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1. Introduction

This paper argues that deictic verbs GO and COME (Englisfmdcomeand their
counterparts in other languages) are kinds of indexicatlsarKaplanian sense. In
sections 2—3, building on Oshima (2006a), | defend the imwthe acceptability of
deictic verbs is determined with respect to a contextuathyjledsetof individuals
(rather than with respect to a specific individual that sea&the “deictic center”),
and demonstrate that the pragmatic meanings associatedewutic verbs are both
presuppositionadndindexical

In sections 4-6, | address the “deictic perspective shift2rppmenon in
attitude reports, and argue that GO/COME can be used eithprimary indexi-
cals (which refer to the external context of utterance) osesondary indexicals
(which refer to a secondary context associated with anud#ipredicate). Further,
| demonstrate that the choice of the deictic perspectivartagesting correlations
with projection patterns of presuppositions associated deictic verbs.

In sections 7-9, | develop an analysis of attitude reportere/fa presup-
position may be filtered by an attitude predicate (in accocdavith Heim (1992)
and Karttunen (1974)), or may be inherited through it. Thepopsed analysis pro-
vides a solution to the more general (and long-standind)lpro for the theory of
presupposition projection, which has been knowndesrépresuppositions”.

2. The set-based analysis of GO and COME

As the background theory of motion deixis, | adopt the “sa$ddl” analysis pro-
posed by Oshima (2006a). Its essential idea is that deietiosymake reference
to a set of individuals calleRP (which stands for “Reference Point(s)”), and their
meanings involve an existential statement or the negatianaexistential state-
ment; i.e.:

(1) a. GO requires thato member of the RP be located at the goal of the de-
scribed motion.

b. COME requires thatomemember of the RP be located at the goal of the
described motion.
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Cross-linguistic differences among motion deictic systezan be sorted
out into two dimensions. First, different languages argexilio different sets of
person-based restrictions as to what can or must be a meiinther®RP. In English,
for example:

(2) a. The speaker is always a member of the RP.

b. In many situations, it is preferred for the addressee @ foember of the
RP as well.

c. Athird person entity can be chosen as a member of the RB digcourse-
salient. Inclusion of a non-SAP entity is marginal, howewenen the
speaker or the addressee is the theme (the moving entitywf@n the
theme is a group, a member thereof).

Thus, in English, typically RP fthe speaker, the addres$ee
Second, particular instances of deictic verbs may diflemflone another as
to which lower stretch of the following hierarchy they makéerence to.

(3) an RP member’s location at the utterance tknan RP member’s location
at the event time< an RP member’s “home base” (at the event time)

For example, in Englisigo refers to the utterance time only, whitemerefers to
the utterance time, the event time, and RP members’ home.balis, in conjunc-
tion with (1), amounts to the following:

(4) a.Gorequires that no member of the RP be at the goal at the utetame.

b. Comerequires that (i) there be some member of the RP at the goaéat t
utterance time or at the event time, or (ii) the goal be thednbase of a
member of the RP (at the event time).

The set-based analysis makes correct predictions on #atthk following?®

(5)  Will you {*go/comée visit me?
(The speaker must be a member of the RP.)

(6) Can I{??go/comg visit you?

(It is preferred for the addressee to be a member of the RP.)
(7)  a.John shouldgo/coma to talk to Prof. Yamada.

b. I should{go/??comgto talk to Prof. Yamada.

(Inclusion of a third person entity in the RP is marginal whies speaker is
the theme.)

The pragmatic meanings encoded by GO and COME satisfy tiheate
criteria for presuppositions. First, they survive undegaten; e.g. (8a) and (8b)
both entail (roughly) that the speaker or the addresseevimsin New York.

LAdvantages of the set-based analysis over its alternatueh as those proposed by Fillmore
(1997) and Talmy (2000), are discussed in detail in OshirB@¢a,b).



(8) a.John came to New York.
b. John didn’t come to New York.

Also, when a clause containing a deictic verb is embeddedassequent of a con-
ditional, the whole sentence does not (necessarily) intieirelevant entailment;
this projection pattern too suggests that the pragmatailemgnt associated with a
deictic verb is a presuppositicn.

(9)  Ifl had been in San Jose, John would have come (there), too

ps. Frespeakerortheaddresseeiserwasi-San Jose.

3. GO/COME as indexicals

The meanings of deictic verbs are context-sensitive inéhsesthat they refer to the
contextually determined RP. | propose to treat the RP as pooent of the context
of utterance in the Kaplanian sense and to add the coordfid@®® to the context
tuple, so that it looks like:(agent, (addressee,) time, place,)RFAccordingly,
deictic predicates can be treated as kinds of indexicabsgions (on a par with first
person pronouns, etc.), in the sense that their meaningsefus) are contingent on
the context of utterance.

