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Kimian/Davidsonian, Individual/Stage and non-verbal predication: a Romance perspective

Abstract

The distinction between Kimian and Davidsonian States is conceived of as a different paradigm
as compared to the Individual-Level/Stage-Level dichotomy, and under this theory, copular
constructions are considered a uniform class of Kimian predications. These two main
generalizations have widely been taken for granted by K/D theorists, both for English and for

Romance languages. Based on Romance data (namely, Spanish, Portuguese, French and
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Italian), this paper provides evidence that, contrary to what has been suggested, copular
10  constructions do split between the Kimian and Davidsonian classes, and that the
11 Kimian/Davidsonian account is essentially equivalent to the Individual-Level/Stage-Level
12 distinction. This contribution has two substantial advantages: first, it shows that the domains of
13 verbal and non-verbal predication are aspectual-symmetric; second, it provides a unified
14 understanding of the multiple aspectual notions under scrutiny.

15
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17  Kimian/Davidsonian, Individual/Stage-Level, states/events, non-verbal predication, ser/estar

18

19 1. Introduction: the Kimian/Davidsonian distinction

20 The notion of “event” has been challenging for scientists, philosophers and linguists over
21  centuries. What is an event? This basic question, which relates to some of nature’s most
22  fundamental properties such as time and space, has received a lot of possible answers,
23 however, it remains essentially mysterious."

24 The study of events becomes even more complex and exciting when it comes to the fields
25 of neuroscience, philosophy of language and linguistics, where our understanding of “natural’
26  (or “real”) events meets the domain of the mind, that is, the human inner representation (or
27  conceptualisation) of events. In the case of linguistics, we are called to respond many
28 challenging questions: what is an event predicate? Is there a parallelism between real world
29 events and event predicates? How can we recognize an event predicate (and a non-event
30 one)? How can we justify and analyse their linguistic behaviour? These are just some of the
31 questions that have been tackled by linguists over time. In this piece of work, we want to pay
32 attention to an emerging trend in the study of eventivity, related to the difference between
33 eventive and non-eventive predicates, with a particular focus on the domain of non-verbal
34  predication.

35 Following the Davidsonian tradition, in some recent works, Maienborn defines events as
36 “particular spatiotemporal entities with functionally integrated participants” (Maienborn, 2019,
37 2011, 2007, 2005a, 2005b, 2005c). Based on this definition, Maienborn assumes a set of

38 ontological properties of eventivity: as spatiotemporal entities, events can be perceived (1a) and

1 See (Casati and Varzi, 2014, 2008, 1996) and references therein for a comprehensive overview of the notion of “event”.
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are located in space and time (1b); moreover, given their inherent implication of participants,

events can vary in the way they take place in the world (1c).2

(1) Ontological properties of events:
a. Events are perceptible.
b. Events can be located in space and time.
c. Events can vary in the way they are realized.
(Maienborn, 2011: 808)

In addition, Maienborn connects these ontological features with three very well-known
linguistic properties of eventivity (2), which can serve as syntactic tests to identify event
predicates: events can appear as infinitival complements of a perception verb (2a) and they can

be modified by locatives (2b), comitatives or manner adverbials (2c).3

(2) Linguistic diagnostics for events:
a. Event expressions can serve as infinitival complements of perception verbs.
b. Event expressions combine with locative and temporal modifiers.4
c. Event expressions combine with manner adverbials, comitatives, etc.
(Maienborn, 2011: 808)

Examples in (3) illustrate the way the abovementioned tests can help distinguish between
events (e.g. falk) and non-eventive predicates (e.g. Anow): only an eventive verb can appear in

the complement position of a perception verb (3a) and allows for event-related modifiers (3b,c).

3) a. |saw Anna {talk to her boss / *know Spanish}.
b. Anna {talked to her boss / *knows Spanish} at the office.

c. Anna rudely {talked to her boss / *knows Spanish}.

In addition to the aforementioned syntactic tests, from a semantic point of view, eventivity
has generally been connected to the notion of “action” (Davidson, 1967; Vendler, 1957)% and, in
consequence, to the aspectual property of “dynamism” or “processuality”, that is, the property of
being structured in successive phases that follow one another in time (Comrie, 1976; Kenny,
1963; Pustejovsky, 1991; Vendler, 1957; a.0.).6 On the basis of these properties, event

2 A critical approach to this notion of “event” can be found in Higginbotham (2005), Délling (2005), and Ramchand (2005).

3 In her last work, Maienborn (2019) proposes two additional ontological properties of eventivity, namely that events (i) are closed under
complementation and (ii) are causally efficacious. We take into account the property of closure in section 2.4, where we observe that it
cannot be taken as reliable evidence of eventivity; as for causality, it is excluded from discussion because it refers to nominalizations,
which are not taken into account in this paper. For these reasons, closure and causation are not included in the set of ontological
properties in (1).

4 Temporal modification is not a discriminatory proof of eventivity, because temporal modifiers are frame-setters (see Section 2.2). For
the same reason, Maienborn mentions this test but then avoids it.

5 In fact, the predicates we refer to as “events” have also been known as “activities” since Vendler (1957).

6 The relation between the notion of “action” and “dynamism” is clearly described by Comrie (1976), who claims that dynamic
eventualities “require a continual input of energy” (Comrie, 1976: 13). Nevertheless, it is not so clear whether actionality is a primary

property of events: many events cannot be qualified as actions, as in the case of some achievements, e.g., win, explode (see Vendler,
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predicates have generally been described as expressions denoting dynamic eventualities, as
opposed to the class of stative predicates (or states), which denote non-dynamic, or static,

eventualities.” Some prototypical sets of stative and eventive predicates are given in (4).

(4) States: know, weigh, own...

Events: run, talk, eat...

The novelty of Maienborn's approach stems from her striking observation that states do not
homogeneously reject the eventive tests in (2), contrary to what is expected by virtue of their
inactive and non-dynamic nature. By applying the eventive tests to stative predicates,
Maienborn finds out that even if, as predicted, many stative predicates do not satisfy any of the
diagnostics (5), some states do meet the criteria for typical Davidsonian eventualities (6): they
can serve as infinitival complements of perception verbs (6a) and they can combine with event-

related locative modifiers (6b), as well as with manner adverbials or comitatives (6c).

(5) a. *l saw the tomatoes weigh 1 pound.
*The tomatoes weighed 1 pound besides the carrots.
c. *Bardo owned {thriftily / generously} much money.
(Maienborn, 2011: 819)

(6) a. | saw the child sit on the bench.
The pearls gleamed in her hair.
c. Carol sat {motionless / stiff} at the table.
(Maienborn, 2011: 820)

In short, two groups of predicates are found in the domain of states: one group consists of
those predicates that completely lack eventive properties, while the other consists of those
predicates that, despite being static, show the typical linguistic behaviour of events. Maienborn
labels these two classes as “Kimian” (henceforth K) and “Davidsonian” (D) states respectively.
Contrary to Davidsonian predications, which are eventive in nature, Kimian-States are
conceived of as ontologically poorer entities, which lack an inherent spatial dimension and have
no constitutive participant structure. Therefore, K-States are characterised as properties of a

holder at a time.8 The resulting taxonomy is depicted in (Table 1).°

1957: 25). For a more refined and comprehensive notion of “action” as “animacy”, see Folli and Harley (2008, 2007: 211) and references
therein.

7 We borrow the label eventuality from Bach (1986), in order to refer to both states and events.

8 The “Kimian” label refers to Kim’s (1976, 1969) notion of ‘temporally bound property exemplifications’.

9 Maienborn's distinction between two classes of states can be seen as a more refined version of Dowty (1979)'s observation on the non-
uniformity of stative predicates. Dowty (1979: 173) observes that not all states behave as such, but some of them are allowed in the
progressive: e.g., The socks are lying under the bed. Your glass is sitting near the edge of the table; The long box is standing on end

(see also Bennet and Partee, 1978: 72). Curiously enough, this set of predicates coincides with Maienborn's D-states: s/, stand, lie, etc.
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Non-dynamic (States) Dynamic (traditional Events)
Kimian Davidsonian

know, weigh, own... sit, stand, lie, gleam... run, talk, eat...

Table 1: The taxonomy of predicates under the K/D account

The presence of a Davidsonian (that is, event-like) group of predicates in the domain of
static predicates also points out that eventivity and dynamicity are independent properties. More
precisely, the existence of eventive static predicates shows that, as far as aspectual primitives
are concerned, eventivity precedes dynamicity (see also Author, 2017; Fabregas and Marin,
2017, 2013 on this point). In other words, event predicates are now conceived of as present
both in the domain of static predicates (or states) and in the domain of dynamic predicates
(traditionally labelled as events). From now on, in this paper we will make reference to eventivity
(e.g., event, eventive) in the sense of Maienborn, therefore including dynamic events (or
traditional events) and static events (that is, Davidsonian States). As for Kimian States, they are
considered pure statives, by virtue of the fact that they are static (non-dynamic) and they do not
show any eventive property.

With regard to copular constructions (henceforth CopPs), Maienborn sustains that they all
reject the linguistic tests for events and, therefore, they are Kimian states. She observes that
when combined with perceptual reports, the copula cannot appear in the infinitive form (7); and
as for event-related modification, no locatives (8), manner or comitatives (9) modifiers are

allowed with CopPs.

(7) *| saw the child be on the bench.
(Maienborn, 2011: 820)

(8) a. *The dress was wet on the clothesline.
b. *Bardo was hungry in front of the fridge.
(Maienborn, 2011: 820)

9) a. *Bardo was {calmly / with his teddy} tired.
b. *Carolin was {restlessly / patiently} thirsty.
(Maienborn, 2011: 820)

Moreover, the fact that CopPs are K-states is argued to be an independent phenomenon
from the distinction between Individual-Level (IL) and Stage-Level (SL) predication, which is
interpreted by Maienborn as a contrast between permanent and transitory qualities: “Copular
constructions behave uniformly like stative [Kimian] verbs, regardless of whether the predicate
denotes a temporary property (SLP) or a more-or-less permanent property (ILP)” (Maienborn,
2011: 819).

In sum, the picture we are left with by the K/D account can be illustrated as in (Table 2):

while VPs are spread over any aspectual class, CopPs are confined to the K-class.
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Non-dynamic (States) Dynamic (traditional Events)

Kimian Davidsonian
VPs VPs VPs
CopPs - -

Table 2: VPs and CopPs over the aspectual classes

The K/D account has received a widespread approval in the recent studies on stativity,
especially for Romance languages (e.g., Alexiadou, 2011; Dalmi, 2016, 2012; Fabregas and
Marin, 2017, 2013, 2012; Jaque, 2014; Moltman, 2019; Rothmayr, 2009). Nevertheless, this
approach has two major and immediate shortcomings, which can be clearly observed in (Table
2). First of all, it promotes a suspicious asymmetry between the domains of verbal and non-
verbal predication: why should it be the case that languages lack Davidsonian CopPs? Why
should CopPs be aspectually poorer than VPs? At first sight, this does not seem a plausible
basis.!® Second, treating CopPs as a homogeneous aspectual class is not consistent with the
well-established postulate that CopPs show differences with respect to their inner aspectual
content, no matter what labels we use to refer to such distinction (“Individual’/“Stage” or any
other). And even if we were to accept that under the K/D account CopPs are all Kimian, then for
the sake of coherence we should establish how the IL/SL distinction fits into a global aspectual
characterization of predicates without altering the K/D picture, that is to say, define the
relationship between the IL/SL and the K/D distinctions.!"

