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Abstract

This paper offers an account of protagonist projection: cases where

words or expressions are used from a perspective other than that of the

speaker. The paper argues that protagonist projection is an instance of

covert mixed quotation: the phenomenon by which expressions are both

used and mentioned without overt quotation marks. I offer a quasi-

monstrous account where expressions are evaluated relative to shifted

contexts and times, but stopping short of full-blown monstrous shift-

ing. The paper argues that mixed quotation, and hence protagonist pro-

jection, is modalized and temporalized. The resulting account explains

some limits on mixed quotation and protagonist projection, first in the

flexibility of non-verbatim quotes, and second in shifting indexicals out-

side metalinguistic environments.

1 Introduction

Languages have a number of ways of expressing perspectives, the points of

view of different subjects. One perspectival phenomenon that has received
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attention recently is protagonist projection, as in (1).1

(1) a. He gave her a ring studded with diamonds, but they were only glass.

(After Holton, 1997)

b. It is not easy dating such monuments – a fact demonstrated by the

recent revelation that an unusual bronze-age stone circle in

Aberdeenshire was actually built 20 years ago by a farmer. (The Battle

for the Future of Stonehenge. The Guardian. 8 Feb 2019)

c. I found him sitting in the windowsill in his undershirt, drinking a

cup of coffee, and leafing through a magazine. [...] He tossed me the

magazine, which I now saw was a glossy brochure. (Tartt, D. The Secret

History. New York: Knopf, 1992)

The underlined expressions in these examples are used from a perspective

other than that of the speaker (or narrator, or writer) at the time of utterance

(or narration, or writing). For instance, diamonds in (1a) is not used from the

perspective of the speaker, who knows the studs were glass, but from the per-

spective of someone (presumably, the referent of her) who thought they were

diamonds.

It has been argued that protagonist projection is a form ofmixed quotation.2

Mixed quotation occurs when expressions are both used and mentioned.3 On

this approach, protagonist projection is an instance of what has subsequently

been called covert mixed quotation: mixed quotation not marked overtly by

quotation marks, where we include e.g. italics and air quotes.4

This approach to examples like those above promises to explain how they

both convey information about the facts, and about someone’s perspective on

1The term protagonist projectionwas introduced by Holton (1997). See also Currie (2010, ch.

7), Stokke (2013), (2021), Buckwalter (2014), Abrusán (2020), Maier (2015), Maier and Steinbach

(2022), Zakkou (2024).
2Stokke (2021).
3Cf. Partee (1973b), Cappelen and Lepore (1997), (2007), Recanati (2001), Cumming (2005),

Geurts and Maier (2005), De Brabanter (2010), Maier (2014), (2015), and others.
4Kirk-Giannini (2024). See also De Brabanter (2010, 113–115) for some related observations

and references.
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them. For example, by being mentioned, diamonds in (1a) conveys that some-

one (presumably, the female protagonist) used diamonds – in speech or thought

– about the ring, thereby suggesting that they thought the studs were dia-

monds. At the same time, diamonds is used to contribute a non-standard deno-

tation, namely the denotation of glass. Hence, (1a) conveys that the ring was

studded with glass, and that someone thought the glass was diamonds.

This paper highlights two hitherto unnoticed challenges to theories in this

area concerning evidence for important constraints on mixed quotation, and

hence on protagonist projection. The first concerns indexicals. For instance, in

(2) there cannot be read fromAnne’s perspective to denote the library, whether

or not the mixed quotation is overt.

(2) Uttered at the library: Anne is often ’there’/there.

Indeed, there is no shifted reading of the indexical even if it is obvious to both

the speaker and hearer that Anna has used there about the library on many

occasions. But why not?

The second challenge comes from the observation that protagonist projec-

tion does not seem to require that someone in fact used the relevant expres-

sions.5 For instance, (1b) is acceptable even if no one has actually used bronze-

age about the stone ciricle. Yet if protagonist projection is (covert) mixed quo-

tation, and if protagonist projection does not require an actual instance of pre-

vious use, this threatens to generate wrong predictions about mixed quotation

itself.

To illustrate, an utterance of (3a) does not warrant a later utterance of (3b).6

(3) a. The film is meretricious.

b. In his opinion the movie is ’trashy.’

But why not? Why is it not enough that he could have used trashy, if (1b) only

requires that someone could have used bronze-age?

5Cf. Abrusán (2020).
6Thanks to Enrique Aranda Murillo for (a version of) this example.
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This paper proposes a theory ofmixed quotation that explains both protag-

onist projection and ordinary mixed quotation, as well as explaining the con-

straints on such forms illustrated by examples of this kind. The theory ofmixed

quotation I propose is quasi-monstrous. It takes seriously the common sugges-

tion that mixed quotation induces a context shift in that the quoted expressions

are evaluated relative to a context other than the context of utterance.7 Yet, fol-

lowing Maier (2016), we will see that the shifting phenomena associated with

mixed quotation cannot be accounted for by bona fidemonstrosity: the kind of

context shifting famously discussed by Kaplan (1989).

Instead, I offer a theory that builds on two main sources: Kirk-Giannini’s

(2024) account of covert mixed quotation and the mechanism of unquotation

described by Shan (2011) andMaier (2014), (2015), (2016). I suggest thatmixed-

quoted expressions are evaluated at a shifted context to derive their mention

component: what someone used the expressions tomean. Yet, on this account,

ordinary semantic interpretation does not undergo context shift. And further,

as I will argue, the context shift is constrained in certain ways.

In Section 2 I briefly review some relevant features of mixed quotation and

the keymotivations for themixed-quotation analysis of protagonist projection.

Section 3 shows that there are issues concerning time and indexicality that such

theories must address, and in Section 4 I offer a quasi-monstrous account of

mixed quotation that captures ordinary mixed quotation and protagonist pro-

jection.

2 Mixed quotation and protagonist projection

2.1 Two dimensions of mixed quotation

Quotation is often used purely to mention expressions, as in (4a–c).

(4) a. ’Tooth’ is spelled with two o’s.

7This suggestion has been discussed, in various forms, by e.g. Recanati (2001), Cappelen

and Lepore (2007), Maier (2016), and others.
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b. Words like ’morphology’ are derived from Greek.

c. What does ’defenestration’ mean?

Following Partee (1973b), Cappelen and Lepore (1997), (2007), Recanati (2001),

Cumming (2005), Geurts and Maier (2005), De Brabanter (2010), Maier (2014),

(2015), and many others, we distinguish pure quotation frommixed quotation

(MQ), as in (5).

(5) a. Romney said that Newt Gingrich is an ’influence peddler.’ (Maier,

2015)

b. Look who is coming! ‘Quine’ wants to speak to us. (Recanati, 2001)

c. Preston’s got a ’whole collection’ of cowboy hats at home.

