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1. Variation in Comparison
• There is variation in how comparisons are made both within and 

across languages.
(1) Al is smarter than Bill.
(2)  Compared to Bill, Al is smart.

(3) Al-wa Bill-yori kasikoi.
Al-Top Bill-than smart
‘Al is smarter than Bill.’

(4) Bill-ni kurabe-tara Al-wa kasikoi.
Bill-Dat compare-Cond Al-Top  smart
‘Compared to Bill, Al is smart.’ 2

2

• According to Kennedy (2007, 2011), the two comparatives in (1) and 
(2) differ in how to establish ordering of two individuals; (1) uses 
specialized morphology (-er) that expresses the ordering, while (2) 
uses the compared to phrase that modifies the context to establish the 
ordering. 

(1) Al is smarter than Bill.

(2)  Compared to Bill, Al is smart.

3
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(5) Explicit comparison (EC)
Constructions which establish an ordering between objects x and y with 
respect to gradable property g by using a morphosyntactic form of g 
whose conventional meaning has the consequence that the degree to 
which x is g exceeds the degree to which y is g.

(6) Implicit comparison (IC)
Constructions which establish an ordering between objects x and y with 
respect to gradable property g by using the positive form of g and 
manipulating the context in such a way that the positive form is true of x 
and false of y. (Kennedy 2011: 76)
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• One of Kennedy’s tests to distinguish between EC and IC is a 
negative implication to the positive form; IC, but not EC, implicates 
that the positive form is false of the subject. 

(1) Al is smarter than Bill. EC
↛Al is not smart 

(2)  Compared to Bill, Al is smart. IC
→Al is not smart

5

5

• Sawada (2009) further observes that IC, but not EC, implicates that the 
positive form is false of the standard of comparison. 

(1) Al is smarter than Bill. EC
a. ↛Al is not smart 
b. ↛ Bill is not smart 

(2)  Compared to Bill, Al is smart. IC
a. →Al is not smart “negative” implication from the subject
b. →Bill is not smart “negative” implication from the standard
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• Although Japanese lacks overt comparative morphology on gradable 
adjectives, Kennedy (2007) argues that (3) involves EC. Moreover, 
Sawada (2009) shows that (4) involves IC.

(3) Al-wa Bill-yori kasikoi. EC
Al-Top Bill-than smart
‘Al is smarter than Bill.’
a. ↛Al is not smart 
b. ↛ Bill is not smart

(4) Bill-ni     kurabe-tara Al-wa kasikoi. IC
Bill-Dat compare-Cond Al-Top  smart
‘Compared to Bill, Al is smart.’
a. →Al is not smart “negative” implication from the subject
b. →Bill is not smart “negative” implication from the standard
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Two goals of the talk
• To evaluate the claim that Japanese has the EC/IC distinction

Ø The yori comparative is an EC, but differs from the than comparative.
Ø Japanese has gradable predicates that introduce degree arguments. 

• To explore the semantics of another IC with different implications
Ø Japanese has an IC that comes with “positive” implications.
Ø There is a parallelism between the two kinds of IC with respect to 

their meaning.
Ø More specifically, 

i)  The implication from the standard is a presupposition.
ii) The implication from the subject is derived from the presupposition 

and the entailment based on the truth conditions of IC.
8
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Outline of the talk
• To evaluate the claim that Japanese has the EC/IC distinction

Section 2: The EC/IC Distinction in Japanese 

• To explore the semantics of another IC with different implications
Section 3: The Izyoo-ni Comparative as IC
Section 4: IC with “Negative” Implications
Section 5: IC with “Positive” Implications

• Conclusion (Section 6)
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2. The EC/IC Distinction in Japanese
2.1. Diagnostics for the EC/IC Distinction

• Recall that gradable predicates in EC have comparative morphology, 
while those in IC are in the positive form. 

