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In Spanish,peoplegenerallydistinguishthreekindsof psychologicalverbs,thosethatare
syntacticallyrealizedlike temer, like preocuparandlike gustar. Oneof thepeculiarities
of theseverbsis that, despitetheir semanticrelatedness,eachtype of verbsshows up a
differentcorrespondencepatternbetweenthematicroles andgrammaticalfunctions. In
this paperI developa unifiedaccountof theseempiricaldata,basedon Lexical Mapping
Theory. As the differencebetweenpreocuparandthe otherkinds of verbsseemsto be
mainly semantic,andmorespecificallyaspectual,I proposeto reformulatethe thematic
theoryof Dowty (1991),in orderto accommodateaspectualdifferences;morespecifically,
theproto-rolelinking of argumentsis madedependentin parton theaspectualdecompo-
sition of theeventdenotedby a verb. In orderto explain thesyntacticdifferencesbetween
temerandgustar, I proposeto modify themappingtheory, by introducinganoptionalrule
operatingon the thematicstructureof the gustarverbs. Thesemodificationsgive asan
additionalresulta moreconsistentanalysisof Spanish(andgenerallyRomance)indirect
objectsanda preliminaryanalysisof theSpanishleísmo(throughwhich anobject,tradi-
tionally analyzedasa directobject,canbemarkedwith dative morphology)asit operates
in thecaseof thepsychologicalverbs.

1 Three classes of psychological verbs1

In Spanish,asin otherRomancelanguages,it is possibleto distinguishthreekinds

of psychologicalverbs,thosethataresyntacticallyrealizedlike theverb temerin

(1), like asustaror preocuparin (2), andlike gustarin (3):

(1) Juan
John

teme
fears

el
the

fuego.
fire

‘Johnfearsthefire.’

(2) El
The

fuego
fire

asusta
frightens

a
ACC

Juan.
John

‘The fire frightensJohn.’

(3) El
The

teatro
theater

le
3SG/DAT

gusta
pleases

a
DAT

Juan.
John

‘Johnlikesthetheater.’
1I wish to thanktheorganizingcommittee,for makingit possibleto presenttheresearchdevel-

opedin my doctoralthesisat the2002InternationalLFG conference.I would alsolike to thankall

thosewho provided me during the conferencewith stimulatingquestions,commentsandadvices:

this experienceallowedmeto furtherrefinecertainideaselaboratedin my dissertation.



Despitethe syntacticdifferencesexemplifiedby thesesentences,the threeverbs

seemto show up a thematicequivalence:in all threeexamples,thereis an“expe-

riencer” reactingemotionallyto a “theme”. The themeis realizedasthe subject

in (2) andin (3), andasthedirect objectin (1), while theexperienceris realized

asthesubjectin (1) andasthedirectandtheindirectobjectin (2) and(3) respec-

tively. Thus, one of the puzzlesconcerningthe analysisof theseverbsgoesas

follows: how canit beexplainedthatapparentlyequivalentthematicrelationscan

berealizedasthreesyntacticallydifferentconstructions?

One of the oldestand most popularsolutionsto this puzzlewas formulated

within thetransformationalframework, andtakesthis unifying thematicfactoras

its startingpoint: thethematicequivalencebetweenthesethreekindsof psycholog-

ical verbscanbeexplainedif we postulateanequivalentor at leasta similar deep

structurefor all of them(Belletti andRizzi 1988).2 But acloserlook at theseman-

tic contentof theseverbsshows that thereis a systematicdifferencebetweenthe

verbsof the temerandgustarclasseson theonehandandtheclassof preocupar

on theotherhand.Indeed,carefulanalysisof Spanishdatashows that if theverbs

of the temerandthegustarclassescanbestbecharacterizedaspectuallyasstates,

theverbsof theclassof preocuparareaspectuallycloserto “achievements”. On

theotherhand,from anaspectualandgenerallysemanticpoint of view theverbs

of the temerandthe gustar classesseemto be essentiallyequivalent. However,

thesetwo kindsof verbspresenta syntacticallydifferentiatedbehavior: the temer

verbsbehave like regulartransitiveverbs,while thegustarverbshaveunaccusative

characteristics.

