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Problems for the STI 

 Given a DP δ and an intensional operator ω, the two readings are structurally: 

 
 This analysis makes two predictions with known counterexamples: 

1. If δ is trapped (e.g. by an island), δ cannot be de re relative to ω. 

2. δ will quantificationally scope above ω in δ is de re relative to ω and will 

quantificationally scope below ω if δ is de dicto relative to ω. 

 Finite clauses: counterexample to (1) 

 DPs cannot scope outside of finite clauses: 

3. Some politician will address every rally in John’s district.   Ɐ > ∃ 

4. Some politician thinks that he will address every rally in John’s district. *Ɐ > ∃ 

 But, DPs inside finite clauses can receive de re readings: 

5. May thinks that everyone in this room is outside.     

6. [everyone in this room]x [Mary thinks that x is outside]   δ > ω 

 If-clauses: counterexample to (1) and (2) 

 DPs cannot scope outside of if-clauses: 

7. Some politician will be happy [if everyone votes for him.]   *Ɐ > ∃ 

 But, DPs inside if-clauses can receive de re readings: 

8. If everyone in this room were outside, it would be empty. 

 STI predicts a reading along the lines of “everyone x in this room is such that if x 

were outside, this room would be empty.” (254) 

 

The scope theory of intensionality (STI) faces a number of problems. This paper presents a 

modification of the STI that addresses these problems and which is more restrictive than 

alternatives such as analyses involving world pronouns. 

 

Linking de re readings to syntactic movement predicts that de re entities take scope over 

their intensional operators. There are problematic counterexamples to this prediction. 

 



 “merely relaxing the rules on movement out of syntactic islands is not enough to 

solves the problems of the STI.” (255) 

 Third readings: counterexample to (2) 

 Non-specific, transparent readings are those in which the DP’s quantificational 

force scopes below the intensional operator’s, but its intensional status scopes 

above the intensional operator. 

New Data 

 These data are problematic for analyses that rely on world pronouns! 

 Counterfactual conditionals 

 Counterfactual conditionals sound odd with tautological antecedents: 

9. If three students were professors, the classes would be better taught. 

10. #If three professors were professors, the classes would be better taught. 

 Under a propositional attitude verb, this should get better if the subject of the if-

clause is de re relative to the verb, but this reading is blocked by the island unless 

you name the three professors: 

11. Mary thinks that if Seth, Rajesh, and Gaja were professors, the classes would be 

better taught. [Mary mistakes professors Seth, Rajesh, and Gaja for graduate 

students.] 

12. #Mary thinks that if three professors were professors, the classes would be better 

taught. 

 (11) is fine; (12) would be fine with a de re reading because the contradiction would 

be alleviated. 

 You might get this reading by raising [three professors] out of the scope of thinks: 

[three professors]1 [Mary thinks that if t1 were professors…], and thereby 

evaluating the DP at the actual world. However, because of the syntactic island, 

this movement is not possible.  

 With world pronouns, the de re reading is available by indexing the DP’s world 

pronoun with the matrix abstraction over worlds. This reading is unavailable, so the 

world pronoun analysis is overgenerating. 

 Because clauses 

13. The teacher thinks John should be punished because Sally wrote papers A, B, and 

C. (Even if A, B, and C were actually written by John.) 

14. #The teacher thinks John should be punished because Sally wrote every paper 

he/John wrote. 

 If [every paper] could scope above [thinks], we would have the same meaning as 

in (13) and the sentence would be fine. Again, this is a possible reading with world 

pronouns. 

 Coordinate Structure Constraint 

 Two coordinated DPs must have the same reading. (15) cannot mean Mary wants 

to date Fred, who is secretly an oncologist, and also some lawyer or other. 

15. Mary wants to date a doctor and a lawyer. 

 This reading is fine without ellipsis: Mary wants to date a doctor and a lawyer. 

 World pronouns again allow the wrong reading of the sentence: [a doctor in w0 and 

a lawyer in w’ ϵ W(Mary, w0)] 

STI has problems, but it correctly predicts that de re readings are blocked when movement 

is blocked, such as by syntactic islands. This sets up something of a puzzle. 

 



 Polarity items 

 Movement is restricted with NPIs; NPIs cannot move above negation. In (22), the 

NPI must scope below negation, eliminating the de re reading. 

21. My mother doesn’t think that I managed to pass any class that I passed. δ > ω 

22. #My mother thinks I managed not to fail any class that I failed.  *δ > ω 

 (21) can still get the de re reading because [any class that I passed] can move higher 

in the subordinate while remaining under the scope of not. In (22), this movement 

is blocked because it would put the NPI any above the negation not, which is not 

allowed syntactically. 

Split intensionality 

 Puzzle: when does STI make the wrong prediction and when the right prediction? 

 Insight: there is a structural difference. In (25a), STI fails, in (25b) STI succeeds: 

 
 In (25a), ^ is inside the island. The DP can raise above ^ while remaining inside the island. 

STI fails because it predicts the DP has to raise above ω and thus cross the island. In (25b), 

^ c-commands the island. STI is successful because the DP has to cross the island to scope 

above ^. 

 Thus, Keshet proposes a structural modification of intensionality: in addition to the 

intensionality operator, there is an operator ^ below the intensionality operator. The 

position of a DP relative to ^ determines its reading. 

 ^ is inserted freely, but the derivation fails if it yields a type mismatch. 

 Intensional Functional Application does two things at once: (1) it shifts an argument from 

an extension to an intension and (2) it applies Functional Application. The ^ operator 

handles this first step: [[ ^ XP ]]w = λw’ : [[ XP ]]w’. It allows us to discard the rule of IFA. 

Proposal: intensionality is split between an intensionality operator like believes and an 

operator ^. The relative positions of DPs relative to ^ (“up”) determines the reading. 

 



 
 [[ VP ]] = [λw’ : [[ is Canadian ]]w’([[ my brother ]]w’)] =  [λw’ : my brother in w’ is 

Canadian in w’] 

 
 

 [[ VP ]] = [λw’ : my brother in w0 is Canadian in w’] 

 Illustrating ^: if-statements 

 Recall: DPs cannot scope outside of if-clauses, but can be de re. The ^ operator 

provides a position that the DP can legally raise to inside the if-clause: 



 
 [[ TP ]] = [λw’ : everyone in this room in w0 were outside in w’] 

 Illustrating ^: third readings 

 DP takes quantificational force below an intensional verb, but is de re. 

 
 [[ VP ]] = [λw’ : ∃x st. x is an inexpensive coat in w0 and PRO buys x in w’] 

Remaining issues 

 There are counter-examples to the system that Keshet acknowledges are troublesome. 

 Consider: The dean thinks that if everyone in this room learns to get on a little better with the 

others, there won’t be any major conflict over the hiring. In a context of a secret meeting the 

dean is unaware of, [everyone in this room] requires a de re reading. Problematically, the DP 

is in an if-clause within the complement of an intensional attitude verb, and is predicted by the 

Split Intensionality system to be in a de dicto position. 



 Definite descriptions also pose a problem. Consider: When I last visited my friend, he had two 

children: a six-year-old and a ten-year-old. The six-year-old graduated from med school two 

years ago. The problematic predicted reading evaluates [the six-year-old] as de re relative to 

the real world: i.e. a four-year-old graduated from med school. 

 There are problems with this theory, but it makes better predictions overall than STI and does 

not overgenerate as much as world pronouns. 


