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ABSTRACT. Thestartingpoint of this paperis the obsenation thatin a question-answedialog
the useof but insteadof and is obligatoryif the answeris overinformatve in thatit includes
anadditionaltopic. A focus-semanti@analysisof but is presentedhaving that (a) but is focus-
sensitve and (b) but requiresa denial with respectto the appropriatequaestio. This analysis
providesa uniform basisfor explaining the differentuses,e.g. semanticopposition,denial-of-
expectationandthetopic changauseof but. Beyondthatit givessomeinsightinto theinteraction
betweerinformationstructureanddiscourseelationsin constructinghediscourse.

1 Intr oduction

Considerthe question-answedialogsin (1)-(3). Dueto the contrastie accentsn
the topic the answerdn eachof (1)-(3) have to compriseat leasttwo conjuncts,
otherwiseAdamwould beinclinedto askfor a continuation:” And/ but what...?’
In (1) Adam asksaboutall of the children, and Ben addressesne part of the
childrenin thefirst conjunctandthe otherpartin secondconjunct.In (2), though
Adam asksaboutthe small childrenonly, Benfirst refersto the biggerones,and
Adamhasto wait for the secondconjunctto getthe requiredinformation.in (3) it
is theotherway around:Adam’s questioris alreadyansweredby thefirst conjunct
andthe secondconjunctgivesinformationAdamdid not askfor. Anyway; in each
of theexamplesin (1)-(3) Adam’s questionis completelyansweredn theend.

(1) a. Adam:
Whatdid the childrendo today?
b. Ben:
The small childrenstayedat HomE and/lut the bigger oneswentto
thezoo.!
(2) a. Adam:
Whatdid the smallchildrendo today?
b. Ben:

The bigger childrenwentto the zoo, but*andthe small onesstayed
atHOME.

1Boldfacetype denotesa contrastie topic accentandcaps denotea focusaccent.
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(3) a. Adam:
Whatdid the smallchildrendo today?

b. Ben:
Thesmall childrenstayedat HOME, but/*andthe bigger oneswentto
thezoo.

It is commonlyassumedhatin a coherenjuestion-answedialog the answer
hasto referto the subjectmatterof the questiononly. In (2) and(3) information
aboutan additionaltopic is provided without renderingthe answersunacceptable.
But comparing(1) and (2)/(3) we obsenre that in the latter casethe use of but
insteadof and is obligatory The useof but to indicatea topic changehasbeen
mentionedn theliterature.Yetthereis no explanationwhy a contrastcanbe used
thatway: Why doegtheuseof but insteadf andrenderanover-informative answer
acceptable?

To addresshis question first, | will briefly considerthe notion of contrastie
topic. Thenl will presentheoutlinesof afocus-semantianalysisof but inferring
the different usesof but from a uniform semanticbasis. (For a comprehense
discussiorseeUmbachin prep.). It will turn out thatby usingbut insteadof and
thespealr presentsheadditionaltopicasbeingcloselyrelatedto theoriginal one,
thusminimizing the deviation.

2 Contrastive Topic

Following e.g. Eckard(1996)and Vallduvi/Villkuna (1998),| assumewo kinds
of foci, sentencdocus and contrastie focus. Sentencdocusis expresseddy a
sentencelefault accentand partitionsthe sentencento a topic anda comment.
Contrastie focusis dueto, e.g.,focus-sensitie operatorsaandwh-questions.For
contrastie focus,| adoptthe ideaof Alternatve Semanticgcf. Rooth1992)? A
contrastie focustriggersthe presuppositiorthat there exists at leastone proper
alternatve, i.e. an elementdiffering from the ordinary meaningof the focussed
phrasewith respectto the accentedtem. For example,the contrastie focusin
the small children triggersthe presuppositiorthat there exist other (groupsof
the aforementionedyhildren in addition to the small children. Following the
presupposition-aanghor theory(vander Sandt1992)the properalternatve trig-
geredby the contrastie focusis regardedasananaphomvhich hasto bebound(or
beaccommodated).

