
More	on	Presuppositions

• What my group is doing...
• What I	am	doing...
• What could be done...



Research	Objective

• develop	a	theoretically	informed	corpus-based	account	of	the	
diachronic	evolution	of	presuppositions	and	their	triggers

• capture	the	information-theoretic	contribution	made	by	
presuppositions and	their	triggers
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Theoretical Background

• Diachronic extension of theMaximize Presupposition principle
(Heim,	1991)

• Avoid Pragmatic Overload principle (Eckardt,	2009)	as a	potential	
upper bound

Ø presuppositional satisfaction/accommodation profiles for different	triggers
Ø extraction of relevant	features
Ø Average	surprisal as an	additional	metric (Degaetano-Ortlieb	et	al.,	2016)
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Maximize	PSP

• Observation:	Different	presupposition triggers are obligatory when
their presuppositions are met in	the context.
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Maximize	PSP

• Maximize Presupposition (Heim,	1991):	Among a	set of alternatives,	
use the felicitous sentence with the strongest presupposition.

Ø Lexical scales of presuppositional strength;
Ø Alternatives	are infelicitous in	the same	context;
Ø When the weaker item	on	the scale is used felicitously,	it gives rise to an	
"antipresupposition"	(Percus 2006)	or "implicated presupposition"	(Sauerland	2008).
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Maximize	PSP	– Extensions	

• Prediction:
Situation:	A	speaker	s	utters	a	sentence	S1.	S2	is	an	alternative	sentence	to	S1;	S2
asserts	what	S1 asserts,	but	additionally	presupposes	p.

Ø Inference:	S2 is	infelicitous,	that	is	the	constraints	on	its	presupposition are	
not	met.

Ø Additionaly:	Competence	&	Authority	Assumption	(Chemla,	2008)

ØCompetence:	The	speaker	is	opinionated	about	the	truth	of	the	alternative	sentence p.
ØAuthority:	The	speaker	believes	that	she	could	convince	her	addressee	that p is	true	by	
simply	uttering	a	sentence	presupposing p.
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… then p	becomes common belief
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Avoid	Pragmatic	Overload

• APO	principle	as	an	important	motivation	for	meaning	change:

Ø If	too	much	pragmatic	accomodation is	required	to	understand	the	meaning	of	a	particular	
construction,	semantic	reanalysis	takes	place.

Ø Redistribute	meaning	among	constituents	to	free	the	respective	constituent	from	its	
overload.

Ø Accomodating PSP	failures	results	in	changes	to	the	way	particular	expressions	are	
interpreted.
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Average	Surprisal /	UID

• Degetano et	al.	(2016):	
Denser	encodings	for	predictable,	conventionalized	units.

But:
ØPSP	trigger	is	highly	predictable	and	NOT	to	be	omitted.

ØThus:	Focus	on	interplay	between	trigger	and	info	status	of	PSP	it	introduces.

Ø In	case	of	newly	introduced	information,	i.e.	without	preceding	given	associate,	the	
constraint	to	obligatorily	insert	a	distinct	trigger	should	be	lower.
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Factives – The	Classiscs

• Karttunen (1971):
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Factives – The	Classiscs

• Kiparsky &	Kiparsky (1968):	
Sentence with factive predicate presupposes the truth of its complement.

Do	they?
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Half	a	century	later	in	linguistic	theory…

• Karttunen (2016):

Affirmative	assertions	commit	the	speaker	to	the	truth	of	the	complement	but	
negative	sentences,	questions	and	conditionals	with	coming-to-know	verbs	are	
non-committal.
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Example:	know
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Additional	Perspectives

• Psycholinguistic	Perspectives

• Opinion	Mining
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Psycholinguistic	Perspectives

• Global-first	model (Chemla,	2013):

Ø Local accomodation is not	the easy	processing option for factive verbs.
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Psycholinguistic	Perspectives

• Abrusàn (2016):
Ø Cognitive	factives with	non-presuppositional reading.
Ø Semantics	and	pragmatics	of	focus	interact	non-trivially	with	the	presupposition	generation	
process	of	many	triggers.

Ø Focus	sensitivity	of	triggering	mechanism.
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Opinion	Mining

• Can	we	approach	PSDs	and	their	triggers	using	an	approach	that	is	
informed	by	opinion	mining?

Ø Trigger
Ø Opinion	target
Ø Opinion	holder
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