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Abstract This chapter provides an overview of semantic issues concerning manner
and degree. This includes going over the theoretical questions that arise in the literature on VP modification and event semantics, as well as the research that has been
carried out on gradable adjectives, scale structure and vagueness. This introduction
further situates the papers and commentaries in this volume within this discussion.
We end by outlining commonalities between manner and degree.
Keywords Manner · Degree · Modification · Adjective · Adverb · Scale structure ·
Comparison class · Standard of comparison · Events · Kinds

1 Introduction
This chapter provides an overview of semantic issues concerning manner and degree and situates the papers in this volume within this discussion. While manner is
commonly associated with adverbial modification in the domain of events expressed
by verbs, degrees are associated with gradable categories, most notably adjectives.
However, since manner adverbs, more generally, are derived from adjectives, there
is a close tie between adverbs expressing a manner of an event, modifying a verbal
predicates, and adjectives that modify a nominal predicate. In fact, we will see that in
many respects manner and degree can be seen as two sides of the same coin and that
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they furthermore play a role in various domains, independent of the category they are
found with.
For example, it is common to assume a comparison class comprising of individuals
in order to determine the standard degree of a given adjective on the scale associated
with that adjective (e.g. height for short/tall, which is a unidimensional scale); degree
modifiers are then seen to specify restrictions either on the comparison class or on the
scale structure. Similarly, manner adverbs have been analysed as adding a restriction
for one of the conceptual dimensions of a given event (which is commonly multidimensional), and manner modification has also been analysed taking into account
comparison classes for events. We will discuss more parallels between manner and
degree in the final section of this chapter.
The chapter is structured as follows. In Sect. 2 we discuss a standard treatment
of manner as event predicates and contrast it with accounts that add manner to the
ontology, on a par with events. We will also be concerned with the question whether
states and events are ontologically or just conceptually distinct and with the fact that
adverbs often have two distinct readings, one that is in some way related to the proposition expressed by the sentence and another one related to the event denoted by the
verb phrase, thus expressing manner. In Sect. 3, we turn to degrees, which have been
employed in semantic analyses of gradable adjectives, but also of gradable expressions more generally (e.g. gradable nouns). The degree-based approach will be compared to a degree-free analysis of gradable adjectives that takes them as involving
comparisons between individuals rather than relations between degrees and individuals. Section 4 provides a summary of the papers and commentaries in this volume
and relates them to the general issues discussed in the previous sections on manner
and degree. Finally, Sect. 5 concludes by pointing out some commonalities between
manner and degree.

2 Manner
Manner is one of the semantic subtypes of adverbials, which are commonly expressed by PPs (e.g. in a careful way) and adverbs (e.g. carefully); in English and
other languages, the latter are typically derived from adjectives. Focusing on adverbs
we see that they often have two different readings, one related to the proposition
expressed by the whole sentence (following Ernst 2002, we will call such readings
‘clausal’) and one related to the event described by the verb phrase. Sentence adverbs can be subject-/agent-oriented or speaker-oriented (speech-act, epistemic, evaluative), whereas event-related adverbs include mental attitude, manner, and degree.
The notion of manner is thus intrinsically related to events, and the account of manner
adverbs as predicates of events in event semantic frameworks is well-established (see,
e.g. Parsons 1990; Eckardt 1998; Wyner 1998; Geuder 2000, among others).1 An alternative view relates manner to events only indirectly by building on Dik (1975) in
1 We will not discuss alternative analyses of manner adverbials in terms of operators (e.g. Thomason and

Stalnaker 1973) or as arguments to the verb (McConnell-Ginet 1973); see Maienborn and Schäfer (2011)
for further discussion.
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positing manner as an additional particular individual in the ontology, which is however dependent on the event (Schäfer 2003, 2008; Piñón 2007, 2008; Alexeyenko
2012).
In Sect. 2.1, we address different semantic types of adverbs, one of which is manner, and how semantic differences are sometimes reflected in word order differences.
Section 2.2 outlines the treatment of manner as event predicates, including a comparison between events and propositions. In Sect. 2.3 we will turn to considerations for
and against assuming event arguments for stative predicates. Section 2.4 deals with
accounts that treat manner as a distinct entity in the ontology. Section 2.5 addresses
the ambiguity of some adverbs between a clausal (proposition-related) and a manner
(event-related) reading.
2.1 Adverbs: syntactic position and semantic type
Jackendoff (1972) correlates the semantic type of an adverb with the syntactic position it can appear in, focusing on three different positions (in English): initial, final,
and Aux(iliary) (before or after the auxiliary, though not after the main verb). For
example, cleverly and carefully can appear in all three positions (1).
(1)

{Carefully,} Nina {carefully} painted the wall {carefully}.

Hence, these adverbs can be used as sentence- as well as verb-phrase-related modifiers (appearing higher or lower in the sentence), and for these two the difference is
commonly taken to be one between an agent-/subject-oriented and a manner reading
(see Kubota 2015, this volume). We will come back to this duality in Sect. 2.5.
Speech-act adverbs like evidently, frankly can only appear in the first two positions
and thus only express clausal readings (2-a), whereas manner and degree modifiers
like well and much are always event-related, since they can only appear in the final
position (2-b).2
(2)

a.
b.

{Evidently,} Nina {evidently} painted the wall {*evidently}.
{#Well,} Nina {*well} painted the wall {well}.

This (somewhat simplified) correlation between semantic type and syntactic position
has received syntactic accounts in the cartographic literature where each adverb is
argued to appear in the specifier position of a designated functional projection (e.g.
Alexiadou 1997; Cinque 1999). Other accounts derive the facts from semantic considerations, thus reducing the number of projections needed (Ernst 1998, 2002; Haider
1998, 2000; Nilsen 2003). We will discuss Ernst’s account in more detail in Sect. 2.5.
Finally, Frey (2003) observes additional restrictions in relation to the position of the
verb’s arguments. Building on Haider’s account and on a discussion of German data
involving scrambling, he proposes to distinguish between five classes of adverbials
that are associated with distinct syntactic base regions (3) (where > represents the
c-command relation) (see also the discussion in Maienborn and Schäfer 2011).
2 The adverb well appears to have a manner and a degree reading (see Kennedy and McNally 2005;

McNally and Kennedy 2013), which is quite different from the sentence-initial well, and it is not fully
clear how the latter relates to the former.
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(3)

sentence adverbial > frame and domain adverbials > event-external adverbials (e.g. causals) > highest-ranked argument > event-internal adverbials
(e.g. locatives, instrumentals) > internal argument > process-related adverbials (e.g. manner) > verb

Let us then turn to the (Neo-)Davidsonian motivation to add events to natural language ontology and to treat manner modifiers as predicates of events.
2.2 Manner as event predicates: events vs. facts/propositions
Building on insights from Reichenbach (1947), Davidson (1967) introduced event
arguments for action predicates, observing that just like nominal entities, events can
be referred back to by pronominal anaphora and can be ascribed additional properties
via instruments, locative and other modifiers (4), which can therefore be treated as
predicates over events.
(4)

Jones {did it / buttered the toast} in the bathroom, with a knife, at midnight.

The treatment of such event-related modifiers (manner, temporal, spatial, instrument)
as predicates of the event argument, has become fairly standard since. Some changes
have been made to this general proposal in so-called Neo-Davidsonian event semantics (e.g. Higginbotham 1985; Parsons 1990; Landman 2000). Parsons, for instance,
starts out with the sentence in (5). Davidson’s representation of this sentence would
be as in (5-a), and Parsons’ proposal is in (5-b).
(5)

Brutus stabbed Caesar with a knife.
DAVIDSON
a. (∃e)[Stabbing(e,Brutus,Caesar) & With(e,knife)].
b. (∃e)[Stabbing(e) & Agent(e,Brutus) & Theme(e,Caesar) & With(e,knife)
PARSONS
& Culm(e,before now)].

Parsons discusses several pieces of evidence in favour of his treatment and of event
semantics more generally. The first comes from the logic of modifiers. For example,
(6-a) entails the conjunction of (6-b) and (6-c), but not vice versa. In addition, either
of (6-b) or (6-c) alone entails (6-d).3
(6)

a.
b.
c.
d.

Brutus stabbed Caesar in the back with a knife.
Brutus stabbed Caesar in the back.
Brutus stabbed Caesar with a knife.
Brutus stabbed Caesar.

These entailments follow from the analysis of these sentences in (7).
(7)

a.
b.
c.
d.

(∃e)[Stabbing(e) &Agent(e,B) &Theme(e,C) &In(e,b) &With(e,k)]
(∃e)[Stabbing(e) &Agent(e,B) &Theme(e,C) &In(e,b)]
(∃e)[Stabbing(e) &Agent(e,B) &Theme(e,C) &With(e,k)]
(∃e)[Stabbing(e) &Agent(e,B) &Theme(e,C)]

3 Similar entailment patterns had already been put forward by Davidson in support of making use of event

arguments.
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Another point that Parsons makes is that not all modifiers are event modifiers, since
not all verb modifiers follow the inference pattern in the previous examples. This
is the case for sentence modifiers, such as nearly, as well as for modifiers of other
modifiers, such as partway as a modifier of adjectives in (8).
(8)

a.
b.

Mary pushed the door partway closed.
Mary did something that caused the door to become partway closed.

Parsons makes the general point that we need to identify different objects in natural
language ontology beyond regular individuals, including events, states, propositions
and facts (see also Asher 1993). Under the assumption that that-clausal complements
of verbs like believe denote propositions, Parsons shows that it is possible to quantify
into such clauses, as shown by the ambiguity between a de dicto and a de re reading
in (9).
(9)

Agatha believes that Mary knows the king.
DE DICTO
a. Agatha believes the proposition: Mary knows the king.
b. The king is such that: Agatha believes the proposition that Mary knows
him.
DE RE

Such clauses create opaque contexts; e.g. singular terms in that-clauses may not generally be replaced by co-referential singular terms that preserve reference of the thatclause. Opacity is not found with events and states, however.
Furthermore, (10-a), a perception report of an event, can have a meaning under
which Mary did not recognise that it was Brutus who stabbed Caesar. This is not
possible with a perception report involving a fact-denoting that-clause (10-b).
(10)

a.
b.

Mary saw Brutus stab Caesar.
Mary saw that Brutus stabbed Caesar.

Additionally, states/events and facts/propositions have different identity conditions.
Whereas, for instance, states have unique “participants” and only correspond to simple (state) sentences (11-a), propositions can correspond to complex ones (11-b).
(11)

a.
b.

the state of either Sam’s knowing Henry or Mary’s knowing Bill
Mary believes that either Sam knows Henry or Mary knows Bill.

Neo-Davidsonian event semanticists propose that the same reasoning that leads to
positing event arguments for eventive predicates applies to stative predicates (either
represented by e as well or by s).4 A number of researchers have argued against this
view, as we will see in the following.
2.3 Events vs. states
The introduction of events for both eventive and stative predicates has been met with
criticism. Katz (1995, et seq.), for example, argues that states do not have event arguments but are predicates of times, whereas eventive predicates are predicates of
4 Other, non-verbal predicates, such as adjectives, nouns, and prepositions, have also been associated with

event variables (see e.g. Higginbotham and Ramchand 1997), though this idea is not uncontroversial.
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events which get turned into predicates of times when aspect is added. He argues that
this type difference between events and states accounts for what he calls the Stative
Adverb Gap, the observation that there are no adverbs that only apply to states but not
to events, whereas there are many adverbs that apply to events but not to states; e.g.
while stative and eventive predicates can be modified by temporal modifiers (given
that they are both predicates of time at some point of the derivation), in particular
manner modifiers are argued to only be possible with events.5
This observation is also made in Maienborn (2003a, et seq.), who similarly argues
against positing event variables for (all) stative predicates. Unlike Katz, however,
she makes a distinction between Davidsonian and Kimian states, based on their respective compatibility and incompatibility with perception verbs, locative modifiers,
manner adverbials and similar expressions. Maienborn defines events as particular
spatiotemporal entities with functionally integrated participants and assumes the ontological properties of events in (12), leading to her diagnostics for events in (13) ((2)
and (3) in Maienborn 2005, 280).
(12)

a.
b.
c.

Events are perceptible.
Events can be located in space and time.
Events can vary in the way that they are realised.

(13)

a.

Event expressions can serve as infinitival complements of perception
verbs.
Event expressions combine with locative and temporal modifiers.
Event expressions combine with manner adverbials, comitatives, etc.

b.
c.

In Maienborn (2005), she observes (for German) that stative predicates fall into two
groups with respect to these diagnostics.6 Kimian states, which comprise all copular
structures (both individual and stage level predicates), as well as one class of state
verbs (‘statives’), fail these tests, whereas Davidsonian states do not.7 The contrast
between these two states in their (in)acceptability of manner modifiers is illustrated
in (14) (see op.cit. for the other diagnostics).8
(14)

a. *Paul besitzt sparsam
/ spendabel viel Geld.
Paul owns parsimonious generous much money
intended: ‘Paul owns a lot of money parsimoniously / generously.’

