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Abstract ‘ ' ¢
Davidson SUbStitutes for qUestfons about identities
: - ' : ‘ @
guestions about sentences- about identities and claims that

)
what he considers about events is a problem of .
1nd1v1fuatlon. Davidson's formulatlon of the 1dent1ty o
problem about evepts needs 1mprovement3 We should clearly
aistinguish the ﬁroblem of individuatien»from the problem of
differentiation eveh though we may have one single solution
to both of them. I Bhow that a’general account of the
probiem of differentiatibn does not neeessarily btesuppose a
spec1f1c crlterlbh of 1nd1v1duat10n and that we cannot
determlne whether d1fferent l1ngu1st1c expre551ons ‘are of
one and the same{dvent simply by»looklng'at the semantic
featuree of the expressien§. The contextual use of & o
sentembe may play a referential role and this is |
prereéuisite to the differentiation of events under
different descrlptlons. I reformulate Davidson's tﬁeory of
‘events and speculate on a possible crlterlon of

differentiation of events with the intention of supportlng

3

my reformulatlon

w
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1. Preliminaries
“. It is not rare that philoédphers use one expression to
méan mani dafferent things, and sometimes they do not fully
realize that they have been doing so. Thislmay be one of the
‘reasons why tHere are many fruitless debates andiwhy many
problems regist‘any positive solutions. Event-talk might be
afl example of this sort. When people ‘talk about thé identity

of events, some try to offer a metaphysical explanation of

what is supposed to be an individgal event%§§2$g§p;
propose a.practical criterion for telling i?éFV£§%
‘apart éh§>some'are'busy arguing about how we can determine 
when whéi'éppéar to us as twomébents are actually one. Are °
these pe&plelreally cdnsidering one and the same probiem?
Can we legitimafely isolate one from another? In
cohtemporaryAWestérn philosophy, many philosophers believe
that we can and we should, if we expect to hayé a correct
understanding of identity problems and have any plausible
solutions to them. ‘

Intuitively, it seems possible to have a single
solution to all the guestions asked in the last paragraph.
But from this we cannot conclude that .those questions ére

one ané the same, and that we have to answer them all at
once. For instance, we may attempt to answer thé question
"What is an individual event?" by saying that it is a
distinct and indivisible happeﬁing at a time in the world,

without answering the second and the third questions. Or, we

may say, as many phildsophérs suggest, that if entity a and

>



entity b share exactly the same set of préperties, then we
have one individual rather thgn\two, without at the same
time answering the guestion "How can we know whether g and b
have all properties in common?" However, as‘Jaegwon Kim
él;arly points out, "Té be toldithat event a and event b are
the ‘same event if and only if a and b share all properties
in commbp gives us no real enlightenment, it gives us a
definitiJn, no doubt a valid one, but not a pract{cally .
usable CritePfoH, of the identity of eyents."‘

Kim is élearly right, and we should inquire into the
deflnltlons g;ﬁmcrlterla which glve us real enlightenment..
Let us look at*an example, which suggests one particular way
in which’ we can talk about the. 1dent1ty problem
51gn1f1cantly John, after work, goes_back hége and a;ksvhis

’ L .
wife, "What did you dé this éfternoon?" The wife replies, "I
cleaned the house."? A moment later, John asks his daughter,
"What did your mother'do this afternoon?" The daughter
ahswers, "She vacuumed the carpet”. wa John wonders whether
his wife and his daughter désé?ibé éxactly one and the same
thing. The reason why such a problem a}ises.is that what the
wife describes appears to John gé a differenﬁ thing from
what the daughter describes. John says to himself, "Now, I
have a problem of telling how many things my wife did, ana.
this, presumably, is the problem of differentiating events
under different descriptions. If my wife'did only one thing

' See American Philosophical Quarterly, vol. 3, p. 231.

* The sentence "I cleaned the house" may be used to
designate an achievement. But in this situation, the wife
means to report the action she performed.
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this afternoon, that is, vacuuming the carpet, then the two
desc®ptions 1 have are of one and the same thing. But if

"

she ... ", ‘
John‘is a sophisticated and thoughtful person.‘In this
case,‘he spéculates}not on the problem of what is supposed
to-be an individual, but rather on the problem df how to
tell what we have is actually one and the same, entity. John
does not seem to have aﬁy problem ﬁo'recogni;q:vacuuming the
" carpet and cleaning the hqpse as individuals §éparate}y.
John's problem is more epistemological than‘métaphysical;
for apparently John'is not considering &he fuzzy problem of
~when an entity is idégtical with itself. But, unfortunately,
John is not a philosobher. He may solve his 5wn practical
problems when he comes aéross them; But when asked "What
would be a general criterion of telling whether two
descriptions are of ghe same event?", he is 2?ffléd. And
when John is asked to tell whether his flibping the switch
is identical with his turning on the light, he seems
desperately helpless and can only give an apparehtly
arbitrary answer if pushed hard. Johp needs some help.
Fortunately, many contemporary philogophers have been .
working long and hard on this sort of problem trying to get
some enlightenment, even though some of them have not. been
fully aware of the relationship between differenf identity
problems, so to speak.

In contemporary Western philosophy, Donald Davidson is

one of the.distinguished philoéophers who has made a serious,
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effort to offet a criterion of individuation of events. As a
matter of fact, Davidson's criterion is based on a carefully
articulated theory of evénts: Below is a somewhat simplifieb
summary of, what Davidson has said about‘events.

(1) Sentences like 'Caesar died' do not refer to
‘events, but singular terms like 'Caesar's death' do.
Davidson believes that sentences assert the existence gf
things of a certain sort; therefore, sentences cannot be
interpreted as referring or describing particulars. He says
that events, if such there are, correspond to singular terms
like 'the death of Caesar', and are quantified.ovér in
sentences such as 'Caesar died'.®

RZ) Events;are not facts, Facts are supposedlto be what
sentences corresbond to.* - | - |

(3) We need the category of event in order to have an
acceptabie analysis of many. typical sentences. Davidson
writes, "... there are'singﬁlar:terms that apparently name
events: 'Sally's third birthday party', 'the eruption of.
Vesuvius in A.D..1906',u‘my eating breakfast this morning',
"the first performance of Lulu in Chicégo'."5 S}gnificantly,
" ... there is a lot of language we can make systematic
sense of if we suppose events exist, and we know no

.promising alternative. The presumption lies with events."

Once we have evenss to talk about, we can say as much or as

> See J. Margolis, Fact and Existence, p. 82.

* Ibid. Davidson does not talk much ab&ut facts in his event
talk. What is important to us here is- tgat Dav1dson does not
believe events are facts,

* See Davidson, Essays on Actions and Events, p. 164,
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little as we please about them.* "In short, I propose to
legitimize our intuition that events are true partieulars by
recognizing explicit reference to them, or quantification
over them, in much of our ordinary talk. Take as an example,
'Sebastian strolled': this may be construed along lines
Psuggested by . 'Sebastian took a stroll.' 'There 1s an x such
that x is a stroll and Sebastian took x is more ornate than
necessary, since there is nothlng an agent can do w1th a
stroll except take it, thus we may capture all there is with

"There is an X such that Sebastian strolled x.'}’

(4) We may well treat events as objects and employ
sentences to descrlbe them; and we may have more than one
description of one event. Davidson points out, ”... for most
our interest in identity sentences about events depends uson
the assumption that the singular terms that appear in them
refer to entities that are needed for the analysis of"more
ordinary sentences." If we analyse"Sebastian took a stroll'
as 'There is an Xx such that Sebastian strolled x', "..i we
provide each verb of action’op change with an event-place;
we may say of such verbs that they take an event-object."
And, "‘... it is hard to imagine a satisfactory theory of
action 1f we cannot talk llterally of the same action under
different descriptions.”

(5) The problem of  identity of events 1is the problem of

determining under what conditions the sentence 'd@ = b' is

¢ See Fact and Existence, p. 84. .
' See Davidson, Essays on Act;ons and Events, pp. 166--167.
' Ibid. pp. 164--167 .



true, where 'a' and 'b' are singular event terms. Davidson

claims that this is a very significant move in mak;ng'sense

-

of asking identity questiens.. v

(6) Time and.space are insufficient for individuating

There is a familiar embarrassment in
asking - identity questions of this sort that

comes * out clearly if we rephrase the .

guestion slightly: when are two events
identical? Or, when.is one event 1identical
with another? It seems only one answer is
possible: no two events areé identical, no
event 1is ever identical with ‘another. It is
hopeless to try to improve matters by asking
instead, when 1is an eveng identical with
itself? Fort again, only one answer is
possible: always. . =~

The difficulty obviously has nothing
special . to do with events, it arises in
relation to all identity questions. The only
move I know for c¢circumventing this conundrum
is to. substitute . for questions. about
identities questions about sentences about
identities. Thenr .instead of asking when
events are identical, we may ask . when
sentences of the form 'a = b' are true,
where we suppose 'a' and 'b' supplanted by
singular terms referring to events,’

events; the correct criterion 'is whether events have exactly
. . hY .

4

the same causes and effects. Davidson says, '"... Events have

a unique position in the framework of causal relations

between events in somewhat the way objects have'a unique

position in the spatial framework of objects."~The criterion

is simply this: where x and y are events,

A

(x = y if and only if ((2)(z caused x o.z causéd-y):

—_— . ———



and . (z) (x caused z o y caused z)).'®
. ‘ : g . '
o | N .

These six main points of Davidson's theory of.eyents
are intimately related and some of them are much more
dfscgésed by philosophers than others. For insténce an
.exten51ve literature on Dav1dson s causal crlterlon can be
found and seems to have already settled the questlon of

whether Davidson's crlterlon is well formulated and usable.

In my present paper, I will pay much more attention to

L 4

- 7 ! . B ‘ .
Davidson's arguments related to the first five points than .

to the discussion of Davidson's'criterion itself. In many-

discussions of Davidson’s theory of events, it seems that

the first flve p01nts ‘have barely been touched upon except

a

»some metaphy9acal con51derat10n on the need for an event

(4

)ontology An attempt to look at these aspects of Dav1dson s
theory is appealing and looks rewardlng 4
3 Dav1dson s theory of events is 1llum1nat1ng in one way

and needs 1mprovement in another. Apart from apprec1at1ng
'the mer1ts of Dav1dson s theory, we, w1ll see what sort of
defect it may’have and how the 1nappropr1ateness of one
argument is due to.defécts‘ih’some‘othefs. In‘the‘following
: sectione, I will reShepe the problem by.drawlng out the .
distinction_between individuationwand differentiation,‘
VShowing; thereby,.that whatyDeVidsonehes considered is

hetter understood as a'problen_Of\how”to“differentiate -t
‘events under different deseriptions; l‘will aocept t3) and

. . N
__________________ [



(4) above, with the intention of taking them as the basis of
dealing with the problem. 1 wil% modify (5) by rejecting (1)
and allowing that deacriptive sentences in use elay a
'referentlal role., I w1ll reject (2) and (6) by brlnglng out
‘the pragmatlc 1mp11catlons of the express‘%ns 'éact‘

event' and 'cause'

' By pointing out the many pOSSlbllltleS of having
,different-descr1pt{ons of one event be51des the ones of
employing synonyedﬁs expressions, I wish to draw as one
conclusion among others that we cannot decide whether
;different descriptipons are of the same event simply by
eeonsideringkthe logical forms and semantical meanings‘of‘
aescriptive sentences. We need tohknow in'what‘circpmetances7 
£bese sentenees}are‘employed. _

Some philoaophers have’been trying to save Davidson's
theory by offering some mild modifieatiOﬁs or giVing’h;é
theory differentvexplanations. I will consider two'sgé;
alternative explanatioes>witﬁ the intention of shbwfag'iﬁ
what way we may: save Dav1dson s main arguments and how this .
would change the problem whlch Davidson orlglnally intends
to solve. Hence, I,w111‘come to the conclu51on/that even
thbugh hie theory of events contfibutes to our bverallt
understanding of the issue, heither is Davideon's account of
the problem as a whole successfulg'nor is his criterion of
1nd1v1duat10n (1n his terms) ' usable. Naturall§ I will,
backed w1th our cr1t1c1sm and considerations, finally offer

some suggestlve 1deas with the intention of:exploring what a

v

v



possible new criterion for differentiéting events under

different descriptions could be.

