
Alessandro Bigolin* and Josep Ausensi*

A new resultative construction in Spanish?
A reply to Rodríguez Arrizabalaga

https://doi.org/10.1515/flin-2021-2078
ReceivedAugust 29, 2020; revision invited: 19Nov 2020; revision received: 30Nov 2020; accepted
January 10, 2021; published online February 9, 2021

Abstract: We respond to Rodríguez Arrizabalaga’s recent claim that Spanish
shows genuine cases of strong resultative constructions, e.g. Juan apuñaló a Tomás
hasta lamuerte ‘John stabbed Tom to death’, argued to be equivalent to the English
construction with the PP to death. This claim is theoretically relevant as it chal-
lenges the verb-framed behavior of Spanish with respect to Talmy’s typology.
Adopting a constructivist view of argument structure, we argue that Spanish hasta
la muerte and English to death constructions of this type involve two completely
distinct syntactic configurations, and that only the English to death PP can be
regarded as a resultative phrase. We claim that the Spanish hasta PP is syntacti-
cally computed as an adjunct external to the argument structure of the predicate
and provides a boundary to the predicate it merges with. We thus show that the
Spanish construction with hasta la muerte fully conforms to the class of Talmy’s
verb-framed languages in that this type of construction is expected to be fully
available and productive in this class of languages.

Keywords: English; resultative constructions; small clause; Spanish; Talmy’s
typology; verb/satellite-framed languages

1 Introduction

An important typological distinction among languages relates to the expression of
directedmotion events (cf. Jonas ran into the house). In this respect, Leonard Talmy
(1991, 2000) famously proposed that languages – broadly speaking – fall into two
types with respect to how directed motion events are expressed. On the one hand,
in so-called satellite-framed languages (e.g. English) the manner of motion is
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typically expressed in the main verb, whereas the path can be expressed via sat-
ellites, which primarily encompass particles and verbal affixes. On the other hand,
in so-called verb-framed languages (e.g. Spanish), the path is necessarily encoded
in the main verb and the manner of motion can only be expressed via adjunct
clauses. This difference in the expression of directed motion events is illustrated
below, with English (1) as an example of a canonical satellite-framed language and
Spanish (2) as an example of a canonical verb-framed language.

(1) a. The bottle floatedMANNER into the cavePATH. (Talmy 1985)
b. The boy dancedMANNER into the roomPATH. (Mateu 2002)
c. Jane swamMANNER into the roomPATH. (Borer 2005)

(2) a. La botella entróPATH a la cueva flotandoMANNER.
The bottle enter.PFV.3SG in the cave floating
‘The bottle got into the cave floating.’ (Talmy 1985)

b. El niño entróPATH en la habitación bailandoMANNER.
The Boy enter.PFV.3SG in the room dancing
‘The boy got into the room dancing.’

c. Jane entróPATH en la habitación nadandoMANNER.
Jane enter.PFV.3SG in the room swimming
‘Jane got into the room swimming.’

Talmy (2000) expanded his original classification in order to account for result
states from all types of events, not only directed motion ones. In directed motion
events, the result state is taken to be a change of location that results from the
traversal of a path, i.e. in (1a) the bottle ends up in the cave after the floating event is
over. Outside this domain, result states also refer to changes of state that hold of a
participant after the event is over. For instance, in so-called adjectival resultatives
(see Green 1972; Beavers 2011; Broccias 2004; Carrier and Randall 1992; Dowty
1979; Embick 2004; Goldberg and Jackendoff 2004; Hoekstra 1988; Rappaport
Hovav and Levin 2001; Kratzer 2005; Levin andRappaport Hovav 1995;Mateu 2012;
Nedjalkov 1988; Randall 1983; Simpson 1983; Washio 1997; Wechsler 2005;
Wunderlich 1997) the result state relates to undergoing a change of state which
results in a modification of some property of a patient, i.e. x becoming clean, flat,
etc. (cf. He watered the flowers flat ≈ He caused the flowers to become flat by
watering). In English, such result states can also be expressed via satellites –
delimiting the event – which generally encompass APs or PPs, and the manner of
action, in this case, is encoded in the main verb, consistently with Talmy’s claim
that English constitutes a canonical case of a satellite-framed language.
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(3) a. She shotMANNER him deadRESULT STATE. (Goldberg 1995)
b. John wipedMANNER the table cleanRESULT STATE. (Mateu and Rigau 2002)
c. He hammeredMANNER the metal flatRESULT STATE. (Mateu 2017)

Spanish, on the other hand (and Romance languages in general; cf. Talmy 2000;
Mateu 2002;Mateu and Rigau 2002, i.a.), constitutes a robust case of a verb-framed
language insofar as resultatives of the English type, e.g. those in which the main
verb encodes a manner (of action) and the result state is expressed via satellites as
in (3), are not possible, cf. (4). As in directed motion events, in Spanish the result
state – of a change of state, in this case – must be encoded in the main verb,
whereas the manner of action can only be expressed via an adjunct clause (5),
consistent with Talmy’s proposal.1

(4) a. *Juan lo disparó muerto.
Juan ACC.M.3SG disparar.PFV.3SG dead.SG.M
Intended: ‘Juan shot him dead.’

b. *El fregó la mesa limpia.
He wipe.PFV.3SG the table clean.SG.F
Intended: ‘He wiped the table clean.’

c. *Tomás martilló el metal plano.
Tomás hammer.PFV.3SG the metal flat.SG.F
Intended: ‘Tomás hammered the metal flat.’

(5) a. Juan lo mató disparándole.
Juan ACC.M.3SG kill.PFV.3SG shooting.DAT.SG
‘Juan killed him by shooting him.’

b. El limpió la mesa fregándola.
He clean.PFV.3SG the table wiping.ACC.SG.F
‘He cleaned the table by wiping it.’

c. Tomás aplanó el metal martillándolo.
Tomás flatten.PFV.3SG the metal hammering.ACC.SG.M
‘Tomás flattened the metal by hammering it.’

