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1 Formalist vs. inferentialist theories ofbut

Among the most widely discussed uses of adversative markech asut, are
formal contrasior semantic oppositionses, illustrated in (1 grgumentativeises,
as in (2); ancconcessivgeor denial of expectationses in (3):

(1) This ring is beautiful, but that one isn't.
(2) Thisring is beautiful, but expensive.
(3) Thisring is beautiful, but we won't buy it.

In Kehler’s (2002) classification of coherence relatioresthtypes of relations en-
coded bybutbelong to two different major classes. Formal contrast{ Ayesem-
blancerelation: the central role in establishing resemblancatiats is played by

*1 would like to thank the participants of the Adversativityovkshop at the Centre for Ad-
vanced Study, Oslo, and the participants of the ESSLLI-20btkshop on formal approaches
to discourse particles and modal adverbs for their commamisquestions that brought this re-
search further. Special thanks go out to Henk Zeevat, foemerding discussions on the topic,
as well as to Yurie Hara, Naoko Tomita and Kazuko YatsuskhirdHeir help with Japanese. This
research was supported by the Centre for Advanced Study, &l the German Research Com-
munity (DFG) as part of the projetinplicature and Discourse Structuat the Centre for General
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1The latter two are closely related: in denial of expectatises the second conjunct lodit
contradicts a conclusion suggested by the first conjunceéreds in the argumentative uses, the
conjuncts support two contradicting conclusions (cf. Aomabre and Ducrot, 1977). In this paper,
we will mainly refer to argumentative uses, but mean thenmepsasentative of denial of expecta-
tion uses, as well.



“formal” similarities and differences between the conginsentences, i.e. those
at the level of the logical form or some relatively closestgface semantic rep-
resentation. Denial of expectation and argumentative bisksg to the class of
causalrelations, whose inference requires “deep” interpretatioassive recourse
to world knowledge, particularly the knowledge of causal arierential relations
between events and facts. The distinction between reseg®knd causal rela-
tions is fundamental and influences the use and interpoatafia whole range of
linguistic devices, including pronouns, ellipsis and &(isehler, 2002).

Yet obviously, the relations in (1)—(3) must have a lot in coom since they are
encoded by the same marker in many languages. The idea todlejged in this
paper is that this common thing is the contrast between “Sunge positive” and
“something negative” (Sanders et al., 1992; Knott and Sand®98), but what it
means to be “positive” or “negative” amounts to somethirftedent in each case:
a positive and a negative statement in (1), an argument amdierargument
in (2), a trigger of an expectation and a denial of that exqtemt in (3). Exist-
ing generalised accounts of the functionbwft can be roughly divided into two
groups depending on which end they start with. Approactasirsg on the causal
end—the “inferentialist” approaches, as we will call theimce they appeal to
world knowledge and deep inferential processing—take #reall of expectation
(Foolen, 1991; Blakemore, 1989, 2002; Iten, 2000; Hall, 2@04he argumen-
tative function as basic (Anscombre and Ducrot, 1977; M&r@99; Winterstein,
2010) [and Winterstein this volume] deriving formal costras a special case.
The other group of approaches (Saebg, 2003; Umbach, 2004, 2i¥bskaja and
Zeevat, 2008, 2009) defines the relationship between th@mas of but using
the notion of information-structural alternatives, whies a most straightforward
application to formal contrast usesmit? while argumentative and denial of ex-
pectation uses are treated as special cases under addissaaptions.

The focus of this paper is on yet another type of use of adtreesmarkers:
the so-calleccorrectionuses illustrated in (4), which raise issues that bear in in-
teresting ways on the formalist/inferentialist discussio

(4) Johnis't going to Parisputto Berlin.

Correction uses proved to be rather difficult to accommodhegeunified theory of
but They are often entirely excluded from consideration asilg ttistinct mean-
ing of but on the basis of their deviant semantic and syntactic prigse(e.g.

2Another group of approaches that take contrast as the basiaing ofout is represented by
Rieber (1997), Fraser (1998) and Bach (1999), see Blake(@662) and Hall (2004) for critical
discussion. One crucial difference between these appesamid the ones we refer to as formalist,
including the one developed in this paper, is that in theldtt does not encode simple contrast,
but contrast between “something positive” and “somethiagative”, in a sense to be clarified
below.



Anscombre and Ducrot, 1977). In this paper, | will discuse #as rather under-
studied phenomenon, which, | will argue, speaks in favoua ahified account
after all. Adversative markers establish an asymmetry éetwtheir conjuncts
both in argumentative and in corrective uses. In argumieetases, the second
conjunct presents the stronger argument. In corrective, ube first conjunct
must contain negation, while the second conjunct is p@sitia contrast, correc-
tive uses of additive markers—in languages that generabyadditive markers to
express correction, e.g. Russian, or in languages wherévadatiarkers can ap-
pear in this function along with adversatives—do not shaavstiime asymmetries.

I will show that both asymmetries @iut can be captured as manifestations of the
same underlying property within a unified theory of this nearkThe resulting
theory clearly belongs to the formalist camp, and | will a¥dhat only formalist
type of analysis can adequately capture corrective and obes ofbut in one
theory. Section 2 presents the phenomenon of (a)symmeimtieation, section 3
develops a theory djut that explains this phenomenon, whereas implications for
a general theory of adversativity and additivity are diseasin section 4.

2 The phenomenon of (a)symmetric correction

Correctionis, in our terminology, the relation between an expresdia éxplic-
itly negates some contextually salient proposition, éajnn isn’t going to Paris
in (5), and one that “replaces” the “wrong” part of that prsipion by a “correct”
element Berlin):

(5) Johnis't going to Parisputto Berlin.

Many languages have specialised markers of correctiontregsermarsondern

the Spanisising, the Hungariammanembut there is also a large group of languages
where correction is expressed by an adversative markerthe dnglishbut, the
Frenchmais It turns out that such markers show an asymmetry with régpec
the order in which the negative and the positive conjunceappNormally, the
negative conjunct comes first, and the positive conjunatrsgcas in the English
(5) and the German (6a). The reversal of conjuncts is useidtlher altogether
impossible, cf. (6b§,or leads to a slightly different interpretation as in the Esigy
example (7), which falls outside our notion of correction.

(6) a. Peterfahrt nicht nach Paris, sondern nach Berlin.
Peter isgoing not to Paris CORR to Berlin
b. *Peter fahrt  nach Berlin, sondern nicht nach Paris.
Peter is going to Berlin CORR not to Paris

3This seems generally to be the case with specialised cmeoiarkers.
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(7) John is going to Berlinput notto Paris.

Whereas a proper correction such as (5) is appropriate in gxdowhere the
expectation is that John went (only) to Paris on a particodaasion, i.eParisis
“replaced” byBerlin as the target of John’s travel @hat occasion, (7) is more
appropriate in a context where one would have expected &afpm both to Berlin
and Paris, or where going to Paris has a higher value on a gtalegoing to
Berlin. In both cases, the effect is that John is doing “lebghtwas expected,
i.e. the second conjunct bt has a restrictive rather than replacive function, and
therefore does not instantiate correction. This “resuectunction” is not yet
another use obut, but an effect that we typically find in formal contrast uses
(Foolen, 1991; Umbach, 2005), cf. also (1).

A better way to express replacive correction in the positiggative order in
English (as well as in German and many other languages) isetand instead of
but (8a), or leave out the conjunction altogether (8b).

(8) a. Johnis going to Berligand notto Paris.
b. John is going to Berlimotto Paris.

To put these intuitions in a somewhat more graspable forthatfollowing
can be used as a test for corrective vs. formal contrasti@tst) readings of
adversative and other markers: a sentence that has a egrexding, such as
(5), as well as (8a) and (8b), will be most appropriate as & riep(9a). If the
corrective reading is the only or the dominant one, the seetavill be much less
appropriate after (9b) or (9c)—this is true for (5) and (8mgrhaps less so for
(8a). Conjunctions with formal contrast readings will shw following pattern:
if negation occurs in the second conjunct, as in (7), the mpptopriate context
is (9b). If negation is in the first conjunct, as e.g. in (1®art (9c) is a more
appropriate context than (9b). Notice that the restrictffect is reversed here:
John is doing more than expected. It seems that regardlabe gilacement of
negation, sentences with formal contrast readings areoiwdd as a reply to (9a),
although unlike pure corrections they seem to provide amwdit information that
the speaker of (9a) did not “ask for”: after negating thatnJ@hgoing to Paris,
they tell about aifferentevent of John going to Berlin, while corrections still talk
about the same event.

(9) a. I'thought John was going to Paris.
b. I thought John was going both to Paris and to Berlin.
c. | thought John was going neither to Paris and nor to Berlin.

(10) John ig't going to Parisbut he is going to Berlin.

