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Abstract: Even if the relationship between comparison aneérnisity has generated
much debate, concerning both the respective gramnaiatoncepts and the associated systems of
comparison, and although the distinction betweentweeconcepts is hardly ever made, we think
the safest way of treating grammatical comparisod amensification is to consider them as
different linguistic procedures or mechanisms. Tha&per aims to provide a comparative
approach to intensification and comparison in Rormarand English, illustrating it with remarks
that the author culled from various didactic ma#ési and thus trying to emphasize the
importance of reflective writing in the field of gnanar and TEFL. While the comparison of
adjectives (and adverbs) — be it explicit or imjplie is a morphological category expressed by
inflection (different forms of the two parts of sgee intensification of adjectives (and adverbs)
essentially depends on the presence and the inmelvieof the speaking subject. Unfortunately,
the inventory itself of the values of comparisoitsfto achieve unanimity of views. The main
individual illustrative cases dealt with in this papwere: expressing the superlative degree in
English and Romanian, gradable adjectives and gbdiy, the objective vs. subjective
opposition, some specific issues as far as exprgssibjectivity in the group of the adjective is
concerned, a number of intensification patternsoimwng combining forms that are frequently
used by the lingo of today’s Romanian media; thiisieased expressiveness and brevity are
secured, with significant consequences at the Ev&ntax.

Keywords comparative approach, English and Romanian, atiljes, (explicit /
implicit) comparison, (means of) intensificationprdl formation, grammatical and lexical
structures, combining forms, divergence and coremcg.

1. Comparison and intensity.In the grammar of the adjective, one of the most
interesting issues is that concerning the relatignbetweercomparisonandintensity
In grammar, the possibility for a quality to beensified is essentially specific to the
lexical class of the adjectives (although not djeatives admit intensification, because
it largely depends on the presence and the invadwerof the speaking subject, who
treats adjectives differently with regard to seVerderia).

There has been much debate over the grammaticaéptmand the associated
systems of comparison, and whether intensity aadaility should be considered and
analysed together or in strict separation. Actydiigth comparison and intensification
essentially refer to the class of the adjectivéhoalgh most adverbs can be subject to
them, as well as some nouns (be it only incidentalg.He was more of a poet than
Joe Dan este cel mai artist dintregamicii ti).

Comparison, and to a specific extent intensifisgtimark the (comparative)
degrees of intensity that a quality can reach io tw several objects / referents, the
degrees of intensity that a quality of the sameedbjcan reach in different
circumstances, or the degrees of intensity of a dqwalities of the same object — or
(more rarely) of two objects.

2. Tentative definitions. The distinction between the two concepts is, agdeg
hardly ever made, and therefore they seem to lievedme content; however, they are
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different. The safest way of treating grammaticahparison and intensification should
be, in our opinion, to consider them as differ@mguistic procedures or mechanisms.

The category o€omparisonwas defined differently depending on the type of
grammar that dealt with it. Thus, in traditionabgmmars, the comparison of adjectives
and adverbs is defined as a morphological categdrigh is expressed by different
forms of the two parts of speech, “each form regméing a different degree of intensity
of the properties expressed by an adjective or rddvgramatica limbii roméne/
Grammar of Romanignl, 1966, p. 126). Consequently, “the forms theg adjective
assumes to show that a feature / an attribute xiahie two or more objects to different
degrees are called degrees of comparistmd).

The opinions of structuralist grammarians hold th@imparison is a
morphological-syntactic category of a relationaltune, both semantically and
grammatically. So, to define its various values therphemes of comparison and the
comparative components are considered equally itapor

2.1. Another aspect the literature highlights is thet taat there are two kinds
of comparison — implicit and explicit. Thus, “impli comparison requires the very
presence of an adjective” (Niculescu, 1999, p. 182g other type of comparison, the
explicit one, involves establishing a relationstiptween two terms. It should be
emphasized, therefore, that “to adequately desdtibegenesis of the new forms of
comparison and intensity it is necessary to sefroat the semantic analysis of implicit
comparison” (M. Gitanaru, 2002, p. 131).

In terms of traditional grammar, it should be notieat describing the category
of comparison “is usually done in keeping with epjagical and semantic criteria”
(Manoliu-Manea, 2004, p. 34). The author notes tthese criteria prove to be
ineffective in linguistic analysis, leading to inistencies, and failing to reveal the key
issues, through which this category can be defineéerms of grammar.

