MIRZO ULUG’BEK NOMIDAGI
SAMARQAND DAVLAT ARXITEKTURA-QURILISH INSTITUTI

“TILLARNI O'RGANISH” kafedrasi

REFERAT

Mavzu: Adjective

Tekshirdi: Mamaraimov D.M.
Bajardi: 301A rypyx Tamabacu
MaxammatoBa M

Samargand 2012



Adjective

Plan:

1.What is an adjective?
2.Degrees of adjective.
3.Superlative degree of adjective.

4.Usage of adjective.



The adjective expresses the categorial semantiqgeragerty of a substance. It
means that each adjective used in tile text pressggprelation to some noun the property
of whose referent it denotes, such as its matexddur, dimensions, position, state, and
other characteristics both permanent and tempotarfpllows from this that, unlike
nouns, adjectives do not possess a full nominat®ieie. Indeed, words likéong,
hospitable, fragrant cannot effect any self-dependent nominations; a#s uof
informative sequences they exist only in colloagagicshowing what is long, who is
hospitable, what is fragrant.

The semantically bound character of the adjecgvennphasized in English by the
use of the prop-substitutane in the absence of the notional head-noun of thaggh
E.Q.
| don't wanta yellow balloon, let me havehe green one over there.

On the other hand, if the adjective is placed inominatively self-dependent
position, this leads to its substantivizatiéhg.: Outside it was a beautiful day, and the
sun tinged the snow with re@f.: The sun tinged the snow with thed colour.

Adjectives are distinguished by a specific combiligbwith nouns, which they
modify, if not accompanied by adjuncts, usuallypre-position, and occasionally in post-
position; by a combinability with link-verbs, botfunctional and notional; by a
combinability with modifying adverbs.

In the sentence the adjective performs the funstioh an attribute and a
predicative. Of the two, the more specific function of theeadive is that of an attribute,
since the function of a predicative can be perfarrbg the noun as well. There is,
though, a profound difference between the predieaises of the adjective and the noun
which is determined by their native categorial tieas. Namely, the predicative adjective
expresses some attributive property of its nouaresft, whereas the predicative noun
expresses various substantival characteristicssakferent, such as its identification or
classification of different types. This can be shamn examples analysed by definitional
and transformational procedur€.:

You talk to people as if thewere a group. —> You talk to people as if they
formed a group. Quite obviously, hevas a friend. —> His behaviouwas like that of a
friend.

Cf., as against the above:

I will be silent as a grave. —> | will be like a silent grave. Walker felthealthy. —>
Walker felta healthy man. It wassensational. —> That fact waa sensational fact.

When used as predicatives or post-positional atedy a considerable number of
adjectives, in addition to the general combinapitiharacteristics of the whole class, are
distinguished by a complementive combinability wittouns. The complement-
expansions of adjectives are effected by meanseaggsitions E.g. fond of, jealous of,
curious of, suspicious of; angry with, sick with, serious about, certain about, happy
about; grateful to, thankful to, etc. Many such adjectival collocations render etsaky
verbal meanings and some of them have direct areicidparallels among verb€f.: be
fond of—love, like; be envious of — envy;be angry with — resent;jbe mad for, about -
covet;be thankful to — thank.

Alongside of other complementive relations exprdssgith the help of
prepositions and corresponding to direct and piigpoal object-relations of verbs, some



of these adjectives may render relations of addee€3.: grateful to, indebted to, partial
to, useful for.

To the derivational features of adjectives belomymber of suffixes and prefixes
of which the most important are:
-ful (hopeful), tess (flawless),ish (bluish, eous (famous), rve (decorative), i€ (basic);
un- (unprecedentedin- (inaccurate)pre- (premature).
Among the adjectival affixes should also be nanteasl pirefix a-, constitutive for the
stative sub-class which is to be discussed below.

As for the variable (demutative) morphological teas, the English adjective,
having lost in the course of the history of Englehits forms of grammatical agreement
with the noun, is distinguished only by the hylrategory of comparison.

All the adjectives are traditionally divided intwd large subclassegualitative
andrelative.

Relative adjectives express such properties of a substsaee determined by the
direct relation of the substance to some othertanbs.