We will say that a correction marker is asymmetric if it shaws replacive



interpretation and the contextual pattern typical for eotion markers only with
the negative-positive order of conjuncts, while with thesipge-negative order
it is either ruled out altogether, or has a different intetgtion, such as the for-
mal contrast reading with the corresponding contextudkpat Accordingly, a
correction marker is symmetric if it has a replacive intetption and generally
behaves like a correction marker no matter which conjunietasos the negation.

The point that the discussion so far leads up to is that symenadrrection
markers also exist, although they seem to be less commossalenaguages. For
example the Russian correction markefl1) expresses a replacive relation re-
gardless of the order of the negative and the positive cahjuBoth (11a) and
(11b) are equally appropriate as a reply to (9a), and ingp@ie after (9b) or
(90).

(11) a. Oleg edet ne v Pari, a v Berlin
Oleg isgoing not to Paris CORR to Berlin
Oleg isn’'t going to Paris, but to Berlin.
b. Oleg edet v Berlin, a ne v Pari
Oleg isgoing to Berlin CORR not to Paris
Oleg is going to Berlin, and not to Paris.

Among Slavic languages, Ukrainian and Bulgargeseem to follow the same
patternr> Among languages that are neither related nor in contact Ritssian,
the Japanese converb markiey-deappears to be symmetric in the same sense in
its corrective uses, cf. (12).

(12) a. tyuumonsi-ta-no-wakoohii-de-wa-naku-te  kootya-desu
orderPRFNOM-TOP  coffee€OP-TOP-NEG-CORR tea-COP
What | ordered is not coffee, but tea.

b. tyuumonsi-ta-no-wakootya-deat-te koohii-de-wa-nai
orderPRFNOM-TOP tea-COP-CORR coffee€ORTOP-NEG
What | ordered is tee, and not coffee.

The crucial characteristic that distinguishes these nmafkem the asymmet-
ric correction markers like Englishut or Frenchmais is that they are not ad-

41t would be logical to call correction markers restrictegtisitive-negative order asymmetric
as well, but to the best of my knowledge such markers do net.ekixpressions like the English
A rather than Bor A instead of Bcome close, since they are replacive and encode the correct
information in A and the information to be replaced B1 However,B does not contain overt
negation. Correction markers in our narrow definition treiuire overt negation in the second
conjunct do not seem to be attested in natural languages.

SLithuaniano and Chechetiga are further likely candidates since they combine a cowecti
function with an additive function in one marker, while ugia different marker for the core
adversative functions ‘denial of expectation’ and ‘forroahtrast’ (Mauri, 2008).
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versative in their other uses. That is, they do not have aegative and denial
of expectation uses like (2) and (3) which we normally findhwaidversatives.
They normally do have formal contrast uses (or rather, wowd very much like
formal contrast, see Jasinskaja, 2010, on the distincttwden ‘contrastive com-
parison’ and ‘opposition’), as well as ‘atemporal combioatuses (Mauri, 2008),
i.e. conjoining states of affairs where the temporal orderat at issue—this usu-
ally excludes narrative uses liklwhn fell and broke his legvhere the temporal
order of events is inferred from the textual order of conjfsntMoreover, Japanese
-te/-decan be used to encode all combination types, including teahpombina-
tion according to Mauri (2008, p. 219), which comes ratheselto the coverage
of the Englishand In other words, the generalisation that suggests itsetfas
symmetric correction markers come from the pool of addngkers, while cor-
rective uses of adversative markers are asymmetric. Thieseekon sets out to
explain this phenomenon.

3 Explaining the (a)symmetries

It is well known that adversative markers likeit show asymmetric behaviour
in their argumentative uses: the stronger argument is awasen in the second
conjunct (Anscombre and Ducrot, 1977):

(13) a. Thering is beautifuhutit's expensive. [So we shouldn’t buy it.]
b. The ring is expensivéut it's beautiful. [So we should buy it.]

The core idea of our proposal is that the asymmetries thatbserge in the cor-
rective uses of adversative markers are related to thisraegtative asymmetry.
We will return to this issue in section 3.4 where we will dissilsome arguments
for and against this basic assumption. The main goal of #ua is to develop
a theory of adversative and additive markers that wouldipt#akir (a)symmetric
behaviour in corrections, linking the corrective and thguanentative asymmetry
of but under a uniform explanation. Section 3.2 discusses thdlplitysof ap-
plying the argumentative approach along the lines of Watén (2010) to this
problem. Section 3.3 develops a solution within the questiased approach of
Jasinskaja and Zeevat (2008, 2009) and Jasinskaja (2010jirgsection 3.1)
it is useful to have a brief look at unmarked corrections (8k) in the previous
section, i.e. corrections expressed without eitheéior and, in order to discern the
role of the marker from the contribution of the conjuncts gedieral pragmatic
principles.



3.1 Unmarked correction

A detailed study of unmarked correction, which is by the way\clearly sym-
metric, cf. (14), is presented in Jasinskaja (DGfS). Hereonlg point out some
of its properties that will help us understand correctiopgibt andand

(14) a. John imotgoing to Paris. He is going to Berlin.
b. John is going to Berlin. He isot going to Paris.

To begin with, notice that it is not necessary to use a cau@cbnstruction in
order to correct, for instance, another speaker’s suggesithe positive sentence
is generally sufficient, cf. (15). One can also only use thgatiee sentence to
contradict the same claim, cf. (16), however there is a gtiatuition that B’s
reply in (16) provides less information than that in (15).

(15) A: | thought John was going to Paris
B: Heis going to EERLIN

(16) A: | thought John was going to Paris
B: Heis not going to Paris.

One way to account for this observation (also developedsmskaja, DGfS)
is to assume that the positive sentence in (15B) is interpretbaustively with
respect to the questioWhere is John going?2vhich amounts to saying that John
is going to Berlin and no other place. From this it follows thatis not going
to Paris. Contrastive focal stress Barlin is usually seen as an argument for this
kind of analysis (Steube, 2001). In (16B), the negative sex@ean be either taken
to answer an impliciyes/nequestion likels John going to Paris?or the same
kind of wh-question as in (15)Where is John going4presumably depending
on whether the main stress is on the negative particle d?aois, which is both
possible). In either case, exhaustive interpretation doggive rise to a stronger
statement than the literal meaning of the sentence, i.@.diolm’t go to Paris, and
we do not know about other places he could have gone to (Sehdlxan Rooij,
2006; Spector, 2005). In other words, (16B) strictly follofsm (15B) when
exhaustivity is taken into consideration.

The same considerations apply to the negative and the yoptirt of correc-
tive constructions like (14). One might wonder why exprégsrtegative part at all
if it follows from the positive part, however it often helgsitlentify what is being

5We have to do with two different uses of the tecmrrectionhere. Example (15) illustrates
correction as a speech act—a relation between the incomelcthee correct utterance, usually
by different speakers (Steube, 2001; Asher and LascarR($3). In contrast, the corrective
construction, or the way we have been using the teomectionso far, is a relation between an
utterance that negates an incorrect utterance, and thectaterance that replaces the negated
information, cf. (14).



corrected in cases where the target of correction is notlehsan the context as
in (15) and (16), or in the case of ambiguity:

(17) A: 1thought John was going to Paris and Madrid.
B: a. Heis not going to either. He is going to Berlin.
b. He is not going to Paris. He is going to Berlin.
[John is going to Berlin and Madrid.]

The relative strength of the positive and the negative @art] the function
of the negative part to indicate which part of the previoustext is being cor-
rected also explains the preference for the negativeipesitder as more natural
from the point of view of discourse dynamics: weaker statanfiest, more spe-
cific statement second; contextual link first, new informatsecond. So it is not
surprising that the absolute majority of correction maskacross languages are
restricted to this order of presentation, markers restli¢d the reverse order do
not seem to exist, and symmetric markers occur much moredrety with neg-
ative conjunct first and positive second, than the other waymd, as shown by
the corpus study reported in Jasinskaja (FDSL): out of d tatmber of 418 oc-
currences of the Russian correctse362 (86.6%) are with the negative-positive
order of conjuncts, and only 56 (13.4%) are positive-negati

As explained in Jasinskaja (DGfS), the replacive integireih of juxtaposed
negative and positive sentences like (14) results fromyapgplgeneral pragmatic
default principles of exhaustive interpretation—by défaa sentence is inter-
preted exhaustively with respect to the question it adésessand topic continuity—
by default, a sentence answers the same question as theyzeentence (Jasin-
skaja, 2007). Assuming that both sentences in (14) addniesguestioiwWhere is
John going? the exhaustive interpretation of the negative sentengesgis that
the place John is going to is not Paris, while that of the p@sgentence is: the
place John is going to is Berlin. Thus Paris is “replaced” byliBen the descrip-
tion of the maximal relevant event of John going to place X.

