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0.1. The present paper develops and applies the main points regarding
collective nouns seen in semantic-grammatical terms in the sub-classification of
- English nouns detailed by A. Bantag in 1978. That sub-classification was in
its turn a development and amplification in functional as well as contrastive
terms of the classification of English nouns advanced by Prof. Leon Levitchi of

Bucharest University in 1970 and then in a revised concentrated version
in 1971

0.2. The major practical gain obtained by the above-mentioned sub-~
classification was the possibility to offer a more specific description of the
grammatical regimen of each class, sub-class or sub-sub-class of nouns, that
is to illustrate their behaviour in different contexts in point of pluralization,
singularization, use of genitives, agreement, determiners, modifiers, sub-
titutes, etc.! The sub-classification established more groups of identical,
unitary or similar behaviour (in a word homogeneous) while substantially
reducing the cases labelled “exceptions”. Moreover, by rendering more precise
the relations between types of nouns and types of determiners acoepted or required
by the former, it pointed out concrete means of eliminating mistakes made in

English by speakers of languages in which nouns are indifferent to the types of
determiners accompanying them.

0.3. As regards collective nouns, their better description was aimed at,

providing & more thorough-going motivation of their plural concord and sub-
stitutes.

0.4. From the theoretical point of view, the subeclassification offers a new
foundation for analysing various aspects of English nouns. It is currently
used for the Monograph of English Nouns which are we preparing.

1 See Bantag (1971, 1976, 1878a}.
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1.0. Pattern VI in the above-mentioned sub-classification of English
nouns corresponds to L. Levitchi’s sixth class — COLLECTIVE N OUNS
PROPER. It summarizes the grammatical behaviour of only one meaning of
these nouns: the collective sense proper, i.e. singular form and (preferably)
plural concord. As it is our contention that the other two or three meanings of
collective nouns fall into other classes (in conformity with the principle dwelt
upon in other papers? and detailed as regards collective nouns in this very
study under 2.4) the other meanings should be looked up in other patterns,
according to their grammatical behasiour: for the sense of butlding, it is but
natural to refer to concrete individual nouns (sub-pattern I—3 in our sub-
-classification); for the definition of the abstract notions we certainly have to
considor sub-pattern I—35; for the description of the concrete motions (with,
nominal predicates mostly) it is but normal to consider concrete individual
nouns (sub-pattern I—1); as regards semantically collective mouns, those of
the type leafage, plumage are included in the same sub-pattern I—1 for con-
crete individual nouns, the abstract ones, in the nature of communications,
like advice, information, news have been included in variant C of sub-pattern
V—1, while the alleged “collective’ nature of such nouns as Jorest, ete. has
been ignored — in our opinion fitting sub-pattern I3 for objects.

1.0.1, Therefore, taking collective nouns proper — or rather the properly
collective sense of nouns usually termed collective — we find that their prin-
cipal characteristics are first of all the defining ones — singular form but
plural meaning and agreement, especially with plaral verb in contemporary
British Engﬁsh (though less frequently in American journalese and collo-
quial specch.) They are the elements which, set the specific mark on this class,
while also giving rise to difficulties, particularly for people who are not ac-
customed to thinking in terms of agreement in accordance with, meaning {“acor-
dul dupi inteles” in. Romanian).? Other characteristics are shared in common
with individual nouns proper ~— countability and normal numericalization,
the utilization of the definite and indefinite articles, the use of all types of
genitive (with marked preference for the synthetic oene) — justified hy the
feature [+human]. As regards gender, in that majority of cases when people
employ collective nouns as phurals, they also conceive the latter as standing
for the common gender (since both men and women are viewed as part of this
conception), the substitutes being they, theirs, who, whose, to whom, whom
(as well as that); with people who conceive them as singulars — therefore
within the limits of individual nouns proper, the gender ascribed to them is
neuter (with i, ete. as substitutes).

1 Bee Bantag (1978h).
* See Bantas (1977).
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1.0.2. In our classification, sub-pattern VI-1 includes only humans while
sub-pattern VI-2 includes groups of both human and non-human animates.
The growing category of colleetives is more or less half-way between individual
nouns and nouns of multitude. All the other points in our description are
subordinated to the basic nature of a plurality of beings taken as a whole,
therefore forming a unit which can be multiplied, counted, etc.

1.0.3. Ambivalent collective nouns, that is groups of either animals or
humans (e.g. crowd, flock, herd, etc.) have been placed by us in sub-pattern
VI-2 which differs from the main sub-pattern only through these semantic
features and their grammatical consequences. In this particular case; certainly,
the utilization of the neuter gender reflected in substitutes is more frequent
than with, sub-pattern VI-1.

Taken all in all, pattern VI offers similarities with, pattern VI{ of nouns
of multitude as regards the presence of the singular form with plural meaning,
of the concrete, human nature, of the common gender and substitutes as well
ag of the use of genitives. On the other hand, there are partial differences as
regards the fluctuations of agreement in the pattern of collective nouns and the
use of determiners; the most substantial differences from class VII lie-in the
uncountability of the latter, which require special means or forms for their

numericalization,.

1.0.4. As collective nouns have undergone an obvious evolution which
goutinues under our very eyes, (as regards gquantity, spreading and even in
point of logical motivation), we believe they involve a very ample analysis
with a multitude of aspects. Most probably they also shed light on some con-
temporary tendencies in English.

1.1. EVOLUTION

Krom the historical point: of view, as against the two collective nouns pro-
pet (poriigment and government — therefore in the legal or political vocabulary)
found by us with a plural predicate, in 18th century texts, in 19th century
texts their number increased to several dozens: family, crew, team, nation, ete.

In texts written in our century — irrespective of the register, i.e., in scien-
tific and official texts as well as in literature and newspapers recording collo-
quial English — we notice that this category of nouns has been assuming
an increasing scope, through both the growth in the number of nouns included
in this category and the permanent extension of the cases when thev are
used with plural verbs and substitutes.

1.1.1. Therefore, on the one hand there is a substantial and, in our opinion,
sncessant increase in the number of singulor nouns which can be ysed with a sin-
gular or plural verb according to whether the individual concept, or on the
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contrary, the group concept is prevalent. Examples have increased and spread
s0 much that nowadays we are hardly aware of the situation except when they
provide really surprising or striking novelties.

