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1 Introduction

Following Davidson’s (1967) seminal work, manner adverlagong with some other types of
adverbials—are standardly analyzed as predicates ofgvent(1). Accordingly, a sentence
like in (2) gets a semantic representation along the folhgwines:

(1) [skillfully]=APAe[P(e) & skillful(e)]

(2)  Brutus skillfully stabbed Caesar in the back.
Jde [stab(e) & past(e) & agent(b)(e) & theme(c)(e) & skillful(e) & in-the-
back (e)]

Such analysis accounts for a number of semantic properfiesanner adverbs, most
importantly for their scopelessness and conjunctive atarademonstrated by the following
downward entailment pattern:

(3) a. Brutus stabbed Caesar skillfully.
b. |= Brutus stabbed Caesar.

As is visible from the lexical entry agkillfully in (1), (neo-)Davidsonian event semantics
usually attributes no (semantic) significance to the adaesoiffix —ly, such that the denotation
assigned to a manner adverb is essentially that of the @anneléng adjective.

Somewhat ironically in this context, the semantics of thieetdrzal counterparts of manner
adverbs is a much more controversial case. The controvessynainly to do with the fact that
manner adjectives can modify event nouns as well as “indalidouns”:

(4) a. skillful managing
careful skiing
quick decision
good treatment
skillful teacher

b. careful driver

®p 20O

(5)

*I would like to thank Peter Bosch, Yael Greenberg, Stefantdfimimmer, and the members of the
Computational Linguistics group in Osnabriick for commemtarlier versions of this work. | am also grateful
to Gabriella Lapesa for her support and helpful advice.
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c. fast horse
d. good king

In connection with the cases like in (5), it has been pointedaiready by Aristotle that
manner adjectives give rise to the so-called substitutidarke of co-referential terms, as a good
king may be a bad father. Consequently, in early formal séim#reories, manner adjectives
were classified as a subtype of “non-intersective” adjestiand analyzed as intensional
modifiers, that is, as functions from properties to progsrtype((e,t), (e,t)), extensionally)
(Siegel, 1976; see also Partee, 1995).

Only relatively recently, Larson (1998) proposed to analymnner adjectives as properties
of events as well (see also Egg, 2008). According to it, tlee tlsat manner adjectives can
modify individual nouns, as in (5), has to do with the preseata hidden event argument in
the semantic structure of (some) individual nouns. An obsiadvantage of Larson’s eventive
analysis over the intensional analysis consists in a unifegtment of manner adjectives and
manner adverbs. However, detailed compositional sensaotievent modification in nominals
is still missing. It is also not clear which individual nouskould have an additional event
argument and where it comes from. For deverbal nominatimatias in (5a) and (5b), one
can assume that the event argument comes from the semdtieshase verb. However, the
examples in (5c) and (5d) show that adjectival manner medién is not restricted to deverbal
nominals.

Thus, even though (neo-)Davidsonian event semanticsatdiydormalizes lexical entries
of manner adverbs as containing the respective base agigdine semantics of the latter is far
from being uncontroversial.

An even more general issue commonly left aside in standaedtesemantics concerns
the intuition that what is specified by manner adverbs isipef¢ themannerin which an
event is carried out or goes on, rather than the event itsedf Reichenbach, 1947). Moreover,
neglecting this intuition correlates with inability to axmt for certain data. For instance, on the
analysis in terms of predicates of events, it is not cleartwhmodified by manner adjectives
in constructions of the typm an ADJ manner which are common paraphrases-&f manner
adverbs. However, despite a range of arguments in favor aftamative analysis in terms of
predicates of manners, it largely remains peripheral éitsgroponents being Pifién, 2007, and
M. Schafer, 2008).

The aim of this paper is to provide a semantic and syntacttyais of manner modification
within the framework of event semantics, particularly ddesng the issues discussed above.
In a programmatic fashion, they can be summarized in theviatig way:

1. What do manner adverbs denote: properties of events pegres of manners?
2. What is the semantic relation between manner adverbsandiase adjectives?

The paper is structured in the following way. Section 2 pnesevidence that manners are a
separate semantic type, as well as arguments in favor ofaysasmof manner adverbs in terms
of predicates of manners. In section 3, | suggest that mamoeification is introduced into
the syntactic structure as functional projection Manneti®)se head relates manners to events
and assigns instrumental case to its specifier. Sectionrésslel the way manner adverbs enter
the composition in the specifier position of MannerP. Spedliy, | argue that what is called
“manner adverbs” are morphologically merged Kase phraseshwcontain dummy nominal
—ly modified by the respective base adjective. Finally, sed@idiscusses the syntactic location
of MannerP suggesting that it may vary depending on the syiotanvironment. Section 6
closes the paper with a short summary of its main claims.
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2 Mannersasa Semantic Type