In instances of MQ the quoted material is both used and mentioned. (5a) con-

veys both that Romney said that Gingrich is an influence peddler and that, in

doing so, Romney used the phrase influence peddler. In Maier’s (2015) termi-

nology, we call the former aspect of MQ the use component and the latter the

mention component.8

Theories like those ofMaier (2014), (2015), Stokke (2021), andKirk-Giannini

(2024) account for this duality by assigning clauses ordered pairs of meanings,

as in the influential system of Potts (2005), (2007). To a first approximation,

this means we analyze a mixed-quoted expression e as follows:

(6) J’e’K = 〈σ, x used e to denote σ〉

For instance, (5a) is analyzed roughly as (7).

(7) 〈Romney said that Newt Gingrich is an σ, x used influence peddler to

denote σ〉
8I use ’ ’ for both pure and mixed quotation marks in the object language, English, as well

as at logical form. I use ” ” for quoting other texts in the metalanguage, i.e. in the text of

the paper. I use italics for both pure and mixed quoting in the metalanguage. I refrain from

indicating mentioning of bits of formal notation. Hopefully, context will disambiguate, and I

lay no claim to complete consistency.
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σ is the semantic value that the mixed-quoted influence peddler contributes to

the use component of (5a). The right-hand member is the additional infor-

mation conveyed by the mention component: that someone x (in this case,

Romney) used the expression influence peddler.

Iwill use the notation e for the denotation of an expression e, so that JdiamondsK
= diamonds, JgiveK = give, Jbronze-ageK = bronze-age, and so on. For proper

names, I assume throughout that, for instance, JQuineK = Quine = Quine. So

the values for (7) are as follows:

σ = influence peddler

x = Romney

Hence, the use component of (5a) – the left-hand member of (7) – is the propo-

sition that Romney said that Gingrich is an influence peddler. The mention

component – the right-hand member – is the proposition that Romney used

influence peddler to denote influence peddler.

The reason for imposing the additional layer of the values ofσ andxhaving

to be settled is that MQ is context-sensitive along both its use and the mention

dimensions. Take (5b).

(5) b. Look who is coming! ‘Quine’ wants to speak to us. (Recanati, 2001)

Recanati (2001, 668) observed that (5b) can be used if ”it is mutually known

to the speaker and his addressee that James misidentified a certain old man

(Tim McPherson) as the famous philosopher Quine.”9 In such a context, (5b)

can be used to convey that McPherson is approaching, while at the same time

conveying that James calls McPhersonQuine. In this case (5b) will be analyzed

as in (8).

(8) 〈σ wants to speak to us, x used Quine to denote σ〉

σ = McPherson

9See also e.g Cappelen and Lepore (1997, 436), De Brabanter (2010, 113).
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x = James

(5b) illustrates the context sensitivity of the use component of MQ. The men-

tion component behaves in a similar way. For example, (5c) can convey that

Preston usedwhole collection, or that someone else did – perhaps someone who

told the speaker about the collection.

(5) c. Preston’s got a ’whole collection’ of cowboy hats at home.

Hence, while in this caseσ is clearlywhole collection, xmaybe Preston, or some-

one else.10

2.2 Protagonist projection as mixed quotation

The theory in Stokke (2021) claimed that protagonist projection (PP) is an in-

stance of MQ, where the relevant expressions are mixed-quoted only at the

level of logical form (LF). In other words, (1a) is analyzed as semantically on

a par with (9), while they are not equivalent in all respects, since making the

quotation overt will usually have pragmatic effects in itself.

(9) He gave her a ring studded with ’diamonds,’ but they were only glass.

Hence, the first conjunct of (1a) will have a denotation roughly as in (10).

(10) 〈He gave her a ring studded with σ, x used diamonds to denote σ〉

In most contexts x will be the referent of her. Yet, as above, this analysis is

compatible with readings on which x is someone else, perhaps the male pro-

tagonist, perhaps the speaker, perhaps someone else. This is right, since (1a)

clearly permits all of these readings.

In some situations the contextmay not be informative enough to determine

a specific value for x. (1b) is naturally thought of in this way.

10I take it that whole collection is akin to big collection, although differing in some respects.
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(1b) It is not easy dating suchmonuments – a fact demonstrated by the recent

revelation that an unusual bronze-age stone circle in Aberdeenshire was

actually built 20 years ago by a farmer. (The Battle for the Future of

Stonehenge. The Guardian. 8 Feb 2019)

Intuitively, there is no particular person who is being represented as having

called the stone circle bronze-age, but rather what is conveyed is that someone

or other did, or at least might have.11

For the use component, given the overtmaterial of (1a)/(9), the context will

set σ to glass. Yet it is easy to imagine cases where σwill have a different value

if the second conjunct is different, as in (11), where σ is clearly plastic.

(11) He gave her a ring studded with diamonds which later turned out to be

just plastic.

But as for the use component, the context may not determine a specific value

for σ, as in the case of (12).12

(12) He gave her a ring studded with diamonds, but they turned out to be

fake.

(12) does not convey anything about what the ring was studded with, besides

that it was not diamonds, while of course conveying that someone thought

it was diamonds (or called it diamonds). As before, we analyze this case as

(10), the difference being that the context is not specific enough to determine

a value for σ, even if the context does entail that σ is not diamonds, due to the

contribution of fake.

It might be asked, what is the use component of (1b)? That is, what is

bronze-age being used to denote here? I take it the answer is 20-year-old. What

is conveyed is that someone thought the 20-year-old stone circle was a bronze-

age monument. (As such, perhaps monument is also covertly mixed-quoted,

but I leave this out here.)

11Cf. Stokke (2021, 392–394).
12Thanks to a reviewer for pressing this point and for (a version of) this example.
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While I cannot discuss this in detail here, one plausible suggestion is that at

least some PP cases where the context leaves either the use or mention compo-

nent unspecified are instances of what King (2018), (2021) has called felicitious

underspecification. These are cases in which

a supplementive [i.e. a context-sensitive expression] is used felicitously,

and not only can the hearers not identify a unique intended semantic

value for the use but the speaker does not intend a unique semantic value

nor does anything else appear to secure a unique semantic value for the

supplementive in context. (King, 2018, 11)

Arguably, there are contexts where (12) is felicitously underspecified, in the

sense that that neither the speaker nor hearermay have beliefs about the nature

of the material that someone thought was diamonds, other contextual clues

also being absent. The same applies to the case ot (1b).

Even so, in the original case of (1a)/(9), the context is specific enough to de-

termine the value glass for σ, namely due to the explicit material in the second

conjunct. Compare (13).

(13) Abi. I saw him yesterday.

Bo. Who?

Abi. Oh, sorry, I meant Raoul.

