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1 Introduction

The ability to establish orderings among objects and makepeonisons between
them according to the amount or degree to which they possess property is a
basic component of human cognition. Natural languagesctdfies fact: all lan-
guages have syntactic categories that express gradaldeptenand all languages
have designated comparative constructions, which aretasegbress orderings be-
tween two objects with respect to the degree or amount tolwthiey possess some
property (Sapir 1944).

In many languages, comparatives are based on specializgthatogy and syn-
tax. English exemplifies this type of system: it uses the menpesmore/-er, less
and as specifically for the purpose of establishing orderings giesiority, infe-
riority and equality, respectively, and the morphertteen and as to identify the
STANDARD against which an object is compared, as illustrated by jla-c

(1) a. Mercuryis closer to the sun than Venus.
b. The Mars Pathfinder mission was less expensive than pemdssions
to Mars.
c. Uranus doesn’'t have as many rings as Saturn.

Languages like English also allow for the possibility of Bxgsing more complex
comparisons by permitting a range of phrase types #fter/as For example, (2a)
expresses a comparison between the degrees to which theokgese possesses
different properties; (2b) compares the degrees to whitfbrdnt objects possess
different properties; and (2c) relates the actual degraedh object possesses a
property to an expected degree.

(2) a. More meteorites vaporize in the atmosphere thandahe ground.
b. The crater was deeper than a 50 story building is tall.
c. The flight to Jupiter did not take as long as we expected.

However, not all languages have comparatives with the samgerof features
illustrated by the English examples above. First, manyuags lack specialized
comparative morphology, at least in the case of compariebssiperiority (such
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as Englishmorecomparatives): according to Ultan’s (1972) typologicakvsy, the
ratio of languages that have overt comparative morphologydse that don'’t is
roughly 3/1 (though this may not be representative, as afgignt portion of the
languages in Ultan’s survey are Indo-European). Italiahtdnngarian are like En-
glish in having such a morpheme, as illustrated in (3) (thegarative morphemes
are underlined), while (4) shows that Javanese and Maldgelsguch a morpheme.

(3) a. Giovanne piu grandedi Giulano.
Giovanniis moretall  of Giulano
‘Giovanni is taller than Giulano.’ ITALIAN
b. Istvanmagasa-bimint Peter
Istvantall-MORE than Peter
‘Istvan is taller than Peter. HUNGARIAN

(4) a. Enak dagingkaroiwak
is-goodmeat thanfish
‘Meat is better than fish.’ JAVANESE
b. Lehibenohony zana-nyRabe
tall than theson-his Rabe
‘Rabe is taller than his son.’ MALAGASY

Second, many languages lack comparative constructionfigpgandard mark-
ers analogous to Englishan The most commonly used alternative is a morpheme
that also has a directional meaning, though different otare possible. As docu-
mented by Stassen (1985) and illustrated by the examplé&s,ithe standard may
be marked by a morpheme expressing separation, one useshtdydjoals, or one
used to identify a location. (The crucial morphemes are dimdel.)

(5) a. Nihongo-wadoitsgo yori muzukashi

Japnese-op Germarfrom difficult

‘Japanese is more difficult than German.’ JAPANESE
b. Sapukol-kondito I-kibulekeny

is-big the-deerto the-waterbuck

‘The deer is bigger than the waterbuck.’ MAASAI
c. A kagyani ma

heis big meon

‘He is bigger than me.’ MANDINKA

Third, many languages do not permit ‘multi-perspectivalinparisons of the
sort encoded in so-calletbMPARATIVE SUBDELETION constructions such as French
(6) and its English translation.

(6) La tableestplus longuegu’ellen’est large.
thetableis morelong than-it NEG-is wide
‘The table is longer than it is wide.’

Such structures are robustly ungrammatical in Japanes€lindse, for example:



(7) a. *Konotana-wa anodoa-ga hiroi yori takai
this shelf-TopthatdoorNom wide YORI tall
‘This shelf is taller than that door is wide.’
b. *Jitysuhe bi shenkwan.
this river BI deepwide
‘“This river is wider than it is deep.’

It is of course possible to convey the information expredsethe English transla-
tions of (7a-b) in these languages, but a very different kihdtructure involving
nominal scale terms has to be used:

(8) a. Konotana-no taka-sa-wa anodoa-no haba yori o0okKii.
this shelf-GEN heightNoMm-ToP thatdoor-GEN width YORI great
‘The shelf’s height is greater than the door’s width.’
b. zhetiaohe de kuandubi shendula.
thiscL river DE width BI depth great
‘The width of this river is greater than its depth.

What underlies cross-linguistic variation in the syntaettpression of compar-
ison? Does this variability indicate a corresponding \ligy in the underlying
semantics of comparison, or is it possible to maintain aensa semantics of com-
parison and explain the variability in some other way? If inener, what is the
range of semantic variation? Are there any universal semgdtures of compara-
tives and gradable predicates? If the latter, what are thersal semantic features
of comparatives and gradable predicates, and what (syatamirphological, prag-
matic/functional) factors give rise to the observed criasguistic variation?

The goal of this paper is to develop some initial answers &sehquestions
through a detailed look at some differences in comparativelapanese and En-
glish, following up on a recent study by Beélt al. (2004). Specifically, | will
consider two potential parameters of variation:

e Individual vs. degree comparison: Do comparatives express orderings be-
tween arbitrary individuals (individual comparison), artthey (also) express
orderings between individuals and arbitrary degrees, a@\vof which may
be conveyed syntactically by complex degree descriptions?

e Explicit vs.implicit comparison: Does comparison involve specialized mor-
phology that expresses arbitrary ordering relations (eimomparison), or
does comparison involve taking advantage of the inheramegb sensitivity
of the positive (unmarked) form (implicit comparison)?

| will begin by outlining Becket al’s analysis, which captures the contrasts between
Japanese and English, but makes use of principles (or pteeshef variation that
don’t make strong predictions about typological variatidrwill then show that
the contrasts between the two languages can be more perspigiexplained in
terms of the individual/degree comparison distinctionxiNewill turn to the ex-
plicit/implicit distinction, showing that this could alsmccount for the differences
between Japanese and English, and | will provide some imdigpe reasons to



think that this distinction could be another point of crdisgtuistic variation. In or-
der to decide between the two approaches, | will develop aef skagnostics to dis-
tinguish between explicit and implicit comparison, and these to show that both
Japanese and English comparatives involve explicit coisgar This will support
the conclusion that the crucial difference between the amgliages is with respect
to the first parameter: individual vs. degree comparisonllloenclude with some
discussion of what might underlie this distinction.