Such is now the position that it is possible to say, at least theoretically
or hypothetically, that any noun referring to @ group of people (orchestra, school,
ete.) can be used with a plural verb, without anybody being surprised — pro-
vided the predominance of the group concept is made clear enough,

We are basing this assertion on the observation that such instances of

usage which seem to us striking because they were rare decades ago, have
now come to be used thus as a matter of course and we forcigners have to learn
to take them in our stride, as English speaking people seem to do. About
a decade ago, when we found a headline reading Awstralic have won their
first cricket match against Great Britain we somehow felt that — however
surprising the example might have been for us — there were two elements
to be taken into consideration: (a) It was not @ mistake or at leagt it was probably
not perceived as a mistake by English speaking people, since it appeared in
a newspaper; and (b) It was no accident either because it was a part of o deve-
loping pattern. Tt wag just an illustration of @ trend, which had all the chances
of gaining ground because on the one hand it had proved its vigour for a long
time already and on the other hand it fitted a more or less general way of
thinking or grammatical logic of English speech. |

Recent publications seem to confirm this approach with a vengeance;
the sports columns now refer to many national teams by the name of the coun-
try alone, while using agreement and substitutes in the plural.

1.1.1.1. Of course, there are a few facts hardly to be overlooked:

(A) — First of all, examples are still contradictory, there is much fluctua-
tion from one author to another, from one publication to another,
(especially American vs. British), and sometimes wo have found in-
consistencies of usage within the same (British) text -- a short article
perhaps.

(B) — The conclusions we can infer from this are: a) that we merely have
to do with a trend which is not yet firmly established or perfectly
rounded off theoretically — or practically either, for that matter;
b) that the inconsistencies can perhaps be explained by several more
or less subconscious factors connected with the prevalence of the
group concept {or respectively the individual concept) upon the speak-
er’s or writer's mind and with the other elements of motivation
discussed above; ¢) that insofar as we have become convinced of the
presence and direction of this trend we ought to promote it in our
own usage and teaching too, in order to keep pace with this develop-
ment in the English language.
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(C) — We cannot refrain from admitting that in many cases it is edsy to
perceive the logical process underlying these instances of plural
concord and substitutes — namely the omission or clipping of such
a word as leam (in France have scored heavily against Wales) or crew
(in T'he Victory have unloaded new goods in our harbour).

(D) — Even these inconsistencies may be illustrative of certain points —
which are in fact aspects of the trend we are discussing, For instance,
in our opinion, a close analysis of contradictory examples reveals —
besides the component of the group concept -~ another component
of the trend, namely the propensity towards using the singular for
description or related situations and the plural when some kind of ac-
tton — psychical, intellectual or perhaps emotional — is involved.
Such is the enly explanation that we could provide for instance for the
presence of the following two divergent examples within a few lines
of each other in one and the same newspaper article: The union
leadership have decided to call o strike but The working class has to
have s representatives in Parligment, In principle, if it is logical to use
the plural for a small group of people such as union’s leaders it is
even more logical to uge it for a larger group such as the working-class.
Probably, however — and this is our assumption — in the first case
the writer sub-consciously thought of the union leadership assembling,
discussing and finally adopting a decision — all these being actions.
In the second case 1t was a theoretical point connected with the des-
cription or definition of a feature asserted as inherent in the working
clags — or anyhow there was no action involved because the verb
‘to have’ did not imply any action, being just a modal.

(E) — There are also inconsistencies moyre difficult to explain: the use of
a plural verb, yet of a singular substitute for the same noun, or
vice-versa. A further analysis of this problem will probably reveal
many other points which, may prove valuable theoretically and espe-
cially in the pedagogical practice, ete. Explanations will provide
a better basis for teaching and franslations.

1.1.2. The second aspect of the tendency exhibited by collective nouns
from the historical point of view is a fairly rapid increase in the number of cases
when collective nouns {(or perhaps, conceivably collective nouns) are actuaily
used with o plural verb. The effervescence — or probably even explosion — of
this peculiarity in English speech and writing of our times seems to indicate
that the tendency is now at ite height, that it may be coming to a head,
that it therefore stands a fair chance of becoming fully established within
the foreseeable future. That is why, f is likely fo become normative and so we
ought to comply with it in usage and teaching. | |
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‘8o, in spite of misleading fluctuations — as we have seen, sometimes justi-
fiable and more rarely unaccountable — the tendency seems to be both
obvious and motivated, being reflected on a diachronical as well ag on a syn-
chronical plane.

2.0, GENERAL AND TAXONOMIC ABPECTS

As a matter of fact, in the light of the above evidence and considerations,
the very notion of collective nowns requires some discussion for various reasons:

2.1. First of all there are many grammars in which the nouns which we
call collective do not appear as such, but under various other headings. The
most usual confusion is that with nouns of multitude, especially with and be-
canse of the noun people. While we retain the distinction between collective
nouns proper and nouns of multitude as made by Professor Levitchi, we cannot
refrain from pointing out that such a confusion originates also (or perhaps
especially) in the twofold or multifold nature of the noun people. In fact,
perhaps it is wrong to speak of its non-unitary nature, but rather of the lack
of unity or similitude between the patterns of grammatical behaviour of the
various meanings of such a polysemous noun.t It is one of the factors which
have led. us to the conclusion that we need a smaller lexical grammatical unit,
also to be used as a dictionary entry: the sem-grammeme.®

Besides, there are more or less clearly stated opinions contesting the very
existence of the category of collective nouns — to say nothing of so many books
which implicitly ignore them. As a matter of fact, the position is that, taken
all in all, we have the whole range of possible attifudes towards collective
nouns — from complete ignorance of them, confusion with other categories,
a cloar definition of the category, going up to a rather comprehensive approach
like that of Zandvoort (1965), who includes even such words as foliage, leafuge,
forest and oak among collective nouns, |

2.2. The positive points as well as some aspects of neglect in the biblio-
graphy, have led us to the following observations:

