6 The Logical Form of
Action Sentences

Strange goings on! Jones did it slowly, deliberately, in the bath-
room, with a knife, at midnight. What he did was butter a piece of
toast. We are too familiar with the language of action to notice at
first an anomaly: the ‘it’ of ‘Jones did it slowly, deliberately, . . .’
seems to refer to some entity, presumably an action, that is then
characterized in a number of ways. Asked for the logical form of this
sentence, we might volunteer something like, ‘There is an action x
such that Jones did x slowly and Jones did x deliberately and Jones
did x in the bathroom, . . .” and so on. But then we need an
appropriate singular term to substitute for ‘x’. In fact we know Jones
buttered a piece of toast. And, allowing a little slack, we can
substitute for ‘x” and get ‘Jones buttered a piece of toast slowly and
Jones buttered a piece of toast deliberately and Jones buttered a
piece of toast in the bathroom . . .” and so on. The trouble is that we
have nothing here we would ordinarily recognize as a singular term.
- Another sign that we have not caught the logical form of the
sentence is that in this last version there is no implication that any
one action was slow, deliberate, and in the bathroom, though this is
clearly part of what is meant by the original.

The present Essay is devoted to trying to get the logical form of
simple sentences about actions straight. I would like to give an
account of the logical or grammatical role of the parts or words of
such sentences that is consistent with the entailment relations be-
tween such sentences and with what is known of the role of those
same parts or words in other (non-action) sentences. I take this
enterprise to be the same as showing how the meanings of action
sentences depend on their structure. I am not concerned with the
meaning analysis of logically simple expressions in so far as this goes
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beyond the question of logical form. Applied to the i:asq at hamli, ,fOr
example, I am not concerned with the meaning of de!lberatlca y. as
opposed, perhaps, to ‘voluntary’; but I am mteres}ed in the ogical
role of both these words. To give another 1lll§stratlon of the dlst‘mc-
tion I have in mind: we need not view the difference betweeq Jf)e
believes that there is life on Mars’ and ‘Joe knows that there is life
on Mars’ as a difference in logical form. That t.he secom':l, but not
the first, entails ‘There is life on Mars’ is plaus:b!y a logical tru'th;
but it is a truth that emerges only when‘we consider ‘the meaning
analysis of ‘believes’ and ‘knows’._ Admlttt?dly there is s:l).mc?thmg
arbitrary in how much of logic to pin on logical form. _But 1mits are
set if our interest is in giving a coherent and constructive account of
meaning: we must uncover enough structure to make it possible to
state, for an arbitrary sentence, how its meaning depends on that
structure, and we must not attribute more structure than such a
theory of meaning can accommodate.
Consider the sentence:

(1) Jones buttered the toast slowly, deliberately, in the bathroom,
with a knife, at midnight.
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show, I think, that we cannot construe ‘It was a slow crossing’ as ‘It
was slow and it was a crossing’ since the crossing may also be a
swimming that was not slow, in which case we would have ‘It was
slow and it was a crossing and it was a swimming and it was not slow.’
- The problem is not peculiar to talk of actions, however. It appears

equally when we try to explain the logical role of the attributive
~ adjectives in ‘Grundy was a short basketball player, but a tall man’,
- and ‘“This is a good memento of the murder, but a poor steak knife.’
The problem of attributives is indeed a problem about logical form,
- but it may be put to one side here because it is not a problem for

action sentences alone.

We have decided to ignore, for the moment at least, the first two

adverbial modifiers in (1), and may now deal with the problem of
the logical form of:

(2) Jones buttered the toast in the bathroom with a knife at
midnight.

Anthony Kenny, who deserves the credit for calling explicit atten-
tion to this problem,! points out that most philosophers today
would, as a start, analyse this sentence as containing a five-place
predicate with the argument places filled in the obvious ways with
singular terms or bound variables. If we g0 on to analyse ‘Jones
buttered the toast’ as containing a two-place predicate, ‘Jones but-
tered the toast in the bathroom’ as containing a three-place predi-
cate, and so forth, we obliterate the logical relations between these
sentences, namely that (2) entails the others, Or, to put the objec-
tion another way, the original sentences contain acommon syntactic
element (‘buttered’) which we intuitively recognize as relevant to
the meaning relations of the sentences. But the proposed analyses
show no such common element.

Kenny rejects the suggestion that ‘Jones buttered the toast’ be
considered as elliptical for ‘Jones buttered the toast somewhere
with something at some time’, which would restore the wanted
entailments, on the ground that we could never be sure how many
standby positions to provide in each predicate of action. For
example, couldn’t we add to (2) the phrase ‘by holding it between
the toes of his left foot’? Still, this adds a Place to the predicate only
ifit differs in meaning from, ‘while holding it between the toes of his

Despite the superficial grammar we cannot, I.sh?\ll argue later, tlreat
the ‘deliberately’ on a par with the other modifying clauses. It alone
imputes intention, for of course J ones may.ha\"e buttered t.he togst
slowly, in the bathroom, with a knife, at mu_imgl}t, and qult.e t:mm—
tentionally, having mistaken the toast for his hairbrush w}uc was
what he intended to butter. Let us, thelrif_cu('le, gostpone discussion
‘deliberately’ and its intentional kindred. .

Of‘tS};zwtlj;’l,l l:1'3111.like {he other adverbial. clauses, fails to mt.rodlice a
new entity (a place, an instrument, a time), and also mag 1tx;lvotve :t
special difficulty. For suppose we t?ke ‘Jones buttere ; e -(_)ait
slowly’ as saying that Jones’s buttering of the t_oast was slow; [18
clear that we can equally well say of Jones.’s action, no matter how
we describe it, that it was slow? A change in the exatr’l]‘nle will he‘l;;.
Susan says, ‘I crossed the Channel in fifteen hours. G:ood ,gtll'lé A
that was slow.” (Notice how much more naturallg,r we ’say slow : ;;’e
than ‘slowly’. But what was slow, u'fhat does ‘that reée;lr to? : iﬁ
appropriate singular term appears in ‘I crc;ts‘sed the ‘ a;n:: .
fifteen hours.”) Now Susan adds, ‘But I swam.’ ‘Good gnef, t .a wa
fast.” We do not withdraw the claim that it was a slow crossing; this is

consistent with its being a fast swimming. Here we have enough to ' Anthony Kenny, Action, Emotion and Will, Ch. VIL.
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left foot’, and it is not quite clear that this is so. I am inclined to agree
with Kenny that we cannot view verbs of action as usually contain-
ing a large number of standby positions, but I do not have what [
consider a knock-down argument. (A knock-down argument would
consist in a method for increasing the number of places indefj.
nitely.)?

Kenny proposes that we may exhibit the logical form of (2) in
somewhat the following manner;

(3) Jones brought it about that the toast was buttered in the
bathroom with a knife at midnight.

Whatever the other merits in this proposal (I shall consider some of
them presently) it is clear that it does not solve the problem Kenny
raises. For it is, if anything, even more obscure how (3) entails
‘Jones brought it about that the toast was buttered’ or ‘The toast was
buttered’ then how (2) entails ‘Jones buttered the toast.’ Kenny
seems to have confused two different problems. One is the problem
of how to represent the idea of agency: itis this that prompts Kenny
to assign ‘Jones’ a logically distinguished role in (3). The other is the
problem of the ‘variable polyadicity’ (as Kenny calls it) of action
ver>s. And it is clear that this problem is independent of the first,
since it arises with respect to the sentences that replace ‘p’ in
brings it about that p’.

If I say I bought a house downtown that has four bedrooms, two
fireplaces, and a glass chandelier in the kitchen, it’s obvious that I
can go on forever adding details. Yet the logical form of the sen-
tences I use presents no problem (in this respect). It is something
like, “There is a house such that I bought it, it is downtown, it has
four bedrooms, . . .” and so forth. We can tack on a new clause at will
because the iterated relative pronoun will carry the reference back
to the same entity as often as desired. (Of course we know how to
state this much more precisely.) Much of our talk of action suggests
the same idea: that there are such things as actions, and that a
sentence like (2) describes the action in a number of ways. ‘Jones
did it with a knife." ‘Please tell me more about it.’ The ‘it’ here

2 Kenny seems to think there is such a method, for he writes, ‘If we cast our net
widely enough, we can make “Brutus killed Caesar” into a sentence which describes,
with a certain lack of specification, the whole history of the world, (op. cit., 160). But
he does not show how to make each addition to the sentence one that irreducibly
modifies the killing as opposed, say, to Brutus or Caesar, or the place or the time.
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doesn’t refer to Jones or the knife, but to what Jones did—or so it

- seems,

&

. - it is in principle always open to us, along various lines, to

 describe or refer to “what I did” in so many ways,’” writes Austin.3
- Austin is obviously leery of the apparent singular term, which he

puts in scare quotes; yet the grammar of his sentence requires a

- singular term. Austin would have had little sympathy, I imagine, for

the investigation into logical form I am undertaking here, though
the demand that underlies it, for an intuitively acceptable and

- constructive theory of meaning, is one that begins to appear in the

closing chapters of How to Do Things with Words. But in any case,
Austin’s discussion of excuses illustrates over and over the fact that
our common talk and reasoning about actions is most naturally

- analysed by supposing that there are such entities.

‘I didn’t know it was loaded’ belongs to one standard pattern of
excuse. I do not deny that I pointed the gun and pulled the trigger,
nor that I shot the victim. My ignorance explains how it happened
that I pointed the gun and pulled the trigger intentionally, but did
not shoot the victim intentionally. That the bullet pierced the victim
Was a consequence of my pointing the gun and pulling the trigger. It
is clear that these are two different events, since one began slightly
after the other. But what is the relation between my pointing the
gun and pulling the trigger, and my shooting the victim? The natural
and, I think, correct answer is that the relation is that of identity.
The logic of this sort of excuse includes, it seems, at least this much
structure: I am accused of doing b, which is deplorable. I admit I did
a, which is excusable. My excuse for doing b rests upon my claim
that I did not know that g = b.

Another pattern of excuse would have me allow that I shot the

victim intentionally, but in self-defence. Now the structure includes

something more. I am still accused of b (my shooting the victim),
which is deplorable. I admit I did ¢ (my shooting the victim in
self-defence), which is excusable. My excuse for doing b rests upon
my claim that I knew or believed that b = c.

The story can be given another twist. Again I shoot the victim,
again intentionally. What I am asked to explain is my shooting of the
bank president (d), for the victim was that distinguished gentleman.
My excuse is that I shot the escaping murderer (¢), and surprising

%J. L. Austin, ‘A Plea for Excuses’, 148.
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and unpleasant as it is, my shooting the escaping murderer and my
shooting of the bank president were one an(-i the same action
(e = d), since the bank president and the escaping murderer were
one and the same person. To justify the ‘since’ we must presumably
think of ‘my shooting of x’ as a functional expressi‘on that names an
action when the ‘x’ is replaced by an appropriate singular term. The
relevant reasoning would then be an application of the principle
x=y—=>fx=f.

Excuses provide endless examples of cases where we seem c?m:
pelled to take talk of ‘alternative descriptions of the same aCtIO{l
seriously, i.e., literally. But there are plenty of qther con_t(?xts in
which the same need presses. Explaining an action by giving an
intention with which it was done provides new descriptiqns of ?he
action: I am writing my name on a piece of paper with the intention
of writing a cheque with the intention of paying my gambling debt.
List all the different descriptions of my action. Here are a fcfv fora
start: I am writing my name. I am writing my name on a piece of
paper. | am writing my name on a piece of paper W}th the intention
of writing a cheque. I am writing a cheque. I am paying my gambling
debt. It is hard to imagine how we can have a coherent theory 9f
action unless we are allowed to say that each of these sentences is
made true by the same action. Redescription may supply the motive
(‘I was getting my revenge’), place the actiop in thg co,ntext ofa rple
(‘1 am castling’), give the outcome (‘I killed him’), or provide
evaluation (‘I did the right thing’).

