Reciprocal Sentences are Zoom Constructions

Antdnio H. Brnen
1ILT1:C

This paper aims at arguing that reciprocal sentences are multiclausal sentences. In particular, it wili
be claimed that they are variants of # 1ype of cotstruciions 1 termed 200m constructions.

The paper is orgunized as fullows: ufler section 1, where the complexiry of reciprocals will be
highlighted, section 2 will present the rationale of the proposcd analysis. Syntactic evidence
supporting this analysis and a skewch ol a Tormal uccount of it will be presented in section 3. In
section 4 its eaxplanatory potennal will be exploited and in section 5 sume open ssues will he
comuwented on L.

Due to the constraine on the extension of the paper, the assessment of former hypothesis about
reciprocals, as well as the Jetailed delense of formad accodnts ol the syntacue and semantic analyses
b propose cannot be presented here. For these lopics the reader 15 referred W Branco (92) and
Brunco {forth-a}.

1 General motivation: the linguistic analysis of reciprocals is 2 non trivial issue

It is a fact that reciprocals have not been paid much mtention in the iterature.  Presumably this is
due 1o 1he assumption that the analysis of reciprovils 15 not difficult or relevant hinguistic problem.
Wt this section 1 will comument on a lypical exmople af such assomption, and some datw will be
presented which both contradict it and strongly suguest that the analysis of reciprocals 15 & non
vl inguisiic 1ssue.,

The perspective of fraditiona! grammar  1a Barbasa (1871):1075¢, 180sq, the reciprocal reading
15 seen as o consedquenve of the use of the clitie se. e s 1 also the tem responsible for the
rellexive reading, the reciprocity minker Bas..os ouires (Ceach other2) is vaidl 10 be an expression
"uselul for climinating the anbigaity™ 3. Moreover, there is there the remark that this is one of the
expressions which can be tised for that purpose alongside with others hike entre si ("beiween
themselves®) pudtuamente (Cmutually”) of reciprocamente Creciprocally™). This is also, in its basic
lings, the posinon of Cunha and Cintra (%61 282, nowadays a promment raditional granmmar of
Portugucse, where the reciprocity marker is classtfied withoot funther qualificadon us a "pronominal
ExPression”.

This traditional stance fnees immediate problems when we come o examples of reciprocal
sentences where the clitic is not alfowed, as in (2} wd (3

(1) g, Eles apreseniaram-se um ao outro & Mark,
they iniroduced-yg 36 MASC IND ART 6 _the trher o the Muarig
"They introduced duch uther ko Mana.”
b. * Lles apresentaram um ao owire a Mz,
they inirodied 536G MASC INDART. o_the other fv_ihe Mur

1 The resuls W be presemed hee were ohtained during a rescareh h_u"m:.'h materadized in a MA disseriation {Branco
(9230 In that work as itegrawed synuenic aned semanbc aiabysis of Feciprovals and 200 constructions was worked out
W which a formal acevunt in G and PR Mmeworks was given, The SUTRTVISING dasistine af Prof, Henndue de
Swinl (Kijksumiversitein Groimgen amd Sidund Lhiversiiyt or seianuds and Profl Inds Duace (Usiversidade de
Lisboay for syntax shoulo e achnowled ped _ _ o

{ thank Parrick Fogarty far Bis helping w anslake soue of te examples into English.
z Literally, "{indefiniwe artwlel . the other”, with Both ieins atngular or plural, masculing or femining,
3 ULopara drar todaa equivocago.

Aclas do X Encontre Naaonnl da Associagho Ponuguess de Lingulsica, 1393
Procaodings of B 1% Ml Mueoting of the Potioguess Linguishos Assoouanon. 1943
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(2) a. ™ Eles apresentaram-se as raparigas umas as outras,
they iniroduced-s2 the girls PL.LFEM INDART. io_the others
b. Eles apreseniaram as raparigas umas as oulras.

they introduced the girls PLFEM IND ART, jo_the othees
“They introducss the gurls W0 each other.”

(3) a. * Eles falaram-se um com o outro.
they taiked -3¢ SG MASC_ IND ART. with the other
b. Eles falaram um com o outro,

they talked SG.MASC IND ART. with the other
“They wiked with each other,”

Also, the expression uns...os ourros can be shown not 1 exhibit the same syntacuc distribution
of the other candidates to the role of reciprocity markers.

{4)  a. Eles felicitaram-se uns aos outros.
"They congralulale each other.”
b. Eles felicitaram-se¢ mutuamente/reciprocamente.
ey congritulated mutaally/recipeocally
¢.  * Eles felicitaram-se entre a1,
they congratulated bedween themselves

{5 a. Eles gostam uns dos outras.
"They like each other.”
b. * Eles gostam mutuamentefreciprocamente.
they like mulually/freciprocally
¢. * Eles gostam entre si.
they like berween themselves

(6) a. Eles combinaram uns com 0s outros ir ao cinema.
“They arranged with each other W0 go o the cinema.”
b. * Eles combinaram mutuamente/reciprocaments ir 40 cinema.
they arranged muiuwallyfreciprocally W go Lo e Cinems
¢. Eles combinaraim entre si ir ao cinema.
they arvenged botween Uromselves 10 go L the Cincing

The data of (4)-(6) illustrate that, unlikc what happens as to "beiween themselves” or
"mutually"/"reciprocatly”, the distribution of was..os eulros is not determined by the type of verb
which it cooccurs with,

This syntaclic prominence of uns...os outros has a counterpart on the semanuc side. While
"mutually”/"reciprocally” and "between themselves” seem (o select (cf. (4)b.} or reinforce (cf. (6)c.)
the collective reading available, uns...os outros is not limited to that role:

() a Os meus amigos encontraram-se para combinar as préximas partidas de sueca.
"My friends mcat W arrange the nexl card games.”

b. Os meus amigos encontraramn-5¢ LAS COM 0§ OUIros para combinar A5 préximas partidas
de sueca.

"My fricnds meet emch olher 10 prrange the next card games,”

{(Nb. can be used w describe a state of affairs which corresponds 1o the reinforcement of the
collective reading of (?)a.: the meeting where my friends come (o an arrangement concerning the
next card games. But it is not limited to that interpretation, Unlike (7a., (7)b. can also be vsed
under the perfective aspect 1o describe a state of atfuirs where, wn different eventualities - 1o this
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case, different meetings -, different groups of fricnds of mine made different arrangements, possibly
one for each group4. This shows that, differenily from traditional wisdom, the set of readings
available in the interpretation of reciprocals includes bur it is not limited 10 the reinforcement of the
collective reading (possibly induced by the cling se).

The puzzle of truth conditions Evidence of this semantic fact can be as easily brought to light as
we consider a wider range of examples.

In (8) and (9) six pairs made of reciprocal senience plus diagram were gathered. Each diagram
represents a relation which the corresponding sentence can be used 10 describe.

