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Landau’s (2015) Two-Tiered Theory of Control (TTC) postulates two layers in the derivation of
control. Predicative control is established via predication between the controller and the predi-
cate denoted by the complement (present in attitude and non-attitude complements). Logophoric
control (LC) is only found in attitude complements. LC adds a CP with pro in its specifier, which
plays a double role: it establishes predicative control with the FinP containing PRO, and it is locally
bound by the matrix controller, as in (1) (Landau 2015, 44).

( 1) variable binding
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Landau (2015, 55-56) argues that the TTC rules out overt ¢-features on the embedded verb in LC,
in two steps. Assume that embedded T is born with valued @-features. By Agree, it values PRO in
Spec,vP, which serves as a source of @-features for pro in Spec,CP via predication between pro and
FinP. In order to derive a control interpretation, pro must be locally bound by the matrix controller.
Local binding, however, depends on Feature Transmission from the binder to the bindee. Since
pro already has its @-features valued, the binder (matrix DP) fails to transmit its ¢-features to the
bindee (pro); no control relation can be formed; see (2).

(2) ¢-feature valuation by variable binding @-feature valuation by Agree
X
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@-feature valuation by predication

Assume now that the embedded T head is generated with unvalued ¢-features. The embedded
FinP is a complement to the phase head C and thus constitutes a Spell-Out domain. Following (3),
T’s ¢-features must be valued within FinP’s Spell-Out domain.

(3) Morphological condition on pronouns and functional categories (Landau 2015, 52):
At Spell-Out, pronouns and functional categories must be valued.

Assuming that Feature Transmission is impossible post Spell-Out (Chomsky 2000, 2001), T’s ¢-
features cannot be valued, leading to a crash, as in (4) (the box shows the Spell-Out domain).

*This research was supported by project FMNE-2025-0011, carried out at the Institute of Linguistics, Russian
Academy of Sciences.
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(4) ¢-feature valuation by variable binding ¢-feature valuation by Agree
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Landau argues these considerations exclude ¢-inflected complements in LC.

In what follows I demonstrate that the logic Landau develops to derive the ban on [+Agr] in
LC yields undesired results when applied to [-Agr] LC complements. Let us consider [-Agr] LC
complements. According to (3), pronouns must have their ¢-features valued before Spell-Out.
PRO is a minimal pronoun and thus requires valuation. However, the controller, again, belongs to
a higher domain than PRO and is not present when PRO is sent to Spell-Out.

(5) ¢-feature valuation by variable binding
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¢p-feature valuation by predication: foo late

The argument does not rest on the choice between the strong and the weak PIC. Under the weak
PIC (Chomsky 2001), Spell-Out of FinP is delayed until the next phase head (matrix v) merges,
affording additional derivational time. But LC predicates embed LC complements freely: in (6),
two CP phases separate the controller from the innermost PRO, which still has to be spelled out
before the @-valued DP controller is merged.

(6) John; claimed [cp to hope [cp PRO; to be rich]].

Note also that relaxing the phase boundary would undermine Landau’s argument against [+Agr] in
LC in (4), since the controller’s ¢-features could reach PRO and embedded T before Spell-Out.

The result is PRO can’t have valued @-features even in uninflected LC complements. The
condition in (3) might only apply to overt elements but not to PRO: PF may be derived without
PRO’s @-features because PRO is silent. This, however, implies that PRO’s ¢-features may never
be overtly expressed in LC, which excludes patterns well attested cross-linguistically, as in (7)-(9).
Thus, the TTC apparently leaves no way to derive an attitude complement with PRO’s ¢-features
expressed overtly.

(7) Agreeing adjectival predicates and floating quantifiers

Olaf langar ekki til [ad PRO vera rikur]

Olaf.Acc longs not for to be rich.NOM

‘Olaf doesn’t want to be rich.’ (Icelandic; Sigurdsson 2018, 407)
(8) @-inflected locally bound anaphors

John promised [PRO to behave himself]

(9) Overt controlled subjects

Julia; prometio [hacer ella; Jxj los deberes].
Julia promised to.do she  the homework
‘Julia promised to do the homework herself.’ (Spanish; Landau 2015, 80)
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