The standard approach to manner adverbs in the (neo-) @anatsframework is to treat them
semantically on a par with verbs, i.e., to analyze them agdigaiees of events. Repeating (1) and
(2) from the introduction, the denotation of a manner advigebskillfully and its contribution
to the semantic representation of a sentence look as follotiés framework:

(6) [skillfully] =APAe[P(e) & skillful(e)]

(7)  Brutus skillfully stabbed Caesar in the back.
Jde [stab(e) & past(e) & agent(b)(e) & theme(c)(e) & skillful(e) & in-the-
back (e)]

However, this conception of manner adverbs does not accibihdive intuition that what is
skillful in (7) is not really theeventof Brutus’s stabbing Caesar, but rather teey he did it. In
other words, there is little of manners in such analysis ofimea adverbs. This intuition was
expressed as early as in Reichenbach (1947), being a tdtinaideration with respect to his
own analysis of manner adverbs “as adjectives referredetevknt indicated by the sentence”
(Reichenbach, 1947:307-308).

The intuition that manner adverbs modify manners rather #vents was one of the main
motivations for Dik (1975) to argue for the introduction ofarmers as a separate type into
the basic ontology of semantic types and for a reanalysis afiner adverbs in terms of
predicates of manners. Within modern formal semantic warkr@anner modification, the
main proponents of a reanalysis along these lines are PRV} and M. Schafer (2008).
They present a collection of facts which suggest that aryarsabf manner adverbs in terms of
properties of manners should be preferred over an anatyssms of properties of events.

One argument comes from the fact that manner adverbs (ddrive adjectives by means
of the suffix—ly) can be paraphrazed as adverbials of the for@mn ADJ manner/waywhere
ADJ stands for the corresponding base adjective:

(8) a. John answered the questinra wise manner/way= wisely)
b. Mary dances a beautiful manner/way= beautifully)
c. John writesn an illegible manner/way(= illegibly) (from Dik, 1975)

Relatedly, a clause containing a manner adverb can be parsgghas a predication of the
corresponding base adjective of a complex NP headethéyay cf. the examples in (9)
and (10). These two interconnected observations suggastndmner adverbs are predicates of
manners, as it is counterintuitive to try to analyze noukertianneror wayas event nominals.

(9) a. Rebecca wrote illegibly.
b. The way Rebecca wrote was illegible.

(10) a. Malika spoke softly.
b. The way Malika spoke was soft. (from Pifion, 2007)

Thirdly, Pifion (2007) argues that within the standard framworé of (neo-)Davidsonian
event semantics it is not clear how to analyze sentencesioarg verbs of perception
with propositional how-complements like in (11), so that the analysis capturesr the
interpretative dissimilarity from bare propositional colements, as in (12), and propositional
thatcomplements, as in (13). While statements in (12) repodguions of events, statements
in (11) intuitively report perceptions of manners of thegergs.
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. Malika saw how Rebecca wrote.
. Rebecca heard how Malika spoke.

(11) a
b

(12) a. Malika saw Rebecca write illegibly.
b
a

. Rebecca heard Malika speak softly.
Malika saw that Rebecca had written illegibly.

(13) a.
b. Rebecca heard that Malika had spoken softly. (from PiB06Q7)

In what follows | argue that, in addition to the basic intoitiin Reichenbach (1947) and
to the specific considerations in Dik (1975), Pifién (200hd 8. Schéafer (2008), there are
two direct arguments for considering manners as an indeggrsmantic type, along with
individuals, events, degrees, etc. Both arguments have teitth the fact that it is possible
to refer to manners directly (without such “help” nounse@nneror way): both by means of
anaphoric pronouns and manner nominalizations.

Quite analogously to one of Davidson’s original observagiavith respect to events,
manners allow for anaphoric pronominal reference. Anaphexpressions are in this case
soor thus see the descriptions and examples filOwriord Dictionaries Onling

(14) so(=inthe way described or demonstrated; thus)
Hold your arms so.

(15) thus(=in the manner now being indicated or exemplified; in thigwa
She rang up Susan, and while she was thus engaged Chigneticnhed the doctor.

In addition tosoandthus(the latter being rather formal or literary in modern Enigjighere
are several commonly used analytic expressions that madeharic reference to manners,
such agin) this wayandlike this The demonstrative pronouhisin these constructions refers
to a specific way described (or demonstrated) in the pregemtisubsequent discourse.

Moreover, direct nominal reference to manners is possglead. Manner nominalizations
are easiest to detect when they occur as complementgtiofPPs which serve as manner
adverbials, as in the examples below:

(16) a. Mary dances with beauty/grace.
b. John drives with care.
c. Peter fights with courage.

In these contexts, the nominddsauty care, etc. refer to the same things as complex NPs
of the sortbeautiful wayor careful way i.e., to particular manners in which events denoted by
the main verbs are carried out.

