Item - CHAPTER 5

CONCESSIVES I: BUT

5.1
Concessivity and its expression

As promised in chapter 1, the next three chapters are devoted to the topic of ‘concessives’.  The most obvious question to ask is what is meant by ‘concessives’ or ‘concessivity’ in language.  Quirk et al. (1972: 674) have the following to say:

Concessive conjuncts signal the unexpected, surprising nature of what is being said in view of what was said before that.

This is demonstrated, for instance, by an utterance of (1), where the information that Peter went out could be seen as surprising in the light of the information that it was raining.

(1)
It was raining but Peter went out.

As (2) shows, the same kind of relation between two clauses can also be expressed using although.  Here, however, the speaker is free to present the ‘surprising’ information first, as in (2b)

(2)
a.
Although it was raining, Peter went out.

b.
Peter went out although it was raining.

Finally, (3) shows that, at least in certain circumstances, an even if utterance can convey something very similar to (1) and (2).

(3)
a.
Peter will go out, even if it’s raining.


b.
Even if it’s raining, Peter will go out.

In fact, there is a whole host of linguistic constructions which allow a speaker to convey this kind of meaning.  Some of these are given in (4).

(4)
a.
It was raining.  Nevertheless, Peter went out.


b.
It was raining.  Still, Peter went out.


c.
It was raining, yet Peter went out.


d.
Despite the fact that it was raining, Peter went out.

Apart from the fact that they can receive similar interpretations, (1), (2a, b) and (4a-d) also share the same truth conditions, i.e. they are all true just in case it was raining and Peter went out.  In other words, ‘concessive’ linguistic devices have ‘non-truth-conditional’ meaning.  Obviously, the truth conditions of (3a, b) are different due to the presence of if (more will be said on the subject of the truth-conditional status of even in 7.6.2).

The above examples show that ‘concession’ can be expressed in a multitude of ways.  In these chapters, rather than attempting to give a comprehensive overview of the myriad different linguistic devices that can be used in English to express ‘concession’ as defined by Quirk et al..  Rather, I will concentrate on but and although, which are widely accepted to be the two most frequent ‘contrastive’ conjunctions in English (see e.g. Grote et al. (1997), Oversteegen (1997), Rudolph (1996), Winter & Rimon (1994) and König (1986)), and on even if, which König (1986: 234) sees as the most typical form of ‘concessive (or irrelevance) conditional’.  My reasons for doing this are the following.

First, as the many taxonomic attempts in the literature show (e.g. Quirk et al., Halliday & Hasan 1976, Mann & Thompson 1986, 1988, Hovy & Maier 1994, Rudolph 1996, Bell 1998), defining a relation of concession is not entirely straightforward.  For instance, although the definition given by Quirk et al. quoted above seems initially plausible, it is surely not necessary for concession to involve an element of surprise.  Instead, many theorists have used the notion of ‘incompatibility’, which may or may not involve surprise.  Second, it’s not clear what would be gained even if one did have a satisfactory definition of the notion of concession.  I am interested in utterance interpretation and, in particular, in the contribution ‘non-truth-conditional’ linguistic elements make to it.  Therefore, having a definition of concessivity is of interest only if there is a principled way of associating certain linguistic expressions with concessive interpretations.  However, as e.g. Mann & Thompson (1986) point out and as will be seen below, there is no straightforward one-to-one correspondence between linguistic devices and interpretations.  Furthermore, as demonstrated above, an enormous variety of linguistic devices can be used to convey concession, but surely one wouldn’t want to say that all of these expressions are synonymous.  Clearly, there is more to be said about the meaning of but, although, even if and any of the other expressions listed than that they can be used to express concession.  Therefore, the enterprise of accounting for the semantics (i.e. linguistically encoded meaning) of individual expressions, such as but, although and even if, is much more tangible and potentially more fruitful than that of trying to give a taxonomy of all ‘concessive’ linguistic expressions.  While many taxonomic approaches seem to regard classificatory categories like ‘concession’ as primary, I would argue that such categories may be definable in a secondary way, as generalisations from the linguistic meaning of certain expressions.


This chapter is devoted to the analysis of but, on which there is a vast literature.  Chapter 6 is concerned with although, on which much less has been written.  Generally, the assumption seems to be that although covers a sub-set of interpretations that but can be given and, therefore, not much else needs to be said about although.  I will argue that this assumption misses some important differences and that although deserves its own analysis.  Finally, chapter 7 deals with even if (and, of necessity, much of it is concerned with the meaning of even).  

I start this chapter by looking at the range of interpretations but can be given, before giving an overview and critical discussion of the early literature, which assumes that but is at least two ways ambiguous or polysemous.  I follow this with some general remarks about the Gricean framework and its attitude to lexical ambiguity and polysemy.  This leads to a longer theoretical discussion of the arguments for and against the assumption that English but is ambiguous or polysemous.  I conclude that the arguments for an ambiguity are not overwhelming and that it is at least worth investigating whether a unitary semantics could account for all possible interpretations of the connective but.
  For this reason I then consider a range of unitary, or potentially unitary, semantic analyses of but, concluding the chapter with my own suggestions for an account of the meaning of but within the framework of Relevance Theory, as encoding a single constraint on inferential processes.

5.2
Interpretations of P but Q

5.2.1
Introductory remarks

One of the most prominent points of agreement in the literature on but is that there are a number of ways in which but-conjunctions of the form in (5) can be interpreted.  

(5)
P but Q

However, as will be seen, there is a significant degree of difference among theorists when it comes to listing and describing these different interpretations.  First, though, I’d like to consider a point all interpretations seem to have in common.  There is widespread agreement that the truth-conditional content of utterances of the form in (5) doesn’t go beyond that of (6)
.

(6)
P & Q.  Question  this for some cases
For instance, the majority of theorists are agreed that (7) is true just in case John is a Republican and John is honest.

(7)
John is a Republican but he is honest.

(G. Lakoff 1971: 67)

As mentioned in 4.5.2, the standard way of testing whether a given aspect of meaning is truth-conditional is to embed the sentence in question in the scope of a logical operator, such as if…then or either…or, or a causal connective like because.  The aspect of meaning is truth-conditional just in case the operator takes scope over it.  For instance, embedding a sentence containing after, such as Peter went to see Mary after he’d eaten, under the scope of because gives (8).

(8)
Because Peter went to see Mary after he’d eaten, he refused her offer of food.

Clearly, someone uttering this is saying that the reason that Peter refused Mary’s offer of food is not only that he went to see her and that he had eaten, but, crucially, that he had eaten before going to see her.  In other words, the meaning of after is in the scope of because and, therefore, makes a difference to the truth-conditions of its host utterance.


Applying this test to, say, (7) shows that the meaning of but doesn’t make a difference to the utterance’s truth conditions.

(9)
Because Peter is a Republican but he is honest, there is still hope for the Republican party.

A speaker uttering (9) is clearly saying that there is still hope for the Republican party for the reason that Peter is both a Republican and honest.  The assumption that there is something unexpected about his being honest in light of the fact that he is a Republican clearly doesn’t fall into the scope of because.  Therefore, the truth conditions of P but Q are the same as those of P & Q.

However, it is equally widely agreed that P & Q does not capture the entirety of the meaning of P but Q. That is, interpretation? In other words, the very least one seems to be able to say without encountering too much resistance is that P but Q amounts to P & Q plus something else.  Of course, the question of what this “something else” is (and whether it has the status of an entailment, a presupposition, an implicature, etc.) meets with a far smaller degree of unanimity.  However, there is one more thing that one can say fairly safely and that is that the “something else” just referred to arises because of the linguistically encoded meaning carried by the conjunction but and not just because of the contents of P and Q and/or the context of the utterance.  This is demonstrated quite nicely by the examples in (10) and (11).

(10)
My mother recommended this book and I read it.

(11)
My mother recommended this book but I read it.

Clearly, P and Q have exactly the same contents in both of these examples: P is my mother recommended this book and Q I read it.  One can easily imagine these two examples being uttered in exactly the same context, so that any difference in their interpretations must be down to the difference between and and but.  Quite obviously, this difference is not negligible:  The hearer will be able to infer radically different assumptions about the speaker’s relationship with her mother from them.


I now turn to the question of what exactly it is that but adds to the meaning of utterances containing it, starting with an interpretation that has been recognised by just about every theorist in the literature.

5.2.2
Denial of expectation

Possibly the most famous example in which but receives a ‘denial of expectation’ interpretation is that in (7), repeated here.

(7)
John is a Republican but he is honest.

(G. Lakoff 1971: 67)
No doubt this example has proved so popular because of its mildly humorous effect, which stems from the fact that it seems to suggest that Republicans are not normally honest.  According to R. Lakoff (1971) this and other ‘denial of expectation’ uses of but involve an implication relation between the two conjuncts.  The idea is that the first conjunct (e.g. John is a Republican) implies an assumption that is then contradicted by the second conjunct (e.g. He is honest).  In other words, on the basis of the first conjunct one might be led to expect something that is then denied – hence the name ‘denial of expectation’.  In the case of G. Lakoff’s example (7), it is highly unlikely that the average hearer actually would come to expect that John isn’t honest on the basis of the assertion that John is a Republican.  Rather, it is likely that the hearer will only derive this implication once he’s processed the whole utterance and only because of the speaker’s use of but – hence the slightly humorous effect.  But indicates that he is honest contradicts an assumption implied by John is a Republican.


(1) provides a rather more ordinary example of a denial of expectation use of but.

(1)
It was raining but Peter went out.
This lacks the humour of (7) because the implication from It was raining to Peter didn’t go out is a pretty everyday one and, therefore, the average hearer might well expect that Peter didn’t go out once he’s been informed that it was raining.  

In general terms, one might say that P but Q on a denial of expectation interpretation gives rise to (or makes use of) an assumption that P implies ¬Q.  So far so good.  There is general agreement in the literature on but that something along the lines just described does, indeed, go on in the interpretation of but-conjunctions like (7) and (1).  There is slightly less agreement when it comes to capturing the detail.  The two most contentious points are (a) the status of the assumption ‘P implies ¬Q’ and (b) the nature of the implication that links P and ¬Q.


The two most frequent answers to question (a) are that the assumption is??? a presupposition or that it is a Gricean conventional implicature of the utterance.  The general, vague, answer to question (b) is that the implication linking P and ¬Q is defeasible.  Indeed, given that P but Q is generally agreed to entail P & Q, the implication leading from P to ¬Q must be defeasible, because otherwise the conjunction of P and Q would be contradictory.

(12)
*Peter kissed Mary but he didn’t kiss anyone.

(12) shows that in cases where P (Peter kissed Mary) entails (i.e. non-defeasibly implies) ¬Q (Peter kissed someone) an utterance of P but Q is contradictory and therefore unacceptable.

Some theorists, e.g. Anscombre & Ducrot (1977), Abraham (1979), König (1985) and Blakemore (1989), also distinguish a slightly different case of denial of expectation use of but.  Consider an utterance of (13).

(13)
It’s raining but I need some fresh air.

Clearly, this can’t be understood as conveying that P (it’s raining) implies ¬Q (I don’t need any fresh air).  Instead, there seems to be an indirect relation between P and Q.  A plausible scenario in which (13) could be uttered is one where the speaker and the hearer are debating whether to go for a walk or not.  In such a scenario, P (it’s raining) could easily be understood as implying that the speaker didn’t want to go for a walk, while Q (I need some fresh air) would imply just the opposite.  König (1985: 5-6) refers to this kind of interpretation as “adversative”.  In more formal terms, following Anscombre & Ducrot (1977), this can be captured as (14).

(14)
a.
P( ¬R

b.
Q ( R

c.
Q carries more weight I disagree. I don’t think there is any weight for these cases. Note that the reverse order has the same interpretation.
Applying this to (13) P (= It’s raining) implies ¬R (= I don’t want to go for a walk), Q (= I need some fresh air) implies R (= I want to go for a walk) and, overall, the speaker seems to implicate that, on balance, she wants to go for a walk, that is Q (I need some fresh air) carries more weight than P (It’s raining).


Apart from capturing the most likely interpretation of (13), (14) has the advantage of also being able to account for (1).  (1), and other examples like it, fit the schema in (14) if one assumes that R = Q.  This means that the schema would read something like (15).

(15)
a.
P( ¬Q

b.
Q ( Q

c.
Q carries more weight

In other words, P (It was raining) implies ¬Q (Peter didn’t go out), Q (Peter went out) trivially implies Q, Q carries more weight than P and, therefore, P but Q implies Q (also trivially, because Q is entailed).  Thus, cases in which the first conjunct P implies the negation of the second conjunct Q are simply a special case of the general denial of expectation use of but, according to which the two conjuncts support opposite conclusions (or have contradicting implications), with the second outweighing the first. This needs clarification and revision.
5.2.3
‘Semantic Opposition’ or contrast

On some uses, it seems that but doesn’t involve the denial of an expectation or an implication.  Consider (16).

(16)
John is tall but Bill is short.