According to Kenny, as we just noted, action sentences have: t§1.c
form ‘Jones brought it about thatp.” The sentence that replaces ‘p’is
to be in the present tense, and it describes the resplt that the a‘gent
has wrought: it is a sentence ‘newly true of the patient’.* Thus, ‘The
doctor removed the patient’s appendix’ must be rendereq, ,The
doctor brought it about that the patient has no appen_dlx. By
insisting that the sentence that replaces ‘p’ describe a temuna.l state
rather than an event, it may be thought that Kenny can avoid Fhe
criticism made above that the problem of the logical form of action
sentences turns up within the sentence that replaces ‘p’: we may
allow that ‘The patient has no appendix’ presents' no reh?va'nt
problem. The difficulty is that neither will the analysis s_tand in its
present form. The doctor may bring it about that the patient has no

4 Kenny, op. cit., 181.
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appendix by turning the patient over to another doctor who per-
forms the operation; or by running the patient down with his Lin-
coln Continental. In neither case would we say the doctor removed
the patient’s appendix. Closer approximations to a correct analysis
might be, ‘The doctor brought it about that the doctor has removed
the patient’s appendix’ or perhaps, ‘The doctor brought it about
that the patient has had his appendix removed by the doctor.” One
may still have a few doubts, I think, as to whether these sentences
have the same truth conditions as ‘The doctor removed the
patient’s appendix.’ But in any case it is plain that in these versions,
the problem of the logical form of action sentences does turn up in
the sentences that replace ‘p’: ‘The patient has had his appendix
removed by the doctor’ or ‘The doctor has removed the patient’s
appendix’ are surely no easier to analyse than ‘The doctor removed
the patient’s appendix.’ By the same token, ‘Cass walked to the
store’ can’t be given as ‘Cass brought it about that Cass is at the
store’, since this drops the idea of walking. Nor is it clear that ‘Cass
brought it about that Cass is at the store and is there through having
walked’ will serve; but in any case, the contained sentence is again
worse than what we started with.

It is not easy to decide what to do with ‘Smith coughed.’ Should
we say ‘Smith brought it about that Smith is in a state of just having
coughed’? At best this would be correct only if Smith coughed on
purpose.

The difficulty in Kenny’s proposal that we have been discussing
may perhaps be put this way: he wants to represent every (com-
pleted) action in terms only of the agent, the notion of bringing it
about that a state of affairs obtains, and the state of affairs brought
about by the agent. But many action sentences yield no description
of the state of affairs brought about by the action except that it is the
state of affairs brought about by that action. A natural move, then,
is to allow that the sentence that replaces ‘p’ in x brings it about that
p’ may (or perhaps must) describe an event.

If I am not mistaken, Chisholm has suggested an analysis that at
least permits the sentence that replaces ‘p’ to describe (as we are
allowing ourselves to say) an event.® His favoured locution is ‘x
makes p happen’, though he uses such variants as ‘x brings it about
that p’ or x makes it true that p’. Chisholm speaks of the entities to

3 Roderick Chisholm, “The Descriptive Element in the Concept of Action’. Also
see Chisholm, ‘The Ethics of Requirement’.
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which the expressions that replace ‘p’ refer as ‘states of affairs’, and
explicitly adds that states of affairs may be cha.nges. or events (as
well as ‘unchanges’). An example Chisholm provides is th.lS: ifaman
raises his arm, then we may say he makes it happen that his arm goes
up. I do not know whether Chisholm would pr_opos:a ‘Jones fnade it
happen that Jones’s arm went up’ as an analysis of ‘Jones raised his
arm’, but I think the proposal would be wrong becau-se although
the second of these sentences does perhaps entail tt_le first, the first
does not entail the second. The point is even clearer if we take as, our
example ‘Jones made it happen that Jones batted an gyelash (or
some trivial variant), and this cannot be called progress in uncover-
ing the logical form of ‘Jones batted an eyelash.’ _ ,
There is something else that may puzzle us about Chlsholr.n s
analysis of action sentences, and it is independent of thff c’luestlon
what sentence we substitute for ‘p’. Whatever we put for ‘p’, we are
to interpret it as describing some event. It is natural to say, I t’hmk,
that whole sentences of the form ‘x makes it happen that p’ also
describe events. Should we say that these events are the same event,
or that they are different? If they are thf: same event, as many
people would claim (perhaps including Chisholm), then no matter
what we put for ‘p’, we cannot have solved the: general problem.of
the logical form of sentences about actions until we have dealt with
the sentences that can replace ‘p’. If they are different events, we
must ask how the element of agency has been introduced m.to t‘he:
larger sentence though it is lacking in the sentence for wh_lch p
stands; for each has the agent as its subject. The answer Chisholm
gives, I think, is that the special notion of making it happen tlTat he
has in mind is intentional, and thus to be distinguished from snml?ly
causing something to happen. Suppose we want to say that Alice
broke the mirror without implying that she did itintentionally. Th_en
Chisholm’s special idiom is not called for; but we could say, ‘Alice
caused it to happen that the mirror broke.’ Suppose we now want to
add that she did it intentionally. Then the Chisholm-sentence would
be: ‘Alice made it happen that Alice caused it to happen that the
mirror broke.’ And now we want to know, what is the event that the
whole sentence reports, and that the contained sentence dges no??
It is, apparently, just what used to be called an act of the will. I will
not dredge up the standard objections to the view that acts of the
will are special events distinct from, say, our bod:ly mfw_ements, and
perhaps the causes of them. But even if Chisholm is willing to accept
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such a view, the problem of the logical form of the sentences that
can replace ‘p’ remains, and these describe the things people do as
we describe them when we do not impute intention.

A somewhat different view has been developed with care and
precision by von Wright.® In effect, von Wright puts action sen-
tences into the following form: ‘x brings it about that a state where P
changes into a state where g’. Thus the important relevant differ-
ence between von Wright’s analysis and the ones we have been
considering is the more complex structure of the description of the
change or event the agent brings about: where Kenny and Chisholm
were content to describe the result of the change, von Wright

. includes also a description of the initial state.

Von Wright is interested in exploring the logic of change and
action and not, at least primarily, in giving the logical form of our
common sentences about acts or events. For the purposes of his
study, it may be very fruitful to think of events as ordered pairs of
states. But I think it is also fairly obvious that this does not give us a
standard way of translating or representing the form of most sen-
tences about acts and events. If I walk from San Francisco to
Pittsburgh, for example, my initial state is that I am in San Francisco
and my terminal state is that I am in Pittsburgh; but the same is more
pleasantly true if I fly. Of course, we may describe the terminal state
as my having walked to Pittsburgh from San Francisco, but then we
no longer need the separate statement of the initial state. Indeed,
viewed as an analysis of ordinary sentences about actions, von
Wright’s proposal seems subject to all the difficulties I have already
outlined plus the extra one that most action sentences do not yield a
non-trivial description of the initial state (try ‘He circled the field’,
‘He recited the Odyssey’, ‘He flirted with Olga’).

In two matters, however, it seems to me von Wright suggests
important and valuable changes in the pattern of analysis we have
been considering, or at least in our interpretation of it. First, he says
that an action is not an event, but rather the bringing about of an
event. I do not think this can be correct. If I fall down, this is an
event whether I do it intentionally or not. If you thought my falling
was an accident and later discovered I did it on purpose, you would
not be tempted to withdraw your claim that you had witnessed an
event. I take von Wright’s refusal to call an action an event to reflect

® Georg Henrik von Wright, Norm and Action.
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the embarrassment we found to follow if we say that an act is an
event, taking agency to be introduced by a phrase like ‘brings it
about that’. The solution lies, however, not in distinguishing acts
from events, but in finding a different logical form for action sen-
tences. The second important idea von Wright introduces comes in
the context of his distinction between generic and individual propo-
sitions about events.” The distinction, as von Wright makes it, is not
quite clear, for he says both: that an individual proposition differs
from a generic one in having a uniquely determined truth value,
while a generic proposition has a truth value only when coupled
with an occasion; and that, that Brutus killed Caesar is an individual
proposition while that Brutus kissed Caesar is a generic proposition,
because ‘a person can be kissed by another on more than one
occasion’. In fact the proposition that Brutus kissed Caesar seems to
have a uniquely determined truth value in the same sense that the
proposition that Brutus killed Caesar does. But it is, I believe, a very
important observation that ‘Brutus kissed Caesar’ does not, by
virtue of its meaning alone, describe a single act.

It is easy to see that the proposals we have been considering
concerning the logical form of action sentences do not yield solu-
tions to the problems with which we began. I have already pointed
out that Kenny’s problem, that verbs of action apparently have
‘variable polyadicity’, arises within the sentences that can replace
‘p’ in such formulas as ‘x brought it about that p’. An analogous
remark goes for von Wright’s more elaborate formula. The other
main problem may be put as that of assigning a logical form to action
sentences that will justify claims that two sentences describe ‘the
same action’. Our study of some of the ways in which we excuse, or
attempt to excuse, acts shows that we want to make inferences such
as this: I flew my spaceship to the Morning Star, the Morning Star is
identical with the Evening Star; so, I flew my spaceship to the
Evening Star. (My leader told me not to go the Evening Star; I
headed for the Morning Star not knowing.) But suppose we trans-
late the action sentences along the lines suggested by Kenny or
Chisholm or von Wright. Then we have something like, ‘I brought it
about that my spaceship is on the Morning Star.” How can we infer,
given the well-known identity, ‘I brought it about that my spaceship
is on the Evening Star’? We know that if we replace ‘the Morning

7 Op. cit., 23.
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Star’ by ‘the Evening Star’ in, ‘My spaceship is on the Morning Star’
the truth-value will not be disturbed; and so if the occurrence of this
sentence in, ‘I brought it about that my spaceship is on the Morning
Star’ is truth-functional, the inference is justified. But of course the
occurrence can’t be truth-functional: otherwise, from the fact that I
brought about one actual state of affairs it would follow that I
brought about every actual state of affairs. It is no good saying that
after the words ‘bring it about that’ sentences describe something
between truth-values and propositions, say states of affairs. Such a
claim must be backed by a semantic theory telling us how each
sentence determines the state of affairs it does; otherwise the claim
is empty.

Israel Scheffler has put forward an analysis of sentences about
choice that can be applied without serious modification to sentences
about intentional acts.? Scheffler makes no suggestion concerning
action sentences that do not impute intention, and so has no solu-
tion to the chief problems I am discussing. Nevertheless, his analysis
has a feature I should like to mention. Scheffler would have us
render, ‘Jones intentionally buttered the toast’ as, ‘Jones made-true
a that Jones-buttered-the-toast inscription.” This cannot, for
reasons I have urged in detail elsewhere,® be considered a finally
satisfying form for such sentences because it contains the logically
unstructured predicate ‘is a that Jones-buttered-the-toast inscrip-
tion’, and there are an infinite number of such semantical primitives
in the language. But in one respect, I believe Scheffler’s analysis is
clearly superior to the others, for it implies that introducing the

- element of intentionality does not call for a reduction in the content

of the sentence that expresses what was done intentionally. This
brings out a fact otherwise suppressed, that, to use our example,
‘Jones’ turns up twice, once inside and once outside the scope of the
intensional operator. I shall return to this point.

