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account could be extended to cover PC in English and discusses some of the
issues which arise for such an extension. Finally, section 7 concludes, raising
some issues for future research.

2 Partial Control:

a challenge for the Movement Theory of Control

2.1 The Problem

Landau (1999, 2000) first drew attention to the phenomenon of Partial Con-
trol (PC), whereby PRO is anaphorically dependent on, but not exhaustively
controlled by, a higher DP:2

(1) (a) * The chair gathered/gathers on a regular basis.

(b) The chairi would prefer [PROi` to gather at 6]

(c) * The chairi would prefer [PROi` to gather without himi]
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only EC in English as their complements are untensed, whereas the com-
plements of factive, propositional, desiderative and interrogative predicates
permit either EC or PC, as their complements are tensed, as shown by their
ability to support independent temporal reference:3

(3) (a) * The chair managed/began [PRO to gather at 6].

(b) * Yesterday John managed/began [PRO to eat tomorrow].

(4) (a) The chair was sorry/preferred/wondered whether [to meet
earlier than planned].

(b) Yesterday John was sorry/preferred/wondered whether [to leave
tomorrow].

The second important aspect of (2) is the claim that in instances of PC,
PRO inherits all its features from its controller with the exception of semantic
plurality. As Landau shows, verbs like meet require their subject to be se-
mantically plural in English, but not necessarily syntactically plural, and this
proves crucial to his analysis:

(5) The committee met this morning.4

As Landau has long pointed out, the properties of PC make it apparently
problematic for Hornstein’s (1999 et seq) Movement Theory of Control (MTC).
This is because, as he notes, PC is a subtype of obligatory Control (OC):

“PC verbs show all the familiar characteristics of OC: The con-
troller must be local, cannot be arbitrary, PRO is inte26(,)-3942(O)D354(l)02.159(o)-30.8547(cp26(e)-339626(,)-394.637.3776(t59(o)-30.8.9607.722(i626328(r)1.7568(o)2.06(,)-394.64(s)-3.72172(u)2.)2.969c)-9(w)-305.42(O)D354(l72172(.
b7)2.06(,)2.16075(r960489t)1.7568(i)1.35.34(b)35.3776(y)-377.226.)1.35.34(b)D354(l7217245(r)1.75663(4(b)D354(l7217245(r)1.7565(r987562(o)-30.8)1.75791(l)1.3550830.)-350.6315.9604,99 Td
[(?568(a)2.16045(d)2.36328(i)1.5963(n)2.3632(l72884.:53077055(r98(p)]TJ
310.37n5(r98(.033(C)2.96977(h)2.36323.208(e)1.96045(r)-372..96045(t)1.7568(e)1.473(T)2.(”8.1199.753562(n)2.3 376.278675903(a)2.16186(l)1.3563942(O)1.9600.3562(r)1.75)2.1u7(cp26(e)-33962339.23753())1.759032c)-9(w)-30c)-9(w)-30c)-9(w)-3
-31.3199 9c)-9(w)-3:7568(h2.368c)-9(w)-33c)-9(w)-3
-31.3199 629(()7.21.9604)2.909(w)2.96977(])1.3562(.)1.3562]TJ
-42 -268(h2(i691(s)-487.722(o)2.16075(f)-466.04568(h)49(-)1.55314]328(d)2.36328(a)2.16045660.7217J
-263.879 -25(n)3.725963(r)1.7568(y)84.762458.8142]TJ
/R38 10.9091 Tf
27.7199 0 Td
[(r)1.7568(e)1.96045(q)-3.23562(s)-3.72454(a)235.35(n)D3543.624(i)1.3562(t)1.7568(s)-300.736(c)1.96045(o)2.15963(n)35.3776(t)1.7568(r)1.7568(o)2.15(o)3251.7568(i)1.3562(v)29.7693(4(n)356045(a)2.15963(l)1.3562(,)-383.644(c)1.96045(a)2.1596660.729]328(d)2.363203(o)-338.831(l)1.356660.)1.76186(p)]TJ
310.32 0 b68(y)-2f)-7600.3562(1.054(a)2.159632.15963(n)]TJ
6186(p)]TJ
310.32 0 96045(n)35.3776(40)-760753())1.75903TJ
-287.2823832(/)2.15963(p)2.36328(r)1.7568(e)7.2823832(/)2.04846(e)1.96045(i)1.3557.722476865(h)2.36328278R)27.632(O)O)D354(l72172(508(l)1.35508(y)-34428())-504.235(Y)85.3.246(p)2.36328(l)1.3235(Y)85.3008(e)1.962(u)2.)251Td
[(o)35.1493278R(r)196977(i)1.3562(t)1.7568.722(i66328(i)1.5963(n)2.36.15963(b)21.7568(b)2.36328(i)328(e)-339.032(c)1.9.7568(r)1.7568(o)2.15963(g)2651(e)-361.054(l)1.3562(o)-301.054(a)2.191(a)11 9604(e)2.6443(e)1.96045n)2(t)1.3562(n)2.36328(’)1.3651(e)-361629(())-338.(s)-3.7579568(a))35.145(r)1.759278R)27.632(O)2.15965(m)3.37.96045(t)1.7278R)27.8.715(t)1.7568(h)2.
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are PC contexts, despite having often been misanalysed as instances of non-
obligatory Control (NOC):

