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This volume contains a selection of the papers presented at the
11th International Symposium on Cognition, Logic and Communication
which took place in Riga, at the University of Latvia on December 10-
11 2015. The choice of topic reflected a growing understanding in the
community of linguists and cognitive scientists that fundamental gram-
matical features of language, in particular the mass/count distinction,
use of number words, and plurality, reflect our grasp of non-linguistic
numerical operations, in particular individuation and measurement.
Since individuation is in part related to our visuo-spatial abilities, this
led to a pleasing continuity between this symposium on number, more
precisely, Number: Cognitive Semantics and Crosslinguistic Approaches,
and the previous symposium, held in 2014, Perspectives on Spatial Cog-
nition, which focussed on cognitive and formal representations of space
and its linguistic encoding. There was also a methodological continuity
as both symposia had as a goal to integrate linguistic, psycholinguis-
tic and psychological approaches to the topic, embracing experimental
as well as theoretical methodologies, and incorporating crosslinguistic
research.

The 11% Symposium also traces its roots back to the 6™ Sympo-
sium on Formal Semantics co-organized by Barbara H. Partee, Michael
Glanzberg, and Jurgis Skilters, which took place in November 2010,
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and which, as well as Volume 6 of the Yearbook, also launched collabo-
rations that resulted in several symposia and research projects including
the current one.

The papers presented at the 11" Symposium reflect a growing in-
terest among language researchers, in particular theoretical linguists,
psycholinguists and psychologists of language, in the grammatical ex-
pression of number and in the use of numeral expressions in natural
language. Rather than discussing ontological questions such as “What
is a number?” or “How should numbers be defined?”, linguists have
focussed on questions such as “What kind of constructions in this lan-
guage use numeral expressions?”, “What grammatical properties do nu-
meral expressions in this language have?” and “How do we use numer-
als to express counting?”, while psychologists and psycholinguists have
been particularly interested in the process of acquisition of numeral ex-
pressions in natural language and the relationship between acquiring
numerical concepts and numerical language, including the semantics
of counting. Our deepening understanding of these issues has shown
that answers to these questions are related to the grammar of count-
ability, while widening crosslinguistic research has shown that there is
considerable crosslinguistic variation in how they are to be answered.
As editors, we are happy that the selection of papers in this volume
reflects this.

There are various kinds of numeral expressions, but the most basic
are cardinal expressions, and these have been the topic of much linguis-
tic research. As can be seen from the contents of this volume, a number
of central issues have emerged as topics for investigation. These in-
clude the basis of the mass/count distinction, i.e the role of N in encod-
ing countability; the role of classifiers in expressing countability; the
linguistic expression of the count/measure contrast; countability in the
verbal domain; and the question of crosslinguistic variation.

The first issue concerns the question of what nominal denotations
are countable and what grammatical mechanisms mark them as such.
In many languages, such as English, nominal predicates are divided
into countable, or count predicates, as in three cats, four dogs, and
non-countable or mass predicates such as mud and steam which can-
not be modified by cardinal numeral predicates, hence the ungram-
maticality of *three muds, *four steams. There has been a great deal of
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discussion in the literature about how to model this distinction seman-
tically, and what is the relation between the grammatical count/mass
distinction on the one hand and the cognitive distinction between in-
herently individuable entities (such as cats) and stuff (such as mud or
steam) which we do not (usually) consider as coming in individuable
units. Link (1983) proposed capturing the atom/stuff distinction us-
ing Boolean structures: he suggested that plural count nouns such as
cats denote atomic Boolean semi-lattices, while mass nouns denote non-
atomic Boolean semi-lattices. The move to Boolean semantics for noun-
interpretations has proved extraordinarily fruitful, however, the sugges-
tion that count and mass nouns have their interpretation in two differ-
ent domains, an atomic and a non-atomic domain, has come under a
lot of criticism, originally from Gillon (1992) and Chierchia (1998).
As Chierchia (1998) argued, the idea that carpets and carpeting denote
two sums of two different kinds of objects is not intuitively plausible, es-
pecially since a single collection of carpet-pieces can be referred to by
both that carpeting and those carpets. In the last two decades, there
have been a number of attempts to ground the mass/count distinc-
tion semantically without adopting Link’s proposal to treat mass and
count denotations as denoting different kinds of entities. These include
among others Krifka (1989, 1995); Chierchia (1998, 2010); Rothstein
(2010); Landman (2011), and several contributions to this debate are
included in this volume, in particular the papers by Landman, Sutton
& Filip, Grimm, and Bevildqua, Lima and Pires de Oliveira.

