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Abstract

Instrumentaby adjuncts have remained ill-understood. So have criteriedipates,
one of the types of predicates that can be modified by instntahigy adjuncts. There

is also no consensus on the proper analysis of manner-heatrsative predicates,
the other major type of predicates that can be modified byungntalby adjuncts.

| propose an analysis of thmy locution where both criterion predicates and manner-
neutral causatives involve reference to an indefinite pegdiand where the function
of the instrumentalby adjunct is to fill that predicate with content by unificatidm.
this way, long-standing intuitions can be accounted fodesvell-known problems
are solved; in particular, the thesis that bydocution offers two descriptions of one
event is vindicated without predicting a symmetry betwdenttvo descriptions.

1. Introduction

A number of verbal predicates have an intuitively rathertrales meaning;
they may specify some higher-order, typically modal, propef an action
but they remain tacit on what is actually going on. Here araesexamples:

Q) a. obey doctor’s ordersdo me a favourtransgress Holy Law
give way respond start the nestbadger the bureaucragy
take revenge on the remote father

b. create a fictionruin my reputationsurprise the nation
waste fuelhelp the campaign of Senator John Kerry
undermine the war on terrorism

The items in (1b) areausative predicatesmore precisely such that do not
specify the way in which the change of state is brought ali6esrns (2003)
calls them causative upshot predicates. | call them mamegtral causatives.
The predicates in (1a) are not causative. Ryle (1949: 125-ddssifies them
as achievements; Kearns (2003: 599) refers to theoni@sion predicates:

The key notion here is that there is some conventional @ritem action must
meet in order to qualify as an event of the criterion-matgtkimd.
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While criterion predicates specify conventional (norwtior intentional
criteria, they are unspecific about the physical criteriaaation must meet.
Usually, there is a need for more information on how the adaqerformed.
If you ask me to do you a favour, | will want to know what it isyibu tell me
that you are obeying doctor’s orders, you are probably adtutb a familiar
action. Very often, the context will, in various ways, filltine picture. Much
the same is true of manner-neutral causatives.

One way of specifying more concrete criteria is to modify e with an
adjunct; a clause or a PP. In English, the natural choicébisaaljunct with a
present participle complement, as in (2)—(5).

(2 The City retaliated by electing its own mayor.

3) Mowgli kept a promise by killing Shere Khan.

(4) By sending rain, Yahweh had usurped the function of Baal.

(5) It tries to escape by moving as fast as possible away fne@ptedator.

This extends to manner-neutral causatives, as in (6)—(9).

(6) By calling and dancing, he entices a female to his bower.
(7 Yahweh saved the Israelites by opening the Sea of Reeds.
(8) Yahweh made Adam by scooping up some clay and breathiritg on

9 In Germany they portrayed the Plague as a maid travetlingugh
the air like a blue flame, killing her victims by raising an arm

(I will subsume criterion predicates and manner-neutrekatives under the
term abstract predicate) There is a strong intuition that in each case, the
merge of theéby phrase and the phrase it modifies denotes one set of events,
and that somehow, tH®y phrase predicate fills a slot in the abstract predicate.
My intent is to account for these intuitions through a forranhlysis of the
abstract predicate, the instrumental adjunct, and the x@ydre composed.
The rest of the paper is structured as follows. In Sectionrgyiew the
recent work of Kearns (2003) on abstract predicates ancedtmt it is in-
complete, both as it stands and as a basis for an analysig bf/fbcution.
Section 3 provides a critical survey of work on thelocution (Bennett 1994)
and onby adjuncts in connection with causative predicates (Dow9)9In
Section 4, | develop my own analysis based on unification ¢emt DRT.
In Section 5, | discuss the limits to thy locution, arguing that they can be
stretched through causative or criterial interpretatiohpredicates that are
not strictly causative or criterion predicates. Sectiorifére conclusions.
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2. Kearns 2003 and the Anscombe thesis

According to Kearns (2003), criterion predicates do naréd basic actions
or events but to actions or events that depend on basic aatioavents, to
parasite eventsdepending orost events(p. 600).

What is ... parasitic about criterion predicates, ... , & the eventualities
described cannot simply come about, but must be realizewkim¢currence
of some event which is describable in different terms. (Ke&003: 627)

In the actual analysis, there is only one event involved,thete is a (usu-
ally rather vacuous) host and a parasite description ofaiamt. The latter,
the criterial component of the predicate, is an “individlealel predicate on
events”, as indicated in paraphrases like those in (10)2):6

(20) a. Jones broke the law.
b. ‘Jones did something, and what he did was illegal’
c. de(do(j,e) &illegal(e))

This analysis is questionable for two reasons. First, itasdly reasonable
to ascribe properties like legality to events. Generatlyould seem that
what must meet conventional criteria are event types — gage — and not
event tokens. Note that cases like (11a) and (12a) turn out to be trivial —
contradictory or tautologous — on an analogous analysideasnstrated in
(11c) and (12c). Obviously, one and the same event e can ooly once.