This work aims to give a possible solution to the abovementioned problems of the K/D
account. With respect to the first one, it is argued here that the domains of verbal and non-
verbal predication are aspectual-symmetric, that is, that the K/D distinction is not exclusive of
VPs, but rather it also concerns CopPs. The argumentation is built on empirical evidence from
Romance languages, mostly from Spanish, as well as from Portuguese, French and Italian.
These languages have been used for three main reasons: first, Spanish and Portuguese overtly
mark aspectual differences within CopPs by means of two different copulas (ser and esfar);
second, the problems discussed above have not been subject to analysis in the previous
literature on the K/D distinction in Romance; and third, the fact that the K/D distinction in non-
verbal predication is common to many different languages indicates that we are facing a
generalized phenomenon. This last observation is confirmed through the use of mono-copular
languages (like French and ltalian), which, as English, do not have different copulas to mark

aspectual differences within CopPs.

10 Higginbotham (2005) also casts doubt on Maienborn's thesis about the non-eventive nature of all CopPs. Of course, one could think
that these questions are trivial and ask the opposite: why would CopPs not be poorer than VPs? The answer is easy: because CopPs are
VPs, the only difference being the base predicate, which is a non-verbal category for CopPs and a lexical verb for VPs. Therefore, it
makes sense at least to raise the question on the extent to which CopPs are aspectually similar to VPs.

11 Of course, this is not a problem for Maienborn, for whom the IL/SL distinction is not an aspectual criterion. It is a problem, instead,
once we understand that the IL/SL dichotomy is a core property of predicates that has nothing to do with permanence and transience

(see Section 3).
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With regard to the link between the K/D and the IL/SL distinction, the paper shows how
these different labels refer to one and the same opposition; therefore, the incoherence that
arises from the traditional IL/SL account of CopPs in combination with the uniform K-analysis
proposed by the K/D approach is solved.

The paper is structured as follows: following this introduction to the problem, section 2
analyses the K/D nature of CopPs on the basis of the canonical D-tests and additional criteria
borrowed from the literature on eventivity; after an interim conclusion about the K/D split
observed among CopPs, section 3 explores the relationship between the K/D and the IL/SL
paradigms. Conclusions are dedicated to the impact that our main claims regarding the identity
of K/D and IL/SL classes have within the study of eventualities. This is a descriptive, data-driven
work, which focuses on conceptual and empirical grounds of the K/D and the IL/SL distinctions.
The paper does not aim to provide a new formal way to analyse K/D and IL/SL predications:
formal questions regarding these aspectual classes are left for future research, as a further step
following the paper's base observations about the identity of the K/D and the IL/SL distinctions

and their cross-categorial scope.

2. On the K/D split within copular constructions

As observed above, the claim that all CopPs are K-states is not convincing because of the
asymmetry this claim generates with respect to verbal predication and the fact that it contradicts
the common knowledge that CopPs do not constitute a uniform class, as far as inner aspect is
concerned.

Allowing that the K/D distinction is indeed a relevant split in the class of stative predicates,
the first step to judge whether CopPs are really K-states is to test them against the eventive
diagnostics (2). As we will see, despite what had been suggested in the original K/D account,
CopPs do not behave in a unified way under the eventive tests: only a subpart of them are
excluded in those contexts, as typical K-states are, while others meet the eventive criteria, thus

behaving as true D-states.

2.1. Perceptual reports

In Romance languages, we can clearly appreciate that some CopPs can perfectly appear
as complements of perception verbs (10), apart from those CopPs that, as expected within the
K/D approach, are excluded in the same contexts (11). We can also observe that there is a
clear parallelism among Spanish, Portuguese, French and ltalian: in all these languages the
same CopPs are allowed (e.g., fo be attentive, to be silent) or excluded (e.qg., fo be a student, to

be from the Canary Islands) from perceptual reports.2

(10) a. Vi a Ana estar { atenta / calladal. (Spanish)

see-PST.1SG to Ana beestar-INF attentive silent

12 In order to ensure the default reading of the predicates, throughout the paper we use predicates that can hardly be coerced into other

interpretations. Some notes on coercion in the domain of non-verbal predication can be found in section 3 and the references therein.
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b. Vi a Ana a ficar { atenta / calada). (Portuguese)
see-PST.1SG  the Ana  to stay-INF attentive silent

c. J ai vu Anne étre  { aftentive / silencieuse). (French)
| AUX.1SG  see-PTCP Anne be-INF  attentive silent

d. Ho visto Anna stare { atfenta / Zifta). (Italian)
AUX.1SG  see-PTCP Anna stay-INF attentive silent

‘| saw Anna being {attentive / silent}.’

(11) a. Vi a Ana ser { estudiante / de Canarias}. (Spanish)

see-PST.1SG to Ana bese-INF student of Canary Islands

b. *Vi a Ana ser { estudanfe / das Canadrias}. (Portuguese)
see-PST.1SG to Ana bese-INF student of.the Canary Islands

c. YV oai vu Anne étre { étudiante / des Canaries}. (French)
I AUX.1SG  see-PTCP Anne be-INF student of.the Canary Islands

d. *Ho visto Anna essere { studenfessa / delle  Canarie}. (Italian)
AUX.1SG  see-PTCP Anna be-INF  student of.the Canary Islands

‘| saw Anna being {a student / from the Canary Islands}.’

As pointed out in the set of the linguistic diagnostics for events, one of the conditions to
ensure the correct application of this test is the appearance of the verb in the infinitive form (2a);
and this is exactly what happens in the examples in (10).3 Nevertheless, we can go one step
further and observe that the presence of the infinitive does not seem to be as relevant as
suggested. In fact, neither the grammaticality of the examples in (10) nor the ungrammaticality
of those in (11) depends on the appearance of the copula. Indeed, if we were to get rid of the
copula in both sets of examples, the judgements would not change: non-verbal predicates in
(10) would still be allowed, as shown in (12), and the ones in (11) would still be excluded in

perceptual reports, as shown in (13).

(12) a. Vi a Ana { atenta / callada). (Spanish)

see-PST.1SG to Ana  attentive silent

b. Vi a Ana { atenta / caladal. (Portuguese)
see-PST.1SG the Ana  attentive silent

c. Jai vu Anne { attentive / silencieuse}. (French)
| AUX.1SG  see-PTCP Anne attentive silent

d. Ho visto Anna { attenta / in silenzio}. (Italian)
AUX.1SG see-PTCP  Anna attentive in silence

‘| saw Anna {attentive / silent}.’

(13) a. Vi a Ana f{ estudiante / de Canarias}. (Spanish)
see-PST.1SG to Ana  student of Canary Islands
b. *Vi a Ana f{ estudante / das Canadrias}. (Portuguese)
see-PST.1SG  the Ana  student of.the Canary Islands

13 The case of Portuguese is a bit more complicated, because the CopP is embedded in an aPP as a complement of the perception
verb, and the copula ficar, not estar, is required. In this case, Brazilian Portuguese would prefer the ficarP in gerund: Vi a Ana ficando
atenta (Bruno Rafael Costa, p.c.). These structures may need a more in-depth study, but this phenomenon does not alter our observation

about the eventive nature of the non-verbal predicates under scrutiny (e.g., atenta, calada).
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c. YV oai vu Anne { étudiante / des Canaries}. (French)
I AUX.1SG  see-PTCP Anne student of.the Canary Islands

d. *Ho visto Anna { studentessa / delle  Canarie}. (Italian)
AUX.1SG see-PTCP Anna student of.the Canary Islands

‘| saw Anna {a student / from the Canary Islands}.’

This evidence suggests that the presence or the lack of the copula is not the fundamental
criterion to distinguish between K- and D-expressions. What is ultimately essential is the
predicate. This is not surprising, because we are testing the aspectual nature of predicates. In
the case of verbal predication, the infinitive can be indirectly connected to the K/D distinction,
and then look as main evidence, because the predicate is a verb; in the case of CopPs, the
predicate is a non-verbal category, and therefore a predicate in the infinitive form is impossible.
As attested in (12) and (13), the appearance of the copula does not influence the compatibility
between the main predicate (in this case, the perceptual verb saw) and the secondary one (e.g.,
attentive, in silence, student, from the Canary /Islands). it is the predicate, and only the
predicate, which is responsible for the grammaticality of the sentence. In sum, from these
observations not only do we conclude that some CopPs (e.g., fo be attentive, fo be in silence) fit
in the D-diagnostic of perceptual reports, but also, importantly, that the K/D distinction is rooted
in non-verbal predicates, in the same way it is in verbal ones. This is fundamental evidence
against the asymmetry between the verbal and the non-verbal predication stipulated by the
original K/D account.

That being said, it is convenient to note that the appearance of the copula is not always as
optional as we saw in (10) and (12): as noted for English by Maienborn (7), in many cases,

although the predicates are allowed, the copula is not acceptable at all, as shown in (14).

(14) a. Vi a Ana (“estar) { cansada / hambriental. (Spanish)

see-PST.1SG to Ana  beestar-INF tired hungry

b. Vi a Ana (“ficar/ estar) {cansada / faminta}. (Portuguese)
see-PST.1SG the Ana  stay-INF beestar-INF  tired hungry

c. Jai vu Anne (“étre) { fatiguée / affamée}. (French)
| AUX.1SG  see-PTCP Anne be-INF  tired hungry

d. Ho visto Anna (“essere) { stanca / affamata). (Italian)
AUX.1SG see-PTCP  Anna be-INF tired hungry

‘| saw Anna being {tired / hungry}.’

In any case, once we understand that the presence of the infinitive is an independent
phenomenon with respect to the K/D distinction, the data in (7) and (14) cannot be taken as
valid counterexamples to the D-nature of non-verbal predicates. As we reason above, what
matters here is that predicates like fired or hungry are allowed in perceptual reports, thus they
can be considered D-predicates.

As for the possibility of the copula to appear in the infinitive form in perceptual reports, it

seems that this phenomenon occurs due to another cause, which is not directly relevant for our



297
298
299
300
301
302
303
304
305

306
307
308
309
310
311
312
313
314
315

316
317
318
319
320
321
322
323

324
325
326
327
328
329
330
331
332
333
334
335
336

discussion. Apparently, the presence of the copula with perception verbs is conditioned by the
aspectual identity between the main verb and the CopP. Perception verbs, such as saw or
notice, are activity verbs, and the same aspectuality is required for their CopPs-complements
with an overt copula: only when the secondary predication is conceived of as an activity, the
appearance of the copula in the infinitive form is accepted (Author, 2017). In fact, if we take a
look at the cases in which the copula is allowed in perceptual reports, we observe that those
CopPs are interpreted as an activity of the subject: they do not simply describe a state of the
subject, as typical CopPs do, but they indicate that the subject deliberately remains in such a

state (10) or behaves in a certain way (15).14

(15) a. Vi a Ana ser { amable / maleducada} con los clientes. (Spanish)

see-PST.1SG to Ana bese-INF  nice impolite with the guests

b. Vi a Ana ser { amdvel / mal-educada} com los clientes. (Portuguese)
see-PST.1SG to Ana bese-INF  nice impolite with the guests

c. Jai vu Anne éfre  { polie / malpolie} avec les clients. (French)
| AUX.1SG  see-PTCP Anne be-INF  nice impolite with the guests

d. Ho visto Anna essere { gentile / maleducata} con i clienti.  (ltalian)
AUX.1SG  see-PTCP Anna be-INF  nice impolite with the guests

‘| saw Anna being {nice / impolite} with the guests.’