• Kennedy provides four tests to distinguish between EC and IC, which are 
all based on the fundamental difference between the comparative form 
and the positive form.
Ø Test 1: Negative implications
Ø Test 2: Sensitivity to crisp judgments
Ø Test 3: Compatibility with differential measurements
Ø Test 4: Compatibility with absolute gradable adjectives
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Test 2: Sensitivity to crisp judgments
• EC, but not IC, is felicitous in crisp judgment contexts, i.e., contexts where 

two objects that are very similar in some gradable property are distinguished.

(7) CONTEXT: A 600 word essay and a 200 word essay 
a.   This essay is longer than that one. EC
b.   Compared to that essay, this one is long. IC (Kennedy 2007:159)

(8) CONTEXT: A 600 word essay and a 597 word essay 
a. This essay is longer than that one. EC
b. #Compared to that essay, this one is long. IC (Kennedy 2007:159)
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• The yori comparative is felicitous in crisp judgment contexts, but not the 
kurabe-tara comparative.

(9) CONTEXT: A 600 word paper and a 597 word paper
a.   Kono peepaa-wa ano peepaa-yori nagai. 

this paper-Top  that paper-than long 
‘This paper is longer than that paper.’ (Kennedy 2007:161)

b.??Ano peepaa-ni kurabe-tara kono peepaa-wa nagai. 
that  paper-Dat compare-Cond this   paper-Top  long 
‘Compared to that paper, this paper is long.’ (Sawada 2009:1085)
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Test 3: Compatibility with differential measurements
• EC, but not IC, can be used with differential measurements.

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

(Kennedy 2007:160)

13
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• The yori comparative can be used with differential measurements, but not 
the kurabe-tara comparative.

(11) a.  Gozira-wa Rodan-yori hyaku-ton omoi. 
Godzilla-Top Rodan-from 100-ton heavy 
‘Godzilla is 100 tons heavier than Rodan.’ (Kennedy 2007:161)

b.??Ziro-ni kurabe-tara Taro-wa san-senti se-ga takai. 
Ziro-Dat compare-Cond Taro-Top three-cm height-Nom tall 
‘Taro is 3cm tall compared to Ziro.’ (Sawada 2009:1086)

14

14

Test 4: Compatibility with absolute gradable adjectives
• Two classes of gradable adjectives (Rotstein and Winter 2004, Kennedy 

and McNally 2005):
ØRelative adjectives (long, smart, expensive, etc.): the standard of 

comparison is determined by contexts 
ØAbsolute adjectives (bent, open, wet, etc.): the standard of comparison is 

lexically specified.
(e.g., in x is bent, x has a non-zero degree of bent)

• EC, but not IC, is compatible with absolute adjectives.
(12) a. This rod is more bent than that rod.

b.??Compared to that rod, this rod is bent.
(Kennedy 2007:160, slightly modified)
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• The yori comparative is compatible with magat-teiru ‘bent’, but not 
the kurabe-tara comparative.

(13) a.   Kono sao-wa ano sao-yori magat-teiru. 
this    rod-Top that  rod-than bent-Pres
‘This rod is more bent than that rod.’ (Kennedy 2007:161)

b.??Ano sao-ni  kurabe-tara kono sao-wa magat-teiru. 
that rod-Dat compare-Cond this rod-Top bent-Pres
‘Compared to that rod, this rod is bent.’ (Sawada 2009:1087)
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Test 5: Licensing of negative polarity items (NPIs)
• EC, but not IC, can license NPIs (Giannakidou and Yoon 2017).

(14) a. Joe is taller than anybody.
b. *Joe is tall compared to anybody. (Giannakidou and Yoon 2017)
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• The yori comparative can license NPIs, but not the kurabe-tara
comparative (cf. Nakanishi and Hiraiwa 2022).

