly modeled on the Classical Chinese chuan® ( Eé ),
the word paki, a nominalization of the verb paku 'to roll up,' is not. It is
in this way that the indigenous forms which appear in the classifier position
in early documents might have been pressed into use only upon contact with the
Chinese model, Ikegami suggests.

Upon examining the now suspect indigenous forms, however, one is
immediately struck by significant differences among them in how closely they
are bound to the numerals which precede them. While some of these forms
collocate quite regularly with the indigenous numerals listed in Table 1,

with little morphophonemic variation, the paradigms associated with other
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forms exhibit considerable variation., The indigenous classifier for
humans, for example, appears as ri (hito-pi '1 person') in collocation with
some numerals, tari (mi-tari '3 persons') with others, and other forms
exhibit similar alternations.”

The existence of forms like these, which are strictly bound to the
numerals which precede them, suggests, in Ikegami's view, an origin more
historically remote than that of the less tightly bound forms, an origin which
antedates Chinese influence. Thus; even if some of the apparent indigenous
classifiers can be shown to be mere transiations of their Chinese
counterparts, forms like (ta)ri argue for the hypothesis that Japanese

possessed an indigenous classifier system, however explosive its expansion

upon contact with Chinese,

Conformity to general expectations regarding the structure of
classifier systems.

There can be no dispute about the fact that our earliest records of the
classifier system of Japanese contain many forms which are either borrowed
from Chinese or indistinguishable from homophonous nouns. It would require
a much broader data base and considerably more detailed analysis to determine
the individual status of each putative classifier and the role it played
within any semantic structure the system as a whole might have possessed. It
is easy enough to note, however, many points at which the indigenous system
(stripped of its Chinese borrowing) conforms to expectations about
classifier systems that have begun to emerge on the basis of cross-linguistic
research.

The animacy distinction found to be universally coded in the languages
surveyed by Adams and Conklin is marked in the eighth century Japanese system
by numerous forms used exclusively for hqmans and animals, most strikingly
the very common and very morphologically entrenched form (talri, used for
humans. The importance of the human/non-human distinction is also reflected
in the fact that the general classifier tu, although it may be used to refer to
animals, is not used to refer to individual human beings.

Numerous shape-based categories are also encoded. Some are quite
narrowly defined, differing little from the kinds of categories often
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associated with common nouns, but others are quite broad, encoding at least
two of the three basic shape dimensions frequently cited as primary
organizing parameters for classifier systems. The forms kara and o/oti were
used for long, thin objects, for example, while forms like gmo, omote, and
hira were available for references to saliently two-dimensional objects.
Only round objects, of the three basic shape types, appear to lack their own
classifier, but the gap here was filled by the use of the general classifier
tu.8

The system also contains markers of many of the small functionally
defined categories that we have come to expect, e.g., hata, used for counting
looms, as well as markers of the culturally-salient categories that often
find their way into classifier systems. An example of this last type is
provided by the form hasira, which is used for counting gods and exalted
persons, although the forms (£ta)ri and tokoro are also available for counting
humans, reflecting the cultural preoccupations of a very status-conscious
people.

Lastly, it is interesting to observe the presence, at this early stage in
the system, of the default form tu, which could apparently be used in
referring to virtually any entity except a human being (and gods?).
Although, as I have explained, it is impossible to know how long a history the
classifier system had had by the eighth century, fu represents an extremely
abstract category, in striking contrast to the very narrow referential
classes associated with the more noun-like members of the system, such as
hata, mentioned above, or ka, used only for counting oars.

The presence of forms representing these two extremes in our earliest
records of the system thus prevents us from characterizing its subsequent
development as one of either increasing abstraction or increasing
differentiation, although it has at times been fashionable to suggest that
"primitive® languages tend to lack words denoting abstract concepts.9
Considered in these terms, eighth century Japanese was apparently no more

primitive than twentieth century Japanese.

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.

37



hol f the ent— stem

N - if i . As I noted in my
discussion of the history of the numeral and classifier systems in Japanese,
there are three sets of numerals below eleven available for use with
classifiers in enumerating constructions, although the Sino-~Japanese forms
must be used in all cases calling for a numeral over ten. The choice of
numeral stock to be used with a particular classifier is not random, although
it is not perfectly regular either, as the discussions in Kenboo 1976 and
Martin 1975 illustrate. In general, a classifier co-occurs with a numeral
(in the case of numbers one thrcugh ten) drawn from the same lexical stock to
which it belongs, following the pattern established for other word formation
processes in the language. Thus, Sino-~Japanese classifiers tend to co-occur
with Sino-Javanese numerals, indigenous clessifiers with indigenous
numerals.

This generalization is, however, by no means watertight. Classifiers
borrowed from Western languages tend to co-occur with Sino-Japanese
numerals, rather than the English-based yan, tuu, surii, probably because the
numerals over gsurii in this series have yet to become firmly established.
These cases do not account for all the exceptions, though, as is illustrated

by the trends reflected in Table 3, drawn from Kenboo 1976.10

Table 311
Classifier Types
Classifier Indigenous Sino=Japanese| Western

Numeral
Indigenous (hito-) O . .
Sino~Japanese (iti-) . @ O
Western (wan-) X X .

@ extremely common . extremely rare

O of intermediate frequency X non-existent

As we see here, combinations which do conform to predictions based on

lexical stock congruity appear quite frequently, asin, to cite examples from
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the core list, hito-tubu 'one-grain' (indigenous + indigenous) or iti-mai (S~
J + S-=J), but Kenboo also presents examples of the types listed in 4) below,
which illustrate each occurring class of exceptions to the rule.
4a) S-J numeral + indigenous classifier:
iti-wa 'one-bird!
b) Indigenous numeral + S=J classifier:

hito-kokyuu 'one-breath'

c¢) Indigenous numeral + Western classifier:

hito-siizun 'one-season'

d) S-J numeral + Western classifier:
iti-kapuseru 'one-capsule!
Martin (Martin 1975) also notes that some speakers appear to feel uneasy
using classifiers collocated with the indigenous numerals above 'four' or
'five,' switching to Sino-Japanese numerals at that point although

indigenous forms are available through ‘ten.‘

Numeral-Classifier Assimilation Patterns. As we shall see below,

Japanese classifiers enjoy a certaln amount of syntactic freedom, appearing
in various positions within the sentence, but they are quite strictly bound to
the numerals which precede them. A number of assimilative processes obscure
the boundaries between many of the Sino Japanese numerals and the classifiers
which follow them, although these patterns are not followed with absolute
regularity, as minimal pairadigms like the one in 5) below illustrate.

2 hup 'minute! sle%dqg'r'ggggét'
1 (iti) ippun ippon
2 (ni) nihun nihon
3 (san) sanpun sanbon
4 (yon) yonpun yonhon

In spite of the existence of various exceptional and variant forms, a
number of rules governing the numeral-classifier assimilations patterns can
be described. With the exceptions of the rules regarding the idiosyncratic
behavior of the numerals yon 'four' and zyuu 'ten, ! none of them are unique to
numeral-classifier pairs, since the patterns they represent are observable
elsewhere in the Sino-Japanese vocabulary at large. Briefly stated, the
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major assimilatory processes are the following:
A. Numeral assimilation processes.

1. Numeral-final /ti/ or /ku/ is replaced by a consonant homorganic
with the following voiceless consonant, as in 6):

6) hati 'eight'! + satu 'volume! hassatu

roku 'six' + ko 'small three-dimensional object' prokko

Although unstressed high vowels cften delete after voiceless consonants
and this particular process applies fairly regularly throughout the language
with respect to morphemes ending in /ti/ or /tu/, the patterns involving /ki/
and /ku/ are more difficult to describe, and the numeral-classifier
assimilations that concernus here exhibit some special peculiarities. Most
notably, although the numerals jti 'one, ' roku 'six, ! hati *eight, ' and hyaku
'hundred' are all susceptible to this process, giti 'seven' appears to be
exempt. Unassimilated variants also exist for numeral-classifier pairs
involving numerals other than giti, as in the appearance of hatiko 'eight
small three-dimensional obJjects® side by side with the assimilated form

hakko.
2. Special cases.

a. Zywu 'ten,!' when it appears with classifiers beginning with
voiceless consonants, loses its long vowel, replacing it with /u/ or /i/, and
triggering a gemination of the initial consonant of the classifier, as in 8):

8) zyuu 'ten' + ken 'building' zyukken, zikken

b. yon 'four! often but not always appears as yo before classifiers
with voiced initials, especially voiced dental consonants, as shown by the
examples in 9):

9) yon 'four' + pnin 'person' yonin
yon 'four' + en 'yen' yoen
yon 'four' + dai ‘vehicle or mounted machine' yondai/yodai
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B. Classifier assimilation processes.

1. Classifier-initial voiceless consonants often voice following
numerals ending in the moraic nasal, although yon 'four?! does not trigger this
process, as the examples in 10) illustrate:

10) san 'three' + kep 'building' sangen
yon 'four' + ken 'building' yonken

2. Classifier-initial /h/ becomes /p/ following a numeral=final
consonant, including any assimilatory numeral-final consonants produced by
rule A1. Followingmoraic /n/, this /p/ may be voiced in accordance with rule
B1, as is shown in example 11b). Once again, the behavior of yon 'four! is
exceptional in many cases, as examples 11c) and d) illustrate.

11a) iti 'one' + hon 'long slender object ippon
b) san 'three' + hon 'long slender object' sanbon
c) yon 'four' + hup 'minute' yonpun
d) yon 'four' + hon 'long slender object' yonhon

More detailed descriptions of these rules, with discussion of their
application in other areas of the Japanese lexicon, can be found in Martin
1952 and McCawley 1968, and lists of frequent and unusual forms appear in most

textbooks.

Syntactic Positions. Numeral-classifier pairs may appear in many
sentential positions. Often, like most nouns, they are accompanied by case
particles, but they also appear unaccompanied, enjoying a freedom of
distribution paralleled only by the most adverbial of nouns, such as those
referring to units of time.

The sentential positions occupied by numeral-classifier pairs have
often been divided into the "appositional®™ and the "adverbial™ on the basis of
whether the pair is felt to be more closely related to a noun or to a verb
within the sentence, but Martin (Martin 1975) distinguishes six types of
numeral-classifier structures, differentiating among major construction
types which are often lumped together as appositive or adverbial although, as
we shall see in Chapter T, specific constraints in many cases govern the

choice of one as opposed to the others.
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The 1ist below includes five of the six patterns included in Martin's
taxonomy. The sixth, whichMartin calls "reduced appositicnal ellipsis,"is
omitted because seniences-zontaining it are, by Martin's admission, of
doubtful grammaticality as carriers of the partitive meaning he associates
with them. The pattern labels and examples for these first five patterns are
drawn directly from Martin 1975. The last two patterns listed are my
additions to the inventory, differing from Martin's five in that they contain
no nouns co-referential with the numeral-classifier pairs. These last two
patterns are included for the sake of completeness and for ease of reference
in later chapters.

1. Basic (#-C1-GEN N-Case particle)

e.8., Ni- =no irogami-o totta.
2-sheet~GEN colored paper-0BJ took

*(I) took (the) two sheets of colored paper.'
2. Inverted apposition (N #-C1-Case particle)
e.g., Irogami ni-maji-o totta.
'(I) took (the) two sheets of colored paper.!
3. Adverbialization (N-Case particle #-C1) '
e.g., Irogami-o ni-mai totta.
'(I) took (the) two sheets of colored paper.!
4. Preposed adverbialization (#-C]1 N-Case particle)
e.g., Ni-mai irogami-o totta.
'(I) took (the) two sheets of colored paper.!
5., Appositional ellipsis (N-GEN #-C1-Case particle)12
e.g., Irogami-no ni-maj-o totta,
'(I) took two of the pieces of colored paper.'
6. Pronominalization (#-C1-Case particle)
e.8., Ni-mai-o totta.
'(I) took (the) two sheets.!
T. Reduced adverbialization (#-C1)
e.g., Ni-paji totta.
t(I) took two sheets.!
In dealing with actual examples of classifier usage, it is not clear in
all cases exactly which of these patterns is involved, because the case
particles ga (NOM), o (OBJ), and ni (DAT), as well as the topic particle wa,
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which may replace them, are often omitted in colloquial speech. Since all
the patterns listed above do at times appear in non-elliptical form, though, I

have included them here as a starting point for the exposition in Chapter 7.

This concludes my survey of the history and the morphological and
syntactic rudiments of the classifier system. With this information as a
backdrop, I will proceed, in the next chapter, to discuss various semantic
properties of members of the system, using as my primary objects of inquiry
the basie eclassifier inventory and the extended inventory listed in Tables 1

and 2 of Chapter 1.
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FOOTNOTES

1The umlaut here is used to indicate that the vowel is a member of the otu
( 7.) rather than the koo ( ) vowel series. Three present-day Japanese
vowels, /i/, /o/, and /e/, were represented in eighth century documents by two
distinct sets of orthographic symbols when they appeared in certain phonetic
sequences, and the two members of each of these pairs are known as the koo
member anci the otu member. Morae which are pronounced /ki/ in present-day
Japanese, for example, were represented, in this way, by two sets of symbols
ﬁlth% eighth century representations for the px'esen{:- ay forms tuki and mﬂ_

ustrate:

tuki 'moon’' - R *4‘?;%

kimi 'you'! - -"K4§E

It is unclear whether the vowels regresented by these two sets of symbols were
phonetically distinet in the eight centurg, aving merged subsequently, or
whether the use of the two sets of symbols was simply an orthographic
convention similar to the use, in present-day Japanese, of special symbols
for representing the grammatical particles g and %@, in spite of their
phonetic identity with other morae represented differently.

2h is used here to represent a sound which has evolved into [h] in
present-day Japanese but whose phonetic realization in the eighth century was
probably closer to [pd].

3:& and =ho were combining forms of oo and momo.

UThe hyphen indicates that the present-day indigenous numerals are
bound forms, indistinction to the Sino-Japanese forms and to the eighth
century ind:[genous forms, which were sometimes used independently.

5The forms gi '4' and 17! are often replaced by the indigenous forms
yo(n) and nana, respectively, even within the context of a series of Sino~
Japanese numerals, This is often attributed to the fact that the mora gi is
homophonous with the Sino-Japanese morpheme meaning 'death.!

6petailed speculation regarding the development of the classifier
systems of Japanese and Chinese, and observations on the .differences between
them, can be found in Watanabe 1951.

TFor some speculation regarding the development of these forms, see
Yasuda 1978,

8There is in addition a very commonly used Sino-Japanese classifier for
three-dimensional obJjects, ko, but I am confining the discussion here to
indigenous forms.

N 9This is t?&g%nt of view expressed, for example, by Levy=Bruhl in How
Ve H
..+ While it cannot be denied that those who speak these languages have a
concept of hand, foot, ear, etec. b their concepts do not resemble ours.
They have what  should call an image~-concept,” which is necessarily
specialized. The hand or foot they imagine is aiways the hand or foot of
a particular person, delineated at the same time. Powell tells us that
in many Indian tongues of North America there is no distinet word for
eye, hand, arm, or the other Earts or organs of the body; but such are
always found incorporated with or attached to a pronoun which signifies
the possessor. ... The nearer the mentality of a given social group
approaches the pre-logical, the more do these image-concepts
redominate. The la age bears witness to this, for there 1s an almost
otal absence of generic terms to correspond with general ideas, and at
the same time an extraordinary abundance of specific terms, those
denoting persons and things of whom or which a clear and precise image
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occurs to the mind as soon as they are mentioned. (pp.168-T70)

10genboo includes in his inventory of "classifiers," and in his
illustrative examples, a number of forms which I have excluded from my
inventory on various grounds, This fact does not, however, affect the
validity of the arguments presented here regardi the influence of the
lexical stock on numeral-classifier collocation patterns.

1“Alt}noug_z,h the indigenous numeral-indigenous classifier pattern
conforms to expectations as well as the S-J numeral - S-J classifier pattern
does, it is coded here as bein§ less frequent than the S-J - S=J pattern, This
ii beiaftise indigenous classifiers are on the whole much less common than S~J
classifiers.

12Martin assigns the label "appositional ellipsis" here because he
ggns%ders constructions of this type to be reduced forms of constructions of
e type:
Irogami-no ni-pmai-no irogami-o totta.
'(I) took two sheets of colored paper of the colored paper.’
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CHAPTER 3
SEMANTIC PROPERTIES OF THE SYSTEM

In this chapter and the one that follows, I will address a number of
issues surrounding the semantic structure of the Japanese classifier system.
The findings I present here are of relevance for more than the description of
Japanese since they also bear on a number cof universalist claims that have
been made about the semantic properties of classifier systems in general. As
I mentioned in Chapter 1, for example, it has been suggested that classifiers
differ semantically from common nouns, since they encode only a few important
classes of entities defined by the way humans interact with them. For this
reason, it has been proposed that classifiers may be used in combination with
nouns to expand the referential capabilities of the lexicon as a whole without
vastly increasing the number of members which compose it. It has also been
claimed that the striking regularity with which certain types of categories
are encoded in classifier systems cross-linguistically indicates the
existence of classificatory parameters of universal perceptual salience.

I will delay explicit attention to these issues until Chapter 4,
concentrating in the present chapter on a detailed discussion of the semantic
properties of the limited set of classifiers defined in Chapter 1. As we
shall see, these classifiers together constitute a very heterogeneous
system, differing one from another in terms of a number of distributional
traits, which can be explained by differences in their semantic makeup.

Distributional differences.

Among the distributional traits which distinguish the various
classifiers are the following: frequency of use, breadth of use, ability to
appear with no nominal antecedent, order of acquisition by children, and

alternations with other classifiers.

1. Freguency of use. Both the data I have collected and the data
contained in the Japanese National Language Research Institute's Studies on

the Vocabulary of Modern Newspapers indicate the existence of wide

disparities in the frequency with which the different members of the
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classifier system are actually used.

Table 1 below presents the frequency with which each classifier appeared
in my sampling of the classifiers used in modern fiction and colloquial
conversation. The frequency scores following each form listed in the table
are the raw numbers of occurrences in the data base described in Chapter 1, a
sample of 500 forms composed of the first 50 uses in each of five works of
fiction and the first 250 forms encountered in a number of transcribed
conversations and conversational segments., Although the number of forms
tabulated here is quite limited, reducing the counts of the less frequently
occurring classifiers to near zero, Table 1 clearly indicates that there is a

small group of forms that are used with overwhelmingly greater frequency than

the remaining forms.
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Table 1

Frequency Distribution of Classifiers Included in 500 Form Sample
Ordered by Overall Rank

RANK FORM REFERENT CLASS TOTAL# ¢ ORAL# ¢ WRITTEN# %
1 nin ( A ) human beings 201 409 88 35% 113 45%
2 tu ( -~ ) inanimates 115 23% 63 25% 52 21¢%
3 hiki ( @ ) animals 32 6% 19 8% 13 5%
4 hon ( A ) long, slender objects 31 6% 13 5% 18 7%
" mai ( A ) flat, thin objects 31 6% 17 7% 14 6%
6 ken ( ) buildings 11 2% 2 1% 9 49
" ko ( 4F ) small 3-D objects 11 29 8 3% 3 14
8 syoku ( @, ) colors 7 1% 7 3% ——— -
9 mei ( % ) human beings (hon- 6 1% y 2% 2 1%

orific)
n teki ( iﬁ] ) drops of liquid 6 1% 2 1% y 29

11 tuu ( 1§ ) letters, documents 5 1% 2 1% 3 1%
12 dai ( & ) furniture, vehicles, 4 19 1 = 3 14

ete.
" men ( @ ) flat surfaces 4 1% 3 1% T =
" satu ( )-q‘ ) books, ete. i 1% 3 i3 T ——-
" wa ( 3 ) birds, ete. y 14 3 1% 1 ==

16  hatu ( %5 ) outbursts 3 19 1 ——- 2 1%
17  koma ( g&%) ) fremes of film, etc. 2 --- 2 19 —— -
" ma ( R ) rooms 2 eee e eme 2 1%

situ ( ‘fg_ ) rooms 2 eme mme e-- 2 1%

"  tubu ( Fg ) small, grainlike 2  --- 1 - 1 ==
objects

n zyoo ( & ) long, slender objects 2  ~=- 1 =-- 1 ===

22 eda ( A% ) tree branches 1 e 1 == — ———-
" ha ( % ) factionms 1 = 1 = — om—
" hati ( 4% ) potted plants 1 cme mme e
" hin ( Y. ) items of merchandise 1 =e- 1 == ——— -
" kabu ( Ak ) rooted plants, etc. 1 e—- 1 o=- — —--
" kakokugo .

(,‘\ﬂ%ﬁ) languages 1 em= eme e 1 ——
" kasyo

( 57K ) places  J— 1 === eem eee
n  ken ( A% ) incidents ) [— 1 ——- ——— ——-
" ryoo ( %ﬁa ) train cars 1 e=e mee ae- 1 —e-
" si ( § ) human beings ) 1 ===
" goku ( ) pairs of footwear 1 eme  cme ee- ) [p—
* suzi ( % ) long, slender objects 1 —— 1 =e- ——— ——-
" syuu ( )] ) states 1 ——— 1 == ——— ee—-
" zi ( ¥ ) letters (characters) 1 «-- y — —— e
"  zyoo ( &% ) pills 1 -  J—— ——— ——
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Table 2 presents a slightly different picture. It is based on the
frequency counts presented in Studies on the Vocabular f
Newspapers, compiled by the Japanese National Language Research Institute.
This study is based on a corpus of nearly 2,000,000 words! drawn from three
daily newspapers, the Asahd Sipbupn, the Mainiti Sinbup, and the Yomiuri
Sinbun, as opposed to the prose and conversational uses tabulated in Table 1.
Because the study does not distinguish homographs, it was not possible to
derive from the tabulations an accurate count for all classifiers in the
system, so the table presented herce sins by omission of those forms which may
in fact be fairly frequently used but whose 1listings are potentially

contaminated by the inclusion of homographic forms.
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Table 2

Frequency Distribution of Forms Listed in

Studies on the Vocabulary of Modern Newspapers,
Ordered by Percentage of Classifier Uses Listed

RANK FORM REFERENT CLASS % OF CLASSIFIER USES
1 nin ( A ) human beings 34%
2 tu ( -~ ) inanimates 17%
3 mei ( %z ) human beings (honorific) 11%
4 hon ( A& ) 1long, slender objects 4%
5 mai ( A& ) flat, thin objects 4%
6 sya ( %t ) companies, shrines 2%
7 dai ( & ) furniture, vehicles, machines 2%
8 kakoku ( ,r]j] ) countries 2%
9 kasyo ( ,r?ﬁ' )} places 2%
10 ken ( 4 ) incidents 2%
1 ko ( Azl ) small 3-D objects 2%
12 ko ( ?j ) houses, households 19
13 situ ( £ ) rooms 1%
14 ki ( 7@\) airplanes, etec. 1%
15 men ( ) flat surfaces 1%
16 ren ( 3 ) strung together objects 1%
17 seki ( ) 1large boats 14
18 hiki ( &< ) animals 14
19 satu ( ¥ ) books, ete. 1%

20 too ( <% ) political parties 13

21 rin ( ) flowers 1%

22 ken ( ) buildings 1%
n koo ( T ) schools 1%

24 si ( ) human beings 1%
25 tuu { 3 ) 1letters, documents 15

Otner {46 forms, each accounting fer 7%

less than 1% of the total)
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In spite of these difficulties, however, Table 2, like Table 1,
illustrates a wide discrepancy in the frequency with which the various
classifiersareused. Both tables show that nin and tu far outstrip the other
classifiers, and that classifiers denoting categories united by a common
shape (shape-based classifiers), especially hon and pai, are used relatively
more often than most of the "kind-based" classifiers, such as situ 'room, ' ken
'building, ' etc., which encode categories already encoded in the common noun
system as well. There are, of course, significant differences between the
findings presented in the two tables, probably due to the very different
subject matter treated by newspaper journalists as opposed to fiction writers
and conversationalists. The frequent use of the form mei 'human being
(honorific)! in the newspaper count, for example, is probably due to its use
in advertisements and statistical reporting, for it is rarely used in
conversation except when employees of a business are addressing or referring
to their customers.

Despite these differences between the two counts, though, the major
finding is clear: some classifiers are used with very great frequency, the
two forms pnin and tu together constituting 51% (Table 2) to €3% (Table 1) of
the total classifier uses considered. The behavior of these two forms, and,
to a lesser extent, the forms of intermediate frequency, such as hon 'long,
slender object! and maji °‘flat, thin object,' presents a striking contrast
with forms such as kyaku 'chairs, (other legged furniture), ' which appears to
be used quite infrequently although a majority of my informants claimed to use

it.

2. Breadth of use. Table 3 orders the classifiers I included on the
questionnaire described in Chapter 1 on the basis of the number of respondents
(out of a total of 15) who claimed to use them. Forms not claimed by any
respondent have been eliminated. Like Tables 1 and 2, Table 3 shows that
there are clear discrepancies in the number of speakers using the various

classifiers.
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Table 3

Classifiers Listed on Questionnaire Ordered by Number
of Informants Claiming to Use Them

Number of

Informants Classifier Referent Class®
15 dai ( % ) vehicles, machines, furniture
hiki (= ) animals
hon ( &) long, slender objects
kabu ( &K rooted plants, roots, bulbs; shares of
stock
ken ( % ) buildings
ken ( 44 ) incidents, occurrences
ki ( A2%) airplanes, (other air vehicles
ko ( 48 ) small 3-D objects
ku ( ‘%a) ) haiku
kyoku ( b ) pieces of music
mai ( A& ) flat, thin objects
mei ( 7 ) human beings [honorific]
mon ( f&) questions, problems
mune ( ) buildings
nin ( Al) human beings
satu ( i) books, magazines, notebooks
seki (&) large boats
soku ( ) pairs of footwear
soo ( }% ) small boats
syoku ( /& ) meals
teki ( ;% ) drops of liquid
ten ( ,‘.&\ ) points; artworks, items in an inventory
too (s ) large animals
toori ( 3% ) methods, opinions
tu ( 1) inanimates, concrete or abstract [the
general classifier]
tubu  ( Fr ) small, grainlike objects
tuu _:é’) letters, postcards, documents
14 dai ( % ) problems, topies, test questions,
titles
han ( 30,) crimes
hatu ( 2 ) outbursts
koo ( ;% ) schools
kyaku ( B#R ) chairs, {(other legged furniture)
men ( @ ) flat surfaces
peizi  (Af4y™) pages
sya ( 2+ ) companies, shrines
syu (g ) poems
tyaku {( % ) major items and suits of clothing
wa ( 29 ) birds, (rabbits)
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13 hati ( 2% ) potted plants, (pots)
huri ( %) swords
husa ( &) things in clusters
kapuseru (74l capsules of medicine
ko «C 7 ) houses, households
ryoo ( ££I ) train cars, (trucks)
situ ( &) rooms
too ( X}; ) political parties
12 hin ( w ) items of merchandise
kyoku ( )23 ) stations, bureaus; go and syogi
matches
tai ( 44) entities of humanlike form
tuuwa  (LF7E) telephone calls
tyoo ( ) long, slender implements usually with
handles
Zyoo ( 2Z) pills
11 bu ( TR ) magazines, books, pamphlets, documents
koku ( )5 ) countries
maki ( aé:/ ) rolled up objects
10 ren ( Ai ) strung together objects
rin ( ) flowers
S00 ( ) layers
suzi ( ) long, slender objects
tokoro ( ) things occupying a location, places,
spots
9 dan ( $#% ) steps, levels, stairs
eda ( &) tree branches
hen ( %28 ) literary works
ki ( ) riders on horseback
ki ( ) large, stationary objects
sao ( ) chests; (flags); (stick-shaped sweets)
siito (y—}) sheets of stamps, (other flat, thin
objects); (seats)
taku ( 2 ) tables and desks
ten «( 5 ) shops
zen ( 3% ) pairs of chopsticks, trays
8 heya (%F ) rooms
rooru {(~xg-—-IL) rolled up objects,
tama ( £) globular masses, (small round objects)
za ( &) entertainment troupes
7 bi ( ) fish
kan ( % ) rolled up objects
kata ( X)) human beings [honorific]
6 gun ( ‘f ) military units, sports teams
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hari ( 5’%) items made with a stretched string or
fabric
hasira ( A&%£ ) gods, spirits of the dead, human bones
hyoo ( % ) charts
koma ( 59 ) chesspieces
kuki (% ) plants
kuti ( vz ) donations, bonds, applications, swords
too ( XT) electric lights
5 an ( % ) plans, cases, items
huku (78 ) serolls
koma ( @;} ) frames of film; scenes in movies,
plays, narratives
y koo ( gg ) banks
kusari ( ) snatches of music or talk
sen ( 48.) lines on a musical score, railway
lines, cords
3 kan ( ’% ) flutes
kase ( A& ) thread
ki ( AL) desks
ryuu ( }K)) flags
sasi ( &%) dances, pieces of dance music
satu ( 7&) ) documents, paper money
zi ( :l:]= ) temples
2 moto ( &) trees, plants
seki ( ﬁ; ) seats
si ( A5 ) long things
tei ( %é) small boats
yoo ( i ) flat, thin things
1 gu ( ,;5;- ) clothing, dishes, weapons
hai ( A8 ) squid, octopus; boats
huu ( &) letters
ka ( ) shelves
kasane ( ¥& ) clothing
kazari® ( ) Christmas decorations
mon ( ) cannons
ritu® ( 4£ ) precepts
ryuu (& ) candies, pills
tare®  ( % ) drops of liquid
tubo (& ) pots
turi# ( g‘_) ) fish
tyoo ( ﬁﬁ\ ) objects which are stretched or contain
a stretched string
ziku ( ﬁﬂi ) scrolls
Zyoo ( % ) beams of light
zyuu® (4T ) furniture, utensils
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3. e fnoun or nomipal
antecedent. Although the boundaries here are not ironelad, the individual
classifiers also differ in terms of the ease with which they may be used alone,
as the sole indicator of the identity of a referent, without benefit of a
nominal antecedent or a co-occurring noun. The classitiers which appear in
1), for example, appear with relative ease in such contexts, while the forms
in 2) typically do not:

1a) guuzin, desi-tati-ga okutta kakuzi-no
riend student-PL-NOM gave  individual-GEN

ronbun~o0 i-gssatu-ni matometa mono de-aru. (F)
paper=0BJ 1=book~DAT collected thing COP

'Tt is a collection in one yolume of individual papers contributed
by friends and students!

b) Kono mae, huinrando-ya sueeden-ni ikimasita
recently Finland-and Sweeden-LOC went

toki-ni mite kansin sita-n desu ga
time-LOC sce admiration did-NMLZ COP but

ni-man-toka ni-man-go-sen-pin-ga sunde-iru
20,000 or 25,000 people-NOM are living

oookina danti-ga tukurarete~ite, ... (0)
big housing development-NOM be built

'T saw them and was impressed by them when I went to Finland and
Sweden recently - they have built these big housing developments
where 20-25,000 are living, ...!

¢) Sikyoku-wa oodoori-kara yoko-e
branch office~TOP main street-SOURCE side-GOAL

haitta  hurumekasii biru-no usugurai
entered oldish building-GEN gloomy

san=- -0 sime, ... (F)

3eroom-0BJ ocoupy

'The branch office occupies three gloomy rooms in an oldish
building off the main street, ...! y

d) hito-ty-ni tikara-o awasete, ... (0)
1-1ngﬁmgLe_—DAT power-0BJ combine’
'Gathering our strength into one!

2a) % Ni- =0 sono hikidasi-ni irete kudasai.
2= =0BJ that drawer-LOC put please

'Please put two rolls in that drawer.!
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7% Asi-no ura-to kutu-no aida-ni
foot-GEN other side-COM shoe-~GEN space-LOC

hito=tuby-mo hairu=to
1-small, graiplike object-even enter~and

aruku koto-ga kurusiku naru.
walk NMLZ-NOM painful become

'If even one little piece of somethinf % ets between the sole of
your foot and your shoe, it's painful to walk.

4. QOrder of acquigition. In a report on the acquisition patterns of
children learning the Japanese classifier system, Sanches (1977) presents
some consistent findings on the order in which children master the members of

the systemn.

Starting at around age two and a half, children tend to acquire

what Sanches calls the "cardinal numbers,™ i.e., the forms including tu, then
proceed to master a "basic% set of classifiers which are generally learned by
age five or six. This basic set includes the forms listed (with their adult

glosses) in Table 4, below.

1. tu

2a. hon
b. mai
¢, nin
d. hiki
e, dai
f. ko

Table 4

Basic Classifiers Acquired First by Children
(from Sanches 1977)

-~ inanimates, concrete or abstract (general classifier)
- long, slender objects

- flat, thin objects

- human beings

- animals

- vehicles, machines, furniture

- small objects of roughly equal extension in all three

dimensions
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After these basic forms are acquired, Sanches reports, satu (used for books)
and ya (used for birds and rabbits)} are most likely to be acquired next,
followed by soo (small boats) and kep buildings). After these initial ten
forms, there is little predictability to the order in which the remaining

forms will be acquired.

5. Alternation with other classifiers. Referent classes differ
considerably in the fixity of their attachment to particular classifiers.

For certain classes, whenever a member is mentioned, a single classifier is
invariably used. Snakes, for example, so long as they are alive, are always
referred to with the animal classifier hiki. Although they are long and
thin, snakes cannot be referred to by means of the classifiers hon or suzi,
either of which may in general be used to refer to rope-like objects. The
examples in 3) illustrate this restriction:

3a) Ori-no-naka-ni hebi-ga san=biki mieru.
cage-GEN-inside=LOC snakegNOM 3-gpﬁi can be seen

'You can see three snakes in this cage.'!

b) *Kono ori-no-naka-ni hebi-ga san-bon mieru.
long, slender object

¢) ¥*Kono ori-no-naka-ni hebi-ga mi-gsuzi mieru.
long, slender object

Other referent classes, however, are associated with a range of
classifier options. Rooms in a home, for example, may be denoted with any of
the ciassifiers for rooms (all in fairly frequent use), i.e., heva, ma, or
s8itu, or they may trigger the use of the default classifier tu. Items of
clothing may take either the clothing-specific classifier fyaku or the shape-
based classifier mai *'flat, thin object.! firees may be denoted with the
rooted plant classifier kabu or the shape specifier hon 'long, slender
object.!

Similarly, some classifiers may be replaced with more general forms for
the purpose of combining the referents which they are being used to denote
with those denoted by some other classifier, as in 4), while others, like pin
and hiki, may not, as example 5) illustrates:
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%) Dewa, ringo san-zéo -0
well, apple 3= ect-COM
banana ni-hop-de-wa
banana 2-long, slender object~COP-CONTR

doo ka, to iu to, iti-nensei-wa magotuku.
how Q bUOT say and first grader-TOP be confused

Zenbu~-de itu-tu da... (NF)
together S5-inapnimate COP

'Well, if we ask "How about three afples and two bananas?" the
first grader will be confused. All together, it's five...!

5a) % Boku-wa inu-to hu-tapri-de sanpe si-nagara
I-TOP dog~COM 2-person-INST wal do-while

'While I was taking a walk with my dog,' ...
b) # Boku-wa inu-to ni-higi-de sanpo si-nagara
animal P &

'While I was taking a walk with my dog,' ...

sSemantic Properties Influepeing Distribution.

The distributional differences illustrated above can largely be
explained by appeal to a number of semantic properties possessed by some
menbers of the classifier category but not others. The first of these
properties concerns the nature of the referent class associated with the

classifier.

1. Nature of the referents associated with the classifier. The

notion that the nature of the referents associated with a word will affect the
lexical status of that word is something of a linguistic commonplace and is
reflected, for example, in the assumption that the names for important
"concepts will themselves become important. Although there are certsinly
difficulties which arise when this claim is pushed too far, it is relevant for
our purposes here because the Japanese classifier system, like other
classifier systems, accords distinctly different treatment to referents of

three types: animates, concrete inanimates, and abstracts.
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Animate referents.

That animates should be treated as a class apart is hardly surprising,
since the animate/inanimate distinetion (or the human/non-human
distinction) is always relevant in describing classifier systems ,3 according
to Adams and Conklin (1973), and since animacy is often involved in
distinctions drawn in the operation of other segments of the grammars of
various languages, e.g., sSplit case marking, the structure of pronoun
systems, plurality marking (Comrie 1981).

Within the Japanese classifier system, the animate/inanimate split is
reflected by the fact that animate referents, with very rare exceptions, are
always referred to with one of the limited number of animate classifiers,
never with the default classifier fu or any of the other members of the system
(to be discussed below) which are available to re-classify inanimate
referents or plug holes in the classificatory system.5 As the hebi 'snake!’
examples in 3) above illustrated, a snake is always an animal for counting
purposes, no matter how long and thin it may be.

There are two systematic classes of exceptions to this generalization
which do not, however, significantly diminish its force. The first group, as
in 8), involves the use of the classifier ko ( 48 ), which is typically
used for small, three-dimensional concrete objects:

6) I-kko-no ningen tosite; ...
1-gmall, roundish object-GEN human being as

'As an jindependent, individual human being, ...!
In cases of this type, ko is being used to exploit its independent, non-
classifier meaning of ‘'individual,' 'autonomous,!' which appears in such
expressions as ko-~ko-no mono 'various individual things.' That the ko in
such cases is not being used to re-classify the animate referent as inanimate
is shown by examples like 7), where ko co-occurs with pin, the standard
classifier for human beings:6

7) i-kko-nc ningen-ga hu-tari
1-small, roundish object-GEN humngn being 2-human being-NOM

izyoo atumaru to, syakai-ga dekiru.
over gather and society-NOM be created

When more than two _;[.nﬂ_;ﬂdua human beings gather together, a
society is created.

The second class of exceptions, which actually form part of a much larger
pattern, as I will show later in my discussion of prototypes within the
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classifier system, involves atypical or marginal instances of the animate
categories - animals which are dead, for instance. There is a special
classifier, tai, for the corpses of humans and other large animals, and tu and
various non-animate classifiers may also be used to denote dead animals, as
examples 8) through 10) illustrate. Note by contrast the unacceptability of
nin ‘human being,' hiki ‘animal,' and too 'large animal' with these
referents, whicl vl in nive pbysieal form, but not the vitality, of animate
beings.

8a) Sitai-ga  mi-ttu mitukatta.
corpse~NOM 3-ipanimate were found

'Three (human) corpses were found.'!
b) Sitai-ga san-tai mitukatta.
sorpse

c) % Sitai-ga san-pin mitukatta.
buman being

9a) Hori-ni-wa inu-no sitai-ga
ditch~LOC~TOP dog-GEN corpse-NOM
buta-tu pieta.

2-inanimate could be seen
'There were two dead dogs in the ditch.!

b) # Hori-ni-wa inu-no sitai-ga ni-hjiki mieta.
animal
c) % Hori-ni-wa inu-no sitai-ga ni-too mieta.
10) Sanma san-bon katte-kita.
mackerel 3-long, slender object buy-came
'He bought three (dead) mackerel (as food).*®

Gods and spirits also appear to be marginal animates,if their behavior
with respect to classifiers is any indication. Although a special
classifier for deities, hasira, does exist, it is no longer commonly used, and
speakers appear to differ on whether to assign these beings to the human
category, and use pnin, or to the realm of the inanimates, where they take the
default inanimate classifier tu.

Aside from the exceptional cases I have just described, then, the
classifiers used to denote animate referents are distinguished as a group by
the fact that they are always used when such referents are denoted, never
ceding to the default form tu or the shape-based classifiers. It is also
interesting to note that it is only with respect to animate, or more properly,
human referents, that the system provides for the expression of deference
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toward the addressee or toward a third person referent. In formal speech,
pin is typically replaced with its honorific variant mei, as the author of the
following newspaper commentary remarks with some chagrin:

Tatoeba, resutoran-ni hairu., Iriguti-no tokoro-de, maneezyaa rasiki

hito-ni "San~nin nan da keredo, seki-wa aru?" to kiku. Suru to, aite-

wa kanarazu "San-mei-sama desu ne" to iu guai-ni, "ninM-o "meif-ni

kaete hukusyoo suru.

"let'!s sawtj' I go into a restaurant. At the entrance, I ask the agparent

manager, "There are three ( of us. Do you have seats?" ithout

fail P the other responds, "There are three (Leii) of you?," replacing

"nin® with "mei"™ and repeating what I have said.

(Maipiti Sinpbun 12.3.79)
In addition, both mei and nin (but no other classifier) may bear the

honorific prefixes and suffixes which are otherwise restricted to co-
occurrence with nouns. Although the forms in 11), where pnin and mei co-occur
with the honorific affixes o and sama are quite common, even the receptionist
in a veterinarian's office would not be able to use the forms in 12), which
couple the animal classifier hiki with honorific affixes. This is in spite
of the fact that the honorific prefix o/go may be used with full nouns
referring to animals and other non-human referents, as 13) shows:

11a) O-Eitgﬁi desu ka? f'Are you alone?!
HON-1-humap being COP Q Y

b) l‘éan-mg;—sama ka?

desu
-HON COP Q
'How many of you are there?!
12a) * Go=i- desu ka? 'Is it alone?!
pﬂﬁa Q

HON=1= COP

b) * Nan-bikj-sama desu ka? ‘'How many are there?!
1-animal-HON COP Q

13) Tanaka-san~no o-inu desu ka?

Tanaka~-HON-GEN HON-dog COP Q
'Is it Mr. Tanaka's dog?!

We thus find that although the linguistic representation of social
status is an important element in the overall structure of the Japanese
grammatical systenm, 6 its manifestation within the classifier system is quite
limited, finding expression only among those classifiers used to refer to
humans. Even then, there are forms available only to express deference, not
the self-denigration which is alsoc an important part of the honorific system
in general and which underlies the use of humble verb forms like itasu 'do' and
humble noun affixes like domo *COLL.' Just as the classification of objects
is reduced to a much smaller number of distinctions in the passage from the
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full common noun system to the classifier system, the honorific system is
similarly reduced.

Within the animate subsection of the classifier system, the distinction
between human and non~human is also well maintained. Although some speakers
accept sentences like the one in 14), where the human classifier is used with
the instrumental particle de to neutralize a conflict between a human and an
animal classifier, such uses are largely confined to the forms hitori~de '1-
person-INST!' and hutari-de '2-person-INST,! which are wused in
conventionalized fashion to express the notions 'alone'8 and 'together, !
respectively.

14) % Boku-wa inu-to  hutaprj-de sanpo si-nagarz, ...
I-TOP dog=COM 2-human being-INST walk do-while

'While taking a walk with my dog, ...!
Most speakers, however, find such examples somewhat unnatural and prefer to
avoid the use of any classifier in such cases. The constraints are evenmore
severe in constructions invelving numbers other than 'one' and 'two, ! or case
particles other than de, as the unacceptability of 15) and 16) illustrates.

15) # Watasi-tati-wa inu-to san-pin-de sanﬁo si-nagara, ...
J~COLL-TOP dog~-COM 3-person-INST walk do-while

'While taking a walk with our dog, ...!

