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eSS B B S EIZ DO W T

WA SRS

pliy

0. FL®BIC

AFETIE, RFEO B Z v, 552 (1) © X 912 than DU FICHiAS
BND L)% A4 TORBHELIZOWT, ZOMEEH LMLz,

(1) a. John invited more men than Bill invited.

b. John invited more men than Bill invited women.

(1a) Tl John O L2 B0 E Bill O L 72 B0 o ik, (1b)
Tl John DR L 72 BHE O E Bill 0#RFE L7z KEoB o LKk »fTbh
TWwb, TOXHIZ, than LT ICHiZ# WA %6, HBENESFHED S O
ThHrb0L, REOLOTHD 00 2MEIHFAT 5. AFTIE, Hi
HD XDy A4 TN X % Ordinary Comparatives (ULF OC). #%
DX H %y A TOLIER L% Subcomparatives (BLTFSC) &L, Th b
OWHEHE (than LUF Offi) & EHiL OBBRICOVWTERT %,

ARERORIILLTFOMEY TH %, 9 1 HiT than 2E M kA THL L
HERRAL. 2 HiCIEILIREINOME R, 3 M CILEREIE EHiL AL D XI5
MEINTVEDPZERET S, TLT COREINIEMBEEILEINLT
WAL WZ EEIRT, 4 {ild SC OEFMOMEL BT 5. 5 HildMwm TH %o

1. FEMRALE L TO than

W SCIZBIN S than (b L < Id as) DIEKZMY 2 D20 FATHITE
TIE MiXERTHL L) AT, HEFATHLE V) RITRE, TOE
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B PNBEEZATHLI, UTOW %2854 5 L, than/as D357
el TH D, 2F ) T & BRI EMAEICH D, L) TG0 b,

(2) John knows more Romance languages than Pete Germanic
languages.
(3) a. Which actressi do as many women hate i as men like #i?
b. *Which actressi do as many women hate /i as men like Sue?

(Corver (1993: 777))

(2) OB TIi&, than Pete knows Germanic languages @ knows %3%%
FiiZZe o TWwWb, ZOXI)IZEHbERD D DIHEMEEOKMTH S Z
EHILENT WS,

(4) a. Either Sam plays the sousaphone or Jekyll ptays the
heckephone.
b. *Sam played tuba whenever Max played sax.
(Jackendoff (1971: 22))

(4a) Tid plays T, (4b) Tid played TREFMEAB Z 5> TV B A5, L
Behtii or # W23 A 13 0ENTH 5 OI2H L. fEIR Hie il whenever
W EIZIELI R 5,

T/, (3a) CTIXEM & HBEEIAHAIET S 6 OALE D S 2 & P [ RS
wh BB L Twb, —J (Bb) TREMOAPLBENHIEI > T2,
(3a) 1XLFEM,. Bb) BIEXLTHHA 9 Vo LB GUT SNG4
DHLDOTH 5,

(5) a. It s potatoesi that John likes # and Mary hates ¢

b. *It's potatoesi that John likes # and Mary hate onions.
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(5a) O HiL across-the-board movement (ATB B#)) &IFiEh s, (5b)
DEICENDHEHENT I HOFEMIHO AP LHEM LA 2 &
SR ERIR R E LTI D, (3) ICROND X H 1T, BT
b ATBEE;EA SN L35 &, B & EEITSEMBEEEZ R L TW»
%, 2%V than/as (ZFMERGATH L E V) 2 EDTH 5.

