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1. Introduction

Every natural language has words and phrases whose meaefag#o certain aspects of
the context of utterance (e.g.you here now, etc.). These items are usually caliedex-
icals. Kaplan (1977) made an important observation that thepné¢ation of indexicals is
insensitive to modals, unlike that of definite descriptioRsr example, the indexicals in
(1) are obligatorily interpreted relative to the contextloé current utterance, despite the
fact that they are in modal contexts:

(2) a. Ifl were a phonologist,would work on tones
b. John thought thabday is Sunday

This rigidity of reference led Kaplan to conjecture thatertals are always dependent on
the actual context of utterance. In other words, he clairhedetis no operator in natural
language that shifts the context. He called such supposexiiyexisting context-shifting
operatorgmonsters To put it differently, if a monster did exist, indexicals under its scope
would be interpreted relative to non-actual contexts anttéée could refer to somebody
other than the speaker. We refer to such a phenomeniodesical shifting

Contrary to Kaplan’s (1977) surmise, however, a number cémestudies demon-
strate that many languages, including Amharic (Schlenk@99, 2003), Navajo (Speas,
1999, Schlenker, 1999), Zazaki and Slave (Anand and Nex@t&l, Anand, 2006), Catalan

"Many thanks to Alya Asarina, Amy Rose Deal, Rose-Marie Ré&od, Danny Fox, Martin Hackl, Claire
Halpert, Irene Heim, Sabine latridou, Makoto Kanazawau¥esKubota, David Pesetsky, Norvin Richards,
Andrew Nevins, David Oshima, Philippe Schlenker, Chriscfadi, Wataru Uegaki, Martina Wiltschko, and
the audiences of NELS 40, MIT Syntax-Semantics Worksho@2@ad the MIT LF Reading Group for
many helpful discussions and insightful suggestions. We gtatefully acknowledge the help and patience
of Mettursun Bedulla, without whom this project would novideen possible. All the errors are the authors’
own.



Shklovsky & Sudo

Sign Language (Quer, 2005), Nez Perce (Deal, 2008) and Métteck et al., 2009) seem
to exhibit indexical shifting. Based on this, several aushimcluding Schlenker (1999,
2003), Anand and Nevins (2004) and Anand (2006) have prabibse monsters do exist
at least in certain languages.

In this paper we present novel data showing that a monststsdri attitude report
constructions in (Modern) Uyghur (Turkic; North China andz@khstan), which exhibit
peculiar properties that have hitherto been unobservedhier danguages. In particular,
indexical shifting in Uyghur is sensitive to structural fimss of the indexical items, and
we account for this with a monster operator syntacticalependent from the embedding
attitude verb.

The organization of the paper is as follows: in Section 2, mteoduce the basic
properties of Uyghur indexical shifting. We present thdtsig puzzle in Uyghur in Sec-
tion 3. Section 4 contains the bulk of our analysis and theetimg evidence. Section 5
is devoted to validating the predictions of our theory. Waatode in Section 6.

2. Uyghur Embedding and Indexical Shifting

Just as in other languages with indexical shifting, indaxahifting in Uyghur is confined
to attitude report constructions. Two types of embeddedsesa are possible in Uyghur
attitude reports: nominalized complement clause (2a) anite itomplement clause (2b):

(2) a. Ahmef profesor-ningkit-ken-lik-i-ni ] di-di
Ahmet[ professorsen leavereL-NMLz-3-Acc | SAYPAST.3
‘Ahmet said that the professor left’

b. Ahmet[ profesor kat-ti ] di-di
Ahmet[ professonom leaverast.3] sayrast.3

‘Ahmet said that the professor left’

Although the sentences in (2) are synonymous, the two typesroplement clauses ex-
hibit different characteristics with respect to interpretation dekicals: in nominalized
complement clauses, nominative subjects and verbal agrgesne interpreted relative to
the context of the current utterance (“non-shifted” regglinvhereas in finite complement
clauses, they are interpreted relative to the reportecego(itshifted” reading):

(3) a. Ahmef meningKkit-ken-lik-im-ni ] di-di
Ahmet|[ 1sG.Gen leavereL-NMLzZ-1sG-Acc | SayPAST.3
v/(non-shifted) ‘Ahmet said thag Jeakerleft’
[(((shifted) ‘Ahmet said that heleft’

b. Ahmet[ man kattim ] di-di
Ahmet[ 1sc leaverast.1sG | sayPast.3
K(non-shifted) ‘Ahmet said that Jeakerleft’
v (shifted) ‘Ahmet said that heleft’
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Indexical shifting in finite embedded clauses is a generahpmenon in Uyghur
and happens with all attitude verbs compatible with finitenptement clauses. For the
sake of space, and we exclusively look at the \@ibmekto say’ in the present paper.

