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Abstract

Spanish has two forms to introduce comparative standards: que ‘that’ and de ‘of.” The
comparative morpheme is always the same mads ‘-er/more.” While que-comparatives
show no variation in their syntactic properties, there is significant variation within
de-comparatives regarding extraposition, scope, ACD resolution and the syntax of
comparative numerals. Despite this variation, I argue that a uniform account is pos-
sible. I propose that mds has the same syntax across the board (i.e. it takes the late-
merged standard as complement, Bhatt and Pancheva 2004) and semantically it is a
generalized quantifier over degrees (Heim 2001). The analysis (i) ensures that mds
and the standard form a constituent, (ii) allows for inverse scope, ACD resolution
inside the standard of comparison and extraposition.

Keywords Comparatives - Numerals - Measure phrases - ACD - Scope - Degree
semantics - Spanish

1 Introduction

There is a great amount of variation in the expression of comparative constructions
cross-linguistically. A common strategy is to morpho-syntactically differentiate the
comparative morpheme, i.e. -er/more, from the standard morpheme, i.e. than (Stassen
1985; Beck et al. 2009). One such a language is Spanish where the standard of com-
parison can be introduced by two distinct morphemes: que ‘that’ and de ‘of.” The
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comparative morpheme, however, remains always invariant: mds ‘-er/more’ for supe-
riority and menos ‘less’ for inferiority. This is illustrated in (1):! 2

(1) a. Gongoraescribi6 { mds/ menos} poemas que Cervantes
Goéngora wrote.3SG  more less poems that Cervantes

‘Goéngora wrote {more/ less} poems than Cervantes’

b. Gongora escribié  { mds/ menos} poemas de dos
Goéngora wrote.3SG  more less poems of two

‘Gongora wrote {more/ less} poems than two’

The choice of either que or de is not arbitrary but is conditioned by a series of
syntactic and semantic factors (Price 1990; Brucart 2003; Mendia 2020). Que is a
complementizer that selects for TPs; thus, it introduces clausal complements. This
is supported by the fact that multiple constituents can co-occur inside the standard
where comparative ellipsis has occurred (Bresnan 1973; Lechner 2001, 2004, 2020;
Bhatt and Takahashi 2011; a.0.). On the contrary, de is a preposition and its comple-
ment must be a nominal. As a result, it is impossible to have multiple (indepdendent)
constituents co-occurring inside the de-standard. This contrast is given in (2).3

2) a. Esta semana ella compré mas muebles que [ €él] [ la
this week she bought.3SG more furniture.PL that he the
semana pasada]
week  past

‘She bought more pieces of furniture this week than he did last week’

b. * Esta semana ella compr6 mas mubeles de [ dos] [ la
this week she bought.3SG more furniture.PL of two the
semana pasada]
week past

Int.: ‘She bought more pieces of furniture this week than two last
week’

With respect to the semantics, clausal standards have been argued to involve
degree-abstraction (Bresnan 1973; Heim 2001; Pancheva 2006; Beck et al. 2009),
which makes them behave as predicates of degrees. The remnant constituents them-
selves inside the standard, though, can denote properties. This differs from de-
standards which lack degree abstraction; and, the nominal complement that they in-
troduce has to be degree-based. One way to test for this difference, as proposed by
Mendia (2020), is to use the non-agreeing demonstrative pronoun eso ‘that,” which

1 Abbreviations: ACC = accusative; CL = clitic; CLS = clausal (marker); CM = class marker; COMPR =
comparative; COND = conditional; CT = count form; DAT = dative; F = feminine; FUT = future; GEN =
genitive; IPFV = imperfective; M = masculine; NOM = nominative; NT = neuter; PERF = perfective; PHR
= phrasal (marker); PL = plural; PRES = present; SG = singular; SUBJV = subjunctive.

20ther languages include Serbo-Croatian, Russian (Pancheva 2006), and Greek (Merchant 2009, 2012).

3In addition to this, the example in (2a) shows case connectivity: the DP ¢/ in the standard has nominative
case and matches the nominative case of the comparee in the matrix clause (e.g. the DP ella ‘she’). Case
connectivity is a strong argument to diagnose that the standard is underlyingly a clause (Lechner 2001;
Pancheva 2006).
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can either make reference to an individual or to a degree. This difference is shown in
(3) and (4):* eso in (3) is making anaphoric reference to a degree (i.e. the age of the
skirt); eso in (4) is referencing an individual, i.e. the tee.

(3) [The skirt is 12 years old]

A: La falda tiene 10 afios
the skirt has 10 years

‘The skirt is 10 years old’
B: No,la faldaes mas vieja { de/* que} esoy
no the skirt is more old  of that thaty
‘No, the skirt is older than that;’ [that = 10 years]

(4) [I have an old tee and an older skirt. Pointing at the tee.]

La falda es mds vieja {* de/ que} eso,
the skirt is more old of that that,

‘The skirt is older than that,’ [that = the tee]

Furthermore, de is rather selective when it acts as the standard morpheme. In par-
ticular, the DP that de introduces may consist of a numeral or numerically modified
NP as in (1b); a non-agreeing demonstrative pronoun making reference to degrees
like in (3); or a free relative as in (5).

(5) Andreale dio mas besos de { lo que/ cuanto}  dice
Andrea CL.DAT gave.3SG more kisses of the.NT that how.much says
Carmen
Carmen

‘Andrea kissed him more than what Carmen says’

Free relatives fit the pattern of complements selected by de given that (i) they
are DPs introduced by a definite or quantity determiner and (ii) are definite degree
descriptions (Izvorski 1996; Donati 1997; Caponigro 2004; Gutiérrez-Rexach 2014).
As aresult, they are incompatible with standard morpheme que, e.g. (6).

(6) * Andreale dio mds besos que { lo que/ cuanto}  dice
Andrea CL.DAT gave.3SG more kisses that the.NT that how.much says
Carmen
Carmen

Int. ‘Andrea kissed him more than what Carmen says’

The generalizations that emerge from this discussion can be summarized in (7),
slightly modified from Mendia (2020):

41 will use the subscripts e and d to distinguish when eso is denoting an individual or a degree, respectively.

5From now on, I will be glossing the definite determiner /o in free relatives as neuter (NT) to distinguish
it from the masculine and feminine determiners e/ and la. This is a purely descriptive label. I am not
committing to or endorsing the claim that /o has neuter gender. For more detailed discussion on this matter
see Ojeda (1984), Toquero-Pérez (2022).
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(7) a. que requires its complement to be clausal, i.e. TP, which semantically is
a predicate of degrees, i.e. (dt).

b. de requires a measure DP complement, i.e. DPyp, which denotes a de-
gree, i.e. d.

A question that (7) raises is whether a uniform analysis of the two types of com-
paratives is possible, considering that the standards of comparison they introduce
belong to different syntactic categories, and are of a distinct semantic type. One pos-
sible answer is that such uniformity is not feasible (Mendia 2020). In this paper, I
argue that not only is uniformity a more parsimonious and desired alternative but it
is also empirically supported. In particular, I argue that it can be achieved by making
the following two proposals:

(8) a. The comparative morpheme mds takes two arguments of type (dt).
b. The preposition de is not semantically vacuous.

(8a) provides a uniform treatment for the comparative morpheme as a generalized
quantifier over degrees, which has been independently argued for (Heim 2001; Bhatt
and Pancheva 2004; Pancheva 2006, 2010; Lechner 2020; a.o.); and (8b) enables
it (Pancheva 2006, 2010). This aligns with the cross-linguistic observations made
by Pancheva (2006), Bale (2008) and Alrenga et al. (2012) that the semantics of
comparison is not only encoded by the degree quantifier, but also by the standard
morpheme. In fact, as they argue, in those languages that mark the phrasal vs. clausal
distinction, the difference lies in the standard morpheme and not in the comparative
morpheme.”

The goal of this paper is twofold: (i) to provide a uniform syntactic analysis of
comparatives in Spanish; and, (ii) to provide a full compositional semantic analysis
with unified semantics for mds and a semantic role for the standard morphemes. In
a nutshell, I propose that, instead of being ambiguous, mds should be analyzed as a
Degree head that must undergo an operation of Quantifier Raising (QR) to a higher
node (Heim 2001), at which point the standard is late-merged as its sister (Bhatt and
Pancheva 2004). In addition, I compare the findings and predictions that the uniform
analysis makes with the ones made by the non-uniform account developed in Mendia
(2020). The two analyses are largely the same regarding gue-comparatives, but they
differ with respect to de-comparatives. I show that the non-uniform analysis faces a
series of challenges that the uniform analysis does not.

The paper is organized as follows. In Sect. 2 I describe the core data for the two
types of comparatives. I start to develop my proposal and delve into the details of
the analysis in Sect. 3. In Sect. 4, I address the locality and height of QR, and the
interactions with Scope Economy. In Sect. 5, I compare my analysis with Mendia’s
(2020), and in Sect. 6 I address the Spanish data and some related cross-linguistic
variation. Finally, Sect. 7 concludes the paper.

6T am using the label DPyp to refer to the complements of de-standards. Syntactically, they bear the
category label D, but distributionally and in terms of meaning they pattern with Measure Phrases (MP).

7Bobaljik (2012: p. 68, fn. 24) arrives at the same conclusion based on his robust cross-linguistic survey.
Similarly, a unifying semantics for comparative morphemes like more/-er has been advocated by Wellwood
(2015, 2019).
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2 Core data

I first focus on que-comparatives (Sect. 2.1) and then move on to de-comparatives
(Sect. 2.2). At this point I devote a subsection to discussing the relevant data for the
subsequent analysis (e.g. comparative numerals, Sect. 2.2.1; extraposition into the
clause, Sect. 2.2.2; inverse scope, Sect. 2.2.3; and ellipsis and ACD, Sect. 2.2.4). 1
then summarize the main findings in Sect. 2.3.

2.1 Que-comparatives

Spanish has a clausal comparative strategy which involves the comparative mor-
pheme mads and the standard morpheme que. I will refer to these as gue-comparatives.
One of the properties of que-comparatives is that the standard of comparison can ap-
pear extraposed into the clause. This is shown in (9):3

(9) Que-extraposition into the clause

El samsung estaba mds barato ([ que el iPhone]) en MediaMarkt ([
the samsung was more cheap that the iPhone in MediaMarkt

que el iPhone]) esta mafiana ([ que el iPhone])

that the iPhone this morning that the iPhone

‘The samsung was cheaper than the iPhone was in MediaMarkt this morn-
ing’

In (9), the standard que un iPhone ‘than an iPhone’ may occupy different posi-
tions: it may precede both clausal adjuncts or appear to the right of either of them.
Comparative ellipsis has applied to the embedded clause deleting everything but the
remnant.

Relatedly, que-comparatives give rise to ambiguities depending on the size of the
elided constituent. For example, the sentence in (10) is ambiguous between the two
interpretations in (10a) and (10b).

(10) Mi padre me pide trabajar mds arduamente que mi jefe
my father to.me asks to.work more hard that my boss
‘My father tells me to work harder than my boss does’
a. My father tells me to work harder than my boss works d-hard.

b. My father tells me to work harder than my boss tells me to work
d-hard.

The ellipsis site in (10a) is resolved by copying the non-finite clause trabjar ard-
uamente ‘work hard,” and what is being compared are the speaker’s working habits
and the speaker’s boss’ working habits. In (10b), the ellipsis site is larger: it contains
the matrix clause embedding the non-finite one. An accurate paraphrase is “my father
tells me to work this hard and my boss tells me to work that hard”: this > that.

8T will be using the term extraposition “largely pretheoretically, as a description of the cases where the
degree clause appears discontinuous from the degree predicate, separated from it by sentential material
such as adjuncts” (Bhatt and Pancheva 2004: 18). In the case of numerically modified NPs and degree-
denoting pronouns, the de-standard is separated from mds by DP/AP internal material.
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In addition to the extraposition and ellipsis resolution facts, it has been observed
that comparative morphemes may take inverse scope over some quantificational ele-
ments, namely modals (e.g. Heim 2001; Bhatt and Pancheva 2004; Beck et al. 2009).
Based on these observations, Mendia (2020) notes that the comparative morpheme
mds can also take inverse scope over intensional operators when the standard of com-
parison is introduced by que. This is shown with menos in (11).°

(11)  Scope: MODAL & MENOS

Pedro tiene que saltar menos alto que Juan
Pedro has that to.jump less  high that Juan

‘Pedro has to jump less high than Juan’

a. MODAL > MENOS: ‘The requirement is that Pedro must jump less high
than Juan’

b. MENOS > MODAL: ‘The minimal height required for Pedro’s jump is less
than Juan’s jump’ (no upper bound limit)

The surface scope interpretation is a comparison of maxima: the maximal height
of Juan’s jump and the maximal height of Pedro’s jump. The modal is imposing the
requirement that the maximal height of Pedro’s jump cannot exceed the maximal
height of Juan’s. However, the inverse scope is merely saying that Pedro is not re-
quired to jump as high as Juan, but he may do so. Both interpretations are acceptable
in Spanish.

Ellipsis resolution, scope and surface position of the standard of comparison have
been argued to be governed by the same underlying mechanism. In fact, as observed
first by Sag (1976), Williams (1974, 1977) and subsequently by Bhatt and Pancheva
(2004), there is a correlation between the size of the ellipsis and scope of the DegP.
This generalization is known as the Ellipsis-Scope Generalization, formulated as in
(12).

(12) The Ellipsis-Scope Generalization
The scope of a DegP containing elided material must contain the antecedent
of the ellipsis.

2.2 De-comparatives

In addition to gue, the standard of comparison can also be introduced by the prepo-
sition de. I will refer to these as de-comparatives. An immediate question is whether

9Scope interactions are also possible between exactamente 3 mds ‘exactly 3 more’ and the same modal
illustrated in (i). For detailed discussion see Heim (2001), Bhatt and Pancheva (2004).

(i) [Juan read 2 books]
Pedro tiene que leer  exactamente 3 libros mds que Juan
Pedro has that to.read exactly 3 books more that Juan
‘Pedro has to read exactly 3 books more than Juan’

a. MODAL > EXACTAMENTE 3 MAS: ‘The requirement is that Pedro must read exactly 5 books
(no more nor less)’

b. EXACTAMENTE 3 MAS > MODAL: ‘The minimum number of books that Pedro must read is 5
(but he can read more)’
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mads. ..de comparatives exhibit the same syntactic properties as their gue counter-
parts. I will show that, while they do, there are important differences between the two
types of comparative constructions. This variation seemingly questions a uniform
analysis.

2.2.1 Comparative numerals

Nominal comparatives that have a numeral/numerically modified noun inside the
standard are referred to in the literature as comparative numerals (Arregi 2013). One
of the hallmark properties of de-comparatives is that numerals or numerically modi-
fied nouns can appear inside the standard. An example taken from Brucart (2003: p.
44, ex. 55a-b) is given in (13):

(13) a. Compré mds de dos libros.
Bought.1SG more of two books

b. Compré mds libros de dos.
Bought.1SG more books of two

‘I bought more than two books’
Int.: “The number of books I bought is bigger than 2’

The sentences in (13) are truth-conditionally equivalent: ‘the number of books that
I bought is bigger than 2’; but they differ on the surface depending on whether the
NP libros ‘books’ is immediately adjacent to the numeral in (13a) or immediately
adjacent to mds in (13b).

Comparative numerals with de raise questions about DP-internal constituency, as
well as the relation between mds and the standard. In particular, what is the underlying
structure of comparative numerals? And, are there two separate NPs underlyingly or
just one? In order to provide a complete analysis of comparative constructions, and
more specifically de-comparatives we must make headway in our understanding of
comparative numerals.

2.2.2 Extraposition into the clause

The second set of challenging data is concerned with extraposition. Namely, extrapo-
sition of de-standards into the clause is not acceptable when the complement of de is
a numeral/numerically modified NP or a degree-denoting pronoun. This is shown in
(14):

(14)  No extraposition into the clause: de+{numerically modified NP/ pronoung}

a. Un samsung estd mas barato [ de { 100 ddlares/ eso, }] en Amazon
a samsungis morecheap of 100 dollars that; in Amazon
ahora
now

‘A samsung is cheaper in Amazon now than {$100/ thaty }’

b. * Un samsung estd mds barato en Amazon ahora [ de { 100 délares/
a samsungis more cheap in Amazonnow of 100 dollars

esog }]
thaty
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While it is true that the ungrammaticality of (14) is indisputable, we should not
generalize that all de-standards cannot appear extraposed into the clause. In fact,
there is a subset of de-standards that can. These include free relatives, both full (16a)
and reduced (16b—16¢).!° By reduced free relatives I refer to those free relative con-
structions that lack an overt verbal projection. They typically consist of a definite
determiner and a predicate, as in (15):

(15) Reduced free relatives

a. lo normal — lo que es normal
the.NT normal the.NT that is normal

‘{How much/ what(ever)} is normal’

b. lo previsto — lo que esta previsto
the.NT forseen the.NT thatis forseen

‘{How much/ what(ever)} is forseen’

(16) Extraposition into the clause: Full & reduced free relatives
Un samsung estd mis barato ...
a samsungis more cheap
‘a samsung is cheaper...’

a. ... en Amazon ahora [ de lo que deberia]
in Amazon now  of the.NT that should.COND.3SG

‘... in Amazon now than what it should be’

b. % ... en Amazon ahora [ de lo normal]
in Amazon now  of the.NT normal
‘in Amazon now than what’s normal’
c. % ...en Amazon ahora [ de la cuenta]
in Amazon now  of the.F.SG count.E.SG

‘... in Amazon now than what’s its usual price’

The examples in (16) show that extraposition is not limited to que-comparatives
(contra Mendia 2020); de-standards may appear extraposed into the clause as well.
The data, in fact, suggest the generalization in (17):!!