¥



I11. The Concepts of Event Qnd Fact -
Donald Dévidson strongly urges that'an event is not a
‘fact ané thaf'they have different forms of linguistic.
reﬁresentétion; singular terms aﬁd Senﬁenges.
respectively.'' A clear understandiﬁg of these prbb&ems will
assure us a strong foothd;d for;working toward a plauﬁible |
account, of event ideétity So, 1n thgs sectlon two

ot '-,, hey

controver51al problems are con51deped The flrst problem is

both conceptuml and term1nolog1cal 1q_natu:e: the uses of
“the two exbressibnS"'fact' and 'evehtf. Thé second is
whether we really néed the ontological category of event.:My_
discussion of_fhis_second problem is limited to -those
aspects of it that Davidson touchés upon.

Philosophers have not so far‘reached any agreement
‘aboﬁt how to use the exp;essions 'fact' and 'evént'. Some.
" believe that these two words héVe,the'same.meaning and some
believe that any éven; can be characterized iﬁ‘terms-of
facts.'? Donald DavidSoﬁ pointed out,'"The pressure t§ tréat
events as facts is easy, in a way, to undersfénd:_both offer
themselves as‘yhat éentencés -- some sentences at least --
refer to or gfe aboutfﬁ‘l Davidsontsaid also, "I do not-seé
how to interpret some of our plainest language without ‘
supposing there are e?ents."“»lf'an event is an objective
”entity‘in the world, it‘is most coﬁﬁonly understood as a

' Fact and Existence, p. 82.

12 See HansARelchenbach Elements of Symbol ic Loglc, New
York, 1947, p. 269.

'?* D. Dav1dsOn ,_ "On Events and Event-~Descriptions" in Fact
and Existence,. edited by J. ‘Margolis, Oxford, 1969, p. 79.,
© "4 Ibid. '

10
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happening at a time. For example, the sentence

(1) Vesuvius erupted in.79 A.D. A\

> , -
may bé used to describe (or even, refer to) an event. But
the sentence '

\
\

(2) John is taller than Alex . L

- f
is used to designate a fact, but not an event. We certainly

~notice that we also say
(3) It is a fact that Vesuvius erupted in 79 A.D.
This suggests that 'fact' is a broader notion than 'event'.

Qur world is eventful and all events seem to Share some

N : : . o
unique characteristics which are not exemplified by all

facts. We employ the expression''event' with the intention

P

of bringing somethlng 1nto promlnence
\ The Engllsh word 'event' comes from Latln eventus which

is, in turn, from evéniﬂe;,"to happen,"” "to .come out,' "to

oecur". Presumably, the term 'event' now has thfée\

~ denotations in our ordinary discourse. (a) That which5\\
happens. (b) A change in the propertles or relatlons of a \\\\\

~

thing. (c) A change (movement activity, process) between or

-among things.'*¢ A moment s reflectlon will tell us that
'3 Many philosophers neglect the differences between the
category of fact and the category of event, which might be
essential for solving many philosophical problems. ‘For
instance, N. L. Wilson seems to believe that event is not a
.separate category from fact. He says, " ... we have the
. event, which has as constituents, Columbus, America, the
actlon of discovering, and the time, 1492, We also have the
fact that Columbus discovered America in 1492, which has
exactly the same constituents. How are we to dlstinguish
them? The answer is that we can't, in any manner not
helplessly artificial and p01nti\es "-See Philosophical ~
Studies, vol. 25, p. 314. :
~'¢ See P. A, Angeles, chtlonary of PthbSOphy, Barnes &
Noble Books, p. 86. .
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these three‘denOtetions of the term are overlapping, 1f they

are not exactly the same. That which happens must be a g
process related to elther propertles or relatlons, and it _
must be a change at the very same time, A movement or an e
vAact1v1ty is something which happens.

What the term 'object’ designates, without fortherv
qual;fication, does not exclude‘events.»hutvwe certainly
distinguish events as epistemological objects fromithings,
e.g. a table as an object. We do not characterize a teble ‘
itself as a happening or a prooess at a time. An ,event may
be physical or mental. Below I will use the expression
'mate;ial.object' to designate non—event'phisical entities
such as a table without further ado. g

The notion of fact is much’broader‘than‘that of event.
The expression 'fact' originates %n,Latin facere which means
"to do"; We may now use tne term ‘factf\to mean any of the
following. (i) An scfually occurring event, qoslity,
relation, state of affairs.. That wnicn'is actual and real.

(ii) A situation or state of affairs’that has takenvplace.

{iii) A true description of what has happened. (iv) That
which corresponds to a true statement.'’ Thensecond use of
~the term denotes, obviously, only part of what the first use
denotes and does not exélude events as denotations. Even
‘though the third and fourth uses are related to descriptions
or statements, what they signify'includes events. As far as

"
IRy

. , . - '
the third, use is concerned, some might argue that facts are

01 See'P. A. Angeles, Dict ionary of Ph:loSophy, p. 93.

i .
*®



. g 13
. |
. o o \
t- . : \ ‘
true descriptions themselves rather ‘than theitr contents.

This does not seem to be right. When we say "It .is blue" and

"It has the color of sky", do we, then, have two different

~ \
\

facts? Wé have a lot of s?nonymous éxpressidqé ind mahy
different languages, so one single property, acbérdingly,
may have a staggering number of'descriptions. So,Yit seems
reasonable to regard a fact as the content bf a tqﬁe
description and the content of a true descriptionicould be,
about an bccurréncé. The#efo:e, if events are distihgui%hed
frbm other sorts of facts by éome significant
cha;aéteristics, they may, reasonably and beneficially, be
classified as a subfclass of facts; or, a sub-class‘éf'facts
copsists of events. )

Thus undérstood, it seems that Davidson is justified in
_arguing fgr theAneed of thevcategory of event. Besides
ontologiéal cdnsiderations, we can at least appreciate
Davidson's argument in ‘relation to giving a natural and
acceptable account of the:logical form of certain sentences
bfnthe most commoh soft:'ﬂjﬁut Davidson's assertion that
events are not facts seems withouplany good reasOn._Our
‘actual employment of the expressionsb”§act’ and 'event;
confirms what John Austin asserts: 'Phénomena, eventé,
situations, states of affairs are.comménly supposed to be
genuinely-in—ﬁhe?world. ... Yet surely of all these we can®
;ay that they are facts. The collapse of the Germans is an
event and is a fact -- was an event and was a fact'.'’ So,

'8 See Davidson, "The Individuation of Events".
'? John Austin, "Unfair to Facts", in Philosophical Papers,

£
>



according to Austin, events are a species of-fact.

A brief look at the distinction pdtﬁe;nosfates and
events here will help us see&more—clearly thecrelationship
between tﬁe two categories of faqF and event. Many

contemporary linguists of English grammar hold the view that

verbs refer to two kinds of things: states and events. G.

Leech and*J. Svartvik write,

Broadly, verbs may refer to an EVENT (je a
happening thought of as a single occurrence,
with a definite beginning and end), or to a
STATE (ie a state of affairs which continues
over a period, and need not have a
well-defined beginning and end). ... The
same - verb <can change from one category to
another, and the distinction is not always
clear: Did you remember his name? could
refer to either a state or to an event,

: To be more accurate, then, we should
‘talk of 'state uses of verbs' and ‘'event .
uses of verbs'; but-it is convenient to keep
to the simpler terms 'state verb' and 'event

verb'. ?°
"Be', 'live', 'stay' and 'know' are considered as state
-
-verbs, and 'get', 'come', 'leave‘ and 'hit' etc are

3

considered as event verbs. It jseems to me that an event verb

-designates a change of guality or relation while a state

verb stresses the duration or the persisténce of the same
quality and relation. When an object undergoes a change,
some aspects of it may remain stable at the time. So it is

not inconsistent to employ both event verbs and state verbs

**(cont'd) Oxford, 1961, p; 104.

*® G. Leech & J. Svartvik, A Communicative Grammar—of
English, Longman, 1975, p. 63.



to describe the same object or process.

It is ﬁot very clear why Leech and Svartvik take a
definite beginning and end as one‘of‘esseﬁtial features of
an eventi‘The sentence 'A bird was flying f;om 6:00 p.m. to
‘8:00 p.m.' may aesignate the state in whiégwthe bird was
during that time -- flying. That is to say, we may not"
concern ourselves with. any change in quality or relation
when we use the sentence. Furthermore, when we are not sure
whether a process has a definite beginning and end, we can
still refer to %t as an event, for example, 'The earth is
moving';lwhich we use to denote a change of the relative
position of the sun and the earth. |

No matter how we explaiﬁ:the flying of a bird and the
movement of the earth, we can put 'It is a .fact that ...'
before both the sentence 'A bird was +flying from 6:00 p.m.
to 8:00 p.m.' and the sentence 'The earth is moving' if they
are true in a use. If I say, 'My desk is a blue one', I do
not report an event; but being blue is a state in which my
desk is.”I can also say, 'It is a fact that my desk is a
blue one'. This seems to show that states and events are
both sub-classes of facts; or, at least, a'sub~class of
facts contains states and a sub-class of facts contains
events. | a

To classify events as a species of fact is not
something arbitrary‘nor is it only for our‘cénvenience of

the moment. Such classification really contributes to our

understanding of the world. For instance, it dissolves some

/!
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philosophical puzzles.'F. P. Ramsey holds thé view that the
event of the death of Caesar should no more be cdnfpsed with
the fact that Caesar died than the King of Italy in 1927
should bé confused with the fact,that Italy ha?,a King in
1927.2?' This view is unreasonably perplexing fﬁr gwo

reasons. First, this view assumes that 'the dez

% )

same t%i

world. In ordinary discourse, it seems ~ {ostexpréssion

th ofrbaesar"

and 'Caesar died' do not designate_the

'the death of Caesar*' and ' the sentence

linguistic representations of one occyd t it
another way, these two expressions canh# nik.to refer
¥ FF":‘;{“:'\

to the same event. The dssertion "That Caegar died caused a
nation-widé disturbance" tells us nothing more and nothing
less than the assertion "Caesar's death caused a nation-wide
disturbance". What we should not do is to 'confuse those two
linguistic forms: "the death of Caesar' is a noun ph;ase and
'Caesar died' is a sentence.’l2 So, as soon as we know that
they designate the same thing, there seems to be no reason
why Ramsey/(andeagidson, too) labors at distinguishing
those two. -Secondly, Ramsey is not justified in drawing the
anaf%gy. On the one hand, 'The King of Italy in 1927' is
used only to denote a berson but not a fact, whereas 'Italy

had a King in 1927' is an expression designating a fact;

*' F. P. Ramsey, Foundations of Mathematics, New York, 1931,
p. 138Bff. ‘

*2 1f we want to use a sentence as a subject of a sentence,
we put the word 'that' before the clause sentence to
indicate which is the main verb phrase. This does not mean
“that 'that Caesar died' must designate a different thing
from 'the death of. Caesar'. :
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,they do not, strictly speaking, have a common denotation. On
the other hand, even though 'the death of Caesar' is a
singular term, it has the same referent as the dgscription
'"Caesar died' does when théy are ‘in conventionai use.?** A
similar example is the sentence "Vesuvius erupted in 79
A.D." The sentence by ifSelf does not refer to anything in
-the world, but whem it is used, the particular circumstance
makes the reference no less clear than the singular term
'"the eruption of Vesuvius.' So, it seems that the difference
in linguistic form does not necessariiy indicate a
difference between things in the world. wé remember that
Ramsey 1is not talkipg about linguistic features of these
expressions; for he says explicitly that the event should .
not be cqnfused with the fact. Therefore, Rémsey's remark is
not justified and the inappropfiateness of Ramsey's
statement lies in his separating events from facts without
legitimate reason.?*

When we say that events are a species of fact, we do
not mean that whenever Qe come across the expression 'event'
. we can substitute it for the expression ffact‘."IWhen we
classffy events as a sub-class of facts,‘what we have in

?? Many people feel it difficult to accept this. One reason
is that we say 'The death of Caesar was a tragedy', and that -
‘'we cannot say 'Caesar died was a tragedy'. Apparently,
grammatical problems come in here: we need the w&rd 'that’
‘before 'Caesar died' to indicate that it is a clause.