1 Spanish, aswell as Italian andCatalan, displays cases ofwhat some authors (cf. Armstrong 2012)
have called cognate resultatives, e.g. limpiarlo bien limpiado lit. ‘clean it well cleaned’. Such cases
of resultatives display unique properties, namely they show root identity between the verb and the
adjective and generally require the use of an adverb. Insofar as such types of resultatives are not
considered true cases of resultative constructions of the type found in satellite-framed languages,
we set them apart here, but see Masullo and Demonte (1999), Armstrong (2012) and Espinal and
Mateu (2018).
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Despite Spanish being considered a robust case of a verb-framed language, as per
Talmy (1991, 2000), some authors (cf. Beavers et al. 2010; Croft et al. 2010; Filipovic
2007; Fortis 2010; Iacobini and Masini 2006; Martínez Vázquez 2013, 2014, i.a.)
have nonetheless questioned the status of Spanish and other Romance languages
in regard to Talmy’s typology. According to this view, Spanish appears to have
actual cases of resultative constructions with satellite-like results. If this were the
case, it would provide evidence contra Talmy’s typology and the well-established
phenomenon that Romance languages in general are canonical instances of verb-
framed languages in contrast to Germanic languages. In particular, in light of the
patterns above, this would be surprising insofar as it would putatively provide
evidence against the broadly accepted claim that Spanish constitutes a canonical
case of a verb-framed language. An important contribution in this respect is that by
Rodríguez Arrizabalaga (2014) (hereafter, RA). RA claims that Spanish has actual
cases of resultative constructions by describing a type of a (new) construction
found in Spanish corpora that she calls hasta la muerte ‘to death’ construction.2

This alleged resultative construction is illustrated in (6).3

(6) a. Siguió a su víctima hasta el aparcamiento y allí
follow.PFV.3SG DOM his victim until the parking.lot and there
la golpeó hasta la muerte.
ACC.SG.F beat.PFV.3SG until the death
‘He followed his victim to the car park and there he beat her to
death.’

b. Cinco mujeres apedreadas hasta la muerte en Somalia
five women stone.PST.PTCP.PL.F until the death in Somalia
Mogadiscio.
Mogadishu
‘Five women stoned to death in Mogadishu, Somalia.’

c. Los torturaban hasta la muerte y los dejaban
ACC.PL.M torture.IPFV.3PL until the death and ACC.PL.M leave.IPFV.3PL
tirados entre los cascotes.
lie.around.PST.PTCP.PL.M among the pieces.of.rubble
‘They tortured them to death and left them lying around among the
pieces of rubble.’
(examples adapted from RA p. 120)

2 In RA’s (p. 121) ownwords: “I firmly believe that the hasta la muerte construction can now safely
be regarded as a new type of Spanish resultative construction.”
3 DOM stands for ‘Differential Object Marking’.
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RA claims that this construction is the equivalent of the English resultative con-
struction with the PP to death, as illustrated in (7).

(7) a. He beat him to death.
b. They were stoned to death.
c. They tortured them to death.

(examples adapted from RA)

It is crucial to note that RA (implicitly) assumes that Spanish has (genuine) cases of
so-called strong resultatives of the type found in satellite-framed languages like
English (7), despite constituting a robust instance of a verb-framed language. This
is because, following the classification originally laid out byWashio (1997), strong
resultatives refer to those resultative constructions where the meaning of the main
verb and the meaning of the result phrase denoting the result state are to be
conceived as independent of each other, i.e. it is not possible to predict the result
state from the meaning of the verb. Strong resultatives contrast with weak resul-
tatives, where the meaning of the verb and that of the result phrase are seen as
depending on each other insofar as the result state denoted by the result phrase
can be generally predicted by looking at the meaning of the main verb. For
instance, whereas hard in (9a) is an outcome that can be predicted on the basis of
the meaning of the verb freeze – it is the case that things become hard when they
become frozen – the result state of black and blue in (8a) does not necessarily
follow from an event of kicking.4 Examples of strong resultatives are provided in (8)
and weak resultatives in (9).

(8) a. She kicked the dog black and blue.
b. The horses dragged the logs smooth.
c. The jockeys raced the horses sweaty.

(from Washio 1997: 6)

(9) a. I froze the ice cream hard.
b. Mary dyed the dress pink.
c. John painted the wall blue.

(from Washio 1997: 5)

4 In this respect, Rappaport Hovav and Levin (1998, 2010) (see also Rappaport Hovav 2008, 2014)
have argued that verbs encoding result states, as in weak resultatives, only permit result phrases
that further specify the result state provided by the verb. In contrast, verbs encoding (manners of)
action, as in strong resultatives, permit a wider range of result phrases since they do not encode
any result state. In more formal terms, the general restriction goes as follows: a verb encoding a
result state lexicalizes a scale of change (e.g. frozenness) and will therefore only allow result
phrases that provide further specification on that scale of change (e.g. solid) (see Beavers 2011).
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According to this classification, therefore, if Spanish hasta la muerte-type con-
structions were true cases of resultative constructions, as RA claims, they would
then fall under the strong resultative-type classification as proposed by Washio
(1997) since in this type of resultative constructions, the verbs encode manners of
action (e.g. golpear ‘beat’, apedrear ‘stone’, torturar ‘torture’, acuchillar ‘stab’
etc.)– as in the English to death-type resultatives (7) – and crucially themeaning of
the verb and that of the adjunct clause expressing the result state of death are
understood not to be mutually related insofar as death need not follow from an
event of beating, stoning or torturing.5 More importantly, though, if hasta lamuerte-
type constructions constituted actual cases of (strong) resultative constructions, it
would be rather surprising, insofar as Spanish (and Romance in general) disallows
strong resultatives of the type found in English, as previously observed. Compare
(10) with the Spanish equivalents of the English strong resultatives in (8) above.

(10) a. *Ella pateó el perro lleno de morados.
she kick.PFV.3SG the dog full.SG.M of bruises
Intended: ‘She kicked the dog black and blue.’

5 An anonymous reviewer points out that Spanish verbs like acuchillar ‘slash/stab’ appear to
imply the death of the patient, therefore questioning the status of examples such as Juan lo
acuchilló hasta la muerte ‘Juan slashed/stabbed him to death’ as potential cases of strong resul-
tative constructions. This is because the PP hasta lamuertemight be intended as further specifying
the result of death provided by the verb, rather than introducing an independent result state, and
so these exampleswould be regardedas cases ofweak resultatives underRA’s approach.While it is
true that verbs like acuchillar seem to strongly imply death, they do not lexically entail it (cf. Dowty
1979; Rappaport Hovav and Levin 2010). Evidence for this comes from the fact that death can be
explicitly denied when the event denoted by verbs of the acuchillar type is over, as the following
naturally occurring examples show:

(i) a. Lo acuchillaron, pero no delató a sus agresores.
‘They stubbed/slashed him, but he didn’t betray his attackers.’
(https://www.elentrerios.com/actualidad/lo-acuchillaron-pero-no-delato-a-sus-
agresores.htm)

b. Lo estranguló pero reaccionó y le salvó la vida.
‘He strangled him, but reacted in time and saved his life.’
(https://www.unosantafe.com.ar/ovacion/mma-lo-estrangulo-pero-reacciono-y-le-
la-vida-n2083125.html)

Further, verbs like acuchillar or estrangular ‘choke/strangle’ clearly behave like activity verbs in
not encoding a result state that would otherwise delimit or provide a bound to the event (cf. Juan lo
acuchilló durante horas/#en 1 hora ‘Juan stabbed him for hours/#in an hour’ vs. Juan lo mató
#durante horas/en 1 hora ‘Juan killed him #for hours/in an hour’). We refer the interested reader to
Levin (1993), Beavers and Koontz-Garboden (2012) and Ausensi (2019) for further discussion on
verbs of killing and the differences between lexically entailing or (strongly) implying the result
state of death.
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b. *Los caballos arrastraron los troncos suaves.
the horses drag.PFV.3PL the logs smooth.PL.M
Intended: ‘The horses dragged the logs smooth.’

c. *Los jinetes corrieron los Caballos sudados.
the Jockeys race.PFV.3PL the horses sweaty.PL.M
Intended: ‘The jockeys raced the horses sweaty.’

