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ABSTRACT OF THE THESIS

Linking Binding and Focus:

on intensifyingson proprein French

by

Isabelle Charnavel

Master of Arts in Linguistics
University of California, Los Angeles, 2009

Professor Dominique Sportiche, Chair

Even though some typological studies documentikarggrempirical link between
binding and intensification, very few theoreticaludies take into account this
observation. The goal of this thesis is to exptbeerelation between intensification and
binding in the light of Frenckon propre ('his own’) and to show that these two modules
of the grammar interact with each other. To thid,drargue thapropre (‘fown’) exhibits
intensifying properties that have consequencesherbinding properties aon propre
('his own").

First, | propose thapropre behaves like a flexible intensifier specialized in

possessive DPs: its semantic effect consists itrasting either the possessor (possessor



propre) or the possessum (possesspiropre) with a set of contextually determined
alternatives.

Then, | show that these double intensifying prapsrofpropre correlate with the
binding properties odon propre. In the first case (possesgwopre), son propre exhibits
anaphoric properties. More specifically, whenopre intensifies the possessor, i.e. the
referent of the antecedent ebn propre, son propre behaves like an anaphor or a
logophor: either it obeys the syntactic constraoftbinding theory (principle A) or it
follows the constraints of logophoricity. In thecead case however (possessum
propre), neither of these requirements holsan propre obeys contraints different from
binding.

This means that the binding propertiesat propre depend on the intensification
of the referent of its antecedent. Therefore, tlasecof son propre shows that

intensification and binding are interdependent nieslof the grammar.
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Introduction

1.1. The goal: interaction between binding and intensifiation

Some typological studies (cf. Konig and Siemund0®0document a striking
empirical fact about binding and intensification: many languages, the elements that
serve as reflexives are either identical to thenel@s serving as adnominal intensifiers
(e.g. Englisthimself Chineseziji, Frenchlui-mémé or partially overlap with adnominal
intensifiers (e.g. Germasich selbstDutchzichzelf Danishsig sely.

Nevertheless, for a long time, most binding theoa¢taccounts of reflexives (cf.
Chomsky: 1981; Pollard and Sag: 1992; Reinhart Radland: 1993...etc) have not
taken into consideration this fact. Only in the mideties, several researchers (cf.
Baker: 1995, Zribi-Hertz: 1995...etc) began to examithe close link between
intensifiers and reflexives. The essence of thesmlies consists in separating

intensification and binding into two independentdules of the grammar.

In this paper, | will show that the link betweefflegives and intensifiers must be
taken into account in theoretical analyses of lmigdbut in a different way: binding and
intensification do not constitute separate modulgbe grammar, but interact with each

other. To this end, | will use the example of therf€éh complex possessigen propre

! See Bergeton: 2004 for a detailed realizatiorhisf theoretical direction.



(e.g. (1)) because it has specific properties tbe¢al this phenomenon in a particular
way: the correlations that the analysissoh proprebrings to the fore cannot appear in
the study of better analyzed expressions suttinaself

1) Cécile a invitéson proprefrére.

Cécile has invited her own besth
'‘Cécile invited her own brother."'

1.2. Object of the study: complex possessive®n propre

Let's start with some background abpubpre which is used in several ways in
French. This study will concentrate propre meaning ‘own’', more specifically on the
expressiorson propremeaning ‘his own'. Thpropre in question is identifiable by its

DP-internal distribution.

1.2.1. The different uses adfroprein French

The termpropre presents various uses in French, which are dlbtiéally related
to Latin proprius (‘exclusively belonging to, peculiar to'). Here as classification
proposed by some dictionaries:

a-proprecan mean ‘clean".

2) Ce mouchoir n’ est pgsopre.
this handkerchief NEis not PROPRE

'This handkerchief is not clean.’
b- propre acan mean 'peculiar to":

3) C'estune coutumgropre au  Berry.
itis a custom PROPRE to_the Berr

'It's a custom peculiar to the Berry region.’



C- propre acan mean 'liable to":

4) Voici des déclarationsropres a rassurer les investisseurs.
here_are some statements PROPRE to reastheanvestors

'These are statements liable to reassure investors.
d- proprecan mean ‘own':

5) Romain|'a fabriqué de ses propres mains.
Romain it has made of his own hands

'Romain made it with his own hands'.

6) La particularité de ce musée aménage dans |pregpeppartement
the particularity  of this museum set_up in  the own apartment
de Delacroix, est sa proximité avec |I' artisteyie et son ceuvre. [attested on
of Delacroix is its proximity with ¢hartist  his life and his  work
google]
"The particularity of this museum situated in Detéc's own apartment is its
proximity to the artist, its life and its work.’

e-proprehas some other particular uses:

7) Lerire estle propre del’ homme.
the laugh is the PROPRE of the human_being

'‘Laughing is peculiar to human beings.’

8) au sens propre
in_the sense PROPRE

'in the literal sense'

9) appartenir en propre
belong in PROPRE
'to belong exclusively to'

10)amour-propre
love- PROPRE
'self-esteem’



1.2.2. Target of the study: possessp®pre

In this study, | will focus on the use listed irf that ispropre meaning 'own'.
More specifically, | will concentrate orpropre combining with the possessive
determinersor? (‘his’; e.g. (4)) and | will call it possessigeopre
Possessiveropre looks like an adjective. In particular, it presematgreement in
number (singulapropre vs. pluralpropres.* However, unlike the uses pfopre listed
in (a), (b) and (c), possessiywopre has a unique distribution different from the
distribution of French adjectives. It presentsftiilowing characteristics:

a- It can only occur in a possessive DP expredsitiy a possessor and a
possessum:

11)son propre chien 'his own dog'
his own dog

12)votre propre chien 'your own dog'
your own dog

13)le propre chien de Jean ‘John’s own dog'
the own dog of John

14)*le propre chien
the own dog

15)* propre Jean
own John

b- It is exclusively prenominal:

16)sa propre voiture  'his own car'
his own car

2 Even so, | do not assume that these uses rougabepted here are not synchronically related (I wil
come back to this problem at the end of the firstpter). | simply mean that the properties that stibw
an interaction between binding and intensificathmy arise wherpropre occupies a specific position in
the DP and that's why | only deal wiphoprein this position.

% The possessive determingonin French agrees in gender and number with thegsssim (unlike
English 'his") and in person with the possessor.

* The presence of a plural marker is made cleahéyiaison phenomenon.



17)# sa voiture propre
his car own

18)la propre voiture de Jean  'John’s own car'
the own car of John

19)# la voiture propre de Jean
the own car of John

c- It cannot be used predicatively:

20)# son chien est propre
his dog is own

21)#il a un chien propre
he hasa dog own

d- It cannot coordinate with any adjective:

22)son premier chien 'his first dog'
his first dog
23)* son propre et premier chien *his firstdeown dog’
his own and first dog
24)* son premier et propre chien *his ownl dinst dog'
his first and own dog

e- It is only compatible with the definite determiner:cnnot combine with

indefinites and quantifiers.

25)le propre chien de Jean  'John’s own dog'
the own dog of John

26)*un propre chien de Jean
a own dog of John

27)* quelques propres chiens de Jean
some own dogs John

28)* deux propres chiens de Jean
two own dogs of John

® But the example is fine ffropremeans ‘clean’.



29)a. *Ton anecdote me fait rire et me rappgllelques propres aventures

your anecdote me makes laugh and me remisdsne own adventures
[score: 11§
b. Ton anecdote me fait rire et me rappallelgues-unes de
your anecdote  me makes laugh and me remisdsne of
mes propres aventures. [score: 91]
my own adventures

'Your anecdote makes me laugh and reminds me of ®dmy own adventures.’

30)a. *Roger stipule dans son testament qu' un t@lré hérite comme

Roger stipulates in his  will thata stepchild inherits like
un propre enfant. [score: 31]
a own child

'Roger stipulates in his will that a stepchild cenr@o money like an own child.’

b. Roger stipule dans son testament que somifefehéritera comme
Roger stipulatesin  his will that his stepchild  will_inherit like

son propre enfant. [score: 88]
his own child

'Roger stipulates in his will that his stepchildlwome into money like his own
child.'
So, even if it morphologically looks like an adjget possessivpropre has a very
specific DP-internal distribution different fromehadjectival distribution of the other
uses ofpropre Therefore, possessiyeopreis easily identifiable. It will be the target of

this study since it is in the particular environmevhere it occurs that interesting

properties arise with respect to binding and infexadion.

1.3. The proposal

In the following chapters, | explore the intricgieoperties ofson propreand |

show that the complex behavior of this expressian only be understood if one

® The scores indicated here correspond to the grdesied by 63 native speakers of French in answer

a questionnaire constructed for these purposesggpendix). The participants were asked to provide
grammatical judgments on a continuous scale (1-f@082 sentences; the sentences were presented two
by two (reported as a/b here) to encourage coitegstdgments.



pinpoints the specific intensifying properties mfopre and correlate them with the
binding properties odon propre

First (chapter 1), | show thatropre behaves like a flexible intensifier specialized
in possessive DPs: its semantic effect consistxantrasting either the possessor
(possessopropre) or the possessum (possesspropre) with a set of contextually
determined alternatives.

Then (chapter 2), | argue that these double inf@ngi properties ofpropre
correlate with the binding properties gdn propre In the first case (possesgmopre),
son propreexhibits anaphoric properties. More specificalipenpropre intensifies the
possessor, i.e. the referent of the antecedesbfpropre son proprebehaves like an
anaphor or a logophor (long distance anaphor)eeithobeys the syntactic constraints
of binding theory (principle A) or it follows theoostraints of logophoricity. In the
second case however (possesspropre), neither of these requirements holdsin
propre obeys contraints different from binding. This me#mat the binding properties of
son propredepend on the intensification of the referent®fintecedent.

Therefore, the case gbn propreshows that intensification and binding interact
with each other. Furthermore, the similarity betweeopre and other intensifiers like
mémethat | will point out suggests that this geneiiian could be extended to all

intensifiers and eventually reveal a more genaiatple of the grammar.



Chapter 1
Propre: a flexible intensifier counterpart of -mémein

possessive DPs

In this chapter, it will be shown thatropre behaves like a flexible intensifier
specialized in possessive DPs: its semantic effeasists in contrasting either the
possessor (possesgmopre) or the possessum (possessumopre) with a contextually
set of alternatives. Based on the similarity betweeopre and méme('-self'; cf.
Germanselbs}, | will provide an analysis opropre as counterpart ofmémein

possessive DPs.

2.1. Intuitions about propre

First, 1 describe the intuitions suggesting thedpre can have two targets: it can
contrast with alternatives either the possessdh@possessum of the possessive DP in

which it occurs.

2.1.1. First case: possessmmopre

Let's compare the two following sentences:

31)a. Aujourd’hui, Clairea pris savoiture pour allerau  travalil.
today Claire hasetakher car for go to_the work

"Today, Claire took her car to go to work.'

b. Aujourd’hui, Clairea  pris sapropre voiture pour aller au travail.
today Claire hasetakher own car for go tkle work

‘Today, Claire took her own car to go to work.'



Both sentences are true in the same situation wQlkxiee has a car and she took
this car to go to work: the presencepobpre does not change the truth-conditions of
(31b) as compared to (31a).

However, the two sentences do not have the sanwtyfetonditions: (31b) is
felicitous only if there is some other referenthie discourse background whose car is or
has been under discussion with respect to its y<eldire to go to work. For example,
(31b) could be felicitous in the following conteglaire usually takes her husband's car
because it works better than hers; but today, bebdnd exceptionally needs his car at
the same time; that's why Claire takes her ownresiead. Thuspropre requires some
other contextually salient referent(s) that play®) role of alternative(s).

In other words,propre imposes a contrastiveness condition: an elemamtbea
associated wittpropre only if it is contrasted with other referents tlae implicit or
explicit in the context. This is further suggeshsdthe fact thapropre cannot be used in
contexts where a contrast is unfelicitous:

32)*Carole a perdu son propre sang-froid.
Carole has lost her own blood cold

*Carole lost her own cool.’
Since it is impossible that Carole loses someose’slcool, the referent son (‘her’),
namely Carole, cannot be contrasted with otherraltases. This precludes the use or
proprein (32): propre can only occur in contexts where the generationooitrast-sets

of alternatives is possible.



Moreover, in this first case — that | calbssessor propre, the alternatives target
the possessdr.Thus in (31b), the referent cElaire that is contrasted with other
individuals corresponds to the car’'s possessorinttigidual Claire belongs to the set of
contextual possible possessors of the car; inquéati, the other salient possessor in the
context is Claire's husband.

This means thagtropre has an effect similar to focusing the possessatigssing

33)Aujourd'hui, Clairg a  prisSA; voiture pour aller au  travail.
today Claire has takdeR car for go to_the work
"Today, Claire took her car to go to work.'

2.1.2. Second case: possesspmpre

In the first case calledossessor proprahe semantic effect gfropre consists in
contrasting the referent of the possessor with atestually determined set of
alternatives. But we observe a second case in wtheh alternatives target the
possessum, as illustrated by the following example:

34)a. Arnauglest devenu si insupportable que ke a cessé de lui
Arnaud is become so unbearable that his daughter has stopped df h
rendre visite. [score: 95]
visit
‘Arnaud has become so unbearable that his dausflotgped visiting him."'

b. Arnaudest devenu si insupportable que peopre fille a cessé de
Arnaud is become so unbearable t ths own  daughter has stopped of

" Note thatpropre can also target the possessor if it is expresgeddvepositional phraske X although it
is not judged as good as the other case by alleafieakers of French.

Donc me voila débarquant dans un appartepias grand que le propre

so me here turning_up in  apartment more big than theow

appartement dmes parenten France! [score: 31] [attested on google]

apartment of my parents in Fenc

‘And then, | was turning up at an apartment thas Wwigger than my parents’ own apartment in
France!'

10



lui rendre visite. [score: 90]
him visit
'‘Arnaud has become so unbearable that his own tlusfopped visiting him."’

As in the case of possesgmopre both sentences are true in the same situation,
but have different felicity conditions: alternatsveome into play in (34b). However, it is
not the referent of the possessor that is targetedis sentence. Arnaud (possessor of
the daughter, given that the notion of possessianaant to be very broad here) is not
contrasted with other fathers. Rather, it is Ardaahughter — thus the possessum — that
is contrasted with other individuals. For examp@4b) would be felicitous in the
following context: Arnaud's friend and Arnaud's swuhave already stopped visiting
Arnaud because he is too bad-tempered. Tipnagre targets the possessum in this case
since it is the referent of the whole possessive daFfille (‘his daughter’) that is
contrasted with other individuals.

This means thapropre has an effect comparable to focusing the possefgum
stressing it:

35)Arnaud est devenu si insupportable que Eh.le a cesseé de lui
Arnaud is become so unbearable that his DAUGHTter has stopped of him

rendre visite.
visit
'‘Arnaud has become so unbearable that his dausjiofgred visiting him.’
Note that the example (34b) could suggest tha ot the possessum individual,
but rather the relation (‘daughter’) that is casted with other relations (‘friend’ or

‘cousin’ in the context). But this turns out toieorrect because it is not necessary that

the alternatives be related to the possessor amshpthe following example:

11



36) Cen’ estpas lavictime qui a dénoncénJead un témoin, c’est sgropre
it NEis not thevictim whoshaenounced John nor a witness ithHs own
mére qui ' a dénoncé!
mother who him has denounced
'It's not the victim who denounced John, nor a eds it's his own mother who

denounced him!'
The hypothesis thapropre targets the relation would predict that the relatiof
motherhood in (36) is contrasted with other relaioHowever, at least one of the two
alternatives explicitly given in the sentence doesconfirm this idea: the witness does
not stand in a specific relationship to John thatld be a salient alternative to the
relation of motherhood. It is rather the individualerent of 'his mother' (the possessum,

i.e. the possessed entity in the broad sense a&feps®n) that is contrasted with the

individual referred to as witness. That's why I taik second case possesspropre®

2.1.3. The alternatives: remarks on existential and s@aksuppositions

Whetherpropretargets the possessum or the possessor, theasiferpropositions
may be either true (additive reading) or false ligsige reading). This means that there

iS no existential presupposition involved pyopre for example, (36) is felicitous if

8 As in the previous case, the possessum can algarbeted when the possessor is expressed by a
prepositional phrasde X here, the referent of the victim's son is con&@swith other individuals:

Le meurtrier présumé qui a ptacé en hopital psychiatrique n' est autre

the murderer presumed whas been placed in hospital psychiatric NE is other

quée propre fils déa victime. [score: 78] [attested on google]

than the own son tbé victim
‘The presumed murderer who has been placed inyehipsric hospital is no other than the
victim’s own son.'

Moreover, note that possesspnopre does not have to appear in DPs subjects as (&4d suggest: the
following example presents a salient reading wivdichel's children are contrasted with other indiats
(and not with other people's children).

Dans un moment de folie, Michal tué segpropres enfants.
in a moment of madneskchel has killed his  own chiideh
'In a moment of madness, Michel killed his owiidien.'

