Chapter V THE ADJECTIVE
There is not much to be said about the English adjective from the morphological point of view. As is well known, it has neither number, nor case, nor gender distinctions. Some adjectives have, however, degrees of comparison, which make part of the morpho​logical system of a language. Thus, the English adjective differs! materially not only from such highly inflected languages as Russian, Latin, and German, where the adjectives have a rather com​plicated system, of forms, but even from Modern French, which has preserved number and gender distinctions to the present day (cf. masculine singular grand, masculine plural grands, feminine sin​gular grande, feminine plural grandes 'large').
By what signs do we, then, recognize an adjective as such in Modern English? In most cases this can be done only by taking into account semantic and syntactical phenomena, But in some cases, that is, for certain adjectives, derivative suffixes are significant, too. Among these are the suffix -less (as in useless), the suffix -like (as in ghostlike), and a few others. Occasionally, however, though a suffix often appears in adjectives, it cannot be taken as a certain proof of the word being an adjective, because the suffix may also make part of a word belonging to another part of speech. Thus, the suffix -ful would seem to be typically adjectival, as is its anto​nym -less. In fact we find the suffix -ful in adjectives often enough, as in beautiful, useful, purposeful, meaningful, etc. But alongside of these we also find spoonful, mouthful, handful, etc., which are nouns.
On the whole, the number of adjectives which can be recog​nized as such by their suffix seems to be insignificant as compared with the mass of English adjectives.
The only morphological problem concerning adjectives is, then', that of degrees of comparison.
DEGREES OF COMPARISON
The first question which arises here is, how many degrees of comparison has the English adjective (and, for that matter, the adjective in other languages, such as Russian, Latin, or German)? If we take, for example, the three forms of an English adjective: large, larger, (the) largest, shall we say that they are, all three of them, degrees of comparison? In that case we ought to term them pos​itive, comparative, and superlative. Or shall we say that only the latter two are degrees of comparison (comparative and superlative), whereas the first (large] does not express any idea of comparison and is therefore not a degree of comparison at all? Both views have found their advocates in grammatical theory. Now, if we define a degree of comparison as a form expressing comparison of one object or objects with another in respect of a certain property, it would seem that the first of the three forms (large] should not be in​cluded, as it does not express any comparison. Then we should have only two degrees of comparison larger, (the) largest, and a form standing apart, coinciding with the stem from which the degrees of comparison are formed, and which may be described as the basic form.
However, in a very few adjectives the basic form differs from the stem in sound. This difference is of some importance, though it is not reflected in the spelling.
[image: image1.png]This applies to two adjectives in -ng, namely long and young;
their stems are [lopg] and [jagg-] and the degrees of comparison
formed from these stems are, longér [lopge] ,longest ['lopgist]
and younger ['japgd], youngest [‘jagqist]. The basic forms, on the
other hand, are long [lop] and young [jap], without the final [-g}
which is impossible after [-p] in modern literary English.!

A somewhat similar phcnomenon is found in adjectives ending
in -r or -re, such as poor, pure, rare, sure. Their, stems are [pusr-],
[pjusr-], [rear-], [fuer-] and the suffixes of the degrees of compari-
son are added on to these stems, whereas the basic form loscs its
final [-r], unless it is followed without pause by a word beginning
with a vowel, as in the phrases poor idea, rare image, and the
like.



 
[image: image2.png]' In some dialects (more especially in the North) final [g} may be }l)ro'
nounced after [n]




Now it is well known that not every adjective has degrees of comparison. This may depend on two factors. One of these is not grammatical, but semantic. Since degrees of comparison express a difference of degree in the same property, only those adjectives admit of degrees of comparison which denote properties capable of appearing in different degrees. Thus, it is obvious that, for example, the adjective middle has no degrees of comparison. The same might be said about many other adjectives, such as blind, deaf, dead, etc. However, this should not be taken too absolutely. Occasionally we may meet with such a sentence as this: you cannot be deader than dead. In a novel by E. Hemingway the hero compares the ways one and the same word sounds in different languages: Take dead, mort, muerto, and todt. Todt was the deadest of them all. But as a rule adjectives having such meanings do not appear in forms of comparison.

