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Are there any collective nouns among lexical pluralin English?

Laure Gardelle
Université Grenoble Alpes, France

Abstract

The grammatical tradition has excluded lexical glsifrom the category of collective
nouns on the sole basis of their morphology (nordigancy between singular form and
so-called plural reference); but this criterion Had to hesitations, some linguists
including, for instancegattle or people This study therefore considers other, semantic,
criteria to establish more convincingly whetheri¢ax plurals that denote pluralities of
entities may be collective nouns. Relying on dcdtons between meronymy and (non-
taxonomic) hyperonymy, collectiveness and cohesamal,(a) crew (collective sense) /
(several)crew (uninflected plural), it concludes that they aedimitely not collective
nouns, but aggregate nouns (or senses of nouns). seis are established. Some,
mainly denoting humans, typically originate in ttwlective sense of the noun through
a coercion mechanism; the others, mainly denothjgats, result from an operation of
abstraction. For some of these, the notion of “ngpgms of plural classes” is put
forward.

Keywords: collective nouns, lexical plurals, aggregate rgyunyperonymy, meronymy

1. Introduction

This paper addresses the issue of the boundariiseoflass of collective nouns, to
establish more specifically whether the categorghhinclude some lexical plurals. In
the grammatical tradition, collective nouns (@egmnm) are regarded as having a strictly
singular base (e.g. Kirkby 1746: 65, Jespersen :1923 Quirk et al. 1972: 360); a
typical definition is that given in the OED (2014 substantive which (in the singular)
denotes a collection or number of individuals”. Butile this paradox between singular
form and plural reference is what has capturedattention of grammarians, a strictly
morphological criterion appears a rather flimsyusngnt to exclude lexical plurals:

- the defining features of collective nouns argédy semantic or cognitive in nature,
rather than mainly morphological (see the definitaove).

- one major defining feature of collective nounghis notion of internal plural, that
is, of a plural that is not the result of a sunt, Wwhich results from the interception of a
movement towards the singular. In other words,ré@rmnal plural construes a “view of
plurality that ultimately comes out as externallgep though internally multiple”
(Guillaume, ed. Valin et al. 1992: 96, our trarisial." But the notion of internal plural,
initially developed by Guillaume, is by no meansstrieted to singular nouns.
Guillaume (ed. Lowe 2007: 88) applies it to Old riie unes + [some plural-only
nouns} such asunes endenturegdentures’), unes lunetteq‘glasses’), etc., which
present the plurality as “inhering in a whole ontiouate” (gloss by Hirtle 2009: 102).
The internal plural is also applied to lexical @lisrsuch as Frenatieux (‘heavens’, as

! “Le nombre interne est une vue de pluralité quiéseutin finemen une vue d’ensemble extérieurement
une, quoique intérieurement multiple.”

2 palsgrave indicates that plutais/uness found with nouns that are said to be pluralyofihey serve to
denote either a collective whole, that is, a sairofs (e.guns degrés'stairs’), or a group of two objects
forming a pair (e.gunes forces‘forceps’) (Marchello-Nizia 1979).

| wish to thank the anonymous reviewers for thedstrhelpful comments on the first draft of this gap



opposed to external plurailels ‘a sum of heavens’, Lowe 2007: 306) abseques
(‘funeral’, Furukawa 1977: 30). In other words, sortexical plurals may exhibit
internal plurality, because as they cannot be aeadlyasa stem + a plural inflectionthe
external form of the noun is more unifying than wizemorphological plural is used.

- some lexical plurals, like uncontroversial collee nouns such agam denote a
plurality of undifferentiated, autonomous unitsr kestance, whilemeaslesor glasses
are clearly not collective nouns, the status ofnsosuch asdds-and-endselongings
or cattleis far less obvious: except for the morphologfealtture /singular/, they fit the
definition given above, denoting “a collection ammber of individuals”. Koptjevskaja-
Tamm (2004: 1071), for instance, therefore includattle in her study of collective
nouns, and makes it one of her typical examplesilléCtive nouns are semantically
dual — they refer to a multiplicity of clearly desmible entities ‘*hidden’ in a collection,
which is either boundedérd, family) or unboundeddattle furniture) at a higher level
of abstraction.” Besideg;attle licenses meronymic glosses in some contektege
cows are part of the catdelt differs from uncontroversial collective noumsthat it
also licenses hyperonymic gloss€oyvs are cattlevs. *Players are a team / teajpns
but it shares this characteristic with nouns sugkiagularfurniture or crockery which
some linguists regard as collective nouns (Wiekabitt985, 1988; Lammert 20£0)
Wierzbicka (1988: 512) uses the term “collectivpesgategory” forfurniture-nouns,
because as for typical collective nouns, the estitare grouped “on the basis of
contiguity and/or function”, not on the basis ahgarity. Furniture or crockerydo note
denote taxonomic categories, unlike other supenatds such asird or tree instead,
the entities are thought of as being of “differ&mds”, and as things “which can be
used jointly for a similar purpose”. This constrdplains why the nouns are non-
count, unlikebird or tree, which may also apply to entities of different ¢ but which
subsume the entities under the same kind (birdes}r so that they can be counted
together.