(17) The de-Extraposition Generalization (DEG)
de-standards containing a numerically modified NP or a pro-form cannot ap-
pear extraposed at the clausal level.

10A reviewer reports that extraposition of reduced free relatives as in (16b—16c¢) is degraded for them and
some speakers that they consulted, especially if compared to the baseline without extraposition. Thus, the
% mark. However, the reviewer acknowledges that extraposed reduced free relatives are less degraded than
the ungrammatical counterparts in (14). Though the question about the variable acceptability of examples
with extraposed reduced free relatives is an issue for further scrutiny, I provide some arguments in Sect. 3.4
that can explain this variation.

'Whether this generalization applies to other languages that have phrasal comparatives or is particular to
Spanish is unknown to me. I would like to leave this question for future research.
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The generalization prohibits extraposition into the clause of (14) since the stan-
dard is composed of a numerically modified NP or a degree-denoting pronoun; but
crucially it does not rule out (16) with a free relative. We must then explain what
restricts the two types of mds. .. de discontinuity.'?

2.2.3 Inverse scope

A third challenge is the variation in inverse scope. Mendia (2020) has reported, based
on data like (18)—(19), that inverse scope between the degree morpheme and a modal
is not possible when the standard is introduced by de. The data and the judgments are
Mendia’s:

(18)  [Juan jumped 2’ and Pedro must jump at least 1.8’]

Pedro debe saltar menos alto de esoy
Pedro must.PRES.3SG to.jump less  high of thaty
‘Pedro must jump less high than that® [eso/thaty = 2]
a. MODAL > MENOS: ‘the requirement is that Pedro jumps less high than
Juan’
b. #MENOS > MODAL: ‘The minimal height required of Pedro’s jump is
below Juan’s jump’ (Mendia 2020: 603, Ex. 52)
(19) El salto debe ser menos alto de lo que mide Juan

the jump must.PRES.3SG to.be less  high of the.NT that measure.3SG Juan
‘The jump must be less high than Juan’s height’

a. MODAL > MENOS

b. #MENOS > MODAL (Mendia 2020: 614, Ex. 84)

(18) and (19) do not allow the inverse scope interpretation with the lower bound.
On the face of data like these, Mendia (2020) concludes that mds does not interact
with modals for scope when the standard is introduced by de.

However, this is not entirely accurate and the judgments are more nuanced than
what has been originally reported. In particular, there is a split between standards that
are ruled out by DEG and those that are not. In other words, no speaker consulted
ever accepts the inverse scope when de introduces numerically-modified phrases or
degree-denoting pronouns; but some speakers do accept mds to scope over modals
when the de-standard hosts free relatives.'?

Consider the example in (20) based on Heim’s (2006) driving scenario. The two
possible readings are in (a) and (b).

(20)  [Pedro and Juan have an appointment at the USCIS office in Washington DC
and need to get there by 5 pm. Pedro is close by, in Baltimore, and Juan is
twice as far, in Wilmington. It is 2 pm and they are both setting out to leave. |

1215 Sect. 5.21 argue that the extraposition facts cannot be explained by alluding to overt extrapostion, i.e.
rightward movement, of the standard due to some independent property like heaviness.

131 have consulted 10 native speakers of Peninsular Spanish from Valladolid (x3), Salamanca (x2), As-
turias (x3) and Madrid (x2). Seven of them accepted both the inverse and surface scope readings with
menos and exactly MP differentials. The other three did not accept the inverse scope with either de or que
comparatives, and disliked inverse scope more generally with other quantifiers.
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Pedro tiene que conducir menos rapido de lo que tenga que
Pedro has that to.drive less fast of the.NT that has.SUBJV that
conducir Juan.
to.drive Juan

‘Pedro has to drive less fast than Juan has to drive’

a. #MODAL > MENOS: ‘It is required that Pedro’s driving speed does not
exceed Juan’s’

b. MENOS > MODAL: ‘Pedro’s minimum required speed is below Juan’s’

The standard denotes the maximal degree to which Juan has to drive, e.g.
100 km/h. Given the context, the sentence in (20) expresses the intuition that Pe-
dro needs to drive less fast because the distance he has to cover is smaller in the same
amount of time. In this scenario, the sentence is false under the interpretation where
it is disallowed for Pedro to drive faster than Juan. Crucially, however, the sentence is
true under the interpretation that Juan’s driving speed is higher than Pedro’s but it is
acceptable for Pedro to drive faster than him; it is just that Juan’s minimum required
speed is above Pedro’s. This interpretation is obtained by less taking inverse scope
over the modal.

Similar scope facts are obtained with exactly differentials. This is illustrated in (21)
which is ambiguous between Pedro having read exactly 5 books and Pedro having
read at least 5 books. Both interpretations are acceptable.

21 [Juan has read two books]

Pedro tiene que leer  exactamente 3 libros méds de cuantos ha
Pedro has that to.read exactly 3 books more of how.many has
leido Juan

read Juan

‘Pedro has to read exactly 3 books more than however many Juan has read’

a. MODAL > EXACTAMENTE 3 MAS: ‘The requirement is that Pedro
reads exactly 5 books’

b. EXACTAMENTE 3 MAS > MODAL: ‘The minimal number of books that
Pedro is required to read is 5 (but there is no upper bound limit)’

Regarding reduced free relatives such as (15), there is speaker variation as ob-
served for extraposition into the clause and the size of the ellipsis site. In fact, I show
in the next section that this variation in the acceptability of inverse scope correlates
with the size of the ellipsis antecedent. The relevant data is in (22). We can make use
of the same context for (22) as in (20) and assume that lo normal ‘the.NT normal’ =
100 km/h—which is Juan’s maximal speed in (20).14

(22) Pedro tiene que conducir menos ripido de lo normal
Pedro has that to.drive less fast of the.NT normal

‘Pedro has to drive less fast than what’s normal’

14 6/10 native speakers of Peninsular Spanish accept the inverse scope, whereas 4/10 do not. The same 6
speakers accept a larger ellipsis site, i.e. TP; the other 4 speakers only accept a lower ellipsis site, i.e. VP.
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9% MENOS > MODAL: ‘Pedro’s minimum required speed is below 100 km/h’

(23) Ling-210 students normally read 2 papers. Pedro is a Ling-210 student this

semester.
Este semestre, Pedro tiene que leer ~ exactamente 3 articulos méds de
this semester Pedro has that to.read exactly 3 papers more of
lo normal para Ling-210

the.NT normal for Ling-210

“This semester Pedro has to read exactly 3 papers more than however many
it is normal to read for Ling-210’

a. MODAL > EXACTAMENTE 3 MAS: ‘The requirement is that Pedro
reads exactly 5 papers’

b. % EXACTAMENTE 3 MAS > MODAL: ‘The minimal number of papers
that Pedro is required to read is 5 (but there is no upper bound limit)’

These examples contribute to the claim that the comparative morpheme in de-
comparatives can also scope over intensional predicates.

2.2.4 Ellipsis and ACD resolution

In (12), I introduced the Ellipsis-Scope generalization which correlated the position
of the DegP (by means of the standard of comparison) with the resolution of an
ellipsis site. The generalization is also active in de-comparatives where the nominals
inside the de-standard may also contain an ellipsis site. This is more clearly seen
when the complement of de is a free relative as in (24).

(24) Pedro conduce mas rapido de cuanto deberia { conducir
Pedro drives more fast  of how.much should.COND.3SG to.drive
rdpido}
fast

‘Pedro drives faster than what he should’

(24) is a special case of ellipsis, namely Antecedent Contained Deletion (ACD)
(May 1985) that involves a modal verb or an intensional predicate (Sdez del Alamo
1987).15

1584¢ez del Alamo (1987) considers examples like (24) with a modal such as deber ‘should’ or pensar
‘think’ to be cases of ACD, and provides the minimal pair in (ii):

(i) a. He invitado a todos ( los) chicos que pude
Have.1SG invited to all the boys that could.PERF.1SG

‘I have invited every boy that I could’

b. *He invitado a esos chicos que pude
Have.15G invited to these boys that could.PERF.1SG

‘I have invited these boys that I could’ (Sdez del Alamo 1987: 199-200, Ex. 15-16)

The contrast is explained based on the presence or absence of a quantifier. In (ii-a) the quantifier todos ‘all’
forces QR removing the ellipsis site from the c-command domain of its antecedent. However, when the
DP containing the relative clause with the ellipsis site is headed by a demonstrative instead, the DP cannot

@ Springer



L.M. Toquero-Pérez

The Ellipsis-Scope generalization cannot be illustrated with a typical English ex-
ample involving VP-ellipsis like (25), due to the unavailability of VP ellipsis in Span-
ish (Saab 2007; Ranero 2021). We can test for ACD using verbs that allow for null
complements, as in (24). But that might bring the additional complication that some
verbs allow for both a finite and a non-finite complement. Of special interest are
cases with the verb pensar which is lexically ambiguous between ‘to think’ and ‘to
plan to/want to become.” For example (26) is multiple-ways ambiguous:

(25) Pedro wants to be taller than {32 Zroe talt ] ]]}
(26) Pedro quiere ser mads alto de lo que pensamos
Pedro wants to.be more tall of the.NT that think.PRES.1PL
a. Pedro wants to be taller than we think he is tall.
b Pedro wants to be taller than we think he wants to be tall.
c. Pedro wants to be taller than we think we are tall.
d. 7 Pedro wants to be taller than we think we want to be tall

The 4 possible interpretations are the result of resolving the ACD site of the verb
pensar with the meaning of ‘to think.” When pensar has this meaning it requires that
its clausal complement be finite: the embedded clause in (26a) and (26¢), and the
matrix clause including the subject in (26b) and (26d).1°

In addition to the 4-way ambiguity, the verb pensar with the meaning of ‘to plan
to/ want to become’ imposes a different selectional requirement on the clausal com-
plement that it embeds: it must be non finite. When this is the case, it induces an
additional interpretation.!” As a result, this gives rise to a fifth possible interpretation
of the sentence in (26).This is illustrated in (27):

(27) Pedro quiere ser mas alto de lo que pensamos ser
Pedro wants to.be more tall of the.NT that thinkp.s0.PRES.1PL to.be

Int. ‘Pedro wants to be taller than we would like to be’
In addition to full free relatives, reduced free relatives also contain an ACD site

that needs to be resolved. The size of the ACD site might vary across speakers just like
in the case of scopal interactions. For example, in (28), some speakers of Peninsular

abandon its base position. As a result, the only possible antecedent to resolve the ellipsis site will always
contain it. If we look at the kind of comparatives in (24), we can apply the same logic: there is a modal
or intensional element inside the free relative and a gap; and in order to avoid infinite regress inside the
gap, the quantificational element has to move to a scope position where an appropriate antecedent will be

plugged.

16The interpretation in (26d) is marked with ? because while it is logically possible to not be sure what
height we want to be, it is not very sensible.

17An example of pensar with the meaning of ‘to plan to’ is given in (iii):

(iii) Pedro piensa { ser muy alto/* que es muy alto}
Pedro thinkspjg,.1o  to.be very tall/  thatis very tall

‘Pedro would like {to be very tall/* that he is very tall}’
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Table 1 Characteristics of the different types of standards (to be modified)

Clausal extraposition ACDgman Inverse Scope ACDiyarge
que + cpP v v v v
de + Numeral (+-NP) * * * *
Pronounyg * #* * *
Reduced FR v v % %
Full FR v v v v

Spanish accept both a larger and smaller site, whereas others only accept a smaller
; 18
option.

(28) Juan pidi6 mds libros de lo previsto
Juan ordered.3SG more books of the.NT forseen

‘Juan ordered more books than what was expected’

a. %delo que estaba  previsto [cp que [Tp
of the.NT that was.IPFV forseen that
pidiera]]
ordered.3SG.IPFV.SUBJV
‘than it was expected that he would order’ (Larger ellipsis)

b. de lo que estaba  previsto [,p pedir]
of the.NT that was.IPFV forseen to.order

‘than what was expected to be ordered’ (Smaller ellipsis)

The consulted speakers all accept to resolve the ellipsis site with a non-finite verb
phrase, i.e. vP. For some speakers it is also possible to resolve it by finding a larger
antecedent that contains the external argument Juan as well as tense and aspect mor-
phology on the verb, i.e. TP.

2.3 Interim summary

I have described the major properties of Spanish comparative constructions with gue
and de standards. I have shown that the properties of mds across the two constructions
are identical to a large extent: surface extraposition, ellipsis resolution and scope are
possible with both types of comparative constructions. These properties are summa-
rized in Table 1 for que and de-comparatives.

Concentrating solely on de-comparatives, however, we have observed that there
is some variation depending on the constituent hosted by the standard. According
to Table 1, the preliminary generalization that emerges is that there is a major split
within de-comparatives: (i) comparative numerals and degree-denoting eso, (ii) and
free relatives. On the one hand, comparative numerals and degree-denoting eso do

185ee footnote 14.
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not extrapose into the clause, and neither do they contain ACD sites or allow inverse
scope. On the other hand, free relatives do. Additionally, there are fine-grained dif-
ferences between the class of free relatives across speakers. While full free relatives
always allow inverse scope and the ACD site to be large (i.e. at least a TP), reduced
free relatives may not. Only if a speaker accepts inverse scope would they also accept
a larger ACD site (and viceversa); but if they did not accept the former they would
not accept the latter either (and viceversa).

It has been independently argued that extraposition, scope and ACD resolution
can be accounted for if the constituent in question is a generalized quantifier (May
1985; Fox 1999, 2000, 2001, 2002; Fox and Nissenbaum 1999; Heim 2001; Bhatt
and Pancheva 2004; Hackl et al. 2012). Thus, it would not be unreasonable to con-
sider mds to be quantificational. An appropriate analysis, though, needs to maintain
a large degree of syntactic and semantic uniformity for mds across constructions,
while being flexible enough to capture the variation in Table 1. In the following sec-
tions, I argue that this can all be accomplished if mds, which always takes the late-
merged standard of comparison as its complement, is a generalized quantifier over
degrees.

3 Towards a uniform analysis
3.1 Spelling out the assumptions

I am adopting the “classical analysis” of comparatives (Bresnan 1973; Hackl 2000;
Heim 2001) according to which the comparative morpheme and the standard of
comparison form a syntactic constituent to the exclusion of the gradable predi-
cate. Schematically, the syntactic structure under the classical analysis is shown in
(29):

(29) AP
/\
DegP AP
/\ A
Deg {CP/PP} alto
\ \
mds {que/de}

Under this view, mads is a Degree head that takes the standard as its complement
and projects a DegP which is in a specifier position of the phrase it modifies.'”

However, I follow the particular implementation proposed by Bhatt and Pancheva
(2004): the head-complement relation between the comparative morpheme and the
standard is obtained derivationally. Building on Fox and Nissenbaum (1999) and
Fox (2000), Bhatt and Pancheva (2004) argue that more/-er undergoes QR and right-
adjoins to a scope position; the standard of comparison is late-merged as the comple-

19The syntax in (29) has also been adopted verbatim by Mendia (2020) to analyze only gue-comparatives
in Spanish. A comparison of the two approaches to Spanish comparatives is in Sect. 5.
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ment of the QR-ed comparative morpheme. As a result, the standard of comparison
is late-merged in its surface position.

In Sect. 2 we observed that mds could take inverse scope over intensional verbs
such as modals. According to Heim (2001, 2006) and Bhatt and Pancheva (2004),
this is obtained by moving a quantificational element to a position above the modal
triggering degree abstraction at the Logical Form (LF) level of representation. Quan-
tifier raising has also been argued to be involved in surface extraposition phenom-
ena (e.g. Fox and Nissenbaum 1999) and ACD resolution (e.g. May 1985; Wilder
1997; Bhatt and Pancheva 2004; Hackl et al. 2012). That said, a quantificational
treatment of Spanish mds, on a par with English more/-er, seems empirically ap-
propriate.