E.g.: wood — awooden hut; mathematics —mathematical precision; history — a
historical event;
table —tabular presentation; colour -eoloured postcards;
surgery —surgical treatment; the Middle Ages -ediaeval rites.

The nature of this "relationship” in adjectivedést revealed by definitional correlations.
Cf.. awooden hut — a hut made of wood;lastorical event — an event referring to a
certain period of history;surgical treatment — treatment consisting in the
implementation of surgery; etc.

Qualitative adjectives, as different from relative ones, denwgtrious qualities of
substances which admit of a quantitative estimatien of establishing their correlative
guantitative measure. The measure of a qualitybeaestimated as high or low, adequate
or inadequate, sufficient or insufficient, optinmal excessiveCf.: anawkward situation
— a very awkward situation; adifficult task —too difficult a task; anenthusiastic
reception —rather an enthusiastic reception; a hearty welcome ret avery hearty wel-
come; etc.

In this connection, the ability of an adjectivefaym degrees of comparison is
usually taken as a formal sign of its qualitativeamacter, in opposition to a relative
adjective which is understood as incapable of fogndegrees of comparison by
definition. Cf.: a pretty girl --a prettier girl; a quick look — aquicker look; a hearty
welcome — theheartiest of welcomes; abombastic speech — thamost bombastic
speech.

However, in actual speech the described principbistinction is not at all strictly
observed, which is noted in the very grammar tseatiputting it forward. Two typical
cases of contradiction should be pointed out here.

In the first place, substances can possess sudtiiggias are incompatible with
the idea of degrees of comparison. Accordinglyeetilfes denoting these qualities, while
belonging to the qualitative subclass, are in tlignary use incapable of forming degrees
of comparison. Here refer adjectives ldwinct, immobile, deaf, final, fixed, etc.

In the second place, many adjectives consideredruhe heading of relative still
can form degrees of comparison, thereby, as it wieaasforming the denoted relative
property of a substance into such as can be grgdedtitatively.Cf.: a mediaeval



approach—ather amediaeval approach — dar more mediaeval approach; of anilitary
design — of dessmilitary design — of anore military design;

a grammatical topic ~ apurely grammatical topic — themost grammatical of the
suggested topics.

In order to overcome the demonstrated lack of mgothe definitions in question,
we may introduce an additional linguistic distioctiwhich is more adaptable to the
chances of usage. The suggested distinction isdbaeethe evaluative function of
adjectives. According as they actually give somalitative evaluation to the substance
referent or only point out its corresponding natpreperty, all the adjective functions
may be grammatically divided into "evaluative" atgpecificative”. In particular, one
and the same adjective, irrespective of its beiagidally (i.e. in the sense of the
fundamental semantic property of its root constituérelative" or "qualitative”, can be
used either in the evaluative function or in thecsficative function.

For instance, the adjectiygmod is basically qualitative. On the other hand, when
employed as a grading term in teaching, i.e. a temming part of the marking scale
together with the grading termbad, satisfactory, excellent, it acquires the said
specificative value; in other words, it becomegacsicative, not an evaluative unit in
the grammatical sense
(though, dialectically, it does signify in this eas lexical evaluation of the pupil's
progress). Conversely, the adjective wooden ischégirelative, but when used in the
broader meaning "expressionless” or "awkward" fuaes an evaluative force and,
consequently, can presuppose a greater or lesggeedd¢"amount”) of the denoted
properly in the corresponding referelty.:

Bundle found herself looking into the expressiogjesooden face of Superintendent
Battle (A. Christie). The superintendent was giftinehind a table and looking more
wooden than ever.

The degrees of comparison are essentially evakidtivmulas, therefore any
adjective used in a higher comparison degree (coatipa, superlative) is thereby made
into an evaluative adjective, if only for the nor{see the examples above).

Thus, the introduced distinction between the eualaaand specificative uses of
adjectives, in the long run, emphasizes the faat the morphological category of
comparison (comparison degrees) is potentially esgmted in the whole class of
adjectives and is constitutive for it.

