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AFEX, ”Grading” D% 3 i Grading from Different Points of View ZH W # 5, FEI3H TS hINnd
[72 2850 & 13X, logical, psychological, linguistic 245 L. FHELAY, (LEER), SREM728LA0 5 Grading
EERLTRBY, TNEZEVRNLBEL TN

1. % 3 i Grading from Different Points of View {22\ T
Sapir (1944)3 D5 1 fi & 45 2 HiE TITBW T, Grading (2425 4 SOBIRMENZER S, 52 HiD K
0T, UTFD 4 5DOPHB D RENT,

Vo RU— R FETICONTUL, 7 & 2IE, Pox AR5 - ARFEBF = (1995) @ Sapir. Edward DIEZ BB S 7z\,
2 Z 2TV TEMGR =EME] & IR T, “Grading” (1944) OAf1Z, *Totality” (1930) & “The Expression of the Ending-
Point Relations in English, French, and German” (1932) 238 %, W9, MEFO EREAHBhEE B9 2 MRk 2o st
FiCdo o 7o 3, FEMNT S FE TR & OIR W BB SUEMFJE (studies in universal conceptual grammar)
L g otz FEMEIX, Sapir 2008) FTUL O Pierre Swiggers (24 % “Introductory note” & John Lyons {2 & % “Introduction
to Sapir’s texts “Totality,” “Grading,” and “The Expression of the Ending-Point Relations in English, French, and German” %
ZRENTZV, 7B, Z? ). Lyons @ “Introduction” {21, HEFR (EifG 2020) 235 %,

3 Sapir (1944) 7 F A ML, FIHEEE LI COEROEEN GBI HTE 5228, AR TIX. Mandelbaum @ Selected
Writings (2353 <



1. Implicitly gradable but ungraded: iouse, houses

2. Implicitly graded by quantification: half of the house; a house 20 ft. wide; ten houses
3. Quantified by implicit grading: much of the house; a large house; many houses

4. Explicitly graded and implicitly quantified: more of the house (than), a larger house;

more houses (than)

(Sapir 1944: 124, 2 HifF 2 /3T 7T 7 ; KFTEMBICL D)

Grading D& E N N—FT B LHLND, 2D ADORFHLONEX, kO@EY ThH D (Sapirl944
of. filif 2021),

1 FEBRRICRREMEZZIT AN RN H 553, B L, BEEIVRSATWRWY (e SR
ET AV IAYSY (I QAYAN Y
(—> Bl 2 OIS BRI 2 P AN D R385 28, B3R ShTuniany)
e.g. house; houses
2. FEACXVIEPIRIGIC, BEIZL Y EESTHNTHD
(—>#ElLsn T, BEZLIVEBESTONATVND)
e.g. half of the house, a house 20 ft. wide, ten houses
3. FEBREYZR grading (2 Ko TEELEH TV D
(—> Bk TN FIC, FRfbsh T D)
e.g. much of the house; a large house; many houses
4. BREICIVERSTONTWDR, EIRINICEEL SN TN D,
(—>HEHEAANONTEY |, BRI TIHBILENTND)

e.g. more of the house (than), a larger house; more houses (than)

DL EZpE 2 T, Sapir (1944) D3 Hilc A>T <,

%3 HiDZ A bz B Different Points of View & 1%, mBLAIBLS, DEIMBLE, LT, Z26hR
MEINDEHEIBE AR L TND LB HN5, Grading DEZIZHT- 0 Gl DFL, SFELE VD,
I3 ODOBRBEASND Z L LD, BIMEHEDONT T T TNEBKL TN 5,

Only the last two types of terms are of further interest to us here. We shall briefly refer to the quantifying
elements of terms of class 3 as implicitly graded quantifiers, to explicitly grading terms as graders (more
than, /ess than), and to the implicitly quantifying elements of terms of class 4 as explicitly grading quantifiers.

It is very important to realize that psychologically all comparatives are primary in relation to their

corresponding absolutes (“positives”). Just as more men precedes both some men and many men, so better




precedes both good and very good, nearer (=at a less distance from) precedes both at some distance from

and near (=at a small distance from). Linguistic usage tends to start from the graded concept, e.g. good

(=better than indifferent), bad (=worse than indifferent), large (larger than of average size), small (=smaller
than of average size), much (=more than a fair amount), few (=less than a fair number), for the obvious
reason that in experience it is the strikingly high-graded or low-graded concept that has significance, while
the generalized concept which includes all the members of a graded series is arrived at by a gradual process

of striking the balance between these graded terms. The purely logical, the psychological, and the linguistic

orders of primacy, therefore, do not necessarily correspond. Thus, the set near, nearer; far, farther, and at a

normal distance from and the set good, better, bad, worse, of average quality, show the following orders of

complication from these three points of view: (Sapir 1944: 125, S5 3 HisE 1 /XT 7T 7 ; FRIUTES
2L 5)

(2R« DFRAITIE, TN TOIRRAY, 2 DJFRRIT K L CASRIICE R S D (or 6473 5),
—Ji. ST, FRERINMEREEND (or Je(TT D) A H D, Tk, BEL, ik
T FRRICHS) BEOBEKICRIE®RNTZ-E 0 LTEY, 7, BT, fixofiEs
& NIE AL ST BEE DR 2 (R IRRRE DR T VA Z D D T 5o 1> T MR
DE, EFEOARNZRFR EOBEIEMEILT L T2 L) b CidRzy, (ar LT,
3 f& —logical, psychological, linguistic— ® grading OFEAH~EHi<) ]

LEBIAARZ 7T 7RO 3 SHO TN TT L DI, SEHOEWN, WML LI L SEHRE L OE
HEAN, b LIE TRt 2HAEFNTND LD R, Gradlng WS RROF%FLE LT, e
7 HOPERM T ABRWMMEORE L LB TWD, ZOEFMEZMELTEBI 9

My original purpose was to carry the analysis of grading considerably further but it seems best to offer this
fragmentary contribution to semantics in the hope that others may be induced to explore the sadly neglected
field of the congruities and non-congruities of logical and psychological meaning with linguistic form.

