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1. Summary of last session

Aim
Collecting first intuitions and linguistic facts about about events
Event term
Deverbal nominalizations, underived nouns, event sortals
Constraints on the noun event in English.
Characteristic properties of events
Events ‘in time’, material objects are ’in space’
Have a temporal location (temporal adverbials) and temporal part structure (part-related expressions)
But events may also spatial parts and they generally have a spatial location.
Characteristic existence predicates for events
Not exist, but occur, happen, take place
But occur, happen, take place do not apply to all events, e.g. difference between planned and spontaneous events
Differentiations among events
Events vs. actions
Events vs. states: existence predicates for states: exist, obtain
States as abstract objects: ‘the obtaining of a property of objects’
Abstract states vs. concrete states (Session 3)
----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

2. Davidson’s analysis of ‘action sentences’

2.1. Motivations for the Davidsonian analysis

(1) John walked slowly.

The pre-Davidsonian analysis
(2) [slowly(walk)](John)
Slowly as a predicate modifier:
Slowly denotes a function from sets to sets (or n-place relations to n-place relations ) 

The inference of Adverbial Drop (‘Adverb Drop’)
(3)  John walked slowly.
       John walked.

Davidson’s analysis of ‘action sentences’
(4) e(slowly(e) & walk(e, John))
Generally taken as an analysis of adverbial modification of any ‘eventive’ verb.

2.2. Further support for the Davidsonian analysis

Predicates and modifiers of deverbal nominalization
Event nouns on the Davidsonian analysis
(5) a. [John's walk] = e[walk(e, John)] – problematic, no uniqueness guaranteed!
     b. [John’s death] = e[death(e, John)]
     c. [John's walk] = max e[walk(e, John)]

Compare definites with mass nouns: the water in the bottle refers to the maximal quantity of water in the bottle.

General question to be addressed:
Do nominalizations generally preserve the argument structure of the verb?

Inferences to Deverbal Nominalizations
(6) John walked slowly.
     John’s walk was slow.  
Not strictly valid, since only part of John’s walk may have been slow given the premise.
(7) a. [John's walk] = max e[walk(e, John)]   (maximal event of walking by John)
      b. slow([John’s walk])
(8) a. The tree died slowly.
         The tree’s slow death occurred.
     b. occur (the e [death(e, the tree)])

Yet further support for the Davidsonian analysis?
Davidsonian semantics of sentences with several adverbials:
(9) a. John walked slowly with a stick on the street.
     b. e(walk(e, John) & slowly(e) & with a stick(e) & on the street(e))

The inference of Adverb(ial) Permutation (Landman 2000)
(10) a. John walked slowly with a stick.
          (?) John walked with a stick slowly.
     b. Yesterday John walked slowly on the street.
        ?? Slowly John walked yesterday on the street.

Fact
The inference of Adverbial Permutation does not generally go through.
Adverbial permutation creates at least discourse semantic differences between premise and conclusion.

Motivation for cartographic theories of adverbials (Cinque, Rizzi):
Different syntactic positions in the syntactic structure of sentences reserved for different types of adverbials (temporal, manner, location adverbials etc.).
An open issue
What does cartography applied to adverbials mean for the semantics of adverbials?
How would a more adequate semantics of adverbials based on a cartographic syntactic structure look?

2.4. General issues for the Davidsonian analysis of adverbials

1.    Is it justified positing implicit arguments? 
Are there syntactic constraints on implicit arguments? 
Is the Davidsonian argument even an implicit argument position?  Not on the Neodavidsonian view.
2.    What justifies the implicit existential quantifier? 
How does the existential quantifier behave semantically with respect to other operators and quantifiers that occur explicitly in the sentence?
3.      Does every verb take implicit event arguments?
Perhaps not: stative verbs (of a certain type) have been argued not to take event arguments (= the Stative Adverb Gap) (next time!)
4.       Do other categories than verbs take implicit event arguments?
Adjectives have been argued to take states or tropes as implicit arguments?
Some nouns (dancer, buyer) have been argued to take implicit event arguments
Radical view: all nouns take implicit event arguments (Schwarzschild)
-----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

3.   The Neo-Davidsonian view (Parsons 1990)

Verbs are one-place predicates of events.
Thematic relations connect individuals to events based on the syntactic position of the DPs referring to the individuals (subject, object and indirect object positions).

(11) a. John saw Mary.
        b. e(see(e) & agent(John, e) & theme(Mary, e))

Advantage
Easy representation of alignment of syntactic positions with roles of participants in the event.

Difficulty
Can there be a seeing event without an agent and a theme?
A response: no, but lexical argument structure need not reflect the essential relations of an entity to others (ontological dependences).
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

4.  Davidsonian semantics of adjectives

Events or states as implicit arguments of adjectives?
(12) a. John is happy
       b. s(happy(s, John))

Deadjectival nominalizations:
(13) a. John’s happiness
       b. max s[happiness(s, John)]

Gradable adjectives taking measure phrases:
(14) a. John is two meters tall.
       b. John’s tallness is two meters.
       c. John’s height is two meters.

Adjective modifiers: profoundly, highly, extremely
Degree modifiers: two meters (two meters tall / wide)

Adjective modifiers in general:
Can they be viewed as predicates of events, states, or something else?