(15) a.   Al-wa dare-yori kasikoi.
Al-Top  who-than smart
‘Al is smarter than anyone.’

b. *Dare-ni kurabe-tara Al-wa kasikoi.
who-Dat compare-Cond  Al-Top smart
‘Compared to anyone, Al is smart.’
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EC (E: -er than, 
J: yori)

IC (E: compared to, 
J: kurabe-tara)

Pragmatic implications no yes
Crisp judgments acceptable unacceptable
Differential measurement yes no
Absolute adjectives yes no
NPI-licensing yes no

Table 1: Diagnostics for the EC/IC distinction

19

2.2. More on the EC/IC Distinction
• Pearson (2010) proposes to distinguish two classes of IC, and provides three 

diagnostics for this distinction.
(16)  Compared to Bill, Al is smart. strong IC (SIC) (= Kennedy’s IC)
(17) Compared to Bill, Al is smarter. weak IC (WIC)

• Pearson (2013) argues that the yori comparative involves WIC.
(3) Al-wa Bill-yori kasikoi.

Al-Top Bill-than smart
= Compared to Bill, Al is smarter.
(Indeed, this is the paraphrase that Beck et al. (2004) used for 
the yori comparative.) 20
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• Kennedy’s tests can distinguish between SIC and EC/WIC, but not between 
EC and WIC. 
Ø Crisp judgments
(18) [Context: Mary is just 2 cm shorter than Peter.]

a. Mary is shorter than Peter. EC
b. Compared to Peter, Mary is shorter. WIC
c. # Compared to Peter, Mary is short. SIC (Pearson 2010: (16)) 

Ø Absolute adjectives
(19) [Context: Pipe A and Pipe B are both bent; Pipe A more so than Pipe B.]

a. Pipe A is more bent than Pipe B . EC
b. Compared to Pipe B, Pipe A is more bent. WIC
c. # Compared to Pipe B, Pipe A is bent. SIC (Pearson 2010: (20)) 

21
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• As we have seen, the yori comparative behaves on a par with EC/WIC.

• Pearson’s (2013) claims:
Ø Kennedy’s tests show that the yori comparative do not involve SIC, but 
they do not exclude the possibility that it involves WIC rather than EC.
Ø The contribution of a yori-constituent differs from that of a than-
constituent (Beck et al. 2004, Oda 2008; see also Nakanishi and Hiraiwa
2022).
Ø Thus, the yori comparative involves WIC.

• Problem of Pearson (2013):
Ø She does not apply Pearson’s (2010) three tests for the SIC/WIC to the 

yori comparative.
Ø It is not clear whether these tests are applicable to the yori comparative.

22
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• Overall conclusion based on Kennedy (2007), Sawada (2009), and 
Pearson (2013)
Ø Japanese has IC. 
Ø Japanese has EC (or WIC for Pearson) that comes with a covert 

comparative morpheme.

• Thus, having overt comparative morphology (such as synthetic -er or 
analytic more in English) is not a necessary condition for EC (though it 
is a sufficient condition under Kennedy’s definition). 
Ø The lack of overt comparative morphology does not automatically 

lead us to conclude that the language at issue lacks EC.
Ø It is crucial to apply tests for the EC/IC distinction in order to 

determine whether the construction at issue involves EC or IC.
23
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2.3. The Semantics of Gradable Predicates

• If the conclusion that Japanese has EC (or WIC) is on the right track, it
follows that Japanese has degree variables in semantics. 

• That is, Japanese has the positive setting of Beck et al.’s (2009) DSP:

(20) Degree Semantics Parameter (DSP)
A language {does/does not} have gradable predicates (type <d,<e,t>> 
and related), i.e. lexical items that introduce degree arguments. 

(Beck et al. 2009)
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• Beck et al. provide some tests to determine whether the language under 
investigation is [+DSP] or [–DSP].
Ø whether the language has difference comparative (DiffC)
Ø whether the language has comparison with a degree (CompDeg)

(21) a. Helo is 8 cm taller than Starbuck is. (DiffC)
b. Captain Apollo is taller than 1.70 m. (CompDeg)

• Beck et al. present an example of DiffC in Japanese, arguing that 
Japanese is [+DSP].

(22) Sally-wa Joe-yori 5 cm se-ga takai. (DiffC)
Sally-Top Joe-than 5 cm back-Nom tall 
‘Sally is 5cm taller than Joe.’