5 Katz takes manner adverbials to be a subclass of VP adverbs, namely those that appear sentence-finally

but not sentence-initially (following Jackendoff 1972, as discussed in Sect. 2.1).
6 As a criterion for a predicate to count as stative, Maienborn uses the subinterval property (in its strict

sense), whereas Katz has a more restrictive notion of stativity (cf. Katz 2008). Given that there is no
established theory of what counts as a state, we will not discuss this issue further here, but see, for instance,
Rothmayr (2009) and Husband (2012) for further discussion.
7 From the list of verbs that Maienborn discusses under the label of Davidsonian states, we can conclude

that they roughly fall under what Dowty (1979) calls ‘interval states’, or what Bach (1986) calls ‘temporal
states’, e.g. sit stand, lie; however, they also include predicates like sleep, which are not always assumed
to be states (cf. fn. 6).
8 Since German does not morphologically distinguish between adjectives and adverbs, we consistently

gloss them as adjectives throughout the paper but translate them as adverbs wherever they function as
such.
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Carol saß reglos
/ kerzengerade am Tisch.
Carol sat motionless candle-straight at_the table
‘Carol sat at the table motionlessly / in a bolt upright manner.’

Unlike Katz, Maienborn still assumes that all states introduce a referential argument,
which can be accessed by temporal modification and picked up by anaphora. This is
illustrated for the Kimian state in (15).
(15)

a.
b.

Carol war gestern wütend.
Carol was yesterday angry
Carol ist wütend. Das wird bald vorbei sein.
Carol is angry that will soon over be

Based on these observations, Maienborn argues that Davidsonian states are spatiotemporal entities that introduce a Davidsonian argument (just like events), whereas
Kimian states have a Kimian argument and are temporally bound property exemplifications (inspired by Kim 1969, 1976).9
While it is commonly acknowledged that these empirical differences between
Davidsonian and Kimian states are real (though see Rothstein 2005), various authors
have argued in reply to Maienborn (2005) that they do not warrant the introduction of
a new kind of entity (such as Kimian states), rather they assume a more liberal definition of events (Dölling 2005; Higginbotham 2005; Ramchand 2005). For example,
Ramchand proposes that events are abstract entities with constitutive participants and
with a constitutive relation to the temporal dimension, thus leaving room for events
without a spatial dimension (i.e. Kimian states).
Geuder (2006), in turn, tackles the more general issue of what actually counts as a
manner modifier. He argues that there is no ontological distinction between eventive
and stative predicates (both are predicates of events, in a broad sense). Rather verb
meanings are decomposed into richer conceptual structure, consisting of property values and sorted in conceptual dimensions, following insights from Barsalou’s (1992)
frame semantics. ‘Manner’ modification of a predicate is ruled out, then, whenever its
internal conceptual structure is too poor to provide a construal for the modifier. Under
the assumption that eventive predicates have a more complex conceptual substructure
than stative ones, it is to be expected that they allow a wider range of modifiers (a similar point is made in Mittwoch 2005). He notes that in order to make an ontological
distinction, however, the difference would have to be much stronger, and comparable to the difference between events and facts/propositions in the (un)acceptability
of manner modifiers in (16-a) vs. (16-b,c). However, manner modifiers of (Kimian)
states are only degraded, as shown in (16-d).
(16)

a. John is sleeping peacefully.
b. *The fact that John is tired is peaceful.

EVENT
FACT

9 This is similar to the notion of tropes in Moltmann (2004, et seq.) (see also Moltmann 2015, this volume).

However, Maienborn’s characterisation of Kimian states as being located in time but not in space is at odds
with Moltmann’s characterisation of tropes as spatiotemporal property instantiations. Intuitively, however,
tropes should be related to Kimian states: for example, nominalised adjectives like wisdom are argued to
refer to tropes, and for Maienborn adjectives relate to Kimian and not to Davidsonian states. We will come
back to tropes in Sect. 4.1.
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c. *It is true, and it is peaceful, that John is tired.
d. ?John is peacefully tired.

PROPOSITION
KIMIAN STATE

Building on Gärdenfors (2000), Geuder proposes that manner modifiers restrict the
allowed range of a particular property value in one of the conceptual dimensions
of a given verb. In essence, then, a (Neo-Davidsonian) manner adverb is a contextsensitive property of events. His overall proposal is illustrated by the contrast in (17).
(17)

a.

b.

Die Perlen glänzten matt / rötlich / feucht.
the pearls gleamed dull reddish moist
‘The pearls gleamed dully / reddishly / moistly.’
Die Lampe leuchtete hell / rötlich / *feucht.
the lamp shone
bright reddish moist
‘The lamp shone brightly / reddishly / moistly.’

To account for the contrast between (17-a) and (17-b), he proposes that the conceptual structure of both verbs share the component of a source emitting light.
Components are treated as properties (here: arguments) in a conceptual frame, which
can take particular property values. Light comes with the additional properties
colour/hue and brightness, whereas emit comes with the additional properties location, production, path, etc. Due to the former property, a modifier like hell ‘light’ can apply to both conceptual frames. However, a modifier like
feucht ‘moist’ does not have a place in the frame for leuchten ‘shine’ but only in the
more complex frame for glänzen ‘gleam’, which additionally involves the properties
surface and radiance.
Geuder closes his article with the observation that it is difficult to arrive at a clear
definition of manner modification. The most liberal definition would take it to restrict
some conceptual dimension of a multidimensional concept (of category V), as we
have seen above. A more restricted understanding of manner modification would limit
it to restricting the conceptual dimension of an event-denoting predicate, and then
it would depend on what exactly counts as an event predicate (which, as we have
seen, is an open question). Finally, it could involve the restriction of the eventive
type of conceptual dimension, which would then comprise of only those modifiers
“addressing change-of-state concepts or continuation conditions (etc.) inside a verbal
concept”; this would make phrases like sleep peacefully count as involving manner
modification, but cases like shine brightly not.
The difficulty of giving a clear and uniform definition of manner is also addressed
in accounts that add manner to the ontology, alongside events. We will turn to such
accounts in the following section.
2.4 Manner in natural language ontology
An alternative to the account of manner modifiers as predicates of events is to posit
manner as a concrete particular in natural language ontology. This idea goes back
to Dik (1975), who assumes that all processes and activities involve a manner, and
has recently been combined with event semantics by Schäfer (2003, 2008), Piñón
(2007), and Alexeyenko (2012). Piñón, for instance, adds manner to the ontology with
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ordinary individuals, events, and times, and brings forward similar kinds of arguments
that have been put forth for adding events. For example, just like events, manners can
be perceived (18).
(18)

a.
b.

Malika saw Rebecca write illegibly.
≈ Malika saw how Rebecca wrote.
Rebecca heard Malika speak softly.
≈ Rebecca heard how Malika spoke.

Furthermore, manners can be paraphrased by the way x VP is A, as in (19).
(19)

a.
b.

Rebecca wrote illegibly. ≈ The way Rebecca wrote was illegible.
Malika spoke softly. ≈ The way Malika spoke was soft.

Finally, there are manner adverbs that seem to be able to take scope (this has been
observed in Parsons 1972, 1990; Bartsch 1976; Cinque 1999; Frey 2003; Schäfer
2005, among others), which is not something that one could account for if they were
simply predicates of events conjoined with other predicates of events, such as event
participants and the meaning of the verb (as outlined above).10
(20)

a.
b.

Rebecca painstakingly wrote illegibly. → Rebecca wrote painstakingly.
Malika carefully spoke softly. → Malika carefully spoke.

For illustration, we discuss Schäfer’s (2008) account here. Schäfer proposes that only
the scope-taking adverbs are predicates of events, whereas the lower adverbs are
predicates of manner. As scope-taking adverbs he identifies German vorsichtig ‘cautious’, geschickt ‘skilful’, sorgfältig ‘careful’, and English painstakingly, carefully,
as discussed in the literature. He notes that these scope-taking adverbs are all agentoriented, but contra Parsons (1990), who treats adverbs like painstakingly, carefully
as subject-oriented rather than manner, Schäfer observes that they behave like manner adverbs, since they allow the manner paraphrase in an ADJ way (21), which is
equally possible with the lower manner adverbs (22).11
(21)

a.

b.

(22)

Fritz hat sorgfältig unleserlich geschrieben.
Fritz has careful illegible written
‘Fritz carefully wrote illegibly.’
Fritz hat auf sorgfältige Art und Weise unleserlich geschrieben.
Fritz has on careful
kind and manner illegible written
‘Fritz wrote illegibly in a careful manner.’

Peter hat auf unleserliche Art und Weise geschrieben.
Peter has on illegible
kind and manner written
‘Peter wrote in an unintelligible manner.’

10 As pointed out by Louise McNally (p.c.), the entailment actually goes through if the adverbs are under-

stood as applying to an event token, but not as applying to an event type or kind; we will have more to say
about event kinds in Sects. 4.1, 4.3, and 5.
11 They can also not be sentence adverbs, which in German appear with an additional -weise; cf. Eckardt

(1998).
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In this context, Schäfer distinguishes between three different types of lower manner
adverbs. Adverbs like illegibly only indirectly characterise the manner, as observed
by Dik (1975); e.g. in (22), the manner in which Peter writes is such that what he
writes is illegible. Schäfer calls these adverbs implicit resultatives (see also Bartsch
1976; Schäfer 2005). Adverbs like stupidly are agent-oriented manner adverbs that
express that an action is executed in a way one would expect of someone who is
ADJ. Finally, adverbs like softly are pure manner adverbs which directly specify the
manner in which the action is carried out.12
Following insights from Bartsch (1976) and Frey (2003), Schäfer proposes that
the scope-taking manner adverbs are predicates of events whereas the lower manner
adverbs characterise a specific aspect of an event which is tied to the event argument
through some underspecified relation.13 Following Dik (1975) and Piñón (2007),
Schäfer treats manner as part of the ontology and proposes the manner template in
(23), which turns a predicate into a predicate modifier.
(23)

λQλP λx[P (x) ∧ ∃m[MANNER(m, x) ∧ Q(m)]]

Starting out with the lexical semantics of an adjective like illegible in (24-a), we thus
get the manner adverbial in (24-b).
(24)

a.
b.

λx[illegible(x)]
λP λx[P (x) ∧ ∃m[MANNER(m, x) ∧ illegible(m)]]

A sentence like (25-a) is then analysed as (25-b).
(25)

a.
b.

John wrote illegibly.
∃e[SUBJECT(John, e) ∧ WRITE(e) ∧ ∃m[MANNER(m, e) ∧
illegible(m)]]

To account for the scope facts, he follows Eckardt’s (1998) notion of a ‘big event’
approach, represented by e∗ , which is a complex event consisting of smaller event
objects.14 The big event is introduced by the template in (26), which is added before
the verb phrase, where e is existentially bound.
(26)

λP λe∗ λe[PART_OF(e, e∗ ) ∧ P (e)]

12 The idea that there are different types of adverbs that are not pure manner adverbs, even though they

are commonly treated as manner adverbs or as allowing for a manner reading, also underlies the analyses
of ‘resultative’ (Schäfer’s implicit resultatives), agentive and psychological adverbs (commonly subsumed
under subject-oriented adverbs) in Geuder (2000), who analyses them as being ‘oriented’ towards a subaspect of the event they modify.
13 This is inspired by Maienborn (2003b) and Dölling (2003), who similarly use underspecified relations,

for example in Maienborn’s distinction between event-external locative modifiers, such as ‘on the staircase’, vs. event-internal ones, such as ‘on the fingers’; cf. (i).
(i)

Luise hat {auf der Treppe / auf den Fingern} gepfiffen.
Luise has on the staircase on the fingers whistled
‘Luise whistled {on the stairs / with her fingers}.’

14 Departing from Eckardt, Schäfer assumes that the subject is related to the big event, whereas the object

is related to the small event.
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His analysis of one of our initial examples, (21a), which contains both kinds of manner adverbs, is given in (27).
(27)

∃e∗ [subject(John, e∗ ) ∧ ∃e[PART_OF(e, e∗ ) ∧ write(e)
∧∃m[MANNER(m, e) ∧ illegible(m)] ∧ painstaking(e∗ )]]

In sum, we have seen that manner adverbs do not form a homogeneous group but
fall into different subtypes, which has been taken as one argument for adding manner to the ontology and to make a distinction between adverbs as manner predicates
and those that are event predicates. However, an important argument against treating
manner as distinct from events is that manners are always dependent on events and
never exist in and by themselves.
In the following, we will come back to the duality between a manner and a clausal
reading found with various adverbs.
2.5 Proposition- vs. event-related readings of adverbs
In this section, we address the ambiguity (or polysemy) of some adverbs between
a proposition- and an event-related reading, where the latter is commonly taken to
be a manner reading. We illustrate this with Piñón’s (2010) example in (28), which
displays an ambiguity between an agent-oriented and a manner reading; the examples
furthermore show that, in English, word order can disambiguate.
(28)

John cleverly/rudely dropped his cup of coffee.
AMBIGUOUS
a. Cleverly/rudely, John dropped his cup of coffee. AGENT- ORIENTED
≈ It was clever/rude of John to drop his cup of coffee.
b. John dropped his cup of coffee cleverly/rudely.
MANNER
≈ The manner in which John dropped his cup of coffee was clever/rude.