12



John's mother is the only individual that denoundeln;propre does not presuppose
that any other proposition is true. This is congdnby the fact thasa propre mére
occurs in a cleft; (36) is therefore an examplexidlusive reading. But (34b) illustrates
that additive readings of possesspropre are possible too: (34b) is felicitous if the
alternatives involving Arnaud's friend and Arnaudsusin are true. Similarly for
possessopropre, (31b) does not presuppose that the alternatimpgsitionAujourd’hui,
Claire a pris la voiture de son mari pour aller dwavail (Today Claire took her
husband's car to go to work’) is true, and it ituaty false in the given context
(exclusive reading). Nevertheless, the alternatd@siot have to be false either in the
case of possesspropre, but may be true (additive readfiig

37)Louis oublie toujours les anniversaires des gens.faiEnil a récemment
Louis forgets always the birthglay of people. in fact he hasently

oublié son propre anniversaire!

forgotten his own birthday

'Louis always forgets people’s birthdays. Actualig,recently forgot his own
birthday!"

So neither possess@ropre nor possessunpropre involves any existential
presuppositionPropre is different from the focus particlevenin this respect, since
evenpresupposes that the proposition is true for agtlene other element in the focus-
generated set of alternatives.

However, just like even, possessumpropre seems to involve a scalar

presupposition, which orders the focus alternatmes scale of expectedness. In every

example involving possessupnopre, the individual targeted bgropre is an unlikely

° The termsadditive and exclusivehave been proposed in the literature about Gersedrst(-self') to
differentiate two kinds of readings. See Eckar@0®, p. 392), for more details.

13



one”? in the context. That's why the following senteizeomparable to (34b): the only
difference is that there is an existential pressfjmm here but not in (34b):

38)Arnaud est devenu si insupportable que mémefida a cesseé de
Arnaud is become so unbearable t #&van his daughter has stopped of

lui rendre visite. [score: 95]
him visit
'‘Arnaud has become so unbearable that even higlaughter stopped visiting him."
However, possesspropre does not yield such scalar presupposition: in \3Ckaire is
not less expected than her husband to be the possasthe car that she takes to go to
work.
So unlike possessopropre, possessumpropre presents the same scalar

presupposition agven but like possessagoropre it does not involve the existential

presupposition thaveninvolves.

To sum up the semantic intuitions abpubpre, it appears thgbropre does not
change the truth-conditions of the sentence in lwhic appears, but its felicity

conditions: the semantic contribution @fopre consists in contrasting the possessor or

91n the case of scalar presupposition, it is ugumsumed that the target proposition is the léady of

all the alternative propositions (concerning suctscalar presupposition foeven cf. for example
Rullmann: 1997). But at least f@ropre, it does not seem to be correct to claim in (343} another
individual such as Arnaud's mother cannot be atkelglas Arnaud's daughter to stop visiting himg an
the sentence would still be felicitous if Arnaudisther is salient in the context too. That's wipydpose
that the individual targeted kgropre is not the least likely one, but an unlikely ohe other words, the
likelihood scale does not have a total order, lmly a partial one.

Concerning likelihood, it is not an objective natibere. The point of view that is adopted is prdypéte
point of view of the hearer as perceived by theakpe this is suggested by examples such as the
following one:

N' oublie pas ceci méme si c'est difficile & atee tes propres parents mourront un
NE forget not this even if itishard to accept: your own  repas will_die a
jour.

day

'Don't forget this, even if it's hard to admit: yaawn parents will die some day."'

14



the possessum of the possessive DP in which itreagith a contextually generated set
of alternatives. These alternatives may be trualee and they are ordered on a scale of
likelihood only in the case of possesspropre

2.2. Formalization: propreas a flexible intensifier counterpart of
mémein possessive DPs

The main semantic intuitions aboptopre are similar in several respects to the
intuitions that have been reported for Germsatbst('-self'; cf. Frenchmémé referred
to as an intensifier. So, based on the analysishhs been proposed feelbst | will
argue thapropreis a counterpart of the intensifienémé' in possessive DPs and that

propretherefore falls into the class of intensifiers.

2.2.1. Analysis of German adnominsélbst(cf. Eckardt 2001; Hole 2002)

Let's compare these two sentences to determingetin@ntic import of adnominal

selbst

39)a. Der Konig selbst wird teilnehmen.
the Kking himself will attend

"The king himself will attend.’

b. Der Konig wird teilnehmen.
the king  will attend

‘The king will attend.'
Both sentences are true in a situation where thg kill come to the meeting under
discussion. So likepropre, selbstdoes not change the truth-conditions of (39a) as

compared to (39b).

| assume here that the analysis provided for Gesabbstcan be adapted to Frenchéme
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But in (39a), at least one other person is undscudision as a possible attendee.
For example, the sentence is felicitous in a cdntdrere the ministers usually attend the
kind of meeting that is under discussion, but het king; however, this time, the king
will come in person. Thereforsglbstinvolves alternatives to the referent of the DP to

which it adjoins, namely here, alternatives toreferent of the king.

To capture these intuitions, it has been propokatselbstis an identity function
under focus.

First, sinceselbst does not change the truth-conditions of the semeteit is
assumed to denote the identity function over irhigls. (40) presents Eckardt's
proposal for the lexical entry selbst™

40)ID: De — De
ID(a) = afor all a1 D  (cf. Eckardt 2001: p.380)

Adnominal selbst is thus a function of type <e,e> which maps indisls to
themselved?

So far, this predicts thaelbstis a purely vacuous element. But crucially, theut
accent that is typically observed selbstleads to a Rootfstyle focus meaning of
selbst selbst which does not make a difference in the ordirdegotation, will make a

crucial difference in the focus meaning by intradgcalternative functions on the

12 This kind of denotation was already proposed irrasosik (1972) who argues that intensifyisejbst
denotes the identity function ID on the domain bojegts.

13 This correctly predicts thaelbstadjoins to proper names and definite DPs. Moredsekardt (2001:
p.380) also provides a type-lifted version of (4@hich can be used under analyses which assume a
generalized-quantifier account for plural DPs anthie case of specific indefinites as well.

4 Cf. Rooth. 1985; 1992.
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domain of individuals. The focus meaningselbstis the set of all functions which map
individuals to other individuals.

41) Ordinary meaning
[selbsi ° =Axe.x
Focus meaning

[selbsi = {feees f(X)£X}

= {AXe. the y such that y is x’s ministerxe. the y such that y is x’s wif@x.. the y
such that y is x’s proxy...}

Thus, selbstevokes alternative functions on the domain ofvittlials and therefore, it
indirectly induces a set of alternative individudltis presumably predicts the so-called
centrality effects? the set of functions alternative to the identitpdtion will induce a
set of alternative individuals structured into atee held by the referent of the DP to
which selbst adjoins, and the alternative functions denotetiiahips between the
central individual and the alternative individuaiote that contextual information, the
knowledge state of the interlocutors and otherdi@ctconstrain the set of relevant

alternatives.

Based on this analysis and the similar intuitiohsesved in the case eélbstand
propre, | propose thapropre also falls into the class of intensifiers, defireedelements

that involve an identity function under foctisThis will capture the intuitions that

15 This is the formulation proposed by Hole (2002honpurposely chooses not to include the identity
function in the set of alternatives even if stsictpeaking, a p-set a la Rooth has the focusedeeieim it.

18 Thecentrality effectn the alternatives to Dfelbsthave received close attention in the literaturg. (e
Baker 1995). In (39a) for instance, the king isceéred as the central figure in the government iand
central in the contextually given alternatives.

7 Even if both intensifiers such aslbst(-self) and focus particles such esenor only involve focus
effects, Eckardt argues that intensifiers suclsalbstrepresent a class distinct from the class of focus
particles for several reasons (cf. Eckardt 200403): in particular, as opposed gelbst(‘'even'),selbst
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propre does not change the truth-conditions, but only fedesity conditions of the

sentence.

2.2.2. The meanings gfropre

Differences betweeselbstand propre

However, this cannot be the whole stgoyopre cannot simply denote the identity
function under focus, since it exhibits specifioperties due to its distribution restricted
to possessive DPs.

First, propre does not present the same combinatorial posgsilasselbst As
already shown in the introductiopropre only occurs in definite possessive DPs that
express both the possessor and the possessum:

42)[=11] son propre chien 'his own dog'
his own dog

43)[=12] votre propre chien ‘'your own dog'
your own dog

44)[=13] le propre chien de Jean ‘John’s owgl do
the own dogof John

45)[=14] *le propre chien
the own dog

46)[=15] * propre Jean
own John

47)[=26] *un propre chien de Jean
a own dog afhd

(‘'self) has adnominal sortal restrictions; it tsessed; there is no accent on the associated eieme
centrality effects arise; both additive and exalagises are possible; it syntactically follows aélssociated
element. | would add that as opposed to focusghestiintensifiers such aglbstor propre do not involve
any existential presupposition as shown abovepfopre However, it may well be the case that these
differences are not primitive; in other terms, | aot convinced that intensifiers and focus particle
constitute separate classes: they may only formswbelasses of the same phenomenon.
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48)[=27] * quelques propres chiens de Jean
some own slog of John

49)[=28] * deux propres chiens de Jean
two own dogsof John

Therefore, propre cannot simply denote the identity function sind&stwould
incorrectly predict thapropre can combine with proper names and definite desong,
as illustrated by the ungrammaticality of (45)-(46)

Moreover, as opposed telbst propre is a flexible intensifier: even if it only
appears in one specific syntactic position, namelythe prenominal position of
possessive DPs, we have seen that it can have d@wets$ for intensification, the
possessor and the possessum. On the other $elbdican only intensify the DP that it
adjoins to: this means thaglbstis not a flexible intensifier, but it always hdetsame
target for intensification when appearing in a @ersyntactic position. Moreoveselbst
does not occupy a fixed syntactic position: it ¢@nadnominal or adverbidl. Thus,
propre appears in a fixed syntactic position but is il intensifier, whereaselbst

occurs in a flexible syntactic position but isefll intensifier.

Therefore, to capture these differences betwselst and propre without

obscuring their similarity as intensifiers, | arghatpropreis a type-lifted variant of the

18 Selbstoccupies an adverbial position in cases such as:

Maria hat sich die Haare selbstdedt. (cf. Eckardt, 2001: p. 393)
Maria has herself(reflexive) the hair rdedf dyed
'‘Maria dyed her hair herself.'

I will come back to the meaning of adverbéalbst but the point here is that there is only one irgah

this case; therefore, there is only one intensifypossibility per syntactic position in the caseselbstas
opposed t@ropre
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identity function in focus, i.e. a type-lifted vant ofselbst(or French mémé with two
different targets for the identity function. Thigflects the idea thapropre is an
intensifier similar to méme except that it is specialized in possessive Di#sch

accounts for its specificities.

The ordinary meaning of propre

| propose that the right analysis can be derivadkiformulate the two following

ordinary meanings for possesgoopre and possessupropre

50) [ possessor propré ° AR.Ax.Aa.a (R (ID (x)))

51) [ possessum propre° = AR.Ax.2Aa. ID (a (R (x)))

i. ID is the identity function on the domain of indivals: <e, e>

ii. R is avariable over possessive relations: <e, et>

ili. xis a variable over individuals: <e>

Iv. ais a specific kind of choice function defined $amgleton sets:

<et, e>
These denotations capture three main aspegwsopire (a) its distribution in definite
possessive DPs (b) its vacuous meaning with respettuth-conditions and (c) its
flexibility in intensification.
(a) First, these denotations predict the rightridistion for propre it has to

combine with a possessive relation (R, which is mmmly expressed by a relational
noun), a possessor individual (x), and it is ontynpatible with definite articles, as

opposed to indefinite articles or quantifiers, esdicted by a, which corresponds to the

definite article (cf. THE=WP 1xxP(x)).
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(b) Moreover, this ordinary meaning is vacuous wéspect to the truth-conditions
since neither the identity function nor the simpdenbination of the possessive relation,
the individual and the definite article can yieldsemantic effect in the narrow sense.
Thus, this correctly predicts thi propre mere de Jeaf\John's own mother’) has the
same ordinary meaning Esmeére de JeatiJohn's mother’), as illustrated in (52). This is
the case whether we deal with possepsopre or possessurpropre, since the fact that
the identity function takes different arguments both cases does not make any
difference in the ordinary meaning.

52)la propre mére de Jean ‘John's own mother’

<e>
<et,e> <<et,e>e>
la'the' T~
<e,<<et,e>,e>> <e>

<<e,et>,<e,<<et,e>e>>> <eet> <e.e> e
propre‘own’ meére'mother' de'of' Jean'John'

[propre] °= AReeilXeABerea (R(ID(X)))

[meére] =AXeAyey is mother of x

[propremere] °= Axera@eted (PXeAYe.Y is mother of x] (ID(x)))
[del = Axex

[Jean] = [deJean] = John

[propremere de Jeah °= Aaetea ( PXeAYe.y is mother of x] (ID( John)))
= Aaetea@\Ye.Y is mother of John)

I[la I| = }\ffet; and there is exactly one x such that f(x)ﬂﬂe Unique y such that f(Y):l

[la propremeére de Jeah °= the unique y such thaty.y is mother of John](y)=1
= the unique y such that y is mother of John
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Note that in the case of non relational nouns ppsse as is standard the presence
of an abstract POS&f(.AXe.AYe. f(y)=1 and y is possessed by x). Moreover, indase
of the possessive determirem ('his’), | assume thabnis decomposed inte 'the' and

de lui ('of him'). These two points are exemplified i85

53)sa propre voiture ‘his own car’

<e>

<et,e> <<et,e>e>
la'the' T~
<e,<<et,e>,e>> <e>
T SN
<e,et><e,<<et,e>,e>>> <e,et> <e,e> e
propre'own’ _— > de'of lui 'him'
<et,<e,et>> <et>
POSS voiture ‘car'

[voiture] =2xexis a car

[POSS] = MeudXeAYe. f(y)=1 and y is possessed by x

[POSS voiturd = AxeAye.Y is a car and y is possessed by x

[propre] ° = AReeciiXe@erea (R(ID(X)))

[propre POSS voiturg ° = AXelaete@ (PXeAYey is @ car and y is possessed by X]

(ID(x)))
[de] = Axe.x

[lwil = [deluil = John

[propre POSS voiture de Il °= Agetea([AXeAYe.Y is a car and y is possessed by X]

(ID(John)))
=Aaeted(MYe. Y is a car and y is possessed by John)

I[la I| = }\ffet; and there is exactly one x such that f(x)zﬂﬂe Unique y such that f(Y):l

[la propre POSS voiture de Ifii °= the unique y such thaty. y is a car and y is

possessed by John](y)=1
= the unique y such that y is a car and y is paegskby John
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(c) Thus, the denotation for the ordinary meanih@ropre expresses the vacuity
of propre with respect to the truth-conditions. Howevecriicially predicts a difference
in the focus meaning of possesgwopre and possessurpropre since the identity
function takes two different arguments (possessdrof possessum (a(R(x)))), two
different contrast-sets of alternatives are invdlva other words, this scope difference
of the identity function predicts the flexibility iintensification ofpropre. This will be

made clearer by examining the focus meaningropre

The focus meaning pfopre

Like selbst propre is stressed and this is the case for both possessd
possessurpropre® This empirical observation suggests thatpre s in focus, and this
will predict the effect opropre on the felicity conditions of the sentence. Wigtepre
does not contribute anything to the meaning ofséiretence, it will become meaningful
if it is in focus: focusedpropre will, like any other focused item, evoke focus
alternatives that will enter in the meaning of tespective focus construction.

Therefore, | propose thatopre has a focus meaning a la Rooth (1985, 1992): the
focus meaning of an item in focus is the set oftgle-identical alternatives to it.
However, the case gfropreis a little more specific: singeropre denotes a type-lifted

variant of the identity function, | assume that tbeus alternatives gfropre are type-

9 This is at least the case in my dialect of Fremtite however that this seems to be different ferr@an
eigenor Englishown according to several German and English speakertheise two cases, possessor
propreis stressed whereas possesguopreis not, but the possessee is.

a) possessamwn his OWN daughter (cf. German: seine Elgene Targh

b) possessurawn his own DAUghter (cf. German: seine eigene TOCHte
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lifted variants of other functions fromeDo DZ° as shown in (54)propre in focus

relates to alternative functions on the domaimdfiiduals.

54) [proprel F={Lift,(f) | fis a contextually salient alternative to}for
appropriate lift Lifg-Lift»

To this end, two lifts are necessary depending bithvargument the identity function

takes (the possessor or the possessum) as ilegira{55) and (56).

55) possesgmopre
/\

LIFT ID
Me e ARg eilXera.2(R(f(X)))  AXe.X

56) possessyropre
/\
LIET ID
Me e ARg eilXe. AA.f(A(R(X)))  AXeX
Thus, since focus orpropre generates alternative functions on the domain of
individuals, | predict that focusegropre indirectly induces a set of alternative
individuals in @, as shown in (57).
57)Let a be the referent of the element intensifiedpbgpre.
Let {f, f2, fs,... fi} be salient alternatives to ID in the given comnt€x
Here is the induced set of alternativesit B> in context C:
Alt(C)(a)= {f1(a), &(a), B(a)...k(a)}
Note that it is the context that restricts the pt#dly infinite set of individuals to the

salient alternatives relevant in the discourseasibn. Also, this analysis does not say

anything about the truth of the alternatives, whathrectly predicts that alternative

20| adopt here the same strategy as Eckardt, whoopes type-lifted variants of the identity functiton
adverbialselbst(2001, p. 381).
21| borrow this name from Eckardt (2001: p. 382).
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propositions to the sentence including focussapre may be true (additive reading; cf.
(34b), (37)) or false (exclusive reading; cf. (31(36)).
Let's apply this analysis to example (31b) repebtzd:

58)[=31b] Aujourd’hui, Claire a pris sa propmiture pour aller au travalil.
today Clairdas taken her own car fogo  to_the work

"Today, Claire took her own car to go to work.'

