ADJECTIVES AND CIRCULARITY
Judy Yoneoka 
Abstract 
The concept of circular semantic patterns, or circularity, has been previously applied in the nominal domain by the author. The present paper extends the application of circularity to adjectives. In the first section, syntactic and semantic adjective classifications by several linguists (Keenan, Quirk, etc.) are reviewed and juxtaposed to form a single system of classes. These classes are then presented as a circle, using the three defining characteristics of relativity, transparency and reference to characterize six different adjective usages of Absolute, Happening, Dynamic, Contextual, Statal, and Characteristic. 
The second part of this paper is devoted to discussion of two major cycles of meaning shift found within this circle of adjective usages-that between absolute and relative types, and between dynamic and stative types. The former shift is noted to have similarities with the mass-count shift cycle in nouns, while the latter shift involves adjective classes which are comparable to some of those found in verbs and discussed in Yoneoka (1989). It is thus expected that the dynamic-stative shift has a parallel shift in the verbal domain. 
1.1 Introduction 
Although adjectives as a class have traditionally received much less attention than either nouns or verbs, there is still much good work to be found concerning their nature and variety. Among these, the syntactic-oriented classification scheme in Huddleston* and the semantic distinctions brought to light by Keenan'. Quirk3 and others will be reviewed in the first half of this paper. The second half will deal with circularity of adjective usages, a topic which has been discussed with respect to the nominal domain in previous works by the author.+ Circularity is the notion that grammatical categorical types should not be viewed as static, unrelated molds into which certain words fit and others don't, but rather as points on a circle along which the different usages and nuances of words may be found. A so-called "basic" meaning may lie at a certain point along the circle, but may "slide" or even "jump" around the circle when the word is used differently. Cycles of meaning were found to exist in nouns (with respect to the so-called "mass-count" distinction, etc.) and probably exist as well in verbs (for example, between the stative-active classifications). 
In adjectives, too, similar meaning cycles may be distinguished. Specifically, two mini-cycles are defined-one between stative and dynamic usages of adjectives, and the other between absolute and relative usages. Interestingly, the first cycle has a close relationship with the nominal circle, and the second with the verbal circle. 
1.2 Syntactic classification 
What constitutes an adjective? According to Huddleston, a "typical" or central adjective has four basic qualities, as follows: 
1a.
predicative usage 
b. attributive usage 
c. postpositive usage 
d. usage with comparatives, superlatives and intensifiers such as 'very' or ‘completely'. 
In other words, these adjectives can fit into each of the four following patterns:
2a.
He is 
b. He is a man. 
c. He is a man (with his words, in his appearance, etc.). 
d. He is a very (the most) man. 
Huddleston recognizes the following types of "non-central" adjectives: 
3a. 
Adjectives which do not take comparatives or superlatives, such as philatelic, male, pregnant, etc. 
 b
Adjectives which cannot be used attributively, including afraid, asleep, fond, loath, tantamount, content, glad (‘pleased'), sorry ('regretful'), etc.
c. Adjectives which can only be used attributively such as main, mere, utter, certain (‘particular'), apparent, false ('unreal'), alleged, criminal (lawyer), atomic (scientist), etc. 
d. (A few) adjectives which are only used postpositively, such as president elect or bishop designate. 
What accounts for the syntactic differences in adjectives? Are there semantic differences underlying them? Also, why do so many of the adjectives listed above tend to have "homonyms" which do not follow the rules of the class in which the adjective is categorized (for example, ‘criminal' in ‘criminal act', false in ‘false answer', ‘male' in ‘really male', etc.)? To answer these questions, let us turn to some semantically-based explanations of adjective classes found in linguistic literature. 