Joan made a common mistake.
‘Joan did something, and what she did was a common mistake
Je (do(}, ) & mistake(e) & common(e))

Joan did something noone had ever done before.
‘Joan did something, and what she did noone had ever done’
Je (do(}, €) & noone had ever done e before)

(11)

a
b
C.
(12) a.
b
c

In fact, there is another possible formalisation in theestfithe c. formulae,

equally in accordance with the b. paraphrases, avoidirggtheoblems:

(10) d. FedP (P(je)&illegal(P))
(12) d. JedP (P(j,e) & mistake(P) & common(P))
(12) d. dJedP (P(j,e) & noone had ever done P before)

This is close to what | will propose in Section 4.
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Second, this analysis is questionable because it failgto &osound basis
for an analysis of théy locution. Kearns does not offer an explicit analysis
of the by locution. In fact, she assumes that criterion predicatespposed
to causative predicates, occur more naturally withing adjuncts (p. 629).

It may be thatin adjuncts of the type illustrated in (13) and (14) preferably
modify criterion predicates. But cases of such predicatits ky adjuncts
abound in corpora, and Kearns herself discusses (p. 59%eaicavhich “a
soldier obeys an order by fixing his bayonet”.

(13) In naming him, Putin ended a guessing game that had legwer-
shadow a predictable presidential election two weeks from that
is seen as a sure thing for Putin.

(14) In naming him, Putin avoided creating an alternativeteeof power
or a rival for the political spotlight.

In any case, it is clear that Kearns considersr by adjuncts to offethost
descriptions, potentially specifying the proforma “do¥gdicate in formulae
like (10c) above. One can thus conjecture that (15a) maysaals (15c).

(15) a. Jones broke the law by hunting.
b. ‘Jones hunted, and his hunting was illegal’
c. de (hunt(j,e) &illegal(e))

This corresponds to what has been referred to in the phitosalpliterature
as the “Anscombe thesis” in its very simplest form.

The Anscombe thesigaccording to Bennett 1994)

If someoneps by ming, and F is the act which makes it the case that
shegs, and P is the act which makes it the case thatshéhen F is P.

In other words, the modified predicate and byeadjunct describe one event
in two ways. To be sure, there is a strong intuitive basisH@ assumption.
However, as spelt out in (15¢) or any formula where the hodtthe parasite
are parallel predicates and where the latter is a first-quoticate on events,
it causes two (closely related) problems.

First, it predicts that the construction is closed underkeaig, which it
is arguably not:

(16) a. He broke the Jungle Law by hunting at the pool in a dnoug
He broke the Jungle Law by hunting at the pegl
He broke the Jungle Law by hunting
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b. de (hunt(j,e) &illegal(e) & atthepool(e) & inadrought(ey>
Je (hunt(}, e) &illegal(e) & atthepool(e)}=
de (hunt(j, e) &illegal(e))

Second, as pointed out, i.a., by Bennett (1994), the Ansedimsis is liable
to predict asymmetry between thdvy adjunct and the modified predicate:

(16) c. He broke the Jungle Law by hunting:
d. ?He hunted by breaking the Jungle Law.

3. Second-order predicates decomposed

In this section, | discuss two approaches to the semantitiseddy adjunct
which avoid the two problems noted above by treating whatothadjunct
adjoins to as a composite expression containing an exslteutantification
over things such as those expressed irbthadjunct. This is a significant step
forward. What these approaches do not provide is a compnoaltanalysis.

3.1. Bennett 1994 and the “namely” analysis

According to Bennett (1994), the asymmetry of theconstruction falsifies
the Anscombe thesis that we have two descriptions of onerasbime event.
His analysis differs from the one sketched in the last seétidwo ways:

1. Atthe relevant level of analysis, tliy complement does not denote a
set of events; in fact, it denotes a (true) proposition (8 fac

2. At the relevant level of analysis, the phrase modified ®bthphrase
denotes a second-order entity; in fact, a set of true praposi(facts).