25
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• Japanese also has comparison with a degree.
(23) Taro-wa 180 cm-yori se-ga takai. (CompDeg)

Taro-Top  180 cm-than back-Nom tall 
‘Taro is taller than 180 cm.’ (Sudo 2015: 46)
(see also Hayashishita 2009: section 3.1.2, Shimoyama 2012: fn.3, 
but contra Beck et al. 2004)

• This is consistent with the current conclusion that Japanese has EC (or 
WIC).

26
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3. The Izyoo-ni Comparative as IC
• Japanese has another comparative construction, namely, the izyoo-ni

comparative.

• The izyoo-ni comparative has the implications that the positive form is 
true of the compared objects (Hayashishita 2007, 2017, Kubota 2012). 

(24) Bill-izyoo-ni Al-wa kasikoi.
Bill-more-Dat Al-Top smart
‘Al is smarter than Bill.’
a. →Al is smart “positive” implication from the subject
b. →Bill is smart “positive” implication from the standard

27
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• The fact that the izyoo-ni comparative has pragmatic implications suggest 
that it involves IC, but two questions arise:

Ø How does it fare with other tests for the EC/IC distinction?
Ø How do the “positive” implications differ from the “negative”

implications of the kurabe-tara comparative?

(4) Bill-ni     kurabe-tara Al-wa kasikoi. IC
Bill-Dat compare-Cond Al-Top  smart
‘Compared to Bill, Al is smart.’
a. →Al is not smart “negative” implication from the subject
b. →Bill is not smart “negative” implication from the standard

28
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Diagnostics for the EC/IC Distinction

Test 2: Sensitivity to crisp judgments
• The izyoo-ni comparative is infelicitous in crisp judgment contexts.

→ IC
(25)  CONTEXT: A 5000 word paper and a 4997 word paper 

?? Ano peepaa-izyoo-ni kono peepaa-wa nagai.
that paper-more-Dat this paper-Top   long
‘This paper is longer than that paper.’

29
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Test 3: Compatibility with differential measurements
• The izyoo-ni comparative cannot be used with differential measurements.

→ IC

(26) ??Lee-izyoo-ni Kim-wa 10 cm se-ga takai.
Lee-more-Dat Kim-Top 10 cm height-Nom tall
‘(intended) Kim is 10cm taller than Lee.’

30
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Test 4: Compatibility with absolute gradable adjectives
• EC, but not IC, is compatible with absolute adjectives.

• The izyoo-ni comparative is compatible with magat-teiru ‘bent’. 
→ EC ???

(27) Ano sao-izyoo-ni kono sao-wa magat-teiru. 
that rod-more-Dat this rod-Top bent-Pres
‘This rod is more bent than that rod.’

(Hayashishita 2007:89, slightly modified)

31
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Test 5: Licensing of negative polarity items (NPIs)
• EC, but not IC, can license NPIs (Giannakidou and Yoon 2017).

(28)  *Dare-izyoo-ni Al-wa kasikoi.
who-more-Dat Al-Top smart
‘Al is smarter than anyone.’

32
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• Most of the tests show that the izyoo-ni comparative involves IC.

• Two issues of the izyoo-ni comparative:
Ø Unlike the -er than comparative and the kurabe-tara comparative, 

it comes with “positive” implications.
Ø It is compatible with absolute adjectives such as bent.

• Claims:
Ø There is a parallelism between the two kinds of IC with respect to 

their pragmatic meaning.
Ø Once their pragmatic meaning is taken into account, compatibility 

with absolute adjectives naturally follows.

33
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4. IC with “Negative” Implications
(2)  Compared to Bill, Al is smart. IC

a. →Al is not smart “negative” implication from the subject
b. →Bill is not smart “negative” implication from the standard

4.1. The Status of (2b)
Cancellability
• Sawada (2009) observes that (2b) is not cancellable.
(29) Compared to Bill, Al is smart. #And since Bill is smart, 

that makes Al really smart. (Sawada 2009:(62))

• This suggests that (2b) is a conventional implicature (CI) or a presupposition.
34
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Presupposition plug and speaker’s orientation
• (2b) (= Bill is not smart) does not project up past presupposition plugs. 

→ (2b) is a presupposition rather than a CI.