2. BETAOBEIZDOWNT

0 i TIR~_73 ) . R SIZIE OC (cf (1a)) & SC (cf. (1b)) o 2
T O XS b REITIE. N5 2 FFEHO LB SCO LEE A O
BEREIZOWTREL K BIBE L 72w

F9, (1) 0L LHEMBLOLBEH CIREETFREIEZ > Tnb &
EZbNb, ZTOFRIZ, 6) ICH BN S X512 0C, SC O IEKHTICH
B whifizleo [B] P8EA LIELICR L, [B] oflRIcH
9 D% wh BRI % SR FRE £ & UM O TH b,

(6) a. *Michael has more scoring titles than Dennis is a guy who
has.
b. *Michael has more scoring titles than Dennis is a guy who
has tattoos.
(7) a. *The shapes were longer than I wondered whether they
would be.
b. *The shapes were longer than I wondered whether they
would be thick.
(Kennedy (2002: 558))

D LHIZ. OC, SCIHHEFEFRBENMEZ > TnwhbrE ) Tl T
WBREEZZOLNDLD, HESLRONSL, (8) IZHFAEH (e TREND)
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ZEtpl. (9) M that 2SCEEICHD 2B TH 5,

(8) a. I threw away more books than I filed ¢ without reading e.
b. *I threw away more books than I filed ¢ magazines without
reading e abstracts.
(9) a. Even fewer books were published than we expected (*that)
would be.
b. Even fewer books were published than we expected (that)
magazines would be.

(Grimshaw (1987:665) )

ZNEN (@) DXHOC, (b) ODLHMSC THh b, OC O I TILHE
R RO 505 SC TEHENPRD LNV, Tz, FFHICALLIEHR
REBT 2 (9) ®XS % LITBWT, OC ® H B H Tl # A & X
(expected D) |2 that 28BN 2 L IELIT R %A%, SC Tl that 34 L
TLHIFEXIC AR DRV, S TEHFLVEmIZIERT 5725 6) - (9) OF—
Z5H, OC & SCOIBHTIXHHEFIBH L TBY, »OHETFOR
OB RG> TnE I EAIRBENDS (2720, HEEMNIZBHAEIC
wh DSBS 2 L IIERN R EEICBV I VO T, BHA T8
LTwaLeEZ %, D) BN, FE (2007) 25 E->TOC, SC Dl
gHidEnZR (100, (1) OXIICREENLZEDEEZ D, 2

(10) a.  John invited more men than Bill invited.
b. -+ [thanP than [ cp [ DP d-many men] CO [DEG, EPP] [ TP Bill
TO [EPP] [ VP invited [ DP d=-manymen]]]
(11)a.  John invited more men than Bill invited women.

b. [ thanP than [CP [DegP d-many] Co [DEG, EPP] [TP Bill
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TO[EPP] [ VP [ DegP d=many] [ VP invited [ DP women]]]

d-many & (&, ® degree #7R ¥, T2, KRFFENNEEFEL LW

EETHHILZRT, T, 0C OREMTIE, (10a) IKH-SND X9,
H R & 572 7% [pp d-many men] 7% invited DR EBALE A S BB L T 5,
—F. SC OEEHiTiE. (10b) IZHE SN A X HIZ. HHEEFE/2% W [Degp
d-many] 2 VP W L2 SBE L Tw5, 3 20X H IS BET 5 EEK,
BB OILMEANOC L SCETREZLEEZLE, (8). (9 IKKALNZ

W HOHGEMARZ S b 7zo, (10). (11) 1R L7z i o Jk 4 5 i

ERUTHLHEEZONS, £, (8a) TIEDPABEL TWBDITH L.
(8b) TIX DegP *BHL THB Y., FEETNHPED LN L DI DP 2B E)

LHEDARE VI HMEELEZ L L, 8) B A LEEERZ SN,

F72. (9a) CTIREEMEDS DPBHL TV 5720, HistoFEIBIC

that 2SBAAE RIS BN 7256 & that BRI RIS 2 0125 L, (9b) T

13 VP AL E 2 & DegP S E) L T 5 7%, that JHEREIE & 1ZEH Y

27 < that ELTHAEL % S THLHEEIZED S v,

ZHLXHiz, (10) & (1) o k) eREEZFZETH L. OC L SC DFE
FEPIRZONL 72D, TORHBELWZ L2505, €T, OCT
EDPOBET S LICE o THHBRARSOMEEZB L TW5 LIREL
7zv, HHEBIREE L1, (12) o X912, AT AR 2 WBRFHTH %,