1.3 Semantic classes 
Each of the syntactically-defined groups presented above coincides partially or completely with semantically-oriented groups recognized by Keenan and others. Keenan defined three adjective types, using the following three features as distinguishing characteristics: 
4a. Restricting (affirmative) 
b. Transparent (extensional) 
c. Absolute (predicative)5 
A RESTRICTING adjective is simply one for which 
adj (x) = x 
holds in any possible world; in other words, it fits the pattern "adj x's are x's". As obvious as this might seem, there are several adjectives which do not have this feature. Apparent victims are not necessarily victims, false diamonds are not diamonds. Almost all adjectives are restricting. Two sub-classes of NON-RESTRICTING adjectives are also defined: NEGATIVE (privative), or those which assert the falsehood of the noun, such as ‘fake' or ‘artificial’; and CONJECTURAL, those which bring the veracity of the noun into question, such as ‘alleged', ‘apparent' or ‘possible’.6 
Our discussion will center mainly around the restricting adjective types; however, some comments should be made concerning the non-restricting adjectives here. It should be noted that the abovementioned examples of non-restricting adjectives have in common a negative or interrogative polarity with respect to the same adjective 'real' (in fact, ‘false’ is non-restricting ONLY with respect to this meaning; not in its sense of 'untrue’.  False diamonds are not diamonds, but false answers are answers.). 
Other non-restricting adjectives show negative polarity with the adjective 'present' (meaning now). Examples of this adjective type are ‘former', ‘future', ‘previous', ‘past', 'late', and some dealt with by Huddleston in his fourth class: ‘elect', ‘designate', and ‘to-be'. 
This should alert us to something interesting about the semantics of ‘real' and 'present', and indeed we find that all dectors are real doctors, and present doctors7. In other words, 'real' and ‘present' (and synonyms such as ‘current', 'genuine', etc.) are possibly the only adjectives to fit the pattern: 
every x = adj(x) 
Similarly, adjectives which negate these fit the pattern 
every x ≠ adj(x) 
or 
every x may be adj(x) 
Keenan includes ‘real' and ‘present' in the class of absolute adjectives, which will be discussed below. 
Let us turn now to Keenan's TRANSPARENT adjectives. With P and Q designating classes in a possible world, we define transparent adjectives as follows: 
If every x ∃ P and y ∃ Q are the same, then every adj(x) = adj(y)
 For example, if the class of wives in a certain possible world exactly coincides with the class of mothers, then it is true that the class of fat wives is the same as the class of fat mothers. The INDIVIDUALS making up the class of both wives and mothers are fat; and the fact that they are fat has nothing to do with their roles as either wives or mothers. 
This is also true of adjectives such as 'tall', ‘cold' (in the sense of ‘not hot') and 'wealthy', but not of ‘cruel', ‘understanding' or ‘good', for example. The same individual may be a cruel wife but an understanding mother; in other words, the same individual is cruel in her role as a wife, but understanding in her role as a mother. Both Kamp and Keenan note that transparent adjectives form a subclass of restricting adjectives. In fact, non-restricting adjectives must necessarily also be non-transparent adjectives (or OPAQUE, as I shall refer to them in the present paper). The classes of apparent criminals and fake criminals, for example, do not even coincide with the class of criminals, much less with the class of individuals who are criminals. 
There is often difficulty and confusion in determining whether an adjective usage is transparent or opaque, stemming from the fact that the transparent/ opaque classification requires that the noun modified be intensional (i.e. that it signify a role). For example, the criterion holds if we define classes of wives and mothers which are concidentially equal, or even classes of women and mothers, but it does not hold if we define concidental classes of women and mammals. (i.e., if all the mammals in the world are women, and vice versa, the cruel or understanding mammals ARE the cruel or understanding women.) On the other hand, this difficulty in itself presents us with an important clue for a better understanding of transparent/opaque: as the distinction only involves nouns which play roles (intensional nouns), we may assume that that fact is crucial. And indeed, vve find a similar distinction based on roles in Quirk.9 
Quirk distinguishes between what he calls INHERENT and NON-INHERENT adjectives. Specifically, he says that adjectives which are non-inherent characterize the role associated with the noun rather than the reference of the noun itself. Examples of non-inherent adjectives include those used only or mainly as attributives (c.f. Huddleston's group 3c). Consider the following: 
5a. an old friend 
b. an old man 
5a, is deemed non-inherent, as ‘0ld' here describes the status of the friendship (the role) rather than the status of the friend (the individual). In 5b however, the usage of ‘0ld' is inherent － it means that the man himself is old. The non-inherent sense of 'old' is the opposite of ‘new'; the inherent sense corresponds to ‘young'. 
