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Introduction

This study is concerned with English adjectives of general comparison, i.e.
adjectives such as same, other, different, identical, similar, comparable, etc.
which express “comparison in terms of likeness and unlikeness without
respect to any particular property” (Halliday and Hasan 1976: 76-77).
This type of comparison is fundamentally different from that expressed
by the comparative forms of ordinary adjectives, which compare entities
with regard to a specific quality and hence express “particular compari-
son” (Halliday and Hasan 1976: 77). General comparison encompasses
three semantic subfields of likeness: full likeness or identity, partial like-
ness or similarity, and unlikeness or difference. The main claim of this
study is that the synchronic functional versatility of these adjectives can
only be adequately described as the result of diachronic processes of
grammaticalization and subjectification affecting their prenominal uses in
the noun phrase (henceforth NP). This claim will prove to be interesting
not only from a descriptive perspective, but also presents an opportunity
to investigate two important theoretical issues that have been rather
neglected in the literature so far: (1) the modelling of the roles and uses
of adjectives occurring prenominally in the NP, and (2) grammaticaliza-
tion and subjectification processes taking place in the NP. The study is
based on the analysis of extensive sets of actual Present-day and historical
English language data.

Descriptive problem: English Adjectives of Comparison

The adjectives of comparison display a wide variety of functions in current
English; compare by way of illustration the following text examples with
different and other (1-5).

(1) If Gray’s anecdotal accounts can be believed, his books, videos,
seminars, audiotapes, calendars, interactive CD-Roms, counselling
sessions, lectures, and five-day Mediterranean relationship cruises, all
trumpeting the simple notion that men and women are different, have
changed lives. (CB)! '

1. The examples marked ‘CB’ are extracted from the COBUILD corpus, which
is a 56 million word selection of the Bank of English that can be accessed via
the Collins WordbanksOnline service, and are reproduced here with the kind
permission of HarperCollins Publishers.
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(2) Again, the weather report in Haifa is not my expertise at this exact
moment, but Haifa’s a very different city from Tel Aviv which is very
flat and open and the dissipation of chemical agents will be much
swifter. (CB)

(3) He said the witness had been secretly recorded confessing to the
murder to an undercover policeman, had a cache of knives in his
bedroom and had been convicted of a different stabbing in a Gold
Coast restaurant. (CB)

(4) I won the award for best juriior bird in the show. I was so happy: the
first show I entered, and I won a trophy! Since then I have shown
many other birds and taken prizes at different shows. (CB)

(5) Cancer of the breast and cancer of the bowel are much more
common in Western nations than in other countries. (CB)

In (1), different functions as predicate in a copular clause and expresses
that men and women are in many respects unlike each other. In (2),
different occurs prenominally in the NP a very different city. Its meaning
is again to signal unlikeness: Haifa is not at all like Tel Aviv because it
is not as flat and open. Different in examples such as (2) functions as
attribute (see Halliday 1994: 184): it ascribes (a degrec of) likeness to
two entities being compared. In (3) different is also found in prenominal
position in the NP, but it has a very different function. It indicates that
the suspect of the current crime was involved in a previous stabbing as
well. As such, it helps to identify the specific instance of stabbing referred
to. In other words, it functions as a secondary deictic or postdeterminer
(Halliday 1994: 183). In (4) different indicates that the speaker has won
prizes at several shows and thus functions as quantifier (Halliday 1994:
183-184). Finally, in (5) other conveys yet a different meaning; it indicates
that the countries referred to belong to the category of non-Western coun-
tries. It identifies a subtype of the general type countries, that is, it func-
tions as classifier (Halliday 1994: 184-185).

The only existing study of the functional diversity of different, other
and the other adjectives of general comparison known to me is that of
Halliday and Hasan (1976: 77-80). However, as we will see in Chapter 3,
their analysis includes only two prenominal uses of adjectives of compari-
son, the attribute and the postdeterminer use illustrated above in examples
(2) a very different city and (3) a different stabbing. Moreover, their central
claim that the postdeterminer use always involves identity or non-identity
with a separately coded entity (i.e. external construal), while the attribute
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use is always construed as mutual likeness without a distinctly appearing
second entity (i.e. NP-internal construal) does not hold when it is con-
fronted with real language data.

The aim of this study is to systematically and exhaustively map out and
discuss all the uses of the English adjectives of comparison. I will propose
that the different uses of adjectives of comparison in current English can
be accounted for as reflexes of different stages of grammaticalization pro-
cesses affecting the adjectives in the prenominal zone of the NP. Put
simply, this grammaticalization claim can be formulated as follows. Orig-
inally, the adjectives expressed descriptive likeness as predicative adjec-
tives, e.g. (1) men and women are different, or as attributes in the NP,
e.g. (2) a very different city. These latter uses served then as input for pro-
cesses of grammaticalization and subjectification leading to the develop-
ment of new uses that fulfil (secondary) determiner functions in the NP,
i.e. the postdeterminer use which adds info regarding the identifiability
status of the referent, as in (3) a different stabbing, and the quantifier use
illustrated in (4) different shows. In a later development, the postdeter-
miner use which furthers the identification of instances was extended to
the identification of subtypes; that is to say, to a classifier use as in (5)
other countries. This central claim will be developed in Chapters 4 and 5.