In the present paper, we argue against RA’s claim that Spanish constructions of the
hasta lamuerte-type are to be analyzed as cases of strong resultatives equivalent to
those of the English to death-type. Rather, assuming a constructivist approach to
argument/event structure, we argue that in the Spanish hasta la muerte con-
structions as analyzed by RA, the hasta PP is to be regarded as an element
providing a bound to an unbounded predicate in the form of a syntactic adjunct
external to the argument structure of the predicate. In contrast, English PPs of the
to death-type are shown to contribute to the argument structure of the predicate, by
providing the final state to a resultative event of change of state.

The paper is organized as follows. In Section 2, we lay out the theory of
argument/event structure we adopt as well as our syntactic approach to Talmy’s
typology. In Section 3, we discuss the approach toward resultativity as assumed in
RA. We show that such an approach is problematic as it fails to account for some
crucial generalizations regarding the expression of resultativity in English and
Spanish. We then provide our constructivist analysis and show how it better ac-
counts for the differences holding between Spanish and English. In Section 4, we
respond to RA’s claim that Spanish hasta la muerte constructions constitute
genuine cases of resultative constructions. Section 5 concludes the paper.

2 A constructivist approach to argument/event
structure

In this section, we provide a brief overview of the theory of argument/event
structure followed in the present paper. We adopt a theory of grammar known in
the literature as the constructivist (or neo-constructionist) approach, which finds
its grounds in works such as Hale and Keyser (1993, 2002), Marantz (1997), Mateu
(2002), Harley (2005), Borer (2005), Ramchand (2008), Mateu and Acedo-Matellán
(2012) and Acedo-Matellán (2016). From Marantz (1997), Hale and Keyser (2002),
Mateu (2002), Harley (2005), i.a., we adopt the assumption that argument struc-
ture’s relations can be described as arising from a limited set of syntactic config-
urations. From Mateu (2002), Borer (2005), Mateu and Acedo-Matellán (2012), and
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Acedo-Matellán (2016), our approach takes the idea that syntactic operations are
conducted upon two sets of building blocks: functional heads, which are gram-
matically transparent elements giving rise to semantic construals, and roots,
which are elements carrying a purely encyclopedic, conceptual content and
providing a syntactically non-transparent meaning.6

In this approach, two basic syntactic structures defining relations between
arguments in a predicate can be identified as relevant for our concerns. First, a root
can bemerged as the complement of an eventive v head,which is a functional head
syntactically defining a verb and semantically associatedwith an eventive reading.
This structure gives rise to an activity event, where the root incorporates into the v
head in an unergative predicate.7

(11) John dances.

After the incorporation of the root, the v head may further be associated with a DP
complement: in this case, a transitive predicate arises where the direct object is
understood as an incremental theme providing a scale to the event predicated by
the verb, and the event therefore takes a creation/consumption reading (see Hale
and Keyser 2002; Ramchand 2008; Mateu and Acedo-Matellán 2012).

(12) John dances a tango.

The DP complement can either identify a cognate object or a hyponymous object:
in the former case, a root identical to the one which incorporates into v is present
(13), while in the latter case, the relation between the direct object and the root
incorporating into v is one of hyponymy (12). In both cases, a derivational relation
appears to hold between the action named by the (verbal) root and the DP object.8

(13) John dances a beautiful dance.

6 However, for an alternative view arguing for the existence of some classes of roots that carry
structural components of meanings which appear to be grammatically relevant, see Ausensi et al.
(under review, 2020), Ausensi (2020, to appear); also Beavers and Koontz-Garboden (2020).
7 The external argument, following Marantz (1984), Kratzer (1996), Borer (2005), Pylkkännen
(2008), Alexiadou et al. (2015), i.a., is taken to be external to the vP, introduced by a higher
projection labelled VoiceP which merges on top of the vP.
8 As we further discuss in Section 2.1, we argue that this relation is not always to be licensed
semantically (e.g. in terms of hyponymy) and that also a salient pragmatic context can license it.
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The second basic structure relevant for our discussion consists of a v head taking a
small clause result complement, along the lines of Hoekstra (1988, 1992). The
small clause is intended as a phrasal projection headed by a null functional
head (labelled here as Pred) defining a relation between its specifier (i.e. the
subject of the small clause, which can be understood as the Figure element in
Talmy’s 2000 sense) and its complement (understood as the Ground element in
Talmy’s 2000 sense). This structure is semantically interpreted as a resultative
event where the subject of the small clause predicate, as a consequence of the
event, comes to hold a final state which is specified by the element introduced
in the complement of the small clause. In this configuration, a root merging
with the structure as the complement of the small clause is assigned a resul-
tative interpretation. From this position, the root may incorporate into the v
head, giving rise to a resultative verb.

(14) John flattens the metal.

It is important to note that, under the present account, events of change of state
and change of location are taken to involve the same syntactic configuration in a
localistic perspective (see Jackendoff 1983; Mateu 2008; Talmy 2000). Thus, the
final state of a change of state event is equivalent to the final location of a change of
location event.

(15) John enters.

The activity structure, the creation/consumption structure and the resultative
structure described above involve the incorporation of a root from the comple-
ment of the v head into the v head, where the root is categorized as a verb.
However, a root may also adjoin to v directly through external merge. In the case
of a creation/consumption event, this happens when a DP first merges as the
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complement of the v head (16). Crucially, the effected (i.e. created) DP object is
not subject to a cognate or hyponymous relationwith the verbal root. This follows
from the root being directly merged with v and thus not establishing a deriva-
tional relation with the DP complement.

(16) John smiles his thanks.

In the case of a resultative event, the resultative complement of the small
clause does not incorporate into the v head. Instead, it is lexicalized in situ,
while v is given phonological substantiation via the external merge of another
root (17).

(17) John hammers the metal flat.

In both (16) and (17), the root adjoined to v is interpreted as providing themanner
whereby the event takes place. That is, in (16) the thanks are created by smiling
and in (17) the metal becomes flat by hammering (see Acedo-Matellán and Mateu
2014; Embick 2004; Harley 2005; Mateu 2012; Mateu and Acedo-Matellán 2012;
McIntyre 2004).

