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In this paper, we propose that a phonologically null light verb COMPARE is involved in the derivation of the comparative construction without bi in Mandarin Chinese. We suggest that to derive this construction, the first step is to check whether the degree argument of the adjectival root is saturated and restricted (cf. Liu 2007). This explains why the differential value is obligatory in this construction. The next step is to check whether all the essential aspects for an eventuality of comparison are syntactically realized. In this process a phonologically null light verb COMPARE is used to introduce the standard of comparison. For the light verb COMPARE to be “visible” and able to assign Case to the NP denoting the comparison standard, the gradable adjectival root needs to be raised. When the adjectival root combines with the light verb COMPARE, it gains a verbal status. Finally, this paper compares the comparative construction with bi and the comparative construction without bi in Mandarin Chinese.
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1. Introduction
While comparative constructions with bi such as (1a) in Mandarin Chinese have always been an intriguing topic (cf. Chao 1968, Fu 1978, Li and Thompson 1981, Tsao 1989, Hong 1991, Liu 1996, 1998, Hsing 2002, Chao 2005, among others), little attention has been drawn to comparative constructions without bi such as (1b) (e.g., Chao 1968, Zhu 1982, Chao 2005, Liu 2007).
(1)
a.
張三比李四高三公分。


Zhangsan bi Lisi gao san gongfen.

Zhangsan than Lisi tall three centimeter

‘Zhangsan is taller than Lisi by three centimeters.’


b.
張三高李四三公分。


Zhangsan gao Lisi san gongfen.

Zhangsan tall Lisi three centimeter

‘Zhangsan is taller than Lisi by three centimeters.’
In fact, the comparative construction without bi is as intriguing because it further complicates the controversial issue whether there is such a category as “Adjective” in Mandarin Chinese (cf. Li and Thompson 1981, Zhu 1982, McCawley 1992, Huang, Li and Li (to appear)). In (1b), gao ‘tall’ behaves more like a verb rather than an adjective because it not only functions as the predicate of a standalone sentence but also takes nominal objects directly, i.e. Lisi and san gonfen ‘three centimeters’.

The purpose of this paper is to study the syntax and semantics of the comparative construction without bi in Mandarin Chinese. We shall argue that the comparative construction without bi involves a phonologically empty light verb COMPARE, which needs to combine with the adjectival root in the comparative construction to become “visible”.

This paper proceeds as follows. Section 2 introduces the semantic and syntactic properties of the comparative construction without bi in Mandarin Chinese, and pinpoints the questions which any studies on this construction have to address. In Section 3, previous analyses of the comparative construction without bi in Mandarin Chinese (Chao 2005, Liu 2007) are reviewed. Section 4 presents an alternative proposal, which resorts to the semantics of gradable adjectives (von Stechow 1984) and the system of light verb syntax in Mandarin Chinese (Huang 1997, Lin 2001). Finally, Section 6 is the conclusion.
2. The semantic and syntactic properties of the comparative construction without bi in Mandarin Chinese
The comparative construction without bi in Mandarin Chinese has the following semantic and syntactic properties. First of all, the gradable adjective in the comparative construction without bi can directly take two NPs: one signals the comparison standard, and the other denotes the differential value.
 Syntactically, the NP that serves as the comparison standard must precede the NP that denotes the differential value (Chao 1968, Chao 2005, Liu 2007), as shown by the contrast in (2):
(2)
a.
張三高李四三公分。


Zhangsan gao Lisi san gongfen.

Zhangsan tall Lisi three centimeter

‘Zhangsan is taller than Lisi by three centimeters.’


b.
*張三高三公分李四。


*Zhangsan gao san gongfen Lisi.

Zhangsan tall three centimeter Lisi

‘Zhangsan is taller than Lisi by three centimeters.’
Second, previous analyses (e.g., Chao 2005, Liu 2007) report that in the comparative construction without bi, the differential value must be present while the NP as the standard of comparison can be omitted, as shown by (3a-b):
(3)
a.
張三重/輕(李四)三公斤。


Zhangsan zhong/qing (Lisi) san gongjin.

Zhangsan heavy/thin (Lisi) three kilogram

‘Zhangsan is heavier/thinner (than Lisi) by three kilograms.’


b.
張三重/輕李四*(三公斤)。


Zhangsan zhong/qing Lisi *(san gongjin).

Zhangsan heavy/thin Lisi (three kilogram)

‘Zhangsan is heavier/thinner than Lisi (by three kilograms).’
The fact that the differential value is obligatory in the comparative construction without bi is worth noting because in the comparative construction with bi, it is not necessary to overtly specify the differential value, as shown by (4):
(4)
張三比李四高(三公分)。

Zhangsan bi Lisi gao (san gongfen).