Zandvoort subdivides collective nouns into several categories, and his
demonstration and exemplification of the matter (1965 :§§259—264) are
not only convincing, but also seminal enough. The only objection would be
that he brings inanimate nouns into this category which is normally regarded
as referring to beings and particularly to humaen beings. Such is the traditional —
stricto sensu — conception of it, but of course Zandvoort’s infringement of the
limits of this conception can easily be redressed by adopting a broader con-

¢ Bantag (1974).
5 Bantag (1975).
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ception — lafo semsu — by extending the notion so as to include a collectiv-
iy of beings, both human and otherwise. Moreover the introduction of inani-
mate elements within the same category is no offence because there is a great
merit in hig calling attention to the collective or multitudinal meaning of
HUEEE words as foliage which from this standpeint (of the assumption of numbers
within a whole} can logically be compared to ]
i A Btc.} gically P | d to nouns like army, group, poultry,
‘ It seems to us logical to accept the idea that these may be called collect-
ive nouns, but on the other hand we have to underline that the matter has
no grammatical implications (like those of nation, govermment, crew, etc.)
and that is therefore a semantic problem rather than a grammatical one.

In fact, this semantic aspect of eollectiveness or multitude may be just
a point of speculation which, if pushed too far, may lead to unnecessary re-
marks, because there are numberless nouns which, include » plurality of ele-
ments, and yet we would think it is absurd to consider the word book collect-

ive because it includes many pages, or the word page collective because it
includes words, or novel because it includes chapters, episodes, ete. '

2.3.0. PROPOSED SUBDIVISION

Proceeding from Zandvoort’s valuable suggestions — or at least references
to certain special categories and subocategories in the Levitchi classification
of nouns, we can reach the following new sub-classification, which also SyI-

thetizes the behaviour of the warious sub-classes of nouns with a collective
meantng:

2.8.1. (A) Nouns of multitude (in their turm apt to be subdivided into
human — e.g. police — and animal — e.g. poultry). They share the following
characteristics: they have a singular form but agreement in the plural, they
can only be individualized through the use of other nouns in phrases (¢ member
of, ete.) or by special means. Some of them are preceded by the definite article
as an indispensable determinative. Yet there are differences among them
especially as concerns countability and numericalization. :

2.3.2. (B) Collective nouns proper (e.g. crew) under which heading we
consider only groups of human beings. The nouns have a singular form with
agreement either in the singular or the plural according to the rules generally
known for collective nouns and accepted by us in the form in which they are
more ifrequently applied nowadays, they are countable and pluralizable
in the normal way. The main difficulties connected with them are those of
gender and number entailing the problem of substitutes (all of which — as
shown below — can only be solved through the dissection of meanings which,
incidentally, provides the smallest analysable unit — of, section 1), Probably
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the mnst_reasonable approach to such difficulties would be to distinguish
three basic meanings for most collective nouns: abstract, concrete as a unit
concrete as a group., ,

_2.3.3. (C) Ambivalent collective nouns — including the human and the
animal kingdoms — that is nouns like Aost or group which can be used for
both, people and animals, with the addition of the words herd flock, bevy
which, though originally referring to the animal kingdoem, can’ be alzplied
to human beings especially in a figurative sense. |

These nouns share the characteristics of collective nouns proper but usually
reflect only the characteristics of subdivisions/meanings (b} and (o) — of
2.4.2 and 2.4.3. Of course, the category is much more limited in impurta,nce;

thaln subcategories (A) and (B) and less numerous than some of the subcate-
gories following below.

| 2.3.4. (D) Individual nouns of multitude normally include epicene represent-
atives of the animal kindgom whose name can stand for both singular and
plural — the latter being used without the proper mark of the plural ?)y every-
body for a certain number of them and by some people professionally conneot-
ed with them for the rest, e.g. deer, sheep, fish, trout, grouse, ete. (cf. Zand-
voort (1965) for giraffe, ete.} On the other hand, the phonetic peculiavities
of some names of peoples ending in a sybilant (English, Swiss, French) cause
them to fall rather inadvertently under the same heading, they sharing some
characterigtics of this group but differing through the feature ht—|—hﬁman] and,
the means of numericalization which aro not homogeneous. Obviously
they also differ through the means of specifying their sex, for such nouns

as the English, the French, ete. Therefore we sl G sa
L 3 s ' 10 Id
into D (a) and D (b). uld suggest a subdivigion

2.3..5. (B) Nouns denoting o quantity or madtitude of things or objects with
8 posafble -s plural — e.g. fruil(s), hair(s), coal(s), coin(s). If we consider therﬁ
attentively — and possibly if we add the nouns craft and aircraft — we realize
that some differences are perceptible even inside thiz small group: the -
plural would mark different species in the case of fruit (very mﬁcb, as in the
case of fishes) whilo it would specify just several elements in the case of hairs
or ¢oals. Nevertheless these nouns share most of the other grammatical char-
acteristics, including the neuter gender. |

' 2‘3:6. () Semantically collective notions (with no grammagical implica-
tmusﬁ In most cases) such as heap, lol, legfage, foliage, money, stock, advice
fu:*na-fure. This category is not perfectly unitary either, and such previoualj;
mentioned nouns as craft and aércraff as well as the delusive noun news may
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claim a place within in the same eategory, increasing the diversity of its
grammatical regimens (behaviours). Nevertheless, they do share many charac-
teristics, with the oxception of the not very important concrete-abstract
distinction and of the different means applied for numericalization when the
latter is possible, A special note is required for the aspect of equivalence in
other languages, for instance Romanian, where on the one hand such words
as leafage are rendered by similar semantically collective notions like frunzig
which do not seem to arouse the attention of grammarians as they pose no
grammatical problems, while on the other hand the collective meaning of
come of these nouns — maoney, ete. — is rendered by a normal plural. They
reject the feature [-animate] — and with a vengeance [-+human] — being
neuter and singular. The faet that in discussing such, nouns one Romanian
grammarian® mentions also the noun studentime (“students’’) looks like a mere

inadvertence.

2.3.7. (C) Generic notions — for species of plants, trees, etc. which could
be taken as instances of metonymy but for the fact that the examples quoted
by Zandvoort (1965: §263) — cactus, oak, marigald, etc. — do not point to a li-
terary or poetic context {perhaps rather to a scientific one}.