Quirk also identifies denominal adjectives (again, part of Huddleston's 3c) such as 'criminal lawyer' or 'atomic scientist' as non-inherent. The individual who is the lawyer is not (a) criminal (usually) in any sense of the word; it is the role of the lawyer which is related to criminals. 
Keenan's third group ABSOLUTE (predicative) defines an adjective which can be used in the following: 
if every x ∃ P = y ∃ Q, then every adj(x) - adj(y) 
If it is true that every doctor in a world is a friend of mine, so every male doctor in the world is a male friend of mine. This is not necessarily true for fat doctors, however (the class of fat friends of mine may be such that a doctor who is fat FOR a doctor would not be included). Huddleston makes the same distinction between "categorical" and "scalar" adjectives. Borrowing his terms, absolute adjectives are categorical-they define a category. Relative adjectives, on the other hand, are scalar-they allow for degrees of truth values. One can be 'tall', or not tall, a little tall, somewhat tall, very tall or extremely tall, but one can only be ‘male' or not. (In fact, with respect to 'tall', the same individual may be all of these when compared with reference groups of varying heights). Quirk defines syntactic criteria useful for defining absolute adjectives: namely, that they cannot take superlatives or comparatives, or intensifiers such as "very". These criteria exactly match those given by Huddleston for his first group of non-central adjectives. 
Another way of defining absoluteness is: 
adj(x) = adj(individual) 
The individual involved possesses the quality involved, regardless of the role played by the individual or the other members of the classes to which the individual belongs. The quality is inherent and the meaning invariant. ‘Tall', as noted above, may vary in its interpretation depending on the class of individuals involved. 5 feet 4 inches (or 164 cm) does not vary, although the interpretation of whether this absolute measurement is tall or not may. 
Quirk distinguishes two further types of adjectives, which he calls STATIVE and DYNAMIC. He points out that dynamic adjectives may be used in imperative sentences and with progressive tense: 
6a. He is being cruel. (understanding, good) 
b. Be cruel! 
but that stative adjectives cannot: 
7a. * He is being fat. (tall, cold) 
b. * Be fat! 
In addition, only dynamic adjectives may become adverbs using -ly: 
8a. He listened understandingly. 
b. He smiled cruelly. 
9a. * He ate fatly. 
b. * He shivered coldly. (cf. He smiled coldly.) 
Adjectives which have dynamic uses are opaque, but not all stative adjectives are transparent (although the above examples (‘fat', 'tall' and ‘cold') are). There is a class of adjectives which is both stative and opaque (we will call this class STATAL), including adjectives such as ‘famous' or 'desperate'. Even if all the painters in the world are exactly all the writers, one individual may be famous as a painter, but not as a writer. However, these adjectives are clearly stative, as they cannot occur with progressive tense or as imperatives: 
10a. * He is being famous (desperate). 
b. * Be famous! (desperate!) 
Another adjectival group is that of what I will call JUDGMENTAL adjectives. Quirk says the the adjective ‘wrong' is non-inherent; in a sentence such as 
11. I voted for the wrong candidate. 
the adjective "does not refer to the wrongness of the person but to the mistake in identifying the person as a candidate."8 It is true that 'wrong' is non-inherent, or opaque. However, it also seems to be absolute, as we cannot use it normally with comparatives, superlatives or intensifiers. Moreover, there are no degrees of ‘wrong' in its most basic usage. Wrong is wrong, and that's that. 
How do we account for the fact that we cannot say, "I voted for a wrong candidate", or better, "I consulted a wrong doctor", when it is obvious that there are several choices which would be ‘wrong' and only one which is right? What gives ‘wrong' its definiteness? 
The answer is that there is only one value judgment involved, that of 'wrong', no matter how many members are included in that value judgment. ‘Wrong', and other absolute-but-opaque adjectives such as 'mere', ‘utter' or 'main' are judgmental-the speaker is asserting a certain opinion about the noun based on the context in which the noun is situated. These judgments may only be applied when something more is known about the situation than what can be derived from knowledge of the individual alone. 
