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In Spanishpeoplegenerallydistinguishthreekinds of psychologicalerbs,thosethatare
syntacticallyrealizedlik e temer like preocuparandlike gustar. Oneof the peculiarities
of theseverbsis that, despitetheir semanticrelatednessgachtype of verbsshavs up a
different correspondencpatternbetweenthematicroles and grammaticalfunctions. In
this paperl develop a unified accountof theseempiricaldata,basedon Lexical Mapping
Theory As the differencebetweenpreocuparandthe otherkinds of verbsseemsto be
mainly semantic,and more specificallyaspectual] proposeto reformulatethe thematic
theoryof Dowty (1991),in orderto accommodataspectuatlifferencesmorespecifically
the proto-rolelinking of agumentds madedependenin parton the aspectuatiecompo-
sition of theeventdenotedby averh In orderto explain the syntacticdifferencedetween
temerandgustar, | proposeao modify themappingtheory, by introducinganoptionalrule
operatingon the thematicstructureof the gustar verbs. Thesemodificationsgive asan
additionalresulta more consistentanalysisof Spanish(andgenerallyRomancejndirect
objectsanda preliminaryanalysisof the Spanisheismo(throughwhich an object, tradi-
tionally analyzedasa directobject,canbe markedwith dative morphology)asit operates
in the caseof the psychologicaverbs.

1 Threeclassesof psychological verbs!

In Spanishasin otherRomancdanguagesit is possibleto distinguishthreekinds
of psychologicalerbs,thosethatare syntacticallyrealizedlik e the verbtemerin
(1), like asustaror preocuparin (2), andlike gustarin (3):

(1) Juantemeel fuego.
Johnfears thefire

‘Johnfearsthefire!

(2) El fuegoasusta a Juan.
Thefire frightensACC John
‘The fire frightensJohn.

(3) EIl teatro le gusta a Juan.
Thetheater3SG/DAT pleaseDAT John
‘Johnlikesthetheatet

1| wish to thankthe organizingcommittee for makingit possibleto presenthe researctdevel-
opedin my doctoralthesisat the 2002 InternationalLFG conferencel would alsolike to thankall
thosewho provided me during the conferencewith stimulatingquestionscommentsand advices:
this experienceallowed meto furtherrefinecertainideaselaboratedn my dissertation.
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Despitethe syntacticdifferencesexemplified by thesesentencesthe threeverbs
seemto shav up athematicequialence:in all threeexamples thereis an“expe-
riencer” reactingemotionallyto a “theme”. The themeis realizedasthe subject
in (2) andin (3), andasthe direct objectin (1), while the experienceliis realized
asthe subjectin (1) andasthedirectandtheindirectobjectin (2) and(3) respec-
tively. Thus, one of the puzzlesconcerningthe analysisof theseverbsgoesas
follows: how canit be explainedthatapparentlyequivalentthematicrelationscan
berealizedasthreesyntacticallydifferentconstructions?

One of the oldestand most popularsolutionsto this puzzlewas formulated
within the transformationaframevork, andtakesthis unifying thematicfactoras
its startingpoint: thethematicequivalencebetweerthesethreekindsof psycholog-
ical verbscanbe explainedif we postulatean equivalentor at leasta similar deep
structurefor all of them(Belletti andRizzi 1988)? But a closerlook atthe seman-
tic contentof theseverbsshaws thatthereis a systematidifferencebetweenthe
verbsof the temerandgustarclasseson the onehandandthe classof preocupar
ontheotherhand.Indeed carefulanalysisof Spanishdatashavs thatif the verbs
of thetemerandthe gustarclassesanbestbe characterizeéspectuallyasstates,
the verbsof the classof preocuparareaspectuallycloserto “achievements”. On
the otherhand,from an aspectuahndgenerallysemanticpoint of view the verbs
of the temerandthe gustar classesseemto be essentiallyequivalent. However,
thesetwo kinds of verbspresenta syntacticallydifferentiatedoehaior: thetemer
verbsbehae like regulartransitive verbs while thegustarverbshave unaccusatie
characteristics.

This analysisof the empiricaldatasuggestshatthe original puzzleshouldbe
decomposeihto two new questions:

1. how canwe explainthedifferentsyntacticconfiguration®f thesemantically
equvalentverbsof thetemerandgustarclasses?