A discussion of the logical form of action sentences in ordinary
language is to be found in the justly famed Chapter VII of Reichen-
bach’s Elements off Symbolic Logic.'® According to Reichenbach’s
doctrine, we may transform a sentence like

(4) Amundsen flew to the North pole
¢ Israel Scheffler, The Anatomy of Inquiry, 104-5.

® Donald Davidson, ‘Theories of Meaning and Learnable Languages’, 390-1.
' Hans Reichenbach, Elements of Symbolic Logic, sect. 48.
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into:

(5) (3x) (x consists in the fact that Amundsen flew to the North
Pole).

The expression ‘is an event that consists in the fact that’ is to be
viewed as an operator which, when prefixed to a sentence, forms a
predicate of events. Reichenbach does not think of (5) as showing
or revealing the logical form of (4), for he thinks (4) is unproblema-
tic. Rather he says (5) is logically equivalent to (4). (5) has its
counterpart in a more ordinary idiom:

(6) A flight by Amundsen to the North Pole took place.

Thus Reichenbach seems to hold that we have two ways of expres-
sing the same idea, (4) and (6); they have quite different logical
forms, but they are logically equivalent; one speaks literally of
events while the other does not. I believé this view spoils much of
the merit in Reichenbach’s proposal, and that we must abandon the
idea that (4) has an unproblematic logical form distinct from that of
(5) or (6). Following Reichenbach’s formula for putting any action
sentence into the form of (5) we translate

(7) Amunsden flew to the North Pole in May 1926
into:

(8) (3x) (x consists in the fact that Amundsen flew to the North
Pole in May 1926).

The fact that (8) entails (5) is no more obvious than that (7) entails

(4); what was obscure remains obscure. The correct way to render
(7) is:

(9) (3x) (x consists in the fact that Amundsen flew to the North
Pole and x took place in May 1926).

But (9) does not bear the simple relation to the standard way of
interpreting (7) that (8) does. We do not know of any logical
operation on (7) as it would usually be formalised (with a three-
place predicate) that would make it logically equivalent to (9). This
is why I suggest that we treat (9) alone as giving the logical form of
(7). If we follow this strategy, Kenny’s problem of the ‘variable
polyadicity’ of action verbs is on the way to solution; there is, of
course, no variable polyadicity. The problem is solved in the natural
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way, by introducing events as entities about which an indefinite
number of things can be said.

Reichenbach’s proposal has another attractive feature: it elimi-
nates a peculiar confusion that seemed to attach to the idea that
sentences like (7) ‘describe an event’. The difficulty was that one
wavered between thinking of the sentence as describing or referring
to that one flight Amundsen made in May 1926, or as describing a
kind of event, or perhaps as describing (potentially?) several. As
von Wright pointed out, any number of events might be described
by a sentence like ‘Brutus kissed Caesar.’ This fog is dispelled in a
way I find entirely persuasive by Reichenbach’s proposal that ordi-
nary action sentences have, in effect, an existential quantifier bind-
ing the action-variable. When we were tempted into thinking a
sentence like (7) describes a single event we were misled: it does not
describe any event at all. But if (7) is true, then there is an event that
makes it true. (This unrecognized element of generality in action
sentences is, I think, of the utmost importance in understanding the
relation between actions and desires.)

There are two objections to Reichenbach’s analysis of action
sentences. The first may not be fatal. It is that as matters stand the
analysis may be applied to any sentence whatsoever, whether it
deals with actions, events, or anything else. Even 2 + 3 = §’
becomes ‘(3x) (x consists in the fact that 2 + 3 =5)’. Why not say
‘2 + 3 = 5’ does not show its true colours until put through the
machine? For that matter, are we finished when we get to the first
step? Shouldn’t we go on to ‘(Jy) (y consists in the fact that (3x) (x
consists in the fact that 2 + 3 = 5)’? And so on. It isn’t clear on
what principle the decision to apply the analysis is based.

The second objection is worse. We have:

(10) (3x) (x consists in the fact that I flew my spaceship to the
Morning Star)

and
(11) the Morning Star = the Evening Star
and we want to make the inference to

(12) (3x) (x consists in the fact that I flew my spaceship to the
Evening Star).

The likely principle to justify the inference would be:
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(13) (x) (x consists in the fact that S < x consists in the fact that
S
where ‘§"” is obtained from ‘S’ by substituting, in one or more placc§,
a co-referring singular term. It is plausible to add that (13) hold_s if
‘S’ and ‘S"” are logically equivalent. But (13) and the last assumption
lead to trouble. For observing that ‘S’ is logically equivalent to
FO=y&S)=9( =y) we get
(14) (x) (x consists in the fact that § < x consists in the fact that
00 =y &S) =5@ =y)))
Now suppose ‘R’ is any sentence materially equivalent to ‘S’: tpen
Py =y & S) and Y(y =y & R) will refer to the same thing.
Substituting in' (14) we obtain

(15) (x) (x consists in the fact that § < x consists in the fact that
O =y &R) =3 =y))
which leads to

(16) (x) (x consists in the fact that § < x consists in the fact that
R)

when we observe the logical equivalence of ‘R’ and _‘ﬁ(y.=' y &
R) = y(y = y)". (16) may be interpreted as saying (cons_ldcrmg that
the sole assumption is that ‘R’ and ‘S’ are materially equivalent) that
all events that occur (= all events) are identical. This demonstrates,
I think, that Reichenbach’s analysis is radically defective.

Now I would like to put forward an analysis of action sentences
that seems to me to combine most of the merits of the alternatives
already discussed, and to avoid the difficulties. The basic idea is that
verbs of action—verbs that say ‘what someone did’—should be
construed as containing a place, for singular terms or variables, that
they do not appear to. For example, we would normally suppose
that ‘Shem kicked Shaun’ consisted in two names and a two-place
predicate. I suggest, though, that we think of ‘kick.cd’ as a three-
place predicate, and that the sentence to be given in this form:

(17) (3x) (Kicked(Shem, Shaun, x)).

If we try for an English sentence that directly reflects this form, we
run into difficulties. ‘There is an event x such that x is a kicking of
Shaun by Shem’ is about the best I can do, but we must remember ‘a
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kicking’ is not a singular term. Given this English reading, my
proposal may sound very like Reichenbach’s; but of course it has
quite different logical properties. The sentence ‘Shem kicked Shaun’
nowhere appears inside my analytic sentence, and this makes it
differ from all the theories we have considered.

The principles that license the Morning Star-Evening Star infer-
ence now make no trouble: they are the usual principles of exten-
sionality. As a result, nothing now stands in the way of giving a
standard theory of meaning for action sentences, in the form of a
Tarski-type truth definition; nothing stands in the way, that is, of
giving a coherent and constructive account of how the meanings
(truth conditions) of these sentences depend upon their structure.

To see how one of the troublesome inferences now goes through,
consider (10) rewritten as

(18) (3x) (Flew(1, my spaceship, x) & To(the Morning Star, x)).
which, along with (11), entails

(19) (3x) (Flew(1, my spaceship, x) & To(the Evening Star, x)).

Itis not necessary, in representing this argument, to separate off the
To-relation; instead we could have taken, ‘Flew’ as a four-place

predicate. But that would have obscured another inference, namely
that from (19) to

(20) (3x) (Flew(I, my spaceship, x)).

In general, we conceal logical structure when we treat prepositions
as integral parts of verbs; it is a merit of the present proposal that it
suggests a way of treating prepositions as contributing structure.
Not only is it good to have the inference from (19) to (20); itis also
good to be able to keep track of the common element in ‘fly to’ and
‘fly away from’ and this of course we cannot do if we treat these as
unstructured predicates.

The problem that threatened in Reichenbach’s analysis, that
there seemed no clear principle on which to refrain from applying
the analysis to every sentence, has a natural solution if my sugges-
tion is accepted. Part of what we must learn when we learn the
meaning of any predicate is how many places it has, and what sorts
of entities the variables that hold these places range over. Some
predicates have an event-place, some do not.

In general, what kinds of predicates do have event-places? With-
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out pursuing this question very far, I think it is evident that if.action
predicates do, many predicates that have little relation to action do.
Indeed, the problems we have been mainly concerned with are not
at all unique to talk of actions: they are common to talk of events of
any kind. An action of flying to the Morning Star is identical with an
action of flying to the Evening Star; but equally, z2n eclipse of the
Morning Star is an eclipse of the Evening Star. Our ordinary talk of
events, of causes and effects, requires constant use of the idea of
different descriptions of the same event. When it is pointed out that
striking the match was not sufficient to light it, what is not sufficient
is not the event, but the description of it—it was a dry match, and so
on."" And of course Kenny’s problem of ‘variable polyadicity’,
though he takes it to be a mark of verbs of action, is common to all
verbs that describe events.

It may now appear that the apparent success of the analysis
proposed here is due to the fact that it has simply omitted what is
peculiar to action sentences as contrasted with other sentenc.:es
about events. But I do not think so. The concept of agency contains
two elements, and when we separate them clearly, I think we shall
see that the present analysis has not left anything out. The first of
these two elements we try, rather feebly, to elicit by saying that the
agent acts, or does something, instead of being acted upon, or
having something happen to him. Or we say that the agent is active
rather than passive; and perhaps try to make use of the moods of the
verb as a grammatical clue. And we may try to depend upon some
fixed phrase like ‘brings it about that’ or ‘makes it the case that’. But
only a little thought will make it clear that there is no satisfactory
grammatical test for verbs where we want to say there is agency.
Perhaps it is a necessary condition of attributing agency that one
argument-place in the verb is filled with a reference to the agent as a
person; it will not do to refer to his body, or his members, or to
anyone else. But beyond that it is hard to go. I sleep, I snore, I push
buttons, I recite verses, I catch cold. Also others are insulted by me,
struck by me, admired by me, and so on. No grammatical tzst I knpw
of, in terms of the things we may be said to do, of active or passive
mood, or of any other sort, will separate out the cases here where we
want to speak of agency. Perhaps it is true that ‘brings it about that’
guarantees agency; but as we have seen, many sentences that do
attribute agency cannot be cast in this grammatical form.

11 See Essay 7 for more on this topic.
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I'believe the correct thing to say about this element in the concept
of agency is that it is simply introduced by certain verbs and not by
others; when we understand the verb we recognize whether or not it
includes the idea of an agent. Thus, ‘I fought’ and ‘I insulted him’ do
impute agency to the person referred to by the first singular term, ‘I
caught cold’ and, ‘I had my thirteenth birthday’ do not. In these
cases, we do seem to have the following test: we impute agency only
where it makes sense to ask whether the agent acted intentionally.
But there are other cases, or so it seems to me, where we impute
agency only when the answer to the question whether the agent
acted intentionally is ‘yes’. If a man falls down by accident or
because a truck knocks him down, we do not impute agency; but we
do if he fell down on purpose.!?

This introduces the second element in the concept of agency, for
we surely impute agency when we say or imply that the act is
intentional. Instead of speaking of two elements in the concept of
agency, perhaps it would be better to say there are two ways we can
imply that a person acted as an agent: we may use a verb that implies
it directly, or we may use a verb that is non-committal, and add that
the act was intentional. But when we take the second course, it is
important not to think of the intentionality as adding an extra doing
of the agent; we must not make the expression that introduces
intention a verb of action. In particular, we cannot use ‘intentionally
brings it about that’ as the expression that introduces intention, for
‘brings it about that’ is in itself a verb of action, and imputes agency,
but it is neutral with respect to the question whether the action was
intentional as described.

This leaves the question what logical form the expression that
introduces intention should have. It is obvious, I hope, that the
adverbial form must be in some way deceptive; intentional actions
are not a class of actions, or, to put the point a little differently,
doing something intentionally is not a manner of doing it. To say
someone did something intentionally is to describe the action in a
way that bears a special relation to the beliefs and attitudes of the
agent; and perhaps further to describe the action as having been
caused by those beliefs and attitudes.!3 But of course to describe the
action of the agent as having been caused in a certain way does not
mean that the agent is described as performing any further action.