D 4.0, SEMANTIC-GRAMMATICAL CONSIDERATIONS

As we see it, the semantic anatomy of a typical collective noun reveals
meanings of the following basic kinds:

2.4.1. (a) abstract meaning taken in a general sense (a8 & unit) used. more
specifically in descriptions or definibions, in the singular alone, particularly
with, linking verbs of being, as part of nominal predicates. Typical examples
would be The family is the busis of society thepefore generalized, like a defini-
tion, or as an historieal notion, e.g. T'he English Parligment was founded in
7217. In this case these nouns are neuter and singular, therefore naturally

replaced. by it;

2.4.2. (b) concrete meaning (or abstract — the distinction iz diffieult but
not very relevant) taken as a unit, used especially in a description of the no-
tion, the members of the group being perceived as a unit, not differentiated,
not important as individuals but serving rather as a sort of background for the
notion; (they are linked together by blood, juridical or social relations — joint
occupation, location, appurtenance or s0me other form of common involve-
ment). The grovp concept does not take precedence over the unit-concept.
In this case, particularly in descriptions of such nouns — e.g. My family is of

¢ See Constantinescu Dobridor {1974},
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old Transylvanion descent or The crew is made up of seventeen people — these
nouns are stil taken to be neuter singular, the pronoun i being their natural

substitute. Again the singular is used, of verbs denoting state or appearance

or location — therefore as part of both nominal and verbal predicates. The

ve,:rb to have can also appear in many cages, with, its (static) meaning of posse-
ssion;

2.4.3. (o) the fruly collective meaning, (concrete, as a group) denotin
the plurality of beings viewed at the same time as a multit-ude (as numbersg)
and as members of the same body. Although such a classical example as
My family are ab the sea-side is often proposed, it seems to us unconclusive
or even misleading (as proved by our teaching practice) because it turns tht;
?em:ner’s attention from the real issue; moreover the bulk of the examples
indicate that predominant are verbs of action (physical intellectﬁa-l and per-
haps emotional), verbs denoting location (wsually accompanied by adverbial
elemf&:nts) and verbs of movement. On the whole we could say that these plural
predicates are used in order to indicate the activity of the subject rai-her than
_ the state, appearance, or description of the subject. The situation therefore
ocours mainly when we refer to the position in space and time of the members

of ii,:; collectivity, when the awareness of their severalty is fairly prominent in our
mind.

2.4.4, (d) To these meanings may be added the irrelevant concrete sense:
the blﬁlﬂdiﬂg of the Parliament, Congress, school, University, Dapurtmem'
Council, ete. It iz an additional meaning with many collective nouns, but i1;
dnies not properly fall under the incidence of our discussion. (We rbelieve
this matter was already elucidated when we showed how different meanings
entailed different behaviours — in this case the sense of “building” therefore
irrelevant because it is just an ordinary individual noun). In terms of both
‘smlutiun and current situgtion we are particularly interested in type (¢) mean-
ings and that is why we are devoting an extensive discussion t0 them.

2.5.0. POLYSEMY

In fact we should like to take advantage of the amplitude and divergity
of problems raised by collective nouns in order to point out further aspects
of the interdependence between the various chapters of linguistics: for instance
collective nouns very well demonstrate the relations between semantics and
grammar because most of the difficulties involved by them proceed from
polysemy. |

We darcsay it is rather difficult to keep grammatical criteria free from
gemantic ones — and vice versa. If we accepted the idea that dissimilarities
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in the grammatical behaviour of different meanings are essential enough,
to warrant a diversified treatment in didactic works and dictionaries — both
guiding learning — we could eliminate some of the difficulties which in our
opinion are artificial, being generated merely by the indiscriminacy or over-
simplifications of wholesale treatment.

2.5.1. A graphic example pointing out the multiplicity of agpects involv-
ed by collective nouns is provided by royalty.

In s sentence like: royalty are above suspicion we are inclined to take it
for a collective noun, employed, witl a plural verb. Yet, by comparing it with
other sentences such as royalty is similar to monarchy and royalty and monarchy
are similar notions, the abolition of royalty was a first objective, his royalites are
due next month, reproduction is subject to royally, royelties arefroyally 18 to be
paid in advance, he is royalty, we obtain a rather heterogeneous if not puzzling
image of this word.

That is precisely why we suggest the separate treatment of each meaning
of such nouns as independent semantic-grammatical unats.

rovality 1 — figurative, uncountable—=monarchy.

royalty 2 — noun of mulbitude, uncountable, non pluralizable—royal

family, monarchs, people of royal blood

royalty 3 — (especially pl. royalties) an entirely different meaning

apparently uncountable, yet apt to be used either in the plural
or singular= fees due for authorship, ete.

3.1.0. GENDER

The notion of collective in its usual sense has implications mainly in the
field of agreement. Yet, when we consider it in the broader perspective of the
multitude or multiplicity of component elements (animate or inanimate)
we easily realizo that it has implications in other respects 100 particularly
gender and substitutes.

3 1.1. There is a sort of consensus among those grammarians who do discuss
collective nouns and nouns of multitude (perhaps under different labels) that
they belong to the common gender. This assertion (implicit or explicit) is safe
enough as a rule. Unfortunately, however, we have to spiit hairs in this matter
as well, because through the nature of the elements which they summate,
certain nouns in these categories are destined to represent (permanently or at
least temporarily) one of the two sexes: the clergy, the foot, the horse, infantry,
cavalry, the military, the constabulary, the gendarmerie, would naturally be
masculine, womankood and womankind are naturally feminine {while for instan-
ce, yeomanry would be doubtful, though probably if English people gave it
a thought, the masculine would take precedence of the feminine).
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This would apply also to other nouns which, at least in the past, represent-
ed exclusively a group of males, though in our century, and particularly in the
last decades, have ceased to do so {(we are thinking of the police, the army, the
crew — the last still holding good. for the navy, in its turn normally construed
as masculine}, :

In fact, this disenssion must aim at 3 solution similar to that for individual
nouns representing professions. Normally they aré of the common gender,
with some exclusive forms for the two sexes but sometimes denoting pre-

eminently the masculine or, on the contrary, the feminine (e.g. cook, nurse,
ete.),

3.2.0. BUBSTITUTES

Having noticed that the tendency goes towards the utilization of collec-
tive nouns in three different ways according to the meanings which we ascribe
to them, we have to establish also what pronouns are used to substitute for
collective nouns. It is easy to see that the pronoun if is typically indicated for

meanings one and two, while the pronoun they is logically required by the third
meaning.

