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            Abstract
          
        

        
          This paper re-examines conceptual countability through a comparison of English and Japanese quantity interpretation. Previous analyses have focused particularly on English furniture-type nouns, which denote identifiable objects but permit comparison by either cardinality or aggregate physical properties. Preliminary Japanese observations suggest that a similar possibility may extend beyond this exceptional lexical class. In contexts that explicitly contrast number with combined thickness, volume, or weight, the Japanese nouns hon ‘book’ and sakana ‘fish’ permit aggregate interpretations while retaining stable lexical meanings and identifiable atomic individuals. A corresponding interpretation with hito ‘person’ is much less natural, suggesting that the accessibility of aggregate comparison may vary gradiently across noun classes even when conceptual countability is maintained. To account for this pattern, the paper proposes the Grammatical Visibility Hypothesis: grammatical constructions may differentially foreground conceptually available dimensions of comparison, thereby shaping their accessibility, salience, and preference without determining conceptual possibility. Because Japanese number-neutral bare nouns encode cardinality less overtly than English plural count constructions, they provide a comparative basis for reconsidering whether the apparent restriction of conceptual ambiguity to English furniture-type nouns reflects conceptual structure alone or partly the grammatical visibility of cardinality.
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