WROCLAW 1981

MICHAL POST

COMPARATIVES
- OF IDENTITY
IN ENGLISH

A SEMANTIC STUDY




WYDAWNICTWA UNIWERSYTETU WROCLAWSKIEGO
SERIE

WYDZIAL FILOLOGICZNY

Anglica Wratislaviensia
Bibliotekoznawstwo
Classica Wratislaviensia
Germanica Wratislaviensia
Onomastica Slavogermanica
Prace Literackie

Romanica Wratislaviensia
Slavica Wratislaviensia
Studia Linguistica

WYDZIAL FILOZOFICZNO - HISTORYCEZNY

Antiguitas

Historia

Prace Filozoficzne
Prace Pedagogiczne
Prace Psychoiogiczne
Studia Archeologiczne

WYDZIAL PRAWA T ADMINISTRACII

Prawo
Przeglad Prawa i Administracji

WYDZIAL MATEMATYKI, FIZYKI 1 CHEMIL

Dielektryczne | Optycene Aspekty Oddzialywan Migdzyczasteczkowych
Matematyka, Fizyka, Astronomia

Probability and Mathematical Statistics

Winter School of Thenretical Physics

WYDZIAL NAUK PRZYRODNICZYCH

Biuletyn Meteorologiczny

Prace Botaniczne

Prace Geologiczno - Mineralogiczne

Prace Instytutu Geograficznego. Seria A. Geografia Fizyczna.

Prace Instytutu Geogralicznego, Seria B, Geografia Spoleczna i Ekonomiczna
Prace Obserwatorium Meteorologii i Klimatologii Uniwersytetu Wroctawskiego
Prace Zoologiczne

Results of Investigations of the Polish Scientific Spitsbergen Expeditions 19701974
Studia Geograficzne

INSTYTUT NAUK POLITYCZNYCH

Mauki Polilyczne
L]

Studia nad Faszyvzmem | Zbrodniami Hitlerowskimi

ACTA MICHAL POST
UNIVERSITATIS

WRATISLAVIENSIS
Mo 560

ANGLICA
WRATISLAVIENSIA
IX

COMPARATIVES
OF IDENTITY
IN ENGLISH

A SEMANTIC STUDY

WALNIEISZE DOSTREEZONE BLEDY DRUKU

e s —— . o

Slrona Wietst, u Jest 3 Fowinno Eyé %
1] dingram (71 b LOVE XY LOVE YX
24 dingram (67) | E = {
T8 19 hod heen cartivol hes heen eardicnl

Michat Post, Comparatives of identify in English .

WROCLAW 1981
WYDAWNICTWO UNIWERSYTETU WROCLAWSKIEGO




KOLEGIUM REDAKCYINE

Adolf Kisza (redakior neceelny), Marian Orzechowski (zastepea redakiora naczelmepo), Konrad
Crajek, Bardomie) Kezak, Andrzgj Litwornta, Jen Loboda, Jan Mozrzymas, Henrvk Pisarek,

Jerzy Semkéw, Januse Treeinski {extonkowic)

CONTENTS
REDAKTOR SERII
LAnglica Wratisiavienzia® INTRODUCTION
Jan Cygan | Crencral-statement GF PAIPOFE 1o iysiorvniaa vavi vavassrana dasssunsne bairsmnts vansns e
T T BT T g e A o i L e R e S e
Thegeopainl the precEnt oBNBIY | oo e s s e e 0 e s s

REDAKTOR TOMU
Jan Cygan

Chapter It

TRANSFORMATIONAL-GENERATIVE ACCOUNTS OF COMPARATIVE

COMNSTRUCTIONS

L1, Twin-sentence base atalyses of comparative constructions . .i.....oviveinias
I.1.1 Robert Lees's Granmatical Analysisaf the Engiish Comparative Consimctions

1.2 Problems of the two-sentence analysis of comparative constructions

1.2.1 The structure of constilment claliesy o i v ir minindia e eis dnawas
1.2.2 Phrasal complements in comparalive constructions «..ooveaveeaneas
Redaktor techniczny 1.2.3 Constraints on comparative clause pumng A e e
1.2.4 The comparative transformation . R PR

Stanmistaw Trzmiclewski

WYDAWNICTWO UNIWERSYTETU WROCEAWSKIEGO

Wydanie | Makfad 335465 ege, ark. wyd. 690, ark. druk, 55
Papier offsctowy kL. VI, g. 70, B-1. Oddano do produkeji w sierpnin 1980 ¢
Podpisano do druku w ceerweu 1981 r, Druk ukedesono we wrzetniu 1981 £

€ 1210, Cena b 35,-

TAKLAD GRAFICENY UNIWERSYTETU WROCEAMWSE RGO
PL Salny 12, 30-D61 Wraclaw

i S

- — e

Chapter 11;

Chapter [151

1.3 Revisions of the twin-sentence base. ana]}.sls A A T
L3 Campbell and Wales’s simplex base for mmpa:nlwe constructions
1.3.2 Underlying negative element in comparative elause . ....cocnenrnvnsns
1.3.3 EXCEED and EQUAL predicates in the semantic structures of compa-
rative constructions . . i VA .
1,34 Comparative cunstru::lmns in Natural Gcmralwu Gmmmur e
S R e O e s e e e S e A
1.3.6 Localist interpretation of comparalive Constmiclions .. ........ A
1.4 On the inadequacy of transformational theories of comparative constructions
ASPECTS OF THE IDENTITY SITUATION
2.1 Semantic relational structure in comparatives of ddentity c.oooooiiii i
G S o 1w TR N T N e P e e S Ay e e i
2.3 Exact equality in quantitative comparatives of idemtily ... ..c0cieais
QUANTITATIVE COMPARATIVES OF IDENTITY
3l Guneral chRtactonaties o is . fe e e e i e e e e
3.2 Adjectival -comparatives - of IHentity ..o cies s i s
3.2.1 Presuppositions assoctated with the standard of comparison ... .. -
3.2.2 Property predicates, their arguments, and the sueface structure nf'aclju:ll'ral
comparatives, o MEOLLY oo imisniiie o i imensiis e rane s
3.2.3 Complex adjectival comparatives of identity .....covociiiiiiaia: it
1.3 Adverbial comparatives off idenfily . .viciiii e st
331 True adverbial comparatives of ddentity ««ooiivii i vaisnsss sai
3.3.2 Complex adverbial comparatives of identily .....ooiiviciicaibia.
333 Burface exponents of properly predicates in adjectival and dd\-mhlﬂl
comparatives: of IOEIELY . oo vuiyvivsis mnbres s praisiins s R
3.4 Owertly quantified comparatives of fdentity o ..o i e inivieaanaes
341 Overtly quantified degree comparatives of identity ..., sl
342 Amount and number comparatives of identity ... iiiia i iaiscai
3.5 Comparatives of identity with explicit standard ... ... R S R e

W

i
I
12
12
17

21
23

25

3
33

35
a8
3

41
42

a0
a2
33
35



4

Chapter 1V: BEYONI} THE AS-AS PATTERN

A R e PR il i o W o 6 R R e L R &7

4.2 Same, wvnticad, dqueal and comparatives of fdentity ... 67

4.3 Constructions of comparison and MBNNET oo vuiiriiaimra i vasssasaioies i)

4.4 Constructions of proporlionate GECEEMETIE . .u e me e e oseasores.s ).
Chaprer V: SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

Wk BIIRIATY WS e o e e e e S e e 77

B W AT T RERREONIS: s b v siinr o e i S R PR R 8
BT BTN 4 (0 0y om0 i A A A A 0 S A 0, S A 0
T T L S I G B e o e D Bl £ o w4 B3

i ———— S T EIRE T BT =

INTRODUCTION

GENERAL STATEMENT OF PURPOSE

The primary purpose of this study is to give a detailed semantic description
of English expressions, illustrated by the following sentence types:

{1} John is as tall as Bill.

{2)  Mary danced as gracefully as her sister,

(3) a. George works as much} as I deo.

little
b. Peter wrote as [ many) papers as Paul.
few }

(4) George and Mary are ((the same].in height.

identical
equal

{5} a. She cooks a turkey as my mother did.

b. He groped with his hands as if he were blind.

(6) The more [ think of her, the more I miss her.

Sentences (1-3) are genecrally recognized comparison expressions of equality.
Considering the part of speech occuring between the formal markers as... as,
3 subgroups can be distinguished: (a) adjectival constructions, exemplified by (1)
(b) adverbial constructions like (2); (¢) overtly quantificd expressions like (3a)
and (3b).

Of (4-6), only (5a,b) are assumed by certain grammarians (Poutsma 1914, Curme
1931, Quirk et al. 1972) to be linguistic realizations of comparison. To this author’s
knowledge, no one explicitly proposed to treat expressions like (4) as comparative
constructions. As regards expressions exemplified by (6), we have been able to find
only one work in which they are assumed to be comparative constructions (cf.
Ganshina and Vasilevskaya 1964).

In this study, it is claimed that constructions illustrated by (1) through (6) are all
built round the same semantic core involving a two-place predicate of identity
SAME: SAME (x, ¥). Accordingly, the term ,comparative of identity” (hence-
forth CI) will be used in reference to such constructions,

THEORETICAL ASSUMPTIONS

A semantic description of natural languages presupposes the existence of some
ather, simpler language in which this description is to be carried out. In this study, it is



assumed after generative semanticists, that the language of logic can be best used for
the purpose (cf. Lakofl 1972). Logical formulae present clearly and explicitly semantic
relations present in the sentence, which may be unclearly and unsystematically
expressed in the surface form,

As regards the form of semantic representations, it is assumed that the semantic
content is organized into labelled trees with three kinds of nodes: predicates or V's,
arguments or NP's, and propositions or §'s. Arguments are semantic elements with
built in index, referring to objects, things talked about. Predicates are semantic
elements which ascribe relations, actions, qualities to the entities referred to
by arguments’,

The nodes have left-to-right order. Thus, in English, the first constituent of the
proposition is its predicate. It is normally followed by the subject and object
arguments, respectively {cf. McCawley 1974b on the underlying VSO order
in English).

According to McCawley's hypothesis, the surface expressions X love ¥ and
¥ love X will be assigned representations differing as to which of the arguments (X, Y)
has the semantic role of the subject of the predicate LOVE:

(7) a. b.

5
7N WP fﬁqﬁm
| | | | |

|
LOVE X i f LOVE X ¥

Structures illustrated by (7) at best represent the propositional content of their
sentences. The entire semantic representation additionally contains the performative
complex as its highest clause. Such a requirement on the semantic representation
forces us to take a position on the role that comparative constructions play in
communication, i.e, define the illocutionary force of comparative constructions.

Of the works relevant to the issue involved, only Van Buren (1976) and Post (1977)
offer explicit proposals concerning the illocutionary force of comparative
constructions, Van Buren suggests that sentences like (8):

(%) John is taller than Bill,
are acts of comparison, which is evidenced by the ungrammaticality of the following:

(%) *John is taller than Bill, but I'm not comparing them in any way.
However, he discards the verb compare as the candidate for the performative verb:

(10) *I compare John is taller than Bill.

Van Buren concludes that ,to assert that there exists a difference over a constant

! Generative Semanticlsts assume that the same lubels are involved in semuntic structure and surfince
strueture, and therefore it s immateral whether node lubels reflect syntactie or logieal terminology.
MeCawley prefers (o label the arguments as NP, predicates as V, and propositions as S (cf. for example
MeCawley 1974a). Lakofl also generally labels propositions as S, but labels arguments as Arg and
predicates ns Pred (ef. Lakoll 1972), In this study, we use MeCawley's notation,

7

dimension between two entities is to perform an act of comparison®, (ibid., p. 8).
In other words, in his opinion, comparing is a special form of asserting,

It seems to us that Van Buren is wrong in identifying the act of comparing with the
act of asserting. We claim that to assert a dilference over a constant dimension
between two entities is not to perform an act of comparison, and therefore comparing
1s not a special form of asserting.

Comparison is an mtellectual activity (cf. Campbell and Wales 1969, and
Bierwisch 1970 for a similar view). Accordingly, the act of comparison is a mental act
and not a speech act, as Van Buren assumes. Comparative constructions are only
linguistic representations of mental acts of comparison. Therefore, to. assert
a difference over a constant dimension between two items is not to perform an act
of comparison but an act of assertion, Our interpretation is supported by the fact that
eomparative constructions can be used to perform a variety of different speech acts:

(11) a. I'll be back sooner than you expect — promise

b. Is John as tall as Bill? — inguiry

c. Don't pay more than 2§ — advice, warning.
Following Van Buren's line of reasoning, one would have to claim that comparison is
also a special form of promising, requesting, warning, etc,, which is most certainly not
what he intended.

In view of a variety of speech acts for which comparative constructions can be
used, we assume that the performative clause in the semantic structure of CI's contains
the verb of saying STATE, which takes as its complement a proposition with the
two-place predicate of identity SAME:

{12)
S

Y/Né'%ﬁ'

I

| I
STATE | YOou
/SN
v NP P

| | I
SAME X 1

We will assume throughout this work that the performative hypothesis is correct.
However, for the sake of simplicity, the performative clause will be omitted from our
diagrams.

Two other claims of Generative Semantics relevant to the present study concern
{a) the role of presuppositions in grammar, and (b) decomposability of lexical i‘tt?ms.

Asfar as the first of the two claims is concerned, we assume that presuppositions
involve a number of beliefs: the beliefs of the speaker, the beliefs of the addressee, and
the speaker’s beliefs about the beliefs of the addressee. As an illustration, the following
inference scheme taken from Hutchinson (1971: 134-5) is proposed. In uttering (13)
sincerely,

(13) X says to Y "The present king of France is bald’,
X lelieves that there exists a present king of France and believes that Y believes
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that there exists a present king of France. In other words, the speaker believes that
he and his auditor share beliefs about the fact of the present king of France's
existence,

It has been a long tradition in Generative Semantics that many grammatical
processes are sensitive to presuppositional factors (cf. Fillmore 1972, Lakoff 1972).
In this study, it will be demonstrated that the lexicalization of CI's is partly determined
by the speaker’s assumptions.

As regards the relation between lexical items and sentences that they appear in, it is
assumed throughout this study that lexical items are decomposable wholes with
respect to the semantic structures of these sentences (cf. McCawley 19682, 1974a,
Lakoff 1972). One particular aspect of the lexical decomposition hypothesis is
relevant to this work, namely, that a modification is possible of a portion of semantic
structure internal to some lexical item. In a weli-known example, McCawley
(1974 a: 33) shows that anadverbial can modify some proposition that is not expressed
by an independent surface structure constituent:

{14) The sheriff of Nottingham jailed Robin Hood for four years.

In one reading, the adverbial modifies the entire sentence. In the other, it modifies
a portion of the semantic structure internal to the verb jgil, namely *be in jail’. The first
reading is the same reading that obtains when the adverbial is preposed. It is the
second reading which appears to be a more natural one, that argues for analyzing the
verb into (CAUSE (BECOME (BE in jail))) which provides a constituent (BE in jail)
that the adverb can modify in the underlying representation. It will be shown further
in this work that exactly the same kind of modification is present in certain
comparatives of identity.

THE S3COPE OF THE PRESENT STUDY

The outline of this work is as follows. Chapter One contains a survey and
discussion of previous attempts to deal with comparative constructions. The essential
purpose of this survey is to ascertain whether the respective proposals qualify for the
framework in which to carry out a uniform analysis of constructions illustrated at the
putset of this chapter. :

In Chapter Two, various aspects of semantic relational structure underlying (1-6)
are discussed. A justification for the label  comparative of identity* and a semantic
definition are also provided. The concepts ‘identical’, ‘equal’ and ‘similar’ are
discussed, and it i5 argued that they should be explicated with a more basic concept
of tidentity’.

In Chapter Three, various semantic properties are discussed of as..as
constructions. It is argued that the mechanism involved in the selection of adjectives,
related -Iy adverbs and quantifiers is presupposition governed. It is suggested that
adjectives and -Iy adverbs are represented in semantic structure by the same semantic
element, the choice between the two surface forms being determined by the type
of structure in the scope of this constituent, and also by certain decisions of the

5pezak¢i‘.

—
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In Chapter Four, it is shown that comparatives of identity are by no means
confined to the as.. g5 constructions. The chapicr contains a E-!i-SiILI.‘iSiDn of
cu.r_aﬁ:ructjons exemplified by (4-6), which, in our opinion, are ako comparatives
of identity.

. Finally, in Chaprer Five, conclusions and propasals concerning further research
in comparison of identity are provided.



Chapter I

TRANSFORMATIONAL-GENERATIVE ACCOUNTS OF COMPARATIVE
CONSTRUCTIONS

L] TWIN-SENTENCE-BASE ANALYSES OF COMPARATIVE CONSTRUCTIONS

In the following section, we will survey the analyses of comparative constructions
carried out within the paradigm of Chomsky 1957, Chomsky 1965, and Chomsky
1971, i.e. The Pre-Aspect Theory, the Standard Theory, and the Extended Standard
Theory, respectively,

Despite certain differences of detail, the papers discussed below all assume that (a)
comparison is a formal-syntactic problem, and therefore much attention should be
paid to the syntax of comparative constructions, (b) all camparative constructions are
derived from deep structures consisting of two symmetrical sentences, The survey will
be opened with a presentation of Robert Lees's paper of 1961, i.e. the paper which set
up the framework for all other formal syntactic analyses of comparative
constructions.

L1.1. Robert Lees’s Grammatical Analysis of the English
Comparative Constructions

In the spirit of Syntactle Structures, Lees proposed to derive comparative
constructions from two constituent elauses. The first argument for such an analysis
concerned the selection restriction, Lees observed that (1) and (2) were grammatical,
while {3) was not:

{1y The boy is amazed,

(2} The man is amazed,

(3) *The table is amazed,

CCIl'J'i:#i'.u'rl.I{”IIg!:f. (4} was unacceptable, although (5) was perfectly grammatical;
(4) *The boy is more amazed than the table,
(5) The boy is mare amazed than the man,

:I'hc ungrammaticality of (3) was evidently due to the incompatibility of amazed with
nanimate nouns. Lees concluded that exactly the same selection restriction was
violated in (4), and this was sufficient for him to claim that sentences like (5) should be
derived from those like (1) and (2).

——
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Lees's second argument {or deriving comparatives from two simpler sentences
concerned the ambiguity of certain comparative expressions. The sentence like {6);

(6) I speak Spanish as well as French, )

i its comparative sense is derived either from (7):

(7) I speak Spanish as fluently as I speak French.
or (B

(%) T speak Spanish as well as (Mr) French does.

A grammatical description in which some sentence types are derived from others can
casily make such an ambiguity explicit.

Still another argument for deriving comparative expressions [rom simpler
sentences was provided by the choice of subjective or objective form of pronouns in
the position after than, as in (9) and (10):

(93 T know him better than she.

{10y [ know him better than her,

The selection of the appropriate form of personal pronoun can easily be explained ifit
is assumed that (9) and (10) are derived from a deep structure in which the fan’s are
followed by full clauses, roughly of the form She knows hirmwell and { know her well,

Lees's last argument in support of the two sentence origin of comparative
constructions concerned the application of reduction transformation. In view of
sentences such as (11) where twe constituent clauses appear in the surface, he claims
that sentences like (5) are repeated in the matrix:

{11) Ie is as tall as 1 am wide. .

Having provided evidence in favour of the view that comparative constructions
like (12):

(12) He is as tall as she.
should be derived from

(13) He is as tall as she is tall,

Lees set to investigate the problem which we consider principal for any syntactic
analysis of comparative constructions, namely their constituent structure.

He observed that the second as can be followed by thar as in (14);

(14} He is as tall as that,

To account for this abservation, Lees proposed to regard the material following the
second ae in (12) and (14) as a kind of adverbial, parallel 1o the that of (15):

{15) He is that tall,
because the latter was related to the question How tall is he? and the appropriate
answer That's how tall he is, While the that of (14) scems to be a pro-adverbial standing
for any expression which can follow as in such a sentence, the that of (15) appears to be
a kind of pre-adverbial or pre-adjectival modifier which Lees permitted to be
generated along with very, quite, rather, cle. by the phrase structure rule,

Accordingly, (12) is to be derived from two source sentences, each containing an
appropriate adverbial, as in (16);
(16) He is that tall,
She i that tall,
The first thar (of the matrix) Lees permits to be replaced by one of the comparative
markers: as.. ay or more... than, or the like:
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(17} He is that lal]} 8 He 13 as tall as..
He: is more tall than...
By obligatory that-deletion, He is ay tall as she is walf is derived. By optional reduction,
He iy as tall as she 15 generated,

Lees’s analysis has many merits, but no fewer objections to it can be raised, In his
paper, Lees proposed a framework within which to analyse comparative
constructions. The proposal appeared very appealing since all other formal-syntactic
discussions assumed that comparatives were to be derived from a deep structure
consisting of two constituent sentences. He also pointed out a number of problems
which such a framework implies: (a) structure of constituent clauses, {b) pairability
of constituent clauses, (¢) comparative transformation, to mention some of them.

Lees recognized the fact that in certain comparatives quantification is involved,
and that this fact should be somehow reflected in the structures underlying
comparative constructions, hence the thar's in the constituent clauscs,

We wish now to mention some of the shortcomings of Lees's analysis, He
discussed only simple adjectival comparatives of copulative type, with the intention
of providing rules which would account for all comparative structures in English.
Future work on the syntax of comparison disclosed the complexity of structure and
typological variety of comparative expressions, so Lees’s proposal is at best a pplicable
to simple comparatives only,

But the real sin committed by Lees and also by his followers was to assume that
in the underlying structures there are strings with an adjective in the positive degree, as
inputs to transformations leading to a sentence with that adjective in the comparative
degree. Such a deep structure has to be rejected for semantic reasons, for it is
semantically uninterpretable. He is as tall as she does not mean that he is tall and that
she is tall, hence one cannot have in the deep structure sentences with adjective in the
positive degree as the conceptual units,

Despite the evidenl inadequacy of the two-sentence analysis of comparatives,
attempts to derive them from sentences with positives in the deep structure keep
appearing (ef. Post 1975, Woloszyk-Pisarska 1976),

1.2 PROBLEMS OF THE TWO-SENTENCE ANALYSIS OF COMPARATIVE CONSTRUCTIONS

We now turn to a discussion of certain problems pertaining to the two-sentence
analysis of comparative constructions.