3.2.1. Though we notice inconsistencies in this respoct even among English
speaking people, we probably have to adopt a unitary approach in this respect
too, following the same line of thought as for the predicate. Yet, when it comes
to discussing substitutes and prescriping norms for their usage, we cannot
overiook inconsistencies among English speaking people as well asg foreigniers
regarding the use or the choice of the relative pronoun, which or who. Examples
point to the fact that sometimes the pronoun whick is used with collective
nouns even when they are conceived ags groups {with a plural verb). Yet we
believe that there is no reason to do so and it seems to be abgolutely logical
to adopt Zandvoort’s prescription that collective nouns should be replaced
by the relative pronoun whieh when they are followed by a singular verb
because the group as such (ag a unit) is meant, and by the relative pronoun
who when they are used by a plural verb beecause the individuals forming the
group are thought of (Zandvoort (1965:§461)).

Besides the psychological motivation for using a plural verb and plural
substitutes with collective nouns (provided the previously mentioned circums-
tances, qualifications and conditions are present) we can also find a logical
motivation for it. One of the aspects is that from the point of view of gender
this offers the advantage of no longer having to choose out of neuter, mascu-
line or fominine and using the pronoun they — eommon gender — as a substi-
tute, therefore giving rise to fewer problems.

3.2.2. This peeuliarity is noticeable also in connection with indefinite
pronouns having a collective meaning — everybody and occasionally anybody
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for which in many embarrassing atilli'aio]?s Eiﬁhﬁieﬁﬁrggi:; l'ibzee?i ;lil]?igs

» 1 , their, therrs — which have ' :
zgﬁ;:;? i‘iﬁiéﬁ?subject to certain ﬂuctu&tiuns:. Of cou:.e:.e,dt];i.ls -f:es ;:;iz
a certain amount of surprising inconsistency since the inde ;1 gﬂd A
normally agree with a singular predicate, ans so & sentance'hke verils (2; o
take their seats in the coach at seven o’c_!ocfc appears rf;thisr :n;t;niﬂ:n o
in fact also happens in Romanian with the equivalent lo

perhaps not in other languages).
4.0, E;DMQNIAN

Collective nouns remain a rather marginal problem in an&ilitgizz{}l:algi
often being disoussed but indirectly, as part of broader g;‘ﬂl; g g
gories, such as gender or number.” Of course, the reason mmf ollect%vé nouns
e any grammatical implications in the beh.&v*fuur of ¢ e B
in Romanian. Therefore, they can only form 2 1&::10&1—5&1"11&1:; lb_lr.hunlgajn]}T
I(ch;.mct-erize d by the features [+ coilectivej'l {‘-‘}_« animate} [+anu‘?i 3} holsiical”

The competition between the “semantic plura,l_ and tlli.e Moy P ol
singular is not manifest in the case of the' ]::ioma,man co ?c_ IE 8, ’f]:,gi i)
concord with the verb perfectly harmonizing the formal indica
number of the noun, with the number and person of the verb.

4.1. EVOLUTION

"'he process of development of collectives in Romanian need not be x?,smflhel:d
to any nI;n Romance influence — as Maria Manoliu-Manea (1970) convineingly
o0& o

demonstrates. Latin included the c&tregf}r}' ff GDHE?:GWES u(ijizrzzﬁ If:_
presented — particularly that of collective +vegetﬂl nounstlﬂ - Ao s
inine). In our opinion, the fact that cﬂflleet-we nouns are sti e e
E:}marﬁan with reference to the vegetal kingdom, confirms a igec;nqtance i
tendency, which, attracts also nﬂn-Rumfa,nee elements Z ;re é;ften i
highly productive Slavonic sufix -is. ‘While cn]lectﬁie neu Bﬁ_?[jct.ivﬁ el
identified as etyma in the source language ".Lﬂﬂ? o ED rigmadd (heap),
are for the most part of Slavonic origin: e.g- cireadd (her I):: g erlookedl.
also such Latin words mulitfudo, turma, copioe are n.Dt tg ti'a z <y i T
Anyhow, Maria Manoliu-Manea. cﬂnclufies,_the distribu h;ﬂmr ok e
collectives among neuters and feminines, justified by the history

vating feature of Oriental Romance languages.

guage, are a specific, inno e should

In order to complete the diachronical picture of our discussion on

7 Sea Manoliu-Manea (1968, 1870).
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also add that out of the 25 suffixes registered by Florenta Sideanu {1962)
a8 discharching a collective funection, only 4 are of exclusiv

e Slavonic origin.
Collective nouns of a plural form (the so-called varied phiral of nouns of
material and abstract nouns)

originally appeared — to quote Paula Diaconescu

(1970:115) — in the 16th century, when abstract nouns or nouns of macterial
acquired a plural differentiated from the semantic point of view, — e.g. hrane
(victuals), edrni (literally: fleshes, as in the idom curg cdrnile de pe el —*his
Heshes hang loose on him), trebs (businesses, affairg).

The varied, plural in -ur¢ also appeared with feminines in the 17th century,
after the model of plural neuters of the type finwuri (hays), designating various
species or varieties as part of the collectivity: e.g. edrnuri (kinds of meat),
ardmuri (varieties of copper}, frumusefuri (beauties).

The varied plural sees extensive
reaching semantic differentiation —e
materials with a faney pattern)
singular form — e.g. brinzd/brs
linguists suggest the considerat

. two different nouns.

In colloquial Romanian one meets collective nouns
agreeing with a plural verb (this kind of concord bein
demy Grammar® as incorrect):

e.g. “I jelird ai sdi, 1 jelird boierii, it jebird gt poporul” (Petre Lspirescu)
The case is interesting for the way In which the speaker made a semantic
“analysis’” of the noun harmonizing it with the plural of the verb, probably

also under the morphological pressure of the cases of agreement already
enounced, (his folk, the boyars).

The Romanian Academy Grammar also considers as
example as: “Doud sute de lei este 0 suma” f=
of ,,Dond sute de lei sint 0 sumi’”’ {=are).

