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1. This paper focusses on a common way of quotation marking in German making use of so 'so/as/like'
and wie 'as/how/like' clauses. In (1) and (2) these clauses indicate that the matrix clause is a quote of
an utterance made by (usually) their subject (i.e. Otto). Note that, in both cases, it is the matrix clause
presenting the quoted material, unlike constructions with typographical quotation marks, as in (3).

(1) Lotte kommt, so sagt (es) Otto, morgen nach Berlin.
(2) Lotte kommt, wie Otto (es) sagt, morgen nach Berlin.
'Hans will come, as/like Otto says, to Berlin tomorrow.'

(3) Otto sagt "Lotte kommt morgen nach Berlin.".
' Otto says: Lotte will come to Berlin tomorrow.'

The primary questions raised by so and wie quotation marking are: (i) Why are these expressions
particularly suited in quotation marking and, (ii) are so and wie quotation marking clauses equivalent
in meaning? The answer to the first question will be that so and wie match perfectly in meaning with
that of quotation constructions as described by the two state-of-the-art theories of quotation: the
demonstration theory by Clark & Gerrig (1990) and the demonstrative theory by Davidson (1979). The
reason is, in short, that so as well as wie express similarity, which is at the same time at the core of a
demonstration in the sense of Clark & Gerrig and, even if less directly, of Davidson's demonstrative
theory. The second question will be denied - so and wie quotation marking clauses not equivalent —
raising the issue of what constitutes a genuine quotation.

2. The demonstration theory of quotation by Clark & Gerrig builds on the idea that there are three
basic methods of communication: indicating, describing and demonstrating: You can indicate, i.e. point
at a serve by McEnroe, you can describe his serve, and you can demonstrate it, i.e. depict it by
performing an action that is, in some respects, similar to McEnroe's serve. Quotations are, following
Clark & Gerrig, demonstrations of what a person did in saying something. When Otto said that Lotte
will come to Berlin you can demonstrate his utterance with the help of the sentence Lotte kommt nach
Berlin. You can also demonstrate (mimick) her emotional state, her accent, her voice, and even
accompanying gestures. Demonstrations are non-serious actions —you don't assert that Lotte will come
to Berlin —and there is no need for Otto having used exactly the demonstrated sentence. But, crucially,
the demonstration has to be similar to the original utterance in selected respects.

The demonstrative theory of quotation by Davidson (1979) focusses on the role of quotation
marks, which are said to point to their interior - they help to refer to the type of the original utterance
by depicting a token of this type. This analysis has a number of problems (see Recanati 2001), but the
basic idea is close to the demonstration theory: the token at display depictes the original utterance.

3. In cognitive science, similarity has long been recognized as fundamental in explaining cognitive skills
like perception, classification and learning. Umbach & Gust (2014) developed an approach putting
similarity to use in semantics as a relation of indistinguishability with respect to contextually given
features. This relation is implemented using multi-dimensional attribute spaces spanned by relevant
features of comparison, F, and generalized measure functions mapping entities into such spaces
(analogous to adjectival measure functions mapping entities to degree scales). Similarity is defined as
indistinguishability with respect to relevant features: sim(x, y, F):= u(x) =¢ u(y).

Similarity shows up in various linguistic expressions. In German, the simplest and most prominent
ones are the manner wh-word wie 'as/like/how’, as in wie Berta tanzte ('how Berta danced'), and the
demonstrative so 'so/as', as in so tanzte Berta ('Berta danced like this'). They both express similarity,
but so includes an additional demonstrative component, in short: so = wie dies ('like this'). Making use
of similarity, the manner of an event e can be reconstructed as a set of events e’ which are similar to e
with respect to relevant features, for example, [[wie Berta tanzte]] = {e'|sim(e', berta-dancing, F)},



where each e' is one way of dancing similar to Berta. This set can be shown to correspond to a kind, or
type, or manner (see Umbach et al. 2023).

The demonstrative so poses the problem that the speaker points to a token entity while refering
to a kind (or type, or manner): When Adam points to a dancing event uttering So tanzte Berta ('Berta
danced like this.') he refers to the way of dancing exemplified by the token event he is pointing at. The
analysis in Umbach & Gust (2014) accounts for this issue by arguing that the relation between the
target of the pointing gesture and the referent is not identity (as is in-buildt in the Kaplanian system),
but instead similarity (or rather: indistinguishability with respect to relevant features),
[[so tanzen]]™S={e'| sim(e', this-dancing, F)}. Note that this analysis of the demonstrative so is close
to Davidson's characterization of quotation marks: the type of the original utterance is indicated by
pointing to a token.