GALR 2005 substitutes the traditional term (or ratipdrase}he category of
comparison for its modern equivalent, i.¢he category of intensitywhich represents
“in the nominal group, the specific feature, versius adjective and the pronoun, and
semantically deals with the adjective, and, witthia verbal group, the advertGALR
[, p 154).

As far ascomparison(of both adjectives and adverbs) is concerned, dXvam
typically uses inflected forms. In the grammar obsn Indo-European languages,
inflection is defined as the process by which grammaticagmates are manifested in
morpho-syntactic sequencing; &Q@LL) “Grammar a change in the form of a word,
usually modification or affixation, signalling chge in such grammatical functions as
tense, voice, mood, person, gender, number, of.case

In Romanian, the adjective as a morphological diassboth a synthetic and an
analytical inflection (the latter serves to expretbe degrees of intensity). In
contemporary Romanian, the analytic type of infdexicovers two concepts: the
concept of intensification and the concept of corigea. Here is the simplest dictionary
definition of the term comparison: (COLL) “Also tad: degrees of comparison
Grammar the listing of the positive, comparative, andeslgtive forms of an adjective
or adverb”.

3. Points of debatelt should be emphasized that the issue of comparis
adjectives and adverbs itself has engendered machssion in the literature. The main
differences that have occurred in the theories Idpeel include:e The status of the
category: whether lexical and / or grammaticalpmrphological and / or syntactie;
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The inventory of the linguistic facts covered bg tframmatical category of comparison;
e The inventory of the values of the category aradrtblassification.

3.1.0n the other hand, the theory was also formultdtatithe definition of the
category of comparison should be broadened “tauttelalso the issue of comparing
two different features or qualities that are atttés of the same object” (Avram, 2001, p.
92). E.g. 1El este tot atat de puternic céitde rapid. 2. El este pe cat de puternic pe
atat de rapid(1. He is strong as well as quicR.He is as strong as he is qujckvhich
falls within the scope of the equality comparative.

So, it can be said that this category is manifestegdrms of grammar only in
adjectives and adverbs, and only in those strustilve express certain relationships.

According toGALR I, 2005, “The comparative intensity of a qualitieature
can be appreciated as having the same degree feredif degrees for two or more
objects or the same object in different circumstgndn an explicit comparison of the
degree of intensity two terms are always involvibd: term (thenomina) compared,
and the reference point of the compariso®ALR I., 2005, p. 154). In normative
studies, the specific structures of comparison cow&wo or more objects of the same
class or setTom is the best of the studénts in different classes / seffhe soles are
farther from the hedd e An object under different circumstancese(could send his
letter in less danger than eye® Two features or attributes of the same obj&tdre
scared than excited, she was wondering what hagédragd to her

3.2.As for the inventory of values of the category ofrparison, it can be said
that, in this respect either, there is no identityiews. Traditional grammar identifies
eight types of adjective forms, grouping them itlioee degrees of comparison: the
positive, the comparative, and the superlative. oAding to most grammarians, this
classification, made from an etymological and seimaperspective, is not fully
satisfactory, as long as it inconsistently uses ¢wteria: the criterion of comparison,
and the criterion of intensity.

Most researches had to conclude that, in Romatharcategory of comparison
includes five values: the positive, the comparatdfeequality, the comparative of
superiority, the superlative relative, the absolsterlative. Some books and papers
describe comparison as a way of expressingntiemsityof a property / feature in two
forms: “as absolute values (without the complemeitomparison) and as relative
values (with comparison)” (G. D. Trandafir, 19774p).

Therefore, the phenomenon (or mechanism) of compariinvolves a
hierarchy or an equivalence of objects accordinghtointensity of the property they
possess. It should be noted that “very much asstintinflexion is entirely determined
by the nature of the headdgentelement, the analytical inflection behaves inshee
way” (M. Gaitanaru, 2002, p 95).

Therefore, if the feature / property is attributaltb an object or group of
objects considered as a unitary set, “we are dgalith the so-called degrees of
intensity: the intensity of the property is consatk normal, usual (theositive,
increasing (theprogressivg decreasing (theegressivg, and at the extreme pole of
normality (theabsolute superlatiyé (Ibid).

