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● Tu regardes qui ? S – V – WH (in situ = IS)

● Qui tu regardes ? WH – S – V (fronting = F)

● Qui regardes-tu ? WH – V – S (inversion = FINV)

→ Who are you looking at?



Overview

∘ Project goals & Roadmap∘ Experiment 1
|| Native speakers’ judgments: The normative answer∘ Experiment 2
|| Matched-guise Task: The sociopragmatics of questions∘ Experiment 3
|| Native speakers’ judgments: Context matters∘ Experiment 4
|| Native speakers’ judgments: “Context” means many things∘ Discussion & Perspectives



Overview

∙ Project goals & Roadmap∘ Experiment 1
|| Native speakers’ judgments: The normative answer∘ Experiment 2
|| Matched-guise Task: The sociopragmatics of questions∘ Experiment 3
|| Native speakers’ judgments: Context matters∘ Experiment 4
|| Native speakers’ judgments: “Context” means many things∙ Discussion & Perspectives



Foreword

5

Project Goals Roadmap

● Previous studies focused on various factors at work in the variation:

• Syntax e.g. Jakubowicz (2011)
‘fronting is more complex because it involves movement’

• Pragmatics e.g. Beyssade (2007), Boeckx (1999)
‘in situ is a focus construction’

• Phonotactics e.g. Hamlaoui (2011)
‘long non-wh part = fronting more likely’

• Sociolinguistics e.g. Ashby (1977), Quillard (2001)
‘teachers & academics use more FINV than others’

→ ‘variation reflects a sociolect’



Foreword

6

Project Goals Roadmap

→ Explore other kind of more refined sociolinguistic factors

→ “Variation is a tool, used in interaction to convey social cues, 
and to build and modify one’s social persona” (Ochs, 1992; Eckert, 
2008; D’Onofrio, 2015...)  

→ Long-term:

• Model those factors, e.g. in the ‘social meaning games’ framework
→ Burnett (2017)

• Integrate acquisition data into this model
→ Do children use more IS (Thiberge, 2017) because it’s less 

complex (syntactically) or because it’s more adapted to the context?
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Project Goals Roadmap

→ What does “social persona” mean?

→ Set of personal properties a speaker (de)constructs and modifies 
throughout  interaction, depending on what linguistic variant are used:

- gender, friendliness, social group of origin, poshness, 
trustworthiness, sexuality, ...

 

“Some people speak the King’s English, others speak jive. I, Ron Stallworth 
here, happen to be fluent in both.”

Ron Stallworth (aka. John David Washington, in BlacKkKlansman)
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● Step 1: Revamp the corpus data on variation

• Previous data calls for a more modern and refined view
• Written corpora or verbalized written French (theater texts)
• Coveney (2011) for an overview of 60-80’s data 

• e.g. <33% usage for IS structures in Coveney (2011)’s references, 
<40% in Ashby (1978)

• But >50% for IS structures in the LÀ-BAS corpus (Hamlaoui, 2011) 
and in recent CHILDES data(Parisian sub-corpus, Morgenstern & Parisse, 
2007; Thiberge, 2017) + ~0% FINV

• And EPAC sub-corpus (radio talk-shows) indicates FINV belongs to 
rhetorics, IS is the way one can ‘connect’ with one’s everyday, popular 
audience (Thiberge & Hemforth, forthcoming)

RoadmapProject Goals
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● Step 2: Assess adult French native speakers’ (NS) preferences

• Experiment 1: Acceptability Judgment Tasks (AJT)

• Experiment 2: Matched-Guise Task (MGT)

• Experiments 3: AJT (written stimuli)

• Experiment 4: AJT (audio stimuli)

RoadmapProject Goals
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Native speakers’ Judgments The normative answer
● Goal: assess French NS’ preferences in partial interrogatives

● Procedure
→ Online ratings of interrogatives with a short context
→ Scale 1-10 (based on French schooling system habits)

● Participants
→ 57 French native speakers, 42/15 female/male, recruited online via the 
RISC network (CNRS, umr 3332)
→ Age 18-72, mean 28, median 28 y.o.

