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Introduction


1Introduction: from quantifying nouns to binominal quantifiers

This study presents a cognitive-functional analysis of quantifying nouns within binominal quantifier constructions in Spanish. Quantifying nouns (henceforth QNs) are nouns which display a quantifying potential in addition to their lexical meaning. For instance, literally, montón ‘heap’ designates a collection of things lying in a disorderly way one upon another so as to form an elevated conical configuration. Yet since the heap-like mass is necessarily composed of more than one constituent, the focus may shift from the unitizing constellation or whole to the plurality of constituting entities. Binominal quantifiers (hence-forth BQs) are two-constituent patterns which consist of a determiner, a QN (N1), the preposition de ‘of’ and a plural or mass noun (e.g. libros ‘books’, gente ‘people’) which designates the constituting entities (N2), as in (1). The claim will be made that QNs can acquire quantifying uses within the binominal syntagm.

(1)   un montónN1 de amigasN2 ‘a heap of friends’

The cognitive-functional starting assumption of this analysis is that BQs constitute a specific way to conceptualize, i.e. to construe, the quantity assessment of N2, next to the canonical quantification by absolute quantifiers (e.g. cardinal numbers, mucho/a(s) ‘many, much’). In other words, a speaker who utters un montón de amigas has opted for the quantifier un montón de for a specific reason and, by doing so, (s)he conceptualizes the (number of) friends in a manner which is distinct from the conceptualization evoked by muchas amigas ‘many friends’ for instance.

An obvious theoretical challenge presented by the research topic is the identification of the head or nucleus of the binominal construction. Traditionally, the prepositional phrase is considered to introduce a complement to the first noun – or head – of the construction, yielding the underlying structure [Det. N1 [de N2]]. The analysis is workable in instances such as un montón de libros: the speaker profiles a heap of books, instead of a heap of paper or of dishes for instance. However, the underlying structure with the QN as the syntactic head clashes with instances such as un montón de amigas: here, the speaker certainly does not wish to picture an elevated mass of friends, yet a large number of them. In other words, amigas seems to function as the semantic core – or head – of the construction, yielding the structure [[Det. N1 de] N2]. The matter becomes even more complicated in metaphorically loaded occurrences such as provocó un alud de protestas ‘he provoked an avalanche of protests’, where the identification of the semantic head is not straightforward either. Although the structural difference is invisible in the surface manifestation of the construction, the alternative dependency analysis entails major consequences in the domains of verb agreement and anaphoric reference.

Equally eye-catching is the variation observed in the QN-paradigm: in addition to highly frequent and/or conventionalized QNs such as montón ‘heap’, mogollón ‘mess’ and mar ‘sea’, the QN-paradigm is open to any kind of noun with a quantifying potential. In addition, the study of BQs verges on the interface between syntax and semantics. The quantifying potential or inherent ambiguity of typical QNs raises the question whether QNs presenting quantifying uses (e.g. una pila de años ‘a lot of years’, un alud de críticas ‘an avalanche of criticisms’) are polysemic lexical items, or whether the quantifying interpretation is to be attributed to the occurrence in the binominal construction. In the former case, the quantifying meaning ‘a lot’ is an additional sense to the literal configuration-reading (respectively ‘pile’ and ‘avalanche’) and captured by a separate dictionary definition. However, while the dictionary entry of the DRAE1 for pila encloses the quantifying reading, the quantifying reading of alud is not stipulated. By contrast, in the latter case, i.e., if the quantifying reading is attributed to the constructional semantics, the continuation of the literal interpretation as in una pila de libros ‘a pile of books’ and un alud de nieve ‘a slide of snow’ calls for an answer. Further, the fact that some QNs have given rise to additional quantifying uses outside the binominal construction as well (as in me gusta mogollón ‘I like it a lot’ or está la mar de bien ‘(s)he is doing perfectly fine’), seems hard to reconcile with the second train of reasoning.

The aim of the corpus-based analysis is threefold. First, the study seeks to provide an accurate and fine-grained analysis of the development of BQs (AIM 1). In addition, it tries to shed light on the functional organization of BQs and on the range of uses the construction is apt to display (AIM 2). Finally, the study intends to reassess the secondary status generally attributed to analogy and persistence in semantic changes (AIM 3). The guideline crossing the diachronic and synchronic case-studies is the iconicity-principle, i.e. the motivated, non-arbitrary nature of syntax. Diachronically, the claim will be made that formal changes lag behind semantic changes to the extent of being triggered by them. Synchronically, it will be argued that both the variation in the QN-paradigm and the morphosyntactic behavior of the QN-construction are conceptually motivated.

1.1AIM 1: Towards a constructional network model of the development of BQs

In the literature, the BQ-construction is repeatedly claimed to be the locus of grammaticalization processes, both in Spanish as cross-linguistically: within the binominal construction, the QN shifts from noun-status to the functional quantifier-status. Yet in contrast to genuine cases of grammaticalization, the BQ-construction remains highly analyzable. In spite of obviously specifying the quantity of N2, the QN is pluralized in (2) and combines with a premodifying adjective in (3), which are both typical noun-features. Likewise, the predicate inundados in (3) recalls the source semantics of the literal avalanche, thereby suggesting that the QN has not desemanticized and the BQ remains compositional to a large extent. The previous observations point to an impure or hybrid status as grammaticalized item: they question not only the reanalysis of N1 as a true quantifier, but also the analysis of the entire string [un N1 de] as a single chunk. However, Brems’ (2007b; 2011) fine-grained analysis of the BQ-construction in English, which has been the starting point of this book, has shown that the grammaticalization of BQs can be operationalized in terms of changes in combinatorial pattern. The present investigation will illustrate that in Spanish as well, all constructional slots have become more constrained in the grammaticalized uses.

(2) Ha tenido ocho o diez esposas, montones de hijos y nietos… (CREA, 2003, press)
’He has had eight or ten wives, heaps of children and grandchildren…’

(3) ¿No nos hemos visto “inundados” por un repentino alud de productos agrícolas e industriales, (…)? (CREA, 1995, novel)
’Did we not see ourselves “inundated” by a sudden avalanche of agricultural and industrial products, (…)?’

My interest lies not only with the grammaticalization per se, but also, and most prominently, with the semantic-pragmatic motivation for such change as well as the mechanisms that operate in it. A complex interplay between analogical thinking and conceptual persistence will be put forward at different levels of schematicity. Although the early emergence and dramatic increase in frequency of the prototypical QN montón invites to picture the grammaticalization of the remaining QNs in terms of a snowball-effect, this study will focus on the divergent pathways of change followed by the individual QNs. Finally, a constructional network model of the BQ-construction will be posited in an attempt to account for the complex frequency pattern, the different degrees of grammaticalization, the variety of pathways followed and the functional overlap with expressive binominal constructions.

1.2AIM 2: Towards a cognitive-functional model of the organization of BQs

The synchronic description deals with the extensive variation in the QN-paradigm. From a usage-based perspective, the claim that all individual grammaticalizing QNs run the desemanticization-course completely and end up expressing ‘much, many’ – which would be a fairly uneconomic solution – is unacceptable. The present study will explain the immense variation in the QN-paradigm in the light of their pragmatic utility. The claim will be made that QNs do not merely express the quantity of N2, but also characterize N2. By way of illustration, the selection of the QN in (4) entails a slightly different conceptualization of the N2 gente: while montón profiles a chaotic group of (different kinds of) people, pila profiles a kind of organized sequence or row of people and aluvión rather profiles a group of invaders which show up suddenly and simultaneously. The potential to categorize N2 is overtly realized in the second type of grammaticalized uses, viz. the (two-way) specifier use, where quantity assessment is backgrounded to the benefit of type specification, as in (5).

(4) Se me acercó(/aron) un montón de / una pila de / un aluvión de gente.
’A heap / pile / flood of people came close to me.’

(5) Para ella, no éramos más que un hatajo de arribistas y traidores. (CREA, 2002, novel)
’To her, we were nothing more than a bunch (lit. herd) of careerists and traitors.’

This study will argue that the QN imposes a specific conceptual image on N2. The source semantics of the QN can shade through in the grammaticalized uses, yet displays various levels of abstraction or schematization. The differences in conceptualization may be very subtle: regarding the near-synonymous alud ‘avalanche’ and aluvión ‘flood’, I will show that receiving un aluvión de críticas ‘a flood of criticism’ will be experienced as less face-threatening than un alud de críticas ‘an avalanche of criticism.’

In addition to turning the BQ-construction in a useful tool for expressive and hyperbolic quantification, the persistence of the source semantics in the functional uses or the QN-related construal of N2 also constrains the grammaticalization of the BQ-construction in many ways, most prominently in its coselection pattern. By way of illustration, while montón seems free to combine with any type of N2 (count or mass nouns as well as concrete and abstract entities), hatajo is restricted to N2s designating unpleasant human entities. Further, the in-depth corpus-study will illustrate that the morphosyntactic behavior of the BQ-construction is largely conceptually motivated.

1.3Aim 3: Towards a reassessment of persistence and analogy

A close examination of the concepts of lexical persistence and analogy is the main theoretical concern of the present work. In theorizing on grammaticalization, they are usually ascribed secondary importance only.

Lexical persistence refers to the tendency of some grammaticalizing items to retain particular features of their original lexical use, which may continue to influence their further development in various ways. This tendency goes hand in hand with desemanticization or the loss of concrete meaning which is commonly considered to be both a prerequisite and the most important semantic change in grammaticalization. By contrast, analogy refers to the process whereby a specific construction is perceived as structurally or semantically similar to another construction. The mechanism is usually considered less ‘necessary’ than reanalysis, i.e. the mechanism whereby a specific construction is assigned a new underlying structure without overtly modifying it.

In line with the recent trend in grammaticalization studies to stress the gradual nature of changes and the gradient nature of category-boundaries, this study will claim that analogical thinking is an essential trigger and analogy a crucial mechanism in the grammaticalization of BQs. Both closely interact with conceptual persistence.

To conclude this general introduction, I will briefly outline the structure of this volume. Part I provides the necessary theoretical background to the case-studies and consists of two chapters. Chapter 2 first introduces the cognitive-functional framework I subscribe to and outlines the cognitive-functional model of BQs, which forms the point of departure for the case-studies. Second, as the BQ-construction is generally overlooked in the literature, the section concerning the state of the art is rather limited yet traces the major research questions posited so far. The third and final section of Chapter 2 delineates the research topic and introduces the methodology. Chapter 3 discusses the starting assumption of this investigation, viz. the grammaticalization of BQ-constructions which results in quantifying and premodifying uses. Part II presents the diachronic description of BQ-constructions. While Chapter 4 zooms in on the prototype among the QNs, viz. montón de, Chapter 5 analyzes the emergence and the pathways of changes followed by another six QNs, viz. pila ‘pile’, aluvión ‘avalanche’, letanía ‘litany’, (h)atajo ‘herd’, barbaridad ‘barbarity’ and mar ‘sea’. Both chapters repeatedly stress the importance of persistence and analogy in the development towards new uses. Chapter 6 is devoted to the theoretical implications of the diachronic case-studies and puts forward a constructional network model of the BQ-construction in Spanish. Part III turns to the synchronic description. Chapter 7 is mainly concerned with the semantic-pragmatic aspect of the BQ-construction and characterizes the QN-related construals as gradual abstractions of the QN’s source semantics. Chapter 8 focuses on the morphosyntactic characteristics of the BQ-construction and the underlying conceptual motivations for the various co-selection patterns. Chapter 9 returns to the necessary and conceptual refinements of persistence and analogy and attempts to harmonize the synchronic findings with the theoretical implications of the diachronic case-studies. To conclude, Part IV briefly overviews the findings and claims presented in this volume and highlights some prospects for further research.


