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Abstract

English direct reported speech is easily distinguished from indirect
reported speech by, for example, the lack of a complementizer (that),
the quotation marks (or the accompanying prosody), and/or verbatim
(‘shifted’) pronouns. By contrast, Japanese employs the same com-
plementizer for all reports, does not have a consistent intonational
quotation marking, and tends to drop pronouns where possible. Some
have argued that this shows no more than that many Japanese reports
are ambiguous. They claim that, despite the lack of explicit marking,
the underlying distinction is just as hard in Japanese as it is in English.
On the basis of a number of ‘mixed’ examples, I claim that the line
between direct and indirect is blurred and I propose a unified analysis
of speech reporting in which a general mechanism of mixed quotation
replaces the classical two-fold distinction.

∗I thank the Japanese friends I used as informants for valuable suggestions along with
their judgments: Mana Kobuchi-Philip, Yurie Hara, Hidetoshi Shiraishi, and Katsuhiko
Yabushita. Further thanks go to Jennifer Spenader and the participants and organizers of
LENLS 2008 in Asahikawa. The research is supported by the Netherlands Organisation
of Scientific Research (NWO) and by an EU under FP7 (ERC Starting Grant 263890-
BLENDS).
†This paper is an updated and extended version of a paper that appeared in the Pro-

ceedings of LENLS 2008 (Maier, 2009). While the data and general line of argumentation
is the same, the current version makes the formal machinery of pure and mixed quotation
precise.
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1 Introduction

There is an obvious contrast between:

(1) a. Taro said that I would go to Tokyo
b. Taro said: “I will go to Tokyo”

The first is an example of indirect speech, in which I report what Taro
said on an earlier occasion in my own words; the second is a direct report,
where I report Taro by quoting his words verbatim. From this informal
characterization it follows that in (1a) the pronoun I is used by (and refers
to) me, the reporter, whereas in (1b) it refers to Taro, which explains the
truth-conditional divergence between the two sentences.

There is a deep disagreement about the nature of the direct–indirect
distinction. On the one side are formal semanticists and philosophers, who
see a rigid use–mention distinction (Kaplan, 1989); on the other are people
working in cognitive linguistics and pragmatics who emphasize a continuum
(Voloshinov, 1973). As a case study, in this paper I focus on one specific
subtopic within this general debate: the distinction between direct and in-
direct discourse in Japanese. Japanese reported speech is interesting in this
regard, as there is relatively little marking of the distinction, i.e. in a col-
loquial setting, a sentence like (2) can mean both (1a) and (1b) (Hirose,
1995:224):

(2) Taroo-wa
Taro-Top

boku-ga
I-Nom

Tookyoo
Tokyo

e
to

iku
go

to
Comp

itta
said

The received view, especially among formal semanticists, now seems to be
that Japanese reports like (2) are simply ambiguous between direct and in-
direct. The current paper offers more Japanese data to argue against the
notion of a categorical direct–indirect distinction. I present an alternative in
which mixed quotation allows one to ‘defer’ any part of any report comple-
ment. The resulting general framework can be seen as a formal semanticist’s
first stab at capturing the grey area between the extremes of fully direct and
fully indirect discourse.

But first we take a closer look at the motivation for the traditional dis-
tinction between direct and indirect speech.
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2 Distinguishing indirect and direct speech

The difference between direct and indirect speech is marked in a number of
different ways in different languages. Let’s go through a couple of the better
known ones (cf. e.g. Banfield (1973) for a thorough overview).

Syntax/semantics English indirect discourse is usually marked by a com-
plementizer that; in Dutch, such a complementizer and an additional
change in word order are obligatory; in German, indirect discourse
requires changes in both word order and mood of the verb. A dis-
tinguishing feature of direct speech syntax is its ‘syntactic opacity’
(Oshima, 2006), i.e. it blocks movement, (3), quantifying in, (4), and
NPI licensing, (5) (Anand and Nevins, 2004):

(3) a. What did Taro say he had seen?
b. *What did Taro say: “I have seen”?

(4) a. There’s something that Taro says he likes
b. *There’s something that Taro says: “I like”

(5) a. Nobody said they had seen anything
b. ??Nobody said “we saw anything”1

Orthography/prosody In written languages, direct speech is usually marked
with quotation marks. In spoken language this direct speech mark-
ing tends to surface as a distinct intonational contour (Klewitz and
Couper-Kuhlen, 1999; Jansen et al., 2001).

Semantics/pragmatics As noted above, reporting someone’s words in in-
direct speech requires adjusting the original utterance’s indexicals to
the reporting context. To report the same as (1b) in indirect speech,
Taro’s I would have to be changed to he. In English, the same holds
for indexicals like tomorrow and the present tense. Note however the
cross-linguistic variation: in Russian, the present tense is not adjusted,
while in Amharic even first person forms can apparently be retained
(Schlenker, 2003; Anand, 2006).