** Cf. Fact and Existence, p. 65. 4

** Philosophers also argue about the relationship between
events and propositions. For instance, W. Sellars contends
that events are a species of proposition. It seems to me
what Sellars believes is not radically diffefent from what
- we have been arguing for. See Sellars' "Actions and Events"
. in Nous, vol. 7. _ f .

~
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. mind is the extension ;§ these terms, because our current

issue is the identity of actual happenings. Some

philosophers argue that events are not facts by saying that

i

we can utter the sentence
(4) I saw the event of
“but not
(5) *1 saw the fact that R

And similarly, ’ . ’
(4'") *I know the event of . A

‘ ) e ——— Fa—
(5') I know the fact that

Here what we should bear in mind is that different words ‘and

i
-

expressions, besides their semantic meanings, have different
pragmatic implications. One crucial ppint here/is that when
we use the word 'event', we stress the duration or prdcess
of'what we are referring to; when we convey the idea that a.
change or changes occur, we want to use a word tobbring out

this specific feature of the world. The constant change is

-

so important a feature that we definitely wish to have a
' ?
distinct category to bring it out. At the same time, we also

strongly desire to have a clear idea of how this feature

-

relates to others specified by other categories. When we
emphasize the existence of a happening, we tend to use the

word 'fact'. When we say "It is a fact that " and
¢ For example, Zeno Vendler simply says that facts are not
in space and time at all. "They are’'not located, cannot
move, split, or spread, and they do not occur, take place,
or last in any sense." See his Linguistics in Philosophy, p.
144, Vendler.therefore draws the conclusion that events are
not facts. It is strange that he neglects some other
important linguistic® features of .these crucial expressions
when he is'doing ]inguistics in philosophy. .
- N t
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is a fact", we mean nothing but the assertion g}
the existence of something which might he an event. We do
not concern ourselves with any other features of what we say
'except its existence when we use the expression 'fact'. When
we deny a fact, we'simply mean that there is no such
existence, including happenings, which‘correéponds to our
deécriptions. When we denf an event, we deny the event as an
:
existent, i.e, as a fact. B we want to pour the water in
cup A'into cup B, we do not have to find cup C‘a?d pour the
water into cup C first., To deny an existence by\denying its
duration is simply not our common pfactice.~ﬁhen we intend

to express the idea that there is nothing im Yhe world
. » :

corresponding.to an assertion, we do not say thét no
happening corresponds tosthe assertion; for it does not
exclude the.pqssibility that the assertion is true.?’ So,
from fhe fact that we say neither "I saw the fact that -

| " nor "I know thé event of . ", it does not
follow that event§ are not facts. Similarly, from the féct
that we do not say that facts occur, it does not follow that
evefything to which we.use the word 'fact' to refer does not

occur. Occurrence is the peculiar feature of a subrclass of

facts. - '

*7 This might be a counter argument against Vendler who
‘seems to‘beliﬁve that we cannot deny an event but we can »
deny a fact, therefore, events are not facts. See Vendler,
Linguistics in Philosophy.
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R Individuation and Differentiation

Donald Davidson does not clearly distinguish between
the problem of individuation of events and the problem of
differentiation of events,*! g&s title of Davidson's well
known paper about events is "The Individuation of Events";
however, he sets himself the task of individuating events by
asking, at the very beginning of the paper, "When are events
identical, when distincet? Whaf criteria are there for
deciding one way or the other.in particular cﬁsés?" At the
end 6f his paper, Davidson writes,i"Individuatidh at its
best requires sorts or kigds that give a principle for
counting."?* But, by ha?ing 5 closer .look at his argumehts
to establish his thesis, we see that the problem Davidson
actually considered is better understood as a problem of

differentiation rather than that of individuation.

T e e e o s ——— -

** Some other philosophers address this point with diffefent

intentions. P. F. Strawson’separates criteria.of
distinctness from criteria of reidentification in his
Individuals (London:1959) p. 203ff. §. Hampshire mentions
principles of individuation and principles of classification
in his Thought and Action (London:1959), p. 12. M. J. Woods
discusses the distinction between principles of
individuation and criterion of identity in his "Identity and
Individuation" in Analytical Philosophy, edited by R. J.
Butler (Oxford:1968). But what they talk about is roughly
limited to material objects. I do not see how the _
distinctions drawn by those philosophers could properly
apply to other individuals such as properties, numbers and
events. M. Brand's "Identity Copditions for Events" in
American Philosophical Quarterly (vol. t4, 1977) draws the
distinction between identity conditions and identifying
conditions, which is closer to what I have in mind.
Nevertheless, it seems that Castafieda’s account of this
problem is the most profound so far. See Castafieda's
"Individuation and Non-Identit A New Look" in American
Philosophical Quarterly, vol. ™,

*’> Davidson, Essays on Actions and Events, p. 180.

20 o



The term 'individuation! means 'to-discriminate from -
. . . ' h . . l
ampong others of a class or species':®° This is to say,:
.presumably, when we are able :to individuate, we can tell

12ﬁgv1duals apart or we can couht the individuals before

However, it is qu1te doubtful that we can answer the
qUeetjon "When are events identical?" whenever we can

. discriminate trom.among others ae individuals. ﬁet us ™
examine a case in which;we are indeed able to discriminate
froﬁ ahong.others‘of a class. ‘A person isiexamining a large“
c1rcle f;rmed by a mllllon newly- produced pencils. He“starts
off at po nt P and goes back to P after examining all the
pencils. He can stlll dlscrlmlnate the pencil at P from
‘others, i.e.'to tell that penéil‘is a 'genuine individual'
‘But, he is npt sure whether this penc1l is really the flrst‘
one ‘he examlned when he jUSt started Now he has the problem
%of determlnlng whether the pencils examined at P are
identical, It he cannot'solwe this_prohlem, he can‘svill
continue the process of checking over one by one (as
'individuals!) if he wiehes. In other words, thiS‘person c&N,
to some exteat, telluthat a pencil isba pencil without
Rnowing how many individﬁal pencils there are. If you show
:this pereon a pencil; he has no trouble tellingsyou that it
is a‘pehcil. If yourshow him twice; hefhas trouble to teli
whether‘yoo have one‘or more than_one.‘This tells us,vat |
least, that being able to discriminate from among others *of
a class does not-neeeseirily-meah beihg abie toqtell which

30 See P. A. Angeles, chtlonary of Phrlosophy,_p. 1314



is the same as which. And,
that the case of events are less complicated than that Qf
material objects like pencils.

" why we need to know when- eyents are identical as Davidson

- ~

’ ETE

asks. To be exact, Dav1dson wr1tes,

. . 't bty
L ' %gg k2
e . E A

What we want, rather, is a- statement of
~necessary and sufficient ggditions for -

identity of events, a satrsfa

ory, filling

for the blank in:

If x and y a¥e events, then x = y if

and only 1f

We "do not know at this point whether x and y are events or

just one event: this is'exactly the problem. How cé&h

Davidson say here explicitly "If x and y are events (my

italics),

..."? Davidson explains that here x and y are ,

/

there seems no reason to think

This is one of the reasons

22
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singular terms referring to events' He believes also that a

singular‘term refers to a particular. Thus, his formulation

of the identity.probfem presupposes the knowledge df

individuation. This is to say, if we do not "first know

whether x is an individual and whether y is an individual,

’we simply camnot ask if x = y ‘So, it seems very clear now

)

that what Dav1dson really wants to offer is not a crlterlon,

for countlng in the sense of telling 1nd1v1duals apart

‘There is something mo;e.

3

Logically speaiihg;'bf course, if we are able to

differentiate events then we are able to individuate them,

—— - —— —

' Davidson,

B
4

Essays on Actlons ‘and Events, p. 172.
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i.e. we.can tell ihdividuals from non—individualé and‘oﬁe
_SOrt‘of?individual from other sorts ofiindividgai. But the
‘reverse.does not seem to be true.?? This 'is one the |
indicétions that we may have a general'theory of
Adlffefentlatlon without hav1ng an articulated theory of
1nd1J1duat10n at the same t1me or any particular
.formulatlon_of.the problem of 1ndividuatio? would not affect
a t%egry of'differéntiatibn in general. To draw out the

~ ‘distinction between individuation and differentiation.
precisely is a crucial step for formuléting.and

understanding a criterion for identifying the same event

A4

under different descriptiohs.

<

Our brief reflection has shown us that the problem of
1nd1v1duat10n of events and the problem of dlfferentlatlon
of gvents are genu1nely distinct. Ouzﬂexperyénce tells-us'
that when a person is shown one thing twice; he can easily
tell that what is shQQn té him is an individual thing éach‘
time; but, probably, he mgy“bé puﬂzlgd by the question 'Are

.they the same 'thing?' Or, to put it in Davidson's way[ he
. ‘ / _ ]
may not be able to fill the blank in "x = y if and only if

"

. When we deal with the problems of how to

distinguish individuals from non-individuals, ®® and of how
°? Geach's RelPative Identity Thesis is a way of seeing how"
differentiation is tied to individuation. But Geach's
approach tends to obscure the distinction between the two.
W. Alston argues ‘against Geach that what identity
proposition presupposes is spccessful 51ngular reference. It
seems fairly clear that 51nd%Iar reference, in turn,
presupposes individuation, and ‘this confirms the distinction
between individuation and differentiation. See Philosophical
Review, vol. XCIII, 1984,

*3* For instance, since 1nd1v1duat10n is problem- orlented a

/
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to distinguish ene sort of;individual from individuals of
other sorts, we inquire into the criterlon (or, criteria) of
1nd1v1duat10n. For 1nstance, some philosophers argue that a
biological speeies ts an individual. What these philosophers
are tryihé.to do is to show what is an individual, not to
she Hew to tell whether two individSle are idehticali Even
it  ere were only ome individual in the universe, we would
still have the problem of individuation; for we are entitled
to know clearly what is an individual and whathis ' '
non-individual. ﬁut if there are at least two individuals or
what seem to be two eccurrences of ohe individual, we have
the problem of determlnlng whether they are the same -- this °
3y

is the problem~ef dlfferéQtlatlon

It is probably the case that wheneVef we solve the
.ptoblem of differentiation, we solvelthe‘problem of
individuation. But this shows neither that individuation and
differentiation are one and the same problem, nor that we
can solve the,problem of differentiation without solvingithe
problem of 1nd1v1duat10n in the first place. Properly
speaklng, 1nd1v1duat10n is a premise of differentiation; for
it is obv1ous that we cannot tell one 1nd1v1duei from
another if we do not know what is counted as an individual
for a particular case. @5&

It is extremely important to point out»here that the
individuation of a particular kind of individual is
prebiem-oriented, that is, we may classify things and events

2 (cont'd) hand might not-Be an individual for a particular
purpose.
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etc.‘in the' world fnto different classes of individuals
according to different purposes. When we say a species is an
individual, we do not mean that a deg in a particular
species is not an individual in any case, book is an
individual and a series of books mav also bw an individual.
But the criterion of individuating a‘book is, perhaps,‘the~
shape and naterial, while the criteria of individuating a
series of books may have to include the relevant topic as an
essential condition. A stone is an indiVidual and a‘throwinéw
of a stone is another individual. It is ldgically possible
to have a genérél and single criterion for individuéting
everything, but in everyday practice, we do use different
criteria for individuation. We may also have many ways of
diﬁferentieting individuals; or, to put it in other‘words,
we may have sone particular ways of differentiating
different sorts of events., Nevertheless, to have a general
'criterion of. differentiating is also plausible and strongly
desirable. At least, we should have a general account of
,differentiation, which includes.an elucidation of the
distinction between differentiation and individuation.

