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A glimpse of jiti

@ To answer the question who ate apples:

(1) Johngiresseq jil chi-le  ping-gud.

John JIU eat-PRF apple.

‘John(, for example,) ate apples.’ Giving an instance
(2) jillgtressed John chi-le  ping-guo.

JIU John eat-PRF apple.

‘Only John ate apples.’ Expressing exclusiveness
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Main goals of today’s talk

Main goals

@ Giving a unified account for the contribution of jits

e Explaining different flavors of jit-sentences
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Overview

@ We propose that jiir is a QUD operator that restricts the set of
current questions to a singleton set.
Roughly speaking, [J1U¢(Pa)] can be paraphrased as:
With regard to the issue ‘what is x such that P,' holds, P4 holds; and
no other current questions P, such that y € ALT¢(A) Ay £ A are
under discussion at this moment.

Thus, the use of jiu brings a felicity requirement. It indicates that to
meet the conversational goals of interlocutors, addressing the prejacent
part P4 gives a sufficient and true answer for addressing the QUD,
and no other alternatives are under consideration.

@ For sentences with a giving-an-example flavor, addressing the unique
current question gives a partial answer to the QUD.

© For sentences with an expressing-exclusiveness flavor, we propose that
there is a (covert) only there so that addressing the unique current
question actually gives a complete answer to the QUD.
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Outline

0 The framework of QUD
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Question /answer congruence

‘ Who ate an apple? What did John eat?
Johng.ss ate an apple. v #
John ate an apples;yess. # v

@ The focal structure of an answer is tightly constrained by the question
it addresses.

@ All felicitous utterances have some focused constituent.

@ Since each utterance contains a focus, as a whole, it always
presupposes a congruent question.

@ This congruent question is considered the
Question-Under-Discussion (QUD).

See Beaver et al. (2016):
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Strategies of inquiry in the QUD framework

Who invited whom?

Who did Mary invite?
o Did Mary invite Grace? Ans: Yes

@ Did Mary invite Alice? Ans: Yes

v

Who did Robin invite?
@ Did Robin invite Grace? Ans: No

@ Did Robin invite Alice? Ans: Yes |

@ For each strategy of inquiry, we call the question which the strategy is
intended to help answer the root of that strategy.

See Beaver et al. (2016):
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Discourse Question and Current Question

Johng ate the cake.
@ Context: Only John, Linda and Julia have had access to the cake.

o Discourse question: who ate the cake?
We call the root of each (sub)-strategy the Discourse Question for

the strategy.
Intuitively, this corresponds to the topic of the sub-inquiry, i.e., what

the discourse is about.

See Beaver et al. (2016):
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Discourse Question and Current Question

Johng ate the cake.

@ Context: Only John, Linda and Julia have had access to the cake.

@ The set of CQ (current questions):
{John ate the cake, Linda ate the cake, Julia ate the cake.}
A privileged subset of the focal alternative set of the uttered sentence

(given a structural analysis of that sentence, including focus marking)
which meets the following conditions:

The proposition expressed is a member of the CQ.
The CQ has at least one additional member.

See Beaver et al. (2016):
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Outline

© Proposal and evidence
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Our proposal: jiu restricts the set of CQ

@ To answer the question who ate apples:

(1) Johngiressed jit chi-le  ping-guo.

John JIU eat-PRF apple.

‘John(, for example,) ate apples.’ Giving an instance
(2)  Jjiligtressed John chi-le  ping-guo.

JIu John eat-PRF apple.

‘Only John ate apples.’ Expressing exclusiveness

With the use of jiu

The set of CQ:
{ John ate the cake, Linda—atethe-cake, Juliaate-the-eake.}
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Our proposal: jiu restricts the set of CQ

ﬂJIfjc(PA)]]
@ Pj: the prejacent of jiu.
@ A: the focused part in the prejacent.
@ P: the part in the prejacent with the abstraction of A.
°

C: the contextually relevant alternative set for the focused part A.

Truth condition: Pj.

Felicity requirement:

(i) Pa is true;

(i) Vx € C[x £ A — Py is not under discussion]

~ P4 alone is a sufficient true answer to address the Discourse
Question.
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Evidence I:
The unique CQ blocks addressing another CQ under the
same DQ.

@ To address the question who ate apples:

(3) Johngiresseq jit chi-le  ping-guo.
John JIU eat-PRF apple.
‘John(, for example,) ate apples.’