In Chapter 4, 1 will develop the hypothesis that the current uses of
adjectives of comparison are the result of grammaticalization. I will char-
acterize the hypothesized grammaticalization process as involving a shift
from descriptive to textual meanings in Traugott’s (1982, 1989) terms. I
will then substantiate the grammaticalization claim by showing that the
grammatical postdeterminer, classifier, and quantifier uses display several
formal and semantic reflexes associated with grammaticalization (cf.
Lehmann 1985, 1995 [1982]; Hopper 1991; Hopper and Traugott 2003
[1993]; Bybee 2003). I will further argue that the driving force behind
the process is the conventionalization of inferences (Heine et al. 1991;
Traugott and Konig 1991; Hopper and Traugott 2003 [1993]).

In Chapter 5, I will argue that the hypothesized grammaticalization
process involved subjectification as a semantic subprocess. The grammati-
cal uses will be argued to result from several types of subjectification that
have been distinguished in the literature. Firstly, the grammatical mean-
ings are more subjective in the sense that they are mechanisms with which
the speaker takes control of the discourse in order to facilitate the inter-
pretation by the hearer. This is textual subjectivity as defined by Traugott
(1995). Moreover, as I will argue, the complementary notion of intersubjec-
tivity (e.g. Traugott and Dasher 2002) also applies, as these mechanisms
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strongly attend to the communicative needs of the hearer. Secondly, the
grammatical uses display subjectivity in Langacker’s (1990, 1998) construal-
related sense.

So far, I have set out the main descriptive claim of this study, which is
developed in Chapters 3, 4 and 5 of Part 1. The purpose of Part II is to put
flesh on the hypothesis that the current uses of the adjectives of com-
parison are the reflexes of grammaticalization-cum-subjectification by
investigating it in detail for six core adjectives of comparison on the basis
of extensive and close study of synchronic corpus data. Other, different,
same, identical, similar, and comparable were selected to represent the
three subfields of comparison, difference, identity and similarity. For each
adjective, I will analyze a data set of 400 examples randomly extracted
from the COBUILD corpus. This will allow me to provide an in-depth
description of all the different current uses of adjectives of comparison
as constituting the synchronic layers (Hopper 1991) resulting from pro-
cesses of grammaticalization. I will systematically investigate bridging
contexts, i.e. examples of fully contextualized discourse that allow and
support more than one reading (Evans and Wilkins 2000), conceptual
links between layers, and relative frequencies of distinct uses in the corpus
data. My aim is to draw up descriptive profiles for the three fields of com-
parison and trace the possible concrete paths of grammaticalization and
subjectification covered by the adjectives in each field. Chapter 6 will focus
on other and different which represent the field of difference, Chapter 7 on
same and identical representing identity, and Chapter 8 will be dedicated
to the adjectives of similarity similar and comparable.

Part IIT of this study comprises two additional case studies which
adduce diachronic evidence for both the general grammaticalization-
cum-subjectification claim proposed in Part I and the more specific claims
regarding paths and models put forward in Part II. In Chapter 10, I
will present a diachronic corpus study consisting of historical samples
extracted from the Helsinki corpus (750-1710) and the Corpus of Late
Modern English Texts (1710-1920) which is complementary to the syn-
chronic corpus analysis of the six core adjectives of comparison, other,
different, same, identical, similar, and comparable, in Part II. In Chapter
11, I will report on a corpus study zooming in on and refining the analysis
of the field of difference. I will compare historical data ranging from 1250
to 1920 for six adjectives of difference, different, distinct, divers(e), several,
sundry, and various, which all have developed along a suggested gram-
maticalization path ultimately leading to the quantifier use exhibited by
several in current English.
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Theoretical issues

As I indicated at the beginning of this introduction, the descriptive claim
that adjectives of comparison underwent grammaticalization also provides
an opportunity to address theoretical gaps in the existing approaches to
the semantic and grammatical structure of the English NP as well as in
the grammaticalization literature. The two main issues will be identified
in the first two chapters of this study.

Problem 1: The NP as locus for grammaticalization and subjectification

The first issue to be concerned with is the fact that the existing theoretical
models of the NP have not been designed to deal with processes of change
taking place in the NP. In Chapter 1 I will present a model for the English
NP that can accommodate the proposed grammaticalization and subjecti-
fication of adjectives of comparison. This model argues against a class-
based approach to the different elements constituting the NP in favour of
a function-based one (e.g. Halliday 1994 [1985]; Bache 2000; and Lan-
gacker 1991). It combines this functional analysis of the different elements
with an analysis that recognizes the different combinatorics between them.

The construction of this model reveals three specific theoretical defi-
" ciencies in the existing literature. Firstly, little attention has been devoted
to adjectives in the NP. In the class-based approach, they are treated as
one monolithic block of (pre)modifiers of the head noun. However, as
was argued in several influential papers in the 1960’s such as Bolinger
(1967), Crystal (1967), and Teyssier (1968), and later in the works of
Halliday and Hasan (1976), Halliday (1994 [1985]), and Bache (2000),
the prenominal zone encompasses several different functions that are
typically but not necessarily realized by adjectives. In the literature just
mentioned three functions are associated with adjectives, postdeterminer,
attribute, and classifier. I will further build on this three-way analysis and
propose that it has to be combined with a dynamic perspective: adjectives
can express more than one function at the same time and can change from
prototypical expression of one function to prototypical expression of
another. It is only in a dynamic functional model that processes of change
such as grammaticalization and subjectification can be conceived of.

A second theoretical gap which characterizes most of the existing
approaches to the NP is their deficient treatment of the combinatory rela-
tions between the different (functional) elements in the NP. The interac-