As shown above, this is an example of possgssapre since Claire is contrasted with
another possessor of the car, namely her husbatiteinontext: instead of taking her
husband's car, Claire takes her own car today.,Tthesordinary meaning gfropre is
the following one, where the identity function takéhe possessor individual as
argument:

[proprel ° =iRAx.a.a(R(ID(X)))
Therefore, the focus meaning @fopre in this sentence is the set of type-lifted vasant
(using Lifty) of contextually salient alternative functionsthe identity function, i.e. the
set of type-lifted variants of salient functions from individualsitalividuals except for
the identity function. Since the relevant altermatpossessor of the car in the context is
Claire's husband, there is only one contextualigstalternative function to the identity
function, namely the function that takes Claireaegument and returns her husband; for

obvious reasons, | call this functielsBAND-OF.

[proprel "= {Lift 1(f) | f<c.e>is a contextually salient alternative to ID}

f<e,esll{ HUSBAND-OF}
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Therefore, the induced set of alternatives to €lairthe domain of individuals is as
follows:
Alt(C)(Claire)= { HusBaND-OHClaire)}

Thus, the focus semantic value of (58) is the fwihg set of propositions:

[ Aujourd'hui, Claire a pris sa [propre]voiture pour aller au travdil” = {today,

Claire took x’s car to go to work/X Alt(C)(Claire)}
This correctly means that the focus semantic meaoiinthe sentence 'today, Claire
took her own car to go to work' is the alternatpreposition 'today, Claire took her

husband's car to go to work.’

Organization of the alternatives: remarks on celityaand
scalarity

So far, | have argued that the core meaningropre consists in involving a set of
alternative functions to ID, which indirectly deely a set of alternative individuals to the
possessor or the possessum. Thus, the alternglasges crucial role in the meaning of
propre that's why | want to clarify the structurationtbese alternatives. | have already
mentioned that the potentially infinite number d€&matives is restricted by the context
and the alternatives may be true or false. Now,gtestion is how the alternatives are

organized.

First, the question of the so-called centralityeeffarises given that it has received

close attention in the literature abaelbst There is however an empirical difference
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betweenselbstand propre in this respect: in the case pfopre (possessopropre or
possessurpropre), we observe that the alternative individuals neetdbe related to the
individual intensified bypropre as illustrated by the following examples:

59) Michel déteste louer des voitures, il préferedidgre sa propre voiture.
Michel hates rent some cars he prefers drive his own car

'‘Michel hates renting cars, he prefers drivingdwvis car.'
60)[=36] Ce n’ est pasla victime qui a dénondéan ni un témoin, ¢’ est
it NE is not theviati who has denounced John nora witnigsss
sg propre mere qui I' a dénoncé!
his own mother who him has denounced
'It's not the victim who denounced John, nor anets, it's his own mother
who denounced him!'
In (59), Michel is implicitly contrasted with retitear companies as possessors of the car
(possessopropre). But Michel does not have any privileged relationthis kind of
company that could identify the alternative funititaking Michel as argument and
returning a rental car company: Michel is not calntvith respect to the possessors of
rental car. Similarly in (60), which is a case alspessunpropre, the alternatives (the
witness in particular) are not specifically relatedthe possessum John's mother: the
possessum is not central with respect to the viotitie witness.

The absence of centrality effects faropre is therefore an empirical difference
betweenselbstandpropre but this does not affect the analysis proposed.Hadeed, it
does not necessarly predict that the alternativesgesors are related to the intensified
one. The alternative functions do not logically @daw express human relationships, but
logically speaking, we can find for any set {a, a., a} on D, a set of functions {f f,

fs...fi} such that f(a)=a, f(a)=a..., fk(a)=a. Any alternative individual can be

returned by any alternative function to the idgnfiinction.
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Thus, the alternative individuals indirectly inddcBy propre —unlike selbst are
not structured into a center. However, they arei@d on a scale of likelihood in the
case of possessupropre as opposed tgelbst? and possessgropre® possessum
propre induces a scalarity effect. As shown above, thep@sition containing the
intensified element is an unlikely one as compdrethe alternative propositions. For
example in (34b) (repeated below), Arnaud's daugktan unlikely individual to stop
visiting Arnaud among the contextual alternativeaahd's cousin and Arnaud's friend.

61)[=34b] Arnaud est devenu si insupportable que s#prp fille a cessé de

Arnaud is become so unbearable thetown  daughter has stopped of
lui rendre visite. [score: 90]
him visit

'‘Arnaud has become so unbearable that his own tixusfopped visiting
him.'

This is the same kind of scalarity effect as the imluced by the focus sensitive particle
méme

62)[=38] Arnaud est devenu si insupportable que méndie a cesseé de
Arnaud is become so unbearable than  his daughter has stopped of
lui rendre visite. [score: 95]
him visit
‘Arnaud has become so unbearable that his own teugfiopped visiting

him.

22 Eckardt (2001: p.376) specifies that "not all epées of stressedelbstevoke a scale of surprise”, as
exemplified by the following sentence:

Der Busfahrer selbst erlitt einen Schadelbruch.
the busdriver himself suffereda acfure of the skull

"The bus driver himself suffered a fracture of skall.'

% The following example shows that possessmpre does not involve any scalarity effect: it is not
surprising that Benjamin prefers sleeping in hisde&d as opposed to other people's beds.

Benjamin préfere dormir dans son propre lit.
Benjamin  prefers sleep in hsvn  bed
'‘Benjamin prefers sleeping in his own bed.’
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But as mentioned above, the difference consistshan absence of an existential

presupposition in the casembpre

To account for this scalarity effect, | proposet thassessumpropre is associated
with a silent elemergventhat triggers a scalar presuppositfdThis is probably related
to the possibly hiddeaveninvolved by minimizers (cf. Heim: 1984) that demdhe low
endpoint of the contextually relevant pragmatidesea illustrated in (63):

63)He didn’t <eveN > lift a finger.
Hidden evenintroduces here a scalar presupposition: the @itpo is the least likely
proposition among the set of alternative proposgio

Let’'s apply this analysis to example (34b) repediec:

64)[=34b] Arnaud est devenu si insupportable qaeex> sa [propreg fille a
Arnaud is become so unbearable that his own daughteash

cessé de lui rendre visite. [score: 90]

stopped of him visit

'‘Arnaud has become so unbearable that his own tlusfopped visiting him."’

24 Note that this silent element has surface scofik mispect to the negation whereméme(‘even’)
always scopes over the negation whatever the sustagcture is.

a.#Jeamn’ a méme pastué ses enfants.
John NE has even not killkis children

‘John dieh't evenkill his children.’
-> even > not: the sentence is odd, since not kidfnhildren is not the least plausible possibildp the
contrary, it's high on the scale of likelihood).

b. Non, Jeam’ a pas tué sespropres enfantst*
no, John NE has not killed hiswn children
'‘No, John did not kill his own children!'
- not > even: the sentence is good since to killodkildren is the least plausible possibility.

c. # Ses propres enfants, Jean ne les pas tués!
his own children  John NEhem has not killed
'His own children John did not kill!'
- even > not: the sentence is odd since not killsoakildren is not the least plausible possibi(iby the
contrary, it's high on the scale of likelihood).

29



As shown above, this is an example of possegstwopre since Arnaud's daughter is
contrasted with other individuals, namely Arnauctsisin and Arnaud's friend in the
context. Thus, the ordinary meaningpbpre is the following one, where the identity

function takes the possessum individual as argument

[ possessum proprk ° = ARAx.Aa.ID(a(R(X)))

Therefore, the focus meaning fopre in this sentence is the set of type-lifted vasant
(using Lifty) of contextually salient alternative functionstb@ identity function, i.e. the
set of type-lifted variants of salient functions from individualsitalividuals except for
the identity function. Since the relevant alteratipossessees in the context are
Arnaud's cousin and Arnaud's friend, there are twatextually salient alternative
functions to the identity function: the function that takes Arnaud's daughter as
argument and returns Arnaud's cousin and the fomggithat takes Arnaud's daughter as

argument and returns Arnaud's friend.

[proprel "= {Lift »(f) | f<ce>iS @ contextually salient alternative to ID}

fee. el { 91; 02}
Therefore, the induced set of alternatives to Ad'®muwaughter in the domain of
individuals is as follows:

Alt(C)(Arnaud's daughter)=¢; (Arnaud's daughter);@Arnaud's daughter)}

= {Arnaud's cousin; Arnaud's friend}
Thus, the focus semantic value of (58) is the foilhg set of propositions, on which

evenoperates:
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[ Arnaud est devenu si insupportable queven > sa [propre] F fille a cessé de

lui rendre visitd f={Arnaud has become so unbearable that x stopjsiiihg
him/ x O Alt(C)(Arnaud's daughter)}

This correctly means that the focus semantic megoirthe sentence p 'Arnaud has
become so unbearable that his daughter stoppethgitim' is the set of the alternative
propositions p ‘Arnaud has become so unbearable that his cotgaped visiting him'
and p 'Arnaud has become so unbearable that his friengpstl visiting him'.
Moreover, silent gVEN> introduces the presupposition that p is leastyikhan p and
P2

To sum up, the alternatives involved in the caspropre are not structured into a
center, but silenevenassociated with possessyropre induces their ordering on a

scale of likelihood.

2.3. Conclusion of the chapter and some open issues

In this chapter, | have argued thabpre is a counterpart ofméme('-self') in
possessive DPs: likenémepropreis an intensifier involving an identity functiomder
focus. But its specificity consists in appearingclagively in possessive DPs: thus,
propre can have two targets for intensification, i.e. pessessor and the possessum,
namely the two arguments present in possessive EPshese reasons, | have proposed
that propre corresponds to two specific type-lifted varianfts-méme i.e. the identity

function under focus.
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To conclude this chapter, | would like to brieflgidaess two issues raised by this
analysis, the one in its favor and the other omeveing some potential problems.

First, the spirit of this analysis that treatslbstand propre in a similar way is
further justified by another empirical observatigmopre seems to present the same
variety of readings aselbst In particular selbstarguably exhibits two different readings
depending on its syntactic position: adnomisalbst— that | have been referring to so
far — differs from adverbiakelbstthat presents an agentive reading. The two foligwi
examples borrowed from Hole (2002) illustrate thdfecence. Moreover, the
corresponding French examples show that the saffieeestice holds for Frenciméme

65)Paul selbst wird teilnehmen, nicht nur seine Sctere (adnominal use)
Paul himself will attend, otn only his sister.

'Paul himself will attend, not just his sister.'
cf. French: Paul lui-méme va venir, et pas seulérsaisoceur.

66)Paul will selbst aufraumen. (adverbial-agentige)
Paul wants himself clean_up
'Paul wants to clean up himself." (= 'without aejph)
cf. French: Paul veut nettoyer lui-méme.
In (65), adnominabkelbstsays that at least one other person is under sfignu as a
possible attendee; in (66), agentsadbstexpresses the idea that Paul does not delegate
the job of cleaning up. To formalize these intuigp Hole argues that in the case of
adnominalselbst.the focused identity function takes as argumeatDR to whiclselbst

adjoins; but in the case of agents&lbst it takes the agentive Voice Head proposed by

Kratzer (1996)°

% See Hole: 2002 for more details about his analysigentiveselbst
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The important point for our purposes is that bathdings are available with
propre as well. Whereas possessor and possessopre correspond to adnominal
méme (-méme adjoined to the possessor or possesstinhe following examples
illustrate two cases of agentipeopre This reading is particularly salient with devdrba
nouns (67a) and objects of creation verbs (68a).

67)a. Ce site internet est de peopre creation.
this site internet is of hisvro creation

'This website is his own creation.'

b. Cyril a créé ce site interhetméme.
Cyril has created this site intgrn himself

'Cyril created this website himself." [= withoutiple

68)a. Claire a fabriqué sesopres vétements.
Claire has made her own clothes

'Claire made her own clothes.'

b. Claire a fabriqué ses vétemestlis-méme
Claire has made her clothes herself

'Claire made her clothes herself." [= without help]
Indeed, (67a) can be paraphrased by (67b) thatclesolves agentiveméme So, both
sentences express the idea that Cyril created éhsite without any help. They do not
mean that Cyril as opposed to someone else creheedvebsite, but Cyril is in an
agentive relation to the creation of the websitedjaposed to other alternative relations).
Similarly, both (68a) and its paraphrase (68b) tbay Claire made her clothes without
any help. Under this reading, (68a) does not mé&an €Claire made her clothes as

opposed to someone else's clothes (as posgasgwe would predict) or as opposed to

26 Thus in (31b)sa propre voiturg'his own car’) roughly correspondsléovoiture de Jean lui-mén{ghe
car of John himself') and in (34l5a propre fille('his own daughter’) roughly correspondsadfille elle-
méme(‘his daughter herself').
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something else (as possessoimopre would predict), but that she made them by herself,
without any help.

This observation would require further investigation particular to understand
why such readings are particularly salient whgopre is associated with deverbal
nouns or creation verbs, and to provide an exaalysis of such reading$.But for our
purposes here, it is enough to notice frapre presents the same range of readings as
méme This argues in favor of the idea exposed hereptapre and-mémefall into the

same clas&

However, the analysis proposed in this chapteresaia potential problem:
certainly, it predicts the right distribution fpropre, but it does not really explain why

this specific form of intensifielpfopre) is restricted to possessive DPs.

27 Concerning deverbal nouns, it is possible to adwptnalysis similar to Hole's analysis for agentiv
selbstif we suppose the existence of a Voice Head atthth deverbal nouns. In this capegpre would
simply target the Voice Head instead of intensifyihe possessor or the possessum.

The analysis is trickier in the case of ci@atierbs. There are two main possibilities:

- Either we can suppose ti@bpre moves at LF to take the Voice head of the verbrgament.
This would be reminiscent of superlatives of thikofeing type: 'l climbed the highest mountain', wée
highesthas to scope over the verb.

- Another option that does not include any movemeotild be to suppose that creation verbs
have events as arguments. This would be reminisifesther verbs likestart that can coerce the semantic
type of their argument into event (&lle a commencé son propre livf&he started her own book’) can
mean 'She started to write a book herself'). Thie® possessive relation would have to be precibay
relation expressed by the creation verb. Tilajre a fabriqué ses propres véteme(i@aire made her
own clothes") would be equivalent@aire a fait sa propre fabrication de vétemer{t€laire did her own
production of clothes'). From then on, the analygisild be similar to the one with deverbal nouns.

8 |mportantly, this also suggests that adnominal @aheerbial mémeshould not be analyzed as different
phenomena as it has often been proposed: it isip@sly not accidental that these two readings arise
together with two different morphological rootsm@meand propre). Therefore, this argues for an
unification of-mémeand this supports Hole's hypothesis that unifiestivo uses ofelbst:according to

his hypothesis, the only difference between adnamamd adverbiakelbstis the argument that the
identity function takes. Note that the similaritgtiveenméme(‘even’) and possessysmopre could even
suggest that the unification afémecould be extended to the focus particiéme('even’) too. But these
complex questions would require further investigrati
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We could simply say that it is becauséme(identity function) angropre (type-
lifted version of the identity function) have twaffdrent distributions that they are
morphologically different even if they contributeet same kind of meaning to the
sentence. This would justify the presence of twiedknt lexical entries of intensifiers.

But we may want to push further the analysis antivate why this particular item
propre only appears in possessive DPs. In this persgedticould be worth relating
possessiveropre with another use gdropre mentioned in the introduction:

69)[=3] C' est une coutum@aropre au  Berry.
itis a custom PROPRE he Berry

‘It's a custom peculiar to the Berry region.’

This use ofpropre (that | callpropre g is different from the one described in this paper
(possessiveropre): it has a different distribution and does notd#ve same semantic
contribution. In particular, it is postnominal anefuires a complement introduced by
the prepositiona. Also, it does change the truth-conditions of tentence. But
interestingly, its meaning (‘peculiar to', 'chaeaistic of') is strikingly close to a
possessive meanirfd:for instance,John's mothercould be described afe mother
characteristic of JohnTherefore, it would be natural to think that pessvepropre
does not differ fronmpropre aand it is because of its possessive meaningpitogire
occurs in possessive DPs.

Certainly, it is possible — and this is the viewplmoitly adopted here — to argue

that this motivation is only valid historically, bdoes not hold any more synchronically.