(Sapir 1944: 148-149)

[@E%:Grading DOWFFEZ 0372 ) OFRRFEHE LD 2 &) FHE & G413 > T2y, BifTo b o
L EDD, Bl HITiE, BLL HERE I TV AMIRFEIRICHA TS DV oWD—F i
ARG 2 B & DB E YO LD ITHIEL TV S0, A EET AR TH S, |

HIHIVED, HETRXL, Y7 HEE. B (semantics) ZEFK L TWRWNWA, FETDWH
L Z AD semantics (Z1E, BARODIVONNEET 2 L ZADBERGBISMZ T, Wb b5E
(pragmatics) O TND LI ICBONDETHDH, 72 & 21X, Grading (1944) 5 1 Hith 7 /5



T7ThH, BBV TXANENIFTEMBNVIEBILIL TV, E-T, A TOBEL, SHOF
FEETCRBIEN D 2EMR., B E WO KBIZEERIZIZTH 2 e, BWAFZEE W) fEIkE LT
BTV H4,

2. 3 O0OBLAIZ X D Grading DFEBRITHR DI DN T
Grading # & 239 M & L TH T 3487~ 5 Logical,” “ Psychological,” “ Linguistic,” &9 3 D
DOBLARIZ XY Grading OHHAAN ED L IICRESNDIDERTEZ 9,

2.1 Logical Grading

T BT (194012 LAUEFREEO grading 1Z, FTRE <, BOFEHE (norm) (ZBTH L THy, kO
FEOBEIZ L o Th, 12X o0& A A2aind (typel & type 1D, MEEOEAEL (X, FEIN/R
MG EOEH I EIREZ HND (cf p.133), TDONHE ED FALC, TN, EREE (Lower-
graded) & EFREE (Upper-graded) 238 0 | & HI2F O FLIZEN T, il E R 37EIC & 5 b D (explicit)
LR A TRTRRIZL DO (implicit) ORBIBH D, T72bL, LLTFO LD R=208lAI12HK30T
WD,

- SLEEDFHEDR, LD YREDIHEC L 55 DH, D WITE OO MEE IR 2 KB
(terms of Comparison) (Z X 2 H DA,
< AKFEEE  (lower-graded) M EFEfE  (upper-graded) 7>,
c BARBLOW A RTEEE (GO IIHEHR) (2L b0, BEKRBOL L OEE
(FEREOLGE TR IR Db DD,

PLF, 427 (1944:125-127) (2 & % Logical Grading OFERIC S\ T, BARDER Y72 F B (THE
Bl & TR -E) 23 750) Z2P0ICEBL ARk ek, HEHE EFOMRICE X, BT
CHAGEOMR A INA D)

[Type 1] Graded with reference to Norm (4% SEHEZ &5 L CEE ST HL T %)
1) Norm: at a normal distance from; of average quality (fl& LT, WHOEHTHL Z &, FEH
BREEFR-STVDZ L, Z2EFTND)

4 BLARJT semantics & pragmatics 1%, OED?\ZIX 272 & 72\, Random House Unabridged Dictionary’\Z £ % & |
T AV BEFEL L TCOYIED, semantics (7&F% 1.& LT, Linguistics. a. the study of meaning) 1% 1895-1900 4=,
pragmatics (§5%% 2.& L"C, Linguistics. the analysis of language in terms of the situational context within which utterances
are made, including the knowledge and beliefs of the speaker and the relation between speaker and listener) 1% 1935-1940 4=
&&)éo uu?}a%‘fﬁj \E]’O)nuﬁ& &%EK& bfiﬁ)g%i}aﬁ 'H({H‘ iﬂﬁ%%fébf%@ %é’&? E]’@wu
ik R REDOPIHARIT 40 ’FFI;J'_@F';EJ ENDH 5, FERFIMIIC semantics D12 1Z pragmatics 23Fodk S AL TV D sl FHfR
TE 5,



2) Lower-graded (fXWVBERE-SIT) -
[explicitly graded (T 72ioH, WARBO L 2RI 3EE (B 2 ILELEGR) ]
(EITEDOBFE) at a less than normal distance from = nearer or less far (from);

(B - BOYA) of less than average quality = worse or less good

[implicitly graded] (F72b0 5. TEARBLOHE)
(EEDYE) near or not far (from),
(R« BDOYA) bad or not good

3) Upper-graded (B EEPE-S1F) -
[explicitly graded] GEITOEFE) at a more than normal distance from = farther or less near;

(B - BOYA) of more than average quality = better or less bad

[implicitly graded] (EITDOH) far or not near;

(B - EBOYA) good or not bad

Graded with reference to terms of Comparison (FLEGOMEE /D REUCHR S L TEBESIT 5
nTn5)

1) Lower-graded (KW E&fE-S17)
[explicitly graded ] (EITDIEE) at a less distance than = relatively nearer or relatively less far;

(B - EOYA) of less quality than = relatively worse or relatively less good

[implicitly graded ] (EIT D) relatively near or relatively not far;

(B - EEOHA) relatively bad or relatively not good

2) Upper-graded (FH\EepE-317)
[explicitly graded ] (EITDIFE) at a greater distance than = relatively farther or relatively less near;

(B - BEOYA) of greater quality than = relatively better or relatively less bad

[implicitly graded] GEITDHFA) relatively far or relatively not near;

