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LHepilnyn

H mopovoa uelétn deiyver ot o1 deikteg odykpLons Mo, TEPIGGOTEPO, Kol TOPATAV®D
EYOVY O10POPETIKES OVVTOKTIKES 1010TNTES. TO MO €10ayel ovykplioels e dafobuioyo.
emifeto, ETPPNUOTO. 1 KOTHYOPHUOTIKG OVOLOCTIKG, T0, TEPIGCOTEPO/AMYOTEPO TIC 101EC
OVYKPITEIS [E TO MO, KaOWS Kol GUYKPIOEIS PHUOTIKIG PPATHS, Ta avTioToryo, exifeto
ELOCYOVY UOVO GUYKPIOEIS OVOUATIKNG PPACHS, EVO TO TOPUTOV®, EYOVias Ty 10io.
KOTOVOUY UE TO QVTIOTOLYO TOTWIKO ETIPPHUA, ELOQYEL CUYKPIOEIS OVOUOTIKDV KOl
PHUOTIKOV @paoewy. Booi{ouevy otnv kotovoun, tm UOPPOLOYIKY avalvoon Kol TH
ONUOTIO. TV PPATEDY OQVTOV, 1] TOPODOO UEAETH KOTOANYEL OTI UOVO TO MO EIVal
VYPOUUOTIKO  UOPPHUG.  OAAOUOPPO  TOV -TEPOG KOl  TPOYUOTOVEL UIO.  KEPOLN
pabuod/cdyrpiong.

Aée1g-KAe1010.: GUYKPITIKES OOUES, TVYKPITIKOGS OEIKTNG, JOUES PaBuoD
1 Introduction

The aim of this paper is to examine the internal structure of the comparative phrase by
focusing on the properties and distribution of Greek comparative markers. §2
introduces the theoretical debate regarding the syntax of the comparative, the Greek
comparative markers, and background assumptions regarding the structure of positive
adjectives. §3 shows that, contra to current analyses, Greek comparative markers do not
share the same properties, hence they call for distinct analyses. §4 proposes that only
mio/-tepog realise a Deg® and form comparatives, whereas nepisadtepo “more”/Aiydtepo
“less/fewer” are modifiers of the degree argument of positive adjectives and zapardve
“more, over” is a content word. §5 Concludes.

2 Background on Comparative Markers
2.1 The Theoretical Debate

There has been a long-standing debate regarding the syntactic status of more and its
position in the comparative phrase. It has been argued that more is an XP adjoined to
the gradable predicate (Neeleman et al. 2004); a quantifier modifying a covert much, or
many or gradable predicate, depending on the type of the comparative (Bresnan 1973);
an argument of the gradable adjective (Larson 1988, Pancheva-Izvorski 2000); or a
head (Deg’/Q") that selects a gradable predicate as it complement (Abney 1987, Corver
1997, 2005, Kennedy 1999). A pertinent question is the status of more as an XP distinct
from the gradable predicate, or as a head in its extended projection.
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2.2 Greek Comparative Markers

In Greek, several comparative markers have been identified. More specifically, the
synthetic and the analytic comparative forms are formed with the addition of the suffix
-tepog or the marker mo ‘more’, which are analysed as Deg’s (Cheila-Markopoulou
1986, Merchant 2012). Recently, two more comparative markers have been identified:
mepioodtepo ‘more’ also analysed as a realisation of Deg’ (Merchant 2012) and
ropamove ‘over, more’ (Arregi 2013, Giannakidou and Yoon 2011, Giannakidou 2012,
Matushansky and Ionin 2011). If all four comparative markers are indeed realisations
of the same head (Deg) a straightforward prediction is made: they should share the
same distribution. In the following section, I place under scrutiny their distribution and
show that this prediction is not borne out; hence I argue that, contra to previous analyses
or assumptions, Greek comparative markers should not receive a uniform syntactic
analysis.

Before proceeding any further with the examination of Greek comparative
markers, I will present the internal structure of positive adjectives as the comparative
form is “built” on the positive (Bobaljik 2012, Caha 2017, De Clercq and Wyngaerd
2017, Caha et al. 2019; a.o.).