4. Intensification. The category of intensification / intensity is sifiecto an
assorted class of adjectives, and is also fourttiérclass of the adverb. It was argued
that the category marks, “through analytical me#ms evaluative grading of the quality
specified by the adjectiveGALR 2005, p 141).

In this sense, it is correct to say that the pesiis the mark of non-comparison,
but in terms of intensity one cannot speak of suthing. In a statement such daria
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si lon sunt deopotriw de harnici(Mary and John are equally hard-workingne can
speak of an explicit positive, as long as thelaition is directed to a group considered
in unitary terms. It is easy to see that what weehere is a case of synonymy with an
explicit comparativeJohn is as hard-working as Mary

4.1.1t should be noted that “as the positive and thegarative of equality are
at the same level in the structure of analyticliékion, their interference has led to the
emergence of either the analytic positia¢d de inalt, destul de Thadt — so tall, quite
tall / tall enough), or the elliptical comparativetdre ca piatra albad ca zipada— (as)
hard as a rock(as) white as snow(Stefan Giitanaru, 1998, p. 94). Such comparative
structures are semantically tantamount to the atesgluperlative.

Expressing thesuperlative degree in English and Romanian can be done
through an amazing variety of grammatical, lexaradl stylistic means, including:

(1) Patterns that usadverbs “She isvery beautiful, “The movie wasvery
good indeed “He said he wagqvery) much obligey “You look too lovely” — Cf.
Romanianfoarte amabil tare simpati¢ prea cumsecadévs. preafrumoag, preaiubit
see infra), etc. Postposition of the advéolarte is nowadays considered archaic or
literary, El este Tngrat foarte Adverbs likemult, grozay deplin and everprea (e.g.
prea bogat mult milostiv mult bogat/ sirac; “Se vede trupul ei cedlb deplin’ — M.
Eminescu) are usually considered old-fashionedsfptsalso literary), while adverbs
like tare, rau are perceived as mainly regional/dialecpabst riu, afumat ku, and also
frumoasi rau: suntobositi grozav(Caragiale)©O noapte furtunoas;

(2) Patterns includingintensifying adverbs (i.e. submodifiers) such as:
admirably, awfully (informal), colossally, completely, considerably, dreadfully
(informal), entirely, exceedingly, extraordinarily, extremegreatly, highly, hugely,
infinitely, perfectly, remarkably, shockingly, siharly, staggeringly (informal),
strikingly, stupendously, terriblyinformal), terrifically, thoroughly, uncommonly,
unusually, utterly, vastl{informal), wonderfully etc. Examples: “It waawfully kind of
him!”, “Donald has beeterrifically busylately”; “It was fiercely cold; I'm frightfully
glad. I'm frightfully sorry about the delay(Longman Dictionary Onlinespecifies:
British English old-fashionggd Cf. Romaniargrozav de gustoseribil de cald/ ocupat/
dragy, deosebit de talentatle-a dreptulsocant The serieextraordinar (de), extrem
(de), excesiv (de)uluitor (de) is on a par with structures likeemaiintalnit (de),
nemaiauzit (de), fenomenal (de), teribil (de), saldde),etc. More stylistic emphasis is
added by structures likputred (de) ingrijorator (de), nemilos (de), ustitor (de),
obositor (de) etc. Superlative structures likmortal (de), demeial (de) are used in
slangy or (sub)colloquial speech. A structure lik@dmisibil/ nepermis (dejs used to
convey a sense of censorship. Only literary stgleotirs plus-adverb structures like
neguit de dulce(Eminescu). Sometimes, intensification by meanarofidverb(ial) is
applied to a comparative form, e.g. Esténit mai preios (cf. Eng.How much more
valuableit was!)

In the literary style, adverbs likeumplit groazni¢ amarnic Tnfricogator may
variably express negative or positive huances aaogras the context requires the use
of negatively or positively directed hyperboleg.eumplit otkivita bautura (Cantemir),
amarnic sfaiata  (Blaga), cumplit de singur (M. Dinescu). In slangy and
(sub)colloquial speech, there occur intensifyingeetives likebestial(cf. alsomeseria,
de baz, etc.).