1.2.1 The structure of constituent clouses

In Smith (1961) simple comparatives have in the deep structure two symmetric
sentences of the scheme N is A, where A is an adjective in the positive degree. Smith
proposes that simple comparatives be forméd by conjunction of such sentences with
=er... than, as... a5, In her proposal, sentences like the following:

(18) a, John is taller than Bill,

b, John is as tall as Bill.
have the underlying representation like (19):

13
(19}
S4 Cl::unjuri'lcf':on 52
[er/thun
\ClS as
John is tail Bill 1= tall

It is important to note that in formal-syntactic discussions of comparative
constructions, only in Smith the constituent clauses are combined by means of
coordination. In all other analyses, 5, is assumed to be subordinate to S

(20)
31

e

Hi———tn
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In Chomsky (1965), comparatives are derived from two underlying sentences of
the form:
(21} 8, N is Comp (S) Adj
5, N g Adj
where Comp is ~er/move... than, as... as. Needless to say, the adjectives are in the

“positive degree.

In his brief discussion, Chomsky does not specify the nature of Comp, and the
relation inwhich it stands to Adj of the matrix sentence. 10t is some kind of adverbial
madifier, as MeCawley (1968) assumes, then Chomsky's analysisis similar to Lees’s in
that it has a quantifier in the underlying structure, However, Chomsky is not explicit
on the nature of the Comp formative, so we assume that he did not consider it
necessary to have a quantifier in the deep structure of comparatives, at least for his
diseussion of conditions under which deletion transformation applies.

Doherty and Schwartz (1967) admit that the framework within which their
analysis is developed is described in Chomsky 1965 (1967: 904), A two-sentence

JComparative in this account is composed of two source sentences:

(22) 8, NF be A, 5, Adj
8; NP be 1A, Ad]
Where 8 is embedded in 8, after A . In 8,, Adj dominates A and """ which, as they say
in footnote 3 is a makeshift for degree modifier of A, Doherty and Schwartz conclude
that 5, may turn out to be a constituent of some NP over the N jpree: COnsequently,
they treat the constituent sentence as a modifier of A, answering "How A", In the
derivation that they propose "7 is replaced by than, Er is not present in the deep
structure, but is introduced transformationally by the Comparative Rule,
Stanley (1969) derives the simplest comparative constructions from  the

constituent clauses of the form:
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23 3, N be more A E
3, Nbe g Ad
For such constrections, he proposcs the following deep struciure:

{24) &

i

John is more faoll E\
than S

Bill is tall

The matrix sentence (S,) contains an adverbial “extent’ node which, in addition to
containing comparative morpheme like than, is also a source of measure phrases such
as six feet and the like. With more complex comparatives, the node E may be
contained in a relative clause.

Hale (1970) has a quantifier in the matnx sentence, which quantifier he identifies
with actual lexical items of English: many, few, much, firtle, etc. The constituent clause,
which Hale calls the comparative construction, consists of a comparative element and
a comparative complement, The set of comparative elements includes er, as, oo, 50,
the... est and others. The comparative complement is cither a clause or a reduced
clause. The comparative construction itself is a modifier of the quantifier element.

An essentially identical interpretation of comparative constructions is offered
in Bowers (1975). Since Hale's proposal can easily be expressed with Bowers's
formalism, we will pass on to the latter analysis. Bowers adopts Chomsky’s X
convention (Chomsky 1968) to introduce a set of higher categories. According to this
proposal, the internal structure of nominal phrases, adjectival and adverbial, is very
similar, if not identical:

(25) X — [Spec, X)X
Thus the specifier of an adjectival phrase consists of a small class of degree elements
which can optionally have an associated sentence. $ is associated with Deg in the
specifier of AP. Since than is in the optional S, we may assume that Deg corresponds to
Hale’s comparative element, while S is equivalent to his comparative complement.
Hale and Bowers assume that the head adjective, i.e. the matrix adjective, has its
counterpart in the 5 of the specifier. Thus. Bowers recognizes the deletion rule
postulated for comparative constructions. The deep structure for a simple
comparative in Bowers is something like the following:

(26) —
/AF‘
[Spec.ﬂhﬁ
Deg 5 A
more  than Bill is ic!ll

tall

15

Evidently, the comparative clause functions as 2 modifisr of predicate adjective.

Now we want to turn (o the two proposals which differ from the ones presented
above in that they explicitly stipulate the quantifier expression in both constituent
clauses underlying comparative constructions. The first of them was advanced by
Huddlestone (1971}, the second by Bresnan {1973).

Huddlestone’s analysis, as he himself admits, draws heavily on Lees (1961). He
assumes the coupling of symmetrical scnitences, at least for simple adjectival
comparatives. Huddlestone derives such constructions from two constituent clauses,
each of which has the abstract degree element generated by phrase structure rules.
Thus a construction like the following:

(27) John is more intelligent than Bill.

15 assigned the following marker phrase:

{28)

e

N Vv \Adehr

John be

mé: \5 iniellligeﬂi
iiﬁ// VF_H\\
\7// AdjPhr |

N
l

Bil be intelligent

The second part of the discontinuous comparative morpheme (as than) =
transformationally attached 1o the abstract Degree element in the constituent clause.

In contrast to other authors, excepting Lees perhaps, Huddlestone finds it
appropriate to justify the presence of an underlying S,, and the presence of the
abstract Diegrec element. As regards the problem of constituent clause, Huddlestone
Tepeats Lees’s arpuments concerning comparatives with overt clausal complements,
ambiguity of cerfain comparative constructions, and scleclion restrictions.
Accordingly, the justification for the presence of the abstract Diegree element in the
constituent clause becomes of inierest.

Huddlesione assumes that the Degree element accounts naturally for the fact that
Jokn is taller than Bill doss not entail that Bill is tall. it entails that Bill has some degree
of tallness. For the underlying constituent sentence is claimed to be not Billis rall but
Bill is Degree rall. Huddlestone realized that positive adjectives cannot be present
in the deep structure of comparative constructions, hence his Degree element has to
cope with this condition on deep structure. Naturally, in a grammar which inserts
‘actual lexical items in deep structure, this was the only way to cope with semantics.
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Additionally, the analysis postulating abstract Degree element enabled Huoddiestone
to express the generalization concerning the likencss of function of the abstract
element to which thansas is attached and of the more/as + 5 in the matrix,

Bresnan (1973) in her analysis adopts the background assumptions of the previous
works., She recognizes subordinate origin of comparative constructions, and the
coupling of symmetrical sentences as the route of deriving them. Bresnan’s analysis is
superior Lo any previous syntactic discussion of comparatives. For the first ime we are
presented with a detailed description of the internal structure of the Quantifier
Phrase (QP) .

A large portion of her paper is devoted to a detailed description of what she calls
the head of the comparative clause, that is that pare of the construction not contained
in the than clause, with exacily identical internal structure, except for Det of 9, Le.
reference point of comparison, which is left unspecified.

The Quantifier Phrase, which is a constituent of the head, can modify adjectives,
adverbs, and verbs as well as nouns. In this way, Bresnan provided a uniform
framework for a description of comparatives other than adjectival,

A sentence like {29) has an underlying structure like {30):

(30) 5
o

F i e el
the table Co Pred

| P
is Eﬁ"‘"“m
ﬁlﬁ/ ﬁi?
QP i)
H-H—‘_‘-'_""‘--_.. |.
Det. E[l long
of §\\ much
COMP s
il
NP xw:-
cs5” e
AP
o
is {El'P -\ﬁ]F’
P
! .
than the door Det "0

¥ - omuch ~ wide

"Probably in Bowers (1975), we find 2 similarly detailed analysis of the quantifier phrase,
Unfortunatelly, Bowers's work only marginally treats comparatives, his primary objective being the syntax
of adverbs and adjectives in English.
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Erand g originate in this analysis as determiners of the head. The comparative clause
is a complementizer to the matrix head, which is indicated by COMP dominated by S
in the above representation. Bresnan extended COMP to than and as, so that they play
the same role as fhat in relative constructions (ef. Bresnan 1971), The adjective of the
comparative clause has the unspecificd Det(x) in the QF. which may be thought of as
a Ddet such as so or thal.

[.2.2 Phrasal complements in comparative constructions

In the papers mentioned above, it was assumed without exception that in their
deep structures, comparative constructions have two full clauses, even if the
constituent clause surfaces as than + WP, The chief reason for which most of trans-
formationalists assume a uniform two sentence source for comparative constructions
secrns to be the penerality of application of such a framework. Naturally, one is
justificd to think that the surface than + NP is present in the deep structure in exactly
this form, but such an assumption would imply that there are two distinct types
of comparative complements, i.e. clausal and phrasal. This is indeed the position
taken in Hankamer (1973),

To justify his claims, Hankamer uses evidence from those languages which have
overt clausal and phrasal comparative constructions. Classical Latin had these two
constructions. One of them, the phrasal construction 15 exemplified in (31). The
complement appears as an NP in the ablative case:

(31) a. Cato est Cicerone (abl.) eloquentior

"Cato 15 maore eloguent than Cicero’
b. Tua consilia sunt clariora Luce {abl.)
*Your plans are clearer than Light®
Latin also had the other comparative construction, in which the complement is
introduced by the conjunction quan;
(32} a. Hi libri (nom.) sunt clariores quam illi {(nom.)
"These books are more famous than those!
b. Contionibus (dat.) accommodatior cst quam iudiciis (dat.)
'Fitter for popular assemblies than for courts’
¢, Misericordia (abl) dignior quam contumelii (abl.)
‘More worthy of pity than of disgrace’.
The complement appears preceded by the conjunction guarr and in the same case as
the main clause subject.

Hankamer claims that the complements introduced by guam are reduced clauses,
and in sentences like (32) they are derived from underlying full clauses, and that they
remain clause-like even though they are reduced to a single constituent.

Latin has, in addition to the maximally reduced expressions where all that remains
of the former clause is the NP, comparative constructions with guam followed by non-
-teduced or reduced clauses:

(33} a. Magis timco quam spero

'l fear more than hope’
b. Haec verba sunt Yarronis, hominis doctioris, quam fuit Clandius
"These words are from Varro, a more learned man than Claudius was®



c. Non nascitur ex malo bonum, non magis quam ficus ex olea.-

"Good is not born out of bad, no more than a fig tree from an olive'

Latin has alse adjectives in such constructions:
(34} Exercitus erat ditior quam fortior
"The army was more rich than brave’
In short, gueam may be followed by all kinds of constituents. This clause junk can be
accounted for only as the remains of underlying full ¢lauses which have underpone
ellipsis. Any other account fails to capture the generalization that the junk in
comparative expressions s always possible-leftovers from full clauose.

Hankamer observes that there are a number of languages which ke Latin have
both clausal and phrasal constructions, The following are examples of such
constructions from Hungarian:

£35) a. Janos magasabb mint Péter (clausai}

*Janos taller than Peter’
b, Janos magasabb Péternél {phrasal)

Simifarly in Serbo-Croatian we find phrasal constructions emploving the
prepaosition o4 and a clausal construetion with the conjunction nego:

(36) a. On je vi#i ode mnie (phrasal)

"He is taller than me’
b. On je vidi nego ja (clausal)
'He is taller than I’

Hankamer discovers that in the languages involved, it is not possible to move the
complement of clausal comparative constructions, while in the phrasal constructions
the complement is mobile. The following are unacceptable in Hungarian;

(37) *Mint ki magasabb Janos? :

‘Than whom taller Janos?

The same constraint holds in Serbo-Croatian, as is attested by the following
examples:

(38) a. *Od kogo je on vi§i?
"Than whom is he taller?”
b. *Nego kto je on visi?
Hankamer observes that also in English certain complements are mobile, while
others are not, so he concludes that in Enpglish the same constraint on movement
of complements obtains,

(39} a. You finally met somebady you're taller than.
b. A lot of them I like mine better than,
¢. Who does she eat faster than?
d. PAlice is the one person Max likes Susan more than.
Mt's Alice Max likes Susan more than,
TThere is nothing than which I like avocados less,
2. *There is nobody than whom T like avocados less.

Thus, English has two distinct comparative constructions just like Latin does,
one clausal and one phrasal, only in English they look alike, because the conjunction
than of the clausal construction happens to be homophonous with the preposition
than of the phrasal construction. In English, it is the prepositional constructions,
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corresponding to Latin ablative constructions, that are movable, for objects of
prepositions generally can move. ) . . .

In conclusion Hankamer gives one more support for his analysis. Latin allows
adjectives as complements in the clausal constructions, Iwhilc nol allowing them as
phrasal complements. Under the assumption that English allows the SAme phmlsa]
constructions as Latin, it must be predicted that the adjective complements in English
will be immobile, and they are:

(40) a, The administrators are more stupid than malicious.

b. *Malicious though the administrators are more stupid than.

¢, *Malicious is what [ claimed they were more stupid than,

dd. *Malicious, I would say they were more stupid than,
This prediction also follows from the fact that in English adjectives cannot be ohjcr,_'ls
of prepositions. It still only follows, however, from the assumption that the muobile
complements of English are in phrasal constructions. .

Hankamer concludes, then, that there are two than's in English because like many
other languages which overtly have two distinct comparative constructions, and
consequently one should distinguish between clausal and phrasal complements
in comparative constructions,

We know of only one work, in which it is attempted to explain the strange fact that
the surface than NP complement is felt to be derived from underlying NP, at the same
time retaining the twin-sentence base. The work involved is Ross's dissertation
of 1968,

Ross defends the twin-sentence analysis by showing that whatever follows than
in the surface structure must be of sentential origin. More precisely, Ross is concerned
with the question whether Bill of (41) should be immediately dominated by 8.

{41) a. John is taller than Bill,

b. John is taller than Bill is.
Tt seems reasonable that the phrase Bill is should be called a sentence, provided that
the underlying structure contained the sentence Bill is tall. However, the phrase Bill :‘._r,
which it seems correct to call a sentence, ceases to be felt to be one, when the word is is
further deleted. Ross proposes to explain this peculiarity of comparative
constructions in terms of the tree-pruning condition upon the well-formedness r._}F
trees, which applies to the effect of deleting any non-branching S nodes occurring in
any derivations of sentences of any langnage. After iy is erased in (41 a), the 5 node
dominating both it and Bi/f is left with only one node, hence it is pruned. The final
effect is that subject of the pruned 5 is felt as if derived from an underlying NP,

1.2.3 Constraints on comparative clause pairing

The significance of the problem of constraints has been recognized by everyone
involved in writing grammars of comparison. Two papers written within the
framework of standard theory, i.e. Huddlestone (1967) and Hale (1970) are in fofe
‘devoted (o a discussion of various conditions on pairability. In other works, the?r
authors at least state some of the constraints on pairing needed for their
-argumentation. In what [ollows, we wish to concentrate on three basic constraints on
‘comparative clause pairing mentioned in the literature involved.
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The primary condition imposed on the pairing ol clanses concerns their structural
parallelism. Stanley (1969: 288) formulates the following constraint:

(42) 5_ . parallel in struclure to 8
This is needed o rule out such sentences as:

(43} *John 15 more energetic than Mary went home.
where there is an adjective in 8 but none in 8 The same constraint Tules out
such sentences as (44):

(44) *John is more encrgelic than Bill saw a girl who was (energetic).
where the adjective 15 in a relative clause 1n S but not in S The same
constraint is stated in Hale (1970: 35),

Hale additionally requires that the quantifier element modified by -er be paralle-
led by an identical quantifier element in the than clause. as in (43):

{45) Peter ate less than they gave him,
derived from the underlying source:

(46) Peter ate -er little N

They ate than little. N,

On the same grounds, he rejects (47}

{47} *Peter ate more than they gave him little,
because the paired quantifier elements are not identical:

{48) Peter ate -er much N

They gave Peter than little N.

Hale assumes that -er and rhan are related to their respective quantifier clements in
the siame way.,

FALTIS saralilnent

conptineen malris®

Stanley and Hale point out to the structural parallelism of constituent clauses.
A different constraint is proposed in Huddlestone (1967), where functional
parallelism of certain constituents is required. He gives the following generalization:

(49) .the comparative expansion must dominate an occurrence of than with the
same function as the more which it presupposes® (1967:94),

Congidering the functions of more, Huddlestone distinguishes the following;
(509 a. Mary bought more records than Peter — Det in NP
b. Mary achieved more than Peter — head in NP
Mary talks more than Peter — head in AdvPh
Mary is more talkative than Peter — head in AdjPh
Mary bought a more expensive car than Peter — modifier of Adj head
Moary talks mere quickly than Peter — modifier of Adv head

b = 0

Underlying the comparative expansion, Huddlestone has:
(51) a. Peter bought than records
b. Peter achieved than
c. Peter talks than
d. Peter is than talkative
e, Peler bought a than expensive car
. Peter talks than quickly

Il the than clause has a different function from that of the associated more,
one gets such ungrammaticalities as:
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(52) a. *Peter bought more records than Mary is talkative.

b. *Peter talks more quickly than Mary bought an expensive car,

There is, however, no such functional constraint on the group dominating than.
Huddlestone (1967) remarks that there is no general rule specifving the function of the
group dominating rthan, for the latter does not necessarily have the same functi-:)iil as
the group dominating more. As the evidence supporting his claim, Huddlestone gives
the following examples:

(53) a. He bought more books than he needed.

b. He bought more books than he would fit on his shelves.
1In(53a) the NP containing mere is a complementin the matrix clﬂusc,j}wf asis the N.P
than books in the constituent clause. In (53b) the group contaimng more is
a complement, while that containing than is subject. "
 In Chomsky (1965: 183-4) we find a suggestion that the feature composition of
compared formatives may be relevant for comparative clause pairing. Chomsky’s
#ﬁggeslion has been discussed at length in Hale (1970), who stipulates that the heads
of compared constituents must have compatible sets of syntactic features. In the case
of adjectival constructions like (54);
(54) *The committee meeting was longer than the table.

 The ungrammaticality results from the fact that the matrix long is an adjective of time
‘and the constituent clause long is an adjective of dimension. This can be understood as
] a result of selection between the adjective and the subject which is [— physical object]

[+ activity] on the one hand, and between the adjective and the subject which is
[+ physical object] [— activity] on the other. Since Jong is what we have termed the
head of comparison, the features of long arc what concerns us here. It may be
concluded that adjectival compared constituent heads marked [+ time] are not
pairable with those marked [+ dimension]. _ X
 Hale discusses a number of other examples involving the feature composition as
the factor determining the pairability of compared items. An important aspect
of Hale’s proposal is that semantic matching plays large part in the COMpPArison
pairing.
1.2.4 The comparative transformation

Now we want to discuss in some detail the rules which operate on the constituent
clauses in order to generate grammatical comparatives, Since the earliest gcnerat‘iw
f‘.&f_‘;@nunt of comparative constructions (Lees 1961), the comparative transformation
“has been considered to involve a number of processes. In Lees, the tran:tl'urrﬂfiiiun
‘embeds elements of the constituent sentences as adverbial modifiers of an adjective or
‘adverh in the matrix, together with the set of reduction rules and morphophonemic
rles providing comparative adjectives with their proper phonemic shape.

Smith (1961) requires that the comparative conjunction provide for two
“operations only, i.e. conjunction and deletion under appropriate circumstances. In
‘her proposal, a single rule for comparative conjunction conjoins two constituent
clauses with comparative morphemes. The conjoined sentences are later subject Lo
“deletion of identical constituents. .

Starting with Aspects, grammarians begin to share the view that the cun\pa‘ratwn
transformation involves two types of operation; (a) an erasure operation in which an
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adjective of the matrix deletes (or replaces with a proform) an associated adjective
in the embedded clause, (2) the shift of some constituents of the constituent clause
(ef. Chomsky 1965, Stanley 1969, Hale 1970, Huddlestone 1971, Bresnan 1973),
According to Chomsky (1965: 178-9), the comparative transformation applies to
the strings of the following form:
(55) John is, more than # rﬂili is, E:Ievrer E Elew:'crl

| 4 5 f
deleting 5 and #, and permuting 4 and 6. A final option is o delete the repeated
copula,

There is a fair agreement as to what is to be reduced or replaced in the constituent
clause; it is not clear what is to be shifted out of the constituent clause however,
BEvidently what is permuted in the individual proposals is a natural consequence
of prior assumptions concerning the structure of the constituent clauses, and the
nature of their linkage,

Probably, a more interesting problem relates to the reduction of repeated items.
The need to have such a rule or rules, which is a consequence of the requirement that
the constituent clauses be of parallel structure, was immediately recognized by Lees
and his followers.

Crucial to any reduction rule operating on identical items is the question what kind
of identity one has in mind. In Lees, Smith, Doherty and Schwartz, and Stanley the
identity is uderstood as a formal one. Lees (1961) requires that constituents of 8,
exactly repeat those of the matrix in order to become subject to deletion. Smith (1961)
expects that the elements of the conjunction that are shared are deleted, The choice
of examples in Doherty and Schwartz (1967) indicates that when they say that the
identity of nouns and adjectives (verbs) allows deletion, they have in mind formal
identity rvather than referential identity, For example, they derive the following:

(56) John knows a richer doctor than Tom knows
from the constituent clauses:

(57} John knows a doctor,

The doctor, is rich

The doctor, is rich

Tom knows a doctor,.
In their analysis, doctor is used to delete doctor,, and the kind of identity involved
here is evidently formal identity. It is obvious that doctor, and doctor, cannot be
corelerential,

In Chomsky (1965: 179-184) we find a suggestion that the formal identity on
erasure (ails to account for certain examples:

(38) a. These men are more clever than Mary,

b. Ces hommes sont plus intelligents que Marie,
The deletion of the copula should be prevented here, since it has the feature [+ plural]
in the matrix, and [— plural] in the embedded clause. Furthermore, in the case
of (58 1) the deletion of the adjective of the constituent ¢lause should be blocked, since
it ditlers from the adjective of the matrix in gender and number.