There remains one distinction between adjectives to be dealt with here, which was discussed in Carlson9 and attributed to Milsark. It is noted that certain adjectives may occur in 'there' constructions, while others cannot: (Carlson's 18-19) 
12a. Several policemen were available. 
b. There were several policemen available. 
c. Several policemen were intelligent. 
d. * There were several policemen intelligent. 
Carlson defines other methods of distinguishing these two classes (as he points out, cooccurrence with 'there' does not confine itself to adjectives, but include verbs, progressives and passives as well). Those adjectives which occur in <there' constructions may also cooccur with "the non-generic use of the indefinite article a, the unstressed variant of ‘some' and. . . the existential reading of the bare plural": (Carlson's 28-29) 
13a. Sm doctors are available. 
b. A doctor is available. 
c. Doctors are available. 
14a. * Sm doctors are intelligent. 
b. ( * ) A doctor is intelligent. 
c. ( * ) Doctors are intelligent. 
(( * ) = in existential usage) 
Members of the former group include more or less ‘transitory' adjectives such as ‘sick', ‘tired', ‘hungry', ‘pregnant', ‘drunk', ‘alert', etc., as well as a group of adjectives which refer to spatial presence: ‘absent', ‘present', ‘left', ‘gone', ‘alive', 'dead'. They are all transparent, but are difficult to classify with respect to relativity. For example, ‘sick' is relative, because we may compare degrees of sickness, using comparatives, superlatives and intensifiers. However, if someone is sick, we would probably wish to think of them as sick even when compared with a group of people sicker then they are. In other words, 'sick' starts out as being absolute, but then allows for scales of degree once the initial ‘on-off' decision has been made. These adjectives are referred to by Carlson as HAPPENINGS, as opposed to other adjectives which he calls CHARACTERISTICS. 
1.4 Syntactic and semantic distinctions compared. 
Note the similarities between the syntactic classifications and the semantic classifications we have just been reviewing. The "central" adjectives defined by Huddleston are restricting and relative. Keenan's absolute adjectives, as we have noted already, coincide with Huddleston's first group, as they do not take superlatives, comparatives or intensifiers. 
Adjectives in Huddleston's third and fourth groups are all opaque; they include several adjectives classified as non-restricting, as well as judgmental adjectives, which are used to intensify the size of the noun (mere, main, utter, etc.). Many adjectives in the third group are characterized by the ability to become adverbs using -ly. Denominal adjectives such as 'atomic' scientist and ‘criminal' lawyer are included in Quirk's non-inherent group. 
This leaves the adjectives in Huddleston's second group. This group may be subdivided into two types: one of adjectives beginning with a-, which can be considered paraphrasable with a preposition such as ‘in’ or ‘to’: asleep, awake, ablaze, abed, etc. (Note that adjectives with a prefixive a- meaning ‘not' (acentric, apathetic, etc.) do not follow this pattern, as well as those which do not contain a prefixive a- (abrupt, absent, absurd, acute, adept, etc.)). These adjectives are further examples of Carlson's happenings-they describe states, but states which are more or less transitory. Moreover, they are all transparent, and can cooccur with 'there'. The second type consists of adjectives such as 'loath', ‘fond', or ‘tantamount', which only or mainly occur with overt complements and refer to emotional states with complement. 
With this juxtaposition of the approaches we have been following general classification scheme may be proposed: 
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Flg.1. A juxtaposition of adjective classes from Keenan(K), Milsark(M) and Quirk(Q). (Classes without references are defined and/or named in the pre-sent paper). 
This scheme is based on Keenan's restricting － transparent － absolute categories. Non-transparent (opaque) adjectives include Quirk's dynamic sub-category and the previously discussed judgmental and statal categories. The latter two are derived from juxtaposition of Quirk's stative and Keenan's non-transparent classes. The difference between the two is that the first behaves like Keenan's absolute category with respect to cooccurrence with comparatives, superlatives, etc., but the second does not. 
