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1. Introduction. Partee (2006) conjectures a formal semantics (hereafter, single-type se-
mantics ; STS) which interprets CPs and referential DPs in the same type: parametrized
properties of situations (type o). Partee’s semantics contrasts with Montague semantics
and its recent contenders (dubbed dual- or multi-type semantics ; DTS) which assume dis-
tinct types for the semantic values of referential DPs (i.e. individuals; type e) and CPs (i.e.
propositions, truth-values, or sets of assignment functions; type t). Partee’s conjecture is
motivated by results in event semantics and discourse representation theory, which support
the indirect uni-directional shiftability between the types e and t. However, none of these
results gives STS an explicit modeling advantage over DTS. Our paper compensates for
this shortcoming. In particular, it identifies a number of new, stronger, arguments for the
adoption of STS which display this semantics’ greater unificatory and explanatory power.

2. Arguments. Our arguments for STS improve upon the strength and scope of Partee’s
original argument. They are based on the ability of STS to simply and uniformly accom-
modate many e-to-t and t-to-e type-shifting phenomena (y the uniformity argument)
and to explain the semantic relations between DPs and CPs (y the entailment argu-
ment) and the truth-evaluability of DP-fragments (y the assertoricity argument):

2.1. The uniformity argument is based on the observation that STS uniformly and stan-
dardly accommodates many phenomena which require different non-standard (i.e. type-sh-
ifting) accommodation strategies in DTS. These phenomena include the neutrality of some
verbs between a DP- and a CP-complement (cf. (1)) (Kim & Sag 2005) and the possibility
of coordinating/equating DPs with CPs in some contexts ((2),(3)) (Bayer 1996; Potts 2002).

(1) a. Pat remembered rdpBills.
b. Pat remembered rcpthat Bill was waiting for hers.

(2) Pat remembered rdpBills and rcpthat he was waiting for hers.

(3) rdpThe problems was rcpthat Pat was avoiding Bills.

Since equation is typically restricted to expressions of type e, the modeling of (3) in DTS
requires the non-standard interpretation of CPs in the standard type of referential DPs, e.
Since coordination is restricted to expressions of the same conjoinable type, the modeling
of (2) in DTS requires the non-standard interpretation of referential DPs in some CP-type.
The complement-neutrality of verbs (cf. (1)) can be accommodated through either non-
standard interpretation. Since STS interprets the arguments of the main verbs from (1) to
(3) in the same type, o, it enables a uniform, standard interpretation of these phenomena.

2.2. The entailment argument for STS is based on the observation that STS, but not
DTS, straightforwardly explains the obtaining of semantic relations between CPs and ref-
erential DPs. Such relations are exemplified by the relation between the complements of
the verb remember from (1a) and (1b): Intuitively, the information of the CP that Bill was
waiting for her [i.e. Pat] from (1b) includes the information of the DP Bill in any commu-
nicative context in which (1b) is uttered. In a particular remembering context in whose as-
sociated remembered situation Bill is waiting for Pat, the information of the DP also in-
cludes the information of the CP, such that the DP is equivalent to the CP in this context.

The context-general inclusion of the DP in the CP is witnessed by the intuitive redun-
dancy of the DP conjunct in (2), by the possibility of replacing the coordinator and in (2)
by the specifier viz. (in (4)), and by the difficulty of negating only the DP conjunct in (2)
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(in (5a)). The context-specific inclusion of the CP in the DP is witnessed by the fact that
the negation of the CP conjunct in (2) (in (5b)) is only difficult for those remembered sit-
uations in which Bill’s waiting for Pat is a property of Bill.

(4) Pat remembered rdpBills, viz. rcpthat he was waiting for hers.

(5) a. # Pat did not remember rdpBills, but remembered rcpthat he was waiting for
iiihers.

b. ? Pat remembered rdpBills, but did not remember rcpthat he was waiting for
iiihers.

DTS explain the semantic relations between CPs and DPs through non-standard mech-
anisms like ellipsis or flexible DP-typing. STS explains these relations without resort to
such mechanisms. To make this possible, it analyzes the single basic type o as the type for
functions from contextually specified situations (type s) to sets of situations (type xs, ty).
In particular, STS interprets the CP that Bill was waiting for Pat as a function from situ-
ations to the set of extensions of these situations which are inhabited by Bill and in which
Bill is waiting for Pat (in [1]). Below, extensions of a situation are the situations that are
inhabited by all individuals which inhabit the original situation and in which all inhabi-
tants of the original situation have the properties which they have in the original situation.

In [1], ‘i Ď j’ and ‘E pbill, jq’ assert that the situation j is an extension of the situation i
resp. that j is inhabited by Bill. The behavior of Ď and E is specified in (Liefke 2014).

[1] λiλj. i Ď j ^ pE pbill, jq ^ wait pbill, pat, jqq

[2] λiλj. i Ď j ^ E pbill, jq

In STS, the DP Bill is interpreted as a function from contextually specified situations
to the set of extensions of these situations which are inhabited by Bill (in [2]).

In virtue of the above, the interpretation of a referential DP will, at each situation, be
a superset of the interpretation of each upward-entailing CP containing the DP. If the CP
is further true in the situation, the CP has the same interpretation as the DP in this sit-
uation. The former explains the intuitive redundancy of (2) and the semantic deviance of
(5a). The latter explains the deviance of (5b) for some particular remembered situation.

2.3. The assertoricity argument. The identical interpretation of DPs and CPs in STS
also explains the fact (observed in (Stainton 2006)) that utterances of DP-fragments (e.g.
(6a)) have intuitive truth- and falsity-conditions. Thus, in the communicative context from
(6), the utterance of (6a) is intuitively true if (6b) is true, and false if (6b) is false.

(6) Mary knows that Bill is waiting for Pat at the front exit and that Pat is trying to
avoid him. When Pat moves towards this exit, Mary warns her by saying (a):

a. rdpBills

b. rdpBills is waiting at the front exit.

To explain the truth-evaluability of DP-fragments, STS does not use the special mecha-
nisms which are used in DTS. Instead, since (6a) has the same interpretation as (6b) in the
context described in (6), it inherits the truth- and falsity-conditions of (6b) in this context.

In STS, the truth of a CP or DP p which is interpreted at a situation σ is defined via
the membership of the world(-part) of evaluation w in the interpretation-at-σ of p. In par-
ticular, if w P JpKpσq, p-interpreted-at-σ is true at w. If w R JpKpσq, p-interpreted-at-σ is
false at w. Since – as we assume – the situation specified by (6) is a part of the actual
world @ and since Bill is waiting for Pat at the front exit in @, (6b) and (6a) are both true
at @. This corresponds to the reported intuitions about the truth of (6a) and (6b).
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3. Objections and Replies. Admittedly, there are several phenomena which can be
used to argue against STS. These include the fact that many linguistic contexts do not
allow the grammatical substitution of a referential DP (or of a CP) by a CP (resp. by a
DP), and that most contexts do not allow the meaning-preserving replacement of a CP by
its DP-nominalization. The final part of our paper presents and refutes these arguments.

4. Conclusion. Arguments for STS draw on different kinds of phenomena (syntactic vs.
semantic) and are directed at different goals (unification vs. explanation). Seeming sup-
port against STS can be refuted with reference to some standard verbal properties.
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