2.1 A syntactic account of Talmy’s typology

FollowingMateu (2002, 2012), Acedo-Matellán andMateu (2013), among others, we
claim that the constructivist approach to argument and event structure sketched
out in the previous section allows us to provide a structural account of Talmy’s
typology. Namely, the difference between satellite-framed languages and verb-
framed languages boils down to the absence, in the latter, of the operation of root
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adjunction to v displayed in (16) and (17).9 As a consequence, verb-framed lan-
guages never display predicates where the verb is associated with a manner reading
which, if takenoutof theconstruction,appearsunrelated to thecreationor thechangeof
state/locationevent specifiedby its complement. Compare thiswith the followingmade-
up examples from Spanish, illustrating what a creation/consumption structure and a
resultative structure of the satellite-framed type would look like in this language.

(18) *Juan sonríe su agradecimiento.
Intended: ‘John smiles his thanks.’

(19) *Juan martilla el metal plano.
Intended: ‘John hammers the metal flat.’

As mentioned in Section 1, there have been some authors adopting semantic ap-
proaches and a Construction Grammar approach (à la Goldberg 1995), who
questioned the consistency of Talmy’s typology.10 According to this view, the
division between verb-framed languages and satellite-framed languages is not
clear-cut and the class of verb-framed languages is merely defined on the basis of
the fact that the expression of a manner co-event in the main verb is simply less
frequent statistically in these languages than in satellite-framed languages. For
instance, those constructions of Spanish where a manner-of-motion verb is

9 Importantly, this holds as a descriptive generalization. Namely, it does not entail that the
syntactic operation of Merge is parameterized in order to capture the distinction between verb-
framed languages and satellite-framed languages, which may ultimately reduce to a morpho-
phonological requirement that v be saturated through incorporation in verb-framed languages (cf.
Mateu 2017).
10 For a comprehensive analysis of English resultative constructions from a Construction
Grammar approach the reader is referred to Iwata (2020).
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followed by a hasta PP (20), or where an effected object indeed appears – prima
facie – as complement of a verb denoting a manner of creation (21), are to be
regarded as satellite-framed constructions under this view.

(20) Juan nadó hasta las rocas.
Juan swim.PFV.3SG until the rocks
‘John swam to the rocks.’ (Real-Puigdollers 2013)

(21) Ella murmura su incredulidad.
she whisper.PFV.3SG her disbelief
‘She whispers her disbelief.’ (Martínez Vázquez 2014)

An important caveat is thus in order before proceeding any further.We contend that
a distinction must be drawn between what can be interpreted as manner and result
in a broad sense, i.e. according to world knowledge, andwhat is to be interpreted as
manner and result structurally, which is the only relevant level of interpretation for
Talmy’s typology. From the former point of view, there is no doubt that Talmy’s
typology consists in a loose, probabilistic classification of languages displaying
many exceptional behaviors within the class of verb-framed languages. For
instance, a sentence like (20) clearly implies a result in the sense that, in Juan’s
swimming activity, his path reached the rocks and went no farther. However, we
claim that linguistically (i.e. structurally), this sentence does not contain a stranded
result (i.e. a result which is lexicalized independently of the verb), which crucially
explains in turn why this construction is perfectly possible in a verb-framed lan-
guage like Spanish. As already discussed in Mateu (2012), the fact that Spanish
predicates with manner-of-motion verbs and hasta PPs do not involve a result
structurally, canbemade clear by lookingat their Italian counterpartswithfinoa. An
important generalization following from the constructivist approach that we are
assuming is that a non-transitive resultative predicate consisting of a v head and a
small clause complement displays unaccusative behavior (Hoekstra 1988). This is
due to the undergoer of the resultative event (the Figure in Talmy’s sense) being
merged as the specifier of the small clause, which in turn gives raise to unaccusative
predicates when an external argument is not realized (Mateu 2002). Unaccusative
predicates in Italian select the BE auxiliary, in contrast to unergative predicates
which instead select theHAVEauxiliary (seeSorace 2000 for anoverview). Crucially,
Italian equivalents of the Spanish construction in (20) take the HAVE auxiliary,
showing that a small clause result-like predicate is not involved in these structure.

(22) Gianni ha / *è ballato fino alla cucina.
Gianni have.PFV.3SG / be. PFV.3SG dance.PST.PTCP until to.the kitchen
‘John danced until the kitchen.’ (based on Mateu 2012)
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It should thus come with no surprise that hasta PPs in Spanish do not exhibit
selectional criteria with respect to the types of motion verbs they are associated
with as the structure of these predicates does not involve a small clause comple-
ment, and thus these predicates are not to be regarded as resultatives in a struc-
tural sense, that is, in the sense which is relevant to Talmy’s typology.

(23) Juan caminó/gateó/bailó hasta la cocina.
Juan walk/crawl/dance.PFV.3SG until the kitchen.
‘Juan walked/crawled/danced until the kitchen.’

In a similar vein, the example in (21) displays another kind of construction which,
according to Martínez Vázquez (2014), challenges the robustness of Talmy’s typology
since the verb involved (i.e.murmurar ‘murmur’) is used to convey themanner bywhich
one’sdisbelief is expressed.Wenote that thepossibility of examples of the type in (21) in
Spanish should not be surprising insofar as the verb involved, belonging to the class of
the so-called verba dicendi, beside implying amanner component, also strongly implies
the production of an utterance which can be regarded as a hyponym of the entity (the
murmur) introduced by the (verbal) root. Other examples of the type in (21) discussed in
Martínez Vázquez (2014) can be regarded – prima facie – as more problematic for our
approach insofar as there appears to be no direct relation whatsoever between the verb
and its effected object. For instance, in (24), the expression of a person’s despair is
conveyed by means of waving their arms.11

11 Another example provided by Martínez Vázquez (2014), which merits discussion, is the
following.

(i) Sacudir su euphoria.
Shake his/her despair.
‘Shake one’s euphoria.’ (adapted from Martínez Vázquez 2014)

This predicate is analyzed byMartínezVázquez as a ReactionObject Construction of the type in (21)
and (24). However, we believe that this predicate does not involve an event of creation (i.e. it
should not be regarded as a Reaction Object Construction) but rather an abstract change of
location event, where the verb (sacudir) is to be given an interpretation of removal. Notice, in this
respect, that the verb sacudir in Spanish does not only mean ‘to shake’, but it can also mean ‘to
shake off’ (i.e. ‘to remove by shaking’). This is not the case for the English verb shake, which does
not appear to display any resultative reading by itself. Accordingly, we claim that a proper English
translation of the Spanish predicate sacudir su euforia should be similar to ‘shake one’s euphoria
*(off)’, where – crucially – the presence of the particle off is required to lexicalize the complement
of the resultative small clause involved in the structure of the predicate. The Spanish construction,
however, does not require any satellite-like resultative element as the verb itself can be interpreted
as lexicalizing the result component in what is thus to be understood as a verb-framed
construction. Therefore, the su euforia DP in (i) is not to be regarded as an effected object (i.e. an
incremental theme) but rather as an affected object (i.e. a Figure in Talmy’s sense). We thank
Jaume Mateu for drawing our attention to (i).
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(24) Bracear su desesperación.
Wave his/her despair.
‘Wave one’s despair.’ (adapted from Martínez Vázquez 2014)