2 This idea is further suggested by the fact thalialh possessiveroprio may be used without the
possessive determingsua
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In other words, ifpropre s restricted to possessive DPs, it is becausgsegss/epropre

is historically derived fronpropre a But the possessive meaning has disappeared and
that's why some intensifying properties have dewdo So synchronically, the
possessive meaning of possesgivepre has left no traces except in its distribution;
possessiveropre is only an intensifier. This means that under @nhalysis presented
here, the distribution gbropre can be motivated if it is done at another levainely

from a historical point of view.

But if we want to unify the different uses pfopre synchronically, this analysis
needs to be enriched. In this chapter, | proposel lexical entries forpropre that
predict the right distribution and meaning. Butsdexical entries are probably not
primitive. Thus, if we want to go further, we neta explain from which primitive
properties they derive. This would also probablyabe&ay to understand the mismatch
between syntax and semantics that this analysisepte In particular, this analysis
raises a locality problem: since the possessor astamed in the prepositional
complement of the noun, it means tpabpre imposes a selectional restriction on the
noun that it selects itself, which usually does megqppen.

One way to go would be to contemplate the ideaeofantic reduplicatiorpropre
presents a possessive meaning in all instancesdgsigsepropre or propre g but when
propre appears in possessive DPs, intensifying propediese due to the vacuity of
reduplicating the possessive meaning already espdeby the possessive determiner

son® In other terms, there is only one lexical errgpre, which denotes a possessive

30 Schematicallypropre a= POSS
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meaning, and the differences between the appareatigus uses gbropre derive from
something else in the sentence. In particularjritensifying properties derive from the
vacuity of semantic reduplication.

This view is appealing in that it would reduce tth&erent lexical entries for
propre to one. But it implies that all the differencesvibeen propre aand possessive
propre can be derived independently, which would regfiiréher researcf Moreover,
given the current analysis fomémein the literature, the cost of this analysis wobéd
to lose the relation betwegwopre and méme Of course, this loss does not logically
follow from the idea of unifyingpropre but in the current state of research, a
simultaneous unification gfropre and mémewithout obscuring their similarity would
also require a reanalysis ahémein the light ofpropre3? In particular, it would be
worth investigating the idea that the morphologimEntity between the adnominal
intensifier mémethe agentive intensifiemémeand the focus particimémes actually
due to the fact that all these uses derive fromstmae primitive lexical entry meaning
preciselyméme('same’). Put another way, this would mean thaptimitive property of

both propre andmémeconsists in their primitive meaning (‘charactécisif' for propre

son propre= POSS + POSS possessor or possessum focused.
31 For example, why is the complementpobpre obligatory only in the case giopre & And why does
propre ahave to be postnominal as opposed to possessipec?
2 The idea would be to say that ligeopre, the use ofmémeas intensifier is motivated by its meaning in
other uses (‘same as'): in both cases, the origieahing of these elements ('same ashféme quend
‘characteristic of' fopropre § would not be lost. But their intensifying propesgt would arise from the
idea of semantic reduplication in both cases: #petition of the possessive meaning [foopre (son
propre= POSS + POSS), the repetition of the individuath®y pronoun for xnéme(Jean lui-mém¢'John
himself)=Jean + x méme que Jealohn + x same as John). This idea would not furedaally change
the analysis proposed here: the crucial part ofteaning contributed byropre andmémewould still be
to contrast elements with a contextually determisetof alternatives. But the difference would bhatt
instead of positing an identifynctionto render the vacuity of intensifiers with respictruth-conditions,
we would assume an identipyocesqreduplication of two identical elements) yieldifagus effects.
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'same as' foméme, and all the other uses of these elements (deecaltensifiers and
focus particles) would derive from other indeperid@noperties. This is further
suggested by the fact that crosslinguistically,ftrenal identity between these elements
is quite common. But even if this potential lineasfalysis seems to be promising, | will
not attempt to explore it here, since this wouldaydbeyond the scope of this paper.
Anyway, the analysis provided in this chapter iffisient with respect to the
general goal of the paper: | argue for the inteetelence between binding and
intensification and this analysis efficiently acotsi for two different cases of
intensification induced bypropre Now, the challenge is to show that these two sase

correlate with the binding propertiessain propre This is the goal of the next chapter.
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Chapter 2:
How the intensifying properties ofpropreinteract with the

binding properties of son propre

In the previous chapter, it has been shown phagpre presents double intensifying
properties:propre contrasts either the possessor or the possesstimavdontextually
determined set of alternatives. In this chaptemgue that these intensifying properties
interact with the binding properties @on propre son propre exhibits anaphoric
properties only when the referent of its antecedemtensified. In other terms, when
son is associated with possesgmmopre, son proprebehaves like an anaphor or a
logophor (long distance anaphor); however, wisen is associated with possessum
propre, son propredoes not exhibit anaphoric properties. This catr@h suggests that

binding and intensification are two interdependantiules of the grammar.

3.1. Possessoson propre anaphoric and logophoric properties

First, | show thason propreexhibits anaphoric or/and logophoric propertiegwh
sonis associated with possesgwoopre (possessoson propre: when it is the possessor
that is intensified bypropre, son proprebehaves like an anaphor that can be long

distance bound if the antecedent is a logophontece

3.1.1. First case: anaphorspn propre

When the referent of the possessor, i.e. the atéeteis inanimate, possesson

propre has anaphoric properties, unlike the pronson As stated by the principle A of
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Binding Theory, this means thadn propreneeds to be locally bound, i.e. it requires a
locally c-commanding and coindexed antecedent.
70)Principle A of Binding Theory (cf. Chomsky 1981,8®and subsequent
revisions of it): an anaphor must be bound in dmdin.
The following sentences, which involve possespoopre illustrate the c-
command requirement.

71)a.[Cet hétel]x protegesa (propre) plage sans se préoccuper des plages
this hotel protects its own beach without SE care _tloé beaches

des hotels voisins.
of _the hotels neighboring

"This hotel protects its (own) beach without caratgut the beaches of the
neighboring hotels.’

b. Les clients décet hotelk préferentsac (*propre) plage a celles des
the guests of this hotel prefer its own beath the ones of the

hotels voisins.
hotels neighboring
"The guests of this hotel prefer its (*own) beazlthe ones of the neighboring

hotels.'
In (71a), bothsa propre plage(its own beach’) anda plage('its beach’) licenseet
hotel (‘this hotel’) as antecedent. However, in (74X, hotel(‘this hotel') is only a
possible antecedent fea plage(its beach’), not fosa propre plag€'its own beach’).
Since the crucial difference between the two saeiis thatet hotel('this hotel’) does
not c-commandsa (propre) plage(lits (own) beach’) in (71b), but does in (71&)st

means thasa propre plageas opposed tsa plageneeds to be c-commanded by its

antecedent.
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Furthermore, the following examples confirm tha thlevant notion is actually c-
command, and not subject orientation, which cowthain unclear in the previous
examples.

72)a. Jai accordé fcet hotellk la maintenance dss (propre) plage.
| have given to thistédl the maintenance of its own beach

'I have given to this hotel the maintenancesofown) beach.’

b. Jai accordé aux clients[det hétell I' acces asa (*propre) plage.
| have given to_the guests dfis hotel the access to its (*dwn beach

'l have given to the guests of this hotel agt¢ests (*own) beach.’

In (72a),sa propre plagdits own beach’) is c-commanded bgt hotel(‘this hotel'),
which makes the latter a possible antecedent ofaitmeer and the sentence is therefore
grammatical. However, in (72b%a propre plagdits own beach’) does not have any
possible binder, sinceet hétel('this hotel’) does not c-commasd propre plagdits
own beach’) antes clienty'the guests’) does not agree in number satiT his confirms
that son proprerequires a binder: its antecedent must c-commiaadd be coindexed
with it.

Moreover, the binder must be local, as exemplifigdhe following sentences.

73)a. [Ce pont]a bénéficié du fait que les autorités alonné
this bridge has benefited tbé fact that the authorities have given

plus d' avantages son architectequ’ acelui du museée. [score: 84]
more of benefits to its architect than tothe_one of the museum

‘This bridge benefited from the fact that théharities provided more benefits
to its architect than to the architect of the muséu

b.*[Ce pontja  bénéficie du fait que les autorités aianné
this bridge has benefitedf _the fact that the authorities have given

plus d' avantages sor propre architectequ’ a celui du musée. [score: 37]
more of benefits to its own arett than to the_one of _the museum

"*This bridge benefited from the fact that the awities provided more
benefits to its own architect than to the architddhe museum.’
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In (73a),son architectdicenses the long-distance antecedsnpont(this bridge'), but
son propre architecten (73b) does not.

Similarly, the following sentence (74) exhibits antrast in grammaticality
depending on whethasette compagni€'this company’) is a local antecedent ((74a),
well-formed) tosa propre marque de café equitalfies own brand of fair-trade coffee")
or a long-distance one ((74b), ill-formed).

74)a. [Cette compagnie} a développéac propre marque de café équitable
this  company has devetbpdéts own brand of coffedair-trade
[score: 95]

"This company developed its own brand of fair-tradiee.’

b.*[Cette compagnie] sera encore mieux connue lorsque les organisa

this company wile_even better known when theyanizers
auront étendu sur le marcte propre marque de café équitable[score: 42]
will_have spread on the market its own brand of coffee fair-trade

"This company will be even more well-known when tinganizers have
developed in the market its own brand of fair-tradéee.’

Therefore, the following generalization holds:
75)In the case of inanimate possessors, possesaquropreis a complex

possessive anaphor obeying principle A of Bindihgdry (as formulated by
Chomsky 1981, 1986 and subsequent revisions of it).

3.1.2. Second case: logophomson propre

However, the generalization (75) does not hold &mimate possessors, as
illustrated by the following contrast:

76)a.[Le patron de cette entreprisgla bénéficié du fait que les autorités ont
the boss of this company has benefited of the fact that dbthorities have

donné plus d' avantagessas (propres) employésqu’ a ceux de son concurrent.
given more of benefits to his own employees than tothe_one of h@mpmetitor

"The boss of this company benefited from the fiaat the authorities provided
more benefits to his (own) employees than to thpleyees of his competitor.’
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b. [=73b][Ce pont]j a  béneficié du  fait que les autorités alonné
this bridge hasenbfited of the fact that the authoritieséhayven

plus d'avantages aon (*propre) architecte qu’ acelui du  musée.
more of benefits toits own architect than to the_one of _the museum

"This bridge benefited from the fact that the avithes provided more
benefits to its (*own) architect than to the arebitof the museum.’
(76a) shows thases propres employd#$is own employees') licenses a long-distance
antecedente patron de cette entreprigthe boss of this company’) as opposeddn
propre architecte('its own architect’) in (76b). Since the cruaifiference is that the
possessor is animate in (76a), this meanssiatpropredoes not require a local binder
when the possessor antecedent is animate.

Similarly, it is not always true thadon propremust be c-commanded by its

antecedent in the case of animate possessors:

77)a. L’ opinion deSéebastienportait  autant swgg (propre) mére que sur la
the opinion of Sébastien wasuabas_much on his own mothemtlwm the

mere de sa femme.

mother of his wife

'‘Sébastien's opinion was as much about his (owthenthan about his wife's
mother.’

b. Le sujet d¢l' article]; portait autant swor (*propre) titre que sur le
the topic of the article wabout as_much on its own titthan on the
titredu  film en question.
title of _the movie in question

"The topic of the article was as much about itsMiptitle than about the title
of the movie in question.’
(77a) contrasts in this respect with (77b) sisee propre mére(’his own mother’)
licenses the animate non c-commanding antece®dpastienn (77a), whileson propre
titre ('its own title") cannot have the inanimate nocooamanding'article (‘the article’)

as antecedent in (77b). So, in the case of animatecedentsson propredoes not

always require a locally c-commanding antecedent.
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Therefore son propreseems to fall into the class of long-distance hoepsuch as
Mandarin Chineseziji,** which pose a challenge to the standard theorynaplaor
binding. The hypothesis that has been proposeduch sases is the theory of
logophoricity (cf. Huang and Liu 2001; Giorgi 2002ic): long-distance anaphors are
logophoric, i.e. they do not have to obey the sytitaconstraints of binding, but the
constraints of logophoricity requiring that the esgdent be a center of perspective of
the clause containing them. This idea is basedhenfact that some West African
languages have specific pronouns used to exprespdispective of the person they
refer to. The terniogophorhas been originally coined for such cases (cf.ddagl974)
and has then been extended to situations in o#mguhges where the usual rules of
binding do not apply, that is in the case of longtahce anaphors, which have their
antecedents outside their binding domains (e.g.ddan Chineseiji).

| propose that possessawn propresupports this hypothesis: possessam propre
can be long distance bound if it is logophoric.sTimeans that in such casssn propre
refers to a specific type of antecedent, namebgaphoric center: the antecedent refers

to a person whose words, thoughts or point of viene being reportetf. More

33 Cf. Huang and Liu: 2001.
34 Sells (1987) proposes three primitive roles far #imtecedent of logophors and he suggests tha thes
roles characterize certain cross-linguistic vaoiagi

a- Source: the one who is the intentional ageth@tommunication,

b- Self: the one whose mental state or attitudgtbposition describes,

c- Pivot: the one with respect to whose (time-spaoeation the content of the proposition is
evaluated.
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specifically, | argue thaon proprebelongs to the class of logophors that requide ae
reading®

The distinction betweede re andde sereadings corresponds to the distinction
between the report of the knowledge of the speakerthat of the knowledge of the
referent of the antecedent (cf. Chierchia 1989)s Theans that the antecedentsoh
propre corresponds to a logophoric center if and onlytsfreferent is aware of the
reflexivity of the possession, i.e. if and onlyit$ referent could knowingly samon
propre (‘'my own’).

Thus, | propose that thee sereading is the primitive property definisgn propre
as a logophor. This property is therefore suffitiaa a diagnostic for logophoricity.
However, for methodological reasons, | will als@ us/0 other properties that derive
from this one to identify logophorison propre,because they are clearer diagnostics:
animacy and consciousness of the referent of thhecadent.De sereading entails
consciousness of the referent of the antecedete #is necessary to be conscious to be
able to knowingly saymon propre Moreover, consciousness entails animacy, and
therefore, by transitivityanimacy of the referent of the antecedent is aisailed by the
de sereading. That's why following Huang and Liu (200will use the following three

criteria as diagnostics for the logophoricity obpessoson propre:

3% Mandarin Chineseiji in Huang and Liu's dialect (2001: p.19) or ltalfaoprio (cf. Giorgi 2007: p.333)

also belong to this class of logophors.

Note however thatson proprediffers from Mandarin Chineseiji in that it does not exhibit any
intervention effect with respect to the first oceed person: in the following sentendéarc can be the

antecedent afon propreeven if the first persoje occurs in between:

Marcy a annoncé quégllais épouseson, propre cousin
Marc has announced that |was_going marryhis own cousin
'‘Marc announced that | was going to marry his oansin.'
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(a) animacy of the referent of the antecedent

(b) consciousness of the referent of the antecedent

(c) de sereading.

(a) Animacy of the referent of the antecedent

The animacy of the referent of the antecedentascthierion that led me to assume
the theory of logophoricity for possessamn propre(cf. pair (76) repeated here as (78)):
the referent of the antecedent has to be animalieeiose logophoricon propre Put
another way, possessson propredoes not require a locally c-commanding antecedent
if the referent of the antecedent is a center ofgective, and this is possible only if it is
animate, as exemplified by the pair already meetion

78)[=76] a.[Le patron de cette entreprise]a bénéficié du  fait que les

the boss of sthi company has benefited of the ftat the
autorités ont donné plus d' avantagesea (propres) employésqu’ a ceux de
authorities have given more of benefitsto his own employees than to tdre of

son concurrent.
his competitor

‘The boss of this company benefited from the faat the authorities
provided more benefits to his (own) employees tioathe employees of his
competitor.'

b. [=73b][Ce pontlja bénéficie du fait que les autorites atdnné
this bridge hasenbfited of the fact that the authorities haieen
plus d'avantages aon (*propre) architecte qu’ acelui du musée.
more of benefits  toits own architect than to the_one of _the museum

"This bridge benefited from the fact that the avithes provided more
benefits to its (*own) architect than to the arebttof the museum.'
Ses propres employé€is own employees’) in (78a) licenses a lontpdise antecedent
le patron de I'entrepris€the boss of the company’), but the long distaartecedente

pont (‘this bridge) in (78b) forson propre architecte(its own architect’) is

ungrammatical. This is so because 'the boss ofdhgany' can be a perspective-holder
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in (78a) as opposed to 'this bridge' in (78b), #msl difference can be easily diagnosed
by the animacy of the referentlefpatron de I'entreprisgs ce pont
(b) Consciousness of the referent of the antecedent
Similarly, the center of perspective of a sentemag to be conscious; therefore, if
the referent of the antecedent is not conscioggmpboricson propreis not possible, as
shown by the following contrast:

79)a.[Le pharaon];a beaucoup aimé les embaumeurs qui a prgsament

the Pharaoh has a_lot liked the embalmers who at preseéake
soin deson (*propre) corps. [score: 50]
care of his own body

"The Pharaoh had liked a lot the embalmers avbaow taking care of his
(*own) body.'

b.[L" espritdu  pharaon]; devait penser que les embaumeurs prenaient bien
the spirit of the Pharaoh must think that the embalmer ook well

soin deson (propre) corps. [score: 487°
care of his own body
"The Pharaoh’s spirit was probably thinking that émbalmers were taking

great care of his (own) body.’'
In (79a), the Pharaoh is dead, therefore not consciand this diagnostic shows that the
Pharaoh cannot be the center of perspective adghtence. Thuson propre corpghis
own body'), which is not locally c-commanded leypharaon('the Pharaoh’), is not
possible, as predicted by the logophoricity hypsiheHowever in (79b)son propre
corps(‘his own body') can be long distance bound'désprit du pharaor('the Pharaoh's

spirit') because the referent of this antecedertoisscious, thus a possible center of

perspective.