(6) John wondered [how PRO to talk about himself/oneself]

Although, the anaphor oneself is possible here, Landau shows that this
it does not imply truly arbitrary reference for PRO. Rather oneself appears
to be the anaphor which surfaces (somewhat marginally) with PC PRO in
English. Crucially, even where oneself is present, PRO must still be partially
controlled in OC contexts, as illustrated by (7):

(7) *Johni wondered [how PROi` to talk to himi about oneself].
(Landau 2000: 40)

If the ungrammaticality of (7) is again due to condition B, then the binder
of oneself cannot be arbitrary PRO, but must rather be PC PRO.

The fact that the controller must be local in instances of PC is illustrated
by (8):

(8) The chairi thought that Maryj wanted PRO˚i`k{j` to meet after
breakfast.

In (8), PRO must be partially controlled by the local (next-clause-up) DP
Mary and is not partially controlled by the non-local DP the chair. This is not
to say, of course that the chair cannot be (accidentally/optionally) included in
the reference set of PRO, as Landau notes. Crucially, though, whereas Mary

must be included in that set, the chair need not be. This is illustrated by the
following contrast, again due to condition B:

(9) *The chairi though that Maryj wanted PROj` to gather without herj

(10) The chairi though that Maryj wanted PROj` to gather without himi

The semantics of PC are not straightforward to illustrate, but with some
care, it is possible to show that PRO again patterns with obligatory rather than
non-obligatory Control in instances of PC. Consider the following example,
adapted from Landau (2000: 42):

(11) Johni would prefer [PROi` to meet after breakfast] and Billj would
too (but without *himj/Johni)

5
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In (11), it cannot be the case that Bill would prefer for John and some
other people excluding Bill to meet after breakfast. It must rather be the
case that Bill would prefer for himself and some other people (either including
or excluding John) to meet after breakfast. As such, (11) displays a sloppy
reading, meaning once again that PC PRO patterns with OC rather than
NOC. Replicating another of Hornstein’s (1999) tests for OC, it can also be
shown, with some effort, that PC gives rise to a bound variable reading. Thus
in (12), the only available reading is one whereby Mrs Shufflebotham is the
only person x such that x wondered where x and some other people (say her
students) should assemble in the event of n
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rather than subextraction, contra (b). As such, it will be proposed that Lan-
dau’s conclusion is premature, but that previous attempts to accommodate
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(21) O
the

Pedro
Pedro

queria
wanted.3SG

reunir=se
meet.INF=self.3

mais
more

tarde.
late

‘Pedro wanted/would like to meet later on.’

It therefore seems to be the case that some speakers allow fake PC in EP,
even where clitic climbing has taken place, contrary to what is usually the case
with (true) PC.13

The fact that such examples are indeed instances of PC is strongly sug-
gested by the fact that all speakers rejected (22), presumably because of con-
dition B, as is (23):

(22)
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(26) O
the

João
João

preferia
preferred

reunir=se
meet.INF=self.3

de
of

manhã,
morning,

e
and

a
the

Maria
Maria

também
also

preferia.
preferred

‘João would prefer to meet in the morning and so would Maria.’