The explanation why the deletion is not blocked in the above exgmples is available
ity a8 Chomsky suggested, formatives are treated as complexes of features rather than
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unanalysable entities. Thus, Chomsky says that features added by agreement
transformation are not part of the formative in the same sense as those which it
assumes as it enters a phrase marker, i.e. the inherent features. He concludes that
features introduced by transformations into lexical formatives are not to be
considered in determining when deletion is permitted, Only the inherent features are
considered in determining legitimacy of delotion, and what is in fact involved in
determining the legitimacy of deletion is not identity but rather nendistinetness in the
sense of distinetive feature theory. Although Chomsky himself admits that in certain
cages nondistinctness condition is not sufficient to block deletion, many linguists
assume it as a valid criterion (cf. Huddlestone 1971 a, Bresnan 1973),

The problem of identity condition on deletion in comparative constructions was
later taken up and the inadequacy of Chomsky's proposal indicated in MeCawley
| (1968b). McCawley discusses Chomsky's example, where despite the evident
Cdistinctness of two adjectives, the erasure rule is not blacked,
~ (59) John is as sad as the book he read yesterday.

Fle suggests that if different readings, ussociated with the same phonological shape,
are considered to be different lexical items, then the problem of Chomsky's example
like (59) is solved. According to McCawley, there are (wo different lexical items, sad
meaning 'experiencing sadness, said of a living being’, and sad, meaning ‘evoking
ness, said of an aesthetic object’, This means that (59) should be derived from four
tep structures depending on whether the two items labelled sad are occurences of
sad, or sad,. OF these four deep structures, the ones with sad, and sad, in both places

uld be anomalous because of a selectional violation in the embedded and matrix
seniences respectively, The structure having sad, in the matrix and sad, in the
embedded clause could not undergo the comparative transformation because the two
Aadjectives are not identical, For exactly the same reason the structure having sad, in
the matrix and sad, in the constituent sentence could not undergo deletion and thus
could not yield (59), McCawley concludes that the condition on the erasure should be
reformulated to mean something like the tollowing: the identity candition on deletion
involves the identity of readings, But this reformulation is not acceptable for linguists
who like Chomsky have in the deep structure polysemous items,

1.3 REVISIONS OF THE TWIN-SENTENCE BASE ANALYSIS

In this section, we survey o number of proposals put forth as alternatives to the
tWinssentence base analysis, Their authors share the view that comparison is
A semantic problem rather than a formal syntactic one, Accordingly, they assume that
the semantically uninterpretable twin base for comparafive constructions should be
replaced by one which is adequate semantically, They do this either proposing
a simplex base underlying comparatives, as Campbell and Wales (1969) suggest, or
Tetiining the two undertying clauses at the same time rejecting the requirement of the
parallelism of their structure, as Ross (1969), Seuren (1969, 1973) and Rivara (1975)
do. Still others overtly assume that the underlying representation of comparative
“onstouctions js identical with their semantic structure. This branch is represented
by Bartsch and Vennemann (1972), Ross (1974), Van Buren (1976), Rusiecki (1976),
MeCawley (), and Post (1977),



24

1.3.1 Camphell and Wales's simplex base for comparative constructions

Campbell and Wales assume that there is no @ priori reason to prefer twin-sentence
base analysis of comparative constructions to lhe analysis postulating a simplex
underlying structure. The anly motivation for the former that they can think of, is
a historical one, 1.e. a comparative morpheme was traditionally referred to as the
comparative conjunction (cf. Jespersen 1929, Poutsma 1914), They admit, however,
that to generate a comparative like the following:

(601 The river is as deep as it is wide.
the twin-sentence base analyvsis has to be retained. But this fact does not bother them,
because the generalization missed here is gained somewhere else in the deep grammar,
namely, the simplex base proposal has the advantage of relating comparatives (o other
syntactic structures of English,

Campbell and Wales noticed the formal and semantic parallelism between
transitive, hoth active and passive, and comparative constructions, the two 1vpes of
structures in involving a two-place predication:

(61 a. Mary cooclked the fish.

h. Mary is more beautiful than Jane.
¢, Mary was embarrased (by Jane).
d. Mary was (more) embarrased (than Jane),
These observations led them to the conclusion that comparative constructions can be
analyzed as two-place predications. In their formalism, Campbel]l and Wales follow
Fillmore (1968) in that NP's introduced as co-constituent of verbs, follow the verb
in the underlying structure. The NP's have notional labels characterizing their
functions in the sentence. They are interpreted as features of NP's introduced by
subcategorization rules. The case features relevant for comparatives are Nominative
(Fillmore's Objective) and Locative.
For a comparative construction like (62):
(62} John is more clever than Bill is,
Camphell and Wales propose the underlving structure as in (63):

{63
//E\\\

p NKN
roeminative + animate + onimate
locative - agent - agent

= dummy = dummy
nominative locative
. + directional
. - ?putinternpr:rral
4 =10

The proposed analysis is not without merits, but the number of deficiencies it
shows makes one consider it as inappropriate as a uniform framework lor the
intended analysis, The analysis is adequate semantically in that the comparative
construction is not derived from constituent clauses with positive adjectives in
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predicative position, However, it fails to be satisfactory with respect to many other
-t'hings. For instance, there is no place for markers of quantification in their base, That
-ﬁ]immif"icurion is imvolved in many kinds of comparison was realized by many
transformationalists (ef. Hale 1970, Huddlestone 1971 a, Bresnan 1973), and it was
assumed that an analysis which is to be adequate should respect this aspect of
comparison. Another drawback of the proposed analysis consists in the limited scope
of its application. Campbell and Wales discuss only "one-variable’ comparatives l!'ke
:-...F.::rﬁn iv taller than Bifl and John is as rall ax Bifl. For "two-variable’ comparatives like
The river is as deep as the lake i wide, they admit that the previous Lwin-sentence
analysis has to be retained. In other words, Campbell and Wales fail to provide
'3 uniform framework in which to deseribe the various expressions labelled as
comparative constructions,
" There also seems Lo be a circularity in their argumentation. They say that the
ni;ri.lcricm ol generality of application claimed by the proponents of two-sentence
'-#nnlysis is irrelevant, and comparatives should be derived ITom different sources. On
the other hand, they use the same argument of generality of application in support
:-'ﬂ:f'.';hlheir own proposal, i.c. when they say that under their analysis comparative
expressions get related to other transitive and adjectival constructions. But for
‘@ person working on comparative constructions, the analysis which relates all
“comparatives is more preferable than the analysis which relates comparalives to other
u tiii,ib_turts of the language, The former analysis is to be preferred for it relates linguistic
,_._'i'eﬁliz.atiuns of the same mental operation, while the other analysis relates only
identical structures, It is strange that Campbell and Wales who accuse
transformationalists of having assigned superficial status to the linguistic expression
~of what they believe to be a fundamental linguistic, logical and intellectual operation”
(Campbell and Wales 1969 249) commit exactly the same sin, at least at the time
of advocating their own proposal.

1.3,2 Underlying negative element in comparative clause
Asearly as 1917, Jespersen said that ,negation is implied in all secondary members
‘of eamparative clause” (Jespersen 1917: 80). Thus the sentence:
(6d) She is richer than you think.
Cimplies something lke (65)
{(65) You do not think she is so rich as she really is.
The idea that negation is implicit in comparatives has been picked up and developed
by & number of scholars. Small (1924) argues in favour of a paratactic origin of
comparatives, and postulates the following prolo-structure in which negation
is present:
(66) NP+ adj + NP - neg + adj
Such structure underlies actual surface expressions:
{67) John is wll, Bill is nat tall, .
Recently, certain sehalars suggest that in some languages the comparative particle
incorporates the negative element, evidently to justify the absence of negation in the
surfice structure of comparatives. Joly (1967) discusses the etymology of than, and
‘eonvincingly argues that it derives from OF pa-ne i.e. neuter pronominal relative in the
instrumental followed by the negative morpheme, the whole thing meaning 'by which
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not’. In a recent work, Jurkowski (1976) examining East Slavic languages arrives at

similar conclusions. He says that, diachronically, negation is included in the

comparative conjunction of these languages. Thus, Polish 2, nifeli, Russian nefeli
consist of negative particle nefnf) and the particle Zefli). French gue-ne scems to be
directly corresponding to Slavic neZefi.

The evidence supporting the above observations secems to be provided by
languages where the negative element is not incorporated by the comparative
conjunction, and thereforc negation is overtly expressed in the surface structure
of comparatives. According to Seuren (1973), French gueis derived from Vulgar Latin
guid which is derived from Latin guo, meaning *by which’. The negation element has
not been incorporated into the comparative particle. The same phenomenon is
observed in Nalian where non + subjunctive is used in formal style.

In transformational grammar there have been three attempts at formulating deep
structures in which the negation is present in the subordinate clause (cf, Ross 1969,
Seuren 1969, 1973, Rivara 1975). The postulation of an underlying negative has been
based on the following pieces of syntactic evidence:

(a) The use of negative ne, in certain types of comparative clauses in French, Italian,
and Spanish:

(68) a. Il est plus riche que je n'ai pense.

b. Giovanni & pill alto che non pensassi.

(b} The dialectal use of negatives to introduce comparative clauses in English:
(69) John is bigger nor 1.

(c} The use of forms like ever and any, which occur in negative contexts and are
excluded in affirmative contexts and are excluded in affirmative sentences:
(70) He solves problems faster than any of my friends ever could.
but not
(71) *Any of my friends could ever solve those problems,
while
(72) a. Could any of my friends solve the problem?

b. At no time could any of my friends ever solve those problems.
c. If any of my friends ever solve those problems I'll buy you a drink.

{d) The use of modal need as in (73):

(73) John arrived carlier than he need have done.

{e¢) Negative polarity clements like yer, can help, can stand, can possibly occur in
negative contexts:

(74) a. That was more than | could stand.

b. He did more than 1 cowld possibly have done.
¢. He has done more than [ have yer been able to do.

(f) On the other hand positive polarity items like already, preity, just, as well,
require a4 positive context, and cannot occur in the comparative clauses: '
(75) a. *John has saved more money than Bill has adready saved,

b. *Bill runs faster than 1 would presty much like to.
¢. *You eat more than 1 could jusr as well do.

Considering the above evidence, Ross concludes that it is justified to propose for
comparatives deep structures in which the negative element is present, as in (76):
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"ghsh the do.e.p nugatwc clement is Dbllgﬁtt:r:ly deleted bacause it Eﬂ:lll]ﬂt

’Jnl'm ran faster than Pctcr didn’t.
b, *More people came than had not been invited,

kl'h«gr'"I.u'«'.u]:u::csal dwelling on the assumption of implied negation in com-
ves was put forth by Seuren (1969) and later developed into a detailed
uren 1973). Ross and Seuren recognize the need to have the negative
i the structures underlying comparative cmislructmns, they disagree as to
this underlying structure and as to what is its place in grammar. In Ross (1969),
ure is Chomskyan syntactic structure, interpretable semantically and
[ ":_Hy. In Seuren (1969, 1973), it is identified with the semantic structure
lying sentences. Its function is to be the input to the grammar. In other words,
assumes that grammar is a converting device, mapping semantic structures
Cce structures,
g}?&mﬂrkad above, the idea of the analysis is presented in Seuren (1969) where he
ests that a sentence like (78):
8) John is taller than Mary.

om an underlying structure
9) E,,,...: John Pres be tall to that degree
‘and Neg: Mary Pres be tall to that degree
'_-his later work, Seuren proposcs the following tree diagram for the sentence

“9,',?0} abserves that comparatives (n English allow aegation in the thn clause, but then the
et ha Lo be stressed:

is more responsible than Judy is not respinsible,
'_nuptub]c. “but {d} s mot:
is more responsible than Tudy is irresponsible.
inch is mone responsible than Judy is irrespdnsible.
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appended with the set of cyclic rules ta transform a structure like the above into its
corresponding surface form.

It has been said al the outset of this section that there is still another paper,
whose author discusses comparative constructions within the framework of Ross
(1969). The paper involved is by Rivara (1975), This work is of particular relevance
for the present study because Rivara's interest is the deep structure of as... ay con-
structions. He observed that as..as constructions behave similarily to more... than
constructions in that they do not admit the presence of negation in their subordinate
clanse:

(81) a. *John is as generous us Peter is not.
b. *He met as many people as-1 didn’t.

The reasons, however, are different, The negative polarity elements which easily occur
in more... than constructions do not occur in as clauses:

(82) a. *John was as helpful as he need have been.

b. *I have saved as much money as Bill has yer saved.,
On the other hand, av clauses take positive polarity ilems:
{83) a. John has saved as much money -as Bill has already saved.
b. You eat as much as | could jusr as well do.
Interestingly cnough, the French expletive negation never oceurs in an equative!

(#4) a. *J'ai autant d’argent quil n'en a.

b. *Je n'ai pas autant d'argent qu'il n'en a.
On the basis of the above observations, Rivaru concludes that the complement clause
in ... as construetions is inherently positive, Thus, a deep structure which should be
assigned to such constructions, should be paraphrased as follows:

(85) John is as tall as that man = John is tall to an extent to which that man

is (*tall).

The proposals of Ross, Scuren and Rivara have the following merits: (a) they
account for the occurence of negation in the surface structure of comparatives in
French, Spanish and Italian, (b) they account for dialectal use of negative for
indicating comparative clause, (c) they aceount for the distribution of polarity items in
comparative constructions,
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The most scrious drawbacks of these proposals seem 10 be the following: (a) at
'[ Ross and Rivara have adjectives in the pus:tw-.? Idlcgrﬁ: in Ilhﬂl‘ proposed
""'i:turcsi Hence their analyses fall victim to the Isnmc criticism as I.wml-ucnt::nc: bise
ie. the deep representations are uninterpretable semantically, {b) the
<ence of negation in the surface structure docs not ngccsaan’ly j_mplg.r the pns.;.m;.,.;
o, ggation in the corresponding underlying representation. Consider the following:
~ (86) a. Don’t come, or P'll kill you.
. b, If you come here, I'll kill you.
cortespond to something like (87):
1f X then Y. ) e
: nee of negation in the surface structure of comparalive constructions
| " ‘I::::;uagta shcfu?d not be used as evidence for having negation in their dup
centations, (¢) the analysis must be semantically wrong for the reason that it is
irectionally, i.e. it predicts both:
a. John is taller than Bill.
b. John is shorter than Bill,

constructions

aratives i i ined wi NP's of the form
aratives involves predicate EXCEED combined wn_h two :
o which S. The S of the extent to which S has a predicate NP or a predica
he position taken by Ross and Perlmutter (1970), Lakoff(1970), Huddl
b), McCawley (?)*. In this framework, a sentence like (89):

John is taller than Bill. eI

erived from the underlying structure 1i g ke
B “The extent to which John is tall exceeds the extent to which Bill

our paper of 1977, we atiempted to develop this Pmlpnsalf We suggmed_
arative constructions involve assertions ol mm;lanty{dlﬂemce betwee
tities in some conceptual space, The relevant semantic structure undu

ences like (89) is the following, under our interpretation:

(91)
S0

ﬁ_‘jdcrivn constructions like (89), we assumed the operation of the Prumﬁ_ﬁ ’
le to the effect of combining HEIGH'T and EXCEED, to be later replaged by faite

~ EXCEED in our discussion corresponds Lo the relations of superiority ll:;
both types being specific instances of the basic comparison relation of <&

} MeCawley's paper is undated, hence (T} to indicate this fact.

(CEED and EQUAL predicates in the semantic structures of comparative

as been suggested in a number of papers that the structure underlying

i
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Provided that there is only one predicate of difference,we are not able to account
for cases like the Tollowing:

(92) Bill is shorter than John,

First of all, it is not known what kind of continuum predicate one is to postulate for
this example, The existence of EXCEED points out to something like SHHORTNESS,
which we are reluctant 1o accept for the following reason: both in (89) and (92) we are
dealing with a single continuum of height, its two different intervals being asserted
by (89 and (Y2} respectively,

We think that the problem can be solved in two ways. Either we assume that
difference is represented at the semantic level with two predicates MORE and LESS,
instead of one EXCEED, and then in (89) we deal with the MORE, in (92) with the
LESS relations in the uniform continuum of height.

Another solution might be to assume that (92) is derived from (89), the motivation
tor this being provided by the selection of topic and comment. Thus John is the topicin
(89), Bill is the topic in (92), This solution is, however, psychologically unacceptable.
We do perceive entities possessing greater as well as smaller quantities of properties.

It is evident that an analysis based on the semantic predicate EXCEED fails to be
general enough to account for all comparative constructions of difference. What we
need to account for all comparatives is semantic structures with several different
comparison predicates, superiority and inferiority predicates being included in this
number. Such a system of comparison relationships underlies discussions in Bartsch
and Vennemann (1972), and Rusiecki (1976).

1.3.4 Comparative constructions in Natural Generative Grammar

The proposal of Bartsch and Vennemann is based on the assumption that one is
Justified to cquate the semantic comparison relations greater, smaller and equal with
mathematical functions >, "<, and '=", respectively. The linguistic forms -er, more,
less/than, as...as, ete. are simply mapped onto these underlying mathematical
functions. Secondly, they assume that any kind of COMPATSOn  pPresupposes
measuring, which evidently is a consequence of the above, Accordingly, Bartsch and
Vennemann have in their representations the measure function {~ which assigns
numerical values to objects compared along the seale for a given dimension (1)), Thus,
the generalized semantic structure of an clementary comparative sentence is

(93) (x,D) > {*(y, D).

The notation £ (x, D) indicates that there is only one measure function I which is
a lwa-place operator assigning to an object x and a dimension D the value of X in .
The existence of a single measure function reflects the psychological fact that
‘measuring’ is a unitary process; what changes is the dimension and not ubjects to
which we apply il.

The meaning of a simple comparative construction like the following:

(94) John is taller than Peter,
can be represented as in (95):

(95) Mg (JOhN) D> £ (Peter) ,
where the dimension here is height. (95) can be paraphrased as something like "the
numerical value of the measure function of height for John is more than the value
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his function for Peter’. Thus, comparative constructions are statements about the
tion between the values on the dimensional scale of the measure function for the
~ two arguments. No numerical value, however, has to be stated, only the relation
1 .ﬁ‘rémween the values, whatever they are. |
~ The same may be said aboul sentences with the positive form of the adjective and
* the phrase as... as, like (96):
(96) Peter is as tall as Paul.

[he semantic representation is like (97);
[ (Peter) = (7, (Paul)
the numerical values of measure function for each of the two arguments are
elevant. What is stated is the type of relation between them. Thus, the essential
fierence between as... ay senténces and more/less... than constructions at the level
mantic representation is in that the former are based on "=" (or "> " or'g’), while
r on the relations "', '€ " respectively,
chief merit of this proposal consists in the convincing arguing that comparison
s involves measuring, represented in their formalism by the measure function ™.
h this assumption, Bartsch and Vennemann are able to show that sentences with
adjectives in the predicative function (98) are derived from the semantic
es underlying conventional more/less... than constructions:
) a. Johnuistallioo

a'. John i§ taller than Peter.
b. The road is wide..
b'. The road is wider than the lane,
ifference between the two sets consists in different second terms of comparison.
 b) we deal with some average norm, while in (a’, b’) with another individual.
ditionally, Bartsch and Vennemann related constructions like (99) to those
8). They convincingly proved that superlative constructions differ from (98) 2,
the presupposition attached. In the latter, the terms of comparison are distinct
entities, while in the former (99) the second term is a reference set of which the first
lerm of comparison is a member,
* (99) a. John is the tallest of his brothers.
~ b. This is the widest road in our country,

- Qur chief objection refers to the scope of applicability of Bartsch and
i Vennemann's proposal. The claim that comparison always involves measuring
 excludes from the class of comparative expressions so-called qualitative comparatives
(see our section 2.1 below). In the rest of this study we will demonstrate that
somparison does not necessarily presuppose measuring or quantification. For the
reason, we also object to treating "equal’ as one of the three basic comparison
lations. In Chapter Two, we will attempt to show that 'equal’ is a semantically
- omplex notion, derived from some more elementary semantic elements.

1.3.5 Rusiecki (1976)

. Rusiccki assumes, like Bartsch and Vennemann (1972), that comparison of two
Objects are based on the concepts "equal to”, 'more than’, and "less than', which are,
semantic analysis, the values of the measure function for a given pair of arguments.
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All three are psychologically simple, because in order to compare two ohjects in
respect of a dimension one does not necessarily have to know the numerical values
of the measure function for cach item; it suffices to place onc object next to the other.

Rusiecki proposes to represent the meaning of sentences with the comparative
degree of adjectives as a difference in the values of the measure function for the two
arguments, Accordingly, pairs of such sentences as { 100):

(1007 a, John is older than Bill,

b Bill is younger than John,

have the semantic representation:

(101) faeldohn) — £5,.(Bill) > 0

The relation 'more than' implies that the difference between these values is non-null.
In his paper, Rusiceki elaims that the relation ‘less than' is simply the converse
of 'more than', and thus is redundant. The choice between the two surface
representations depends on the decision as to which of the two arguments is to
function as theme and which as rheme,
(102) theme: John —— John is older than Bill
rheme: Bill ——» Bill is younger than John

The relation ‘equal to’ implies that the difference between the values of measure
function for two arguments is null, Thus, from the semantic representation like {103}
(103) [y (John) — £75, (Peter) = 0
the following comparatives can be derived:
(104) a. John is as old as Peter,
b. John and Peter are of the same age,

The evident advantage of this proposal is that it enables to formalize the sentences
in which the adjective in the comparative degree is accompanied by a numerical
eRPression: i

(105) fg(John) — £ (Peter) = 2

theme: John —3 John is two years older than Peter
rheme: Peter —» Peter is two years younger than John

Instead of stating the difference in the values of the measure funclion exactly, the
numerals many and few can be used.

