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1 The puzzle
Consider the sentence in (1), from the Dravidian language of Tamil:
(1) Ramani

Raman[nom]
[CP taan{i,∗j}

anaph-sg.nomi

Ãej-pp-een-nnŭ]
win-fut-1sg-comp

so-nn-aan.
say-pst-3msg

“Ramani said [CP that he{i,∗j} would win]”

• (1) contains a matrix speech predicate sonnaan (said.3msg) which selects a propositional com-
plement.

• The subject of this sentential complement is taan, which is obligatorily coreferent with Raman
and interpreted obligatorily de se1: ta(a)n is traditionally treated as a simplex anaphor in
Tamil (Annamalai 1999, Andronov 2004) as are its other Dravidian counterparts (Lidz 2001).

+ What is less straightforward, and in fact quite unexpected, is the 1sg agreement marking on
the embedded verb Ãejppeen.

+ Given that agreement is an inherited, not an inherent, phenomenon (Chomsky 2001), where
does the 1sg agreement marking on the embedded verb in (1) originally come from and how
do we formally derive it?

This is the central puzzle.

2 Eliminating the usual suspects
Here, I reject three simple analyses of the 1st-person agreement in (1).

2.1 Against a quotative analysis of 1sg agreement
Quotations may emulate shifted-indexicality effects because they “form a closed domain with respect
to syntactic and semantic operators” (p. 81 Anand 2006). Thus, we must consider whether the
embedded CP in (1) is just a direct quote.

• But an immediate argument against such a quotative analysis is the fact that ta(a)n, by virtue
of its anaphoricity, would not be expected to be (a deictically referring) matrix subject of a
quoted proposition:2

1Crucially, ta(a)n does indeed seem to be an embedded subject in such structures and not, for instance, a focus
adjunct reflexive on the matrix subject DP. Emphasis of the form “Raman himself ...” in Tamil is created by means
of a focus clitic -ee which attaches to the focused DP.

2Another way to test whether a clause is quoted might be to see whether it is headed by a complementizer. Such
a diagnostic works quite well in English but languages like Tamil and Japanese embed quotatives and non-quotatives
alike under the same complementizer – so this wouldn’t work.
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(2) * Taan
anaph[sg.nom]

school-ŭkkŭ
school-sg.dat

poo-n-aan/poo-n-een.
go-pst-3msg/go-pst-1sg

“He/I went to school.” (Intended)

• The grammatical opacity of quotatives also yields useful diagnostics for testing their existence.
An NPI inside a quotative may not be licensed by an operator outside the quote. Similarly,
movement is not possible across a quotational boundary.

In (3) below, an NPI within the CP is associated with a Neg operator outside it; in (4), the wh-
element moves from within the CP to a landing-site in the matrix clause.

(3) Ramani

Raman[nom]
[CP

[
taan{i,∗j}
anaph-sg.nom

orŭ
one

tappu-m
mistake=npi

se-nÃ-een-nnŭ]
make-pst-1sg-comp]

ottukka-læ.
admit-neg

“Ramani didn’t admit [CP that he{i,∗j} made any mistake.]”
(4) Ramani

Raman[nom]
jaaræx

whom
[CP

[
taan{i,∗j}
anaph-sg.nom

tx

t
aãi-tt-een-nnŭ]
hit-pst-1sg-that]

so-nn-aan?
say-pst-3msg

“Who(m)x did Ramani say [CP that he{i,∗j} hit tx]?”

+ Both (3) and (4) are fully grammatical, showing that the embedded CP in these sentences is
not a quote.3

2.2 Against a default agreement analysis of 1sg agreement
A plausible response to the agreement facts in (1) might be to claim that the 1sg agreement on the
embedded verb actually exemplifies default agreement.

• Verbs in Tamil can be marked for default agreement in certain cases – e.g. in psych-predicate
structures with dative experiencers.

• However, default agreement in Tamil is always marked as 3nsg, never as 1sg, as shown in (5):

(5) Raman-ŭkkŭ
Raman-dat

pasi-tt-adŭ.
hunger-pst-3nsg

“Raman got hungry.”

Also, the 1sg agreement in (1) isn’t a frozen morphological form: it faithfully reflects the number
feature of the matrix subject:

(6) PasaN-gaíi
boy[nom.pl]

[CP taan-gaí{i,∗j}
anaph[nom.pl{i,∗j}]

Ãej-pp-oom-ŭnnŭ]
win-fut-1pl-comp

so-nn-aaŋ-gaí.
say-pst-3mpl

“The boysi said [CP that they{i,∗j} would win].”