Since exhaustivity and topic continuity are general pragn@nstraints that
apply by default, in principle, no special marking is neetteexpress correction.
One might wonder why we have correction markers at all ifis. One reason
could be that unmarked correction is restricted in embeddetkexts:

(18) a. | doubt that John didn’t vote for McCaioyt for Obama.
b. # | doubt that John didn’t vote for McCain, for Obama.
c. # | doubt that John didn’t vote for McCain, he voted for Obama
d. | doubt that John didn’t vote for McCain. | doubt that he bter
Obama.

It has often been observed that the development of writteguage is a powerful



factor that puts evolutionary pressure on the developmenbordinating con-
junction systems (Mithun, 1988). Presumably, the need poesss various kinds
of coordinating relations, including correction, underbsdding is motivated by
the more complex hierarchical organisation of written digse. In fact, there are
a number of languages, especially among unscripted laeguafgthe world, or
languages with a relatively young written tradition, whabi not have correction
markers and generally use plain sentence juxtapositi@n (®ari’, Lango, ac-
cording to Mauri, 2008). There are also languages like Gannghere the use of
an explicit correction markemlfamed is restricted to official and bookish style,
while the normal and the most frequent way of expressingection is without
marking (Mauri, 2008). Finally, correction markers aréhgatfrequent in English
and most other languages of Europe, but they co-exist withanked correction
which is more typical for spoken language. In other words gianeral tendency in
the distribution of unmarked vs. marked correction seerhgtanmarked/spoken
vs. marked/written, while the degree of grammaticalisatbcorrection markers
and their overall frequency of use has a lot to do with theditg history of the
language.

3.2 An argumentative theory of (a)symmetric correction?

Above we formulated the idea that the asymmetric patterracheristic of adver-
sative markers in corrections is a manifestation of the samderlying constraint
as their argumentative asymmetry. The argumentative lh@ivaof butis (not sur-
prisingly) most naturally treated within the argumentatapproach of Anscom-
bre and Ducrot (1977); Merin (1999); Winterstein (2010)Merin’s probabilistic
formalisation of the approach, the central role is playedheymeasure; (¢)—
the argumentative force of propositignwith respect to a hypothesig, which
is positive ¢y (¢) > 0) if ¢ “argues for” H, that is, the probability off after
learning¢ is higher than before learning and negative if» “argues againstH
(or for = H), that is,¢ lowers the probability off and raises the probability of
—H. If ¢ gives a stronger argument féf than« does forl, thenry (¢) > r;(v).
Winterstein’s (2010) formulation of the function biit (in fact, the Frencimais
but per null hypothesis the difference does not matterMergin (19):

(19) ¢ but:
a. Orientationry(¢) < 0 < rg(9)
b. Forcerry(¢) < r-gy(v)

The orientation condition (19a) says thatand > argue in different direc-
tions, i.e. there is a salient hypothegéis such that the argumentative force¢of
IS positive with respect td/, whereas the argumentative forcewois negative,
or put differently,ry(¢) > 0 andr_y(¢)) > 0, i.e. ¢ argues forH, whereas)
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argues for-H. The force condition in (19b) says that the second conjurgives
the stronger argument, i.g. is a stronger argument forH than ¢ is for H.’
The second condition implements what we have called argtatiesm asymme-
try. Winterstein (2010) develops an extension of this appihato formal contrast
uses otut, by assuming that certain kinds of hypotheses are made atitaity
salient by the information structure of the conjuncts. Eheslude the so-called
Hother andH,,00¢: fOr example, in (20a) the use biitis justified by the assump-
tion that the first conjunct argues for the hypothesis thaihig plays the bass
as well as somether instruments {,...), i.e. H is the conjunction of the con-
junct itself Lemmy plays the basmd some (or all) of its information-structural
alternatived.emmy plays the guitar, the piano, efithe second conjunct in (20a)
argues against this hypothesis, so the orientation comdii satisfied. In (20b),
the relevant hypothesi,,,.;,.. IS Lemmy plays the bass and nothing else, i.e. the
conjunction olLemmy plays the bassid thenegationof its information-structural
alternatives. (But see Winterstein, this volume, for a fvatd introduction.)

(20) a. Lemmy plays [ the basg,]but not the guitar.
b. Lemmy plays [ the basg-] but he also plays the guitar.

Winterstein (2010) does not attempt to extend this anatgsise corrective uses
of but® In what follows we try to formulate such an extension to seewill give
us a unified account of the asymmetry in argumentative anmeciire uses.

The problem amounts largely to finding a suitable hypothékisFrom the
point of view of relevance in discourse the best motivatgdiarentative goals are
perhaps (a) John is going to Paris (and only to Paris on thepkr relevant oc-
casion), and (b) John is going (only) to Berlin (on that samzaemn). At least,
these are the propositions that represent the point of idisagent (actual or po-
tential) between the speakers. However, on the assumptiadd in the previous
section) that the contribution of the positive part of a eotion, i.e. the second
conjunct ofbutin (21), is to be taken to include its exhaustive strengtignie.

’The original idea behind (19) is due to Anscombre and Duct®¥{), first formalised by
Merin (1999). Winterstein’s formulation of the lexical dabution of but does not significantly
differ from that of his predecessors. We nevertheless usgafditein’s study as our main reference
point in this paper, since it extends Merin’s formal appiosxa broader range of usestoft, as
well as to additive markers.

8The same idea is implemented in the analysis of formal centises obutin approaches that
start from denial of expectation (Foolen, 1991; Blakem@@89, 2002). In Blakemore’s (2002)
formulation, contrastivéut denies the expectation that there is no contrast. That woelh for
the example (20a), that proposition introducedhoy goes against the assumption that the bass
and the guitar are alike in their property of being played bynmy.

%n fact, Anscombre and Ducrot (1977) maintain the view thatective uses ofmais are
truly distinct and do not involve argumentation, and Wiatein (2010) seems to make the same
assumption.
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the place John went to (on the relevant occasion) is Berlid ¢aothing else),
both conjuncts in (21) argue in the same direction, i.e. laginst ‘John is going
to Paris’, and both for ‘John is going to Berlin’, so the oriin condition is
violated.

(21) John ig’'t going to Parisbutto Berlin.

Another possibility is to assume that = ‘John isn’t going anywhere’, or ‘John
isn’t going to Paris and other places, including Berlin’. &cf this looks like a
perfectly well-formedH .., and moreover, it satisfies both the orientation and
the force condition: John isn’t going to Paris is a weak argaonin favour of the
hypothesis ‘John isn’'t going anywhere’, and John is goingedin is a knock-
down argument against that hypothesis. However, thergvarprioblems with this
assumption. First, this is thE that according to Winterstein’s analysis licenses
the formal contrast use in (22). This is not by itself incetent, but it means that
the difference between the formal contrast in (22) and ctioe in (21) cannot
be accounted for by the choice .

(22) John ig't going to Parisput he is going to Berlin.

Second, and more importantly, the negative conjunct inections like (21) of-
ten, and in some languages preferentially, or even oblidjatoontains linguistic
devices that bear a presupposition that John is going to gdace. In English
this can be expressed by a cleft constructitois not Paris that John is going
to (see also the Japanese example (12) in section 2), or byastinér stress on
Paris: John is not going to [ ARIS ] . Russian implements a strong preference
for the use ofconstituentnegation in corrective sentences, that is, the negative
particle immediately precedes the ‘negated constituéet’ the PP ‘to Paris’ in
the Russian translation of (21), cf. (11) in section 2, wheitba normal senten-
tial negation requires the negative particle to appear idiately before the finite
verb (Babby, 1980). The semantic difference between the yyestof negation

is precisely in the presupposition associated with carestit negation, that is: the
positive, non-negated part of the sentence holds (Borsdtay 2006; Jasinskaja,
2010), i.e. there is a place that John is going to, in a cametike (21). This sug-
gests that the proposition that John is going somewhererisaily a settled fact
among the speakers and not under dispute in such cases.

Finally, H can be constructed as something like ‘John is going to soaeepl
other than Paris and Berlin’. This hypothesis would satisithithe orientation
and the force condition, and it would be consistent with thesppposition that
John is going somewhere. However, it is hard to see how tipsthgsis could
be activated by default from the first conjunct and its infation structure alone.
It does not meet the definition of eithéf,;,., or H,,q.. In Winterstein’s theory,
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and it is hard to think of another reasonably simple openatiat could derive
‘John is going to some place other than Paris and Berlin’ frdahh isn’t going
to Paris’, for which one could plausibly claim that it bele@nig the accepted set
of defaults along With .., and H.,,,ique-

Also, the hypothesis ‘John is going to some place other tlzaius Bnd Berlin’
does not look like a proposition that we would normally expgecbe salient in
contexts in which corrections like (21) are made. Moreavénvere made salient
by explicit mention in the previous context, e.g. by ano8p&aker’s utterance like
(23), the correction (21) would be infelicitous as a reply28), while the formal
contrast (22) would be fine. In fact, the same observatiotiegpio the candidate
H discussed above ‘John is not going anywhere’, and to makgstworse, this
will hold for any H that satisfies the orientation condition. This shows that th
first conjunctbut in corrections is simply not a concession to the opposites vie
and does not argue in a different direction.