(106) a. 175,(John) — £ (Peter) = MANY

', John is much older than Peter,
b, l(John) — %, (Peter) = FEW
b'. John is a little older than Peter,

Apart from the objections raised in conneetion with Bartseh and Vennemann's
proposal, which are also applicable 1o Rusiecki's analysis, we wish to point out two
other limitations of his framework,

In contrast to Bartsch and Vennemann, Rusiceki does not provide a single hint
how his semantic structures might be related to their corresponding surface forms.
This is evidently determined by the goals of the author set to achieve and the limited
scope of the paper. The really serious drawback, however, consists in his reduction
of *less than’ 1o the converse of 'more than', thus mak ing the former redundant. This is
in evident contradiction to his previous recognition of three basic relations of

Sepmparisorn. Besides,

first to SOt
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it scems that this logicaily justified claim has no psychological
eality, We do perceive objects being 'less than” other objects directly, without having
L ¢ out which of the two terms is 'more than’, in order to assert later
the converse,

1.3.6 Localist interpretation of comparative constructions

Van Buren's proposal (1976) is remarkable for his attempt to explicate the very
ncéﬁta of “more than', "less than® and ‘equal’, which had either been reduced to

co : 3
mathematical functions (Bartsch and Vennemann 1972) or considerzd to bhe

e iecki 1976),

elementary (Rusiecki | _ . . v

& Van Burcn assumes that a generalized semantic representation of comparative

%uflﬂﬁuctionn in order to be valid, must reflect the existence of a difference over
L)

g constant dimension between two entities. To achieve this aim, he postulales

a complex existence predicate which (a) expresses the existence of a difference over
constant dimension, and (b) defines the relative positions of the compared entities

over the dimension. Van Buren reduces the concept of difference over a constant

% imension to a perceptual or spatial one, ie. distance. To relate distance and
%ﬁﬁwin\g, he postulates a category of journey which mcnltfﬂcs I;el:ween the Fwo
: h‘ugh its associations with space and time. The existence predicate for comparatives

":!:‘:f,'xﬁ.{ffmnce has the following content: e
~ (107) I assert therc exists a distance on a scale X such that the [7] p

al:-uw:] [!] position on scale X,

below AR .

In utterance tokens of the type X is above Y' the implicit instruction 1o the
traveller/hearer is: .

 (108) start at point Y, travel away from gravity, and you will reach X,

If 'X s below Y* the implicit instruction is : _

(109) start at point Y and travel towards gravity and you will ru;lmh X. .
The direction of journey plus the point of departure together determine the surface
characteristics of comparative constructions. .

~ Van Buren's preocuppation was with the comparuL:’wsIuI' dif'.‘r's:ll‘::ncc_, and that is
why he did not provide a similar formula for comparatives of identity. Only in
footnote 10 [p. 11] we find a suggestion as to what form such alfnr'mu]:_j should have.
1t should assert the non-cxistence of a difference over a dimension, which shows lhm:
Van Buren is cager to explicate the coneept of =" in terms of 1.11e~ 1.'““"“”':3.5 thelm
relations, or more precisely, he assumes, like Sapir (1944) that "="15 a transit point
in the travel from 'more’ to "less’ or from ‘less’ to ‘more’,

Van Buren's analysis is unusual for its attempt to explicate the concepts ‘Im::r::
than' and ’less than' which to many grammarians are elementary, psychologically
simple semantic notions. The difficulty with this proposal is that iiﬁxillllhl.]lh]' has no
iden, as he himsell admits, how his semantic structures could be formalized and
telated Lo their surface structures, Because of this inexplicitness, Van Buren's proposal

on scale x is

- cian hardly serve as a framework for a description of comparative constructions
- In general, and the comparatives of identily in particular.
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L4 ON THE INADEQUACY OF TRANSFORMATIONAL THEORIES OF COMPARATIVE )
CONSTRUCTIONS gy

3

.
.

Curiously enough, all transformational analvses of comparative construclions 8 s
take as their muin objective the more .. than constructions, and their authors conteny
themselves with discussing some of the puzzling problems that such constructiong
pose, This statement is true both about formal syntactic and semantic descriptions . i
of comparative constructions, Occasionally, a marginal treatment is to at..as @
equatives. To retain the criterion of penerality and uniformity of treatment,
syntacticians derive the as... av construetions from the two-sentence base, through the.
same derivational processes as the more... than constructions. Mast of the quoted
grammarians explicitly express this assumption (cf. Lees 1961, Chomsky 1965,
Huddlestone 1971 a, Bresnan 1973). '

Transformational theories have been designed as frameworks for the description
of the more... than constructions. Thus, they can at best be adopted as frameworks for
the as... as constructions, 1t is doubtful, howewver, that the two-sentence base analyses,
or any of the semantic proposals can serve as a uniform (ramework both for the
as... as expressions and the ones illustrated by (4) through (6) in INTRODUCTION,

The main reason why none of the semantic analyses proposed so far can be used as’
the theoretical background for the present study is that they do not distinguish
between quantitative and qualitative comparatives, i.e. constructions with quantified
relation of comparison, and constructions with *bare’ relation of comparison. This
distinetion has to be made, at least for comparatives of identity, if the intended
description is to be satisfactory, The analyses surveved above either involve
quantification or not, but none of the proposals employs both possibilities.

In Chapter Two, we present a proposal of a uniform framework for comparatives
of identity, which we believe is devoid of the shortcomings and limitations of previous
nnalyses,

ul

S
F il

Chapter Il
1 ASPECTS OF THE IDENTITY SITUATION

ept of semantic relational structure has been proposed by Berndt
42) with reference to semantic structures containing only the ,most peneral
ures, characteristic of the whole group of expressions belonging to the
epresenting, so to speak, its basic content”. In what follows below, we
_ aspects of such a semantic structure for comparatives of identity.
'-"*gg;mantid point of view, the constitutive property of any complex surface
its relational meaning, which we define, after Klemensiewicz (1958), as
complex expression, manner in which the interdependence of its two
should be understood”!. The importance of the exact specification
meaning can hardly be exaggerated in view of the fact that a proper
ing of a given utterance is contingent on it.
1l meaning has to be represented at the semantic level. Naturally, it also
mbiguosly by the hearer. At the semantic level, it is the predicates that can be the
of relational meaning, since they are the semantic clements which define
10ns, actions, states, qualities, ete. As regards the surface exponents of relational
ning in comparatives of identity, there are two types of such markers: (a) syntactic
ctions and correlatives), and (b} lexical (cf. section 4.2).

(11}

ing explained what relational meaning is and how it is to be represented
semantic and surface structures, we want to make some remirks on the relation
ntity and the related concepts of similarity and equality. In current semantic
ature, it is assumed that “similar’ and "equal’ are clementary semantic notions
Joly 1967, Post 1977, Bartsch and Vennemann 1972, Rusiccki 1976). We will argue

W, that of the three concepts, it is the relation of identity that is an elementary

Wierzbicka (1972b: 222), we find the following examples evidently involving
neepls of identity and similarity;

| a. John's opinions are the same as his father's,

b, John's opinions are similar (o his father's.

Przpdkowany wypowicdzeniu glokonemu sposdb rosamienin waajemoeg salebnodct . dwi wypo-
W m?-“\'l Hkiilh_‘.].uwyg'.h_ wLym wypowledeeniu glodonym® (Klemensiowice [958 137)
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She correctly observes that though their meanings are simijar, they are not the same,
If one wanted to regard ‘similarity® as an elementary notion, as grammarians do, and
represent these two sentences as related but not identical. one would have to analyze
the idea of wdentity in terms of similarity. Wierzbicka is reluctant 1o do so, and
BOCATE WE,

[t seems to us that the concept of similarity can be explicaled with a more basic.
concept of identity. The difference between the twe is guantitative, i.e, to.assert that X
is the same as Y is 1o presuppose their "total identity’, identity of all the properties
shared by X and Y, To say that X is similarto Y, on the other hand, is (o presuppose
identity of only some of the features shared by X and Y. In other words, to assert
that X and Y are similar is to presuppose their "partial identity’.

The concept of identity also appears helpful in explicating the related concept |
ofequality, which to some linguists denotes one of the two Basic comparison relations,
Equality implics measuring, intensity, degree, in short quantification. Notice, that
in uttering equative constructions fike the following:

(2) 4. X equals Y in strength.

b. X is as strong as Y.
one is in fact asserting the sameness of quantities of qualities possessed by twa
individuals. Consequently, we suggest that ‘equality’, like ‘similarity’, is explicable
with the more basic concept of identity. In our interpretation, it has in its semantic
structure two elements; one 'denoting quantity, the other denoting identity, Thus it
uppears appropriate to consider 'identity” a3 4 more basic concept than *similarity’
and "equality’.

In view of the above, it will be assumed’in this study that comparatives of identity
are syntactic structures based on the semantic relation of identity. Thus, comparatives
of identity can be defined semantically as statements about the relation of identity’
holding between two terms. To render this fact, we suggest that in the semantic’
relational structure underlying comparatives of identily, there is a two-place predicate |
SAME representing this semantigafly elementary relation; as in (3):

(3)

1.a, Peter is as tall as John.
b, My sister equals John in height.
c. His father’s views are the same as Fred's
{ri¢ clear that the compared terms are taken an different ways. (4-3} unvolve the
n-j;ents that certain properties ‘observable’ in their subject NI's are rreiutil.blu_lu

ies attributable to object NP's. The sccond NP serve here to identify
dard -{S} according to which the entities named by the lirst NP's are assigned
sort of "position”
sammarians assume that S should be identificd with a referentially well-defined
 Van Buren (1976) argues that if a speaker wishes to make sense, he is !mund to
ssuppose that his hearer knows S. Thus if he, for instance, asserts that A is as long
B, lie presupposes that B is well-known to the hearer, and therefore may serve as
ixed reference point. In Chapter Three, we will attempt to state explicitly what is
at by a speaker’s knowing of the S.
the above diagram, the predicate SAME has two referential indices for its
ents, which is a gross oversimplilication, It is obvious that they have predicate-
yment structure. We wish to show now that in the internal structure of these two
ents the distinction between two types of comparatives of identity is reflected,
e alluded above that the properties attributed to compared terms can be
fied as to their quantity, Consider the following sentences:
4. John is as tall as Peter.

b. John’s views are the same as Peter's.

) presupposes that John and Peter are possessors of a property referred to as
ight’. Both individuals's heights are specified as to their quantity, though not
nerically, and it is asserted thal the quantitics of "height” that the two individuals
' e the same, i, equal. In (6b) the individuals are presupposed to share
cteristic of "view-having', nothing being said about their number or the like.
is asserted here is that the views of oneindividual are the same as the views of the
ndividual,
e above indicates that, at least, in comparatives of identity, the comparison
ion can optionally be quantified, Accordingly, quantilative and qualitative

[ paratives should be distinguished. We propose this essential difference between
NP NP two types of constructions be reflected in the internal structure of the arguments
EﬂrME ;{ ‘!" e ' I
i S a.quantitative Cl's
Our next concern in this section will be the different status of the compared terms. | /
It might be believed that the NP's in the following sentences have the same function, v
because it must always be the case that if the first equals the second the second must 5 .f!-.ME

egual the first:
(4) a. Johnis as tall as Peter.
b. John equals my sister in height.
¢, Fred's views are the same as his father's.
But this truth-preservingness of syntactic reversability holds only as far as the relation
ol identity is concerned. Hardly anyone would claim that the following are total
synonyms of the above:

W
|
QUANTITY é QUANTITY _S

ey e
PROFPERTY ¥ PROPERTY Y



3%

b.qualitative Cl's

\7"/ S:tf\_'-;__‘\ﬂp
SAME 4
™

W NE Y NP

| . |
PROPERTY X PROPERTY 'Y

The main difference between the two types of struetures consists in that in the
former the NP dominate prepositions with QUANTITY predicates, while o the
latter they dominate propositions in which PROPERTY predicates have for their
arguments variables or ather propositions (the trinngles with indices represent these
two aptions),

22 CASES QR IDENTITY

So far we have used the concept of tdentity without specifying the conditions under
which it can be asserted, Logically, there scem to be six occagions on which the identity
relation should be asserted:

{(#) when all (possible and imaginable) properties possessed by two individuals/

entities are shared;

{b) when two individuals/entities share a single property;

(¢) when two individuals/entities share more than 'one but less than all properties;

(d) when the quantities of all properties shared by two individuals/entities

are even;

(e) when the quantitics of a single property shared by two individuals/entities

are even;

(f) when the quantities of two different properties possessed by two individuals/

entities respectively are even. .

Cases (a-¢) represent so-called qualitative comparatives of identity; cases (d-f) —
quantitative comparatives of identity. Case (a) represents "totdal’ identity, as in the
follawing:

(B) o, X and Y are identical.

B, X and Y are the same in gestures,
In (Bh) the complement implies a number of praperties, all of which are believed by
the speaker Lo be shared.

Cuses (b) and (¢) represent two wvarieties of ‘partlal’ identity or similarity,
exemplified by the following:

() a0, X and Y are similar in that they like to dance,

B X and Y are similar in manners,

Case (d) has no linguistic realization, Case (v} constitules a quantitative
application ol "purtial® dentity {case (b))

(1) w. X is as tall as Y, ;
The main difference berween () and (b) consists in that in the former the relation
is quantificd,
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Finally, case () can be viewed as siill another imstance of quantified similarity

gomparison:
C (1) Xoiwoas wide as Y IS narrow.

LIEXACT FOUALITY IN QUANTITATIVE COMPARATIVES OF TRENTITY

Some linguists have questioned the "exaet equality’ interpretation of quantitative
s, arguing that it need not always be so (ef, Campbell and Wales 1969, Mittwoch
'.E.‘i_\g'_M,_ Horn 1976, Fries 1976, Cantrall 19773, They observed thal in fact the as... o
:'i&;_é___l:'._lﬁfl'l.lﬂtimﬂ need nol denote "exact equality’. Mittwoeh claims that the following:
-~ (12 John is as tall as Bill,
peed not imply that Bill is as tall as John, [t can mean that Jolin s at least as tall as Bill
the implication "possibly bigger’.
Fries (1976) maintains that in auiering ay.., gy constructions we are rather saving
toone object s approaching the ather and is almoit equal. Thus, in his
interpretation, u sentence like (12) means that John is almost as talt as Bill. In saying
8, Fries seems 1o be following Sapir (1944) in that "equal’ is a transit point in an
inary meovement from ‘more than' to ‘less than'. In other words, in the
gomparatives of equality, a kind of directional equality is involved. The use of such
s as fong and short determines from which direction one approaches equality:
(13) a. Some of these boards are as long as 6 feet.
b Some of these boards are as short as 6 feet,
3u) it 15 asserted that some of the boards in question approach 6 feet from below
lengeh. By the same token, (13b) asserts that some of the hoards in question

hus sentences like (13) seem to have two senses, viz, "exactly eoual’ and "nearly
al's The correctness of this propasal seems to be supported by the fact that anty the
ter interpretation explains the oceurence of negative polirity items in constructions
€ (14):
John is as tall as | (a) any of his friends
(b) anyene
(¢} he ever was
- When the "exactly equal® sense is made explicit in @s... as constructions with just,
Exdetly and the like, they cannot command polarity items:
(15) John is | *exactly [ as tall as { (a) any of his friends
*ust (b) anyone
(¢) he ever was

The reason why the ‘exactly equal’ interpretation has to be ruled out in (14} is that {a),
{b), (¢) earry presuppositions which are nol compatible with the real world. Notice
}E,'Ji?ﬂ (a) presupposes that all his friends are of equal height; (b) presupposes that al
- Mmembers of the open set denoted by anpone are of equal height; (¢) presupposes thil
_;!t_lhn's height is unchangeable, Considering the reality in which we live, the situations
: Elﬂﬁﬂl'ihcd in (a), (b}, (¢) are highly improbable, if not out of the question at all, So it
- Beems that the "exact squality” interpretation should be relaxed so as to admit the "near
Suality’ interpretation as suggested by Campbell and Wales, Mittwoeh and Cantrall,
e Qnﬂf; this has been done, comparatives of identity like (12) are to be taken in either

- (14)
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sense, those with negative polarity items admitting only the latler imerpretation.

But this is not the only way out. The "exactly equal® interpretation of (12)-can be
retained if one assumes that the speaker’s beliefs disagree with the actual facts, Le. if
the speaker helieves that the facts deseribed in (14 g, b, clactually take place inthe real
world, Onee this assumption is made, the incompatibility of exaer, just with negative
polarity items disappears, In the rest of this study, we assume that, as far as the speaker
is concerned, quantitative comparatives of identity have the 'exact identity’
interpretation, though this interpretation may sometimes be contrary to the facts
of the real world,

Chapter Il

 QUANTITATIVE COMPARATIVES OF IDENTITY
g .

3.1 GENERAL CHARACTERISTICS

titative comparatives of identity are meant in this study surface
(1) through (6}):
is as tall as Bill.
in smiled as innocently as Bill.
n has as many books as Bill.
s written as few papers as Bill.
in ate as much cheese as Bill.
‘has as little experience as Bill.
nguishing property of such constructions is the presence of quantity
in their semantic structures, as pointed out in the previous chapter
re for convenicnce).

(7)

Tf/s\bf\ﬁr
SAME 5 s
e

|
QUANTITY S QUANTITY

o S
PROPERTY X PROPERTY Y

tative CT's assert the identity relation obtaining between the guantitics
ies atiributed by the speaker to certain individuals, entities, elc. It s
‘whether the entities sharc a property, ie. P, = P, or possess differcnt ones,
! P.. What counts is the identity of quantities of properties, i.e. equality
properties. What is compared is the values of properties and not properties
sclves, or individuals themselves.
onsidering the part of speech occuring between the markers as...as, three
ips can be distinguished: (a) adjectival constructions, excmplified by (1)

nti
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{b) adverhbial mnstructiﬂns_ like (2); and i_:c} gvertl;-; guantified expr&sslions like {3—{:},} £ jﬂ} +% is as naval Y
Inn such sentences, the relation of the topicalized term to the standard is expressed by, e Anelear

the phrase gv...as. In our interpretation of quantitative Cl's, the as. .. gy phrass

lectrical
directly lexicalizes the identity predicate SAME. The complexes as Adj a5, a5 Adv ag, ::)anjg]]
and s Quant ey, however, stand for a lot more of semantic materal, as will be dead
shown below, one-cyed
We said above that the distinguishing property ol CI's is the presence of ate.

QUANTITY predicates in their semantic structures. However, at a clos
examination, it appears that in CI’s we are dealing with three different quantity: are derived [rom representations in which the property predicate has a vaniabie
predicates. Thus in () and (2} we are talking about the DEGREEs of height and’ rgument, as in (11). The guantity predicate in such siructures is always the
innocence respectively, while in (3) and (4) it is more appropriate to talk about GREE predicate.

the NUMBER of objects atiributed to both individuals. Finally, in {5) and (6) we arel TR
dealing with stiil another predicate of gquantity, namely AMOUNT. It is more -
appropriate to discuss work, experience and substances like cheese and bread in terms? & T oo < S

regards the semantic struclures underlying adjectival CI's, it is assumed that

of AMOUNT rather than in terms of DEGREE or NUMBER. Accordingly, wel : |P NiF'

assume that there are at Teast three predicates of quantity in as... as constructions.’ SﬁL‘IE < <

DEGREE predicates primarily occur in the semantic structures underlying adjectival b o

adverbial and certain overtly quantified gs...as constructions.- NUMBER and h;F 1"{" biF
i : S 2

AMOUNT are confined to overtly quantified expressions only. S DEGREE S

Befare passing to a detaiied discussion of the three types of guantitative CI's, B DEGREE e e
wish to make a distinction between static and dynamic CI's. Expressions like (t ] ' MP {\iIP
through (6) can be said to be STATIC in that the quantity of properties remains I |
constant. It will be shown in Chapter Four of this work that in English there are alse 1 PROPERTY X PROPERTY Y
quantitative expressions of identity in which we deal with increase and/or decrease -atgnvc structure underlies comparatives like (12):
of quantities. We suggest that such expressions are DYNAMIC CI's, having in mind
here syntactic structures marked by the occurence of two the's, as in (8):

(8) The longer he stays, the more bored he becomes.,
A detailed discussion of such constructions will be poe;rponad until Chapter Four.

s that adjectival CI's Tike (13):
; chnughtasexpcmweamas]d;d

rived from scmanlic representations resulting from the embedding of a structure
11) in some matrix proposition. In such semantic compounds, illustrated in (14)
parative structure functions as a degree modifier of some element in the matrix

32 ADJECTIVAL COMPARATIVES OF IDENTITY LOposition.

(14)

By an adjectival CT's are meant those structures which have one of the appropriate
adjcetives between the formal markers, as in (9%

He bought a NP
2

(9) X is as | tall a5 Y. cary
ugly B e feeo
sharp the carwas as expensive as the carp
red
witty | bought
shapeless

ete. | 3.2.1 Presuppositions associated with the standard of comparison

By appropriate adjectives we mean those -adjectives that range over scals

{intensifiable) dimensions, or in other words, have scalar qualities underlving them.: a Jmlw:s in CI's, Our suggestion is that certain presuppositions of the speaker are

Accordingly, all adjectives which range over dimensions that are non-scalar can not "'l in such adjectives.

oceur in the same contexl as the former ones. Typically, these adjectives can rle:ifh___ Wﬂ pointed out in Chapter Two that the speaker. in uitering comparative
- be compared nor modificd by means of adverbs of degree like very, much, etc.t eXpressions. presupposes the hearer’s familiarity with the standard of companison, or

" In this section, we will attempt to specify the semantic content of gradable
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mote precisely, his familiarity with the quantity of property possessed by the referent
of the NP to which this property is ateributed,

But it seems that in asserting the dentity relation, the speaker may indirectly
express his beliels about the quantity of the reference property. Thus, he may consider
this property to be possessed in exeess, in an insufficient degree, or he may refrain
from making any of such estimations at all, Tt is exactly these three beliefs that govern
the selection of scalar adjectives, which in turn enable the speaker o express his
personal quantification of-the reference property,

The above speculations imply that adjectives occuring in gs...ay constructions
incorporate  the property predicate and the information provided by the
presupposition, associated with the guantity of the reference property. This
suggestion is cssentially in agreement with the semantic structure underlying noun-
-hased adjectives, proposed in Given {1970):

(15) [having [{iﬁ 1o [Quiality} ] ag

In the above formula, O stands for guantifier slot, the plus and minus signs loosely
stand for something like MANY/MUCH and FEW/LITTLE. Since Givon's study
was word-oriented, he did not bother to explain the source of his quantifiers, which
can be many. In this study, which falls within the province of sentence semantics, the
quantifiers are provided by the speaker's presuppositions associated with the
veference property.

