Symmetric predicates contain comitatives

IN A NUTSHELL

+ Symmetric verbs such as meet (Raj met Sally < Sally
met Raj) are underlyingly intransitive.

+ Their representation contains a comitative, which is
what allows two arguments to get the same 0-role.

+ This in turn yields symmetry.

Symmetry & comitatives

(I) A binary predicate R is symmetric if
for every x and y, R(x,y) & R(y.x) (Winter 2018:2)

(2)  John dated Bill. < Bill dated John.
In the so-called discontinuous reciprocal construction

(Dimitriadis 2008), symmetry is expressed by means of a
comitative construction:

(3) a. John met with Raj.
b. | mixed the cement with the sand.

We investigate the idea that symmetric predicates all in-
volve the with that is overtin (3).

Denotation of with

We get a fix on the meaning of with from its use in copular
constructions.

(4) They are with them.

(5) Ae R(them @ they)(e)
PP
/\
DP Ay e R(them @ y)(e)
PP
they /\
AX Ay Ae R(x @ y)(e) DP
P A
(=with) therm
A
AP Ax Ay e P(x @ y)(e) R
V/with

R is a free <e,t> variable, like a f-role: Ax Ae R(x)(e).

. Where is she?
A:  Sheis with him.

R~ Ax Ae AT(x)(€) A LOCATION(e)

Who will dance together at the contest?

She is with him and | am with you.
R &~ Ax \e PARTICIPANT(x)(¢) A DANCE(e)

Deriving symmmetric predicates
This gives (3a) the representation in (8).

(8) Ae R(Raj @ John)(€) A /MEET(e)
TP

DP? TP

/\
John T Ae R(Raj & g(2))(e) A /MEET(e)
r VP
past ////////A\\\\\\\\
e /MEET(e)  Xe R(Raj & g(2) )(e)
PP

Vv with R
And (3b) is (9).
(9) e R(the sand @ the cement)(e) A MiIX(e) A AGENT(I)(e)
VoiceP
/\
DP  Ax Xe R(the sand @ the cement)(e) A MIX(e) A AGENT(x)(¢)
A\ VoiceP
| T
Voice e R(the sand @ the cement)(e) A MIX(e)
| VP
agent T
Ae MiX(e) e R(the sand @ the cement)(e)
\ PP
‘ /\
v/ mix DP PP
A
the cement (=with) DP
N
" thesand
ywith R
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The transitive version of (8) (e.g. John met Raj) is derived
by Head-moving P into V, and lexically inserting \/meet
into the resulting V position. This holds for all transitive
symmetric predicates (e.g., John married Raj.)

The intransitive versions of transitives, and transitive
versions of ditransitives, arise when the root selects just
R, and not the version of R that comes with /with.

(10)  XeR(they)(e) A MEET(e)

past T T

Ae MEET(e) e R(g(2))(¢)
V RP

/N
y/meet to RP
R

(1) XeR(them)(e) A MIX(€) A AGENT(I)(e)

VoiceP
DP VoiceP
| Voice e R(them)(e) A MIX(e)
VP
agent T T
e MIX(e)  Ae R(them)(e)
V RP

v/ mMix DP RP
them R

Support for unaccusativity

In our account, symmetric verbs are unaccusative. This
proposal is supported by:

|. Lack of passivization:

(12) a. *Joan was met by Raj.
b. *John was dated by George in high school.

(13)

a. Bill made love to George.
b. Bill made love with George.

(14) a. George was made love to by Bill.
b. *George was made love with by Bill.

non-symmetric
symmetric

2. Re-prefixation: (Horn 1980, Marantz 2007)

(I5) a. They repainted the house. transitive
b. They reappeared. unaccusative
c. *They resneezed. unergative
(16) a. RajandJoan remarried. symmetric
b. Rajand Joan remet every year. symmetric

Potential counterevidence

Subject-oriented adverbials

(I7) a. Aisha happily dated Arjun.

#+ Arjun happily dated Aisha.

#+ Aisha and Arjun happily dated.

b. Bill married Raj to evade taxes.
+ Raj married Bill to evade taxes.

# Bill and Raj married to evade taxes.

If subject-oriented adverbs like happily and purpose
clauses like to evade taxes detect a particular 6-role (e.g.,
Agent), then the data in (|7) suggests the two arguments
of symmetric predicates do not bear the same 6-role.

However, such adverbials appear to be sensitive to syntac-
tic position rather than -role: they can target raised non-
agentic internal arguments (18), and they can only target
agentic arguments when they have raised into the subject
position (19).

(18) a. Aisha willingly/happily dies in the movie.
b. Bo was willingly/happily examined by a doctor.
c. Aisha will willingly/happily appear to support
Trump when he's present.

(19) a. [The dog]; walked happily;.
b. She; walked [the dog]> happily .
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Plural arguments

(20) [context: only intra-gender meetings took place]

a. The boys and the girls met.
b. #The boys met with the girls.

Dimitriadis (2008): the meaning difference between (20a)
and (20b) shows that intransitive symmetric predicates
are monadic, while discontinuous reciprocals are dyadic.

In our account meet_with is dyadic because with is dyadic.
In the intransitive variant /with is missing and the predi-
cate is truly monadic.

Alternative account

Wehbe (2025): Intransitive symmetric predicates (cf.
(21a)) are derived from their transitive counterparts with
a covert reciprocal in object position (cf. (21b)).

(21) a. Rajand Sally met.
b. Rajand Sally met each-other.

The covert reciprocal differs from its overt counterpart
only in obligatorily taking narrowest scope:

(22) a. John and Mary kissed each-other five times.
(i) There were five kissing events.
b. John and Mary kissed each other five times.
(i) There were five kissing events.
(ii)) There were ten kissing events: five by John

and five by Mary. (Dimitriadis 2008:34 1)

Prediction: “there will never be a context where the overt
reciprocal is not true (on any reading), while the covert

reciprocal is” (Wehbe 2025:602)

Counterexamples:

|. Collective nouns (Wehbe 2025:614-615)

(23) a. Team A met.
b. *Team A met each other.

2. Compatibility with comitatives (Wehbe 2025:615)

(24) a. The boys fought with the girls.
b. *The boys fought each other with the girls.

3. Compatibility with a preceding overt reciprocal pro-

noun (Rubinstein 2007:273)

(25) a. Johnand Mary had kissed each other several
times in the past, but today they kissed for
the first time.

b. #John and Mary had kissed each other several
times in the past, but today they kissed each
other for the first time.

In our account:

|. Collective nouns: the example in (23a) is analyzed as in
(10) and does not involve quantification into the collec-
tive noun.

2. Compatibility with comitatives: the internal argument
position is taken up by the comitative PP = there is no
room to Merge an argumental reciprocal pronoun.

3. Compatibility with a preceding overt reciprocal pro-
noun: intransitive kiss refers to a single event in which
two participants have the same f-role >< transitive kiss
each other invariably refers to a cumulation of multiple
asymmetric kissing events.
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