(23) I thought John was going to some place other than Padi8arlin.

In other words, the crucial ingredient of the argumentasipproach to adversa-
tivity—the constraint that the conjuncts bt argue in opposite directions—
systematically fails on corrections. To maintain the arguatative view would
therefore mean to go along with Anscombre and Ducrot’s apiomthat correc-
tions are an entirely different kind of animal, and to givetbp idea of giving a
uniform account of argumentative and corrective usebudiin general, and its
argumentative and corrective asymmetry in particular.

It might seem that this problem could be solved if the origatacondition
were weakened, e.g. if the second conjuncbof is required to argue against
some hypothesi&l, but there is no complementing requirement for the first con-
junct. In fact, such proposals have been made. For examm@&eBilore (2002,
pp. 108-112), as a reaction to arguments presented by IG30)YZamounting
largely to the same point as those presented in this sectiamtains that the ut-
terance followingbut (i.e. the second conjunct) must “contradict and eliminate
an assumption manifest to the hearer”, but does not imposeeguirement that
the immediately preceding utterance (or the first conjufidiut) be in any way
“positive” with respect to that same assumption, or, in Blakee’s terms, there is
no requirement that the assumption contradicted by thensieconjunct ofout is
made manifest by its first conjunct. In corrections, bothjaonects ofbut “contra-
dict and eliminate” the same assumption. Blakemore developglea that it is
the formal parallelism between the conjuncts (which ultehaleads to the ellip-
sis of the repeated material in the second conjunct, cltersiot of corrections)
that licenses the inference that both conjuncts are doiegdéme job. However,
it remains unclear why this possibility is ruled out in thesabce of formal paral-
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lelism and ellipsis. For example, we seem to have no diffycgtinterpret (25a)

as contradicting (24). The inference is supported by worldWkedge and pre-
sumably by the particlevell, too° Why can’'t we continue witlbut he is tallas in
(25b)? Obviously, formal parallelism is not needed heredenise the inference
that the first conjunct obut “contradicts and eliminates” the same assumption,
it does so for independent reasons. So if the semantibsitaddoes not encode

a constraint that (under normal circumstances) forbidk lbohjuncts to contra-
dict the same assumption, it remains unexplained ladtys inappropriate in this
example, whereaandis perfect.

(24) 1 don’t want John in our basketball team.

(25) a. Well, he is an excellent player.
b. Well, he is an excellent player, and / # but he is tall.

For reasons given, we will give up further attempts to dgvéte argumenta-
tive theory into a general theory bt The next section presents an alternative
proposal, where argumentative force of utterances saygln important role,
but only for some, and not all of the uses of adversative nrarke

3.3 Correction in a question-based setting

In this section we first briefly recapitulate the approachdweeasative markers de-
veloped in Jasinskaja and Zeevat (2008, 2009) and its apiplicto correction by
Jasinskaja (2010). Then the asymmetry of adversative manmkergumentative
and corrective uses is addressed in detail, as well as theofasuch asymmetry
with additive markers and in the unmarked case.

The general outline of the approach: The central idea in Jasinskaja and Zee-
vat (2008, 2009) is that additive and adversative mark&esaind and but con-
vey information about the discourse topics addressed byltheses they con-
nect, where discourse topics are represented as quesiiaer discussion, QUD)
along the lines of e.g. Roberts (1996) andridg (2003). Questions are rep-
resented as sets of Hamblin-style alternatives (Hamb®73), e.g. the ques-
tion Who smokes®orresponds to the set of mutually compatible possible an-
swers{John smokes, Mary smokes, Bill smoke}, Specifically, the conjuncts
of but must givedistinctanswers to a so-calledvh-whethet question: a ques-
tion whose one variable is a normwih-variable, and the other isyees/nevariable

as in a polar question. This applies in the most straightiodwvay to formal
contrast uses that contain explicit negation like (1), &2&) pelow:

%nstead ofiell one could have used anothart here, or an explicit disagree This does not
affect the point.

13



(26) John likes footballbut Bill doesn't.

The corresponding question alternatives are given in (#7jhe assumption that
the wh variable ranges over John and Bill, and tes/novariable ranges over
negation and a corresponding “positive polarity” operatan identity function
of the same logical type as negation. The distinctness tondiequires that
the instantiations of both variables be distinct in the oanjs ofbut Distinct
instantiation of theyes/nevariable is what accounts for the switch in polarity.

John likes football

John doesn't like football
Bill likes football

Bill doesn't like football

(27)

A special case of @h-yes/nequestion, is avhy-yes/npor why-whetheques-
tion, as we used to call it. Thehyvariable brings in the causal (in a broad sense,
Sweetser, 1990), or the argumentative dimension. For ebeanmp(28) the ques-
tion is why “whether” we should buy this ringvith alternatives shown in (29).
The=- symbol should be read as an “argument for” relation and cbeldefined
in terms of argumentative force as in (30). This type of goestan be repre-
sented schematically &X7¢[X = ¢H] using Groenendijk and Stokhof (1984)
notation style fowh-questions, where is a variable that ranges over possible
arguments¢ ranges over and no negatioft and / is the argumentative goal
of the discourse in the same sense as in the argumentativeagppes of Merin
(1999) and Winterstein (2010), cf. section 3.2. Distinesiith respect to the
yes/nevariable implies that one argument has to befoand the other for-H.

In other words, we reconstruct the argumentative oriesrtatondition.

(28) a. The ring is beautifuhutit’s expensive. [So we shouldn’t buy it.]
b. The ring is expensivéut it's beautiful. [So we should buy it.]

this ring is beautiful=- we should buy it
this ring is expensives- we should buy it
this ring is beautiful=- —we should buy it
this ring is expensives —we should buy it

(29)

(30) Definition of=-, the “argument for” relation:
¢ = Hiff ry(¢) >0

In corrections such as (31), the question is again a simplges/navithout an

Ut is not standard to use the same notatiorytes/nequestions. The standard way to represent
a questionwhetherH is ?H rather than?¢[¢ H]. We use the deviant notation here in order to
highlight the parallel fashion in whicwh-variables anges/nevariables are treated in the present
framework.
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argumentative dimensiomvhere “whether” John is going32): Where isn’t John
going?— he isn’'t going to ParisjVhere is John going? he is going to Berlin (see
Jasinskaja, 2010). The requirement that the instantswdrtheyes/nevariable
be distinct ensures that one conjunct is positive, whileother containsyntactic
negation (Anscombre and Ducrot, 1977)—this concerns sirtiy@ presence vs.
absence of negation in the logical form of the alternatiwdeereas their argumen-
tative direction is irrelevant.

(31) Johnig't going to Parisbutto Berlin.

John is going to Paris
John isn’t going to Paris
John is going to Berlin
John isn’t going to Berlin
John is going to Madrid
John isn’t going to Madrid

(32)

In sum, the present approach predicts that one conjunutitdias to be pos-
itive, while the other has to be negative, but what it meansetdpositive” and
“negative” depends on the form of the topic question. If tlhkesfion involves
an argumentative dimension, then being positive vs. negatieans to be an ar-
gument and a counterargument with respect to some saligotigsisH. If no
argumentative dimension is involved, “negative” simplyang negative in the
syntactic sense.

This approach is not without loose ends, of course. Formastathe status
of examples like (33) and (34) is not quite clear. Such exampre standardly
treated as cases of formal contrast. In Jasinskaja and Z@&a8) we analysed
them aswh-yes/npalong the same lines as (26). However, unlike the formal con
trast in (26), and unlike correction, no syntactic negattopresent here. In (33)
some pragmatic reasoning is needed to Balgikes basketbalto the underlying
guestion alternativ8ill doesn't like football and in (34) some lexical decompo-
sition is needed to get frofme skipped the washing wphe didn’t do the washing
up. However, no such tricks are allowed in corrections, whergagctic nega-
tion is required categorically, cf. the classical exam{@8&)( In other words, if
we wantwh-yes/ndo account for this requirement in corrections, then we khou
also expect literal matching between the conjuncts and tiestegpn alternatives
in the case of formal contrast, in which case (33) and (34hcthe accounted
for as instances of formal contrast and require an argurtiea@mension in the
guestion.

(33) John likes footballput Bill likes basketball.
(34) John cleaned up his rootmyt he skipped the washing up.
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(35) a. It'snotambiguousbut vague. [correction]
b. It's unambiguousbut vague. [contrast]

A possible way to approach this puzzle is to treat (33) angl§34hybrid” cases.
In (33), for instance, the overt material in the conjundesréilly matches alterna-
tives of a doublewvh questioriWho likes what?which accounts for the contrastive
topic-focus structure of the example), while Wes/nevariable that licenses the
use ofbut could appear only at the level of the argumentative gdalThe topic
question could be represented’asy?¢[[z likesy] = ¢H|, wherex andy are
the twowh-variables ¢ is theyes/nevariable, andH is presumably ‘John likes
football and Bill likes football’, i.e. Winterstein'&/ ;... We will not develop this
idea any further here, but finally turn to the issue of arguiai@re and corrective
asymmetry.