A warning: like most of the work on this topic, | am going to tmcexclusively
on comparatives of superiority. In fact, | believe that icrsicial to also look at
comparatives of inferiority, equatives and superlativetha same time as we’re
looking at comparatives, but doing that would take us wejidpel the scope of this
paper.

2 Comparison in English and Japanese

2.1 The ‘'standard’ analysis of comparatives in English

Let us take as our starting point the following assumptioouttthe universal se-
mantics of gradable predicates, which is the foundation e$tmanalyses of com-
paratives and gradable predicates:

(9)  Gradable predicates map objects onto abstract repetigers of measure-
ment GCALES) formalized as sets of valueSEGREE9 ordered along some
dimension BEIGHT, LENGTH, WEIGHT, etc.).

For the purpose of this paper, | will adopt the most commonyaisof gradable
predicate meaning within this tradition, which treats segpressions as relations
between individuals and degrees and assigns them demstdike (10), where
tall(x) represents’s height (see e.g., Cresswell 1977; von Stechow 1984; Heim
1985, 2000; Schwarzschild 2005; Kennedy & McNally 2005).

(10)  [tall] = Az tall(z) = d

A feature of this analysis is that a gradable predicate do¢s#tself denote a
property of individuals, but must instead combine with strimg to generate a
property of individuals. Let’s call this somethimgGREE MORPHOLOGY and see
how it works by looking at a canonical example: comparativaphology. One
common way of characterizing the denotatiommadre/-erin English (relativized to
a measure function semantics for gradable predicates)iis (@4). (I useMORE
to represent the comparative morpheme independent ofritsceurealization as a
word, bound morpheme, or zero.)

(11)  [MORE] = AdAg(q,en AdAz.max{d | g(d)(z) =1} >~ d

This analysis involves two assumptions about the syntenasécs interface. The
first is that the comparative morpheme andttienphrase are a constituent at LF;
the second is that the complementtbénis a clausal constituent that denotes a
maximal degree, which may be targeted by ellipsis (see éngntSky 1965, 1977,
Bresnan 1973; von Stechow 1984; Heim 1985, 2000; Bhatt & rarsc 2004).



(12b) shows the details of the composition of the compaggtredicate in (12a) (see
Kennedy (2002) for a detailed compositional analysis oftbm@parative clause).

12) a. Kimistalletthan Lee (is).

b. AP
Ax.mazx{d | tall(z) = d'} > maz{d" | tall(lee) = d"}

DegP A
Agrz.maz{d | g(d')(x) = 1} = max{d" | tall(lee) = d"} Ad z.tal(z) > d
|
tall
Deg PP
Mg ydz.g(z) = d maz{d" | tall(lee) = d"}
\

MORE

than fwh, Leeisttal]

2.2 Comparatives in Japanese

Japanese comparatives are superficially distinct fromiEmgbmparatives in two
ways. First, there is no overt comparative morpheme (not@ogmate ofmore.
Second, the ‘standard’ is introduced by the wgdati, which also has a use as a
separative preposition (likeom). These differences are illustrated in (13a-b).

13) a. Nihongo-waloitsgo yori muzukashi.
Japnesa-op GermanyoRl difficult
‘Japanese is more difficult than German.
b. Taroo-wa Hanakoyori takusan(-nohon-o katta.
TarooTopP HanakoyoRI many(GEN) book-Acc bought
‘Taroo bought more books than Hanako.

These are in fact common options in comparatives: 32 of 10§uages surveyed
by Ultan (1972) do not have (overt) comparative morpholagy ‘separative com-
paratives’ constitute of of several broad classes docusddnt Stassen (1985). But
they do not themselves present a challenge to extending glisEistyle analysis
of comparatives to Japanese (see e.g. Ishii 1991), proweesimply assume that
the comparative degree morpheme in Japanese is phondlpgiath

However, Beclet al. (2004) discuss three more substantive differences between
Japanese and English comparatives, that call such an enalis question. The
first is a puzzling difference in acceptability between (b}an the one hand, and
(14b-c) on the other, first observed by Ishii (1991).

(14) a. Taroo-wa[Hanako-ga katta yori] takusan(-nokasa-o katta.
TarooToP [HanakonoM boughtyoR1] many(-GEN) umbrellaacc bought
‘Taroo bought more umbrellas than Hanako did.
b. ?*Taroo-wa [Hanako-ga katta yori] nagaikasa-o katta.
TarooToP [HanakoNoM boughtyoRri] long umbrellaacc bought
‘Taroo bought a longer umbrella than Hanako did.



c. Taroo-wa [Hanako-ga kaita yori] nagaironbun-o kaita

TarooToP [HanakoAcc wrote YORI] long paperAcc wrote
‘Taroo wrote a longer paper than Hanako did.’

The second is that Japanese comparatives do not show vegaind’ effects (von
Stechow 1984; Rullmann 1995). Compare the acceptable {(Lifajhe unaccept-
able English example in (15b).

(15) a. John-wa[dare-mokawa-naka-ttano yori] takai hon-o katta
JohnTopanyone buy-Neg-PastNO YORI expensivebook-AcC bought
‘J bought a book that is more expensive than the book thatdybought.’
b. *John bought a more expensive book than nobody did.

The third is that Japanese does not allow subdeletion wjdttadal comparatives,
as we saw in section 1:

(16) *Konotana-wa [anodoa-ga hiroi yori] takai
this shelf-Top [thatdoorNoMm wide YORI] tall
‘This shelf is taller than that door is wide.’

These facts are puzzling if Japanese has a (null) comparatvpheme that has
the same semantics we assumed for Engtisinein (11). To see why, consider the
analysis of the English sentences corresponding to (14bs)( and (16). (In the
following examplesstrikeout represents material that is elided in the surfaa,
and the denotations given are just for the underlined coatparpredicate$ In
(17a), we have abstraction over a degree variable in atatitre adjective. There
are interesting interactions with ellipsis here (see Kegr& Merchant 2000), but
otherwise nothing remarkable.

a7 a. Taroo bought alongambrella wh; than Hanako didbuy-a4longumbrella]
b.  [more]([[wh; than Hanako bought# long umbrella])([long]) =
Az.maz{d | long(z) = d'} > maz{d" | H bought an umbrella at least as long &%}

If the Japanese example in (14b) has the same analysis astE(igfa), then it
should also be perfectly acceptable.

Negative island effects in English comparatives can beagxedt in terms of
the maximality semantics of the comparative clause (vootfate 1984; Rullmann
1995). The reason that (18a), for example, is unacceptaliledgause there is no
maximal degree that satisfies the description in (18b).