These and other characteristics indeed give the impression of a “binary,
categorical distinction” where “a direct report is about a relation between

1The sentence as a whole is grammatical, and likely true. It does not, however, report
the same as (5a).
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an agent and a linguistic object while an indirect report is about a relation
between an agent and a proposition” (Oshima 2006:23). This traditional
explanation of the direct–indirect distinction seems to rest on a fundamen-
tal distinction between two functions of language: words can be used to
refer to the world (use), but also to refer to words and other linguistic items
(mention). Before arguing against it, let me first clarify the supposed link
between indirect–direct and use–mention. In letting language refer to itself,
mentioning poses a serious, and somewhat neglected, challenge to compo-
sitionality and hence to formal semantics. For this reason I will be rather
explicit in my formalization below.

3 Modeling the indirect–direct distinction as use
vs. mention

In this section I introduce some formal machinery to model the traditional,
rigid direct indirect distinction. We need: (i) a logic of indirect discourse as
an intensional operator (3.1); a logic of mentioning, the use of language to
refer to linguistic expressions, with quotation marks (3.2); and a (prelimi-
nary) account of direct discourse as pure quotation (3.3).

3.1 Indirect discourse

Modeltheoretically, language use is what’s captured by the familiar Fregean
semantics. A proper analysis of indirect speech reporting and indexicality
requires Kaplan’s two-dimensional version, which analyzes indirect saying
that as an intensional operator. Roughly, x says that ϕ means that x uttered
some sentence that expressed the same proposition in its original utterance
context as that expressed by ϕ in the current report context.2

For concreteness, let’s set up a simplified formal syntax and semantics
to be used throughout the paper. The syntax analyses sentences as trees,
whose nodes contain linguistic material (say, finite strings of letters) coupled
with a category. For simplicity, we’ll just use the familiar semantic types as
our syntactic categories. In other words, syntax is entirely type-driven,3i.e.
the types determine whether two subtrees can be combined or not, via the
following rule:

2The operator that this amounts to is intensional because to evaluate whether x says
that ϕ is true we need to consider the proposition expressed by ϕ, rather than ϕ’s truth
value, or its exact wording (or Kaplanian “character”).

3This oversimplification leads to massive overgeneration, but that will not concern us
here.
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(6) σ1
∩σ2 : τ1

σ1 : τ2τ1 σ2 : τ2

For now, the basic types are e for simple entity referring expressions, and t
for sentences expressing propositions. To illustrate this perhaps somewhat
unusual presentation of a rather familiar system, derive the indirect speech
report in (1a), that is, using (6) we construct a tree whose topnode contains
the sentence, of type t. The leaves will be lexical entries, like ‘Taro : e’, and
‘said : tet’, which gives something like this:

(7) Taro said that I would go to Tokyo : t

Taro : e

said : tet

that : tt

I : e

would go to Tokyo : et

Call this simple tree grammar G. Trees in G can be interpreted composi-
tionally, but, because we will be needing the representational framework of
DRT to model presuppositions later on, we will map them onto an inter-
mediate logical language first, viz. the language of preliminary DRSs. I’ll
suppress types in DRSs when possible, and I treat names and indexicals as
in situ constants rather than presupposition triggers for now. Translations
of our terminal nodes look something like this:

(8) a. T (Taro : e) = t

b. T (would go to Tokyo : et) = λx go-tokyo(x)

c. T (said : tet) = λXλx say(x):X

For complex expressions, composition is function application:

(9) T( σ1
∩σ2 : τ1

σ1 : τ2τ1 σ2 : τ2

) = T (σ1 : τ2τ1)(T (σ2 : τ2))

Our example indirect report translates as:
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(10) say(t): go-tokyo(i)

The logical expressions of DRT are, in turn, interpreted modeltheoretically.
Every type has an associated domain into which expressions of that type
are mapped by the interpretation function, J K. To deal with the semantic
context dependence of indexicals we relativize semantic interpretation to a
context parameter c. Thus, we can use Kaplan’s (1989) logic of demonstra-
tives to interpret I and indirect speech say. Later on, we’ll add a discourse
context, to deal with presupposition resolution in a dynamic way.

(11) a. JiKc = the speaker of c
b. Jsay(α) : ϕKc = the proposition that JαKc utters some sentence

that in her utterance context c′ expresses proposition JϕKc

Complex expressions in DRT can be read as a notational variant of static
type logic. Line breaks indicate conjunction, boxes indicate a term of type t
(a DRS). So, to finish our example, the proposition expressed by Taro said
that I would go to Tokyo in context c, is: JT (Taro said that I would go to Tokyo)Kc

= J(10)Kc = the proposition that Taro utters some sentence that, in its orig-
inal utterance context, expressed the proposition that I would go to Tokyo.