From his formula, Givon generates antonymous adjectives. If, for example, the
guality noun is Jength®, and the plus quantifier is chosen, the resulling adjective is the
marked Jong, i.c. [having [+ length]] equals "being long’. Picking up of the negative
guantifier, on the ather hand, leads to the formation of the adjective short, 1.e.
[having [- length]] equals "being short’,

Giivon's “having quality’ corresponds 1o the property predicates of our semantic
structures, '+ to the *excess’ '=' to the 'insufficiency’. But how the ‘some, unspecified®
presupposition i (o he represented in the above formula? That this presupposition
should be given representation is evident for at least twoe reasons. Firstly, itis logically
possible and quite natural that the speaker may wish to generate an adjective based on
a guality noun without cormmitting himself to either MUCH or LITTLE guantifiers,
Secondly, from a semantic point of view antonymous adjectives, for example, may be
said to constitute triptets (cf. Ljung [974), the positive member can be said either to be
marked, i.e. denoting a high degree of a quality, or unmarked, i.e, denoting a certain
degree of a quality, while the negative member is normally marked, i.e. indicating
a small degree of a quality, Accordingly, it would be semantically inadequate to treat
unmarked and marked positive adjectives as involving the MUCH quantifier in their
semantic struetures, To cope with this inadequaey, we propose the "some, unspecified’
quantity presupposition be represented by both quantifiers jointly, Le, "' If, now, the
qualily noun is "length® and "4+ quantifiers are chosen, the resulting adjective is the
unmarked fong, ie. [having [ length]],

The corrcetness of our hypothesis about the three types of presuppositions
associated with the quantity of reference property is evidenced by the fact that scalar
adjectives retain their respective presuppositions when occuring in CI's, Consider for
example adjectives which have an inalienable property underlying therm: body parts,

45

mental gualities, parts of a whole, kinship terms, ete, (cf. Ljung 1974). Naturally, only
those 1nalienable adjectives are relevant here which range over scalar qualities:

(16} fleshy
colourful  —  colourlss
witty
toothy — toothless
buttocky '
soulful —  soulless
willful
shapeful — shapeless

Inaliecnable means something like "having N to an unusual extent or in an unusual
number’. Thus feshiy means something like "having flesh in high guantity”, Notice that
the affix -less in colowrless, toothless, shapeless does not mean 'lacking N' when
suffixed to inalienable nouns but carries meaning “having N in small quantity’. It
appears that inalienable adjectives retain their markedness in as... a5 consiructions;
(17) a. She is as [ fleshy ] as her sister.
witly
raothy
b, Mg as [colourless) as Y.
toothless
shapeless

The presuppositions associated with the reference properties in (17a) is that her
sisters relative flesh, wiltiness,  toothiness 15 MANY in quantity, while the
presupposition associated with (17b) is that Y's relative colour, shape, toothiness is
FEW in quantity. We suggest that inalienable scalar adjectives like those in (16)
lexicalize scalar inalicnable properties combined with MANY or FEW quantifiers,
supplied by the presupposition connected with the reference property.

Another group ol adjectives, semantically similar to inalienable adjectives, is
constituted by antenvmous adjectives like shori-tall, shallow-deep, dull-sharp, etc,
It is gencrally maintained that the marked members of such adjectives univocally
invalve presupposition about the quantity of property present in the second term,
when occuring in comparative expressions, Thos, in the following sentences:

(18) a. This man is as short as his wife.

b, This lake 1 as shallow as our pond.

¢. Your knife is as blunt as my scissors,
The use of short presupposes that the knife is short, as far as the speaker is concerned;
the use of shallow presupposes that oure pond is shallow: the use of W presupposes
that the scissors are blunt, Tt should be noted that each sentence of (18] invites
inference that the man is short, the lake is shallow, the knife is blunt, respectively.

Anaother generally held assumption is that adjectives like shere, shallow, bl are
semantically complex, e, they are covert comparatives based on the relation LESS
than the NORM defined by the class of entities 1o which the possessor of the qualicy
belongs, In this interpretation, all sentences of (18) imply that there are certain norms
in the speaker’s mind, defined by the classes of such entities as grown up females,
ponds and scissors, And it is these norms that the speaker relates to respective
quantities of reference properties. In the case of adjectives involved in (18), the



46

presupposed relation between the quantities and the respective norms is LESS THAN

The difficulty with this approach consists in the vague concept of NORM,
IRccuntig.', it has been proved that this concept is too vague to be of any relevance inthe
interpretation of relative  adjectives (cf Bogustawski  1975). An  alternative
dlescriplicm, dispensing with the concept of NORM has been put forth in Ru-
siecki (1976),

. Rusiccki proposed to describe the meaning of sentences with relative adjectives
using the two concepts symbaolized by MANY and FEW. The two stand for Py
subsets of the set of positive real numbers linearly ordered in relation to the other
clements of the set, They can be viewed as quasi-numerals. Given a scale for a certain
quality, MANY can be represented as an interval whose value at a lower end is vague
and which stretches upwards as far as the end of the scale, FEW representsan inlerval
stretching from the beginning of the scale upwards; the upper end being il defined.
In this interpretation, the propositions presupposed by the speaker in uttering the
sentences of (18) can be paraphrased as follows:

(19) the guantity of [ wife’s height is a number which is an clement
pond’s depth
. scissor's sharpness
s of the fuzzy set FEW which is an interval at the lower end of the scale,
n short

(20) | wife's height ; feet
pond’s depth IS FEW  feet
scissor’s sharpness microns

‘The concepts proposed by Rusiecki are intuitively simpler than the significantly
MORTE{LESS than the NORM, and they also are in keeping with equally fuzzy
quantitics of reference properties presupposed by the utterer of comparalive
expressions, For these reasons, we shall employ Rusiecki's proposdal in the
interpretation of ax... as constructions, supplemented, however, by the addition of
a fuzzy set SOME, which represents an interval whose lower and upper ends are vapue,
stretching anywhere along the scale for a given dimension,

Thus equipped with new concepts, we wish to pass to the adjectival as...as
constructions which include associated presuppositions involving MANY and
SOME, The immediate candidates for such constructions are those with the
unmarked members of antonymous adjectives:

(21) a. This man is as tall as your brother.

b. The lake is as deep as our sea,

¢, This knife is ax sharp as my scissors.
The problem with constructions like (21) is that the acjective is said to "'neutralive’ 5o
that it does not imply anything about the qualities involved (cf. Bartsch and
Vennemann 1972, Fries 1976). Accordingly, the sentence This ntan is tall can be
paraphrased as "the man's height is MANY feet', but (21 a) can only be paraphrased as
"the man's height is SOME feet, his brother’s height is SOME feet and both heights
are equal’

[t seems to us that this view is a consequence of two facts, The first is the
neutralization of the unmarked adjective in How-questions:

(22) How old is your brother?
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where ofd is unmarked and simply means "having relative, unspecified age’. Ljung
(1974) observed thal the primary stress in such guestions may fall either on the
adjective, as in (22) or on how, In uttering a question like (22), with the primary stress
on'! the adjective, the speaker wants 1o know (o what extent the quality is possessed,
Uttering How-gquestions with stressed flow, the speaker knows from the immediate
context that the guality is possessed in excess, Thus, Hdw old iy yonr brother? implies
that the brother in question 15 old.

The second reason for the 'neutralization® claim is that many people failed to
notice that semantically, antonymous adjectives form triplets rather than doublets,

Jina mannet described a few pages earlier (cf. also Ljung 1974),

In view of the above, we suggest that av., ay construclions with positive members:

of antonymous pairs always lexicalize structures involving a property plzgdicam;gﬁa.

MANY or SOME quantifiers, supplied by the speaker’s presupposition. Thisamounts
to saying that, out of context, the expressions involved may always be interpreted as
involving the unmarked and marked readings. The problem with our suggestion is
that only indirect evidence in favour of it can be presented. Rt
~ The most compelling evidence is the immediate speech context, It is obvious that
no utterance can be understood without a knowledge of its context in the sehge

Cinformation about the speaker, the subject matter, and what has been said prewoqs]y
in the same speech situation,

When expressions exemplified by (21) are used in the marked sense, the speaker
already knows from the preceding context that the reference property is possessed
in excess, i.e; the property is used in the marked sense. Thus, the seutauoc:{'of{ﬂl}_ri‘_l'ja":.f"
imply that the speaker already knows that the brother in question is tall, the sea is deep

“and the scissors are sharp. It is possible to imagine a situation in which (21 a) could E_Iﬁlf

uttered in the marked sense. Imagine someone boasting of his brother's enormous.

height, ended up with a challenge that none of his acquaintances equals him in height.
- Provided that such persons exist, (21 a) might be uttered, Here, as in many other ¢ases,

the interpretation depends on whal we are willing to accept as a possible situation,
Another way to convey the marked sense in as...as constructions containing

“antonymous adjectives is to combine an element like even with the positive member

of antonymous pairs, as illustrated in (233
(23} 4. The man 18 even as tall as your brother,

b. This lake is even as deep as our sea,

¢ Your knife is even as sharp as my scissors,
In contrast to the sentences of (21), the above sentences can have only marked
interpretation, They. additionally differ in thal lwo sets of presuppositions are
associated with the quantities of properties attributed to their NI's respectively, Thus,
(23) presuppose (a) that the man is tall, the lake is deep, and the knife is sharp, and (b)
that the brother in question, the sea and the scissors possess their properties not only
in high degree, but in a very high degree, The matching context in which to utter
sentences (23) appropriately is the speaker’s realization that the qguantities of
properties that he considers to be possessed in a high degree, equal the quantitics
of propertics that he believes to be possessed in a very high degree,

—

UWe will pot consider all the varietes of 'cantrastive’ stress that can oceur in such @ guestion,
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Finally, we wish to mention a class of adjectives which incorporate only the
unspecified guantifier SOME. We mean here adjectives denoting colour terms like
red, blue, black, ete. Al colour terms are intensifiable with adverbs like very, highty,
¢te.. When occurring in as... gy CXpPressions

(24) X is as { red as Y,

wlhite
bBlue
e,
the only presupposition possible 1o associate with the reference property is something
like 'X's relative colour is of unspecified intensity’. Naturally, this interpretation
applies to trug comparatives involving colour terms, like ( 24), not to stercotyped
expressions like (25)
(25) a. as black as pitch
b. as red as blood blood red
¢. as white as snow = snow white ete.

With these remarks on colour adjectives, we want to finish our discussion
concerning the three kinds of presuppositions that the speaker associates with the
reference properties. We hope to have convineingly demonstrated that the adjectives
occuring between the as...as markers can incorporate one of the three kinds of
information about the quantity of reference property, i.e, big quantity, small quanticy
and unspecified quantity,

pitch black

3.2.2 Property predicates, their arguments, and the surface structure of adjectival
comparatives of identity

The purpose of this section is to demonstrate that the surface structures of as... ay
expressions are determined by certain conditions on the constituents of their semantic
representations. To accomplish this we will examine the relationship holding between
the property predicates on the ane hand, and their arguments on the other, For the rest
of this section we will use the letters P and X to refer to property predicates and theiy
arguments respectively,

The whale procedure is similar 1o the one employed by Doherty and Schwartz
(1967}, who used the identity vs. non-identity of subject NP's and predicating Adj’s as
the eriterion for the classification of simple adjectival comparative constructions. Our
discussion, however, is similar to theirs in the method, The constituents we will be
referring to are semantic entities, while Doherty and Schwartz dealt with formal-
-syntactic ones. Besides, our aims are different. Doherty and Schwartz sought 1o
achieve a structure based eriterion for the classification of syntactic structures, Whai
we atlempt to indieate is faclors determining the surface form of the (80 a2y
COnstructions.

We will fiest consider so-called ‘one-variable' expressions. The term itsell has been
invented by Huddlestone (1971 a) for comparatives of difference like (26):

(26) John is taller than Bill.
where two different individuals are asseried Lo share one property. We extended this
name to cover also the constructions of identity. The following are "one-variable’
eomparatives of identity:

(27) a. John is as tall as Bill.
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b. The river is as deep as the lake,
L P=P; X, EX, , i 't
In the case of semantic involving identiuull propurtmsf and nun-}'cfclrum:[at argu.rmtfl 5,
the shared property is lexicalized as a single uﬂnamlueqi I(Eid_]cctwf.‘]l in the surface
gtructure, and is understood as attributable 1:9 hath l{!dl\-‘iduﬂls. ——
Logically, there is another case of "one-variable’ C1's, namely, those indicating the

referentiality of arguments and non-identity of propertics. This case is illustrated by
the following examples: o -
{28) a. This music is as loud as it is buaunltul.
b. Mary is as beautiful as she is intelligent,
IL. P|T"-I"z', x==x-= ’ . ; s : .
In English, the possessor of the reference property is obligatorily lexicalized with
~a personal pronoun coreferential with the topicalized argument, : :
'Two-variable’ Cl's involve total mismatching of the constituents in question, asin
the following sentences; e :
(29) a, Mary is as beautiful as John is uml‘:l_hgﬁ:m.
" b. The car is as long as the boat is wide,
[1I. P,#Py X, #X, . . s
1t is evidenced by tlhu above sentences that the case of non-identical plropt,ruclﬁ a;tz _
‘.-:;mn-carct'cmntiai arguments requires the presence of all these constituents in the
surface structure. Al ke
: 'Finally, we come to the so-called *zero-variability’ which posed many pmblc;nsﬁ
both for Doherty and Schwartz and Huddlestone. To handle cumﬂra;w'.
constructions displaying total matching, Doherty and Schwartz hzlgd to F’?‘" t ¢r|:
n matrix structures. What seemed satisfactory from the formal point of view cann::ld
“be maintained on semantic grounds, It seems that Dohc{t}' and Sci‘\warF -[vo'..:
_propose something like the following to illustrate a comparative expression displaying
- total matching, iy :
' (30) Tom knows a doctor whao is as tall as the one that _Fum knnw:-..l o
3 In their analysis, (30) would be derived from four constituent clauses like the
- following: .
(31) 8,: Tom knows a doctor (S,)
Sy doctor is tall (5 )
540 doctor (54) is tall

5,0 Peter knows the doctor : : T 2 :
Where the :a’acm.-' of 8, and the doctor of S, are identical, and rall of S 5 is identical with

tall of S ,. The proposal has to be rejected because docror | and doctor ; are de.nn:;I
formally but not referentially, thus sentence (30) can not be said to be a 'ze

=variable’ case, i . o .

Huddlestone did nol even try to account for xcru-var:aller:: comparatives. tf::

- assumed that they cannot be grammatical, hence any description of mr;'lpara !

~ expressions has to take into account the nup}her ?f variables as a factor re !cvan:m:
the grammaticality of comparative constructions, for at least the reason torule ou

¥, ; . e ;

CEero-variable’ instances. : ol

i : e table' expressions grammatical.

We can think of two wavs to make “zero-variable’ g ical

Complete matching is available when the identity is holding at two different points
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suggestion is based on the fact thal gradable adjectives define semantically different
roperties. Consider, for instance, the following examples:

(35) a. John is as ]slow [ as Peter.

r,u uick
b. John is as [tall T as Peter,
n'lim}
Of the two sets of adjectives, it is only the properties defined in (35a) that can be
predicated of actions:

(36) a. John runs as [ slowly } as Peter,

quickly

k. *John runs as 1:'[11]1:.' as Peter,
*slimly

~ In keeping with the above, (35a) can be paraphrased us in (37):
(37) John ACTs as | slowly | as Peler,
. quickly
- where ACT represents a predicate of unspecified action. On the other hand, no
paraphms-:: including a predicate of action can be provided for (35h),

In view of the above, we suggest that in the semantic structure of adjectival CI's
like (35a), the property predicate has in its scope a proposition, which includes some
- predicate of activity, and a variable denoting an agent. The property predicate here is
*um: of the mode of action defining predicates like slow, guick, fast and the like.

(38)

in time, or in two different possible worlds. Thus the ungrammatical comparative
expressions given in Huddlestone (1967) can be saved if, for example, it is introduced
by some world-creating verb:

(32) a. "Brahms wrote more symphonies than Brahms wrote symphonies.

b. Mary believes that Brahms, wrote more symphonies than he; wrote,
The following examples illustrate “zero-variable’ CI's. In (33a) we have variability
of time, in (33b) we deal with different worlds:

(33) a. John is as brilliant as he used o be,

b, John is as intelligent as he himself believes to be.

“Fero-variable’ Cl's requiring referential identity of both arguments, and identity
of properties, require as an obligatory condition on the grammaticality of surface
structures, mismatching of time specification in the two arguments of the predicate
SAME, and mismatching of "worlds”.

As far as the presence of constituents in the surface structure is concerned, the
shared property is rendered by a single constituent (adj) understood as attributable to
both subjects. Time and world specifications are obligatorily lexicalized, evidently
in numerous ways, The possessor of the reference property is lexicalized as a pronoun,
coreferential with the topicalized argument. The reference argument cannot be
deleted here.

It is natural that the same variability is possible in cases 1, 11, and 111 In the
examined examples, we had the identity of the time specification of the speech act, and
the time specification of the two propositions it asserts, Le.t, = t; = t,, Additionally,
all examples were intended to be assertions of attributive propositions holding in real
world, One can easily provide examples showing that time variability and possible
world variability are by no means confined to 'zero-variable” Cl's:

(34) 1. a. John is as tall as Bill was four years ago — time

b. Mary believes that John is as tall as Bill was four years ago — world
I, a. George is as tall as he used to be wide — time
b. George is as tall as he believes himself to be wide — world
111, a. The sea is as deep as the river used to be wide some years ago — time
b. 1 imagine the sea to be as deep as this river is wide — world

It appears that the variability has no bearing on the lexicalization of propertics
and arguments, which is performed in the manner described above, In this sense, the
variability of time and world is irvelevant for the lexicalization of ‘one’ and "two-
-variable’ Cl's, [t simply provides new constituents in the surface structure,

In this section we pointed out certain conditions on the well-formedness of
semantic representations underlying adjectival CI's, which have bearing on their
surface form, We have also described in some detail the way in which the proposed
semantic structures are converted into surface structures, In sections 4.3 and 4.4, we
will discuss twe other classes of av... gy constructions which are subject to exactly the
sume well-formedness conditions and similar processes of lexicalization,

r,./‘"’ HP | \Nip
DEGREE S  DEGREE
| \f’ T/S\"”’
PROPERTY S PROPERTY
R
v NP v P
| | J: |
ACT X ACT Y

It is characteristic of a structure like the above that the property can be predicated,

in the surface structure, of both constituents of the pm;mmmn in its seope, I the

Activity verb is left unspecified, the adjectival pattern is employed, as in (35a). If,

: - however, the verb appears on the surface, the property predicate surfaces as an
&dw.rbml modifier on this verh, as in (36a),

The correctness of our interpretation of adjectival CI's like (35a) is evidenced by

3.2.3 Complex adjectival comparatives of identily

In what follows below, we will argue that certain adjectival CI's are derived from
the semantic structure different from the one discussed in section 32,20 Our
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 the fact that under appropriate conditions {35a) can be a contextual equivalent of any
of the following sentences:

(39} a. John runs as slowly as Peter.

b. John thinks as slowly as Peter.
¢. John acts as quickly as Peter,
elc,

But a really compelling evidence for the claim that in the semantic structures
of CT's like (35a), the property predicate has a proposition in its scope is provided by
the selection restriction on the type of subject that adjectives of abruptness like sudden,
unexpected, abrupt, immedigte take, Notice that (40) are ungrammatical, while (41) are
perfectly acceptable:

(40y a. *John is as{ abrupt as Peter.

immediate
unexpected
b, *The volesno was as [ abrupt as Y,
immediate
unexpected
{(41) a. John's nervous breakdown was as [ unexpected | as Peter’s,
sudden
b. John's reaction was as | immediate ] as Peter’s,
unexpected
c. The volcano’s eruption was as { abrupt as Y.
{unuxpr:ctmi
The ungrammaticality of (40) is due to the fact that properties like abruptness are
attributable to actions, activities, processes, ete, When they collocate with a nominal,
the activity has to be inherently contained in it, as in (41).

The nominals George's nervous breakdown, George's reaction and the voleano's
eruption are cvidently complex in structure, and involve predicate-argument
configurations paraphrased as George broke down, George reacted and the voleano
erupted. We conclude then that comparative constructions with adjectives of
abruptness have semantic representations like (38), they differ, however, as to what
portion of the representation is subjectivized, In the former cases, the agent of un

activity verb was made the surface subject, to which the property denoted by the
respective adjective was attributed in the surface structure, It appears that in the case |

of the abruptness adjeclives, the surface subject has to be a nominalization of the
proposition in the scope of property predicate,

It follows from the above that adjectival CI's do not constitute 4 homogenous
class, as far as the structures underlying them are concerned. They are derived from
distinet sources, involving propositions with: (&) property predicate and a variable,
(b} property predicate with an y-argument proposition in its scope.