The fact that these CopPs are different from the “canonical” CopPs is well-known (see
Partee, 1977 “active b€’); moreover, in the last years, it has become a central topic in the
literature on Spanish (Arche, 2011, 2006; Author, 2017; Fabregas and Marin, 2016, 2015;
Fernandez Leborans, 2007; Garcia Fernandez and Gémez Vazquez, 2015; Morimoto, 2008;
a.o.). The agentivity of these CopPs is clearly attested by the fact that these predications can be
uttered in the imperative (16) and that they can appear in cleft sentences with the agentive do

(17), contrary to non-agentive CopPs (18)-(19).15

(16) a. ;Sé { amable / maleducada}! (Spanish)
beser-IMP.2SG nice impolite
b. Sé { amavel / mal-educada}! (Portuguese)
beser-IMP.2SG nice impolite

‘Be {nice / impolite}!’

c. jEstate { atenta / callada}! (Spanish)
beestar-IMP.2SG=CL.2SG attentive  silent

d. Esta { atenta / calada}! (Portuguese)
beestar-IMP.2SG attentive  silent

‘Be {attentive / silent}!’

14 Maienborn (2005a), following Schmitt (1996), also observes the link between the appearance of the copula and the agentive
interpretation, but she still claims that the appearance of the infinitive is relevant for this test.
15 Moreover, from a cross-linguistic point of view, we can observe that Italian tends to distinguish such CopPs from the canonical ones:

although there is no copular alternation in Italian, these are the only cases in which the copula sfare is maintained (16g).
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(7

(18)

(19)

Sois { polie /
be-IMP.2sG nice

malpolie / attentive /  silencieuse}!

impolite attentive silent

‘Be {nice / impolite / attentive / silent}!’

Sii { gentile /
be-IMP.2sG nice

‘Be {nice / impolite}!’

Star { atfenta /
stay-IMP.2SG attentive

‘Be {attentive / silent}!’

Lo que hizo
ART.N that do-PST.3sG
estar atentaj.
beestar-INF attentive

o que a Ana
ART.N that the Ana
estar atentaj.

beestar-INF attentive

Ce qu’ Anne a fait, ¢’ est a étre
That that  Anne AUX.3sG  do-PTCP  that be-PRS.3SG of be-INF
{ polie / attentivel.

nice attentive
Quello  che ha fatfo Anna e { essere gentile
DEM that  AUX.3sG  do-PTCP  Anna be-PRS.3SG be-INF nice
stare attental.
stay- INF  attentive
‘What Anna did was being {nice / attentive}.’
*Sé { estudiante / de Canarias}!
beser-IMP.2SG student of Canary Islands
*Sé { estudante / das Canarias}!
beser-IMP.2SG student of.the Canary Islands
‘Be {a student / from the Canary Islands}!’
*Estate { cansada / hambrienta}!
beestar-IMP.2SG=CL.2SG tired hungry
*Esta { cansada / faminta}!
beestar-IMP.2SG tired hungry
‘Be {tired / hungry}!’
*Sois { étudiante / des Canaries / fatiguée / affamée}!
be-IMP.2SG student of.the Canary Islands tired hungry
*Sii { studentessa / delle  Canarie / stanca / affamata}!
be-IMP.2SG student of.the Canary Islands tired hungry
‘Be {a student / from the Canary Islands / tired / hungry}!’
#Lo que hizo Ana  fue { ser estudiante
ART.N that do-PST.3sG Ana  be-PST.3SG bese-INF  student

estar cansaday.

maleducata}!

impolite

zittap!

silent

Ana  fue { ser amable /

Ana be-PST.3SG bese-INF  nice

fez foi { ser amavel/

do-PST.3SG  be-PST.3sG beser-INF  nice

(French)

(Italian)

(Italian)

(Spanish)

(Portuguese)

(French)

(Italian)

(Spanish)

(Portuguese)

(Spanish)

(Portuguese)

(French)

(Italian)

(Spanish)
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beestar-INF tired

b. #O que a Ana fez foi { ser estudante / (Portuguese)
ART.N that the Ana  do-PST.3SG be-PST.3SG bese-INF  student
estar cansaday.
beestar-INF tired

c. #Ce qu’ Anne a fait, ¢’ est a  étre (French)
That that  Anne AUX.3sG  do-PTCP  that be-PRS.3SG of be-INF
{ étudiante / fafiguée}.

student tired
d. #Quello che ha fatto Anna e { essere studenfessa / (ltalian)
DEM that  AUX.3sG  do-PTCP  Anna be-PRS.3SG be-INF student
stancayj.
tired

‘What Anna did was being {a student / tired}.’

In sum, the appearance of an overt copula in the complement position of perception verbs
is subject to the condition that the CopP refers to an action. This certainly deserves more
attention,’® however, as we saw in (10)-(14), this fact is not connected to the possibility of a
non-verbal predicate to appear as a complement of a perception verb, which is what matters in
testing the D-nature of any predicate. Therefore, regardless of the presence of the copula, we
can clearly distinguish between two groups of predicates: the ones that are not allowed in
perceptual reports (e.g., student, from the Canary Islands) as typical K-predicates, and the ones
that are accepted as perceptual reports (e.g., attentive, in silence, tired, hungry) and, as such,
are to be considered D-predicates.

Now, if we turn to the examples used by Maienborn to illustrate the non-existence of D-
CopPs ([7], repeated here as [20]), we will appreciate that the ungrammaticality of (20) is not
due to the fact that the predicate (on the bench) is not a D-predication; it is however conditioned
by the fact that the copula is not allowed to appear there because fo be on the bench cannot
receive an agentive interpretation in English, as shown in (21). Nevertheless, on the bench can
appear in perceptual reports (22), thus it is a D-predicate, contrary to typical K-predicates, which
are excluded in the same contexts (23) (see also Ramchand, 2005: 365-366). This also shows
that the K/D distinction in the non-verbal domain is not only characteristic of Romance

languages, as it might have seemed at first.!?

(20) *| saw the child be on the bench.

(21) a. *Be on the bench!
b. *What the child did was being on the bench.

(22) | saw the child on the bench.

(23) *| saw the child {a student / from the Canary Islands}.

16 See Author (2017: 515-525) for a formal analysis of this phenomenon.
17 The same observation is made by Higginbotham (2005: 350-351) for / saw Carol tired.
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2.2. Event-related modification: locatives, comitatives and manner modifiers

When it comes to event-related modification, either with locatives, comitatives or manner
adverbials (2b, c), we observe that, contrary to what is defended by the K/D approach, there are
substantial differences among CopPs. On the one side, we find CopPs that, as expected,
cannot be modified by locatives (24), comitatives (25) or manner adverbials (26). On the other
side, we find CopPs that, contrary to the expectations, do allow event-related modifiers, as

shown in examples from (27) to (29).

(24) a. "Ana es { estudiante / de  Canarias} en la biblioteca. (Spanish)

Ana beser-PRS.3SG student of CanarylIslands in the library

b. A Ana ¢é { estudante / das Candrias} (Portuguese)
The Ana beser-PRS.3SG student of.the Canary Islands
na biblioteca.
in.the library

c. "Anne est { étudiante / des Canaries} a la bibliotheque.  (French)
Anne be-PRS.3sSG student of.the Canarylslands at the library

d. *Anna e { studentessa / delle  Canarie} in  biblioteca. (Italian)
Anna be-PRS.3sSG student of.the Canarylslands in library

‘Anna is {a student / from the Canary Islands} in the library.’

(25) a. "Ana es { estudiante / de Canarias} con sus libros. (Spanish)
Ana beser-PRS.3SG student of Canary Islands with her books
b. A Ana é { estudante / das Candrias} com 0s (Portuguese)
The Ana bese-PRS.3SG  student of.the Canary Islands with the

seus libros.

her books

c. "Anne  est { étudiante / des Canaries} avec ses livres. (French)
Anne be-PRS.3SG student of.the Canary Islands with her books

d. "Anna e { studentessa / delle  Canarie} con [ suol libri.  (ltalian)
Anna be-PRS.3SG student of.the Canary Islands with the her books

‘Anna is {a student / from the Canary Islands} with her books.’

(26) a. "Ana es { estudiante / de Canarias} tranquilamente. (Spanish)

Ana beser-PRS.3SG student of Canary Islands peacefully

b. A Ana é { estudante / das Candrias} tranquilamente. (Portuguese)
The Ana bese-PRS.3SG  student of.the Canary Islands peacefully

c. "Anne  est { étudiante / des Canaries} tranquillement. (French)
Anne be-PRS.3SG student of.the Canary Islands peacefully

d. "Anna e { studentessa / delle  Canarie} tfranquillamente. (Italian)
Anna be-PRS.3SG student of.the Canary Islands peacefully

‘Anna is {a student / from the Canary Islands} peacefully.’

(27) a. Ana esta { sola / tumbada)} en su habitacion. (Spanish)
Ana beesta-PRS.3SG  alone lying.down in her room
b. A Ana estd { sozinha / deitada} no seu quarto. (Portuguese)

The Ana beesta-PRS.3SG alone lying.down in.the her room
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c. Anne est { seule / allongée} dans sa  chambre. (French)
Anne be-PRS.3sSG alone lying.down in her room

d. Anna e { sola / stesa} in camera sua. (Italian)
Anna be-PRS.3SG alone lying.down in room her
‘Anna is {alone / lying down} in her room.’

(28) a. Ana esta { tumbada / en casa} con su  perrito. (Spanish)

Ana beestar-PRS.3SG  lying.down in home with her dog

b. A Ana estd { deifada / em casa} com o seu cgozinho. (Portuguese)
The Ana beesta-PRS.3SG  lying.down in home with the her dog

c. Anne est { allongée /a la maison} avec son chien. (French)
Anne be-PRS.3sSG lying .down at the home with her dog

d. Anna e { stesa / in casa} con il suo cagnolino. (Italian)
Anna be-PRS.3SG lying.down in home with the her dog
‘Anna is {lying down / at home} with her dog.’

(29) a. Ana esta { tumbada / en casa} tranquilamente. (Spanish)

Ana beestar-PRS.3SG  lying.down in home peacefully

b. A Ana estd { deifada / em casa} franquilamente. (Portuguese)
The Ana beesta-PRS.3SG  lying.down in home peacefully

c. Anne est { allongée / a la maison}  tranquillement. (French)
Anne be-PRS.3sSG lying .down at the home peacefully

d. Anna e { stesa / in casa} tranquillamente. (Italian)
Anna be-PRS.3SG lying.down in home peacefully

‘Anna is {lying down / at home} peacefully.’

Even if the data presented here are only a little sample, the observed split among CopPs is
a generalized phenomenon, which is not limited to certain predicates. If we look at Spanish, we
can observe that beside those CopPs that exclude event-related modifiers, a large amount of
CopPs allows them. Some examples with locatives (30), comitatives (31) and manner

adverbials (32) are given below.

(30) Spanish

a. Ana esld de vacaciones en Francia.

Ana beestar-PRS.3SG  of vacation in France

‘Anna is on vacation in France.’

b. Los fieles estan de rodillas en el suelo.
The faithfuls beesta-PRS.3PL  of knees in the floor
‘The faithfuls are kneeling on the floor.’

c. Pedro estad desnudo en la terraza.

Pedro beesta-PRS.3SG  naked in the balcony

‘Pedro is naked on the balcony.’

(31) Spanish

a. Ana esta { de compras / de fiesta / de viaje} con su mejor amiga.

Ana beesta-PRS.3SG  of purchase of party of travel with her best friend

13
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‘Ana is {shopping / partying / travelling} with her best friend.’

b. Pedro estd asomado a la venfana con su  gatifo.
Pedro beesta-PRS.3SG  leaned.out at the window with his cat

‘Pedro is leaning out of the window with his cat.’

c. Ana estd sola con su  primo.
Ana beesta-PRS.3SG  alone with her cousin

‘Ana is alone with her cousin.’