(12) I will eat [ pp what you cook]

(10a) @ OC D HEHI oML IZ, BEICFI) &, (13) IZR-6MD L H 1
HHMRFAGE LTDP 2K 9. B, 2o HHBERAORMEIX, BEiR
i CP A EFMIC O AN ER 2 BHT L), (14) O X %k
7#%ZITIZLTWw D (cf Groos and Riemsdijk (1981) , Harbert (1983))

ul
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(13) *** [ thanp than [ pp ¢ [ cp [ pp d-many men] CO[ ppg gpp ] [ TP
Bill TO epp [ vp invited [ pp d=-many-men]]]
(14) [ NP PRO [ cP wh-phrasei ... ti]]

—77. SC @ I Hi O3 (3 DegP 2RI F I VP A IALIE 2L U TRE)
T57:0, ERELTIRCP 2T, ZHid (15) © whBERSCE AT
%Z)O

(15) [ cp How well does she play the piano]?
FLwsrl, UTOLHI1Zh b,

(16) a.  OC DI TId, DP 23225 & LCRE L. HHMk
Ffi (= DP) &M,
b. SC DIEKHEITIX, DegP 222 AE & LT L. EIFH
% wh kA8 89 % wh B OWEE (= CP) ZHd.

KEiTid, (16) CTRELLLBEHANORETEE COMELZS &I, It
BRE LR O E LIRS .

3. FEIEHBEICH T B FMEEICOVT

2EICIREL72L 912, OC & SC o lIEHi N O EAZ 21 DP, CP
BT HEV) e, 1HITHRALZZ L DI, than 235EMEHF TH
L) T EEEETLHE, OC DEMHEEIZDP 2SO THY, SC
DOEMMEEIZICPZHALDOTHLETZ 5. BIRMIZOC & SC DA
Wz ZEZ512H7>T, . Munn (1993) TIRESN L SMHES
FEFL72v Munn (1993) Tix, and R or % £ D 7 — Vil E T 2§
% BP (Boolean Phrase) %% (17) ® & % i2f#h (Chomsky adjunction) L.



LA SIS BT B FREE IO W T 57

EROHEBL L TRIZLOOEMIEOMIEIC LS, EEZZLNTW5S,

(17) P

/\
DP BP

/\
Bo DP

COMEE ZBIZEE, OC & SC OB OMEZ ZRMICAND &,
OC/SC @ i & Wi O SF M X (18a-b) (IR EN D &9 LMEEIC R 5o

(18) a.  OC o LHi & HBH % i S Aok G

DP
DP thanP

than DP

b.  SC O EHi & FLEET 2 5 555 LR &

1P
/\
1P thanP
than////\\\\CP

9. (18a) T 2FHFHOSMIAL % % WKHi© DP I than & EEH &
$54) (22 TidthanP & 95) PEHF L. Thd1>HOFMEIAH
MLTWa, 207D, 1 oHOHFMEHIZ2OH LM DP vy 2
2750 WIT (18b) Tl 2 FHHOFAI L 74 5 i CP 12 than % &
i L 3% thanP A4 L. 1 DHOSMIIHINL Tafke LTidx®
EWd %0 BAEMIZ (1a), (Ob) (= (19a). (20a) & LCHETZ) %
HWTHRT 2 &, 2ok (19), (200 ©XH12% b, OPZBET
DEFR. BEAETERT,
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(19) a.  John invited more men than Bill invited.