___

Part 1Preliminaries Preliminaries Preliminaries Preliminaries Preliminaries Preliminaries


2Framework, state of the art and methodology

The present chapter aims to motivate the choices made as to the framework adopted, the delimitation of the research topic and the methodology. Section 2.1 justifies the cognitive-functional approach of the BQ-construction. The compact State of the Art in Section 2.2 sheds light on the raison d’être of this monograph. Section 2.3 briefly introduces the selection of the dataset and the methodology adopted.

2.1Description of the framework

This volume is not to be located within a specific framework, yet at some kind of interface between functional, cognitive and constructional linguistics. Although the three clusters of linguistic theorizing can be associated with one or more particular seminal formulation,2 there is a lot of convergence as to the basic assumptions of the three models (Nuyts 2007; Langacker 2007; 2009b). By way of illustration, one the founders of cognitive linguistics argues that his Cognitive Grammar is “strongly functional”, provided that

the two basic functions of language are symbolic (…) and communicative/interactive. The symbolic function is directly manifested in the very architecture of Cognitive Grammar, which posits only symbolic structures for the description of lexicon, morphology, and syntax. A manifestation of the communicative/interactive function is the fundamental claim that all linguistic units are abstracted from usage events. (Langacker 2007, 422);

yet also more radical than (radical) construction grammar (Langacker 2005, 106), in that grammatical form is considered to be meaningful in itself (whereas in the constructional model, grammatical form symbolizes meaning). The fuzzy boundaries between cognitive and constructional approaches are however more commonly acknowledged than the crossing between functional and cognitive principles.3 This is probably due to the fact that constructional linguistics is repeatedly presented as under construction.4

The basic tenets underlying the present investigation can be summarized as follows: grammar is intrinsically meaningful, iconic to a large extent and also usage-based. The present study is functional in that the BQ-construction is analyzed in the light of the uses – both semantic and pragmatic – it is apt to display in actual contexts. Further, the triggering factors in the grammaticalization of the construction are related to the communicative needs of the speaker. The present study is cognitive-constructional by the importance it attributes to the semantics of the BQ-construction: BQs are characterized as a specific way to construe a set of entities, i.e. to conceptualize quantity assessment, and the morphosyntactic make-up of the construction is considered to be conceptually motivated. Further, all constructional slots of the partially filled BQ-construction are analyzed both syntagmatically and paradigmatically. Finally, the construction is considered symbolic at different levels of schematization.

In the remainder of this section, I will briefly touch upon five key-concepts which form the backbone of the descriptive analysis (Section 2.1.1). However, the notion of conceptual persistence, which is the actual keynote of the present volume, will be specified in due time. Section 2.1.2 will outline the cognitivefunctional model of binominal quantifiers which is taken for granted in this study.

2.1.1Definition of five interrelated key-concepts

The present section outlines my understanding of five key-concepts in this book which fit the cognitive-functional framework I subscribe to. The closely related concepts of iconicity, construal, schematization, subjectification and construction will be treated in this order.

2.1.1.1Iconicity

The notion of iconicity is related to Peirce’s (1974) well-known typology of signs which distinguishes between indices, icons and symbols. An indexical sign “points to something in its immediate vicinity”, an iconic sign “provides a visual, auditory or any other perceptual image of the thing it stands for”, while a symbolic sign “does not have a natural link between the form and the thing represented” (Dirven/Verspoor 1998, 2) but a conventional link instead.

In other words, icons are similar to the things they represent. Traffic signs which warn drivers to look out for crossing pedestrians are iconical in that they picture a pedestrian at a zebra crossing. Peirce (1974) further distinguishes between three subtypes of icons, i.e. images, metaphors and diagrams. A diagrammatic icon is “a systematic arrangement of signs that do not necessarily resemble their referents but whose mutual relations reflect the relations between their referents” (Van Langendonck 2007, 398). The latter subtype, i.e. diagrammatic iconicity, encompasses iconicity in language.

The principle of iconicity in language refers to the (possible) similarity between a form and its referent, as in onomatopeia (e.g. cuckoo), and has seen a surge of interest in cognitive linguistics (e.g. Dirven/Verspoor 1998; Delbecque 2002b; García 2009; Haiman 1994; Wierzbicka 1985)5 whose credo is diametrically opposed to autonomous linguistics advocating the arbitrariness of linguistic signs (Van Langendonck 2007, 396). Many cognitive linguists claim, in line with Wierzbicka, that:

[i]f we study the correlations between grammatical behavior and conceptualization directly, the apparent arbitrariness of some aspects of grammatical behavior will be greatly reduced and in many cases may vanish altogether. (Wierzbicka 1985, 316)

Iconicity in language is generally associated with three principles related respectively to sequential order, distance and quantity (Dirven/Verspoor 1998, 8–12, Van Langendonck 2007, 402–413). The principle of sequential order pertains to the linear arrangement of linguistic elements in a construction. The textbook example is the linear word order in Julius Caesar’s historic words Veni, vidi, vici ‘I came, I saw, I conquered’ which reflects the sequence of events. Reversing the order as in ’Vici, vidi, veni’ would produce nonsense (Dirven/Verspoor 1998, 8). As to BQs, the claim will be made that the QN, whose processing has started before N2 is uttered, impose a schematic-image structure of the mass on N2. In line with Fischer (1999), I will show that the tendency towards persistence is iconically motivated.

For the sake of completeness, the principle of distance accounts for the tendency to put together linguistically elements which belong together conceptually while the principle of quantity suggests that more form entails more meaning and is a.o. associated with politeness strategies. These subprinciples are however less relevant for the study of BQs.

2.1.1.2Construal

Construal refers to the human capacity to “conceive and portray the same situation in alternate ways” (Langacker 2007, 435). As a challenge to the truthconditional model, a basic principle in cognitive semantics is that meaning is “not a matter of relationships between language and the world” (Verhagen 2007, 48), but mainly cognitive and emergent in nature (Geeraerts 1993; Paradis 2011).6 Since language provides speakers with a wide variety of linguistic items to describe particular situations or objects, any utterance automatically implies a choice:

A speaker who accurately observes the spatial distribution of certain stars can describe them in many distinct fashions: as a constellation, as a cluster of stars, as specks of light in the sky, etc. Such expressions are semantically distinct; they reflect the speaker’s alternate construals of the scene, each compatible with its objectively given properties. (Langacker 1990, 61, quoted in Verhagen 2007, 49)

Crucially, any construal operation involves two entities: the speaker(/hearer) or the subject of conceptualization7 and the scene or object of conceptualization. It is the speaker who decides how specific his choice is and which element of the scene is profiled or foregrounded. In addition, the speaker’s perspective or viewpoint vis-à-vis the object of construal can differ.

Many authors have proposed classifications of construal operations (e.g. Langacker 1987; 2007; Talmy 2000a; 2000b; Croft/Cruse 2004), in which perspective, attention and specificity reappaer as constants. However, after providing an overview of existing construal taxonomies, Verhagen (2007, 56) concludes that “construal operations may vary in so many different respects that attempts at an exhaustive classification necessarily have a considerable degree of arbitrariness”.

A more reasonable approach is to establish the set of construal operations in function of the object of analysis. In my view, the conceptualization of BQs involves a decision (i) as to specificity (or schematicity) of the image-schematic structure N1 imposes on N2; (ii) as to focus of attention (or selection of conceptual content) both within the conceptual image of N1 and at the composite structure level; (iii) as to prominence (or salience) of one or more particular conceptual elements in the set of facets that compose the QN’s conceptual image and (iv) as to perspective in terms of degree of subjectivity. The following sections dwell on the construal operations relating to schematicity and subjectivity respectively.

2.1.1.3Schematicity
 
Schematicity is the converse of specificity and refers to the coarse-grainedness, respectively fine-grainedness of detail with which something is construed. For instance, daughter is more specific than child, which is in its turn more specific than relative. Since schematization or the ability to generalize over details is “one of the most central human cognitive capabilities” (Tuggy 2007, 83; see also Langacker 2008, 56), it does not come as a surprise that schematicity, schemas, abstraction and elaborations are central concepts in cognitive linguistics.8 A workable basic definition of schematicity is provided by Tuggy:

[a] schema is a superordinate concept, one which specifies the basic outline common to several, or many, more specific concepts. The specific concepts, which are called elaborations or instantiations or subcases of the schema, fill in that outline in varying, often contrasting ways. (2007, 83)

It bears pointing out that schemas can only be established by virtue of their more specific instances.9 Further, schematicity is a gradable notion: one and the same concept can simultaneously serve both as an elaboration of a particular schema and as a schema relative to more specific concepts. For instance, mammal is schematic to squirrel but specific in relation to animal. Schematicity relationships are diagrammatically represented by arrows, “with the schema at the tail and its elaboration at the head of the arrow” (Tuggy 2007, 84), as in ANIMAL → MAMMAL → SQUIRREL. Schematicity is also a transitive notion in that if A → B and B → C, then automatically A → C.10

Interestingly, linguistic expressions and human concepts always involve a certain degree of schematicity. For instance, the concept of tall can apply to both John and Mary even if they are not equally tall. Without the inherent range of variation or imprecision in concepts such as tall, it would hardly be a useful or common concept in daily communication.

Two schematicity relationships are usually distinguished (cf. Langacker 1987, 372–373; Tuggy 2007, 86–88): full sanction, or schematicity in the strict sense, and partial sanction, or similarity. The relation between a source concept and a target concept is described as full schematicity when there is full coincidence and “all the standard’s features are preserved in the target” (Tuggy 2007, 86). Yet more common in comparison judgments is partial schematicity, which occurs when there is no full coincidence but rather “omission, contravention, or distortion of the standard’s specifications” (Tuggy 2007, 86). According to Langacker, the comparison between the more schematic entity A and the more specific entity B which gives way to the judgment of partial schematicity automatically establishes the schema C that activates the features A and B have in common.

The establishment of schemas is particularly relevant to the study of BQs. indeed, a central working hypothesis in this volume is that every QN is characterized by a specific conceptual image or image-schematic structure. The QNrelated conceptual image consists of a set of conceptual facets of varying degrees of specificity (full schematicity). When QNs are used within the binominal construction, a particular (subset of) facet(s) match(es) the plural entity profiled by N2 (partial schematicity). The selection of facets that enters the so called ‘schema C’ is highly context-dependent and differs from one instance to another.

It goes without saying that, since schematicization is a basic mental ability and schematicity relationships are pervasive in language structure, schematicity is a fertile concept in many domains of language. In cognitive linguistics schematicity is invoked when explaining “such traditional concepts as polysemy, syntactic categories, rules, analogy, figurative language, headship and valence, and composition, in useful and intuitively satisfying ways" (Tuggy 2007, 82).