13 ADVERBIAL COMPARATIVES OF IDENTITY

In the adjectival as... as expressions, the property predicates are represented in the
surlace structure by one gradable qualitative adjective, We showed that these

adjectives incorporate additionally the information about the speaker's beliefs about
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the degree of reference property. Generally, all adjectives denoting gradable
propertics can be inserted between as... as markers, It appears that also adverbs oecur
in the same position. Semantically, however, their behaviour and collocational
properties are far from being homogenous,

3.3.1 True adverbial comparatives of identity

True adverbial comparatives of identity have in their semantic structures property
‘predicates with n-argument propositions in their scope, as illustrated by (38) above,
Theoretically, the property can be predicated of any constituent of this proposition.
Below, we will consider only cases when (a) the property characterizes both the
activity and the agent of this activity; (b) when the property is attributable to action

-~ only; (¢) when the speaker subjectively assigns properties to actions.

Generally speaking, case (a) is represented by expressions with verbs denoting
momentary manifestation of a property. The most general verb of this type is behave,
In this casc, the property predicate defines a psychological quality, which is attributed
to the agent of the action at the time of jts happening, and also to the action at this
time. Thus, the following sentence:

(42) X behaved as rudely as Y.
informs that at the time of the action denoted by the verb behave, X wasasrudeas Y
and also that at the same time X's behaviour was rude and Y’s behaviour was rude mu.’
Other adverbs collocable with the general verb behave are given below:

(43) X behaved as [ cleverly as Y,

smartly
ingeniously
hypocritically
ungracefully
decently
) etc,
Similar characteristics are displayed by the following:
(44) a. X moved as energetically as Y,
phlegm:nlical!y}
b. X jumped as gaily as Y.
¢ X replied as {arrogantly Y as Y.
maliciously
unkindly
rudely
coldly
timidly
d. X raised his head as {pmndly as Y.
impudently
- X listenced as [ patiently ) as Y,
carefully
kindly
Case (b) is represented ¥y CI's in which adverbs define various physical properties

LS
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of actions. It is only natural that such adverbs can co-oceur with verbs denoting
actions and processes, but not states:
(45) *X [ knows | as quickly as Y,
belongs
s able
Actions and processes can be described for their rate. Typical adverbs denoting the
rate of actions are guickly, sfowly, fast, riytheically;

(46) X[ moves as fquicklyY as Y.
learns slowly
begins to ¥V fast
Another characteristic of actions can be their abruptness:
(47) X stood up as ¢ suddenly as Y.
unexpectedly
abruptly
immediately

The characteristic feature of verbs collocating with adverbs of abruptness is that they
denote completed actions, momentary, non-durative. This, we think, explains the
ungrammaticality of comparative expressions with durative verbs:
(48) *X [ remembers ] as suddenly as Y,
{]i‘l.-'l::i
Frequently, the execution of an action requires or simply involves a degree of
strength. A physical property which can be attributed to actions and processes it
power, exemplified by the following:
(49} X tied Z as {strongly as Y.
powerfully
weakly
slightly L
Such modifiers as those in brackets can only collocate with verbs denoting activities,
the performance of which requires some amount of strength. Accordingly, the
following are deviant:

{50) *X ¢ runs 9 as strongly as Y.
wilks
wiiles :
There are a number of verbs denoting actions requiring a degree of strength for their
performance; throw, push, pull, beat, hit, tie, ete. _
Finally, physical activities are olten accompanied by certain acoustic effects of
different intensily. Thus, one may walk noiselessly, shout laudly, enter guietly, ete.

{51y X [ walks 7 as [ loudly as Y.
shouls quictly
enters noiselessly
It is only natural to find in this class verbs like speatk, laugh, cry, etc., which denote the
use of voiee, :
Constructions of group (¢) contain purely evaluative adverbs, denoting t_he
speaker's subjective judgements. Such evalualions may concern acsthetic propertics
of actions:

h]
(32) X [ dances as | beautifully | as Y.
declairms gracefully
sings nicely
mimes
swims
1l

The evaluations denoted by the adverbs are the expression of the speaker’s attitude to
the event described by the wverb, They generally do not inform about objective
properties, but about values established subjectively. It is obvious that such adverbs
require verbs which are compatible with such evaluations:

(53 *X [ cooks as [nicely as Y.
washes {graccfully}
opens £
knows
Subject to personal evaluation can often be one’s moral conduct, as in the following
sentences:
(54) X [ acts as [ well q as X,
behaves morally
treats £ perfectly
4 badly
disgracefirlly
dishonorably
ignobly
infamously

3.3.2 Complex adverbial comparatives of identity

In this section, we wish to demonstrate that probably not all adverbial CI's are
derived from semantic structures in which property predicates have propositions
in their scope. Consider the following sentences:

(55) a. X dresses as clegantly as Y,

b. X wears as elegant garments as Y,
They are evidently synonymous of cach other, The former, however, is an adverbial
CI, while the latter is an adjectival C1. To account for the synonymy of both examples,
we suggest that both types of constructions be derived from the same semantic
representation,

The semantic representation underlying (55a and b) involves a matrix proposition
which should be spelled as "X wear garments’. The property "elegance’ is predicated of
the garments in the semantic representation, [t is altogether not surprising because
such properties always presuppose the garment, the wearer, and the act of wearing,
It is always the first of the three that has to be attributed "elegance’, in order that one
might secondarily predicate this property of the wearer and the act of wearing. The
degree of elegance, predicated of the garments in question, is specified through
COMparison,

Thus it seems that the two surface expressions illustsated by (35) are derived from
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a semantic structure in which the variable of the matrix proposition is modified by
4 comparative structure, as in (56);

(56}

S
X wear NP

garments, 5

garments are as elegant as the garments that Y wears

The information contained in (56) can be rendered in prose as 'X wears garments which
are ds elegant as the garments which Y wears’,

In our interpretation, (55a and b) represent two options for the lexicalization
of (56). (55b) is arrived at through the familiar relative clause reduction and adjective
preposing. The selection of the adverbial option is determined by the existence of
a lexical verb which incorporates two semantic clements: WEAR, GARMENTS,
In English, the surface verb dress can replace this complex.,

The verbs smile and look, when occuring in CI's display the same characteristics:

(57) X smiles as [ bitterly as Y.

innocently

sweetly

shyly

gravely

(38) X looks as faskingly 73 as Y.

pleadingly

helplessly

gloomily

kindly
X smiles can be assumed to roughly mean X gives some expression on X's face by
parting the lips and loosening of the face muscles’, while X looks seems to mean
X turns X's eyes 1o Z'. In keeping with the above interpretation of dress, it is the facial
expression implied by the verb smile, and the eyes implied by the verb look that are
attributable the properties denoted by the surface adverbs,

Our suggestion scems to be supported by actual linguistic material, Frequently,
when the argument implied by these verbs surfaces as an independent noun, it can
easily collocate with the above properties:

(59) a. [ bitter smile

innocent
Bweel
shy
b. pleading eyes
C. glmmyj look, eyes, gaze
helpless

1
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3.3.3 Surface exponents of property predicates in adjectival and adverbial
comparatives ol identity

Adjectives and adverbs in comparatives of identity define properties, This fact is
reflected at the semantic level by proposing the same source, Le, property predicate
from which they derive, Such a view is in keeping with the suggestion that adjectives
and corresponding -/p adverbs are contextual variants of the same grammatical
category (cf. Lyons 1968, Bowers 1975).

In the section devoted to adjectival Cl's, we propesed the following formula to

represent the semantic structure underlying qualitative adjectives:

{H0) [having [{+}]1q [quality] ] Adj
We claim that -{y adverbs, which define properties, have the same semantic structure,

the choice of either surface category being determined by a number of factors,

MNotice that in formula (60) there is a predicate of possession denoted by "having'.
We suggest that in the case of true adjectival and adverbial CI's the distribution of
surface adjectives and the corresponding -fy adverbs is sensitive 1o who/what is the
possessor of a given property. Thus, in true adjectival CT's the property is possessed by
entitics represented at the semantic level by NP's:

(61) a. John is as tall as Bill.

b, The river is as deep as the lake, i

In true adverbial C1's, it is the action in the first place, represented by V's at the
semanltic strueture, that is assigned a property, or the action and the entity involved
~in this action. But there remains the case of complex adjectival C1's and adverbial CI's
derived from the semantic structure underlving true adjectival Cl's which shows that
‘the distribution of adjectives and -{y adverbs is governed by still other factors.

In the case of complex adjectival CI's, the property modifies a praposition at the
semantic level, but it surfaces as an adjective modifving a NP, We indicated two
‘oceasions on which the semantic modificr of an action is lexicalized as an adjectival
modifier of a surface NP, First, when the V in the scope of property predicate does not
surface because the context makes it clear, or the surface adjective itself makes it clear
that the verb is involved.

(62) John is as slow as Bill,

Second, when the proposition in the scope of property predicate gets nominalized,
and surfaces as a complex NI,

(63) George's breakdown was as unexpected as Y,

In the ease of adverbinl and adjectival Cl's derived (rom common semantic
structure, the lexicalization of the property prodicate as +/y adverb instead of adjective
is determined by the faet that the NP which is assigned this property is a constituent
of o larger semantic configuration to be replaced by a single lexical verb, as in the
following:

(64) X dresses as elegantly as Y,

In adjectival CI's derived from this same semantic structure, this configuration
((WEAR, GARMENTS) in aress) surfaces as a clause in which the constituent
modified by the property predicate surfaces as the object preceded by an adjectival
attribute denoting the property involved:

(65) X wears as ellegant dresses as Y,
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In this case, the selection of adjectives or ~/v adverbs seems Lo depend on the exisience
ol the lesical verb eguivalent in meaning 1o the complex semantic conligurution. The
non-exsstence of such verbs makes the lexicalization of the property with surface
adjective obligatory. So much for the selection of adjectives and corresponding Iy
adverbs,

It follows from the above thut practically any property attributable to actions can
surface as a modifier of the entity involved in this action. But it appears that not all
properties attributed 1o individuals enn be predicated of Actions, processes, ele,
We mean here properties like weight, height, colour, fleshness, etc., i.e, those
inherently possessed,

Another conclusion following from the abave is that the inherently possessed
properties accur only in true adjectival CI's, If s0, then it is obvious that adjectival CI's
with propertics attributable 10 actions can always be interpreted as derived from
adverbial semantic structure under the conditions described above,

There still remains the problem of the degree of reference property as presu pposed
by the speaker, and the associated problem of appropriate quantifier in the semantic
structure of the -/y adverbs, It seems that the selection of a quantifier is rarely signalled
lexically, as was the case with true antonyms and adjectives of inalienable possession.
In general, only few -/y adverbs form pairs denoting intervals at the opposite poles
of the same dimension underlying them. We include in this group certain adverbs
of rate: quick/fast-slow, adverbs of elegance: richly- poarly. All other -y adverbs can
be interpreted us involving any of the three quantifiers, i.e. MANY, FEW, SOME,
naturally when the particular CI1 containing such an adverb is considered out of its
linguistic or social context,

34 OVERTLY QUANTIFIED COMPARATIVES OF IDENTITY

By overtly quantificd CI’s are meant those as... as constructions which have the
quantifiers much, many, little and few in the pasition between the formal markers:
(66) a. X walks as much as Y does.
b. X reads as many books as Y.
c. X grew up as little as Y,
d. X has as few friends as ¥,
Lhe first thing we wish to do is to distinguish between the different senses of much.
In a paper concerned with the quantification in the VP, Grzegorezykowa (1973)
mentions the Polish adverbs bardze and duze, whose function is to quantify the action
named by the verb, as in the following;
(67) a. X duzo { chodzi
praguje
b. X bardzo [ kocha 2
zasmucil sig
In English, the equivalent constructions have frequently the structure of the form
X-¥-MUCH, as in (68);
(68) a. X{ walks } much.

wirks
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b. X floves Z 1 much,
| w.ddmed}

The immediate conclusions are two: (a) much is a functional equivalent of both bardzo

andd do; much 15 used to convey the two meamngs rendered by bardzo and duzo

respectively,

As remarked above, one of the many positions that much may occupyin English is
between the as... as markers of comparison, which position is mainly reserved for
adjectives and -l adverbs:

{(69) a. X stays al Z as much as Y.

b. X walks as much as Y.

¢, X dried as much as Y.

d. X dried Z as much as Y,

¢. X cooled Z as much as Y.

f. X cooled as much as Y,
In all six examples we have mech quantifying various surface verbs, Tt appears that
comparative expressions like the above also confirm our carlier observation that much
has the meanings rendered by bardzo and duze in Polish. The first two sentences can

‘only be rendered in Polish with duzo, the remaining four only with bardze:

(70) a. X precbywa w Z tak samu{ duzo 1 jak Y.

*bardzo
b. X spaceruje tak samo [ duzo 1 jak Y.
*bardzo
¢. X wyschlo tak ha:t.tm} jak Y.
*duzo
d. X wysuseyt Z tak [ bardzo) jak Y.
*duto
e. X wystudzit Z tak burd:zn] jak Y.
{*dutu
f. X wystyglo mk{ bardzu} jak Y.
*duio

Naturally, sentences (70a-f) can have the unmarked interpretation rendered
in Polish by ty/e samo co, but such an interpretation will not concern us at the moment.
Of interest here is the bardzo-duo distinction rendered in English by one
morpholagical form mueh, Evidently, the explanation why verbs like dry, cool allow
for the intensity interpretation while verbs like walk and stay do not is Lo be sought in
the semantic structures of the two classes of verbs.

We suggest that in the semantic structure of verbs like dry and coofl there is
4 semantic element denoting intensifiable quality. Such verbs, when occuring with
Mmuch, should be interpreted as indicating a high degree of this implicit quality present
in their semantic structure, Thus dry means something like 'come to be dry in a certain
degree’, It is due to the semantic element *d ry' that the surface verb containing it can be
intensified by mueh/bardzo. Thus, in our proposal (69¢) is synonymous with the
following:

(71) X came to be as much dry as Z.

If the verbs stay and walk are assumed to mean *be at some place for a period
of time” and "move on foot for pleasure or exercise’ then it becomes evident why the
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sentences containing them cannot have the ‘high degree’ interpretation. Predicates
like MOVE and BE can only he quantified for their duration and frequency.
Accordingly, much oceuring with them should be interpreted as meaning something
like "for a long time, many times'.

3.4.1 Overtly quantified degree comparatives of identity

Now we wish to survey verbs which seem to be of the same type as dry. The survey
15 by no means exhaustive, 1t is onl ¥ meant to show that this same semantic property is
shared by very many lexical verbs.

The first group of verbs allowin g intensification includes various verbs eXpressing
emotional states. In this group, there are verbs denoting a quality possessed by the
referent of the surface subject (set A), and those which infor m that the referent of the
surface subject is made to acquire this particular property (set B}, Capital letters will

be used to mark those semantic elements which we think make the verb possessing
theny intensifiable,

Set A
regret  — be SORRY for the loss
deplore’ — show that one is filled with SADNESS
resent  — feel BITTER, INDIGNANT

prefer  — find more AGREEABLE
suffer  — feel not WELL

long — want EARNESTLY
believe — feel SURE of the truth

Set B
WOrry  — cause be ANXIOUS
bother — cause be WORRIED

alarm  — cause be ANXIOUS

fascinate — cause be ATTRACTED GREATLY

Surprise — cause experience X UNEXPECTEDLY

bore — cause feel TIRED by being dull

rejoice  — cause be GLAD, HAPPY
As remarked above, verbs of set B all inform that the possessor gets into the possession
of the property represented in their semantic structures:

(72) X worried Y as much as 2.

(72) implies that at the time of action denoted by the surface verb warky, Y and 7 were
wortied,

Still another group of verbs admitting much/bardzo quantifier is presented
in set C. All of them denote a process through which the referent of the subject
becomes the possessor of a physical property implied by the verb, in a high degree.
Here again the capital letters are intended to indicate these semantic elements due to
which the verb can take the intensifier much/bardzoe,

Set ¢

dry — comce be DRY
cause come be DRY
dirty — come to be DIRTY
cause come be DIRTY
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cool — come be COLD
cause come be COLD
slim — lose WEIGHT
widen — come be WIDER
cause come bhe WIDER
lenpthen — come gain in LENGTH
5 cause come gain in LENGTH
tire — come be WEARY
cause come be WEARY _ v
Naturally, many other verbs can be included in sets A BE‘ They all fall ;mu l.wb:
rajor gmuii‘S' {a) verbs denoting possession of an implicit property. {b) wer
ot cauisition or Ioss of an implicit property. : _
dcn;l::fx:cqlurn to the problem of semantic structure und_erll;n.fmg avcrtiljg ?};aln;:z:f
degree CI's. It is evident that verbs of sets A, B, C are mrmlarl to ver le i ':nam,'é
&'m%a’e ete. in that they allow modification of a constiluent present in the se
s underlying them. 1
s:ru:::::; 2 Expgmsiﬂﬂs with verbs of the three sets, the property predicate d:ae:g::
surface al: an adjective or a corresponding -Iy ac?v.erb. lns!.cad:lél;fi qu:;ica%e
much/bardzo occurs in the surface, evidently icmcainz};ngt:ie;lj;; 1.:_-, CD“;:immE is.
4 ion! oposc that the
l'o account for the above observations, we propo : .
1'ese?1t in the embedded comparison clause, but 1s hfteij out of it ar‘;q mcoc;'pfnriadw;lig
j:}h«: configuration replaced by the surface verb. The D‘L-.GREII? pre ?ﬁ;r ‘;ﬂ gt
PROPERTY can only surface as one of the two quantifiers, i.c. mm_-. e
Awordingly. we would like to assign for CI's with A, B, C verbs a semantic

approximate to (72):
(72) 5
_.4-""‘..‘.' _-‘_-__-'_'b—-
¥) COME BE
X [CAUSE /SXN‘\

SAME S

Dsﬁﬁ E\EéE\'}/,

PROPERTY Z PROPERTY W

The selection of appropriate quantifier is contingent on the speal-czr h:;il;rll"; E:I?E:;J;
the degree of reference property. Thus, higlh and unspecified degree is re
surface by much/bardzo and little respectively.
(73) a. X dried as much as Y.
b. X dricd as little as Y.

3.4.2 Amount and number comparatives of identity

i i i i5 ~duzo for
We now turn to those as much as constructions ?.rlut:h have t;lfple'lbh:i::ifcalcﬂ v
the equivalent phrase. [t may be provisionally said that much/duzo
measure of action. Consider the following sentences.
{(7T4) a. X sleeps as much as Y does,
b, X stavs at home as much as Y does.
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Notice that the same sentences are deviant when describing an event in progress:

(75) a, *X is sleeping as much as Y.

b. *X is staving at home as much as Y.

We think the deviance amounts (o the fact that much/duze here mean "frequently,
olten, many times'. And such an interpretation is not compatible with the aspect
which indicates that the action is performed at a certain point in time, and not
through a longer stretch of time,

In gencral, the indefinite frequency and measure of action can be denoted by
intransitive verbs of common aspect:

lie sit

sleep run

walk Swim
cle.

thnl referring to the actions themselves, much/duio carries with it the coverl
information about the frequency of these actions. Naturally, the lrequency of action
can J'I;;o: overtly rendered by adverbs of unspecified frequency, L.e. often, frequently,
rarely:

(76) X comes as | often ns Y.

[requently

I rarely

tis evident that the distinction between measure of action and f i
. , ' requency of action
interpretations should be reflected in the semantic structures underlying as much as
expressions. We propose that the semantic structures for the respective interpretations
contain arguments whose relevant portions are like (774 and b);

(771

o.measure of action b, frequency of action

S
g T amn
AMOUNT NUMBER
" "
Do T

FREQUENCY 5|\‘“--..
e e
00 X Y

Configuration (b) is also found in semantic structures underlying overtly lrequentive
as,.. as constructions like (76),

: I'\"cry oflen murﬁfdu.lia may invite inference about the number of "products’ of an
action, This happens with agentive *achievement’ verbs like the following;

drink eal

read Sew

write draw
ele,

{78) a. X drinks as much as Y.
b. X cats as much as Y.
Although the objects of the verbs in the nbove sentences do not surface, they are
implied by the verbs, and mineh can be interpreted as quantifying both the action and
the implied object. The reference 1o the implicd object becomes particularly evident
in sentences denoting completed actions:
{79) a. X drank as much as Y.
b. X ite as much as Y.
¢. X wrote as much as Y did,
The reference to the objects is also clear with stative verbs which exclude frequency
interpretation:
(80) a. X knows as much as Y.
b, X remembers as much as Y,
¢. X understands as much as Y.
The ,product” of verbs used in the above constructions is understood en masse, which
explains the grammaticality of collocations: write, know, understand, remember with
much. When products are understood as sets of distinet entities such verbs require the
quantifier many.
But very often the objects oceur in the surface structure. Then much is used to
quantify the uncountable nouns, many is used for nouns denoting countable entities:
(81) a. X read as many books as Y.
b. X wrote as many papers as Y.
¢. X ate as much bread as Y.
d. X drank as much bear as Y.
Practically, any verb taking an object in the surface can be included in this group.
To reflect the observations about the ,achievement® verbs and their objects, we
propose that the semantic structure of constructions in which they occur has
arguments of the following form:

(82)

V/S\N
AM}.'JUNT z/ P\5
[NUM BER /;J N
¥ NP NP
1 Y
DD X £
DO symbolizes the ,achievement” verb, Z stands for it product”,

The selection of appropriate quantifiers is done along the lines described for
mueh/bardzo-litile. 1f the product does not surface, or is understood en masse, the
predicate AMOUNT is realized as much/duzo or liitle depending on the speaker's
assumption about the amount of reference quality. In the situation when Z is realized
lexically, the selection of appropriate quantifier is contingent on ils countability. For
uncountable entities much/duto-little lexicalize the AMOUNT predicate. For
countable entities many-few realize the NUMBER predicate.
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The term explicit standard” has been proposed by Huddlestone (1967) for
comparative expressions with numerical quantifiers in the surface constituent clause,
as in the following:

(83) a. She has as many as 200 records,

b, He comes as often as twice o week.