2. if we considerthe verbsof the temerclassto follow the thematicallyun-
marked linking patternExperiencer/SUBJ—Theme/D@sis suggestedior

20neof thefirst versionsof thetransformationaproposakanbefoundin Postal(1971)s Psych-
Movementrule. Pesetsk (1995)furtherdevelopsandrefinesthe transformationahpproach.
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instanceby Grimshav 1994),how canwe derive the invertedsyntacticcon-
figurationof the preocuparverbsfrom their semanticcharacteristics?

2 A reformulation of Dowty’s proto-roletheory

2.1 A new pair of proto-role properties

The answerdo thesetwo questionshave to be of a very differentnature. The ex-
planationof the differencebetweenthe temerandthe gustarverbsis essentially
non-semanticOn the otherhand,the differencebetweerthe preocuparandtemer
classeof verbsseemgo betriggeredby a semanticdistinction. The correspon-
dencebetweensemanticroles and grammaticalfunctionsis the object of study
of differentkinds of “mappingtheories”,both inside and outsidethe framewvork
of LFG. As is explainedin Butt andHolloway King (2000), differentapproaches
weredevelopedwithin LFG, Lexical MappingTheorybeingoneof the mostpop-
ular (Bresnanand Kanena 1989, Bresnan2001). Othertheorieswere developed
outsideLFG (JopperandWunderlich1995,Wechslerl995)or from a perspectie
which is relatively neutralasto the syntactictheory one adopts(Ackermanand
Moore 2001). In this paper | will primarily follow Lexical MappingTheory The
first stepin my analysisis to integratethe aspectuatlifferencebetweerthesetwo
typesof verbsinto themappingtheory Therefore] take asa starting-pointhethe-
matictheoryof Dowty (1991)% Dowty distinguisheswo lists of propertieswhich
canbeusedto characterizehetwo thematicroles(“proto-roles”)hedistinguishes:

(4) Contrikuting propertiesor the AgentProto-Role:
a. volitional involvementin the eventor state
b. sentencgsic] (and/orperception)
c. causinganeventor changeof statein anotherparticipant

d. movement(relative to the positionof anothermparticipant)

3Severalotherauthorsworking within anLFG framenork alsouseDowty’s theoryasthebasisfor
theirmappingtheories:AckermanandMoore (1999),Alsina (1996),Kelling (2002),Zaener(1993).
However, the proposalpresentedhereis differentin severalrespectsrom the approachedeveloped
by theseauthors.
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e. (existsindependentlypf theeventnamedby theverb)
(5) Contrikuting propertiedor the PatientProto-Role:

a. undegoeschangeof state

b. incrementatheme

c. causallyaffectedby anotherparticipant

d. stationaryrelative to movementof anotherparticipant

e

. (doesnotexist independentlyf theevent,or notatall)

Thelinking of theseproto-roleswith the grammaticafunctionsfollows the Argu-
mentSelectionPrinciple(Dowty 1991:576):

In predicateswith grammaticalsubjectand object, the agument
for which the predicateentailsthe greatestnumberof Proto-Agent
propertieswill be lexicalized asthe subjectof the predicate;the ar
gumenthaving the greateshumberof Proto-Ritiententailmentswill
belexicalizedasthedirectobject.

Independentiyof my approachandof the datal wantto accountfor, Dowty’s lists
of proto-rolepropertiesseemto be insuficient to accountfor all typesof verbs.
Indeed,Dowty himself presentgheselists asonly provisional. On the onehand
the two lists of propertiesare ratherheterogeneousnd on the otherhand, they
don't seemto cover all thematicallyrelevant semantiadistinctions. 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;as a matterof fact, my modificationof Dowty’s theory
will resembléo a certainextentthatof AckermanandMoore

However, it is difficult to exactly classifythe differentkinds of psychological
verbsfrom an aspectuapoint of view, or from the point of view of their “Akti-
onsart”: at leastthe frightentype verbsdont seemto fit exactly in noneof the
aspectuatlassedistinguishedfor instanceby Vendler(1967). Although mary
authorsclassifytheseverbseitherasachiezementsor asaccomplishmentsome-
timesimplicitly, by characterizinghemas causatre or astelic verbs,they don't
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behae like typical examplesof thesecategories* For instancewith respectto
the standardelicity-test (the standardtestfor determiningachierement-hoodor
accomplishment-hoodgompatibility with a delimiting complementtheseverbs
shaw very heterogeneousults:

(6) ?* Encincominutos,el problemadecambiarde casame preocupd.
‘In five minutesthe problemof moving preoccupiedne:.

(7) ?Quepensaraasimeenfadéencincominutos.
‘That you thoughtsoangerednein five minutes.

