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Goals

e Propose an explicit compositional analysis of phrasal comparatives in Japant
in terms of DERIVED' MEASURE FUNCTIONS(Kennedy and McNally 2005;
Kennedy and Levin 2008).

e Compare the proposed analysis with a more standard, ‘direct’ analysis of
comparatives.
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1 Data

1.1 Relative and absolute gradable adjectives
Positive forms

(1) a. relative adjectives

i. Konotana-wa takai.
this shelf-Tortall
‘This shelf is tall.’

ii. Kono sao-wa nagai.
this rod-ToPlong
‘This rod is long.’

iii. Kono heya-wa atatakai.
this room-TOPwarm
‘This room is warm.’

b. absolute adjectives

i. Kono sao-wa magat-teiru .
this rod-ToPbent
‘This rod is bent.

i. Konomado-wa ai-te iru.
this  window-TOP open
‘This window is open.

iii. Kono tokei-wa susun-deiru.
this watchToPfast
‘This watch is fast.

Modification with wazukani ‘slightly’

(2) a??Kondana-wa wazukanitakai.
this shelf-ToPslightly tall

intended: ‘This shelf is slightly tall(er than average).

b. Konosao-wa wazukani magat-taru.
this rod-TOPslightly  bent

‘This rod is slightly bent.’

1To keep the exposition simple, | consider here minimally closed scale adjectives only. But maxi
mally closed scale adjectives also exhibit patterns that are consistent with their own properties.



Measure phrases

Sawada and Grano (2009) note that relative and absolute adjectives induce diffet
ent kinds of interpretations when they cooccur with measure phrases.

(3) a. Konotana-wa 20-senti-meetorutakai.
this shelf-Top20-centimeter tall

‘This shelfis 20 centimeters t&kR (than some contextually salient shelf).
NOT: ‘This shelf is 20 centimeters tall’

b. Konosao-wa 5-do magat-teru.
this rod-TOP5-degreebent

‘This rod is 5 degrees bent.
NOT: ‘This rod is 5 degreeslORE bent (than some contextually salient rod).

o Relative adjectives allow fatifferential measurement interpretations only.

e Absolute adjectives allow fatirect measurement interpretations only.

1.2 Yori (‘than’) phrases

When there is ayori (‘than’) phrase ...

Both relative and absolute adjectives unambiguously exhibit context-independen
interpretations:

(4) a. Konotana-wa ano tana-yori takai.
this shelf-Topthat shelf-thantall

‘This shelf is taller than that shelf.’

b. Konosao-wa ano sao-yori magat-taru.
this rod-ToPthat rod-than bent

‘This rod is more bent than that rod.’
Both relative and absolute adjectives can occur widlaukani ‘slightly’:

(5) a. Konotana-wa anotana-yori wazukanitakai.
this shelf-Torthatshelf-tharslightly tall

‘This shelf is slightly taller than that shelf.’

b. Konosao-wa anosao-yori wazukani magat-teru.
this rod-TOPthatshelf-thanslightly bent

‘This rod is slightly more bent than that rod.

Both relative and absolute adjectives exhibit (what seem to be) differential mea-
surement interpretations:

(6) a. Konotana-wa anotana-yori 20-senti-meetorutakai.
this shelf-Topthatshelf-than20-centimeter  tall

‘This shelf is 20 centimeters taller than that shelf.’

b. Konosao-wa anosao-yori 5-do magat-taru.
This rod-Topthatshelf-than5-degreebent

‘This rod is 5 degrees more bent than that rod.’

2 Measure function-based analysis of Japanese com-
paratives

Basic idea

Building on the analysis of comparatives in terms of ‘derived’ measure functions
(Kennedy and McNally 2005; Kennedy and Levin 2008), | propose that:

e The function of thejori phrase is tRESETthe scale for comparison.

e Theyori phrase takes a (potentially open-ended) scale and returns a derivec
MINIMALLY CLOSED scale.

e The minimum endpoint of this derived scale is defined by the degree that the
object denoted by thyori phrase possesses on the original scale.

(7) height of ‘that shelf’
|

tall: —_ &
taller than that shelf: o—..