(18) a. *Johnbought a more expensb@ok [wh; than nobody didbuy-at—expensivebook]
b.  [more]([[wh; than nobody bought & expensive book) ([expensive]) =
Ax.maz{d | expensive(x) = d'} = maz{d" | nobody bought a book at least as
expensive ag”}

Finally, subdeletion constructions just require commeaigpredicates; otherwise,
they are unremarkable:

(19) a. Thisshelfis tallerfh; than that door i$; wide]




b. [more]([[wh; than that door i$; wide]])([tall])
Az.maz{d | tall(z) = d'} > maxz{d" | wide(that doop > d"}

Clearly, there is some difference between Japanese anadEnglt what is it?

2.3 Beck, Oda and Sugisaki’s analysis

Beck et al. (2004) argue that the facts presented above implicate aysismaf
Japanese comparatives that has the following crucialfesitérirst, Japanese com-
paratives express an ordering not to a degree that is cotigmadly rovided by a
constituent of the sentence (such as the Endhsim-phrase), but rather to a con-
textual standard. Second, the function of ytoei-constituent is to provide a basis
for computing this standard, so that the meaning of (20a)nsething like (20b).

(20) a. Kongpeepaa-wanopeepaa-yomagai.
this paper-top thatpaperyorl long
b. Compared to that paper, this paper is longer.

Specifically, they propose that Japanese has a (null) catipamorpheme
with the denotation in (21a); this differs from (21b), whishwhat they assume
as the denotation for Englishore

(21) a. [MORE;] = Ag € Digepy\z.max{d | g(d')(z) =1} >~ ¢
b. [MOREg] = AdAg € Dg.enAz. max{d' | g(d')(z) =1} >~ d

(21a) is similar to (21b) in expressing an asymmetric ordgrbut different in not
selecting an explicit standard argument. Instead the atdrid provided by a con-
textual variable over degreesin effect,cis a kind of degree anaphor whose value
must be fixed in the context of utterance. One way to do this ise ayori-phrase,
which makes a particular object highly salient; this objecty then be used to
calculate the value df.

On this view, the variability facts can be explained as foo the problem
with (22) is that there isn’t a well defined mapping from the et of objects that
Hanako bought (the denotation of the bracketed constiftetengths, so the value
of c can't be determined.

(22) ?*Taroo-wa [Hanako-ga katta] yori nagaikasa-o katta.
TarooTopr[HanakoNOM bought]yori long umbrellaAcc bought
‘Taroo bought a longer umbrella than Hanako did.’

The lack of negative island effects follow if we further assuthat the comple-
ment ofyori in all the relevant examples is a relative clause, rather #meEnglish-
style comparative clause, i.e., a degree abstractiontsteuclf the complement of
yori cannot be a degree abstraction structure, we would alsoukdjectival sub-
deletion, since such constructions necessarily involgeateabstraction. However,
something more needs to be said to derive this result, shisedbes not follow
merely from the the fact that the standard in (21a) is ‘conigix alone. That is,
nothing about (21a) is incompatible with making a degreiestby referring to an
object’s width, length, etc., and then fixing the value ofw¥h&gablec to it. That this



is possible is shown by (23a) (which presumably involvessartinterpretation);
the fact that (23b) is ungrammatical must therefore be dgeneething other than
the hypothesized meaning of Japanes®RE in (21a).

(23) a. Compared to how wide that door is, this shelf is taller
b. *Konotana-wa [anodoa-ga hiroi yori] takai
this shelf-Top [thatdoorNoM wide YORI] tall
‘This shelf is taller than that door is wide.’

In order to rule out reference to degrees in yioei constituent, Beclet al. in-
troduce a second crucial difference between Japanese ajidttrstated as the
parameter in (24).

(24)  Degree Abstraction Paramet@DAP)
A language {does, does not} have binding of degree variahlté®e syntax.

In particular, they propose that English and Japanese h#feeedt settings: En-
glish allows binding of degree variables, and Japaneserdied his eliminates the
possibility of analyzing the bracketed constituent in (2&8b a degree description,
ruling out an interpretation along the lines of (23a).

To summarize, Beckt al. (2004) claim that Japanese differs from English in
two ways: with respect to the semantics of the comparativephaogy itself,
which is ‘contextual’ in Japanese but ‘compositional’ ingtish, and with respect
to the possibility of abstraction over degree positionshia $yntax. However, it
is important to observe that these points of variation agécklly independent of
each other, so if they represent true points of cross-Istguvariation, we expect a
four-way typology:

COMPOSITIONAL | CONTEXTUAL
(25) + DAP | English ??7?
- DAP | 777 Japanese

But we won't find one, which is a problem for this proposal,esdt to the extent
that positing these two points of cross-linguistic vagatis supposed to make in-
teresting typological predictions. A language that fallhie upper right box in (25)
(contextual and +DAP) would actually look just like Engliffecause the availabil-
ity of degree abstraction would allow the generation of sléiibn structures and
attributive degree binding structures. Such structurégciwwould be sensitive to
negative islands, could then be used to make salient pkatidagrees as potential
values for the contextual standardas in (23a) above, resulting in exactly the same
truth conditions that we see in a ‘compositional’ language.

Conversely, a language that is compositional and -DAP (thittoin left box)
turns out to look just like Japanese, as | will show in the rsedtion. To preview
the conclusion, the crucial factor is whether standardstethegrees or individuals
(perhaps because of a +/- setting for the DAP, or perhapsoioesother reason),
and not whether the comparative standard is ‘contextudtamnpositional’. This
is the distinction between individual and degree comparibat | outlined at the
beginning of the paper, and describe in more detail in wHais.



3 Individual vs. degree comparison

3.1 English and Japanese have different standards of comparison

Let us assume with Beadt al. (2004) that the impossibility of adjectival subdele-
tion in Japanese indicates that standards cannot be dedgs&action structures,
while the possibility ofsubdeletion in English indicatéat they can be. In purely
descriptive terms, then, the crucial difference is theokelhg:

(26) a. Complex standards in Japanese are (only)dype
b. Complex standards in English are (potentially) type

This difference could be due to the DAP. However, it couladde due to a differ-
ence in the semantics of the comparative morphology in tbdanguages: whether
it selects a standard of typer typed, i.e., whether it expresses individual or degree
comparison.

To see what | mean by this, first consider the fact that the sgosaof the
comparative morphemeoRE that | gave in (11), repeated in (27), will not work
for Japanese if in fact standards are always individual tlegobecause it expects
a standard of typé.

(27)  [MORE] = MdAg € D4 ey v.max{d" | g(d')(z) =1} > d

However, there is strong evidence that (27) is not the ontioageven in English.
As noted orginally by Hankamer (1973), English standardyg beeither degree
abstraction structures or simple DPs. This is the ‘phrasal*clausal’ distinction
illustrated by data like (28)-(29) (see also Hoeksema 18&3m 1985; Kennedy
1999).