This analysisof theempiricaldatasuggeststhat theoriginal puzzleshouldbe

decomposedinto two new questions:

1. how canweexplainthedifferentsyntacticconfigurationsof thesemantically

equivalentverbsof the temerandgustarclasses?

2. if we considerthe verbsof the temerclassto follow the thematicallyun-

markedlinking patternExperiencer/SUBJ—Theme/DO(asis suggestedfor

2Oneof thefirst versionsof thetransformationalproposalcanbefoundin Postal(1971)’s Psych-

Movementrule. Pesetsky (1995)furtherdevelopsandrefinesthetransformationalapproach.



instanceby Grimshaw 1994),how canwe derive theinvertedsyntacticcon-

figurationof thepreocuparverbsfrom their semanticcharacteristics?

2 A reformulation of Dowty’s proto-role theory

2.1 A new pair of proto-role properties

Theanswersto thesetwo questionshave to beof a very differentnature.Theex-

planationof the differencebetweenthe temerandthe gustarverbsis essentially

non-semantic.On theotherhand,thedifferencebetweenthepreocuparandtemer

classesof verbsseemsto be triggeredby a semanticdistinction. The correspon-

dencebetweensemanticroles and grammaticalfunctionsis the object of study

of differentkinds of “mappingtheories”,both insideandoutsidethe framework

of LFG. As is explainedin Butt andHolloway King (2000),differentapproaches

weredevelopedwithin LFG, Lexical MappingTheorybeingoneof themostpop-

ular (BresnanandKanerva 1989,Bresnan2001). Othertheoriesweredeveloped

outsideLFG (JoppenandWunderlich1995,Wechsler1995)or from a perspective

which is relatively neutralas to the syntactictheoryoneadopts(Ackermanand

Moore2001). In this paper, I will primarily follow Lexical MappingTheory. The

first stepin my analysisis to integratetheaspectualdifferencebetweenthesetwo

typesof verbsinto themappingtheory. Therefore,I takeasastarting-pointthethe-

matictheoryof Dowty (1991).3 Dowty distinguishestwo listsof properties,which

canbeusedto characterizethetwo thematicroles(“proto-roles”)hedistinguishes:

(4) Contributing propertiesfor theAgentProto-Role:

a. volitional involvementin theeventor state

b. sentence[sic] (and/orperception)

c. causinganeventor changeof statein anotherparticipant

d. movement(relative to thepositionof anotherparticipant)

3Severalotherauthorsworkingwithin anLFG framework alsouseDowty’stheoryasthebasisfor

theirmappingtheories:AckermanandMoore(1999),Alsina(1996),Kelling (2002),Zaenen(1993).

However, theproposalpresentedhereis differentin severalrespectsfrom theapproachesdeveloped

by theseauthors.



e. (existsindependentlyof theeventnamedby theverb)

(5) Contributing propertiesfor thePatientProto-Role:

a. undergoeschangeof state

b. incrementaltheme

c. causallyaffectedby anotherparticipant

d. stationaryrelative to movementof anotherparticipant

e. (doesnotexist independentlyof theevent,or notatall)

Thelinking of theseproto-roleswith thegrammaticalfunctionsfollows theArgu-

mentSelectionPrinciple(Dowty 1991:576):

In predicateswith grammaticalsubjectandobject, the argument

for which the predicateentails the greatestnumberof Proto-Agent

propertieswill be lexicalizedas the subjectof the predicate;the ar-

gumenthaving the greatestnumberof Proto-Patiententailmentswill

belexicalizedasthedirectobject.

Independentlyof my approachandof thedataI wantto accountfor, Dowty’s lists

of proto-rolepropertiesseemto be insufficient to accountfor all typesof verbs.

Indeed,Dowty himself presentstheselists asonly provisional. On the onehand

the two lists of propertiesareratherheterogeneous,andon the otherhand,they

don’t seemto cover all thematicallyrelevant semanticdistinctions.Otherauthors

alsohave tried to extendDowty’s lists with new properties.AckermanandMoore

(1999,2001), for instance,add the propertyof beinga telic entity to the list of

proto-patientproperties;asa matterof fact, my modificationof Dowty’s theory

will resembleto acertainextentthatof AckermanandMoore.