Formalization

Employing the notation of Kennedy and Levin (2008), we can write the relevant
lexical meaning of/ori as follows:

(8) [yori] = )\y)\gAx.gL(y) (x)
e Yori takes an entityy and an adjective as arguments and returns a measure
function\z.gl,,) (z) of type (e, d).
o Note that this measure function is of the same type as a bare adjective, so a
adjective modified by gori phrase can be thought of as a derived adjective.

e Semantically, this measure function (or derived adjective) maps entities to a
derived scalg,,).

e This derived scale is the scale denoted by the original adjegtxeept that
the minimum endpoint is redefined a§y), that is, the degree @fness that
y has on the original scale.

| further assume that the syntactic structure of sentences contgoringhrases is
as follows:

9)
DP DegP{e, t)
|
kono tana-wa
‘this shelf’
S SN begl(e, ), (e, 1)) AP (e, d)
|
pos
PP (ed, ed) A’ (e, d)
I
| (e, (ed, ed))
ano tana |
‘that shelf’ yori
‘than’

With this, the following meaning is assigned to the phrase tana-yori takai
‘tall(er) than that shelf’ (the AP node in the above tree):

(10) [ano tana-yori takdi= [yori] ([ano tan®)([takai)
= /\yAg)\x[gTq(y) (I)](that shelf) (tall) = Az.tall iall(that shelf) (.CE)

height of ‘that shelf’

l
tall: o e
tall fa (hat shetn: -— ..

e This is a measure function of tyge, d) (same type as lexical adjectives).
e This measure function:
— uses the same scale as the original adjective
except that

— the minimum endpoint is (re)defined by the degree of tallness of the
object designated by theri phrase.

This analysis predicts that adjectives wjibri phrases will function exactly like
lexically minimally closed scale adjectives.

=- Explains the neutralization effects observed in section 1.2.

Simple comparative forms

(4) a. Konotana-wa ano tana-yori takai.
this shelf-Topthat shelf-thantall

‘This shelf is taller than that shelf.

b. Konosao-wa ano sao-yori magat-taru.
this rod-Topthat rod-than bent

‘This rod is more bent than that rod.’
(11) [pos] = AgAz.g(z) > stnd(g)

(12)  a. [(4a) = tall {ay tnat sneir (this shelf) > stnd(tall {a (tnat sheir))
b. [[(4b)ﬂ = bentLent(that rod)(thiS I’Od) > Stnd(bent[)ent(that rod))

e In both cases, the sentence is asserting that the object in question has a d
gree of A-ness exceeding the standard set by the other object (i.e. the one
introduced by theori phrase).

e Thus, in both cases, the interpretatiolCSNTEXT INDEPENDENT.



Cooccurrence withwazukani (‘slightly”)

(2/5a) Konotana-wa ??(andana-yori)wazukani takai.
This shelf-Top that shelf-thanslightly tall
‘This shelf is slightly taller than that shelf.’

The fact that relative adjectives become compatible wilukani in the presence
of a yori phrase also immediately follows from the proposed analysis where a
relative adjective is converted into a derived, minimally closed scale one.

Analysis ofwazukani:

(13) [wazukan] = AgAz.g(z) £ min(g)

e Wazukani A is well-defined only if the scale associated wihas a mini-
mum endpoint.

e Thus:
— relative adjectives are by themselves incompatible walukani, but

— when they are converted to minimally closed scale predicates with the
help ofyori, they can cooccur witivazukani.

Interaction of measure phrases andyori phrases

| assume that the measure phrase construction involves the following null degree
head which takes a gradable adjective and a degree phrase as arguments and retu
a property of individuals:

(14) [6] = AgAdAz. g(x) — stnd(g) > d
Then, (3a) and (6a) are analyzed as in (15).

(3a) Konotana-wa 20-senti-meetorutakai.
this shelf-Top20-centimeter tall
‘This shelf is 20 centimeters tak (than some contextually salient shelf)

(6a) Konotana-wa anotana-yori 20-senti-meetorutakai.
this shelf-Torthatshelf-than20-centimeter  tall
‘This shelf is 20 centimeters taller than that shelf.’

(15) a. [(3a)] = tall(this shelf) — stnd(tall) > 20cm
‘This shelf is 20 cm taller than the contextually determined standard
(e.g. the height of some other shelf that is salient).’
b. [(6)] = tall {ay (tnat shern (this shelf) — stnd(tall Ly hat shein) > 20cm
‘The height of this shelf exceeds the height of that shelf by 20 cm.

3 Comparison with the ‘direct’ analysis of compar-
atives

The proposed analysis of comparatives involReSETTING of the scale. An al-
ternative, more conservative analysis would be to simply say that the function of
the comparative phrase is to explicitly specify the standard of companison-

OUT CHANGING THE SCALE STRUCTURHCcf,, e.g., Heim 1985; Kennedy 1999,

to appeary.

One way to implement this direct analysis of comparatives is to posit the following
null degree head:

(16) [6] = AgAyAdAz.g(z) — g(y) > d
Here,d is the degree provided by the measure phrase (if there is one); when leff

implicit, it defaults to the value O.

With these assumptions, the simple comparative sentence (4a) can be analyzed
in (18) (hered = 0 since there is no overt measure phrase).

(4a) Konotana-wa ano tana-yori takai.
this shelf-Torpthat shelf-thantall
‘This shelf is taller than that shelf.

