PRESUPPOSITION® AND THE SCOPE OF NEGATION*

Ewa MIOoDUSZEWSEA

Unicersidy of Warse

During the discussion cn the usefulness of the notion of presupposition
in linguistics, two hooks have been of major importance: Presupposition and
the delimitation of semantics written by Ruth Kempson, and Presupposition
and non-truth conditional semantics written by Deirdre Wilson—Dboth of them
published in 1975, _

Among many arguments for rejection of presupposition which have been
gathered and presented in those books, one concerns the behaviour of pre-
supposition in negation. Aeccording to the authors, presupposition does nol
remain constant under negation and is cancellable withont any explanation
even in simple negative sentences witl definite noun phrase in subject position,
as well as in sentences containing the so called factive verbs such as regret,
realize, ete, and certain aspectuals such as stop, continue, quit ete.

Consequently, we can speak only of presuppositions of simple positives en-
tences. Working on this assimption, presupposition would have no more expla-
natory power than entatlment, and. at the same time, would malke the seman-
tic analysis more complicated than necessary. The way of argumentation in
both books is very similar.

The understanding of negation in both publications follows de Morgan’'s

¥ This paper was presented at the 17th Internationsl Confercnce on FPolish-Englisl:
Contrastive Linguistics (Boszkowo, May 10— 12, 1979). T would Lke to thank Mr P. Neu-
baue r, dr D, Gibbon and, particulariy, doc. F. Riddle for their eriticism and cororents,
some of which I try tuv answer and some of which I incorporate in this slightly moedified
version of the paper: some objections 1 accept but leave unanswered, not being able to
find a solution. :

1 Presupposition is understood as logical presupposition and may be defined, follow-
ing P, Strawson as: ‘“‘a statement S presupposes a statement 8’ if and only if, the truth of’
8 ig & precondition of the truth or falsty of 37", (Garner 1971 : 29),
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law of logic which says that the negation of conjunetion is equivalent to the
alternative of negations of particular factors of the conjunction, i.e.:

~(PLQ)=~P v~ Q?

This framework is taken for granted by 1) Wilson and explicitly stated and
developed by R, Kempson,

The argument, ag presented in the works mentioned above, was repeated,
with slight alterations, by R. Kempson in her Semantic theory (1977).

Among other argumentis against prosupposition (such as its behaviour
in complex sentences), the one discussing its behaviour under negation takes
an important position in the discussion about the notion (although, perhaps,
not the basic one— the latter being left for the necessity of justification for
introducing three valied logic into the examination of the natural language).

The aim of the present paper is to rediscuss this argument. It is not the
aim of the paper to express any opinion on the usefulness or uselessness of
presupposition in linguistics, hut only to decide whether the argument under
discnssion really holds if examined within the authors’ own framework® —
but in greater detail than it has been done in the mentioned works, as well

as to deecide whether the theoretical framework adopted for negation is justi-
finble,

Ruth Kempson’s and Deirdre Wilson’s argumentation presented in order
to prove that presupposition does not remain constant under negation falls
mto three parts,

A. [t happens that presupposition which holds in a positive sentenee does not
hold in its congener negative sentence {without any overt cancellation), altho-
ugh it should according to the definition. The following example is to prove
it

1. John hasn’t stopped beating his wife
2. John has stopped beating his wife

* Wempson (1975 : 12}; Kempson (1977 : 128), D. Wilson does not introduce de
Morgan'’s law explicitly. However, because of her roforences to R, Kompson (1975 : 107),
as well as of the results of the analyses of partieular sentences (which are very similar
to those of R, Kempson and hardly attainable by purely intuitive insizht), it seems that
she accopts the intorpretation of nogation in agreement with de Morgan's law.

* Tt is also not the alm of the paper to decide whether negatiorn is or is not ambiguous if
viewed against any other framework than the onc suggested by Ruth Kempson,

* Examplos 1—14 are taken from tho diseussed works as representative for pro-
sentod arguments. Numbers 15— L8 are doveloped examples of Ruth Kempson. Polish
examples are not direet translations of the English ones but form their equivalents, so
that the conduetod reasoning could he verifisd or rejected (or the difforence in its applica-
tion shown) on the basis of both English and Polish dala,
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. Ya, Janek nie przestal bija¢ swoje] zony
2a.. Janek prrestal bijac¢ swolg zone

Within the three valued logic system both 1,2 and la, 2a presuppose respect-
ivoly;

3. John was beating his wife

3a. Janek bijal swoja zone

According to the authors, the negative sentence 1 (1a) may be interpreted as:

+  Rither John continues to beat his wife or he has never done 1t

.

4a. Albo Janek nadal bija swoja Zong albo tez nigdy tego nie robit

which is to follow from the quoted de Morgan’s law. Thus, presupposition
secms not to hold under negation, which goes against its definition and heavily

diminishes its explanatory power.

B. Presupposition can ‘be overtly suspended (cancelled) in negative
sentences without producing contradictory statements, which again, 4CCOr-~
ding to the authors, is contradictory to its definition. "This cancellation appiies
both to existential cases and to the turth of factive verbs complements.

5. The King of France didn’t come to the reception as the King of France

doesn’t exist
& o i I E T o S
Sa. Krdl Francji nie praybyl na przyjecic, poniewasz Krol [frane)i nie 13t

nieje
In those examples, presupposition |
6. The King of France exists
6., Krol Francji istnieje
I8 ra_Llspended.