However, a crucial thing noted by Martínez Vázquez with respect to examples like
the one in (24) is that these examples are found in Spanish only if the pragmatic
context makes the creation event plausible, i.e. if the context is such that a
connection between the actual event of creation and the manner co-event
expressed by the verb can be immediately recovered.12 For instance, (24) is found
by Martínez Vázquez in the context of a football commentary about a player who
waved his arms on the field to convey despair. Although this is only a descriptive
note in Martínez Vázquez (2014), we claim that the pragmatic compatibility be-
tween the event of creation and the manner co-event required for these con-
structions in Spanish is to be interpreted as a way to recover the derivational
relation that is structurally established between the (verbal) root and the effected
object in the syntax of these constructions. Thus, the constructions provided by
Martínez Vázquez (2014) are felicitous in Spanish as long as they can be taken to
involve a structure where the (verbal) root is first merged as the complement of the
v head and subsequently incorporates into it, leaving room for a DP to further
merge as the complement of the verb. That is, (21) and (24) share their structure
with predicates of the type in (12) (i.e. dance a tango) and not with predicates of the
type in (16) (i.e. smile one’s thanks).

Having described the theory of argument/event structure adopted in the
present paper and how such a theory can effectively account for the differences in
the expression of resultativity between satellite-framed languages and verb-
framed languages, we now move to review RA’s approach toward resultativity in
English and Spanish and showwhyour constructivist approach should be prefered
in accounting for the phenomena observed by RA.

12 Despite this, and unsurprisingly, an informal survey among native speakers of Peninsular
Spanish revealed that the acceptability of (24) is not shared by all speakers; many find it un-
grammatical even if the relevant pragmatic context is provided. Crucially, this is not the case for
English constructions of the type in (16) (i.e. smile one’s thanks), which are straightforwardly
possible in English, independently of the possibility of establishing a semantic/pragmatic relation
between themanner co-event named by the verb and the creation event arising from the structure.
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3 A comparison with Rodríguez Arrizabalaga’s
approach to resultatives

In this section, we provide an overview of RA’s approach toward resultativity
noting that such an approach fails to capture some crucial phenomena regarding
the differences in the expression of resultativity between English and Spanish. We
then show that a constructivist approach to argument structure can naturally
account for the differences in the expression of resultativity between satellite-
framed and verb-framed languages.

RA distinguishes two types of verbs capable of entering resultative construc-
tions depending on the semantic relation established between the verb and its
direct object. On the one hand, the transitive/unaccusative type displays an object
which is semantically an argument of the verb.With these verbs, the removal of the
resultative changes the semantic/aspectual connotations of the predication but it
does not result in ungrammaticality.

(25) a. The oil froze solid.
b. The oil froze.

(from RA p. 127)

On the other hand, the intransitive type includes verbs that usually appear in
unergative predicates. Therefore, the presence of a direct object with these verbs is
strictly related to the presence of the resultative element, whose absencemakes the
sentence ungrammatical.

(26) a. I screamed myself hoarse.
b. *I screamed myself.

(from RA p. 127)

In light of these differences between verb types, RA (p. 127) claims that the two
types of constructions – those involving verbs of the transitive/unaccusative type
and those involving verbs of the intransitive type – display “completely different”
syntactico-semantic behavior, despite sharing the same linear order of
constituents.

In the constructivist framework that we assume, syntactico-semantic behavior
does not depend on verbs but on structures only. As a consequence, the syntactico-
semantic behavior arising from a construction is predicted to remain unaffected by
the verb heading the predication. Put differently, the fact that a verb of the tran-
sitive/unaccusative type is capable of entering constructions where the direct
object is present to the exclusion of the resultative element does not entail that a
resultative construction with this type of verbs is syntactico-semantically different
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from a resultative construction displaying a verb of the intransitive type. Rather, it
simply shows that the considered verb (or better, root, in the present framework)
can appear in different constructions, and the detected change of its semantico-
syntactic behavior depends on these constructions. This reasoning follows from
Hoekstra (1988, 1992) and McIntyre (2004) and is also adopted in Mateu (2012).
Thus, despite the contrast between (25b) and (26b), according to these authors
examples such as (25a) and (26a) share the same resultative structure, which
consists of a v head selecting a small clause complement.13

One important claim by RA, concerning the types of resultative constructions
available in Spanish, may however be considered a possible counterargument. RA
observes that while English displays resultative constructions with both types of
verbs, i.e. the transitive/unaccusative type and the intransitive type, Spanish
resultative constructions are only found with verbs of the transitive/unaccusative
type to the exclusion of the intransitive type. RA also notices that adjectival
resultatives in Spanish are typically restricted to the culinary field and to the field
of chromatic changes, as illustrated below.

(27) a. Se cuecen unos huevos duros.
REFL cook.PRS.3PL some eggs hard.PL.M
‘Some eggs are being boiled hard.’

b. Pinté la cocina de rosa.
paint.PFV.1SG the kitchen of pink
‘I painted the kitchen pink.’
(from RA p. 135)

In RA, the latter restriction is explained on the basis of a semantico-pragmatic
constraint,whereby the only resultatives allowed are those involving eventswhose
final state is “extralinguistically far more important than the process causing this
state” (RA p. 135). In this respect, consider what RA notes regarding such
resultatives:

[W]ithin the culinary realm, there is no doubt thatwhat reallymatters is not the preparation of
a dish per se, but rather its final result. […] Similarly, when a chromatic change is described,
what is really significant is the new colour achieved, not the precisemethod bringing the new
colour about. (RA p. 135)

13 While a manner-conflation analysis of the type in (17) is to be applied in (26a), a result-
incorporation process of the type in (14)might be involved in (25a), with the AP solid specifying the
degree of frozenness reached by the entity undergoing the change of state (further see footnote 4
andMateu 2012). However, the distinction betweenmanner adjunction and result incorporation to
v does not entail that two different structures are involved, the relevant configuration always being
the one involving a v head taking a small clause complement.
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As for the former restriction – i.e. that only verbs of the transitive/unaccusative type are
capable of entering resultative constructions in Spanish – although we agree with RA’s
descriptive claim, we note that no satisfactory explanation is provided concerning why
resultatives with verbs of the intransitive type are ruled out in this language, the only
mentioned motivation simply consisting of some (not clearly specified) “general prin-
ciples governing clausal organization in English and Spanish” (RA p. 133). Insofar as no
formalization or account of these so-called general principles is offered, such an anal-
ysis–however descriptively accurate itmaybe–has nopredictive powerwith regard to
the differences in the expression of resultativity between English and Spanish.