In view of this collection of arguments for the presence of anmer argument in the
semantic structure of statements about events, | followtrdition of thought initiated by
Dik (1975) in assuming that an analysis of manner adverbsrmg of properties of manners
is more adequate than an analysis in terms of propertiesasftevwhich answers question
1 from the introduction. The next section sets forth the basments of my version of an
analysis within this framework. Before proceeding to it,ill\Wwriefly discuss some details of
the analysis in M. Schafer (2008), which is the most recedtfarmally elaborated existing
analysis in the same framework.

Schéfer suggests that the semantic representation ofensertontaining a manner adverb
has the structure exemplified below (tense is ignored):

LEquivalent expressions in some other languages inchidsiin French soin Germangosiin Italian, takin
Russianasiin Spanish.
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(17) John wrote illegibly.
Je [subject(john,e) & write(e) & Im [manner (m,e) & illegible(m)]]

In order to arrive at this representation, Schéfer assunag#ite lexical entry of an adjective
like illegible is as in (18a). In addition, he formulates a template for neamwlverbials which
“introduce[s] the manner variable and turn[s] the predicitype(e,t) into a modifier of type
((e,t), (e t))" (Schafer, 2008:365), cf. (18b). Consequently, the resiuiie application of this
template to the lexical entry of the adjective yields theregspntation in (18c). Supplying
in it by the structure that represents the property of evehwgiting by John and existentially
quantifying over events, Schéfer gets the formula in €17).

(18) a. Ax]illegible(x)]
b. AQAPAX [P(x) & Im [manner (m,x) & Q(m)]]
c. APAX[P(x) & Im[manner (m,x) & illegible(m)]]

Abstracting away from the complication with the semantjmety, which requires some sort
of underspecification formalism (see fn. 2), the derivaabove raises an important question:
What is the semantic relation between a manner adverb armhs$es adjective, and what is
the semantic contribution of the derivational suffiy. According to Schéafer, the template
for manneradverbialstakes anadjectiveas input and makes a manner modifier out of it.
Furthermore, he assumes that “the modification-templatpptied per default whenever items
of type (e t) are used adverbially” (Schéafer, 2008:366). Even thoughiiiot stated explicitly,
these descriptions suggest that in fact the template repi®$he semantics of the suffiky.
Thus, on Schéfer’s analysis, both the functmanner which relates manners to events and the
existential quantifier over manners are located in a terap¥gtich seems to correspond to the
contribution of-ly. This triggers the question if there are any reasons to asshat it is the
suffix —ly that introduces the function relating manners to eventsearsiential quantification.
In what follows, | answer this question to the negative.

Summing up, Schéafer’'s analysis and the one proposed in #pesrpghave in common the
general underlying idea concerning manner adverbs asgatedi of manners. Moreover, the
semantic representation of sentences containing manwerted! will arrive at is not very
different from the one in (17). However, the intermediatgpstwill differ considerably. The
core questions we need to answer at this point are what undesdthe functiormanner
which relates manners to events, and where existentialtifjgation over manners originates
from. In the next sections, | will argue that the source okthelements is different, and will
avoid formulating templates. Section 3 provides arguméatassuming a special functional
projection MannerP, whose head introduces the funct@mner. Section 4 presents an
analysis of-ly as an indefinite dummy nominal attributively modified by manadjectives
inside of a prepositional structure. It gives answers bothé question concerning the relation
between manner adverbs and their base adjectives and thiggogusoncerning the origin of the
existential quantifier over manners.

2In order to get semantically well-formed derivations frdm tepresentations in (18a-c), one needs to assume
some sort of underspecification formalism according to thite variablex stands for a supertype that includes
both manners and events as its subtypes. To avoid this coatiph not relevant for the discussion, | assume that
the internal argument difegible in (18a) is a manner, such thikégible denotes a property of manners, tyjppet)
rather thane,t). Analogously, | assume that the variablén (18b-c) stands for events, so that the modifier in
(18c) can be directly applied to the verbal predicate. Cgusstly, the semantic type of the template would be
({m,t), ((v,t), (v,t))) and of the resulting modifigv,t), (v,t)), instead of{ (e t), (e;t)).
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3 Relating Mannersto Events

Now that we have discussed a collection of arguments in fafvan analysis of manner adverbs
as predicates of manners, the question is how predicatiomaohers works compositionally.

First of all, we need a “manner function” from events to masra order to relate them to

each other. Moreover, intuitively, the manner argumenkistentially quantified over. Thus,

we need a structure which roughly corresponds to Schaferaglate for manner adverbials”
in (18b) (see also Pifidn, 2008:8):

(19) AQAPAedmI[P(e) & manner (m)(e) & Q(m)]

The next question is what introduces the manner functiortl@eéxistential quantification
over manners. Schafer assigns both jobs to his templatedoner adverbials, which seems to
correspond to the derivational suffity on the surface. In what follows, | will argue that the
manner function and the existential quantification enterctimposition from different sources,
and none of them is the suffidy.