(2) Patterns that usadverbs like: just, quite, positively, really, simplyit is
just splendid’ Cf. Romanian Echiar nesimit! E de-a dreptulinsuportabil Este cu
totul si cu totulnelalocul lul Similarly, Romanian uses superlative multi-worlerbs
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/ adverbial phrases likeu totulsi cu totul, de tot, din cale-afédr la culme, peste @surg,
peste orice limif, peste poate, de-a binelea, de pamide mama focului, de para
focului, de mai mare dragul, cu vgifindesat, cum nu s-a mafzut / intalnit / pomenit,
cum / cat nu se mai poatetc. E.g.bland din cale-afa¥ (Eminescu),frumos de-
adevirat (Cosbuc),bolnavi ca vai de capul €iCreang), nacdjit ca vai de el(Creang);
indrazne peste fire / peste #surd, guraliv nevoie mare

Not infrequently, the above superlative adverbialctures are used additively,
e.g. erdurbat rau de tot(Caragiale); @meit rau de tot(Caragiale).

(2”) A variety of the above type of intensificatiois what can be called the
degree of excessive maximum intensity, marked im&uan by adverbs and adverbials
followed byde e.g.excesiV exagerat de..., pesteisurg / poate de...

(3) Lexical constructs usingrefixes like hyper; extra- over- super; ultra-:
e.g. hypersensitive, oversized, superfine, ultra-critic&f. Romanian prefixes and
prefixoide hiperacut arhiplin, superfin supraalimentat ultraconservatoy
ultraprogresist ultrasimply extrafin etc. Older prefixes liketra-, prea-, gs- occur
mainly in literary texts, e.g.stravechi preacinstit preacucernic preafericit
preacredincios preainalt preasfant, preadrept etc. Additionally, some neologistic
prefixes and combining elements of this type canubed in isolation, as invariable
adjectives, e.g. o nma super un MP3extra un computewultra, etc. The occasional
use of two joined prefixes further emphasises Bsitgn e.g. extraextrafin
supersuperinteligenultraultrasensibi) etc.

Romanian also uses (be it rarelly) the LatinatemBnce suffix isim(@), e.qg.
rarisim(a), clarisim@), simplis(s)img); “...daci am fi siguri, sigurisimi ca-i aici!”
(Caragiale). Forms likererissimand (ocazie de gol) urigsima are very infrequent,
indeed.

Likewise, some augmentative and even diminutivdéixag can be used to the
same effectinanau, tinerel, etc.

(4) Composition is rarely used for intensification in contempor&gmanian,
e.g.atotputernic cf. Eng.almightyandall-powerful

(5) Conversion occurs only as a rhetorical device (even in commspeech):
intensifying adverbs result from nouns whose unyilegl force is based, more often than
not, on elliptical similes, e.cadormit bytean ingheat tun/ bocni, sinatos tun gol
pusca, indragostit lulea singur cug beat turt: / criza / Krupp / cui / clgte / cuc / mugi
racit cobzi, batut mar, sarat ocni, curat lunz, prost tufi / gramadi, slab scanduy,
priceput fog etc. Also, with the reverse syntactic orderta de beatfoc de priceput

(6) Usingthe relative superlativewithout mentioning the second term(or
mentioning it rather generallyg.g. “Lucy hasthe worst of tempets“Joe wasthe
funniest child, “She wasn’tthe tiniest bit moveéd“She isthe noisiest creatute“He is
most annoyinfj Cf. Romanian: (Victor) esteel mai taré

(7) Syntactically: byexclamatory patterns like “What a finelady!”, “You
weresoniceto her!”, “How greenwas my valley!”, “Isn’t shehe most exquisitgirl!”
Cf. RomanianCe (mai) dimineaa stralucitoare! Ce/ Cat dealbastiz e apa ririi! Era
asa / atat de amabil

(8) A noun or a superlative in agenitival phrase such asa / the knave of
knavesthe lowest of the lovthe virtue of all virtuesin her heart of heart§'the depths
of one’s conscience or emotions” — COLL). Cf. Romanstructures (which are
sometimes also called théebrew or Oriental superlative like: voinicul voinicilor,
frumoasa frumoaselohcyii haoyilor, istef intre istei, cel mai netrebnic dintre netrebnjci
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sfanta sfinteloyultimul dintre (cei)umili, etc. In fact, the Romanian structure involves
repeating the substantivized form of the adjedtiviie Genitive or in the Accusative.

