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Ahti Nikonlassi

THE USE OF COLLECTIVE NUMERALS IN CONTEMPORARY
RUSSIAN: AN EMPIRICAL APPROACH

Introduction

Collective numerals in Contemporary Russian are an interesting object of research
due ta the lack of this type of numerals in many languages and due to the
complexity and variation in their use. The rules given in Russian grammars are
scarce and often contradict each other, and in linguistic literature the colleclive
numerals of the contemporary language have received little attention. Of the
previous research the following papers should be mentioned. The first is a short
paper by Suprun (Cynpyn 1939) where he summarizes the results of an
experiment carried out in the 1950s.! The other is a paper by Mel®uk (Mensayk
1985) in which he gives 22 rules concerning the use of collective numerals in
Russian. The rules represent, in the first place, a detailed description of the
author's own idiolect, but to some extent they are also generalized from other
speakers of the literary language. After having finished my investigation, I came
across three papers by Sterbakov (lepbaxop 1968a, 1968b, 1969), based on a
large number of examples collected from Soviet literature and the press. In
general, most of the observations made by Szerbakov agree with the results of the
present study.

A survey of previous literature showed that there is no general agreement
concerning many uses of collective numerals. For example, most grammarians
ban the use of collective numerals with nouns denoting female persons, but some
consider phrases such as dsoe acentyun not unusual, All grammarians state that
collective numerals are used with inanimate plural-only nouns, but there seems to
be disagreement as to the restrictions concerning the numeric value of the
numeral, its case form and the semantics of the noun. In addition, many gram-
marians allow for the use of collective numerals to denote the number of paired
objects, e.g. dace canoe 'two pairs of boots', while others consider this kind of
use colloquial, rare, or obsolete. To take still another example, the semantic

1 The experiment was performed at Kirghizia State University. One hundred university
students were asked to fill in a questionnaire containing 50 phrases with a numeral and a
noun denonting & person. In each phrase only the beginning of the numeral and the stem of
the noun were given,
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distinction between collective and cardinal numerals is also a controversial issue:
some grammarians deny the existence of any distinction whatsoever, while others
maintain that collective numerals denote a quantity as an aggregate or a unit,
Simitar remarks concerning the presentation of collective numerals in Russian
grammars and reference books are made in Hartenstein (1992).

The aim of this paper is to clacify the picture of the actual use of collective
numerals using empirical data provided by two investigations — a survey of
corpus materials and an experiment in the form of a questionnaire. Section 1 gives
a brief description of the materials and methods of the investigation. The main
body of the paper is Section 2, which presents the results in detail. One of the
main findings of the study is that the semantic selectional restrictions concerning
the use of collective numerals to quantify animate beings need to be revised. In
particular, the study has shown that there is a clear tendency to use the genitive-
acccusative form of collective numerals equal to or higher than five, irrespective
of the semantics of the quantified noun. The results also indicate that the use of
collective numerals with inanimate nouns might be much more restricted than
most of the grammars suggest. Section 3 discusses briefly some questions
concerning the lexical description of collective and cardinal numerals. The
conclusion is that to a certain extent the choice between a collective and a cardinal
numeral resembles the choice between inflectional forms of a single lexeme. In
other words, in some of their uses collective numerals behave functionally as
members of the paradigms of corresponding cardinal numerals.

1. Material and metheds of the study

The investigation started with an analysis of Russian computer corpora including
the Uppsala Corpus and modern prose texts from the Fowler Corpus, as well as
some minor corpera consisting of modern fiction, journalistic texts, and
recordings of colloquial speech. The corpora provided 605 examples of collective
numerals. However, many uses of cellective numerals were not represented in the
corpora, or only few examples were found. In order to obtain data concerning
these types of usage, an experiment in the form of a questiounaire was carried out.
The experiment took place in Moscow in February 1998. Two groups of
subjects were tested: students of the Faculty of Journalism at Moscow State
University and school children from School no. 1273 in Moscow. The first group -
included 104 students (85 females and 17 males), ranging in age from 17 to 24
with a mean age of 19.2 (Std. Dev. 1.678). The second group consisted of 48
children (23 females and 24 males) ranging in age from 10 to 12, averaging 10.8
years of age (Std. Dev. 0.668).2 All subjects were native speakers of Russian.

2 Two students and one child failed to specify their sex, and seven students failed to specify
their age.
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The experiment consisted of two questionnaires which were evenly distributed
among each group. Both questionnaires included 60 sentences where subjects
were asked to choose between two quantifying expressions, one with a collective
numeral and the other with a cardinal numeral or some other means of
quantification. Most of the total of 120 sentences constituted pairs in which the
members differed only in one variable. For example, if one sentence in a pair had
a phrase quantifying a group of males, then the other had a phrase quantifying
females, the rest of the two sentences being identical. This kind of experimental
design made it possible to have control over the numerous variables associated in
literature with the use of collective numerals. The members of each pair were
separated and distributed between the two gquestionnaires. As a result, both the
students and children were divided into two groups which filled in two different
questicnnaires.

The experiment was conducted during classes, and introduced and supervised
by the author of this paper. Subjects were encouraged to rely on their own
linguistic intvition in the instraction given at the beginning of the questionnasres.?
In addition, it was emphasized that, in each sentence, the variants of a quantifying
expression were given as synonyms carrying the same quantitative meaning. In
general, subjects performed the task pretty well in about 20-30 minutes, although
a few failed to write down their age or sex, or to fill in a couple of sentences.

Although the results concerning the students and children cannot be directly
generalized for the whole population, they may give an idea about the direction in
which the use of collective numerals is most probably shifting.

2. Results
2.1 Collective numerals quantifying animate beings
The analysis of corpus data revealed that the majority of collective numerals

quantifying animate beings represented types of usage where the numeral is more
or less autonomous, i.e. lacking an overt nominal complement or head. To this

3 The instruction was as follows; "B conpeMenitoM pycckoM 3blKe B yHoTpeSiensn Tak
HA3LIBAGMB X COOMpPATENbUEIX UHCAHTCILNLIX THOA deoe Hadnojaelcs Golbmas
papranHa. TIporoAMMEIE 3KCIEPHMENT HampaBicl Ha BHIACTIGHAC NEKOTOPHX
BOTIPOCOR, CDA3AHHLIX C aTOH BapHanne,

ANxera cOEepXUT 60 nNpefnoxeHui. B Kaw oM npeiioXeiny npeinaracTes LBa
BapHalTa UHCIGBHX BLIpaKcHHH, Bama 3aava 3aKMI0UAETCA. B CHEAY IDIIEM:

- TloprepkMHTE N KAXKAOM OPEANOkKEHHN TOT BAPHAHT, KOTopMA Bam kaxercs ayquie,

- Eeaw, ro BameMy MHENNH0, H TOT B SPYTol BapuadT ORHHAKORO XOPOWD MOOXOAAT
K NaufoMy NpefioKenio, NoAYePRANTE HX 004,
Oteeuzx, onHpadTeck Ha Bame A3blKopoc wyTbhe. DTO HE 3KIaMER 110 PYCCROMY
A3LIKY: 3fech NPabHALIO T, UTo Bl ciuTaeTe npapunbibvim!”
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group belong cases where the numeral is adjacent to a pronoun, as in (1) below,
or represents the nominative constituent in the so-called quantifier construction
illustrated in (2):

(1) A oHu Tpoe cHAeNU Ha TpaBe,
(2} Beab HIPOKOB B KOMaHJe BCETO [BOE H (GOXbIIE HAMEATHCA He
Ha KOTO <...>,

In addition, a large number of collective numerals were used as nouns (3 and 4),
or lacked their nominal complements or heads as a result of textual ellipsis (5 and
6):

(3) Xnel genunH Ha TPOHX, BCEM HOPOBHY <...>.

(4) <...> B HCTOpPHH 4el0BEYEeCTBa TONRKC TPOe PelIMNHCE RYGaa4—
HO BHIBEPHYTE ¢e0A HAUZHAHKY 10 KoHNa: BaaxeHHbtd ABry-
ctuH, Pycco u Toncroit.

(5) Tam BHcen TakoH Xe NPoGKOBBIH KPYT, Kak B JeXYpKe, H
HECKONBKO TETHHKOB (ecrlpephBHO 6pocalld B Hero CTPeqbl
IBoe unu Tpoe YHTATH XYDPHANH, OCTaNbHBIE GOATANM, pas—
BAMACH HA HBAHAX.

(6) XpucaH AnapeeBud npoTARYN pyKy. Bum orpan. Hosoe ero
Ka4ecTBO OTKPHIIOCE ANA NMAacTyXoB HeoXugaHde. Bce Tpoe
6L B BOCTOprE.

The absolutive use and ellipsis were not always easy to distinguish,.

The share of examples where a collective mumeral and an overt nominal made
up a constituent referring to a group of human beings was only 32.1 % out of 549
examples. For comparison, in a random sample of 100 occurrences of cardinal
numeral rpu, quantifying human beings, the share of constituents consisting of
the numeral and an overt nominal was 87%. The corpus data also revealed that in
those examples where a numeral and an overt nominal made up a constituent
referring to a group of human beings, 87.5% of collective numerals were used in
a direct case (N=176).4 In phrases with Tpoe the share of direct cases was as high
as 91.8% (N=49). For comparison, only 56.3% of phrases with cardinal numeral
rpui were in a direct case (N=87). The results parallel those presented in
Sterbakov ([llep6akor 1969:18), where more than 84% of collective numerals,
but only about 50% of cardinal numerals, were in a direct case. These

4 In this paper the term direct case refers to the nominative and the nominative-accusative
cases. THe rest of the case forms are called obligue. The distinction between direct and
obligue cases of all collective numerals and most of the cardinal numerals is reflected
syntactically in that the direct cases govern the case of the noun, whereas the obligue cases
function as modifiers of the noun.
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observations support the general opinion that in obligue cases collective numerals
are usually replaced with cardinal numerals.

