Reciprocal Sentences are Zoom Constructions

Antdnio H. Briomweo
ILTEC

This paper aims at arguing that reciprocal sentences are multiclausal sentences. In particular, it will
be claimed that they are variants ol a type of Lonstructions 1 termed zoon CONSuctions.

The paper is organized as follows: after section 1, where the complexity of reciprocals will be
highligined, section 2 will present the rationale of the proposcd analysis. Syntactic evidence
suppurting this anatysis wnd a sketch of 4 Tormal uwecount of w will be presented in section 3. in
section 4 its explanatory potenual will be exploited ind in section 5 sume open issues will he
comuented onl.

Due to the constraints on the extension of the paper, the assessment of forer hypothesis about
reciprocals, as well as the Jetaided defense of tormid accounts ol the syatacue and semantic analyses
t propose cannot be presented here, For these wpics the reader is referred W Branco (%2) and
Brunco (forth-a},

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

It is a fact thut reciprocals have not been paid much aiention in the literature. Presumably chis is
due 1o 1he assumption that the analysis of reciprovils 1s ot dilficult or relevant linguistic problem.
In this section 1 will commment on a typics] examiple al such assumption, and some data will be
presented which bath contradict it and strongly suguest that the analysis of reciprcals is & non
rivial inguistic issue,

The perspective of traditiona! grammar 1 Barbosa (1871):1075q, 180sq, the reciprocal reading
1S seen a8 i consequenve of the use ol the clitic se. Smce thes 15 also the tein résponsible for the
rellexive reading, the reciprocity marker uas..os ouiroy (Ceach other"2) iy vaid 10 be an expression
“uselul for chiminating the winbiguity” 3. Muorcover, there is there the remark that this s one of the
expressions which can be tised tor thal purpose alongside with others like enire si ("beiween
themselves™) mdtucamente ("outually”) or reciprovdmenic (reciprocully”). This is also, in its basic
lings, the posinon of Cunha and Cindra (%63:282, nowadays a provment traditional granmmar of
Portugucse, where the reciprocity marker is classitied without further qualification us a "pronominal
expression”.

This traditional stunce faces immediate problems when we come to examples of reciprocal
sentences where the clitic is not atiowed, as in (2) and (3

(1) . Eles apresentiram-se um ao outro & Mari,
they introduced-yg S MANC INLLART (0 _the tther tor the Muria
"They introduced ¢ach viher ka Mana.”
b. * Eles apresentiram um ao outro & Mg,
they imtrudicced 36 MANC IND.ART. (o_the other iv_the Muarid

1 The results w be presemed here were obtained during a research which matenalized in a MA disseriation {Branco
92)). In that work an inteprawed synsactic and semanic snalysis of reviprovals and AX0im constructions was worked out
6 which a tormal acewunt i GBoand DR Maimeworks wis given, The Supervising aasisumce af Prod, HennBoe de
Swinl (Kijkswtversitenn Grotggen and Stasdund Lhiiversinyd Tor senunugs and Prof. Inds Luarte {(Usiversidsde de
Lisboury Tor syntax shouli be acknowledped

f thank Paick Fogarty for bis helping w translae some of e examples inio English.
2 Lierally, "Tindefinie artwhe] .. the other”, with Both s amgubar of plural, masculine or fernining,
3 Lpara trar boda @ oquivovagio..”.

Aclis do |¥ Encontre Naconat da Associachn Ponuguass do Lingulslica, 1393
Procandings of e 1% Nalwoul Seoting of e Potluguesa Linguishos Agwociibion_ 1993
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(2) a. * Eles apresentaram-se as raparigas umas s outras,
they inroduced-s¢ the girls PLFEM INDART. to_the orhers
b. Eles apresentaram as raparigas umus s oulras.

they introduced the girls PLFEM INDART io_the others
“They introduced the guls W each other.”

(3) i * Elecs falaram-s€ um com o outro.
they iatked-ge S5G MASC IND ART. with she other
b. Eles falaram um com o outro,
they talked SG.MASC JND ART, with the other
“They lked with each other.”

Also, the expression uns...os owrros can be shown not 10 exhibit the same syntactic distribution
of the other candidaies to the role of reciprocity markers.

{4y  a. Eles felicitaram-se uns aos outros.
"They congralulule each other.”
b. Eles felicitaram-se mutuamente/reciprocamente.
they congritulaied mulaalty/reciprocally
¢. " Eles felicitarany-se entre 1.
they congratulaled between themselves

{3 a Elecs gostam uns dos outras.
"They like cach other.”
b. * Eles gostam mutuamenie/reciprocamente.
they like mutuallyfreciprocally
¢. * Eles postam enure si.
they like beiween themselves

(6) a. Eles combinaram uns com 0s Qulros ir ao cinema.
“They wranged with each other Lo go 1o the cinema.”
b, * Eles combinaram mutuamente/reciprocamente ir o cinema.
they mersnged munwallyfreciprocally W go 1o e cinema
¢. Lles combinaram entre si ir ao cinema.
they evanged boltween Urenisclves o go L the cincing

The data of (4)-(6) illustrate that, unlike what happens as to "between themseives” or
"mutually"/reciprocally”, the distribution of wns..os oulrod is rot determined by the type of verb
which it cooccurs with,

This syntaclic prominence of uns...08 outros has a counterpart on the semantic side. While
"wmutually”/"reciprocally” and “between themsclves” seem @ select (cf. (4)b.} or reinforce (cf. (6).)
the collective reading available, uns...os oucros is not limited w that role:

N a  Os meus amigos encontraram-se para combinar as préximas partidas de sueca.
"My fsiends meet w arrange the nexl card games.”
b. Os meus amigos encontraram-5¢ UAS COM 0§ oulros pard combinar 4s préximas partidas
de sucga.
"My friends meel euch olher w 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 (7)a.: the meeting where my friends comne (10 an arrangement congerning the
next card games, But it is not limited to that interpreration. Unlike (7a., (7)b. can also be used
under the perfective aspect o describe a state of atfairs where, in different eventualities - in this
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case, different meetings -, different groups of friends of mine made different arrangements, possibly
one for ezch groupd. This shows that, differently from traditional wisdom, the sct 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 cliic se).

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

1n (8) and (9) six pairs made of reciprocal sentence plus diagram were gathered. Each diagram
represents a relation which the corresponding senience can be used 10 describe.

