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abstract
In this paper, I present a new theory of quotation. I do so by approaching
the phenomenon in a new way: I start with mixed quotation, review existing
theories to show where they’re wanting, and thereby show what is required
of a good theory of it. With this in mind, I’ll present an independently
attractive suggestion about what a theory of mixed quotation should be
like, and then formally develop it into a rigorous compositional semantics.
Doing so will require giving a new theory of direct quotation, and will
yield as a corollary a new(ish) theory of indirect quotation. I will defend
my view from objections, and show that it has interesting consequences for
the philosophy of language beyond the theory of quotation, for the debate
concerning Fregeanism about propositional attitudes, and for the debate
concerning the existence of propositions.

1 introduction
In this paper, I shall present a new way of thinking about quotation, by fo-
cusing on developing empirically adequate theory of mixed quotation. Let
me begin, then, by introducing mixed quotation. Mixed quotation has been
a topic of investigation by philosophers and linguists for about 40 years (on
the philosophical side, see among others Davidson (1979), Recanati (2000),
Cappelen and Lepore (2007), García-Carpintero (2012). Recent work in lin-
guistics includes among others Potts (2007), Shan (2010), Maier (2014)). Neu-
trally and provisionally described, a mixed quotation is a complement to a
speech verb which includes both quoted and unquoted expressions1. Here’s
an overworn example:

(1) Quine said that quotation ’has an anomalous feature’

The truth conditions seem clear: a tick below indicates a circumstance in
which it’s true, a check falsity, and I assume, incorrectly, that ’quotation’,
’citation’, and ’metalinguistic discourse’ are synonyms for the sake of the
example:

• X Quine said ’quotation has an anomalous feature’,

1 A word about notation: I’ll try to stick to single quotes throughout in examples of quoted
speech. I’ll sometimes use italics to talk about words in the body of the text, and when neces-
sary, will use double quotes to talk about quoted expressions in examples.
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• X Quine said ’citation has an anomalous feature’

• X Quine said ’metalinguistic discourse has an anomalous feature’.

• × Quine said ’quotation has a strange characteristic’.

For a mixed quotation to be true it’s necessary that the reportee say what’s
quoted verbatim (this notion of verbatimness will be elucidated below), say
some words which mean what the unquoted words mean, and say them in
the same order as the complement sentence does (for an important caveat,
see the discussion of syntactic agreement in the section on data). What’s
unclear is how to derive these truth conditions compositionally, and in par-
ticular how to compose (seemingly) used and mentioned expressions.

There have been several accounts which attempt to capture these truth
conditions. However, each such attempt works with an assumption which
is, as I’ll show, problematic, namely that quoted expressions in mixed quota-
tions are used. This goes all the way back to Davidson, and to the following
passage:

Are the words [’has an anomalous character’] used or mentioned?
Obviously mentioned, since the words are Quine’s own, and I
want to mark the fact. But equally obvious is the fact the words
are used; if they were not, what follows the word ’quotation’
would be a singular term, and this cannot be if I have produced
a grammatical sentence. Davidson (1979)

Subsequent literature has realised that this requires qualification. This can
be easily seen if we consider the felicity of mixed quoting context sensitive
and dialectical expressions:

(2) Hilary said Biden ’has always looked out for me’

(3) Meagan said she put out the trash ’on accident’

There’s a clear sense in which the quoted words here aren’t being used: they
aren’t supplying the semantic value which they have, relative to the context
of utterance of the report, to the semantic composition procedure. If they
were, we would get the wrong result: that Hilary said Biden has always
looked out for me, the author of the paper you’re reading. Similarly, in the
dialect of the current writer, ’accident’ takes the preposition ’by’, not ’on’.
So relative to the context of utterance of the report, the string ’Meagan put
out the trash on accident’ is semantically ill-formed.

To account for such cases, we need to qualify Davidson’s remarks some-
what. Rather than being used simpliciter, we want that quoted words be
used to mean what the speaker meant in uttering them. And indeed, this
is what one finds in the recent literature, more or less explicitly in Cappe-
len and Lepore, Shan, and very explicitly in Maier. Let’s call this the Use
Assumption (it will require a slight qualification later):

The Use Assumption. Quoting expressions in mixed quotations
are used, and mean what the reportee meant in using the expres-
sion.

My first and critical aim is to suggest The Use Assumption is untenable.
There are two serious problems with it. First, it elides the distinction be-
tween semantic meaning and speaker meaning. Imagine that Sam is colour-
blind, and mistakes red and green, so that by ’red’ he means green and
vice-versa. He looks at a traffic light, which is red, and says ’the light is
green’. The following sentence is false:
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(4) Sam said the light was ’green’ and he was right

Yet it’s predicted, by the lights of the Use Assumption, to be true. This is
a bad result, and suggests The Use Assumption is false: further such cases
will help confirm this. Second, according to most theorists who work on
imperatives, one cannot indirect quote imperatives2. The following is bad:

(5) * Mary said stop annoying her.

However, it appears that one can mixed quote imperatives. Here’s an ex-
ample. Imagine a mother and her daughter went hiking earlier, and at a
certain point the daughter made to jump across a wide stream. Seeing this,
the mother says:

(6) ’Don’t even think about doing that, missy!’

Later on, the daughter is complaining about her mother’s strictness, and
says:

(7) You’re always preventing me doing stuff I want to! You won’t let me
watch Game of Thrones and earlier when we were hiking you said
’don’t even think about’ jumping across that tiny stream.

The second conjunct of the daughter’s utterance seems felicitious. For the
proponent of the Use Assumption, its truth conditions will be derived by
composing the semantic value of ’don’t even think about jumping across
that stream’ with ’said’. But such a composition should crash, in the same
way that the attempt to indirectly quote an imperative above does.

My main constructive aim in this paper is to present an adequate seman-
tics for mixed quotation which does without the Use Assumption: as we
shall see, this requires giving a new theory of direct quotation, and will
yield as a corollary a newish theory of indirect quotation.

A natural thought, given the failure of The Use Assumption, which at-
tempts to assimilate mixed to indirect quotation, is whether we should think
of it as a species of direct quotation. An example of a direct quotation is:

(8) Quine said ’quotation has an anomalous feature’

If we were to treat mixed quotations as direct quotations, then the ’said’
which occurs in them should, like the above, denote a sentence. This might
seem to be an obvious non-starter. After all, for our 1 to be true, Quine
could have said any of the quoted sentences in the ticked examples above:
mixed quotations aren’t specific in the way that direct quotations are, so it’s
implausible that there’s any one sentence denoted by a mixed quotation’s
complement. But that needn’t be fateful to the analysis just bruited. After
all, the verb loves always takes some thing as object, but the following is
completely fine:

(9) Joan loves somebody

Even though the sentence isn’t specific as to the object of Joan’s love, and
’somebody’ doesn’t denote an object. So even if the mixed quotation doesn’t
denote some one sentence, it doesn’t yet follow that said doesn’t always
denote a relation between speakers and sentences. For mixed quotations
could be quantificational. And indeed, that’s my view. Unquoted words
in mixed quotation complements denote existential quantifiers over words.

2 For discussion of some data, and a dissenting voice, see Kaufmann (2011), chapter six.
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In our leading example, ’quotation’ denotes a quantifier whose values are
words which mean quotation, like ’quotation’, ’citation’, ’Zitat’, and so on.
Let me briefly sketch how this will go.