- from a study of the combinatory properties ofl@ctive nouns in British English,
Depraetere (2003: 96) tentatively concludes thatgblcattle and people (as ina
hundred people are the best two examples of collective nounsEaflish. Her
argument is that “the prototypical collectives franformal point of view will be those
groups of individuals that share as few charadiesi®s possible with any other type of
noncollective noun”, that is, which are “[-counbllective) noun], [-fJunmarked count
noun]], and [+ plural verb only]”. While no colleee noun carries all three features,
cattle and peoplerepresent the only subtypes of collective nours tarry the third
feature, andattle also exhibits the first feature.

- finally, Jespersen (1913: 93) labetattle or vermin ‘plural-only collectives’,
despite his initial definition of collective nouas morphologically singular.

These considerations therefore call for furtherngxation of the status of some
lexical plurals, more specifically those that denpluralities of units. The present study
is based on thirty-two of them, drawn from a breoadge of existing literature in the
domain (including the references cited at the ehthis paper). The list shows two
subtypes: two lexical plurals obtained from colleetuses (e.gpeople‘a number of
persons’, related t¢a) people as will be seen, this process is in fact para droader
phenomenon), and thirty that denote pluralitiesioits of different kinds (e.gcattle
odds-and-ends The paper will address them in turn (sectior@ 4), but first lays out

% That status is rejected by others, though (e @st2a 2010).



a number of theoretical considerations on the defimof collective nouns, which will
be central for the study and which, if not consediecarefully, easily lead to confusion.

2. Theoretical considerations on the definition o€ollective nouns
It is essential, first of all, to define the wor@sllective” and “nouns” themselves.

2.1 The terms “collective” and “nouns”

“Collective”, from the Latincollectivus‘which groups together, gathers’, involves the
gathering of a plurality of units, that is, of diste elements. The collective whole is
construed as the result of that operation. A tdaminstance, is viewed as a number of
players who have been brought together to be pgaitteosame group. A car, on the
other hand, is not construed as a set of spare,past as rice is not viewed as grains
brought togethergar andrice are therefore not collective nouns. The relatietwieen
collective wholes and their units is described aar@whole relation, although, as noted
by Cruse (1986: 161), it is only a “near-relatiojof] the core part-whole relation”,
because the parts are autonomous, individual units.semantic relation between the
corresponding nouns, for instantesam:player is consequently ranked among cases of
meronymy, although there again, owing to the autonoof the parts, it rather
“resembles meronymy” (ibid.).

Saying that aounis collective implies that it has a plurality ¢ime sense ‘more than
one’) feature ahotional level. This feature is reflected in dictionary idéfons. Some
nouns are exclusively collective (etgan), but others only have a collective sense (e.g.
forest is not collective in the phrase the forest which construes the forest as a
container and not as a group of trees). For thtbsecontext has an influence on which
sense is activated; but crucially, the collectivense does exist at notional level.
Converselymy parentsfor instance, might involve a group of two peofiatparentis
clearly not a collective noun.

In the case of lexical plurals, the plurality fa@tus by definition present at notional
level: the plural is not morpho-syntactic, inflestal, in nature (that kind of plural
would be realised on the Number head, if one fddlayenerative conventions, and
would yield the interpretation ‘more than one iyt lexical, inherent (it is realised on
n, a categorizing head, which explains why it \selithe interpretation ‘internally
complex’, or ‘non simplex’, but not ‘more than oxig (Alexiadou 2011: 35).

The plurality feature, however, is not a sufficiemiterion to establish a noun as
collective: not all lexical plurals denote pluradg of units (e.g. measles In addition,
the plurality must be seen as the result of a grgupperation; this seems to be the case
for lexical plurals that denote units (elbglongings.

(1) Conclusion 1 collective nouns must have a plurality featurenational level,
although this requirement is not sufficient to giyah noun as “collective”. Lexical
plurals that denote pluralities of units fit thisterion.

