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1 The problem

e Nez Perce looks like a language with a straightforward dmmy between direct and indi-
rect reports of thought and speech.

— Direct report: quotation
— Indirect report: normal clausal embedding
(1) a. pro hi-neki-se-0 [pro-wees sayaq'’iccepeeletpit-pé¢

pro 3suBXthink-IMPERFPRES][ pro 1suBtbePRESpretty pictureLoc ]
She thinks, "l am pretty in the picture.”

b. pro hi-neki-se-0 [ pro -wes sayaq’iccepeeletpit-pg
pro 3suBXthink-IMPERFPRES|[ pro 3suBtbePRESpretty pictureLocC ]
She thinks she is pretty in the picture.

e Nez Perce morphosyntax does not easily disambiguate betyestation and embedding.
Ambiguities do arise. ..

— No special € / verbal marking — No known prosodic disambiguator
— Alternative interpretation of (1a): She thinks that | lodkenin the picture.

e Now, a closer look somewhat obscures the difference bettreetwo sentence types, in a
way that compromises the analysis in terms of quotationdaiain sentences like (1a).

Two predictions of a quotation analysis in particular areupheld.

1. Quotations are opaque to extraction
(2) *Who did Katie say "l see t"?
2. Descriptions in quoted speech may not be interpreéee:

3) Katie said, "l see that idiot."



e These are types of facts that have indeed been reportechfemase more or less quote-like
constructions containing indexicals in a variety of untetdanguages. . .

— Amharic (Schlenker 1999) — Slave (Rice 1986)
— Matses (Munro et al. 2012) — Uyghur (Sudo 2010)
— Navajo (Speas 2000) — Zazaki (Anand and Nevins 2004)

— Sign languages (in general?): Catalan SL (Quer 2005)ait&iL (Zucchi 2004), ASL

1.1 The project

e What is the best theory of Nez Perce embedded indexicals?
1. Partial quotation

Three contenders to be considered: 2. Binding
3. Operations on contexts

e \What can Nez Perce embedded indexicals teach us about Baigammar?

— Shift Together Effects: constraints on shiftiness of indabs of typea in the context
of other indexicals of typer
Claim: this is a universal

— Connections tae se not all shifty indexicals are readk se

1.2 Extraction

e For (4) it is clear that the objective case of the object caulty have been obtained in the
lower clause. In these examples the person marking of therlgerb is quotation-like.

(4) Isii-ne  Angelhi-i-caa-ga
who-0BJ Angel 3suBJsayiMPERFREC.PAST

[ cew’cew’inis-kipro 'e-muu-ce-0 t]
[ phone-with pro 1suBy3oBJcall-IMPERFPRESt ]

Who did Angel say she was calling?
~ Who did Angej say | am calling t?

e Here itis locative expressions in the lower clause that acgagion-like.

(5) Context: Elicited in Lapwai, ID. Lewiston is the closesajor city.

Miniku cew’cew’in’espro hi-i-ca-ga Simiinikem-pe
which phone pro 3suBJsay-imperf-rec.padtewiston-loc
[ t hi-muu-no’ga ki-nix met’'uweet’'ut hi-muu-no’ga ko-nix ]17?

[t 3suBicall-moDAL here-frombut not t 3suBJcall-MODAL there-from] ?

Which phone did they say in Lewiston can call from Lewistohioot from Lapwai?
Which phone did they say in Lewistpincan call from hergbut not from therg?
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e The same kind of patterns are easily obtained in relativesels:
(6) Kkii hii-wes "iniit
this 3suBxbePREShouse

yox ke Jackhi-hi-ce-0 / hi-neki-se-0,
DEM REL Jack3suBJsayiMPERFPRES/ 3SUB}think-IMPERF-PRES

[ ’iin 0-haanii-0-ya t]
[  1suBrmakeP-REM.PASTL ]

This is the house that Jack says / thinks he built
~ This is the house that Jackays / thinks;lbuilt t

1.3 Interpretation de re

e Both of the following remarks are fully acceptable, despigere construal of the object
description in an embedded clause where the subject iraldabaves as if in a quote:

(7) Context: Beth told me she met Harold. She doesn't knowsleeteacher. When we
are in class, | say to someone else:

Beth-nim hi-hi-n-e pro

Beth-ERG 3suBJ10BJ}sayP-REM.PAST pro

[ pro’e-wewkun-0-ye sepehiteemenew’eetuu-he
[ pro 1suBJy30BJ>meetP-REM.PAST teacheroBJ ]

Beth told me she met the teacher.
~ Beth told mg |; met the teacher.