● Items
→ 3 conditions x 5 items/condition + 15 unrelated fillers
→ randomized in a latin square design

= Jean will get here tomorrow. = When is he coming in?
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The normative answerNative speakers’ Judgments

● Analysis
→ 855 judgments analyzed 
→ linear mixed models with random effects

• Fixed factors: construction (finv/f/is)
(+ age)

• Random effects: item/subject

● Clear preference expressed for FINV

fronting / finv : t=5.68 ; p<10-5

fronting / is : t=2.53 ; p<0.03

“Of course FINV is better French!”
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The normative answerNative speakers’ Judgments

● Interesting partition (+/- 30 y.o.)

is/finv, -30 y.o.: t=-0.84 ; p>0.4
is/finv, +30 y.o.: t=-3.32 ; p<0.003

● In contradiction with recent corpus data
● Reminiscent of older works on interrogatives

→ Discrepancy between what people do and what they say they do?
→ Age gap, not all speakers share the same habits
→ Respect for the linguistic norm rooted in age group?

(→ language change?)
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Matched-guise Task The sociopragmatics of questions

● Goal: Explore the social cues associated with each variant

● Procedure (from Lambert et al., 1960)
→ Participants read built-up interviews where all the journalist’s 
questions were of only one kind (either IS, F or FINV), then judged the 
likelihood of 9 properties: “the journalist probably is...

...a French native speaker

...a reader

...educated

...from Paris

...knowledgeable

...old

...passionate

...relaxed

...rich”
→ 6-point scale (“very unlikely” to “very likely”)
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Matched-guise Task The sociopragmatics of questions

● Participants
→ 58 French native speakers, 47/11 female/male, recruited online via the 
RISC network (CNRS, umr 3332) + social networks
→ Age 18-69, mean 38, median 34 y.o.

● Items
→ Each participant read 4 interviews (1 for each structure + 1 filler)
→ 3 different contexts (interviews of a mayor, an athlete, an economist)

 + filler (novelist)
→ 6-9 wh- elements by interview

= How would you describe this city?
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The sociopragmatics of questionsMatched-Guise Task

● Analysis

→ 1515 judgments analyzed
→ linear mixed models with random effects

• Fixed factors: construction (finv/f/is)
(+ age/+context/+academic level of participants)

• Random effects: item/subject
• Dependent variable: probabilities given by participants,

coded around 0: from “very unlikely” = -3 to “very likely” = 3
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The sociopragmatics of questionsMatched-Guise Task

● Results
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The sociopragmatics of questionsMatched-Guise Task

● Results

→ Perceptual cues are associated with the constructions used:
• FINV → French NS +, wealthy +, educated +, reader +, Parisian +

→ relaxed -
• FINV = ‘idealized’ French / Elite French

+ Internal factors still play a role: 
• Age factor confirmed again
• group of origin (e.g. for native parisians (n=19), FINV→ wealthy, and 

more so than for non-parisians (t=3.15, p<0.004)

● Social meaning games may be at stake here:
→ Speakers perceive variation based on the standards of their social group
→ The way speakers form questions in French affects how they are 
perceived on a variety of parameters
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Context matters
● Goal: Study the influence of context formality on French NS’ preferences

● Procedure
→ Online ratings of interrogatives with a short context (+/- formal)
→ Scale 0-10 

● Participants
→ 44 French native speakers, 30/13/1 female/male/nd, recruited online via 
the RISC network (CNRS, umr 3332)
→ Age 19-80, median 27, mean 39 y.o.