The following example, which contains three indexicalslie past tense,
andherg illustrates the general treatment of indexicals | adogh&present work
(an extensional logic with world variables, instead of a altidnse logic, is used
as the meaning language):

(10) Idanced here» Aw,[Je,[dancgw,, e, Ag(cx)) A
T-loc(w;,, €,) < Time(cx) A S-loqw,, e,) = Placgcx)]]

wheré

(11) a.[Ag(c)]>"9=the agent coordinate §€]*"9
b. [Time(c)]®"9 = the time coordinate dfc]"9
c. [Placg(c)]*"9 = the place coordinate ¢t]"9
d. [RP(c)]*"9 = the RP coordinate dfc]*"9

(12) a.[T-loc(e, w)]*"9=the temporal location dfe]“*9in [w]*"9
b. [S-loqe, w)]©"9 = the spatial location ofe]*"9in [w]¢":9

2This contrasts with, for example, the case of a gender remnt posed by a pronoun:

(i) If Chris; takes this magic potion which turns any man or woman into aififesadyoung girl,
many boys will be attracted to her
entailment: Chris is female (regardless of whether she takes the potion

3N.B.: [a]*"9 = the value ofa with respect to context ¢, world w, and assignment g.



and

(13) a.[cx]|“™8is defined only if gé«) = c. If defined[c«]*"9 = g(cx).
(In other wordsgx is a special variable that is always mapped the external
context of utterance.)

b. [G]°"9= g(c).

The meanings of sentences involvigg and comecan be approximated
using the logical connective callgaejunction(Blau’s (1985) term; the definition
follows):

(14) a.Johnwentto San Jose
Aw,[Je [[move-taw,, e, john, s.j.) A T-loc(w,, &) < Time(cx)] /
—3y[y € RP(cx) A Je,[at(wy, &, Y, S.j.) A T-loc(w,, &,) D
Time(cx)]]]]

b. John came to San Jose
Aw, [Je, [[move-tow,, e, john, s.j.) A T-loc(w,, ;) < Time(cx)] /
Jy[y € RP(cx) A [Je,[at(w,, &, Y, S.j.) A [T-loc(w,, &) D Time(cx) V
TC(wy, &, &)]] vV Je;[home-baséw,, e, john, s.j.) A
TC(w,, ., eI

where

(15) prejunction
[/ w]"¢9is defined only if y]"*9= 1. If defined,Jo / Y]™ 9= @]9

(16) [T(emporal )C(oincidencg(w, e,, &,)]*"9
= 1iff [e,]*"9and[e,]"9 temporally overlap ifw]c":9
= 0 otherwise

4. GO/COME in reported discourse
4.1. “Deictic perspective shift” in reported discourse

In past studies, several authors have pointed out that ittitude report the choice
betweerga/comecan be made with respect to either the primary (externablsrés
perspective or the secondary (reported) agent’s (Hock€0,1Kuno 1988, Oe
1975). The following examples illustrate this point (assuimat the following sen-
tences are all uttered in a situation where the addressex & the goal either at
the utterance time or at the event time):



(17) (Situation: The speaker and the addressee are in Los Angeles; John is in

New York now, and both of them will be there in two weeks t00.)
a. John believes that | will go to New York in two weeks.

b. John believes that | will come to New York in two weeks.

cf. 2?1 will come to New York in two weeks.

(18) (Situation: The speaker and the addressee are in the same place.)
a. John claims that | should go to give him a hand.
b. John claims that | should come to give him a hand.
cf. ?*I should come to give John a hand.

(19) (Situation: The speaker and the addressee are in Los Angeles, and will be

there on Thursday too; John is in New York.)

a. John said that he would come to Los Angeles on Thursday.
b. John said that he would go to Los Angeles on Thursday.

cf. ??John will go to Los Angeles on Thursday.

(20) (Situation: The speaker and the addressee are in the same place. The

speaker is in the same place as he was a week ago.)

a. John believes that his brother came to give me a hand a week a
b. John believes that his brother went to give me a hand a wgek a
cf. ?*John’s brother went to give me a hand a week ago.

In the complement clauses of (17b), (18b), (19b), and (28b);hoice of the deictic
verb does not conform to the restrictions on the RP presatiede. To explain
the acceptability of these sentences, it seems reasormabigbthesize that in an
indirect quote the selection of the members of RP can be nradethe secondary
agent’s perspective, rather than the external speaker’s.

4Under certain conditions, configurations like “[1st pefsoomes to [3rd person]” and “[3rd
person] goes to [1st person]’ seem not to be entirely bloékemon-report environments (e.g.,
adverbial clauses), either:

(i) a.John may be fired from his job if | donfgo/?comé to give him a hand.

b. Ken will be able to finish the assignment by Friday if {®>~?*goes/comesto consult
me.