4. The so- and wie-clauses in (1) and (2) both employ similarity expressions in order to mark the matrix
as something Otto said. But they are not equivalent. Differences can be seen, e.g., with respect to
negation, speaker commitment and questions. The example in (4) shows that wie-clauses can be within
the scope of negation, whereas so-clauses cannot. The example in (5) shows that with a wie-clause the
speaker is commited to the matrix proposition, while when using a so-clause commitment can be
shifted. Similarly, in (6), commitment to the question speech act can be shifted by using a so-clause,
whereas the wie-clause cannot access the speech act. There is, however, a caveat: Many verbs of
speech have, following Bondarenko (2021), a content-of-theme reading (like behaupten 'claim') and
also a content-of-utterance reading (like dufern 'express').! The contrasts in (4)-(6) seem to be related
to the fact that wie-clauses are restricted to content-of-theme interpretations while so-clauses allow
for a content-of-utterance reading of the verb.?

(4) a. Kandidat A wird nicht die Wahl gewinnen, wie Otto sagt, v sondern Kandidat B.
b. Kandidat A wird nicht die Wahl gewinnen, so sagt Otto, *sondern Kandidat B.
'Candidate A will not win the elections, as/like Otto says, but instead candidate B.'

(5) a. Lotte kommt, wie Otto sagt, morgen nach Berlin, # aber ich glaube das nicht.
b. Lotte kommt, so sagt Otto, morgen nach Berlin, v aber ich glaube das nicht.
'Lotte will, as/like Otto says, come to Berlin tomorrow, but | don't believe it.'

(6) a. *Kommt Lotte, wie Otto fragt, morgen nach Berlin?
b. Kommt Lotte, so fragt Otto, morgen nach Berlin?
'Will Lotte, as/like Otto says, come to Berlin tomorrow?"

Pittner & Frey (2023) present an analysis of (what they call) reporting clauses introduced by wie and so
as in (1) and (2). Wie-clauses are shown to be constituents of their matrix clause occupying positions
of various types of sentence adverbials. So-clauses, on the other hand, are parentheticals. Employing
Krifka's (2023) layered theory of assertive clauses, wie-clauses are (mostly) modifiers in TP (tense
phrase, hosting the proposition to be asserted), while so-clauses are modifiers in JP (judge phrase,
which includes epistemic and evidential modifieres). This difference in syntactic position reflects the
contrasts in (4)-(6): Only so-clauses are suited to target the utterance level. Accordingly, it can be

1 Bondarenko (2021) demonstrates the two readings with the help of English explain: The sentence Lena
explained that there’s no bread. has a reading such that Lena explained the fact that there’s no bread, e.g., by
saying that Katya made sandwiches last night (content-of-theme). On the second reading, Lena said “there’s no
bread” as, e.g., an explanation for some other fact (content-of-utterance).

2 A reviewer suggested to compare different attitudinal verbs, like behaupten vs. ausdriicken ('claim' vs.
'express') with respect to their combination with so and wie quotation marking. Both allow for behaupten
(enforcing a content-of-theme interpretation) as well as ausdriicken which in the case of so yields a content-of-
utterance interpretation. In the case of wie, part of the quoted sentence will in addition be highlighted by
qguotation marks (as in mixed quotation cases) giving the impression that the verb refers to this part while the
wie-clause as before serves as a reportative (see the final remark on future issues).



argued that only so-clauses are genuine quotation markers, while wie-clauses are mere reportatives.3
We will nevertheless study the two constructions in parallel, as different instances in a landscape of
speech reporting (Bary & Maier 2021).

