:DIDEROT

PARIS "

INTRODUCTION

It has been shown (delaFuente2015;delaFuenteet al, 2016)that focus particles

“only” and “even” giveway toapattern of pronounproductionand
or “annoy” in(1) whereso-called N1-biased verbs like “annoyed”
iticized” continuations related tothe object (Mary) (eg. Ferstl et

al, 2011; Garvey & Caramazza, 197 4; Koomeef et al., 2006).

(1) a. Peterannoyed Marybecaue...he ...
b.Peter criticized Mary because...she ...
Similarly, continuationstudies in English and inFrench, withsentences like (2) using unbiased verbs, showed that “only” systematically triggers continuations
related to theantecedentin its xope, whiletheantecedent in thescope of “even” is systematically dispreferred (delaFuente, 2015).
(2) a.OnlyPeter called Mary because...he ...

b. Even Peter called Mary because...she ...

Implicit causality and missing explanations:

IC verbs, when combined withdiscourse com ectives like becau @, create expectations foran explanationabout theensuingdiscourethat need tobe
filled to avoid theacconmodation of misinginformation(Bott &Solstad, 2014)

*  Weassumethat thesamekind ofexplanation isat stakefor focus particles:
*  “Only” triggers amissingexplanation of presupposed exclusivity, i.e. why does only Peter callandnobody else.

“Even” involves an implicature ofurlikeliness, triggering an explanation of the unlikeliness of Peter calling, i.e. what it is about May
that makes even him call.

RESEARCH QUESTIONS

Open What |
mismatching expectations?

when we bii

ICbiased verbswith focus particles thus provoking matching or

« Areverb biasand FP bias bothcortributingto missing expectations?

* Canthe strong semanticrequirements of focus particles overrideor mask verb biases?

PREDICTIONS

If both factors contribute:

Matchingbiases (even N2 +N2-biased verb; only N1 +N1-hiased verb) where thefocus particleandtheverbbias demand anexplanation related tothe

sameantecedent should er the strongest biases since a single explanationcan easilybefound to fill discourse needs (e.g. “Only Peter fascinates Mary
becauseheis just thebest.”, “Even Peter ciiticized Mary because shereally messed up this ime.”

*  In mismatchingcases (even N2 +N1-biased verb; only N1+N2-biased verb), only one ofthe missing explanations can easily be provided. In (3)wecan éthe’
explain exclusivity (... becauseheis never satisfied) or the N2-bias oftheverb (... becauseshehad messedup).

(3) Only Peter criticized Marybecaue....

If the semantics of focus particles overrides verb bias, “seul” (only) should lead to an N1bias, “méme” (even) toan N2bias.

CONTINUATION EXPERIMENT. DESIGN

Materials
o 2 factors
*  Verbbased IC bias (10 N1 verbs, 10N2 verbs, 10 unbiasedverbs)Focus partide based IC bias (seu-N1, méme-N2)
. 84 native French participantsrecruted from theRISC page and via sodal media
. Continuation taskadministeredvialbexFarm hitp/adrummondnet/s ofware
o Participants were povidedwith 30sentenceonsets dstributedacross two listsas in Table 1 whichtheyhadto complete
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¢  Mertzetal. established a corpws of 300F rerchl mplicit Causality verks similar to Ferstl et d.’s (2011) corpus of English verbs.

*  Verbswere distributed across 5 lists of 60 verbs each and verbbiases were estimated fram about 60cortinuations for each verb.

¢ 10N1 biased verbs (+70% N1 coices), 10 N2biased verbs (+70 % N2 choices) and10 unbiased verbs (between 45and 55% N1
choices) were selected forthis ex periment.
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Corpus ofF FRencH IC-VErss (MERrTz, Amsiu, HEMFORTH, IN PREP)

RESULTS

*  94.2%of the continuatiors unambigucusly refered to N1 or N2.
. Logistic regressions showed:

*  Both,focus particlesas wellas the | Cbias of the verb have asignificant effect (FP: z= 4471, p<.003; IC-bias:
N1/N2: z=-8.982,p<.00% N1/nobias: z= 4.329,p<.001).

*  Asexpected, matching cases showed a verystrorg bias (Only+N1-bias= 79 N1; Ever+N2-bias: 81% N2), while
mismatching cases were morevaried.

*  Completionsseem to provide only one ofthe missing explanations.
Completion examples:
Seul Pierre félicite Aurianeparcequ’ (OnlyPierre congratulates Aurianebecause...)
est heureux pour ele / ... he is happyfor her.
le le merite vraiment. / ... she redly deservesit.

seul méme
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CONCLUSION

N1 bias

Seul Marie enchante Adrien parcqu’ ...
'Only Mary enchants Adrian because ...

Méme Marie enchante Adrien parcqu’ ...
Even Mary enchants Adrian because ...

Missing expectations triggered by focus particles or by verb bias both contribute tonext mention
preferences without one masking the other.

N2 bias |Seul Pierre félicite Auriane parce qu’ ...
Only Peter congratulates Auriane

because ...

Méme Pierre félicite Auriane parce qu' ...
Even Peter congratulates Auriane because

¢ Future research: Are the mi hed casesless ble?
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