Zhangsan than Lisi tall (three centimeter)


‘Zhangsan is taller than Lisi by three centimeters.’
However, we do not agree with the view that in addition to the differential value, the comparison standard is allowed to be dropped in the comparative construction without bi. Based on native speakers’ intuition,
 for (3a) without Lisi to be grammatical with the intended meaning, a scenario of comparison is required. Without such a scenario, the sentence in (5) can be considered grammatical only when the intended meaning for it is that Zhangsan is three centimeters tall. Therefore, sentences like (5) will be regarded as ungrammatical in this paper.
(5)
*張三高三公分。

*Zhangsan gao san gongfen.

Zhangsan tall three centimeters

‘Zhangsan is taller by three centimeters.’
 Another important fact is that the adjective in the comparative construction without bi cannot be modified by a degree adverb, while that in the comparative construction with bi can (Liu 2007), as the contrast between (6a) and (6b) shows.
(6)
a.
*張三更高李四三公分。


*Zhangsan geng gao Lisi san gongfen.

Zhangsan more tall Lisi three centimeter

‘Zhangsan is much taller than Lisi by three centimeters.’


b.
張三比李四更高。


Zhangsan bi Lisi geng gao.

Zhangsan than Lisi more tall

‘Zhangsan is much taller than Lisi.’
To summarize, any studies on the comparative construction without bi in Mandarin Chinese have to address the following questions (Liu 2007:60).
 First, why does the NP that serves as the comparison standard need to precede the NP that denotes the differential value in the comparative construction without bi? Second, why is the differential value obligatory in the comparative construction without bi? Third, why is the adjective in the comparative construction without bi incompatible with degree adverbs? Fourth, how does the comparative construction without bi differ from the comparative construction with bi in syntax and semantics?
3. Previous analyses

3.1 Chao (2005): comparative constructions without bi as comparatives with a double-object-like construction
Chao (2005) considers the comparative construction without bi parallel to the double object construction in English (Larson 1988), as shown by the following tree diagrams:
(7)
John sent a letter to Mary.
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(8)
張三高李四三公分。

Zhangsan gao Lisi san gongfen.

Zhangsan tall Lisi three centimeter
‘Zhangsan is taller than Lisi by three centimeters.’



IP


NP
 … DegP



   Spec
  Deg’




Deg
   AP






 NP1
    A’






A
  NP2

 Zhangsan   gaoi  Lisi ti   san gongfen


In Chao’s analysis, the gradable adjective in the comparative with a double-object-like construction, or “DOC-comparative” for short, takes two internal arguments, i.e. Lisi as the target of comparison in [Spec, AP], and san gongfen ‘three centimeters’ as the differential value in the complementizer position of A’. Due to feature checking, the gradable adjective is required to overtly move to the head of DegP.

Chao further suggests that the phrasal comparative such as (9a) is derived from the DOC-comparative, while the clausal comparative such as (10a) is not. The evidence is that for (9a), there exists a DOC-comparative corresponding to it, while no DOC-comparative corresponding to (10a) exists.
(9)
a.
張三比李四高三公分。


Zhangsan bi Lisi gao san gongfen.

Zhangsan than Lisi tall three centimeter

‘Zhangsan is taller than Lisi by three centimeters.’


b.
張三高李四三公分。


Zhangsan gao Lisi san gongfen.

Zhangsan tall Lisi three centimeter

‘Zhangsan is taller than Lisi by three centimeters.’

(10)
a.
張三今天比李四昨天晚回家。


Zhangsan jintian bi Lisi zuotian wan hui jia.

Zhangsan today than Lisi yesterday late return home

‘Zhangsan went home later today than Lisi did yesterday.’


b.
*張三今天晚回家李四昨天三十分鐘。


*Zhangsan jintian wan hui jia Lisi zuotian san shi fenzhong.

Zhangsan today late return home Lisi yesterday three ten minute

‘Zhangsan went home thirty minutes later today than Lisi did yesterday.’


c.
*張三今天晚李四昨天回家三十分鐘。


*Zhangsan jintian wan Lisi zuotian hui jia san shi fenzhong.