3.2 Mention

I’m following the so-called disquotational theory of pure quotation, by which
an expression enclosed in quotation marks refers to the enclosed expression:
sweet, a predicate of type et, refers to the set of sweet things, but ‘sweet’, the
same expression flanked by quotation marks, refers to a word, viz. the word
sweet. To formalize the disquotational semantics, we first need to extend our
semantic domains to include linguistic material, i.e. we need to add a new
type u for expressions that refer not to objects or properties in the world,
but to linguistic entities. We can turn every expression in G into a type
u turn by putting quotation marks around it. More precisely, we add the
following composition rule (cf. Potts, 2007a):

(12) ‘∩σ∩’ : u

σ : τ

Semantically, the quotation refers to the quoted expression, i.e. the typed
expression in G underneath it. Again, we’ll have to go through the interme-
diate translation into the language of DRT (in which I’ll use p q as quotation
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marks):

(13) a. T( ‘∩σ∩’ : u

σ : τ

) = pσ : τq

b. Jpσ : τqKc = σ : τ (∈ Du = G)

Thus, despite the detour, a quoted term really does refer to the expression
in quotes. This quoted expression itself must belong to G, i.e. a string of
letters paired with a semantic type, but it need not have a semantic inter-
pretation. After all, the meaning of a quoted expression does not depend on
the meaning of its constituent, but rather on the expression itself. This is
precisely the sense in which quotation is not fully compositional (Werning,
2005). I consider this an important feature of quotation, as it explains, for
example, why grammatical errors can be felicitously quoted, and why you
can’t usually “quantify into” pure quotations. A Bushism like ‘misunderes-
timate’ will be modeled as semantically vacuous but well-formed expressions
of type eet (i.e. transitive verb/two-place relation) and can therefore only
be used in quotes (cf. Maier 2008).

3.3 Direct speech

The logic of mentioning above extends to a straightforward semantics of
direct speech: Simply analyze ‘say’ in its direct discourse sense as a transitive
verb that takes as direct object a term of type u, and analyze direct quotation
marks as pure quotes, capturing the traditional view of direct discourse being
a relation between an individual and an utterance:

(14) a. Taro said, “I will go to Tokyo” : t

Taro : e

said : uet ‘I will go to Tokyo’ : u

I will go to Tokyo : t

I : e

will go to Tokyo : et

b. T ((14a)) = saydd(t,pI will go to Tokyo : tq)

c. J(14b)Kc = the set of worlds in which Taro utters “I will go to
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Tokyo : t”

I should stress that the DRS translation and hence the interpretation ig-
nores the semantics of ‘I will go to Tokyo : t’ and everything underneath it
in the tree (14a) completely. This is ultimately unsatisfactory: ellipsis and
anaphora, among other things, show that direct quotation is not entirely
opaque in this sense. It is however an immediate consequence of the tradi-
tional view of direct discourse involving mention of an expression that we set
out to model here. The mixed quotation based framework proposed below
will eventually address this problem (although I will not go so far here, cf.
Maier (2008)).

Taking stock

The direct–indirect discourse distinction can be cached out formally in an in-
tensional logic with a mention operator. Indirect discourse saying translates
as an intensional operator, i.e. a relation of type tet, while direct discourse
saying translates as a relation of type uet.

The distinguishing characteristics of direct and indirect speech listed in
the first section all follow from this semantics.

Syntax/semantics Direct speech’s ‘verbatimness’ with respect to clause
structure and word order, among other things, follows from the fact
that it is the original utterance itself that is the object of the say
(uet) relation. The fact that mentioning turns the quote into a (self-
)referential term of type u with, semantically speaking, no internal
structure, explains the opacity with respect to movement and NPI
licensing at the syntax–semantics interface.

Orthography/prosody The various forms of quotation marking in direct
speech fall out simply as surface realizations of the pure quotation
operator. Crucially, in our grammar, the quotation marks of direct
discourse or pure quotation are not “just” punctuation. They have a
genuine semantic and syntactic impact.

Semantics/pragmatics Indexical adjustment in indirect speech follows
from the Kaplanian semantics of indirect speech where we have to
match the proposition that was expressed in the reported context with
the proposition expressed by the complement clause in the reporting
context.
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4 Challenging the indirect–direct distinction: the
case of Japanese

Despite this apparent success of a rather simple semantics, Maier (2008)
challenges the strict indirect–direct distinction by pointing out that even
English direct discourse is semantically somewhat transparent. This claim
is backed by the observations that (i) anaphoric and elliptical dependencies
can cross direct discourse boundaries (as in “My girlfriend bought me this
tie,” said John, but I don’t think she did, from Maier 2007, cf. Partee
1973), and (ii) a direct report triggers a rather strong (default) inference
that the corresponding indirect version is also true (for example, the direct
(1b) implies that Taro said that he would go to Tokyo).

