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In this paper, I shall show that the semantic facts accruing to the use of plural
noun phrases, and reciprocal and re exive pronouns in French and in English
can be brought within the purview of a single analysis, di erences between
the languages being attributable to independently observable lexical speci cs.
The analysis presented distinguishes itself from other analyses of plurality and
reciprocity insofar as it eschews the postulation of any hidden operators and of
any hidden discontinuities, or hidden movement.
It is well know that both English and French plural noun phrases are liable
to collective and distributive construals.
(1.1) Bizet and Verdi wrote operas.
(1.2) Bizet et Verdi ont compose les operas.
Thus, the sentences above are true on the distributive construal but false on
the collective one. In contrast, the sentences below are false on the distributive
construal but true on the collective one.
(2.1) Russell and Whitehead wrote Principia Mathematica.
(2.2) Russell et Whitehead ont ecrit Principia Mathematica.
It is equally true, but not equally well known, that there are construals
intermediate between collective and distributive ones. Consider this sentence:
(3.1) Rodgers, Hammerstein, and Hart wrote musicals.
(3.2) Rodgers, Hammerstein, et Hart ont compose les comedies
musicales.
Neither did Rodgers, Hammerstein, and Hart write musicals individually, on
their own, nor did they ever collaborate to write musicals. What did happen
is that Rodgers and Hammerstein wrote musicals and Rodgers and Hart wrote
musicals.
It is also equally true, but not equally recognized, that the variability between collective and distributive construals is evinced by plural noun phrases in
almost any syntactic position: subject noun phrase, object noun phrase, indirect
object noun phrase, object of a preposition; indeed, even plural noun phrases
within noun phrases evince such variability.
(4.1) The children of Mary and of John
(4.2) Les enfants de Marie et de Jean
(5.1) The writing of musicals by Rodgers, Hammerstein, and Hart
(5.2) La composition des comedies musicales par Rodgers,
Hammerstein, et Hart
This fact renders utterly implausible an analysis of the variability between collective and distributive construals of plural noun phrases with a phonetically
null distributive operator, as originally hypothesized by Link (1983).
Early generative grammar (Doughtery 1970) sought to analyze English sentences with the reciprocal pronoun as having a derivational ancestor common
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with sentences containing pairs of noun phrases, each N : : : the other. Although
Fiengo and Lasnik (1973) demonstrated the empirical inadequacy of such an
analysis, nonetheless, Lasnik, in collaboration with Heim and May (1988), have
revived such an analysis.
Their analysis raises several problems. First, it is incompatible with a prima
facie plausible condition on any potential analysis of the English reciprocal, suggested by Langendoen (1978), namely, that sentences with reciprocal pronouns
should be analyzed as a special case of the same sentences with plural noun
phrases in their stead. Second, it does not address many of the problems raised
for such an analysis by Lasnik himself in Fiengo and Lasnik (1973). Third, it
cannot generalize to languages such as French and German, where the relevant
pronoun is morphologically simple and liable to both re exive and reciprocal
construals.
(6.1) Les enfants se regardent.
(6.2) The children are looking at each other.
(6.3) The children are looking at themselves.
The analysis presented here, which is inspired by Higginbotham (1981), addresses all of the facts set out above. The essence of the analysis is this. Consider
a constituent of the form [SX    S N+PL    ]. The denotation of X P is not
computed directly from the denotation of its constituent N P , but rather indirectly from one of a set values furnished by the N P 's denotation. The paper
concludes with a comparison between the approach advocated here and others,
such as that of Dalrymple et al (1994), Winter (2000) and Beck and Sauerland
(2000).
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