Questions related to the use of collective numerals with nouns denoting
animate beings are presented below in the following order. First I will discuss a
number of morphological and semantic properties of nouns associated with the
use of collective numerals. Since the nominative case is the most frequent case
form in which collective numerals quantifying animate beings occur, I will con-
centrate mainly on phrases with a collective numeral standing in the nominative.
After that T will discuss questions related to the oblique cases of collective
numerals with animate nouns,

2.1.1 Nominative case: morphological and semantic properties of nouns
associated with the use of collective nemerals

As was stated above, 87.5% of collective numerals with an overt nominal in the
corpora were in a direct case, usually the nominative. The figures in Table 1
suggest that in this form the choice of the numeral is influenced by the
morphological and semantic properties of the noun. The second column gives the
average distribution of various complement types with collective numerals from
deoe to cemepo. The third and the fourth columns contrast rpoe with rpu. For
the sake of comparison, complements expressed with plural-only nouns have
been omitted, since they cannot be govemned by Tpu.

Table 1: Distribution of various complement types denoting human beings, with
Tpu, Tpoe and collective numerals from 2 to 7 standing in a direct case.

Complement type JBOE-CEMEDO Tpoe TpH
(N=126) (N=36) (N=49)

1st declension masculines 66.7 77.8 714

2nd declension masculines 11.1 8.3 0.0

and common gender nouns

Adjectivals 19.8 11.1 2.0

Nouns denoting females 2.4 2.8 26.5

Adjectival in the first column refers to overi complements expressed with
adjectives, participles and possessive pronouns such as naw. The figures indicate,
first, that second declension masculines and adjectivals tend to be used with
collective numerals. Second, the data supports the general opinion that collective
numerals are rarely used with nouns denoting females. In what follows, these and
a number of other factors governing the choice of the numeral will be discussed in
light of the data provided by the experiment.
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2.1.1.1 Non-feminine nouns denoting human beings

The termn non-feminine noun refers here to first and second declension masculines
and common gender nouns, as well as adjectival nouns denoting males or used in
reference to males, or mixed groups of males and females. In the guestionnaires
second declension nouns and adjectival nouns were systematicaily contrasted with
first declension nouns using pairs of sentences differing only in that one member
in a pair had a first declension noun, while the other had a second declension
nount or an adjectival noun. Of the three morphological types, second declension
nouns and especially adjectival nouns clearly favored the use of the collective
numerals.

The questionnaires included two pairs of sentences with nouns musuytionep
and rnoauyetioxuil, and padoriux and paGouuil, respectively. As Table 2 shows,
only 23% of subjects chose a collective numeral in sentences with a first
declension noun, whereas in sentences with an adjectival noun, the share of
collective numerals was as high as 8§1.3%.

Table 2: Distribution of responses in sentences with muanyuonep and padormux,
and noauyeticruii and padouut.

Declension 1st declension Adjectival noun
Subject groups Students | Children | Total | Students | Children | Total
N=104 | N=48 N=152f N=103 | N=47 N=150

Cardinal numeral 61.5 64,6 62.5 8.7 10.6 9.3
Collective nuwmeral | 21.2 27.1 23.0 80.6 83.0 81.3
Both 17.3 8.3 14.5 10.7 6.4 9.3

Note: In reference to the results of the questionnaire, N indicates the number of
responses related to the property under discussion. Ultimately, the value of N
depends on the number of test sentences representing this property. In the same
way, percentages indicate the distribution of responses related to this property.
Hence, expressions such as "80.6% of the students (N=103) chose a collective
numeral with adjectival nouns”, should read: "In the two sentences with an
adjectival noun, 80.6% of the total of 103 responses provided by students had a
collective numeral”, For the sake of simplicity, I will keep nsing expressions of
the former type, despite their apparent inaccuracy.

If the share of those who accepted both variants is also taken into con-
sideration, the results approximate the figures presented in S&erbakov
(IllepGakos 1969:14-15) and Suprun (Cynpyn 1959:8). In SZerbakov's sample,
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88.3% of examples with an adjectival noun had a collective numeral (N=60).5 In
Suprun's questionnaire, the largest share of collective numerals, 91.4% out of the
total of 2000 responses, was observed in 20 phrases with an adjectival noun,

In the present study the contrast between first declension masculines and
adjectival nouns was also cbserved in sentences where a quantifying expression
in the nominative-accusative case signifies a measure. Sentences (7} and (8) were
taken from Mel'tuk (Menbuyr 1985:383)}, according to whom cardinal nurerals
would be preferred here:

(7} Konouna 6mna rmy6MHON B YeTHIPE BCagHUKa/deTBEpPe Bcai—
HMKOB.
Students: card 92.2  coll 7.8 both 0.0 N=51
Children: card 80.0 coll 2000 both 0.0 N=25

(8) MHx poTeph coCTaBIAT BCEro YeThHpe paHeHBIX/UeTBepo
PaHeHLIX,
Students: card 17.6 coll 804  both 3.0 N=51
Children: card i74 coll 696 hoth 13.0 N=23

The figures, however, indicate that even in measure phrases the morphological
type of the noun seems to be the strongest factor governing the choice of the
numeral.

The same pattern was also observed in sentences with the preposition no in a
distributive function. Here, according to Mel'®uk, collective numerals can be used,
but as sentences {9) and (10) show, the collective numeral was even preferred if
the complement was an adjectival noun:

() B cnenylelieM kxyne ToXe Bce OBINO 3aHATO, — HA JaBKax
CHIeRo N0 ABa MATbYHKA/IBOE MalbHHKOB.
Seudents: card 69.2 coll 154 both 154 N=52
Children: card 652 coll 261 both 87 N=23
(10) B manaThl kJIand No TpH 60XbHLIX/TPoe GONBbHEIX.
Students: card 17.6 coll 80.4  both 2.0 N=351
Children: card 37.5 coll 583 hoth 4.2 N=24

The effect of the secend declension on the choice of the numeral was tested vsing
two pairs of sentences. Table 3 demonstrates, that in sentences with second
declension nouns reanuya and youtiya, 63.3% chose a collective numeral, while
in sentences with first declension nouns wapxomas and gop, the share of
collective numerals was only 18.4%.

5 This figure concerns the numeral in the nominative. Of 22 examples with a numeral in an
obligue case, only 27.3% had a collective numeral.
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Table 3: Distribution of responses in sentences with #apxoman and aop, and
neauuya and youtiya.

Declension 1st declension 2nd declension
Subject groups Students | Children | Total | Students { Children | Total
‘N=104 | N=48 N=152| N=102 | N=4§ N=150
Cardinal numeral | 75.0 688 | 73.0 | 265 33.3 28.7
Collective numeral | 15.4 25.0 18.4 | 64.7 60.4 63.3
Both 9.6 6.3 8.6 8.8 6.3 8.0

Again the results approximate those gained by Suprua (Cynpyn 1959:8). In his
original study there was only one second declension masculine noun, Myacuuna,
86% of subjects chose the collective numeral with it (cf. sentence 19 below). In a
supplementary study the share of collective numerals in phrases with ten other
second declension masculine nouns was 67.7% out of 300 responses.® In
Sierbakov's sample the share of collective numerals in the nominative was higher,
90.2% out of 61 examples. Of seven examples in oblique cases, however, only
one had a collective numeral.

Yet another morphological type of non-feminine noun should be mentioned,
According to Mel'¢uk (1985:383), collective numerals are acceptable and even
preferable with neuter nouns denoting persons. In the present study two examples
given by Mel'¥uk, auyo xuraiickozo npoucxoxdenun and wydosune, were
contrasted with first declension masculines xuraey and wepruk, respectively. As
can be seen from Table 4, irrespective of the grammatical gender subjects
preferred the cardinal numeral. But it should be noted that sentences with a neuter
ncun gained higher shares of collective numerals than sentences with a first
declension masculine, especially among children.

Tabie 4: Distribution of responses in sentences with xurgey and weprux, and
auyo kuraiicxozo npoucxosxcdenus and wydosuiye.

6 The fact that collective numerals are used or even preferred with second declension masculine
and common gender nouns is also pointed out in many prescriptive sources. Golub (l'onyé
1997:262) goes further, asserting that with second declension masculines only collective
numerals are acceptable. In light of the data discussed here this is, however, too strong a
position. According to Suprun (Cynpyu 1964:74), cardinal numerals are fully acceptable
with second declension masculines as well as adjectival nouns,
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Gender Masculine Neuter
Subject groups Students | Children | Total | Students | Children | Total
N=103 | N=48 N=151] N=101 | N=43 N=149
Cardinal numeral | 76.7 75.0 76.2 78.2 56.3 71.1
Collective numeral | 10.7 18.8 13.2 16.8 41,7 24.8
Both 12.6 6.3 10.6 5.0 2.1 4.0

In addition to the morphological type, the choice of the numeral is often said io be
governed by a number of semantic properties of a non-feminine noun. Many
grammarians state that collective numerals are more acceptable with nouns
denoting human beings occupying a low position in a social, professional, or
administrative hierarchy than with nouns denoting human beings in a high
position (see e.g. Posenrtans 1987:176; Posenrans u ap. 1994:232). The
opinion is supported by Suprun's study (Cynpyn 1959:8). For example, with
npogheccop and zenepan only 1% of 100 subjects chose a collective numeral,
whereas with ctydenr the share of the collective numeral was 16%, and with
ka3zak 18%.7 In the present study the effect of the social status of a person was
investigated using two pairs of stylistically neutral narrative sentences contrasting
npogheccop and 2enepaa with ctydent and condar, respectively. In all four
sentences subjects preferred a cardinal numeral. Table 5, however, indicates that
among the students the social status of a person influenced the choice of the
numeral, while among the children the same effect was not observed.