It is now not very difficult to see that the problem of
1dent1fy1ng an event under dlfferent descriptions is a
problem of differentiation. As we notice, the correct use of
the word }identity' in dealing with the issue of |
differentiation presupposes the knowledge of
individuation It 1s hardly imaginable that we treat every

*4 J. M. Morris characterizes the identity problem as 'Under
what circumstances do we say that two sentences describe or

~

¥
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iﬁaividual we encounter as a digtinct éntity; Icgggia one
dollar note in my pocket at‘10:00 a.m., then L~havé a nap
after. At 11:00 a.m., I.see a one.ddllar note in my pocket
again, and I also femeﬁber that I saw a one dollar note at
1Q:00 a.m. I do not therefore think, at 11:00 a.m.}'that I
actually have two different bnewdollar hotes, i.g;.ﬁwo‘
entities. We know that one eétity;may have different
relationships with other entities and- we mag\encounter and
represent one entity in many different ways, evenithough wé
may not be fully aware of the significancelof this fact in
philosophical speculation about event identity. Anyway, one
thing seems fairly clear in our current tase. If'I want to
be sure that I actually have one dollar (one entity), I have
to bé sure, in the first plaée,‘that I see a one dollar nqﬁe
Saﬁ individual) at 10:00 a.h. and a one dollar note (an
individual) at 11:00fa;m. To see ﬁhis more clearly, let us
look atvone'of Davidéon's examples. |

(6) Donald flipped tﬁe switch, : | j T
and * - o | |

(7) Donald turned on the light.
Accordingly, (6)Aand (7) are both descriptions.of individual
events, i.e. they both designate happenings through time in
ﬁhe world.®® Philosophers are still arguing Qhether théy are

*4(cont'd) desigrate the same event?' This seems to me the
clearest formulation—~of the problem so far. See J. M.
Morris, "Non-events" in Phjlosophical Studies,, vol. 34, p.
321, ' ‘ .
*® Just remind ourselves that we are not concerned ourselves
with the problem of transworld identity. From the fact that

description (6) does not necessarily describe the same event

as description (7) does, it does not follow that what (6)

~
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of the same event, but perhaps nobody doubts that they are
" of individual events, simplé or complex. Tﬁis confirms what
ve séid earlieg that knowing what is an individual does not
‘mean knowing when individuals are identical.

| The)problem of difﬁerehtiation»of'events undef
different deScriptions is partially based on the fact that‘
we may have more than one descrlptlon of one single event.
We have different descr1pt10ns laréely because (i)
dlgérlptlons mayabe given at dlfferent times at dlfferent
places by dlfferent people; (11) an event may be a complex,
"i.e. has different parts or different features, (iii) we may
employ synonymous expressions 'in our descriptions, and (iv)
people may haveé different interests in the same thing. To be
sure, one person may have several descriptions inén by |
himself, but, sometimes, does not.know whether they are of
the same,thing; Even though he claimsrthat his descriptions

. are of'the same thing, he may simply be wrong.?

**(cont'd) and (7) describe are distinct in this world.

% This indicates that the problem of identifying events
under different descrlptlons is in no way only a matter of
communication, or just an issue of speaker's intentions. The
problem is both epistemological and metaphysical.
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. IV. Understanding Event-Descriptions

Evidence shows that we need the category of event in
erder to dé ignate a special sort of 'entity in the world and
we need 2o individuate events and diféerentiate events, in
doipg oth of which we often employ e;ent—descriptions. What
is ; description of an event? Is it_gust é phrase or a
sentence? Do we always use a single sentence just to
describe a single event, or_do we uée a sentence of the same
type to describe different events unéer different
ci;cumsténces? I1f a sentenceoof‘the same t;pe dées not

~necessarily describe one event, what enables us to .
distinguish these descriptions as of different events? If
these questions are to‘be‘énswered properly, we woulg have a‘
clearer understanding of Davidson's theory,,and.any

plausible solution to the problem of identifying events

.under different descriptions must be well grounded.

1. Davidson on descriptions

Davidson talks about descriptions of events in many

»

places in his writings. For instance, in "The Indiviaﬁation
of ﬁVénts", he says that the difficulty of individuating
evedts arises in relation to all identity questions; for
only one: thing is identical with.itself and two things are
never identiéal:‘How can we talk about event identity in a
significant way? Davidson proposes to substitute for

. . » . 1) N '
guestions about identities quest10ns~apout sentences about

_identities. Then, according to Davidson, we can avoid asking

~ 28
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the somewhat paradoxical question "When ére events
idéntical?" What we may ask significantly is the guestion:
If a and b are linéuistic expressions referring to events,
under. wvhat conditions is the sentence 'a = b' true??®’

I believe that this move made by Davidson is legiﬁimate
and illuminating; for én event is certainly identical with
itself and it is only relative to our knowledge that the
qqestion arises whether what appeafsbas two events or what

'

are described differently are identical. To be modest and
precise, whether two descriptions are‘of the same event is a
meaniﬁgful question of identity. Nevertheless, Davidson's
notion of event-description is not wholly saﬁisfactory,
which might prevent us froh seeing clearly the significance
of Davidson's move and bringing this move' into full play.
For Davidson, (i) sentences do not refer to events because,
for instance, in the sentence 'Caesar died' there is no
singular term which refers to an event, and (ii) that Caesar
died is not an event but a fact.®*® Obvioysly, Davidson's
ideas are based on the assumptidn that nothing except
singulaf terms can refer to events, which seems in need of

prlarificatibp and justification._ff a person calls in an
emergency, ;My house is on fire", hebreports an occurrence.
Nobody would ask him to use a singular term feferring to the
event 1in ordeggbo refer to it.

*? Davidson, Essays on Actions and Events, p. 163. Davidson
says that here 'a' and 'b' are singular terms. I think if we
want to have a general account of the problem of //\
differentiation, we should expand our consideration to any
referring expressions. : o

** See Davidson, Essays on Actions and Events, p. 169.
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Davidson's account of descriptions of events, on the
‘ o
other hand, is greatly obscured by his mentioning a

particular kind of description. He writes,

1 flip the switch, turn on the light, and
illuminate the room. Unbeknownst to me, I
also alert a prowler to the fact I am home.
Here I do not do four things, but only one,
of which four descriptions have been
given.?’ ‘ :

Here thexpecﬁliapity lies in the fact that the four
descriptions are given by one person who knows what he 'has
in mind when he offersvthose descriptions (Notice also "I
flip the switch“ is a sentence.). But what Davidson has in
mind when he offers‘this'argument is unclear. Nobody doubts
that his illuminating the room by flipping the switch and
hence turningion the light is a perfectly good individual;
however, there seems no reason th Davidson alleges that my
flipping the switch is the‘éame event (or the same thing, in
Davidson's term) as my turniﬂg on the light, without any M
further qualifiﬁation. First, it is quite possible that mf
‘tufning on the light required a little (no matter how
little) more‘time.than that required for flipping the
switch, and that my illuminated the room, in turn, needed a
~little more time than that of turning on the light. It is

3* D. Davidson, "Actions, Reasons, and Causes", in The
Journal of Philosophy, LX (1967), p. 686. The second point -
- we have commented upon already and the first will be touched
upon in the following paragraphs and the next section. |
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than my turning on the light.AConsequently, we are justified
in saying that my flipping the switch is a different event
from my turning on the light, if my flipping the switch
occupies a-different lapse.of time from my turning on the
light in a particular case. Secondly, there is nothing ddd
in saying that my flipping the switch is the direct cause of
my turning on the light and that I‘turned'oﬁ the light is,
in turn, the direct cause of my illuminating®the room. Thus,
these events have both different causal'relatiéns and
different spatial posiﬁlons, though we, of course,»admit
that my illuminating the room by flipping the switch and
hence turning on the light has a larger spatial position.‘°,
So, even accor&ing to Davidson's criterion.of—éxactly the
same causes and effects, we cannot say that my flipping the
switch is definitely identical witp my turniné on the light.
Therefore, when Davi@sgp assertsztﬁat what he describes is
~only one thing, he certainly has a onesided view.*'
Unfortunately, many critics of Davidson go to the other
~extreme. A, I. Goldman, for example;'argﬁes in his A Theory
of Human Action that if X and Y, in general, are identical,

then X must have all and only the properties that Y has; and

*° It 1s also possible for my flipping the switch and my
turning on the light to occur at the same place and the same
time. ' - o

‘' For the time being, I leave the'problem open that whether
" the four descriptions in Davidson's passage are of the same
action rather than of event. 1f what Davison has in mind is
the action (for he says that "I do not do four things"),
then what I say here shows that these descriptions describe
more than an action, i.e. they imply possible causal
relations and processes other than one body movement. More
will be said later on, :
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since my flipping the switch has a property of being the

cause of my turning on the light while my turning on the

s not have the property of being the cause of my
turning‘on the light;'they must be distinct. Therefore,
Golgman concludes that.- what tﬁese four descriptions describe
canﬁot be»pne‘and the same event. But, one of Goldman's
premiées is not true. We should bear in mind that an event
may be a complex and different desériptions may take up
different features (sometimes inessential features) or e
facets of the event. And, as we pointed out above, it might
also be the case tha£/the process of my fl&pping the switch
is longer than that of my turnind on the light. In this
case, strictly and philosophically speaking, only a phase of
m& flipping the switch is the cause of my turnihg on the
light.*? So we should not, as Goldman dées impifcitly,,
ignore the possibility that 'I flipped the switch' ;hd '1
turned on the light' are descripfions of ohe event.*® In
other words, Davidson points out how different descriptions
could be of one individual event without awareness that this

is only one possibility among many others, while Goldman

‘2 And also, Goldman does not think that we may use those
two descriptions to designate one body movement, i.e. one
action. Different descriptions do not necessarlly de51gnate
different properties.

‘3 An event may be a complex in the sense that it Has
different parts, facets or features even though its parts
may not be other events. Thus, to take Goldman's expmple
that John has just been qQuarreling with his wife and answers
the phone by .saying 'hello' very loudly, we do not see why
Goldman thinks that John's saying 'hello' and John's saying
'hello' very loudly could not be the same event., Ske Alvin,
I. Goldman, A Theory of Human Action, New Jersey, 1970, pp.
1-3. : :



33

overstresses thaL‘flibping the switch and turning on the
light may have different causal characteristics so they are
not identical and hence Davidson is wrong. Davidson's view
is, as a whole, onesided and inapprépriate. But it is not
wrong for the reason Goldman thinks it is. We now see
clearly that each side has both some .goad reasons and some

fault, but neither side does the job properly by‘itself.

2. The linguistic ~features of event-descriptions

Relative to our language system, we have, presumably,
two ways of describing events. First, weAhayEcsentences
which contain ﬁhose verbs designating changeé, happenings
and processesﬂlnavidson asserts that sentences do not refer
to events and that sentences could be descriptions of
events. By this, does he even mean that a descriptive
sentence could not be used to refer to‘a particular event?
Throughout his writings about events, Davidson seems not to
pay much attention to the use of linguistic expressions and
simply says an expression itself dgscribes or refers to
something. We will turn to this point later on. Anyﬁay,
sentences with those verbs that do not designate changes,
happenings or processes are usually not used as a
description of events. For instance, tﬂe sentence

(8) She is bright 5 |
describes a person but not an event., AS many contemporary
l&nguists hold, 'be' is a>sta€%ve verb rather _.than an event

verb. Moreover, a negative sentence is not intended to be a



description of events. For example, we do not think that the
description -

(9) She did not start sewing
reports an event; perhaps we say that it describes a fact.
And we are reluctant to say that if describes a state; for
it tells us . that she was not in é certern state rather than
specifies a state in which she was. Nevertheless, not every
‘sentehce which contains an action verb can be a éescription
of an event. The sentence i

(10) Mary kept sitéing there all day long
may be best characterized as a description of a state of
affairs; for it does not designate a change of guality or
relation, which is thexessential characteristics of‘events.

)

From what we héve‘discussed above, it seems fairly
clear ghat verbs themselves do not refef to occurrences in
the world: zhAt is, we cannot determine the referegce of a
_sentence simply by looking at part of the sentence -- verb.
phrase. Rather, it is the 'event use' of a verb whiéh refers
to something. In contextual use, the verb 'sit' in the
sentence "She {s sitting over there in a chair” may be best"

characterized, generally, as in a 'state use'. In the

sentence "She is sitting down", the verb 'sit' is an example
' i

of the 'event use' of a verb. :

Secondly, we do employ noun phrases to deSignate event
entities,\ su¢h as 'the« death of Caesar'. We notice that a
noun phrase which is an event-description might always be

somehow changed into a description in sentence form whose

N



£

35

content is equivaleht.to the original n®&un phraée. To put it
in an other wéy,bhopn phrases as'event—descniptions may be
regarded as nominalizations. of aescriptions in seﬂtence
.form: When they are in cbnvehtﬁonél use,, for insténce, tpe‘

L . v . .
sentence 'Caesar died' says nothing more than the 'singular

o

term 'the death of Caesar,' Moes as far as that particular

| -

event is concerned. This makes us even more suspicious about

Davidson'é claim that one refers to something while the

other 5oe5'not.;
3. The use of deScnfthve:sé%tépceé‘
wThe complexity of event-descriptiohs is to a greét
extent rooted in objective event éntities themselves. An
event 1is usuaﬁly'a éQmpIex, i.e. "an event méy'be ana}ysed‘
in%o some other eventsivor\én even; may haveymany ;o;—event'v'
parfs or many distinct facets or‘features{'For'inStance, \

o N

zpat the sentence
g iﬁcreiia‘s‘poisoning'hiﬁaido .
is tsed to designétekmay cqnsist in the following events.
w '?12) Luééeéia‘s pbsting poisoning material. |
213) Rinaldofs‘receiVing therboisoning maferialt

L4

(14) Rinaldo’s téking the material. : o,
(15)vRinaldo'5w§yihg. : - | “

‘Ahy of the above sentences may be used ﬁo dgscribe the event
oé Lucrezia's pdisohing of Rinaldo,’but they desc;zbe
differenfhphaséﬁ of the event. So, generally-speakiﬁé;

sentences (11) -- (15) do not designate exactly one and the

Q
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o Vo g
., same/ entity.

