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1.
Introduction
Some constructions exhibit what is known as “reconstruction effects”. In such constructions, material that seems to have been displaced in the overt syntax seems to be interpreted in its base position. This is illustrated in (1), which is ambiguous between a wide scope (or de re) reading which doesn’t show a reconstruction effect, and a narrow scope (or de dicto) reading, which does.

(1)
Some student seems to be in the building.


Wide scope reading: There is an x, x a student, and it seems that x is in the building.


Narrow scope reading: It seems that there is an x, x a student, and x is in the building.

      
There are essentially two ways to derive the narrow scope reading (where a student is interpreted “below” seems): syntactic reconstruction and semantic reconstruction. According to the syntactic reconstruction approach, a student is put back at LF in its base position. According to the semantic reconstruction approach, a student appears where it appears on the surface, but its meaning is somehow “put back” (e.g., by lambda-conversion) in its base position. Schematically, the two analyses of (2) according to these approaches are these:

(2)
a.
Syntactic reconstruction:




LF: [seems [a student to be in the building]]

b. Semantic reconstruction:

LF: [[a student] [(Qquantifier [Q to be in the building]]]

     
In this paper I do not attempt to decide which of the two approaches has an advantage over the other. Rather, I discuss two cases which, I think, have been misanalyzed in the literature as reconstruction effects. The first case (discussion in section 2) is the case of superlative relative clauses. It is argued in Bhatt 2002 that “low” readings of such relative clauses are a reconstruction effect. The second case (discussed in section 3) is the case of wh-questions. It has been argued by various authors (e.g., Rullmann and Beck 1998, and Beck and Rullmann 1999), that ‘de dicto’ readings of which-questions are the result of reconstruction of the which-phrase. I argue below that both claims are wrong. For simplicity, I show this using the syntactic reconstruction method, but the same arguments hold if we use the semantic reconstruction method.

2.
CASE I – Superlative relative clauses

According to Bhatt 2002, a superlative morpheme that “heads” a relative clause can be interpreted either externally or internally with respect to the relative clause. When it is interpreted internally, we get a reconstruction effect. I agree with Bhatt that the relative “head” itself can be interpreted externally or internally, but contra Bhatt, I argue that the superlative morpheme itself is always interpreted externally with respect to the relative clause.

2.1    The problem
Bhatt observes that (3) is ambiguous in the way indicated below:

(3)
The longest book John said Tolstoy had written was War and Peace.

a.
High reading (longest >> say): 


John said about a bunch of books that they were written by Tolstoy. Of these books, War and Peace is the longest.


A plausible scenario for this reading:

John said: “Tolstoy wrote War and Peace, Anna Karenina, and Tom Sawyer.”

b.
Low reading (say >> longest): 


John said about a bunch of books that they were written by Tolstoy and that War and Peace is the longest in the bunch.


A plausible scenario for this reading:

John said: “Tolstoy wrote War and Peace, which is 2000 pages long; Crime and Punishment, which is 1500 pages long; and Tom Sawyer, which is 1000 pages long.”

According to the high reading, John does not express an opinion about the length of War and Peace relative to the other books. He expresses an opinion about who wrote them (though he might be wrong about that; in our case he happens to be wrong about Tom Sawyer, which was not written by Tolstoy). According to the low reading, John expresses an opinion both about who wrote the books and about the length of War and Peace relative to the other books (though he might be wrong about these facts; in our case he happens to be wrong about the actual lengths of the books, but not about the fact that War and Peace is the longest).

    
Bhatt further observes that adding an NPI to the construction in (3) disambiguates it:

(4)
The longest book John ever said Tolstoy had written was War and Peace (longest >> say)


The longest book John said Tolstoy had ever written was War and Peace (say >> longest)

Obtaining the high reading of (3) is relatively simple. We have to assume that the superlative morpheme picks out the longest item out of the set {x:x is a book and John said Tolstoy wrote x} (={War and Peace, Anna Karenina, Tom Sawyer}). Obtaining the low reading is not so straightforward. What we want is a structure from which we can infer that John said something like: “War and Peace is the longest book that Tolstoy wrote”. The surface structure of (3) doesn’t readily give us this.  

     
Based on the NPI examples in (4), Bhatt argues that the low reading of (3) is obtained from an LF in which longest book is “reconstructed” below say. The high reading is obtained from an LF where longest book appears above say. He assumes that the licensing of ever by the superlative morpheme has to be done in a “local” fashion. We come back to this issue in section 2.6.

      
The idea that relative “head” can reconstruct is not a new one. What is new about Bhatt’s analysis is the idea that the superlative morpheme – which is attached to the “head” – reconstructs. Evidence that the “head” itself may reconstruct comes from amount relatives (studied in Carlson (1977), Heim (1987), Grosu and Landman (1998)) and from relative clauses with intensional predicates.

(5)
Amount relatives:


We will never be able to drink the wine that was spilled on the floor.

(5) has a reading according to which the noun phrase refers to the amount of wine spilled, rather than the actual wine. This is the amount reading, which cannot be derived unless the relative clause is interpreted as (d[d-much wine was spilled on the floor] (where the “head” is internal), rather than (x[we spilled x on the floor] (where the “head” is external).

(6)
Relative clauses with intensional predicates:

We are expecting a student tonight. The student we are expecting tonight will probably leave early.

If a student in the first sentence in (6) is understood ‘de dicto’, the student we are expecting tonight in the second sentence cannot mean “the unique student x such that we are expecting x tonight” because there is no particular student that is expected. Here, too, it seems that student is reconstructed inside the relative clause itself.
    
These facts provide an argument for optional reconstruction of the “head” (syntactically or semantically). Bhatt argues that relative clauses such as (3) exhibit such optional reconstruction (he argues for syntactic reconstruction, but these facts could, in principle, be explained by using the semantic reconstruction technique). In the next section we discuss two different (syntactic) reconstruction theories of superlatives, and their problems.

2.2.
Reconstructing the whole “head” 

One possibility to implement Bhatt’s idea is to reconstruct the complex consisting of the “head”+superlative (a version of this approach was explored and rejected in an early draft of Hulsey and Sauerland (2004)). For such purposes, the most suitable semantics for the superlative morpheme is the one suggested in Heim (1999) (which I call here, for ease of reference, estrelation). Accordingly, estrelation takes three arguments: a set of individuals (C – the comparison set), a relation between individuals and degrees (R), and an individual (y). C is the pronominal restrictor of estrelation, whose value is determined by the context.

