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Like many languages, Greek morphologically differentiates between the marker of the standard 
of comparison in phrasal comparatives such as (1a) and in clausal comparatives such as (1b). 
(1) O Kostas          exei perissotera vivlia  ‘Kostas has more books than Giannis has.’ 
 the Kostas.NOM has more          books 
 a. apo                 ton Gianni.  b. apoti               o    Giannis. 
     than.PHRASAL the Giannis.ACC     than.CLAUSAL the Giannis.NOM 
In phrasal comparatives, the standard marker is the preposition apo (‘than, from, of’), which 
assigns accusative case to its necessarily DP successor; in clausal comparatives, the marker is 
apoti and what follows can be of whatever category or case is required by the syntax internal to 
the standard clause. 
 Traditional analyses of phrasal vs. clausal comparatives posit that phrasal comparatives 
are simple PP structures, while clausal comparatives such as (1b) embed an unpronounced clause 
in which the remnant (o Giannis in (1b)) has moved to a clause-external position followed by 
clausal ellipsis (Hankamer 1973, Kennedy 1997, and many others). For such analyses, the 
contrast in is the reverse of what is expected: the DP following the standard marker can 
correspond to a DP embedded in an island (here a relative clause) in a clausal comparative, as in 
(2b), but not in the phrasal one of (2a). 
(2) Perissoteri anthropi menun sto     kratos pu   kivernai o    Putin  
 more         people     live     in.the state   that governs  the Putin.NOM 
 a. *apo            ton Bush.  b. apoti             o    Bush. 
  than.PHRASAL the Bush.ACC  than.CLAUSAL the Bush.NOM 
 ‘More people live in the country that Putin governs than live in the country that Bush 

governs.’ (lit. ... ‘than Bush’) 
 I argue that this surprising pattern shows that syntactic structures must be able to be 
phonologically abstract: either there is overt movement of the remnant followed by ellipsis 
(using a PF-theory of islands), or there is covert movement of the correlate (and such LF 
movement is island-sensitive). The first alternative makes sense from the perspective of some 
recent approaches to variable island behavior under ellipsis (Merchant 2004) and to ellipsis in 
comparatives (Lechner 2004). Lechner 2004 (in the spirit of early generative work on 
comparatives) proposes that at least some phrasal comparatives have clausal, but elliptical, 
syntax; here, in particular, that the DP ton Bush moves from within the standard clause to 
position in the projection of the preposition apo. The contrast between this movement, which 
gives rise to an island effect, and the movement of the remnant o Bush in the clausal case, which 
is not anomalous, can be assimilated to the contrast found between some stripping or fragment 
answer structures (which are sensitive to islands) and some sluicing structures (which are 
insensitive to islands). Island-repair occurs when no island-violating intermediate traces (marked 
t*) survive ellipsis (here, of TP), as in sluicing and in clausal comparatives, given in (3); when 
such traces occur external to the ellipsis site (here, in specFP), as in fragment answers and 
phrasal comparatives as in (4), they trigger a PF crash.  
(3)  apoti                           [CP [FP o Bush1 <[TP menun sto      kratos pu   kivernai t1 ]>]] 
(4)  apo [PP ton Bush1 tapo [CP [FP t''1*       <[TP  menun sto     kratos pu   kivernai t1]>]]] 
       than     the Bush.ACC             the Bush.NOM live     in.the state   that governs  
 The second approach, following Reinhart 1991 and Bhatt and Takahashi 2008, posits a 3-
place semantics for the comparative morpheme, requiring that the correlate and the DP in the 
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phrasal comparative outscope the comparative morpheme at LF: for the correlate, this requires a 
non-quantificational syntactic displacement at LF.  
 I argue that such facts cannot easily be accounted for in grammar architectures such as 
Culicover and Jackendoff 2005, which eschew unpronounced syntactic structures of the kind 
needed to state the island constraints over. Instead, these facts support traditional approaches to 
the syntax of ellipsis, and are consistent only with the phonologically abstract syntactic 
structures. 
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