The asymmetry of adversative markers: The above section only presents the
part of the analysis that captures contrastiveness of saftiee markers, cor-
responding to the orientation condition in the argumewtatipproach, cf. sec-
tion 3.2, but not the asymmetry, i.e. the force conditionJasinskaja and Zee-
vat (2008, 2009) the decisive character of the second conjnrthe argumenta-
tive uses ofbut was captured as a requirement that the second conjesclve
the yes/neissue associated with thehy-yes/nequestion (feature I2D in Jasin-
skaja and Zeevat, 2009). For example, in (28) ig/-yes/nequestion iswhy
“whether” we should buy this ring?cf. (29), and theyes/nequestion is simply
Should we buy this ringMore generally, if the question that licenses the use of
butis 7X7¢([X = ¢H], then the question that must be resolved by the second
conjunct is?¢[EH], or simply ?H, i.e. whetherH holds. Obviously, given that
a but-conjunction A but B, gives an argument both for and agaiist the ? H
guestion can only be resolved by the stronger argument.

This idea can be extended to corrective uses if the condgiéormulated in
a bit more general terms: The second conjuncbuatfmustresolvea contextu-
ally salientquestion under disputdntuitively, this is the question on which the
speaker and the hearer hold distinct positions, or on winietspeaker anticipates
disagreement from the hearér.Obviously, the point of disagreement in argu-
mentative uses is whethéf holds, i.e. whether we should buy the ring, in (28).
In corrections like (31), however, the (actual or antiogggtmismatch between
the speaker’s and the hearer’s representation of the worldezns the question
Where is John going?

This raises the question of the relationship between thie tpestion and the

2We will not repeat Anscombre and Ducrot’s argument that @teoto license the use of such
markers adut the disagreements that their semantics refers to need methéut can also just
be possible or even counter-factually hypothesised bypkalser.
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Should we buy this ring?
(338

Why “whether” we should by this ring?
TX[X = £C)

this ring is beautiful A) = we buy it(C')

this ring is expensivéB) = we buy it(C)
this ring is beautiful A) = —we buy it(=C)
this ring is expensivéB) = —we buy it(=C')

/\

Why should we by this ring? Why shouldn’t we by this ring?
XX = C] XX = (]

this ring is beautiful A) = C this ring is beautifu( A) = —-C
this ring is expensivéB) = C this ring is expensivéB) = —C

this ring is beautiful but this ring is expensive
A=C B = -C

Figure 1: The question under dispute: Argumentative usésiof

qguestion under dispute. The issue really requires much atteation than it can
be given in this paper. At this point we could say perhapstti@tjuestion under
dispute represents (an aspect of) the speaker's model diethrer and the com-
municative situation involving both of them, particulathe relationship between
the speaker’s and the hearer's mental state. In contrastofiic question rep-
resents the speaker’s strategy, or plan, to address théaquesder dispute, or
more generally, issues of common interest between commtimicparticipants.
The topic question is rather a question or series of questluat the speaker asks
herself to help herself get through the complex communieatsk she is fac-
ing. The speaker can indicate to the hearer, for instanchdyse of adversative
markers, what kind of questions she is addressing, but fhie tuestion in this
sense is essentially the speaker’s responsibility. Infegd and 2, which show
the question-based discourse structure of argumentaiiveast (28) and correc-
tion (31), questions under dispute are represented in boxes

Coming back to the asymmetry issue, it is easy to see why théveoson-
junct has to come second but-marked corrections. Under exhaustive interpre-
tation with respect to the question under dispute (and ihésexhaustive inter-
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Where did John go?

Where “whether” John went?

John went to Paris
John didn’t go to Paris
John went to Berlin
John didn’t go to Berlin

/\

Where didn’t John go? Where did John go?
John didn’t go to Paris John went to Paris
John didn’t go to Berlin John went to Berlin

Johndidn'tgo[to PARIS ] but -hewent[to BERLIN |r

Figure 2: The question under dispute: Corrective usdmibf

pretation that we should consider here, as argued in seg@tioand in Jasinskaja,
DGITS), the positive conjunct resolves that questidohn is going to Berlifand
nowhere else) resolves the issue where John is going. Imasbnthe negative
conjunctJohn isn’t going to Pariswhen interpreted as answer to the positile
guestionWhere is John going®nly gives rise to an interpretation that excludes
Paris from the set of places John will possibly go to, but leavegp#rowhether
John is going to Berlin, Madrid, Oslo, et In other words, under normal circum-

3There is a potential caveat here. The stated absence ofstixiesstrengthening in the negative
conjunctJohn isn't going to Parigs based on the assumption that it is interpreted as an answer
to the positive questiowhere is John going2the question under dispute (Schulz and van Rooij,
2006; Spector, 2005). But is this assumption justified? Agife 2 shows, the topic question
immediately dominating the negative conjunct is a negatikkguestionWhere isn’t John going?
Exhaustivization with respect to that question would ghlvattJohn is going to all other relevant
places except Paris, which is obviously wrong. On the othedhit is most natural to assume that
the question primarily responsible for exhaustivity inspliures of sentences in discourse is the
most local topic question, so why the negative conjundititmarked corrections deviates from
this pattern needs an independent explanation. Noticéhisgtroblem does not arise in unmarked
corrections (cf. section 3.1) since there islnd to indicate the presence ofveh-yes/nastrategy,
the negative and the positive part are interpreted diregtlyrespect to the positive question under
dispute.

We cannot offer a fully fledged solution yet, but it should lmiced that corrections show ex-
ceptional behaviour also in another way, discussed in ldatdasinskaja (2010). Normally, the
topic structure like that in Figure 2 implies that the pdlaexponents of the conjuncts should be
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stances (i.e. when the alternative set contains more tharet@vant alternatives),
the negative conjunct does not resolve the question undputd.

Finally, as the last small improvement, instead of definmgforce condition
in terms of categorical resolution of the question undeputis, it might be more
adequate to define it in probabilistic terms along the linethe argumentative
approach. (Indeed, what if the other speaker is not conditgethe argument
or does not accept the correction, so the question remamesained?) One can
replace resolution by relative informativity: the secomhjanct ofbut must be
more informativewith respect to the question under dispute, where more in-
formative than) with respect to a questiaf if it establishes a clearer preference
for one cell in@’s partition of the common ground than does. That is, sup-
poseA, ..., A, are full, resolving answers 1@ (i.e. propositions corresponding to
cells in the partition of the common ground established)bgf. Groenendijk and
Stokhof, 1984) for whiclp is a positive argument, i.e. for eachin {A;, ..., A},
ra,(¢) > 0. Suppose also thdt3, ..., B,, } is the corresponding set far.

(36) ¢ is more informative than with respect to a questiof iff
there isA; € {A,, ..., A} such that for allB; € {By, ..., B,,} holds

TAi(¢) > B, <¢)

That is, there is an answer for whighpresents a stronger argument thadoes
for any answer it argues for. €j is ayes/nequestion (as in the argumentative uses
of but) with only two cellsH and—H then it is easy to see that the proposed for-
mulation boils down precisely to Winterstein’s force cdrati. If there are more
than two cells, as is normally the casenh-questions associated with corrections,
positive answers always turn out to be more informative thegative ones under
exhaustive interpretation, so we predict once again tlegpdsitive conjunct must
appear second.

This is the reason why the corrective readindoaf is not available in (37).
Under the assumption that the question under disputéhere did John gq2he
second conjunct is less informative than the first, i.e. tined condition is not sat-
isfied. However, if the question under disputdisl John go both to Berlin and

marked as contrastive topics (cfuing, 2003), however this never happens in correctiorey; th
only have foci on instantiations of theh-variable (i.e.Paris andBerlin), the negative particle is
optionally stressed (normally unstressed), while thetpespolarity exponent may not be stressed,
moreover, may not be present in the positive conjunct. # firesent, as idohn doesn't like foot-
ball, but he does like basketbdliie corrective reading is lost, and the contrastive reacimges in

its place. In other words, both information structure anceatuation, and the exhaustivity effects
are consistent with the assumption that both conjuncts meecpsed as answers to the positive
whrquestion, whereas the presence of the negative topicignébat immediately dominates the
negative conjunct seems to be ignored. Still, we cannot ¢etely dispense with that question
in our theory ofbut-corrections since it is the one that accounts for the requént of explicit
syntactic negation in the first conjunct. For the time bethis remains a puzzle for the future.
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Paris? then the negative conjunct is more informative than thetpesone, since
falsifying one conjunct is enough to falsify the whole cargtion, whereas veri-
fying one conjunct is not enough to verify a conjunction. $tauformal contrast
reading is predicted for this example.

