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CHAPTER 2

A morphosyntactic typology of classifiers

Colelle Grinevald

Dynaniite du Language, Université Lumicre-Lyon2

aily accumulated knowledge on the
d calls attention 0 the wealth of one

particular type: ssifier systems. It aims primarily to encourage
further documentation and discussion of the phenomenor of classifiers
by distinguishing some of the issues to be considered in their description.

logy of classi-

The paper contains (1) a rationale for proposing a typo
(2) a brief survey of the major types of nominal
s in this

in order to situate the classifier system
, with data to ilustrate the three major
fiers to be distinguished, 1s backed up by arguments (4)-

d function of all classifier systems and of
the various functions of each particular type follows (5)- Finally, (6) the
| is considered within a func.lional-—tﬂmlogical framework, in
dge the numerous dynamics at work in classifier

akes stock of recer

['his lypology t
assification an

subject of nominal cl
the cla

fier systems today and
classification systems,
wider context. The propnsal (3)
types of classi
A discussion of the share

proposa
order o acknowle

S}'J\'U‘HIS.

1 R.—\TIO.\':\LE FOR A NEW TYPOLOGY

11 Recent atlention gien (o classifiers
In the last few years classifiers have attracted the attention of an
increasing number of general linguists and have provided a productive
(esting ground for a number of questions about the nature of language.
Old data have been reassessed and considerable new data have been
added, all connected to some particular theoretical approach.
Included are proposals on the semantic structure of classifiers (Adams
and Conklin 1973; LakofT 1986, 1987); their pragmatic use (Becker 19863
Carpenter 1986; de Leon 1988; Hopper 1986), the role they play in the
grammar (Craig 1987, 1992 Downing 1986; Hopper 1986; Lehman
1979; Seiler 19863 Serzisko 1981), their origin and path of development
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((.rm‘g. 1990a; DeLancey 1986; Greenber
?((‘qu)ls;m?n (Carpenter 1;)88-' D;'qu:li i:(;;;IBQ‘ IEQITQ; O
093) and los -6n 1087; G kel Sho
s ss (de Leon 1987; Gandour, Buckinghangl m]l?ﬁ()):“\({j::‘]:;’;lo

Implicitly, such appr .
[ onplicith : proaches acknowledge the 1al signifi
(,Olffgiilr:i;:[:;fijii )l()l\'éll'iOLIS fields of ling%l(listtli: il:((-;lucil:\t'm}ISlgmh'mm"P
became al)lmre'“-(flfllizo ;f’f‘ug}]lze. the diversity of ciassi[i\(jl“lsS\l'ntfhl%
descriptivists. In ])arLiCul-.u-c s 7 Sl cieably perieived b-\; non-
descriptivists | ipj.nm.am,:, ;Cogmtl\'(* theoreticians are generally Ll]—l'l\lz'c”?-
o B O[‘dCSC{‘iP[i\Ie o :lc_tu-alb_' reflects a confusion that exists \‘\'itl(rlfe
i e '(.md%lusncs itself. There is no typology to VdAaLc‘ I|Ifn
Eficesypes oattE e bv](i‘ n‘e)\‘\"clata, or that puts into |)(::‘s])e(*[i\'(> 1]l;1E
i e ?\ estigators working on the morphosynt: (
st s i ILIIII?{l()Il.. grammaticalization proce«‘ en d’}t’

The main aim of [his(qltclc{i‘jsiiu;?l]()];: .
Wi row e s Sy 1erefore to produce a resear
g e :)l;‘cc 1215 Zdﬁ?f.“.o.n of more thorough and mo;;‘:;l; [)0(?1
i )h.iﬂ. ‘1' systems \\'11.1(‘11 would then facilitate n|1 "“.'
SRR Iﬁﬁ.l(‘h]vhl-tid typological studies of the phvnomenom
AR whi.Ch\()} ers faced with the description of les OIT.
v pages -8 dmcri;\e l;'now are all to some degree threalt“ic‘l(;
o P]mf{, it ‘.\'ithi)lt" the classifier systems they might » (

. i 1 the context of the Iz henomenon o

S i xt of the larger phenomenon of

1.2 Previous ly '
vious typological work on classifiers

Earlier :
attempts at i ” i
e Semamigs L typologies of classifier systems dealt with as :
shaped the di s and morphosyntactic status. Three seminal o e
1SCUSsIon:s i s ‘
| - li of the commonalities found in the cat fd‘?s h‘f“ )
i ol ers (Adams and Conklin 1973; Denn (f L\%m )
s ‘0 ploneering works el e
Ik g works have attracted tenti .
w0 pioneerd : acted the attention of gener
B ot gins and grammatical characteristics of cl . i e
Adams .a 1g(_1972 and Dixon 1982b, reworked i k 08(C' y
berg 1972 ' C > *d in 1986).
. e n 'élg?j) dealt with the (*lassil‘ijer )S\'qt : i
i long_rigid/f}c‘llg w’.d three major shapes identified iI:l.(‘;‘n]S' ’0!
. e -at'— e;uble/mund, pointing in additic aSh;hw
‘ i b ! v o to their
W at e plant world (as terms fq l
i as terms for tree/trunk ’
N 1 . 1k, leaf
Bsycholos: y). Denny (176), writing fi of
g ny (1976), g from the perspectiv
o 3S i 1 ‘
d the issue of the apparent sem'u!tic l!(‘dl \(l o
Sems indancy
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A morp hosyntactic .
] . : . . - . 2 ic typology of classifi
of classifiers, n a NOwW classic paper entitled “What are classifiers good presented in Lichtenl typology of classifiers 53
- Why | e [ . R : ichtenberk 5
D . . - o a ' . ; A Cl1 I aq) - '
for?” W h} in m}:?umtmn. for instance, would one ‘h:.\\e to .spe.mlfy by HigersEiceafnomsdl: (_933) and Carlson and Payne (198 _
means of a classifier that an orange 18 round, a pencil long and rigid, or fiers, is argued in C ¢ assifiers, as a type distinct fiiA ) 9}1‘ while
Ctlanket flat wihle? His DU il as e S rale (1086 Cte ¢ meral classi-
2 blanket flat and fle «ible? His proposal 1s that the categories marked proposed here are fouﬁ l( ‘E)S(Qb, 1987). Earlier versions of the l< (1?551
L iEare are a reflectic o & st oo i : . e Vot ) A S m ;
by classifiers are @ reflection of the mterac tions speakers have with the the various types of nc In Craig (1992, 1994, to appear). M ypology
objects of their environments, and that these [all into three major types: Kinds of clasdf s of nominal classification systems | (] "d‘ eanwhile
NS . e : : lassifiers, were i ; . including various
(a) social interactions (categonzIing humans by social status, S€X, age, Project on Uni\'m-g’fll“ ere l1nrluded in the discussions oi‘uumg(f\ <11 lous
. s ching mes T i sals on o . ' : 1e Colog
and distinguishing them sometimes from deities and other entities the; straEegies 1oF Tadivi 1¢ major [unctions of language slogne
endowed with special powers); (b) physical interactions (categoniZing (Seiler 1985, 1980; Sl\-llduau““ within the domain ofg;q[ 11110111g them
965, 1980; Seiler and Lel apprehension’
mann 1982; Sei : s1on
932; Seiler and Stachowi
Stachowiak

objects of the world by either material /essence or by shape and consist- 1982; and Serzisk
ency); (c) functional imcractigns (categorizing items by their use, such The need for r(l)islr?;? I_}'. b
2 food or transportation for instance). fOIlflilSion liwoiksn clg;]s:ﬁ]i:% I:;flll‘ill(:Lls.13~])(‘s of classifiers arises from
1a For ins s by linguists using classifi '
{ so-called ‘classifier” systems. The data L(ﬂ?iz)h‘E(:)[g(;nit(agf)e’ the famous clis%ussin;mgﬁ ;)]frllfl:l] f:fll‘él's‘ccc)n(l_
960, 1987) actually deals, strictly h'])(‘akil'lg; \\'i;h ;C‘:S:]‘f:isb.\'
asses.

Allan (1g77) set out 10 look for the shared semantics of the first
{ Asia, Oceania and Australia, Africa e )
‘ . o ‘ Likewise, the discussion of the cognitive |
* cognitive basis of classifi
assifier svstems
vstems by

extensive worldwide database 0

hase included fifty languages o

and North America for which nominal classification systems lipdibesy oo g s Jol

r | sinile . C ses Jakaltek 1 if

. - =Y ~ - . " T wer J ! ¥ 5 ‘ -I ‘ ‘

documented. The study did not distinguish, however, between various supposedly numeral cl'mif'oun r(l}?SS'I1C"S bt for @ diusion of
\ assifiers. The discussic i aniversal

scussion of se i i
semantic univer
rsals

X . A vee 1 S '1I]d 0{ classi VS A b b
rd b stems by C
IO[(] )q.‘.) (10 101 d\ ].j } \[ €S
1 ers t lJ ( €S 151 l‘()ll S types CH]]( r, at

types of nominal classification, n
classifiers, or between mensural and sortal classifiers (see below for the s wE misi ]
definitions of those types). He nevertheless extracted a list of seven confusing in )qun,g interesting generalizations and being -
bhasic semantic categories which have been used repeatedly in classi- exists, s )Lr‘elm-sa Thf? n'eed to distinguish types of ln]g .‘c-io“‘m"ghl
fier studies. These categories are the following: 1. material, 2. shape, daunting tasL of Y escriptive level, for the Beld hig 5 AIeEs dlsn
3. CONSISLENCY, 4- size, 5. locus, 6. arrangement in space. 7. quanuty. Of systems of llon.}i acl('m"“f”g f(_i'l‘ sometimes rather coniD)llm.S facing t.he
these. the first four arc certainly, and the fifth maybe, characteristics e mm“.?i ‘\Cfasmﬁclat.on. This seems to be thL (if\ Em'd e
of classifiers in the sense which will be proposed in this survey. ' esiablidhad no([' y ’ mazonian languages which ap -( ave I preent
Dixon (1g82b, 1980) speciﬁcally addressed the issue of distinguishing lons about what classifier systems l:)l ]!\)tllm b ehatienge
between noun class systems (akin to gender, se€ 2.1 below) and classifier 7 ' s look like.
systems. ‘The original data on which he based his discussion were {rom ! 1.3 Issues to be faced in establishi
two genetically related languages of Australia: Dyirbal and Yidiny. The Following is a list of ) shing a lypology of classifiers
1g32b paper actually includes a section on various types of classifiers building this ty § | 0 Lhc\ issues that were considered i
(numeral, noun, genitive, verbal), but does not set them up as different s typology of classifiers: i the process of
types with different labels. In fact it does not underline specifically that a) The inclusion/exclusion i
the Yidiny system 1s an instance of noun classifiers (to be distinguished Classifiers ar‘e o ]('MIUSIOI} 1ssue
from the better-known numeral classifiers, the major type discussed Bins, and thi;c, lll 3 lone of S(j\'eral types of nominal classificati
until then in the literature). Nevertheless the following discussion on the various types of}cql)-o 03‘ specifically focuses on the Sul)(}fjﬂ, ication sys-
origin and evolution of classifier systems owes much to Dixon’s detailed . S\’séenﬁ assifier systems. However, it is Clt‘;ln‘ [ltl'th-‘isllﬁCatlon of
studies of the Australian systems (1982a, b) as well as to the pioneering of nominal c.las‘sil;iiclftti(t)): donel ultimately in the contcx; oft ']EI i[\uily of
sification, partly because of the semantic cis Gl e
el as well as

work of Greenberg (1972)- morph ;
gL osyntactic over
~ T . . - . . ~ . . . O\ e - ” 2
I fforts at distinguishing among classifier systems came later. The exists tion 2 below will off; rlap that exists between the vario
= : . g . 3 ofter an overvi - < us svstems. Sec
cular type with specific semantics 15 fication inv ’ verview of all the svst = =) S. dec-
! | nnventoried so far to identify I;« ttlh( ls"‘smmS of nominal classi-
\ >tter the Plﬂ(‘(‘ ll SS
1at the classifi
ssifier

ence of geniuve classifiers as a parth
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systems hold in a con

rammatical axis.

tinuum of systems arranged along a Jexical-to-

o
O

b) The terminological 1ssue
There appears 10 be a well-entrenched traditio
types of nominal classifications and even types of classifiers which trans-
lates into a currently confused and confusing terminology. There is for

ambiguous use of some of the most basic terms
quch as class/ classifier, numeral/noun classifier. There is also a prolif-
eration ol terms which goes beyond the needed nu

pnoun class, noun marker, classifiers, class terms, numeral-, gcniti\'e—.
_concordial-, locative

_verbal-, predicate-, classifiers, etc. The
¢ been labelled in multiple ways through
of all the different labels given the Thai
d by Carpenter (1988). The goal of the
o begin to bring the

n of lumping together

instance a pvr\‘asi\'ely

mber: gender, class,

p(_)sscssi\'v.
same system may also hav
time, as shown by the list
numeral classifiers provide
proposed typology would be among other things t

Lcrminological confusion nto some order.