Among the words signifying properties of a nourederent there is a lexemic set
which claims to be recognized as a separate pasgpeéch, i.e. as a class of words
different from the adjectives in its class-formiiegtures. These are words built up by the
prefix a- and denoting different states, mostly of tempordwyation. Here belong
lexemes likeafraid, agog, adrift, ablaze. In traditional grammar these words were
generally considered under the heading of "presieaddjectives” (some of them also
under the heading of adverbs), since their most&yposition in the sentence is that of a
predicative and they are but occasionally usedegpgsitional attributes to nouns.

Notional words signifying states and specificalsed as predicatives were first
identified as a separate part of speech in thei&ussnguage by L. V. Shcherba and V.
V. Vinogradov. The two scholars called the newlgntified part of speech the "category
of state" (and, correspondingly, separate wordsimgakp this category, "words of the



category of state"). Here belong the Russian wardstly ending ino, but also having
other suffixes:menno, 3s16x0, oounoko, padocmno, scanw, nens, etc. Traditionally the
Russian words of the category of state were cormidas constituents of (he class of
adverbs, and they are still considered as suchdnyrRussian schiolars.

On the analogy of the Russian "category of stdke?' English qualifyinga-words
of the corresponding meanings were subjected éaiad-grammatical analysis and given
the part-of-speech heading "category of slate"s HBmalysis was first conducted by B. A.
llyish and later continued by other linguists. Tteem "words of the category of state",
being rather cumbersome from the technical pointvieiv, was later changed into
"stative words", or "statives".

The part-of-speech interpretation of the stativesnot shared by all linguists
working in the domain of English, and has foundhlitd proponents and opponents.
Probably the most consistent and explicit expasitd the part-of-speech interpretation
of statives has been given by B. S. Khaimovich 8nd. Rogovskaya. Their theses
supporting the view in question can be summarizsibiéows.

First, the statives, called by the quoted authadlitiks” (by virtue of their
connection with link-verbs and on the analogy of term "adverbs"), are allegedly
opposed to adjectives on a purely semantic basse sidjectives denote "qualities”, and
statives-adlinks denote "states". Second, as diftedirom adjectives, statives-adlinks are
characterized by the specific predx Third, they allegedly do not possess the category
of the degrees of comparison. Fourth, the combimalmf statives-adlinks is different
from that of adjectives in so far as they are ne¢duin the pre-positional attributive
function, i.e. are characterized by the absendbeofight-hand combinability with nouns.

The advanced reasons, presupposing many-sidedodalegstimation of statives,
are undoubtedly serious and worthy of note. &iltJoser consideration of the properties
of the analysed lexemic set cannot but show thatthe whole, the said reasons are
hardly instrumental in proving the main idea, ireestablishing the English stative as a
separate part of speech. The re-considerationeoktiitive on the basis of comparison
with the classical adjective inevitably disclosks {undamental relationship between the
two, — such relationship as should be interpreteda other terms than identity on the
part-of-speech level, though, naturally, providiog their distinct differentiation on the
subclass level.

The first scholar who undertook this kind of re-simieration of the lexemic status
of English statives was L. S. Barkhudarov, andun estimation of them we essentially
follow his principles, pointing out some additiormaiteria of argument.

First, considering the basic meaning expressecéystative, we formulate it as
“stative property”, i.e. a kind of property of aumal referent. As we already know, the
adjective as a whole signifies not "quality" in th@row sense, but "property"”, which is
categorially divided into "substantive quality agls" and "substantive relation”. In this
respect, statives do not fundamentally differ frafassical adjectives. Moreover,
common adjectives and participles in adjective-tijynections can express the same, or,
more specifically, typologically the same propest{er "qualities" in a broader sense) as
are expressed by statives.

Indeed, the main meaning types conveyed by stadires
the psychic state of a persoafréid, ashamed, aware); the physical state of a person
(astir, afoot); the physical state of an objeefife, ablaze, aglow); the state of an object
in space dskew, awry, adant). Meanings of the same order are rendered by pre-
positional adjective<Cf.:



the living predecessor — the predecesabive; eager curiosity — curiosityagog; the
burning house — the house afire;fl@ating raft — a raftafloat; a half-open door — a
dooradjar; danting ropes — ropeaslant; avigilant man — a mamawake;

similar cases — casaike; anexcited crowd — a crowdstir.

