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Innocuous dualism: Events and Mental Events

I) events in Davidsonian semantics


Davidson’s brilliant account of adverbial modification quantified over events. Here is a sketch of the problem it solved. “John buttered the toast with a knife at midnight” clearly entails “John buttered the toast with something,” “John did something with a knife,” and a variety of other things. If the prepositional clauses are treated as arguments of a single buttering-predicate, there would be two choices: 
a) An all-purpose buttering predicate would have to have every possible variety of prepositional phrase, so that “John buttered the bread” would actually use the same six-place predicate as in “John buttered the bread with butter, with a knife, in the closet, after midnight” but with three of the places existentially quantified.  The inference from “John buttered the bread with fresh butter, with a knife, in the closet, after midnight” to “John buttered the bread,” would then be existential generalization, from B(John, bread, butter, knife, closet, midnight) to ExEyEzEw(John, bread,x,y,z,w).
b) There would be several buttering predicates with a variety of arguments-places for instruments, objects, locations, and so forth. For each pair of such predicates, there would be special rules connecting them. For instance, the four-place predicate “x buttered y with z in w” would need connection to the three-place-predicate “x buttered in w” by a generalization, \/x\/y\/z\/w(Fxyzw ->Gxyzw). There would be nothing formal connecting the buttering predicates, which would be logically homonyms.

Neither of these solutions is satisfactory.
 One problem with a) is that there seems to be no obvious limit to the number of prepositional clauses that could be attached so setting a number of predicate-places adequate for every possible buttering-complex looks hopeless. It is difficult to come up with a formula for adding indefinitely more places, however. So a better argument is the following: “John lectured through a megaphone” entails “John lectured.” But lecturing need not be through anything. So, the inference from “John lectured” to “There is something through which John lectured” is not valid. So all-purpose predicates with every argument place that could be needed will not work, since those argument places can generate incorrect consequences for many verbs.

As for b), there are too many connections required among the sets of predicates to make it plausible that we learn special rules for each of them. Between any two combinations, for instance, “John buttered something with a knife in the closet” and each of “John buttered something” and “John did something in the closet” and “John buttered something with a knife” there will be special information required that if the first is true, so is the other. Obviously, though, we somehow have all such connections figured out in advance of confronting any particular such inference. If we understand “John butters,” we understand “John butters in the closet,” and likewise for the other connections. These inferences cannot be matters of information about the special subject matters of buttering, knives, and toast, so they must be truth-preserving in virtue of their form. So the connections must be formal.

Davidson’s insight is that if we treat events as objects about which a number of things can be said, all these inferences fall out as simple cases of logical consequence. The theory is simple and extensional. The logical form assigned to “John buttered the toast with a knife at midnight” is “Ee(A(j,e) /\ O(t,e) /\ I(k,e) /\ T(m,e)),” and the form assigned to “John buttered the toast with something” , is “ExEe(A(j,e) /\ I(x,e).” So, the form assigned to “If John buttered the toast with a knife at midnight,then John buttered the toast with something” is “Ee(A(j,e) /\ O(t,e) /\ I(k,e) /\ T(m,e)) -> ExEe(A(j,e) /\ I(x,e)),” a logical truth. Each of the prepositional clauses is treated as just another conjunct in the conjunction. These connections, then, all turn out to be logical truths of the form ((A /\ B) ->A) or (Fa ->ExFx). Thus, the problem of variable polyadicity is solved in a stroke. In addition, predicates with expletive subjects are given a natural logical form. “It is raining” is just “Ex(Rx).” It will be true of buttering that it must be done with something, and not true of lecturing that it must be done through something. These truths will indeed be pieces of information special to predicates, and support for the inference from “John buttered the toast” to “John buttered the toast with something” will come from such special information about buttering. 

Variations on Davidson’s idea have come to be the main theory of adverbs among linguists.
 This quantified conjunction is a completely extensional construction. For Davidson, events are just a kind of object, and quantification over them makes light work of accounting for truth-conditional connections among adverbial constructions.


Causal sentences are another application of the idea of events as objects. Apparent connectives such as “because” in “The thunderstorm formed because two air masses collided” cannot be genuine sentence connectives, since the sentence seems to be referentially transparent.
 An event analysis treats “because” as a two-place relation between events, so that the above sentence would become, “ExEy(x is the formation of the thunderstorm /\ y is the collision of two air masses /\ x caused y).”