2.3 Not a Dravidian quirk: crosslinguistic support for monstrous agree-
ment

The 1st-person agreement in (1) can’t be dismissed as a Tamil/pan-Dravidian quirk either:
3We can also rule out a partial quotative analysis for the structure in (1). I will show presently that this 1st-person

agreement only obtains under the scope of propositional speech predicates. If (1) did involve a partial quotative,
we wouldn’t expect the kind of systematic syntactico-semantic restriction of the phenomenon to the complements of
propositional speech predicates.
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• Curnow (2002), citing Culy (1994), presents data from Donna SO (Niger-Congo), which has
a structure that resembles that in Tamil (1) to a startling degree (example (7) below) – and
which, he further argues, is not quoted. He reports that similar structures are evidenced by a
half dozen other African languages.

(7) Oumar
Oumar

[CP

[
inyemE
anaph[subj]

jEmbO
sack.df

paza
drop

bolum]
left.1sg]

miñ
1sg.obj

tagi.
informed

“Oumari told me [CP that he{i,∗j} had left without the sack.]”

Other languages, like Amharic, have been reported to manifest indexical shift in clauses containing
a pro-dropped subject (Delfitto and Fiorin 2011):
(8) Profäs@rui

professor
[CP proi

pro
bät’am
very

b@zu
much

s@ra
work

@-sär-allähu]
1sg-work.imp-aux.1sg

alä.
say.prf.3sg.masc

“The professori said [CP that hei works very hard].”

• In such cases, the pro-dropped subject is treated, without further discussion, as an obligatorily
shifted 1st-person indexical that happens to be silent.

• However, as Delfitto and Fiorin (2011, 219) correctly point out, there is no way to be sure that
these silent elements are in fact 1st-person pronouns and not anaphors – in fact, the possibility
of de re construals of such elements indeed seems to suggest that they are.

• If so, then the 1st-person verbal agreement in (8) would be another instance of monstrous
agreement.

3 Enter indexical shift
The Indo-Iranian language Zazaki, below (Anand and Nevins 2004), illustrates a “classic” case of
indexical shift:
(9) HEsen-ij

Hesen-obl
(m1k-ra)
I-obl.to

va
said

[CP kE
that

Ezj/k

I
dEwletia].
rich.be.pres

“Hesen said (to me) [CP that {I am, Hesen is} rich.]”

• In (9), the indexical pronoun Ez (I) can refer to the agent of the speech-predicate, (HEsen).

• Extraction diagnostics such as those used above show that the embedded CP above constitutes
an indirect speech-report.

• Indexicals like Ez in Zazaki, which are capable of having their reference manipulated in the
scope of (certain) intensional predicates, are called “shifted indexicals”.

The similarities between Tamil (1) and Zazaki (9) are clear:
i. The agreement in (1), just like the indexical in (9), is 1st-person, and refers to the speaker of the

matrix speech context rather than to the speaker of the utterance context – in both sentences,
the CP containing the indexical element is not quoted.

ii. Indexical shift has also been reported to obtain predominantly under propositional speech pred-
icates (Anand 2006, Schlenker 2003, von Stechow 2002, Speas 1999, Shklovsky and Sudo To
Appear).

+ I will thus take it as uncontroversial that the 1sg agreement in Tamil (1) involves an instanti-
ation of indexical shift and will henceforth refer to it as “monstrous agreement”.
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3.1 Some prior analyses of indexical shift
Here, I look at two predominant, and primarily semantic, analyses of indexical shift, namely: the
context-overwriting analysis of Anand (2006) and the pronoun-centric model of Schlenker (2003).

+ Anand (2006) proposes that the difference between the shifted and unshifted readings above
is not the denotation of the indexical I, which remains constant (at λc.Author(c)) – but the
value of the context that the Author function ranges over.

Consider again the case from Zazaki (9), repeated as (10) below:

(10) HEsenij
Hesen.obl

(m1k-ra)
I.obl-to

va
said

kE
that

Ezj/k

I
dEwletia
rich.be-pres

“Hesen said that {I am, Hesen is} rich.”

• In Anand’s account, shifted indexicality is the result of context shifting due to context-overwriting
by an operator which is introduced by an intensional predicate.

• In some languages, the operator overwrites every contextual coordinate in its scope whereas in
others, only a proper subset of contextual coordinates is overwritten.

