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1. Introduction: Partial Control 

(1) Partial control refers to a configuration like the one below: 

a. Johni wants [PROi to meet in the cafeteria.] 

(2) Observation: The understood subject of the embedded clause is two or more people. 
However, the subject of the matrix clause, John, is of course one person. A similar 
sentence without a partial control construction is ungrammatical: 

a. ? John met in the cafeteria. 

(3) In partial control sentences, the subject of the matrix clause is called the controller. 
Partial control constructions are ones in which a subject controller is a proper subset 
of the understood subject of an embedded clause.  

(4) Partial control is contrasted with exhaustive control, which refers to sentences in which 
the controller and the understood subject of the embedded clause are coreferential. 

a. John and Mary managed to go on vacation together. 

1.1 Partial control is only available for certain predicates. 

(5) Examples of predicates that license partial control: want, expect, vote, promise, glad, like, 
surprised, imagine. 

a. John expected to go to the store together. 

(6) Examples of predicates that don’t license partial control (i.e., predicates that only license 
exhaustive control): try, manage, dare, make sure, avoid. 

a. ? John tried to go to the store together. 

1.2 Background: How can attitude de se be captured for partial control expressions? 

(7) Partial control expressions express an attitude de se.  

(8) Pearson’s definition of an attitude de se:  

a. The attitude is about the attitude holder (aboutness condition) 

b. The attitude holder is aware that the attitude is about herself (awareness 
condition) 

(9) Attitude verbs quantify over centred worlds. 
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a. Centred worlds: pairs of worlds and individuals that the attitude holder believes 
could be candidates for herself and the actual world. 

b. Doxastic centre: the distinguished individual in a possible world w’ (that the 
attitude holder believes could be herself in the real world)  

c. Doxastic alternatives: 

Doxx,w = {<w’, y>: it is compatible with what x believes in w for x to be y in w’} 

2 Main Questions and Proposal 

2.1 How can temporal notions be encoded for attitude reports?  

(10) The problem: an attitude verb like expect has a future orientation. 

(11) Solution: let attitude predicates be quantifiers over world-time-individual triples: <w’, t’, 
y>. 

a. Time intervals: sets of moments in time, type i. 

(12) Expect, for example, has a future orientation, and this must be built into its lexical entry. 

a. The temporal argument embedded below expect must be some time interval t” 
that is in the future with respect to t’, the “subjective now.” 

b. A possible lexical entry: [[expect]]c,g = λP<e,<i,<s,t>>> λxe λti λws . ∀ <w’,t’,y> 
[<w’, t’, y> ∈ Doxx,w,t → ∃t” [t’ <precedes t” & P(y) (t”) (w’)]] 

2.2 There is a key parallel between individuals and times in partial control predicates.  

c. Partial control involves a part-whole relationship for individuals. 

d. Partial control also involves relationships between times, such as precedence or 
part-whole relationships. 

e. There are systematic relationships between the arguments of partial control 
predicates and the relevant coordinate of the elements quantified over by the verb. 

2.3. The current proposal: shifting world-time-individual triples 

(13) Pearson (2016) captures both the partial control effect and the temporal shift of partial 
control expressions by shifting world-time-individual triples as a unit. 
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(14) Lexical entry of a partial control predicate CPC: 

a. [[CPC]]c,g = λP<e, <i, <s,t>>> λxe λti λws . ∀ <w’, t’, y> [<w’,t’,y> ∈ C-
x,w,t → ∃ 

<w”, t”, z> [<w”, t”, z> is an extension of <w’,t’,y> & P(z)(t”)(w”)]] 

Where Cx,w,t is the set of x’s C-alternatives (doxastic alternatives) in w at t. 

b. Where for any pair of world-time-individual triples <w, t, x> and <w’, t’, y>, 
<w’,t’, y> is an extension of <w,t,x> iff for every α, β such that α is a 
coordinate of <w,t,x> and β is a coordinate of <w’, t’, y> of the same type as 
α, either: 

i. α ≤ β;  

ii. α <precedes β ;  

iii. β <precedes α. 

c. An example: lexical entry for promise: 

i. [[promise]]c,g = λP<e, <i, <s,t>>> λxe λti λws . ∀ <w’, t’, y> [<w’,t’,y> ∈ 
Sayx,w,t → ∃ <w”, t”, z> [<w”, t”, z> is an extension of <w’,t’,y> & 
P(z)(t”)(w”)]] 

1. Where Sayx,w,t = { <w’, t’, y>: it is compatible with what x says in 
w at t for x to be y in w’ and for t to be t’ } 

(15) This lexical entry relies on the part of relation, ≤ , defined as follows: 

a. For any two sets P and Q, P ≤ Q iff P ⊆ Q 

b. For any two individuals a and b, a ≤ b iff a + b = b 

3. Consequences of this Approach 

3.1 Attitude predicates 

(16) Prediction: Only attitude predicates can be partial control predicates. 

a. Control verbs that are not attitude predicates do not quantify over centred worlds. 

b. To have a partial control interpretation, a predicate must allow a shifting of the 
individual coordinate of a centred world, which is achieved via quantifying over 
centred worlds. 

(17) Double vision cases can be used as a diagnostic for attitude predicates. 

a. Only attitude predicates give rise to ‘double vision’ interpretations. 

b. For example, want is an attitude predicate. 