Table 5: Distribution of responses in two pairs of sentences with the nouns
npogheccop and zenepan, and cTydent and coadar,

7 Suprun observed the same pattern also in phrases with an adjectival noun, As already said,
the share of collective numerals in these phrases was a5 hgh as 91.4%. The only clear
deviatien from this was found in a phrase with 3ueedywngiiil, where the share of the
collective numerals was significantly lower, 68%. In a supplementary study the effect of
social status was also cbserved in phrases with a second declension masculine noun. The
average share of collective numerals in these phrases was 67.7%_ but in a phrase with the
noun cydes, the share was as low as 26.7%. Interestingly, S&erbakov's observation
(Iepdakon 1969: 11) contradicts this result: in his material there were twelve examples
with cydbs and a numeral in the nominative, and nine of them had a coliective numeral.
This and other similar cbservations led Sterbakov to the conclusion that the semantic
distinction under discussion has no effect on the cheice of the numeral (sce alse IlfepGakos
1968a: 106-107).
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Status of a person High secial statug Low social status

Subject groups "Students | Children | Total | Students | Children | Total
N=104 | N=48 N=152| N=102 [ N=48 N=150
Cardinal numeral | 86.5 66.7 303 | 627 70.8 65.3
Collective numeral | 6.7 22.9 11.8 | 23.5 22.9 23.3
Both 6.7 10.4 7.9 13.7 6.3 11.3

Mel'¢uk (Menbuyk 1985:392) associates the use of collective numerals with
nouns denoting lower positions in a hierarchy as well as with nouns denoting a
person's nationality or ethnic group with the remnants of the previous collective
meaning of these numerals. Golub (T'onyd 1997:262; see also JemuaeHko
1986:231), however, explains the unacceptability of phrases such as rpoe
MunHcTpos as a stylistic mismatch between the collective numeral associated with
colloquial style and a noun asscciated with official literary style {cf. also
"PecaTor MUHLLCTDOS).

There seetns to be no general agreement among grammarians concerning the
semantic distinction between collective and cardinal mimerals. Many of them say
that collective numerals express "3HarieHHe HepacuNeHeHHOH, UeJOCTHOR
COROKYUHOCTH Tpeameror” (e.g. Jexaur m ap. 1982:200; Jemugesko
1986:230; Koctpomuna u gp. 1989:103). According to Ljustrova et al,
(JTiocTposa n ap. 1976:114}, sentence (11) with a cardinal numeral refers to
three separate visits, whereas sentence (12) with a collective numeral may refer to
a single visit,

(11) CeroaHs KO MHe IPHXOJHIM TPH CTYASHTA.
(12) CerogHst K0 MHe IPUXOJUIH TPOE CTYACHTOB.

The authors consider the semantic distinction especially clear here, But it is
noteworthy that they characterize sentence (11) with its cardinal numeral as
unambiguous. Usually the collective numeral is considered the marked member of
the semantic opposition. This position is taken by MelCuk (Menbuyk 1985:394),
who illustrates the opposition using practically the same pair of sentences as in
{11} and (12). According to him, the phrase with the collective numeral can be
understood only in the collective sense, whereas the phrase with a cardinal
numeral is unmarked in this respect,

Other grammarians, however, explicitly state that there is no difference in
meaning between collective and cardinal numerals (e.g. I'ankuHa-Defopyx H
ap.1957:307; Isatenko 1962:539; IlepGakos 1969:18; 'eoamen 1973:271;
MMauckuit 1 ap. 1981:269; Banruna u ap. 1987:204). Graudina (I'paynuna
1980:237) notes that the expression of purely quantitative and collective-meanings
is undifferentiated to such an extent that the the mixture of meanings has become
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rather a norm than a deviation from it. Yet another position is taken in the
Academy Grammar (PT-80 1:574). First the grammar states that cardinal numerals
express quantity proper, whereas collective numerals denote quantities as ag-
gregates {COBOKYIHOCTS), but in a footnote it provides examples of undif-
ferentiated vse of the numerals. What is obviously meant is that collective
numeralg do not necessarily bring about the collective reading of a quantity.

The position taken by the Academic Grammar might in principle reflect the
actual use. The distinction between collective and cardinal numerals cannot be
made with inanimate nouns, but with animate nouns, in cases where both cardinal
and collective numerals are acceptable, the distinction can manifest itself.? To
establish the existence of such a distinction is, however, a tricky task. First, the
notion of collective meaning is not explicitly defined. As far as can be determined,
what is meant is a kind of secondary quantification. The primary quantification is
based on the common propeities of the quantified beings denoted by the noun. On
this level collective and cardinal numerais are synenymeous. The secondary
quantification is based on some additional property which allows the categor-
izatipn of individual beings as a singie group or a unit, Collective numerals as
such would not express this property, but only signal its existence (cf. Sereh
1952:25). This explains, in my opinion, the high degree of subjectivity in the
assignment of collective meaning to particular occurrences of a collective numeral:
the property which the secondary quantification is based on always remains
implicit and can only be inferred from the contexi.

The questionnaires included three pairs of sentences with first declension
masculines, where the unmarked vs. collective reading was supposed to emerge.
As an example, the following sentences can be given:

(13) B TeyeHue Beyepa ee NPHINAILANH TAHUEBATH TPU Hapusa/Tpoe
napHeit.
Students: card 36.5 coll 53.8  both 9.6 N=52
Children: card 39.1 coll 522  both 87 N=23

(14) Anrna paccxasbiBada, KaK HELABHO BeYEpOM K Hell NOAOUITH TPH
napHs/Tpoe napHe.
Students: card 154 coll 50.0 both 34.6 N=52
Children: card 52.0 coll 36.0 both 12.0 N=25

Here it was expected that sentence (13) would render a neutral reading and,
consequently, receive a higher share of the cardinal numeral, because the dancing
of three boys with one and the same pirl during an evening is hardly a property

8 Katevskaja (Kaucockan 1968:64-65) explicitly restricts the manifesfation of the semantic
and stylistic distinctions between cardinal and collective numerals to phrases with first
declension masculine nouns denoting human beings.
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which allows the categorization of the boys as a single group or a unit. In
sentence {14), on the contrary, the three boys can readily be seen as a group
carrying out a single action. However, no difference in the expected direction was
observed, at least if the shares of those accepting both variants are omitted.
Another way to examine the semantic distinctien js to find a context where the
use of the collective numeral as the marked member of the opposition is excluded
due to the lack of a property allowing for secondary quantification. The
questionnaires included two sentences which might represent this kind of context:

(15) ¥ Ga6ywkun Ouino gBa MyXa/gpoe myxeh. Ilepsuii norué ua
BolHe, BTOpoi, TaHHH ReAYINKa, YMEP oT RHMApPKTA NeT OATh
TOMY Hasaf.

Students: card 827 coll 5.8 both 11.5 N=52
Children; card95.7 coll43 both 0.0 N=23

(16) Ecnu 651 B cyTKax COPOK BOCEeMb FacoB OGBUIO H eclnH Gl
BMemanocs B Bac TpM TwxoHa Crenadosuyalrpoe THXOHOB
CrenanoBuyeil, BceM HAILIOCh Gbf AN M Bce paBHO CYTOK He
XBATAIO Gbl. :
Students: card 904 coll 5.8 bhoth 3.8 N=32
Children: card 76.0 coll 200 hoih 4.0 N=25

In sentence (15) the primary quantification is based on the property of being
grandmother's hushand. Additional properties necessary for the secondary quan-
tification are hard to tmagine, because in the capacity of grandmother's husbands
the two persons do not coincide in time and space.? In sentence (16) the three
imagined instances of the same individual share all properties, so the existence of
an additional feature singling them out as a group or a unit is logically excluded.
As the figures show, the two sentences, indeed, gained very low shares of the
collective numeral. However, in the absence of positive evidence in the form of
genuine minimal pairs, the question concerning the semantic distinction is left for
further research. ]

To conclude, the morpholegical type seems to be the strongest factor
governing the choice of the numeral with non-feminine nouns denoting human
beings. For a significant number of subjects, the association between collective
numerals and second declension non-feminines and adjectival nouns seems to be
very strong indeed: 48.1% of the students and 35.4% of the children chose a

% In the pilot study, the predicate verb in sentence (15) was plural. Because some subjects
considered the pfural form unacceptable, it was replaced with the singular in the final draft of
the questionnaire. As the number of the predicate can influence the choice of the numeral,
the majority of sentences in the questionnaires were designed in such a way that the plural in
the predicate is triggered not by the numeral but by a conjoined noun phrase (on predicate
agreement with different types of numerals in Russian, see Corbett 1983:236-239).
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collective numeral in ALL sentences representing the two morphological types.
Against this background, semantic distinctions related to the social status of a
person or the collective vs. the unmarked reading seem to play a minor role,
Concerning first declension masculines, the findings of the present study suggest
that the use of collective numerals might be expanding. In Suprun's questionnaire
only 8% out of 2400 responses in phrases with a first declension masculine had a
collective numeral, while in the present study the share of collective numerals in
21 seniences with a first declension masculine was on average higher, 18.7%
among the students and 24.8% among the children.

2.1.1.2 Nouns denoting female human beings

In prescriptive: grammars collective numerals with nouns denoting female persons
are either not accepted or are characterized as colloguial or subsiandard (e.g.
3anuanak 1977:67; Banruda u ap. 1987.205; Pozentans 1987:175; Pozen-
Tans 1 ap. 1994:231-232; Hemunoenko 1986:230-231). Graudina (I'payanna
1980:236: see also Kauenckan 1968:66; PI'-80:575), however, states that in
practice the use of collective mumerals with nouns denoting females is not
vncommon: "B npHMeHeHMH K IHIAM COOHpPaTelbHble HYHCIHTEeNbHble
ceityac ynoTpefnqoTcs AOCTATOYHO WIHPOKO, 6630THOCHTENLHO K NONy
naszeannoro nuna". Mel'tuk (Mennuyx 1985:382) suggests that the use of
collective numerals with nouns denoting females is a widespread though not yet
totally prevailing syntactic neologism, and Sgerbakov {Illep6axon 1969:16) goes
even further, stating that it has become a literary norm (see also IIlep6axos
1968a:108).

The empirical data of the present study, however, indicate that the use of
collective numerals with nouns denoting female persons is still quite restricted. In
the investigated corpora there were only 14 examples of collective numerals
quantifying groups of females. They make up 2.5% of examples where human
beings were quantified, ' The numeral was followed by an overt nominal only in
three examples: deoe MoaoBenskux deauyier, NATEPO HEIHAKOMEBIX CTGPY-
wex and rpoe moaodyx. The rest of the examples represented the types of usage
where the numeral lacks its nominal complement or head (see Section 2.1,1,2);

10 That collective numerals quantifying groups of females were so rare may be partly due to the
fact that the texts in the corpora are thematically biased in such a way that they tell more
about males or mixed groups of males and fernales than about groups consisting solely of
females. This is supported by fhe fact that in a sample of 100 examples with the cardinal
numeral rpr quantifying human beings, the share of cases wlhere groups of females were
quantified was also relatively low (18%) compared with cases where groups of males or
mixed groups were quantified (82%).
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(17 <..> 4geTrepo (i.e. 6a6 — AN) BUPAranKCyL B IAYT, NATAS DA [0
GOpo3Ae <..>,

(18) <..> a B TeYeHHH OFHOrC CTPANMHOUO THA HX (ie. XKeHwHK —
AN) Gslit0 gaxe MATEPO ONHOBPEMEHHO.