(28) a. Noonegistaller [p than [p himself;]]
b. *Nooneg istaller [pp than |p himself; is]]

The fact that the reflexive in (28a) can be bound by the subjdatates that these
constituents are coarguments; similarly, the fact thataveextract the complement
of thanin (29a) suggests that it is the complement of a preposiatdimer than the
subject of an embeddedh-construction, as in the ungrammatical (29b).

(29) a. Kim doesn't know wholLee is taller pp thant;]
b. *Kim doesn’t know whaq Lee is taller pp than [p t; is]]

This distinction is illustrated even more dramaticallyanguages that have both
‘fixed case’ and ‘derived case’ comparatives, such as Ru$3Ga-b).

(30) a. Dmitri starSdvana
Dmitri-NoMm older lvan-GEN
b. Dmitri starSecemIvan.

Dmitri-NoM older thanlvanNOM
Dmitri is older than Ivan.

There is little doubt that the standard in (30a) is a simple BR if this is true
for fixed case comparatives and for phrasal comparativekan(d) sentences in



(28) and (29), then it cannot be the case that explict comigarmorphology is
restricted to the denotation in (27). Instead, it shouldvalfor both typed or type
e standards.

To implement this idea, let us hypothesize two lexical estifior the explicit
comparative morphemaoRE: one with the denotation in (27), which expresses
degree comparison, and one with the denotation in (31), wexpresses individ-
ual comparison (Hoeksema 1983; Heim 1985; Kennedy 1999t Bh@akahashi
2007).

(31)  [MORE[] = AyAgAz.max{d | g(d')(x) = 1} = max{d" | g(d")(y) = 1}

In terms of truth conditions, both individual comparisordattegree comparison
encode asymmetric ordering relations between arbitragyess, and introduce in-
terpretations that are independent of the semantics ofdbgiye form. They thus
have the same core meaning, but differ in the semantic typieeaf standards. In-
dividual comparison involves a syntactic standard of typend derives a standard
degree by applying the meaning of the gradable adjectivasoridividual. Degree
comparison, on the other hand, expects a syntactic statittr already typée.

Returning to Japansese vs. English, if we assume that Jsgpaas only indi-
vidual comparison, while English has both types, this warlthil a corresponding
difference in the syntactic expression of standard argtsnestandard arguments
in Japanese would have to be individual denoting expressighile standards in
English could denote either individuals or degrees.

3.2 Explaining the facts

If Japanese has individual standards, it follows that cemybri-constituents must
be relative claues, an idea that was (to my knowledge) firggyssted by Ayumi
Ueyama (1998). This is a conclusion that Betlal. also arrive at. This distinction
— together with the corresponding semantic difference betwindividual and de-
gree comparison — is enough to explain the differences ltwemparatives in
Japanese and English discussed above.

First, the absence of negative island effects and the inifpbigsof subdeletion
follow immediately: both of these phenomena arise from fhecsic syntax and
semantics of degree abstraction structures like Engligtpenative clauses, but by
hypothesis, these structures are not involved in the aectgtn of Japanese com-
paratives. The more interesting case concerns the vatyadfiiects documented by
Ishii (1991). Given the assumption that Japanese has thdiYcomparison, these
effects can be explained in terms of the interaction of theaggics ofMORE; in
(31) with the specific type of relative clauses seen in exasfike (32a)-(32c).

(32) a. Taroo-wa[Hanako-ga katta yori] takusan(-nokasa-o katta.
TarooToP [HanakoNoM boughtyoRrI] many(-GEN) umbrellaacc bought
‘Taroo bought more umbrellas than Hanako did.’
b. ?*Taroo-wa [Hanako-ga katta yori] nagaikasa-o katta.
TarooToP [HanakoNoM boughtyoRri] long umbrellaacc bought
‘Taroo bought a longer umbrella than Hanako did.’



c. Taroo-wa [Hanako-ga kaita yori] nagaironbun-o kaita

TarooToP [HanakoAcc wrote YORI] long paperAcc wrote
‘Taroo wrote a longer paper than Hanako did.’

Let's focus first on the unacceptable example (32b). FollgwBeck et al., |
assume that the clausal complement of yori in this examm@eétative clause that
denotes the maximum plurality of things that Hanako boughpssibly the plu-
rality of umbrellas that she bought, if there is a deletedrimal head). The seman-
tics of individual comparison derives the denotation fa dtomparative predicate
shown in (33).

(33)  Az.max{d |long(z) = d'} = max{d" | long(maxz{y | H bought y}) = d"}

The value of the expression to the right of the ordering i@eshould be the result
of applying the measure functidang to the plurality of things (or umbrellas) that
Hanako bought, but what is the length of such a plurality? tisa maximal length
of all the objects laid on the ground one after the other?theitength of the longest
object? Is it something more abstract? In fact, | would ligesimply claim that
this notion is simply undefined: the measure functiomgy expects an atom as its
argument (cf. Schwarzschild 2002), not a plurality, so thisimply an anomalous
denotation.

Support for this view comes from the fact thahgin (34a) has only a distribu-
tive interpretation: this DP can be used to refer to a pltyraf long umbrellas,
but it is extremely hard to understand it (except maybe age) jas referring to a
long line of umbrellas ordered end-to-end. Compare thishatwe see witimany
in (34b), which can be interpreted collectively: (34b) abble used to refer to a
plurality of umbrellas whose cardinality is large.

(34) a. thelongumbrellas
b. the many umbrellas

The fact thatmany can (and presumably must) take pluralities as its argunment i
turn explains the acceptability of (32a), in which the dation of the comparative
part should be something like (35).

(35)  Az.maz{n | many(z) = n} = maxz{m | many(max{z | H bought %) = m}

If this explanation for the difference between (32a) andb§32 on the right
track, then we predict that if we can modify the latter exaengd that the argu-
ment oflong is something whose length can be measured, it should become fi
One way to do that is to ensure that the complementoof is singular; this can
be achieved through the definiteness effect of the nomigratia or by adding an
external head, as in (36).

(36) Taroo-wgHanako-gakatta no/kasa] yori nagaikasa-o katta.
T-Top  [H-NOM  boughtno/umbrella]YoRri long umbrellaacc bought
‘Taroo bought a longer umbrella than the one/umbrella thaidako bought.’

Finally, the acceptability of (32c) can be explained in temif the contribution



of the incremental theme venrite. Such verbs allow for an interpretation of
the yori-constituent as the maximum plurality of increnatmtbjects created over
the course of the event described by the verb; such a plu@itresponds to a

single atomic object, and so is the kind of thing that can basueed by a measure
function likelong.!