(R. Lakoff 1971: 133)

It is not immediately obvious that an interpretation of (16) has to involve a suggestion that either the first conjunct implies the negation of the second or that the two conjuncts have contradicting implications, although such interpretations can, of course, be imagined.  It seems at least possible that (16) could be uttered simply to draw attention to the difference in height between John and Bill.  This is in fact how R. Lakoff (1971) interprets it.  According to her, there is no implicational relationship between the two conjuncts in this example or in others like it.  Instead, there is a contrast between them due to the presence of antonymous lexical items in the two clauses (i.e. tall vs. short).  For this reason, R. Lakoff (1971: 133) dubs this ‘semantic opposition’ but.  However, as she herself concedes the lexical items involved don’t always have to be strictly antonymous (assuming there is an adequate definition of that notion to start with). 

Blakemore (1987: 132) considers a whole range of examples which don’t involve antonymy by any stretch of the imagination, and which don’t, on the face of it, look like cases of denial of expectation either.  (17)-(20) are adaptations of Blakemore’s examples.

(17)
Susan is tall but Anne is of average height.

(18)
The onions are fried but the cabbage is steamed.

(19)
Mary likes skiing but Anne plays chess.

(20)
His father owns Mini but mine has a Porsche.

Contrast of two messages along parallel lines.
Because the ‘opposition’ in these cases is not of a semantic nature, Blakemore prefers to call them ‘contrast’ uses of but.
  For instance, in (18) fried and steamed are clearly not antonyms.  At the same time, it’s not very likely that a speaker uttering this sentence would want to implicate that the onions being fried somehow implies that the cabbage isn’t steamed
.  However, it is more easily imaginable that there is an indirect incompatibility between the two clauses, i.e. that the onions are fried has an implication which is contradicted by an implication of the cabbage is steamed.  For instance, (18) could be uttered by Joan to the health conscious Susan who is worried about the fat content of the meal.  In such a context, the onions are fried might well imply that the meal is going to be high in fat, while the cabbage is steamed would imply that the fat content of the meal isn’t going to be very high.  So, there is a denial of expectation reading available for these examples.

In fact, Abraham (1979: 106-107), Foolen (1991: 84-85) and Winter & Rimon (1994: 373-374) all argue that R. Lakoff’s semantic opposition and Blakemore’s (1989) contrast uses of but can be reduced to denial uses.  For instance, Foolen (1991: 85) maintains that semantic opposition or contrast readings are the artificial result of looking at examples out of context and that, if one were to look at examples like (16) in a natural context, one would find that they actually involve the denial of an expectation.  (21) gives a scenario along the lines proposed by Foolen.

(21)
A:
John and Bill are both quite tall, aren’t they?



B:
Actually, John is tall but Bill is short. 

When uttered by B in this scenario, it does indeed seem that (16) is interpreted as involving an indirect denial of expectation: P (John is tall) is an argument for ¬R (A is right – John and Bill are both quite tall), Q is an argument for R (A is wrong – John and Bill aren’t both quite tall) and P is the stronger argument (therefore, the speaker is wrong – John and Bill aren’t both quite tall).  I will return to the question as to whether semantic opposition or contrast but can really be reduced to denial of expectation but when I attempt my own account of the meaning of but below.

5.2.4
Correction (sondern/sino)

While it is at least conceivable that ‘semantic opposition’ or ‘contrast’ but may be reduced to (or is a special case of) ‘denial of expectation’ but, there is another use of but which doesn’t seem to involve denied implication in any way, shape or form.  This use of but has been distinguished by many theorists (e.g. A & D 1977, Abraham 1979) on the following cross-linguistic grounds.  As used in all the examples above, but translates into German as aber and into Spanish as pero.  However, in certain circumstances, but must be translated as sondern in German and sino in Spanish.  (22a) gives an example of this with the German translation in (22b).

(22)
a.
That isn’t my sister but my mother.



b.
Das ist nicht meine Schwester, sondern meine Mutter.
X Neg C1, sondern C2
It seems that there is neither direct nor indirect denial involved in the interpretation of an utterance of (22a).  It is not the case that the first conjunct (that isn’t my sister) implies the negation of the second (that’s not my mother) and neither is it the case that the first conjunct implies something that is denied by an implication of the second conjunct.  In English, such a reading is possible only if there is no ellipsis.
(23)
a.
That isn’t my sister but it is my mother.

 

b.
Das ist nicht meine Schwester, aber (es ist) meine Mutter.

Thus, an utterance of (23a) would have to be interpreted as a denial of expectation.  For instance, the first conjunct (that isn’t my sister) implies that the woman in question isn’t related to the speaker, the second conjunct (it is my mother) implies that she is related to the speaker, and the whole utterance clearly (analytically) implies that the woman in question is related to the speaker.  Note, however, that such a reading can only be achieved in German if but is translated as aber. Disagree with her.

If the utterance is as in (22a), and so but is translated into German as sondern, then the interpretation has to be something along the following lines.  In the first clause (that isn’t my sister) the speaker is negating an assumption that her hearer has either voiced explicitly or that the speaker is attributing to the hearer, i.e. that the woman in question is the speaker’s sister.  The function of the second clause (it is my mother) is one of correction, i.e. the second clause provides a correct replacement for the ‘offending’ part of the negated assumption, which is why I’ve dubbed this use of but ‘correction’.  (24) gives a natural scenario for an utterance of (22).

(24)
A:
You look a lot like your sister.



B:
That isn’t my sister but my mother.


A:
Du siehst deiner Schwester aber ähnlich.


B:
Das ist nicht meine Schwester, sondern meine Mutter.


Because correction uses of but seem to occur most naturally in circumstances in which the hearer has either communicated the assumption that’s being negated in the first clause or the negated assumption can at least be attributed to the hearer, this use of but has been associated with the phenomenon of metalinguistic negation (see e.g. A & D 1977: 26-27, Horn 1989: 407).  This seems to be intuitively right but, as will be seen below, this association isn’t absolute (at least not in German).  I will discuss this issue in much more detail in section 5.5.2.

5.2.5
Compensation (dafür)

Do I need to consider this case?
Apart from a denial of expectation but (corresponding to German aber and Spanish pero) and correction but (corresponding to German sondern and Spanish sino), Abraham (1979: 112-115) further distinguishes a use of but on which it can be translated into German as dafür (literally ‘for that’).  Grote et al. (1997: 97) also discuss this kind of but, using the notion of substitution.  Both (25a) and (26a) can be translated into German using dafür (cf. (25b) and (26b)).

(25)
a.
He is a bit short of breath but he has long legs.



b.
Er ist etwas kurzatmig, dafür hat er lange Beine.

(26)
a.
There was no chicken, but I got some fish.



b.
Es gab kein Huhn, dafür habe ich Fisch gekauft.
According to Abraham, the relation between the two clauses is the following.  The first clause is usually not followed by the second, i.e. there is a denial of expectation.  However, in addition, the predicate of the second clause is signalled as preferred to that of the first, and the second clause is ‘dominant’, i.e. the second clause “receives the stronger accent of the two events” (Abraham 1979: 113).  In the case of (25), these conditions indeed seem to be fulfilled (although the denial or incompatibility between the two clauses is more likely to be indirect than direct):  the first clause (he is a bit short of breath) could, for instance, imply he isn’t a good runner, while the second clause (he has long legs) would imply he is a good runner.  The property attributed to ‘him’ in the second clause (i.e. that of having long legs), is clearly preferred to that attributed in the first clause (i.e. that of being a bit short of breath).  Finally, the second clause does indeed seem to be “dominant”, i.e. it carries more weight – the overall conclusion seems to be that ‘he’ is likely to be a reasonably good runner.  Abraham (1979: 113) labels these kinds of examples “compensatory” or “negatively concessive”.  I’m sticking with the former because one way of translating Abraham’s dafür examples into English is by using the phrase (but) to make up for that.  For instance, (25b) could also be rendered as (27).

(27)
He is a bit short of breath, but, to make up for that, he has long legs.

I will consider Abraham’s account in more detail below.  For the moment, let me just observe that it is striking how much these ‘compensation’ examples look like examples of denial of expectation but.  Indeed, I will argue below that there is no reason at all for assuming that there is a separate dafür interpretation of English but. 

5.2.6
Discourse but
I’ll end this section by looking at two types of occurrence of but that don’t so much involve different interpretations as different, possibly ‘non-standard’, uses of but.  Bell (1998: 527) contends that there is a use of but that can’t be accounted for in terms of denial of expectation (and it clearly isn’t a correction use either).  He calls this ‘discourse’ or ‘sequential’ but and gives the example in (28).

(28)
A:
We had a very nice lunch.  I had an excellent lobster.



B:
But did you get to ask him about the money?

According to Bell, but in B’s utterance signals a return to the main topic of discourse. THAT’S WRONG.  In general, Bell (1998: 530) sees the but clause in its ‘discourse’ use as cancelling “the topic domain” of what went before.  This use of but seems to be quite widespread in newspapers, where but is often used to introduce a new paragraph.  (29), taken from an article dealing with illegally kept DNA samples, gives an example of this.

(29)
Disclosure of the degree to which police are failing to use new forensic technology is embarrassing to the police at a time when the government is making a further £36m available to develop the national DNA database.




But the most significant aspect revealed by the inspector of constabulary report, Under the Microscope, is its confirmation that “many thousands of such samples are being held outside the rules”.

The Guardian, 1 August 2000

Most of the accounts of the meaning of but that will be considered below do not deal with this use of but, which is, nevertheless, very standard.  This is unfortunate, because it’s not immediately clear how the notions of denial of expectation, contrast, correction, or even compensation could shed light on this particular use of but.  I will consider a possible solution to this problem in my discussion of the relevance-theoretic approach to but.

5.2.7
Utterance- and discourse-initial but
Before moving on to consider different accounts of the semantics of but, I’d like to say a word about but as it occurs utterance-initially.  There seem to be at least two ways in which this can happen.  Either, but starts a rejoinder to a previous utterance, as in (30) and (31), or but appears not just utterance- but discourse-initially, as in (32).

(30)
A:
John’s in Paris at the moment.



B:
But I’ve just seen him in Oxford Street.

(31)
A:
It’s time for bed now.



B:
But you said I could watch the end of Brookside.

(32)
[Peter puts some salmon on Mary’s plate]



Mary:
But I’m allergic to fish.


Rouchota (1998b: 25)

I won’t discuss this type of example at great length here but it seems clear that there is nothing strange or marked about these uses of but.  Therefore, any adequate account of the meaning of but should at least acknowledge their existence and show that it isn’t in conflict with them (ideally, of course, such an account would explain how and why but can be used utterance- and discourse-initially). 

5.3
The Lakoffs’ account of but
R. Lakoff (1971) distinguishes two uses of but: ‘denial of expectation’ and ‘semantic opposition’.  G. Lakoff’s (1971: 66) account of P but Q on a denial of expectation reading, rendered in (33), is fairly typical of the type of analysis that uses the notion of presupposition.

(33)
Assertion:

P and Q

Presupposition:
There is an expectation that P implies ¬Q.

R. Lakoff seems to subscribe to the same view of denial but.  She also describes semantic opposition but in terms of presupposition.  According to her:

in this type of sentence the presupposition is a part of the lexical item that is contrasted, rather than residing in the speaker’s knowledge of the world, and therefore his expectations.  The presupposition here is just that of antonymy: that A and B share all semantic features but one.

R. Lakoff (1971: 134)

As far as I understand what R. Lakoff means by this, the presupposition in (16) must be that tall and short are antonyms.  However, it’s not clear to me why this presupposition “is part of the lexical item that is contrasted” (tall or short?).  Presumably, the idea is still that but triggers the presupposition – it would seem absurd to claim that the presupposition is carried by tall or short.  Quite apart from this and any problems there might be in defining exactly what it takes for two words to be antonyms
, R. Lakoff herself admits that ‘semantic opposition’ doesn’t always have to be a matter of the semantics of a specific lexical item.  For instance, she uses example (34) to make the point that in some sentences it isn’t clear which but one is dealing with.

(34)
John is rich but dumb.




R. Lakoff (1971: 133)

According to her, there are two ways in which this utterance could be interpreted.  A denial of expectation reading could be achieved in a scenario in which a woman is looking for a rich man who is dumb, but has found that all the rich men she encounters are clever.  When she finally comes across John she could utter (34) and thereby convey that John is rich would lead to the expectation that he’s clever.

In a slightly less laboured scenario, one could imagine (34) being uttered by a daughter in reply to her mother who’s urging her to marry John because he is rich.  In such a case, R. Lakoff (1971: 134) maintains, one would be dealing with a semantic opposition: being rich is a good thing, being dumb is a bad thing.  Interestingly, she adds in brackets “so it might not be such a good idea to marry him.”  This suggests very strongly that, far from being a (very peculiar) case of semantic opposition, this is actually a case of indirect denial of expectation: P (John is rich) implies ¬R (it’s a good idea to marry him), Q (he is dumb) implies R (it isn’t a good idea to marry him) and the utterance overall implies R. NO!
In parallel to a distinction she draws between symmetric and asymmetric uses of and, R. Lakoff (1971: 135) also distinguishes symmetric and asymmetric but.  For instance, the and-conjunction in (35) is symmetric, i.e. the order of the clauses can be switched without change to the interpretation. (36), on the other hand, is asymmetric – switching clauses here leads to the dubious (37).