The operator in Zazaki, for instance, functions as follows:

JOP ∀αKc,i = JαKj,i where j = <Auth(i), Addr(i), T ime(i),World(i)>.

The shifted reading in (10) is derived as follows:4

[Hesen said [CP OP ∀ I am rich]]c,i,g = [Hesen said [CP I am rich]]i′,i′,g

= 1 iff, [Hesen said [CP Author(i’) am rich]]i′,i′,g

= [Hesen said [CP Ihesen am rich]]i′,i′,g

+ Schlenker (2003) attempts to derive indexical shift as a function of the syntactico-semantics of
the indexicals themselves.

He propose that there are three typological classes of person indexical in natural language:5

i. Well-behaved Kaplanian indexicals like English “I”, which are always and only evaluated against
the context of utterance. JIEngKc,g = Jxi + Author ∗ (xi)Kc,g = s(xi) ∧ δ(g(xi) is Author(c)).

ii. Indexicals like Zazaki Ez which don’t “care” what the context of evaluation is. These shift
optionally and may refer to the context of utterance or to some other context. JIAmhKc,g =
Jxi + Author(xi, cj)Kc,g = s(xi) ∧ δ(g(xi) is Author(cj)).

iii. “Logophors”/anaphors which, Schlenker proposes, form the set-complement of the set of English-
type indexicals, and are specified to always shift from the context of utterance. JILogKc,g =
Jxi + Author(xi, cj)Kc,g = s(xi) ∧ cj 6= c*: δ(g(xi) is Author(cj))

4On the other hand, the unshifted reading involves no context-overwriting, and is derived as below:

Unshifted Reading A: [Hesen said [CP Isandhya am rich.]] (Unshifted)

There is no context overwriting; the indexical I is interpreted against the utterance context (perhaps introduced at
root C) and is thus mapped onto the utterance speaker = me, Sandhya (in this utterance context).

5In the formal denotations above, c* is a free variable that refers to the context of utterance c; δ represents
the presuppositions introduced by the features; and a pro-form is represented as a free variable whose reference is
constrained by semantic presuppositions (Heim and Kratzer 1998).
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3.2 The challenge from monstrous agreement
+ Both types of analysis are unable to explain the full range of empirical properties of the mon-

strous agreement data.

The main issues can be summarized as follows:

3rd-person antecedence of ta(a)n: taan only takes 3rd-person antecedents:

(11) * Naani

I[nom]
[CP

[
taani

anaph[sg.nom]
poo-r-een-nnŭ]
go-pres-1sg-comp]

sollŭ-r-een.
say-pres-1sg

I say, “I will go.” (Intended)

• Schlenker treats all anaphors/logophors as obligatorily shifted indexicals. Anand pro-
poses that ta(a)n in Malayalam (very similar to ta(a)n in Tamil) is an obligatorily shifted
indexical.
• The 3rd-person antecedence restriction of ta(a)n is problematic for both analyses. E.g.

for Anand, it would involve proposing that ‘say’ may introduce a context-overwriting
operator just in case it is inflected for 3rd-person – a highly stipulative claim, as he
himself acknowledges.

Monstrous vs. “regular” agreement: Monstrous agreement only obtains under the scope of speech-
predicates. Under all other types of attitude verb (evaluative, epistemic, evidential), the agree-
ment under ta(a)n matches the φ-features of the antecedent:

(12) Ramani

Raman[nom]i
[CP

[
taan{i,∗j}
anaph[sg.nom]i

Ãej-pp-aan/*een-nnŭ]
win.fut.3msg/*1sg-that]

paar-tt-aan.
see.pst.3msg

“Ramani saw [CP that he{i,∗j} would win.]”
(13) Seethai

Raman[nom]i
[CP

[
taan{i,∗j}
anaph[sg.nom]i

Ãej-pp-aaí/*een-nnŭ]
win.fut.3fsg/*1sg-that]

nene-tt-aaí.
nene.pst.fsg

“Seethai thought [CP that she{i,∗j} would win.]”

• The difference in agreement patterns shows that the 1st-person “monstrous” agreement is
not triggered by ta(a)n itself.
• It also shows that the environments that license ta(a)n must be distinguished from those

that license monstrous agreement – driving home the point that the two must be repre-
sentative of different sorts of phenomena.

The fundamental challenge posed by monstrous agreement to these other analyses can be boiled
down to three general misconceptions.

Misconception I: That ta(a)n is an obligatorily shifted indexical, not an anaphor.