(37) John is going to Berlirhut notto Paris.

Next, we will see why the corrective reading in (37) comeskhabutis replaced
by and and why the Russian correction marketioes not show the same asym-
metry as the Englisbut

The symmetry of additive markers and unmarked correction: The answer

to the question why additive markers and unmarked juxtéijposof sentences are
symmetric in their corrective uses is very simple: becabsg tlo not encode a
force constraint. Unmarked juxtaposition of sentencegiouisly, does not encode
anything whatsoever. The corrective reading is deriveckpmed in section 3.1
(see Jasinskaja, DGTS, for detailed discussion), and #rereo implications with

respect to the position of the negative conjunct.

Russiana is an additive marker. However, unlike the Englishd it is re-
stricted to multiple variable topic questions, most faarikinds being double and
multiple wh-questions likeWho likes what?Who gave what to whom®ith an
alternative sets such as that in (38) (Jasinskaja and Ze20@8, 2009). There-
fore the most typical use @ in Russian is to conjoin clauses in pair list answers
to doublewh-questions, as in (39), which typically have a contrastm@d-focus
structure (cf. Biring, 2003).

John likes football Bill likes football Mary likes football
(38) ¢ John likes basketball Bill likes basketball Mary likes babld
John likes tennis Bill likes tennis Mary likes tennis

(39) Oleg ljubit futbol, Roma basketbol,a Vera tennis
Oleg likes football Roma basketball and Vera tennis

Oleg likes football, Roma likes basketball, and Vera likasts.

Wh-yes/nequestions introduced earlier in this section are a speats of double
variable questions, whose one variable is of the polar tgphexamples (27) and
(32). Since corrections in turn are specific manifestatangh-yes/nestrategies
as was argued above, correction falls under the functienroRussian. Crucially,
the Russian adversative conjunctiog, is restricted tovh-yes/nequestions that
involve an argumentative dimension (@hy-yes/nequestions). Therefore it has
argumentative and denial of expectation uses, but is natoappate for correc-
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tion.'* Finally, a is blockedby no, that is, if the context justifies the use 16,
thenno must be used. This is whgis not used in standard argumentative and
denial of expectation contexts, even though its semantaxddhallow this, as it
is fully compatible with and less specific than the semartfaso (see Jasinskaja
and Zeevat, 2009)A is also less specific thamo in that it does not require a
guestion under dispute, and hence does not establish amayy between its
conjuncts in terms of informativeness with respect to thesgjon. Therefora s
symmetric in its corrective uses.

Englishandis a general additive marker that goes, in principle, with keind
of topic question. Like Russiam it does not presuppose a question under dispute,
does not encode any force constraint, and is blocked by tliesponding adver-
sative marker, the Englishut That means that the conventional semantics of
andis, in particular, also compatible withveh-question under dispute andndn-
yes/nestrategy, characteristic of corrections. However, if tiegative conjunct
comes first and the positive second, then the force consthinut is satisfied,
sobut is allowed, and therefore required, whereasl is excluded by blocking.
But if the order of conjuncts is positive first, negative set;cand the force con-
straint ofbut fails, thenandis an obvious replacement. This is why we observe
the pattern in (40).

(40) a. John imot going to Parisbutto Berlin. [correction]
b. John inotgoing to Parisandto Berlin. [-[¢ A 1], ¢ A 1), *correction]
c. John is going to Berlinput notto Paris. [contrast, *correction]
d. John is going to Berlimand notto Paris. {) A —¢, correction]

Apart from blocking, another reason for the absence of aection reading in
(40b) might be a strong preference for the interpretatiah tie wide scope of
negation,~[¢ A v], while correction is a special case of the narrow scope ngadi
[—¢] A1), It might be the case that both correction and] A ¢ get overshadowed
by the—[¢ A 9] interpretation.

Notice also that (40d) does not express correction unarobgjy. It allows

14The landscape of formal contrast is somewhat divided betaemdnoin Russian. In exam-
ples like (26) and (33), which have clear contrastive tomds the preferred choice, whereas in
cases like (34) itimo. As was pointed out above, the analysis of (33) in Englistbabdy requires
a triple variable topic question with one variable being plodarity of the implicit argumentative
goal and twowh-variables corresponding to the contrastive topic andgacuhe overt linguistic
material. It seems that being given the choice between émgadide argumentative dimension (by
no) or the information-structurally relevant doubhé (by a), Russian speakers give priority to
the latter. In contrast, the analysis of (34) only involves wh-variable in addition to thges/ne
variable, the constituents that instantiate this variathle VPs in (34) do not normally undergo
topicalisation, so there is no case frthereforeno is used. If this analysis is correct, it shows
that Russiam is losing its single additive function and becoming ambiggibetween a contrastive
topic marker and a correction marker.
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for a correction-like configuration of the topic questiordahe question under
dispute; the correction reading is also supported by thetidel of ‘John is going’
in the second conjunct which presumably would be licensed bglientWhere
is John going?question, and therefore serves as an indication that tlestiun
is salient (for instance, as the question under dispute). tlatconfiguration
is in no way forced, so (40d) also allows for a simple A —¢” interpretation,
i.e. a simple conjunction of a positive and a negative statemThis becomes
evident in contexts like (41) and (42). In (41), the fact topéaker A asks the
question shows that he does not know which team sports spBdkes, if any.
Hence the question cannot be under dispute between A and Bies® is no
point for correction. Therefore (41a), which expressesemion more or less
unambiguously, is inappropriate in this context, wherddd] is fine, since it is
not correcting speaker A, but simply stating that B likeske#isall and does not
like football. In (42), there is no possibility of ellipsia the second conjunct, so
the weaker) A —¢ interpretation is as far as we get.

(41) A: Do you like team sports, like football, or basketball?
B: a. ?? | don't like football, but basketball.
b. I like basketball, and not football.

(42) She danced, and didn’t sing.

Japanesete/-decomes close to the English clausald in its range of uses
(Mauri, 2008). For present purposes, we assume that theythavsame seman-
tics. However, Japanese adversative markgaigclause-final) andkedoseem to
pattern with the Russian adversativg in that they are restricted tehy-yes/ne
questions, and do not cover the correction functiohlence the correction func-
tion is left over for-te/-de Corrective symmetry is derived in the familiar way:
-te/-dedoes not require a question under dispute, does not estabéssecond
conjunct as more informative with respect to that questama, therefore does not
require the second conjunct to be positive in its correaises.

Like Englishand, Japanesete/-deunderspecifies correction. In (43a), the
weaker—¢ A 1 reading is most accessible. The correction interpretateonbe
helped by a strong prosodic break aftée. In (43b), the wide scope of negation

15Japanesega and Russiamo seem to diverge in their formal contrast uses. In examples
like John likes football, but Bill doesn’'tlapanese seems to prefga, whereas Russian prefers
the additive markern. This might have to do with the fact that Russiarns on its way from
a general multiple variable additive marker to a contrastapic marker, as was mentioned in
fn. 14 on p. 21. In Japanese no such process can be observesbwdn contrastive topichood is
marked independently by the topic partielea on JohnandBill. In other words, the differences
in the coverage ofga andno in the formal contrast domain can probably be accounted yor b
independent considerations, so they need not affect olkimgohypothesis that these two markers
are semantically equivalent.
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is the dominant reading. Correction and the narrow scopemgaudle difficult to
get.

(43) a. utawa-nai-de odot-ta [ =¢ A1, (correction) ]
SINgNEG-AND dancepAST

He/she danced without singing—f A v |
He/she didn’t sing, but danced. [ correction ]

b. odot-te  utawa-nakat-ta[ - A ¢], (¥ A ¢, correction) ]
danceAND SIiNgNEG-PAST

He/she didn’t both dance and sing=[ A ¢] ]

However, the use of the nominalisaro- and a copular construction makes
it possible to background the questidrhat did | order?in (44) and to force an
exhaustive interpretation of the conjuncts with respetih#b question. The effect
is similar to that of the free relative clause in the Engliginslations of (44a) and
(44b). The result is thatareplacesoffeeas the identifier ofvhat | ordered so
both (44a) and (44b) are unambiguously corrective.

(44) a. tyuumonsi-ta-no-wéakoohii-de-wa-naku-te  kootya-desu
order-PRFNOM-TOP  coffee€cOP-TOP-NEG-AND tea-COP
What | ordered is not coffee, but tea.

b. tyuumonsi-ta-no-wakootya-deat-te koohii-de-wa-nai
orderPRFNOM-TOP  tea-COP-AND  coffeecOP-TOP-NEG

What | ordered is tee, and not coffee.

