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Abstract

Just like “virus” in computer science, “noun” in grammar is a metaphorical expression using a concrete concept to express or understand an abstract one. “Noun” is in fact a dual metaphor. First, people use a pragmatic concept “name” to express or understand a syntactic one “noun”. Second, nouns designating persons and objects are used to designate events and activities in ontological metaphors. 
Metaphors can be divided into two kinds, realizational and constitutive. Realizational metaphors are used to help us explain or realize abstract concepts. In constitutive metaphors a concrete concept itself constitutes the abstract one which cannot be expressed or understood without the former. 
“Virus” is a realizational metaphor to computer scientists but a constitutive one to ordinary people. Similarly, the dual metaphor of “noun” is realizational to native English speakers, but constitutive to their Chinese counterparts. 
The conclusion is that while nouns and verbs are two separate categories in English, an inclusional relation holds in their Chinese counterparts, that is, in Chinese nouns constitute a super-noun category which includes a sub-category of verbs.

The ABC of Chinese-English Difference

A. 他开飞机。 

Ta kai feiji.

He fly plane

He flies a plane.

*He fly a plane. 
In Chinese a bare verb kai (to fly) can be directly used as a predicative expression in a sentence. In other words there is not a process of “predicationalization” in Chinese. In this sense we say Chinese verbs are predications.
B. 他开飞机。

   He flies a plane.

*He flies plane. 
In Chinese a bare noun feiji (plane) can be directly used as a referring expression in a sentence. In other words there is not a process of “referentializtion” in Chinese. In this sense we say Chinese nouns are references.
C. 开飞机容易。

Kai feiji rongyi
Fly plane easy

Flying a plane is easy.

*Fly a plane is easy.
In Chinese a verb can be directly used as a noun or a reference in a sentence. In other words there is not a process of “nominalization” in Chinese. In this sense we say Chinese verbs are also nouns.  

The Principle of Simplicity
In grammatical analyses of Chinese it is not necessary to posit those “realizations” as stated above.

(Zhu Dexi 1985)
More examples for A和B

老虎是危险动物。（类指）
Laohu shi weixian dongwu.

Tiger be dangerous animal 

Tigers are dangerous animals. （generic）

老虎笼子里睡觉呢。（定指）

Laohu longzi-li shuijiao ne.

Tiger cage-inside sleep PTCL
The tiger is sleeping in the cage. / The tigers are sleeping in the cage. （definite）

他昨天终于看见老虎了。（定指/不定指/类指）

Ta zuotian zhongyu kanjian laohu le.

He yesterday finally see tiger PTCL
He saw the tiger(s)/a tiger/ tigers at last yesterday. （definite/indefinite/generic）

When an English noun tiger is used as a reference in a sentence, it must be realized into such forms as tigers, the tiger(s), a tiger, etc., while its Chinese counterpart laohu can be directly used as a reference in a sentence without any form of realization. 
And the difference between definite and indefinite reference can be expressed by word order without adding something like a, the, or some to the noun:

来客人了。（不定指）

Lai keren le.

Come guest PTCL 
      There comes a gust. / There come some guests.  (indefinite)
      客人来了。（定指）

      Keren come le

      Guest come PTCL

      The guest has come. / The quests have come. （definite）
Those examples also show how bare verbs such as shi (to be), shuijiao (to sleep) and kanjian (to see) in Chinese are used directly as predications in a given sentence without any form of realization as in English (whether to be should be realized into is or are, see into sees or saw, and sleep into slept or be sleeping).
Even the use of aspect markers for Chinese verbs is not mandatory:

带回来（了）两张参观卷

daihuilai  (le)        liangzhang    canguanquan

Bring back ([perfective]) two pieces of  visiting ticket

(Somebody) has brought back two visiting tickets.

一边笑（着）一边说

yibian xiao (zhe)          yibian shuo

While laugh ([imperfective]) while talk

Talking while laughing

他曾经开（过）飞机出海

ta cengjing kai (guo)  feiji   chu hai 

he once flew ([past])  plane  out ocean   

He once flew a plane to the ocean.