(R« BEOYA) relatively good or not bad

P ETIE, 25O Logical Grading DRI SWT, RO X H7ea A hEFLTND -



Note on A (Logical Grading) : In type I, “graded with reference to norm,” any “nearer” or “near” is nearer
than any “farther” or “far,” any “worse” or “bad” is worse than any “better” or “good;” correlatively, any
“farther” or “far” is farther than any “nearer” or “near,” any “better” or “good” is better than any “worse”

99 ¢

or “bad.” But in type 11, “graded with reference to terms of comparison,” “nearer” and “near” do not need
to be near but may actually, i.e. according to some norm, be far, “worse” and “bad” do not need to be bad
but may actually be good; correlatively, “farther” and “far” do not need to be far but may actually be near,
“better” and “good” do not need to be good but may actually be bad. Hence specific “nears” and “bads”
may factually be respectively farther and better than specific “fars” and “goods.”

(Sapir 1944: 126 ; KFITEHIC L D)

M3 : Logical grading @ type I X, near: far, good: bad W41 b, JF#k, LLESREZ DT, Hi%E
B DILOEENENND, —T7, typell TIL, (M HNDOREAEIHES T, BHEEFDILOHERE
I DD BT, ERITEEROBRICKNLT IR THL LN H D, ]

EHIZYET L, 2D logical grading (ZB3 % 2 X > b (note) 1ZKi< EE (warning) Z{2 9 7EHD
FC, LTFOX ) e flz /R L TW5D, TOHO, far:near DIFEITRD —2>OFNE, Loy vy
O type T 23 A2 IS T LD L EbND (R, ENC AABOMLCMEZMA S 5 K
FLTFHITEZICLD).

(far: near DYFE)
* “near” tends to follow type I, “nearer” follows type IL, but “near” may frequently be used like a type 11

term,

e.g. “From the point of view of America, France is on the near side of Europe,” i.e. “nearer than most of

Europe, though actually far.” (Sapir 1944: 126)

SOF D, HEEEDYA (near & far), “near” IX. logical grading @ 1 R DA % % &, “nearer” THiUL
O L7025, 1RO EZ H-2 "near”d, T E LTHEONDZ &R HD LV, FOFE LTH
BT o0flERLTWS (WY, implicitly graded @ F)

[T AYPBHUE, 7T AL, 3—a1 vy XOPFTHLITWGIZH D, (ThRbL, 75
ZiE, KFOIa—nm v R0E% L0 b W—=EBRIZIZEVRA,)



Europe

----------------------- |France (near side) (far side)|

[AIERIZ, near DXRINIEETH 5 far I HXRINREZ N H D L\ 5 (far 1E, logical grading 1 g
B Y | farther IZFMUTH LA, THRIOMnI A &0 far 73, NADFEL L TEDNE D),

(f51) ~ “He is sitting at the far end of the table,” i.e. “at the end that is farther, though actually near.”
(Sapir 1944: 126 ; KFIFEHIZL D)
GEVFTHD TR OEENPGHT) ML, T—7 A 0mZ 5N ED T TW D,
(bbb, T, FHIOIHH LY bEWVBITIC) 5 —EBITITEV %)

— |(nearend) ¥—7 /1 (far end)|-- [ He |

INGTHNE, —on, Gy BT LT T UADMEST (3—1 v e KT T
TURAIRLT AV AFE) BHHEE LT T AV ANORET 7 AL OMERRIZEL L TWD,
fix, BNOT—T7 NV EERATORS EHF () & OMERKREHE LTS, WTiLh, 5k
Bl RO & TO near & far WG L A B 5, T D near & far DfEVEIL, logical grading
@ WAL implicitly graded DT, £ 4 O SURCH I IZIW T, relatively near, relatively far & iR <
XL THAHD,

Z 0%, YT I, Logical Grading (283 % Awaming GE&) LW o &7 v a v E&FRT, BHO—&,
logical grading 1%, SEERICHW BN AFEAIOREL L ITR 2 VIRELEZ B E RN SITHEBEEZBE LT
b\éo

(good: bad DE)

+ “Good” follows type I, but “better” follows type II, being equivalent to “relatively better”, not so bad,”

e.g. “My pen is better than yours, but I confess that both are bad” (on the other hand, “A is more brilliant
than B, but both are stupid” is meaningless except as irony, which always implies a psychological

transfer);... (Sapir 1944: 126)

DFE D, good I%. logical grading @ [ B T&H 523, better [X N TH YV | better 1% [FEAY LV, B
FRn] ZEWT 5, L& 2d TROSUAT BORCED 0V, Fid, mi e b ¥ AR
(=

—F T, Z® good: bad D7 % | brilliant: stupid (24 TIEHTHEH Z N TE 5D



TAZB L VEFEHR, Wid e BB (3, RALERLZ2TIVUTERZR ST, @ ORM Tl
fiE 272\, ZOMR (FH) T, #ICLHERZ2RER% (psychological transfer) 23 Z > TN D &V 9,

SREFEREHFIC L 5220 TR HEORLZEE L TERO TR 2RS¥ £ 7 ORBENH
RITE L DN L EFTOUE ST EBbh D,

FE 72, brilliant: stupid DEEIT S FRIFEDREE T, good: bad & IXHE7%
TW5

SWHEAIZOWTIAL ML

In certain cases usage preferentially follows type L, e.g. “more brilliant” and “brilliant” connote, as a rule

some degree of noteworthy ability, “more brilliant” being rarely equivalent merely to “not so stupid”

(Sapir 1944: 126)

SF Y | “brilliant” X, “more brilliant” & & Hi2, HAREOHEB LN OE I ZM L TR L

THEY ., “more brilliant” 1%, ® 572722 & TIE, “notso stupid” DEBE & [FFITIT /2 RV, &0

9, Trarely” V) BRETIEHRWEEDEFEZHANS L ZAICHLEELTEBE W, 2ED | T
SO 28RN UAUE, “more brilliant” 537not so stupid” DEREMREIND 2 L HLEEKL
RNEWSIHRFTEb WA KD, FBHRIIRRITR IR R D,

“Brilliant” OXfFE L 722 “stupid” 1225V TH, FEEOBEEZITH> TN D ¢

”Stupid” and “less stupid” follow Type I, “less stupid” being never equivalent to “more brilliant” (except,

again ironically); “less brilliant” is still “brilliant” as a rule, just as “less stupid” is still “stupid.”