16) ® Watasi-to inu hutapji-ga heya-ni hairu to, ...
I-COM dog 2-person~-NOM room-LOC enter an

'When the dog and I entered the room, ...!
Uses of the type in 17). where an animal classifier is used with respect
to a human referent, are also quite limited and quite marked in stylistic
effect:

17) Kodomo san=biki iru karu nee, inu-toka
child 3-animal exist because PP  dog-or

neko, kawanakutemo, omosiroi. (0)
cat even not raise interesting

fSince we have three children, it's plenty interesting even if we
don't raise a dog or a cat.!
This example is clearly a playful use of language.

The heavy restrictions imposed on the use of non-human classifiers for
humans is also illustrated by the impossibility of neutralizing a human/non-
human classifier conflict, as in 16), with hiki rather than nin.9 Although
14) may be acceptable for some speakers, 18) is totally unacceptable,
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illustrating that among the various kinds of animates, it is the supremely
animate, i.e., humans, who most strongly require that their status be
explicitly marked by the classifier, and who allow the use of an animal or
inanimate classifier only under the extremely limited range of circumstances
that I have Jjust outlined:

18) # Boku-wa inu~to ni-hiki-de sanpo si-nagara, ...
I-TOP dog~COM 2-animal-INST walk do-while

'While I was taking a walk with my dog, ...!

Abstract referents.

Having noted the ways in which the classifiers associated with animate
referents are set apart within the classifier system, we can now turn to the
way in which abstract entities are represented. Even rather cursory
examination of the lists of primary and secondary classifiers reveals that
the system contains only a few classifiers reserved for use in denoting
abstract entities: ken 'incident,¥ toori 'method,' han 'crime,! tuuwa
*phone call.' There are numerous forms available for counting entities with
both abstract and concrete manifestations, e.g., kyoku 'piece of music, ' but
there are few forms used exclusively for abstract concepts.

The abstract domain is thus like the animate domain in that a relatively
small number of strictly abstract terms are available, but there is an
important difference in the way in which those terms are used in the two cases.
While animates are almost always denoted with one of the strictly animate
classifiers, denotation of abstracts is not similarly constrained. Tu is
used very frequently, and in other cases full abstract nouns are simply
appended to the numerals, as in 10):10, 11

19a) kozin-no songen=-to  ryoosei-no honstituteki
individual-GEN dignity-COM both sexes-GEN basic

byoodoo-no ni- ees (NF)
equality-GEN 2-

fthe two gnigg_iglg_s_ of individual dignity and fundamental
equality of the two sexes ...!

b) kazoku-mondai-wa syakai~mondai-no
family~-problem-TOP society-problem-GEN

iti-bunya~-tosite-wa toriagerarete-inai. (NF)
1-area-as-CONTR be toeated — NEG

'family problems are not treated as one sort of societal problem!
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Although both animate and abstract referents are associated, then, with
rather sparsely populated areas of the classifier system, classifiers for
animates are used frequently and consistently to refer to these referents,
while the classifiers for abstracts are not., On the whole, as the counts in
the previous section illustrate, the abstract classifiers are used rather
infrequently, with tu often taking their place. There also appears to be
considerable flux in this part of the system, with full nouns often appearing
in classifier position, @lways with the inherent possibility that they will
one day become full-fledged members of the classifier system, usable in the
company of another co-referring noun, as many nouns, like tuuwa 'phone call?
or toori 'method,' have in the past. By contrast, none of the animate
classifiers are of recent adoption, and the apparent stability of the
existing members of the animate subsystem makes it much less likely that novel
usages could gain a permanent foothold.

A question, of course, arises as to why the classifiers for abstract
should be scarce and unstable compared to members of other portions of the
system. Oono (1978) has ventured the opinion that by comparison with, say, a
language like Sanskrit, Japanese is a "concrete" language, its speakers'
preoccupation with real world detail reflected in the earliest recorded
stages of the language by the dearth of abstract nouns and infrequent use of
8a, a suffix roughly equivalent tc English pess used for deriving abstract
nouns from adjectives. Even today, Oono argues, this predilection is
reflected in the preference for using expressions like the one in 20) at the
expense of the more Mabstract" variant in 21) (Oono 1978, p.66):

20) Kinben-to-iu koto-wa taisetu desu.
diligence~QUOT NMLZ-TOP impcrtant COP

'Diligence is important.' Literally, "The thing that is called
'diligence' is important."®

21) Kinben-wa taisetu desu.
diligence-~TOP important COP

'Diligence is important.!

Be this as it may (and I have my doubts here as to both the greater
"abstractness™ of 21) and the concreteness of Japanese as a whole), Japanese
is not the only classifier language with few members devoted to the abstract
areas of the referential universe. Similar findings have been reported for
Vietnamese (Nguyen 1957), Malay and Iban (Omar 1972), and Tai {Conkiin 1987i).
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In Vietnamese, according to Nguyen (p.131-2), "nonclassified nouns®" are of

the following types:

a. Nouns denoting substance matter, color, smell, tastes,
noise, etec.

b. Nouns denoting time units

c. Nouns denoting geographical areas, regions, or administrative or
social units

d. Nouns denoting kinds, grades, classes of things, groups of
people, including army units

e. Several additive constructions using two nouns denoting
synonymous or related items

f. l(!:lompgv.md 'ziouns, most of" w'hiict% are Ch'in?ge lfans, €8, f‘ggm?
'ﬁlger v, x:adt%p.endence, nfluence, appiness, result,

The abstract orientation of the 1list is apparent. A similar list appears in
Pe's treatment of the Burmese classifier system (Pe 1965, p.181). In Malay
and Iban, "the occurrence of classifiers with abstract nouns is very
restricted"” (Omar 1972, p.94), and such nouns often take the "neutral™
classifieriti. InTai, "almost all nominals must be classified. If anyare
not, then abstracts are the most likely to be found without a classifier.m
(Conklin 1981, p.364.) What these various descriptions conspire to create
is a picture of the numeral classifier as a semantic unit which is inherently
most useful with respect to concrete, perceivably individual entities, with
the result that classifiers for abstract referents are underused by

comparison with classifiers for both animate and inanimate concrete

referents.12

After the classifiers for animates and abstracts have been separated
out, those that remain are the classifiers for inanimate concrete objects.
Like the abstract classifiers, these forms may generally be replaced by tu, or
by other members of the concrete system, but they provide a much more complete
coverage of the referential space, and nouns are rarely drafted to stand in
the classifier slot. Together, the concrete classifiers encompass two

rather distinet sub-groups. One comprises the quality-based classifiers,

like hon 'long, slender object! and pren 'strung-together object,' which are .
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used for categories containing extremely disparate referent types which all,
nonetheless, share at 1least one particular property (such long-and=-
slenderness or strung-togetherness). The other comprises the kind-based
classifiers, like ki 'airplane, (other air vehicles)! and ken 'building,!
which denote categories whose members share a pumber of properties. The
various concrete inanimate classifiers also differ greatly among themselves
in terms of the fixity with which they are associated with their respective
referent classes and in the density with which they cover the referential
landscape.

Turning first to the issue of density, we find that the concrete kind-
classifiers are distributed quite unevenly. There are very few classifiers,
for example, for denoting features of the landscape (urbanor rural), natural
objects, or inseparable parts of wholes. Classifiers devoted exclusively to
enumerating plants, parts of plants, or plant products are also noticeably
few in number. These thin spots in classifier coverage, though, do not
necessitate, as in the case of abstract referents, the pressing into service
of common nouns, for the quality-based classifiers, defined as they are by
(primarily shape-related) parameters of near-universal relevance, are
always available to fill any gap in the system. In the case of objects so
massive or amorphous that choice of a shape-classifier is problematic, tu is
available as a last resort.13

At the opposite extreme from features of the landscape, etc., are
referents (such as buildings, vehicles, and, especially, written materials)
which are associated with much more densely populated areas of the system.
The T73-item core-extended inventory presented in Chapter 1, for example,
contains five terms used to denote buildings or their parts, five terms for
vehicles, and six terms for written communications, documents, or works of
art.

It is of interest to note here the fact that, although Japan has
traditionally been a nature-oriented agricultural society, the present-day
classifier system contains surprisingly few classifiers used exclusively for
natural features, natural obJjects, or plants, or even classifiers associated
with categories centered around the plant-related metaphors of leaf-like,
stem=-like, ete. ¥ which are so prevalent in other classifier systems.
Similarly, although religious practices and artifacts are still significant
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in the lives of many Japanese, there are no strictly religion-related

classifiers in common use,
Consider Table 5, which contains a 1ist of classifiers which appear in at

least one of the twentieth century sources I consulted, but which two or fewer
of the respondents to my questionnaire claimed to use, suggesting that they

are very marginal members of the system at pre.ssent:.15
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Table 5
Rarely Used Members of the System

- ruffians, villains

- tools with handles

- cone~shaped hats, other cone-shaped objects
- tools, clothing

- boats, squid, octopus

- flower vases

- letters, packages

- shelves, supports

- small, roundish objects, e.g., grains, Jjewels

- things hung on something, e.g., thread, ccllars,

stirrups

- clothing

- Buddhist images, daimyoos, headwear, animals
- meals

- suitcases, storage chests

= litters

- long, thin objects, e.g., brushes, grasses

= fish

- people, implements

- packed, wrapped objects

- things attached to the waist, e.g., swords,

scabbards

= ink sticks

- religious idols, gods

- people, implements

- pairs of rabbits

-~ cannons

- trees, plants

- flags

- Chninese poems

- armor

- small, grainlike objects
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sage ( i}fi ) -~ hanging objects, e.g., hakama, sake bottles

saya ( ?& ) - beans in the pod

seki ( ]3}': ) - seats, performances

si ( A ) - long, thin objects

si ( E_ ) =~ beats of the pulse

si ( 3% ) - biras

sue ( #£ ) =~ tubs used in bathing

suwari ( #& ) - piles of rice cakes, etc.

syuku  ( /i"f ) =~ suits of armor

tare ( éﬁ: ) - hanging objects, e.g., mosquito nets

tei ( )'i;é: ) = small boats

tei ( ﬁ% ) = hooved animals

titu ( \‘P,W( ) = books kept in sheaths

tomae ( fgﬁ ) = storehouses

too ( 7,{;‘ ) - folded documents, clothing, etec.

tubo ( ~§’ ) = pots

turi ( Q‘] ) - hanging objects, e.g., mosquito nets

tyoo ( E«é‘. ) - packets of powdered medicine

tyoo ( 35\ ) = objects made with stretched string, fabric, or
paper, e.g., bows, lanterns

u ( '? ) - buildings, especially shrines and temples

yoku ( F ) - birds

yoo ( i ) =~ flat, thin objects, e.g., paper, leaves

zai ( %I] ) - medicines

ziku ( #d ) - scrolls

Zy0o ( k ) - long, thin things, e.g., rivers, arrows

zyu ( A8f ) - standing trees

zZyuu ( 4t ) - peems
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As we can see if we sort the terms listed here on the basis of semantic
family, it contains numerous forms related to either religion or nature, as
well as forms denoting artifacts that have indisputably lost their former

cultural status. Classifiers of these types are listed below, in Table 6.

Table 6

Rarely Used Classifiers Related to Obsolete Artifacts,
Nature, or Religion

Obsolete Artifacts:

Eai -~ cone-shaped hats and other cone-shaped coverings
azari - litters (for carriing travelers)

kosi - things attached to the waist, e.g., swords, scabbards
kotu = ink sticks

ryoo -« armor

sage - things hung from the wrist, e.g., small bottles

syuku - suits of armor

tubo - pots of a type called 'tubo!’

Natural Objects:

Animals Plants
hai - octepus and squid moto - trees, plants
kon - fish saya - beans in the pod
mimi - pairs of rabbits 2yu - standing timber
si « birds

tei - hooved animals
yoku - birds

Religion:
kasira = Buddhist images, daimyoos, headwear, animals

ku - religious idols, gods
u - buildings, especially shrines and temples

These examples illustrate that the classifier system may be sensitive to not
only the actual demise of particular artifacts; like those listed in the first
part of Table 6, but also to the decline in importance of whole areas of
culture as broad as religion and interest in natural phenomena.

In any case, it does appear to be true that the nature of the referent
class will have some effect on the status of the corresponding classifier
within the system. The clearest effect can, of course, be seen in cases where
the obsolescence of the referent itself results in the obsolescence of the
classifier. But the actual nature of the referent will also be of some
significance. If the referent is animate, it is obligatory that it be marked

as such by the use of one of the small number of non-neutralizable, frequently
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used forms associated with the animate referent classes, If it is in
addition, human, honorific variants on the standard classifier will be
available. If the referent is abstract or very large, e.g., a feature of the
landscape, it may be denoted by one of a limited number of abstract
classifiers, but it will most frequently be marked with the default form tu
or, in certain contexts, a full noun inserted in the classifier slot.
Concrete inanimate referents, if they are of sufficient importance, may be
denoted by a kind-=based classifier specific to the category to which they
belong, or if a kind-based form is unavailable or inappropriate in context,
they will take one of the quality-based classifiers, or tu. Because the
Japanese classifier system, like those of other languages, is focused
primarily on the enumeration of concrete entities, the speaker generally has

a much greater range of alternate forms available to refer to such entities.

2. Referential Range of the Clagsifier. As the examples cited thus

far have suggested, the classifiers vary considerably in terms of the breadth
of the referent classes with which they are associated. To appreciate the
extent of the discrepancy, we need only consider tu, which may be used with
respect to virtually any inanimate referent, concrete or abstract, and siito,
which is used by most speakers only in referring to sheets of postage stamps.
The remaining classifiers fall at various points in the continuum defined by
extreme examples of these sorts.

I raise the issue of referential range here because it cppesis Lo have an
important effect on distribution and behavior. Many of the most widely and
frequently used members of the system are associated with broad referential
ranges. The more specific members of the system, on the other hand, are ofi.en
avoided in colloquial speech in favor of the more general terms. Conklin has
noted a similar tendency in Tai and Austronesian, where the use of the more
specific classifiers is a mark of formal style (Conklin 1981).

Although I would not go so far as to characterize the more specific
classifiers in Japanese as markers of "formal" style, they do app=sar to mark
careful language use in the same way as any high type/token ratio does. While
the writer of a newspaper article or a novel might pride himself on his
exactness of expression or his verbal agility and use some of the more

specific¢ classifiers like hai for squid, pyuu for flags, or ki for desks,
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participants in colloquial conversation often dispense with them, using in
their stead the more geuciral forms listed. The greater frequency of use of
the more general terms, then, is not merely a reflection of the fact that the
referent classes which they denote contain a greater number of members with
respect to which they may be used; the more specific the form, the more marked
it is stylistically. Consider the example in 22):

22) "Sikag sika go, ni-hiki."” Nobiagaru-to ookina
deer P deer PP 2-animal stand on tlp{:oe—and big

sika=-to tiisana sika-ga ni-too sissoo-site-iru. (F)
deer~COM small deer-NOM 2-large animal be dashing away

! "Deer, deer, two of them." When I stood on tiptoe I could see a
large deer and a small deer dashing away.!

The author here has exploited the relative markedness of the classifiers used
to mark the switch from colloquial speech (and the use of hiki) to detached
narrative (and the use of the more specific termtoo). Just ashiki isusedin
the stead of the more specific too in this example, hon 'long, slender
object, ' may take the place of pin for flowers, dai !'furniture, vehicle, or
machine,® or tu *inanimate,! may be used instead of taku for tables. These

choices of the general term over the more specific are especially common in

cases where the emphasis is on the number, rather than the nature, of the items

involved, and the classifier acts merely as a carrier for the numeral.
23a) siwa-no hito-tu-hito-tyu-de tuyu- g kessyoo-
wrinkle~GEN 1-1@@&@-1-2’:1391@3@%00 liquid-NOM crystal-

no yoo-ni hikatte-iru ... (F) ef. hon

like is sparkling

'On each wrinkle the liquid sparkles like crystals ...!
b) Beddo hito-tu-to teeburu-hito-tu-de heya~wa apg

bed 1-inanimate-~COM table~1-inanimate-INST room-TOP full

de, ... (F)

cop

'With (Jjust) a bed and a table, the room was full ...' cf. dai,
kyaku

?
Similar nonchalance with respect to the choice of a classifier occurs in cases

where the class of the referent at issue has been clarifizd earlierand talkis
now proceeding about members of the pre-established set. My primary
informant has suggested, for example, that one would under normal
circumstances be unable to use tu in place of dai or ki in counting airplanes,
but if one were the owner of an airline, or if discussions about airplanes were

always the order of the day, tu might be possible. The switch frompmai to tu
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in 24) would seem to be a variant on this type of usage:

24) Nan-mai-ka-no motto tiisai M"kiti-to itazura™-ni
Q-f£lat,; thin object-Q-GEN more small "wit-COM mischief"-NOM

mitita tyookcku-no bubun-o katta. ... Hito-tu-wa ...
filled sculpture-GEN part-0BJ bought 1-ipnanimate-~TOP

teema-ni sita mono de moo hito-tu-wa ... koozu
theme-DAT done thing COP other 1-inanimate-TOP design

de atta. (F)

cop

'He bought a number of smaller carvings full of "wit and mischief.
.+« One of them was based on the theme of ..., and another was a
representation of ... .!

Frecuently, these colloquial or number-emphasizing uses involve not
only one of the more general forms, like dai or hon, but the most general form,
tu, which, along with pin, appears to occupy a level apart from the other very
general forms.16 Not only are tu and pin used with overwhelmingly greater
frequency than the others, they may also appear with no nominal antecedent or

accompanying noun, as shown in 25) and 26):

25a) Ano, moo hito-tu, kyuukantyoo-ga iru-n da kedo
Un more 1-inapimate Mynah bird-NOM exist-NMLZ COP but
ne. (0)
PP
'Um, another thing, we have a Mynah bird.!
b) go-rin-no hata-wa "sekai~wa hito=-tu®-no syootyoo

-ring~GEN flag-~TOP world-TOP 1-ipnanimate~GEN symbol

da ga, ... (NF)
cor pat

'the flag with its five rings is the symbol of the idea that "the
world is one," but ...!

26a) rondon-de itiban-tiisai sutainuei-hooru-tte ne,
London-LOC most~small Steinway Hall-QUOT PP

o~-hyaku-pin-sika hairanai toko de ne, ... (0)
Oo-ﬁmgn_b_qigg-only enter-NEG place COP PP

'in a place called Steinway Hall, the smallest place in London,
which accommodates only 500 people ...'!

b) Sina-ni itta rentyuu-wa taitei
China-LOC went bunch-TOP for the most part

hitori-ya =  hutari- wa yatteru ¥o.(F)
1-human beirg-or 2-Ruman beine CONTR killed P

;’Most': of the guys in the bunch who went to China killed a person or
WO.

Similar phenomena have been reported with respect to the human and

general inanimate classifiers for other languages. Burling (1965), for
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example, cites the Burmese sentence in 27):

27) (Burmese) L&iyau? s&jinté 'Four people wish to eat.'
noting that "the fact that it is people, rather than animals, who wish to eat
is indicated only by the choice of =yau? as the classifier." (p.247) 1In
the same vein, Conklin (1981, p.108) cites the Lii sentence in 28), remarking
that the general classifier __lgg" often appears in sentences of this type,
which contain only a classifier and no noun.

28) (Lii) suul aul kii2 anl-aal
you take/get how-many CLFR-question

'How many (items) did you get?!
Interestingly, it is not only these two rather general classifiers, but
also those which are extremely specific that can be used with no nominal
antecedent to clarify the identity of the referent.

29) Watasi-ni ategawareta-no-wa ganzyoona tukuri-no
I-DAT assigned -NMLZ-TOP sSolid construction-GEN

hito-ma-dake-no bessoo de ar
1= -only-GEN separate building COP

'I was assigned a solidly built outbuilding with a single poom.'
Examples of this type have also been reported in other languages (Conklin
1981), and are especially common when repeaters are involved. The final

u. (F)

picture that results, then, is one in which those classifiers with extremely
broad referential ranges (like tu) or extremely narrow referential ranges
(1ike ma, or repeaters) may appear with no co-occurring or antecedent noun in
contexts which would be closed to classifiers of intermediate referential
range (except for the human classifier, which constitutes a principled
exception, to be discussed below).

This discrepancy, of course, leads us to ask whether there might be some
similarity between the extremely general and the extremely specific forms
which predisposes just these members of the system to appear unaccompanied.
Conklin, in her treatment of Tai classifier systems (Conklin 1981), argues
that these two groups of forms resemble each other in terms of the (light)
semantic loads they bear, by comparison with the heavier loads associated
with classifiers of intermediate referential range. As she puts it (p.68),

If classifiers are very widely applicable, ... they tell little about
the nouns they apply to, for they are so widely used. Likewise
extremely specific classifiers ... are so closely identical in
reference to the noun that they tell little about it. Those in the

middle ground are most informative about the nouns, creating
comprehensible, semantically meaningful categories.
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Conklin then goes on to suggest that "the lighter the semantic load of the
classifier, the more likely that the noun phrase will be abbreviated" (p.70),
explicitly tying the issue of semantic load to the phenomenon we are
considering here with respect to Japanese.

Although I must admit to considerable confusion over Conklin's
discussion of the notion of semantic load, I find that I cannot agree with what
I take to beher positionhere. If both very general classifiers, such as tu,
and very specific classifiers, such aspa 'room, ' are considered to bear light
semantic loads, this assessment holds true only when the semantic load is
evaluated as the increment to the semantic load carried by the noun with which
the classifier co-occurs. If the total amount of information carried by
forms of these two types is, on the other hand, evaluated independently of any
co-oceurring noua, it is clear that the use of one of the more specific forms
has the potential for conveying vastly more information than a form like tu,
which tells us nothing more than the fact that the referent in question is
inanimate. For this reason, I find Conklin's explanations of little help
here,

This is not to say, however, that the notion of semantic load is
irrelevant to the discussion, for I would argue that it is, in fact, the heavy
semantic load borne by the specific classifiers that enables them to appear
without a co-occurring or antecedent noun more readily than other classifiers
of broader referential range. This is true because the potential usefulness
of a classifier as the sole indicator of a referent is obviously dependent on
the ability of that classifier to uniquely pick out the appropriate referent
within context. This ability is considerably diminished when the referent
class associated with the classifier is so broad that it encompasses any
number of possible referents within the context in question, as it is more
likely to do with classifiers with broader referential ranges.

To the extent, then, that a classifier is able to satisfy the addressee's
curiosity about the identity of the referent, it will be easier to use
independently, as in the example in 29). Even when the referent is clearly
identifiable on the basis of the information given by the classifier, though,
there is often a reluctance to use a classifier in the stead of a full-fledged
noun in jintroducing a referent. My primary informant, for example, was
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reluctant to accept sentences like those in 30) as entirely natural, even
though the classifiers which they contain are clearly adequate to convey the
identity of the referents in question.

30a) ? Mada wakai no-ni, moo san=-gya-ni
still young though already 3-company-LOC

tutometa koto-ga aru,
worked NMLZ-NOM exist

'Even though he is still young, he has already worked for three
companies.

b) ? ha-ppyaku-hiki-mo iru ookina doobutuen desu.
800-animal-even exist big 200 coP

'It's a large zoo with 800 s.!

e¢) ? Asahayaku itumo iti-wa-ga toki-o tukuru.
early always 1-bird-NOM time-~OBJ make

'There is a bipd that always crows early in the morning.'

The unnaturalness of these sentences in spite of their interpretability
derives, I would suggest, from the fact that it is typically the job of
classifiers to acknowledge rather than to assert the participation of the
member of some category in the state or activity described by the sentence.
Even when there is no chance of misunderstanding, as in the sentences in 30),
the use of an unaccompanied classifier creates the impression that crucial
information has been slipped into the sentence without the linguistic fanfare
(i.e., the use of a noun) which it is due, an impression akin to what we feel
when a speaker violates an anaphoric island or inserts a proper noun without
ascertaining in advance its interpretability for the listener he is
addressing. As Denny has argued, it is not the job of classifiers to pick out
referents, although they may carry enough information (especially if they are
very specific) to do the job if necessary. By contrast, the anaphoriec use of
these same classifiers is not at all unnatural, once the referents in question
have been introduced with a full noun,

The likelihood that a classifier will be drafted for these not entirely
legitimate purposes is also affected, not only by the referential specificity
of the particular form, but by the properties of the classifier wmorpheme
itself. Those classifiers which also serve as full-fledged nouns, such as
toori 'method,' or heya 'room,' are particularly prone to appear with no
nominal accompaniment. This, of course, comes as no surprise, since
classifiers used in this way are usurping what is essentially a noun slot.
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The closer the classifier used in this way comes to approximating a noun, both
in terms of semantic detail and actual morphology, the better.

It should by now be clear that the appearance of very general classifiers
without nominal accompaniment cannot be explained in the same terms as the
appearance of the very noun-like specific classifiers. Tu, in particular,
is the worst possible member of the system with respect to the traits which I
have noted as requisite for a classifier to be able to appear in what is
functionally a noun slot. What recommends tu for this slot can be seen,
however, when we consider examples like those cited in 25). Here we see that
tu is used, not as a means of picking out any particular referents that the
speaker has in mind, but merely as a filler of the post-numeral position,
which must be occupied in order for the numeral to be able to appear. Tu is
thus performing a grammatical function quite distinet from the semantic
function performed by the more specific classifiers when they appear without
nominal antecedent.

The human classifier pin, which is the only classifier of intermediate
referential range to share this distributional property with tu and the more
specific forms, resembles both in ways that facilitate its appearance without
anantecedent. Like the specific forms, nin is to a certain extent capable of
satisfying the curiosity of the addressee about the identity of the
referent(s) in question, since the boundary between human and non-human
represents a significant semantic split with numerous semantic and pragmatic
consequences, In this sense, then, nin, like the specific forms, carries a
heavy semantic load. On the other hand, nin represents a semantic
distinction which is frequently grammaticized, and, like tu, it sometimes
appears merely to fill out a case frame or facilitate the appearance of a
numeral, rather than indicate the category membership of particular

referents. Uses of these sorts are illustrated by example 26b), above, and

31) below.
31) Aite-wa tokutei-no hifori dewa nai
partner-TOP fixed 1-person COP REG
daroo si ne. (F)

probably and PP

'(You) probably haven't been involved with just cne Particular
person, have you?' (1it. '(Your) partner probably hasn't been one
particular person.')

As the preceding discussion has illustrated, then, not all members of
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the classifier system which appear without a nominal antecedent do so for the
same r=ason, or in the same capacity. The very specific forms, along with
nin, carry enough (lexical) information to enable them to sz:rve s noun
substitutes, picking out particular referents or denoting lexical categories
well defined enough to satisfy the curiosity of the addressee. The
semantically impoverished tu may appear in what are superficially similar
contexts, but in such cases it serves merely as a grammatical placeholder
rather than as a bearer of lexical material. Nin, although it carries more
semantic weight, also appears in this capacity. While the extremely
specific or general referential ranges of these forms thus enable all of them
to appear without nominal antecedents, their ccnverging behavior is due to

different explanations in each case.

3. Iype of Semantic Cohesion Within Referent Class. As I noted

earlier, a basic distinction can be made between "kind" classifiers and
Tquality" classifiers. Kind classifiers are associated with what Hunn
(1977) has called "inductive" categories. These are composed of members
which, if we take a featural view of category membership, share a pumbepr of
physical, functional, and ontological traits. EKen, the classifier for
buildings, for example, is used with a group of referents which share the same
physical composition, characteristic function, method of construction, etc.
The categories represented by such "kind" classifiers are then in a sense
those which are "given™ by the world as humans experience it, 17 and they often
duplicate categories which are represented in the common noun system as well.

Quality classifiers, on the other hand, represent that Hunn calls
"deductive™ categories, whose members, from a featural perspective, share a
very limited number of properties, often no more than one or two. Members of
a single quality classifier category, for example, may have nothing in common
other than the fact that they are all long and slender (hon), or that they are
all strung together (ren) .18 Categories of this sort certainly do not fall
among those which are "given® by the world, and their boundaries typically cut
across rather than reinforce those of common noun categories.

Although the assignment of a given classifier to one of these two
semantic subcategories is not always easy, 19 the kind/quality distinction is
a conceptually useful one and allows us to account, as we shall see, for some
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of the behavioral properties of classifiers of the two types.

One important difference between the two sets of forms involves their
capacity for conveying new information. Since the classifiers of kind are
often clones of categories which are also encoded within the common noun
system, the choice of one of them is largely predictable, given a particular
head noun, so that the classifier itself ends up in most cases carrying very
little information. It is thus largely redundant.

Quality classifiers, on the other hand, encode information different in
kind from that carried by most nouns, and are thus in a position to serve two
functions to which kind classifiers are less well-suited:

a) adding information beyond that carried by the

nominal
b) serving as default classifiers for referents which do not fall into

any categories marked by the kind classifiers.

Adding information.

Many nouns, in the fashion of a Chomsky who can be met or a Chomsky who can
take up five feet on a bookshelf, refer to multifaceted referents, or to a
grouping of metaphorically or metonymically related referents, in a way that
can be disambiguated by the choice of classifier, Both kind- and quality-
classifiers may be used in such cases, as shown by the examples in 32) through

35):

32a) denwa iti-dai (KIND) ‘one telephone!
telephone 1-furpiture, vehicle, or machine

b) denwa i- (KIND) ‘'one telephone call!
fgg%en

33a) kisia iti=- (KIND) 'one traint' or 'one train car!
traln 1-m§§im. vehicle, or machine

b) kisya it,i-%ig (KIND) fone train car!
34a) budoo hito-ﬂfﬂ (QUALITY) ‘one grape!
grape 1= ike
b) budoo i-kko (QUALITY) ‘one bunch of grapes! 'one grape!
small roundish object

c¢) budoo hito—ﬁgg (QUALITY) ‘one bunch of grapes®
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35a) ume i-p (QUALITY) 'one plum branch!
plum 1-long, slender’ object

b) ume i-kko (QUALITY) 'one plum'
sSmall, roundish object
c¢) ume iti- (KIND) 'one plum blossom!

The classifier of kind as well as quality is useful in the capacity
illustrated here because, although it does in general duplicate a noun
category, this category may merely overlap with or subsume one of the senses
of the particular noun with which the classifier co-occurs, rather than being
identical to it. Thus, in 32a), for example, the general furniture and
machine category associated with dai allows the speaker to clarify the fact
that it is a telephone as machine, i.e., the physical object, which is in
question, ruling out the phone call sense which is clinched in 32b) by the use
of tuu instead.20

In addition to this role in disambiguation, which may be fulfilled by
classifiers of any sort, the quality-classifiers may be used, much like
modifiers, to add small increments of unpredictable or surprising
information to that which is already carried by the noun. In such cases, the
classifier is not conspiring with the noun to specify the category the speaker
has in mind; it is, rather, carrying information additional to or irrelevant

to the category membership of the referent(s).

36a) Hoosu-no saki-o yubi-de tubusu~to, mizu-wa
hose-GEN end-0BJ finger-~INST squeeze-and water-TOP
ni-hon- no kiri-ni natte ... (F)

2-long, slender object GEN mist-DAT become

'when he squeezed the end of the hose with his fingers, the water
became two sireams of mist, ...!

b) nan-pai-ka-nc motto tiisail "hiti-to itazura®™-ni
Q-flat, thin object-Q-GEN more small "wit-COM misohief"-NOM

mitita tyookoku-no bubun-o katta. (F)
full of sculpture-GEN part-0BJ bought

'he bought a number of smaller flat pieces of a sculpture that was
fuli of8 "wit and mischiefn! P

In36a), honis used to impose on kiri 'mist,' a noun which normally does
not co-occur with a classifier, a distinctive shape which is in no way implied
by the noun itself, and in 36b), mai is used similarly, much as an adjective
might be, to add information about the shape of the pieces of sculpture.

Similarly, in 37), ten, a classifier for works of art, is used of postage
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stamps (which would normally take mai) in order to convey the idea that these
stamps are not simply something to paste on your letters; they are of artistic

value .21

37) mottomo igi aru kityoona nihon-no yuubin-kitte
most significant valuable Japan-GEN postage stamp

FO=ZVU= -0 hazimete gin-de saigen-sita
50~-york gf‘ art-0BJ first silver-INST re-issue-did
sinseina hukusei-no korekusyon (A)

genuine reproduction~-GEN collection

fthe first collection of fenuine silver reproductions of fifty of
the most valuable and significant postage stamps of Japan!

In a related use, shape-denoting quality classifiiers may be collocated
with nouns which would normally take some other classifier, in order to
express the fact that the referent in question is not a standard case of the
category represented by the noun, that it deviates from the norm by virtue of

the unusual shape or size which it possesses. This is how the classifiermai

functions in 38):

38) (on a doll pattern) asi yon- 'four feet!
foot ll-fE%%, thin object

Although asi would normally be counted with hon or tu, it takes mai here
because the feet in question are not real feet but feet printed on a sheet of
paper.

By contrast, the kind-classifiers are seldom used in this way, with the
choice of an ordinarily inappropriate classifier being used to signal some
unusual trait of the referent in question. Although joking uses are always
possible, of course, as with example 17) above (p.62), it would normally be
unacceptable to use the classifiers 90 and hiki to distinguish between a
large and a small turtle, say, although the criterion for distinguishing
between the two forms is size, just as shape is the only relevant criterionin
deciding on the use of one of the dimension-classifiers, Turtles are hiki,
not too, and if the speaker wishes to refer to differences in size, he must
resort to the use of modifiers, since this area of the classifier field is not
available for encoding individual or temporary differences among the members
of a category in the way that the shape classifiers are. While the quality-
classifiers may be put to what are essentially modifying purposes, then, the

kind-classifiers may not.
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Serving as Default Classifiers.

Although the general inanimate classifier tu is of course the default
classifier par excellence, the quality classifiers also provide the speaker
with a means for accommodating referents which have no pre-coded spot of their
own within the kind-classifier system. Because all concrete referents
possess some sort of shape, and because the quality classifier group is
dominated by shape-denoting forms such as hon, mai, ko, and tubu, it is easy to
see how these forms could be useful, although not necessarily too
informative, in the enumeration of referents which have been newly invented,
discovered, or introduced tc speakers of the language. The shape-
classifiers also seem to be particularly amenable to metaphorical
extension,22 as when hop is used for baseball pitches and telephone calls,
thus expanding from their initizl realm of concrete referents to provide a
means for referring to abstracts, which are sorely underrepresented by the
kind-classifiers. ‘

From this point of view, then, the shape-classifiers, like the more
general classifiers, can be seen as occupying an especially important place
in the system. Although it may be the kind-classifiers which fulfill the
prediction that the classifier system will provide labels for a few
categories of special cultural importance, it is largely the quality-
classifiers that allow the system to be used in enumerating all referents,
filling in the gaps that separate the more culturally important categories
which merit their own kind-classifiers. As we saw earlier, they also allow
the speaker to avoid the use of the standard classifier associated with a
particular referent in cases where that referent somehow deviates from the
norm or possesses idiosyncratic traits of particular relevance in that
particular context. This cut inthe system, between kind-classifiers on the
one hand and quality-classifiers on the other, then, is quite significant,
for it reflects the distinction between the part of the classifier system
which is bound to the noun system (and thus largely redundant) and which is too
fixed for adaptation to individual communicative needs, and the part of the
system which is independent of the noun system, containing only a few
categories of broad enough applicability to make them very useful as a means
for filling any gaps in the resources provided by the noun-based portion of
the system. While the kind-classifier system may actually change radically
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over time, in response to the constant changes in culture, and cultural value,
the quality-classifier system is likely to remain stable, in spite of the
constantly changing referent classes associated with each of its members,
because of the enduring value of the categories which it encodes, and because
of the opportunity it affords users of the language to adapt the system to

their own communicative needs.

4, Internal Structure of the Referent Class.

In her paper on the acquisition of Japanese classifiers, Sanches (1977)
argues that the likelihood of a particular classifier being extended to use
with new referents is dependent on the type of definition associated with that
classifier. She distinguishes between "taxonomy-specific® classifiers
(ef. my kind=-classifiers), which are defined merely by a list of members, and
"shape-specifiers" (ef. my quality classifiers), which are associated with
some sort of a "generative rule" for membership. As she puts it,

... I am convinced that what is responsible for the shrinkinghnumeral
classifier system, and, more importantly, for the pattern of s rinkaie
that occurs, is the interaction of the way in which they are learned in
combination with the changes in material and social culture that are
oceur'rin%. That is, we have seen that most of the numeral classifier
forms in Japanese can be analyzed as classifying items that all belong
to the same taxonomic domain. These forms are learned in relation to
the items they classify, in lists, rather than as representative of
categories of  criterial attributes that are potentially
%eneralizeable toaninfinite varietyof items. Shape classifiers, on
he other hand, applicable as they are to a wide variety of items froma
range of taxonomies, demand to a greater extent internalization of the
semantic features to which they refer, rather than simple association
with a limited set of lexical items. Given this listing rule b_Pr which
forms are learned plus the shift in material objects and their lexical
representation, we can only expect the system to atrophy.

This has already happened to classifiers of many traditional
things that have disappeared from the scene and for which only a few
members of the older generation know the "proper"® classifier. The
f"?et %hat wt%enl a) new tk%ng replacgs an gld 3 pr}&“&?&gﬁnf%

western-style) cooking range' replace ra ona
hearth' - and the old classifier is not extended to it confirms our
conclusion that the classifier was represented in the speaker's
competence, not by generative semantic rules, but by a 1listing
procedure. (p.61

Given the importance of the distinction between kind- and quality-
classifiers discussed in the preceding section, the issue Sanches raises here
is of some interest. As I will show, however, Sanches'! attempt to equate
kind-classifiers with listing definitions and quality-classifiers with
"generative rules™ finds no support in the intuitions of the speakers I

interviewed or the dictionaries I consulted. These sources do show,
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however, that another structural parameter, i.e., organization around a
representative category member, may be relevant in explaining the behavior of
at least some members of the classifier system.

Although it would be hopelessly naive to expect the off-the-cuff
responses of Japanese speakers, or even the definitions provided by Japanese
lexicographers, to provide a clear reflection of the listing/rule split
proposed by Sanches, neither the respondents to my questionnaire nor the
definitions listed in the dictionaries I consulted suggested that these two
definition techniques might be mutually exclusive. The definitions
obtdined from these two sources can be roughly grouped into the following four

types:

1. Specification of kind by means of referecce to a roughly equivalent
noun category. (inductive rule)
e.g., hiki - doobutu 'animal!
ken - tatemono 'building?
kyoku - opgakiu 'music!
ko ~ mopo 'thing'

2. Listing of members
e.g., dai - kuruma, zitensya, kikeprui 'cars,
bicycles, machines'
ko - kudamono (ringo. mikan, meron, ...),
kesigomu, kozutumi, tokei, .., 'fruit
(apples, tangerines, melons, ...), erasers,

parcels, watches, ...!

tal - butuzoo, ital *'statues of the Buddha,

corpses!?

3. Citation of a single representative member of the category

e.g., sao - tansu nado 'chests, etc.!' .
ki - hikooki pado 'airplanes, ete.'
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Y}, Specification of characteristics of members of the category
(deductive rule)
e.g., Shape: hon - hosonagai mono 'long, thin things!
Size: tubu - komakai mono 'very small things!
Part: kyaku - asi po tuite iru mono 'things

with legs!
Function: soku -~ haku mono 'things worn on the
legs?

Associated action: ki - suete oku mopo 'set up/
installed things!?

In addition to one~technique definitions of these types, my subjects
also provided many which were combinations of various techniques, different
subjects often using different techniques for defining the same classifier,
as in 39):

39) mai:

aUg =3¢} Sc.d il S ! Lt G
siprul apers bonds, application
orms, etc.!
'paper, scarves, blouses,
shirts

QWTMWM 'paper-shaped th-
ings; paper money, tissue paper, etc.

taira de usui mono 'flat, thin things!

As this example shows, subjects vary greatly in their ability to arrive
at a general description that matches all or most members of the category
associated with a particular classifier. While one speaker may produce a
single, all-encompassing list of features, others may list exemplars of the
category or even arrive at another different yet equally plausible
generalization that appears to account for the inclusion of most of the
members of the category. Although the verbalization need not directly
reflect the structure of the associated mental representation, this sort of
individual variation is probably also typical of the way in which information
about the same lexical item is stored in the minds of different (highly
competent) speakers of the same language.

The defining of a classifier category by means of 1isting its members can
thus be seen, not as a technique peculiar to the definition of kind-
classifiers, but as a last-ditch technique which is available for either
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quality- or kind-classifiers when no more generally applicable mans of
characterizing the referent class as a whole is available.

Significantly different, I feel, from these cases of what might be
termed "definition by accrual? are cases in which the referent class denoted
by a classifier appears to be centered on some one representative member or
group of members. In the data that I have collected, there are certain
phenomena which I have interpreted as indicators of the existence of this sort
of representative member, rather than simply a homogeneous group of referents

of equal status. These phenomena are:

a. Frequent appearance of a particular category member in examples
given by respondents to my questionnaire

b. Ability of this member (unlike others) to appear as the referent
of the classifier with no co-occurring or antecedent noun to
clarify its identify

C. Inability of this member to appear with another classifier, even
tu, although other members of the referent class may

The first criterion is self-explanatory. In filling out my
questionnaire, subjects were requested to both characterize the entire
referent class associated with the classifier and to list an example of their
usage of the classifier in question. For certain classifiers, as in the case
of wa 'bird, (rabbit) (winged insects), ' where eight out of twelve subjects
listed niwatori 'chicken,' a majority of subjects listed a single particular
referent or subclass of referents as their example, suggesting that the
classifier was particularly strongly associated with category members of
that type.

The second criterion is based on the fact that certain classifiers may be
used without a co-occurring or antecedent noun only with respect to certain
referents and not others. In 40a), for example, although there is no noun
present, dai is interpretable as a reference to cars. In 40b) and ¢), on the
other hand, it fails as a means of referring to an appliance or piece of
furniture (b) or a machine in a factory (c), even though these referents are
also perfectly legitimate members of the dai category.

40a) ?ggku- -ga hairu tyuusyazyoo desu
..m%%i‘mng, vehicle, or machine enter parking lot COP

'It's a parking lot that will accommodate 100 gcars/vehicles.!
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b) ?? Daidokoro-ga semakute,
kitchen~NOM small

iti-g%i-mo suete-okenai,

1= =EMPH can't install

'"The kitchen is so small that not evena single appliance/piece of
furniture will fit.!

¢) 7?2 kooin-tati-wa hutari-de
laborer=-PL-TOP 2-human being-INST

iti-dai-o atukau.
1-furniture, vehicle, or machine-OBJ run

'"Two factory workers together run one pmpachine.'