A contrastie focusmayoccurin ary positionin asentencelf, however, it oc-
cursin thetopic part,it represents contrastie topic andwill typically be marked

21 will not opt for a particularframavork herebecauset's not relevant for the point | wantto
male in this paper In fact, the semanticof but proposedn the next sectionwill needaccesdo
bothfocusandbackgroundf the conjunctsthusrequiringafairly expressie framework, cf. Krifka
(1999b).

176



with arising accent Beingin the topic position,a contrastie topic refersto an
entity the spealker wantsto talk about.Moreover, dueto its contrastrenessit indi-
categhatthereexist alternatvesthespealkrwantsto talk about,too. Thisintuition
is, e.g.,capturedby thepartial-answeaccounsuggesteth Krifka (1999): Assum-
ing that a sentencds an answerto somequestion,the role of a contrastie topic
consistsin indicatingthat the answeris a partial one. (Roughly a sentenceas a
partialcongruentanswerto aquestionf it is entailedby somepropositionp in the
questionmeaningQ, but it is not a (complete)congruenanswerentailingsomep
in Q.) In (1b), for example,the answergiven in the first conjunctis partial with
respecto thequestionin (1a)sinceit is entailedby the entireanswer

Therearetwo notoriousproblemswith contrastve topics: First, in asequence
of answerghelastanswercompletesherequestednformation,so,intuitively, it is
not partialarny longer Secondin theadditional-topicanswersn (2b) and(3b) one
of the conjunctdgs a completeanswerandthe otheroneis not evencongruentith
respecto the question.In Krifka (1999),thefirst problemis handledby requiring
eachanswelin asequencéo bepatrtialin isolation. The secondoroblem however,
is not discussed.

I will suggesta solutionfor the additional-topicproblemdistinguishingbe-
tweenthe overt questionposedin a dialog andthe implicit "quaestio”addressed
in the answer The quaestioof an utterances supposedo be a questionwhich
is a posteriorireconstructedrom the utterance.In the unmarled casein (1), for
example,the quaestiareconstructedrom Ben's answeris equalto Adam’s ques-
tion. Butin (2) and(3) thequaestimf theansweiis slightly differentfrom theovert
qguestion.lgnoringtheconnectve for themomenthequaestiaelatedto (2b) could
be ”Whatdid the small children do, and whatdid the bigger onesdo?. Beinga
posteriorireconstructethe quaesticshavs which questionis actuallyansweredy
anutterancegvenif thereis a deviation from the questionthat hasbeenposed
Dependingon the specificinterestthe quaestiomay be reconstructectitherasa
constituenguestionor asa polarity question.

Adopting the notion of the quaestio,the role of the contrastre topic canbe
definedasindicatingthat the answeris partial with respecto the quaestiorecon-
structedfrom the entire conjunction. Congruencehen hasto refer the quaestio,
too: An answeris congruentf the respectre quaesticentailsthe question. This
accountdor theacceptabilityof thedialogsin (2) and(3). But we have to becare-
ful notto throw the babyout with the bathwater: Bringing in an additionaltopic
obviously requiressomeextra effort, for example,usingbut insteadof and Sothe

3In termsof Steedmar{2000)a contrastie topic is calledtheme-focusanda contrastie focus
in the commentpartis calledrheme-focus Steedmars notion of focusmatcheswith the notion of
contrastve focusemplo/ed here.

4The open-question/stragg accountof Biiring (1998) handlesboth problems.However, it fails
to cover "crossed’contrastve topics,ase.g.in (12a).

51t hasbeensuggestetb view thequaestiasthe questionunderdiscussion'QUD (cf. Ginzkurg
1996). But thenwe would needa moreliberal protocolfor querying. Accordingto Ginzhurg, when
Adam posesa question,Ben caneitheracceptit asthe top mostQUD or rejectit. In (2) and(3),
however, Benjustslightly deviatesfrom Adam’s questiomeitherrejectingit nor (fully) acceptingt.
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questionis why the useof but facilitatesa topic change.