Based on such observations, one may suspect that the tdp@tspective shift” phenomenon is
not peculiar to attitude report environments. There arer@asons, however, to believe that this
is not the case. First, the acceptability of the marked pagtes generally higher in complement
clauses of attitude predicates than in adjunct clauses(shena (2006b) for a survey). Second,
the deictic perspective shift in attitude reports is notyamdlevant to the acceptability of the use
of GO/COME, but it also has correlations with the level to @thpresuppositions triggered by
GO/COME are projected, and this phenomenon cannot be eggldly simply manipulating the
licensing conditions of GO/COME (see below).



In the following two sections, we will observe that (i) thaate perspective
shift phenomenon has interesting correlations with prpssiion projection, and
(ii) the choice of the deictic perspective also directlyresponds to thde sénon-
de seopposition with respect to motion deixis.

5. Projection of presuppositions triggered by deictic verls
5.1. Primary deictic perspective and attitude predicate$ales

It has been commonly believed that presuppositions inudititeport environments
are filtered by (non-factive) attitude predicates ldadieve(Karttunen 1974, Heim
1992), i.e., ‘tr believes@”’ does not presuppoges(p) (the presupposition of),
but only ‘a believesps(¢)’ (this view, however, will be questioned shortR)The
following example illustrates this point:

(21) John believes that Linda stopped smoking.
presupposeslohn believes that Linda used to smoke.
does not presupposkinda used to smoke.

(22) John believes that Linda would smoke when she was a blgto$ student.
He also believes that she already stopped smoking.

This projection pattern, however, does not hold for presspns induced
by deictic predicates, when the deictic perspective is arezhto the primary (ex-
ternal) speaker. Consider the following example:

(23) (Situation: John is speaking to Linda. Bob has been in New York for a
month, and John believes that (Bob believes that) Bob has ledlew
York for a month.)
John: “Bob believes that Chris came to San Jose two week’ ago.

The RP adopted by John (in the external context of utteraadiggly to be: {John,
Linda}, while the one adopted by Bob (in the context of the reportelief) is
likely to be: {Bob}.® Thus, in the described situation, the utterance above natu-
rally receives the “primary” interpretation, in which cabe presupposition of the
complement clause is roughly equivalent to:

(24) John or Linda is in San Jose at the utterance time or veas tt the event
time (two weeks ago).

5Speech predicates likeayhave a different heritage property, i.e., they can “plugther than
“filter”, presuppositions under their scope (and underaiertonditions, they can also pass up
presuppositions under their scope like mental attitudeipates likebelieve see below) (Oshima
2006b). Due to space limitation, | will not consider themhe present work.

5Throughout the rest of the paper, | will assume that the Rptadidby the speaker of an utter-
ance is:{the speaker, the addres$eand that the RP adopted by the agent of a reported attitude is
{the agent}.



Crucially, this presupposition is a presupposition of theole sentence as well
(i.e., is projected to the matrix level). That is, (23) pigsoses (24), rather than
something like:

(25) Bob believes thalohn or Linda is in San Jose at the utterance time or was
there at the event time.

It is easy to confirm that (23) does not presuppose (25) onrttegprretation in
guestion; Bob’s belief about the location of John or Lindalesarly irrelevant for
the felicity of (23) (Bob does not need to haaeybelief or knowledge concerning
John or Linda, for that matter).

5.2. Secondary deictic perspective and attitude predgcagfilters

Next let us consider a case where the deictic perspectivecsoaed to the sec-
ondary agent.

(26) (Situation: John is speaking to Linda; they have been in New York for a
month.)
John: “Bob believes that Chris came to San Jose two week’s ago.

In the described situation, neither the external speaketheoexternal addressee is
at the goal, and thus the utterance naturally receives ttendary interpretation.
The presupposition of the complement clause is then rougguyvalent to:

(27) Bobisin San Jose at the utterance time or was there aivtrd time (two
weeks ago).

This time, importantly, the presupposition is not projecte the matrix level, in
accordance with observations/predictions by Heim (199@) ldarttunen (1974).
What (26) presupposes is something like (28), but not (2f)s Tan be confirmed
by observing a discourse like (29).

(28) Bob believes that he is in San Jose at the utterance tima®there at the
event time.

(29) Bob (wrongly) believes that he has been in San Jose fardhmand he also
believes that Chris came there two weeks ago.

In sum, presuppositions triggered by GO and COME are pagsduough
an attitude predicate when the deictic perspective is ardto the external speaker,
while they are filtered when the deictic perspective is anethdo the secondary
agent.