The reader may object that the construction in (3) is not amgte of indexical
shifting, but rather is an instance of direct speech repéftile finite complements may
look like quotations, a variety of tests reveal that thischeet be the case. For example,
they contain a wh-phrase taking the matrix scope togethtrshifted indexicals, as in (4):

(4)  Tursun[ mankim-ni kor-dim ] di-di?
Tursun[ 1sc  Who-acc SeepasT.1sG | SayNEG-PAST.3
‘Who did Tursun say hesaw?’

Since quotations resist quantifying in (Quine, 1960, Cégpand LePore, 2008), the em-
bedded clause in (4) cannot be a quotation. Nonetheles$irsheerson indexicals still

refer to the attitude holder. For more tests demonstratoigquotation status of finite

embedded clauses we refer the reader to the appendix atdicé tre paper.

3. Puzzle: Shifting and Case

Having established that indexical shifting takes placeyghdr finite complement clauses,
this section presents the main puzzle our account deals Wittbegin with the observation
that in finite embedded, but not in matrix clauses (but not airir clauses), subjects can
bear either nominative or accusative case:

(5) a. Ahmef profesor{i/ni} kat-ti ] di-di
Ahmet[ professornom/acc} leaverast.3] sayrast.3
‘Ahmet said that the professor left’

b. professof/*ni}  kat-ti
professortnom/* acc} leaverast.3
‘The professor left’

We have seen in (3) that nominative subjects of finite compldrolauses obligatorily shift.
In this respect, nominative embedded subjecfiedirom accusative embedded subjects,
which cannot shift. This is illustrated in the examples belo

(6) a. Ahmef man kat-tim ] di-di
Ahmet[ 1s6.NOM leaverast.1sG | saysasT.3
C(non-shifted) ‘Ahmet said that Jcaxerleft’
v(shifted) ‘Ahmet said that heleft’

b. Ahmet[ meni kat-ti ] di-di
Ahmet[ 1sc.acc leaverast.3] sayrast.3

v/ (non-shifted) ‘Ahmet said that Jeakerl€ft’
(O(shifted) ‘Ahmet said that heleft’
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Uyghur seems to dlier from other languages with indexical shifting in havindigb
atory indexical shifting. We also are not aware of any previous observations regatikng
relevance of syntax to indexical shifting. For this reasdyghur provides a unique means
to examine the syntax of this phenomenon. In the next seatierspell out our analysis of
the clausal structure of finite complements.

4. Proposal: Bipartite Structure of Finite Complements

We follow Schlenker (1999), Schlenker (2003), Anand and ih&y2004), and Anand
(2006) among others and assume that a monster operatotaesyally present in Uyghur
attitude report constructions, and this operator is resipbafor shifted interpretation of in-
dexicals embedded in finite complement clauses. In ordesdoumt for the dierence be-
tween finite and nominalized complement clauses, furtheznvee assume that the Uyghur
monster appears only and always in finite complement clauses

Furthermore, We claim that the monster partitions the eméedlause into two
parts: the part where indexicals shift and the part wherexiwals do not shift. Since the
monster is the operator that shifts the context, everythints scope must shift. Certain
constituents, however, can be located outside the scopeahonster (“above” the mon-
ster), and therefore do not receive shifted interpretatiimus, the basic clause structure
would look like the following (with the monster symbolizeg K. ):

(7)

—
must not shift
V-AGR

o

musTshift

Recall that in the previous section, we observed that endzbddcusative subjects never
undergo indexical shifting, while embedded nominativejectis always shift. To account
for this, we claim that accusative embedded subjects aretatally higher then the mon-
ster, whereas the nominative embedded subjects alwaysramts scope.