The third criterion relies on the fact that certain of the members of
some classifier categories may be denoted by means of other classifiers as
well, while others may not. On the logic that those category members which
are most distinet from members of competing categories (and thus are not
eligible to be denoted by the labels of those competing categories) and are in
addition not prone to take the default classifier (tu), are good members of
the category whose label they consistently bear,23 I have interpreted these
members as more representative than their more fickle co-members. Mai, for
example, is always used in referring to sheets of paper, while it may be
replaced with other classifiers such as ko ( 418 ), or tu when used to refer
to dishes, by tyaku when used with respect to items of clothing, etc.

The results of these three criteria do not always coincide, of course.
In some cases, as with pin, the referent class as a whole, not just its more
representative members, is permanently associated with the classifier,
leaving no room for alternation with other forms. In other cases, all
members of the category (as with the very noun-like classifier heya 'room') or
no members of a very broad category (as with hiki 'animal') may occur without
benerit of a co-occurring noun to clarify the reference, eliminating the
possibility of using the no-antecedence criterion in evaluating
prototypicality. Considerations of these sortsgreatly limit our ability to
generalize about the nature of the representative members associated with the
classifier categories, but there is clear evidence from at least one of the
three criteriz mentioned that at least the classifiers listed below in Table 7
(and probably many more) are associated with a non-homogeneous referent class
which contains representative members of the sorts listed in the second

column of the chart.
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Table 7
Classifiers Associated with Representative Members
Classifier Representa- Criterion 1 Criterion 2 (Criterion 3

tive Members (listing) (no ante=- (no altera-

cedent tion

dai vehicles b X b4

kyaku chairs X X

ki airplanes X x

tuu letters b 4 X

satu books b 4 bg

wa chickens X x

hon pencils X

pai paper x

Sao chests b4

too livestock b4

As one of the best examples of the representative member-related
betiavior of the forms listed here, we can consider dai. On the listing task,
eleven out of thirteen responses involved mention of land vehicles, and two
other informants mentioning instead a tape deck and a tape recorder. With
respect to eriterion 2, as example 40), above, illustrates, dai may appear
without a nominal antecedent with reference to vehicles but not with
reference to appliances, furniture, or machines, As for criterion 3, dai is
typically not replaceable (with tu) when it is used with respect to vehicles,
while the default form is unexceptional when used with respect to appliances
or machines of other sorts.

Although the effects listed in Table 7 are not identical to those cited
by Rosch in her investigation of the prototypes associated with English noun
categories, cor by other scholars in related studies (e.g., Coleman and Kay
1981, Anglin 1977, Labov 1973), they do suggest that Jjust a featural
characterization of the meanings of the various classifiers in the systemmay
not be adequate. While the analyst may be capable of concocting a featural
specification that accounts for the inclusion of most members of the
category, this analysis will not reflect the differences in status among the
various members of the category which influence, as Table 7 shows, the way in
which the classifier is used synchronically, and which could certainly
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influence as well the way in which the category will expand or shrink over
time.2% The classifier fuu, for example, which has traditionally been used
with respect to letters and other written documents, is now used by some
speakers with respect to telephone calls as well. This extension of the
category has presumably occurred because phone calls (regardless of their
lack of relation to other written documents) are like letters in that they
serve as a means of mediated communication.

It is unclear exactly what sort of special membership status it is that
produces the prototype effects illustrated by the tun example, or by the items
listed in Table 7. In the work of Rosch and her collezgues on what she now
calls "representative™ category members, Rosch discusses a number of
possible explanations for the special status of such members, including the
hypotheses that the representative exemplars represent the mean of the
attributes associated with the category, that they possess traits of
particular importance or memorability, that they are maximally different
from members of contrasting categories, that they are the most frequently
encountered members of the category, and that they are the first members of
the category encountered. On the basis of her work, Rosch finally comes to
the conclusions that "the items that have most attributes in common with other
members of their own category also have fewest attributes in common with
related contrast categories™ and that "the most representative exemplars of a
category have maximal within-category and minimal between-category
similarity.® (Mervis and Rosch 1981, p.99-100.)

When we turn to the "representative members®™ of the classifier
categories listed in Table 7, however, it is apparent that they do not in all
cases correspond to the characterization Mervis and Rosch provide, In some
cases, the "representative members" may merely be members of a particular
sub-category which is perceived of as distinct although it is lumped into the
same classifier category with other subcategories (which contain the "less
representative™ members of the classifier category). Although it may be
possible to discern a logical basis for grouping all these subcategories
under the aegis of a single classifier, this logic may not be of particular
salience to the speaker, and the separation among the various subclasses may
be so strong as to create a situation that verges on homonymy, at least in a

synchronic psychological sense. This phenomenon is illustrated by the
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oddity of the sentences in 41), where the co-membership of the various
subcategories mentioned is a particular classifier category is overridden by
their distinctiveness at what is apparently a more basic level of
classification. Such sentences would be out of place anywhere but in a

counting lesson.

41a) #* Kuruma ni- g%:L sofua san-dai, terebi itl-_dg_,
car 2=d sofa 3-dai TV 1=-dai

zenbu-de ku-dai-o t
all together 6-dai-OBJ inherlted

'I inherited two cars, three sofas, and one TV, six dai in all.?

b) # Kaban-ni-wa hon 1i-s , nooto on-
briefcase-LOC-TOP book 1-satu notebook l4-satu
kittetyoo O~ , zenbu-de zyuu-i-sgsatu-ga
book of stamps 5-satu  all together 11-satu-~NOM
haitte~imasu.

are entered

'In the briefcase there is one book, four notebooks, and five
books of stamps, eleven satu in all.

In cases of this sort, tha apparent representativeness of members of one of
these subcategories may be due to its relatively greater salience (for
whatever reasons) by comparison to the other subcategories in question,
rather than to its representation of any "central tendency" of the larger
classifier category as a whole.

In other cases, it appears that the representative member slot is
occupied by the most commonly encountered member of the category, as with
domestic livestock within the large animal category (too), chickens within
the bird category (wa), airplanes within the air vehicle category (ki). If
the Japanese bird category bears any resemblance to the one that has been
described with respect to English,25 it is clear that the chicken can in no way
be seen as representing the central tendency or "prototype™ of the category,
yet it is equally clearly the category member that first springs to mind when
speakers are asked about ya. Cases of this sort show the merit in Lakoff's
(1984). suggestion that not only "prototypical™ members in Rosch's sense but
also "ideal™ members, "paragons,® "instantiations of the social stereotype
for the category," "most salient members,” etc., may also be the source of
"prototype effects.”

Indeed, insofar as the admittedly limited data which I have collected
can be relied upon, it would seem that only mai and hon might be represented by
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exemplars conforming to the Mervis and Rosch characterization, and even in
these cases the match is problematic. Both of these shape-classifiers are
used with a wide variety of referents of various sizes, degrees of
flexibility, and degrees of abstraction. The "representative examples™ in
both cases, however, are both concrete and small enough to be manipulable.
This trend is also visible in the case of ko, although no single referent was
listed as an exemplar with the regularity of paper and pencils for maji and hon.

That these particular members of the hon and mai categories are
maximally distinet from neighboring classifier categories is suggested by
the fact that they may not appear with any other classifier. In this regard
they are unlike some other referents, such as plates, bottles, or coins, whose
relative dimensionality is susceptible to more than one interpretation,
allowing for the use of more than one of the dimension-classifiers, or those
very large or abstract referents which may also be denoted with the default
form tu.

In a sense, these "representative™ members of the hon and mal categories
are also special in that they epitomize, not only the hon and mai referent
classes, bhut the sort of referent that merits the most concentrated attention
of the claséifier system as a whole, i.e., relatively small, individuated
concrete objects. It should thus come as no surprise that it is these
referents that serve as the best exemplars of the categories to which they are
assigned, serving as the basis for the dimensional metaphors which reach out
and bring in members less readily perceived initially in terms of those
dimensions, i.e., abstracts and very large or extended objects. Because of
the semantic diversity which these categories ultimately achieve, though,
attempts to use the corresponding classifiers as cover terms for the wide
range of entities with respect to which they apply results in sentences no
iless ludicrous than the dai and satu examples shown in 41). There are simply
very few contexts in which trees, strings, and TV broadcasts, or plates,
sheets of paper, and carpets constitute groupings of any functional

significance.

Although it would require considerably more research to ascertain,
then, exactly what the source of the prototype effect is in each of the cases I
have cited, it is clear that a classifier unaccompanied by a noun may tend to
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evoke certain members of the associated referent class more readily than
others, and that this tendency may held for speakers as a group, rather than
varying unsystematically across individuals. If so, such facts should be
incorporated into any semantic description of these forms.

Because it neglects such complexities in the extensional composition of
the classifier categories, Sanches' attempt to characterize kind- and
quality-classifiers as essentially different semantic types (one associated
with lists of referents, the other with generative rules) can be seen as an
oversimplification at best. Although it may sometimes be easier to sum up
the logic behind the herding of a group of referents into a single quality-
classifier category, such a category, once constituted, is no more likely
than a kind~-classifier category to be semantically homogeneous. This is
because the vast majority of classifiers of both types are asscciated with
both intensional and extensional information about the categories they
denote, and evaluation of some potential rew member (at the level of either
langue or parole) may proceed on the basis of either type of information.
That is, a new member may be attracted into the category either because the
speaker judges it to possess the characteristics possessed by many, most, or
2ll members of the category, or because it bears some similarity tc particular
members of the category as presently constituted. It is presumably such a
process that has produced categories like the one reported for Garo (Adams and
Conklin 1973) which contains round objects such as stones, balls, eyes, and
coins, and round fruits, but also bananas (whie!; reéemble oranges and mangoes
in that they are fruit, although they are not round). Although I have no
diachronic evidence to back up my claim, it seems likely that representative
members would be more powerful than non-representative members in this
member-attracting capacity.26

Since extension-based expansion of this sort would appear to be
available for any category which in fact has extensicons, the source of
Sanches' claim about the gloomy prospects for classifiers associated with
listing definitions is considerably mitigated. So long as there is a single
referent associated with the classifier, there is potential for expansion.
Although I don't have the resources to pursue it here, it would be of
considerable interest to investigate the circumstances under which the

extensional approach is chosen over the intensional in evaluating the
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candidacy of a potential category member.27 It may be, for example, that in
cases where the classifier is associated with some large referent class, the
sheer number of members meeting the intensional requirements for membership
may in fact work against member-focused expansion. No such obstacle would
exist in the case of categories composed of but a single member, or of a few
members bearing no obvious intensional relationship to each other, as in the
case of, for example, sgo 'chests, flags, poles, samisens, stick-shaped
sweets,' where it is only extension-based assimilation that is possible.

What I hope to have illustrated with this discussion is that neither the
rationale behind the composition of a particular classifier category nor the
prospects for its future growth can be assessed a priori on the basis of its
inductive or deductive nature. Although it may be possible for the analyst
to detect a logic which accounts for the inclusion of many, if not all, members
of the category, there is no guarantee that it is this rationale that has
attracted all existing members of the category. Individual members,
especially those which occupy one of the prototype roles discussed, may be
equally powerful in affecting the course of development of the category, and
it may in fact be necessary to recognize several distinet, though not
necessarily incompatible, logics as the ties which bind the category together
and the vectors which provide directions for its future growth.

Summary of Semantic Properties of the System.

With this inventory of the semantic parameters which distinguish the
members of the Japanese classifier system from each other, I hope to have
provided at least a partial explanation for the distributional discrepancies
noted at the beginning of the chapter. Far frombeing drone-like fillers of a
single grammatical slot, charged with a certain uniform set of functional
roles, the individual classifiers differ significantly one from the other,
both in terms of the semantic nature of the categories they represent and in
terms of the distributional properties they exhibit.

One important factor in determining the frequency with which a form will
be used, for example, is the nature of the referent class with which it is
associated. As we have seen, the requirement that animate referents be

unambiguously marked as such results in frequent use of the animate
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classifiers and their failure to alternate with other members of the systenm,
and presumably influences their early acquisition by children. By contrast,
the relative lack of concern accorded abstract referents results in a very
different distributional pattern for classifiers for abstracts - they are
used infrequently, they are not among the first to be acquired, and they
alternate regularly with the general inanimate classifier tu, or sometimes
give way to nouns drafted to fill the classifier slot.

The classifiers for concrete inranimates exhibit yet another pattern =
the system contains a number of forms devoted to concretes, and there is
considerable variation and alternation among the many forms available. This
is due in large part to the existence of both kind-classifiers, which are
typically associated with rather narrow "inductive"” categories, and quality-
classifiers, which denote "deductive®" categories united by semantic
parameters of wide applicability. The quality-classifiers are of special
importance to the system because of their ability to accommodate any stray
referents without a kind-classifier of their own, and to convey unpredictable
or surprising information not carried by the noun with which they co-occur.
For this reason, the quality-classifiers generally outstrip the kind-

classifiers for inanimate concretes in frequency and breadth of use, order of -

acquisition, ete. Because of the very breadth of the categories which they
encode, though, they are generally restricted to uses in which they co-occur
with a full noun that specifies the identity of the referents in question.
Many of the kind-classifiers are not so restricted, precisely because the
referent classes with which they are associated are so narrowly circumscribed
that the classifier alone can convey nearly as much information as a full
noun,

A narrow referent class is not always required in order for a classifier
to be able to stand alone, however. The most general member of the system,
tu, in fact exhibits the same behavior, serving as a dummy inanimate argument
slot filler in cases where no particular referent is being denoted. Yet
other members of the system may appear without nominal antecedents or
accompaniment if they are associated with a referent class which contains
some clear representative members which stand out amongst their peers; it is
as areference to these members that an unaccompanied use of the classifier is
interpreted. Cases of this sort illustrate that we can no longer make do with
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the convenient fiction of the homogeneous lexical category bounded by a s¢t of
features shared by all its members. Some members are simply more equal than
others.

Because of the behavioral consequences of the semantic parameters
discussed in this chapter, any adequate characterization of the system as a
whole must take into account the distinctions noted between animate,
abstract, and concrete inanimate referents, between broad and narrow
referential ranges, between inductively and deductively organized
categories, It must also reflect the fact that these categories may not be
semantically homogeneous, but may instead contain members of different

statuses, included on the basis of different semantic rationales.

Implicatiopns for Representation of the Lexical Field.

Since the members of the system thus differ considerably among
themselves in terms of the breadth and internal heterogeneity of the
categories they represent, as well as the nature of the semantic parameters
uniting them, arriving at a psychologically real representation of the
semantic field is no easymatter. Considerable progress has been made in the
past few years in developing means for incorporating such properties of
natural categories into the semantic descriptions of individual lexical
items. Many problems still arise, however, in describing a whole lexical
field in terms that do not presuppose a discrete and neatly two-dimensional
partition of the semantic terrain. These problems are particularly acute in
the case of a lexical field like the classifier system, because it covers a
vast array of referents (all enumerables) with a very limited number of terms;
this necessitates the use of categories of extreme internal diversity and
semantic flexibility.

To date, there have appeared twoc attempts to describe the internal
semantic structure of the Japanese classifier system - one by Sanches (1977),
and one by Denny (1979a). Both researchers summarize their findings in the

form of taxonomic trees; these are reproduced in Figures 1 and 2 below.
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Figure 1

- e -

Numeral Classifier Domains in Japanese (nonliterary, by single units)
(from Sanches 1977, p.54)

1 Containers (not considered here)
2 Taxonomy-specific classifiers
2.1 Inanimate human artifacts
2.1.1 relatively smaller =ko
2.1.2 relatively larger -dai
2.1.3 Vehicles ~dai
2.1.3.1 Wheeled vehicles -dai
2.1.3.1.1 on tracks - ryo:
2.1.3.1.2 not on tracks -dai
2.1.3.2 Winged flying vehicles ~ki
2.1.3.3 Ships
2.1.3.3.1 relatively smaller =-so:

- 2.1.3.3.2 relatively larger -seki
2.1.3.3.3 Warships - tan
2.1.4 Furniture and implements
2.1.4.1 legged -kyaku
2.1.4.2 non-legged -sao (with drawers, chests)
2.1.4.3 Fire receptacles -sue
2.1.4.4 Hanging scrolls =fuku
2.1.4.5 " Eating implements -zen
2.1.4.6 Saleable =-hin
2.1.4.7 Work of art ~ten
2.1.4.8 Framed, nonhanging calligraphy -ka
2.1.4.9 Metal implements -cho
2.1.5 Clothing =chaku
2.1.6 Weapons
2.1.6.1 Swords ~furi
2.1.6.2 Guns
2.1.6.2.1 smaller (pistois) -cho
2.1.6.2.2 larger (cannon) -mon
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2.1.6.2.3 Ammunition

2.1.6.2.3.1 smpall -tama

2.1.6.2.3.2 large - hatu

2.1.7 Printed and written works

2.1.7.1 bound - satsu

2.1.7.1.1 relatively thick (volume) -kan
2.1.2.1.2 relatively thin (copy) -bu
2.1.7.2 unbound -tsu

2.1.7.3 Literary works -hen

2.1.7.3.1 nonpoetry ~hen

2.1.7.3.2 poetry

2.1.7.3.2.1 shorter =ku

2.1.7.3.2.2 longer -shu

2.2 Living things

2.2.1 Animal

2.2.1.1 Human -nin

2.2.1.2 Nonhuman =hiki

2.2.1.2.1 Mammals -hiki

2.2.1.2.1.1 Deer -~t€

2.2.1.2.2 Fish =-bi

2.2.1.2.3 Birds -wa

2.2.1.2.5 Large domestic mammals -to:

2.2.1.2.6 Dead animals ~-tai

2.2,2 Nonanimal = vegetable -kabu

2.2.2.1 Leaf -yo

2.2.2.2 Flower -rin

3. Shape specifiers, by predominant dimension
3.1 One~dimensional -~hon

3.2 Two-dimensisaal

3.2.1 length predominating -suji

3.2.2 length and breadth equally important -mai
3.2.3 height and breadth equally important -men
3.3 Three-dimensional =ko

3.3.1 length and breadth predominating =hen
3.3.2 Cubic -cho
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3.3.3 Irregularly shaped ~kai
3.3.4 Spherical =ko

3.3.4.1 Relatively larger -kyu/ -tama
3.3.4.2 Relatively smaller

3.3.4.2.1 Solid -tsubu

3.3.4.2.2 Liquid -teki

4, Process classifiers

4.1 Strung -ren

4,2 Lumped -~katamari

4.3 Stretched over a frame -hari
4.4 Grasped -nigiri

4.5 Cut -kire

4.6 Pinched -tsumami
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Figure 2

Semantic Features of Some Japanese Classifiers
(from Denny 1979a, p.320)

units

thin 5/// laces
concggg bstragt
specific general isu
qualitgs\\\\‘ ﬁ;?d&\
extended-~ relational animate inanimate
////lnesi\
1D 2D 3D
hon niai radial stret- bound
rin ched volume
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[ 11] 11 grame
-sma sma ari
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humans animals plants

nin-ri

[-birds] birds

hiki Ha
root.
plants
kabu
artifacts
machines
daj
powered
machines ki
boats
cutting
tools ¢hoo furniture

costumes ///
chaku

tables c¢hairs
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Obvious at first glance are the rather striking differences between the
two analyses, although they also share significant points of similarity.
Much of the discrepancy probably derives from the fact that the two
researchers were working with different data bases and with different goals
in mind. Sanches' analysis was based on data obtained in interviews with
over 300 informants and accords relatively equal attention to all the forms
elicited, one of the primary goals of the analysis being a forecast of the
historical prospects for the system as a whole. Denny, on the other hand,
relied primarily on data obtained from interviews with only two informants
and was concerned not so much with the overall structure of the systemas with
the theoretical implications of the existence of particular classifier
categories of certain types.

It is of interest that, in spite of these differences in stated aims,
both Sanches and Denny have chosen the taxonomic tree as the format within
which to formalize their findings Since the anthropological, linguistic and
psychological literature of recent years has contained many discussions of
the shortcomings of the taxonomy, both as an analytic tool and as a
psychologically real representation of semantic s;tr'uctur‘e,28 it is not
irreievant to ask why this choice of representative structure was made by both
researchers,

Denny fails to provide explicit justification for his decision;29 he may
simply be relying on a well-cstablished descriptive tradition as something of
a default technique for representing the semantic distinctions encoded in the
classifier system. Sanches, onthe other hand, makes a point of referring to
the markedness relations uniting the various members of the field and arguing
that the "unmarked" members, which occur at the higher levels of the taxonomic
structure, are the most important and stable members of a system which now
appears to be in decline. It is presumably the desire to represent these
differences in status which led her to choose the taxonomic tree as the
framework for her discussion.

While the differences in semantic breadth which characterize the
various classifiers are certainly an important characteristic of the system
and should figure in any representation of the field, intensive work with my
primary informant has suggested that the classifier system may in fact
contain a limited number of true superordinacy relations of the sort that a
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taxonomic representation is designed to capture. Sanches does not
explicitly describe the methodology used to assign the various classifiers to
the taxonomic nodes at which they appear; in my work I postulated the
existence of a superordinacy relation only when the more general term could be
used for all members of the category denoted by the more specific term.
Applying this methodology to the core-secondary list of classifiers in
Chapter 1, I was able to verify in the speech of my informant only the

relations shown in Table 8:

Table 8
Verified Superordinate-~Subordinate Pairs
Superordinate Subordinate
1. dai ‘'vehicles, furniture 'train cars
machines'’ ’ ﬁ tair vehicles'
taku 'tables, desks!
2. hen ‘t‘literary work! ku ';')oems'
sSyu oems !
3. hiki ‘'animals® oo 'large animals!
4, heya 'rooms' situ ‘'rooms!
ma 'Japanese style
rooms'
5. pip 'human beings! mei ‘'human beings®
(honorific)
6. hon 'long, thin objects! huri ‘'swords'
T. fu 'inanimates! most classifiers for
inanimates

Sanches' taxonomy may contain many more superordinacy relations than I
was able to verify if, in establishing it, she relied on an intuitive analysis
of the inclusion relations among the referent classes associated with the
various classifiers, instead of an analysis of the behavior of the
classifiers themselves. In Sanches' hierarchy, for example, ko *spherical®’
dominates tsubu 'relatively small, solid' and teki 'relatively smaller,
liquid, ' but if we examine the actual distributions of these classifiers, we
find that ko may in general not be used with reference to grains or drops of
liquid, which must be denoted by tubu and tekl instead. Sanches also
includes in her taxonomy nodes, such as "ships,™ or "living things," which
represent covert categories if they represent anything at all, since there
are no actual classifiers used exclusively for all ships or all living things.
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Because of these quirks of Sanches!' methodology, the tree she arrives at is
quite well-developed, containing subsystems of u2 to four levels of taxonomic
depth.

I would claim, however, that the sheerly linguistic evidence which I
considered presents a more faithful picture of the field, although it
indicates the existence of only the superordinancy relations shown in Table
8, which are quite limited in number and do not in fact involve all the members
of the field. These findings suggest that the taxonomic hierarchy may not be
the optimal means of representing the system, since its primary emphasis is on
superordinacy relations, which do not appear to figure significantly in
relating the various members of the field to one another.

The taxonomy is alsc an awkward means of representing this particular
field because it is not designed to accommodate either internally
heterogeneous categories or the co-existence of categories based on
different (and crosscutting) semantic rationales (such as those encoded by
the kind- and quality-classifiers). As we have seen, however, both of these
properties are characteristic of the Japanese classifier system.

The difficulty can be seen if we take as a starting point Kay's (1971,
p.869) definition of a taxonomie structure:

A relational structure ... is a taxonomic structure just if it

satisfies the following two axicms:
First, there is exactly one member of T which strictly includes

every other member, This member is called the unique beginner. ...
GEiSion or 3 aek iike subsets Chat placks cach aeiberoF bhe riBinel
set in exactly one of tha subsets. ...

Setting aside the initial problem of deciding on a unique beginner for
the field (there in fact appears to be none), we soon encounter the problem of
how to integrate both kind- and quality-classifiers into a single taxonomy.
Because classifiers of the two types encode different semantic perspectives,
some referents could be included in more than "exactly one™ of the subsets
which the classifiers represent. A sword, for example, might. be referred to
by means of a shape-based (quality) classifier (hion 'long, slender object?),
a kind-classifier (huri 'sword'), or, if it is considered a work of art, a
function-based (quality) classifier (ten).30 Cases like this would violate
strictures like the following, which Kay, in his 1971 specification of the

' taxonomic model (p.870) , 1ists as an explicit consequence of the axioms and

definitions which he provides:
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If two _distinct taxa have any members in common, then one of them
strictly includes the other. hat is, any two distinct taxa are either
mutually exclusive or in the relation of strict-inclusion.

In fact, this difficulty arises not only because of the possibility of
adopting a kind- or quality-based view of a particular referent; similar
conflicts may also arise wyithin a single one of these domains. Within the
shape domain, the same coin, being both round and thin, may be denoted with
either maj 'flat, thin object' or ko 'small, roundish object.!'

It is impossible, though, to avoid this difficulty by, say, making all
the shape-clascsifiers superordinate to the kind=-classifiers associated with
referents possessing the appropriate shape, because the kind-claszifier
category may unite referents of various shapes. Although all the members of
the huri category (swords) could safely be assigned to a slot subordinate to
hon, for example, innumerable difficulties would arise with other forms.
How would all the exemplars of sao {chests, flags, and sweets) be included,
for example, or all the exemplars of zen (trays, chopsticks) as subordinate to
a single shape-classifier?

The alternative solution of assigning each of these classifier types to
a separate branch of the tree is equally unsatisfactory, since many of the
classifiers, as we have seen, are associated with very heterogeneous referent
classes, with some members united in terms of one type of semantic parameter,
the remainder in terms of another. Thus, as I noted earlier, categories like
the one associated with hon, which encompasses both long, slender objects and
means of mediated communication, straddle the line between kind- and quality-
classifiers making it impossible to assign these classifiers to just one
branch of the taxonomy, as required by this solution,

It is also impossible to create distinet taxonomies for, say, kind-
classifiers, shape-based quality classifiers, and function-based quality-
classifiersunless certain classifiers are to be included in more than one of
the resultant systems, for none of these systems stands alone. Tu, for
example, participates in all of them, filling in the interstices among the
more clearly bounded semantic domains associated with the more specific
forms, Similarly, the shape classifiers fill in the gaps in the kind-
classifier system for concrete inanimates, and the kind-classifier system
provides forms for denoting entities for which no options are provided in the

quality-classifier systems, as in the case of animates.
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The establishment of a taxonomy which incorporates all the members of
the clagsifier system is also complicated by the methodology that must be used
to discover superordinacy relations, and the sensitivity of that methodology
to the internal heterogeneity of some of the classifier categories. The
issues that arise here are slightly different from those involved in
investigating a noun taxonomy, because with nouns we may ask the informant
such questions as "Is A a kind of B?" or "What kind of thing is an A?" or "What
are the different kinds of B?", thereby arriving at the inclusion relations
that held among the categories encoded. With classifiers, this methodology
is inapplicable, since classifiers are not labels for classes of referents in
the way that nouns are. It makes no sense to ask an informant, "Is a £g¢a kind
of hiki?" since there are no referents that would be labeled £too or hiki in the
way that there are referents that would be labeled bird or robin.

In the absence of this technique, we must derive our information about
superordinacy relations by first ascertaining which referents may be denoted
with a particular classifier, such as itoo, then checking whether other
members of the classifier inventory, such as hikji, may also be used whenever
too is applicable. Ultimately, we may postulate superordinacy
relationships in cases where one formmay be used in all instances where one or
more other (subordinate) terms may be used, but not vice versa. Thus, to draw
a parallel from the noun system, since all things that we may call "robins®" may
also be called "birds," but not vice versa, we may induce that the "birg"
category is superordinate to the "robin"™ category.

When we attempt to apply this methodology to the classifier system,
however, we are faced with several difficulties posed by the internal
heterogeneity of many of the categories that are encoded. One sort of
difficulty arises, of course, when subgroups of the members of a particular
category are included in it on the basis of different semantic rationales,
resulting in the creation of a grouping which cannot be seen as subordinate to
any other single mémber of the system because the members it unites are so
disparate. While the trunks denoted with sao, for example, could also be
denoted with dai, suggesting that gsao might be assigned a slot subordinate to
dai within the system, the inclusion of flags and sweets in the same sao
category makes such an assignment impossible., Although it might be possible
to dismiss such cases as mere instances of homonymy, the validity of such a
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solution is cast into doubt because all members of the category are, in fact,
included on the basis of some relation with the basic 'stick' meaning of the
classifier morpheme itself.

In the more commonplace case of classifiers associated with referent
classes which are non-homogeneous by virtue of their inclusion of more and
less representative members, additional problems arise, since a given
referent may differ from another not only in the degree of goodness of
membership in the category associated with the classifier typically used to
denote it, but in its goodness of membership in superordinate categories as
well.3?

The category associated with the classifier kyaku, for example, is
clearly internally heterogeneous., While some speakers may use kyakuy for all
legged furniture, even ladders, many use it only with respect to chairs, which
seem to constitute the central members of the category, even for those who use
the term more broadly. The behavior of dai, the classifier for furniture in
general, and the most likely immediate superordinate for kyaku, clearly
reflects the internal complexity of the kyaku category, since it may
felicitously be used, according to my primary informant, only with respect to
those referents which are pot central members of the kyaku category.
Although dai may appear in the place of kyaku with respect to a ladder or a bed,
say, it would not be used in reference to a chair unless the chair were somehow
atypical like, perhaps, a throne.

Degree of membership-related problems of this sort have also been
pointed out by critics of the taxonomic hierarchy as a model for folk
biological taxonomies. Randall (1976), for example, notes that folk
taxonomies often fail to exhibit complete transitivity of the inclusion
relationship. Although the taxonomic model would seem to predict that if
taxon B is subordinate to taxon A, and taxon C is in turn subordinate to taxon
B, then C should also be subordinate to A, breakdowns of the transitivity
principle are not infrequent. Oaks are trees and scrub oaks are oaks, but
scrub oaks are not trees.

Kay (1975) suggests that cases like this often arise with taxa that are
not prototypical members of the taxon that immediately precedes them. A
scrub oak, for example, is not a typical oak. To solve the difficulty, Kay
proposes that for folk taxonomies (but not academic taxonomies), it might be
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possible to do away with the axiom stipulating that a given taxon can be
immediately preceded by at most one other taxon. Relaxation of this
requirement would allow for the existence of taxonomic structures containing
cycles of the type illustrated in Figure 3, where a single taxon, such as

"serub oak" here, is immediately preceded by more than one taxon.

Figure }

Example of a Cycle in a Taxonomic Graph
(from Kay 1975, p.158)

*Plant
b ree *B sh ...
'P ne *Dak ///}1
'... *Scrub oak

In determining whether a scrub oak is in fact a tree or a bush, the shortest
immediate precedence chain is given priority, making it a bush rather than a
tree.

As Kay illustrates with this proposal, ad hoc solutions to the problems
posed for the taxonomic framework by internally heterogeneous categories can
be devised. Using them, however, may actually mask serious
incompatibilities between "the taxon®™ as it has traditionally been conceived
of and the often heterogeneous natural categories that these taxonomic nodes
actually represent.

In cases of the sort addressed by Kay above, a given taxon shows
conflicting partial loyalties tomore than one potential superordinate. The
cases which become apparent in investigating the Japanese classifiers (with
the methodology described) are slightly different, since they involve the
apparent inapplicabiiity of any superordinate. That is, very good members
of certain categcries appear to be denotable only by means of the more
specific classifier (such as kyaku, in the example cited above), while the
potential superordinate (such as daj) is usable only in the case of referents
which are marginal members of the subordinate (kyaku) category. It isas if
solid membership in the narrower category effectively removes the referent
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from the domain of the superordinate term,32 leaving within its purview only
those referents which will fit into no more specific category. While the
traditional taxonomic model assumes the sort of relation between
superordinate (upper case letters) and subordinates (lower case letters)
shown in Figure 4, T would suggest that Figure 5 is a more accurate

representation in many cases.

Figure 4
A

In Figure 4, the semantic territory of the superordinate term, 4, is
completely partitioned into subterritories, each denotable either by means
of its own label, a, b, or ¢, or by means of the superordinate term A. In
Figure 5, on the other hand, large portions of the territory of A are not
assigned to any subordinate term, with the result that A is the only label
available. In cases where subterritories have been distinguished and
labeled, their internal heterogeneity is reflected in heterogeneous naming
patterns. While the core members of the category may be denoted only by means
of the subordinate label g, b, or ¢, the remaining nembers may be referred to
either by means of the subordinate term or the superordinate term 4.

One might object, of course, that the view of the field which is shown in
Figure 5 appears with classifiers only because of the methodology, i.e.,
investigation of usage patterns, to which we are reduced in analyzing the
field. Wemight gain a similar impression, onemight argue, in investigating
a noun taxonomy if we relied on the same methodology, although reluctance to
use the superordinate label might in fact be related to factors other thana
reluctance to recognize the referent in question as simultaneously a member
of both subordinate and superordinate level categories. It has been found,
for example (Rosch, et al. 1976; Downing 1980) that speakers tend to use
midlevel, "basic" level terms, such as g¢hair, more often than super- or
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subordinate terms (such as furniture or Chippendale ¢hair), although it is
quite unlikely that they would deny that Chippendale chairs are one kind of
chair and that chairs are one kind of furniture.

Even with nouns, though, there is a sense in which clear membership in a
subordinate category diminishes the identity of the referent as a member of
the superordinate category, as well as the 1ikelihood that the superordinate
label will be used. If we had to decide on a superordinate level
characterization of a robin or a chicken, we would probably agree that both
are members of the "bird" category. 1In referring to either, however, we
would be unlikely to use the word bird, because in both cases the more specific
label conveys much more information about the crucial traits of the bird in
question. The chicken, for example, is probably most significant for the
culinary uses to which it may be put, but this dimension is totally neglected
or obscured if the speaker decides to use the label bird instead of chicken.
To this extent, it ig more of a chicken than a bird. Cases of this sortare not
that uncommon - once you become President, you are no longer just a Dixon, Ill.
hometown boy. By contrast, a superordinate label is likely to be used if the
bird in question is clearly a bird but not, say, a common one, or one
recognized for particular traits which set it apart from the rest of birddom.

In other words, when a referent fits well into a subordinate level
categorization, mention of which conveys significant information about that
referent, it is to the speaker's advantage to use that term instead of a less
informative superordinate.33 For referents which are not central to any
subordinate level category, and with respect to which use of a subordinate
term may in fact be misleading, the use of the superordinate is a convenient
alternative, in effect plugging the interstices which separate the core of
one subordinate category from that of another.3¥ 1In the classifier systen,
this characterization may in fact fit not only superordinate kind-
classifiers, such as daj, but also apply to the quality-classifiers as a
group, since both can be seen as a means of supplementing the limited number of
distinctions encoded in the lower levels of the kind-classifier system.
This technique is probably of even greater usefulness in the case of
classifiers than in the case of nouns because the classifier system consists
of so many fewer terms and, consequently, much broader interstitial areas

where referents owe no particular allegiance to any of the subordinate level
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terms.
Viewing the system from this perspective, we can see that forecing it into

a traditional hierarchical model not only distorts the nature of the
relationships which hold among the categories associated with the members
which compose it; it also fails to represent the very important
interdependency which unites the kind- and quality-classifiers. Although
the small number of superordinacy relations which appear within the system do
explain some regularities of use, more or less following the markedness
hypothesis proposed by Sanches, the Internal heterogeneity of the classifier
categories and the kind/quality split are certainly of equal if not greater
importance, yet they cannot be incorporated in any comfortable way within the
hierarchical taxonomic model. Although it may be possible to patch up the
model to account, at least in some ad hoc way, for some of these problems, this
may not be the best solution. At the very least, the model should be coupled
with another which can accommodate the messiness of natural categories; at
best it should give way to a serious attempt to represent the considerable
amount that is now known about the psychological properties of lexical
categories. Such a venture would undoubtedly be of profit in the
representation of lexical subsystems other than the classifiers, although

the problems in applying the present model emerge with particular clarity in
this domain.
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FOOTNOTES

1The &gﬂ;g?_ actually include analyses of what are called "long words"
(2,000,000 words) and "short words" (3,000,000 words), with the "short word"
count including forms that would best be called "roots" rather than "words™ in
English. For this reason, I have cited tie 2,000,000 word "long wora® count

here.

2Tn cases where the referent class listed by my informant(s) differs
sifnificantly from that listed in the published source from which I
originally drew the form, the classifier is marked with an asterisk. See
Appendix 2 for the "standard" use of the asterisked forms.

3See, for example, Conklin 1981 for extensive demonstration of the
importance of animacy /n the classifier systems of Tai and Austronesian.

“Animacy is not necessarily a semantic primitive, associated as it is
with such traits as the ability to locomote, the ability to act, the ability to
think, etc., each of which mai' be associated individually with the operation
of some grammatical rule. Since these characteristics do tend to cluster,
though, and since they do tend to imply the animacy of their possessor;
"animacy®™ becomes a convenient rubric under which to group them for the
purposes of this study.

5This pattern is not restricted to Japanese. Conklin makes similar
observations with respect to Tai (Conklin 1981), and Burling (1965) notes
that the Burmese residual classifier khu, like Japanese tu, may not be used
with respect to people, animals, or sacred beings. Rare and interestin
exc%&tions do, of course, exist. Conklin (1981), for example, mentions tha
in ite Tai, a species of sparrow=hawk distinguished by its speckled
markings, is classed with fishnets and other knitted or woven articles, and in
Shan ringed snakes are classed with other striped things.

61n this usage, ko may also beused in a classifier-like way with respect
to abstract nouns which would ordinarily take tu instead:

Kafa{akasii dentoo-no ue-ni tatu
brilliant tradition-GEN top-LOC stand

i-kko=-no gakumon de aru. (F)
1-small, roundish object-GEN discipline COP

'It is a self-standing discipline based on a distinguished tradition.'
TFor a description of the honorific system, see Harada 1975.

81n this sense, hitori-de may be used with respect to animals and even
inanimate referents, as in:

a) Hibari-ya suzume-wa, minna sizen-ni sinde-iku
lark-CO sparrow-TOﬁ all naturally die-go

zgaa nai, hi -de. (0)

COP NEG 1-&%%’3 being-INST

'Don'%'even such animals as larks and sparrows all naturally die
Kono go-wa zibun hitori-de imi-o motu.

this word-TOP self 1-human being-INST meaning-OBJ possess

'This word alone carries a meaning.!

9¢cf. Givon 1970, which describes the resolution of human/non-human
gender conflicts in Bantu in favor of the "unmarked™ and non-human category.

10see Backus 1972 for a discussion of the factors conditioning the
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choice of the numeral-noun construction (as opposed to the numeral-
classifier construction) in Japanese.

1phis strategy is also used occasionally in referring to human beings,
as in the exaiuiple below, but such usages are much less frequent than in the
case of abstracts, probably because the{ tend to carry a distinctive
statistical cr reportorial tcne inappropriate in conversational contexts buf
suitable to the more foritial types of linguistic cuntexcs il wiich abstirace
concepts are often discussed.

sikago-ni sumu, itﬁu“ﬁ%&_ﬁa k{uu-nihon-riku un-no
Chicago-~LOC live 1=, - ~NOM old-Japan-army-GEN

guntoo hito-puri-o motte ... (NF)
sword 1-sword-0BJ have

'An'mm“m&gn living in Chicago has an old Japanese army sword

12The possibility also exists, of course, as the standard line of
reasoning goes, that societies start out using, and providing linguistie
labels for, relatively concrete concepts, only Tater inding more abstract
categories to be of use, in the classifier system or elsewhere, This is the
premise underlying the Berlin and Kay (1969) explanation for the order in
which color terms develog and it could with equal ease be afglied to
classifier systems by hypothesizing that these systems start out with labels
for categories of concrete objects of immediate cultural or intellectual
relevance and that it is only later, as the civilization process proceeds and
more abstract concepts, includi the concept of abstract number divorced
from any particular concrete instantiation, enter the cultural inventory,
that the classifier system either expands to include them or gives way to a
limited, more grammatical expression of the abstract concept of number.

There may be something to such speculation as this, but, with respect to
Japanese, there is no evidence to support the notion that the classifier
system has become increasingly abstract over the years. From the earliest
recorded stages of the language, there have been indigenous classifiers for
abstracts inuse, although many of them, like the forms used today as abstract
classifiers, were also used as nouns.

13Tu is in fact much more of a last resort here than it is when used for
abstract referents. While a speaker could use tu in referring to virtually
any abstract referent without compromising his reputationas a comgetent user
of the language, his choice of tu over many of the concrete classifiers which
are available would be considered substandard.

14on1 eda, which is used for branches kf‘b‘“’ which is used for roots or
bulbs and for rooted plants, and r_mf, whic'h s used for flowers, are used

for the plant part rather than all objects having a similar shape.
The categories encoded by the various shape-based classifiers do often
include plants or plant parts as core members, as with for trees,
branches, and stems mgjﬁ or leaves, for fruits, and for grains.
These classifiers, though, are not lexically derived from morphemes meaning
'tree,! 'leaf,' ete., as comparable forms in other languages often are
(Conklin 1981). Although there are some forms in the system which do
exflicitly acknowledge their dependency on a plant-based metaphor, e.g., Y00
(tleaf'), used for leaves, cards, and paper, ('stem'), used for long,
thin objects, these forms are seldom used ypically giving way to the
standard shape-based forms 1like hon and mai, whose referential ranges include
or overlap with their own.

151t is, of course, difficult to assess on this basis whether these terms
were robust members of the system, since mere appearance in an inventory
says nothing about frequency or range of use.

16conkiin (1981) describes a similar phenomenon in White Tai, where the
"neutral® classifier Zgn iiso broad in itsmeaning that it allows classifier
doubling, whereby both ?an< and a more specific classifier are used with
respect to a single referent.
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1Tror extensive discussion of the groperties of natural categories, see
the work of Eleanor Rosch, in particular the recent summary in Mervis and

Rosch 1981,

181n fact, in some cases, it is not clear that all members of the cateior'y
share traits at all. As Lakoff (1984) illustrates in his detailed
discussion of the hon category, some members of the category may merely be
said to metaphorically possess the trait(s) in question, or they may be
includedbin he category by virtue of some metonymic association with more
core members.

19This is because some members of the system are associated with
categories which can be arrived at onlg by the co-application of both
inductive and deductive principles. Both the boat category and the animal
categor¥, which, I would argue, are inductively given, are split up in the
classifier system into two subcategories (§g&£ and 800 i and too,
respectively) on the basis of (the deductive parameter of) “size.

