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Synopsis
It is generally acknowledged that attitude reports come into two different guises: i) direct
reports or quotations, and ii) indirect reports, the two being considered mutually exclusive.
Free indirect discourse (FID), a common form of report mostly found in narratives, is a direct
challenge to this view, since it involves features of both modes of report. I argue that, considering
its features, FID should be regarded as a more fundamental mode of report.

Free indirect discourse
FID is a common way of reporting thoughts and utterances that can be found in modern literature
as well as spoken language. A paradigmatic example of FID is given in (1):
(1) She remembered once throwing a shilling into the Serpentine. But every one remem-

bered; what she loved was this, here, now, in front of her; the fat lady in the cab. (Woolf,
Mrs Dalloway

(1) displays the characteristic features of FID, which are:
1 Sequence of tense (SOT) and sequence of pronouns (SOP). As in indirect
discourse, the present tense and the first person involved in the original utterance are
transposed in the report as past tense and 3rd person, respectively; in this respect, FID
behaves like plain indirect discourse.

2 Indexical shift. The locational and temporal adverbials here and now are shifted from
the perspective of the speaker to the attitude holder’s, i.e. Clarissa Dalloway; in this, FID
patterns with quotation.

3 De se reading of 3rd person pronouns. In (1), the 3rd person pronominal (3PP)
must be read de se, i.e. Clarissa must be self-ascribing the content of the proposition
expressed. Inversely, a de re reading, where Clarissa is actually thinking about herself
without being aware of it, is not available in FID sentences.

FID as a form of indirect report
It has been argued that FID is not a special form of indirect discourse involving shifted elements,
but rather a form of mixed quotation [1][2]. I argue against this analysis, taking examples as
(2)-(3) as indirect evidence for genuine embedded indirect discourse:
(2) And, she said, nothing should separate them. (Woolf, Mrs Dalloway)
(3) But that was all a thing of the past–all over now, she said (ibid.)

The parentheticals occurring in the above example all contain an attitude verb, which serves as
the matrix verb. I assume that parentheticals are not base generated in their respective positions:
rather, I propose that the above structures are the result of movement of the embedded CP to
a higher head in the left periphery of the matrix CP, just as in English quotative inversion [3].
I further propose that the landing site of the moved CP is the specifier of an evidential phrase,
MoodEvidP [4]. I propose the following diagnosing test for embedding:

• Parenthetical test. If a FID clause can be supplemented with a parenthetical, and if the
subject of the parenthetical is coindexed with the subject of the main clause, then it is
embedded:

(4) Now, where was heri dress? (shei thought).

Main issues
Considering this, a satisfying linguistic account of FID needs to address (at least) the following
two puzzles:

1 Why are 3PPs systematically interpreted in a first-personal way (i.e. de se) in FID?
2 Why does FID display indexical shift for adverbial elements, but not for pronouns?
Cross-linguistic data on indexical shift [5] indicate that, considering what appears to be the
“shifty hierarchy” of indexicals, if we observe shifting for temporal and locational NPs,
shifted 1st pro-forms should be expected.

Assessing puzzle 1: FID pronouns as logophors

Logophors: a brief survey
• Logophors are pronominal elements used to refer to the person whose speech, thoughts, or

feelings are reported [6]
• When appearing in embedded contexts, logophors must be co-referential with the matrix

subject: disjoint reference is excluded. The example below illustrates this for Aghem, a
Bantu language of Cameroon [7]:

(5) Nnsini
Nsen

dze
say

enyia
that

ù∗i/j
3.SG.SUB

bvu
fall

nù
FOC

Nsen said that she fell.
(6) Nnsini

Nsen
dze
say

enyia
that

éi/∗j
LOG

bvu
fall

nù
FOC

Nsen said that she (herself) fell.
• Logophors appear in embedded clauses, but need not be bound locally by a c-commanding

antecedent: in this sense, they pattern with so-called “long-distance reflexives” [8], [9], [10]
• A large body of literature show that logophors must be interpreted de se [11], [12] [13],