(30)  Mary believes that Al is smart compared to Bill, but that’s nonsense! 
Bill is a genius.
[Mary has to be committed believing that Bill is not smart, 
but the speaker does not have to]

• Moreover, the fact that (2b) is not speaker-oriented also suggests that it is 
a presupposition, not a CI.

35
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4.2. The Status of (2a)
• Kennedy (2007) claims that the semantic function of compared to y in x is A 

compared to y is to change the context so that it only includes x and y. 
• In this analysis, the comparative meaning is derived from a general 

constraint on gradable adjectives that requires both the positive and negative 
extension to be non-empty (cf. Klein 1980).

• (2) asserts (2c). This entails that Bill is not smart in this context, which leads 
to the entailment in (2d).

(2) Compared to Bill, Al is smart.
a. ????? : Al is not (definitely) smart
b. Presupposition: Bill is not smart
c. Truth conditions: Al is smart in the context where only Al and Bill

are involved
d. Entailment: Al’s smartness > Bill’s smartness 

36

36



2022/3/28

7

• Proposal: (2a) is derived from the presupposition in (2b) and the 
entailment in (2d).
Ø The hearer may conjecture as follows: if the speaker had known that 

Al is smart, he would have said so without introducing the negative 
standard (= (2b)), and thus it is likely that Al is not smart (= (2a)).

(2) Compared to Bill, Al is smart.
a. (2b)+(2d): Al is not (definitely) smart
b. Presupposition: Bill is not smart
c. Truth conditions: Al is smart in the context where only Al and Bill

are involved
d. Entailment: Al’s smartness > Bill’s smartness

37
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• There is an additional implication from the speaker’s perspective.
Ø The speaker finds the comparison with the negative standard useful in 

order to evoke a concessive meaning; Al is not smart, but not the 
worst, because there is a worse individual, namely, Bill. 

Ø This is analogous to Nakanishi and Rullmann’s (2009) analysis of at 
least.

(2) Compared to Bill, Al is smart.

38
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5. IC with “Positive” Implications 
• What are the status of the two “positive” implications of the izyoo-ni

comparative?

(24) Bill-izyoo-ni Al-wa kasikoi.
Bill-more-Dat Al-Top smart
‘Al is smarter than Bill.’
a. →Al is smart “positive” implication from the subject
b. →Bill is smart “positive” implication from the standard

39

39

• Kubota (2012)
Ø (24b) is a presupposition (because it projects out of presupposition holes; 

see (31) below).
Ø The truth conditions of the izyoo-ni comparative are the same as those of 

the -er than comparative (= (24c)).
Ø (24a) is derived from (24b) and (24c).

(24)  Bill-izyoo-ni Al-wa kasikoi.
Bill-more-Dat Al-Top smart
a. (24b) + (24c): Al is smart
b. Presupposition: Bill is smart 
c. Truth conditions: Al’s smartness > Bill’s smartness

40
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• The implication from the standard projects out of presupposition holes.
(31) Tasikani John-ga Mary-izyoo-ni kasikoi kanoosei-wa aru.

surely John-Nom Mary-more-Dat smart possibility-Top exist
‘It is surely possible that John is smarter than Mary.’
a.  Sikasi, watasi-wa John-ga kasikoi kadooka sir-anai.

but I-Top John-Nom smart or not know-Neg
‘But I do not know whether or not John is smart.’ 

[the implication from the subject (that John is smart) is 
not presupposed]

b.#Sikasi, watasi-wa Mary-ga kasikoi kadooka sir-anai.
but I-Top Mary-Nom smart   or not know-Neg
‘But I do not know whether or not Mary is smart.’

[the implication from the standard (that Mary is smart) is
presupposed] (Hayashishita 2017: 167–168)41

41

• Problem of Kubota (2012)
Ø As we have seen, most of the tests for the EC/IC distinction show that the 

izyoo-ni comparative involves IC.
Ø Thus, it is semantically different from the -er than comparative, which 

involves EC.