(I will argue that 1. is inessential while 2. is essentialénBett paraphrases
(17a) as (17b). A formalisation in the style of the formula10c) or (15c)
(ignoring tense) could yield (17c):

a7 a. Jones broke a promise — by — coming home late.
b. Some fact about his behavior conflicted with a promise lie ha
made earlier — namely the fact that — he came home late.
c. comehomelate(he) & promise(”not(comehomelate(hed))(

Without violating the spirit of this analysis, one couldnoduce events to
represent the verb phrabeeak a promise by being lats (17d) (simplified):
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(17) d. AxAe(late(x)(e) A
e, (promisg”—3e, (late(x)(e,)))(x)(ey)))

As a representation of the modified VP, this is intuitively fav off the mark,
and it seems to avoid the two problems noted above: The catistn is not
predicted to be closed under weakening or to be symmetrierddson is that
the “parasite”, the criterial component, is not at the sagnellas the “host”;

it is one level up and has an argument place for the host. htiple, this
pattern generalises to manner-neutral causative predichiit this is yet to
be asemanticanalysis — it is not clear how the meaning of the modified VP
comes from the meaning of its two daughters through the “hgroperation.
Indeed, it is not easy to develop a compositional analysisgathese lines.

3.2. Dowty 1979 and thby postulate

Dowty (1979: 227-229) treatsy adjuncts as modifying causative VPs. He
first considers ascribing a causative elemeriytdout rejects this because it
seems to result in a double causatfolt.may be added that such a move is
also problematic in connection with criterion predicafes which the result
does not seem to involve any element of causation. What Dpvwdgoses,
instead of a translation of the preposition, is a meaningubais:

VpVPVYQWYxO [by(P)(¥[Q{y} CAUSE p])(x) — [P{x} CAUSE ]|

This ensures that if John awakened Mary by shaking her, tiseshaking her
awakened her — a welcome result. Dowty did not use events) iiinciple,
the by postulate could be reformulated in terms of events. And inciple,
it generalises to criterion predicates (on an appropriat®hposition).

But of course, the postulate does not amount to a compaoaitamalysis.
It does not specify the meaning of thg phrase, and in particular, it does not
say what, if any, predicates thy phrase cannot meaningfully modify. If the
by phrase combines with a predicate not of the fagmQ{y} CAUSE p]),
the meaning postulate does not apply, so it is unable to @radpative facts
like those in (18).

tied his necktie
combed his hair
(18) ??Fredk buttoned his shirty by ...
polished his nails
put on his top hat
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The scope of such negative facts may be debatable; DowtyeHiifps 229)
mentions the case in which John *hammers the metal flat bygpogrit with
a pipe wrench”. The boundary between abstract and concretiicptes is
fuzzy and flexible, but the cases in (18) are evidence that thuiee predicates
that are definitely too “concrete” to be modified by phrases. | will return
to this topic in Section 5.

One way to build a compositional analysis is to give the aos{predicate
a separate argument place fdnygphrase predicate (simplified):

‘Awaken Mary”: A PA e[de; Cause(Become(awake(m))P(e))]

“Keep a promise”:A PA e[P(e)A Promise(P)(Agent(e)) ]

But this is hardly plausible considering the cases wheraltiséract predicate
occurs “on its own”, without being modified by anything moeesific. It
would seem, therefore, that one must look farther afield foorapositional
analysis preserving the ideas of Bennett and Dowty.

4. The analysis

The discussion in the last two sections has suggested thimtabpredicates
should not be described (only) as predicates of events lsa) @s predicates
of predicates of events, that is, as second-order predicédtevents, and that
when modified by dy phrase, they are predicated of thephrase predicate.
More precisely, there is reason to assume the following tigsos:

Hypothesis

If someoneps by ring, theng says that she doesjasuch that ... (for
instance is something promised, or her doiggcauses something),
andy is 1.

To develop this hypothesis into a viable analysis, | willtfshow how one
can make formal sense of it in a version of Discourse Reptaten Theory.
Next, | will show how the problem of composing the represéots can be
overcome through the notion of unification used in recent DRIlustrate
various combinations of predicates and show how negatits faan follow
from a failure of unification. On the resulting analysis,

e Bennett’'s and Dowty’s ideas are rendered in a compositiearaion
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e the Anscombe thesis is vindicated: There are two descniptaf one
event

e the symmetry problem is solved: There is symmetry at evéwiitevel
but asymmetry at event type level

e a propositional notion of causation is vindicated.

4.1. The desideratum

| will assume that the result dfy adjunction denotes a set of eventgf.. .|,
and that théoy phrase predicate is predicated of those events; ibyhEhrase

is by reversing we haveAe|... reversée)...|. Considering a sentence like
(19a), | will assume that thigy phrase adjoins at the level of the VP, cf. (19b),
and that the Agent relation comes into play at a later stalg&fatzer 1996).