2.1.1.4Subjectivity

Basically, subjectivity relates to speaker-involvement in utterances. In a sense, language is inherently subjective in that “it passes through a speaker and is, as such, speaker-related” (De Smet/Verstraete 2006, 370). For instance, any utterance involves the speaker’s lexical choice on how to represent the extralinguistic world. Speaker-involvement has many dimensions and has been described in several frameworks in varied ways.11 In cognitive grammar, subjectivity and its diachronic counterpart subjectification are associated with two prominent exponents, viz. Traugott (1989; 2003a; 2007; 2010) and Langacker (2006; 2007).

The competing views are certainly not unrelated nor incompatible (Athanasiadou et al. 2006, 2; Langacker 2006, 17), yet pertain to different aspects of meaning change. While Traugott’s notion of subjectivity pertains to change in meaning, Langacker’s subjectivity concerns change in construal. The differences between both approaches have been formulated as follows: (i) Traugott looks at semantic change from a diachronic perspective while Langacker is concerned with subjectivity from a synchronic point of view; (ii) the former reinforces the importance of pragmatics within the speaker/hearer negotiation of meaning, while the latter focuses on construal of meaning by the speaker, leaving the hearer out of the picture (Athanasiadou et al. 2006, 5); (iii) the former is concerned with the presence/absence of speaker-relatedness while the latter concentrates on how explicitly reference is made to the speaker (De Smet/Verstraete 2006, 369); (iv) Traugottian subjectification is a mechanism in change while Langackerian subjectification is about the relationship between original and extended meanings (Langacker 2006, 29); (v) Traugottian subjectification is unidirectional, while Langackerian subjectification goes hand in hand with objectification; (vi) in Traugott’s view, the speaker is a real and actual person, whereas in Langacker’s view, subjectivity relates to the expression of a point of view, viz. that of a subjective conceptualizer, which is not necessarily the speaker’s (Brisard 2006, 47).12 A major point of convergence between both approaches is the idea that at least part of the new meaning is inherited from the original meaning, which links subjectivity to a central notion in this volume, viz. persistence. In what follows, both views will be presented separately insofar as relevant for the study of BQs.

Traugottian subjectivity relates to the expression of the speaker’s perspective. In subjectification – as a diachronic process – meanings become “increasingly based in the speaker’s subjective belief state/attitude toward the proposition" (Traugott 1989, 35) by the process of “invited inferencing”. The notion of invited inferencing is inherently pragmatic and “produces a strengthening of informativeness or informational relevance, whereby the hearer is invited to infer more than what is directly communicated” (Brisard 2006, 44). A crucial distinction is made between subjectivity that happens to accompany a particular use of a form (pragmatic subjectivity) and its development into a coded meaning (Traugott 2010, 35). She therefore refines her initial definition of subjectification as follows: “the reanalysis as coded meanings of pragmatic meanings arising in the context of speaker-hearer negotiation of meaning” (2010, 60).

Traugott repeatedly associates subjectivity with unidirectional clines in semantic changes. In her first assessment of subjectification (Traugott 1989, 34–38), the shifts in meaning follow the pathway (i) from meanings based in the external described situation to internally-based descriptions (e.g. the pejoration involved in boor ‘farmer’ > ‘crude person’); (ii) from externally or internally-based descriptions to textual or metalinguistic meaning (e.g. the development of lexical forms into connectives); (iii) and finally to meanings which are increasingly based in the speaker’s perspective (e.g. the shift of temporal to concessive while). In the last ten years, Traugottian subjectification has become even more rooted in the speaker-hearer negotiation of meaning and echoes the notion of intersubjectification. Intersubjectivity relates to the speaker’s attention to the addressee’s self-image.

By contrast, Langackerian subjectivity is above all an important construal operation. Both subjectivity and objectivity pertain to the status of individual conceptual elements within the overall construction, which as a whole, contains simultaneously subjectively and objectively construed elements. In his view, an element is construed objectively when it functions “onstage” as an explicit, focused object of conception. A subjectively construed element on the other hand, remains “offstage”, as an implicit, unselfconscious subject of conception.

Figure 1 diagrammatically visualizes the construal arrangement: minimally, the expression comprises the subjectively construed discourse participants, “in their offstage role as the conceptualizers who employ the expression and thereby apprehend its meaning” (2006, 18) as well as the expression’s profile which is objectively construed.
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Fig. 1: Basic construal arrangement according to Langacker (2006, 19)

Langackerian subjectification has to be “thought of as a kind of semantic ‘bleaching’ or ‘fading away’” (2006, 21), i.e. shift from being objectively construed to subjectively construed. By way of illustration, Langacker (2006, 23–24) evokes the shift of to be going to from motion into future sense. While in the original motion reading, the spatial movement through time is profiled, the actual motion fades away in the future reading. Nevertheless, this spatial movement continues to be traced mentally by the subject of conception who attempts to situate the process expressed by the following infinitive with regard to the reference time. This fictive or mental motion is thus subjectively construed and remains as a vestige of the objectively construed spatial movement. In other words, the subjectively construed counterpart was there all along, “immanent in the latter (i.e. inherent in its conception). It simply becomes more evident when the objectively construed element is no longer there to mask it” (2006, 21).

Generalizing over the points of divergence between Traugott’s and Langacker’s approach, subjectivity (and with it subjectification) are characterized in both models as inherently gradual notions (Langacker 2010, 18; Traugott’s clines of subjectivity 2010, 36). In addition, although subjectification is usually evoked as a mechanism of meaning change in grammaticalization, 20 Framework, state of the art and methodology both Traugott and Langacker underline the independence of subjectification with regard to grammaticalization and vice versa. Traugott (2010) further specifies that if subjectification co-occurs with grammaticalization, it

is more likely to occur in primary grammaticalization (the shift from lexical/constructional to grammatical) than in secondary grammaticalization (the development of already grammatical material into more grammatical material). This is because primary grammaticalization often requires prior strengthening of pragmatic inferences that arise in very specific linguistics [sic] contexts prior to their semanticization and reanalysis as grammatical elements. (2010, 40)

Although both Langackerian and Traugottian interpretations of subjectivity are involved in the development and functional organization of BQs, subjectivity will mainly be used in its sense of construal operation in this volume. The development of BQs involves Traugottian (pragmatic) subjectification in that the quantifying interpretation arises first as a pragmatic inference and can become encoded with repetition. In una pila de libros ‘a pile of books’, a scalar evaluation can be inferred. Further, the shift towards qualifying readings as in un hatajo de idiotas ‘a bunch (lit. herd) of idiots’ is clearly internally-based and encompasses the speaker’s evaluation of the referents of idiotas. Yet most BQs have not reached the status of intersubjectivity yet.

Langackerian subjectification is at stake in the functional organization of BQs. A shift in profile takes place when the QN is reanalyzed as a quantifier. For instance, literal pila profiles a vertically oriented, orderly arranged pile of entities (e.g. una pila de libros ‘a pile of books’), while the constituting entities (the books) remain at the background. This facet ‘order’ is subjectively construed in the quantifying reading (e.g. una pila de años ‘a lot (lit. pile) of years’): while the focus is now on the constituting entities (the years), the succession or sequence of years is subjectively construed.

Figure 2 is intended to visualize à la Langacker the shift from objectively construed neatly arranged configuration to subjectively construed successiveness in pila de. The figure is based on Langacker’s conventions: a circle stands for a bounded entity, an ellipse represents a mass, heavy lines indicate profiling, the double line indicates that the two entities (in this case N1pila and N2) are coextensive.
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Fig. 2: Subjectification involved in the shift from literal to quantifying pila de

2.1.1.5Construction

A construction is a symbolic unit pairing a specific form to a specific meaning, as visualized in Figure 3. The element form refers “to the overt manifestation of language, i.e. a linguistic expression in its material, or perceptible aspects” (Taylor 2002, 20). Since linguistic expressions are prototypically manifested in sound, this element is called phonological structure. The element semantic structure refers to the meaning of expressions, thereby including not only the propositional content, but also the “broader conceptualization that a speaker entertains” (Taylor 2002, 21) as well as the pragmatic aspects (i.e. the expression’s relation to the situational context). The third necessary element of a construction is the symbolic relation linking the form and the meaning of the construction. The arrow in Figure 3 profiles the symbolic link as “a two-way affair”, in that “each pole of the symbolic relation invokes the other” (Taylor 2002, 21).
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Fig. 3: The three elements of a construction or symbolic unit (adapted from Taylor 2002, 21)

Crucially, the strictly constructional definition slightly diverges from the cognitive one in Figure 3 as to the element form. According to Croft (2007), the formpart can contain properties concerning the specific phonological structure, the internal morphological structure of the construction, as well as the interconstructional syntactic properties (cf. Figure 4). In other words, in the construction grammar approach, grammatical form itself symbolizes meaning. Recall that in Langacker’s cognitive approach (1987; 2005), by contrast, grammatical form is itself considered to be inherently meaningful. In this study, I subscribe to Langacker’s more radical view in that I claim that the morphosyntactic behavior of the BQ is largely iconic or conceptually motivated (cf. Chapter 8).13
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Fig. 4: The symbolic structure of a construction according to Croft (2007, 472)

One of the basic cognitive-constructional principles is the uniform representation-hypothesis, i.e. the idea that generalized constructions constitute the uniform representation of grammatical knowledge. This principle is also referred to as the syntax-lexicon continuum and reflects an essential characteristic of constructions: they can be arranged on a two dimension-continuum – of symbolic complexity and specificity – ranging from atomic to complex and from substantive to schematic (Croft 2007, 471; Langacker 2005, 108). Put differently, according to Langacker (2005), constructions differ in degree, not in kind. Or as in Goldberg’s (2006, 18) slogan: “the network of constructions captures our knowledge of language in toto, i.e. it’s constructions all the way down". Provided that items constitute symbolic pairings of form and meaning, they can be called constructions. By way of illustration, lexical items or words consist of a phonological form which is mapped on a conceptual content or meaning it evokes. Likewise, highly schematic and complex syntactic constructions, such as the ditransitive construction, pair a specific form (viz. [Subj V Obj1 Obj2]) to a specific semantic content (viz. the transfer of possession, Goldberg 1995, 38).

Further, it is commonly assumed in constructional approaches that constructions are organized in a taxonomic network. Each construction containing specific unpredictable or idiosyncratic properties has to be listed as a separate node in the network. A plausible taxonomic network is listed by Croft/Cruse (2004, 263) for the substantive idiomatic phrase kick the habit:
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In similar networks, constructions are independent but related in terms of schematicity. More precisely, the idiomatic phrase kick the habit is represented as an independent node for conveying a specific idiosyncratic semantic interpretation, while at the same time constituting an instantiation of the more schematic verb-specific construction. Similarly, the wholly schematic construction has to be represented as independent for imposing a particular, though highly schematic, semantic content. The relations of schematicity between different nodes is alternatively referred to as ‘inheritance relations’ (Goldberg 2009b, 99): the highest nodes in the hierarchical network are broad generalizations, captured by constructions which are inherited by many others. However, strict taxonomic hierarchy doesn’t exist: each specific utterance has multiple parents (“multiple inheritance model”, Goldberg 1995, 31). I didn’t sleep, for instance, does not only instantiate the intransitive but also the negative construction as well as constructions marking tense, mood and aspect (Croft/Cruse 2004, 264).

As to BQs, I will claim the status of construction for both the concrete, individual BQ-construction (e.g. un montón de N2 ‘a heap of N2’, una pila de N2 ‘a pile of N2’) and the abstract BQ-construction un(a) QN de N2. At different degrees of schematicity, the binominal pattern will be shown to be meaningful. Further, I will search for similarities and differences among the set of BQ-constructions, between BQs and regular quantifiers as well as between BQs and expressive binominal constructions, both paradigmatically and syntagmatically.