#Mar}’stressed jiﬁ (yé) chr-le ping’gU6-
Mary JIU also eat-PRF apple.
Intended reading: ‘Mary (, for another example,) also ate apples.’
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Evidence I:
The unique CQ blocks addressing another CQ under the
same DQ.

(3')  Johngtressed jitt chi-le  ping-guo.

John JIU eat-PRF apple.

‘John(, for example,) ate apples.’ Who ate apples?
Mary jill y€gtressed Chi-le  ping-gud.

Mary JiU also eat-PRF apple.

‘Mary also ate apples.’ What does Mary do?
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Evidence I:

The felicity requirement of jitr is at the discourse level and
cannot be negated.

(4) *Johngtresseda b1 jit chi ping-guo.
John NEG JIU eat apple.
Unclear :'John(, for example,) doesn’t eat apples.” or ‘John eats
apples, but we cannot use him as an instance.” 7

(5) %bui-shi jiligtressed John chi ping-guo.
NEG JIU John eat apple.

Unclear :*John doesn't eat apples.” or ‘John is not the only one
who eats apples’ ?

(5')  bu-shi zhi-you Johnggesseq chi ping-guo.
NEG only John eat apple.
‘It's not the case that only John eats apples.’
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Evidence IlI:
Jitr is incompatible with yes/no questions.

(7a) *Johngtressed shi-bu-shi jiu chi-le  ping-guo?
John YES/NO-CONSTRUCTION JIU eat-PRF apple.
Intended reading: ‘Did John, for example, eat apples?’
# {John, for example, ate apples; the negation of ‘John, for example, ate
apples'.}
(v rhetoric question)

(7b)  *shi-bi-shi Jillgtressed John chi-le  ping-guo?
YES/NO-CONSTRUCTION JIU John eat-PRF apple.
Intended reading: ‘Did or didn’t only John eat apples?’

# {Only John ate apples; the negation of ‘only John ate apples’.}
(v rhetoric question)

(7')  John shi-bu-shi Jillgtressea Chi-le  ping-gudgiressed !
John YES/NO-CONSTRUCTION JIU eat-PRF apple.
‘As for the issue of apple-eating (and we don't care about eating other
things), did John do that?’
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Evidence IV:
Jitr is incompatible with root questions.

(8a) *shéigtressed jil chi-le  ping-guo?
who JIU eat-PRF apple.
Intended reading: ‘Who, for example, ate apples?’
# {John, for example, ate apples; Mary, for example, ate apples; Bill, for
example, ate apples.}
(v echo question)

(8b)  *jilistressed Shéi chi-le  ping-guo?
JIu who eat-PRF apple.
Intended reading: ‘Who is the only one that ate apples?’
# {Only John ate apples; Only Mary ate apples; Only Bill ate apples.}
(v echo question)

(8’) shéi jiﬁstrcsscd chi-le ping_gU6strcsscd?
who J1U eat-PRF apple.
‘As for the issue of apple-eating (and we don't care about eating other
things), who did that?’
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© Analyzing different flavors of jil-sentences
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Two different flavors of jit-sentences

@ To answer the question who ate apples:

(1) Johngtregsed jitt chi-le  ping-guo.

John JIU eat-PRF apple.

‘John(, for example,) ate apples.’ Giving an instance
(2)  jilgtressed John chi-le  ping-gud.

JIU John eat-PRF apple.

‘Only John ate apples.’ Expressing exclusiveness
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Giving an instance
~ Addressing the unique CQ leads to a partial answer.

@ To answer the question who ate apples:

(1) Johngtresseq jitt chi-le  ping-guo.
John JIU eat-PRF apple.
‘John(, for example,) ate apples.’

The set of CQ: { John ate the cake, Linda—ate-thecake, Juliaate-the
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Giving an instance
~ Addressing the unique CQ leads to a partial answer.

@ The felicity in using jit depends on the conversational goals of
interlocutors.

(1) Johngtresseq jitt chi-le  ping-guo.
John JIU eat-PRF apple.
‘John(, for example,) ate apples.’

@ # The apples were poisoned. A policeman was investigating this and
he wanted to find out all people who had eaten apples. He asked:
‘who ate apples?’

@ v There's a new flavored apple on the market. A journalist was
looking for some consumers to write a report on how people liked this
new flavored apple. He asked: ‘who ate apples?’
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Expressing exclusiveness

Two kinds of exclusiveness

Among all the contextually relevant propositions built from the alternative
set of the focused part,

@ Only the uttered sentence is true.