(35)
Fords can go fast, and Oldsmobiles are safe.

(36)
Fords can go fast, and Harry just got a ticket for speeding.

(37)
Harry just got a ticket for speeding, and Fords can go fast.

To parallel (35) and (36) R. Lakoff sets up the but-conjunctions in (38) and (39).

(38)
Fords can go fast, but Oldsmobiles are safe.

(39)
Fords can go fast, but Harry will never get a ticket for speeding.

According to her, (38) is an example of semantic opposition but: two different virtues of cars or two different reasons for buying them are contrasted.  (39), on the other hand, is a case of denial of expectation: the assertion that Fords can go fast, combined with the assumptions that Harry drives a Ford, that one will go fast if one can and that one gets a speeding ticket if one goes fast, leads to the expectation that Harry will get a speeding ticket sooner or later, which is denied by the second clause.  Because of the similarity between (35) and (38), on the one hand, and (36) and (39), on the other, R. Lakoff (1971: 136) describes the former as symmetric and the latter as asymmetric.  She argues that this is supported by the fact that it is possible to reverse the clauses of (38) to form (40) without a change in meaning, while doing the same with (39) results in (41), which must be interpreted quite differently.

(40)
Oldsmobiles are safe, but Fords can go fast.

(41)
Harry will never get a ticket for speeding, but Fords can go fast.

I believe that switching clauses makes a difference in both cases. Surely, someone uttering (38) would be more likely to go out and buy an Oldsmobile, Not necessarily! while a speaker uttering (40) seems to be more in favour of Fords.  This, of course, is the kind of interpretation one would expect on an indirect denial of expectation use of but.  In such a case, Fords can go fast might imply that the speaker (or someone else) should buy a Ford, Oldsmobiles are safe might imply that the speaker should not buy a Ford, but an Oldsmobile, and whichever clause is uttered last carries more weight (an observation which seems to demand some explanation rather than just being stated like this).  This, once more, casts doubt on the distinction between denial of expectation and semantic opposition but, as it is yet another example of a prima facie semantic opposition example turning out to be best analysed in terms of indirect denial of expectation.


It is not clear to me that R. Lakoff’s analysis could deal with correction, discourse- or utterance-initial uses of but.  Presumably, though, denial of expectation could account for compensatory but.  I suspect that R. Lakoff might want to treat some of those as involving semantic opposition, e.g. between the negative characteristic of being short of breath and the positive one of having long legs in (25a).

(25)
a.
He is a bit short of breath but he has long legs.
Similarly, she might attempt to account for correction uses, such as (22a), in terms of semantic opposition, maybe as contrasting a negative with a positive statement, or seeing the first conjunct as [-female relative] and the second as [+female relative].

(22)
a.
That isn’t my sister but my mother.
However, I don’t find either of these semantic opposition possibilities very plausible.


There are two questions regarding this account of but that I haven’t yet addressed, i.e. what is the nature of the ‘presuppositions’ carried by but and does the fact that there are two, supposedly, different presuppositions associated with but, depending on whether it’s used for a denial of expectation or a semantic opposition, mean that but is lexically ambiguous?


The answer to the first question seems to be that the notion of presupposition the Lakoffs work with is ‘pragmatic’ along the lines suggested by Stalnaker (1974), i.e. they see presuppositions as assumptions that are taken to be part of a shared background between speaker and hearer (see 2.4).  More precisely, the type of presupposition associated with but is triggered by a particular linguistic form (i.e. but), rather than arising as a result of general conversational principles.  For this reason, it seems that saying that there are two different presuppositions associated with but amounts to postulating at least some distinction in encoded meaning between denial of expectation and semantic opposition but.  Of course, this still leaves open two possibilities: lexical ambiguity (homonymy) or polysemy.  Since neither of the Lakoffs address this question, and what they say doesn’t provide any hints as to which way they’d be likely to go, it’s impossible to decide whether they’d opt for postulating two separate lexical items of the form but or a single polysemous but.

5.4
Abraham’s three buts

Abraham (1979) distinguishes three types of but: denial of expectation, correction and compensation.  His main reason for making these distinctions seems to be that there are (at least) three different ways of translating but into German.  Denial of expectation but is best translated as aber, as in (42), which is the German counterpart of (7).

(7)
John is a Republican but he is honest.

(G. Lakoff 1971: 67)
(42)  John ist Republikaner, aber er ist ehrlich.

As already shown in sections 5.2.4 and 5.2.5, correction but is translated as sondern and compensatory but as dafür. 

Abraham (1979: 93-97) also attempts to show that the distinction between but/aber and but/sondern amounts to true ambiguity by looking for two situations in which the same sentence containing but is true on one reading and false on the other, and vice versa.  According to him (1979: 93), (43) is true on a denial of expectation (or aber) interpretation, while it is false on a correction (or sondern) interpretation.

(43)
Pluto is not a horse but an animal.

Thus, the German translation using aber, given in (44), is acceptable and true, while the same sentence using sondern, as in (45), is “incorrect”, in Abraham’s (1979: 93) words.

(44)
Pluto ist kein Pferd, (wohl) aber ein Tier.

(45)
Pluto ist kein Pferd, sondern ein Tier.

Unfortunately, I find neither of these sentences particularly acceptable and, although Abraham places wohl into brackets to indicate that he doesn’t feel it’s absolutely necessary, I find (44) without it completely unacceptable.  Furthermore, given the right context (which is, admittedly, not easy to supply), I find (45) perfectly acceptable.  It seems to me that Abraham’s intuitions concerning the truth and falsity of these sentences depend on whether the negation in the first clause is taken to be metalinguistic or descriptive rather than on the interpretation but receives.  In particular, (45) is “false” only on the assumption that the negation is descriptive.

At least it is clear that Abraham wants to treat the differences between but/aber, but/sondern and but/dafür as due to there being three lexical items, i.e. he believes that there is not just one but in English, but that there are (at least) three homonymous buts.  He (1979: 115-116) captures the semantics of these three buts in the presupposed conditions of use in (46)-(48).  Each definition is followed by a typical example.

(46)
DENIAL OF EXPECTATION: P, aber Q


a.
There is an R, s.t. R usually follows P and ¬R usually follows Q.


b.
It is not the case that P usually follows Q, or (more precisely), where X is the predicate of P, and Y that of Q, it is not the case that Ya entails Xa.

(7)
John is a Republican but he is honest.

(G. Lakoff 1971: 67)
(47)
CORRECTION: Nicht P’, sondern Q
 (P = nicht P’)


a.
An opposition between P’ and Q entails  ¬P’ and Q

b.
The assertion of ¬P’ is represented by explicit (unincorporated) negation.


c.
It is not the case that Q usually follows P’ or P’ usually follows Q, or that there is any kind of dependence between P’ and Q (i.e. they don’t entail or contradict each other)

(22)
a.
That isn’t my sister but my mother.
(48)
COMPENSATION: P, dafür Q

a.
 ¬Q usually follows P.


b.
Q is preferred to P.


c.
Q receives the stronger accent than P.

(25)
a.
He is a bit short of breath but he has long legs.
As indicated in section 5.2.5, the most problematic aspect of this is the fact that Abraham distinguishes between denial of expectation (or, as he calls it, “concessive”) but and compensation but.  Indeed, my impression that Abraham’s dafür cases can be analysed as instances of indirect denial without missing anything is confirmed by Grote et al.’s (1997: 96) discussion of a dafür example of their own, which is given in (49a) and translated into German in (49b). 

(49)
a.
Mary doesn’t own a car, but a bike instead.



b.
Mary hat kein Auto, dafür hat sie ein Motorrad/Fahrrad.

They say about this kind of reading that 

…an, apparently negative, statement is made, and another one serves as – possibly partial – compensation.

Grote et al. (1997: 96)

In the case of (49), the idea is that Mary’s not having a car is negative (e.g. because it means she’s not mobile), while her having a bike compensates for her lack of a car (e.g. because it means that she is mobile after all).  This, as mentioned above, reinforces the impression that the ‘substitution’ use of but is no more than a (possibly slightly special) version of denial of expectation but.  

(25)
a.
He is a bit short of breath but he has long legs. 

For instance, (25a) is most likely to be uttered in the scenario of a discussion about how good different people would be at running.  In that case, P (he is a bit short of breath) could be seen as implying ¬R (he wouldn’t make a good runner), Q (he has long legs) as implying R (he would make a good runner), and Q carries more weight than P.


In fact, I suspect that dafür isn’t a way of translating but into German at all.  It is worth noting that in all the examples above it would be more natural to translate the English version containing but into German using both dafür and aber:  (50)-(52) seem to do a better job at capturing the meaning of the English (25a), (26a) and (49a) than their corresponding (b)-sentences.

(26)
a.
There was no chicken, but I got some fish.
(50)
Er is etwas kurzatmig, dafür hat er aber lange Beine.

(51)
Es gab kein Huhn, aber dafür habe ich Fisch gekauft.

(52)
Mary hat kein Auto, dafür hat sie aber ein Motorrad/Fahrrad.

It is equally interesting that, in order to capture exactly what the German examples say, the English examples should (and in the case of (49) do) contain an expression like instead or to make up for that.  Thus, (25a) and (26a) should probably look more like (53) and (54).

(53)
He is a bit short of breath, but, to make up for that, he has long legs.

(54)
There was no chicken but I got some fish instead.

As already mentioned, Abraham makes it very clear that he believes that the three different interpretations of but he lists are not just three distinct senses of a single lexical item, but rather that there are three distinct, homonymous, lexical items in English. 

The question as to the nature of the presuppositions Abraham associates with but or, more precisely, the three different buts, is slightly more tricky.  On the one hand, he seems to see them as necessary and jointly sufficient conditions of use, but, on the other hand, he seems to think that whether the conditions are met in a given situation determines the truth or falsity of a but utterance.  The former seems to indicate that his idea of presupposition is pragmatic and quite close to that of the Lakoffs, while the latter indicates that he operates with a semantic notion of presupposition.  However, this is surely not a tenable position, as there is a fair amount of evidence in favour of the view that but doesn’t affect the truth conditions of utterances containing it (see 5.2.1). 

5.5
An AT account 

5.5.1
Two mais
The treatment of the meaning of but (or rather its French equivalent, mais) given by Anscombre & Ducrot (1977) is probably the most influential account in the literature, certainly as far as denial of expectation but is concerned.  They distinguish two kinds of but: denial of expectation and correction (though they use different labels).  This basis for the distinction lies in the cross-linguistic fact that both German and Spanish have (at least) two non-synonymous expressions to translate but or mais.  As already mentioned in section 5.2, denial of expectation but is translated into German as aber and into Spanish as pero.  Correction but, on the other hand, is translated as sondern in German and sino in Spanish.  For this reason, A & D term correction but “maisPA” and denial but “maisSN”.  I’ll start by looking at A & D’s treatment of correction but.

Something is wrong here.
5.5.2
MaisSN
According to A & D (1977: 24-25), the conditions in (55) have to obtain for correction but to be able to connect two sentences P and Q.

(55)
Correction (maisSN)

a.
P has the form of not P’



b.
The same speaker is uttering all of P but Q
 


c.
The speaker presents Q as her reason for rejecting P’


d.   Q has to refute P’ directly, i.e. Q and P’ have to characterise the same kind of fact (in ways which the speaker deems incompatible with each other). Q has to be capable of replacing P’.

Clearly, in (22), our correction example from above, these conditions are met.

(22)
a.
That isn’t my sister but my mother.


b.
Das ist nicht meine Schwester, sondern meine Mutter.
The first conjunct does, indeed, contain an overt, unincorporated negation (not or nicht), both conjuncts are uttered by the same speaker, the second (she is my mother) is presented as the reason for rejecting the positive counterpart of the first (she is my sister) and P’ (she is my sister) and Q (she is my mother) do indeed describe the same kind of fact in an incompatible way (the woman in question can’t simultaneously be the speaker’s sister and her mother).  However, there are a number of problematic aspects of the conditions given by A & D.


First, the notion of ‘the same kind of fact’ is vague and could do with some explication.  For instance, somebody being the speaker’s sister and somebody being her mother are intuitively the same kind of facts, but it is doubtful whether the same can be said for attending peace talks and tending pea stalks, as should be the case, since an utterance of (56) is clearly acceptable (and equally clearly a correction use of but).  In fact, this point will probably hold for virtually all corrections of linguistic form.

(56)
Peter didn’t attend the peace talks but tend the pea stalks.???????
(57), a similar example in German, must contain sondern for it to be interpreted parallel to (56) – (58), the same example using aber can only be interpreted as a denial of expectation (a suitable context for which is not easy to find).

(57)
Fritz hat nicht Hilfe gebraucht, sondern die Hälfte geraucht.



‘Fritz didn’t need help but smoke half.’

(58)
Peter hat nicht Hilfe gebraucht, aber die Hälfte geraucht.