Naturally, not all comparative constructions take numerical standards. Consider the

following sentences:
(84) a. John is as tall as 6 feet,
b. John has written as many as 25 papers.
¢, John ate as much cheese as 5 pounds.
d. John has as much experience as?
¢, John likes Mary as much as?
It is evident that the numerical standard is allowed in two cases: (a) with properties
measurable with conventional units like feet, pound, inch, ete.; (b) with countable
entitics, ubjects, events, frequency, etc., the quantity of which is expressed with
natural numbers,
We assume after Bogustawski (1973) that measure phrases are predicates. Thus,
a phrase like "20 foeet tall® has the semantic representation as in (85);

(85)
S
\7/ \\“ﬂp
20 FE‘éT HEJéHT

According to Bogustawski (1973; 14), expressions like (83) can be defined as an
sassignment of a numerical predicate B to some A*. We think that in such
comparative constiuctions there is more semantic material than Bogustawski's
farmula implies, Consider the following examples:

(86) a. Mary bought as many as 10 records,

b. Mary bought as few as 10 records,

¢, Mary bought 10 records,
(864 and b) imply what (B6e) asserts, namely that Mary Bought 10 records?, Thus,
they all fit Bogustawski's formula. Due to these implications all three can possibly be
tsed as contextual equivalents but it is obvious that they are not semantic uquivn!u'nm,
The first observation we want to make is that Boguslawski’s formula fails to show that
in (864,b) the relation of identity is asserted, while it can hardly be elaimed that (86¢)
also involves the same sermantic relationship.

! [t % interesting to nate thil the Pallsh ecpuivalents of (8o, by are rendered with a2 nnd o fkes 2aiedwio
reapectively:
) Mary kupite a2 10 plyt,

Ly ko
{B) Mary kuplia {zlll&dwl«:] 10 plyt.
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Another semantic difference between (86a,b) on the one hand, and (86¢) on the
other, is that the former indicate the speaker’s attitude to the proposition he asserts.
In (#6a) Lhe speaker seems to consider 10 records to bea big number. In (86b) he seems
o consider 10 records 1o be a small number. There is not such attitudinal content
in (86¢), where the speaker does nothing beyond mere asserting of the exact number

ol records bought.

The speaker’s attitude in (86a,b) can be translated into his presuppc:f._itir;ms about
the quantity of entities in question and as such attached to the scmantic structures
underlying the constructions in gquestion, Thus (86a,b) have the semantic structures

of approximately the following form:

o a0 3
e R T \lf'/ ‘\"Fulp

IP $
SAME é\ MANY ‘/s
Vi NP ¢ | \‘Tulp
NUMB :t/sﬁicunns 0 RECORDS

P P
S0UGHT X RECORDS

b.
I:/Nhr o s }s//s\hp
SAME 5 FEW
Vg T
" Rp ¢ e ] N
NUMBER s 9 RECORDS 0 RECORDS
NP b

|
BOUGHT }l'I RECORDS
Our Tinal remark will concern the problem touched above, e the speaket’s
presuppositions associated with the quantity of entities defined by the measure
phrase. Notice that (a) and (b) examples below are not necessarily synonymaous
ol cach other:
(88) a. John is as tall as 6 fect,
b, John is as much as 6 feat tall,
(89 0, John has as many books as 100,
b, John has as many as 100 books,
(90) a. John has written as many papers as 20,
b, John has written as many as 20 papers.
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(91) a. John ate as much cheese as 5 pounds,
b. John ate as much as 5 pounds of cheese.
All (b) examples scem to be marked as far as the speaker’s presupposilions are
concerned, Each of them has a presupposition connected with it that the quantity
expressed numerically is big. The (a) examples can be interpreted as ambiguous
between the big and unspecificd quantity expressed by the numerical phrases.
It is matural that the speaker may believe that the value named by the standard is
small. Such a presupposition is connected with the semantic structures underlying the
following sentences:
(92) a. John is as short as 4 feel.
b. John is as few as 4 feet short.
(93) a. John has as few books as 5.
b. John has as few as 5 books.
(94) a. John has written as few papers as 2.
b. John has written as few as 2 papers.
(95) a. John ate as little checse as | ounce.
b. John ate as little as | ounce of cheese,
It is interesting to note that (a) and (b) examples allow only the marked interpretation.

Chapter IV
BEYOND THE AS-AS PATTERN

4.1 STATEMENT OF PURPOSE

For a long time linguistic analyses of comparison were confined to discussions
of syntactic and semantic aspects of more/less... than and as... as constructions., The
semanticization of linguistic description in recent years made it possible to extend
the label .comparative construction” to still other linguistic expressions. Thus certain
conventionalized syntactic structures have been shown to display semantic and
syntactic properties of true comparatives (cf. Post 19792 on functional comparatives
and Post 1979b on the clauses of proportionate agreement). The penerative
semanticists’ claim that lexical items have syntactic structure allowed to interpret
certain lexical items as covert comparatives (cf. Geis 1970 on certain temporal
conjunctions).

The works just mentioned neatly define two important fields of future research on
linguistic expressions of comparison, i.c. (a) identification of other comparatives
among the conventionalized syntactic structures, (b) description of lexical
comparatives. It is the purpose of this chapter to contribute to these two fields.

4.2 SAME, IDENTICAL, EQUAL AND COMPARATIVES OF IDENTITY

In this section, we will discuss semantic and syntactic properties of comparative
constructions in which lexical items same, identical, and equal function as the
exponents of relational meaning. Accordingly, we label the three items as Identity
Predicates. All three items arc adjectives capable of functioning as predicates of the
copulative verb be, and our discussion is confined to constructions in which the above
items oceur in just this function. We think that in this position they most directly
lexicalize the semantic relational structure underlying them.

The following token-sentences illustrate the constructions with lexicalized relation
and the possessors of properties:

(1) X and Y arc [ identical

the same} ,

equal
Sentences like (1) represent the situation when both subjects are topicalized. Identity
Predicates allow the option with one of the entitics topicalized, as in the following:
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the same as
equal to
In the case represented by (1), the comparison relation holding between the terms is
made the comment. In (2), the comparison relationship and the standard term are
made the comment.
In expressions like (1) and (2), the subjects of identical, equal and same are either
conjoined NP's, or a plural NP, or appropriate form of personal pronoun:
(3) } Pete and chrgc} are [ identical

(2) X is {iﬂemicﬂl to }Y,

Our papers same
They equal

The optimal lexicalization of the semantic representations underlying
comparatives additionally includes the presence of a property attributable to
possessors in the surface structure. This is achieved, with the predicates involved,
by adding the following complements;

i4) a. in the way [ that s

which}
b, in NP

OfF interest here is the NP occuring in the complement in NP, The NP in this
position can be either a nominalization denoting a mode of action, or a noun denoting
an abstract measurable, but not directly observable, property:

{(5) a. George and Mary are [ the same ] in gestures,

identical
*equal
b. George and Mary are ( the same) in height,
idenlical}
equal
Notice that only same, and identical are compatible with both types of NP's, Equal
is compatible only with NPs denoting measurable properties.

The behaviour of the three items in (5) supports our interpretation of ‘equality’
as involving quantified relation of identity (cf. section 2.1 above). In such a situation,
equal obviously can only collocate with complements defining inherently quantifiable
properties. The remaining two predicates are not constrained so because they
lexicalize the bare relation of identity. Their quantitative or qualitative interpretation
depends solely on whether the complement specifies quantifiable property, or not.

We conclude that the three predicates oceur in two types of comparative
constructions; the qualitative and the quantitative. Identical and same oceur in both
types. Equal is confined to quantitative expressions only,

Our next remarks will concern the functional and semantic likeness of fn NP
and in the way that S complements:

(6) a. John is [ the same as Peter in [ gestures

mkinel

identical 1o smiling
*equal to danecing

b. John is [ the same as) Peter in the way that he [ gesticulates
identical 1o similes
*equal 1o dances
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The above sentences show that first, equal s neither compatible with i the way
that 8 complement, nor with i NP, complements, which evidences that the
constructions with the two complements involved represent the qualitative case.
Second, (#) and (b) are synonymous hence we suggestihat the complement i NP
be treated as a reduced form of in theway that 5. The process involved in the derivation
of (a) expressions from (b) expressions includes the nominalization of the S and
deletion of the constituent the way that.

We now turn to the problem of semantic structures underlying expressions with
the Identity Predicates, It has been demonstrated above that the three predicates oceur
in two types of comparative constructions, (a) quantitative, and (b) qualitative. Of the
threc predicates, only equal is confined to quantitative CI's, the remaining two occur
freely in both types, collocating with appropriate complements,

Quantitative C1's with Identity Predicates are derived from the semanticstructure
underlying adjectival comparatives of identity (cf. section 3.2 above). They differ,
however, from the latter constructions in that they can be only 'one-variable’
comparative expressions.

Qualitative CI's seem to derive from a semantic representation like the following:

(6)
e e,

IN SOME WAY IN SOME WAY
NP R Ve e
|
0 % D0 X Y

Manner is here represented by the generic predicate of manner IN SOME WAY,
which is directly lexicalized when not explicitly verbalized what aspect of manner one
has in mind, Manneris defined in such constructions indirectly. In the same position
one may have a predicate denoting a specific aspect of manncr like rudeness, .*ﬂmﬂw‘m
gracefulness, etc. In such a case, the specific properties are in the scope of quantity
predicates and are realized as -fy adverbs modifying surface verbs (¢l section 3.?f+l}.
The absence of quantity predicates in this representation reflects the :'ncnmpmih!ﬁw
of equal with manner complements. (6) underlies certain conventionalized
constructions denoting identity of manner which will be discussed in section 4.3

4.3 CONSTRUCTIONS OF COMPARISON AND MANKER

By constructions of comparison and manner are meant synlactic expressions
illustrated by (7) and (8):
(n We do our duty as our predecessors did,
(8) a. He smiled as il he were already seated in the house,
b. She lay for several minutes as though stunned.
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In traditional grammar, they are assumed 1o involve both comparison and manner.
Comparison is a way of indicating the manner of action (cf. Poutsma 1914, Quirk
etal. 1972, Jespersen 1942). Constructions illustrated by (7) and (8) arc assumed to be
Jteal world” comparatives and hypothetical” comparatives respectively, The former
type of construction is formally indicated by as. The latter type of construction is
formally marked by as ifthough.

In our interpretation, constructions like (73 and (8) are qualitative C1's, derived
from the same kind of semantic relational structure as constructions with Identity
Predicates of the qualitative type (cf, section 4.2, diagram (6)).

Besides being qualitative CI's, constructions like (7) and (8) share with Identity
Predicate constructions two other properties. First, in such constructions manner is
defined only indirectly, i.e. the manner is implied by the surface subordinate clause.
Second, both types of constructions are, semantically, *one-variable' comparatives
in which X, # X, bul P,=P,, where the P's stand for manner predicates.

The two types of constructions differ, however, as to what is asserted in uttering
them. The focus in expressions like (6) is the assertion of identity of the agents of the
propositions in the scope of manner predicates, the manner itself functioning as the
basis on which it is possible 1o make such an assertion. It should be emphasized that
the identity of manner is of secondary importance here, it is the identity of the agents
that is of primary importance,

In uttering constructions like (7) and (8), one asserts the identity of manner, and
not the agents of the actions involved, as is the case with Identity Predicate
expressions. Besides, the predicate of manner does not surface here, but we suggest
that it gets incorporated by the surface markers of these constructions, i.e. ay, so that
the basis of comparison is not overtly present in the surface structure in any form, but
rather implied by the surface markers, Accordingly. we propose that the surface
marker as incorporates the lollowing semantic material:

(9 WAY, SAME WAY, —-b as

The other type of markers, i.e. as if/though incorporate additional information, the
discussion of which is postponed until later,

We said above that in expressions like (7) and (8) the manner of action is defined
indirectly, What was meant by this is that the way in which the focus action is
performed brings to the speaker's mind another action performed in exactly the same
way, and instead of explicitly stating this manner, the speaker chooses 1o report this
situation, In this respect, constructions like (7) and (8) behave in exactly the sume way
as other CI's, i.e. they presuppose the hearer's familiarity with the second term of
comparison, In the case of CI's like (7) and (8), the speaker presupposes the familiarity
of the hearer with the manner in which the action brought to his mind is performed.
In this interpretation, the complement, i.c. the material following the formal markers
should be viewed as the standard of comparison par excellence.

Considering the contents of the second term of comparison in ,real world” CI's,
Iwo groups of standards can be distinguished: (a) referential standards, and (b)
m;tnphnric standards, By referential standards are meant complements referring to
actual events, situations, actions, ete,, as illustrated by the following examples:

Tl

(10) a. She cooks a turkey as my mother did.
b, I have a mind to serve him as he served Mademaoiselle’s hound,
¢, [ have only come 1o tell you how sorry 1 was to see you treated as you were
by my uncle.

The non-referential standards invelve all kinds of metaphors, clichés and generic
expressions, as in the following:

(11} a. They hunted him as a tiger stalks his prey.

b, Sweet thoughts would swarm as bees about their queen.
¢. The childhood shows the man as morning shows the day.
d. She plays with him as a cat with a mouse,

Now we wish to turn to  hypothetical® CI's. To establish the properties
distinguishing them from the real world” CI's, we propose to consider the following
sentences:

(12) a. He acts as a leader does.

b. He acts as if he were a leader.

{13) a. She cared for me as she did for her son,

b. She cared for me as if' 1 had been her son,
(12a) and (13a) only assert the identity of manner, in (12b) and (13b) we additionally
have the explicit identification of the matrix subjeet with the complement subject
(12b) and the complement object (13b). In view of this identification, it is important
to note that in the actual world the subject is neither a leader nor the woman®s son,
The identification takes place in some hypothetical world, different from the world of
the matrix clause, and of the performative clause. Thus, for (12b) and (13b) to be
appropriately used, the speaker has to presuppose the negation of the clause following
it. In other words, the speaker of constructions like (12b) and (13 b) presupposes the
non-identity of the world of the complement and the matrix sentence. Naturally,
(12a) and (13a) have propositions associated with them: He is not a leader, and He is
not the woman's son, but they are not the conditions for them to be appropriately used,
but rather entailments following from them,

The if— clause of Jhypathetical” CI's is reminiscent of the antecedent clause of
counterfactual conditionals, which are also presupposed to be false, ie. the
proposition involved in it is not true in the actual world (ef. Karttunen 1971). In
Nielsen (1972), we find actually a full counterfactual conditional at an intermediate
stage in the derivation, For expressions like (12a), Nielsen has for the inputs, strings
as in (14)

(14) A leader acts some way,
He acts some way, =
He is not a leader
He correctly recognizes the necessity to have the input He is not a leader, for the
semantics of such an expression but the inclusion of the consequent (the material
in brackets) seems to be intuitively unsatisfactory. In uttering hypothetical” CI's, the
speaker does not hypothesize about how the referent of the matrix subject would act il
he found himself in the situation deseribed by the complement, because [ic actually
_puls* him into this situation through the identification. Thus (12b) cnululs that one
wets in a certain way when he is a leader, and the referent of the matrix subject is

He acts as (he would act) if he were
a leader,
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identifred with this unspecified agent i a world which s non-identical with the real
world, We envisage the semuantic structure underlying (12b) as in (15):

" ST
save V/4\ /%\Np

IN SEHE Wway /; IN SOME WaY
NP

e & f’\s
oo

LELDER "If
As it stands, (15) only reflects the fact that the manner in which X acts is identical with
the way in which a leader acts, i.c. (15) underlies a .real world” CI like (122). To
account for the identification of X and Y, in the hypothetical world, we propose that
the following presuppositions be attached to the semantic structure like (15)
{16) X £Y in the real world and X =Y in the hypothetical world
Thus in our interpretation, the semantic core for  real world” and | hypothetical®
CI's is the same, as in (15). The difference in meaning among these two types lies in the
presuppositions concerning the relation of this core and the speaker’s beliefs, In the
Whypothetical” type it is the non-identity and identity of agents in the real world and
hypothetical world respectively. This mismatching of the worlds is indicated in
English by f + subjunctive furm of verbs, which serve as a warning to the listener not
to make the inference that the speaker believes the complement to be true.
It follows from the above that the essential difference between the two types of
formal markers: ax on the one hand, and as & thongh on the other is that the later
incorporate the information about the mismatching of the two worlds.

4,4 CONSTRUCTIONS OF PROPORTIONATE AGREEMENT

This section treats sentences such as (17):
(17) a. The more | thought of her, the more | missed her.
b. The less he sleeps, the more restless he becomes,
The constructions are formally marked by the occurence of two the's (hence-
forth TT) followed by the comparative.

What we intend 10 say about the semantic characteristics of the constructions
in question will largely be based on our curlier discussion of TT constructions
(e, Post 1979 D).

In pre-transformational grammar of English, sentences like (17) were classified
with other complex sentences, Some grammacians treat them as constructions of’
proportionaie agreement (Curme 1931, Poutsma 1914, Quirk et al. 1972), Others like

13

Jespersen (1942) and Greebieniowski (1964} think they are adverbial clauses of
parallclism; Ganshina and Vasilevskaya (1964) subsume them under the class
of adverbial clauses of comparison.

Crueial to our discussion of TT constructions is the historical source of their
formal markers, Some grammarians argue that neither of the the's is a development
of the delinite OL article (Jespersen 1942, Curme 1931, House and Harman 1946).
Jespersen holds that one of the the’s is a development of by, the OE instrumental of
the determinative pronoun fhat. The other the originates from the relative pe.
In Curme's opinion the the's are the OFE double determinative. The first the is
a determinative, i.e. neuter instrumental case of the determinative paer, The second the
is a demonstrative p#s. House and Harman maintain that the the’s in OE were the
instrumental case of the demonstrative baer. In Jespersen's interpretation the two the's
mean "by how much — by so much’; while in Curme’s they have a meaning akin to 'in
that degree — in that degree’. House and Harman propose "by that much — by that
much' to render the meaning encoded in the the’s. Accordingly, a sentence like (18)

(13) The more money he makes, the more he wanis.
seems 10 mean something like (19):

(19) In that degree: he makes more money, in that degree: he wanls more.

Considering the origin and the meaning of the the's, we hypothesize that the
relationship between the degrees of properties encoded in the constituent clauses
of (17a,b) is that of equality. But such an assertion of identity as holding between
invariant values of properties contradicts a universally recognized dynamic character
of TT constructions. Jespersen ( 1942: 380) says that TT's indicate a .parallel increase
in two interdependent cases”, Ampel (1975: 86) observes that the corresponding
Polish constructions  define the degree of a property as changeable and dependent on
another property” . It is plausible then that in sentences like (17a,b) one has to do
with a change of two qualities, cases, propositions, et¢,

Now we shall attempt to reconcile the apparently static statement of identity
holding in TT's with their implicit dynamism. To show this, we propose to examine
the following sentence:

(20) The wealthier he grew, the stingier he seemed.

In keeping with the above, we suggest that in (20) two scales are involved: the scale of
stinginess and the scale of wealthiness, (20) asserts dmong other things, that his being
wealthy has a degree, and that his being stingy also has a degree, These degrees,
however, are not constant values but are subject 1o change, i.c. any change on the first
seale is accompanied by a change on the other scale, 1T we now represented the increase
of wealthiness as an imaginary movement along the axis of wealthiness [rom point to
point, then cach of the degrees of wealthiness would have its corresponding degree
of stinginess. Graphically, this might be represented as in (21}

(z1) wealthiness stinginess
X, annsssannvsssnnnnnnansd Fy
A'J.-.l ---------------------- y. I
X g e W e T
Kt e o i e e L o »

' Translation ours, M. P, The original reads as follows: ... mogy okredlad stopien cechy jako zmbenny
i zaletny od innej cochy™ (Ampel 1975 B6).
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where arrows indicate the direction of the change. It follows from the diggram that the
guantities of properties at any x, and the correaponding p. are larger than the
respective quantities of properties at x,_, and Y-y Meedless to say, the quantities at
the starting points of the movement along the axes, i e xand rareirrelevant. They can
be identical but not necessarily so.

In our carlier paper (Post 1979b) we suggested that the quantitative increasc of
two qualities measured at any of the corresponding points along the dimensions
involved is identical, More precisely, the increased quantity of wealthiness at x, is
equal to the inereased quantity at v ,; the increased guantity at x, 1% equal to the
inereased quantity at y,; the increased quantity at 18 equal to the increased quantity
al y,. It would seem then that at every point along the axes we have the relation
of equality holding between the corresponding quantities of properties, the total
semantic content of TT's being a ,sum* of n-comparison of identity.

However, there is a different view on between what and what the identity
relationship holds, In Zandvoort's opinion what the TT's express is .that two qualities
increase or decrease at an equal rate® {Zandvoort 1957: 224). Thus, in TT’s either (a)
quantitative increase of two qualitics is equal, or (b) the rate of quantitative increase
of two qualities is equal.

In Post (1979b), we subscribed to view (a). As far as the second view is concerned,
we hypothesized there that the relation of identity remains unchanged under the
condition that the degrees of properties change at the same rate, and proposed that
-asserting the propositions of (17) presupposes the same change, as to the rate, in the
interdependent cases described in the main and subordinate clauses respectively.