Quantifiers, according to the standard treatment of Heim and Kratzer
(1998), scope out and leave a variable like element called a trace. The follow-
ing is a plausible logical form, where w1 is a trace over words (and where
these are, importantly, not conceived of as type e expressions, but rather of a
higher type, as I’ll expand on later), and quot is a covert quotation operator
which shifts a word from its standard meaning to a quantifier over words
which have that meaning:

• [quot quotation] λ1 Quine said w1 ’has an anomalous feature’

I’ll present a semantics such that the composition of w1 and ”has an anoma-
lous feature” goes just like the quotation internal composition of, say, the
occurrences of ’anomalous’ and ’feature’ in the above. The end result will
be that the LF constituent [w1 ’has an anomalous feature’], relative to an
assignment function h, will denote a sentence. The quantifier denoted by
the raised [quot quotation] will look to assignment variants h’ of h such
that h’(1) is a word which means quotation. If there is one, then the whole
will be true if the composition of h’(1), in the way to be specified, with ’has
an anomalous feature’, is a sentence which Quine said. But since h’(1), ac-
cording to the meaning of the quantifier [quot quotation]’ must be a word
meaning quotation, the semantics will correctly predict the sentence is true,
without needing the false assumption that a mixed quotation is used when
it occurs. One can then extend the theory to indirect quotation simply by
taking indirect quotation to be the limiting quotation of mixed quotation
in which the whole that-clause denotes a quantifier over sentences which
mean what the sentence means. For example:

(10) Quine said that quotation has an anomalous feature

Will be true provided there’s some sentence which means what ’quotation
has an anomalous feature’ means, such that Quine said it. We thus end up
with a theory of indirect quotation roughly similar to Davidson’s paratactic
account of indirect quotation (Davidson (1968)), but now we have an inde-
pendent motivation for it: it falls out as a consequence of an empirically
adequate theory of mixed quotation.

The theory developed here is interesting in and of itself, but also has
certain wider consequences. We’ve just seen it motivates a view on which
that-clauses don’t function, contrary to prevailing orthodoxy, as denoting or
referring expressions which stand for propositions, at least as far as ’said’
is concerned. The second interesting cosequence concerns Fregean vs Rus-
sellian accounts of propositional attitudes. As I’ll show, my view, with a
little tinkering, can be used to support a Fregean analysis of quantifying-in
to opaque contexts in the spirit of Kaplan (1968), a fact which should be of
interest to contemporary neo-Fregeans such as in Chalmers (2011).

The plan for the paper is as follows. In section 2 I’ll introduce quotational
phenomena other than mixed quotation, since one of the innovations of my
view will be that we should understand the relations between them, and the
theoretical demands required to account for them all, differently. In section
3 I’ll set out the data concerning mixed quotation which one finds in the
literature. In section 4 I’ll show how previous theories have been committed
to The Use Assumption, and in 5 I’ll show the problems this faces. In 6,
I present my own view, in 7 assess it, and then in 8 and 9 I consider the
consequences for other debates and conclude.
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2 the varieties of quotation
I want to begin by presenting the different linguistic phenomena which are,
in some sense or other, quotational. It’s important to do this because, as
we’ll see, there are different ways to taxonomise the data which in turn lead
to different adequacy conditions on a theory of mixed quotation, and the
taxonomy I adopt is importantly different from the standard one.

The literature recognises four main varieties of quotation: pure, direct,
indirect, and mixed quotation (terminology is from Cappelen and Lepore
(2007))3. Let’s begin just by giving examples. Examples of pure quotations
are:

(11) "cats" is a word

(12) "cats" has four letters

(13) "ahahsd" is nonsense

(14) "a" is a letter

(15) "Jackie Onassis Kennedy" refers to Jackie Onassis Kennedy

Here one talks about, in some sense, what I’ll call, following Cappelen and
Lepore (2007), a quotable item in order to say something about it. A lot has
been written about pure quotation, both because of its intrinsic interest and
its connection to issues in the theory of meaning exemplified by the final
sentence above. People have argued both about what pure quotations stand
for–some think words, some symbols, some concepts (for some discussion,
see e.g. García-Carpintero (1994)). They have also argued about how they
do so–some think by naming (e.g. in Quine (1960)), some demonstration
(Davidson loc. cit.), and some description (Geach (1957)).

Direct quotation is exemplified by:

(16) Quine said ’quotation has an anomalous feature’

Direct quotation is useful if one wants to report, verbatim, the words a
speaker used, and as such plays a fundamental role in the reporting of
news, history, literary criticism and so on. A quite natural thought is that
direct quotation is simply an instance of pure quotation: one might think
that being said by so and so is a property of quotable items in just the same
way that having four letters, or being nonsense is. If one thought that, then it’s
to be expected that the theory of pure quotation can handle direct quotation
without any problems.

This is a natural thought which I want to challenge, and I can do so by
considering the next item in our taxonomy, indirect quotation:

(17) Quine said that quotation has an anomalous feature

There are both continuities and discontinuities between direct and indirect
quotation. The obvious continuity is that they are both concerned with say-
ing: this gives one a prima facie reason for thinking that they are instances
of the same phenomenon. The obvious discontinuity is that indirect quota-
tions typically contain no quotable item. Indeed, it seems like it’s precisely
the point of indirect quotation that it not commit the reportee to having said
any particular sentence.

3 There are other quotation-like phenomena I won’t consider: scare quotes (Predelli (2003)), open
quotation (Recanati (2001)), and free indirect discourse (Maier (2015)), for example. They are
beyond the scope of this paper.
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So we seem to be pushed in opposing directions: there’s reason to think
that a decent theory of pure quotation should furnish a decent theory of
direct quotation (because both phenomena appear to involve the predication
of properties of quotable items). On the other hand, there’s reason to think
that a decent theory of direct quotation should furnish a decent theory of
indirect quotation (because they both involve the notion of saying and in
particular speech reporting). But it’s also the case, I take it, that there’s little
reason to expect a decent theory of pure quotation to furnish a decent theory
of indirect quotation: the two phenomena seem sufficiently dissimilar that
the prospects for such a theory are poor.

This last point suggests that quotation as a whole will require two dif-
ferent theories: one to cover (at least) pure quotation, and one to cover (at
least) indirect quotation. Given that we’ll need a theory to account for direct
quotation, it doesn’t yet say which (if either) of the two theories that should
be. There are two possible views: we have a theory which deals with pure
and direct quotation together, and with indirect alone, or a theory which
deals with direct and indirect together, and pure alone.

Once we then add mixed quotation to the mix, another choice point arises:
do we account for mixed quotation using the resources of one of our theo-
ries, or will we require both? It’s plausible that if we adopt the first view
mentioned, we will need both, because we’ll need to appeal to features of
both direct and indirect quotation, and these dealt with my different theo-
ries. On the other hand, if one goes for the second view, one has the option
of saying that mixed quotation is dealt with by the theory which covers
direct and indirect quotation alone.

Most of the previous literature has, I think, worked under the assumption
that view one is correct, and thus that mixed quotation is indeed a bona fide
mix, requiring the resources of two theories. I will be going for view two,
however, giving a unified theory of mixed, direct, and indirect quotation4.
I then have the separate duty to give an independent theory of pure quo-
tation (which is not one which I carry out in this paper). The position I
defend, thus, involves a somewhat different taxonomy of the phenomenon
of quotation than is normal, and should be judged with that in mind.

3 data
In this section, I’ll set out the linguistic data concerning mixed quotation.
I lean heavily on previous expositions, such as Maier (2014) and Cappelen
and Lepore (2007).

Verbatimness, other languages and cleaning up. Perhaps the defining fea-
ture of direct quotation is that it a true report requires the reportee to have
said the sentence which is the complement of ‘said’. Mixed quotation shares
this feature with direct quotation, and as one would expect their behaviour
is markedly similar. As Maier notes, sentences like the following are bad:

(18) # Quine said that quotation ’has an anomalous feature’, but he didn’t
use those words.

However, the verbatimness requirement doesn’t extend to the unquoted
words. The following is fine:

4 I’m not the only one to seek a unified theory: see, for example, Maier (2009).
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(19) Quine said that quotation ’has an anomalous feature’, but he called
it ’citation’.

However, there’s a range of ways in which it appears that the verbatim-
ness requirement can be flouted. It’s been noted that one can felicitiously
use a direct quotation of a sentence belonging to one language to report a
speaker’s saying a translation of it in another language. Thus we can say:

(20) Descartes said ‘I think therefore I am’

This despite the fact that he didn’t speak English and actually said ’cogito
ergo sum’ and ’je pense donc je suis’. We get the same thing with mixed
quotations, as in:

(21) Kant said intuitions without concepts ‘are blind’

Similarly, as Cappelen and Lepore note, we often ’clean up’ direct quota-
tions by removing pauses, mumbles, and false starts. The following is felici-
tious:

(22) Bush said ‘that position is preposterous’.