The least important aspect of the Davidsonian strategy, it seems to me, is the limitation to quantifying over events exclusively. Quantification over something which can have multiple features is what makes this strategy useful and have wide application.
  As I will argue in in this chapter and in Chapter 6, states of things are different from events that happen to things. Some verbs certainly appear to be predications about states. I will argue that facts are states of the world. Facts appear to be causes some of the time. Although, given the different views of ontology Chapter 6 will present, I have a rather different view about causal sentences and event sentences from Bennett (1988), his discussion of nominals in chapter 1 of that book should convince any theorist that states are not events and that there is more to adverbial modification and nominals than events. 

The important part of the Davidsonian idea is that of quantifying over a kind of object about which many things can be said. There are numerous kinds of objects with which this can be done. Allowing quantification over a variety of different objects can provide an adequate account of adverbial modification. Briefly, different verbs and different verbal tenses are different, and talk about different entities—some states, some events. “I have been a university employee since 1970” does not report an event, but something else. With the relaxed view about ontology that relative essentialism and the constructions of Chapter 6 make possible, there is no reason whatsoever to try to keep one’s ontology simple. Every kind of object is real. If some of the objects we posit are redundant, that does not 
II) Different coinciding events

Given that events are entities, as Davidson’s analyses make very plausible, we can ask how general the category “event” is. On my view, “is an event” is a predicate of the same level of generality as “is a physical object.” Being an event is not something that can be expected to have a general specification in terms of necessary and sufficient conditions for A being the same event as B, any more than there is a general specification of the conditions for A being the same physical object as B.  
There are lots of kinds of physical objects that we posit, and indefinitely many more kinds that we could posit. Physical objects range from micro-particles to automobiles to organisms to galaxies. For each kind of physical object, there are conditions for when an object is of that kind and for when there is one or more than one. These conditions may be different for many different kinds of physical object. Being the same shadow is different from being the same flock and both are different from being the same oxygen atom. Sometimes the conditions are very vague, as with medium-sized physical objects; other times they are quite specific, as with micro-particles. Tracking quantities of stuff which overlap with individuals is different from tracking the individuals. Different kinds of composites have different identity conditions relative to their components. Cars can have their fluids changed while remaining the same, whereas bottles of wine cannot. It would be very difficult to come up with a criterion stating necessary and sufficient conditions for being the same physical object which would accord with our positings.
Exactly the same is true of kinds of events. The identity-conditions for a Mass are different from the identity conditions for a wedding. The conditions for events A and B being parts of the same war are different from the conditions for events C and D being parts of the same battle. Just as in the case of physical objects, smaller events are typically parts of larger events. A transubstantiation of some wafers and wine is part of a Mass. Just as the micro-macro contrast among kinds of objects and the contrast between mereological sums of micro-particles and medium-sized objects yields different but sometimes-coinciding physical objects, so the contrast between sums of micro-events and macro-events likewise yields different but sometimes coinciding events. 
Events are entities which have modal features. My trip to Ohio last year would have taken much longer if I had taken I-80 instead of the Pennsylvania Turnpike. If we think of that trip as consisting of a sequence of sub-trips from mile-post to mile-post, there is the mereological sum of those subtrips. That mereological sum coincides exactly with my trip to Ohio from I-84 t0 the Merritt, to the Cross Bronx Expressway, to the Tappan Zee, to I-278. To I 78 to I 81 to I 76 to I 70. However, since mereological sums are defined by their elements, that sum could not have included events taking place in Scranton and Wilkes-Barre, on I-81 along the I-80 route. But my trip to Ohio via I-80 would have passed through Scranton and Wilkes-Barre. 
Now of course it is possible to say that this apparent singular term, “my trip to Ohio” in fact doesn’t refer to a single entity that could have been otherwise at all, since it is a definite description, like “the President of the US.” Just as the President of the US is not an entity that could have had another person as occupant, it could be argued, so my trip to Ohio is not an entity that could have consisted of other roads taken and longer rest stops. Those possibilities are really alternative trips, just as John Cain is an alternative President, rather than something this President could have been. So it could be argued that in fact what we are contemplating are alternative trips to Ohio, not other ways this trip to Ohio could have been. 
So consider an example with a named event which has a stronger intuitive claim to being something which could have been different. The Battle of Stalingrad was a major (for humans) large-scale event. “The Battle of Stalingrad” is not a definite description, since there had been battles there before, notably after the revolution, and since, while the original focus of the fighting was in Stalingrad, much of the fighting took place outside the city, it is not a definite description which refers to a battle at that city. In addition to the event called “The Battle of Stalingrad” there also occurred the mereological sum of the one-second-interval-length events
 that took place in the region around and including Stalingrad in the winter of 1942-43. That mereological sum, like Fred’s space-time worm, was fixed by the components it in fact had. Coinciding with but not identical with that mereological sum, as it happens, is the Battle of Stalingrad.  The Battle could have gone very differently, in detail and in large. Different explosions could have taken place, different tactical decisions might have been made, and so forth. The Battle of Stalingrad, having explosions and decisions as parts, was a mixed compound of mental and physical events. 