The category associated with the primarily deductive classifier can
also be seen as the result of the co-application of the two sorts of criteria
since, in addition to concrete objects which are unquestionably long and
slender, it also includes a number of referents which can be seen as members of
the (inductive) subfamily of "indirectly transmitted communication.?
Consider the examples listed below:

2) Hageki i~ 1 kureru dewa arimesen. (F)
postcard 1-&&@&%& give COP NEG
'He didn't even send a postcard.!

b) Ni-san=hon-no tegami-o
2-3-long, slender object-GEN 1§tter-0BJ

yuubinuke-ni nageirete-itta.
mailbox-LOC throw in-went

'He threw two or three letters into the mailbox.'!

c) Boku-no tokoro-e kita denpoo-ga
I-GEN place-GOAL came telegram-NOM

on-zyu-ppon-gurai atta ka na. (0)
ic-lgn&_g_lgnﬁgr_omm-approximately existed Q PP

'I think there were about 40 telegrams that came to my place.'!

d) Denwa-no i- -gurai
telephone-CGEN 1-%_algndg_ub_1§_c_t_-approximately

kakete-mo ii noni, ... (F)
make-even good though

'even though it wouldn't have hurt to make a phone call, ...!

e) Jti-niti-ni san-bon-mo tuzukete
1-day-LOC  3-long, slender object-EMPH in a row

eiga-o mitara, atama-ga itaku natta.
movie~0BJ saw-when head=-NOM painful became

'Seeing three movies in a row on one day gave me a headache.'

£) san-yon-hon-no bangumi-o rekki-site-
3-14-{0 -GEN prggram-OBJ list

itari-suru rei-mo  sukunaku-naku, ... (NF)
example~-too rare-NEG

'and cases where (a child) listed three or four (TV) programs were
not unusual ...'!
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There are several possible explanations for why hopn may be used with all
these referents in spite of the variation in their actua fhysical shape.
One is that the ori%inal form of indirect personal communication, the letter,
originally had a sticklike, shape, since it was rolled up into a scroll,
It retained as its classifier even when its shape changed to the flat
envelope that we know today, and hon was then extended to use with other forms
of personal communication made possible by modern technology. The use of hon
with _tmiggm., 'program' might, on the other hand, have been borrowed from its
use with reels of film (which are, after ali, long and sticklike when
unrolled), although the mechanism by which television images are projected is
quitg dif‘) erent. Yet another explanation is suggested by sentences like the
one in g):

) zyu=-ppon-ni san-bon-wa
8 10-long, slender object-LOC 3-long, slender object~CONTR

kanarazu hitto-o utu ... (NF)
always hit-0BJ hit

'they always make a hit on three (pitches) out of ten ...!

which illustrates the use of hon with items moving through space from one
point to another, as do letters, TV waves, etc.

Whatever the ultimate explanaticn for the inclusion of all these members
in the hon category (and more than one of the hypotheses I have suggested may
in fact be relevant), it is clear that they constitute a cohesive group
relatable only throuﬁl_a metaphor or historical explanation to the "long,
slender" property which is shared b'y most (concrete) members of the category.
(See Kenboo 1976 for additional ¥specialized" uses of hoq.

Although cases 1like this plague any attempt to cleanly split up
classifiers of the two types I have described, it is equally difficult to tr
and arrive at any adequate representation of the system which does no
recognize the distinction. As we shall see, there are fairly striking
differences in the ways in which the two types of classifiers are used.

20Many referents have several classifier options conventionally
associated with them, each emphasizi different rOfer-ties which they
possess. Mirrors, for example, may be classified with either men or dai, men
emphasizing the mirrored surface itself, daj the mirror's function as a piece
of furniture. Trees may be counted wiéh s Which emphasizes the tree's
status as a living plant, or hon, which emphasizes its static shape as a
fixture in the landscape. » used of an apartment, focuses on the
phygécal structure itself, while P ) emphasizes its function as a family
residence.

These alterations may involve quality- as well as kind-classifiers.
The housewife referring to cloves that she intends to stud a ham with may use
the classifier };A_Q#, which emphasizes their sticklike shape, but if she merely
intends to add them to a bougquet garni, she may use _&um instead, their
relative dimensionality having become irrelevant.

21The use of ten as opposed to mal here also makes it clear that we are
talking about fifty fypes of stamps, as opposed to fifty tokens.

221nterestinglg', this does not appear to be true of mai, the classifier
for flat, thin objects. This finding echoes Clark 1977, where she notes that
the spat:[al parameter of flatness (unlike other spatial parameters) is rarely
reflected in the lexical overextensions characteristic of child speech.

23These criteria are, of course, not foolproof, since the possibility
always exists that culturaily salient referents will be endowed withmultiple
means of referring to them, leaving only referents of marginal importance
with but a single referential option. Various factors have induced me to
dismiss this possibility for the purposes of the present analysis, however:

1. The unavailabilitﬁ off the default classifier for the
"representative” members picked out by this eriterion suggests that they are,
at the least, not marginal members of the categories associated with the
classifiers consistently used to denote them.

2. The "representative™ members indicated by the use of this criterion
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do not conflict with those suggested by the other two criteria considered.
. Label-=loyalty of this sort has been used as a measure of codability
gheaee, cultural value) since Brown and Lenneberg introduced the concept in

g54.

4, The work of Rosch and her colleagues has suggested that "the items
that have most attributes in common with other members of their own category
also have fewest attributes in common with related contrast categories.
Both family resemblance and dissimilarity from contrast categories are
highly correlated with ratings of representativeness for superordinate and
basic level natural categories and for artificial categories." (Mervis and
Rosch 1981, 8.99) Although I would not argue that "representative™ category
members of the sort I have singled out in my discussion here are ;gg_g_cf_q_gi to
the "prototgges" that have been much discussed in the fsycho ogical
literature, their maximal dissimilarity to members of nei%hbor ng classifier
cate%ories (as indicated by the impossibility of using other classifiers in
denoting them) suggests that they may in fact be very good category members
rather than, as the devil‘s advocate might suggest, culturally irrelevant
entities suffering from the lexical underrepresentation that is their due.

24gee Lakoff 1084 for a grototype-based discussion of Annette Schmidt's
diachronic data on the Dyirbal noun class system,

251n Rosch's research on the prototypicality judgments of American
English speaking college students, she found that ca e%ory members like robin
an were rated as most birdlike (1.02 and 1. 8, respectively, on a
scale o% 7;, while the chicken rated only a lowly 4.02. The discrepancy
between Rosch's findings and the apparent status of the chicken as
representative of the wa category may be due to the fact that Rosch's
experimental instructions very clearly focused her subjects' attention on
central members of the bird category, while my instructions (to simply list
the first example that came to mind) may have tended to elicit instead
frequently encountered members of the category. (One could argue against
this interpretation, though, on the basis of the fact that Batt gland
Montague's norms for English speakers, in which subjects were asked simply to
list all the members of a category, e.g., , that they could think of in a
limited period of time, show a significant correlation with Rosch's
results, although their instructions were more similar to those I used.)
Another more intriiuing possibility is that the prototypes for classifier
categories and their corresponding common noun categories may differ, I
hope to investigate this question in the future; if this were in fact the
findinf, it would lend some significant support to the claim (see Denny 1976)
that classifier categories and noun categories are of different semantic

types.

26see Kenboo 1976 for interesting lists of recent, extended uses of the
classifiers ki (_#: ), hon and pmen.

2Tsee Brooks 1978 for a discussion of the importance of analogy in making
category Jjudgments.

283ee for example Hunn 1976, Kay 1975, and Randall 1976.

29penny's taxonomic tree in fact encodes no W superordinacy
relations, although it is primarily taxa united by this relation that a
taxonomy is designed to represent. Unless we consider the labeled but
unlexicalized nodes in Denng's tree to represent covert taxa, then, the tree
as presented does not constitute a true taxonomy.

300ne might note that superficially similar cases arise in the analysis
of noun systems without being taken as counterevidence to tiie existence of a
taxonomy. Forms like ,pfqgug_e_or pet, for example, which encode functionally
defined groupings of plants and animals, cannot be incorporated into the
biological taxonomies which contain taxa like those denoted by m%mu_
ete., and are best assigned to an alternative parallel system of
classificatidn. As we shall see below, however, this sort of solution is
unworkable in the case of the classifier syséem because of the heavy
interdependencies among the different types of classifiers.

31Actually, as I discussed earlier, there are various sorts of special
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membership status (other than good/foor) that are equally difficult to
represent within the taxonomic model, e.g., salient, familiar, socially

sanctioned, ete.

32This is not true in all cases. Membership in a subordinate level
category does not necessarily supersede membership in the superordinate
taxon; much degends on the relative importance of the two particular taxa
involved. With respect to noun taxonomies, for example, much has been made
of the fact that the mid-level, "basic level, " or "generic level" affiliation
of referents is typicallg the most psychologically salient (Rosch, et al.
1976). In accordance with this gr-ine ple, we might expect to find that the
basic level affiliation of a referent might remove it from the domain of
superordinates more readily than affiliation at levels subordinate to the
basic one would be able to eclipse basic level identification.

With respect to the Japanese classifier szstem, however, I have been
able to discern no one 1gener-al rinciple of this ! e to predict when members
of a particular classifier category will be easily denotable by means of a
superordinate term, and when the! will not. There does not appear to be any
"basic level™ within the classifier system, since those classifiers whichare
most used and which appear to be the most difficult to replace, do not occupy
any one stratum of semantic generality. While taku 'table, desk,' for
instance, is easily replaced with the superordinate term , Satu 'book,
magazine,' etc., resists replacement. To explain cases of this sort, it may
be neeessarg' to appeal to such notions as "cultural salience," which books
(1ike animates) presumably possess to a greater degree than tables. Inother
cases, other factors may be crucial. Some speakers, for example, resist
using hiki 'animal' in the place of 'bird, (rabbi{:), (winged insect),!

while they show no such qualms in using it instead of tlarge animal.'
Here the inconsistent behavior of may be related to the fact that large
animals are more characteristic than birds of the animal ( category as a

whole. Because a robin is an extremely representative bird, in other words,
but is not particularly representative of the larger "animal”" category, use
of hiki is much less approiriate than it would be with respect to a horse or a
cow. So it is the internal heterogeneity of the superordinate category that

is crucial in this case.
As these examples illustrate, the various patterns of interaction

between superordinate and subordinate level categories within the classifier
system cannot be summed up in terms of any one principle. It is clear,
however, and this is my point here, that none of these patterns are easily
representable within the traditional taxonomic model.

33The applicability of this maxim is, of course, dependent on the
linguistic context in which the use occurs, and it could be easily set aside in
the interests of redundancy-avoidance, style, etc.

34 The anthropological and psychological literature is, in fact, full of
studies contending that superordinate terms, by comparison to midlevel
terms, tend to be added to the lexicon later, used less frequently, and
acquired later by children. See, for example, Anglin 1977; Rosch, et al,
1976; Berlin, et al. 1973.
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CHAPTER 4
INSTANTIATION OF UNIVERSAL SEMANTIC TRENDS IN THE
JAPANESE CLASSIFIER SYSTEM

As I mentioned in Chapter 1, it has been claimed by a variety of
researchers that the inventory of classifiers that a language will possess is
to some extent predictable, since classifiers, cross-linguistically, encode
categories of a special semantic type, or a certain limited number of types.
It has also been suggested that because of the special semantic properties of
the classifiers, they may be put to distinctive uses within the sentence,
supplementing the information provided by the nouns without vastly
increasing the number of lexical items which compose the linguistic system as
a whole. In this chaptei, I will describe these hypotheses in somewhat
greater detail and evaluate their validity in the light of the evidence

provided by the Japanese classifier system.

is 1; €1 f igti e
Semantic type.

The observation that there are certain semantic categories which
classifier languages encode virtually without exception has led to
speculation that classifiers are somehow "special™ semantically, that their
semantic role is distinet from that of other parts of speech. It has been
noted, for example, that in language after language there are classifiers
which encode categories of animates (as opposed to inanimates) and categories
defined on the basis of the three basic shapes of long, flat, and round
(extended in one, two, and three dimensions, respectively, in Denny's
terminology). Different authors take different approaches in explaining
why these regularities exist, and why they should be observable in the
classifier system, rather than in some other portion of the lexicon.

One explanation for the frequent encoding of animacy and dimensionality
is that these distinctions are of particular perceptual salience to all human
beings, regardless of culture., Clark (1977), for example, draws the
parallel with child language acquisition and points out that the patterns of
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overextension that characterize the child's early attempts to use lexical
items often involve the very same parameters that are encoded in classifier
systems. The two cases of overextension taken from Clark (p.455) and cited
in Table 1, below, for example, are based on the shape parameters of "round"

and "long and thin," which frequently appear in classifier systems as well.

Table 1
Overextensions in Child Language (Clark)
Expanded
Lexical item First referent domain of application
a. nénin breast, food button on a garment, point
of bare elbow, eye in gor-
trait, face of person in
photo
b. tee stick cane, umbrella, ruler, (old-

fashioned) razor, board of
wood, all stick-like
objects

Clark explains the parallel here in the following terms (p.450):

The properties chosen as criterial for category membership by young
children are presumably those that are the most salient for the youn
child, The same properties appear to govern numeral and verba
classifier systems. I will suggest that these natural categories may
be universal precisely because they have a common cognitive basis.

Both classifier systems and overextensions of the sort cited in Table 1
depend, in Clark's view, on an "a priori categorization process"™ which is
highly dependent on the visual form (i.e., shape) of the entities classified,
with additional physical properties, e.g., size and orientation, serving as
secondary classificatory parameters. Although classifications based on
function may also appear in classifier systems or motivate overextensions,
they differ from the shape-based classifiications in that they are language-
or culture-specific.

Adams and Conklin concur with Clark in emphasizing the importance of
vision-related parameters in defining classifier categories, and they
suggest some possible reasons for the primacy of vision (Adams and Conklin
1973, p.8):

One of the most fascinating facts of numeral classification is its

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



118

dependence on the visual feature of form. There are no metaphors based
Decauss the” ipresoibne sained from Lhom are more Lo bases and
transitory. Also the visual impression requires less intimacywithor
closeness to the object concerned.

Allan presents a somewhat different, though related, explanation for
the importance of parameters of shape. It is not solely the fact that shape
is a visually perceived quality that determines its relevance to classifier
systems, Allan argues, for color, another visually perceived quality, is
never encoded in such systems. This may be, Allan suggests, because colors
vary with variations in lighting and become totally useless as classificatory
cues in the dark. Furthermore, color resembles qualities of taste, smell,
and sound (which are also virtually absent from classifier systems) in that it
is perceivable by one sense alone. Qualities like these are not exploited,
he suggests, in adherence to the 0ld principle about not putting all your eggs
in one basket.

Shape differs from color, sound, etc., in that it is perceivable
tactilely, as well as visually, conforming to the constraint that Allan
ultimately proposes (Allan 1977, p.298):

The characteristics denoted by the categories of classification must
be perceivable by more than one of the senses alone.

Although Allan's explanation for the frequent encoding of the three
basic shape parameters in classifier systems thus differs somewhat from
Clark's, and from Adams and Conklin's, his final conclusion would seem to
express equally well the gist of their findings (Allan 1977, p.307-8):

The recurrence of similar noun classes in many widely dispersed
languages from separate families, spoken by disparate cultural groups,
demonstrates the essential similarity of man's response to his
environment. ... That languages should classify entities along
similar lines is not surprising if one takes the view that human
perceptions are generally similar, and that they stimulate a cognitive
classification of the world which is reflected by linguistic
categories and classes.

This sort of explanation for the recurrent encoding of categories of
certain semantic types has the ring of plausibility, but it fails to exp.ain
why it should be classifier systems, rather than some other segment of the
grammar, to which the task of representing these categories should fall. The
missing link in this argument has been provided by Denny, who treats it in some
detail in a series of articles (Denny 1975, 1976, 1979a, 1979b, to appear,
Denny and Creider 1976). The basic thrust of Denny's work is that

classifiers serve "toplace objects within a set of classes different from and
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additional to those given by the nouns" of the language, and that "these
classes are concerned with objects as they enter into human interactions"
(Denny 1976, p.122).

Objects may be deemed interactionally related, and hence denoted by
means of a single classifier, on the basis of three types of criteria, Denny
proposes. Physical criteria of the sort noted by Clark, Allan, etc.
constitute one of these types, but functional or social criteria may provide
equally legitimate grounds for grouping rsferents into classes which are of
interactional significance.

The possibilities for physical interaction with an entity are defined,
in Denny's view, by such features as its spatial configuration and the
strength of the materials of which it is composed. The existence of
classifiers for long, thin objects, for example, or for flat, rigid objects,
can be traced, then, to the uniform potential for physical interaction, e.g.,
manipulation, associated with members of groups defined in terms of such
parameters. The importance of funetional interaction, determined by the use
of the entity in question, is reflected in the existence of separate
classifiers for such groups of entities as vehicles, books, or baskets.
Although entities of these types may share physical interaction properties
with each other, and with members of other categories as well, their
functional value is more salient for speakers of the language, and they are
classified in terns of function rather than their equally available physical
traits. The third type of interaction which Denny mentions as relevant to
the structuring of classifier systems, social interaction, is exploited in
the creation of classifier categories composed solely of animates, for
example, or of members sharing a particular social or kinship status.

Although it is, on Denny's analysis, parameters of these three types
that are exploited in the creation of numeral classifier systems, the extent
to vhick parameters of each type will be exploited, and the way in which they
will be exploited, varies from language tc language. Denny's evidence for
this view represents an important development of his theory, for it relates
the frequent exploitation of physical (like functional and social) criteria
in classification to cultural as well as perceptual sources.

To illustrate cultural variability in the exploitation of perceptual
parameters which are universally available, Denny cites the way in which the
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parameters of non-extendedness (also called roundness, three-
dimensionality), extendedness in one dimension (long and thinness, one=-
dimensionality), and extendedness in two dimensions (flatness, two-
dimensionality) are incorporated into the classifier systems of Toba and
Eskimo, on the one hand, and Athapaskan and Algonquian, on the other.

Eskimo and Toba possess, in Denny's taxonomy, "distal style" classifier
systems characterized by several distinctive traits. First, the nominal
classification system in these languages is embedded within the locative
system, so that noun classification is used only with reference to entities
which are in certain locations. In Toba, for example, the extendedness
variables are utilized only in the classification of objects which are in
view; they are not exploited in referring to objects which are coming into
view, going out of view, or out of view.

Secondly, the Toba and Eskimo systems require of the entity to be marked
with an extendedness classifier that it be extended to a "significant
degree." Thus, for example, while a small object such as a pencil might be
marked by the "extended in one dimension® classifier in some languages,
Eskimo requires that objects taking this classifier be as long as a gun, or a
broom.

Thirdly, the Eskimo and Toba systems are characterized by the absence of
classifier categories defined with the help of the "secondary" physical
feature of flexibility, which has been found to occur quite frequently in
other classifier languages, contributing to the definition of such classes as
nflat and rigid,” "long and flexible," etec. No such secondary physical
feature is of relevance in Eskimo, and in Toba, it is horizontal vs. vertical
orientation, as opposed to flexibility, that is relevant.

All three of these traits, Denny maintains, are characteristic of the
"distal style." By contrast, Algonquian and Athapaskan sysﬁems are of the
"proximal style," as indicated by such considerations as the fact that the
cominal classification system may be embedded within verbs of handling (as
opposed to, in the case of Toba, within the locative system), the fact that
even small objects may be associated with one of the extendedness-marking
classifiers, and the fact that the parameters of flexibility and hardness, as
well as extension, are encoded in the system.

These differences in "style" are not random, Denny contends, but are
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related to the culture of the speakers of the language in much the same way as
is the exploitation of different social and functional variables within the
classifier system. As he puts it (Denny 1979b, p.108),
The Eskimo and Toba, who hunt in open treeless environments, employ a
distal style in which nominal classification is embedded in locative
siatens cepegiells moveluing atonnd the Slatineidon [1p vlew/aot o
?
ho ane Tn olossd Torest anviranments, cmploy & proimal seyle 14
which classification is embedded in verbs of handling, proximal
variables such as hardness and flexibility occur, and the extendedness
variable has proximal values.
Because of the differing cultural preoccupations of these two types of
societies, then, with the first stressing interaction at a distance, the
second stressing manual manipulation, the physical variables which are
equally accessible to speakers of all languages are differentially
incorporated into the classifier system.

Regardless of the effects of cultural preoccupations, though, the
members of classirier systems will, in Denny's view, distinguish themselves
because they "are not concerned with establishing reference to the many
things in the world but with communicating a few especially important classes
that objects fall into by virtue of ways we interact with them."™ "Roughly
speaking, ™ Denny says, "nouns have more to do with what is out there in the
world, and classifiers more to do with how humans interact with the world."
(1976, p.125)

It is Denny's position, then, that

a) classifiers encode categories different in nature from those

encoded by common nouns

b) those categories are defined on the basis of the parameters of

physical, functional, and social interaction

c) the choice of which of the various features of physical,

functional, and social interaction will be exploited within a
given classifier system is subject to the influence of the culture
of the speakers of the language of which the classifier system is a

part.
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hesis 2: e h i i erties
sifiers can be lem he inf

If it is true, as suggested by Denny's arguments above, that classifiers
encode only a few culturally important categories defined on the basis of how
human beings interact with their members, it is apparent that the semantic
load carried by classifiers differs in a significant way from the semantic
load carried by many common nouns. Although it is of course true that certain
common nouns denote categories of the types most frequently associated with
classifiers, it is also true that the common nouns of a language provide a much
more dense and highly articulated 1lexical representation of man's
experience, providing distinctive labels even for entities and concepts of
minimal cultural importance or perceptual salience.

There is also abundant evidence (including that presented in Chapter 3)
that the categories encoded by classifiers are not simply a limited subset of
those encoded by the common nouns. Although one might hypothesize that
classifiers simply mark a small number of fairly general categories which
include the members of all the more specific categories marked by common
nouns, this is not the case. While there is a constant relationship between
the referents of a noun 1like chair, for example, and the category
superordinate to ¢chair, furniture, of the sort that enables us to predict that
anything that we may call a chair, we may also call furniture, there is not
necessarily any such constant relationship between members of the categories
denoted by nouns and the categories denoted by classifiers.

In Japanese, for example, the national flag may consistently be referred
to with the word kokki 'national flag,' or with the noun superordinate to
kokki, hata 'flag, ' but the choice of classifier to be used in counting such
flags is not fixed. Depending on whether the flag is flying or folded up
flat, different classifiers may be used. Examples like this one appear in
virtually all descriptions of classifier systems, and illustrate quite
clearly that classifiers mark categories which are not only more limited in
number than the categories marked by the common nouns of the language, but
which are in many cases different from and independent of the categories
recognized by the common nouns. In this way classifiers provide a means for

categorizing entities alternative to the one provided by the common noun
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system.
Benton's description of Trukese (Benton 1968) provides especially clear

subport for this contention. Trukese possesses two different sets of
classifiers, termed 'numeral' and 'attributive' by Benton. Not only may a
given Trukese noun sometimes co-occur with more than one member of each of
these classifier sets, as in the Japanese kokki example cited above; the two
sets are so independent of each other that knowledge of which attributive
classifier should be applied in speaking of a particular referent does not
enable the speaker to know which numeral classif‘ier would be appropriate (and
vice versa). The Trukese system thus constitutes a case where the taxonomies
reflected by the classifiier system differ not only from those encoded in the
common noun system; they also differ one from the other. In this way, the
Trukese speaker has at his disposal three relatively independent means of
encoding categoriéal information about a given referent. As Benton puts it

(Benton 1968, pp.142-3):

The judicious use of classifiers ... makes possible the extension of
meaning of a particular base with a minimum of ambiguity. Nouns thus
often have a highly %;eneralized meaning, different segments of which
are expressed witn the aid of different classifiers. Within the
classirier systems themselves similar patterns emerge. There are
points of overlap, and points of contrast. Where the use of different
classifiers within a system reveals different shades of meaning, the
Juxtaposition of numeral and possessive attributive classifiers may
extend the process further. The classifiers in Trukese thus at the
same time provide a means for orderinf the universe, and a method for
structuring concepts without multipiying vocabulary.

To the extent that the mutual independence of the noun and classifier systems
in Trukese exemplifies the norm for classifier languages, we can expect to
find, as Benton did, that the classifiers provide a useful semantic
supplement to the noun system. This is the substance of Hypothesis 2.2

on in the ght of the evidence om_Japanese Hypothesdis 1.

If we integrate the two universalist hypotheses that I have just
presented, we arrive at a picture of the classifier system as providing for
speakers of the language a system of categorization different from and
additional to the one encoded in the common noun system., This system is
typically composed of a small number of members which represent categories of
special interactional significance within the culture.

When we turn to the Japanese classifier system, we find that it does, as
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expected, provide means of denoting categories which are of undisputed
cultural importance, and whose members share physical, functional, and/or
social traits of the sort singled out by Denny. There are classifiers for
long, slender objects (hon, suzi, zyoo), for flat, thin objects (mai, men),
for objects sharing a certain internal configuration (ren, satu). There are
classifiers for buildings (ken, mune), works of literature (hen, ku, syu),
crimes (han), and many other groupings which share some functional
significance within the culture., There are classifiers for humans (npin,
mei, kata), for honored humans (mei, kata), and for animals (hiki, wa, too),
which are used in a way (see Chapter 3) that sets them apart from classifiers
for other (inanimate) referents of different social value. To this extent,
the Japanese system thus conforms to expectation.

When we examine the total composition of the system, however, our faith
in the cultural importance of each of the categories encoded may begin to
waver., Even the core/secondary inventory of most broadly used terms listed
in Chapter 1 includes forms which denote such categories as tree branches,
capsules of medicine, riders on horseback, and entertainment troupes, none of
which would appear to be of high cultural value in present-day Japanese
society except, perhaps, by the circular criterion that any category which
merits its own classifier is bound to be of importance.

There are a number of possible explanations for the encoding of such
apparently trivial categories. Some, of course, are relics of the past.
Riders on horseback (ki) and swords (huri), for example, are presumably
granted membership in the system only oz the basis of their historical value.

In other cases, classifiers may have been added to the system in order to
provide a means for distinguishing between multiple senses of the nouns with
which they co-occur, or different aspects of the referents associated with
those nouns. Although sheets of postage stamps and telephone conversations
may not at first glance appear to be so significant that they merit encoding,
for example, classifiers for them do exist. The inclusion of the first
allows the speaker to clarify, at the post office, whether he wishes to buy a
single stamp or a while sheet of them; without the option provided by siito,
only the formpaj 'flat, thin object, ' equally applicable in both cases, would
be available. Tuuwa, the classifier for phone conversations, functions ina
similar way, signalling, in combination with the noun denwa 'telephone! the
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fact that it is the communicative act accomplished with the phone rather than
the apparatus itself which is in question,

Yet another factor which has probably contributed to the inclusion of
forms of marginal cultural significance is the grammaticization of the
classifier slot and the ease of creating new forms to fill it. When a speaker
wishes to refer to a particular referent and finds no classifier more specific
than tu available, it is possible to draft a member of the noun system for use
in the classifier slot, as shown in 1):

1) Akai huirutaa-to midori-no huirutaa-o desu ne, hito-koma
red filter-COM green-GEN filter-OBJ COP PP  one-fprame

hito-koma kawaribankoni kakeru wake 0 ne?
one-frame in turn put on NMLZ PP PP

'They put on red and green filters in turn, frame by frame.!

This technique, which is also illustrated by the use of siito and tuuwa (both
originally nouns), is most often used with abstract referents and has in
recent years resulted in an amazing influx of sports- and technology-related
terms borrowed from English and taken into the classifier system.3

The speaker may also resort to the technique of isolating the second half
of a Sino-Japanese compound (which frequently represents a category
superordinate to that denoted by the compound as a whole) and using it as a
classifier, as shown by the examples in 2):

2a) kaisys (2%t ) ‘'company!'
—> sya ( &t ) - classifier for

zingya ( %¥%L) ‘'shrine! companies,
shrines
b) hikooki (&474%) 'airplane'—> ki ( #%. ) - classifier for
airglanes,
(other air
vehicles)

A glance at the core-secondary classifier inventory in Chapter 1 will
confirm that many of the categories encoded clearly conform to the semantic
role that Denny has laid out for them. But, as the examples I have just cited
illustrate, the system has also been adulterated, for various mundane
reasons, with members of doubtful cognitive or cultural primacy.

A second difficulty in interpreting the Japanese system as representing
a consistent semantic rationale arises when we consider the internal
composition of some of the classifier categories which do appear to represent
categories of the predicted semantic types. The shape~based classifiershon
and majl, for instance, clearly exemplify the sort of perceptually salient,
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interactionally relevant category we would expect to find in a classifier
system. If we examine the list of referents denotable by means of each of
these forms, hovwever, we find that they include items of such disparate sizes,
degrees of flexibility, and functions that the mere information that they are
long and slender, or flat and thin; is actually of little predictive value.
It is hard, for example, to imagine what manipulation or recognition schema
might involve entities as diverse as rugs, leaves, and phonograph records, in
spite of the fact that all of them are associated with the classifier mai, and
can be seen as flat and thin.

The semantic value of the classifier becomes even more diluted in cases
where some members of the classifier category bear only a metaphorical
relation to the core members, or are related to some members of the category on
the basis of properties not shared by all of them. If it is correct to assume,
for example, that the use of the classifier hop carries with it the
information that the referent in question is long and slender, this
information is presumably of some interest when the referent is a core member
of the category, such as a pencil or a stick, which may demand a particular
motor reaction because of its physical properties. Its relevance is much
more difficult to discern, however, when it is applied to a baseball pitchora
TV broadcast or a telephone call. To the extent that a classifier category
(or any lexical category, for that matter) is adulterated, in this way, by the
inclusion of referents which cannot be comfortably assimilated elsewhere in
the system, the use of the corresponding classifier will lose semantic force.
So, even though a classifier system may include members whose "definitions"™
involve semantic parameters of the predicted types, the corresponding
referent classes may in practice be so diffuse that thq classifier in use
fails to carry any useful information at all.

This is not to say, of course, that by indulging in metaphor- or
extension~based expansion of the sort described, a 1lexical category
automatically degrades itself to meaninglessness, Up to a certain point,
speakers are presumably able to discern the core meaning associated with the
term and assume that it applies in a "significant enough" proportion of the
cases in which the term is used for it to remain a profitable strategy to rely
on the applicability of that sense. Because the number of classifiers
employed by a language is usually fairly limited, though, and because a very
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large proportion of the referential universe must typically be accommodated
into that limited number of classifier categories, classifiers may be more
prone than other, larger lexical categories to the degenerative process I
have described. At any rate, and this is my major point here, the sheer
existence of classifier categories of the predicted types does not guarantee
that those classifiers, when used, will convey information about the very
useful physical, functional, or social parameters which they are said to
represent, and which have in fact been used to Jjustify cue existence of
classifiers as a separate lexical class.

The heterogeneity of the referent classes associated with such
classifiers as hon and mai in fact raises the possibility that a rationale
other than perceptual salience or interactional relevance may be behind the
regular appearance of such classifiers cross-linguistically. As I noted in
Chapter 3, the classifier system of Japanese resembles others in that it is
focused on providing means for enumerating concrete referents; very few
classifiers are devoted to strictly abstract referent classes, and the
classifier slot is often filled with the default form tu, or with drafts from
the common noun system, when abstract referents are involved. This
concentration of the classifier system on concrete referents provides
another potential explanation for the ubiquitous appearance of classifier
categories united on the basis of the size and shape of the referents which
they contain: these are properties which all individuatable concrete
entities possess. Since all referents must be accommodated somewhere within
the system, and since the systemmay contain only a limited number of members,
what better way to ensure representability than to include categories into
which all referents may be wedged if necessary, sheerly by virtue of their
properties as concrete objects. In other words, these parameters may be
particularly frequently encoded in classifier systems not simply because
they are of perceptual salience, but because they are universally (or near-
universally) pr'essent:.4 ‘

In summary, then, the Japanese classifier system fails to provide
unequivocal support for the notion that classifiers represent categories
which are of privileged semantic status, containing referents united on the
basis of parameters of high perceptual or cultural salience. While the
Japanese inventory clearly contains many members which meet these
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specifications, it contains many others which donot. The inclusionof these
forms which represent categories of no apparent high cultural value can be
related to both the grammaticization of the classifier slot and the ease with
which new classifiers can be created from existing lexical resources.
Even to the extent that the categories represented by the classifier
inventory do conform to the semantic characterization I have described, there
is evidence that that conformity may not be due to the reasons that have been
proposed. While the inventory does contain, for example, classifier
categories whose core members share physical properties of the expected type,
these categories are of'ten adulterated by the inclusion of metaphorically or
extensionally related referents which fail to possess these properties,
thereby diluting the semantic coherence of the group. This sort of semantic
adulteration is a convenient solution for the problem of finding at least one
classifier category into which all possible referents may be assimilated, but
itsultimate resuit is the destruction of the semantic rationale that has been

used to link the classifier systems of different languages.

Evaluation: Hypothesis 2.

Even if not all the classifiers of a language can be said to conform to a
semantic characterization of the sort considered in the preceding section, it
is still possible that they encode categories distincet enough from those
encoded by the noun system to enable them to effectively supplement the
information carried by the nouns. When we consider the inventory of
classifiers in Japanese, it is clear that some of them, most notably the
quality~classifiers which denote categories united on largely deductive
grounds, do encode semantic distinctions which erosscut those encoded in the

noun system. They are thus at least in principle available for "structuring

concepts without multiplying vocabulary."

Lexical interrelation of the classifier and poun systems.

As a first step in evaluating the independence of the two word classes
from each other, we can consider the provenience of the actual morphemes which
are used as classifiers. There are significant differences in the degree to
which the classifier morphemes (anqd" the‘ characters used to represent them)
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can be associated with meanings independent of their uses as classifiiers but
only a very few forms, like mai 'flat, thin object! and tu 'inanimate,' are
confined to use as classifiers, Most, like ko 'small, roundish object! and
hin 'human being,' are used in other capacities as well, and there is
typically some relation between the sort of referents that they, as
classifiers, are used to denote, and the senses which they bear in their non-~
classifier uses as nouns or noun roots. Nin, for example, is used both as a
classifier for human beings and as a root meaning 'human, ! as in the examples
in 3), and this relationship is quite transparent to the present-day speaker

of Japanese:
3) npin: ‘'man, person'
ninzyoo (nin + zyoo 'feeling') - 'sympathy'
ningyoo (nin + gyoo 'shape') - 'doll!

Not only are the relations between the meanings of these forms in their
classifier and non-classifier uses often transparent, they appear to fall
into a limited number of regular patterns. Those which are of special
importance in Japanese are shown in Table 2, with supporting examples drawn

from both Japanese and other languages exhibiting the same pattern.

Table 2
Recurrent Semantic Relations Between Numeral
Classifier Referent Class and Independent Sense
of the Classifier Morpheme

1. The classifier morpheme independently denotes a class identical
or superordinate to the classifier category.

ken ( 4+ ) classifier for incidents = 'matter, case!
ki ( ﬁ& ) classifier for air vehicles = 'machine!

(Dioi) pi3 classifier for debts, credits, accounts = 'debt,
credit' (Esquirol and Williatte 1908

(Siameseg %Qn? classifier for fruits = 'fruit!' (Conklin

1981

2. The classifier morpheme independently denotes a part possessed by
members of the classifier category.
too ( B ) classifier for large animals = 'head'

kyaku ( JBk ) classifier for legged furniture,
especially chairs = 'leg!
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(Vietnamese) gég classifier for housing units, homes
= 'rooftop! (Goral 1976) ne ’

(Indonesian) classifier for animals = 'tail!
(Conklin 1981)

3. The classifier morpheme independently denotes an action
associated with the members of the classifier category.

tuu ( 3 ) eclassifier for letters and documents
= 'to pass!?

huri ( #f. ) classifier for swords = 'to shake'

(Tzutujil) :lgb'ggz classifier for pieces of tortilla or bread
from b'aT = Tto-chiew' {Dayley 1981) ’

(Dioi) fa! ciassifier for showers and storms = 'to rinse, bathe!'
(Esquirol and Williatte 1908)

(Burmese)‘si classifier for all land transport (including horses
and elephants) except trains = 'riding thing' (Pe 1965)

4, The classifier morpheme independently denotes an exemplar
possessing the traits (most often dimension) shared by members of
the classifier category.

X
suzi ( ﬁn ) classifier for long, slender objects = 'sinew'

(Siamese) 2 classifier for topknots, bulbs of onion, garlie,
beets, turnips = 'topknot!' (Conkiin 1981)

(Dioi) ggofﬂ classifier for old people, government men, respected
eople such as mandarins, one's host = ‘'grandfather!
CEsquirol » Williatte 1908)

5. The classifier morpheme independently denotes the action which
results in the creation of members of the classifier category.

maki ( % ) classifier for scrolls, rolls of ribbon, etc.
= 'to roll up!

(Sunda) bakit classifier for pairs, especially of buffalo
= 'to tie together'! (Conklin 19813

(Siamese) muan! classifier for cigars, cigarettes, rolled ceri
leaves, small rolls made with the fingers, (for some
speakers) rolls of linoleum = 'to roll (up)' (Conklin 1981)

6. The classifier morpheme independently denotes the
beneficiary/goal of the activity in which the members of the
classifier category participate.

soku ( ﬁ_ ) classifier for pairs of foctuwzar = 'foot!

kyaku ( ‘?g ) classifier for tea sets = 'guest'

(Burmese) 1e? classifier for objects constantly handled, such as
implements, weapons, musical instruments = 'hand! (Pe 1965)

(Dioi) 3 classifier for bedclothes, covers = 'bed!'
(Es'sg%an%qu rol and Williatte 1908) ’

In addition to the patterns presented irn Table 2, I have found; in
reports on languages other than Japanese, that a seventh pattern recurs quite

frequently, although it is absent in Japanese:

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



131

7. The classifier morpheme independently represents a quality which
the members of the classifier category share.

(Indonesian) classifier for rings, wheels, lips,
fingers = 'curved' (Conklin 1981)

(Tzutugil) Juluub classifier for wet things, from Jub = 'wet!
(Dayley 1971)

(Dioi) kiep! classifier for planks, beams, flat stones, wood
shavings, tiles, coins, ricecakes = 'flat! (Esquirol and
Williatte 1908)

(Burmese)“pa classifier for supernormal persons (Buddhas, Minor
Buddbas, saints, monks), the Law, precious things like gems,
deities, members of royalty, (in olden days) Court officials
= 'proximity' (Pe 1965)

There are of course some classifiers which have no independent senses,
or whose classifier categories are composed of members who bear more than one
relation to the independent sense of the classifier, or a relation that is
difficult for the present-day analyst to decipher. There are also some minor
patterns, such as metonymic and metaphoric associations, which occasionally
appear, but not with the frequency of the seven patterns listed above. I have
tentatively analyzed the examples in 4} and 5) in this way:

4a) ?gn (')ﬁ ) classifier for trays, pairs of chopsticks, =
ray

b) (Lao) ka:ng classifier for armies = 'drum' (Roffe and Roffe 1958)
e) ESiamese) 2 classifier for stages, acts of plays = 'curtain'
Conklin 19

5a) (Vietnamese) lopg classifier for courage = 'innards, bowels,
entrails, intestines, tripes, heart, feelings!' (Goral 1976)

b) (Vietnamese) ngoi classifier for stars, graves, temples, movie
stars = 'throne, kingship, status, rank, dignity, station,
position?!  (Goral 1976%

The dual noun/noun root - classifier status of many of the morpheme
which participate in the Japanese classifier system (and other classifier
systems as well) is a clear indication, I think, that the semantic outlooks
enccded by the two word classes are typically not totally independent. While
the noun and classifier uses of a particular mcrpheme are associated with
identical referent classes only in the case of pairs of Type 1 above, the
semantic interdependency is strong enough with pairs of the other types
listed that knowledge of the sense of the morpheme used as a noun will
typically provide the hearer with a fairly good clue as to the composition of
the corresponding classifier category.>

This is not to say, of course, that the boundaries of the classifier
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category will be totally predictable on the basis of the corresponding noun
category. This lack of predictability is partly due, as we have seen, to the
fact that there are at least six common paths (in Japanese) along which the
names for these categories are chosen, allowing for at least six possible
interpretations from the start. In addition, the classifier may be
associlated with only scme subset of the referents bearing the trait indexed by
the classifier morpheme. Although the morpheme £00, meaning thead,! is used
as the classifier for large animals, for example, not all things with heads
are included in the category.

In other cases, although the independent meaning of the classifier
morpheme may be related to some of the members of the classifier category
along one of the lines of extension described above, it may be totally
uprelated to other members of the category and thus not serve to indicate the
parameters which unite the category as a whole, Mune. one of the classifiers
for buildings, for example, independently means 'ridgepole! and was
presumably first adopted as a classifier for buildings because it names a
standard part for the traditional building. Mupe is now used, though, as a
classifier for large apartment buildings, built without ridgepoles, because
of other points of similarity with the original members of the munpe category.
Similarly, soku, the classifier for pairs of footwear, bears the independent
meaning !'foot, ' referring to the part of the human body to which the members of
the classifier category are related. In some dialects, however, soku is now
used as well in enumerating pairs of gloves, in spite, one might say, of the
original meaning of the classifier morpheme which labels the category.5

Examples of this sort show that even though the name for a classifier
category can often be related to the members of the referent class associated
with the classifier, the reiation is not completely regular, neced not mirror
the semantic traits that unify the category, and may not apply equally to all
of its members. This is not the same as saying, however, that the choice of a
name for the category is totally arbitrary, or that it will have no effect on
its diachroniec fate.

As we have seen, most of the classifiers in the present-day Japanese
system bear independent meanings which the speaker can still relate to the
members of the classifier category via one of the lines of extension listed in
Table 2 above. Furthermore, the actual morpheme or character chosen to
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represent the category may have important effects on the growth of the
classifier category through time. Consider, for example, the classifier
sao. As a noun, the word sag means 'pole,' and it has been used to count
chests and flags because these referents, despite their obvious points of
difference, were at some point in history carried on poles. It is not by the
same logic, though, that the sweets which are also counted with sao are
included in the category. Rather, it is more likely that their sticklike
(sao-like) shape suggested their inclusion in the gao category by virtue of a
relationship with the original meaning of the classifier morpheme very
different from the one which had motivated the inclusion of chests and flags.
An extreme case of this type is represented by the now-obsolete kasira, where
a profusion of disparate relations with the original sense of the category
label appears to have united the category, which included Buddhist images,
lords, things worn on the head, and animals. EKasira itself xheans thead.'

What I have tried to illustrate here, then, is that the independent
(noun) sense of the morpheme which is used to label a classifier category may
bear a significant rclationshiip to the sense in which it is used 2s a
classifier, and may in fact encourage the growth of the classifier category in
one semantic direction as opposed to another. To the extent that this is
true, of course, the ability of the classifier system to provide an

independent semantic supplement to the common noun system is compromised.

importance of classifiers representing deductive categories.

In spite of these lexical interdependencies between the noun and
classifier systems, the possibility still exists that the classifier system
serves a useful semantic role, since it does after all include some members
which are not clenes of noun categories. The most notable of these are of
course the quality-classifiers, which are organized, at least at their cores,
on the basis of deductive parameters which crosscut the boundaries of the
(largely inductive) noun categories.l If classifiers of this type can in
some sense be seen as dominating the system, arguments for its semantic
utility retain their plausibility.