The recent tendency featuring such repetitive sires asbaiat de hiiat,
gagiai de gagi@, vodei de voda clearly belongs to slangy and (sub)colloquial spee
The underlying semantic-syntactical analysis cdudsupported by comparison with
such superlative structures involving nouns degleié their initial signification as:
(Computerul lui estenarfz / beton/ meserie

(8") A similar mechanism involveseduplication of the noun in Romanian:
bataie-hitaie, nu ga... (cf.bagiat de hiiat), stoluri, stoluri etc.

(8”) Substitution of the adjective by aoun derived from the same lexical
root, e.g.0 minunisie de iap, o bunitate de copiletc.

(9) Repeating an adjective or adverb: “She’s goody-goody, “He’s clever-
clever’, “The never-nevesystem”, Naughty-naughty Cf. Romanian “O ftram mica,
urdti (...) si gatita-gatita” (I. L. Caragiale Five o’clock, Erarosie-rogie la faa; batran,
batrén in imperiul meu / braduldobos... (Blaga); sunsigura... sigui... (Caragiale).
Romanian also uses variations of the above patfejrby repeating the adjective with
the diminutival form, e.gsingur-singurel (b) by reduplication of the diminutival form
of the adjective, e.g. @ samara singurel-singurelZ. Stancu)tinerel-tinerel

(10) In Romanian, no less than EnglisWwo adjectives (or adverbs) in the
positive degree of comparison can render the ifleasaperlative, e.d= mareysi tare! —
cf. Engl.hard and fastfar and wide

(11) Phonetically, the superlative is renderedobylonging andemphasizing
vowels “l haven't got theeastidea” [li:i:st]; “He’s the rudes{‘ru:u:dist] fellow here”.
Cf. Romanianmaare muult enorrm etc.; Bu...ni treakd!” (. Creandi). Also,
suprasegmentals, such as intonation and empheggssican be used in exclamations,
e.g.Frumoag; treald, (n-am ce zice)!Bu'ng rezolvare!; Mare natirau mai esti, Danila
Prepeleac!” (I. Creara.

(12) Last but not least, there aremparative patterns conveying the idea of
a superlative (especially as idioms, and frequently having docplial, or jocular tone),
e.g. as blind as a bat, as bold as brass, as cgsan oyster, as cool as a cucumber, as
dead as mutton, as dumb as a fish, as good as geldard as nails, as keen as mustard,
as mad as a March hare / as a hatter, as poor aBliach mouse, as sharp as a needle,
as tall as a maypoleetc. Cf. Romaniatare ca piatra alb ca Zpada iute ca ggeata(—
(as) hard as a rock(as) white as snowas swift as an arroyy bun ca painea cali
negru ca pana corbulul smoala/ catranul verde ca iarba/ smaraldul/ (rarely) ca
frunza codruluj etc.

Guu-Romalo believes that the structures of the étlippcomparative belong to
the positive degree of comparison, because ‘“thétipwsnvolves in no manner an
indication of the intensity, and yet it admits caripon” (Gyu Romalo, 1985, p. 148).

Similarly, Romanian uses comparative set phrasdashyialthough sounding
like interjections or exclamatory phrases (‘grhe de bodle-a mai mare draguga te
uiti la ei” — 1. Creang), intensify the (positive or negative) quality gunestion.GALR
calls them “false superiority comparatives (...), igglents of absolute superlatives”,
thus recognising their belonging to the categorintensification.

5. Comparison. Some grammarians chose to draw a distinction betwee
absolute and the relative degrees, in accordantte the presence or absence of the
operatorcomparison

The two types of adjectival inflection are “appaherifferent, but there is a
common point relating them, i.e. being both detesdi by the nature of the head
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element: the synthetic inflection has such fundaalegrammatical marks as gender,
number and case, essentially involved in the phemom of concord or agreement,

while the analytical inflection, which expresses tfuantitative stances and relations of
the respective features, critically emphasizes tfuantitative aspect of objects”

(Mihaela Giitanaru, 2002, p. 87).

The absolute degrees (of comparison) are not &tuatomparable, they lack
a term of comparison, and therefore they are famfiqualifying for real degrees of
comparison, “Therefore, the defining values arettie absolute degrees, intensification,
and for the relative degrees — ranking in a hidriaed system (...) For the absolute
degrees, the medium term, or the progressive, sgpsatensificationof the feature, so
its suitable name should begrees of intensity St. Gaitanaru, 1998, p.94).