It goes without saying that many other adjectivad participles convey the meanings
of various states irrespective of their analogyhveitativesCf. such words of the order of
psychic state adespondent, curious, happy, joyful; such words of the order of human
physical state asound, refreshed, healthy, hungry; such words of the order of activity
state adusy, functioning, active, employed, etc.

Second, turning to the combinability characterssiid¢ statives, we see that, though
differing from those of the common adjectives iregmoint negatively, they basically
coincide with them in the other points. As a matérfact, statives are not used in
attributive pre-position. but, like adjectives, yhare distinguished by the left-hand
categorial combinability both with nouns and lingrles.Cf.

The household was nalstir.——The household was all excited — It was strangeet s
(the househol@ctive at this hour of the day.— It was strange to seehtbusehold active
at this hour of the day.

Third, analysing the functions of the stative cep@ending to its combinability
patterns, we see that essentially they do notrdiften the functions of the common ad-
jective. Namely, the two basic functions of thetigta are the predicative and the
attribute. The similarity of functions leads to thessibility of the use of a stative and a
common adjective in a homogeneous grab.: Launches and barges moored to the
dock wereablaze andloud with wild sound.

True, the predominant function of the stative, #$eknt from the common
adjective, is that of the predicative. But theng important structural and functional
peculiarities of statives uniting them in a distipcseparate set of lexemes cannot be
disputed. What is disputed is the status of thisirseelation to the notional parts of
speech, not its existence or identification as such

Fourth, from our point of view, it would not be tpiiconsistent with the actual
lingual data to place the stative strictly out loé tcategory of comparison. As we have
shown above, the category of comparison is condewith the functional division of
adjectives into evaluative and specificative, Ldammon adjectives, statives are subject
to this flexible division, and so in principle thaye included into the expression of the
quantitative estimation of the corresponding propsrconveyed by them. True, statives
do not take the synthetical forms of the degreesoofiparison, but they are capable of
expressing comparison analytically, in cases whesdo be expressed.

Cf.: Of us all, Jack was the omaost aware of the delicate situation in which we found
ourselves. | saw that the adjusting lever sttamdanore askew than was allowed by the di-
rections.

Fifth, quantitative considerations, though beingubsidiary factor of reasoning,
tend to support the conjoint part-of-speech ineigtion of statives and common
adjectives. Indeed, the total number of stativessdwot exceed several dozen (a couple
of dozen basic, "stable" units and, probably, thras many "unstable" words of the
nature of coinages for the nonce). This numberegligible in comparison with the
number of words of the otherwise identified notioparts of speech, each of them
counting thousands of units. Why, then, an honduthe part-of-speech status to be



granted to a small group of words not differingtheir fundamental lexico-grammatical
features from one of the established large wordsela?

As for the set-forming prefia-, it hardly deserves a serious consideration as a
formal basis of the part-of-speech identificatioh statives simply because formal
features cannot be taken in isolation from fundloieatures. Moreover, as is known,
there are words of property not distinguished hig tbrefix, which display essential
functional characteristics inherent in the statset. In particular, here belong such
adjectives asll, well, glad, sorry, worth (while), subject (to), due (to), underway, and
some others. On the other hand, among the basicestave find such as can hardly be
analysed into a genuine combination of the typefipr root", because their morphemic
parts have become fused into one indivisible unithe course of language histoeg.
aware, afraid, al oof.

Thus, the undertaken semantic and functional aisatygws that statives, though
forming a unified set of words, do not constituteeparate lexemic class existing in lan-
guage on exactly the same footing as the nourveh®g the adjective, the adverb; rather
it should be looked upon as a subclass within tbeernl class of adjectives. It is
essentially an adjectival subclass, because, dtleetopeculiar features, statives are not
directly opposed to the notional parts of speekkriaogether, but are quite particularly
opposed to the rest of adjectives. It means tleag#neral subcategorization of the class
of adjectives should be effected on the two levetsthe upper level the class will be
divided into the subclass of stative adjectives emtimon adjectives; on the lower level
the common adjectives fall into qualitative andatele, which division has been
discussed in the foregoing paragraph.