In Suprun's questionnaire (Cynpyn 1939:9) there were five phrases with a noun
denoting a female person, In 9.6% out of the 500 responses a collective numeral
was chosen. At first glance this may seem a very low figure, but actually it is a
little bit higher than in phrases with first declension masculines, where the share
of collective numerals was 8% — a fact not discussed by Suprun.

The questionnaires of the present study included 21 sentences with a first
declension masculine headed by a numeral in the nominative and six sentences
with a second declension feminine in the same syntactic position.!! The results
presented in Table 6 suggest that among students the declension in combination
with the gender has an influence on the choice of the numeral.

Table 6: Distribution of responses in sentences with the numeral in the
nominative, having as its complement a first declension masculine or a second
declension feminine denoting a human being.

Gender Masculine Feminine
Subject groups Studenis | Children | Total | Students | Children | Total
N=1085 | N=505 [N=1590| N=310 | N=143 | N=453
Cardinal numeral | 67.3 68.7 67.7 81.9 67.1 77.3
Collective numeral |’ 18.7 24.8 206 | 6.8 26.6 13.0
Both 14,0 6.3 11.6 11.3 6.3 97

That the restriction concemning the use of collective numerals with nouns denoting
females might be a result of language instruction and training is suggested by the
fact that 65.4% of the students but only 33.3% of the children chose a cardinal
numeral in ALL phrases with a noun denoting a female person,

First declension masculines and second declension feminines were system-
atically contrasted in three pairs. The nouns contrasted were crapuk, Manrbyux
and Opar, and crapyuka, desouxa and cecrpa, respectively. The results are
summarized in Table 7.

1 The first declension masculines were OpaT, CTApuK, MYX, MuAbYLK, KuTaeY, hapeus {in
two sentences), crydent (in thres sentences), aeTuux (in two sentences), MuALGROHED,
PafoTHIE, coadar, Rpocheccop, 2enepid, HapKomad, éop, weprux and Tuxon. The second
declension feminines were cecTpa, FexwyuHa, cTapyuika, dedouka, desuyiixa and
MoAcdyxa.
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Tabie 7: Distribution of the responses in three pairs of senlences with the muneral
in the nominative, having as its complement a first declension masculine or a
second declension feminine denoting a human being.

Gender Masculine Feminine
Subject groups Students | Children | Total | Students | Children | Total
N=154 | N=73 N=227] N=155 | N=71 N=226
Cardinal numeral | 74.7 68.5 727 82.6 71.8 79.2
Collective numeral | 13.0 26.0 17.2 7.7 22.5 12.4
Both 12.3 5.5 10.1 9.7 3.6 8.4

Table 7 shows that in both subject groups the share of collective numerals with
feminine nouns was lower than with masculine nouns, Among the children the
share of collective numerals with feminine nouns was considerably higher
{22.5%) than among the stndents (7.7%). But even irrespective of the gender, in
all six sentences the share of collective numerals was higher among the children
than among the students. On the contrary, the students accepted more often both
variants. The same pattern of distribution was also observed in many other
gentence groups.

In addition, the questionnaires included one pair contrasting a second declension
masculine myaruuna with a second declension feminine avenmunra. As already
can be expected, the share of the collective numeral with myxvuna was
significantly higher than in the three sentences with first declension masculines
discussed above.

(19) Kpowme miodpepa, Bo gBope 6plna MOXKHNAA XKEHIHHA H TPH
MYXIHHB/TPOE MY X IHH.
Students; card 115 coll 750 both 13.5 N=52
Chiidren: card 8.7 coll 913 both 0.0 N=23

(20) Kpome modepa, B0 OBOpe GMN MOXKUNON MYXUYHH& H TPH
KEHMHHBI TPOE KEHIUIH,
Students: card 745 coll 9.8 both 157 N=51
Children: card 75.0 coll 208  both 4.2 N=24

The conclusion to be drawn is that the epposition in the choice of the numeral
between masculine and feminine nouns concerns not so much the opposition
between the two genders in-general, but the opposition between feminines and
second declension non-feminines.12

12 In addition to the four pairs discussed here the questionnaires included the following two
sentences with feminine nouns:
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One of the hypotheses tested in the experiment was that the selectional
" restrictions concerning the use of collective numerals might be weakened if the
noun is placed outside the phrase headed by the numeral. This hypothesis is
contrary to the opinion that in cases where the noun is missing in the position
after the numeral but is given in the context, the choice of the numeral is made
according to the general rules. The results of the present study, however,
corroborate the hypothesis to a certain extent. In a pair with a quantifier
construction, where the numeral is related to the noun through an anaphoric
pronoun, the share of the collective numeral with a feminine antecedent sceriyung
was high, 48.1% among the students and 60.9% among the children (cf.
sentences 19 and 20): :

(21} IloTtom Mbl 3aMeTHNH Myx4wH, MX 6wmiao mea/msoe. Quu
THXO0HBKO 6peNd MO TPOTYApPY, CIIOBHO CTAPasiCh CHPATATHCH B
TEeHH.

Students: card 1.9 coll 98.1  both 0.0 N=52
Children: card 0.0 coll 1000 both 0.0 N=25

(22) TloTrom Mbl 3aMeTHUNM XeHwud. Hx 6mro Ase/gpoe. OHu
THXOHbKO GpeNH no TPoTyapy, CIOBHO CTApPasAch CHPATATHCH B
TEHH.

Students: card 48.1 coll 48.1  hoth 3.8 N=52
Children: card 34.8 colt 609 baoth 4.3 N=23

In another pair, the numeral functions as the head of an elative phrase and is
related to the noun through an anaphoric pronoun given in the prepositional
phrase. In this pair the shares of the collective numeral related to a feminine noun
were the same as in (22).

(2) Ko MHe napcTpedy uinm JKykon, Hactaces [leTposua u eme Tpu monogyxu/rpoe
MONDOLYX ¢ BeflpaMH B pYKax.

Students: card 904  colt 5.8  both 3.8 N=52

Children: card 440 coll 52.0  both 4.0 N=25

(b) Iee monogexskue pepdymKH/dpoe MologeHBKHX JeBUYmex [ebeTand CYILYI
EPYKAY, BHOUPAA H NPUMEePAA GNY3KH.

Students: card 788 coll 1.9 bhoth 18.2 N=52

Children: card 69.6 coll 174 both 13.0 N=23

The same phrases with a collective numerat were found in the corpora,

According to Golub (Tonyd 1997:262), nouns denoting females and belonging to
substandard style are acceptable with collective numerals in colloguial speech. The results
costcerning sentences (a) and (b), however, indicate that the stylistic value of the noun does
not necessarily increase the acceptability of a collective numeral, Curiously enough,

however, 52% of the children chose a collective numeral in (a), but only 17.4% in (b). It is
quite possible that children simply did not understand the meaning of the noun moa0dyxa.
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(23) Manb4HKH cofpainchk ¥y rHapHoro sxopa. Tpn/Tpoe M3 uux
6BEIH B NJIalIaX, ¥ 0CTANbHEIX GLIAY 30HTHKH,
Students:  card 1.9 colt 94.2  both 3.8 N=52
Children: card 0.0 colt 91.3  both 8.7 N=23

(24) [Hesymxd cobpanwch y raasHoro sxopa. Tpu/Tpoe H3 HUX GLINK
B NINALAX, ¥ OCTANLHEIX GhLIY 30HTHKH.
Students: card 423 coll 481  Dboth 9.6 N=52
Children: card 32.0 coll 60.0  both 8.0 N=25

I should be noted, however, that in the elative phrase, as well as in the quantifier
construction, the share of the collective numeral related to a masculine noun was
remarkably higher, over 90%. This means that even though the selectional
restrictions in these constructions seem to be weakened, they are not totally
cancelled.

2.1.1.3 Nouns denoting animals

Most grammars state that collective numerals are acceptable with nouns denoting
the young of animals, although some grammars qualify this kind of use as
colloguial or substandard (see e.g. Poseutant 1987:175; PosenTans u Ap.
1994:231-232; Fony6 1997:262). With the rest of the nouns denoting animals,
collective numerals are usually not accepted (Banruua n ap. 1987:205; see also
Tony6 1997:262). Zaliznjak (3anusnak 1977:67), however, gives the example
deoe (naTepo) soaxoed, characterizing it as substandard, and Graudina
{(I'payanua 1980:236) notes that phrases such as dsve amuwex and dsoe
xyrywerx do occur, though not so often as phrases with nouns denoting female
persons {see also 'paymuna n ap. 1976:263; PI'-80 I:575). According to
Sterbakov (IllepGakor 1968a: 109) phrases such as rpoe koneii are Increasingly
widely used in literature and press,

Twelve examples of collective numerals quantifying animals were found in the
corpora. In five examples the numeral was followed by a noun, as in tpoe
uferxos. In the rest of the examples the noun was lacking but was usually given
in the preceding contexf:

{25y Ilupokono6utii cam Tpoux (i.e. ponkon — AN) y6un.
(26) NXx (i.e. ryceil — AN) 6pmno geTBepo.

In ten examples out of twelve the collective numeral quantified the young of
animals. Only in the two examples given above did the numeral quantify animals
irrespective of their age.
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As for the case of the numeral, it should be noted that in five examples out of
twelve the collective numeral was in the genitive-accusative case, as in the
following example:

(27) Cxopo oH BepHYICS, CKa3as, YTO HalleN ceMephiX MeHKoB., Hx
BRanenbUeM OKasaxcs jyumi B Mauoyue oxorauk — AHTOH
KbIMBIpOBTEIH.

The genitive-accusative case of collective numerals will be discussed in Section
2.1.2.1,

The questionnaires used in the present study included nine pairs of sentences
where the two members differed only in that one had a numeral quantifying the
young of animals, and the other had a numeral quantifying animals of the same
species but not specified by age. The numeral was in the nominative in four pairs.
The nouns in these pairs were 0/140HOK, 0AEHEHOK, KOTeHOK and NOPoceHor,
and eoax, oaenb, kouwke and csunss, respectively. The results concerning the
four pairs are summarized in Table 8.