(8) En cincominutos,fascinéatodoel mundoconsulabia.
‘In five minutes hefascinatedverybodywith his volubility.’

This problemof classificationis alsoreflectedin the bibliography whereonecan
find all kindsof aspectuatlassificationgor theseverbs(cf. full references Van-
hoe2002:135-139).

However, mostanalyseseemto agreeto considerthe frighten verbsastelic
verbs,while the othertwo typesof verbsare generallyanalyzedas atelic verbs:
althoughthey don't have a consistentoehaior with respectto their compatibil-
ity with a delimiting complementthey are telic with respectto other telicity-
tests.Mostimportantly they arecompatiblenith complementindicatingagradual
changeovertime?®

(9) Pocoapoco,el problemade cambiarde casame preocupo.
‘Little by little, the problemof maving preoccupiedne!

“Kelling (2002)alsonoticesthis factin French,but reacheslifferentconclusionswith it. More
particularlyshedistinguishetwo aspectuatlassesvithin the classof frightenverbs,a classof telic
verbsanda classof atelicverbs,by usingthetwo testsof compatibility with a duratve complement
(for X time) andwith a delimiting complemen{in X time). However, atleastin Spanishjt seems
thatall frightenverbsarerelatively acceptablavith a duratve complementwhile, aswe will shav
presentlycompatibilitywith adelimiting complementariesfrom very badto acceptablethus,with
respecto this test,it is not really possibleto distinguishtwo discretesubclassewithin thefrighten
class.

Tenry (1994:66)appliesthesameargumentto Englishdata. Theothertestintroducedby Tenry,
referenceo an“endstateentailment”,doesnt seenreadilyapplicableto Spanisidata,asthekind of
resultatve constructiorsheusesdoesnt exist in Spanish.
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(10) Pocoapoco,meenfadéquepensaragsi.
‘Little by little, it angerednethatyouthoughtso:

(11) Gradualmentgascinéatodoel mundoconsulabia.
‘Gradually hefascinatedveryonewith his volubility.

Thereforel proposeto addthe pair of propertiedistedin (12) and(13) to thelists
provided by Dowty in orderto accounfor thetelic/atelicdistinction:

(12) the participanthasthe most prominentthematicrole in a first sub&ent
(=proto-Agentproperty)

(13) theparticipanthasthe mostprominentthematicrole in a secondsubeent
(=proto-Ratientproperty)

Thesetwo propertiesare basedon the ideathat a telic event is composedf at
leasttwo sube&ents,onethatprecedeshefinal stateor event,andthefinal stateor
eventitself. In thisway; it is possibleto alreadyestablisha distinctionbetweerthe
preocuparverbsandthetemerverbsin their thematicstructuresasthe themeof
averblike preocuparplaysthe prominentrole in the “triggering” event, andthe
experienceiin theresultingstate.

Thus,if we addthesetwo propertiesto Dowty’s lists, we canrewrite themas
in (14)and(15):
(14) Proto-agenproperties:
a. theparticipantis involved volitionally in the event
b. theparticipanthasthe mostprominentthematicrole in afirst subaent
c. theparticipantfeelsor percevessomething
d. theparticipantcontainsor possessesomething
(15) Proto-patienproperties:
a. theparticipantundegoesa changeof state
b. theparticipanthasthemostprominenthematiaolein asecondsubeent
c. theparticipants the objectof afeelingor aperception
d

. theparticipantis containedn or enterssomethingelse,or is or comes
into the possessionf anotherparticipant
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The comparisorof thislist of propertiesvith Dowty’s shavs thatfor themostpart
they cover the samedata. | retainedthe two first agentve properties(volitional
involvementand sentience)and the first patientproperty (“undegoeschangeof
state”). Thetwo propertiesconcerninghe causatie characteof the sentencend
the propertyof beingan“incrementaltheme”arecollapsednto the aspectuatiis-
tinction® | addedthe secondpatientpropertyto ensuresymmetrybetweenthe
two lists. But thereare also several importantdifferencesbetweenboth lists of
properties. More particularly | did not retainthe two last propertiesof Dowty’s
lists. However, mostof the examplesproposedy Dowty (1991:573)to exemplify
thesepropertiescanbe subsumedn the part-wholeand possessepossessd dis-
tinction (propertyd) andin the aspectuatlistinction(propertyb), asl demonstrate
in Vanhoe(2002).