For so-called mixed quotation (Cappelen and Lepore 1997), consisting
of an indirect report in which only a certain part is directly quoted, Maier’s
(2008) case is strengthened by additional syntactic/semantic evidence. But,
focusing on genuine direct discourse, it may well be possible to get around
both of the transparancy arguments by adding a distinct pragmatic mech-
anism that leaves the separation of direct and indirect discourse intact at
the semantic level.4 In the remainder of this paper I present some further
evidence against a rigid direct–indirect distinction.

4.1 A rumor about Japanese speech reporting

As “rumor has it that there is no such [direct–indirect] distinction in Japanese”
(Coulmas 1985:53) I turn to that language in hope to seal the fate of the
classical report distinction. My ultimate goal is to replace it with an anal-
ysis of speech reports as indirect discourse (analyzed in terms of 3.1’s “say
:tet”) with optional mixed quotation of any notable parts. Unfortunately,
some work remains to be done as Coulmas continues the sentence quoted
above by remarking that the rumor about Japanese is “obviously not true.”

Let’s reconstruct how the rumor might have started originally. Recall
our enumeration of the ways in which direct and indirect discourse can be
kept apart. Now note that, syntactically, Japanese does not distinguish
direct and indirect discourse by a special complementizer. The marker to is

4I know of no actual proposal to this effect, but I envisage a kind of system that
takes the strictly separatist semantics of direct speech as mention and combines it with a
strengthening mechanism that adds the corresponding indirect version of a direct report,
the use inference, to the semantic representation. Assuming that the resolution of ellipsis
and anaphora triggered by the following discourse apply after pragmatic strengthening of
a direct report, would derive (i) as well.
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used for all speech reporting. Tense and word-order are consistently retained
in speech reports, nor is there a special mood for indirect discourse. Then,
ortographically, direct discourse in written text may often be recognizable
from the quotation marks, but in colloquial spoken language these may go
unnoticed.5

So, of the previously listed tests for distinguishing the two modes we
are left with indexical adjustment and syntactic transparency as indicators
of indirectness. Unfortunately, these characteristics are invisible in a single
given sentence itself, so less useful for the task of classifying reports that
are not otherwise marked. In addition, the clearest examples of indexicals,
person pronouns, tend to be dropped in colloquial Japanese. For these
reasons our current test battery will indeed fail to classify many reports as
either direct or indirect. According to Coulmas, this is the source of our
rumor.

So what does this mean for the interpretation of Japanese reports? Given
a strict, logical direct–indirect separation (Coulmas, Hirose, Oshima op.
cit.), many reports must be simply ambiguous between the two distinct
derivations demonstrated in 3.1 and 3.3. So, even with overt pronouns, we
will often have to rely on the context to disambiguate. A case in point is (2),
where taken on its own perhaps no more than a slight pause distinguishes
the readings (1a) and (1b).6 Presumably, the context will favor one of these
readings, so, as Coulmas rightly observes, this syntactic/semantic ambiguity
need not hinder communication, yet a genuine ambiguity it is nonetheless.

Separatists, like Coulmas, Hirose and Oshima, point out that, to facili-
tate contextual disambiguation, Japanese can rely on a very rich repertoire
of what Hirose (1995) calls “addressee-oriented expressions.” These include
particles like yo and ne, imperatives, and honorifics like the polite -masu
verb forms. Like traditional indexicals, the meanings of such expressions
are tied to the actual utterance context (Potts and Kawahara 2004) and
“semantically presuppose the existence of an addressee” (Hirose 1995) in
that context. For speech reporting this means that such expressions can
only occur in direct speech, or else, when they do occur embedded in an
indirect report, apply only to the actual reporter and her relation to her

5One informant speaks of a distinct quotation intonation, another of a short pause
after the quote should clarity demand it. Further research is required to establish whether
the intonational clues in Japanese are more subtle than in English.

6If the report was made in Tokyo, kuru (‘come’) could be used to indicate indirect dis-
course, though iku (‘go’) would still be compatible with indirect discourse too, as indirect
discourse is known to shift the indexical goal parameter of come/go in Japanese. More on
this below.
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addressee. Unfortunately for the separatist’s cause, this prediction is not
borne out, as I show next.

4.2 Neither direct nor indirect: the data

Take the embedded honorific -masu (+past = -mashita) form in:

(15) kare
he

wa
Top

watashi
I

ga
Nom

matta
again

machigaimashita
was.wrong-Polite

to
Comp

iimashita
said-Polite

a. ‘He said [polite]: “I was wrong again [polite]”’
b. ‘He said [polite] that I was wrong again [polite]’

[
(Coulmas 1985:57)

]
The embedded first person pronoun could well be the reported speaker’s, as
in the direct reading (15a), but, according to Coulmas, it could also refer
to the reporter, in which case we should be dealing with indirect discourse,
(15b). The question is, who is being polite to whom with machigaimashita?
Unless it’s a direct quote it must refer to the context of the report, but the
reporter has already expressed his politeness to his addressee sufficiently in
the matrix verb. Coulmas claims that even in the indirect reading, (15b), it
could indicate politeness of the reported speaker, apparently contradicting
the indexical addressee-orientation of -masu. For now let’s use the term
‘shifting’ for the phenomenon of (arguably) addressee-oriented expressions
used in (arguably) indirect speech and interpreted with respect to the re-
ported context/speech act.