Milsark's characteristic and happening types are included as subcategories of transparent adjectives, along with Keenan's absolute type. 
2. Circularity 
Before progressing on to the discussion of circularity and usage cycles, it is essential that the function of the above classifications is clearly understood. These are not means of "separating" adjectives into unrelated classes. As is the case with many word meanings, the classification is often dependent on the context in which the word is used. Consider the different usages of the following sentence: 
15. I met an old student in the department store. 
There are three possible interpretations involved here: a) the student is a former student of mine, b) the student is aged, or c) the student has been studying longer than other students. The first interpretation shows different syntactic properties with regard to comparatives and superlatives: 
16a. * I met an older (former) student. 
b. I met an older (aged) student. 
c. I met an older (longer-studying) student. 
The first interpretation, then, is clearly absolute, but what about the second and third interpretations? The difference is in their transparency: if only these students are also all (and the only) waiters, then the aged students are necessarily the aged waiters, whereas the longer-studying students need not be longer-studying waiters. Thus the second interpretation is transparent and relative, and the third interpretation is opaque. Another example 
17. Robin Hood is a bad criminal. 
may have three different interpretations: 
18a. Robin Hood is bad at being a criminal. (as a criminal). 
b. Robin Hood is a criminal and all criminals are bad people. 
(because he's a criminal). 
c. Robin Hood is a bad person compared to others in the class of 
criminals. (for a criminal) 
The first interpretation involves 'bad' in its most "natural" sense-comparison of the ability of the individual with respect to the role connected with the noun. It is opaque, since Robin could be considered bad at being a criminal but good at being a philanthropist, even if all criminals and philanthropists were the same individuals. 
The second interpretation is absolute. Because criminals, as a class, are considered bad individuals. Robin Hood will be branded as "bad" in any other class to which he belongs, be it father, doctor or philanthropist. (This is the stuff of which discrimination is made). 
In the third interpretation, both ‘bad' and ‘criminal' refer to the individual and ‘bad' is transparent and relative. For a criminal, Robin is (especially) bad (this may be more plausible if we substitute ‘Jack the Ripper'), but he is not necessarily "bad" if compared with a class of generally worse individuals (for example, the class of serial murderers). However, as with the second interpretation, since the adjective directly modifies the person involved, this usage will be true any time we compare the same group of people, be they called murderers, fathers or doctors. 
Taking into account the impossibility of defining just one category for any particular adjective, such as "old" or "bad" as demonstrated above (this multiplicity of meanings occurs within nominal and verbal fields as well), the notion of circularity has been proposed as an alternate method of treating word meanings with flexibility and of detailing the modi of meaning change. The circularity theory proposes a non-formalized but intuitively and empirically systematic set of relationships between different characteristics of usages within a word class. Further, it claims that these usages are interrelated, not linearly but circularly, and that most word meanings may take on several of these usages, even though they may be classified as belonging to one category depending on their most predominant usage. It also attempts to describe different modes of usage-shifting. 
From the various adjective classifications we have been discussing above, the following adjective circle is determined: 
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Fig.2. The Adjectival Circle, with defining characteristics of l) categorical vs. scalar, 2) transparent vs. opaque and 3) individual- vs. time-referenced.
This circle uses three main defining sets of characteristics. The first is categorical vs. scalar as discussed above. Absolute adjectives are categorical, as well as judgmental adjectives. The difference between those two categories is in their transparency, the second characteristic. Absolute adjectives are transparent, and judgmental adjectives are opaque. 
In addition to differentiating the two categorial adjective types of absolute and judgmental, the transparent/opaque distinction is used to clarify differences within two scalar sets of adjective types: the time-referenced types (happening and dynamic) and the individual-referenced types (characteristic and stative). Both the happening and characteristic types are transparent, and dynamic and stative types are opaque. 