'? See Essay 3. '3 See Essay 1.
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From a logical point of view, there are thus these important condi-
tions governing the expression that introduces intention: it must not
be interpreted as a verb of action, it must be intensional, and the
intention must be tied to a person. I propose then that we use
some form of words like ‘It was intentional of x that p’ where ‘x’
names the agent, and ‘p’ is a sentence that says the agent did
something. It is useful, perhaps necessary, that the agent be named
twice when we try to make logical form explicit. It is useful, because
it reminds us that to describe an action as intentional is to describe
the action in the light of certain attitudes and beliefs of a particular
person; it may be necessary in order to illuminate what goes on in
those cases in which the agent makes a mistake about who he is. It
was intentional of Oedipus, and hence of the slayer of Laius, that
Oedipus sought the slayer of Laius, but it was not intentional of
Oedipus (the slayer of Laius) that the slayer of Laius sought the
slayer of Laius.

CRITICISM, COMMENT, AND DEFENCE

Essay 6 brought in its wake a number of comments and criticisms from
other philosophers, and in a few cases I responded. In this appendix to
Essay 6 I bring together some of my replies, for although they repeat much
that can be found elsewhere in this volume, they often put a point in a new
way or modify an old one. I have done some editing to make these replies
intelligible without the comments to which they were replies, but of course
some readers may want to look up the original work of the critic or
commentator.

This Essay was first read at a three-day conference on The Logic of
Decision and Action held at the University of Pittsburgh in March 1966 the
proceedings were published the next year under the editorship of Nicholas
Rescher. At the conference, E. J. Lemmon, H.-N. Castaiieda, and R. M.
Chisholm commented on my paper, and I replied. It is my replies (as
rewritten for publication) that appear here (somewhat further edited).

In November of 1966 The University of Western Ontario held a collo-
quium on Fact and Existence at which I replied to a paper ‘On Events and
Event-Descriptions’ by R. M. Martin. Both his paper and my reply were
published by Blackwells in 1969 under the editorship of Joseph Margolis.
Martin had not seen my Essay 6 when he wrote his paper, and in fairness to
him it should be noted that his views on the semantics of sentences about
events have been modified subsequently. I reprint my reply to him for the
light it throws on my views, not on his.

Finally, the journal Inquiry devoted its Summer, 1970, issue to the
subject of action, and it contained two criticisms of my work. One was by

Criticism, Comment, and Defence 123

Carl G. Hedman, ‘On the Individuation of Actions’, the other was by James
Cargile, ‘Davidson’s Notion of Logical Form’. My replies were printed
under the title ‘Action and Reaction’, and are reprinted here.

A. Reply to Lemmon on Tenses. My goal was to get clear about the
logical form of action sentences. By action sentences I mean sen-
tencesin English about actions. At the level of abstraction on which
the discussion moved, little was said that would not apply to sen-
tences about actions in many other languages if it applied to sen-
tences in English. The ideal implicit in the paper is a theory that
spells out every element of logical form in every English sentence
about actions. I dream of a theory that makes the transition from the
ordinary idiom to canonical notation purely mechanical, and a
canonical notation rich enough to capture, in its dull and explicit
way, every difference and connection legitimately considered the
business of a'theory of meaning. The point of canonical notation so
conceived is not to improve on something left vague and defective in
natural language, but to help elicit in a perspicuous and general
form the understanding of logical grammar we all have that consti-
tutes (part of) our grasp of our native tongue.

In exploring the logical form of sentences about actions and
events, I concentrated on certain features of such sentences and
neglected others. One feature I totally neglected was that of tense;
Lemmon is absolutely right in pointing out that some of the infer-
ences I consider valid depend (in a standard way we have become
hardened to) on fudging with respect to time. The necessity for
fudging shows that we have failed to bring out a feature of logical
form.

I accept the implication that my own account was incomplete
through neglect of the element of tense, and I welcome Lemmon’s
attempt to remedy the situation. I am very much in sympathy with
the methods he apparently thinks appropriate. Logicians have
almost always assumed that the demonstrative element in natural
languages necessarily resists serious semantic treatment, and they
have accordingly tried to show how to replace tensed expressions
with others containing no demonstrative feature. What recom-
mends this strategy to logicians (the elimination of sentences with
variable truth-values) also serves to show that it is not a strategy for
analysing the sentences of English. Lemmon makes no attempt to
eliminate the demonstrative element from his canonical notation
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(substituting ‘before now’ for the past tense is a way of articulating
the relation between the different tenses of the same verb, not of
eliminating the demonstrative element). At the same time, he obvi-
ously has in mind that the structure he introduces must lend itself to
formal semantic treatment. It is simply a mistake, Lemmon cor-
rectly assumes, to think that sentences with a demonstrative ele-
ment resist the application of systematic semantic analysis.

B. Reply to Lemmon on’ Identity Conditions for Events. If we are
going to quantify over events and interpret singular terms as refer-
ring to events, we need to say something about the conditions under
which expressions of the form ‘a = b’ are true where ‘2’ and ‘b’ refer,
or purport to refer, to events. This is a difficult and complex subject,
and I'do not propose to do more here than comment briefly on some
of Lemmon’s remarks. But I think he is right to raise the issue;
before we decide that our general approach to the analysis of event
sentences is correct, there must be much more discussion of the
criteria for individuating and identifying events.

Lemmon is surely right that a necessary condition for the identity
of events is that they take place over exactly the same period of
time. He suggests, very tentatively, that if we add that the events
‘take the same place’, then we have necessary and sufficient condi-
tions for identity. I am not at all certain this suggestion is wrong, but
before we accept it we shall need to remove two doubts. The first
centres on the question whether we have adequate criteria for the
location of an event. As Lemmon realizes, his principle that if F
(a,z) then a is a participant in z, cannot be true for every F (take ‘F’
as ‘took place a thousand miles south of” and ‘a’ as ‘New York’; we
would not, presumably, say New York participated in every event
that took place a thousand miles south of New York). And how do
we deal with examples like this: if a man’s arm goes up, the event
takes place in the space-time zone occupied by the arm; but if a man
raises his arm, doesn’t the event fill the zone occupied by the whole
man? Yet the events may be identical. If a man drives his car into his
garage, how much of the garage does the event occupy? All of it, or
only the zone occupied by the car? Finally, if events are to have a
location in an interesting sense, we need to see what is wrong with
the following argument: if an event is a change in a certain object,
then the event occupies at least the zone occupied by the object
during the time the event takes place. But if one object is part of
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another, a change in the first is a change in the second. Since an
object is part of the universe, it follows that every event that is a
change in an object takes place everywhere (throughout the uni-
verse). This argument is, I believe, faulty, but it must be shown to be
so before we can talk intelligibly of the location of events.

The second doubt we must remove if we are to identify events
with space-time zones is that there may be two different events in
the same zone. Suppose that during exactly the same time interval
Jones catches cold, swims the Hellespont, and counts his blessings.
Are these all the same event? I suspect there may be a good
argument to show they are; but until one is produced, we must
suspend judgement on Lemmon’s interesting proposal.’

C. Reply to Castarieda on Agent and Patient. Castafieda Very use-
fully summarizes the main points in my paper, and raises some
questions about the principles that are implicit in my examples. My
lack of explicitness has perhaps misled him in one respect. It is not
part of my programme to make all entailments matters of logical
form. ‘x >y’ entails ‘y < x’, but not as a matter of form. ‘% is a
grandfather’ entails ‘x is a father’, but not as a matter of form. And I
think there are cases where, to use Castafieda’s words, ‘a larger
polyadic action statement entails a shorter one which is a part of it’
and yet this is not a matter of logical form. An example, perhaps, is
this: ‘I flew my spaceship’ may entail, ‘I flew’, but if it does, it is not, I
think, because of the logical form of the sentences. My reason for
saying this is that I find no reason to believe the logical form of ‘I
flew my spaceship’ differs from that of ‘I sank the Bismarck’, which
does not entail ‘I sank’ though it does happen to entail “The
Bismarck sank’. A comparison of these examples ought to go a long
way to persuade us that simple sentences containing transitive verbs
do not, as a matter of logical form, entail sentences with intransitive
verbs. Putting sentences in the passive will not radically change
things. If I sank the Bismarck, the Bismarck was sunk and the
Bismarck sank. But ‘The Bismarck was sunk’ and ‘The Bismarck
sank’ are not equivalent, for the second does not entail the first.
Thus even if we were to accept Castafieda’s view that “The Bismarck
was sunk’ has a logically intransitive verb, the passivity of the
subject remains a feature of this verb distinguishing it from the verb

4 For more on the individuation of events, see Essay 8.
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of “The Bismarck sank’. Thus there is no obvious economy in
Castafieda’s idea of indicating the distinction between agent and
patient by position in verbs of action. There would be real merit,
however, in keeping track of the relation between ‘The Bismarck
was sunk’ and ‘The Bismarck sank’, which is that the first entails the
second; but Castafieda’s notation does not help with this.

Castafieda would have us put ‘The King insulted the Queen’ in
this form:

(3x) (Insulted (the King,x) & Insulted (x, the Queen))

What is this relation, that relates a person and an event or, in the
same way, an event and a person? What logical feature is preserved
by this form that is not as well preserved, and less misleadingly, by

(3x) (Insulted (the King, x) & Was insulted (the Queen, x))

(i.e., “There was an event that was an insulting by the King and pf
the Queen’)? But I remain unconvinced of the advantages in split-
ting transitive verbs up in this way. The gain is the entailment of
‘My spaceship was flown’ by ‘I flew my spaceship’; the loss becomes
apparent when we realize that ‘My spaceship was flown’ has been

interpreted so as not to entail ‘Someone flew my spaceship’.'®

D. Reply to Castarieda on Prepositions. My proposal to treat certain
prepositions as verbs does seem odd, and perhaps it will turn out to
be radically mistaken. But I am not quite convinced of this by what
Castafieda says. My analysis of ‘I flew my spaceship to the Morning
Star’ does entail ‘(@x) (To (the Morning Star, x))’, and Castafieda
turns this into words as ‘There was a to the Morning Star’. But I
think we can do better: ‘There was an event involving motion
toward the Morning Star’ or ‘There was an event characterized by

being to (toward) the Morning Star’. Castafieda himself proposes

“flying-to’, which shows he understands the sort of verb I have in
mind. But of course I don’t like ‘flying-to’ as an unstructured
predicate, since this breaks the connection with ‘walking-to’ and its
kin. Castaneda complains, of my use of plain ‘to’, that there are
many different senses of ‘to’, depending on the verb it is coupled
with. Let us suppose we understand this difficulty, with its heavy

15 On the general point raised by Castafieda, whether transitive verbs entail their
intransitive counterparts as a matter of logical form, and (a related mgtter) whether
passive transformation is a matter of logical form, I would now side with Castafieda.

Criticism, Comment, and Defence 127

dependence on the concept of sameness of relation. I shall meet
Castafieda half-way by introducing a special form of ‘to’ which
means, ‘motion-toward-and-terminating-at’; this is more general
than his ‘flying-to’ and less general than my former, plain, ‘to’. And
I assume that if Castafieda understands ‘(3x) (flying-to (the Morn-
ing Star, x))’ he will understand ‘(3x) (Motion-towards-and-
terminating-at (the Morning Star, x))’, for this verb differs from his
merely in degree of generality.

E. Reply to Castarieda on Intention. First Castafieda makes the
point, also made by Lemmon, that I would have done well to make
basic a notion of intention that does not imply that what is intended
is done. I think they are right in this.

