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Introduction

I Only (Van Rooij and Schulz, 2005) and it-clefts (É.Kiss,
1998) both have been claimed to convey exhaustivity.

I It was MARY whom John invited more than three times.

I John only invited MARY more than three times.

I Mary was the only person whom John invited more than three
times.
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1998) both have been claimed to convey exhaustivity.

I It was MARY whom John invited more than three times.

I John only invited MARY more than three times.

I Mary was the only person whom John invited more than three
times.

Arndt Riester It-Clefts, Only, and their Combination



Introduction
History of Only-Definitions

But
It-Clefts and Only Combined

Only
It-Clefts and Identificational Focus
First Comparison

Introduction

I Only (Van Rooij and Schulz, 2005) and it-clefts (É.Kiss,
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Only

I long tradition since at least Horn (1969)

I discussion about presuppositions in the 70’s (Stalnaker,
Karttunen,. . . )

I new perspective in literature on information structure,
especially work of Rooth, von Stechow, Krifka,. . .

I recent contribution: Van Rooij and Schulz (2005)
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First Comparison

I Only [John]F came.

I Positive contribution (presupposition): John came.

I Negative contribution (assertion): Nobody besides John came.
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It-Clefts/Identificational Focus

I É.Kiss (1998): ordinary/informational/presentative focus vs.
contrastive/identificational focus

I Ordinary Focus:

Mari ki nézett magának EGY KALAPOT.
Mary out picked herself:acc a hat

‘Mary picked for herself A HAT.’

I Identificational Focus, e.g. Hungarian Preverbal Focus,
It-Clefts:

Mari EGY KALAPOT nézett ki magának.
Mary a hat picked out herself:acc

‘It was A HAT that Mary picked for herself.’
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Only
It-Clefts and Identificational Focus
First Comparison

I “Identificational focus expresses exhaustive identification.”

I This happens in addition to the ordinary focus function, which
is to evoke alternatives.

I Universal quantifiers, also-phrases, or even-phrases cannot
function as identificational focus.

I It was *[every HAT]/?[also a HAT] that Mary picked for
herself.
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Different Presupposition-Assertion Structure

I I Only X came.
I It was X who came.

I

Only

presupp. X came (and maybe Y, too)
assert. X came and nobody besides X

I

Identificational Focus

presupp. nobody besides X came
assert. X came
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Rooth (1985, 1992)

I John only met [Mary]F .

Definition (1)

onlyR(φ,C ) = {w ∈ φ|¬∃ψ ∈ C : w ∈ ψ and ψ 6= φ}
I very strong

I depends on the selection of C

I Rooth (1992): choose C = Alt(φ) =⇒ still problems with
quantifiers in focus and plurals

I (7a) John only met [Bill and Mary]F .

I (7b) John met Bill and Mary.

I (7c) John met Bill.
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Krifka (1993), Schwarzschild (1994)

Definition (2)

onlyK (〈F ,B〉) = {w ∈ F (B)|∀F ′ ∈ Alt(F ) : w ∈ F ′(B) →
F (B) ⊆ F ′(B)}

I F (B) =[[John met Bill and Mary.]]

I F ′(B) =[[John met Bill.]]

I F (B) ⊆ F (B ′)
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I (8a) John only met [Bill or Mary]F .

I (8b) John met Bill.

I (8c) John met Mary.

I (8d) John met Bill or Mary.

I [[(8d)]] 6⊆ [[(8b)]] & [[(8d)]] 6⊆ [[(8c)]]

I onlyK gives us the absurd proposition for (8a)
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Background-Alternatives, Van Rooij and Schulz (2005)

I Only restricts the size of the extension of the background
property.

Definition (3)

onlyRS(〈F ,B〉) = {w ∈ WM |F (B)(w) & ¬∃v ∈ WM :
F (B)(v) & v <B w}

I A sentence only(〈F ,B〉) is true in all worlds w in which F (B)
holds and for which there is no world v in which F (B) holds
and the background has a smaller extension than in w .

I The sentence, therefore, picks among those worlds where
F (B) holds those where B is minimal.
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I John only met [Bill or Mary]F .

I the set of all worlds w where John met Bill or Mary and for
which there is no world v in which John met Bill or Mary and
the extension of the predicate λx .[met(John, x)] is smaller
than in w

I Suppose, John met only Bill in w1. Then there is no world for
which the extension of λx .[met(John, x)] is smaller than in
w1.
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Coordination
Aber
Sondern

What but can tell us about the difference between only
and it-clefts (Umbach, 2004)

I Coordinations make use of alternatives.

I (Combinations of) individuals, predicates, or propositions may
be coordinated.

I Coordination constraints (Lang, 1984): semantic
independence + common integrator.

I #John had a DRINK, but Mary had a MARTINI.
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Coordination
Aber
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But – Aber

I Signalling the discourse relation Contrast

I Standard interpretation: Denial-of-Expectation (Lang, 1984;
Rimon and Winter, 1994)

I Here: Limitation to single contrasts.

I JOHN sang, but BILL didn’t (sing).

I denied: Bill sang(, too).

I Only JOHN sang.

I In both cases alternatives could have been the case, too, but
are excluded.

I Difference: only can exclude more than one alternative.
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But – Sondern

I Signalling the discourse relation Correction

I First conjunct must be negated.

I *Bill hat die BANANE gegessen sondern nicht den APFEL.

I BILL didn’t sing but JOHN.

I It was JOHN who sang.
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Comparison

I Did John go to BERLIN and PARIS?

I John didn’t go to BERLIN but he went to PARIS.

I John only went to PARIS.

I John might have gone to Berlin additionally.

I Did John go to BERLIN?

I John didn’t go to BERLIN but to PARIS.

I It was to PARIS that John went.

I John might have gone to Berlin instead.
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Two Readings

I John only ate an apple

I There is an apple x that John ate, and John didn’t eat
anything else besides x.

I John ate an apple and nothing more substantial. scalar
reading
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It-Clefts and Only Combined

I ?It was only a cobra that lay under my bed.

I I A: It was FRED who came.
I B: No, only BILL came.

I No redundancy of exhaustiveness.

I Only forced into scalar interpretation.
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Open Questions

I Is there a definition that captures both readings of only?

I How can we account for the meaning shift in the combination
example?

I Proposed way to go: Employ the only-definition by Van
Rooij/Schulz to it-clefts, taking the reversed
presupposition-assertion distribution into account, cf. Krifka
(1993).
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Feierabend.
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