5.1. A prime condition for distinguishing gradable amjees, in Romanian
very much as in English, is the capacity of therf®iin question to accept the gradation
of the semantic values conveyed by those adjecti@dscourse, only some of the
adjectives in both languages satisfy this condjtishich, as a matter of principle,
depends on the speaker’'s own subjectivity.

Since it was largely found that the criteria usedlistinguish adjective subsets
in point of gradability are rather vague, some grarians (e.g. Buffard-Moret) thought
it more appropriate to refer to several uses ofttfjective, i.e. the objective, subjective,
axiological use, etc.

Subjectivity (which incorporates the products of the mind oé timinking
subject, rather than proceeding from the very matifithe object being considered, and
so emanates from a speaker’s emotions, prejudates, has its own definite role in
marking the values transmitted by adjectives inatural language. Moreover, the
correlation that forms between the subjective \&lofethe adjectives’ semantic content
and the reality described can be conceived likeatesthe two extremities of which are,
respectively, the pole of (pure, descriptive) objéty, and the pole of (evaluating)
subjectivity. Intensification can be treated in iintlce same terms.

In linguistics, gradable means “denoting or relating to a word in whose
meaning there is some implicit relationship to andard: “big” and “small” are
gradable adjectives”GOLL). By way of tradition, non-gradables are adjedivie
atomic metallic the first utter, mere etc. One has to distinguish between those
adjectives that are non-gradable on account of seosaproper (or of grammar AND
semantics, e.gown atomig etc.), and those which cannot admit of intenatfan
simply because they already possess emphasisu@grior, convincedfreezing etc.

5.1.1. In English, those adjectives which do not usualfvén comparative
forms —viz. in keeping with the patterns valid for most adjet — are commonly
callednon-gradable adjectivesthey fall into the following subclasses:

a) those whichare alreadyexplicit superlatives (the last, the latestetc, or
derived from Latin adjectives in the superlativef—corresponding Romanian forms:
e.g. optimum, maximum, minimum, suprgroeimplicit superlatives — in which case
the adjectives can be compared with themselve)esocan possibly evince the form
of an absolute superlativemfst excellent, most exquisitetc.), but not the
comparative degree;

b) those adjectives that are alreadynparatives(either Latinate forms, most
of them also to be found in Romanian, or made upaiive elements)e.g. major,
minor, superior, lesser, the latter

c¢) determinative adjectivesg.g. both, own, very

d) ‘relative’ adjectives (referring to the substance, stuffatenial an ‘object’
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is composeaf), many of which have theen suffix, e.g. wooden, silken, earthestc;

e) similarly, those adjectives referring tohemical substances,e.g.
chlorinated, hydric, sulphurou®mE sulfurous, etc;

f) adjectives similar tarticles, e.g. any, either, some, neither

g) adjectives referring tmationality or geographical units, e.g. English,
German, Russian, British, South-American, Northééaor, Peruvian, European

h) adjectives referring ttanguages dialects etc.,e.g. Romance, Germanic,
Hindi, Welsh, Singhalese, Australian

i) ‘adverbial’ adjectives(having the initial particle-), also called ‘statives’,
‘categories of state’, or ‘adjectival adverbs.g. ablaze, agape, aslant, afire, akimbo,
awry,

j) various adjectivesn postposition (predicative, determinative, etce).g.
below, alone, abroad, above, errafiin knight errant “(especially in medieval
romance) a knight wandering in search of deedsoafage and chivalry / chivalrous
adventures”) marshal(in knight marshal“(formerly in England) an officer of the
royal family / household or court, esp. one in geaof protocol, or having judicial
functions”), elect(in the phraseéhe president elecdtthe President Electlected to, or
chosen for a position / voted into office, but get in it / not yet installed”), etc.;

k) ‘technical’ adjectives — such as ‘comparative’domparative grammar /
method ‘binocular’ inbinocular vision or atomic inatomic bomb

I) numerous adjectives derivéwm past participles (which, however, agree
with a number of pre-modifiersg.g. departed, escaped, bereaved, wounded, written
to theseare added a great deal of negative forms sucluragitten, unbroken,
unrelieved, unscathedhisunderstood, misspettc. (although adjectives likblessed,
crooked, doggedearned or: uneducated, unembarrassestc. can take comparative
and superlative forms).