(Sapir 1944: 126)

2% Y, stupid” & lessstupid” X, Logical Grading ® typel & 72V | “lessstupid” X, KADLHE %

FRUNTIX, ”more brilliant” OFEE & X728 5720 ; Vless brilliant” 13 L T, & 53T brilliant” TH

D, less stupid” WAL HT “stupid” THDHDEFETHS, & LTWD,
& 2 AN, stupid & less stupid & bad & lessbad DBAR & xR ST, HET XKD L 5 IZHFHT 5 ¢

“Bad” and “less bad,” differing in this respect from “good” and “better,” both follow type I.; “less bad” is
still “bad” but “better” (with reference to another term) may be even worse. (The “more” of inverse terms

e.g. “more stupid” and “worse” has a negative direction, as we shall see later.)

(Sapir 1944: 126)

DFED, “bad” L”lessbad” X, "good” & better” &IXE: eV | WiF & H Logical Grading ® 1 I Th



5, “Lessbad” 1Z#&SR “bad” TH B M, “better” 1%, BIDFELE DBEURIZBWT, Fo 2B L
EEWT DL ENH 55 “More stupid” X° “worse” 1Z1d, BHEMRFHEREHE > TVDHE LTS,

IO X DT, WwEAYZR Grading 1T13, LERIZRER ALY . FREERY7R Grading 28 ERRO S FEN 72
Grading D FFERBUIMLT LHEEF RO DO TIIRNZ EB00 5,

2.2 Psychological Grading

FETICLUE, LB Grading 1%, a & bEXRE LA (a & bIFLEEO grading DXfG L 72
DERERTSIERILLE 22D) . “ais graded with reference to b, which is either some other term comparable
to a or stands for some norm” (1944:127) ZRifEE LTS (DF 0, lTaidb & OBEIZBWTEEST
LIDHR, TOEE bt a LHEFTRER b LAADFETH L0, b LT, MO1DEEDNRDY L 72
HHDTHD (1944;.127 OFEER) |, Hed logical grading DA ITIE, grading DX G L 72 D FL A2 ERT
FEERBUL, MO ORMECEE L TERESIT ODh (TH) | & L <IE, BRIk 2 Hiikic iR
b LTEMOTOND (I8) bDThole, O X DRAHED S &, H 71X psychological grading
ZEIC S DITFT TG, ZORE, BEAELRDZOIIRO LD REBLETH S,

- BBRICLR D BERES T Ok AN, BV A — b (open-gamut) 7>, PAU72 A7 — 1 (closed-
gamut) 7>,
c A—)v B BRI, A8 (conjunct) L TW52>, BERE (disjunct) L TW5 708,
A RTEE (To & TR EBL) 12X Db D (explict) 73, FEOEATE (RHERH) 4R
FEIZE DB D (implicit) 73,

INHOBEEEE RN 5, Psychological Grading [IZOW T, K& < 5 DDA HIF T\ 5, LL
TV BT (1944:127-131) |2 & D Psychological Grading (YA & EA) DA O RFNC X 2 %~ (Fe

B. BT AAKBOMLEMNZ D ; KFEE THRITEEICLD)

Open-Gamut Grading : a,b. ¢, ....n. [BAVN/= A & — /LD Grading]

¥ (F#8) “ais graded with reference to b, which is either some other term comparable to a or stands

for some norm” (Sapir 1944:127)

5 72 L 20F, BURODMEETIL, “betterthanbad” 73, to be worse or savage” % =95 ; fffl & LC, “I’'m better than bad.
I’'m a hustler. I’'m a savage.” & %% (Urban Dictionary |Z & % : https://www.urbandictionary.com/define.php?term=better%
20than%20bad (2022 4-2 H 1 AB%) ., Z O better DFEV 1L good DEMETIZA2 <\ bad DERA 77—/ ZH K I
HHHHLEHZLN, YT OG5,

8 BEMBERICOWT, BRICRS K91, Y ET I, HHIIC neither A nor B &\ ) REBRAFI O 4 721 % RREAR
LTWBO TR, IVERICEmO L5 L LTna,



faldb & ORIHEIZIWTEMSIT O DM, 2O, bita & ERREE/ b LIS DFETH 5
M B LLIE, [ OEEDRDY L2 bDTH D, (Sapir 1944: 127 DFER) |

1) Explicit: a is less than b = b is more than a:
a is nearer than b = b is farther than a,
a is worse than b = b is better than a.

Similarly for a:c; ...; a:n; b:c...; b:n; ... c:n; ...

2) Implicit: a is little = b is much:
a is near = b is far,
ais bad = b is good.

Similarly for other cases.

Type 1l| Conjunct Closed-Gamut Grading:

a,b,c,....,n[ J]o,p,q, ..., t(e.g., series of colors graded from a, vivid green, to t, vivid yellow).