Zhangsan today late Lisi yesterday return home three ten minute

‘Zhangsan went home thirty minutes later today than Lisi did yesterday.’
Based on the derivation of the double object construction in English (Larson 1988),
 Chao proposes the following derivation for the phrasal comparative in Mandarin Chinese:
(11)
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According to Chao’s analysis, when the comparison standard Lisi is raised in the derivation of the phrasal comparative, the adjective gao loses the ability to assign an inherent Case, and Lisi is dethematized. Through argument demotion, the lost thematic role is assigned to the bi-phrase, which functions as a PP adjoined to Deg’. Finally, the adjective gao moves to the head of DegP.
Chao’s proposal has a few weaknesses. First of all, the adjective in the comparative with bi and that in the comparative without bi are regarded as the head of DegP in Chao’s analysis. However, it is not clear why the adjective in the comparative construction without bi is incompatible with degree adverbs, as the contrast between (12a) and (12b) shows.
(12)
a.
*張三更高李四三公分。


*Zhangsan geng gao Lisi san gongfen.

Zhangsan more tall Lisi three centimeter

‘Zhangsan is much taller than Lisi by three centimeters.’


b.
張三比李四更高。


Zhangsan bi Lisi geng gao.

Zhangsan than Lisi more tall

‘Zhangsan is much taller than Lisi.’
Second, the parallelism between the comparative construction and the real double object construction and their alternations is found to be problematic. Compare (13a-b) with (14a-b):
(13)
a.
張三送了兩張電影票(給李四)。


Zhangsan song-le liang-zhang dianying piao (gei Lisi).

Zhangsan give-aspect two-classifier movie ticket (to Lisi)

‘Zhangsan has given two movie tickets (to Lisi).’


b.
張三送了李四*(兩張電影票)。


Zhangsan song-le Lisi *( liang-zhang dianying piao).

Zhangsan give-aspect Lisi (two-classifier movie ticket)

‘Zhangsan has given Lisi (two movie tickets).’

(14)
a.
張三高李四*(三公分)。



Zhangsan gao Lisi *(san gongfen).

Zhangsan tall Lisi (three centimeter)

‘Zhangsan is taller than Lisi (by three centimeters).’


b.
張三*(比李四)高三公分。



Zhangsan *(bi Lisi) gao san gongfen.

Zhangsan (than Lisi) tall three centimeter

‘Zhangsan is taller (than Lisi) by three centimeters.’
While the PP gei Lisi in (13a) can be dropped in the double object construction,
 the NP san gongfen in (14a), which denotes the differential value, can never be droppable in the comparative construction without bi. Third, it is not clear in Chao’s analysis whether the differential measure phrase in the Chinese comparative construction needs Case. For Chao’s analysis, which holds the parallelism between the comparative construction and the double object construction and their alternations, the NP expressing the differential value is just assumed to have Case. Fourth, Chao does not explain why the NP that serves as the comparison standard needs to precede the NP that denotes the differential value in the comparative construction without bi, which is one of the crucial questions any studies on the comparative construction in Mandarin Chinese have to address.
3.2 Liu (2007): the weak comparative morpheme -guo2 in Mandarin Chinese
Liu’s (2007) analysis of the comparative construction without bi in Mandarin Chinese resorts to a well-established tradition in formal semantics, which analyzes a gradable adjective as a relation between an individual and the degree associated with the gradable adjective (e.g., von Stechow 1984, Kennedy and McNally 2005, among others). For example, the adjective expensive signals a relation between a degree of cost d and an entity x such that the cost of x equals d. In English, the degree argument of a gradable adjective gets saturated and restricted by comparative morphology, degree modifiers, measure phrases, or the phonologically null morpheme pos if none of the above is present, as (15) illustrates:
(15)
a.
John is fat. 


b.
John is pos-fat.
However, as Liu (2007) has pointed out, Mandarin Chinese is a language without comparative morphology. Also, such a phonologically null degree morpheme as pos in English does not exist in Mandarin Chinese. If there existed pos in Mandarin Chinese, the contrast between (16a) and (16b) would not arise:
(16)
a.
小美*(很)漂亮。


Xiaomei *(hen) piaoliang.



Xiaomei (very) beautiful



‘Xiaomei is (very) beautiful.’

b.
Mary is (very) beautiful.
According to Liu (2007), to have the degree argument of a gradable adjective in Mandarin Chinese saturated and restricted, a degree term is required to modify the adjective. Degree terms in Mandarin Chinese include degree adverbs, measure phrases, the bi-phrase ‘the compare-phrase’, the differential value, and so on. This explains why (17) is ungrammatical:
(17)
*張三高李四。

*Zhangsan gao Lisi.

Zhangsan tall Lisi

‘Zhangsan is taller than Lisi.’
Because the degree argument of gao in (17) does not get saturated and restricted by any degree terms like the bi-phrase and the differential measure phrase, (17) is ungrammatical.