¢) T gq)olog‘y-(‘oncei\'ed-l)\,.'—\\'hom-and—for-\vhat-purpose issue

This typology 1 conceived by a field linguist concerned with the
adequate description of nominal classification systems focusing here
r systems, with the awarencss that one of the first issues to be
d with a classifier system OY another kind
And if one identifies a classifier system

1, the next issue is to push the analysis further and to determine
al type. All this is done with a l‘unctional-ftﬂ)ologicai perspective
ore or less prototypical, and at various
tegration. It is clear that no two systems
le each other entirely, that we are dealing with extreme varl-
cificities of each language or dialect even, and that one
systems 15 their fluidity and intermediate

matical systems.

on classifie
resolved 1s whether one 18 face
of nominal classification systen.
as sucl
its actu
which recognizes systems as Im
stages of development and disin

resemb
ation in the spe
of the characteristics of these
status between lexical and gram
_and-then-what issue

a uschul guide for descriptive
¢. the ultimate purpose of a typology lies in the
<. In the first place, one can ask what is the
ms, which distinguishes them

d) Typolog\_'
A typology that is
justifies itself. Howeve
further questions it raise

feldworkers already

function common to all classifier syste
er systems of nominal classification:

from oth

> Furthermore, if several

A morphosyntactic typology of classifiers
:;]:ZS c;i (‘:ass]iﬁcrs are identified, further qlt i .
sl 1€ \ lestions sh ess
ot e ::; L\I ;’ul :im‘s r‘n(_n‘]-)l‘ms‘yntacrical]y cl{*fiizjgll{([[\jgifi]?5. ‘the
e R ()f(‘lf)l‘e.;p(‘clht‘ functions. Ideally such ty l)oIOlAl' CS-
o T beib;_(‘ ( d.‘:.Sl-It.‘l"S}'Sl(‘ﬂlS should be clarified ﬁil'st I°§">"~ !
tgle phenomenon work ol(l"allllm‘l-?ls ztl?fl other researchers inte;‘m)} 111'](‘
tion process the classifier q\'g:e wider issue of what type of cate r:’e( 'm
attractive material for [I e IrEprEsent Classifier systems Varv%-lllf:l-
Hetween T 2o .K]M‘ interested in im'cstiqa'tinq the ']‘[l]“'( |
universalist \"s r(‘rl’a[i\-ist el mm: — m]& - i “' i

st debate is reopened. SR R

2 AN OVE s 1) IN A L7 b o y; 1 |
I1E
N O NOMINA LAS ATION
2 ( ERV \ F ( SSIFIC 1 SYSTEMS

Before focusing on classifier
of norminal (‘]E.!fsiﬁ:uiilgls:.lhe-l- systems, a brief overview of other ki
will be presented. Its n:{ ﬁ}blt’n?s it.mn(l in the languages (‘)['[ht‘l _“1‘clS
be placed at a mid"\:n\- ;111.1 point is tF) show how the classiﬁcl_“‘ (_)‘1’lcl
systems. ‘Lexical’ here 1[1;)al.m .On a lexical ~grammatical (‘o;h;ltinutt vof
building dynamics and (](\‘u.13 (a) part of the lexicon and its s ?n-(l)t
matical’ means part Ul'the):] se.mlzmtlcally compositional, \\'hil(-l ‘0_‘:11( B
5 besonsidered indudiss '10]' l).}OS}’Illnx of a language. The ir-l\'cr’n; h.].-
terms — and a major "';"in\ 0 e)..](-al systems — measure terms and ](.nv}v
sitidet s laliels— 9;@11?] “ nmatical system discussed in the lite ‘.C d:_’h
gender and noun class system ¢ terature

2.1 (I ammed Ui ! §
< 7 fic 2, L/ 2
rammdali (1!’ {”(! Oi [/16’ r,(J)I[MHHI. l'n'l([(f (U?(] nouii lf
clas.

‘\.hhou 3 Li { ! i = (& § (&

i gh I)l‘ .SCI][G(‘I S "¢ 7 (i 1(

I ]:)ea]'(l“(( 1‘“ [I](:SL'])al‘.l L,l} !]( I ’ tor H( Cct h il' Chl‘()ll{)lOg'. dal Or

are i] ["’1 . . “gll]h‘i 1C lllt‘l‘ﬂ[lll'( 3 g(_ nd('l‘ 'uld no - l(‘ ] -d(.’r

sidler 1 ' « U class systems
. ary B " ‘Onf‘ a”(l [.h(.‘ salne I)h( nomenon ill n Al}(A ‘l (‘
7 atu €, m ])Ell'tl(‘l.l[;ll‘ il] ("'Ol'l) Lt ( ) 1 UC[ ) ]
conte “l)O[‘—l Y lll( 1 4 € ‘I()()I .

2.1.1 Gender

Th(’ n]ﬁjOl‘ Chm' TN .
flOminal classi[i(‘;t(jgli lf:riii»c])i a gender system is that it is a ty .
15 echoed in other elem C '1 is not always overt in the noun it ,}}f‘ !
language. These ele ments of the clause which vary accordi = but
se elements could be, in decreasing Dll'(i.(‘l' (c)); l;;\]fl'ﬁo [h](’
S celihood:

(a} W lthl] L 5 § l( « N
1 \ ke
5 C h
( ) as a l] cuves, d(. 1 stratives, ¢ cles
1 I! € l Su ((( t Imor ra €5, al S, numeln 11\
[ ) b N I C Pl « l
or DOSSEessIves . I) W IIIH][ n l( en i( t On()“]“lﬂ! o1
X Orms such a €1
[ 5 « \Cl)l() uns orv 'q S n ( )C .
Sollal ronour l(l 1 nouns o \ll uestio \\()1(]3, C “llh]“ [ll(
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rs of the core arguments; (d) elsewhere
s, Or complemcmizers.
1 are also sometimes

ncordial’ systems of

ement’ marke
adverbs, adposition
e systems of agreemel
been included as ‘co

predicate as ‘agre
within the sentence, rarely,
These more or less extensiv
called ‘concord’, and have
classifiers.

Gender is assigned 10
d. Tt is the most limitec

all nouns of the language and is obligatorily
ssification in terms

{ system of nominal cla
r has two or three

r of its classes. Indo-European gende
mantic motivation

minine, neuter. The limited se
nd that linked to the sex of animates 1s
nts of the name of common

marke
of the numbe
classes: masculine, fe
of assignment to classes beyo
Mutrated by the different gender assignme
objects In French and Spanish below:

Spanish
ol tenedor (M) ‘the fork’
une chaussure (F) 11 zapato (M) ‘a shoe’
Je balai (NT) la escoba (F) ‘the broom’
an iy (M) una pared (F) ™a wall’
antic motivation does not mean that gender is not largely
hological grounds, n languages such as
Kopcke (1986) for a demonstration
French end-

assignment of some

(1) French
la_fourchette (1

[imited sem
prcdi(‘ml)lc, mostly on morp
French and Russian. See Zubin and
on German, and consider the g(_’ndcr

mngs below:

(2) French

a. Masculine:
~(iJer ('male worker’) charcutier, cuisinier, boulanger
_eur (‘'male worker’) professeir, bhalayeur, facteur
_ier (fruit tree’) pommer, cerisier, amandier
b. Feminine:
~(i)ére (‘female worker’) charcutiere, boulangére
_iere fmachine’) cuisiniére, cafetiere, serpilliere
_ette (‘object’) baguette, fourchette, silhouette, couetle
_wre (*object’) cemture, voilure, chaussure, couverture
ender which

mantic systems of
1e system of

of sex, such as th
ional genders.

) cites cases of strictly se
semantic feature

with rational/non-rat
s more characteristic

which means that
manteau morphemes W
as number and case.

Corbett (1991
do not appeal to the
Tamil (Dravidian, p- 8)

It has been argued that gender

of fusional
it is often

hich

[ndo-European languages,
anguages through porte
al categories such

Janguages like
marked in those ]

combine other gmmmatic

A morphosyntacti
morphosyntactic typology of classifiers

w
~J

L’\-I .2 Noun class systems
As noted, gen '
, gender and nc
nominal (‘]ﬂSSif‘l("II‘iOIi] T}mm classes are treated as one majo
$ : : ' : 'ste ’
and contrast this n]-l: oth Dixon and Corbett argue lblffl : S;l'\ Sun'] &
tnmliton it ("11-[ 2 JdOl gender/noun class type r\‘\'il]l cl ll:Sﬁ umping,
S a el o e J ass g, o
M ng[ 1 (’1rtllose systems which rely on the ff %11 o e
. systems X - ’ > feature of sex
St il bl of Indo-European languages as the ()‘ll(’ of sex,
sidered more ‘exotic’ noun classes” the larger systems wh .
o xotic’ from a Eurocentric p‘(_ﬁm )l v, b are con-
L “lass systems ar i e
) s are typical of I
linguistic : ypical of languag ‘
stic stock, especially anguages of the Niger-C
e l, especially the Bantu family f;'um . -\llgil-C-Ongo
a dozen to twenty e o L e
bined i R nty morphological cl: i e e
in pairs of sing gical classes, which w
Sl g s, which w
of genders. They (’xgl%]'l‘}l and plural add up to about half th en con-
e : y exhibit more or : ' A et T
within the NP and acro S os }0] less widespread agreement b
; setoss to-the vredic Sth patterns
Bantu noun classes: » predicate. Below is an exampl f
- X e o

(3) Sesothc
otho (Demuth, Faraclas and Marchese 1086 )
a. mo-tho  é-mo-holo -rata  O-ntjd é-nil, Y
I -nljd é-nlle  ed-hae
11 I f
B ) 9 9
person  big she-like ¢ it
B m?m/ 71.16'/511('"-111'{(‘ dog  beautiful of-his/her
- an/woman likes his/her beautiful e
0. ba-tho  bd-ba-holo  ba-rata  li-ntji tsé el
: " ’ t-ntjd lsé-ntle  tsi-hona
; 2 10
people  big i K ol of
‘ they-like dogs iful of
°op g ' y-like dogs  beautiful of-
old people like their l)eami?ul dogs ‘_“f“l then
as.