When we examine the core and secondary inventories of classifiers
presented in Chapter 1, however, we find that deductive forms, even when
generously construed, constitute less than one-fourth of the 73 forms
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listed.8:9 If we consider the usage figures presented in Tables ? and 2 of
Chapter 3, it is also apparent that the quality-classifiers account for onlya
small minority of the classifier uses in the texts tabulated. Even if we
include under the quality-classifier rubric such marginal forms as gsatu
(which is usable with bound papers of various sorts but is almost always used
with respect to books), the quality-classifiers account for only 18% of the
uses represented in Table 1, 14% of those in Table 2.10 The majority of uses,
by contrast, involve only two classifiers -~ the default inanimate classifier
tu and the human classifier pnin, both of which are generally incapable of
conveying information additional to that represented by any co-referring
nouns in the company of which they might appear.

Since, as I explained in Chapter 3, tu and nin are distinguished from
other members of the system by more than the overwhelming frequency with which
they are used, though, it is also reasonable to consider the profile which the
quality-classifiers assume when these two forms are eliminated from the
picture. Viewed in this way, they look much stronger; the shape-based forms
hon, mai, andko ( 48 ) in particular figure prominently, and together the
quality-classifiers account for 28% (Table 2) to 55% (Table 1) of the uses of
non-tu/nin forms. Although it is clear, then, that the quality-classifiers
(which are most clearly capable of semantically reinforcing the nouns) do not
dominate the system in Japanese, they do make a respectable showing, and the
usage profile of the system would clearly be considerably altered if these
forms were suddenly eliminated from the inventory.

From these facts, we can see that although the system of categorization
encoded in the classifier system 1s not completely independent of that
enshrined in the noun system, the classifier inventory does contain a fair
number of commonly used forms which are at least in principle capable of
carrying information additional to that conveyed by the nouns. This is
quite striking, since the system as a whole is composed of a severely limited
number of forms. All in all, then, the classifier system can be viewed as a
secondary classification system which overlaps significantly with the .
primary classification system encoded by the nouns but which also retains the
capacity for making an independent semantic contribution.

Possessing the capability for semantic action and realizing that
capability are of course two different matters, and Denny's (1976) claim that
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classifiers generally do not serve the (noun) function of providing "specific
enough descriptions of the world that a hearer can determine a particular
reference” would seem to be borne out by the data from Japanese, Although, as
I will describe in greater detail in the next chapter, numeral-classifier
pairs are sometimes used in the absence of a co-referring NP to refer
anaphorically, they are generally pot used to introduce referents!! or to
make predications about them. This is inspite of the fact that semantically
equivalent full nouns may serve either of these functions. Numeral-
classifier pairs may sometimes fill the predicate slot in the sentence, as in
6), but uses of this type occur only when the focus is on conveying information
about numbepr, or when the pair is being used anaphorically.

6) Kaiboo=-ni tatiatta kazu-wa
dissection-LOC witnessed number-TOP

zyuu-ni-nin datta 2, .oo (F)
1%Em_p_ging COP-PST but

l;Tge nm:lber of people present at the dissection was twelve,
u . e e

By contrast, except in the case of the very specific noun-clone members of the
system, it would be highly unusual to answer a question about the pature of a
referent (as opposed to its number) by using a sentence containing a
classifier used as a predicate. While sentences like 6) are perfectly
acceptable, the one in 7) is not; for it to sound natural, the numeral-
classifier pair must be replaced by a full-fledged noun, as in 8).

7) Speaker A: (giving B a choice between two birds and two

turtles)
Hosii=-no-wa dotira desu ka?
desirable~NMLZ-TOP which COP Q

'Which is it that you want??

Speaker B:

# Ni-wa-no hoo desu. 'It's the birds.!
2= -GEN side COP

8) Speaker A:
Hosii-no-wa dotira desu ka?
Speaker B:

Tori-no hoo desu,
bird-GEN side COP *It's the birds.!

These patterns are consistent, I think, with my earlier observation that

the classifiers are typically used merely to acknowledge the membership of a
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referent in a particular category, rather than to inform us of that fact or to
identify the referent in question. This of course restriets the speaker's
ability to exploit the semantic potential of the classifier except when it is
being used anaphorically (to be discussed in Chapter 5), or when it is used in
the company of a co-referring noun.

If we turn our attention to cases where the classifier co-occurs with a
noun, we find that there are occasions in which it does in fact carry a
semantic load. This occurs, of course, when a single noun is capable, as in
9), of appearing with more than one member of the system, with the choice of
classifier signalling which of the senses of the noun, or which of the various
aspects of the multifaceted referent denoted by the noun, is at issue.

9a) kitte iti- 'one sheet of (postage) stamps!
stamp one-ﬁ

b) kitte iti-Ei% ‘one (Bostage) stamp!

Or occasion a classifier may also be used to add bits of unpredictable or
surprising information to that which is already carried by the noun. This is
illustrated in 10), where the classifier for long, slender objects is used
with a noun meaning 'mist! to express the notion 'stream of mist.!

10) Hoosu-no saki-o bi-de tubusu=to mizu-wa
hose~GEN end-OBJ finger-INST squeeze-and water-TOP
ni-hon-no kiri-ni natte ...

2-long, slender object-GEN mist-DAT become

'when he squeezed the end of the hose with his fingers, the water
became two streams of mist!

Such uses are quite infrequent, however. Of the 500-item sample of
classifier usages which I collected, fewer than 5% were of the types
illustrated in 9) and 10). By contrast, 23% involved the use of the totally

uninformative placeholder tu.

Conclusion.

Overall, we can conclude, I think, that although the classifier system
of Japanese does possess the capability to supplement the semantic
distinctions represented by the noun system, its members are not of a uniform
semantic type, and they are not consistently exploited for this purpose.
While many of the classifiers do indeed represent categories which would
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appear to be of "interactional significance," as predicted by Denny, they are
intermingled with a number of forms which represent categories of very
doubtful interactional primacy. The adulteration of the system with forms
of this sort can be explained by the grammaticization of the classifier slot,
and the ease with which new members can be created. The semantic
deterioration of the system can also be seen in the dilution of the semantic
coherence of categories which would at first glance appear to conform to the
"interactional utility% hypothesis, but have been adulterated with
inclusions mediated by metaphorical or metonymic associations, or by their
relation to some subset of the bona fide members of the category. The
resulting semantic impurity of the system as a whole should come as no
surprise, since it follows from principles of growth which are common to all
lexical systems. Careful analysis of any other classifier system would
undoubtedly turn up similar findings.

In spite of this semantic decadence, however, the classifier system is
still different enough from the noun system that it retains the capability to
supplement it in some cases. Althcugh many of the categories encoded by the
classifiers echo those cf the noun system, and are in fact marked by morphemes
borrowed from it, portions of the system, particularly the quality-
classifiers, are equipped to make semantic contributions to the sentences in
which they appear. The data I have collected, however, suggest that this
option is exploited quite infrequently. This is probably due ia part to the
fact that the choice of classifier is fixed for many nouns, in part to the fact
that the classifier slot is not a favored one for presenting new information -
it is typically used instead for acknowledging rather than asserting category
membership.

Although the evidence from Japanese thus does not provide stunning
support for the two universalist semantic hypotheses with which I began this
chapter, it does not disconfirm them either. What it does illustrate is the
way in which universal tendencies are likely to be manifested in actual
languages, i.e., in a formmitigated by the other properties of the language.

Take, for example, the notion that classifier systems tend to provide
means for the expression of categories of special perceptual or cultural
significance. Given the predilections of Japanese society, this hypothesis
might lead us to expect to see a well-developed array of classifier options
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for referring to individuals of different social statuses. In fact,
however, there is only one honorific form (mpei) which is used with any
consistency, making the classifier system considerably less flexible in
expressing status-related notions than other segments of the grammar (most
notably the verb system). It seems plausible to suggest, however, that it is
precisely because social status distinctions are marked sc well by other
segments of the grammar that they can safely be neglected within the
classifier system. In other words, that might seem like a surprising
omission if we apply our universalist hypotheses to the classifier system in
isolation becomes quite ordinary when we consider the broader linguistic
context in which that system is embedded.

Similarly, the system may come to deviate from the (semantic universal)
norm if it becomes grammaticized or involved in the service of secondary
functions which are independent of the semantic distinctions which it
encodes. However dispensable the Japanese classifiers may have been when
they first entered the 1language, it is clear that they now occupy a
grammatical slot which must be filled, and the means which have been developed
for creating new fillers for that slot have contributed to the breakdown of
the semantic integrity of the system. As Meillet has put it with respect to
the marking of gender in Indo-European languages (Meillet 1923),

..+ all the cases cannot be directly explained. Once the category has
been created, one is led to apply it throughout the language. The
G Feminine. Ana- the apportionment. betwoon the. Two genders oon
sometimes depend on very little. It is then often difficult to
distinguish between cases in which the distinction had a clear meaning
and those in which a gender was attributed to this or that word, simply

because the language assigned every noun to one of a fixed number of
ngenders.®

As I will describe in the chapters that follow, the classifiers in
Japanese have also come to play a role in the marking of referentiality
distinctions, and they participate in the anaphoric system as well.
Although it is unclear at this point what effect these other roles of the
system may have had on its overall semantic composition, precedents for
change due to competing loyalties of this sort do exist. InRoti, for example
(Conklin 1981), the use of classifiers as enumerators has been severely
restricted by a constraint against their appearance when the lexical meaning
of the classifier is already encoded in the noun with which it co-occurs,

i.e., in semantically redundant contexts. This weakening of the system is
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being counteracted, however, by a requirement that the classifier be used to
mark instances where the number reported is smaller than expected and
therefore requires emphasis.

Seen in this light, the Japanese system probably manifests the semantic
characteristics expected of it no less strongly than any other classifier
system would be found to, were its actual use and interaction with other
lexical and grammatical subsystems carefully anslyzed. Given all the
caveats and mitigations which surround the instantiation of universalsina
particular language, it is in fact fairly amazing that such cross-linguistic

generalizations are ever detected in the first place.
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FOOTNOTES

1Denny 1979b details the author's reasons for adopting the terminology
nextended in one-dimension,™ "extended in two dimensions,” and "non-
extended" in preference to the more common "long," "flat," and "round."

2penny (1976, to appear) makes related claims about the functional
division of labor between classifiers and nouns, although he does not ascribe
to the two types of forms the same functions Bentondoes. 1In Denny's view, it
is the job of nouns to (1976, p.125) "provide specific enough descriptions of
the world that a hearer can determine a particular reference." Classifiers
by contrast, are used to specify the culturally important categories whic_:ﬁ
are instantiated in the referents denoted by the nouns., Information of this
sort may be useful, Dennf sufgests in orienting the hearer toward the types
of predicates that are likely to figure in the eveloping text. Because he
has not yet elaborated it in any detail, this hypothesis is still difficult to
evaluate; what is crucial here, however, is that it, 1like Benton's
characterization, amounts to a claim that classifiers and nouns are capable
of working in concert semantically.

3consider, for example, sutorooku !(swimming) stroke,® lic_iklgg 'swimmin
kick,!* hidaun 'touchdowﬁ, kuootaa '(football) quarte’r, geemu 'game,$

siizuyn 'season,! etec.

4cecil Brown invokes the same principle (Brown 1979, p.807) in
explaining which semantic parameters are most typically chosen to
distinguish the deduction-based taxa included in folk zoological taxonomies.
"Highly salient dimensions," he says, "pertain to large and varied sets of
objects. Dimensions are not particularly salient if they only apply to a
small number of different objects.” For this reason, he continues, Wsince
all biological organisms vary on the basis of size, there is a strong tendencz
to incorporate this dimension in the categorizat:fon of plants and animals.
Asanillustration 3 he cites the fact that many folk zoological systems encode
(at the "1life form"™ level) an opposition between WUG (=insects and other small
animals such as spiders, worms, and sometimes snails, frogs, tortoises,
crabs, ete.) and M L, an opposition which represents a binary division (on
the basis of size) of all the animals that are left over after the "highly
distinctive discontinuities®™ FISH, BIRD, and SNAKE are lexically encoded.
What Brown is describing here would seem to be exactly parallel to the use to
which the shape-based members of the Japanese classifier repertoire are put -
to serve as a backup system for classifying on the basis of universally
apglicable thighly sallent" dimensions such as size, shape, etc. those
entities which fall through the induction-based classificatory system
provided by the kind-classifiers,

5I am not arguing here that the seven patterns which I have listed inany
waX exhaust, govern, or adequately characterize in detail the semantic
relations between the composition of classifier categories and the
independent senses of the classifier morphemes. I have in fact argued
extensively against such assumptions with resrect toN+N eomgounds (Downing
1977), and am only suggesting here that the relations which I have listed are
common and likely to occur to the speaker who is seeking to guess the nature of
the category associated with some classifier he has never encountered before,
or whe is setting up and labellin,? some novel classifier category. The
actual boundaries of the classifler category are much more likely to
determine the degree to which the semantic relation in question conforms to
the list above, rather than the reverse.

5Interestingly Dobson (1974) reports that this same form was
originalli' used in Chinese as a classifier for animals, with four equalling
one animal, Hence the classifier which was originally associated with its
referent class on the basis of a part-whole relation has come to be used in
present-day Japanese on the basis of an equally transparent but totally
different sense relation, i.e., goal or beneficiary (Type 6 above).

TSee Hunn 1977 for a discussion of the roles played by inductive and
deductive criteria in the establishment of folk biological taxonomies. The
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thrust of his argument is that such systems are largely defined by inductive
eriteria, with deductive criteria coming into play only when a superordinate
category does not naturally fall into two or more inductive categories. On
Hunn's account, then, such systems contain no p_u_Le_JgL deductive categories,
but rather at best deduction-based subdivisions of inductive categories,
For counterarguments to Hunn's claims, see Rinnert 1979 3 where it is argued
that under one interpretation of the data she considers, fthere do not appear
to be restrictions as to which criteria can be applied to differentiate kinds

at different nodes" (p.285).

81n » enerously construing™ the notion of a deductive category, I have
disregarded the fact that apparently deductive categories sometimes contain
members included on the basis of alternative rationales, and sometimes apgear
to be focussed on representative members which may be more significant than
the unifying traits themselves in governing the assimilation of new members
into the categorf'. The core=-secondary classifiers which I have adjudged to
be deductive, given these terms, are: (Cqre): , ko (4B8l]), mai, satu,
tubu; (Secondary): hatu, hin, Husa, ki ( ¥ ) , men, ren, rooru, s00,
suzj, and tama.

91t is also important to bear in mind the fact that some of the kind-
classifiers are also capable of being used informationally. See Chapter 3
for a discussion.

10The forms included as quality-classifiers were: pal (43)
men, satu, batu, tubu, hin, suzi, ren, m,lsl(é),%qn%_{a, znﬁkkojax_u '

11Except.:ions to this generalization are discussed in Chapter 3.
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CHAPTER 5
THE ANAPHORIC USE OF CLASSIFIERS IN JAPANESE

One feature of numeral classifiers that is often noted is their ability
to appear as ™noun substitutes." The examples 1listed in 1) are
characteristic of those that are usually cited:

1a) Siamese (Conklin 1981, p.76)

xhun!  hen5 petu kiid tual 7/
you see duck how many body

h§§2 fi%é 1

'How many ducks did you see?! 1'Six.!?

b) Vietnamese (Nguyen 1975, p. 130)
T6i cé hai quydn séch, mbt quyén mdng, mot quyén diy
'T have two books, one thin and one thick.!

Naked numeral plus classifier pairs of this sort are quite common in
Japanese, and may serve a number of purposes within the text. 1In this chapter
I will concentrate on their use in denoting specific referents which have
already been introduced into the text and which might be marked by any of a
number of anaphoric devices, including ellipsis, pronouns, epithets, and
full nouns. As I hope to illustrate, classifiers used in this way occupy a
unique slot in this system of anaphoric alternatives for two reasons. First,
like nouns, they are useful in that they may appear at a considerable distance
from their antecedents, often at a remove which excludes the use of ellipsis
or pronouns. Inaddition, theyconstitute astylistically neutral anaphoric
option for the speaker anxious to avoid the ponderous repetition of full nouns
or the social overtones attendant on the use of third person pronouns.

Before proceeding with my discussion of these anaphoric uses of the
classifier, it is important to note that numeral-classifier pairs
unaccompanied by nouns may serve a variety of other functions, both
referential and non-referential, within the text. Non-referentially, they
may act as in 2), where 1-ppiki *1-animal! stands alone as the predicate, or as
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in 3), where san-pin-de '3-person-ly' serves as an adverb:
2) A: (continuing a conversation about goldfish)

Nan-~biki-gurai katte-iru no?
How many-animal-approx. be raising NMLZ

B: d . 0
Lp_p_%lsl cesu (0)

A: 'How many are you raising?!

B: 'One.?

3) Kono mae, koko-de, san-pin-de
this before here-LOC 3_:p_gp_$_gn_-_1ﬁ§_',[
iti-do, taidan simasita ne. (0)
1-time  conversation did PP

'The three of us talked here once before, didn't we?'
Acting in a referential capacity, they fill a number of additional
roles:
1. Introducing referents. As I mentioned in the preceding chapters,
classifiers may sometimes be used without benefit of anaphoric or exophoric
anchoring on initial mentions of referents, as in the example in 4):

y) anzyoona tukuri-no hjito-ma-dake-no
golid construction J-room-only-GEN

besso de aru. (F)
separate building COP

'it is a solidly built outbuilding with a single room'
Introductory uses of this sort are possible, however, only with certain
members of the classifier system, as discussed in Chapter 3, and they reveal
more about the weakness of the boundary between true noun and true classifiers
than they do about the ability of classifiers to serve as noun substitutes.

2. Introducing additional members of categories already introduced.
Classifiers may act in a role akin to that of what Lyons has called “pronouns
of laziness," substituting for Texpressions that are identical, but not
necessarily co-referential, with antecedent expressions"™ (Lyons 1977,
p.674), as in example 5):

5) Sono asa, komori-zawa-ni-wa nana-hiki-no
that morning Komori Lake~LOC-CONTR T-animal-GEN

-ga nobotte-ita. Zyootaroo-zawa-ni-wa
bull trout-NOM had risen Zyootaroo-Lake~LOC~-CONTR

sSan-biki, usiro-zawa-ni - koiwake-zawa-ni
3-apnimal Usiro-Lake-LOC " Kolwake-Lake-LOC

SREE RO exiited”
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jimat mrming, seven bl trout bed sppeprad fp Konord bake,, 32

Koiwake Lake, three.' ' ’
3. Singling out subsets of groupings of referents already introduced.
In a related usage, naked numeral-classifier pairs are often used to focus
contrastively on different individual members of a larger grouping of
referents that has already been introduced into the text, as in example 6):

6) Amerika-no bguuikku mitaina ookina kuruma de ne,
America~GEN Buick = 1ike oig car CCP PP

mae-ni hutari suwattete -wa
front-LOC 2-person were sitting PP %—CONTR

taaban-o maita indozin de sa, kore-ga unten
turban-0BJ wrapped Indian COP PP this-NOM driving

siteru. moo - arabiazin da o
was doing anc’l other %—CONTR Aradb

ne, hutari-tomo usiro-nanka minai-n (0)
PP 2=person-both back=-etec. not look-NMLZ COP P

It was a big car, like an American Buick, and there were two

eople sitting in "the front seat. was an Indian wearing a

urban, and he was driving. The é%ﬁ;: gng was an Arab, and
neither of them looked back or anything.:®

Y4, Referring to exophorically or anaphorically anchored individuals.

As I mentioned above, I will be most interested in this chapter in thé way in

which the identity of particular referents is carried throughout a text by the

use of anaphoric markers of various sorts, so examples of this type will

constitute the bulk of the data for the discussion that follows. The use of

numeral-classifier pairs to refer to antecedents present in the extra-

linguistic environment is exemplified by 7). where hutari '2-person,’

accompanied by the honorific marker ¢=-, is used in conventionalized fashion

as a plural second-person pronoun, and by 8), where hiki 'animal! is used to

refer to two dogs in the wvicinity of the speaker:

7) Ano toki, mukasi-no hanasi-o sita kara sa,
that time past-GEN story-0BJ did because PP’
o-hutari-ni, kyoo=-wa kinkyoo hookoku=o

HON=-2= pgrson-SOURCE today-CONTR present report-0BJ
site morai-tai-to da kedo ne. (0)

do receive~-want-QUOT think-NMLZ COP but PP

'Since (we) talked about the past that time, today (I) would like
to hear from the two of you about what's going on at present.!

8) Soko-de hoete-iru pji- -ni esa-o0 yatte.
there~LOC barking - =DAT food-0BJ give

'Give some food to the two apnimals barking over there.!
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More common in narrative are anaphorically anchored examples of the sort
shown in 9), where the numeral-classifier pair is used, like an ellipsis or
true pronoun, to carry the identity of individuals who have already been

mentioned.

9) Syuuiti-wa Singo-no musuko da keredomo,
Syuuiti-TOP Singo-GEN son COP but

Kikuko-ga kono yoo ni site made
Kikuko=NOM to this extent

Syuuiti=-to musubarete inakereba naranai
Syuuiti-COM be bound if not unacceptable

hodo, hutari-wa risoo-no huuhu na-no ka,
extent 2-person-TOP ideal-GEN couple COP-NMLZ Q

Singo-wa utagai dasu to kagiri-ga nakatta. (F)
Singo-TOP doubt QUOT 1imit-NOM not exist

'Even though Syuuiti was his son, Singo couldn't help wondering
whether they were such an ideal couple that Kikuko should be
linked to Syuuiti to this extent.!

It is on examples of this type that I will concentrate my attention in what

follows.

Ihe Anaphoric System of Japanese.

The anaphoric system in which these classifier constructions
participate is very complicated and has been the subject of intensive if
selective study. The analyses that have resulted run the gamut from
extremely pragmatic treatments, such as that of Mikami (1970), who
essentially adopts the position that anything that is recoverable in context
may be ellipted, to very syntactic treatments, like that of Ohso (1979), who
attempts to describe ellipsis phenomena within a Ross Constraint-like
format. Because I am interested in the behavior of these classifiers within
the context of the entire narrative or conversation within which they appear,
I will situate my discussion here within what has been written thus far about
the discourse behavior of the various classes of forms mentioned, largely
neglecting the literature on intrasentential constraints.

The major focus of the discourse-oriented literature has been on
ellipsis, which is often described as the Japanese equivalent of the English
pronoun, used instead of a full noun in cases when a referent has already been
introduced (typically by means of a full noun) and there is no danger of
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ambiguity. Some work has also been done by Hinds (1975) on the behavior of
explicit third person pronouns, the general conclusion being that they are
used sparingly by comparison with English pronouns because of competition
from the ellipsis option and because of the heavy stylistic and emotional
overtones which they carry. There is also a considerable body of literature
on the use of first and second person pronouns, but I will also disregard that
here, since it is largely concerned with social distinctions irrelevant to
the use of classifiers. I am not aware of any data-based treatments of the
behavior of demonstratives or epithets in discourse.

While initial mentions of referents typically (and not surprisingly)
involve full nouns, ellipsis can in some sense be seen as the unmarked
alternative for post-initial mentions, This is the perspective advocated by
Li and Thompson (1979) for Mandarin and by Hinds and Hinds (1979) for
Japanese. In their discussion of modes of referring to participants in
Japanese narrative, Hinds and Hinds propose that there is typically a tnree-
step progression in which the participant is introduced by means of a noun
marked for case, referred to on the second mention with a noun phrase bearing
the topicalizing particle ya, then denoted subsequently by means of ellipsis.
True third person pronouns play no part in this scenario, although they are
available, and the return to the use of a full noun in referring to a
participant that has alrecady been referred to by means of ellipsis is seen as
the result of a context which is "specifically marked in some way." This
notion that ellipsis is the unmarked mode of denoting participants in post-
initial appearances alsc receives some statistical support from Clancy's
analysis of a number of Japanese oral narratives (Clancy 1980), in which she
found that ellipses accounted for 79% of post-initial "mentions™ of human
characters and that true pronouns were pever used in the narratives she
considered.

Among the alternatives to ellipsis on post-initial mentions, the use of
full ncuns has been mest carefully studied by Clancy, who detected several
conditions capable of triggering a return from ellipsis to explicit mention.
The least surprising of these is potential ambiguity due to a long interval
since the last mention of the referent in question or the intervention of
other characters, particularly when they appear in subject position. 1In
addition, she found that nouns are often used, even when ellipsis would not be
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ambiguous, at episode boundaries, where they serve to re-establish the
referent in "another world," as in example 10), or to mark a shift in the kind
of action being reported, as with shifts from the presentation of background
information to presentation of the plot line, ete.1

10) ... Sono kago-no, ... nasi-o ko =zitto
that basket-GEN pear-0BJ intensely

miru wake ne? Hosi hosikutte sa. ... De,
see NMLZ PP desi~-desirable PP and

«. tabun - zenzen sSONO ...
probably Eﬁﬁg Eﬁﬂi-mz at all that
nasi-o to totteru otoko-no hito-to
pear-0BJ pi- picking male-GEN person-COM

kankei nai to omou no ne? (0)
relation not have QUOT think NMLZ PP

'(He) stares at the pears, ... in that basket, you know? Want,
wanting (them). ... And, ., (I) think maybe that kid had no

relation at all to the man pi- picking those ... pears.!
Hinds and Hinds make similar observations with respect to the written
narratives which they examined and go so far as to claim that ellipsis is
blocked across episode2 boundaries (Hinds and Hinds 1979, p.202).
Clancy also found that the 1likelihood that a particular character would
be mentioned explicitly on post-initial mentions was related to the status of
that character as main or peripheral:

Inexplicit forms of reference are used for the current hero, at times
even despite ambiguity, creating the impression that the story is being
told from this character!s goin of view. Explicit forms of reference
are used for peripheral figures and to maintain clarity. (Clancy

1980, p.195)
The effectiveness of this strategy is illustrated by the example in 11), where

in spite of the elliptical references to the boy and the intervention of
another character (the girl), it is clear to the Japanese listener that it is
the boy who is being referred to as the fascinated traveler:

11) Hasitte koo itte wa, ano-- onna-no
running this way going PP um-- female-GEN

ko-ga kotti-kara kita wake. Tyotto ki
child=-NOM here-SOURCE came NMLZ a little pre-

ano-- kami-no nagai ne? Onna-no ko-fa
um hair-GEN long PP female-GEN child-NOM

kite, ... sosite, sono hito-ni mitoretyatta
come and then that person-DAT fascinated

wake. Ittan da kedomo, ... (0O)
NMLZ went NMLZ COP but
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'(He) rode along like this, uh-- a girl came from here. A rather
re- uh-- .., with long hair, you know? Agirl came, ... and then,
%he) was fascinated with that person. (He) went along, ...'
Return to explicit mention may also be motivated by what Hinds and Hinds
call "subjective™ factors, such as the speaker's desire to give additional
information about the participant in question, or the need to indicate the
important points, or "peaks,™ of the narrative by the use of the "rhetorical
underlining® that the extra words provide. These considerations are similar
to those cited by Bolinger (1979) in his treatment of pronominalization in
English, where he argues, in a vein that applies equally well to Japanese,
that:
The main error of formal treatments of "pronominalization™ has been to
regard the presence of a pronoun rather than a noun as due to a sort of
mechanical grocess CAUSED by the fresence of a noun at this or that
location rather than as a pragmatic choice between a nominal with a
richer semantic content and a nominal with a leaner one. (1979, p.308)
Aside from full nouns, the only other (semi-~) explicit alternative to
ellipsis that has received any attention from a discourse perspective is
pronominalization. The use of pronouns is subject to heavy social
constraints, as Hinds' 1975 study explains, but the conditions governing the
actual use of pronouns in cases where they are socially apprepriate have yet
to be worked cut in any detail. Hinds (1978) has proposed a "structural
condition for the use of pronouns in Japanese conversation™:
Pronominalization occurs when the antecedent has been listed in the

discourse re%istr'y. Pronominalization is wused to contrast,
emphasize, or to reintroduce a paragraph, segment, or detail topic.

(1978, p.174)
but predieting when an explicit pronoun will appear is still a tricky business

at best. Li and Thompson (1979) draw similar conclusions with respect to
Mandarin, eiting a study in which speakers showed great variability when they
were confronted with mini-texts and asked whether they would use pronouns or
ellipses to fill in various slots that had been left open. Although Li and
Thompson do arrive at a "basic principle governing the occurrence of pronouns

in Chinese discourse™:

The degree of preference for the occurrence of a pronoun in a clause
inversely corresponds to the degree of its conjoinability with the
preceding clause. (1979, p.330§
They also state (p.328) that "the occurrence of pronouns in Chinese narrative
discourse does not seem to be governed by any absolute rules™ and that "where

speakers decide to break the string of zero-pronouns seems to be a matter of
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personal preference, with no governing principles discernible at present."
Questionnaires administered by Hinds to Japanese speakers produced similar
results (Hinds 1975).

The overall picture that these various studies present is one in which
nouns are used in initial mentions of referents, ceding to less explicit
forms, most often ellipses, on subsequent mentions. A return to more
explicit forms may be conditioned by the possibility of ambiguity, the need to
mark or emphasize discourse boundaries of various sorts, or by the speaker's
desire to manipulate the (main/peripheral) status of referents within the
text. Given this general overview, we can ask how classifiers fit into the

picture.

Ihe Role of Classifiers within the Apaphoric System.

The role of the classifier within the anaphoric system has not been
studied in any detail, in Japanese or any other language, so far as I amaware.
In his discussion of the various anaphoric markers in Japanese (Hinds 1978),
Hinds does briefly mention the role of what he calls "quantifiers," lumping
them together with evpithets and claiming that the "structural conditions"
governing their appearance are essentially identical to those governing the
appearance of explicit pronouns, with the exception that they may also be used
to introduce referents into conversation for the first time. Since Hinds
fails to provide a clear definition of exactly what he considers an epithet to
be, and also provides no support for equating the constraints on epithets and
the constraints on quantifier constructions, though, his remarks provide
little explicit guidance for the enterprise at hand.

As data for my analysis here, I used the twenty-seven non-contrastive
anaphoric examples of classifier usage which appeared in the 500 item sample
which I collected fromoral and written sources, and I supplemented these with
additional examples drawn primarily from novels in order to bring the total
number up to fifty-five. Even acursoryglance at these examples reveals the
existence of some very striking tendencies with respect to both the
classifiers and the numbers which appear in these constructions, as Table 1

shows.
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Table 1A

Distribution of Classifiers in. Anaphoric Examples
Collected (Total = 55§

Classifier Number of Instances
nin (human beings) 48
tu (inanimates)
hiki (animals)
wa (birds, (rabbits)
(winged insects)) ’ 1
Table 1B

Distribution of Numerals in Anaphoric Examples
Collected (Total = 55)

Numeral Number of Instances
1 -
2 i1
3 12
y 1
5 1

Neither of the tendencies illustrated here represents any absolute
constraints on this construetion, I would argue, but they are not mere
accidents of my data sample either. The fact is that non-contrastive
anaphoric uses of classifiers occur most often with the classifier pin, used
to denote people, and with small numbers other than 'one.!

The infrequent appearance of numbers over 'three’ in these anaphoric
classifier cornstructicne may bz related to my informant's intuition that it
is awkward to use these forms unless the members which compose the grouping
referred to are thought of as distinet individuals, not just mere category
tokens which together amount to the sum denoted. The larger the number, the
less likely it is that the individuals composing the grouping will be
conceived of as individuals. Inaddition, although individual referents may
often be introduced into a text by means of their participation in some larger
group, if they are of enough interest to merit repeated mention, they are
likely to shed their group identity as the text proceeds and be referred to as
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individuals instead., This is not always the case, however, as the existence
of stories about seven samurai, three little pigs, etc. illustrates.

More interesting, and more puzzling in a sense, is the absence of fornms
containing the number 'one.' As I will explain in the next chapter, 'one! +
classifier constructions are often used quite differently from constructions
involving the other numerals, and they appear very frequently in
introductions of specific referents, used in much the same way as English this
(*There was this guy.') or a certain. Example 12), the beginning of a
traditional folk tale, illustrates this sort of usage.

12) K:Lkaigasima-wa nihon-no minami-no hate-no yoona
Kikeigasima-TOP Japan-GEN South-GEN tip-GEN-like

tokoro-nl aru sima desu. Mukasi- mukasi,
place~L0OC exist island COP long ago - long ago

soko-ni hitori-n ryoosi-ga arimasita. (FT)
there-L0C J_p_gmn—GEN fisherman-NOM existed

'Kikaigasima is an island somewhere near the southern tip of
Japan. Long, long ago, there was g fisherman who lived there.

Examples of this sort appear regularly in both written and oral texts and
represent one of the most common uses of 'one' + classifier constructions.
The failure of 'one'! to appear anaphorically could conceivably be related to
the indefinite-marking flavor which it often carries in these introductory
uses; another possible explanation resides in the fact that most of the
referents which are mentioned repeatedly (and are thus subject to attenuated
representation) within texts are single individuals. Since ellipsis is the
favored option for repeated reference to individuals whose identity is not in
doubt, and since the designation 'one person! would not be of much
distinguishing value in cases when it was in doubt, the absence of ‘one' + CL
cnaphoric constructions may be explicable in terms of the low contrastive
information potential associated with 'one! as compared to the other numerals
within a typical narrative or conversation. Since 'one' +CL does not appear
even in cases where there is an opposition between a single character on the
one hand and a grouping of characters on the other (a circumstance which would
render the singular/plural distinction informational), though, this
explanation is a partial explanation at best.

With respect to the virtual monopoly of nin on the classifier slot in
these constructions, the governing factor seems to be the fact that people, as
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opposed to referents of other sorts, are most likely to be the topic of any
extended discussion in which repeated reference to particular individuals is
required. Other classifiers, even those like mpai "flat, thin object! or ko
'small, roundish object, ! which crosscut the categories encoded by the nouns
of the language, are in principle usable in anaphoric constructions.
Interestingly, though, I found no classifiers of these sorts in the sample I
considered, and whenI elicit2d them from informants, they always co~occurred
with a demonstrative article, which was apparently required to establish the
definiteness of the referents in question. Nip, by contrast, frequently
appears in this pattern without benefit of a definitizing demonstrative.
What we are examining here, then, is the way in which the classifier pip fits
into the system for anaphoric mention of human referents, since the other
classifiers are by comparison rarely used anaphorically. Once again,
because of its role in denoting referents that bear a special semantic status,
nin can be seen as an exceptional member of the classifier system rather than
simply as one of its most important members.

Having established the fact that these anaphoric classifier
constructions are used primarily with respect to groupings of individuatable
human referents, we can now ask whether they provide for the Japanese speaker
any options not available elsewhere in the anaphoric system. In many
respects, they behave similarly to explicit anaphoric forms of other sorts
(nouns, epithets, pronouns). The trait that they most obviously share with
these other sorts of forms is the ability to clarify which referent it is that
is being referred to in contexts where there is some potential ambiguity, or
where, in fact, explicit intervention is needed to block the interpretation
that it is some alternative referent that is involved. Suchsituationsoften
arise at points of subject switch, since the addressee is likely to interpret
the absence of an cxplieit subject as an indication that the subject of the
preceding sentence continues to occupy that role in the present sentence as
well. The prevalence of this pattern of using ellipsis for mentions of
default occupants of the grammatical subject and/or topic role, along with
explicit mentions for othar characters, is reflected in the sort of major
character/minor character reference patterns remarked upon by Clancy and
illustrated by example 11) above.3

Anaphoric classifier constructions are also used for many other
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functions for which an explicit form of some type (as opposed to ellipsis) is
required - providing emphasis through repetition, marking discourse unit
boundaries, serving as anchor points for the introduction of new
participants, providing heads to carry modifying structures. The next
question to ask is whether the anaphoric behavior of classifiers differs in
any way from that of other explicit forms, if they fill any unique slot in the
system. In short, the answer is "yes," as we can see if we compare the
functions they serve, and the "striking distance" within which they may

appear, with those of other sorts of anaphoric forms.

Striking Distance.

By "striking distance,® I mean the distance between the most immediate
antecedent mention and the anaphoric mention of the referent in question.
This distance can, of course, be measured in various ways, but for purposes of
comparison I have confined myself to three measures suggested by Clancy in her
discussion (Clancy 1980) of the anaphoric use of ellipses and nouns to refer
to human characters in Japanese oral narratives, i.e., number of intervening
clause boundaries, number of intervening ssntence boundaries, and number of
intervening mentions of other characters.

I have modeled my methods here as closely as possible on Clancy's,4
although they do not take into account some factors which are very important
in determining what sort of anaphoric formwill be appropriate at a particular
point in a text. Distance from the antecedent mention, for example, is
measured without regard to whether the "mention®™ is explicit or elliptical,
or whether it bears a case particle or the topic marker wa. The number of
other referents intervening between the antecedent and anaphoric mentions of
the referent in question is tabulated on the basis of the actual number of such
referents (types), disregarding the number of times each is mentioned
(tokens)., These properties of the method of tabulation do not invalidate it;
it is important to remember, though, that the figures on which it is based
represent simply one of a number of possible approaches to the problem.

I should also mention the fact that, although I have taken pains to
follow Clancy's methods as closely as possible, the source texts which I used
represented a variety of text types (both oral and written) which go well
beyond the oral narratives on which Clancy based her study, and which present
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problems not encountered in Clancy's corpus. In dealing with these features
of my corpus, I relied on the principles described in Footnote Y, and, because
of my adoption of these principles, my method of tabulation may differ in some
minor respects from Clancy's. For these reasons, the tabulations for
ellipses and nouns (taken from Clancy's study) should be seen merely as a
backdrop for my finding regarding the use of third person pronouns and
anaphoric classifiers. For ease of presentation, though, I have included
all four tabulations in the same tables.

These caveats duly noted, we can turn to Tables 2, 3, and 4. The figures
for nouns and ellipses are taken from Clancy 1980, and the figures for
classifiers and (third-person) pronouns are based on the 55-item classifier
sample I mentioned earlier and the 252 pronouns which appeared in the same
text segments from which my classifier corpus was drawn. The percentages
shown are percentages of the total number of uses of each type, i.e., nouns,
ellipses, etec. In Table 2, for example, 33% of the classifier uses occurred
one clause boundary away from the most immediate antecedent, 42% occurred two

to four clause boundaries away, and so on.
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Table 2

Relative Antecedent-Anaphor Distances

Measured in Number of Intervening Clause Boundaries
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Table 3

Relative Antecedent-Anaphor Distances

Measured in Number of Intervening Sentence Boundaries

49 mentions

of each type
100%[
80%[ —
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Log

20%
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Number of sentence boundaries
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Table 4

Relative Antecedent-Anaphor Distances

Measured in Number of Intervening Referents (Types)

9 mentions

of each type

100% |
80%
603 | -
40% -
20% | "o
X il
0 5+

Number of referents
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Considering first of all Clancy's results, it is clear that most
elliptical mentions of a referent occur within fairly close range of the
antecedent mention, nearly 100% occurring within four clauses' range, one
sentence's range, or one intervening referent's range of the antecedent.
The full noun profile is quite different - although full nouns may be used in
anaphoric mentions even within the same clause as the antecedent mention,
their total striking distance is much greater, with one-fourth of the
anaphoric full noun uses in Clancy's texts occurring at a remove from their
antecedents that exceeds the maximum striking distance of ellipses.

This contrast is hardly surprising, of course, since the
identifiability of a referent fades fairly rapidly in the absence of explicit
mention and is restored by explicit mention. Because full nouns are the most
explicit anaphoric forms available, their use in effect moots the
recoverabllity question; if they are used at a point at which the referent is
no longer recoverable, there is no problem, because they contain in them
enough information to re-establish the referent from scratch if necessary.5

The behavior of full nouns and ellipses is not my real concern here,
however, and I have included Clancy's tabulations in my tables only to provide
a frame of reference against which to consider the behavior of anaphoric
classifier constructions and pronouns. As Tables 2 through 4 show, pronouns
and classifiers differ both from eanh other and from ellipses and full nouns
in terms of their striking distances, pronouns showing a greater resemblance
to ellipses, classifiers resembling nouns., The discrepancy is also
reflected in the figures in Table 5; where the mean antecedent-anaphor
distance for classifiers is anywhere from two to three and a half times that of

pronouns for each measure included.
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Table 5

Mean Antecedent-Anaphor Distance for Pronouns
and Anaphoric Classifiers

# Clauses # Sentences # Referents

Third Person Pronouns 2.33 .92 .53

Classifiers 6.19 3.17 1.10

As these figures suggest, and as a perusal of the 252 pronoun uses
considered here confirms, Japanese third person pronouns resemble their
English counterparts in that they appear to be applicable only so long as the
person to whom they are used to refer is "given® in the sense defined by Chafe
(1976), i.e., assumed by the speaker to be in the consciousness of the
addressee at the time of the utterance. By contrast, the striking distance
of anaphorically used classifiers appears to extend beyond the bounds of
givenness as defined by Chafe, perhaps conforming better to the notion of
givenness used by Halliday (1967), i.e., recoverable from the preceding
discourse.

One occasionally encounters uses of pronouns and classifiers which
appear to conform only marginally to these constraints. Although Chafe
argues briefly against the notion of degrees of givenness, for example,
pronouns may sometimes appear when the givenness of the referent in question
is only inferrable ,5 80 long as there is no possibility of confusion. 1In 13),
for instance, the Italians are referred to with kare-ra although the
"antecedent® for the pronoun can be computed only by combining the previous
speaker's remarks about the French with the present speaker's mention of
Italy. 1In other words, no direct antecedent exists. It is unclear whether

examples of this sort would conform to Chafe's notion of givenness or not.
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13) A: (talking about the French national character)

Ano kuni-ni iru to ne, tune-ni, koo,
that country-LOC be and PP usually

syutyoo site-inal to humitaoseretyau kara.
assertion not do and get trampled because

Dakedo, totemo ii tokoro-mo aru no nec.
but really good points~too exist NMLZ PP

B: Sore-wa ne boku-mo itaria-ni ite-mo
that-TOP PP I-too Italy-LOC be even

wakatta-n da-kedo,ggfﬁﬁiffigﬁ zettaini
understood-NMLZ COP-but he- = absolutely
zibun—ga warul-tte koto iwanai no  ne,
self-NOM bad-QUOT NMLZ not say NMLZ PP

akirakani zibun-ga matigatte-ite-mo ne. (0)
clearly self-NOM be wrong-even PP

'A: Because, in that country, usually, (you) get trampled if

(you) don't stand up for (yourself), of course, (it) has (its)
good points too.

Speaking of that, I saw the same thing in Italy. They will
never admit they're wroing, even when they clearly are.
Example 14) presents a parallel case of anaphoric classifier usage at a
point in the text which is at an extreme remove from the preceding mention of
the grouping referred to. Although the identity of the referents in question
is still recoverable, it is probably available to the reader only after a
fairly active search of his memory.