(29) a. Neither would give way by reversing.
b. give way by reversing
C. Ael...reversée)...|

On top of this VP, three functional heads round off the sergen

e \oice: (e.g.) AxAeAgentx)(e)
(a function from objects to sets of events)

e Aspect: (e.g.)APAtde P(e) A Perfectivge)(t)
(a function from sets of events to sets of times)

e Tense: (e.g.) Padp)(t;)
(atime)

These three functions will be disregarded in the following.

What remains in the skeletal representation of the resui@fdjunction
Ael... P(e)...], whereP is theby phrase predicate, is a representation of the
modified abstract predicate that involM@sand this requires decomposition.
When, as in (19a—c), the modified abstract predicate is ericnit predicate,
decomposition is especially difficult. Let us begin with aigative predicate,
for which we have some experience with decomposition. Geng0a—c):

(20) a. She maddened me by dancing.
b. madden me by dancing
C. Ae[...dancde)...]
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According to an event-based notion of causation which hasrhe custom-
ary over the last years (cf. e.g. Pylkkanen 2002), one wexjikect (20c) to
take the more specific form of (20d):

(200 d. Ae[Je, Becomg¢mad(i))(e;) A dancge) A Causge,)(e)]

But this is a representation of the causative predicaiadfen which does
not involve dance the by phrase predicate, and it is difficult to see how the
symmetry problem can be overcome on such an analysis. Tédrewever,
an alternative decomposition, more in line with Dowty’s W¢1976, 1979),
where causation is not a relation between events but betyexgositions
(although intensions are notationally disregarded below)

(20) e. Ae[de Becomgmad(i))(e;) A dancge) A
Caus¢Becomémad(i))(e,))(dancée))]

Here, it is clear that the abstract predicate involvesbihphrase predicate —
danceoccurs twice in the representation.

To be sure, it is debatable whether this is the best fornarladf causative
verb causation, but in any case, a counterfactual analfssusation (Lewis
1973) is more natural on the basis of a formulation wheregsss, the causing
event type enters into the causation relation than on this ba®ne where
only the causing event token enters into it.

Turning to criterion predicates withy adjuncts, a similar pattern emerges:
To the extent that a decomposition is feasible, it will imetheby adjunct.
Take the predicatgive wayfrom (19a). This seems to entail doing something
another party insists upon, although it does not follow franjective norms.
Let us assume that a decomposition along these lines istisaily possible
(although rather indeterminate). Thgive way by reversingeems to be the
same plus the condition that reversing is that somethingth®rmassumption
that something similar holds of all criterion predicateg ean focus on one
case where a decomposition is not merely possible butvekatpractical,
keep a promiséstill, (21c) is a simplification):

(22) a. She kept a promise by dancing.
b. keep a promise by dancing
c. Ae[Je Promisédancegpro))(Agente))(e;) A dancee)]

In order to prepare the ground for a compositional analysiew-to arrive at
representations like (20e) and (21c) — it is useful to castrépresentations
in a Discourse Representation Structure format ((20b}(A21b)=(23a)):
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(22) a. madden me by dancing

&

b. Je dancée)

Becomgmad(i))(e))
Caus¢Becomémad(i))(e, ))(dancee))

(23) a. keep a promise by dancing

g Q

b. de d ance{e)
danceC Q

Promis¢Q(pro)) (Agent(e)) (e, )

So far, so good — but the problem is that it is far from obvioaw ho derive
these structures in a compositional manner. We can go somdomerds
identifying the contribution of the abstract predicate &mat of the adjunct
through formulations corresponding one-to-one to the aligipothesis; “if
someoneps by riing, theng says that she doesjasuch that ... ang is "

e P

P(e)

(22) c. Ae| Becomémad(i))(e))
Caus¢Becomémad(i))(e;))(P(e))

e PQ

P(e)

(23) c. Ae| PCQ
PromisgQ(pro))(Agent(e))(e;)

This serves to isolate the problem: The sole contributiothefoy adjunct
seems to consist in the conditidh= dance but if the contribution of the
modified predicate is everything but that condition, it iicult to see how
theby phrase can have access to Ehevent type discourse referent — as long
as we maintain traditional ways of composition.
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4.2. Composition by unification: Stores and binding condii
There are a variety of ways of composing, ...
Duke Ellington

Recent work in DRT (e.g. Bende-Farkas and Kamp 2001, Kamf)20€es
unification rather than functional application as a methb@&anposition.
So far, this method has mainly been used for the represemtafisemantic
incorporation (see below); | will argue that abstract pcath modification
represents another case for which it can make a positiverdiite. First, it is
necessary to describe the novel features in general terms.