(BRI OBES L= Uz A 7 —/L @ Grading]
Type 11 OBIRIX, a lZdh 7= 5 vivid green (BECH2ERE) L. tIZH725 vivid yellow (FECH72EE
) ZifRe T L L7 A —/1 0 grading TH Y, green & yellow D HHE > IE, BERIIC D203 5

T3 HEAELTWDS) &4Lbnb,

Type 1| Open-Gamut Grading (I) interpreted in terms of Conjunct Closed-Gamut Grading (II):

« 59

a, b, c, ..., n” interpreted, by analogy of (Il), as “a, b, c, ...,g[ ]1h,i,j,...,n[ ]
REM D Grading]

[Type 1 % Type I1 (2 & Y fi##R L 7= Grading : Type I & Type 11 iR

Type IV, Disjunct Closed-Gamut Grading:

« »

a, b, c, ..., g [e.g. neither blue nor yellow] o, p, q, ... t.
[E MRS O BERE L 7P U7 A - —/L @ Grading]

Type IV OfI7RIE, blue (Ff) & yellow (EfA) Zlifiié 5 LA —/L D grading TH Y |
blue & yellow OHEER/ 1%, conjunct (£82) TidZ2 <. disjunct (BEEE) DIREETH D EALND,

10



Type V| Open-gamut grading (I) in terms of Disjunct Closed-Gamut Grading (IV):

«

a,b,c, ---,n” interpreted, by analogy of (IV) ,as “a,b,c, --,e[ ]j, k1L ---,n”
[Typel % Type IV IZ L 0 fi#fR L 7= Grading: Typel & Type IV DiEE %P Grading]

R0 Type 11 & Type V IZ2WVT, Type L 1&, Type I & Type Il DIRGHITH Y | Type V i%, Typel
L TypelV DIREHRICTH DT, Y ETIX. I D Psychological Grading DFLEHDH T, good : bad % A5
BRoOFx OfRERAE +HE LT, LD X 1T, “Aisbetterthan B” & “Ais worse than B, which in turn is
fairly good” &\ D FEEEFRBLOF % T4V |2 Psychological Grading OS5, ODHEEOEER %Nz
TW5, EA 55X, Psychological Grading ™ 1 B, 11 B, VHEORBFI LD 2 & E2HERTD (£
DEZEOFIUIR > T, HH L FEEMHT ; KFITEHFICLD) -

(1) Thus, when we say “A is better than B,” though A and B are both bad, we are obviously treating better
as an incremental grader in an open series in which the movement is assumed to be toward the relatively

good and away from the relatively bad. (Sapir 1944:129)

MR TAIEB XV R (or LK) —A B B b RWITILE T &V I FEERICH L
TOaIAL b ZORFETHEDITND better 1%, BV A —)L EOHEIN O BRE-S 1
ETO0BE2T500L LANWGATEY 208 & IER BAFIZ 9 & O T, g,
REDHITEISND D LB NS, ]

2 [()ZAIFT] “Ais better than B” therefore illustrates type I, open-gamut grading, which is the
prototype of all logical grading. (Sapir 1944: 129)

S (DA EZT: (FORICEITB) TAIZB LV H LW (or £ L)1 &V 9D FERIL,
Psychological Grading ® Typel (BH2V 72 EBEFEIK D Grading) 12344 L., & D better DEVTT
LT T D logical grading DA TH %, ]

(3) [(2)Z7&FT] On the other hand, when we say “A is worse than B, which in turn is fairly good,” we
do not mean to imply that A too is perhaps not too far from good, rather that A belongs distinctly to the

lower end of the gamut, that good and bad are psychologically distinct qualities (not, like logically

7 LEE Typel 725 Type V E TOAZ A FITiE. 45 % Explicit EAFALEFZEZ D) & Implicit JE&7ARELE A
W5) DA D Grading DY ETICE > THRIATSNTWBEN, WA LR ORFPEREL R+ 52 L &218Y
ETEET D, 2B, TNLOHSOERNTRTTIEARL, INOUIMIBENFEL T L 2N EEE
TIXELEEX LTS (cf 1944:129),

11



graded terms of type I, merely a more and a less of a single quality), but that these distinct qualities are

psychologically contiguous and capable of being fitted into a single series with two crests or maxima.
(Sapir 1944: 129-130)

WS 5, TAIZB X0 LR ARV, BIFAEIL, 2RV RV W REET, BEH

KVABELEDTIEHRVWEWS ZEEFEI L LTNHOTIHRLS, £2, AIXZ 0O

DA =) EORNF OSRIZIE-> & 0 AL L, BV EBEO G, DHNICE-- &) EXRIIS

N5xOWETHHEERI ELTVADTHARL T EDRWENE WS B2 OVEE X

DEREYICITEES S TR Y (contiguous), 572D (BW L EENL) 2> —EHDO A7 —
WD HNELHDTEE NS ZEERRLTND, ]

(4) All of this means that in this case we are fitting the concepts of good and bad into a conjunct closed-
gamut grading scheme, and since the natural, or rather logical, type to which good : bad belongs is type

I, we speak of a transfer on the analogy of type Il and create a blend type I11. (Sapir 1944: 130)

(MEE . Q)& E X T Zo%E. Ndgood & bad &\ H &%, #EE S U72PA U7z Grading
DOFFAH~Y TIED TR Z TV D, Good & bad &\ HBEENIET D AR T, 7372 0 iy
Grading ® % A 7%, Psychological Grading D% A 7' 1 THDH Z L5, type Il OFEHEIZ LV
Type Il Z ANV 4D TH 5, ]

(5) Finally, when we say “A is better than B but both are good, C is of quite a different order and is
actually bad, while D, being neither good nor bad, is of no interest,” we are thinking in terms of a
type of grading in which psychologically distinct qualities are connected, by intercalation, into an open

series of the disjunct closed-gamut grading type, namely type V. (Sapir 1944: 130)

(EZE : TAIXB XV B8, A BB FE IV CIIA BRI RETHY | FRICR
K7W i, DI, B bELS L2, BLOMBEERLRN] L0 ) FEEET, e o i
TRDMWE DR =0 (Fx) FAINT, 2N, BRI U7 grading 237z —
DR —)L & ip o THNBIREE, §724 %, Psychological Grading @ type V IZ L > T A, B,
C. DEFMILTNDZ L E2D,]

o T, UL EDFELERG L 47z, good : bad DFHMIZER D =D DFKIL Psychological Grading D%
RINDZD0DNZ3T b5 .