The ex:
amples show ass i
M an'[:] b )\ lha.t class is marked on the nouns, the adj
s 088 es. Whi e o
Loreement class — I[ 111:;‘351}\(‘5. While each number ('or,rewpnlc‘]lem\ o
2t " reing singular ¢ 1o their respect.
e plural o1 iis pains il | |
e g e sses, 2 and 10 their res
Bantui . s pairs of singular/plural cl: : din the
ural ones 1§ . plural classses that are said i
‘ " ‘ ! ‘ sses that are s: :
oy rodition (_“(tn.st:tute genders’, so that the coml(' ) b'“d i
o g l( er for humans, and g /10 that fi ol e
SiReTerion 1 nd ¢ at for animals
b ne digi“;e us\stems are found today at (liﬂ‘(‘t‘e;‘ll“
of what is h)])ol[h(\igl dltIOI], with very limited s:(‘manlic mo]t' o i
i sizec e origi . " X
B e oo to have been originally an entirely sen i ljl“
Heir ssifier-type system (Denny rei Gt T,
Hgeges \ ny and Creider ), Gi )
: - Lhey represer ’ el e
o hey represent complex morpl tic s
y irregularities: P e |
DI o \ ¢ systems witl
R all classes have : : he
ent is not alw i ( e
e : 55 TEEEE
[ —— ]‘I' ays an alliterative concord systen i lmlnl\el, o
sembling marker S g i
e ling markers of classes s
S sses on nouns, and
S . s, and some genders
I o itrary matchings of singular : arkers
y as a result of the loss of ﬂmit 1 .
oss of some classes. )
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56 GCOLETT
ystems is an important one for
ns of Amazonian languages.
ninal classification systems,
s coexisting with extensive
Jassifier systems. Much

ature of these still par-

©ifying noun class s
classification systel
rich n not

The issue of ider
the description of the
Those languages scem very
including iraditional-looking gender system
ystems variously called concordial or €
10 be done to account for the exact 1l
Jed systems, 10 order to distinguish between co-existence of
existence of one complex noun class system
reminiscent of the variations found

other s
remains
tially descril
yvarious classifier types or
with irregularities in its morphology,
in the Bantu systems.

9.0 Lexical end of the continuum

assification tr .ated here as qexical’ are of
lexical in the sense that they are
and class terms are
¢ compounding

stems of nominal ¢l
Measure terms are

itional/analytic noun phrases,
e like derivational

The two sy
2 different nature.
semantically compos
lexical in the sens¢ that they operat

nu)rph()l()g\" at word level.

o.0.1 Measure terms

Measure terms exist 1 a
either of mass n
ns for which thev spec

{ the world and express

Il the languages ©
y identify units, or of

quumi{ies, ouns for which the
ity particular arr

count nou

ElllgCl'll(’ll(S'.

(4) English
a. measure terms Uf mass nouns:
a glass of water, @ pound of sugar; @ slice of bread
a head of cattle. a herd of cattle
b. ﬂlt’i\sllr(‘/lll'l'll'llgf'll'l("l“ terms Of count nouns:
a pile of books, a group of children, a line of cars
a gaggle of geese (on the ground), @ skein of geese (flymg)
Those measure terms arc sometimes labelled classifiers, in such a way
that English is said to be a classifier language.

[n languages with true classifiers, classifiers and measure terms typic-
ally belong to the same syntactic category but are considered separ-
ately, as sortal and mensural classifiers. They are also sometimes Jabelled
ative vs quamitali\'e classifiers, 1‘especti\'ely. ‘Sortal’ clagsifiers
nt characteristic of the referent, such as its
sl etc.). The different semantics of mensural

terned below:

non-quantit
categorize by some inhere
shape (and texture, oF mate

and sortal classifiers ave pat

A morphosyntacti
.'! - 1 y o,
phosyntactic typology of classifiers 59
5

(3) a. [MENsU ifi
[MENsURAL classifier] b, [sorTaL classifi
two [bags of ] oranges i
a [stack of | shirts '
three [circles of | children

freo [ROUND] oranges
L J g

r; [FLAT. FLEXIBLE] shirt

three [11t3ax] chia /

| : [1rearaN] children

i%lthough they fill out the same morpl

though they 3 orphosyntactic sl T
el e ) slot, the difference

DEtES SN o mensural classifiers matters bevond sei l'l“( s i

ﬂgl.(,(,m'em umeral classifiers. They can i)(‘l—r- e di Tmn“” -

patterns, as discussed below in '\'{ t e et
section 3.1. ’

Class terms are classifving
e lm«lq(ul::;:}i}i{ll1g mori)l]elpes which participate i o
. g guage. / though their existence assifyi PN,
Sl X existence and classifying functio
e )IC; Ezl»,}llage,- Ll‘u‘;r description 1s often li;nitt’d tc I’]
 heanesiand dhe [(,HLQ Ih 1fr dlll(’l‘(".ll(‘(‘ between derivational mc) ‘d
gy, .(m-d l ar] are used in compounding processes is o
g wion e m.e.(‘hmﬂ?(‘?r 1.ha\'e been labelled ‘classifiers’ z-u [‘in.len'm
g e degreeg..{)i}]nS nml:phen?es of clear lexical origin '-S_ l
el ﬁmstl_(‘(m‘]m(mploducn.\'lly m the lexicon of a lu%lgu":]r](f
et e s ]'.m rse—m‘antlc de‘mains of class terms is llr:t&(.)i'
el ittt Compou;ldéuglg(‘-s spemly' 1}16 difference between ‘[1(
= Cqui\.al'(.m ik Clu?‘g process: N-fruit/round vs X-tree/ lonu-ria'(;
Fetaorshemesiibo oo as.-s terms n a language lke English : o
‘ v or tree, as in the following sets G
(6) a. strawberry, blueberry, raspberry, b lj . o
) l)l ;r])[)le tree, banana tree, Ur(mgc-’ .;rmf,z 13:1)1:’ ’!11{fg0;);:ft)’f:?r ";:j;:;’”{b"m' 5
nglish also relies on a combination (" le ': .
and class term compounding to desiQi‘ftl(z”lll(édi'la‘:ri((l)cL::v{llflfj'nal “?QI'I)IIOIOgS'
(7) a. (leri_\'ntional morphemes: ‘- e
-ist: cardiologist, chemist, novelist
-er: carpenter, baker, singer
b. class term compoun(iinzz
-man: mailman, If}().’f{‘f’ﬂ.’?}ﬂ. garbage man

Some languages hav i
o ;L:Li,(l: .hd‘\(‘.. beel? said to have classifiers on the basis of
have classifiers (';)ri %illillsl.ﬁlilch is the case for the Rama langua ['e )"I'S?Sl ’
L h“gd'a v by L(*h‘memn (1911) and often rel)e’lf‘ rl ”‘_“(‘ 5
as class terms. Examples of such class u'li'm(: ii(?m;c),
¢ s include:

8) R: *hi
(8) Rama (Chibcha, Nicaragua; Crai 19gob,c)
gua; Craig 1g9gob,c

P 1 .
r] 2Im g 1€ !
1€ noun
a 1, L(Jll 1C ( l € f()l (\(/Sf((] l']l
vV producty
II O
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Jacntk-up 'h;md-round=ﬂngm"
Faln-up ‘kidney’
wria-ip ‘orange’
Fuul-up ‘avocado’
iskala-up rewborn’

pcatpa-up 'sugar-1'0u|1d:(‘1mdy'
b. -ri/li hguid’, semantics clear but etymology not so. and not productive

upsi-r ‘rears’

ngoai-ri spit’

ai-rt ‘corntliquid=pop’

a-ri soup’ (with phon()logicnl compensatory lcng‘thening of vowel)
c. -kaas ‘meat/flesh’, for fleshy objects

ap-kaas ‘hody flesh, human flesh’

suli-kaas “nimal meat’

kiing-kaas ‘Prains=head+lesh’

ngut-kaas ‘cheek=lace +flesh’

nnnik-kaas ‘rloud:day+ﬂt‘sh’

d. —kat ‘wee’ for wees and long rigid objects
patang-kal ‘mangrove tree’
wbu-kat 4bo tree’
sumuu-kat ‘hanana tree’
Fing-kal 'neck-—‘ht'a('l+slick"

Javitka-kat ‘u1'111=11a11(l+sti('k
Although these classifying morphemes are semantically akin to classi-
fiers, they are Lypicully not used in quantif}'ing (‘xpressions or in any
other 1n()rphosynta(‘1ic constructions.

The close relation between class terms and classifiers has lead to
<ome confusion of these two types of nominal classification. The rela-
tion is in fact very close. Classifiers 01‘igina1(’d as class terms in the Tai
family of languages in which both systems still co-exist, as documented
by Delancey (1986). Another overlapping between class term mor
phemes and noun class markers exists also. It is a well-known fact that
some of the class markers of some Niger-Congo languages fulfill a
derivational function, as Mlustrated below with data from Tswana and
Temne (Creissels 1991 and p.c.):

() Tswana (Bantu)

a. mo-tswana  class! “Tswana person’
se-tsicana classy “Tswana language or customs’
bo-tstoana  classig “Pgwana territory’
b. mo-sadi classi “woman’
se-sadi class7 ‘female behaviour’
bho-sadi classig femninity’

A morphosyntactic typology of classifiers
(10) Temne (Atlantic)

a. a-lemr : :
a. a-lemre orange
o

fa-lemre  “or: 1
e orange tree
b. w-temne al

f lemne a Temne person’
ka-temne

‘the Temn ’
e languag
ma-temne ArLRast

the Temne customs’

l]ﬁ same on C l CTw eIl )] AN - N ol I -
I OVE ll AP D « S M ClAss]
catory no ‘])l i cen dermwvatio lldl ]nﬂl( tion |l LUS¢E f l

) (
S{ ']]th \ s 1S dlSO note d IOI many 13112111(19(. ( I l DARY (ll.lfl
(18 America b\ I aAVNne (l()B() IQR/’) oY (

2.3 Intermediate lexic /
4 ediate lexico-grammatical systems: classifiers

The char isti
1aracteristic ~lassifi
il mstes “[_of (L}.\Slf‘l(’t' systems 1s that they constitute
I ye a - -] - o . 4 . o gre =
nominal classification in the intermedi e
nediate range

b( twe S ( e ot 3 e s
€n IC:\]Cc]l dan 1

. d 101 ])h(). yvntactic xXire e

i b ¢S, as 11][]5“(]{ d mn hL

<Lexical

measure terms grammatical>
class terms noun classes—gender
S

v CLASSIFIERS
Mensural classifiers/Sortal classifiers

Figure 2 s
gure 2.1. Systems of nominal classification

Classifier ]
’ lers constitute overt sys -
lexical origin used in < oV f‘l[ systems of nominal categorization of ¢l
B ich P specific morphosyntactic constructions. T ) lf car
s [ro o P : s. They distin-
. ll,lm purely lexical systems in their marking c 13 distin
; y e noun word itsell. in i “ategories
i affixes iself, i independ :
on other ele pendent morphemes or
class—gender systems E‘(’nts of the clause. They are distinct }]‘()ln o
SYS S owever = .. ‘ = e B no
owever in their incomplete grammaticali ]LF o
aticalization,

n remaini ; i

ng of a lexical natur .

B ciic g of ¢ xical nature and in having a discursi )
yntactic configurations g a discursive use within

he list of criter:
T'he list of criteria for disti 1
1a for ishi i
e distinguishing the different grammatical
| - o e al Ste
o o class—gender systems given in table 2.1 bel i a
o s : ‘ ¢ : 2.1 below is ¢
m ganized presentation of the criteria discu 1 : (;;)“ o
a discussed i Dixon

(1982b, 1086

, 1986), where eac o v

) ach po ‘ S

B here: point is illustrated by specific examples not
. ) © b )
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Table 2.1. Gender vs classifier systems

Noun class—gender systems Classifier systems

do not classify all nouns
into largish number

of an open system
indepenclenl constituent

1. classify all nouns

5. into a smallish number of classes

3. ofa closed system

. fused with other gr;\mmaliml
categories (Def, Nb, Case)

- can be marked on noun

6. realized in agrecment patterns

N uniquely assigned to a class

with no speaker variation

not affixed to noun

marked once

N possibly assigned Lo various classes
at speakcr's will

formal/informal uses

4. no variation in register

7

These criteria are those which help identfy the most prolotypical sys-
| work best if one

tems of both kinds — noun class and classifiers — anc
f Indo-FEuropean languages and noun class

systems of Bantu languages on one hand, and numeral classifiers of
East and Southeast Asian languages on the other hand. The range of
variation encountered in both types of nominal classification systems n
the languages of the world at large is due to the different origins and
different degrees of evolution of the sytems, as s discussed in section 6

thinks of gcnd(‘r systems 0

bhelow.

udy of the intermediate lexico—grammatical
) known as ‘classifiers’, principally in order
hese so-called

What follows is therefore a st
system of nominal classificatior
to argue for the need to distinguish various types of t
classifier systems.