Table 8: Distribution of responses in four pairs of sentences with the numeral in
the nominative having a noun denoting an animal as its complement,

{ender Animals not specified by age| The young of animals
Subject groups Students | Children | Total | Students | Children | Total
N=208 | N=96 N=304] N=208 | N=96 N=304
Cardinal numeral | 81.7 72.9 78.9 53.8 47.9 52.0
Collective numeral { 9.6 21.9 13.5 21.6 38.5 27.0
Both 8.7 52 76 | 245 13.5 21.1

Both among the students and children the semantics of the noun complement
influenced the choice of the numeral. In each pair the share of the collective
numeral was higher in the sentence with a noun denoting the young of animals. In
each individual sentence the share of the collective numeral was higher among the
children than among the students. It should also be noted that with nouns
denoting animals irrespective of age, 65.4% of the students and 34.2% of the
children chose a cardinal numeral in both sentences, The difference between
individual pairs was, however, considerable. The highest shares of a collective
numeral with both types of nouns were observed in the following pair:
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(29)
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Bapyr yYepes TPONHMHKY NpoGexkan 3asln M 3@ HUM — TPH
BONMOMKa/Tpoe BomtaT!

Students: card 346 coll 365 both 28.8 N=52

Children: card 280 coll 60.0 bath 12.0 N=25

Bapyr udepes TPompHky npolexkan 3asll H 3a HUM — TPH
BORKa/Tpoe BONKOB!

Students; card 63.5 coll 192 both 17.3 N=52

Children: card 365 coll 391  both 4.3 N=23

The lowest shares were observed in sentences (30) and (31):

(30}

31

Bee Tpu nopocenka/Bee Tpoe mopocAaT NOrHGIH 0T XecTOKoro
noHoca,

Students: card 75.0  coll 9.6 both 154 N=52

Children: card 60.9 coll 304  both 8.7 N=23

Bce Tpu ceuubu/Bee Tpoe casmHell mMorn6am oT JKECTOKOrO
noHoca.

Students: card 100.0  coll 0.0 hoth 0.0 N=32

Children: card 92.0  coli 80  hoth 6.0 N=25

The fact that in (31) the variant sce Tpoe csuneti was chosen by only twa
subjects is, perhaps, due to the second declension of the noun. This would be
natural since all nouns denoting the young of animals belong to the first
declension. If the use of collective numerals is expanding to other nouns denoting
animals, it would be probable that first declension nouns would be affected first.
This assumption was net systematically tested in the present investigation, but it
finds some suppost in the following pair, where the contrast between the two
semantic types of nouns was sharp:

(32

(33)

Teneps y Toan Tpyd KoTeHKa/Tpoe KOTAT.
Students: card 48.1 coll 192 both 327 N=52
Children: card 40.0 coll 36.0 both 24.0 N=2§
Tenepb y Tonu TpY KOWKH/TPOE XOIIEK.
Studenis: card 4.2  coll 0.0  both 5.8 N=52
Children: card 73.9 coll 174 both B.7 N=23

The effect of the quantifier construction and the elative phrase on the choice of the
numeral was also tested with nouns denoting animals. As sentences (34)-(37)
below demonstrate, in these constructions the selectional restriction related to age
is obviously weakened. This especially concerns the quantifier construction,
where the distribution of the responses is nearly the same in both sentences:
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(34) T'ycATa HanpaBHIHCH HA PeYKY, NepeBaNHEBAsiACh ¢ oKy Ha GOK.
KX osino YeTHpe/4eTBepo.
Students: card23.1 coll 67.3  both 9.6 N=52
Children: card 87 coli 913  hoth 0.0 N=23

(35) TI'ycH nanpasuiuch HA pevuKy, epeBaiuBadch ¢ GOKY Ha oK.
Hx 6510 yeTHpe/dyeTBepo.
Students: card 294 coll 64.7  both 5.9 N=51
Children: card 4.0 coll 36,0 both 0.0 N=25

With the elative construction in (36) and (37), the children preferred the collective
numeral, although the effect of the semantic restriction and, perhaps, the declen-
sion type can be clearly observed. Among the students the shares of the collective
numeral were also relatively high compared with sentences (31} and (33) above,
in which the numeral also quantifies a second declension noun.

(36) Ilenxu npocHylHCh 4 HACTOPOXHIHCE. ¥ BHACE MeHd, TPH/Tpoe
H3 HUX BCKOYHIH H MOAGEKATH KO MHe,
Students:  card 7.7 cvoll 78.8 both 13.5 N=52-
Children: card 0.0 coll 1000  both 0.0 N=25

(37) Cofaku MpoCHYNNCh H HACTOPOXXHIIHCL. ¥ BHJIEE MeHA, TPR/Tpoe
U3 HAX BCKOHYHITH H MOAGEKATH KO MHe,
Students: card 654 coll 269  bhoth 7.7 N=52
Children: card34.8 coll 565 both 8.7 N=23

Obviously, the frequent use of collective numerals in quantifier constructions and
elative phrases is one of the factors paving the road for them to be used in phrases
with an animate noun complement irrespective of the semartics of the noun,

2.1.2 Oblique cases

The opposition between direct and oblique cases is mentioned in most grammars
as a factor governing the choice between cardinal and collective numerals.
Although collective numerals are said to be acceptable in all case forms with
animate nouns (see ¢.g. I'payauna g ap. 1976:263; Hemupeuxo 1986:231),
many grammarians note that collective numerals in oblique cases are usnally
replaced with cardinal numerals, except in absolutive use (see e.g. 'ankHna-
Penopyk H gp. 1957: 307; CynpyH 1964:56; Banrusa u gp. 1987:205).
According to Mel'¢uk (Mensyyg 1985:395), this is particularly true of the in-
strumental and dative cases. Table 9 shows that, except for the genitive-accusative
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case, the oblique cases of collective numerals were infrequent in the investigated
corpora.

Table 9; Distribution of the case forms among collective numerals from dsoe 1o
cemepe in sentences where the numeral is related to a group consisting of men,
or to a mixed group of men and women. 13

ABoOE- NATEpPo- Total
YeTBEPO ceMepo
Nom 76.7 69.0 757
Gen 4.3 2.8 4.1
Gen-Acc 13.6 23.9 14.9
Nom-Acc 2.4 0.0 2.1
Dat 2.8 4.2 3.0
Instr 0.0 0.0 0.0
Prep 0.2 0.0 0.2
| Total {N=464) N=71) (N=535)

It should be particularly noted that in the genitive-accusative case, the numeric
value of the numeral correlates with the relative frequency of this case form. With
collective numerals from 2 to 4 the share of the genitive-accusative is 13.6%,
while with collective numerals equal to or higher than 5, it is considerably higher
— 23.9%. This is probably due to the fact that cardinal numerals equal to or
higher than 3 lack the genitive-accusative form, in other words, they do not
express the animate vs. inanimate distinction.

2.1.2.1 Accusative

Concerning the choice of the numeral in phrases denoting animate beings in the
accusative, two hypotheses were put forward, The first hypothesis was based on
Mel'guk's statement (1985:393; cf. also [lep6akos 1968a: 100; UlepGakos
1968b: 257, lepbaxkos 1969: 7, 11, 12, 17, 18) that collective numerals are
preferred in the accusative if the numeric value of a numeral is equal (o or higher

13 In addition to the collective numerals from 2 to 7, the corpora included the following
examples with socssmepn and decarepo, both in oblique cases:

{a) <...» B3AN NOA HaGlojcHHe TPYNTY POACTBEHHHKOB — HX DCEX OBUTO ABajllath
naTh UesoBCeK. 3AMETHI, ¥ BOCLMEpPMX CyXanHch cocyAwm chiesa. Uepes kaxoe-to
BpeMi BCe RoCeMb MepeHec]n HHMAPKT.

(b) <...> oTpafoTana XKenmAHa 38 JECATEPLIX, OCTABMNA MHPY TPYLOBWMX NeTeH
<L
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than 5, and the noun is animate, especially when the numeral is preceded by a
premodifier in the genitive-accusative, as in the following example; 14

(38) Ou npurnacun Bcex mWecTepnXx (TMeCTh) MalbuuKoR K cefe B
Kaduner. (Menpqayk 1985: 393)

Discussing examples such as (38) with my native-speaking Russian colleagues, 1
found out that many were inclined to use a collective numeral even in sentences
without a genitive-accusative premodifier, and irrespective of the semantics of the
animate noun. This observation led to a stronger hypothesis according to which
collective numerals equal to or higher than 5 are used as general genitive-
accusative forms of numerals,

In order to test the hypotheses, I inciuded four pairs of sentences with numeral
5 in the questionnatres. In two pairs the numeral was in a slot between the
genitive-accusative premodifier scex and a noun in morphosyntactically am-
biguous, but morphologically unambiguens, genitive plural form. In the other two
pairs the numeral was without a premodifier. As sentences (39)-(42) below
demonstrate, the first hypothesis proved to be right: over 90% of the subjects
chose the collective numeral raTepwix in all sentences.

(39) ¥YuuTenb MpHrnacki BceX NATH MalbyYHKOB/BCeX ]'IS{TepI:IK
Malb4aKoB K cefe B KaGuHeT.
Students: card 6.0 cofl 940  borh 0.0 N=50
Children: card 8.0 coli 92.0  both 0.0 N=25

(40) YuuTens NpHrIacul BceX NATH NeByNeK/Bcex TNATEpMX
AeBylleK K cefe B KaGWHeT.
Students: card 6.3 coll 93.8  both 0.0 N=48
Children: card4.3 coll 957 both 0.0 N=23

14 Animacy as a factor govemning the choice of a numeral in the accusative is also reflected in
the so-called multiple chain construction (kpaTHas uens) consisting of two numerals and
expressing an approxireate number. In this construction both numerals must be in the same
morphological case. Becanse the cardinal numbers equal te or higher than 5 do not have a
genitive-accusative form, while coltective numerals do have one, the cardinal number na7e
must be replaced with a collective numeral in the following sentence:

TpH paza B rof HYTPHA OPHHOCHT TpeX-IATEpPHIX (*Tpex-nATs) peTesMumed.
(Menbuyk 1985:389.)

