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Today we are going to continue our discussion of Keshet’s paper “Split intensionality: a new 
scope theory of de re and de dicto (2010). 

1) Building on Andrew’s presentation, we will try to test the predictions of Keshet’s system with 
more examples. 

2) We will discuss one technical rule that is required for this system to work (the operation 
“Combine”). 

1. Keshet’s proposal 

On Wednesday we looked at the structure in (1). 

(1)  

 

 

This theory makes a prediction: whenever the movement of a DP is illegal, there will be no 
higher scope reading of this DP.  
 

(2) #Mary believes that there’s a nasty rumor going around that a man in my class is a man. 
 

(3) # Mary thinks that if three professors were professors, the classes would be better taught. 

 
(4) # The teacher thinks John should be punished because Sally wrote every paper he/John 

wrote. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

b.

One problem arises for this analysis, though, when the items scoping above ^ are
quantifiers. Modern theory holds that quantifiers are not arguments of the VP;
rather, they are functions that take the VP as their argument (see Barwise and
Cooper 1981). A quantifier requires its VP complement to be of type he; ti. If it is
not of this type, the two nodes may not combine. For instance, under the Heim and
Kratzer (1998) definition of Functional Application, a quantifier of type het; ti
cannot combine with a node of type set or est:
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(5)  

 

 
2. Things to consider 
 
2.1.  Some movement operation that are required for this system to work, do not seem to 
exist.  
 
The system by itself does not rule out the problematic reading of ((6)): 

 
(6)  Mary thinks my brother is Canadian. 
(7) Mary thinks [that [Canadian]1 ^ [my brother is T1]] 

The restriction should follow from the fact that predicates do not move. 

However, we need to move NPIs, but we have no evidence that they can move. 
 

(8)  My mother doesn’t think that I managed to pass any class that I passed. 
 
"Any class that I passes" has a de re reading here and this is why it has to move to the 
position below negation but above ^ . 

 
(9)  (from Homer 2011)  

a.*It’s impossible that someone stole anything. 
b. It’s impossible that anyone stole something. 

 
“Anyone” cannot move at LF and be above “something” in ((9)a). 
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2.2.  We can try scope trapping to test the predictions of the theory. 

An example for discussion (based on example from Angelika Kratzer’s Spring 1999 lecture 
notes)) 

 
(10) John thinks that every linguist in this room wrote a paper that she did not write. 

 
The question: can “every linguist” have a de dicto reading? 
 
Scenario: John is at a seminar, which he thinks is a linguistics seminar (actually it is a 
philosophy seminar).  He thinks that he is surrounded by linguists.  He also thinks that each of 
them wrote a paper: a person A wrote PTQ, a person B wrote “Situations, worlds, and contexts” 
etc.  
Can this sentence be true in this scenario?  
 
2.3. A problem with conditionals. 
 
The observation is from Keshet’s paper: 
 

(11)  The dean thinks if everyone in this room learns to get a little better with others, 
there won’t be any major conflict over the hiring.  

         (uttered in the context of a secret meeting that the dean does not know about)  
 
The theory predicts only a de dicto reading, but a de re reading is available.  
 
Other similar examples: given sufficient contextual details, it seems we can come up with 
apparently paradoxical sentences of the same kind but de re reading of DP is available.  
 

(12)  Mary thinks that if any superhero friend of hers were a superhero, he would have 
saved the victim.   (the example is from Pengbo Liu) 

 
Context: Clark Kent and Bruce Wayne were poisoned by a villain, Gru, and have lost all their 
power. Now they finally reveal their secret identities to their friend Mary, but she doesn’t 
believe them, for she saw earlier that neither of them was able to save an innocent victim from 
Gru’s attack. Gru and his friend Kevin, both know the identities of these men, are amused by 
the scene. Kevin asks, “So why doesn’t Mary believe what they said?” Gru responds by 
uttering (22).  

 
Keshet: (11) might have an LF in which if-clause scope above think, (11) is “almost 
synonymous” with (13); semantically, if-clause restricts the dean’s thought worlds.  
 