(7)
[[estrelation]](C)(R)(y) is defined only if (a) y(C; and (b) for all x in C, there is a degree d such that R(x)(d)=1.


When defined, [[estrelation]](C)(R)(y) = 1 iff there is a degree d such that R(y)(d)=1 and for all z in C such that z ( y, R(z)(d)=0.

This semantics is designed to capture the absolute/comparative ambiguity (Ross 1964, Szabolcsi 1986) of sentences with superlative expressions in object position, illustrated below:

(8)
Tolstoy wrote the longest book


Absolute reading: out of the set of relevant books, the longest one is written by Tolstoy.


Comparative reading: out of the set of relevant book-writers, Tolstoy is the one who wrote at least one book that is longer than any of the books written by the others.

The assumption is that the absolute reading is obtained by interpreting estrelation in-situ, and the comparative reading by movement of estrelation to a position between the subject and the VP. 

(9)
“Absolute” reading


LF:
Tolstoy wrote the estrelation-C long book


Semantic derivation:

When defined, [[Tolstoy wrote the estrelation-C long book]]g = 1 iff 

[[wrote]]g([[Tolstoy]]g)( [[the estrelation-C long book]]g)=1.

Iff Tolstoy wrote the unique x in [[C]]g  such that there is a degree d such that x is a d-long book and no other y in [[C]]g is a d-long book (where [[C]]g = {x:x is a relevant d-long book}).

(10)
“Comparative” reading


LF:
Tolstoy estrelation-C 1 2 [t1 wrote (the) d2-long book]


Semantic derivation:

When defined, [[Tolstoy estrelation-C 1 2 [t1 wrote (the) d2-long book] ]]g = 1 iff 

[[estrelation-C]]g([[ 1 2 [t1 wrote (the) d2-long book] ]]g)([[Tolstoy]]g)=1.


Iff there is a degree d such that Tolstoy (who is in [[C]]g) wrote a d-long book, and no one else in [[C]]g wrote a d-long book (where [[C]]g = {x:x is a relevant individual such that there is a degree d such that x wrote a d-long book})

Following this analysis, the “high” reading of (3) is an absolute reading, and it is obtained as follows:

(11)
LF:   the estrelation-C [long-book John said Tolstoy had written ] is War and Peace


Semantic derivation:


For any individual x and degree d, [[long-book John said Tolstoy had written]] (x)(d)=1 iff x is a d-long book such that John said Tolstoy wrote x]


When defined, [[the estrelation-C [long-book John said Tolstoy had written ] is War and Peace]] g = 1 iff [[is]] g([[War and Peace]] g)( [[the estrelation-C [long-book John said Tolstoy had written ]]] g) = 1.
Iff War and Peace is the unique x in [[C]]g such that there is a degree d such that x is a d-long book that John said Tolstoy wrote, and no other relevant y in [[C]]g is a d-long book that John said Tolstoy wrote (where [[C]]g ( {x:there is a degree d such that x is a d-long book that John said Tolsty wrote}).

The low reading of (3), according to this view, is derived from an LF where longest book is “reconstructed”. It, too, is an absolute reading.

(12)
LF:  [the 1 John said Tolstoy wrote the estrelation-C long book-1] was War and Peace


Semantic derivation:


When defined, [[  [the 1 John said Tolstoy wrote the estrelation-C long book-1] was War and Peace]]g = 1 iff [[was]]g([[War and Peace]]g)([[the 1 John said Tolstoy wrote the estrelation-C long book-1]] g) = 1.


Iff War and Peace is the unique x such that John said that Tolstoy wrote x and x is the unique y in [[C]]g  such that there is a degree d such that y is a d-long book and no other book in [[C]]g  is d-long”.

Let us go over some possible values for C, and the implications they give rise to. If [[C]]g  = {x:there is a degree d such that x is a relevant d-long book}, the implication is that John said about x that Tolstoy wrote x, and x is the longest book out of the set of salient books (not necessarily written by Tolstoy). If [[C]]g  = {x:there is a degree d such that x is a relevant d-long book that Tolstoy wrote}, the implication is that Tolstoy wrote x and x is the longest book out of the set of books written by Tolstoy.

The problem is this. If we choose the first possible value as the value of C, there is no guarantee that all the books were written by Tolstoy. And indeed, (3) doesn’t have such a low reading (all the books that John is talking about must be by Tolstoy, according to John). If we choose the second possible value, we get the implication that John said something like the following: “Tolstoy wrote the longest book that Tolstoy wrote”. Even if the second value is acceptable (despite this oddity), there is still no way to block the first possible value, but this reading of (3) does not arise.  

As Saulerand and Hulsey are aware of the problem, they propose an alternative analysis (in a later version) which makes crucial use of intermediate traces/copies. I briefly comment on this in section 2.6.

2.3.
Reconstruction of the whole “head” + movement of ‘est’
Another way to implement Bhatt’s idea is the one that Bhatt actually proposes, namely, that the complex composed of the superlative+“head” reconstructs, and the superlative morpheme then moves to a position higher than its base position, but still lower than say. Bhatt assumes that the superlative morpheme is a focus-sensitive operator that takes two arguments: a property of degrees (P), and a property of such properties (C). The latter is a pronominal restrictor of the superlative, whose value is determined via association with Focus (in the style of Rooth 1992). I call this morpheme estproperty, and its semantics was proposed in Heim (1995) to capture comparative readings of superlatives in object position:

(13)  
[[estproperty]]g(C)(P) is defined only if for all P’(C, there is a degree d such that P’(d)=1. 


When defined, [[estproperty]]g(C)(P) = 1 iff there is a degree d such that P(d)=1 and for all Q such that C(Q)=1 and Q(P, Q(d)=0.


The comparative reading of sentences with a superlative expression in object position often arises when the subject is focused, as in the following example:

(14)
TOLSTOY wrote the longest book (==> all the other authors wrote shorter books).

According to the proposed semantics for estproperty, the comparative reading is obtained as follows:

(15)
LF:
estproperty-C [[1 [TolstoyF wrote the d1-long book]]~C]


Semantic derivation. According to Rooth’s theory of Association with Focus, the squiggle operator (~) imposes the following restriction on the value of the focus anaphor C (which is coreferential with the pronominal restrictor of the superlative morpheme):


[[C]]g  ( {{d:Tolstoy wrote a/the d-long book}, {d:Dostoevsky wrote a/the d-long book}, {d:Shakespeare wrote a/the d-long book},…}


When defined, [[estproperty-C [[1 [TolstoyF wrote (the) d1-long book]]~C] ]]g  = 1 iff [[estproperty-C]]g ([[  [ 1 [TolstoyF wrote (the) d1-long book]]~C]]g ) = 1 . 