One can say that, for the first of Abi’s utterances, the context does not deter-

mine a value for him, assuming there are no other clues. But once Raoul is spec-

ified, we should agree that Abi now counts as having said that she saw Raoul

yesterday. There is no sense in which Abi can claim to have meant Raoul in

some other respect, or that Abi has merely implicated having seen Raoul, or

the like.

(1a)/(9) is parallel in the relevant respects: the speaker has said that he

gave her a ring studded with glass, even if one wants to insist that the first

conjunct itself did not convey as much because the context was not specific

enough yet, or something along those lines. Moreover, this approach does not

make the second conjunct of (1a)/(9) redundant, even though we claim that
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the first conjunct conveys that he gave her a ring studded with glass. It is not

redundant because it contributes the information that it was glass that diamonds

was used to denote. More generally, in most cases of MQ, overt or covert, the

context will settle a value for both σ and x. Yet the fact that there are cases,

like (12), where this is not so is another motivation for the context-sensitive

account.

On this view, then, the cases that have been labeled protagonist projection

are instances of covert MQ in that the relevant expressions are both used and

mentioned, even though this is not marked overtly. We do not claim that all

instances of covertMQ are cases of PP. For instance, Kirk-Giannini (2024) anal-

yses (14) as covert MQ.

(14) Pluto could have easily been a planet. But that one stubborn scientist

voted for the current definition, so it is not. (Kocurek, Jerzak, &

Rudolph, 2020)

(14) is not a case of PP. We are not projected into anyone’s point of view in the

relevant sense. (14) does not convey that anyone had any specific beliefs about

Pluto. Indeed, (14) is compatible with a reading on which everyone agrees on

the facts about Pluto, and have always done so. What is being conveyed is that

planet could easily have retained its previous definition.

It might be argued that (14) conveys something like that some scientists

thought planet should have retained its previous definition – assuming that

people voted in accordance with their beliefs. Yet this does not seem parallel

to the PP cases, since planet is intuitively not being used from a different point

of view.

By contrast, typical PP examples convey attributions of false beliefs, such

as the belief that the glass studs were diamonds, that a recently built stone cir-

cle was a bronze-age monument, or that a brochure was a magazine. On the

present view, attitude attributions associated with PP are pragmatically in-

ferred by a process that takes as its input the content generated by the mention

component, along the following lines:

(a) The speaker conveyed that x used diamonds to describe the glass studs.
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(b) The speaker wants to convey that x thought the glass studs were dia-

monds.

A further motivation for taking attitude attributions arising from PP to be a

pragmatic phenomenon is that PP does not always give rise to attributions of

belief but may convey attributions of other attitudes, as in (15).

(15) When they parted they exchanged photos and other keepsakes that

would keep their love alive forever. But they both knew that it was

hopeless. (Holton, 1997)

As Holton (1997, 627) suggested, (15) may be used to convey that they merely

pretended that their love would stay alive forever, rather than that they both

had a false belief and knew it was false at the same time.

Further, Stokke (2021) noted that not all cases thatwemightwant to classify

as PP convey false beliefs. Yet, even so, if cases like (14) are cases of covertMQ,

they are still relevantly different, since (14) does not convey a relevant attitude

ascription. Even so, I do not want to insist that protagonist projection is anything

more than a (hopefully) useful way of grouping together some cases of – if the

present account is right – covertMQ, rather than a category that can be sharply

delineated independently. I am using the term here the way it has been used

in the literature previous to the more recent discussion of covert MQ.13

2.3 Modalizing mixed quotation

Once one takes into account a further range of observations, the simple MQ

account of PP outlined above needs to be modified in certain ways. One rea-

son is that some instances of PP do not convey that someone actually used the

relevant expressions. This has been emphasized by Abrusán (2020), who ar-

gues that in PP cases ”there is no presumption of a silent (or loud), internal (or

external) speech act.” (Abrusán, 2020, 851) For instance, she remarks on the

case of the diamond ring that

13See footnote 1.
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both he and she might conceptualise the object in front of them as a ring

studdedwith diamondswithout actually telling this to each other or even

themselves, similarly to when we see a cat we typically recognise it is a

cat and form amental representation of a cat in front of uswithout telling

ourselves “this is a cat”. (loc. cit.)

In reaction to this kind of observation, Stokke (2021) gave a semantics for MQ

as follows, where the quotation marks are taken to be present at logical form,

and may not be overt:

(16) J’e’Kc,w = 〈σ(w), ∃w′ ∈ f(w, x) x uses e to denote σ in w′〉

The use component, the left-hand member of the pair, is true at the world of

evaluation w just in case the result of applying σ to w is true, given the other

ingredients. As before, for the case of the glass ring, we take σ to be glass,

now relativized to worlds. So the use component of (1a) is true just in case the

speaker actually gave her a ring studded with glass.

Turning to the mention component, f is a function from the world of eval-

uation w and a contextually determined individual x (the protagonist) to a set

of worlds. In particular, the suggestion was that

(17) f(w, x) = {w’: x has the beliefs and dispositions that x has in w}

Further, we let f be reflexive (or realistic) in that for allw and x,w ∈ f(w, x).14

This captures that in ordinary cases we interpret the mention component as

applying to the actual world. Romney actually used influence peddler, James

actually used Quine, and so on. So the mention component of an instance of

MQ – overt or covert – is true just in case there is a world in the set f(w, x)

where x does use e to pick out σ. Intuitively, given her actual beliefs and dis-

positions, x could have used e.

In other words, we agree that PP is compatible with the relevant form of

words not having been actually used either in speech or thought. Yet we pre-

dict that, even in such cases, the protagonists at least could have done so, given

14One can impose further constraints such a similarity constraint, so that f(w, x)will be the

similar worlds where x’s beliefs and dispositions are held fixed. We ignore this here, though.
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their actual dispositions and beliefs. Undeniably, one can believe that the ring

is studded with diamonds without having said to oneself That ring is studded

with diamonds, or something similar. However, in such cases, given one’s dis-

positions and beliefs, one could have used diamonds to denote the glass. (We

will say more about this later.)

But moreover, while we cannot discuss this in detail here, it is natural to

think that modalizingMQ in this way can account for the well-knownways in

which ”precise verbatimdirect quotations are quite rare.” (Cappelen&Lepore,

2007, 46) That is, quotation, including MQ, can very often be used even if the

words or phrases quoted do not match exactly what what said our thought.

(16) is likely to account for many such cases. (I will comment briefly on this

again in 4.5.)

3 Time and indexicality

3.1 Time

We have seen that our modal account of MQ explains some features of PP

cases. Yet examples like (1c) suggest further refinements.

(1c) I found him sitting in the windowsill in his undershirt, drinking a cup of

coffee, and leafing through amagazine. [...] He tossedme the magazine,

which I now saw was a glossy brochure. (Tartt, D. The Secret History.