Even if he had actually uttered ‘well, umm that position, it’s perpostrous’.
One can do the same with mixed quotation.

However, although one can, it’s not necessary that one clean up either
direct or mixed quotations. One can use a direct or mixed quote to point out
a speaker’s misspeaking, or their use of a word belonging to their idiolect,
even if it’s not part of the speaker’s idiolect:

(23) Bush spoke of his ‘ekullectic’ reading list

(24) Meagan said she took out the trash on accident

‘Ekullectic’ is not a word of English, but it can nevertheless be mixed
quoted (and direct quoted). Similarly, ’accident’, in my dialect, takes the
preposition ’by’, but in others it takes ’on’ and I can use a mixed quotation
to convey this. Note that indirectly quoted both are anomalous:

(25) # Bush spoke of his ekullectic reading list

(26) #Meagan said she took out the bins on accident

Indexicals. It’s a notable feature of direct quotation that indexicals in them
don’t get their value from the context of utterance, leading some (for exam-
ple Cappelen and Lepore) to label them Kaplanian monsters. If I say

(27) John said ‘nobody likes me’

I have not thereby said anything about myself: the ‘me’ doesn’t refer to the
speaker of the utterance. We get the same thing with mixed quotation:

(28) Hillary Clinton said Biden ’has always looked out for me’

Dequotation5((Shan (2010)).We can suspend direct quotations by putting
things in brackets. This is seen most clearly in certain indexical shift cases,
as for example:

(29) Joan said ‘it annoys [her] when you say that’

5 Maier calls this ‘unquotation’ but I prefer to use ‘unquote’ and its cognates for different pur-
poses.
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This can be used to report Joan’s utterance of ‘it annoys me when you say
that’. Recent theorist have attached quite a lot of importance to dequotation:
Maier calls it the ’dual’ of mixed quotation. Given the similarity of the two
phenomenon, we should expect an adequate theory to have an account for
both.

Syntactic agreement. An interesting more recently observed data point con-
cerns morphological agreement in languages more inflected than English:
it’s sometimes necessary that one adjust quoted material to agree with un-
quoted material. Here’s an example from Shan. If Ken says:

(30) Gli uomini italiani mi sembrano molto carini

Since ‘uomini’ is m.pl, so is the adjective ‘carini’. But if one wanted to
mixed quote Ken, using a different word than ‘uomini’, that different word
would have to agree:

(31) Ken
Ken

ha
has

detto
said

che
that

le
the pl

persone
people fpl

italiane
Italian

“mi
me

sembrano
seem

molto
very

carine”
cute fpl

Ken said Italians “seem very cute to me”

Maier has shown something similar for Dutch. While main clauses in Dutch
are SVO, subordinate clauses are SOV. Thus we have the main clause:

(32) Ik
I

zal
shall

die
the

idioot
idiot

een
a

koekje
cookie

van
of

egen
own

deeg
dough

geven
give

I’ll give that idiot a taste of his own medicine

To report this indirectly, we say

(33) Ken
Ken

zegt
said

dat
that

hij
he

die
the

idioot
idiot

een
a

koekje
cookie

van
of

egen
own

deeg
dough

zal
shall

geven
give

Ken said he’ll give that idiot a taste of his own medicine

And not:

(34) Ken zegt dat hij zal die idioot een koekje van egen deeg geven

Maier reports that mixed quotation follows the same pattern. We must say:

(35) Ken zegt dat hij "die idioot een koekje van egen deeg zal geven"

And indeed, one cannot say quote verbatim what the speaker said, on
pain of ungrammaticality.

Going Beyond ‘Said’. There are cases in which we get mixed quotation-
like behaviour either in the absence of the verb said, or in its presence but
when the person whose speech is being reported didn’t say the quotable
item. Here’s an example of the first phenomenon from Maier:

(36) Quine was interested in quotation, the ‘anomalous feature’ of which
intrigued him.

And here’s an example of the second from Potts (2007):
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(37) A: The Godfather 2 was a total snooze
B: Well Pauline Kael said this ‘total snooze’ was one of the defining
moments in American cinema

Summary An adequate theory, then, must account for the verbatimness
requirement of mixed quotation. In so doing, it will get the behaviour of
indexicals for free. But it also, if possible, must say something about the
various ways in which the verbatimness requirement is flouted, such as
cleaning up, translating, and morphological agreement. It would also be
desirable to have an account of dequotation and the cases not involving
said. The theory I’ll present can, I think, capture most of this (with the
exception of translation which all theories struggle with).

4 extant theories assume the use assump-
tion

The aim of this section is to show either by direct quotation, or by describ-
ing their theory, that the six theorists mentioned in the introduction, whom
I take to be a suitably representative sample, have been committed to the
Davidsonian idea that quoted words in mixed quotations supply their un-
quoted semantic value (in the mouth and from the context of the reportee)
to the composition procedure, which is to say they’ve been committed to
the Use Assumption.

We’ve already seen Davidson say that the quoted words are obviously
used. Next we have Recanati (2000), who says:

"In mixed quotation the demonstrated material is, at the same
time, in active use, instead of being issued for the sole purposes
of the demonstration" (p. 199)

If we allow that being in active use implies supplying its unquoted semantic
value, then my problem will be one for Recanati too. Turning now to Cap-
pelen and Lepore (2007), we see the same thing. On their story, a sentence
like our leading one is true provided Quine said the quotable item ’has an
anomalous feature’, and predicated ’what corresponds to [it]’(their phrase:
p135) of quotation. While they don’t explicitly spell it out, it seems clear that
what corresponds to ”has an anomalous character” is simply the property
denoted by its unquoted constituent, in this case λx. x has an anomalous
character’. Moreover, if they are to account for indexicals, they will need to
say that what corresponds to an utterance by Quine of "is strange to me" is
λx. x is strange to Quine. So we can add Cappelen and Lepore to the list.

For Shan (2010), we don’t get any neat quotes, so let me spell out the basic
features of his theory. He is, for the most part, concerned to get dialectical
uses, which we’ve already encountered above, right. Here’s his leading
example:

(38) Bush spoke of his ’ekullectic’ reading list.

His view is that quoted words denote functions from languages to mean-
ings. So, for example, the word ekullectic relative to Bush English stands for
λx. x is eclectic. He gives a semantic rule for quoting expressions which
takes the quoted expression, plugs in a contextually salient language, and
then composes the content with the rest of the sentence. For example, in
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the above sentence, one will supply Bush English to JekullecticK , and then
compose that with Jreading listK by predicate modification in the standard
way. It’s quite clear, then, that the quoting expression supplies a standard
semantic content to the sentence, once one has resolved the context sensitiv-
ity induced by the fact that quoted expressions need a contextually salient
language parameter. So for Shan, too, with a slight wrinkle, a quoted ex-
pression is used to mean what the speaker meant by it.

Turning now to García-Carpintero (2012), things are a bit more nuanced.
On his view, it is indeed the case that the main content of a mixed quoted
sentence is the result of the composition of the semantic values of the used
expressions with the rest of the sentence. He holds that the metalinguistic
flavour of mixed quotation is rather conventionally implicated (here he is
influenced by the work mainly on scare quotes in Predelli (2003)). In fact,
he holds that there is two levels of implicated content. An utterance of one
of our example sentences will put the following contents on the table

(39) Hilary said Biden ’has always looked out for me’

Asserted Content. Hilary said Biden has always looked out for
the author of this paper
Pragmatically-Enriched conventionally implicated Content. Hi-
lary uttered the words ’has always looked out for me’
Conventionally Implicated Content. Some contextually salient
speaker uttered the words of which ’has always looked out for
me’ is a contextually adequate version

The thought is that we can account for the felt fact that in uttering our
sentence, the speaker is not talking about me by appealing to the other levels
of content: when we realise the asserted content is implausible, we appeal
to the other levels to patch it up (I’m here paraphrasing García-Carpintero
(2012, p222-223) which isn’t maximally perspicuous, although the guiding
idea is clear enough). It seems fair enough, then, to attribute to García-
Carpintero the Use Assumption.