2.2 “Collective” distinguished from “cohesive”

Collective nouns denote pluralities that exhibiblesion”; in other words, the units
have “the property of being related together” (Amgua 2008: 104). As a consequence,
noun phrases headed by collective nouns licensalistributive predicates, such tee
team _met Cohesion, however, is not a sufficient featuney @hrase that denotes a
plurality of units has this characteristic; hemeg parents / John and Mary met



(2) Conclusion 2 cohesion (evidenced by the possibility of nortribsitive
predicates) holds for any plurality of units, sattlt is not a sufficient criterion to
qgualify a head noun a®llective

Prototypical (i.e. coufl collective nouns do differ from the other typeshead
nouns in the examples above, in that they are nheanes that denote an atom, that is,
one element (a collective whole, such as a grao@gdition to involving a plurality of
individuals. This is obvious when comparing thddaing examples (borrowed from
Link 1983: 129), where the plural gives accesfieadatomic parts:

(3) a._The deckpof cards] are numbered consecutively
b. The cardare numbered consecutively

While in (3b), the atomic parts are each individcaild, in (3a), it is eactieckthat is
regarded as an atom. Because the collective whkadm iatom, an attributive adjective
may similarly ascribe a property that applies te thole, but not to the units: big
teamdoes not entail that the individuplayersare big. Furthermore, the relationship
between the count collective noun and the unit reambe glossed as follows:

(4) (X is the collective noun, Y the unit nodn)
a. An X is composed of / made up of:¥&.deck is composed of / made up of
cards.
b.AY is r may be) part of an XA card is (or may be) part of a deck.

These glosses are also valid in the plural; thug4a), Decks are composed of / made
up of cards This conceptualisation as an atom is directlatezl to the count feature
associated with these nouns: in English, countghiinplies boundedness (e.g. Croft
2012: 71).

Based on the atom feature, Acquaviva (2008: 104njudes from the category of
collective nouns lexical plurals that denote aggteg of heterogeneous entities (e.g.
groceries, belongings This conclusion will be provisionally left asidat this stage of
the present study, it could be considered circtdadefine collective nouns along the
sole characteristics of count nouns, and then ¢tude non-count nouns on the basis of
that definition. What will be retained as centtawever, is the idea that cohesion is not
a sufficient criterion.

2.3 “Members”: meronymy compared with hyponymy

As was mentioned in section 2.1, the relation betwa collective noun and the
corresponding unit noun is one of (unprototypica®ronymy. The notion of part, more

* The count feature is not inherent in the nounjsawell known, almost any noun can be coerced to
function as non-count (Universal Grinder). Stilhr fa number of nouns (among whidbeck or tean),
“particular forms are [...] conventionally estabksl as either a count noun or a mass noun — an ofte
both. Learning such conventions is part of masgeananguage.” (Langacker 2008: 132). Accordingly,
here the count feature is regarded as conventipaafiociated with the collective meaning of themou

® Both tests are required: (4a) on its own would st for materiafe.g. Jupiter is composed of gages
test (4b) alone would hold for any form of merony¢ayg.Scotland is part of Britain



specifically of member, is therefore central. Fbe tanalysis of lexical plurals, it is
crucially important to specify this notion of “memj, as it also enters the description
of hyponymy.

Both meronymy and hyponymy are, along with instan@@mantic relations that
establish hierarchies (Stock and Stock 2013: 5BBponymy is “a member-class
relation”, reflecting “conceptual hierarchy”, whiteeronymy is “a part-whole relation”,
reflecting “the existence of complex structuresamcrete reality” (Lass 1999: 564; see
also Wales 2014: 62). This difference has two cgmeeces. First, unlike meronymy,
hyponymy requires class inclusion (Croft and Crii884: 142); it can be tested with
the following strings:

(5) Sample of possible tests for hyponymy (X istlgponym, Y the hyperonym):
a.Xs are Ys
b. Xs and other Ys
c.Of all Ys, | prefer Xs
d.the class of X is a subset of the class of Y

Secondly, for meronymy, the part-whole relation slo®t hold between construed
classef elements, but between specifidividualsbelonging to those classes: it is the
way the individual parts of each whole are relatddch generates the hierarchical
structuring (Croft and Cruse 1984: 159).

Meronymy and hyponymy should not be confused wipgatyang tests; this is easily
done, as any taxonomy (a sub-type of hyponymy winay be glossed as ‘X is a
kind/type of Y’) can be thought of in part-wholeres (Cruse 1986: 179). For instance,
about the pairose:flower(taxonomic hyponym:hyperonym), it can be said thedise
is a member of the class fddwers But in the case of hyponymy, the whole islass
and the parts are its subclasses

(6) Conclusion 3a gloss iC€Tmemberdoes not guarantee meronymy: if the relation is
member:classrather thamtmember:groupthen the relation is one of hyponymy.