14a) Kikuko-wa satoko=no hmuata-ni te-o oite,
Kikuko-TOP Satoko~GEN shoulder-~LOC hand-OBJ place

oite, "ozisama-to daibutusame-e itterassyai ne.
place Grandpa-COM Big Buddha-GOAL go-IMP PP

Otigosan-mo dete, odori-mo aru wa." Husako-ni
Little Princesa-too ge out dance too exist PP Husako-by

Husako=-ni sasowarete, singo-mo deta. ...

Husako=by invited Singo~-too went out
b) San-nin-ga keidai-ni tuku to, tigogyooretu-ga
3:n§n§9n§NOM grounds-LOC arrive when' ligeggf 1ittlg prin-

daibutu-no mae-no isi-no mito-o
cess-NOM Big Buddha-GEN front-GEN stone-GEN path-0BJ

nette-iru tokoro datta. (F)
filing along time COP-~PST

a) 'Putting (her) hand on Satoko's shoulder, Kikuko said, 'Why

don't you go to the Big Buddha with Grandpa? The Little Princes
will be there, and there will be dancing too. Invited along by

Husako, Singo went too. ...
b) When ;h% £§¥Q§ of them arrived at the grounds of the temple,
the line of Little Princes was Jjust filing along the flagstone
path leading to the Buddha.'

Shortly after the introduction of the threesome with the lines in 14a),
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they are mentioned elliptically several times. Between the last elliptical
mention and the mention with san-nin in 14b), though, 75 clause boundaries and
41 sentence boundaries aire crossed, and seven other human referents are
mentioned, making for an antecedent-anaphor distance atypical even for
classifiers. The discussion touches on topics as diverse as bonsai
techniques and the main character's memories of a young woman he had been in
love with years before. The sentence containing the san-nipn is the first ina
new sub-heading of the chapter which is marked with a Roman numeral.

In spite of these considerations, though, the referent intended by the
author is still recoverable. The three people in question set off for the
temple two pages earlier, and now that we read that three people have arrived,
it is easy enough to recover their identity, and to put the intervening
material into perspective as a digression of sorts. This example thus
constitutes a rather extreme case of a use to which anaphoric classifiers are
often put - topic re-establishment.

Interestingly, my primary informant also reports that the use of a’
pronoun in the place of san-nin here would have peen interpretable as well,
although the antecedent must be recovered from a segment of the text which
clearly exceeds the boundary of information given in Chafe's sense. This
suggesis that the textual range within which a pronoun may be used may be
extended by contextual clues which guarantee its interpretability. By
virtue of their deviancy, though, uses of this sort may create a special
pragmatic or stylistic effect, as do other deviant uses such as the insertion
of a pronoun in the first sentence of a text as a device to immediately draw the
reader into a world where that pronoun is assumed to be interpretable. 1In
spite of these cases, though, the fact remains that the striking distance of
Japanese third-person pronouns is typically much shorter than that of
anaphoric numeral-classifier pairs, as Table 5 shows, leading us to ask why.

The answer might of course be that the discrepancy here is sheerly
arbitrary, pronouns having by convention been established as markers of
givenness in Chafe's sense, classifiers having been assigned a broader range
which encompasses and goes beyond that of pronouns. The effect could,
however, in some measure be dependent on the nature of the information which
each class of forms carries. The pronouns carry information about number

(singular/plural) and sex, although plural pronouns containing the masculine
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kare may denote groupiungs including female members as well. Since both pin
and the pronouns are used only with respect to human referents, the difference
in semantic load thus reduces to an opposition between sex and singular-
ity/plurality in the case of the pronouns, and absolute (plural) number in the
case of the classifiers.

It is clear why the range of interpretability of singular pronouns
should be as severely restricted as it is, since texts frequently revolve
around the activities of numbers of individual human participants, any of
whichmight in prineciple be referred to as kare 'he' or kanozyo 'she.! 1In the
case of the plural pronouns, though, we might expect to find striking
distances more akin to those of the classiiiers, since the groups of referents
towhich plural pronouns apply would in many contexts be likely to stand out by
contrast with individual referents, the mere fact of their plurality being
sufficient to identify them. When we compare the behavior of the singular
and plural pronouns in the data collected for this study, though, we find that
the plural forms pattern like the singulars, rather than imitating the
behavior of the classifiers. As an explanation for the unique anaphoric
behavior of the classifiers, then, we are left only with the fact that they
carry information about absolute number. Although it is easy enough to
imagine contexts within which this information might be useful, it would seem
to represent a somewhat marginal increment over the information carried by
the plural pronouns.

When we compare the actual use of anaphoric classifiers and plural
pronouns, though, we find that while they may resemble each other closely in
the sorts of information they carry, they differ in the tenacity of their
attachment to the referent groupings which they have been used to denote.
The pronouns are true shifters, gaining and shedding referents with fair
rapidity as the text progresses. Classifiers, on the other hand, sometimes
follow the pronominal pattern, but they also may be used throughout a text to
denote a particular fixed grouping of referents, even when other groups of the
appropriate semantic dimensions intervene between antecedent and anaphoric
mentions, This is what happens in the example in 15), where hutari '2-
person' functions similarly to the English the i{wosome, denoting the pair in
question (Isii and the woman) even when it is immediately preceded by the
mention of another pair of individuals who could be referred to with hutari
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had the form not already been temporarily pre-empted.

15) Yuki-wa saiszo-no, Isii=-ga tanni saigo=no
Tuki-TOP firs Isii-NOM simply end-GEN

wakare-ni oona-ni ai-ni kita-to iu
parting-DAT woman-DAT see-DAT came-QUOT

kangae-o teisei seneba naranakatta.
thought-0BJ revision if not do would not do

San-yon-ken-no  hyakusyooya-ga aru
3-4-building-GEN farmhouse=NO exist

tokoro-ni deta. Ko=-o otte-iru
place-LOC came out child-OBJ carrying
rooba=ga siroi me-0 site tatte-ita,

old woman-NOM white eye-OBJ do was standing

Yuki-ga  hutari-n to-o kiku to, ...
Yuki-ﬁOM z_p_e_mn ~GEN NMLZ-OBJ ask when

'Yuki was forced to revise (his) original hypotheses that Isii had
come merely for a final parting from the woman. (He) came upon a

grouping of three or four farmhouses. An old woman carr :Lng a
child stood and watched (him) coldly. When Yuki asked about the

g oo

A similar sort of temporary appropriation of pronouns as the label fora
fixed referent or group of referents within a particular context may also
occur, but this is a more marked device and tends to give the impression that
the referent in question is something of an obsession for the narrator or
character from whose viewpoint the story is being told, since it always
remains in the foreground of at least the narrator's consciousness and serves
as the baseline against which the narrative proceeds in spite of the
intervening mentions of other characters. The permanent assignment of
anaphoric classifiers, by contrast, does not have this effect.

The difference in behavior here emerges clearly if we consider the
entire (short story) text that contains the example cited in 15). In the
course of the story, the author uses both classifiers and pronouns (kare-ra)
to refer to the couple inquestion. Five out of the sixuses of the classifier
form involve re-introducing the couple, usually after mentions of
intervening characters, as in 15). Kare-ra, on the other hand, is used only
within paragraphs where hutari has first been used to re~establish the pair.

As this discussion has hopefully illustrated, the long striking
distance of classifiers (whatever its ultimate explanation) makes them very
useful for re-introducing referents which have been textually evoked but have
been Munused" for a significant period since their introduction. At the
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other end of their range, in close proximity to their antecedents,
classifiers are also useful in avoiding possible ambiguities without
introducing the surfeit of information or stylistic heaviness which
repetition of the full noun would carry, or the social overtones attendant on

the use of a third-person pronoun. It is to these issues that I now wish to

turn.

Stylistic Neutrality.

The exact nature of the "social overtones" carried by the pronouns has
been the subject of considerable speculation, and apparent differences in
intuition from one native speaker to the next, coupled with a very rapidly
changing culture, has led to a fair amount of confusion as to how to
characterize the stylistic effect of these forms.

One thing most speakers seem to agree on is that there is such a thing as
"overuse™ of pronouns, which can lend a text an affected air, or the feeling
that it is an "overspecified" translation modeled on a Western language. 1In
Hinds?' very interesting study of speakers' attitudes toward and reported
usage of pronouns (Hinds 1975), 714 of his respondents reported feeling that
the use of kapre and other third-person pronouns is "affected."™ Only 16%
reported that they felt no reaction when they heard these forms used, while
the remaining 13% found them "sophisticated® (10%) or "vulgar®™ (3%). Kareis
clearly not the unmarked form that he is in English.

Hinds also argues that the use of one of these pronouns implies that the
speaker knows the referent to whom he applies it fairly well, and in addition,
that it carries "obligatory emotional associations" (Hinds 1978, p.175). It
is elear that this sort of coloration, coupled with the nuance of affectation
which many speakers attribute to the use of these forms, could impose serious
limitation on their usefulness as anaphoric markers, regardless of distance
from the antecedent mention. If this characterization is corrsct, in other
words, it could indicate another reason for the incorporation of eclassifiers
into the anaphoric system of the language.7

After examining the use of third-person pronouns in the texts (oral and
written) from which I drew my classifier examples, I have concluded that Hinds
is correct in arguing that the pronouns impose a perspective on the references

which they effect which is missing from the anaphoric use of classifiers. I
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would disagree, however, with his claim that they carry obligatory emotional
overtones, or that they imply that the speaker knows the referent personally,
and "fairly well." Consider the examples in 16) and 17):

16) De, kare=-wa nizyuuroku-de hazimete kekkon
and he-TOP 26-at ~ for the first time marriage
suru-n desu karu renin-wa (0)
Jo-NMLZ 'COP  because PP Lenin-Top

é?(ejc?use he got married for the first time at 26, Lenin
17) Dakedo otoko-no syasei-tte 0=Wa naze-ka sa,
but man-GEN e.jaeulation-QUOT NMLZ-TOP why-Q PP

hutuu-no-mama zya mien wake desgoo? (laughter)
usually COP-TOP can't be seen NMLZ right?

poruno eiga-tte no-wa doo suru ka tte iu too ...
ané porno movie-QUOT NMLZ-~TOP how do Q QuoT if

sono syunkan-ni, zenbu ano nuku-n desu g « (oo
that moment-LOC all um pull out-NMLZ COP P

De ne, boku-ga soo iu haado-poruno=-no

and PP’ I-NOM that kind of hard porn-GEN

san=bon-date-0 mite=ta toki-ni ne, aru elga-no
triple bill-OBJ was seeing time-LOC PP'a certain movie-GEN
naka-de maa, soo iu nuite-wa pa-tte siin-ga

middle-L0C well that sort of pull out pa-QUOT scene~NOM

nan-kai-mo dete-kuru wake desyo? Sono uti-no ikkai-ga
Q-time-EMPH appear NMLZ right? that among one-time-NOM

ne, mazutyatte ne, hontooni ityatta wake,
PP bad PP really went off NMLZ

nukanaide. De, ittyatta mon da kara g_g_z_e_-ﬁa
without pulling out and went off NMLZ COP because 0

moo, beddo-o tataite kuyasigatta wake. (0)
EMPH bed-OBJ hit was chagrinned NMLZ

'But (you) usually can't see it when a man comes, right?
slaughter) But what (they) do in porno movies is, at that moment,
they) pull ( it) out. ... And when I went to this hard porn triple
1 one time, in this one movie there were lots of scenes like
that where Sthey) ulled (it) out and came, right? But this one
time, (they) messe and (he) really eame without pulling (it)
out. And because he} fueked up and came, h_e_ was Just pounding
the bed in f‘rustration.

These two examples are very clear cases of speakers using pronouns to
refer to people with whom they have had no personal interaction, and, in the
case of 17), with whom they would never want to be associated. Although
examples of this sort undermine Hinds' claim that the use of third-person
pronouns implies some personal familiarity between the speaker and the

referent, taken together with others of Hinds' findings, they suggest another
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generalization concerning the social overtones associated with pronoun use.

In the results of various questionnaires he administered, Hinds (1975)
claimed to find confirmation for the following additional hypotheses about
the use of pronouns (Hinds 1975, pp.154=5):

Hypothesis 3. kare is not used to refer to family members. There are
degrees to which kare is avoided in these cases. There is a
strong prohibition against using to refer to members of older
generations (and babies). The prohibition becomes lessrigidin
reference to siblings., For extended family members, that is
cousins, there is no prohibition other than the generai
constraints imposed for other members of society.

Hypothesis 4. kare is not used to refer to social superiors. ...
However, it is not simply the case that kare is avoided when
referring to any social superior. Significantly if the social
superior has some kind of relationship to the speaker, kare is
avoided to an even greater degree.

Hypothesis 5. is not used to refer to people in the public sphere
... generally borne out, although not to the degree that there isa
prolgibition against using kare to refer to nuclear family
members.

Hypothesis 6. kare is used more often in direct translations from
Western languages than in spontaneous conversation.

Hyphothesis 7. The extensive use of kare is considered improper.

All of these observations, as well as the appearance of examples like 16)
and 17), can be explained if we consider kare, etc., to be usable only when the
speaker is absolved of the need to express the relative status relation that
holds between him and the referent in question. In cases where the referent
is an older member of one's family, a teacher, an older friend, or a respected
member of society, it is typical to express one's inferior position relative
to that referent by the use of a status-marked form of some sort, rather than
the status~neutral pronoun. The use of a pronoun in such cases may in fact be
considered improper. When the referent is a friend close to one's own age, a
sibling, a stranger, a public or historical personage (like Lenin) with whom
one has no personal relationship, or an individual in the public domain to
whom one owes no respect (like a pornographic movie star), the use of a pronoun
is more likely.

Although the social constraints on the use of kare, etec. are thus perhaps
not as restrictive as Hinds' characterization would lead us to believe, it is
clear nonetheless that pronouns are in no sense the unmarked mode of explicit
anaphora in Japanese., They are disqualified from this role both by their
abdication from the social-relation indicating axis which plays such an
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important role in the Japanese grammatical system as a whole, and by the
stylistic overtones of Maffectedness™ which many speakers associate with
their use.

One might speculate, in fact, that these two aspects of the stylistic
effect of kare, etc., are not unrelated. Part of the affected tone
associated with the use of pronouns undoubtedly derives from the fact that the
use of explicit anaphoric forms, as opposed to ellipses, can lend to a
Japanese text a feeling of "super-clarity® or Moverspecification™ vhich is
typical of close translations from Western languages. Since the use of
Western languages and familiarity with Western culture still retain some
positive social value even in present-day Japan, it is not surprising that
such mimiery of Western anaphoric patterns might take on an affected aura.

It also seems plausible, though, that a speaker's decision to withdraw
from the social network which unites him and the referent he refers to with
kare could have a similar effect, since by using a pronoun, the speaker is
defining a clear boundary between himself and the referent in question, and is
asserting his own perspective on that referent. This sort of withdrawal from
the social network can easily lend a text a formal or antiseptic tone which is
not too far from affectedness, and it blocks the subtle shifts of perspective
(from speaker/narrator to character and back again) that occur readily when
ellipses rather than pronouns are used.

In addition to the fact that the pronouns themselves do not explicitly
encode status distinetions, their use is also considered disrespectful
because it violates what amounts to a taboo on the use of personal pronouns in
general. This taboo is reflected in the avoidance of first and second person
as well as third-person forms, and in the rapid rate of replacement that has
dogged the personal pronoun system over the centuries.8 Many of the second-~
and third-person forms, for example, have been derived from nouns and verbs
referring to the location of the person denoted, while first person forms have
been drawn from the pool of nouns available for denoting low status
individuals. As pronouns, however, these forms have typically lost their
original, euphemistic senses, oniy to be replaced by new terms uncontaminated
by the pronominal taboo.

The classifier constructions we have been discussing, then, provide a
useful anaphoric option when the speaker wishes to explicitly refer to third
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person referents without either marking their social status (by choosing an
appropriate euphemism) or patently disregarding it (by using a third person
pronoun). While the classifiers themselves reflect social distinetions no
better than the pronouns do, they are drawn from a different segment of the
lexicon, one whose primary task is semantic rather than deictic. Inavoiding
pronoun use by resorting to a numeral-classifier pair, the speaker is thus
exploiting a technique similar to the one involved in the appropriation of a
new pronoun from the ranks of the noun or verb system of the language.
Given these considerations, we can see that classifiers possessnot only
a striking range which allows them to serve as useful supplements to the
anaphoric options provided by ellipsis and pronouns, but also a social and
stylistic neutrality which allows the speaker to avoid the impersonal or

affected tone that often accompanies pronouns.

Additional Advantages.

Numeral-classifier pairs may also be recommended for use in a particular
situation because they provide a means of anaphorically representing a group
of referents in an evenhanded way, without focusing the reference on one as
opposed to others of the individuals involved in the grouping, or because the
numerals which they contain carry information which is useful at that
particular point in the text.

The evenhanded effect of the numeral-classifiier pair takes on
significance by comparison with the proper noun~plus-collective marker or
pronoun-plus-collective marker pairs which may also be used to denote human
referents. Appended to common nouns, the 'collective! or 'plural' suffixes
which figure in these constructions act as true pluralizers and imply the
existence of a group composed solely of members of the category denoted by the
noun. When they are used with pronouns or proper names, though, the semantic
effect is to indicate a grouping centered around the referent denoted by the
pronoun or name to which the suffix is attached, rather than a homogeneous
grouping of members of co-equal status. Thus, for example, while
kodomo-tati 'child-PL' will be used to refer to a group of children, kare-~tati
'he-COLL®* will be used to denote a grouping centered on the referent of kare
and Tanaka-san-tati 'Tanaka~HON-COLL ! a grouping centered on Mr./Ms. Tanaka.

It 1s clear that the anaphoric use of classifiers provides a neutral
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alternative to the use of these focus~centered proper noun or pronoun-plus-
collectivizer forms, an alternative that may be exploited when the speaker
wishes to accord equal attention to the various members of the grouping in
question while at the same time maintaining their separability. In example
18), for example, the author chooses the form hutapi '2-person' to refer to
the couple Yasuko and Singo, thereby avoiding the destruction of their
identities as individuals by the use of a collective noun of some sort, such as
huuhu 'couple,' and also avoiding the nuance that the couple is centered
around one member or the other, which would have been conveyed by the use of,
for example, sipgo-tati 'Singo-COLL' or kanozyo-tati 'she-COLL.'

18) Yasuko-no imooto-no omokage-wa. hutari-no
Yasuko-GEN younger sister~GEN shadow-TOP 2-person-GEN

kokoro-no soko-ni atta wake da. Singo-mo Yasuko-mo
heart~GEN bottom-LOC existed NMLZ COP Singo-too Yasuko-too

imooto~-no anasi-wa sinai keredomo, wasureta
younger sister-GEN talking-TOP not do but forgotten

wake dewa nakatta. (F)
NMLZ COP NEG=PST

'The image of Y.’-ﬁsulé% ts ggunger s;s»erl'{ r'ema:l.nedf :i.rlx1 the heart of
%ﬁ%‘bﬁg& foséo*ggn (%8& ;u.w Yasuko spoke of the sister, but

Since the classifiers obligatorily occur in the company of numerals,
their choice over other anaphoric forms may also be dictated on occasion by
the usefulness of the information carried by the numeral. In 19), for
example, mention of the number of butterflies involved in the dance described
is crucial to the image conveyed, making the numeral-classifier pair the
ideal anaphoric device.

19) tyoco-wa itabei-ni g
butterfly-TOP wooden fence~LOC o lique line~0BJ

egaite, rinka-no matu~no
trace neighboring house~GEN pine-GEN

mae=e -ga
front-GOAL went “out % fx:ab_hi_t_). (winged insect)-

tate-ni narande, sono tate-no sen-o
NOM vertically line up that vertical line-0OBJ

kuzusaz kankaku-mo midasazu matu-no
without disturbing space~too without disturbing pine-GEN

mannaka-o aia kozue-e agatte-itta. (F)
very center-0BJ quickly treetop-GOAL rise-went
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'Tracin§ an oblique 1line against the wooden fence, the
butterflies came out in front of the pine tree in the neighbor's
ard. lined up vertically, and without
reaking the line, without varying the distances between (them)‘
quickly rose up the center of the pine tree to the very top.

Conclusion.

As all of these examples have shown, there are contexts in which the
numeral-classifier pair is an especially useful anaphoric device,
particularly when human referents are involved. It resembles other explicit
forms in its ability to block potential ambiguities and clarify references,
but it is unique in that it couples a long striking distance with avoidance of
the stylistic overtones often attendant on the use of nouns or third-person
pronouns, The numeral-classifier pzir also represents the group of
referents in a more evenhanded way than is possible with forms containing one
of the collective suffixes, and in some cases it carries crucial information
about exact number which cannot be provided by other anaphoric forms. For
these reasons, it is a useful addition to the Japanese anaphoric inventory.
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FOOTNOTES

1This example and the following one are Clancy's examples (54) and (65),
respectively, although I have added the morpheme-by-morpheme glosses.

2Hinds and Hinds define egisodes as units which maintain "a unified
ﬁarticipant orientation, or aunified temporal or spatial setting"” (Hinds and

inds, 1979, p.201).

3while this sort of default assignment of the subject or topic is most
often blocked by explicit mention of the new occupant of the role, it may also
be effected by the explicit mention of the default referent in a different
slot, forecing the addressee to search out some other plausible subject or
topic from among other referents present in the context.

4Following Clancy, the number of clauses and sentences intervenin
between two mentions of a referent was counted by tabulating clause an
sentence boundaries. If, for example, areferent was mentioned inone clause
and then again in the immediately following clause, the second mention was
recorded as appearing after one intervening clause. The only verb forms
which were not counted as marking separate clause boundaries were aspectual
forms following main verbs ending in -te, e,g., 'professive/perfective,!
and evidentials such as pasiij (Eg%]l), , etec. Sentence boundaries
were assigned in accordance with orthographic sentence boundaries, including
those which appeared within quotations embedded in larger narrative
sentences. Because of the many differences between the sentences which
appear in oral and written texts, the tabulations of clause boundaries (which
bear a more consistent significance regardless of mode) in Table 2 are
probably more meaningful than the figures for sentence boundaries in Table 3.

Greater difficulties were %resented by the task of calculatin% the
number of referents intervening between antecedent and anaphor. Although
Claneg does not discuss the issue ( er'han because her texts are shorter and
more homogeneous), I sometimes had difficulty in identifyin% not only the
intervening referents, but also the antecedent mention in question. Some of
the difficulty, of course, is due to the fact that ellipsis is so commonly
used, but this was largely resolved by counting an elliptical mention to have
occurred whenever a noun phrase filling a particular case role was required by
a verb but did not appear explicitly. See Clancy for details.) Further
difficulties occurred in cases where no clear antecedent was established
linguistically, or when the anaphor referred to a group of refeerents which had
most recently been referred to as individuals, rather than as a groupinﬁ,
sometéx{es v%ithtonly some subset of the grouped referents having figured in the
prece ext.

In the cases of the first sort, when the identity of the referent
intended by the speaker absolutcly could not be ascertained (even with the
help of a native speaker), the example was stricken from the corpus. This
occurred with only one of %he pronoun examples collected. When the anaphor
denoted a referent which had received no explicit antecedent mention but
whose existence was heavily implied by some other seqment of the text, that
segment was counted as the antecedent, as when 'Italy' served as the
antecedent for a use of 'they!' to refer to Italians in general. The pronoun
corpus contained three examples of this sort.

In cases of the second type, involving split antecedents, several
principles were followed. When the ana horic mention was preceded by
nentions of orily a subset of its referents, these mentions were not counted as
antecedents, but rather as mentions of intervening referents. Skipping over
these mentions, I looked for the most recent mention (explicit or elliptical)
of the entire grouping of referents. Whzn the entire frouping was mentioned
within a single clause, but with each member individually represented, e.g.,
' danced with Mary,'! as opposed to 'John danced, ' or !
danced, ! that clause was counted as containing the antecedent mention. 1In
one case, the referents subsequently grouped together in an anaphoric mention
were never mentioned earlier within a single clause, but the action resulting
in the grouping was described. In this case it was that clause which was
treated as the antecedent.

A third group of problematic cases, involving the use of gronouns
following quotations spoken by the referent of the pronoun, were ultimately
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excluded from the tabulations represented in Tables 2-4. These examples
constituted a significant subset of the pronoun examples (34 out of 252) and
accounted for the exclusion of one classifier example as well, but since I
could not arrive at a satisfactory means of calculating the extent to which
quotes might evoke the identity of the speakers in question, I simplf set_them
aside, Although the exclusion of these cases (which all appeared in written
texts) has undoubtedly affected the figures for pronouns which Tables 2-l4
present, the effect of their inclusion would undoubtedly be to increase the
repﬂesegted difference between pronoun and classifier behavior, rather than
weaken .

A fourth group of special cases involved examples where mentions of
physical parts of the referents in question intervened between the anaphor
and the preceding mention of the personas awhole. Reasoning that evocation
of the part in such cases would bring with it the whole to which it is
inalienably attached, I counted mentions of the parts as antecedent mentions
in the three pronoun examples of this sort.

In calculating the number of referents intervening between antecedent
and anaphor, I again followed Clanc¥ and counted an intervening referent
whenever the case frame of an intervening verb required it. Once a
particular referent had been counted, however, it was not counted again, no
matter how many times it reappeared within the antecedent-anaphor gap. The
count here was also limited to referents of the same semantic class, i.e.,
humans in almost all cases, on the grounds that referents of other classes do
not have the same capacity for disturbing the givenness of the referent, that
is, intervening in the identification process.

51In any careful analysis of this question, it would be essential to
consider the modifisrs and particles which accompany the anaphoric noun use
in question., If the noun bears no adjuncts other than the topic marker wua,
chances are that it is being use anaiphorically (although there are
exceptions to this generalization too). 1If it bearsa case garticle instead,
and is accompanied by a demonstrative designed to redirect the hearer/reader
to the correct referent, it is a more tentative sort of anaphoricity that is
involved. If it bears a case particle plus adjectives designed to re-evoke
information conveyed earlier in the text, the speaker is providi
considerable assistance to the hearer in constructing what may be a verfv wea
angegedgnt;?naphor link, and the 'anaphor'! may verge on being in effect a
reintroduction.

6see Prince 1979 for a useful taxonomy of types of givenness.

TThe anaghoric use of classifiers is, as we have seen, restricted to
cases where the number of referents involved is greater than one, so it is
available only as an alternative to the use of the plural pronouns =ra,

- ete. Although I have not done any quantitative analyses of
what anap or:fc forms are used with si¥ular referents when pronouns are not
appropriate, I suspect that the slack is taken up by heavier use of ellipsis,
and by the use of proper names, kin terms, and occupational titles. ile
these forms may be a bit heavier stylistically than the third person
pronouns, repeated use of a proper name throughout a text is quite
unremarkable and constitutes a very workable alternative to pronoun use.
This may be less true with respect to plural referents, since the
concatenation of more than one name results in a significantly heavier and
more unwieldy label.

8For a more detailed explication of these points, see Sanscm 1928 and
Suzuki 1973.
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CHAPTER 6
THE USE OF CLASSIFIERS AND PLURAL MARKERS
AS INDIVIDUATORS

It is my goal in this chapter and the following one to describe the ways
in which the Japanese classifiers participate in the system for indicating
not only number, but also the degree of referentiality of the noun phrases
with which they are associated. In this chapter I will examine the
relationship between numeral classifiers and plural markers, describing
their interaction against the backdrop of the universalist observation that
the classifier languages typically do not possess obligatory plural marking.
As we shall see, the two systems share not only the task of expressing the

number of the referents denoted by noun phrases, but also that of conveying

information about the referentiality of those noun phrases.

Markers of Number in Japanese.

Although it is commonly noted that number is not an obligatory
grammatical category in Japanese, information about number may in fact be
carried by any of a number of sentence elements. Martin (1975 p.143-54)
contains a nice discussion of forms that function in this way, including:

1. Explicit counting devices, typically a classifier preceded by a
numeral or a form such as guu- 'a number of!

2. Collectivity or plurality-marking noun suffixes and "quasi-
suffixes," such as =tati 'PL/COLL,' -pa 'PL/COLL,' =ren 'group,' =dan
‘group,' =rui ‘*various kinds,' pado ‘etc.,' sono ita 'and others,' ete.

3. Pluralizing prefixes, such as ta- 'many' and syo- !'various!

4. Reduplicated nouns or numeral-classifier combinations, such as
simazima *islands' ( { sima 'island!) or i~kken i-kken 'building by buildir..®
({ i=kken 'one building')

5. Nouns with inherently plural referents, such as gyako 'parent(s)
and child(ren)' ( { oya 'parent' +ko 'child'), hutago 'twins, ' huphu 'husband
and wife/couple,' etc. R

6. Verbs requiring semantically plural arguments, such as atumaru 'to

gather (intr.)!
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As this listing shows, though number may not be a grammatical category of
Japanese, various means of specifying it are available to the Japanese
speaker who needs them. It isquite obvious that indicating number isnot the
primary semantic function of all these forms. It is perhaps less obvious but
no less true that it is not the sole function of any of them.

As we have seen, the numeral + classifier forms carry, in addition to
information about number, information about the semantic class of the
referent. The use of reduplicative forms often carries a distributive

meaning, as in 1):

1) Hurui kabegami-wa &_gkg‘_o__dgk_gm—ni abureta mama de, (F)
old wallpaper-TOP place-plaze=~L0C orn in a state

‘The old wallpaper, torn here and there, ...!

The choice among the various pluralizing suffixes, on the other hand, is
related to the distinctions represented in the honorific system, with =tati
and =pra serving as relatively neutral forms usable with most nouns denoting
humans, =domo serving as a humble form, and =gata as a respectful form. Itis
thus acceptable to refer to a group including oneself with the forms
watasi-tati 'I-PL' or watasi-domo 'I-PL(humble),' but not *yatasi-gata 'I-
PL(respectful). By contrast, ganata=-gata 'you-PL(respectful)' but not
¥anata-domo 'you-PL(humble)' may be used as a plural second-person pronoun. |

Because all of the number-indicating or number-reflecting devices in
Martin's list also carry other sorts of information as well, a single sentence
may contain several of them without giving the impression of undue

redundancy, as the examples in 2) illustrate:

2a) Sono san-pin-gumi-no otoko-no ko-ga
that 3-person-group-GEN male-GEN child-NOM

hitotu= D&ENgO=0 kaziri-nagara, ... (0)
1-inanimate-each mango-0BJ nibble-while

'The group of three boys, each of them nibbling on a mango, ...'

b) 0Ozisan-to, sono-hutari-n otoko=-no
uncle-COM’ that-g:p_e_ns_qn—GEN male-GEN

ko=~ =to Kaeko -ﬁa
child-pPL-COM Kaeko -NOM

kotatu-ni atatte-imasita. (F)
heated table-LOC were warming

'(Our) uncle, his song, and Kaeko were warming themselves at
the hoated thbis, P2 ! ne

In the discussion that follows, I will concentrate on just the two sets
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of number-marking forms illustrated in example 2b), i.e., plural-marking
suffixes and numeral=-classifier pairs, consigning the use of the other sorts
of forms listed to the role of backdrop. One reason for confining my
discussion in this way is, of course, the fact that I am primarily interested
here in the behavior of the classifiers. My decision to treat the behavior of
plural markers as well derives from an interest in universalist claims that
there may be some sort of antipathy between numeral-classifier systems and
obligatory plural marking. While plural marking in Japanese is not
obligatory, it is rot a matter of free variation, either, and its patterning
suggests a refinement of the claims of Greenber.gm (1972) and Sanches and Slobin

(1973), to which I will now turn.

Univeprsalist Claims Regarding the Co=-occurrence of Numeral Classifiers
and Plural Marking.
In their 1973 paper, Sanches and Slobin advance the following

hypothesis:
if a language includes numeral classifiers as its dominant mode of
forming quantification expressions, then it will also have facultative
expression of the plural. 1In other words, it will have obligatory
markings of the plural on nouns. (Sanches and Siobin 1973, p.4)
In support of this hypothesis, Sanches and Slobin present the chart
reproduced (with one modificationnoted in the text of their paper) as Table 1
below. Of the some seventy languages surveyed and represented in the table,
only five (those ir Quadrant IV) appear to possess both numeral classifiers

and obligatory plixral marking.
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Obligatory Plural Marking

(=)

(+)

TABLE 1

176

NUMERAL CLASSIFIER - PLURAL MARKER CORRELATIONS

(+)

(from Sanches and Slobin, p.T7)

Numeral Classifiers

(=)

ADI (ABOR-MIRI) KHMER HAWAIIAN
BAHASA INDONESIA KIWAI KAPINGA-
BAHNAR (KEREWA) (?) MARANGI (?)
BENGALI KOREAN MARANAO
BOUGAINVILLE LAO MIWOK

(5 languages) MAM POKONCI
BRAO (PROU, LUE) MOPAN MAYA RABINAL
BUGINESE NAHUATL RAROTONGAN
BURMESE NEWARI (?) SEEDIK (?)
CHAM . NICOBARESE SUNDANESE
CHINESE NORTH ROGLAI TORUMAN
CUNA PAHRI (?) VITI (FIJIAN)
DAFLA PASHTO (?) YUKI
GAR (NMONG) PERSIAN
GARO SONSORAL
GILBERTESE TARASCAN
GUAYMI THAI
HUPA TIBETAN
JACALTEC TONGAN
JAPANESE TSELTAL
KANJOBAL VAYU
KAREN VIETNAMESE
KAROK WIYOT (%)
KHARIA WOOLEAN
KHASI YUROK

YUCATEC Q.I Q.II
Q.IV Q.III
KHAMBU (?) ENGLISH, etc.
NOOTKA CHAMORRO (?)
PALAUAN (?) co0s
SAMOAN (?) CHINGPAW (?2)
LEPCHA (%)

TLINGIT
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Japanese, we should note, appears in Quadrant I, which contains languages
possessing numeral classifiers and either no plural marking or facultative
plural marking.

Commenting on the tendencies reflected in Table 1, Greenberg (1972)
argues that classifiers seldom appear in languages with obligatory plural
markers because they reflect the existence of a collective/singulative
system which is at odds with the governing logic of the singular/plural
system. Ina singular/plural system, the unmariked noun typically represents
an individual member of the category represented by the noun, and the addition
of a plural marker is required to represent plurality of individuals. Ina
singulative/collective system, by contrast, the unmarked noun is
"collective," i.e., neutral with respect to number, and "singulative"
marking is required to explicitly denote individual referents.

As an example which is easy for English speakers to grasp intuitively,
Greenberg cites the English form police, which constitutes a singu-
lative/collective pocket in a language which is dominantly singular/plural.
Because it is collective, i.e., neither singular nor plural, police may be
used in a sentence 1like Last night I was picked up by the police,
regardless of the number of officers involved in the arrest.

As an example of a language with a more pervasive singulative/collective
system, Greenberg cites Omani Arabic. Here the addition of the feminine
suffix =a to a collective noun creates a "noun of unity" which may be used to
refer to individual instantiations of the category denoted collectively by
the unmarked noun. Thus, for instance, bedu:d 'gnats' yields be9u:da 'one
gnat.!

In the typical classifier language, Greenberg argues, classifiers act
much like these nouns of unity, serving to separate out individual referents.
"Even in the most elaborate system, all the classifiers are from the
referential point of view merely so many ways of saying '‘one,' or, more
accurately, 'times one.'" (Greenberg 1972, p.10.) The rarity of languages
containing both numeral classifiers and obligatory plural marking can thus be
related to a discrepancy in the semantic nature of the unmarked nouns with
which the two sorts of forms co-occur.

Mixed systems do exist, however, as the tentative placement of five
languages in Quadrant IV of Table 1 suggests. Greenberg proposes that such
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systems are the result of the inclusion of a singulative/collective subsystem
within a language which is dominantly singular/plural. Sanches and Slobin
take a somewhat different tack and suggest that either the plural marking
system or the classifier system in such mixed languages may be "weakly
developed.™ They also provide a historical scenario for the rise of mixed
systems, proposing that they may often be the result of prolonged contact
between languages of different genetic affiliations. In other words,
languages with both classifiers and obligatory plural marking are not seenas

representing a stable linguistic type.

Plural Marking in Japanese.

Japanese appears in Quadrant I of Sanches and Slobin's table because it
possesses both numeral classifiers and "facultative™ plural marking. As I
hope to show in this chapter, however, Sanches and Slobin's decision to assign
all languages without obligatory plural marking to the hodgepodge
"facultative® category obscures sub-generalizations about which nouns will
take plural markers and which will not. Although Japanese exhibits
superficial conformity to Sanches and Slobin's predictions in that it couples
numeral classification with "optional™ plural marking, this "optionality" is
not equivalent to free variation. Plural marking is obligatory with some
noun phrases, "optional" with others, and unacceptable with others.

To the extent that plural markers are not always required for references
to plural referents, Japanese does appear to conform to Greenberg's
hypotheses about the behavior of numeral classifier languages. Consider the

sentence in 3):

3) Takai hana-to aoi iro-no motta
long nose-=COM bluc color-GEN _eyg_-OBJ had
ningyoo=wa iti-niti zyuu nazo-no oona bisyoo-o

mannequin-TOP all day long riddle~GEN-like smile-~OBJ

ukabete~iru. (F)
expressed

'The mannequin, with its long nose and its blue eyes, smiled
enigmatically all day long.'! ’

This example, with its reference to what are presumably the two eyes of the
mannequin, illustrates that plural marking is not obligatory in Japanese.
In fact, if we try adding a plural marker to me, we will find that we are
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dealing with one of the nouns that is prohibited from carrying plural marking.

When we consider noun phrases of various semantic types, we find that all
the logical possibilities are represented - some require plural markers, some
tolerate plural markers, and some reject them. Consider first the examples
in 4), 5), and 6):

4a) Ima, tookyoo-to iu daitokai-ni iru
now Tokyo=QUOT large city~LOC be

mite~iru to, zuibun kawaisoo da to omou no
look at and really sad COP QUOT think NMLZ

wa, ... (0)

TOP

'What I find really sad when I see the children of the big city of
Tokyo today is ...!

Ima, tookyoo-=to iu daitokai-ni iru kodomo-¢ mite-iru to,
zuibun kawaisoo da to omou no W2, ...

5a) %% Ima, tookyoo-to iu daitokai-ni iru %Q mite iru

to, zuibun kawaisoo da to omou no wa, ...

'What I find really sad when I see the cats of the big city
of Tokyo today is ...!

b) Ima, tookyo-to iu daitokai-ni iru peko-o mite-iru to,
zuibun kawaisoo da to omou no wa, ...

6a) * Ima, tookyo-to iu daitokai-ni aru

b)

Eﬁ!ﬁl ™ E- PL=0
mite-iru to, zuibun okasii to omou no wa, ...
strange

'What I find reallg strange when I see the buildings of the
big city of Tokyo today is ...!

b) 1Ima, tookyoo-to iu daitokai-ni aru tatemono-o mite-iru
to, zuibun okasii to omou no wa, ...

The unacceptability of tatemono-tati in 6a), like the unacceptability
of me-tati in 3), is typical of the failure of nouns denoting inanimate
referents to take plural markers. This prohibition in fact typically
extends to nouns denoting any sort of non-human referent, although their use
may be marginally acceptable with respect to individual animals which are

personified or in which the speaker takes a particular interest; it is under
these conditions that neko-tati might be used in 5).

While lexical nouns with inanimate referents may not carry plural
markers, it is not the case that all noun phrases referring to inanimates

reject plural marking, as example 7a), in contrast with 7b), shows:
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T7a) Mise-no to-o akete kodomo-0 tureta titi-oya-ya,
shop-GEN door-0BJ open c¢hild~OBJ brought father-or

koibito-0 tomonatta seinen-ga haittari, detari suru.
lover-0BJ accompanied youth-NOM enter leave do

’ naka=ni-wa, ...
iEN middle-LOC-TOP

'Fathers with children, youths with their lovers opened the door
of the shop and went :fn and out. Among these faces, ...!

R v s i TSR
middle-LOC-TOP
While the noun phrases in both Ta) and Tb) refer to the same (non~human)

referents, they differ in that the plural suffix in a) is attached to a
demonstrative pronoun, while in b) it is attached to a common noun. This

distinction is crucial and holds generally for noun phrases denoting non-
human referents - when a common noun is used, plural marking is unacceptable;
when a demonstrative pronoun is used, plural marking is possible.

The choice of a pronoun as opposed to a common noun has parallel effects
on the acceptability of plural marking when the referents involved are human.
Consider the example sentences in 8). 8a) presents an attested sequence of
sentences; b) and c¢) present variations on a) of different degrees of

acceptability:

8a) (Original) %‘a hyakusyoo-no okami-ya
farmer-GEN wife-and

sono kodomo-ga ooi. w genkan-no

that child-NOM many entrance-GEN
agarikuti-ni kosi-o orosite ... matte-ita. (F)
porch-LOC hips-OBJ lower were waiting

'm_p_a%gm were primarily farmers' wives and children. They

would wait, sitting in the entranceway, ...!

b) OK % hyakusyoo-no okami-ya sono

kodomo-ga ocoi., Kare-ra=wa genkan-no agarikuti-ni
kosi-o orosite ... matte-~ita.

c) #® EKangya-wa hyakusyoo-no okami-ya sono kodomo-ga
ooi. ﬁfﬁ genkan-no agarikuti-ni kosi-o

orosite ... matte-ita.
The common noun kanzya *patient! in the first sentence and the pronouu kape-pra
'he-PL' in the second sentence in 8a) both refer to the same group of
referents., In the original form shown in a), the author has chosen to mark
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only the pronoun as plural, leaving kanzya unspecified for number. As
examples b) and ¢) illustrate, kanzya could be successfully replaced in this
context with the plural-marked form kanzva-tati, but kare-ra could not drop
its plural marker; the plural pronoun is required.

With these (human) referents, then, the choice of a common noun as
opposed to a pronoun affects the acceptability of plural markers just as it
does in the case of non-human referents. In this case, though, the use of a
pronoun renders plural marking obligatory, while in the case of non-human
referents, use of a (demonsirative) pronoun me;ely makes plural marking
Dbossible.

As these various examples suggest, the likelihood that a plural marker
will be suffixed to a noun phrase depends on both the nature of the referents
being denoted (human or non-human) and the nature of the noun phrase being
used to denote them (noun or pronoun). I would argue, however, that it is not
the fact that the referent is human or the noun phrase a pronoun per se that
triggers the appearance of the plural marker. Both human referents and the
referents of pronouns in general are typically of interest as individuals,
and it is this property which results in their more frequent appearance with
plural markers.

Plural markers may appear, in other words, with just those noun phrases
that are used by the speaker to refer to particular individuals, or to
particular reifications of a category. This is opposed to their use in
referring to the whole category denoted by the noun or to referents in their
capacity as members of the eategory.2 I would iike to refer to noun phrases
of the first type as "referential." Using this definition, we can see that
personal or demonstrative pronouns are highly referential, while common
nouns may be either referential or non-referential, depending on the
circumstances of their use. It follows, then, that demonstrative and
perscnal pronouns in Japanese are more prone than common nouns to bear plural
markers.