6. Thede se/non-de se distinction with respect to motion deixis

The opposition of the primary/secondary deictic perspestihas a direct corre-
spondence to the opposition of the nd@séde semodes of attitude reports. That



is, a report from the primary perspective is a report thatis-the sewith respect
to motion deixis, where (part of) the deictic informatiortive “original” (reported)
attitude (belief, etc.) is lost; a report from the secondaeyspective, on the other
hand, is a report that ide sewith respect to motion deixis, where such information
is maintained.

To illustrate this point clearly, let us first observe an epé&of thede
sédnon-de sealternation with respect to a context coordinate other tharkRP. At-
titude predicates in Japanese allow eitherd@aseor nonde semodes with respect
to the agent coordinate, i.e., a report of an attitude allmusécondary agent can be
made either with a secondary indexigdunor with a regular third person pronoun
kare, etc.

(30) a. Johpwa [zibun-gaboku-otasuke-tajo omotte-i-ru.
John-Topself-Nom I-Acc  help-PastCompbelieve-Asp-Pres

‘John believes that hg*helped me.
(N.B.: he*is an artificial logophoric pronoun; cf. Schlenker (2003))

b. Johp-wa [karg-gaboku-otasuke-tajo omotte-i-ru.
John-Tophe-Nom I-Acc help-PastCompbelieve-Asp-Pres

‘John believes that hehelped me.’

(30a) in thede semode is compatible only with Situation 1 in (31), while (30&)
compatible either with Situation 1 or 2; in other words, tbattast between ‘I’ and
‘he’ in the original belief is lost in (30b).

(31) (David = the external speaker of (30))
Situation 1: John believes: “I helped David”.

Situation 2: After reading his own biography, amnesic John has come to
believe: “This guy called John helped David”.

Now consider the following report where the deictic perspeds anchored
to the primary agent and the presupposition triggered bydtietic predicate is
passed up to the matrix level:

(32) John: “Bob believes that Chris came to San Jose.” (pyimparspective)
ps: John (or the addressee) is in San Jose at the utterancertiveesdhere
at the event time.

Such a sentence does not capture (a certain portion of) tticdeformation in the
original belief. Recall that we decided to treat deicticdicates as indexicals; this
means that a pair of the forma“goes toB3"/* a comes tg3” can, analogous to a
pair like “I helped David”/“He helped David”, be equivalenttheir content, but not
in their character. From (32), we cannot infer what proposél character exactly
John’s “original” belief corresponded to. It could have beé€hris came to San
Jose’, but it could as well have been ‘Chris went to San Jos&laris moved to
San Jose'. In other words, the contrast betwggrcome andmovein the original



belief is lost in the report; in this sense, such a report is-a® sewith respect to
motion deixis.

In contrast, when the deictic perspective in an indirecorejs anchored to
the secondary agent, the deictic information in the origiedief is maintained. The
following attitude report, for example, reflects that Bobé&dief was ‘Chris came to
San Jose’, rather than ‘Chris went to San Jose’, etc.:

(33) John: “Bob believes that Chris came to San Jose.” (skggrperspective)
ps: Bob believes that he is in San Jose at the time of “believarglas there
at the event time.

Such a report can be understoodiassewith respect to motion deixis; also, an oc-
currence of GO or COME in (the complement clause of) an aiteport from the
secondary perspective can be treated as an instance ofisegamdexical on a par
with Japaneseibun(in its logophoric use), a logophoric pronoun, etc. (Sckézn
2003).

7. Questioning the common view: Is an attitude predicate a fier or a hole?

The observations in section 5 lead us to question the comnaackpted view that
attitude predicates are invariably filters, and suspettliey can pass up presuppo-
sitions within their scope under certain conditions. Afélr data like (22) merely
prove that ‘tr v's ¢” (wherev is an attitude predicate) does macessarilypresup-
poseps(¢p). There have been, on the other hand, occasional remars literature
that “a believesp’ indeed may presupposes(p) (Zeevat 1992, Beaver and Zeevat
2004; cf. Heim 1992: 211-2). Consider the following example

(34) John believes thaven[Mary]. escaped.

On one reading, (34) presupposes that John believes that\wéerthe least likely
person to escape; on this reading, the attitude predicatessas a filter. On another
reading, the ps triggezventakes the matrix scope, so that the presupposition of the
whole sentence is something like ‘Mary is the least likelyspa to be believed by
John to have escaped’; this reading is irrelevant to ourgmtediscussion. Now, it
appears that (34) has yet another reading, on which it ppesgs that Mary was
actuallythe least likely person to escape, while John may or may ri@Jeethat
Mary was unlikely to escape.