In this respect, a further word ought to be saidualzollective nouns such akergy
or bourgeoisie it might be objected that they denote a soclaks and that the
members of the class are brought together on this bAcommon attributes, that is, on
the basis of some form of similarity rather thamtaguity (unlike team). Is clergy, for
instance, really a collective noun, then, a holonym should it be regarded as a
hyperonym (e.g. obishops priestsand so on)? The answer is that these nouns are
indeed collective nouns, because from a lingutint of view, they do denote groups
rather than classes:
1) for a pair such abishop:clergy the tests for hyponymy fail: for instancei *
bishop is a clergy*bishops and other clergies
2) in the rare occurrences of the plucrgiesrefers to several groups: for instance,
(Google Books, 2008here are other clergies than that of the ordain@disters

® |t should be added that two collective nouns, sastommitteeandgroup, might stand in a hyponymic
relation:committees and other groy@scommittee is group Again, here, the perspective is that of class
inclusion, which is very different from the colla@ perspective. In such a relationship, the twanso
have to be collective; if member of a grougs considered, for instance, the glosses for lypany do
not obtain any more: e.fthe/a chairman and other groupscommittee members and other groups



It can be noted that the tests for hyponymy wouwddme possible if instead @f
bishop is_aclergy, or bishops and other clergieslergy was usedbishops and other
clergy. Here,clergyis used as an uninflected plural; it no longer ha®llective sense,
but is hyperonymic. Section 2.4 analyses this séimahift in more detail, focusing on
the uninflected plural uses. Understanding thit shicrucial to grasp the exact relation
between meronymy and hyponymy in the lexical piigathered for this study.

2.4 The case oflergy-type nouns €lergy, crew, police, etc.)

In some contexts, a small number of English callechouns such aslergy, crew or
police, are used as uninflected plurals (eagnumber of clergyseveral crew two
police).” It is not just the verb that carries plural agreem(unlike cases of override
semantic agreement such tss crew have...wherecrew is still a collective noun
denoting a group); the noun itself is plural. Ex¢ésp(7) and (8) illustrate these
differences:

(7) (collective sense) There will be times when ¢hew has to use whatever means
they deem necessary to accomplish the flight safely

(8) (uninflected plural) Several cremere rescued from both the Citadel, Fleur-de-lis
and the Falcon.

In its uninflected plural use, the noun no longenates a group; it denotes a
plurality of individuals.Five crew for instance, denotes five cremembersand not five
groups (unlikefive crew$. The noun phrase does not refer to a group, reifeveral
crew does not mean ‘several people that form a crewf, ‘keveral crew members’,
‘several members of crew’ (Gardelle 2016a). Occwdly, therefore, several
individuals referred to arewmay not belong to the same crew (ibid.):

(9) (Google Books, 2013) Bluewater Crew is a tiaddl crew placement agency,
with an Internet-based database of over 46,000idares$ that not only tracks
career moves, but also lists qualifications, curstuations, locations, references,
and even personal information about what each dateliis ideally looking for.
This online database of potential cresnaccessible 24 hours a day for captains and
owners to search, as well as for cteamake updates to their files.

This example shows that the shift in conceptuatisatrom the collective sense to
the uninflected plural sense takes place at ndtiewal: it is a shift from thenotion of
group to thenotion of members — rather than from a specific grouptdospecific
members. Consequently, the uninflected plural mgéo denotes a group, but comes to
denote alass a socio-professional category, albeit one in Wigeople are expected to
be members of groups (ibid.). Hence a relatioBEn(If she comes will she be second-
mate or just crew,2Google Books, 2009%rew (plural) is a hyperonym of plural classes
(crew = cooks + stewards + sailors etc.). It is an umbrella term for a range of jobs
(cooks, stewards, sailors, etc.), and stands itr&sinto other classes, suchcaptain
(ibid.). The relation to the group, though, is eaotirely lost:crew are expected to be
part ofcrews

" For a fuller list and further detail, see Hirtl9g2, 2009); Gardelle (2016a).



What should this use @few be called? Based on Jackendoff (1991)’s classidica
of material entities, it will be said to denote aggregatecrew in its plural form
corresponds to the aggregate sense of the nouatinigra plurality of units that is not
bounded’

It remains to be understood by what mechanisms ghi in conceptualisation
occurs. The nouns involved denote groups of humtrd; is, they are nouns that
already license plural semantic agreement of tedipate in their collective seris&@he
hypothesis made here is that the movement is sl
- stage 1 collective sense, with grammatical agreemdmt (crew has.): the singular

NP denotes mainly the atom, and the verb takesiginggreement. Accordingly, the
anaphors arg andwhich

- stage 2 still the collective sense, but with the possipilof semantic override
agreement outside the N#i§ crew have). the singular NP still denotes mainly the
atom, but when there is plural agreement outside N, the predicate and the
anaphorstbey, who apply to the individuals. For instandége crew are bighas to
ascribe the propertgig to the crew members, where@i® crew is bigwould assess
the size of the group.