Applied to Spanish, Bhatt and Pancheva’s “classical analysis” entails the follow-
ing: mds will merge in its base position, i.e. the specifier of some phrase; being
quantificational, it will then undergo QR leaving behind a copy, and will adjoin to
a scope position to the right; the standard of comparison, regardless of whether it
is phrasal (i.e. de) or clausal (i.e. que), late-merges as the complement of mds in
its QR-ed position. Mds will then be interpreted in its scope position, but will be
spelled-out in its base position. Schematically the steps of the derivation are given in
(30):

(30) a. Base generation of mas in Spec,AP
AP

/\
DegP AP
\ PN
Deg alto
mds

b. Step of OR
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c. Late-merger of standard

XP
/\
XP DegP
\
"\ Deg {CP/PP} | <« late-merger
| o [] e
/\
DegP AP
| PN
Deg alto
mds

In terms of the semantics, I propose that mads is a generalized quantifier over de-
grees of type ((dt), (dt,t)) across the board. This is the only meaning for the com-
parative morpheme and its denotation is given in (31), taken from Heim (2001). Ad-
ditionally, I propose that the standard morpheme is not vacuous and que has the de-
notation in (32).

3D [[més]] = APy A0 ar) IMAX(Q) > MAX(P)]
(32) [queppg] = ADary.Ad.IMAX(D) > d]

Following Pancheva’s (2006) analysis of comparative and standard markers in
Slavic languages, where we also observe a clausal vs. phrasal distinction, I treat que
along the lines of a pseudo-partitive preposition: que will take a set of degrees as its
first argument, and will return another set of degrees.?’

Mas takes two arguments which are sets of degrees: the late-merged standard and
the constituent in its scope after QR. I am assuming, following Heim and Kratzer
(1998), that, after QR, mds leaves a variable of type d in its base position. The variable
is bound by a A-abstractor created as a result of movement of mds. The same operation
of degree-abstraction holds in the clause inside the standard (Heim 2001).

The tree in (34) illustrates the derivation of the sentence in (33) where mds has
QR-ed and adjoined to the right. I assume that the copula in T is an identity function.

(33) Juanes més alto que Pedro
Juan is more tall that Pedro

‘Juan is taller than Pedro’

207 treat it as a degree modifier whereas for Mendia gue is semantically vacuous. However, ultimately it is
not a big difference.
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t
(34) CP
(dr) (dt,1)
TP DegP
/\
rdp t A
S ((dt), (dt,t)) (dt)
DP, (et) mds CP <«late merger
Juan
Aﬁ\ /»\
T ({d1). (d1)
es AP que OP2  (dt)
/\
o en Ad/\t
2
/\ TP
di  (d,(er)) —_—
alto Pedro es dy-alto

As the structure in (34) shows, mds undergoes QR to a higher node (i.e. the ma-
trix TP), which is of type ¢ leaving behind a trace of type d in the base position.
The gradable adjective alfo ‘tall’ then takes the degree variable as an argument.?!
QR of mds creates a A-abstractor which binds the degree variable inside the AP and
composes with its sister node of type ¢ via Predicate Abstraction (Heim and Kratzer
1998). Predicate Abstraction returns a set of degrees of type (d¢) which serves as the
second argument for mads.

Que-comparatives will follow this same pattern regardless of the syntactic cate-
gory being compared (i.e. NP, AP, VP etc.) and the remnant inside the standard. We
can thus generalize the derivation in (34) to every case of canonical clausal compara-
tives. The only difference will be that the longer the QR, the higher in the structure the
standard of comparison will be late-merged. As a result, the surface position of the
que-clause marks the exact scope of mds capturing, among other things, the Ellipsis-
Scope Generalization in (12).

The real challenge to the uniform analysis of comparatives is presented by the
variation observed in de-comparatives. While—as shown in the introduction and ar-
gued by Mendia (2020)—the constituent inside the standard denotes a degree rather

2T am assuming that in copular predicative constructions, the subject of the predication, i.e. Juan in (33),
is generated in the specifier position of the AP along the lines of Manzini (1983), Koopman and Sportiche
(1991). For syntactic reasons, namely case, the subject DP must move to Spec,TP. The copy left by the
movement is interpreted as a variable of type e and saturates the adjective’s individual argument. Thus, the
AP node is of type ¢: (iv). The e-type variable is then bound by the A-abstractor in the DP’s landing site.

(iv) a. [alto] =Ad.Ax.tall(x)>d
b. [AP] =[Ad.Ax.tall(x) > d](d)"9S(x)Tuan
Nothing crucial hinges upon this decision. Alternatively, one can adopt a small clause (cf. Stowell

1981) or PredP (cf. Bowers 1993, 2001) approach to predicative structures. In either case, the trace left by
the moved DP will saturate the adjective’s individual argument.
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than a set of degrees, according to DEG in (17) and Table 1, standards containing
numerals and degree-denoting pronouns have different properties than free relatives.

In order to make any headway in our understanding of these constructions, we
must first analyze the underlying syntactic structure of these comparative numerals.
In the next subsection, I focus on them. I propose an analysis of comparative numer-
als along the lines of Bhatt and Homer’s (2019) analysis of differential comparatives.
This has the welcome result of unifying differential MP constructions and numeri-
cally modified NPs within de-standards. In addition, the arguments and data in the
next section will allow us to understand the facts captured by the DEG in (17), and
will add a motivation for local QR: NP-ellipsis resolution.

3.2 The syntax of comparative numerals

Comparative numerals like (13), repeated below as in (35), pose some challenges to
the QR analysis of comparatives. As I noted, the sentences are truth-conditionally
equivalent. And yet, the word orders differ: mds and the standard are not (linearly)
separated from each other in (35a) while they are on the surface in (35b). This is
specially puzzling under a QR analysis because (i) the high copy of mds that is a sister
to the standard is generally deleted, and (ii) the standard cannot appear extraposed
into the clause.

(35) a. Compré mas de dos libros.
Bought.1SG more of two books

b. Compré mds libros de dos.
Bought.1SG more books of two

‘I bought more than two books’
Int.: “The number of books I bought is bigger than 2’

Based on cross-linguistic data from comparative numerals, Arregi (2013) argues
that the degree head and the standard of comparison must form a constituent. Arregi,
who is not concerned with issues of QR and extraposition of the standard, captures
that dependency with the structure in (36):

(36) [DegP [Deg més [pp de dos libros]]]
more of two books

I take Arregi’s (2013) insights about the relationship between mds and de to be
correct. Building on Arregi (2013) though, I propose that comparative numerals like
(35) consist of two identical NPs: one inside the standard and another outside of
it. The former is the one directly modified by the numeral, and the latter is part of
the extended projection of the matrix DP. Either NP may or may not be overt. The
finer-grained structure of comparative numerals is schematically represented in (37),
ignoring extraposition for the moment, where the DegP occupies a specifier position
in the extended projection of the standard-external NP:

(37)  [NumP [Degp [Deg® mds [pp de [pp # Num NPy ]]]] [Num® Num NP;]]

A crucial consequence of this structure, which was already anticipated in (36), is
that the complement of de cannot be the numeral alone, it must be the numeral and the
noun it modifies. In what follows, I provide empirical motivations for the structure in
37).
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3.2.1 Motivating the syntax

Class marker deletion & number mismatches under ellipsis in Spanish. Arregi (2013)
observes that the class marker (CM) of the numeral uno ‘one,’ i.e. the vowel -o, is
deleted when the numeral is in a local relationship with the noun being modified.??
However, the class marker is retained if the NP is deleted. This contrast is given in
(38):

(38) a. Juan compré {* un-o/ un} libro ...
Juan bought  one-CM one book

‘Juan bought one book’
b. y Mariacompr6 { un-o/ *un} libre también
and Marfa bought one-CM one book too

‘and Marfa bought one too’

If comparative numerals involve NP-ellipsis, we should expect the same patterns
of class marker-deletion/retention. This is borne out as shown in (39):

(39) a. Juan compré mds de {* un-o/ un} libro
Juan bought more of  one-CM one book

‘Juan bought more than one book’ (CM-deletion)

b. Y Mariacompré mas libros de { un-o/ *un} libre.
and Maria bought more books of one-CM one book

‘And Maria bought more books than one’ (CM-retention)

When the NP directly modified by the numeral inside the standard is overt, the
class marker on the numeral is deleted. However, if only the standard-external NP is
overt, the class marker is retained.

In addition to class marker deletion, Spanish allows the antecedent NP and the
elided NP to mismatch in number (Picallo 2008; Liptdk and Saab 2014). This is
shown in (40) from Liptdk and Saab (2014: p. 9) where the antecedent NP libros in
the first conjunct is plural but the elided NP in the second conjunct is singular.

(40) Juan compr6 2 libro-s de Borgesy Maria compré un-o
Juan bought.3SG 2 book-PL of Borges and Maria bought.3SG one-CM
libre  de Cortézar.
book.SG of Cortazar

‘Juan bought 2 books by Borges and Maria bought one by Cortazar.’

22By “local relationship,” I am assuming “part of the same extended projection”; e.g the numeral is in a
specifier introduced by a functional head in the N’s extended projection. CM-deletion cannot be subject
to linear adjacency at PF. Otherwise, the presence of an adjective between the numeral uno and the NP
should bleed the application of the deletion rule (Embick 2007 and references therein), giving rise to the
ungrammatical string in (v):

(v) un(*-0) gran libro
one -CM great book
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If the comparative numeral constructions under discussion involve NP-ellipsis,
the same mismatches between standard-internal and standard-external NPs are ex-
pected. That is precisely the case of (39). The NP can be overt or deleted in either
position (i.e. standard-internally or externally) without having a truth-conditional
impact. In (39a) it is the standard-external NP that has been deleted and so is the
class marker of uno, due to the numeral and the singular NP being in a local re-
lationship. The standard-internal NP is overt and singular. In (39b), on the other
hand, ellipsis has targeted the standard-internal NP: the numeral uno requires the
NP it modifies to be singular. As a result of this NP being deleted, the class marker
on the numeral is retained. In short, the sentences in (39) are underlyingly as in
413

(41) a. mas lbre-s deun-e libro
more book-PL of one-CM book.SG

b. mas libro-s deun-o libre
more book-PL of one-CM book.SG

Furthermore, there is independent evidence from the countability restrictions
imposed by degree morphemes that the singular libro, in (39a)/(41a), cannot be
standard-external: it must form a constituent with the numeral un. Comparative
morphemes and vague numerals (e.g English many, Spanish muchos/tantos) are in-
compatible with singular count NPs, but are compatible with plural count or mass
NPs (Krifka 1989; Chierchia 1998; Hackl 2000; Schwarzschild 2006; Nakanishi
2007; a.0.).>* Thus, if mds was modifying the singular count NP, the sentence
must be ungrammatical. Since it is not, and considering that number mismatches
are allowed between antecedent and elided NP, mds must be modifying a different
NP, namely a plural count NP: libros. This rules out a bracketing like the one in
(42):

(42)  * [ ma&s [de un] libro]

Additional evidence: Number and class agreement in Bulgarian. This is not an iso-
lated accident from Spanish. In fact, similar facts obtain in Bulgarian. In Bulgarian
the numeral ‘two’ inflects for gender: masculine dva vs. feminine/neuter dve. Mas-
culine inanimate nouns have to appear in the “count” form (i.e. CT) with numer-
als, not the plural. The “count” morpheme is an adnumerative form, distinct from

23For reasons that remain unclear, Arregi (2013) does not endorse the second NP, in (37). However,
Arregi does not consider the possibility of number mismatches like the ones in (40) and (39b). Arregi,
in fact, claims that a structure like (37) “predicts that a language like Spanish is possible where the class
marker on the numeral is deleted in simple numerals, but in which ellipsis of [the NP inside the standard]
instead of [the standard external NP] results in no deletion of the class marker in comparative numerals”
(Arregi 2013: 55). However, this is precisely the case of languages like Spanish: the class marker is deleted
in simple numerals, e.g. (38a), and deletion of the NP inside the standard triggers no class marker deletion
in the numeral, e.g. (39b). The prediction that Arregi claims not to hold is actually borne out.

2 An example of mds modifying a singular count NP is in (vi).

(vi)  *mas { libro/ jugete/ profesor}
more book toy  teacher
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singular and plural (Ionin and Matushansky 2018: 199-204).%> However, masculine
inanimate nouns cannot appear in the “count” form with vague numeral ‘many’ and
comparative povece ‘more’; they have to appear in the plural form. This is shown in
43):

(43) a. Ivankupi dva { stol-a/ *stol-ove}
Ivan bought two.M chair-M.CT chair-M.PL

‘Ivan bought two chairs.’

b. Ivankupi poveCeot dva { stol-a/ *stol-ove}
Ivan bought more from two.M chair-M.CT chair-M.PL

‘Ivan bought more than two chairs.’

c. Ivankupi povece { stol-ove/ *stol-a} ot {dva/ *dve}
Ivan bought more  chair-M.PL chair-M.CT from two.M two.F/NT

‘Ivan bought more chairs than two.’ (Roumyana Pancheva p.c.)

In the simple numeral construction in (43a), the noun ‘chair’ is masculine
count, e.g. -a. The same is observed in the comparative numeral in (43b). This
indicates that dva ‘two’ and the noun stol-a ‘chair-M.CT’ are in a local rela-
tionship. The agreement pattern changes when the comparative povece stands
in a local relationship with the noun ‘chair’ in (43c): ‘chair’ is masculine plu-
ral, e.g. -ove, instead of masculine count, e.g.-a. Importantly, in the Bulgarian
counterpart of ‘more chairs than 2’ in (43c), the numeral is obligatorily mascu-
line.

From (43c) we can conclude several things. First, there is an NP that is ex-
ternal to the DegP (NP, in (37)) and is directly modified by the comparative
morpheme. This is evidenced by the masculine plural agreement. Second, just
like in (43b), the numeral ‘two’ surfaces with the masculine form, suggesting
that there is an elided NP stol-a ‘chair-M.CT’ inside the standard that the nu-
meral agrees with. The fact that there is NP ellipsis in the standard is inde-
pendently supported by nominal ellipsis under a numeral. This is illustrated in
(44).

(44) Ivankupi dv-a stol-a. Hristo sdsto kupi ~ dv-a.
Ivan bought two-M chair-M.CT. Hristo also bought two-M

‘Ivan bought two chairs. Hristo bought two too.” (Roumyana Pancheva p.c.)

The numeral ‘two’ retains the same masculine morpheme, e.g. -a, when the NP
‘chair’ has been deleted in the second sentence. In short, Bulgarian comparative nu-
merals behave like Spanish.

Despite the fact that in no language, as far as we know, do we see the pattern
more books than 2 books overtly where the NP books is repeated, there is evidence
that there are actually two instances of the same NP: cM-deletion and number mis-

25 Recently Pancheva (2021) has analyzed the “count” form as a portmanteaux morpheme encoding singu-
lar number and accusative case.
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matches in Spanish, and count gender agreement in Bulgarian adnominative numer-
als. As a result, I propose that underlyingly there are two identical NPs, one inside
the standard of comparison and another external to the DegP: either NP may then un-
dergo deletion. Again ignoring extraposition for the moment, I propose that compara-
tive numeral constructions have the syntax in (45)—for Spanish (39a) and Bulgarian
(43b)—and in (46)—for Spanish (39b) and Bulgarian (43c):

(45) more than one book

DP
/\
D NumP

un Num’

/\
Num NP,

[sG]
libro

(46) more books than one

DP
/\
D NumP

/\
DegP Num’

—
TN Num NP,

TN e libros
de DPMP

/\
D NumP

N

uno Num’

/\
Num NP,

[sG]
tibro

The structures capture the numeral agreement patterns and class maker syncope
described above. Furthermore, an advantage of these structures is that the dimension
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of comparison is kept constant (e.g. cardinality of books), and need not be stipu-
lated.”®

3.2.2 Deriving the word order patterns

The structures proposed above for comparative numerals, and in particular (46), look
like a prima facie challenge to the surface word order observed for comparatives.
If the structures were to remain as they are in (45) and (46), the DegP should be
linearized to the left of NP, [libros; but this is not accurate because the standard of
comparison does never surface in that position. This challenge is only apparent given
that I am adopting Bhatt and Pancheva’s (2004) analysis of comparatives according
to which mds undergoes QR to the right (Fox and Nissenbaum 1999; Fox 2000). It is
in this position where the standard of comparison is late-merged. This is illustrated
in (47) for the structure in (46) where intermediate projections have been omitted for
simplicity:

(47) a. QR to the right

b. Late-merger of de-standard

DP
O\

NumP DegP

/>\ /\
s mds PP <late-merger

Num NP, —~

[PL] 2N de uno tibro
libros

Under the Copy Theory of Movement (Chomsky 1995, Nunes 1995, et seq.),
movement of mds leaves a copy in its base position, i.e. Spec,NumP. The movement

and late-merger of the standard take place before the structure is spelled-out and
transferred to PF and LF. Once the structure is spelled-out, at PF there are two copies

261 am assuming that numerals and degree quantifiers are merged in the specifier of a functional head,
labeled here as NumP (Zabbal 2005; Borer 2005; Scontras 2013; Solt 2015; Marti 2020; a.o.).
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of the moved quantifier. Given the Phonological theory of QR (Bobaljik 1995b, 2002;
Pesetsky 2000), the highest copy created via movement is deleted and the lowest one
in Spec,NumP is spelled-out. There is only one copy of the standard of comparison,
though, since it has been late-merged in the DegP’s final landing site. Furthermore,
given the step of rightward QR, the standard will be linearized to the right of every-
thing it c-commands (Nunes 1995, 2004; Uriagereka 1999; Fox and Pesetsky 2009;
Davis 2023; a.0.).