2.3 Background on Positive Gradable Adjectives

Assuming that gradable predicates are semantically different than non-gradable ones
(cf. Kennedy 1999 et seq.) and by adopting syntactic proposals that explain gradability
as head-movement of A to Q (Corver 1997, Matushansky 2002), I assume that the
difference between gradable and non-gradable adjectives boils down on whether the
adjective spells out a quantificational functional layer, in other words wether little a (in
the sense of Marantz 2007) is inserted above Q or not (1).

)
a. Non-gradable predicate b. Gradable predicate
aP aP
/\ QP
a Vv P a
Q v P

In cases where a gradable reading is forced to a non-gradable predicate (much support
in Corver’s 1997 terms or scalarity coercion as in Matushansky 2002), a
quantificational layer is added above a (2)

(2) QP
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a Vv P

Also following recent findings regarding the structure of positive adjectives, I assume
that measure phrases are not arguments of the positive adjectives but
predicates/modifiers of their non-thematic argument (Schwarzschild 2005, Kennedy
2007, Corver 2009).

3  Greek Comparative Markers
3.1 The distribution of Greek Comparative Markers

In this section, I will show that the three Greek Comparative Markers do not appear in
the same types of comparative constructions. Depending on the type of XP the
comparative marker combines with, we can distinguish comparatives as AdjP-
comparisons (3), Predicative NP-comparisons (4), NP-comparisons/amount
comparatives (5), VP-comparisons (6) and AdvP-comparatives (7). If all Greek
comparative elements were a realization of Deg’, then we would expect them to share
the same distribution across these types of comparatives. However, as sentences (3) -
(7) show, this prediction is not borne out.

(3) a. O Tuvvng elvar mo/ mepiocdTEPO/ Aydtepo/ *mepiocdtepog/ *Aydtepoc/
*napondve EEVTvog amd Tov Miydan. (predicative AdjP)
“John is more/less smart than Michalis.”
B. O I'dvvng eivon o/ mepiocdtepo/ Mydtepo/ *nepiocdtepog/ *Aydtepoc/
*napoamdve Eumvog padne amd Tov Miydan. (attributive AdjP)
“John is a smarter/less smart student than Michalis.”
(4) O Tihvvng etvan mo/ meprocoOTEPO/ AyodtEpo/ *mepiocdtepoc/  *Aydtepoc/
*Tapomdve votkokbpng amd tov Miydin. (predicative NP)
“John is more/less tidy than Michalis.”
(5) O Tdvwvng éxave *mo/ *mepiocdtepo/ *Ayodtepo/ mepiocdtepa/ Aydtepa/
mapondve (AGOn) amd 3 (Aabn). (amount/NP)
“John made more/fewer than 3 mistakes.”
(6) Zvyiler *mo/ meprocdTepo/ Myodtepo/ *nepiocdtepog/ *¥Aryodtepog mapandve omd 20
KiG.! (VP)
“It weighs more/less than 20kg.”
(7) Tov emokénteton mo/ mepiocdtepo/ Aydtepo/ *mepiocdtepog/  *Aydtepoc/
*Tapomdve cuyva amd TV KOpT TOV.
“S/he visits him more/less often than his daughter.”

Table 1 below illustrates the distribution of comparative markers across the different
types of comparative constructions. In sum, 7z0 “more” combines only with Adjectives,
NPs and Adverbs that denote a gradable property; mepioootepogaqi/Ayoteposaq; and
TEPIOTOTEPO 4/ ALYOTEPO4ay “MoOre” are in complementary distribution: the adjectival
form is used in amount/NP comparisons whereas the adverbial form in all other types;
finally, raparavw (“over, more™) is found only in NP and VP comparisons.