There are at least two arguments not to assign the semamiit9)ito the adverbial suffix
—ly. On the one hand, if we assume that itigthat introduces the manner function, we lose the
possibility to account for adjectival manner modificatidmominals in a naturally parallel way,
since in this case the manner function would have to comevbks® for adjectives. But at least
for manner modified event nominalizations, suckkaliful managingetc. in (4), one would like
to have an analysis maximally similar to the one propose@dwerbial manner modification
of verbs (ideally, though, this analysis should also covanner modified individual nominals,
such askillful teacheretc. in (5)).

On the other hand, adverb formation by means of the suaffixs not restricted to manner
adverbs. In generakly seems to operate across semantic classes of adverbs bé&nigp ab
form most of them, including frequency adverl®ristantly occasionally, location adverbs
(centrally), modal adverbsallegedly possibly, etc. Therefore, restricting the semantics-byf
in each case to specific operators, e.g., to the manner dunictithe case of manner adverbs,
would lead to the introduction of numerous lexical entriéghe suffix, making it highly
ambiguous. A more adequate approach in this connectiondnaoeilto leave its semantics
general enough (if not empty) to cover the formation of viasisemantically disjoint adverbial
classes.

Thus, coming back to the question what introduces the mdnnetion into the semantic
representation, | suggest that it is the role of a dedicatedtional projection which | will call
MannerP. Its syntactic architecture and general semaatitribution are quite similar to the
syntax and semantics of VoiceP introduced in Kratzer (1996refore, before setting forth
the details concerning MannerP, | will briefly outline Krats VoiceP.

In her 1996 paper, Kratzer influentially argued for a différ@ature of the external
argument of verbs as compared to the internal one. Accotdihgr proposal, only the internal
argument is merged within the VP, while the external argunemtroduced by a special
functional projection called VoiceP. This asymmetry carséen in the lexical entries of verbs
drive andown below and in the semantics of Agent and Holder, the two ptssidriants of
Voice discussed in Kratzer.

(20) a. [drive] = AxAedrive(x)(e)

b. [Agenf] = AxAe.agent(x)(e)
(21) a. [own] = AxAs.own(X)(s)

b. [Holder = AxAs.holder (x)(s)
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Thus, different “flavors” of the external argument corresgiog to various thematic roles,
such as Agent or Holder, are captured by the variation in ¢émeasitics of the VoiceP heads.
The external argument itself is introduced in [Spec,Volc&cordingly, the entire syntactic
structure accompanied by the semantic derivation lookse@sglified below.

(22) \oiceP
Ae[drive(car)(e) & agent(john)(e)]

DP \oice
\ AxAe [drive(car)(e) & agent(x)(e)]

John /\

\oice VP
\ Aedrive(car)(e)

Agent
AxAe.agent(x)(e) /\

\V4 DP
—
V the car

drive
AxAedrive(x)(e)

In order to be able to combine Voice (tyge, (v,t))) with the VP (type(v,t)), Kratzer
introduces a new composition rule which she cBN&nt Identification

(23) Event Identification
Freqv) v —  Deu)
AxAef(x)(e)  Aeg(e) AxAelf(x)(e) & g(e)]

Note that alternatively, in order to avoid the introductimina new composition rule, the
semantics of Voice may be modified in such a way as to allow @wrcEonal Application:

(24) [Agent] =APypnAxAe[P(e) & agent(x)(e)]

Turning back to manner modification, | suggest that it couts a separate “thematic role”
and enters the syntax as Manner Phrase, whose structuiie i® @ke structure of VoiceP:

(25) MannerP

T

? Mannef

carefully

INSTR ManneP \oiceP

John drive the car

(26) [VoiceP] = Ae[drive(car)(e) & agent(john)(e)]
[ManneP] = AP, yAmAe [P(e) & manner (m)(e)]
[Mannef] = AmAe [drive(car)(e) & agent(john)(e) & manner (m)(e)]
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Let us now discuss the structure above in more detail. Firatloit shows that MannerP
is merged on top of VoiceP (in active sentences). | will nomaozent on this point here,
since a more thorough discussion of the location of ManneitPfellow in section 5. We
will see that this order of syntactic projections possil@flects what is sometimes discussed
under the label “agent-orientedness” in the literatureco8d, the MannerP head introduces
the necessary manner function which relates manners tdsevéypart from this, Mannér
assignSINSTRUMENTAL case to its specifier, which is expressed inflectionally ngleages
like Russian, but prepositionally in English, ¢h a careful wayandwith care In section 4,
| will argue that—ly manner adverbs are in fact also prepositional case cotsthat contain
dummy noun-ly modified by manner adjectives. Since the discussion of tteenal structure
of —ly adverbs and the way they enter [Spec,MannerP] will folloly am section 4, this point
is marked by [?] in the derivation in (25).