The semantics that I assume for mds in (31) (a generalized quantifier over degrees)
forces it to QR to a scope position. This DP-internal scope position has been indepen-
dently argued for in the domain of comparatives (Matushansky 2002) and superlatives
(Heim 1999; Sharvit and Stateva 2002; Pancheva and Tomaszewicz 2012). The quan-
tifier composes with the late-merged standard in this position. In addition to resolving
the type mismatch, QR to the DP internal position feeds NP ellipsis resolution.

These same operations occur when the DegP external NP is elided instead. As
shown in (48), mds QR-s to the right leaving a copy in its base position; the standard
is then late-merged in the final landing site of mads. Despite the fact that surface order
invites an analysis in which the standard of comparison is merged (and subsequently
interpreted) in the base position of mads, the syntactic and semantic evidence tells us
otherwise.?’

(48) a. QR to the right

27 A reviewer asks what conditions force one of the NPs to be silent. It is unclear what the right answer is,
specially because it is possible to find sentences in which the two NPs are deleted, e.g. (vii).

(vil) Maria vio tres reportajes de Barcelona,y Juan vio méds repertajes de Bareelona de
Marii saw three documentaries of Barcelona and Juan saw more documentaries of Barcelona of
tres repertajes de Bareelona
three documentaries of Barcelona

‘Maria saw three documentaries about Barcelona and Juan saw more than three’

I leave the answer to the question for future research, but note that optionality in NP-deletion is not un-
common cross-linguistically. For example, Ionin and Matushansky (2006, 2018) discuss complex cardinals
and show that constructions like two hundred and twenty books are really two hundred books and twenty
books with NP-deletion in the first conjunct. However, in Biblical Welsh and Scottish Gaelic, NP deletion
occurs in the second conjunct instead. In addition, in the two types of languages mentioned, both NPs can
be deleted (e.g. two hundred books and twenty books) but they cannot be both overt (e.g. * two hundred
books and twenty books). Spanish comparative numerals are a mixture of the two types: either (or both)
NP(s) can undergo deletion.
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b. Late-merger of de-standard

DP
O\

NumP DegP
/>\ /\
tmas mds PP <late-merger
Num NP, ~

[PL] Libros de un libro

3.2.3 Extending the analysis to de-standards with degree-denoting pronouns

De-standards containing degree-denoting pronouns are no different from the compar-
ative numerals just discussed. Pronouns have been argued to be definite determiners
whose complement has undergone ellipsis (Postal 1966; Elbourne 2001, 2005). Thus,
despite the fact that there is a single exponent eso, pronominal de-standards have the
syntax of a full DP whose D head has survived deletion. Thus, at LF that covert piece
of structure must be interpreted. In other words, the underlying syntax of numerically
modified NP standards and pronominal ones is identical, but the sentences differ with
respect to their externalization at PF.

According to Elbourne (2001), there are two conditions that make the NP/NumP
deletion rule possible: an overt linguistic antecedent, or the presence of deictic aid in
the discourse. In a sentence like (49), it is the first condition that is met, whereas in
(50) it is the second condition that is met:2®

(49) Juan ley6 2 libros,y  Maria ley6 mds libros de esoy
Juan read.3SG 2 books and Maria read.3SG more books of thaty

‘Juan read 2 books and Maria read more books than that’

(50) [Juanis 1.75 m tall]

Maria es mas alta de esoy (eso = esa altura = 1.75 m)
Maria is more tall of that; that; thatheight 1.75m

‘Maria is taller than that’

The underlying structures for (49) and (50) are given in the trees in (51) and (52)
respectively, where the PP has also been late-merged:

28What is deleted must be larger than a bare NP. Unlike NP-deletion marked by a precise cardinal numeral
or vague numeral, which allows number mismatches, when the demonstrative marks the ellipsis site, num-
ber mismatches are not allowed: the antecedent and elided constituents must be identical in number. This
is illustrated in (viii). The constituent undergoing deletion must contain at least NumP.

(viii) Juan vio las tres peliculas de Almodévar, y  Maria vio { esas/ *esa} también
Juan saw.3SG the three movies of Almodévar and Maria saw.3SG  those that too

‘Juan watched the three movies by Almodévar, and Maria watched {those ones/ *that one} too.’
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(51) Structure of (49)

DP
57
NumP, DegP
/\ /\

Degp NP Deg PP« late-merger

N

P DPyp

(52) Structure of (50)
aP

/\mgp

k)

tDegP a
P /\

a A Deg PP <«late-merger
/\
P DPyp
TN
D NumP

e

This has the desired result: at LF, the degree quantifier is adjoined to node of type
t and the conditions for interpretation (in terms of cardinality or quantity) are met.
At PF, D’s complement is deleted and rules of impoverishment taking place before
Vocabulary Insertion (Arregi and Nevins 2012; Haugen and Siddiqi 2016) make sure
that the correct exponent is inserted under the D node inside the standard.

3.2.4 Tacking stock

The underlying syntactic structure I have proposed does not only receive cross-
linguistic empirical support, but it is also parsimonious. In both que and de-
comparative, QR takes place. We achieve a parallelism between de-comparatives and
que-comparatives with respect to QR. In addition to this, this structure has two extra
benefits. First, we are able to explain Mendia’s (2020) observation that the dimension
for comparison needs to be kept constant. This follows from the fact that the standard-
external and standard-internal NPs are identical: if the NP is books, for example, we
are comparing the degree of cardinality that n-books have to the degree of cardinality
that n’-books have.
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Table2 Diagnosing the height of QR with de-comparatives

Type NP Clausal ACDgman Inverse ACDiyarge
Mismatch Ellipsis Extraposition Scope
Numeral (+NP) v v * * * *
Pronoung N v * * % -
Reduced FR v NA v v % %
Full FR v NA v v v v

Second, we can draw a parallelism between differential Measure Phrase (MP) con-
structions and the complements of de-standards. As discussed by Bhatt and Homer
(2019) and Homer and Bhatt (2020), differential nominal comparatives like 2 books
more and 2 more books involve the presence of two NPs: the differential NP, and the
NP that introduces the comparative in its specifier. One these NPs has to be covert.
As they observe, the two NPs have to be identical for the dimension of measurement
to be established along the relevant scale. This is exactly the situation we find in the
nominal comparatives under discussion. Furthermore, the same numerically modified
NPs that serve as complements of the de-standard can occur as differential arguments
as well. This is shown in (53) where we can observe the same class marker deletion
patterns as in (39).

(53) a. dos (libros) mas
two books more

b. un(* -0) libro mas = un-o (*libro) méis
one -CM book more one-CM  book more

Numerically modified NPs selected by de denote degrees, and so do the differen-
tials (von Stechow 1984). Therefore, we can also extend Bhatt and Homer’s (2019)
and Homer and Bhatt’s (2020) observation that nominal MPs are coextensive with
the class of count nouns.

Considering the discussion in this section, we can now enlarge the generalization
for de-comparatives in Table 1 as in Table 2. In fact, we can now take take these prop-
erties to diagnose the height and motivation of QR. QR with comparative numerals
and degree-denoting pronouns has to occur locally because it is only driven by a type
mismatch or by NP ellipsis.

In the next section, I provide a semantics for de. This semantics will allow mds
to take the late-merged standard of comparison as its first argument, after mds has
undergone QR.

3.3 A semanticrole for de

We have observed how the lexical entry for mds in (31) appropriately computes the
meaning for clausal comparatives: the CP is of type (dt) as a result of operator move-
ment in the syntax triggering degree abstraction at LF inside the standard. However,
as is, mds would fail to compose with phrasal comparatives. As I have shown follow-
ing Mendia (2020), the semantic type of de’s complement is d, i.e. a degree. Thus,
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there is a type mismatch: mds requires its first argument to be a set of degrees, but the
standard of comparison denotes a degree.

I propose that we can solve this compositional issue if the preposition de itself
is not semantically vacuous (von Stechow 1984; Rullmann 1995; Pancheva 2006;
Alrenga et al. 2012). Instead de will take the standard of type d as its argument and
return an element of the appropriate type to saturate the comparative morpheme’s first
argument. The lexical entry for the preposition is given in (54):>°

(54) Lexical entry for de

[de] = Ad’.Ad.[d = d]
‘the set of degrees smaller than or equal to d”

De in (54) denotes a function from degrees d to sets of degrees (dt). What is
more, the lexical entry in (54) reminds us of the meaning of the partitive preposition
de in (55): it takes a definite description of a plural or mass individual x” (of type e),
and returns a set of individuals (of type (et)) who are part of x’. Thus, this analysis
follows Pancheva’s (2006) thesis that (i) there is a parallelism between the domain of
degrees and that of individuals, and (ii) the behavior of -er/mds and de is parallel to
that of a quantifier and its partitive first argument.

(55) a. uno de los estudiantes
one of the students

b. [depar] =Ax.Ay[y is part of x]  (Pancheva2006: 13, Ex. 33b)

The DP that is de’s complement will saturate de’s first argument. That DP con-
stituent must denote a degree even if its N head is an ordinary sortal noun like /ibros.
It has been observed that numerically modified NPs can be ambiguous between a
property-based or a degree-based interpretation (Rett 2014; O’Connor and Biswas
2015; Snyder 2021). These NPs may not themselves be measure-NPs, but ordinary
sortal ones like pizza or guest, as in (56) and (57) from Rett (2014). Their interpre-
tation can be disambiguated via agreement: singular agreement generally correlates
with the degree interpretation, whereas plural agreement typically correlates with the
individual interpretation (Rothstein 2009).

(56) a. Four pizzas are vegetarian. *degree, v individual
Four pizzas is enough. v'degree, *individual
(57) a. Many guests are drunk. *degree, v individual

Many guests is several more than Bill anticipated. v degree, *individual

Furthermore, we have already seen that these same sortal NPs can appear as dif-
ferential arguments where their denotation must be degree-based (von Stechow 1984;

290ne may still wonder whether by giving de a lexical entry to return a type (dt) argument we have
pushed the ambiguity problem into a different domain. Although a parallelism following Pancheva (2006)
has been established with partitive constructions, one could even abstract more and say the following: de is
a polymorphic type-shifter of type (o (ot)), where o could be of any possible type (Charlow 2020). Thus,
if o is of type d, now we have (d(dt)). I thank Deniz Rudin for discussion of this issues.
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Bhatt and Homer 2019; Homer and Bhatt 2020).3° That said, I consider that the noun
inside the standard must have the semantics similar to that of measure nouns (Krifka
1989; Rothstein 2009, 2017; Scontras 2013; Rett 2014; Ahn and Sauerland 2015).
That is, in addition to being a predicate of individuals, the denotation of a noun like
book, shirt etc. can be degree-based.

In order to capture this, I follow insights from Brasoveanu (2009), Rett (2014),
Homer and Bhatt (2020) and Coppock (2022) and propose that the degree interpre-
tation is derived from the individual-typed interpretation. In particular, I propose that
there is a covert operator UNIT that relates the count NP to the numeral that modi-
fies it. UNIT introduces a measure function that takes the NP, of type (et), and the
numeral, of type n, and returns a degree of cardinality/volume/weight etc. on the
noun-scale that corresponds to n. The denotation for UNIT is in (58), where ¢ is any
assignment function and o (1) is the measure function that o assigns to p. The con-
tent of the measure function is resolved by what is being measured (cf. Wellwood
2015, 2019):

(58) [UNIT]® = AP y.An.o () (np) ((et), (n,d))
‘the degree of o (1) that n-NOUNSs have’

The degree-based denotation for a noun like /ibros in 2 libros is in (59). Given that
we are measuring plurarlities of books, the value for  is CARDINALITY (for details,
see Wellwood 2019; Cleani and Toquero-Pérez 2022).

(59) dos libros = [2 [UNIT [PL libro]]]

a. [PL] = [*] = A Piery.Ax.* P (x) (based on Link 1983)
PL(P)=3x.dy,z(y Az are atomsin P Ax =yLlz) (et, et)
‘a set of plural individuals’

b.  [PL libro] = Ax.*book(x)
c. [UNIT PL libro]? = An.o (1) (N*pook) (n,d)
o (1) ~ lcarDp
d. [2] =2 n=d
e.  [2 UNIT PL libro] = ftcarp (2#book) d
‘the degree of cardinality that 2 books have’
We can now derive the LF and semantic composition of de-comparatives. I do that

for the sentence in (50) whose LF I represent in (60). The two arguments of mds are
boxed.

30The degree-based denotation of ordinary count NPs is not limited to these cases mentioned in the main
text. Other domains include, but are not limited to, pseudo-partitive constructions (e.g. two pages of poetry,
Landman 2004; Rothstein 2009; a.o0.) and ratio-related per (e.g. three km per hour, two olives per martini,
Coppock 2021, 2022; Bale and Schwarz 2022).
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(60) Maria is taller than that. [that = 1.75 m]
t

TP
/\
Maria, (et)
/\
AX !
T~
es t
AP
(dt) (dt, t)
ML (). (@r,1)
X (et) mdS]
N
di (d,(er)) (d, (dt)) d
alta de DPy;p

PN

L7 ety, (n.d)) (et
UNIT metros

First mds undergoes QR to a scope position and then the de-standard is late-
merged. The late-merged PP serves as the first argument of mds. Given the underlying
syntax advocated for pronominal MPs in (51) and (52), eso is the exponent of a D
head at PF, after NP/NumP ellipsis has occurred. At LF the standard of comparison
is a fully fleshed DPyp. Semantic composition takes place appropriately given that
the PP provides a suitable argument for the comparative morpheme. The derivation
of the PP-standard is given in (61).

(6]) a. [[DPMP]] = IIU]\HT]]{7 (Hmetrosﬂ) ([[] 75]]) = MLENGTH(I .75meter) <d>
b. [PP] = [de]([DPyp]) = Ad.[1tLencti (1.7 5neter) = d] (d,r)

The proposal also makes the right predictions for nominal comparatives such as
(35a) and (35b), which are truth conditionally identical and only differ in the location
of the NP undergoing ellipsis. Their LF is in (62). The noun /ibros projects its own NP
and the comparative is merged Spec,NumP. Given that QR happens DP-internally, we
need a clausal node, of type ¢ for the comparative quantifier to target. Here, I follow
May (1985), Heim and Kratzer (1998), Hackl (2000) and Matushansky (2002), and
assume that NPs have a subject position (possibly filled with a null vacuous PRO) that
is abstracted over.?! The phonetically empty D has the semantics of a garden variety
existential quantifier. The semantic derivation for the quantified NP is provided in
(64).

31For arguments that this subject position is available in the syntax of NP, PP, AP see Stowell (1981: Ch.
4).
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(62) I bought more books than 2 beeks = I bought more books than 2 books

S
/\
Yo VP
/\
compré DP
/\
D NumP<et>
3 />\
PRO,
Ax !
DegPas
Ad ! :
P mds PPy | <late-merger
X (et)
de DPyp,
d —_
MEAS 2 libros
Num NP 1)
L
libros

(63) [MEAS] =APp . Ad.Ax.[P(x) A p(x) >d] (Scontras 2013; Solt 2015)

(64) [[DPMP]] = carp (2+book)

[PP] = Ad.[ttcarp (2+pook) = d]

[DegP] = 10 (ar)-[IMAX(Q) > MAX(Ad [ tcarp (2book) = d])]
[MEAS PL NP = Ad.Ax.[*book(x) A tcarp (X) > d]

[Num’] = Ad.[*book(x) A pearp(x) > d]

[NumP] = [més de 2 libros]([Num’]) =

Ax. [MAX(Ad.[*book(x) A pcarp(X) = d]) > MAX(Ad.[icarp 2+book)
>d])]

- 0 a0 o ®

FA
FA
FA
FA
FA
FA

g. Meaning = ‘A plurality of books, and the cardinality of that plurality

exceeds the cardinality of 2 books.’

The derivation and computation of the meaning are consistent with the core of the
proposal: mads is a quantifier, de combines with a DPyp of type d, and there is no QR

outside of the DP.

3.4 Freerelatives and ACD

I have shown how giving de a semantic value unifies the analysis of mds. In this
Sect. 1 demonstrate that free relatives (both full and reduced) and resolution of ellipsis

inside of them conform to the analysis that I am advocating for.
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Following Donati (1997), I assume that free relatives involve movement of a wh-
operator to the left periphery of CP and then a determiner merges with the CP rela-
belling the structure as a nominal. This operator movement can be overt as in (65a)
or covert as in (65b).