(8) Context: Katie sees a little boy come in and look arourige 8oesn’t know who it
iS. She tells me about it, and | ask Leslie,
Mine hiiwesAngel?
whereis Angel
Where is Angel?
Katie-nim hi-i-caa-qa pro
Katie-ERG 3sUBJ10BJ}say4{MPERFREC.PAST pro

[ pro’a-x-nay’-sa-qa Angel-ne haacwal]
[ pro 1suB¥30BJ}seePR-IMPERFREC.PAST Angel-0BJson ]

Katie told me she saw Angel’s son.
~ Katig told me lj saw Angel’s son.



2 Identifying indexicals

e Indexical phrases differ from definite descriptions likeetspeaker’, ‘the place of utterance’
in that they cannot be bound by modal or temporal quantifleapkan 1989).

(9) | # the speaker
a. Whenever Obama is speaking, the speaker is president.
b. Whenever Obama is speaking, | am president.

e A language whose person features and locative expressouid be analyzed as definite
descriptions could potentially show exactly the behavieive seen abové.

Let's ensure that Nez Perce is not such a language.

¢ Indexical person features

(10) 1st persor- the speaker

a. # ke mawaTatlo hi-ciig-ce-0, iin 0-wees haama
wheneveiTatlo 3suBrspeaktMPERFPRESI  1suBXbePRESmMan
Consultant (female): “Whenever Tatlo is speaking, | am a.ma&ti

b. ke mawaTatlo hi-ciig-tetu-0,
wheneveiTatlo 3suB}speakHAB.SG-PRES
cix-new’'eethii-wes haama
speakAGT 3suBXbePREsSman
Whenever Tatlo speaks, the speaker is a man.

(11) 2nd perso# the listener

# ke kaaAngel-nim pee-cig-ce-0 Payton-a,
when AngelERG 3/3-speakMPERFPRESPaytonoB,
iim 0-wees haacwal

you 2subj-berPRESboy

When Angel talks to Payton, you are a boy.
Consultant: “You are a boy?”

e Locatives: indexicahere non-indexicathere— just like English

12) Context: a Charlie Brown cartoon. One particulardittoy always has a rain
cloud hovering over his head wherever he goes.
a. ke mine haacwalhii-wes, hi-weqi-yo’'ga (kona)

whereverboy 3suB}bePRES3SUBJrain-MODAL there

Wherever the boy is, it rains (there)

Consultant: “You're already saying wherever the boy isqiihs, but you could
saykonalthere] too.”

1 This is similar to a view that Ninan (2010) entertains for Aamib, according to which this language’s first-person
pronouns are ambiguous between indexical and non-inderiadings.
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b. # ke mine haacwahii-wes, hi-weqi-yo’'qa kine
whereveboy 3suB}bePRES3suBJrain-MODAL here
Wherever the boy is, it rains here
Consultant: “Doesn’t sound right.”

(13) a. ke mine Obamahi-c’ig-tetu-0,
wherevetObama3suBJ}speakHAB.SG-PRES
iIxnii-we  kond hi-wsiix titoogan
many-hunthere 3suB}be PRESpI person
Wherever Obama speaks, many people are there.

b. # ke mine Obamahi-c’ig-tetu-0,
wherevetObama3suBJ}speakHAB.SG-PRES
iIxnii-we kine hi-wsiix titoogan
many-humthere3suBJbePRESpI person
Wherever Obama speaks, many people are here.
Consultant: “I don't think you sakine[here]... you're sayinge mine ‘wher-
ever’, so | think you have to s&gona[there].”

e A difference from English: (primarily) non-indexical terowal adverbials

Adverbial expressions which are translated as Englishxicdés (‘today’, ‘yesterday’) don’t
behave as indexicals on Kaplan’s test:

(14) Kii taaqc'today’ # today

a. weet’upro hipt ha-ani-siix-0 kii taaqc
not profood3suBrmake-imperf.pl-presame.day
They’re not making food today

b. kem kagpro 'ew-"nii-sa-0 lagaas-na cicyuqiisin’ katkat,
when-2 pro 2subj/3obj-givetMPERFPRESMOUSEOBJ cookie
When you give a mouse a cookie,
kaa pro hi-wewlug-o'qa gahasnim weyigkii taqc
thenpro 3suB>wantMODAL milk same.day
he wants some milk that same day (#today).
Comment: “It would mean the same day, it doesn’t mean rigén tind there.”

(15) watiisx‘yesterday, tomorrow# yesterday, tomorrow
a. watiisx  pro cig’aamqgal-niinitamyaanwas-X-pe-ki-yu’

1.day.awaypro dog-with town-to 1suB+S.pl-go-fut
Tomorrow I'm going into town with my dog.
b. kex mawa pro 0-sapak’ayx-tato-0 'aatamooc,

whenever-Ipro 1suByrwashHAB.SG-PREScar

kaa watiisx  hi-weqi-yo’'qa
thenl.day.awayBsuBJrain-MODAL
Whenever | wash my car, the next day (#tomorrow) it rains.
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e Conclusions: Nez Perce unembedded indexicals behaveridlésB unembedded indexicals.
The problems we face on the quotation analysis should bézeddo embedded contexts.

