
Landau 2013: Chapter 3 

Empirical arguments for PRO 
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p. 69: 

 

“Suppose we establish a generalization G that 
refers to lexical (i.e. overt) subjects. Suppose 
further that we show G to be truly syntactic, i.e., 
irreducible to ulterior concepts (e.g., thematic 
prominence, semantic recoverability, discourse 
salience etc.). Now we turn to control infinitives 
and check whether G holds in them. If it does, we 
have produced a pretty solid argument for the 
existence of PRO.” 
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Two types of evidence: 

 

-evidence for a clausal analysis of infinitives 

-evidence directly pertaining to the presence of 
PRO 
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Infinitives are clausal (hence, contain a 
subject) (Landau’s 3.1) 

-Infinitives can be introduced by elements in the 
CP area: WH, complemetizers: 

1.  
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-Control Infinitives can be conjoined with clauses. 
On the assumption that only likes conjoin, we 
conclude that control infinitives are clauses: 

 

2.            

Do we have support for such an assumption? 
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-VP ellipsis strands items in Io. Projections of I0 are 
clauses. VP-ellipsis in infinitives strands to, which 

can/should be seen as an element of (infinitival) 

Io, hence the infinitive is clausal: 
 

3.  
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Syntactic evidence for PRO (Landau’s 3.2)

-secondary predicates require a DP: 

4.                                        

, Safir

a. John ate (the meat).
b. John ate *(the meat) raw.
c. He served dinner angry at the guests.
d. *Dinner was served angry at the guests.

finitives.
re merely5.a. The meat was too chewy [PRO to be eaten raw]

 b. [PRO to serve dinner angry at the guests] is bad
7 

Hence there must be a PRO present to “carry”
the secondary predicate in (5):

bad manners



-Floated quantifiers require the syntactic presence
of a DP 

 

6a.    They have all gained something.  

  b. * Something has all been gained.
Hence there must be a PRO present in (6c, d):

  They wanted [PRO to all gain something]. 

  d. [PRO to all gain something], they knew, would 
be a miracle.   
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-Plural agreement requires a plural DP: 

 

7a. * John hoped that his uncle would be partners.        
b. * This group is/are partners.  

 

 
8. Johni proposed to his unclej [PROi+j to be 

partners].  
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Hence there must be a PRO present in (8):



-Case Concord: In many languages, NP and AP predicates 
require Case. This Case is the same as that of the subject 
of the predicate (by some mechanism of concord with the 
subject).  

With infinitives, the Case on the predicate does not have 
to be the same as that of the Controller. Hence the 
predicate gets its Case from some subject DP: 

8.  
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-Binding tests argue for the existence of PRO by
making it easier to explain Binding Condition A and B
phenomena: 

9a. Maryi planned [PROi to buy herselfi/*j a new 
coat]. 

b. Vivian convinced himi/*j   [PROi to forgive John’sj 
cousin].   

10a. [PROi behaving oneselfi in restaurants] would   
 be necessary. 
b. Maryi realized that it would be useless [PROi to 
 nominate herselfi for the job].  
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A similar argument can be found in languages 
whose (possessive) anaphors are only subject-
oriented but can be bound in infinitives by 
apparent non-subjects. Of course they are bound 
by PRO: 

 
11. 
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Reciprocals do not take split antecedents, as is seen 

in (12a). What is going on in (12b) then? There must
be a PRO present that binds the reciprocal. 

12.  
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13a. [__   realizing that Oscari was unpopular] didn’t disturb him. 
 

b. Johni reminded us that [___to push himi any further] would
be useless.  

 
c. [__   realizing that he was unpopular] didn’t disturb him. 
 
d. [__   realizing that he was unpopular] didn’t disturb Oscar. 
 

 
 
What are the possible interpretations of the empty subject and 
why? 
 
There is a syntactically active (yet unpronounced) DP in the 
subject position! 
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-Partial Control 

 

14a. *The organizer met   

    b. *Mary kissed  

 

 

15a. The organizer decided [PRO to meet right 
before the parade]. 

 
b. John felt sorry that Mary regretted [PRO

kissing the night before].
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-Expletive constructions: there is no PROexpl: 
 
16a. It is obvious that Bill is lying 

     It is required that we wear helmets in class 

 
17a. *[PRO to be obvious that Bill is lying] would            

be a shame. 
    b . *It is illegal [PRO to be required that we wear           

helmets in class].  
 
Can you run the same test for expletive there? 
Can you formulate this restriction without recourse to 
PRO?  
Landau: no. 
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When you have a phonetically non-overt syntactic 
category, two issues arise 

 

-licensing 

-interpretation/identification 

 

What can we say about licensing so far? 

What can we say about 
interpretation/identification? 
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