(13) If everyone in this room learns to get on a little better with others, the dean thinks 
there won’t be any major conflict over the hiring.  

 
What if we embed the if-clause further and put it into a because-clause? Now if-clause cannot 
restrict “think”. 

(14) Mary thinks that this is not possible because if any superhero friend of hers were a 
superhero, he would have saved the victim.    

(15) The dean thinks that we do not try hard enough because if everyone in this room 
learns to get a little better with others, there won’t be any major conflict over the hiring 
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3. A technical complication of the system. 
There is a type mismatch in (16). 
 

(16)  

 
 
We need a new interpretation rule: 

(17)  
 

 
 

 
(18)  

 
 
Essentially for (16) we are doing the following: 
 

(19) [λw1: [[every boy]]g,w ( [λx1 [[VP]] g,w (x1)(w1)] ) ] 
 

b.

One problem arises for this analysis, though, when the items scoping above ^ are
quantifiers. Modern theory holds that quantifiers are not arguments of the VP;
rather, they are functions that take the VP as their argument (see Barwise and
Cooper 1981). A quantifier requires its VP complement to be of type he; ti. If it is
not of this type, the two nodes may not combine. For instance, under the Heim and
Kratzer (1998) definition of Functional Application, a quantifier of type het; ti
cannot combine with a node of type set or est:
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There are many conceivable ways to solve this problem, but one perspicuous
method involves a proposal in Keenan (1993), as implemented by Büring (2005).
(This particular choice is not crucial for the rest of my analysis, though.)
Under Büring’s proposal, generalized quantifiers of type hhe; ti; ti can combine with
any predicate whose first argument is an individual (type e) and whose eventual
result is a truth value (type t). This way, an object quantifier can combine with a
two-place predicate (type he; he; tii) directly, without needing to move for type
reasons:

(32)

In (32), the DP every girl combines directly with the verb likes, even though the
rule of Functional Application cannot combine these two nodes. This is achieved
via a new function, C for Combine, and a new composition rule, Argument Sat-
uration13:

(33) C!/; q" is defined if q is of type het; si (with s being any type) and / is a
predicate denotation (see below). If defined, C!/; q" #
a. q!/" if / 2 Det,
b. kw : $C!ky : $/!y"!w"%; q"%, otherwise.

(34) a. Predicate denotation:
If s is a conjoinable type, he; si is a predicate type. For any predicate
type sp, all elements in Dsp are predicate denotations.

b. Conjoinable type:
(i) hti is a conjoinable type.
(ii) if s1 is a conjoinable type, then for any type s2, hs2; s1i

is a conjoinable type.

(35) Argument Saturation:
If a is a branching node and fb; cg is the set of its daughters, where b is
of type het; si (with s being any type) and c has a predicate type, then, for
any situation s and variable assignment g, [[a]]s;g # C([[c]]s;g, [[b]]s;g):

Basically, the rule in (35) allows a quantifier to saturate the first argument of its
complement predicate and pass up any remaining arguments to be saturated in later
steps of the derivation.

13 An anonymous reviewer points out that this is a slight change from Büring’s proposal, which involves
a type-shifting operator instead of a new interpretation rule. See Büring (2005, p. 100) for details.
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This rule allows us to interpret quantifiers in the object position. 
 

(20)  

 
 

(21) [λy1: [[every girl]] ([λx1 [[likes]](x1)(y1)]) ]= 
             [λy1: [λQ<e,t>: ∀x(x is a girl→Q(x)=T)] ([λx1 [[likes]](x1)(y1)]) ]= 
             [λy1: [λQ<e,t>: ∀x(x is a girl→Q(x)=T)] ([λx1 [λz:[λy: y likes z]](x1)(y1)]) ]= 
             [λy1: [λQ<e,t>: ∀x(x is a girl→Q(x)=T)] ([λx1:y1 likes x1]) ]= 
             [λy1: ∀x(x is a girl→ [λx1:y1 likes x1] (x)=T)] = 
             [λy1: ∀x(x is a girl→:y1 likes x]  
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a type-shifting operator instead of a new interpretation rule. See Büring (2005, p. 100) for details.
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