3 Standard accountsof but

Thesemanticandpragmaticf but hasbeenthetopic of alively discussiorstart-
ing with Lakoff’s seminalpaperin 1971.Lakoff distinguishedetweertwo usesof
but, semanticopposition(Johnis tall, but Bill is shor) anddenial-of-&pectation
(Johnis tall, but he’s no goodat basletball). Sincethentherehasbeena hostof
investigationgointing out further usesof but, e.g. for topic-changeandgeneral-
izing theanalysigo othercontrastie connectres. Few approachedjowever, have
tried to examinethe underlyingnotionof contrastandtracethe varioususesof but
to a uniform semantianeaning.

Recentaccountof the meaningout mainly drav on defaultknowledge.Asher
(1993),for example,assumes$ut to belicencedby differentpolaritiesin the con-
juncts wherethe polaritiesare due to linguistic and commonworld knowledge.
Winter and Rimon (1994) usea default implication interpretedin possibleworld
semanticgo capturethe notionof contrast.Gaerdenfor§1994)presentsa seman-
tics of but within his generalframenork of reasoningvith expectationsCommon
to theseanalysess the ideathatthe useof but indicatesa denial-of-epectatim,
the expectationbeingdueto default world knowvledge.

Ontheotherhandi,it is easyto shav thatcommonworld knovledgecannotbe
decisve for theuseof but. Supposefor example,youarenotversedn botary and
you dont know whatloosestrifeis. Neverthelessyouwill interpret(4) asderying
the expectationthatloosestrifeis foundin July. This expectation however, cannot
belongto your commonworld knowvledge, simply becauseyou cannothave ary
knowledgeaboutan entity or kind you arent acquaintedvith.®

(4) It wasJuly but we couldnt find ary loosestrife

The examplein (5) refersto the film "The EnglishPatient””” The situationis
this: Lord Almasy hasan affair with Katherine. Katherines husbandlefrey has
to pick up Lord Almasy by planefrom someavherein the desert. Katherinewill
be onthe plane,too. Jefrey, knowing aboutthe affair, decidesto crashthe plane
on thegroundandkill themall. (5a)-(5d)tell the outcomeof his plan, describing
exactly the samesituation. Neverthelessin respondingo differentquestionsthe
sentencediffer with respecto the contrasthey involve.

(5 a. (Whathappened?)
Jefrey is dead Katherineis seriouslyinjured,andAlmasyis unhurt.

b. (Did Jefrey succeedn killing themall?)
Jefrey is dead but Almasyis unhurtandKatherineis alive, too.

6More thanyou ever wantedto know aboutloosestrife thanksto Kathryn Bock: loosestrife=
Lysimachiajnvasie perennialcanin somevarietiesdisplacenative plants.
"adoptedrom BrauRe(1999).
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c. (Have all of the participantdeenaffectedby theaccident?)
Jefrey is deadandKatherines seriouslyinjured,but Almasyis unhurt.

d. (Do all of theparticipantsneeda doctor?)
Jefrey isdeadandAlmasyis unhurt,but Katherines seriouslyinjured.

The”loosestrife” exampledemonstratethatthe expectationdeniedby the use
of but neednotbegivenby commonworld knowledgeandis thereforenotaprereg-
uisitefor theinterpretatiorof thesentencelnsteadit is triggeredby theinterpreta-
tion of but, comparabldo a presuppositiomr (conversationalimplicature.Taking
the expectationasa presuppositionvould allow for accommodationywhich would
work finefor the”loosestrife”example:Accommodatéhat,normally loosestrifés
foundin July. But whatto accommodatén the”English Patient” examples?Since
the situationis the samein eachof (5b)-(5d),world knowledgecannottrigger dif-
ferentexpectationsTheexpectationseento be evoked,instead py thequestions.
But do we really wantto accommodateg.g. in the caseof (5c¢), thatnormally if
Jefrey/someoneucceed killing himself,thenhesucceed# killing theothers,
too?Thisis clearlyabsurd.Theexpectationsnducedby thequestionsn (5b)-(5d)
areby fartoo adhocto be capturedoy way of accomodation.