● Items
→ 3x2 conditions x 5 items/condition + 10 controls + 20 fillers
→ randomized in a latin square design

Native speakers’ Judgments

= Jean will get here tomorrow. = When is he coming in?
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● Results
→ linear mixed models with random effects

Fixed factors: construction (finv/f/is) & context (formal/informal)
 (+ age)
Random effects: item/subject 

→ Confirmation of previous AJT1 overall results
→ Subjects sensitive to ‘type’ are sensitive to ‘context formality’
(interaction type*age_groupe(>30), t=2.075, p<0.05)

Context mattersNative speakers’ Judgments
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● Interim discussion

→ IS often judged “not-so-good” French
→ IS widely used
→ IS-counterpart (FINV) conveys different social cues

→ IS mostly an oral phenomenon (corpus)
→ Calls for an audio task

+ Acceptability judgments so far merged two ratings: 
• Well-formedness
• Suitability to the context

→ Calls for an audio task with multiple scales
→ experiment 4

Native speakers’ Judgments Context matters
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● Procedure
→ ratings of interrogatives with a short context
→ two 6-point scales from “totally disagree” to “totally agree”
→ “The last person who talks is

1°/ speaking good French;
2°/ speaking suitable French given the situation”

● Participants
→ 66 French native speakers, 57/8/1 female/male/nd, recruited online via 
the RISC network (CNRS, umr 3332)
→ Age 19-75, median 31, mean 38 y.o. 

● Items
→ 3x2 conditions x 5 items/condition + 10 controls + 20 fillers
→ Exact same items as Experiment 3, but in audio form
→ 4 French NS recorded (2f/2m), voices normed for mascul/fem-inity & 
“colloquialness”; samples crossed so that all speaking orders were tested 
(f-f, m-m, m-f, f-m); 4 lists created in a semi-randomized design

Native speakers’ Judgments ‘Context’ means many things
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‘Context’ means many things
● Results

→ linear mixed models with random effects
Fixed factors: construction (finv/f/is) & context (formal/informal)
 (+ age)
Random effects: item/subject 

Native speakers’ Judgments
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‘Context’ means many things
● Results

→ FINV is ‘good’ french but not ‘most suitable’ french in audio stimuli
→ FINV is especially not suitable in audio informal contexts
→ F is not considered ‘unsuitable French’
→ Confirms written bias in perception of overall ‘correctness’
→ Subjects do distinguish between ‘GOOD’ French vs. ‘SUITABLE’ French

Native speakers’ Judgments
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Discussion Perspectives
● Preliminary overview of French Partial Interrogatives (FPIs)

→ IS & F are judged “worse French” than FINV
→ Corpora show IS is often used (as is F); FINV almost never used

→ Subjects do distinguish between ‘good’ French vs. ‘suitable’ French
→ There’s a written bias in NS’ perception of overall ‘correctness’

→ Experiments show IS & F are more suitable French than FINV in audio
→ FINV is especially not suitable in audio informal contexts

→ Perceptual cues are associated with the constructions used
→ FINV appears to be an “idealized and elite” French

→ “Syntactic complexity” alone does not explain the processing of FPIs
→ A more refined sociolinguistic approach, with Social Meaning Games, is 
key in the understanding of variation and its value in interaction
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PerspectivesDiscussion

● Model all this in the SMG framework?

● Renewed written AJT (exp3) with two scales from Exp 4
+ Try a 6-point scale for the written AJT?

● How are those sociolinguistic norms acquired? 
(MGT adapted for children, underway)

● Assessment of the processing of sociolinguistic norm violations with online 
experiments (eye-tracking, EEG)? Measure of the surprise when hearing 
unsuitable forms in a given social context of interaction.



Thank you!

Vielen Dank!

Merci !
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● Tentative description

Variant 1
(f)

Variant 2
(finv)

Variant 3
(is)

Variant ...
(...)

Speaker
(french ns )

Interlocutor

available

chosen

Internal factors: age, origin...

Face  & goals (SMGs)

Argument (pragmatics)

Variant Xcontext

cognition: syntax,phonotax,...
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● Scales



Appendix: Items AJT 1

• 1a. Jean arrive demain. // Il arrive à quelle heure ?
1b. Jean arrive demain. // À quelle heure il arrive ?
1c. Jean arrive demain. // À quelle heure arrive-t-il ?