1

Hdwever,‘whenvwe come to examine some'other examples,
'we often find that we cannot tell yhether what we haye ared
descrlptlbns of the same event or not simply by looking at
the descrlptlve sentences themselves Let usliook at the
following sentences.

(16) Mary 1s shouting.

(17) Mary 1s yelling at John.

|

Are (16) and (17) descr1pt1ons of one event? Maybe and may
not. If sentence (16) 1is used to describe Mary s shoutlng E
her. chlldren of whom none are named John, then (16) and (17)
are not descrlptrons of one event.

EVen one-descriptiveAsentenee‘utterea'gy different
\people'may not be of the same event. When a person A says
'Vesuvius ernpted in 79 A.D.' and B says 'Vesuvius erupted
in 79 A.D.';'we_stillihave the problem of'aetermining

5 _&hether A and B arebtalking about the same event; for (i)

Vesuvius might have erupted several times in 79 A.D.,** and

(ii) it might be the case that there were more than one

.entity which were named Vesuvius in 79 A.D. So it is

undesirafii® to say that A and B have the same description

without any further guali® ~ation., Two uses of one sentence
‘may be two distinct descripiions. Hence, I wish to

characterize a description of an event as a lsinguistic
s, . ‘
expression in particular use. » -’

%

‘¢ Davidson uses this to argue that sentences do not refer
to events.



37

~a

As we pointed out above, an event‘may have many
distinct‘facetS'or features. When we describe or refer to
them, it is, presumably, unlikely that we exhaust these
facets or features.'We uee the expression fthe chairman of
the department’ not to designate a propertyjonly but an
entity which has the property of be1ng a ‘chafrman of the
department and many other propertles. Slmllarly, we may. bse
descriptions of different features to pick out one and the/
same event. If the expreSsion;'tne chairman of the
. e

'oepartmentﬂ'is’not in use, perhaps it does not designate a’g
particular éntity in the WOrid.‘5

) Many philosophers do not‘cleariy distinguish between a.
sentence and the use of a sentence; or, perhaps, they have‘
not fuldy recognized the significance‘of this.distinction.
Davidson is an exampie. He declares that he is going along
with Ramsey who wrote 'The ‘event whioh‘is of that sort is
oalled the\deatn of Caesar, and should no more be eonfused
with the fact that Caesar died than the King of italy should
be confused with the fact'that Italyihas.a King.' Davidson
believes that the sentence 'Caesar died' asserts the

existence of an event (but not a particular event); while

'Caesar's death' 'is quantified over in it. Only the singular
__________________ . -#)

‘®* Davidson correctly points out, "... We must distinguish
firmly between cpuses and f4ape features we hit on for
describing them, and henc etween the question whether a

" statement says truly that one evénht caused another and the

- further question whether the events are characterized in
such a way that we can deduce, or otherwise infer, from laws
or other causal lore, that the relation was causal." See his
Essays on Actions and Events, p. 155. We should always bear
this in mind. when we cénsider the problem of differentiation

"of events undegpgdifferent descriptions.

(@
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’

~term 'Caesar's death' refers to a particular even;.“ But
actually) the»Senteﬁce 'Caesar diedf assergs nothing by
ifself without:ﬁeing used by people. Suppose a person
practicing caligfaghy;wEites 'Caesar died}.before'Caesar was
born, his employment of the”sentence Héaesar\died' does net
:aSsert the’existence.of any event. Only when the sentence is-
in‘its conventional use does it assert sbmethingf So is'the
phrase 'Caesar's death': Wben tﬁis phrase is in use, it does
preseppose the'eXiseence of the'eyent’of the death of
Caesar. Consequently, Davidson‘s.reﬁarke that 'Caesar's
‘death' does not assert é% ' Caesar died' HOes and that
l'Caesar died' does,not'refef as 'Caesar's death' does are’
ﬁla@nly ihapbropriate.‘? More serlously, Davidson's argument
about the sameness of my flipping the’switch and my turhing
on .the llght suffers the same sort of defect samply‘because

' he tries to settle the issue of identity w1thout considering

the different ci{tcumstances in which t]‘descriptions can

be employed. AR
. N . . ' ,gé“ ':."\ T - . o
From what we said above, it follows that we cannot ask

fwhether two sehtences describe the same event without -
knowing whether these two sentences are in use. Furthermore,
)we will not know whether two descriptiens are of the same
e;ent without knowing under what circumstances descriptive
sentences are{employed. This will be more clearly seen in
the next sect{en. Anyway, we have eo far defined and shaped

‘¢ See Fact and Existence, p. 82.

‘7 I will say more, in the next section, about how the
contextual use of a sentence may refer to a particular and
why it is important.



our‘problem: the problem of the identity of whAt aCtualiy
happénS'is seen as a problem of differentiation rather than
indiQiduétion, i.e. thé problem of differentiation of»évents
is ia:gély a problem of identifying the same event under

different descriptions.
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V. No Differentiation Without Reference

| The mainﬁproblem with which we are concerhjng ourselves
i§ identifying the same event under different déscriptions,
i.e. we wantdto knowgif actually just one entity is- A
described when we have more than one description. At first
biush, this seems just to raise the question of speaker's
intentions. When a speaker describes éomething by using sohe
linguistic devices, he intends what is described. Hence} it
seems that we have to.know whether speakér¥s intentions are
the same in order to know whether differenﬁ descriptions are
of the same thing in the world. If different descriptions
are given by one speaker, the problem of whether just o¢ne
én;ityvis‘involved can often, .I be;ieve, bé determined by
the speaker's intention. If descriptions are‘given by hore
than one speaker, -or, ifithe speaker's intfggion cannét be
pinned down, then we have to know how eaohyaescription_is
uséd besides its semantic meaning. To be exact, we haQe“to
"know whether there is a particular thing which is the
referent ofiany description concerned, even though knowing.
that every éescription refers to something does not solve
the problem of whether 'just one entity is referred to. I -
have made the claim that there afeftwo types of event
descriptions: noun phrases and descriptiye senﬁences..In
'Ehis section, i will offer some arguments against Davidson
in ordef to show more clearly how descriptive sentences can
play a refgrential role, and how this is essential to the

problem of differentiation under discussion.

40
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Events are objective entities in the world, and people
are very much intérested in them. People méy sometimes not.
employ linguistit devices when they individuate:and
differentiate events, but very often we find ourselves in
thé situation that what we have in hand is different
linguistic»deécriptions and we have no idea about whether

they are of one or of more than one event. People may have

different interests and intentions when they offer or

.. receive any description; for example, they do not have to

know what in the world ‘exactly the descriptions they have
designate‘in order to carry on the communication among
themselves. But, if a person wants 'to know whether gifférenﬁ.
descriptions are actually of one ent%ty in thg world, he has.
to know the applicability of the descriptions concerned to

the individuals being described. Some descriptive sentences

‘'may designate nothihg in the world; that is, there is

| nothing in the world corresponding to the descriptive

sentence. If we come_tb know that different descriptions are
of one entity, the knowledge.oﬁ whethér each description is
linked to an individual thing is essential. If a‘speaker |
does not kﬁow this, presumably, he would admif that he does
not really kno& what he intends to describe in the first

place, much 1q§s‘whether just one individual is described.

ue their business of .

If it is impossible for other pgople to know this, then by

no means can these people conti
differentiation under different descriptions. All-of this

shows that the knowledge of the relationship between



descriptions: and what is described is required for
differentiation. v ' !

One very common connection between a descrlptlon and a
thlng in reality is that the former refers to the latter by
designating a specific property of the latter. A physical
object can be picked out by its inessential features. For
example, we may use the‘description "the author of Word and
Object" to pick out the person named 'Quine' who has many
other characteristics we can describe. An event can be»
picked out in a similar way. The sentence 'I flipped the
switch' in contextual use may designate an event .of which my
flipping is only a facet. As we pointed dbut earlier, this is
one of che re;sons why.one event may have many diffecent
descriptions. The contextual use of the ‘expressions or the
circumstance in which linguistic devices are employed helps
pick out a particular in the world. Wnen we assert truly
that this particular description is of the same event as
that description, we definitely need to knon of which event
this description is. It seems that Davidson would agree in
th1s, for he glves different descriptions which are believed
to be of one event and the- sentences Davidson offers as
examples are non-synonymous.

However Davidson's account of event descriptions
1nvolves an implicit inconsistency. On the one hand, he
fi;mly asserts that we may have more than one non—synonymous
description in sentence form of the same event.**® On the

‘" See Essays on Actions and Events, p. 4. A. 1. Goldman, J.
"J. Thomson and many -others have had a thorough discu551on of
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other hand, he says that the descriptioné in sentence form
d@ not refer £9 particular events; for what a sentence
asserts is existential and general.*’ I wonder: if. the
descriptions in sentence form do not play a referential
role, how does Davidson‘know that they are of the same
event, i.e. only one enpity.is involved? Does Davidson just
consider oﬁe aspect of the issue and therefore, coﬁsciously
or unconsciously, neglect the other aspect?

Davidson seems to firmly believe that we can determiné
‘whether a linguistic expression refers to something by
looking at the linguistic features of the expression, and
that a sentence does not refer to a particular thing as a

'singular term does. Davidson says,

&

A sentence such as 'Vesuvius erupted in 79
A.D.' no more refers to an individual event
than 'There is a fly in here' refers to an
individual fly. Of course there may be just .
one—-eruption that verifies the first
sentence and just one fly that verifies the
second; but that is beside }the point. The
point is that neither sentence can properly
be interpreted as referring or describing,
or being about, a particular eruption or
fly. No singular term for such is in the
offing.s°® ‘

[SEN
0 ! . . . . '
‘However, 1t 1s not clear how Davidson could just assert

**(cont'd) Davidson's example. They seem to believe that by
careful analysing Davidson's descriptions we see that they
are not of the same event. So, the focus of their rather
long discussion seems not to be about whether we can
describe one event differently.

‘** See Fact and Exijstence, p. 82.

s° Ibid.
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this. One may wéll accept the attributive/referential
distinction and argue that En some circumstances we have an
attributive use of a sentence or a singular term without
being concerned with its reference (whatever it may be), and
in some other circumstances we do.have a referential use of
a sentence. Therefore, even though the sentence "qu book 1is
on the table" contaihs a singular term, we may have an
attributive use of it and simply mean "There is a book. It
‘is on the table." And, when we have a referential useldf the
sentence "There is a book™ in a particular ciréumstance,-we
may uniquely pick somethingvout.‘

As‘§e know, that there is only one entity involved is
- what we a{e)trying to determine rather than a
presuppositfbn; It must be the case that there is a
connection between descriptions and what is described, which
isvthe'basis of“considering whether two descriptive
‘Sentences are'acﬁually linked'with just one entity. When
ﬁDavidson says that his deiggiptions describe one thing, he
talks not,merelf abdgtrde;criptions, he alsd;touches upon
the thing -- what is described. Or, to be more exact, he
means that tbe objectsvyhich are picked out by the
descriptibns are one and.the sameventity. It seems that this
sort of "picking out" can be nothing but a referential
relat;on, i.e. what is fefefred to by one description is.
identical with Qhat is referred to by another déscriptibn.
The problem of differentiation of ngnts under - different

descriptions needs the referential relation between events
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and the déscriptions‘of the events. So? if Davidson has not
shown us how wé’shogfg‘bridge the gap between descriptive
~sentences and event entities, there seems no good reason why
Davidson holds the view that Hescriptions in sentence form
do not refer to events.