(32) Spanish
a. Toda la documentacion ha estado disponible publicamente
All  the documents AUX.3SG beesta-PTCP  available  publicly
durante muchos dias.
for many days

‘All the documents have been available publicly for many days.’

b. E/  chico estuvo a la espera educadamente.
The boy beestar-PST.3SG  to the wait politely
‘The boy waited politely.’

c. No ves mal, la imagen esta al revés adrede.
Not see-PRS.2sG bad the picture beesta-PRS.3SG of.the contrary intentionally

‘It's not that you don’t see it properly, the picture is upside down intentionally.’

While using modifiers as event diagnostics, we have to make sure to use true event-related
modifiers, and not the frame-setting ones. Frame-setting modifiers are sentential modifiers that
provide a domain to which the whole proposition is restricted (indeed, a “frame”). They are
merged VP-externally, in a topic position, hence they are not sensitive to the (non-)eventive
nature of the base predication.'® For this reason, they can also appear with stative (i.e., non-
eventive) predicates (33) and therefore they are not a useful test of eventivity. This kind of
modifiers can receive a temporal, conditional or even an epistemic interpretation (34), which
helps to distinguish them from true event-related modifiers when they appear postverbally, as in
(33b) (for more details, see Maienborn, 2019, 2001; Maienborn and Schéafer, 2011).

(33) a. Inltaly, Maradona was married.
Maradona was married in Italy.
(34) a. Temporal / conditional: ‘When he was in Italy, Maradona was married.’

Epistemic: ‘According to the belief of the people in ltaly, Maradona was married.’
(Maienborn, 2011: 820)

18 Under a Davidsonian analysis, the evidence that frame-setting modifiers are unresponsive to the eventive nature of the VP has been

related to the fact that, as sentential modifiers, they do not add an additional predicate to the VP’s event argument (cf. Maienborn, 2019).
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By contrast, true event-related modifiers are VP-adjuncts, and are licensed only if the verb
denotes an event.'® As VP-adjuncts, they specify where, how, with whom, etc. the event
described by the VP takes place. If we observe the examples from (27) to (32), we will have no
doubts that we are facing true event-related modifiers. The modifiers in these examples receive
proper event-related interpretation: ‘there is a state of the subject, and this state holds in a
place, in a specific company or manner’: the different interpretations for examples from (27) to

(29) are given below.

(35) Spanish
Ana estd {sola / tumbada} en su habitacion.
‘Ana is {alone / lying down} in her room.’
Frame-setting: #Whenever Ana is in her room, she is {alone / lying down}.’

Event-related: ‘Ana is {alone / lying down}, and where she is {alone / lying down} is in her room.’

(36) Spanish
Ana esta {tumbada / en casa} con su perrifo.
‘Ana is {lying down / at home} with her dog.’
Frame-setting: #Whenever Ana is with her dog, she is {lying down / at home}.’

Event-related: ‘Ana is {lying down / at home}, and this happens to be in the company of her dog.’

(37) Spanish
Ana estad {tumbada / en casa} tranquilamente.
‘Ana is {lying down / at home} peacefully.’
Frame-setting: #Whenever it happens peacefully, Ana is {lying down / at home}.’

Event-related: ‘Ana is {lying down / at home}, and it happens in a peaceful way.’

In the case of locatives, their possibility to appear with CopPs was previously observed by
Maienborn (2011, 2005a, 2005b, 2005¢, 2004), who denies that in this case locatives are event-
related modifiers. More specifically, in her first studies (Maienborn, 2005a, 2005c, 2004) she
argues that when locatives appear with CopPs they are frame-setting modifiers with a temporal
reading.20 However, this does not seem to be the case. In the first place, because as we saw in
(35), the temporal frame reading of the locative is out. The same happens in the additional

examples we gave in (30), as shown in (38):

(38) Spanish
a. Ana esltd de vacaciones en Francia.
‘Anna is on vacation in France.’
Frame-setting: #Whenever Ana is in France, she is on vacation.’

Event-related: ‘Ana is on vacation, and where she is on vacation is in France.’

19 In a Davidsonian framework, event-related modifiers are studied as elements that are licensed via the VP’s e-position. This is also
Maienborn’s explanation, whose validity would be weakened under a neo-Davidsonian approach, where all predicates, including statives,
have a hidden event argument. An alternative non-Davidsonian agreement-driven formal approach to event modification can be found in
Author (2017: 458-481).

20 Higginbotham (2005: 353) also supports this view.
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b. Los fieles estan de rodillas en el suelo.
‘The faithfuls are kneeling on the floor.’
Frame-setting: #'Whenever the faithfuls are on the floor, they are kneeling.’

Event-related: ‘The faithfuls are kneeling, and where they are kneeling is on the floor.’

c. Pedro esta desnudo en la terraza.
‘Pedro is naked on the balcony.’
Frame-setting: #'Whenever Pedro is on the balcony, he is naked.’

Event-related: ‘Pedro is naked, and where he is naked is on the balcony.’

Second, taking into consideration that the appearance of a temporal adverbial in a
sentence prevents locatives from being interpreted as temporal frame-setters (Maienborn, 2011,
2005c), if Maienborn's hypothesis on the frame-setting nature of the locative were correct, we
would expect that temporal adverbials and locatives could not co-occur in these cases.
Nevertheless, as we can observe in (39), temporal setters can be added to the previous
sentences freely, without altering the base predication, and thus suggesting that locatives are

real event-related modifiers in these cases.

(39) Spanish
a. Aquel verano, Ana estuvo de vacaciones en Francia.
That summer Ana beestar-PST.38G  of vacation in France

‘That summer Ana was on vacation in France.’

b. Durante toda la celebracion, los fieles estuvieron de rodillas en elsuelo.
During all the celebration the faithfuls beesta-PST.3PL  of knees on the floor

‘During the whole celebration, the faithfuls were kneeling on the floor.’

c. Anoche, Pedro estuvo desnudo en la terraza.
Last.night Pedro beesta-PST.3SG ~ naked in the balcony

‘Last night, Pedro was naked on the terrace.’

Another option given by Maienborn in order to explain the unexpected admission of
locatives with some CopPs is to analyse these structures as cases in which the locative is the
attribute and the adjective is a secondary non-selected predicate (i.e., a depictive) (Maienborn,
2019, 2011, 2005b). For the data in (8) (repeated here as [40]), Maienborn suggests that the
sentences are well formed only under the alternative syntactic analysis in (41).2" Under this
analysis, the sentence in (40a) would express that there was a state of the dress being on the
clothesline, and this state is included in an accompanying state of the dress being wet
(Maienborn, 2019).

21 On the contrary, the VP-modifier analysis for the locative would be as in (i).
(i) a. [ir The dresswasi [ve [ve ti [ap Wet]] [pp ON the clothesline]]]
b. [ir Bardo wasi [ve [ve ti [ap hungry]] [re in front of the fridge]]]
(Maienborn, 2019: 43)
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(40) *The dress was wet on the clothesline.

o o

. *Bardo was hungry in front of the fridge.

(41)

o

[ip The dress; wasi [ve [ap wetj] [ve ti [pp ON the clothesline]]]].
b. [ir Bardoj wasi [ve [ap hungryj] [ve ti [ein front of the fridge]]]].
(Maienborn, 2019: 43)

Although this alternative analysis is, in fact, a possible option, it does not seem to be
necessarily the case every time a locative appears modifying a CopP. First of all, even if most of
these sentences can receive the alternative reading, as if the locative was the attribute and the
AP was a depictive (as shown in [42] for [35]), this is only an “alternative”, not the only option:
as we observed above, these sentences can also receive the typical reading of event-related

modification, suggesting that in these cases there are two competing structures.

(42) Spanish
Ana  estd en su habifacion {sola / tumbadal.
‘Ana is in her room {alone / lying down}.’

Reading: ‘Ana is in her room, and there she is {alone / lying down}'.

Second, we can find many cases in which the alleged alternative analysis is not available,
suggesting that the underlying structure has necessarily the AP as an attribute and the PP as a
modifier. For example, from a sentence like (43a), it is not possible to interpret (43b), and, in
fact, the corresponding sentence would not be acceptable. While uttering (43a), by no means
can we interpret that there is a state of the information being on the internet and this state is
included in a state of the information being available, that is to say, that ‘the information is
located on the internet, and in such a location it is available’. On the contrary, we are saying that
there is a state of the information being available, and this state holds in a place, which is the
internet (‘the information is available, and the place in which it is available is on the internet’).

This is the typical reading of event-related modification.

(43) Spanish
a. La informacion estd disponible  en internet.
The information beesta-PRS.3SG  available in internet

‘The information is available on the internet.’
b. ?2La informacion estd en internet disponible.

The information beesta-PRS.3SG  in internet available

‘The information is on the internet available.’
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Third, CopPs allow multiple modification, as it happens with eventive VPs (44):22 for
example, the same CopP can be modified at the same time by a locative PP and a comitative
PP.

(44) Spanish
a. Piensa que estamos solos en un desierfo con nuestra victima.
Imagine-IMP.2SG  that beesta-PRS.1PL  alone in a desert with our victim

‘Imagine that we are alone in a desert with our victim.’

b. E/ anfo pasado estuvimos de vacaciones en Francia con Pedro.
The year past beesta-PST.1PL  of vacation in France with Pedro

‘Last year we were on vacation in France with Pedro.’

c. Juan estd de paseo en el cenfro con sus amigos.
Juan beesta-PRS.3sG  of walk in the center with his friends

‘Juan is walking in the city center with his friends.’

In these cases, it is undeniable that CopPs do allow event-related modification: even if the
locative or the comitative PP was the attribute, the other one would still be a modifier.

From these observations, we can conclude that event-related modification is possible with
CopPs. The fact that most of the sentences in which a PP modifies a CopP can receive an
alternative reading a /a Maienborn is not a counterargument to that and does not prove that the
underlying structure necessarily has the PP as the attribute. Conversely, the possibility of
having different readings, and hence different structures, in those cases in which more than one
non-verbal predicate (AP or PP) appears in a copular construction is absolutely natural in the
domain of non-verbal predication, because it is a direct consequence of the fact that both PPs
and APs can function as attributes.

Obviously, modification is subject to some restrictions. Apart from the well-grounded fact
that only eventive predicates allow event-related modifiers, a pragmatic compatibility between
the base predicate and the modifier is also needed: it guarantees a plausible interpretation of
the whole predication (see also Rothstein, 2005 on this point). It is for this reason that being an
event is not a sufficient condition to ensure modification and that, sometimes, the
abovementioned “alternative” readings arise. For example, this is the case of Maienborn's data
in (40) as well as in (9), repeated here as (45). The alleged ungrammaticality of these examples
is not due to the fact that these CopPs cannot be modified, but to the fact that the predicate and
the modifier are not pragmatically compatible: one cannot be tired in a calm way, nor thirsty with
or without patience; likewise, there is no logical connection, a priori, between the fact of being

tired and being in the company of your teddy.

(45) a. *Bardo was {calmly / with his teddy} tired.

22 The fact that events can be modified by multiple adjuncts was first noted by Kenny (1963) and it is known as the property of “variable

poliadicity” (see also Casati and Varzi, 1996; Davidson, 1967).
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b. *Carolin was {restlessy / patiently} thirsty.

But if we look for a more plausible connection between the predicate and the modifier, we
will find that event-related modifiers are allowed with the abovementioned CopPs, as shown in
(46).23

(46) a. The towel is wet on the floor.
(Google search, 21/11/2019)

b. And if you go to school and you are hungry in the stomach...

(Corpus of Contemporary American English, 21/11/2019)

c. | was wondering what you mommies do when baby is hungry in the car...
(Google search, 21/11/2019)

d. She was unconsciously tired.
(Google search, 21/11/2019)

The necessity of such pragmatic compatibility between the main predicate and the modifier
is not surprising, after all: the same happens with eventive verbal predicates (47), and no one

would cast doubt on the fact they allow modification.