The worm and the actual Battle have many coinciding parts. Particular chemical events involving nitrate molecules during explosions, which could not have gone otherwise, may be parts of both events. Certainly particular firings of cylinders in a particular T-34 tank are at least coinciding parts of both entities. Particular decisions on the part of participants might be shared.  However, some parts of the Battle, particular sub-battles, are parts only of the Battle, not of the worm. Here is why:
The Battle of Stalingrad was very large, and had components that were themselves on a scale that would be vast by the standards of the Western front. Operatsiya Uran, the Russian encirclement of Paulhus’ 6th army, involved an estimated 1,100,000 personnel, 804 tanks, 13,400 artillery pieces and over 1,000 aircraft. This component of the battle, which took place well outside the city, might have gone differently. So, while the coinciding  Operatsiya Uran worm is part of  the Battle worm, and many of its parts are also parts of the Battle, the event Operatsiya Uran is not part of the Battle worm. It could have been otherwise, but no part of the Battle worm
 could have been otherwise. 
The Battle of Stalingrad, while it is in a sense “nothing over and above” the space-time worm consisting of the sum of the sum of the events at each of its moments, has different parts from that sum because it and its parts have different modal features. Battles are a kind of event, with their own, admittedly vague, existence and identity conditions. 

Battles are among the few kinds of events that typically have names. 9/11, Ali-Frazier, wars, the Exodus, the Resurrection, the Crash of 1929, the South Sea Bubble and others terms for events are clearly names rather than descriptions.  Whatever kinds of events these were are therefore nameable entities. So, at least catastrophes, boxing matches, migrations, miracles, and economic disasters are events such that that very event could have gone otherwise. Counterfactuals about how other kinds of events could have occurred should lead us to think that all sorts of kinds of events have their own identity conditions, and so are the sorts of things that have to be some ways, but could have been different in other ways from how they in fact were. Many events could have been otherwise, and these are very plausibly alternative ways those very events could have gone. 
Further examples may assist the reader in accepting the idea that events are substance-like in this respect. Consider “John’s wedding would have been more amusing if he had worn tennis shoes and couldn’t effectively stomp the glasses.” We are not speculating about how some other wedding might have gone, but about this wedding. Or, consider a basketball game in which a last-second three-pointer is attempted, but misses, resulting in a loss by two points. “That game” in “We would have won that game if Amare had connected on that last three-pointer” obviously refers to that game, not to another game that would have turned out to have been played instead.
 Kinds of events have essential features. It is impossible to score a touchdown in a basketball game. Weddings require more than one organism participating. Earthquakes cannot take place in empty space. Having essential features, however, does not mean having exact essential features, any more than it does for physical objects. Just as it is vague exactly what the limits are for being a chair when one is dismantled chip by chip or being the same boat after replacement of planks, so it may be indeterminable what things could be different about an event while it was the same event. Some differences, of course, are clear. If I in fact marry Pam, but might have recruited Joan at the last minute when Pam came to her senses and realized what she was getting into, that alteration in the plans would bring about a different wedding, rather than being another way this wedding could have gone. Even though I would keep the same venue, caterer, and string quartet, it would seem that another wedding had taken place, rather than that one wedding had gone differently. 
A sorites can be constructed for weddings. There are often slight delays getting the ceremony under way. If there had been a delay of a minute, that would seem to be a case where this wedding which in fact started at 2:00pm, instead started at 2:01pm. But a wedding that is delayed for a month would seem to be a different wedding. Clearly, “The wedding of Sam and Pam might have happened in the late nineties, after they both had had disappointing first marriages” is talking about a different wedding than the event in 1966, when they were both packing up their stuff after graduation. How much difference, and what kinds of difference there must be between one scenario and another for there to be a different wedding rather than another wedding of the same people is indeterminate. As we mentioned before, and will discuss in detail in the chapter on sorites arguments, we should drop Quine’s dictum “no entity without identity” unless we are willing to give up the existence of the objects of ordinary life we cherish—our cars, houses, spouses, and children. With Quine’s dictum, we would be left with mathematical objects and micro-particles, at best. For Quine and St. Anthony with their tastes for desert landscapes this may be acceptable, but for someone reluctant to abandon organisms and fast cars it is not.