(&) 8. Agueles scis convidados cumprimentaram-5¢ UNS 305 OULTOS.
“Those six guests grested sach ather.”
{each greeted each ane of the other five]
b. Seis amigas meus visitaram-se uns aos outras durante as férias.
"Six friends of mine visitzd gach other during the Roliduys.”
feach visiled a different number of mendsl
c. Aqueles seis escuteiros estio sentados uns ao lado dos ouros 2 volta da fogueina.
*Those six boy Scouts are silting next o each other around Lhe firg.”
d. Os seis condenados que estavam lado a tudo numa fila para serem fuzilados passaram o
segredo uns aos ouwros antes da ordem de disparo.
"The six convicts who were side by side 1 a queue W be shot 1old the secret to each olher before the arder
to fue.”
. Estes scis pratos estio empilkados uns ¢m ¢ima dos ouwos.
“These 5ix phites are sweked on fop of gach ather”
Liwo piles of three]
f. Aqueles trés rapazes ¢ aquelas més rapuripas que conhecemnos nas férias do ano passado
CASATIM-36 W5 COMN 08 OUmos.
“Those three boys and thase three girls we met during last year's holidays got mamicd to cach oher.”

&
=
_/

The mere inspection of these dam is thus safficient certify thar the large set of types of
evenmalities reciprocal sentences can describe cannotl be reduced to the typical "grouping"
eventuality described in the reflexive collective reading induced by the simple occurrence of the
clitic se. But more than revealing the inadeguacy ot traditional wisdom about 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 For a similar pont in English, see Molimann (#2):423,
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2 The rationale of the analysis

The heuristic rationale the research was based on is the following: one shouid 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 usually bear in ather non reciprocal contexts. This is not an
innovative stance per se as it has been adopted, at least partially, by some fonmer proposals dealing
with reciprocals. However, the widespread favoritism nowadays atuibuted in the literature 1o the
Binding Thcur}f which obliterates this point, as well as the explanatory putumldl it came 10 enhance
mike of it an important starting point that should be convenienly stressed,

It was under this methodologica! guidelines thal the highly plausible hypothesis - firstly
sketched in Branco (90) and fully developed in Branco (92) - that reciprocals are vanants of zoom
constructions (ZCs) came 10 light.

3 Reciprocals are variants of ZCs

Some examples of ZCs  ZCs are a type of construction which, as far as 1 have been able to
determine, no altenton was given 1o yet cither in the syntactic or semantic literaare. Here are some
examples:

(10) & Eles falaram com elas, o Pedro com a Maria, 0 Miguel com a Ana,

they wiltked with them, the Pedvo with the Maria. the Migue! weth the Ana
*The boys Lalked with the girls, Pedro with Mana, Miguel wiih Aig.”

b. Eles focam para Lisboa, o Pedra no sdbado, o Miguel ne domingo.
they wenf o Lishon, the Pedro on_the Sutdrduy, the Miguel un_the Sunikry
*They went 1o Lisbon, Pedro on Saturday, Miguel on Sundiy

¢. Os espides forum enviados para esse pais, um para cada capital de provingia,
the spies were sent to Hhat country, SING MASC INDART. to each cupual of proviace
“The spiey were sent w thit couniey, one ke cach provcl Gk ™

d. Eles conversaram com os pais, 0 Pedro com o pai, o Maria com a mie, acerca desses
assuntos, o Pedro 2cerca de futebol, a Maria dcerca de cinema.
they tutked with the purents, the Pedro with the futher the Mdria with the mother, about of those subjects,
the Fedro abowl of foutbuil, the Marid aboud of vines

they tlked with mieir parents, Pedro with bis farhwer, Maria with her mother, aboul those subjecis, Pedro
about Fouball, Wi about S

In this section evidence of common synwctic properties of reciprocals and ZCs will be provided.

Ellipsis = Contrarily to what happens as to elliptical consiructions in general, and gapping
constructions in parteular, in ZCy e relevant elliptical predicators cannot be replaced by items

wilh ph%u:lic Conlent, us can be seen from (H1) {125 shows that reciprocal variants bave a8 similar
behavio

{t1) a Elesforam _, [o Pedro _ a Paris, o Miguel _ a Londres].
they went _, [ihe Pedro _ v Paris, the Miguel _ o Londan|
“They wenl, Pedeo to Paris, Migoel w Loadon.”
b. * Eles foram _, [0 Pedro Toi & Puris, o Miguel foi a Londres].
they went |, fihe Poedro went by Purix, the Miguel weai io Loridin]

§  Itis wonh noling that previoes progesials espousing this view - ¢l Dougherty {74) or Heim et al. (91) - exhibic
severe weaknesses in the necount of syntctic or semaniic fecls. Hiwewver, these drawbacks should be seen as g sign not
of the t_mld inadoguacy of this basic conimlent W generility, but of the facl that un integrated consideration of both
SYRUEUC and seteuiie focts have always beon aeglecied. For eatended claboration on this see Branco (92):Chap.2.

& Indhe examples the sign ' marks the postan ot o peedicilor of complement without phonctic conichl
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(12) a. Eles bateram _ [uns _ nos ouros}.
they hit _ [PLMASCIND ART. _in_the others]
*They hit cach other.”
b. * Eles bateram _ [uns bateram nos outros).
they hit _ | PLMASCINDART. kit in_the others]

Distribution ZCs are sensitive 1o the occurrence of sentence adverbial expressions but not 1o VP
adverbials. Contrarily to what happens in the coniext of VP adverbials (vd. {14)), the constitueat
with the elliptical predicator(s) cannot follow sentence udverbial expressions (vd. (13)).

(13) a. Eles conversaram _ , [0 Pedro _ com a Maria, o Miguel _ com a Ana], porque queriam
saber a verdade.
"They Lalked, Pedro with Mana wad Migucl with Anu, hecause they wanted 10 know the wruth,”
b. * Lles conversaram _ porque queriam saber a verdade, {o Pedro _ com a Maria, o
Migue! _ com a Anal.
they talked _ because they wanted to know (he wuth, [Pedro _ with Maria, Miguel _ with Ana]

{14) a Eles conversaram com elas, o Pedro _ com a Maria, o Miguel _ com a Ana),
delicadamente,
they alked with them, [Pedro _ with Maria, Miguel _ with Ana), policely
b. Eles conversaram coim elas delicadamente, [0 Pedro _ com & Maria, 0 Miguel _ com a
Anal.
“They talked with them politely, Pedro with Maria, Miguel with Ana.”

The same pattern is exhibited by reciprocal variants:

{15) a Eles conversaram _ [uns _ com o0s outros] porgue queriam saber a verdade.