Note that in order to avoid the introduction of a new compositrule in the spirit of
Kratzer'sEvent ldentificatioio combine Manné&rwith VoiceP, the lexical entry of the former
is formulated such that it allows for Functional Applicatidstill, in case a special composition
rule should be preferable for some independent reasondeti@ation of Mannémeeds to be
merely simplified toA mA emanner (m)(e).

Finally, | leave open the question whether there may be varieeads of MannerP. Pifidon
(2007, 2008) suggests that there are potentially many nndmnetions and not just one, listing
among possible candidatésrm (for adverbs likebeautifullyandillegibly), speed (quickly),
and effort (painstakingly. Like in the case of various VoiceP heads (Agent, Holder,) et
one could then differentiate between several MannerP hghith would introduce different
manner functions. However, | believe that such diversitgusth reflect distributional and
not only conceptual differences between manner adverbghwhay be accounted for by
various manner functions. Since this paper was concernidowly one distributional feature,
namely the ability of adverbs to occur as adjectives in gaiagesn an ADJ way (and related
constructions), in which all manner adverbs pattern allkesave the question concerning
potential sub-specification of manners for further regearc

Before turning to the discussion of the internal structure-ly adverbs, | will close up
this section with a general consideration in connectiorhwianner Phrase. The proposal
that manner modification is introduced by means of funcligmajection MannerP requires
rethinking of the traditional conception of manner modifica as something optional. This
may appear surprising, however, the assumption that meianesemantically present in events
of certain types even when not made explicit is not exactly. ieis expressed already in Dik
(1975:117) in the following passage:

All +Control and all +Change Situations (i.e., all Actiat, Positions, and
Processes [but not States]) have an implicit manner in wiiel are carried out
or go on.

In support of this claim he points out that when describing@ent it makes little sense to
add that it occurred in a certain way without describing tsgy, nor to deny it, and illustrates
it by the following examples (grammaticality judgementsrathe original):

(27) a. *John answered the question in a manner.
b. *John answered the question, but not in a manner.
c. *Did John answer the question in a manner or didn’t he?

Dik’s assumption concerning the semantic presence of nmanneventualities (possibly
with the exclusion of states) is intuitively plausible, asmdmic events and so-called “interval
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statives” (such asit, lie, stand which correspond to Positions in Dik’'s nomenclature)
necessarily unfold in a certain way. The analysis as predeatiove makes exactly this point,
assuming an obligatory projection that introduces manmeification. This means, however,
that in the absence of an explicit manner adverbial or anappoonoun the specifier position
of MannerP is realized as a structurally present null pron@imilar claims have been made
for arbitrary and indefinite null objects, for instance, &eezi, 1986, for Italian).

4 |Internal Structure of Manner Adverbs

The issue left open in the last section concerns the spepdgtion of MannerP. In the previous
discussion we have seen that it can be realized as a mannerbadvor as an anaphoric
pronoun, overtgo thug or null. Pronouns do not present particular compositigmablems,
being variables of typém).

More needs to be said about how manner adverbs, which have drgaed to denote
properties of manners, enter the composition in [Spec,dfinand how the manner argument
is saturated in this case. Moreover, if the manner argungeebbund off by an existential
quantifier (which accords with how manner adverbs are niyurderpreted), the question is
where the quantifier comes from. One way to answer this questito formulate a special
template which contains existential quantification ovemnes in its semantics, as in M.
Schafer (2008). However, since such template does notsgonel to any constituent in the
surface structure, its introduction is somewhat stipuéatiAlternatively, one may assume that
the semantics of a manner adverb is more complex than justehetation of the respective
adjectivé (i.e., a property of manners) and also contains existeguiahtification. In this case,
we need to reconsider the common attitude of attributingemaesntic significance to the fact of
the morphological difference between manner adverbs amshenadjectives. Since there are
independent arguments to do so, this is the direction pdrsuehat follows.

Discussing the internal structure of manner adverbs, Déelaand Tremblay (1996) present
a number of arguments thaly in English and—mentin French are something else that
category-changing derivational suffixes (see also theudson in Baker, 2003:231-236).
After providing some general motivation for not considgridy and -mentadverbs as a
distinct lexical categoryy Déchaine and Tremblay argue specifically that theyaepositional
adverbials akin to adverbials likén an ADJ mannerin English andde maniéreaDJ in French.
Accordingly, —ly and—mentare nominals modified by the corresponding manner adjective
inside a PP structure. In support of this view, they addueddhowing arguments.