The most worked out theory to of mixed quotation to date, Maier (2014),
is also the most explicit. Maier holds that mixed quotation is a presupposi-
tional affair. The presupposition of a sentence containing a mixed quotation
is that someone salient (normally, but not necessarily, the subject of a speech
verb) said the quoted words, while the at issue content of the quoting expres-
sion is what that person meant by the quoting expression. So, for example,
it will give the result, for our leading sentence

Presupposed: there’s a property P such that Quine meant P by
’has an anomalous feature’

At issue: Quine said that quotation is P.

It is obvious, from the above sketch, that Maier assumes The Use Assump-
tion.

5 problems for the use assumption

5.1 Problem 1: Speaker Meaning and Semantic Meaning

The Use Assumption has been popular. In this section I want to argue that it
is problematic: assuming that the compositional semantic value of a quoting
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expression in a mixed quotation is what the reportee (or some other salient
speaker) meant by it leads to mispredictions.

The basic problem is easy to state: it’s important to draw a distinction
between what a speaker said on an occasion, and what she intended to
say, but the Use Assumption obliterates this distinction. To see this, let’s
consider some cases. Imagine Joan is colourblind, and mistakes green for
red: she calls green things ’red’ and red things ’green’. She looks at a clearly
green traffic light, and utters ’the light is definitely red’. Now consider the
following:

(40) Joan said the light was ’definitely red’, and she spoke truthfully.6

This sentence, pretheoretically speaking, is false. But the Use Assumption
predicts that it’s true. After all, what ”red” means is what the speaker meant
by red, and Joan means green by ’red’. And the light was green.

Let’s consider a reply to this problem. It seems we could fix the problem
quite easily by changing the Use Assumption so that it doesn’t make explicit
reference to the speaker, but rather, say, the speaker’s community: quoting
expressions in mixed quotations mean what the community in which the
speaker is embedded would have meant by an utterance, at the same time
as the speaker’s utterance, of the quoted material. The problem with this
reply is that it fails to accommodate one of the main data points concerning
mixed quotation, namely the possibility of quoting expressions from other
dialects, strange portmanteaus, and misspeakings, as for example:

(41) Palin said she ’refudiated’ the claim

(42) Bush spoke of his ’ekullectic’ reading list

The problem here is that we’re using mixed quotation precisely to draw at-
tention to the reportee’s using an expression which doesn’t belong to their
community’s dialect. Accordingly, the patched up version of the Use As-
sumption again leads to anomaly in very basic cases: since there’s nothing
Palin’s community means by ’refudiated’ (at least before her saying it was
publicised),the quoting expression would supply no semantic content to the
sentence, and its composition would crash.

Here’s another problem. Occasionally one says things without meaning
anything by them. Imagine I’m an English teacher, teaching children new
words. I list the words at the start of the day, then use them throughout
lessons, and give points to children who notice them. Occasionally, I intro-
duce a made up word, such that if a child claims to notice it as a word I
listed, he or she loses points. Accordingly, I say:

(43) The class is barremious

Knowing that ’barremious’ isn’t a word, and meaning nothing by it. It’s
perfectly fine for a student later to report:

(44) The teacher said the class was ’barremious’, but I knew it wasn’t a
word.

But proponents of the Use Assumption must predict it to be semantically
anomalous, since I didn’t mean anything by the word, and it will supply
nothing to the semantic composition procedure. This again is a bad predic-
tion, as the sentence is clearly true.

6 I thank Josh Dever for giving me examples of this form.
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The Use Assumption must tie the content of a quoting expression too
closely to what the speaker means, and thus mispredicts when the speaker
is either mistaken about what the quoted expression means, or when the
speaker doesn’t mean anything by it. We should thus explore theories which
don’t make the assumption.

5.2 Problem 2: Mixed Quoted Imperatives

One can’t indirect quote imperatives. Recall from the introduction the fol-
lowing, reporting a mother’s injunction that her child not climb a big moun-
tain:

(45) *Your mum said don’t even try to do that!7

We can plausibly understand the claim that one can’t indirect quote impera-
tives as saying that the semantic value of an imperative can’t enter into the
composition of the semantic value of the complement of a speech verb. It’s
equally uncontroversial that we can direct quote imperatives:

(46) Your mum said ’don’t even try to do that’

But it’s not been sufficiently realised that we can mixed quote imperatives.
Here’s an example. Imagine it said later on, when the family had returned
from the mountain, and the child was trying to deny they’d been banned
from climbing:

(47) I remember well: your mum said ’don’t even try’ to climb the moun-
tain

This, I take it, is a fine utterance, with clear truth conditions, given below:

• X The mother said ’don’t even try to climb the mountain’

• X The mother said ’don’t even try to do that’, in a context where doing
that will be understand as climbing the mountain

• × The mother said ’don’t think about climbing the mountain’

• × The mother said ’you shouldn’t climb the mountain’

This shows The Use Assumption to be incorrect, and thus any theory which
rests upon it. For were it true, then the imperative would be used, and
would enter into semantic composition with the rest of the complement
clause. And so 48 should be anomalous, just as 45 is. But it isn’t.

Let’s consider some responses to this argument. Firstly, one can note that
my argument rests on the idea that imperatives don’t express the same sort
of thing as ’that’ clauses. For if they did, then we could explain why mixed
quoted imperatives were ok, and we could then suggest that indirect quoted
imperatives are bad for some sort of syntactic or pragmatic reason. And
we can note that there’s a popular view of imperatives according to which
they do express the same sort of thing as ’that’ clauses, namely Kaufmann’s
modal view.

There are two things to note. Firstly, for the friend of the Use Assumption
to be helped here requires that they stake a position in the debate concerning
the semantics of imperatives. This is surely something which one it would

7 Of course this improves markedly if we add a ‘to’ before ‘shut’, but it seems reasonable to
claim that such infinitival clauses aren’t imperatives.
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be nicer to remain agnostic on: in effect, their view becomes the conjunction
of whatever they say about quotation and Kaufman’s view on imperatives.
And this should lower our credence in their view, unless we are completely
confident with Kaufman’s view. Secondly, there is reason not to be com-
pletely confident in Kaufman’s view. Discussion is beyond the scope of this
paper, but see, e.g., Starr (na).

Let’s not turn to a different line of response, which challenges the data.
A quite natural thought could be that this is a mistranscribed direct quote,
and is correctly represented as so:

(48) I remember well: your mum said ’don’t even try to climb the moun-
tain’

This would have the unfortunate effect of making the sentence go false, since
the mother’s original utterance was ’don’t even try to do that’. And this is
problematic just because the original sentence seems straightforwardly true.
However, one could perhaps reply that the speaker is being sloppy (despite
her initial asseveration), and that contrary to what it seems the original is in
fact just false.

This strategy becomes more implausible once one considers other cases.
Consider the following: it’s the day of a big campus protest, and the dean
had warned us by email last week not to attend. We address him:

(49) Last week, you said ‘don’t even attempt’ to come into college today
(but we have a right to be here and so we are.)

Attempting the fix-up strategy mentioned above would yield:

(50) Last week, you said ‘don’t even attempt to come into college today’
(but we have a right to be here and so we are.)

Because the indexical ’today’ is inside the quotes, it can only pick out the
day, last week, of the dean’s admonition. This reports a completely different
warning on the part of the dean: it’s a bad feature of a semantic theory to
pull apart actual and felt truth conditions in such a violent way as the fixing
up strategy advises, and so we should reject that strategy.

Let’s turn to another worry. One might be concerned by the fact that
imperatives in mixed quotations don’t show up with much frequency, and
often sound awkward when one tries to manufacture them. For example,
one might think:

(51) Quine told Davidson: ’Study mixed quotation’ or he’d dump him as
a supervisor.

Sounds slightly strained (although from discussing this in seminars, people
are generally OK with it). However, even if it is strained, I think there’s
a way of explaining its strainedness. Note that it’s plausible that there’s
a covert expression denoting the addressee in the case of imperatives. We
might have, then:

(52) Quine told Davidson: ’[you] study mixed quotation’ or he’d dump
him as a supervisor.