3.3 Summary
| have argued that the differeneces between Japanese ahshizamn be explained
if we assume that Japanese has individual comparison ohile #nglish has both
individual and degree comparison. The initial plausipibiff this distinction as a
potential ‘parameter’ of variation was motivated by thet fd@t some languages
appear to have both types of comparison (English, Russiar); &rther support
comes from the fact that other languages have also beeneddionhave only in-
dividual comparison: Xiang (2003, 2005) makes this casé&fandarin, and Bhatt
& Takahashi (2007) argue convincingly that Hindi-Urdu istloifs type. The ques-
tion that we now need to address is what is responsible ferdistinction. One
option is that languages can simply choose between the twotalkgons for (ab-
stract, possibly unpronouncesiiore given in (27) (for degree comparison) and
(31) (for individual comparison), or some logically equefat variations thereof (I
am not committed to these particular characterizationd®iteaning of compar-
ative morphology). This is the approach taken by Bhatt & Telshi (2007), for
example. Another option is that the variation has somettartp with independent
constraints on the syntax/semantics of the standard to@astj this is the idea that
underlies Beck et al.’s (2004) Degree Abstraction Paramete

An indication that the latter solution is not the correct comes from additional
datain Ishii (1991). Ishii observed that an unacceptaldempte like (32b) becomes
perfectly acceptable when the standard is a simple DP, &¥n (

(37)  Taroo-wa Hanakoyori nagaikasa-o katta.
TarooToP HanakoyoRl long umbrellaAacc bought
‘Taroo bought a longer umbrella than Hanako (bought).

The meaning of (37) is precisely what we were trying to gehw@2b); the dif-
ference is that here, the standard is a simpleHHPakorather than a plurality-
denoting relative clause. The surface form of (37) does isehte the interpre-
tation indicated in the gloss; to derive this meaning, wednteeassume that the
comparative constituent raises out of the AP and adjoingtsdion just below the
‘target’ of comparisorraroo-wabut above the property-denoting expression that

We see the same effect with the vemiake which provides more of a true minimal pair with
(32b):

0] Taroo-wa [Hanako-ga tukutta]yori nagaikasa-o tukutta.
TarooTop[HanakoNOM made] YORI long umbrellaAcc made
‘Taroo made a longer umbrella than the one that Hanako made.’

The fact thatincremental theme verbs ‘fix’ the anomalousgtas was also noticed by Ishii, though
his explanation of this effect was not stated in terms of #rbs’ incrementality.



corresponds to the target’s scope, as shown in (38) (thmsigsdn instance of ‘para-
sitic scope’; see Heim 1985; Bhatt & Takahashi 2007; Bamkgaress; Kennedy &
Stanley 2008).

(38)

Taroo-wa A

HanamRE )\d/\
7 /\

TN

i
katta
dnagai kasa-o

The interpretation of this structure is shown in (39a-b)jolhis the meaning
we wanted for (14b).

(39) a. [MORE;](hanako)(AdAz.x bought an umbrella at least as long agiroo)
b.  maxz{d | Taroo bought an umbrella at least as long as:d
max{d | Hanako bought an umbrella at least as long a$ d’

Crucially, scoping theyori+MORE; and binding a degree variable in its base po-
sition gives us a new degree relation: one that, when plugged the(d, et) ar-
gument ofMORE;, derives truth conditions for the individual comparisorusture
that are equivalent to what we can build directly using a séudegree-denoting
standard in English. The fact that (37) is acceptable onrterpretation repre-
sented by the LF in (38), provides an argument that Japaresid fact allow
degree abstraction in the syntax, contrary to expectatidnsas a negative setting
for the DAP. The generalization is instead more narrow: dapa evidently does
not allow degree abstraction in the syntactic standardtitoest (the complement
of YORI), which is exactly what we would expect if the semantics ahparison
requires an individual-denoting, rather than degree-tiegostandard.

Given these considerations, the most straightforward wagapture the indi-
vidual/degree distinction is to assume that languages maydlize eitheMORE)
andMORE;.2 A prediction (or at least an expectation) of this hypothéestaat any

°The denotation of the DPlanakocan also be supplied directly as the semantic standard here,
but then the truth conditions for (39) are as in (i), whictrigetiff the umbrella than Taroo bought is
longer than Hankao.

(i) mazx{d | T bought an umbrella at least as long ap & max{d” | long(hanako) = d"}

In fact, (37) can have this meaning, though it requires imiagi that Hankao is lying down and
Taroo’s umbrella is placed next to her, which is a somewhdtsagnario to consider.

3In Kennedy (2007a), | propose an alternative means of cagtuhis distinction, in which
the elemens that introduces the comparative semantice ahdardmorphology rather than the



language that has degree comparison will have individualparison too, because
MORE; can be defined in terms ofOREp:

(40)  [MORE/] = AyAg(a.enrz.[MOREp](maz{d | g(d)(y) = 1})(9)(x)

The reverse is not the case, however, so there should bedgegthat have only in-
dividual comparison. Bhatt & Takahashi (2007) claim thad th the case in Hindi,
Xiang (2003, 2005) makes this case for Mandarin, and if | ameot, then Japanese
is such a language as well. Future work will no doubt turn ugpexamples of
languages that have only individual comparison.

4 Implicit vs. explicit comparison

| argued in the previous section that Beck et al.’s (2004jrdison between com-
positional and contextual standards does not actually reggkeficant predictions
about differences between English and Japanese, and siteddnthe crucial point
of variation between these two languages is in the semayie af the standard:
whether it corresponds either to a degree or individual ([Ehy or only to an indi-

vidual (Japanese). Itis possible that Japanese and Eadgiskiffer with respect to
Becket als characterization of the contextual/compositional ded distinction,

but the data we have seen so far do not decide this quéstion.

However, there is an alternative, more radically contdxanalysis that might
do just as good a job at predicting the differences betwepankse and English
as the individual/degree distinction presented in theiptesssection, which also
represents an independently plausible candidate for & pbivariation between
languages in the way that they express comparison. Befor@coept the conclu-
sion reached in the previous section, then — that EnglishJapdnese differ with
respect to the individual/degree comparison distinctiome-need to consider this
option. In short, the hypothesis is that some languages ttan@ English-like
comparative morphology and semantics at all. Instead,ekpyess comparison by
taking advantage of the inherent context dependence arlctingodering proper-
ties of the positive (unmarked) form (cf. Wheeler 1972)

4.1 The positive form

There are two apparently universal features of the positu@. The first is se-
mantic: with some important exceptions, one of which | wilkdribe shortly, the
interpretation of the positive form is context dependemwt. &xample, whether (41)
is true or not depends in large part on the context in which uttiered.

comparative morphology. This view has the distinct advgetaf capturing the fact that the choice
between (what | am referring to here asdrRep, andMORE; is overtly reflected by the standard
morphology in many languages (Russian, Greek, Romancejtatdomparative morphology is
cross-linguistically optional. However, it also requirethinking and reanalyzing a number of basic
assumptions about the morphosyntax of the comparative gy (in languages that have it),
which | do not have the space to do here.