Iff there is a degree d such that Tolstoy wrote a d-long book, and for all Q in [[C]]g  such that Q([[  [ 1 [TolstoyF wrote (the) d1-long book]]~C ]]g , Q(d)=0.

Iff there is a degree d such that Tolstoy wrote a d-long book, and for every other relevant author y, y didn’t write a d-long book.  

Similarly, the low reading of (3) is a comparative reading, obtained by having a copy of longest book below say, and moving the superlative morpheme to a position above Tolstoy but below say. The copy of longest book is assumed to be a copy in the sense of Fox 2002 (see also Fox, this volume), whose “embedded” variable is focused:

(16)  LF: 

[the 2 John said estproperty-C [[1 [Tolstoy wrote (the) d1-long book-[2]F]]~C] was W-P


Semantic derivation:

[[C]]g  ( {{d:Tosltoy wrote a/the d-long book a}, {d:Tolstoy wrote a/the d-long book b}, {d: Tosltoy wrote a/the d-long book c}, …}

When defined, [[  [the 2 John said estproperty-C [[1 [Tolstoy wrote (the) d1-long book-[2]F]]~C] was W-P  ]]g   = 1 iff [[was]]g  ([[W-P]]g)( [[  [the 2 John said estproperty-C [[1 [Tolstoy wrote (the) d1-long book-[2]F]]~C] ]]g) = 1.

Iff War and Peace is the unique x such that John said that there is a degree d such that Tolstoy wrote a/the d-long book x, and such that no other Q in [[C]]g   is such that Q(d)=1.

Iff War and Peace is the unique x such that John said that there is a degree d such that Tolstoy wrote a/the d-long book x, and such that no other book written by Tolstoy is d-long”. 

This interpretation is indeed the one we are after, but the following problem comes to mind. We expect (3) to have another “low” reading, a reading corresponding to (14) (where Tolstoy is also focused). But (3) doesn’t have such a reading: 

(17)
The longest book John said TOLSTOY wrote was War and Peace.


LF:


[the 2 John said estproperty-C [[1 [TolstoyF wrote (the) d1-long book-[2]F]]~C] was War and Peace


Semantic derivation:


[[C]]g ({{d:Tosltoy wrote a/the d-long book a}, {d:Dostoevsky wrote a/the d-long book b}, {d: Shakespeare wrote a/the d-long book c}, …}

When defined, [[  [the 2 John said estproperty-C [[1 [TolstoyF wrote (the) d1-long book-2]]~C] was War and Peace ]]g  = 1 iff War and Peace is the unique x such that John said that there is a degree d such that Tolstoy wrote a/the d-long book x, and no other author wrote a/the d-long book x.

The sentence does have the following reading: “War and Peace is the longest book John said Tolstoy wrote, and not the longest book John said some other author wrote.” But this reading is obtained by attaching the focus anaphor to a higher position, not to the position Bhatt claims it attaches to in the “low” reading/s.

    
I conclude, then, that there is no way to derive the low reading of (3) by reconstructing the superlative morpheme, without running into the problems discussed above. I further conclude, that the low reading of (3) is simply not a reconstruction effect (or, more accurately, not the effect of reconstructing the superlative morpheme).

2.5
The superlative morpheme is external to the relative clause
How can we account for the low reading of (3) without reconstructing the superlative morpheme? I suggest that the “head” indeed reconstructs in the low reading, but the superlative morpheme is always external (in both the high and low readings). As a first attempt, let us assume that the semantics of the superlative morpheme is that of estrelation. Accordingly, the low reading of (3) is obtained as in (19), assuming that say has the semantics in (18):

(18)
For any world w, proposition p, and individual x, [[say]](w)(p)(x) = 1 iff for all worlds w’ compatible with what x says in w, p(w’)=1.

(19)
LF:  the estrelation-C 2 1 [John said-w 3 Tolstoy had written-w3 (the) d2-long-w3 book1] was War and Peace


Semantic derivation:


When defined, [[the estrelation-C 2 1 [John said-w 3 Tolstoy had written-w3 (the) d2-long-w3 book1] was War and Peace ]]g  = 1 iff [[was]]g ([[War and Peace]]g )([[the estrelation-C 2 1 [John said-w 3 Tolstoy had written-w3 (the) d2-long book1] ]]g)=1 iff War and Peace is the unique x in [[C]]g  such that there is a degree d such that for all worlds w’ compatible with what John said in the actual world, Tolstoy had written in w’ a d-long book x in w’, and no other y in [[C]]g  is such that for all worlds w’ compatible with what John said in the actual world, Tolstoy had written in w’ a d-long book y in w’ (where [[C]]g  ( {x:there is a degree d such that for all worlds w’ compatible with what John said in w’, Tolstoy had written in w’ a d-long book x in w’}).

The “low” reading depends on how we interpret gradable adjectives. It is assumed in Heim 1999 (and elsewhere) that gradable adjectives are monotonic.
 That is to say, John is 4 feet tall means that John’s maximal height is at least 4 feet. Assuming this we predict, based on (19), that John may have said something like: “War and Peace is at least 1000 long, Anna Karenina is at least 1500 pages long, Tom Sawyer is at least 1000 long”. That is to say, this semantics predicts that John gave the minimum lengths of the books. This implies that a world where Tom Sawyer is 3000 pages long and War and Peace is only 1000 long, is a world compatible with what John said (but not all such worlds have to be like that).
 Why, then, do we get the feeling that according to (3), such a world is not compatible with what John said (i.e., only worlds where War and Peace is higher than the other books are compatible)? This might be the result of a pragmatic inference, just like the inference that four feet is John’s maximal height is a pragmatic inference of John is four feet tall. I do not discuss here the exact details of the theory of implicatures that would capture this inference, but I believe that a general theory of implicatures should be able to capture this. Another possibility that comes to mind is that we should not treat gradable adjectives as monotonic. This possibility is explored in Bhatt and Sharvit (in prep.). 


Uli Sauerland (p.c.) points out the contrast between (20) and (21), against the scenario in (22):

(20)
I read the longest book John said Tolstoy had written.

(21)
The longest book John said Tolstoy had written is WP or AK.