Indexicals to be dealt with include:

— 1st and 2nd person features
— locativekine‘here’

3 Against partial quotation

e Quotation need not take an entire sentence in its scope. debeclauses may be only
partially quoted, a mix of quoted and non-quoted material:
(16) He said he “ate” the kefir.
(17) The author wrote that “some idiot” won the “single mostaal election”.

e Among the many challenging properties of mixed quotatiathésability of person features
to somehow “seep” out of it, at least in certain cases:

(18) Katie thinks "I" am eating the pizza.

In English, mixed quotation is certainly a route to funny eddted indexicals. This points
us to a way to potentially save the quotation analysis ofeserts like (19%:

(19) Isii-ne Angelhi-i-caa-ga
who-0BJ Angel 3suBJsayiMPERFREC.PAST

[ cew’cew’inis-kipro 'e-muu-ce-0 t]
[ phone-with  pro 1suBy3oBJcall-IMPERFPRESL |

Who did Angej say "I'; was calling t?
e A prediction: Whether we embed a particular indexical ifi is independent of the choices
we make for anything else in the clause.
So the following are all well-formed (if awkward) and may beanly equivalent:

(20) Katig says shgethinks sheis also here.
(21) Katig says shgethinks “I” am also here.
(22) Katig says “I” think sheis also here.
(23) Katig says “I” think “I” am also here.

> This is not the pattern we find in Nez Perce.

Quote-like behavior for one person indexical in an embeabdirase rules out non-quote-like
behavior for another person indexical contained withindaeme clause.

2 This possibility is discussed in connection with Amharic®ghlenker (1999, 35).
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e *3person ..."I"j ... I

(24) Katiehi-hi-ce-0 [ pro  0-neki-se-0
Katie 3suBJsay4{MPERF-PRES [pro  [1suBds|think-IMPERF-PRES

[’iin-K'u 0-wees kine] ]

[[I}too [1susil-bepreshere] ]

a. Katig says shethinks sheis also here.
~ Katig says “I"j think “I’j am also here.

b. *Katie says shethinks I; am also here
~ Katig says “I'; think Ij am also here.

The missing reading of (24) is conveyed in a way parallel ®oEhglish:

(25) a. Katiehi-hi-ce-0 [pro [hi|neki-se-0
Katie 3suBJ}sayi{MPERFPRES [ pro 3suBJ}l-think-IMPERF-PRES
[ 'in-k’'u 0-wees kine] ]

[ I-too 1suBXbePREShere] ]
Katig says shethinks I am also here
b. 3person...3persop... Ik

e *3person ...you ..."l";

(26) Lori hi-neki-se-0
Lori 3suBJthink-IMPERFPRES

[ 'ee DO-wees getu kuhet’in-im-x ]
[ you2suBrbePREsSmoretall 1SG-GEN-from ]

Lorij thinks that yoy are taller than mg * “me”;

(27) Context: a student complains to the teacher that ansthdent has hit him. The
teacher approaches the accused and asks, “Is it true thattybis person?

‘'etke  ki-nm hi-hi-n-e pro
becausehis.oneERG 3sUBJ10BJ}say-P-REM.PAST pro

[ 'ee 'e-pt'é-0-ye / *0-'ipt'e-0-ye pro]
[ you 2suBY30BXhit-P-REM.PAST/ 2sUBJY10BXhit-P-REM.PAST pro |

a. Because this one told me that you did hit him.
b. *Because this on¢old me that yoy did hit “me”;.



e Generalization

(28) Shift together: person
In a given embedded clause, either all or no person indexitiave as if quoted.

— A pattern first identified for Slave embedded indexicals byeRiL986)

— Discussed at length in connection with Zazaki indexical&bgnd and Nevins (2004),
from whom | have borrowed the name

e The same goes for the locative indexical.

(29) Shift together: locative
In a given embedded clause, either all or no locative in@gdgioehave as if quoted.

e *(distant place)..."herej ... herg

(30) Miniku cew’'cew’in’espro hi-i-ca-qa Simiinikem-pe
which phone pro 3suBJ}sayi{MPERFREC.PAST Lewiston+0C
[ t hi-muu-no’ga kond&/ *kin-ix

[ t 3suBcall-MODAL there/ *here-from

met’'uweet’'ut hi-muu-no’'qa kin-ix 17

but not t3suBicall-MODAL here-from] ?

a. Which phone did they tell you in Lewistooan call from therg(Lewiston)
but not from herg (Lapwai)?

b. *Which phone did they tell you in Lewistpm can call from “here] but not
from herg?