However, it is difficult to exactly classifythedifferentkindsof psychological

verbsfrom an aspectualpoint of view, or from the point of view of their “Akti-

onsart”: at leastthe frighten-type verbsdon’t seemto fit exactly in noneof the

aspectualclassesdistinguishedfor instanceby Vendler(1967). Although many

authorsclassifytheseverbseitherasachievementsor asaccomplishments,some-

timesimplicitly, by characterizingthemascausative or astelic verbs,they don’t



behave like typical examplesof thesecategories.4 For instance,with respectto

the standardtelicity-test (the standardtest for determiningachievement-hoodor

accomplishment-hood), compatibility with a delimiting complement,theseverbs

show very heterogeneousresults:

(6) ?* En cincominutos,el problemadecambiardecasamepreocupó.

‘In fiveminutes,theproblemof moving preoccupiedme.’

(7) ?Quepensarasasímeenfadóencincominutos.

‘That you thoughtsoangeredmein fiveminutes.’

(8) En cincominutos,fascinóa todoel mundoconsulabia.

‘In fiveminutes,hefascinatedeverybodywith his volubility.’

This problemof classificationis alsoreflectedin thebibliography, whereonecan

find all kindsof aspectualclassificationsfor theseverbs(cf. full referencesin Van-

hoe2002:135–139).

However, mostanalysesseemto agreeto considerthe frighten verbsastelic

verbs,while the other two typesof verbsaregenerallyanalyzedasatelic verbs:

althoughthey don’t have a consistentbehavior with respectto their compatibil-

ity with a delimiting complement,they are telic with respectto other telicity-

tests.Mostimportantly, they arecompatiblewith complementsindicatingagradual

changeover time:5

(9) Pocoapoco,el problemadecambiardecasamepreocupó.

‘Little by little, theproblemof moving preoccupiedme.’

4Kelling (2002)alsonoticesthis fact in French,but reachesdifferentconclusionswith it. More

particularlyshedistinguishestwo aspectualclasseswithin theclassof frightenverbs,a classof telic

verbsanda classof atelicverbs,by usingthetwo testsof compatibilitywith a durative complement

(for X time) andwith a delimiting complement(in X time). However, at leastin Spanish,it seems

thatall frightenverbsarerelatively acceptablewith a durative complement,while, aswe will show

presently, compatibilitywith adelimitingcomplementvariesfrom verybadto acceptable;thus,with

respectto this test,it is not really possibleto distinguishtwo discretesubclasseswithin the frighten

class.
5Tenny (1994:66)appliesthesameargumentto Englishdata.Theothertestintroducedby Tenny,

referenceto an“endstateentailment”,doesn’t seemreadilyapplicableto Spanishdata,asthekind of

resultative constructionsheusesdoesn’t exist in Spanish.



(10) Pocoapoco,meenfadóquepensarasasí.

‘Little by little, it angeredmethatyou thoughtso.’

(11) Gradualmente,fascinóa todoel mundoconsulabia.

‘Gradually, hefascinatedeveryonewith his volubility.’

ThereforeI proposeto addthepair of propertieslistedin (12) and(13) to thelists

providedby Dowty in orderto accountfor thetelic/atelicdistinction:

(12) the participanthasthe most prominentthematicrole in a first subevent

(=proto-Agentproperty)

(13) theparticipanthasthemostprominentthematicrole in a secondsubevent

(=proto-Patientproperty)

Thesetwo propertiesare basedon the idea that a telic event is composedof at

leasttwo subevents,onethatprecedesthefinal stateor event,andthefinal stateor

eventitself. In thisway, it is possibleto alreadyestablishadistinctionbetweenthe

preocuparverbsandthe temerverbsin their thematicstructures,asthe themeof

a verb like preocuparplaysthe prominentrole in the “triggering” event, andthe

experiencerin theresultingstate.