(65) a. [pp@DI[cpcuanto; [c CiRrely [Tp compré  Juan t]]]

how.much bought.3SG Juan
b.  [pplo [cp OP1 [c’ quejgel) [Tp compré  Juan t]]]
the.NT that bought.3SG Juan

We can assume that the syntactic structure of both (65a) and (65b) is identical with
respect to the base position and landing site of the wh-operator: the operator moves to
the left periphery of the clause, and binds a variable via lambda-abstraction at LF.*>
The structures differ regarding the realization of exponents at PF: if the operator is
overt (e.g. cuanto ‘how much’) as in (65a), the complementizer is null and so is the
determiner that relabels the structure; if the operator is null, the complementizer is
spelled out as que and the determiner that embeds the CP is also spelled-out (e.g. lo
‘the.NT’), as in (65b). The determiner in charge of relabelling is also the one that does
the maximalization regardless of whether it is overt or not.>* The denotation for the
maximalizing determiner is provided in (66):

(66) [l0] = APy . MAX[Ad.P(d)] (dt), d)

The same is true of reduced free relatives first shown in (15). The only difference
is that the operator in charge of the abstraction is null and so is the complementizer.
But the D in charge of the maximalization is overt. In fact, it is possible to have an
overt gradable predicate inside them which provides evidence for a larger structure
and operator movement, as in degree questions. This behavior parallels free relatives
as shown in (67) (see also Fabregas 2020: pp. 81-82):

(67) a. Es mas alto de lo (alto) previsto
is more tall of the.NT tall foreseen

‘It/he/she is taller than what it was foreseen’

b. Es mas alto de lo (alto) que habiamos previsto
is more tall of the.NT tall that had.1PL foreseen

‘It/he/she is taller than however tall we had expect it to be’

Pied-piping of the adjective is optional, as independently attested in degree ques-
tions in Spanish (Gergel 2009, 2010; Eguren 2020). Thus, given the structural paral-
lelism between the two constructions, we should analyze these reduced free relatives
on a par with full free relatives in terms of degree abstraction: a degree operator
moves to the left periphery and it creates a A-abstractor that binds the degree variable

32According to Nissenbaum (2000a,b) null operators target phase edges, as do their overt wh-counterparts.
If CPs are phases as it has been extensively argued (Chomsky 2000, 2001; McCloskey 2000; Abels 2003;
Fox and Pesetsky 2005b,a; Davis 2020; Keine 2020; a.o.), then it follows that the operator lands in Spec,CP.

33T am grateful to a reviewer for this suggestion.
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left after operator movement. This is shown in (68):
(68) [pp lo OP; Ad[cp d-alto previsto]

That said, the free relative in (69a) has the LF in (69b), and its corresponding
semantic derivation is in (70).3*

(69) a. Maria comprd mds caramelos de cuantos compré Pedro
Maria bought.3SG more candy.pieces of how.many bought.3SG Pedro

‘Maria bought more pieces of candy than what Pedro bought’
b. [pp de [pp, D [cp cuantos Ad[tp comprd [vp Pedro [pp, d-MEAS carame-

los]]111]

(70) a. [DPy] = [Ad.Ix[MAX(*candy-pieces(x) A bought(Pedro, x)) A
Mcarp (X) = d]]
b. [PP] =Ad.[[DP;] > d]

DP; in (70a) denotes a degree. But this cannot combine with our degree quantifier
mds because the latter requires a set of degrees (dt). Thus, the preposition de lifts
the type of its complement: a function from degrees to sets of degrees. Mds can then
compose with (70b) via Function Application.

With this in mind, we can now revisit the cases of ACD within free relatives. A
particularly relevant example was (26) repeated below as (71).

(71) Pedro quiere ser mds alto de lo que pensamos
Pedro wants to.be more tall of the.NT that think.PRES.1PL
a. Pedro wants to be taller than we think he is tall.
b Pedro wants to be taller than we think he wants to be tall.
c. Pedro wants to be taller than we think we are tall.
d. ?Pedro wants to be taller than we think we want to be tall.
e Pedro wants to be taller than we would like to be.

When this example was first discussed, I noted that the verb pensar was lexically
ambiguous between ‘to think’ and ‘plan to/want to become’ which led to different
selectional restrictions on the clause it embeds: the former requires a finite CP, while
the latter requires a non-finite clause. Both types of pensar, however, enable an ACD
site inside the standard. One way to resolve ACD is via QR (May 1985; Fox 2002;
Bhatt and Pancheva 2004; Hackl et al. 2012). The analysis of mds as a generalized
quantifier over degrees allows us to adopt this solution. QR needs to target a node
that is high enough to remove the ellipsis site from the c-command domain of the
antecedent.

The example in (71) is 5-way ambiguous, with interpretations (71a)-(71d) being
resolved by a finite clause complement, and the one in (71e) being resolved by a
non-finite complement. These can be obtained by making QR available to different

34The subject does not move to Spec,TP. This is because when there is wh-movement, the subject must
remain in its base generated position, namely Spec,vP (Torrego 1984; Suiier 1994; Gallego and Uriagereka
2006; a.0.). For simplicity, I am only using the label VP.
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positions in the structure. Let’s focus on the four finite ACD sites first with pensar
meaning ‘to think.” The LFs for each interpretation are given in the bracket diagrams
in (72):

(72) Finite clause ACD site resolution of (71)
a. [cp [Tp Pedro; wants [cp [more than we; think proy is d-tall] Ad[PROy to
be d-tall]]]]

b. [cp [more than we; think proy wants PROy to be d-tall] Ad[Tp Pedrok
wants [cp PROy to be d-tall]]]

c. [cp [Tp Pedrog wants [cp [more than we; think pro; are d-tall] Ad[PRO
to be d-tall]]]]

d. [cp [more than we; think pro; want PRO; to be d-tall] Ad[tp Pedro; wants
[cp PROy to be d-tall]]]

For (72a) and (72¢), QR must take place to the edge of the embedded clause. The
ACD site is resolved by copying the embedded TP. The verb pensar ‘to think’ in the
standard requires that its TP complement be finite. This entails that a null pronoun
must be the subject of the copied clause. There are two potential sources for pro
resoltuion: Pedro or the 1PL pronoun we. Binding of pro by Pedro results in the LF
in (72a), whereas binding by we results in (72c).

Contrary to this short QR, long QR of the DegP to the edge of the matrix clause
renders different results. The antecedent of the ellipsis is now the whole clause: (72b)
and (72d). Therefore, the ACD site includes the matrix verb want and the subject,
given the finiteness requirement imposed by pensar on its complement. Again, the
different interpretations arise due to a difference in binding options: if pro is bound
by Pedro, so will be PRO inside the ellipsis site giving rise to (72b); if pro is bound
by we instead, so will PRO and the interpretation that we obtain is (72d).

The last possible interpretation that needs some discussion is (71e) with pensar
meaning ‘plan to/want to become.” When the verb pensar has this meaning, it is a
control predicate and its complement must be non-finite: the subject of pensar must
control the PRO in the non-finite clause. For this reading to be available, the relevant
LF has to be such that QR targets the edge of the embedded non-finite clause and the
ACD is resolved with the non-finite CP. PRO inside the standard is then controlled by
we. The LF, illustrated in (73), is similar to the one in (72c) with the crucial difference
of (non-)finiteness of pensarpjan-1o’s complement.

(73) Non-finite ACD site resolution of (71)
Pedroy wants [cp [more than we; think ,;4,—s0 PRO; to be tall] Ad[PROy to be
d-tall]]

These data demonstrate that QR is a neccesary mechanism to recover the ellipsis
site contained within the free relative. What is more, the Ellipsis-Scope Generaliza-
tion in (12) is satisfied: the DegP must contain the antecedent of the ellipsis in its
scope.

The same can be said about reduced free relatives, modulo the multiple ambiguity.
It was shown in Sect. 2.2.4 that reduced relatives can also contain ACD sites, though
the size of the ellipsis seemed to vary across speakers. The example used to illustrate
ACD with reduced free relatives was (28) repeated as (74) for convenience:
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(74)  Juan pidi6 mads libros de lo previsto
Juan ordered.3SG more books of the.NT forseen

‘Juan ordered more books than what was expected’

a. %delo que estaba  previsto [cp que [Tp
of the.NT that was.IPFV forseen that
pidiera]]
ordered.IPFV.SUBJV.3SG
‘than it was expected that he would order’ (Larger ellipsis)

b. de lo que estaba  previsto [,p pedir]
of the.NT that was.IPFV forseen to.order

‘than what was expected to be ordered’ (Smaller ellipsis)

In fact, it was noted that the larger ellipsis site in (74a) correlates with the pos-
sibility of inverse scope, while there is no such correlation between the smaller one
in (74b) and inverse scope. This is because the landing site and height for QR are
different for the two ACD options. In order to resolve the larger ellipsis site, QR
must target the TP above the external argument. On the contrary, the smaller site is
obtained via QR to the edge of the vP, which has been argued independently to be a
scope position (Fox 1999; Legate 2003; Cecchetto 2004). The lower copy of the verb
inside vP is uninflected, and so will the vP contained in the ellipsis site. The different
structural options for (74) are provided in (75):

(75) a. Long OR to TP (above matrix subject) = larger ellipsis site, e.g. (74a)

TP
Degp/>\

5 rd L TP
mds PP

¢ Juan pidié d-MEAS libros
de lo que estaba previsto A <~
b. Short QR to vP = smaller ellipsis site, e.g. (74b)
TP

Juan/x

T vP
pidio

DegP
/\

mds PP . 3

<x pedir> d-MEAS libros
de lo que estaba previsto A <+~

Given these structures in (75), the question is why inverse scope over a modal is
only possible in (75a) but not (75b). The answer is that modal operators are merged
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into the structure higher than vP, but arguably lower than tense (Iatridou and Zeijlstra
2013). For cases like (75b), this entails that even if we reconstruct the modal to its
base position (above vP), the degree quantifier will still be in the modal’s c-command
domain. Thus, if these speakers do not allow the ACD site to be larger than vP, it
makes sense that they do not accept inverse scope either. On the contrary, inverse
scope is possible in (75a) because the DegP undergoes QR higher than T, which is
the modal’s final landing site, assuming all verbs in Spanish raise to T.>>

3.5 Taking stock

I have shown how the proposal that mds is a generalized quantifier over degrees can
handle both clausal and phrasal-MP comparatives. The proposal has contributed to a
deeper understanding of the syntax of comparative numerals, which plays a signifi-
cant role in the analysis of de-comparatives. In particular, I have provided substantial
evidence for a particular syntax of comparative numerals which establishes a paral-
lelism with the syntax of numeral differential comparatives. The proposed structure
has shed light on the kinds of arguments that de must take in the syntax and the se-
mantics: de always selects a full MP and never a bare numeral or a pronominal. In
fact, either of these options are found on the surface due to NP ellipsis.>®

35For evidence that all verbs in Spanish raise to T see Gallego (2010), and references therein.

364 prima facie challenge to the unification of mds comes from subset comparatives, which I have not
discussed here. These are constructions in which the denotation of the remnant constituent in the standard
of comparison is an element (or a subpart) of the set composed of the comparee in the matrix clause.
Although the standard is introduced by gue, they have been argued to be phrasal, e.g. Grant (2010, 2013);
Aparicio (2014); Mendia (2020). An example is in (ix).

(ix) Juanleydé més libros que El Quijote.
Juan read more books that El Quijote
‘Juan read more books than just El Quijote’

The debate concerning whether the standard is phrasal or clausal is a syntactic question and must be probed
using syntactic diagnostics. Looking closely at the syntactic properties of the standards involved in subset
comparatives, we observe that their phrasal status is only apparent, though. This is supported by, and not
limited to, the fact that constituents other than DPs can appear in the standard (x) and the possibility of
case connectivity effects (xb).

(x) a. Juanlimpia en casas de mds escritores que de Murakami
Juan cleans in houses of more writers  that of Murakami

‘Juan cleans in more writers’ houses than just in Murakami’s’

b. Juandio caramelosa mds personas que a ti
Juan gave candies  to more people  that to you

‘Juan gave candy to more people than just (to) you’ to you € {x: X is a person}

If the standard introduced by que was phrasal it would be unexpected to find PP inside them: prepositions
in Spanish do not normally take PP complements. Furthermore, cases like (xb) are crucial against a phrasal
analysis: the compared indirect object in the matrix clause is differentially object marked with a ‘to,” and
so is the remnant inside the standard. Only nominal arguments of verbal heads (i.e. v, Appl) can receive
differential object marking in Spanish, and never the complement of a preposition. This fact is explained if
the standard is clausal: a functional head in the extended projection of the verb assigns differential object
marking to the DP, which then undergoes movement to the left periphery followed by TP-ellipsis (Saab
2007; Ranero 2021). In terms of the semantics, we can adopt Hackl’s (2000) and Nussbaum’s (2015)
analysis according to which the clausal standard of comparison denotes a predicate of degrees (dt). The
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Table2 Diagnosing the height of QR with de-comparatives

Type NP Clausal ACDgman Inverse ACDiyarge
Mismatch Ellipsis Extraposition Scope
Numeral (+NP) v v * * * *
Pronoung v v * % % -
Reduced FR v NA v v % %
Full FR v NA v v v v

Regarding phrasal MP comparatives more generally, I have demonstrated that,
by providing a uniform syntax for mds and a semantic meaning for de, the uniform
analysis makes the right predictions with respect to extraposition, scope and ACD
resolution. The proposal enables QR of mads to a node of type ¢ regardless of whether
this node is DP/AP internal or higher up in the clause (e.g. vP, TP). Though it has been
hinted that the reason for each target of QR has to be motivated—for example by the
need to resolve a type mismatch or to resolve ACD—the next section is devoted to
address these issues and discusses the locality of QR.

4 The locality and height of QR

In Sect. 2.2.2 T formulated a generalization that focused on the relation between
clausal extraposition and phrasal comparatives. The generalization, stated in (17),
is repeated in (76) for convenience:

(76) The de-Extraposition Generalization (DEG)
de-standards containing a numerically modified NP or a pro-form cannot ap-
pear extraposed at the clausal level.

This generalization was complemented by the generalization on Table 1, which
has been updated as Table 2. According to Table 2, there can be different diagnostics
to probe the locality of QR.

Mads is a quantifier and it will have to QR to avoid a type mismatch at the base
position. In addition, QR enables a particular kind of ellipsis, and since the size of
ellipsis corresponds to the height of QR—an independent generalization due to Sag
(1976) and Williams (1974, 1977)—the small ellipsis size in NPs needs just a short
QR. Thus, since numeral or pronominal standards only show instances of the latter,
the degree quantifier must QR to the closest node where it can satisfy that property
and resolve the type mismatch: the NP domain. As a result, the standard cannot sur-
face to the right of the clause; it must remain DP-internal. On the contrary, since
resolving ACD and obtaining inverse scope involve longer movements, to nodes at
the clausal level, surface extraposition of the standard into the clause is guaranteed.

In other words, the conditions that determine the length of QR depend on the
diagnostics that we are using to test for it. For example, QR is typically regarded

univocal denotation of mds adopted in this paper allows for it to compose with the standard without creating
a crash. There is no need to stipulate a separate entry.
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as a clause-bounded operation but under certain circumstances, such as the need to
resolve ACD, a quantificational element can QR outside of the containing clause
(Kennedy 1997a; Wilder 1997; von Fintel and Iatridou 2003; Cecchetto 2004). In
fact, as argued by Cecchetto (2004), there are three main motivations for QR: to
resolve a type mismatch, to get inverse scope or to avoid the problem of infinite
regress in ACD configurations. These are the operations described in Table 2. I adopt
a version of Scope Economy (Fox 1999, 2000, 2002; Cecchetto 2004) such that every
step of successive cyclic QR must be independently motivated by at least one of the
operations mentioned.?’

If we take a de-standard with a numerically modified NP, the degree operator must
QR (i) to resolve a type mismatch and (ii) for the ellipsis site to be resolved appro-
priately under identity. The degree operator could in principle raise to a DP-internal
node (May 1985; Heim and Kratzer 1998; Hackl 2000; Matushansky 2002) or to the
vP edge (Legate 2003). However, the longer movement is not motivated since the
only ellipsis to be resolved is that of the NP. Thus, QR beyond the DP is ruled out by
Scope Economy.

The situation is identical in the case of degree-denoting pronouns, e.g. de esogy,
considering that pronouns are definite determiners whose complement has undergone
ellipsis (Postal 1966; Elbourne 2001, 2005). A Vocabulary Insertion rule (Halle and
Marantz 1993) is responsible for spelling out D as eso at PF.

The situation is different with free relatives. I have provided evidence that the
need to resolve ACD triggers long QR. In fact, examples like (71) were ambiguous
depending on the landing site of QR: embedded or matrix clause.>® Long QR of this
type predicts that interaction with intensional predicates should in fact be possible.
This prediction was also borne out as illustrated in Sect. 2.2.3. Unlike for numeral
and pronominal standards, where there was no motivation to abandon the more lo-
cal position, QR is motivated to obtain inverse scope, and thus allowed by Scope
Economy.