But now note the following with an explicit ‘you’:

(53) My supervisor said ‘you are banned’ from contacting her on the
weekend.
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It strikes me that this is about as awkward as 52, but it contains no impera-
tive. And there’s a plausible explanation for why such sentences are to be
avoided: working out the referent of all the shifting pronouns takes a bit of
mental effort, and speakers try to minimalise the mental effort required to
understand their utterances. Accordingly, we have an explanation for the
straindedness and accompanying infrequency.

6 my proposal
As announced in the introduction, I shall analyse mixed quotation, and
indeed indirect quotation, in terms of direct quotation. The first step is to
say how I understand the semantics of quoting expressions.

But first I want to reiterate something I said in a previous section. There
I noted that it was a matter of controversy both how and to what quoting
expressions referred. These I take to be primarily problems for the theory
of pure quotation. Now if one subscribed to the view according to which
mixed quotation was a mixture of direct and indirect quotation, and direct
quotation was a species of pure quotation, such questions would require an
answer before one could treat mixed quotation. But as I said earlier, I do not
subscribe to such a view. Rather, I suggest that mixed, direct, and indirect
quotation be given one treatment

This allows me some freedom: I do not have to answer how it is that
quoting expressions come to have the semantic values they do: whether
they name, demonstrate, or describe them. Moreover, I need not assign
them semantic values which will make sense of the pure quotational cases,
since on my view pure quotation is a separate phenomenon requiring a
separate treatment.

With that said, then, let me say what I think quoting expressions denote.
I follow Shan (2010) in thinking that quotation is a language-sensitive phe-
nomenon. Just as, when we’re doing intensional semantics, we relativise
semantic values to possible world and time, so I think that the semantic
value of a quoting expression is relative to a language. An intuitive justifi-
cation for this claim would be sentences like:

(54) In English ’queue’ picks out queues, whereas in French it picks out
tails

The thought would be that we could think of ’In English’ as something like
a modal operator which shifts the language under consideration, just like
various expressions (tenses, auxiliary verbs, certain adverbs, and condition-
als) shift the world or time. If this is so, then the semantic value of a quoting
expression should encode enough information about what the quoted word
means relative to different languages. So, for example,relative to English,
”queue” means λx.x is a queue, while relative to French it means λx. x is a
tail. Relative to every other language, it will map to nothing.

The simplest way to capture this formally is to have quoting expressions
simply denote functions from languages to semantic values (in a more com-
plicated treatment, it would be a function from languages to Kaplanian char-
acters, but I’ll suppress that complexification for the most part. Note also
that for the purposes of exposition, I’ll ignore world and time sensitivity.).
For example, we say that quoted ‘quotation has an anomalous feature’ maps
a language to what ‘quotation has an anomalous feature’ means in that lan-
guage. If we then say that quoted ‘quotation’ maps a language to what ‘quo-



my proposal 15

tation’ means in that language, then we can deduce in a familiar way that
quoted ‘has an anomalous character’ should be a function of type <l,e>,<l,t>
defined as so λc<l,e>.λl.[c(l) is what ‘has an anomalous character’ means in
l]. Of course, this means that strictly speaking, such an expression isn’t a
function from a language to a content (which would be of type <l<e,t») but
it’s close enough,and it allows us to tell a neat compositional story.

If we make this move, then we could suggest a simple intraquotational
composition rule like the following:

• J "σ τ" K = J "σ" K ( J "τ" K )

That is, so to speak, we distribute the quotation marks of a complex quoted
expression across its simpler parts. This seems reasonable, albeit as a first
step: note that I haven’t said anything informative about the syntax of quo-
tation (for example, does the above rule indicate that at LF, a complex quo-
tation is just a series of simple quotations?). Nor, in this paper, do I intend
to; I leave that for later work, or more capable syntacticians.

This, then, is what we should say about quotations, both simple and com-
plex.The problem of mixed quotation is now acute, however. We need to
give an account of how quoted and non-quoted expressions interact. Con-
sider our original example, repeated:

(55) Quine said that quotation ‘has an anomalous feature’

Here is my view: unquoted words in mixed quotations are existential quan-
tifiers over words, and in particular a word like ’quotation’ is a quantifier
whose values are words which mean quotation, like ’quotation’, ’citation’,
and so on. So, ’quotation’ really has two meanings: we have a violation of
semantic innocence. I’ll account for this formally by assuming an operator
in the syntax quot which maps normal meanings to quantifier-over-word
meanings. We’ll have schematic logical forms like:

• [S [DP Quine] [VP [V said] [S[DP quot quotation] [VP ’has an anoma-
lous feature’]]]

I’ll assume the analysis of quantifiers provided by generalised quantifier
theory, according to which a quantifier is a set of properties: for example,
the quantifier denoted by ’a dog’ is the set of properties possessed by at
least one dog. In this case, it will be the set of properties possessed by at
least one word which means quotation. In symbols, where P is a variable
which stands for properties of words:

• Jquot quotationK =λP<<l,e>,t>. There’s a word w and language l
such that w(l) = JquotationK and P(w).

Were we to attempt semantically to compose this with ’has an anomalous
feature’, a familiar type mismatch would result: ’has an anomalous fea-
ture’, a <l,e>,<l,t> will look for a <l,e> to compose with, but find instead
an «l,e>,t»,t>. This mismatch will result, following the standard theory of
Heim and Kratzer (1998), in movement and the leaving behind of a trace
and a co-indexed lambda binder, as so (where I omit the syntactic parsing
to aid readability):

• [quot quotation] [λ1. Quine said w1 ’has an anomalous feature’]
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The final bit of information needed at the moment is the semantic value
of ’said’. It will be a function from quoting sentence meanings, that is func-
tions from languages to truth values, and speakers to truth values. It is as
follows8:

• JsaidKh=λS<l,t>.λx. x uttered S.

With all this in place, things go smoothly: we compose the quoting expres-
sion with the trace, giving an expression which, relative to an assignment,
denotes a sentence. It in turn composes with ’said’ and then ’Quine’. We re-
move the assignment sensitivity by lambda abstracting, yielding a property
of words which maps a word w to true if Quine said ’has an anomalous
feature’(w). We then apply this property to the quantifier over words de-
noted by [quot quotation]. A more rigorous derivation is consigned to an
appendix, which also deals with a couple of more tricky cases.

However, before ending this section, I want to consider a natural and
interesting generalisation of the above theory. It is that we can treat indirect
quotation as a limiting case of mixed quotation, in which all the words are
unquoted. Thus for a sentence like:

(56) Quine said that quotation has an anomalous character

We can give it the following analysis:

• [quot [that quotation has an anomalous character]] λ1 Quine said s1

Here [quot [that quotation has an anomalous character]] will denote a gen-
eralised quantifier whose values are sentences, which is to say it will be
of type «l,t>,t>,t> The whole will be true provided there’s some sentence
which means what ’that quotation has an anomalous character’ does, such
that Quine said it, which seems like a good result.

7 assessment of my proposal
We can now consider how my view deals with the data introduced in the
second section. It should be clear that I get verbatimness. By assimilating
mixed to direct quotation, which has a verbatimness requirement, I more or
less get this for free. That this is so, I take it, is the primary advantage of
my theory, since the verbatimness requirement with regard to the quoted
material is one of the absolutely fundamental data points a theory of mixed
quotation must account for. Other theories, such as that of Maier, to take
the most recent, require (rather complicted) stories about presuppositions
in order to account for verbatimness.

I do not get the behaviour of quotation with regard to other languages.
My theory predicts that the following, repeated from earlier:

(57) Kant said concepts without intuitions ’are empty’

8 It of course sounds a bit strange to say that speakers utter functions: one might think that ut-
terance is a phenomenon involving more concrete things, like sounds and marks on paper. But
I think similar things can be said for belief: we surely think belief is a phenomenon involving
mental states or brain states in some way, yet we don’t blanch at saying the objects of beliefs
are sets of worlds, or tuples, for example. We have no objection to the fact that our semantics
for belief doesn’t make mention of brain states; in the same vein, we shouldn’t object that our
semantics for saying makes no mention of sounds or inscriptions.
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Requires that Kant said or rather, wrote ’are blind’, but he didn’t (he
wrote, of course, ’sind leer’). I take solace, however, in the fact that other
recent theories struggle here: indeed, it seems that this data point is funda-
mentally in tension with the verbatimness requirement, and a theorist must
chose one to capture, and explain away the other. So I do, although I don’t
have an explanation for this at the moment.