2Yet another (and well-established) approach to comparatives is one involving quantification ove
degrees. Beck et al. (2004) point out that the kind of scope interaction that most strongly motivates tt
quantificational treatment is not found in Japanese comparatives. | won't discuss the quantification
approach in what follows since, as far as the phenomena considered below are concerned, the qu
tificational approach essentially shares the same property as the direct analysis that the function of 1
comparative phrase is to set the standard without modifying the scale structure.
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kono tana-wa pjeasp
‘this shelf’

|
0

P Deg A’
| |
bp P 0 takai
| | ‘tall

anotana  yori
‘that shelf’ ‘than’

(18) [(4a) = tall(this shelf) — tall (that shelf) > 0

Question:

Are there any empirical/theoretical arguments for favoring either of the two anal-
yses of comparatives?

(Tentative) answer:

e The proposed measure function-based analysis interacts straightforwardly
with other phenomena (specifically, degree modifiers, measure phrases an
resultatives) to yield the right predictions, whereas the situation is not so
straightforward in the direct analysis.

e But it remains to be seen whether this can really be taken as an argumen
for the measure function-based analysis over the direct analysis, since the
conclusion drawn in each case depends on the specific analysis assumed f
the construction involved.

3.1 Degree modifiermaamaa

The degree modifiemaamaa ‘more or less’ is incompatible only with minimally
closed scale predicates.

(19) a. Konotana-wa maamaa takai.
this shelf-ToPmore or lesgall

‘This shelf is more or less tall.’

b.#Konosao-wa maamaa magat-teru.
this rod-TOPmore or lesbent

‘This rod is more or less bent.

c. Konokoppu-wamaamaa manpai-da.
This glassToP more or lesdull

intended: ‘This glass is more or less full.

Comparative sentences wigbri behave like minimally closed scale predicates in
their compatibility withmaamaa:

(20) #Konotana-wa anotana-yori maamaa takai.
This shelf-Topthatshelf-thanmore or lesgall

intended: ‘This shelf is more or less taller than that shelf.

Measure function-based analysis

This pattern is totally expected in the measure function-based analysis. Specifi
cally, the distribution and meaning afaamaa can be accounted for by positing
the following lexical entry fomaamaa:

(21) [maamah= AgAz.g(z) < stnd(g)

(21) leads to anomaly only with minimally closed scale predicates: when the stan-
dard is the minimum endpoint, nothing can have a degree that is slightlgw
that standard.

Direct analysis

Things are not so straightforward with the direct analysis. If scale resetting is
not involved, it is not clear why attachingyari phrase makes a relative adjective
behave like minimally closed scale adjectives.

Specifically, if the meaning ahaamaa is to say that the relevant degree falls short
of the standard by a slight amount, there doesn’t seem to be any principled reaso
why the comparative (20) is anomalous.

(20) #Konotana-wa anotana-yori maamaa takai.

This shelf-Torpthatshelf-thanmore or lesgall
intended: ‘This shelf is more or less taller than that shelf.’
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(20) should be able to mean something like ‘This shelflismosT as tall as that
shelf’ (i.e. slightly below the standard specified by yloei phrase), but the fact is,
it can't.

3.2 Measure phrases

Measure phrases can occur withgoti phrases. In particular, we've seen that,
with absolute adjectives, they induce context independent, direct measurement in
terpretations:

(3b) Konosao-wa 5-do magat-taru.
this rod-TOP5-degreebent
‘This rod is 5 degrees bent.

Measure function-based analysis
In the measure function-based analysis, a single entry for the degree head (14
suffices for both cases involvingri phrases and cases withguti phrases.

(14) [d] = AgAdAx. g(z) —stnd(g) > d

This is so because cases involviy@i phrases are just special cases of minimally
closed scale predicates. (For the analysis of a sentence yathghrase, see (15b)
above.) Specifically, the direct measurement interpretation of (3b) is correctly
derived as follows:

(22) [(3b)] = bent(this rod) — stnd(bent) > 5°
‘The rod is 5 degrees bent from the zero point.’

Note crucially here thastnd (bent) denotes the zero point of the scale since the
scale forbent is minimally closed.

Direct analysis

The degree head in (16) in the direct analysis is for cases involving anyovert
phrase.

(16) [d] = AgAyAdAz.g(x) —g(y) > d

11

For cases withouyori phrases, in particular, to derive the direct measurement
interpretations of absolute adjectives with measure phrases in sentences like (3t
one needs an additional entry for the degree head, which, following Sawada ant
Grano (2009), can be defined as follows:

(23) [0,,:] =AgAdA\x.g(z) > d (whereg has a well-defined endpoint)

3.3 Resultatives

(24) Ken-wa gomu-0  nagaku nobasi-ta.
Ken-TOPrubberAcclong  stretchPAST
lit: ‘Ken stretched the rubber long.’
‘Ken stretched the rubber and made it long.