Generally speaking, a linguistic description, no matter
whether a singular term or a sentence, does not by itself
refer to any particular thing in the world. For instance,
neither 'The unicorn in Edmonton is red' nor 'the professor
of symbolic logic' refers to any particuldr object or a
‘contextual use might they pick out a certain entity. And, as
we discussed in the last section, there seems no good ;eason

to believe that a sentence could not function in the same

way as a singular term does if the sentence is in contextual
: /

i

use. If a person knows that Caesar died and sincerely
asserts, 'Caesar died', it seems reasonable to say that this
person's utterance refers to the particular historic
occurrence in ancient Rome. But 1f a person believes that
the death of Caesar is only a fiction conceived b§ a
novelist, and utters, 'The death of Caesar ...', we could
not, perhaps; say that his utterance refers to any object or
occurrence in the world. As.a result, one plausible wéy to
avoid Davidson's inconsistency is to allow descriptions in
sentence form to have referripng function,?®'

' Some may say that Davidson's inconsistency here is only a
slip of tongue or mind. But if our analysis of the
descriptions in sentence form is not mistaken, we see that
the scope of the problem of differentiation is broader than



Some might argue, on behalf of Davidsoﬁ%jthat when
Davidson says that a sentence does not refer to an event,
what he has in mind is that the sentence 'Caesar died' is
about the person Caesar ratherithan about the event of the
death of Caesar;\ﬁ.e. it is a'deséfiption of a person. But
this cannot save Dévidson’s argument. First, Davidson
contends that 'Brutus stabbed Caesar' and 'Brutus killed
Caesar' describe one and the same event. Secﬁpdly, it sounds
odd to say that the sentence 'Caesar died' is a description
merely of a person rather than of an event. When we describe
Something, we- take updprOperties or features of what we
intend to describe. go: instance, we éay,r"George is
tall".*? What we mean is that béing tall is a property of
éeorge or George possesses the property of being tall. But
when we employ the sentence "Caesar died", we do not mean
that the word 'died’ specifies a property or feature
possessed by Caesa:; We mean something happéned to Caesar
and Caesar ceaéedvto exist. When Céesﬁi.yas alive, he never
had the property specified by the word 'died'. And when
Caesar ceased to exist, it is absurd to attribute a ﬁrdperty
or .a feature to him. All this suggests that the sentence
'Caesér died' is not only about the person named Caesar, but
also about something else which is not reducible to the
person Caesar -- the event of the death of Caesar.

s'(cont'd) Davidson thought and that this is what a general
theory of event should not miss. Thus, Davidson's slip, if
it is, certainly reveals something, :

2. Presumably, this is a stative sentence,
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Davidson's arqument about non-reference of sentenceg
seems toO a;ise‘from the worry that the meaning of any
‘sentence is general,'i.e. of somethi;g of a certain sdrt
rather than of a particular. As.we have seen, the bridge
between tﬁe general and the particular is the contextuai use
of linguistic expressions by people. Even with singular
terms, if'wé’do not use them, more often than not, we do not
know which particular'entity in the world it picks out.
Being clear about this, no& we conclude this sgction by the
foilowing statements: (i) when descriptive sentences are not
in a particular use,/they neither refer to nor describe
anything particular in the world, and (ii) when they are in
such use, they méy refer to something particular in thé
world. As far as the problem of identity of ever® under
different descriptions is concerned, the referential role of

event-descriptions becomes essential.
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VI. Two Explanations that Make Sense of Davidson

From what we discassed above, we see what sort of
possible defects Davidson's theory of events may suffer. But
w? should not think that Davidson's argument could yiela SO
easily; for it might be the éase‘that I have not correctly
grasped the point of Davidson's argument. When he offers us
a criterion of individuation (in his terms) of events,
Dav1dson does not, perhaps, fully expr’ps what he has in
mind; or Davidson himself does not have sufficient space to
clearly distinguish what he has in mind. Trying to make

sense of what Davidson has said about events, I wish to

briefly consider two poss1ble explanations. The purpose of

so doing is to show whifMsorts of qualification he needs and

how this would alter § ask he originally sets for
himself, if Davidson wH to save his arguments as they

are,

1. Individuation of human actions only

Generally speaking, many philosophers are still not
very clear about the motive behlnd Davidgon's claim that the
followlng sentences are de5cr1pt10ns of one and the same

a

event,

—

(i) flipped the switch.
(ii) I turned on the light.
(iii) I illuminated the room.

(iv) I alerted a prowler.

48
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As Goldman55"has-pointed out, even if we follow Davidson's

criterion of exactly the same causes and effects, what /these
Bt » | .

‘sentences describe do not have precisely the same causes and

-

effects. For example, my flippingAthe switch might he the
cause of‘my illuminating the room, and the cause cannot be ™
the same thing as its effect. How is it possible that
Daviasoh_does not see this point?s4 |

Letvus first brlefly con51der the relatlonshlp between

the categorles of event and. actlon. We mgy use the word

\

actlon to characterlze the movement of my car, ¢’ a

rolllng stone’ which has little to do with my will. This 1is

-

not h&w Davidson uses the word actlon in his writings. He
concerns hlmself w1th human actlons only such as flipping,
stabb1ng,ﬂk1111ng, etc. So, for the moment, let”us just
consider the relationship between events and human'actions;
Intuitively, all humanraCtionsxare‘events,vbeceuse human

actions involve physical movements through time:and space.
. i - ‘.:f ‘:4 ) J , N ) . -

-But it is not true to say that every event 1s a human
action; for an unknown eruptlon of a volcano on Mars is also

an GVent in the phllosophlcal ‘sense of the term. Thus, the =

-

most obvious relatqon between those two categorles is that
actions are a Sub-class'of events. when‘wewexamine the

examples in Dav1dson s wrltlngs about events, we flndgthat
2 See his A T heory of Human Actron.
54 Dav1dson says, "It is a matter of the first 1mportance
that we may; d often do, describe actions and events in
terms of thelicgausal relatlons ~- their causes,_the'ir -
-effects, or both." "... events are identic g%nd only if
they have exactly (my. italics) the same ca%é%s and effects."
See Essays on.Actions and Events, pPpP. 1,248—-179
: : < . Eol

~ , "é
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they are‘almost all about human aetions. If we count how
many human actions are involved in desqriptions‘(i) -- (;v)
above, we;will find just one! If we look at the»sentences
'Brutus stabbed Caesar' and 'Brutus killed Caesar', we find,
again, only ene action of Brutus“in'this case, the killtng
might be a process igcluding the action 0£ stabbing as a
. part.*®*® Therefore: it is perfectly all right to éraw‘the
conclusion that only one hum?n action is involved in
descriptions (i) -- (iv). Hence, if what Davidson has in
mind is the individuation (not differentiation)'of human
actions (not events), then Davidson's argumentshare right.
But is this;really the case? No. First, it is vety
unlikely that a philosopher is so careless'thet'he uses two”i
categories of different kinds anterchangeably; Secondly,
Davidsou believes that actions are a species of event®‘ and
declares firmly that the subject has been "the individuation
of events quite genersliy, not kinds of eveqts."éﬁy
B Clearly enough, one human actiqn may initiete many
'events. For instance}-my pushing of;the first domino causes
the fall of the second which causes the fall of the third
and the last one is caused to drop onto the ground The
dropplng and the: falllngs of the domlnos are not exactly the

58 We can use the expre551on ’kllllng to answer different
questions and hence convey different information. Here are
three typical cases. (1) 'Killing' is used to designate an
action only. "What did he do?" "He killed him." (2)
'Killing' is used to designate a. process ended by the death
of the killed. "When did hé kill him?" "Last night." (3)\,
'Killing' is used to designate a result. "What came out
finally?" "He killed him." .

*¢ See Essays on Actlons and Events, p. 163.

*7 Ibid. p. 180. :

-,
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same as my”pushing. Therefore, if it is the case that what
Davidson tries to do is go individuate actions only, even
though he explicitly says‘(Should we take this»as{a slip,
again?) that he offers a,theery.of‘events in general, we
still toundctwo faults in his account. (i) His analysis of

the descriptions which appear in his writings is incomplete,

i.e. he does not bring out the whole content of the

sententes. For instance, the sentence "I illuminated the
o

room" not merely a descrlptlon oﬁ human aCtIORk\lt also

implies the physical process of the

k4

illuminated. Moreover, it might be a\statement of

oom's_being

achievement. (ii) He fails to‘feeegni e and point out that
his analysis is incomplete. Anyway, Davidson does come to
his general ‘conclusions about events from his examples, and
we should look for some other explanatﬂon Whlch may avoid
any trouble that Dav1dson faces, and see whether we may

| o | "
eventually save Davidson's argument as a whole.

2. Speakén r'efer'enceﬁ | ¥
If!what Davidson actually has 1h mind is the
. individuation et ew?nts‘;n”generél as he exp11c1tly clalms,
there,is'anogperVe{plaﬁation.which may p0551bty save his
arguments. The distﬁnctton between semantic‘reference end
speaker regfrence is w1del% dlscussed even' though it is
unclear'ahether it is. philosophically interesting to appeal
v e

such distinction in” the issue of event dlfferentlatlon. To’

avoid any unnecessary discussi®on in my present. .paper, we

- -\EA .
S :|



52

just cast a glance at a typical account‘pf the distinction
given by Donhellan.

K7HS. Donnellan Qrites, "People refer'and expressions
refer".5°‘The former is speaker reference and the latter is
semantic reference, To be precise, a speaker reference is
what a speaker inrends to refer to'when he uses a referring
expressibn . no matter whether the expression can be truly
applled to the referent belng intended. Donnellan points

.. WE mUS’C/}ﬁO;

N .
particular person 1n mlnﬁ to speaker reference, to obta1n

an

”

out, W"e fact that the speaker has a

the partlcularlty. And it is properties of that individual
that determine the truth or falsity of what the speaker
uttered. "e

Accordingly, a speaker may succeed in referring to i

sométhing when what he utters is literall& false. A sloppy
speaker may even make some inerticulered noiseé in a
lparticular circumstance and succeed in picking out a
particular. It is guite likely yhen a épeaker utters the
'i sentence;"I flipped the switch", he;intends either to convey
the information that he turned on the light or that he
illuminated the room. And also, this can very easily explain
why Brutus's stabbing is the same ae his killing, and so on.
Thus,‘a Speaker may not speak correctly what he means, but
when he utters several series of meanlngful sounds, he has
~one thlng in mind. So, if other people want to know whether

*® K. S. Donnellan "Speaker Reference, Descriptions, "and
Anaphora"” in Contemponar*y Perspect ives in the Philosophy of
Language, edited by P. A. French, p. 28.

*° Ibid., p. 41. :
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just one thing is in;blvéd, yhgt'they need to do is to bring
out the speaker's intention.'xg-’

vBut, is this really what Davidson hés in mind or in the
back of his mind? It does not seem to be so. As I said in
section 3, Davidson does not péy’enoUgh attention to the’
: céntéxtual use of linguistic expressions in his event‘talk.
gf shows the inclination to merely rely on semantic‘analysis
r;ther‘than taking into acéount some other important faqtors
including the relevant ptobléms of pragmatics. If Davidson .
accepts this speaker reference explanation of his'arguménts,
kwhat:he said about event differentiation would iose itstw
attractiveness at the very beginhing'aﬁd there would not be .
so many philosophica% ?ebates between.QFVidéon énd many
others. Another chciusive reason why Speaker reference is
irrelevant ‘to Davidsbn‘s’toncerns’is that Davidson labored
at offering a criterﬁ@ﬁuof "individuation" rather than
"simply asking about the speaker's intentions.