Note also that the semantic restrictions on the use of collective numerals with an animate
noun are cancelled in the multiple chain. This is illustrated in the following example:

3a oHH pefic HM YIaBanoch KOOMTh 4eThipex-nATepsrx kuvos. (Mensuyx 1985:387.)
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(41) B roT AcHL OCOXOTHHKaM YJIalochk nNORMaTh BCeX NATH
BORYAT/BCEX MATEPLIX BONYAT.
Students:  card 7.8 colt 922 both 0.0 N=51
Children: card 4.2 coll 958  buth 0.0 N=24

{(42) B ToT [JeHb OXOTHMKaM YHallOCL MOoHMaTL BCEX OATH
BONKOB/BCEX NATEPHIX BONKOB.
Students:  card 6.0 coll 4.0  both 0.0 N=50
Children:  card 0.0 colf 100.0  botk 0.0 N=23

The questionnaires also included a pair of sentences where the numeral 4 was
preceded by premodier écex. In this pair only 32% (N=75) of the subjects chose
gcex versepnix chinogeil, and only 28.6% (N=77) chose scex weraepnix
douepeti. Comparison of these figures with those for sentences (39)-(42) leads to
the conclusion that in this particular syntactic slot, cardinal numerals are preferred
if they have a genitive-accusative form, otherwise collective numerals are given
preference. .

Sentences (39)-(42) also show that the need to express animacy using a
genitive-accusative form is strong encugh to eliminate differences related to the
semantics of the noun. In other words, the collective numeral was preferred not
only with nouns denoting male persons or the young of animals, but also with
nouns deneting female persons and animals irrespective of age. Further evidence
for this was provided by two additional sentences, where the alternatives scex
ceMb gcenuiurifacex cemepulx acenuun and acex socemt acerwui/ecex
6ocLMepbix scerujun were given. In both sentences, over 80% of the subjects
chose the collective numeral.

Results concerning sentences (43)-(46) below give support for the second
hypothesis, suggesting that the use of narepuix is not restricted to the syntactic
slot discussed above. Even in the absence of the premodifier acex, subjects
preferred the collective numeral, although to a lesser degree than in sentences with
the premodifier and although the effect of the semantics of the noun can be traced.

{43) Ha HalepexHoH HMBaH copepuleHHe CIY4aHHO BCTPETHI NATH
MaNbYMKOB/MATEPHX MaNbUHKOB, KOTOPHE BUepa BMECTe ¢ HHUM
€3ANIH Ha 3KCKYPCHID,

Students:  card 5.8 coll 904 hoth 3.8 N=52
Children: card 240 coll 76.0  hoth 0.0 N=25
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(44) Ha naGepexunoii lipan coBepleHHO cNy4aitHo BCTPETHN NATh
NeBylek/NATEPHX AeBYIEK, KOTOphle BUepa BMecTe ¢ HHUM
e3HITH Ha 3KCKYPCHIO.

Students: card 192 coll 73.0  both 5.8 N=32
Children: card 21.7 coll 60.9 both 174 N=23

(45) JloGaHoBY OYeHb XOTENOCh YBHIETh MATh XepeSAT/UATepPHEX
XepedaT, HeJaBHo NpHBe3eHHNX U3 [loaburn,
Students: card 157 coll 804 both 3.9 N=51
Children: card 26.1 coll 696 both 4.3 N=23

(46) JloGanoBy oUeHb XOTEJOCH YBHIAETh NAThH KOHeU/MATEpBIX
KOHeH, HenapHo ApuBedeHHBX #3 [lonsmu,
Students: card 308 coll 673 bath 1.9 N=52
Children; card 8.3 coll 91.7 both 0.0 N=24

So it seems that there is, indeed, a tendency to use the genitive-accusative form of
collective numerals as a general genitive-accusative form for numerals equal to or
higher than 5. This is also suggested by the fact 63.5% of the students and 56.3%
of the children chose natepsix in ALL sentences discussed above. But it should
also be noted that in the absence of the premodifier, the semantics of the noun still
appeared to have a certain effect on the choice of the numeral.

Discussing examples with the numeral in the accusative, Mel'Suk (Menbuyk
1985:396, 400-401) also refers to definiteness as a factor favoring the use of
collective mumerals. But it should be noted that the accusative case and
definiteness are treated as independent parametres in his rules. The results of the
present study, however, clearly indicate that definiteness as such does not
necessarily favor the use of collective numerals (see e.g. sentence 30). I suppose
that definiteness as a factor governing the choice of the numeral might be related
to the animacy hierarchy in the accusative position: in this hierarchy definite
phrases are placed higher than indefinite phrases. The fact that collective numerals
were preferred in sentences (43)-(46) may be partly due to the definiteness of the
phrases, if definiteness is understood as a high degree of the identifiability or
individualization of the referents. Unfortunately, the questionnaires did not
include phrases in the accusative which would be unambiguosiy indefinite.
However, some of the examples provided by Mel'€uk (id., 393} are indefinite,
suggesting that collective numerals equal to or higher than 5 might be preferred in
the accusative even irrespective of the definiteness vs. indefiniteness distinction.

One of the limitations of the present experiment shouid be pointed out here.
Because the questionnaires provided only two alternatives of quantifying
expressions, the possibility remains that in some of the sentences subjects might
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have used some other expression, if it were given. For example, instead of narp
KoHeil Or RATEPbLX Koweil in (46), someone might have preferred the nominative-
accusative of the collective numeral, i.e. nzrepo xoneii. Concerning the con-
temporary language, none of the sources mentions this variant, but it should be
noted that as late as in the beginning of the 18th century, collective numerals
practically lacked the genitive-accusative form (for details and further references,
sec I"'pannec 1998:273).15 In order to get a full picture of the relationship
between animacy and numerals, further research should also take into con-
sideration the distribution between accusative variants of cardinal numerals such
as verwipe xowa and versipex xoweil, and deadyaTe werbipe korsa and
0sadyaTh HeThipex konell,

2.1.2.2 Dative and instrumental

According to Rozental' (Posentans u op. 1994:231-232), collective numerals
occur more often in oblique cases than in the nominative with nouns denoting
females. Concerning the accusative case, the results presented in the previous
section confirm this view. But to a certain extent this might also be true of the
dative case. The effect of the dative case on the choice of the numeral was
investigated using two pairs of sentences with the numerals 3 and 5. In the latter
case the numeral was preceded by the premodifier scesm. The share of the
collective numeral differed in the two pairs. In the pair with the numeral 3, the
effect of the gender of the noun can be observed.

(47) Hrpan on nhoxo, Ho 370 Kasanock My3nKkoH llypke 1 eute Tpem
MalbMAKaM/TPOUM MaNb4yHKaM, cO6PaBIINMCA BO3AE MY3Bi-
KaHTa.

Students: card 50.0 coll 30.8 both 192 N=52
Children: card 39.1 coll 435 both 174 N=23

15 On the other hand, variants such as naTi Korell were also not given, nor are they mentioned
in the literature. But historically, cardinal numerals such as naTs were nouns, and as the
genitive-accusative of nouns emerged and started to spread, cardinal numerals of this type
were also occasionzlly used in the genilive accusative form. The following example is from
1598 and cited in Krys'ko (Kpuchgo:1994:142-143; see alse dIporunuxora 1962,
Boguslawski 1966:120-123): Oraycruan.. Kyysiomosurx OneTeld, RETU yapeeuveii...

The resulis of Mayer's study (1978:215) concerning the variation in the declension of
cardinal numerals suggest that even in Contemporary Russian — at Jeast in compound
numerals — some speakers may occasionally vse genitive forms in the accusative position
with an animate noun, In this study subjects were asked te replace figures with written
numerals. It turned out that six subjects out of thirty (20%) used the genitive form
rpudyaTy deyx crydenrtos in the sentence Mpotheccop Xopowe snaer 32 erydent-, Two
subjects used rpudnaTh doyx crydenros and the rest, the normative variant Tpudnaro daa
cTydenTa,
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(48) Wrpan ou nioxe, He 3T0 Kazanoch MyseKo# [llypke u eme TpeMm
[AEBOYKAM/TPOUM AEBGUKaM, coGpaBiIEMCH BO3JIE MY3LIKaHTa,
Students: card 654 coll 173 both 17.3 N=52
Children; card 52.0 coll 40.0  both 8.0 N=25

In sentences (49) and (50), where the numeral 3 is preceded by scem, the share of
the collective numeral was significantly higher, especially among the children,
who actually preferred it. On the other hand, the effect of the gender of the noun
was weaker here,

(49) ¥ uero He xBaTHIIO OBl CPEJCTB HaTh 00pa3’oBaHue BCeM UATH
MadbIHKaM/BCeM OATEPEM MalbuHKaM.
Students: card 404 coll 48.1 both 11.5 N=51
Children; card 217 coll 78.3  both 0.0 N=23

(50) ¥ Hero He XpaTWNo OB CPeiCTE NATh 00pa30osaHHe BCEM MATH
JeBouKaM/BoeM MATeDhIM AeBOYKaM,
Students: card 44.2 coll 48.1  both 7.7 N=52
Children; card 24.0 coll 76.0  both 0.0 N=25

On tire basis of the two pairs it is hard to say whether it is the presence of the
premodifier, the morphological shape of the numeral, or some other facior that
increased the share of the collective numeral in the latter pair.

In two pairs the numeral was in the instrumental. As in the dative case, the
nutnerals were 3 and 5, the latter preceded by the premodifier gcemu. As Table 10
shows, of the four cases investigated in the experiment, the instrumental appears
to be least prone to the use of collective numerals with nouns denoting human
beings.

Table 10: Distribution of the responses in two pairs of sentences with a phrase
denoting human beings in the instrumental,

Gender Masculine Feminine
Subject groups Students | Children [ Total | Students { Children | Total
_ N=103 | N=49 N=152] N=104 { N=46 N=150
Cardinal numeral | 88.3 77.6 84.9 86.5 87.0 86.7
Collective numeral | 9.7 204 13.2 10.6 10.9 10.7
Both 19 | 20 2.0 2.9 2.2 2.7

The share of the collective numeral was higher in the pair with the numeral 5 than
in the pair with 3, cf. Tpoumu cetnoseamu 6.5% and Tpoumu dovkamu 5.3%,
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but scemu narepbimu Maavuuxamy 20% and scemu narepuimu desovkami
16%.