Uegaki (2009) analyzes Japanese resultatives as verbal modifiers that convert me
sure functions (denoted by the original verbs) into ones WitRIVED UPPER
THRESHOLDScorresponding to the standard point on the scale associated with the
resultative phrase.

(25) adv([nagaky) = AgAzde.g(z)(e) > MAP (ong 4 (stnd(long))

(26) [nagaku nobasi-fa= Az Ae.stretcheda (z)(e) > MAP (jong stretcheds ) (StNd(long))

27 init fi
@0 stretched '”"“’)4_;'1(1)
TMAP
long: S
stnd (long)

The resultative phrase can be comparative:

(28) Ken-wa konogomu-o  [anogomu-yori hagaku]nobasi-ta.
Ken-TOPthis rubberAccthat rubber-thardong  stretchPAST

lit: ‘Ken stretched this rubber longer than that rubber.’
‘Ken stretched this rubber and made it longer than that rubber.

12



Measure function-based analysis

The measure function-based analysis of comparatives proposed above interac
straightforwardly with the analysis of resultatives by Uegaki (2009) to yield the
correct truth conditions for (28).

Specifically:

e Since the scale associated with the resultative phrase is minimally closed
its standard is the minimum endpoint corresponding to the length of ‘that
rubber’.

e Then, (28) is predicted to be true just in case the resultant length of ‘this
rubber’ exceeds that standard (i.e. the length of ‘that rubber’).

29 iniit f
(29) stretched m'(e)_._._'rl(i)
TMAP
|Onglong(that rubber ) - -~ ..

stnd

(length of ‘that rubber’)

Direct analysis

It is not clear how sentences like (28) are accounted for in the direct analysis of
comparatives.

e In Uegaki's (2009) analysis, the adverbializer takes a measure function de-
noted by the resultative phrase and converts it to a verbal degree modifier.
(This assumption is motivated by the fact that a cerssiALE COMPATK-
BILITY requirement exists in the Japanese resultative construction betweer
the scale associated with the resultative phrase and that associated with th
verb .)

e But this assumption seems to be incompatible with the direct analysis of
comparatives wherein the function of tlgeri phrase is to supply an ex-
plicit standard value (and thereby convert the semantic type of the predicate)
rather than to produce a derived measure function (which is semantically of
the same type as the originate resultative phrase).

13

4 Conclusion

e The proposed analysis of phrasal comparatives in Japanese treats the cor
parative construction as a special case of minimally closed absolute predi-
cates.

e This analysis captures the semantic properties of phrasal comparatives il
Japanese in a simple and principled manner.

e | have discussed cases in which the comparative interacts with other phe
nomena and where:

— the measure function-based analysis straightforwardly yields the cor-
rect predictions and

— the alternative, direct analysis does not seem to make such straightfor-
ward predictions.

| tentatively take these as (potential) arguments for the measure function-
based analysis.
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A Explicit vs. implicit comparison in Japanese (Sawada
2009)

Two modes of comparison (Kennedy 2007):

(30) a. Tom is takr than Bill.
b. As compared toBill, Tom is tall.

(EXPLICIT COMPARISON
(IMPLICIT COMPARISON)

As pointed out by Kennedy (to appear) and Sawada (2009), the Japaméese
construction is a case aXPLICIT COMPARISON(contra Beck et al. 2004).

Crisp judgments

(31) (Comparing two papers, one being 20 pages long, the other 19 pages long:
a. Konopeepaa-wanopeepaasori hagai.
this paperToP thatpaper-than long
‘This paper is longer than that one.’

b. #Konopeepaa-wanopeepaaii kurabe-{tara/reba} nagai.
this paperTOP thatpaperbAT compare-if long

intended: ‘This paper is long compared to that one.
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Compatibility with measure phrases

(32) a. Taroo-w&iroo-yori 5 sentise-ga takai.
Taro-TOP Ziro-than 5¢cm  heightNom tall

‘Taro is 5 cm taller than Jiro.

b. #Taroo-waZiroo-ni kurabe{tara/rebad 5 sentise-ga takai.
Taro-TOP Ziro-DAT compare-if 5cm  heightNow tall

intended: ‘Taro is 5 cm taller than Jiro.’

Compatibility with minimally closed scale predicates

(33) a. Konosao-wa anosao-yorimagat-teiru.
this rod-ToPthatrod-thanbent

‘This rod is more bent than that rod.’

b.??Konosao-wa anosao-ni kurabe{tara/rebd magat-teiru.
this rod-TOPthatrod-DAT compare-if bent

intended: ‘This rod is bent compared to that rod.’
These facts provide further evidence that yloel construction involves context-

independent, ‘crisp’ judgments (which is typical of absolute adjectives) rather than
context-dependent, vague judgments (which is typical of relative adjectives).
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