% The grades provided by the participants of thestioenaire are unclear to me.
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(c) De sereading
The de sereading is the strictest criterion to define tbgdphoric center in the
case of possesseon propre Let's examine the context of Beaumarchaidésriage of
Figaro to exemplify this property: in this setting, theaich Marceline knows that
Suzanne will marry Figaro, but she does not knotil thre end of the play that Figaro is
her own son. In this context, the following contraglds:

80)a. [beginning of the playMarceline; disait que Suzanne allait épousen
akdeline said that Suzanne would ynarr her
(#propre) fils.
own son
'Marceline said that Suzanne would marry Wem({n) son.’

b.[end of the play] Marceline; disait que Suzanne avait époss@ (propre) fils.
Marcain said that Suzanne had markied own son

'Marceline said that Suzanne had married her (®@n)

If (80a) is uttered at the beginning of the pld de sereading is not available since
Marceline does not know yet about her motherhodterdfore, as predicted by the
logophoricity hypothesis, she cannot be the ceoitgrerspective anMarceline cannot
long-distance bingon propre fils(her own son’)son proprecannot be logophoric in
this case. However, if (80b) is uttered at the ehthe play, the sentence is appropriate
because Marceline knows at that time that Figaheisson; thus, Marceline is the center
of perspective according to the criterion thatdgmse, which licenses the long distance
anaphorson propre fils(her own son’). This contrast demonstrates thatdé se
diagnostic appears to be the most relevant onefioadthe notion of logophoric center

in the case of possessawn propre Conversely, this means that if tHe sereading is
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not available, possessson proprecannot be logophoric and has therefore to be an

anaphor requiring a locally c-commanding antecedent

To sum up, the following generalization holds fospessoson propre
81)Possessaon propres either an anaphor obeying the syntactic comssraf
anaphoricity (local c-commanding antecedent) agaphor obeying the
discourse-related constraints of logophoricity ¢aetlent as perspective
holder)?’

Note that the set of anaphoric and logophoric usfleson propreare not in
complementary distribution, but overlap since thpgoperties are not exclusive of each
other. Thus, possessson proprecan be both anaphoric and logophoric if its ardeoe
both locally c-commands it and is the center oEpective de sereading). However, it
is possible to distinguish the two uses of possesso proprein the absence of some of
these properties:

82)- no local anteceder® logophor
- no c-commanding antecededtlogophor
- node sereading=> anaphor
- N0 conscious antecedeft anaphor
- inanimate antecedert anaphor
Interestingly, this means that even if French isegelly assumed to have a specific

binding system due to the presence of clitics, €mesctually has an element behaving

like English anaphors. Furthermore, the case ofgesos0on propresupports the theory

37 These two conditions can be reduced to one if sgame the existence of a logophoricity operator and
LF-movement of the logophor. For example, Huang land(2001: p.41) suggest that Mandarin Chinese
Ziji moves to the specifier of SourceP and the soaddleg distance binding is therefore in fact local:
"...we treat a logophorieiji not as a normal '‘pronoun in coreference’ but aar@ble A'-bound by an
operator which is itself anaphoric...".
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of logophoricity. Moreover, from a methodologicalipt of view, the case of Frenslon
propre suggests that the distinction between animateiremimate antecedents can be

used as a very reliable criterion to identify logops®

3.2. Possessunson propre:no binding properties

Recall that the main point of this chapter is tguar for the existence of an
interaction between binding and intensification.eTprevious section has shown that
when the possessor is intensifiehn proprepresents anaphoric or/and logophoric
properties. This is the first way in which bindiraand intensification interact: the
intensifierpropre seems to tursoninto an anaphor or a logophor.

The goal of this section is to show that the situais different when it is the
possessum that is intensified: possessom propredoes not exhibit any anaphoric or
logophoric properties as opposed to possessoipropre Given that only the possessor
—unlike the possessum- corresponds to the antetceflson propre this makes even
clearer the correlation between intensification bimdling.

3.2.1. The case of possesssnn propre no anaphoric nor logophoric
properties

Let's compare these two sentences:

83)Notre perspective tridimensionnelle nous dévoile daspects de
our perspective three-dimensionals reveals some aspects of

[cet univers microscopique]que ne connaitront jamaiss (propres) habitants
this universe microscopic th& MWill_know never its own nhiabitants
[score: 76] [attested on google]

'Our three-dimensional perspective reveals to nsesaspects of this
microscopic universe that its (own) inhabitantd wadver know.'

3 For instance, in English, it would be worth invgatingitselfin more details.
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84)[=71b] Les clients dcet hotelk préferensac (*propre) plage a celles
the guests of thistel prefer its own beachto the_ones

des hotels voisins.
of the hotels neighboring
"The guests of this hotel prefer its (*own) beazlhie ones of the

neighboring hotels.’
In neither of these sentences $&s propresc-commanded by its antecedent.
Nevertheless, (84) is a deviant sentence if it @ostpropre (as already mentioned)
whereas (83) is grammatical. The generalizatior) &€sounts for the ungrammaticality
of (84): since the possessor antecedent is inaejmatshould locally c-command
possessoses propresput it does not. Then, why is (83) grammatical? Tnucial
difference is that in (83propresdoes not intensify the possessor —as in (84) whase
hotel' is contrasted with 'the neighboring hotels' possessors of beaches— but the
possessum: the inhabitants of this microscopic ersy as opposed to us will never
know some aspects of it. Crucially, it is not thenmomscopic universe that is contrasted
with other alternative possessors, but it is tHebitants of this microscopic universe
that are contrasted with other entities, namely Tisis means that as opposed to
possessopropre, possessurpropre does not require a c-commanding antecedent.

Furthermore, possesswson proprdicenses an inanimate long distance antecedent

unlike possessa@on propre as illustrated by the following contrasts:

85)a.[Ce pontlia [I' airtrés fragilé&son (propre) architectea demandé un
this bridge has the air very fragile its own architect has asked a

contrbéle de sécurité.
control of security
"This bridge looks very fragile. Its (own) architesked for a security

control.'

b.[Ce pont a I' airtres fragil&Son (*propre) architectea recu moins
this bridge has the air very fragile its own architect has receiless$
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de moyens que tous les autres architectes desits mle la région.
of means thanall the other arclitec of the bridges of the area

"This bridge looks very fragile. Its (*own) arclitggot less means than all
the other architects of the bridges of the area.’

86)a.[Cetenfant] a I' air trés perturb&a (propre) mere a demandé
this child has the air veigturbed his own mother hasedsk
un suivi psychologique.
a follow-up psychological
"This child looks very disturbed. His (own) motlaesked for psychological
care.'
b.[Cetenfant a [I' air trés perturb&a (propre) mére passe moins de temps

this child has the air veigturbed his own mother spends lesof time

ala maison que toutes les autres méres de¥ants de la classe. (C'est
at the house  than all the other thmis of the children of the class (that's

cequel' enfantm'a confié.)
what  the child  me has confided
"This child looks very disturbed. His (own) motlspends less time at home

than all the other mothers of the children in tleess. (That's what the child confided

to me)’
In (85b), son propre architect€'its own architect’) is a case of possegmopre this
bridge is contrasted with other bridges as '‘possg'ssf an architect. In (85a) however,
propre intensifies the possessum: the bridge's archiseopposed to other individuals
who would ask for a security control too, and hearsunlikely individual among the
alternatives to express such a request since hgneesthe bridge himself. Crucially,
this difference in intensification correlates with difference in binding: (85b) is
ungrammatical if it includepropre becauseason propre architect€its own architect’) is
an anaphor requiring a local antecedent, but (8@yammatical becaus®n propre
architecte('its own architect’) does not exhibit binding jpedies. In other terms, this

contrast shows that possesspropre does not require a local antecedent and therefore

argues for the non anaphoric status of possessampropre
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Moreover, the same example shows that possessum propre also lacks
logophoric properties. Recall that possessmr propremay be long distance bound if
the antecedent is a logophoric center and we ésitall that a logophoric center has to
be animate. That's why (85b), which presents tlamimatece pont('this bridge’) as
antecedent of possesswn propre is ungrammatical, while (86b), in which possessor
son proprehas the animateet enfant('this child’) as antecedent, is grammaticalsit i
because a child, unlike a bridge, can be a ceritperspective that (86b), unlike (85b),
is well-formed,; this is further suggested by thet fénat the parenthesis in (86b), which
explicitly makes the child the source of the seaéemmproves the grammaticality of the
sentence. However, both (85b) and (85d), in whicbpre does not intensify the
possessor, but the possessum, are grammaticahevhibée antecedent is animate or not.
Crucially, (85b) is a well-formed sentence evensdin propre architectq'its own
architect’) has the inanimate pont(‘this bridge') as long distance antecedent. This
demonstrates that possesssom propre unlike possessaon propre,lacks anaphoric
and logophoric properties altogether.

Therefore, the implications (82) could be refornbedbas follows:

87)- no local anteceder® logophoric possessspn propreor possessurson

P L%p(r:?commanding antecededitlogophoric possessspn propreor possessum
son propre

- node sereading=> anaphoric possesssenn propreor pOSsessurson propre

- N0 conscious antecedeft anaphoric poSSesSSE TN Propreor POSsessurson
propre

- inanimate antecedert anaphoric possSessson pPropreor possessurson
propre
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Note that since the anaphoric and logophoric caimds are not exclusive of the
interpretation required by possesswon propre the antecedent of possessison

propre may be locally c-commanded or/and center of petspe

The following table summarizes the status of tHeviant properties (hamed A,
B, C, D, E) for each use @on propre(F and G indicate the intensifying properties):
when the property is said to be obligatory, it needmat it is a defining property;
otherwise, it is said to be possible. Since nonth@$e properties is ever excluded, there
is overlap between the different usespobpre this is illustrated by the following

diagram.

Possessaon propre Possessum
(F. possessor intensified) son propre
(G. possessum
Anaphor Logophor
intensified)
A. c-commanding antecedent Obligatory Possible iPless
B. local antecedent Obligatory Possible Possible
C. animate antecedent Possible Obligatory, Possible
D. conscious antecedent Possible Obligatory Passibl
E. de sereading Possible Obligatory Possible
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Logophoric

possessoson
propre (C+D+E+F)
Anaphoric
possessoson
propre (A+B+F)
Possessurson
propre(G)

Overlap between the uses of anaphoric possessagpropre the uses of logophoric possesson propre
and the uses of possesssam propreThe intersections of the sets represent ambigueadings, as
illustrated by the following examples (the lettarparentheses, which correspond to the properties
mentioned in the table, indicate the properties @@ necessarly present; the ambiguity can carresio
an interpretative ambiguity (F or G, E or not K. €1)) or can result from the fact that the coaists of
logophoricity are compatible with the contraintsaofaphoricity (e.g. (3))

1) Fabrice a grondé ses propres enfants. (A+BHE: F or G)
Fabrice has scolded his own hildeen
'Fabrice scolded his own children.'

2) Ce pont déplait a son propre architecte. B(A+or G)
this bridge upset toits  own architect
"This bridge upsets its own architect.’

3) Claire a sélectionné son propre article glgtée celui de son collegue. (A+B+C+D+E; F)
Claire has selected her owmrticle rather than the_one of heplleague
‘Claire selected her own article rather than héeague's.’

4) Michel est persuadé que les juges sélectiombees propres enfants. (C+D+E; F or G)
Michel is persuaded that the jugevill_select his own Idinén
‘Michel is persuaded that the judges will selestdwn children.’

5) Ce pont a I' airtrés fragile. Son proprehétecte ne le traverserait pas. (G) [score: 73]
this bridge has the air very fragile itsown architect NE it would_crosmt
"This bridge looks very fragile. Its own architeauld not cross it.'

6) Cette compagnie a développé sa propre mamjueafe équitable. (A+B; F) [score: 95]
this  company has developeds aivn brand of coffee fair-trade
"This company developed its own brand of fair-tradtee.'

7) L’ opinion de Jean portait sur sa propre méras sur la mere de Paul. (C+D+E; F)
the opinion  of John concerned on ows mother, not on the mother of Paul
‘John's opinion was about his own mother, not aBaud's mother.’
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Note that the interpretation G (intensified possegsis therefore possible with any combination oBA
C, D, E, while the interpretation F (intensifiedsgessor) is only possible with the three follonéegs of
properties: {A,B}, {C, D, E}, and {A, B, C, D, E}.

3.2.2. The case of possesswon propre constraints other than binding

Possessunson propre obeys neither the constraints of anaphoricity tioe
constraints of logophoricity. But this does not mehat possessuison propreis not
constrained at all: possessson propreseems to exhibit other types of requirements.

(a) Animacy of the possessum
First, possessurson propre,unlike logophoric possess@on propre does not

impose any animacy restriction on the possessaiit ldoes require that the possessum

be animate. This constraint is particularly cledrew the antecedent is not in the same

clause ason propre as shown by the following contrast:

88)a.[Ce pontlia [I' airtrés fragilé&son (propre) architecte n' a pas
this bridge has the air very fragile its own architect NE has not

refusé un controle de sécurité supplémentaire.
refused a control of security diddial

"This bridge looks very fragile. Its (own) architelid not refuse an additional
security control.’

b.[Ce pontlia [I' airtrées fragile&ses (*propres) fondationsn'ont pas passeé

this bridge has the air very fragile its own foundations NE have naeisged

les contrbles de sécurité.
the controls of security

"This bridge looks very fragile. Its (*own) foundats did not pass the
security control.’
In both sentences, possesssam proprehas a long distance inanimate antecedent
pont ('this bridge’), but only (88a) is grammaticaln& the crucial difference between

both examples consists in the animacy of the pessesthis contrast shows that

possessunson proprerequires an animate possessum. This constraispesific to
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possessunson propre anaphoric possesseon propredoes not have any animacy
requirement at all (cf. (89a) where both the posseantecedent and the possessum are
inanimate) and logophoric possesson proprerequires an animate antecedent, but
does not impose any restriction on the animacyhefgossessum. Thus, in (89bdn
propre appartemen(’her own apartment’) is long distance bound Ndglanie that
corresponds to the logophoric center, and the seatés well-formed even if the
possessum 'her own apartment' is inanimate.

89)a. [=71a][Cet hotel]x protégesa, propre plage sans se préoccuper des
this hotel prcte its  own beach without SEecar of _the

plages des hoétels voisins.
beaches of the hotels neighboring

"This hotel protects its own beach without ca@bgut the beaches of
the neighboring hotels.'

b. Mélaniey est soulagée de I' issue de la réurom propre appartement
Melanie is relieved of thtcome of the meeting her own arapent

n' est pas concerné par les futurs travaux ;seul I' appartement de son
NE is not concerned by the future buidiwork; only the apartment of her

voisin I est.
neighbour it is.

'‘Melanie is relieved by the outcome of the meetihgr own apartment will
not be concerned by the future building work; dméy neighbour's apartment will.'

So, the contrast between possessum and possess@roprewith respect to the
animacy of the possessum is clear in the casengf diistance antecedents. The same
contrast seems to arise with local antecedenis hibwever harder to judge since in this
case, there is an ambiguity between a reading vinglpossessurson propreand a
reading involving possessspn propre(since there is no animacy requirement on the

antecedent of anaphoric possessom propreas opposed to logophoric possessom

propre): only the interpretation can distinguish the t@adings.
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90)a. ?Dans sa colérAuréliex a tout brdlé: elle a brdlgon, propre

in her anger Auréliehas all burned she has burned her own
journal intime, qui  lui  était pourtant si précieux.
diary which to_her wabkough  so unvaluable

'In her anger, Aurélie burned everything: she bdrner own diary, which
was invaluable for her.'

b.Auréliex n' a pas mont®or, propre journal intime a sa mere, mais

Aurélie  NE has not shown r heown diary to hmother, but
seulement celui de sa sceur.
only the_one of her sister.

‘Aurélie did not show her own diary to her mothmrt only that of her sister.'

Thus, if (90a) means that Aurélie was so angry giegt burned everything, even her
diary (possessurpropre reading), the sentence does not appear to benattyal as
opposed to (90b). However, (90a) is not as de\dar{B8b) either.

(b) Preference for relational noun as possessum

Possessunson propre does not only impose an animacy restriction on the

possessum: also, when associated with possessarpropre relational nouns seem to
make sentences more natural than non relationailsadndeed, (91a), which contains a
non relational nouprétre ('priest’) appears to be less natural than (91b), which ptese
the relational nougonstructeur('builder’).