In the remainder of this section, we present evidence in@tm this analysis in
several steps. First, it is shown that accusative indesighajects are base-generated in the
lower clause and hence are not arguments of the matrix @tedi€hen we present data that
suggest that accusative subjects are structurally higfaermnominative subjects. Finally it
is observed that accusative subjects can stay in the scape eimbedding attitude verb
and hence can belong structurally to the embedded clause.

1The sole exception to this we are aware of is Matses (Fleck,&@09). Slave may be a case of partial
exception, in which the verbadi‘'he says (intransitive)’ features obligatory indexicaifshg, but not other
attitude verbs (Anand and Nevins, 2004, Anand, 2006).
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4.1. Accusative subjects are not separate arguments

Given the non-shiftability of accusative subjects, onehmige tempted to analyze them as
proleptic arguments of the attitude verbs with indepenttestt roles assigned in the matrix
clause, just as thef-phrase inJohn said of Mary that she leftn pro-drop languages like
Uyghur, this analysis seems tenable at first sight, and irhfas been propounded for some
constructions in syntactically similar languages likealsgse (cf. Bruening 2001). How-
ever, there is evidence that accusative embedded subjedigghur are generated in the
lower clause. The first piece of evidence comes from idiomatic interpietatsentential
idioms retain their idiomatic meaning even when the subgeotarked accusative:

(8) a. toqquziz-ningtolghagtang  kal-di
nine girl-gen labor togetherarriveeast.3
‘Times are hard’ (lit: “nine girls’ labor pains came all ataaf)

b.  Tursun togquz giz-ning tolghag-ni tang  kal-di ] di-di
Tursun[ nine  girl-cen laboracc togetherarriverast.3] sayrast.3
‘“Tursun said that times are hard’

The second piece of evidence comes from negative item liogn&egative elements in
Uyghur require a clause-mate or c-commanding licenser:

9) man  hichkim-ni kor-*(mi)-dim
1sG.Nom Nobodyacc see-*(NEG)-pasT. 1sG
‘| didn’t see anybody’

(10) shows that negative accusative subjects can be lidd&rtysembedded negation, demon-
strating that embedded accusative subjects are in the ldeugse at least at some point in
the derivation.

(10)  Ahmet[ hichkim-ni kat-mi-di ] di-di
Ahmet[ nobodyacc leaveneg-past | saysast.3
‘Ahmet said that nobody left’

Thirdly, certain adverbial material licit only in the emluksti clause can appear to the left
of the accusative embedded subject. In the following exann@ place the adveréta
‘tomorrow’ to the left of the embedded accusative subjedtisdverb cannot appear in
the matrix clause in this case, showing that the embeddedatize subject must be in the
embedded clause.

°None of the evidence presented here argues specificallpsigaiBruening-style analysis where ac-
cusative embedded subjects aonetimegproleptic. What we wish to claim is that accusative subjeetsd
not be proleptic yet they always receive non-shifted inetiation.

3That the idiom in (8) is a true sentential idiom, and not an diBrn, can be shown by the fact that only
with the given verbKal-mek'to come’) does the idiom retain the idiomatic meaning.
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(11) tinigiin Ahmetmanga| ata Aygul-ni  ket-idu ] di-di
yesterdayAhmet 1sc.par [ tomorrowAygul-acc leavemvrr.3 | saysast.3
‘Yesterday Ahmet said that Aygul would leave tomorrow’

Fourth, there is a language specific constraint against bwosative NPs being in
the same clause (Halpert 2009). Tlik=ets of this constraint can be seen with causativized
ditransitives that disallow accusative objects.

(12) a. Muhammatygil-ga gul-(ni) ber-di
MuhammatAygul-par flower-(acc) give-past.3
‘Muhammat gave Aygul a flower’

b. manMuhammat-ni Aygul-ga gul-(*ni) ber-guz-dim
1s¢ Muhammatacc Aygul-par flower-(*acc) give-past.1
‘I made Muhammat give Aygul a flower’

For the evaluation of this constraint, the accusative sulligetreated as belonging to the
embedded clause. The contrast between (13a) and (13b) bktows that accusative sub-
jects are fine with unmarked objects but not with accusatiaekad objects. (13c) shows
that when the object bears some other case, accusativetsudje available.