[14] [15], [16]

Testing for logophoricity in FID
A number of tests can be performed to account for the logophoric properties of pronouns in FID
environments:

• Epithets. Epithets are commonly analyzed as “anti-logophoric expressions” that can only
be attributed to the speaker and not to the attitude holder [17] [18] [19]. This predicts
that FID 3PPs cannot be substituted by epithets:
(7) Shei remembered once throwing a shilling into the Serpentine. But every one

remembered; what shei/∗j/the idiot∗i/j loved was this, here, now, in front of her.
• Structural load. Pronominal elements that are read de se usually are “weak” pro-forms.

Assuming the following hierarchy of pronominal structure
(8) null < clitic < weak < strong < demonstrative

in the spirit of Cardinaletti and Starke [20], and that weak pro-forms are more likely to be
interpreted de se due to economy constraints and the Prefer De Se! principle [21] [22], the
distribution of pronouns in FID contexts follows. As german data shows, demonstratives
are not expected to be allowed in FID, and this prediction is borne out [23]:

(9) Als
When

Peteri
Peteri

abends
evening

nach
to

Hause
home

kam,
come-PST

war
was

die
the

Wohnung
apartment

wieder
again

in
in

einem
a

furchterlichen
frightening

Zustand.
state.

*Deri/Eri
*HeDemi /Hei

hatte
had

doch
DISC.PART

gestern
yesterday

erst
DISC.PART

aufgeräumt.
cleaned-up
When Peteri came home in the evening, the apartement was in a terrible state
again. *HeDemi /Hei had only tied up yesterday, after all.

An account of logophoric dependencies
The analysis requires two main ingredients:

1 A point of view (POV) operator in the CP layer, possibly Spec,MoodEvidP [24] that is
introduced by attitude verbs, i.e. Verbs that syntactically take as complements another CP
and that semantically embed a proposition;

2 An unvalued feature borne by the 3PP, which is valued via AGREE by the POV operator.
To justify the movement of the embedded clause to Spec, MoodEvidP, one could argue
that valuation of the logophoric feature triggers movement.

Semantically, the operator binds the pronoun which is represented by a variable at LF, in the
spirit of von Stechow [25] and Schlenker [26], yielding a de se LF (if such things exist):
(10) [CP She thought that λ x [CP What x loved was this, here, now]]

Where think is an intensional predicate with the following lexical entry, where the function ranges
over world-time individual pairs (yielding the desired de se LF):
(11) JBelieveKg=λP.λx.λy. ∀ < w ′, y >,< w ′, y >3 DOXx,w→ P(y)(w ′) = 1

Puzzle 2: what about shifty here and now?
We saw that FID displays genuine indexical shift with temporal here and locational now. How
can this be accounted for? I propose to follow Althsuler’s [27] proposal to threat now (and,
accordingly, here) not as deictic elements but as perspective setting anaphors. This allows us to
interpret the adverbials in the examples above as co-referential with the thinking/remembering
event, and not with the uttering event of the matrix clause. This is the reason why now can
co-occur with past tense in (1). This yields welcome results, but at the price of abandoning
common linguistics wisdom about the behavior of indexicals in favor of a “perspectival” system
[28]

Outstanding issues
• Q: Why 1st PP cannot shift in English and other FID languages?

I have no answer to that question up to now (now meaning the moment of the writing!),
other than one postulating ad hoc features in the morphosyntax.

• Q: How can we reconcile a quotation based analysis (that accounts for verbatim
constraints on FID and other main clause phenomena, like the specification of force?
Tentative answer: FID has an important demonstrative component ([29]) that allows the
speaker/narrator not only to report the content of an attitude, but also to exemplify it, by
displaying a number of paralinguistic features that characterize it (i.e. Accents,
exclamatives, discourse particles, and the like). This patterns nicely with a number of
recent analyses of role shift in sing language [30]. In that sense, FID is to be considered a
primitive mode of report, rather than a stylistic hybrid of indirect discourse and quotation.
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