b.
DP
DP thanP
_
more men than DP
DP CP
| /\
o} DP C'
I /\
Op; C 1P
| S
[EPP|[DEG] NP T
|
Bill I VP
/\
o
invited 4
(20) a.  John invited more men than Bill invited women.
b.
1P
1P thanP
John T than CP
N ,
I VP DegP C
— | T
invited more men OP C 1P
|
[EPP][DEG] NP I
| /\
Bill I VP
DegP VP

|

t;  invited women
ZDXHIZ, OC & SC CIIILIREI O ED R %720, L & EHiio
ERERANEMHEDIMEOM TR AL L, 2T, 20 L) &z T
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ThE, DTFD L) P60 5, (19b) @ OC Tl [ pp more men]
& thanP 2SHERLE 23— 4. (20b) @ SC T3 [ pp more men] & thanP
PRRFE LIS Vv, EWVwH I ETHhb,
COFMWAIEL W &1F, DUF O Hasegawa (1987) IZHEHfM S 5 B4
ZHETLHEWLDPTH 5,

(21) a.  John invited more men than Bill invited.
b. More men than Bill invited were invited by John.
c.  How many more men than Bill invited did John invite?

(Hasegawa (1987:127))

(2la) ® OC TiF (21b) ® & 512 % BfLIZ & > T [more men than Bill
invited] A EFHEME~NBETE 2, 72, (2lc) FEMXOH TS 555,
2N b [H L < [how many more men than Bill invited] 2"B#TX %, Th
507 — %13 more men & WKL 21 DOMHEEXK L TW5H I LEIR
LTWwb, bbb, (19) TRELLHEE2LLZTOHNE FHIAIEL WY
ZEWTH B

—7 (22a) X957 SCTIk, 21 WKCRAOhI-REFIELHEHHTS 2
ENTE v, 3, (22b) ® X 9 IZ [more men than Bill invited
women] (2 Z LT LIELIC R B, T2, (22¢) @ X 912 [how
many men than Bill invited women] (2 wh BB Z#H L72XHIELTH
%o TNHDT—% 1% more men & SC DI 1 DORKHE%E % & 72
WEWH) ZEEIRLTWS, T4bE, SCIZBLTH, (20) TRESH
TeHEEN OV TONL FUBIELWEF R 50

(22) a.  John invited more men than Bill invited women.

b. *More men than Bill invited women were invited by John.
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c. *How many more men than Bill invited women did John
invite?

(Hasegawa (1987:127))

TDEHIZ, OC & SCITH SN2 kgL E (19b), (20b) DOHE%E
BLTWDEV) 2 LR DOMIED SADT Sz, 2HIIZBWT
P-EL7Z, OC & SCIZHBIT 2 IEEH OMERIRAEMIEZICIST 5 &, 1L
B LR OBIEIFE S DI, ZOSFMHEED 5 BN B HHED
R x, BEHREFCHT 2 HEZIELS PHIT A2 L0390 h o7,

4. SCOEEANDEEICONT

K IZ ADHIZ, SC D EMITOWTHE L7z, EBATHIZE TGS 1
TWa EHIZ, SCIZBINBIEEF & LTO DegP RGN %1% H % F>o

(23) a.  He makes a better soufflé than he does an omelet.
b. They make better police dogs then than they make pets.
c. He makes a more successful businessman than he does a
linguist.
(Pinkham (1982:35))
(24) a. *I saw better movies than he did plays.
b. *He has a more expensive car than he has a house.
c. *She bought a prettier dress than she bought a shirt.
(Pinkham (1982:32))

Pinkham (1982) 12X % &, (23) @ X9 %M SCIx (25) X H I
EHFAZEFAICES PRI ENTE, (24) L) REEI NV SC
X (26) ICHOHND L) ICEIFANDFRIPTE B,
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(25)a.  He makes a soufflé better than he makes an omelet.
b. They make police dogs better then than they make pets.
c¢. He makes a businessman more successfully than he does a
linguist.
(26) a. #I saw movies better than he did plays.
b. #He has a car in a more expensive way than he has a house.
c. #She bought a dress more prettily than she bought a shirt.
(Pinkham (1982:35))

AT D EFEIR 2 E 2 FHO L v ) T W2k ) 2BRH 5.