(35) a.psonthe “narrow scope” reading John believes thaflary was the least
likely person to escape. (In actuality, Mary may or may nofehaeen the
least likely person to escape.)

b. ps on the “wide scope” reading Mary is the least likely person to be
believed by John to have escaped.

c. ps on the “dere-like” reading : Mary wasactuallythe least likely person
to escape. (John may or may not believe that Mary was the likabt
person to escape.)



The judgment is quite subtle, but | believe that the thirddne@ is real. This ob-
servation suggests that the correct generalization aheutdritage property (in the
sense of Heim (1983)) of attitude predicates is the follgwin

(36) “a Vs @’, wherevis an attitude predicate likeelieve hope .. ., presupposes
either'ps(g)’ or ‘a believexps(¢)'.

In other words, attitude predicates in general are ambig@tween their “hole”
and “filter” interpretations.

Under this new assumption, it is not necessary to give ppasipons as-
sociated with deictic verbs a special treatment. In a repbere the deictic per-
spective is anchored to the primary agent, the attitudeigagglbehaves as a hole;
when it is anchored to the secondary agent, on the other tamdititude predicate
behaves as a filter.

As the reader may have noticed, the formulation in (36) mékeollowing
prediction:

(37) Multiple ps’s triggered in the complement clause of #itwale report are
either uniformly filtered by the attitude predicate, or wnihly passed up.

To give a concrete example, it is predicted that (38) pressep that either (i)
(39a-i) and (39b-i) hold, or (ii) (39a-ii) and (39b-ii) hold

(38) John believes that Linda will manage to come to his room.

(39) a.i. Itisdifficult to get to John’s room.
ii. John believes that it is difficult to get to his room.
b.i. The speaker or the addressee is or will be in John’s room.
ii. John believes that he is or will be in his room.

The following discourse sounds felicitous, as it shoul®a(8) and (39b-ii) being
satisfied.

(40) (Situation: John is staying at a hotel room, and neither the speakeiheor t
addressee is in the same room.)
Being paranoiac, John believes that the hotel he is stayimgyasecurely
guarded fortress. John believes, however, that Linda vahage to come to
his room.

Now consider (41), whereomeis replaced witlgo. Analogous to the case of (38),
this sentence presupposes that either (i) (42a-i) and id&tdd or (ii) (42a-ii) and
(42b-ii) hold:

(41) John believes that Linda will manage to go to his room.



(42) a.i. Itis difficult to get to John’s room.
ii. John believes that it is difficult to get to his room.
b.i. Neither the speaker nor the addressee is in John’s room.
ii. John believes that he is not in his room.

The following discourse sounds awkward/infelicitous;iagais is as it should, as
in the described situation only (42a-ii) and (42b-i) (but (dRa-i) or (42b-ii)) are
satisfied.

(43) (Situation: John is staying at a hotel room, and neither the speaketeor t
addressee is in the same room.)
Being paranoiac, John believes that the hotel he is stayirgasecurely
guarded fortress. ??John believes, however, that Lindanaihage to go to
his room. (cf.,/John believes, however, that Linda will go to his room.)

These observations suggest that the prediction in (37Hisdd correct.

8. The multi-dimensional approach to presuppositions

| adopt themulti-dimensionabpproach to presuppositions, where the dimensions
of assertion and presupposition are separated, and a seritepvaluated either
as true/felicitous, false/felicitous, true/infelicitouor false/infelicitous (Herzberger
1973, Bergmann 1981; cf. Karttunen and Peters 1979). Mareifsgally, | postu-
late:

(44) Dy (the interpretation domain for formulasy{1,2})
(or in other wordsDy = {{1, 2},{1},{2}, @})

(45) Truth Definition : An expressiomw,[¢] that serves as a translation of a
natural language matrix sentence is, with respect to c, evgan
a. true/felicitous (“True” for short) iffg]WdwW/ W] = {1, 2}
b. false/felicitous (“False” for short) iffg]¢WdW/ W] = {21
c. truefinfelicitous (“True-ish” for short) iff g &WdW/W.] = {1}
d. false/infelicitous (“False-ish” for short) iffp]¢W9W/W:] = &

That s, value 1 and 2 concern the truth (satisfaction of #sedion) and the felicity
(satisfaction of the presupposition) of a formula, respebt. It is assumed that

"This reasoning, of course, is valid only under the possibhypéistic assumption that a given
occurrence of an operator (e.g., an attitude predicate naemdive) behaves either as a hole or
filter (or plug) for all classes of ps’s (including those geged by deictic verbs, focus-sensitive
particles liketoo, and factive predicates likegref) under its scope. This is an implicit assumption
in most previous work on presupposition, and | maintain thim present work too. It must be noted,
however, that whether this uniformity assumption is vadid matter of open debate (see Beaver and
Zeevat (2004) for relevant discussion).



predicate constants (such lasigh, student, and move-tg and set operators (as
they are used in the meaning language) have, when applidieioarguments,
either{1, 2} or {2} as their value.