*They Lalked with each otier bucause they wanied 1 know thc truth.”
b. ™ Eles conversaram _ porque queriam saber u verdade {uns _ com os outros].

they talked because ihey wanied i kww the truth wilh cach othes,

{16} a. FEles conversaram _ [uns _ com os outros] delicadamente.
*They talked with cach other polilely.”
b. Fles conversaram _ delicadamente [uns _ com o3 outros]
they talked poliiely with cach other,

Transcategoriality Like ZCs in general {vd. {17}), the reciprocal variants (vd. (I18)) are
manscalegonal constructions:

{17 a Eles roubaram [os documentos secretos, {0 Pedro o documento YY, o Paulo o
documento XX 1] yp.
they stele Jihe docments secrei, {the Pedro the document YV, ihe Paulo the document XX] jyp
"They stule the sccrel documents, Pedro document XX, Paulo document YY"

b, [Os segredos deles acerca delas, [do Pedro acerca da Maria ¢ do Paulo acerca da

Ana]lnp, [oram descobertos.
fihe secrets of them about of_chem, [of the Pedro ubout of the Muria and of_the Paula abowt of the
AnafiNp, were discovered -!
“The boys' secrels sbous the girls, Pedre's abowl Marta and Puulu's about Ana, were discovered,”
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¢. Os actos de espionagem [condendveis por esses palses nessas épocas, {pela Inglaterrs em
1887-91 ¢ pela Alemanha em 1923-34 | arp, deixaram de ser punidos dexde a década de
cinguenta.

the actions of spying [condemnable by those countries in those perivds. [by_the England in 188791 and
by_the Germany in 1923-34 1] A p, stopped of 1o_be punished since the decade of fifty

"The acts of spying condemnabie by England and Gertuny during those periods, by England from 1887
10 1891, by Germany trom 1923 1o 1934, have nol been pumshed sinee the filues.”

(18) & Eles conversaram [uns com o5 outros] vp.

they totked [PLMASCIND ART. with the othersfyp
“They talked wath cach other."

b, [As opinides deles [acerca uns dos outros] e foram discutidas em pdblico.
fthe apinions of them jabow PLMASC INDARYT of_the pihers]Np were discussed in public
*Their opinions about each other weere discussed in public.”

c. Osimpostos |cobrdveis pelos Estados membros [uns aos outosilap diminuiram no ano
passado.
the tuxes {coilectable by_the States member {1 MASC INLLART. io_the othersf]ap diminished in_the
yedr fast
"he waes colectble by the member States from cach other diminished last year,”

Adjunction / Modification  Taking inlo account the above observations, il is easy to recognize a
high level of plausibility to any anatysis of ZCs which be built along thesc basic lincs: from a
synactic point of view, a ZC is made up of two constituents (M and A in (19)) with identical
caiegory X, where X is NP, AP or VP7; A is an adjunct 1w M; and the relevant Emdicnmr of A (or
predicators, in case A results from a coordination) must have no phonetic content®,

(19}

X T (aM)

i

‘i{n

xh X Ty

!

X0 wilh 1% n % max

7 1 am assuming that the reciprocity marker in 8 verbal variant of a reciprocal like (18)a. is both a clause {with a
Subject) and a8 ¥P. That it is a clause with a Subject follows trom the evidence relative to verbal ZCu in general - see,
for instance, {11)a.. Thal it is a ¥ follows (rom the evitlence concerning nominal and wdjecuval varianis of ZC4 and the
goneralist presupposiion of invariance ol e underlying symacue putlerm (ol (19)) ameng the dilferent catcgurial
VArLINL. :

One of the solutions for the formal accommaodation of these 1wo facls - the reciprocily marker is both a clause and
2 VP - can be worked owt by taking inte account proposals like those of Koopman and Sponiche (88), Sporuche
{&8).(RY), and Larson (88),(90), where the ¥P is seen as a sniall clause which in D-Siruclure includes e Subject of the
COrresponding senicnees,

Ouher solution consists in drapping the elegant generalist assumption about 1 invarisace of the basic syntactic
pauern of ZCs und gccep that (19) is valid for nominal and adjecuval vanais, while in verbal virianis M and A are not
of the same calegory, lewing A in these cases 1o be an Intl™,

There are possibly still wther solutions. This is o poink whose iyl formulation depends on the theorencal
framework adoped and the empirical adeguacy of i forinal wols.

3 For a more detailed syntaclic analysis of ZCs developed upon these basic ideas and a possible formal accourk of it
in GB framework, see Branco {92) and Brawo {{orth.-b). Thie skewch now prescated should however be encugh foc Lhe
intended purposes of the present paper,
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From a semantic point of view, a ZC inslantiates a restrictive modification relation, a typical
semantic counterpart of the syntactic relation of adjunction, enhanced with additional requisites of
part relation between the relevant entitics: under a neo-davidsonian/austinian perspective, the
eventuality described by a verbal ZC is one which belongs 1o the se1 of eventualitics described by
the main clause M (‘main event’ trom now on) and which the eventualities described by the adjunct
clause A are subevents of {'subevents' from now n:m]g.

4 The explanatory potential of the analysis

In this section the explanatory potential of the hypothesis put forward will be assessed by checking
the corveciness of predictions concerning central syntaciic and semaniic propertics of reciprocal
sentences,

4.1 Form

More than one complement position A widespread assumption about reciprocals, either in
traditional grammar or in recent accounis (¢.g. in GB: Raposo (92):222), is that the reciprocity
marker is & syntaclic unit occupying a single complemeni pasition. (20) presents cvidence showing
that this is an incorrect assumption as in (203b. each element of the reciprocity marker clearly is a
different complement of the verb:

{20) a. Ele langou a bola daqui para ali.
“He threw (he ball from here ko there.”
b. Os middos lancarum a bola _ _ [ _ _ _ duns para os cutros).
the kids threw the ball | _ _from _PLMASCINDART . jo the others)
“The kids threw te bull w cach other.”

In the present proposal this receives a straighiforward account since each clement of the reciprocity
marker is seen as a different complement in the adjunct vlause.

Discontinutty  Given this incorrect assumpticn, it is usual 1o find in the literature the associated
observation that the reciprocity marker 1s a discontinuous constituent (e.g. Belted (82)). This is
apparently supported by the fact that beiween the two items of the reciprocity marker urs and os
outros another expression zlways occurs, usually the preposition selected by the subcategorization
frame of the relevani predicator. This is another feature of reciprocals that is easily explained by the
present hypothesis without reguiring uny additonal principle or rule: the reciprocity marker is an
elliptical clause whase relevant predicalor and possibly some conmplements of it (see nex:
subsection) huve no phonetic content.