Misconception II: That propositional speech predicates are equivalent to other types of intensional
predicate.

Misconception III: That there is nothing special about the relationship between anaphors and
agreement. That this is, furthermore, not relevant to the case of indexical shift.
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4 Housecleaning issue I: anaphor 6= shifted-indexical
+ The fact that the overt instantiations of anaphora and indexical shift are crucially dissociated

in Tamil (the former being a pro-form and the latter verbal agreement), presents compelling
evidence that anaphora 6= indexical shift in this language and, by extension, in others as well.

Below, I present in more detail the distributional, syntactic and interpretive differences between
anaphora and indexical shift in Tamil.

4.1 Differences in licensing environment
+ Long-distance anaphora in Tamil is possible in “perspectival” environments: i.e. inside predi-

cations where the antecedent of the anaphor may be construed as a mental/spatial/temporal
perspective-holder (see e.g. Sells 1987, Culy 1994, Speas and Tenny 2003, Bianchi 2003, Giorgi
2006, for illustrations of similar anaphoric patterns in other languages).

(14) Propositional complement:
Ramani

Raman[nom]
[CP Seetha

Seetha[nom]
tann-æ{i,∗j}
anaph-acc]

kaadali-kkir-aaí-ŭnnŭ]
love-prs-3fsg-comp

kaïãupiãi-tt-aan.
find.out-pst-3msg

“Ramani found out [CP that Seethaj loved him{i,∗j}.]”
(15) Spatial PP adjunct:

Ramani

Raman.nom
tan-akkŭ{i,∗j}
anaph-dat

meelæ
above

orŭ
a

plane-æ
plane-acc

paar-tt-aan.
see-pst-3msg

“Ramani saw a plane above himself{i,∗j}.”
(16) Temporal CP adjunct:

Ramani

Raman
[CP Seethaj

Seetha
tann-æ{i,∗j}
anaph-acc

kiíí-in-æ
pinch-pst-rel

poõŭdŭ]
time

sattamaagæ
loudly

ka-tt-in-aan.
yell-pst-3msg

“Ramani yelled loudly [CP when Seethaj pinched him{i,∗j}].”
(17) Logophoric use:

Raman-ŭkkŭi

Raman-dat
oïïum-ee
nothing[acc]-emph

purija-læ.
understand-neg.

taan{i,∗j}
anaph-nom

maúúum
alone

een
why

ippaãi
like.this

ellaam
all

kašúappaãa-ïum?
suffer-must?
“Ramani didn’t understand at all. Why should he{i,∗j} alone suffer like this?

+ In contrast, monstrous agreement in Tamil obtains in the clausal complement of verbs like ‘say’
and manner-variants thereof – typical of indexical shift patterns crosslinguistically.

(18) Complement of a speech-verb:
Seethai

Seetha[nom]
[CP taan{i,∗j}

anaph[nom]
Krishnan-æ
Krishnan-acc

kaadali-kkir-
love-prs-

een-nnŭ]
1sg-comp

katt-in-aaí/polamb-in-aaí.
shout-pst-3fsg/whine-pst-3fsg

“Seethai shouted [CP that she{i,∗j} loved Krishnan]”

+ To sum up, the distribution of ta(a)n is much more general than that of monstrous agreement
in Tamil.
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+ Furthermore, it patterns itself much more closely with that of anaphors crosslinguistically than
with shifted indexicals.

+ This poses a real challenge to the idea that an anaphor (specifically ta(a)n) is an obligatorily
shifted indexical.

4.2 Differences in antecedence minimality and optionality:
+ Monstrous agreement under ta(a)n obtains only in the propositional complement of a speech

predicate (Baker 2008, for similar indexical shift data from other languages)

+ The antecedent of ta(a)n in this case is the agent of the immediately higher speech-predicate.

(19) * Mayai

Maya[nom]
[CP Deepaj

Deepa[nom]
[CP taan{i,∗j}

anaph[sg.nom]
school-ŭkkŭ
school[dat]

poo-r-een-nnŭ]
go-pres-1sg-comp

nene-tt-aaí-ŭnnŭ]
think-pst-3fsg-comp

so-nn-aaí.
say-pst-3fsg
“Mayai said [CP that Deepaj thought [CP that she{i,∗j} was going to school.]]”

(20) Deepaj

Deepa[nom]
[CP Mayai

Maya[nom]
[CP taani

anaph[sg.nom]
school-ŭkkŭ
school[dat]

poo-r-een-nnŭ]
go-pres-1sg-comp

so-nn-aaí-ŭnnŭ]
say-pst-3fsg-comp

nene-tt-aaí.
think-pst-3fsg
“Deepaj thought [CP that Mayai said [CP that shei was going to school.]]”