(22)
Scenario:


John says that War and Peace is 1500 pages long, but he is not sure about Anna Karenina – it’s either 1000 pages long or 2000 pages long. Tom Sawyer (which John also claims to have been written by Tolstoy) is 200 pages long according to John.

(20), which is perfectly fine in a scenario where John is sure about which of the Tolstoy books is the longest, is infelicitous in a scenario such as (22), where John is unsure. (21), on the other hand, is fine as a description of (22). We can account for this contrast if we intensionalize –estrelation, and adopt Rooth and Partee’s (1983) semantics for War and Peace or Anna Karenina.

(23)
[[WP or AK]] = [(w(Ds . [(P(D<s,<e,t>> . P(w)(WP)=1 or P(w)(AK)=1]]

(24)
For any set C of functions of type <s,<<s,<e,t>>,t>>, any f of type <s,<<s,<e,t>>,t>>, and any R of type <<s,d>,type(C)>, [[estrelation]](C)(R)(f) is defined only if:

a. f is in C; and

b. For all f’ in C, there is a function h in D<s,d> such that R(h)(f’)=1.

When defined, [[estrelation]](C)(R)(f)=1 iff there is a function h in D<s,d> such that R(h)(f)=1 and for all f’ in C distinct from f, R(h)(f’)=0.

This analysis correctly predicts (21) to be fine; it has the LF in (25) (where T-w is a “functional” trace) and the interpretation in (26): 

(25)
the estrelation-C [5 6 [John believes-w [2 [[T6-w2] [7 3 [Tolstoy wrote-w7 a h5-w7-long-book-w7-t3]]]]]] is WP or AK

(26)
[[WP or AK]] is the unique function f in [[C]] such that there is a function h of type <s,d> such that for all worlds w’ compatible with what John believes in w, f(w’)([(w”(Ds . [(x(De . Tolstoy wrote in w” a h(w”)-long-book-w”-x]])=1 and for all f’ in [[C]]  distinct from f, not all worlds w’ compatible with what John believes in w are such that f’(w’)([(w”(Ds . [(x(De . Tolstoy wrote in w” a h(w”)-long-book-w”-x]])=1.

Suppose John’s belief worlds are w1, w2, and w3. Tom Sawyer is 200 pages long in all of them, and War and Peace is 1500 pages long in all of them. Anna Karenina is 1000 pages long in w1, and 2000 pages long in w2 and w3. The function h that seems to verify the LF above is: {<w1,1500>, <w2,2000>, <w3,2000>} (and [[C]]  is taken to be {[[WP or AK]], [(w(Ds . [(P(D<s,<e,t>> . P(w)(Tom Sawyer)=1]], [(w(Ds . [(P(D<s,<e,t>> . P(w)(Anna Karenina)=1]], [(w(Ds . [(P(D<s,<e,t>> . P(w)(War and Peace)=1]]}).


Now, what about (21)? I am not sure it is completely unacceptable in the situation described. Out of the blue, it probably cannot mean that I read one book or another, but I think the following is not impossible:

(27)
I read the longest book John said Tolstoy had written. 

The longest book John said Tolstoy had written is War and Peace or Anna Karenina. Therefore, I read War and Peace or Ana Karenina.

Notice that with the new, “intensional” semantics for –estrelation we make the welcome prediction that John doesn’t have to specify any numbers at all. The sentence in (3), for example (repeated below as (28)), comes out true even if John simply says: “War and Peace is the longest book Tolstoy wrote”.

(28)
The longest book that John said Tolstoy had written was War and Peace.

(29)
[[WP]] is the unique function f in [[C]] such that there is a function h of type <s,d> such that for all worlds w’ compatible with what John believes in w, f(w’)([(w”(Ds . [(x(De . Tolstoy wrote in w” a h(w”)-long-book-w”-x]])=1 and for all f’ in [[C]]  distinct from f, not all worlds w’ compatible with what John believes in w are such that f’(w’)([(w”(Ds . [(x(De . Tolstoy wrote in w” a h(w”)-long-book-w”-x]])=1 (Where [[C]]  is taken to be the set {[(w(Ds . [(P(D<s,<e,t>> . P(w)(Tom Sawyer)=1]], [(w(Ds . [(P(D<s,<e,t>> . P(w)(Anna Karenina)=1]], [(w(Ds . [(P(D<s,<e,t>> . P(w)(War and Peace)=1]]}).

In sum, there is no need to analyze the “low” reading of (3) as a reconstruction effect, and as we saw in previous sections, doing this would also lead to wrong predictions.

2.6
Some open problems
Before concluding the discussion of superlative relative clauses, let me mention some of the (probably many) problems that at this point remain unsolved.

The first problem is the NPI issue. Recall that the main motivation for Bhatt’s reconstruction account of the low reading of (3) is the fact that the ambiguity of (3) disappears when we add an NPI to the construction. If the NPI is above say the low reading is lost, and if it is below say, the high reading is lost. There is no obvious way in which my theory can account for this interesting observation, but even Bhatt’s theory doesn’t account for it completely. And here is why.

Bhatt assumes that NPIs need a local licensor. He relies on Linebarger’s (1980, 1987) similar claim. But for Linebarger, the term “local licensing” means “no intervening quantifier” (where by “quantifier” she means something like every). This is supported by the following contrast, which shows that when every intervenes between a licensor (in this case, Negation) and an NPI, an ungrammaticality arises:

(30)
a.
John didn’t give money to every charity.



“It wasn’t every charity that John gave money to”

b. John didn’t give any money to every charity.

*“It wasn’t every charity that John gave money to”

For Bhatt, however, “local licensing” seems to mean “clause-mate-ness”. This is not what Linebarger had in mind, and it is not supported by the following examples, which show that when say intervenes between negation and an NPI, the result is grammatical (the same point is made in Heycock (2003)):

(31)
a.
The committee didn’t have any reservations.

b. John didn’t say that the committee had any reservations.

c. John didn’t say to anyone that the committee had any reservations.

Moreover, only, which behaves like longest when it functions as an NP-internal modifier (as shown in (32) and (33)), licenses an NPI below say when it appears in other environments (see (34)).

(32)
The only book John said Tolstoy had written was War and Peace


only >> say,  say >> only

(33)
The only book John ever said Tolstoy had written was War and Peace 


The only book John said Tolstoy had ever written was War and Peace 

(34)
a.
Only John ever said that Bill had been to Paris.

b. Only John said that Bill had ever been to Paris.