As a last remark, the underspecification issue illustraye@d®) in English and
(43) in Japanese, does not really arise in the case of Russ&incea is restricted
to multiple variable questions, and in all its uses but theewmtive ones shows a
strong preference for connecting clauses with contrastigees, the absence of
a contrastive topic witla points to the corrective reading. Thus, both (45a) and
(45b) can only be interpreted as correctioBte danced rather than singinin
order to convey a “simple conjunction” reading with the waror the wide scope
of negation~[¢ A 1] and[—¢] A ¢, a must be replaced by a different marker, the
conjunctioni, which goes with single variable questions (JasinskajaZzeeVat,
2008, 2009).

(45) a. Onane pela, a tancevala. [correction]
she not sang AND danced
b. Ona tancevala, a ne pela. [correction]
she danced AND not sang

In sum, we have shown three cases of corrective use of agldiarkers from
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three different languages. In all three cases, the markere symmetric be-
haviour in that they do not constrain the order of conjunzté negative-positive
order, which is a consequence of the fact that additive marieenot encode a
force constraint, which adversatives do. However, we hés@ shown that ad-
ditional factors, such as blocking by an adversative maikecompetition with

other readings of the additive marker, can suppress a ¢vgeeading under cer-
tain conditions. This means, for instance, that even thdtrglishand does not

have corrective readings with the negative-positive oaferonjuncts, this does
not make it “asymmetric in the other direction”, the asymmyes due to other
factors and need not be encoded in the meanirandf

3.4 Semantic vs. pragmatic asymmetry

We started this section with formulating the idea that therasetries observed
in the corrective and the argumentative uses of adversar&ers are manifesta-
tions of the same underlying property of these markers. érptioposed account,
this property is the force constraint, which, in our genseal formulation, re-
guires that the second conjunct of the adversative markendre informative
with respect to a question under dispute, where inforntgtigidefined in terms
of argumentative force along the lines of Merin (1999) anahtéfistein (2010).
This account relies on the assumption that adversative earesncode the force
constraint as part of their lexical meaning, whereas adgitiarkers do not. In this
section we will question this assumption, looking both guanents that suggest
thatand, too, might encode a certain (though different) kind of asyatry, and at
arguments for the view that the asymmetries are due to priagfaators related
to discourse dynamics and should not be stipulated in thasges of eitheand
or but

A whole range of asymmetric definitions ahd have been discussed in the
literature, but we will concentrate on one which seems tcehtae most direct
bearing on the problem at hand. Winterstein (2010) forneslahe conditions
on the use ofnd (or rather, the Frencht) in argumentative terms: (a) the con-
juncts ofandmust have the same argumentative orientation, i.e. botreday (or
against) the same hypothegis and (b) the contribution of the second conjunct
must be strictly positive given the contribution of the firfhat is, if the first con-
junct supportsd, then the first and the second conjunct taken together giee ev
stronger support té¢/. On this view,andis similar tobut, also being associated
with an orientation and a kind of force condition, formal dé@fons given below:

(46) ¢ and):
a. Orientationry(¢) > 0 andry(¢) > 0
b. Forcery(y]¢) > 0
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This analysis is motivated by the pattern observed in exasnlgte (47). In
both (47a) and (47b), where no conjunction is present, th&t mxxressible inter-
pretation is that “have a great time” and “watch a movie” diéscthe same activ-
ity of John, regardless of the order of presentation. In Y4Te clauses conjoined
by andrefer to two distinct activities, i.e. John had a great timénd something
else and, in addition, watched a movie. However, if the oodlefauses is reversed
the effect disappears, so (47d) seems to mean roughly the asu@d 7b).

(47) a. John had a great time. He watched a movie.
b. John watched a movie. He had a great time.
c. John had a great time and watched a movie.
d. John watched a movie and had a great time.

The contrast between (47a) and (47c¢) is readily explaineith®yiew ofand
as an additive particle developed in Zeevat and JasinsR@fa/§. The conjuncts
of and give distinct answers to the same question, so if the quesi@/hat did
John do? (47c) names two distinct activities, whereas in (47a)dahsrnoand
and therefore no distinctness requirement. However, asevéitein correctly ob-
serves, this analysis makes false predictions for (47d},iagxpected to be par-
allel to (47c).

Winterstein’s solution is based on the observation thatlamoois argumenta-
tive goal in (47d) would be something like ‘John spent a nienéng’, in which
case the second conjunct ‘John had a great time’ gives aggr@rgument than
the first, ‘John watched a movie’. Obviously, the same comstis not possible
for (47c), because the first conjunct already says it all.eHare would presum-
ably have to assume a trivial argumentative goal of the féxmevent of having
a great time and an event of watching a movie happened’. Oasth@emption that
the events are distinct, each conjunct of (47c) adds to ttee fof the argument, as
one needs both conjuncts to verify a conjunction. If the evare the same, then
one conjunct does the job regardless of which one it is. Heheesvents must be
distinct.

What does this approach predict for corrections with adelitharkers? Based
on the assumptions we made in previous sections, the ardativergoal in (48)
would have to be ‘John went to Berlin’ (and nowhere else, onrquéar occa-
sion). But under exhaustive interpretation the first conjatready says it all, and
the second logically follows. So one predicts that the pesihegative order is
ruled out withand, just like with but

(48) John went to Berlin, and not to Paris.

One general remark is in order before we turn to possible dments. The
fact that the second conjunct in (47a) or (48) does not sthemghe argument for
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the assumed argumentative goals does not mean that it adesmimformation.
In (47a) it is a specification in what way John had a great twigle in (48) it
is an indication to the hearer which part of his assumptitraisl be corrected,
cf. our discussion in section 3.1. Each utterance in dissorust add something
new. This is a general principle of pragmatics which needamat should not
be stipulated in the semantics of any linguistic expressidtowever, discourse
markers can indicate in what way the information conveyedheyutterance is
new. Rather than using the notion of ‘distinctness’, one ¢@aly thatand in-
troduces a new answer to the same question. What it means @pemturn,
depends on the nature of the question.

For simple questions likévhere did John goandWhat happened®ve will
stick to our original assumption that ‘new’ means ‘distince. distinct places,
distinct events, etc. On the assumption that the topic gprebehind (48) is avh-
yes/nequestionVhere “whether” John wentf. (32), the novelty requirement is
satisfied by the fact that the conjuncts have distinct piylguositive vs. negative,
i.e. distinct with respect to thges/nevariable, and by the fact that Paris is distinct
from Berlin (with respect to thevh variable).

In (47d), the topic question has an argumentative dimen$\irat speaks for
the assumption that John spent a nice evening?:

John had a great time- John spent a nice evening

John was in a good mood- John spent a nice evening
John watched a movie- John spent a nice evening
John played chess with Maey John spent a nice evenin

(49)

Unlike the why-questions forbut, cf. (29), this is a single variablh-question
ranging over possible arguments for the consequent ‘Jodnt spnice evening'.
The polarity of the consequent does not vary, which accdiontdhe same argu-
mentative orientation of the conjunctsarid The novelty requirement, however,
amounts to something quite different than in the case of lgimigects and events.
A new argument is one whose contribution to the argumemajoal is strictly
positive given previous context, as defined in (46b). Notiw novelty on ar-
guments is an asymmetric relation, whereas distinctnesbjetts is symmetric.
Since the corrective use ahdis justified by a topic question that does not involve
an argumentative dimension, novelty does not make covesatid asymmetrict®

In other words, it looks like the putative force conditiorr find can be re-
duced to novelty, which replaces ‘distinctness’ in our n&firdtion of additivity.
However, one could reverse the argument and wonder if the $ack could be
applied tobut At first glance, the two force conditions look quite diffetg’

16This analysis is a product of extensive discussions withkHggrevat and will go into a new
version of Zeevat and Jasinskaja (2007).
In our generalised definitiody and—H in (50) should be replaced by; andA,, i.e. mutu-
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(50) a. Forceand. ry(¢|¢) > 0
b. Forcebut ry(¢) < r-g(v)

Forbut, the second argumeritmust on its own be stronger than the first argument
¢. Forand it is enough thap and together are stronger thamalone. However,
one could reformulate (50b) as (51).

(51) Forcebut r_g(¢v)|¢) > 0

The condition says that the contributionofto the argument againgt must be
strictly positive giveng. However, sincep argues in the opposite direction, in
order for (51) to be satisfied; must be individually stronger thamto outweigh
its effect!® Above we argued for removing (50a) from the lexical entranéand
for seeing it as a characterisation of what it takes/fée be anew argumentgiven

¢. What if, by analogy, we took (51) as a definition ofiew counterargumeft

On the one hand, this would be an appealing move since it woakh that the
force condition characteristic ot simply follows from the orientation condition
and a general pragmatic notion of novelty. This would explahy adversative
markers in language after language show the same arguimmergaymmetry.

On the other hand, in this way one can only capture the argtatemasym-
metry, and not the corrective asymmetry, because if we egfie same reasoning
to the corrective uses bltas we did taandabove, then we would have to say that
since the topic question in corrections does not involvergaraentative dimen-
sion, cf. (32), the conjuncts diut are evaluated for novelty not as arguments, but
as polarity-object pairs, so the definition in (51) would apply. Novelty would
be satisfied by distinctness, which is a symmetric relasorwe would predict no
preference for one order of conjuncts over the other.