In particulur, a nice explanation can be given 10 some cases where the preposition is not
determined by the subcategorization frame of the verb. 1n thuse cases the ilemn o5 owtros is the
Dicect Chject in the adjunct cluuse:

(21)  a. FEles visitaram a Maria.
they visited the Maria

“They visited Maria”

&. * Eles visitaram & Maria.
they visiied to_the Maria

9  For @ dewailed account of the semuntic analysis of ZCs now broadly skoiched, its formad mestment in DRT il its
EXWENsLON EO the samantics of 1eciprocals, see Branco (92} and Bianmo (furth.-a}. For the sulic of the discusion below on
the semi-lixed furm of Lthe reciprocity tuwker, it is worth noung that in reciprocasls the sdjunct clause/recipeocily merker
contribules ky the inlerpretation of the corresponding reciprocal vluuse by means of the descriplion of one or more
subevents of the inuin cvent. This is a elain that cannol reeive herg w detaded justification,
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b. * Eles visitaram-se _ [uns _ os ounres].
they visiled:sg  [PLMASCINDART. _ the othess)

b. Eles visitaram-se _ [uns _ aos outros].
they visited-sg _ fPLMASCINDARY. _ lo_ihe others]
“They visited each other,”

To understand contrasts like {21), we just need 1o recall that in Portuguese there exists the
phenomenon of clit¢ doubling:

(22) & O Pedro barbeou-se _.

the Pedro shaved-3¢ _ -
"Pedru shaved himsell.”

b. O Pedro barbeou-s¢ 8 81 proprio.
the Pedro shaved-je o him seif
"Pedro shaved himsell”

¢, * O Pedro barbeou-se si proprio.
the Pedro shaved-se him seff

(23} a. O Pedrobarbecu-o _.

the Pedro shaved-o
"Pedra shaved hin.*

b. O Pedra barbeou-o a ele,
the Pedro shaved.g (0 R
"Pedro shaved him.”

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

The fact that the reflexive or pronnminal Drrect Object with phonetic content (vd. (22)b. and (23}b.)
must be preceded by the pmp(}ﬁniun a s USUﬁ"}' Cli}!uiﬂﬂd in GB in the fuilowing erms: the clitic,
reflexive or pronominal, inhibits the ability of the verh ta assign accusative Case (or absorbs the
Case 10 be assigned by the verh) and for the Case Filter to be observed the preposition 2 appears as a
supplementary Case assigner.

Taking this into account, examples of reciprocals like (21)b". show that the identity between the
clliptica! predicaror of the adjunct clause and the non gliptical predicator of the main <lause is not
restricted to identity of semantic coment. [t covers alse wentity of syntactic form: the elliptical
predicator of the adjunct clause s actually a complex made up of verb plus clivie, And the clitic is
the responsible for the inhibitlon of Case assignment by the ellipuical verb and for the associuted
occurrence of the preposition ¢ in the adjunct cliuse 14

The so-called semi-fixed form  Keeping the focus of the discussion on the common, but incorrect,
assumption that the reciprocity marker occupies a single complement position, 1§ is worth noting that
one of the arguments in favor of that assumption relies on the ¢lutnthar the reciprocity marker has

10 11 scems that, when the elliptical material w be recovered inside the sdjunct clause is not only the verb but the verb
plus clitic, there are addiuoaal resiricions on the closcness between the clhipuical and the carresponding non ellipiwal
Tems (v the ungramanaticalny of (b, vs. the grammaucaliy ol (a):
(' & Eles wpresentaram o Pedro |uns aos outnes].
“"They inwroduced Pedro i each othier.”
b.  Elcs apresentarann [uns a0s oulres| o Pedro,
They ineoduced w each other Fedio
(i) o Eles apresentaram-se [uns aos ouceas] ao Pedro.
"They inroduced cach othwr w Pedie.”
b, * Eles apresemtuninm-se wo Pedoo juns aos oulros).
They introduced 1w Pedro cach oiher
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what can be taken as a sort of semi-fixed form. Apart from differences concerning the lexical value
of the preposition cccurring beiween uns and o ourros, i1 seems 10 be very difficult to insext any
other item beiween those two elements. This is illustrated i (24)a.:

(24) a. # Eles gostam |uny loucamente dos dulros |
they love {PLMASCINDART. madly of the vihar]
b. Eles gostam loucamnente [uns do outros].
shey love madiy [PLMASC.IND ART. of _the othier]
“Ihey are muadly in love with cach other.”

Again, the hypothesis that reciprocals are varuanis of ZCs gives us an explanation for this fact.
We just need 1o observe that in ZCs any “aspect” common 10 differeni subevents cennidt be
repeatedly described by the comesponding sub-cluuses:

(25) . #Eles gostam delas, o Pedro _ da Maria, 0 Pedro _da [sabel e 0 Miguel _ da Ana.
they love them, Pedro _ Maria, Pedro _ Tsabel and Miguel _ Ana
b. Lles gostam delas, 0 Pedro _da Maria ¢ da [subel ¢ 0 Miguel _ da Ana.
“They beve them, Pedro Maris and Inabul, and Miguet Ana.”

(26) a. # Eles gostam, o Pedro loucamente da Maria, a Ana loucamente do Miguel.
they love, Pedro madly Maria, Ana madly Miguel
b. Lles gostam loucmnende, o Pedro da Maria, 4 And do Miguel.
“They wre madly in love, Pedro with Meria amd A with Miguel”

This sort of principle of non redundant explicitness of 1he relevant information - most likely 4
consequence of the semantics of ZCs - should thus be expecied 10 be active also in reciprocal
variants, In reciprocals where the adjunct clause Jescribes more than one subevent, the occurrence
of items other 1than uns, o5 owtros and the relevant preposidon will contribute to describe the same
"aspect” for each different subevent, thus violating that restriciion of non redundant explicitness.
Consequently, these kind of reciprocals are rule vut. That is what happens in (24)a., where the
adjunct clause describes the subeveat of Pedro being madly in love with Maria and the subcvent of
Martu being madly in love with Pedro and where the "aspect” being redundantly made explicit is the
fuct that in each of these subgvents the relation between the relevant individuals occurs in a "mad”
f.;f,rm. ‘The apparent semi-fixed form of the reciprocity marker should thus be seen just as a synlacdc
side effect of the compliance with that semantically driven restriction of non redundant explicitness.
) Therefore, this account of the so-cailed semi-fixed form of the reciprocity marker predics that
in reciprocals where the sdjunct cluuse/reciprocity marker describes only one subevent of the main
event, the occurrence of items other than kAas, oy aulres and the relevant preposition should be
possible. In these cases the occurrence of those items contributes to mude explicit infonmation
concerning only one subevent, and not severil subevents, which does not coatlict with e non
redundunt expliciiness condition.

@T) & O Pedroe¢ a Maria entraram |um sotvateiramente & seguir an outro).
the Pedro and the Murid entered [5G MASCINDART. siyly ufter_the eiher]
b. O Pedro e a Maria eniraram sorraleiramente lun a seguir ao outrel.
the Pedro and the Mario entered siyly {56G.MASCIND. ANRT._ after_the vther]
"Pedra and Mur ks entered slyly onc afier the other.”