Thus,if we addthesetwo propertiesto Dowty’s lists, we canrewrite themas

in (14)and(15):

(14) Proto-agentproperties:

a. theparticipantis involvedvolitionally in theevent

b. theparticipanthasthemostprominentthematicrole in afirst subevent

c. theparticipantfeelsor perceivessomething

d. theparticipantcontainsor possessessomething

(15) Proto-patientproperties:

a. theparticipantundergoesachangeof state

b. theparticipanthasthemostprominentthematicrolein asecondsubevent

c. theparticipantis theobjectof a feelingor aperception

d. theparticipantis containedin or enterssomethingelse,or is or comes

into thepossessionof anotherparticipant



Thecomparisonof this list of propertieswith Dowty’sshows thatfor themostpart

they cover the samedata. I retainedthe two first agentive properties(volitional

involvementandsentience)and the first patientproperty(“undergoeschangeof

state”).Thetwo propertiesconcerningthecausative characterof thesentenceand

thepropertyof beingan“incrementaltheme”arecollapsedinto theaspectualdis-

tinction.6 I addedthe secondpatientpropertyto ensuresymmetrybetweenthe

two lists. But therearealsoseveral importantdifferencesbetweenboth lists of

properties.More particularly, I did not retainthe two last propertiesof Dowty’s

lists. However, mostof theexamplesproposedby Dowty (1991:573)to exemplify

thesepropertiescanbe subsumedin the part-wholeandpossessor-possessed dis-

tinction (propertyd) andin theaspectualdistinction(propertyb), asI demonstrate

in Vanhoe(2002).

2.2 A hierarchy of properties

At thesametime,andfor reasonsthatsoonwill becomeclear, it is necessaryto es-

tablishahierarchybetweenthepropertiesin thesetwo lists: following asuggestion

of Alsina (1996:41),I considerthefirst two propertiesof eachlist to be“primary”

properties,the last two propertiesare“secondary”properties.7 This hierarchyof

propertiescapturestheintuition whichalsois at thebasisof thestandardhierarchy

of thematicroles,in which agents(propertya) or causers(propertyb) areranked

higherthanexperiencers(propertyc). The parallelismbetweenproperties(c) en

(d) is motivatedby theobservationthatin Spanish,sentencesdenotingapart-whole

relationshipoftendisplaythesamecharacteristicsasexperiencerverbsof thegus-

tar-class(Vanhoe2002:236). Thus,if we analyzethethreeexampleslistedin (1)

6Accordingto AckermanandMoore (1999),an incrementalthemedoesnot necessarilyimply

telicity, which is in contradictionwith my proposalto collapsebothcharacteristicsinto oneproperty.

Accordingto theseauthors,in anexamplelike “Kim drankwater”, althoughthis sentencedoesnot

refer to a telic event, the object denotesan incrementaltheme. I don’t have a definitive answer

to this problem. However, Ackermanand Moore (1999) characterizean incrementalthemeas a

participantof a predicatewhich preservesthepart-of relation.As water in “Kim drankwater” does

not denotea preciseamountof water, it seemsdifficult to distinguisha part-of relationshipin this

kind of sentences.
7I suspecttheeffect of this hierarchycouldalsobereachedwith anoptimality theoreticaccount,

but I haven’t fully exploredthis possibility.



to (3), we canthematicallycharacterizetheirparticipantsasfollows:� in (1), the subject(“Juan”) is a secondaryagent(14c) and the object (“el

fuego”) is asecondarypatient(15c)� in (2), thesubject(“el fuego”) is simultaneouslyaprimaryagent(14b)anda

secondarypatient(15c),while theobjectis simultaneouslyaprimarypatient

(15b)andasecondaryagent(14c)� in (3), thesubject(“el teatro”) is a secondarypatient(15c)andthe indirect

objecta secondaryagent(14c)

With the temer-verbs,thereis no conflict betweenprimaryandsecondaryproper-

tiesandtheseverbswill be realizedasregular transitive verbs. As primaryprop-

ertiestake precedenceover secondaryproperties,the preocupar-verbs also will

be realizedasnormaltransitive verbs. Although in othercontexts the secondary

propertiesof the preocupar-verbsseemto play a syntacticrole (for instance,in

the formationof themiddleconstruction,asshown in Vanhoe2002),they do not

in the mappingof the participantsto the different grammaticalrelations. If we

consideragentsto mapto [ � o] arguments,andpatientsto [ � r] arguments,stan-

dardmappingtheorywill do therestof thejob. Theideathatthepreocupar-verbs

arenormal transitive verbsis in contradictionwith mostotheranalysesof these

verbs(andnot only the transformationalones),as they generallyconsiderthem

asdisplayingspecialpropertiesin their mappingof thematicrolesto grammatical

functions. However, in my thesisI show that the analysispresentedhereis also

empiricallyjustified,at leastin Spanish,while otherauthors,likeBouchard(1995)