6. Objective vs subjective Considering the above-mentionetjective vs.
subjectiveopposition, one can analyze adjectives placedendhe [objective] and the
[-objective] extremities, respectively.

Since various linguistic communities express subjig differently, in
keeping with what can be callegrbal mentality(cf. also the Whorf-Sapir hypothesis,
which emphasises the direct relationship existisveen a natural language and the
surrounding world, suggesting that “human languatptermine the structure of the real
world as perceived by human beings, rather thaa varsa, and that this structure is
different and incommensurable from one languagestither” -COLL), the selection of
the type of features that a speaking community egsvtends to be highly specific.

In Romanian (very much as in French, Spanish,altdlilots of adjectives
derived from Latin are (etymologically and semaaitig considered incompatible with
intensification, and hence non-gradables: e.g. gefike Rom. colosal “colossal”,
cumplit “excruciating; horrendous”, monstruos “monstrous”, extraordinar
“extraordinary; astounding’desivarsit “perfect”, etc., or Frenchcolossal absoly
supérieur immensg extraordinaire sublime etc. The reason is they contain the
semantic element that establishes their belongirthe class of the superlatives (or the
comparative degree, e guperior, whose etymon is Latisuperus‘placed above”, from
super‘above”).

Sometimes however, even adjectives kkgerior, supremand optim, whose
comparative or superlative value is part of theinvsemantics, are used in comparative
or gradation structures, e.gnai superior *mai suprem*cel mai optim Such instances
are usually considered utter solecisms in Romariad,censured accordingly, though
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French grammarians and language standard-settersxdmple, would treat them more
tolerantly or indulgently. In a very similar wayn@lish accepts structures suchaas
most superior being although it would be rather difficult to say tlastances like the
most ultimate solutioare really acceptable.

The paradox is that, apart from the quite humegablems concerning the
use of adjectives like the above ones (where thiows departures from the linguistic
standard are no longer perceived as such), manyaRiam linguists — and indeed quite
a lot of common speakers of the language — haverhbe@ware that such adjectives as
celebry clasic extraordinar magnific proeminentshould be added to the list of the
“irregularities” of comparison and intensificatioAs a matter of fact, the press is as
active as the common speakers in propagating suobelsy which are hardly
perceivable as ‘foreign bodies’. It is anothersthation of the truth that, if deviations
from the norm are bound to occur, they will do sstfin speech; collaterally, there are
a number of external influences resulting in theemgance of new structures of a
natural language, which oppose the (long-)estaddistorms and standards.

If the (primary) etymological and semantic valuesath adjectives asiperior,
minim, absolut enorm esemial, extrem unic, excelentperfect/ desivarsit, mediocry
and evereternis worn out by the effect of time, their superlatior comparative value
can be perceived as a mere positive; thereford, leing employed with adverbs of
intensification would no longer seem out of placenainly when used in specific or
expressive (possibly literary) contexts, eaga mai complét dare de sear) un
incident mai mult decat minino fiinyg atat de infind, o fiinya absolutsuperioat / cu
totul superioaii, temperaturile cele mai extremeea mai total / compled infrangere,
etc.

The progressivepattern has been investigated rather little inrgrar studies,
being placed under the heading of different terfoigies. Like the progressive, the
structures of the regressive are poorly represeirteRomanian, e.gtot mai pyin
interesant(ever less interestingdin ce In ce mai gin interesant(increasingly less
interesting.

7. Intensification and style. The intensification patterns and structures in
various languages, based mainly on intensifyingedos; widely differ, not least
because of the variogsylesandregisterssuch structures belong to.

The lingo oftoday’s presgin both Romania, and English-speaking countries)
is an excellent case in point; it is strongly marks expressive nuances, some of which
belong to the scope of intensification. Diversifioa of linguistic expression and
innovation go hand in hand. As we can notice, gratical structure and
expressiveness are, functionally, on a par, not within the scope of artistic literature.

In Romania, there are a multitude of directionsndis and intentions that are
capitalizing on this post-1990 need for nuance aadelty. The perceptive linguist
cannot fail to capture and record both the dynarmfdahe system, at various linguistic
levels, clear tendencies, and the ephemeralitypofesof the recently emerged internal
patterns, typically using combining forms sucltsaper; (rarely)supra; mega; ultra-,
(rarely) macro; and evemicro- andmini-.