&

~

If either of the above explanations of Davidson'g"

account of events is accépted, then. we qan make full sense
of\somefof his important argﬁments, Unfortunately, there is
no positive‘evidence for aécepting either of them. Things
are not as easy as we sometimes imagine, and we have to
direct our attention in other directions. We remina
ourselves again: Davidson's problem is to identify events
under different descriptions by filling the blank in "x =y

iff. ~ ", which is certainly quité meaningful and



J

-

deserves a plausible and practicable solution.
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VII. Some Speculation on a Possible Criterion
More and more philosophers have become convinced that

Davidson's criterion®® of individuation does not work, and
“have tried to propose new'criter@a.‘When Davigdson's theory
‘of events as‘a whole is seen to se unsuccessful and in what
way it is unsuccessful, some ideas about a possible
criterion of differentiaton of events seem natufally to
emerge. On thé one hand, these ideas méy help us refleét
. \ ‘
more‘deeply what we have discussed so far. On the ofhér
hand, they might serve as stimulation for probing further to
:obtain a workihg criterion of differentiation. In this % |
section, three factors are considered to be necessafy in
identifying events under different descriptiqns: time, igace
and the applicability ofadeSCriptions throﬁgggtheir semantic
méanings to individual events. Since we understand an
event-description as a seﬁtence or a singular term in
contextual ﬁse, it follows that the samé linguistic
. expression employed in different_céntexts may refer to
different events. Therefore, it will be arghed that. all of.
these three factors plus one supplementary condition for

some. particular cases are sufficient for“djfferentiating

individual events.

1. Time
Since we have defined an event as a happening at a
time, it is natural that ev: L5 which occur at different

My present thesis does nc .zus on Davidéon's criterion
of differentiation itself.

55




times or events with different lapses of time could not be

56

identical, although ig is certainly not the case that every

philosopher thinks in this way. Let us look at a quotation

from Davidson‘s'disqussion about Kim's remark that it is not

- absurd to say that Brutus's killing Caesar is not the same

as Brutus's stabbing Caesar.

Davidson is almost 5ight. The problem under discussion is

The plausibility in this is due, I think, to
the undisputed fact that not all stabbings
are killings. We are inclined to say: this
stabbing might not have resulted in a death,
so how can it be identical with the killing?
Of course the death is ndt identical with
the stabbing; it occurred later. But neither
this nor the fact that some stabbings are
not killings shows that this  particular
stabbing was not a killing. Brutus's
stabbing of Caesar "did result in Caesar's
deathy so it was in fact, though of course
not necessarily, identical with Brutus's
killing of Caesar.*'

whether the desciiption

(18) Brutus stabbed Caesar

and the description

(19) Brutus killed Caesar

are of the same event or not., Davidson's conclusion is not

totally correct, though something in his remarks is

illuminating. In order to see this clearly, we had better

/

first cast a glance at Davidson's comment on Kim's criterion

;itself.

__________ - &

¢' See Davidson, "The Individuation of Events", p. 171.
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‘According to Kim, two sentences are about the same
event if they'assert truly of the same particulars (i.e.
substanées) that the same properties (or relations) hold of
them."lone of Davidson's complaints about Kim's criterion,

which seems most relevant to our discussion, is as follows.

Where I would say the same event may make
'Jones apologized' and ‘'Jones said "I
apologize"' true, Kim 1is committed to
holding that these sentences describe
different events. Nor can Kim allow that a
stabbing is ever a killing, or the signing
of & cheque the paying of a bill.*?

Intuitively, it is somehow arbitrary to allege, without any
qualification, that Brutus's killing of Caesar is a distinct
event from Brutus's stabbing of Caesar. The meaning df-the
expression 'stabbing' is, ihdeed, not the same as that of
"killing', or in other words, stabbiné and killing are.not
the same properfies; but it is qUite often the case that -
stabbing ‘and killing are different facets of the same event,

which are taken up by different descriptions. It seems to me

See Davidson, "The Individuation of Events", p. 170.

¢ Ibid. :

** Moreover, Kim's criterion of identity presupposes two
distinct identity criteria for the identity of the same
particular and the identity of the same property. The
validity of these criteria are not undoubtedly fixed.
Therefor'e, a criterion of identity of events which does not
presuppose these criteria is preferable. Furthermore,
suppose Kim has offered sound criteria of a=b and F=G, he
still has to appeal to truth conditions to determine Fa=Fb.
In the case of differentiating events, the criteria of a=b
and F=G may be redundant; for we may, in this respect, just
require the knowledge of truth conditions: of



to‘say¥that*an event can have only one property. Davidson,
first of all,'is right in claiming that the fact that o
stabbings might not be killings and the fact that some
stabbinés are not killings, does not show that a particular
stabbing is not a killing. But Davidson'sbown conclusion is
wrong for two reasons.

First, Davidson uses the criterion of same causes and
same effects to differentiate individual events. This
criterion fs unusable, for at least we have to decide what
the criteria of the same causes and effects (According to
Davidson}‘they are evénts, too!) are. Moreover, by
desqfiptipns'alone we do not necessarily know whether what’
theiideSCribe have the same causes or effects. This means

]
'thaf'wejhave to know ﬁow to know the cause and effect in
order to use Davidson;s criterion, but the dispute about
what should be counted as a cause or an effect 1s far fpom

being settled.*® : ¢

¢4(cont'd) event-descriptions.

We notice also that Kim uses the expression 'event' in
a very broad sense. He says, 'An event or state can be
explained as a particular (substance) having a certain
property, or more generally a Tertain number of particulars
standing in a certain relation to one another. See Kim's "On
the Psycho-physical Identity Theory" in American
Philosophical Quarterly, vol. 3, (1966) p. 231,
“* Even though we have had a clear and usable theory about
"how to know the same causes and effects, Davidson criterion
of individuation still seems to suffer counterexamples. For
instance, a button is pushed at one time (one cause) to
launch two missiles which have different flying routes and
speeds (two distinct processes) and finally these two
missiles collide to contribute to one explosion (one
effect). ' -

Moreover, Some may argue that that many people were sad
was an effect of Caesar's death, but not as an effect of
Brutus's stabbing Caesar. .
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Secondly, Davidson totally neglects the time factor in
differentiating events. Time itself may not be sufficient
for any differentiation, but this does not mean that it is
unnecessary. Let us consider the following three
possibilities.

| (a) qutus'stabbed Caesar, and Caesar was.wounded )
but did not die.

(b) ﬁrutus stabbed Caesar, and Caesar died later.

(c) Brutus stabbed Caesar, and Caesar died when Brutus

finished his stabbing.
Certainly, in the first case, the stabbing is not the
killing, since Caesar did not die. In the second case,
Caesar died from stabbing; but when the event of stabbing
was o;;r,,the killing*¢ was not, for Caesar did not die }
the point when stabbing was’over. We have judged the fixst
case by saying that if Caesar aid not die, the eQent would
not have been calléd a 'killing'. It is reasonable to say in
the second case that when the event of the stabbing was
over, the event of killing was still going on until Caesar
died. It is not‘poséible'for an eyent to be over and still
going on at the same time. So, the stabbing is not the
kiiling in the second case. In the third case, we merely
employ different sentences to describe one complex process.
In this particular case, when Brutus started his stabbing,

‘¢ We notice that many people would judge the action of the
stabbing as a killing by the effect of the stabbing ----
death; therefore, the expression 'killing' may be used to
designate the stabbing itself. On the other hand, many
people use the expression 'killing' to designate the process
ended by the death of the killed. ‘

’
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the process of killing began. At the point of Brutus's
finishing stabbing, the process of killing was ended. We
have only one process which is a complex. From two different
descriptions we obtain different information about the same
event. Similarly, when we use the'description 'the president
of ﬁhe Unitéd States', we do ﬁot "pigk up" a property ontly,
we are referring to a person. If someone argues thatgﬁy
definitély have, in fhe‘case above, two events rather than

- one, namely, Brutps's stabbing and\the death of Caesar, it
is because he thinks we have only one way of individuating
things or events. We mentioned that one évent‘vmy be a
complex which consists of severai facets or parts (They may
be individual events according to a different criterion of
indiQiduation.). A family is an igdividun%, but it may have

more than one member. Shall we, then, 1i:-:st on saying that

a family is not an indivf@ual because there are more thaagyv
one individual person involved? I do not mean here that if{
the time at which an event A occurs is the same as that at
which an event B occurs, then A and B are identical. Rather,
I mean the converse: one of the reaséns th in case (c)

above we have only one event is that they have exactly the

same lapse of time.

2. Space
' When we see one material object at one place and one
material object at an other place but we do not see them/et

‘the same time, we have the problem of determining whether
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just one material entity is involved. Events are not defined
as material objects, because they are happenings of
processes. Can a particular event occur at differlnt places?
Somebody might be very quick to tell a stbry énd cgnclude
that it is possible for an event to occur at Hifferent
pléces." For example, a person A who lives in London sent a
Létter-bomb to B in Tokyo. When B opened the letter, he was
wounded. So it seems that A'54ﬁurting of B occurred at two
places, London and Tokyo, though one sub-eQent of A's
posting the letter oécupréd-in London and an other sub-event
of B's being ‘wounded occurred in Tokyo. However, a moments:
reflection will show that this explanatioﬁ is not
‘philosophiqaily cprrect.:Pféperly speaking, London and Tokyo
in this case indicate the bohndaries of‘a relativelydlarge
spatial zone in which the event of A's hurtlng of B

occurred. This spatial zone is the sum of spatlal places

once occupied by the physical ob]ects 1nvolved when the,”“

event was taking place. Hence, the event of A s huftlng Bl

RO

“’ To be sure, we are here not talking about wf%nt types, as S

Von Wright does. We are concerned ourselveﬁw;th

particulars. i

‘* The discussion about the intimate connedti@nﬁbetween t1me

and space is dellberately avoided here. It/ vigh& be. bette;

to use the expre551on 'spatio-temporal zon”niiﬁr S :
|
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3. The appl icabil ity of descriptions

In this section, I wish to emphasize the importance of
the applicability of descripﬁive sentences through their
linguistic meanings. The co:lextual uée of a descriptive
.sentence may refer to a particular and this is done through
the linguistic meaning of the sentence. If a sentence is not
abplicable, thfough its linguistic meaning, to a particular
as an other sentence, they cannot designate the same thing
in the world. Let us look at the following two groubs of
déscriptions. | S
(20) Columbus discovered America. ‘
(21) Columbus diséo;ered America in 1492;
(22) Amerjfa was discovered.
(23) Ameriéa'was discovered by Columbus in 1492,

v
R

(24) Lincoln's moving his fingers in certain ways.
(25) Linceln's moving his pen in certain ways.
= (26) Lincoln'svsigningwhi§ﬁname. K
J(27) Lincoln's signing-thé‘Finai Emancipation
Proclamation. ¢’

In the first group, the four descriptions:contain the .same
main verb, but they are different déscriptiohs of events.
Assume D(20)[description (20)] is employed to refer to event
(20) [E(?O)], D(21) is used to refer to E(21), and so on.
The problem now is whether E(20), E(21), E(22) and E(23) are

‘> The second group of descrfptions appears in M. C.
Beardsley's "Actions and Events: The Problem of
Individuation" in American Philosophical Quarteriy, vol. 12,
p. 263. - ' i

E N |

A
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- one and the same event. We should be aware of the
posslbilxty that these descriptions may beuofrdifferent
events; for America might not have been diseoveredeby
Columbos; That is, thatsstatement (203 is true does not

\ éugrantee the truth of statement (21). But:I suggest,.if

\.they-satgsfy the following conditions,'they are’descrlptions

of the'same event.

L) L

(a) ETZO),'E(21), E(22) and é(23) occur.at the same:
.~ place ahd the same time. ‘
.+ (B) Bach of D(20) -- D(2§).can be truly applied to

each of E(20) -- E(239.
. -g 'S N ) :
To be prec1se, be51des the knowledge of the plaCe and time

-~

“of what is described, we need to know whether each of E(ZO)

' -- E(23) makes each‘descfiption true in order tO“know_

whether they are one and the same event. I am not here. \x

repeatlng the ph1losoph1cal cllche that if each property of

r

A is also a property of B and vice versa, .then A ‘and B are
gdentlcal. Sometimes we dO'nOt know whether we can exhaust
. the propertles of A and B, and we need not bother ourselves

.about all propertles possessed by A and B in order to know
whether A and B.are one and the same event. Hefe we con51der
*S
,lonly a small llst of propert1@% The above example is not

1ntended to establlsh a general criticism, but just to show

what is necessary for d1fferent1at1ng eveQ&svunder different

4

descr1pt10n§ N

The. knowledge of the appl1cab111ty of descr1pt1ve
sentences is not sufficient for dlfferentlatlon More will
¢ be sald below. :

70
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:discovered by a person named Robj
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If it were the case that America was discovered by two

dbeople simultaneously, and we only know the fact that
- %

. America was discovered by Columbus and another

English-speaking tribe only knows ti% act that America wds

- then even though the

[

people of the tribe employ sentence‘(22) and we use (23),

‘they describe a. different event from ours. What is described

by the English-speaking tribe does not make our.descriptfon
true. ip other wotds, it is not themcaee that wheneter
sentence (22) truly applies to semething, so does sentence
(23). | . . o o,
We notice that the first group of desctiptions centains
the same main verb. Ahd alSo, D(21) semantlcally entalls
D(20), and D(23) entails D(22) “These pecullar features may
play an- 1mportant part in the case. Let us.turn to the;
second group of descrlptlone Whlch neither contain the same

‘ ‘ /!
. _ ‘ | P
main verb nor.is one short for others. When a person moves

" his finéers in certain ways,/it may be the case that the

person is signaling to someoﬁe else. So D(24) may be a

_ , B
~description of an event other than what D(25), D(26) and

1

D(27) describe. However, if] D(24) D(25), D(26) and D(27)

L

‘;satlsfy the follow1ng condltlons, they are 'of one and the

same event. _ _
(V) what D(24), D(25), D(26) and D(27) describe occur
? at the same place and the sgme time.