This is a correct prediction, as can be seen frum the data of {2T)a., where the adjunct clause
describes only one subcvent of the main event. Given the meaning of the verb ‘to enter’, that adjunct
clause describes either the subevent where Maria enteed after Pedro or the subevent where Pedro
entered after Maria but not both: one cannol, under the same circumstances, enler afier and before
another given person.
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Coordingtion  Another set of data enhancing the plausibility of the claim that in a verbal
reciprocal construction the reciprocity marker is an adwverbial elliptical clause, and not & sori of a
discontinuous semi-fixed constituent filling in one complement position, involves coordination.

It is 8 well known fact that in & non hierarchical coordination of muliple conjuncts the
conjunction e (“and"} cannot be ilerated:

(28) & * Elas bateram no Paulo € no Pedro € no Francisco.
they hit Paulo and Polro wnd Francisco.
b. Elas bateramn no Paulo, no Pedro e no Francisco,
“They hit Paule, Pedro snd Francisvu.”

Sometimes this Tule seems 1o be overlooked in cases like the following, where the contrast of
{28} appears 10 have been inverted:

(29} a. Elas bateram no Paulo € no Pedro e com bustante violéncia.
shey hit in_the Paulo and in_the Pedro and with gret vrofence
“They hit Paulo and Pedio with great violenge.”
b, * Flas baweram no Paulo, no Pedro ¢ com bastante violéncia.
they hit in_the Paulp, in_the Pedre and with great vivlence

Examgples like (29), however, should not be taken as evidence of a second rule for the iteration of
and. Actually, the secend vccumence of the conjunction in (29)a. is very likely 1o be analyzed not
as connecting the adverbial expression with gredi viodence with the internal argument in Puulo and
in Pedro, but as connecting a sentence or a YP with an elliptical expression, as sketched in (30):

(30) a. [Elas bateram no Pedro & no Paulo] ¢ | . com bastante violéncia).
fthey hit in_the Puulo and in_the Pedroj und { _ with grewt vinlenve!
*They hit Pedra and Puulo with great violencs.”
b. |Elas hateram no Pedro e no Paulo] ¢ [bateram com bastante violéncia].
[ihey hit In_the Paulo and in the Pedrof and [hi with greci wolence]
"They fil Pauks atid Pedro and hit with great viglenee,”

This is perhaps a symuactic device used for [ocus murking, the adverbial expression being the
focused item in {29)a..

In what concerns the interrelation between e reciprocity miwker and coordination, the data
confirm the expected behavior of the murker is an wiverbial expression;

(31)  a. Elas bateram no Paulo e no Pedro & umis nas ouiras,
they hit in_the Paulo and in_ihe P'edro and PLEEM ING AL i the oihers
*They hit Paulo, Pedro and each uther.”
b. */? Elus bateram no Paulo, no Pedro € umas nas oulras,
they hit in_the Puulo, in_the Pedro and PLEEMINDART. in_the others

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 make part, on a par with Paule and Fedro,
of the internal argument of the verb fo Aif.

4.2 Agreement

Reciprocity marker / antecedent  The agreement pattern in romance languages between the so-
called reciprocity marker and its antecedent is ong of the st distinctive features of reciprocals in
these languages. But, like other festures, it is one of those that, as far as | have been able 1o
determine, have never been addressed.
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The usual agreement patern in Portuguese between a dependenl interpretation expression and
it3 non split antecedent is illustrated in (32) with reflexive anaphors:

(32)  a. O Pedrogg gosta Oe si propriosc .
“Pedeo likes himsel”
b. * O Pedro e o Miguelpy, gostam de i propriosg.
Pedro and Miguel like himself
c. * O Pedro, o Migue! & o Paulopy, gostan de si prépriosc.
Pedro, Miguel and Paulo like hinself

(33) & * O Pedrosg gosta G¢ s propriosyy.
Pedreo likes themisclves
h. O Pedro e o Miguelp) gostam de 8§ propriospl.
"tedre uid Mipue) ike thennsclves”
c. ) Pedro, o Miguel e o Paidopy, gostam de si propriospy.
*pedro, Miguel and Panlo like themselves ™

The dependent interpretalion expression bears the same value of number and gender of the
antecedenl.

Reciprocity markers, commaonly seen as reciprocal unaphors, exhibit a quite differcnt behavior
as to the feature of number:

(34)  a. * Aguele rapazsg balen wmsg no oriro.

thal bay ...

b, Agueles dois rapazrespr, DAICTAM kmy(; 1O VUL,
“Those two boys hit each uther.”

C. ¥ Agueles tréy rapazespq, bateram s Do ourlro.
those theee boys ...

d. * Aqueles gudiro rapazes pr, bateram km s Do cirg.
those four boys ..

(35)  a.  * Aguele rupazse balew unspyL NS oHIros.

thal boy ...

b. * Agueles dois rapazespr bateram NAsp), NN UIFGS.
thase wo boys ..

€. Agueles trés rapazesp), bateramm Wnspp NOS CHIFRS.
“Those three biys hit each other,”

d. Aqueles quatro rapdzespy, DALETIM uaypy, Nos OHTros.
thise lour boys .

Both singular and plural reciprocity markers 1auslt have a plural expression as antecedent.
Moreover, the singulur marker must have as ancedent #0 expression in whose denotation exactly
WO entities are involved (vd. (34)); the plural marker mast hawve a5 antecedent an expression in
whose denotation more than two entities are involved (vd. (33)).

The present analysis allows us to understand why this is so. For the adjunct clause of
reciprocals to be interpreted, their consituents, elliptical or not, nst be assigned a semantic valuc.
As 10 the elliptical elements their interpretation is done under the usual requirements of semantic
content recovery invalving some sort of identity belween elliptical and corresponding non elliptical
clements.

In what concers the central non elliptical elements of the reciprocity markerfudjunct clause,
one should notice that they are dependent interpretaiion expressions, In broad terms, kns denoles a
proper noa empty part of the denotation of ity antecedent, and o5 owiros denoles the contexeually
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relevant complement of the denotatior. of wnsil. Fucusing on examples {34ja. and (35)a., it 15 thus
casy Lo sce why these are not ucceprabie. Being "tha: boy™ Lie antecedent for smsy;, the context of
(34)a. fails 10 provide a non ewapty reference for o outrosd sinve the only entity available is in the
denotation of wmyg: 88 10 {33)s., the context even lails pruvide o suitable reference for unspy, 4
plural dependent interpretalion expression wilh @ singular anlecedent. This explains why the
reciprocity marker, singular or plural, must have a plural sntecedent,

Consider now the other cases of the singular reciprocity marker. IUis easy 10 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 owrosy. luch witl 1efer one of the two avatlable entities,
and the reciprocal becomes interpretabite. When more than two entities are involved in the
denowation of the aatecedent (vd. (34)c. 4., the tollowing CIrCnmslinee veeurs: Since lenga can only
denote one of more thun two entities, the relevant complement of its denolalion is not made up of a
single entity, But since o ourrogg is @ singular expression, it cannot be ussigned hat "plural”
semantic vilue, This is why in these cases reciprocals ure not inerprelable.