91)a. ? La nouvelle églisg] déplait a tous les habitants du villagen, propre
the new church etpstoall the inhabitants of the villagets own

prétre n’ a pas | airtres satisfait du résulfacore: 48]
priest NE has not the air very satisfied_tloé result

"The new church upsets all the inhabitants of thage; its own priest does
not look very satisfied of the result.'

b. La nouvelle églisg] déplait a tous les habitants du  villag&on, propre

the new church upsétsall  the inhabitants of the village its own
constructeurn’a pas I' air tres satisfaitdu  réatil
builder ne has not the air yweaatisfied of the result

"The new church upsets all the inhabitants of thage; its own builder does
not look very satisfied of the result.'
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These two observations suggest that possessanpropreimposes restrictions on
the possessum that are not related to bindingayt Ioe the case that these constraints are
due to the presence of siletenin the case of possesswwan propresince this element
requires the construction of a likelihood scale. Wiay hypothesize that unlike overt
even,which would have two properties, i.e. constructmgscale of likelihood and
picking up the lowest or at least a low elementhenscale, covedgvenwould only have
the second property. This would mean that coesen associated with possessum
propreis only possible if a likelihood scale is alreaglyen. This would account for the
fact that relational nouns are preferred since thbgrently establish a relation between
the possessor and the possessum. Concerning aniimaoyld be that for reasons that
go beyond grammar, scales of likelihood are onkggiwith animates.

This speculative hypothesis would of course requidependent evidence. But it
is sufficient for our purposes to notice that psssenson propredoes not obey binding-
type constraints but other kinds of constraints.

(c) Closest c-commanding possessor as antecederdiiéble

Possessurson propreseems to follow another rule, which makes theasibn
more intricate: even if possessison propredoes not require a local c-commanding
antecedent in general, it appears to require anmoy@nding antecedent when there is
one available.

92)a. *[Ce pont]ya donné lieu a une multitude de légendesauwanstruction. Je
this bridge has given risea multitude of legends about itsistouction I
me méfie deson propre architectea ce propos. [score: 27]
distrust its own architect on this topic
"This bridge gave rise to a lot of legends concwggritis construction. | distrust
its own architect on this topic.'
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b.[Ce pontlja donnélieu a une multitude de Iégendes sarconstruction.
this bridge has given rise & multitude of legends about dtnstruction

Son propre architectea répandu plusd’ un mensonge & ce $sgere: 78]
its own architect has spreadnore than one lie to this topic

"This bridge gave rise to a lot of legends concwggritis construction. Its own
architect spread more than a lie about this topic.'

In neither (92a) and (92b) does the inanimagepont('this bridge') c-commandon
propre architectdits own architect’) and it is not in the samauske either; so anaphoric
and logophoric constraints are not at stake heosveier, (92a) presents an intervener
betweence pont(‘this bridge’) andgon propre architect€'its own architect’), and this
precisely seems to make the sentence deviant gsacechto (92b)ie ('l'), which could
be a possible possessor of the archileand c-commandson propre seems to
intervene betweerce pont and son propre architect This suggests that even if
possessuraon proprecan have a non c-commanding antecedent in thaeds¢ any c-
commanding DP, when there is a c-commanding DPsgsssinson propreseems to
require it as antecedent.

Moreover, when there are several DPs c-commargbngpropre only the closest
one can be its antecedent, as shown in (93).

93)[Ce pont], a donné lieu a la rumeur qiee maire]; se méfie deonj
this bridge  has given rise tothe rumothat the mayor  SE distrusts of its/hi
propre architecte.
own architect
"This bridge has given rise to the rumor that tleyon distrusts his/*its own
architect.'

39 The possessive relation between the architectramebvould be of course different from the possessive
relation between the bridge and the architect. lege note thaje ('I') intervenes even if its person
marking is different from that afon propre(the first person possessiveni®n proprg.
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In (93), the sentence can only be grammatical &f @imtecedent of sopropre
architecte('his/its own architect’) i maire(‘the mayor’). So, even if bote pont(this
bridge) andle maire ('the mayor’) c-commandon propre architectg’his/its own
architect’),son propreonly licenses the closest DP as antecedent)d.eaire (‘the
mayor')#°

But surprisingly, this linear precedence does noid hwhen there are several
possible antecedents that do not c-comnsamdpropre as illustrated in (94).

94)[Le nouveau muség]a été construit prégu  pont]. Sonk propre

the new museum has beestoacted near of the bridge its now
architecte avait pourtant déconseillé  cet emplacement.
architect had vyet advised irgjahis site

"The new museum has been constructed near theebttdgwn architect had yet
advised against this site.’

From a pragmatic point of view, bold nouveau musé@he new museum’) ard pont
('the bridge’") are potential antecedentsstam propre architect€its own architect’). But
as opposed to (93), neither of these DPs c-comnmsordpropreand we observe that in
this case, onlyle nouveau musé¢the new museum'’) can be interpreted as the
antecedent: the closest Dd pont(‘'the bridge') is not the obligatory antecedensaf
propre and is even impossible as antecederstonf propre So, when no c-commanding
DP is available, the only possible antecedensasf propreis not the closest one, but

seems to correspond to the topic (eenouveau musgéhe new museum’) in (94)).

0 Recall that this is not the case for logophorisgEssopropre, which does not necessarly have the
closest possible antecedent as its antecedent.
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Thus, possessuraon proprefollows other types of rules than possesson
propre This means thason propre does or does not exhibit binding properties
depending on the elememiropre intensifies: this argues for the existence of an

interaction between binding and intensification.

3.3. Conclusion of the chapter:son propreas an evidence for an
interaction between binding and intensification

3.3.1. Generalizations

To sum up the results of the previous sectionse hee the generalizations
describing the distribution @&fon propre
- when propre intensifies the possess@pn propremust have an antecedent that
locally** c-commands it (anaphor&on propré unless the antecedent is a logophoric

center (logophorison propré.

*1 | am aware that the notion of locality has noerb@recisely defined yet, but for my purposes hére,
simply assume that the local domairsoh propreis the clause, as shown by the following contrast:

*[Les chambres du  premier étagebnt bénéficié du fait queurs; propres
the rooms of _the first floor have benefited from_the facttththeir own

salles de bairplaisent aux touristes.

bathrooms please to_the towirist

*The first floor rooms benefited from the fact thlaeir own bathrooms are popular with
the tourists.'

Les étudiants de ce lycée ont bénéficié du fait qeers; propres

the students of this high_school hdvenefited from_the fact that their wno
professeursconnaissaient les examinateurs.

teachers knew thersiners

The students of this high school benefited fromftct that their own teachers knew the
examiners.'

Note that it is anyway hard to define more pregigble local domain okon propre an inanimate
antecedent is necessary for that, but an inaniswigct is hardly compatible with a ECM verb oreatby
that introduces a small clause containing its pesse (e.g.considérer (‘consider’), causativéaire

(‘'make")...etc); moreover, when we can find onejuldgment is hard to establish:

? [Le boulet] a fait exploseson propre canon
the ball has made explode it®wn cannon
"The cannonball made its own cannon explode.’'
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- whenpropre intensifies the possessusgn propremust combine with an animate and
have the closest possible possessor as antecedent.

This means that possessswn propreobeys constraints related to binding (syntactic
constraints of anaphoricity and discourse-relatedstraints of logophoricity) while
possessunson propreobeys other types of constraints that do not ifdath classical
binding constraints. Crucially, this shows a linktween binding and intensification
since the possessor corresponds to the antecedesn: the possessor is intensified by
propre, the antecedent, which always refers to the peesesanaphorically or
logophorically bindson propre but when it is the possessum that is intensitieere is

no such constraint.

3.3.2. Evidence against an independence between bindohgngansification

In other terms, the generalizations governing tiséridution of son propreargue
against the hypothesis that binding and intengiboaconstitute two separate modules
of the grammar: it can be shown that a theory Bdegeton (2004) does not make the
right predictions here.

Bergeton argues against the idea that complexxrefle (e.g. Danislsig sely
correspond to a special kind of anaphoric expraesstbat exhibit binding properties
different from the binding properties of simplelegives (e.g. Daniskig). It has been
claimed that complex reflexives have a tendencyeolocally bound while simple
reflexives allow for long distance binding. But Beton proposes that the so-called

complex reflexives are better analyzed as adnolyimaiensified counterparts of the
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simple reflexive (e.g. Danish reflexiwgg + intensifiersel\y) with mutual independence
of binding and intensificatiof? syntactic binding principles account for the disttion
of reflexives (e.g. Danishkig) and pronouns (e.g. Danistan ('he"),ham ('him')) while
the distribution of intensifiers (e.g. Danis@l\) is subject to the semantic and pragmatic
principles of intensification, namely the contrastiess condition: the referent of the
intensified expression is contrasted with a coniaty determined set of alternatives.
Then, it is the interaction between predicate nmmaanjantireflexive predicates vs.
inherently reflexive predicates) and adnominal nstication of reflexives that yields
some indirect locality effects of intensificatith.

Interestingly for our purposes here, Bergeton megealaims that his analysis can

be straightforwardly extended to intensified possesreflexives (e.g. Danistin egei

“2 Bergeton chooses Danish to test his proposal secBanish presents a morphologically transparent
articulation of binding and intensification, as ogpd to English in which, according to him, the uailt
independence of binding and intensification is absd by what appears to be a morphological overlap
between the elements used as intensifier and redlex

Nevertheless, Bergeton extends his analysis toigndly assuming the existence of a null reflexive i
English and a phonological deletion rule for prombim beforehimself (2004: p.6 for Danish forms and
p.32 for English forms):

Simple/unintensified Complex/Intensified
Danish English Danish English
Reflexive sig 1] sig selv @ himself
Subject pronoun han he han selv he himself
Object pronoun ham him ham selv [him] himself
DP kongen the king kongen selv the king himsel

3 The following examples show the influence of peatt: meaning on intensification (Bergeton, 2004:
p.17):
- Neutral predicates:
Peter vasker sig/sig selv/bilen
'Peter washes himself/the car.'
- Antireflexive predicates:
Peter misunde *sig/sig selv/Marie.
'Peter envies himself/Marie.'
- Inherently reflexive predicates:
Peter dukkede sig/*sig selv/*Marie
'Peter ducked (*himself)/Marie.'
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and pronouns (e.g. Danistand egep** Similarly, the distribution of simple forms is
constrained by the principles A and B of the bigditheory and adnominal
intensification does not directly affect localitgrestraints. Rather, the mandatory use of
intensified forms in certain contexts is due to aiméi-reflexivity of the predicate, which
presupposes the representational non identityeoféferents of the possessive reflexive
and its antecedent: semantic or pragmatic factagept local binding of unintensified
reflexives in the case of anti-reflexive predicdfesConcerning English, Bergeton
simply says that English possessivecan be locally bound as opposed to Dahighs

but he claims that this difference between the ibgpdlomain ofhansin Danish andis

in English is not a problem for his analysis.

Under Bergeton's analysison proprewould correspond to the intensified version

of possessiveson?® Thus, son would only follow the syntactic principles of biing

4 Danish and English nominal expressions in possesmsition: (2004: p.23)

Simple/unintensified Complex/Intensified
Danish English Danish English
Reflexive sin his/her/one's sin egen his/her/one's own
Pronoun hans his hans egen his own
DP kongens the king's kongens egen the king's own

5 Examples (Bergeton, 2004: p.24) :

- Neutral predicates:
Peter vasker sin/sin egen/John's tegnebog
'Peter washes his/his own/John's wallet.'

- Antireflexive predicates:
Peter stjal*??sin/sin egen/John's tegnebog.
'Peter envies his/his own/John's wallet.'

- Inherently reflexive predicates:
Han hyttede sit/?7?sit eget/*Peter's skin.
'He saved his own life.'

¢ Bergeton only deals with intensification of thespessor. He does not talk at all about intensifinaif
the possessum.

65



while proprewould be subject to the conditions of intensificat But given that French,
unlike Danish, does not have a specific form fdlesdve possessivesoncan be both
locally and long distance bound and this makesriect predictions with respect son
propre In particular, this would predict thabn proprelike soncan be long distance
bound if the conditions for intensification arefiléd.*” But this is not the case as
shown by the following examples:
95)[Context The mayor organized a competition in order touic¢he architect
who will design the future museum of the city. Tmain architects are in
contention for it: the first one recently desigried modern church of the

neighbouring village, and the second one designedé¢w bridge of the area.]

La plupart des habitants ont accueilli avealbeap d’ enthousiasnjee nouveau
most of _the inhabitants have receivedth much of enthusiasme e
pont];, qu’ils trouvent a la fois esthétique et seljct’est pourquason (*propre)
bridge that they find both stetic  and solid  that's why its own
architecte a davantage de chance d’ étre choisi que cekil’ dglise, a mon avis.

architect has more of chance bef chosen than the_one of the church, yoopmion
[score: 40]
'Most inhabitants are enthusiastic about the neggbrthat they think is both
aesthetic and solid; that's why | would think itewn) architect has more chance to
get selected than the architect of the church.’
The context establishes a clear contrast betweeratehitects so that the conditions for
intensification of the possessor are fulfilled. Mover, the sentence wisonis well-
formed. Therefore, if binding and intensificationens independent as Bergeton
proposes, the sentence wathn propreshould be grammatical, but it is not.

Similarly, we would expect the following senteneelie grammatical wittson

proprejust like withson

*" Thus, Bergeton (2004: p.9) claims that the scedalbgophors are actually adnominally intensified
pronouns.
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96)[Michel's brother is a primary school teacher. paeents of the children in the
class complain that Michel's children are treatié@mntly.]

Par solidarité fraternelle, le frére de Migha® gronde jamais se&propres)
by solidarity brotherly the brother bfichel NE scolds never his own

enfants.
children

'In brotherly solidarity, Michel’s brother neverdads his (*own) children.’
The context establishes a contrast between Michkildren and the other children in
Michel's brother's class, so that the pragmaticditmms for intensification are met.
Furthermore,ses is grammatical in the absence pfopre Therefore, Bergeton's
hypothesis predicts that the sentence should bkfeveled in the presence giropre
too, but it is not.

So under the common view that Frersdn behaves like a pronoun, Bergeton's
hypothesis makes the wrong predictions sisme propredoes not behave likeonwith
respect to binding even if the pragmatic conditiftordntensification are fulfilled.

We could try to save Bergeton's analysis — whosgt stompositionality is
appealing — by making the following hypothesis:ratesonmay actually be ambiguous
between a reflexive forrmonand a pronominal forraon This would mean that French
has the same possessive system as Danish eves mharphologically opaque. Then, if
(96) is deviant wittpropre it is becaussonis a reflexive form in this case, whg®nis
a pronoun in the versions of the sentence withpubopre Therefore, the
ungrammaticality of the sentences would not betdube presence q@ropre However,
it would be necessary under such an hypothesiggdiaie whysonhas to be a reflexive
when propre is present. A possible analysis would be to say tlpossessopropre

associates with reflexiveon while possessumropre combines with pronominaion
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which would make the right predictions in probahlthe case€¥ and in particular in
the crucial case:

97)[=85] a.[Ce pont]ia [l'air trées fragileSon (propre) architectea demandé un
this bridge has the air very fragile its own architect has asked a

contrdle de sécurité.
control of security
‘This bridge looks very fragile. Its (own) architesked for a security
control.'
b.[Ce pont]; a [I'air tres fragil&Son (*propre) architectea recu moins
this bridge has the air very fragile its own architect has receiless$

de moyens que tous les autres architectes desits e la région.
of means thanall the other arclstec of the bridges of the area

"This bridge looks very fragile. Its (*own) arclhitggot less means than all
the other architects of the bridges of the area.’
This would mean that in (97b), possessmpre combines with reflexivsor sinceson
is not locally bound, the sentence is ill-formedh the other hand in (97a), possessum
propre associates with pronominsbn that's why the sentence is well-formed.

But this hypothesis precisely establishes an iotena between intensification and
binding: if these two modules were completely safeat, there would be no reason why
the association aon (reflexive/pronoun) angropre (possessor/possessum) would not
be freely available if the conditions for bindingdaintensification are independently
met. But this is not the case: every time pronomsan and reflexiveson are not
compatible, possesspropre cannot combine with pronominabnas illustrated above

in (95) and (96).

“8 |t is probable that even the cases of ungramniigidar possessurson proprethat have been reported
above (cf. inanimacy of the possessum) could bewted for too if we relegate them to the module of
intensification.
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Therefore, Bergeton's analysis, which makes bindang intensification two
independent modules of the grammar, does not seamake the right predictions for
French son propre it is necessary to suppose an interaction betwsading and
intensification to account for the distribution gbn propre. Thus, | agree with
Bergeton's idea of compositionality in the senss slon propreis not a lexical entry
distinct fromson”® but can be decomposed into two elements. Howéwksagree with
the idea — which would follow from his theory — tipaopre does not have any influence
on the binding properties sbn.

3.3.3. Interaction between binding and intensificatiorthia light of Frenclson
propre

To sum upson propreshows an interaction between binding and interegion in
two respects: (a) firstson propreconfirms and makes clearer some generalizations
about intensifiers and reflexives that have begugssted for other languages; (b) due to

its specificity,son proprereveals a new principle linking binding and inténation.