The same holds for reduced free relatives, though more inter-speaker variation
should be factored in. We also found cases in which the size of the ACD site could
vary: vP or TP. Regardless of the size of the ellipsis, both options in (74) support the
hypothesis that the degree quantifier must QR at least as high as the vP. For some

37 A reviewer wonders how ellipsis resolution can allow (certain instances of long) QR in a system where
the clause containing the ellipsis site is late-merged. Ellipsis resolution seems to be in conflict with the idea
that QR must target a higher node because when QR happens the constituent containing the gap has not
entered the derivation yet. I propose that we can marry the two if we assume that there is transderivational
competition between alternative derivations, as it was proposed in early Minimalist work (Chomsky 1995).
Upon hearing mds, the parser will posit an operation of QR and will start generating derivations (out of the
same numeration) that appropriately capture the scope position of the quantifier. After QR, late-merger of
the standard containing the ellipsis site takes place. At this point we can imagine two alternative derivations
competing: DER{ in which short QR has occurred and DER; in which longer QR has happened. These two
derivations are created sequentially and will compete for selection at the end of the relevant cycle or phase
(Heck and Miiller 2001; Erlewine 2015: a.o.). When evaluating DER, the parser will reject it given that
the ellipsis site inside the standard cannot be resolved. However, DER, will win over: the parser is able to
resolve the ellipsis site from the position of the quantifier.

38Non-clause bounded QR has also been shown by Cecchetto (2004) for Italian and Wilder (1997) for
English.
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speakers, QR to the highest TP node is also available as indicated with (74a), where
the external argument Juan is reconstructed inside the ellipsis site.

Regarding scope with respect to intensional predicates, only those speakers who
accept larger ellipsis sites are able to find sentences like (22) and (23) felicitous with
the inverse scope. As mentioned at the end of Sect. 3.4, this is expected if modal
operators are (reconstructed) higher than vP, but lower than T (Iatridou and Zeijlstra
2013). As a result, if the speaker’s grammar does not find a motivation to posit QR
higher than vP, neither inverse scope nor large ACD will be allowed. This is also
borne out (see fn. 14).

In conclusion, I have made use of a version of Scope Economy, based on Fox’s
(1999, 2000, 2002) and Cecchetto’s (2004), such that every step of successive cyclic
QR must be independently motivated by at least one of these operations: type mis-
match resolution, NP ellipsis, inverse scope and ACD resolution. I have then ar-
gued why QR, when de takes MPs including numerically modified NPs and degree-
denoting pronouns, must always be extremely local: the type mismatch and the NP
ellipsis are resolved by positing a DP/aP internal scope position. Since the ellipsis
site can be resolved locally, QR to a structurally higher position is ruled out by Scope
Economy. Thus, the lack of scope interactions with modals and the lack of clausal
extraposition follow. With respect to free relatives, long QR is allowed by Scope
Economy due to two major reasons (each of them independent from the other): the
possibility to resolve ACD and inverse scope.

5 Comparing the current uniform analysis with Mendia’s (2020)

I have advocated for a uniform analysis of comparatives, according to which mds is
a generalized quantifier with the same syntax and semantics across the board. Any
observed differences between comparative constructions stem from the syntax and
semantics of the standards of comparison. We can refer to this as the Single “mds”
Hypothesis. The hypothesis is also grounded on a robust cross-linguistic observation:
there is no language that we know of that uses different comparative morphemes, e.g.
COMPR;| and COMPRj, to make a distinction between phrasal and clausal compara-
tives; the morpho-syntactic—and semantic—distinction is always found on the stan-
dard (Pancheva 2006; Bale 2008; Bhatt and Takahashi 2011; Bobaljik 2012: a.0.).

This is not the only possible account. In fact, an alternative has been developed by
Mendia (2020) who proposes that the source of the distinct properties is not the stan-
dard but the comparative morpheme: mds is ambiguous between mdsc s (i.e. clausal
mads) and mdspyy (i.e. phrasal mds). We can refer to this as the Two “mds” Hypothe-
sis. In this section, I will briefly summarize Mendia’s main proposal and motivations
and then I will discuss some potential challenges that it faces compared to the Single
“mds” Hypothesis.

5.1 Mendia’s (2020) clausal mds
Mendia adopts Bresnan’s (1973) “classical analysis” for mdsc; s, represented in (29):

mdscrs and the que-standard form a DegP constituent at base-structure which occu-
pies a specifier position of the phrase it modifies. Semantically, Mendia follows Heim
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(2001) and analyzes mdscy s as a generalized quantifier of type ((dt), (dt,t)): mdscys
composes with the que-standard and then the whole DegP undergoes QR to a higher
node. Mendia motivates this analysis for mdscrs based on clausal extraposition of
que-standards and the availability of inverse scope with modal operators.

This is largely identical to the analysis that I have proposed. The only difference
is that I am assuming Bhatt and Pancheva’s (2004) version of the classical analysis,
according to which the standard is late-merged after QR of mds. As a quantifier, -
er/mds is non-conservative (Keenan and Stavi 1986; Bhatt and Pancheva 2004), and
traces/copies are interpreted as variables bound by A-abstracting nodes (Heim and
Kratzer 1998; Fox 2001, 2002). When the interpretation of traces/copies is combined
with the non-conservative semantics of -er/mds, early merger of the standard of com-
parison and the interpretation of its copy after QR leads to a contradiction—the stan-
dard is interpreted twice (i) as the restrictor of -er/mds, and (ii) inside the second
argument of -er/mds. Late-merger of the standard avoids the contradiction: after QR
of -er/mads, all that is left to deal with is the lower copy of the quantifier.’* Men-
dia (2020) does not make the late-merger assumption and thus the analysis faces the
non-conservativity problem.

5.2 Mendia’s (2020) phrasal mds

When discussing de-comparatives, Mendia (2020) assumes a different syntactic
structure: mdspyr and the de-standard are never in a head-complement relationship.
Instead, the complement of mdspyy is the gradable predicate. This syntactic geome-
try follows the “direct analysis” of comparatives (Abney 1987; Larson 1988; Corver
1990, 1997; Kennedy 1997b, 1999; a.o.). In the case of adjectival comparatives,
mdspyr and the adjective are heads in the same extended projection; the standard
is a right-adjoined adjunct. The same is true of nominal comparatives: mdspyr is a
head in the Noun’s extended projection (Mendia 2020: p. 613, ex. 81). The relevant
structures are in (77).

(77) Mendia’s direct analysis of de-comparatives
a. DegP

/\

Deg’ PP
o~ T
Deg AP P DP

A N -

mdspur  alto de

Deg MP P DP

MEAS NP de
manzanas

mdSpHR

39For an overview see Bhatt and Pancheva (2004), Pasternak (2020).

@ Springer



There is only one mds: Spanish que/de comparative alternation

Semantically, mdspyg is not a quantifier but a three place predicate: it takes a grad-
able predicate, the de-standard of type d, and an individual. In this case mds does not
QR, and is interpreted in its base position (Kennedy 1997b, 1999). The denotation
for mdspyg is in (78).

(78)  [mdspur] = AR (4. (e.1yy - Ad Ax . MAX(hd'.R(d')(x)) > d

Mendia (2020) argues for the entry in (78) based on the following two observa-
tions: de-standards can never appear extraposed into the clause and mdspyr does not
take inverse scope over modals.

As is, however, there are a series of challenges that Mendia’s analysis of
de-comparatives faces. I comment on these below.

Challenge I: Extraposition, inverse scope and ACD. As I have shown in Sects. 2.2.2
and 2.2.3, and summarized in Table 2, the observations which Mendia’s conclusions
are based on are not entirely accurate. While de-standards hosting numerically mod-
ified NPs and degree-denoting pronouns cannot appear extraposed into the clause,
de-standards introducing free relatives may, though. Furthermore, when the standard
is able to appear extraposed higher than vP, inverse scope interpretations are gram-
matical. To this, we need to add the Ellipsis-Scope Generalization and the ACD facts
discussed in Sect. 2.2.4. All in all, the direct analysis misses important generaliza-
tions concerned with the distribution of de-comparatives. All these facts, however,
can be straightforwardly derived if mds is a quantifier as I have shown.

One might wonder, as one reviewer does, whether these facts, and in particular
extraposition, can be explained by alluding to Heavy NP Shift: numerically modified
NPs and degree-denoting eso are “lighter” than free relatives. If this were the case,
the difficulty of extraposition for de-comparatives would be determined by a more
general ban on smaller constituents: “heavier” PPs (e.g. de+free relatives) are easier
to extrapose than “light” ones (e.g. de-+numeral/eso).*

While I agree with the reviewer that extraposition of “heavier” constituents is eas-
ier and has been observed in the literature (Ross 1967; Baltin 1978, 1987), there
are empirical arguments indicating that extraposition of de-standards is not driven
by heaviness. First of all, heaviness only affects DP-extraposition. Other constituents
such as PPs and CPs are exempt from the heaviness requirement—a fact also ob-
served by Drummond (2009) for English. Consider the examples in (79):

(79) a. Maria le ensefid [unafoto] a Juanenla fiestala semana
Maria CL.DAT showed a picture to Juan in the party the week
pasada.
past

‘Maria showed Juan a picture in the party last week’

b. * Mariale ensefid t; a Juanenla fiesta ([ una foto];) la
Marfa CL.DAT showed to Juanin the party a picture the
semana pasada ([ una foto]y).
week past a  picture

40According to this reviewer, the Heavy NP Shift explanation would also take care of the inverse scope
and ellipsis resolution facts in Sects. 2.2.3 and 2.2.4 respectively. As I show here, explaining these facts as
well as the discontinuity of mds ... de in terms of “heaviness” is not empirically supported.
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In (79a), the direct object una foto ‘a picture’ is light and occupies its unmarked
position—i.e. higher than the indirect object (Demonte 1987, 1995; Cuervo 2003).
When it moves to the right past the adjuncts as in (79b), ungrammaticality obtains.
These data in (79) contrast with the extraposition of a light PP, shown in (80) and
(81):

(80) a. Maria le hablé [ de una foto] a Juanenla fiestala semana
Maria CL.DAT spoke of a picture to Juan in the party the week
pasada.
past

‘Maria talked to Juan about a picture in the party last week’

b. Maria le habl6 t; a Juanenla fiesta ([ de una foto];) la
Maria CL.DAT spoke to Juanin the party of a picture the
semana pasada ([ de una foto];).
week past of a picture

81) a. El mundial de clubes constard [ de varias fases] durante la
the worldcup of clubs consist.FUT of various phases during the
temporada 23-24
season 23-24

“The FIFA club world cup will consist of various phases for the 23-24
season’

b. El mundial de clubes constard  t; durante la temporada 23-24 [
the worldcup of clubs consist. FUT during the season 23-24
de varias fases];
of various phases

The PP de una foto ‘of a picture,” which is a required complement of the verb
hablar ‘to speak (about),” is also light: in addition to the preposition, it only contains a
two-word DP. Despite its lightness, the PP can undergo extraposition past the adjuncts
as in (80b). Likewise, the PP-complement of constar ‘consist (of)’ in (81), which
is obli‘ﬁatory and cannot be dropped, is also light and can appear extraposed as in
(81b).

Numerically modified phrases like 100 délares ‘100 dollars’ can also extrapose in
non-comparative contexts despite the fact that they are not very heavy: compare (82)
below with (14).

(82) Compr6 [pp un teléfono t;] en Amazonel mes pasado [pp de 100
bought a phone in Amazon the month past of 100
dolares];
dollars

4 Similar examples with extraposition of the complement of constar can be found online:

(xi) EI Plan de Formacién parael personal dela Juntaconstard  este afio [ de 388 cursos]
the plan of training  for the personnel of the Junta consist.FUT this year of 388 courses

‘The Plan for the Professional Training of the regional government (a.k.a Junta) personnel will
consist of 388 courses this year’  (https://laadministracionaldia.inap.es/noticia.asp?id=1513433)
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Lit.: ‘S/he bought in Amazon last month a 100 dollar phone’

In addition to this, evidence that such PP-extraposition, including phrasal stan-
dards, is not affected by heaviness is supported by subextraction from subjects. Sub-
jects are typically islands for extraction (Wexler and Culicover 1980), but their is-
landhood is voided in the passive (for Spanish, see Torrego 1984; Gallego 2010;
Toquero-Pérez 2021). Extraposition of a DP-internal de-PP can occur from the sub-
ject position in Spec,vP as in (83):

(83) a [ cinco fotos  de Cinque] fueron censuradas en Instagram
five pictures of Cinque were censored in instagram
ayer.
yesterday
‘Five pictures of Cinque were censored on Instragram yesterday’
b. [ cinco fotos  t1] fueron censuradas [ de Cinque]; en Instagram
five pictures were censored of Cinque in instagram
ayer.
yesterday

Nevertheless, if an equally heavy de-PP standard is attempted to be extraposed
from the same passive subject, the sentence is ungrammatical. This is illustrated in
(84):

84) a [ mds fotos de cinco] fueron censuradas en Instagram ayer.
more pictures of cinco were censored in instagram yesterday

‘More pictures than five were censored on Instragram yesterday’

b. *[mdas fotos t;] fueron censuradas [ de cinco]; en Instagram
more pictures ~ were censored of five  in instagram
ayer.
yesterday
‘More pictures were censored than five on Instragram yesterday’

The data in (84) reinforce the observation that PPs can easily extrapose into the
clause regardless of heaviness (Drummond 2009) or whether they are optional or
obligatory. Thus, de-standards, which are also PPs, are not expected to be subject to
this requirement. In fact, reduced free relatives are also light, i.e. they are two-word
DPs, and can surface extraposed into the clause. The surface order restrictions that
certain de-standards are sensitive to must be determined by a different requirement.*?

Challenge 11: Constituency, selection and the syntax of comparative numerals. Men-
dia’s (2020) proposal does not only entail a semantic ambiguity of mds; assigning
two meanings for mds also has the consequence of attributing a distinct, i.e. ambigu-
ous, underlying syntax for the comparative morpheme. Under the direct analysis for

421 Appendix 1, I provide two syntactic arguments (i.e. linearization and locality) against a version of
the direct analysis in which mds and de-PP form a constituent and then the standard alone undergoes
overt extraposition DP-internally. Those facts are difficult to reconcile with the idea that overt rightward
extraposition of de-standards within the DP has taken place.
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de-comparatives, the de-standard is not the syntactic complement of mdspyg, but it
is adjoined to the projection that dominates mds and its complement, e.g. (77). This
syntactic structure fails to capture the c-selectional restrictions that exist between
the comparative head and the standard of comparison (Bresnan 1973; Carlson 1977;
Bhatt and Pancheva 2004; Bhatt and Takahashi 2011). This is specially problematic
if we take c-selection as strong evidence for head-complement relations (Chomsky
1957, et seq.).43

This issue about the constituency of mds and the standard is related to the the
syntax of comparative numerals. As I have argued building on Arregi (2013), the
comparative morpheme and the standard must form a constituent. This goes against
the geometry in (77b). What is more, if such a syntactic analysis is on the right track,
there are important consequences for the semantic composition proposed by Mendia
(2020) in (78): mdspyr requires its first argument to be saturated by the gradable
predicate of type (d, (et)), but given the alternative motivated constituency it must be
saturated by the standard of type d or (dt). Thus, the derivation should crash.

Under the uniform analysis of comparatives, none of these present an issue: (i)
mads and the standard are always in a head-complement relation at some point in the
derivation, and (ii) the standard of comparison always saturates mds’ first argument.

5.3 Distinguishing between the two analyses: Suppletion and synthetic
comparatives

In addition to the different predictions that the two analyses make with respect to the
syntax and semantics of comparative constructions, there are also distinct morpho-
logical predictions that are worth discussing. These are concerned with the formation
of suppletive comparative formation on adjectives.

Suppletive vocabulary items are subject to stringent locality conditions: the trigger
and the target of suppletion are required to be structurally adjacent post-syntactically
(i.e. after spell-out) (Bobaljik 1995b, 2012; Embick and Noyer 2001; Embick 2007,
2010; Dunbar and Wellwood 2016; Bobaljik and Harley 2017). There are two poten-
tial ways that fall under the label structural adjacency: the two heads are part of the
same extended projection in (85) or they belong to different extended projections in
(86). The double arrows indicate that the two elements are structurally adjacent.