In English, this stage is available only for coliee nouns that denote animates, and is
common only for humans (Corbett 2000: 189n). Thigrobably because humans rank
highest on the hierarchy of individuation (Sass83)9as a result, the units are more
easily accessible in the conceptualisation of thelevthan for other collective wholes.
For instance,the family is supporting each othdwhere the reciprocal implies
differentiation among the members of the groupjaisked by informants as better
formed than ke furniture is piled on top of each oth@ai 2016: 26) — whiléthe
deck (of cards) is piled on top of each otlsetotally unacceptable.

- stage 3aggregate sense, uninflected lexical plutiadge crew have)..the plural NP
denotes units, which are expected to belong tooapyof the kind denoted by the
collective sense of the noun.

Stage 3 may be analysed as an instance of typeiaogthat is, a rather unusual use
of the word as regards its grammatical featuresirgplinstead of singular count)
(Audring and Booij 2015). This type coercion hasresponding semantic coercion
(from group to members), as the loss of the ‘codatiture entails a loss of the
/+bounded/ seme. The idea of a coercion is evidkrnme the following facts: the
aggregate sense is obviously secondary to thectokesense and related to it; the
range of plural determiners is not freely availa@ite instancethese / thosés most
common, but numerals, @ number gf seem to be restricted to some of the nouns
(Gardelle 2016a))° and stage 3 is not available for all the colleztivouns that denote

8 Indeed, in Jackendoff (1991)’s terminology (whapplies to entities, not nouns), an aggregate is no
bounded and has internal structure (that is, isemgdof units). The label “aggregate” also corresisoo

the meaning of the word in the common languageoies from the Latin meaning ‘collected together,
assembled’, and denotes “[a] complex whole, mas®ody formed by the union of numerous units or
particles” (OED 2014).

° A shift from singular to plural is also found witton-count animal nouns suchaultry andlivestock

but with a different effect due to the non-courdttee: there is no shift from a group to units, just
more salience of the plurality of unit®ne inanimate noun is involved as wdlgra, which is (very
rarely) found with a plural demonstrative; but thisuld be a reanalysis of the Latin ending as a
morphosyntactic Latin plural.

1% More generally, the distribution of determinersrasely compatible with both the aggregate and the
collective sense: the associated determiners foraggregate sense are typicaligse/thosezero (bare



humans (e.g.these committeéa number of family. Moreover, occasionally, the noun
may be coerced further into accepting the numenal one crew or one clergy as in
(20):

(10) (COCA, 2002 — borrowed from Gardelle 2016a Tnawing, captioned: “It is
reported that Trinity Church is considering the ibdity of free pews!” consists of
a laborer pointing to the bible as one clemggicomes him into the church, while
another scratches his head in confusion, and ter difts his hand in a gesture of
opposition.

The coerced sense seems to arise from a needda fimorphologically) simple
hyperonym to name the units, when only compoundsoarplex NPs are available in
the lexicon (e.g.clergyman member of the clergycrew membégr Coercing the
collective noun into an aggregate sense may proveare costly than more complex
lexicalised phrases (e.g.ew membgrfrom a cognitive standpoint, and has another two
advantages. First, the uninflected plural form eagdes the link to a group (as it
contains no extra information such as “member’oah”), while clearly differentiating
this sense from the collective sense (ergw [plural] vs.crewg. Secondly, it marks a
low degree of individuation of the units, which iis keeping with the value of the
uninflected plural (morphological this time) in thest of the languagéhfee elephant,_
two aspirin,, etc.) (Allan 1986: 132, Hirtle 2009: 96-102).

It can be concluded from these analyses that neuok ascrew are polysemous;
they have a main collective sense, but (at leassdme speakers) also a secondary
aggregate sense, which denotes units. The analgises lead to the following
conclusion:

(11) Conclusion 4expecting entities to belong to groups does maessarily make
the noun that denotes them a collective nawew in its aggregate sense (which may
be regarded as a lexical plural, in that sense)tnfienotes alass not a group. In
specific contexts, an NP headeddrgw may refer to a well-circumscribed plurality
(e.g. these crewthose five cre)y but this does not make the noun collective: the
same can be said of any definite NP that denopdsrality, such asny parents

Now that these central theoretical consideraticaagehbeen laid out, let’'s consider
the set of lexical plurals gathered from the litera for this study. Section 3 first
considers those for which the lexical plural useesived from count collective uses:
peopleandfolk.

3. Lexical plurals derived from count collective uss
From the analyses carried out in section 2, itlwaclearly established here tipatople
andfolk in their lexical plural use are not collective:
- they denote classes, not groups: for instancep@® Books, 2015The Apostles
and other folkare praying together in the upper roomh.(2016) Refugees are

noun), numerals and plural quantifiers. Otflg and, very rarelypne may combine with either sense; the
context will normally disambiguate.