42
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• The izyoo-ni comparative as IC
Ø The truth conditions of the izyoo-ni comparative is the same as the 

compared to comparative (= (24’c)).
Ø This leads to the entailment in (24’d).
Ø (24’b) is a presupposition (Kubota 2012).
Ø (24’a) is derived from (24’b) and (24’d).

(24’)  Bill-izyoo-ni Al-wa kasikoi.
Bill-more Al-Top smart
a. (24’b)+(24’d): Al is smart
b. Presupposition: Bill is smart 
c. Truth conditions: Al is smart in the context where only Al

and Bill are involved
d. Entailment: Al’s smartness > Bill’s smartness

43
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• There is an additional implication from the speaker’s perspective.
Ø The speaker finds the comparison with the positive standard useful 

in order to evoke a sense of “noteworthiness”; Al is smart, and his 
smartness is noteworthy because he is better than a smart individual, 
namely, Bill. 

Ø This is analogous to Herburger’s (2000) analysis of even.

44
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Summary
• There is variation in IC.
• A parallelism is observed between the two types of IC with respect to their 

meaning. 
• It may be possible to relate the meaning of IC with the meaning of focus 

particles such as at least and even.

45

izyoo-ni comparative compared to comparative

a. Truth conditions Al is smart in the context where only Al and Bill are involved

b. Entailment Al is smarter than Bill in any context

c. Presupposition Bill is smart (“positive”) Bill is not smart (“negative”)

d. b+c Al is smart (“positive”) Al is not (definitely) smart (“negative”)

e. Conversational noteworthy/exceptional (≈ even) concessive (≈ at least)

Ø The proposed analysis suggests that there is variation 
in IC in terms of pragmatic implications. 

45

Revisiting Test 4: Compatibility with absolute gradable adjectives
• EC, but not IC, is compatible with absolute adjectives.

• The izyoo-ni comparative is compatible with magat-teiru ‘bent’. 
(32) Ano sao-izyoo-ni kono sao-wa magat-teiru. 

that rod-more-Dat this rod-Top bent-Pres
‘This rod is more bent than that rod.’

(Hayashishita 2007:89, slightly modified)

• But note that it is incompatible with massugu-da ‘straight’.
(33) *Ano sao-izyoo-ni kono sao-wa massugu-da. 

that  rod-more-Dat this rod-Top straight-Cop
‘This rod is straighter than that rod.’

(Hayashishita 2007:89, slightly modified)
46
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• The data can be explained by their implications. 
Ø The two implications with magat-teiru ‘bent’ are that that rod is bent 

and that this rod is bent. It is reasonable to compare two objects in 
terms of their bent. 

Ø However, with massugu-da ‘straight’, what is implicated is the 
comparison between two straight objects, which of course does not 
make sense, and thus infelicity. 

47

47

5. Conclusion

• To evaluate the claim that Japanese has the EC/IC distinction
Ø The yori comparative is an EC (or WIC).
Ø Japanese has gradable predicates that introduce degree arguments. 
Ø Having overt comparative morphology is not a necessary condition for 

EC.

48
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• To explore the semantics of another IC with different implications
Ø Japanese has an IC that comes with “positive” implications.
Ø There is a parallelism between the two kinds of IC with respect to their 

meaning.
Ø More specifically, 

i)  The implication from the standard is a presupposition.
ii) The implication from the subject is derived from the presupposition 

and the entailment based on the truth conditions of IC.

49
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• Cross-linguistic implications
Ø Kennedy (2007) claims that all languages have constructions that involve 

IC. This is because every language has positive form gradable adjectives. 
Ø Regarding crosslinguistic variation in IC, much discussion has been done 

on whether languages that only have IC possess any lexical items that 
introduce degree arguments (Beck et al.’s (2009) DSP; see also Bochnak
2015). 

Ø Not much work has been done on pragmatic implications of IC.
Ø The proposed analysis suggests that there is variation in IC in terms of 

pragmatic implications.
Ø All languages have some ways of indicating IC, but they may differ in the 

kind of IC that they possess; with a positive or a negative presupposition, 
with some other implications, or without any implications. 

Ø Further investigation is required to assess the validity of this proposal.
50
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