Regarding the cleaning up data, typified by Bush’s

(58) Bush said ‘that position is preposterous’.

When what he said was full of pauses, this doesn’t pose me any problems. I
can just say that things like pauses and stumbles are extra semantic, and so
in particular to utter ’that position uhh it’s perpostrus’ just is to utter ’that
position is preposterus’. Such things are not to be captured by our semantic
theory, in the same way that someone’s saying something in a squeaky voice
isn’t.

My theory does well with other dialects, which have been important for
recent theorists. For a sentence like

(59) Palin said she ’refudiated’ the claim

I propose to follow Shan in holding that ’refudiated’ is a bona fide word of
Palin English, and so that the quoting expression denotes a function which
maps Palin English to λx.λy. x refuted and repudiated y. and other lan-
guages to nothing. With that said, my theory can deal with such cases just
as easily as the simple cases. Recall that theorists wedded to the Use As-
sumption struggled with cases in which a speaker didn’t mean anything. I
can deal with such cases provided I allow merely possible languages into
the domain of the function quoting expressions denote. If I then assume that
for any string, there’s some possible language in which it means something,
and also that for any pair of strings, there’s a language in which they don’t
mean the same, which are both, in fact, reasonable assumptions given the
arbitrary connection between a word and its meaning, I’ll get the result that
our ’barremious’ will denote a function which maps at least one language
to some meaning, and that there are no two nonsense words with the same
intension, and so I’ll have no problem dealing with such cases.

One might think this is somewhat precarious: we ignore ’uhhhs’ as extra-
semantic but allow ’refudiated’. But it strikes me there’s a principled enough
reason for doing so: in uttering ’refudiated’ Palin certainly means something
in a way which she doesn’t when she says ’uhh’.

As concerns indexicals, it should again be clear I’ll get the correct predic-
tions out of the box for a sentence like:

(60) John said nobody ’likes me’

I can tell exactly the same story as above: there’s no worry about mon-
strosity, since the indexical isn’t used.

As concerns syntactic agreement I don’t have much of interest to say.
What I propose is that when we have an expression type trace which, relative
to an assignment, denotes an expression of a different case or number to
the quoting expression it combines with, there is some sort of syntactic
procedure which repairs the mismatch by forcing the quoted material to
be in consonance with the features of the expression denoted by the trace.
Dequotation is not a problem for me. This shouldn’t be suprising, since
dequotation is a sort of quantifying into quotation, and my whole theory is
based around this idea. Thus:
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(61) Bush said ‘I distrust [Obama]’.

Will just receive more or less the same treatment. We’ll have a logical
form like:

• [quot Obama] λ1 Bush said ‘I distrust’ w1]

I cannot account, out of the box, for the mixed quotational phenomena
which go beyond said, as Maier and Shan are able to do. Consider again
Pott’s example:

(62) A: The Godfather 2 was a total snooze
B: Well Pauline Kael said this ‘total snooze’ was one of the defining
moments in American cinema

My proposed analysis for such cases is the following. We propose a rule
to the effect that whenever one finds a mixed quote without said, one finds
a contextually salient language, plugs it in, and then goes on with compo-
sition. So, in particular, in this case one will plug in A English, yielding λx.
x is boring, which will then compose with the determiner ‘this’ as normal.
This strikes me as a simple and principled analysis, and so although I don’t
get these cases for free, they cause me no problem.

Overall, then, my theory does pretty well at satisfying the empirical re-
quirements of a theory of mixed quotation. Moreover, it provides a satisfy-
ingly unified theory of direct, indirect, and mixed quotation. And it doesn’t
face the problems other theories do. Let me now turn to six ultimately un-
successful objections to my view. Objection one is the following. Consider
as simple a sentence as:

(63) "cat" has three letters

My theory cannot account for it: functions don’t have letters. This might
seem like a problem: any theory of quotation, one might think, must be able
to deal with the simple cases like the above. But this isn’t so. Although my
theory cannot account for pure quotation, it can account for each of direct,
mixed and indirect together. Not only that, but we saw above that any
theorist is committed to two theories to cover all the quotational phenomena.
Either, like me, a theory for pure and a separate one for indirect, direct, and
mixed, or, like my opponents, a theory for pure and direct, a separate one
for indirect, and a mixed one for mixed9. The upshot is I can’t capture the
above sentence, but am at liberty to bring to bear a completely different
theory to do so. Having done so, both theories will be on a par, in terms of
theoretical commitment, while I will be ahead, because I have a successful
theory of mixed quotation.

However, the above sentence leads to another worry, objection two10. Con-
sider the following:

(64) "Roses are red" is a sentence of English and John said it

9 Incidentally, this enables us to see where Quine’s quoted claim, in the introduction to this essay,
goes wrong. There he says that a mixed quotation must be used, because otherwise it would
function as a singular term, and so the sentence as a whole would be a typemismatch. It’s
plausible that pure quotations function as singular terms, but it’s open to me to point out that
this just doesn’t hold for mixed quotations. Quine’s argument only works if one assumes one
theory to capture everything quotational, but we’ve already seen it’s implausible to assume
that.

10 Thanks to Herman Cappelen.
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On the way I’ve divided things up here, we have a pure quotation, and an
anaphoric pronoun which picks up on it. But this anaphoric pronoun is
functioning as the syntactic object of said, and so, according to my view, it
is of the type of direct quotation. So it seems as if my attempt to remain
agnostic about pure quotation is doomed to failure. But I think there’s a
simple response to this problem. The first thing to note is that problems like
this are ubiquitous in the theory of quotation. For example, it’s well known
that one can anaphorically refer back to an expression in quotation marks,
as in:

(65) ’Hillary will win’ is a sentence which we’ll be hearing a lot more,
especially if she gets a good running mate.

The puzzle here is that it’s unclear how the ’she’ can pick up Hillary as
referent, since the occurrence of ’Hillary’ which appears to be functioning
as ’she”s antecedent is quoted. But really, it needn’t be much of a puzzle:
we can say that just by having her name mentioned, Hillary becomes suffi-
ciently salient for a subsequent pronoun to refer to her deictically. Similarly,
I can say that in our problem case, it denotes a function from languages
to contents as usual, and that this function is made salient by the previous
pure quotation, even if that pure quotation doesn’t denote a function from
languages to content.

A third worry concerns the differing requirements of indirect and direct
speech reports11. An indirect speech report places many fewer contraints
on what the speaker actually said than a direct speech report. Consider the
following mundane example from Cappelen and Lepore (1997). Person A
says:

(66) I bought an expensive pair of Bruno Magli shoes

I can completely felicitiously report his speech as so, leaving out the word
’expensive’:

(67) A said he bought a pair of Bruno Magli shoes

For me, the truth conditions of the sentence are such that it’s true pro-
vided there’s some sentence which means what ’A bought a pair of Bruno
Magli shoes’ means such that A said it. But, one might think, there is no
such sentence: A only said a sentence which means he bought an expensive
pair of Bruno Magli shoes. My response to these cases is to retreat from
the strict demand of identity of meaning. It is not the case that the values
of the quantifier over sentences must contain only sentences which literally
express what the complement does. Rather, there’s some looseness: it’s
sufficient for them to express roughly the same thing, and this can be heav-
ily guided by contextual factors and pragmatics. As Cappelen and Lepore
put it, where the samesay relation is that born between the complement of
an indirect speech report and the values of the existential quantifier over
sentences which, according to my theory, verify the report :

[Examples such as the shoe one] establishes that the perfectly vi-
able practice of indirect speech requires the samesay relation to
be broader than [identity]... it’s no role for semantic theory to
place a priori constraints on what can samesay what. Whether
two utterances samesay each other often depends on nonseman-
tic considerations. Competent speakers of English, those who

11 Thanks to Torfinn Huvenes.
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competently use the “says that” locution, are able to render such
judgments. Having such competence consists, in part, in be-
ing able to judge whether a given report is correct or incorrect,
accurate or inaccurate, misleading or exactly what the speaker
said.Cappelen and Lepore (1997, p291).