First, both—ly and—mentderive from nouns diachronically. Englistly comes from Old
Englishlijk ‘body’, and Romance-ment(e)comes from Latinmente the ablative form of
the feminine nourmens‘'mind’ (note that ablative is particularly interesting &ig point in
connection with the claim that MannerP assigns instruntenta

Second, in French, the base adjectivesmentadverbs are always in a feminine form, cf.
the following examples (obviously, this cannot be showrHnglish as it does not mark gender
inflectionally):

(28) a. lente-ment *lent-ment ‘slowly’
b. grande-ment *grand-ment ‘greatly’
c. maladroite-ment *maladroit-ment ‘clumsily’

3There is the logical possibility for the quantifier to be i tlenotation of manner adjectives along with the
respective property of manners. However, it is quite undiesv to motivate its presence there.
4See also Emonds (1985) and Baker (2003).
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If —mentis a noun, this can be straightforwardly explained as a sifyatwibutive
modification sincemensis feminine. However, imentis a derivational suffix, this fact is
unexpected, as such suffixes usually attach to uninflecteasto

Third, in Spanish, unlike in English and French, a singleentecan attach to a coordination
of two adjectives, cf. (29). This behavior is normal for noals, but is unavailable to suffixes
of any types in Spanish (see Zagona, 1990).

(29) a. [inteligente y profunda] -mente
‘intelligently and profoundly’

b. [directa o indirecta] -mente
‘directly or indirectly’

In addition to these arguments, Baker (2003:234-235) ribts if —ly is a nominal, this
would explain the observation that, like attributive andikenpredicative adjectives, adverbs
generally cannot take complements (see Jackendoff, 197®is case, (30a) would be ruled
out for the same reason as (30b):

(30) a. John proudly (*of his daughter) showed everyone hagalbum.
b. Johnis a proud man (*of his daughter).
c. You often meet men proud of their daughters.

Summing up, Déchaine and Tremblay (1996) take the obsenséibove as evidence that
—ly in English and-mentin French are nominals. Based on this and in view of the semant
equivalence of prepositional adverbials of the typean ADJ mannefde maniereapJ and
—ly/-mentmanner adverbs, they propose that the latter are “prepoaltcompounds”. Thus,
both types of adverbials have a similar structure: a nounifieddby an attributive manner
adjective inside a PP. Mainly concentrating on Frerohentadverbs andle maniéreaDJ
adverbials, Déchaine and Tremblay suggest that they coKtase headsZ corresponding
to the ablative and semantically vacuales respectively), which they consider as a subtype of
prepositional heads. Accordingly, the proposed syntatticctures in both cases are as follows:

(31) KO KP
/\ Py
KO NO KO NP
(‘3 AO/\NO ‘Je NP AP
coura‘lgeuse —m‘ent mar‘ﬂére coura‘lgeuse

courageous —ly

Déchaine and Tremblay’s (1996) analysis-&f manner adverbs as prepositional phrases
gives an answer to the question concerning the relation degstwmanner adjectives and
adverbs. According to it, manner adverbs are not memberssafparate lexical category,
but morphological constructs which contain attributiveed manner adjectives. In general, |
will follow this line of approach, but will divert from Déclirae and Tremblay’s (1996) analysis
with respect to two issues: (a) the semantic contributitnbated to the nourly, and (b) the
syntax of the nominal structure dominated by KP.

According to Déchaine and Tremblay (1996), as well as BaRe038), the nominal-ly
means ‘manner’, like its more explicit counterpart in thevexthials of the typan an ADJ

SNote that | will keep on using the term “adverb” for simplicit
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manner This, however, runs into the problem already discussdtkdi¢ginning of this section,
namely, that-ly is not restricted to manner adverbs. Assigning the meanwagher’ to it in the
case of manner adverbs would lead to multiple ambiguity @mvof other semantic classes of
adverbs. Instead, | suggest thdf is a dummy nominal inserted merely for syntactic reasons,
since adjectives need a noun to modify (attributively ordpatively), which they lack in a
verbal environment. In thatly is similar to the dummy nominanein nominal ellipsis

Another aspect in which my analysis efy adverbs differs from the one proposed in
Déchaine and Tremblay (1996) concerns the structure of en@mal projections dominated
by KP. In fact, a modification of their analysis gives a strdéigrward answer to the question
concerning the origin of the existential quantifier over mens discussed above. Mainly
concerned with the French prepositional adverbials, wlaickan overt determinedé maniére
ADJ), Déchaine and Tremblay tuned their syntactic structur¢81) in accordance with that,
i.e., without a DP layer. However, considering the Engliskirderpart of the prepositional
adverbial of this type and the natural interpretation ohsadverbials in general, | assume that
KP dominates DP (as proposed in Lamontagne and Travis, 198&ordingly,—ly manner
adverbs also include eovertindefinite determiner. Specifically, this indefinite deteren
introduces existential quantification over manners taking predicates of manners, and thus
is a variant of the standard indefinite determiner for indlisl nouns.