• In (19), 1sg agreement doesn’t obtain even though the antecedent of ta(a)n is the agent of
the matrix speech predicate, because the ta(a)n clause is not directly selected by the speech
predicate.

• When the relative ordering of the matrix and intermediate clauses is reversed so that the speech
predicate is immediately superordinate to the ta(a)n clause (20), 1sg agreement does obtain,
under the reading where the ta(a)n-antecedent is the agent of this speech predicate.

+ In contrast, long-distance anaphora can obtain across multiple clauses or logophorically. Also,
in a given structure, there may be several candidates for antecedence.

(21) [CP Raman
Raman[nom]

Anand-kiúúæ
Anand-all

[CP Seetha
Seetha[nom]

tann-æi

anaph-acc
kaappaatt-in-aaí-ŭnnŭ]
save-pst-3fsg-comp]

so-nn-aan-nnŭ]
say-pst-3msg-comp

Krishnani

Krishnan[nom]
paar-tt-aan.
saw-pst-3msg

“Krishnani saw [CP that Raman told Anand [CP that Seetha saved himi.] ]”

5 Housecleaning issue II: Agree(ment) matters
• We have seen that although ta(a)n surfaces as the subject in many structures, monstrous

agreement obtains under it only in a proper subset of them.

• Given that the agreement under ta(a)n may systematically differ in this manner, it is hard to
maintain the claim that this agreement is triggered by ta(a)n itself.

As it turns out, the idea that anaphors have a special relationship with agreement has extensive
crosslinguistic support and is thus worth taking seriously:
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• Anaphors crosslinguistically have been known to either not trigger agreement at all or to trigger
special anaphoric agreement forms, a property that has been termed the Anaphor Agreement
Effect (AAE) (Rizzi 1990, Woolford 1999).

• Thus, the special agreement under ta(a)n could simply be taken to be an instantiation of the
AAE.

At the same time, monstrous agreement only obtains when the embedded subject is an anaphor.
In all other cases, the agreement on the verb simply reflects the φ-features of the (non-anaphoric)
subject:

(22) NiiAddr

You[sg.nom]
[CP

[
pasaŋ-gaíj
boy-pl.nom

Ãej-pp-aan-gaí-ŭnnŭ]
win-fut- 3pl-comp]

so-nn-aaj.
say-pst-2sg

“YouAddr said [CP that [the boys]j would win]”
(23) Seethai

Seethai

[CP avaí{i,j}
she[nom]

Ãej.pp.aaí-ŭnnŭ]
win.fut.3fsg-that

so-nn-aaí.
say.pst.3fsg

“Seethai said [CP that she{i,j} would win.]”

I thus propose that:

+ Agreement under ta(a)n (including monstrous agreement) is not directly triggered by ta(a)n
but has a different source.

+ This is an instantiation of the AAE and reflects the idea that ta(a)n itself has no φ-features to
value those on the verb (Kratzer 2009, for similar ideas).

+ In such a scenario, agreement under ta(a)n is triggered by a different source in the embedded
clause: specifically, a perspectival silent pro.

+ In cases where the clause containing the anaphoric subject is the complement of a speech-verb,
this perspectival pronoun may be a shifted 1st-person indexical which thus triggers 1st-person
agreement (= monstrous agreement) on the verb.

+ In all other cases, the perspectival pronoun transparently reflects the φ-features of the an-
tecedent.

6 Housecleaning issue III: Speech predicates are special
Consider the mini-typology of indexical shift in Table 1 (updated from Anand 2006) below:
For all these languages, indexical shift obtains under propositional speech predicates:

• Slave and Uyghur, the two languages which also permit indexical shift under other classes of
propositional predicate, nevertheless obey the implicational hierarchy in (24): they also allow
indexical shift under a predicate that is higher in the hierarchy, like say and tell.

+ The question I address here is why speech predicates are special in this manner.

+ Here, I present typological and morphological evidence to suggest that speech predicates really
are special, and different from other types of attitude verb.