With the semantics of gradable adjectives in Mandarin Chinese, Liu’s analysis sets out from the hint the verbal suffix -guo1 provides. Consider (18) (taken from Liu 2007:74):
(18)
張三高過李四(三公分)。

Zhangsan gao-guo Lisi (san gongfen).

Zhangsan tall-exceed Lisi (three centimeter)

‘Zhangsan is (three centimeters) taller than Lisi.’
Due to “the exceeding or surpassing meaning of the verbal suffix -guo1 ‘exceed’” (Liu 2007:75), only [+pole] dimensional adjectives such as chang ‘long’ and da ‘big’
 (cf. Bierwisch 1989) are allowed in the X A-guo1 Y (D) comparative, 
 as shown by (19).
(19)
*張三矮過李四三公分。

*Zhangsan ai-guo1 Lisi san gongfen.


Zhangsan short-exceed Lisi three centimeter


‘Zhangsan is shorter than Lisi by three centimeters.’
Meaning either ‘exceed’ or ‘surpass’, the verbal suffix -guo1 is transitive in nature and able to introduce an internal argument denoting the standard of comparison. Liu suggests that the verbal suffix -guo1 projects a Guo1P and takes AP as its complement, as (20) shows:
(20)
張三高過李四(三公分)。

Zhangsan [Guo1P [Guo1’ [Guo1 gaoi-guo1] [AP Lisi [A’ [A ti] [san gongfen]]]]].
Zhangsan tall-exceed Lisi (three centimeter)

‘Zhangsan is (three centimeters) taller than Lisi.’

(taken from Liu 2007:80)
With its exceeding or surpassing meaning, the verbal suffix -guo1 “functions as a predicate “strong” enough to describe (or restrict) the internal argument of the adjective” (Liu 2007:80). Therefore, in the X A-guo1 Y (D) comparative, the differential value is not obligatory.

Based on the analysis of the X A-guo1 Y (D) comparative, Liu claims that in the comparative construction without bi, there is a covert comparative morpheme -guo2, which is derived, through grammaticalization, from the verbal suffix -guo1. The exceeding or surpassing meaning of the covert comparative suffix -guo2 is bleached through grammaticalization, so [－pole] adjectives are also allowed in the comparative construction without bi. The internal structure of the sentence Zhangsan gao Lisi san gongfen ‘Zhangsan is taller than Lisi by three centimeters’ is shown by (21):
(21)
張三高李四三公分。

Zhangsan [Guo2P [Guo2’ [Guo2 gaoi-guo2] [AP Lisi [A’ [A ti] [san gongfen]]]]].

Zhangsan tall Lisi three centimeter 
‘Zhangsan is taller than Lisi by three centimeters.’
(taken from Liu 2007:82)
Since the verbal suffix -guo1, which functions to saturate and restrict the degree argument of a gradable adjective, is absent, and the covert comparative morpheme -guo2 is not strong enough, the differential value is obligatory in the comparative construction without bi to saturate and restrict the degree argument of the adjective. The fact that the NP as the comparison standard needs to precede the differential measure phrase in the comparative construction without bi is “a reflection of the more general hierarchical relationship between the referential theme and the non-referential theme object” (Liu 2007:82). In the comparative construction without bi, the standard of comparison is a referential theme, and the differential measure phrase is a non-referential theme, so the former is situated in a higher position than the latter. 

Why is the adjective in the comparative construction without bi incompatible with the degree adverb geng ‘more’? According to Liu (2007), when the adjectival head is raised to combine with -guo1 or -guo2, the agglutinated form can be regarded as a dynamic verb, which literally means ‘to A-exceed’. Since a dynamic verb cannot be modified by a degree adverb such as geng ‘more’, the contrast between (6a) and (6b) arises. 

The comparative construction without bi is compared with the comparative construction with bi in Liu’s analysis. First, in the comparative construction with bi, the target of comparison is introduced by the bi-phrase, while in the comparative construction without bi, the target of comparison is realized by an NP that follows the gradable predicate. Second, for the degree argument of a gradable adjective to be saturated and restricted, either the bi-phrase or the differential measure phrase is obligatory in the Chinese comparative construction. Third, the adjective in the comparative construction without bi is required to undergo the A-to-guo2 movement because of “the affixal feature of the covert verbal suffix -guo2” (Liu 2007:84).