What do we mean, however, by time-referenced and individual-referenced adjectives, which constitute the third set of defining characteristics? These refer to the way in which the adjective modifies its noun. The former term refers to adjectives which modify a temporally-bound facet of the noun. Adjectives used in a time-referenced sense modify "verbally"; they represent an action or state which has a beginning and an end. For example, a cruel king is a king who performs acts of cruelty; a sick child is a child who has entered the state of sickness. Time-referenced adjectives show verb-like syntactic properties, as we have seen, such as cooccurrence with ‘there' constructions (in the case of transparent adjectives) and with progressive, imperative and -ly adverbial constructions (in the case of opaque adjectives). 
We have described ‘sick' being time-referenced, but note that ‘sick' also has a non-verbal sense when it is used to refer to mental illness. This sense is not time-referenced. The following sentences are acceptable only when they refer to physical sickness: 
19a. These were four children sick. 
b. He is being sick. 
and these are totally unacceptable: 
20a. * Be sick! 
b. * He worked sickly. 
Individual-referenced adjectives, on the other hand, represent a state which is not likely to change, such as ‘tall' or ‘handsome’; or a state for which the possibility of change does not rest with the will of the individual, but with the change of circumstances around the individual; for example ‘cold', 'lonely', ‘famous' or ‘exciting'. When used with comparatives and superlatives, such adjectives compare a non-temporal aspect of the modifier-usually its intensity. 
This then is the complete adjectival circle. With the exception of non-restricting adjectives, it includes all of the classes discussed. It remains for us now to explain the modes in which a single word meaning may shift from one usage to another. Actually, as every word meaning and usage is unique, there are myriad possible meaning shift types, and some words cycle through more usages than others. However, it is possible to detect shifting patterns, which tend to be valid for many different adjectives included in the same class(es). In the next two sections, we will discuss two of these patterns: Cycle 1, a relative - absolute cycle, and Cycle 2, a stative ~ dynamic cycle. 
3. Cycle 1: Relative ⇔ absolute. 
As we have seen, adjectives used absolutely have an on-off polarity; there is no middle ground. One is either pregnant or not, male or not, real or not, two-storied or not. However, consider the following sentence: 
21. Look at the tall giraffe! 
This could be said in order to specify a certain giraffe within a group of giraffes. Or it may be uttered by a parent at a zoo who has no real basis for judging that particular giraffe as tall in comparison with other giraffes. Here, then is a case in which an adjective which is generally considered relative is used in an absolute sense. Although there is still a comparative relationship involved, the latter usage of 'tall' has nothing to do whatsoever with the height of the giraffe in relation to other giraffes; instead, it relies on the fact that giraffes as a class are taller than humans as a class. This does not contradict the fact that the usage is absolute, as comparatives, superlatives, etc, are still infelicitous: 
22. Look at the taller giraffe. 
may not be said at the zoo in the latter meaning (especially if there is only one giraffe present!) 
Note that there is also a difference in intonation between the two usages: 
23a. Look at the TALL giraffe ! (relative-tall for a giraffe) 
b. Look at the tall giraFFE ! (absolute-tall because of being a giraffe) 
The question then is whether the adjective is describing the class to which the individual belongs, or the individual itself. In other words, it is the status of the noun (kind or individual) which dictates the status of the modifier. Note that this type of change usually occurs in but is not restricted to transparent adjectives; opaque modifiers may also take on an absolute sense (at which point they lose their opacity), as for example "cruel despot" or "clever mathematician", in certain usages.
Adjectives which become absolute are usually characteristics, although some happenings may have an absolute usage as well. As an indication of this possibility, consider the happening adjective ‘drunk'. One characteristic of absolute adjectives as noted by Keenan is that they can often be used as free-standing nouns: ‘3males', ‘5blacks'. ‘Drunk' is a happening adjective which often has this usage, as in the following: 
24. There were drunks lying all over the sidewalks. 
Not only relative → absolute shifts, but also absolute → relative shifts are quite easily recognized. The definition of absolute adjectives requires that they be infelicitious with comparatives, superlatives and intensifiers. However, in these examples absolute adjectives are used not in a categorical sense, but in a scalar one: 
25a. That lady seems more pregnant every time I see her-she must be due any day now. 
b. Arnold Schwarzenegger is very male, especially in his last movie. 
c. It's a two-storied house, but the high ceilings make it feel really two-storied. (cf. It's a one-storied house, but the LOW ceilings make it feel really one-storied.) 