+ Primarily semantic analyses overgenerate the number of environments where indexical shift is
predicted to occur by not distinguishing speech-predicates from other varieties of attitude verb.
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Language Verb Class description
Amharic, Aghem say optionally shifts 1st/2nd person indexicals
Navajo say optionally shifts 1st/2nd person indexicals
Slave tell optionally shifts 1st/2nd person indexicals

want optionally shifts 1st person indexicals
say obligatorily shifts 1st person indexicals

Zazaki say optionally shifts all 1st person indexicals
Tamil, Telugu say obligatorily shifts 1st-person verbal agreement
Donna SO (?) say obligatorily shifts 1st-person verbal agreement
English all no indexical shift
Uyghur all indexical shift

Table 1: Mini-typology of indexical shift across languages.

• Cristofaro (2005) points out that there is a strong implicational hierarchy (as in (24)) in the
size of complement clauses that are selected by propositional predicates which corresponds to
the lexico-conceptual semantics of these verbs.

(24) Complement size and logophoric predicate hierarchy:
Speech » Thought » Knowledge » Direct perception
Implication for complement size: Speech complements are structurally the largest; Direct
perception complements are structurally the smallest.

+ Interestingly, other linguistic phenomena such as anaphoric licensing (Culy 1994), eviden-
tial licensing (Speas 2004), root transformation possibilities (Hooper and Thompson
1973, Wiklund et al. 2009) and the relative ordering of adverbs and affixes (Cinque 1999)
– have been shown to independently mirror this hierarchy.

+ I.e. if an anaphor is bound in the complement of a certain predicate-class, it may also be bound
in that of one that is left of it in the hierarchy in (24). Root transformations are most easily
applied to the propositional complements of speech predicates, and least easily to those of
direct perception ones. And so on.

+ Based on the type of morphosyntactic empirical evidence given above, Cinque (1999), working
within a cartographic framework of clausal selection, reframes the predicate hierarchy given in
(24) into a monotonically-ordered structural hierarchy of clausal selection.

+ The hierarchy shows that a speech predicate selects the largest complement (containing the
Speech Act head and all the ones below it) whereas an epistemological one selects the smallest
one. This, in some sense, is a fundamental part of what it “means” to be a speech-predicate
vs. an epistemological one.

(25) Cinque Hierarchy: Speech Act » Evaluative » Evidential » Epistemological.

This hierarchy is reflected in the linear sequence of clause-final agglutinative morphemes in Korean
below (Cinque 1999, p. 53):

(26) Ku
that

say-ka
bird-nom

cwuk-ess-keyss-kwun-a!
die-ant-epist-eval-decl

“That bird must have died!”
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The evidence from clause-final affix ordering in Tamil also confirms that speech-act markers are
outermost (thus structurally highest) in this language 6:
(27) Evidential + Yes/No Question Markers:

a. Raman
Raman[nom.sg]

ne:ttikkŭ
yesterday

veelæ-kkŭ
work-dat

romba
very

ve:gam-aa
quick-adv

naãandŭ-
walk.asp-

poo-n-aan-aam-aa?
go-pst-3msg-evid-q

“Did Raman apparently walk to work very quickly yesterday?”
b. * Raman

Raman[nom.sg]
ne:ttikkŭ
yesterday

veelæ-kkŭ
work-dat

romba
very

ve:gam-aa
quick-adv

naãandŭ-
walk.asp-

poo-n-aan-aa-aam?
go-pst-3msg-q-evid

“Did Raman apparently walk to work very quickly yesterday?” (Intended)

6.1 Context-like features in Speech-ActP
Based on the evidence and surrounding discussion above, I propose:
(28) Uniqueness of speech predicates:

i. Speech predicates are underlyingly different from other types of predicate.
ii. Their complements are structurally larger than those of other predicate-classes. They

thus contain syntactic material with all other complement-types lack.
Based on this type of evidence, I will now propose the following generalization:
(29) Contextual Feature Generalization (CFG):

a. For any language, only those clausal complements that contain a Speech-Act Phrase are
large enough to host context-like features in the syntax.

b. These features are hosted in the specifier of the Speech-Act Phrase.
c. The Speech-Act head (much like a Kratzerian Voice head in the event domain) introduces

a DP with a special role in its specifier.
JSpeech− ActK = λxλc.Speaker(x)(c)

6.2 Modelling the minimality restriction on antecedence
How do we capture the fact that monstrous agreement obtains in the complement of a speech-
predicate (cf. Ex. (18)) – i.e. cannot obtain across an intervening non-speech predicate?
The properties of obligatory control structures, described below, are all shared by monstrous agree-
ment structures:

“In obligatory control constructions, the antecedent is thematically or grammatically
uniquely determined, the antecedent is obligatory, there are strict locality constraints on
the relation between the antecedent and the embedded subject, only a sloppy interpreta-
tion is available under ellipsis, and only a de se interpretation is possible for the embedded
subject” (Wurmbrand 2002, 99).