(56) is most likely to be uttered to correct someone who has misheard an utterance of “Peter tended the pea stalks” as “Peter attended the peace talks” and maybe asked “Which peace talks did Peter attend?”.  In such a scenario Peter attended the peace talks and Peter tended the pea stalks don’t describe the same kind of fact but they represent the same utterance.  This seems to indicate that, rather than describing the same kinds of fact, an utterance P’ and an utterance of Q should perform the same communicative function.


A further problem is also connected with condition (d): The requirement that the speaker should deem P’ and Q incompatible is open to interpretation.  It is reasonably clear what this incompatibility is in the case of (22), because the likelihood of one and the same person being the speaker’s sister and her mother is small to say the least.  However, it is much less clear how the facts described by P’ (we saw the hippopotamuses) and Q (we saw the hippopotami) in (59) can be incompatible, since they clearly describe exactly the same fact.

(59)
We didn’t see the hippopotamuses but the hippopotami.

Again, it seems that the incompatibility isn’t between facts but between utterances.  Of course, I’m being somewhat facetious because it is clear that in both (56) and (59) the negation in the first clause isn’t descriptive but metalinguistic, i.e. the speaker is not so much concentrating on the propositional content of the utterance as objecting to it on other grounds (though (56) might prove to be a bit of a headache in that respect, as the propositional content of P’ is at least part of what the speaker is objecting to
).


Anscombre & Ducrot (1977: 26-27) state that the negation in P must have what they call ‘polemic’ character, not in its strict sense, in which it can only be used to object to an actual preceding utterance, but in a looser sense, i.e. one in which it can also be used to object to a potential utterance.  Clearly, A & D’s ‘polemic’ negation is very close indeed to Horn’s (1985, 1989) metalinguistic negation.  In fact, by saying that metalinguistic negation 

occur[s] naturally only as responses to utterances by other speakers earlier in the same discourse contexts, or as mid-course corrections after earlier utterance by the same speakers

Horn (1989: 375) makes it clear that his metalinguistic negation corresponds to A & D’s strictly interpreted polemic negation.  It seems that Carston’s (1996b) definition of metalinguistic negation is much closer to A & D’s polemic negation interpreted more loosely (as it has to be in order to apply to all sondern-type uses of but).  She (1996b: 320) argues that 

The correct generalization about the metalinguistic cases is that the material in the scope of the negation operator, or some of it at least, is echoically used, in the sense of Sperber and Wilson (1986), Wilson and Sperber (1988[b], 1992).  

Crucially, echoic use does not necessarily involve an actual thought or utterance.  Instead, 

the thought being echoed may not have been expressed in an utterance; it may not be attributable to any specific person, but merely to a type of person, or people in general; it may be merely a cultural aspiration or norm.

Wilson & Sperber (1992: 60)

In other words, Carston (1996b) gives a full account of metalinguistic negation that tallies with A & D’s intuitions on the type of negation that is involved in the use of but on which it corresponds to sondern (or sino).

In spite of the problems discussed above, there is much about A & D’s account of sondern and correction but that seems right:  They can’t combine with incorporated negation and the second clause is, indeed, understood as replacing the first (or a particular aspect of it) rather than denying an expectation created by it.  Furthermore, it also seems absolutely right that P but Q on a correction interpretation must be uttered by the same speaker, or, if it isn’t, as in (60), it must be understood as the second speaker continuing the first speaker’s utterance rather than making her own new utterance. Special case here.
(60)
a.
A:
Peter isn’t a hero…



B:
But a complete and utter prat.


b.
A:
Peter ist kein Held…



B:
Sondern ein kompletter Idiot.

In the final section of this chapter, I will try to show how a general relevance-theoretic constraint can capture A & D’s intuitions concerning the correction use of but, while avoiding the vagueness endemic to concepts such as “the same kind of fact”. 

5.5.3
MaisPA
The second kind of but (or mais) A & D recognise is equivalent to German aber and Spanish pero – hence maisPA.  As already noted, they (1977: 28) claim that the rules in (61) govern the appropriate use of this kind of but.

(61)
Denial of expectation (maisPA)


a.
P is an argument for ¬R.


b.
Q is an argument for R.


c.
Q is a stronger argument for R than P is for ¬R.

Leaving aside any reservations regarding the notions of ‘is an argument for’ and ‘is a stronger argument’, which have been discussed at some length in chapter 3, this is a very elegant account.  Without a doubt, it captures what goes on in (13):

(13)
It’s raining but I need some fresh air.
Only a stronger argument if S2 is explicitly contrasted with asp. of S1, not if both are implied.
Uttered in the scenario described above, i.e. one in which speaker and hearer are debating whether or not to go for a walk, P (it’s raining) is an argument for ¬R (I don’t want to go for a walk), Q (I need some fresh air) is an argument for R (I want to go for a walk) and, intuitively Q is the stronger argument, because the overall drift of the speaker’s utterance will surely be that she wants to go for a walk (i.e. the overall conclusion is R).  However, the beauty of this account is that (61) not only does a good job in accounting for examples that involve indirect denial of expectation and for which G. Lakoff’s presupposition couldn’t account, it is also perfectly suited to account for his own examples, which involve direct denial of expectation.  For instance, (7) could be analysed as follows.

(7)
John is a Republican but he is honest.

(G. Lakoff 1971: 67)
P(John is a Republican) is an argument for ¬R (John isn’t honest), Q (he is honest) is an argument for R (he is honest) and Q is the stronger argument than P.  As this shows, in such a case R = Q, and the condition that Q be a stronger argument for R than P for ¬R is fulfilled trivially, since it is hard to imagine that P could be a stronger argument for something else than Q is for itself.  

Assuming that compensation but and contrast but can be reduced to denial of expectation but, A & D’s account is very successful.  Although it is not, on the face of it, equipped to deal either with discourse but or with utterance- and discourse-initial uses of but, it is at least conceivable that the account could be modified so as to accommodate these uses.  For instance, if P was allowed to be not just the propositional content of a linguistic clause, but, instead, was free to be any kind of assumption accessible in the context, discourse uses of but and but in utterance- and discourse-initial positions, such as (32), would no longer be problematic.

(32)
[Peter puts some salmon on Mary’s plate]

Mary:
But I’m allergic to fish. 

This, however, would be quite a radical move away from A & D’s account and into the kind of account I will ultimately want to give in an RT framework.

It is a sign of the success of A& D’s (1977) account of but that many theorists have adapted it to fit their own frameworks, or even adopted it wholesale.  For instance, Winter & Rimon (1994) give an account of but (and other “contrastive” connectives) in the formal semantic framework of Veltman’s (1986) data logic, which is based on A & D’s intuitions about denial but.  However, they (1994: 374) believe that A & D’s Argumentation Theory does not provide “an explanatory model of the facts” and is “rather informal”.  By contrast, König (1985: 6) more or less adopts A & D’s account of maisPA as it is to define his notion of “‘adversative’ relations”, which, according to him, are typically expressed by but.  Recanati (forthcoming) also seems to base his conventional implicature encoded by denial but largely on A & D’s (1977), without, however, subscribing to AT.

For more than one but, you need ambiguity in same place
5.6
How many buts?

5.6.1
Ambiguity or no ambiguity?

Given the wide range of different interpretations utterances of the form P but Q can be given, the question is what accounts for this diversity?  The answer given by the theorists whose accounts have been discussed so far seems to be that at least some of these interpretations arise because English but has two (or, for Abraham, three) distinct senses.  Indeed, at least Anscombre & Ducrot and Abraham seem to believe that there isn’t just one lexical item but in the English language, but that there are several.  In other words, according to them English but isn’t just polysemous, but lexically ambiguous
. Papafragou 

If one bears in mind that most of these analyses date from a time at which Grice’s pragmatic programme hadn’t taken root as firmly as it subsequently has, it is not surprising that none of these theorists seem to be unduly worried about postulating lexical ambiguities.  Indeed, pre-Grice, there didn’t seem to be any really convincing way in which one could have accounted for differences in interpretation using general pragmatic principles rather than postulating lexical ambiguities or polysemies.  

However, Grice’s pragmatic programme, using his Co-operative Principle (CP) and maxims, provides a means of explaining how one and the same lexical item can receive different interpretations in different contexts.  Once there is this possibility of pragmatic accounts of differences in meaning, there must be a way of choosing between them and the more traditional homonymy or polysemy accounts.  Grice’s (1978) Modified Occam’s Razor, which states that senses shouldn’t be multiplied beyond necessity, provides a heuristic for making this decision according to which pragmatic explanations should be preferred whenever their explanatory power is equal to that of ambiguity accounts.  Ultimately, of course, the answer to the question of whether English but is lexically ambiguous depends on whether or not a specific unitary account of but can be found, on the basis of which the various different interpretations of but can be explained pragmatically.  However, before considering this, I think it is worth asking what, if any, reasons there are to assume that English but has more than a single encoded meaning.  For, if there were any good reasons, trying to give but a unitary semantics would be a pointless enterprise.  In the rest of this section I will examine the reasons, particularly those given by A & D (1977), for assuming that but is ambiguous. 

If but is ambiguous, what does that say about mais and pero?
5.6.2
The case for ambiguity

In general, what seems to have led to the idea that English but (and French mais) could be ambiguous is cross-linguistic data that shows that there are several languages with more than one lexical item corresponding to English but.  Thus, Horn (1989: 406) seems to speak for many theorists when he states that, where the two functions of but (i.e. denial and correction, which he terms ‘concession’ and ‘contrast’) are concerned, 

the cross-linguistic evidence supports the hypothesis that there is a lexical rather than merely a pragmatic ambiguity involved.

Horn (1989: 406) adds weight to his argument by observing that the same distinction is made lexically not just in German and Spanish, as discussed by A & D (1977), but also in Swedish and Finnish (and it could be added that a distinction is also made in Hebrew
).  Surely, one could argue, if so many different languages make the same lexical distinction, then there must be a distinction in languages with only one surface form, such as English and French, too.  In fact, I will argue in section 5.6.3 that, intuitively enticing though this line of argument may be, it isn’t actually logically compelling at all.

Horn (1989: 407) seems to use as an argument for an ambiguity the fact that correction but and denial but show different distributional properties.  In this, he echoes A & D (1977: 33) who argue that there are distributional and syntactic properties that distinguish the two types of French mais (and by extension English but).  They (1977: 34-40) use six arguments to show this.  In what follows I will discuss only three of them, since the other three don’t seem to work in English as well as they do in French. 


First, they argue that, because the first clause of P but Q on a correction reading has to contain an explicit negation, while it obviously doesn’t on a denial reading, the two clauses can be reversed with acceptable results in the latter case but not in the former.  For instance, while both (62a) and (b) are okay, only (63a) is acceptable.  This becomes particularly clear (to German speakers like myself, at least) when these sentences are translated into German, as in (64) and (65).

(62)
a.
He isn’t tall but he is strong.


b.
He is strong but he isn’t tall.

(63)
a.
He isn’t tall but very tall.


b.
*He is very tall but not tall.

(64)
a.
Er ist nicht gross, aber (er ist) stark.


b.
Er ist stark, aber (er ist) nicht gross.

(65)
a.
Er ist nicht gross, sondern sehr gross.


b.
*Er ist sehr gross, sondern nicht gross.

Second, A & D (1977: 35) observe that but can be interpreted as involving correction only if the negation in P is unincorporated – incorporated negation is not enough.  Thus, (66a) and (67a) are acceptable while (66b) and (67b) aren’t.

(66)
a.
It isn’t possible but necessary.


b.
*It is impossible but necessary.

(67)
a.
Es ist nicht möglich, sondern notwending.


b.
*Es is unmöglich, sondern notwendig.

The third argument A & D give is that, in the case of correction but, if P’ (the unnegated P) and Q have any part in common, that part is deleted.  In the case of denial but, however, this shared part is either there explicitly or referred to anaphorically.  For instance, but in (68) can’t be given a correction interpretation (though it can of course be interpreted as a denial of expectation).  In order to get a correction interpretation, the material the two clauses have in common has to be ellipsed, as in (69).

(68)
She isn’t my sister but she is my mother.

(69)
She isn’t my sister but my mother.

Note that in German, where the difference between denial of expectation and correction is clearly linguistically encoded, both readings can be achieved with or without ellipsis – (70a) and (b) and (71a) and (b) are all equally acceptable.

(70)
a.
Sie ist nicht meine Schwester, sondern sie ist meine Mutter.


b.
Sie ist nicht meine Schwester, sondern meine Mutter.

(71)
a.
Sie ist nicht meine Schwester, aber sie ist meine Mutter.


b.
Sie ist nicht meine Schwester, aber meine Mutter.

In fact, A & D (1977: 36) claim that if material is ellipsed and the first clause contains an explicit negation but can only be given a correction interpretation.  This seems right:  Consider the scenario in (72)

(72)
A:
You look a lot like your sister.


B:
She isn’t my sister but she is my mother.


B’:
She isn’t my sister but my mother.

Here, B’s utterance will be interpreted as involving a denial of expectation: P (she isn’t my sister) implies that A was wrong, while Q (she is my mother) implies that A wasn’t totally wrong (because the woman in question is close relative of B’s).  B’, on the other hand, can only be taken to be correcting A’s mistake without comforting A that he wasn’t completely wrong. 