As we see, our final conclusion about the lexicargmatical nature of statives
appears to have returned them into the lexemic @omawhich they were placed by
traditional grammar and from which they were aliedain the course of subsequent
linguistic investigations. A question then arisebether these investigations, as well as
the discussions accompanying them, have servedasiopal purpose at all.

The answer to this question, though, can only beergiin the energetic

affirmative. Indeed, all the detailed studies aitises undertaken by quite a few scholars,
all the discussions concerning their systemic looatnd other related matters have
produced very useful results, both theoretical pradtical.
The traditional view of the stative was not supedrby any special analysis, it was
formed on the grounds of mere surface analogiesoat®r correlations. The later study
of statives resulted in the exposition of theiranmproperties, in the discovery of their
historical productivity as a subclass, in their tegsc description on the lines of
competent inter-class and inter-level comparisohisd it is due to the undertaken
investigations (which certainly will be continuetthat we are now in a position, though
having rejected the fundamental separation of theve from the adjective, to name the
subclass of statives as one of the peculiar, idieniexemic features of Modern English.

As is widely known, adjectives display the ability be easily substantivized by
conversion, i.e. by zero-derivation. Among the neonverted adjectives we find both
old units, well-established in the system of lericand also new ones, whose adjectival
etymology conveys to the lexeme the vivid colouririga new coinage.

For instance, the words relative or a white or a dear bear an unquestionable
mark of established tradition, while such a nounaaensitive used in the following
sentence features a distinct flavour of purposefuiversion: He was a regional man, a



man who wrote abowsensitives who live away from the places where things happen.

Compare this with the nowmhigh in the following example: The weather report
promisesa new high in heat and humidity.

From the purely categorial point of view, howewere is no difference between
the adjectives cited in the examples and the onesngn the foregoing enumeration,
since both groups equally express constitutivegoaites of the noun, i.e. the number, the
case, the gender, the article determination, aeg tikewise equally perform normal
nounal functions.

On the other hand, among the substantivized adgscthere is a set characterized
by hybrid lexico-grammatical features, as in théofeing examples:

The new bill concerning the wage-freeze introdubgdhe Labour Government cannot
satisfy eitheithe poor, ortherich (Radio Broadcast). A monster. The word convetyred
ultimate in infamy and debasement inconceivable to one native to the times (J.
Vance). The train, indulging all his English nogtal for the plushy andhe genteel,
seemed to him a deceit (M. Bradbury).

The mixed categorial nature of the exemplified vgoid evident from their
incomplete presentation of the part-of speech dbanatics of either nouns or adjectives.
Like nouns, the words are used in the article fdike nouns, they express the category
of number (in a relational way); but their artielad number forms are rigid, being no
subject to the regular structural change inherenthie normal expression of these
categories. Moreover, being categorially unchanigeathe words convey the mixed
adjectival-nounal semantics of property.

The adjectival-nounal words in question are vemgcdp. They are distinguished
by a high productivity and, like statives, are rdatically characteristic of Modern
English.

On the analogy of verbids these words might beeddladjectivids”, since they are
rather nounal forms of adjectives than nouns aB.suc

The adjectivids fall into two main grammatical sutgps, namely, the subgroup
pluralia tantum {the English, the rich, the unemployed, the uninitiated, etc.), and the sub-
groupsingularia tantum (the invisible, the abstract, the tangible, etc.). Semantically, the
words of the first subgroup express sets of pefg@esonal multitudes), while the words
of the second group express abstract ideas ofusatipes and connotations.

The category of adjectival comparison expressegjtiaatitative characteristic of
the quality of a nounal referent, i.e. it givesedative evaluation of the quantity of a
quality. The purely relative nature of the categlbsemantics of comparison is reflected
in its name.

The category is constituted by the opposition ef ttiree forms known under the
heading of degrees of comparison: the basic f@aat{ve degree), having no features of
corn" parison; theomparative degree form, having the feature of restricted .supenorit
(which limits the comparison to two elements onthe superlative degree form, having
the feature of unrestricted superiority.