Therefore, the NPI problem in superlative relative clauses remains open at this point (see Bhatt and Sharvit (2004) for suggestions as to how to account for NPI licensing in pragmatic terms).

Another problem that arises with the analysis of the “low” reading proposed here (which it inherits from Bhatt’s analysis) is the following. Heycock (2003) claims that not all intensional predicates support the ambiguity that Bhatt observes (know is one example). Specifically, Heycock argues that the verbs that give rise to this ambiguity are Neg-raising verbs (e.g., believe). This is also the position adopted in Hulsey and Sauerland (2004). Notice, however, that Bhatt’s original example is with the verb say, which is not a Neg-raising verb. Heycock is, of course, fully aware of this, and doesn’t have a satisfactory answer. The reader is referred to Bhatt and Sharvit (in prep.) for discussion of additional problems with Heycock’s conjecture that only Neg-raising verbs support “low” readings.

In any event, the fact that not all verbs support the ambiguity discovered by Bhatt, and the NPI problem are independent of the argument made earlier, namely, that the “low” reading (even of relative clauses with say) cannot possibly be derived by reconstruction of the superlative morpheme.


The next section makes a similar point for which-questions.

3.
CASE II – Which-questions and de dicto readings

In this section, we are concerned with reconstruction theories of which-questions, and show that one major limitation of these approaches lies in the way these theories derive de dicto readings of sentences such as Mary knows which children cried. Here too, as in section 2, it does not matter whether a syntactic or a semantic approach to reconstruction is adopted. We show that de dicto readings of wh-question are simply not a reconstruction effect, and for simplicity, we use the syntactic reconstruction method. We show that de dicto readings of which-questions, just like “low” readings of superlative relative clauses, have been misanalyzed in the literature as reconstruction effects. More specifically, we show that when a wide range of de dicto facts is considered, an analysis where wh-phrases never reconstruct must be preferred over the reconstruction approach. 

3.1.
Why reconstruct the wh-phrase, and how? 

The reconstruction approach to wh-questions, originally proposed in Hamblin (1973) and recently taken up in Beck and Rullmann (1999), states that wh-phrases are interpreted in their base position and therefore, those that are ‘displaced’ in the overt syntax ‘reconstruct’ at LF. According to this approach, a question such as which students did Mary meet has the LF and interpretation as in (36) (following the Hamblin-Karttunen approach, according to which a question is a set of possible answers), where woman is interpreted as a Heimian (Heim 1982) indefinite (i.e., a restricted variable), which contributes an existential quantifier over individuals, and the wh-complementizer contributes an equality between p (a variable over propositions) and the proposition denoted by the sister of the complementizer:

(36)
a.
which 1 Cwh Mary meet woman-e1
b. {p:there is an x such that p=that x is a woman and Mary met x}

As a basis for comparison, compare (36) with the following interpretation, according to which which woman does not reconstruct (and contributes a “classical” indefinite – a set of sets):

(37)
a.
which woman 1 Cwh Mary meet e1
b. {p:there is a woman x such that p=that Mary met x}

The reconstruction approach seems to have three immediate advantages over the non-reconstruction approach. 

         
First, it offers a straightforward analysis of wh-phrases that appear ‘undisplaced’ in the overt syntax, such as which woman in (38):

(38)
a.
Which man loves which woman?


b.
which 1 which 2 Cwh man-e1 met woman-e2
c. {p:there is an x and a y such that p=that x is a man and y is a woman and x loves y}

        
 Secondly, it accounts for some Binding Theory properties of the predicate of ‘displaced’ wh-phrases. For example, in (39a) (from Heycock (1995)), the prohibition on coreference between Diana and she can be seen as a consequence of reconstruction together with Condition C: after reconstruction ((39b)), Diana is c-commanded by she.
 According to Condition C of the Binding Theory, they cannot refer to the same individual.

(39)
a.
How many stories about Diana is she likely to invent _?


b.
How 1 Cwh she is likely to invent d1-many stories about Diana

         
Finally, reconstruction theories predict the de re/de dicto ambiguity of which-phrases (observed in Groenendijk and Stokhof 1984). Assuming explicit world variables in the object language, and assuming that the world argument of child may be freely indexed, the de dicto/de re ambiguity of (41a) is reflected in (41b-c) (assume also that Dan and Sam are the children who actually cried, and that the semantics of question-taking know is the one given in (40)):

(40)
For any world w, question-intension Q, and individual x, [[knowQ]](w)(Q)(x) = 1 iff x believes in w the conjunction of the true answers to Q(w) (i.e., iff for all worlds w’ compatible with what x believes in w, w’(({p:p(w)=1 and p(Q(w)}).

(41)
a.
Mary knows which children cried.

b.
De re reading: 

Mary knowsQ-w1 which 3 Cwh 2 children-w1-e3 cried-w2

Mary believes in w ({p:p(w)=1 and there is an x such that and p = {w’:x is a child in w and x cried in w’}}

(What Mary actually believes is that Dan and Sam cried.)

c.   
De dicto reading: 

Mary knowsQ-w1 which 3 Cwh 2 children-w2-e3 cried-w2

Mary believes in w ({p:p(w)=1 and there is an x such that and p = {w’:x is a child in w’ and x cried in w’}}

(What Mary actually believes is that Dan and Sam cried and that they are children.)

The reconstruction approach in its original format, however, exhibits a major drawback, when cases like (42a) are taken into account (as first pointed out in Reinhart (1992)). The problem, later referred to as ‘the Donald Duck problem’, has to do with what should count as a possible answer to a question where the wh-phrase is base generated within the scope of a Downward Entailing operator, as in (42a).

(42) a. 
Which philosopher didn’t _ come to the party?

b. Intuitive meaning: for which x, x a philosopher, it is not the case that x came to the party.

{p:there is an x, x is a philosopher in w and p={w’:x didn’t come to the party in w’}}

Possible answer: Scott Soames.

Derived from:

which philosopher 1 Cwh NEG ei come to the party

c. Predicted meaning: for which x, it is not the case that x is a philosopher and came to the party.

{p:there is an x such that p={w’:it isn’t the case that x is a philosopher in w’ and x came to the party in w’}}

Possible answer: Donald Duck.


Derived from:

which 1 Cwh NEG philosopher-e1 come to the party

If the wh-phrase were to be interpreted in this environment (as in (42c)), “Donald Duck” should be a possible answer to (42a), contrary to our intuitions. The correct meaning of this question (i.e. (42b)) is derived if the wh-phrase is interpreted in its surface position. 