New York: Knopf, 1992)

Here the speaker is describing things from the point of view she had earlier,

but which is then revealed to have been based on a false belief.

Consider just He tossed me the magazine. As for the diamond ring example,

we assume that, given the other overt material, the context sets the value of

magazine to brochure in the use component. It is clear thatHe tossed me the mag-

azine here entails that the speaker was tossed a brochure, not merely that he

was tossed something or other, let alone a magazine.

Given the theory we have so far, we analyze this along the following lines:
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(18) 〈He tossed sc the brochure in w, ∃w′ ∈ f(w, sc) sc uses magazine to

denote brochure in w′〉

sc is the speaker of the context of utterance c.
15 So the use component is the

proposition that the speakerwas (actually) tossed the brochure, while themen-

tion component conveys that, given his actual beliefs and dispositions, the

speaker could have used (and perhaps did use) magazine to denote brochure.

But even though it is evident that the speaker may not actually have used

magazine in his speech or thought, one can ask whether it is right to say that he

could have done so given his beliefs and dispositions. Clearly, he would not

do so when he is telling the story, since he knows it was a brochure. Rather,

what is conveyed is that he could have done so when the brochure was tossed

to him.

The relevant part of (1c) features twopast events: the tossing of the brochure,

and the recognition. Call these e1 and e2, respectively. Both are in the past rela-

tive to the utterance time, which we call tc, the time of the context of utterance.

The use and mention components both apply to e1, the event of the brochure

being tossed, as diagrammed here:

te1 < te2 < tc

brochure tossed sees brochure (1c) is uttered

↑
use

mention

Some cases involving complex tense show that this is not always so, as in so-

called future in the past examples like (19).16

(19) Rohan left home. Later that day he would meet Neha.

15If one wants to insist that the Kaplanian speaker of (1c) is Tartt, the author of the fictional

story, one can change the analysis accordingly. Clearly, the first person pronouns in (1c) do

not refer to Tartt, as always in the case of first-person fictional stories. The same points apply

to the world of evaluation.
16For some discussion of perspective in relation to the future in the past, see Eckardt (2017).
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On the standard view (19) distinguishes the event time of the meeting with

Neha from an earlier reference time tr when he left home:
17

tr < te < tc

leaves home meets Neha (19) is uttered

The use component of MQ can pertain to any of these times, as illustrated by

(20).

(20) Rohan left home. Later that day he would meet Neha, and he

a. was already ’walking on air.’

b. would be ’walking on air.’

c. is still ’walking on air.’

In each case the use component – denoting something like being euphoric –

applies to the time of the clause in which the MQ appears. (20a) conveys that

he was euphoric when he left home at tr, (20b) that he was euphoric at te when

meeting Neha, and (20c) that he is (still) euphoric now at the time of utterance

tc.

This is not surprising, since the function of the use component ofMQ, or PP,

is precisely to contribute to the information conveyed by the clause in which

it occurs. Yet the mention component is more flexible concerning the time to

which it can apply, as seen from this case:

(21) Rohan left home. Later that day he would meet Neha, and he would be

’walking on air,’ as he later described it to me.

In (21) the mention component applies to the event of telling the speaker, oc-

curring between the event ofmeetingNeha and the utterance time, even though

the use component applies to the meeting, as diagrammed below.

17See e.g. Comrie (1985, Ch. 3).
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tr < te1 < te2 < tc

leaves home meets Neha tells the speaker (21) is uttered

↑ ↑
use mention

Indeed, PP cases allows the time of the mention component to be in the past

relative to the use component, as seen from (1b).

(1b) It is not easy dating suchmonuments – a fact demonstrated by the recent

revelation that an unusual bronze-age stone circle in Aberdeenshire was

actually built 20 years ago by a farmer. (The Battle for the Future of

Stonehenge. The Guardian. 8 Feb 2019)

Just as there need be no specific, contextually determined protagonist who

used bronze-age, there need be no specific event at which the expression was

– or could have been – used, except that it clearly must be a time (no more

than 20 years) before the time of utterance, and before the recent revelation, as

sketched here:

t′ < te < tc

revelation (1b) is uttered

↑ ↑
mention use

These examples suggest that the mention component of PP, and of MQ more

generally, be understood as conveying that, at some time t someone x could

have used the relevant expressions, given the beliefs and dispositions she ac-

tually has at t.

We should therefore relativize our selection function f to times as well:

(22) f(w, t, x) = {w’: at t, x has the beliefs and dispositions x has in w at t}

By this we mean, for instance, the set of worlds where, in 2004, you have the

beliefs and dispositions you actually have in 2004. Reflexivity carries over: for
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all w, t, and x, w ∈ f(w, t, x). Anyone, at any time t, could have the beliefs

and dispositions they actually have at t.

For simplicity, I will assume that tense shows up as a time argument at LF.

I also assume that times can be accessed across worlds, e.g. we can talk about

what happened in 2004 in different worlds.18 We then propose the following

revision of the semantics:

(23) J’e’(t)Kc,w = 〈σ(w)(t), ∃t′ ∃w′ ∈ f(w, t′, x) x uses e to denote σ in w′ at t′〉

So we now take semantic values to be relative to times and worlds. In the case

of (1b), for instance, given what we said earlier, σ(w)(t) is 20-year-old(w)(t).

In turn, t is the time of the revelation, and w is the actual world.

The use component is then, roughly, the proposition that the 20-year-old

stone circle was revealed to have been 20 years old (and built by a farmer). By

contrast, the mention component conveys that there is a time t′ such that for

some world w′, someone – having the beliefs and dispositions they actually

have at t′ – uses bronze-age to denote 20-year-old at t′. So t′ is some time before

the revelation, and w′ is the actual world.

Again, there is nothing redundant or uninformative about this. We are

informed, in one breath as it were, that the stone circle is really 20 years old,

and that it was recently revealed to be so, even though someone had earlier

said, or thought, it was a bronze-age monument.

Similarly, in (21), while the use component conveys that Rohan felt eu-

phoric when meeting Neha at te1 , the mention component conveys that, given

the beliefs and dispositions he had when later talking to the speaker at te2 , he

could have used walking on air at at te2 to denote being euphoric – indeed he

did.

Yet, for instance in the original case of (1c), t′ is the timewhen hewas tossed

the brochure and w′ is a world in which he has the beliefs and dispositions he

actually had at t′. So at the time when he was tossed the brochure, he could

18If one prefers to build all this into the point of evaluation, and relativize J•K to an index of
a world and a time (and a context), it makes no real difference for present purposes.
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– given his actual beliefs and dispositions at the time – have used magazine to

denote the brochure.

3.2 Indexical shifts and monstrosity

We have seen that there is reason to think that MQ is modal and as such some-

times the mention component is evaluated with respect to a non-actual world.