2.2 Collective numerals quantifying inanimates

According to grammars and reference books, collective numerals can be used
with two types of inanimate nouns: plural-only nouns and nouns denoting paired
objects. However, opinions concerning these types of usage vary (o a
congiderable degree. Many grammarians point out restrictions related to the
semantics of a noun, its case form, and the numeric value of the numeral.

2.2.1 Collective numerals in direct cases with inanimate plural-only nouns

All grammars state that collective numerals are used with plural-only nouns,
giving standard examples such as cyrxu and canu. This leaves the non-native
reader with the impression that all countable plural-only nouns are acceptable with
collective numerals. The issue is, however, controversial. According to Mel'¢uk
(Menbuyk 1985:383), collective numerals are rarely used with nouns denoting
events such as noxoponot or dishes such as uu. Lopatin et al, (TTonaTus 1 ap.
1989:71), however, give examples such as deoe podoa and Tpoe noxopox, and
even stylistically celloquial expressions such as dsoe weii 'two kinds of cabbage
soup’ or 'two portions of cabbage soup' and Tpoe dyxos 'three kinds of perfume’
or 'three bottles of perfume'. This indicates that in the use of collective nemerals
with inanimate plural-only nouns, there is a considerable degree of variation
among speakers.

The corpus data suggest that the vse of collective numerals might be restricted
to a few nouns. The corpora provided 39 examples of collective numerals related
te inanimate plural-only nouns, In all examples, except one with dsoe waposap,
the noun was cy Tk, and the numeral was @60e, Tpoe or weTsepo standing in a
direct case.!8 If the numeral was equal to or higher than 5, or if it was in an
oblique case, then a cardinal numeral was used with c¢yrru. This supports the
opinion according to which the use of collective numerals with inanimate plural-
only nouns is restricted to phrases where the use of a cardinal numera) is
grammatically ruled out.!?

16 1 addition, the Tollowing example where dooe is related to an inanimate noun was found:
Ilpn mapaMeTPHYECKOM PACCEAHNH (POTOHL POXARITCA Mo IBOC, OHHM Kak 6w
CTPYTINHPODANE B [APLI.

As the example probably represents a kind of personification, it was not included in the
sample of 605 examples.

17 Note also the following difference between collective numerals quantifying human beings
and inanimate plural-only nouns., Only 32.1% of examples with a collective numeral
quantifying human beings were phrases where the numeral and an overt nominal made a
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In order to investigate the means of quantification with various types of plural-
only nouns, twelve sentences with a plural-only noun preceded by a collective
numeral from 2 to 4 and its paraphrase were included in the questionnaires, The
NOUNS Were Catit, ROCUAKL, WHNIbL, $YaCkt, OYCbl, HAYUHUKY, 04K, ODIOKU,
Tpycet, Wi, Gurodicu and noxoporst, As Table 11 demonstrates, the majority of
subjects preferred the paraphrase.

Table 11: Distribution of the responses in twelve sentences with a collective
numeral from 2 to 4 and its paraphrase in a direct case having an inanimate plural-
only noun as a complement.

Subject groups Students | Children | Total
N=614 |N=286 |N=900

Paraphrase 752 72.0 742
Collective numeral | 15.8 213 | 176
Both 9.0 66 | 82

For a considerable number of subjects the use of collective numerals with
inanimate plural-only nouns seems to be very restricted indeed: 37.5% of the
students and 27.1% of the children chose a paraphrase in ALL sentences. The
lowest share of the collective numeral was observed in two sentences with nouns
denoting dishes {Surourxu and wu). Only 1.3% of the subjects chose the
collective numeral 8soe, the majority preferring its paraphrase dse nopyuu. In the
rest of the sentences, differences between individual nouns were considerable.
Among the students the share of the collective numerals ranged between 4%
(Faoe 6yc) and 48% (Tpoe Hocunok), among the childrén, between 16% (deoe
yacosg) and 34.8% (Tpoe nocunox), The shares of the collective aiimeral in
descending order are presented in Table 12. In order to get a more general picture
of the acceptability of collective numerals, the percentages of those who either
chose a collective nameral or underlined both variants were summed up, These
figures are given in the third and the sixth column,

Table 12: Distribution of the responses in twelve sentences with a collective
aumeral from 2 to 4 and its paraphrase in a direct case having an inanimate plural-
only noun as a complement.

constituent, whereas all examples with cyrxu were full-blown phrases with a numeral and
its complement, The difference shows that collective numerals are functicnally close to
cardinal numerals when they quantify inanimates, but have a number of additional functions
when they quantify animate beings.
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Students: Coll, Coll, Children: Coll. Coll.

num, nuin, nuam. num,

or hoth or both

Tpoe HOCHAOK 48.0 52.0 Tpoe HOCHIIOK 34.8 34.8
nBoe caHei 373 52.9 IBOE MOXOPoll 29.2 50.0
ABOE 1ACOD 21.6 31.4 IBOE TPYCOB 26.1 39.1
IBOE TPYCOR 21.2 32.7 yeTBepo munnee | 26.1 30.4
yeTnepo mumes | 16.0 26.0 JBOE OYKOB 26.1 34.8
AiBOE GRIOK 11.5 25.0 apoe Gye 26.1 34.8
IBOE OYKOB 11.5 19.2 BOE canech 24.0 24.0
NBOE IOXOPOH 9.6 26.9 LBoe GPIK 24.0 28.0
JBOE HAYIIHHKOR 58 11.5 JBoe Haviiaukoe | 24.0 32.0
nBoe 6yc 4.0 14.0 NBOE JACOR 16.0 20.0
ABOE GHTOYKOB 2.0 4.0 _ABOE GUTOYKOR 0.0 4.4
ABOE [Mel 1.9 1.9 ABOE ILei 0.0 4.2
Total 15.8 24.8 Total 21.3 28.0

The figures confirm Mel'€uk’s (Menpuyx 1985:397) opinion that there are
idiosyncrasies in the choice of the means of quantification related to individual
nouns. For Mel'€uk, phrases such as dsce secoe and Tpoe Tpycos sound normal,
while phrases such as dsoe owxoe and Tpoe dpivx are questionable.l® In the
questionnaires, sentences containing pycwr and proxu were identical, but despite
this, the share of dsoe Tpycos was indeed lower than the share of deoe dprok,
especially among the students. The same concerns a pair with ovku and
nayumuiu. There were also differences between the two groups. For example, in
a sentence with canu over half of the students but only 24% of the children chose
the collective numeral or underlined both variants, while in a sentence with
noxopoist the distributions were reversed.!?

18 Tg take ancther example, Rozental' (PozenTans u ap. 1994:232; see also Hemuacuxo
1986:231) accepts phrases such as dsoe wgcos along with its paraphrase doe wiTyry wucos,
but according 1o Mel'¥nk (Menwuyr 1985:379), as well as my Russian colleagues,
collective numerals cannot be used with wacw, The paraphrase provided by my collegues
was Jue muptt sacos (see alse lsafenko 1962:540). This indicales that in these kind of
phrases, nape may have become a kind of a classifier used with countable plural-enly nouns
and, hence, deprived of its original quantitative meaning. Interestingly, Demidenko
(demnacuko 1986:231) explicitly denies the use of nagpa with nouns such as dpwru and
Hoachiyyt, because these objects are counted "He na napw, a Ha WITYKH".

19 The questionnaires alse included wo quantifier constructions with inanimate plural-only
nouns. In these sentences the shares of the collective numeral were higher than in sentences
with a collective numeral governing a noun (cf. dave caneli 32.9%, and caweil oxazanocs
<..» werdepn 46.8%; done vacos 19.7%, and vacog <..> 0GRAPRICNAN TOALKO Tpoe
30.6%3. This imight sugpest that with plural-only nouns the restrictions concerning the use
of coilective numerals are weaker in senlences where the numeral and the noun stand apart
from énch other.
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Another question related to inanimate plural-only nouns is the effect of the
numeric value on the choice of the numeral. Some grammarians explicitly restrict
the use of collective numerals to the direct cases of Dsoe, Tpoe and uersepo, in
other words, to phrases where the use of cardinal numerals governing the genitive
singular of the noun compiement is ruled out (see e.g. Meneayk 1985:385-386;
Tony6 1997:263).2¢ Other grammarians, however, allow for the use of collective
numerals equal to or higher than 3, giving examples such as n#Tepo Hocusox,
RATEPO HONCHUY, IMecTepo caHell, wiecTepo cyTok, etc. (see e.g. Tankuna-
Depopyk u gp. 1937:306; IManckudl u ap. 1981:268-269; Banruua u gp.
1987:205; PI'-80:575; JlexanT u ap. 1982;200; Hemrgeuko 1986:230). In
order to investigate the effect of the numeric value on the choice of the numeral,
four sentences with the numeral § in a direct case were included in the
questionnaires. The nouns in these sentences were caru, wunysi, suast, and
ACAN.

Table 13: Distribution of the responses in four sentences with the numeral 5 in a
direct case, having an inanimate plural-only noun as its complement.

Subiect groups Students | Children | Total
N=206 [N=94 N=300

Cardinal numeral 86.4 75.5 83.0
Collective ntmeral | 10.7 20.2 13.7
Both 2.9 473 3.3

Both subject groups preferred cardinal numerals. Again, the share of collective
numerals was higher among the children than among the students, except for a
sentence with susaet, where 23.5% of the students but only 13.6% of the children
chese the collective numeral.

In addition, the effect of the increasing numeric value was Systematically
investigated using four sentences with cyrxu, and a numeral ranging from 5 to 8
and standing in the nominative-accusative case. As expected, subjects preferred
cardinal numerals.

Table 14: Distribution of the respenses in four sentences with numerals from 5 to
8 in a nominative-accusative case, having cytxu as their complement.

20 1t should be noted that this restriction does not apply to the use of collective numerals with
animate nouns. Animate nouns, inclading a few animate plurat-only nouns {awdu, Jeru,
pedara and deadara), are acceptable with all collective numerals inall their case forms.



