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The limits of the present paper do not allow the presentation of such a
vast subject as comparative construction in full details. We shall, therefore,
limit ourselves to the discussion of the ways in which the most typical com-
parative constructions can be derived from underlying structures in both
English and Polish. Our assutuption concerning such a derivation is that
in both the languages these consfructions derive from underlying complex
sentences. We shall adopt a more eonservative approach here (rather then the
recent one represented by Campbell and Wales (1969)) as it seems to suit
our purpose better.

The way in which ecomparative constructions can be derived from under-
lying structures has been discussed for years, but linguists have not yet reach-
ed a unanimous point of view. Most who have dealt with the problem,
including Smith (1961), Chomsky (1965) and Lecs (1961), assume that com-
parative constructions derive from underlying complex sentences, The starting
point for the derivation consists of a phrase marker which contains a matrix
sentence and a constituent sentence parallel in structure. The constituent
senfence 1s dominated by an adverb of extent or degree.

The above mentioned linguists, however, vary in opinion as to what the
structures of the constituent sentences should be. Some of the proposals
concerning the structure of the constituent sentence are:

Nom — be — Adj (Chomsky 1965; Smith 1961)
Nom — be — that — Adyj (Lees 1961)

Nom — be-wh- — Adj (Doherty and Schwartz 1968)
Nom — be — than — Adj (Hudddleston 1967)
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Im spite of the differences, these analvses are basically theé same. According

to all of them a comparative sentence of the kind
1. Jim is older than Jack.
will have the underlving representation
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"
Copula Pred
A
Jim be Jack  be nld old

The identical constituents are then deleted and constituents reordered.

A different point of view is represented by Campbell and Wales (1969),
who claim that comparative constructions devive from simplex strings. In
their opinion, it is difficult to ses how a semantic analysis of comparatives
can procecd from the usual type of syntactic base,

Sentences like

3. John is as elever as Bill,

4. Jolhn ix more clever thanBill.

o not imply sentences like
5. John is elever,
6. Bill is clover.
Campbell and Wales present an analysis in which the use of the optional
deletion transformation ix guestioned and the comparative transformation
iz retained. Wheir proposal is similar to that of Fillmore (1968). Adjectives
Tunetioning in comparative constructions can be analysed as two-place predi-
cates. Noun phrases, introduced as co-constituents of verbs, follow the
verb in the underlying structures. Those associated with particular predi-
cates have “notional” labels characterizing their functions in the sentenee.
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They may be interpreted as features of noun phrases introdueed by subeat-
cgorization rules,

Case foatures relevant for comparatives are pominative {(Ifllmore’s ob-
jeotive and locative).

In their view, an underlving strueture where a subjeet has been formed
niany have the following representation:
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Although Campbell and Wales are right in pointing out that older analy-
ses necd revising, it scems that these particular analyses may be more
useful in explaining certain syntactic and semantic phenomena, Examples
like the following:

10. During our second meeting she was as nice as when I first met her.

11. Tt is much quicker to fly than to go by boat,

12. W nocy jest chlodniej niz w dzien.
show that two adverbs or two adverbial clauses may occur in a comparative
constructions instead of two noun phrases which might be associated with
two predicates. They must be of the same notional type, otherwise we would
get cxamples like

13.* It is colder at night than on the cutside.

In simplex sentence, however, two adverbials of the same type do not
occur, even if they are selected for different clauscs of complex sentences.
Thus, although the assumption that comparative constructions derive from
simplex sentences might be accepted for the sentences of type 1, it is not
poasible for sentences like 10, 11, and 12. As the result, the claim that these
two types have a different derivation would be unavoidable.

In Polish, noun phrases usually precede the finite verb in the main clauso,
Those which are introduced by jak or ntZ are not permitted in this position,

14.* Niz Piotr jest wyzszy Jan.
15.% Jak Pawel jest sympatyczny Piotr.
Noun phrases introduced by od require enumeration of more people:

16. Od Piotra jest wyzszy Pawel, od Pawla Jan, etc..
Thus, a special status is indicated for these noun phrases.

We may claim that comparatives should be represented as complex strings
consisting of main clause and constituent clause at a certain stage of deri-
vation, The Relative Clause Formation transformation may provide evi-
dence for our elsim. It is a variable rule in English. Therefore, a sentence
like the following

17. Bill earns exactly the sum which I thought Paul earned.
is acceptable in English. In Polish the noun phrase which is to be relativized
may not move over clause boundaries,

18.* Kowalski zarabia dokladnic taks sume, o jakie] mydlalem, ze za-
rabia Wisniewski.
In the case of comparsative constructions, similar restrictions operate, If two
sentences on which the comparative transformation operates are separated
by an intermediate S node, and if the most deeply embedded sentence cannot
be completely erascd after the transformation has applied, the sentence
which results is not acceptable in Polish.
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19, Maria jest hogatsza niz myslalem,

Tn 19 1he most decply embedded sentence is erased,

20.% Maria jest bogatsza niz myélatem, ze Basia jest.