Further, we have seen that themention component is sometimes evaluated rel-

ative to a time different from that of the use component. In both these senses,

then, MQ involves shifting, or displacement, albeit of a commonplace, unsur-

prising kind.

Moreover, many have noted that indexicals shift under MQ. Cappelen and

Lepore (2007) cite the following example from Cumming (2005):19

(24) Bush also said his administration would ‘achieve our objectives’ in

Iraq. (New York Times, 4 November 2004)

Consider what our account so far predicts:

〈Bush also said his administrationwould achieve the Bush administration's

objectives(w)(t), ∃t′ ∃w′ ∈ f(w, t′, x) x uses achieve our objectives to denote

achieve the Bush administration's objectives in w′ at t′〉

Clearly, t′ = t, x = Bush, and w = w′. So the mention component can be

glossed as: at the time he was speaking, Bush used achieve our objectives to

denote achieve the Bush administration's objectives.

But how, more precisely, do we know that achieve our objectives was used

to denote achieve the Bush administration's objectives? How, more precisely, do

we know that it is the latter that is contributed to the use component, and not

something like the objectives of the speaker’s administration? Intuitively, we

consider what achieve our objectives means if used by Bush, not by the speaker

19I have not been able to verify the cited source, but I take it that the example is good either

way.

18



of (24). This value σ is then supplied to the use component, with the mention

component conveying that Bush used achieve our objectives to denote σ.

One reaction to this is to argue that MQ involves monstrous shifting. In

particular, a monstrous account might quantify over contexts whose worlds

are selected by f . That is, to evaluate MQ, we look at a context c′ such that, in

its world wc′ at its time tc′ , the speaker sc′ has the beliefs and dispositions they

actually have at tc′ . Given this, consider the following, monstrous account of

the mention component:

(25) J’e’(t)Kc,w = 〈σ(w)(t), ∃c′ wc′ ∈ f(w, tc′ , sc′) and JeKc′,w = σ〉

So, on this proposal, the mention component of (24) is true if achieve our ob-

jectives denotes achieve the Bush administration's objectives as uttered by Bush at

the time and location hewas speaking in the actualworld. Intuitively, themen-

tion component is true if Bush did use achieve our objectives to denote achieve

the Bush administration's objectives.

This is the right result. Moreover, as is well-known, Kaplan’s (1989) own

objections to monsters included a caveat concerning quotation. As he noted,

There is a way to control an indexical, to keep it from taking primary

scope, and even to refer it to another context (this amounts to changing its

character). Use quotation marks. If we mention the indexical rather than

use it, we can, of course, operate directly on it. (Kaplan, 1989, 510–511)

Kaplan (1989, 511) compared (26a–b).

(26) a. In some contexts it is true that I am not tired now.

b. In some contexts ”I am not tired now” is true.

So far, then, this looks just like the observation that our in (24) includes Bush,

and not the speaker. Indexicals typically shift under quotation, and so a not

unnatural hypothesis is that MQ should ultimately be analyzed as inducing a

monstrous context shift.

However, Maier (2016) has pointed out that monstrous shifting, of the Ka-

planian kind, is arguably too weak to handle MQ. Here is one way to see this.

Suppose you plug in the diamonds case to (25), as follows:
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〈He gave her a ring studded with glass(w)(t), ∃c′ wc′ ∈ f(w, tc′ , sc′) and

JdiamondsKc′,w = glass〉

The claim would be that sc′ is the referent of her, and so we are supposed to

consider a context in which she is the speaker and diamonds denotes glass.

But there is no such context. To say that there is a context c′ such that

JdiamondsKc′,w = glass is to say that there is a context in which the conven-

tional, linguistic meaning of the English expression diamonds is glass (relative

to w). But the semantic value of diamonds is not glass, regardless of who is

speaking, where, or when. Diamonds does notmean glass, even in the situation

in which someone is using PP to describe the glass ring. Hence, the monstrous

account incorrectly makes the mention component of the diamonds example

invariably false.

Even if the world of the shifted context,wc′ , is supposed to represent some-

thing like the belief world of the shifted speaker (or a representative world

compatible with her beliefs), there is no sense in which diamonds means glass

relative to c′. The point of the PP utterance is not that she thinks diamonds

means glass, but that she thought the glass studs on the ring were diamonds.

(We return to this later, in 4.2.)

Or consider the well-known case of (27), also discussed by Maier (2016).

(27) Nicola said that Alice is a ’philtosopher.’ (Cappelen and Lepore, 1997)

In such cases, sometimes known as cases of language shift, what is mentioned is

part of a particular, non-standard idiolect, in this case Nicola’s. Again, consider

the result of applying the monstrous account above to this case:

〈Nicola said that Alice is a philosopher(w)(t), ∃c′ wc′ ∈ f(w, tc′ , sc′) and

JphiltosopherKc′,w = philosopher〉

Again, we will predict incorrectly that the mention component is invariably

false, since there is no context that meets the requirement. Even thoughNicola

thinks philtosophermeans philosopher, it does not, even in the context c′ where

she is the speaker: JphiltosopherKc′,w 6= philosopher.
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In the next section I spell out an alternative semantics. This account is quasi-

monstrous in that it does involve evaluating quoted expressions at contexts

other than the context of utterance, but does not shift the evaluation of the

object language.

4 Quasi-monstrosity

4.1 A quasi-monstrous semantics

My approach is a refinement of the theory in Kirk-Giannini (2024), which in

turn builds on Shan (2011) in the relevant respects. The crux of this theory is

that MQ is interpreted by incorporating a special denotation function, written

as L•M.
Here is a way of defining this function in our framework:20

(28) LeMc = the σ such that sc uses e to denote σ in wc at tc and lc.

Importantly, the domain of L•M is anything that can appear mixed-quoted, that
is, not only lexical items.21 For example, say that k is the context in which

Nicola is the speaker. Then,

(29) LphiltosopherMk = philosopher

As (28) implies, that is, Nicola uses philtosopher to denote philosopher in wk at

tk and lk.

In our two-dimensional notation, we can then spell out a modalized se-

mantics:

(30) J’e’(t)Kc,w = 〈σ(w)(t), ∃c′ wc′ ∈ f(w, tc′ , sc′) and LeMc′ = σ〉

We say that this account is quasi-monstrous because LeM is evaluated at a differ-
ent context than the context of utterance atwhich J’e’K is evaluated, the original

20There is no need to relativize L•M to worlds or times, given that we take denotations them-
selves, like philosopher or glass, to be relativized to worlds and times.

21This is essentially the result of the fragment that Shan (2011, 425–426) defines.
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utterance with the relevant instance of MQ.22 Yet it is not monstrous in the Ka-

planian sense since J•K does not undergo context shifting. We do not consider

the meanings of object-language items at shifted contexts. Rather, we consider

what items were used to mean at shifted contexts. (We will say more about

this difference later.)