3 A ,\lORP]'I()S\'.\'T;\(l'l"l(l TYPOLOGY oF GCLASSIFIERS

morphosyntactic level is simply a strat-
egy for grasping the phenomenon {rom its most easily accessible aspect

_its formal properties. Most of the terminology in use today is already

morphosymactical]y oriented in that it refers to the locus of the classi-

fier, usually labelling the classifier by which morpheme it is closest or
attached to. What follows is a list of proposvd classifier types with their
better-known characteristics and illustrative examples.

Four different types of classifiers are clearly established, three major
ones which are well known = numeral, noun, genitive classifiers — and

Anchoring the typology at the

4 morphosyntacti
y syntactic ty, v of classifi
Phosyntactic typology of classifiers 63
one more complex in i \ b
Hles s expressi
plex m ats expression and relatvely less well k
v less nown —

verbal classifiers :
ssifiers. Other " o
b X CI' mIinon {} pes Stl]] in need ¢ f” e A )
e mentioned. of justification will also

3.1 Numeral classifiers

This i
s is the most ¢
s e l.l l(]ommon and commonly recognized ty Tl
of quantificati abelled ‘numeral’ because they occur i 'l])c- e
anufication, either - ‘ cmes, A samrl
A ras free or as | i
oS ; as bound morphemes. /

e e I phemes. A sample
sneludes: Beides %MI variation gleaned from titles of pui)li(“'n'l)]L
e n,umh( '(g mr:mra], the following terms: numerative (B( “}i“-"
9ob), r (Sanches 197 . 6). This lne
g Chl‘-(f_le? }9,3} and noun (Erbaugh 1986). This lf"l
e assifier’ for numeral classifiers is (*()11]‘11%i11I . i S

: un clas : EDtG cla : sing, sinc
B proposed here for a distinct type to | . ! in
i bl ype to be presented in

Numeral '
I al classifiers can vary i
o i e ﬁl; (Ian \m)l morphologically from a free morphen
flix, to a fused morpheme (they ' 1 e
through the prc . (thev may be infixed or i
b IOCES i Tt R o b
Besides ‘llﬁ‘irl()(-cugs-m reduplication, as in Squamish (Kuipers |‘(!(!'u)‘d
. becurring on quantifying ; o on
o8 e g juantifying words, they ' ‘
stratives, e ey, Ay als perr
- : . s, and occasionally on adjectives too Th a2l
: s e ' ) ) o b : €V occur . .
R an\]land Southeast Asia (Thai Burmese, et )m st
« 7 ,l- g 13[ e ] F: ] ' ! )l e (" Fi |
many [‘mm([‘ ) lsmn languages such as Chinese andk]‘;p'mf's : “ﬂ 5
an langu S — .
e aso found 1 the Americas and Oceania. The sample of ample.
.- -Ll]-I e Q. " = 2™ - 7 N . ‘ ex'i \
1eral classifiers with different degrees of seg ( ‘]“_1131'35

N grees of segmentability:
¥ e i
(x1) ;lunesn (Li and Thompson 1981:105)

n-ge rei T

t]"-i -(f' ]: i net-tiao niu net-liu-ben shu

e b I)TI?OII that-CL cow  that-six-CL book

people ‘that cow’ ‘those six books
ok 2 S

(12) Japanese (Matsumoto 1993)

enpitsu ni-hon hon ni-satsu
pencnl two-CL.  book two-CI.
two pencils’ ‘two books®

(13) Ponapean (Micronesian; Rehg 1981 130)
a. pwihk  riemen wo pigs’
pig  2+CL:animate
b. tuhke  rioaprcoat
tree  2+CL:long
c. kehp  riowne
vam  2+Cl.:baked

‘two l)igg’
‘two trees’

‘two yams’
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(14) Cabecar (Chibchan: Richards 1983: 06)

Class:  Humans flat  round long pbundles  trees
7éklduwd sétabi 7éyekd 7élka

‘one’ gékld gétka
hilieo botabi  boyikd bilkd

qwo' bl hatko

d earlier, numeral classifiers come n two semantic

subtypes: sortal or true classifiers and mensural or quantit
fiers which are akin to measure (€rms. In numeral classifier systems
which are said o have a large number of classifiers, the majority are m
ers, while the sortal set is much more limited. This
s the case, for instance, in Tzotzil, a sister language of Tzeltal which
h extensive study of its numeral classifiers (Berlin
es of mensural classifiers, but

As mentione
ative classi-

fact mensural classih

i well known for a
1965); in those languages there are sCor
only eight sortal numeral classifiers (for persons animal; tree; Jong-rigid;
flat-flexible; 1'(*('tangul‘(u‘-rigid-i’lat', round-flaty round-3D). A sample of
these sortal classifiers is given below:
(15) Tzotzil (Mayan: De Leon 1988 68)

a. P ) an-al alaxa

one-CL(round) }'cllo\\'—:\'rTR orange

‘one round yellow orange’

b. J-clix 1zaj-al Fantela
one-CL(longish) red-ATTR candle
‘one longish red candle’
c. ak™b-on kot le’e

gi\'e—BE;\:-IA onc-(lL(four-legged} that

‘Give me that (animal)
[n some languages it can be demonstrated that sortal classifiers are
ally distinct from mensural ones. This has been done for two
ance. De Leon (1988) shows that they do not
behave the same under anaphoric conditions in T sotzil, and Zavala
(this volume) that they do not follow the same agreement pattern
in Akatek. Dixon (1982b: 220) also mentions (ciing Greenberg) that
as different linking particles for the two kinds of classifiers.

grammmic
Mayan languages, for st

Cebuano h

3.2 Noun classifiers

orphemes standing in a noul
1 the boundaries of the noun
un. They are crucially found
They have been

These classifiers are realized as free m
phrase, next to the noun itself or withit

phrase with other determiners of the no

independently of the operation of quamiﬁcalion.

‘1 mop }fI(}S nl 9
/ ynlactic “;}()[ﬂé] (J{[{L\j(’/ﬂ.].‘ ()

documented
and labelled so 1n
T «”J(”(‘(] s0/1n languages of Meso-America (Kanj
e fi Mavan family, Mixtec Otoman ) S ebnan
n Jakaltek no ifie otk bu:
un classifiers fi :
- kal ssifiers fulfill two basi
syntactic functions: i patrirteral i -
' . sifiers ful robably relate
et seraon Pmn_o det;l1{1111191 ol the noun (16a,b) .}md i(n(lE‘ ): 13“ }
third-pers snoun (16¢,d), which makes tl ol i
e s them ubiquitous in the
16) Jakaltck '
(16) Jakaltek (Mayan; Craig 1986a: 264)
a. vl ] ; :
o EHJ['_. xuwean  noy laba
-(([ v CL (man) John  CL (animal)
. llmn)‘]Ohn saw the (animal) snake’
A 7 K
‘(g] e 7 tahnaj ixpij
1"(r(| C_.L (plant) ripe  tomato
1e ripe (plant) tomato is red’

snake

c. il ng noy
?!a\,\' CL{man) CL{animal)
1e (man non-kin) saw it (ammal)’
d. kaj  tey
l'.f‘(l. CL(plant)
it (plant) is red’

Kanjobal:
alan noun classifiers
and Akatek t‘l(*\;(‘l‘ill;nd;l‘hl;lhu]5 (Jakaltek as described in Craig 198
. ) ed by Zavala, this vol ' raig 1997,
Tssihers ol thi ) a, this volume) are the n - o o
: s type appare nost synta e
exist also in Austr ,]])C ‘;pp.u(ntly recorded. Noun classifie e acHieizeC
: Austraha, ¢ ok L ssifiers appear
- e(‘ di a lthough n a more incipient, less gr'lmn;’ft! ezll" .
: 5.1 below AT ; » 1655 gl alize
refer to the Australi selow and .\\ ilkins, this volume). The ler( lcil ized
Australian systems is often that of ‘qenél' M tsedo
£ fic nouns’

(17) Yi(ii_lly (Australian; Dixon 1982: 185)
mayt wmirr b 2: 185
CL-Al ) i f””ﬂ‘(f[ v]’(:[)m‘u_‘\'u &
“The (}i s yam-ABS ~CL-ERG gir]-ERé J(T]MI!; AS
person) girl dug up the (vegetable) yam’ gPAST

Noun classifi -
assifiers cons : :
motivation for wo;-E'ml.l[me g g_Gncrally ignored type. In fact the origi
B or e ot Ing out th(;s typology was to give it a place Jlilgllial
- s recognize classifier & ace m the
teristics wi . assihier types ] - .
vith res . ypes and to define its char
not a very co spect to that of the other — better-known s chayac
y common ty ' n — systems is
type, and the documented instances are st'l}si‘][ )
: S d sl ew.

A wor
ord of caution is i
1101 18 ~lere
often used in the e S o .d(,l. that the expression ‘noun classifier’ i
times specifically EOMSIlng literature to refer to all (‘ln‘i‘;iﬁ(’rs‘(. B
Ay numeral classi i B s or some-
reserved fi . -ral classifiers. It is pro
T . ‘ 05 . o
or this particular type of classifier proposed here that it be
J dye s
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3.3 Genilive classifiers

This type 1 discussed in the literature under various labels such as:
attributive (Benton 1968), genitive (Carlson and Payne 1989), possessive
(Harrison 1989), or relational (Lichtem)erk 1983).

As all the terms indicate, this type of classifier appea
s. Tt is usually bound to the mark of the p
assifying the possessed. This classifier system selects a
for classification: they arc nouns
titute a class

s n possessi\'e
construction ossessor while
semantically ¢l
limited set of nouns of the language
that appear to have high cultural significance and cons
akin to the ‘alienable’ nouns, O be determined for each language.

Genitive classifiers arc a characteristic of many languages of Oceania,
such as the Micronesian languages (Trukese, Ponapean, Kuselan
etc.):

(18) Ponapean (Rehg 1981: 184)
a. kene-t mavenge MY food’

CL (.t’(li'l)l(*‘.-GF‘.\'/s food
b. were-l preoht "My boat’

CL {\trauspnn)‘GE‘\'/l boat
ricas. In Panare, the
ods, animals, weapon

They are also found in the Ame y correspond to
s, vehicles and

genvric nouns, and calegorize fo

manufactured objects:
Venezuela; Mattei-Muller 1974)

(1g) Panare (Carib,
ka'ka My (weapon) bow’

a. yu-kon
GEN/1-CL (weapon) bow

b. y-ung amaka my (food) yuca’

GEN/1-CL (food yuca)

Some of the claimed instances of genitive classifi

turn out to need to be v

f agreement within possessi

he agreement pattern of noun class systems
s of classifiers. This would be the case
arnes 1989) which seem to incl

ican languages may well
likely to be in fact casces ©
part of't
speaking case
Tuyuca classifiers (B
ficrs which are probably
since the same classifying n
and demonstratives, as We

better analyse
yorphemes arc also fo

G.1.2. below).

ers in South Amer-
eviewed. They are
ve constructions as
rather than strictly
for instance of the
ude gt'niti\'e classi-

d as part of a noun class system,
ound 1n numerals

Il as in derivational function (see (33) n

A morphosyntactic ty,
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3.4 Verbal classifiers

Unlike the preceding types of classi

like the pr ypes ssifiers whicl red withi
e G e -?1.991 ich occurred within the NP
SmsE Qg | i ris to be found inside the verb for
henee i argum(’:u(i();;t:;](;t f!(TIsSIF); the verb itself but rather ;:1}; (11?1[[]]1](:
nominal afgume -\TL”T]] N \(_t. b. Verbal classifiers have been described
i ]ab(:h 1'1611}can ‘languages and have been accounted
for under multiple 1 Or. *\m the literature. They are also been doc