Unfortunately, not much can be said about the underlying structure
of eomplex strings and equally little about the transformations that map
{hese structures onto the surface. Tt seemy that the inderlyving strings must
Tave a kin(l of relational marker which is sometimes realized as fhat, or, In
other analyses, as than (Lees 1861 and Huddleston 1867}

[n 1. old is a point ou the seale of old —young. Tu this and other comparative
consiructions the adjectives refer to seales pather particular pomits on these
seafor. Comparative formatives designate the values on these seales, We may
assume that two strings in the underlying representations of comparative
constructions contain adverbs of extent which may be represented as nom-
inal pro-formx bearing the feature [-Extent], sinee adverbs are usnally
dominated by an N1 nede at some stage of dernvation. The adverbs of extent
mark the same point on a certain seale of an antonymous pair of adjectives,
Referentinl medices must be identieal for two adverbs,

‘The wnderlyving strueture of

21, Petor ig as handsome us John,
may he represented as follows:
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such an underlving structure may also account for adwverbs like extremely,
amazingly, since they may be chosen instead of comparatives, The embedd cd
relative clause would have the form the extent is amazing.

Also nominalizations such as depth, widih, strength can be derived from

relative clauses whose head nouns have the features [+Pro] and |- lixtent].

The underlying structure of the width of the road would be the following:
23.
NP

N NP VP
—}-!EKt{?Ilt
+Pro Cop Predicate
the road be NP, Adj
|

|

-+ Extent
— Pro

wid e

The constituent sentence in the underlying structure of comparative con-
structions is a restrictive velative clause which is attached 1o an adverh of
extent (or to a case node [+Extent]). These restricted relatives represent
presupposcd information.

In the underlying structure the conjunct that is known or is assumed to
be known to the hearer appears as a restrietive relative clause in the derived
structure, In 1. Jack’s age is known to the hearer and new mformation is
given only to Jim’s age:

24, Jack is old to a certain degree.
The above sentence is also presupposed by the negated version of 1.

25. John is handsome to a certain extent.
is one of the presuppositions of 21 and may ocour as a relative clausé in the
derivation of comparatives such as 21.

As we have already stated, not much can be said about the rules that
map underlying structures onto the surface. The Relative Clause Fornation
transformation has to apply at a certain point and Extrapoesition usually
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follows. The adverb of extent is relativized and adjoined to the 8 node of
the relative clause. [+ Extent], [4+Pro], [-+Rel| are realized as as in Lnglish
and jak in Polish. 4ds and {ed may be treated as vealizations of adverbial
pro-forms anteeendant to the relative clause. A nominal phrase “asually
follows the adjective in the derived strueture. It is also the case with eopula
which may be deleted optionaliy.

After it hag undergone the Relative Clause Formation and Extraposi-
tion transformations, the relative clause s attached to the highest S node,
Both Relative Clause, Formation and Extrapositions transformations arve
post-cyelical, . We cannot clalin that the Comparative transformation is a
post-cvelieal transformation too, since wo can account for certain data only
if we assume-that Comparative transtormation preeedes both Belative Clause
Formation and Extraposition transtormations. A detailed presentation of
the derivation of 21 may help us to support our assumption,

Let us neglect tense, nspect, ete. and assume that the Comparative trans-
formation is the first une that applies to a marker like 22, The adjective
kandsome and (pptionally) the copula in the embedded sentence are then
erased,

24,

NP /’//’—\1,’]1

NP Adj
NP N
!
J Textent T/\,.
| & NP Vi
- Pro
X
- Extent
- Pro
Peter be John and=ome

The VP uodes are prined sinee they do not dominate a verbal element
any fonger,

Relative Clanse Formation transformation follows and adjoing the “ex-
tent adverb™ of the embedded clause to the eff of °8,.
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Now the Extraposition transformation moves the S node domimating 8,
to the end of the sentence and attaches 1t fo 8,
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Peter is as handsome as ‘John?

En the case of examples like:
A} BHl was more eautious than was neccssary.
b} Bill byt bardzie] ostroiny niz bylo trzcba,
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The Comparative transtormation iz oblizatory {or lexienl catevories and
optional for auxiliary ones. When underlying vepresentations like 22 undereo
the Comparative transformation, ail or most of the elements in the constisu-
ent sentence which are identical to those in the matrix sentence are erased.
This deletion of identieal clements is obligatory fur adjectives and adverb-
ials. Tdentical subjects may be either pronominelized or deleted.