(13) a. Tursuj meni nan yag-ti ] di-di
Tursun[ 1sc.acc breadbakerast.3] saysast.3
‘Tursun said that dpeaermade bread’

b. *Tursun[ meni nan-ni yag-ti ] di-di
Tursun[ 1sc.acc breadacc bakerast.3] sayrast.3
‘Tursun said that dpeaermade bread’

c. Tursun meni imtihan-dinot-ti ] di-di
Tursun[ 1sc.Acc testasL passpast.3] sayPasT.3
“Tursun said that dpeakerpassed the test’

Lastly, it is shown that embedded subjects receive acamgsatise within the embedded
clause, and hence the accusative case assignment doegratidmn an assigner in the
matrix clause. We begin by demonstrating that Uyghur passérbs do not assign ac-
cusative case:

(14) a. doxturAhmetni kor-di
doctorAhmet-acc SaweAsT.3

‘A doctor saw Ahmet’

b. doxturtaripidin Ahmet{*ni) kor-el-di
doctorby Ahmet-(*acc) sawPass-pAST.3
‘Ahmet was seen by a doctor’
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This fact also holds for nominalized complements:

(15) a. Ahmemmanga[ Aygul-ningKkit-ken-lik-i-ni ] di-di
Ahmet 1sc.par [ Aygll-cen leavereL-NMLz-3-Acc | SayPAsT.3
‘Ahmet told me that Aygul left’

b. manga[ Aygul-ningkit-ken-lik-i- (*ni) ] di-el-di
1sG.pat [ Aygul-cen leavereL-NmLz-3-(*acc) | SAyPASS-PAST.3
‘| was told that Aygul left’

Nonetheless, embedded subject can receive accusativewasevhen embedding verb
is passivized, which shows that the embedding verb is notdtes of accusative case
assignment.

(16) manga[ Aygul(-ni) Kkat-ti ] di-el-di
1sc.pat [ Aygul(-acc) leaverast.3 | sayPass-PAST.3
‘| was told that Aygul left’

All the above data strongly suggest that embedded accasatibjects are base
generated in the embedded clause.

4.2. Accusative subjects are structurally higher than nomrmative subjects

Having demonstrated that accusative embedded subjegtsate in the embedded clause,
we proceed to show that accusative subjects are indeedwstllg higher than nominative
subjects. The first piece of evidence comes from Binding Thedhe examples in (17)
show that embedded reflexive subjects can be co-referevitiathe matrix subject only
when they bear accusative cédse:

a7) a. man[ pagatdoz-am-ni-la nan ye-man ] di-dim
1sc [ only rerL-1sG-Acc-only breadeatimpr.1sG | sayeast.1sG
‘| said that only | eat bread’

b. *? man[ pagatdz-am-gj-la nan ye-man ] di-dim
1sc [ only rerL-1sG-Nom-Only breadeatimpr.1sG | Say+ast.1sG
‘| said that only | eat bread’

This demonstrates that accusative subjects are closeritmarbn the matrix clause then
their nominative counterparts. The example in (18) showsdimbedded pronominal sub-
jects cannot be co-referential with the matrix subject winey bear accusative case.

“4In these examples we enclose the embedded subjects in “phigses in order to force the use of the
pronoun, which otherwise would be pro-dropped.
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(18) a. man[ pagatman;-la nan ye-man ] di-dim
1sc [only 1sc.~om-only breadeatimpr.1sG | sayeast.1sG
‘| said | eat bread’

b. *man [ pagatmeni-la nan ye-man ] di-dim
1sc [ only 1sc.acc-only breadeatimpr.1s | sayeast.1sc
(Intended) ‘I said | eat bread’

c. Ahmet[ pagatmeni-la nan ye-du ] di-dim
Ahmet[ only 1sc.acc-only breadeatimpr.3 | say+ast.1sG
‘Ahmet said only | eat bread’

The second piece of evidence comes from the fact that the daedesubject can
raise into the matrix clause only when it is in accusative.

(19) a. Ahmef{ istakan(-ni)buz-ul-di ] di-di
Ahmet[ cup(acc) breakpass-past.3] sayast.3
‘Ahmet said the cup broke’

v
b. istakan*(-ni)Ahmet[‘buz-ul-di ] di-di
cup*(-acc) Ahmet breakpass-pasT.3 saysast.3
‘Ahmet said the cup broke’

Having demonstrated that accusative embedded subjeasacturally higher than
nominative embedded subject, in the next section we shavatitaisative embedded sub-
jects need not be in the matrix clause.