Collective numerals 239

Subject groups Students | Children | Total
N=208 N=96 N=304

Cardinal numeral 77.4 82.3 78.9
Collective numeral | 11.5 13.5 12.2
Both 11.] 4.2 8.9

The use of the collective numeral seems to end at 7, since all subjects chose the
cardinal numeral in the sentence with numeral 8. Interestingly, in the rest of the
sentences the lowest shares of the collective numeral were observed with the
numeral § — 5.8% among the students and 8.7% among the children, while with
the numeral 7 the shares were considerably higher — [7.3% and 32%,
respectively. In this sentence the share of those who accepted both variants was
also relatively high, averaging 16.9% (N=77). So it seems to be the case that the
use of cardinal numerals does not necessarily increase monofonically as the
numeric value of the numeral grows.

2.2.2 Collective numerals in oblique cases with inanimate plural-only nouns

Concerning the use of oblique cases with inanimate nouns, the ultimate position is
taken by those who explicitly deny this kind of use. Some grammars, however,
give casual examples such as dsoux caneii, suggesting that these kind of phrases
are nonetheless acceptable.

The questionnaires included eight sentences with a plural-only noun cyrxu,
sopota or canu in the genitive, dative or instrumental case. As the table below
shows, cardinal numerals prevailed in ail case forms.

Table 15: Distribution of responses in eight sentences with the numeral preceding
an inanimate plural-only noun in an oblique case.

Oblique case Genitive | Dative Instr.
N=303 N=151 N=151
Cardinal numeral 024 86.8 99.3
Collective numeral 6.3 10.6 0.7
Both 1.3 2.6 0.0

The only netable deviations from the mean figures were found in genitive phrases
y 8cex Tpex eopoT{Tpoux sopot and ¥ ecex nATU FOPOTINATEPHIX 60POT, Where
209% of the children chose the collective numeral. On average, the share of the
collective numeral was again higher among the children than ameng the students.
The figures allow the conclusion that although the vse of collective numerals in
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oblique cases with inanimate nouns is not totally ruled out, a strategy of avoiding
them is taken by the majority of subjects.

2.2.3 Collective numerals in the nominative with nouns denoting paired
objects

Many grammars note that collective numerals can be used with inanimate nouns
denoting paired objects (see e.g. Tankana-Cegopyk u ap. 1957:306; Ilanckul
u ap. 1981:269; Kocrpomuna u ap. 1989:103-104). In such phrases collective
numerals express the number of pairs, for example, 8g0¢ pyx 'two pairs of hands',
Tpoe abixk 'three pairs of skis', @ece cancz 'two pairs of boots', rpoe Hockoa
‘three pairs of socks', and narepo uyaox 'five pairs of stockings'. These nouns
also have a singular paradigm and in combination with a cardinal numeral they
refer to a number of separate objects, for example, 8¢e nepuariu 'two gloves',

Rozental' (Posenrans 1987:175-176, PozenTans u np. 1994:231-232)
qualifies the use of collective numerals with nouns denoting paired objects as
colloguial or substandard. RoZkova et al. (Poxxkosa 1 ap. 1975:233; cf. also PT-
80 I:575) consider . it rare in Contemporary Russian, and Golub (TConyd
1997:263) gives preference to paraphrases such as e napu nepuarox. Mel'tuk
(Menrayk 1985:379, 383} states that the construction under discussion has
become completely obsolete nowadays and is avoided by speakers of younger
generations, The construction has survived only in the following fixed
expression: ¥ merns (8edv) ne dsoe pyx (2ra3).

In the investigated corpora there were only three examples of collective
numerals quantifying paired objects. All of them represent fixed expressions,
npoUare é G8oe pyx Of Xo00uTH K ceclx Ha Oeoux. The usual means of
quantification of paired objects in the texts was a paraphrase. The questionnaires
included six sentences with a noun denoting paired objects: cepbeu, wyaxu,
canozu, Avtacu, yuwn, and aezxue. The subjects had to choose between the
collective numeral dsoe and its paraphrase dee napst. As Table 16 shows, the
paraphrase was clearly preferred. This was also true of each individual sentence.

Tabie 16: Distribution of responses in six sentences with 8soe and its paraphrase
(Bse napwi) in a direct case, having as their complement a noun referring to paired
objects.
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Subject groups Stdents | Children | Total
N=310 |N=141 N=451

Paraphrase 89.0 83.0 §7.1
Collective numeral 6.5 11.3 3.0
Both 4.5 57 4.9

As can be expected, the results alse concern individual subjects: 83.7% of the
students and 70.8% of the children chose the paraphrase in ALL sentences. To
some extent the distribution between Jsoe and dse napbt seems to be an
idiosyncratic property of the noun. For example, uyaxu and canozu, which
belong to the same semantic field, got different shares of the collective numeral —
13% and 4,1%, respectively. On average the highest percentage of the collective
numeral was observed with the adjectival noun sezxue (students 14%, children
31.8%), the lowest with cepoeu (students 0%, children 4.2%). In five sentences
out of six the children had higher percentages of the collective numeral than the
students.

The use of oblique cases with nouns denoting paired objects was not examined
in the present study. For those who use phrases such as deoe canoz, collective
numerals should have full case paradigms in this function (cf. 2soux canoz and
dsyx canoe).

2.3 Conclusions

To summarize, the results of the present study suggest that in Contemporary
Russian the use of collective numerals with inanimate nouns is quite restricted.
They tend to be used only in phrases where the numeric value of the numeral is
lower than 5 and the numeral stands in a direct case governing a limited number
of plural-only novns, such as cyrxu. The use of collective numerals with nouns
denoting paired objects is clearly avoided. As a result, there is no more need to
use oblique cases of collective mumerals with inanimate nouns, and, consequently,
the association between the oblique cases with animacy has become stronger.
Concerning the quantification of animate beings, the most frequent uses of
collective numerals represent cases where the numeral is more or less autoinomeus
and lacking an overt nominal, such as the absolutive use or collective numerals
lacking the noun as a result of textval ellipsis. In phrases with an overt nominal,
second declension and especially adjectival paradigm in combination with human,
non-female semantics appeared to be the strongest factors favoring the vse of
collective numerals in the nominative. With the rest of nouns denoting animate
beings, cardinal numerals are preferred over collective numerals. Yet the semantic
restrictions related to the sex of human beings and the age of animals have a
certain effect on the choice of the numeral. In the quantifier and elative
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constructions they are, however, considerably weakened, if not totally cancelled,
_ Concerning the ablique cases, in phrases whete animacy is highlighted, genetive-
accusative forms such as nareprix are preferred to nominative-accusative forms
of cardinal numerals equat to or higher than 5, irrespective of the semantics of the
noun.

3. Some remarks concerning the lexical description of collective numerals

QObviously, collective numerals used as nouns to denote animate beings are
separate lexemes, just like cardinal numerals are when they denote mathematical
concepts or graphical signs of numbers. Concerning the rest of the uses, however,
it is hard to say whether collective numerals can be separated from corresponding
cardinal numerals. Of course, from a strictly morphological point of view,
collective and cardinal numerals do represent separate lexemes. Syntactically the
former also differ from the latter in that they cannot be used in the formation of
compound nutmerals. But from a functional peint of view, the results of the study
suggest that differences between the two types of numerals resemble differences
between inflectional forms of lexemes. First, for those who accept collective
numerals with inanimate nouns only when the use of cardinal numerals is
grammatically ruled .out, 2a0e, Tpoe and tereepo function as direct case forms
within the functional paradigms of the correspending cardinal numerals {on the
notion of functional paradigms, see Laskowski 1990). In other words, @sve, Tpoe
and ueraepo can be seen as forms agreeing with the noun in accordance with the
plural-only feature, or to use Zaliznjak's (3anusuax 1967) terminclogy, the
seventh agreement class. In much the same way, for those who prefer narepoix
for nare as an accusative form with animate nouns, narepstx functions as the
genitive-accusative form in the paradigm of nars.

Even in the rest of the uses, collective nitmerals might be seen as some sort of
inflectiontal variants of the corresponding cardinal numerals,2! Here the choice of
the numeral resembles gender assignment of targets in that it is also governed by a
number of properties related to the morphology and semantics of the noun. For
example, non-feminine nouns belonging to the second declension, as well as
adjectival nouns, tend to take collective numerals just like masculine nouns take
masculine targets in gender agreement. The resemblance between the gender
assignment of targets and the choice of the numeral becomes more obvious if we
take into consideration agreement with hybrid nouns such as gpgu. Here the

21 An obvious exception are collective numerals used te express 8 number of pairs. For those
who use phrases such as dece canoe, a separate lexeme ddne with a full case paradigm
exists, As said before, this hypothesis was not tested in the present investigation, Note also
that the ability of a noun's plural forms to denote a pair should be given in the lexicon as a
pait of its lexical description (cf. canoz and wasna). An alternative is to derive this
information from commen pragmatic knowledge.
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gender assignment of targets is governed not only by the declension class of the
noun, but also by its lexical meaning, its reference, and even its case form, For
example, in reference to a female person it is possible to say xopowenskan spay,
but not ¥xopouwrenskyoc apaya (for details, see Nikunlassi 2000).

It should also be noted that different morphological types of numerals have
been in constant interaction in the history of Russian. For example, under the
influence of cardinal numerals such as narte, collective numerals in direct cases
have changed from agreeing modifiers (e.g. Tpou cyrxu) to heads governing the
genitive case of the noun {rpoe cy7ok)}.2? That the paradigms of collective and
cardinal numerals can even be mixed is shown in Ukrainian, where, according to
Sereh (1952:7 ff.), collective numerals have penetrated into the paradigms of
corresponding cardinal numerals occupying the rele the nominative case,
especially with neuter nouns. The data of the present study suggest that an
analogous process may be taking place in Russian with the genitive-accusative of
collective numerals. At the same time it seems that the use of collective numerals
with inanimate nouns has become very restricted, The two processes together
suggest that collective numerals in Russian are becoming more and more closely
associated with animacy.
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the 18th century, collective numerals still have two different direct case forms. One of them
ended orthographically in @ or e and functioned as the head of a noun, just like the modern
collective numerals do. The other one ended in & or & and functioned as a premodifier of a
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type was used with animate masculine and plural-only nouns, mainly of low social status,
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