Shifted addressee-orientation in indirect speech is not restricted to the
occasional embedded -masu form (as Coulmas seems to suggest). Here is
an example of what Kuno (1988) would call ‘blended quasi-direct discourse’
with an imperative. My boss tells me:

(16) asatte
day after tomorrow

made ni
until

kono
this

shigoto-o
work-Acc

yare
do-Imp-Familiar

‘Finish [familiar] this work in two days!’

If I want to report this to you the next day, I might say:

(17) ashita
tomorrow

made ni
until

sono
that

shigoto-o
work-Acc

yare
do-Imp-Fam

to
Comp

jooshi-ni
boss-by

iwaremashita
was told-Polite
‘I was told [polite] by the boss that I should finish [familiar] that
work by tomorrow’
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The adjustment of the indexicals (asatte (‘day after tomorrow’) to ashita
(‘tomorrow’); kono (‘that’) to sono (‘this’)) clearly indicate indirect speech.
Discussing a similar example, Oshima further defends the indirect analysis
on the basis of wh-movement:

Except for the imperative form, what Kuno calls blended dis-
course has all the characteristics of indirect discourse. For ex-
ample, a wh-phrase in a ‘quasi-direct quote’ can take matrix
scope:

(18) Taroi-wa
Taro-Top

[yatui-no
he-Gen

uti-ni
house-Dat

nanzi-ni
what.time-Dat

ko-i]
come-Imp

to
Comp

it-ta
say-Past

no
Q

ka?
Q

‘What time did Taroi say, [come to hisi house ]?’

[
(Oshima 2006:13)

]
On the other hand, the familiar imperative form yare! (‘finish/do! [fa-

miliar]’) in (17) has an addressee-oriented honorific and performative force
that suggests direct speech. To see this, note first that in Japanese, as in
English, imperatives don’t seem to be embeddable under clearly marked in-
direct reports at all (* The boss said that finish that work!). Nonetheless,
it has been argued that imperatives can be used in indirect speech, both
in English (Crnič and Trinh, 2009) and in Japanese (Schwager, 2005). For
a full discussion I refer to Maier (2010), but for now the central point is
this: Even if imperatives could be embedded syntactically, we’d still have to
explain the semantic shifting of all the addressee-oriented aspects in yare.
Both the performative aspect and the honorific aspect are naturally ana-
lyzed as addressee-oriented: yare! ≈ I command you to do it, and I in fact
am entitled to address you in a familiar manner. However, in this case, the
main verb’s -mashita shows that I take a rather formal, polite stance to you.
Moreover, it’s clear from the context that it’s the boss commanding me,
rather than me you.

Now, it may be technically possible to devise a system that allows indi-
rect discourse to shift the relevant addressees and evaluative judges for the
examples in (15) en (17). For the imperative, we can add some shiftable con-
text parameters to the semantics of the imperative form (Schwager, 2005).
I submit that such a move is ad hoc rather than explanatory. Shifting
phenomena in reports are really pervasive, so a more general shifting or
mixing mechanism would be desirable. As noted above, for instance, it’s
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not just the imperative force that is shifted in (17), the honorific marking
of yare is also shifted. Moreover, Oshima himself provides two more classes
of speaker/addressee-oriented expressions that retain their original form in-
side an otherwise indirect report: deictic predicates and empathy-loaded
expressions.

As an example of a deictic predicate, take iku ‘go’, indicating movement
away from the context’s speaker:

(19) kinoo,
yesterday

Matsushima-kun-wa
Matsushima-Top

[kyoo
today

boku-no
I-Gen

uti-ni
home-Dat

ik-u]
go-Pres

to
Comp

it-ta
say-Past

‘Yesterday, Matsushima said that he would go to my home today.’[
(Oshima 2006:15)

]
As the reported movement is toward the speaker’s own house, we’d expect
kuru (‘come’), so again, we’re dealing with an apparent perspective shift
here.

As an example of an empathy-loaded expression, finally, take yaru ‘give’,
indicating the speaker empathizes more with the giver than with the receiver:

(20) kinoo,
yesterday

Matsushima-kun-wa
Matsushima-Top

boku-ni
I-Dat

[kyoo
today

boku-ni
I-Dat

purezento-o
gift-Acc

yaru]
give-Pres

to
Comp

itta
say-Past

‘Yesterday, Matsushima said to me that he would give me a gift
today.’