4.3. Accusative embedded subjects can be below embeddinglve

In this section we wish to show that accusative subjects edan the scope of the embed-
ding attitude verb. We present three pieces of evidencegpatiof our proposal. Firste
dictoreadings of accusative subjects are available:

(20) Tursumn tulpar-ni  kal-di ] di-di, amatulpar yoq
Tursun[ Pegasuscc arriverast.3] sayeast.3 but Pegasusot.exist
‘Tursun said that a arrived, but Pegasus doesn’t exist’

Second, embedded clauses with accusative subjects carofmbnaded under the
same verb:

SThere is a complicating factor: with a passivized matrixusks, the embedded nominative subject can
appear within the matrix clause if it is agreed with in the nixatlause. We ignore this fact here.
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(21) harbiroqughuchi Aygul-ni  kat-ti dap] wa [ Ahmet-ni kal-di dap
each student [ Aygil-acc leaverast.3C ] and[ Ahmet-acc arrivepast.3C
] bil-idu

] believesvrr.3
‘Each student believes that Aygul left and that Ahmet auiv

Third, recall that embedded accusative subjects triggeblécaccusative constraint
violations in the embedded clause as shown in (13) above. eMenyvthe embedded ac-
cusative subjects do not trigger violations of this constnaith respect to matrix material.
This is illustrated with a causativizeth-mek'to say’ that assigns accusative case to the
causee in the matrix clause.

(22)  Ahmet-ni Aygul-ga [ harbir oqughuchi(-ni) kat-ti ] di-gliz-dim
Ahmetacc Aygul-par [ each student(acc) leaverast.3] saycaus-past.1sG
‘I made Ahmet say to Aygul that every student left’

From the data above, we propose that the basic clausalectiivi of Uyghur finite
complement clauses looks as follows:

(23) TN

CP Vmatrix

Subj-ACC

Subj-NOM
V-AGR

Importantly, given that accusative embedded subjects edrelow the embedding verb but
never receive shifted interpretation, it follows thattatdie verbs are not monsters. This
claim is attractive, since many Uyghur verbs take eitherinaiized or finite complement
clauses, but indexical shifting happens only in the lati&e submit, therefore, that the
monster is its own lexical item, flerent from the verb. This in turn enables us to entertain
the idea that languages do noftdr in the semantics of indexicals. Rather, thiestence
between languages lies in whether or not they have a momissgical item (with Anand
and Nevins 2004, Anand 2006 and contra Schlenker 1999, 2003)

Notice that our analysis makes a prediction that case mginthe embedded
pronominal subject can be used as a benchmark to diagnosedpe of the monster oper-
ator. That is, it is predicted that when some particular géiia structurally higher (to the
left) of the accusative subject, it cannot shift, whereaplalases lower than (to the right
of) the nominative subjects must shift. It is shown in thetrsection that these predictions
are borne out.
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5. Embedded Subijects as Diagnostic

In Uyghur, accusative and dative NPs can scramble freelyinvihe clause:

(24) a. (xat-ni) man (xat-ni) yaz-dim
letter-acc 1sc.NoMm letter-acc write-past. 1sG
‘| wrote a letter’

b. (Aygul-ga) Ahmet(Aygul-ga) bowag-ni(Aygul-ga) korset-ti
(Aygul-pat) Ahmet(Aygul-par) babyacc (Aygul-par) showeast.3
‘Ahmet showed the baby to Aygul’

(25) shows that dative arguments can shift when they foll@wtominative subject.

(25)  contexT: Ahmet told me “I sent you a letter the other day.” Now | amitejlyou
what he said
Ahmetmanga[ man sanga xat awat-tim ] di-di
Ahmet 1sG.pat [ 1sG.NoMm 2sG.DaT letter sendpast.1sG | sayPasT.3
‘Ahmet; told me that hesent a letter to me’

Crucially, (26) demonstrates that with the same word orither non-shifted interpretation
is unavailable, which is what we predict. The logic of therapée is that the given context
supports only the non-shifted interpretation, and thélicifg of the sentence indicates the
lack of this reading.