3.1 A constructivist approach to Spanish resultatives

In this section, we show that the fact that Spanish only displays resultatives of the
transitive/unaccusative type is not only just an apparent counterargument to our
claim that syntactico-semantic behavior depends on constructions rather than on
verbs, but it also comes as no surprise since this is a major prediction of the
constructivist approach we are adopting concerning the types of resultatives
available in verb-framed languages in a broad sense. In addition, it is worth
pointing out that even if a distinction between transitive/unaccusative verbs and
intransitive verbs could potentially be relevant when it comes to analyzing
resultatives in verb-framed languages, the class of transitive verbs as such is not
restricted enough to provide an adequate account of the possible range of resul-
tatives in such languages because there are some verbs that are incompatible with
resultative constructions despite belonging to the transitive type. An example
illustrating this point is provided by the verb hammer, which, according to RA’s
diagnostics, behaves as a transitive type verb, as shown below. Crucially, this verb
is incompatible with resultative constructions in Spanish (cf. Mateu 2012).

(28) a. John hammers the metal.
b. John hammers the metal flat.

(29) a. Juan martilla el metal.
Juan hammer.PRS.3SG the metal
‘John hammers the metal.’

b. *Juan martilla el metal plano.
Juan hammer.PRS.3SG the metal flat.SG.M
Intended: ‘John hammers the metal flat.’

According to RA’s analysis, a sentence like (29b) would be ruled out in Spanish
because the nature of the event is not such that its final state is “extralinguistically
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far more important” (RA p. 135) than the process leading to it. We suggest that this
explanation is theoretically weak since it is not clear what constitutes a final state
that is extralinguistically more important than the process causing it (insofar as no
account or explanation is provided regarding what final states are extralinguisti-
cally far more important than others). Instead, following Mateu (2012), we argue
that only those verbs that allow for a resultative reading by themselves (e.g. pintar
‘paint’ as in [27b]), i.e. in the absence of a distinct resultative element, can co-
appear with a resultative element in Spanish. This is predicted to be possible in a
verb-framed language like Spanish because the result is provided by the verb,
while the alleged resultative is a modifier of the final state encoded by the verb (cf.
Acedo-Matellán et al. to appear). Compare (30) below.

(30) Juan pintó la pared de rosa.
Juan pintar.PFV.3SG the wall of pink.
‘Juan painted the wall pink.’

Our constructivist approach thus rules out examples like (29b) on structural grounds
insofar as, despitemartillar in (29a) beinga transitive verb, the structureof (29a) does
not involve a resultative small clause. Rather, following Acedo-Matellán (2016), we
take the structure of (29a) to involve an underlying unergative configuration whose
direct object is to be understood in terms of an adjunct to the vP.14

(31) John hammers the metal.

14 In (31), following Acedo-Matellán (2016), the direct object is represented as embedded in a
functional p projection which, in Hale and Keyser’s (2002) terms, identifies a central coincidence
relation between its complement and the state denoted by the verb.
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A resultative reading in (29b) can only be provided by adjoining √HAMMER with
the v head, while a distinct element, as is flat in (28b), specifies the result
component in the complement of the small clause. However, while this process is
available in satellite-framed languages like English, it is not available in verb-
framed ones like Spanish (recall [18] and [19]), as previously discussed in detail,
hence the ungrammaticality of (29b).

To conclude, it is also important to note that our analysis is fully compatible,
and actually sympathetic, with Boas’s (2003) (in RA p. 128) descriptive observation
that resultatives with verbs of the transitive type can sometimes be used “to
emphasize an end state that is conventionally implicit in the change of state
denoted by the verb”. In fact, we claim that those Spanish constructions analyzed
in RA as involving a resultative distinct from the verb involve such cases (cf. [27]).
This conclusion is also in line with Masullo and Demonte’s (1999) observation (in
RA p. 136) that Spanish resultatives “seem to refer to a final state which is implicit
in the verbal meaning, thus excluding the causative relationship that is a dis-
tinguishing feature of the English resultative construction”.15 However, following
Mateu (2012) and in contrast to Boas (2003) and Masullo and Demonte (1999), our
claim is not merely descriptive but theoretically grounded: the verb-framed
behavior of Spanish allows a resultative construction to be realized only through
verbs resulting from the incorporation of the resultative element from the small
clause complement into the v head. As such, the semantic effect mentioned by
Boas (2003) and Masullo and Demonte (1999) follows as a natural consequence of
our account, and the fact that a verb is capable of selecting a direct object to the
exclusion of the (alleged) resultative argument is contingent on the phenomenon
of resultativity.

4 A new resultative construction in Spanish?

With the theoretical background laid out in the previous sections, we nowmove to the
hasta la muerte construction, which constitutes the main case study in RA. The author
presents the Spanish hasta la muerte construction, illustrated below, as a resultative
construction produced from a direct calque of the English resultative PP to death (e.g.

15 A similar observation can be found in Masini’s (2005) Construction Grammar approach to
Italian verb-particle constructions, where the particle of phrasal verbs like lavare via ‘wash away’
or raschiare via ‘scrape away’ is taken to emphasize the removal sense which is already provided
by the verb. See Mateu and Rigau (2010) for a constructivist (l- syntactic) approach to Romance
verb-particle constructions.
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John beat Tom to death).16 By means of corpora searches, the author finds that this
calquewasadoptedduring the secondhalf of the 20thcentury, as constructionswith the
hasta la muerte resultative begin to appear in documents from the 1970s. When
analyzing the types of verbs entering thehasta lamuerte construction, RA is surprised to
find that, contrary to all other resultatives found in Spanish, hasta la muerte not only
appears in associationwith verbs of the transitive/unaccusative type (32), butwith verbs
of the intransitive type aswell (33). This is illustrated below, bymeans of original data.17

(32) a. Acosta Arévalo fue torturado hasta la muerte.
Acosta Arévalo be.PFV.3SG torture.PST.PTCP.SG.M until the death
‘Acosta Arévalo was tortured to death.’

b. El Personaje principal Jon Snow fue apuñalado hasta
the character main Jon Snow be.PFV.3SG stab.PST.PTCP.SG.M until
la muerte.
the death
‘The main character John Snow was stabbed to death.’

c. Esos monstruos la golpearon hasta la muerte.
those monsters ACC.3SG.F beat.PFV.3PL until the death
‘Those monsters beat her to death.’

(33) a. Los 77 jóvenes soldados que combatieron hasta la muerte.
the 77 young soldiers that fight.PFV.3PL until the death
‘The 77 young soldiers that fought themselves to death.’

b. Los adultos mayores necesitan trabajar hasta la muerte.
the adults elder need work.IFV until the death
‘The old adults need to work themselves to death.’

c. El rey que comió hasta la muerte.
the king that eat.PFV.3SG until the death.
‘The king that ate himself to death.’18

RA concludes that Spanish constructions with unergative verbs and the hasta la
muerte PP behave as the so-called fake non-conventionalized resultatives of the
English type (sic in RA, following Boas [2003], to indicate resultative constructions

16 Although RA adopts a Construction Grammar framework in the spirit of Goldberg (1995), she
nonetheless does not formalize or provide an analysis of the hasta la muerte construction within
this framework as she leaves such a task for future research.
17 The Spanish data in the present paper, unless explicitly stated, have been extracted from the
Corpus del Español NOW corpus (News on the Web), available online at https://www.
corpusdelespanol.org/now.
18 https://secretoscortesanos.com/2017/08/07/dos-reyes-que-comieron-hasta-morir-y-otras-
curiosidades-culinarias-cortesanas/
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with verbs of the intransitive type where no particular restriction on the type of
result is imposed by the verb). Moreover, as RA notices, this type of Spanish
resultatives does not require the presence of a fake object, in contrast to their
English counterparts, as illustrated by the following contrast (see also [33]).