A preliminary representation of a node consists st@e and acontent
A store consists of triples: A variable, constraints, andraling condition.
Here | will assume just pairs: A variable and a binding caodit{ , ).
A content is a DRS:

to) ;

When two nodes meet, the unification of store variables ok#mae type is
driven by the binding conditions, and the two content DR®&glaen merged.
The binding conditions that a store variable may be subgettdiude:

definite (BC,y), indefinite (BC;4.q), andquantificational (BCy).

A guantificational store variable must find an indefinite steariable to bind.
Bende-Farkas and Kamp (2001) use this to account for Defwste Effects
in semantic incorporation (cf. Bende-Farkas 1999 and Saakal de Swart
2003); for instancehere ben English comes with a quantificational variable,
and if the matching variable from the sister NP is quantifoceg! or definite,
unification will fail and the merge will be incoherent.

Indefinite store variables, on the other hand, do not neecetbdund,
although they easily are; if they are not, they eventuallieethe content
DRS as normal (indefinite) discourse referents.

| will use three binding conditions,

e A for ‘classical’ abstraction,
e indefinite and

e constants a subsort of Bg
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and | will assume that thby phrase introduces a constamedicate variable
while the abstract predicate introduces another, indefpriédicate variable.
When the two phrases meet, the former will bind the lattethdfby phrase
meets a “concrete” predicate not introducing an indefiniealjzate variable,
the unification fails and the composition terminates. If ébstract predicate
does not meet &y phrase (or a similar modifier), the indefinite predicate
variable enters the content DRS as an ordinary discourseeraf

4.3. Examples

Let us first look at preliminary representations of two astrpredicates,
one causative and one criterial. (Note that these reprasamg abstract away
from intensions, and that they represent oversimplification other respects
as well. Recall that | follow Kratzer 1996 in assuming the Ageelation to
come into play at a later stage; more on agentivity below.)

(24) a. madden me

€

b. <{ <e7)\>7 }’ P(e) >
(P, indefinite) Beqmad(i))(e;)
Caus¢Beqmadi))(e,))(P(e))

(25) a. keep apromise

fQ

(P, indefinite) PCQ
PromiséQ(pro))(Agent(e))(f)

Next, let us see what a representation of a singladjunct might look like.
I will assume that the function of the preposition is puralgntificational:
Essentially, it takes a predicate and returns a store-gbptar introducing a
constanfpredicate variable with the content identifying this asphedicate:

(26) a. bydancing

b. <{ (M, constanj }, N =Ae| dancde) >
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When aby phrase like this modifies an abstract predicate such as (#4a)
(25a), the variabl€l from the former binds the variabffrom the latter, the
latter being substituted for the former and entering theamske of the merged
content DRS. Below are some illustrations of this, as welllastrations of
cases in which there is rfdstore variable or ndl store variable is provided.

4.3.1. Simplex cases

When a manner-neutral causative predicate is modifieddyeajunct, (24c)
depicts how thdy phrase predicate identifies the manner by unification:

(24) c. make me cry

€

(0 e | 55 )
P, |ndef|n|te Bedcry(i))(e;)

CauseBed(cry(i))(e;))(P(e))

unification by calling

e

make me cry by calling

<{ (n constan)z} MN=Ae| call(e) >

e P
P(e)
<{ (e,4) },| Bedery())(er) >:

CauséBec(cry(i))(e;))(P(e))
P=Ae| call(e

&

call(e)

<{ (©:0) 1| Becayyiey >
CauséBedcry(i))(e 1)) (call(e))
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Note that although thiby adjunct is only ascribed an identificational meaning
(and in particular, not a causative meaning), it is fully gibe to represent
what seems to be the negation of this meaning, as in (27dication occurs
but the bound variable is claimed to be different from thestant predicate.

(27) a. sadden me (but) not by dancing (but . .. by singing)

e P

P(e)
b. <{ (e,A) } Beqsad(i))(e;) >
Causé¢Bed(sad(i))(e,))(P(e))
P £ Ae| dancée)

Note, also, that when an agent is eventually connected tonthdified VP,
via the relation Agerk)(e) (Kratzer 1996), it is the causing event, described
by the modifier, that is assigned agentivity; the caused tevety well be
unintentional. This is as it should be.