(26)  conteExT: MUhammat told me “I sent a letter to Aygul.” | am talking Aygul:
# Muhammatmanga[ man sanga xat awat-tim ] di-di
Muhammatlsc.par [ 1sG.Nom 2sG.pAT letter sendpast.1sG | sayast.3
Unavailable interpretation: ‘Muhammaold me that hesent a letter to youg’

The same obtains with accusative objects:

(27) a. context: Ahmet say to Aygul “I like you”. | am telling Tursun what haisl:
AhmetAygul-ge [ man  seni  yaxshikor-yman] di-di
AhmetAygil-par [ 1sc.Nom 2sG.acc well  seempr.1sg]sayeast.3
‘Ahmet told Aygul that he likes her’

b. conteExT: Ahmet told me “I like Aygul”. | tell Aygul what he said:
#Ahmet[ man  seni  yaxshikor-yman ] di-di
Ahmet [ 1sc.Nom youacc well  seemipr.1sG | sayPasT
Unavailable interpretation: ‘Ahmet said that he likes ygu

Our second prediction is that a dative argument precedirazansative embedded
subject must get the non-shifted reading. Firstly, (28)shib can:
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(28)  contexT: Ahmet said to Muhammat “John sent a letter to Aygul”. NMuatmat
told me what Ahmet said, so | tell Aygul about this:
Ahmet[ sanga menixat awat-ti ] di-di
Ahmet[ 2sG.par 1.acc lettersendrast.3] saysast.3
‘Ahmet said that | sent a letter to you’

Moreover, (29) shows that it is the only interpretation &fale for this sentence:

(29)  contexT: Ahmet said to Aygil “John sent a letter to you.” Aygul totte what
Ahmet said. Now | tell Muhammat what | heard:
# AhmetAygul-ga [ sanga meni xat awat-ti ] di-di
AhmetAygul-par [ 2sG.pat 1sc.acc lettersendeast.3 ] say»ast.3
‘Ahmet said to Aygul that | sent a letter to Muhammat’

We predict, in principle that the embedded objects shoulthbe the same way, but this
cannot be tested due to the double accusative constraint.

We have just seen that our basic predictions are correctarzhse of the embedded
subject can be used to localize the position of the monsta I8t us consider cases where
datives and objects are ambiguous between shifted andmfteesinterpretation. This
situation arises because Uyghur allows subjpeotdrop.

(30) (man)  kat-tim
(1sc.Nom) left-pasT.1sG
I left’

In the absence of an overt subject, we cannot fix the locatidheomonster, and hence
either interpretation should be available. More concyetie string ‘tp non-SubjNP V' |’
could have the following two parses:

(31) a. CP b. CP
o N
Vembedded Vembedded

NP is below the monster (shifted) NP is above the monster (not shifted)

That this prediction is correct is shown by (32) with dativeases. The context
in (32a) supports only the shifted interpretation of thew@aindexical and that in (32b)
supports only its non-shifted interpretation, and theesecd is fine in both contexts.

(32) a. context: Ahmet told me “I sent you a letter the other day.” Now | amitegl
you what he said:
Ahmetmanga[ sanga xat awat-tim ] di-di
Ahmet 1sG.pat [ 2sG.paT lettersendpast.1sG | sayPasT.3
‘Ahmet said to me that he sent a letter to me’
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b. contExT: Muhammat told me “I sent a letter to Aygul.” Talking to gl:
Muhammatimanga[ sanga xat awat-tim ] di-di
Muhammatlsc.par [ 2sG.par lettersendpast.1sc | sayPast.3
‘Muhammat told me that he sent a letter to you’

Moreover, as (33) demonstrates, accusative objects behavaame way. The context in
(33a) supports the shifted interpretation, while the cxirite(33b) supports the non-shifted
one. The same string is licit in both contexts.

(33) a. contexT. | saw Ahmet say to Aygul “I like you.” I am telling Tursun whhe
said:
AhmetAygul-ga [ seni  yaxshikor-yman ] di-di
AhmetAygul-par [ 2sc.acc well  seemvpr.1sG | SayPasT.3
‘Ahmet said to Aygul that he likes her’

b. contexT: Ahmet told me “I like Aygul.” | tell Aygul what he said:
Ahmet[ seni  yaxshikor-yman ] di-di
Ahmet[ 2sG.acc well  seempr.1sG | sayPasT
‘Ahmet said that he likes you’

Before closing this section, we present two more pieces iofleexce corroborating
our analysis. Certain expressions are just not shiftabldyighur, such agjaysiwhich’
phrases. Indexicals contained within them can only reagdreshifted interpretation.