Castafieda then goes on to claim that my analysis of ‘Oedipus
intentionally sought the slayer of Laius’ as ‘It was intentional of
Oedipus that Oedipus sought the slayer of Laius’ is faulty because
the first sentence might be true and the second false if Oedipus
failed to know that he was Oedipus. Castafieda suggests that to
correct the analysis, we should put ‘he (himself)’ for the second
occurrence of ‘Oedipus’. In my opinion, Castafieda is right both in
his criticism and in his correction. There is, as he maintains, an
irreducibly demonstrative element in the full analysis of sentences
about intentions, and my proposal concealed it.

Perhaps I should remark here that I do not think it solves the
problem of the analysis of sentences about intention to put them in
the form of ‘It was intentional of x that p’; such sentences are
notoriously hard to bring under a semantical theory. I view putting
such sentences in this form as a first step; the problem then looks,
even with Castafieda’s revision, much like the problem of analysing
sentences about other propositional attitudes.

F. Reply to Chisholm on Making Happen. 1 am happy to have
Chisholm’s careful comments on the section of my paper that deals
with his views; he has made me realize that I had not appreciated the
subtlety of his analysis. It is not clear to me now whether, on the
issues discussed in my paper, there is any disagreement between us.
Let me formulate the questions that remain in my mind as I now
understand them.

I assume that since he has not attempted an analysis of event
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sentences generally, and the ‘p’ in, ‘He made it happen thatp’ refers
to an event, Chisholm does not dispute my claim that he has not
solved the main problems with which I deal in my paper. The
question is rather whether there are any special problems in his
analysis of action and agency. The first difficulty I raised for
Chisholm was whether he could produce, in a reasonably mechani-
cal way, for every sentence of the form ‘He raised his arm’ or ‘Alice
broke the mirror’, another sentence of the form ‘He made it happen
that p’ or ‘Alice made it happen that p’ where ‘p’ does not have the
agent as subject. Chisholm shows, I think, that there is a chance he
can handle ‘He raised his arm’ and ‘Alice broke the mirror’ except,
perhaps, in the case where intention is not involved at all, and this is
not under discussion. The cases I would now worry about are rather
‘He walked to the corner’, ‘He carved the roast’, ‘He fell down’, or
“The doctor removed the patient’s appendix’. In each of these
examples I find I am puzzled as to what the agent makes happen. My
problem isn’t that I can’t imagine that there is some bodily move-
ment that the agent might be said to make happen, but that I see no
way automatically to produce the right description from the original
sentence. No doubt each time a man walks to the corner there is
some way he makes his body move; but of course it does not follow
that there is some one way he makes his body move every time he
walks to the corner.

The second difficulty I raised for Chisholm concerned the ques-
tion whether his analysis committed him to ‘acts of the will’, perhaps
contrary to his own intentions. It is clear that Chisholm does not
want to be committed to acts of the will, and that his analysis does
not say that there are acts of the will but I believe the question can
still be raised. It can be raised by asking whether the event said to
occur in ‘Jones made it happen that his arm went up’ is the same
event or a different one from the event said to occur in ‘Jones’s arm
went up’. It seems to me Chisholm can avoid acts of the will only by
saying the events are the same. He is free to say this, of course, and
then the only objection is terminological. And ‘Jones’s arm went up’
would then be, when it was something Jones made happen, a
description of an action.

At the end of his reply, Chisholm conjectures that I may not agree
with him that agents may be causes. Actually I see no objection to
saying that agents are causes, but I think we understand this only
when we can reduce it to the case of an event being a cause; and here
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I do disagree with Chisholm.'® He asks how we are to render ‘He
made it happen that p’ in terms merely of relations among events. If
the problem is that of giving the logical form of action sentences,
then I have made a suggestion in the present paper. If the prob-
lem is to give an analysis of the concept of agency using other

concepts, then I am not sure it can be done. Why must it be
possible?

G. Reply to Martin. There is a more or less innocent sense in which
we say that a sentence refers to, describes, or is about, some entity
when the sentence contains a singular term that refers to that entity.
Speaking in this vein, we declare that, “The cat has mange’ refers to
the cat, ‘Caesar’s death was brought on by a cold’ describes Caesar
and his death, and ‘Jack fell down and broke his crown’ is about Jack
and Jack’s crown. Observing how the reference of a complex singu-
lar term like ‘Caesar’s death’ or ‘Jack’s crown’ depends systemati-
cally on the reference of the contained singular term (‘Caesar’ or
‘Jack’) it is tempting to go on to ask what a sentence as a whole is
about (or refers to, or describes), since it embraces singular terms
like ‘Caesar’s death’ in much the way ‘Caesar’s death’ embraces
‘Caesar’. There is now a danger of ambiguity in the phrases ‘what a
sentence refers to’ or ‘what a sentence is about’; let us resolve it by
using only ‘refers to’ for the relation between patent singular terms
and what they are about, and only ‘corresponds to’ for the relation
between a sentence and what it is about.

Just as a complex singular term like ‘Caesar’s death’ may fail of
reference though contained singular terms do not, so a sentence
may not correspond to anything, even though its contained singular
terms refer; witness ‘Caesar’s death was brought on by a cold’.
F:learly enough, itis just the true sentences that have a correspond-
ing entity; ‘The cat has mange’ corresponds to the cat’s having of
mange, which alone can make it true; because there is no entity that
is Caesar’s death having been brought on by a cold, ‘Caesar’s death
was brought on by a cold’ is not true.!”

!¢ See Essay 3.
_ " For simplicity's sake I speak as if truth were a property of sentences: more properly
itis a relation between a sentence, a person and a time. (We could equally think of
truth as a property of utterances, of tokens, or of speech acts.) I assume here that
when truth is attributed to a sentence, or reference to a singular term, the suppressed

relativization to a speaker and a time could always be ied; i ipsis i
it y: supplied; if so, the ellipsis is




130 Event and Cause

These gerunds can get to be a bore, and we have a way around
them in ‘fact that’ clauses. The entity to which ‘“The cat has mange’
corresponds is the cat’s having of mange; equivalently, it is the fact
that the cat has mange. Quite generally we get a singular term for
the entity to which a sentence corresponds by prefixing ‘the fact
that’ to the sentence; assuming, of course, there are such entities.

Philosophical interest in facts springs partly from their promise
for explaining truth. It’s clear that most sentences would not have
the truth value they do if the world were not the way it is, but what in
the world makes a sentence true? Not just the objects to which a
sentence refers (in the sense explained above), but rather the doings
and havings of relations and properties of those objects; in two
words, the facts. It seems that a fact contains, in appropriate array,
just the objects ahy sentence it verifies is about. No wonder we may
not be satisfied with the colourless ‘corresponds to’ for the relation
between a true sentence and its fact; there is something, we may
feel, to be said for ‘is true to’, ‘is faithful to’, or even ‘pictures’.

To specify a fact is, then, a way of explaining what makes a
sentence true. On the other hand, simply to say that a sentence is
true is to say there is some fact or other to which it corresponds. On
this account, ‘s is true to (or corresponds to) the facts’ means more
literally ‘s corresponds to a fact’. Just as we can say there is a fact to
which a sentence corresponds when the sentence is true, we can also
say there is a true sentence corresponding to a particular fact; this
latter comes down to saying of the fact that it is one. English
sentences that perhaps express this idea are ‘That the cat has mange
is a fact’ and ‘It is a fact that London is in Canada’, and even
‘London is in Canada, and that’s a fact.’ It is evident that we must
distinguish here between idioms of at least two sorts, those that
attribute facthood to an entity (a fact), and those that say of a
sentence that it corresponds to a fact (or ‘the facts’). Let us use the
following sentences as our samples of the two sorts of idiom:

(1) That the cat has mange is a fact.
(2) The sentence, ‘The cat has mange’ corresponds to a fact.

Professor Martin says his analysis is intended to apply to sen-
tences of the form ‘So-and-so is a fact’ where I suppose ‘so-and-so’
is to be replaced, typically, by a that-clause, and he suggests we
interpret such sentences as saying of a sentence that it is true
(non-analytically—but I shall ignore this twist). Which of the two
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idioms represented by (1) and (2) is Martin analysing? The sen-
tences Martin says he wants to analyse apparently have the form of
(1); his analysis, on the other hand, seems suited to sentences like
(2).

Suppose we try the second tack. Then Martin’s proposal comes to
this: where we appear to say of a sentence that there is a fact to
which it corresponds we might as well say simply that the sentence is
true. There is nothing in this yet to offend the most devoted friend of
facts. Martin has not explained away a singular term that ever
purported to refer to a fact; on his analysis, as on the one the friend
of facts would give, the only singular term in, ‘The sentence “The
cat has mange” corresponds to the facts’ refers to a sentence. Nor
would the friend of facts want to deny the equivalence of ‘s is true’
and ‘s corresponds to a fact’ when ‘s’ is replaced by the name or
description of a sentence. The friend of facts would, however, balk
at the claim that this shows how, in general, to eliminate quantifica-
tion over facts, or singular terms that refer to them. He would
contend that it is only sentence (1) with its apparent singular term
‘that the cat has mange’ which clearly calls for an ontology of facts.
Martin may reply that it is sentence (1) he had his eye on from the
start. This reply leaves (2) out in the cold unless, of course, (1) and
(2) can be given the same analysis. The partisan of facts will resist
this idea, and plausibly, I think, on the ground that (2) is merely an
existential generalization of the more interesting:

(3) The sentence, ‘The cat has mange’ corresponds to the fact
that the cat has mange.

Here Martin’s attempt to treat facts as sentences cannot be made to
work without reducing (3) to the statement that the sentence, ‘The
cat has mange’ corresponds to itself, and this cannot be right since
(3), like (2), is clearly semantical in character; it relates a sentence
to the world. Martin recognizes the semantic thrust in talk of facts,
but does not notice that it cannot be reconciled with his analysis
of (1).

Martin’s thesis that we do not need an ontology of facts could still
be saved by an argument to show that there is at most one fact, for
the interest in taking sentences like (3) as containing singular terms
referring to facts depends on the assumption that there is an indefi-
nitely large number of different facts to be referred to: if there were
only one, we could submerge reference to it into what might as well
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be considered a one-place predicate.'® And an argument is handy,
thanks to Frege, showing that if sentences refer at all, all true
sentences must refer to the same thing.'? . L
We may then with easy conscience side with Martm' in viewing
‘corresponds to a fact’, when said of a sentence, as conveying no more
than ‘is true’. What should we say of the sentences like (1) that
appear to attribute facthood to entities? As we have seen, sutfh
sentences cannot be analysed as being about sentences. Bearing in
mind the unity of fact, we might say (1) affirms The G‘reat Fact, or
tells The Truth, by way of one of its infinity of tags, ThF: ca‘t has
mange.” We could equally well accept the universe with .That
London is in Canada is a fact.” Equivalently, we could have simply
said, ‘London is in Canada.’ So, on my account, ‘The sentence “The
cat has mange” corresponds to the facts’ comes out ‘The s.entence!
“The cat has mange” is true’, but ‘That the cat has mange isa f::oct
comes out just ‘The cat has mange’; not at all the same thing.