[
(Oshima 2006:16)

]
Yet again, we have an indexical, speaker-oriented expression embedded in an
indirect report, and interpreted with respect to the reported rather than the
actual speech context. After presenting the semantics mixed quotation, I
show that similar perspective shifting has been discussed already in English,
before returning to the Japanese examples of this section.

5 Towards a unified analysis: mixed quotation in
speech reporting

The problem separatists have in dealing with the examples above is an ap-
parent shifting and mixing of perspectives in indirect speech. There are ways
to deal with such indirect shifting, but they involve a substantial overhaul
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of the semantics of indirect speech reporting or of indexicality/addressee-
orientation (cf. Schlenker’s analyses of indexical shifting in Amharic). I
claim that we need not go there, we already have everything we need with
(i) Kaplan’s (1989) classic semantics of indexicals and indirect speech and
(ii) an account of mixed quotation. Both of these mechanisms are inde-
pendently motivated and relatively uncontroversial, but the second one may
need some explanation.

5.1 The presuppositional account of mixed quotation

My preferred analysis of mixed quotation is Geurts and Maier’s (2005) pre-
suppositional account. In that framework, quotation marks trigger the pre-
supposition that someone used precisely the words mentioned within them
(necessitating an underlying mention logic, as developed above in 3.2 al-
ready) to express something, while that underspecified something is left
embedded in an indirect report, as in (21) (the ∂ symbol marks a presup-
position trigger).

(21) Quine says that quotation “has a certain anomalous feature”

; Quine said that quotation has ∂[the property he expresses with
the phrase ‘has a certain anomalous feature’]

First, the syntax. Mixed quotation will be modeled as a unary opera-
tion, like pure quotation, but now retaining the type of its daughter node
rather than turning it into u. This reflects a key feature of mixed quota-
tion, described already by Davidson (1979): a mixed quoted phrase fills the
same syntactic/semantic slot in the sentence as it would without quotation
marks (“syntactic incorporation”, cf. Maier (2008)). I’ll use double quotes
for mixed quotation, single for pure:

(22)
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said quotation “has a certain anomalous feature” : et

said : tet

quotation : e “has a certain anomalous feature’ : et

has a certain anomalous feature : et

has : eet

a certain anomalous
feature : (et)t

Now the semantics. Following Geurts and Maier (2005), mixed quoting
triggers a presupposition. To formalize the presupposition the property he
expresses as ‘has a certain anomalous feature’, we need not only a device
to mention the quoted expression, but also a representation of an “express”
relation that “defers” its interpretation to its source. In our formal language,
let’s say:

(23) a. If α is of type e, υ a quote (type u), and ψ an expression of
arbitrary type τ , then express(α, υ, ψ) is a term of type t, and

b. Jexpress(α, υ, ψ)Kc = the set of worlds where JαKc uses JυKc to
express JψKc

We can use this express to reformulate the presupposition mentioned above
as ‘the X such that express(x, phas a certain anomalous feature : etq, X)’.
Now, by syntactic incorporation, we want the presupposed X to have the
type of the quoted expression, i.e. et. In Van der Sandt’s (1992) version of
DRT, where a presupposition looks like a dashed box with a non-empty top
compartment (universe) containing the presupposed variables:

(24)
Xet xe

express(x,phas a certain anomalous feature : etq,X)

The rule for mixed quotation triggers the introduction of such a presuppo-
sition:
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(25) T(“∩σ∩” : τ

σ : τ

) = λY.

Y(X)

X x

express(x,pσ : τq,X)

The direct, compositional contribution of this DRS to the truth conditions
is just the variable X, of type τ . The dashed presupposition box below it
indicates that this X is ‘what x uses the phrase σ to mean’, and furthermore
indicates that such X and x are to be found in the discourse context. In other
words, it tells us to search the context for a source x and the property that
x expresses with the quoted phrase. We’ll get to this process of contextually
resolving a presupposition, after we finish the DRS construction.

Above the mixed quote in the tree (22), we have a standard indirect
discourse, so translation in DRT proceeds as in section 3.1, yielding the
preliminary DRS (26) as output (analyzing quotation as a term of type e,
and Quine as a type e presupposition):

(26)

say(z)

X(quotation)

X x

express(x,phas a certain anomalous feature : etq,X)

z

quine(z)

We will interpret such a preliminary DRS only after resolving all its pre-
suppositions relative to a DRS representation of the discourse context. This
happens as follows. Say, we’re in a context where Quine is already estab-
lished as a discourse referent in the common ground. That is, before we
interpret the sentence, we already have a DRS with a non-empty universe
introducing an individual q named Quine (quine(q)). We merge this context
DRS with our preliminary DRS and bind the presuppositions z (triggered
by the proper name Quine) and x (triggered by the mixed quotation as the
source of the quoted words) to q (the Quine from the context).