(27) * O
the

João
João

preferia
preferred

reunir=se
meet.INF=self.3

de
of

manhã,
morning,

e
and

a
the

Mariai
Maria

também
also

preferia
preferred

mas
but

sem
without

elai.
her

‘João would prefer to meet in the morning and so would Maria (but
without her).’

Landau (2003) does not discuss instances of PC in Romance with 1st/2nd
person antecedents. 1st/2nd person reflexive clitics are morphologically dis-
tinguished for both person and number and thus provide more information as
to the features of the embedded subject in instance of fake PC. Interestingly,
with singular controllers, only phi-matched reflexive clitics are permitted in
instances of fake PC, despite the requirement for verbs like reunir-se ‘meet’ to
take a plural subject:15

(28) a. Eu
I

preferia
preferred.1SG

reunir=me
meet.INF=self.1SG

mais
more

tarde.
late

‘I preferred/would prefer to meet later.’ [*=1, ?=3, X=28]

b. * Eu
I

preferia
preferred.1SG

reunir=nos
meet.INF=self.1PL

às
at.the

3
3

[*=21, ?=5, X=6]

c. * Eu
I

preferia
preferred.1SG

reunir=se
meet.INF=self.3

mais
more

tarde
late

[*=19, ?=0, X=0]

(29) a. Preferias
prefer.2SG

reunir=te
meet.INF=self.2SG

mais
more

tarde?
late

‘Would you prefer to meet later on?’ [*=3, ?=4, X=25]

15 Landau (2004a: 835) seems to suggest that Italian (and presumably other Romance lan-
guages with the exception of French) permit si/se reflexives in instances of PC because this
third person form is unspecified for number, but the data presented here show that this is
not the case in EP.

11
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b.
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(i) ‘Would you prefer PRO2PL to meet tomorrow or on Friday?’
(ii) ‘Would you prefer PRO1PL to meet tomorrow or on Friday?’

In (35), the embedded subject can be partially controlled by the 1PL
matrix subject, including some other second/third party in the meeting. In
(36)-(37), the same effect holds, meaning that the semantic person of PRO
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b. * The chair hoped to sing alike/be mutually supporting.

c. John met/collided/agreed/gathered/interacted with Bill.

d. John doesn’t want to meet/collide/agree/gather/interact
today.

Landau (2004b) has already raised some problems with the veracity of this
claim in relation to English. In fact, a consideration of which predicates can
surface in (apparent) instances of PC, strongly suggests that EP fake PC but
not English PC involves a covert comitative. There is a strong correlation in
EP between the possibility of a comitative and the ability to participate in
PC with an uninflected infinitive, whereas the same does not hold for British
or American English. While a large class of the predicates requiring a plural
subject are comitative, Levin (1993: 62-63) gives two further classes of verbs
which require plural subjects in English, both of which are reflexive in EP.
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c. John has been seeing Mary for a while now and he wants to
kiss soon.

As such, again, English fails to conform to BHN’s predictions. In EP,
however, such verbs cannot participate in fake PC, exactly as predicted by the
covert comitative analysis:25

(43) * Há
has

uma
a

semana
week

que
that

o
the

Pedro
Pedro

anda
walks

com
with

a
the

Maria
Maria

e
and

queria
wants

beijar=se/abraçar=se
kiss.INF=self.3/embrace.INF=self.3

agora
now

Intended ‘Pedro has been seeing Mary for a week and he would like
to kiss/cuddle now.’

In relation the basic distribution of the phenomenon, then, there is good
reason to believe that fake PC in EP involves EC plus a covert comitative, but
the same is not true of English PC.
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well known, is also compatible with restructuring. Secondly, recall that fake
PC was almost unanimously accepted by speakers of EP, contrary to what has
been claimed for true PC, and in line with the facts for EC. Finally, note that
in instances of fake PC, anaphors are licensed exactly as they are in EC. The
anaphor, in all cases, agrees in all features with its controller, as illustrated in
(44):26

(44) a.
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‘Would you prefer to meet tomorrow or on Friday?’ [*=13, ?=3,
X=17]