There are other cases for ambiguity not covered here!
5.6.3
The case against ambiguity

I’ve shown in the last section that the two main reasons for assuming an ambiguity in English but are that a number of other languages have separate lexical items for correction and denial uses of but and that the two interpretations have different distributional properties.  In this section I will argue that neither of these arguments is compelling.


Granted, the fact that other languages have two (or more) non-synonymous lexical items to capture different interpretations of a single English word makes it tempting to assume that the English word is, therefore, ambiguous.  And it certainly is the case that clearly ambiguous words do get several different translations corresponding to their different meanings.  For instance, the English word bat is translated into German as Schläger or Fledermaus, into French as batte or chauve-souris and into Italian as mazza or pipistrello, depending on whether it is interpreted as ‘cricket bat’ or ‘flying rodent’.  In fact, it seems highly unlikely (though, of course, possible) that there is another language that has one and the same word to describe a hitting implement and a flying rodent.  In this, but is quite different from an undoubtedly ambiguous word like bat:  There are at least as many languages that use the same word for correction and denial of expectation as there are languages that have a separate word for each.


Furthermore, there are many instances where a single word in one language has two non-synonymous translations in another, where the single word is clearly not ambiguous.  For instance, surely nobody would want to maintain that the English cousin is ambiguous.  Nevertheless, German has two different words: Vetter for a male cousin and Base for a female.  To give one more, maybe slightly more contentious, example:  Depending on what the adjective awkward is combined with, it receives different translations in German.  Thus, (73a)-(c) receive the translations in (74a)-(c), with awkward being translated as veflixt, peinlich, or linkisch.

(73)
a.
This is a very awkward situation.


b.
There was an awkward silence.


c.
He’s an awkward lad.

(74)
a.
Das ist eine verflixte Situation.


b.
Es entstand eine peinliche Stille.


c.
Er ist ein linkischer Junge.

In spite of awkward receiving three different translations, there is no reason to assume that it is actually ambiguous (or even polysemous).  What the three German adjectives have in common is that they all attribute various kinds of difficulty or uncomfortableness to the nouns with which they combine.  In other words, it seems at least possible that awkward means something quite general, e.g. “involving uncomfortable feelings”.  Whether this particular example works or not, I believe there is sufficient evidence to urge caution in drawing conclusions about the semantics of a word in one language on the basis of evidence from other languages – although other languages might act as an inspiration, the proof of the pudding has to be found within one and the same language.  In other words, the claim that but is ambiguous in English must be supported with evidence from English.  This is, of course, what the discussion of different distributional properties aims to do.

However, showing, in effect, that correction but and denial but have complementary distributions is a curious way of supporting the ambiguity claim.  Complementary distribution of senses across linguistic environments is clearly not a property of uncontentiously lexically ambiguous items.  For instance, both senses of the word bank are possible in virtually any linguistic environment and there are certainly no syntactic constraints pertaining to one but not the other.  Even in (75), where the linguistic context heavily biases things towards a ‘financial institution’ reading, bank could have its ‘river bank’ sense.

(75)
Peter took the cheque to the bank.

Clear what interpretation but is receiving.
However, it is difficult to find examples where English but could genuinely receive either a correction or a denial interpretation.  Indeed, it seems to follow from A & D’s arguments that it is always clear which interpretation but should receive from the linguistic environment in which it appears.  So, there don’t seem to be any genuinely ambiguous utterances containing but.  The only conceivable environment in which but could receive either a correction or a denial reading is one in which ellipsis isn’t possible, i.e. one in which the negated first clause and the second clause don’t share any linguistic material at all.  It seems that such utterances, e.g. (76), can only receive a denial interpretation.

(76)
John didn’t make a salad, but Jack bought a cake.

Quite clearly, this isn’t because there is no convincing scenario in which a speaker might want to negate John made a salad and replace it with Jack bought a cake – there’s nothing whatsoever wrong with the German sondern-utterance in (77), which has precisely that interpretation. 

But negation is different!
(77)
John hat keinen Salat gemacht, sondern Jack hat einen Kuchen gekauft.

This shows that the reasons for believing that English but is ambiguous aren’t nearly as good as they might at first seem.  It seems, then, that the search for a unitary semantics for but might be worthwhile.  The next few sections of this chapter are devoted to the discussion of analyses that have attempted to do just that and where better to start than with the father of Modified Occam’s Razor.

5.7
But the Gricean way

In this section I will very briefly look at some approaches to but that could, roughly, be seen as Gricean.  I start with what Grice himself did say and what he probably would have said if asked.  This is followed by a look at Rieber’s (1997) reinterpretation of the Gricean notion of conventional implicature and how this applies to but.  Finally, I consider how Bach (1999) sees but.  Even though these three approaches differ in some important aspects, they also share some interesting features.  In particular, they all account for the meaning of but using a notion of contrast.  Apart from the analyses discussed here, Rudolph (1996) and Fraser (1998) also use a general notion of contrast and, therefore, share many of the problems of the accounts I’m about to discuss.  

Let me start with Grice.  As already hinted at, he never actually gave a detailed analysis specifically of but.  All he says is that She was poor but honest implies 

(very roughly) that there is some contrast between poverty and honesty, or between her poverty and her honesty. 

(Grice 1961: 127) 

He also makes it clear that he regards this implication of contrast as neither part of what is said, i.e. the truth-conditional content of the utterance, nor as what he would later come to call a conversational implicature.  Instead, he (1961: 129) maintains that “the fact that the implication obtains is a matter of the meaning of the word ‘but’”.  In other words, the implication of contrast is what he (1975/1989: 25-26) later refers to as a conventional implicature.  Since the notion of conventional implicature was discussed at some length in chapter 2, I will say no more about it here.  Let me just say that it is most likely that Grice would say that but (like on the other hand, discussed in 2.5.3) indicates the performance of a higher-order speech act of contrasting two ground-floor speech acts.  However, it is difficult to see how the notion of contrast can account for all the different interpretations of but.  At the very least, much more needs to be said about what counts as a contrast.  At any rate, given his fondness for Modified Occam’s Razor, my guess would be that Grice would have wanted to see the ‘contrast’ encoded by but in terms general enough to cover all possible uses of but, perhaps with more specific interpretations derived pragmatically. Correct!

Rieber (1997) has his own take on the notion of conventional implicature, which he sees in terms of parenthetical performatives.  For instance, according to him (1997: 53), an utterance of (78) can be analysed as (79).

(78)
Sheila is rich but she is unhappy.

(79)
Sheila is rich and (I suggest this contrasts) she is unhappy.

Rieber (1997: 54) makes it clear that the contrast in question can be manifested in a variety of ways, i.e. it may be a contrast between the contents of the two clauses, or a contrast between implications of the clauses.  It seems, therefore, that it is Rieber’s intention to make the notion of ‘contrast’ general enough to cover all possible interpretations of but, which is precisely what I would have expected Grice to do.  I will not discuss Rieber’s treatment of but further, except for some general comments at the end of this section.  Blakemore (2000) gives a comprehensive and convincing critique of Rieber’s approach to but (and other discourse markers).


Finally, Bach (1999) completely rejects the notion of conventional implicature, opting, instead, for a framework in which single utterances can express multiple propositions.  In other words, the meaning of but (and other ‘non-truth-conditional’ expressions) contributes to ‘what is said’.
  According to him (1999: 347), an utterance of (78), for example, expresses the three propositions in (80a)-(c).

(80)
a.
Sheila is rich.


b.
Sheila is unhappy.


c.
There is a certain contrast between being rich and being unhappy.

As this shows, Bach also opts for the notion of contrast in accounting for the meaning of but and he, too, ensures that ‘contrast’ covers as many interpretations of but as possible by making it as general as possible.  The notion of a ‘certain contrast’ will be pragmatically enriched on particular occasions of utterance.  For instance, in the case of (78), the contrast is likely to be that, in general, wealth combats unhappiness.


All three accounts (and also those of Rudolph (1996) and Fraser (1998)) have in common the fact that they use a concept of contrast to account for the meaning of but:  Grice himself might have seen but as indicating the performance of an illocutionary act of contrasting, Rieber sees it as indicating the performance of a speech act of suggesting a contrast, and Bach seems to see it as encoding the vague concept of ‘a certain contrast’.  It also seems that all three of them would at least try to account for the different interpretations or uses of but in the same terms, i.e. their notion of contrast has to be vague or general enough to cover a whole range of interpretations.  This means that the job of defining ‘contrast’ is quite difficult.  In fact, it is telling that neither Grice, nor Rieber or Bach actually make explicit what they mean by contrast.  Intuitively, any two things in the world can contrast each other (just as any two things in the world will have some degree of similarity with each other).  So, it seems unlikely that contrast will amount to something as straightforward as contradiction.  In fact, I believe that it isn’t possible to define the concept of contrast in terms that cover all possible uses of but.  Instead, I shall argue that a functional or procedural account of the meaning of but, such as Blakemore’s (1987, 1989) relevance-theoretic one, or the accounts of but as a cancellation marker or marker of denial discussed in the next section, are much better suited to the job of capturing a variety of uses or interpretations on the basis of a unitary semantics. But does that do the job?
Furthermore, no matter how generally or vaguely it is defined, it is hard to see how contrast could cover correction but:  Clearly, neither (81) nor (82) does justice to the meaning of (22a). But is doesn’t have to!
(22)
a.
That isn’t my sister but my mother.
(81)
That isn’t my sister and (I suggest this contrasts) that is my mother.

(82)
a.
That isn’t my sister.


b.
That is my mother.


c.
There is a certain contrast between that not being my sister and it being my mother.

Finally, none of the accounts discussed above are equipped, as they stand, to deal with discourse but or but in utterance- or discourse-initial but – they all rely on but linking two clauses.

5.8
Functional views of but 
5.8.1
But as a cancellation marker

Dascal & Katriel, D & K, (1977), provide what must be the first unified account of the meaning of but.  This is particularly remarkable since they’re mainly considering data from Hebrew, which, like German, Spanish, Finnish and Swedish, has two words for but, roughly corresponding to denial and correction but.  Thus, it would be understandable if they, too, had reached the conclusion that but must be ambiguous.  However, while recognising that Hebrew aval and ela perform subtly different functions, their analysis indicates that there is no reason at all to assume that English but can’t be accounted for in a unified way.  


The claim at the heart of D & K’s (1977) analysis is that utterance meaning has several “layers”, 

ranging from the more to the less explicit, from an inner ‘core’ of content to contextually conveyed implicatures via layers and sublayers such as presuppositions, modality, illocutionary force and felicity conditions.

D & K (1977: 153)

The idea is that, generally, the speaker and hearer assume that all of these layers are conveyed simultaneously.  The function of but in this framework is to indicate that not all of these layers are accepted by the speaker.  As D & K (1977: 153) put it:

The point of using an ‘aval’ or ‘ela’ utterance is to mark explicitly some particular separation between a pair of layers (or sublayers), or a contrast within a given layer.  Such sentences foremostly indicate a refusal to accept all the layers of meaning of an utterance en bloc.

They then proceed to demonstrate the variety of layers of meaning that aval and ela can be used to cancel, covering the whole gamut from semantic presuppositions and assertions to conversational implicatures (via illocutionary force, modality and felicity conditions).  In what follows, I give an example of each of these categories (indicating in brackets whether the particle used in the Hebrew example was aval or ela).


According to D & K (1977: 154-155), what B and C’s utterances in (83) cancel is the minor assertion that the Pope is the only leader of the Christians, while in (84) they cancel the semantic    presupposition that Dan beat his wife.

(83)
A:
The Pope, who is the only leader of the Christians, is elected by the cardinals.


B:
That’s right, but the Christians have other leaders. (aval)


C:
He’s not the only leader but one of the most important. (ela)

(84)
A:
Dan stopped beating his wife a long time ago.


B:
But he has never beaten her. (aval)


C:
He didn’t beat her but only threatened to do so. (ela)

D & K (1977: 156) subdivide illocutionary acts into ‘phrastic’ (propositional content), ‘tropic’ (mood) and ‘neustic’ (commitment of the speaker to what she says).  On this picture, the layer of illocutionary force consists of ‘tropic’ and ‘neustic’, both of which can be cancelled by aval and ela.  For instance, D & K claim that B and C’s utterances in (85) cancel A’s commitment to the command she’s issued (i.e. the ‘neustic’).

(85)
A:
Throw out all this material.


B:
Okay, I’ll throw it out, but I know that tomorrow you’ll want it again. (aval)


C:
You don’t really mean that I should throw it out but just say so. (ela)

What is cancelled in (86), according to D & K (1977: 157) is the modal force of A’s utterance.

(86)
A:
It is possible to postpone the exam for next week.


B:
But three exams have already been set for next week. (aval)


C:
It’s not possible but obligatory. (ela)

(87) shows that aval and ela can cancel felicity conditions.  Here, B and C’s utterances cancel a preparatory condition of A’s request, i.e. that the hearer is in a position to perform the required action (D & K 1977: 158).

(87)
A:
Open the door, please.