. The standard operators/connectives in boolean systemsdetned as fol-
lows:

(46) a.negation
1€ [-g[°9iff 1 & ]
2 € [~@]eWeiff 2 € [>9I
b. conjunction
Le [oAy]e"9iff 1 € [@]*"“9and 1e @],
2 ¢ [ @]oWIiff 2 ¢ [@]©"9and 2¢ [Y]oW9
c. disjunction
1e [ovy]o™aiff1 e [@]*"9or 1€ [Y]o"s,
2 € [ov @]e™aiff 2 € [g]*"™9and 2€ []e"d
d. conditional
1€ [o— W]o™a iff (i) 1 & [@]c™9or (i) 1 € [¢]>"9dand 1€ [Y]cWs,
2€ [o— @]o"9iff 2 € [p]*"9and 2¢ [Y]*"9

e.universal quantifier
1€ [WagSW9iff 1 € mdeDa([[(P]]c,w,Q[d/v});
2 € [Wag]"9iff 2 € ﬂdeDa([[(p]]C,W,Q{d/v])
f. existential quantifier
1 € [Bva@]SWIiff 1 € UdeDa([[(P]]c,w,Q[d/v});
2 € [Bvag]c™9iff 2 € UdeDa([[(P]]C'W'qd/V])

g.lambda operator
[Ava@]®"9 = that function f such that for eachaDy, f(d) = [¢] &9V

Furthermore, a new connective nanmdditional(a variant of Blau’s (1985) “pre-
junction”/Blamey’s (1986) “transplication”) is introded:

(47) preditional

1€ [{@;@)]e"9iff 1 € [o]°"S;
2 € [(@; )W Iiff (i) 2 € [@]S™Iand 2¢ [Y]SWIand (i) 1€ [W]c"9

A sentence associated with a presupposition can be giveopeiplogical
form with this new connective. For example, “[Johlgughed, too” ps. Somebody
other than John laughed) can be translated as (48) (theiteigs®red)?

(48) Aw,[3e [(laugh(w,, e, john); 3x,[Je,[x, # john A laugh(w,, &, X,)]])]]

8The operators/connectives in (46a-g) are not proposedaslations or direct counterparts of
not, and, all, etc. in natural language; see Oshima (2006b) for releviantidsion.

%Here, | adopt the existential analysistob along the lines of Kartunnen and Peters (1979); see
van der Sandt and Geurts (2001) for an opposing view.



As can be easily confirmed, (48) is evaluated as True-ish wbén laughed and
nobody other than John laughed, and as False-ish when noinatlyding John,
laughed.

To represent the heritage property of attitude predicabestwo operators
defined below, which correspond to tfieand y operators in Bergmann’s (1981)
system, will come in handy:

(49) a.assertion extractor (presupposition remover)
[Conv,(@)]*™9={1, 2} iff 1 € [@] "9,
[Conv, (@)]*"9 = {2} otherwise
b. presupposition extractor (assertion remover)
[Conv,(p)]¢"9= {1, 2} iff 2 € [@]°™5;
[Conv,(@)]*":9= {2} otherwise

Using Conv, and Conv,, we can “split” a single proposition (whose range is:
{{1, 2},{1},{2}, @}) into two propositions (whose range i§{1, 2}, {2} }) which
correspond to its asserted part and its presupposed préatevely:

(50) a. The assertion of ‘S’, which denotes propositmrcan be expressed as:
Aw, [Conv, (p(w,))]
b. The presupposition of ‘'S’, which denotes propositmican be expressed
as:Aw, [Conv,(p(w,))]

The lexical entries o§o/come(as primary indexicals) can be given as fol-
lows:

(51) a.go— Apl[Ax[Ae[Aw,[(move-tow,, e, X, pl,);
—3y[y € RP(cx) A Je;[at(w,, &, Y, pl,) A
T-loc(wy, &) 2 Time(cx)])]II
b. come— Apl,[Ax[Ae [Aw, [(move-taw,, e, X, pl,);
Iy € RP(cx) A [Jey[at(wy, &5, Y, pli) A [T-loc(w,, &,) O Time(cx)
VTC(w,, &, &)]] vV Je;[home-baséw,, e,;, X, pl,) A
TC(w,, e, &)1
For ease of presentation, in the following | will use the difigdl representations

given below, where temporal specifications as to RP mempegsence at the goal
and the reference to RP members’ home bases are left out.