Whereas previous accounts of this duality invoke a distinction between modification of events and facts (or similar higher ontological categories) (e.g. Parsons 1990;
Moore 1995; Geuder 2000; Wyner 2008), McConnell-Ginet (1982) proposes a uniform treatment of the adverbs in question as manner adverbs. In particular, she argues
that such adverbs are actually arguments of the verb, whose argument structure gets
augmented when manner adverbs apply. In the case of the manner reading, the adverb is taken to be an argument of the lexical verb, whereas under the agent-oriented
reading, it is an argument of a higher (silent) verb ‘act’. Under this account, then, the
manner reading can be seen as basic and the clausal reading as derived.
In event semantic terms, then, both readings would therefore involve modification
of an event, and this is precisely what Ernst (2002) proposes, but unlike McConnellGinet he argues that the manner reading is derived from the clausal reading. He provides a general account of the syntax and semantics of what he calls predicational
adverbs (e.g. probably, loudly), which are defined as gradable predicates of events
or propositions related to the adjective they are (commonly) derived from (more
on gradable adjectives in Sect. 3). He divides predicational adverbs into different
classes based on the clausal reading, e.g. subject-oriented: agent-oriented (e.g. tactfully), mental-attitude (e.g. reluctantly); speaker-oriented: speech-act (e.g. frankly),
epistemic (e.g. probably), evaluative (e.g. unfortunately).
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The two readings are argued to come about when the adverb applies to an event
or to a specified event, which he adds to the ontology containing propositions, facts,
and speech acts (these take scope over events and specified events). The distinction
between events and specified events can be understood as one between events in
general (e.g. of Alice writing vs. eating), and various types of specific events, such as
motion events, sound-producing events, or also events of writing neatly vs. writing
sloppily. In particular, he proposes the Manner Rule, which transforms predicational
adverbs into manner adverbs when these are within PredP, which is argued to be a
projection right above VP. Given that this rule needs as an input an adverb that is a
predicate of events, only those adverbs that are event predicates (under the clausal
reading) can be turned into manner adverbs, which are assumed to be all the subjectoriented ones, as well as some of the speaker-oriented ones (e.g. evaluatives).
One of the main arguments that Ernst provides in favour of deriving the manner
from the clausal reading of adverbs is that there are many different clausal readings,
whereas allegedly only one manner reading. Hence, he argues, one uniform Manner
Rule is enough to derive this reading, instead of having many different readings that
derive the clausal readings (see also Ernst 2015, this volume). However, one might
question whether it is really true that there is just one ‘lower’ event reading (a VPrelated reading) which we commonly call manner. We have already seen in previous
discussion that there might be various event-internal readings of VP-related modifiers. Obviously, we could integrate underspecification into the Manner Rule, along
the lines outlined in Sect. 2.4, but then there might equally be a more underspecified
rule for turning VP-related adverbs into higher level adverbs. We will come back to
his account in our discussion of Kubota (2015, this volume) in Sect. 4.5.
Similarly, Piñón (2010) proposes to treat the adverb under both readings as an
event predicate, but in fact as a manner adverb of a higher or lower event. Not so much
interested in the question whether there is such an argument structure augmentation
operation as proposed by McConnell-Ginet (1982) and thus whether manner adverbs
are arguments or adjuncts, Piñón (2010) provides an event semantic implementation
of other aspects of her proposal and suggests that under the clausal reading there is a
higher verb ‘decide to do A’ (A stands for relations between individuals and events).
This higher verb is taken to be introduced by the agent-oriented adverb rudelya in
(29).15
(29)

rudelya  λAλxλe.∃e (decide(e , x, [∧ λx  λe .A(e , x  )](x))
∧ cause(e , e) ∧ A(e, x) ∧ rude(e ))

This account leads to the paraphrases in (30), which are argued to capture the agentoriented reading.
(30)

Louisa rudely departed.
≈ Louisa’s decision to depart was rude.
≈ Louisa decided rudely to depart.
≈ Louisa rudely decided to depart.

15 This arguably improves on McConnell-Ginet’s earlier proposal for the higher verb being ‘act’, which

has faced some criticism (cf. Geuder 2000); see op.cit. for further discussion.
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The adverb under the manner reading, in turn, is treated as a predicate of the lower
event that is introduced by the lexical verb (31).
(31)

rudelym  λEλe.E(e) ∧ rude(e)

A similar effort to reduce other higher adverbs to event modifiers is Piñón’s (2013)
proposal of a higher silent verb of saying with speech-act modifiers.
All else being equal, a uniform account of the adverb under question as an event
predicate, and thus as a manner modifier, seems to us to be on the right track. However, Piñón’s implementation of this idea has several shortcomings. For one thing,
his account basically provides two different lexical entries for the adverbs in question, and this does not seem to be a desired outcome (as also pointed out by Kubota 2015, this volume). Furthermore, it is not even clear that such sentences involve
two separate events, rather than not just relating to the same event, only in a different way. We will make a suggestion to this end in Sect. 5, where we propose
that the manner vs. clausal reading involves modification of event kinds vs. event tokens. Treating manner modification in terms of event kind modification also underlies
the proposals of Anderson and Morzycki (2015, this volume) (Sect. 4.1) and Gehrke
(2015, this volume) (Sect. 4.3) (see also Gehrke 2015, to appear).
This concludes our discussion of general issues concerning manner. As we have
already seen in this section, manner adverbs and adverbs more generally are often
derived from gradable adjectives. Such adjectives, in turn, are commonly associated
with degrees, which we move to now.

3 Degree
The notion of degree is intrinsically related to gradability, and the most evident category for which gradability is relevant is the category of adjectives. Adjectives can
be divided into gradable and non-gradable ones on grounds of their (in)compatibility
with comparative and superlative morphology, as in (32) vs. (33).
(32)

Gradable adjectives:
a. Elena is taller (than Berit).
b. The water in this lake is the coldest (water I have ever swum in).

(33)

Non-gradable adjectives:
a. *This power plant is more nuclear (than that power plant).
b. *The water in this lake is the most frozen.

Since we are concerned with degrees in this chapter, we will leave aside a number of issues that are relevant for adjectives, such as their function (attributive vs.
predicative), different subclasses (intersective, subsective, privative), their type and
composition (e.g. flexible types vs. property type for all intersective adjectives, which
would call for an additional rule like predicate modification), and so on (see Morzycki
2015, to appear; McNally 2015, to appear; Castroviejo and Gehrke 2014, for recent
discussion).
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There are two main approaches to the semantics of gradable adjectives. In this section, we focus on the degree-based approach (Seuren 1973; Cresswell 1976; von Stechow 1984; Heim 1985; Bierwisch 1989; Kennedy 1999; Schwarzschild and Wilkinson 2002; Neeleman et al. 2004; Rotstein and Winter 2004, among others), which
analyses gradable adjectives as relations between degrees and individuals. In contrast, the delineation approach (Klein 1980) (see also Klein 1991; Doetjes et al. 2011;
van Rooij 2011; Burnett 2014) does not introduce degrees into the ontology but takes
gradable adjectives to be one-place predicates, recast as equivalence classes of individuals (cf. Cresswell 1976); we will have a bit more to say about one such approach
in Sect. 3.4.16 There are also degree-based proposals that enrich the concept of degrees and treat them as tuples of an individual, a property and a measure (Grosu and
Landman 1998), as constructed out of tropes, which are particular instantiations of
properties in space and time (Moltmann 2004, et seq.), or as state kinds (Anderson
and Morzycki 2015, this volume) (cf. Sect. 4.1).
Section 3.1 discusses the main ingredients of the degree-based approach to gradable adjectives. Section 3.2 addresses proposals that investigate scale structure properties to account for restrictions on different kinds of degree modification and to make
a distinction between different classes of adjectives (relative/absolute, partial/total).
Section 3.3 goes into issues related to vagueness. Section 3.4 presents an analysis
of the distinction between relative and absolute adjectives that, unlike degree-based
approaches, which account for it in terms of the scale structure associated with the
particular adjectives, proposes that the difference is due to the specific type of comparison involved in such adjectives. Finally, Sect. 3.5 deals with considerations for or
against assuming scales and degrees in the analysis of nouns and verbs.
3.1 The degree-based approach to gradable adjectives
Instead of taking adjectives to express properties of individuals (of type e, t ), the
degree-based approach treats them as relations between individuals and degrees (of
type d, e, t ). For example, the adjective tall takes a degree d and an individual
x and the output is true iff x has height to degree d. If d is greater than or equal
some standard degree, x truthfully counts as tall. To convey this meaning, though, the
gradable adjective will crucially have to combine with additional degree morphology
(cf. (37), below).17 Degrees are ordered on a scale, which is, more generally, a linearly
ordered set of points or intervals. The type of scale is provided by the dimension that
a particular adjective is associated with, e.g. height for tall, short, weight for heavy,
light, length for long, short, and so forth. As these examples show, gradable adjectives
usually come in antonymous pairs that make use of the same scale and merely specify
different polarities on the scale (for discussion of positive and negative adjectives, see
Seuren 1978; Cruse 1980; von Stechow 1984; Bierwisch 1989; Rullmann 1995). The
16 It should be noted though that Sassoon and Toledo (2011), whose analysis we will discuss in that section, maintain that we still need degrees in the analysis of measure phrases and numerals, whereas many
delineation-based approaches completely dispense with degrees.
17 Another viable option that we will not pursue in this introduction (but see Gumiel-Molina et al.

2015, this volume) is to analyse gradable adjectives as measure functions, of type e, d (e.g. Kennedy
1999).
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polarity is related to the ordering of the degrees on the scale, and thus to the ordering
relation which is the reverse for the respective antonym. Adjectives that apply to
different dimensions, on the other hand, are incommensurable (34) (cf. Klein 1991;
Kennedy 1999).
(34)

#Mary is as old as John is heavy.

Syntactically, it is commonly assumed that degrees head a Deg(ree) phrase. There
are in principle two approaches to DegP. Within the first approach, DegP (or degree expressions more generally) is adjoined to the A(djective)P (e.g. Chomsky
1965; Bresnan 1973; Heim 2000; Bhatt and Pancheva 2004; Anderson and Morzycki 2015, this volume). A second approach treats it as a functional projection in
the extended projection of AP (e.g. Abney 1987; Corver 1990; Grimshaw 1991;
Kennedy 1999; Fults 2006; Svenonius and Kennedy 2006; Gumiel-Molina et al.
2015, this volume).
According to Kennedy and McNally (2005), degree morphemes in the head of
DegP denote functions from (gradable) adjective meanings to properties of individuals (they are of type d, e, t , e, t ); their general template is given in (35).
(35)

[[Deg(P)]] = λGλx.∃d[R(d) ∧ G(d)(x)]

This template is exemplified with measure phrase modifiers and comparatives in (36).
(36)

a.
b.

[[two meters]] = λGλx.∃d[d ≥ two meters ∧ G(d)(x)]
[[er/more than dc ]] = λGλx.∃d[d > dc ∧ G(d)(x)]

In the absence of degree morphology, they posit a null degree morpheme POS, as in
(37) (following von Stechow 1984), which relates the degree argument of the adjective to the standard determined by C, a variable over properties of individuals whose
value is determined contextually.
(37)

[[POS]] = λGλx.∃d[standard(D)(G)(C) ∧ G(d)(x)]

More generally, the standard (McConnell-Ginet 1973; Cresswell 1976; Bierwisch
1989) of a given gradable adjective gets determined with respect to a comparison
class, as in tall for a 10-year old.18
The gradable adjectives we have discussed so far are unidimensional.19 Bierwisch
(1989) calls such adjectives, like tall, dimensional, treating them as relations between
degrees and individuals. In contrast, he labels adjectives like industrious and ugly
evaluative and analyses them as one-place predicates that specify an ungraded condition P. P can become gradable relative to a comparison class because the individuals
in the comparison class are ordered relative to each other with respect to the degree
18 Cf. Sect. 3.3. A more detailed discussion of the notion of comparison class can be found in Bale (2006),

Solt (2011), and Bylinina (2013).
19 There are also multi-dimensional gradable adjectives (e.g. clever, healthy) (Kamp 1975; Klein 1980).

For example, an individual can be healthy with respect to one dimension (say, blood pressure) but not with
respect to another (see Sassoon 2013a, for recent discussion).
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to which they fulfill P (which can be related to quality and intensity).20 As Bierwisch
notes, even if we find antonyms among evaluative adjectives they do not necessarily
relate to the same scale. Dimensional and evaluative adjectives furthermore differ in
their entailment patterns, as illustrated in (38).
(38)

a.
b.

How tall is John? ⇒ John is tall.
John is as tall as Peter. ⇒ John or Peter are tall.
How cute is John? ⇒ John is cute.
John is as cute as Peter. ⇒ John and Peter are cute.