Consultant: “You can't use both of them [il@nix ‘here’ .. .kinix ‘here’]. You'd have
to be one place or the other.”

e The trouble here for mixed quotation is that it is too finehgea a tool.

Patterns of “shift together” call for a treatment of embediohelexicals above the level of the
indexicals themselves.

4 Funny indexicals— bound indexicals

e The binding theory offers a set of independently justifieolsdor regulating the form of
referring expressions in the context of other, similarméfig expressions. Can it be used to
accomodate the Nez Perce facts?

e Stechow (2003) on embedded indexicals in Amharic: featatetidbn under binding

(a phenomenon found in English and German: Heim (2008) z€rg2009))



e Prediction: Constraints on the co-occurrence of bound abdund indexicals will be deriv-
able from general principles of binding theory.

(31) a. *3persop...lj...I
b. *3persoRp...you ...lj
c. *(distantplacs)...herg...herg

e Temporal indexicals provide a test case for the analysisrmg of binding.

These are bindable, but not indexical (as we saw above) esopitovide a way of probing
how general a solution the binding approach allows us.

e Testresult:

It's fully possible for one temporal Adv in an embedded clats be bound by a matrix
adverbial/tense while an additional temporal Adv in the s@mbedded clause remains free:

(32) a. »/Mondayl ...one day latekant, ... same dayk-
b. Angelhi-i-ca-ga halkpaawinaaq'it-pa
Angel 3suBJsayiMPERFREC.PAST Monday+0C
[ pi-pit'in hi-pe-weecée-yu’ watiisx  ’itq'o taaqc |
[ PL-girl 3suBJS.PL-danceFuT l.day.awayr same.day

Angel said on Monday that the girls would dance either one day Igter (Tues-
day) or today (Friday).

(33) a. v/ One week ago ...same day, ...one day latgkant
b. Naagqd’ayx-pa,
one weekioOC,
weet’aayathi-i-cee-ne [ pro O-kiy-u’ kii taaqc
Y.N lady 3suBJ}sayiMPERFREM.PAST [ pro 1SUB}go+UT same.day
'itg'o watiisx ]
or l.day.away ?
One week agg, did the lady say she would go that same dayor tomorrow:1?

e Sharp difference between indexicals (person, locatived n@n-indexical temporal adverbs.

e The trouble for the binding theoretic approach is similatie trouble for mixed quota-
tion. The attraction of these devices is their potentiditgtio reconcile funny indexicals to
familiar phenomena without additional stipulation.

But Nez Perce funny indexicals do not support this easy m@kation.



5 Indexical shifting

e Standard theory of indexicals (descended from Kaplan):

(34) Interpretation wrt a context (and an assignme,9
(35) Contexts modelled as tuples of parameters, e.g. <8péakiressee,Location, Time,World>

(36) Indexical reference is determined by appropriateexdnsl parameters, e J]¢9 =
Speake(C)

(37) Context is fixed for every utterance; ordinary quantfido not manipulate it (in
contrast to the assignmen),

o Modifications:

(38) Some linguistic expressions directly manipulate ertst®

(39) Shifty attitude reports involveverwriting of contextual parameter§Anand and
Nevins 2004)

¢ Shift together effects captured:
All embedded 1st person indexicals depend on the same attew®$peaker parameter.

e The most straightforward road to overwriting would be forgraeters of context to be over-
written directly by arguments of the embedding verb.

...understanding ‘arguments’ in the extended sense fanfibm event semantics

e Case studyhi ‘say/tell’

(40) Semantics of an ordinary, non-‘shifty’ speech report
[ DPstell DP, CP]%9(w) =1
iff there is a saying evergin w with agent]DPs]©9 and addressefpP,] 9
such that for all worldsv compatible with what is said ig,
[CPI“9(w) =1

¢ In a shifty report, the difference is that the complemennisfipreted not with respect to the
original contexC but with respect to a modification &f that takes into account the subject
and object of the speech verb, and the location associatbdive speech event:

(41) Semantics of a ‘shifty’ speech report
[ DPstell DP, oP CP]“9(w) = 1
iff there is a saying evergin w with agent[DPs]©9 and addressefpP,]“9

such that for all worldsv compatible with what is said ig,
[[CP]]C[[[DPS]]C,g—>Speake]r,[[[DPo]]C,gaAddresse]e[locatior(e)(w)—>Loc]7g(\N,) —1

3 Schlenker 1999, 2003, Anand and Nevins 2004
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6 Indexical shifting part II: The case for separable operatas

e Now we are distinguishing two types of speech reports:

— Non-shifty version: no indexicals shift.
— Shifty version: all indexicals shift.