(85) X and Z are both heads in the same extended projection

43We must also note that in nominal comparatives, Mendia’s (2020) mdspyr is a head in the extended
projection of the N, i.e. it selects an NP and then project a DegP as it does with adjectives. Thus, we would
need to stipulate that the structure building features of mdspyr vary depending on the syntactic category
that it modifies. This is illustrated in (xii) where structure building features are represented with e (Adger
2003; Miiller 2010). This would extend the ambiguity of mds even further.
(xii) a. Adjectival mdspyr: [e A e]
b. Nominal mdspyr: [e N e]

C. mdSCLsZ [. C .]
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a. 7P
T

V4 XP
\ﬂ.

a. XP b. XP
T T /\
7P X’ s
o~ 7P X
e R S
2 YP

X and Z are part of the same extended projection and Z immediately c-commands
X in (85a). Their structural adjacency can be preserved even if there is a phrasal
intervener YP between Z and X via incorporation as depicted in (85b) (Emonds 1976;
Travis 1984; Baker 1988; Noyer 1992; a.o.). The adjacency is only blocked if there
is an additional head Y located between X and Z. On the contrary, Z and X in (86a)
are not part of the same extended projection: Z is a head of ZP located in the specifier
of X. They are (“linearly”) adjacent because there is nothing that intervenes between
them. In case of an intervener, e.g. YP, adjacency is blocked as in (86b) (Marantz
1988; Embick and Noyer 2001).

The different syntactic structures and scenarios described have implications for
suppletion. In (85), a head Z can trigger suppletion of X unless there is a head Y that
intervenes between them. On the contrary, in (86) Z in ZP can trigger suppletion of
X if and only if there is no intervener there is a YP that is closer to X than ZP.

Implications and predictions for analyses of Spanish comparative constructions. The
two schematic structures in (85) and (86) remind us of the different syntactic ge-
ometries for que and de-comparatives: (30a) = (86a) and (77) = (85a), respectively.
Given that the two structures make different predictions with respect to suppletion
patterns, we can test them to distinguish between the two competing analyses. The
relevant patterns involve suppletion of the adjective triggered by the comparative.

The Two “mds” Hypothesis predicts an asymmetry between que and de-
comparatives with respect to the suppletion and synthetic comparative formation
patterns, given the two distinct structures it rests upon. The predictions are outlined
in (87):
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(87) The Twvo “mds” Hypothesis: Morphological predictions

a. Que-comparatives: A phrasal intervener between Deg(P) and A will
block suppletion of, and synthetic comparative formation on, the ad-
jective.

b. De-comparatives: A phrasal intervener between Deg(P) and A will not
block suppletion of, and synthetic comparative formation on, the ad-
jective.

(87a) predicts that the comparative will not trigger suppletion on the adjective
if mds heading the DegP is in a specifier position, e.g. (86b). The comparative is
expected to be analytic, rather than synthetic. (87b) predicts that the comparative will
trigger suppletion of the adjective if mads is a head in the extended projection of the
adjective, e.g. (85b). The comparative will be synthetic.

On the contrary, the Single “mds” Hypothesis that 1 proposed in this paper is
grounded on a single syntactic structure: the Deg(P) is a specifier of the element
it modifies, including adjectives. Thus, we expect no asymmetry in suppletion or
synthetic comparative formation. In fact, the prediction given in (88), is the same as
the one made by the Two “mds” Hypothesis for que-comparatives.

(88) The Single “mds” Hypothesis: Morphological prediction

A phrasal intervener between Deg(P) and A will block suppletion of, and
synthetic comparative formation on, the adjective.

Let’s start with the observation that Spanish has very few synthetic comparative
adjectives, and the few available are also suppletive. An example is given in (89).

(89) bueno — mejor — (el) mejor
good — better — the better
‘good — better — (the) best’

As observed by Embick (2007) and Dunbar and Wellwood (2016), some adver-
bials like increiblemente ‘incredibly’ are ambiguous between two possible interpre-
tations when modifying an adjective in predicative position. One interpretation is
“evaluative” and the other describes the manner (or degree) in which the subject of
the predication instantiates the property denoted by the adjective. An example with
the positive form of the adjective bueno ‘good’ is given in (90), with the correspond-
ing paraphrases.

(90) Los estudiantes de este afio son increiblemente buenos
the students of this year are incredibly good.PL

“This year’s students are incredibly good’
a. The degree to which this year’s students are good is incredible (evaluative)
b. The degree to which this year’s students are incredibly good (manner)
The interpretive ambiguity has been argued by these authors to be the result of
a structural ambiguity. The “evaluative” reading is obtained when the adverbial is

structurally higher than the position corresponding to the “manner” interpretation
(Cinque 1999, 2010; Scott 2002; a.0.): AdVgyar > -+ - > A vs. Advyanner > A. This
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order is independently motivated based on word order patterns with degree modifiers
like muy ‘very.” When muy precedes the adverbial and the adjective, only the manner
interpretation is grammatical; but, when the adverbial precedes muy and the adjective,
only the evaluative one is possible. The contrast is shown in (91).*

(91) a. muy increiblemente buenos
very incredibly good.PL

Lit.: ‘very incredibly good’
‘so incredibly good’ manner

b. increiblemente muy buenos
incredibly very good.PL

‘incredibly very/so good’ evaluative

The data in (91) are crucial because they show that Deg(P)s are structurally higher
than the AdvP conveying a manner reading: Advgy,. > Deg > Advyanner > AH

Thus, the question is whether an adverbial like increiblemente with a manner in-
terpretation blocks the suppletion of the adjective triggered by the comparative mor-
pheme, resulting instead in the analytic form of the comparative. If it does so only
with que but not de-comparatives, we will have found support for Mendia’s (2020)
Two “mds” Hypothesis. However, if the suppletive form is always blocked upon the
presence of the adverbial, we will have found support for the Single “mds” Hypoth-
esis. These predictions are summarized in Table 3.

Testing the predictions I: Que-comparatives. The relevant data for gue-comparatives
are shown in (92). (92a) is the baseline illustrating that suppletion/synthetic compar-
ative formation are possible.

44Natural occurrences of these patterns can be also found online (xiii) or in the literature (xiv):

(xiii) Los helados son increiblemente muy buenos
the ice.cream.PL are incredibly very good.PL

‘The ice cream is incredibly very/so good’ (evaluative)
(https://es.maps.me/catalog/food/amenity-cafe/cafeteria-rico-4611686022822481894/)

(xiv) Noeres mi tipo. Por muy increiblemente bueno que estés
not are.2SG my type. For very incredibly good that are.SUBJV.2SG

“You are not my type. It doesn’t matter how incredibly good looking you are’ (manner)
(Me enamoré de ti, 2021 by Moruena Estrigana)

45 Additionally, this order, i.e. Deg > Advmanner > A, is supported by AP ellipsis patterns. The most
natural interpretation of (xv) is ‘— the degree to which last year’s students were as incredibly good.’
The degree morphemes fanto ‘as much’ licenses the ellipsis and confirms that the gradable predicate is
[increiblemente bueno] and not just the adjective.

(xv) Los estudiantes de este afio son increiblemente buenos, pero los deel afio pasado no
the students of this year are incredibly good.PL but the.ones of the year past  not
tanto
as.much

‘This year’s students are incredibly good but last year’s not much so’
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Table 3 Morphological predictions of competing hypotheses

Two “mds” Hypothesis Single “mds” Hypothesis

suppletion synthetic suppletion synthetic
que-comparative * * * *
de-comparative v v * *

(92) Que-comparatives

a.

Los estudiantes de este afio son mejores que los del pasado
the students  of this year are better.PL that the.ones of.the past

‘This year’s students are better than last year’s’

Los estudiantes de este afio son increiblemente que los
the students of this year are incredibly better.PL that the.ones
del pasado
of.the past
‘This year’s students are amazingly better than last year’s’
i. v increiblemente > mds:‘the degree to which this year’s students
are better than last year’s is amazing’

ii. *mds > increiblemente:‘the degree to which this year’s students
are amazingly good is greater than the degree to which last year’s

are’
Los estudiantes de este afio son increiblemente que
the students of this year are more incredibly good.PL that
los del pasado

the.ones of.the past
‘This year’s students are more amazingly good than last year’s’

i. *increiblemente > mds: ‘the degree to which this year’s students
are better than last year’s is amazing’

ii. v’ mds > increiblemente: ‘the degree to which this year’s students
are amazingly good is greater than the degree to which last year’s

k]

are

In (92b), the adverbial increiblemente precedes the suppletive comparative adjec-
tive. However, what is crucial is that the sentence is only grammatical with the eval-
uative interpretation where the AdvP is higher than Deg(P) and A; and it is ungram-
matical with the manner interpretation. For the manner interpretation to be obtained,
the analytic comparative and non-suppletive form of the adjective must be used. That
is the case in (92c).

What we can conclude from this is that both hypotheses make the correct predic-
tions with respect to que-comparatives: an intervening AdvP blocks suppletion on the
adjective resulting in an analytic comparative form. Thus, we can conclude that the
comparative morpheme and the adjective are part of separate extended projections
and the structure must be as in (86a).
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Testing the predictions I1: De-comparatives. We have established the baseline with
que-comparatives settling on the schematic syntax in (86a). The critical case, where
the two hypotheses differ, is de-comparatives. The relevant paradigm is in (93), where
once again (93a) is the baseline. The choice of a free relative inside the standard is to
make the sentence more natural. Nothing crucial hinges on this decision:

(93) De-comparatives

a. Los estudiantes de este afio son mejores de lo que esperaba
the students of this year are better.PL of the.NT that expected.1SG
“This year’s students are better than what I expected’

b. Los estudiantes de este afio son increiblemente de lo que
the students of this year are incredibly better.PL of the.NT that
esperaba
expected.1SG
“This year’s students are amazingly better than what I expected’

i. v increiblemente > mds: ‘the degree to which this year’s students
are better than what I expected is amazing’

ii. *mds > increiblemente: ‘the degree to which this year’s students
are amazingly good is greater than the degree to which I expected

them to be’
c. Los estudiantes de este afio son increiblemente delo
the students  of this year are more incredibly good.PL of the.NT

que esperaba
that expected.1SG

‘This year’s students are more amazingly good than what I expected’

i. *increiblemente > mds: ‘the degree to which this year’s students
are better than what I expected is amazing’

ii. v’ mds > increiblemente: ‘the degree to which this year’s students
are amazingly good is greater than the degree to which I expected
them to be’

The patterns in (93) with de-comparatives are no different from the ones in (92)
with que-comparatives. While it is possible that the adverb precedes a synthetic and
suppletive comparative adjective in (93b), the interpretation is an evaluative one. This
does not match the intervention condition that we are probing since the evaluative
AdvP is higher than the degree constituent. On the contrary, when the AdvP gives rise
to a manner interpretation in (93c), suppletion on the adjective is therefore blocked
and the comparative is analytic. We conclude then that the manner AdvP must be
sandwiched between the comparative morpheme and the positive form of the adjec-
tive.*0

This structural blocking effect is predicted by the Single “mds” Hypothesis be-
cause the syntactic structure is the same across the board, regardless of whether the

46Matushansky (2013) observes that the English counterparts of these synthetic comparative forms are
norm-related in the sense of Bierwisch (1989), as opposed to true canonical comparatives (Kennedy 1999):
the positive form of the adjective smart in (xvia) (in the predicative position) entails that the subject is
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standard is introduced by de or que. However, the blocking effect is not expected by
the Two “mds” Hypothesis: Deg and A are both heads in the same extended projec-
tion and their structural adjacency cannot disrupted by a phrasal intervener. In other
words, the comparative form of the adjective is predicted to be suppletive.

All in all, we can take these facts as strong evidence against the Two “mds” Hy-
pothesis. The data in both (92) and (93) support a uniform syntactic structure for
comparatives: the comparative morpheme must head a DegP in a specifier position of
the extended projection of the category that it modifies (Bresnan 1973; Heim 2001;
Bhatt and Pancheva 2004; Embick 2007; Dunbar and Wellwood 2016).

6 Spanish and the broader cross-linguistic picture

I'have argued in this paper that Spanish has two types of comparatives: a clausal com-
parative and a nominal MP comparative. These MP standards, though introduced by
the preposition de, are not derived from a reduced clausal analysis. Even though this is
a particular fact of the grammar of Spanish, it is not uncommon to find languages that
make a clausal-phrasal distinction but use the phrasal morpho-syntactic standard to
introduce MP comparatives. For example, this is the pattern found in Serbo-Croatian,
Russian and Greek.*’ 1 call these phrasal purely descriptively, but the constructions
in these languages have received a reduced clausal (or a small clause) analysis.

Pancheva (2006) notes these languages have a clausal-phrasal distinction. In Rus-
sian clausal comparatives, the degree operator is overt and the standard marker is null.
The XP inside the standard shows case connectivity with the comparee in the matrix
(94a). Phrasal comparatives have no overt standard morpheme either; the XP inside
the standard bears genitive case (94b).

94) Russian comparatives (Pancheva 2006: p. 4, ex. 10)
a. Germann byl sil’'nee cem (byl) ego
Germann.NOM was stronger what.INSTR was his.NOM
protivnik

adversary.NOM

indeed smart. As Matushansky shows, this is supported by the fact that the continuation in (xvib) leads to
a contradiction. See the difference with the canonical comparative in (xvii).

(xvi) a. John more amazingly smart than Bill.
b. #Butitis not the case that John is smart.

(xvii) John is smarter than Bill. But it is not the case that John is smart.

In Spanish, the non-suppletive analytic comparatives in (92) and (93) are not norm-based. The fol-
low up to (92¢)/(93c) in (xviii) does not give rise to a contradiction which indicates that these are true
comparatives.

(xviii) Pero los estudiantes de este afio no son buenos.
But the students  of this year not are good.PL

‘But this year’s students are not good’ (92¢)/(93c) # This year’s students are good.

471 focus on the first two, Greek is exactly the same modulo phrasal comparatives whose standard is GEN-
marked (for details, see Merchant 2012).
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‘Germann was stronger than his adversary was’ Clausal

b. Germann byl sil’'nee svoego protivnika
Germann.NOM was stronger his.GEN adversaryGEN

‘Germann was stronger than his adversary’ Phrasal

Crucially, when the standard is an MP, Russian requires the MP to be genitive
marked. In fact, the degree operator is not acceptable in MP comparatives (95).4% All
this is evidence for the fact that MP comparatives in Russian are phrasal

(95) Russian MP comparative (Pancheva 2006: p. 6, ex. 12)
a. ??Ivanrostom bol’Se, Cem dva metra
Ivan in.height more what two meters
b. Ivan rostom bol’Se dvux metrov
Ivan in.height more two.GEN meters.GEN

‘Ivan measures in height more than 2 m

Similarly, Serbo-Croatian uses a clausal standard morpheme nego- ‘than’ and a
phrasal one od ‘from.” Once again, in clausal comparatives, there is case connectiv-
ity (96a)—Tanja bears nominative case—while in phrasal comparatives od imposes
genitive case on its complement (96b):

(96) Serbo Croatian (Pancheva 2006: p. 10, ex. 21)
a. Anna je viSa nego Tanja
Anna is taller than Tanja.NOM
‘Anna is taller than Tanja is’ Clausal
b. AnnajeviSa od Tanje

Anna is taller than Tanja.GEN
‘Anna is taller than Tanja’ Phrasal

MP comparatives require the standard morpheme od and genitive case, as in Rus-
sian. This is illustrated in (97):

97 Serbo-Croatian MP comparatives (Pancheva 2006: p. 22, ex. 61)
a. ??Ivanje viSi nego (Sto) 2 metra
Ivan is taller than what 2 meters
b. Ivanje viSi od 2 metra
Ivan is taller from 2 meters

‘Ivan is taller than 2 m’

Pancheva (2006) proposes that in these languages, the comparative morpheme is
a generalized quantifier over degrees, and that the standard marker has a different
semantics depending on whether it introduces a full clause of type (dt), or a small
clause or MP of type d in the case of phrasal comparatives.

48pancheva (2006) notes that though the grammar probably does not exclude the construction in (95a),
it is unacceptable. I am using the two question marks to faithfully represent Pancheva’s (2006) original
judgments.
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The proposal I have put forth here owes a great deal to the insight of Pancheva’s
(2006) analysis. In fact, I have shown how an analysis along the same lines enables us
to capture overlooked generalizations in Spanish, but also to establish generalizations
about the grammar of comparative constructions more generally.

These data, though based on a small sample of languages (Spanish, Russian,
Serbo-Croatian, Greek), seem to point to a correlation or a tendency between phrasal
and MP comparatives. However, that is not entirely right since there are languages
that morpho-syntactically distinguish clausal and phrasal comparatives, but express
MPs clausally. Two languages that I am aware of are Polish (Pancheva 2006) and
Lithuanian (VaikSnoraite 2021).