DIMENSIONAL
EVALUATIVE

In the following, we will take a closer look at restrictions on degree modification with
different classes of adjectives, which have been accounted for in terms of the scale
structure properties of the adjectives in question.
3.2 Degree modification, scale structure, relative/absolute and partial/total
adjectives
The selectional restrictions of various degree modifiers with respect to their adjectival
input (as first observed in Bolinger 1972) have been taken as further indication that
scale structure is linguistically relevant. Kennedy and McNally (2005) (K&McN),
for example, distinguish between fully closed scale adjectives, which have both a
min(imum) and a max(imum value), partly closed scale ones (lower closed with only
a min or upper closed with only a max), and fully open scale ones (no min or max)
(see also Kennedy 1999, 2007). As shown in (39), proportional modifiers (e.g. half,
mostly) require as input a closed scale adjective (e.g. full, closed) but are incompatible
with open scale adjectives (e.g. long, expensive) (see also Lehrer 1985; Cruse 1986;
Kennedy and McNally 1999; Paradis 2001).
(39)

a. The glass is half/mostly full.
b. ??The rope is half/mostly long.

CLOSED SCALE
OPEN SCALE

Maximality modifiers (e.g. 100%, completely, fully) are also incompatible with (totally) open scales and compatible with (totally) closed scales, but they can be used to
tease apart upper/lower closed scale adjectives when taking into account antonyms.
K&McN observe that if the positive member of the pair has a maximal degree (upperclosed scale), this degree is usually the minimal degree for the negative member
(lower-closed scale), and vice versa. Maximality modifiers, then, are compatible with
lower-closed negative adjectives and upper-closed positive adjectives, and incompatible with their counterparts (40).
(40)

a.
b.

The pipe is completely ??bent/straight.
This product is completely pure/??impure.

LOWER CLOSED SCALE
UPPER CLOSED SCALE

Their semantic analysis of completely in (41) captures these input requirements.
20 More recently, evaluative predicates have generated much discussion in the philosophical and semantic

literature on predicates of personal taste, which we cannot do justice here, but see Lasersohn (2005),
Stephenson (2007), Bylinina (2013), and references cited therein.
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[[completely]] = λGλx.∃d[d = max(SG ) ∧ G(d)(x)]

K&McN correlate the scale structure properties of particular adjectives with Unger’s
(1975) distinction between relative and absolute adjectives. In particular, they argue
that context plays a role in determining the standard of comparison only with relative adjectives (e.g. tall, deep), which are open-scale adjectives: the standard is some
point on the scale. These are the adjectives that typically display vagueness effects,
to which we will turn in Sect. 3.3. In contrast, closed scale adjectives are identified
as absolute adjectives, for which the standard is argued to be directly derived from
the scale structure associated with these adjectives so that context does not play a
role. With lower-closed scale adjectives, the standard is taken to be the min on the
scale, i.e. any non-zero level of the property denoted by the adjective (42-a). With
upper-closed and closed scale adjectives, the standard is identified with the max on
the scale, i.e. the maximal degree of the property (42-b).
(42)

a.
b.

The door is open.
The glass is full.

MIN STANDARD
MAX STANDARD

According to K&McN, these adjectives have distinct entailment patterns. For example, with min standard absolute adjectives, to negate that an entity has the property in
question entails that it has that property to zero degree; this leads to the contradiction
in (43-a). There is no such a contradiction with relative adjectives (43-b).
(43)

a. #My hands are not wet, but there is some water on them.
b. Sam is not tall, but his height is normal for his age.

Furthermore, absolute adjectives that form part of an antonymous pair entail the negation of their counterpart (44-a), whereas this entailment does not hold for relative
adjectives (44-b) (see K&McN for further entailment patterns).
(44)

a.
b.

The door is not open (closed). |= The door is closed (open).
The door is not large (small). |= The door is small (large).

Rotstein and Winter (2004) (R&W), in turn, investigate the properties of antonymous pairs that are complementary (e.g. clean/dirty, wet/dry), for which it holds
that if an entity can have the property under question it must have it (as opposed
to non-complementary pairs like long/short, cf. Cruse 1980). They relate such pairs
to Yoon’s (1996) distinction between partial and total predicates (dirty vs. clean),
which behave differently in combination with plural nouns and in donkey sentences.
For example, the answer to (45-a) can be positive only if all the toys are clean (a total predicate, or universal, according to Kamp and Rossdeutscher 1994), whereas the
answer to (45-b) can be positive even if just some toys are dirty (a partial predicate,
or existential, according to Kamp and Rossdeutscher).
(45)

a.
b.

Are the toys clean?
Are the toys dirty?

R&W observe that total adjectives describe the lack of the property that the corresponding partial adjective describes the existence of, as illustrated in (46).
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a.
b.

dirty ≈ has some degree of dirtiness ≈ has no degree of cleanliness
clean ≈ has no degree of dirtiness ≈ has some degree of cleanliness

They propose that the constant standard of total adjectives is the lower bound of the
corresponding partial predicate, whereas the standard for partial predicates is anywhere on the scale (some mid-point). The scale of total adjectives is argued to be
closed from below (bounded by the maximal point or interval on its scale, and open
from above; it is bounded on the upper end by the minimal point on the scale of
the corresponding partial adjective (Pmin ). The scale of partial adjectives, in turn, is
argued to be open on both sides and contextually bounded by Pmin and Pmax . They
show that modification by almost is compatible with total adjectives, but usually (out
of context) degraded with partial adjectives (47), as well as with non-complementary
pairs, which they equate with relative adjectives (as in K&McN).21
(47)

a.
b.

The work is almost complete/*incomplete.
The patient is almost dead/*alive.

R&W introduce the notion of default standard for all adjectives without constant
standards (i.e. partial and relative adjectives). In particular, for partial adjectives they
assume that the default standard is Pmin (the constant standard of its total antonym),
which can, however, be overridden by context, as in (48).
(48)

This glass is almost dirty. It is certainly not clean, since it has some small
spots on it, but it is not really dirty and I am willing to drink from it if you
insist.

Thus, R&W add a further component to closed or open on either side of the scale,
namely that of boundedness, as well as the notion of a default standard. Their total
adjectives correspond either to K&McN’s lower-closed scale adjectives or to closed
scale adjectives (if boundedness is taken into account). It is less clear what partial
adjectives would correspond to, though; if boundedness is taken into account, they are
closed scale adjectives, but if not, they are open scale adjectives. Since their standard
is contextually determined, we can conclude that K&McN would treat them as open
scale adjectives. There is another point in which both accounts differ. Whereas for K&
McN (and similarly Kennedy 2007) context does not play a role for determining the
standard for closed, lower- and upper-closed scale adjectives, R&W leave more room
for context to determine the standard. This is clear for partial adjectives, for which
the standard is argued to be contextually determined, but even for total adjectives,
where the standard is fixed to the lower bound Pmin on the respective partial scale,
since this lower bound itself is context-dependent. The fact that context plays a role
in determining the standard for a given gradable predicate is related to the notion of
vagueness, to which we turn now.
3.3 Vagueness
Gradable adjectives for which context plays a role in determining the standard display
vagueness effects (see also Kennedy 2011; Nouwen et al. 2011; van Rooij 2011;
21 For more details of their analysis of degree modification, including slightly and completely, see op.cit.
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Burnett 2012; Sassoon 2013b). These include the fact that in some cases it is not
clear whether a sentence is true or false because there can always be borderline cases.
Furthermore, vague predicates give rise to the Sorites paradox, exemplified in (49)
((2) in Kennedy 2007).
(49)

The Sorites Paradox
Premise 1: A $5 cup of coffee is expensive (for a cup of coffee).
Premise 2: Any cup of coffee that costs 1 cent less than an expensive one is
expensive (for a cup of coffee).
Conclusion: Therefore, any free cup of coffee is expensive.

Recall that Kennedy and McNally (2005) (and similarly Kennedy 2007) assume that
only relative adjectives are vague, since with absolute adjectives the standard is always fixed due to the properties of the underlying scale.22 Thus, under their account
absolute adjectives (e.g. full) are not expected to give rise to vagueness effects. Sometimes absolute adjectives display properties similar to relative adjectives, as in (50),
but they take such cases to involve loose talk, which could be accounted for in terms
of Lasersohn’s (1999) pragmatic halos rather than in terms of vagueness.
(50)

The gas tank is full, but you can still top it off. It’s not completely full yet.

Kennedy (2007) proposes the economy principle in (51), which ensures that the standard for absolute adjectives is at least by default the min/max on the scale, but which
leaves some room for context to override this default.
(51)

Interpretive Economy ((66) in Kennedy 2007)
Maximize the contribution of the conventional meanings of the elements of
a sentence to the computation of its truth conditions.

Another piece of evidence that has been given in favour of a constant standard for
absolute adjectives, in addition to them not giving rise to vagueness effects, is that
for-phrases, which restrict the contextual domain that determines the standard (Siegel
1979), are acceptable only with relative adjectives (52-a), but unacceptable with absolute ones (52-b).
(52)

a. He is tall for a basketball player.
b. #The glass is full for a wine glass.

Finally, there also seems to be experimental support for this view. Syrett et al. (2010)
tested 3-year old children and adults in their comprehension of relative vs. absolute
adjectives and whether or not they take into account context to determine the standard
of these adjectives (see also Syrett 2007). For example, they presented them with two
small blocks, of which one was bigger than the other, and asked their participants to
hand them the big block. They did the same with two jars where neither was full,
but one fuller than the other, and asked their participants to hand them the full one.
Both children and adults adjusted the standard according to the context with relative
22 As noted in the previous section, Rotstein and Winter (2004) leave more room for context to play a role

also for absolute adjectives, but they are not precise in how far it does either.
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adjectives and handed the bigger block when asked to hand the big block, but they
had problems determining the full jar, thus not taking into account the context to
determine the standard for full.
The clear-cut division between non-vague absolute adjectives with constant and
thus context-independent standards and vague relative adjectives with contextually
determined standards is called into question by data showing that also absolute adjectives do not have a fixed standard across all contexts.23 In particular, Toledo and
Sassoon (2011), Sassoon and Toledo (2011) and McNally (2011) argue that sentences
like (50) do not involve loose talk but show that the standard of absolute adjectives
can be lower than the maximum, and that therefore context plays a role in determining
the standard also for absolute adjectives.
McNally makes the point that the nature of the modified noun can play a crucial
role in determining the standard for a given adjective. For instance, for a wine glass
to count as full (an absolute adjective) is a totally different matter than for a sake
glass to count as full, and thus also absolute adjectives display context-dependency
in the determination of the standard.24 Instead of a purely scalar approach to relative vs. absolute adjectives, McNally, following Hahn and Chater (1998), proposes
that absolute adjectives involve rule-based classification, whereas relative adjectives
involve similarity-based classification. Classification by rule requires a strict match
between the classification criteria and the relevant properties of the object being classified. In order for this classification to take place one has to compare a representation
associated with a specific individual (e.g. a particular glass and its degree of fullness)
against a more abstract representation (e.g. fullness degrees for glasses in general). In
contrast, classification by similarity requires only a partial match and involves comparison of “a representation of a specific individual or property of that individual
against another representation of an equally specific individual or one ore more of its
properties”. This difference is intuitively related to the difference between within- and
between-individual comparison proposed by Toledo and Sassoon (2011) and Sassoon
and Toledo (2011), to which we turn now.
3.4 Absolute/relative adjectives: within- vs. between-individual comparison
Following van Rooij (2011), Toledo and Sassoon (2011) and Sassoon and Toledo
(2011) argue that all gradable adjectives are vague because they are always interpreted in relation to a comparison class. They propose that relative and absolute adjectives differ in the individuals that make up the comparison class. Sassoon and
Toledo (2011) (S&T) start out with the minimal pair in (53), taken from the literature
that argues for or against a context-sensitive standard for absolute adjectives.
(53)

a.

Both towels are clean, but the red one is cleaner than the blue one.
(Rotstein and Winter 2004)

23 See also Lewis (1979) who maintains that vagueness plays a role also for absolute adjectives.
24 One might wonder, then, why a sentence like (52-b) is still degraded. McNally (p.c.) still maintains that

it is but also agrees that it is fine when the for-phrase appears in the beginning, as in For a wine glass, this
glass is full. For a more detailed discussion of for-phrases see Bylinina (2013, Chap. 4).
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b. #The red towel is cleaner than the blue one, but both are clean.
(Kennedy and McNally 2005)
Taking absolute adjectives like clean to have a constant standard independent of the
context they appear in, which is the maximum on the scale, incorrectly predicts (53-a)
to be unacceptable. If, on the other hand, the standard is contextually determined and
not the maximum on the scale, (53-b) should be as acceptable as (53-a), but it is not.
Rather than relating the difference to the underlying scale structure, S&T make
a distinction between comparison within individuals, which takes into account a
counterpart-set comparison class (absolute adjectives), and comparison between individuals, which takes into account an extensional-category comparison class (relative
adjectives). For example, for a cup to count as full, we take into account different
stages that this particular cup could be in, and other cups (of the same type) do not
play a role; this is within-individual comparison. In contrast, to determine whether
John is tall, we look at other individuals in the extensional context to compare John’s
height to; this is called between-individual comparison. They propose that the standard for positive gradable adjectives is determined by the three factors in (54).
(54)

a.

b.

c.