(47) a. | usually cook {in the kitchen / #in the nail}.
b. | {attentively / #terribly} read the book.

In sum, as far as event-related modification is concerned, we can conclude that many
CopPs (e.g., fo be {alone / at home / sick / on vacation / satisfied}) allow event-related
modifiers, and therefore, in the spirit of the K/D account, should be considered D-states. In this
respect, they are clearly distinct from those CopPs that, as predicted for all CopPs in the K/D
account, reject event-related modifiers (e.g., fo be a student or fo be from the Canary /slands),

as typical K-states do.

2.3. Additional evidence

Once we have concluded that, contrary to what is argued in the canonical K/D account,
some non-verbal predicates and their respective CopPs fulfil the D-criteria, we can look into
some additional tests that serve to distinguish between states and events, even if they are not

part of Maienborn's approach. In particular, it is a well-known fact that state and event

23 Rothstein (2005) also observes that event-related modification is allowed with CopPs and that it can be blocked for pragmatic reasons
derived from the stative (non-dynamic) nature of these predicates. Nevertheless, unlike our proposal, Rothstein (2005) does not maintain
the distinction between states and events; therefore, although her study coincides with ours in recognizing typical eventive properties in
the domain of non-verbal predication, her proposal turns out to be too much radical, because it does not allow for an accurate distinction
between those predicates that, while being stative, do have eventive properties (i.e., D-states) and those that are absolutely non-eventive
(K-states).
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predicates differ, at least, with respect to secondary predication, quantification and, obviously,
their interpretation together with their discourse effect.

As far as secondary predication is concerned, only events (e.g. fo falk), but not states (e.g.
to come from), can function as secondary depictive predicates, as shown in (48) (Demonte,
1991a, 1991b; Hernanz, 1988; Higginbotham, 1983; Rapoport, 1993, 1991; a.0.).24.25

(48) Spanish
Ana preparo la tarta { hablando con su hermano / *viniendo de buena familia}.
Ana bake-PsT.3sG the cake talk-GER  with her brother come-GER from good family

‘Ana baked the cake (while) {talking to her brother / coming from a well-to-do family}.’

As for quantification, only events, but not states, can be quantified, as shown in (49)
(Chierchia, 1995; De Hoop and De Swart, 1989; Farkas and Sugioka, 1983; Kratzer, 1995,
1988; a.0.).26

(49) Spanish
Cada vez que Ana { come / “sabe chino}, me sorprendo.
Each time that Ana  eat-PRS.3SG  know-PRS.3sG  Chinese CL.1SG  surprise-PRS.1SG

‘Whenever Ana {eats / knows Chinese}, | am surprised.’

Moreover, events are obviously interpreted as “happenings”, as opposed to states, which
are interpreted as generic statements, or qualities of the subject that are not restricted to a
specific spatiotemporal location. This distinction can be clearly appreciated by observing the
readings different predicates receive in different tenses (Author, 2017; Cunha, 2011). In the
present tense, events can be interpreted as occurring “here and now”, that is, as being
restricted to the time of the utterance (50a). In contrast, states lack the “here and now” reading,

and are interpreted as a general property of the subject (50b).

(50) Spanish

a. Ana llora. [= Aqur y ahoraf’”
Ana cry-PRS.3sG
‘Ana is crying.’ [= Here and now]
b. Ana sabe bulgaro.  [# Aqui y ahora]

Ana know-PRS.3sG  Bulgarian

‘Ana knows Bulgarian.’ [# Here and now]

24 This test coincides with Milsark's (1974) observation that only SLPs can appear in the coda of a there-sentence.

25 We illustrate this tests in Spanish, in order to maintain the connection with Romance.

26 This is an extension of the test on when-conditionals proposed in Kratzer (1995, 1988) for SLPs.

27 Event predicates can also be interpreted as generic statements under a habitual reading: e.g., Siempre que ve una peli, Ana llora
(‘Whenever she watches a movie, Ana cries’) (see Carlson, 2012; Krifka et al., 1995; a.0.). This interpretation also differentiates events
from states, which cannot receive the habitual generic reading. For the time being, we just focus on the default interpretation of events in

the present tense as happening "here and now".
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799 In the past tense, events can be interpreted as if they happened only once or on several
800 occasions (51a),28 while states reject such possible interpretations (51b).

801
802 (51 Spanish

803 a. La semana pasada, Ana lloré ( solo una vez / varias  veces).

804 The week  past Ana cry-PST.3sG  (only a  time several times)

805 ‘Last week, Ana cried (only once / on several occasions).’

806

807 b. De joven, fue guapa ( #solo una vez / #varias veces).

808 Of young bese-PST.3SG  beautiful only a time  several times

809 ‘When she was young, she was beautiful (only once / on several occasions).’

810

811 In the same vein, the “happening” interpretation of event predicates can be tested by

812  making reference to the predicate by means of an eventive verb such as fo happen, to occur
813  (Cuartero Otal, 2011; De Miguel, 1999; Wanner, 1999; a.0.). As expected, these verbs can take
814  up only events (52a)-(53a), not states (52b)-(53b).29

815

816 (52 Spanish

817 - ¢ Qué paso?

818 ‘What happened?’

819

820 a. Ana llamé a la policia.

821 Ana call-PST.3sG  to the police

822 ‘Ana called the police.’

823

824 b. #Ana adoraba el ballet

825 Ana  love-PsT.3sG the ballet

826 ‘Ana loved ballet.’

827

828  (53) Spanish

829 a. Ana llamo a lapolicia; y  eso pasé porque  vosotros  no
830 Ana call-PST.3sG  to the police and that happen-PST.3sG  because you not
831 la ayudasteis.

832 CL.3SG  help-PST.2PL

833 ‘Ana called the police, and it happened because you didn’t help her.’

834

835 b. Ana  adoraba el  ballet #Eso { pasé / pasaba}

28 The possibility of having only one or both readings also depends on the outer aspect (i.e., imperfective / perfective), but this is not the
focus here. What is important here is that only events can be interpreted as something that “happens”.
29 This last test has to be taken into account with extreme care, because some Romance languages also make use of verbs such as fo
happen or fo occurin a more abstract way, in order to refer to unusual, unexpected, fun or problematic facts (i) (see Cuartero Otal, 2011).
(i) Spanish
- ¢(Qué pasa?
‘What is happening?’
- Lo que pasa es que erestonto.
That that happen-PRS.3sG be-PRs.3sG that be-PRS.2sGstupid
‘What happens is that you are stupid.’
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Ana love-PST.3sG the ballet That happen-PST.PFV.3SG happen-PST.IPFV.3SG
porque...
because

‘Ana loved ballet. This happened because...’

If we apply all these tests in the domain of non-verbal predication, we will observe again a
clear split within these constructions. In regard to secondary predication, the same division that
was found in perceptual reports among non-verbal predicates (section 2.1) is maintained with
respect to depictives: some predicates (e.g., a student, from the Canary /slands) cannot
function as non-selected secondary predicates (54), contrary to predicates such as alone, fireq,

angry, etc., which are perfect as depictives (55).

(54) a. "Ana cocina el arroz { estudiante / de  Canarias}. (Spanish)

Ana  cook-PRS.3SG the rice student of  Canary Islands

b. A  Ana cozinha o arroz { estudante / das Candrias}. (Portuguese)
The Ana cook-PRS.3SG the rice student of.the Canary Islands

c. "Anne  prépare adu riz  { étudiante / des Canaries}. (French)
Anne prepare-PRS.3SG  of.the rice student of.the Canary Islands

d. *Anna  cucina il risotfo { studentessa / delle Canarie}. (Italian)
Anna cook-PRS.3SG the rice student of.the Canary Islands

‘Anna is cooking the rice {a student / from the Canary Islands}.’

(55) a. Ana  cocina el arroz { sola / cansada / enfadada / de pie}. (Spanish)

Ana  cook-PRS.3SG the rice alone tired angry of foot

b. A Ana cozinha o arroz { sozinha / cansada / chateada / de péj}. (Portuguese)
The Ana cook-PRS.3SG the rice alone tired angry of foot

c. Anne prépare adu riz { seule / fatiguée / en colere / debout}]. (French)
Anne prepare-PRS.3SG  of.the rice alone tired in anger standing

d. Anna cucina il risotfo { sola / stanca / arrabbiata/in piedi}. (Italian)
Anna cook-PRS.3SG the rice alone tired angry in feet

‘Anna is cooking the rice {alone / tired / angry / standing}.’

In the case of quantification, we observe, again, the same split: CopPs such as /o be a
student or fo be from the Canary Islands cannot be quantified (56), unlike CopPs such as fo be

alone, to be tired or to be angry (57).

(56) a. *Cada vez que Ana es { estudiante / de Canarias}... (Spanish)
Each time that Ana bese-PRS.3SG student of Canary Island
b. "De cada vez que a Ana é { estudante / das Candrias}... (Portuguese)
Of each time that the Ana bese-PRS.3SG  student of.the Canary Islands

'

c. A chaque fois qu' Anne est { étudiante / des Canaries}... (French)
At each time that Anne be-PRS.3SG student of.the Canary Islands

d. *Ogni volta che Anna ée { studentessa / delle  Canarie)... (Italian)
Each time that Anna be-PRS.3SG student of.the Canary Islands

‘Whenever Anna is {a student / from the Canary Islands}...’
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(57) a. Cada vez que Ana estad { sola / cansada / enfadada / de pie}, (Spanish)
Each time that Ana  beesta-PRS.3SG  alone tired angry of foot
flora.
cry-PRS.3SG
b. De cada vez que a Ana esta { sozinha / cansada / chafeada/ (Portuguese)
Of each time that the Ana beesta-PRS.3SG  alone tired angry

de pé}, chora.
of foot cry-PRS.3SG
c. A chaque fois qu' Anne est { seule / fatiguée / en colere/ (French)
At  each time that Anne be-PRS.3SG alone tired in anger
debout}), elle pleure.
standing she cry-PRS.3sG

d. Ogni volta che Anna ée { sola / stanca / arrabbiata/in piedj},  (ltalian)
Each time that Anna be-PRS.3SG alone tired angry in feet
piange.
cry-PRS.3SG

‘Whenever Anna is {alone / tired / angry / standing}, she cries.’

As for their interpretation in the present tense, those CopPs that fulfil the previous tests are
interpreted as occurrences restricted, at least, to the time of the utterance (that is, “here and
now”) (59). On the contrary, those CopPs that do not satisfy the previous tests are not
interpreted as happening at the time of the utterance; they describe properties, characteristics,
of the subject, whose veracity, of course, does not depend on the specific spacetime point at
which they are uttered (58).

(58) a. Ana es { estudiante / de Canarias}. [# Aqui y ahora] (Spanish)

Ana beser-PRS.3SG student of Canary Islands

b. A Ana é { estudante / das Canadrias}. [# Aqui e agora] (Portuguese)
The Ana bese-PRS.3SG  student of.the Canary Islands

c. Anne est { étudiante / des Canaries}. [# lci et maintenant]  (French)
Anne be-PRS.3SG student of.the Canary Islands

d. Anna e { studentessa / delle  Canarie}. [# Qui e ora] (Italian)
Anna be-PRS.3SG student of.the Canary Islands

‘Anna is {a student / from the Canary Islands}.’ [+ Here and now]

(59) a. Ana esta { sola / cansada / enferma / sentadaj). [=Aquriy ahora] (Spanish)

Ana beesta-PRS.3SG  alone tired sick seated

b. A Ana estd {sozinha / cansada / doente / sentada}. [= Aqui e agora] (Portuguese)
The Ana beesta-PRS.3SG alone tired sick seated

c. Anne est { seule / fatiguée / malade / assise}. [=lci et maintenant]  (French)
Anne be-PRS.3SG alone tired sick seated

d. Anmna e { sola / stanca / ammalata / seduta}. [= Quie ora] (Italian)
Anna be-PRS.3sG alone tired sick seated

‘Anna is {alone / tired / sick / sitting}.” [= Here and now]

In the same way, in the past tense, the CopPs that are interpreted as happenings refer to

an event that occurred only once or on several occasions (61). By contrast, the CopPs that
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describe properties can hardly be found in the past (e.g. fo be from the Canary Islands) and,
provided that they are felicitous in the past, they are interpreted as being true for the subject

over the timespan to which the predication is confined (60).