1 As was mentioned above, for some spealersrew (meaning an individual) is possible, so that for
them,crewin its aggregate sense would not be a lexicabplur



people, not candyin this last examplegeopleis a (non-taxonomic) hyperonym of
refugees

- the associated quantifiersofne folk / several peoplguantify units, not groups.

Peopleandfolk also exist as singular count collective nounsifore precisely, with
a collective sense, associated with a count featwe are one peopléGoogle Books,
2009),the folk of the Hebrew®ED, 1851folk is archaic in that sense today). They are
borrowings from Frenclpeupleand Germaniwolk respectively, two words which are
collective nouns, meaning ‘(a) people’. It can loacuded, therefore, thaeopleand
folk have undergone the same coercion mechanistreastype nouns: starting from a
collective sense, they were coerced into an agtgeganse, with an associated
uninflected plural form, denoting several membdra olass although these members
are mentioned in the context of pluralities (selvpemple or folk at a time).

The uninflected plural, here again, signals a loegrde of individuationPeople
contrasts withpersons the OED definegpeopleas the “unmarked plural gfersor,
while persons‘emphasizes the plurality and individuality of theferent”. Pluralfolk
contrasts with courfblks which, according to the OED, has replaced plfoikl except
in dialect (there are a number of occurrencesdemeworks on Google Books, though,
for instance with the phrase “a hundred folk”). §Bhift tofolks would require specific
research, but the preference for the -s, thabismiore marked individuation, could be
related to the extension of the noun: it tends doubed for rather small numbers of
individuals (e.gmy folk they are nice folka hundred folkbut & million folK).

There are two differences betweesople / folkandcrewtype nouns: the collective
sense is no longer the main sensef@tk; it is even no longer available for present-day
English), and the link with the collective sensevexy much backgrounded in the
aggregate sense. For instance, it is unlikely ghphrase such asx hundred people
(attended the premiershould be spontaneously glossediasundred individuals who
are part of a people / of peopleBhe fact that neithgveoplenorfolk can be used for a
single person, however, suggests that some forrinkfwith the collective sense
remains: the use of the nouns in the singular woud#te the aggregate sense too much
of a competitor for the collective sene.

In conclusion, whilepeopleandfolk are often cited as lexical plurals, these uses are
only one sense of the words, albeit the main on@esent-day English. As sudrew
type nouns should be grouped together with thesemantic classifications: they, too,
have an aggregate sense, derived from the cokestimse and realised as lexical plurals
— although withcrewtype nouns, the aggregate sense is more secoragtatynakes the
link to the collective whole much more salient. &lese nouns may be labelled “nouns
with a collective sense and a derived aggregatsesemnd the lexical plural use
corresponds to the aggregate sense. In terms quiidney, todayrewtype nouns are
mainly collective, and secondarily aggregative (nie@ that the collective sense is the
sense most commonly used compared to the aggregiage); whilgpeopleandfolk are
mainly aggregative, and secondarily collecti@eew (alsoclergy, police for instance)
is in addition a hyperonym of plural classesew = cooks + stewards + sailors + etc.
This, however, is not a requirement for coercioth® aggregate sense; what matters is
the search for an umbrella term for the units. Thaeple folk, or othercrewtype
nouns such agentry, do not have natural hyponyms.

12 Althoughfolk is no longer used in a collective sense in conteany discourse, that sense is still part
of present-day culture and knowledge of the languéag least for a number of speakers), through
historical documents.



4. Lexical plurals denoting pluralities of entities of different kinds (e.g. cattle,
belongings)
The list drawn for this study contains only one mdar animals,cattle and one for
humansliterati. All the others denote pluralities of objects:
« Latin plurals **

-ia: memorabilia exonumia paraphernalia regalia, insignia pyrobilia, juvenilia,

militaria

-iana: Victoriana, Shakespearian#allooniana petroliang breweriana etc*

-ica: erotica, judaica hebraica

-a. ephemera
e Pluralsin -s:

-ings belongingsfurnishings

deadjectival pluralsdurables valuables goods

other:groceries arrivals, supplies spoils covers odds-and-endsits-and-pieces

4.1 Focus orcattle
This section will focus specifically orattle which Jespersen (1913), Depraetere (2003)
and Koptjevskaja-Tamm (2004), among others, cit@ esllective noun.

The conclusion reached in this paper is differéntomparison betweeherd and
cattle shows thatcattle is an aggregate noun, more specifically a superatel
hyperonym, likecrewin its aggregate sense:

- the “group” effect in a sentence such\de drove the cattle through the hilks
merely an instance of cohesion, due to the fadtttteaNP denotes a plurality; it would
be achieved similarly witthe animalswhereanimalis obviously not a collective noun.

