SuperlativeMore
Thereis an old intuition that the superlative congtruction is very Smilar to the comparative construction.
Without any loss in the intended meaning, the superlative construction can be replaced by acomparative
with auniversa quantifier (or adefinite plurd) in the restrictive clause:
(1) a Thechesssatisthemost expensive. b. The chess set is more expensive than every toy.
In a dtuation where every toy has the same price there is an exact difference between the chess and the
toys with respect to “expensveness’. Interestingly, a measure phrase (MP) can be added to the
comparativein (2b), but not to the superlativein (2a):
(2) a*Thechesssetis(the)S dollars most expensive.

b. The chess st is 5 dollars more expengive than every toy.

The contrast in (2) is puzzling from the point of view of existing theories of superlatives. Assuming
Kennedy's (1999) framework, 'The chess set is more expensve than the Barbie doll' will be predicted to
be true when the relation greater than holds between a "reference value" (the degree that corresponds to
the chess set on the scale introduced by expensive) and the "standard value' (the degree that corresponds
to the Barbie doll on the same scale). Consequently, 'The chess set is 5 dollars more expensive than the
Barbie doll." will be true if the reference vaue equds the sum of the standard value and the measure
phrase. Farkas & Kisss (2001) semantics for superlatives, a direct extenson of Kennedy's theory of
comparatives, assigns the same satus to —est as Kennedy to —er: -est provides the relation greater than
that holds between areference and astandard value:

(3) [[ed]]:= AG:GOD<egs-[AP:POD <. [AX: XD. G(X) > max(Ad.Cz£x[z0OP & d = G(2)])]1,

where G isagradable adjective, Pisacomparison st

G(x) corresponds to the slandard vaue and max(Ad.Czzx[z0P & d = G(2)]) to the reference vdue. By
andogy with the comparative congtruction then, (2a) should be asserting that the reference vdue (the
price of the chess set) equds the sum of the standard vaue (the price of any of the equally priced toys)
and 5 dollars. Surprisingly, in English, asin many other languages, sentences like 2(a) are bad. Note that
dternaive theories of superlatives (cf. Hem 1999, 2000) face the same problem given that they too are
direct extensions of corresponding theories of comparatives.

Equaly mysterious is a contrast between the comparative and the superlative congtruction in their
ability to license the surface angphor so0. The dlipss congtruction involving soispossiblein (4):

(4 a Johnisredlyindustrious. But Bill ssemsmore so. (Corver 1997)
b. The police searched the big room carefully, but the small room less so.

While so can belicensed in the comparative congtruction, it is unacceptable in the superlative:

(5) a *Johnand Scott areredly industrious. But Bill seems (the) most so.

b. cf. John and Scott areindustrious. Bill seemsthe most industrious.

We am to account for these differences by proposing a new semantic analyss of the superlative
congtruction. In a nutshdll, the proposd is that universally, the head of the superlative DegP is not the
uperlative degree word but rather a comparative ‘operator’ which in languages like English is
phonologicdly null. The superlative degree word functions as an MP (it has the syntactic distribution and
semantic properties of an MP) (see (8) below).

The proposd is motivated by new data from Savic and Bdtic languages. Old Bulgarian, Russian,
Serbo-Croatian and Latvian. The superlative congtruction in each of these languages requires both a
Superlative and acomparative degree word, as seenin (6):

(6) a Ivan naibolee/ naimenee vydgu&ijga (Russan)
Ivan most-more/most-less outstanding ‘lvan isthe most/the least outstanding.’
b.*Ivan naivydguijga ucenyj.

lvan mogst-outstanding scholar



c. Ivan boleefmenee vydgusijsacem Oleg
lvanmorefless  outstanding thanOleg  ‘lvanisamore outstanding than Oleg.’

There are two concelvable ways of accommodating Russian-type languages into a semantic theory
of superlatives. Thefirst oneis to assume that the presence of the comparative degree word has no effect
on the meaning of the congruction. But then we will be missng a generdization given that many
languages show this pattern. The second is to revise the view about the semantics of the superlative
element (nai-) and use the contribution of the comparative operator. We will argue for the latter since that
will dso dlow us to explain the two puzzles we started with. Our proposd is couched in terms of
Kennedy's (1999) theory of gradable adjectives as measure functions. The head of the superlative
expression naibolee wdajuscijga is the comparative ‘operator’ bolee which provides a degree relaion
between the reference vaue (the degree corresponding to the individua of which the property of being
outstanding is ascribed, on the scde provided by the gradable adjective wdajuscijga) and the standard
vaue. The latter is partialy contextudly determined because the superlative degree word, which
provides its vaue contains an index. Unlike Russan-type languages, English-type languages use a null
counterpart of -er, cal it ER, to head the superlative phrase. A sample derivation, illustrating the
proposd, and the rdevant lexicad entriesare givenin (8) and (7):

(7) a [[boledER]]:= AG:GD<eg>-[Ad:dCIDg.[AX: [ [ G(X) = dy]. G(X) > d]], G isa gradable adjective
b. [[nai/mosty]]%= AP:POD<ets.max(Ad:dIDg.[ [ z0P & d = g(1)(2)]) where Pis acomparison set

@ IP [[AP]] = Ax.vydajuscijga(x)
N [[Deg]] = AG[Ad[Ay.G(y) > d]]
DP I [[Deg']] = Ad.[Ay.vydajuscijga (y) >d]
PN [[nai]]° = AP.max(A\d.CZ[z0P & d = g(1)(2)])
lvan | DegP g(1) = Ax.wdaju&dijga(x)
PN [[MP]]= max(Ad.Cz[z00P & d = vydajuscijga(z)])
MP Deg [[DegP]]= Ay.vydajuscijga (y) >
N T max(Ad.LZ[zUP & d = vydajuscijga(z)])
M P Deg AP [[Ivan naibolee vydgjusijga]] = 1iff
nais bolee "\ vydajusdjsa(lvan) > max(Ad.CZz0P&d = wdajuiijga(2)])
vydaju&ijgal P={x:xisardevant person# Ivan}

Under this proposal the contrast in the digtribution of MPs in comparative and superlative
congructionsis no longer amystery: the [ Spec,DegP] position which accommodates an MPis never free
in the superlative congtruction (cf.2a), but available in principle in the comparative (cf.2b).

The proposa dso predicts the ungrammaticdity of (58). Recdl that ER isanull dement in English.
Ormazabd (1995) argues that dl null heads are affix-like: they need a phonologica host. Even though
S0 can replace an AP, it isnot an appropriate phonologica host for the comparative head as (9) shows:

(9) a*Bill istdl. But Johniseven so-er. b. Bill istdl. But John iseven more so.

Since ERis an &ffix, dependent on the adjective to satisfy its phonologica requirements, we expect
(54) to be ungrammaticd: there is no gppropriate phonologica host for ER in (53). Our account makes a
prediction: in languages, in which the head of the superlative congtruction is not an affix, amilar dlipss
phenomena should be possible with superlatives. The prediction is borne ouit.

(9) Avanje ngmdje pametan, a Paa je ngvie (Sabo-Croatian)

Ilvan  ismogst-lesssmart but Peter is most-more

To summarize, we propose a new semantics for superlatives which, unlike existing theories,
accounts for crosdingudtic variaion. Our proposad aso explains two puzzling facts about MPs and
elipsisin comparison constructions.