Both examplesmale it plain thata contrastie relationis neithergiven by the
meaningof the conjunctsnorinducedby commonworld knowledge.The expecta-
tion deniedby the useof but is obviously dueto a questionexplicitly or implicitly
posedby the preceedingliscourse Sothe useof but primarily hasto complywith
a questionposedby the preceedingliscourse.lnsteadof readily accommodating
ad hoc expectationsve will investigatethe role of thesequestionsandtry to find
outhow they relateto the but-sentenceandwhy they reflectanexpectation.

4 Two novel obsewations

Theanalysisof but proposedn this papertakesits startingpointfrom two charac-
teristicswhich have up to now beenneglectedin consideringhe meaningof but:
First, but is focus-sensitie. Thisis evidentwhenyou compare(6a)and(6b). In
(6a)theverbphraseds focussedvhereasn (6b) the subjectis focussedDueto the
focuswe expectdifferentcontrastsin (6a)washingthedisheshasto becontrasted
with someotheractuvity. In (6b) Bill hasto be contrastedvith a differentperson.
This suggestshatwe shouldexaminethe alternatvesinducedby the focussedx-
pressionandtake therespecire setsof alternatvesinto account.

(6) a. ...butBill haswashedheDISHES.
b. ... but BiLL haswashedhedishes.

Thesecondbserationrelatego the questionsaansweredby a but-conjunction.
If the questionin (7) is answeredby confirming both conjuncts,the useof but
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insteadof and is unacceptablesf. (8a),(8b). If the answerdeniesboth conjuncts
but is equally unacceptablecf. (8c). If, however, one part of the questionis
confirmedandthe otherpartdenied the useof but is perfect(andthe useof andis
atleastmarked), cf. (8d)-(8f). Denial, by theway, doesnot hingeonthe presence
of anexplicit negation,cf. (8e). So, olviously; if abut-sentences anappropriate
answerto a questioncomprisingtwo conjunctspneof themwill be confirmedand
theotheronewill bedenied.

(7) Adam: Did Johnclearup hisroomandwashthe dishes?
(8) Ben:

a. [yesJohnclearedup hisroomand[yes] hewashedhedishes.
# [yes] Johnclearedup hisroom, but [yes]hewashedhedishes.
#[no] Johndidn't clearup hisroom,but [no] hedidn’t washthedishes.
[yes] Johnclearedup his room, but [no] hedidn’t washthedishes.
[yes] Johnclearedup his room, but [no] he skippedthewashing-up.
[no] Johndidn't clearup hisroom,but [yes] he did thewashing-up.

- O 2 0 T

For thequaestioof a but-sentencéo reflectthe confirm+dey characteristicg
hasto comprisepolarity questionconjunctsinsteadof constitueniguestions.The
polarity questionconjunctswill relateto the alternatves contrastedy but asking
whetherboth alternatves apply simultaneously Hence,in accordancevith the
confirm+dewy characteristiceneof theconjunctof thequaestiawvill beconfirmed
by the correspondindput-sentencendthe otheronewill bedenied.

5 The focus-semantianalysisof but

Thefocus-semanti@analysisof but makesuseboth of its focus-sensitity andits
confirm+deny characteristics.The basicideais asfollows: In a but-conjunction
therearetwo correspondingoci (in the first andin the secondconjunct,respec-
tively) which establishalternatves with respecto eachother® The semanticsf
but, beyond beinga mereconjunction requireshatoneof the alternatvesrenders
atrue propositionandthe otheroneis deniedwith respecto thefirst alternatve’s
backgroundln short: but excludesanalternatve. This, by theway, doesnt mean
thatbut introducesa negation(but is nota "nand”!). Insteadbut requiresa nega-
tion, in the sameway a verb selectsan agumentof a certaintype. If thereis no
overt negationin oneof the conjuncts thenthe hearers requestedo reconstruct
it. Thefactthatthe quaestichasto beansweredy "Yes,...but, no,...” reflectsthe
requirednegation.

To shaw thatthis ideaappliesto but-conjunctionsn generalwe have to distin-
guishfour cases Eitherthesubjectof theconjunctss thesameandthepredicates

8Thusthey arecontrastie foci.