While Liu (2007) has provided a fairly complete analysis of the comparative construction without bi in Mandarin Chinese, there exist some problems that may weaken Liu’s analysis. First of all, the comparative construction without bi is characterized as X A (Y) D comparative under Liu’s (2007) analysis. Under his analysis, the optionality of the argumental referential NP that denotes the target of comparison would follow from the claim that the grammaticalized comparative morpheme -guo2 has lost its verbal status. As pointed out in section 2, the argumental referential NP in the comparative construction without bi is obligatory and this fact is not captured by Liu’s analysis. Second, many adjectives may not be able to co-occur with -guo1 ‘exceed’, but they can still occur in the comparative construction without bi. Consider (22):
(22)
a.
??貴過


??gui-guo1
expensive-exceed

b.
這本書貴那本書三十塊。
Zhe-ben shu gui na-ben shu san shi kuai.
this-classifier book expensive that-classifier book three ten dollar
‘This book is more expensive than that book by thirty dollars.’
If the sequence of an adjective and -guo1 is not productive enough, we may wonder whether it is reasonable to argue that there indeed exists a weak comparative morpheme -guo2 derived from -guo1. Third, Liu (2007:57) claims that adjectives for which no conventionalized measure unit exists cannot occur in the comparative construction without bi, so the sentence in (23) would be ruled out since there is no conventionalized measure unit for the scale of beautifulness.
(23)
*這個女孩漂亮那個女孩三度。

*Zhe-ge nuhai piaoliang na-ge nuhai san-du.
this-classifier beautiful that-classifier three-classifier
‘This girl is more beautiful than by three degrees.’
This claim, however, is not empirically supported. The following sentence taken from google, a well-known search engine, confirms our observation:
(24)
我姊姊漂亮她很多。

Wo jiejie piaoliang ta hen duo.

I sister beautiful she very much
‘My sister is much more beautiful than her.’
Under Liu’s analysis, non-measurable adjectives are not allowed in the comparative without bi, and sentences like (24) would be wrongly ruled out.
 Another problem with Liu’s analysis is that since a proposal involving grammaticalization is involved, further studies of historical Chinese syntax are called for. For example, it is not clear whether the co-occurrence of an adjective and -guo1 was once productive in Classical Chinese, and since when the morpheme -guo1 has become droppable. Only after the historical stages of development of the comparative without bi are examined can this grammaticalization approach pursued by Liu gain full support. In light of this, we shall propose an alternative analysis invoking the syntax of light verbs in Mandarin Chinese.
4. Proposed analysis 
In this section, we shall argue that the comparative construction without bi involves a phonologically null light verb COMPARE. Before we present the proposal, a brief review of light verb syntax is in order.
4.1 Light verbs as eventuality predicates
Eventualities (cf. Bach 1981, Kratzer 1988) are different from events in that the former include states as one of the independent event types.
 An eventuality consists of many different aspects other than its temporal properties (Lin 2001:77-78):

[T]here can be someone who does it, causes it, experiences it, gets affected by it, suffers it, etc.. Also, an eventuality can be situated in some location, at some point of time; it can be carried out with some mode or manner, or accomplished with the aid of some instrument. An eventuality can be in progress, involve a change of state, or simply exist. All these aspects can contribute to the composition of an eventuality.

According to Lin (2001), though all the aspects that contribute to the composition of an eventuality are potential light verbs, it does not seem to be reasonable to assume that all the aspects of an eventuality can be light verbs. Lin (2001:78) hypothesizes that “only those event-dependent aspects can be syntactic light verbs”, i.e. “those which are permanent in the description of eventualities and independent from perspectives”.

In the system of light verb syntax for Mandarin Chinese, there are two essential features (Huang 1994, 1997), as summarized by Lin (2001:91). First, a light verb in this system is an eventuality predicate with solid thematic functions, contributing to the shaping of the eventuality in a substantial way (cf. Bowers 1993, Kratzer 1996). Second, light verbs are syntactic elements in Mandarin Chinese; as building blocks for a sentence, they introduce arguments into the sentence. How this light verb system applies to the comparative construction without bi in Mandarin Chinese will be presented in the next section.
4.2 The light verb COMPARE in the comparative construction without bi
Our analysis of the comparative construction without bi in Mandarin Chinese is also based on the semantics of gradable adjectives (cf. review of Liu 2007 in Section 3.2). To derive the comparative construction in Mandarin Chinese, the first step is to check whether the degree argument of the adjectival root is saturated and restricted. In fact, comparative constructions in Mandarin Chinese can be regarded as the product of the process in which the degree argument of an adjectival root is saturated and restricted. When the bi-phrase is adjoined to the adjectival phrase (cf. Chao 2005) to saturate and restrict the degree argument of an adjectival root, the comparative construction with bi is derived, as shown in (25).
(25)
a.
張三高。


Zhangsan gao. (underlying structure)

Zhangsan tall

‘Zhangsan is tall.’


b.
張三比李四高。


Zhangsan bi Lisi gao.

