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The semantics and pragmatics of quotation, edited by PAUL SAKA and MICHAEL JOHNSON, is 

a collection of articles on quotation and quotation-like constructions that forms part of the 

“Perspectives in Pragmatics, Philosophy & Psychology” series edited by Alessandro Capone. 

Most papers of the volume offer state-of-the-art research on current debates in the literature 

on quotation, so the collection will appeal mostly to researchers familiar with the topic. The 

contributions are organized in three parts (I “Use & Mention”, II “Quotation Unified”, and III 

“New Directions”) and the papers generally fit those broad categories quite well. In this 

review, I will only give short summaries of the papers in parts I and III, but I have a bit more 

to say about the contributions in part II.  

In his “Scare-Quoting and Incorporation”, MARK MCCULLAGH argues that some cases 

of scare quotes are best explained by a pre-semantic mechanism called “incorporation”. The 

basic idea is that when interpreting a sentence, we are sometimes required to switch the 

lexicon as well as the context midway through the sentence. McCullagh proposes a 

modification of Kaplan’s (1989) logic of demonstratives that allows for i) complex contexts, 

consisting of n-tuples of ordinary Kaplanian contexts, and ii) different sets of character-

specifying lexical axioms. It is not entirely clear why this paper was included in Part I as it 

does not concern the use-mention distinction.  

 SAKA’S contribution is concerned with the development of a general account of 

“quasi-quotation” or “unquotation”. The phenomenon occurs when an expression inside 



quotation marks is to be interpreted as not strictly quoted. Typically, but not necessarily, 

quasi-quotations are marked by devices like squared brackets in academic writing indicating 

additions or omissions by the reporter of the utterance. Saka delineates quasi-quotation in 

formal languages and meta-languages. He then identifies and characterizes quasi-quotational 

devices in natural language and specifies ten rules of quasi-quotation that cover ordinary 

quotation as a special case. 

 MARGA REIMER focusses on Saul Kripke’s (1980) remarks concerning the confusion 

of use and mention in ordinary discourse involving proper names and defends them against a 

number of criticisms. The paper makes some exegetical points, but it also offers an 

interesting discussion of constructions like “The F is called N” and provides arguments for 

the view that those have the same meaning as their “The F is called ‘N’”-counterparts. 

 SHOMIR WILSON reviews basic techniques of natural language processing and shows 

how those techniques reach their limits when applied to mentioned language. Wilson’s 

proposed remedy is a rubric for mentioned language that is to be thought of as an 

operationalization of human readers’ capacity to “intuit the presence of mentioned language 

in a sentence, even in the absence of stylistic cues” (88). 

 Part II, “Quotation Unified”, starts with KIRK LUDWIG and GREG RAY’S “Unity in the 

Variety of Quotation”. The aim of the paper is to identify a common core of quotational 

constructions. The idea is that quotation marks are polysemous and that the unifying feature 

of all uses of quotation marks involving reference to expressions is given by the 

disquotational rule (Q): for any φ, “φ” refers to φ. Ludwig and Ray argue that direct 

quotation, mixed quotation, and what they call “uses of quotation marks in scholarly 

exposition” all involve reference to expressions and, thus, exhibit characteristic features of 

pure quotation. My only complaint, here, is that the title of the paper promises too much as 

scare quotes, emphatic quotes and other “varieties of quotation” are set aside from the get-go. 



The main reason for this decision seems to be that in those uses “the word itself in quotation 

marks is not an object about which the sentence says anything, and is not used in determining 

whether it is true or false.” (104, fn. 5). But this looks like another way of saying that they do 

not satisfy (Q), which makes the methodological restriction somewhat question-begging. 

In his “Semantics vs Pragmatics in Impure Quotation”, MARIO GÓMEZ-TORRENTE 

offers a refinement of his semantic theory of quotation marks defended in earlier work. In the 

main part of the paper, Gómez-Torrente addresses challenges against semantic theories of 

quotation and raises problems for pragmatic accounts (Recanati 2001; Saka 1998) in turn. I 

want to briefly address what Gómez-Torrente presents as his most significant criticism. He 

argues that if quotation marks in fact had a minimal, pragmatically conveyed meaning that 

only indicated that the user is calling attention to the quoted expression, then this minimal 

meaning should be all that is conveyed in at least some cases of quotation mark uses. Gómez-

Torrente argues that there are no such cases. The data that conflict with his assessment are 

uses of so-called “emphatic quotes” (e.g., “Fresh” seafood or “NO” Refunds or Exchanges 

All Sales “Final”; see also Abbott 2005 or Gutzmann & Stei 2011). Gómez-Torrente admits 

that in these real-life examples, utterers mean to emphasize the concepts expressed by the 

quoted expression and that competent speakers can easily figure this out. However, he thinks 

that “those utterers are manifestly doing something funny” and he takes this to be evidence 

for the claim that the utterers in question are “not competent users of the quotation marks” 

(148). Even though this assessment is common, Gómez-Torrente’s justification seems 

flawed. There is a certain kind of competent speakers who think that a spoken utterance of 

“Uranus can be glimpsed by people with good eyesight” is funny. However, I do not think 

anyone would conclude from this that speakers who utter that sentence in order to refer to the 

planet Uranus are not competent user of the expression “Uranus”. Similarly, the intended 



reading of emphatic quotes is usually very clear. The fact that they can be misread on purpose 

does not establish that the emphatic use is a misuse. 