91 assumehat commasmay be substitutedby full stops.Dueto limitations of spacecorrection
casesareleft out.
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differ from eachother(A), or the predicatesarethe sameandthe subjectsdiffer
from eachother (B), or both subjectsand predicatesare differentyet compara-
ble (C), or subjectsandpredicatesare not comparabldo eachother i.e. we have
to comparethe entire propositions(D). To simplify matterslet us assumehat if
thereis an overt nggationit occursin the secondconjunct(i.e. take only yes-no
sequencemto accountlandconsidetbriefly thefour cases.

The A-caseis illustratedin (9a) and (9b). Normally, the predicateswill be
focussed? In (9a)thenegationis overtinducingthequaestidn (9¢). In (9b) there
is no overt nggation. The questionin (9d), however, would not be the appropriate
guaestidbecaus€9b) cannotbe ananswerto (9d). Instead the quaestichasto be
the sameasin the negatedexampleindicatingthatthereis animplicit negationto
bereconstructedrom the complementf the predicate(i.e. skipthewashingupis
supposedo bethesetcomplemenbf washthedishe$. Sotherelevantalternatves
in (9a)and(9b) arethe same:clear up theroomasagainstvashthedishes

(9) a. [yes]Johnclearedup his ROOM, but [no] hedidn’t washthe DISHES.
b. [yes]Johnclearedup his RooM, but [no] he skippedthe WASHING-UP.
c. Did Johnbothclearup hisroomandwashthedishes?
d. Did Johnbothclearup hisroomandskip thewashing-up?

The B-caseis givenin (10a): The subjectsarefocussedandestablishalterna-
tiveswith respectto eachother The quaestios givenin (10b). Contraryto the
A-caseexamplesexplicit negationis obligatory cf. (10c). Thereasonfor thisis
easyto see:Individuals,asopposedo predicatesdont have complementgthere
is no "non-John”). However, B-caseexampleswill be acceptablavithout explicit
negationif the particletoo is added,cf. (11a). Note that, whenaddingtoo, the
quaestiowill beadifferentone,cf. (11b). Similarly, B-caseaxampleswith anega-
tion in both conjunctswill be acceptablaf the particleeitheris added(cf. (11c)
andthequaestian (11d).

(10) a. [yesJJOHN clearedup hisroom,but [no] BiLL didn't.
Did bothJohnandBill clearuptheirrooms?
*Johnclearedup hisroom,but Bill did.

(1D Johnclearedup hisroom, but Bill did, too.

Did Johnclearup his room,andwashethe only onewho did?
Johndidn’t clearedup hisroom,but Bill didn't, either

d. Did Johnleave hisroomin amessandwashetheonly onewho did?

o T oo

The C-cases morecomplex becauseave have to considertwo foci in eachof
the conjuncts,one of thembeinga contrastre topic. The contrastie topicsmay

19Theremay be an additionalfocuson the negation, thenthe predicatein secondconjuncthasto
beregardedasa contrastve topic. In Germanjn this casetheword orderwill bereversed:Johnhat
AUFGERAUMT, aberabgewaschen hater NICHT.
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be”parallel” comprisingeitherthe subjector the predicatesor they are”crossed”
comprisingthe subjectof the first conjunctandthe predicateof the secondcon-
junct, or vice versa. (12a) presentoneof the crossedvariants. Theit-cleft para-
phrasdn (12b) malesit clearthatthefocus(in the commentpartof the sentence)
is on Bill, and doing the dishesrepresents contrastie topic!! For this reason
in Germanthe word orderis reversedcf. (12c). In (12a),asin all of the C-case
examples,thereis no explicit neggationin either of the conjuncts. Nevertheless,
thereis a denial, becausg12a)clearly entailsthat Johndid not washthe dishes.
Takingtheentailmentinto accountthe quaestian (12d)is againpartly confirmed
andpartly denied,asdemonstrateth (12e). Note, thatthe quaestids exactly the
sameastheonein (9c¢). In fact,(12a)and(9a) arevery muchalike bothconveying
the informationthat Johnclearedup his room anddid not do the dishes. But in
(12a)we additionallylearnwho finally did thewashingup.