4To determine whether the languages differ in Bet#l’s sense, we would have to find evidence
involving the syntactic relation between the predicate #edstandard, the expectation being that
in English, the relation betweemoRE and the standard is a predicate/argument relation, while in
Japanese it is an anaphoric one, perhaps comparable toalistostructures in the language.



(41)  The coffee in Rome is expensive.

(41) could be judged true if asserted as part of a conversaliout the cost of living
in various Italian cities, as in (42a), but false in a diseus®f the cost of living in
Chicago vs. Rome, as in (42b).

(42) a. InRome, even the coffee is expensive!
b. The rents are high in Rome, but at least the coffee is naresipe!

One account for this variability is that the positive formpeasses a relation
between the degree to which the subject of the predicatefes&mithe relevant
property and a contextually varialddANDARD OF COMPARISON Whose value is
determined both as a function of the meaning of the predaadeof features of the
context of utterance — what is being talked about, the istsfexpectations of the
participants in the discourse, and so forth (see e.g. Le@i®1Fara 2000; Barker
2002; Kennedy & McNally 2005; Kennedy 2007b). For exampte Kennedy
(2007b), | argue that the positive form denotes the propefrtiyaving the mini-
mal degree of the property measured by the adjective thatisined to ‘stand out’
in the context of utterance relative to the kind of measurgnegpressed by the
adjective. Thus even though the denotation of the positwvmfis fixed, its truth
conditions can vary in the different examples accordingheodontextual features
that determine how high a degree of the measured properggisred in order to
stand out.

The second (possibly) universal feature of the positivenfts the absence of
overt degree morphololgy. For some researchers, this flg mto question a
degree-based semantics of gradable adjectives (see ioutartklein 1980), but
working within the assumptions adopted here, we have twoogfor the compo-
sitional semantics of the positive form. The first is to asswardegree morpheme
poswith a denotation along the lines of (43), whested is a context sensitive
function that takes a gradable predicate meaning as inplutedarns a standard of
comparison appropriate for the context as output (cf. QreB4977; von Stechow
1984; Kennedy & McNally 2005).

(43)  [pos] = Ag € Dy ey r.max{d | g(d)(x) = 1} > stnd(g)
The second is to assume a lexical type-shifting rule thathmsame effect:

(44) For any lexical item A, if A] € D, ), then there is a lexical item A such
that: [A'] = Az.maz{d | [A](d)(z) = 1} > stnd([A])

| think it is an open question as to which analysis is the airome. Even more
interesting is the possibility that both options are pdssib- that languages may
differ on whether they lexicalize the positive form typefshg rule (cf. Chierchia

1998).

4.2 Implicit comparison
The semantics of the positive form already supports theesgion of comparison,
an observation that goes back to Sapir (1944). Since thdatdmf comparatison



IS context sensitive, one way to convey the fact that an objéas a higher degree
of gradable property than an objecy is to modify the context so that the standard
makes the positive form true af but false ofy. This will be the case only if the
degree to which: is ¢ exceeds the standard while the degree to whithg does
not; given the inherent ordering on degrees, it will folldvatx > y relative tog.

With these considerations in mind, let us consider the pdggithat languages
might differ in whether they us@iPLICIT or EXPLICIT comparison, adapting some
terminology of Sapir (1944), which | define as follows:

(45)  Implicit Comparison
Establish an ordering between object@nd y with respect to gradable
propertyg using the positive form by manipulating the context in such a
way that the positive form true aof and false ofy.

(46)  Explicit Comparison
Establish an ordering between objectand y with respect to gradable
propertyg using a morphosyntactic form whose conventional meanisg ha
the consequence that the degree to whidy exceeds the degree to which

yisg.

All languages have positive form gradable adjectives —ithessfundamental com-
ponent of the inventory of natural language — so all langadugve some way
of expressing implicit comparison. Is it possible that sdaregguages have only
implicit comparison? -

At a theoretical level, this seems like a distinct posdiiliExplicit compari-
son requires special degree morphology, suoch@gE,, andMORE;, as defined in
section 3. However, if the positive form is (at least potaihi) lexically derived, im-
plicit comparison could be achieved withalggree morphology. We therefore have
the potential to ground this parameter in a familiar digtort. the presence/absence
of functional (degree) morphology.

Furthermore, the typological data also clearly show thatghmary means of
expressing comparison in some languages are construtctiangsuperficially, at
least) appear to involve implicit comparison. For exampieSamoan, compari-
son involves setting two objects in an adversative relatiwough conjunction of
antonymous predicates:

47 Uatelele QueenMary, uala'itiiti le Aquitania.
is big theQueenMary,is small theAquitania
‘The Queen Maryis bigger than thé\quitania’

Further investigation will determine whether such corettans have the semantic
properties of implicit comparison that | will outline belpwhat | want to consider
first is whether the differences between English and Japathed we saw above
could be explained in terms of the explicit/implicit digttion.

In order to do this, we first need a semantics of implicit corigmen construc-
tions whose predictions we can test. English construciiorgving positive form
adjectives modified by adverbials likkmmpared to, with respect t@and so forth,
such as (48a-b), provide the starting point we need.



(48) a. Comparedto Lee, Kim is tall.
b. With respectto Lee, Kim is tall.

Let us assume thatompared tpwith respect tpand similar types of expressions
modify the contextual parameters with respect to which taedard of comparison
used to fix the extension of the positive form is computed. drtipular, let us
assume thatompared ta@onstructions have truth conditions along the lines of (49)
whereA is a positive form gradable predicate.

(49)  [compared to J([A]) is true ofx in a context iff [A] is true ofz in any
contextc just like c except that the domain includes jusandy.