5.1n (7) and (8) the semantics of wie and so quotation clauses is sketched. We start from wie denoting
similarity, (7b). The propositional anaphor es'it' is resolved by the proposition expressed by the matrix
clause, i.e. Lotte kommt morgen nach Berlin. The wie-clause is interpreted such that Otto's claim is
included in a set of similar Otto-claims, all of which entail that Lotte will come to Berlin, (7c). Thus the
wie-clause asserts that Otto claimed that Lotte will come to Berlin and that this claim is one in a set of
similar ways of Otto claiming this proposition. *

(7) a. Lotte kommt, wie Otto (es) sagt, morgen nach Berlin.
'Lotte will come, as Otto says (it), to Berlin tomorrow.'

b. [[wie]] =Ap. {p'| sim(p', p, F)}
c.  [[[ [+ wie Otto (es) sagt] [tr Lotte kommt morgen nach Berlin] ] ]]

=1p. otto-say (p) & pe{p'| sim(p', p, F) }
where p is the proposition that Lotte will come to Berlin

The interpretation of the so-clause is based on slifting (Koev 2021), turning the parenthetical into a
secondary assertion, (8a). Utterances are represented by pairs of form and meaning, u= <urorm, Usem>
(Potts 2007, simplified), plus the requirement that the denotation of the form component entails the
meaning component (Urorm denotes ¢ & ¢ entails usem). The similarity demonstrative so targets either
the form, THISrorm, Or the meaning, THISsem, of the quoted linguistic material, LkmB, (8b). The
propositional anaphor es 'it' is resolved by the proposition that Lotte will come to Berlin (which
coincides with THISsem). Finally, the deictic element THIS is resolved by either the form or the meaning
of LKMB, creating a set of utterances similar either in form or in meaning. This set includes Otto's
original utterance u, (8c). Thus the so-clause asserts that Otto‘s utterance is in a set of utterances which
are similar either in form or in meaning to the quoted sentence.

(8) a. Lotte kommt morgen nach Berlin; so sagt (es) Otto.
'Lotte will come to Berlin tomorrow; Otto says this.'
b. [[SO]]THIS-FORM/THIS-SEM - {ull Sim(UIFORM /sem, THISFORM /SEM, fF)}

c. [[ [ so sagt (es) Otto] [rr Lotte kommt morgen nach Berlin] ]]
= 1U. u= otto-say (LKMBssm) & UE{U'l sim(u'FORM /SEm , THISForRM /SEM, T) }

This interpretation accounts for the restriction to the content-of-theme interpretation for wie-clauses,
and it attributes the content-of-utterance interpretation to the so-clause since the demonstrative
targets linguistic material. The similarity may then go either way: Ottos original utterance may have
been similar in form to the sentence Lotte kommt morgen nach Berlin while its meaning is entailed, or
it may have been similar in meaning to the sentence.

6. While the interpretation of wie-clauses is restricted to meaning of the quoted sentence, the
interpretation of so-clauses may adress either meaning or form, reflecting the general insight that
qguotations are pieces of language that are displayed and used at the same time, see Recanati (2001).
The demonstration theory by Clark & Gerrig (1990) and also the demonstrative theory by Davidson

3 Another indication in this direction is the behavior of indexical expressions like tomorrow, which may be
shifted to the context of the original utterance in the case of so but not in the case of wie.

4 As for the internal structure of the quotation marking clauses, wie as well as so are assumed to be base-
generated in the left periphery. Thus modification by the similarity set combines with a token (1p/iu) instead of a
type, and is appositive/non-restrictive, resulting in set inclusion, pe{p'| sim(p', p, F)} (for details see Umbach et
al. 2023). We assume in addition that p is minimal in the sense that any other element in the similarity set is
"richer" in information, i.e. entails p.



(1979) are based on the idea that the linguistic material in a quotational construction is "at display",
which is implemented in this paper with the help of similarity: Being at display means being presented
as one way in a set of similar ways of conveying a particular information.

Finally, coming back to the introductory questions: The above analysis of so- und wie-clauses
explains why these two expressions are suited for quotations marking — it's because because they
express similarity. This idea is supported by the fact that marking quotation by similarity expressions is
widely observed across languages (e.g., Guz 2024, Gentens & Boye 2024, Glildemann 2008).

The present analysis raises one particular issue for future work: (4)-(6) provide evidence that only
so-clauses qualify as genuine quotation markers, since they target utterances. Wie-clauses, however,
remain on the propositional level and serve as reportatives. But what is the role of similarity in
reportatives? A clue might be found in the analysis of depictive manner clauses in Umbach et al. (2023).
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