(12) a. John clearedup hisrooMm, but BiLL did thedishes

John clearedup hisrooM, but it wasBi1LL whodid thedishes
John hatAUFGERAUMT, aberabgewascherhatBiLL.

Did Johnbothclearup hisroomandwashthe dishes?

[yes] Johnclearedup his room, but [no, Johndid not do the dishes]the
disheswerewashedoy Bill.

® 20 T

Let us skip over the secondcrossedvariantand look at one of the parallel
variants. In (13a)the contrastve topicsare parallelbeingthe subjectsin both of
the conjuncts.The quaestids givenin (13b). Thedenialof partof the quaestids
entailedby telling whatBill did insteadof clearingup theroom,cf. (13c).

(13) a. John clearedup hisroowm, but Bill didtheDISHES.
b. Did bothJohnandBill clearuptheirroom?
c. [yes] Johnclearedup his room, but [no, Bill did not clearup his room]
Bill did thedishes.

The last of the four casesconcernsout-sentencesvith wide foci in the con-
juncts,cf.(14a).In thesecasedhe entirepropositionshave to beregardedasbeing
alternatveswith respecto eachother If thereis no explicit negationin oneof the
conjunctse.g.(14b),it hasto bereconstructedNote thatthe appropriateguaestio
for (14b)hasto be (14c)insteadof (14d).

(14) a. [ltisrainingg, but [we arenotgoingto stayathomeg.
b. [It israiningg, but [we aregoingto go for awalk|g.
c. Isit raining,andarewe goingto stayathome?
d. Isit raining,andarewe goingto gofor awalk?

11n Englishtheit-cleft variantis clearly preferredover (12a).In Germarthereversedword order
variantin (12c)will bethepreferredone.
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To sum up thesefindings?? First, in the secondconjunctof a but-sentence
thereis afocusassociatedwith but (Fpy). It is eithera contrastie topic, if there
is one,or aregularfocus. The focusassociatedvith but representshe expected
alternative (EA), thatis, thealternatve deniedwith respecto the quaestid? Sec-
ond,in thefirst conjuncttherehasto beacorrespondingfocus(Fcorr) thatcontains
theexpectedalternatie in its setof alternatves. Third, thereis adenial condition,
statingthatthe propositionresultingfrom substitutingthe expectedalternatve for
the correspondindocusis false,i.e —[...Feor/EA...Jc1.** Supposehe meaningof
thefirst conjunctis givenby [...Fcorr ...Jc1, andthemeaningof the seconcconjunct
is givenby [...Fyyt ...Jc2. Thenthe meaningof a but-conjunction”C1 but C2” is
givenby:

["'FCOIT"']Cl /\[Fbu[]cz /\ ﬁ[Fcorr/EA]Cl

Thecrucialpointin the semanticof but, which distinguishesut from amere
conjunction,is the denialcondition. In the A-case,with anovert negationin the
secondconjunct,the denialconditionis trivially satiesfiedpecauset is given by
the secondconjunct. For example,in (9a), repeatedn (15), the focusassociated
with but is washthe dishes andthis is alsothe expectedalternatve. The corre-
spondingfocusis clear up theroom Sothe denialconditionis "It’ s not the case
thatJohnwashedhedishes” whichis equivalentto the seconctonjunct.

(15) (=9a)John[cleareduptheROOM]fcorr, buthedidn’t [washtheDISHES]gpyt.

If an A-caseexample occurswithout overt negation the negation hasto be
reconstructedisingthe predicates complementcf. (9b). Thistime, the expected
alternatve is given by the predicates complemeninsteadof beingdirectly given
by Fuyi. The denialconditionwill thenbe entailedby the meaningof the second
conjunct.