The comparison class evoked in the interpretation of that adjective,
which determines the degrees on its lexically encoded scale that are
relevant for assigning truth conditions.
An economy principle (Kennedy 2007) [see (51)], which dictates that
interpretation relative to a maximum or a minimum endpoint within
a comparison class takes precedence over one relative to an arbitrary
midpoint.
A grammaticalisation principle by which the type of standard that is
usually selected for an adjective is encoded as a default convention for
this adjective. The default is employed whenever this is possible.25

Instead of using maximum and minimum operations over sets of degrees to define
the positive morpheme POS, then, they employ quantification over individuals. For
example, a table counts as dirty (a partial adjective) if it contains more dirt than “one
of its contextually salient counterparts”; hence, the degree to which the table is dirty
exceeds the minimum of dirtiness for that table. Furthermore, a cup is full (a total
adjective) if it is at least as full or fuller than any of its salient counterparts; this means
that the degree to which the cup is full is the maximum for that particular cup. Finally,
a child is tall (a relative adjective) if its height exceeds some midpoint standard which
is determined by comparing different individuals in the particular context.
Their proposal accounts for the infelicity of for-phrases with absolute adjectives
(as in (52-b)) because absolute adjectives rely on within-individual comparison (e.g.
different stages that a particular glass can be in) but for-phrases often introduce different individuals (e.g. different containers) that the degree (e.g. fullness) is compared
25 In addition, we can assume that these ‘default’ comparison classes can be overridden by particular

contexts, e.g. when we call John tall now, in comparison to last year, or when we look at full wine glasses
in comparison to full sake glasses (cf. McNally 2011). S&T are not so explicit in this respect, but we can
imagine that they have in mind adjectives in their absolute and relative uses, rather than being absolute and
relative qua their lexical semantics; see also Gumiel-Molina et al. (2015, this volume).
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to. Their account also leaves room for acceptable for-phrases with absolute adjectives
when reference is made to the same object, as in (55).
(55)

full for this bookshelf/restaurant

The proposal also captures standard shifts for absolute adjectives in the comparison
of, e.g. full wine glasses and full sake glasses, given that the standard is not related
to an absolute endpoint on a scale, but rather to the nature of the entity modified and
the possible stages of A-ness it can be in. Additional experimental support for the
context-dependent view and in particular for the view that the objects compared matter, comes from experiments run by Foppolo and Panzeri (2011), as reported in S&T.
For example, when Foppolo and Panzeri’s subjects encountered two exceptionally big
ants that still differ in size (big being a relative adjective), they had problems determining which one is the big one. When subjects were shown two pieces of metal bent
to a different degree, they had problems figuring out which one is the straight metal
(straight, an absolute adjective), whereas when comparing two bananas they could
easily point to the straight banana, even though both were not completely straight
with respect to some absolute standard of straightness.26
To account for the semantics of degree modification, S&T propose that it widens or
restricts the comparison class. For example, maximisers like perfectly, completely are
analysed as functions that widen the comparison class of the adjective they modify, to
include objects that otherwise count as irrelevant for the comparison. For instance, for
a room to count as clean, we commonly ignore certain levels of dust and thus employ
a more coarse-grained standard for what counts as clean. However, when we say that
a room is completely clean, the degree function we take into account becomes more
fine-grained. They argue that such a shift can only be towards a more fine-grained
degree function but not to a more coarse-grained one, which explains the contrast
in (53): the felicitous sentence in (53-a) involves an acceptable shift, whereas the
infelicitous one in (53-b) involves an unacceptable shift.
Given that within-individual comparison involves different stages of an individual
(in time and/or space), whereas between-individual comparison involves the comparison of different individuals, independent of time and space, S&T can draw a
parallel to the distinction between stage-level and individual-level predication, which
is associated with the predication of transient vs. enduring states (e.g. Carlson 1977;
McNally 1994; Kratzer 1995, among many others). However, they do not provide
a full account of these parallels. The connection between SLP/ILP and within- vs.
between-individual comparison forms the starting point for Gumiel-Molina et al.
(2015, this volume), which we will discuss in Sect. 4.4.
In the following, we will turn to proposals that assume degrees also with nonadjectival categories. In our discussion, we will focus on nouns and verbs.
26 The experiments were similar to those of Syrett et al. (2010), reported in Sect. 3.3. Their findings, in

turn, can equally be accounted for, since in their examples with relative adjectives there was comparison
between individuals (e.g. the two blocks in the context), whereas with absolute adjectives the other object
is not taken into account, but comparison is within the individual (e.g. the particular jar and the different
degrees to which it is filled). For more on experiments investigating the role of context in determining the
standard for gradable adjectives, see McNabb (2012).
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3.5 Degrees beyond adjectives
So far we have primarily been concerned with the use of degrees to analyse the semantics of gradable adjectives. However, gradability seems to play a role beyond adjectives (cf. e.g. Bolinger 1972; Abney 1987; Doetjes 1997), and degrees and scales
have been used to account for various semantic phenomena with nouns, verbs, and
prepositions.27 Winter (2006), for example, compares these different categories and
argues that closure of scales is relevant for all of them. In the following, we will
briefly address some proposals that employ degrees in the analysis of nouns, before
we turn to some arguments why we might not want to posit degrees for non-adjectival
categories, despite the appearance of gradability. We will close this section with the
discussion of scale structure approaches to telicity, which brings us back to the verbal
domain, which we started out with in the discussion of manner in Sect.2.
Morzycki (2009) identifies ‘gradable’ nouns, such as idiot in big idiot, as those
nouns that allow degree modifiers and for which one criterion can be singled out
as the most salient criterion for identifying a single scale (e.g. for idiot this criterion
would be related to stupidity). The degree modifiers involved are size adjectives, such
as big, and this degree reading is maintained in typical degree constructions, such as
comparatives, equatives, how-questions, and too-constructions (56).
(56)

a.
b.
c.
d.

Gladys is a bigger idiot than Floyd.
Gladys is as big an idiot as Floyd.
How big an idiot is Gladys?
Gladys is too big an idiot to talk to.

Morzycki shows that size adjectives under this degree reading are not possible in
predicative position (57-a), and furthermore that the size adjective involved must
predicate bigness rather than smallness (and thus has to be upward monotonic) (57-b)
(# here indicates the absence of the degree reading).
(57)

a. #That idiot is big.
b. #Gladys is a small idiot.

Further evidence he provides for the existence of degree in the nominal domain comes
from more-of comparatives, overt nominal degree elements like real, true, absolute,
complete, and adnominal measure phrases (e.g. six pounds of cheese).
Following Larson (1998), Matushansky (2002), and Matushansky and Spector
(2005), Morzycki assumes that gradable nouns are lexically associated with a scale
and thus have a degree argument. For example, the noun idiot is treated as a measure
function (cf. fn. 17) from individuals to their degrees of idiocy, and an analogous
silent degree head POS is argued to head a nominal DegP (DegN P in (58-a)) in the
extended functional projection of the noun. Size adjectives that function as degree
modifiers are analysed on a par with measure phrase modification, which measures
the size of the degree (in this case POS and MEAS are fused into one degree head).
His semantic analysis of big idiot is given in (58-b).
27 For an analysis of scale structure underlying directional prepositional phrases, see Zwarts (2005).
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a.
b.

[DegN P [DegP POS big ] [DegN P MEASN [NP idiot]]]
λx[min{d : d ∈ scale(idiot) ∧ standard(big) ≥ big(d)} ≥ idiot(x) ∧
standard(idiot) ≥ idiot(x)]

In words, a big idiot is true of x iff the degree of x’s idiocy is at least as great as the
smallest that meets the bigness-standard, and x meets the idiot-standard.
The generalisations are accounted for as follows. Since size adjectives under the
degree reading are not APs but DegPs in the extended functional projection of the NP,
they have a fixed position with respect to the noun and cannot appear as predicates.
The restriction to bigness adjectives comes about because smallness adjectives have
reversed ordering relations with respect to bigness adjectives and under his analysis
this would make expressions like small idiot equivalent to idiot.
The proposal of adnominal degrees has also been criticised, recently most extensively in Constantinescu (2011). Constantinescu looks at various phenomena in the
nominal domain that have been used in the literature to argue for adnominal degrees.
These include that idiot of a doctor, small clause complements of seem, the degree
use of such with nominals, and various kinds of ‘degree’ adjectives modifying nouns,
such as size adjectives, real-type adjectives, and evaluative adjectives (see Constantinescu 2011, for references). For each phenomenon she accounts for the apparent
gradable nature of the noun by using established tools that do not involve degrees.
For instance, the apparent degree use of such is argued to be parasitic on the kind
use, in being related to subkinds of individuals (see also the discussion in Anderson
and Morzycki 2015, this volume, and Sect. 4.1). For the data discussed by Morzycki
(2009), Constantinescu provides an alternative account in terms of (abstract) size of
(instances of) properties. These size adjectives combine with nouns that denote or are
defined in terms of (instances of) properties (tropes) (cf. Sect. 4.1).
Finally, we have come full circle by returning to the domain of events, commonly
expressed by verbal predicates. One of the main topics in the literature on events is
what makes an event telic or atelic. Earlier approaches to telicity define this notion
by investigating the mereological or quantificational structure of the verb’s internal
argument (Verkuyl 1972, 1993; Krifka 1989, among others). For example, Krifka argues that an incremental theme verb like eat is part of a telic predicate if its internal
argument (the incremental theme) is quantised, which then leads to a homomorphism
between the structure provided by the theme and the event (or as Tenny 1994 puts it,
the measuring out of the event). This is exemplified in (59-a). If, however, the (incremental) theme is not quantised or absent altogether, the event is atelic, because the
homomorphism leads to an unbounded event (in the case of a non-quantised theme
(59-b)), or there is no theme to measure out the event to begin with (in the intransitive
case (59-c)).28
(59)

a.
b.
c.

Louise ate an apple in 10 minutes / #for 10 minutes.
Louise ate apples #in 10 minutes / for 10 minutes.
Louise ate #in 10 minutes / for 10 minutes.

28 Obviously, this is a simplified characterisation; for more details see the discussion in Arsenijević et al.

(2013).
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In recent years, the mereological approach has been fine-tuned or replaced by the
scalar approach to telicity (Jackendoff 1996; Ramchand 1997; Hay et al. 1999; Caudal and Nicolas 2005; Zwarts 2006; Levin and Rappaport Hovav 2006; Kearns 2007;
Piñón 2008; Beavers 2008, among others). What these accounts have in common
is that they assume an underlying scale for events, which can be open or closed (unbounded or bounded) in much the same way as the scale structures we have discussed
in the adjectival domain. A scale can be part of the lexical semantics of the verb itself,
e.g. with verbs that have an adjectival core (see Hay et al. 1999; Kennedy and Levin
2008), or it can be provided by an additional element, e.g. an incremental theme as in
(59) (see Kennedy 2012, for recent discussion) or an incremental path (e.g. Jackendoff 1996; Ramchand 1997; Krifka 1998; Zwarts 2006; Gehrke 2008). Here we cannot
do justice to the literature, so we will merely discuss a few points.
For instance, Hay et al. (1999) and Kennedy and Levin (2008) discuss degree
achievements derived from adjectives, for which they argue that the telos is the standard associated with the underlying adjective. Degree achievements derived from
open-scale adjectives, then, which have a context-dependent standard somewhere on
the scale (and which, as we saw above, Kennedy and McNally 2005 identify as relative adjectives), can behave as either telic or atelic, depending on the context they
appear in. For example, in (60-a) the lengthening event is interpreted as telic but
in (60-b) as atelic, because pants usually come with some standard bounded length,
whereas exams can be of any random length (examples from Hay et al. 1999).
(60)

a.
b.

The tailor almost lengthened the pants.
The teacher almost lengthened the exam.

The different interpretations here are diagnosed with the adverbial modifier almost,
which is ambiguous in the telic example (60-a) (the entire event almost took place, or
the pants almost became long) but not in the atelic example (60-b) (which only has
the first kind of reading).
The analogy to the adjectival domain, and in particular the use of different degree
modifiers in the verbal domain to test the properties of the scale structure underlying
the events under description, has been extended beyond deadjectival verbs to apply to
verbs more generally. Fleischhauer (2013), for example, discusses degree gradation
of German change-of-state verbs by sehr ‘very’ and, following Kearns (2007), argues
for the need to distinguish between a standard telos (associated with non-maximal
degrees) and a maximum telos. Caudal and Nicolas (2005), in turn, distinguish two
types of degree scales, a quantity scale (with incremental theme verbs, diagnosed
by partially) and an intensity scale (accessed by perfectly and extremely). Bochnak
(2013) picks up their distinction when he discusses two readings the English modifier
half can have, an eventive (61-a) and an evaluative reading (61-b).
(61)

John half ate the apple.
a. John ate half of the apple.
b. What John did, can only halfway be described as an apple-eating eventuality.
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This concludes our general discussion of degree. We will now turn to the papers
in this volume and see how these general issues concerning manner and degree play
a role for them.