Among the most highly referential noun phrase types we find are not only
pronouns but also proper nouns and those kin and status terms which areused in
Japanese as pseudo-proper nouns.3 Like personal pronouns, these forms must
take one of the plural suffixes when they are used to refer to a grouping,

resulting in sentences like the one shown in 9).”
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9) WO hanasi-o0 suru to, watasi-no
- =PL~ talk-0OBJ do when I-GEN
ehinna bubun-ga hikidasarete-kuru no. (0)
ow class part-NOM pulled out - come NMLZ

'"When I talle with Mr, Endoo et al., my vulgar side comes out.!

As I mentioned earlier, common nouns referring to non-human referents
may not carry plural markers. But if we turn to the behavior of common nouns
denoting humans, we find that nouns preceded by demonstrative articles are
more likely to carry plural marking than are nouns without such deictic or
anaphoric anchoring. This pattern is also explicable in terms of the degree
of referentiality typically associated with noun phrases of each type, since
nouns bearing demonstrative articles are usually not only referential but
specific as well, while their article-less counterparts may be used either
referentially or non-referentially.

In fact, demonstrative plus noun combinations typically forego plural
markers only if the sentence contains some other explicit marker of number, or
if the speaker wishes to subordinate the identities of the particular
referencs in questiza to their status as memvers of the category denoted by
the noun, thereby, in effect, rendering the NP non-referential. The
standard pattern is illustrated in 10):

10) Heya-ni hairu to, misiranu otoko-ga san-nin
room-LOC enter when strange man-NO 3-person

matte-ita. Sopo otoko-tatj-ga titi-o
were waiting that map-OL NOM father-OBJ

torimakoo-to sita toki-ni watasi-wa
tried to surround time-LOC I-TOP

muisikini himei-o ageta.
involuntarily scream-0BJ raised

'When (we) entered the room, three stra.nge men were waiting (for
us). When moved to surrou Father, screamed
involuntarily.

By contrast. the non-plural-marked version shown in 11) is unacceptable in

this context:

11) * Sono otoko-ga titi-o torimakoo-to sita toki-ni
watasi-wa muisikini himei-o ageta.

Unlike examples of the sort cited thus far, which involve a noun phrase
that includes a demonstrative article, nouns without demonstratives appear
quite frequently without plural markers. In many cases, as predicted, the

noun is being used non-referentially and appears merely to invoke the
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category with which it is associated, rather than to denote particular
members of that category. In such cases, as in 12) and 13), plural suffixes

de not appear:

12) Tooru hito~-mo  sukunai miti de aru. (F)
pass by people:

~too scarce road COP
'Nor are there many people on the road.!

13) Onna-demo yari-hoodai da kara na. (F)
women=-even going-no limit COP because PP

fBecause there wasn't even any limit on women, you know.'
One common pattern involves the use of the common noun without plural
marker to introduce the referents in question followed by subsequent mentions
containing the plural-marked noun (or, of course, ellipses and proforms):

1%4)

iku-nin-mo suwatte-ita.
a number-people-EMPH were sitting.

'Any number of WMMMML
owner's were sitting (there).

Mention 2: Watasi-tati sin ei-o izimeru toki
I-PL pecruit-OBJ tease . time’

ﬁgﬁ%ﬂi&%ﬁg hosonagai 2zoo-noc yoona me-wa
long, thin elephant-GEN -like eye~TOP
marude bisyoo-demo site-iru 00 datta.
completely smile-EMPH are doing EVID COP-PST

'When (they) teased us recruits, theipr beady little eyes seemed to
be laughing.'

Mention 3: - - ima-wa doko~ka=-de

gﬁﬁz ﬁﬁ%-%r-?ﬁé now~CONTR somewhere-L0C
gasorin-sutando-no syuzin-ni natte-iru kamosirenai. (F)
gas station-GEN owner=DAT have become probably

'Those men too are probably gas station owners somewhere now.'
Examples of this sort illustrate quite clearly that it is not any
inherent property of the referent that conditions the presence of a plural
marker. In all three mentions here, the referents remain constant. What
changes is the relative weight the writer assigns to the category membership
of the referents on the one hand, their status as individuals on the other.
When the emphasis is on category identity, the plural marker is avoided; when
it is on individual identity, the plural marker is used.
The prevalence of the pattern illustrated in 14), whereby referents are
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introduced without a plural marker and mentioned subsequently with one,
presumably stems from the fact that category membership is a convenient and
informative means of introducing hitherto unfamiliar referents. Once these
referents have been introduced, the speaker/writer is free to manipulate them
as individuals rather than as mere instantiations of the category denoted by
the noun. The process here is similar to the introduction of referents in
English texts with the noun plus indefinite article, which gives way on
subsequent mentions to the definite article.

A related example appears in 15), where it is only the absence/presence
of the plural marker on syoohu ‘'prostitute' that marks the distinction

between prostitutes/prostitution in general and a few prostitutes in

particulzr:
15) Ima, watasi-no temoto-ni i-ssatu-no wusui
now  I-GEN at hand-LOC 1-volume-GEN thin
zassi-ga aru. Kenkyuusi-to-demo

magazine-NOM exist professional Journal-QUOT-EMPH

itta seisitu-no 2zimina zassi =no
. QUOT quality-GEN sober magazine COP but §§§§Eitg;§-can

tokusyuu=-o0 site-ite, sono naiyoo-no

special edition-0BJ is doing that content-GEN
iti-bu-ni syoohu-tati-n zadank §

1=-part-~L0C gzgg;l&u&g_zL ~GEN round tab e discussion~NOM
aru. (F)

exist

'Lying next to me is a thin magazine. It's a low-key magazine,

almost like a professional journal in tone, a special issue

devoted to , and it contains a round

table discussion among .
In its first use here, syoohu appears without a plural marker, and refers to
prostitutes in general, to the category of prostitutes. In its second use,
it bears a plural marker which marks the switch in orientation from generic
prostitutes to the particular group of prostitutes participating in the round
table discussion. Examples of this sort are quite common. Another
illustration appears in 16):

16) Ooba-kangohutyoo-ﬁ gﬁéﬁffifﬁf?’n° karada-o

Ooba-head nurse-ROM =PL-GEN body-0BJ

unpansya-kara dekiru dake

trolley-SOURCE as much as possible

saegiroo-to naka-ni haitta. (F)
trying to separate middle-~LOC entered
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'Trying to separate M&y_mmﬁzg from the trolley as much
as possible, Chief Nurse Ooba stepped between them.'!
Like its English counterpart, 'family,' the noun kazoku is clearly collective
and could not appear in this context without the presence of —=tati, which
serves, not to indicate the presence of more than one family, but to break the
family in question down intc its individual members, each of them with their
own individual bodies,
Even when a noun is being used to refer to all the members of the category
it denotes, and no particular members of the category have been mentioned, a
plural marker may be used to convey the speaker's concern with the members of
that category as individuals. The example in 17), for instance, is drawn
from a text in which the speaker makes repeated generiec references to the
Japanese children of today:

17) - -ni-totte-no sizen-to iu no-wa
~-3asS concerns nature-QUOT NMLZ-i‘OP

kono tookyoo-kara mattaku naku nattyatta n
this Tokyo-SQURCE completely NEG became NMLZ

daroo ka, to kangaeta toki-ni ne, (0)
probably Q QUOT thought time-~LOC PP

'"When I thought about whether nature hadn't completely vanished
from Tokyo as far as our children are concerned, ...

By drawing the ref‘grentializing power of the plural marker =tati here, the
speaker emphasizes his sympathy toward the children and his interest in their
well-being as individuals, conveying a tone similar to the English our which I
have used in the gloss.

If we sum up the information presented thus far, we find that plural
marking is far from being a "facultativem feature of Japanese, It is most
likely to appear in NPs denoting referents of high inherent individuality
(humans)5 which are also of significance as individuals in the text which is
being constructed. These two criteria are most clearly met when shifters
such as personal pronouns or proper names are used to denote groups of human
referents; in such cases plural marking is obligatory. When, by contrast,
the referents are non-human and the NPs non-shifters (common nouns), plufal
marking is unacceptable., In cases where one of these two features is
present, but not the other, the speaker is permitted a certain freedom in his
decision to use or avoid plural marking. In such cases the presence or
absence of the plural marker will be crucial in indicating to the reader/-
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addressee the degree of referentiality of the NP in question, as illustrated
by the example in 15), above.

in her Languages.

Japanese is not unique in requiring plural marking for some referents
and not others, for some NP types and not others., Many of the other languages
listed by Sanches and Slobin as possessing non-obligatory plural marking also
evidence "plurality splits,™ as they have been termed by Smith-Stark (1974):

One can say that plurality ggﬁl;l_t_ga language in that it is a significant
opposition for certain categories but irrelevant for others. In
particular, it splits the category of noun such that for some nouns,
pluralit;; is distinguished from the singular, while for others the
distinction may be irrelevant (t.i. it becomes neutralized). Such a
split may occur with respect to any of the mechanisms used to mark
plurality, of which verb-aigument coacord, noun-modifier concord,
direct marking of a noun, and direct marking of the noun phrase seem to
be the four principle types. Where any one of the mechanisms for
expressing plurality is neutralized for a subset of nouns, I will say
that a split has occurred. (Smith-Stark 1974, p.657.)

After studying a number of languages with plurality splits, Smith-Stark
came to the conclusion that these splits were governed by a small number of
semantic features which can be arranged into the hierarchy reproduced as

Figure 1.
Figure 1
Hierarchy of Features Controlling Plurality Splits
(from Smith-Stark 1974, p.665)
nouns
+ Speaker - sSpeaker
+ addressee - addressee

+ kin - kin

7N

+ rational - rational

™~

+ human /-humam\
+ animate - animate

As the governing logic behind this hierarchy, Smith-Stark tentatively
suggests "likelihood of participation in the speech event":
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Thus, the speaker is always and the addressee virtually always involved

£0 Someene who 15 Pablonal and hanen, then be soneone whe 13 miman., Chen

to an animal; and one is probably least likely to communicate with an

inanimate object (under normal conditions). Whether kin are more

likely to be communicated with than any other group in a universal sense

%Em"i"éﬁfs]éi?i . 19’%13 pvt%%lﬁ 5P.o)i:ent:ially vary from culture to culture,
H

As the description of the Japanese plural marking system in the
preceding section has presumably suggested, Japanese can in some respects be
seen as conforming to the expectations represented in Smith-Stark's
hierarchy. Plural marking is obligatory in the case of first- and second-
person pronouns {speaker and addressee). It is also obligatory with proper
names, including kin terms used in that capacity. There is alsc a
significant split in the way human and non-human referents are marked for
plurality, and the split falls in the way Smith-Stark suggests it should.

On the other hand, there are various features of the Japanese system
which are not represented in the hierarchy. Because it reflects only the
permanent ontological status of referents (as anchored in a particular speech
event), it cannot take account of the shifts in status which a given group of
referents may undergo in the course of a text. Yet, as we have seen, it is in
Japanese not only the semantic class of the referents, but their textual
prominence as individuals that determines the appropriateness of plural
marking.

What these facts from Japanese suggest is that there may be more than one
hierarchy (or continuum, or scale) which is of relevance in determining
plural marking; these are conflated somewhat unsystematically in Smith-
Stark's hierarchy as it stands. One might be a scale of inherent
individuality of the referents, a scale which would depend on the real world
category membership of the referents and which would overlap significantly
with Smith-Stark's hierarchy. Another would be a scale of individual
identifiability within the linguistic context. A third would be a scale of
textual participation reflecting the extent to which the referents denoted
are central to the content being presented at a particular point in the text.
Together these scales provide an index of the salience of the referents as
individualss to completely describe the behavior of the plural markers in
Japanese, all three would be required. Whether all three would be relevant

to the description of all other split plural systems remains to be seen.
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In addition to its usefulness in describing the Japanese data, such a
system would also have the advantage of being based on a parameter (individ-
uality) which has been shown, by Greenberg and others, to be widely relevant
in the description of enumeration systems of all sorts. This cannot be said

of the parameter "likelihood of participation in speech event.®

ive i i .

Having characterized the conditions under which plural marking appears
in Japanese, we are now in a position to return to the issue with which I began
this chapter -~ the distinction between collective/singulative and
singular/plural systems and the stance of Japanese with respect to the
dichotomy.

The issue is complicated somewhat by the fact that pronouns and common
nouns both take the "plural markers," with different semantic effects.
Because =tati or =ra is required whenever one wishes to use a personal pronoun
with reference to more tl.on a single individual, and because the semantic
result is to denote a collectivity, rather than a plurality, of referents, it
is clear that the pronominal system is composed of forms whose referents are
inherently individuated rather than collective.

The noun system, however, presents another picture. Plural referents
may be indicated by means of common nouns free of a plural marker; plural
marking is obligatory, as we have seen, only when the speaker wishes to
emphasize the individuality cf cthe referents ccaposing the grouping in
question. When a plural marker is added, the semantic effect is to denote a
grouping of individuated members of whatever category is indicated by the
noun to which the marker is appended. 1In other words, the noun plus plural
marker combination serves to denote a true plurality, rather than a
collection.

Although Japanese does possess plural markers in addition to
classifiers, then, it does not significantly compromise Greenberg's claim
that classifier languages are generally collective/singulative. Indeed,
the facts summarized above indicate, as Greenberg predicts, that common nouns
in Japanese do not denote only singular referents. Although plural marking
is available, it is used only when the speaker wishes to denote reified
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individuals.
From this perspective, the (collective) noun can be seen as combining

with either numeral-classifier pairs or plural markers when there is a need to
clarify the fact that it is individual members of the category denoted, rather
than simply all or any members of the category, which are in question. The
system can thus be seen as a stable one, with a consistent internal logic,
rather than as a transitional system harboring competing subsystems, as
Sanches and Slobin have suggested may be the case with languages which possess
both classifiers and plural marking.

This is not to say that numeral-classifier pairs and plural markers
perform redundant functions. Although there is some overlap, and elements
of both sorts serve to pick out individuated referents, their functions also
diverge in some respects, a fact which is reflected in the different
privileges of textual occurrence enjoyed by the two sets of forms. While
plural markers typically appear only with highly referential noun phrases,
classifiers often serve merely to single out for attention some subset of the
total number of individual members of a category denoted by the noun phrase,
without suggesting that these members are of any particular salience as
individuals.

Because of this difference in usage, classifier constructions and
plural markers should not be viewed as competing candidates for the same
semantic slot. Forms of both types may profitably appear within a single
noun phrase, as in example 2b), above, and they may also supplement each other
by appearing at different points in the series of mentions associated with a

particular referent during the course of a text. Consider the sequence in

18):
18) Mention 1: Iku-nip-mo-po _ __________ onna=-no
2a_number-person-EMPH-GEN woman-GEN
kao~ga me~-no mae-no kuukan-ii  naranda.

face-NOM eye-GEN front-GEN space-LOC lined up
'The faces of g number of women lined up before (my) eyves.'

Mention 2: - -no naka-de-wa
-GEN middle-LOC~TOP

watasi-no kodomo-o0 orosita kao-mo mazitte-ita.

I-GEN child-0BJ aborted face-too was mixed
'Among those women was the face (of one) who had aborted a child of
mine.

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



190

This sequence represents a pattern which is typical with groups of human
referents, i.e., introduction with a noun plus a classifier construction,
followed by explicit mentions involving just a noun or a noun plus a plural
marker (as in Mention 2). By contrast, my data contains no examples of the
reverse ordering, that is, introduction with a noun plus plural marker
followed by a noun plus a classifier construction.

The reasons for the prevalence of the sequential pattern illustrated in
18) should be clear from the preceding discussion. As I have argued, plural
markers are used only with highly referential noun phrases, and they indicate
the speaker's concern for the grouped referents as individuals. When
referents are first introduced into a text, however, they generally lack most
of the properties which make for high referentiality, at least from the
addressee's point of view. They have no history within the text, and they do
not yet rigure significantly in the developing content line.

In introducing with a plural marker a group of referents that he has no
reason to suspect is known in advance to this addressee, then, the speaker
would be committing a violation akin to the use of the definite article on an
initial mention in English. This problem can be avoided by using a
classifier construction, which, like the plural markers, specifies the
referents in question as non-singular and individuated on the initial
mention. Then, once their identity has been established for the addressee,
the referents may be referred to with a noun bearing a plural marker which
signals the importance of the grouped referents as reified individuals. The
classifier construction may, of course, be repeated when necessary, but it
typically gives way to a simple noun, or a noun plus plural marker, as the text
proceeds, in the interest of the standard injunction to avoid repeated
mention of information which is known and not needed for purposes of
identification, As this discourse scenario illustrates, classifiers and
plural markers in Japanese complement each other, each serving a useful role
in the delineation and presentation of individual referents.

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



191

Summary .
As we have seen in this chapter, none of the devices for indicating

number in Japanese carries information about number alone. For this reason,
more than one of these devices may occur in a single sentence or clause without
resulting in redundancy. This generalization applies even to plural markers
and numeral-classifier pairs, two devices which have been said to represent
two incompatible logics, the plural marker appearing when the noun system is
basically singular/plural, the classifier appearing when it is basically
collective/singulative.

Contrary to such claims, the data considered here shows Japanese tobe a
language in which both plural markers and numeral-classifier pairs combine
with inherently collective nouns not only to indicate number, but also to
indicate the fact that it 1s individual instantiations of the category
denoted by the noun, rather than the category it denotes as a whole, which are
involved in the predication expressed by the sentence.

In spite of these similarities, though, the two sorts of forms differ in
subtle ways. The plural marker is used only when the NP to which it is
appended is highly "referential,” in the sense that the speaker conceives of
its referents to be of significance as individuals, rather than as mere
instantiations of the category which serves as a means of denoting them,
This significance may result from the inherent nature of the referent class to
which the referent belongs, from the visibility of the referent in the
preceding text, or from the role it is destined to play in the text which is to
come. Use of the classifier construction, by contrast, is not restricted to
such cases,

The property of the plural marker ;just mentioned explains the structure
of the plurality split in Japanese, whereby some NPs require plural marking,
some tolerate it, and some reject it. It is those NPs which are necessarily
referential, such as personal pronouns, that require plural marking, and
those NPs whose referents are least likely to be of individual importance,
such as common nouns referring to non-humans, that reject it. This leaves
the speaker a true option with respect to plural marking only with NPs which
may be used either referentially or non-referentially, such as common nouns

referring to humans.
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FOOTNOTES

1For a more detailed discussion of the distributional properties of each
of these suffixes, see Hinds 1978, p.138 ff.

2The distinction I am making here is a slightly attenuated version of the
distinction Givon (1981) makes between NPs whose specific identify will be
important in the subsequent discourse, and those which will be important only
b{ virtue of their generic type membership. Cf. also Hopper and Thomgson's
(to appear) distinction between "manipulable™ and "non-manipulable® NPs.

3sSee Suzuki 1973 for a full description of the use of these terms.

k1t is pertinent to mention here the fact that the semantic effect of the
addition of what I have been calling the "plural markers" differs, dependin
on the nature of the NP to which they are aPpended. _-:'%aj;_L and ~pra have in fac
typically been characterized as ccllectivizers, ratner than as pluralizers,
Martin, for example, evaluates the situation as follows:

To begin with, the meaning of the suffixes is not %urality of the noun

itself; but rather the reference is to a COLLECTIVE that includes - or

centers on - the noun. Thus boku (™ ) means 'I (amale), ' yet boku~tati

or boku~-ra can mean a group of 'us' that includes one or more females.

(Martin 1975, p.145. .

:E;_LL and =ra do indeed act as collectivizers, in the sense that Martin
describes, when tﬁey co-occur with pronouns, like .bflgl, or, as in example 9),

roper names. This fact has agpar'entl led scholars to overlook the face
hat when these forms a%%ear with unmodified common nouns, they act instead as

true pluralizers. In these cases, they indicate the existence of a number of
members of the category denoted by the head noun, rather than a mere
collection of individuals (their category membership irrelevant) grouped
around a gartieular member of that category.

Consider, for example, the sentence in 1i):

i K =23 siken-o ukeru aida-ni
test-0BJ receive period~LOC

3 kono heya-de matu yotei desu ga.
this room-LOC wait plan COP but

a) 'The plan is for _t_%)_qrmg_t_m to wait in this room while the
ake the test.
b The plan is for to wait in this room
while th i take the test.
Contrary to what we would expect if =tati and =ra always acted as
collectivizers, we find that - may be interpreted here only as a

true plural, i.,e., 'children, The ossibilit of interpretin
_o_l&a_s_agi-_t_g}l as either a plural ('mothers!') or a collective ('Mother an
others') is due to the fact that okaasan itself may be used, as in English,
either as a common noun or as a proper name, The addition of =tati in the
first case yields a plural, in the second case a collective.

Although the semantic effect of the addition of these suffixes thus
differs in the way I have just described, I have referred to them uniformly
throughout the text as "plural markers.® This is done for the sake of

rhetorical ease.

5The dimensions of humanness and animacy are of course frequently
relevant in describing ﬁrammatical phenomena, 80 it is unremarkable that the
are relevant here as well. One discussion of the effects of humanness whie
is striking in its similarity to the claims I have made here can be found in Du
Bois 1980, where the author invokes the inherent importance of humans as
individuals to explain some curious aspects of the use of the definite article
inEnglish. It is this factor which explains, for example, why it is possible
to say "The boy scribbled on the living room wall"™ when it is not clear which
wall is meant, but not when it is unclear which boy is meant.
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CHAPTER 7

THE SYNTACTIC POSITION OF THE NUMERAL-CLASSIFIER PHRASE!

In the preceding chapter, I compared the use of plural markers and
classifiers by relying on a very generalized notion of the pragmatic effects
of the classifier construction. While this stance was adequate for the
purpose of delineating by contrast the properties of the plural markers in
Japanese, it in fact neglected some very important differences attendant on
the placement of the classifier construction in one sentence position as
opposed to another. In this chapter I will consider the effects of the
position of the numeral-classifier pair within the clause, distinguishing
each of four positional variants in terms of the emphasis it places on the
individuality of the referents denoted and the relative salience it accords
the information carried by the numeral-classifier pair and the noun phrase it
accompanies., I will focus in particular on the so-called Q-Float
construction, setting forth a discourse-functional explanation for the

severe constraints on the noun phrases with which it may co-occur.

Position of the Classifier Relative to the Noun Phrase.

When both a numeral-classifier pair and a noun are used in a single
sentence to refer to the same referent(s), the classifier construction may
assume 8 number of positions relative to the noun. As I noted in Chapter 2,
Martin (1975, p.777) distinguishes six classifier constructions on the basis
of the relative positions of classifier, noun, and case particle. In my
discussion here, I will concentrate on only four of these, eliminating
Martin's Types Y4 (Preposed adverbialization) and 6 (Reduced appositional
ellipsis). I have excluded these because they are difficult to identify with
certainty (due to particle dropping) and because their properties do not
differ significantly from those of two patterns I will discuss, my Types 3 and
2a, respectively.

As data for my observations, I have used the 238 unambiguous examples of

these four construction types which appear inmy 500-item sample. The number
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of examples used is considerably reduced from the total of 500, both by the
exclusion of items which contain only a numeral-classifier pair (with no co~
referring noun phrase), and by my decision to exclude the many examples which
involved particle deletion, making it difficult to classify them with
certainty as examples of one type as opposed to another. All the examples
used, in other words, conform exactly to the structural description listed
for the type under which they are included.
The four constructions which I will consider are the following:
1. Individualizing: #-CL-GEN NP-Case Particle (Martin's "basic")
2. Appositive:
a. NP #-CL-Case Particle (Martin's "inverted apposition")
b. NP-GEN #-CL-Case Particle (Martin's "appositional ellipsis"™)
3. Adverbial: NP-Case Particle (...) #-~C1 (Martin's "adverbial-
ization")

Construction Type 1: Individualizing: #-C1-GEN NP-Case Particle.

This construction is quite common, constituting 45% of the 238 examples
considered. Scholars comparing it with Type 3 constructions (N-CP (...) #-
C1) often mention the fact that the Type 3 (floated) version cannot convey
what is alternately described as the specificity or the definiteness which
the Type 1 (non-floated) versionmay carry. Inoue (1978), for example, cites
the minimal pair reproduced in 1) in support of her contention that the
floated construction should not be seen as deriving from its non-floated
counterpart, since their meanings differ, as the glosses illustrate.

1a) Type 1 (non-floated):

Mae~0 hasitte-~ita
front-0BJ were traversing

tukamatta,
were caught

'The two cars ahead (of us) were caught.!

b) Type 3 (floated)
Mae-0 hasitte-ita - - tukamatta
front-0BJ were travers¥n3 §§§-§Qﬁ 2%3_ were caught

"Two of the cars ahead (of us) were caught.!
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As we shall see below, there are some special uses of this construction
with the numeral 'one' in which the referent in question need not be specifie,
but the standard characterization of the Type 1 construction as specific does
kold in the overwhelming majority of cases., Because it thus emphasizes the
status of the quantified referents as individuals, rather than as mere random
instantiations of the category denoted by the head noun, this construction is
somewhat awkward in cases where the category denoted is such that its members
are hard to conceive of as individuals, or where the distinctions between
individuals is irrelevant. This property of the construction accounts for
the relative unacceptability of 2a) by comparison with the Type 3

construction in 2b):

2a) Type 1: ? I- - tabako-o
- e 20t=G rette~0BJ
sutte-mimasyoo.

smoke=-let's try

'Let's have g cigarette.'

Type 3: Eggggg-g _ i-iggg

sutte-mimasyoo.
smoke-let's try

'Let's have a e¢igarette.!

This fact also explains why Type 1 constructions are preferred in
sentences like 3), where the speaker has in mind particular individuals who
happen to be describable as fomodatj 'friends,' and why they are dispreferred
in sentences like 4), where any three members of the categoiry hissc
'secretary! will do, and where their individual identities are in fact not
even known to the speaker.2

3a) Type 1:

3-person-GEN friend-OBJ am waiting for
1(1I) am waiting for three friends.'

b) Type 3: 2 %m matte-imasu,
3=persopn am waiting for
'(I) am waiting for three friends.!'

4a) Type 1: °? =nin- - sagasite-imasu.
%-Sg%éﬂi&&ﬁﬁ gég%gig'nx-gﬁ,l am looking for

'T am looking for three secretaries (e.g., to

hire).!
b) Type 3: Hisyo-o san-pip sagasite imasu.
secretary-OBJ 3-perzon am looking for
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'T am looking for thr egre es.!

The Type 1 copstruction is also distinguished by the fact that the noun
which it contains always refers to a category (as opposed to a simple grouping
of referents). Thiz characteristic of the construction takes on
significance by comparison with Type 2a constructions. As we shall see in
the next section, with Type 2a constructions, the noun involved may refer to
particular referents rather than to a category to which the referents belong,
and the noun phrase slot may even be occupied by a pronoun. This is not
possible with Type 1 constructions, as the minimal pair in 5) illustrates:

P e T e omT B PLRON cane
- - =DPl- came

'The two of them came.'
b) Type 2a:

'Tt"1e two of them came.'

The Type 1 construction is also distinctive in that the numeral-
classifier pair and the category-denoting noun jointly define and exhaust the
grouping at issue; this is in contrast to the Type 3 construction where the
noun appears first, establishing a grouping which the numeral-classifier
pair subsequently delimits, making it clear that the predication applies only
to some subset of the original whole. By contrast, the noun phrase in Type 1
constructions co-occurs with the numeral-classifier pair in a single
constituent of the sentence, and that constituent serves to define the
grouping in question with a single stroke. It is only individuals defined by
this intersection of category and number which enter into the predication,
and there is no emphasis on the fact, as there often is with Type 3
constructions, that the larger grouping contains nmembers other than those
singled out by the numeral-classifier pair. The focusis thus on picking out
particular individual members of the category denoted by the noun, rather
than invoking the participation of some number of random instantiations of
that category, their individual identity irrelevant. This contrast between
the Type 3 construction is illustrated quite well by Inoue's examples in 1)

above.

Special Uses with the Number 'Ope.’

Because it possesses the various properties just outlined, the Type 1
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construction is frequently used in combination with the numeral 'one!' to
serve a number of functions unrelated to the expression of number or
classifier category. Of the 238 examples of numeral-classifier
combinations which I considered in this section of my study, a full 99 involve
the use of the numeral 'one,' and of these 99, 51 participate in Type 1
constructions. Uses of this sort typically involve not only the minimal
’ number ('one') but also the minimal classifier (fu 'inanimate'). They canbe
roughly grouped into three categories, according to the functions that they
serve, i.e., sheer individuation, definiteness blocking, and hedging.

Examples of each are listed below.

1. Sheer Individuation. Type 1 constructions containing the number
'one' are often used in contexts where no numeral-classifier pair is required
grammatically, but where the speaker wishes to emphasize the fact that he is
talking about one instantiated member of the category in question. Uses of
this sort occur especially frequently with abstract nouns, perhaps because
abstract concepts possess less inherent individuation than most concrete
concepts., An example of the type of usage appears in 6), where the sentence
could equally well appear without the numeral-classifier pair:

6) Watasi-o h de-wa naku, nanika
COP-CONTR NEG some

I-0BJ ]

zikken-no buttai-demo toriatukatte~-iru
experiment-GEN physical body-EMPH are treating as
yoona seikakusa, hizyoosa-ga atta. (F)

-like exactness insensitivity-NOM existed.

'(He) had a certain impersonality and precision, as if (he) saw me
as some kind of physical specimen, rather than as g patient.’

The information carried by the numeral and the classifier is expendable here,
and the pair is included merely to emphasize the speaker's view of himself as
living flesh and blood, rather than as simply some random representative of
the patient category.

The effect of the example in 7), where the numeral-classifier pair is
similarly not required, depends on the effect of the Type 1 construction in
the same way. Although it is clear that the speaker has no particular stick
in mind, the metaphor emerges much more vividly when the focus of the
comparison 1is presented as an actual stick, as opposed to simply the

generalized category as a whole:
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7) Zibun-no karada-ga sidai-ni kootyoku-~o okosite,
self-GEN body-NOM gradually rigidity-OBJ produce

- - boo=no 00-ni
- - - !like
natte-yuku no-o kanziru. (F)

become-~-go NMLZ-OBJ feel
1(I) would feel my body gradually going stiff, until it was likega
stick.!'

2. Definiteness Blocking. In the absence of definite and indefinite
articles, Type 1 classifier constructions containing 'one'! may also be used
to block the interpretation that the referent in question exhausts the
category denoted by the noun with which the classifier co-occurs, or to de-
definitize a noun phrase that the addressee would otherwise (on the basis of
the context) associate with a particular referent. A case of the first sort
is shown in 8):

8) Sore-ga,

that-NOM I-PL-GE

tutome demo aru-n desu yo. (0)

duty COP-NMLZ COP PP

'That is one of our respopsibilities as adults.'

Here the numeral-classifier pair serves to make it clear that, in the
speaker's view, adults have a number of responsibilities, and that 'that! is
merely one of them.

In9), on the other hand, the example cited is drawn from a text which has
contained repeated mentions of a particular girl, making it difficult for the
writer to achieve the categorical rather than individual reference he now
wishes to achieve simply by using the noun gyoozyo *girl.!' With the addition
of hitori-no *1-person-GEN,' however, he is able to make it clear that he is
referring merely to one particular instantiation of the syoozyo category as
such, stripping the svoozyo in question of all the other aspects of her
identity that have accumulated in the course of that text:

9) Kono ie-wa W suikonde-
this house-TOP ]= swallowed
simatta koto-o omoiukabe, sono sirosa-ga
up NMLZ-0BJ remember that whiteness-NOM

rl-0BJ wall=LOC painted in Just-=-GEN

atarasisa-no yoona genkaku-o motta. (F)
freshness-GEN =like Illustration-0BJ had

'(I) remembered how the house had swallowedupa girl, and (I) had

s¥ooz 0-0 kabe-ni nurikometa bakari-no
g
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illusion that its whiteness was due to the fact that the girl had
just been sealed up in the wall.!

An even clearer case of this sort of usage appears in 10), where the
author switches from presenting a number of observations about a particular
prostitute to a more general discussion of the sort of feelings the prostitute
has described herself as having. The numeral-classifier pair here quite
explicitly transforms the woman from the individual previously under
discussion to a mere individual member of her group, causing the English
translation to appear as 'a prostitute,' rather than 'the prostitute.?

10) Ni-zyuu-nen mae, h - hu=-
20=-year before - =

kuti-kara deta "tuide-ni ikite-irum-to iu
mouth=SOURCE came in passing am living-QUOT

kotoba-wa, sore-to onazi naiyoo-o samazamana
word-TOP that-COM same content-0BJ various

hyoogen-de iji-arawasu koto-ga dekiru. (F)
expression-INST say-express NMLZ-NOM is possible

'The concept that twent years ago came from g prostitute's mouth
in the words "liv:.ng n passing" could be expressed in many
different ways.,'
3. Hedging. A different use of the Type 1 classifier construction
with the number 'one' is illustrated in 11), where it acts as a hedge on the

appropriateness of the noun used to describe the referent in question:

1) ... zibun-ga hagete-~te iya da-to
self-NOM is bald unpleasant COP-QUOT
omotte teire-o suru, zyabuzyabu ironna mono-o
think repair-0BJ do glug-glug various thing-OBdJ
kaketari suru =tte no-wa

put on, ete. do -QUOT NMLZ-TOP PP

kekkyoku !E%ﬁi—
in the final analysis PP -
Soecrooree, S - @
coP
'In fact, putting various things on (your hair) because you're
bald and don't like it is a_tem__qr_gi_gscm;na&m

This sort of usage, which relies on the presence of the default classifier tu
as well as the numeral 'one,! is carried to its extreme in sentences like the
one in 12) where tooge 'pass' is used metaphorically, with the presence of the
numeral-classifier pair the only explicit clue that a 1literal interpretation
is not intended:
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12) kare-wa zibun-ni-wa kankei-no nai kore-ra
he~TOP self-DAT-CONTR relation-GEN not exist this~PL

kyocozyu~tati-no antoo-ga asita-wa hiig%ﬁ-gﬁ
teacher-PL-GEN secret feud-NOM tomorrow-=TOP J- e-

-nj. kakaru no da to kangaete, ... (F)

GEN “Eassé;gf strike NMLZ CCP QUOT thinking

'Thinking that the next day would be gr]it,;gg]. {1it. uﬁgm;_aig_

pass) f(glrg the secret feud among the professors in which he had no

interest, ...?!
In this example, the numeral-classifier pair could not appear in any other
position relative to the noun, because none of the other positional variants
is capable of hedging the appropriateness of the head noun in the way that the
Type 1 construction is. The Type 2a variant shown in 13), for example, would

be distinctly odd:

13) 1?7 kare-wa zibun-ni-wa kankei-no nai kore-ra kyoozyu-tati-no
antoo-ga asita-wa tooge hjtotu-ni kakaru no da to kangaete, ...

These hedging uses of the Type 1 construction with the number 'one! can
be seen as a simple variation on the indefinitizing function illustrated in
examples 8) through 10), since in both cases the numeral-classifier pair
serves notice that the referent in question is but one member or one type of
member (perhaps atypical) of the category denoted by the noun. All three of
these sorts of uses of the Type 1 construction with the number 'one' (for
individuation, indefinitization, and hedging) in fact depend on the ability
of this construction to refer to particular, instantiated members of the
category denoted by the noun it contains. It is interesting to note in this
regard that forms of all three types may typically alternate with the form aru
'a certain,' which, like its English counterpart, is frequently used in
introductions of specific individuals, and which also lends itself touseasa
hedge.3 Thus, the uses of 1-C1-GEN in 8) and 10), for example, could be
replaced by aru, as could the use shown in 1la):

1la) Imamura Syoohei-no dokyumentarii-no naka-ni
Imamura Syoohei-GEN documentary-GEN middle-LdcC

hitori-no Syoohu-ga dete-kuru wake ne. (0)
J-person=GEN prostitute-NOM appears NMLZ PP

'In a documentary by Syoohei Imamura, this prostitute appears.!

b) Imamura Syoohei-no dokumentarii-no naka-ni,
aru svoohu-ga dete-~kuru wake ne.

While these "special™ uses of the Type 1 construction typically occur
with the number 'one,!' they rely in achieving their effect on the general
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properties of the construction, and for this reason do not appear with the

other classifier constructions, which are specialized for different

functions.
Construction Type 2: Appositive.

I have included under this heading two construction types which,
although they are syntactically distinet, represent an appositive relation
between the noun phrase and the numeral-classifier pair., In other words, in
these constructions, the numeral-classifier pair specifies the number of
referents denoted independently by the noun phrase, rather than, as in the
Type 1 construction, narrowing the scope of the predication from the entire
category denoted by the noun phrase to some particular number of members of
that category. Because it is the noun phrase which heads the Type 2a
construction and the numeral-classifier pair which heads the Type 2b
construction, though, the two patterns differ somewhat in the uses to which

they are typically put.

Construction Type 2a: NP #-CL-Case Particle.

Constructions of Type 2a appear with the lowest frequency in the sample I
considered, constituting only 13 (5% >ef the total 238 examples. One reason
for this low frequency is my decision to exclude from analysis any forms which
clearly involve particle deletion. Since Type 2a constructions are
typically used on repeat mentions of referents, since repeat mentions often
involve the particle wya, and since wa is readily deletable in many speech
contexts, this decision probably resulted in a greater loss of underlying
Type 2a constructions than constructions of the other three types considered.

One use of Type 2a forms is in inventories and 1ists, as shown in 15):

15) misosiru,
Miso soup
sore=to takuwan-ga nakeraba mesi=o
that-COM pickled daikon~NOM if not exist meal-OBJ

tabeta yoona ki-fa sinai. (F)
ate =like feeling-NOM not do

*Without ,a_ip_igklgj_nluin, some Miso soug, and some pickled daikon,
(I) don't feel as if (I) have eaten.
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Although these listing uses are not uncommon, the vast majority of Type
2a forms in my sample appeared in non-initial mentions of referents, where
they repeated information about number already known to the addressee. The
information value of the numeral-classifier pair in these cases was thus
quite attenuated by comparison with Type 1 constructions, where it frequently
carries new information about number, and Type 3 coastructions, where it must
do so. The Type 2a pattern is also distinguished by the fact that the noun
slot may be filled by referential noun phrases of any sort, including pronouns
(as shown in 16)) and proper names (as shown in 17)). fhis possibility, as I
noted above, is ruled out for Type 1 constructions, which must contain a

category-denoting noun phrase.

16) - h - nokkeru to, hoka-no
=PL= - - give a ride and other
hito-o nosete-agerarenai. (0)

person-0BJ give a ride-cannot give
'If (we) give you two a ride, we can't accommodate anyone else.!

17) - - - haitte-kita.
- - - came in

'Iaroo et a), the five of them, came in.'
If the Type 1 construction were to be used in sentence 17), for example,
Iaroo-tati would be interpreted as referring to a category of individuals all
known as Jaroo, rather than to a variously named group of five centered around

one person named Taroo:

- - =PlL= came in

'The five Taroos came in.'; #*'Tarco et al, the five of them,

came in,

As these examples show, the Type 2a construction is typically used in
circumstances quite different frcem those that elicit the use of the Type 1,
or, as we shall see, the Type 3 construction. In these Type 2a repeat
mentions, the speaker's focus is primarily on picking out the referent(s) in
question (a process which may be aided by expressing information about number
which is already known) rather than on conveying any new information about the
number of those referents., The numeral-classifier pair is thus of very low
prominence here, by comparison with constructions of Types 1 and 3.

In some cases, in fact, the number specified in the Type 2a construction

is so completely predictable that the construction serves merely to emphasize
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that the number mentioned exhausts the number of referents in question, often
carrying the implication that the number is smaller than might be expected.
For this reason, the rueful remembrance of Kaeko's sister in 19) takes the
form of a Type 2a construction:

19) Haha-no nakunatta yoru, hitobito=-no doozyoo-waﬁ

Mother-GEN died even:.ng people~-GEN sympathy-TO
atumarimasita. (F)
]-gegsgg QA; collected

'The n:l'.ght that Mother died, everyone's sympathy fell on Kaeko _

As in the case of the special uses of the Type 1 construction with tone,?!
uses of this sort (which are also most common with 'one') can be seen as a
natural extension of the Type 2a form. In sentence 19), the information
about number which is presented is already known to the addressee. 1In fact,
since Kaeko is a proper name, we would be surprised to find any nu-.eral but
'onet! in the classifier slot. The focus of contrast here is thus not on the
number per se, but on the fact that Kaeko exhausts the grouping in question,
i.e., the people who received sympathy. In neither ®"standard" nor
"exhaustive" uses of the Type 2a construction, then, is the information about
number presented as salient. When this number is at odds with expectations,

though, it may become the focus of contrast in the way I have just described.

Construction Type 2b: NP-GEN #-CL-Case Particle.

This construction is also used relatively infrequently by comparison to
the very common Types 1 and 3, and constitutes only 16 of the 283 items in the
sample considered.¥ An example appears in 20):

20)

sono toti-o motode-ni tabete-iru no desu. (F)
that land-0BJ capital-as were eating NMLZ COP

, Were sup-

porting Themselves with that proy. ¥

This construction resembles Type 2a in that the noun phrase it contains
may denote individual referents rather than a category (as shown in 20)), for
example, and in that it signals an appositive relation between the noun phrase
and the numeral-classifier pair. Because it is headed by the numeral-

classifier pair rather than the noun phrase, though, it presents the
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information about number which it carries with greater prominence, and it is
often used, not only on the repeat mentions typical of the Type 2a
construction, but on introductory mentions of referents, when their number is
not yet known, as shown in example 21):

21) Yuki-wa ]
Yuki-TCP fi

=GEN

t
‘Yuki met three youths from the village carrvingz firewood on
their shoulders.

Copstruction Type 3: Adverbial: N-Case Particle (,,.) #-Cl.

Classifier constructions of the third type are instances of what is
often called Q-Float, since the Q(uantifier) can be seen as having "floated"
from its original pre-nominal position to a position external to the noun
phrase. An example appears in 22):

) $hat it tioe oGP B menter obsecdBial?)
'On that foot, there are gsix toes.!

Constructions of this type are quite common in my samble, especially in
initial mentions of referents. 544 of the introductory mentions collected,
in fact, use this construction, and 78% of the uses of the corstruction a2ppear
in introductions. As the preceding discussion has suggested, Type 3 forms
can he distinguished from the other classifier constructions in terms of
three traits:

a. The noun phrase independently establishes a category or group of
referents which the numeral-classifier pair subsequently
delimits,

b. The numeral-classifier presents new information.

c. The NP is foregrounded.