Since writing the 1979 b paper, we have come 1o believe that view (b} is the correct
one. The chief reason for the change of our opinion is that the ma jority of the speakers
of English that have been consulted find the second interpretation corresponding with
their own understanding of the meaning of TT's. What 1s more, they consider (b) as
more realistic, and view (a) as improbable though not impossible,

Having subscribed to view (b). we feel obliged to cxplain how we interpret
Zandvoort's phrase af an equal rare. In our discussion, rate will be denoted by the
semantic predicates INCREASE and DECREASE, "Equal' is a derived semantic
relationship meaning ‘same quantity’, Thus the EXPression af an equal Fate means Lo us
something like "the quantity of the increase described in the main elause is the same as
the quantity of the increase described in the subordinate clause’. But reeall that inI°T
constructions we already have the quantities of properties (wealthiness and stinginess
in (2003, These remarks seerm Lo indicate what a well-formed semantic representalion
underlying the constructions in question should be like, At this stage of the discussion,
we envisage the obligatory part of such a representation as something approximate
o (22):

(22) the quantity , of the increase; of the quantity; of the property, is the same as

the quantity, of the increase; of the quantity, of the property,
The last statement of the preceding paragraph implies that an adequate semantic
representation of TT constructions should include other semantie material as well.
This is exactly what we mean and intend 16 show [ urther in this section,

In the above formulae, we have two predicates INCREASE, which by no means
implies that this is the only possible combination of change predicates in the struciures

bl
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underlying TT's. In our 1979b paper, we cbserved that depending on the type of the
change predicate in the constituent clauses, two semantic types of TT's can be
distinguished, We called them symmetric and asymmetric TT's, respectively.
Consider, for example, the following sentence; |

{23) The longer [ think of your preposal, the less 1 like it,

Structurally, (23) is similar to all other constructions we have discussed abave, i.e. we
find a comparative in both clauses preceded by the the’s. Semantically, however,
(23) differs from (20). In (20) it made sense to have the predicates INCREASE in the
sentential arguments of SAME indicating growth of degrees; in (23) it seems that we
should have INCREASE in the subordinate clauses, and DECREASE in the main
one. (23} asserts that duration of my thinking increases at the same rate as my liking
decrepses,

One should not be surprised to find sentences with the DECREASE predicates
in the subordinate clauses, and INCREASE in the main clauses, as in (24):

(24) The less he sleeps, the more restless he becomes,

Naturally, we also find constructions with the DECREASE predicates in both
constituent clauses:

(25) The less he sleeps, the less effective his work becomes.

The above examples indicate that in LEnglish we deal with (a) symmetric
constructions, based on INCREASE-INCREASE or DECREASE-DECREASE
predicates, and (2) asymmetric constructions based on DECREASE-INCREASE and
INCREASE-DECREASE pairs.

Now we wish to discuss one more semantic praperty of TT's which, we believe,
should be represented in the semantic structures underlying them. It is plausible that,
semantically, the constructions involved are more than just comparative constiuc-
tions founded on the relation of identity. That we are right in this claim becomes
evident when onc examines the nature of the interdependence of the two situations
described in the main and subordinate clauses, respectively.

Consider the following sentences:

(26) a. The noisier they were, the more impatient their mother was,

b. The longer he stayed, the more sullen he became,

¢, The more | thought of her, the more I missed her,
[t can be said about (26a, b, c) that if the situation described in the subordinate clauses
{(5,) had not laken place, the situation deseribed in the main clanses (S,) would not
have taken place either:

(27) Sy =By
But what are precisely the situations described by 8| and 8,7 We said above that TT
constructions describe quantitative inercase/decrease of certain properties. Thus, it
is probably more accurate to sayv that if there had nol been the increases/decrease
in 8, there wonld not have been the increase/decrease in 5, Or in more general
terms, we should say that il there had not been the quantitative change in 8 | there
would not have been the quantitative change in S,

(28) ~ G DG,

In view of the above, it is only natural to claim that the change in § | causes the
change in S, and the change in 5 ,is the result of the change in § . But to suggest that is
tantamount to saying that we deal with cause-result relation in TT constructions.
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If this argumentation s true, then we are dealing with two semantic relationships
in TT's, namely, those of cause and equality.
But the notion of causation is far from being homogenous. In an important paper,

McCawley (1976) observed that in the following sentences two dilferent types of

causation are involved:

(29) John boiled the egps for five minutes,

(30) John boiled the eggs in five minutes,

In (29) the caused proposition — the eggs are boiling — is a condition that the activity
maintains at each instant, It is noncommital as to whether the activity ends with egges
in a cooked state, (30} involves the causal relation present in (29) and additionally the
fact that the activity ends with the eggs in a cooked state. The activity is at cach point
causing the cges to be boiling and the total activity causes the cggs 1o be cooked,
McCawley calles the two types of causation CONTINUOUS CAUSATION and
CULMINATION respectively,

It seems 1o us that in TT's we deal with the first of the two types of causation
described in MceCawley (1976), For example, in view of what has been said about the
properties of TT"s so far, it is true 1o say about (31);

(31} The more I think of her, the more I miss her.
that the increase of the quantity of thinking is causing at each instant the increase of
the quantity of missing her. It goes without saying that the ,ar-cach-instant-
-causation” can be easily extended to all TT constructions. Thus, we suggest that in the
constructions involved the proposition described by the main clause is caused and
maintained at each instant by the process deseribed in the subordinate clause,

It appears then that the relational meaning of TT's involves two semantic
relationships, namely, of cavse-result and equality, Consequently, the semantic
strueture which we would like to assign for TTs will involve the assertion of identity
and the assertion of causation, respeetively. The first can be s pelled as in (22), repeated
for convenience:

(32) the quantity, of the increase; of the quantity, of the property is the same as

the quantity, of the increase; of the quantity j of the property,
For the second assertion we propose the following formulae:

(33) the increase, of the quantity, of the property; causes the increase; of the

quantity, of the property,

The appropriate semantic representation for TT's will be formed through
@ combination of the 1wo types of formulae, represented by {(32)and(33) respectively.
We can think of two ways how this could be accomplished; either through
coardination or through subordination. OF the two, only subordination is consistent
j.w'th our earlier recognizing of the fact that TT's are comparatives of identity which
involve causation (cf. Post 1979 ).

Chapter V

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

S BUMMARY

The goal of the present work has been 1o investigate the semantic properties
of svatactic constructions of Modern English labelled by us ,comparatives of
identity™, The relevant data were intreduced in section ,General statement of
purpose” of INTRODUCTION, There we proposed thal comparatives of identity be
derived from a single semantic core involving a two-argument predicate of identity
SAME. In section  Theoretical assumptions” of the same chapter, we introduced
the theoretical linguistic framework of the present analysis.

In Chapter One we introduced the major theoretical issue that had arisen in the
linguistic studies of comparison, i.c. the question whether comparison is a formal-
-syntactic problem or a sermantic one, In connection with this, we surveyed & number
of carlier studies representing the two sides of the issue, Sections 1.1 and 1.2 were
devoted to formal syntactic accounts of comparison constructions. The semantic
branch was presented in section 1.3, We concluded this chapter with a brief discussion
of the inadequacy of carlier theories of comparison for the present analysis (1.4),

Following the critical comments of the previous chapter, we presented in Chapter
Two an overview of the principles of our own theory of comparative constructions,
In section 2.1, we discussed various aspects of the semantic relational structure
underlying comparatives of identity, Section 2.2 was devoted to specifying of the
conditions under which identity can be asserted. In section 2.3 we considerced the
problem of Jexact equality™ which arose in connection with the guantitative
comparalives of 1dentity,

Chapter Three contains a detailed analysis of semantic properties of quantitative
comparatives of identity. In section 3.1, general characteristics of quantitative
comparatives of identity were presented. Scetion 3.2 was in fofe devoted to adjectival
comparatives. [ was argued that the selection of adjectives in such constructions is
presupposition governed. We also demonstrated that the surface structure of
adjectival comparatives of identity was determined by such factors as matehing of
property predicales and the arguments they take, Finally, we showed that a L‘IHEI-R
ol adjeetival comparatives should be interpreted as derived from the sémantic
stincture underlying adverbial comparatives of identity.

True adverbial comparatives were discussed in section 33, It was also
demonstrated that a class of surface adverbial comparatives of identity was derived
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from semantic structures underlying true adjectival comparatives, We suggested that
adjectives and the corresponding -fy adverbs were represented at the semantic
structure by the same semantic clement, the choice between the two surface forms
being determined by the type of structure in the scope of this element, and also by
certain decisions of the speaker.

Overtly gquantified comparatives of identity were examined in section 3.4, We
showed that within the group of surface overtly quantified comparatives there is
a class of constructions with DEGREE predicates in their semantic structures. In the
same section, we examined quantitative comparatives of identity in which the second
term surfaces as a numerical expression.

Chapter Four extended the analysis of the previous chapter 1o a group of syntactic
constructions of Modern English, which we claim, represent comparison of identity,
In section 4.2, we examined constructions containing so called Identity Predicates.
Section 4.3 was devoted to constructions which define manner through comparison,
Finally, in 4.4 it was argued that a certain construction of proportionate agreement
of traditional grammar is a comparative of identity.

3.2 NEW ANSWERS, NEW QUESTIONS

The present work is, to our knowledge, the most comprehensive semantic study
of comparatives of identity that had been cartied out up to date. We believe that
it contains a number of new discoveries that probably extend our understanding
of comparison and comparative constructions. Of all the major and minor findings
that have just been summarized, we think the following three constitute the most
important innovations of the present work: )

(1) The discovery that "identity” is an elementary comparison relation rather than

'similarity’ and equality’ as was assumed by some linguists before.

(2) The discovery that a semantically adequate theory of comparative
constructions has to distinguish between quantitative and qualitative
constructions,

(3) The discovery that a variely of linguistic exspressions other than the
conventional as...as constructions should be subsumed under the class of
comparatives of identity,

Not surprisingly, the present study opens up a number of new paths that invite
additional exploration. The first major path of investigation that we would like to see
explored would be to discover rules relating the proposed semantic structures to their
appropriate surfuce forms. In Post (1980) we propose a aumber of rules needed
in such a grammar.

The second task should be to undertake u crosslinguistic comparison. A cross-
linguistic study, apart from satisfying the natural curiosity of a linguist, would
probably provide confirmation for a number of claims made in the present work.

Finally, we would like to se¢ a series of studies attempting to discover what other
expressions ol English should be included in the class of comparatives of identity.
Such studies will include;

(@) reinterpretation of syntactic constructions of English in the manner described

in 4.3 and 4.4;
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(b} establishing of the set of comparative words, and a discussion of their

semanto-syntactic properties.

In the present study, we have most probably overlooked many pmt:.nlemsl, both
jarge and small, that must be resolved before the domain of comparison :_Jt’ ldﬂl‘!tltj"‘ﬂ&n
be regarded as chartered territory”. Nonetheless, we hope II}al the investigations
reported on in this work threw some light onto an area of English grammar that had

for a long time been neglected.
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KOMPARATYWY IDENTYCZMOSCI W TEZYKU ANGIELSKIM, STUDIUM SEMANTYCZNE

Sireseceenie

Ninigjsza rozprawn jest wycrerpujgcym studium semantyeznym komparatywul.'rw :dmt:.fcznaéc_m
wjgeyku angielskim, tzn, takich zjawisk gramatycenych, klore swigzsne sg 2 w:rmﬂ.ar!mm SEINANLYCENE]
relacil identyeenode, Do komparatywdw identycznofei autor niniejsee] pracy zliceyl szesé (ypéw
konstrakei edaniowych wipdicresnepo jervka angielskiego:

(1) Jahn g as tall pe Bil,

{2} Mary dances as gracefully as her younger sister.
{3) a. George works s mlu:lﬁ as | do.
litgle
b. Peter wrote as many] papers us Pal.
few

{4 George and Mary are {ihe same]) in height,

identical

eqqual

(5) a. 8he cooks a turkey as my mother did.
be He groped with his hands as if he were blind,

(6}  The more I think of her, the more T miss her. ’

“Za podstaws teoretyezny opisw postuiyla tcoria lingwistyczna znana pod nazwi ﬂl\‘-mﬂﬂt',':fkl
generatywne], Tak jak wigkszoSd ewolennikdw tef teorii, autor nimejsze] pracy pr:—.'?fml. e do HpEY
semantyeencgo najlepie] nadaje sig jeevk logiki, Faodnie 7 tym zatokeniem, preedstawione w IOEPraWIe
reprezeniacie semantyerne majq strukturg predykatowe-argumentows, Dwa inne ]_:-:Jh'iu!u'-i' Sﬂﬂﬂ“t;h
generalywne), ktore odegraly wadng role w ninigjsee] pracy, to zaleinodd nickidryeh nlrtil‘-‘s":h w
gramatycenyeh od aw, presupozycii, a takic koniecenodé precdstawicnia }ﬂlnussek_l¢ksz-k_a|ﬂ}'¢:|g
wostrukturse semantyezne] zdad, w kioryeh one wystepujy wo postieci kompleksdw nicpodedelnych
elementdw (semantic primitives),

|

Nastgpnie autor precdstawit keyiyeeny preeglad wezedniejszyveh opisow k?HSEFUkI_SJl p?fﬁwrl?‘“ﬂ}'ﬁh-
Omawizne prace llpU]IE[.rlkme'lc :’.05[&[’}' c]]rnnntpgic;— nic w dwic srupy. Do pwrw&:{,ﬁ]’ i n'!ﬂh naleky CFF?I-FH
formaluo-skladniowe, do deugicj zaliczone zestaly prace semantyezno-skladniowe | Selﬁﬂnt}‘ﬂfﬂ;-
Macrelnyim problemem analiz obu grup jest okreslenie strukiury wyjsciowej konsiruke purﬁwna\ﬂﬁz}'ﬂ‘::
Tuk wige, analizy grupy plerwsrej proponujs strukture wyjbciows w oparciy o wezEsny madel gra;rmtgld:!
generntywne), teorii standardowe) @ poszerzonej teorli standardowe). Omawiane pm::: Bripy TULBJ 1]
pr:'.edsmwiaja rditne pmpnzyqj-: 5T|"1]k[1.||'_'\_.- wijx_'iul,vcj kpnﬁ[lukcji pﬂréu:-n.nwczych 'thl?:Ll._ﬁ.C na Eiilml:‘:}:(;?
preypadkow, naturalne] gramatvee gengratyame], teorli lokalistyeznej | rdanyeh wersjach semanty

RErAlyWng . e )

; Gf;ﬁwn}'m velem preegladu bylo ustalenie, Cay ktdrad = propozycyi nadaje sig ni lﬂ.Jrft:.-c-f-l_m Nd;i?r\lc
Jednalitego opise kamparatywow identvesnodel. Zdaniem Autora, prace grupy pierwszej s mepr?ﬂe'ﬁ:j::
pomeway akigg pordwnanie jaka prablem formalne-skindniowy, Knns_f:k_wsncja wai_:lﬂs_“ Pdruer:'
do problemu pordwnania jest semantyeznie nieinterpretowalng strukiura wyjdciowa, Prace gropy dregie),
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chociat trakiuja pordwnanic jako problem w pierwszym rzgdzie semantyczny, nie nadajg sic na podstawyg
jednolitego opisuy keustrukcji takich jak (1-6), poniews: nie dajy modliwadci rozrOinienia migdzy
jakoiciowymi (gualitative) i loiciowymi (quantitative) komparatywami. Zdaniem autora, semantycmic
sdekwatna teoria konstrukeji pordwnawczych powinna rozriiniaé migdzy tymi dwoma typami wyraked
parownawezvch.

W kolejncj credci pracy M:Wmmmmmﬁimﬁ
poréwnawezych. Wychodzye 2 zatoienia, 2e pordwnanic polega na ustanowieniu migdzy dwoma oblektami
relacii typu ‘mnisjszy niz’, ‘wigkszy ni2", "podobny do’, “identyczny ' etc., autor przyjal, 2e w strukturze
semantycrnej konstrukcii pordwnawcrych znajduje si¢ dwu-argumeniowy predykat reprezentujgey jedna
7 wyrmienionych relacii. W preypadku komparatywow identycznoscl, jest to predykat identycznosei SAME,

W inlerpretacii autora ninicjszego studium ilodciowe komparatywy zbudowane sq na skwantyiiko-
wane;j relacji identycrnodci, natomiast jakodciowe komparatywy tylko na relacji identycmoda. Roznice
migdzy rymi dwoma typami kKonstrukeji proponuje sig preedstawic prey pomocy predykatu ilodei (Quantity
Predicate), xnajdujgeego sig tylko w strukturae semantycenej ilosciowych komparatywdw,

Nastepnic autor probuje okredhié sytuacie, w ktdrych orzeka sig identycznodC dwich obickidw. Biorge
pod uwags fake, #¢ relacie pordwnaweze mogy byé kwantyfikowane, wyrdinionych zostaje szedé takich
prevpadidw:

{1} pocdwnywanc obickly posiadajy wszystkie (modliwe i wyobradalne) cechy wipdine,

(2) poréwmywane obickty posiadajy jedng cechg wipdlng,

{3} porownywane obiekty posiadajy wigee niz jedng, ale mniej nik wszystkie cechy wspdlne,

{4} pordwnywans obickty posiadaja wszystkie cechy wspdine w takic) samej ilodei,

(5} parbenywane obiekly posiadajy jedng ceche wapding w takic samgj iloded,

(&) pordwnywane obiekly posiadajy dwie rdine cechy w takiej samej ilodei.

1

Nastepna credd pracy poiwicoona jest szcaegdlowe]j analizie semantycznych whadciwosci ilodciowych
komparatywiw identycznodd, ti. preymiotnikowych, prrystowkowych 1 eksplicytnie kwantyfikowamych
konstrukeji a@s..as. Awtor zaproponowal, aby przymiotniki | przyslowki wystgpujace w takich
konstrukejach byly reprezentowane w ich strukturze semantycanej przez ten sam clement, nazwany
predviatemn wiadciwoda (Property Predicate). Wykazuje sig takie, ¢ przymotmbks, preystowki | kwan-
ivfikatory wystepujace w konstrukcjach as...as informujg o ocenie mawigcego, dotyczacs ilodei danej
cechy u drugiego 7 pordwnywanych obiektbw. Zdaniem autora, mowigcy mode przy pomacy
preymiotnikéw, preysiowkow i kwantyfikatordw wyratad trzy rodzage saddw ilodciowych:

(1) cecha posiadana jest w duie) losei,

{2} cecha posiadana jest w malej iloser,

{3) cecha posiadana jest w ilosci nicokredlone.

W dalszej kolejnodci autor wykazal, s wybdr pomigdzy przymiotnikows a preystowkowg konstrukcjy
jest migdey innymi determinowany preez rodzaj strukury semantyczne), majdujace) sig pod dominaciy
peedykaty whasciwodci. Autor wskazal takie na te aspekty reprezentacii semantycine], ktdre determinujg
ich powierzchmowy realizagyy. Nale#y do nich identycrnodé cech posiadanych przez pordwnywane obickly,
a takze identycrnodd referencjalna tych obicktdw. Autor tak#e zwraca uwape na fakt, & nicktbre
provmioinikows komparatywy identycrnodci dajg sie interpretowad jako realizacie strukitury semantycane
Lypowej dia pezvitdwkowych komparatywdw, Z kolei nicktdre przysiowkowe komparatywy identycznodci
wydaja sig drielié strukturg semantyczng z typowymi preymiotnikowymi komparatywami,

W lej samej ezqici pracy autor wykazal, e z semantycznego punktu widzenia tzw. cksplicytnie
kwaniyfikowane komparalywy identycmnodci mic stanowij homogenicznej klasy. Dajg sic one
uporzadkowad w trzy grupy. 1. cksplicytnie kwantyfikowane komparatywy stopnia, miary 1 liczhy.
W dalsze) kokejnodei omdwione zostaly ilodciowe kompuaratywy identycznodei, w ktdrych drugim obiektem
pordwnania jest wyrakenic nUMEryCIne.



v

W nastgpnej czeici rozprawy, autor przedstawit preeglad | omdwiense innych wyraled wspdlezesnego
jgevka angiclskiego, ktore jego zdantem wyraiaja porownanie identycenoici. Tak wige opisanc zostaly
konstrukcie zawierajace tak rwane predvkary identvernoded, 1j. konstrokcje, w kidrvch wykladnikiem
formalnym relacji pordwnawczej identveznodci jest nie zgramatykalizowana forma as... s, ale jednostki
lek=vkalne, takie jak same; idenrical i equal. Omowione zosizly takfe konstrukcje defmmnace pordwoawczo
sposdb, a takie konstrukcje Znane w gramatvkach jezvkz angiclskiego jako mdania proporcjonalne
zpodnodei Jub réwnoleghego warostu,

v

Ostani rozdzial zawiera krotkic streszcrenie, wnioski i sugestie dalszego Kierunku badaf nad zja-
wizskami gramatycznymi Iwigzanymi z wyrafaniem relagi poréwmawczych. Jednym z badan, kbbre
zdaniem autora nalezatoby podjgé, powinno by ustaienic, w oparciu o kryteria semantyczne, jakie inne
konstrukeje jezyka angiclskiego wyraZajj relacje pordwnaweze. Usialenia tego moina by dokonad poprzez
reinterpreiacy; semantyceng mickionych konsirukei skiedniowych jomvka angeelskicgo, a takde ustalzme
zbioru 1 opisame semantyerno-skiadmowych wlasnoda w. stow pordwnawceych (Comparative Words).

Wydage sie, e niniejsza rozprawa moglaby byd urupelniona pracg podwiecons ustalenin i sprecvzo-
waniu regul przeksrialeajgeych zaproponowane struktury semaniyczne w odpowiadajgee im strokiury
powicrzchniowe. Obic prace dalvby kompleing -pramatvke komparatywdw identveznoiol w jezvku
angiclskim.

Zdaniem aulora, materiat zawarty w niniejszym studium mogtby zostaé takde wykorzystany do ana-
lizy kontrastvwne). Analiza tego ivpu wykazalaby na ile semantyorne zrawiska, odkrvee na materiale jezvka
angiclskiepo, majg charakter uniwersalny, a na ile s3 charakierysiveene ko dla badanepo jezvka.
Swdivm komrastywne mogloby takie porwierdzié lub wykazad nieshusznode wieln stwierdzen | obserwacii
przedstawionych w ninicjszej pracy.
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