@ Interlocutors only care the truth value of the uttered sentence,
because for conversational goals, it's sufficient to do so.

Zhang & Ling TEAL-11 June 3, 2017 23 /36



Consequence: other propositions are not necessarily false.

(9) Context: The Little Match Girl is really poor. She has once tasted
apples in her life and loves this sweet and sour taste a lot, but she
knows little about other delicious food. On Christmas Eve, she
looked into the window of a rich family and focused on the apples
which are situated among other attractive festival food ...

a. ta jilggressed Xiang chi ping-guo.
she Jiu want eat apple.
‘She just wants to eat apples.’

What does she want to eat? ~~ What is sufficient to satisfy her?

o Felicitous: She J1U wants to eat apples, but of course, this doesn't
mean that she doesn’t want to eat other delicious food (we just don't
care this issue).

o Contradictory: She only wants to eat apples, but of course, this
doesn't mean that she doesn’t want to eat other delicious food.
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Adding a covert only
~ Addressing the unique CQ leads to a complete answer.

@ To answer the question who ate apples:

(2)  jilgtressed (zhi-you) John chi-le  ping-guo.
JIU only John eat-PRF apple.
‘Only John ate apples.’

The set of CQ for [zHic(Pa)]

{ John ate the cake — TRUE, Linda ate the cake — FALSE, Julia ate the
cake — FALSE.}

The set of CQ for [J1U¢(P4)]
{ John ate the cake}

See Chierchia (2013) for a discussion on-covert only.
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Outline

@ Discussion and comparison to related work
@ Truth-condition-based accounts: Hole (2004), Liu (2016)
@ Biq (1988)’s analysis
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Truth-condition-based accounts: Hole (2004), Liu (2016)

Hole (2004)
The semantics of jiu: Negated universal quantification over the domain of

alternatives. )

Liu (2016)
e Strong only: [ONLYstrong(7)] is true iff Vg € C[r g — —q]
Mandarin zhr
e Weak only: [ONLYeak()] is true iff Vg € C[g C m — —q]
Mandarin jiu

Zhang & Ling TEAL-11 June 3, 2017 27 / 36



Some problems for truth-conditional-based accounts

@ How to give a compositional analysis for jit zhi?

(10) ni jiu zhi zhi-dao wén.
you JIU ONLY know play
‘All you know is to play.’

@ How to explain the ungrammaticality of bd ji?
bi zhi is grammatical and its semantics follows naturally from a
truth-condition-based account.
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Biq (1988)’s analysis on jit and cai

@ jitr and cai: the use of these particles is relevant to the expectation of
interlocutors.

21. NOT full  asserted value = FULL
<-stronger o Ao weaker->
# of apples: 0 --1--2--3 4 5 6 >
(W _
_——

trivial = eliminated from domain

domain of assumed value
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Merging our current account and Biq (1988)’s analysis

cai 7
21. NOT full
<{-stronger
# of apples: 0 --1--2 -

jiu 7

3lue = FULL

weaker->
4——5—pf——=>

trivial = &tmjnated from domain

domain of assumed value

@ jiu: addressing a sufficiently small value that leads to a true
proposition.

@ cai: addressing a necessarily large value that leads to a true
proposition.
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Some other uses of jiu

@ jiti: addressing a sufficiently small value that leads to a true
proposition.

@ cai: addressing a necessarily large value that leads to a true
proposition.

Jitr used in past-tensed vs. future-tensed sentences

(11a) wo ming-tiangtresseq jit lai.
1s¢ tommorow JIU come.
‘I'm coming tomorrow.’

(11b) WO zud-tianggressed jitt lai-le.
1sG yesterday JIU come-PRF.
‘| was already here yesterday.’
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Some other uses of jiu

@ jiu: addressing a sufficiently small value that leads to a true
proposition.

@ cai: addressing a necessarily large value that leads to a true
proposition.

Giving a sufficient condition

(12)  ri-guoni lai, wo jiu l&i
if 2s8G come 1SG JIU come.
‘I'll come if you come.’

~ DQ: what is a sufficient condition for me to come?
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© Summary
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Summary

@ We adopt the QUD framework and give a unified account for the
semantics of jitr: it is a CQ restrictor that focuses interlocutors
attention to a single proposition that is a sufficient and true answer to
address the DQ.

@ Thus, the use of jiti licenses a partial answer.

@ When there is a covert only, this proposition is a complete answer.
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