2.1.2Towards a cognitive-functional model of binominal quantifiers

The basic tenet of the strictly functional (Halliday/Matthiesen 2004) as well as the strictly cognitive account (Langacker 1991; Taylor 2002) of nouns and noun phrases is that there is no one-to-one correlation between grammatical categories and semantic functions. For instance, quantity assessment can be achieved by a series of word classes: determiners (e.g. a, some), numerals (e.g. one, seven), quantifiers (e.g. many, a lot), adjectives (e.g. numerous, infinite), nouns (e.g. majority, deal), etc. Reversely, one of the main aims of this book is to shed light on the variety of meanings the BQ-construction is apt to display.

This section will zoom in on the cognitive model provided by Langacker (1991) and Taylor (2002), “which is in fact more radically functional than that of Halliday” (Ghesquière 2011, 21) and to which my model of BQs is largely indebted.

2.1.2.1Nouns and noun phrases

Basically, the difference between nouns and noun phrases – nominals in Langacker’s terms (1991, 51) – resides in the distinction between a lexical and syntactic category. While cat is a noun, the cat or my grandmother’s cat are noun phrases. While cat designates a kind or type of thing, comprising countless real and possibly imaginary instances, the cat designates a specific instance of that type (Taylor 2002, 343). By the addition of the or my grandmother’s, the hearer is able to identify the unique cat instance the speaker is referring to.

The internal conceptual organization of noun phrases is subdivided into four interrelated functions: type specification, instantiation, quantification and grounding. Type specification can be achieved by the bare noun, which specifies “the basis for identifying various entities as being representatives of the same class” without tying them “to any particular instance of that class” (Langacker 1991, 53). In other words, although a type specification, which pertains in general to the semantic content of a simple noun, provides an “initial delimitation among the potential objects of thought” (Langacker 1991, 53), it results in an open-ended class of conforming entities. Although nouns can be further specified in more detail by adjectives, as in white cat, this subtype is not more specific than cat as to the instance referred to. Instantiation therefore relates to the ability of noun phrases to single out particular instances of the specified type. Further, the instantiation of a type is “essential to the structure of a nominal and prerequisite to both quantification and grounding” (1991, 55).

Quantification relates to the additional information which is provided as to number, size or amount of the designated instance by items such as many, most, several, etc. In virtue of the indication of quantity, “quantifiers subsume instantiation; the very fact that the speaker singles out an instance of a certain magnitude entails that the instance has become the focus of the speaker’s conscious awareness” (Taylor 2002, 355).

Perhaps more important than quantification is the location or grounding of the designated instance from the perspective of the speech event and its participants (also called ground). Grounding thus relates to the difference between definiteness and (specific or unspecific) indefiniteness. In other words, via the nominal grounding function, the designated instance or set of instances becomes uniquely apparent to both the speaker and the hearer (Langacker 1991, 53).

In theory, these four functions are iconically realized in a separate layer of the noun phrase. Moreover, the order of description is chronological: whereas type specification is inherent in instantiation, quantification and grounding presuppose instantiation since they do “not pertain to an unanchored type conception but rather to instances of a type” (Langacker 1991, 73). Likewise, quantification is prerequisite to grounding, as the speech act participants generally do not make mental contact with every single instance (in the case of a set of instances) but with a set of instances as a whole. Taylor (2002, 344) visualizes the ‘layered’ conceptual structure as follows:

(Grounding (Quantification (Instantiation (Specification (Type) ) ) )

This structure sanctions noun phrases such as these three cats. Crucially, the analysis of noun phrases is not always as straightforward as the model suggests, since the interaction of quantification with grounding and instantiation is especially complex (Taylor 2002; see also Davidse 2004). Grounding may for instance be realized by quantifiers as well as by determiners (which are typically associated with the grounding function), as in I saw three cats.

As to the Spanish BQ-constructions, I will show that they can develop quantifier uses, as in Hay un montón de gente ‘There are a lot of people’, where un montón de combines the nominal grounding and quantification. In addition, they can combine type specification, quantification and grounding, as in Recibió un alud de llamadas ‘He received a flood of phone calls’, where un alud de does not only provide information as to the extraordinary number of calls, but also as to their violent, sudden and overwhelming nature.

2.1.2.2Quantification and quantifiers in noun phrases

A pivotal claim in Langacker’s approach “that every nominal profiles a single instance of some type, which is generally provided by the head noun together with its number specification. The role of a quantifier is therefore not to specify the number of instances (which is always just one) but rather to indicate the size of the profiled instance” (1991, 81). In general, languages provide two devices to indicate quantity, viz. (morphological) number and quantifiers. Since quantifiers “comprise a fairly heterogeneous set of items” (Taylor 2002, 355), a more fine-grained distinction is generally made between absolute and relative quantifiers.

Absolute quantifiers are considered to merely specify the size or number of the profiled instance (e.g. three, much, many, several), regardless of the total number of possible instances. Canonical examples are of course numerals (Taylor 2002, 355). Absolute quantifiers are by default indefinite, as in I’d like to have two cats. This principle can however be easily overridden by specific contextual construals, as in I adopted two cats, or by the addition of definite determiners, as in The two cats were playing in my living room.

Relative quantifiers designate the size or number of the profiled instance by making implicit reference to a ‘reference mass’ (e.g. all, no, every, each). By way of comparison, three cats gives an exact number while most cats “implies a majority with respect to a larger set” (Taylor 2002, 356). A typical example are partitive constructions, which make explicit reference to (and usually stress) the reference mass, as in most of the cats.

In addition to the description in terms of semantic properties, Langacker provides structural evidence for the distinction between both types of quantifier. Since relative quantifiers are by definition grounding items (they evoke a reference mass), they cannot combine with additional quantifiers nor with grounding elements (e.g. *the some dogs, *that every dog). Absolute quantifiers, however, which are by default indefinite, occur regularly with demonstratives, definite articles and even with relative quantifiers (e.g. those three dogs, these few statesmen, any three ballerinas). Further, relative quantifiers cannot occur as the lexical head of the clause (*The politicians who sacrifice their principles for the sake of election are all/most/some/any/every), whereas absolute quantifiers can (e.g The problems we have to deal with are three).

Whereas Langacker’s model suggests that only relative quantifiers subsume a grounding function, Taylor (2002) and Davidse (2004) focus on the subtle interplay between grounding and quantification. Taylor argues that “the very fact that the speaker singles out an instance of a certain magnitude entails that the instance has become the focus of the speaker’s conscious awareness” (2002, 355), regardless of the absolute or relative nature of the quantifying element. A similar observation has been made by Davidse (2004) who states that “in all primary determiners basic conceptual mechanisms of quantification and identification are inextricably linked” (Davidse 2004, 507). She argues that “the comparison relation between P [KV: profiled mass] and RT [KV: reference mass] which is measured by relative quantifiers is also present in definite identification as the identified part P of RT" (Davidse 2004 , 512). Analogously, “the correspondence relation between T [KV: type specification] and Ti [KV: instantiation of T profiled by the nominal] presupposed by absolute quantification constitutes the central cognitive operation of indefinite identification" (Davidse 2004, 512).

The special status of BQs is usually left out of consideration. On the one hand, no additional quantifiers nor determiners can be added to N1 or N2 in (1), and no reference is made to the set of all possible calls, which suggests that BQs are absolute quantifiers. On the other hand, BQs structurally resemble partitive constructions and to some extent evoke a reference image: the number of calls is metaphorically mapped on the conceptual image evoked by alud.



	(1)
	Recibió un alud de llamadas. ‘He received an avalanche of calls.’
?Recibió tres aludes de llamadas. ‘?three avalanches of calls.’
*Recibió este un alud de llamadas. ‘*this an avalanche of calls.’
*Recibió un alud de las llamadas. ‘*an avalanche of the calls.’
*Recibió un alud de muchas/quince llamadas. ‘*an avalanche of many/ fifteen calls.’




Langacker (1991) classifies the BQ-construction among the more complex expressions of absolute quantification, similar to an expression such as three of the tables where he considers the numeral to function as the nominal head modified by the PNP. Further, he observes that in expressions like a bunch of carrots, a glass of water, a lot of sharks the “nouns which appear as heads constitute a diverse and open-ended class” (1991, 88). Whereas some of these nouns still have a reading as the container or constitution for some portion of a mass (e.g. a glass of water), most such nouns have developed a quantifying interpretation: we can for instance drink a glass of water. He leaves open the question whether the noun in the of-phrase has to be considered the head of the construction.

2.1.2.3A cognitive-functional model of binominal quantifiers

In two more recent papers, Langacker analyzes the functional organization and the meaning of BQs – of a lot of in particular (Langacker 2011) – as well as the pathway of change which leads from lot as a lexical item to a lot of as a typical quantifier competing strongly with much/many (Langacker 2009a). He starts from the cognitive-constructional assumption that

one needs to examine the meaning of each component element and relate this to the meaning it displays in other uses. One also needs to consider the component’s grammatical composition in relation to more general patterns, as well as the composite meaning that arises through conceptual integration at each successive level of organization. (2011, 3)

In accordance with this guideline, he first considers the semantic contribution of the preposition of. Instead of evoking a thing, the preposition profiles an intrinsic relationship between two entities (its trajector (tr) and its landmark (lm))14 and has to be followed by a mass noun or a plural noun. As to BQs, two types of intrinsic relationship are distinguished: (1) the trajector can constitute a restricted subpart of the landmark (e.g. a flock of those sheep), as in partitive constructions (Figure 5a); (2) the trajector and the landmark can be coextensive, as in a cup of tea (which is the limiting case of a restricted subpart, Figure 5b). According to Langacker, pseudo-partitive constructions such as a slice of cake are ambiguous (cf. Figure 5c). He further considers the preposition to be the profile determinant: its profile corresponds to the composite structure profile of the prepositional phrase, while the nominal profile corresponds to the preposition’s landmark.15 Therefore, at the first level of conceptual integration “of is the constructional head because the preposition and the composite expression both profile non-processual relationships" (Langacker 2011, 5).
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Fig. 5: The semantic contribution of of according to Langacker (2009a, 67)16

As far as Spanish is concerned, I will claim that the coextensive relationship between N1 and N2 is preconditional to the quantifier and specifier uses of BQ-constructions. Likewise, Langacker argues that the coextension between N1 and N2 in a flock of geese allows for two alternate construals which are metonymically related:

If I am looking at a flock of geese, am I looking at the flock or at the geese? Since the two are coextensive in the world, in a sense the point is moot. Still, I can certainly focus primarily on either the unitary or the collective, mass-like aspect of this complex entity. (Langacker 2011, 7)

The coextension relation can be realized in four different ways according to the extent to which the QN exists independently of the N2. If the QN evokes a container, it represents a physical object with a particular shape that is distinct from its content and fulfills a containing function (e.g. box, barrel). Configurations (e.g. pile, stack) and groups (e.g. flock, collection), “may be physical, but they are not distinct from their constitutive entities – they are coextensive with them in the strongest sense. A unit of measure per se is non-physical, consisting in extension along a scale; it is physically manifested only as an aspect of what it measures” (Langacker 2009a, 64, see Figure 6).
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Fig. 6: Alternate degree of coextensiveness according to Langacker (2009a, 65)

In addition, a single QN can have multiple interpretations, according to the presence of the physical container and physical substance, which are in fact matters of degree. The size noun barrel for instance, can be interpreted as the physical container of some mass (e.g. he rolled a barrel of oil down the ramp). The same QN can also be used as a unit of measurement (e.g. we burned a barrel of oil that had been sitting in the basement), in which case it does no longer profile a physical object but “rather an abstract entity which is still however identified in terms of a physical barrel” (Langacker 2011, 10). A third way to interpret barrel concerns the cases where barrel simply designates “a certain extension along the scale, with no thought of containers” (Langacker 2011, 10; e.g. A barrel of oil is leaked from the storage tank). Finally, barrel can also be employed as a purely abstract entity (e.g. A barrel of oil is 42 gallons). The four types of coextensive realizations reflect at the same time the evolutionary path followed by nouns that develop measure noun uses: a QN that originally evokes containers, configurations or groups can shift into an abstract unit of quantity via a metonymical extension.