The Romanian language associates such pattsupgrpotentmegainginerie
etc.) with derivation, although these so-calfgdfixoide and sufixoide(i.e. combining
forms placed initially or finally) rightfully andaturally belong to the WF mechanism
of composition (these forms have a semantics andtymology of their own — they
mean something:super and supra derive from Latinsupra “above”, mega comes
from Greekmegas‘huge, powerful”); actually, the situation is rattsimilar in English.
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These combining forms possess concrete semantealexalues, containing
the semantic mark of the superlative.

The pattern is extremely productive nowadays. Isthgaconcerns the class of
the adjective, e.glev superdotafwhich can be easily equatedeiev foartedotal).

The phenomenon has recently extended to the lexit®lgory of the noun,
which only accidentally admits of comparison antemsification, e.gsupermaing,
superocazigsuperoferd, etc. This rather unusual tendency (transferriregduperlative
meaning to noun bases), seems to be presumablgejpirlg with foreign — especially
English — models, e.gnegashowmegaofe. Thus, both colloquial speech and mass
media usage are favourable to coinages $ikperfemeigesupertaiat, superintuneric
superfoamgsuperlene

Another very interesting development, noticeabldgnigain the lingo of the
press, is the use of structures based on de-sems&@#d nounscheie fulger, record
mode]| etalon limita, etc.), which have acquired the status of supedanarks, as in:
martor-cheie raid-fulger, caz-limiti, etc.

Another group of Romaniaprefixoide placed nearer the class of the usual
prefixes (i.e.extra, hiper-, ultra-), mark the intensity of the (adjective) qualitery
much like the older prefix-like superlative formanprea (prefericif), ras-
(rasinformay, arhi- (arhiplin).

The coinages employing the prefix-like formamiper are by far the most
numerous in contemporary Romanian, awgperdgtept superelegantor, in the class
of the noun:superproduge, supersoni¢c superputere superspectacol supercug,
superoferd, superfemeiesupercompilge, and eversuperchefuri supermaneleln an
earlier period, variants usingupra instead ofsuper could be found (even in some
dictionaries such asvMiDN (Marele digionar de neologisnje e.g. supraputere/
superputere Likewise, let us also compaseperpre(uri) and supraprg in point of
semantics. It will be fair to add that, at timdse still unclear status of this prefix-like
formant transpires through its hyphenated form,suger-dictator

Many such coinages are based on English termsots,ror are borrowed from
English, e.gsupershowsuperweekendSupermanSuperwomanor else, they may be
cases of loan translation: compatgermarkeandsupermagazin

Another very frequent superlatiyeefixoid is mega, which ahs been borrowed
anew from foreign sources (especially from Enghsld French), a lexical element that
strongly contributes to the process of neologisticternationalization and
“intellectualization” of the Romanian vocabulary,ge megastar megaconcerst
megainflgie, megaafaceremegaafaceristand evermegaescroamegaginar, megatfie,
megausd. Similarly, but enjoying far less frequency, thefixoid macrc is used to a
similar (stylistic) effect, e.gnacroeconomiagnacrogacd, macrgpagi.

It is to be noted that botmega, macro andsupra have been used for quite a
long time in technical contexts, e.megawatt(“one million watts”), macrocosmic
supraelasti¢ supraina@lzire. Their “new life” is, consequently, wholly dedieat to the
stylistic effect they can produce, so to their catative force, mainly in mass-media or
advertisement contexts.

8. Conclusions We have toconclude that, in such cases as the above,
subjectivity interferes with the semantics of theéjeative, forming a highly
unpredictable interplay of elements — which are asin, syntactic as well as stylistic
in nature. Likewise, it is quite obvious that tleerfis of manifestation of intensification
/ intensity in the lexical class of the adjectivand of the adverb) imply a complex
system of relationships, manifested by both theeksgyof intensity, and the degrees of
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comparison of the intensity. In the context, thenbming forms in front position, or
prefix-like forms (Rom.prefixoidg, whose role is to render and intensify human
emotions produced by specific elements of realfiynction to the effect that
expressiveness is increased, while achieving lyravitl avoiding periphrases. They can
thus replace the older lexical means of gradatiod @tensity, with significant
consequences at the level of syntax (or rathetagymatics).
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