(8) a  Aqueles seis convidados cumprimentaram-se Uns acs Outres.
"Those six guests yreeted each ather.”
{each greeled each one of the other Five]
b. Seis amigos meus visitaram-se uns 405 cuiros durante as férias.
"Six friends of mine visited each other dunng the Rolidays.”
[each visited a differei number of mends|
¢. Aqueles seis escuteiros estio sentados uns a0 lado dos ouos 2 volta da fogueira.
“Those six boy $couts are silting next (o each other around e Ore.”

d. Os seis condenados que estavam lixdo a fudo numa fila para serem fuzilados passaram o
segredo uns aos outros antes da ordem de disparo.

~The six convicts who were side by side 10 a queue U3 be shol 10ld the secret to each other before the ander
w fue."

e. Estes seis pratos estdo empilhados uns em ¢ima dos outros.
“These s5ix plates are scked on top o each ather”
[two piles of three)
f. Aqueles trés rapazes ¢ aquelas més rapangas que conhecemos nas férias do ano passado
CASANIT-SE WS COHL 0§ OUTOs.

“Those three boys and those tree girls we met during last vear's holidays got mamied to cach ouher.”
b.
£.

The mere inspection of these dara is thus sufficient certify that the large set of types of
eventualities reciprocal sentences can describe cannot be reduced to the typical "grouping”
eventuality described in the rellexive caliective reading induced by the simple occurrence of the
clitic se. Butl more than revealing the insdequacy ot waditionad wisdorn abowt reciprocals, the data
displayed above should be seen as a guite suggestive hint of the complexiry as well as of the interest
of reciprocals for linguisiic analysis.
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4  Forasimilar pownt in English, see Moltmann (823423,
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2  The rationale of the analysis

The heuristic rationale the research was based on is the following: one should not drop, under the
risk of loss of generality, the perspective that the elements of the reciprocity marker have the
syntactic and semantic properties they usuaily bear in ather non reciprocal contexts. This is not an
innovative stance per se as il has been adopted, at least parniilly, by some former proposals dealing
with reciprocals. However, the widespread favoritism nowadays atibuied in the literature to the
Binding Theory, which obliterates this point, as well as 1he explanalory potential it came 10 enhance
miake of it an Linportant starting point that should be conveniently stressed 2,

It was under this methodologica! guidelines thal the mghly plausible hypothesis - firstly
sketched in Branco {(90) and fully developed in Branco (92} - that reciprocals are vananis of zoom
constructions (ZCs) came 1o light.

3  Reciprocals are variants of 2.Cs

Some examples of ZCs  ZCs are a type of construction which, as far as 1 have beean able to
determine, no anendon was given 10 yet cither in the syntctic or semantic literawure. Here are some
examples:

(10) a. Eles falaram com elas, o Pedro com a Maria, o Migoel com a Ana.

they wiked with them, the Peidrvo with the Marta, the Mrgue! with the Ani
*The boys Lalied with the girls, Pedro with Mana, Miguel wih Ada®

b. Eles focam para Lisboa, ¢ Pedro no sébado, o Miguel ne domingo.
they went o Lisbon, the Pedro on_the Saturday, the Miguel on_the Surday
*They went 1o Lishon, Pedro on Saturday, Miguel an Sunday

c. Os espides forum enviados para esse pals, um para cada capital de provingia.
the spies were sent 1o il couniry, SING MASCINDART. tir eavh capita ef proviace
“The spicy were senl L thial codikry, one 1 cach provincul capial

d. Eles conversaram com os pals, 0 Pedro com o pa, o Marta com a mie, acerca desses
assuntos, o Pedro acerca de futebol, o Mara acerca de Cinema.
they tutked with the parents, the Pedro with the futher, the Maria with the mother, about of those subjecis,
the Pedro aboud of fouball, the Marid abowd of cenema

they talked with ticir parents, Podro with his farher, Mara with her mosher, aboul those subjecis, Pedro
about Foutball, Mor about cacena

In this secton evidence of cotmon symactic properties of reciprocals and 20s will be provided.

Ellipsis  Conuarily to what huppens as to ellipiical consiructions in general, und gapping
constructions in particular, in ZCs the relevan elliptivul predicators cunnot be replaced by iems

with phonelic content, us cun be seen from (P10 (12) shows that reciprocal variants have a similar
behaviord.

{(11) a. Elesforam _, [0 Pedro _ a Paris, o Miguel _ o Londres),
they went _, fihe Pedro _u Paris, the Migiel _ w Londang
“They wenl, Pedro to Paris, Migoel w London”
b. * Eles foram _, [0 Pedro Toi & Paris, o Mipuel foi a Londres].
they went |, fthe Pedvo wenl b Puris, the Miguel weat o London |

5 It worth noing that previous prifeosals cspousim this view - ¢l Dougherty {T4) or Heim et al. (91) - exhibit
severe weaknesses in the wecount of syntictic or seimantic Liels. However, these drawbacks should be seen as 4 sign not
of the buld Inadeyuacy of this basic commment W genenility, but of the fact that sn integrated consideration of both
Synlacle and semntie Gt have always been oeglected. For eatended elaboration on this see Branco (92);Chap.2.

b In the examples e sign ' marks e posiden b g predicator o complement without phonctic conlenl
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(12) a Eles bateram _ [uns _ nos outros],
they hit _ [PLMASCIND ART. _in_the others}
"They hit cach other.”
b. * Fles batcram _ [uns bateram nos outros].
they hif _{ PLMASCINGART. hit in_the cthersf

Distribution ZCs are sensitive 10 the occurrence of sentence adverbial expressions but not 1o VP
adverbials. Contarily so what happens in the context of VP adverbials (vd. {14)), the constituent
with the elliptical predicator{s) cannhot follow sentence udverbial expressions (vd. (13)).

(13) a. Eles conversaram _ , [¢ Pedro _ com a Maria, 0 Migueel _ com a Ana}, porque queriam
saber a verdade.
"They talked, Pedro with Mana and Migoel with Ams, hecause they wanted 10 know the truth.”
b. * Eles conversaram _ porque queriam saber a verdade, {o Pedro _ com a Maria, o
Migue! _ com a Anal.
they alked _ because they wanted to know the truth, |Pedra _ with Maria, Miguel _ with Ana]

{14) a. FEles conversaram com elas, o Pedro _ com a Maria, o Miguel
delicadamente,
they Lalked with them, [Pedro _ with Mania, Miguel _ with Ana], politcly
b. Yles conversaram com elas delicadamente, [o Pedro _ com & Mana, o Miguel _ com a
Anal.
“They talked with them politely, Pedro with Maria, Miguel with Ana.”

com & Ana),

The same pattern is exhibited by reciprocal variants:

{15) a. Eles conversaram _ [uns _ com os outros] porgue queriam saber a verdade,

“They Laked with each ouier bucause they wanied L know the wrwth.”
b. "™ Eles conversaram _ porgue gueriun saber a verdade [uns _ com os outros].

they talked because they wanied o kiow the truth with cach vihes.