Summing up all the points discussed above, the proposedvsymd semantics Gfly
manner adverbs looks as follows:

(32) KP
AP3Im[P(m) & careful (m)]

K DP
\ AP.3m[P(m) & careful(m)]

NP
Am.careful (m)

careful —ly
Am.careful (m)

Now we can combine the structure above with Mahmer(25). The dummy nourly
modified by a manner adjective enters the derivation in [dpacnerP] as a KP assigned
instrumental case by Manner, which enables the modified tmattach to the verb. It is then

SAlternatively, the ontology of semantic types may be caratd such that individuals, events, degrees,
manners, and possibly some other particulars are subtyfpsmnte typeentity. In this case, the semantics of
—ly may be treated as general as to denote a property of entities.

"The structure of adverbials lika an careful manneis analogous. Furthermore, it seems desirable to extend
the present analysis to adverbials likih careas well. However, this enterprise is outside of the scopdisf t

paper.
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guantifier-raised to a higher position, e.g., to TP. Thus,dérivation proceeds as presented
below.

(33) TP,
/\
KP [*]
(B2
1 TP
) / Ivi;ﬁnerP
/\
ty Mannef
(25)

(34) [Mannef] =AmAe [drive(car)(e) & agent(john)(e) & manner (m)(e)]
[MannerH = Ae [drive(car)(e) & agent(john)(e) & manner (g(1))(e)]
[TP,] = Je [drive(car)(e) & agent(john)(e) & manner(g(1))(e)]
[[*] 1 = Am.3e[drive(car)(e) & agent(john)(e) & manner (m)(e)]
[KP] = AP.3m[P(m) & careful(m)]
[TP1] = 3m3Je [drive(car)(e) & agent(john)(e) & manner (m)(e) & careful (m)]

Summing up, we have seen that manner adverbs do not coestitgeparate lexical
category, thus, answering question 2 from the introductimstead, what is called “manner
adverbs” is a morphosyntactic construct that enables miaadjectives to attach to verbs in
form of attributive modifiers of a dummy noun in instrumerdase.

The last question addressed in this paper concerns thecsgrgasition of MannerP, which
was left for later discussion in section 3. | will discuss sofacts which indicate that in active
sentences it is located on top of VoiceP.

5 Syntactic Position of Manner P

Manner modification is possible with virtually all syntactand semantic types of verbs,
with the possible exclusion of stat®sSince it is admissible with verbs that do not have an
external argument and so lack a Voice layer, such as unaomséHale and Keyser, 1993;
Chomsky, 1995), it seems plausible to assume that MannéoPated on top of VP. However,
the data discussed below suggests that the situation mayle gcomplicated and MannerP
has different syntactic positions in different syntactivieonments. Specifically, in active
sentences it may be located on top of VoiceP, as tentatiugigessted in section 3.

It is an often cited fact that some manner adverbs, suca@sullyin the examples below,
do not combine with middles and unaccusatives (see Fellpd986; Baker et al., 1989;
Lekakou, 2005; Bhatt and Pancheva, 2006):

(35) a. John drives his car carefully. ACTIVE
b. This pie was baked carefully. PASSIVE
c. *This car drives carefully. MIDDLE
d. *The cup broke carefully. UNACCUSATIVE

8Manner modification of states remains a controversial jssee Katz (2003); Mittwoch (2005); Katz (2008).
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Manner adverbs of this type are special insofar as intujtitbey invoke properties
of the agent, therefore, they are also commonly called “ageanted”, “agent-sensitive”,
or “agentive” in the literatur€. However, their sensitivity to the agent cannot be merely
semanti¢ it has to reflect thesyntacticpresence of the agent, because, likgphrases, they
are incompatible both with middles and unaccusaties et us discuss this point in more
detail.

The ability to licenseby-phrases and to control are standard indications for theastiot
presence of implicit agents (see, e.g., Manzini, 1983; Bnep987; Baker et al., 1989;
Bhatt and Pancheva, 2006). Based on these tests, agents boitidles and unaccusatives,
unlike in passives, are argued to be syntactically absefite difference between middles
and unaccusatives is then usually drawn along the lines efsémanticpresence of the
agent. While true unaccusatives are supposed to lack art ageh levels of representation
and interpretation, middles have been argued to have implgents present semantically.
The compatibility of the latter with secondary predicateserothe agent (Ackema and
Schoorlemmer, 2005; Lekakou, 2005) and with instrumertitedges, which conceptually imply
the presence of an agent (Hale and Keyser, 1987; Condore®89; F. Schafer 2008), are
usually taken as signs of the semantic presence of agenisldias:

(36) a. Physics books read poorly when drunk.  (Ackema and@tdmmer, 2005)
b. This glass breaks easily with a hammer. (F. Schafer, 2008)

In other words, if manner adverbs lil@arefully were sensitive merely to the semantic
presence of the agent, the distribution in (35) would lodfedently, as in this case they should
be able to combine with middles as well. But since, on thereoptthey pattern together with
byphrases, they must be sensitive to the syntactic presetice afjient as well. This sensitivity
can be reflected in the structural position of MannerP on tofoeP.