It is an interesting question whether the empty grammasichject of the
byphrase is always an external argument, essentially an;ageibstands, the
analysis presupposes that it is. As byphrase is not represented with a PRO
subject, a theme trace variable cannot be bound by anytiimg.predicts,
in particular, that there should be no passivebyiadjuncts, and passives are
indeed very rare; when they cannot be interpreted as costéres, along the
lines of (28b), they seem rather marginal, cf. (29):

(28) a. By being defeated, you have ruined everything.
b. By letting yourselves be defeated, you have ruined ehignyt

(29) ?The mullah lost his honour by being lifted off the floor.

On the other hand, if desired, it would be possible, only nammeplicated,
to supply the representation of thg phrase with a PRO subject, controlled
by an agent DP or by a raised theme argument binding a theoeuaaiable
in the modified VP; in the latter case, PRO could bind a themeetrariable
in theby phrase. Whether this is desirable is primarily an empirgegstion.
As long as subjects seem to be agents, | will assume that they a

The composition of criterion predicates like (25a) amdadjuncts like
(26a) will parallel the composition of causative predisdike (24a) andy
adjuncts as shown in (24c) above. So will, in principle, tbenposition of
criterion predicates and more complexadjuncts, as shown in (30) below.



4.3.2. Complex cases

(30)

keep a promise
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<e7 )\ >7
(P, indefinite) |’

fQ
P(e)
PCQ
PromiséQ(pro))(Agent(e))(f)

unification by killing Shere Khan
Qe
<{ (M, constan }, Mm=2xe| AE
f(s)(ey)
- CauséT(s)(e1))(Q(e)

keep a promise by killing Shere Khan

f P Q
PromisgQ, (pro)) (Agent(e))(f)
PCQ
=)
<{ (e.A) . © Qe >:
P:)‘el Q(el)
t(s)(e,)
Causét(s)(e,))(Q(e,)))
Qe f Q
Promis€Q, (pro))(Agent(e))(f)
Causét(s)(e;))(Q(e))
T(s)(e,)
Ae| Qe
Qe
Q(ey)
e fi5)e,) -
Causét(s)(e,))(Q(e,))
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(30) illustrates the modification of a criterion predicdteotigh aby adjunct
whose predicate is itself complex, here a manner-neuttedateve predicate
(whose indefinite predicate store variable is entered imocbntent DRS).
The bottom structure says that to keep a promise by killingr&hKhan is
to do something causing the death of Shere Khan such thaj domething
causing the death of Shere Khan entails something that easgremised.

To be sure, the exact form of the representations is open tlificetions.
This is particularly true of the decomposition of the condegep a promise
where modal and temporal parameters, while relevant, drmade explicit.
The event of keeping a promise must succeed the event of makinomise,
and the indefinite predicate referdhtmay stand for a predicate in intension.
The essential thing is the unification of that referent, madeessible as a
store variable, and the predicdlefrom the representation of th®y phrase.

Note that when a manner-neutral causative predibgighrase modifies
another manner-neutral causative predicate, there isyamnastry between
the two: With reference to (7), repeated here as (31a), te gav Israelites
by opening the Sea is not to do something causing both thecdSeecbme
open and the Israelites to become safe but to do somethisingathe Sea to
become open such that that doing something causing the $eadme open
causes the Israelites to become safe, — as illustrated In: (31

(31) a. Yahweh saved the Israelites by opening the Sea ofsReed

b. save the Israelites by opening the Sea

Qe &
Q(e) Beq(safgi))(e;) Bedoper(s))(e,)
Caus¢Bed(oper(s))(e,))(Q(e))
Ae Q [
i Q(e)
CauséBedsafdi))(e,)) Be((ez(oper(s))(ez)
Caus¢Bec(oper(s))(e,))(Q(e))

Note, finally, that the modification-by-unification mechamiis recursive;
there is no difficulty in representing the appropriate meguif, say, (32

(32) Mowgli kept a promise by killing Shere Khan by stampediffalo
through a ravine.
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4.3.3. Concrete parasites

If composition by unification is to succeed when a predicaitmérged with a
by adjunct, the predicate must provide an indefinite predistiee variable.
Not all predicates do. | will argue later, in Section 5, tHastis not a sharp,
absolute distinction and that predicates can be quite flxibthis regard;
but some are simply too concrete or manner-specific to bepirtied as pro-
viding an indefinite predicate variable playing a part initleterpretation.
These predicates supply the negative facts abpphrase modification.

tied his necktie
combed his hair
(18) ??Fredy buttoned his shirty by ...
polished his nails
put on his top hat

(33) illustrates the failure of composition by unificatioor the event type
spew all over a man and a womand theby phraseby getting blind drunk
on seven gins and umpteen pilisspired bySaturday night and Sunday
morning by Alan Sillitoe), a combination which would not be implanisi
were theby phrase to convey a causal relation on its own:

(33) spew all over a man and a woman

<{ (e,A) }, spew.. .(e) >

by getting blind drunk on seven gins and umpteen pints

<{ (M, constanj }, P=Ae| get...(¢) >

fail .

