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Ha AHIVIHIICKOM st3bIKe (HO BOIIPOCHI MOYKHO 3a/1aBaTh U HA PYCCKOM).

“Symmetrical predicates” have distinctive linguistic properties in many languages. But the concept of
“symmetry” merits closer examination. The psychologist Amos Tversky [1] claimed that even the concept
‘similar’ is in fact not symmetrical. Tversky’s experimental subjects generally rated (1la) as holding to a
higher degree than (1b).
(1) a. North Korea is similar to Red China.

b. Red China is similar to North Korea.

Lila Gleitman and colleagues argue [2| that ‘similar’ is symmetrical, and that the judgments reflect figure-
ground differences encoded in the syntax. They find a robust linguistic distinction between symmetrical
and “asymmetrical” predicates, using a semantic paraphrase test illustrated below: (2a) and (2b), with
symmetrical meet, are close in meaning, but (3a) and (3b), with the “asymmetrical” drown, are not.
(2) a. John and Bill meet.

b. John and Bill meet each other.

(3) a. John and Bill drown.
b. John and Bill drown each other.

Gleitman et al’s paper analyzes symmetrical and what I will call “quasi-symmetrical” or “sometimes-symmetrical”
verbs (meet, kiss), and adjectives (similar), to which I will add nouns (sibling, brother). Their paper solves the
mysteries raised by Tversky concerning the apparent non-symmetrical behavior of symmetrical predicates like
similar. At the same time, Gleitman et al’s uses of the terms “symmetrical” and “asymmetrical” do not always fit
the standard mathematical definitions.

A goal of this talk (as of [3,4]) is to see how the standard mathematical definitions of symmetry could be modified to
better fit the linguistic facts. This requires looking at the linguistic facts more carefully as well, especially at the role
of the event argument with verbs and at nouns like brother that are symmetrical on naturally-delimited domains.
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OcHoBHast Tema ceMuaapa “HekoTopble IpUMEHEHUsT MATEMATHIECKAX METOJIOB B S3BIKO3HAHUN — (hOPMaJIb-
HbIE TOJIXOJIbI B JIMTHI'BUCTUKE, HO OOCY2KIAIOTCA U APYyTrue Ipod/ieMbl U3 MOYUTH JiToO0H 06/1aCTH, CBI3aHHON C JIMHT-
BUCTUKON MM MaTeMaTHIeCKUMH MeToJaM’ B Hayke. K ydJacTuio B ceMWHApe IPUIJIAMIAIOTCS BCE KeJIAIONIHE.
JIoKIaTIuKOM Ha CeMUHApe, CPeId IPOUYUX, MOXKET CTaTh JIIOOOH CTYIEHT, KOTOPBIH KejaeT oOCYIUTh TY WU
MHYI0 uHTepecyolyio ero reMmy. Cemunap daky/JIbTaTUBHBIN, €ro MOCENEHNE He MPEIIoJaracT oIy YeHus 3a96Ta
WUJIN OLEHKH.