There are actually two ways in which an absolute adjective may relativize. As in 25a. or b. above, an individual in a certain state, say maleness or pregnancy is compared with itself at different times, or at different stages. Schwarzenegger is more male in his last movie than he was in previous movies; the lady is more pregnant than when I saw her three months ago. On the other hand, an individual in a certain state may be compared with other individuals in the same state; as in 25c, above, or 
26a. That lady seems more pregnant than the others. 
b. Arnold Schwarzenegger is the most male actor I know. 
The first shift-type involves time-reference; the adjective effectively ends up describing a happening. In the second, the individual modified is rated on a scale or scales based on non-temporal qualities of the modifier: in the case of male; lowness of voice, ruggedness of features, size of muscles etc. It is individual-referenced, so the usage becomes ‘characteristic'. 
Thus, as Huddleston also notes, absoluteness of an adjective is based more on its usage than on the adjective itself. Specifically, it is based on whether it is used to modify a property of a class of individuals (absolute) or a property of a certain individual (relative). If the adjective is used in the latter sense, it
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Flg.3. The relative ⇔ absolute cycle. 
may be interpreted either as a happening, which the individual undertakes at one time more than at others (time-referenced), or as a characteristic, which one individual shows more pronouncedly than other individuals (individual-ref erenced). 
These distinctions between individual/class and time-/individual-reference are reminiscent of the count-mass distinction in nouns, which was treated in Yoneoka (1988). There, too, noun usages were found to belong not to one class alone, but to alternate between classes. For example, in the following sentence: 
27. I ate a little lamb. 
does the lamb refer to a piece of meat (mass), or to the individual lamb itself (count) ? As with absolute - relative alternation, the shift between mass and count may be treated circularly: count (or individual) nouns take on mass status by being combined and generalized - one individual is added to others until these become an uncountable group (mass). This mass then cycles back to count status if it comes to denote a class. Count nouns also have a second mode for shifting towards a mass usage - they may "descend" into mass status. In this mode, one individual is divided up into uncountable pieces, such as with the ‘lamb' example above. 
The nominal cycle seems to have an influence on the adjective cycle described in the present paper; specifically, nouns which have cycled up to a class usage take as modifiers adjectives which have cycled up to an absolute usage. 
4. Cycle 2: Stative ⇔ dynamic 
The stative-dynamic distinction noted by Quirk has been discussed already. In Yoneoka (1989), a similar distinction was discussed with respect to verb phrases, and both dynamic and state verb usages were defined therein. Dynamic verb phrases show properties similar to those of dynamic adjectives (Yoneoka 1989 15a-c): 
28a. At this moment, the country is being ruled by a tyrant. 
b. At this moment, the country is ruled by a tyrant. 
c. A tyrant has been ruling the country for the past year. 
As in 28a., they may cooccur with ‘-ing', and they are time-referenced in that they may refer to either a moment in time (28b.) or a duration of time (28c.). State verbs such as 'know', on the other hand, resemble stative adjectives in that they may not cooccur with ‘-ing': 
29a. I know that answer. 
b. I have known that answer for ten minutes. 
c. * I have been knowing that answer for ten minutes. 
The verbal orientation (+ '-ing') of dynamic adjectives points to the fact that they must refer to the role played by the individual rather than the individual itself, but as Quirk notes, dynamic USES of adjectives are inherent: 
In a dull teacher, the adjective dull is non-inherent, since a dull teacher is not necessarily a dull man. However, in the following sentence, dull is being used dynamically and is now inherent; 
The teacher is being dull. 
In this case the process of being dull is ascribed to the teacher, but the truth value of what is said applies if we replace the teacher by another designation for the person: 
That man

Mr. Jones is being dull.10 

Thus we see that dynamic adjectives are opaque, although they modify transparently when used to denote a time oriented aspect of the individual. In other words, they shift towards a stative use, albeit temporarily. 