The use of aspect markers le, zhe, guo is optional, and if we admit that they are certain forms of realization, they are not for the Chinese verbs per se. (Compare with English fly, flew, flown)
More examples for C

哭没用。Cry is useless. （Crying is useless.）
      我怕抓。I fear scratch. （I fear being scratched.）
      你听见爆炸了？You hear explode? （Did you hear the explosion?）
      眼见为实。See is real. （Seeing is believing.）
To native English speakers, nominalization is the process and means of realizing the abstract concepts of events or activities into concrete concepts of entities.
publish ( publication

explode ( explosion

propose ( proposal

cry ( crying

To Chinese people, on the other hand, events and activities are entities, so nominalization is unnecessary. And it’s common for verbs to appear at subject and object positions without any morphological change. 
And, it is common in Chinese to coordinate a noun and a verb in NPs.

罪与罚（crime and punish）
时间与忙（time and busy）

吃与营养（eat and nutrition）

人与贪 （man and greedy）
婚姻与孤独（marriage and lonely）
傲慢与偏见（proud and prejudice）

plain or with cream  （Halliday1994：274）
In this English example an adjective and a prepositional phrase are coordinated because are they have the same function “modification”. In Chinese a noun and a verb are coordinated because both have the same function of “reference”.
Realizational metaphor vs. Constitutive metaphor
There is a realizational vs. constitutive distinction among metaphors.

“Your computer is contaminated with viruses. Get rid of them at once!” Such terms as “virus” and “firewall” have become household words in people’s oral language as a result of the popularization of computer. Experts on computer science, on the other hand, do not always find such metaphoric terms suffice for scientific nomenclature, arguing that such terms sometimes cover rather than show the truth or fact and their uses should be avoided. Scientists have never ceased their criticism against metaphors and efforts to purify scientific language (Radman 1997: 44). This means that in experts’ view metaphors like “virus” and “firewall” are merely explanatory, using concrete concepts familiar to laymen to explain abstract ones that laymen know little about. In laymen’s view, however, such metaphors are not only explanatory, but also constitutive in that they are simply incapable of understanding those abstract concepts without such metaphors, or, that such metaphors per se constitute those abstract concepts. 
Definitions of bingdu (virus) in two Chinese dictionaries

Bingdu: ② a computer software created for the purpose of damaging other softwares, capable of duplicating and disseminating itself and wrecking files stored in the computer or even the hardware of the computer, and thus stopping the computers and their network from working properly. 

Source: Xiandai Hanyu Guifan Cidian (A Standard Dictionary of Contemporary Chinese, SDCC)

Bingdu: ② a computer virus.

Source: Xiandai Hanyu Cidian (Contemporary Chinese Dictionary, CCD)

The difference in how the metaphoric terms like “virus” is defined in those two dictionaries also sheds some light on the explanatory vs. constitutive distinction in metaphors.

By explaining an abstract concept with a concrete one, the speaker aims to help the listener realize the abstract concept to achieve understanding. The explanatory relation between two concepts can thus be deemed as a realizational relation, with the concrete concept as a realization of the abstract one. Thus, the explanatory vs. constitutive distinction among metaphors is actually the realizational vs. constitutive distinction.
Similarly, the metaphor of using a noun (abstract) as a reference (concrete) is realizational to native English speakers, but constitutive to their Chinese counterparts. The metaphor of using a verb (abstract) as a predication (concrete) is realizational to native English speakers, but constitutive to their Chinese counterparts. And finally, the ontological metaphor of using a verb representing abstract actions and events as a noun representing entities is also realizational to native English speakers, but constitutive to their Chinese counterparts. 
According to Lakoff and Johnson (1980: 30), ontological metaphors in English are expressed as follows:

PUBLICATION IS AN ENTITY
THINKING IS AN ENTITY
HOSTILITY IS AN ENTITY
HAPPINESS IS AN ENTITY
Native Chinese speakers will doubt such expressions (not to the metaphors they contain) that from the form of PUBLICATION we can already see that it is an entity, and will it still be a metaphor to call an entity an entity? To them metaphors should be like the following expressions:

PUBLISH IS AN ENTITY

THINK IS AN ENTITY   

HOSTILE IS AN ENTITY

HAPPY IS AN ENTITY
It seems that only constitutive metaphors count as metaphors to native Chinese speakers.