Multiple events can coincide in the way that multiple physical objects do. If Natty Bumppo alerts the Iroquois by stepping on a twig, Natty performs two events by one physical movement, on my account. The two events coincide, in that they have the same causes and same effects, but that same stepping, if the Iroquois had been out of earshot, would not have been an alerting. A condition of being an alerting is that someone is alerted, but that is not a condition of being a twig-stepping. So, in a sense, Natty doesn’t have to do two things since doing one is also doing the other, because the things coincide. 
Notice that coinciding for events is sufficient for having the same causes and the same effects, just as coinciding is sufficient for two physical objects to be involved in the same causes and the same effects. Just as whatever happens to Fred happens to his space-time worm, so whatever brings about some part of my trip to Ohio brings about the event-worm corresponding to it as well. 
III Analyses of adverbials with multiple coinciding events


Recognizing that pulling a trigger is a different event from murdering Fred even though there is only one displacement of a body in space that is both events often complicates analysis. To see some of the complications, let us consider some examples:
IV) The mental, the physical, and innocuous dualism 
1) Davidson’s anomalous monism


Davidson famously argued for a view, anomalous monism, that mental and physical events are identical, but characterized under predicate systems such that there could be no general systematic law-like relation between them. To call a mental event “mental” means that that event is characterized under a mental description. That same event also, Davidson argues, has a physical description, and so is a physical event. There being no law-like relations between the mental and the physical is a feature, not of the events themselves, but of the events as described. 

In outline form, Davidson’s argument for the above view is as follows:

1) There are no law-like relations between mental events and physical events.

2) There are causal relations between mental events and physical events.

3) Causal relations between a pair of events require that there be a description of both events such that a conditional with those two events as antecedent and consequent is an instance of an exceptionless law. 

4) Only physical laws can cover all items in the world, so the only exceptionless laws are laws about events under a physical description. 

5) Mental events are identical with physical events.

Let us first establish premise 1): The lack of law-like relation between these systems of predicates is due to there being different sets of constraints structuring the assignment of physical predicates and mental predicates. The constraints on mental predicates are what I have called above “the intentional scheme.” Principles of interpretation, for instance the maximization principles discussed in Chapter 1, determine which mental predicates get applied. A proposed interpretation of a person as deciding to bring about a simple contradiction is almost ruled out as the possible content of a decision. The application of physical predicates, on the other hand, is constrained by principles like the transitivity of physical comparatives. If we measure three events, and find that the first measures as having a higher energy output than the second, the second measures as having a higher energy output than the third, but the third measures as having a higher energy output than the first, we do not conclude that transitivity of “has a higher energy output” has broken down but rather that something is wrong with our measurements. Our insisting on maximizing consistency of belief, on the one hand and maintaining transitivity of “has a higher energy output than” on the other hand, constrain our applications of mental and physical predicates respectively. Since these constraints are distinct and unrelated, there is no reason whatsoever to suppose that they will sort events into systematically related sets of groups. Thus there will be no physical predicates that match any mental predicate in a way that would allow a conditional with a physical predicate as antecedent and the physical predicate coextensive with the mental predicate which conditional is an instance of a physical law. 


Of course, given the finitude of human existence, there is a physical predicate of brain-events that exactly matches the extension of “decides to buy a 2007 Chevrolet Impala.” That physical predicate is a very long disjunction of the brain states, physically described, of all those over human history while they were deciding to buy that car. However, there is nothing about this weird predicate that would tell anyone whether a new brain state was a decision to buy a 2007 Impala or not. The identity does not support counterfactuals. If there had been another person deciding to buy a 2007 Impala, there is no reason to think that the predicate would be true of that person. 