         
Reinhart (1992) and Rullmann and Beck (1998) spell out two variants of the reconstruction approach, the choice function approach and the presuppositional approach respectively, both retaining the above-mentioned main advantages of the original Hamblin-style approach, and at the same time avoiding the Donald Duck problem. The presuppositional approach avoids the problem by treating the reconstructed/in-situ phrase as a definite description; as shown in (43):

(43)
a.
LF:
which 1 Cwh NEG the-philosopher-e1 come to the party
b.
For which individual x, it isn’t the case that the philosopher x came to the party.

c.
{p:there is an x such that p=that the unique y such that y=x and y is a philosopher didn’t come to the party}

‘Donald Duck’ couldn’t possibly be an answer to this question, because every proposition p in (43b) – true or false in the actual world – presupposes that x is a philosopher (for the x that is relevant for p). The choice function approach solves the problem in a similar way (the reader is referred to Reinhart’s paper for details). The de dicto/de re ambiguity, according to the presuppositional approach, is accounted for in the following way. Mary knows which children cried receives the following analysis:

(44)       a.
Mary believes in w  ({p: p(w)=1 and there is an x such that p = {w’: the-childw’/w x cried in w’}}
         
 b.        Mary believes in w {w’: the childw’/w Dan and the childw’/w Sam cried in w’}

Let us assume again that Sam and Dan are the children who actually cried. If the world-index of child in (44) is w’, the child-status of the children who cried is presupposed to be known by Mary. This is because any world where the proposition that the child Dan and the child Sam cried has a truth value at all is one where Dan and Sam are children. Since the sentence asserts that all the worlds compatible with what Mary believes are such that this proposition is true in them, it also presupposes that Mary knows that Dan and Sam are children. Rullmann and Beck see this as a desirable outcome, as it makes their analysis compatible with the claim made in Karttunen (1974) and Heim (1992), that attitude verbs presuppose that the attitude holder believes the presuppositions of the complement of the verb. The choice function approach can account for this ambiguity in a similar way.

         
Although we agree that a presuppositional analysis of reconstructed wh-phrases solves the Donald Duck problem and accounts for de dicto readings in simple cases, we think that this type of approach remains problematic in that it fails to fully account for the wide range of facts regarding de dicto/de re ambiguities.
 It is worth pointing out that (some version of) the reconstruction approach probably works well for (some cases of) de dicto/de re ambiguities of declarative sentences (as in (1), discussed above). Here we make the point that it doesn’t work for interrogative sentences. Specifically, it doesn’t work for embedded questions, to which we now turn.
3.2.
Embedding verbs and de dicto readings

3.2.1.   Know vs. surprise

The presuppositional approach predicts that de dicto readings should always be available in embedded questions, regardless of the particular choice of embedding verb. This prediction is incorrect. To see this, consider (45) and (46):

(45)
Mary didn’t know which children cried, because, although she knew that Sam and Dan cried, she was not aware that they were children.

(46)
# It surprised Mary which children cried, because although she (correctly) expected Sam and Dan to cry, she was not aware that they were children.

(45) shows us that the embedded question is interpreted de dicto: Mary’s lack of knowledge about the child-status of the children suffices to make Mary knew which children cried false. However, within the presuppositional approach, Mary’s knowledge of the child-status of the crying children is a presupposition and should therefore escape negation (compare with (43) above). Given this, the outcome should be a contradiction between assertion and presupposition, unless the presupposition is “locally accommodated” into the assertion part, giving us (47):

(47)
Mary didn’t believe in w  ({p:p(w)=1 and there is an x such that p = {w’: x is a child in w’ and the childw’ x cried in w’}}
An analysis in terms of accommodation, however, cannot explain the fact that (46), where the embedding verb is surprise, is quite odd. If the acceptability of (45) is due to local accommodation, then (46) should be good as well. To see this, let us first look at the predicted de dicto interpretation of the first conjunct in (46), without accommodation (the semantics we adopt here for question-taking surprise is given in (48), and follows Lahiri 1991):

(48)
For any world w, question-intension Q, and individual x, [[surpriseQ]](w)(Q)(x)=1 iff x expects in w the negation of the conjunction of the true answers to Q (i.e., iff for all worlds w’ compatible with what x expects in w, w’(({p:p(Q(w) and p(w)=1}).

(49) 
Mary expected in w NOT p, where p = that the child Dan and the child Sam cried 

Now, we expect to be able to accommodate the presupposition as we did in (47):

(50)
Mary expected in w NOT that Sam and Dan are children and they cried
According to the accommodation analysis, the second conjunct of (46) doesn’t contradict its first conjunct, therefore the sentence should be fine. 

          
A potential objection to our argument might be that the meaning of surprise is more complicated than we assumed above. Specifically, besides a past incorrect expectation, this predicate also conveys knowledge of the complete answer to the question at the time of discovering the actual facts (cf. Sharvit 2002). Conceivably, the relevant presupposition should also hold at the time the subject is surprised. Therefore, the meaning of the first conjunct in (46) should look roughly as in (51):

(51)
There is a time t before now such that Mary believes p at t and there is a time t’ before t such that Mary expects at t’ NOT p, where p = that the children Dan and Sam cried.

However, notice that even if this were correct, local accommodation would still suffice to resolve the contradiction in (46). 

(52)
There is a time t < now such that Mary believes at t that Sam and Dan are children and they cried and there is a time t’ < t, such that Mary expects at t’ NOT (that Sam and Dan are children and they cried).

The oddity of example (53) below makes a similar point:

(53)
# Although Mary had expected Sam and Dan not to cry, it still didn’t surprise her which children cried when she found out that Sam and Dan cried, because she never found out that they were children.     

We conclude, then, from the contrast between (45) and (46), that the child-status of the children who cried is relevant to the semantics of know, but irrelevant to the semantics of surprise, and that surprise, unlike know, doesn’t support a de dicto reading of its complement. This is problematic for the presuppositional approach, which predicts questions to have de dicto readings under any verb. 

Before looking at additional data that confirms this conclusion, it is important to rule out the possibility that the special behavior of surprise comes from its “negative” semantics (i.e., from the fact that the semantics of surprise involves expectation regarding the negation of the true answer). We can show this easily, by looking at proposition-taking surprise, which does support de dicto readings of its complements. This is predicted by the semantics of this verb (given in (54)), and confirmed by the facts:

(54)
For any world w, proposition p, and individual x, [[surprisep]](w)(p)(x) = 1 iff there is a time t before now such that for all worlds w’ compatible with what x expects in w at t, p(w’)=0; and for all worlds w’ compatible with what x believes now, p(w’)=1.