It should be noted that the meaning of unrestricepgeriority is in-built in the
superlative degree as such, though in practicefonm is used in collocations imposing
certain restrictions on the effected comparisounstlthe form in question may be used to
signify restricted superiority, namely, in casesevéha limited number of referents are



comparedCf.: Johnnywas the strongest boy in the company.

As is evident from the example, superiority resimic is shown here not by the
native meaning of the superlative, but by the paldér contextual construction of
comparison where the physical strength of one bagstimated in relation to that of his
companions.

Some linguists approach the number of the degreesroparison as problematic
on the grounds that the basic form of the adjedives not express any comparison by
itself and therefore should be excluded from theegary. This exclusion would reduce
the category to two members only, i.e. the comparand superlative degrees.

However, the oppositional interpretation of gramuoetcategories underlying our
considerations does not admit of such an exclusarthe contrary, the non-expression
of superiority by the basic form is understood ire toppositional presentation of
comparison as a pre-requisite for the expressiorthef category as such. In this
expression of the category the basic form is thearked member, not distinguished by
any comparison suffix or comparison auxiliary, whihe superiority forms (i.e. the
comparative and superlative) are the marked membatsnguished by the comparison
suffixes or comparison auxiliaries.

That the basic form as the positive degree of coispa does express this
categorial idea, being included in one and the seategorial series with the superiority
degrees, is clearly shown by its actual uses inpewative syntactic constructions of
equality, as well as comparative syntactic consimas of negated equalityCf.: The
remark wasas bitter as could be. The Rockies are sohigh as the Caucasus.

These constructions are directly correlative wittmparative constructions of
inequality built around the comparative and supidadegree formsCf.. That wasthe
bitterest remark | have ever heard from the man. The Cagc@suigher than the
Rockies.

Thus, both formally and semantically, the opposiiobasis of the category of
comparison displays a binary nature. In terms eftlitree degrees of comparison, on the
upper level of presentation the superiority degrasesthe marked member of the
opposition are contrasted against the positive ede@s its unmarked member. The
superiority degrees, in their turn, form the opposiof the lower level of presentation,
where the comparative degree features the fundlyowaak member, and the superlative
degree, respectively, the strong member. The whblthe double oppositional unity,
considered from the semantic angle, constitutagadugl ternary opposition.

The synthetical forms of comparison & and-(e)st coexist with the analytical
forms of comparison effected by the auxiliarresre andmost. The analytical forms of
comparison perform a double function. On the onedhahey are used with the
evaluative adjectives that, due to their phonertmacture (two-syllable words with the
stress on the first syllable ending in other graphonemic complexethan -er, -y, -le, -
ow or words of more than two-syllable compositionjimat normally take the synthetical
forms of comparison. In this respect, the analjtcmamparison forms are in categorial
complementary distribution with the synthetical garison forms. On the other hand,
the analytical forms of comparison, as differemnirthe synthetical forms, are used to
express emphasis, thus complementing the synthéticas in the sphere of this im-
portant stylistic connotatiorCf.: The audience becanmsore and more noisy, and soon
the speaker's words were drowned in the generaldiwoices.

The structure of the analytical degrees of comparis meaningfully overt; these



forms are devoid of the feature of "semantic idibsm" characteristic of some other
categorial analytical forms, such as, for instanice,forms of the verbal perfect. For this
reason the analytical degrees of comparison isdtae linguists to call in question their
claim to a categorial status in English grammar.

In particular, scholars point out the following tactors in support of the view
that the combinations aiore/most with the basic form of the adjective are not the
analytical expressions of the morphological catgegur comparison, but free syntactic
constructions: first, themore/most-combinations are semantically analogous to
combinations ofessleast with the adjective which, in the general opiniange syntactic
combinations of notional words; second, tmest-combination, unlike the synthetic
superlative, can take the indefinite article, espneg not the superlative, but the elative
meaning (i.e. a high, not the highest degree ofd¢bpective quality).

The reasons advanced, though claiming to be basednoanalysis of actual
lingual data, can hardly be called convincing agards their immediate negative
purpose.

Let us first consider the use of tmest-combillation with the indefinite article.