In our opinion the deviation in the first case should be explained not go
much through “wrong” concord with the predicative but rather through the
semic “analysis”” made by the speaker who takes the object to be & unit (while
in the second case the object is seen ag a multiplicity /multitude of elements).

A kind of deviating/anomalous semantic agreement is also registered with,
& number of indefinite pronouns which take over the group value (unlike the
situation in English);

e.g. “Au sirutat fiecare mina tajchii”’ (Each of them kissed their father’s
hand... — T. L. Caragiale).

“Niei unul nu dormeaun®, (

spreading in contemporary BRomanian,
8- Jantezie (imagination) fanteziuri (silk,
~— or even morphological distinctions from the
zeturi (cheese/varieties of cheese). Not a few
1on of the two flexional forms ag belonging to

with the singular form
g repudiated by the Aca-

deviating such an
two hundred lei is a sum) instead

=neither of them were asleep -- Zaharia Stancu),

¥ Bec Gramatica limbii romane, Vol. 11, chapter

"Excoptii gi abateri de la regulile
“acordului™. 110-114

? ; 7
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Clonstructions like ““Ce-s cu astea aici?” } {=What are T}f tﬁ;#;?—;rwzzlhx
these? instead of ““Ce-i cu astea aici?” =‘Whan't s the matter Tﬂom&nﬁn o
have acquired. a certain amount of eurrency in conteml?nrarj
to some tendencies which have become increasingly obvious.

4.2. GENERAL ASPECTS

Almost all Romanisn grammars define collective nouns A dﬂﬂﬂ_ﬁﬂg li;n thf
singular a multitude of identical objects, seen in their to{saht}r_r ‘Z’i}?@zﬁﬁ@
o ; Loti tic nature, of the type [--animatej: §
fyving any interdiction of a seman ; : s
‘E}zg?eftreeygl‘ﬂvﬂ faget (beech-tree forest), studenfime (all students, the stu
-, t world). .10 off
mehe 'bm:?k The morphological structure of contempor By RW“"’”“ k;;zi,
a supplementary specification, apt to clarify th.e{waay = Whlﬁl ?.)E: ol
Romanian conceive their “‘collective nature™ Gut-nnilﬂan Dtﬁﬂ ;nsidered
: ' ‘ ltitude of identical objects,
describe/define a determined b ; 1 (1967:
in its tcéality, irrespective of the individuals that make 1t up (lordan et al. (
; : ‘ ce
72})Therefﬂre Romanian “colloctives” form a lexical E&tsgﬂ-;‘}’ :1 3G§;i:nin
, - ic criteria. The percoption of the feature |uniy
with exclusively semantic criteria e
R R . o t of the feature [multiplicity 1
multiplicity| as predominant — and no ‘ Lo 3 R e
largclf’ determines the grammatical behaviour of collective nouns in R
H _ i e i -b
nian, their agreement with a singular ver : sl sinsular,
I‘-‘”‘*lon the wiole collective nouns do not betray their mquhﬂlﬂg]"d‘l :mfr;}?irn
except when f-he speaker intends to evidence thﬂ' ;plum:?-t-ty of ‘9133'??'*3” iar )
1:~he; unit by some supplementary means, thus setting the formal singu
1t 1975:181)). _
the scmantic plural (Cimpeanu { ‘ _ -
EThe speciﬁcliendeney of Romanian to resort to an&i.}’tl*f‘meﬂ'f of exilt.?f:de
holds good in this case too. A number of nouns denoting lnlil};niﬂ;:n realizé
quantity’’, together with their concrete plural determtlnﬂ ; :che speaker’s
agreement, in either the singular or the pluI'Efel, according 1;21@3111:3: i
intention of emphasizing either the totality or 1ts EﬂmPUﬂﬁn e e
madi de (heaps of), o multime de (a lot of), o seamd de (a num ,
ente de (a multitude of) ete. . <+ (And
’ HTB g ”("*ii unde nu s-au adunat o multime de fete i baieti la EIGD&lgrea(,ngﬁ'
A [y . . : __Teni ’
a multitude of girls and boys were gathered in the schoolyard
after Grammatica limbit romane). : _ ) R
It is interesting to point out that the “rule o*f semantic/non grs:l;lﬂ v
agreement’’ operates also when the determinations of those nou

inferred;

» Clonstantinesen Dobridor (1974:34).
14 See Jordan et al. {1967:72).
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e.g. “o seami se céiffirasers pi pe zidul...” (a number were perched also
on the wall — Mihait Sadoveanu; after Gramatica Limbii romane).

Agreement in the plural can therefore be app

lied only to a limited number
of nouns which do not indicate the group-meaning by their theme and which

have to resort to supplementary concrete determinations. But, very much
as in LEnglish the multiplicity of elements is more clearly evidenced when
the subject is associated with verbs of movement, of action, which enable
one to notice the dissociation, the discontinuity of the group:

e.g. “Din spre Copou se vid venind o graimadd de oameni...” (From the

park are seen eoming a crowd of people,... — I. L. Caragiale; after
Gramatica limbis ronuine). '

4.3.0. CLASSIFICATION

4.3.1. According to Finute Asan (1958), a first criterion for
collective nouns can be the morphological index of collectiveness. Co
there are two types of collectives:

(A) Morphologically marked collective nouns, formed by derivation with
suffixes pointing to the whole, seem to evoke the part:

€.g. brddet (fir-tree forest) from brad (fir-tree); cdrpinig (hornbeam forest)
from carpen (hornbeam).

The inventory of these suffixes indicating the eollective (25 in all) was
drawn up by Florenta Sideanu, in the above-mentioned study. Nevertheless,
we take the liberty of adding to her list the suffix -lie (of Turkish origin} whose
meaning is (not exclusively) collective, attached both to noung designating
groups of humans and to groups of inanimate elements:

e.g. mausafertic (a crowd of different guests); calabalic (goods and chattels).