As a result, we avoid the untenable assumption that, for instance, philtoso-

phermeans philosopher in the context where Nicola is the speaker. Instead our

analysis will be as follows:

(31) J’philtosopher’(t)Kc,w = 〈philosopher(w)(t), ∃c′ wc′ ∈ f(w, tc′ , sc′) and

LphiltosopherMc′ = philosopher〉

So, as before, t is the event time: the time Nicola was speaking, and w is the

actual world. Hence, the use component is true if and only if, at t in w, Nicola

said that Alice is a philosopher.

We can illustrate further with the case of

(5) b. Look who is coming! ‘Quine’ wants to speak to us. (Recanati, 2001)

InRecanati’s scenario, while both the speaker and the hearer know thatMcPher-

son is not Quine, it is common ground that someone else, James, thinks so. In

other words, in accordance with (30), we consider a context, call it j, where

James is the speaker sj . Given this, LQuineMj is the denotation (referent) that
James used Quine to denote, namely McPherson.

Now consider the PP case involving diamonds again:

(1a) He gave her a ring studded with diamonds, but they were only glass.

(After Holton, 1997)

Applying (30) gives us:

(32) J’diamonds’(t)Kc,w = 〈glass(w)(t), ∃c′ wc′ ∈ f(w, tc′ , sc′) and

LdiamondsMc′ = glass〉
22Both Kirk-Giannini (2024) and Shan (2011) implement something similar, although they

do not modalize MQ, as we do here, and do not discuss indexical shifts, and do not relativize

MQ to times.
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So the first conjunct of (1a) has a use component that is true just in case, at t,

in the actual world w, he gave her a ring studded with glass, and a mention

component that is true just in case, at some time tc′ , someone sc′ (presumably,

her) could have used diamonds (and perhaps did) to denote glass, given their

actual beliefs and dispositions at tc′ .

Further, since we havemodalizedMQ and relativized the mention compo-

nent to times, we can handle cases like (33) from (1c).

(33) He tossed me the magazine, which I now saw was a glossy brochure.

Namely, as in

(34) J’magazine’(t)Kc,w = 〈brochure(w)(t), ∃c′ wc′ ∈ f(w, tc′ , sc′) and

LmagazineMc′ = brochure〉

c is the context of utterance, so in particular, tc is the time (33) is uttered, and

wc = w, the actual world. In turn, t is the time when he was tossed the

brochure. c′ is a context in which she is the speaker and tc′ = t, the time when

he was tossed the brochure, and wc′ is a world in which at tc′ he has the beliefs

and dispositions he actually hadwhen hewas tossed the brochure. Intuitively,

that is, even though he did not actually say (or think) magazine while he was

tossed the brochure, he could have done so given the beliefs and dispositions

he actually had at that time.

4.2 False beliefs and using expressions

We have rejected Kaplanian monstrosity as an account of MQ on the grounds

that there are no contexts – actual or non-actual – in which diamonds means

glass, and so on. Yet onemight questionwhatwehaveput in its place. Namely,

the assumption that, in the relevant context, the female protagonist used dia-

monds to denote glass, and similarly for the case of the glossy brochure that

looked like a magazine, or the stone circle thought (or claimed) to be a henge.

As we said earlier, these protagonists do not have false beliefs about the

meanings ofwords or about languagemore generally, unlikeNicolawho falsely
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believes that philtosopher means philosopher. So is it not rather correct to say

that the receiver of the glass ring used diamonds to mean diamonds, precisely

because she thought the ring was studded with diamonds, and similarly for

the other protagonists of this kind?

The first thing to note is that it is the current speaker who is both using and

mentioning the relevant expressions, while the projected protagonist simply

used them (or could have) and did not mention them. The receiver of the ring

used diamonds about the glass studs because she thought they were diamonds.

By contrast, the speaker mentions the expression diamonds in order to convey

that the receiver of the ring used it about the ring. Go back to our initial gloss:

(10) 〈He gave her a ring studded with σ, x used diamonds to denote σ〉

Intuitively, the speaker is claiming that the ring was studded with something

that someone called diamonds, namely glass.

So one can think of LeMc as the σ that sc denotes by e in wc at tc and lc.

This is especially vivid in the Quine case. On our analysis the speaker’s use of

MQ conveys that James used Quine to denote McPherson. He used Quine to

denote a particular man, who in fact is McPherson. McPherson is the σ James

calls Quine.

Yet MQ, and hence PP, allows for the parallel effect with denotations other

than people or objects. The receiver of the glass ring used diamonds to denote

what the ringwas studdedwith, which in fact was glass. Of course, she did not

think that diamonds means glass. She thought, and still thinks, that diamonds

means diamonds. The effect of the covertMQunderlying PP is that the speaker

conveys that she used diamonds to denote what the studs were made of.

As we said earlier (in 2.2), this way of understanding the mention compo-

nent of (covert) MQ supports the pragmatic inference of the relevant attitude

attributions prompted by PP. We infer that the receiver of the ring thought the

ring was studded with diamonds from the information that she used diamonds

about the glass studs. Indeed, this inference – of which we have only provided

a sketch – arguably relies on the further assumption that she does not think that

diamondsmeans glass, or that all diamonds are glass, or the like.
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Relatedly, unlike on the full-blooded monstrous account described above,

PP cases like the oneswe have examined come out true, as do the relevant cases

of overt MQ.23 Given our semantics, both the use and mention components of

the first conjunct of (1a) are true. (Of course, assuming that what the speaker

conveys in fact happened.)

(1a) He gave her a ring studded with diamonds, but they were only glass.

(After Holton, 1997)

The use component is true because he gave her a ring studded with glass,

and the mention component is true because the protagonist used diamonds –

in speech or thought – to denote (what was in fact) glass. So, on this view, a

central feature of PP is that it makes (1a) non-contradictory: it does not say that

the ring was studded with diamonds, which were glass. Rather, the speaker

of (1a) is claiming that he gave her a ring with glass suds, which she thought

were diamonds.

Similarly, (33) is true on both dimensions, on our view, since the speaker

is not conveying that he was tossed a magazine.

(33) He tossed me the magazine, which I now saw was a glossy brochure.

Rather, he is conveying that he was tossed a brochure which he thought was a

magazine, as he could easily have described it at the time. The same applies,

mutatis mutandis, to the other examples.

4.3 When do indexicals shift?

The quasi-monstrous account, unsurprisingly, allowsus to treat indexical shifts,

as illustrated in (35) for (24):

(24) Bush also said his administration would ‘achieve our objectives’ in Iraq.