4 The papers in this volume
This section summarises the papers and the commentaries in this volume and relates
them to the general issues concerning manner and degree that we discussed in the previous sections. The discussion proceeds in the alphabetical order (of the authors of the
topic papers) in which the papers appear in this volume, starting with Anderson and
Morzycki’s (2015, this volume) proposal to treat manner and degree modification as
event and state kind modification and a more general comparison between state kinds
and tropes by Moltmann (2015, this volume) (Sect. 4.1). In Sect. 4.2, we will learn
about the distinction that Beltrama and Bochnak (2015, this volume) make between
semantic and pragmatic intensification and some concerns raised by Bylinina and
Sudo (2015, this volume) for their uniform semantics. Section 4.3 addresses Gehrke’s
(2015, this volume) proposal to treat event-related modifiers of German adjectival
passives as modifying an event kind and being pseudo-incorporated into the participle before adjectivisation takes place, as well as McIntyre’s (2015, this volume) suggestion to add an additional restriction on such modification. In Sect. 4.4, we will see
how Gumiel-Molina et al. (2015, this volume) apply the idea of within- vs. betweenindividual comparison to the distinction between stage and individual level predication in Spanish, for which Zagona (2015, this volume) makes some suggestions how
to make the syntax more precise. Finally, Sect. 4.5 turns to the morphological distinction between manner and clausal readings of agent-oriented adverbs in Japanese,
for which Kubota (2015, this volume) proposes a semantic account that ties the different readings to a difference in the events that make up the comparison class; some
refinements to this account are proposed by Ernst (2015, this volume).
4.1 Manner and degree modification as event and state kind modification
Carlson’s (1977) proposal of kinds in the nominal domain has since become fairly
standard and stands on firm empirical grounds. The more recent extension of this
idea to the verbal and adjectival domain we find in Anderson and Morzycki
(2015, this volume) (A&M), however, is far less established.29 A&M observe that
across various unrelated languages the same words that are used for kind anaphora
in the nominal domain (e.g. Polish tak, German so ‘such’) are found in the adjectival
and verbal domain for anaphoric reference to manner and degree (62); these parallels extend to the wh-elements (e.g. Polish jak ‘how’) that appear in the complement
clauses (62).30
29 For an overview of different empirical domains that have been analysed using event kinds, see Gehrke

(2015, to appear).
30 The same wh-element is found in questions (see op. cit. for examples). The analysis of such as a kind

anaphora goes back to Carlson (1977), who also made a proposal for as-phrases (relatives under his analysis) that occur with such. For a recent analysis of German so based on similarity, which in essence also
builds in (ad hoc) kinds, cf. Umbach and Gust (2014).
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(62)

a.

b.

c.

taki
pies jak ten
such-MASC dog WH this
‘such a dog as this’, ‘ a dog of this kind’
zachowiwać sie˛ tak jak Clyde
REFL such WH Clyde
behave
‘behave like Clyde’
tak wysoki jak Clyde
WH Clyde
such tall
‘as tall as Clyde’
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The treatment of manner modification as event kind modification has already been
proposed in Landman and Morzycki (2003) and Landman (2006), and here we will
be a bit more elaborate than in the other paper summaries, because this is yet another
way to analyse manner that we have not encountered so far, and it also plays a crucial
role for Gehrke (2015, this volume) (cf. Sect. 4.3). Landman and Morzycki show
that spatial and temporal modifiers, which have to modify a spatiotemporally located
event token, are not possible antecedents of so, as their examples in (63) from German
illustrate.
(63)

a. *Maria hat am Dienstag getanzt, und Jan hat auch so getanzt.
Mary has on Tuesday danced and John has also so danced
b. *Maria hat in Minnesota gegessen, und Jan hat auch so gegessen.
Mary has in Minnesota eaten
and John has also so eaten

Nevertheless, some spatial modifiers are acceptable, but only if they can be interpreted as manner modifiers which derive an event sub-kind. For example, in (64),
the locative modifier does not serve to specify the location of a particular sleeping
event, but rather specifies a sub-kind of sleeping event, namely the kind of sleeping
in sleeping bags.
(64)

Maria schläft in einem Schlafsack, und Jan schläft auch so.
Mary sleeps in a
sleeping bag and John sleeps also so
‘Mary sleeps in a sleeping bag and John sleeps like that too.’

This restriction to only those modifiers that can apply to kinds and the general idea
that such modification derives sub-kinds has been discussed at length by Carlson
(1977) for the nominal domain; the fact that we find a similar situation in the verbal
domain further supports the idea that we are dealing with kinds.31
As for degrees, A&M point out several arguments from the literature that they
have to be richer than just denoting some location on a scale. For example, if they
were just that we would expect (65-b) to be as acceptable as (65-a), contrary to fact
(cf. Moltmann 2009).
(65)

a. I am amazed at Clyde’s height.
b. #I am amazed at six feet.

31 This idea is also intrinsically related to Geuder’s (2006) suggestion to analyse manner modification as

restrictions of a conceptual dimension (cf. Sect. 2.3).
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Furthermore, adjectives can combine with adverbial modifiers that do not just relate
to degrees as intervals on a scale (e.g. visibly happy) but rather they modify properties that can be retrieved from the degree (cf. Grosu and Landman 1998). While
Moltmann (2004, et seq.) proposes to construct degrees out of tropes, which are property instantiations in individuals (see below), A&M propose to construct them out of
states and to relate them to state kinds.
In their account, A&M combine a Neo-Davidsonian approach, which posits event
arguments for states (cf. Sects. 2.2 and 2.3), with Cresswell’s (1976) proposal to analyse degrees as equivalence classes of individuals. In particular, they assume equivalence classes of states and events; e.g. six feet tall gives you all states of being exactly
(or at least) six feet tall. In addition, they follow Chierchia’s (1998) analysis of kinds
as pluralities of all possible objects satisfying the property in question. For example,
the event kind CLUMSY consists of all possible events performed clumsily, and any
particular clumsy event is a realisation of this kind. Their overall account is illustrated
by (66), where ∪ is Chierchia’s up-operator that turns a kind k into a property.
(66)

[[[six feet][Floyd tall]]] = λs.tall(s, Floyd) ∧ ∪ SIX - FEET(s)

Intensionalising Cresswell’s equivalence class of individuals, then, one arrives at
kinds in Chierchia’s sense (see also Castroviejo and Schwager 2008; Schwager 2009),
and this holds equally for event and state kinds.
They furthermore observe that even though there is more to event kinds than manner and more to state kinds than degree, manner and degree are the distinguishing
properties of events and states, respectively; they do not identify a distinguishing
property for individuals. Based on these observations, they propose the semantics for
Polish tak ‘such’ in (67), where o is a variable over events, states, and individuals,
and dist(o, P ) is the distinguished property of o.
(67)

[[tak]] = λkλo : dist(o, ∪ k).∪ k(o)

Turning to the complement clauses found in the three domains, which are introduced
by the same wh-item in some languages (e.g. Polish jak ‘how’), these are normally
not analysed in the same fashion. Whereas as-clauses in the nominal domain are
analysed as a kind of relative in, e.g., Carlson (1977), in the adjectival domain they
are analysed as equatives. In the verbal domain, in turn, they share properties of
free relatives. A&M propose a uniform account by generalising Caponigro’s (2003)
analysis of free relatives to all three domains. In particular, they assume that in all
three cases a claim is made about a kind that is realised by an individual, an event,
or a particular height, etc. The general template for such wh-items is given in (68-a),
and (68-b) illustrates the overall account with an example involving a state (degree).
(68)

a.
b.

[[jak]] = λkλx.∪ k(x)
Floyd jest tak wysoki jak Clyde.
Floyd is such tall
WH Clyde
λs  .∪ ιk[∃s[∪ k(s) ∧ tall(s, Clyde)]](s  ) ∧ tall(s  , Floyd)

A&M briefly address the relation between their notion of state kinds and other approaches to states and degrees in the literature. They speculate that for their purposes,
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Maienborn’s Kimian states (cf. Sect. 2.3) are too impoverished and that, therefore,
state kinds should rather be seen as Davidsonian states. A possible problem we see
for this equation, however, is that for Maienborn all copular constructions (which
involve adjectives) are Kimian states, and most of the examples that A&M discuss
involve adjectives, not verbs. The alternative that A&M briefly consider is to relate
the idea of realised state kinds to tropes (cf. Moltmann 2004, et seq.), which they take
to be interchangeable with Maienborn’s Davidsonian states.
In her commentary, Moltmann (2015, this volume) addresses problems with assuming state kinds to involve Davidsonian states (concrete states in her terminology)
rather than Kimian states (abstract states), on the one hand, and for equating concrete states with tropes, on the other, which are defined as particular instantiations
of properties manifested in individuals in space and time (cf. Moltmann 2004, et
seq.). For example, while terms for tropes are NPs with adjective nominalisations
(e.g. Socrates’ wisdom), it is hard to find similar concrete state-referring nominalisations; rather gerunds are used (e.g. Socrates’ being wise). In addition, states do not
enter similarity relations in the way tropes do. For example, while (69-a) makes sense,
(69-b) does not (for further differences see op.cit. and Moltmann 2004, et seq.).
(69)

a.
b.

The first pillow’s softness is the same as the second pillow’s softness.
The first pillow’s being soft is the same as the second pillow’s being
soft.

While she acknowledges that event kinds play a role for manner in the way proposed
by A&M, she points out that degrees behave quite differently. For example, while
manners behave like kinds as referents of NPs with way or manner, which can combine with how-phrases (70-a) (from German), degrees do not (70-b,c).
(70)

a.

Die Art, wie Hans arbeitet, ist weitverbreitet.
the way how John works is widespread
‘The way in which John works is widespread.’
b. ???The extent of Mary’s anger is widespread.
c. ???der Grad, wie hart Hans arbeitet
the degree how hard John works

She also takes issue with viewing degree to be the distinguishing property for concrete states, and shows that it can only be taken as a distinguishing property for adjectives; with verbs that have been analysed as concrete (i.e. Davidsonian) states,
however, (German) so ‘such’ picks out a manner and not a degree (71).
(71)

Hans lebt so wie Maria.
John lives so how Mary
‘John lives like Mary.’

In this context, she raises the general question whether concrete states even exist and
whether not all verbal predicates that have been classified as such could be reanalysed as different kinds of event predicates, as proposed by Rothmayr (2009). This,
then, only leaves (Kimian) states related to adjectives, and all degree-related readings, then, are not due to so-wie but rather to the fact that each construction where
we find so-wie employs an adjectival modifier. As she puts it, “the degree-relatedness
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of the comparative and the equative in fact should be traced to ordering among states
(or tropes) that gradable adjectives themselves specify”; verbs simply cannot involve
such an ordering.
4.2 Intensification without degrees
The question of whether or not degrees should be assumed in the semantics of nonadjectival categories that we addressed in Sect. 3.5 also arises in Beltrama and
Bochnak’s (2015, this volume) (B&B’s) distinction between grammatical intensification and pragmatic intensification. The former is analysed as a standard booster
with degree constructions, as in the case of ad-adjectival degree modification by very
(cf. Klein 1980), modification of gradable nouns by size adjectives (e.g. big idiot, cf.
Sect. 3.5), or exclamatives, as discussed in Castroviejo (2006) and Rett (2011) (e.g.
What a beautiful dog!).32 The topic of their paper, however, is pragmatic intensification, which is argued not to operate on degrees. In particular, they address the Italian
suffix -issimo (72) and the Washo modifier šému (see op. cit. for Washo examples).
(72)

La casa è bell-issima.
the house is beautiful-ISSIMO
‘The house is extremely beautiful.’

Based on the observation that these modifiers have a much wider distribution than
intensifying degree modifiers like very or Italian molto ‘much’, as they can apply to
non-gradable predicates as well (73), including nouns, quantifiers, ordinals, and in
Washo also verbs and numerals, the authors conclude that they do not target degrees.
(73)

a.

b.

Serve
un governo
{subit-issimo
/ ??molto subito}.
is.needed a government immediately-ISSIMO MOLTO immediately
‘We need a government right now.’
Non c’è
{nessunissima / *molto nessuna} possibilià di vincere.
MOLTO any
chance of winning
not there.is any-ISSIMO
‘There is no chance at all to win the game.’