The realizational vs. constitutivie distinction can be illustrated as follows:
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Realizational relation         Constitutive relation
The oval shape encircled with solid line stands for a concrete category whereas the one encircled with dotted line stands for an abstract category. If the abstract category is realized by the concrete one, then there is a process of realization as represented by the vertical arrow line ; if the abstract category is constituted by the concrete one, then such process is absent.

One difference between English and Chinese can be illustrated as follows:
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English: realizational relation            Chinese: constitutive relation

The difference between English and Chinese in ontological metaphor can be illustrated as follows:
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    English: realizational relation     Chinese: constitutive relation

Regulative vs. constitutive rules

The realizational vs. constitutive distinction is universal, not limited to metaphors. Rawls (1955) points out that there are two types of rules, which can be respectively called regulative rules and constitutive rules.（Actually Rawls used the terms “summary rules” and “practice rules” respectively.）

Regulative rules (RR): regulates the existing activities, e.g. traffic rules; 

Constitutive rules (CR): creates or constitutes activities per se, e.g. ball game rules.

RR can be generalized as: 

If Y, then do X. 

For example, if you drive, you follow the rules that “stop when the lights are red and go when they are green”. 

CR can be generalized as: 

If you do X in environment E, then it’s Y.

For example, if you kick or head the ball into the gate in a soccer game then it’s a goal. 

Actually a RR is a realizational rule, which realizes through regulation the social behavior as people expect. For example, through the regulation of traffic rules normal traffic is realized, otherwise there will be a traffic jam. So the RR vs. CR distinction is just the realizational vs. constitutive distinction.

Difference between “to have” vs. “to be”
In a way, the realizational vs. constitutive distinction can also be regarded as the distinction between “to have” vs. “to be”. People have traffic only if they abide by the traffic rules (realizational); it is a chess game only if people follow the chess rules (constitutive). Take “virus” as an example, we need realizational metaphor to have the concept of computer virus, but we need constitutive metaphor for that abstract concept to be a computer virus. The distinction between “to have” vs. “to be” is everywhere in our cognition and thinking. When discussing the relation between Chinese painting and poetry, Su Dongpo, a great poet and artist in the Song dynasty, proposed his teaching that “In poetry there is painting; in painting there is poetry”. Professor Zhou Ruchang, an eminent scholar on the studies of Hongloumen (Dream of Red Mansions), says that Su’s motto could be well rephrased as “Poetry is painting; painting is poetry”. So Su and Zhou have different ideas on the relations between poetry and painting:

Su: realizational relation, “to have”, In poetry there is painting; in painting there is poetry诗中有画，画中有诗
Zhou: constitutive relation, “to be”, Poetry is painting; painting is poetry诗就是画，画就是诗
Let’s check out a quote from the Buddhist scriptures:
色不异空，空不异色;色即是空，空即是色。（《般若波罗蜜多心经》）
Form does not differ from emptiness; emptiness does not differ from form. Form itself is emptiness; emptiness itself is form. 

                               - The Heart Of Prajna Paramita Sutra
This is a very well known Buddhist maxim. The first sentence defines the realizational relation between form and emptiness that neither has characteristics that the other doesn’t. The second sentence defines the constitutive relation between form and emptiness that they are one thing. 
There are many philosophical accounts on the distinction between “to have” vs. “to be” in the Chinese literature, but Chao (1976) is by far the most precise and insightful on the language aspect:

[In Chinese] There is no“there is”; there is only“has”. “There is a man” is rendered by Yeou ren , literqally, “Has man”. …… Incedentally, because both “there is” and “has” are covered by the same word, yeou, which has nothing to do with the word sh,“is”, in the sense of “is a”, the consequence is that“the problem of being”in Western Philosophy is very difficult to make intelligible Chinese sense unless it is specially dissociated from sh and associated with yeou.  (Chao 1976)
[英语的]“There is”无法直译成汉语，汉语里只有“有”。“There is a man”译成“有人”。…… 碰巧的是，“There is”与“has”都译作“有”，而“有”字与作“是”字解的“is”没有任何关系。所以，西方哲学中有关“存在（being）”的问题很难用汉语说清楚，除非特别切断“存在”与“是”的联系，把它与“有”挂钩。
Words not only represent but also influence our conceptual system. We can understand Chao’s quote like this: the concept of “being” has to be related to the concept of “there is” whereas in Chinese shi (to be) can be independent of you (to have) without being directly related to it. From this we may also claim that in English constitutive relation is always related to realizational relation and therefore dependent, while in Chinese it is independent of realizational relation.
Conclusions
Mingci in Chinese vs. noun in English