This is of course a small foray into a large topic, but I hope what little I
have said shows that such examples need not be fatal to my analysis.

Now one may be dissatisfied with this. One might think that the Cappe-
len and Lepore line is overly pessimistic, and that we can at least say some
interesting things about what can samesay what. One might think that a
propositions-based theory has at least the beginnings of a theory here: per-
haps one can report an utterance of S with any of the propositions entailed
by the proposition S stands for. Of course this will run into familiar issues
concerning necessary truths, but the view mentioned is just for illustration,
and the point is that Cappelen and Lepore’s council of despair might seem
a bit premature.

However, even if this is right, I don’t think it’s too much of a problem
for me. For I think I should be able to take over the insights of, say, the
propositions-based theory. After all, for me, the words which are in the
domain of the quantifiers unquoted words express do have semantic content,
albeit only relative to a language. So I can recover notions like identity of
content or entailment.

The fourth worry is the following. One might have the concern that I’ve,
as it were, de-semanticised indirect quotation by making it like direct quota-
tion. A standard propositions based account, for example, can easily make
sense of such obvious arguments as the following:

(68) John said that snow is white; snow is white; so John said something
true

It can do so because the that-clause, being propositional, has informational
content: it places conditions on how the world must be (snow must be
white). It can thus interact with other informational content bearing pieces
of discourse such as assertive utterances to explain the goodness of the
above argument. It’s less clear on my theory how this goes. After all, the
first premise merely asserts that John uttered a sentence of a certain sort
(one, as it happens, that means that snow is white), and sentences aren’t
intrinsically contentful or information bearing: on my view, the are not con-
tents, but functions from languages to contents. But it’s this last fact that re-
veals the worry about de-semanticising is no problem. For even if sentences
aren’t per se contentful, content is nevertheless easily recoverable from them
by supplying them with a language. To say something true, on this story,
will not be to express a proposition, but to utter a sentence whose content,
when the language the speaker is speaking is plugged in, is a true one. I
would prefer to say that rather than de-semanticising indirect quotation, I
have semanticised direct quotation.

And this leads nicely to our fifth objection. As it stands, my theory doesn’t
capture sentences in which the quoted complement to said is subsentential,
as in:

(69) John said ’The winner of the race is...’ before falling silent.

(70) Waking from his coma, John said ’Ughpl’, clearing his throat.
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According to the composition rules I’ve given, the quotation internal com-
position should fail. Roughly, the semantic value of the quoted ’The winner
of the race is’ will look for a determiner phrase which isn’t there, causing
a crash. But this is of course a purely fine utterance. Now I have a clear
response in the offing: that this is a case of pure, rather than direct quota-
tion,its appearance following ’said’ notwithstanding. But this might seem
uncomfortable for me: one of the selling points of my theory was meant to
be the unified treatment it gives ’said’, but now it seems like it’ll have to, in
the end, be ambiguous as between taking sentence type meanings, and pure
quotation meanings.

I agree it would be better to do without the ambiguity. But I think that
the ambiguity I posit is better than that posited by rival theorists. And here
the point about semanticising direct quotation becomes salient. Previous
theories would have no trouble dealing with a sentence like the above, be-
cause their treatment of pure and direct quotation would be the same. But
such a treatment, on my way of looking at things, obliterates the important
difference between the above sentence and, say:

(71) John said ’The winner of the race is Jones’

This sentence reports, to coin a phrase, John’s making a move in a language
game: even if, on my story, what John says isn’t per se contentful, never-
theless the overriding point of such utterances is to report John’s putting
forward something as semantically evaluable. And that’s why it’s bad, I
think, to lump together such sentences with pure quotation cases like the
ones above in which one is not reporting on the putting forward something
as semantically evaluable. And in turn that’s why I think the ambiguity I’m
forced to posit for ’said’ is not a bad one, because it tracks the important
distinction between the semantic (mixed, direct, and indirect quotation) and
the extrasemantic (pure quotation).

Let’s now turn to our sixth and final objection. It is that I have worries
about overgeneration12. The following sentence, a simple variant on one of
my key data points, is bad:

(72) *Your mum said don’t even attempt ’any monkey business’

It’s bad, of course, just because one can’t indirect quote imperatives. But
my theory doesn’t predict this: rather, it predicts that it’s straightforwardly
true provided there’s some expression which means what the occurrence
above of ’don’t even attempt’ does, and it, composed with the quoted mate-
rial, yields a sentence which the mother in question said.

Thankfully, however, I think I can at least begin to sketch a reply to this
objection. To see it, we need to ask what it is that explains the differential
acceptability of quoted and unquoted imperatives, evinced by:

(73) Your mum said ’don’t even attempt any funny business’

(74) * Your mum said don’t even attempt any funny business

I suggest that it’s a syntactic matter. Note that the following is also bad:

(75) *He said do I have a pen?

Although the following is fine:

(76) *He said ’do you have a pen?’

12 Thanks to Josh Dever
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One can’t embed interrogatives under said. And there’s a good explana-
tion for this. An interrogative sentence introduces its own complementizer:
the (simplified) underlying logical form would be something like (see,e.g.
Carnie (2013, pp206ff))

• [Q [TP [DP you] [VP have a pen]]]

It’s generally assumed that said introduces its own complementizer ’that’,
which may or may not be explicitly spelled out. We could then hold that a
sentence like 75 is bad because a given phrase can’t have two complemen-
tizers, but that 76 is fine because if a complementizer occurs in quotation
marks, it is ignored. And we could then suggest that the same thing is going
on here: imperatives have their own complementizer, which explains why
they can’t be indirect quoted, but can be direct quoted because then it gets
ignored. While the exact details are matters for the syntactician rather than
the semanticist, this seems plausible, and so objection six is defanged.

8 consequences
If the above view is correct, then the way we’ve been thinking about trans-
parency and opacity is incorrect. And this has at least two broader conse-
quences. The first is that we’ve gained traction on the notion of quantifying
in to opaque contexts. Not only is it not, contra Quine, something to be
feared, but properly understood it appears to be an essential part of the
semantics of our language. Properly understood, quantifying in is really
quantifying over and then in: we take a word in an opaque context, and
then quantify over words which mean what that word means, and see if
some such word possesses the lambda abstracted property denoted by the
rest of the sentence. This should be good news to some people. Given that
language works this way with regard to mixed quotation, those of us of a
Fregean persuasion could hold that something similar is happening in:

(77) Quine believes someone is a spy

We could imagine a logical form, for the wide scope reading, as so, where
m1 is a variable standing for senses, and ’quot someone’ is a quantifier
which ranges over senses:

• [sense Someone] λ1 Quine believes m1 is a spy

If that quantifier were contextually restricted so that it ranged over, say,
Orcutt senses, a parallel semantics to the one I gave for quotation would
suggest it’s true provided there’s some sense picking out Orcutt such that
it composed with the sense of ’is a spy’ (and we could suggest sense com-
position works on the model of quote composition presented here) yields
the contents of Quine’s belief. We thus get the result that such wide scope
readings don’t provide any real problem for a Fregean theory of belief, and
thus neither do de re beliefs. The Fregean can use antecedently required
resources from a general purpose theory of opacity, and doesn’t need to
introduce (much) new theoretical machinery to account for things composi-
tionally.

Of course, this is to leave much unsaid (what are senses, for example?)
but I hope even this preliminary gesture should be salutory to anyone of
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a neo-Fregean cast of mind about propositional attitudes, as for example
Chalmers (2011).

The second consequence concerns propositions. It’s widely, if not univer-
sally, held that propositions are denoted by that clauses. But the position
developed here gives good reason to deny this, at least when we are consid-
ering speech reports. For as we’ve seen, we can treat a that-clause with no
quoted expression in it simply as the limiting case of a mixed quotation in
which all the words are unquoted. We’d have a form like:

• [quot that quotation has an anomalous feature] λ1. Quine said s

The sentence would be true not if Quine expressed a proposition, but rather
if he uttered a sentence which meant what ’quotation has an anomalous fea-
ture’ means. Of course, the friend of propositions will make the accusation
that propositions are being smuggled in the back door again with this no-
tion of meaning the same as p means. While too big a question to address
here, I will just note this one fact: propositions, as typically conceived, play
a range of different roles: they are the semantic values of sentences, the ob-
jects of the attitudes, the operands of modal operators, and so on. So even
if I do end up with something proposition-like, it wouldn’t be quite right to
call it a propositions-based view. More needs to be said, but I hope at the
very least the results of this essay should be of interest to those resistant to
the notion of propositions, such as sententialists likeHigginbotham (2006).