Problems with states being implicit arguments of adjectives?
(15) a. Mary is profoundly happy.
            Mary is happy.
      b. Mary is happy.
           Mary’s happiness is profound.
      d. ??? The state of Mary’s being happy is profound.
      e. ??? Mary’s being happy is profound.
(16) a. John is highly intelligent.
        John’s intelligence is high.
        c. ??? The state of John’s being intelligent / John’s state is high.
        d. ??? John’s being intelligent is high.

The notion of a trope (Williams 1953):
particularized property, property instance, property manifestation
Older terms: mode (medieval metaphysics),, accident (Aristotle)

(17) a. t(happy(t, Mary) & profound(t))    (Davidsonian analysis)
       b. t(happy(t) & PRED(t, Mary) & profound(t))    (Neo-Davdsonian analysis)
An issue: contribution of is?

Inference to Devadjectival Nominalizations
(18) a. Mary is profoundly happy.
            Mary’s happiness is profound
        b. profound( max  t[happiness(t, Mary)])
------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

5. Limits of the Davidsonian view and possible alternatives

Stacking of adverbials without permutability
(19) a. The ball suddenly rolled quickly.
        b. John spoke very slowly with patience.
        c. Mary danced slowly very elegantly.

Peterson’s (1997) solution
(20) e'e(suddenly(e') & quickly(e', e) & roll(e, the ball))
That is, adverbials denote two-place relations between events and events.
Better: 
Adverbials denote two-place relations between modes of events and events (or modes of events).

(21) the suddenness of the quickness of the ball’s rolling
Adverbials taking scope over negation – negative events?
(22) a. John intentionally did not get up before 8am.
        b. John frequently does not get up before 8 am. 

Scope of universal quantifier and adverbial
(23) a. John carefully eliminated every mistake.
       b. John intentionally mentioned every participant.
(24) a. John eliminated every mistake carefully.
       b. John mentioned every participant intentionally.
Seems to require event argument position for quantifiers
(25) e'(carefully(e') & every(e', [mistake], {x | e(eliminate(e, John, x)}))

Alternative to the proliferation of event argument positions
Events in the role of truthmakers
The notion of truthmaking (Armstrong 1997, 2004, Mulligan/Simons/Smith 1984, Moltmann 2007, Fine 2017) 
An event e is a truthmaker of a sentence S (e ╟  S)  iff S is true in virtue of S and e is wholly relevant for the truth of S.
For present purposes structured propositions <P, d>, for a property P and an entity d, as bearers of truthmaking conditions

Stacked adverbials using truthmaking only
(26) e ╟  The ball suddenly rolled quickly iff  e’ e’’(e╟  <[suddenly], e’> &
        e’╟  <[quickly], e’’> & e’’╟  <[roll], the ball>)
Stacked adverbials keeping Davidsonian event arguments
(27) e ╟  The ball suddenly rolled quickly iff  e’ e’’(e╟  <[suddenly], e’> &
        e’╟  <[quickly], e’’> & e’╟  <[roll], e’’, the ball>)
Adverbials taking scope over universal quantifiers with truthmaking
(28) e ╟ John carefully eliminated every mistake iff there is an event e’ such that: 
        e ╟ <[carefully], e’>  & e’╟  John eliminated every mistake 
Standard truthmaking conditions
(29) a. e╟ A v B iff e╟ A or e ╟ B
       b. e ╟ x S iff for some substitution instance S’ of S with respect to ‘x’,  e╟ S’
(30) e╟ S & S’ iff there are entities e, e’, and e’’ such that e = sum({e’, e’’}), and
       e’╟ S and e’’╟ S’.
Armstrong (1997, 2004) on truhmakers of universally quantified sentences
(31) e╟ Every A is B iff  there are events e’ and e’’ such that e = sum({e’, e’’}) and for 
        any substitution instance S of every A is B, there is an event e’’’ such that e’’’ < e’’ and 
        e’’’╟ S and e’ = ALL(e’’, sum({e | e ╟ S’, for some substitution instance S’ of 
         every A is B})).
------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

6. Summary

-   Events as implicit arguments of verbs or as the only arguments of verbs
-   Modes (tropes) play the same role of implicit arguments in adjectives.
-   Davidsonian events do not suffice to account for the way adverbials apply. 
Possible solutions: add events in the role of truthmakers
----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

References

Davidson, D. (1967): 'The logical form of action sentences'. In N. Rescher (ed.): The Logic of 
     Decision and Action. Pittsburgh University Press, Pittsburgh, 81–95. Reprinted in D. 
      Davidson: Essays on Actions and Events.
Fine, K. (2017): ‘Truthmaker Semantics’. In Bob Hale / Crispin Wright /Alex Miller (eds.): A 
       Companion to the Philosophy of Language, John Wiley & Sons, Ltd, Chichester, UK  
       (online).
Landman, F. (2000): Events and Plurality. Kluwer, Dordrecht.
Moltmann, F.  (2007): ‘Events, Tropes and Truthmaking’. Philosophical Studies 134, 2007, 
                   363-403. 
Mulligan, K. / P. Simons / B. Smith (1984): ‘Truth Makers’. Philosophy and 
     Phenomenological Research 44, 287-321.
Parsons, T. (1990): Events in the Semantics of English. MIT Press, Cambridge (Mass.).
Peterson, P. (1997):  Fact, Proposition, Event. Kluwer, Dordrecht. 
Williams, D. C. (1953): ‘On the Elements of Being’. Review of Metaphysics 7, 3-18.