 4 

i. Scenario: Emily doesn’t know who Dave is, but she met him twice 
without realizing it. The first time, she thought he was nice; the second 
time, she didn’t like him at all. Both of the following statements can be 
judged as true and compatible:  

1. Emily wants to see Dave this afternoon. 

2. Emily wants to avoid Dave this afternoon. 

c. Deserve, on the other hand, is not an attitude predicate, and is not susceptible to 
‘double vision’ interpretations.  

i. The following two sentences are not compatible, even in a situation in 
which Emily does not know who Dave is but holds different beliefs about 
him: 

1. Emily deserves to see Dave this afternoon. 

2. Emily deserves to avoid Dave this afternoon. 

d. Want, which is an attitude predicate, is also a partial control predicate. As 
predicted, deserve is neither an attitude predicate nor a partial control predicate. 

3.2 Non-simultaneity 

(18) This approach predicts that partial control verbs should not impose a simultaneity 
requirement. 

a. A simultaneity requirement would require that the subjective “now” of the 
attitude holder—time t’—is the same as the event time described by the infinitive. 

(19) The only relationships between this subjective “now” of the attitude holder and the event 
time currently allowed under the partial control lexical entry are the following: 

a. α ≤ β  

i. t’ is a part of t” 

b. α <precedes β  

i. t’ precedes t” 

c. β <precedes α  

i. t” precedes t’ 

(20) Pearson (2016) claims that this prediction is correct. 

a. Future-oriented partial control predicates: predicates that allow an interpretation 
in which the time of the embedded predicate is after the time of the subjective 
‘now.’ 
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i. hope, decide, plan, eager, ready 

1. Yesterday John hoped to go to the movies tomorrow. 

b. Past-oriented partial control predicates 

i. remember, regret 

1. Tomorrow John will remember going to the movies yesterday. 

c. Emotive factive partial control predicates seem neither future nor past 
oriented. Instead, they allow an interpretation in which the subjective ‘now’ 
is a part of the time of the embedded predicate.  

i. Emotive factives: glad, sad, surprised, shocked, sorry, like, dislike, hate, 
loathe 

ii. The “part of” relationship: 

1. For two months, John was glad to live on a budget for a year. 

2. *For a year, John was glad to live on a budget for two months. 

d. Pearson (2016) also shows that there are attitudinal control predicates that do 
license (and in fact require) simultaneous interpretations, provided that they are 
not partial control predicates. 

i. There are two such predicates, pretend and claim. 

1. *For two months, John pretended to live on a budget for a year. 

2. *For a year, John pretended to live on a budget for two months. 

3. *Yesterday John pretended to go to the movies tomorrow. 

4. *Tomorrow John will pretend to go to the movies yesterday. 

4. Problems 

4.1 Reflexives 

(21) Problem: why can’t partial control constructions license a plural anaphor, even when 
PRO combines with a collective predicate like meet? 

a. *John intends to meet each other in the hall. 

(22) Solution 

a. Reciprocals must be licensed syntactically by a subject with a plural feature. 

b. Partially controlled PRO still has a [singular] feature, even though it combines 
with a collective predicate. 
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c. A [singular] feature gives its corresponding noun the presupposition that the noun 
has an atomic denotation. 

d. However, PRO denotes a bound variable rather than an individual, and its 
[singular] feature is deleted at LF. 

i. Feature deletion under semantic binding: Delete the features to all 
variables that are semantically bound. 

e. This allows PRO to combine with a collective predicate without its [singular] 
feature creating an incorrect presupposition. 

(23) An incorrect prediction? 

a. It seems that the following sentences should be acceptable in this approach: 

i. #Emily wanted to look at herself together. 

1. Interpretation: Emily wanted to look at a group of people that 
includes her, along with that group. 

ii. #Emily wanted to meet herself on Tuesday. 

1. Interpretation: Emily wanted to meet a group of people that 
includes herself on Tuesday. 

4.2 Extensions 

(24) Pearson’s lexical entry for partial control predicates and her definition of an 
extension seem “efficient” in that they shift the world-time-individual triples all at 
once. 

a. For any pair of world-time-individual triples <w, t, x> and <w’, t’, y>, <w’,t’, y> 
is an extension of <w,t,x> iff for every α, β such that α is a coordinate of <w,t,x> 
and β is a coordinate of <w’, t’, y> of the same type as α, either: 

i. α ≤ β;  

ii. α <precedes β ;  

iii. β <precedes α. 

(25) However, the notion of an extension is in some ways too general. 

a. For individuals, only the “part of” relationship applies. 

i. Individuals cannot “precede” or “follow” each other like times can, so 
only α ≤ β is relevant. 
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b. For times, all three relationships can apply—but they must be lexically specified 
for every predicate. 

i. t ≤ t’ 

ii. t < t’ 

iii. t’ < t 

c. For worlds, there is no “part of”, following, or preceding relationship: w’ = w. 

 

4.3 Object control 

(26) Object control constructions involve three-place predicates in which the controller is the 
object of the matrix verb. In these predicates, different DPs can be the controller and 
attitude holder. 

a.  John advised Maryi [PROi to read his paper carefully.] 

b. John recommended Maryi [PROi to read his paper carefully.] 

(27) Pearson’s solution is that some attitude predicates are quantifiers over tuples consisting 
of a world, a time, and two individuals: <w’, t’, x’, y’>. 

a. For example, the advise-alternatives quantified over by advise are defined in the 
following way: Advisex,y,w,t = {<w’, t’, x’, y’> : x’s advice to y in w at t is 
fulfilled in w’ and it is compatible with x’s beliefs in w at t for x to be x’ and y to 
be y’ and t to be t’} 

 