Instead, they argue that both modifiers universally quantify over contextual parameters associated with the predicates they modify. In the case of relative adjectives, this
contextual parameter is related to the comparison class; it is argued that -issimo/šému
universally quantify over possible assignments of the standard values, so that the effect is similar to that of a degree-intensifier. For example, tall in combination with
these modifiers requires that the individual to which this modified predicate applies
counts as tall under any assignment c of the contextual parameter c (with the relation
R holding between c and c if c is just like c) (74).
(74)

[[mod tallc ]]c (x) = 1 iff ∀c [cRc → tall(x) in c ]

With absolute adjectives, on the other hand, for which B&B follow Kennedy and
McNally (2005) in assuming that their standard is not context-sensitive (cf. Sects. 3.1
32 See Zanuttini and Portner (2003) and Chernilovskaya and Nouwen (2012) for alternative analyses of

exclamatives without degrees.
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and 3.3), the application of -issimo/šemu has a slack-regulation or precisification effect. Recall that Kennnedy and McNally assume that apparent vague uses of such
predicates involve loose talk, which could be modeled in terms of Lasersohn’s (1999)
pragmatic halos. This loose talk can then be made more precise by so-called slack
regulators (e.g. exactly). B&B argue that applying -issimo/šému to an absolute adjective (e.g. full) similarly leads to eliminating the level of imprecision. In combination
with nouns and other non-adjectival categories, -issimo/šému are argued to pick out
the “clear cases” of the sort of thing named by the noun, assuming that nouns are also
interpreted according to a contextual parameter, which affects which individuals fall
under their extensions in a particular context.
Finally, they note that -issimo and šému also differ in two respects. First, only
-issimo has an additional expressive component (an extremeness flavour), which they
model as a pragmatic, use-conditional meaning (in the sense of Gutzmann 2012),
treating -issimo as a mixed expressive with both a descriptive contribution (which it
has in common with šému) and this expressive component. The second difference has
to do with the fact that unlike -issimo, šému can also apply to verbs and numerals, and
B&B assume that this is a selectional (syntactic) rather than a semantic difference.
In their commentary, Bylinina and Sudo (2015, this volume) address two concerns with B&B’s uniform semantics for the different uses of the intensifiers under
discussion. The first has to do with unexpected restrictions on intensification. For
example, while B&B’s uniform semantics can account for the fact that -issimo can
apply to the negative quantificational determiner nessuno ‘any’, it equally predicts
that it should then apply to other determiners as well, but this prediction is not borne
out (75).
(75)

*Qualcun-issimo studente è venuto alla festa.
some-ISSIMO student is come to.the party

The second concern has to do with the fact that not all applications of these intensifiers are truth-conditional, even though under their uniform semantic account they
should be. For example, in (76)33 -issimo cannot take scope under negation, suggesting that we are dealing with non-truth-conditional meaning.
(76) ??Attraversare fuori dalle strisce
è proibito ma non
crossing
outside of.the crosswalk.signs is forbidden but not
proibit-issimo
forbidden-ISSIMO
intended: ‘Crossing outside the crosswalk is forbidden, but not absolutely
forbidden.’
They suggest that an alternative account of the different usages can be achieved by
giving them similar, rather than identical meanings. Due to their similar meanings,
they can be lumped together by the same morphology (e.g. -issimo, šému), but other
languages might have different means to express these non-identical meanings.
33 This example is taken directly from B&B (their ex. (15)), but not further addressed by B&B.
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4.3 Event kind modification of adjectival passives
Building on her previous work, Gehrke (2015, this volume) derives restrictions on
event-related modification with adjectival passives from general restrictions on event
kind modification. For example, under the assumption that event kinds lack spatiotemporal location (since they are not instantiated), it follows automatically that temporal and spatial modifiers of the event underlying adjectival passives are not possible; this is illustrated for the spatial modifier in (77).
(77)

*Das Kind war im Badezimmer gekämmt.
the child was in the bathroom
combed

The only modifiers that are possible are manner modifiers, which Gehrke takes to be
event kind modifiers, following Landman and Morzycki (2003) (cf. Sect. 4.1); these
include PP modifiers that can be construed as manner modifiers (78), in analogy to
those in (64).
(78)

Die Suppe war in einem Edelstahltopf
zubereitet / gekocht / gegart.
the soup was in a
stainless steel pot prepared cooked refined

Gehrke proposes that event-related modifiers have to pseudo-incorporate (PI) into
the participle, in order for adjectivisation to take place. This account is supported by
the observation that the nominals in PPs modifying an adjectival passive behave like
weakly or non-referential nominals and display semantic properties of PI-ed nominals
(on which see, e.g., Dayal 2011). In particular, just like PI-ed nouns, the nominals
in PPs modifying adjectival passives obligatorily take narrow scope with respect to
quantificational elements in the clause, do not introduce discourse referents (e.g. they
do not support pronominal anaphora), and cannot be modified by (ordinary restrictive
token) modifiers. Furthermore, the verb-modifier combination has to name a wellestablished event so that the state associated with an adjectival passive is seen as a
result of an institutionalised activity.
Under the assumption that verbal predicates enter the derivation as predicates of
event kinds, Gehrke argues that the event gets instantiated and turned into an event
token only when embedded under further functional structure, such as Tense/Aspect.
However, in adjectival passives, verbal predicates are embedded under an adjectivising head; it is argued that as a result of this category change the underlying event
associated with the verb does not get instantiated but remains in the kind domain.
The semantics proposed for the adjectival participle geschlossen ‘closed’ is in (79).
(79)

[[geschlossen]] = λyλs∃ek , xk [close(ek ) ∧ BECOME(ek , s) ∧ closed(s) ∧
Theme(s, y) ∧ Initiator(ek , xk )]

Under this account, then, an adjectival passive construction refers to a state token
(s in (79)) that instantiates the consequent state kind of an event kind. Event-related
modifiers (e.g. by- and with-phrases), in turn, such as the one in (80), are argued to
have to PI into the participle before adjectivisation can take place.
(80)

Mund und Nase waren mit Klebeband verschlossen.
mouth and nose were with tape
closed
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Gehrke proposes that adjectivisation, which existentially quantifies over the event and
determines that it stays in the kind domain, leads to the representation of (80) in (81).
(81)

(adjectival) closedI N C-P rt :
λyλs∃ek , xk [P-close(ek ) ∧ BECOME(ek , s) ∧ P-closed(s) ∧ Theme(s, y) ∧
Initiator(ek , xk )]
∧∀ek [P-close(ek ) iff close(ek ) ∧ P = tape ∧ WITH(ek , tape)]

In his commentary, McIntyre (2015, this volume) identifies four main hypotheses in Gehrke (2015, this volume): the event kind hypothesis, the non-referential
satellite hypothesis (where satellite is taken to be any non-argument modifying the
VP), the pseudoincorporation hypothesis, and the established kind hypothesis. He
provides further empirical evidence for the first three of these hypotheses, including the defusion of potential counter-arguments. However, he shows that the established event kind hypothesis, which is meant to account for some constraints on
event-related modification, is not as successful as it should be, at least not in the
form presented in Gehrke (2015, this volume). For example, we find acceptable modifiers that do not involve established event kinds (82-a), as well as examples which
would involve established event kinds (and meet other requirements on adjectival
passives), but where the adjectival passive-modifier combination is nevertheless degraded (82-b).
(82)

a.

Ihr Name ist mit Kettenfließfett geschrieben.
her name is with chain lubricant written
b. #Die Tür ist mit einem Schlüssel geöffnet.
the door is with a
key
opened

Instead (or at least in addition), he argues for the necessity to add the state relevance
hypothesis in (83), which can account for these examples.
(83)

State relevance hypothesis
Event-related satellites are unacceptable in (German, English, Hebrew) adjectival passives unless they contribute to the description of the state expressed by the participle or of the theme during the interval i during which
this state holds. They are most acceptable if they provide information which
can be inferred solely by inspection of the theme during interval i.

Gehrke argued against treating all event-related modification as (consequent) state
modification, given that many of these modifiers name the manner, instrument, or
agent of the event (kind) and are thus not modifying a state. McIntyre solves this
problem by not stating that the modifiers (his satellites) modify the state directly but
by inspecting properties that hold of the theme during the interval associated with the
consequent state. For example, unlike in (82-b), where nothing about the door in its
current state tells us anything about the fact that it is (or has been) opened by a key, in
(82-a), it is obvious from the appearance of the written name in its current state that
it was written with chain lubricant. Thus, the acceptable event-related modifiers are
directly related to the theme and only indirectly to the state.
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4.4 Stage/individual-level predication and within/between-individual
comparison
Building on Toledo and Sassoon (2011) and Sassoon and Toledo (2011) (cf.
Sect. 3.4), Gumiel-Molina et al. (2015, this volume) (G-M et al.) analyse the difference between the Spanish copular verbs ser and estar plus adjective, which is often
assumed to correlate with the distinction between stage-level and individual-level
predication (which might be an oversimplification; cf. Marín 2004), as respectively
involving within- and between-individual comparison. They argue that ser combines
with relative adjectives, for which the comparison class is extensionally defined (a
comparison between individuals) (84), whereas estar combines with absolute adjectives, for which the comparison class is intensionally defined (a comparison of
different stages within an individual) (85).
(84)

a.

b.
c.
d.
(85)

a.

b.

(Juan es) alto para ser jugador de fútbol
Juan is tall for beser player of soccer
‘tall for a soccer player’
C(omparison class) = {y : P (y)} = λy.P (y)
λx.tall(x) ≥ M(tall)(λy.soccer player(y)))
[DegP [Deg  POS [AP alto]] [P P para ser jugador de fútbol ]]
El restaurante está lleno.
the restaurant isestar full
‘The restaurant is full.’
C = λs.∀w  [[w  Aw][z = the restaurant is R(ealised) as s at w  ∧ P (x)
or x is related to P at s in w  ]]

Following a degree-based approach to the semantics of gradable adjectives (cf.
Sect. 3.1), they take DegP to introduce the comparison class, which is the second
argument of the measure function M (cf. fn. 17) introduced by POS (84-c, d). They
assume that it is instantiated by an overt or covert PP (a for-phrase). With estar, the
comparison class is argued to include states of the subject (85-b), whereas with ser
it does not (84-b). In the course of the paper, they make their syntactic proposal in
(84-d) more precise. In particular, they take ser/estar to be verbalisers that head a
VP and take a Pred(icate)P complement; PredP in turn takes a DegP complement
and establishes a relation between the subject of predication and the set out of which
the standard degree necessary to evaluate the truthful applicability of the adjective is
extracted (following Kennedy 1999; Fults 2006).
Most adjectives in Spanish can occur with either ser or estar, but many adjectives have a clear preference for one or the other. G-M et al. relate this preference to
Sassoon and Toledo’s (2011) grammaticalisation principle, which, however, can be
overridden by context. The few adjectives that appear only with one copula are socalled perfective adjectives (e.g. asombrado ‘astonished’), which only appear with
estar, and relational adjectives (e.g. socialista ‘socialist’), which only appear with
ser. They argue that the former are related to verbs with underlying event structures,
which evoke concepts that cannot be modeled according to a between-individual
comparison class. For relational adjectives, in turn, they follow accounts that treat
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relational adjectives as nouns in disguise, and nouns generally only combine with
ser.34
Finally, G-M et al. address the role of the subjects and of experiencers in determining which kind of comparison is involved. While the role of the subject has already
been extensively discussed in the literature (see also discussion in Sects. 3.3 and 3.4),
the fact that also experiencers can play a role and can trigger an otherwise unacceptable absolute reading, as in (86), is less known.
(86)

El bikini *(me) está pequeño.
the bikini me isestar small
‘The bikini does not fit: it is too small for me.’

Cases with experiencers, which they assume to be introduced by a higher applicative head right above PredP, are argued to involve comparison within individuals, as
they involve the same individual (here the bikini) which is too small for ‘me’ (the
experiencer) but might be just right for some other experiencer.
In her commentary, Zagona (2015, this volume) suggests two points in which
the account of G-M et al. could be made more precise. The first concerns the question
whether the scale structure properties of a given gradable adjective should be fully
lexically determined or built up in the syntax. Zagona proposes it to be computed in
the syntax, similar to the way VP aspect (telicity) is computed in the syntax, possibly
mediated by an additional functional projection inside the AP/VP. She argues that
hardwiring it into the syntax accounts for the contradiction in (87-a) (which would
involve conflicting functional features), as compared to the acceptability of equally
conflicting (but lexical) standards in (87-b).
(87)

a. *Juan está mas alto que Alicia, pero todavía Alicia es más alta
Juan isestar more tall than Alicia but still
Alicia isser more tall
que Juan.
than Juan
b. Juan ha crecido más que Alicia, pero Alicia todavía es más alta
Juan has grown more than Alicia but Alicia still
isser more tall
que Juan.
than Juan
‘Juan has grown more than Alicia, but Alicia is still taller than Juan.’

The second refinement concerns the fact that perfective adjectives are only compatible with estar. Zagona proposes that this fact follows automatically by assuming that
such adjectives, unlike genuine adjectives (88-a), contain additional verbal structure
in their syntactic make-up (88-b).
(88)

a.
b.

Deg [aP adjectival root ]
(overriding the default feature of adj)
Deg [aP a [vP FPERF v [ verbal root ]]]
(*overriding of functional
features)

34 We note in this context, however, that relational adjectives are typically not gradable, and therefore it is

not even that clear that analyses proposed for gradable (relative and absolute) adjectives should be extended
to such adjectives.
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If perfective participles involve a functional projection inside their syntactic makeup that determines that they denote the (perfective) result state of a given event, it
is clear that they must involve within-individual comparison, as the subject of such
an adjective is seen as having undergone an event and being in a different state (the
result state) as before.
4.5 Comparison classes for events: the clausal/manner duality in Japanese
The ability of some adverbs to express either a manner or a clausal reading (cf.
Sect. 2.5) is also found in other languages, for example Japanese, as discussed in
Kubota (2015, this volume). Unlike English, however, Japanese does not employ
word order but morphology to make this distinction. In particular, an additional suffix -mo appears on the adverb on the clausal reading (89-a), whereas without this
suffix, we are dealing with the manner reading (89-b), no matter which word order
we are faced with.
(89)

a.

b.