In other words, the semantic function cbmpared to xs to manipulate the
context relative to which the positive form is evaluatedisat it only includes the
argument of the adjective and the argument@hpared topthe rest of the sentence
constitutes an assertion thais Ain this revised context. If we add to this a general
constraint that the standard of comparison always imposes-rivial partitioning
on the adjective’s domain such that its negative as well agipe extension should
be non-empty (Klein 1980), thenis A compared to will further entail thaty is not
A. But if there is some context in whiohis Ais true andy is Ais false, it follows
from the truth conditions of the positive form and the relatordering on the scale
thatx > y relative toA in anycontext, as already pointed out above. So an implicit
comparison construction like (48a) will entail of the cotitef utterance that Kim
is taller than Lee (though not that Kim is tall), which is ettgavhat we want. (I
assume that similar considerations hold for related caostms like (48b).)

4.3 Japanese as an implicit comparison language?

Returning to Japanese, let us start from the observatiad#panese has no overt
comparative morphology and consider the hypothesis thatkis explicit compar-
ison morphology (and possibly true degree morphology altogy), and that ad-
jectives come out of the lexicon with positive form semamti©n this view, the
English and Japanese versions of the word for ‘long’ havendismeanings and
semantic types: Englislong denotes a degree relation of typé et); Japanese
nagaidenotes a (context-dependent, vague) property of fype. If this is cor-
rect, thenyori constructions in Japanese must be semantically paralehgish
implicit comparison constructions like (48a-b): they setw restrict the context in
which the positive form is evaluated in such a way that thealanmcludes only the
complement ofyori and the argument of the gradable prediCat/hat does this
alternative hypothesis about the difference between Emglhd Japanese predict
about the facts we examined in section 2?

5The idea that theyori constituent is similar to Englishompared tocomes from Beclet al.

(2004), though they ultimately adopt the position that thadgble predicate should be assigned
comparativesemantics, as shown in the paraphrases | gave in sectiosee3Z0)), rather than a
positivesemantics, as considered here. This is a crucial distimcéis the tests | discuss in section
4.4 below are relevant only in the latter case: in all of thec@l examples, if we chang®mpared to

y, X is Ato compared toy, x is Aethe judgments parallel those of explicit comparative tmsions.
This further indicates that the observed facts are not diieetaneaning oEompared tpbut to the
difference in meaning betweéterandA, i.e., between the (explicit) comparative and positivefsr



At first glance, this hypothesis also does a good job of adoogifor the data.
First, as with the individual/degree distinction, the amption that Japanese has
implicit comparison (in the way assumed here) should deheeabsence of nega-
tive island effects in comparatives and the impossibilitgubdeletion: if Japanese
gradable predicates do not even have degree arguments firsthplace, as the
implicit comparison hypothesis states, then we certaintybel not expect to see
constructions and grammatical effects that require sugtnaents.

Turning to variability effects, the implicit comparisonnythesis makes essen-
tially the same predications for Japanese that the indalidomparison hypothesis
made. Given the semantics of implicit comparison outlinedve, statements of
the form in (50a-b) presume that battandy are in the domain of the adjective

(50) a. [comparedtg]zisA
b. x[yyori](is) A

This means that we should see semantic anomaly when eitbrey is not the kind
of thing thatA can be predicated of. If we maintain our earlier assumptadosit
the denotations of the complementsywiri in the examples in (14), then (14b) is
out because it requires the domaimafai‘long’ to include pluralities of umbrellas
(the hypothesized denotation of theri constituent), which will never be the case
if this predicate is restricted to apply to atoms.

4.4 Diagnostics for implicit comparison

The previous section showed that the hypothesis that Japdraes implicit com-

parison makes the same predications about the facts destussection 2 as the
hypothesis that it has individual (explicit) comparisomidlis not surprising, since
the place where the two hypotheses agree — and where theyrakth Japanese
distinct from English — is in assuming that the constituehts are involved in

calculating the standard, whether it be an explicit one usedaluating the com-

parative form or an implicit one used to evaluate the positbrm, denote (sets or
pluralities of) individuals rather than degrees. In oradedécide between the two
proposals, then, we need to consider the kinds of distinsttbat would tell us

whether we have explicit or implicit comparison. | outlireeral such distinctions
below, all of which stem from the crucial difference betwéestwo modes of com-
parison, as defined in (45) and (46): implicit comparisoroings the semantics of
the positive form; explicit comparison expresses an atyjtordering relation.

4.4.1 Crisp judgments

A fundamental semantic property of the positive form is tha vague: it gives

rise to borderline cases (objects for which it is uncleartwdeor not the predicate
holds) and the Sorites Paradox, which in essence involveswaiilingness to use
the positive form to make distinctions between objects #ratextremely similar
relative to the gradable property expressed by the posdive (i.e., objects that are
very close to each other with respect to the degree to whahhbld the property).

Let us assume, following Fara (2000) and Kennedy (2007hj,ttrese features of
vagueness are due to the conventional meaning of the po&itin. In particular,

let us assume that they arise from its semantics: the regairethat its argument



‘stand out’ relative to the kind of measurement encoded bythective. Borderline
cases arise because of uncertaintly about what exactlylégeee is; the Sorities
Paradox arises from a more general ‘similarity constranth that ifz andy are
very similar relative to gradable propemythen ifx stands out relative tg, y does
too.

How exactly this constraint is derived is an important guestout not one that
is crucial to the current discussion. What matters for th@iei/implicit compari-
son distinction is that given this constraint, implicit cpamison ofz andy relative
to A (i.e., an assertion thatis A compared to)yactually makes a stronger claim
than explicit comparison of andy (x is more A than )y in the former case, the
degree to whiche is A must exceed the degree two whighis A by enough to
avoid the similarity constraint discussed above. This salbse an assertion »fis
A compared to yncludes a commitment to the truth s Aand the falsity ofy is
A (relative to contexts containing justandy); if  andy are too close along thé
continuum, this sort of commitment cannot be méde.

This feature of implicit comparison makes it distinct frompécit comparison,
which just requires an asymmetric ordering between twoeakegr This difference
results in different predictions about the acceptabilitgxplicit and implicit com-
parison in contexts involving very slight differences beém the compared objects,
which | will call CRISP JUDGMENTS

(51) CcONTEXT: A 600 word essay and a 200 word essay

a. This essay is longer than that one.
b. Compared to that essay, this one is long.

(52) CONTEXT: A 600 word essay and a 597 word essay

a. This essay is longer than that one.
b. #Compared to that essay, this one is long.

Explicit comparison in (52a) simply requires an asymmatritering between the
degrees to which two objects possess the relevant progertycrisp judgment is
no problem. Implicit comparison in (52b) requires the firsval to have a degree
of length that stands out relative to the measure expressémhf in the context.
Given the discussion above, if a 600 word essay is judgedatzdsbut in length,
then we’re committed to a 597 word essay standing out in ketagt, solong ends
up true of both objects. But this violates the condition tivathave a non-trivial
partitioning of the domain, which consisits of just these tassays, resulting in
infelicity.