In Polish, the standard morpheme niZ ‘than’ introduces clausal complements,
whereas the morpheme od (as in Serbo-Croatian) introduces a nominal complement
which is genitive marked. Interestingly, as opposed to Russian or Serbo-Croatian, MP
comparatives are introduced with niz instead of od. The Polish paradigm is given in
(98):

(98) Polish comparatives (Pancheva 2006)

a. Anna jest wyzsza niz Agnieszka
Annais taller than Agnieszka.NOM

‘Anna is taller than Agnieszka is’ Clausal
b. Anna jest wyzsza od  Agnieszki

Annais taller from Agnieszka.GEN

‘Anna is taller than Agnieszka’ Phrasal
c. Anna jest wyzsza { niz/ *od} 5 stop

Annais taller than from 5 feet

‘Anna is taller than 5 feet’ MP clausal

Likewise, it has been argued that in Lithuanian, another language which makes a
clausal vs. phrasal distinction, MP comparatives are only compatible with the clausal
standard. The clausal standard is negu and the comparee must be the subject (99); the
phrasal standard is uZ, which case marks its complement as accusative. MP compar-
atives must be introduced with negu. The Lithuanian paradigm is given in (99):

(99) Lithuanian comparatives (Vaiksnoraité 2021)

a. Jonas aust-esn-is negu (kad) Tomas

Jonas.NOM tall-COMPR-NOM than.CLS that Tom.NOM

‘John is taller than Tom is’ Clausal
b. Jonas aust-esn-is uz Toma

Jonas.NOM tall-COMPR-NOM than.PHR Tom.ACC

‘John is taller than Tom’ Phrasal
c. Jonas aust-esn-is { negu du metrai/

Jonas.NOM tall-COMPR-NOM than.CLS two.NOM meters.NOM

*uz du metrus }

than.PHR two.ACC meters.ACC
‘John is taller than 2 meters’ MP clausal
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Table 4 Language types based on the distribution of complements inside the standard

Phrasal marker Clausal marker
DP(case] MP Other DP{case] MP Other
Type 1 Spanish * v * v * v
Type 2 SC v v * v * v
Russian v v * v * v
Greek v v * v * v
Type 3 Polish v * * v v v
Lithuanian v * * v v v

In short, the data contribute to the great cross-linguistic variation in the expression
of comparison, and more particularly in the grammar of measure phrases. The cross-
linguistic picture that emerges from this is summarized in Table 4.

We can classify these languages into 3 groups depending on the type of syntac-
tic constituent allowed inside the standard: Type 1, Type 2 and Type 3 languages.
The category “other” stands for any non-nominal constituents such as PPs, APs etc.
Although in the case of the clausal comparatives, the complement of the standard is
always going to be a TP—the standard morpheme is generally a complementizer—
we are interested in the types of remnants that are allowed.

In Type 1 languages (e.g. Spanish), the phrasal standard marker can only select
for a (degree-denoting) MP, whereas the clausal standard, which always introduces
a clause, can have different types of remnant consitutents as long as they are not
(degree-denoting) MPs. Type 2 languages (e.g. SC) differ from Type 1 in that they
also allow (case-marked) DPs to be the complement of the prepositional marker: the
case on the DP or the measure phrase is licensed by the preposition. Type 3 languages
differ from the previous two with respect to the fact that MPs are only possible when
the standard is clausal. In none of these languages, the clausal marker itself licenses
case on the remnants.

An immediate question that is raised by the data on Table 4 is why MPs in some
languages combine with a phrasal or a clausal standard morpheme. One potential
answer is that there is a semantic restriction, i.e. s-selection. MPs are ambiguous be-
tween a degree interpretation d or a predicate of degrees (dt) (Schwarzschild 2002;
Schwarzschild and Wilkinson 2002; Rett 2014). Likewise, as I have shown following
previous literature (Pancheva 2006; Bale 2008; Alrenga et al. 2012), standard mor-
phemes can select for a semantic argument that is either a degree or a set of degrees.
Thus, the well-formedness of MP comparatives is determined by the matching se-
mantic requirements of the standard morpheme and MP complement: if the standard
marker is of type ((dt), (dt)) but the MP is of type d, the derivation crashes. That is
the case of Spanish que-comparatives.

In Slavic and Baltic languages, phrasal standard markers are of type ((dt), (dt))
according to Pancheva (2006): in Russian and Serbo-Croatian, MPs must be then
predicates of degrees allowing the semantic composition, whereas in Polish and
Lithuanian they must be definite degrees making the derivation crash. On the con-
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trary, clausal markers in these languages are of type (d, (dt)) which make Polish and
Lithuanian MPs a suitable argument for them.

The purpose of this section has been to compare Spanish comparative construc-
tions with those of other languages. I have shown that, though there are similarities
between Spanish and other languages that make a clausal vs. phrasal distinction in
the morpheme introducing the standard, there are also important differences. For ex-
ample, Spanish is the only language that does not allow any nominal complement
inside the phrasal standard: the complement must be an MP, which I have shown in
the paper has to denote a degree. I have then argued that the distribution of MPs is
related to the s-selectional requirements of the standard morpheme.

7 Conclusion

In this paper I have examined comparative constructions in Spanish which can be
expressed by a phrasal (e.g. de+DP) or a clausal standard (e.g. gue+CP). The com-
parative morpheme that establishes the ordering relation between degrees is the same
one, though: mds. While a uniform analysis of both types of comparatives constitutes
a prima facie challenge because of the variation across and within constructions, I
have argued that it is possible.

The proposal that I advocated for, and which I have referred towards the end
as the Single “mds” Hypothesis, is based on a uniform syntax and semantics for
the comparative morpheme and the DegP it projects. The source of the mentioned
differences is the standard of comparison. Semantically, mds is a generalized quan-
tifier which always takes the late-merged standard as its restrictor argument. This
analysis of comparatives enables capturing the full range of facts concerned with
the surface position of the standard, inverse scope and ACD resolution. The claim
that mds is uniform follows from the fact that standard morphemes such as de must
be meaningful (Pancheva 2006; Alrenga et al. 2012). Furthermore, the analysis re-
ceives support from the observation that differences between phrasal and clausal
comparatives are always found in the standard, and never in the comparative mor-
pheme (Pancheva 2006; Bhatt and Takahashi 2011; Bobaljik 2012; Wellwood 2015,
2019).

In addition, I have formulated a novel generalization regarding the extraposition
of de-standards: numerically modified and pronominal NPs cannot extrapose into the
clause, outside of DPs or APs. I argued that this is because QR of mds higher than
the most local node (inside the DP/AP) is not motivated and is thus ruled out by
Scope Economy. This contrasts with free relatives whose higher landing site for QR
is motivated by inverse scope or ACD resolution. One other advantage of the present
proposal is the analysis of comparative numerals. Building on Arregi (2013), I have
sketched an alternative that is still able to capture the original observations and extend
them to Bulgarian. This syntax of comparative numerals has enabled us to derive
pronominal standards from fully fleshed DPyp (i.e.the pronoun is the spelled-out
exponent of D after its complement has undergone ellipsis at PF). What is important
is that we need not assume or posit two different syntactic derivations for comparative
numerals that are truth-conditionally equivalent. Not only has this analysis unified
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degree-denoting DPs inside standards but it has also established a parallelism with
the MP differential arguments.

Mendia (2020) has proposed an alternative. I named it the Two “mds” Hypoth-
esis because it argues that any differences (between que and de-comparatives) stem
from mds being ambiguous: a generalized quantifier over degrees for clausal com-
paratives and a three-place predicate that is interpreted in its base generation position
for phrasal ones. This hypothesis entails that the degree morphemes themselves are
distinct and so are the syntactic structures they generate. While this hypothesis has
provided a rich understanding of Spanish comparative constructions, I have demon-
strated that an account based on semantic and syntactic ambiguity makes a series
of undesirable empirical and conceptual predictions. On the empirical side, the pro-
posal cannot account for the full range of extraposition, inverse scope and ACD facts;
plus, it is incompatible with the syntax of comparative numerals. Moreover, given the
syntax it assumes, it predicts an asymmetry in suppletion and synthetic comparative
formation patterns which is not borne out. On the conceptual side, an analysis like
Mendia’s (2020) and others before him, entails an ambiguity of sorts for more/mads,
itself unsupported in the morpho-syntactic evidence within Spanish and across lan-
guages.

All in all, a uniform analysis of comparative constructions is not only more parsi-
monious but also empirically superior.

Appendix 1: Syntactic arguments against overt DP-internal
extraposition of de-standards

In Sect. 5.2, I showed that overt extrposition of the de-standard into the clause could
not be due to heaviness. It could in principle be argued that an analysis like Mendia’s
(2020) could still account for the challenging data if the de-standard is base-merged
as the complement of mds and then undergoes overt extraposition DP-internally, at
least for the cases described by DEG. Here, I demonstrate that such an analysis is
not empirically supported, and in fact would make incorrect predictions regarding
extraction possibilities out of the DP containing the standard of comparison, as well
as creating a linearization problem at PF.

I first go on to describe the extraction argument, and then move on to the lineraiza-
tion argument. In each case, I discuss how the hybrid QR+late-merger analysis can
account for the data.

. Locality constraints on movement: Extraction Another reason why non-adjacecny
of the de-PP standard is not due to the operation of overt extraposition, i.e. overt
rightward movement, is due to what I call the Wexler-Culicover-Drummond general-
ization. In a nutshell, the generalization can be formulated as in (100), and illustrated
with the example in (101).

(100)  The Wexler-Culicover-Drummond Generalization
If XP and YP are phrases of category «, extraposition of XP within ZP disal-
lows wh-movement of YP out of ZP.
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(101) a. You talked t; about Bill yesterday at work [to Mary];
b. About who; did you talk to Mary t; yesterday at work?
c.  * About who, did you talk t; tp yesterday at work [to Mary];?

(101b) is unacceptable because the wh-PP has moved across the extraposed PP.
Assuming that CPs and vPs are phases (Chomsky 2000, 2001; Abels 2003; Citko
2014; Davis 2020; a.o0.), successive cyclic movement must target their edge (Chom-
sky 1977, 1994, 2000; Chung 1982; McCloskey 2000, 2002; Legate 2003; a.o.).
This means that in (101a) the wh-element about who has moved to Spec,CP pass-
ing through Spec,vP. When there are two different moved elements as in (101b), they
must both move through vP’s edge, each creating their own specifier position. The
order of the created specifiers is relevant here. First, the wh-element moves creating
an inner specifier; and then the PP [about who] undergoes extraposition to the vP
edge, creating an outer specifier (Drummond 2009; Overfelt 2015; Davis 2023). The
structure is represented in (102):

(102)  [vp [y’ about who» [, you talked t t2]] to Mary:]

Since both wh-movement and extraposition are instances of A-movement (Postal
1971; Chomsky 1973), the two PPs contain A-features. As a result, when C enters
the derivation and probes for the closest element with an A-feature, it will find the
extraposed PP first as it is structurally higher. An A-dependency between C and about
who, on the contrary, results in a Relativized Minimality (Rizzi 1990, 2016, et seq.)
violation: C cannot probe, and subsequently attract, about who across the intervener
PP.

That said, the generalization in (100) makes a predicition regarding the extrapo-
sition of de-PP standards: if the de-PP has undergone (overt) extraposition to a DP-
internal specifier, wh-extraction of a constituent out of that DP should be ruled out.
This prediction is not borne out as (103) shows:

(103) a. Leimos [pp mds reportajes sobre el presidente de 2].
read.1PL more reports  about the president of 2

‘We read more reports about the president than 2’

b. [ Sobre quién]; lefmos [pp mds reportajes t; de 2]?
about who  read.l1PL more reports of 2

‘Who did we read more reports about than 27’

In (103b) the PP-complement of the noun reportaje ‘report’ can be extracted out
of the DP accross the de-standard. If extraposition targets a structurally higher spec-
ifier than wh-movement, as shown above, this is an unexpected result: there is no
Minimality violation, cf. (101b).

We can account for the grammaticality of (103b) under the QR+late-merge anal-
ysis (Fox and Nissenbaum 1999; Bhatt and Pancheva 2004; a.o.), paired with the
independently argued for assumption that movement operations are ordered in nat-
ural language (Williams 2003; Abels 2007, 2009; Davis 2020). According to these
authors, and in particular Abels (2007, 2009), there is a universal constraint in which
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movement operations proceed: A-movement < scrambling < wh-movement < top-
icalization. Furthermore, this ordering tracks the derivational history of moved ele-
ments; in fact, following insights from Davis (2020), if o undergoes wh-movement,
it will target a lower specifier than when « itself or a different element 8 undergoes
topicalization.

Given the facts in (101b), wh-movement must occur prior to extraposition, which
can be subsumed under topicalization, and thus it must target a lower specifier. QR,
however, can be assimilated as a type of scrambling (Diesing 1992; Beck 1996; John-
son 2000). This therefore entails that QR, as a scrambling operation, will target a
lower Spec,XP than wh-movement, as schematized in (104), where the position of
the traces is not relevant:

(104) [xp wh[x QP [x Xty toplll

With this in mind, we can now derive (103b): mds heading a DegP is merged in
Spec,NP; (i) the DegP undergoes QR to the right, creating a DP-internal specifier; (ii)
the standard of comparison is then late-merged (Fox and Nissenbaum 1999; Bhatt and
Pancheva 2004); (iii) the complement of the N wh-moves to the edge of the DP, above
the DegP; (iv) movement of the wh-element out the DP is licit as there is no other po-
tential goal that intervenes between a probe (e.g. v) and the wh-element. As a result,
no Minimality effect arises. At PF the lower copy of the quantificational degree ele-
ment is pronounced (Bobaljik 1995a, 2002; Pesetsky 2000) giving rise to the surface
discontinuity between mds and de. The derivation of the sentence is summarized in
(105):

(105)  [NP [Degp mds] reportajes [pp sobre quién]] base structure
a. Step (i): OR
[np [Nty reportajes [pp sobre quién]] [pegp mds]]
b. Step (ii): late-merger of standard
[np [N t1 reportajes [pp sobre quién]] [pegp mds [pp de 2]]]
c. Step (iii): wh-movement of PP to the DP’s edge

[Dp [pp sobre quién] [p> D [np [N t1 reportajes t2] [pegp mds [pp de 2]]]1]

d. Step (iv):wh-movement of PP to the vP’s edge

[vp [pp sobre quién] [, v [pp t2 [p' D [Np [N t1 reportajes t] [pegp mds

[pp de 21111111

In this subsection, I have shown that an analysis that relies on overt extraposition
from the complement position of mds to a DP-internal specifier is not empirically
supported. Overt extraposition within a DP must block wh-movement out of that
DP. However, the prediction is not borne out for the cases of de-comparatives under
discussion. Instead, I have argued that an analysis relying on QR of mds+ late-merge
of the standard is able to predict data presented and conforms to the generalization in
(100).
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Il. Linearization The final issue for an account suggested by the reviewer in which the
de-standard undergoes overt extraposition DP-internally is related to linearization.
Linearization flattens syntactic structure and assigns linear order to the content of the
relevant spell-out domain. According to Fox and Pesetsky (2005a,b), once the lin-
earization information has been established by generating an ordering statement (e.g.
X <Y, where < means ‘linearly precedes’), that information is never deleted. In the
case of rightward extraposition, the operation is constrained by the Right Edge Ex-
traposition Constraint (Nissenbaum 2000b; Jenks 2011; Overfelt 2015; Davis 2023)
formulated in (106) from Davis (2023), and schematized in (107):

(106) Only an XP that appears at the right linear edge of a given DP is available for
rightward extraposition from that DP. If other material in that DP appears to
the right of that XP, XP cannot extrapose.

(107) . [DpDNYP}ﬂP] ... XP
b. *[DpDN)ﬁPYP] ... XP

The reason why (107b) is ruled out is due to a contradictory ordering statement:
when the DP is sent to PF, XP is linearized to the left of YP, e.g. XP < YP, but
subsequent movement of XP over YP creates the order YP < XP. Given that order
preservation has been violated and there are two conflicting ordering statements (e.g.
XP < YP and YP < XP), the computation crashes.

A similar explanation can be given if the de-standard is base generated in the
complement position of mds within the DegP, and then it undergoes overt rightward
extraposition. First, PF must establish the ordering statement of the DegP itself, and
then that of the whole DP. DegP-internally, mds must linearly precede its complement
as in (108). At the DP level, the conflicting order in (109) is established:

(108)  [pegp mds PP] — mds < PP

(109)  * [pp [pegp mds PP] N PP] — DegP < N < PP
_J

The DegP, and everything it dominates, linearly precedes the head N. However,
extraposing the DegP internal PP entails that the PP both precedes and follows the N
creating a clash.

On the contrary, the hybrid QR+late merger account proposed in the paper does
not have to deal with linearization problems: QR of mads happens first, followed by
late merger of the standard. At PF, and according the phonological theory of QR
assumed all along, the relevant copy of the quantifier is the low one, in Spec,NP,
while the highest copy is deleted. Due to late-merger of the standard, there is no copy
of the PP in the base position of the DegP. Therefore, its surface position, to the right
of all DP internal material does not create a lineraization clash, e.g. (110):

(110)  a. [pegp mds] — mds
b. [Dp [Degp mds] N [pegp #icis PP]] — DegP < N < PP
)
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All in all, an account based solely on extraposition is not empirically supported;
and unless there is evidence to believe otherwise, one should be skeptical about ap-
proaches that do not link the scope of mads and the de-PP. Furthermore, the problems
that such accounts would create can be circumvented under the QR+late merger
analysis.
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