 MANUEL GARCÍA-CARPINTERO may be the last remaining defender of the 

demonstrative theory of quotation. In “Reference and Reference-Fixing in Pure Quotation”, 

he offers a forceful defence of his Deferred Ostension Theory (DO) against one of its many 

competitors: the Disquotational Theory (DT) of quotation as defended by Cappelen & Lepore 

(2007) or Gómez-Torrente (2013). The most interesting part of the paper is the discussion of 

context-sensitivity. While DO comes with a built-in commitment to the context-sensitivity of 

quotation, DT rejects it. DT accounts for intuitions supporting context-sensitivity by claiming 

that, in the relevant cases, different things are being quoted. García-Carpintero argues that 

both DO and DT offer explanations of the same intuitive data by means of different 

theoretical commitments and that there is no clear advantage of one theory over the other. He 

concludes that because DT has to postulate an asymmetry in the interpretation of quotations 

that DO can avoid, the latter is better off on methodological grounds. 

 In her “Quotation in Dialogue”, ELENI GREGOROMICHELAKI covers the treatment of 

quotational constructions from the perspective of Dynamic Syntax combined with Type 

Theory with Records (DS-TTR). The aim is to extend TTR accounts of quotation that are 

restricted to instances of quotation where the quotational construction is employed as a 

singular term. Gregoromichelaki wants to account for the whole range of quotational data and 

argues that dynamic syntax offers the resources necessary for that aim. The paper gives an 

extensive survey of the DS-TTR approach. It is then shown how general mechanisms 

postulated by the framework can be recruited to deal with quotation. The DS-TTR framework 

is very powerful––Gregoromichelaki mentions the potential for overgeneration––but the 

paper offers an interesting new way to look at the quotation debate. 



Part III assembles papers concerned with more specific aspects of different types of 

quotational constructions. In “The Pragmatics of Attraction”, EMAR MAIER defends the view 

that free indirect discourse is actually a species of direct discourse involving genuine 

quotation. He accounts for the peculiarities of free indirect discourse by postulating a conflict 

between the pragmatic norm of “attraction” and the semantic norm “verbatim”. While 

“attraction” requires that one should use indexicals to refer directly to the most salient speech 

act participants, “verbatim” demands that the reported utterance is to be reproduced 

faithfully. Unquotation is said to defuse the conflict as it allows the reporter to respect both 

norms. 

JOHNSON’S “Quotation Through History” offers an interesting historical perspective 

on the development of the use of quotation marks. The paper focuses mostly on the 

shiftability of indexicals and argues for two claims: First, historical data supports the thesis 

that readers can get shifted readings of indexicals without the application of quotation marks. 

Secondly, the usage of quotation marks in some 18th century novels shows that even in direct 

quotations, pronouns and tense can be changed to accord with the context of the reporter. 

WAYNE A. DAVIS discusses two alleged uses of quotation marks: auto-reflexive 

quotation, which marks reference to the quoted word and ideo-reflexive quotation, which 

marks reference to the idea expressed by the word quoted. Much of the paper deals with 

Davis’ general, broadly Fregean theory of meaning and indexical reference. The discussion of 

the two quotational constructions is mostly concerned with how they fit into that framework. 

I am not convinced that the ideo-reflexive use really is a genuine use of quotation marks 

deserving its own theoretical category and not merely an artefact of Davis’ general account. It 

seems that the differences between the uses that Davis points to can ultimately be traced back 

to phrases like “the word …” and “the idea …” on which many of the examples rely. Once 

one dispenses with those phrases, what is left looks pretty much like ordinary (pure) 



quotation and it is well known that this can be used to refer to a vast variety of things, 

including lexemes, forms or content (see, e.g., Saka 1998). 

DALE JACQUETTE’S posthumously published “Referential Analysis of Quotation” 

proposes a modification of Fregean semantics that does not rely on Frege’s distinction 

between customary and indirect reference. The basic idea is that a quotation is a two-place 

relation between a quoted subject S and a specific linguistic object q, involving customary 

reference only. The role of quotation marks is to indicate that what they enclose is an exact 

replication of whatever S said, thereby blocking intersubstitutions of coreferential terms. The 

resulting picture of quotation is unusually strict, but Jacquette argues that the referential 

analysis is able to solve notorious problems of neo-Fregean semantics. 

In their “Monsters and I: The Case of Mixed Quotation”, KASIA M. JASZCZOLT AND 

MINYAO HUANG argue for a radical contextualist analysis of uses of first-person indexicals in 

mixed quotational “monster” contexts. The main claims of the paper are that “I” is not an 

indexical term and that quotation is not a monster. These are said to follow from the 

assumptions i) that there are categorically different non-Kaplanian uses of first-person 

indexicals in quotation and ii) that there are different non-Kaplanian uses of indexicals 

outside quotation. I am not quite convinced by the argument or the need to adopt the radical 

contextualist framework, as there are other less radical but equally successful approaches to 

mixed quotation (Jaszczolt and Huang themselves mention Recanati 2001 and Saka 1998). 

Still, defenders of Default Semantics will welcome the possibility to apply the account to 

quotational constructions. 

 Overall, the volume offers a very good depiction of current research in the 

diverse and active field of quotation. Unfortunately, it is hardly accessible to non-specialists 

and it does not help that the individual chapters are not scaffolded by the editors. The 

literature on quotation has never been the most focused debate, partly because the 



phenomenon is approached from quite different angles and partly because the delineation of 

its very subject matter is controversial. Some introductory remarks would not only have 

helped the uninitiated reader but might also have given a bit more perspective and structure to 

the collection. Nonetheless, anyone working on quotation will find it useful and thought 

provoking. 
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