andRuwet(1972)suggestthesamefor FrenchandEnglish.8

3 The gustarverbs

3.1 Romance indirect objects are OBJ

Theanalysisof theverbsof theclassof gustaris, at leastformally, morecomplex,

asthecorrectgrammaticalcharacterizationof Romanceindirectobjectsis not im-

mediatelyevident. In principle,it seemsmostnaturalto considerthemasobliques.

8Zaenen(1993:145)alsoconsiderstheseverbsas“simple transitive verbs”.



However, Alsina (1996: 150ss)givesseveralargumentsagainstthis analysis.His

argumentsarebasedon Catalandata,but canbe applieddirectly to Spanishdata

(asbotharecloselyrelatedRomancelanguages).They couldalsobeanalyzedas

thematicor secondaryobjects(OBJ� ) but they don’t seemto behave like typical

thematicor secondaryobjectsin otherlanguageseither;contraryto secondaryob-

jects, they don’t have to be secondary(they don’t have to be usedtogetherwith

anotherobject)andthey arealwaysrealizedwith apreposition(a):

(16) Juan
John

le
3SG/DAT

dio
gave

el
the

libro
book

a
to

María.
Mary.

‘Johngave thebookto Mary.’

(3) El
The

teatro
theater

le
3SG/DAT

gusta
pleases

a
DAT

Juan.
John

‘Johnlikesthetheater.’

(17) Juan
John

le
3SG/DAT

ha
has

mentido
lied

a
to

su
his

jefe.
director.

‘Johnlied to his director.’

Thus it seemsworthwhile to follow a suggestionmadeby Alsina (1996)and to

considerboth direct andindirect objectsasmorphologicallydistinct instancesof

thesamegrammaticalfunction“object”. Indeed,many grammaticalphenomenain

Spanishsuggestthesimilarity of bothtypesof objects.It is truethat this analysis

implies someimportantmodificationsof standardrules,but Alsina (1996)shows

that they canbeaccountedfor satisfactorily. Underthis hypothesis,we caneasily

analysethe gustar verbs,if we addthe typically Spanish,maybeeven typically

Romance,rules,listedin (18) and(19), to themappingtheory:

(18)
�
-structure to a-structure mapping

Secondaryagentscorrespondto [ � o] argumentsin themarkedoption.

(19) a-structure to f-structure mapping

A [ � o] argumentcorrespondsto

�
OBJ���

DAT 	�
���

Theserulesfulfill a functionsimilar to theoneintroducedfor instancein Bresnan

(2001: 309), in order to analyze“secondarypatientlike roles”. With theserules,



we canderive thegrammaticalfunctionsof averblike gustarasin (20):9

(20) gustar:�
-structure < P-A②, P-P>� �

a-structure [ � o] [ � r]� �
f-structure OBJ SUBJ���

DAT 	�
��
We alreadyknow that the experiencerof gustar is a secondaryagent. Thus,this

argumentcanbemappedto a[ � o] argument,andconsequently, through(19),to an

objectmarkedwith dative case.However, thefactthataverbfollows rule (18)has

to bespecifiedlexically: otherverbs,suchastemer, don’t follow this option. This

analysisof theverbsof thegustarclasshasseveraladvantages.Most noticeably,

it very naturally accountsfor the unaccusative characteristicsof the gustar-like

verbs.Justaswith normal,intransitive unaccusative verbs,thesubjectof gustaris

characterized,in its a-structure,asa [ � r] argument.

In addition,this analysisallows us to introducesomeregularity in the appar-

ently idiosyncraticbehavior of theverbsof thegustarclass.Themappingexem-

plified by theseverbscanonly beobtainedwith predicatesthatcontainasecondary

agent;for that reasonit is only possiblewith verbsthat have an experienceror a

“container” or possessorasoneof their participants.This is in accordancewith

whatonecanfind in Spanish.Not only this typeof indirectconstructionscanbe

foundwith experiencerverbsbut alsowith verbsexpressingapart-wholerelation,

or a relationof possession(or theirnegation):

(21) A
DAT

Juan
John(IO)

le
3SG/DAT

falta
lacks

confianza.
confidence(SUBJ)

‘Johnlacksconfidence.’