2.2 A hierarchy of properties

At thesamdime, andfor reasonghatsoonwill becomeclear it is necessaryo es-
tablisha hierarchybetweerthe propertiesn thesetwo lists: following asuggestion
of Alsina (1996:41), considetthefirst two propertiesof eachlist to be“primary”
propertiesthe lasttwo propertiesare “secondary’properties. This hierarchyof
propertiecapturegheintuition which alsois atthebasisof the standarcierarchy
of thematicroles,in which agentgpropertya) or causergpropertyb) areranked
higherthanexperiencergpropertyc). The parallelismbetweenproperties(c) en
(d) is motivatedby theobsenationthatin Spanishsentencedenotinga part-whole
relationshipoftendisplaythe samecharacteristicasexperiencewerbsof the gus-
tar-class(Vanhoe2002: 236). Thus,if we analyzethethreeexampledistedin (1)

5Accordingto Ackermanand Moore (1999), an incrementathemedoesnot necessarilymply
telicity, whichis in contradictiorwith my proposalo collapsebothcharacteristicento oneproperty
Accordingto theseauthorsjn anexamplelike “Kim drankwater”, althoughthis sentenceloesnot
refer to a telic event, the object denotesan incrementaltheme. | dont have a definitive answer
to this problem. However, Ackermanand Moore (1999) characterizean incrementalthemeas a
participantof a predicatewhich preseresthe part-ofrelation. As waterin “Kim drankwater” does
not denotea preciseamountof water it seemdifficult to distinguisha part-of relationshipin this

kind of sentences.
7| suspectheeffect of this hierarchycouldalsobereachedwith anoptimality theoreticaccount,

but | haven't fully exploredthis possibility.
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to (3), we canthematicallycharacterizeheir participantsasfollows:

e in (1), the subject(“Juan”) is a secondaryagent(14c) and the object (“el
fuego”) is asecondarypatient(15c)

e in (2),thesubject(“el fuego”) is simultaneousha primaryagent(14b)anda
secondaryatient(15c),while theobjectis simultaneoushaprimarypatient
(15b)andasecondarygent(14c)

e in (3), thesubject(“el teatro”)is a secondanpatient(15c)andthe indirect
objecta secondanagent(14c)

With thetemerverbs,thereis no conflict betweerprimary andsecondaryroper
tiesandtheseverbswill berealizedasregulartransitive verbs. As primary prop-
ertiestake precedencever secondaryproperties,the preocuparverbs also will
be realizedas normaltransitive verbs. Although in othercontets the secondary
propertiesof the preocuparverbs seemto play a syntacticrole (for instance,in
the formationof the middle constructionasshavn in Vanhoe2002),they do not
in the mappingof the participantsto the differentgrammaticalrelations. If we
consideragentsto mapto [—o] aguments,and patientsto [—r] alguments stan-
dardmappingtheorywill dotherestof thejob. Theideathatthe preocuparverbs
are normaltransitive verbsis in contradictionwith mostotheranalysesof these
verbs (and not only the transformationabnes),asthey generallyconsiderthem
asdisplayingspecialpropertiesin their mappingof thematicrolesto grammatical
functions. However, in my thesisl shav thatthe analysispresentedhereis also
empiricallyjustified,atleastin Spanishwhile otherauthors)ike Bouchard(1995)
andRuwet(1972)suggesthe samefor FrenchandEnglish®

3 Thegustarverbs

3.1 Romanceindirect objectsare OBJ

Theanalysisof the verbsof the classof gustaris, atleastformally, morecomple,
asthe correctgrammaticatharacterizatiomf Romanceandirectobjectsis notim-
mediatelyevident. In principle,it seemsnostnaturalto consideithemasobliques.

8Zaener(1993: 145)alsoconsidergheseverbsas“simple transitive verbs”.
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However, Alsina (1996: 150ss)givesseveral agumentsagainsthis analysis.His

argumentsare basedon Catalandata,but canbe applieddirectly to Spanishdata
(asbotharecloselyrelatedRomancdanguages) They couldalsobe analyzedas
thematicor secondaryobjects(OBJ) but they dont seemto behae like typical

thematicor secondarpbjectsin otherlanguage®ither;contraryto secondarpb-
jects, they don't have to be secondary(they don't have to be usedtogetherwith

anotherobject)andthey arealwaysrealizedwith a preposition(a):

(16) Juanle dio el libro a Maria.
John3SG/DAT gavethe bookto Mary.

‘Johngave thebookto Mary.