This combination is a common means of expressiraivel evaluations of
substance properties. The function of the elatnest-construction in distinction to the
function of the superlativeost-'construction will be seen from the following exales:

The speaker launchedmost significant personal attack on the Prime Minist€he most
significant of the arguments in a dispute is not necesstm@ynost spectacular one.

While the phrase "a most significant (personalackt in the first of the two
examples gives the idea of rather a high degrebeofjuality expressed irrespective of
any directly introduced or implied comparison witther attacks on the Prime Minister,
the phrase "the most significant of the argumemtgiresses exactly the superlative
degree of the quality in relation to the immedmateitroduced comparison with all the
rest of the arguments in a dispute; the same hnldsof the phrase "the most spectacular
one". It is this exclusion of the outwardly supéve adjective from a comparison that
makes it into a simple elative, with m3ost-constituent turned from the superlative aux-
iliary into a kind of a lexical intensifier.

The definite article with the elativeost-construction is also possible, if leaving
the elative function less distinctly recognizabla ¢ral speech the elativeost is
commonly left unstressed, the absence of stregsgeas a negative mark of the elative).
Cf.: | found myself in themost awkward situation, for | couldn't give a satisfactory
answer to any question asked by the visitors.

Now, the synthetical superlative degree, as is knavan be used in the elative
function as well, the distinguishing feature of tlater being its exclusion from a
comparison.

Cf.
Unfortunately, our cooperation with Danny provibeé worst experience for both of us.
No doubt Mr. Snider will show you his collection minerals with the greatest pleasure.

And this fact gives us a clue for understandingekjressive nature of the elative
superlative as such — the nature that providestii & permanent grammatico-stylistic
status in the language. Indeed, the expressivelipauof the form consists exactly in
the immediate combination of the two features whuatwardly contradict each other:



the categorial form of the superlative on the oaadj and the absence of a comparison
on the other.

That the categorial form of the superlative (ilee superlative with its general
functional specification) is essential also for theression of the elative semantics can,
however paradoxical it might appear, be very wilistrated by the elative use of the
comparative degree. Indeed, the comparative coribmafeaturing the dative
comparative degree is constructed in such a wag atace it in the functional position
of unrestricted superiority, i.e. in the positigresifically characteristic of the superlative.
E.g.

Nothing gives mayreater pleasure than to greet you as our guest of honkhere is
nothing more refreshing than a good swim.

The parallelism of functions between the two forraE comparison (the
comparative degree and the superlative degree) uch sand like examples is
unquestionable.

As we see, the elative superlative, though it isthe regular superlative in the
grammatical sense, is still a kind of a specifigngmatically featured construction. This
grammatical specification distinguishes it from coan elative constructions which may
be generally defined as syntactic combinationsnahtensely high estimatiok.g.:
anextremely important amendment; a matter etceeding urgency; quite annparalleled
beauty; etc.

Thus, from a grammatical point of view, the elatigeiperlative, though
semantically it is "elevated"”, is nothing else butlegraded superlative, and its distinct
featuring mark with the analytical superlative dEgyiis the indefinite article: the two
forms of the superlative of different functionalrpases receive the two different marks
(if not quite rigorously separated in actual uses)he article determination treatment.

It follows from the above that the possibility dfetmost-combination to be used
with the indefinite article cannot in any way bemdmstrative of its non-grammatical
character, since the functions of the two supeatiombinations in question, the elative
superlative and the genuine superlative, are @iffier

Moreover, the use of the indefinite article witle thynthetical superlative in the
degraded, dative function is not altogether imgaesithough somehow such a
possibility is bluntly denied by certain grammaticganuals.Cf.: He made dast lame
effort to delay the experiment; but Basil was inyb@us to suggestion.

But there is one more possibility to formally diéatiate the direct and dative
functions of the synthetical superlative, namely, using the zero article with the
superlative. This latter possibility is noted innms® grammar books (Ganshina,
Vasilevskaya, 85)Cf.. Suddenly | was seized with a sensatiodegpest regret.

However, the general tendency of expressing therfatye dative meaning is by
using the analytical form. Incidentally, in the Rias language the tendency of usage is
reverse: it is the synthetical form of the Russaperlative that is preferred in rendering
the dative functionCf.: ciymanu ¢ orcugetivium MTHTEPECOM; MOBTOPSIIACH CKVUHeUULAs
I/ICTOpI/ISI; momnall B eﬂyneﬁmee ITIOJIOKEHUEC U T. 1.