It is often assumed or argued (though not by Martin) that events
are a species of fact. Austin, for example, says, ‘Phenomena, events,
situations, states of affairs are commonly supposed to be genuinely-
in-the-world. . .. Yetsurely of all these we can say that they are facts.
The collapse of the Germans is an event and is a fact—w‘as an t:,vent
and was a fact’.2! Reichenbach even treats the words ‘event’ and
‘fact’ as synonyms, or so he says.?” The pressure to treat events as
facts is easy, in a way, to understand: both offer themselves as what
sentences—some sentence at least—refer to or are about. Causal
laws, we are told, say that every event of a certain sort is followe‘d by
an event of another sort. According to Hempel, the sentence, The‘
length of copper rod r increased betweep 9.0_0 anq 9.01 a.m.
describes a particular event.? In philosophical discussion of action
these days we very often learn such things as that ‘anes raised his
arm’ and ‘Jones signalled” may describe the same action, or tl?at' an
agent may perform an action intentionally under one description

f ‘ontological reduction’ by incorporation of a
ﬁnli::: g::ﬂ;r:r”:f E?:ge;ra]rttr:frﬁ:?::oopredicatei, see Quine’s ‘Exist?nce and Quanti-
fication’ and ‘Ontological Reduction and the World of Numbers’, 203. -

'* For the argument, see Essay 6._ For ;l_:; argument and discussion, see A. Church,
!m:';oldlﬁ::ﬂl::t ?:S‘Iﬁ?t‘l: :cjlc;;lerl\:'zgtllfé gistinction between these two cases is the cause

of some of the endless debate whether attributions of truth are redundant.

21 J. L. Austin, ‘Unfair to Facts’, 104.

* Hans Reichenbach, Elements of Symbolic Logic, 269.
23 Carl Hempel, Aspects of Scientific Explanation, 421.
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and not under another. It is obvious that most of the sentences
usually said to be about events contain no singular terms that even
appear to refer to events, nor are they normally shown to have
variables that take events as values when put over into ordinary
quantificational notation. The natural conclusion is that sentences
as wholes describe or refer to events, just as they were said to
correspond as wholes to facts, and this, as we have seen, must be
wrong.

Martin does not fall into this common trap, for although he
constructs singular terms for events from the material of a sentence,
he does not have the sentence itself refer to an event. His procedure
is to view an event as an ordered n-tuple made up of the extensions
of the n—1 singular terms and the n—1-place predicate of a true
sentence. So, ‘Leopold met Stephen on Bloomsday’ gives us the
singular term, (M, I, s, b)’ which refers to Leopold’s meeting of
Stephen on Bloomsday provided Leopold did meet Stephen on
Bloomsday. I shall ignore the further step by which Martin elimi-
nates ordered n-tuples in favour of virtual ordered n-tuples; the
difficulties about to appear are independent of that idea.?*

Given the premise that Bloomsday is 16 June 1904, we may infer
from, ‘Leopold met Stephen on Bloomsday’ the sentence, ‘Leopold
met Stephen on 16 June 1904, and, events being the ordered
n-tuples they are, Leopold’s meeting of Stephen on Bloomsday is
identical with Leopold’s meeting of Stephen on 16 June 1904. This
is surely as it should be so far; but not, I'm afraid, farther. Not every
encounter is a meeting; according to the story, some encounters
between Leopold and Stephen are meetings and some are not. But
then by Martin’s account no meeting is identical with an encounter,
though between the same individuals and at the same time. The
reason is that if any encounter is not a meeting, (E, I, 5, b) is not
identical with (M, I, s, b). Indeed, Leopold’s first meeting with
Stephen on Bloomsday in Dublin cannot be identical with
Leopold’s first meeting with Stephen on Bloomsday (since a four-
place predicate can’t have the same extension as a three-place
predicate); nor can a meeting between Stephen and Bloom be
identical with a meeting between Bloom and Stephen (since entities
will be ordered in a different way). No stabbing can be a killing and

* Substantially the same analysis of events as Martin’s has been given by Jaegwon
Kim, ‘On the Psycho-Physical Identity Theory’. Kim does not take the extra step
from real to virtual n-tuples.
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no killing can be a murder, no arm-raising a signalling, and no
birthday party a celebration. I protest.

Martin’s conditions on identity of events are clearly not neces-
sary, but are they perhaps sufficient? Agair.l I think the answer is no.
Martin correctly remarks that on his analysn§ the expressions that are
supposed to refer to events refer to one entity at most; but are these
entities the events they should be? Suppose Leoppld met Stepl.le,n
more than once on Bloomsday; what unique meenn.g does Martin’s
ordered n-tuple pick out? ‘Leopold’s meeting ‘w1th Stephen on
Bloomsday’, like Martin’s ‘(M, [, s, b)’, is a true sm_gula_lr‘term. But
there is this difference, that the first refers to a meetm‘g_lf it refer.s to
anything, while the second does not. Beipg‘more Spe(flflc about Flme
will not really mend matters: John’s kissing of a g.lri at precisely
noon is not a unique kissing if he kissed two girls 51multanf:ously‘
Martin’s method cannot be systematically applied to form gngular
terms guaranteed to pick out a pal.'ticular kissing, marriage, t})lr
meeting if anything; but this is easy, with gerund phrases,_m Englis 1.

Martin’s mistake is natural, and it is connected with a basic
confusion about the relation between a sentence li.ke ‘Leopold met
Stephen on Bloomsday’ or ‘Caesar died’ and particular ev::nts like
Leopold’s meeting with Stephen on Bloorpsday or Caesar’s deatb.
The mistake may be encapsulated in the idea (common to ,Martm
and many others) that ‘Leopold met Stephen on Bloomsday’ comes
to the same as ‘Leopold’s meeting with Stephen on Blo,omsday
occurred’ or that ‘Caesar died’ may be rendered ‘Caesa.r s dcgth
took place’. ‘Caesar’s death’, like ‘Leopol’d’s meeting w1tt§
Stephen’, is a true singular term, and so ‘Caesar s,death took pla(:t?
and ‘Leopold’s meeting with Stephen occurred’ are true ,(?nly if
there was just one such meeting or death. But ‘Caesar died’ is true
even if Caesar died a thousand deaths, and Leopo_ld and Ste:pl}en
may meet as often as they please on Bloomsday without falsifying

‘Leopold met Stephen on Bloomsday.’ _

A sentence such as ‘Vesuvius erupted in A.D. 79’ no more refers
to an individual event than ‘There’s a fly in here’ refers tq an
individual fly. Of course there may be just one eruption that venfle‘s
the first sentence and just one fly that verifies the second; but that is
beside the point. The point is that neither sentence can prope.rly be
interpreted as referring or describing, or _befmg abou.t, a ‘partlcu’lar
eruption or fly. No singular term for sucp is in the offmg'. T.here s af
fly in here’ is existential and general with respect to flies in here;
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‘Vesuvius erupted in a.p. 79’ is existential and general with respect
to eruptions of Vesuvius in A.p. 79—if there are such things as
eruptions, of course.

Here I am going along with Ramsey who, in a passage quoted by
Martin, wrote, ‘“That Caesar died” is really an existential propo-
sition, asserting the existence of an event of a certain sort, thus
resembling ““Italy has a King”, which asserts the existence of a man
of a certain sort. The event which is of that sortis called the death of
Caesar, and should no more be confused with the fact that Caesar
died than the King of Italy should be confused with the fact that
Italy has a King.’” This seems to me nearly exactly right: facts, if
such there are, correspond to whole sentences, while events, if such
there are, correspond to singular terms like ‘Caesar’s death’, and
are quantified over in sentences such as ‘Caesar died."

Martin says he doubts that ‘Caesar died’ must, or perhaps even
can, be construed as asserting the existence of an event of a certain
sort. I want to demonstrate briefly first that it can, and then, even
more briefly, why I think it must,

It can be done by providing event-verbs with one more place than
we generally think necessary, a place for events. I propose that
‘died’ in ‘Caesar died’ be taken as a two-place predicate, one place
for ‘Caesar’ and another for a variable ranging over events. The
sentence as a whole then becomes ‘(3x) (Died (Caesar, x))’, thatis,
there exists a Caesar-dying event, or there exists an event that is a
dying of Caesar. There is no problem in forming a singular term like
‘Caesar’s death’ from these materials: it is ‘(1x) (Died (Caesar, x))’.
We may then say truly, though this is not equivalent to ‘Caesar
died’, that Caesar died just once: ‘(3y) (v = (1x) (Died (Caesar,

x)))’; we may even say Caesar died Caesar’s death: ‘Died (Caesar,
(.x) (Died (Caesar, x)))’.

This gives us some idea what it would be like to treat events
seriously as individuals, with variables ranging over them, and with
corresponding singular terms. It is clear, I think, that none of the

* Ramsey, Foundations of Mathematics, 138ff.

* Austin blundered when he thought a phrase like ‘the collapse of the Germans’
could unambiguously refer to a fact and to an event. Zeno Vendler very shrewdly
uncovers the error, remarking that ‘in as much as the collapse of the Germans is a
fact, it can be mentioned or denied, it can be unlikely or probable, it can shock or
surprise us; in as much as it is an event, however, and not a fact, it can be observed
and followed, it can be sudden, violent, or prolonged, it can occur, begin, last and
end.” This is from ‘Comments’ by Vendler (on a paper by Jerrold Katz).

S
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objections I have considered to Reichenbach’s, Kim’s, or Martin’s
analyses apply to the present suggestion. We could introduce an
ontology of events in this way, but of course the question remains
whether there is any good reason to do so. I have already mentioned
some of the contexts, in the analysis of action, of explanation, and of
causality in which we seem to need to talk of events; still, faced with
a basic ontological decision, we might well try to explain the need as
merely seeming. There remains however a clear problem that is
solved by admitting events, and that has no other solution I know of.
The problem is simple, and ubiquitious. It can be illustrated by
pointing out that ‘Brutus stabbed Caesar in the back in the Forum
with a knife’ entails ‘Brutus stabbed Caesar in the back in the
Forum’ and both these entail ‘Brutus stabbed Caesar in the back’
and all these entail ‘Brutus stabbed Caesar’; and yet our common
way of symbolizing these sentences reveals no logical connection. It
may be thought the needed entailments could be supplied by inter-
preting ‘Brutus stabbed Caesar’ as elliptical for ‘Brutus stabbed
Caesar somewhere (in Caesar) somewhere (in the world) with
something’, but this is a general solution only if we know some fixed
number of places for the predicate ‘stabbed’ large enough to
accommodate all eventualities. It’s unlikely we shall succeed, for a
phrase like ‘by’ can introduce an indefinitely large number of modi-
fications, as in ‘He hung the picture by putting a nail in the wall,
which in turn he did by hitting the nail with a hammer, which in turn
he did by .. .2 Intuitively, there is no end to what we can say about
the causes and consequences of events; our theory of language has
gone badly astray if we must treat each adverbial modification as
introducing a new place into a predicate. The problem, you can
easily persuade yourself, is not peculiar to verbs of action.

My proposed analysis of sentences with event-verbs solves this
difficulty, for once we have events to talk about, we can say as much
or as little as we please about them. Thus the troublesome sentence
becomes (not in symbols, and not quite in English): ‘There exists an
event that is a stabbing of Caesar by Brutus event, it is an into the
back of Caesar event, it took place in the Forum, and Brutus did it
with a knife.’ The wanted entailments now go through as a matter of
form.