Premises 2) and 3) connect this result with the conclusion. Not being a Berkeleyan, Davidson takes it as obvious that some physical events cause mental events and that some mental events cause physical events. Decisions cause physical events and perception and other physical impacts cause mental events. The thesis that causal relations require exceptionless laws can be defended in many ways, but may be stronger than Davidson needs. A weaker thesis is that the “real cause” of a phenomenon is the explanation that uses the strongest laws. The strength of a law is, given an instance of the law, the conditional probability of the consequent of the instance relative to the truth of its antecedent. The limit of such conditional probabilities is one, the exceptionless laws.  

Now, it may happen, and apparently does happen, that the exceptionless laws do not determine certain phenomena, but are rather exceptionless probability-distributions for such phenomena. That seems to be the case with quantum mechanics. When a particle’s position is predicted probabilistically by the exceptionless law, we need not say that its position is uncaused. 

My view, articulated below, is that “cause” is really a predicate applicable to explanation, which is a relation between sentences, or descriptions of events. We don’t find the term “cause” for instance, in the equations of physics.
 What we find is equations which say how things are and have to be—Laws of Nature. The laws of quantum physics, and the laws of contemporary physics generally, are the strongest laws we have. The best explanations of everything that happens, in principle, wouild be explanations in terms of the predicate system of the best physics. As we noticed earlier, and will dwell on later, the sorites argument shows that taking this to be a reason to rule out other causes and other beings rules out not only the medium-sized objects of our world, but ourselves as well.  

Within and between different families of predicates there are stronger and weaker laws. Physical laws about medium-sized objects are weak relative to micro-particle laws. Stronger laws are those that give better explanations. One explanation is better than another for a given event just in case the laws that explanation appeals to assign the event a higher probability. 

Premise 4), the ubiquity of the physical predicate system, is an unargued-for premise. The physical predicate system has a generality that the intentional system lacks. Every event in the world has a physical description, but the vast majority of truths about the world are not truths about agents and their mental events and states, so are not expressible in mental terms, except trivially.
 The intentional system’s event predicates are only true of rational agents and their effects. Mental events, because they are sometimes caused by and cause events that are out of their domain, necessarily have weaker laws. However close the relation between one thought and another, an intervening explosion in the vicinity of the thinker  will break that connection. 

So, the intentional system’s predicates have weaker laws than the physical system’s predicates. By premises 3) and 4), any causal relations between mental and physical events must be instances of exceptionless laws. Thus, the mental events must also have physical descriptions, under which a conditional with the causing item being the antecedent cand the caused item the consequent is an instance of an exceptionless law. So mental events are physical events. 


It should be clear how my view differs. If the condition for causal relations is that if A causes B, then some description of some event coinciding with A is the antecedent of a conditional of which some description of some event coinciding with B is the consequent is an instance of a law, then, while almost everything Davidson argues is true, the conclusion about identity does not follow.  Briefly, if the requirement for causal relations is coincidence rather than identity, then are really two kinds of events here. Dualism is correct.

Now, it is difficult to read Davidson’s “Mental Events” and not get the impression that, at bottom, Davidson thinks that what is really going on are the physical events, and that the mental events are really just a necessary but less ontologically illuminating perspective on them. That is, Davidson’s view sounds very much like that of Daniel Dennett,
 that the intentional scheme is just another way of  talking about the physical world. If mental events are just physical events differently described, though, Davidson seems to suppose that there is a domain of events which can be portrayed either with mental or with physical predicates. And that picture is very much like the picture he criticizes in “On the Very Idea of a Conceptual Scheme,” (Davidson 1974). There Davidson argues that it is a mistake, the “third dogma of empiricism,” to think of the world as a given domain of objects to be sorted by predicate systems.