• 2a. J’ai mis les clefs dans le tiroir. // Tu as mis les clefs dans le tiroir de quelle table ?
2b. J’ai mis les clefs dans le tiroir. // Dans le tiroir de quelle table tu as mis les clefs ?
2c. J’ai mis les clefs dans le tiroir. // Dans le tiroir de quelle table as-tu mis les clefs ?

• 3a. J’ai rangé l’ordinateur. // Tu l’as rangé où ?
3b. J’ai rangé l’ordinateur. // Où tu l’as rangé ?
3c. J’ai rangé l’ordinateur. // Où l’as-tu rangé ?

• 4a. J’ai résolu l’équation ! // Tu as fait comment ?
4b. J’ai résolu l’équation ! // Comment tu as fait ?
4c. J’ai résolu l’équation ! // Comment as-tu fait ?

• 5a. J’ai résolu le problème ! // Tu as utilisé quel raisonnement ?
5b. J’ai résolu le problème ! // Quel raisonnement tu as utilisé ?
5c. J’ai résolu le problème ! // Quel raisonnement as-tu utilisé ?

• 6a. On part en vacances dans une semaine. // Vous pensez aller vers où ?
6b. On part en vacances dans une semaine. // Vers où vous pensez aller ?
6c. On part en vacances dans une semaine. // Vers où pensez-vous aller ?

• 7a. Tu ne peux pas y aller seul. // Tu penses qu’il faudrait que j’y aille avec qui ?
7b. Tu ne peux pas y aller seul. // Avec qui tu penses qu’il faudrait que j’y aille ?
7c. Tu ne peux pas y aller seul. // Avec qui penses-tu qu’il faudrait que j’y aille ?

• 8a. C’est vraiment un homme gentil. // Tu parles de qui ?
8b. C’est vraiment un homme gentil. // De qui tu parles ?
8c. C’est vraiment un homme gentil. // De qui parles-tu ?



Appendix: Items AJT 1

• 9a. Ça y est, je me suis inscrit en école. // Tu t’es inscrit à laquelle ?
9b. Ça y est, je me suis inscrit en école. // À laquelle tu t’es inscrit ?
9c. Ça y est, je me suis inscrit en école. // À laquelle t’es-tu inscrit ?

• 10a. J’ai repeint ma chambre ce week-end. // Tu l’as repeinte de quelle couleur ?
10b. J’ai repeint ma chambre ce week-end. // De quelle couleur tu l’as repeinte ?
10c. J’ai repeint ma chambre ce week-end. // De quelle couleur l’as-tu repeinte ?

• 11a. Il a révolutionné le monde. // Il l’a révolutionné en quoi ?
11b. Il a révolutionné le monde. // En quoi il l’a révolutionné ?
11c. Il a révolutionné le monde. // En quoi l’a-t-il révolutionné ?

• 12a. Vous devez être prêts. // Nous devons l’être à partir de quand ?
12b. Vous devez être prêts. // À partir de quand nous devons l’être ?
12c. Vous devez être prêts. // À partir de quand devons-nous l’être ?

• 13a. Je l’ai aidé hier. // Tu as aidé qui ?
13b. Je l’ai aidé hier. // Qui tu as aidé ?
13c. Je l’ai aidé hier. // Qui as-tu aidé ?

• 14a. J’ai enfin choisi mon sujet. // Tu as choisi lequel ?
14b. J’ai enfin choisi mon sujet. // Lequel tu as choisi ?
14c. J’ai enfin choisi mon sujet. // Lequel as-tu choisi ?

• 15a. Je n’y suis pas allé de moi-même... // Tu y es allé sur l’ordre de qui ?
15b. Je n’y suis pas allé de moi-même... // Sur l’ordre de qui tu y es allé ?
15c. Je n’y suis pas allé de moi-même... // Sur l’ordre de qui y es-tu allé ?
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