(New York Times, 4 November 2004)

23While not giving a MQ account, this is also the conclusion of Stokke (2013).
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(35) J’achieve our objectives’(t)Kc,w = 〈achieve the Bush administration's

objectives(w)(t), ∃c′ wc′ ∈ f(w, tc′ , sc′) and Lachieve our objectivesMc′ =
achieve the Bush administration's objectives〉

This gives us the result we want, since Bush (sc′) clearly did use achieve our

objectives to denote achieve the Bush administration's objectives.

At the same time, as we noted at the outset, shifting indexicals under MQ

is not always possible, as seen from (2).

(2) Uttered at the library: Anne is often ’there’/there.

We observed that there cannot refer to the library in this case. More specifically,

(2) cannot convey that Anne is often at the library, which she has referred to

as there. But why not? If a MQ occurrence of Quine can refer to McPherson

and also convey that someone calls him Quine, why can one not use a MQ oc-

currence of there to denote a salient location and also convey that some salient

individual calls it there?24

Consider the mention component we derive for (2), given what we have

said so far:

∃c′ wc′ ∈ f(w, tc′ , sc′) and LthereMc′ = the library

It is natural to think that this is satisfied: supposing that sc′ is Anne, there

is a context such that Anne uses there to denote the library, given her actual

beliefs and dispositions. Indeed, if the (putative) use component is true –Anne

is often at the library – she has probably actually referred to the library with

there on many occasions. So since we have allowed tc′ to be free, and f to be

reflexive, we do not seem to have a way of explaining the oddity of (2).

24As a reviewer suggested, if it is common ground that Anne – a non-native speaker – rou-

tinely uses there for here, one might get a reading of (2) on which there does refer to the library.

(Imagine the speaker parodying Anne’s accent, or the like.) Such a case is a case of language-

shift, like the philtosopher example. Yet we should still be interested in accounting for why the

original case of (2) does not have a shifted reading, given that there has been used to refer to

library on many salient occasions, by Anne and others.
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There is evidence that shifting of indexicals under MQ is constrained to

metalinguistic environments that involve reporting, as in (24). The paradigm

cases of such environments are produced bywhat Partee (1973a) called verbs of

communication, which include say, tell, indicate, inform, disclose, utter, sing, and

so on. Here are a fewmore examples that have been discussed in the literature

on MQ:

(36) a. Levi Foster, in fact, is the great-great-grandfather of Gov. Mike

Foster of Louisiana, who said recently on a radio program that it would

be ’news to me’ if anyone in his family had owned slaves. (Recanati,

2001; Maier, 2016)

b. Bush said that the enemy ’misunderestimates me.’ (Maier, 2017)

c. Mr. Greenspan said he agreed with Labor Secretary R. B. Reich ‘on

quite a lot of things.’ Their accord on this issue, he said, has proved

‘quite a surprise to both of us.’ (Cappelen and Lepore, 1997)

d. He now plans to make a new, more powerful absinthe that he says

will have ‘a more elegant, refined taste than the one I’m making now.’

(Cumming, 2005; Cappelen and Lepore, 2007)

In all of these cases there is indexical shifting, but all of them involve overtly

metalinguistic attributions of speech. It should be evident that this extends to

other indexicals, as in cases like these:

(37) a. When Erica was in Spain she texted that she wanted to ’stay here

forever.’

b. My mom always calls me to say she’s ’leaving now,’ when she’s

coming to visit.

Further, there are other cases than (2) suggesting that indexicals do not shift

when not overtly in a metalinguistic environment, as in another well-known

example from Recanati (2001):25

25Numbering altered. I also changed the example slightly to have a name for all the partic-

ipants for ease of reference.
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Suppose it ismutual knowledge between John andLucy that Peterwrongly

believes thatMary is Lucy’s sister. SpottingMary at a distance, John says

to Lucy

(38) Look! ‘Your sister’ is coming over. (Recanati, 2001, 677)

In this case your is not shifted: it refers to the addressee of the speaker of (38),

Lucy. Still, sister is not used from the speaker’s perspective, since he knows

that Mary is not Lucy’s sister.

As Recanati further notes, Lucy might naturally reply,

(39) You’re right; ‘my sister’ is indeed coming.

By contrast, it is clearly not possible to reply with a shifted indexical, as in (40).

(40) You’re right; #’your sister’ is indeed coming.

This is relatively strong evidence that indexical shifting is permitted only in

overtly metalinguistic environments.

Here is one way of making this more precise:

Semantic Shifting Criterion

An instance of MQ permits indexical shifting only if its use com-

ponent entails that an utterance was made.

All the examples in (36)–(37) satisfy this criterion. In each case the truth of

the use component requires that an utterance was made. For instance, the use

component of (36a) is false if Gov. Foster did not say something like If anyone

in my family owned slaves, that’s news to me.

To be sure, on our view, the mention component of any instance of MQ

entails that an utterance at least could have been made, holding fixed beliefs

and dispositions. But note that e.g. (39) does not have a use component that

entails that an utterance was made, but merely that Mary is coming. The same

applies to the library case in (2): its use component merely entails that Anne is

often at the library.
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More complicated examples present potential problems. Consider, for in-

stance, the following variation on (37b).26

It’s 4 p.m. Michelle is watching Denise listen to a voice message

from her mother that was left on her phone at 2 p.m. Michelle

knows the message is from Denise’s mother. They always joke

about Denise’smother calling to say she is leavingwhen she’s sup-

posed to come visit.

(41) Michelle: Let me guess, your mother was ’leaving now.’

Here leaving now appears to be shifted to denote leaving at 2 p.m., the time

when the message was recorded, and yet it is not right to say that the use com-

ponent – that Denise’s mother was leaving at 2 p.m. – entails an utterance.

If so, one might want to reject the Semantic Shifting Criterion, and look for

another explanation of the earlier cases.

One alternative is to hold that what allows shifting in (41) is that it is com-

mon ground that an utterance was made at the time of the use component,

when the mother was recording the message. Needless to say, in present tense

cases, it is trivial that an utterance takes place at the time of the use compo-

nent, namely the utterance the speaker is making. Screening these off, we can

formulate the following rough idea:

Pragmatic Shifting Criterion

An instance of MQ permits indexical shifting only if it is common

ground that an utterance was made at the time of its use compo-

nent (other than the utterance of the MQ itself).

This criterion subsumes the semantic one, since if the use component entails

that an utterance took place, making the former common ground will make it

common ground that an utterance was made. Of course, more will need to be

said, in particular, in order to rule out other irrelevant utterances.

26Thanks to a reviewer for this point, and for a version of this example.

29



In what follows I sketch out a proposal that assumes the Semantic Shifting

Criterion, giving an account of the caseswhere shifting occurs in ametalinguis-

tic environment, and the cases where it does not, while not explaining more

complicated cases like (41) directly. The account I lay out here can ultimately

be transposed – I take it – if one wants to adopt the weaker Pragmatic criterion,

while this will inevitably involve imposing more complexity.