(16) a. FElesconversaram _ [uns _ com os outros] delicadamente,
*They talked with cach ather poliely.”
b. Fles conversaram _ delicadamente [uns _ com os outros)
whey alked poliely with cach other,

Transcategoriality Like ZCs in general {vd. (17}), the reciprocal variants (vd. (18)) are
tanscategonal constructions:

(I & Eles roubaram [os documentos secretos, Jo Pedro o documento YY, o Paulo o
documenio XX yp.
they sole fihe documents secred, fthe Pedro the document YY. the Paulo the document XX yp
"They stule the sccrel documnents, Pedoo document XX, Paulo documem YY"
b, [Os segredos deles acerca delas, |do Pedro acerca da Mara ¢ do Paulo acerca da
Anallne, [oram descobertos.
[the secrels of them abowt of _them, fof the Pedro about of the Maric and of_the Faule about of the

AnafiNpg, were discovered
“The boys' secrels uboul the girls, Pedro's about Mariind Paulo's about And, were discovered.”
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¢. Os actos de espionagem [condendveis por esses paises nessas épocas, {pela Inglaterms em
1887-91 ¢ pela Alemanha em 1923-34|| 4, deixaram de ser punides desde a década de
cinguenta.

the actions of spying jcondemnable by those couniries in those periods, [by_the Engload in 188791 and
by the Germany in 1923-34] [ A p, stopped of 1o_be puntshed since the decade af fifty

“The acts of spying condemnabie by England and Germany during those periods, by England from 1887
W 1891, by Germany trom 1923 w 1934, huve noi been puinsbcd singe the filues.”

(18) & Eles conversaram [uns com 05 outros]vp.

they fatked [PLMASC INDART with the othersfyp
"They talked with each other.”

b, |As opinides deles |acerca uns dos outros] INp foram discutidas em pablico.
{the apinions of them [abow PLMASCIND ART of _the ptherstinp were discussed in public
“Their opinions about each other were discussed in public.”

¢. Osimpostos |cobrdveis pelos Estados membros [uns sos outrosi]ap diminu{ram no ano
passado.
the tuxes fcollectable by_the Siates member {00 MASC INDARY. t0_the pthersffap diminished in_the
year last
ke maes colectable by the member States from cach other diminished last year,”

Adjunction / Modification Taking inlo account the above observations, il 15 ¢asy to recognize a
high level of plausibility to any anulysis of ZCs which be built along these basic lines: from a
syntactic point of view, a ZC is made up of two constituents (M and A in (19)) with identical
calegory X, where X is NP, AP ot vi7 A is an adjunct 0 M; and the relevant Ercdicnmr of A (or
predicators, 18 case A results from a coordination) must have no phonetic content®,

(1%

}?ﬂm {IM'}

:!{n

X" X™ A

}

E'(ﬂ wilh 1 € 1 5 max

7 1am assuwming that the reciprocity marker in B verbal variant of a reciprocul like (18)a. is bolh a clause {with a
Subject) and a ¥P. That it is a clause with a Subject fullows from the evidence relauive to verbal ZCy in general - see,
{or instance, {1 13a., That it is 2 ¥ follows [rom the ¢vidence concerning nominal and wdjectival varianis of ZCy and 1the
generalist presuppositoa of invariance ol the underlying syntacuc palern (. (19)) among the dillerent catcgorial
VAL LINCs, :

Ome of the solutions for the formal aceommodation of these two facls - the reciprocily marker 15 both a clause and
2 ¥P - can be worked out by taking inw account proposshs like those of Kiuinan and Sponiche (K8), Sporuche
{R41.(R9), and Larson (8%),(90), where the VP is seen as a small clause which i )-Struclure includes e Subpscl of the
EOrresponding scnicie.

Ouber solution congists in dropping the elegant generalist assumption about ihe invarisace of e basic syntactic
pauern of ZCs und accepd that (19) is valid for nominal and adjecuval varnais, while in wverhal variunis M and A are notl
of the same calegory, leting A in these cases o be an IntT",

There are possibly still other solutions.  This is  poini whose fina! formulation depends on the thearencal
framework adopted and the empirical adeguacy of it forinal Wols.

3  For a more detailed syntactic analysis of ZC3 developed upon these basic idcas and a possible formal accourd of it
in GB framework, see Branco (923 and Branco {forthu-b). The skewh now prescited should however be enough for Lhe
inended purpises of the present paper,
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From a semantic point of view, a ZC inslantiates a restrictive mexdification relation, a typical
semantic counterpan of the syntactic relation of adjuncuion, enhanced with additional requisites of
part relation begween the relevant entities: under a neo-davidsenian/austinian perspective, the
eventuality described by a verbal ZC is onc which belongs to the se1 of eventualitics described by
the main ¢clavse M (‘main event from now on) and which the eventualities described by the adjunct
clause A are subcvents of {'subevents' from now on)?.

4  The explanatory potential of the analysis

In this section the explanatory potential of the hypothesis put forward will be assessed by checking
the correctness of predictions concerning central syntachc and semamiic propertics of reciprocal
Senlences,

4.1 Form

Muare than one complement position A widespread assumption about reciprocals, either in
traditional grammar or in recent accounis {¢.g. in GB: Raposo (92):222), 15 that the reciprocity
marker is a syntactic unit occupying a single complement pasition. (20) presents cvidence showing
that this is an incomect assumption as in (20)b. each element of the reciprocity marker clearly is a
different complement of the verb:

{20) a. Ele langou a bola dagui para ah.
"He threw the ball from here 1o there.”
b. Os middos lancaram a bola _ _ [ _ _ _ duns para o3 outros].
the kids threw the ball [ _ _from_PLMASC INDART. tu the vthets)
“The kids threw (e ball ur each oiher.”

In the present proposal this receives a siraightforward account since each element of the reciprocity
tarker i seen as a diffecent complement in the adjunct clause.

Discontinutty Given this incorrect assumption, it is usual to find wn the literature the associated
observation that the reciprocity marker is a discontinuous consttuent (e.g. Beltenti (82)). This is
apparently supported by the fact that between the (wo items of the reciprocity marker uns and os
outros another expression always occurs, usually the preposition selected by the subcategorization
frame of the relevanr predicator. This is another feature of reciprocals that is easily explained by the
present hypothesis without regniring any additional principle or fule: the reciprocity marker i3 an
elliptical clause whose relevant predicalor and possibly some comiplements of it (see next
subsection) have no phonetic conlent,

In particular, a nice cxplanation can be given 1o some cases where the preposition is hot
determined by the subcategorization frume of the verh. In thuse cases the ilen o5 owros is the
Direct Object in the adjunct clause:

(21 & Eles visitaram a Maria.
they visilted the Maria
“They vigited Maria®
&. * Eles visitaram & Maria.
they visiied 10 _the Marid