* “Ais better than B,” though A and B are both bad.  (Psychological Grading I %)
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- “A is worse than B, which in turn is fairly good,” (Psychological Grading III %)
* “Ais better than B but both are good, C is of quite a different order and is actually bad, while D,

being neither good nor bad, is of no interest.” (Psychological Grading V %)

IR LT/ D8, BT I, Psychological Grading X 5 DORUZRE SN D Z LT/t LT
D,

2B, T ZTETTMNTE LI Grading & FRRY7e Grading 238 2 TV SN2 O
<HDOTIHRVEIZOWT, ZNHOHERZ 5 AU/ TR TWABD (cf. Sapir 1944: 130-131) . #I
=15,

2.3 Linguistic Grading
¥ 7L, logical grading & psychological grading % % 2 C, FEAIZWSH L= 9 2T, linguistic
grading ZHER LT 5, ET (1944:131-133) (IC K AUE, SFED grading (3. £, Lz /RIFEIC
2 b (explicit) 7>, FifkZERTFEICL D H D (implicit) 2 &> TRE L ZOD0EHRI D,
ZOERO TN E LT, &4, 51972 5 O (abstract) & 55722 6 O (specialized) % &\ T 5,
BUF, $E 71 X % linguistic grading DFRUCAR DL A 73 (Sapir 1944: 131-133; 7235, EATICHE
H. REMZD ; THRITEZICLD) ¢

Explicit
1) Abstract: more than, less than.

(LT, PETICL D2 A MOFREZFLT : 26 ORI, — 72 =77 upward 7>
75 downward £ T H D ThH - T, BEST I TZfEAOH class LHEHE norms,  THA
crests DA M2 BH T 2 HERIIEDR implication % 672 53T H O TIERW, b &b LR,
FUEZ SN 2 RFEDORE (Bl 21X, greater, larger, smaller) IR B E D
(B 1%, a greater amount of = more ...than, a larger number of = more ...than, a smaller number
of = less, fewer), More & less 1, #5 + BEWTNITHMER D, Less L[RETH 5 fewer I
AR OFEIZORME 2D (FlZ1E, fewer people = less people) . ]

2) Specialized (F1%%)

Implicit
1) Abstract (F|E)
2) Specialized
a) One-term sets (graded as more or less; there is no true contrary):

capacious, silvery, distant (in its strictly scientific sense of at such and such a distance,

13



near and far being “psychologized” forms of it).
Such terms are either of notions of a relatively ungradable type or are of scientific rather
than popular application. Such terms as “how far?,” “how long?,” “2 mm. wide,” “how

99 ¢

warm?,” “as heavy as one tenth of a gram,” “old enough to know better” again show how
helpless language tends to be in devising specialized single terms which are logically

neutral as to grading.

(RS . 3B HRLD B > NI, RS OBV CTHW O D, B
FERE WD XIS N e END (BIAIX. capacious < distant) .
PHEEC R SO £ & — AR O BT, SEAICPSIZREE AL T H 2 L
TET How far? DM ANWE 252/ (FHFTVILZADVDWS [
B oEE) ]

b) Two-term sets.
Two types are both common:
1, linguistically unrelated terms indicating opposites,
e.g. good:bad, far:near, high:low, long:short, full:empty, heavy:light, friend:enemy,
hard:soft, old:young;
2, linguistically related terms which are implicitly affirmative and explicitly contrary
(formally negative) terms,
e.g. friendly: unfriendly (also type (b) 1, friendly:hostile, inimical), usual:unusual,
normal:abnormal, frequent:infrequent, discreet:indiscreet.
These formally negative terms frequently take on as distinctive a meaning as type (a)
contraries and can be as freely graded, “upward” and “downward,” e.g. more and less

infrequent are as good usage as rarer and less rare.

(B 238060y M, SBMICIE LIEROFEIC L D EHR~T L, ¥
B EAZORIC L DEERT ENL AR5, ]

23EE > hTH % Two-term sets (contrary terms) (ZFRDHEE LT, P 71X grading relations DL
b, ZOoOERIZG NS BAICH D 2 E 2R LTS (1944 132-133) -

l. Symmetrically reversible, e.g.

far, farther : near, nearer

not near, less near : not far, less far

14



11. Partly reversible, e.g.
good, better : bad, worse

not bad, less bad : not good, less good

11 Irreversible, e.g.
brilliant, more brilliant stupid, more stupid

not stupid, less stupid : not brilliant, less brilliant

Note that implicitly graded specialized terms can themselves be taken as new points of

departure for grading, e.g. more than good, less than bad = better than bad®.

ZOfEMICEET 5, KEBROBMIMHRLMmE L, YETLUR, Z<ALND0, & 2T,
FREDTERTNAR D KRR EZ = DI L7z Cruse (1976) ICLDBEEZRTEI I ¢

~

Group 1: Neither term committed®.
X is long, but it is shorter than Y.

X is short, but it is longer than Y. [longer & shorter 32 uncommitted & VY9 Z & ]

Group 2: One term committed, one term uncommitted.
John is bad, but he is better than Bill.