(50) % O
the

João
João

preferia
preferred.3SG

reunirem=se
meet.INF.3PL=self.3

mais
more

tarde.
late

‘João would prefer to meet later on.’ [*=13, ?=1, X=8]

Here, there is clearly no requirement for the syntactic number or person
features of the controlled subject to match those of the controller. In fact, as
long as the controller is a potential proper subset of the referent of PRO, the
embedded subject has syntactic features to match its semantics, regardless
of the features of the controller (as indicated by the inflection and the fea-
tures of the reflexive clitic). Where the phi-feature specification of controller
and controllee makes this impossible (for semantic reasons), ungrammaticality
results:29

(51) % O
the
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(53)
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must be included in the reference of the embedded null subject, as indicated
by the following condition B violation:

(60) * O
the

Joãoi
João

preferia
preferred.3S

reunirem=se
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b. The chair hoped rrDP pro ti
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In relation to EP, the most serious problem with the approach, though, is
the availability/motivation for subextraction. It is well-known that inflected
infinitives never surface in instances of raising (Raposo 1989: 297, Quicoli
1996: 59):

(70) * It is possible that rDP pro the victim] will meet drunk.

(71) proi parecem
seem.PRES.3PL

rti ter
have.INF

razãos
reason

(72) EXPL parece
seem.PRES.3PL

rpro terem
have.INF

razãos
reason

‘They seem to be right.’

(73) *pro parecem
seem.PRES.3PL

rpro terem
have.INF

razãos
reason

This follows if an inflected infinitive assigns nominative Case to its subject,
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to result from the Control relation itself, rather than being generally available
in contexts of A-movement, something which a big DP approach again cannot
capture without additional stipulations. Despite initial appeal, then, the big
DP approach does not seem to solve the PC problem. While it is possible
to describe PC in in such terms, there is little independent evidence for such
an approach, and the kind of movement which it requires is not otherwise at-
tested. An account in terms of defective intervention, on the other hand, has
the benefit of (i) explaining why PC should exist, (ii) assimilating the effect
to other well attested phenomena such as the Person Case Constraint and (iii)
extending to PC in other languages, such as English.

Thus far, it has been argued that inflected PC cannot be accounted for
by previous approaches to PC and is thus ripe for a novel analysis. The fact
that inflected infinitives assign Case to their subjects explains why they are not
compatible with EC, but raises other questions for the MTC. For example, why
are referential subjects not permitted in the inflected infinitival complements of
desiderative predicates, given that Case appears to be available? How can pro
be partially controlled? Crucially, whatever grammatical mechanism serves to
give rise to PC here should also serve to explain why inflected infinitives can
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(81) Italian:

Gianni
Gianni

sembra
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(85) Greek:

* Tha
FUT

su
CL.GEN.2SG

me
CL.ACC.1SG

sistisune
introduce.3PL

‘They will introduce me to you.’ (Anagnostopoulou 2008: 16)

Anagnostopoulou’s (2008) account of the strong PCC is as follows. Fol-
lowing Taraldsen (1995), she proposes that datives are defective in the specific
sense that they have person but no number features (as a result of the fact that
they bear quirky Case). She further proposes, following Adger and Harbour
(2007), that 3rd person datives have the specification [´person]. This means
that when α probes for φ-features it must first agree with the dative DP (β)
for [´person]. The same head α then agree with the next-closest accusative
DP (γ) in number only (via cyclic Agree). As long as the accusative DP lacks
a person specification as is the case with 3rd person accusatives, the derivation
converges. If the accusative has a [`person] feature, however, the derivation
crashes, as by hypothesis, in order to receive structural Case, a DP must Agree
fully with a Case-assigning head. Given the assumption that 1st and 2nd per-
son accusative pronouns are [+person], this serves to capture the strong PCC.
The fact that accusatives unlike datives are fully specified for both number
and person features is due to the fact that only the latter require structural
Case. The crucial insight behind this approach to the PCC is that a derivation
can converge in spite of a defective intervener as long as the relevant feature
set of γ is a proper subset of those of β Schematically, this is as follows:

(86) Xprobe > DP1 > DP2:
X can agree with DP2 only if it first (partially) agrees with DP1. In
such cases, the relevant feature set of DP2
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6 An account of Partial Control