Moreover, instead of assuming that it is only a subset of remadverbs, namely so-called
“agent-oriented” manner adverbs, that enter the syntaxanmérP dominating VoiceP, while
other manner adverbs merge somewhere else, | suggestealthffiience cuts across syntactic
environments, rather than across subclasses of mannegbadidat is, in actives and passives
MannerP is located on top of VoiceP, while in middles and onaatives on top of VE:

9The notion “agent-orientedness” is also widely used in eation with the ambiguity of some manner adverbs
between a clausal and a manner reading (Travis, 1988; Ge2@@0; Ernst, 2002; M. Schafer, 2002; Wyner,
2008):

(i) John carefully closed the door.
a. John closed the door in a careful manner. [manner reading]
b. It was careful of John to close the door. [clausal reading]

However, since this paper focuses on manner modificatian dtbcussion of the clausal reading and this
ambiguity in general is outside of its scope.

1Note that agent-orientedness understood in terms of inatibility with middles and unaccusatives is not
restricted to manner adverbs. Often cited examples of ag@mted non-manner adverbs includigdiberately
intentionally, obediently reluctantly, willingly, etc.

n middles and unaccusatives, there is in fact not much ehfic MannerP but to be located on top of
VP. Unaccusatives are standardly supposed to lack VoideBedher. For middles | follow a widely accepted
view assuming that their [Spec,VoiceP] is empty, and théviddal variable introduced in VoiCegets bound
off by a higher syntactic head which introduces middle serosigenerically quantifying over the event variable
(Condoravdi, 1989; Ackema and Schoorlemmer, 1994; Ma?éi§4; Lekakou, 2005). Unlike in the case of
actives, this configuration makes it impossible for Mafner combine with VoiceP semantically, given the
semantics of Mann&rin (26), as there is an unsaturated individual argument. é¥ew see Stroik (1992) and
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This implies, however, that manner adverbs that are licitaihtypes of syntactic
environments listed in (35) can merge in MannerPs that aratédl in different positions,
namely on top of VoiceP in actives/passives and on top of VRiiedles/unaccusatives. It
seems that this assumption may be on the right track, as sachanadverbs seem to undergo
a subtle but clear meaning shift depending on whether treeysed in actives/passives, on the
one hand, or middles/unaccusatives, on the other, cf. tteing contrasts:

(37) a. Johndrives easily / well / fast.
b. This car drives easily / well / fast.

Manner adverbs in the examples above describe mannensedtadifferent participants
of the events. In (37a) the manner of driving is specified ghel it invokes properties of
the driver and not those of the car. By contrast, the same enaadverbs in (37b) specify
the manner of driving in virtue of the characteristics of tda&, rather than the abilities of the
driver. Moreover, it seems that each environment allowy éoi one interpretation, as the
driver-relative reading is not available in (37b), whiletbar-relative reading is not available
in (37a). The fact that each kind of environment comes wglovwn reserved interpretation for
manner adverbs suggests that the interpretative differeriginates from a difference in the
structural position of such adverbs, rather than from theibiguity, as otherwise it is not clear
what blocks the respective second reading in each case.

Thus, | tentatively suggest that MannerP may have diffesgntactic positions in different
syntactic environments. In actives and passives it is orotaficeP, as already implemented
in (25) in section 3. In middles and unaccusatives it is ledain top of VP. The respective
position “colors” the meaning of manner adverbs accordingl (37). Finally, the difference
between manner adverbs likarefullyin (35) and adverbs likeasilyin (37) amounts to the
inability of the former to occupy the specifier position of MeerP on top of VP in middles and
unaccusatives due to their sensitivity to the syntactisgmee of the agent, while the semantics
of the latter is more flexible to allow them to occur in eithavieonment with a subtle change
of meaning.

6 Conclusions

The aim of this paper is to give a semantic and syntactic arsatyf manner modification in
English within the framework of event semantics. First, ibypdes arguments against the
more or less standard treatment of manner adverbs as pesimfaevents making way for an
alternative analysis in terms of predicates of mannerschvare linked to events by a manner
function introduced in the head of a special functional @ctpn MannerP. Furthermore,
seeking to establish the semantic relation between manivertzs and their base adjectives,
the paper argues that manner adverbs are not a separatd tategory, but morphologically
merged Kase phrases which contain dummy ndymodified by the respective base adjective.
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