(27)
q

quine(q)
⊕ (26) ;
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q

quine(q)

say(q)

X(quotation)

X

express(q,phas a certain anomalous feature : etq,X)

Now, the remaining presupposition searches the global context for a meaning
that Quine attaches to the quoted phrase. This is indeed a rather specific
entity that will not be easily found, unless we have just been talking about
deviant ways in which an individual uses a certain term. Real presupposition
binding in this case is out, which brings us to accommodation: unless there
is evidence against Quine using the phrase at all, we simply add to the
global discourse representation that he used it to refer to some property X.
Formally, we merge the presupposition with the global DRS:

(28)

q X

quine(q)

express(q,phas a certain anomalous featureq,X)

say(q) X(quotation)

This final result of contextual, pragmatic resolution of the grammatically
introduced presuppositions, has a straightforward classical modeltheoretic
interpretation, which comes down to: Quine uttered “has a certain anoma-
lous feature” to express some property X (not otherwise specified), and he
says that quotation has that property.

In this way we get an account of the hybrid use/mention character of
mixed quotation. The analysis suggests an extension to direct discourse,
analyzing it as mixed quotation of an entire sentence (i.e. type t rather
than et). This would effectively blur the line between direct and indirect
discourse. The following picture emerges: to report another’s speech there
is only indirect discourse, within which the device of mixed quotation can
be used to mimic a particular phrase of the reported speech act verbatim.7

Direct discourse, in this picture, is merely a limiting case of mixed quotation.
The aim of the current paper is to present independent evidence for this

7The reporter can have a variety of reasons for wanting to do this: he may not have
understood the original words, the words may be meaningless, the reporter may be un-
comfortable using the phrase, may want to liven up his whole report, may consider that
phrase exceptionally well put, etc.
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blurring of the direct–indirect distinction. 8

5.2 From mixed quotation to blended discourse

The presuppositional semantics of mixed quotation can be and has been
applied to account for some aspects of shiftiness in indirect discourse. Maier
(2007), for instance, analyzes shifted indexicals like Amharic I as mixed
quoted,9 rather than meddling with Kaplan’s semantics, and Maier (2012)
posits mixed quotation in ancient Greek indirect-to-direct fade-in and so-
called recitative hoti (≈‘that’+direct speech).

Closer to the current data set is Anand’s(2007) suggestion to treat ap-
parently shifted expressives like that bastard in (29) as mixed quoted (as it’s
the father, rather than the actual speaker who thinks Webster is a bastard):

(29) My father screamed that he would never allow me to marry that
bastard Webster

[
Kratzer (1999)

]
; My father screamed that he would never allow me to marry

“that bastard Webster”
[
≈(Anand 2008)

]
; My father screamed that he would never allow me to

marry ∂[the individual he refers to as ‘that bastard Web-
ster’]

Anand argues that the quotational shift analysis of ‘non-speaker-oriented
expressives’ is empirically superior to Potts’ (2007b) analysis that meddles
with Kaplan’s contexts by adding a ‘expressive judge’ parameter.

I claim that in all these cases of shiftiness in reports the mixed quotation
analysis is simpler and more compatible with tried and tested semantic
theory than the alternative: Schlenker’s context shifting monsters, which
overturn Kaplan’s famous prohibition thereof and even threaten the notion
of rigidity,10, and/or the ad hoc addition of shiftable expressive judges to
the utterance context (cf. Anand 2007).

8For more details and a comparison with Potts’ (2007a) related framework, I refer to
Geurts and Maier (2003) and Maier (2008; 2010).

9However, Anand (2006) objects that, in Amharic at least, there are syntactic restric-
tions on shifting that are not straightforwardly captured by the mixed quotation approach.
Other languages, such as Catalan Sign Language (Quer, 2005), diagnosed with shifting
pronouns seem to violate these constraints and may still be amenable to a mixed quota-
tional treatment.

10Schlenker argues that his system upholds Kaplan’s fundamental distinction between
rigid/directly referential and descriptive terms, but this is not altogether clear – and much
less so in e.g. Von Stechow’s (2002) related account where shifted indexicals correspond
to mere bound variables.
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Note that these cases, like the Japanese ones discussed here, lack overtly
realized mixed quotation marking. This can be no counterargument against
the presence of mixed quotation in the logical form, as we have already
seen that overt quotation marking may be absent even in full-blown direct
discourse, in colloquial spoken Japanese at least. Moreover, at the subclausal
level we also find naming constructions where overt (pure) quotation marks
are lacking consistently, even in writing:

(30) My name is Emar

Nonetheless, it’s worth pointing out that the theory does place constraints
on the scope of mixed quotation. As it stands, only linguistic strings
with a semantic type can be quoted. In other words, we predict that
the quoted phrase must make a compositional contribution to the truth-
conditions. This does not necessarily restrict us to grammatical, mean-
ingful constituents, though. I’ve mentioned the idiolectic ‘misunderesti-
mate’, which is arguably a constituent (it has a syntactic/semantic type
in G) although it need not have a semantic interpretation in our system.
With some extensions to the basic framework, we can also allow for subcon-
stituent quotations such as John said the stalag“mites” were falling down
(cf. Maier 2007) and superconstituent quotations such as Mary said the dog
ate “strange things, when left to its own devices” (from Abbott (2005), ana-
lyzed with the help of the additional principle of ‘quote-breaking’ by Maier
(2008) and ‘unquotation’ by Shan (2011)).

