Context and subeventual structure in Depictive secondary predication
Depictives are a subclass of secondary predicates, and are chiefly notable for adding an ‘extra’ or second predicate to a sentence, which denotes a property that holds of its predicated subject at the time of the matrix event of the sentence:

(1) 	Johni arrived drunki

An issue for this is how to fix the size and overlap of the depictive property with the matrix event. Depictives are unlike adverbial modification in that they hold directly of their subject, and not just the event. Compare:

(2) i)	Johni drove the car drunki
     ii)	John drove the car drunkenly

The adverbial form of the sentence only requires that John drive the car in a drunken manner (e.g. if he was acting/pretending to be drunk), while the depictive requires that John actually be drunk. So, depictives have a closer, factual link to its predicated participant. This raises a number of questions–- how should depictives be composed with the matrix event, and do depictives introduce states or events? Rothstein (2004) uses a summing operation, which takes two atomic events and forms a singular event which is the summing of these. As a consequence of this, Rothstein (2004: 70) argues that English depictives are never VPs, are always homogeneous, and that the the matrix event determines the size of the summed event. This faces a number of issues. First, VP depictives do appear to be possible:

(3)  i)	Peteri and Johni arrived at the tomb [VP noticing the linen clothes and not Jesus]i 	         (Google)
     ii)	Johni died [VP whistling Ode to Joy]i 					 	(Truswell 2007: 1378)

If (3ii) is negated, then this can only mean either John didn’t die, or he died but wasn’t whistling, which shows that the adjunct is inside the scope of negation (c.f. “John didn’t arrive, hungry”). Second, (3i) is telic, and so is not homogeneous, which poses issues for Rothstein’s account of a summing operation. Thirdly (3ii) shows that the temporal overlap for whistling can be construed in terms of “immediate temporal precedence” (Truswell 2007: 1378), as the culmination of the event of John dying cannot have John whistling, as dead men cannot (usually) whistle. However, the semantics of the depictive construction also require the ability for the depictive in (2i) to be interpreted as holding for the entirety of the event, and not just immediate temporal precedence. This need for a finer structure for events and the temporal overlap of the depictive can be seen in other examples:

(4) i) 	They dissected the animali alivei
     ii)   Mary threw the balli to John weti 			    (...but it was dry by the time he caught it)
    iii)	John cooked the chickeni frozeni 		(...but it wasn’t frozen by the time he was finished)

So while it is the case that there must be some overlap between the matrix event and the depictive, it can’t be the case that there must be a full overlap. As such, there needs to be a way of partitioning the depictive to hold only of certain times of the matrix event. This variance would be partially conditioned by verb class, but also by pragmatic world-knowledge and context; both depictives in (4) could describe any number of similar situations, as long as the secondary predicate doesn’t hold at the end of the matrix event, or entail that it must have the property at the culmination of the action. I argue that this can be captured by using a cover (Cov) in the spirit of Schwarzschild (1996). How long the property of the depictive applies in the matrix event is contextually determined, with the relevant subparts of the events decided on depending on the situation and pragmatic knowledge.
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