) 1 was as caubious a2 pecessne,
dy 1 bl 1ok ostrozny fak byl dvzeha .

here the anderlying strnetore of e} i the followinge:
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the Belative Clause Tormation transformation eannot apply. (ef. Sentential Sabjeet
Constraint, Ross 1967: 134). But constitiuents ean be moved oul of extraposed sentential
subpeets, Thus, the transformations wonld have to operate n the following order: Extra-
position, Relative Clange Formadion and Comparative,

Bill was cadrllons cantiols

Phe above examples, however, cannot undergo Extraposition transformation be-

canse expletive ¢ doos nol appear in such sentenees, Most of the sentenee of thus type
boecome unaceeptable if 4 15 introduced.

*Bil eats rnore than it is howl thy.

Woe have, therefore, to assutne that the Cromparative teansformation precedes the Rcla-
tive Clause Formatlion and Ext-rﬂpu:-}it-i{m transformations.
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29. The hall iz wider than it is long.

30. * The hall is wider than the hall is long.
The deletion 1s optional for auxiliaries and verbs. In English we may delete
the main verb or the adjective without deleting the auxiliaries.

31. He smokes more cigarettes than I (do).
In Polish the deletion of the second copulafverb and the adjective is obli-
gatory in certain situations or it may be optional:

32. jest dluzszy niz szerszy

33. zarabia tyle ile Widniewski

34. jest tak bialy jak (bialy jest) snieg
A sentence like the following:

35. Rozwiazalem zadanie szybeiej niz ty to zrobiles.
is the only case where the verb robi¢ is treated like a pro-form (together with
the pronoun fo it represents the action mentioned in the matrix and corre-
sponds exactly to English did in: I solved the problem earlier than you did).

The structures of differentiating comparatives will be similar to the struc-

ture of equative ones. The only difference iz in the presence of elements which -

usually occur in interrogative and negative constructions (ever and mneed
in English and kiedykolwiek in Polish). |

36. On jest uczciwszy niz ty kiedykolwiek bedziesz.

On these bases we may claim that comparatives such as 1. devive from under-
lying structures such as 22, but the constituent of the underlying structure
is negated in the case of non-equative comparative constructions, This may
explain the non-existence of examples like

37. ¥ Mary is prcttier than Mary is not.
since we assume the negation of the constituent is deleted in the course of
derivation of non-equative comparatives.

The following examples also illustrate the relations existing between ne-
gation and non-equation:

38. Bill was more careful than was necessary,

89. It was not necessary t0o be as careful as Bill was, This claim can also
be supported by the fact that in eertain European languages (French, Spanish,
Ttalian) negated particles may appear on the surface structure of sentences.
Also constructions of the type fo+infinitival and comparative constructions
were once equivalent in English. T'oo usually implies negation and the same
criteria. could be applied when analysing than.

40. She knew better than to lie =Too well to lie.

It has also been suggested by some linguists that then derives from Old
Englich ponne which i3 a combination of instrumental porn and nega-
tive ne.

The underlying structures of non-equative comparatives could thus be
like the following:
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The above underlying structure of non-equative comparative must contain
some directional marker which implies that one of the persons mentioned
in the example moves further in the positive divection on the scale handsome —
uwgly. It is not clear how this marker is introduced in underlying representa-
tions like the above. Its presence may be governed by the presence of negation
in the constituent sentence since it does not occur in equative comparatives,

Finally, two conditions should be mentioned here, both of them connect-
ed with deletion. The first one, the condition of minimum identity, rules
out constructions like

42, *Bill runs faster than Mary is beautiful.

43. *The wall is thicker than it is thick.
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and may be formulated in the following way: two clauses undergoing the
Comparative transformation may not contain either identical subjects or
identical adjectives. As it stands now, the condition would, however, rule
out some of perfectly acceptable English sentences. It is not yet quite clear
how it should be modified.

The condition of minimum difference requires that strings undersoing
the Comparative transformation must have two equivalent substrings which
have not heen replaced by identical lexical items. These may be noun phrases,
adjectives, auxiliaries, verbs or adverbials. The condition should exclude the
following examples:

44. *Noeg jest chlodniej niz na dworze.

There are, however, cxamples which contradict the above condition:

445. Piotr jest bardziej niz niegrzeczny.

46. Ta ksiazka jest bardziej niz obrzydliwa.

Both these conditions, being not quite clear at present, require further in-
vestigation and modification,

Summing up, we have assumed that in both English and Polish com-
parative constructions derive from underlying complex scntences. Transfor-
mations which operate in the course of derivation of these constructions are
the same in Polish and English and they seem to prove that in both languages
the process of derivation is similar. The structure of the constituent sentence
is still & subject for discussion. The English structure has been deseribed
ahove and the Polish structure corresponds more or less to that suggested
tor Enghish by Lees (1961) and Huddleston (1967).
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