Zhangsan than Lisi tall

‘Zhangsan is taller than Lisi.’
Another way to saturate and restrict the degree argument of an adjectival root is the presence of a differential measure phrase, which brings about the comparative construction without bi:
(26)
a.
張三高。



Zhangsan gao. (underlying structure)


Zhangsan tall


‘Zhangsan is tall.’


b.
張三高三公分。



Zhangsan gao san gongfen. (underlying structure) 

Zhangsan tall three centimeters

‘Zhangsan is taller by three centimeters.’
The next step
 is to check whether all the essential aspects for an eventuality of comparison are syntactically realized. We suggest that in an eventuality of comparison, the item to be compared and the comparison standard are undroppable. The former is represented as the NP subject in the sentence, while the latter is realized in two different ways. In the comparative construction with bi, the comparison standard is introduced by the bi-phrase. Thus, (25b) is already the surface form, in which the bi-phrase not only saturates and restricts the degree argument of the adjectival root but also introduces the NP that denotes the comparison standard. 

On the other hand, in the comparative construction without bi, a covert syntactic entity helps to introduce the NP that serves as the standard of comparison. We suggest that this covert element is a light verb labeled as COMPARE, which has its status in Mandarin Chinese. First, in an eventuality of comparison exists a target of comparison. Second, the target of comparison is syntactically realized as an argument which is introduced by the light verb COMPARE.

To derive the correct word order of the comparative construction without bi, an overt movement of the adjectival root is required. In fact, the light verb COMPARE is phonologically empty. For the light verb COMPARE to be “visible”, the gradable adjectival root is raised to support the “invisible” light verb. Also, the phonologically empty light verb COMPARE is not strong enough to assign Case to the NP that serves as the comparison standard, so the gradable adjectival root needs to be raised for the light verb COMPARE to gain the ability to assign Case. A tree diagram of the comparative construction without bi is proposed, as shown in (27):
(27)
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We further suggest that the differential value, say, san gongfen ‘three centimeters’, does not need to be assigned Case. The differential value in the comparative construction can be considered to be a type of measure phrase because it denotes quantity and extent. Tang (1990), following Bowers’ (1988, 1989, 1993) syntactic theory of predication, argues that measure phrases such as duration and frequency phrases in Mandarin Chinese do not need Case (cf. Li 1990, Huang, Li and Li (to appear)).
4.3 Empirical and theoretical consequences
In this section, empirical and theoretical consequences of the proposed analysis are discussed. First, why does the NP that serves as the comparison standard need to precede the NP that denotes the differential value in the comparative construction without bi? When the quantity-/extent-denoting NP phrase precedes the target of comparison, Case assignment to the NP signaling the comparison standard will be blocked. Therefore, the ungrammaticality of (2b) is predicted.

Second, under this analysis, the different syntactic categories of the gradable predicate in the comparative construction without bi and in the comparative construction with bi are recognized. When the adjectival root is raised to support the phonologically null light verb COMPARE, it gains a verbal status. Therefore, the gradable predicate in the comparative construction without bi is actually a verb rather than an adjective. This explains why the gradable predicate in the comparative construction without bi can take a nominal object directly to denote the comparison standard. 
Here is another independent piece of evidence in support of our claim that the gradable predicate in the comparative construction without bi functions as a verb. Some adjectives may describe situations that involve two participants rather than one. In Mandarin Chinese, if a clause involves such an adjective, one of the participants is expected to be represented as the subject, and the other needs to be introduced with a preposition like dui (Huang, Li and Li (to appear)), as shown by (28a-b):
(28)
a.
這個工作對你很合適。



Zhe-ge gongzuo dui ni hen heshi.


this-classifier job on you very suitable


‘This job is suitable for you.’


b.
*這個工作很合適你。



*Zhe-ge gongzuo hen heshi ni.

this-classifier job very suitable you

‘This job is suitable for you.’

(taken from Huang, Li and Li (to appear):22)
Unlike adjectives, verbs are assumed to be able to take their object directly and on the right in the unmarked context (Huang, Li and Li (to appear)), as shown by (29):
(29)
這個工作很適合你。

Zhe-ge gongzuo hen shihe ni.

this-classifier job very suit you

‘This job fits you well.’