Coming now Lo the cases of the plural reciprovity marker, the explanation runs like this, When
exactly (wo entilics are involved in the denoiation eof the antecedent {vd. (353}, a reference for
unspr, is available but not for o8 eurrasp, since all the relevant entities are in the denotation of
unspy. [hat is the reason for the non imerpretalidlity of this kind of reciprocals.

For exposilory purposes, the case where more than two entities are involved in the denotation
of the antecedent (vd. (35)c.L) will be split inlo 1wo sub-ases. If there are more than three
relevant entities ((35)d.), it is easy to see thal there witl be many possibilities w distribute them
berween the denolations of unspy, and the denotation of o5 cutrospr in such a way that at least two
entitics are involved in gach of them, thus making reciprocals inlerpretable.

If there are exactly three relevant entities ((35)¢.), then wt least two of them must be in the
denotation of unspy. Therefore at most one entily is availuble lor the reference of the plural
expression of eittrovpy. Given that this kind of reciprocals is aceeptable, we are lead to the
conclusion that we ure most likely tuce to a phenoienon of dependent plurai'z.

We ure thus leud 1 conclude that the apprarent spectlic apgreenient patiern between the
reciprocity marker ind ity antecedent is not the result of « specitic rule of morpho-syniactic
agreement for reciprocals bui simply an effect ol the interrelation of the usual properties of the
different elements involved in this type of sentences.

Dougherty's puzzle of * reciprocal” heterosexual relations  In his work of 1974 on reciprocals,
Dougherty pointed out & problemiatic contrist involving the predicator 'to have heterosexual
relations’ for which he found no explanation, Actually, this is w problem which no solution was ever
proposed for by any auther working on reciprocils, and which holds also in Portuguese:

(36) a O Pedro, o Paulo e a Muna bateram uns nos autros.

“Pedra, Pawlo and daria hit cae b other”
b, # O Pedro, o Pauloe ¢ a Maria tiveram refugoes hueterossex uitls Uns COm OF ouiros,
Pedro, Paulo and Maiia had heterosexuil retaton with e hoother,

11 Far a detailed and move complele discussion of this point see Aranco (92) and Branco {lorth.-a).

13 In peinciple there is no regsun not W assums (at the plueal glemenis of the reciprocily marker can induce the whole
range of readings (cutlecuve, cutiulative, ele} typically associaled with plurabiy. In this paricular case, whes moe
than one endty s involved in the scmantic value ol wns arud Just i ently b vtlved in the sermantic vahie of o5 owros,
we should bear in g that the adjunct claose of 3 reciprocal describes diffcrent subevets of the main event by wiruc
of successive assignments of dullerent sennmtic values i Lhese dhepeimdent inwerpretation ilems.  This makes il easy W
grasp the possible parallel between what socurs in this conciete interpreldtion of the adpmet claose of g neciprocal snd
whal seeurs in the inerprontiva of o scniuce with  typical occurreace of plural dependence, like The kids of 1hs
school bear yellow fockers, where eacl kid is asyociaied with ene simgle dit{erem jackel,
Far a detaifed discussion of Uus point of tue senmetics of reeiprocils se Brancr (923 and Branco (forh.-a).
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(37) o O Pedro, o Paulo, a Maria ¢ a Ana bareram uns nos OuLros.
"Pedr, Paulo, Maria and Ana hiv each other.”
b. O Pedro, o Paulo, a Maria € a Ana tveram relagdes heterossexuais Uns com 0§ curos,
“Peitro, Paulo, Muria wnd Ana had heterosexual relanons with each other,”
c. # O Pedro, o Paulo, o José € a Maria tiveram relugdes helerossexuais uns nos outros.
Pedro, Paulo, Jusé and Mana had hewmsexual relations wilh cach aiber,

Plural reciprocals with the referred predicaler are not acceptable if there is only one male or female
individua! involved in the denotation of the antecedent of the reciprocity musker (vd. (36)b. and
(37)c.).

In order & understand this we should tuke into account that, due to the conventional meaning of
lo have heterosexual relations, individuals of the same sex cannot be said to be involved in
heterosexual retations. This imposes that, in {36)b. and (37)c., if there is at least one man involved
in the denotation of was, then all tnen are involved in it This is so because otherwise some men will
be involved in the denotation of o5 cutros, which will lead to the non interpretable descripion by
the adjunct clavsefreciprocity marker of a subevent where a helerosexual relation between
individoals of the sume sex would occur, Therefore, in (36)b. and (37)c., when uns refers the men,
os autros refers the woman, Maria,

But we should notice thal the relation denoted by o huve helerosexial relations 15 a symmelric
one. Consequently, if the state of affairs of men having heterosexual relations with Mary is a
subevent of the muin event described by the main clause, the state of affuirs of Mary having
heterosexual relalions with the men must also be stated as a subevent of that main event. But this
implies that uns should be made o reter Mary, a single entity, which is impossible given the plural
form of uns. This conllict is thus the reason for the unicceptability of sentences like (30)b. or
(37c., and an answer for Dougheny's problem in Portugnese®-

4.3 Distribution

Exceptions to Binding Theory predictivns predicled is known since Lebeaux (83) that in
English reflexive anaphors and reciprocity murkers do not have the same syntactic distribution.
Also in Portuguese, but in contexts different from those pointed cut for English, the reciprocity
marker and the reflexive anaphor cannot be interchanged, as the contrasts #.-b. of (38) and (39)
reveal,

(38 4. */? Gle fot barbeado por si proprio,
"He was shaved by hinself.”
b. Iiles forum birbeados uns pelos OuLros.
"They were shaved by cach other.”
¢. Eles foram barbeados, o Pedro pela Muris, o Miguel pela Ana.
"They were shaved, Pedro by Marts and Migecl by Ana”

(39)  a, Ele acha-se {a si propric) muito corzjoso.

“He finds himseif very brave.”

b. * Eles acham-se um 40 outro muilo Corajosos.
they find-ge 8G MASCINDARY. io_the other very hrove
"They find each ather w be very brave.” '

¢. * Fles acham-se, o Pedro afh Maria, o Migue! a/) Ana, muito corajosos.
they find-3 , the Pedra theho_the Muria, the Miguel thelio_the Ana, very brave
“They (ind cach other, Pedro Maria aml Miguel Anu, very brave.”