As to the example a lot of, Langacker argues that the original count noun lot has taken on a more general and abstract sense. In comparison to other (less grammaticized and less schematic) QNs such as bunch, lot has become very abstract “by virtue of no longer evoking a physical container” and schematic “because it does not pertain to any particular dimension of measurement” (Langacker 2011, 11), to the extent that it can be used quasi-adverbially, whereas other QNs cannot (e.g. It weighs a lot/*a bunch). Moreover, lot makes no distinction between plural and non-plural masses (cf. much vs. many, a bunch of idiots vs. *a bunch of water) and specifies quantity in the vaguest terms. Parallel with quantifiers such as little and few, lot is non-metric, that is, “the extent they profile is characterized only as falling on one side or the other of some norm or neutral value, not at any particular point on a scale” (Langacker 2011, 12). As diagrammed in Figure 7, lot evokes a norm and upward scanning from that point. As to the way the designated quantity is mentally accessed, lot invokes a norm and a scanning away from that neutral value. This conception can only be realized once as it would be “conceptually incoherent to carry out the same scanning operation once more starting from where the original scan ended – once past the norm, one cannot go past the norm again by scanning in the same direction” (Langacker 2011, 13). In the case of bunch, by contrast, the idea of building up to the total quantity in positive increments is still present as a faint vestige of the original cluster-meaning. In other words, while it sounds perfectly fine to eat more than one bunch of cookies, it is not possible to eat more than one lot of cookies. Therefore, bunch can be combined with another, whereas lot does not.17
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Fig. 7: Upward and downward scanning according to Langacker (2011, 12)

The constructional slot left unspoken until now is the indefinite article a. Since the expression a lot of is well on its way to being reanalyzed as monomorphemic alotta, one could start to doubt its structural necessity and its conceptual contribution. Since lot is considered an abstract entity analogous to numbers, it constitutes a unique instance of its type. Yet the function of the indefinite article precisely resides in indicating that some instance of a type has to be selected or introduced. However, the indefinite article also shows up in other core members of the quantifier category (a thousand, a few, a little). In comparing expressions such as a few and a little to their article-less alternatives, the contribution of the indefinite articles becomes clear: the presence of a induces positive polarity and specifies “a quantity through upward scanning from the scalar origin, i.e. as a positive increment starting from the baseline of zero" (Langacker 2009a, 76).

However, as far as Spanish BQs are concerned, I will argue in this book (cf. Chapter 8) that, in spite of the overall preference for the indefinite determiner un(a), QNs which present a rich source semantics combine with a certain degree of variation in the determiner slot in accordance with the thematic or rhematic nature of the QN in the precise discourse context.

After discussing the individual constructional elements, Langacker turns to their integration at the level of the composite structure, as visualized in Figure 8. At the intermediate level of organization, the grounded entity profiled by the article and the quantified entity profiled by lot are mapped onto each other.18 Likewise, the mass profiled by sheep is mapped onto the landmark of of and as a whole they profile a coextensive relationship. At the composite structure level, both subparts are “integrated by a correspondence which identifies the mass that lot serves to quantify with the trajector of the prepositional noun phrase" (Langacker 2011, 15). The composite structure as diagrammed in Figure 8 can be maintained as long as a lot of sheep is analyzable. From the moment alotta is analysed as a single whole, the intermediate level of organization presents an even higher degree of conceptual integration: the meanings of a and of are “wholly subsumed in the meaning of lot, so nothing is lost if it disappears or is no longer recognized as a separate element" (Langacker 2009a, 13) and the preposition’s landmark is mapped onto the entity quantified by lot.
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Fig. 8: Composite structure profile according to Langacker (2009a, 73)

By way of conclusion, Langacker zooms in on the delicate matter of the composite structure profile, i.e. which of the two nouns is regarded the head of the construction. In a flock of sheep, the schematic mass delimited by flock is generally put in correspondence with the trajector of the of-phrase and the composite structure profiles a flock consisting of sheep. However, in its coextensive-reading, the mass profiled by sheep can come to constitute the expression’s profile via a metonymic shift. This metonymic shift is even obligatory in the case of a lot of sheep, where lot has no independent existence in the physical world and cannot function as the lexical head. Consequently, the profile of the composite structure of a lot of sheep does not correspond to the profile of the component structure a lot nor to that of of sheep,19 and none of the nouns can be considered the head of the construction. Therefore the composite construction a lot of sheep is called ‘exocentric’, i.e. it has no head noun so defined (Langacker 2011, 17).

2.2State of the art

The categories quantifying noun, binominal quantifier and pseudopartitive construction pass largely unnoticed in the mainstream Spanish grammar manuals. If examples of BQ-constructions show up at all, they do so in two sections: (i) in the sections on verb agreement of collective nouns (the so-called agreement ad sensum), it is generally agreed upon that the addition of a prepositional phrase which indicates the constituting entities of the collective nouns motivates plural verb agreement; (ii) in the sections on nominal complementation or prepositional phrases headed by de, examples of the BQ-construction figure in the category of prepositional phrases which express quantity assessment.20 BQs as such are not considered as a noteworthy category, however.

One exception to this general tendency is the descriptive grammar Gramática descriptiva de la lengua española (henceforth GDLE) directed by Bosque/Demonte (1999) and the renewed version of the reference grammar Nueva gramática de la lengua española of the Real Academia Española (2009, henceforth NGLE) in particular. The account of QNs and the BQ-construction in these grammars will be outlined in Section 2.2.1. The two following sections give an overview of the few synchronic (Section 2.2.2) and diachronic case-studies (Section 2.2.3) performed until now. Sections 2.2.4 and 2.2.5  briefly introduce two continuing problems related to both Spanish and other languages, viz. the identification of the functional (and/or semantic) nucleus of the binominal syntagm on the one hand and the fuzzy boundaries between partitive, pseudopartitive and appositional constructions on the other.

2.2.1Description of QNs in GDLE (Bosque 1999) and in NGLE (RAE 2009)

Both the descriptive grammar directed by Bosque/Demonte (1999) and the new reference grammar of the Real Academia Española include a substantial section on the so-called sustantivos cuantificativos or quantifying nouns and proclaim their status as a grammatical category as such.21 The basic threefold distinction of QNs is outlined in the GDLE. In the NGLE, additional interesting insights are put forward as to the semantic characteristics of the category and QNs are compared to qualifying nouns (sustantivos clasificativos).

Three types of QNs are to be distinguished, viz. bounding nouns (sustantivos acotadores), measure nouns (nombres de medida) and group nouns (sustantivos cuantificativos de grupo). The bounding nouns denote a portion of a mass (e.g. un pedazo de papel ‘a piece of paper’, una loncha de queso ‘a slice of cheese’). By default, they combine with singular count nouns and mass nouns. In some cases, both N2 by itself and the binominal construction refer to the same entity: while un pedazo de papel is still un papel, un pedazo de queso ‘a piece of cheese’ is not necessarily the same as un queso. Nouns such as pedazo ‘piece’, trozo ‘piece, slice’ and porción ‘portion’ are considered ‘wild cards’ in that their meaning is adjusted to the bounded entity (N2): un pedazo de papel manifests other dimensions than un pedazo de melón ‘a piece of melon’. The majority of the bounding nouns are selected in function of the consistency and the shape of the bounded mass, however, and some are even restricted to a specific (set of) N2(s) (e.g. un terrón de azúcar/tierra ‘a lump of sugar/earth’). Bosque (GDLE 1999, 20) also indicates that several bounding nouns can be ambiguous between the interpretation as physical object or the one as a quantifying expression, as in un vaso de whisky ‘a glass of whisky’ that can be broken or be drunk).

Measure nouns designate measures established in function of the physical characteristics of the measured entity (e.g. volume, weight, height, extension, etc.). Unlike the bounding nouns, measure nouns cannot represent a physical object and they admit plural complements (un kilo de garbanzos ‘a kilo of chickpeas’ versus *una rebanada de panes ‘*a slice of breads’) in addition to singular mass nouns.

Group nouns refer to the diverse ways of forming collections or groups. Their quantifying potential inheres in the ambiguity between the interpretation as a collective or as a QN. While ejército ‘army’ as a collective refers to a group of soldiers, it shifts to a quantifying interpretation in un ejército de curiosos ‘an army of onlookers’, which in no way refers to a troupe of curious soldiers. In other words, group nouns need to be complemented, by default by plural count nouns, whereas collectives can stand alone (e.g. Conoce su vecindario ‘He knows his neighbourhood’ vs. *Son un hatajo ‘*They are a bunch’). As is the case for bounding nouns, several group nouns which can stand alone as regular nouns, can give rise to ambiguous expressions. For instance, in una manada de cerdos (‘a herd of pigs’) both the reading as a collective (una manada) followed by a specifying post-modifier (de cerdos) and the reading as a premodifier (una manada de) preceding a head-noun, are possible. The GDLE briefly touches upon the matter of “semantic selection which is sometimes highly constrained)” (Bosque 1999, 25, translation KV):22 the objects quantified by tropel ‘mob’ have to be disorganized or chaotic, the entities quantified by rosario ‘rosary’ form part of a continuous sequence of inopportune, irritating and inappropriate entities, the objects that combine with alud show up in a tumultuous way and hatajo evokes a highly negative and disdainful evaluation of human entities. The GDLE concludes by the observation that the N2s quantified by group nouns function as the head of the construction and trigger verb agreement (as long as the determiner to N1 is indefinite).

The NGLE adds various renewed insights and follows a slightly different approach. The most striking difference is that QNs are described in comparison to qualifying (or type) nouns. The threefold distinction postulated in the GDLE is preserved. The NGLE further specifies that lexical items do not necessarily pertain to one specific class of QNs, yet can be construed as such. Therefore several QNs show up in more than one category (e.g. una porción de manteca ‘a portion of fat’ versus una porción de sucesos ‘a bunch of events’) and several QNs have not-quantifying uses outside the pseudopartitive construction (e.g. alud ‘avalanche’, copa ‘glass’). Further, some bounding and group nouns can have more general quantifying uses as in Nos reímos una barbaridad ‘We laughed a lot’ or Es muy ágil, es una barbaridad de ágil ‘He is very agile, he is awfully agile’. Although QNs generally show up in the pseudopartitive construction (which means that they are headed by an indefinite determiner and followed by de introducing a noun without proper determiner), they present a “defective syntax” (RAE 2009, 826) for almost exclusively combining with adjectives referring to size, volume or number.