Because the noun and the numeral-classifier pair in the Type 3
construction function as separate constituents, the construction has
sometimes been characterized as "adverbial," by contrast with the Type 1
construction, where the numeral-classifier pair is perceived as being much
more closely bound to the noun. The adverbial flavor of the construction is

especially apparent in its use in distributive constructions such as the one
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shown in 23); Type 3 forms, in fact, constitute 80% of the distributive uses of
classifier constructions in my sample.

23) Enban-wa =maj-zutu tonde-iki, ... (F)
4disk=TOP 1= -each fly-go

'The disks flew one by opne, ...'
In some cases the numeral-classifier pair may in fact constitute the entire
predication of the sentence, as in 24):

24) Eeeto,
uh

~3J-—-

existed NMLZ PP
'Uh, there were about twenty rabbits, oge !

Because the numeral-classifier pair in these constructions always
carries new information about the referent of the noun, the Type 3
construction is inappropriate for repeated mentions of the same referent(s)
when both their identity and their number is already known, and it is also
inappropriate in other contexts where the number of referents involved is
predictable. This is illustrated by the unacceptability of the b) (Type3)
version of the original Type 1 sentence shown in 25a):

25a) Type 1: ga i-tten-ni
ye=NOM 1~point-LOC

tyuumoku site~-iru yoo-ni oosi site-iru.

fgt):us be doing ~like stare were doing

'_(_I{_s_)_;_g_o_?_lgg_'ﬂgs_ were staring as if they were focused on
a single point.,

b) Type 3: #Aoi me-ga %n;g;g i-tten-ni tyuumoke site
-iru yoo-ni gyoosi site-iru.

Since eyes typically come in pairs, it would be unusual indeed if the numeral
in 25) conveyed new information. For this reason, the Type 3 variant inb) is
ruled out> Apparent violations of this rule may occur only when the speaker
wishes to emphasize the numeral in question, as in 26):

26) Ano hutapri-wa hutari-tomo hito-o korosita
that 2-person~-TOP 2-person-EMPH person-0BJ killed

kako-o motte-iru no da. (F)
past~0BJ have NMLZ COP

'Both of them have killed someone.!
Emphatic uses of the sort illustrated in 26) can be compared with the
special uses of the Type 1 and Type 2a forms described earlier. Consider the
sentences in 27a) throughc). They contain Type 1, Type 2a, and Type 3 forms,
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respectively:

27a) Type 1: Mai-niti, mai-niti, hitotu-no
every day every day l-inanimate-GEN

burausu=-o0 kite soczi-o site-ita.
blouse=0BJ wearing clecning~-0OBd did

'Day after day, (she) did the cleaning
wearing the same blouse.'

b) Type 2a: Mai-niti, mai-niti, _Egga_ugg_ﬁi_@_@;g_
kite, soozi-o site-ita.
'Day after day, (she) did the cleaning
wearing only a blouse.'!

c) Tyre 3: Mai-niti, mai-niti, =0 hitotu
kite, soozi-o site-ita.

tDay after day, (she) did the cleaning wearing one
blouse.'

As the glosses indicate, each of these sentences lends itself to an
interpretation very different from those associated with the other two.
Since 'one! is the unmarked number with respect to blouse-wearing, the fact
that it is explicitly mentioned in each of these sentences leads the hearer to
draw certain inferences. The inferences differ in each case, however,
depending on the classifier construction used.

A speaker who wished to imply that the blouse in question was the same day
after day would choose the Type 1 form shown in a), since this is the form used
to single out particular instantiations of a general category. A speaker who
wished to imply that a blouse was the only garment being worn (against all
expectation) would choose the Type 2a form shown in b) since, as we saw
earlier, this construction is often used to emphasize the fact that the
referent in question exhausts the group bearing that relation to the
predicate. And, finally, the Type 3 variant shown in ¢) would be chosen by
the speaker who wished to present the information about the number of blouses
involved as new information. Since most people wear only one blouse at a
time, however, even this relatively neutral formwould in this case lead to an
inference on the part of the hearer, i.e., that the speaker had some
expectation that more than one blouse might be worn. All three classifier
constructions are thus possible, and all three carry very different
implications.

Inaddition to the stricture that it must carry new information, the Type

3 construction is also subject to other constraints whose correct formulation
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has been the topic of considerable debate. Everyone agrees that certain
sentences are unacceptable in spite of the fact that the numeral-classifier

pair carries new information. Consider the minimal pairs in 28) and 29):

8a) Kantoku-ga

director-NOHM J_2gn§9n_QEN_ngman_ggangigz_ng

modotte~kita. (F)
return-came

'The director returned with a conductress.?

b) * Kantoku-ga onna-syasyoo=to hitori modotte-kita.

hadaka-denk{u
naked-flightbul -NOM

takai koodo-de turusareie-iru no-ga
long cord-INST was suspended NMLZ-ﬁOM

mieta (F)
could be seen

'(I) could see 2 naked light bulb hanging fromone of the beams by
a short cord.!

b) # Hari-kara hitotu, hadaka-denkvuu-ga takai
koodo-de turusarete-iru no-ga mieta.

Different scholars have proposed different explanations for the
unacceptability of the b) (Type 3) versions of such sentences. Shibatani
(1978), for example, has proposed that the Q-Float process is governed by the
case roles of the nouns from which float occurs. Only those rouns bearing the
particles ga (nominative) or o (objective) allowFloat. Since the sentences
in 28) and 29) involve instead nouns bearing the particles no and kara, Float
is blocked.

As evidence that it is the case role and not the grammatical role of the
noun that determines floatability, Shibatani presents the minimal pairs
reproduced in 30) and 31) (Shibatani 1978, p.246):

huransu-go-ga wakarimasu.
French-NOM understand
(Grammatical Object; Nominative case)

'These three students understand French,!'

o) * Wi a; m;su =pi, san-nin huransu-go-ga

31a)
rammat cal sub ect Nominative case)

huransu-go wakarimasu.

a
Grammat? f object; Nominative case)
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'These three students understand French.'
b) -Pa— - San-nin huransu-go-ga
wakarimasu,

As 30a) and 31a) show, the verb yakaru allows its subject to bear either of two
case particles, i.e., ga (nominative) or pi (dative). Although gzkusei
serves as subject in both of these sentences, Q-Float is not possible in 30),
where the case particle invoived is pi, while it is possible in 31), where the
case particle involved is ga. In Shibatani's view, such pairs as these
preovide conclusive evidence that it is the case role, and not the grammatical
role, of the noun which is crucial in determining whether Q-Float will be
possible in a given sentence.

Shibatani's argument is directed primarily at the claims of Inoue, who
has argued in favor of a grammatical role analysis of the phencmenon, and who
has provided what she interprets as counterexamples to Shibatani's claims.
Most important for her argument is the existence of Q-Float examples like the
one in 32)(example 31 in Inoue 1978, p.173), which involves nouns bearing the
case particle pi rather than the ga or ¢ to which Shibatani claims Q-Float is

restricted:
32) Watasi-wa dantaikyaku-o  tomeru
I-TOP group traveler-0BJ lodge

T Ve v O
'I tried two or three lodges that put up group travelers.'
Vhile examples of this type can, of course, be used to argue against
Shibatani's claims, they also falsify the generalization that it is only
subject or direct object noun phrases from which quantifiers may float.
Inoue, who favors an analysis based on grammatical relations, gets around the
difficulties posed by examples like this one by adding to the list of
grammatical roles allowing Q-Float a third role which she calls "semi-direct
object™ (huku mokutekigo). In this category she includes both noun phrases
with pi of the sort shown in 32) and noun phrases with o of the sort shown in

33):
33) Watasi-wa - -
TR0 BaEAse ony DR L inenimate
watatta to kioku site-iru.
crossed QUOT memory am doing
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'I remember crossing two or three bridges' (from Inoue 1978,
p.173)

Although one might suppose that cases with o would be accounted for
either by Shibatani's case-marking theory or by the standard subject/direct
object role account, Inoue argues that sentences like 33) with "traversal
objects®™ do not contain true direct objects.6 Rather, these NPs, like the
ni-marked NP in 32), co-occur with a limited subclass of iptransitive verbs
which are subcategorized precisely for these "semi-direct objects.®™ The
gremmatical role explanation of the constraints on Q-Float is thus not ruled
out, Inoue argues; we simply need to add to the inventory of grammatical roles
permitting Float the new category "semi-direct object.m

As for the unacceptability of sentences like 30b), where Float is not
possible even froz a noun phrase which is clear]y a snbject. Tnoue argues that
a special constroint is needed. Unlike direct objects, semi-direct objects,
or subjects marked with ga, subjects marked with pnl are incapable of acting as
"the focus of the speaker's attention" (wasya-no siten-no mokuhyoo-ni
narienai).” For this reason, even though these pi-marked NPs do belong to a
grammatical category which typically allows Float, the process is blocked.

Inoue's final characterization of the constraints on the Q-~Float
process, then, may be stated as follows: Q~Float may operate on quantifiers
assoclated with subject, direct object, or semi-direct object NPs so long as
the NP in question is independently capable of serving as the focus of the
speaker's attention. Inoue declines to specify in detail exactly what she
means by "focus of the speaker's attention®™ and admits that there are many
uncertainties remaining in her analysis.

I have no new arguments to add to this debate. All but one of the 104
examples of the Type 3 construction in my sample conform to the explanations
of both Inoue and Shibatani, 8 and I have described the controversy here merely
for the benefit of the English reader to whom the Japanese articles summarized
are inaccessible,

Although I do not wish to enter the controversy on the terms established
by earlier participants, I do wish to discuss a trend which is apparent in my
data but which is not predicted by any of the Q-Float analyses we have seen.

Consider Table 1.

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



210

Table 1
Distribution of Noun Particles Used in Type 3
Constructions
Intrans, Trans,
£a g2 9 ¥a no
Introductions:
Referential 54 3 14
Non~-referential 3 7
Repeat mentions 2 y 5 1
Number specification? 6 5
65 3 25 10 1
(63%) (3%) (24g) (108) (1%)

What this table shows quite strikingly is that, of the NPs marked with
the nominative particle ga, 65 (96%) appear with intransitive verbs, while
only 3 (4%) appear with transitive verbs. Why should this be?

The answer to this question lies, I think, in some of the characteristics
of the Type 3 construction which I have already noted. First, the floated
quantifier presents the information about number which it carries as new.
Secondly, the Type 3 construction is possible only with NPs that are
"foregrcunded.”

In suggesting that "foregrounding® is relevant to Q-Float, I am taking
my cﬁe from Inoue's suggestion that Float is blocked with subject NPs marked
with pi because they cannot act as "the focus of the speaker's attention."
Although I am not sure exactly what Inoue had in mind in making her suggestion,
I assume that it is akin to my notion of a foregrounded NP as:

a) Marked by one of the case particles high in the,case hierarchy
i.e., ga, 9, or Jn..‘)ﬁia or, less typically, 1@.1?

b) Associated with a referent newly introduced into the text, or, in
the minimal case, at least as recently introduced as the referent
of any other NP in the sentence.

What I am proposing with this characterization is that, like manner
adverbials in English, this most adverbial of classifier constructions in
Japanese 1is constrained in its potential attachments. It may not be
interpreted as specifying the number of referents associated with just any NP

in the sentence; rather, the NP with which it is associated must be salient in
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terns of the semantic role which it fills, and its referent must possess a
salient discourse status at that point in the text.

It is early in the textual history of the referent(s) in question that
both of these requirements are most likely to be fulfilled, and we de in fact
find that most of the instances of floated classifiers in the sample under
consideration occur yery early on, i.e., in the introductory mention of the
referent(s). A full 78% of Type 3 constructions appear in the first mention
of the referent(s) which they denote., Half of the remaining uses occur, not
in the first mention per se, but within the descriptive section of text which
often surrounds the introduction of a major referent and which constitutes an
island that briefly interrupts the flow of the narrative.

If we broaden our view and consider the use of classifier constructions
of all types in the introduction of referents, we find that the sample used
here yields the particle distribution shown in Table 2.
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Table 2

Distribution of Noun Particles Used in Introductory Mentions
Involving All Four Types of Classifier Construction

Intr. ga  Tr. ga [ ni de o no Ha mo
Type 3 Intros. 65 (63%) 3 (3%) 25 (24%) 1 (1%) 10 (10%)

Type 1, 2a,
and 2b Intros. 32 (43%) 1 (3%) 21 (28%) 3 (4%) 2 (3% 7 (9%) 5 (7%) 3 (4%) 1 (1%)

Total 97 (54%) 4 (2%) 46 (26%) 3 (2%8) 2 (1%) 7 (4%) 6 (3%) 13 (7%) 1 --—--

cle
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As these figures illustrate, the predominance of the "Q-Float
Particles™ ga and ¢ is not restricted to introductions involving Type 3
constructions. While these particles constitute 89% of the particles used
for Type 3 constructions, they alsc come to 71% of the partiecles used in
introductions involving other constructions.12 Even more importantly for
the issues at hand, introductory mentions involving constructions of Type 1
and 2 also exhibit the striking split in the behavior of ga, with intransitive
gas constituting 43% of the total, as compared to only 3% transitive gas.

What these figures suggest is that the constraints on the Type 3 (Q-
Float) construction are not arbitrary properties of the construction but
rather reflections of the properties of introductions in general. More
specifically, referents (or at least significant referents, as opposed to
props) are most 1ikely to be introduced as the subject of an intransitive verb
or as the object of a transitive verb. Similar observations have been made
with respect to other languages, e.g., Du Bois (to appear) with respect to
Sacapultec, a Mayan language, Lambrecht (to appear) with respect to French,
and Givon (1979) with respect to English, and they would seem to be explicable
in terms of several cross-=linguistic tendencies.

One of these is the tendency to introduce significant referents
(typically human) by momentarily stopping the narrative and inserting onc or
more presentative or descriptive sentences devoted to the new referent,!3
Since descriptive and presentational verbs and constructions are typically
intransitive, this tendency would account for the frequent appearance of
intransitive gas, as opposed to transitive gas in the introductory mentions
tabulated here, and in the Type 3 constructions which are dominated by such
mentions. 1%

A second tendency is to introduce at most one foregrounded new referent
at a time. This constraint is, of course, once again easily fulfilled by
assigning the new referent to the subject slot of an intransitive verb; there
is no other major noun slot available for a competing referent to £ill. The
intransitive verb thus recommends itself for use in introductions by its
tendency to comply with both of the constraints I have mentioned.

With a transitive verb, on the other hand, two major noun slots are by
definition available - the subject slot and the direct object slot. It is the
object slot which is typically chosen for introductions, I would suggest,
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because of the tendency of the discourse topic to pre-empt the subject slot,
leaving only the object slot available for new players.

In evaluating this hypothesis, we might consider the 46 examples in my
sample of referents which are intreduced as the object of a2 transitive verb.
In 29 casss no subject NP is present, rendering the object NP the sole
foregrounded NP, as in the case of subjects of intransitive verbs. In 15 of
the remaining 17 cases where a subject NP is present, it is also the topie, and
is marked as such with the topic particlewa. Inother words, the subjects of
all of these verbs are clearly backgrounded and pose no obstacle to a
noticeable introduction of a new referent in the object slot. In only two of
the 46 cases (neither of them involving the Type 3 construction) is there a
newly introduced subject contained in the same sentence. Nor do the small
number of cases in which a referent is introduced in the subject slot of a
transitive verb constitute serious counterexamples to the hypothesis that at
most one new referent will be introduced at a time, for although the typical
distribution of old (subject) and new (object} is reversed in these
sentences, the object is in each case so weak that the sentences taken as
wholes are very low in transitivity.15

If these arguments are correct, the constraints on the Type 3
construction which have been remarked on by Shibatani, Inoue, and others, can
be traced to constraints on the introduction of new referents. Because it
presents the information about number which it carries as new, the Type 3
construction tends to appear in or very close to the initial mention of the
referent(s) to which it is related, and these initial mentions typically
involve the subject of an intransitive verb or the object of a transitive verb
whose subject has been topicalized (and perhaps deleted). This pragmatic
fact simplifies considerably the task of the hearer who is trying to link a
floated quantifier with some NP in the sentence, and it also suggests an
explanation for the virtual exclusion of NPs bearing particles other than ga
or o0 from Type 3 classifier constructions.

The proponent of a syntactic solution to this issue could, of course,
object at this point and argue that if the scenario which I have proposed is
correct, then any "foregrounded™ NP introduced by a case particle other than
ga or o (most likely pi) should be a candidate for Q-Float. Nouns
representing recipients, for example, should be able toc launch floated
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quantifiers in cases where both the giver and the object given are "old." Yet
it is not clear that such sentences are always acceptable,

This objection is quite valid. What I would like to suggest, however,
is that the scenario which I have sketched may account for the pise of the
constraints under discussion although it may not accurately represent the
form which they now take in the minds of present-day speakers of the language.
That is, what I have proposed is a discourse-based account of why the
constraints on Q-Float should have been developed as they have; although the
plausibility of the explanation is still transparent enough for us to be able
to perceive it, these constraints may have, since their origin, become
grammaticized (in a form similar to that proposed by Inoue or Shibatani).
While the explanation which I have proposed may have historical relevance, in
other words, the origin of these constraints in diseourse may at this point

have been overlaid with a grammatical veneer, 16

Supmary
With the preceding discussion, I hope to have illustrated how the

different classifier constructions are used for different purposes, the
choice among them depending largely on the importance of the referents
denoted as individuals and the predictability of the information carried by
the numeral-classifier pair.

The (Type 2) appositive constructions are the least constrained in their
privileges of occurrence, although the Type 2a construction typically
appears on repeat mentions of referents whose number is already known to the
addressee. Unlike the Type 1 constructions, the appositive const:ructions
may contain pronouns or proper nouns, since the numeral-classifier pair
serves merely to add information about the referents denoted independently by
the noun phrase rather than to limit the scope of the predication to some
subset of the category denoted by the noun phrase, as with Type 1 forms.

The Type 1 cozstruction also differs from both Type 2 and 3 constructions
in that it expliecitly indicates that the speaker is referring to some
particular individual members of the category denoted by the head noun. This
is by contrast with the Type 3 construction, which is used to introduce
referents merely in terms of their identity as members of the category or
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grouping denoted by the noun phrase. Inusing thisconstruction, the speaker
disregards any importance the referents denoted may have as individuals,
conveying instead only their group affiliation.

The Type 3 (Q-Float) construction is also distinguished by the fact that
it appears only when the information about number which it carries is new.
This condition is most typically met early in the textual history of the
referent(s) in question with the result that the majority of uses of the Type 3
construction appear in either introductory mentions of participants or in the
descriptive portion of text which often follows introductions. This
pragmatic fact explains why the Q-Float construction is largely restricted to
use with ga-marked noun phrases in intransitive sentences or g-marked noun
phrases in transitive sentences, since it is these two sentence slots which

are most often used for introductory mentions of significant participants.
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FOOTNOTES

17 would especially like to thank Atsuroo Tsubomoto for many hours of
helpful discussion on the topics discussed in this chapter.

2The existence of these pairs of sentences was pointed out to me by Hideo

Teranura.
gAs inai_c_e.r_tain_naugn&mm, a certain lack of concern,a certain je
ne sais quoi.

Upecause I wish to restrict my attention in this section to cases in
which both the numeral-classifier pair and a co-referring noun phrase appear
I have excluded from consideration here those morphologically identica
examples in which the pg intervening between the noun and the numeral-
classifier pair expresses a possessive or partitive relation, rather than an
agpositive one. I have, in other words, considered examples like the one
shown in i), below, and discarded ones of the sort shown in ii):

i) - i i- - =no huirutaa-no tuita
= een~ - - filter-GEN attached

enban-mitaina mono~ga sa, mootaa-de mawatteru
disk-like thing-NOM PP motor-INST is turning

wake da yo ne? (0)
NMLZ COP PP PP

TA disklike thing with red and green fiiters attached to it turns
by means of a motor.!

ii)

sono toki heya-ni haitte-kimasita. (F)
that time room-LOC enter-came

'At that moment ope of the cats which Father was raising came

into the room.!

While these two examples are fairly clearcut cases of the appositive and
gartitive relations which I have attemg edttio distinguish, other cases, like
ematic,

he one shown in iii), are more prob
iii) £

Here the noun phrase preceding the no is interpretable either as a modifier on
(hence apFositive) or as the marker of a larger grouping to which the
belongs hence partitive). Doubtful cases of this sort have ben

ncluded in the sixteen-item corpus of Type 2b forms considered.

5Kim (1982) adduces pairs similar to the one shown in 25) in support of
his claim that Q=-Float will operate in Korean and Japanese only if the NP from
which the ¢ is floated is "presentative," i.e., "represent[s] information
novel to the discourse."™ Although I agree, in essence, with the thrust of
Kim's arguments, he fails to make a distinction between the newness of the
referents denoted by the NP in these constructions and the newness of the
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information about number carried by the Q. Although these two factors
exhibit a significant correlation, one does not necessarily predict the
other, and theg must be distinguished to arrive at a correct characterization

of the Q-Float process.
6For a detailed English discussion of this issue, see Jacobsen (1981).

TAs independent supgort for this claim, Inoue points to the behavior of
such NPs with respect to Tough Movement, which she claims is sensitive to the
same factor. (Inoue 1978, p.174.)

8The one "aberrant® example is the following; it appears in an oral
description of a cooking procedure and involves the genitive particle no:

Sosite, koo, - aida~-ni j-mai

then um space between-L0OC %-iﬁ%i thin
- siru-o koo

obieot. ToFTAEr thin object Broth-0BJ this way

ireru wake da. (0O)
put in NML. COP

'Then, um (you) add the broth between the leaves, one by one.!

91 have included under this heading those uses of classifier
constructions which appear immediately after the introduction of the
referents in question. These constructions particigate in the descriptive
section of text that often surrounds introductions of significant referents
and serve merely to clarify the number of referents involved. Because these
uses thus differ in function from both initial and repeat mentions of the
referent, I have isolated them in a separate category.

It 13, in fact, debatable whether these examples should actually be
counted as Type constructions, although they possess its form
superficially. Consider the example in i):

i) Boku-wa ne, hato katte-ita =-n su ¥o.
I-TOP PP pigeon was raising NMLZ COP PP

Hato-wa ne, %%fgm imasita kara ne. (0)
bigeon=TOP PP - existed because PP
'I was ralsing pigeons. There were 0 plgsons.'

This examgle, and the others like it, could equally well be analyzed into a
subject NP marked with yag followed by a predication containing the numeral-
classifier pair, In spite of this fact, those examples do fit the
characterization of the Type 3 construction that I have outlined because the
number of referents is unknown, although the referents themselves have
already been introduced (and sometimes even topicalized).

10see Teramura (1976) for a discussion of the Japanese case hierarchy.

111t is important to note that all the uses of wa in my data (and
tabulated in Table 1) are in some sense exceptional. The five "repeat
mentions™ involving wa are all emphatic uses of the type illustrated in 26)
and the remainin§ five uses are all marginal Type 3 uses of the type discusse
in footnote 9. n addition, in all of them, ya is replacing an intransitive
ga. For this reason, the existence of these cases does not constitute a
significant weakening of the generalization proposed here.

12These figures rise to 100% and 77%, respectively, if we translate the
discourse particles wa and mo into the case particles they are replacing.

13cf, Lambrecht's (1981) claim that referents are t pically not both
introduced and talked about in the same clause, and Givon's (1979)
observation that "in general (in terms of text frequency), human languages

employ a communicative strate whereby there is on one hE(,; of ng¥
;nig_qma_t_i_qnmmsm in scourseszdef‘ined, tentagively, n terms o
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lexical word)" (p.52).

14see Du Bois (1980) for a discussion of descriptive and narrative modes
and their influence on article choice in English.

15The three sentences of this type contain the following predicates:

i) enzetu-o yari 'giving a speech!
speech-0BJ doing

ii) kooyoo=-o0 site-ite ';fzutting forth red
red foliage-0OBJ doing oliage®

iii) mati-o nagarete-iru "flows through the town'
town-0BJ flow

Two of these sentences contain the verbs suru/ 'to do, ' which functionas
verbalizers for virtually any noun, as shown particularly clearly by example
ii). Neither of these sentences contains objects whose referents exist
indegendently of the activity described or are affected by it. Sentence iii)
involves a traversal object, widely recognized not to possess all the traits
of prototypical direct objects (cf. Inoue's semi=-direct object).

16For a similar discourse-based argument for the usefulness of ergative
marking systems, see Du Bois (to appear).
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CONCLUDING REMARKS

Now that I have desecribed the compositicon ¢f the Japanese classifier
system and the semantic and pragmatic functions which its members serve, it is
perhaps of some interest to mention my original impetus for choosing this
topic as the subject of my dissertation research. Having read Sanches' 1977
paper, I was more or less convinced that the Japanese classifier systemwas on
the road to its demise, when I ran across an article by a Japanese
lexicographer remarking on the continuing growth of this supposedly moribund
system. I was puzzled. Did both researchers have their facts straight?
Were their analyses in fact in conflict, or did they simply reflect two
different aspects of the issue?

Sanches' finding was that speakers under 30 used a mean of 28 different
classifiers, while those over 30 used a mean of 36. The forms that were
missing from the classifier repertoires of the younger speakers were usually
fairly specific members of the kind-classifier system, and in their stead,
these speakers were relying more heavily on the shape-based quality
classifiers, and especially on the default form ftu. In Sanches' view, the
attrition rate among the kind-classifiers could be traced to the rapid
changes in‘material culture which Japan has experienced in recent years; as
various artifacts have become obsolete or insignificant, the use of the
classifiers used to denote them has also declined, since they have not been
adapted for use in denoting the new artifacts which have displaced the old.
Given this state of affairs, as Sanches puts it (1977, p.61), "we can only
expect the system to atrophy."

In striking contrast to Sanches, Kenboo finds the system to be quite
robust, and capable of adaptation in response to cultural change. Onemethod
of adaptation can be seen in the use of old members of the system with respect
to new referents. Men, for example, traditionally the classifier for
objects with flat surfaces, such as mirrors, Noh masks, etc., is now used to
denote sports arenas of all sorts, including tennis courts, swimming pools,
and skating rinks, Similar extensions can be cited with respect to other
long-time members of the system as well.

The system has also shown itself capable of assimilating new forms to
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accommodate new referential needs. While the inventory of indigenous
classifiers has remained relatively stable throughout the 20th century, the
inventory or Sino-~Japanese and, particularly, Western 1language~based
classifiers has shown & strilking turnover;, as Kenbhoo’s discussion
illustrates. He notes, for example, the recent appearance of rein ((English
*lane'), used for counting bowling alleys, and gyasen (1it. 'vehicle-line'),
a Sino-Japanese translation of 'lane,' used to count lanes of traffic and
avoid the ambiguity that would result if rein were to be used in both senses.

Given Kenboo's findings, it is clear that Sanches' pessimism about the
ability of the classifier system to add to its stock of forms is somewhat
overstated. The boundary between the noun system and the classifier system
is every bit as foggy today as it has been since the 8th century, making it a
fairly easy matter to create classifiers from pre-existing nouns. So longas
the noun system is able to keep up with cultural change (and it has certainly
shown no faintheartedness in this regard), the classifier system will possess
the potential to renew itself aswell, Whether it will actually fulfill this
potential is, of course, a different question, but, as Kenboo's examples
illustrate, the system at present is showing no signs of sealing off its
borders and stopping the influx of nouns.

Sanches! claims, of course, touch on not only the ability of the system
to acquire new members to replace those that are lost, but also the
willingness of speakers of the language to use those forms. If younger
speakers are not using the full repertoire of forms used by older speakers and
are in addition not availing themselves of the many newly adapted forms, then
Sanches' forecasts of doom may be justified. It is not apparent, however,
what, aside from the proverbial carelessness of youth, would cause younger
speakers to resist the new forms, for there do not appear to be other changes
in the language which make the classifier system any more expandable than it
has been all along.

It may be, though, that we are led to a false conclusion by defects in
Sanches! method of sampling or presentation. The primary evidence given for
the claim that the repertoire of classifiers used is shrinking, for example,
is a comparison of the mean number of forms used by speakers over and under 30.
In her sample, Sanches included 212 %aduvlts™ aged 18 to 73 but also 100
children aged 9 to 12 and an unspecified number of children aged 2 to 9. If
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the repertoires of the children were included in the tabulations of mean
number of forms used, it is not at all surprising that the under-30 totals are
much lower than the over-30 totals. Sanches is not clear on this point.

Even if the results presented are based on tabulations of the adult
responses only, it is possible that the elicitation task Sanches used was
designed to test for the presence of the traditional members of the system but
not the forms which have entered the system recently. If so, the results may
have reflected the absence of some of the traditional forms from the speech of
the younger speakers without giving them an opportunity to exhibit their use
of the more innovative forms. Or it may simply be that Sanches' study caught
the system at a peculiar point in history, a few decades inteo a period of
explosive cultural change whose linguistic effects have not yet stabilized.
A follow-up study in another twenty or thirty years would be of considerable
interest from this perspective.

While we await the outcome of such a study, we can contemplate at least
two possible scenarios for the future of the system. If Sanches! findings
are in fact skewed in one of the ways I have suggested, then we have no reason
to anticipate a radical change in the composition or use of the system in the
near future. Tu, the quality-classifiers, and the more general kind-
classifiers will continue to constitute, as they have for centuries, a stable
base to which more specific kind-classifiers reflecting current cultural
preoccupations can easily be added by tapping the resources of the noun
system,

If, on the other hand, Sanches' findings are correct, and speakers are
restricting themselves to an increasingly limited subset of the forms that
are available, the system could eventually change from a highly permeable
lexical class capable of representing a number of semantic distinctions to a
small, closed class of grammatical markers. If the system were reduced, in
this way, to the representation of a very small number of semantic
distinctions, what effect would it have on the language as @ whole? Having
considered in some detail the various uses to which the classifiers are
presently put by the speakers of Japanese, rather than simply the semantic
composition of the classifier inventory as a whole, we can see, I think, that
the usefulness of the system would not be significantly altered.

We can rely on two kinds of evidence in speculating about yhich
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classifiers the system would be reduced to if it were to shrink substantially.
The first is Adams and Conklin's cross-linguistic study in which they found
that classifier systems always represented the animate-inanimate (or
human/non-human) distinction and very frequently encoded categories
centered around the basic shape metaphors of long, flat, and round, as well as
some function-based categories whose composition varied from culture to
culture., The second sort of evidence is the tendency displayed in the
various distributional measures listed in Chapter 3, where the same limited
set of forms repeatedly outstrips the other members of the system.
for the core system - tu and pin, which represent the animate/inanimate split
and are also by far the two most frequently used forms today, supplemented
with the three basic shape-~based forms hon, pail, and ko, and, perhaps, several
crucial kind-classifiers, such as dai and bhiki.

Reduced to Just these seven members, or even reduced to just fu, nin,
bon, maji, and kg, the system would still retain most of the capabilities that
it now possesses. As we have seen, many of the members of the current
¢lassifier system are near-clones of members of the noun system and are thus
disqualified from carrying any information additional to that which is
carried by the nouns with which they might co-occur, The greatest potential
for representing independent information inheres in the quality-
classifiers, of which hon, mai, and ko are the most frequently used. Evenif
the system were to lose most of its kind-based members, then, it would retain
much of its capability for semantic action so long as the shape-based
classifiers were available. If the system were reduced to just tu and pin,
this capacity would essentially be lost, but, as we have seen, only a small
percentage of actual classifier uses fulfill the function of supplementing
the information carried by the noun, so the functional effects of the loss of
this potential would probably be minimal.

Even in this extremely reduced state, the system could continue to
fulfill all the other functional roles which I have discussed. So long as a
single member of the system was retaineh, for example, it could be used in the
company of a noun to indicate that it is individual members of the category
denoted by the noun, rather than the category as a whole, that are being
referred to. The position of this form within the sentence could remain
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flexible, allowing it to mark the referentiality-related distinctions
currently associated with the positional variants of the classifier
discussed in Chapter 7. And even a twe-member system could continue to
participate effectively in the anaphcric system; since it is largely the
human classifier pnin which serves anaphoric goals.

A reduction of the classifier inventory to just five forms would not be
so harmless, of course, if a different five forms were to survive. Together,
this particular group of forms allows for representation of referents of all
sorts; accords special status to the most important group of referents
(humans), and has the potential to semantically supplement the noun system as
well as carry out all the other classifier functions which appear in Japanese.
Although the other forms which participate in the system today mayv enrich its
semantic capacities or serve as helpful cultural signposts, they are in some
sense merely frills, for a basic inventory along the universally-attested

lines observed by Adams and Conklin could do the job almost as well.
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APPENDIX 1

QUESTIONNAIRE INSTRUCTIONS
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English:

The object of this study is the investigeticn of the way in which
Japanese speakers count things, As a first step in this research, I hope to
discover which numeral classifiers, e.g., hon, mai, satu, are used at
present, so I am requesting your cooperation in filling out this
questionnaire.

The 1ist of numeral classifiers below probably contains both forms that

you actually use and forms which you do not.

1. If you actually use the classifier listed, mark column 1 to the right of
the entry with a "o." If you don't use it, simply mark an "x.*®

2. In column 2, for those forrms that you marked with "x" in column 1 (that
is, classifiers youdon't think you use), if you have heard them (or seen
them) used, please mark an #o.," If you are not certain whether you have
heard the form or not, mark an "x.m"

3. For the classifiers that you marked with an "o" in column 1, please give
an example of how you use them in column 3. Please write your example in
the form NOUN + NUMERAL + NUMERAL CLASSIFIER, as in child 3 person.

4, For the forms that you marked with an "o" in columns 1 or 2 (that is, if
you have used or heard or seen the form), please write in column 4 what
sorts of things they are used to count. If possible, in cases like

"animals," please specify the varieties, e.g., dog, cat, etc.

Example:
Classifier 1. Use it? 2.% Seen/Heard | 3. Example | 4. Referents
hiki o inu san- animals:
biki dogs, cats
pigs, etec.

#If you answered "o" in column 1, leave blank.

If you have any comments on any of the entries, please feel free to add
them,
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APPENDIX 2

FORMS LISTED ON QUESTIONNAIRE

The questionnaire I administered contained the forms listed below.
Each is followed with a description of the referent class ascribed to it in the
source from which it was drawn; this description in some cases differs from
the descriptions produced by respondents to the questionnaire. Forms
belonging to the core inventory described in Chapter 1 are preceded by a
double asterisk; members of the extended inventory are preceded by a single
asterisk; forms which were used by none of the questionnaire respondents are

preceded by a +.

+ 1. aku ( % ) - villians, ruffians
2. an ( f ) - items, cases
3. bi ( B, ) - fish
®# 4, bu ( %ﬁ ) - newspapers; complete sets of books,
documents, sutras
#% 5, dai ( G ) = furniture, appliances, vehicles
®# 6, dai ( % ) - problems
% 7. dan ( #% ) - piled up things, levels
+ 8. e ( &% ) -~ tools with handles, e.g., knives
# g, eda ( A% ) - branches; gifts
+10. gai ( ;‘%-_ ) = cone-shaped hats, other objects with that
shape
11. gu ( ,é: ) - artifacts of various sorts, often in sets,
e.g., clothing, tools, palanquins,
sets of dishes, horse trappings
12. gun ( ‘i ) - military units, sports teams
13. hai ( A ) - squid, octopus; boats
%14, han ( 3@ ) - crimes
15. hari ( 5{ ) - objects made with a stretched string or piece

of fabric, e. g., bows, kotos, paper
lanterns, umbreilas, drums, curtains,

mosquito nets

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



228

16. hasira ( 7#¢ ) - gods, honored people, spirits of the dead,
Buddhist mortuary tablets

#17. hati ( é&;& ) - potted plants, mortars
%18, hatu ( %Eﬁ ) - gunshots
+19. hei ( #®, ) - flower vases
#20. hen ( jﬁ% ) = literary works
#21. heya ( %[(g_ ) = rooms
#%20, hiki ( ) - animals; sewing needles
#23, hin ( ) - items in an inventory
#%2L,. hon ( ) = long, slender objects, e.g., trees, pencils,

squid, trains; movies; sports matches; books
25. huku ( ) - scrolls
%26, huri (

#27. husa (

) - swords
) - objects in clusters, e.g., grapes, bananas,

wisteria
28. huu ( } - letters, packages
29. hyoo ( ) = charts
30. ka ( ) - shelves, supports, trunks, screens, plaques
+31. ka ( ) - small, roundish objects, e.g., grains,

stones, fruits, melons, jewels
£832, kabu ( ) - rooted plants, plant roots; corporate stocks
+33. kake ( ) - things hung on something, e.g.,

bows, collars, neckties, stirrups
34, kan ( iéi ) - rolled-up objects, e.g., movie film, scrolls
35. kan ( qg ) - long, thin objects, e.g., brushss, flutes

236. kapuseru(}j7°t2il-) - capsules of medicine

37. kasane ( ) = clothing
38. Kkase ( ) - reels of thread
+39. kasira ( ) ~ Buddhist images, feudal lords; animals;

things worn on the head

RSN 3

40, kata ( ) - human beings (honorifie)

+41, katage ( ¥/g ) - meals
+42, katamai ( MAL ) - suitcases, trunks

43, kazari ( /aﬁ ) = litters
+4Y4, Kkei ( Ez ) - long, thin objects, e.g., brushes, grasses;
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50.
l51 .
k%52,

53,
54,
55.

+56.
57,
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59.
+60.

+61.

+62.
+63.
®ROY,
+65.

66.
67.
68.

Ken

ken
ki
ki

ki
ki
ko
ko

koku
koma

koma

kon

koo

kco

koo

kori

kosi

kotu

ku

kuki

kusari
kuti
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stone lanterns

cases, incidents, legislative measures,
proceedings

buildings

riders on horseback

large stationary objects, e.g., stone
lanterns, gateways, gravestones,
industrial machines

airplanes

desks

households

small, roundish objects, e.g., watches, eggs,
fruits, hats, containers; solid obJjects
generally

countries

chesspieces

frames of film; scenes in movies, plays,
narratives

fish

school

human beings; implements such as knives,
swords, plates, etc.

banks

packed, wrapped objects, e.g., luggage,
bales of raw cotton or silk

things attached to the waist, e. g., swords,
scabbards, hakama

ink sticks

religious idols, gods

haiku

human beings; implements such as knives,
swerds, plates, ete.

long, thin things, e.g., plants, brushes
tunes

swords; donations, bank accounts

. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
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®#%70,
=71,

*E7D,

*73.

..714 .
®75.

+76.
7.
#78,
790
*230
+81.
#8820
‘83.
#84,

85,
86.
‘87.

#88.
+89.

0
b
1]

+92,

kyaku
kyvoku

kyoku

mai

maki

mei

men

mimi
mon
mon
moto
wune
nagare
nin
peizi

ren

rin
ritu

rooru

ryoo
ryoo

ryuu

ryuy

-

sage

~

PN N N N N N N N

-~

(

P )
@ o)
)
A )
£ )
Pa )
@ )
B )
P9 )
]
A )
AR )
SR )
AN )
AEym)
2 )
%6 )
M)
7))
&5 )
<8 )
o)
3. )
# )

legged furniture

pleces of music, dances, dramas
companies, broadcasting stations, bureaus;
games of go and syogi

flat, thin objeects, e.g., pieces of paper,
dishes, leaves, clothing; actors' roles
rolled-up objects, e.g., reels of wire or
thread, scrolls

human beings (honcrific)

fiat objects, e.g., mirrors, kotos, go
boards, Noh masks, plaques; sports
arenas, e.g., tennis courts

pairs of rabbits

cannons, torpedo tubes

questions, problems

plants and trees, waterfalls

buildings

flags

human beings

pages

strung together objects, e.g., necklaces,
strings of fruit, strings of events; knit
things; hawks

flowers; wheels

patterns of Chinese poems

rolled-up objects, e.g.,

toilet paper, paper towels

railway cars, heavy vehicles

armor

small, grainlike objects, e.g., grains,
pills, beads

hanging pieces of cloth, e.g., ornaments
curtains, flags

hanging objects, e.g., hakama, sake bottles
hung from the wrist
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+97.
##98,
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*¥%108.
+109.
+110.
®111.

%912,
%113,
%914,
+115.
®#116.
*#117.
%118.

120.
+121.

380

sasi
satu
satu
saya
seki

seki
sen
si

si

si
siito
situ
soku
800
800
sue
suwari

suzi

sya
syoku
syu
syuku
tai
taku

tama

tei
tel
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trunks; poles; samisens; stickshaped sweets;
flags

dances, plays, pieces of dance music
documents, letters

books, magazines, notebooks, ticket books
beans in the pod

large ships; fish; birds; one member of a
pair )

seats; performances

railway lines; lines on a musical score
long, thin objects, e.g., brushes, swords,
branches

beats of the pulse

birds

sheets of stamps

rooms

pairs of footwear, stirrups, gloves
layers

small boats

tubs used in bathing, etec.

piles of rice cakes (moti), etec.

long, thin things, e.g., roads, brooks,
arrows, strings, towels

shrines, companies

meals

poenms

suits of armor

gods, Buddhist images, corpses

tables, desks

piles of noodles, round objects, e.g.,
onions, cabbages

hanging cbjects, e.g., mosquitoc nsts,
curtains, bamboo shades

small boats

hooved animals, e.g., horses, deer, wild
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%123,

#1214,
+125,
#126.
+127.
®#128.
+129.
*%130,

131.
%132,
133.
%134,

135.
*##136.
#137.
¥138.
*139.

+140.
141.

+142,
#7143,
+144,

145,

%#146.

teki

ten

ten
titu
tokoro
tomae
too
too

too

too
toori
tubo
tubu

turi
tuu
tuuwa
tyaku
tyoo

tyoo
tyoo

wa
voku
yoo

za

P T S SN

wom

R

N\
’

i

\* g

S N S’

N A4 S N?

boars

drops of liquid

works of art; items of merchandise; spots,
points, drops of liquid

shops

books kept in sheaths (titu)

dignitaries; places, spots

storehouses, warehouses

factions

folded documents, clothing, etc.

large animals, e.g., horses, elephants
whales

electric lights

methods, types

pots

small, grainlike objects, e.g., grains, gems,
beads

hanging objects, e.g., mosquito netQJ
letters, documents

telephone calls

suits or major items of clothing or armor
implements, usually with a handle or long,
shape, e. g., baskets, candles, forks, guns,
razors, vielins, rickshas, hoes, ploughs,
chalk, scissors

powdered medicine wrapped in paper
objects made with a stretched string or
plece of fabric, e.g., bows, kotos, paper
lanterns, curtains, mosquito nets
buildings, especially shrines and temples
birds, rabbits

birds

flat, thin things, e.g., sheets of paper,
leaves, postcards

shrines, Buddhist idols, Shinto music and
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+147.
#1148,
149,
150.
151.

#152.
+153.
154,

zai
zen
zi
ziku

Zyoo

z2y00
zyu
zyuu

A

dancing; theaters, theater troupes;
airplane seats

medicines

pairs of chopsticks, trays

temples

scrolls

long, thin things, e.g., rivers, arrows,
washeloths

pills

standing trees

poens
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