Unification fails because the constdnimding condition forl1, a subsort of Q
for Quantificational, necessitates the binding of a vaeatith an indefinite
binding condition in the store of the sister. Here there isento be found, or
even accommodated.

Note the parallel to presupposition failure as failure cdgmora binding;
store elements with binding conditions of the Quantificadiosort can be
viewed as intrasentential presuppositions-as-anaphora.
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4.3.4. Lone parasites

Theby adjunct requires a predicate providing an indefinite pagdigariable,
but not vice versa: A causative or a criterion predicate @y well occur on
its own, without any sort of modifier, because the indefinitedicate store
variable is transferred to the content DRS as a normal diseoeferent if
nothing happens. It does not need to be bound; if it is notajtssindefinite,
as in these examples:

(34) a. He did me afavor.
(35) a. You have done a great deed.
(36) a. The boy insulted me in your bar.

This is not to say that it stays indefinite in a broader contexisolation, the
sentence may be represented with an indefinite predicatewtise referent:

et P

eCt t<n P(e)

Agent(e)(you)
greatP)

But thisP can serve as a source or a target for intersentential uifigato
that the final representation of the discourse includesitiond of the form
P=Ae... ande=..., or equivalently, much as if there werdogadjunct.
This seems particularly common with criterion predicasessshown below:

(34) b. “You want to tell me what this is about?”
“He did me a favor. | want to say thanks. That's all it is.”
“It must have been quite a favor,” | said. “Do you mind if | ask
what he did?”
“He showed me a kindness when | was down on my luck.”

(35) b.  You have saved the world from the evil witch. [...]
You have done a great deed.

(36) b. The boy insulted me in your bar. He told me to shut up.

The establishment of such binding relations is based ompuaitig reasoning
and accompanied by discourse relations. In (3Bl§ucceeds its unifier, and
we may speak oébstraction, while in (36b), we may speak @laboration
(Asher and Lascarides 2003: 204—207, Behrens and FabHeinsen 2002).
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5. The scope of abstractness

Sometimes, &y phrase adjoins to a predicate which does not seem to be an
abstract predicate, either a criterion or a manner-neo@nasative predicate;
typically, then, theby phrase seems to convey a causal relation on its own.
Such cases are, of course, a threat to the analysis propotesllast section.
My defense will be to argue that on closer inspection, pediEwhich do not
appear to be abstract really are, at least under the givennestances; that
is, predicates that may not be intrinsically causative deial can, under
the influence of certain factors, be interpreted as cawsati¢riterial, one of
these factors being a merge withyphrase. There is independent support for
this, and at a general level, there is reason to embracedhetidt criteriality
and causativity are not fixed and lexical but flexible and exiuial categories.
Let us first consider some activity predicates modifiedbpphrases.

(37) Snakes move by throwing their bodies into backwardingpwaves.
(38) They feed by filtering food particles from the water.

(39) It swims by flexing its body from side to side.

(40) The majority of their people live by farming.

It is not unreasonable to assume that the predicatag feed swim live are
used here in a slightly derived, abstract sense:

e to moveor swimin the relevant sense is to propel oneself
(through water)

o tofeedin the relevant sense is to obtain food
in the genetically encoded way

e tolive in the relevant sense is to sustain life;
to satisfy one’s “basic needs”

Thus interpreted, the apparently intransitive activitygeen stative) verbs are
in actual fact transitive and causative accomplishmemisu@th temporally,
they remain atelic due to iterativity or to the fact that araa of state is not
brought about but prevented (cf. Dowty 1979: 124)). As stiody introduce
indefinite predicate variables for the causing activitye Merbfeedfeatures
an additional criterion that the indefinite predicate muasis$y, as suggested
by the formulation “in the genetically encoded way".

Let us next consider some achievement predicates modifiby flyrases.
Much the same story can be told about them:
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(42) They find prey by detecting minute vibrations from aaliste away.

(42) ..., aproject to reach India not by following the caastlof Africa
... but rather by plunging boldly into the unknown Westereat

(43) He was forced to forfeit the medal he had won by cheating.
(44) He claimed that he had escaped by crossing the Congo.