Before we enthusiastically embrace an ontology of events we will

I am indebted to Daniel Bennett for the example.

s;:nse of if we suppose events exist, and we know No promising
alternative, The Presumption lies with events,

H. .Reply to Cargile. 1 Suggested that sentences about events and
actions be construed as requiring an ontology of particular unre-
‘peat'flb!e, dated events. For €xample, I argued that 5 senten’ce lik

Lucifer fell’ has the logical form of an existential quantification 0?
an opep sentence true of falls of Lucifer, the open sentence in turn
consmtlr‘xg of a two-place predicate true of ordered pairs of things
and their falls, and the predicate places filled with a proper nanfe

The image may help explain wh istincti
y the distinction between logical
form 'ar}d surface grammar cap flourish without anyone ever qguite
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whether there is really any gold in the vaults? I think the concept o{
logical form can be clarified and thus deff:nded; but the account
shall offer disclaims some of what is implied by the previous para-
gr?/t}:‘at do we mean when we say that ‘Whales are mammals’ is a
quantified sentence? James Cargile suggests that the sentence is
elliptical for ‘All whales are mammals’ (or ‘Some whales arte xl:lcz::n:;
mals’) and once the ellipsis is mende-d we see that the sente
quantified. Someone interested in logical form would, of coursT,’g‘o
much further: he would maintain that ‘All whales are mammals’ is
a universally quantified conditional whose ant.ecedent is an open
sentence true of whales and whose consequent is an open sentence
true of mammals. The contrast with surface gran‘xmar is str’llflng.
The subject-predicate analysis goes by the boa,.rd, all ‘whales 115 510
longer treated as a unit, and the role of ‘whales’ and of ‘mammals’ is
or claimed, to be predicative.
See\;/,hat can justify this astonishing theory? P:ilrt of the a.nS\'ver—.f?hg
part with which we are most familiar—is that 1‘nference is 51mph_ ie
and mechanized when we rewrite sentences in some sta’ndardl‘zed
notation. If we want to deduce ‘Moby Dick is a mamfnal from ‘All
whales are mammals’ and ‘Moby Dick is a whale., we nee_d to
connect the predicate ‘is a whale’ in some sy,stematlc way w;thha
suitable feature of ‘All whales are mammals’. The theory of the
i rm of this sentence tells us how. _
log\;(l:glrti(s)for temporal precedence, like ‘before’ and ‘afn?r", p::owd;e
another example. ‘The inflation came aftef .the war’ is sugpet
enough, at least if we accept events as ent’mes, bu‘t how ::1 ou
‘Earwicker slept before Shem kicked Shaun’? Here beforeH con-
nects expressions with the grammatical form of sentence§. How 1;
this ‘before’ related to the one that stands between desc.nptwrw 0
events? Is it a sentential connective, like ‘and’? ‘Earwmker ,slep(;
before Shem kicked Shaun’ does entail both ‘Earwicker slept_ an
‘Shem kicked Shaun’. Yet clearly ‘before’ is not truth—functlom;:,
since reversing the order of the sentences does_ not preserve truth.
The solution proposed by Frege has beeq widely (if not umver;
sally) accepted; it is, as we all know, to‘ t_hmk of our s;ntencit:a
doubly quantified by existential quantifiers, to introduce e '
places into the predicates to accommodate varxab.les ranging ovi:
times, and to interpret ‘before’ as a two-place predicate. The res;u t;
roughly, is: ‘There exist two times,  and u, such that Earwicker slep
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at f, Shem kicked Shaun at u, and r was before u.’ This analysis
relates the two uses of ‘before’, and it explains why ‘Earwicker slept
before Shem kicked Shaun’ entails ‘Shem kicked Shaun’. It does
this, however, only by attributing to ‘Shem kicked Shaun’ the fol-
lowing form: ‘There exists a ¢ such that Shem kicked Shaun at ¢.’
According to Cargile, not even Russell would have denied that ‘x
kicked y’ is a two-place relation form; but Russell had the same
motive Frege did for holding that ‘kicked’ has the logical form of a
three-place predicate. _

The logical form that the problem of ‘before’ prompts us to assign
to ‘Shem kicked Shaun’ and to its parts is the very form I suggested,
though my reasons were somewhat different, and the ontology was
different. So far as ontology is concerned, the two proposals may to
advantage be merged, for we may think of ‘before’ and ‘after’ as
relating events as easily as times. For most purposes, if not all, times
are like lengths—convenient abstractions with which we can dis-
pense in favour of the concreta that have them. A significant bonus
from this analysis of sentences of temporal priority is that singular
causal sentences can then be naturally related to them. According to
Hume, if x caused y, then x preceded y. What are the entities these
variables range over? Events, to be sure. But if this answer is to be
taken seriously, then a sentence like ‘Sandy’s rocking the boat
caused it to sink’ must somehow refer to events. It does, if we
analyse it along these lines: “There exist two events, e and f, such
thate is a rocking of the boat by Sandy, fis a sinking of the boat, and

e caused f.’2®

Let us suppose, as Cargile seems willing to do, that I am right to
this extent: by rewriting or rephrasing certain sentences into
sentences that explicitly refer to or quantify over events, we can
conveniently represent the entailment relations between the origi-
nal sentences. The entailments we preanalytically recognize to hold
between the original sentences become matters of quantificational
logicapplied to their rephrasals. And now Cargile asks: how can this
project, assuming it to be successfully carried out, justify the claim
that the original sentences have the logical form of their rewrites?
Why not admit that the rewrites show, in many cases, a different
form?

Here we have, I hope, the makings of a reconciliation, for I am

* I discuss this analysis of singular causal sentences in Essay 7.

= ]




140 Event and Cause

happy to admit that much of the intere?st in iogica} form comes from
an interest in logical geography: to give the logxcal form of a sen-
tence is to give its logical location in the tqtahty of sentences, to
describe it in a way that explicitly determines what sentences 1t
entails and what sentences it is entailed by. The 19catlon n}ust b.e
given relative to a specific deductive theory; so logical fqrm 1tse:lf is
relative to a theory. The relatively does not stop here, either, since
even given a theory of deduction there may bc.: more tha-n one total
scheme for interpreting the sentences we are .mteresteq in and t.hat
preserves the pattern of entailments. The logical form of'a particu-
lar sentence is, then, relative both to a theory of deduction z?nd to
some prior determinations as to how to render sentences in the
e of the theory. ‘

lanSgel:Lgin this light, toyca!l the paraphrase of a sen‘tence into some
standard first-order quantificational form the logical forrr{ of the
sentence seems arbitrary indeed. Quantification theory I?as its cele-
brated merits, to be sure: it is powerful, simple, consistent, and
complete in its way. Not least, there are more or less standard
techniques for paraphrasing many sentences of natural languafgs
into quantificational languages, which helps excuse not‘makmg e
relativity to a theory explicit. Still, the rt?la?twlty remains.

Since there is no eliminating the relativity o_f logical form to a
background theory, the only way to justify partl_cular claims li;\bmn
logical form is by showing that they fit sentences into a good theory,
at least a theory better than known alternan‘ves. In calling quantifi-
cational form logical form I was assuming, like many oth,ers beforcel
me, that quantification theory is a good theory. What’s so goo

S |
abg\l/lftl;,t 'we should not sneeze at the virtues mentioned above,'lts
known consistency and completeness (in the sense that all q‘u.ar.n'lﬁ-
cational truths are provable). Cargile takes me to task_ for. criticizing
Reichenbach’s analysis of sentences about events, whlc!l mlrf)duces
an operator that, when prefixed to a sentence, results in a singular
term referring to an event. I give a standard argument to ShO\?f that
on this analysis, if one keeps substitutivity qf identity and a simple
form of extensionality, all events collapse into one. I goncll}ded,
“This demonstrates, I think, that Reichenbach’s ana!ys:s is radlcall.y
defective’. Cargile protests that Reichenbach gets in no troub]g if
the assumption of extensionality is abandoned; and the assumption
is mine, not Reichenbach’s. Fair enough; I ought not to have said
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the analysis was defective, but rather that on a natural assumption
there was a calamitous consequence. Without the assumption there
is no such consequence; but also no theory. Standard quantification
theory plus Reichenbach’s theory of event sentences plus sub-
stitutivity of identity in the new contexts leads to collapse of all
events into one. Reichenbach indirectly commits himself to the
principle of substitutivity, and Cargile goes along explicitly. So they
are apparently committed to giving up standard quantification
theory. Since neither offers a substitute, it is impossible to evaluate
the position.3°

Cargile has another idea, which is not to tamper with quantifica-
tion theory, but simply to add some extra rules to it. If we give the
quantificational form of ‘Jones buttered the toast in the bathroom®
as ‘Buttered; (Jones, the toast, the bathroom)’ and of ‘Jones
buttered the toast’ as ‘Buttered, (Jones, the toast)’ then the infer-
ence from the first to the second is no longer a matter of quantifica-
tional logic; but why not interpret this as showing that quantifica-
tional form isn’t logical form, and quantificational logic isn’t all of
logic? Cargile suggests that we might be able to give a purely formal
(syntactical) rule that would systematize these inferences. I think
Cargile underestimates the difficuties in doing this, particularly if,
as I have argued, such an approach forces us to admit predicates
with indefinitely large numbers of predicate places. I also think he
slights the difference, in his remark that ‘the standard symbolism of
quantification theory is not good at keeping track of entailments
between relational forms in English’, between simple axioms
(which are all that are needed to keep track of the entailments
between relational forms in, say, a theory of measurement) and new
rules of inference (or axiom schemata). But harping on the difficul-
ties, unless they can be proven to be impossibilities, is inconclusive.
It will be more instructive to assume that we are presented with a

satisfactory deductive system that adds to quantification theory
rules adequate to implement the entailments between event sen-
tences of the sort under consideration. What could then be said in
defence of my analysis?

What can be said comes down to this: it explains more, and it
explains better. It explains more in the obvious sense of bringing
more data under fewer rules. Given my account of the form of

¥ For a discussion of the difficulties of combining substitutivity of identity and
non-extensionality, see Dagfinn Fgllesdal, ‘Quine on Modality’.
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sentences about events and actions, certain entailments are a matter
of quantificational logic; an account of the kind Cargile hopesf to
give requires quantificational logic, and then some. But there is a
deeper difference.

We catch sight of the further difference if we ask ourselves why
‘Jones buttered the toast in the bathroom’ entails ‘Jones buttered
the toast’. So far, Cargile’s only answer is, because ‘buttered’ and
some other verbs (listed or characterized somehow) work that way;
and my only answer is, because (given my paraphrases) it follows
from the rules of quantification theory. But now suppose we ask,
why do the rules endorse this inference? Surely it has something to
do with the fact that ‘buttered’ turns up in both sentences? There
must be a common conceptual element represented by this repeated
syntactic feature; we would have a clue to it, and hence a better
understanding of the meaning of the two sentences, if we could say
what common role ‘buttered’ has in the two sentences. But here it is
evident that Cargile’s rules, if they were formulated, would be r30
help. These rules treat the fact that the word ‘buttered’ turns up in
both sentences as an accident: the rule would work as well if
unrelated words were used for the two- and for the three-place
predicates. In the analysis I have proposed, the word ‘buttered’ is
discovered to have a common role in the two sentences: in both
cases it is a predicate satisfied by certain ordered triples of agents,
things buttered, and events. So now we have the beginnings of.a new
sort of answer to the question why one of our sentences entails the
other: it depends on the fact that the word ‘buttered’ is playing a
certain common role in both sentences. By saying exactly what the
role is, and what the roles of the other significant features of the
sentences are, we will have a deep explanation of why one sentence
entails the other, an explanation that draws on a systematic account
of how the meaning of each sentence is a function of its structure.

To exhibit an entailment as a matter of quantificational form is to
explain it better because we do not need to take the ru.lesiof
quantificational logic on faith; we can show that they are valid, i.e.
truth-preserving, by giving an account of the conditions under
which sentences in quantificational form are true. From such an
account (a theory of truth satisfying Tarski’s criteria) it can be seen
that if certain sentences are true, others must be. The rules of
quantificational logic are justified when we demonstrate that from
truths they can lead only to truths.
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Plenty of inferences that some might call logical cannot be shown
to be valid in any interesting way by appeal to a theory of truth, for
example the inference to ‘a is larger than ¢’ from ‘a is larger than b
and b is larger than ¢’ or to ‘Henry is not a man’ from ‘Henry is a
frog’. Clearly a recursive account of truth can ignore these entail-
ments simply by ignoring the logical features of the particular
predicates involved. But if I am right, it may not be possible to give a
coherent theory of truth that applies to sentences about events and
that does not validate the adverbial inferences we have been discus-
sing.