Before turning to the semantic restrictions of QNs, the NGLE zooms in on classifying nouns (sustantivos clasificativos) such as clase ‘class’, especie ‘sort’, suerte ‘sort’, tipo ‘type’ or variedad ‘variety’. Four major points of convergence are mentioned. First, classifying nouns also show up in the pseudopartitive construction. Second, they behave similarly as to verb agreement. Further, the first noun functions as a kind of predicate to the second noun, which is considered the head of the syntagm: while decir un montón de disparates ‘to tell a lot of nonsense’ corresponds to decir disparates, pasar un tipo de examen ‘to pass a kind of exam’ implies pasar un examen. Finally, classifying nouns also result in indefinite syntagms. However, classifying and quantifying nouns diverge as to their interpretation. QNs designate not only the way in which the N2-entities are grouped, but also the magnitude of the portion measured. Classifying nouns bound or restrict the type of N2 they introduce, yet in a vague way: they do not specify the nature of N2.

In the description of the lexical and semantic aspects of QNs, the NGLE maintains the threefold distinction. The majority of the refined insights concern the group nouns. Two tendencies are to be distinguished, viz. group nouns which do not impose lexical restrictions on N2 and group nouns which present semantic combinatorial restrictions. Group nouns such as cantidad ‘quantity’, conjunto ‘collection’, grupo ‘group’, infinidad ‘infinity’, mogollón ‘lot, mass’, montón ‘heap’, serie ‘series’, sinfín ‘a great many (lit. without-end)’, sinnúmero ‘a great many (lit. without-number)’, etc. pertain to the former class. They allow both singular and plural verb agreement and some can occur without determiner.

The latter class of group nouns is quite extensive, in particular the series of group nouns quantifying animals (e.g. banco (de peces) ‘a shoal (of fish)’, un enjambre (de abejas) ‘a swarm (of bees)’). Further, a number of types of group nouns are differentiated for (i) referring to entities which are linked together (e.g. cadena ‘chain’, retahíla ‘string’, serie ‘series’), (ii) profiling a group of entities which suddenly show up in a tumultuous and impetuous way (e.g. alud ‘snowslide’, aluvión ‘flood’, avalancha ‘avalanche’), (iii) designating a group of mixed, disorganized, interwoven and tangled entities (e.g. enredijo ‘jumble’, batiburrillo ‘mishmash, jumble’, revoltijo ‘mess’), (iv) quantifying bundled or fastened entities (e.g. atado ‘bundle’, hato ‘bundle’, haz ‘bundle’), (v) quantifying highly numerous N2s (e.g. barbaridad ‘barbarity’, montón ‘heap’, pila ‘pile’) and finally, (vi) evaluating the N2-entities either positively or negatively (e.g. plantel ‘team’ and hatajo ‘bunch’). To conclude, the NGLE observes that the use as group nouns of nouns which are not-quantifying strictly speaking involves a process of grammaticalization in which a particular facet to the original meaning is retained (e.g. the impetus in the case of alud).

2.2.2Synchronic case-studies

Over the last ten years, the topic of Spanish QNs increasingly gained in interest and has been the focus of at least four case-studies, viz. Vos (2002), Bosque (2007), Di Tullio/Kornfeld (2008) and Gutiérrez Rodríguez (2008).

Vos (2002) provides a formal and comparative analysis of Dutch and Spanish QNs and establishes a classification of QNs. In function of the lexical23 or functional nature of the first noun, she distinguishes between quantifying nouns (cf. “nombre cuantificador”; e.g. un montón de empleados ‘a heap of employees’), measure nouns (cf. “nombre de medida”; e.g. un litro de vino ‘a litre of wine’), container nouns (cf. “nombre de contenedor”; e.g. un cubo de zarzamoras ‘a bucket of blackberries’), collective nouns (cf. “nombre colectivo”; e.g. un grupo de estudiantes ‘a group of students’), partitive nouns (cf. “nombre de parte”; e.g. un pedazo de pan ‘a piece of bread’) and class nouns (cf. “nombre de clase”; e.g. un tipo de filtros ‘a type of filters’). The main difference between both languages resides in the absence of a linking element in Dutch and the necessary presence of the preposition de in Spanish, which is not considered to have any semantic content in this study (2002, 54). As to the crosslinguistic similarities, the author mentions combinatorial restrictions on N2, the possibly ambiguous interpretation of N1 (literal vs. functional), the impossibility to add proper quantifiers to N2, the general reluctance to add proper determiners to N2 and the possibility to determine the status of N1 by omission or anaphoricity tests. According to her, the classification of QNs is the crucial (and only) factor in determining verb agreement: while quantifying nouns never combine with singular verb agreement, the set of measure, class and collective nouns is compatible with singular verbs and both container and partitive nouns always yield singular verb agreement.


The second case-study is offered by Bosque’s (2007) analysis of the extension of (functional) paradigms via processes of abstraction of lexical items. In addition to the description of the relatively closed paradigm of pseudocopular verbs in Spanish, the author dwells on the more open paradigm of quantifying nouns in pseudopartitive constructions. The starting assumption of this article – which corresponds to the working hypothesis of the present book – is that “the quantifying properties of QNs are obtained via the abstraction (…) of some characteristics present in the literal interpretation" (Bosque 2007, 192, translation KV). By way of illustration, the quantifying interpretation of mar ‘sea’ originates in the facets ‘amplitude’ and ‘unlimited extension’ associated with its literal meaning. Perhaps more important is the claim that new QNs are obtained via a process of grammaticalization and that the grammaticalized QNs maintain a certain relation with the original literal meaning. Further, the author alludes to the tension between lexicalization and grammaticalization, since some new formations are more or less fixed expressions (e.g. mar de dudas ‘sea of doubts’) while other QNs combine with a wide range of N2-collocates, “provided that the abstract notion which is brought about by the QN can be applied” (Bosque 2007, 193).

Equally interesting is the claim that the figurative uses of QNs are not necessarily associated with poetic language (Bosque 2007, 194). For instance, within the series of QNs that profile the sudden arrival or impetuous and tumultuous nature of the mass, viz. avalancha ‘avalanche’, alud ‘avalanche’, aluvión ‘flood’, cascada ‘cascade’, oleada ‘wave’ and tromba ‘tornado’, the author zooms in on alud. In its quantifying use, this QN has lost any reference to snow and foregrounds the force and quantity of the N2-entities. These facets are backgrounded in the literal reading of un alud de nieve ‘a snowslide’ and are not even acknowledged by reference dictionaries. As they are immanent in the literal readings, they are “only to be expected” though (2008, 195): in every-day language, there is nothing problematic about the figurative use of QNs.

Di Tullio/Kornfeld (2008) analyze the grammaticalized nature of QNs in colloquial Riverplate Spanish. They start from a three-fold differentiation between QNs depending on the function of N1, viz. (a) expressions which by definition evoke the plurality of N2 (e.g. una cantidad de reclamos ‘a quantity of complaints’), (b) expressions which combine quantity assessment with quality evaluation (e.g. una barbaridad de reclamos ‘a barbarity of complaints’) and (c) expressions where the evaluative interpretation relates to quantity only (e.g. una oleada de robos ‘a calamity of thefts’). The majority of the QNs in Riverplate Spanish pertain to the first group (a) whose quantifying interpretation is intrinsically linked to the expression (whether or not via metonymical and metaphorical extensions). As such, QNs designate either containers (e.g. vagón ‘wagon’), entities which consists of relatively little subparts (e.g. rosario ‘rosary’), more or less organized configurations of objects (e.g. pila ‘pile’), collectives (e.g. banda ‘gang’), a quality (e.g. chorrada ‘nonsense, twaddle’) or entities which evoke some kind of sequence or succession (e.g. bombardeo ‘bombardment’, tsunami ‘tsunami’). In some cases, the process of metaphorization is hard to trace however, as in punta ‘tip, end’ or bocha ‘head’.

Interestingly, like Bosque (2007), Di Tullio/Kornfeld (2008) also evoke the lexicalized nature of some QNs which are characterized by strict combinatorial restrictions as to N2, without going on to provide underlying semantic or functional motivations for these restrictions or the lack of combinatorial restrictions for other QNs. Further, the study seeks out to determine the degree of grammaticalization of QNs. They distinguish between three levels of GR according to the QN’s behavior in a set of five morphosyntactic tests: (i) the possibility of N1 to combine with premodifying adjectives, (ii) verb agreement with N1 or N2, (iii) anaphoricity tests, (iv) the syntactic scope24 of the QN and (v) the possibility to occur without N1-determiner and for N1 to pluralize. It goes without saying that a higher degree of grammaticalization corresponds to a lower degree of morphosyntactic freedom.

The study of Gutiérrez Rodríguez (2008) actually focuses on the grammatical aspects of weak quantifiers (cuantificadores débiles), also called indefinite quantifiers. An important criterion to distinguish strong from weak quantifiers is the latter’s compatibility with impersonal and existential haber (as in hay muchos niños en el jardín ‘there are a lot of children in the garden’). The final chapter of her PhD is dedicated to pseudopartitive constructions. She partially builds on Bosque’s (1999) classification of QNs (see Section 2.2.1) yet adds a fourth type, viz. ‘lexicalized quantifying nouns’ (nombres cuantificativos lexicalizados). This additional category comprises nouns which either have completely lost their etymological meaning and only express quantity, or exclusively present a quantifying reading from the start. The former type of lexicalized quantity notions thus encompasses nouns such as un montón ‘a heap’, la mar ‘the sea’, la tira ‘(lit.) the strip’ or un sinfín ‘lit. an endlessness’, whereas quantity expressions such as (gran) cantidad ‘(large) quantity’, gran número ‘large number’ or infinitude ‘infinity’ have a quantity-related interpretation by definition (2008, 320–321). Note that ‘lexicalized’ refers to the conventionalized character of the quantifying interpretation – as in ‘part of the lexicon’ – and not as opposed to the preceding GR process she considers them to have been involved in. The distinction of the fourth category is necessary in view of the diverging morphosyntactic behavior in comparison to the other types of QNs. She repeatedly emphasizes, however, that the functional organization of metaphorically used group nouns and lexicalized quantifying nouns largely overlap. Further, she proposes to distinguish between two types of underlying syntactic structures for pseudopartitive constructions according to the ‘literal (or collective) interpretation’ and the ‘quantifying interpretation’. In the literal interpretation, the binominal syntagm contains two lexical heads; in the quantifying interpretation, the binominal contains one lexical noun only (N2) as well as one functional noun (N1) which in combination with its determiners forms a complex quantifier to N2. In both cases, the preposition marks the genitive case and indicates that N2 is a complement of N1 (whereas in partitive constructions the preposition marks the partitive case).

To my knowledge, Spanish linguistic literature does not present detailed analyses of the semantic potential of (individual) QNs, nor of the differences in morphosyntactic make-up of the BQ. No underlying pragmatic motivations have been put forward for using QNs at the expense of more ‘regular’ quantifiers such as mucho/a(s) ‘many, much’.