(3) EI teatro le gusta a Juan.
Thetheater3SG/DAT pleasedDAT John
‘Johnlikesthetheatet

(17) Juanle ha mentidoa su jefe.
John3SG/DAT haslied to hisdirector
‘Johnlied to his director

Thusit seemsworthwhile to follow a suggestiormadeby Alsina (1996) andto

considerboth direct andindirect objectsas morphologicallydistinct instancesof

thesamegrammaticafunction“object”. Indeed,mary grammaticaphenomenin

Spanishsuggesthe similarity of bothtypesof objects.It is true thatthis analysis
implies someimportantmodificationsof standardules, but Alsina (1996)showvs

thatthey canbe accountedor satishctorily. Underthis hypothesiswe caneasily
analysethe gustar verbs,if we addthe typically Spanishmaybeeven typically

Romancerules,listedin (18) and(19), to the mappingtheory:

(18) #-structureto a-structure mapping
Secondaragentcorrespondo [+0] agumentsn the marked option.

(19) a-structureto f-structure mapping

oBJ
A [+0] agumentcorrespond$o
(1 DAT) = +

Theserulesfulfill afunctionsimilarto the oneintroducedfor instancein Bresnan
(2001: 309),in orderto analyze“secondarypatientlile roles”. With theserules,
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we canderive the grammaticafunctionsof averblike gustarasin (20)?

(20) gustar

f-structure <P-AH, P-P>
| |
a-structure [+0] [—1]
| |
f-structure OoBJ SUBJ
(1 DAT) = +

We alreadyknow thatthe experiencerof gustaris a secondaryagent. Thus, this
argumentcanbemappedo a[+o0] agumentandconsequentjythrough(19),to an
objectmarkedwith dative case However, thefactthataverbfollows rule (18) has
to be specifiedexically: otherverbs,suchastemer dont follow this option. This
analysisof the verbsof the gustar classhasseveral advantages.Most noticeably
it very naturally accountsfor the unaccusatie characteristicof the gustarlike
verbs.Justaswith normal,intransitve unaccusate verbs,the subjectof gustaris
characterizedn its a-structureasa[—r] agument.

In addition, this analysisallows usto introducesomeregularity in the appar
ently idiosyncraticbehaior of the verbsof the gustarclass. The mappingexem-
plified by theseverbscanonly beobtainedwith predicateshatcontainasecondary
agent;for thatreasonit is only possiblewith verbsthat have an experienceror a
“container” or possessoasone of their participants. This is in accordancavith
whatonecanfind in Spanish.Not only this type of indirect constructionsanbe
foundwith experiencewnerbsbut alsowith verbsexpressinga part-wholerelation,
or arelationof possessiofor their negation):

21) A Juan e falta confianza.
DAT John(10) 3SG/DAT lacks confidence(SUBJ)

‘Johnlacksconfidence.

(22) A Juan le basta tu palabra.
DAT John(10) 3SG/DAT suficesyourword(SUB)

'Y our word is enoughfor John.

9P-A standdor “proto-agent”,P-Pfor “proto-patient”’andP-A" for “secondanagent”.
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The approacipresentedherehasseveral advantageover othermappingtheories,
suchasLexical DecompositionGrammar(Joppenand Wunderlich1995, Stiebels
2000),which considerthis kind of verbsasexamplesof a purely lexical idiosyn-

crasy As such,theseapproachesant explain why this idiosyncrasyis limited to

particularsemantiaypesof verbs.

3.2 Leismo

This analysisalsomakesit possibleto explain sometypically Spanishdatain a

principledway. As is well known in the Spanishgrammaticalradition, Spanish
is characterizedby what hascometo be known asthe phenomenonf “leismo”,

by which an object,traditionally analyzedasa DO, canbe marked, undercertain
circumstanceswith datve morphology(thatis, the morphologycharacteristiof

an |0). Thus, in (23), the DO is marked with “normal” accusatie case,while

in (24),it is marked with dative case:

(23) Juanlo ha visto.
John3SG/ACC hasseen

‘Johnhasseerhim’

(24) Juanle ha visto.
John3SG/DAT hasseen
‘Johnhasseerhim’

In mostcasedeismois optional,and seemso be triggeredby contextual and/or
pragmatidactorsthataremoreor lessdifficult to circumscribeln addition,leismo
seemgo be mostfrequentin EuropearSpanishmoreparticularlyin Northernand
Centraldialectsof Spain.However, with certainverbs,aDO is obligatorilymarked
with dative morphologynotonly in EuropearSpanishput alsoin Latin American
Spanish.The prototypicalexampleof this is the verb interesar, asshawvn in (25)
and(26):
(25) Estelibro le interesa(a Juan).
Thisbook3SG/DAT interests(ACC? John)
‘This bookinterestshim (John).