B:
But it’s open. (aval)


C:
It’s not closed but only looks closed because it’s made of glass. (ela)

Finally, D & K (1977: 159) see aval in B’s utterance in (88) as cancelling a conversational implicature of the first conjunct of her utterance.  They don’t give an example of ela cancelling a conversational implicature and it seems that that’s not possible.

(88)
A:
What do you think of the new Prime Minister?


B:
He has a clever wife but I don’t mean to imply that there is anything wrong with him.

Note CI here.
So far, I’ve only reported how D & K see aval and ela as functioning in similar ways, i.e. as cancellative operators.  However, there are differences between the two – D & K (1977: 160-161) discuss the following three.


First, P aval Q functions to separate different layers of meaning, i.e. P indicates acceptance of one layer and Q indicates the rejection of another. Not necessarily, but possibly.  An utterance of P ela Q, on the other hand, relates statements belonging to the same layer of meaning, i.e. P indicates the rejection of one element and Q indicates its replacement by another of the same order. Ela relates to same level of meaning.  Second, ela utterances are symmetrical in the sense that they explicitly mention both what is cancelled and its replacement, whereas in aval utterances acceptance of one layer of meaning is often implicit.  Finally, the function of negation in the first conjunct differs between aval and ela utterances.  With aval if there is a negation in P it expresses a negative assertion, while it expresses denial, i.e. rejection of a previously made statement, in ela utterances.  This seems tallies well with Anscombre & Ducrot’s and Abraham’s observations concerning the differences between correction but, which seems to correspond to ela, and denial but, which corresponds to aval.


Summing up, D & K (1977: 171) state that

Both [P aval Q] and [P ela Q] utterances are to be primarily understood as reactive speech-acts, through which some cancellatory function relative to a prior utterance or its contextual equivalent is performed.

This quote brings out both the strong points and the weaker points of D & K’s analysis.  One of its weaker points is the claim that but utterances are reactive speech acts, which seems to imply not only that discourse-initial uses of but are impossible, but also that it is impossible to open a discourse with a complete but utterance, i.e. an utterance of the form P but Q.  As seen above, both of these things are, of course, perfectly possible.  Perhaps an explanation for such a counterintuitive conclusion lies with the kind of examples D & K consider:  Unlike anyone else in the literature they base their analysis almost exclusively on examples that involve exchanges between two people with the but utterance being made as a reaction to an initial utterance.  Now, while these uses of but are certainly possible, I doubt that they are as typical as D & K seem to think (though, of course, I can only speak for their frequency in English and not in Hebrew).  Another point of D & K’s analysis one might want to question is the detail of their view of the different layers of meaning.  While it is standard practice to assume that utterances convey several propositions or assumptions, some explicitly and some implicitly, it is doubtful whether utterances actually communicate assumptions about their felicity conditions.  However, these are relatively small worries.  The great strength of D & K’s analysis lies in providing a basis for a unitary semantic analysis of but in English.  In the spirit of D & K, but could be seen as a general cancelling operator, which, unlike Hebrew aval and ela, doesn’t encode any information about what “layer” of meaning is being cancelled.  Bell (1998) provides just such an analysis of but based on Dascal & Katriel’s work.


Bell (1998) analyses but (and other ‘contrastive’ markers) in terms of cancellation.  According to him (1998: 527), a relation of cancellation obtains between two discourse segments, P and Q, if “an aspect of information derived from P is canceled in Q.” and

An aspect of information is any piece of information which is derivable, though not necessarily derived, by the hearer from the prior discourse context either globally or locally with respect to any feature of the act of communication such as propositional content, illocutionary force, perlocutionary effects in terms of face, politeness, mood, etc., and conversational conventions such as turn-taking and topic change.

Unlike D & K, Bell (1998: 528) seems to allow for the possibility of but cancelling aspects of information that don’t just arise from immediately preceding linguistic material but as “operating on aspects of information within the global and local discourse context”.  This could be interpreted as saying that the information that is being cancelled doesn’t necessarily have to be the result of communication, which would mean that Bell can account not just for utterance-initial but also for discourse-initial uses of but.  However, Bell (1998: 529) doesn’t seem to intend this, he states that “Cancellation, therefore, can be understood as acting on all aspects of communication”.  This seems to imply that but can’t be used to initiate communication the way it does in (32). IT ISN’T ALL LINGUISTICS COMMUNICATION
(32)
[Peter puts some salmon on Mary’s plate]

Mary:
But I’m allergic to fish.


Rouchota (1998b: 25)

While Bell may have some difficulty in accounting for discourse-initial but, he has no problems explaining denial of expectation and discourse but.  According to him, the (discourse) use of but in examples like (28) indicates the cancellation of the “topic domain” of the previous paragraph.

(28)
A:
We had a very nice lunch.  I had an excellent lobster.

B:
But did you get to ask him about the money?

He will, however, have some work to do to explain correction but: the but-clause in (22) certainly can be seen as cancelling something, i.e. the assumption that the woman in question is the speaker’s sister, but that something is quite clearly not part of what is communicated, at least not by the speaker uttering (22).

(22)
a.
That isn’t my sister but my mother.
Furthermore, the way in which Bell (1998: 529) sees what is communicated, following coherence theory, is not entirely uncontentious.  Nevertheless, I believe that, like Dascal & Katriel, Bell is essentially on the right track.
5.8.2
Denying various expectations

Foolen (1991) gives an account of but which has much to recommend it.  He sees but as having functional meaning relevant to the integration of new information, i.e. the but-clause, into the previous discourse, i.e. the first clause and its context.  In particular, he analyses but as indicating denial of expectation.  As mentioned in section 5.2.3, he (1991: 84-85) argues that contrast or ‘semantic opposition’ uses of but still involve denial of expectation.  He shows this using the examples in (89)-(91).

(89)
A:
John and Peter don’t live in the same place, do they?

B:
No, John lives in Amsterdam and/??but Peter lives in Rotterdam.

(90)
A:
John and Peter both live in Amsterdam, don’t they?


B:
No, Jóhn (indeed) lives in Amsterdam but/??and Peter lives in Rotterdam.

(91)
A:
Where do John and Peter live?


B:
Well, John lives in Amsterdam and/but Peter lives in Rotterdam.

These examples show that but can only introduce the second clause in contexts in which it can be seen as denying an expectation.  In (89), where there is an expectation that John and Peter don’t live in the same place and, therefore, there is no expectation for the but-clause to deny, but sounds odd.  In (90), on the other hand, where there is an expectation that John and Peter do live in the same place, which is denied by the second clause, the use of but is more felicitous than that of and.  Finally, in (91), either but or and can be used because there is no specific expectation apparent. Ha. An example of pure contrast.  However, Foolen (1991: 85) maintains that the use of but indicates that B thinks that A might have thought that John and Peter live in the same place (maybe because A asked about them in the same breath).  I find Foolen’s argument convincing.  There does, indeed, seem to be a marked difference between the use of and and but in these examples (and in general).  So, Foolen’s account can deal with denial of expectation and contrast without any problems.  How about the other uses of but?


Foolen’s position on correction but is interesting, to say the least.  He acknowledges that the difference between denial but and correction but could readily be seen as a case of polysemy, but he prefers to maintain that the denial of expectation function of but is its univocal core meaning and remains even in correction uses.  According to him (1991: 88) correction but indicates “that the second conjunct denies the possible expectation that the previous, quoted, assertion might be a true one”.  And in his conclusion (1991: 90) he says that 

for example, not big but small might be paraphrased as: ‘small and not big’, “big” being a reasonable expectation on the basis of the previous discourse.

I believe that this creative way of looking at correction but is moving in the right direction.  However, it cannot be right, because it can’t explain metalinguistic cases.  For instance, Foolen’s paraphrase of the perfectly acceptable (92), would be the unacceptable (93).

(92)
She’s not happy but ecstatic.

(93)
*She’s ecstatic and not happy. 

More generally, the idea that but denies an expectation seems too strong.  It will be seen in section 5.11.2) that but can be used to deny assumptions that nobody expects and, more importantly, that nobody anticipates to be expected by anyone. 

Even though Foolen doesn’t consider discourse uses of but, I believe that his account could handle them.  Arguably, the first paragraph of (29), the example from The Guardian, raises the expectation that the article is dealing exclusively with the police’s failure to use DNA technology, which is promptly denied by the second paragraph, which is about the police’s illegally holding samples.  Furthermore, utterance-initial uses of but present no problem for this account, because it analyses but as indicating the denial of an expectation raised (or supposedly raised) in the previous discourse, which may or may not have been produced by the same speaker.  Unfortunately, Foolen’s account, just like Dascal & Katriel’s and Bell’s, doesn’t seem too well equipped to deal with discourse-initial uses of but.  In the next section, it will be seen that Blakemore’s relevance-theoretic account has no problems accounting for discourse-initial uses of but.  In the final section of this chapter, I will propose a unitary account of the meaning of but that combines the best points of the functional analyses discussed in this section with the best points of Blakemore’s account.

5.9
But as a constraint on relevance – Blakemore’s account

5.9.1
Denial of expectation

Out of all the potentially different interpretations or uses of but Blakemore (1987, 1989) concentrates on denial of expectation and contrast.
  She gives an account of but on both of those interpretations in procedural terms.  While she gives the same account of denial but in 1987 and 1989, her analysis of contrast but changes in interesting and important ways.  Let me start by looking at how she accounts for denial of expectation examples, such as (7).

(7)
John is a Republican but he is honest. 

According to Blakemore, the procedure encoded by but reduces the hearer’s processing effort by pointing him towards the intended contextual effects of the clause it introduces.  More precisely, but indicates that what follows contradicts and eliminates an available assumption.  This means that but not only indicates to the hearer how the clause it introduces is relevant, but it also provides some evidence as to how the speaker thinks the hearer might have interpreted the previous clause (or discourse).  But, on this picture, functions as a discourse connective, that is, the structure of P but Q is really more accurately captured by P. But Q in parallel to P. However, Q, for instance.  In other words, a speaker uttering (7), or any other denial of expectation example, makes two separate utterances.  For instance, John is a Republican and But he is honest.  In the case of (7), the fact that but indicates that he is honest contradicts and eliminates an accessible assumption may well mean that the speaker thought it at least possible that the hearer derived the assumption that John is dishonest from John is a Republican.  In this case, the denial is direct, i.e. the proposition expressed by the but-clause directly contradicts (and eliminates) the assumption that John is dishonest.  It eliminates because it is explicit, not implied.
Blakemore (1987: 129; 1989: 25-27) notes that the but-clause doesn’t always deny an assumption directly, i.e. that it’s not always the propositional content of the but-clause itself that contradicts the assumption.  For instance, in (94) it is an implication of the but-clause that contradicts (and eliminates) an implication of the previous clause.

(94)
John isn’t an economist, but he is a businessman.

Say Jim utters this sentence in reply to Jack who’s just suggested that they consult John on a financial matter because he is an economist.  In this case, Jack may well infer from the first clause that they shouldn’t consult John, the second clause, however, implies that they should consult John after all.  Thus, the second clause has an implication that contradicts and eliminates an implication of the first.  By using but to introduce the second clause, Jim indicates that the first clause may have led Jack to derive an assumption that is going to be contradicted.  In this case, the denial is indirect.


The advantage of this account over, say, R. Lakoff’s, Anscombre & Ducrot’s, D & K’s or Bell’s is that it can handle not just utterance initial, but also discourse initial uses of but.  This is because it only claims that but indicates that the clause it introduces contradicts and eliminates (or denies) an assumption accessible in the context, i.e. there is no requirement that the assumption has to have been communicated.  In fact, it will be seen later that this point is crucial.  Let me demonstrate how Blakemore’s account works for B’s utterance in (31) and Mary’s utterance in (32).

(31)
A:
It’s time for bed now.

B:
But you said I could watch the end of Brookside.

(32)
[Peter puts some salmon on Mary’s plate]

Mary:
But I’m allergic to fish.

There are (at least) two ways in which B’s utterance (31) can be interpreted as a denial.  It could be seen as (indirectly) denying the proposition expressed by A’s utterance, i.e. as implying that it isn’t time for B to go to bed.  Another option is that B’s utterance indirectly denies an implication of A’s utterance – maybe something like it’s reasonable for A to ask B to go to bed now.  Note that there is a considerable amount of inferential work involved in deriving this kind of interpretation.  (95) gives some idea of the kind of inferential process A has to go through in order to interpret B’s utterance.

(95)
a.
I said to B “It’s time for bed”, thus implicating that she should go to bed.


b.
My utterance also came with an implication that I have a right to tell B to go to bed and that it was reasonable for me to do so.


c.
B has said to me “But you said I could watch the end of Brookside”.


d.
Brookside hasn’t finished yet.


e.
I did say that B could watch the end of Brookside.


f.
It is an implication of my saying that, that B shouldn’t have to go to bed yet.


g.
It is unreasonable for me to tell B to go to bed now when I earlier told her something that has the implication that she doesn’t have to go to bed now.


h.
B is implicating that it’s unreasonable for me to tell her to go to bed now and that she shouldn’t have to do it.

This observation is particularly interesting because it seems unlikely that B’s utterance without but could be interpreted in any other way than her but-utterance.  However, the presence of but makes life easier for A, because it makes her look for a suitable assumption that B’s utterance could be contradicting.