+ I thus propose that the DP in [Spec, Speech-ActP] is obligatorily controlled pro.

+ The controller of this DP is the agent of the immediately higher speech-predicate.

+ I.e. it is a component of the meaning of this verb that its agent is set as the speaker of the
intensional context in its complement.

+ Minimality follows from the normal mechanisms of selection and obligatory control.
6For reasons of time, I will not go into the detailed arguments here (but see Sundaresan 2012).
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7 Analysis: when anaphora meets agreement meets indexi-
cality

Consider the monstrous agreement sentence below and the tree structure for its embedded CP:7

(30) Krishnani

Krishnan[nom]
[CP Ramanj

Raman[nom]
[CP taani

anaph[sg.nom]
paris-æ
prize-sg.acc

Ãej-tt-een-nnŭ]
win-pst-1sg-comp

so-
say-

nn-aan-nnŭ]
pst-3msg-comp

kaïãŭpiãi-tt-aan.
saw-pst-3msg

“Krishnani saw [CP that Ramanj said [CP that hej won the prize.]]”
(31) CP

Speech-ActP

Spec

Op (PRO)
[Dep: x]

Speech-Act’

High-EvidP

Spec High-Evid’

Persp-P

Spec

Op (pro)
[Dep: y, p: 1, n: sg ]

Persp’

TP

DP

taan
[Dep: y, n: sg]

T’

vP T

-een
[p: 1, n: sg]

Persp

High-Evid

Speech-Act
λxλc.Speaker(x)(c)

C

nnŭ
(comp)

• ta(a)n probes up its phase to get its anaphoric feature (Dep) valued.
7In both the trees shown here, inherited/valued features are notationally distinguished from inherent ones by means

of underlining on the former. This is only a visual mnemonic for purposes of explication and should not be treated as
a higher-order feature.

11
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• The operator in [Spec, Persp-P] values the Dep-feature on ta(a)n as [Dep: y].

• In the meantime, the embedded T head starts out with unvalued φ-features and cannot get
these valued by its clausemate subject, because ta(a)n which lacks the relevant φ-attributes
(outside of Number).

• As such it keeps probing until it reaches the operator in [Spec, PersP], the minimally closest
element with valued φ-features. This operator happens to be born with 1sg φ-features in this
case, so it values the φ-features on T as such. At PF, these agreement features on T get spelled
out as -een.

• At LF, the matching Dep-values on ta(a)n and the operator in [Spec, PerspP] will result in
the latter binding the former (by virtue of asymmetrically c-commanding it) and both will be
assigned the same referent in the evaluation context.

How do the two linguistic elements end up getting mapped onto Raman, rather than Krishnan in
(30)? This is where the operator in [Spec, Speech-ActP] comes in and plays a crucial role.

• The operator in [Spec, Speech-ActP], by virtue of its structural position, and the denotation of
its head, must represent the speaker of the immediately superordinate speech predicate – i.e.
it will ultimately be mapped onto Raman by g.

• The speaker of the evaluation context is thus set to be Raman.

• The 1st-person feature of the perspectival pro in [Spec, PerspP ]will cause it to be interpreted
as the speaker of the evaluation context = Raman.

+ Thus, the speaker of the evaluation context as well as the antecedent of ta(a)n are mapped
onto the same individual, namely Raman.

+ Any different reference assignment would lead to a crash at LF.

What if the operator in [Spec, Persp-P] didn’t happen to have 1sg φ-features, but something else,
like 3msg, as in (32) below?

12
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(32) CP

Speech-ActP

Spec

Op (PRO)
[Dep: x]

Speech-Act’

High-EvidP

Spec High-Evid’

Persp-P

Spec

Op (pro)
[Dep: y, p: 3, g: m, n: sg ]

Persp’

TP

DP

taan
[Dep: y, n: sg]

T’

vP T

-aan
[p: 3, g: m, n: sg]

Persp

High-Evid

Speech-Act
λxλc.Speaker(x)(c)

C

nnŭ
(comp)

How would this structure be ruled out? As far as the narrow syntax is concerned, there is no problem.
In fact, it is important to allow such a possibility for those cases where the antecedent of ta(a)n is
someone other than the agent of the immediately superordinate speech predicate:

• However, when the reading is as in (30), with Raman the intended antecedent, LF conditions
will again rule out a structure where the operator of [Spec, Persp-P] has 3msg features.