- like crew in its aggregate senseattle is compatible with numerals to denote a
number ofunits e.g.a hundred cattleThis is impossible witlinerd (a hundred herds
denotes a hundred groups).

- the nouncattle itself indicates the nature of the unitse herd in contrast, would
refer to the group. That is why it is possible bodfcattle as the complement of a
collective noun, to specify the nature of the elete¢hat compose the collective whole:
a herd of cattlewhich is impossible with a collective noun in thiagular (*a group of
herd *a group of a herfd Similarly, in some varieties of Englistattle may be used as
a modifier to specify a broad kind of animal: Star@®015) reports that some farmers in
Australia, Scotland and Canada use the term “ch##est”, as inn 1851 the ratio was
six sheep to one cattle bed&oogle, NZ, 2008). Whileattle narrows down the kind of
animal, this sort of compounding witerd (*a herd animal”) would exhibit a very
different semantic relation with the head nounwduld specify the type of group to
which the animal belongs (not specifying the kifcduaimal).

- cattlenames a class, with hyperonymic relationsdws calvesand so on: the tests
cows_arecattle cows_and other cattlapply, and the units are members afass not
of a group (e.gcows are members of the class of catthes with crewin its aggregate

13 A number of Latin plurals are occasionally re-ipteted as non-count singulars (Huddleston and
Pullum 2002: 345). But this reanalysis is occadi@mal marginal, so that these nouns are indisputabl

lexical plurals. The same goes for lexical pluialss, a handful of which are occasionally reanadlyas

the inflectional plurals of count nouns (eggrods—> a goodin the business sector).

 The suffix is productive and, as shown by a Goeglerch, leads to the formation of nonce words such
aswarholiang alumniana Viking-ianaand so on.



sense, the members of the class are expectedp@arbef groups (herds), but conclusion
4 (in (11) above) has shown that this is not enotggimake it a collective noun.

Moreover, the cattle in a given place (at a fair, ihstance) may belong to different
herds.

A final word may be said about the expected pltyraf kinds. It is in fact related to
the superordinate statusadttle a count superordinate in the plural (eays vehicle$
is just as unlikely to be used for a single suls€lge.gvehiclesjust for cars)Cattle
like toysor vehicles is a hyperonym of plural classes (the only défere being that the
plurality is not obtained via a unit word + -s), $@t the glosses for the two types of
nouns are similarcattle = cows + oxen + zebus + etaehicles = cars + lorries +
motorbikes + etcSuch glosses would be impossible ierd (??a herd is xx + .,.??
herds are xx + .).

This, in turn, gives a clue as to the reason wéiyle exists at all. An umbrella term
was needed at this level of abstraction, to starzbntrast with other classes: a Google
search for “cattle and” yieldsheep hog (industry) crops, calvesetc. In other words,
there is a functional similarity among the varidasds of cattle that accounts for the
creation of a clasS.

4.2 Extension to the remainder of the list

Like cattle none of the lexical plurals under study are @ble nouns; for instance,
one findsStarbucks collectible cups and other memorabHigen forbelongingswhich

is mainly used with a possessive determiner inexifp context to denote a group of
items, the bare noun in its generic use does itate a group. For instance:

(12) (Roger Dean Kiser, ‘Little Missy’,
http://depts.gpc.edu/~heritage/RogerDeanKiser.atogssed September 2016)
“You got any belongings?” He asked.

“What are belongings?”

“Things,” he said.

“Things?” | repeated.

“Stuff, clothes, and moné&y he said [...].

This is different from the kind of answer thathat are herds?would vyield: the
definition would have to include the notion of gpsu

It will therefore be concluded that these nounsaggregate nouns (the aggregate
sense being their only sense). As wittle they are superordinate terms, created
because the units of different kinds have to besiciemed together at a given level of
abstraction: they are categories of collectibleg. f@eweriang, what makes a room not
bare {urnishing9, food that is bought in the same shgpo€erie9, objects that often
end up together because they do not belong toaategoriesddds-and-ends etc. All
the nouns are morphologically transparent, indngagxplicitly what the shared feature
is. They have what Acquaviva (2008) termstaatevereading; for instanceetroliana
are any collectibles that have anything to do witrol stationsephemeraany paper
collectibles. The feature shared by the memberthefclass may be a domain (e.g.