(34) a. They drank *(themselves) to death.
b. […] bebieron hasta la muerte.

[…] drink.PFV.3PL until the death
‘They drank themselves to death.’
(from RA p. 150)

(35) a. They smoke *(themselves) to death.
b. […] fuman hasta la muerte.

[…] smoke.PRS.3PL until the death
‘They smoke themselves to death.’
(from RA p. 150)

SuchacontrastbetweenEnglishandSpanish remainsadescriptivenotation inRA insofar
as the author simply acknowledges its existence and provides a description of it, but no
explanation is given with regards to why it holds. However, within our constructivist
approach to argument structure, both the appearance of hasta la muerte giving rise to
resultative structureswith verbs of the intransitive typeand theabsenceof the reflexive in
this construction in Spanish receive a straightforward and unified explanation. In what
follows, we lay out the analysis of such putative cases of resultative constructions.

Drawing on Mateu (2012), we argue that there is a crucial structural difference
betweenEnglish resultatives of the to death-type and Spanish intransitiveswith PPs of
the hasta la muerte-type (33): while the former involve a resultative small clause, the
latter appear as external to the argument structure of the predicate (cf. Section 2.1).

(36) Bebieron hasta la muerte.
drink.PFV.3PL until the death.
Lit. ‘They drank until the death.’

Crucially, the fact that Spanish intransitive constructions with hasta la muerte, in
contrast to English constructions with to death, do not involve a small clause, also
explains why English constructions, but not Spanish ones, require a reflexive (cf. [34a]
and [35a]): as the sentential subject in English is interpreted as external argument (being
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assigned the theta role of Agent), a reflexive has to be inserted in the position surfacing
asdirect object,which is thepositionoccupiedby the internal subject of the small clause
(see the structure in [37]). In contrast, as no small clause is involved in Spanish predi-
cates, the absence of the reflexive in these constructions is structurally accounted for.

(37) They drank themselves to death.

In addition, insofar as hasta la muerte PPs are not to be regarded as resultative
elements in the syntactic sense, i.e. in the sense that we assume to be relevant to
Talmy’s typology (cf. Section 2.1 and discussion below), we predict no restrictions
on the type of structures which can occur with this type of PPs in Spanish.19 This is

19 Ananonymous reviewer points out that there exists a difference between hasta lamuertePPs and
hasta su muerte ‘until his/her death’ PPs with respect to the types of verbs they usually occur with
because hasta lamuertePPsmost frequently appearwithverbs denotingactions likely to causedeath
(e.g. apuñalar ‘stab’, golpear ‘hit’, torturar ‘torture’, etc.), while hasta sumuerte PPs typically appear
with verbs denoting stative eventualities (e.g. vivir ‘live’, permanecer ‘stay’, acompañar ‘accompany’,
etc.). The reviewer claims that these contrasts constitute a problem for our analysis insofar as our
approach does not seem to predict them and asks whether it is possible to derive them from our
analysis without making further assumptions. We do not think this phenomenon should bemade to
follow from a structural difference between predicates with the hasta la muerte PP and predicates
with the hasta su muerte PP. In light of this, we also do not think that these contrasts constitute a
problem for our approach, insofar as no counterevidence is provided to our claim that hasta PPs in
general canact asexternal delimiters tounboundedpredicates.Notice, in this respect, that the stative
verbs occurring with the hasta su muerte PP according to the reviewer (e.g. vivir ‘live’, permanecer
‘stay’, acompañar ‘accompany’, etc.) can all be taken to involve a temporally unbounded eventuality
taking a temporal bound through the hasta PP (e.g. vivir hasta sumuerte can be paraphrased as ‘live
[unbounded activity] until (their) death [temporal bound]’). Concerning a possible explanation for
the phenomenon, our intuition is that the hasta su muerte PP probably mostly occurs with stative
verbs insofar as the possessive pronoun su suggests an idea of possession of the event of dying,
somethingwhich is the casewhen one dies spontaneously but notwhen someone’s life is ended by a
well-defined and caused action. In otherwords, the contrast in behavior between the hasta lamuerte
PP and the hasta su muerte PP might be due to the su pronoun imposing a stative flavor to the
predication, in light of the fact that possessive relations are stative by default (cf. e.g. Bassaganyas-
Bars 2017; Le Bruyn and Schoorlemmer 2016; Myler 2016).
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corroborated by data provided by RA herself which involve transitive (38), unac-
cusative (39) and unergative (40) verbs (under RA’s classification), which are all
free to join this construction (examples from RA pp. 145–150).20

(38) a. La víctima caminaba por la calle Jazmín (Chamartín) donde vivía,
cuando fue tiroteado hasta la muerte por un hombre que acababa de
bajarse de un coche.
‘The victim was walking along Jazmín Street (Chamartín), where he
lived, when he was shot to death by a man who had just got out of a
car.’

b. El 13 de octubre de 1999, Luis Patricio estranguló y acuchilló a Herrero
hasta la muerte.
‘On October 13th 1999, Luis Patricio strangled and knifed Herrero to
death.’

(39) a. Mientras el herido se desangraba hasta lamuerte a pocosmetros de su
casa, donde su madre le estaba esperando, El Cachulo acudió a pedir
consejo a su abogado y acabó entregándose cinco horas después.
‘While the injured bled to death a few metres away from his house,
where his mother was waiting for him, El Cachulo went to ask his
solicitor for some advice and ended up surrendering to the police five
hours later.’

b. El líder de Al Qaeda aseguró que en los dos países, Washington está
entre dos fuegos: “Si se quedan, sangrarán hasta la muerte, si se
retiran lo habrán perdido todo”.
‘Al Qaeda’s leader assured that in both countries, Washington is
between two fires: “If they stay, they will bleed to death; if they
withdraw, they will have lost everything”.’

20 Although RA analyzes sangrar ‘bleed’ as an unaccusative verb in (39b), we disagree with RA’s
analysis because we consider the predicate sangrarán hasta la muerte ‘they will bleed to death’ in
(39b) as involving an unergative structure of the type displayed in (40). Evidence for this claim
comes from auxiliary selection in Italian, a language where unaccusative predicates involve
auxiliary BE-shift; that is Italian predicates with sanguinare ‘bleed’ only select the HAVE auxiliary.