(34)  Ahmet[ gaysi oqughuchi-m-nkor-dim  dap] bil-idu
Ahmet[ which student-1c-acc seerast.1sc C ] believeirr.3
v/(non-shifted possessor) ‘Which of @pyakerstudents does Ahmet think he saw?’
[((shifted possessor) ‘Which of histudents does Ahmehink he saw?’

We predict that nominative embedded subjects cannot peegayki objects, since this
word order would force thgaysiphrase to be under the monster’s scope. That this is true
is shown in (35):

(35) *Ahmet[ man gaysi oqughuchi-m-nkor-dim  dap] bil-idu
Ahmet[ 1sc.Nom Which student-iG-acc seepast.1sc C ] believemrr.3
‘Which of myspeakefhis students does Ahmethink he saw?’

Second, our theory further predicts that indexicals thatoevithin the same NP
must either shift together or not at all, depending on thdtiposwhere the entire NP
appears. Again, this prediction is borne out:
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(36)  AhmetAygul-ga [ [ sAnyaxshikor-idi-ghan] oqughuchim-niimtihan-dinot-ti
AhmetAygul-par [ [ 2sc well  seempr-rEL | Student-iG-acc test-from  passpast.3
] di-di
] saypast.3
‘Ahmet said that the student of mine that you like passeddhbeg t
*Ahmet said that the student of mine that Aygul likes paktee test’
*Ahmet said that the student of his that you like passed &t t
*Ahmet said that the student of his that Aygull likes pastesitest’

(37)  AhmetAygul-ga [ [ sanyaxshikor-idi-ghan] oqughuchim imitihan-dinot-ti
AhmetAygul-par [ [ 1sc well seemvpr-reL | Student-iG  testasr passpasT.3
] di-di
] saypast.3
*Ahmet said that the student of mine you like passed the test
*Ahmet said that the student of mine that Aygul likes pabktee test’
*Ahmet said that the student of his that you like passed &t t
‘Ahmet said that the student of his that Aygul likes passedtest’

6. Conclusions

Our analysis of Uyghur indexical shifting crucially reliea the syntactic position of the
monster operator that partitions the embedded clause sttiftad domain and an unshifted
domain. The novelty of our account is mainly in the correlatof clausal syntax and
shifting properties, and we showed that embedded objectslatives can appear within
the upper (unshifted) or the lower (shifted) domain with pinedicted consequences.

A. Uyghur Embedded Clauses Are Not Quotations

In this appendix, we show that Uyghur finite clausal completa¢o attitude verbs do not
have to be quotations with three kinds of tests besidewthist mentioned in the text.

First, recall that Uyghur negative items require a negdteanser. In finite com-
plement clauses they can be long-distance licensed byiorgatthe matrix clause while
embedded indexicals being shifted as in (38).

(38)  Tursurl manhichkim-ni kor-dim ] di-mi-di
Tursun[ 1sc nobodyacc SeepasT.1sG | SAYNEG-PAST.3
‘“Tursun didn’t say that hesaw anyone’

This demonstrates that the embedded clause in (38) couldengiotation because, on its
own, the embedded is ungrammatical. Second, embeddecetslaas be non-verbatim:

(39)  contexT: Ahmet and Muhammat are students and took a test. Aftetestel met
Ahmet, who said “Only | passed the tespgggat manla imtihandin ottijn A
while later, | met Muhammat who said the exact same thinmgcesat least one of
them must be wrong, | went to the teacher to ask. Now | tell Heaitvthey said:



Shklovsky & Sudo

Ahmetwa Muhammaf pagatbiz-la imtihan-dinot-tuq ] di-di
AhmetandMuhammaf only we-oc testasL passeasT.1pL | sayPAasT.3
‘Ahmet and Muhammat eacbaid that only hepassed the test’

In (39), embedded speech reporffeiis from the original speech with addition of
plural feature whereby ensuring that the embedded claus# & quotation. Nonetheless,
pronominal indexicals remain shifted.

Third, the subjects of finite embedded clause may be acvasais we have seen
above. Given the fact that matrix subjects cannot be adeesand coupled with the
basic assumption that quotations must be grammatical rseggethis also demonstrates
that embedded finite complement clauses need not be quwatio
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