9  For a detailed account of the semantic analysis of ZCs now broadly skeiched, its formad treatment in DRT and its
extension (o the semantcs of reciprocals, see Branco (92} und Bram {furth.-a}. For Lhe sake of the discuggion below on
the semi-lixed furm of the reciprocity vuwker, it is worth poung that in reciproculs the sdjunct ciause/recipoocily marker
contribules ko the imempretation of the corresponding reciprocal vluuse by means of the description of one or more
subevents of the inwin event. This is & elaim that cannol receive hoere adetaled justificabion.
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b. * Fles vigitaram-se _ [uns _ 08 ouLros).
they visited-5¢  [PL MASCIND ART.  the others)

b'. Eles visitaram-se _ [uns _ #os outros].
they visited-sg  fPL.MASC INDART. _ to_the othersf
"They visited ¢ach other,”

To understand contrasts like (21), we just need 1o recall that in Portuguese there exisis the
phenomenon of clitie doubling:

(22} & O Pedro barbeou-se _.

the Pedro shaved-32  _ .
"Pedry shaved himsell”

b. C Pedro barbeou-se a s1 proprio.
the Pedro shaved-se fo him self
"Pedlro shaved himsell”

¢. * O Pedro barbeow-se si proprio.
the Pedrer shaved-se him self

(23} a. O Pedrobarbeou-o _.

the Pedro shaved-g
"Pedro shaved him.”

b. O Pedro barbeou-o a ele,
the Pedro shuvedg 10 Re
“Pedro shaved him.”

¢c. * O Pedro barhcou-o ele.
rhe Pedro shuived-g he

The fact that the reflexive or pronominal Direct Object with phonetic content (vd. {22)b. and (23)b.)
must be preceded by the preposition a is usually explained in GB m the following terms: the clitic,
reflexive or pronominal, inhibits the ability of the verb 1o assign accusative szalc (ot absorbs the
Case to be assigned by the verh) and for the Cuse Filter 1o be observed the preposition 2 appears as a
supplementary Cuase assigner.

Taking this into account, examples of reciprocals like (21)b". show that the identity between the
elliptical predicator of the adjunct clause and the non elliptical predicator of the main clawse (s not
restricted to identity of semantic content. [t covers also dentity of syntactic form: the elliptical
predicator of the adjunct clause is actually a complex made up of verb plus clite, And the cliuge is
the responsible for the inhibition of Case assignment by the ellipuical verb and for the associated
occurrence of the preposition ¢ in the adjunct clause 1}

The so-called semi-fixed form  Keeping the focus of the discussion on the common, but incorrect,
assumption that the reciprocity roarker ocoupies a single complement position, 1t is worth noting that
one of the arguments in [avor of that assumption relies on the cluin that the reciprocity marker has

10 1 scems that, when the elliptical material w be recovered inside Lhe adiunct clause is not only the verh but the verb
plas ¢litic, there wre addiuoaal resiricions on the closeness between the elhpucal anyd the corresponding non ellipi sl
ilems (vil. the ungramenatcsiny of (Db, ws. e grammatcality of (0u):
(i & Eles apresentaram o Pedro |uns aos outroal,
"They inwroduced Pedra o each abier.”
b. Elcs apresentaram [uns 3os oulros| 0 Pedro,
They meoduced W each other Pedio
(i) &  Eles apresentaram-se luns aos outas] ao Pedro
"They nroduced cach other w Pedig.”
B, ™ Eles apresenturam-se ao Pedoo {uns aos vulros).
They introduced 1o Pedro cach other

RE



Reciprocal Sentences are Zoom Constructiony

what can be taken as a sort of semi-fixed form. Apart from differences concerning the lexical value
of the preposition occurting DelIwEen KAS and of ourros, it seems 10 be very difficult (0 insert any
other itlam beiween those two clements. This is illustrated (24)a.:

(24)  a. # Eles gostam [uns loucamente dos oulros |
they iove [PLMASCINUDART. madly of the vikdr]
b. Eles gostam loucarnente [uns do outros].
they love madly (PL.MASC.IND AKRT. of the viherf
“I'hey are madly in ove with cach other.”

Again, the hypothesis that reciprocals are variants of ZCs gives us an explanation for this fact.
We just need to observe that in ZCs any “aspect” common 10 diftereni subevents cannt be
repeatedly described by the comesponding sub-clauses:

(25) a. # Eles gostam delas, o Pedro _ da Maria, o Pedro _da Isabel € 0 Miguel _ da Ana.
they love them, Pedro _ Mar, Pedro _ Isabel and Migucl _ Ana
b. [les gostamn delus, o Pedro _da Munae da {subel ¢ 0 Miguel _ da Ana.
"They leve thom, Pedro Ml and bl and Miguet A"

(26) a. # Eles postam, o Pedro loucamente da Mana, a Ana loucamente do Miguel.
they luve, Pedro madly Mara, Ana maddly Miguel
b. Eles gostam loncmnente, o Pedro da Maria, a Ana do Miguel,
“They are madly in love, Pedio with Maria and A with Miguel.”

This sort of principle of non redundant explicitness of the relevant information - most likely 4
consequence of the semantics of ZCs - should thus be expecied 1o be active also in reciprocal
variants, In reciprocals where the adjunct clause describes more than one subevent, the occurrence
of items other than uns, os owtros and the relevant preposition will contribute to describe the same
“aspect” for each different subevent, thus violating that restriciion of non redundant explicliness.
Consequently, these kind of reciproculs are rule vul That is what happens in (24)a., where the
adjunct clause descnibes the subevent of Pedro being madly in love with Maria and the subevent of
Mariu being madly in love with Pedro and where the "aspect” being redundantly made exphen s the
fuct that in cach of these subevents the relation between the relevant individpals occurs in a "mad”
form, The apparent semi-fixed form of the reciprocity marker should thus be seen just as a synlacac
side effect of the complinnce with that semantically driven restriction of non redundant explicitness.

Therefore, this account of Lhe so-cailed semi-fixed form of the reciprocity marker predicts that
in reciprocals where the adjunct clause/reciprocity marker describes only one subevent of the main
event, the occurrence of items other than ks, 0¥ Gulros and the relevant preposition should be
possible. In these cases the occurrence of those ilems contributes to made explicit infonmation
concerning only one subevenl, and not severdl subevents, which does not coaflict with die non
redundant expliciiness conditon.

7  a O Pedro ¢ a Maria entraram | um sorvateirumente & seguir ao outro).
the Pedro and the Murid entered [SGMASCINDART . siyly ufter_the oiher|
b. O Pedro ¢ 8 Maria enirarem sorraleiramente jum a seguir a0 outrol.
the Pedro und the Marin entered styly [SGMASCINDART. efter _the vther!
"Pecdru and Maris entered slyly onc alier the oLher.”

This is a correct prediction, as can be seen from the data of (2T, where the adjunct clause
describes only one subcvent of the main event, Given the meaning of the verb 'to enter’, that adjunct
clause describes cither the subevent where Maril entered wfter Pedro or the subevent where Pedro
entered after Maria but not both: one cannol, under Lhe sanw circumstances, enter afier and before
another given person,
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Coordinstion  Another set of data enhancing the plausibility of the claim that in a verbal
reciprocal construction the reciprocity marker is an adverbia! elliptical clause, and not & sort of &
discontinuous semi-fixed constituent filling in one complement pasition, involves coordinaiion.

