






predicate’s typicality preference for single patients.

Apart from this evidence, which we consider to be supporting the MTH, the
stative predicates tested in Experiments 3 and 4 did not show any support for our
hypotheses. No correlation was observed between typicality preferences and recip-
rocal interpretations with the four stative verbs in these experiments. We believe
that more research is needed about the factors that determine weaker interpretations
of reciprocity with such verbs.

The behavior of another verb, no’em (‘give a speech’), challenges our hy-
potheses most dramatically. While in Experiment 1, this verb showed the strongest
preference for two patients (92.5%), in Experiment 2 this verb did not show signif-
icant reciprocity preference for either of the circular/complete configurations. We
speculate, however, that this should not be construed as counter evidence to the
MTH. In fact, it is quite possible that ‘give a speech’ also shows a preference for
agent cardinality and not only patient cardinality. Just like it is atypical to give a
speech to one person, it is also quite atypical to be given two speeches simultane-
ously. As a result, the typicality of complete configurations (cf. Figure 6(a)) may
in fact be lower than the typicality of circular configurations (cf. Figure 6(b)). If
this is the case, preferences for patient cardinality in situations with one agent, in
opposition to our tentative experimental assumption, is not indicative of the typical-
ity of such situations where more agents and patients are involved. In such cases,
agent cardinality may also affect the interpretation of the reciprocal according to
the MTH. We leave it for further research to study the effects on reciprocal inter-
pretation in such cases.

(a) (b)

Figure 6: two situations illustrating the expression giving a speech to each other

7. Conclusions

We proposed the Maximal Typicality Hypothesis, a modification of the Strongest
Meaning Hypothesis, as a new principle for analyzing the interpretation of recip-
rocal sentences. Following Sabato and Winter (2005), we proposed that the inter-
pretation of reciprocals is directly derived by properties of the concept denoted by
the binary predicate to which the reciprocal attaches. Thus, we implemented the
MTH as formally generalizing the SMH, but employed a richer theory of predicate
concepts than the “classical” theory of concepts presupposed by the SMH. Specif-
ically, the typicality preferences of binary predicate concepts are hypothesized to
play a major role in the logical interpretation of reciprocals. In order to check this
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hypothesis, we conducted a set of experiments involving reciprocal interpretations
and typicality preferences with binary predicates. The correlations found between
these different phenomena are claimed to support the MTH. Almost inevitably, the
complexities of semantic judgements about reciprocals require further theoretical
and experimental work. We believe however, that our main proposals and findings
may point to some general connections between conceptual structure and the logical
behavior of natural language expressions.
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