! The construction in (i) is an NP comparison equivalent to (3) above.
) Zvyilel meplocotepa/Atydtepa amd 20 KIAG.
“He/She/It weighs more than 20kg.”
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mo TEPIGCOTEPOADY TEPIGCOTEPOG,-1],-0 | TAPOATAVQ)
Ayotepoapy Ayotepog, -n, -0
Gradable ADJs v v * *
Gradable predicative NPs v v * *
NP-comparisons * * v v
VP-comparisons * v * v
AdvP-comparisons v v * *

Table 1 | Distribution of comparative markers across different types of comparative constructions
3.1 The morphology of Greek Comparative Markers

The three elements also differ with respect to their morphology. Ilepioootepo(s)
“more” ADJ/ADV) and Aiyorepo(g) (“less/fewer” ADJ/ADV) are the synthetic
comparative forms of the gradable properties moAO(c) (“many/much” ADJ/ADV) and
Atyo(g) (“less/fewer” ADJ/ADV) respectively.

Positive Degree Comparative Degree
TOAD TEPIOTOTEPO

“much” (ADV) “more” (ADV)
TOADG/TOAAN/TOAD TEPIOTOTEPOS/-1/-0
“much/many” (ADJ) “more” (ADJ)

Alyo Ayotepo

“little” (ADV) “less” (ADV)
Alyog/-n/-0 Ayotepog/-n/-o
“little/few” (ADJ) “less/fewer” (ADJ)

Table 2 | IIepicootepo(s) and Jiyotepo(s) are comparative forms of Tohv(c) and Aiyo(c) respectively.

IHapandavew on the other hand is a locative adverb derived from zavw “over” and the
intensifier zapa, while the monosyllabic 70 “more” is non-decomposable. This is also
evident by the fact that it alternates with the comparative morpheme -zep- (7).

(8) mapondve < wapd + OV
(9) neyodvTepog “bigger” / mo peydiog “more big”

Based on the above facts we can only conclude that 70 is a (functional) head whereas
TEPIoTOTEPO(S)/A1yoTEpo(S)/mapandvew are not.

4  The Syntax of Greek Comparative Markers
4.1. The syntax of mio

As shown in the previous section, based on the limited distribution of zzo “more”, which
combines only with gradable predicates, and its simple internal structure, it is safe to
assume that 70 is a head. The question that follows then is which type of head it is.
Amongst theories of more as a head, there are two main variants regarding its position
in the Degree Phrase (DegP). More is either analysed as a realisation of Deg in the
extended projection of the adjective and an allomorph to -er (Kennedy 1999, a.0.) or it
is merged to the Spec,DegP and alternates with -er, which is merged in Deg’, due to a
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criterion condition, which blocks the co-occurrence of both (Corver 2005). According
to both theories, comparative semantics is borne by the Deg’. Based on the
aforementioned proposals for English more/-er, two possible analyses could be pursued
for mo “more”: one based on Kennedy’s (1999) proposal illustrated in (10) and one
based on Corver’s (2005) proposal illustrated in (11) below. 2

(10) DegP? (11) DegP
Deg’ AdjP XP
|
TL0/-TEPOG
1o Deg’ AdjP
-T€pOg

Let’s first turn in the construction in (11). Given that comparative forms with 70 and
comparatives with -zgpog have the same comparative meaning and the same
distribution, it follows that either w0 carries comparative degree semantics or it is
expletive, and the comparative meaning is carried by a covert Deg’. However, as
Schwarschild (2010) shows, the postulation of covert comparative heads over-generates
unattested readings in several environments. Therefore, the latter is ruled out. So, the
only analysis available is that 7o “more” carries comparative degree semantics. Then
(11) should be reiterated as in (12). However, the structure in (12) predicts infinite DegP
recursion, a prediction that is not borne out. Based on these facts, the only available
option is to analyse 7o “more” as an allomorph of -zepog as in (10). So w0 “more” is a
Deg? that alternates with -tep- “more”.

(12) DegP
DegP
o Deg’ AdjP
-T€pog

4.2. The syntax of mepiocotepo(g) “more” and hMyodtepo(c) “less/fewer”

Based on the data in §3, we concluded that wepiooorepo(s) “more” and Aiyorepo(g)
“less/fewer” are XPs and more specifically they are the comparative form of the
quantity words 7oAd(g) “many, much” and Aiyo(g) “few, little”. The adjectival forms are

2 For expository purposes I ignore the double comparative head hypotheses (De Clercq and Wyngaerd
2017, Makri 2018). Either analysis can be reiterated in a double comparative head framework.