9 conclusion
I have shown that we’ve been thinking about mixed quotation, and thereby
quotation, and thereby opacity and transparency incorrectly. Properly un-
derstood, mixed quotation is not a mix at all: deep problems attend the
attempt to make sense of how quoted expressions are meant to be used. I
have suggested that mixed quotation is an instance of quantifying into quo-
tation, contrary to the received wisdom which bans this, and presented a
rigorous compositional semantics which bears this out. In turn, this means
we need to reconsider the nature of transparency and opacity, since a funda-
mental data point concerning this, that opaque environments don’t permit
quantifying in, has been shown false. This opens up several directions of
research in the philosophy of language, concerning a Fregean account of
attitude ascriptions, and a non propositional based theory of that-clauses,
which the final section points to13.

a appendix
The aim of this appendix is to present a derivation of our main example,
based on the simplified logical form assumed in the text, and repeated be-
low:

• [quot quotation]1 [λ1. Quine said w1 ’has an anomalous feature’]

13 I’d like to thank Derek Ball, Matt Cameron, Herman Cappelen, Tom Hodgson, Torfinn Huvenes,
Ofra Magidor, Matt Mandelkern, Poppy Mankowitz and especially Josh Dever and Emar Maier
for helpful comments on previous versions of this paper.
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w1 here functions as a trace the type of which is <l,e>, and in general for
any expression of type <α,β>, it will leave behind a trace of type <l,<α,β».
We’ll assume the standard treatment of traces according to which they func-
tion like variables: they have a semantic value only relative to an assignment
function. For at least clarity’s sake, I’ll assume that this variable assignment
is different from the one which we use for the semantics of quantificational
noun phrases and their e-type traces. I’ll call it h. H is a function whose
domain is the natural numbers and whose codomain is the set of functions
of type <l,α> where α is any type formed recursively from base types e and
t in the standard fashion. In symbols, then, we’ll have:

• Jw1Kh=h(1)

That said, let’s look at composition. The semantic value of the comple-
ment is derived by straightforward function application of its parts:

• Jw1 ‘has an anomalous feature’Kh= J’has an anomalous feature’Kh(J
w1 Kh)

If we then compose with ’said’ and then ’Quine’, we’ll get:

• JQuine said w1 has an anomalous featureK = 1 iff Quine said Jw1 ‘has
an anomalous feature’ Kh

The semantic value, next, of the branching node containing just the lambda
binder and the above expression will be as so, where, in the familiar way, the
lambda binder binds the free variable and forms a property from a sentence:

• Jλ1 Quine said w1 ’has an anomalous feature’Kh=λv<l,e>.Quine said
v ‘has an anomalous feature’.

Composition with ‘quot quotation’ will then yield

• Jquot quotation λ1 Quine said w1 ’has an anomalous feature’Kh=
there’s some word w<l,e> and language l such that w(l) = JquotationK
such that [λv<l,e>. Quine said v ‘has an anomalous feature’](w)=1

Beta Reducing:

• there’s some word w<l,e> and language l such that w(l) = JquotationK
such that Quine said w ‘has an anomalous feature’

I.e.:

• there’s some word w<l,e> and language l such that w(l) = JquotationK
such that Quine said ‘has an anomalous feature’(w)

Since ’has an anomalous feature’ is denotes [λs<l,e>.λl. what s means in l
is what ’has an anomalous feature means in l], when it’s applied to w we’ll
get:

• there’s some word w<l,e> and language l such that w(l) = JquotationK
such that Quine said λl.what w means in l is what ’has an anomalous
character’ means in l.
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And this is the correct result, being true if Quine said a sentence which
contains a word meaning quotation applied to the expression ’has an anoma-
lous character’.

Let me end by adding a necessary complexification, namely a treatment
of indexicality and variable binding. I have said that a word like ‘quotation’
quantifies over those words which mean quotation. I thereby took advan-
tage of the fact that ’quotation’ has a fixed meaning. But many words don’t,
and in particular indexicals and bound pronouns do not. Accordingly, it’s
at present a mystery how the theory here advanced can deal with cases such
as:

(78) Joan said I ’have no social graces’

(79) Every soldier swore he ’will never betray his country’

The problem is that ’I’ means something different relative to different con-
texts, and ’he’ means something different relative to different variable as-
signments. To modify for indexicality doesn’t provide any real challenge, as
far as I can tell. for a first step, we can relativise semantic values to contexts,
which I’ll understand in the standard Kaplanian way:

• J quot IKh,c=λP. there’s a word w and l such that w(l)= JIKh,c and P(w)

This doesn’t get us all we want, however. We need to make sure that index-
icals are in the domain of the quantifier over words which ’quot I’ denotes.
For example, imagine Joan uttered, referring to me, ’you have no social
graces’. Then 78 is true. But we have at present no means to capture this.
We want ’you’ to be in the domain of the quantifier denoted by ’quot I’.
But it won’t be: the word ’you’ is not such that there’s a language relative
to which it stands for what ’I’ stands for relative to the context of utterance,
because it doesn’t stand for anything relative to a language, not only relative
to a language and a context.

I think the response here is just to parametrise again: we hold that words
mean things only relative both to languages and to contexts. So we’ll end up
with:

• J quot IKh,c=λP. there’s a word w, language l and context c such that
w(l)(c)= JIKh,c and P(w)

Bound variables are trickier. We need somehow to capture the fact that
unquoted pronouns both induce semantic dependence on the word-type
trace they leave, but also themselves semantically depend on the quantifier
which, intuitively speaking, binds them. My provisional solution is to add
an argument place to mixed quoted pronouns. I assume a derivation for
our sentence as follows. Firstly, and as standard, the quantifier every soldier
raise out:

• [Every soldier]λ t2 swore he ‘will never betray his country’

The presence of the second pronoun he in the quotational environment
will trigger movement, and the leaving behind of a word type trace, and the
transforming of ’he’ into ’quot he’:

• [Every soldier] λ2. [[quot he1]. λ1. t2 swore w1 ‘will never betray his
country’

Finally, and here’s the novelty, I’ll assume that a trace bound by the quan-
tifier adjoins ’quot he’:
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• [Every soldier] λ2. [[quot he1] t2]. λ1. t2 swore w1 ‘will never betray
his country’

If we then assume the following semantic value:

• Jhe1Kh,c=λx. λP. there’s a word w and l such that w(l)=x and P(w)

With this in place, composition should go smoothly: once we compose
Jhe1K with Jt2K, we’ll get:

• λP. there’s a word w and a language l such that w(l)=t2 and P(w).

And thereafter things will be straightforward.
Let me end with the treatment of quantification. Consider a sentence like:

(80) John said two people ‘shouted’

I take it this has two readings: John said a sentence like ‘two people shouted’,
or John said two sentences one of which might be ‘Joan shouted’ and the
other ‘Bill shouted’. The narrow scope reading is no problem for me: we
simply raise out ’two people’ leaving behind a word trace standing for a
quantifier whose values are words which mean ’two people’. And the wide
scope reading can be captured too. We could hold that what happens is that
we wide-scope the quantifier ’two people’ and then we repair the typemis-
match. So first we have:

(81) [Two people] λ2 John said he2 ‘shouted’

Then, because that’s a mismatch, we raise again, and make of the seman-
tics for unquoted pronouns given immediately above:

(82) Two people λ2 [quot he1][t2] John said w1 shouted

And this, a little inspection will reveal, will get the right truth conditions.
While what I’ve given here is not quite a complete and rigorous formal
semantics, I hope that it suffices as a proof of concept of the view of mixed
quotation I’ve given in this paper.
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