2.2.3Diachronic case-studies

As far as Spanish is concerned, no detailed diachronic analysis of the BQ has been carried out. In the recent historical syntax edited by Company Company (2009), neither the topic of QNs nor the development of (pseudo)partitive constructions has retained the attention of the authors, which is striking in that the volumes contain at least five chapters on closely related topics.25 Two detailed case-studies focus on closely related topics, viz. on the evolution from Latin object and subject genitive to prepositional phrases to deverbal nouns in Spanish (Rodríguez-Espiñeira 2011) and the grammaticalization of Latin genitive in Romance languages and French in particular (Carlier et al. 2013). Both papers start from the well-known assumption that “there was never a general replacement of the genitive, but rather a replacement of specific uses of the genitive by specific prepositions or syntactic functions” (Carlier et al. 2013, 141–142).

In the posthumously published Estudios de morfosintaxis histórica del español (2000) of Rafael Lapesa, two chapters touch upon the evolution from Latin appositional genitive to the expressive binominal construction in Spanish. Although the expressive binominal construction, also called ‘emphatic apposition’ (e.g. una maravilla de niña ‘a wonder of a girl’) is not the main concern of the present book, I will briefly outline Lapesa’s findings which corroborate my intuitions on the fuzzy borderlines between BQs and expressive binominals.

In the chapter on the evolution of the Latin cases into the Spanish substitutes, Lapesa (2000, 82) argues that the appositional genitive in Latin as in virtus iustitiae ‘the virtue of (the) justice’ corresponds to the prepositional phrase headed by de in Romance and Spanish (e.g. la virtud de la justicia). He dwells on a remarkable variant of the appositional genitive, 

la atestiguada desde Plauto hasta Cicerón en ejemplos de carácter familiar y afectivo como scelus viri, monstrum mulieris, deliciae pueri, (….). Lo peculiar de este giro consiste en poner de relieve una cualidad o rasgo presentándolos como esencia de su poseedor. Dada su fuerza expresiva, no es de extrañar que construcciones de este tipo hayan perdurado en las lenguas románicas con la habitual sustitución del genitivo por de (…). (Lapesa 2002, 84)26

While in Medieval Spanish documents no attestations have been found of this construction, this is not a sufficient reason to refute the hypothesis. Indeed, on the one hand, similar examples have been observed for Ancient French. On the other hand, given its informal and affective nature, the construction is not susceptible of occurring in literary texts. Also in Present-Day Spanish, N2 usually designates concrete, tangible entities, even if abstract notions are not excluded.

In another chapter, Lapesa further zooms in on the discussion of binominal syntagms which consist of an affective quality or ‘interjection’ in the N1-position and a noun or pronoun in the N2-position headed by de (e.g. el diablo del toro ‘the devil of a (lit. the) bull’, el bueno de Minaya ‘the good (lit. of) Minaya’, ¡Ay de mí! ‘Ah (lit. of) me’, ¡pobre de Juan! ‘poor (lit. of) John’, etc.), which according to Lapesa have diverging Latin ancestors (e.g. the combination of the demonstrative ille with nominalized adjectives, the exclamative genitive, the appositional genitive, etc.). As to the appositional construction, Lapesa distinguishes two main types which are the only ‘true’ continuations of the Latin appositional genitive.

The first pattern is the one where N2 is a common noun without determiner (e.g. una monada de chica ‘a cuty of a girl’, un desastre de viaje ‘a disaster of a journey’) and which are highly frequent meliorative or pejorative formulas in colloquial Present-Day Spanish. Interestingly, Lapesa suggests that the formula may become partitive when N1 expresses a quantity, as in una enormidad de gente ‘a huge amount of people’, un horror de dinero ‘a horrible lot (lit. horror) of money’. In contrast to other Romance languages, the Spanish construction frequently combines with abstract nouns in the N1-slot and is characterized by the possibility to have a singular N1 and a plural N2 (e.g. una maravilla de trenes ‘a wonder of trains’).

The second true inheritor of the appositional genitive is the pattern where N2 is a proper name or common noun with a proper determiner, as in the frequently cited medieval example el asno de Sancho ‘the donkey of Sancho’. Lapesa argues that the construction is particularly frequent in Present-Day Spanish (e.g. esa preciosidad de Juanita ‘that beauty of Juanita’, el zorro del cobrador ‘the cunning of the collector’). I will argue for a strict differentiation of both types of apposition in Section 2.2.5 though.

2.2.4Identification of the head of the construction

The interesting descriptive challenge posed by the BQ-construction is to determine the head or nucleus of the two-constituent structure and to simultaneously define the status of the other element.

The NGLE (RAE 2009, 1450) argues that pseudopartitive constructions are instances of the more general type “quantifier [de + noun phrase]”. In spite of the semantic and functional similarity between, on the one hand, un poco de in un poco de pan ‘a little of bread’ and, on the other hand, mucho (pan) ‘a lot of (bread)’ and bastante (pan) ‘enough (bread)’, the constituent boundary falls between N1 and the preposition according to the NGLE. Only the underlying structure [[un poco] [de pan]] can explain the coordination of complements (e.g. un poco de pan y de vino ‘a little of bread and of wine’), the ellipse of the complement (e.g. Solo queda un poco Ø. ‘There is only left a little Ø.’), the modification of N1 (e.g. un poco más de pan ‘a little more of bread’) and the occasional insertion of a parenthetical element between un poco and the prepositional phrase (e.g. Te di lo que traía: nada, un poco quizá de mi antigua soberbia. ‘I gave you what I was bearing: nothing, a little may be of my old pride.’).


To my knowledge, except for the generative proposal of Guitérrez Rodríguez’ (2008, cf. Section 2.2.2), no fine-grained analysis of headedness within binominal constructions has been worked out for Spanish. It bears pointing out, however, that both the functional and the cognitive model hold strong views on the status of both nominal elements within binominal constructions. Further, some thought-provoking suggestions are presented by case-studies on binominals in other languages.

The strictly functional model proposed by Halliday/Matthiessen (2004) associates the noun phrase primarily with the ideational component of the linguistic system, viz. the functional component which is concerned with representational semantics or the expression of content (Halliday/Matthiessen 2004, 29). This “metafunction” is further divided into two components, viz. the experiential and the logical one. The experiential structure of the nominal group refers to its double function of “specifying (i) a class of things, namely trains, and (ii) some category membership within this class" (Halliday/Matthiessen 2004, 312), illustrated by the example those two splendid old electric trains with pantographs. The categorization within a class is generally realized by one or more functional elements within the nominal group, viz. the Deictic element (those), the Numerative element (two), the Epithet (splendid and old) and the Classifier (electric). The class or Thing is expressed by the nominal element and constitutes “the semantic core of the nominal group” (Halliday/Matthiessen 2004, 325). Since the different elements – from Deictic to Thing – fulfill diverging functions with respect to the nominal group as a whole, the experiential structure is considered a multivariate structure. By contrast, the logical structure is univariate in that a single functional relationship, viz. that of subcategorization or modification, is iterated. By way of illustration, when starting from the most general term (the Thing trains) and “[m]oving to the left, we get: (which trains? – ) electric trains; (which electric trains? – ) old electric trains; (which old electric trains? – ) splendid old electric trains and so on" (Halliday/Matthiessen 2004, 329). While the most general term is identified as the Head of the nominal group, the set of remaining and subcategorizing elements is called Modifier (independent of the premodifying or postmodifying position with respect to the head). It goes without saying that, by default, the Head of the logical structure and the Thing of the experiential structure coincide.

However, in some functional environments, the Head and Thing are dissociated from one another, especially in measure expressions such as a cup of tea.

What happens here is that one of the pre-modifying functions is taken on by something that is itself a nominal group, in such a way that the Thing gets embedded in a prepositional phrase with of, which then functions as post-Head Qualifier (…). Of course, the two dimensions of structure are both present throughout; what we are showing here is the way the total meaning is construed by mapping the headhood of cup onto the thinghood of tea. (Halliday/Matthiessen 2004, 332)

The two-level internal structure can be visualized as follows:

[image: images]

Fig. 9: Internal structure of measure expressions (adapted from Halliday/Matthiesen 2004, 332)

Crucially, the authors specify that when the Head is dissociated from the Thing, it can coincide with any of the premodifying elements: (i) with the Deictic as in some of that chicken, (ii) with the Numerative as in three of those tiles,27 (iii) with the Epithet as in an absolute nightmare of a client and (iv) with the Classifier as in the city of Rome. Measure expressions such as a pack of cards, a slice of cake and a cup of coffee are defined as extended Numeratives, “the Head being a word of measure or type” (Halliday/Matthiessen 2004, 333).

In sum, in the functional model, N1 is the core of the logical structure, while N2 is the core of the experiential structure. In other words, N1 is always both the head and the complement, depending on the level of description. This dual analysis results “not only too static, but also inaccurate” (Brems 2007b, 29; 2011, 18) and leaves no room for possible diachronic shifts in the constituency of constructions.

In contrast, Langacker’s cognitive model of binominal constructions is more dynamic. In his first assessment of the nominal structure (1991, 88–89), Langacker suggests the possibility of an evolutionary sequence from N1 as the constructional head to N1 as a complex quantifier (as in [[a lot of]QNT sharks]N]NML).28 In a more recent paper (Langacker 2011), the author zooms in on the issue of constituency and evaluates three different analyses, as in (2):



	(2)
	a.
	a lot of
QNT
	geese
N



	
	b.
	a lot
D N
	of geese
PP



	
	c.
	a lot
QNT

	of geese
PP




The first two analyses in (2a) and (2b) correspond to standard assumptions on constituency, “in particular the notion that there has to be a head noun, and that it has to be an immediate constituent of the nominal it heads” (Langacker 2011, 1). In his view, the first analysis is problematic in that it suggests that a lot of is an unanalyzable whole, while he illustrates in his paper that the components are still recognizable and make a proper contribution to the meaning of the construction. The second analysis is problematic in that lot is not the semantic head of the construction: the construction does not profile an instance of lot yet an instance of geese. In Langacker’s view, the major constituent boundary falls between a lot and of geese, since several contexts can be observed where a lot functions as a nominal (e.g. a lot, a whole lot, something of which I have a lot, etc.). Further, he claims that the component structure whose profile corresponds to the composite structure profile can be considered the head of the construction. In his view, of geese profiles the non-processual relationship of coextensiveness between a trajector and the landmark (the landmark being identified with geese). A lot profiles an abstract quantity unit and is identified with the trajector of the preposition. However, according to Langacker (2011) the quantified mass expressed by the preposition

consists of geese, but it is not necessarily identified with the geese designated by the prepositional object – it may just be a portion of them (cf. a lot of those geese). The mass profiled by the overall expression is therefore not strictly identical with the entity profiled by any component element. (2011, 17)

Langacker therefore defines the BQ-construction as exocentric, since none of the component elements function as the head of the construction as a whole. Further, headless constructions are not problematic in cognitive grammar: constructions are not required to have a constructional head, as long as the “expressions are fully describable as assemblies of symbolic structures connected by correspondences” (Langacker 2011, 17, cf. Section 2.1.2.3).

In addition to the frame-related analyses of headedness, two remarkable suggestions as to constituency of binominal constructions are made by a case-study on expressive binominal constructions in English (Aarts 1998), respectively a case-study of BQs in French (Benninger 1999). From a rather generative-oriented point of view, Aarts (1998) proposes to attribute to a hell of a problem the underlying structure [Det [N1 of a] N2head]. In his view, only this constituency analysis can account for the fact that a premodifier to N1 can scope over N2 (as in another bitchy iceberg of a woman) and that N2 cannot be moved (as in *a monster was delivered of a machine). Further, the entire string [N1 of a] can be considered a complex modifier and replaced by adjectives (as in we saw a hellish movie).