It is a well known fact that in & non hierarchical covrdination of muluple conjuncts the
conjunction € (“and"} cannot be ileraled:

(28) a. * Elas bateram no Paulo € no Pedro e no Francisco,
they hit Paulo and Peidru and Francisco.
b. Elas bateram no Paulo, no Pedro e no Francisco,
“They hit Paulo, Pedro snd Franciseu.”

Sometimes this rule seems 1o be overlooked in cases like the following, where the contrast of
(28) appears 10 have been inveried:

(20} a. Elas bateram no Paulo e no Pedro e com bastante violéncia.
shey kit in_the Paulo and in_the Pedro and with great vofenee
“They hit Paulo and Pedio with great violenge.”
b, * [las baterum ne Paulo, no Pedro e com bastunte vinléncid.
they hit in_the Paulo, in_the Pedro and wiith great vivlence

Examples like (29), however, should not be taken us evidence of a second rule for the iteration of
and. Actually, the secend occurmenes of the conjunction in (29%a. is very likely 10 be analyzed not
as connecting the adverbial expression with gred! violence with the internal argument in Powlo and
in Pedru. but as connecting s senience or i YP with an elliptical expression, as sketched in (30):

(30} 4. [Elas bateram no Pedro € no Paulo] € | . coin bastante violeéncia).
[they hit in_the Puulo and in_the Pedro] und [ _ with great vivlence!
*They hit Pedro and Puulo wikh great violgnce.”
b. |Elas bateram no Pedro ¢ no. Paulo] ¢ |bateram com bastante violéncial.
{ihey hit in_the Poulo and in_the Pedref und R with greot wolence]
“They Rl Paute and Pedro and hil with greal viclenee,”

This is perhaps & symactic device used for [ocus murking, the adverbisl expression being the
focused item in (29)4..

In what concerns the interrelation berween Lhe reciprocity mwker and voordination, the data
confirm the expecied behavior of the nuarker as an acdverbial expression:

(31) 2. Elas buteram no Paulo e no Pedro & umus nas DUTis.
they hit in_the Paulo and in_the Pedro arid PLFEM IND AL tn_the others
*They hit Paulo, Pedru and each uther.”
b. */7 Elas baterum no Paulo, no Pedro e umas nas oulris.
they hit in_the Puulo, in_the Pedro and PLEEMANDLART. in_the oihers

The contrast of {(31) is closer to the pattern of {29) than the one of (28), which shows that the
reciprocity marker has an adverbial nature and does nol mahke part, on o par with Paule and Pedro,
of the internal argurnent of the verb fo Ail.

4.2 Agpreement

Reciprocity marker / antecedent  The agreement pattern in romance languages between the so-
called reciprocity marker and its antecedent is ane of e mist disthinctive features of reciprocals in
these languages. But, like other features, it is one of these that, as far as | have been able 10
determine, have never been addressed.
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The usual agreament patern in Portuguese between a dependent interpretation expression and
i3 non split antecedent is illustrated in (32) with reflexive anaphors:

(32) a. O Pedrosg gosta de si propriosc -
“Pedro likes hnnsell”
b. * O Pedro e o Miguelpr, gostam de i propriosg.
Pedeo and Miguel like himself
c. * O Pedro, o Miguel e o Paulopy, postam de si prépriosc.
Pedro, Miguel and Paulo like hintself

(33) & * 3 Pedrosg gosta de si prépriosp.
Pedeo likes themsclves
b, O Pedro e o Miguelp), gostam de st propriospl.
“Pedro angd Mipuel ke themscives.”
c. O Pedro, o Miguel ¢ o Paidopy, gostam de si prapriospL,
*Pedro, Miguel and Panlo like themselves.”

The dependent interpretation expression bears (he same value of number and gender of the
antecedenl.

Reciprocity markers, commaonly seen as reciprocal unaphors, exhibit a quite different behavior
as to the [eature of number:

(34)  a. * Aguele rupazg baleu wmgg no oulro.

that boy ...

b. Agueles dois rapdzespl, DALCTAM ks e BUEroe.
"Those twi boys hil each viher.”

C. * Agueles tréy rapazesp(, baterant wmsg Do GlEro,
thise theee boys ...

d. ¥ Agueles quairo rapazes pr, baleram wm s 1o GRira.
those four boys ...

(35) a. * Aguele rupazsg baleu HRSpL NOS QUIFOS.

thal boy ...

b. % Agueles dois rapazespl, bateram Unspy, oS GUIFOS.
those 1w bOYS ..

c. Agueles trés rapazesp), DAETAM WASpL, NOY GHIFEY.
“Those three biys hil each other,”

d. Agueles quatre rapdiespp, DULETIM UAXPY, NOY ORITOY.
those [our bays ..

Both singular and plural reciprocity markers 1nusl have a plural expression as antecedent.
Moreover, the singular marker must have as antecedent #n expression in whose denotation exactly
WO entities are involved (vd, (34)); the plural marker must have 4s antecedent an expression In
whose denolation more than two entities are involved (vd. {35)).

The present analysis allows us to understand why this is so. For the adjunct clause of
reciprocals to be interpreted, their constituents, eifiptical or not, must be assigned 2 semantic valuc.
As 1o the elliptical elements their inerprelation 15 done under the usual requirements of semantc
content recovery involving some sort of identity belween elliptical and corresponding non elliptcal
clements.

In what concerns the cenmral non eiliptical elements of the reciprocity markerfudjunce clsuse,
one should notice that they are dependent interpretation expressions, In broad terms, uns denoles a
proper no:a empty part of the denotation of 1ty antecedent, and o5 owiros denoies the contexmally
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relevant complement of the denotation & unstl. Focusing on examples {34ja. and (35)a., « 15 thus
chsy Lo sce why these are not acceprable, Being "nal boy Lie aptecedent for gmss;, ithe context of
(343a. fuils 10 provide a non ewpty reference for o cuiroyg since the only entity available is in the
denotation of wmyg: 18 W0 (35)s,, the conlext even lails pravide a suitable reference for unspy, 4
plural dependent interpretation expression wilh @ siggular antecedent. Thay expliins why the
reciprocity marker, singular or plural, miust have a plural antecedent,

Consider now the other cases of the singular reciprocity marker. 1Uis easy 1o see that, if exactly
two entitics are involved in the denotation of the amecedent (vd. (34)b., then the context provides
possible references for umge; and for o oulrosg. lch witl teter one of the two avatlable ennties,
and the reciprocal begomes interpretable. When more than bwo entitics are involved in the
denotation of the antecedent (vd. (3d)c..d.), the tollowing CIrcumsiance DUCUrs: since lengg can only
denote one of more than two entities, the relevant complement of its denolalion is not nuule up of a
single entity, But since o cuirogy; is a singular expression, it cannot be assighed that "plural”
semantic value. This is why in these cases reciprocals ure not imerprelable.