John-wa orokani-mo odotta. / Orokani-mo John-wa odotta.
danced stupidly
John-TOP danced
John-TOP stupidly
‘Stupidly, John danced.’
John-wa orokani odotta. / Orokani John-wa odotta.
John-TOP stupidly danced stupidly John-TOP danced
‘John danced stupidly.’

Given that here we see that the clausal reading is morphologically derived from the
manner reading,35 Kubota follows McConnell-Ginet (1982), rather than Ernst (2002),
in assuming that the manner reading is basic. However, she integrates into her analysis Ernst’s general proposal to take into account comparison classes for events to understand the semantics of event-modifying predicational adverbs (no matter whether
they involve an event or a specified event; cf. Sect. 2.5). This, in turn, is in parallel to
the notion of comparison classes we saw in the domain of adjectives (cf. Sect. 3.1).36
In particular, for agent-oriented readings, which Kubota relabels surface-subjectoriented readings, since they do not only involve agents in the strict sense, she assumes that the comparison class consists of various possible things that the subject
could have done, as in (90-a). The comparison class involved in the manner reading,
in turn, is a set of more specific kinds of events, as in (90-b).
(90)

a.
b.

Clausal reading: ‘It was stupid of x to do V’
Manner reading: ‘The manner in which x did V was stupid’

She proposes that manner adverbs adjoin to the VP. For example, stupid is analysed
as a measure function (cf. Sect. 3.1) of type v, d which takes an event e and returns
the degree of stupidity of e; the stupidity of e is greater than the standard stupidity
with respect to a comparison class, as specified to the right of > in (91).
35 Similar observations can be made for German, where adverbs that commonly display both readings

(e.g. klug ‘clever’) only have the clausal reading when-erweise is added (e.g. klugerweise ‘cleverly’) (for
discussion see Geuder 2000, 168f.).
36 Comparison classes for events are also employed in Schäfer’s (2005) semantic analysis of adverbs.
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[[orokani]]
= λP e,vt λxλe.P (x)(e) ∧ stupid(e)
> standard(stupid)([λe ∃x  .P (x  )(e )])

The clausal reading is argued to come about when the comparison class is readjusted
to a broader one by adjoining -mo. Informally (see op.cit. for the formal details), when
-mo applies, the comparison class is not restricted anymore to the specific kind of the
events compared (e.g. dancing events), but instead involves a set of more general
events that one could have been involved in in one way or another. She furthermore
argues that adverbs with -mo necessarily adjoin to T  . Evidence in favour of this claim
comes from obligatory surface-subject orientedness in passives. Finally, she suggests
a possible extension of this analysis to evaluative adverbs, which also appear with the
suffix -mo.
In his commentary, Ernst (2015, this volume) addresses the issue whether the
morphological argument for deriving the clausal from the manner adverb could instead be reversed within his initial idea that the manner reading is derived by something like a Manner Rule, which neutralises the differences between the various
clausal readings and furthermore restricts the verb’s meaning. He also raises the issue whether the contribution of -mo should be accounted for in terms of a lexical rule
(as is done by Kubota) or rather whether this should be a general rule, with possible
cross-linguistic validity (in which case languages like English would have a silent
element like -mo). Given that there are still order restrictions (i.e. the mo-marked adverb has to be higher than the one without this marking), he argues that the general
rule might be preferred.
Finally, he observes that the claim that mo-marked adverbs always adjoin to T 
is at odds with Kubota’s general account in terms of semantic scope. Instead, he
proposes to revert to thinking of the issue of obligatory subject-orientedness in terms
of structural domains and c-command, similar to what we have seen in the discussion
of Frey’s (2003) proposal in Sect. 3 (see also Ernst 2002). Observing that there are
similarities between conditions on binding, he tentatively suggests the Hypothetical
Binding Theory analysis of agent-oriented adverbs in (92).
(92)

Agent-oriented adverbs contain a zero-anaphor ∅A subject to Binding Principle A: [AdvP ∅A ADV]

This analysis, then, could take care of the obligatory surface-subject orientedness that
Kubota observes for mo-marked adverbs in passives as well.
This concludes our summary of the papers and commentaries in this volume. Let
us end this chapter by pointing out commonalities and differences between manner
and degree.

5 Commonalities between manner and degree
The discussion of manner and degree in Sects. 2 and 3 as well as the summaries of
the papers and commentaries in the subsequent section should have made clear that
there are many commonalities between the two. One of the most obvious parallels
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is that manner adverbs are usually derived from adjectives; their semantics should
therefore be directly related to the semantics of the underlying adjectives (see, e.g.,
Geuder 2000; Schäfer 2005, for proposals that make this connection very explicit).
This has led Ernst (2002) to make extensive use of comparison classes for events in
the analysis of manner adverbs (cf. Sect. 4.5). In this picture, then, manner adverbs
ascribe a property to an event, commonly expressed by a verbal predicate, whereas
adjectives ascribe a property to an individual, commonly expressed by a nominal
predicate.
While manner is thus usually related to events expressed by verbs, and degrees
to properties expressed by gradable adjectives, we also saw that manner is not restricted to the verbal domain and degree not to the adjectival domain. For example,
we have seen that degree morphology can appear on categories other than adjectives
(cf. Sect. 4.2); furthermore, we discussed gradable nouns as well as verbs derived
from gradable adjectives, such as degree achievements, and that scale structure properties of a verbal predicate can be studied more generally to determine whether a
verbal predicate is telic or atelic (cf. Sect. 3.5). On the other hand, there are adjectives derived from verbs, as we have seen with adjectival participles (cf. Sect. 4.4),
and we thus find manner modification also in the adjectival domain (cf. Sect. 4.3).
Finally, adjectival predication involves states, and states are also found in the verbal
domain, where state arguments have been proposed in analogy to event arguments.
Thus, no matter which category we are dealing with, we expect to find manner and
degree to play a role and maybe even to complement each other.
How do verbs and nouns differ then and how do adjectives fit in this picture? Let
us briefly return to Constantinescu’s (2011) general line of argumentation against
positing degrees for categories other than adjectives (cf. Sect. 3.5). She arrives at the
conclusion that “in the nominal domain there are no grammatical phenomena that
are exclusively sensitive to gradability and no expressions that perform the type of
operations that are involved in degree modification as we know it from the adjectival
domain” (Constantinescu 2011, 229). Rather, there are several phenomena that interact with degrees, such as epistemicity, evidentiality, or the delineation of sub-kinds,
and this could (falsely) create the impression that degrees are involved. Instead she
assumes that a degree-less vagueness approach to nouns is to be preferred, similar to
degree-free adjectival accounts like those of Kamp (1975), Klein (1980), van Rooij
(2011), Doetjes et al. (2011) (see also Sects. 3.3 and 3.4). However, unlike gradable
adjectives, whose domains are inherently ordered, nouns are assumed to never be inherently ordered but to be inherently and irreducibly multidimensional (Kamp 1975;
Wierzbicka 1986; Sassoon 2013b). According to Constantinescu, an ordering can be
additionally added and thus make nouns appear gradable (e.g. an ordering along a
typicality dimension, as proposed in Sassoon 2013b); however, lexically, nouns do
not come with an order (a scale with degrees).
Similarly, verbs can be taken to be associated with multidimensional concepts, as
we have already seen in the discussion of Geuder (2006) in Sect. 2.3, who proposes
that manner adverbs (and manner modifiers in general) restrict the allowed range of
a property value in one of the conceptual dimensions of a given verb. Since such adverbs are derived from adjectives, the following parallel emerges, at least for gradable
ones: Both event-related adverbs and adjectives ascribe a property to something that
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is multidimensional (an event or an individual) by focusing on the one dimension
associated with the (underlying) adjective. Furthermore, if the underlying concept is
gradable, we will find degree modification with either. Degree modification in the
adjectival domain, in turn, is commonly analysed as putting restrictions on the scale
structure associated with the adjectives (cf. Sect. 3.2) or as restricting or broadening
the comparison class (cf. Sect. 3.4).
The complementary picture of manner and degree and the opposition between uniand multidimensionality can also be found in Levin and Rappaport Hovav’s (2006)
opposition of manner and result verbs. Result verbs (roughly: accomplishments and
achievements, e.g. kill, arrive) are argued to lexicalise a change of state along a unidimensional scale, whereas manner verbs (roughly: activities, e.g. eat, swim, including verbs combining with incremental themes; cf. Kennedy 2012) are assumed to refer to change in various dimensions. Thus, it is not surprising that we find modifiers
in the verbal domain that have been analysed as manner- or as result/degree-related.
For example, Kennedy and McNally (2005) make a distinction between manner and
degree well with adjectival participles (e.g. well written vs. well acquainted). While
in that paper, they treat degree well as a degree modifier and spell out an analysis that
takes into account the scale structure of the adjective that well applies to (though it
is an adjectivised participle), in a later paper they make clear that the possibility of
a degree reading is conditioned by the event structure associated with the underlying
verbal predicate (McNally and Kennedy 2013). Roughly, our impression is that the
degree reading can be found with those participles that are derived from what Levin
and Rappaport Hovav (2006) would classify as result verbs.37
Finally, as argued by Anderson and Morzycki (2015, this volume) (cf. Sect. 4.1),
the stative (adjectival) and eventive (verbal) domain are also parallel to the nominal
domain of individuals by being divided into kinds and tokens, where manner and
degree are analysed as relating to event and state kinds, respectively. The distinction between event kinds and event tokens could shed new light on the difference
between manner and clausal readings of particular adverbs, which has been analysed as applying to an event in both cases rather than to the event (manner) or to the
proposition (clausal) (cf. Sect. 4.5). In particular, if manner modification is intrinsically related to event kinds (see also Sect. 4.3) and if event modification takes into
account comparison classes of events (cf. Sect. 4.5), could the manner-clausal opposition be rethought within the distinction between within-individual comparison,
which involves the comparison of different subkinds of one superordinate event kind,
on the one hand, and between-individual comparison, on the other, which involves
comparing event tokens of different kinds (cf. Sects. 3.4 and 4.4 for the nominal domain)? For example, comparing event subkinds can only concern different manners
associated with the superordinate event kind. Comparing event tokens of different
kinds, in turn, can involve taking into account the agent that performed the event in
question, thus yielding the agent-oriented reading (see also Gehrke 2015, to appear).
We have to leave this idea for future research.
This brings us back to the more general question of what precisely counts as a
manner adverb, which was a thread throughout Sect. 2 and also arose in some of the
37 Though, it might be even more restricted; cf. discussion in Castroviejo and Gehrke (2015, to appear).
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papers and commentaries in this volume. Manner is intrinsically related to events so
all event-related adverbs should count as manner. However, in the considerations of
what might make events different from states, we saw that it is not so easy to find a
precise and uniform definition of manner (recall the discussion of Geuder 2006, in
Sect. 2.3). Furthermore, when we addressed Schäfer (2008) in Sect. 2.4 we saw that
there are different kinds of manner adverbs: pure manner ones (e.g. softly), agentoriented ones (e.g. stupidly), as well as implicit resultative ones (e.g. illegibly) (resultatives in Geuder 2000, ‘degree’ well might also fall into this category), and sometimes manner adverbs seem to take scope over other manner adverbs (e.g. carefully).
Finally, clausal and manner readings of adverbs are also analysed as both involving
manner, as we have just discussed. If all of these modifications count as manner, the
proposal to distinguish between event kind and event token modification (which can
both involve manner in this broader sense) might be a good start to account for the
differences.
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Gehrke, and Rafael Marín, 1–26. Dordrecht: Springer.
Asher, Nicholas. 1993. Reference to abstract objects in discourse. Dordrecht: Kluwer.
Bach, Emmon. 1986. The algebra of events. Linguistics and Philosophy 9: 5–16.
Bale, Alan. 2006. The universal scale and the semantics of comparison. PhD thesis, McGill.
Barsalou, Lawrence W. 1992. Frames, concepts, and conceptual fields. In Frames, fields, and contrasts,
Erlbaum, eds. Adrienne Lehrer and Eva Feder Kittay, 21–74. Hillsdale: Erlbaum.
Bartsch, Renate. 1976. The grammar of adverbials. Vol. 16 of North-Holland linguistic series. Amsterdam:
North-Holland.
Beavers, John. 2008. Scalar complexity and the structure of events. In Event structures in linguistic form
and interpretation, eds. Johannes Dölling, Tatjana Heyde-Zybatow, and Martin Schäfer, 245–265.
Berlin: de Gruyter.
Beltrama, Andrea, and M. Ryan Bochnak. 2015, this volume. Intensification without degrees crosslinguistically.
Bhatt, Rajesh, and Roumyana Pancheva. 2004. Late merger of degree clauses. Linguistic Inquiry 35(1):
1–45.
Bierwisch, Manfred. 1989. The semantics of gradation. In Dimensional adjectives: Grammatical structure
and conceptual interpretation, eds. Manfred Bierwisch and Ewald Lang, 71–261. Berlin: Springer.
Bochnak, M. Ryan. 2013. Two sources of scalarity within the verb phrase. In Studies in the composition
and decomposition of event predicates, eds. Boban Arsenijević, Berit Gehrke, and Rafael Marín,
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