A more complex problem in the sphere of degrees of comparison is that of the formations more difficult, (the) most difficult, or more beautiful, (the) most beautiful. The question is this: is more difficult an analytical comparative degree of the adjective difficult'? In that case the word more would be an auxiliary word serving to make up that analytical form, and the phrase would belong to the sphere of morphology. Or is more difficult a free phrase, not dif​ferent in its essential character from the phrase very difficult or somewhat difficult1} In that case the adjective difficult would have no degrees of comparison at all {forming degrees of comparison of this adjective by means of the inflections -er, -est is impossible), and the whole phrase would be a syntactical formation. The traditional view held both by practical and theoretical grammars until recently was that phrases of this type were analytical degrees of comparison. Re​cently, however, the view has been put forward that they do not es​sentially differ from phrases of the typo very difficult, which, of course, nobody would think of treating as analytical forms.
Let us examine the arguments that have been or may be put forward in favour of one and the other view.
The view that formations of the type more difficult are ana​lytical degrees of comparison may be supported by the following considerations: (1) The actual meaning of formations like more dif​ficult, (the) most difficult does not differ from that of the .degrees of comparison larger, (the) largest. (2) Qualitative adjectives, like difficult, express properties which may be present in different degrees, and therefore they are bound to have degrees of com​parison.
The argument against such formations being analytical degrees of comparison would run roughly like this. No formation should be interpreted as an analytical form unless there are compelling reasons for it, and if there are considerations contradicting such, a view. Now, in this particular case there are such considerations: (1) The words more and most have the same meaning in these phrases as in other phrases in which they may appear, e. g. more .time, most people, etc. (2) Alongside of the phrases more difficult, (the) most difficult there are also the phrases less difficult, (the) least difficult, and there seems to be no sufficient reason for treat​ing the two sets of phrases in different ways, saying that more difficult is an analytical form, while less difficult is not. Besides, the very fact that more and less, (the) most and (the) least can equally well combine with difficult, would seem to show that they are free phrases and none of them is an analytical form. The fact that more difficult stands in the same sense relation to difficult as larger to large is of course certain, but it should have no impact on the interpretation of the phrases more difficult, (the) most difficult from a grammatical viewpoint.
Taking now a general view of both lines of argument, we can .say that, roughly speaking, considerations of meaning tend towards recognizing such formations as analytical forms, whereas strictly grammatical considerations lead to the contrary view. It must be left to every student to decide what the way out of this dilemma should be. It seems, on the whole, that the tendency towards making linguistics something like an exact science which we are witnessing to-day should make us prefer the second view, based on strictly grammatical criteria.
If that view is adopted the sphere of adjectives having degrees of comparison in Modern English will be very limited: besides the limitations imposed by the meaning of the adjectives (as shown above), there will he the limitation depending on the ability of an adjective to take the suffixes -er and -est.