3 Kennedy (1999) actually assumes that Deg’ accommodates either a null morpheme for positive
adjectives or comparative morphemes (more/ -er) for comparative adjectives. This is slightly different
from the analysis of positive adjectives we assume here as the latter involves an additional layer.
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used in NP comparisons whereas the adverbials in all other environments. A question
contingent on the XP status of the adverbial mepioodrepo “more” and Aiyorepo
“less/fewer” is whether they are adjuncts to the gradable predicate they adjoin to
(Bresnan 1973, Neeleman et al. 2004) or not. If more is an adjunct, then it is expected
to have a less rigid word-order with respect to the XP it modifies, e.g. to be able to
precede or follow it (13-a). Furthermore, it is expected to extrapose independently from
the XP it adjoins to (13-a) and vice versa (14-a) (Neeleman et al. 2004). As expected,
these predictions are borne out when zepiooorepo “more” and Aiyorepo “less/fewer” are
used in VP comparisons, however, this is orthogonal to their status as comparative
markers —the same pattern would be observed with any other (non-)comparative
adverb (in (13) and (14) compare sentence a to sentences b and ¢ below).

(13)a. (Ileprocotepo/  Mydtepo) m  Mapio  (mepiocdtepo/  Aydtepo)  ayomd
(meprocodtepo/ AMyotepo) tov ['dvvn (tepiocdtepo/ Aydtepo)
“Mary loves John more/less”
b. (ITabwcpéva) n Mopia (mobwopéva) ayomd (rmabwopéva) tov [dvwvn
(Tobroopéva)
“Mary loves John passionately”
c. (ITo moBuopéva) 1 Mapio (wo mabocpéva) ayard (To mablocpéve) Tov
IMavvn (mo tobocpéva)
“Mary loves John more passionately”
(14)a. Ayomd n Mapia tepiocdtepo/ Aydtepo tov ['idvvn.
“Mary loves John more/less”
b. Ayand n Mopio tabacpéva tov I'gvvn.
“Mary loves John passionately”
c. Ayamd n Mopia mo nabacpéva tov T'dvvn.
“Mary loves John more passionately”

As we can see, the same pattern is replicated even when the comparative quantity words
modify adjectives: (15) shows that the adverb may precede or follow the adjective it
modifies. Sentences (16-a) and (17-a) show that the gradable predicate may extrapose
without the comparative word, (16-b) and (17-b) show that the comparative quantity
words may extrapose without the gradable predicate.* Finally, sentences (16-c) and (17-
c) show that the comparative word forms a constituent with the standard - if it
extraposes it must pied-pipe the standard.

(15) O I'dvvng elvar (mep1ocdtePO) £PELPETIKOG (TEPLOTOTEPO) O’ O,TL VOUILOL.
“John is more inventive than I thought.”
(16)a. Epevpetikdg, Ocmpd 011 elvan meptosoTepo amd ) Mapia o ['évvng.
b. Ilepiocdtepo and ™ Mapia, Oewpd 0Tt gival epevpeTicog o I'dvvnc.
c. *llepiocdtepo Bempd O6TL eivan epevpetikdg and T Mapia o ['dvvng.
(For a-c: “I believe that John is more inventive than Mary)
(17)a.  Epevpetiko, Bewpd mepiocdtepo and ™ Mapia tov ['bvvn.
b. Ilepocdtepo and ™ Mapia, Oewpd epevpeTicd tov [avvn.
c. *llepiocdtepo Bempd epevpetikd amd ™ Mapio tov T'dvvn.
(For a-c: “I consider John more inventive than Mary.”)

4 Extraposition cannot work as a diagnostic if zepioodrepo “more” and Aiydrepo “less/fewer” modify an
adverb: adjuncts are strong islands hence extraction out of them is ungrammatical.
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The obligatory extraposition of the standard phrase along with the comparative phrase
suggests that they form a constituent. On the other hand, the fact that the gradable
predicate on the one hand and the comparative phrase on the other may extrapose
independently suggest that the comparative phrase is an adjunct to the gradable
adjective.