Equally intriguing is Benninger’s (1999) proposal to interpret N2 as the head of the construction, mainly because it cannot be omitted. The entire string [determiner + N1 + preposition] is then considered an “inverse prepositional phrase” (1999, 108, translation KV). Within the inverse prepositional phrase, N1 continues to present nominal characteristics (e.g. it can be replaced by a pronoun, presents discourse-motivated determiner variation and combines with adjectives).

In her study of the English noun phrases, Keizer (2007) summarizes the set of operational criteria to determine headedness presented in the literature. She distinguishes between semantic and (morpho)syntactic criteria. The former subset of criteria “was originally used to reflect the intuitive idea that within each phrase, one element was somehow more important than the others” (Keizer 2007, 10). Semantic criteria pertain (a) to the distributional equivalence of the head and the composite construction, (b) to the obligatoriness of the head, (c) to the requirement to comply with the selection restriction of the verb (e.g. since to spill requires a liquid subject, the second noun wine is the head in a bottle of wine spilled). The set of (morpho)syntactic criteria commonly applied includes (a) the subject-verb agreement, (b) the determiner-head agreement, (c) the locus of inflectional marks, (d) the tendency to stress the modifier or complement since this element “is more likely to contain focal information” (Keizer 2007, 19) and (e) the anaphoric reference (in that it is the head that will be pro-nominalized). Crucially, Keizer notes that the battery of tests has to be interpreted cautiously in that it is often inconclusive and that “syntactic evidence may clash with the semantic evidence” (Keizer 2007, 21). She goes on to suggest that headedness is a gradable notion, i.e. a matter of degree, provided that “the more criteria an element complies with, the more prototypical a head it is” (Keizer 2007, 21).

In this book I will illustrate that in Spanish BQ-constructions, the ‘semantic’ head tends to coincide with the ‘syntactic’ head. Further, I will differentiate the constituency of literal and grammaticalized uses in line with the working hypothesis put forward by Brems (2011, 46) for the English BQ, viz. that N1 may shift from head status to quantifier status in grammaticalization, as visualized in Figure 10. In sum, the semantic criterion of obligatoriness prevails. Provided that the entire string [Det. N1 de] can be replaced by canonical quantifiers (e.g. mucha gente ‘many people’),29 the constituency boundary moves from the position in between N1 and de in literal uses (cf. [Det. N1][de N2]) to immediately after the preposition in grammaticalized uses (cf. [[Det. N1 de] N2]). Further, it will be claimed that when grammaticalized uses present syntactic evidence against the head-status of N2, the mismatch can usually be motivated in the light of the conceptual image persistence of the QN (see infra).

[image: images]

Fig. 10: Head shift in grammaticalization (cf. Brems 2011)

2.2.5Gradient boundaries between partitive, pseudopartitive and appositional binominals

QNs have been adduced in the literature to illustrate partitive, pseudopartitive and appositional constructions. All three types of construction consist of two nouns and the linking element de. Simplifying largely, partitive constructions can be characterized as expressing the quantity of N2, pseudopartitive constructions as expressing the quantity of the kind of N2 (cf. Koptjevskaja-Tamm 2009, 329) and appositional constructions as expressing the kind of N2.

Of crucial importance to the starting assumption of this volume, viz. that BQs are involved in processes of grammaticalization, is the fact that QNs shift to quantifier function only when occurring in pseudopartitive constructions.30 In the remainder of this section, I will draw neat borderlines between partitive and pseudopartitive constructions – or should I say construals? – on the one hand and pseudopartitive and appositional constructions on the other.31

2.2.5.1Partitive and pseudopartitive constructions

Strictly speaking, partitive constructions are two-constituent structures “expressing a part-whole relation, of which the first constituent (the quantifier) indicates a subpart or a subset of the second constituent (the reference mass)” (Verveckken 2013). They differ from pseudopartitive constructions “whose reference mass cannot be specified, as it is not grounded” (Verveckken 2013). In addition to bounding or unitizing the entities expressed by the second constituent, pseudopartitive constructions also “designate other characteristics such as shape, size, extent, spatial configuration or kind” (Verveckken 2013). The fuzzy nature of the boundaries between (binominal) partitive and pseudopartitive constructions is probably due to the fact that some (partitive) contexts invite both interpretations. By way of illustration, in (3), this cake can designate both the specific entity of which a slice is a subpart and the kind of entity John ate a slice of (cf. Koptjevskaja-Tamm 2009; Langacker 2011).



	(3)
	John ate a slice of this cake.




The chapter on quantifiers in the descriptive grammar of Spanish (Sánchez López 1999) and the renewed reference grammar by the Real Academia (RAE 2009) also draw this distinction. Partitive constructions are two-constituent structures, consisting of a quantifier and a “partitive complement or coda” (RAE 2009, 1441, translation KV). The first constituent can be an absolute quantifier (e.g. muy pocas de las iniciativas ‘very few of the initiatives’), a fraction noun (e.g. la mitad de los papeles ‘half of the papers’), a measure noun (e.g. un kilo de estas patatas ‘a kilo of those potatoes), a group noun (e.g. un grupo de los senadores ‘a group of the senators’) or a pronoun (e.g. algunas de las iniciativas ‘some of the initiatives’). The second constituent designates a plurality (i.e. a mass noun or a plural count noun) and is necessarily definite. Both constituents have referential or extensional value: in la mayoría de los estudiantes ‘the majority of the students’, both la mayoría and los estudiantes refer to distinct masses in the extralinguistic world, the one designated by mayoría being a subpart of the one designated by los estudiantes. The double referential value allows the partitive complement to be separated from the quantifying element, as in (4). Generally, verb agreement can be made with either the first or the second constituent.



	(4)
	De los manifestantes, un grupo se dirigieron al gobierno civil.
(Sánchez López 1999, 1052)
’Of the demonstrators, a group was going to the civilian government.’




Following Brucart (1997), the GDLE distinguishes between “intrinsic partitives” and “not-intrinsic partitives” (Sánchez López 1999, 1049). The former are considered to present a quantifying interpretation by definition, independently of the second constituent, as is the case for totalidad ‘totality’, mayoría ‘majority’, mitad ‘half’, resto ‘rest’, etc. Not-intrinsic partitives are nouns which only acquire a partitive32 reading when not preceded by a definite determiner (cf. the contrast between (5a) and (5b)). Among the not-intrinsic partitives, the author includes measure nouns (e.g. un montón de libros ‘a heap of books’) and configuration nouns (e.g. una pila de discos ‘a pile of disks’).



	(5)
	a.
	Un grupo de senadores socialistas votaron en contra. ‘A group of socialist senators voted against.’



	
	b.
	El grupo de senadores socialistas votaron en contra. ‘*The group of socialist senators votedpl against.’ (Sánchez López 1999, 1052)33




The GDLE goes on to distinguish between two types of partitive constructions depending on the definiteness of the second constituent, viz. partitive and pseudo-partitive constructions. Partitive constructions presuppose the existence of two separate masses or groups of entities (as in (6a)). Pseudopartitive constructions only evoke one mass or group of entity since the second noun does not have proper referential value and merely indicates “the properties of the elements that form the set designated by the quantifier” (Sánchez López 1999, 1051), as in (6b)).



	(6)	a.	 una gran parte de los senadores ‘a great part of the senators’



		b.	una gran parte de senadores ‘a great deal of senators’




The NGLE, however, treats the pseudopartitive construction as a separate construction type and situates it at the same level as partitive constructions. The first element can be a quantifying pronoun (e.g. algo de pan ‘a bit of bread (lit. something of bread’), a quantifier such as poco or mucho (e.g. un poco de amor ‘a bit of love’) or quantifyings nouns (e.g. un gran número de participantes ‘a large number of participants’, la elevada cifra de detenidos ‘the high number of arrested persons’). In contrast to partitive constructions, the first constituent cannot be a cardinal number (e.g. una docena de huevos ‘a dozen of eggs’ or doce de estos huevos ‘twelve of those eggs’ versus *doce de huevos ‘*twelve of eggs’) and the construction with QNs is highly productive. The second constituent can designate a singular mass noun (e.g. un litro de agua ‘a litre of water’) or a plural count noun (e.g. una retahíla de mentiras ‘a whole string/series of lies’) and can refer to both concrete and abstract entities. While the second noun is necessarily indefinite34, the first noun can in some cases show up without determiner (e.g. infinidad de veces ‘infinity of times’) or combine with a definite one (e.g. la tira de niños ‘a bunch (lit. the strip) of kids’). Since the second constituent lacks proper referential value and hence does not refer to a contextually delimited group of entities, the prepositional phrases cannot be separated from the quantifier. The double possibility of verb agreement, viz. with N1 and N2, that characterizes partitive constructions, generally also holds for pseudopartitive constructions, except when the first element is preceded by a definite determiner.

It bears pointing out that although identical quantifying elements can be used in partitive and pseudopartitive constructions (e.g. (7)), the conceptualization will be slightly different. Additional evidence for the distinction between both constructions or construals can be found in typological studies: in her crosslinguistic analysis of partitve and pseudopartitive constructions, Koptjevskaja-Tamm (2009) argues that many languages express partitive and pseudopartitive constructions by different and unrelated construction types.


	(7)	a.	Una gran parte de los senadores votaron en contra. ‘A great deal of the senators voted against.’



		b.	Una gran parte de senadores votaron en contra. ‘A great deal of senators voted against.’




2.2.5.2Pseudopartitive and appositional constructions
	
In binominal appositional constructions, two nominal elements are juxtaposed and iconically mirror the existence of a predicative relation, as in la ópera Fidelio ‘the opera Fidelio’.35 Morphosyntactically and semantically close to pseudopartitive constructions are emphatic appositions, of the type A de B (in which the preposition is obligatory and the element A is a predicate to the element B). Three types of emphatic appositions are to be distinguished (cf. Lapesa 2002), which differ as to (i) the lexical nature of the element A, (ii) the type of determiners and quantifiers of both A and B and (iii) the semantic role of B:



	Type 1
	el asno de Sancho ‘Sancho the donkey (lit. the donkey of Sancho)’



	Type 2
	una maravilla de película ‘a wonder of a movie’



	Type 3
	un prodigio de vitalidad ‘a prodigy, marvel of vitality’




The first type of appositional construction is usually used to designate human entities and can be paraphrased by B es un A ‘B is an A’. By way of illustration, the predicative relation expressed by el asno de Sancho corresponds to Sancho es un asno ‘Sancho is a donkey’. In view of the predicate-status of N1, the head-status of N2 does not come as a surprise. The first noun is necessarily definite and can belong to three lexical categories: (i) evaluative nouns (e.g. el fantasma del gerente ‘the boaster of the manager’), (ii) animal nouns which acquire a usually pejorative evaluative interpretation (e.g. la perra de tu mujer ‘that bitch of your wife’) and (iii) adjectives designating an extreme characteristic (e.g. la muy loca de tu prima ‘the very foolish of your niece’). Adjectives or nouns denoting positive qualities are marginal, to the extent that they are interpreted ironically when they occur. In el inocente de su marido ‘the innocent of her husband’ the reading of inocente shifts from ‘innocent’ to ‘naive’.
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