In the Zhongyiyaoxue Mingci (Terms in Traditional Chinese Medicine and Pharmacy) issued by China National Committee for Terms in Sciences and Technologies (CNCTST) in 2006, monosyllabic verbs, e.g. 切 (qie: to cut), 炒 (chao: to stir-fry), 烫 (tang: to scald) and 蒸 (zheng: to steam), and disyllabic verbs, e.g. 滋阴 (ziyin: to nourish yin), 补血 (buxue: to replenish blood), 明目 (mingmu: to improve eyesight) and 通鼻 (tongbi: to relieve stuffy nose), are all listed as mingci. The Chinese word mingci can mean either “name” in general or “noun” as in grammar. Mingci here denotes “name”, or, more precisely, “term” rather than “noun” as against “verb”. By listing the verbs above as mingci, the verbs in the list are all treated as “names” of actions, which is naturally appropriate. Chinese will not find the term list problematic, but native English speakers probably will still find it odd to see a bunch of bare verbs in a term list.

This is because in the mind of common native English speakers rather than grammar experts, nouns and verbs are two totally different things, with the former referring to people and things and the latter predicating of people and things about their actions or properties, so when verbs are used to refer to actions or activities, they need to undergo nominalization. In the mind of Chinese people, however, bare verbs such as qie, chao, ziyin and buxue can be directly used to refer to actions or properties without any nominalization whatsoever.

	
	noun
	name

	English
	noun
	name

	Chinese
	mingci
	mingci(r)


The perspective of grammaticalization
Such difference between the Chinese mingci and English noun can be accounted for from the perspective of grammaticalization. Mingci (name) is a pragmatic category while mingci (noun) a grammatical one, with the former being concrete while the latter abstract. Grammatical “noun” is the result of gradual abstraction or bleaching of pragmatic “name” while grammatical “verb” the result of gradual abstraction or bleaching of pragmatic “predication”. In English, the pragmatic categories of reference vs. predication have been grammaticalized into the grammatical categories of noun vs. verb, and as a result the latter set has been separated from the former one and changed into abstract categories. In Chinese, however, the noun vs. verb categories have not been fully grammaticalized and thus remain concrete and pragmatic rather than grammatical.

Noun and verb in Chinese and English

The winner of an important film prize in China says in an interview about his future plan:

“演员是个动词，甭管什么，总之你要拍（戏），不能闲着。”
   “Actor” is a verb. No matter what happens, you should keep on acting.
“Actor is a verb” is obviously a rhetoric expression. However, the following expressions are definitely not rhetoric, althouth words like zouxue (to moonlight), paituo (to flirt), and tongbi (relieve stuffy nose) are generally deemed as verbs in Chinese grammar. They are everyday expressions in Chinese, because in the minds of ordinary Chinese people verbs are also nouns.
走穴是个新名词儿。  Zouxue (moonlight) is a new mingcir.
拍拖是个港台名词。   Paituo (flirt) is a mingci used in Hongkong and
   Taiwan.
通鼻是个中医药名词。Tongbi (relieve stuffy nose) is a mingci in traditional Chinese medicine and pharmacy.
	

	English
	  Noun


	  Verb

	Chinese
	Mingci(r)
	Dongci

	
	
	


The conclusion is that while nouns and verbs are two separate categories in English, an inclusional relation holds in their Chinese counterparts, that is, in Chinese nouns constitute a super-noun category mingci which includes a sub-category of dongci (verbs).

Divisions on a Word Class Map
If we take into consideration the category adjective which is typologically close to both noun and verb, we have the following divisions on a “word class map”. It is a shared belief that adjective is a subcategory under verb in Chinese. In other words the classification of the substantive words in Chinese are of an inclusional pattern as against the intersection pattern of English (Shen 2007, 2008).            