Coming now (o the cases of the plural reciprovity marker, the explanition runs like this, When
exactly (wo entities are involved in the denotation of the antecedent (vd. {353h.}, a reference for
wrspr is available but not for oy auiraspy, since all the relevant entities are in the denotation of
unspy. [hat is the reason for the non interpretability of this kinud of reciprocals.

For exposilory purposes, the case where more than two entities are involved in the denotation
of the antecedent (vd. (353c..) will be split into two sub-cuses. 1 there are more than three
relevant entities ((35)d., it is easy to see that there will be many possibilities to distribute them
between the denotations of unspyr. and the denowation of o5 culrospy, in such a way that at least two
entities are involved in each of them, thus making reciprocals inlerpretable.

If there are exactly three relevant entities ((35)c.), then at least two of therm must be in the
denotation of wnypy. Therefore at most one entily 18 availuble Tor the reference of the ploural
expression os cwtrospr. Given that this kind of reciprocaks is acceptable, we are lead to the
conclusion that we dre most likely tace to a phenoiienon of dependent plumiu.

We ure thus lead 1o conclude that the apparent spectiic agreenent patiern between the
reciprocity marker and its antecedent is not the result of a specific rule of morpho-syniactic
agreement for teciprocals bui simply an eftect ol the interrelation of the usual properties of the
different elements involved in this type ol senlences.

Dougherty's puzzte of " reciprocal” heterosexual relations  In hix work of 1974 on reciprocals,
Dougherty pointed out i problemistic contrisl involving the predicator 'to have heterosexual
relations' for which he found no explanation, Actually, I is o problem which no solution was ever
proposed for by any author working on reciproculs, and which holds also in Portuguese:

{36y a. O Pedro,oPavloea Muma baleram uns nos autros.

*Pedra, Pawlo and Maria hit cib other”
b. # O Pedro, o Paule ¢ o Maria tiveram relugocs heterusse X uils Uns com of oulros.
Pedro, Paule and Marig had heterosexual rebaton with ¢ hoather,

11 For 8 detailed and move compleie discussion of this kit sog Branco (92) and Branco {(orth.-a).

12 In pringiple there is no reasun not W assunie that the plursl clements uof the reciprocity marker can induce the whole
range of readings (cotlecuve, cunuulative, ele.j Ly pically associsled with plurality. Inihis panicotar Case, where more
thaay Dese enlity ks involved in the semantc value ol was ad Just e cnuly v ssvelved i the sumantic value of o5 ouwtros,
we should bear 1 pind that the adjunct clanse of 4 reeiprocal descrites difieren sulwevents ol the main event by virluc
of successive assignments of dillecent semantic values K Uwse depeinden Lwrpreiatog iems, This makes 11 Casy W
grasp the possible parallel belween whal seours i s conciele interpretatn of the adpmet clagse of a neciprocal wml
whal oecurs in the interprettion of o senwuge with a lypical vecurrence ol plutal dependence, like Fhe kdids of 1his
school bear yelliow fuckers, where each Kidd 15 associaled with ane smglke ditferem jackel,
Far o detailed discussion of Uus poiint uf tue senantics of reciprocials st Brancr (92) and Branco (fonh.-a).

42



Reciprocal Sentences ave Zoom Constrisctions

(37) a O Pedro, o Paulo, a Maria € a Ana baieran uns nos oulros.
"Pedro, Paulo, Maria and A hiv each other.”
b. O Pedro, o Paulo, a Maria ¢ a Ana tiveram relagoes heterossexuais UNE com 0§ oulrog,
“Peitro, Paulo, Maria and Ana had heterpsexual relatons with each other,"
c. # O Pedro, o Paulo, 0 José e a Maria tiveram relugbes helerossexuais uns nos Outros.
Pedro, Paulo, Jusé and Mana had hew msexual relations with cach aiher,

F‘lural reciprocals with the referred predicalor are not acceptable if there is onjy onc male or female
individual involved in the denotation of the antecedent of the reciprocuy muwsker (vd. (36)b. and

37N)c.).

In order 16 understand this we should tuke into account that, due to the conventional meaning of
o have heterosexual relations. individuals of the sume sex cannot be said to be involved in
heterosexual retations. This imposes that, in (363b. and {(37)c., IF there 15 at least one man involved
in the denotation of was, then all wen are involved in it This is so because otherwise some men will
be involved in the denotation of o5 owros, which will lead to (he non inerpretable descnipaon by
the adjunct clausefreciprocity marker of 4 subevent where a helerosexcal relation between
individoals of the same sex would occur. Therefore, in (36)b, and (37)c., when uas refers the men,
os gitros refers the woman, Maria,

But we should notice thal the relation denoled by e have heterosexual relutions 15 a symmetric
one. Consequently, if the state of uffairs of men having heterosexual relations with Mary is a
subevent of the main event described by the main clause, the state of affuirs of Mary having
heterosexund relalions with the men must also be stated as a subevent of that main eveat. But this
implies that wnay should te made w refer Mary, @ single enuity, which 1s impossible given the plural
form of ans. This conllict is thus the reason for the undcceplability of sentences like (36)b. or

(37)c., and an answer for Dougherty's problem in Portuguese L3

4.3 Distribution

Exceplions to Binding Theory predictions predicied h t3 known since Lebeaux (B3} that in
English reflexive anaphors and reciprocity markers do not have the same syntactic distributlon.
Also in Portuguese, but in contexis different trom those pointed cut for English, the reciprocity

macker and the reflexive anaphor cannot be interchanged, as the contrasts &.-b, of (38) and (39)
reveal.

(38} 4. %7 Gle foi barbeado por si proprio.
"He wis shaved by bnnsclf.”
b. Yies foram birbeuados uns pelos QuULros.
*They were shaved by ecach other”
¢. Eles foram barbeados, o Pedro pela Maris, ¢ Miguel pela Ana,
"They were shaved, Pedro by Maria annd Migoeel by Ana”

{39) a. Ele acha-se {u si proprio) muito corajoso.

“He Finds himseif very brave.”

b. * Eles acham-se um a0 outrg muilo Corajosas.
they find-gp 8G MASCIND ARY. to_the other very hirgve
"They find each ather W be very brave.” '

c. * Eles acham-se. o Pedro afh Maria, o Miguel a/a Ana, muito corajosos.
they find-5g , the Pedre theito_the Maria, the Miguel thelio_the Ana, very brave
“They (ind each other, Peidro Marks amd Miguel A, very brave.”

13 For the conditions under which there might be a possible exwension of this solulion w English see seclion 4.4
below,
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The parallel between exaniples b.-c. shows that this difference in distnbution is correctly
predicied by the present propusal, as general ZCs (in ¢.) have the same grammatical staius of the
reciprocal counterparts (in b.).