Things are more complex than this. This bears on the graroatddicus of the shifter.

6.1 Verbs and selected operators

e According to Anand and Nevins, indexical shifting in Zazag&curs only in the complement
of the verbvano‘say’.

Proposal: the shifty operator is syntactically factoretl ou

(42) a. Syntax of the shifty version b. Syntax of the nontghiérsion

VP VP
s no CP
vano op CP vano

e Supporting evidence from Slave (Rice 1986):

(43) Slave indexical shift by verb

a. ‘tell: either shifts 1st and 2nd person, or does not shift

b. ‘want’: either shifts 1st person, or does not shift
c. ‘say’: obligatorily shifts 1st person

e AN interpretation: verbs (optionally) select shifty optens:

(44) onry shifts all person indexicals.
(45) OPyyth shifts only 1st person indexicals.

(46) Slave indexical shift by verb: operator-theoreticggar
a. TELL (ory) CP
b. WANT (OPayth) CP
C. SAY OPyth CP

(47) Zazakivano‘say’ = sAy (ory) CP

The underlying idea here is that the various flavorspfre functional items drawn from a
universal store of possible UG context shifters. Substantniversals.

e Language variation has to do with lexical and selectionalas:

(48) English: no indexicals shift under any attitude verbs
Analysis: No shifting operators in the lexicon.

11



(49) Matses (Munro et al. 2012): all indexicals shift obtmyay with all speech/attitude
verbs.

Analysis: All verbs select foory
e For Nez Perce, shifting involves both person and locatidesxcals:
(50) orpy, shifts all person and locative indexicals
Two verbs have been investigated in depth:

(51) Nez Perce indexical shift by verb
a. SAY/TELL (oryy) CP
b. THINK (ORy.) CP

e The alternative: lexical ambiguity of attitude verbs
...aview which becomes more costly as the systematicitg@aimbiguity increases

6.2 Intermediate shifting: the evidence

e The generalizations about indexicals unbdesay/tell’ andneki‘think’ seem to be that:

(52) a. 1stand 2nd person indexicals must shift togethey, thay both shift, or both
not shift.

(see 83)
b. Locativekinemay shift or not shift.

(compare shiftkine‘here’ in (5) and non-shiftkinein (30))
c. Locative shift entails person shift.

e Considering locative shift and person shift as potentiailyependent phenomena, let us
consider four cases:

(53) Interaction of person and locative shift
| Locative Shift| No Locative Shift

Person Shift A B
BOTH JUST PERS
No Person Shift **C D
JUST LOC NEITHER
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e v/Case A 6OTH):

(54) Talmaks-pa pro hi-pe-hi-n-e
TalmakstOcC pro 3sUB}S.PL-sayP-REM.PAST

[ proweet'ulkine E—Wisiinu’ kii k'ayx-pa ]
[pronot  |hergl| 1suBJlberuT.pL thisweekioc]

They said at Talmaks they won’t be up there this week
They said at Talmaks (in the pagtwe won'’t be herg this week-.

e v/Case D (EITHER):

(55) pro hi-nees-0-n-e pro
pro 3suBJO.PL-sayP-REM.PAST pro

[ pro weet'u[kine|[ 0] wees kiikaa ]
[pronot  |herel[ 1suBJlbepRESTight now]

He told them that I'm not here right now.

e v/Case B UST PER¥:

(56) Context: my friend is calling me on his cellphone andcdi&dng his location. He is
trying to make it to Lapwai, but he is lost.
pro hi-hi-ce-0 [ pro|kine|[0]-pay-ca-0 ]
pro 3suBJsay4{MPERF-PRES| pro| here|| 1suBJ|-arrive4MPERFPRES]

met’u weet'u pro hi-pay-ca-0 kine
but not pro3suBXarrivedMPERFPREShere

He says he is arriving here, but he is not arriving here.
Heg says | am arriving here, but hés not arriving here.