(a) Here are prototypical examples showing an attgon between binding and
intensification: in all these casesyn propreas opposed tsonis ungrammatical even if

the conditions for intensification are independgflfilled.>°

9 This idea — rejected by both Bergeton and theemtestudy — is actually the standard view about
reflexives: in most theoretical approaches of bigglit is tacitly assumed that reflexitienselfis a lexical
entry distinct from intensifyingimself
0 Thus, in cases of grammatical discrepancy betvsearandson propre sonis grammatical whileson
propre is not. But there are also some cases where pipesde contrast is foundson propreis
grammatical whereasonis not:

a. Jerbmgest sop propre ennemi.

'‘Jérdme is his own enemy.'
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- while son can have a non-commanding antecedent or even @henc antecedent,
possessoson propremust have a c-commanding antecedent:

98)a. [L' hotel [du  millionnairg]; protege sa: plage sans se

the hotel of _the millionaire protects its/his beach without SE
préoccuper des plages voisines.
care of _the beaches neighboring

‘The hotel of the millionaire protects its/bsach without caring about the
neighboring beaches.’

b.[L' hotel [du  millionnaire] ]; protégesa-q+ propre plage sans  se

the hotel  of _the millionaire protects its own beacowithout SE
préoccuper des plages voisines.
care of the beaches neighboring

"The hotel of the millionaire protects its/biwn beach without caring about
the neighboring beaches."

- while son can have a long distance antecedent under anyiticondpossessoson
propre cannot be long distance bound unless the antecedatogophoric center:

99)[=73b][Ce pont a bénéficie du fait que les autorités aonné
this bridge has bdéeef of the fact that the authorities haveegi

plus d' avantages son (*propre) architecte qu’ acelui du musée.
more of benefits to its own architect than to the_one of _the museum

"This bridge benefited from the fact that thehauties provided more
benefits to its own architect than to the architddhe museum.’
Thus, the following generalization shows the fiesipect of the interaction between
binding and intensification:

100) When the possessor antecedent is intenssi@a propremust obey anaphoric
or logophoric constraints whikondoes not have to.

b. *Jérbme est sopennemi.
*Jérdme is his enemy.’

However, such examples do not necessarly arguarfanteraction between binding and intensification
because the contrast could be independently aceduot by principles of intensification: as Bergeto
would suggestétre I'ennemi d€'to be enemy with') is an anti-reflexive predegaterefore, the reflexive
possession is only possible is the reflexive padgess intensified.
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This generalization makes clearer what has beepopea for reflexives in other
languages. For instance, it has been argued thdady, Englishhimselfbehaves either
like an anaphor or a logophor whitém behaves like a pronoun. However, the case of
son propreis interesting in that it clearly shows the rofeidensification: because of
their possessive statuspn and son propreare compatible in the same position as
opposed tdim andhimself(at least in the local domain). This makes cle#rat (i) son
propre is not a separate lexical entry, but an intergifierm of son (while it is not
obvious that the so-called reflexivemselfis an intensified form of the pronoumm)
and (ii) intensification restricts the binding pisigies of the intensified element.

(b) The specificity oon propres even more interesting in the following case:

101) [=85] a.[Ce pont a I' airtrés fragil&Son (propre) architecte a demandé
this bridge has the air very fragile its own architect  has asked

un controle de sécurité.
a control of security

"This bridge looks very fragile. Its (own) architesked for a security
control.'

b.[Ce pont; a I' airtres fragil&Son (*propre) architecte a recu  moins
this bridge has the air very fragile its own architect has receilex

de moyens que tous les autres architectes desits mle la région.
of means thanall the other arclstec of the bridges of the area

"This bridge looks very fragile. Its (*own) architegot less means than all
the other architects of the bridges of the area.'
Here,son proprereveals a phenomenon that cannot appear in ofisesof reflexives
since onlypropre exhibits a flexible target in intensification (p@ssor or possessum).
Thus, this makes clear that it is not only intenation per se that restricts the binding

possibilities, but intensification of the referafitthe antecedent. Indeed, it is only when

the possessor — which crucially corresponds toatitecedent — is intensified thedn
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propre exhibits anaphoric or logophoric properties; ih@é the case when the possessum
is intensified. This cannot be seen in sentencasvimg -selfor any equivalent in other
languages, sinceself and its equivalents only intensify the DP to whibtley adjoin,
namely the referent of the antecedent. Thus, herthe generalization specifically

revealed byson propre

(7 x>

102) a.Antecedent X proprenoun....
b. Antecedent X proprenoun....
Key: - underlined elements in bold correspondéonents whose referents are intensified.

- the arrow represents obligatory binding (anajchar logophoric).
- the elements in italic are intensifiers.

(102) therefore predicts the contrast found in §1@{102a) is ungrammatical since
anaphoric binding cannot occur outside the bindiagain and an inanimate cannot be

a logophoric center.

(7 x>

103) a.*Inanimate [X proprenoun....]
b. Inanimate A proprenoun....]
Key: - underlined elements in bold correspondéonents whose referents are intensified.

- the arrow represents obligatory binding (anajchar logophoric).
- the elements in italic are intensifiers.
- the brackets [ ] indicate the binding domain.

Even if the specificity oson propreis more liable to reveal this generalization, it
is possible to test it with other intensifiers &esf this principle can be generalized to all

intensifiers. In particular, this principle can tested withméme(which has been shown
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to be similar topropre in several respects in the previous chapter) amdedicts the

following patterns:

£ x>

104) a.Antecedent nounx-méme....
b. Antecedent x noun méme....
Key: - underlined elements in bold correspondéonents whose referents are intensified.

- the arrow represents obligatory binding (anajchar logophoric).
- the elements in italic are intensifiers.

7 S

105) a.*Inanimate [nounx-méme....]
b. Inanimate A nounméme....]
Key: - underlined elements in bold correspondéonents whose referents are intensified.

- the arrow represents obligatory binding (anajchar logophoric).
- the elements in italic are intensifiers.
- the brackets [ ] indicate the binding domain.

Interestingly, this prediction seems to be corrastsuggested by the following contrast:

106) *Ce tremblement de terre a fait beaucoup dé@degdurant les premiéres
this earthquake has made a_lot of damage. During fitist

secondeda solide tour de la villea résisté. Puis aprés quelques secondes,
seconds the solid tower of the city has resisteldeil after some seconds

elleemémeest tombée.
her -self is fallen

*This earthquake caused a lot of damage; durieditht seconds, the solid
tower of the city resisted, but after some secoitsislf collapsed.’

107) Cette tour était trop fragile pour résister auremblement de terre.
this towerwas too fragile toresist to_the earthquake

Ses fondationsnémen' ont pas résisté au  choc.
its foundations self NE has not igtesl to_the impact

"This tower was too fragile to resist to the eauthiee. Its foundations themselves did
not resist to the impact.'

*! Note that the restriction concerning animate isiféed possessum does not hold fioéme
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In (106), the pronourelle (‘her/if?) is intensified and its referent correspondshe t
referent of the antecedefd solide tour de la ville('the solid tower of the city').
Therefore, since the antecedent is not in the badiomain of the pronoun and it is
inanimate (and thus not a possible logophoric ¢gntee sentence is ungrammatical.
However in (107), it is the DBes fondation§its foundations') that is intensified and its
referent does not correspond to the referent ofatitecedentette tour('this tower").
Therefore, the sentence is grammatical.

So, here is the new generalization relating inferadion to binding. It concerns
intensification of pronominal elements:

108) A pronominal element can be intensified only iibound by its antecedent
according to the principles of anaphoricity or Ipgoricity. However, if a
pronominal element is included in an intensifiepression, it does not need to
be syntactically bound.

The question is now why this principle holds. Th@relation between binding
and intensification can be surprising since differkinds of constraints seem to be at
stake: while binding is about syntactic principteited to the structure of the sentence,
intensification applies at the semantic and pragmevels, generating alternatives to the
intensified element. Then, why can alternativesgeeerated only if the intensified
variable has a locally c-commanding element orraereof perspective as antecedent?
Unfortunately, |1 do not have any full answer tasthuestion yet. But an idea would be to

relate the binding domain to the domain where @édtives are generated: intensification

would be permitted only if the domain in which attatives are generated (probably the

°2 | a tour (‘the tower’) is feminine in French. French ladksitral pronouns; that's why it is the feminine
pronoun 'her' which is used in the gloss, but gl pronoun 'it' in the translation.

74



clause) is included in the binding domain. Heransllustration showing the alternative
propositions for examples (101la) and (101b); x datiis the alternatives to the
intensified element.

101a) Antecedent: this bridge
[x asked for a security control.]

101b) Antecedent: this bridge
[X's architect got less means than all the othehigacts of the bridges in the area.]

In (101b), x corresponds to alternatives to an elanthat is not identified in the domain
of the alternatives, since it refers to the bridgel the antecedené pont(‘this bridge')
does not appear in the domain. However in (101a&prresponds to alternatives to an
element that is identified in the domain of thesalttives, since it corresponds to y's
architect: even if y is not identified in the domaince the antecedent otg pont(‘this
bridge') is outside the domain, y's architect ct@h s identified as an architect. This
difference suggests why a pronominal element cabheantensified as opposed to an
element including it.

Nevertheless, this is only an intuition and a logeestions remain unanswered. In
particular, why does it matter to identify the etrh so that alternatives can be
generated? And even if the idea about the coroglathetween the domain for
alternatives and the binding domain is right, whguid c-command play a role (given
that a local but non c-commanding antecedentrsglkes the sentence agrammatical in

the case of anaphoric possessamn proprg?
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The deep principle underlying the link between bigdand intensification is
therefore not clear yet. However, | believe it wbble worth further investigating the
qguestion since this could lead to a better undedstg of both binding and
intensification. In this sense, the study of thpsafic elemenson proprehas turned out
to be important since it sheds light on a new ppiecof the grammar which could have

crucial consequences on the understanding of tvits afiodules.
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Conclusion

4.1. Summary

In this paper, | have shown that Fremmopre behaves like an intensifier that has

consequences on the binding possibilities of Fresachpropre

First, | have proposed that Frenplopre is a flexible intensifier counterpart of
mémein possessive DPs: just amémecontrasts the referent of the DP to which it
adjoins with other alternative@ropre generates alternatives to the possessor or the

possessum of the possessive DP in which it occurs.

Moreover, | have argued that these intensifyingpprties ofpropre interact with
the binding properties afon propre when the possessor — which crucially corresponds
to the antecedent — is intensified jpyopre son propremeets anaphoric or logophoric
requirements; however when it is the possessumighatensified,son propredoes not

obey such rules.

| have concluded that this correlation shows thdensification and binding

constitute interdependent modules of the grammar.
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4.2. The results of the study

Various results come out of this study.
(1) From a syntactic point of view, | have showatthrench presents an element
that behaves like an anaphor or a logophor. Thimp®rtant in two respects.

(a) First, from both a descriptive and an analgigle, the discovery that
son proprebehaves like a local anaphor is interesting ferftillowing reasons.
Descriptively, it documents the existence of a tgbeelement that French is
generally considered to lack. Indeed, anaphoriticeis are typically coded by
the reflexive cliticse in French, so that Englishimself does not have any
counterpart in French. Analytically, it is importapecauseson propreadds an
empirical support — coming from a well-studied laage — to the binding
principles of linguistic theory, which strengthertbeir general validity.
Furthermore, from a methodological point of viewiven the absence of
equivalents of Englisihimself son proprecould turn out to be a useful tool in
French syntax to test c-command relationships.

(b) Moreover, the observation thedn proprebehaves like a logophor
has important consequences. It documents the egestef logophors in French
and thus, the case ebn propreprovides an empirical support to the theory of
logophoricity claiming that long distance anaphei® logophoric. Indeed,
though it appears in a language unrelated to Mamdson propreexhibits a
striking similarity to Mandarireiji: like ziji, son proprecan be long distance

bound if the antecedent corresponds to the ceffitperspective, namely if it is
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animate and conscious and if the sereading is available. This suggests that the
fact that the same element can be a logophor aadaphor in various languages
is not random: while anaphoricity and logophoricéise usually described as
juxtaposed properties, the discovery of a furthement exhibiting both of these
characteristics leads to the idea that some geperaliples are probably at stake

here to correlate these two properties.

(2) From a semantic point of view, | have shownt thiepre behaves like a
flexible intensifier specialized in possessive DiPsduces generation of alternatives to
the possessor or the possessum of the DP in whicbcurs, which is interesting in
several respects.

(a) First, due to its similarity withmémepropre reveals the existence of
a definable, though small, class of intensifiepgopre appears to be the
counterpart ofmémen possessive DPs.

(b) Moreover, the similarity betwegmopre andmémesuggests that some
presumed different uses afiémeshould actually been analyzed as the same
phenomenon: sinceropre exhibits the same range of readingsnad@me it
suggests the unification aiéme

(c) Also, proprereveals a new phenomenon: some intensifiers cam &a

double target for intensification within the sanyatactic position.
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(3) From a syntax-semantics point of view, | havguad that the syntactic

module of binding and the semantic module of infexadion are intrinsically related.

(a) As suggested by some studies in other languagaspropremakes
clearer the fact that intensification restrictsdimg possibilities: in this sense,
intensified pronouns behave like reflexives whitentensified pronouns behave
like pronouns.

(b) Son proprereveals a more subtle principle about the inteyact
between binding and intensification: a pronomindnment can only be
intensified if it obeys the anaphoric or logophomguirements; however, if it
does not correspond to the intensified elementfitsg is only included in it,

such constraints do not hold.

This last point is probably the main result of thiady because it shows that the
modules of binding and intensification do not cdogt separate modules but interact
with each other. This is crucial in that it coulhdl to a better understanding of the

architecture of the grammar.
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4.3. Topics for further research

Of course, a lot of questions remain unanswerettieaconclusion of this paper,
which opens new research horizons.

(1) Concerning binding, the study &bn propresuggests new methods to explore
the phenomenon. In particular, it has been showhigpaper that the animacy criterion
is crucial; moreover, it is a very reliable critari Therefore, it would probably be worth
paying more attention to this criterion to reexaengome well-known phenomena. For

instance, the anaphiselfin English should be more seriously taken intostderation.

(2) This study also leaves some open problemseetlatintensification.

(a) First, the issue left at the end of the firegter would be worth
investigating since it could lead to a better ustierding of intensification.
Namely, | propose here an analysis that makes theeat predictions if we
postulate two different lexical entries fpropre (possessopropre and possessum
propre). However, this analysis would be complete onlyé could understand
the primitive properties from which these two diéfet lexical entries derive. In
particular, this is related to the question wirppre is specialized in possessive
DPs and what is its relationship with the othersusipropre in French. The goal
would be to better motivate all the aspects ofahalysis and unify as much as
possible the analysis of apparently homophonoussiteUltimilately, the idea
would be to provide an analysis that would suppmsly one primitive lexical

entry for propre and derive its different uses by identifying asdlating other
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independently intervening properties. This stugyesents a step in this direction,
but | believe we could go further.

(b) In the same line, this study indirectly (duetb@ allusions made to
méme raises the question of the relationship betwedensifiers and focus
particles. In the literature, intensifiers and fequarticles are assumed to be two
different classes. But several aspects of this ystgdestion their complete
separation. In particular, while possesgpre perfectly conforms with so-called
intensifiers, possessumropre exhibits some similarities with so-called focus
particle (cf. hidden ‘even’). Moreover, it is sinig that the so-called intensifier
mémeand the so-called focus particlceémehave the same form; since this
morphological identity also occurs in other langemdcf. Germarselbs}, it is
probably not an accident. Thus, it would be inténgsto examine the hypothesis
thatmémehas actually a single lexical entry. This wouldamehat intensifiers and
focus particles are not two separate categoriesabier two subclasses of a same

phenomenon.

(3) Finally — and this is the most obvious questiaised by this thesis — it would
be really worth pursuing the idea concerning thek libetween binding and
intensification. | have shown in the light #bn proprethat the modules of binding and
intensification interact with each other. Now, lwa like to investigate how to precisely
account for this link between two modules that appty apply at different levels: what

is the deep principle of the grammar that is rééldan this interaction?
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Appendix

Questionnaire about the grammaticalitypybprein various examples

This questionnaire (secured by a password) wasegoshline on the Iscp
website>® It was answered by 63 native speakers of Frenchy Were asked to evaluate
the grammaticality of each sentence on a scale florn 100>* The sentences were
presented by pair.

The first column indicates the analytic questiodradsed by the pair of examples
appearing in the second column. The last columnicates the mean of the
grammaticality score provided by the participants.

. . Mean of
Analytical question ltem the
scores
Is propre compatible| Ton anecdote me fait rire et me rappejlelques propresaventures 11
with quantifiers? |
Ton anecdote me fait rire et me rappejlelques-unes de mes propres 91
aventures
'"Your anecdote makes me laugh and reminds me of $ofmy) own
adventures.'
Is propre compatible| Pour maints philosophes encore aujourd’hui, ce degstarguments auxquels47
with relational a moins d’acceptda propre solution de Descarteson ne peut apporter de
adjectives? parade vraiment efficace.
Pour maints philosophes encore aujourd’hui, ce destarguments auxquels 35
a moins d’acceptda propre solution cartésienne on ne peut apporter de
parade vraiment efficace. [attested on google]
'For many philosophers still today, these are aentsithat it is impossible to
efficiently refute, unless one accepts Descartasis solution.'
Does the animacy of Ce pont a été examiné dans tous ses détails peansade sécurit&a 37
the possessum propre peinture a subi une inspection approfondie.
matter in the case of
possessuraon "This bridge has been inspected in all detailsémurity reasons. Its own
propre? paint has undergone a thorough inspection.’
Ce pont a donné lieu & une multitude de légendesasconstructiorSon 73

propre architecte a répandu plus d’'un mensonge a ce sujet.