A few adjectives do not, as is well known, form any degrees of comparison by means of inflections. Their degrees of comparison are derived from a different root. These are good, better, best- bad, worse, worst, and a few more. Should these formations be acknow​ledged as suppletive forms of the adjectives good, bad, etc., or should they not? There seems no valid reason for denying them that status. The relation good: better = large: larger is indeed of the same kind as the relation go: went = live: lived, where nobody has expressed any doubt about went being a suppletive past tense form of the verb go. Thus, it is clear enough that there is every reason to take better, worse, etc., as supplotive degrees of com​parison to the corresponding adjectives.
The Definite Article with the Superlative
When giving above the forms of the superlative degree we al​ways added the definite article in parentheses. We did so because it remains somewhat doubtful whether the article belongs to the noun 'defined by the adjective in the superlative degree, or whether it makes part and parcel of the superlative form itself. To find an .answer to this question, it is, apparently, necessary to know wheth​er the definite article is ever used with a superlative form where it cannot be said to belong to a noun. Some examples, rare though they are, go some way to prove that the definite article can at least be said to have a tendency to become an appendix of the superla​tive form itself, rather than of the noun to which the adjective in the superlative degree is an attribute.
This appears to be quite incontrovertible in the few cases where-the definite article is joined to the superlative form of an adverb, so that there is no noun to which it might, directly or indirectly, be said to belong. Here is an example from a nineteenth century novel: The world hears most of the former, and talks of them the most, but I doubt whether the latter are not the more numerous. (TROLLOPE) There are two phrases including a superlative form here, namely, hears most of the former, and talks of them the most. While there might be some doubt about the grammatical status of the first most (whether it is rather an object, that is, a substanti​vized adjective, or an adverbial modifier, that is, an adverb), the second most gives rise to no such doubts: the verb talk cannot take any object of that kind. So the most is bound to be an adverb and in any case there is no noun whatever to which the article might be attached. So we must draw the conclusion that the definite article-has here become an integral part of the adverb's superlative form. Such instances are rare, but they do at least show that there is a tendency for the article to become an integral part of the superla​tive form, whether of an adjective or of an adverb.
Special Meanings of the Superlative
The basic meaning of the superlative is that of a degree of a pro​perty surpassing all the other objects mentioned or implied.
However, there are cases -when the meaning is different and merely a very high degree of a property is meant, without any com​parison with other objects possessing that property. Thus, in the sentence It is with the greatest pleasure that we learn of... the phrase the greatest pleasure does not mean that that particular pleasure was greater than all other pleasures, but merely that it was very great. The same may be said of the sentence In Brown's room was the greatest disorder and of other sentences of this kind. This meaning of the form is usually described as the elative.
  It can be recognized as such only owing to the context, and it seems to have (in some cases, at least) a peculiar stylistic colouring, being essentially uncolloquial.
The forms of the superlative degree are never used with the indefinite article. The phrase "most + adjective", on the other hand, may he used with the indefinite article and expresses in that case a very high degree of a property, without implying any comparison, e. g. a most satisfactory result. The meaning of the phrase is thus the same as that of the superlative degree in its elative application.
The possibility of using the phrase "most + adjective" with the indefinite article seems to be an additional argument in favour of the view that this is not an analytical form of the superlative but just a free phrase.
SUBSTANTIVIZATION  OF ADJECTIVES
It is common knowledge that adjectives can, under certain cir​cumstances, be substantivized, i.e. become nouns. This is a phe​nomenon found in many languages, e.g. in Russian: compare уче​ный человек and ученый; рабочий стаж and рабочий. In German, compare ein gelehrter Mann and ein Gelehrter; in French, un homme savant and tin savant, etc. The phenomenon is also frequent enough in English, The questions which arise in this connection are: (a) what criteria should be applied to find out if an adjective is sub​stantivized or not? (b) is a substantivized adjective a noun, or is it not?
As to the first question, we should recollect the characteristic features of nouns in Modern English and then see if a substantivized adjective has acquired them or not. These features are, (1) ability to form a plural, (2) ability to have a form in -s if a living being is denoted, (3) ability to be modified by an adjective, (4) perform​ing the function of subject or object in a sentence. If, from this point of view, we approach, for example, the word native, we shall find that it possesses all those peculiarities, e. g. the natives of Australia, a young native, etc.
The same may be said about the word relative (meaning a per​son standing in some degree of relationship to another): my rela​tives, a close relative, etc. A considerable number of other examples might be given. There is therefore every reason to assert.that native and relative are nouns when so used, and indeed we need not call them substantivized adjectives. Thus the second of the above ques​tions would also be answered.
Things, are, however, not always as clear as that. A familiar example of a different kind is the word rich. It certainly is substan​tivized, as will be seen, for example, in the title of a novel by C. P. Snow, "The Conscience of the Rich". It is obvious, however, that this word differs from the words native and relative in some important points: (1) it does not form a plural, (2) it cannot be used in the singular and with the indefinite article, (3) it has no possessive form. Since it does not possess all the characteristics of nouns but merely some of them, it will be right to say that it is only partly substantivized. The word rich in such contexts as those given above stands somewhere between an adjective and a noun.