(26) * Estelibro lo interesa(a  Juan).
Thisbook3SG/ACC interests(ACC John)
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‘This bookinterestshim (John).

However, in its “causatve” variant,leismais againoptional,ascanbeseenin (27):

(27) Marialo /e ha interesadqa Juan)enel negocio.
Maria 3SG/ACC 3SG/DAT hasinterested (ACC John)in thebusiness.

‘Mary hasinterestedlohnin the business.

One possibleanalysisis to say that the objectof interesar (in its non-causatie
version)is notadirectbut anindirectobject: le is the normaldative pronoun,and
both DO and IO canbe marked with the prepositiona. However, from various
pointsof view, this elementbehaesmorelike a directthananindirectobject:

e interesaris perfectlypossiblein anadjectival passie constructionjustlike
the other verbs of the preocuparclass, as can be seenin examples(28)
to (30)

(28) Juanestapreocupadgor el discurso.
‘Johnis worriedaboutthe speech.

(29) Juanestéinteresadgor el discurso.
‘Johnis interestedn the speech.

(30) * Juanestagustador el discurso.
‘Johnis pleasedvith thespeech.

e this verbis possiblein an“absoluteconstruction” just like the preocupar
verbs,andcontraryto thegustarverbs,asshavn in (31)to (33)

(31) Preocupadduanporel incidente,..
Worried  Johnby theincident

‘As Johngotworriedabouttheincident,.. .
(32) InteresaddGustao repentinamentpor los
Interested Gustavosuddenly by the

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

‘As Gustao wassuddenlyinterestedn computers,..
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(33) * GustadaJuancon el café,..
PleasedJohnwith the coffee

‘As Johnwaspleasedvith the coffee,

. sefue sin explicaciones.
. hewentaway without explanation.*

e generally anindirectobject,contraryto a directobject,is “announcedby
a so-calledexpletive pronoun,asin example (3).1° With interesar, both
versionswith andwithout anexpletive pronoun arepossible:

(34) Elteatro*?(le) gustaa Juan.

(35) Elteatro(le) interesaa Juan.
‘The theaterinterestslohn.

In thepresentanalysisnothingpreventsa DO from beingmarkedwith dative mor
phologyason a“deeper’level, DO andlO areinstance®f the samegrammatical
function OBJ. This canbe expressedvery easilyin the lexical entry of the verb
interesar, asrepresenteth (36):

(36) interesar V (1 PRED) = ‘interesaf(f [—o])(T [-1))’
(+ OBJDAT) = +

Although interesar selectsa regular direct object (a [—r]-argument),its DAT at-
tributerecevesobligatorily (andidiosyncratically)apositive value. In its causatie
version thisrestrictiondisappearandtheobjectcanbeanormaldirectobject,not
marked with dative case(27). As a hypothesiswe canstatethatthe presencer
absencef leismois triggeredby the valueof the DAT attribute, not by the gram-
maticalfunctionitself. It isimportantto obsere thatalthoughbothwith gustarand
with interesartheobijectis necessarilynarkedwith dative case pnamoreabstract
level, theseverbshave radically differentstructurestheir objectsareassignedia-
tive morphologythroughvery differentprocessesimorespecifically gustaris an

However, asis obsered by Roegiest(1999: 71), this “rule” canbe overriddeneasilyin certain
contets (whoseexactnaturestill hasto bedetermined).
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unaccusatie verb,while interesaris, atleastatthelevel of its a-structurearegular
transitive vera!

4 Conclusion

In conclusionjn this papen triedto shaw thatit is possibleto accounfor datathat
aretraditionallyconsideredo beproblematidn the Spanishlgrammaticatradition,
with theformal methodsof Lexical FunctionalGrammarandmore particularlyof
Lexical MappingTheory In orderto achiere this goal,only somerelatively minor
modificationsof the standardheoriesvereneededWith the hypothesepresented
here, it is possibleto accountfor the differentkinds of mappingexemplified by
three classesof Spanishpsychologicalverbs. In addition we can accountvery
naturallyfor the unaccusatie characteristicef the verbsof the gustarclass,and
explainthe presencef dative morphologywith certaintransitve verbslik e intere-
sar. In Vanhoe(2002),l shav thatthesehypothesealsomale it possibleto shed
a new light on several otherconstructionsnvolving psychologicalverbs,suchas
their presencen middle constructionsaswell astheir behaior in constructions
involving a bindingrelation.
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