(22) A
DAT

Juan
John(IO)

le
3SG/DAT

basta
suffices

tu
your

palabra.
word(SUB)

’Yourword is enoughfor John.’

9P-A standsfor “proto-agent”,P-Pfor “proto-patient”andP-A② for “secondaryagent”.



Theapproachpresentedherehasseveraladvantagesover othermappingtheories,

suchasLexical DecompositionGrammar(JoppenandWunderlich1995,Stiebels

2000),which considerthis kind of verbsasexamplesof a purely lexical idiosyn-

crasy. As such,theseapproachescan’t explain why this idiosyncrasyis limited to

particularsemantictypesof verbs.

3.2 Leísmo

This analysisalsomakes it possibleto explain sometypically Spanishdatain a

principledway. As is well known in the Spanishgrammaticaltradition, Spanish

is characterizedby what hascometo be known asthe phenomenonof “leísmo”,

by which anobject,traditionallyanalyzedasa DO, canbemarked,undercertain

circumstances,with dative morphology(that is, the morphologycharacteristicof

an IO). Thus, in (23), the DO is marked with “normal” accusative case,while

in (24), it is markedwith dative case:

(23) Juan
John

lo
3SG/ACC

ha
has

visto.
seen

‘Johnhasseenhim’

(24) Juan
John

le
3SG/DAT

ha
has

visto.
seen

‘Johnhasseenhim’

In mostcasesleísmois optional,andseemsto be triggeredby contextual and/or

pragmaticfactorsthataremoreor lessdifficult to circumscribe.In addition,leísmo

seemsto bemostfrequentin EuropeanSpanish,moreparticularlyin Northernand

Centraldialectsof Spain.However, with certainverbs,aDO is obligatorilymarked

with dativemorphology, notonly in EuropeanSpanish,but alsoin Latin American

Spanish.Theprototypicalexampleof this is theverb interesar, asshown in (25)

and(26):

(25) Este
This

libro
book

le
3SG/DAT

interesa
interests

(a
(ACC?

Juan).
John)

‘This bookinterestshim (John).’

(26) * Este
This

libro
book

lo
3SG/ACC

interesa
interests

(a
(ACC

Juan).
John)



‘This bookinterestshim (John).’

However, in its “causative” variant,leísmois againoptional,ascanbeseenin (27):

(27) María
María

lo
3SG/ACC

/ le
3SG/DAT

ha
has

interesado
interested

(a
(ACC

Juan)
John)

en
in

el
the

negocio.
business.

‘Mary hasinterestedJohnin thebusiness.’

One possibleanalysisis to say that the object of interesar (in its non-causative

version)is not a directbut anindirectobject: le is thenormaldative pronoun,and

both DO andIO canbe marked with the prepositiona. However, from various

pointsof view, thiselementbehavesmorelike a directthananindirectobject:� interesar is perfectlypossiblein anadjectival passive construction,just like

the other verbsof the preocupar-class,as can be seenin examples(28)

to (30)

(28) Juanestápreocupadoporel discurso.

‘Johnis worriedaboutthespeech.’

(29) Juanestáinteresadoporel discurso.

‘Johnis interestedin thespeech.’

(30) * Juanestágustadoporel discurso.

‘Johnis pleasedwith thespeech.’� this verb is possiblein an “absoluteconstruction”,just like thepreocupar-

verbs,andcontraryto thegustar-verbs,asshown in (31) to (33)

(31) Preocupado
Worried

Juan
John

por
by

el
the

incidente,.. .
incident

‘As Johngotworriedabouttheincident,.. .

(32) Interesado
Interested

Gustavo
Gustavo

repentinamente
suddenly

por
by

los
the

ordenadores,.. . (Miguel 1992:244-245)
computers

‘As Gustavo wassuddenlyinterestedin computers,.. .



(33) * Gustado
Pleased

Juan
John

con
with

el
the

café,.. .
coffee

‘As Johnwaspleasedwith thecoffee,

. . . sefuesin explicaciones.