(taken from Huang, Li and Li (to appear):22)
Now we can go back to comparative constructions in Mandarin Chinese. In the comparative construction with bi, the gradable predicate functions as an adjective because the NP denoting the comparison standard should be introduced by bi, just as ni ‘you’ in (28a) should be introduced by the proposition dui. On the other hand, in the comparative construction without bi, the gradable predicate is considered to be a verb because it can directly take the NP denoting the comparison standard, just as shihe ‘suit’ in (29) takes the pronoun ni ‘you’ directly.
Another relevant issue is why the gradable predicate in the comparative construction without bi is incompatible with degree adverbs such as geng ‘more’. In our proposal, the adjectival root is raised to combine with the light verb COMPARE and gains a verbal status, so the gradable predicate in comparative construction without bi functions as a verb. Just like other light verbs in Mandarin Chinese such as zuo ‘to do’ and jinxing ‘to carry out’, the agglutinated gradable predicate (e.g., the adjectival root plus the light verb COMPARE) cannot be pre-modified by degree adverbs like geng.

Sentences like (24), which sound acceptable but would be ruled out in previous analyses, can be accounted for under our analysis. Although there exists no conventional measure unit for the scale of beautifulness, an indefinite quantity-/extent-denoting expression such as hen duo ‘very much’ and yidian ‘a little’ can function as a differential value to saturate the degree argument of the gradable adjectival root piaoliang ‘beautiful’. A light verb COMPARE is required to introduce the NP that serves as the standard of comparison. Raising of the gradable adjectival root is obligatory to make the light verb COMPARE visible. Our analysis thus can apply not only to measurable adjectives but also to non-measurable adjectives.
How does the comparative construction without bi differ from the comparative construction with bi? First of all, in the comparative construction without bi, the covert light verb COMPARE is involved, while in the comparative construction with bi, such a phonologically null syntactic entity does not exist. Second, when the adjectival root combines with the light verb COMPARE in the comparative construction without bi, it obtains a verbal status. However, the adjectival root in the comparative construction with bi remains an adjective in the structure. Third, in the comparative construction with bi, the NP signaling the target of comparison receives Case from the preposition bi; in the comparative construction without bi, this NP receives Case from the adjectival verb.
5. Concluding remarks

In this paper, we argue that the light verb COMPARE, as an eventuality predicate introducing the argument that denotes the comparison standard, is generated in the comparative construction without bi in Mandarin Chinese. Besides, we suggest that the gradable predicate in the comparative construction without bi functions as a verb.

A few issues have not been fully explored in this paper. For example, while the comparison standard can be introduced by the light verb COMPARE in Mandarin Chinese, it can only be represented through syntactic modification－introduced by than－in English. Solutions may hinge on a suggestion made by Lin (2001) that in light verb syntax, there might be crosslinguistic variations, some of which are systematic and worth further investigating. 
    Finally, we wish to suggest an explanation for a potential counterexample to our analysis. Consider (30), which is acceptable but appears to be ruled out in the current analysis because the standard of comparison is absent.
(30)
張三高了三公分。


Zhangsan gao-le san gongfen.

Zhangsan tall-aspect three centimeter

‘Zhangsan has gotten three centimeters taller than before.’

Regarding this potential problem, we suggest that there is an implicit standard of comparison brought up by the aspect marker le attached to the gradable predicate. Therefore, the intended meaning of (30) is on a par with that of (31).
(31)
張三(比以前)高了三公分。

Zhangsan (bi yiqian) gao-le san gongfen.

Zhangsan (than before) tall-aspect three centimeter

‘Zhangsan has gotten three centimeters taller than before.’

In other words, the absence of the comparison standard in sentences like (31) can be said to be licensed by the presence of the perfective aspect marker le. When the perfective aspect marker le attaches to an adjectival root, a change of state is denoted, which means a current state is different from the past (Li and Thompson 1981, Chang 1986, Chu 1998). Since the aspect marker le and the phrase bi yiqian ‘than before’ convey more or less similar meanings, it is reasonable that the comparison standard bi yiqian is made implicit. This tentative account gains support from the fact that without the aspect marker -le on the predicate, the comparison standard bi yiqian is required, as shown by the contrast between (31) and (32).
(32)
張三*(比以前)高三公分。

Zhangsan (bi yiqian) gao san gongfen.

Zhangsan (than before) tall three centimeter

‘Zhangsan has gotten three centimeters taller than before.’