In (32), again, but indicates that Mary’s utterance denies an accessible assumption.  Since Peter hasn’t actually communicated with Mary at all, this assumption can’t be one he communicated.  However, in the scenario in which he has just put a piece of salmon on Mary’s plate it is relatively easy to access an assumption that is (indirectly) denied by her utterance.  For instance, most people will put food on other people’s plates with the expectation that the recipient is going to eat the food.  Thus, Peter is highly likely to be entertaining the assumption that Mary will eat the salmon as he is putting it on her plate.   However, Mary’s utterance clearly implies that she won’t eat the salmon, because she is allergic to fish.  In this way, Mary’s utterance denies an assumption Peter is likely to entertain.  Again, Mary could have left but out of her utterance and it would have been likely to be interpreted the same way.  By using but, however, she may well have saved Peter some processing effort, because the presence of but right at the beginning of her utterance alerts him straight away to the fact that the utterance is going to be relevant as a denial of an accessible assumption.

5.9.2
Contrast

When it comes to dealing with “contrast” examples, such as (16), Blakemore’s approach is less clear and straightforward than it is for denial of expectation uses of but.  For one thing, she offers one analysis in her 1987 book and a slightly, but importantly, different one in her 1989 paper.

(16)
John is tall but Bill is short. 

Blakemore (1987: 137-138) essentially believes that but indicates that the clause it introduces is relevant as a denial in all instances.  It may not be immediately obvious that this is the case in (16), but Blakemore (1987) makes a convincing case for her position.  The key, she argues, is to consider in what kinds of circumstances someone would utter something like (16).  The answer is that there are roughly two possibilities.  The first is that, there is some reason to believe that one might take the first clause (i.e. John is tall) to imply that Bill is tall too (say, because they’re twin brothers).  In such a scenario, (16) would receive a straightforward denial of expectation interpretation: Bill is short directly denies an implication of John is tall.  While this is a perfectly possible scenario, it is, perhaps, not the most likely.  It is much more likely that (16) will be uttered to convey something like ‘Bill isn’t like John’.  In such a case, what the but-clause denies, according to Blakemore (1987: 138), is the consequent of a conditional premise.  This conditional premise will be something like ‘If Bill is like John, then he is tall’.  By denying the consequent of this premise, the but clause gives rise to the implication that Bill isn’t like John.  However, she doesn’t give a complete explanation of why this conditional assumption concerning the ways in which John and Bill are alike (rather than one concerning ways in which they differ) should be accessed.  I’ll return to the question of how “contrast” uses of but can be accounted for in section 5.11.


As mentioned above, Blakemore’s (1989) account of “contrast” but is different from her (1987) account.  It seems that she (1989: 17) now believes that but has more than a single meaning and that the interpretation of “contrast” cases involves a different procedure from the one involved in denial uses.  The most important difference between the two meanings of but is that but is seen as a discourse connective only on a denial of expectation reading, while contrast but is a conjunction.  That is, where Blakemore (1987) saw P. But Q. as the ‘real’ structure of P but Q on either reading of but, she now sees it as applying only to “denial” but.  The structure of a but utterance on the “contrast” reading, she now maintains, is conjunctive, i.e. captured adequately by P but Q.  What the “contrast” but in (16) indicates, according to Blakemore (1989: 34), is that the hearer should derive a proposition of the form not (F(Bill)).  It is the function of the first clause to give the hearer access to a property F whose ascription is negated in the second clause.

5.10
One or two constraints?

Given the discussion in the preceding section, the question is whether but really is ambiguous or whether Blakemore (1987), framed in the Gricean spirit, was right.  My first step towards answering this question will be to examine the reasons for Blakemore’s change of heart from 1987 to 1989.


It seems that there are two reasons.  The first is the mistaken assumption that there are a number of languages, e.g. German, Spanish and Hebrew, that use two different lexical items to express contrast and denial of expectation.  As seen above, while these languages do indeed have two (or more) lexical items to express different uses or interpretations of English but, they use the same expression for denial and contrast.  For instance, our standard denial example (7) is translated using aber, as (42) shows, and (96) demonstrates that (16), our standard contrast example, is also translated using aber.

(42)  John ist Republikaner, aber er ist ehrlich.
(96)
John ist gross, aber Bill ist klein.
 Hingegen / on the other hand
Of course, the distinction between aber and sondern, pero and sino, and aval and ela is not one between denial and contrast, but one between denial and correction, so cannot provide evidence of any sort for the correct treatment of the denial and contrast cases. Also, as discussed in section 5.6, the general shape of this sort of argument from lexical distinctions to an ambiguity in another is not compelling.  


Blakemore’s second reason seems to be based on the assumption that, while an utterance with denial but isn’t really a conjunction, contrast but is truly conjunctive (I’ll look at Blakemore’s reasons for thinking this shortly).  Another way of putting this is that, according to Blakemore (1989) contrast but has and as part of its meaning, while denial but doesn’t.  If this is true, then it seems almost impossible to treat but as monosemous, or even polysemous.  It is hard to see how one and the same lexical item could function both as conjunction and as discourse connective, although, of course, the ambiguity will be of a semantically uninteresting kind if the conjunction but and the discourse connective but both encode the same constraint.  It is not clear to me whether this is Blakemore’s (1989) stance or not.


As mentioned above, Blakemore’s (1989) belief that contrast but does contain and as part of its meaning also constitutes a shift in her approach.  In her book (1987: 139), she maintains that but doesn’t mean ‘and plus something else’ on either of the uses she discusses.  To non-relevance theorists even the question whether or not but amounts to ‘and plus something else’ must seem a bit of a mystery.  As mentioned right at the beginning of this chapter (in section 5.2.1), any utterance of P but Q is true just in case P is true and Q is true.  In other words, truth-conditionally, P but Q clearly is equivalent to P and Q.  However, if a speaker utters P. Q, then, surely, the full content of what she uttered will be true just in case P is true and Q is true.  In other words, truth-conditionally the juxtaposition of P and Q seems to be equivalent to P and Q, too.  This means that the question of whether or not the meaning of but includes the meaning of and is not a question of truth-conditional import – in a way, if one analyses and as having no linguistic meaning beyond that of the truth-functional operator &, nothing very interesting has been said, and but, and a whole host of other conjunctions (e.g. although, while, so, etc.), can be analysed as having it as part of their meaning.  

The important aspect of and, as far as Blakemore is concerned, is its import in relevance-theoretic terms.  According to Blakemore (1987: 120), the point about conjoined utterances is that

a hearer who is presented with a conjoined utterance cannot be expected to undertake the processing entailed by the use of and unless the conjoined proposition that is expressed has relevance over and above the relevance of each conjunct taken individually.

The assumption this is based on is that a speaker who utters P and Q makes one single utterance, which expresses one single proposition, while a speaker who utters P.Q makes two utterances, each of which expresses one proposition.  Since the hearer is entitled to expect every utterance of the speaker’s to be relevant enough to be worth the effort needed to process it (as stated in the communicative principle of relevance), a hearer confronted with a conjoined utterance is licensed to assume that the complete utterance is optimally relevant, but there is no guarantee that the individual conjuncts will be relevant in their own right.  Now, cutting a long story short, the point is that denial of expectation but, and, according to Blakemore (1987), also contrast but, indicates the way in which the but-clause achieves relevance.  In other words, but guarantees that the second ‘conjunct’ is relevant in its own right – a fact that Blakemore seems to believe is incompatible with the assumption that a but-conjunction expresses a single conjoined proposition.


Blakemore (1987: 135) gives another argument against but (at this point specifically contrast but) encoding ‘and plus something else’.  She points out that it is a well-known, but unexplained, fact that and can conjoin any number of elements, while but can only ever link two.  For instance, (97) can be understood to link all four conjuncts symmetrically, while but in (98) can only be seen as contrasting the last clause with the conjunction of all the others
.

(97)
Mary votes Labour, Susan votes Lib Dem, Anne votes Tory, and Jane votes for the BNP.



(adapted from Blakemore 1987: 135)

(98)
Mary votes Labour, Susan votes Lib Dem, Anne votes Tory, but Jane votes for the BNP.

Blakemore (1987: 136, 1989: 32) rightly points out that if there is a but that does nothing other than express a contrast between two things, then there is no reason at all why it shouldn’t also be capable of expressing a contrast between more than two things.  After all, it is possible to contrast any number of things with each other.  For instance, there is a reading of (97) on which the four conjuncts are all contrasted with each other, i.e. in which the hearer will be expected to derive four sets of contrasting implications, or, indeed, just the assumption that Mary, Susan, Anne and Jane all hold different political beliefs.  


Let me consider these points in turn, it seems to me that the mere fact that but can’t be seen as linking more than two units doesn’t mean that it isn’t a conjunction.  After all, it could just (and, indeed, it is likely to) be the case that the “something else” that but encodes is of a nature that only allows a “connection” between two entities.  For instance, if but is analysed in terms of cancellation (or denial), then it follows quite naturally that it can only ‘link’ two entities: one entity is cancelled and the other is doing the cancelling.  At least syntactically, but seems to be no different from and, in that it can at least occur in a list of more than two entities (though see footnote 21), which is something that isn’t possible with other ‘connectives’, such as although – there is something distinctly odd about (99)
.

(99)
Mary votes Labour, Susan votes Lib Dem, Anne votes Tory, although Jane votes for the BNP.

So, why has Blakemore (1989) come to believe that contrast but is a conjunction, while denial but is a discourse connective?  There seem to be two reasons for this.  First, she observes that the suggestion of contrast conveyed by but in (16) can also be conveyed by juxtaposed sentences, as in (100), and, more significantly, by the and-conjunction in (101).

(16)
John is tall but Bill is short.


(R. Lakoff 1971: 133)
(100)
John is tall.  Bill is short.

(101)
John is tall and Bill is short.

Blakemore (1987: 131, 1989: 26) maintains that, on the other hand, 

if it hadn’t been for the use of but in [(7)]the hearer might never have accessed the contextual assumption(s) necessary for the derivation of [the assumption that is denied by the but-clause, i.e. John is dishonest].

(7)
John is a Republican but he is honest.

(G. Lakoff 1971: 67)
(102)
John is a Republican.  He is honest.

It is indeed true that a speaker wishing to convey what (7) conveys would be very uncooperative, if she just uttered (102), though it’s certainly possible to derive this interpretation from (102).  Even more interestingly, (103), the conjoined counterpart of (7) and (102), can also be interpreted in the same way, particularly if it is uttered with stress on honest.

(103)
John is a Republican and he is hónest.

All of this suggests that Blakemore’s first argument for treating only contrast but as a conjunction is not very convincing – contrast but and denial but behave in exactly the same way with regard to whether or not the ‘connection’ they express can also be expressed by juxtaposed or conjoined sentences.


A further argument in favour of treating only contrast but as a conjunction is that P but Q can be embedded in the scope of a logical operator, such as if…then, only if but is interpreted as indicating contrast and not if it signals denial of expectation (Blakemore 1989: 28-29).  Thus, she claims that but in (104) could not be construed in its denial of expectation sense.

(104)
If Susan is coming but Anne is not, then I shall cancel the lecture.

There are two reasons for not accepting this argument.  First, I believe that but in (104) could easily be understood in its denial sense.  It could, for instance, be uttered in reply to A’s utterance in the scenario in (105), where but is clearly used to indicate the denial of an assumption derived from the first clause.

(105)
Scenario:
As is well known to A and B, Anne goes wherever Susan goes. 


A:
Susan is going to the lecture but Anne isn’t.

Furthermore, I absolutely agree with Rouchota (1990: 71) that even clear denial of expectation uses of but can be embedded under the scope of if…then.  For instance, (106) is every bit as acceptable as (104).

(106)
If John is a Republican but he is honest, there is hope for the Republicans yet.

The overall conclusion from this section is that there is no reason at all to believe that the contrast and denial uses of but are anything other than just that, i.e. two different uses of one and the same lexical item, which may or may not have and as part of its meaning.  In other words, there is no reason at all to believe that Blakemore (1987) was wrong in claiming that but encodes a single constraint on the interpretation of its host clause.  In the final section of this chapter I will suggest how Blakemore’s analysis can be modified to give a more explicit unitary semantics for but and I will demonstrate how a single constraint can account for all the interpretations of but that have been listed in section 5.2

5.11
Building on Blakemore

5.11.1
Arguments for a procedural account 

If one thing is clear from the discussion in this chapter, it is that any unitary account of the meaning of but has to be quite general and abstract in order to capture the wide variety of uses and interpretations this connective can be given.  I would argue, in line with Blakemore (1987, 1989), that this can only be achieved if one assumes a procedural semantics for but. What justifies this position? As indicated in section 5.7, one of the arguments in favour of this is that the task of finding a concept but could encode which is general enough to capture all its uses is very difficult, if not impossible.  Furthermore, examining but in the light of the three tests for procedural meaning identified in 4.3.3 yields more evidence in favour of it encoding procedural meaning.  