As a further example of stative-dynamic shifting, there is one context in which most stative adjectives (and most nouns, for that matter) show ten-dencies towards dynamic-type usage. Imagine an acting teacher or director coaching his or her protegees: 
30a. Be a tree! 
b. You're too humble. If you want people to think you're rich and famous, you have to BE rich and famous. 
or a group of teenagers with a flat tire on a rural road: 
31. Finally, here comes a car. Be desperate now, or they won't stop to help us. 
When used with a nuance of "act in a certain manner", almost any noun or adjective, even an absolute one, can show dynamic tendencies. For a stative 
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Fig.4. The Dynamic-stative cycle. adjective
to become dynamic, there must be a stage of "temporalization"-the quality must become something which can be turned on or off-performed at will, more or less.
In contrast, many so-called dynamic adjectives are often interpreted not as a happening, but as a characteristic of the individual: 
32a. That teacher is such an understanding person. 
b. Mr. Jones is a cruel man. 
This happens simply when the individual modified is referred to extensionally, by name or by category. With the lack of a specified role to modify, the adjective has no choice but to be an attribute of the reference of the noun. In cases such as these the time orientation of the adjective is lost, and the usage becomes stative, that is, it becomes a state associated with an individual. Dynamic adjectives may even come to have absolute usages, such as 
33. I love the helpful flight attendants on that airline. 
In this case, the speaker is usually not referring to only those flight attendants who are helpful. Instead, the meaning intended is that the flight attendants on that airline are generally all helpful; thus the noun usage refers to a class, and the adjective ‘helpful' is absolute. 
It is interesting to note that there are verbs as well as adjectives which show both stative and dynamic usages, for example: (Yoneoka 1989 25a-d) 
34a. Santa Monica lies near the beach. 
b. * Santa Monica is lying near the beach. 
c. * The dog lies near the beach. 
d. The dog is lying near the beach. 
The verb "lie" has two usages-a stative one as in 34a, and a dynamic one as in 34d. The latter use is temporarily bound, as the dog may stop lying at any moment, but the former is timeless-essentially, it's usage is adjectival as it refers to an unchanging characteristic of the noun. The relationships between verbal and adjectival classes and their shift cycle patterns is a subject which requires further research. 
CONCLUSIONS 
It has been shown that cycles of meaning and usage, which have been found to exist in nouns, are present in adjectives as well. Specifically, adjective meanings shift between absolute and relative usages, and between dynamic and stative usages. The similarities between the former shift and that of mass-count usages in nouns were discussed. It is also believed that the latter shift may have a parallel verbal usage shift. This is a subject for study in the future. 
The identification of circularity in both nouns and adjectives leads me to believe that this phenomenon may be universal and at the heart of human understanding, and that it is worthy of fuller description and investigation.
Notes: 
1 Huddleston (1984), pp. 299ff. 
2 Keenan (1987), pp. 475-481. See also Keenan and Faltz (1985), pp. 7-9. 
3 Quirk (1972), pp. 258-267. 
4 Yoneoka (1988). 
5 I will make use of Keenan's terminology in this paper; Kamp's is given in parentheses for reference. 
6 Many, but not all, of the non-restricting adjectives dealt with above have been analyzed in Parsons as ‘0perators' on a sentence. As he notes, most can occur sentence-initially in adverb form: 
He is an alleged thief. = Allegedly, he is a thief.
They are former Girl Scouts. = Formerly, they were Girl Scouts. 
7 0f course, this is true only if we consider alleged or apparent (but unreal) and fake doctors, as well as past and future doctors to lie outside the boundaries of the class of doctors. At least in the case of temporality, there is some overlap. It seems that an individual may still be referred to as a member of a certain class, even if he no longer has membership in that class, if the speaker believes that the hearer is not aware of that fact. A wonderful example of this: "The king is dead; long live the king!” 

8 Quirk (1972), p. 259. This is not exactly true-wrong candidates are candidates, there is no doubt about that. The mistake is not in regarding the person as a candidate, but in regarding that candidate as the one I should have chosen. 
9 Carlson, p. 120ff.
10 Quirk (1972), p. 266, note. 
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