(57) Mi-px pee-0-n-e Muune-neHarold-nim
where-t03/3-sayP-REM.PAST Muna-0BJ HaroldERG

[ pro 0-neki-se-0 [ pro E—ki-yu' t| kin-ix 117
[ pro 1suBJthink-IMPERFPRES[ pro| 1suBJi-go-FuUT t here-froﬁ]]

Where did Harold tell Muna he thinks he will go from here?
Where did Haroldtell Muna | think I; will go from here?
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o XCase C{usT LOO:

(58) Elicited in Lapwai, ID

'in-lawtiwaa keeleepoonya-pli-neki-se-0
my-friend CaliforniaLtoCc 3suBXthink-IMPERFPRES

[[’iin @-Weku’ kona/ | *kine | halkpaawit-pd|
[[I] [1suBJ}beruT there/|*here|Sundaytoc |

My friend in California thinks | will be therg/ * herg on Sunday

(59) Context: Harold is in Clarkston. | and my consultantiareapwai.
a. pay’s Haroldhi-neki-se-0
maybeHarold 3suBthink-IMPERF-PRES
[ pro 0-wees Clarkston-pa ]
[ pro 1suBxbePRESClarksontoc |
Maybe Harold thinks that | am in Clarkson.
b. #pay’s Haroldhi-neki-se-0
maybeHarold 3suBJthink-IMPERFPRES

[ pro E—Wees kine| Clarkston-pa |
[ pro| 1suBJ|-be PRES| heref Clarksontoc ]

Intended: Maybe Harold thinkghat | am hergin Clarkson.
Consultant: “You could only say this if you were in Clarkston

e Likewise, let us take a sentence whkfee‘here’ is to be interpreted in a shifted way:
(60) ’in-lawtiwaa-nmBoston-pa hi-nees-0-n-e pro
my-friend€€RG Bostontoc 3suBJO.PL-say{MPERFREM.PAST pro

[ weet'ukine (Taamsashii-wes kii kaa ]
[not here(TaamsasBsuBX}bePRESright now]

My friend in Boston told them that Taamsas is not there rigivt.n
My friend in Boston told them that Taamsas is not heright now.

Taamsags a name for ARD; can | swap in the 1st person indexical? No.

(61) ’in-lawtiwaa-nmBoston-pa hi-nees-0-n-e pro
my-friend€€RG Bostontoc 3suBJO.PL-say{MPERFREM.PAST pro

[ pro weet'u[kine|[ 0] wees kiikaa ]
[pronot  |herel[ 1suBJlbeprESTight now]

My friend in Boston told them that he is not there right now.
My friend; in Boston told them that | am not hergright now.
*My friend; in Boston told them that} am not hergright now.

e Conclusion:
Locative shift entails person shift.
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6.3 Intermediate shifting: analysis
e Three patterns in the complementtofsay, tell’ andneki‘think’:

1. shift person and locative
2. just shift person
3. shift nothing

e Systematic three-way ambiguity?

e The operator-theoretic approach offers arguably a moraciitte view of these issues.

— One lexical entry fohi ‘say, tell’ and one foneki‘think’
— Two shifters:

1. opy: shifts all person indexicals. (also for Slave, Zazaki)
2. OPRgc: shifts locative indexicals.

— Syntax:0P. selectsopry

The different readings therefore correspond to three plessyntactic parses:

(62) V’
P (64) \A
vV CP
(63) V’ \
OPioc
v opy CP
opy CP

> Semantics of the shifters, with events:

Complementizers as introducers of event(uality) varigldennecting attitude event(ualitie)s
to propositions via their conteht

(65) [C[<9 = ApAevyw € NCON(e)[p(wW)]. (Anand and Hacquard 2008)

The content of an event of saying is the set of worlds com[gaiith what is said.

The content of an event of thinking is the set of worlds conlgpatvith what is thought.

‘Say’ and ‘think’ are simple predicates of events

(66) [hi]©9 = Aesayinde)
(67) [neki®9 = Aethinking(e)

e See the appendix for an example of how this goes in simplesees

4 Kratzer 2006, Anand and Hacquard 2008
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e OPs shift the context against which their complement is irtetigl, overwriting contextual
parameters with event paramefers

]]C[EXT —>Speake,|GOAL(e)—>Addresse}99(e)

(68) [orPy]“9=APAe[P
(69) [0Poc|S9 = APAe[P[C """ g(e)
e Example with both shifters (ignoring everything to do wiitme):

(70) Talmaks-pa Meeli kaaCaanhi-pe-hi-n-e
Talmakstoc Mary andJohn 3suBJS PL-sayP-REM.PAST

[ pro weet’'ukine 0-wisiinu’ ]
[ pronot  herelsuBxbeFUT.PL ]

[Mary and John]said at Talmaksthat we won’t be herg

(71) vP
LocP vP
|
Talmaks
DP
| v VP
Mary and John
Vv
| ORoc
say OPy CP
C IP

We will not be here
(72) [(70)]°9
= Je.Loc(Talmaksg(e) & AgentM +J)(e) & sayinge) & [ORoc [ 0P, CP 1]%9(e)

clLoc(e —»Loc:]7g(e)

= Je.Loc(Talmaks(e) & Agen{M +J)(e) & sayinge) & [ ory CP]