On the neo-Davidsonian view I propose, Davidson should have said something like the above about Tom’s decision to marry Allison in relation to coinciding brain events as we say about Tom himself in relation to the coinciding worm. That very deciding event, that single entity, could have been slightly longer, could have involved slightly different guesses about Allison’s wealth, and so forth. These possibilities are not possibilities of the brain event that coincides with the decision. Brain events have different principles of individuation and persistence. That is, different modal predicates are true of brain events and mental events. So, the mental event is not identical with the brain event, even though mental events supervene on physical events. 
From the present perspective, Davidson’s arguments against psycho-physical laws are converted to arguments that mental events have different modal features and different components from the brain events that coincide with them. So mental events are distinct events. Every part of a mental event is a mental event, just as every part of a physical event is a physical event. Tom’s deciding to marry Allison has components such as his weighing her wealth, weighing her beauty, and so forth, each of which could have been longer, could have involved other thoughts about her monopolizing the bathroom in the morning that did not occur to him but could have. Given that the conditions for when the corresponding brain events would have been the same individual brain events are different from the conditions for when a given individual decision or realization, or components thereof would have been the same or different decision or realization, as Davidson’s arguments about the impossibility of physco-physical laws seem to show, brain events are different from physical events.  
So my proposal is a dualism. But it is a dualism of the same sort as the dualism of statues and lumps, or battles and battle-worms. The dualism, that is, is trivial rather than metaphysical. Non-trivial monism and dualism only make sense given a monistic conception of ontology. If beings are posits which allow us to think about the world, then the dualism of the mental and the physical is innocuous. 
So perhaps the question arises as to why Davidson did not in fact adopt this view. My hypothesis is that Davidson retains some Quinean scientism in endorsing anomalous monism rather than innocuous dualism. Everything he says in “On the Very Idea of a Conceptual Scheme” should lead him to reject the metaphysical primacy of the physical. His idea that any array of objects already presupposes conceptualization might have indicated to him that he was committed to a version relative essentialism. 
d) The Grain of Events


Davidson’s analyses of adverbials and causal sentences in terms of events, as we noted, treats events as entities to be quantified over in extensional contexts. However, there are some difficulties with the idea that events are always the same entities that are just re-described in these analyses. When an agent does something by doing something else, and there is only a single action, there is also, according to Davidson, a single event. The sequence of “by” clauses in “Susan murdered Fred by firing the gun by pulling the trigger” must refer to a single event--when Susan pulls the trigger, she also fires the gun and murders Fred. Davidson is forced to say that Susan’s pulling the trigger is the same event as her murdering Fred. But the trigger-pulling might have been non-fatal, whereas the murdering could not have been a murdering while being non-fatal. Also, it seems that the murdering takes more time than the pulling of the trigger, and is not completed until Fred dies, whereas pulling the trigger is over in a fraction of a second. In an already-used example, Natty Bumppo both steps on a twig and alerts the Iroquois. It seems clear that these are two different things done by the same physical movement, neither of them intentional, in this case. 

Such considerations lead to theories according to which events are entities like propositions and properties, and have “grain,” either fine or coarse. Various constructions have been proposed out of properties, times, and subjects to be what properties really are. The present account accommodates intuitions that alerting is a different event from stepping on a twig while remaining extensional. When we give the logical form of an sentence with adverbial prepositional clauses, the result is exactly the same as in Davidson’s analyses. It is the same individual event that is being characterized in various ways. 


The difference will show up in sentences about actions and their consequences. Sometimes, when the consequences are really (according to me) the same event described differently,  the analysis will be the same as Davidson’s. When Susan pulls the trigger, Susan does what Roy Roger’s did when confronting bad guys. So, substitution preserves truth, since both descriptions are descriptions of the same kind of act, pulling a trigger. 

But when Susan pulls the trigger, one of the things she does is what Cain did to Abel, but another thing she did is not. Cain presumably used some other device than a firearm to murder Abel. Some of what Davidson regards as redescriptions are indeed redescriptions, others are descriptions of different events. In particular, in most if not all cases where one thing is done by doing something else, multiple events are done by a single motion. When Natty alerts the Iroquois by stepping on a twig, there are two things he does, neither intentional. 

These different things Natty does coincide, in the sense that they have the same causes and the same effects, given that we include the event itself as emong the effects of that event. That is, when Susan pulls the trigger, she also murders Fred. Pulling the trigger includes among its effects Fred’s death. Murdering Fred, on the other had, directly includes Fred’s death. 

Notice that the definition of coincidence as having the same causes and same effects is the same as Davidson’s definition of “same event.” So, the effect of discriminating events by different modal features captures the intuitions about the distinctioness of pulling a trigger from murdering and of stepping on a twig from alerting. However, there is no departure from extensionality. The tightening of conditions for substitution of terms is only apparent. Co-referential terms are still intersubstitutable preserving truth; it is just that which terms are co-referential is conceived differently. 