4.4 Unquotation and requotation

The approach I want to map out appeals to Maier’s notion of unquotation, and

to the mirror image, which I will call requotation. I suggest that indexicals are

by default unquoted within MQ, while metalinguistic environments have the

effect of requoting.27 Sowhile indexicals are unquotedwithinMQ, they are re-

quoted in cases where the use component entails that an utterance was made.

Unquotation, as Maier describes it, is ”quotation with holes” (2016, 390) indi-

cated by [ ]. Take his example of (42).

(42) Obama said that the news ’took [him] by surprise.’

Informally, (42) is read as something like,

Obama said that the news has the propertyX that he referred to as ‘took

ε by surprise’, where ε is some unspecified expression that he used to

refer to himself [...]. (Maier, 2016, 390)

Maier’s analysis employs a concatenation mechanism such that A∩B means

the concatenation of the strings A and B. Glossing over details, (42) is seen as

having a LF along the following lines:

Obama said that the news ’took’∩ε∩’by surprise’

Semantically,

27If one wants to pursue a strategy conforming to the Pragmatic Shifting Criterion instead,

one can try to argue that indexicals are requoted in cases where the common ground entails a

relevant utterance.
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Obama used took∩ε∩by surprise to denote propertyX and Obama used ε

to refer to JhimKc,w (= Obama).

I employ this analysis of ”quotation with holes” by making two amendments.

First, as noted above, I claim that indexicals are unquoted in MQ by default

but requoted in metalinguistic environments. Second, I implement this in our

quasi-monstrous framework.

Here is the general form, where n is an indexical:

(43) J’[n]’(t)Kc,w = J∩ε∩(t)Kc,w = 〈σ(w)(t), ∃c′ wc′ ∈ f(w, tc′ , sc′) and L∩ε∩Mc′ =
σ and LεMc′ = JnKc,w〉

This means that, for instance, (38) will be interpreted as follows:

(44) ’[Your] sister’ is coming over.

Plugging this into (43), we get

(45) J’[Your] sister’ is coming over(t)Kc,w =

Jε’s∩’sister’ is coming over(t)Kc,w = 〈Mary is coming over(w)(t), ∃c′

wc′ ∈ f(w, tc′ , sc′) and Lε’s∩sisterMc′ = Mary and LεMc′ = JyouKc,w〉

So c is the context of utterance, where John is the speaker (sc), and c′ is the

shifted context where Peter is the speaker (sc′). In other words, the mention

component of ’[Your] sister’ is coming over conveys that Peter used ε’s∩sister to

denote Mary, where ε is Lucy: the person denoted by you in c.

Similarly, since there in (2) is not in a metalinguistic environment, it is un-

quoted:

(46) JAnne is often ’[there]’(t)Kc,w = JAnne is often∩ε(t)Kc,w = 〈Anne is often

at the library(w)(t), ∃c′ wc′ ∈ f(w, tc′ , sc′) and LεMc′ = the library and LεMc′

= JthereKc,w〉

Let us assume that there presupposes that its value is not the location of ut-

terance: it is defined only if its value is not lc
28 So JthereKc,w presupposes that

28Plausibly, such a presupposition is ”implicated” in the sense of Sauerland (2008), and oth-

ers. This does not matter here.
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its value is not the library, lc. Hence, we explain why there in (2) cannot refer

to the library, since it would have a mention component conveying that there

denotes the library in the speaker’s context. Intuitively, that the library is what

the speaker – not Anne –would call there. But since the speaker is at the library,

this is hard to make sense of.

Further, we suggest that metalinguistic verbs requote. As above, by a met-

alinguistic verbM , we mean that the use component of JM(’e’)Kc,w is true only
if a relevant utterance was made. Given this, we say that M requotes as fol-

lows:

(47) JM(’[n]’)Kc,w = JM(’n’)Kc,w

Qua indexical, n appears unquoted. Yet the metalinguistic verbM functions as

an operator that removes the unquotation, that is, requoting n. There are cases

that directly support this suggestion:

(48) Ada. I’m meeting my mother ’right now.’

Yiannis. Haha, I see. You’re gonna be late?

Ada. No, I meant she told me to come ’right now.’

In Ada’s first utterance now is interpreted unquoted, as referring to the time

she is speaking. In her second told requotes now, so it refers to the time her

mother was speaking.

Given the requoting mechanism in (47), we retain the results concerning

cases like Bush’s utterance, and others, where indexicals shift within MQ in

environments that entail utterances, in the sense we have been sketching.

4.5 Dispositions and non-standard denotations

Finally, consider the case of (3).

(3) a. The film is meretricious.

b. In his opinion the movie is ’trashy.’

As we said, (3b) typically is not licensed by (3a). Is this explained by our ac-

count? Consider the pair of meanings:
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(49) 〈meretricious(w)(t), ∃c′ wc′ ∈ f(w, tc′ , sc′) and LtrashyMc′ = meretricious〉

We know that L•Mc′ allows English terms to have non-standard denotations, as
in the casewhere LdiamondsMc′ is glass. Sowhy can LtrashyMc′ not bemeretricious

in the case of (3b)?

Unsurprisingly, our answer is that the context shifting is constrained to

worlds where sc′ – the referent of his in this case – has the beliefs and disposi-

tions they actually have (at the relevant time). But if he originally said (3a), it

is plausible to think that his dispositions (and perhaps beliefs) would have to

deviate quite a bit from his actual ones for him to use trashy to mean meretri-

cious.

Correspondingly, even though, as we alluded to in 2.3, the modalized ac-

count ofMQ is likely to explain a range of cases inwhich quotation can be used

non-verbatim. Yet, as examples like (3) suggest, MQ is nevertheless restricted

in certain ways. We have suggested that it is, at least, restricted by the quoted

subjects beliefs and dispositions. This would explain, for instance, why (50b)

is typically a legitimate report of (50a).

(50) a. So, yeah, I think I’m gonna go to the uhm library now.

b. He said he was ’going to the library’.

The modalized account of MQ can say that going to the library is permissible in

(50b) because he could have used it given his beliefs and dispositions.

5 Conclusion

Protagonist projection is best explained as covert MQ. But moreover, we have

seen thatMQ should be understood asmodalized and temporalized, restricted

by beliefs and dispositions of the quoted subject, or projected protagonist.

Building on Shan (2011), Maier (2014), (2015), and Kirk-Giannini (2024), I have

argued that, in MQ, the quoted expressions are evaluated quasi-monstrously

to derive their mention component: what someone used the expressions to

mean. Given the constraint on the modal dimension in terms of beliefs and
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dispositions, this account explains some of the limits on the flexibility of MQ

concerning non-verbatim quotes. Further, we have seen that we can explain

the constraints on shifting indexicals by the mechanism of unquotation, and

its mirror image, requotation induced by metalinguistic environments.
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