The fact that -le functions as an mdependent suffix is verified in the case
of nouns not borrowed from Turkish, such as murdalic (offals). Of course,
we have to do with a suffix which is not very productive nowadays, but is
still employed because of itg expressive (derogatory) value.l

In the first table accompanying this paper, we indicate separately the mor-
phologically marked collectives, associating the semantic features {+human];
[+animal]; [—animal]; [—animate]. Their agreement is exclusively in the sin-
gular, with the exception of the nouns o mulfime de {a lot of), sumedenic de
(a multitude of), spuzenie de (a host of), puzderie de (a crowd of} — of. also the
obgolete infunecime de (a cloud of) — all of them apt to receive a plural deter-

mination and apt to agree with a singular or a plural verb, in accordance with
their meaning,

classifying
nsequently,

—

! Pascu (1916:409); musafirlic and calabalic ave alzo attested by Dictionarul explica-
tw al limbii romdne.
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(B) Lexically collective nouns, denoting plurality of objects, [}DHE]{ITII'Ed
as o whole, without indicating elements that make up the respective collec-
tivity: ] o
Wle}g. ceatd {band, gang), grup (group), pddure {forest), popor {penjaa]e, n&gfm?;
detanf;mmeﬂt (detachement), comitet (committee), federafie (federation), buche

b : uet; fig. bevy) malddr (heap). - . e

: mj[‘(;lixe cri‘fericm for delimiting this type of nouns remains atrmtlydse?a;lt;z,

Whi;ﬁh may be aleatory in the absence of formal marks. When I:‘enrlle:lre a,fs{; ltllec,
iteri ' including within the sphere ot collee-

his criterion may lead to the mistake of inc ] ' |

:?:ﬂzsulsuch ncrm}is as nisip {sand), gréu (wheat), ciorchine (cluster), burhd

: ,d , mdtreatd (dandruff).1? ‘ '

{bei z:m.r tables we separate lexical collectives not only accurdm.g tc]n the _wa,iy
they agsociate the semantic features [4-human] [+ a,‘mmal].; [—nzfmma 1; !:-a:l&r
ate], but also according to the way agreement 18 realized in the singul
zzllﬂne . partid (party), popor {people, nation), pddure (foreat)' — ar 1{1 1;1;:'13;

tion singular/plural with nouns which acquire plura,;) determinations: sto

f), liotd de (litter of), malddr de (heap of). | |
(ﬂﬂi]:ﬂ;::go nb; noted that morphologically marked collectives Enumerm&llg,;)

] s (387 and, 271 derivatives, respect-
ionate groups of things and plants { . . pe

{'11:2]1?;13 fcf' *».v]]i,,ich Romanian does not generally have lexieal cull;:it{;w esI..
The smaller number of derivatives designating groups Ff] pe}'s{:;niﬂglﬂctiﬁgg

' i ical substitution of lexica e
animals (90) is explained by the numerica .
which, ar(e extremely abundant: bandd (gang, band), gascd (gang), t;ugafn ((311 n;cg;,
troupe), brigadd, untune, turmd (herd), cireadd (herd, flock}, hergheite ;

cird {flock; bevy), rot {swarm), ebc.

4.3.2. We have considered it necessary 10 dj.stingui&h between el{:]]]ect(-::;
81 1;13',1' in form (designating a plurality of ﬂbqeeta t&ken_ a8 a whole fe
cétlllgectives with a plural form) (the so-called varied plural) indicating va
species, varieties as part of the collectivity.

form account for most collective nouns in Ro-

(A) Collectives singular it those which

manian. They agree with singular verbs, with the exuej[fzfr;igier b
can receive plural determinations am'i therefore agree wi

I aning.
" a‘i‘l?{:ur?rtcrfég’h?liz:?l:lgﬁt?alilfegetg or jnanimate groups. I'n t]%}e G&:—;‘et ]?:
co]]ect-iies which are not morphologically marked, the mdlﬂzchzal;z;t:?;n 2?” {ﬂ
part is achieved in various ways — un mm?fbm ql grip li ; 2 ﬁre ‘;md)
colectivului, un detasament de militart, un malddr de lemne (a heap

. itic 3 1 I f such
12 Ip her above-quoted article, Finuta Asan (1958) criticizes the Inclusion o

noune among collectives.
13}, Sadeanu (1962}.
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3 COLLEC-
TIVE
NOUNS

WITH
PLURAL
FORM
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— and by means of the theme in the derived collectives — brddet (fir-cree
forest) from brad (fir-tree), edrpinis (hornbeam forest), from earpen (hornbeam)
tinerime (yvouth, young people), from tindr (young one}.

Collectives singular in form can generally be counted, some of them having

~ a collective doublet in the plural, though with a changed meaning:

e.g. albiturd (vegetables for soup) — albituri (bed clothes); mdruntig (small
change) — mdrunfisuri (small objects/small ware trifles, linick-knacks}.
The plural of nouns singular in form must be seen as a sign of weakening
of the semantic mark of collectiveness (Sideann 1962). In a first atage, certain
{““collectives’’ decline in expressiveness and require accentuation by some ana-
Iytic means:
e.g. bdnet (quantity of money) may receive a quantitative determination:
mault binet (a large quantity of money); vorbdrie (empty talk)—multd vorbdrie
(lengthy empty tatk).

(B) Similarly, one reaches the strengthening, emphasis of collectiveness
through the synonymic utilization of singular and plural doublets of the same
collective noun (Sddeany 1962):

e.g. cuconet (the fair sex) — cuconefurs {members of the fair sex); cirpet
(rags), cirpeturs (various rags).

(C) Probably undergoing the intermediate stage of doublets, a number
of collective nouns have established their presence in the language in their
plural form alone. This type includes nouns of material and abstract nouns.
This collective plural — also called varied — indicates different species within
the collectivity (p,#p, — that is the non-identity of the respective parts,
as Maria Manoliu-Manea says).

e.g. cdrnuri (meats), brinzefurs (sorts of cheese), bundidti (dainties, delika-
“tessen). :

Abstract nouns acquire a conerete or “referential” meaning in the plaral
{Manoliu-Manea 1970).

. e.g. alenfii (presents, gratifications); flare (scrap iron).
~'This category of nouns is defined only through the presence of the feature
[+ inanimate]. '

4.3.3. In table 2 we try to offer a contrastive picture of English and Roman-
ian as regards possible equivalences in the sphere of collective nouns.