3 |scpis the Laboratoire Sciences Cognitives et Psynbalstiques in Paris. The system used to set up
the questionnaire has been created and is mangdeahimanuel Chemla.
> participants were asked to click on a point betwt&e two extreme points of a continuous scale eeark
asmauvais('bad’) anchaturel ('natural’); then, the program calculated theesponding numbem(auvais

corresponds to 0 andhturelto 100).
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‘This bridge gave rise to a multitude of legenalsoerning its construction.
Its own architect spread more than one lie abastttipic.'

Does the

consciousness of the soin deson propre corps

referent of the
antecedent have
consequences in the
case of possessor
son propré (cf.
logophoricson
propre)

Le pharaon avait beaucoup aimé les embaumeura guésent, prennent

"The Pharaoh had liked a lot the embalmers whoanetaking care of his
own body.'

50

L'esprit du pharaon devait penser que les embauwnpeeanaient bien soin de 48

son propre corps

"The Pharaoh's spirit was probably thinking thatembalmers were taking
great care of his own body.'

Does the awarenesg
of the referent of the
antecedent with
respect to the
possession have
consequences in the
case of possessor
son propré& (cf.
logophoricson
propre)

Patrice écoute les deux versions d’un opéra. lfasteur de I'une d’elle,
mais ne s’en rend pas compte, tant le temps a pags#s I'enregistrement.
Apres avoir écouté les deux versions, il se dibgudevrait choisisa propre
version pour le générique du film de Paul.

'Patrice is listening to the two versions of anrapéle is the author of one g
them, but does not realize it, because time hamfkince the recording.
After listening to the two versions, he thinks thet own version should be
chosen for the credits of Paul's movie.'

Patrice écoute les deux versions d’un opéra. lfasteur de I'une d’elle, et
il se reconnait bien. Aprés avoir écouté les daarsions, il se dit qu'on
devrait choisiisa propre versionpour le générique du film de Paul.

'Patrice is listening to the two versions of anrapéle is the author of one g
them, and he recognizes himself well. After listgnio the two versions, he
thinks that his own version should be chosen feratedits of Paul's movie.'

68

Does the animacy o
the possessor matte
in the case of

possessason propre
when the anteceden
is local?

Les gens originaires de Tahiti préférent générattises propres plages
r celles des Caraibes.

‘Les gens originaires de Tahiti préférent généraheses plages celles des
t Caraibes.

'People coming from Tabhiti generally prefer its (Quoeaches to those of th
Caribbeans.'

Does the animacy o
the possessor matte
in the case of

possessason propre
when the anteceden
is not local?

Par rapport au musée, ce pont a bénéficié dudailes autorités ont donné
r plus de moyens son propre architectequ'a celui du musée.

‘Par rapport au musée, ce pont a bénéficié du dailes autorités ont donné
t plus de moyens son architectequ'a celui du musée.

'As compared to the museum, this bridge benefitenh the fact that the
authorities gave more means to its (own) archttesnt to the architect of the
museum.'
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Can possessuson | Ce pont s'est récemment écroulé, causant de nosgaweictimesSon 62
propre be long propre architecte est mort dans l'accident.
distance boound> |
Ce pont s'est récemment écroulé, causant de nosgaweictimesSon 93
architecte est mort dans l'accident.
"This bridge recently collapsed, which caused #wethl of many people. Its
(own) architect died in the accident.'
Is there a contrast | Ce pont a donné lieu a une multitude de IégendesasconstructiorSon 64
between possessor | propre architecte a répandu plus d’'un mensonge a ce sujet.
son propreand
possessuraon "This bridge gave rise to a multitude of legendsceoning its construction.
proprewhen the Its own architect spread more than one lie abastttipic.'
antecedentispot |
local? La plupart des habitants ont accueilli avec beapabenthousiasme le 40
nouveau pont, qu'ils trouvent a la fois esthétigtisolide ; c’est pourquoi
son propre architectea davantage de chance d’étre choisi que celui de
I’église, @ mon avis.
'Most inhabitants are enthusiastic about the neéggbrthat they think is both
aesthetic and solid; that's why | would think tlitatown architect has more
chance to get selected than the architect of thechbhi
Does the animacy of Ce pont a enrictdon propre architecteau détriment des autres architectes 46
the possessor matter de la région.
in the case of
anaphoric possessof 'This bridge enriched its own architect to the idetnt of the other architects
son propré of the area.’
‘Ce professeur a avantag@n propre étudiantau détriment des autres | 78
étudiants de l'université.
"This professor favored his own student to theiahetnt of the other students
of the university.'
Does the animacy of Apparemment, ce roman plait davantaged propre auteurqu’a l'auteur | 63
the possessor matter de sa préface.
in the caseof |
anaphoric possesso| Apparemment, ce roman plait davantagei auteurqu’a I'auteur de sa 91
son propr& préface.
'‘Apparently, this novel pleases more its (own) authat the author of its
preface.’
Does the first person Sylvain veut visiter la région avec sa famille msasvoiture est petite. |l se | 68

intervene in the case
of logophoricson
propre?

> demande donc s'il ne devrait pas louer une voiplus grande. Moi, je pens
guesa propre voiture ferait I'affaire.

'Sylvain wants to visit the area with his familytlis car is small. Therefore
he wonders if he shouldn't rent a bigger car. Asie, | think that his own

car would do.'
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Sylvain veut visiter la région avec sa famille sxsa voiture est petite. Il se | 87
demande donc s'il ne devrait pas louer une voitlue grande. Finalement, |l
pense qusa propre voiture fera I'affaire.
'Sylvain wants to visit the area with his familytlis car is small. Therefore,
he wonders if he shouldn't rent a bigger car. Bimhk thinks that his own
car will do.'
Does the first person Hervé a raconté a tout le monde que j'allais époses@ropre cousine 38
intervene in the case
of logophoricson 'Hervé told everybody that | would marry his owrusim.'
propre? |
Hervé a raconté a tout le monde qu'il allait époaagoropre cousine 86
'Hervé told everybody that he would marry his ownsin.'
Does the first person Ce pont a donné lieu a une multitude de IégendesasconstructiorSon 78
intervene in the case propre architecte a répandu plus d’'un mensonge a ce sujet.
of possessuraon
propre? "This bridge gave rise to a multitude of legendsceoning its construction.
Its own architect spread more than one lie abastttipic.'
‘Ce pont a donné lieu a une multitude de Iégengespos de sa construction27
Je me méfie dson propre architectea ce sujet.
"This bridge gave rise to a multitude of legendsceoning its construction. |
distrust its own architect on this topic.'
Is propre compatible| Je vous rapporties propres paroles dont il s'est servi 27
with a relative
clause? '| report to you the own words that he used.’
‘Je vous rapporties paroles mémes dont il sestservi | 78
'| report to you the words themselves that he Used.
Can possessum On va enquéter sle propre péere de Marie 38
propreappearin |
object position? On va enquéter sle pére de Marie 96
One will investigate Marie's (own) father.'
Is possessquropre | J'ai emménagé dans un appartement plus grantequepre appartement | 31
possible when the | de mes parentd
possessor is
expressed by a ‘I moved into an apartment bigger than my parentsi apartment!'
prepositonade- |
phrase? J'ai emménagé dans un appartement plus grantagueartement de mes | 72

parents eux-mémes

I moved into an apartment bigger than the aparthwhmy parentg

themselves!
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Is possessumropre | Le meurtrier présumé qui a été placé en hopitathpayrique n'est autre que 77
possible when the | le propre fils de la victime.
possessoris |
expressed by a Le meurtrier présumé qui a été placé en hopitathpagrique n'est autre que 95
prepositionade- le fils de la victime
phrase?
"The presumed murderer who has been placed inchipsgc hospital is ng
other than the victim’s (own) son."'
Is propre compatible| Jean-Francois se promet d’aimer I'enfant qu'il vidiadopter commée sien | 48
with the possessive | propre.
pronounle sier?. |
Jean-Francois se promet d’aimer I'enfant qu’il vidimdopter commée 91
sien
'‘Jean-Francois resolved to love the child thatdeejbst adopted like his
(own).'
Is c-command by the L'opinion de Jean portait sga propre mére 65
antecedent necessary
in the case of ‘John's opinion was about his own mother.'
logophoricson
propre? Jean jugeaita propre mere 82
'‘John was judging his own mother.'
Is possessumpropre | Jean est devenu si insupportable s@@ropre fille a cessé de lui rendre 90
possible when the | visite.
antecedentispot |
local? Jean est devenu si insupportable saidille a cessé de lui rendre visite. 95
‘John became so unbearable that his (own) daugtmigped visiting him.'
Does the locality of | Cette compagnie sera encore mieux connue lorsguesponsables auront| 42
the antecedent étendu sur le marctsa propre marque de café équitable
matter in the case of
possessason propre| "This company will be even more well-known when pleeple in charge
when the possessor| have developed in the market its own brand oftfaide coffee.'
isinanimate? |
Cette compagnie a dévelopget propre marque de café équitable 95
‘This company developed its own brand of fair-tradtee.’
Can the antecedent| Quandson propre jugementest en cause, rien ne va plus. 81
of son proprebethe |
speaker? Quandson jugement a soest en cause, rien ne va plus. 36
'‘When one's (own) judgment is in question, nothéfine any more.’
Does logophorison | J'aimerais connaitre I'opinion de ce championsag propres faiblesses 91

proprerequire c-
command?

plutdt que de I'entendre critiquer les points fagtle ses concurrents.
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J'aimerais connaitre I'opinion de ce championsas faiblesseplutdt que 83
de I'entendre critiquer les points faibles de swscarrents.
‘I would like to know the opinion of this champiabout his (own)
weaknesses rather than hear him criticizing thekvgpats of his
competitors.'
Does the fact that | La nouvelle église déplait a tous les habitantsiltge ;son propre prétre | 48
the possessum is a | n'a pas l'air trés satisfait du résultat.
relational/non-
relational noun "The new church upsets all the inhabitants of thage; its own priest does
matter in the case of not look very satisfied of the result.’
possessurpropre? |
Ce pont a I'air trés fragileSon propre architectene le traverserait pas. 75
"This bridge looks very fragile. Its own architeabuld not cross it.'
Can the antecedent| J'ai assigné au nouveau consg propre salle de réunion 66
be a non-subject in
the case of 'l assigned to the new committee its own meetigmd
anaphoric possessof
son propré& Le nouveau comité a obtesa propre salle de réunion 90
"The new committee obtained its own meeting room.'
Can anaphorison Sans se rendre compte de leur maladresse, lesdritpsisentéa propre 55
proprebe a test for | sceura Stéphane.
c-command relation
in the case of 'Without realizing their blunder, the hosts introdd his own sister to
indirect object Stéphane.'
constructions? |
Sans se rendre compte de leur maladresse, lesdritpsésenté Stéphane 4 89
sa propre soeur
'Without realizing their blunder, the hosts introdd Stéphane to his own
sister.'
Doesson propre Bruno avait prévenu Sophie gleairs propres enfantsviendraient aussi. 55
license a split
antecedent? '‘Bruno had informed Sophie that their own childwesuld come too.'
‘Bruno et Sophie espéraient dears propres enfantsviendraient aussi. | 65
'‘Bruno and Sophie hoped that their own childrenld/@ome too.'
Doesson propre Damien et Laétitia viennent d’inviter les cousims@Ramien. Damien préfere 21

license partial
binding? (plural
antecedent vs.
singularson propré

Ses propres cousins a ceux de Laétitia. A vraj thees deux préféreses
propres cousins

‘Damien and Laétitia have just invited Damien'sstost Damien prefers his
own cousins to Laétitia's cousins. Actually, botthem prefer his own

cousins.'
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Damien et Laétitia viennent d’inviter les cousitesDamien. Damien préférg
Ses propres cousins a ceux de Laétitia. A vraj dmétitia aussi préférges
propres cousins.

‘Damien and Laétitia have just invited Damien'sstost Damien prefers his
own cousins to Laétitia's cousins. Actually, Laétibo prefers her own
cousins.'

Can the hearer be apnDemain, Jean prendsa propre voiture pour aller au travail. 86
antecedent teon
propreif another "Tomorrow, John will take his own car to go to work
personintervenes? |
(canton proprehave | Demain, je prendrda propre voiture pour aller au travail. 21
no overt
antecedent?) "Tomorrow, | will take your own car to go to work.'
Can the speaker Demain, Jean prendsa propre voiture pour aller au travail. 86
correspond to the
antecedent afon "Tomorrow, John will take his own car to go to work
propreif another |
person intervenes? | Demain, tu prendrasa propre voiture pour aller au travail. 31
(canmon propre
have no overt "Tomorrow, you will take my own car to go to work.'
antecedent?)
Cannotre propre Demain, Jean prendsa propre voiture pour aller au travail. 83
have no overt
antecedent? "Tomorrow, John will take his own car to go to work
Demain, Jean prendrebtre propre voiture pour aller au travail. 33
"Tomorrow, John will take our own car to go to work
Can a pivot be the | Benjamin, récemment embauché comme journalisterst dans la piéce | 59
antecedent of au moment précis ou ses responsables étaientienieraompareson
logophoricson propre article avec l'article de son collegue.
propre? |
Benjamin, récemment embauché comme journalist@ndist dans la piece | 94
au moment précis ou ses responsables étaientienlér@aompareson
article avec l'article de son collegue.
'‘Benjamin recently hired as a journalist came 8t juhen his bosses were
comparing his (own) article with his colleaguetscie.’
Doesson propre J'ai appris qu'au département d’astronomie, ungsséur invite chaque 55

have consequences
on the scope
properties of
guantifiers?

étudiant inscrit &on propre coursau moins une fois dans I'année. En effe
tous les professeurs ont de bons rapports aves éudiants.

‘| have heard that in the astronomy departmenbfegsor invites each
student registered in his own class at least on@aa Indeed, all the
professors are in good terms with their students.’
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J'ai appris qu’'au département d’astronomie, ufigaseur a invité chaque | 41
étudiant inscrit &on propre cours En effet, ce professeur posséde une
grande maison.
‘| have heard that in the astronomy departmentofegsor invites each
student registered in his own class at least ony@aa Indeed, this professor
has a big house."'
Does possessum Ce fou n’a pas seulement tué trois commercantadttigr, il a également | 95
propre exhibit tuéses propres enfants
centrality effects? |
Ce fou n’a pas seulement tué trois commerc¢antadttigr, il a également | 88
tuéses enfants
"This crazy man killed not only three shopkeepéith® neighborhood, he
also killed his (own) children."'
Is there a preference Cyril se sent trés seul. Il m’a confié gsee propre fille ne vient plus le voir | 77
between possessum le dimanche.
propreandméme |
Cyril se sent trés seul. Il m'a confié gu€me sa fillene vient plus le voir le| 96
dimanche.
'Cyril feels very lonely. He confided to me thatéa) his (own) daughter
does not visit him any more on Sunday.'
Does possessugon | Claire déteste tout dans cette ville : elle détesterues, elle déteste ses 44
propreimpose moyens de transport, elle déteste ses magasin&it.eses propres
semantic restrictiong habitants I'agacent !
on the possessum
when the antecedent 'Claire hates everything in this city: she hatesiteets, she hates its publig
is not local? transportation; she hates its stores; in fachws inhabitants annoy her!
Ce pont a I'air trés fragileSon propre architectene le traverserait pas. 73
"This bridge looks very fragile. Its own architeauld not cross it.'
Is propre compatible| Tout le monde peut facilemesgcréerun propre site internet. 18
with an indefinite |
article when Tout le monde peut facilement crésem propre site internet 92
associated with the
reflexive cliticse? ‘Everybody can easily create his own website.’
Does possessugon | Notre perspective tridimensionnelle nous dévoilg alepects de cet univers| 76
proprerequire c- microscopique gue ne connaitront jans@s propres habitants
command ofthe |
antecedent? Notre perspective tridimensionnelle nous dévoilg alspects de cet univers| 83

microscopique gue ne connaitront jansgs habitants

'Our three-dimensional perspective reveals to osesaspects of this
microscopic universe that ifgwn) inhabitants will never know.’
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Is proprecompatible| Roger stipule dans son testament qu'un bel-entaitelcommaeun propre 31
with an indefinite enfant.
articte?
Roger stipule dans son testament que son bel-eiméaitéra commeon 88
propre enfant.
'Roger stipulates in his will that his/a stepchilill come into money like
his/a own child.'
Is doubling of the Demain, Jean prendsa propre voiture pour aller au travail. 82
possessive pronoun|
possible when Demain, Jean prendsa propre voiture a lui pour aller au travail. 10

propreis present?

"Tomorrow, John will take his own car (to himset)go to work.'
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