(55)
It surprised John that there were A-students in my class, because although he always knew that Sam and Dan were in my class he wasn’t aware that they were A-students.

The fact that (55) has a well-formed de dicto reading is explained by the assumption that it surprised John that there are A-students in my class has the following LF:

(56)
it surprised-w John [3 there are-w3 A-students-w3 in my class-w3]

The fact that question-taking surprise doesn’t support genuine de dicto readings of its complement is, then, due to the fact that wh-phrases do not reconstruct.
3.2.2.
Quantificational Variability

An additional argument against the presuppositional approach comes from Quantificational Variability (QV) data (see Berman (1991), Lahiri (1991)). The QV data show that in (41a), for example, Mary’s awareness of the child-status of the children who cried is entailed rather than presupposed. To see this, let us first look at QV in a who-question where the de re/de dicto ambiguity is neutralized.
 Consider (58). For simplicity, we will follow Lahiri’s analysis of QV, according to which the adverb quantifies over possible answers to the embedded question, and know is understood as proposition-taking (and has the semantics in (57)). In addition, the interpretation of (58) involves accommodating (in the semantic sense of “accommodation”) the presuppositions of the adverb’s nuclear scope into its restrictive clause. Since the main verb is know, the presupposition is that its complement (i.e., p) is true.

(57)
For any world w, proposition p, and individual x, [[knowp]] = 1 iff for all worlds w’ compatible with what x believes in w, p(w’)=1.

(58)
a.
With no exceptions, Mary knows who cried.


b.
LF:
[NO-EXCEPTIONS [who cried]] [1 Mary knowsp e1]

c.
For all p({q:there is an x such that q={w’:x cried in w’}} such that p is true in w, Mary knows p in w.

Now consider (59a), in its de dicto reading. Here too, deriving the interpretation involves accommodating the presuppositions of the adverb’s nuclear scope into its restrictive clause. If the which-phrase is indeed reconstructed, the nuclear scope of with no exceptions is ‘Mary knows p’, and ‘Mary believes that the presuppositions of p are true’ is one of its presuppositions (see Karttunen (1974), Heim (1992)). This presupposition gets accommodated into the restrictive clause:

(59)a.
With no exceptions, Mary knows which children cried.

      b. 
For all p({q:there is an x such that q={w’:the childw’ x cried in w’}} such that p is true in w and Mary believes in w the presuppositions of p (namely, that x is a child), Mary knows p in w.

However, if the interpretation (59b) were indeed available for (59a), we would incorrectly expect (59a) to have a true reading in the scenario described in (60). 

(60)
Dan and Sam are the children who cried. Mary believes that Dan is a child, but that Sam is not. She knows that Dan cried, but not that Sam did. 
Since (59a) is false in this scenario, we conclude that ‘Mary believes that x is a child’ is NOT part of the restrictive clause, as predicted by the presuppositional approach. The right interpretation for (59a) should be the following:

(61)
For all p({q:there is a child x in w such that q={w’:x cried in w’}} such that p is true in w, Mary knows p in w.


Even though we have already made the point (in section 3.2.1) that surprise doesn’t support de dicto readings of its question-complements, it is still worthwhile to show that QV data with surprise make the same point as QV data with know. The relevant example is (62), which is judged false against the scenario in (63):

(62)
With no exceptions, it surprised Mary which children cried.

(63)
Dan and Sam are the children who cried. Mary believes that Dan is a child, but that Sam is not. She is surprised that Dan cried, but not that Sam did. 
The analysis of (62) predicted by the presuppositional approach is this, where the presuppositions of the adverb’s nuclear scope are semantically accommodated into its restriction:

(64)
For all p({q:there is an x such that q={w’:the childw’ x cried in w’}} such that p is true in w and Mary believes in w the presuppositions of p (namely, that x is a child), it surprised Mary in w that p.

This analysis wrongly predicts (62) to be true in the scenario described in (63). What we want, instead, as the analysis of (62) is this:

(65)
For all p({q:there is a child x in w such that q={w’:x cried in w’}} such that p is true in w, it surprised Mary in w that p.

We conclude, therefore, that the presuppositional analysis of wh-phrases makes wrong predictions. Before presenting an alternative theory of the de dicto/de re ambiguity of wh-questions, let us look more closely at Rullmann and Beck’s motivation for proposing the presuppositional approach.

3.3.
Contextual de dicto readings 

It is claimed in Rullmann and Beck (1998) that (66) has a de dicto reading:

(66)
Which unicorns does John want to play with?

Rullmann and Beck argue that in our world, where unicorns do not exist, this question means something like: “which entities that are unicorns according to John does he want to play with?”. The presuppositional approach predicts this reading, assuming that want presupposes that the  subject of want believes the presuppositions of the complement (as claimed by Karttunen (1974) and Heim (1992)). Evidence for this comes from the following discourse:

(67)
Bill falsely believes that there is a unicorn in the garden, and he wants to play with the unicorn.

We argue, however, that this is a very different de dicto reading from the one observed in Groenendijk and Stokhof 1984, and we call it “contextual de dicto”. Notice the difference between (66) and (41a) (i.e., Mary knows which children cried): In the former, the source of the de dicto reading is internal to the question itself, as want is part of the question. In the latter, the source of the de dicto reading is external to the question, as know embeds the question. We think that this difference in where the intensionality comes from reflects a deep difference between two kinds of de dicto readings. For the contextual de dicto reading of (66) to come about, unicorns has to be uttered with a special intonation (and for some speakers, must be accompanied by a gesture of drawing quotation marks in the air, meant to express doubt or mockery). This is not required for the de dicto reading of (41a). In addition, the contextual de dicto reading does not require a presuppositional trigger such as want; it can arise in matrix questions too. For example, we can ask Which unicorns played the piano?, with the same special intonation, drawing quotation marks in the air (expressing doubt or mockery), to mean something like: “which imaginary unicorns played the piano?”. 

            Interestingly, know and surprise, which show a contrast with respect to de dicto readings in (45)-(46), are both good when they embed (66) (in its contextual de dicto reading), as the following pair shows:

(68)
Mary knows which unicorns John wants to play with.

(69)
It surprised Bill which unicorns John wants to play with.