There are two basic sul‘)t:f):‘:h?“ lj“%ﬁuages- )
 Hhere aue two b Sibgpe of verba classifiers. One is an | ‘por
 eenert tomm 1:15;11:)( :‘1'('):;;‘?1‘\-\'}11(‘}1 [1‘1(’ C]lassiﬁer 1s still reCOE{I:li];nDII)EO;;
e e o Ci“l}USO{ this still transparent inctorporati(;n
kot S(.nmmi‘(,;:u tl.s. The other type of verbal classifier is
R P “-.I -01 the numeral classifier type. It consists 0-1'
o i“usn.a‘ti\.;. Cxam._ l ich are.phonologically very eroded \- ‘

ples is provided below: ' o

20) Cay "oqui i
(20) yuga (Iroquian, Ontario; Mithun 1986: 3868
- 2 . ‘ - )7
a. ohon’atatke: ak-how’at-a:k ! |
" = &
-'II Potato rotten  past/I-CL (potato)-eat
ate a rotten potato’ ‘
b. 5;}.'1('{1:5 akh-nahsko-ae’
dog -C i i
a 1D I-CL (domestic.animal)-have
1ave a (pet) dog’
c. x]:z'm ake’-treht-ae’
?kldoo I-CL (vehicle)-have
I have a car’

(21) Mundukuru ( i
: (ukiul‘u (Tupi stock, Brazil; Shefller 1978 in Mitl )
water :){:},Uf ‘oql].‘)-‘ 0™-l-maog ‘ ’i) l m";l o
wa ring  when,  they-CL (w e
e g : y-CL (water)-pla ' 1
hen they brought water, they plaCed) ilt irfilw tll)l'(::' ")"*5"1 "
- | ) asin
) Gunwinggu (Australia; Oates 1964 in Mithun 1986: 38¢)
: gob: 309

gr':gu _ga-bo:—m(mgrm
:valcr _1t-(.'.L (liquid)-fall
water is falling’

(23) Ngandi (A .
No: Australia: Heath 1 . .
jark-y ; Heath 1978: 215 in N ;
gc‘ruéarﬁtm” ba'ga'bh’ﬂ-mz-”,i F dithon 1986' 389)
-water-ABS :
. vater-ABS  gpl-sub-CL (water)-cat-pc
and they drank water’ at-pcon
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2y Dicgueno Langdon 1g70: 78
a. ami. .. "tohang (a long object i

pmi. .. Ctocany like bucket)

fomi ... to hang (a small round object)
b, a™ 1o drag (a long object ’
SV E “to drag (a bunch of objects)’
. of verbal classifier is the phenomenon of
d 1o be a covert lexical means of

t

Not included in this type
classificatory verh stems, considere
nominal classification. This lexical classification phenomenon can be
found in any language. Consider the English verbs of ingesting, which
identify the consistency of the ingested material: to suck (a hard object
but to drink (a liquid) and o chew (a denser object) and similar sets
of verbs ol cating in Navajo (Landar 1964, Apache Landar 1976) and
Tzeltal (Berlin 1967, with a comparison 1o Navajo). The Athapascan
languages and their classificatory verbs which categorize by shape
and texture of the objects have atracted steady attention (general
Athapascan. Davidson, Elford and Hojier (1963): Western Apache,
Basso (1968). Chipewyan. Carter (1976); Athapascan in conuast (o
Tlingit and Aida, Krauss (19068) .

Classilicatory verbs were mentioned bee
subsumed under the label of verb classifiers. Tt
hard to tell il the unsegmentable variation in some
<tems is not the end result of the advanced erosion of fused classifving
morphemes. at the [uzzy margin between the lexicalized classificatory
verbs being excluded here and the verbal classifiers presented in this

cection. As for the subject of proposed verbal classifiers in sign lan-
enon is needed to distinguish between
enon of class markers in product-

ause they are sometmes
is true that it is at umes
classificatory verb

guages, more study of the phenom
classifiers proper and a lexical phenom
ive verbal compounding Suppalla 1986).

3.5 On major lypes and minor types
best-known ones; they

The tvpes ol classifiers 1)r('>‘(’mcd above are the
and will be

<cribed in the literature at this point
There remains the possibility
.d less attention so far, either
are to be found in languages

have been amply de
considered to be major types of classifiers.
of other minor wpes which have atracte
because they are rarer or hecause they
which are lesser known still.

One probable type is demonstrative and/or
lassifiers. One instance of

‘article” classifier type in-
such a tpe is described

dependent of numeral

A morphosyntactic ty .
phosyntactie tepology of classifiers 0¢
: 9

for two rel;
l( 1 Y - - - YEIN P e
ated languages of Argentina, Toba

Vichl oo Klein 1979) and Pilaga

'[ ] SCINe [{
[es o [h hl y
( 1antic t OSC SvVstems l(l(‘ [ o o
( ) ) C
I) IsH1oNs l()] hl““(“].\ W h]( IL W ]]( 11 eXlc l](l( l 1 l e
b) a Lo e tn 1 ¢ APe ( ; ((]l\L\l ( i dl me = one
( ] O h ] o] dl]]l]l]l l) 1S1C \l 24
« lapes ?i l
( ] C h 1
11CNS10 ]d]/lt.)[lR 1 &ld l\ =5 Wo (Ill]“ NS10N: t/” \ .l\ " (
( 1 me CIIS 1 o
(]l]n(Il\l(llldl/ltlllllt ASU 1€ ( l(“ ns llﬂ\( lll'\() €
( SLIC ( ld\\ f I . « € « . SK( «
. SSHTETS [on Sl(itld]l 1nguages (8] 111¢( b]§ ]\ » I ;)
()l € Cdse « complex =, ]‘) B T I J‘
ll [ P ]1(]”11“(‘[1 (ld\'\ Ce e .
.lh iion svstem \\l ll S cen
11\ ()l\( d 1mn l]lf_‘ (]I\( Lss1on ”f (\lrl‘\\]“( E:SY ( : :

asic body
assify objects, corres-

sitting = three
n made for the existence

NUINEerous .\I]]:M(Jllhll AN 10°C . i : tl b )( . ) y
€ S 1 LISS &
: (‘) \\ I 1 2l ._‘“ S (I scussed oriem l”\ N I VI [(é
pe » VS < a \ ] %
)OO l (l( SCI !
\\i] (]|l ; l]) i 1[[(11 Ve (1o [ 1t ]P“[) 1(}[ ONne s h(( m )I(
b €11 dn § 1““]](] 1 lh( WIILnes ”i 4\1]\[‘ 1 l(l n [h( I) .
cl]]f_".]rlh) [ gl(l/.ll ()()_l. this \(Jl 1 I 1 o | ((] \
N . ) ume ). It >
¥ “( 0 l cmams to
CSC SVSIEMS are ac [Ud”‘\ LO h( C (]”'ﬁld( I'c (] ( l )
l]\l)l ](] sOort

ariana

S solved whether

: assifier systems. ol

ol o ¢ consy a svstems, of a very

e e uuﬁ class systems of a less erammaticalized

pae than viger-Congo systems, They are extensively ¢ ol

| ;'--‘31 ving morphemes that resemble cl s T

themselves alli I . B s
ves, and alliteratve twpes ol concord

the clause. In the ' e o

rms on the nouns

N s Y0 arious elements of

case of Tarian: s ¢ 1ents of
nassesEs. G o arlana, classifving morphemes appear

s, demonstratives and articles, numeral e

s, numerals

the ﬁ'an‘l(’\\'()r}- y 3 'dl](] verbs hi
(8] o r o )8, \\
i 1}“' t.\])(}lﬂfﬁ’.\ [)I‘OP()S(’(I h(’r(_\‘ “hm

sidered as co-existing wpes ol classifiers, | e o
ered o SHng e assifiers, but rather as part ol one :
e : : omplex agreement system more akin to n . ] Lo
e > Sk oisen \ oun ¢
,’.UKC] ' ) ] multiple classifier systems would be re il
such as the ones discussed in section 4.1 below

Ass systems,
served for situations

+ ARGUMEN O E CI I [LOG
1 I's IN SUPPOR] 1 I'H CASSIFIER TYPO
L
A\ S ])()!ll (“( rts w ” ) o
L [i 1 s LS Ul concentrate on [hf" 11“(( m

ﬁ Is fO (] ( siru [§ &
@ 1 m lh \ : » (
L l L clu B nun Clcl]. noun \

Bbes weitinm e ; I & "
'le“j‘ setung aside, on one hand. the mor ]md G e
Pyl . e complex ¢

: S]flt.lh and. on the other, that of the e
preceding section.

_ ase of the verbal
o mimor tvpes mentioned in the
guments can be presented in support of the

dl‘:[ln( 1 JETWeE st hiw reg a)c IS8 o9
l()lll >
tween at l( R [hl [§ 1 C I II) (.] S 1 \])
el 83 [

_’[.f ,h.\f””(”!’f co- (&
o J-occurrence of 1ypes (] ( HOUAD
/ ]/i [e% !1‘/1.'.7 { [{l’ :’[ ({L

J\ [n'lj()]‘ ¢ ( ‘\.
djl (l[ld ]('('l.' e arg S i (
. f‘(‘l’ S .].\( .:1]}_"].[[]1( nt [(]l‘ l'(‘(‘(’)}_{'[lizing" l]](' (’\'i‘;l(’”(‘(‘ l l‘ ]
t [ €S 0 zl.‘:.\l’]( I's 18 lh(‘ verv .‘Gi]]l])l(’ ["l(‘l lh'll i” on I . ]I -
) « < some

systems ¢ | l
i oo anguages several

T'his is the case for |
s the case for instance with the Micronesia
] sian
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have both numeral and genitive classifier systems, as
in distinct morphosyntactic loci, as illustrated

sented above, in (13) for numeral classi-

languages which
distinct sets of classifiers,
in the Ponapean examples pre
fiers and in (18) for genitive classifiers.

Some of the best examples of languages with n
tems are to be found in the Kanjobalan branch of
as described for Jakaltek (Craig 198064,
me). In the Kanjobalan languages = the only
amily to have such diversity of classification
oncurrently up to four sets of classifying

wltiple classifier sys-
the Mayan family of
languages, 1987) and Akatek
(Zavala 1992, this volu
branch of the Mayan 1
systems — NPs can exhibit ¢
morphemes in the following pattern:

. 3 4

Numeral Plural Noun  NOUN
Classifier  Class Classifier

I‘:‘_’:).‘I I
Number+cLASS

assiF1ERS. They distinguish three categories:
te and resemble gender agreement. They
| in that they are obligatory and fused
be shown to be derived from independ-

. FUSED NUMERAL CL
human/animal/inanima
are totally grammalicalize(
with the numeral. They can
ent numeral classifiers (shown n 2).

INDEPENDENT NUMERAL cLassiFIERs. They distinguish about a
dozen of sortal classifiers, including categories of vertical/circular/

round/ three-dimensional fat and large classes. They are derived from
class of words in Mayan languages

less grammaticalized than the fused

numeral classifiers. In ('ontemp()raryJakaltek, for instance, they are

ech of the younger generations, and the size of
the inventory varies with the age/native fluency of the speakers.

3. PLURAL CLASSES. The languages of the Kanjobalan branch of
the Mayan family have sets of plural morphemes (of two or three
markers) which distinguish between human/animal/inanimate. Ttis
a highly grammmicalized system very reminiscent of gender systems.

This is an omnipresent classification system

| innovation of this branch of the family

assifiers are totally independ-

] functions:

o

positional roots, a particular
marked by a suffix -an. They are

getting lost i the spe

4. NOUN CLASSIFIERS.
in those languages, and at
(as argued in Craig 1990). The noun cl
ent of quantification and are found in two grammatica
that of determiner of the noun and that of anaphoric pronoun
(see example (16) above). There are from a dozen to about twenty
per language/ dialect, with the shared ones being those for humans
M/T)/ ;mimal/\xood—p]ants/com/thread/st(me /dirt/salt and water.