(60) a. En su juventud, Ana fue { estudiante / de Canarias} (#solo  (Spanish)
In her youth Ana bese-PST.3SG  student of Canary Islands only
una vez / #varias veces).
a time  several times
b. Na sua juventude, a Ana foi { estudante / das Candrias} (Portuguese)
In her youth the Ana bese-PST.3SG  student of.the Canary Islands

(#s0 uma vez / #vdrias vezes).

only a time  several times
c. Dans sa jeunesse, Anne a eté { étudiante / des (French)
During her youth Anne AUX.3SG  be-PTCP  student of.the
Canaries} (#une  seule fois / #plusieurs  fois).
Canary Islands an alone time  several times
d. Da giovane, Anna é slata { studentessa / delle  Canarie} (Italian)
Of  young Anna AUX.3SG  be-PTCP  student of.the Canary Islands
(#solo una volta / #varie volte).
only a time several times

‘In her youth, Anna was {a student / from the Canary Islands} (only once / on several occasions).’

(61) a. Durante nuestro dltimo viaje, Ana ha estado { sola / triste / (Spanish)
During  our last trip Ana AUX.3SG  beesta-PTCP alone sad

enferma / senfada} (solo wuna vez / varias veces).

sick seated only a time  several times

b. Duranfe a nossa dulfima viagem, a Ana esteve { sozinha / friste / (Portuguese)
During  the our last trip the Ana beestar-PST.3SG  alone sad
doente / sentada} (so uma vez / vdrias  vezes).
sick seated only a time  several times

c. Pendant notre dernier voyage, Anne a éte { seule / ftriste/ (French)
During  our last trip Anne AUX.3SG  be-PTCP  alone sad

malade / assise} (une seule fois / plusieurs fois).

sick seated an alone time several times
d. Durante il nostro ultimo viaggio, Anna é stata { sola / triste / (ltalian)
During  the our last trip Anna AUX.3SG  be-PTCP alone sad
malata/ seduta} (solo una volta / varie volte).
sick seated only a time several times

‘During our last trip, Anna was {alone / sad / sick / seated} (only once / on several occasions).’

Finally, we can observe that, as expected, happening-descriptive CopPs can be easily
referred to by event-denoting verbs (62b)-(63b), unlike property-descriptive3® CopPs (62a)-
(62b).

(62) Spanish

30 The term property is used here as “intrinsic quality” of an entity. Therefore, property-descriptive predicate is synonym of characterizing

predicate. See also section 3.
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- ¢ Qué paso?
‘What happened?’

a. #Ana fue muy guapa en su  juventud.
Ana bese-PST.3SG  very beautiful in her youth

‘Ana was beautiful in her youth.’

b. E/ perro estuvo { solo / tumbado} fodo el dia.
The dog beestar-PST.3SG alone lying.down all the day

‘The dog was {alone / lying down} all day.’

(63) Spanish
a. Ana fue muy guapa en su juventud. #Eso paso porque...
Ana bese-PST.3SG  very beautiful in her youth That happen-PST.3SG  because

‘Ana was beautiful in her youth. It happened because...’

b. E/ perro estuvo { solo / tumbado} fodo e/ dia. Eso  paso
The dog beestar-PST.3SG alone lying.down all the day That happen-PST.3sG
porque t  no  volviste a casa.
because you not come.back-PST.3SG to home

‘The dog was {alone / lying down} all day. It happened because you didn’'t come back home.’

To sum up, once we test non-verbal predicates and CopPs against other typical
diagnostics for events, we find out, again, a clear split between those predicates (and their
respective CopPs) that reject event tests and eventive interpretation, and those that pass the

tests and are interpreted as situations, happenings, occurrences — that is, as events.

2.4. Closure under negation

In a recent overview on event and state predicates, Maienborn (2019), following Herweg
(1991) and Asher (2000, 1993), suggests that events and K-States differ with respect to closure
conditions: only K-States are closed under negation.

Closure principles are related to fundamental ontological properties of types of objects in
natural language metaphysics, therefore they help delimit domains of objects of a specific type.
In the case of events, the investigation on closure principles answers the following question: if &
denotes an object of type 7, does —5 also denote an object of type 77 If it does, the objects of
type 7 are said to be closed under an operation of complementation, corresponding to the
meaning of negation (Asher, 2000: 129).

Using data from German, Maienborn (2019) observes that D-State verbs (65) match
dynamic eventive predicates (64) in that the result of negating the event is no longer an event,
but rather a state; that is to say, they are not closed under negation. In the data under
discussion, for example, both the arrival of the train and the wait for the bus make reference to a
happening, an event; by contrast, the non-arrival of the train and the non-wait for the bus do not
denote an event: they do not tell us that a non-something happened, but rather that something

did not happen (to use the example in Asher, 2000: 131). This can easily be checked, according
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to Maienborn (2019), by observing that a modifier (locative, manner or comitative) is allowed in

affirmative sentences (64a)-(65a), but excluded under negation (64b)-(65b).

(64) Dynamic events:
a. Der Zug ist angekommen, undzwar auf Gleis drei / plinktlich.
‘The train did arrive, in fact on platform  three / ontime.’
b. "Der Zug ist nicht angekommen, undzwar auf Gleis drei / plnktlich.
‘The  train did not arrive, in fact on platform  three/ ontime’

(Maienborn, 2019: 51)

(65) D-States:
a. Jane wartefe auf den Bus, undzwar dort / unruhig / mit  Kate.
‘Jane waited for the bus, infact there / restlessly / with Kate.’
b. “*Jane wartete nicht auf den Bus, undzwar dort / unruhig / mit  Kate.
‘Jane did not wait for the bus, infact there / restlessly / with Kate.’
(Maienborn, 2019: 51)

As for K-States, Maienborn observes that they are closed under negation, because their
negation also refers to a K-State, and in fact, this type of predication does not allow for
modifiers (66).3!

(66) K-States:

a. “Jane ist sehr grol8, undzwar {im Bett  / mit ihrem Vater}.
‘Jane is very ftall, in fact in bed / with her father.’

b. “ane st nicht sehr gro8, undzwar {im Bett / mit ihrem Vater}.
‘Jane is not very ftall, in fact in bed [ with her father.’

If we assume this closure principle as a relevant eventivity test32 and we take into account

CopPs, we again observe a clear split between those CopPs that meet all eventive criteria and

31 In (66), we use an unequivocal K-State (fo be fall), because the data offered by Maienborn in this case cannot be taken as valid
evidence (i). This is so because under the argumentation we put forward in this paper, a predication such as fo be in the studio is a D-
State; and, in fact, this particular predication allows for event modification, and under negation it leads to the same result as dynamic
events (64) and D-States (65), as showed in (ii). Maienborn does not notice this evidence because in her original example (i) she makes
use of a temporal modifier. Nevertheless, since temporal modification is allowed for any eventuality type (as also observed by Maienborn

in many studies), the example in (i) cannot be taken as valid evidence to distinguish K-States from D-eventualities.

(i) a. Jane warim Studio, und zwar eine Stunde lang.
‘Jane was in.the studio, in fact for one hour.’
b. Jane war nicht im Studio, und zwar eine Stunde lang.
‘Jane was not inthe studio, infact for one hour.’

(Maienborn, 2019: 50)

(i) a. Jane war im Studio, und zwar mit  ihrer besten Freundin.

‘Jane was in.the studio, in fact with  her  best friend.’
b. *Jane war nicht im Studio, und zwar mit  ihrerbesten Freundin.
‘Jane was not intthe studio, infact with  her best friend.’

32 |t is worth noticing that the test under discussion is not about the aspectual nature of predicates and predications (that is, inner aspect).
More specifically, negation does not turn an eventive predicate into a stative one; in fact, under an aspectual point of view, the content of
a verbal predicate is the same both in an affirmative and in a negative sentence. What we are referring to while talking about closure

under negation are the inferential effects that negation of a predicate has on the world order, not on the predicate itself: if the train didn’t
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those CopPs that reject them. Let us take a look at some examples from a mono-copular
language, such as ltalian, and a bi-copular language, such as Spanish (where non-eventive
CopPs are headed by ser~copula and eventive CopPs are headed by esfar-copula, see Section
3). On the one hand, we find the group of property-descriptive CopPs, that do not make
reference to an event, but rather to a characteristic of the subject, both with (67b) and without

negation (67a). Therefore, they are closed under negation, just as K-States are.

(67) a. Anna e spagnola. (Italian)
Anna be-PRS.3sSG Spanish
Ana es espariola. (Spanish)
Ana beser-PRS.3SG  Spanish

‘Anna is Spanish.’

b. Anna non é spagnola. (Italian)
Anna not be-PRS.3SG Spanish
Ana no es espariola. (Spanish)
Ana  not bese-PRS.3SG Spanish

‘Anna is not Spanish.’

On the other hand, happening-descriptive CopPs (68) make reference to an event in the
affirmative (68a) (such as that Ana was sick), but not under negation (68b), in which case we
infer that the situation of Ana being sick did not happen. Therefore, they are not closed under

negation, just as D-States.

(68) a. Anna e stata ammalata. (Italian)
Anna AUX.3SG  be-PTCP sick
Ana  estuvo enferma. (Spanish)

Ana beesta-PST.3SG  sick

‘Anna was sick.’

b. Anna non é stata ammalata. (Italian)
Anna not AUX.3SG  be-PTCP sick
Ana no estuvo enferma. (Spanish)
Ana  not beestar-PST.3SG  sick

‘Anna was not sick.’

In this case, the different interpretations (eventive and non-eventive) of the CopP can be

grasped by adding a resumptive comment about the happening: this is possible in the

arrive, we infer that the (event of the) arrival of the train did not happen, that is to say, there is no event of the train arriving in the world;
and this is not about the inner aspect of the verb arrive, which is an eventive predicate, regardless of negation. In fact, negation does not
alter the result of eventive tests. Eventive predicates allow for event-related modifiers independently of negation (e.g., 7he frain [did not]
arrive[d] on platform three); and actually, the previous examples by Maienborn (64)-(65) are not about event-related modifiers, but rather

about sentential modification, as showed by the necessary use of the sentential adverb und zwar.
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affirmative (69a), which is about the happening of the event of being sick, but not under

negation (69b), where the utterance is about a non-happening.33

(69) a. Anna e stata ammalata;, ed ée successo varie (Italian)
Anna AUX.3SG  be-PTCP sick and AUX.3sG  happen-PTCP several
volte il mese scorso.

times the mounth past

Ana  estuvo enferma, y esto sucedio varias  veces  (Spanish)
Ana beestar-PST.3SG  sick and that happen-PST.3sG  several times
el mes pasado.

the mounth past

‘Anna was sick. And this happened on several occasions last month.’

b. Anna non é stata ammalata; #ed e successo (Italian)
Anna not AUX.3SG  be-PTCP sick and AUX.3sG  happen-PTCP
varie volte i mese scorso.

several times the mounth past

Ana no estuvo enferma, #y  esto sucedio varias (Spanish)
Ana not beesta-PST.3SG  sick and that happen-PST.3sG  several
veces el  mes pasado.

times the mounth past

‘Anna was not sick. And this happened on several occasions last month.’