13 Tor tie couditions umler which there might be a possible exwensiun of this solwion w Erglish ses seclion 4.4
below,
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The parallel between examples b.-c, shows that this ditference in distribution is correctly
predicied by the present propusal, as general ZCs (n ¢.) have the same grammatical swuius of the
reciprocad counterparts (in b.).

The restriction on syniactic closeness belween reciprocity markers and thelr antecedents
While dependent inlerpetation expressions, reciprocity arkers seems 1o exiubit u specific behavior
as regards the closeness o their anecedents; Toughly put, & reciprocity matker and its gntecedent
must apparently be in the swne clausal “domain™:

{40) a O Pedro ¢ o Miguel bateram um no outro,
“Pedro and Miguel bt each other”
b, * E£laspm disseram-me que o Pedro € o Miguch hateram imyy na okirg.
shey old mie Wy Pedro and Shguel oy eech ether

In some theories, this fact has been accounted for by including the reciprocity markers in the
class of expressions whose distribution is ruled by Principle A of Rinding Theory, whatever might
be the definitive formulation of a panciple like this. In the present proposal one does not need o
appeal 10 8 specific distributional principle. Like many pther features ol reciprocals, the necessary
syntactic closeness belween the reciprocity murker and its antecedent is simply a consegugnce of the
fact thal reciprocals are viriants of 7Cs.

Given the structure of verbal ZOs, 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 a ZC 10 be
interpretable, namely for the adverbial clause to describe subevents of the muin evenl described by
the main clause: the predicators ol buth clauses, beng instances uf the same verb, denote the same
relation. Given thiy, other such requirement has thus 10 be that the relevant entilies involved in the
subevents are entities (or, most probably, part of tiem) also invoived in the main event. Therefore,
for a reciprocal varinnl of ZCs to be interpretuble, the elements uny and os outros of the adjunct
clause/reciprocity marker can only denote entities {or part of them) which are involved in the
denotation of expressions of the inain clause, thus imposing that wrs and os oufres can only have as
anlecedents expressions belonging o the respective main clause, This i whal gives ground for the
prima fucie plausible but incorrect claint that there is a specific and independent distributional
principle in the grammar for (ixing the syntaciie closeness between the reciprocity marker and its
antecedent.

C-command does not command  Assigning to reflexive anaphors and reciprocity markers the
same distributionad partern leads sill to other wrong predictions,  [n pardcular, it leads to the
incorrect claim that, like whi happens as 10 retlexive anaphors and their antecedents, reciprocals are
grammatical iff the antecedent ¢-comnumd the correspongling reciprocity marker. That this is an
incorrect claint can be shown from exumples ke (413, whete the antecedent can hardly be said w0
c-commiand the marker, but the construction is grammatical.

(41) & Fles apresentaram wmds A5 OUlras as raparigus.
ey introduced W each uther the guls
b. * O psicanplista descrevew a s prdpria a Maria.
the psychaunalyst deseribed w hersell Mara

This is something that is correct]y accounied for by the present analysis. In order 1o sc¢ how,
we just need to observe that the dependent inerpretition expression wns does nol require 10 be ¢-
commanded by its pntecedent:

(42} O Pedro contou-me que o director chamou o cnpregados da 5% e do 67 andar a0 seu
gabinete. Ouvi dizer que was alegaran que extavitlli GeURdos, U5 bulros que tinham de
sair imedistamente,



Reciprocal Senvences are Zoom Construcions

*Pedro 1old me that the director called the employees of he Sth and 6ih floors w hia office. 1 heard some
of them (possibly those of the fifth floor, thase of e sixth floor o sny other groop of employees) agid
they were busy, the others they had W leave 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-cotmmand the marksr and the construction is not grammalical, remain to be
explained.

(43)  a. * Elcs apresentaram as raparigas umas s outras.
they introxduced L0 the girls|O cuch other.
b. * Os pais das reparigas gostam _ [umas _ das outras].
the parenis of the girls like _ }PL.FEMINDARY. _ of the aihersf
the girls’ parenls ke éachk odher

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 (o be interpretable, the denotation of a
given complement of the adjunct clause, say the Direct Object, must be identical o the denotation,
or part of it, of the Direct Object of the miin clause - the same happening miaris mutantis as
regards the other complements. Therefore, there must be a sort of "semantic alignment” belween
the complements of the main and adjuncl clanse 14,

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

(44) # Eles apresentaram fip As raparigas [ - - emaspyg bs outras).

As to (43)b., ils unacceptability is easily expluined as well since there is there nlso a fablure of
"semantic alignment”. Given that umas has “the girls" as antecedent (and not the Subject of the
main clause), and as ourrds has, in rn, wmas as antecedent, bath wmas snd ef outras mefer part of
the girls. This way the adjunct clause can only describe subevents involving girls as agents and
patients of the liking relation, but aot girls' parents. But the main clause, in turn, can only describe
events where the girls' paremss, and not the girls, are involved as agents in the liking relation.
Therefore, the adjunct clause cannot describe events which are subevents of the main event.

4.4 Extension to Other Languages

The present analysis was built upon examples taken from Ponuguese. Given the data available in
the lueratore, it seems highty plausible thut the analysis might be appropriate for other romance
languages as well, like French and Talian, as the following examples strongly suggest:

14 Itis interesting 10 note that in cases where this aligrenent cai be done in dilferent ways, the reciprocal sentence
presents disjoint ses of inlerpretations:
(B  a  Osmeus irmios culocarsn o8 vizinkoy _ [ _ ues CONLE DS OUT0S l.
the my brothers put the nesghbors _ [ PLMASCINDART. aguinst the others}
"My bruthess put the acighbors in conflicl with cach otlwr."
b, @s meus irmaos culocarin s vizinhos | Tuas | Conii 08 Guiros 1.
ihr riy brodhers pud the neighhors _ | PLMASCIND ANT.  aguings the others)
{uyrox, transl) "Different brothers of nine put some Reighbors g contlict with some other brothers of
mine."
When in the referred "alignment” was is in correspondence with the Ditech Object of the main clause (when thia
complement is the wiecedent of uas and, conscyuciily, was is (he Direet Ohject of the adjunct clause - vd. {(ija.}, the
wemence describes situalions where the lighl was provoked belween the neighbors. When kas is in comespondence with
the Subject {(i1b.), the senence desclibes evenls where the Iight wirs provoked between the neighbors and my tothers.
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(45) a. Eles falaram uns ¢om 08 outros.

“They ialked w each other.”