Let me state in more detail how I think our sample inference can
be shown to be valid. On my view, a theory of truth would entail
that ‘Jones buttered the toast in the bathroom’ is true if and only if
there exists an event satisfying these two conditions: it is a buttering
of the toast by Jones, and it occurred in the bathroom. But if these
conditions are satisfied, then there is an event that is a buttering of
the toast by Jones, and this is just what must be the case, according
to the theory, if ‘Jones buttered the toast’ is true. I put the matter
this way because it seems to me possible that Cargile may agree with
what I say, then adding, ‘But how does this show that “Jones
buttered the toast™ is a three-place predicate?’ If this is his response,
our troubles are over, or anyway are merely verbal, for all I mean by
saying that ‘Jones buttered the toast’ has the logical form of an
existentially quantified sentence, and that ‘buttered’ is a three-piece
predicate, is that a theory of truth meeting Tarski’s criteria would
entail that this sentence is true if and only if there exists .. . etc. By
my lights, we have given the logical form of a sentence when we
have given the truth-conditions of the sentence in the context of a
theory of truth that applies to the language as a whole. Such a theory
must identify some finite stock of truth-relevant elements, and
explicitly account for the truth-conditions of each sentence by how
these elements feature in it; so to give the logical form of a sentence

is to describe it as composed of the elements the theory isolates.

These remarks will help, I hope, to put talk of ‘paraphrasing’ or
‘translating’ in its place. A theory of truth entails, for each sentence
s of the object language, a theorem of the form ‘s is true if and only if
p’. Since the sentence that replaces ‘p’ must be true (in the metalan-
guage) if and only if s is true (in the object language), there is a sense
in which the sentence that replaces ‘p’ may be called a translation of
s; and if the metalanguage contains the object language, it may be
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called a paraphrase. (These claims must be modified in important
ways in a theory of truth for a natural language.) But it should be
emphasized that paraphrasis or translation serves no purpose here
except that of giving a systematic account of truth-conditons. There
is no further claim to synonymy, nor interest in regimentation or
improvement. A theory of truth gives a point to such concepts as
meaning, translation, and logical form; it does not depend on
them.?!

It should now be clear that my only reason for ‘rendering’ or
‘paraphrasing’ event sentences into quantificational form was as a
way of giving the truth-conditions for those sentences within a going
theory of truth. We have a clear semantics for first-order quantifica-
tional languages, and so if we can see how to paraphrase sentences
in a natural language into quantificational form, we see how to
extend a theory of truth to those sentences. Since the entailments
that depend on quantificational form can be completely formalized,
it is an easy test of our success in capturing logical form within a
theory of truth to see whether our paraphrases articulate the
entailments we independently recognize as due to form.

To give the logical form of a sentence is, then, for me, to describe
it in terms that bring it within the scope of a semantic theory that
meets clear requirements. Merely providing formal rules of infer-
ence, as Cargile suggests, thus fails to touch the question of logical
form (except by generalizing some of the data a theory must
explain); showing how to put sentences into quantificational form,
on the other hand, does place them in the context of a semantic
theory. The contrast is stark, for it is the contrast between having a
theory, and hence a hypothesis about logical form, and having no
theory, and hence no way of making sense of claims about form. But
of course this does not show that a theory based on first-order
quantificational structure and its semantics is all we need or can
have. Many philosophers and logicians who have worked on the
problem of event sentences (not to mention modalities, sentences
about propositional attitudes, and so on) have come to the conclu-
sion that a richer semantics is required, and can be provided. In
Essay 6 1 explicitly put to one side several obvious problems that
invite appeal to such richer schemes. For various reasons I thought,
or hoped, that the problem I isolated could be handled within a

3 T.hese claims and others made here are expanded and defended in my “Truth and
Meaning’ and ‘True to the Facts’.
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fairly austere scheme. But when other problems are also empha-
sized, it may well be that my simple proposal loses its initial appeal;
at least the theory must be augmented, and perhaps it will have to be
abandoned.

Cargile thinks that instead of suggesting that ‘Shem kicked
Shaun’ has a logical form that is made more explicit by ‘(3x)
(Kicked (Shem, Shaun, x))’ I ought (at most) to have said that the
two sentences are logically equivalent (but have different logical
forms). He makes an analogous point in defending Reichenbach
against my strictures. I want to explain why I resist this adjustment.

Of course it can happen that two sentences are logically equiva-
lent, yet have different logical forms; for example a sentence with
the logical form of a conjunction is logically equivalent to the
conjunction which takes the conjuncts in reverse order. Here we
assume the theory gives the truth-conditions of each sentence, and it
will be possible to prove that one sentence is true if and only if the
other is. But the theory doesn’t independently supply truth-
conditions for ‘Shem kicked Shaun’ and its canonical counterpart;
rather the latter gives (or, in the present discussion, is used to
suggest) the truth conditions of the former. If the theory were
turned on itself, as well it might be, the sentence used to give the
truth-conditions of ‘(3x) (Kicked (Shem, Shaun, x))’ would have
the same form as this sentence; under some natural conditions, it
would be this sentence. So there is no way within the theory of
assigning different logical forms to ‘Shem kicked Shaun’ and its
explicitly quantificational stand-in. Outside a theory, the notion of
logical form has no clear application, as we have noted. That the two
sentences have very different syntactical structures is evident; that
is why the claim that the logical form is the same is interesting and, if
correct, revealing.

Suppose that a rule of inference is added to our logic, making
each of the two sentences deducible from the other. (Reichenbach
may have had this in mind: see Elements of Symbolic Logic, sect.
48.) Will this then make it possible to hold that the sentences have
different logical forms? The answer is as before: rules of inference
that are not backed by a semantic theory are irrelevant to logical
form.

I would like to mention very briefly another point on which
Cargile may have misunderstood me. He says that, ‘The idea that
philosophical “analysis” consists in this revealing of logical formis a
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popular one ..." and he may think I share this notion. I don’t, and I
said that I didn’t on the first page of the article he discusses. Even if
philosophical analysis were concerned only with language (which I
do not believe), revealing logical form would be only part of the
enterprise. To know the logical form of a sentence is to know, in the
context of a comprehensive theory, the semantic roles of the signifi-
cant features of the sentence. Aside from the logical constants, this
knowledge leaves us ignorant of the relations between predicates,
and of their logical properties. To know the logical form of ‘The
rain caused the flood’ is to know whether ‘caused’ is a sentential
connective or a two-place predicate (or something else), but it
hardly begins to be knowledge of an analysis of the concept of
causality (or the word ‘caused’). Or perhaps it is the beginning; but
that is all.

On the score of ontology, too, the study of logical form can carry
us only a certain distance. If I am right, we cannot give a satisfactory
account of the semantics of certain sentences without recognizing
thatif any of those sentences are true, there must exist such things as
events and actions. Given this much, a study of event sentences will
show a great deal about what we assume to be true concerning
events. But deep metaphysical problems will remain as to the nature
of these entities, their mode of individuation, their relations to other
categories. Perhaps we will find a way of reducing events to entities
of other kinds, for example, sets of points in space-time, or ordered
n-tuples of times, physical objects, and classes of ordered n-tuples of
such. Successful reductions along these lines may, in an honoured
tradition, be advertised as showing that there are no such things as
events. As long as the quantifiers and variables remain in the same
places, however, the analysis of logical form will stick.

L. Reply to Hedman. If we are committed to events, we are commit-
ted to making sense of identity-sentences, like ‘a = b’, where the
terms flanking the identity sign refer to events. I think in fact we use
sentences in this form constantly: “The third round of the fight was
(identical with) the one in which he took a dive’, ‘Our worst accident
was (identical with) the one where we hit four other cars’, ‘Falling
off the tower was (identical with) the cause of his death’. The
problem of individuation for events is the problem of giving criteria
saying when such sentences are true. Carl Hedman raises a tricky
question about these criteria as applied to actions.
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In Essay 6 I asserted, as Hedman says, that ‘intentional actions
are not a class of actions’. I said this to protect my theory against an
obvious objection. If ‘intentional’ modifies actions the way ‘in the
kitchen’ does, then intentional actions are a class of actions. Does
Oedipus’s striking of the rude old man belong in this class or not?
Oedipus struck the rude old man intentionally, but he did not strike
his father intentionally. But on my theory, these strikings were one,
since the rude old man was Oedipus’s father. The obvious solution,
which I endorsed, is to take ‘intentionally’ as creating a semantically
opaque context in which one would expect substitutivity of identity
to seem to fail.

I did not argue for this view in the article Hedman discusses; in
the long passage he quotes I say only that it is ‘the natural and, I
think, correct answer’. In that passage I was surveying a number of
topics, such as causality, theory of action, explanations, and the
identity theory of mind, where philosopheis tend to say things
which take for granted an ontology of events and actions. My point
was that if they do make this assumption, they ought to come up
with a serious theory about how reference to events occurs; my
intention was to soften up potential opposition to the analysis which
(I argued) is forced on us anyway when we try to give a systematic
semantics for natural language.

Elsewhere I have argued for the view that one and the same
action may be correctly said to be intentional (when described in
one way) and not intentional (when described in another). The
position is hardly new with me; it was expounded at length by
Anscombe,* and has been accepted by many other writers on
action. It is harder to avoid taking this position than one might
think. I suppose no one wants to deny that if the rude old man was
Oedipus’s father, then ‘Oedipus struck the rude old man’ and
‘Oedipus struck his father’ entail one another. If one accepts, as
Hedman apparently does, an ontology of events, one will also
presumably want to infer ‘The striking of the rude old man by
Oedipus occurred at the crossroads’ from ‘The striking of Oedipus’s
father by Oedipus occurred at the crossroads’ and vice versa. But
how can these entailments be shown (by a semantical theory) to be
valid without also proving the following to be true: ‘The striking of
the rude old man by Oedipus was identical with the striking of

3 G. E. M. Anscombe, Intention.




148 Event and Cause

Oedipus’s father by Oedipus’? Yet one of these actions was inten-
tional and the other not. I don’t say no theory could be contrived to
validate the wanted inferences while not endorsing the identity; but
we don’t now have such a theory.

7 Causal Relations

What is the logical form of singular causal statements like: “The
flood caused the famine’, ‘The stabbing caused Caesar’s death’,
“The burning of the house caused the roasting of the pig’? This
question is more modest than the question how we know such
statements are true, and the question whether they can be analysed
in terms of, say, constant conjunction. The request for the logical
form is modest because it is answered when we have identified the
logical or grammatical roles of the words (or other significant
stretches) in the sentences under scrutiny. It goes beyond this to
define, analyse, or set down axioms governing, particular words or
expressions.

I

According to Hume, ‘we may define a cause to be an object,
followed by another, and where all the objects similar to the first are
followed by objects similar to the second’. This definition pretty
clearly suggests that causes and effects are entities that can be named
or described by singular terms; probably events, since one can
follow another. But in the Treatise, under ‘rules by which to judge of
causes and effects’, Hume says that ‘where several different objects
produce the same effect, it must be by means of some quality, which
we discover to be common amongst them. For as like effects imply
like causes, we must always ascribe the causation to the circum-
stances, wherein we discover the resemblance.” Here it seems to be
the ‘quality’ or ‘circumstances’ of an event that is the cause rather
than the event itself, for the event itself is the same as others in some