*John is good, but he is worse than Bill. [worse % committed &5 Z &)

Group 3: Both terms committed.

X is hot, but it is colder than Y.
[colder & hotter H:4Z committed & VY95 T &

(Cruse 1976: 283-284)

X is cold, but it is hotter than Y.

e}

D4 zZRE NI,

Cruse (1976) DOZFFHTH DIV TUND committedness & WS BE&ITX, RO L HICHAIH TS -
Committedness is one type of markedness. We may regard a marked use of a number of a pair of antonyums
as one in which part of the underlying bi-polar scale corresponding to the term in question in some way differentially
referred to; an unmarked use is then one which refers impartially to the whole underlying scale. However, there is more
than one way of referring differentially to one part of a scale. Although X is longer than Y does not presuppose X is long,
it obviously refers differentially to the long end of the scale, and must therefore be considered marked; otherwise, it would
be difficult to account for the contrast with X is shorter than Y. ‘Committed’ is therefore not synonymous with ‘marked,’
nor ‘uncommited’ with ‘unmarked’ or ‘neutralised.’(p.283)
[(BEZE : Committedness & U9 Bk, markedness (FAEME) W IHIMEED—FETH D, Xis longer than Y 13 X is
long ZHMHEELET . MO, long DA —/L EOBGHIE KR TE | Xis shorter than Y & DENERED L) RIC

EH LT, ZO longer ¥t % uncommitted & VN9, Z DT marked & WO ME& L EA 5]

©
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Cruse (1976:284,285.286) IZ XL, b =70 —7 MBI REEIILL T O@Y Th D -

Group 1: long: short  heavy: light  big: small ~ wide: narrow  deep: narrow  fast: slow etc.
Group 2: good: bad  clever: stupid pretty : plain fresh : stale kind: cruel hard-working : lazy etc.
Group 3: hot: cold  proud : ashamed sweet : sour/dry happy: sad etc.

Cruse (1976) O Z @ 3 FAX, ¥ &7 ® Logical Grading (24% 5 two-term sets DBI7RIZ 3 o 7= ZFFH

(I3, 7, 7)) 1235495,

ST, FETIL3FENSH DA DEICE R LTWD (Sapir 1944:133 ; TRAUIEEIC X
%)

(c) Three-term sets.

These are not as common as type (b) (two-term sets) in ordinary usage but are constantly required for accurate
grading. Generally one takes opposite terms of type (b) and constructs a middle term by qualifying the upper-
graded one, e.g. bad, averagely (or moderately or normally) good, good. Sometimes a middle term comes in
by way of transfer from another field, e.g. bad, fair, good. Specific middle terms, however, tend to gravitate
toward one or the other of the two opposites, e.g. fair, on the whole, leans more to good than bad. If we
further insert poor, again transferred from another field, we get type (d), four-term sets; bad, poor, fair, good.
(The reason why poor, when transferred to the bad : good scale, does not quite fall in with bad is that poor :
rich has not quite as great a scale amplitude as bad : good (zero to maximum) but is felt as corresponding
rather to a scale of little to maximum. Zero, lower average, higher average, much is the implicit measure of
having nothing (= destitute, penniless), having little (= poor), having a moderate amount (= fairly well off),
having much (= rich). Hence poor stresses something, though little and cannot entirely parallel bad, which

includes its logical extreme. On the whole, three-term sets do not easily maintain themselves because

psychology with its tendency to simple contrast, contradicts exact knowledge, with its insistence on the norm

the “neither nor.” True three-term sets are probably confined to such colorless concepts as: inferior,

average ,superior, in which the middle term cannot well be graded.

(EEE - 335 >~ O grading 1L 2 5B » b L2 & — T/, F£72, 3 55T grading 73
BOIHER LB TEWEDRH D, Zhid, Billie 2 HXL A2 KO 20, £0 2 HOWT AT
HRWFEEOMERIIK T ANETH D, BAEFERHL 3 EEy b WIXBEL L inferior-
average-superior T& 5 9 03, EORE, PRICALE T H3F average ZHBFED1F 35 Z LIX4KRAN
HTERN,]
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FERDO3FEE Y MIOWT, EETAREIE, 33ty MI2#@EEy MafMEL LTAEEN TS DR
PEEZLND, 2 FBEBOFHEESEZERL, TICEBEOESZ Y CTHRT ZMBEENETS Z L
T, 38y "EENRD EEDND, UL, FRFIZ 3352 v M2 & D grading 28, LEEAICHGE S
NDZENITETOEMICHEEL T 43ty MDA LT RICHEREZB - TEBEV, 338t Y
FNDOAT =T 1 FEDIT M D Z LIk 0, 455y FMVEENRDEN, 2L EEEZNLER
T D DEMIICERL TV b D LB bND, BIAIE, LMD, 3 Yy MOEAZEE R
Do, 25ty b, 45FE Y FDILR Y ZHATEZ S

* bad good
averagely good
- bad moderately good good
normally good
- bad fair good CRPETIZ LN, fair 1X good 77 0 OFHAM)
* bad poor fair good
 Zero ----- lower average ------ higher average ------ much
* having nothing ----------- having little ------- having a moderate amount -------- having much
(= destitute, penniless) (= poor) (= fairly well off) (=rich)

INBDAT— L, TR AN EE DL IR D grading ICEAET 5,
FETIXIEE Y MIIMA T, 438N R AAE DRI ER LTS (Sapir 1944:133 ;
THITERITLD) -

¢) Four-term sets: cold, cool, warm, hot.

These are formed from type (b) by grading each of the opposites into a psychologically lower

and higher. The new terms become psychological opposites (or sub-opposites) of a smaller scale.
It is important to note that the two middle terms do not correspond to the middle term of type

(c) (three-term sets), i.e. warm is psychologically no nearer to cool than superior is to inferior.