In fact, a relevant story has already been told about suasc@e account for
“progressive achievements”, Rothstein (2004: 45-50, 138)-proposes that
achievement predicates have a double nature: They can tmdoer shifted,

to activities culminating in achievements, that is, to aaplishments:

SHIFT(VP,nctual: A€ (BECOME) (e) —
Ae.Jee,[e=(e,Ue,) A(DO(ar)(e;) A (BECOME(VP))(e,)ACUI(e) =&, ]

The dummy predicate DO corresponds to the indefinite preslicariableP
in the representations of abstract predicates in the latibse To find prey,
to escape, to reach India, or to win the medal in the broadegraplishment
sense is to do something culminating in finding prey, reaghidia, winning
the medal, or escaping in the narrower, achievement sense.

If, following Dowty (1979: 183), we take the presence of agaevent to
be the most salient distinction between achievements armhgdishments,
we can represent, e.@scapedn the shifted sensescapé, as:

€

e.A). P(e
(P, indefinite) || escapéAgent(e))(e,)
CausgescapeAgent(e))(e,))(P(e))

Rothstein’s shifting operation is supposed to be triggdngegrogressive
aspectby adjunction now emerges as another factor triggering actiemp
ment readings of apparent achievements.

It should be accentuated that assuming criteriality andsatiuty to be
elastic notions is in no way a costly concession. On the aoptit is what
we should expect. It would be surprising if the class of au$tpredicates
were closed and solely lexically determined. Elasticityvedcome because
it reflects the basically relative (functional, pragmatieture of abstractness.
In this light, it is not surprising that the limits to tHsy locution are fuzzy.
They are, we may say, just as fuzzy as they ought to be.
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6. Conclusions

It seems, then, that the key to a better understanding dbyhecution is a
better understanding of the things it modifies, namelyrabspredicates, and
vice versa. The need to overcome the “symmetry probleme®ecreassess-
ment of criterion predicates and manner-neutral causasigg@redications not
merely over events but over sets of events. Conversely, ibiccappreciated
that predicates with by adjunct involve a second, indeterminate predicate,
it becomes clearer what the contribution of theadjunct should consist in:
The determination of that second predicate.

This does not proceed on its own, however. A lexical decotitipasvhere
the indeterminate “second predicate” is visible remairdass as long as this
second predicate is inaccessible for determination thrdbhg by adjunct.
Some innovative method of composition is called for, andaict favailable:
Recent work in DRT supplements (or supplar@sieduction by unification.
Constituent representations are bipartite, and discawfeeents figuring in
the content section are entered as variables in the stotiersetong with
(constraints and) so-called Binding Conditions that dtheunification. The
by phrase can thus be translated as a structure where the esxleddicate
is represented by a store variable with a condition ensdtmgnification
with the store variable for the “second predicéte”.

This can be carried out in recent DRT; it can presumably beathexd in
another framework as well. Howevéxy phrase or other intrasentential mod-
ification of abstract predicates is part of a larger pictureoenpassing inter-
sentential forms of unification between (in)determinatedprate referents.
Here, DRT will make a positive difference, inasmuch as ebenrepresen-
tations of full root sentences are in this framework onlylipramary, open to
linkings and bindings driven by more or less “pragmatic” qugpositions.
Ahead lies a better understanding of a discourse relatierelaboration.

There are negative facts abdw phrase modification, and they can be
accounted for; but the limits to the locution are not thatgh@his reflects the
vagueness and context sensitivity of the boundary betweemlstract and
the concrete. A predicate appearing concrete in one pdigp@cay appear
abstract in another. It may be assumed that an instrumetijtaict can itself
effect such a shift in perspective.

The Anscombe thesis is vindicated: Just one action is ingeedrmed
if one signals by waving one’s arm. This thesis seemed to fonl af the
symmetry problem as long as predicates lgkgnal were not taken apart;
once there is asymmetry at event type level, however, symrattvent token
level ceases to be a problem. An appealing intuition is tlmaggn viable.
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Notes

1. Thereis an interesting parallel to the notionadfcity : Krifka (1998) argues, contra, e.g.,
Rothstein (2004), that telicity cannot be a property of ¢vekens but must be a property
of event types.

2. In fact, one may be tempted to such a move by considerindigates, activities or
achievements, that are neither clear causative nor cligarian predicates; cf. Section 5.

3. That s, there is no theoretical problem; in practice, &y, such a representation will
easily become very complex.

4. It may be debatable in how strict a sense this scheme adtemompositionality; if it
is ultimately judged to transcend one’s preferred commogltity notion, it is at least in
good company with recent work on incorporation and relatettens arguing the need
for moderately innovative methods of composition; cf. &arkas and de Swart 2003.
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