= Jde Loc(TaImaks)(e & Agen({M +J)(e) & sayinde)
& [[CP]]C [LOC(e —»Loc,EXT(e)—>Speake;GOAL(e)—»Addresse}?g(e)

= JeLoc(Talmakg(e) & Agen{M +J)(e) & sayingde) & Yw € NCON(e)
[ [[ be- herQ]C [LOC(e —»Loc,EXT(e)—>Speake;GOAL(e)—»Addresse}eg([[ We]]C[LOC(e)—>Loc,EXT(e)—»Speake;GOAI(e)—>Addresse]e79) (V\/) ]

= Je.Loc(Talmakg(e) & Agen{M +J)(e) & sayingde) & Yw € NCON(e)
[ —beat.TalmakgM + J) (W) |

5 Let EXT be a function from an event to its agent or a state to its hpldeGOALbe a function from an event to its
goal; letLOC be a function from an event to its location

16



e Observations

— It would be possible to maintain that each coordinate igethiby its own shifter: the
shifter for 2nd personqPaqq) selects the shifter for 1st persamrfin)

This may be advantageous given that GOAL is plausibly nohddffor thinking states

— If we allow that 2nd persons and 1st persons shift indepéhgere can deal with the
cases reported as counterexamples to Shift-Together frataa® Sign Language by
Quer (2005) — locatives shifting independent of personshiting independent of 2nd

7 Indexical shifting part Ill: Attitudes de se

e What is the connection between indexical shifting andwatésde s€

e The view from Anand (2006) What the Nez Perce data say

de se

e The Nez Perce generalizations:

— Person indexicals must be interpretigise / de te
— Locative indexicals impose no similar constraint

7.1 Person indexicals
e First person indexicals are redd se(like all known cases of shifty 1st person indexicals)

(73) Context: A lady gets very sick and then recovers. Hepvery is so miraculous that
they mention it on TV. They show the lady in a very ill conditjcshe looks awful.
She sees this TV report later and she doesn't even recogeizelf) she was so
sickly at that time.

#’aayat hi-neki-se-0 [ pro @-k’oomay-n-a ]
woman3suBJthink-IMPERFPRES[ pro| 1susJ|-be.sickP-REM.PAST]
The womanthinks | was sick.
Consultant: “No, if she doesn’t recognize that's her?

‘aayat hi-neki-se-0 [ pro E-k’oomay-ca—@ 17
woman3suBJthink-IMPERFPRES[ pro| 3susJl-be.sicktMPERFPRES]
[The womanthinks sheis sick.]
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(74) Context: a woman is examining a portrait of herself.

pro hi-neki-se-0 [ pro 0-wees sayaq'’iccepeeletpit-pé
pro 3suBXthink-IMPERFPRES][ pro 1suB}bePRESpretty pictureLoc ]
She thinks | am pretty in the picture.

a. The woman looks at the picture and recognizes herself.

b. #The woman looks at the picture but does not recognizeithsither own
portrait.

Consultant: “She’s recognizing herself.”

(75) a. ’aayat hi-neki-se-0
woman3suBJXthink-IMPERFPRES
[ (kii "aayat) hii-wes sayaq'’iccepeeletpit-pd.
[ thiswoman3suBJ}bePRESpretty pictureLoc |
She thinkspro; / this womanis pretty in the picture.

b. weet’'upro 'ipnee-suk-se-0

not  pro 3SG.REFL-recognizeMPERFPRES
She doesn’t recognize herself.

When the attitude is nate se speakers must use a 3rd person subject in the lower dause.

e Parallel findings hold of shifted 2nd person indexicals.ylimist be interpretede te (Un-
like in Uyghur (Sudo 2010))

(76) Context: A woman has had her portrait painted. Her hughiakes a look at the
portrait.
hama-pim pee-x-ey’-ce-0 cepeeletpit
husbandeRG 3/3-seePR-IMPERFPRESpIcture
(Her) husband sees her picture,
kaapro pee-0-ce-0 pro
andpro 3/3-saytMPERFPRESPro

[ta’c ’ee hikepe 0-wees ]
[ goodyouin.appearanc2suB}bePRES]

and he tells hethat you look good.
Consultant: “He recognized her in the picture.”

6 Itis a bit unclear why this sentence does not violate Coowli@ when the parenthesized subject is included. Perhaps,
on that version, it is a clause-level quotation.

18



e Where the husband comments on the lady in the picture witle@oignizing that individual
as his addressee, the wife, a third person expression museie

(77) Context: As above.

hama-pim pee-0-ce-0 pro
husbandeRG 3/3-saytMPERFPRESPIO

[ta’c kii ’aayat hii-wes hekipe ]
[ goodthiswoman3suBJbePRESIn.appearancg

The husband tells hethis womanlooks good.
Consultant: “He thinks it's a nice looking lady in the piatubut he has no idea that

it's her own portrait.”
e What we learn from this is that the following constraints @ngon indexicals are in force:

(78) A shifty 1st person indexical may only refer to indivads that the attitude holder
identifies as his or her counterparts.