The restriction on synlactic closeness between reciprocity markers and thelr antecedents
While dependent inlerpetation expressions, reciprocity markers seems 1o exhuibit o specific behavior
s regasds the closeness to their anecedents; roughly put, reciprocity marker and its sntecedent
must apparently be in the same clausal "domain™:

A0 a. O Pedro ¢ o Miguel bateram wm no outro.
*Pedro and Miguel hut each other.”
b. * Elaspm disserami-me que o Pedro € o Miguch haleram igndyy N okIra.
they wid me thy Pedro and Shigoel o each other

In some theories, this fact has been accounted for by including the reciprocity markers in the
class of expressions whose distribution s ruled by Principle A of Binding Theory, whatever might
be the definitive formulation of a principle like this. In the present proposal one does not need 1o
appeal 10 a specific distributional principle. Like many other features of reciprocals, the necessary
syntactic closeness belween the reciprocity mirker and i antecedent is simply a consegugnce of the
fact that reciprocals are vigiants of 7Cs.

Given the structure of verbal ZCs, the relevant predicators of the adverbial clause and of the
main clause are instances of the same verb.  This is one of the reguirements tor 4 ZC 10 be
interpretible, namely for the adverbial cliuse to describe subevenis of the muain evenl described by
the main clause: the predicators of buth clauses, being instances of the same verh, denote the same
relation. Given this, other such requirement has thus 10 e that the relevant entiies involved in the
subevents are entities (or, most probably, part of tiem) also invoived in the mam event. Therefore,
for a reciprocal varinnl of ZCs w0 be interpretable, the clements wny and o5 outros of the adjunct
clausefreciprocity marker can only denole enfities {0r part of them) which are involved in the
denotation of expressions of the nain clause, thus iImposing that was and o8 outros can only have as
anlecedents expressions belonging 1o the respeciive mam clause, This s whal gives ground for the
primg fucie plausible but incorrect claim that there is a specific and independent distributional
principle in the grummar for fixing the syntaciic closeness between the reciprocity marker and its
antecedent.

C-commmand does not command  Assigning to rellexive anaphors and reciprocily markers the
same distributional partern leads still to other wrong predivtions.  In pardcular, it leads 1o the
incorrect claim that, like what happens as Lo retlexive anuphors and their antecedents, reciprocals are
grammatical iff the antecedent c-commund the corresponding reciprosity muoker. That this 15 an
incorrect claim can be shown from examples like (41 ja., where the antecedent can hardly be said 1o
c-commiand the marker, but the coastruction is pranmanatical.

(41) & Eles apresentaram wmds a8 ouras as raparigus.
they inwoduced w each uther the gols
b, * O psicanalista descreveu a sl propria a Maria.
the psychouanalyst deserined 1w hersell Mara

This is something that is correctly accounted for by the present analysis. In order to sce how,
we just need to observe thar the dependent interreLtion expression was does nol require 10 be ¢-
commanded by ils antecedent:

(42} O Pedro contou-me que o director chamou o cmpregados do 5% € do 67 andar B0 seu
gabinete. Quvi dizer Jue uad aleparan que estavain toupidos, o8 oulros que tinham de
sa1r imediataimenie,
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*Pedro 1old me thal the direclor called the employees of the 5th and 6ih floors o his office. | heard some
of them (possibly those of the fifth floor, those of the sixth floor or uny sther group of smployees) suid
they were busy, the others they had w teave immediately”

This explains why examples like (41)a. are grammatical even if a relevant c-command relation does
not hold (cf, ungrammaticality of (41)b.).

But if there is no c-command requirement in reciprocals, then the examples of (43), where the
antecedent does not c-command the marker and the construction is not grammatical, remain 1o be
explained.

(43) a. * Elcs apresentaramn ds raparigas imas as oulras.
they introduced 10 the girls|() cuch other.
b. * Os pais das raparigas gostam _ [tmas _ das outras].
the parcnis of the girls like _ |PL.FEM INGAKY. _ of the vihers]
the girls' parenw ke euch oder

As it came to light in last subsection, since the adjunct clause of a reciprocal describes
subevents of the main event described by the main clause, there is a sort of convergence between
what is described by the two clauses. In fact, for a reciprocal (0 be interpretable, the denotation of a
given complement of the adjunct clause, say the Lirect (bjeer, must be identical o the denotation,
or part of it, of the Direct Object of 1he main clause - the same happening mularis milantis as
regards the other complements. Therefore, there must be a sort of “semantic alignment” beiween
the complements of the main and adjunct clause 14,

Now, what happens in (44} {=(43)a.) s that, since the Direct Object of the main clause has no
phonetic content, the main clause does not provide an ovent expression which may be the antecedent
of uns, thus making the reciprocal non inerprelable.

(44) # Eles apresenlaram g s raparigas [ - _ whaspg as outras),

As to (43)b., its unacceptability is easily explained as well since there is there ulso a fatlure of
“semantic alignment”. Given that umas has “the girls" as antecedent (and not the Subject of the
main ¢lause), and as oafras has, in rn, wads as antecedent, both wmas and as owtras refer part of
the girls. This way the adjunct clause can only describe subevents involving girly as agents and
patients of the liking relation, but not girls’ parents. But the main clause, in turn, can only describe
events where the girls' parents, and not the girls, are involved as agents in the liking reliation.
Therefore, the adjunel clause cannot describe events which are subevents of the main event.

4.4 Extension to Other Languages

The present analysis was buill upon examples aken from Portuguese. Given the data available in
the Tierature, it seemns highty plausible that the analysts might be appropriate for other romance
languages as well, iike French and Tlisn, iy the following cxamples sirongly suggest:

14 It is interesting 10 nole Lhat in cases where this aligmnent can be done in dilferent ways, the reciprocal sanience
presents disjoinl sels of iplorprelatiuns
() a O meus irmios colocaran of vizinkol _ [ | _ wns conura oy outros |,
the my brothers put the ng;g};bﬂﬂ' o PL MASC INDL ANT . aguinst the others]
"My bruthess put the acighbors in conflict wilh cach other "
B, s mews irmdos colocuehm 08 vizinhos _ Juns | _ CONn 08 GUins 1.
the miy bruthers pus the neighhors _ | PLMASCIND ARE. dguinsf _'h’f ﬂ”‘{"-‘-’f
fapeox, transl} "Dilferent brothess of mine pat some Reighbors i conflict with some other brothers of
mine.”
When in the referred "alignment” was is in correspondence with the Dire¢t Objecl of the main chause (when thia
complement is \he wnzcedent of aay and, conseguently, wes is the Direct ORject of the ndjuncl clause - vd. {i)a.), the
sentenee describes situalions where the light was provoked helween the neighbors. When kas is in comespondence with
the Subject {(i1b.), the sentence describes eveals where the Tight wis prowoked between e nelghbors and my rothers,
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(45) a. Eles falaram uns ¢com 08 dulros.

“They ialked o each other.”

b. Elles discutsicnt les unes avec les auires,
{French, Kayne (75):{42))
"They argucd with each uvither.”

¢. I miei amici parlano I"'uno dellaltro.
(Ttalian, Belleti (B2):(1))
“My friends wadb aboul cach ather.”