(52) a.go— Apl[Ax[Ae[Aw,[(move-taw,, e, X, pl,);
—3yly € RP(cx) A Je,[at(wy, &, y, pl)ID]II]
b. come— A pl,[Ax[Ae [Aw,[(move-taw,, &, X, pl,);
Wy € RP(cx) A Jg;[at(w,, e, y, pl )N

9. An alternative theory of ps projection through attitude predicates

We are now ready to develop a semantic analysis of attituolerte that involve
deictic verbs. | adopt the view that an attitude (e.g. belgeh relation between an



individual and a propositional character (Schlenker 2@hima 2006b). In de
seattitude report, the original attitude is “faithfully” repted, while in a norde se
report, the deictic (indexical) information in the origirdtitude is not maintained.
To give a concrete example, the logical forms of deeseand nonede sereports (in
Japanese) in (53a,b) can be roughly given as follows (thesgocontribution of
the matrix/embedded tenses is left out of consideration).

(53) a.Johpwa zibun-gayuumei-da  to omotte-i-ru.
John-Topself-Nompopular-be.Pre€ompbelieve-Asp-Pres

‘John believes that hg*s popular.’

b. Johrn-wa karg-gayuumei-da to omotte-i-ru.
John-Tophe-Nompopular-be.Pre€ompbelieve-Asp-Pres

‘John believes that has popular.’

(54) (53a)— Aw,[de,[believdw,, e,, john,
Ac,[Aw,[de;[popular(w., e, Ag(c.))IID]]

(55) (53b)— Aw,[Te[IX (¢ (st)) [T [Pelievew,, e, john, x,) A
X:((john, T-loc(w,, €,), S-lodw,, €,),1,)) =
AW,[3e;[popular(w., &, X)IID]]

(N.B.) r,,r5,14,...are variables over RP’s (sets of individuals).

In ade sereport, the denotation of the complement clause is a prtpoal char-
acter, which directly corresponds to the object of the oagattitude (for (53a), ‘I
am popular’). In a norde sereport, the denotation of the complement clause is a
propositional content, which is “less fine-grained” thae thbject of the original
attitude; from (53b), for example, we can infer only that theginal belief cor-
responds to some propositional charagtersuch that when uttered by Johx,
amounts to the propositional content ‘John is popular’ (asedcannot determine
whether the original belief is ‘| am popular’ or ‘John/he sgular’)1°

One complication in this connection, however, is that inurgtlanguage
we find attitude reports that ade seonly with respect to a subset of the context
coordinates (i.e., agent, addressee, time, place, RP, &cgive an example, the
following report in Zazaki, which is adapted from Anand aneviths (2004), isle
sewith respect to place (and possibly time), but not with respe agent.

(56) WaxtokE maD.-debime,H. ml-rava kE o ita ame dina.
when thatwe D.-at were H.obvme-atsaidthathe herecameworld

‘When we were in Diyarbekir, Hesen told me he was bornin D.

In the following, for ease of presentation, | exclude indels other than deictic
verbs out of consideration, and assume (i) that attitudertere either canonically
de se(i.e. de sewith respect to all context coordinates) or canonically dense

10The RP variable, (and its binder) in (53b) is used merely as a “place holdent] does not
contribute to the meaning of the whole sentence in any sotigtavay.



(i.e. nonde sewith respect to all context coordinates), and (ii) that)(athn-de se
attitude predicates behave as “holes” (for presupposjiand (all)de seattitude
predicates behave as “filter&®.

9.1. Attitude predicates as holes

In a report where the deictic perspective is anchored to timegoy agent (the ex-
ternal speaker), the presupposed/indexical part of thygnadiattitude is underspec-
ified; for instance, when “Bob believes that Chris came to Bsse” is interpreted
in the way that it (roughly) presupposes ‘The speaker or ttressee (actually)
is or was in San Jose’, John’s original belief could have batrer ‘Chris went to
San Jose’, ‘Chris came to San Jose’, or ‘Chris moved to Sagi.Jbhe assertion
and presupposition of an attitude report with an attitucmate that serves as a
“hole” can be schematized as follows:

(57) “avs ", wherevis a hole andp denotes the propositional contgnt

a.assertsthata is related by the attitude relation denotediwith a propo-
sitional charactely, such thaty(c) wherec is the context ofa’s v-ing
amounts to the propositional contgmyt, such that the asserted partmf
is equivalent to the asserted partmf

b. presupposeghe presupposed part pf.

The logical representation of an attitude verb like (58)evepp stands for
“primary perspective”, brings out these effects:

(58) Dbelievgp—
APysy[AAe [Aw, [(3x, [T [Yw,[Conv, (p, (W,))=
COﬂVl(X1(<X, T-loc(w,, &), S-lodw,, &), r1>)(W2))] A
believe(w,, e,, X, X1)]I; Conv.(p, (w:)))]]]

The derivation of an attitude report where a deictic pradica anchored to the
primary perspective is illustrated below. (61) guarantdes (59) (i) (roughly)
presupposes that John (or the addressee) is or was in Saraddqé) asserts that
the character corresponding to Bob’s original belief ishstltat it is equivalent
to ‘Chris came to San Jos&hen presupposition and indexical information are
ignored (In the derivation process, | assume that the lambda-beuedt variable
introduced by a predicate is (replaced by another varilalig$) existentially bound
at the VP or S node.)