Landman develops ‘iceberg semantics’, a framework in which mass
and count domains are not sorted, and in which the mass/count dis-
tinction is not analysed in terms of atomicity but in terms of disjoint-
ness. He uses this to give an analysis of the mass/count distinction for
complex NPs, giving, in particular, a compositional semantics for por-
tion and measure interpretations of pseudopartitives. Sutton and Filip
develop a theory of the mass/count distinction grounded on the idea
common to both Rothstein (2010) and Landman (2011), that count-
ability is determined by non-overlap in context. They are interested in
particular in explaining crosslinguistic variation in the expression of the
mass/count distinction. Grimm gives a case study of the lexical seman-
tics of the noun crime which can be used as both a mass and a count
noun, and uses this to explore properties of mass/count denotations.
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Bevildqua, Lima and Pires de Oliveira report on experimental research
into the semantics of object noun phrases in Brazilian Portuguese. Pires
de Oliveira & Rothstein (2011) argue that Brazilian Portuguese bare sin-
gulars are object mass nouns, showing that non-cardinal comparisons
of object mass nouns are available. Bevildqua et al show that these
‘volume comparisons’ of bare singulars cannot be explained as cases
of grinding, bringing experimental evidence in support of their being
object mass nouns.

The second major general theme of the papers in this volume is the
relation between counting and measuring. Rothstein (2011), devel-
oping ideas in work by Krifka (1989); Chierchia (1998) and Landman
(2004), showed that the count/measure contrast is a grammatically
relevant contrast, which is intimately linked to the mass/count distinc-
tion. A number of papers in this volume deal with this issue. As already
mentioned, Landman’s paper shows how iceberg semantics can account
for measure and counting readings of pseudopartitives. Rothstein’s pa-
per discusses the relation between syntax and semantics of expressions
like two glasses of wine, which are ambiguous between counting and
measuring interpretations, arguing that each interpretation is associ-
ated with a different semantic representation, as well as with different
syntactic structures. Drawing on data from Modern Hebrew and Man-
darin, the paper argues that counting NPs are right-branching with two
modifying glasses of wine, while in measure expressions the numeral
and the measure head combine to form a measure predicate two glasses
which modifies the N. Lima’s paper explores the interpretation of con-
tainer phrases in Yudja, a language where numerals can directly modify
notional mass nouns, and where container phrases are optional. Lima
argues, based on experimental studies with Yudja children and adults,
that when container expressions are used, they are ambiguous in at
least three ways, and may have either a locative, an individuating or a
measure interpretation. Crucially, a locative reading may emerge even
in scenarios where the verb and the context favour a measure inter-
pretation. Lima shows that this supports Partee and Borschev’s (2012)
hypothesis that individuating, possibly via container phrases, precedes
measuring in language acquisition.