This is not the same at all as treating events as having properties as components, and will generally give different results. Carrying out a famous Davidsonian action is a different property from buttering bread, but it is not another kind of event. Events have accidental features as well as essential features. Just as the statue and the mass of bronze both have the same location, because location is an accident of each of them, so the stepping and the alerting are both reported in the Colonial Gazette. 

e) Events, states, and causes

One worry about the Davidsonian analysis of adverbial expressions as quantifications over events is that there seems to be no end to replacing predicates that are apparently predicates of physical objects with predicates of events. Consider the analysis of “John buttered some toast with a knife” as “Ee(Be /\Agent(John, e)/\ Ex(Toast x /\ Object(x, e) /\Ey (Knife y /\ With(y,e).” The worry would be that being toast is an enduring state of bread and being a knife is an enduring state of a knife. Enduring states may appear to be rather quiet events. Furthermore, events themselves seem to have states. The battle may be in a state of relative quiescence, for instance. 

There is a large difference, though, between states and events. States are states of individuals, whereas events happen to individuals. The same verb may in some aspects refer to an event, and in other aspects refer to a property of an object. Roughly speaking, verb forms with imperfective aspect refer to events. On the other hand, verb forms with perfective aspect refer to states, in effect properties of the objects involved in the event the verb describes. So there is a difference between “John kisses Susan” and “Susan has been kissed by John.” The kissing is an event, which takes time. Having been kissed by John is a state of Susan which endures as long as Susan does, well past the kiss. 

Having been kissed by John, of course has something to do with a kissing event of which John is the agent. “Has been kissed by John” is an open sentence true of Susan which determines a property. The state of having been kissed by John is an entity, but an entity very much like a property. Properties are discussed in Chapter 6. It is true that, for every event a that happens to any object b, there is a the temporary state of that object, “undergoing a.” But being such that one is undergoing a is different from being a. The close relation between events and the corresponding states of the objects involved in them seems to have led to a mistaken identification.


So, in logical form, predicates are generally true of the objects they seem to be true of. Being a frog is not an event, but a state. Just as we could paraphrase “Joe is a frog” as “Joe has the property of being a frog,” so we could also paraphrase “Joe is a frog” as “Joe is in the state of being a frog.” In Chapter 6, we show how such paraphrase is innocuous. 
f) Causes


Davidson famously held that only events are causes. A difficulty often pointed out is that “The fact that the building was full of flammable materials caused the fire to spread quickly” seems true. Davidson, since he has a convincing argument that facts are not truth-makers, rejects facts as causes. Since “The building’s being full of flammable material caused the fire to spread quickly” seems fine, there is also a reason to assimilate states to events, given the assumption that states are some kind of slow happening. 

As I will argue in Chapter 6, facts are innocuous states of the world. States, as I will argue in Chapter 6, are properties of individuals. So, facts and states are entities that can be quantified over. I argue that both states and facts are constructed from sentences, and so are intensional entities.  So, Davidson’s analysis of causal sentences as two-place predications works perfectly well when more kinds of entities are allowed to enter the relation. My view is that Davidson’s basic insight, that causal sentences are quantifications over some kind of object, is untouched by expanding the entities that can be quantified over to facts and states of objects. Davidson’s basic idea, that “cause” is a two-place relation, can be preserved. Furthermore, “because” sentences, which seem to be intensional contexts, will turn out to be perfectly fine, because they are relational predications some of the relata of which may be intensional entities. In Chapter 6, once I have set out how a Davidsonian can accommodate properties and facts, I will return to this topic and show how Davidson’s idea works with uncontroversial and innocuous intensional entities, propositions and facts. 

The view here conflicts with the idea that causation is the “Cement of the Universe.”
 If one were a monistic realist, the idea that a central metaphysical relation could be be so promiscuous, involving sometimes events, sometimes pairs of abstract object such as facts and events, sometimes states and facts and events, would be quite incredible. I do not think that “cause” is the cement of the universe. If we look to physics, for instance, as the natural science with the most rigorous and precise laws, we find no mention of “cause” whatsoever.
 What we find are equations, which can be forced into universally quantified conditionals. These conditionals, if true, are laws of nature. 

How does the necessitation by laws of nature occur without “is a cause” being part of physics? For a Davidsonian, the answer will turn out to be straightforward. “Is a law” is a predicate of propositions. It is a necessary truth that for all propositions x, if “is a law” is true of x, then x is true. Only if necessity requires some analysis beyond the disquotational “necessarily a” is true if and only if it is necessary that a, will appeal to some extra ingredient, causation, be required in order to understand the remark. The next chapter will give a Davidsonian analysis of modalities according to which “is necessary”is treated as a primitive predicate of propositions.
f) Events and Substances

Part of the resistance to an ontology of events comes from the fact that they are not substances, intuitively. Technically, if they have essential features and accidental ones, as I have argued, they are substances in Aristotle’s sense. But Aristotle, along with many later thinkers, takes continuing physical objects to be ontologically basic. If one had to choose one kind of object to be primary objects, perhaps Aristotle’s is the right choice. When someone asks “What exists?,” medium-sized physical objects, especially organisms, are the first to spring to mind. Other candidates, such as Plato’s choice, numbers, and the Ionians’ choices, various kinds of stuff, would be acknowledged to exist, but would not be the obvious choice of examples of beings.
 