	English

(syntactic categories)
	Noun
	Adjective
	Verb

	
	
	
	
	

	Chinese (snyntactic/

pragmatic categories)
	Mingci(r)
	Xingrongci
	Dongci

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	


A simpler way of showing this difference
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  English                              Chinese

In English and other Indo-European languages the categories of nouns, verbs and adjectives are three relatively independent and intersected classes whereas in Chinese adjectives and verbs lose much of their independence with adjectives as a subcategory under verbs and verbs further as a subcategory under nouns. The substantive words of Indo-European languages have divided into three relatively independent classes, but those of Chinese have not yet finished such division and still features an inclusional system. 

From this inclusional perspective, we can better understand why some theorists believe “substantive words of Chinese cannot be further divided into smaller classes” (Gao 1953). But still the three categories of nouns, verbs and adjectives still retain certain level of independence in this inclusional pattern, and thus can be divided. 
When we discuss Chinese grammar we are used to such terms as mingci (nouns) and dongci (verbs), which we can continue to use and which can also facilitate our comparison of Chinese with other languages. But we need to always remember that mingci / dongci in Chinese are not exact matching categories of nous / verbs in English and other Indo-European languages. 

A typological perspective
Is the distinction of nouns, verbs and adjectives a universal language phenomenon? Chomskyian linguistics has a positive answer to this question that it is part of the innate knowledge of human language that nouns have the feature of [+N], verbs [+V], and adjectives both [+N] and [+V]. Linguistic typologists, however, have disputes on the answer to this question. Some believe it is universal while others don’t. (Vogel & Comrie 2000) 
Our view is that we need to separate the two questions of “is there such distinction” and “how to define such distinction”. We believe the tripartite distinction is a universal of human languages that reflects the universal distinction of things, actions and properties in human cognition, but their interrelations and ways of distinction may be language-specific. Now we can at least tell the difference between the intersection pattern of Indo-European languages and the inclusional pattern of Chinese, which may be based in the varied tendencies in treating things, actions and properties in human cognition.
Resolve a long-standing problem

If we accept this inclusional pattern of Chinese, we can resolve the problem of NPs like 这本书的出版zheben shu de chuban (the publication of this book) which has long disturbed the research community (Shen 2007). Now chuban (publish) is both verb and noun, so nominalization is unnecessary, which abides by the Principle of Simplicity; as chuban is also a noun, it is compatible with the whole noun phrase following the Head Expansion Convention. Also resolved is the problem of coordinate structures like 图书和出版tushu he chuban (books and their publication) which were deemed as a violation of the Coordination Condition. 
Sentence and Juzi

If we accept that sentence is an abstract syntactic concept and utterance is a concrete pragmatic concept, then the difference between English and Chinese in this respect is that in Chinese juzi and utterance are one and the same thing, as pointed out by Chao (1968), Jiang (2006), and Shen (2008). This is also a difference of realizational relation vs. constitutive relation.
English:  sentence and utterance      realizational relation
Chinese:  juzi and utterance          constitutive relation

In other word Chinese juzi is still a pragmatic unit which has not been fully grammaticalized and become a syntactic unit.
Subject and Topic
Subject is an abstract syntactic concept and topic a concrete pragmatic one. The difference between English and Chinese in this respect is that in Chinese subject主语 and topic话题are one and the same thing, as pointed out by Chao (1948，1968) and Shen (2008). This is also a difference of realizational relation vs. constitutive relation.

English:  subject and topic       realizational relation
Chinese  zhuyu and huati        constitutive relation
In other words, Chinese zhuyu is still a pragmatic category which has not been fully grammaticalized and become a syntactic category.

Experts vs. laymen

Some might disagree arguing that common people use language but the inner working mechanisms of language are the realm of grammarians as much as laymen use computers but the inner working mechanisms of computer are the realm of computer scientists. As experts on Chinese grammar we still need to separate nouns from names and treat them as mutually exclusive concepts and do “scientific” research rather than indulging ourselves in folk psychology.