A third issue concerning countability is the semantics of classifiers.
While count nouns are used to encode countability in languages with
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a mass/count distinction, countability can also be expressed by using
classifiers. This is a common mechanism for expressing countability in
languages which apparently lack a mass/count distinction and Chier-
chia (1998) hypothesises that the classifier+NP phrase was a count
phrase semantically equivalent to a count noun in English. While there
is considerable support in favour of this (see, e.g. Li 2013), continued
work into the syntax and semantics of classifiers has shown that the sit-
uation must be must more complex than this. Cheng & Rint (1998) ar-
gued that there is a distinction between classifiers which take notional
mass noun and notional count noun classifiers in Mandarin, while Li
(2013); Li & Rothstein (2012) have argued that the distinction is better
analysed as a distinction between classifiers which combine with a noun
to form a countable predicate which can be modified by a numeral, and
classifiers which combine with a numeral to form a measure predicate.
Bale & Coon (2014), based on data from Mi’gmaq (Algonquian) and
Chol (Mayan), suggest that in some languages, individuating classifiers
compose with the numeral, as originally suggested in Krifka (1989,
1995). A number of papers in this volume contribute to this discus-
sion. Sudo explores countability in Japanese, a language in which clas-
sifiers are obligatory in counting. He suggests that the contrast between
Japanese and English lies in the properties of the numeral. In English,
numerals are ambiguous between singular terms and cardinal predi-
cates (Rothstein 2013), and, as predicates, can modify count nouns
directly. He suggests that in contrast, in Japanese, all numerals denote
singular terms and therefore they cannot be used as modifiers. Classi-
fiers apply to numeral denotations and yield a predicate which can then
modify a countable noun. Sandalo & Michelioudakis’s paper investigates
the grammar and interpretation of classifiers and number in a so-called
deictic classifier language, Kadiwéu, a Waikurian language spoken in
the South of Brazil. Since in Kadiwéu classifiers are compatible with
plural morphology, their study leads to a reevaluation of the relation be-
tween classifiers and plurality. Khrizman’s paper also requires a reeval-
uation of assumptions about the role of classifiers. She shows that in
Russian, there are apparently individuating classifiers which optionally
occur in numeral constructions with plural nouns and look very much
like functional individuating classifiers. She argues that the apparently
count constructions using these optional classifiers have properties of
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measure constructions such as five liters of water, and argues that these
classifiers are measure words denoting measure operations.

Finally, Gepner’s paper extends the study of countability to the ver-
bal domain, tackling a well-known problem in the verbal system of Rus-
sian, the division of imperfective verbs of motion into so called deter-
minate and indeterminate verbs. Following Kagan’s (2007) assumption
that in the normal case, imperfective verbs are plural predicates which
include singular and plural events in their denotations, while perfective
predicates denote sets of singular events, Gepner argues that in the case
of motion verbs, imperfective denotations are subdivided into singular
(determinate) and pluractional (indeterminate) predicates.

There has been a growing awareness in the linguistics community
of the importance of crosslinguistic research, including fieldwork and
language documentation, and this is reflected in the papers in this vol-
ume. As well as English, the languages discussed in this volume in-
clude Dutch (Landman), Russian (Gepner, Khrizman), Modern Hebrew,
Mandarin and Hungarian (Rothstein), Japanese (Sudo), Brazilian Por-
tuguese (Bevilaqua et al) Yudja (Lima) and Kadiwéu (Sandalo and Miche-
lioudakis).

We would like to take this opportunity to thank all authors, and all
participants of the symposium, including invited speakers, authors of
contributed talks and other members of the audience, for lively discus-
sions and constructive comments, and we hope that some of the poten-
tial collaborations which were discussed during the symposium actually
come to fruition. We would like to thank the University of Latvia for
support, and in particular, the dean of the Faculty of Computing Pro-
fessor Juris Borzovs for providing us with facilities during the confer-
ence. We thank to Alumniportal-Deutschland and Maija Kale for their
sponsorship. Many thanks to the team of local organizers, helpers and
supporters including (in alphabetical order) Kristine Ante, Ivars Auce,
Liva Brice, Kristine Dudina, Krista LeSkevica, Olga Matrosova, Ingrida
Picukane, Martin$ Pricins, Reinis Strautins, Liva Raita, Marta Selecka,
Liene Viluma, Dace Znotina. We would like to that those who reviewed
papers for the volume, who must by necessity remain anonymous. Fi-
nally thanks to the editorial team of the yearbook: Signe Dean, Liva
Raita, and Andrew Spear.
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