The same may be said of the poor, the English, the Chinese, also the wounded, the accused (which were originally participles), and a number of other words. We might even think of establishing a separate part of speech, intermediate between nouns and adjectives, and state its characteristic features as we have done for parts of speech in general. However, there would appear to be no need to do so. We shall therefore confine ourselves to the statement that these words are partly substantivized and occupy an intermediate posi​tion.
Sometimes the result of substantivization is an abstract noun, as in the following examples: The desire for a more inward light had found expression at last, the unseen had impacted on the seen. (FORSTER) Her mind was focused on the invisible. (Idem) Nouns of this type certainly have no plural form.
   ADJECTIVIZATION OF NOUNS
There is also the question of the opposite phenomenon — that of nouns becoming adjectives. For a variety of reasons, this question presents a number of difficulties and has, accordingly, given rise to prolonged and inconclusive discussions. The facts are, briefly stated, these. In Modern English a noun may stand before another noun and modify it. Witness numerous formations of the type stone wall,, speech sound, peace talks, steel works, the Rome treaty, etc. The question, as usually asked, is, whether the first component of such phrases is a noun or whether it has been adjectivized, i.e, become an adjective.
 Different views have been put forward here. The view that the first element of such phrases as stone wall is a noun has been defended by H. Sweet
 and others, the view that it is an adjective or at least approaches the adjective state, by O. Jespersen
 and others, and finally the view has also been expressed that this element is neither a noun nor an adjective but a separate part of speech, viz. an attributive noun.
 The very variety of opinions on the subject shows that the problem is one of consider​able difficulty.
We shall become aware of that peculiar difficulty if we attempt to apply here the criteria serving to distinguish a noun from an adjective. It must be stated at once, though, that one criterion» namely that of degrees of comparison, is useless here. The first element of those phrases is indeed unable to form degrees of com​parison, but that in itself does not prove that the element is not an adjective, since many adjectives, e, g. wooden, woollen, Euro​pean, do not form degrees of comparison either.
The criteria to be applied here are the following: (1) Has the first element of those phrases number distinctions? (2) Is it able in the cases when it denotes a human being to have a possessive form? (3) Does it denote a substance or a property? Strangely enough all these questions are very hard to answer. As to (1), it must be stated that the first element usually appears only in one number form, which is either singular or plural, e. g. stone wall, not stones wall; house fronts, not houses fronts-, goods van, not good van, etc. However, that observation leads us nowhere. It is quite possible to argue that the first element is a noun, capable of number distinctions, but always appearing in a definite number form when making part of that phrase. So the application of crite​rion (1) proves to be inconclusive. As to criterion (2), we also run into difficulties. If, for example, we take the phrase the Einstein theory and ask whether the first element can take the possessive form, we shall have to concede that of course it can; thus the phrase Einstein's theory is quite possible, and indeed, it occurs m actual texts. However, those who hold that it is not a noun, but either an adjective or an attributive noun (meaning a special part of speech) argue that the word in the phrase the Einstein theory is not the same word as in the phrase Einstein's theory and that the word in the first of these groups is incapable of taking a possessive form. Thus, it appears to be impossible to come to a definite conclusion on the basis of this criterion. Now we proceed to criterion (3). How are we to decide whether the word Einstein in the former group denotes a substance or a property? There seems to be no perfectly convincing argument either way. We might say that it denotes a substance but this substance only serves to characterize the property of the thing denoted by the noun.
Thus, we reach the conclusion that no perfectly objective result can be attained in trying to determine what part of speech the first element in such phrases is. This explains the existing difference of views on the subject and we are compelled to recognize that the question can only be solved in a somewhat subjective way, accord​ing as we start from one premise or another. If we start from the premise that we shall not speak of homonyms, or indeed new parts .of speech, unless this is made strictly necessary by indisputable facts, we will stick to the view that the first element of such phrases as stone wall or speech sound is a noun in a special syntactical func​tion. It is this view that appears to be the most plausible.
B. Ilyish The Structure of Modern English. Moscow, 1971. Pp. 58-65
� It is sometimes stated that qualitative adjectives form degrees of com�parison, whereas relative adjectives (such as wooden, woollen, Asian, orien�tal) do not. But the division of adjectives into qualitative and relative is not grammatical but a semantic division, and some qualitative adjectives have no degrees of comparison either, e.g. perfect, main, etc.


� We  will  not  discuss here  the  question  of  what  adjectives  can  take these suffixes, since we -could not add anything to what is common knowledge


� A similar phenomenon is also found in other languages, for instance in Russian: с величайшим удовольствием; философ, величайшего ума че�ловек (ЧЕХОВ), etc.


� Another question concerning these formations is whether they are phrases or compound nouns. We will not go into this question here.


� H.  Sweet, A  New English  Grammar, Part I, §  173.


� O. Jespersen, A Modern English Grammar, Part II, p. 310 ff.


� See Э. П. Шубин, Атрибутивные имена в языке Шекспира и их генезис. Ученые записки Пятигорского Гос. Педагогического Института. т. 14, 1957