To this criticism we respond like this: 

(1) Computers are designed and invented by computer scientists whereas language is not designed and invented by grammarians. Now we have attested evidences saying that in the mind of ordinary native English speakers nouns and names are separated concepts whereas in the mind of their Chinese counterparts these two concepts are not quite clearly divided. We need to follow the rule of Occam's Razor not to divide what’s unnecessary.
(2) Those who disagree with our claim usually hold the view that human language knowledge is innate rather than acquired, but they must believe that computer knowledge has to be acquired rather than innate. Thus, they cannot demand grammarians to separate nouns from names simply because computer scientists separate computer virus from biological virus.
(3) What counts to be “scientific”? Is research based on objective analysis and reductionism the only possible scientific research? If science has to be confined into so narrow a range, it will have no hope of unraveling all the secrets of Nature, including the mysteries of human language, because human beings are but part of Nature and human thinking and language are so much more than analysis and reduction.
Reference

Boyd, Richard 1993. Metaphor and theory change: What is “metaphor” a metaphor for? In Ortony, 

Andrew, (ed.) Metaphor and Thought, 2nd edition, Cambridge: Cambridge University Press. 

481-532.

Chao, Yuen Ren 1976. Notes on Chinese grammar and logic. In Anwar S. Dil ed. Aspects of Chinese
 Socio-linguistics. Stanford: Stanford University Press. 237-249. 中译文《汉语语法与逻辑杂
谈》（白硕译，叶蜚声校）载《赵元任语言学论文集》，2002，商务印书馆，796-808。
Croft, William 1992. Typology and Universals. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Dixon, R. M. W. 1977. Where have all the adjectives gone? Studies in Language 1: 19-80.

Hengeveld, Kees 1992. Non-verbal Predication: Theory, Typology, Diachrony. (Functional

 Grammar Series 15) Berlin: Mouton de Gruyer.
Lakoff, George 1992. Metaphor and war: The metaphor system used to justify war in the gulf. In 

Pütz, Martin ed., Thirty Years of Linguistic Evolution, Amsterdam, Philadelphia: John 

Benjamins. 463-81.
Lakoff，George, & Mark Johnson 1980. Metaphors We Live By. Chicago, London: University of 

Chicago Press.
Kasher, A. & Ronen Sadka 2001. Constitutive rule systems and cultural epidemiology. Monist 84,

 438-449.
Kuhn, Thomas S. 1993. Metaphor in science. In A. Ortony ed., Metaphor and thought. 2nd edn.,
 Cambridge: Cambridge University Press. 533-42.
Radman, Zdravko 1997. Metaphors: Figures of the Mind. Boston: Kluwer Academic Publisher.

Rawls, J. 1955. Two concepts of rules. Philosophical Review 64, 3-32.
Vogel, P. M. & B. Comrie 2000. Approaches to the Typology of Word Classes. Berlin & New York: 
Mouton de Gruyter.

高名凯1953，关于汉语的词类分别。
李行健主编2004，《现代汉语规范词典》。外语教学与研究出版社/语文出版社。

周汝昌2005，“诗化”的要义。载《红楼十二层》，书海出版社，99-105。

冯志伟2006，术语命名中的隐喻。《科技术语研究》第3期，19-20。
全国科技名词审定委员会2006，中医药学名词。连载于《科技术语研究》第1-4期。

沈家煊2007，汉语里的名词和动词。《汉藏语学报》第1期，27-47。
沈家煊2008，我看汉语的词类。“国际中国语言学学会第16届年会”（IACL-16，北京）论

文。刊载于《语言科学》2009年第1期1-12。

沈家煊2009，我只是接着向前跨了半步——再谈汉语的名词和动词。中国社会科学院语言

研究所语言学沙龙报告，将刊于《语言学论丛》第40辑。

袁毓林2009，汉语和英语在语法范畴的实现关系上的平行性——也谈汉语里名词/动词与指
称/陈述、主语与话题、句子与话段。《汉藏语学报》第3期。
中国社会科学院语言研究所词典编辑室编2005，《现代汉语词典》（第5版）。商务印书馆。
朱德熙1982，《语法讲义》。商务印书馆。
朱德熙1985，《语法答问》。商务印书馆。   
PAGE  
1