!> Because the paradigm is plural, perhaps, and bedae plurality of kinds is cognitively salientdre
so, for instance, than with couanhimal), the noun is a lexical plural — except, unsuipgly, in
specialised cattle breeding discourse, which sheavg rare occurrences ohe cattle(Google search,
2016). This would require further exploration.



petroliana and most collectibles), an era (e\{ctoriana), a culture (e.gjudaica), a
function (e.gfurnishings or lack of definite functionodds-and-endsits-and-pieces

an origin (e.gspoilg or a quality (e.gbelongingsare whatever belongs [to someone];
literati are originally any literate people, later on aepjple interested in literature).

Are these nouns hyperonyms of plural classes? Boresof them, it is indeed
possible to establish a list of hyponyms, of sussxa into which the hyperonymic class
may be subdivided. The possible hyponymsamfersand possiblyurnishingsare easy
to list; and for collectibles, guides offer suchbdivisions. For instance, guides to
ephemera propose such categories as cigar boxsJlapklying cards, postcards,
bookmatch covers, razor-blade wrappers, etc. Bgt“#tc.” is important: except for
coversand possiblyfurnishings which apply to a relatively small number of types
items, it is difficult, or even impossible, to draam exhaustive list. This is particularly
true of nouns such dselongingsor odds-and-endsThese two nouns are superordinate
nouns, but not part of well-established nominalrdrehies because they denote
transversal classes, rather than classes thataltgtgubdivide into smaller classes.
Because they are superordinate nouns, they aretexp® be divisible into subclasses
(e.g. on Google, one finddusings on movies, music, and other odds and, emkish
construesmoviesand music as subclasses afdds and ends but an item may be
directly assigned to the class (e.g. article tiflee Cost of Fantasy Football and Other
Odds and EndsGoogle), without the mediation of subclasses.

Because items are typically assigned to the ctadds-and-endsor belongings
without the mediation of subclasses, these two s@ua very close to naming groups,
rather than classes, of items, which makes them alese to collective nouns; but (12)
above, or the examplaovies, music, and other odds and eslulsws that they denote a
superordinatelass not a group. Further evidence is that they idgiitie nature of the
items (the tesK and other Yspplies), which is not the case for collective mo*a
cow and other herds*cows and other herdls Consequently, these nouns are not
collective nouns.

Conclusion

This study has brought semantic arguments againktding any lexical plurals among
the category of collective nouns. Some lexical glkr especiallypeople (as ina
hundred peopleandcattle, have been regarded by some as “collective” bechasg
lexical plurals, they denote a plurality and in o, head NPs that exhibit cohesion.
But these two arguments are not sufficient to distala noun (or a sense of a noun) as
collective. Lexical plurals denoting pluralities ehftities ought to be clearly excluded
from the class of collective nouns, on the basistwd converging criteria: the
distinction betweegroup andclass(crucial to that between meronymy and hyponymy)
in lexical semantics, and the indisputable conteamsbngcrewtype nouns between
aggregative senses (lexical plurals) and collecBeases () crew plural crews.
Lexical plurals that denote pluralities of unite &aggregate nouns”, or (e.geople
correspond to an “aggregatensé of the noun; more specifically, they denote
aggregates of units.

Among these nouns, two rather different sets weeslanout. For humans, the
aggregate sense appears to be typically pegple crew) the result of a type coercion
carried out on a collective sense. A hypothesidoathe coercion mechanism was
proposed, based on the fact that humans rank attdpeof the hierarchy of
individuation; this hypothesis would have to bettier explored with a diachronic



study. This coercion was found to be motivatedigyrieed to find a common name for
the units that compose the collective wholes. Téeosd set of aggregative lexical
plurals, which mainly denotes inanimates, does aorgjinate in a collective sense.

Rather, the coining of the nouns is the resultrobperation of abstraction: a noun is
needed to name entities which, though of diffekemdls, have to be considered together
in a number of contexts. Most of them are morphickty transparent nouns,

specifying which feature (era, quality, functioric. brings the entities together. In

addition to these specificities, some of the lelxiglarals are hyperonyms of plural

classes; but this is not found to be a requirement.

These findings lead us to reconsider Wierzbicka88)8 concept of “collective
supercategory” fofurniture-nouns, mentioned in the introduction. The labelhtug be
considered specifically in the light sfngular non-count nouns, but it can be clearly
said that it would not apply to the lexical pluralsder study. The idea of grouping by
contiguity rather than similarity would not be camsing: cattle, or evenbelongings
specifies a class for the units, not a group, asgigament to the class is based on
shared features, and thus on some minimal formnufagity, even though the entities
are viewed as being of different kinds. More geltgrdéurther research is needed for
furniture nouns in the light of the present study. They, ttenote pluralities of entities,
and they are closely related to lexical pluralghvgairs such aslothes / clothingor
furniture / furnishings as well as cases of reanalysis of plurals asutang (e.g.
memorabilia more rarelycattle) or vice versa (e.gkitchenware(9) (Gardelle 2016b:
359).
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