To sum up, contrary to Maienborn’s (2019) assertion, CopPs are not uniformly closed
under negation: only property-descriptive CopPs (as K-States) are, while happening-descriptive
CopPs are not, as typical events. We therefore can conclude that CopPs are split into two
classes also with respect to closure under negation.

However, some reservations regarding the validity of closure phenomena in the study of
eventivity are worth pointing out, because under a more careful look, we observe that the
closure test does not work as well as expected. This fact was already pointed out by Délling
(2005). Contrary to predictions, we can easily find eventive predicates (either D-States [70] or
‘traditional’, that is, dynamic events [71]) that are closed under negation. In the affirmative, the
sentences are about a happening (the dike blocking the water [70a] or Ana keeping silence
[71a]), and curiously enough, their negation also refers to an event, that is, for example, that the
dike broke (70b) and that Ana talked (71b).34

(70) a. Der Deich widerstand dem Wasserdruck.
‘The dike  withstood the pressure of the water.’
b. Der Deich widerstand nicht dem Wasserdruck.

‘The dike  did not withstood the pressure of the water.’

33 This test is taken from Asher (2000) and can be an alternative evidence for the (non-)eventive interpretation of predications for
languages other than German which do not have an und zwar or similar sentential adverbs.

34 This is probably due to the fact that these verbs include negation in their lexical meaning: widerstehen, ‘exert force such that something
does not happen’; facere, ‘not talk’. Anyway, the problem is still there: if we assume that lexical negation is relevant, because it has

impact on syntactic negation, why is it the case that in the lexicon we have negated events (e.g., not talk) that still are events?
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(Délling, 2005: 320)

(71) a. Anna (lacque. (Italian)
Anna shut.up-PST.3SG
Ana  se callo. (Spanish)
Ana  CL.3sG shut.up-PST.3sG

‘Anna shut up.’

b. Anna non ftacque. (Italian)
Anna not shut.up-PST.3SG
Ana no se callo. (Spanish)
Ana not CL.3SG shut.up-PST.3sG
‘Anna did not shut up.’

The observed facts undermine the relevance of the test on closure under negation when it
comes to the aspectual nature of predicates, and more exactly, their stative/eventive nature. For
this reason, from now on, we won'’t take into account closure phenomena as a reliable evidence
of (non-)eventiveness. Anyway, as we saw, if we were to accept closure under negation as a
relevant test, we would find the same split between K-CopPs and D-CopPs that we observed

along the rest of the paper.

2.5. Interim conclusion

Summing up all of the above, we conclude that non-verbal predicates, as well as the
CopPs through which they are attributed to a subject in sentential predication, also split into two
groups: one group lacks any eventive property, while the other group totally passes all the tests

for eventivity. The distinction is summarized in (Table 3).

(fo be) a student,
CopPs (fo be) tired, alone,

from the Canary

Tests angry, hungry
Islands

Perceptual reports * +
Event-related modification * +
Function as depictive * +
Quantification * +
Happening reading: ‘here and now’ in the present # +
Happening reading: ‘once’ or ‘on several occasions’ in the past # +
Reference to an event (fo happen, to occur...) # +

Table 3: CopPs and eventive tests: summary

On this basis, we can conclude that, as argued for verbal predication in the original K/D
account and contrary to the widespread assumptions on copular constructions, CopPs also
divide into pure stative (or non-eventive) CopPs and eventive CopPs, that is, under the K/D
theory, between K-CopPs and D-CopPs. As we observed from perceptual reports and depictive

secondary predication, such aspectual distinction is primarily rooted in non-verbal predicates

29




1159
1160
1161
1162
1163
1164
1165
1166
1167
1168
1169
1170
1171
1172
1173
1174
1175
1176

1177
1178
1179
1180
1181
1182

and consequently maintained at the level of CopPs, as attested by event-related modification,
quantification and the different readings CopPs receive in the present and in the past.35

An additional (and very basic) observation that reinforces the idea that D-CopPs exist, and
thus, CopPs also split into the K and D classes, is that prototypical D-verbs under the K/D
account (namely, sit, stand, lie) correspond to CopPs in Romance languages (e.g., in Spanish,
estar {sentado / de pie / tumbado)). In examples (27)-(29), (55), (57), (59) and (61) we have
already observed the D-behaviour of these CopPs. Moreover, apart from the typical case of s/,
stand and Jie, it is worth observing that the correspondence between a CopP in Romance and a
VP in English is a very frequent phenomenon, which suggests that the aspectual parallelism
between CopPs and VPs is not only plausible, but real. Again, such a CopP - VP
correspondence through languages can be clearly observed in many of the examples above:
estar de rodillas - to kneel (30b), estar de compras - to (be) shop(ping), estar de fiesta - fo (be)
party(ing), estar de vigje - to (be) travel(ling) (31a), estar asomado - to lean out (31b).

In the light of all of the above, we can conclude that non-verbal predicates and the
corresponding CopPs are split into the K and D classes, thus we can modify the aspectual
taxonomy in (Table 2) as represented in (Table 4), where Kimian and Davidsonian states are
instantiated by both VPs and CopPs.

Non-dynamic (States) Dynamic (traditional Events)

Kimian Davidsonian

VPs VPs VPs

know, weigh, own... sit, stand, lie, gleam... run, talk, eat...
CopPs CopPs 736
(fo be) a student, from the Canary
(fo be) tired, alone, angry, hungry

Islands

Table 4: VPs and CopPs over the aspectual classes: new taxonomy

3. On the analogy between the K/D and the IL/SL distinction

Once we observe that non-verbal predication is in parallel to verbal predication in what
concerns the K/D split, we are left with a second dilemma, that is the relation between this
model (Kimian / Davidsonian) and the IL/SL distinction. That CopPs display the IL/SL distinction

35 The compositional nature of inner aspect in CopPs is a common observation in the literature, which has led many scholars to analyse
CopPs as the result of a concord phenomenon between the predicate and the copula (Author, 2017, 2015; Brucart, 2012, 2005;
Fabregas, 2012; Gallego and Uriagereka, 2016; Zagona, 2012; a.o0.). As attested by the references, the derivation of event structure in
CopPs has been studied basically in Spanish, because of the serfestar alternation, and recently Author (2018b) extended the analysis to
mono-copular Romance languages, such as French and ltalian.

36 We leave open the question on whether dynamic CopPs exist (that is, ‘eventive’ in the traditional sense). Under the premise that non-
verbal and verbal predication domains are aspectual-symmetric, dynamic CopPs should exist. In fact, it seems to be the case for activity-
CopPs discussed in section 2.1 (e.g., ser amable con sus abuelos, estar(se) quiefo). We refer the reader to Arche (2011, 2006), Author
(2017), Fabregas and Marin (2016, 2015), Fernandez Leborans (2007), Garcia Fernandez and Gémez Vazquez (2015), for a detailed
study of these CopPs.
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is a well-established fact; therefore, once determined that the same constructions also split into
the K/D classes, for the sake of coherence, we are called to understand the connection (if any)
between these two close paradigms.

The distinction between Individual-Level Predicates (ILPs, henceforth) and Stage-Level
Predicates (SLPs) finds its origins in Milsark's (1974) and Carlson's (1977) studies. During the
last forty years, linguists have incessantly tried to find out the conceptual foundations of the
distinction as well as a formal explanation of its grammatical encoding; however, we still lack a
broad consensus on this subject (see Fabregas, 2012; Fernald, 2000 for an overview). The
literature is full of “roughly speaking” descriptions of the IL/SL distinction, which has generally
been interpreted as an aspectual3” contrast between permanent (IL) and transient (SL) qualities.
However, since Carlson (1977: 72-73), it is well known that the duration (permanent or
transient) cannot be taken as a defining feature of IL/SL-ness (see also Arche, 2012; Author,
2017, 2018a on this topic).3® Therefore, nowadays the most appealing way to conceive the
distinction is still the classical understanding of ILPs as “property-descriptive” predicates and of
SLPs as “situation” or “happening-descriptive” predicates (see Carlson, 1977: 75; Milsark, 1974:
211).

Before moving on, particular attention has to be paid to the term property, which is not
used here in the usual sense of the formal semantics framework, where properfy makes
reference to the meaning of a predicate. When it comes to aspect, and particularly to the
difference between IL and SL-predicates, the term property is used in its more general meaning,
as “intrinsic quality”, “characteristic” of an entity. Therefore, the label property-descripfive makes
reference to predicates that describe a characteristic of the subject, that is, ‘characterizing
predicates’. In this sense, properity-descriptive predicates differ from happening-descriptive
predicates in that the latter do not describe a property of their subject, but an event in which the
subject is involved.

As sketched out in the introduction to this paper, under the K/D theory, the IL/SL contrast is
considered an independent paradigm with respect to the K/D distinction. The reasons that lead
to this postulate are mainly two: first, Maienborn's claim that CopPs are homogeneously K-
states regardless of their IL/SL nature; second, the fact that the IL/SL contrast is understood as
a pragmatic (rather than a grammatical) distinction between permanent and transitory qualities,
and therefore not related to the K/D pattern. Nevertheless, under the evidence that CopPs
exhibit the K/D contrast, the first claim loses its validity, and we are now straightaway redirected
to explore the connections between the two distinctions (K/D and IL/SL) in the domain of non-
verbal predication. Likewise, the alleged pragmatic nature of the IL/SL contrast is not a piece of

empirical evidence that precludes the search for a deeper understanding of the concepts

37 Some linguists reject the idea that the IL/SL distinction is aspectual and suggest that the contrast is pragmatic in nature and has no
grammatical foundations (e.g., De Swart, 1993; Jager, 2001; Maienborn, 2005a et seq.). We will address this point further on.

38 The basic reason why the permanent / transient criterion is not relevant is that, although it probably works in many cases, a property
(that is, an ILP) is not necessarily permanent and, vice versa, a situation or a happening (i.e., a SLP) is not necessarily transitory: on the
contrary, a property is usually lost (e.g., to be a child, to be a student, etc.), and a situation can be maintained without an endpoint (e.g.,

to be forever {grateful / satisfied for...}).
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involved. Anyway, if we consider the IL/SL contrast as an aspectual distinction, then it is
reasonable to wonder about its implications in a general aspectual taxonomy of predicates and,
in the case under discussion, in the domain of Kimian and Davidsonian states.

If we take into account the two groups of CopPs described above (see Table 4), we notice
that the cleavage between the K and D-classes coincides with that of IL and SL-predications:
those CopPs tagged as Kimian are characterizing predications (that is, property-descriptive),
typically conceived of as ILPs, while D-CopPs are situation-descriptive predications, that is,
ordinary SLPs (72).

(72) K-CopPs = IL-CopPs: (fo be) a student, from the Canary Islands...
D-CopPs = SL-CopPs: (fo be) tired, alone, angry, hungry...

This link should not be surprising after all, considering that the analysis of SLPs as
Davidsonian elements (that is, as predicates endowed with an event argument) had been put
forward since the very first studies on the IL/SL contrast (Kratzer, 1995, 1988) and had been
supported by a large tradition (Diesing, 1992; Fernald, 2000; Ramchand, 1993; a.o.). Moreover,
even those studies that do not overtly commit to the presence of an extra e-position in SLPs,
generally agree on the event-like nature of SL predications (Author, 2017; Fabregas, 2012;
Hoekstra, 1992; Raposo and Uriagereka, 1995; a.o.). Therefore, despite the specific formal
approaches adopted by the different studies on this subject, SLPs are usually considered
eventive predicates, which is exactly the same idea that Maienborn expresses for D-States, as
well as the same conclusion we reach above for a specific group of CopPs (that is, D-CopPs)
while checking Maienborn's claim on the non-Davidsonian nature of CopPs.