. . . hewentawaywithout explanation.‘� generally, an indirectobject,contraryto a directobject,is “announced”by

a so-calledexpletive pronoun,as in example(3).10 With interesar, both

versions,with andwithout anexpletive pronoun,arepossible:

(34) El teatro*?(le) gustaaJuan.

(35) El teatro(le) interesaaJuan.

‘The theaterinterestsJohn.’

In thepresentanalysis,nothingpreventsaDO from beingmarkedwith dativemor-

phologyason a “deeper”level, DO andIO areinstancesof thesamegrammatical

function OBJ. This canbe expressedvery easily in the lexical entry of the verb

interesar, asrepresentedin (36):

(36) interesar V
���

PRED	�
 ‘interesar� ��� [ � o] 	 ��� [ � r 	�� ’���
OBJDAT 	�
��

Although interesar selectsa regular direct object (a [ � r]-argument),its DAT at-

tributereceivesobligatorily(andidiosyncratically)apositivevalue.In its causative

version,this restrictiondisappearsandtheobjectcanbeanormaldirectobject,not

marked with dative case(27). As a hypothesis,we canstatethat thepresenceor

absenceof leísmois triggeredby thevalueof theDAT attribute,not by thegram-

maticalfunctionitself. It is importantto observethatalthoughbothwith gustarand

with interesartheobjectis necessarilymarkedwith dativecase,onamoreabstract

level, theseverbshave radicallydifferentstructures:their objectsareassignedda-

tive morphologythroughvery differentprocesses;morespecifically, gustar is an

10However, asis observedby Roegiest(1999: 71), this “rule” canbeoverriddeneasilyin certain

contexts (whoseexactnaturestill hasto bedetermined).



unaccusative verb,while interesaris, at leastat thelevel of its a-structure,aregular

transitive verb.11

4 Conclusion

In conclusion,in thispaperI triedto show thatit is possibleto accountfor datathat

aretraditionallyconsideredto beproblematicin theSpanishgrammaticaltradition,

with theformal methodsof Lexical FunctionalGrammarandmoreparticularlyof

Lexical MappingTheory. In orderto achieve thisgoal,only somerelatively minor

modificationsof thestandardtheorieswereneeded.With thehypothesespresented

here,it is possibleto accountfor the differentkinds of mappingexemplifiedby

threeclassesof Spanishpsychologicalverbs. In addition we can accountvery

naturallyfor theunaccusative characteristicsof theverbsof thegustarclass,and

explain thepresenceof dativemorphologywith certaintransitive verbslike intere-

sar. In Vanhoe(2002),I show that thesehypothesesalsomake it possibleto shed

a new light on severalotherconstructionsinvolving psychologicalverbs,suchas

their presencein middle constructions,aswell astheir behavior in constructions

involving abindingrelation.

References

Ackerman, F. and Moore, J. (1999). ‘Telic entity’ as a proto-propertyof

lexical predicates. In Butt, M. and Holloway King, T., editors, Pro-

ceedings of the LFG99 Conference, university of Manchester, http:

//csli-publications.stanford.edu/LFG/4/lfg99.html.

World Wide Web. Internetdocumentconsultedon 28/9/2001.

Ackerman,F. andMoore,J. (2001). Proto-propertiesandArgumentEncoding:a

CorrespondenceTheoryof ArgumentSelection. CSLI Publications,Stanford,

California.
11The indirectobjectsof verbslike mentir or hablar, which arenot unaccusative either, arealso

distinctfrom theobjectof interesar, asthey are[ � o]-arguments,not [ � r]-arguments.



Alsina, A. (1996). The role of argumentstructure in grammar. Evidencefrom

Romance. CSLI Publications,Stanford,California.

Belletti, A. andRizzi, L. (1988). Psych-verbsandtheta-theory. Natural language

andlinguistic theory, 6:291–352.

Bouchard,D. (1995).Thesemanticsof syntax. Univ. of ChicagoPress,Chicago.

Bresnan,J.(2001).Lexical-FunctionalSyntax. Blackwell,Malden-Oxford.

Bresnan,J.andKanerva,J. (1989).Locative inversionin Chicheŵa: A casestudy
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