With B-casesxamplesandD-casesxamplessatishctionof thedenialcondition
is similarly trivial. In the C-caseexamples,however, the denial conditionis not
given by oneof the conjuncts.For example,in (12b), repeatedn (16), the focus
associatedvith but is a contrastie topic, i.e washthe dishes which is alsothe
expectedalternatve. The correspondindocusis clear up theroommatchingwith
the type of the expectedalternatve. Hencethe denial conditionis the sameas
above: "It' s not the casethat Johnwashedthe dishes”. But this time, the denial
conditionis an entailmentresultingfrom the additionalinformation concerning
who/whatinsteadof the expectedalternatve satisfieghe proposition.

12ps saidin thebeginning, the presentatiorin this paperis restrictedto confirm+dery sequences.
To includedery+confirmsequencethe definitionshave to be extended.

13In casedikes(9b) and (14b) wherethe negationhasto be reconstructedy meansof the com-
plementof thefocussedexpressionthe expectedalternatve is given by thecomplement.

14Dots indicatethe part of the conjunctwhich is not subsumedy Feorr OF Fyyt, i.€. eitherthe
backgroundr anotherfocus. F¢orr/EA meanghe substitutionof EA for Feoyr.
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(16) (=12b)John|[cleareduphis ROOM]gcorr, butit wasBiLL who [washedhe
disheggpyt.

Sinceit is the denialconditionwhich distinguishegout from a mereconjunc-
tion, expectationsdeniedby a but-sentenceare obviously inducedby the denial
condition. Thisis in accordancavith awell-knowvn propertyof negatedsentences
in general:Negatedsentencesommonlytrigger the implicaturethatthe spealer
expects(or assumesghe heareito expect)thattheaffirmative propositionholds(cf.
Givon 1978). This is the reasorwhy we reconstructhe quaestioaskingwhether
both of the alternatves hold simultaneouslye.g.,whetherJohndid both, clearup
his room and also washthe dishes. Note that, due to this quaestiothereis an
expectationthat both of the alternatves do hold simultaneously:If Johncleared
up his room, hewill have washedhe dishes,too. So,finally, the focus-semantic
analysisconfirmsthe ideathat thereis an expectationdeniedby the useof but.
However, contraryto whatis saidin theliterature,the expectationis not given by
commonworld knowledge.Insteadjt is triggeredby the denialconditioninducing
the specialform of the quaestio. The quaestio,of course,hasto bein line with
the previous contet. But thatis a generalproblemof discourseconstructionnot
restrictedto the useof but.

6 "concessve but"?

In somecontets a concessie marker apparentlycanbe addedor even be substi-
tutedfor but without affectingthe meaningof the sentenceFromthatit hasbeen
concludedthat thereis a concessie useof but (e.g. Groteetal. 1997). How-
ever, regardingbut asbeinginterchangeablavith a concessiorin thesecontexts
presupposethata concessioris interpretedasindicatinga denial of expectation.
As opposedo that,Konig (1991)corvincingly arguesthata concessiomxpresses
"incausality”, thusaccountingor the closerelationsshigoetweencausalandcon-
cessve statementsFollowing Konig’s incausalityanalysisit is easyto shav that
aconcessions not a specialcaseof a contrast:First, accordingto theincausality
interpretation(17a)hasto be paraphraseds(17b). Secondjt is well-known that
and-conjunctionsmay be interpretedn mary differentways, e.g. astemporalor
ascausakelationscf. (18a),(18b). But thisis anoverinterpretatiorby the hearey
not includedin the meaningof and (cf. Posnerl980). Third, dueto the focus-
semanticanalysisinterpreting(19a)requiresto reconstruct negation (analogous
to (14b)). Now, (19b) may be overinterpretedn a causalway, too, cf. (20). Due
to the negationcausaloverinterpretatiomesultsin incausality compare(17b)and
(20).

(17) (incausalityanalysisof concessies)
a. Althoughit is rainingMary is hapyy.
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b. It it raining, andit is not the casethat Mary is not hapyy becausef
that.

(18) (causalbverinterpretatiorof and)
a. Itisraining,andMary is happy
b. It israining,andMary is happy becausef that.

(19) (reconstructiorof the negation)
a. It israining,but Mary is hapyy.
b. It israining,andit is notthe casethatMary is not hapyy.

(20) (causabverinterpretatiorof but)
It is rainingandit is notthe casethatMary is not hapy becausef that.