[ would like to propose that zepioaozepo (“more” ADV) and Adiyozepo (“less” ADV)
are actually measure phrases modifying the VP or the positive AdjP. Therefore,
repioootepo (“more” ADV) and Aiyorepo (“less” ADV) are merged in the same position
as their non-comparative counterparts 7oAd (“much” ADV) and Aiyo (“little/few”
ADYV), cf. (18). Such an analysis predicts that gradable adjectives and coerced non-
gradable adjectives modified by zepioaorepo (“more” ADV) or Arydtepo (“less” ADV)
can have evaluative interpretations (in contrast to true comparatives formed with zz0).

(18) a.
aP

T

a+ Q+y/ wpaio

MeasP Q
AdvP Meas’ Q+ywpalo Vv P

AN

TOAD Meas Jwpato
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aP

a+ Q+y/ wpaio

MeasP Q

TN N

DegP Meas’ Q+ywpalo v P

N AN

TEPIOTOTEPO Meas Jwpalo

<d>

In sum, Greek clearly shows that there are two distinct ways to form a comparative
construction: the former involves the use of a functional head realised as 70 or -zepog.
The latter involves the use of the comparative form of a quantity word as a modifier to
the positive adjective.

This proposal is further corroborated by English, where the synthetic form of
comparative adjectives has an evaluative reading that is not available with the analytic
form (Kennedy and McNally 2013). The analytic form in (19) entails the positive
degree, namely that the subject is well prepared, whereas the synthetic form does not.
This is naturally explained with the analysis proposed in this section: more is the phrasal
suppletive adverb equivalent to zepioadzepo “more” that adjoins to the positive degree,
therefore it entails the positive. On the other hand, betfer is the comparative form
therefore the evaluative reading is not available.?

(19) a. My brother was more well prepared for the events than the rest of us were.
b. My brother was better prepared for the events than the rest of us were.

Corroborating evidence for the existence of a comparative adjunct more comes from
metalinguistic comparatives, which are only formed with more instead of the analytic
comparative form of the gradable predicate (Hankamer 1973, a.o0.). In English these
two types of comparatives coincide in adjectives that form only analytic comparatives,
but they can be distinguished in adjectives that have synthetic comparative forms.

(20) *The army was richer than brave. (Hankamer 1973)

5 A question that arises is whether English has much-support and there is also an equivalent of w0
(‘more’). The pair in (19) is not informative regarding that: the reading of (19-a) is stronger than the
reading of (19-b) so it always entails (19-b). The existence of -er and its equivalence to -tepog may
implicate that in English there is also a “more” that is equivalent to 70 “more”.
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Furthermore, French also seems to have a form equivalent to mepioodtepo “more” apart
from the comparative degree head. Firstly, like (20) French metalinguistic comparatives
cannot be formed using the synthetic comparative form (21):

(21)En fait i est plus bon/ (*meilleur) que méchant.
in fact he is more good better than wicked.
“In fact, he is more good than bad.” (Fuchs 2014: 90)

Even in cases where the adjective does not form synthetic comparatives we can detect
the existence of two mores: plus “more” is pronounced differently depending on the
construction it participates in: in a metalinguistic comparative it does not form a liaison
with the gradable predicate and it is pronounced as [plys], whereas in (22-b) it is
pronounced as [plyz] (Fuchs 2014: 96). The analysis that has been put forward based
on the Greek data correctly predicts this phonological distinction: the plus that is
equivalent to 7o “more” belongs to the extended functional projection of the adjective
therefore morphophonological phenomena like liaison are expected, whereas the plus
that is equivalent to mepiooorepo “more”, which is found in metalinguistic
comparatives, is an adjunct.