Aristotle was puzzled how it could be that so many diverse kinds of thing were all correctly called “beings,” things that are. Aristotle observes that if “is a being” is a single nature things have, you would get Parmenides’ result that what is is one. Aristotle’s solution to the apparent problem of multiple homonymy is his famous “focal meaning” account, according to which being substance is the primary sense of being and other things said to be are said to be in virtue of some relation to substance. So, Aristotle is able to saying that “is a being” does after all have an extension, namely the substances.

Aristotle and many others engaged in metaphysics
 thus take events to be something to be analyzed in terms of the possession of a property by a substance or substances for a time, or other constructions which make physical objects basic. It is true that very often, at least, there will be a sentence about physical substances which will “say the same thing” as a sentence about events. “Saying the same thing” for many purposes says little about the ontology, unless there is a reason to have less ontology. 



Quine’s idea, that to be is to be the value of a variable,
 I take to be a version of the view of this book, that beings are posits necessary for a recursive syntax and semantics for thinkers who can make formal inferences that depend on sub-sentential structure. From Quine’s point of view, as I understand it, beings are not given, but are rather posited to allow us to think with a recursive syntax and semantics. We have to have singular terms and predicates in order to think and speak with a recursive syntax and semantics which can discern logical relations that depend on sub-sentential structure. In order to do so, we posit beings. Since Quine is wedded to the idea of a kind of primacy for natural science, the posits he takes most seriously are the ones that lend themselves to scientific purposes. Without such scientism, recognizing that different posits need not get in one another’s way, we can recognize that humans posit many kinds of beings, some useful for some purposes, some useful for other purposes. 
� Kenny (1963) called this problem the “problem of variable polyadicity.”


� See Kratzer (forthcoming), Schein (1993), and Larson (1995).


� By the Slingshot argument, any referentially transparent sentence-containing context is truth-functional. Briefly, following Quine (1953b), page 161-162, suppose we have a sentence- connective, perhaps B for “because”, as in “John hit Fred because John was mad.” Suppose further that the context created by the connective permits substitution of co-referring expressions, and that set-theoretically equivalent sentences have the same referent. That is, suppose that if Bpq and r results from q by substitution of some co-referring expression within q, then Bpr. Then the proof that this makes the connective truth-functional, so that if Bpq and s has the same truth-value as q, then Bps, is as follows:


(1) Bpq 


(2) Bp (x|{x=x /\ q}= x|{x=x})  [from (1) by set-theoretic equivalence to q]


(3) Bp (x|{x=x /\ s}= x|{x=x}) [from (2) by substitution of the co-referential expression, 


x|{x=x /\ s}for x|{x=x /\ p}]


(4) Bps  [by set-theoretical equivalence of s to the second argument of  Bp (x|{x=x /\ s}= x|{x=x}) in (3)





� In Chapter 9, a completely different application of the same strategy will be applied to comparative adjectives.


� The component events can be taken to be relative to any “level.” The firing of a cylinder in a T-34 motor itself, relative to the individual molecules’ motions, could have been different. A particular charge, relative to the footsteps of the personnel involved could have been different. There may be no “given” level of basic events from which all others are constructed, but all kinds of events could have been the same event, while different.


� At any level of analysis other than “major sub-operation,” the worm will not have this encirclement as a component.


� This is a point made repeatedly in UCONN departmental colloquia by Scott Lehmann.


� “If Fred believes p, Fred is right” makes everything mental. 


� Content and Consciousness (Routledge & Kegan Paul Books Ltd, 1968.


� The phrase is of course borrowed from John Mackie’s excellent (1980). 


� My colleague Scott Lehmann has  urged this point in departmental colloquia many times. 


� Richard Rorty, Substances and Substrata


� Jonathan Bennett’s wonderful book, Events, presents a theory that in many ways, except for its assumption of monistic realism, agrees with the views presented here.


� Quine (1948). Page 15.