We conclude from this that the contextual de dicto reading illustrated in (66) is very different in nature from the de dicto reading in the sense of Groenendijk and Stokhof (1984) (illustrated by (41a)) and our theory should reflect that. Notice, in this connection, that even Rullmann and Beck’s analysis cannot capture the correct reading – i.e., contextual de dicto reading – of (70) in a situation where Bill is wrong about who the students are (assume that in uttering (70), students is accompanied by quotation marks in the air and a mocking intonation:

(70)
It surprised Bill which students left.

Since surprise is veridical, the reading predicted by Rullmann and Beck is this:

(71)
Predicted reading by Rullmann and Beck: Bill expected in w NEG ({p:p(w)=1 and p({q:there is an x such that q={w’:the studentw’ x left in w’}}

This is the wrong prediction, because in the relevant situation Bill is not surprised by the actual students leaving, but by the leaving of those individuals who he believes to be students.

How exactly contextual de dicto readings should be analyzed is a complicated issue (which we do not address here in any detail).  It seems plausible to say that the contextual de dicto reading should receive an explanation within a general theory of quotation. The Groenendijk and Stokhof-like de dicto reading, is the one we are concerned with here, and we offer an analysis in the next section.

3.4.
De dicto readings without reconstruction

We claim that which-phrases are not reconstructed. Following ideas in Heim (1994) and Sharvit (2002), we propose that a verb such as know has a Groenendijk-and-Stokhof-like meaning (strongly exhaustive and de dicto, see Groenendijk and Stokhof (1984)) as one of its meanings, while a verb such as surprise has a Karttunen-like meaning (inherently weakly exhaustive and de re, see Karttunen (1977)) as its only meaning. 

(72)
[[knowsQ]](w)(Q)(x)=1 iff x believes in w that the conjunction of true answers to Q is the actual conjunction of true answers to Q (i.e., iff for all worlds w’ compatible with what x believes in w,  ({p: p(w’) = 1 and p(Q(w’)} = ({p: p(w) = 1 and p( Q(w)}).

(73)
 [[surpriseQ]](w)(Q)(x)=1 iff x expects in w the negation of the actual conjunction of true answers to Q (i.e., iff for all worlds w’ compatible with what x expects in w, w’(({p: p(w) = 1 and p(Q(w)}).

This yields (74) as a possible interpretation of Mary knows which children cried, and (75) as the only interpretation of It surprised Mary which children cried (assume again, that Sam and Dan are the children who actually cried):

(74)
Mary believes in w {w’: ({p: p(w’) = 1 and there is a child x in w’ such that  p = that x cried} = ({p: p(w) = 1 and there is a child x in w such that p = that x cried}} 

(i.e., Mary believes in w that Sam and Dan are children-criers and everyone else is not a child-crier).

(75)
Mary expected in w NOT ({p: p(w) = 1 and there is a child x in w such that p = that x cried} 

(i.e., Mary expected in w that Sam and Dan didn’t cry).

Notice an important difference between (74) and (75): In (74), due to the strong semantics of know, the world argument of child (namely, w’) is bound; this gives rise to a de dicto reading. In (75), on the other hand, due to the weak semantics of surprise, the world argument of child (namely, w) is not bound; this blocks a de dicto reading.

          
The claim that know is strongly exhaustive is due to Groenendijk and Stokhof (1984). Evidence that surprise, by contrast, is inherently weak comes from an observation made in Heim 1994 that (76) is intuitively false, while (77) can be true.

(76)
Although Mary expected Dan and Sam – the children who cried – to cry, it still surprised her which children cried because she also expected Ann, who didn’t cry, to cry.

(77)
Although Mary knows that Dan and Sam – the children who cried – cried, she still doesn’t know which children cried (at least not completely), because she doesn’t know that Ann didn’t cry.

         
According to our proposal, know exhibits a de dicto/de re ambiguity, but surprise cannot. This is consistent with the claim made in Sharvit (2002) (and implicitly, in Heim (1994)), that de dicto readings, at least in complements veridical predicates (such as know and surprise) require a strong interpretation of the question. This is also consistent with the judgments in (45), (46) and (53). The oddity of (46) and (53) comes from the fact that the child-status of the children who cried is completely irrelevant to the interpretation of the question embedded under surprise. As for (59a), it is roughly interpreted as follows: “for all x such that x cried and x is a child, Mary knows that x cried (and x is a child)” (and therefore judged false in (60)). 


Notice that since this proposal doesn’t involve reconstruction, it doesn’t run into the Donald Duck problem. Its advantage is that the uneven distribution of de dicto readings, which is problematic for reconstruction theories, follows from the semantics of the relevant embedding verbs. Although we have nothing to say about Condition C effects (see section 3.1), we believe that the advantages of not reconstructing outweigh the apparent advantages afforded by the reconstruction approach with respect to the Condition C effect (and possibly other Binding Theory effects).

4.
Conclusion
If the conclusions reached here are correct, this means that not all phrases may reconstruct. Any theory of reconstruction – syntactic or semantic – has to be able to predict which expressions may reconstruct and in what constructions. No theory of reconstruction that I am aware of can explain what is it about superlatives and which-phrases that makes them immune to reconstruction.
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* A shorter version of Section 3 was co-authored with Elena Guerzoni, and has appeared as Sharvit and Guerzoni (2003).


� A function R is monotonic iff for all individuals x and degrees d and d’, if R(d)(x)=1 and d’<d, then R(d’)(x)=1.


� This is reminiscent of the “intermediate” reading of John wants to climb the highest mountain, discussed in Heim 1999, Szabolcsi 1986, and Sharvit and Stateva 2002.


� For a detailed description of how the interpretation in (� SEQ ex utp28 \* MERGEFORMAT �36�b) arises from the LF in (� SEQ ex utp28 \* MERGEFORMAT �36�a), see for example von Stechow (1995).


� See also Fox (1999) and Romero (1996).


� From now on we ignore the choice function approach, as our criticism of the presuppositional approach applies to it too.


� The same conclusion is reached in Sharvit (2002), where the Hamblin-style reconstruction analysis (adopted in Beck and Rullmann (1999)) is criticized.


� What makes local accommodation plausible in this case is precisely the  prevention of a contradiction, cf. [5].


� A who-phrase presumably has a hidden person predicate. But since there is usually a consensus regarding which individuals are persons, we may assume that the de re/de dicto distinction doesn’t play a role in such questions.
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