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This talk concerns three related puzzles (cf Katz 2001, Abusch 2004, Wurmbrand 2014). 
Puzzle 1: Certain verbs, when combining with an infinitive, yield an interpretation that can 
be paraphrased by replacing the infinitive with a finite clause with tense matching that of the 
embedding verb (1). With other verbs, the appropriate tense in the paraphrase is the future 
tense (2).  
 
1a. Mary claims to be successful.  
1b. Mary claims that she is successful.  
 
2a. Mary expects to be successful.  
2b. Mary expects that she will be successful. 
 
Puzzle 2: Certain verbs cannot embed a bare eventive predicate in the infinitive (3), while 
others can (4). 
 
3. Mary claims to sing in the shower (*right now). 
 
4. Mary expects to sing in the shower. 
 
Puzzle 3: Certain verbs do not tolerate mismatching temporal modifiers in the matrix and 
infinitival clause (5), while others do (6).  
 
5. *Yesterday Mary claimed to be successful tomorrow/sing in the shower tomorrow.  
 
6. Yesterday Mary expected to be successful tomorrow/sing in the shower tomorrow. 
 
What explains these differences? I will consider two views from the literature. On one view, 
the temporal properties of infinitives are explained in terms of covert tense and aspect 
operators in the infinitive; future-oriented infinitives such as the complement of expect, decide 
and plan include a covert marker of futurity (Abusch 2004, Wurmbrand 2014), and 
simultaneous attitude predicates such as claim and believe lack contentful tense, but embed 
perfective aspect (Wurmbrand 2014). On another view, there is no need to posit such covert 
heads in the syntax: the temporal properties of infinitives follow from the lexical semantics 
of the embedding predicate (Katz 2001, von Stechow 2004, Pearson 2015). I defend the 
latter view.  
 
My starting point is a fact that as far as I know has not been noticed until now: pretend 
behaves like simultaneous predicates such as claim with respect to puzzles 1 and 3 (7, 9), but 
it patterns with future-oriented predicates like expect with respect to puzzle 2 (8).  
 
7a. Mary is pretending to be successful.  
7b. Mary is pretending that she is successful.  
 



8. Mary is pretending to sing in the shower.  
 
9. *Yesterday Mary pretended to sing in the shower tomorrow.  
 
I take this data as evidence that, contra Wurmbrand (2014), the ability to embed an eventive 
predicate is not diagnostic of simultaneity. This observation serves as a starting point for an 
account where infinitives lack semantically contentful tense and aspect heads, and the 
observed facts are derived from the semantics of the embedding verbs. One of the 
consequences of the view is that it facilitates an account of partial control that views it as a 
semantic rather than syntactic phenomenon (Pearson 2015). 
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