In other words, cold-cool contrasts with warm-hot precisely as does very bad-bad with good-
very good. The problem of connecting cool and warm has to be solved, psychologically, by

blend-grading (coolish; warmish, lukewarm) or, more objectively, by norming (of ordinary,

normal, temperature). As usual, the normed term is quasi-scientific rather than popular in

character.

(B2 : 438k v N grading I&, type b (two-term sets) (2L 2D H DT, HlxiX, cold-
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cool-warm-hot D54, cold-cool & warm-hot £\ 5 TJ7 & B~ 5 /WA —L D
DELI 22 R BE N B k> TV B, cold & hot DFRNINLET 5 cool-warm B 3 §5&
v O grading |25 5 b O TIEARWRICIERDLETH S, Warm & cool D%
V&, superior & inferior DRAMR L FIERIZ, WIFEOEWRISOHBNTIESL< 2 1T,
Warm & cool OHIZHETeEBRIZLERRY7L blend-grading (2 &L 57> (coolish; warmish,
lukewarm) . KBIIZRIMESI T L 72D (of ordinary, normal temperature) , & DK, KH#l
R 7 BYESTCIE, HFERERI & WV O K0 XS URFH 2 ME 2 0D, ]

THRERMLIZX D2, 458 v b grading 1Z, ZORKY SHD S 2T, Frx lCLERE NS DOE
WRHDHZ EICERELTRBERY, B2, $PETIESEU L0y AFARTHIZ L EMHE LT
W% (Sapir 1944:133),

PLE, FmBl, DB, SEEOBLED GO Grading DFHEAZMBL L TE 7223, YETIEL, Zhbd 3 F
® grading DFHHUIZHDONWT, UTDE I 2a A FEFELTWD ¢

We may summarize these analyses of the grading process by saying that logical grading is of the open-

gamut type and may be with or without reference to an objective norm or statistical average, while

psychological grading and linguistic grading tend strongly to emphasize closed-gamut grading, whether of
the conjunct or disjunct type, and have difficulty in combining the notions of grading and norming into that
of a normed field within which grading applies. Furthermore, it is worth noting that the difference between
explicit and implicit grading is of little importance logically, of considerable importance psychologically
(with constant conflict of the relative and fixed points of view), and of paramount importance linguistically.

(Sapir 1944:133-134 ; K##., THHIIEHICL D)

R : GEEAY7e grading 1%, B2 BEBRGEIRAZ £FD (open-gamut), FEBIHFEAECHIGHI 72 1 %
HOD5E L AW WIEENH 5, LERRY7E grading & FEMZE grading 13, BEHRERICRD AT
—V EOAEEE (conjunct) . BEEEME (disjunct) Z R, BAUEERFEIK (closed-gamut) & 722
AR, grading & norming (RSERI R EEHEAFRIT D 2 & T grading 13170 7e\) DR ZE A
BHET, TOFT grading HREREET 2 B\ SN T-BREROME LT H50IIRETH S,
Explicit Grading (FLfgefk{tiH) & Implicit Grading (FURAEH) DXL, Logical Grading 12 & - T
bR EEETIX72\\ )3, Psychological Grading |2 & > TlE7e ) HE THh 5, & BT Linguistic Grading
WZE o TIBODTEETH D, ]

FREERY, DEER), SRR E VD 3 FHO Grading 11, < ORBIZEATELOTHY , AFETHRL
ENTZEFRNES 22, LaL, < b, AMPSFEETZE U TT O M ERNR OO R
FREZ e X0 LB LERBT 572D OMAINRFILTEZILNELD
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3. BbhiC

AFFLULEE > T—RKEIV &L, LT, HERIZOWTEESTRLTREZW, E0bIIE 3 &
Grading from different points of view |%, Harris (1951:300) Oz >F TH2 <, SBEFOMEBIC L
EELT. D LY, B, DB RECREMICR DB O MR BERT D NA DY A
FNTWDEHTEDOND, T ET OBEWHEOSLIGE A8 0 BES N2 SEOBERTIT R,
ANENEER N T EEEE LD L 52, AOOEREEIZEN L TWEOMREhI TS, =
FEEOEMNLHIUL, BOT L, BIRRICWDWATERME B OTERFRLL 5D THA I,

ZOEI A E— SO THRE LT A% YT D “Grading” D 4 i Implications of Movement
in Grading OWS IR & E RO IF TV & 720,

ZE LR

Cruse, D.A. 1976. “Three classes of antonymy in English.” Lingua 38, pp. 281-292.

Harris, Zellig S. 1951. “Review article on Selected Writings.” Language 27, pp.288-333.

Sapir, Edward. 1944. “Grading: A Study in Semantics.” Philosophy of Science 11:21, pp. 93-116. Rpt. Selected
Writings of Edward Sapir in Language, Culture and Personality (1949) (ed.) David G. Mandelbaum,
University of California Press, pp. 122-149. (Rpt. Collected Works. Vol. 1 (2008), pp. 447-470.)

————.2008. The Collected Works of Edward Sapir Vol I. (ed.) Pierre Swiggers. Berlin and New York: Mouton
de Gruyter.

e R - R WF= (fF) . 1995. [3EEEFAAGHL]  HOR : BFSEHL.

Eiff X —HR. 2020. [TE. Sapir EWGH =H1E) ~DF#H (J. Lyons 2008) : E. Sapir 25D DR |
Verba (THEVLE RS0 43, pp. 57-66.

---------------- 2021, TE YV ET & 5ide —EWIFRIZEED “Grading” O L0 BREFFIZIAT T (1) —J
Verba ([ EKFSHE U] 44, pp.10-23.

19