Under our analysis, sentences like (32) without a scenario of comparison are ungrammatical if they are intended to mean that Zhangsan has gotten three centimeters taller than someone. We believe that this tentative analysis of examples like (30) is on the right tract but will leave it open to further research.
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�  According to Chomsky (1970), all lexical categories are derived from the two proto-categories: [N] and [V], both of which have two values. The feature [+N] is defined as the inability to take a nominal object directly while the feature [+V] is defined as the ability to serve as the predicate of a sentence. For example, adjectives can be represented as [+N], [+V].


� Before we present our proposal (cf. Section 4), in which the gradable predicate in the Chinese comparative construction without bi is argued to be a verb rather than an adjective, the term ‘gradable adjective’ is still used to refer to the gradable predicate in question.


� We asked thirty native speakers of Mandarin Chinese in Taiwan to judge whether sentences like (3a) are grammatical when the comparison standard is not specified. Almost all the informants replied that without the standard of comparison, such sentences as (3a) were acceptable, as previous analyses have reported. However, they all mentioned that a context of comparison would be required for the sentences in question to be acceptable.


� Previous studies on the comparative construction without bi in Mandarin Chinese have other observations.


(i) 	Only gradable adjectives can occur in the comparative construction without bi. Absolute (or complementary) adjectives, such as zhen ‘true’, jia ‘fake’, dui ‘right’, and cuo ‘wrong’, are not allowed in this construction (Chao 2005).


(ii)	Both monosyllabic gradable adjectives and disyllabic ones are permissible in the comparative construction without bi (Liu 2007), which is against Liu’s (2004) observation that only monosyllabic gradable adjectives are allowed in this construction. Consider (a):





	(a)	Zhe-zhi bi pianyi na-zhi bi wu-kuai qian.


		this-classifier pen cheap that-classifier pen five-classifier dollar


		‘This pen is cheaper than that one by five dollars.’








� According to Larson (1988), the English sentence John sent Mary a letter is derived from John sent a letter to Mary:





(a)						(b)


�		�		





(i)	When Mary is raised, the verb send loses the ability to assign an inherent Case to Mary, so the inherent Case marker to disappears.


(ii)	Also, the direct object a letter is dethematized, and, through argument demotion, adjoined to V’ in VP2.


(iii)	The original position for the direct object a letter becomes non-thematic and thus empty, and Mary is caseless in the deep structure. Therefore, Mary moves to [Spec, VP2], as shown by (a), and the verb send is raised to the head of VP1, assigning Case to Mary, as shown by (b).


� As noted in an earlier draft of Huang, Li and Li (to appear), the direct object in the double object construction cannot be dropped:


(a)	他給了我一張電影票。


Ta gei-le wo yi-chang dianying piao.


	he give-aspect me one-classifier movie ticket


	‘He gave me a movie ticket.’


(b)	*他給了我。


*Ta gei-le wo.


	he give-aspect me


	‘He gave me.’


� On the other hand, adjectives such as duan ‘short’ and xiao ‘small’ are [－pole].


� In “the X A-guo1 Y (D) comparative” (Liu 2007), A stands for adjective, and D stands for the differential value.


� Admittedly, some sentences of this type are only marginally acceptable to some speakers. We speculate that this is due to the fact that this construction is not so frequently used as its counterpart with bi. An explanation of the less occurrence of this construction is beyond the scope of this paper, and further research is called for to answer this question. Nevertheless, proposals are still required to account for those perfectly grammatical sentences like (1b).


� The classification of event types, i.e. states, activities, accomplishments, and achievements, is proposed by Vendler (1967). For further discussion, see Dowty (1979), Bach (1981), Hinrichs (1985), and still many others.


� Borer (2005) further proposes that a syntactic structure can be represented by event-related functional heads and categories. These event-related functional heads, along with what fills the specifier positions of their phrases, define a particular event type labeled with a lexical root. 


� Ordering of operations is not strange in natural language. In phonology, sequential applications of rules are quite common in the derivation of the surface form. See Saporta (1965), Chomsky (1964), Kiparsky (1968), and many others for language-specific examples.


� An intriguing paradigm is observed:





張三比李四更高(*三公分)。


Zhangsan bi Lisi geng gao (*san gongfen).


Zhangsna than Lisi more tall three centimeter


‘Zhangsan is (*much) taller than Lisi by three centimeters.’


*張三更高李四三公分。


*Zhangsan geng gao Lisi san gongfen.


Zhangsna more tall Lisi three centimeter


‘Zhangsan is (*much) taller than Lisi by three centimeters.’





Although the compare construction with bi allows the adjective to be modified by geng, this is not possible when the differential value is present. The above sentences seem to bring out a further generalization in Chinese comparative constructions that the degree adverb geng is not compatible with a measure phrase. This question is beyond the scope of this paper and we leave it for future research.
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