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            Abstract
          
        

        
          The pseudo-passive is characterized by a gap in the complement position of a preposition, with the filler of that gap appearing in subject position. This peculiar syntactic pattern follows if prepositions, like verbs, exhibit a shell structure consisting of a light preposition p* and a lexical category P. The light preposition p*, like the light verb v*, is responsible for Case assignment. Being a bound morpheme, it merges with either P or the preceding verb at PF. This study claims that if it merges with the preceding verb, it fails to assign Case, leaving the complement of P Caseless, and the Caseless DP inside the PP is controlled by the subject. The pseudo-passive is subject to a distinctive semantic condition: it does not describe an event, but rather a property or characteristic of the subject. This follows if the subject is assigned a Character Role by the adjectival passive morpheme -en or by T. On this view, the subject is base-generated either in Spec of adjectival passive -en or in Spec-T, and it establishes a Form–Copy relation with the Caseless DP inside the PP. In short, the pseudo-passive is analyzed as a control construction.
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