6 Blended Discourse in Japanese

My analysis of the Japanese data is now easily stated. The examples in
4.2 appear to mix direct and indirect discourse because they do; they are
indirect reports with a mixed quoted phrase. Let’s go through our examples.

6.1 Quoting honorifics

The intended ‘indirect’ reading (15b) of (15), the report with the embedded
-masu politeness form, corresponds to a logical form where that form (and
perhaps some more, but not the first person pronoun) is mixed quoted:

(31) kare
he

wa
Top

watashi
I

ga
Nom

“matta
again

machigaimashita”
was.wrong-Polite

to
Comp

iimashita
said-Polite
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≈ ‘He said that I was “wrong again”’11
[
cf. (15)

]
; he said [polite] that I was ∂[what he expressed as ‘wrong again

[polite]’]

Note again that this involves quotation marks that are invisible on the sur-
face. I actually share the assumption of invisible quotes with direct–indirect
separatists like Coulmas, who appeals to them to get the other reading,
(15a). For us, that so-called direct discourse reading brings nothing new,
the only difference with (31) is that the first person pronoun is now also
part of the mixed quote, which presumably then covers the whole clause:

(32) He said [polite] that “I was wrong again [polite]”

6.2 Quoting imperatives

The next two examples, (17) and (18), feature (invisible) mixed quoted
imperatives:

(33) ashita
tomorrow

made ni
until

sono
that

shigoto-o
work-Acc

“yare”
do-Imp

to
Comp

jooshi-ni
boss-by

iwaremashita
was told-Polite
≈ ‘I was told by the boss that I should “finish!” that work by
tomorrow’ [

cf. (17)
]

; I was told [polite] by the boss to ∂[what he expressed as “finish!
[familiar]”] that work by tomorrow

The quotation marks here correctly defer the impolite imperative force to
the reported speaker, the boss. However, this is not the final story yet.
There are two major problems with the analysis sketched in (33): (i) What
is the semantics (more specifically, what is the semantic type) of an imper-
ative? This is still a hotly debated issue, but whatever the exact semantic
objects involved, (ii) it’s probably something that attaches to an entire im-
perative clause, not just the verb without its direct object, as required here.
Although I cannot present these matters in any more detail here, Maier

11My English translation’s quotation does not include the was, which is included in the
Japanese version. In English it would sound strange to include the auxiliary because of
the clash of third vs. first person inflection. Note also that the inclusion of the past tense
morpheme in both Japanese and English is not theoretically necessary; the theory predicts
that it should also be possible to mix-quote just the politeness morpheme, for instance.
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(2010) addresses precisely these concerns, using Schwager’s (2005) seman-
tics of (unembedded) imperatives and Shan’s (2011) unquotation.

6.3 Empathy-loaded and deictic predicates

To get a fully unified account of shifting through mixed quotation, the logical
form of (19), finally, requires mixed quotation of iku (‘go’), which yields the
interpretation Matsushima said he would do ∂[what he referred to as ‘go’]
to my house. And similarly for (20). Of course, on the basis of only these
particular examples we cannot discard the possibility that iku and yaru are
simply descriptive terms that can be freely shifted by binding to any salient
discourse entity. The empirical cross-linguistics diversity is rather subtle,
and beyond the scope of this paper. I’m simply assuming some kind of true,
indexical context-orientation.

7 Conclusions

I have provided a principled account of shifting without complicating our
contexts or the semantics of indexicals and reports. We have essentially
given up the categorical direct–indirect distinction. In fact, we have given
up the whole notion of direct discourse: speech reporting follows Kaplan’s
semantics of indirect discourse except for the parts (in some cases the whole
clause, or more) that are mixed quoted. These quoted parts are automat-
ically (by presupposition resolution) deferred to the reported speaker. For
Japanese in particular, this means we can keep the intuitive analysis of
speaker/addressee-oriented expressions like imperatives, honorifics, and de-
ictic verbs, as indexicals. In other words, I agree with Hirose that in reported
speech “addressee-oriented expressions are, by definition, used only as pub-
lic expressions [= direct discourse/quotation]”, but what I reject is the, of-
ten implicit, assumption that “phrases and sentences containing addressee-
oriented expressions are also addressee-oriented, functioning as public ex-
pression [= direct discourse].” (Hirose 1995:227)
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