(A) Nouns of Multitude and Individual Nouns of Multitude have no-equi-
valent in Romanian. ' :

(B) English collectives proper, of the type crew, family, seem to: have
as Romanian correspondents nouns that designate organized groups of people,
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Table 2
ENGLISH
Classification  FExamples  Semantics  Agree- Gen- Individ- Numer-
ment  der ualiza- icaliza-
e ——— = . T e e m e e g bt o o 1 tiﬂ]l tiﬂn
A. NOUNS OF polico [+ animal]  PL a mem- | —
MULTITUDE poultry {4+ human] - ber of
S b it . G g S R SRS
NOUNS family [+ hwnan] Se/Pl @ +
. PROT'EIR
C. AMBIVALENT  flock [+ human]  Sg/Pl e T
COLLECTIVE group [+ animal]
NOUNS
D. INDIVIDUAL ~~ sheep [+ snimal]
NOUNS the Rg="Fl
OF [+ human]
MULTITUDE Engligh
E. NOUNS DENOTING fruit{s) S -
MULTITUDE coin(g) [+ inanimate] Pl. N (+)
OF craft
OBJECTS
F. SEMANTICALLY  beasp -7 apieee
COLLECTIVE leafage [+ inanimate] 8g. N of... o
NOTIONS money am 1ten
advice B
G GENERIC " cmctus [+ inemimate] 8. N

oak

* Tho econdition for the realization of the PL is [+ pl. determanation]

apt to receive plural determinations, so as to achieve semantically variable
agreement in the singular or plural.
e.g. bandd (gang, band) de; colectiv de; detasament de eto.

(C) Ambivalent collectives in English {flock, group) have as Romanian equi-
valents nouns denoting number, measure, quantity, which may aequire
a plural determination. We note that the semantic limits of realizing collec-
tives differ in the two languages, Romanian accepting in this category not only
the features [+human), [+animal] but also the feature [-animate].

(D) Varied collectives in Romanian (plural form) seem to be the equiva-
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ROMANIAN
m._[_latego_lj,?;’fﬂ&é; Examples Semantics m__-'_ﬁg'réé- Gen. Individ- Numer-
ment  der ualiza- icaliza-
tion tion
COLLECTIVES banda, e T
DENOTING echips), [ - human] Sg/P1* N/F un mem- -
HUMAN detagament bru al. ..
GOLLECTIVES  turmé, {4 homaol o
DENOTING grup, [ 4- animal]
NUMBER, multime, {4+ animate] Sg/P1* N/F -+
QUANTITY maldir [ inanimate]
VARIED ~~ bringeturi [+ inanimate] Pl. N )
COLLECTIVES  pinzeiuri
COLLECTIVES  frunuis E o
DENOTING banst
MULTITUDE bréadet 1 1+ lnanimate] B4z, N/F +
OF rufiirie
ELEMENTS
popor [+ animall
tineret [+ human]
brogtime
GENERIC  floare [ inanimate] S F
NOTIONS poarni

lents of the English nouns fruit(s), coin(s), with the only difference that Ro-
manian formally rejccts the singular, which has no eollective meaning.

(E) Semantically collective nouns have an identical regimen in the two
languages (concord with the verb being in the singular), but with the very
important qualification that Romanian accepts in this category also nouns
defined by the semantic features [4human|, [{animate] which English re-
jects: poper (people, nation), partid (party), brostime {{rogs).

(F) Nouns whose singular denotes generic notions (collective in meamng)
bohave similarly in both languages, therefore not warranting supplementary
comments.
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4.4.0. SEMANTIC.-GRAMMATICAL CONSIDERATIONS

4.4.1. From the sema-ntir: point of view, Romanian collectives raise other
-problems than do lEnglish colloctives.

First, it must be mentioned that the Himits of realization of their “collec-
tive nature’” are much broader in Romanian. While in English most collec-

tive nouns are characterized by the semantic features |4 human}, [+animal]
13 - r - +* 4 f ’ :
in Romanian, vegetal and inanimate collectives hold a much more prominent

place. The fact that in Romanian the category of “‘collectivencss’ is open to all
elements that may be associgled as parts within ¢ whole is indisputably due to
the poor grammatical implications of this matter and o the semantic emphasis
laid on the wleq of wholeness, of totality.

The English grammaticized concord in the plural actuelly translotes or inter-
prets the semantic content of this category: in order to perceive the elemoents/mem-
bers of a group, it is first of all necessary that they should manifest themselvés

that they should display some activity, in a word tﬂ prove they are indeed
animoete.

4.4.2. Besides their collective meaning, Romanian collective nouns cu-
mulate additional semantic values:

1) — locative — a) ““a ground and the plants growing on it”: cinepiste

(hemp-field), arinigte (place overgrown with alder-tress)

b) “a place and the people inhabiting it”: maehkalawus

vorbegte cd... (the suburb/meighbourhood say that...)

2) — a lorge quantity of some material 1 grohatis (scree),
fumdraie (abundant smoke) .
3) - the value of a superlative though with negative

emotional connotations:'™ cifrdreic (overabudance of
figures), muscdrime (hosts of flies).
It must be remembered that in Romanian collective nonns offer a trea-
sure-store of potential expresivencss with highly interesting stylistic effects.
4.5.0. POLYSEMY ‘ ”

_ Very much as in English, though not to the same extent, polysemy appears
in the case of collective nouns:

e.g. colegin 1. concrete, non-collective meuning = school building, col-
lege.
2. concrote, colleclive meaning = gathering (of experts, etc.),
colleginm,

R A e ;
F. Sadeanu {1962) includes among collectives also those denoting a large quantity
. . ~y . . o & ; x
of some matorial, Some of these interpretetions as collectives soem to us a bit exaggerated:

Plinsoare (tearfulness, weoping), ninsoare (snowfalll, fdcdraie (Aumes, conflagration), ate,
¢ Cimpennu {1975:221),
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mahala 1. locative, non-collective meaning = suburb, neighbourhood,;
slum.
2. concrete, collective meaning = inhabitants of a mneigh-
bourhood, suburban people.

4,69 GENDER

As mentioned under 4.1.0., the gender of collectives in Romanian is
subject to a dispute between neuters and feminines, a feature specific to the

‘Oriental Romance languages. The fact is recorded in table 1.
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