Hence,thereis no "concessie but’, just asthereis no "causaland'— inter
pretingbut asa concessions dueto overinterpretation At the sametime, a con-
trastis perfectlycompatiblewith a concessionustasa causakelationis perfectly
compatiblewith a conjunction.This suggestshatcontrastandconjunction,onthe
onehand,and concessiorand causality on the otherhand,are differenttypesof
discourserelationsexploiting differentfeaturesof the discourse.Concessiorand
causalityrepresentelationsbetweerpropositionsor statesof affairs,i.e. seman-
tic/externalrelations(cf. Mann, Thompsonl988). Thusthey may be realizedby
an aderbial containinga propositionalanaphor(becauseof that, in spite of that
etc.)andestablisrananaphoridink (cf. Webberetal. 1999).

A contrast,on the other hand, is basedon the information structureof the
sentenceombiningsubsequentfoci. Making useof the information structure, a
contrastis a genuinestructuralrelation,i.e. no semantic/eternalrelation. Yet it
shouldnot be subsumedinderthe notion of pragmatic/internatelationsbecause
the latter areusuallytied to theillocutionary aspectof their aguments(Sanders
etal. 1992). Therelationof contrastgiven by but seemso resistthe standard
classification,which may help to clarify the ongoingdiscussioraboutthe types
of discourserelations(cf. e.g. Moore andPollack 1992, Batemanand Rondhuis
1997)

7 Topic change

Letusfinally comebackto thedialogsin (1)-(3),repeatedn (21)-(23). Thestarting
point of this paperwasthe questionwhy in (22b)and(23b)the useof but instead
of and is obligatory Considerthe quaestionegiven belon.® In the unmarled
casein (21b)bothandandbut areacceptabléecausdenmayintendhis answer
aseitherreferringto thequestion(21c)or to theonein (21d). Note,however, that
thereis a crucial difference: The but-quaestiobut not the and-quaestiotriggers

15For easenf comparisorthe quaestids givenhereconsistingof a polarity anda constituengues-
tion conjunct,assuminghatansweringa constituengjuestiorsimultaneouslgonfirmstherespectie
polarity question sothis form of quaestids alsoansweredy a confirm+deny sequence.
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the expectationthatthe biggerchildrendid the samething asthe small onesdid.
By usingbut in (22b)and(23b) Bendeliberatelycornveys this expectation.In this
way, althoughactuallydeviating from the original topic of Adam’s question,Ben
presentghe additionaltopic asbeingcloselyrelatedto the original one. Thus,by
usingbut Ben suggestshatthe additionaltopic is relevant, too, andthe deviation
is reasonable.

(21) a. Adam:
Whatdid the childrendo today?

b. Ben:
The small childrenstayedat HomE and/lut the bigger oneswent to
thezoo.

c. Ben'squaestiovhenusingand
Whatdid the smallchildrendo andwhatdid the biggeronesdo?

d. Ben’squaestiovhenusingbut:
Whatdid the smallchildrendo, anddid the biggeronesdo the same?

(22) a. Adam:
Whatdid the smallchildrendo today?

b. Ben:
The bigger children went to the zoo, but the small onesstayedat
HOME.

c. Ben'squaestio:
Whatdid the biggerchildrendo, anddid the smallonesdo the same?

(23) a. Adam:
Whatdid the smallchildrendo today?

b. Ben:
The small childrenstayedat HOME, but the bigger oneswentto the
ZOO.

c. Ben’'squaestio:
Whatdid the smallchildrendo, anddid the biggeronesdo the same?

To conclude the dialogsin (22) and(23) clearly demonstratehat an answer
neednot referto only the topic of the question. This suggestshat a naturallan-
guagedialog shouldnot be conceved as a sener-client relationwhereB hasto
answerall andonly A’'s questions Partnersin a dialogseemto be "peerto-peer”:
They areentitledto introducean additionaltopic, but they areboundto relatethe
additionaltopic to the original one,thusminimizing the deviation. Oneway to do
thisis by usingthe conjunctionbut.
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