(59) John: “Bob believes that Chris came to San Jose.” (pyirparspective)
ps: John (or the addressee) is or was in San Jose.

(60) that Chris came to San Jose
Aw,[3e,[(move-taw;, e, chris, s.j.); Y[y € RP(cx) A
Je;[at(ws, €3, Y, s. )N

11See Oshima (2006b) for discussion of semantic treatmerifsaofially de sé attitude reports
like (56).




(61) Bob believeg, that Chris came to San Jose
Aw,[3e [(3x.[3r.[Vw.[Conv, (Je,[ (move-taw,, e,, chris, S.}.);
Wy € RP(cx) A Jgsat(we, &, Y, s.j)])])=
Conv, (X, ({x, T-loc(w,, €,), S-loqw,, €,), r,))(W,))] A
believgw,, e,, bob, x,)]]; Conv,(3e,[(move-tdw,, &,, chris, s..);
Wy € RP(cx) A Fgs[at(w,, &, Y, S.j)IHD)]]

9.2. Attitude predicates as filters

As mentioned earlier, attitude predicates can be “filtecs, twhich pass up the
presupposition of their complement clause in a modified f@iarttunen 1974,
Heim 1992):

(62) “av's ", wherevis a filter andp denotes the propositional characger
a.assertsthata is related by the attitude relation denotedvyith x;

b. presupposeghata is related by the “believing” relation with the presup-
posed part of.

The logical translation of an attitude predicate as a filem be given as
follows (spstands for “secondary perspective”):

(63) Dbelievep— A X [AX[Ae [Aw,[(believgw,, e, X, X.);
Je[believew,, &;, X, Ac,[Aw.[Conv, (X, (c,)(W.))ID]H]II

Let us consider the logical representation of an attitugntewhere the deictic
perspective is anchored to the secondary perspective:

(64) John: “Bob believes that Chris came to San Jose.” (skogrperspective)
ps: Bob believes that he is or was in San Jose.

Deictic verbs that are interpreted with respect to a seagncantext can be un-
derstood as instances of secondary indexicals. For theoda&ehnical simplicity,

| will take the view that deictic verbs (in languages like lsig and Japanese) are
ambiguous between primary indexicals and secondary indksat the lexical level.
The logical translations @jo andcomeas secondary indexicals, which | mark with
*, can be given as follows:

(65) a.go*— Apli[Ax[Ae [Aw,[{move-tdw,, e, X, pl,);
—3yly € RP(c,) A Je;[at(w,, e, y, pl)IDII
b. come*— A pl,[AX[Ae, [Aw, [(move-tdw,, e, X, pl,);
Wy € RP(c,) A Jex[at(wy, &, y, pl)])]]I]

The derivation of the logical form of (64) is illustrated bel (I assume
that the lambda operator that binds the context variabledotced bycome*is
introduced at the CP node.)



(66) that Chris came* to San Jose
AC.[Aws[3e;[(move-taw,, 5, chris, s.j.); yly € RP(C,) A
Je,[at(ws, ey, Y, s.J)ID]I]

(67) Bob believes,that Chris came* to San Jose
Aw, [Je [(believew,, e,, bob, Ac,[Aw,[Je;[(move-taws, e;, chris, s.j.);
W[y € RP(c;) A Jey[at(ws, e, Y, s.j)IDI);
Je,[believgw,, &,, bob, Ac,[Aw,[Conv,(Je;[ (move-taws,, e, chris, S.j.);
Wy € RP(c,) A Jey[at(w,, e, y, s.)IDHDIDI]]

Note that (67) does not presuppose that Bob is or was in Sanidastuality, but
only in his belief!?

10. Summary

In this paper, | proposed that deictic verbs ltg@comeare instances of indexical
expressions, and argued that the “deictic perspective phi€énomenon in reported
discourse can be given a straightforward account undeatfailysis. An attitude re-
port from the primary deictic perspective is nda-sewith respect to motion deixis,
and a deictic verb occurring in (the complement clause afhsureport is a pri-
mary indexical. An attitude report from the secondary deiperspective, on the
other hand, igle sewith respect to motion deixis, and a deictic verb occurrimg i
(the complement clause of) such a report can be understo@adesondary index-
ical in the sense of Schlenker (2003). | further demongirétiat observations of
attitude reports that involve deictic predicates lend supto the view that attitude
predicates can be “holes” for presuppositions.
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