4 morphos '
4 osyntactic ty RV
S phos ic lypology of classifiers .
anjobalan lanouages /
(‘]'1%“.—26‘ : languages, therefore, have two gend
ASs - E a e ™ - .
_ (A[lIDI] (rand 3) and two classifier syste gender type of nominal
a noun classifier ystems, a numeral >
3 o1 > . 1l one (2) ¢
C—  RIIG (4). all at difTerent stages of ev ; ') and
scussed 1n section 6 below ges of evolution, as will be

../._ ‘1)\" 1 2
2 gumeni . ] JI[’ sema
[ f”h(\ U/ U'ff vartous ”/)E’J Uff[’aj‘“/f(f.!

A second ar :
¥ d argumer g 0
e COI%SMS nt 1[n support of the existence of different ty :
S— [. ] .Im demonstrating that the different n I ypes ol
) csented above corres » s 1orphosyntactic
sreiples, Thistes I((‘)]l l(‘_‘bl)().ll([ to diflerent semantic C‘Z{[(-().O—pi?"l[(-‘ll(
i of Chss'f“. oullt up m a number of previous \\'()11' op
Do ) (f 11(\15 already mentioned in section 1 3 4l son the
T 19760 122 ] L ‘ .2 above
. AR 29) had articulated tl i )
R o T ‘ » 1 view . ¢ X . R
tion of classifiers is to place the obj e that ‘the semantic func-
Gemand ddditionsl S HLE objects within a set of classes differ
e e g .(l lollhnse given by the nouns” and that .‘[l l l‘lwm
with o Jje(‘ts as g o < 1ese classes
: e jects as they enter o
identifying three b s ) er mnto human interactions’
Ving ¢ basic k o . an mterac S
o s e [Ni l\fn(ls.()f mteraction: physical funclio‘n'[lmm |
objects percei .10 physical interaction evoke physical a ) i‘a“d
AL ‘ceved as R . - ysical aspects o >
g e\—ok(e ‘tllu‘\ are manipulated; those of ﬁm(-t]ion-ll i 1”1(
1 - . d -
e bkt s Illlwl( nt physical characteristics of the nl)je('t;I“
siousohservance (.tc 1ey are put to (food, clothing [l"lIl‘i])(’)l‘[-'l[‘i()llA )]l]r
2t X e i . . . y Lhalls < . reli-
the organization ol'tl.), “n(.] those of social interaction specify aspec s of
[e 3 . i D .. (} “to
and respected. Kin v 1e saciety and the culture (like identifying Il()] cts of
From Allan’ ( vs non-kin members of society as well as (i%e'l' nomc)d
an’s (1977) work the i e as deities, etc
. : e 1dea was retai e
Lstishng featur ; . a was retained that the four basi
es i . c 1e fou 31C
By and sine, i .()ll classifiers were those of material. shape 1 balsu
E ‘hich corr ' shape, consist-
The mmeriql, v ch con Eespondcd more or less with Iienn\]"s'd(io'n'sm
c *I1al o W 3 < V1
class (+/— animq“(;l/l( :eauues fit both within the social‘intemsz'ml.
ate, +/— : M s rac
eral etc.). Those " wuman) and physical interaction (\'E‘qt’t’ll( mlf:m
. ) se of shape, consistency : stids -
interaction, wi , consistency and size all fit withi -
with s ‘ . within the physic:
. , hape as a primary feature, and k physical
secondary. ) . and consistency and size
Initial att ' l
attempts at linki :
: - nking specifi .
with specifi - g specilic semantic categori : .
specific tvpes P N ategories of classifiers
Payne (198 4 .01 classifiers followed these writings. C asifiers
1989) identified the semantics of ) ings. Carlson and
fier systems from Oceania : e of a sample of genitive classi-
Interaction’, in De ama and South America as those of “fun t" ‘ll
i ; CNNY'S sense et ' ; ctiona
described noun classifier s t  CAmELE L esenan sl the naly
. vstems of the Kanj )
Maya family (Craig 1986a: 7 of the Kanjobalan |
clearly fallin g 1980a; Zavala 1992, this vol
y falling somewhere | 992, this volume)
re between Allan’s ‘materi

anguages of the
were described as
al/essence’ category
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cts and Denny’s social interaction (or Allan’s social
status—material) category for humans and deities.

On the basis of such <tudies correlating classifier types and particular
semantic categories, 1 formulated a hypothesis stipulating that a par-
ticular semantic profile corresponded to the major three types of classi-
fiers, along the following lines:

for concrete obje

(206) a. numeral classifiers = physiczﬂ categorics
fieo-ROUND oranges
three-LONG RIGID pencils
four-FLAT FLEXIBLE blankets
b. genitive classifiers = functional categories
my-018LE food
his-DRINICABLE potion
their-1 £ANSPORT canoe

. noun classifiers = material/essence categories

an ANTMAL deer
the ROCK cave
ALy foln

A preliminary study to evaluate the strength of this correlative claim
was carried out by Olness (1991). It used a sample of thirteen languages
containing fifteen mstances of cl
each one of the major types considere
assifiers), with two languages

and genitive cl
systems (noun and numeral n Kanjobalan,

Micronesian).
All the various semantic categories ide

d in this paper (numeral, noun

were regmuped into three ma
configuration, consistency, physical
human for animates and m

gender,
lationship, age, value for

(including re
by human for inanimates). The resulting d
across types of classifiers is given in table 2.2 (from Olness 1991: 12).

The results support a semantic
al classifiers for the physt

preference in numer
rial semantic cluster and n ge

noun classifiers for the mate

fiers {or the functional semantic cluster.
veal that the correlation betweer

The numbers also re

assifier systems between them, five of

having two co-existing
numeral and geniti\'e m

atified in all the fifteen systems
jor clusters of physical quality (shape,
quality), material (animate, animal,
aterial for inanimates), and function
Jumans, and function, produced
istribution of semantic features

—-m01‘j)hosyntactic correlation, with a
cal semantic cluster, n
nitive classi-

1 type of classi-

e or less strongly. The genitive classifiers
e, with a high preponderance of classi-
ics (86%). They are also the most

fier and semantics holds mor
have the clearest semantic pmﬁl
of strictly functional semant

fiers

A morphosyntactic ty :
Phosyntactic typology of classifiers

a ) 2 - l_) Df-sh'ib ] ]
I e - LA ition Qf semanlics '
nlics ﬁ’(ll’l”'ﬂ' " ]
. S /HJJiﬁl’i' []])E’
] [ A)
S nl'“nic .\[O['])h()‘j\']][’ 1 (s
: 053 acte 1\'[)(‘5 Or L‘l'l\““‘ 'S
Clug[ : . 3 dssiers
(d Numeral Noun [
— i Genitiv
]\ll]‘:l:f;llll li%qu n n
Y ¥ i | :
Functional o : :OU .
o .)600 /E_) o I.)nu
2 22% 5
22 86%

I da )l(_ 2 S =
L0 DEME e contrast ) 0-¢ (ng ms o \) s
(i A [ . ’l
f ATAY S S]J[! [A} f{!ﬂ& I/f( 3

i Ponapean "
Num. CL / Gen. C Akatek
- 1. CL :
" Nun : \ v
Physical o 1. CL / Noun CL
; 1 o
Material Y 0% o
' ; 1% 00 100% 0%
Function : 2 H?
8% 100% 0% 937
0% %

selective systems, with fi

ystems, w ' w

S Ch%iﬁ“h tew well-defined classes of particular sets of
s .’ .. F 5\ 3 - ’ ¢ h S
Pt B il B ol s ke g i
of material (78%) ‘ TT arge prelerence for one semantic (lLl ( ']1“(

e (i) . W a - S . . ' : : IS[(‘I" the
better (T]la"a({l(‘t'iz}d 11 (I ‘.1.(lmltn'ng a substantial minority Uj‘cl,w,l'f‘l,l.[
mixed systems are as etis ol'a functional nature ("’26’6) Th‘e“”“f’
more e\;’t(‘nsi\:( and 10se of the numeral classifiers, which ;u( | mOll )
2 > an _ e dare als

scores of (‘hssiﬁ; C '1(‘)11)611 ended systems of classifiers with \0|; Gines

, : - - ) —_— E sometimes
profile, however, with ;}es? systems still maintain a particular seman «
OfCategorizqtio]; ( lwn marked tendency for preferring om; p o

. @ wer the other — physical ¢ - eess
. shysical char: isti
with functional 26% : physical characteristics scoring 63 %
by physical n}d] 26% and material 11% - and with the categor] .
el Bl o i B ‘ 1e categorizati
T]]g : c] 1aracteristics being specific to this type of l( u.‘%\onmtlon
- correlation of classifier s S8 SREIC
fle becomes o<1 CIHSSIhfl morphosyntactic type with semanti
s sharper when o mtr y RO
Mie o , ne contrasts co-existing syste S
Oame language, as shown in table 2 3 (fro OI‘-"““S i
nce again, the s 3 . eSS 1991 1
, the sharpest definition i Jofag)

. >$ mitio : " et e
function), that of noun classifiers In'ls le‘r of genitive classifiers (only
(material mostly and mmenf ncti )G;ng P
classifier s : i} unction), while the P

systen ot olapean 2X:
) 1 (the Kanjobalan system is very Iimi[] {( Ilmmudl
/ : ) ed and not as

Iﬁ[)les: ntative [ ) SE(¢ @ i 1! c 1ms Or¢
dllv Df [h
3y (’,.(,/W\dla S\
olm ) rema [h( 11
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o be done in this domain, although some line of
f the pilot study mentioned above is probably
at is in order here however: the whole enterprise
(o classifiers 1s a delicate endeavour, highly
cted theoretical and meth-

Much remains t
enquiry in the spirit 0
worth pursuing. A cave
of assigning semantic value
suspect of Furocentric bias and with expe
odological shortcomings.

5 FUNCTIONAL SIMILARITIES AND DIFFERENCES

OF CLASSIFIER TYPES

and that there exists a
of the world, which
{ more grammat-

pology is double: on one h
ssifiers’ in some languages
ninal classification systems 0
al nature (measure terms, class
exist also various types of
different semantic profiles.
function of such
of nominal

The claim ol this ty
linguistic category of *cla
is distinct from other not
ical (gender-noun classes) or more lexic
terms); and on the other hand that there
classifiers, which seem to correlate with
These claims beg two distinct questions about the
classifier systems: that of their common function as one ype
classification systen, and, further, that of the distinct functions of the

different types of classifier systems.

iduation of concept nouns

other nominal

5.1 Functional similarity of classifiers: et
The function of classifiers, in contrast 10 that of the
classification systems, has been <aid to be that of marking a process of
‘ndividuation, a process that would be needed in languages in which
classifiable nouns are in essence concept nouns. This idea is found
4 number of publications, in particular in the writings of Dik (1989),
of the Cologne Project on Universals (Seiler 1986), and more recently
in Lucy (1992). This issue of the ontological relativity of nouns in
languages with and without classifiers is presented as the main topic of
nterest in classifier studies in a recent textbook on anthropological
linguistics (Foley 1997)-

To understand the concept of what is claimed to be the semantic
nature of nouns in a classifier language, one could step back and
In that language, nouns arc

consider the situation in English first.

divided into count nouns (most of them) and mass nouns (some), which
differentiate themselves in certain grammatical constructions. In quan-
they take different sets of quantifiers, as shown

tification, for instance,

n il“_"t;'.