(22) a. I  est plus[plys] idiot que méchant
he is more idiot than wicked.
“He is more idiot than wicked.” (metalinguistic comparative)
b. Il est plus[plyz] idiot que méchant
he is more idiot than wicked.
“He is more idiot than wicked.” (degree comparative)

Finally, the availability of an adjunct p/us “more” in French is also demonstrated by
extraposition facts (23)

(22) a. Pierre est plus grande que Paul
Peter is more big than Paul.
“Peter is more big/bigger than Paul.”
b. Pierre est grande, plus que Paul.
Peter is  big more than Paul.
“Peter is big, more than Paul.”

In this section, I showed that wepioadrepo “more” is not a Deg? but a modifier to the
positive adjective. Let us now turn to the last element that has been identified as a Greek
comparative marker.

4.3. The syntax of mopandve “more,over”

The distribution of wapardvw “over, more” might seem puzzling at first sight: it does
not participate in the formation of comparative forms of adjectives/adverbs, it does not
carry comparative morphology and its distribution partly overlaps with the distribution
of adjectives (it modifies NPs) and adverbs (it modifies VPs). What is interesting
though, is that it has the exact same distribution even with its locative, non-comparative
readings: (22) shows that it modifies adverbs and (23) nominals. This distribution is
found in other locatives as well, e.g. zavw “on, above, over”, rapardtw “below”.
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(22) a. AvéPa Alyo mapamdve/ Tévo.
“Ascend little more/higher”/ “Come up”.
b. [Tpoydpa Alyo mopamdve/ TopaKaTo.
“Move further up/ down.”
c. To omitt Tovg elvar Alyo mapandve/ mopakdte/ Tdve amd To S1Kd Hog.
“Their house is little further than ours.”
d. [epipeva mopamdve/mdve ard pio opa.
“I waited over an hour.”
(23) a. n TOPATAVO/TOPOKAT® YEITOVIHL
“the neighbourhood further up/down.”
b. 0 Tapandve/mopakdTom 6poPog
“the floor above/ below”
C. TO TOPOTAV®D KIAL
“the extra kilos”

Corroborating evidence that zapamdve “over, more” is no different from its locative
counterpart comes from the formation of word zaparaviciog “additional”. The suffix -
lolo¢ combines with [+concrete] nominals referring to (a) animals), (b) location (c)
human beings or parts of the body (d) objects or products (e) plants (f) time
(Anastasiadi-Simeonidi 2015). Therefore, the fact that zopardvew “over, more” can
function as a base for derivatives with the suffix -ioio¢ indicates that it is not a functional
comparative/degree morpheme. As Anastasiadi-Simeonidi (2015) points out, the suffix
-ioio¢ combines with nominals and three adverbs: mapandve “more”, mapamidyia
“side” and avtikpv “opposite”. One can assume that it combines directly with the
adverbs or following Berthonneau’s (1989: 493) analysis for similar phaenomena in
French, these function as nominals (24). So, the formation of zaparaviciog “additional”
is shown in (25).

(24) a. To mapoandve o€ PAATTEL
“The excess does not harm.”
b. Tov avtépenye Kot Pe TO TAPOTAV®.
“S/he rewarded him to excess.”

(25) mapATAVOAdy = TOPOTAVON > TOPOTOVIGIOGA]

Based on these facts, I would like to propose that zapandve is not a functional word
forming comparatives. Instead, it is a content word with locative and comparative
interpretations. ©

5 Conclusions

In this paper I showed that amongst the Greek comparative markers that have been

identified in the literature, only 7o and -zepog are a realization of a degree head. The
other elements that have been identified in the literature as comparative markers

% One could argue that mepandve “over, more” is under a grammaticalisation process and that it will
eventually evolve to another comparative marker. I leave to future investigation the examination of this
hypothesis.
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actually have different properties. Ilepiooorepo “more” and Aryozepo “less/fewer” are
the comparative forms of the quantity words zoiv “much” and Aiyo “little/few”
respectively, and they share the same distribution as their non-comparative counterparts
as modifiers of the degree argument of the positive adjectives. Finally, mapamdve
“more/over” is a locative adverb, which receives degree interpretations, similarly to
other content words (well, different). The proposal that Greek more-s actually
correspond to different constructions is further corroborated by cross-linguistic facts.
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