First, I would argue that most English speakers would find it hard to answer the question “what does but mean?”.  Surely, it is easier to answer “how is but used?”.  Depends on what you are looking for in terms of meaning. This indicates that the meaning of but is of a procedural nature and can’t easily be brought to consciousness in the way that conceptual components can.
Second, whatever exactly it is that but conveys – it’s not truth-evaluable.  For instance, B’s reply in (107), which is objecting to the ‘contrast’ or ‘incompatibility’ between John is a nice guy and an assumption prompted by John is gay suggested by but, is not felicitous.  B’ shows that this isn’t because this suggestion is intrinsically something that can’t be objected to.

But what about “John is gay and he’s a nice guy.” which can be denied.
This is also true of “in contrast” which, a/c RT, is not a DM.
(107)
A:
John is gay but he’s a nice guy.


B:
*That’s not true – there’s no incompatibility between him being nice and him being gay.


B’:
Come on.  You can’t seriously suggest that being gay is incompatible with being nice.

The final test is that of compositionality, where the argument is that conceptual expressions easily combine with other conceptual expressions to form larger conceptual representations, while procedural expressions don’t enter into this kind of compositional construction.  It seems that but can’t combine with anything else
.  However, the problem is that there isn’t much one can compare but with.  As far as I’m aware, the only other co-ordinating conjunction in English is and, which can’t be combined with anything either.  So it looks as if there is something about the syntactic status of co-ordinating conjunctions that doesn’t allow anything to modify them.  It is even difficult to find examples in which descriptive negation applies just to and or but.  (108) is my attempt at making a negation apply just to and.

(108)
He didn’t paint the hallway AND strip the floorboards – because two hours isn’t enough to do both.

Obviously, the difficulty here is that and doesn’t have any encoded meaning beyond that of the truth-functional connective & If that! and so it is difficult to see what the negation could be negating.  Indeed, Carston (forthcoming b, section 4.7.2) presents an interesting and attractive argument in favour of the assumption that and has no linguistic meaning at all (whether conceptual or procedural) and that its truth-functional properties and its propensity for pragmatic enrichment to temporal and causal interpretations can be explained purely by its syntactic function as a co-ordinating conjunction.  If this is the case, as I think it may well be, then the question, discussed at some length above, of whether but contains and as part of its meaning becomes otiose.  Furthermore, it is clear that no linguistic element whatsoever can in any way combine its meaning with that of and to yield a complex meaning.  

Leaving the question of the compositionality of the meaning of and, it seems that, although but obviously does have linguistic meaning, that linguistic meaning is not compositional – (109) demonstrates that descriptive negation clearly can’t apply just to but.

(109)
??John isn’t gay but he’s a nice guy – (because) there’s nothing incompatible between his niceness and his sexuality.

All in all, then, there is a lot of good evidence in favour of but encoding a procedure rather than a concept.  The million dollar question now is, of course, what that procedure is.

5.11.2
Denying accessible assumptions

I would like to suggest that what I take to be Blakemore’s (1987) position is essentially right and just needs some minor modification and further spelling out, and application to the full range of examples.  In other words, I believe that but indicates that the clause it introduces is to be processed as a denial, i.e. as an assumption that, either directly or indirectly, contradicts and eliminates an assumption accessible in the context.  This differs from Blakemore’s account of denial but only in one important detail.  According to Blakemore (1987: 129),

[…] but is a denial […] of a proposition which, although not part of the propositional content of the sentence just uttered, is understood as being part of its interpretation. (my emphasis)

In other words, on her account, the denied assumption is taken to be manifest.  Recall that, according to Sperber & Wilson (1986: 39) an assumption is manifest to an individual at a certain time just in case she is capable of entertaining it and accepting it as true or probably true.  What I mean by “accessible in the context” is something weaker than that.  That is, by saying that the but-clause denies an assumption which is accessible, but not necessarily manifest, I mean that the assumption must merely be ‘entertainable’ and doesn’t necessarily have to be accepted as true or probably true.  Indeed, sometimes it is more likely to be deemed false or probably false.  In other words, the denied assumption is merely one that the speaker judges to be likely to occur to the hearer for consideration in the context.  

Of course, more often than not, the accessible assumption will also be manifest.  For instance, in the standard denial of expectation examples (1) and (13), the denied assumptions, i.e. Peter didn’t go out and the speaker doesn’t want to go for a walk are highly likely to be manifest (and not just accessible) at the time the but-clause is uttered.

Not clear this is the way to frame this.
(1)
It was raining but Peter went out. 

(13)
It’s raining but I need some fresh air.
However, there are a range of circumstances in which assumptions are accessible while being the very opposite of accepted as true or probably true (i.e. manifest).  I am, of course, thinking of negative and subjunctive utterances, for example.  It is generally accepted (as discussed in section 3.5.3.2) that negative utterances make immediately accessible their positive counterparts.  For instance, (110) makes accessible (111). 

(110)
John doesn’t eat chocolate.

(111)
John eats chocolate.

Similarly, the subjunctive utterance in (112) makes accessible the assumption in (113).

(112)
John could be brilliant.

(113)
John is brilliant.

So, (111) and (113) are both accessible in the context of the utterances in (110) and (112), respectively, but quite clearly neither of them is manifest, i.e. accepted as true or probably true, either to the speaker or the hearer. 


The point of the above discussion is that in cases of correction but the denied assumption is just accessible and not manifest.  For instance, in (22a) that is my mother denies that is my sister, which is accessible but not manifest on the basis of the utterance of that isn’t my sister.

(22)
a.
That isn’t my sister but my mother.
The claim that but-clauses can deny assumptions that are merely accessible and not manifest is further strengthened by the acceptability of utterances like (114), where John isn’t brilliant denies the assumption John is brilliant, which is clearly not manifest on the basis of John could be brilliant, but equally clearly is accessible.

(114)
John could be brilliant but he isn’t.

So far, I hope to have shown that the general constraint I believe but encodes, i.e. ‘process the clause that follows as a denial of an accessible assumption’, can account for denial of expectation and correction uses of but without any difficulty.  I believe that Foolen is probably right in claiming that all so-called ‘contrast’ uses of but can be analysed in terms of denial of expectation.  However, if he weren’t right, there’s still a way my account could deal with such examples.  For instance, take an utterance of (16).

(16)
John is tall but Bill is short.


(R. Lakoff 1971: 133)
Obviously, it is possible that this utterance is processed in a context in which John is tall makes manifest the assumption that Bill is tall, too.  However, it is at least conceivable that it could be processed in a context in which this assumption is merely accessible.  It seems plausible that an utterance of John is tall gives access to a schema of the form X is tall.  Now, at the point at which the hearer has reached Bill in her processing of (16) it seems at least possible that he will access the assumption Bill is tall, maybe just for a split second.  After all, he has the schema X is tall readily accessible and Bill provides an obvious value for X.


It should be clear that my general constraint can also account for discourse but (along the lines I suggested that Foolen’s analysis could account for it) and utterance- and discourse-initial uses of but.  For instance, whether or not Peter, in (32), puts the salmon on Mary’s plate ostensively, the assumption that he expects her to eat it is highly accessible (in normal circumstances) and most likely also mutually manifest to Mary and Peter.  Therefore, it is easy for Peter to realise that it is this assumption that Mary’s utterance is intended to deny.

(32)
[Peter puts some salmon on Mary’s plate]

Mary:
But I’m allergic to fish.

This means that there is a unitary account of the semantics of the connective but that can capture all its possible uses and interpretations.  On the basis of my arguments in section 5.6.3, I propose that this account is to be preferred to any accounts that postulate ambiguity or polysemy.


Finally, one might object to my account of but that it is so general that it should be possible to felicitously use but to connect just about any two clauses under the sun.  To this I would reply that, in the right context, just about any two clauses under the sun can be connected by but with felicitous results.  The acceptability of the resulting utterance will, as always, depend on whether or not it is consistent with the communicative principle of relevance.  An utterance of P but Q will be judged ‘infelicitous’ if the hearer cannot decide which one of a range of possible accessible assumptions the but-clause is supposed to deny or if he can’t find a highly accessible assumption the but-clause could conceivably deny.  I would predict, however, that that doesn’t happen all that often in the real world (example sentences in academic papers are, of course, another matter).

� In these, as in most (or possibly all), examples even though can replace although without making any difference to the interpretation.  I will briefly discuss the difference between although and even though in chapter 6.  However, unless otherwise stated, assume that any example with although would work equally well with even though.


� I’m leaving aside the ‘exception’ use of but on which it combines with universal quantification, as in (i)	Everyone but Bill came to the party.


� Throughout the literature P and Q are used to stand for both, linguistic clauses and propositions expressed.  I am largely adhering to this convention in this and the next chapter.  Wherever the difference between the linguistic material and the proposition expressed is crucial, I state explicitly what is meant (on the whole, P and Q are reserved for linguistic clauses, in those circumstances, and different labels are used for propositions).


� Rudolph (1996: 47), Bach (1999: 350-355) and Neale (1999: 58) would not agree.


� As a matter of fact, Blakemore (1987: 138) argues that ‘contrast’ uses of but, too, involve the denial of an assumption.  From this, Foolen (1991: 84) concludes that Blakemore (1987) argues for a reduction of contrast but to denial of expectation but.  However, later she (1989) seems to want to distinguish the two uses of but.


� Again, such a reading is conceivable.  For instance, the onions are fried could be taken to imply that everything else will be fried too.


� For instance, R. Lakoff (1971: 134, fn. 4) discusses the cases of hot/cold and hot/warm and points out that both of these pairs differ in just one feature, i.e. hot might be seen as [+temperature] and cold as [-temperature], while hot might be [+intensive] and warm as [-intensive].  Nevertheless, only hot/cold would traditionally be seen as antonyms.


� I give two options here, because German doesn’t have a single word to cover both bicycles and motorcycles.


� The relative position of aber and dafür in the second clause doesn’t seem to make much difference to its meaning, i.e. there seems to be no difference in interpretation between Er ist etwas kurzatmig, dafür hat er aber lange Beine and Er ist etwas kurzatmig, aber dafür hat er lange Beine.


� In fact, A & D (1977: 39)  ultimately translate this condition into the claim that uttering P maisSN Q amounts to the performance of a single speech act, while an utterance of P mais SN Q involves the performance of two distinct speech acts.  As will be seen, Blakemore’s (1989) account of but echoes this claim.


� On Carston’s (1996b: 322-325) view of metalinguistic negation, there is nothing surprising about it being used to object to the propositional content of an utterance (actual or potential).  However, note that Carston (1999b: 379) distinguishes two types of ‘echoic’ negation: ‘metalinguistic’ and ‘metaconceptual’.  The former is used to object to an aspect of form, the latter to an aspect of content.  So, she would describe the negation here as ‘metaconceptual’ rather than ‘metalinguistic’.


� In what follows I will largely ignore the difference between polysemy and ambiguity.  My justification for this is that, from a cognitive point of view, it seems to make very little difference whether one claims that there is one lexical item with several distinct senses or that there are several different homonymous lexical items – both these versions amount to several items, either meanings or lexical items, being stored in the mental lexicon.  For a discussion of polysemy in almost entirely pragmatic terms, see Papafragou (forthcoming).


� See Dascal & Katriel (1977) on aval and ela. 


� Of course, as with many of the English examples given, there is an interpretation on which an utterance of this would be perfectly acceptable.  For example, in a scenario in which B has to finish an assignment by the next day and A has just told B that that’s impossible, B could utter � REF _Ref486143856 \h ��(66�b) using but to express a denial of expectation: it’s impossible could imply that B won’t try to finish the assignment, while it’s necessary would imply that she will.


� Unlike its English counterpart, this sentence isn’t acceptable in any context.


� For a more detailed discussion of Bach’s (1999) approach to ‘non-truth-conditional’ meaning, see 2.5.4.


� Neale’s (1999: 58-59) view of but is very close to Bach’s.  He, too, believes that the ‘contrast’ encoded by but is only vague and has to be pragmatically enriched on particular occasions of use.  As mentioned in 2.5.4, the two also agree on the issue of single sentence expressing multiple propositions.


� However, as will be seen below, she also considers utterance and communication initial uses of but.


� I fear that my way of putting this, and particularly my use of alert, makes it sound as though Peter will be very aware of what but indicates.  I don’t believe that that is the case.  On the contrary, the procedure encoded by but will have its effect without Peter ever having to be aware of it at all.  It will simply guide Peter’s inferential processes along a certain path, maybe by making it more accessible than any other inferential path, i.e. by highlighting it in some way.


� There is a possible complication here, in that the translation of � REF _Ref485711335 \h ��(16�) could also be John ist gross.  Bill, aber, ist klein, in which case a denial of expectation reading is ruled out and aber seems to be closer to on the other hand (or German hingegen).


� This difference between and and but is also apparent in the fact that constructions of the form P and Q and R and S are perfectly acceptable, while the acceptability of P but Q but R but S is rather more doubtful.


� No doubt this oddity is due to the fact that although is a subordinating conjunction, while but is a co-ordinating connective.  More will be said about this difference between but and although in chapter 6.


� Of course, in a trivial sense of the word, but and and are both “compositional”.  That is, they both combine with other linguistic elements to form sentences.  The kind of compositionality at issue here crucially involves the interaction of meanings modifying each other.
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