The crux of the matter lies really in the separation betwéerta@pic question
on the one hand and the question under dispute on the otheraridlysis obut-
corrections developed in previous sections is based ortifhdagion that the ori-
entation condition is satisfied with respect to a non-arguata/e topic question,
i.e. ultimately, by distinctness with respect to a polaveyiable, whereas the force
condition is satisfied with respect to the question undgrudesand is formulated
in purely argumentative terms. Or in other words, for orioh the conjuncts of
butare treated as polarity-object pairs, whereas for force &e treated as argu-
ments. In contrast, the conjunctsarid in corrective uses are always treated as
polarity-object pairs, both for orientation and for foré¢e (novelty). Why would
this be so?

Fully realising that the answer is less satisfactory thaamwauld wish, | con-
jecture that this can be motivated by the nature of additiv@dversative markers.

ally exclusive answers to the question under dispute.
18(51) is inspired by Merin’s (1999) formulation of the feligiconditions ofout
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Additive markers are non-argumentative in their core. Ttey be used in argu-
mentative contexts, that is, in combination withy-questions as explained above,
but these uses depend on accidental properties of the ¢tamiggonstitute a small
part of the overall range of usesafd In contrast, adversative markers are argu-
mentative by nature. The absolute majority of their usesliras topic questions
with an argumentative dimension, even in formal contrassuss we ultimately
had to concede, and it is only in corrections that the argtates dimension is
absent in the topic question. If it was not for correctiong eould stick to a
purely argumentative definition dfut along the lines of Winterstein (2010) and
not mesh with topic questions at all. Obviously, this apphosuggests itself for
adversative markers that do not have corrective uses, suble &ussianoor the
Japanesgja

It would seem that when an adversative marker develops aatve use, it
gives way a little bit in the direction away from argumentdyi It reanalyses its
orientation condition in formal terms, but keeps an arguiatare basis for force,
thus breaking the natural pragmatic relationship betwessefand orientation via
novelty. Thus, while obligatory syntactic negation in @mtions is the result of
opposite orientation redefined in non-argumentative tethes corrective asym-
metry ofbutis a manifestation of the old argumentative nature of force.

4 Consequences for a general theory of additivity
and adversativity

The main focus of this paper was on corrective uses of adwegsand additive
markers, especially on the phenomenon of corrective (a)ystny, i.e. the con-
straints that various markers impose on the position of thmgan the first vs.
second conjunct. However, in order to come to terms with tieblpm, we had
to review some most central parts of the theoryantl andbut The lesson we
should learn from this study is that reasoning with causdliaferential relation-
ships between events and propositions is involved to a vefgrent extent in
various uses of adversative markers. It is most clearlygmtes the denial of ex-
pectation and argumentative usesat, where the knowledge of links between,
e.g. the price and the looks of a ring, on the one hand, andithieation to buy it,

on the other, plays a crucial role in inferring the argumevegagoal and the role
of each conjunct obut with respect to it. In formal contrast uses the argumen-
tative nature obut still plays a role in establishing in which way the conjuncts
are “opposite”. However, the argumentative goal is defingé Ismall number
of simple operations on the information structure of thejgoats, and the con-
tribution of each conjunct to that goal is determined by d¢ogither than factual
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knowledge. Finally, we have argued that in corrective usesdoppositeness” of
the conjuncts is not characterised in argumentative temgmare, but directly
in terms of their formal properties: negation vs. no negatidt the same time,
the corrective asymmetry diut was analysed as a rudimentary effect of the argu-
mentative asymmetry. In other words, as an adversativeenaevelops formal
contrast uses and then corrective uses, it gradually Itseausal, inferential and
argumentative nature, whereas the formal similaritieschffierences between the
conjuncts become increasingly important. This reflectsltre nature obutas a
marker of discourse relations: causal relations (conoe¥sin the one hand and
resemblance relations (contrast, correction) on the dtieKehler, 2002).
Coming back to the inferentialist vs. formalist debate,the. question which
use ofbutis most basic, ‘denial of expectation’/‘concession’ ortfal contrast’,
the present paper makes a clear statement. Although lesligridenial of expec-
tation’ is perhaps the origin of most adversative markersasker that has gone
as far as the Englishutin the process of semantic weakening cannot be charac-
terised in inferentialist terms any more, and it is partaelyl the corrective uses
that undermine this analysis. Corrections are the main diffidor Blakemore
(2002) and Winterstein (2010) on their way to a general thedbut Instead,
the analysis developed in this paper is based essentiatlysomotion of contrast,
but unlike in some earlier proposals (e.g. Fraser, 19983, iitot just any kind
of contrast, but contrast along the dimension of polarity, contrast between
“something positive” and “something negative”. This is tim@in reason why
the present proposal does not share the problems of the ‘@baitrast’ approach
criticised a lot by Blakemore (1989, 2002). What is “positiagid what is “nega-
tive”, in turn, varies across the different usesat In corrections, “positive” and
“negative” meansyntactically positivendsyntactically negativapplying to the
logical form of the conjuncts. In formal contrast and argataéve/concessive
uses, the contrast concerns the polarity of the argumeatgtal: ¢ = H vs.
1 = —H, which implements the argumentation-theoretic notiorsrgéiment vs.
counterargument, and the relevance-theoretic ‘deniaic@ntradiction’. In the
proposed theory, the variation boils down to variation ie tbrm of the alterna-
tives involved in the contrast relation, which either camtahat we have called
‘an argumentative dimension’ (i.e. the symbe}* defined in probabilistic terms
after Merin (1999) and Winterstein (2010)), or not. The caintole played by
negation in the semantics btit (that is, plain negation stripped of all the prag-
matic ‘extras’ involved in more complex notions of deniatlaounterargument)
is a further development of the idea present in Sanders @%2) and Knott and
Sanders (1998), whereas in referring to information-stmat alternativesalias
topic questions, this paper continues the tradition of S20@3), Umbach (2004,
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2005) and Jasinskaja and Zeevat (2008, 2699).

Additive markers have been our “control case” all along, godid not have
much new to say about them. However, the corrective usesditfiaamarkers,
which received hardly any attention in the literature befdrave been system-
atically studied in this paper. It was shown that these usescily within our
theory of additive markers and do not call for extensiongdrticular, the theory
correctly predicts symmetric behaviour of the Englisid, the Russiam and the
Japanesde/-dein their corrective uses, in contrast to correction markecsuited
from the pool of adversatives. We argued against a recenbagtative reanaly-
sis ofand by Winterstein (2010) showing that it cannot account forabeective
symmetry of additive markers, and working away the origomalnterexamples to
Zeevat and Jasinskaja (2007). Our proposabfwd ultimately reflects the same
idea as that fobut the second conjunct aind must be “new” given the first
conjunct along the dimension(s) specified by the topic goesivhereas the argu-
mentative aspect is a parameter of variation between diffarses—it is present
if the topic question has &’ in it, and absent otherwise.

An issue that deserves more attention than it could be givehis paper is
the interface of the proposed approach to syntax. Correcaomwell known for
their special syntactic properties. One of them is obligagyntactic negation
in one conjunct, and another is the characteristic ellipsthe second conjunct.
As for the former, we argued that it is a manifestation ofid@hess, or novelty,
applied to the polarity variable at the most formal leveg kel of logical form.
However, we did not specify the precise conditions underctviine alternatives
that the semantics dfut and and operates on should be defined as alternative
logical forms, and when they are alternative semantic dbjatca “deeper” level
of semantic representation. It seems that logical formsinecaelevant whenever
the variables, i.e. the parameters of variation betweenradtives, cross-cut them
at a subsentential level. That is, the variables correspopast a DP, or just an
adverbial phrase, or just negation, etc. In such casesatiales, obviously, have
direct correlates in the form of focus and contrastive t@biases in the sentence
structure. In contrast, when the whole proposition fills &sjion variable, or
when it is the polarity of the argumentative goal, which does correspond to
anything in the surface realisation, then the alternatresdefined at a “deeper”
semantic level. But clearly, this idea still needs to be wdrket. Concerning
ellipsis, the general direction for the solution is alsotguiear. We have argued
that the question under dispute in correctionsisauestion, e.gWhere did John
go?in John didn’t go to Paris, but to BerlinThis is the question with respect to

°The idea of contrast between alternatives has recently inegorted into relevance theory
by Olmos and Ahern (2009) for the analysiskaft and however but it is used differently and
motivated by a different set of facts in that paper.
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which the conjuncts are interpreted exhaustively, anddtatso precisely the kind
of question that should license the deletionJohn wentn John went to Berlin
(cf. Vicente, 2010). Again, the details of this proposal atask for the future.
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