(i) a. Ha sanguinato fino alla morte.
have.3SG bleed.PST.PTCP until the death

b. *È sanguinato fino alla morte.
be.3SG bleed.PST.PTCP until the death
‘He bled to death.’
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(40) a. Sin embargo, la mayoría de sus amigos pertenecientes a ese joven
grupo literario se suicidaron, bebieron hasta lamuerte o cambiaron de
ambición.
‘However, most of his friends belonging to that young literary group
committed suicide, drank themselves to death or changed their
ambition.’

b. Y fuman hasta la muerte sabiendo que el tabaco les está matando.
‘And they smoke themselves to death, knowing that tobacco is
killing them.’

In fact, this can be shown to hold not only for this construction but for other
constructions involving the P hasta in general, as discussed in Section 2.1. In
particular, this strongly suggests that hasta is an element capable of appearing
with any type of verb and it can therefore give the illusion of displaying satellite-
framed behavior (see Beavers 2008). For instance, hasta can combine with both
manner-of-motion verbs, where a directional reading is (strongly) inferred (41),
and directed motion verbs (42) (see Real-Puigdollers 2013), giving the illusion of a
directed motion event of the English type (cf. John danced into the room).

(41) a. Juan nadó hasta las rocas.
Juan swim.PFV.3SG until the rocks
‘Juan swam (up) to the rocks.’

b. El niño anduvo hasta la pared.
the kid walk.PFV.3SG until the wall
‘The kidwalked (up) to thewall.’ (based onReal-Puigdollers 2013: 96)

(42) a. María llegó hasta este pueblo.
María arrive.PFV.3SG until this town
‘María arrived at this town.’

b. María cayó hasta el pozo.
María fall.PFV.3SG until this well
‘María fell down this well.’ (based on Real-Puigdollers 2013: 96)

This strongly argues in favor of an analysis that treats hasta Ps as away to establish
boundaries in events that are otherwise unbounded by default. In particular, as
Beavers (2008: 285–286) argues, when hasta is combined with manner-of-motion
verbs as in (41), it simply delimits the space in which the event can take place (e.g.
in [41a] it is understood that Juan did not swim farther than the rocks), rather than
entailing directed motion (cf. also Real-Puigdollers 2013). Thus, as Beavers (2008:
313) argues, hasta-type Ps should not be regarded as satellites which imply a goal
or a path, as in satellite-framed languages, but rather as elements which simply
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provide a boundary to an eventuality which is otherwise unbounded. Conse-
quently, constructions involving hasta-type Ps in verb-framed languages do not
violate Talmy’s typology iff the typology is understood as a distinction in the
encoding of results structurally, and they are crucially predicted to be fully
available and possible in this type of languages.

Last, we want to address another comment from an anonymous reviewer,
which in turn takes us back to the discussion in Section 2.1, regarding the fact that
hasta la muerte constructions do entail that the action denoted by the main verb
causes the death of the object referent (e.g. Juan golpeó a la víctima hasta lamuerte,
#pero sobrevivió ‘Johnbeat the victim todeath, #but he survived’), which, however,
does not appear to follow from our structural approach as the anonymous reviewer
points out. Recapping the discussion in Section 2.1, we agreewith the reviewer that
hasta la muerte constructions do indeed entail that the undergoer of the event
denoted by the main predicate dies, which, in turn, involves that a result follows
from the event of, say, beating as in Juan golpeó a la víctima hasta la muerte ‘John
beat the victim to death’. Yet, as discussed in detail in Section 2.1,we contend that a
clear distinction has to be drawn between what is to be interpreted as a result
structurally and what can be interpreted as a result in a more general, non-
linguistically relevant sense. In the latter sense, a predicate like golpear hasta la
muerte is of course resultative in the sense that the personwho is beaten eventually
dies as a consequence of the beating. However, the idea of result arising from this
predicate is the product of a logical inference which transcends the linguistic
dimension: the result is not encoded in the structure of the predicate. In our
approach, languages encode the result by means of a small clause predicate
complement of an eventive v head in syntax. Crucially, this structural notion of
result is the only one that plays a role when dealing with Talmy’s typology, as it is
the only one where the effects of Talmy’s typology actually arise. To this extent, it
should not be surprising that Talmy’s typology appears as a probabilistic gener-
alization if a generic, descriptive notion of result is assumed. In our view, however,
this fails to capture the crucial fact that Talmy’s typology plays a role in themind of
the speaker, that is, it defines the ways in which a result (in the relevant sense) can
be expressed in linguistic predicates by the speaker. Non trivially, once a structural
account of Talmy’s typology is assumed, those naturally occurring examples in
verb-framed languages that might appear to question the validity of Talmy’s ty-
pology are either explained by the absence of a (linguistically relevant) notion of
result with respect to the alleged resultative element (cf. hasta PPs) or by the
capability of coercing an interpretation of the verb as arising from a process of root
incorporation, both in the case of creation/consumption predicates (recall [21] and
[24]) and in the case of resultative predicates. With respect to the latter, for
instance, a construction like barrer las hojas (lit. ‘to sweep the leaves’, intended as
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‘to remove the leaves by sweeping’) is taken to be possible in Spanish insofar as the
root √BARR- can be coerced into a resultative reading of removal (thus, in struc-
tural terms, insofar as the root can be interpreted as incorporating into v from the
complement of the small clause predicate; cf. Mateu [2017]). That is, any possible
manner entailment which the root may carry with it as part of its encyclopedic
content should not be regarded as playing a linguistically relevant role with
respect to Talmy’s typology.

5 Conclusion

In this paper, we have responded to RA’s claim that Spanish has seen the birth of a
new resultative construction. After introducing our constructivist view of resultative
constructions and the syntactic account of Talmy’s typology deriving from it, we
have shown that RA’s Construction Grammar’s account of Spanish resultative con-
structions is not accurate in that it is not able to correctly predict what verbs are
allowed toparticipate in these constructions.Namely, RA’s claim is that onlyverbsof
the transitive/unaccusative type are typically able to enter resultative constructions
in Spanish. However, we have shown that the class of transitive/unaccusative verbs
as such is not restricted enough to describe such a behavior. Rather, what is relevant
for resultative constructions in verb-framed languages like Spanish is that the result
is incorporated into the v head. Importantly, this property has been shown to be
independent of transitivity by itself. Subsequently, we have shown that the hasta la
muerte construction of Spanish and the to death construction of English involve two
distinct syntactic configurations and that only the English construction constitutes a
genuine case of a resultative construction, contra RA. We have proposed that the
hasta la muerte PP of the Spanish construction is merged as an adjunct external to
the argument structure of the predicate and provides a bound to the eventuality
introduced by the predicate it merges with. By doing so, following Aske (1989),
Beavers (2008), Mateu (2012) among others, we have argued that hasta-type con-
structions, more generally, do not constitute counterexamples to Talmy’s typology.
Rather this type of structures is expected to be available and productive in verb-
framed languages insofar as it does not involve the syntactic operation of root
adjunction to v which is taken to be relevant to the typology.
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