1 morphosy ]
phosyntactic typology of classifiers

~1
&)

\ v .
\= } <. i ount: ﬁf(!”l'//f'(t‘ cous, I'Oi‘)l 13 {il(l[i\
27 1 5 B
l). | [(153. a [U(’ f}//.”f{“[ HHUL. ])f!(lﬂ'. I Ui’f{

Therefor
Ore, mass Nouns c; -
ot ! ; o 1ouns (dll‘])E’ quantified two wavs, as mass
s individuated first by a measure tern 5, 45 Aass NOUNs or as
) asure term:

(28) ‘\l[a?s ) vs  Count

a s "

/,‘HZ.‘ tjlj_j?)mnm many pieces of firniture

i }){:l;; ) a few piles of sand

€r .

an ounce of butter

a lot of cattle , .

ot of cattle many heads of cattle

\ 2 < o « b
\ €n 1t comes (o )e(C li 1nge lantit ( u cou g, IMass nouns
) , o S[ ¥ s ql 1 Y 1o %ll unti 5 1
u l(][( lgc(o)” )l]g(lt 1Y 1“(1]\ l(anllOn {]U (_Jllgll measure terms. [ l measur
= 1€5¢€ ¢ .
€rms nsttute a llCh semantic (l()l]l’dlll OE [ll( ]‘(l“%[](’lL”( I)\ lh‘ 1ms . (.
£ ]18(]\ Lod.]

(29) a. two drops/alasses/eallons of mill:
b. three slices fehunks /loaves :;f !)f’r’r;f!
c. a gust of wind
d. a speck of dust
. a pinch of salt

This categorizati :
s categorizatio STiTie
o i“e =[ : n of nouns into classes of mass and count n i
xtent laneuace specif o ouns 1s
Fremep s -1" nguage spec ific, as shown by the difference | 15 10
3 E ng ish for the if)“O\\'ing‘ - \, o/ nce between
mak . h voras A e
akes for common language learners’ mistak ) (@ difference which
guag s’ mistakes):

(30) Englis s N
30) English mass N Irench count N
*1,2.9 breads A
.2, breads 1,2.3 pains
Mg = (A}
5 furniture(s) 5 meubles

The claim 1 -
aim 1s therefore ;
Enelich ¢ . .(fOI( that nouns in classifier lancuag .
]1-g ish ‘furniture” and ‘breac’ type, and -‘] 1guages are all of the
which necessit - lype, and are said to be ‘concenpt’
ssitate the use . . 5 oncept’ nouns
appm"'imi!tion(m ::lc' use of a classifier for individuation 1~\ (-1)—11m
lanetaees ¢ proper glossmg of C]Uanti[ivd NDs o (.)‘f“
guages would therefore be: ’ NPs in classifier

(31) a. 1 ¥ :

31) ¢ ’:umeml + CLASSIFIER CONCEPT 1¢
pmeral +erassict JONGE un
ook ,-: 1 :i LEGGED unit of the pig kind/idea

CLAT-FLEXTRLE uni !
L VIRLE unit of the blanket kind/idea
. CLASSIFIE
o ER CONCEPT noun
. of marimba player kind/ idea
R of sheep kind/ idea
1 ...f'ssne + CLASSIFIER  CONGEPT now
ny EDIBLE unit of fish kind/id ]
of Jt. 3 ldea

Jour TRANSPORT unit

of canoe kind/idea
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h classifier languages are

The question ol whether all nouns in suc
rily classified, will remain

(‘(_)l]t‘(‘p[ nouns, or ()nl}' the nouns ihal are ove

open for the moment.
Beyond their role as individuation markers, classifiers play an import-

ant discursive role in many languages as referent tracking devices.
Many descriptions of classifier sytems include a mention and sometimes
ample fllustration of this discursive function. In some €ases it 1s even
mentioned that classifiers are found essentially n anaphoric construc-
tions. This is the case for instance of the Mam system of noun classifiers
for humans (England 1983: 158—060) which are only used inan anaphoric
function. In the neigh'l)or'mgj;1kahek language (of a different branch of
1 in a determiner-like

the Mayan family) noun classifiers are used botl

function and as pmnominal forms (Craig 1986, 1987), as shown in (16)

above.

The pronominal use of numeral classifiers is a common part of
the description of the classifier systems of Asia too. This is the case for
instance of the Japanese numeral classifiers which are used, although
1e Jakaltek ones, as referent-tracking devices
(Downing 1986). Meanwhile, recent descriptions of Australian classifier
systems specily that classifiers do not always have such an anaphoric
function (see Wilkins this volume). Much work remains to be done on
determining the function of classifiers, as a type of nominal classifica-
arly function partly for referent tracking but
| to clarify the nature of the process of

more sparingly than tl

tion system. Classifiers cle
further research is needec
individuation.

5.2 Functional differences of the various classifier types

dividuating function of classifier systems in

While the question of the n
lored question

eds to be explored further, an cven less exp
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«s of individuation of concept nouns,
assifiers appear to do it preferenti-

gvneral ne
remains to be addressed. |
functional diflerences of the v
If they all contribute to the proce
how is it that the different types of cl
ally through different semantic categorization principles?

5.2.1 A layered approach to classifier types
An carly attempt at addressi
where the various classifier systems are conce
ayers of the noun phrase, in a framework

ng this question s found in Craig (1992)
ived as different operators

of successive | derived from
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morphosyntactic typology of cll assifiers
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houn classifiers be more typical of quality operators, shape in numeral
classifiers more typical of quantity operators, and function in genitive
classifiers more typical of locality operators? Why not another way
around, like shape for either noun or genitive classifiers, function for
noun classifiers, or material for numeral classifiers? What follows are
remarks on the possible motivations for the matching of the semantic
classifying principles of the various types of classifiers with their operator

functions.

sators and physical semantics. For numeral
classifiers, the issue is what gets quantified and for what purpose: maybe
for buying and selling primarily, building and making also, of inanim-

Manipulation and quantification are
1d. In market activities, number deter-
products change hands, and one
y one handles cloth or fruits. In
goal of the purchase

a. Numeral classifiers, qu(m!yit'a!ion afe

ate and manipulable objects.
closely related in the real wor
mines price or condition of exchange,
does not handle sticks or pencils the wa
the handling part of the transaction the ulumate
does not enter into account. The absence of numeral classifiers in data
rimental decontextualized experiments of counting objects

from expe
Tzotzil by de Leon (1988) would tend to support this

as re])orlcd for
view.

netion semantics. With genitive
one of the particular relation
they appropriate for them-
s not seem to be so much the
appropriation of the

b. Genitive classifiers, localizing operators, Sfu
classifiers the situation to conjure up 1s
holding between agents and the objects
selves. What matters in such a relation doe
manipulation of the object itself as the goal of the
object. Why would someone want to claim appropriation ol a particu-
Jar object if’ not to do something with it? Genitive classifier systems
involve a limited selection of the objects of the world, selection which is
¢ in its details. These systems select particularly
it to be obtained or owned to attend
as food, clothing, shelter, and wrans-
those. The suggestion that genitive

largely culture specifi
essential objects of the environme
to one’s basic survival needs, such
portation which facilitates securing
classifiers function as operators of locality fits in with some general
ol possessive constructions in languages of the world.
atical distinction between so-called alienable
¢ constructions of many
{ the selection of cultur-
ed use of locative con-

characteristics
One is a familiar gramm
vs inalienable nouns found in the possessiv
appeals to a similar notion o
The other is the document

languages, which
ally relevant items.
structions 1o express possession.
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c. Noun classifiers ]
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6.1 Prototype approach to classifier systems

Classifier systems tend to be
hat one might be tempted
as this one. However the
es can be identified, with

No two systems of classifiers are the same.
‘1 fact so language and even dialect specific t
not to embark on a Lﬂ)ological search such

claim of this paper is that some major typ

some specific systems standing as their best exemplars.

6.1.1 Protolypical systems
There appears to be a consensus among linguists about which systems

constitute prototypical systems, which are taken to be those that show
the most contrastive characteristics to the other types of systems. An
trast can be found in languages with co-occuring
meral and genitive systems of Micronesian lan-
ral and noun classifier systems of the Kanjobalan

extreme case of con
systems, like the nu
guages and the nume
languages discussed in section 5.1 above.

Yne would take, for instance, sOme of the major

ns — such as the Thai or the Burmese systems -

classifier systems, for the large number of their
fiers (including the

classifiers, the lexical nature of some of their classi
existence of repeaters), and the semantic heterogeneity of some of their
classes (which is most likely the result of their long history). Less typical
numeral classifier systems would be, for instance, more grammaticalized
ones. the kind that begins to resemble a closed noun class system, like
the Cabecar (Chibchan) pnumeral system Jlustrated earlier in (14), o the
fused numeral classifiers of Kanjobalan languages shown in (25) above.

a. Numeral classifiers.
South Fast Asian systel
as prmmypical numeral

iers. The Kanjobalan (Jakaltek, Akatek) systems would

b. Noun classif

appear to be prototypical noun classifier systems almost by definition:
they are clearly syntacticized and form a closed set that encompasses
both animate and inanimate nouns. They can be contrasted, on one
Australian systems of ‘generic

hand, with the less grmnmaticalized
which represent more incipient noun classifier systems (see
r hand with the syntacticized

d to an anaphoric

nouns’
Wilkins this volume), and on the othe
Mam system which is limited both to animate nouns an

function (England 1983).

c. Genitive classifier systems. The Micronesian systems are probably seen

as prototypical genitive classifie

I systems. Within the Micronesian family

A morphosyntactic typology of classifiers 8
0 ifie I

iself, one can observ ar

it Ofda;;i\ﬁﬂe?:}: l.;:llgllage specific the systems are in terms of’

e of S\-S[en-}l'{l n.c ‘c assﬁcd nouns. South American 9;\"9[6: .

- anaré systen Tl‘ u:,tiat(“d in (19) above are in fact sai%{ -[o ']]13

S —discou}qc : 512.11.11'1'11al-1cahzcd than the Micronesian sys )'C
se sensitivity in the use of the classifier comn“titffilz)]r:’

d. Verbal classifiers. The iss ’
¢ Classiﬁc{.& “vhi]c]]i rIIS:L)l(‘ 91 prototypes is again more difficult for
according to e St‘n.]a];tlig ‘(‘al t(? (11\-'1d§' .thmnsel\'cs into two subtypes
7 s A no.s, soumﬁ' entities and behaviour: those :.;Il\'ilh
cltfier 10 nume ma.r A LF C.IZ‘ISSIﬁt‘I'S. The latter ones often a )() ]
i i -g ( c dSSlfl(_‘l.‘ systems, emerging as suc.] I"F iy
3 process of noun incorporation, as a{l'qu(’cl inl\llicill:] .
{ Mithun

(1986).

It is clear that the above selecti
e tha dist;lil})JcL)l\[ic se l](ctlon of prototypes of classifier system
dizichrondloomior e dm:n that may be in fact more represont‘;{ti\'(* n?'
bt b 1]]'111;1'6;31[8[1‘01‘1 and recognition of those systems
e : d "\S‘IS of an extensive typological da'lalns;(;
e Tor Arehi d bEispltL]ue t.hr: state .of‘ today’s knowledge of SL;Ch
ey pleir Sm[eggtl 1e geographic distribution will be allowéd
SO A no; lall m.lmcral classifiers are best exemplified
e S by, no m'c assifiers by lfmguages of 1\‘[CSD-“\I1‘[IE‘l‘i("1(
& elbyiangus e Ff;;lg‘es of O(‘F’ama and the variety of \'(‘l‘l)ji
o, languages il [m’lh America. An updated sturiy of Chss(il—
e no.m} olaccoulnt more recent work in two a(rms
S Sendmgg LO“.I;:E‘:] g(‘laSSlﬁ(.‘athl-lZ the Australian COlllille;ll
nd Payme A Aim lrout’h America (Payne 1987; Derbyshire
Mideuieh ke llem ald’s work). Incorporating data i‘rom
e creas 18 lhely i demand 1‘?ﬁnemems of the view of nomin:
ystems developed earlier on the basis of data fi (())m“;“l
dle ‘om the

Indo-Eur

uropean territory . ne

B several Ii e IIO.I'): Asia, Africa and North Ameri _
places in this paper 1erica, as hinted at

6.1.2 I =
Wl 1 ) - .
Any typlg]z) ed‘gg_f;‘ of the calegories of classifier types
ogy of classifier v
81l the [)i}es Comiillh?ts nP(:eds to address the issue of the fuzzy ede
of blending bt’t\\'eeln ered. Those fuzzy edges correspond to t\vi) 'I?C g(lS
een systems: one Is tl o, evels
among then ; 15 the blending of classi
selves. ) g of classifier syste
. and the other the blending of classifier syste 33{‘-{]115
o ystems with

other nomi i
minal cl: 1
ninal classification systems, either mo
\ : re

matical ¢ .
atical ones. lexical or more gram-
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An example of the blending between classifier systems would be the
fusing of numeral and noun classifiers in a language like Newari (Shakya
1991). Examples of the blending between classifier systems and other
systems of nominal classification are more numerous in the literature.
For example, at the lexical end, there is the already mentioned fuzzy
edge between measure terms and mensural classifiers in numeral classi-
fier systems, or the blending of class terms into classifier systems in
some languages, as 1 the case in the Tal family of languages docu-
mented by Delancey (1986). At the grammntical end, examples would
be the blending of gender and classifiers in the Squamish system of
numeral classifiers (Kuipers 1967).