6.1 Thematic roles as features

The crucial assumption at the heart of the MTC is that a single DP can
bear more than one theta-role. Hornstein (1999) proposes to couple this as-
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Agree, then these patterns would be highly mysterious (cf. also Chomsky 1995
for a defence of configurational theta-assignment).45

There are also many fairly obvious problems which arise if theta-roles are
features which can be valued by Agree, even in English. Consider, for example,
the well-known fact that raising but not Control verbs are compatible with
expletive subjects:

(87) * There expected [John to leave]

BHN (2010) note that (87) can be ruled out in the MTC by the fact that
expletives cannot absorb theta-roles. Crucially, this is only the case if theta-
roles require Merge. If theta-roles could be assigned via Agree, John could
simply receive two distinct theta-roles via Agree in (87), with there satisfying
the EPP. Crucially, (87) is not ruled out on Case grounds as expect is an ECM
verb which, if transitive, can assign accusative Case to the subject of a TP
complement (i.e. John). For the MTC to be empirically tenable, then, it seems
necessary that theta-role assignment must be configurationally determined.46

With facts such as these in mind, let us assume, in line with the second
option outlined by BHN (2010), that theta-roles can be discharged only via
Merge.47

(88) Principle of theta-role assignment:

Theta-roles can only be assigned via External or Internal Merge with
a thematic head.

This is identical to the standard position with the exception that internal
Merge also serves to discharge theta-roles. It is also very similar to Horn-
stein’s original checking-based proposal except that in the context of Chom-
sky (2000), it is predicted that where a theta-role is discharged via internal
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merge, Agree will be required as a precursor. As such theta-roles retain their
configurational nature and their connection to Merge but can be determined
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instances of defective intervention, and so values its unvalued uninterpretable
D feature. The value assigned to v’s [D: ] feature is the referential index
of said DP, which, if movement were possible, would also be linked to the
predicate’s theta-grid. Because the DP in question already has Case, however,
it cannot, under our/Hornstein’s assumptions, raise to merge with v and so
cannot absorb v’s theta-role. Nevertheless, as v has thematically ‘agreed’ with
said DP, it follows that when v subsequently discharges its theta-role to a
distinct, externally merged, DP, the latter will need to be a referential subset
of the DP which has valued v’s [D: ] feature. Just as defective phi-agreement
with DP1 determines the potential person features of DP2, so too does defective
thematic Agree determine the potential referential index of DP2.

This, in essence, is PC:

(90) PC:
DPj v[D: ] V [DPi r`Cases T . . .]

a. matrix v probes for a local DP

b. v forms a dependency with DPi, formally valuing its unvalued
uninterpretable feature [D: i]

c. DPi is inactive and cannot merge with v.

d. DPj is externally merged, and thus receives v’s theta-role at LF

e. As v bears a valued feature [D: i] as the result of having agreed
with DPi, it follows that the external argument’s referential
index j must be a proper subset of i.

f. The derivation converges as long as DPj gets Case from a higher
head

Effectively, PC arises where a visible but inactive DP enters into a defective
thematic relation with a head v, serving to limit the reference of the DP which
eventually receives v’s theta-role. The movement-like properties of true PC
follow from the fact that Agree is subject to locality (because of Relativised
Minimality). As such, effectively failed movement from a visible complement
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probed DP and the externally merged DP because of v
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(95) pro escrevi
wrote.1SG

a
the

carta
letter

rpara
for

(eles)
them

perceberems.
understand.INF.3PL

‘I wrote the letter in order for them to understand.’

Next, consider ‘transparent’ (non-island) complement domains. In the
complements of raising verbs, inflective infinitives are possible and again pro

can be referential as there is no local c-commanding thematic probe:

(96) EXPL parece
seem.PRES.3PL

rpro terem
have.INF

razãos
reason

‘They seem to be right.’

But the subject of inflected infinitives in the complements of desiderative
predicates cannot be referential, as discussed above, plausibly because of (90).
This follows if inflected infinitival clauses are generally visible for probing,
but defective thematic intervention only arises where a local, c-commanding
thematic probe is present. As such, we have a potential explanation as to
why the inflected infinitival complements of desiderative predicates are Case
domains which do not support overt subjects or subjects with independent
reference.