It is probable that it cotne 1o be shown that the present hypothesis is also appropriate o English,
provided we take each other as a lexicalized expression resulung from a possibic language changing
process which oblilerated its syntactic structure bul kept shnost alt, if not all, of its original semantic
propenties. The disappearunce of the difference berween the uses of each arher (requirng a two
entity antecedent) and one @rother (requiring a more than two entity antecedent), a difference still
operative in romance languages, might be a significant race of thar change!?,

§ OCpen issues

In this last section some ineresting data for which a balanced account is still Jacking will be briefly
reviewed.

Contrarily to what might be expected, (46}b. 15 grammatical. Ihppan:mly, the ilem uns was
displaced from its original position in (46)a., which is synonimous with (46}b.,

(46) a. Eles faluram _ |uns _ acerca dos oulros).
they tatked  [PL.MASCINDART. _aboit of the vthery)
"They wlk about each gther”
b. FEles falaram | _ __acerca uns dos outros).
they lotked [ ahout PLMASCINDARY. of The oihers]
"They wik about each other.”

Exarnples like (46)b. are not the only ones where uny does not appear in the expected position.
This item seems to have been displaced also in (47)a. AS 4 matier of fact, the interpretation of this
sentence seems to require an underlying structure like (47)a°, which cannot materialize as a well-
formed surface sequence (vd, (471310,

(47) a. Eles guiaram |os carros uns dos outros|yp.

they drove [ihe cars PLMASCINDART, of _the ntler fun

"They drove each others' cars.”
a'. eles guiuram _ juns _ jos carros dos outros|ypl

they drove  [PEMASCINDART. _ [the cars of the atherifypf

b. * Eles guiaram vns os carros dos outros.
they drove PLMASCINDART, the cars of the vthers

15  One should not exclude the hypothesis that the duta poitied out in Section 5 below might be consequences of the
fact that a similir process for romance languages has also syl 1S way out,
16 1t is interesting 1o note that e alian counterpant of (370, i5 a construction which is like {41b. in wrms of the
location of the furst eliment of the reciprocily nusiker:
{i)y 8 1 migi amici ammiravano Fang e Towo detlaltro] N
"My fricnds adinired cach olbwer's pretaes.™
b, * Lindci armict amnravano {le fole Pong dellaliro NP
(Belleit (82):(2X1)
An appealing explanativn of this differcnce between Poruguese and lalian could Be given by assuming that, contrarily
(o what happens as W Porlugiese, the possible changing process relerred w in ihe proyions note is not active in lwlian,
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_ It is likely that this uncommon displacement o the Heht, 1o near 23 outros, for which I have no
justification, is the clue for undersianding why in soine aspects reciprocal variunis present a specific
SyntuFlic behavior not exhibited by general ZCs. I (4¥) we find exumples of clefi (u.), focus
marking (b.) and topicalization (€.} involving Lhe reciprocity marker/sdjunct clause. In (49) we sec
that for non reciprocal ZCs these construcuons yield ungrammatical resulis.

(48) a. Foi {uns nos outros] que eles bateram.
(it} was {PLMASC IND ART. in_the oihers] thal they hit
"1 was gach other they hit”
b. Eles bateram foi {uns nos outros].
they Wit was [PLMASNC IND ART. in_the oihers)
¢. [Uns nos oulros), ¢les nido bateram.
JPLMASCING ART. in_the oifiers|, they not hit

(49)  a. * Foi, {a Maria no Pedro, a Ana no Miguel] que eles bateram.
(i) war, fthe Murid in_the Pedro, the Ana in_the Miyueif that ihey hir
b. * Eles buteram foi, [4 Maria no Pedro, a Ana no Miguel!.
they hit wus, jthe Muria in_the Pedro, the Angtin_the Miguel]
c. " |A Muria no Pedro, a Ana ne Miguel], eles ndo bareram,
fthe Maria in_the Pedro, the And in_the Miguel]. thoy not hut

One way of explaining (48)/(49) contrasts could be by claiming that in reciprocal variams, due
to the displacement of uns, the Syntacuc structure of the adjunct clause is "reshuffled”, in some
principled way 1o be detailed, which enhances, in some way to be explained, the mobility of this
subclause. Maybe this is even whal underlies the difference 1n prosodic contour between the
adjunct clauses of peneral ZCs und the adjunct clauses of the reciprocals, signiled in the writing by
a comma in the forimer but not in the latter.

We can still take the displacement of uns as a clue 10 understand why no internal argument in
the main clause other thun NI’ provides an aceepiable untecedent tor uns |

(50) a. O Pedro apresentou as raparigas _ | _ _ umas s oulras].
the Pedro introduced the girls [ PLEEMINDAKT 1w _the others]
“edrg introduced the girls w cach other.”
b, * O Pedro lalow acerca das raparigas _ [ _ _ acerca dumas com as ontras).
the Pedro wiked ubout of the girls [ abuid of PLELM ANDART. wilh the others)

This could perbaps be explained by recalling that, if the first item of the reciprocity marker has an
antecedent immediately included in g PP, it must also be a PP (. previous remarks on "alignment”
of complements between miin and adjunct clauses in section 4.3}, and then by hypothesizing that
the above referred movemnent 10 the tight ouly holds for NPy 7,

All these are topics for which further zesearch is required.”

17 I this due W restrictions on the landing site? 1 is incresting uy noie Uil there are some reciprocals which sccept a
sort of conversion of the PP inlo a NP {(ij)b.-<.}, and some olher which sceiin nol o sccep such "conversion” {{ii)b.-¢.),
(i) & uopinidodo Ministro App acerca do ministro B
the opinion of minister A abuut_of munister b
“the opinion of nitnisier A aboal ininister B
b, * as ppinides dos ministros dunspp scercu dos outros
the optnions of _the minister) of _PLAMASCINDART.pp abowt of the oihers
"Ihe mistisless” opnions about ciach olier”
C. s apinifes Jos minisuDs actics Unsyp dos oulros
the opinions of_the ministery ahout PLMASCINDAKT.Np of the otherx
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& Conclusions

Empirical evidence and arguments were presented showing the high degree of plausibility of the
hypothesis thal reeiprocals are varianty ol coum CONSLEUCIION,

As a consequence of this main result, solutions for tmportan drawbacks of former analyses of
reciprocals and for problemutic issues fur which there was no decount in the literuture ye1 were also
proposed: Lhe properties of reciprocals were shown 1o be simply the ouicome of the interaclion of
the usval properties of the nems und the constructions invalved.

The result that there is no need of any specific principic in the grammar in order to account for
the properties of reciprocals (Principle A or ather with belter empirical adequacy) should thus be
counted as one of the most salient of 1he paper.
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{iiy a  @aavaliacho do ministro Apy pelo ministeo B

she evaluation of the minister A by the wiintsicr 8
"the evitdwalion of tinisier A by mimesier B

b, *as avalugdcs dos Minisros dunapp plos oulros
the evuluations of _the minisiers of 1L MASCINDART pp by the others
“Lhe miniswers' evalustion of cach ather”

C. " as avaliapoes dos mInisos unspp pelos oulros
the evuluations of the minisiers L MANCIND AR NP by the others
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