(27) a.  An occasional sailor strolled by.
b. The storm was punctuated by a sporadic crash of thunder.
(28) a.  Occasionally a sailor strolled by.
b. Sporadically, the storm was punctuated by a crash of
thunder.
(Stump (1981:222))

(27) ofITIE, (28) DX H I, BEAVRGFKISHERINL, 20X
(2. REHERS L CI3AE 2 BT A RAW E LTAEL LAY RE L TIE
R ICIREE D 2 &5, AT S H DI CTRIFIIZ VP Z54i T %
589 BHEICRL L) LEBEPEZ s TWH2DTREZVD, EER
5N Twa,

THOVoHMLABL 2 EET 5 L. SC O EHTLIBEAH S 2
DWTVPZIBEMiTESL L) GEEICESL L), LEBHFEI > TV
DTREBEVPE V) TR Z 5. BARWIZIE, DegP A4 DAL iE
PO VPRMOMEZEICLEFBET LI EVNBITOLNL05, ZHICHT



LMl X = A LIS HOBEE Lizv,

AR Tl 9. than/as AEMEERH TH D EH & B AR
BEERLTWDL L 2R L, 2B OB LD O0C & SCIZH LT,
Z OB O L IRAE B ERFE L. BRI, WEOFMENIRS
A S, OC Tid DP MM T 2 22 1S HA 2 5B L, than DL
TTDP OMEEZBT I L. SC Tld DegP (A 24§ 2 BiEH 125 VP 4
I EDHBE L. than LFTCP Ofix 232 & 2 ELZ, Thi
b LI AROREE LT, D L) hEEIFSEMERIN TV
D&Y, OC TId DP 2345kt S, SC Tl CP A&k s h T
W5 ZEERRRE T LTCEOMEENBHECICREREL#EH ST —
YOLEMEZIELL PHIT 2 2 & 2l L7z,

Tl SHOBEZLLT, EHNICBITS LFEBHICOVWTHER L,
Z DA, than/as PLTFIZHI Tl 7 < AABIN L HBHEIZOWTHES T
WS BEBHBIEH D

E
1) HFEHEIC what 2SBHAEICBIN S S bHEET %0
(i) a. We own more books than what they do.
b.  We own more books than what we own magazines.
(Izvorski (1995:211))
2) (10b) & (13) BV T —iffEE 2w ZEd 5%,
3) COUSHEAET 2 L5 S5 [EPP] #1125 [DEGI HEM e —H T2 &) %%
FEHALOIREMICEK LT [DEG] &M% HD [pp d-many men] % [ pegp
d-many] »B#T 5 EE 2 5,
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SUMMARY

On the Coordinate Structure in Comparative Constructions
Mayumi YOSHIMOTO

This paper investigates the syntactic structure of two types of
clausal comparatives — ‘Ordinary’ Comparatives and Subcomparatives.
Ordinary comparatives (OC) are expressions of comparison such as (1),
which compare two quantities of the same sort (the number of men).

(1) John invited more men than Bill invited.

On the other hand, Subcomparatives (SC) compare quantities of
different sorts (comparison between the number of men and that of
women).

(2) John invited more men than Bill invited women.

In this paper I will argue that their comparative clauses and main
clauses are in coordinate structures, so than in clausal comparatives like (1)
and (2) is a coordinator. Furthermore, following Yoshimoto (2007), I will
propose that in SC’'s comparative clause the DegP moves from a VP-
adjoined position and in OC’s comparative clause the entire compared
constituent moves from an argument position. Under these analyses, I will
show the syntactic structure of the main clause and comparative clause.
The structure proposed here will be evidenced by examples that were
pointed out in a previous analysis of constituent structure in comparative
constructions (Hasegawa (1987)).

F—7— R ! (Sub)Comparatives, SFf e, 22 FRE), HHBERH