4.4.2 Negative implicatures to the positive form
Implicit comparisons, like explicit comparisons, do notalthat the positive form
is true of the compared objects:

SLet me emphasize again that | am speaking descriptively, erexplanation ofvhythis con-
straint holds will ultimately come from the analysis of vagess, and it is not my goal to present
such an analysis here. See Kamp (1981); Williamson (199%gnfes (1999); Fara (2000); and
Kennedy (2007b) for recent discussion of this issue.



(53) a. Thatessay isn’tlong, butit's long compared to tims.o
b. That essay isn’'tlong, but it's longer than this one.

However, implicit comparison, but not explicit comparisgenerates an implica-
ture that the positive form is false of the subject, as oleslw Sawada (2007),
who provides a pragmatic explanation of this effect.

(54) a. ??That essay is long compared to this one, and €a@drquite long.
b. That essay is longer than this one, and it’s already qoitg.!

4.4.3 Minimum standard gradable adjectives

Not all gradable adjectives have context dependent stdadarthe positive form.

As discussed by Rotstein & Winter (2004), Kennedy & McNaf#l9(Q5) and Kennedy
(2007Db), adjectives likavet, open, bent, impur@nd so forth are special in having
positive forms in which the standard of comparisonmsiaimumvalue on the scale:

X is bentis true as long as has a non-zero degree of bend. Since the standard of
comparison is not dependent on the context, we predict tlcangpared tocon-
stituent should have no semantic effect on the interpaatatf such adjectives, and

so should be infelicitous. This is indeed the case: whilea]56 a perfectly good
way to describe the scenario in (55), (56b) is quite odd.

(55) RodA: ~~ ™\ RodB: A

(56) a. Bismore bentthan A.
b. ??Compared to A, B is bent.

4.4.4 Differential measurements

Measure phrases override the semantics of the positive feomour purposes, we
can assume that this is because they have meanings thatthowto combine
directly with a gradable adjective, as in (57).

(57)  [10cm] = Ag € Dy eeAz.maz{d | g(d)(x) =1} = 10cm

In effect, composition of a MP and a gradable adjective ggmrera predicate that,
like the minimum standard adjectives discussed above, isnger context depen-
dent (cf. Pinkal 1995). This predicts that implicit comgamn should be impossible:
once a (non-comparative) adjective combines with a megsuase, there is no
standard of comparison left over to manipulate. This isexrr

(58) a. ??Compared to Lee, Kim is 10cm tall.
b. Kimis 10 cm taller than Lee.

MPs are acceptable with explicit comparatives, and criyciave a specific type
of meaning: they denote the difference between two degneesstale; in (58b),
the difference between Kim’s and Lee’s heights. There aramaber of different
semantic analyses of differential comparatives on the ataflar our purposes, it is



enough to observe that the acceptability of a measure phrasthe corresponding
differential interpretation are diagnostics for explicst implicit comparison.

4.5 Japanese has explicit comparison after all
With these tests in hand, we can evaluate whether the rigiouat of the differ-
ences between Japanese and English is one that assumesséagoamave implicit
comparison, while English has explicit comparison, or dma posits Japanese
to have individual (explicit) comparison, while Englishshé@oth individual and)
degree comparison. The following set of facts clearly ruldavor of the latter
position, by showing that Japanegai constructions involve explicit comparison.
First, Japanese comparatives are felicitous in crisp jugroontexts. For ex-
ample, (59) is a perfectly good way of describing the retabetween a 600 word
paper and a 597 paper, though the correspondimgpared taconstruction in En-
glish is not.

(59) Konopeepaa-wanopeepagori nhagai.
this paperToP thatpaper YORI long
‘This paper is longer than that one.’

Second, in the context in (60), the Japanese comparatigd )nwWhich involves
a minimum standard adjective, is perfectly felicitous.

(60) RodA: .~ ™. RodB: /\

(61) Anosao-wa konosaoyori mottomagatte-iru.
that rod-ToPp thist rod YORI much bent-be
‘That rod is more bent than this rod.’

In particular, (61) is comparable in meaning to the Engligblieit comparative in
(56a).

Finally, as shown by (62), Japanese comparatives allow unegdrases, and
the MPs are assigned differential interpretations, againtmg to the conclusion
that Japanese has explicit comparidon.

(62) Gozira-wa Rodanyori hyaku-tonomoi.
Godzilla-tor Rodanfrom 100-tons heavy
‘Godzilla is 100 tons heavier than Rodan.’

’In fact, measure phrases in Japanese are impossible in site/@dorm; to the extent that (i)
are acceptable, they force a comparative interpretation.

0] Gozira-wa hyaku-tonomoi.
Godzilla-top 100-tons heavy
‘Godzilla is 100 tons heavy*(ier than some contextuallyesalobject).’



4.6 Summary

The conclusion to be drawn from these facts is that Japafhi&selznglish, has
explicit comparison, and in particulamri-constructions involve explicit compari-
son® We can therefore be secure in our original conclusion thetthcial differ-
ence between Japanese and English has to do with the setypetaf the compar-
ative standard: English has both individual and degreedstais, while Japanese
has only individual standards.

5 Conclusion

The central conclusion of this paper is that the distinchetween individual and
degree comparison is a real point of typological variatiiraccounts for the dif-
ferences between Japanese and English observed by Is8ii)(28d Becket al.
(2004), is needed to account for other languages that hayeirafividual com-
parison (Xiang 2003, 2005; Bhatt & Takahashi 2007), and gauably indepen-
dently needed within many languages to account for diffegeioetween (so-called)
phrasal and clausal comparatives (Hankamer 1973; Hoek$68% Heim 1985;
Kennedy 1999). | suggested here that this distinction i$ ¢egstured as a lexical
one betweemORE, andMORE;, but this is a hypothesis that should definitely be
subjected to further scrutiny in future work.

A second hypothesis that should be the focus of future wonkisther the im-
plicit/explicit distinction represents a real point of ssalinguistic variation. While
this did not turn out to be the right way to capture the diffexes between Japanese
and English, it remains to be seen whether there are in fagukges that are
best characterized as having only implicit comparison.eGithe existence of lan-
guages in which the primary means of comparison involvesiadtive predication
of (what look like) positive form adjectives as in the Samaanstruction in (47)
(other languages with this type of comparative are Dakotakitb, Maori, Cayapo
and Washo; see Stassen 1985), it seems quite likely thawilhisirn out to be the
case. This paper provides some important tests for dissimgubetween explicit
and implicit comparison, as well as a guide for how to cortitathers: look for
constructions and contexts that exploit the fact that ttetipe form is vague while
the comparative form is not.
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