• In this case, the 3rd-person feature on this operator will signify that it is not the Speaker or
Addressee of the local context.

• Thus, if the assignment function mapped the Dep-feature on the operator in [Spec, Persp-P]
onto Raman, we would end up with a denotation including the assertion that Speaker(Raman, c)
and the presupposition that: ¬Speaker(Raman, c) – again a clear contradiction.

13
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On the other hand, for a non-monstrous agreement sentence like (33) below, with the non-speaker
antecedent Krishnan, there would be no problem with the structure in (32):

(33) Krishnani

Krishnan[nom]
[CP Ramanj

Raman[nom]
[CP taani

anaph[sg.nom]
paris-æ
prize-sg.acc

Ãej-tt
win-pst-3msg-comp

aan-nnŭ]
say-pst-3msg-comp

so-nn-aan-nnŭ]
discover-pst-3msg

kaïãŭpiãi-tt-aan.

“Krishnani discovered [CP that Ramanj said [CP that hei won the prize.]]”

• In this case, the Dep value of the operator in [Spec, Speech-ActP] would still be mapped onto
Raman since he is the intensional context speaker.

• The 3msg features on the operator in [Spec, Persp-P] will again constrain the assignment
function to map its Dep-feature to a salient discourse entity which is masculine, singular and
not the Speaker or Addressee of the local context.

• As long as Krishnan holds a perspective toward the eventuality containing ta(a)n, there will be
no issue with mapping this Dep-feature to him since he is neither the local speaker nor hearer.

• The agreement on the verb under ta(a)n will accordingly be marked as 3msg by the operator
in [Spec, Persp-P]; this gets spelled out as -aan, at PF.

+ In ta(a)n-clauses that are not selected by a propositional speech predicate, there is no Speech-
ActP, thus no contextual features in the propositional complement. Thus, all φ-features in the
ta(a)n-clause get evaluated against the utterance context by default.

8 Conclusion and outlook
• We have studied an intriguing phenomenon that involves the convergence of shifted indexicality,

anaphora, and verbal agreement in a single sentence.

• By disentangling the contributions of the various components of this sentence, we have shown
that there is a crucial syntactic aspect to indexical shift which has, hitherto received primarily
semantic analyses.

• We have also illustrated that speech predicates really are special and differ from all other types
of predicate, including other types of intensional verb.

• By modelling this uniqueness in terms of a cartographic hierarchy of propositional complement
size, we have been able to explain and predict where indexical shift obtains in Tamil.

• We have also had the opportunity to investigate the nature of the relationship between anaphora
and agreement – a phenomenon that has not been properly understood in the literature.

• I.e. we have shown that when ta(a)n is in subject position, it does not itself trigger agreement,
even when it might seem to simply because the agreement is in fact tracking the antecedent of
ta(a)n, or, more precisely, the perspectival pronominal operator (pro) in its local domain.
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9 Appendix: Monstrous agreement and de se
My current research in this area, in collaboration with Hazel Pearson, involves looking at the rela-
tionship between monstrous agreement and attitudes de se.
Pearson (In prep) proposes the following:

Embedding of a pronoun in a resP [required, in Pearson’s analysis, for de re construals of
anaphors/logophors] involves positing additional covert structure, and therefore should
only be employed as a last resort for reasons of economy. The ability to take a long
distance antecedent is the circumstance that can cause the grammar to resort to this
option. It is therefore expected that an element like PRO that cannot take a long distance
antecedent is obligatorily construed de se.

This makes the following clear prediction for long-distance anaphora in Tamil:

+ The subject anaphor in a monstrous agreement clause behaves much like OC pro in that it
cannot take a non-minimal antecedent.

+ Thus, if Pearson is correct, ta(a)n in such structures should be interpreted obligatorily de se.

+ In contrast, “regular” cases of long-distance anaphora may allow de re construals of the anaphor.

The first prediction definitely seems to be correct. ta(a)n, in a monstrous agreement structure like
that in (1), repeated below, can only be interpreted de se:

(34) Ramani

Raman[nom]
[CP taan{i,∗j}

anaph-sg.nomi

Ãej-pp-een-nnŭ]
win-fut-1sg-comp

so-nn-aan.
say-pst-3msg

“Ramani said [CP that he{i,∗j} would win]”

The second prediction is a bit harder to test and thus is something we are currently looking at
determining using experimental and survey methods.
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