(79) A shifty 2st person indexical may only refer to indivads that the attitude holder
identifies as counterparts of his or her addressee.

7.2 Locative indexicals

e Speakers have no concerns about the use of shftedhere’ in non€de sescenarios.

(80) Context: A man is visiting a city building and he sees atpgraph of Bill Clinton
shaking hands with someone. He doesn’t know that the pietasdaken right where

he was standing, some years ago.

haaméhi-neki-se-0 [ Clinton hi-weeke kine]
man 3suBXthink-IMPERFPRES] Clinton 3suB}bePAST here]

The man thinkgClinton was herg
Consultant: “That would be wherever the man was and whereveaw the picture.”

The judgment is not affected by a reminder that the man doeknmv where the picture
was taken.

e Another example okine‘here’ picking out the location of thought, even though thimker
does not know that that is her location:

(81) Context: Costco is a large, prominent store in Clanksto

'aayat hii-wes Clarkston-pa
woman3suB}bepPRESClarkstontoc
The woman is in Clarkstgn
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met’u pro hi-neki-se-0 Asootin-pa
but pro 3suBithink-IMPERFPRESASOtIN-LOC
but she thinks (she is) in Asotin,

kaapro hi-neki-se-0 [ Costcohii-wes kine]
andpro 3suBJthink-IMPERFPRES[ Costco3suB}bePREShere]
and she thinks Costco is here

e The data on this point are quite clear. Evdeyse/tdest case with person indexicals produces
ade se/tgudgment. No test case with locatives produces paralleltes

7.3 What should be done?

e Sudo (2010) on node tesecond persons in shifty reports in Uyghur:
[Uygh. 2;}]079 = Ai. the individual inw; thatauth, is/was talking to inw;

e We would not want to analyze Nez Perce locakuee ‘here’ quaAi. the location ofauth,
becausdine ‘here’ need not shift in contexts where 1st (and 2nd) persabifs

(82) Context: my friend is calling me on his cellphone andcdieing his location. He is
trying to make it to Lapwai, but he is lost.
pro hi-hi-ce-0 [ pro kine 0-pay-ca-0 ]
pro 3suBJsayiMPERFPRES[ pro herelsuBJarriveiMPERFPRES]
He says he is arriving here (... but he is not arriving here)
He says | am arriving here (. .. but hés not arriving here)

e We could try to redo our shifters such tlas, imposesie serequirements andp . doesn't.
This looks to make thde serequirement on 1st an arbitrary fact. And that looks wrong.

8 Conclusions and prospects

e The shape of the facts

— Persons shift together with other person; locatives shgfether with other locatives.
— Persons may shift without locatives shifting, but locastét entails person shift.
— Person indexicals imposke serequirements; locatives don't.

e Shift together

— The effect should be understood in terms of individual cow@tes of context; indexi-
cals drawing from independent coordinates may shift inddpetly (as predicted)

— Once this is established, the generalization may be exadpsis paceQuer 2005)
e Dese

— No clear case that shifted indexicals musteese Uyghur ‘you’, Nez Perce locatives
— Outstanding question: all known shifty 1st personsdgae Why should this be??
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9 Appendix: a simple speech report with contentful complemstizer

(83) Meeli-nm hi-nees-0-n-e mamay’ac-na
Mary-ERG 3SUB}O.PL-sayP-REM.PAST children-0BJ

[ pro weet'ukine D-wees ]
[ pronot  herelsuBibePRES]

Mary told the children that I'm not here.

(84) JeAgen{Mary)(e) & Goal(ix.children(x))(e) & sayinde) & Yw € NCON(e) ARD is
notin 32-D461 inw/

)\eAgen(Mary e) &
Goal(1x.children(x))(e) &
sayinge) & Yw € NCON(e
ARD is not in 32-D461 |n/\/

ary Vagent [[VP]] 9 =
Ae.Goal(rx.children(x))(
& saylng[e ) & YW € ﬂCON
ARD is not in 32-D461 |n/\/

e

the children Vgoal VP9 =
Aesayinge) & YW € NCON(e)

ARD is notin 32-D461 inv

[[V]]C’QA[[CF’HC 5

)\esaylng(e Aevw € NCON(e
ARD is not in 32- D461 inv

hi * say /\
[CO¢9 [IP]¢9 = AW.ARD is

ApAevw € NCON(e not in 32-D461 inv
[p(wW)]

I’'m not here right now
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