The fact that epistemic and factive Control predicates permit inflected
infinitival complements with referential subjects, as discussed above, is appar-
ently problematic for (90). However, as Raposo (1987) notes at length, there
is good evidence that these non-finite complements contain hidden structure.
The complements of epistemic verbs require obligatory Aux-to-Comp move-
ment, whereas the complements of factive predicates involve either (a) Aux-
to-Comp or (b) a concealed DP layer. In both cases, Raposo argues, the clause
in question receives Case, and hence must be nominal in some sense. If this is
the case then such clauses may be opaque to thematic probing because they
themselves function as interveners.

This provides a potential handle on why it is that some clauses are vis-
ible for thematic probing, whereas others are not. An additional empirical
challenge which has often been discussed in relation to the MTC is the fact
that whereas many (though not all) languages allow Control into an embed-
ded clause introduced by a complementiser, raising never does (cf. Landau
2003: 488). BHN (2010: 128-129), following Nunes (2007, 2010) offer an at-
tractive explanation for this fact. If C bears phi-features then its presence
will be sufficient to block phi-related probing into its c-command domain, but
these phi-features will not affect thematic probing, which is independent of
phi-features. By the same logic, it is expected that where C is [`D], it will
block thematic probing into its complement domain. Whether an embedded

36
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clause is visible for thematic probing therefore reduces to whether or not it is
introduced by a [`D] complementiser. Modern English for appears, by these
criteria to be `D as it is incompatible with OC, whereas EP de must lack a
D-specification, as it is not:

(97) O
the

Pedro
Pedro

precisa
needs

de
of

sair
leave.INF

The complements of desiderative verbs in EP, unlike those of epistemic/-
factive predicates might lack D either because they are TPs or because they
are CPs, where C lacks a D feature. I remain agnostic as to which is the
correct analysis in the absence of persuasive evidence in either direction.51

The defective intervention analysis explains the semantics of PC as well
as the availability of phi-mismatches between controller and the controllee. If
PC results from the fact that the referential index of an externally merged
subject must be contained in the referential index of the intervener, then this
applies semi-independently of phi-specifications. All that is required is for the
phi-features of controller and controllee to be compatible with the relationship
between their indexicals. Consider the following ungrammatical example:

(98) * Euj

I
preferia
preferred.1SG

rTP proi reunirem=se
meet.INF.1=3PL=self.3

mais
more

tarde.
late

In such cases, the matrix v thematically agrees with proi, picking up the
value [D: i]. This means that at LF euj must both (i) pick up v’s theta-role
and (ii) have an index which is a proper subset of i. In such cases, though, it
is not possible to interpret eu as a proper subset of the referent of 3PL pro

as, for semantic reasons, 1SG cannot be a member of a 3PL set.52 A similar
problem would arise with an overt non-pronominal DP:53

51 This raises the question why CPs headed by a [`D] complementiser do not trigger PC, if
they are defective interveners. The answer to this is possibly that they lack a referential
index and so fail to constrain the reference of the externally merged subject. Alternatively,
in section 7, I argue that the same head cannot probe the same phrase twice for different
features. If CPs which are [`D] receive a kind of Case, as author (2011) proposes, then this
constraint might independently prevent defective intervention in such cases.

52 This is because 1st person is dominant over 2nd and 3rd person, just as 2nd person is
dominant over 3rd. Thus a mixed group of 1st and 3rd person gives rise to a 1PL referent.

53 Note, however, that in Spanish, a language which permits 3PL DPs to be interpreted as
1PL, PC of 3PL DPs appears to be possible, as noted by Torrego (1996), and discussed also

37
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(99) * Eu
I

preferia
preferred.1SG
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control phenomena do not follow from the [MTC–MS]”. I have argued that
they do, as in many cases they arise via defective thematic intervention of a
kind that is to be expected if theta-roles can be assigned via either External or
Internal Merge. While many questions remain concerning the viability of the
MTC, PC, once a thorn in its side, may turn out to be a lot less problematic
than previously thought. In fact, its very existence may turn out to be crucial
evidence that thematic roles can be assigned via Internal as well as External

Merge.
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