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Introduction: Whether the person features of pronouns are always semantically interpretable
is a question that is far from being settled in the current literature. Especially for cases of
bound variable interpretation of person pronouns (as in one of the readings of Only I did my
homework), some have argued that person features on pronouns are not always semantically
interpreted (Kratzer 1998, 2009, von Stechow 2003, Heim 2008b, ), while some others have
proposed that even under binding, all person features are semantically interpreted in a more
or less standard way (Heim 2008a, Jacobson 2013, Sauerland 2013). In what follows, we will
review another case for which it has been claimed that pronominal person features are not
semantically interpreted, namely, the case of “moved” de se-pronouns in dream reports (DR,
cf. Percus and Sauerland 2003). On the basis of novel data, we will argue that this view cannot
be correct and that person has to be interpretable in DR.
P&S’s account: As argued in Percus and Sauerland 2003, the de se (dream-self) interpretation
of a pronoun in DR arises when it moves (covertly) to create a property (i.e., a function from
individuals to propositions), much in the same way relative pronouns create predicates. The
moved pronoun is not interpreted in its derived position.
(1) John dreamt [CP he got an Oscar].

λx.λw.x got an Oscar in w

he* λx.λw.x got an Oscar in w
(by Predicate Abstraction)

λ3 t3 got an Oscar in w

t3 λx.λw.x got an Oscar in w

An attitude verb like dream takes a property as its first argument:
(2) ~dream�g = λP.λx.λw. For all 〈y,w’〉 in DREAMx,w,P(y)(w’) = 1.

(where dreamx,w stands for the set of pairs 〈y,w’〉 such that w’ is a world compatible with x’s dream in w,
and y is the individual in w’ who x, in w, identifies as himself.)

This semantics of dream ensures that its complement is going to be interpreted de se.
(3) John dreamt he got an Oscar.

λw. For all 〈y,w’〉 in dreamJohn,w, y got an Oscar in w’

John λx.λw. For all 〈y,w’〉 in dreamx,w, y got an Oscar in w’

dream λx.λw.x got an Oscar in w

Thus, the sentence means that John had a dream in which his dream-self got an Oscar. For
example it could be a dream in which John’s dream-self is Brigitte Bardot (cf. Lakoff’s I
dreamt I was Brigitte Bardot and I kissed me).
But if the moved de se pronoun is not interpreted, where do its ϕ-features come from? Why is
(1) different in meaning from (4)?
(4) Last night John dreamt that I got an Oscar.

For Percus and Sauerland, the features on the moved pronoun are licensed syntactically, under
identity with the features of the dreamer. This is quite similar to what has been argued for bound
variable uses of personal pronouns in Heim 2008, Kratzer 1998, 2009 (Feature Transmission)
and von Stechow 2003 (Feature Deletion). Notice, however, that the configuration in P&S’s
cases is not that of semantic binding. This calls at least for a reevaluation of the range of
conditions in which Feature Transmission/Deletion applies.



Enter “imposters”: Those de se pronouns that didn’t move in DR get semantically bound by
those that did. This predicts that all de se pronouns in the same DR would have the same ϕ-
features. This property can be used to distinguish between de se and non-de se uses of pronouns
in sentences that involve “imposters”, i.e. 3rd person expressions denoting the speaker or the
addresssee of the utterance (Collins and Postal 2012). C&P observe that imposters are able
to antecede both 3rd and 1st/2nd person pronouns. They also observe that pronouns that are
coreferent with an imposter must have the same ϕ-features, if there is a constituent that includes
them, but not the imposter (C&P’s “homogeneity”: 141–154), hence the contrast in (5):
(5) a. Yours truly1 thinks that my1 friends will call him1.

b. I1 think that yours truly1’s friends will call him1.
However, as Podobryaev (to appear) notes, the “homogeneity” constraint doesn’t apply in cases
where one of the two pronouns is sem-bound. For example, (6) has a reading in which the
pronoun my is free and the pronoun him is sem-bound by the imposter:
(6) Only yours truly thinks that my friends will call him.

Thus, if P&S are right in that all non-moved de se pronouns are bound, we can predict that the
“homogeneity” won’t apply in cases like (7) either.
(7) Last night I dreamed I was Brigitte Bardot and yours truly1 was showing me his1 pictures

of me.
The prediction is borne out, as the only sensible interpretation of (7) is the one according to
which in the dream the actual self, the speaker, was showing to the dream self, Brigitte Bardot,
his pictures of her. That is, yours truly and his can only be interpeted de re, while the pronoun
I and the two occurences of me can only be de se.
The de se interpretation of pronouns in DR results from moving one of these pronouns at LF
and binding the trace and other de se pronouns (Percus and Sauerland 2003b); in sentences
like (7) this would allow for the two occurences of me to escape “homogeneity”. Thus, all 1st
person pronouns in the embedded clause are de se and all 3rd person pronouns are de re.
An argument for the interpretability of the moved pronoun: Even though the imposter data
seem to support the idea that non-moved de se pronouns in dream reports are sem-bound by
the moved ones , they can also be used to argue against the idea that moved pronouns are never
interpreted. Consider the following sequence of sentences:
(8) Recently, yours truly has had a recurring dream of him being Brigitte Bardot. For example,

last night yours truly dreamt that I got an Oscar.
In the second sentence, the pronoun I can be understood as the dream-self. Its 1st person feature
is clearly interpreted. For example, it cannot be substituted by the 2nd person feature, without
changing the meaning:
(9) Recently, yours truly has had a recurring dream of him being Brigitte Bardot. #For exam-

ple, last night yours truly dreamt that you got an Oscar.
The 1st person feature on I in (8) is not licensed under identity with any person feature of the
nominal binder, which, on the surface, only has a 3rd person feature. If it had a non-overt 1st
person feature (cf. C&P), we would expect it to be able to sem-bind 1st person pronouns using
Feature Transmission/Deletion, but it is not the case:
(10) a. *Yours truly looked at myself.

b. #Only yours truly looked at my watch.
Conclusions: The novel data involving imposters provide a testing ground for Percus’ and
Sauerland’s theory of DR. Most importantly, as we show, it provides a argument against treating
all moved de se pronouns as always semantically vacuous. At least in cases like (8) they should
be triggering an indexical presupposition about the identity of the dreamer.
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