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

¢. I miei amici parlano I'une dell*altro.
(Ttalian, Belleti (R2):(1))
“My friends Ladk aboul cach ather.”

It is probable that it come to be shown that the present hypothesis is also appropriate to English,
provided we ke each other as a lexicalized expression resulting from a possible language changing
process which oblilerated its syntactic structure but kept slmost all, it not all, of its original semantic
propenties. The disuppearunce of the ditference detween the uses of each orher (1equiring 4 two
entity antecedent) and one grother (requiring a more than two entity amecedent), a difference stild
operative in romance langaages, might be a significant trace of that change!d.

5 OCpen issues

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

Contrarily 1o what might be expected, (46)b. is grammatical. Apparently, the item uns was
displaced from its original position in (46)a., which is synenimous with (36)b.,

(46) a. Eles faluram _ |uns _ acerca dos oulros).
they salked  [PL.MASCINDART. _about of the vihers)
“They wlk abowm each other.”
b. Eles falaram _ | _ _ acerca uns dos owutros).
they twiked | ahou PLLMANCINILART. of_the others]
"They wik about each other.”

Examples like (46)b. are not the only ones where uas does not appear in the expected position.
This item seems to have been displaced also in (47)a. AS @ matier ot fact, the interpretation of this
senience seems 10 require an underlying structure like (4a'., which cannot materialize as a well-
formed surfuce sequence (vd. (4?'JIJ.}“",

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

they drove [ihe cars PLMASCINDART, of the otlier ]y,

"They drove each others’ cars.”
. tles puiaram _ juns _ fus carros dos outroslypl

they drove  [PLMASCINDART., _[the cars of_the athersfpyp!
b. * Eles guiaram vns os carras dos outros.
they drove PLMASCINIART, the cars of _the vthers

1S One should not exclude the hypothesis that the duta pointed out in Section S below might be consequences of the
fact that a simikir process for romance languages has also sl IS way ot
16 1t is interesting 1o note that the Tulian counterparnt of (370, 15 a vonsiruction which is like (4b. in wrma of the
location of the furstclemnent of the reeiprocity marker:
(i) 8. ] migi bici wnmiravano Pang e Tow detlaluo] N
"My fricnds adimired cach alber's pretares.™
b * Lindci weici ammiravano {le fodo Puso dellalinmo NP,
(Bellew (82):(2%1)
An appealing expluition of this differcace between Portuguese snd Nialisn could be given by assuming that, contrarily
(0 what happens as W Porlugiese, tw passible chinging proceas ieicrred w i the provious note 1s nod active in lwlian,
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_ It is likely that this uncommon displacement 10 the Hght, 1o near o5 ouiros, for which I have no
justification, is the ¢lue for undersianding why in soine aspects reciprocal variunts present a specific
Syntuf:lic behavior not exhibited by general ZCs. Lo (4¥) we find exnmples of clefi (n.), focus
murking (b.) and opicalization (¢.} involving Lhe reciprocity marker/adjunct clause. In (49) we see
that for non reciprocal ZCs these construcuons yield ungrammatical resulls.

{(48) a. Foi{uns nos outros] que eles bateram.
(it} was [ PLMASC IND ART. in_the others] that they hit
"[1 was ewth other they hil”™
b. Eles bateram foi {uns nos outros].
they hit was [BL MASC IND ART, in_the others]
¢. [Uns nos outras], ¢les nido bateram.
IPLMASCING ART. in_the others), they not hit

(49) a. * Foi, {a Maria no Pedro, a Ana no Miguel] que eles bateram.
(ir) waa, {the Muria in_the Pedre. the Anc in_the Miguei] thut they hir
b. * Eles buteram foi, [# Maria no Pedro, a Anitno Miguell.
they hit was, [the Muria in_the Pedro, the Anin the Migued}
€. ™ |A Maria no Pedro, a Ana no Miguel], £les ndo bateram.
fthe Maria in_the Pedro, the Ana in_the Miguel]. thy aot hit

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

We can still take the displacement of uns as a clue 10 understand why no internat argument in
the main clause other thun NPs provides an accepiable antecedent tor uns .

(50) a. O Pedro apresentou as raparigas _ | . _ umas 3s ouiras].
the Pedro introduced the girls [ PLEEMINDART ( ihe wthersf
"Fedro introduced the girls w each other.”
b * O Pedro Malow acerca das raparigas _ [ _ _ acerca dumas com as ontras].
ihe Pedro satked abwut of the girls [ abuul of PLEEMAND ARE with the others]

This could perhaps be explained by recalling thal, if the first item of the reciprocity marker has an
antecedent immediately included in & PP, it must also be a PP (vf. previous remarks on “alignment”
of complements between miin and adjunct clauses in section 4.3}, and then by hypothesizing that
the above referred movement 1o the right only holds for NES L7,

All these are topics for which funher research is required.”

17 s this due & restrictions on the landing sie? I is imcrestng 1y noie thal there are some reciprocals which sccept a
$0ML OF conversion of the PP into a NP {{iJb.-¢.), and some other which scein not w sectpt such "conversion” ((iijh.¢.).

(® & »opinilo do Ministre App acerca do ministro H

the opinion of miniiter A abuvit_of minister B
"the opinicnt of nitaister A abodl ministes B

b, * as opinides dos mindstros dunspp scercs dos oulres
the opinisns of _the ministers of _PLMASCINDART.pp dbout of the others
"he misistess’ epinions abour cach other”

C.  usopinides dos minisUros aeerca undnp dos outros
the opinions of _the ministery abour FLMASC] NILAKRT.p of _the others
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& Conclusions

Empirical evidence and arguments were presented showing the high degree of plausibility of the
hypothesis that reciprocals are varianity ol zoum constructions.

As a consequence of this main resuit, solutions for importan! drawbacks of former analyses of
reciprocals and for problemutic issues fur which there wis no dccount in the literature ye1 were also
proposed: the propesties of reciprocals were shawn 10 be simply the outcome of the interaction of
the usval propertics of the ilems und the constructions invalved.

e result that there is no need of any specitic principle in the grammar in order to accoum for
the properties of reciprocals (Principle A or other with belter empirical adequacy) should thus be
counted as one of the most silient of 1he paper.
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(i) x  =evaliagio do ministro Apy pelo ministo B

the evaluation of the minister A by the minisicr 8
"the evidualion of minisiee A by mimsen B

b. % as avalugdes dos IiRisros dunspp polos sulros
the evaluations of the ministers of 11 MASCIND ART. pp by rhe others
*the ministers' evaluation of cach ather”

€. *asavaliages dos ininistres unsyp pelos oulros
the evaliaiions of the manisters PLMANCINDART. NP fry the others
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