(W) Each ofﬂD(24) -- D(27) can be truly applied to
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- each of E(24) --" E(27). |
This looks very . neat apd tidy. Bﬁ” a problem Stlll remains
to be solved. Descrlptlons mayﬁtakefup the features shared
by all events or by more than one event. For instance,. the
descriptivé sentence 'The dog is running' may be equally
truly applied to an innumerable number of events.-When
speaker A utters "The earth is moving“ and B utters "The
earth is moving" they may mean different sorts of movement
of the earth. One is the earth s movement around its own
"axis'and the other is its movement round the sun. At a
particular time, these two different movements occur at the
~same place and the»same~time, and the sentence "The earth is
moving" is equally applicable tO‘both of them. The sentence
is also applicable to‘the event which is the complex 7
cémbination of the earthlsﬁtyo sorts of movemgnt. The
contextual use of the sentence would make the reference
clear.,Whenever we come across such descrlptlons, we need
74someth1ng else in order to tell whether what they deScr1be
is the same eQent. One possrble candldate of what we need
is: What one descr1pt10n refers téﬁ%s not a complex relatlve'
to”! what an“dther descr1pt10n refers to: and vice versa.

To simplify the formulation of our propgfed cr1ter}on
of identifying the same event under different descriptions,‘
weihave: / |
"‘By the expressiqn 'complex relatlve to' I do not refer
-only to the .complexity of a wholé with respect to
temporal-spatial parts. I use the, expression in a.more

general sense, whigh 1s illustrated by the- examples seen in
the last page. , : i '
I o - | S



Suppose an
to by description D' and an individual event

E"

individual event E'

is referred to by description D", E'

66

is referred

and

E" are one and the same event entity iff

(

i) E'

and the same time:

(

ii) D'

i is truly appllcable to E

and E" occur at the same place

and

E", and D" is truly applicable to E" and E';

(

iii) E
E" and vice versa.

is not a complex relat1ve to

In this formulation of the-criteribn of differentiation of

events under different descriptions, E' and E" are known as

" individuals referred to by the descriptions D' and D"

réspectibely.

That E'

is identical with E"

is 1ntended to be

a conclusion rather than a presupp051tlon assumed,

consc1ously or unconsc1ously, as a hldden premlse. Thus, by

L]

statement (i) we inguire 1nto the problem of whether two

distinct spatial-temporal zones are‘lnvglved. By.statement

(ii),

we intehd to know the applicability of the

descrlptlons 1n each partlcular case by con51der1ng the

l1ngu1st1c mean1ngs of descrlptlons

If

it 1s;1mp0551b1e to

know whether D' and D" are true or not in a particular case,

then identifying the referents of D' and D"-ié'simply out of

question. The reason why we need statement (iii) is that a-:

complex event may consist of sub-events or facets which
occupy the same time and

describable by employing

B

space and which are each

[ Y

3

&

\/

the same descr1pt1ve ‘sentence.
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VIII. Conacluding Remarks. ./

The concept qfﬂidentity is so important to many
branches of philosophical studies such. as metaphysiés, logic
and philosophy of language that an attempt to have a clear

understanding of it and the problems closely related to it

B -
i ¢

'is certainly desirable. In making this sort of attempt, if
we\haQé more than one answer to a specific guestion, we wantb
kf to know which is correct in the first place. If the ansvers
. ; we have are equally plausible, we should still continue dufu
";pursuit in order to know which answer is betﬁer formulated, -
?Usable and economical. In contemporary Western phfiosophy,
?onald aﬁﬁgdsbnis theory of evgnf is generally insightful
:dhd inffﬁ%ntial; But, unfortunately, it does not seem to be
&7
well formulated and usable, and some aspécts of it do not
eéen seem to be strictly correct.
B

In his Tractatus 5.5303, Wittgenstein writes, "Roughly

,speaking, to say of-twoLtHings that they are'identical"is
Lo |

[

no%sense, and to say of one thing that is identicéi with ..
it§e1f4is to.say nothing aﬁ all." However, we cannot igﬁﬁré
thé fact théf“we do have)the.concept of identity which is

@veﬁ&'inforﬁaﬁive in gﬁr underétanding of the world. And, ‘it

ié‘likely that we have more than one identity problem, even
th@ugh‘we limit our consideration to event talk. From what
wéysaid aone, we see that we may well isolate the problem
Qé?aifferenfia;ion.of events from the problem of

individuation of 'events and hence talk about the identity

problem in'a significant way. I emphasized the point that a s

R7
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solution to the problem of diffépentiation preSUonses a
lsolution to the problem of individuation, but it,is not
always the case in the réverse direction. There are many
cases of which we need to answer the gquestion, "Is this an
individual7"-bi.e. only the ability of dlscrlmlnatlng one
.1ndlv1dual from others in its 1mmed1ate c1rcumstance is
required. A tells B, "A boy was killed in an accident
yesterday",&B knon that a tragic event occurred. Now C
tells B, "A pdpil was run over by a car yestérday", and B
also concludes that what C tells'him is an unpleasant
occurrence. B doestnot seem to have any trouble to tell
which is an individual event. But, if B wants to dray the
conclusion that what A describes is the‘game event as what B
desgribés, he definitely needs to do further investigation.
If you are shown a dime, you can»eésily tell that it is one,
ﬁnot two. A minute later, the same dime is shown to you, you
still fairly easily tell that it is‘one, not two. But how -
many coins appear in these‘ghOWings? fhat is; hpw'mény
distihét entities do you encounter?,This is what we call the
problem of differentiétion.

| With some reflecton, we realizé that Donald Davidson's
formulatlon of the ‘identity problem as the filling of the
blank in "x =y 1ff " is better understood as the
problem of differentiation. But Davidson's theorylhaé to be
modified and rev1sed in some important respects. Languages
‘play an important part in differentiation of events. ﬂkﬁ

Davidson's move to reformulate identity questlons as .

. Lo " ’ -
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‘questions about idehtity sentences enables us to approach
~our idéntity problem atla new anéle.'To push slightly harder
along the line than Davidson does, we seem to have some

. suggestions to offer with the intention of having a
plausible and practicable account of the problem.

,Asbsoon as we become cleaf about the pragmatic
implications of the expressions 'fact' and 'event', we, see
that it is reasonble to say that the contextual use of a
- descriptive sentencé may‘refer to an event, If we want to
knoQ whether different descriptive sentences are
descriptions of tﬁe same event, K we are actually consideriﬁg
one speéific aspect 6f the problem of how é language is
connected with the world. Events in the world are concrete
and ébmplex'individuals and'bne sentence may be connected
with different individuals even thoﬁgh the lﬁnguistic

meaning of it remains the same. As a result, we not only

o

need to know why we nééd.the categories of fact and event
and ‘the relation between them, we alsohhaée-ﬁo'know in what
éircumstances desériptive sentences are'uséd in order to
have a solution to a particular ﬁroﬁlem of differentiating.
- Human actions?are a su?—class ofoevents,‘so the

differentiaﬁion of a¢tions is not the very same problem as

_ the differentiétion of events. An action may get involved in
an event as a facet or a part. Since wewﬁaﬁt'tq“have a full
analysis gf thé‘content of'event*descripéiogs'and have a

]

theory of event;in;%kgéfal, we cannot afford to neglect the .

- fact.that: an event}hay‘be’aﬁcomp}ex and different.fédt

* - -~ . . . ey
B ‘ L



70

may be taken up by different descriptions. Aé we, know, we
may empgoy'two descripti'.F to pick ou% one/person, SO we
. may well Qick“out one event by different descriptions.

When we attempt to save Davidson's arguments by
considering the problem of speaker reference, we find that
we would ultimately alter Davidson's project in so doing.
D§y;§son-is not concerned with the intention of speakers who
offé; event-descriptions. And, since we desire a more
profound querétanéi&& of how expressions are associated
with the world through linguisﬁic meaning, speaker reference
does not seem very interesting and illuminating in the issue

‘///with which we are concerned ourselves. -

To_propose é-ﬁéw criterion seems to be a good way to
jﬁstify our formulaﬁion and consideration of the problem.
The factors of time and:space are considered necessary but
insufficient. And, the truth and falsity of descriptions is
taken to be an illuminating indication of how the
descriptions and their referents are related in a particular
case of differentiating. In~adé€1ion, the knowledge of the
relative complexity of the individual referents concerned ag
a condition is thought to be appropriate, since one property
may be exmplified by mére than one event at the same placel
and time, and this property woulabbe veryiéften designated

_ by one sentence. :
The reasons why;sémeness of time and space are
- necessary for differentiating events are alreadf‘given

‘above. Why is the-knowledge of the applicability of
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descriptions also necessary? And why, togefhef with the
other.two conditions, may it be sufficient for
differentiating events under different descriptions? First
of all, the conditions of the same place and the same time
cannot differentiate all events. For example, the earth's
rotating_fround its own axis dnd the earth's travelling
around the sun are different events, but they occur at the
same place and the same time, Next, if a descriﬁtien.is not
true of what it describes, it does not make sense to ask
whether it describes the same event as other descriptions
do. So it is natural and essential for us fo know whether
descriptions can be truly applied to each individual.

. Furthermore, if we only know that a description is true of
what it describes and that it is true of .what other '
descriptions describe, we may still ﬁet know whether just
one entity’is involved; for there qre cases that two
different events having pertsﬂoveriapping to each other. Fof
instance, if a person A shot two people to death by one
bullet,‘and theee'two people died at different fimes, then
the descriptive sentence "A shot someone to death" is truly
applicable to A's two different killings. After all, ifé%%f
D' is truly applicable to both E' and E" and D" is truly
applicable to both E" and E' which occur at the same place
and the same time, and‘(ii) E' is not a complex relative to
E" and VIce versa, then there are two p0551b§§§fies:'oﬁe is
that what D' and D"'actually describe is th&?@hme -facet or

the same feature of an event: the other is é%at D' and D" ‘
b =
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describe different facets or features of E' and E". If it is
the second case, the oﬁly way for each of D' and D" to be
true of each of E' and E" is that E' and E" are one and the
'same individual entity;

Toé%onclude, we,appféciate tﬁe merits of Davidson's
general.%heory of events and we also find that we need to
modify i£,in some import@nt aspects in order to have a
-plausible account of the‘issue. We would be better off by
alloQing;% sub—class of facts to consist’of events\yhich we
define as%%appenings at\tiﬁe: We should clearly distinguish
the problem of individuétion fgom the problem of
differentiation even thoﬁgh weﬁmay have one single solution
to both of them. A general account of the problem of
differentiation doés not necessafily presuppose a specific
criterion of individuation, We also realize that we cannot

T
determine whether different linguistic expressions are of
one and the same event-simply by looking at the semantic
features of the expressions. The dontextpal use of a
sentence may play a referential role and this is
prerequisite to the differentiation of events under
differeht descriptionsﬂ Davidson's causal criterion is not
believed -to work by many philosophers including Davidson
himself, but Davidson's mer to substitute for questions
‘about identities questions about sentences about identities

deserves attention and further investigation. I have

reformulated Davidson's theory of events and speculated on a



possible criterion of differentiation of events with the

inhtention of supporting my reformulation.
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