Let us examine now the combinations leds/least with the basic form of the
adjective.

As is well known, the general view of these combares definitely excludes them
from any connection with categorial analytical farnStrangely enough, this rejectionist



view of the "negative degrees of comparison" isnetaken to support, not to reject the
morphological interpretation of threore/most-combinations.

The corresponding argument in favour of the repeisit interpretation consists in
pointing out the functional parallelism existingtWween the synthetical degrees of
comparison and themore/most-combinations accompanied by their complementary
distribution, if not rigorously pronounced (thefdilent choice of the forms by different
syllabo-phonetical forms of adjectives). Thess/least-combinations, according to this
view, are absolutely incompatible with the syntb&itidegrees of comparison, since they
express not only different, but opposite meanings.

Now, it does not require a profound analysis to e, from the grammatical
point of view, the formula "opposite meaning" amtsuto ascertaining the categorial
equality of the forms compared. Indeed, if two ferexpress the opposite meanings, then
they can only belong to units of the same genexdro And we cannot but agree with B.
A. llyish's thesis that "there seems to be no cigiffit reason for treating the two sets of
phrases in different ways, saying that 'more difficis an analytical form, while ‘less
difficult' is not” [llyish, 60]. True, the cited #uor takes this fact rather as demonstration
that both types of constructions should equallgxeguded from the domain of analytical
forms, but the problem of the categorial statushef more/most-combinations has been
analysed above.

Thus, the less/least-combinations, similar to themore/most-combinations,
constitute specific forms of comparison, which mbg called forms of "reverse
comparison”. The two types of forms cannot be gymtically combined in one and the
same form of the word, which shows the unity of ¢agegory of comparison. The whole
category includes not three, but five differentnisr making up the two series —
respectively, direct and reverse. Of these, thersevseries of comparison (the reverse
superiority degrees) is of far lesser importan@ntthe direct one, which evidently can
be explained by semantic reasons. As a matteradf ifais more natural to follow the
direct model of comparison based on the princigl@addition of qualitative quantities
than on the reverse model of comparison based enptinciple of subtraction of
qualitative quantities, since subtraction in gehira far more abstract process of mental
activity than addition. And, probably, exactly fdhe same reason the reverse
comparatives and superlatives are rivalled in dpdeg the corresponding negative
syntactic constructions.

Having considered the characteristics of the categb comparison, we can see
more clearly the relation to this category of samaally non-comparable evaluative ad-
jectives.

Outside the immediate comparative grammatical chanfgthe adjective stand
such evaluative adjectives as contain certain coatipa sememic elements in their
semantic structures. In particular, as we have imead above, here belong adjectives
that are themselves grading marks of evaluationoti#er group of evaluative non-
comparables is formed by adjectives of indefinitelpderated quality, or, tentatively,
"moderating qualifiers”, such aghitish, tepid, half-ironical, semi-detached, etc. But the
most peculiar lexemic group of non-comparablesaslenup by adjectives expressing the
highest degree of a respective quality, which waras tentatively be called "adjectives
of extreme quality", or "extreme qualifiers”, ongly "extremals".

The inherent superlative semantics of extremalengphasized by the definite
article normally introducing their nounal combireis, exactly similar to the definite



article used with regular collocations of the sigtere degreeCf.: The ultimate outcome
of the talks was encouraginfe final decision has not yet been made public.

On the other hand, due to the tendency of colldgspeech to contrastive
variation, such extreme qualifiers can sometimesnbedified by intensifying elements.
Thus, "the final decision" becomes "a very finatiden"; "the ultimate rejection” turns
into "rather an ultimate rejection”; "the crucialeg” is made into "quite a crucial role",
etc.

As a result of this kind of modification, the higitgrade evaluative force of these
words is not strengthened, but, on the contraryakeeed; the outwardly extreme
qualifiers become degraded extreme qualifiers, endhis status similar to the regular
categorial superlatives degraded in their elalise.
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