The more recent literature on Amazonian classifier systems also raises
2 number of questions about the typology of the systems of nominal
classification encountered in that region of the world. The first remark
is that nominal classification is an omnipresent and complex areal phe-
nomenon. Amazonian languages appear to offer cases of co-existence
of gender systems and other nominal classifying systems that are con-
trary to predictions stated in Corbett (1991)- They may present in fact
some argument for maintaining a distinction between gender and
noun class systems, in that some of the systems that co-occur with
gender systems are often labelled as classifier systems but are in fact
more like noun class systems morphosyntactically. Like noun class
systems, they are largely concordial. They also exhibit a pervasive
blend of inflectional and derivational properties, in that some mor-
phemes used in numeral or genitive classifier constructions are also
used as nominalizing morphemes in relativization or verbal nominal-
ization, or in noun compounding. However, like classifier systems,
they have a strong semantic motivation and a marked discourse use.
The Amazonian systems therefore share characteristics of classifiers,
noun classes, and class terms. This is the situation described for Yagua
(Payne 1986), Tariana (Aikhenvald 1994, this volume), or Tuyuca, as

illustrated below:

(33) Tuyuca (Barnes 1989)

a. classifying morpheme _da: 1D flexible

_like numeral classifier: pia-da ‘two strings’
two-CL (1D flexible)
-like genitive classifier bariya-ya-da ‘Mary’s (string)’
Mary-gen.sg-CL (1D flexible)
_like Class term yake-da ‘necklace’

bead-CL (1D.flexible)

A morphosyntactic typology of classifiers

g L]l.asm[ymg morpheme -£7: male
-like numeral classifier: st-ki

one-CL (male)
bartya-ya-gi

Mary- sa-C

ary-gen.sg-CL (male)

basoka yaa-gi dii-yiol

ook, o du-yigi
lqml\ : cat-CL (male) be-gm.sg.past.ev

e earCL | n.sg.past.
as one who cats people

| ‘one male’
-like genitive classifier:
Mary’s male’

L R -
elativizer/Nominalizer (god, bird)

A prototype appr
) yproac —_—
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rgence of classifiers of social interaction (England 1983). Another
imstance of classifier systems developing from pre-existing grammatical
patterns are the cases of some verbal classifier systems of North Amer-
ican languages, which developed in the context ol a great propensity
of the language for incorporation of lexical items into complex verb
forms, as argued by Mithun (1986). Another pattern involving a rarer
of verbal origin of classifiers is presented in Seiler (1980).

cme

case

f.2.2 Stage of development
One can identify emerging,
fiers. A characteristic of old systems is the
existence of heterogeneous classes. Very old
as the Chinese or the Thai numeral classi-
rgo thorough renewing of the set of
classificrs and composition of the classes. See the Chinese case docu-
mented by Erbaugh (1986), which traces the evolution of the semantics
of some of the classifiers, such as the case of one old general classifier
now lost — which came from the noun for the trunk of a bamboo tree,
and of another general classifier for people — still in use today — which
came from another term for bamboo. Another feature of old systems
can also be their advanced degree of grammaticalization, as in the
fused numeral classifiers of Kanjobalan languages. which co-exist with

4 newer set of numeral classifiers (see Zavala, this volume).
asily recognizable noun

young, old and decaying systems ol classi-
semantic opacity of many
of their classifiers and the
and extensive systems such
fier systems have had time to undle

A newer system can be identified by the ¢
assifiers, and the semantic transparency of the categoriza-
system, as argued for the Jakaltek noun classifier
For the case of an emergent noun
classifier system, one could take the example of the special discourse
use of some generic nouns in some Australian languages (see Wilkins
this volume), and for an emergent genitive system, the discourse sensit-
ive Panaré system (Mattei-Muller 1976).

origin of its cl
tion principlvs of the
system in Craig (19806a, 1990a).

6.2.5 Level of dynamism of a system
Independent of the stage of development of the classifier system,
one can distinguish also between different degrees of dynamism of the
systems. Dynamic systems are those in which the creation of classifiers,
as well as the reshaping of the categories they define, is on-going. An
example of such dynamism has been documented for the Thai language,
with a case study of the continuous process of inclusion and exclusion of

objects into the category headed by the classifier fua, sketched out below:
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(34) Thai classifier uq

stages:  a. b. c
ladle ‘ 5
o -ladle
Ly -spoon
-fork

umbrella
l-l e e £
icksha  +bicycle +motorcycle/
o bus/car
string instr., +guitar
guit:
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a three-way gender system

1 Lakoft (1986, 1987) into
as documented n

t‘xpml(lc‘d upon 1
cific classification is lost,

in which the culturally spe
Sehmidt (1985).
The variation 1t
the various dynamics
)—grannnalicnl systems,

hat the description 0
an assessment of such dynamics.

1 the classifier systems s therefore a reflection of all
at work in their emergence and evolution as
mtermediate lexice and of their level of dynam-
ism at a given ume, so [ classifier systems should

include, to the extent possible,

7 CONGLUSIONS

The subject of classifier systems 1s therefore far from closed and in fact
k. Further typological work will of course be
production of new and extensive descriptions of
) will begin to answer sOmc of the questions
nsions of exisung descriptions and
ihed would be welcome, and it 1s
ool for providing an

warrants much more wor
conditioned on the
classifier systems whicl
Both revisions and exte
vet undescr
typology can be a useful t

raised here.
deseriptions of systems
believed that the present
initial orientation to this research.
This typology takes a purely morphosyntactic approach more for
convenience sake than as a theoretical statement. The fact is that a
morphosyntactic <ketch is the first step in the description of a language,
since morphosyntax is the most accessible part of unwritten and yet
undescribed languages for fiecldworkers: semantic and discourse issues
are inherently less accessible and more difficult to handle. But one
could eventually envision a more function-based approach to the study
of classifiers, as the state of kowledge of the linguistic facts will permit it,
ken by the Seiler group on ‘Apprchension’.

not unlike the appr()ach la

izations on the semantics
lifferent classifier
n in existence is
ains to be done
rs, before it

Croft (1994) does not reach significant generalizat

of classifiers and shows in fact how the recognition of ¢
types within the many systems of nominal classificatio
necessary before discussing their semantics. Much rem
the semantics and functions of the classifie
a functionally basec
1 care will be needed to co

g appropriate field techniques

to investigate
will be possible o provide
classifiers. Meanwhile mucl
centric biases when pr()ducin
ate the semantics and functions of classifiers,

The typology presented here is meant to begin to
some systcmmit‘ fashion the seemingly infinite variet

proposing the initial recognit

ion of several major types.

| comprehensive study of
ntrol for ethno-
to investig-
as warned by Lucy (1992)-
sort through in
y of systems by
These propose

A morphosyntactic typology of classifiers 8
7

major types —
3 numers e
el CO_UCCUI.(IMI, noun, genitive and verbal classifiers — can |
syntactic and sema 1 some languages where they stand il; n ((Tnl N
prototypical fo.1 ( n[}li contrast and are taken 1o constitute tl]O] -
. ypical forms of the types. T o Pl oL
S e vu‘o types. The present work falls short of beir 1,(}1 1(|
appropriately \"([ . systems on two accounts. First. it does not Ili% b
beyond acknowled : lss;w of the nature of verbal classifier -
~) wledging their exis o Tosystems
o g existence and distinguishi ‘ “
SU:)[}[)LS one semantically akin to 1‘ I (ll;lllllglllShlng two major
other more to 1 e numeral classifier sys i
y noun classifier sy ! SSIHEY Systern: >
discussion of rare ‘tln classifier systems. Second, it does not | ];S ™
purely de arer types that may also exist, such as locati eluce 2
y demonstrative systems, or vari o A3 100a LIve Sy LEInS, (o
systems (:\ikl]f-n\"'ll(l ;}5[6111315’ SFEEION putal wessilbifypes of “‘(’I:li-t"m
v « = AN - ‘ h =
may provide new ,[ ¢ ) 1€re agam, lowland South Ameri .
{f[ | : > new material for extending the tp | ’ can ot
1as also been d ici ° YPOIogy.
1e explicit purpose of thi o
) _ yose of this che ¢
shenome o P puT us chapter “us
] nenon of classificr systems per se, whil pter to focus on the
ence of various other nominal classifica vhile acknowledging the exist
N : al classification sy : § S
glannnaupﬂ] g‘t’nrlt‘r and n ; ation systems such as the more
lexical measure t oun class systems on one hand and tl
hoped tl erms and class terms on the other H( o b
pe lla[ future work will embrace the full e R B
nominal classification. This 1 ull scope of all sys g
S¢S 1 . . . ¢ SVs 3
Al “(]d(;ﬂ‘. I llus 1s a requirement if one is to do just‘i(':mtns 10[
G Y VS > >
This chapter re ;}xec systems of Amazonian lan%‘ua&'os- for in 10 the
‘ reallir : guages stance
instance of nomin(l “-;HS-E]](“_IhC phenomenon of classifiers _d'ncc.
approached fi al classification, is a very rich on hict o e
2 ached frorm e ) e which
of theoretical im(1 . 1tuflmbel1 78 8D e OnsiEonld citedas P”“iblmn "
g srest for which classifier e
the followi g assifier data may provid insi
o o y provide new insights
¥ tegortics ofglin ;3:1])1]1[1(5. a review of the recognized g‘r'um?ﬂg-lm
$ anguages, a reconsi . gnized grammatic:
noun-ness, a ne\\El 'l\geh’- ]l reconsideration of the notion of n - li
. 58, @ - take within the pl ] ) o oun anc
of individuat : philosophy of langua i
e e . 1) guage on the nc :
b, ton in(-]udin,: 1d further exploration of the pl]@:l(nﬁﬂl()ll of .
) R ” ~ R C =
hternal organi g a reassessment of the notion of prototype LTH‘[gOI
Siation Gla e vpes and of the
data that classifiers Cl'l:)f (‘1t8g(1(’llcs' Ihis is not to mention the \\'("1]!11”1(1‘
: ; A s can provide for studies i SEELD
including —_— studies in the dynamics of I
g their historical evolution, their ynamics of language,
systems, and their EE on, theiwr emergence as gr ati
e, and 1eir acquisition or loss ‘ as grammatical
ut the investigation of such iss i
adequate basic understandi A only thinkable provided
L. ke i ¢ ]_- anding of the functioning of these classifi .
SE€S ¢ A g et N ¢ k ass Qv
available. And si plicit descriptions of these functionings ar ol
. And since the phenor 1gs are made
not yet fully undlers I menon seems to exist in forms mayl
lan rstood or described in many of —p
guages of the world, in the A Jec¢ 1 many of the lesser-known
’ e Americas in particular, the burden is
3 . S on
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fieldworkers 0 provide
have to face all aspects of the langu
be a guide to the basics on classifiers to |
for those who have no prior interest in or

ring that fieldworkers

this information. Conside
 is meant to

age at once, this chapte
acilitate their study, particularly
awareness of the phenomenon.
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I GENERAL OBSERVATIONS
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