A third clue of the connection between the K/D and the IL/SL contrasts comes from the
evidence that in Spanish and Portuguese the previously observed split among K- and D-CopPs
coincides with the serestar alternation. We can observe, in fact, that K-CopPs are headed by
the copula ser, while D-CopPs have the copula estar (73) (see also all the previous Spanish

and Portuguese data).

(73) K-CopPs = serPs: ser {estudiante / de Canarias} (Spanish)
ser {estudante / das Candrias} (Portuguese)

‘to be {a student / from the Canary Islands}’

D-CopPs = estarPs: estar {cansado / solo / enfadado / hambriento} (Spanish)
estar {cansado / sozinho / furioso / faminto} (Portuguese)
‘to be {tired /| alone / angry / hungry}’

In at least the last twenty years, the serestar alternation in Spanish and Portuguese has
been studied as an overt manifestation of the IL/SL distinction in the non-verbal domain:
regardless of the different formal approaches we find in the literature, ser and esfar copulas

have been taken as syntactic exponents of IL- and SL-predications, respectively (Arche, 2012,
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2006; Author, 2018a, 2017, 2015; Bosque and Gutiérrez-Rexach, 2009; Cunha, 2011, 2007
Escandell, 2018; Escandell and Leonetti, 2002; Fabregas, 2012; Fernandez Leborans, 1999;
Gumiel-Molina et al., 2015; Leonetti, 2015, 1994; Leonetti and Escribano, 2018; RAE and
ASALE, 2009; Raposo, 2013; a.o.). In sum, the fact that typical K-CopPs have the copula ser,
while D-CopPs are headed by esfar confirms our intuition in (72): what we are referring to as
Kimian and Davidsonian is nothing more than the Individual-Level/Stage-Level distinction.

In Maienborn's K/D proposal, the serestar alternation (just as the IL/SL contrast) is not
considered as being related to the K/D distinction because it is argued to be a discourse-
dependent phenomenon which, as such, does not correlate with the eventive nature of
predicates (see especially Maienborn, 2005a). Such a view clearly derives from the idea we
discussed above that CopPs resist the Davidsonian tests, and therefore, whatever distinction
we find among them is not related to eventivity. However, again, this view collapses under the
empirical evidence provided along this paper, which suggests that the K/D split exists in CopPs,
and it is parallel to the ser-IL/estar-SL distinction.

As for the alleged pragmatic nature of the IL/SL contrast and the phenomenon of copular
alternation (ser/ estar), we have many pieces of evidence that suggest these phenomena are
not merely discourse-dependent. First of all, the vast majority of the previous tests (namely,
event-related modification, secondary predication and quantification) are syntactic phenomena,
which means that the IL/SL contrast and the phenomenon of copular alternation have a strong
syntactic foundation, apart from their pragmatic implications and effects. Second, the parallelism
we observed among languages suggests that the aspectual distinction under discussion (call it
K/D or IL/SL) and its manifestation in some languages by means of specific syntactic exponents
(e.g., serand estar copulas) are well-codified phenomena across natural languages, which do
not depend simply on discourse constraints. Finally, as for ser and estar, despite the classical
debate on whether the copular alternation is a pragmatic or a syntactic phenomenon,3? it has
only recently been observed for Spanish that the distribution of serand esfar copulas follows a
regular pattern that cannot be freely altered, no matter what the discourse constraints are. In
particular, while ILPs combine with serand, under a proper discourse-situation, can be coerced
into a SL-reading by combining with estar (74a),%0 SLPs combine exclusively with esfar, ser
being impossible, even though the utterance of a property of the subject is required by the
discourse (74b) (Author, 2015: 225-227, 2017, 2018a; Gallego and Uriagereka, 2016).

(74) a. ser+ILP: ser {alfo / guapo / simpatico}
estar+ |LPs:  estar {alto / guapo / simpatico}
‘tobe ({tall / handsome / nice}
b. estar+ SLPs: estar {harfo / cansado / tumbado}
*ser+ SLPs:  *ser  {harto / cansado / tumbado}

39 See Author (2017), Leonetti (1994), and Fernandez Leborans (1999) for a deep discussion on the discourse-based and the syntax-
based studies of serand estar.
40 See Escandell and Leonetti (2002) and Escandell (2018) on coercion of ILPs to SLPs.
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‘tobe {fed up / tired / lying down}’

Additionally, it has been widely described in the literature that ser and esfar also impose
strong categorical selection restrictions on the predicates. In particular, only adjectival
categories (that is, APs and PPs) can appear with both copulas, while NPs (and DPs of course)
are exclusively allowed with the copula ser, as well as AdvPs are allowed only with estar.

Despite the obvious fact that the utterance of a property (with ser) or a stage (with estar)
has to be felicitous in the real world, these observations suggest that the copular alternation is a
syntactic phenomenon, which is not explained in the realm of discourse (see Author, 2017;
Cunha, 2011; Fernandez Leborans, 1999 on this topic).

In sum, both the IL/SL distinction and the ser/estar alternation seem to be syntactic in
nature (not merely discourse-dependent phenomena), just as the K/D distinction. Therefore, we
are facing three phenomena (namely, K/D, IL/SL and ser/estar) which, based on few essential
observations, do not seem as different as we were induced to think; but rather, they look as one
and the same thing. As we saw, in fact, K-CopPs and D-CopPs are semantically identical to IL
and SL-CopPs (respectively), the first group describing properties of the subject, and the
second group describing situations, happenings, in which the subject is involved. The formal
approaches to the study of IL and SL-predications also coincide with the Davidsonian account
of D-States, sometimes in a technical way (when studying SLPs as D-predicates) and
sometimes exclusively in a conceptual way (when describing SLPs as eventive predicates).
Finally, we have clear empirical evidence from Romance when we see that K-CopPs are
nothing more than se/Ps (that is, IL-CopPs) and D-CopPs coincide with estarPs (that is, SL-
CopPs).

On balance, everything suggests that when talking about Kimian and Davidsonian
predicates we are talking about the same thing as Individual-Level and Stage-Level predicates.
While at the beginning we wondered about the possible connections between the K/D and the
IL/SL distinctions, we have now reached the opposite question: are there any differences
between the K/D and the IL/SL classes? The data suggest that the answer is “no”.

If we now expand our research from non-verbal to verbal predication, we observe two more
pieces of evidence in support of the parallelism between the IL/SL and the K/D contrasts. The
first one is that, as the K/D distinction, the IL/SL contrast also extends to the domain of verbal
predication, thus the coincidence K-IL/D-SL we observed among non-verbal predicates and
their respective CopPs is also attested among verbal predicates. Even though in the literature it
is usual to refer to the IL/SL distinction quite exclusively while talking about CopPs, it is worth
remembering that the Individual/Stage distinction is a cross-categorical distinction, which
applies also to verbs (see the original work by Carlson, 1977). Now, if we take into account
some Kimian and Davidsonian verbs (see Table 1), we will observe that, at the same time, they
are also canonical IL- and SL-verbs: know, wejgh, own are property-descriptive (i.e., IL) verbs,
while sit, stand, lie, gleam describe situations (i.e., stages) of the subject they are predicated of,

and therefore are SLPs.
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Finally, it should be noted that the original tests proposed in the K/D theory in order to
distinguish D-states (namely, the ability to function as a complement of perception verbs and
the admission of event related modifiers, see [2]), are nothing more than a subpart of the
canonical tests of SL-ness, put forward since the initial studies on this subject (Carlson, 1977;
Chierchia, 1995; Kratzer, 1995, 1988; Milsark, 1974). This very basic observation serves as
ultimate evidence that while talking about Davidsonian predicates, we are talking about Stage-
Level predicates.

In sum, on the basis of the above, we can conclude that the K/D and the IL/SL distinctions
are essentially one and the same thing. The practice of keeping the two notions apart can be
attributed to the fact that, as mentioned before, linguists are used to talk about the IL/SL
distinction in the non-verbal domain, while the K/D account was originally formulated for verbal
predicates. However, once we understand that what happens among non-verbal predicates is
the same that happens among verbal ones (as we tested along the previous sections), then
there is no reason to keep things apart: Kimian/Davidsonian and Individual/Stage are just

notational variants of the same aspectual distinction.

4. Conclusions

In this paper we put under scrutiny two fundamental principles of the K/D theory, namely,
the idea that the K/D distinction is a paradigm different from the Individual/Stage-Level
dichotomy, and that this distinction concerns only verbal predicates, because all copular
constructions are K-States.

We took into account the linguistic tests proposed by K/D theorists, together with additional
well-established tests for eventive predicates and we applied them to non-verbal predicates and
copular constructions in Romance languages. As a result, we observed that not only do they not
behave as a uniform class of K-predications, but they also test positively for Davidsonian states;
that is to say, that non-verbal predicates and the respective CopPs are split between the K and
D classes just as verbal predicates and VPs are.

For the sake of coherence, the observed contrast in the domain of non-verbal predication
triggers a direct connection to the IL/SL distinction, which has been typically studied for non-
verbal predicates and copular constructions. We observed that, once we compare the K/D and
the IL/SL classifications, they actually coincide. Semantically, K-States, as ILPs, are property-
descriptive predications, while D-States, as SLPs, are happening-descriptive (that is, eventive)
predications. No difference is found even syntactically, once we observe that the tests for D-
States are (just a part of) the traditional tests for SLPs. Conclusive evidence comes directly from
Romance languages, once we observe that the distinction between K and D-CopPs coincides
with the distribution of serand esfar copulas in Portuguese and Spanish, that is, with IL-CopPs
and SL-CopPs.

We therefore conclude that, contrary to the fundamental principles of the K/D theory, the
Kimian/Davidsonian distinction coincides with the Individual/Stage-Level contrast and it is

equally relevant for the verbal and for the non-verbal domains, that is to say, non-verbal
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predicates and CopPs also split between the K (or IL) and D (SL) classes. In other words, the
Kimian/Davidsonian distinction turns out to be nothing more than a notational variant of the
Individual/Stage-Level distinction, whose original segregation results from considering the K/D
contrast as a typically verbal phenomenon, and the IL/SL distinction as a non-verbal one.

At least two major aspects remain outstanding at this point: an ontological characterization
of the two objects under discussion (namely, K- or ILPs and D- or SLPs) and a formal linguistic
analysis. Both tasks have drawn the attention of theorists over decades and, curiously enough,
again, the IL/SL classification and the K/D theory share the same intuitions when it comes to
formal issues.

As for the ontology, the existence of predicates that behave and are interpreted as events
(call them Davidsonian or Stage-Level) in all ways, except for the fact that they are non-dynamic
(that is, static), compels us to go over the traditional aspectual understanding of “event” as a
dynamic predicate and find out a new, wider, and more accurate notion.

As for the formal analysis of K/ILPs and D/SLPs, again, we await an optimal solution, which
could justify both the interpretation and the syntactical behaviour of the two predicative classes.
The Davidsonian analysis of eventive predicates has been widely criticized by theorists, both for
the K/D and for the IL/SL theories. Essentially, distinguishing predicates on the basis of an extra
e-position is no longer convincing with the advent of neo-Davidsonianism; furthermore, the e-
variable has been proven to be an insufficient formal device to justify the syntactic behaviour of
event predicates when it comes to phenomena that exceed the domain of modification and
quantification. Moreover, the new, wider concept of “event’, which does not depend on
dynamism and encompasses both the verbal and the non-verbal predication, calls for a new
formal analysis.

For the time being, we know that there is no reason to differentiate between K/D-States
and ILPs/SLPs, and that the distinction between the class of eventive (call it D or SL) and that of
non-eventive (K or IL) predicates is equally found in the verbal and in the non-verbal domain.

This can represent a new significant starting point for linguistic research on eventivity.
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