7. Mary cloesn’t regret that her grandma died -because her grandma
didn’t die
7a. Maria nie zaluje, ze jej babein umarta, ponicwaz jej babeia nie umaria
In 7 and 7a presupposition
8. Mary's grandma died
Sa. Babeia Marii umarta

is wancelled.

(¢, The mechanism of presupposition suspension is asymmetrical, i.e
presupposition can be cancelled in negative sentences without rosulting in
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contradiction but an attempt of its suspension in the congener positive sen-
tences produces contradictory statements.®

Fxiatenlial coses:

9.* The Mayor of Liverpool visited the exhibition thiz year though
there is no Mayor of Liverpool.
10, The Mayor of Liverpool did not visit the exhibition this year, as
there is no Mayor of Liverpool any longer.
9a.% Burmistrz miasta Liverpool zwiedzil w tym roku wystawe, choeciaz
Liverpool nic ma burmistrza.
10a. Burmistrz miasta Liverpool nie zwiedzit w tym roku wystawy,
poniewaz Liverpool nie ma juz burmistrza.
11.* John has spent the morning at the local swimming pool though
there is no swimming pool here.
12, John has not spent the morning at the local swimming pool—there
isn't & swimming pool in this town,
11a.* Jan spedzil przedpohidnie na micjscowym basenie, chociaZ nie ma tu
basenu.
12a. Jan nie spedzil przedpoludnia na miejscowym basenie, poniewaZ
w tym miedeie nie ma basenu.

Complements of factive verbs:

13.* Sue realized that Bill had been unfaithful to his wife, though h
had in fact never been ungaithful.

14,  Sue didn’t realize that Bill had becen unfaithful to his wife — how
can she have done when he never has? :

13a.* Zuzanna zdala sobie sprawe, ze Bill zdradzal swola Zone, chociaz
tak naprawde on jej nigdy nie zdradzal,

14a. Zuzanna nie zdawala sobie sprawy, ze Bill zdradzat swojg Zong —
jak mogta zdad sobie z tego sprawe, skoro on jej nigdy nie zdradzab?

An examination of such example leads the authors to the conelusion that
presuppoesition is inherent only in positive sentences, behaving differently
in negative sentences, That is why it is false to say that presupposition re-
mains constant under negation. '

¢ Unless special phrasing i1s adapted, some Polish negative sentencos would hardly
llow for presupposition cancellation, e.g.
rZuzarma. nie zdawala zobie sprawy, e Bill zdradzal swoja zone, bo on jej nie zdradzal.
Sue didn’t realize that Bill had been unfaithful to his wife beeause he was not).
imilarly, if special phrasing is introduced, some positive sentences seem to allow for
ch a cancellation.
Edward repretted that Mary lad failed although it finally turned out that she

hadn’t,
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The authors admit that arguments B and C could be rejected and the pre-
suppositional framework maintained if there was a posssibility of considering
negation as ambiguous, e.g. of distinguishing between “internal” and “ex-
ternal’”’ negation® — external negation being an alternative of negations of all
possible components or truth conditions of the sentence, and internal nega-
tion constituting solely the negation of an appropriate aflirmative sentence.
"Then, within the presuppositional framework, cases in which presuppositions
can be cancelled in negative sentences would constitute a separate, external
sense of negation. This would explain why those presuppositions cannot be
cancelled in the appropriate positive statements where this “separate sense”
naturally does not appear. ,,Thus the entailment account is to be preferred
unless the negative sentences can .... be shown as ambiguous™.? Argument
A is primarily based on the analysis of sentences with such verbs as siop,

continue, start, quif, ete.

Reexamination of the arguments

Arguments B and C are valid only if negation is assumed to be non-ambi-
guous. R. Kempson accepts this assumption as true, basing on the data ob-
tained by the application of two formal! procedures she introduces; the proce-
dures are — the ambiguity test and the understanding of negation as funetio-
ning in agreement with de Morgan’s law of the negation of conjunction.

The Ambiguityiest

According to Kempson, if some verb phrase is two ways ambiguous,
then we can predict that when it is conjoined to a do so or other verb phrase
pro-form expression, the entire sentence would be two ways ambiguous.
Whichever interpretation is implied, the do so expression must he identical
to that interpretation. It follows that if the sentence is ambiguous and the
attempt to disambiguate it is made, by putting the actual explanation of the
action in place of the pro-form, we would arrive at a contradictory sentence ”

1t seems that this test, though very helpful to show syntactic or lexical

* D. Wilson secepts the possibility of interpreting negation ag two ways ambiguous
with internal negation {in which presupposition is preserved) eonstituting the prefocred
interpretation and external negation (usually merked with a heavy stress or with an
overt denial of presupposition) being presupposition free. However, having to choose
between ambiguous or non-ambiguous nnderstanding of negation sho favours the second
golution: “... on the entailment ana’lysis\ of negation there is no ambiguity: mcrely a
digjunctive seb of truth-conditions, the truth of any of which is sufficient for the truth of
the nepation” (1975 : 35). The entailment analysis is the one she accepts within the
truth-conditirnal semantics,

* Kempson (1877 : 147},

v Kempson (1975 : 15): Kempson (1977 : 128— 132},
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ambiguity within a sentaecnce?®, is invalid if used to disamhiguate 2 sentence
between: its presupposition-free and presupposition-carrying interpretations
(t.e. if applied to disambiguating relations: holding between two sentences).
What the anthors want to prove by introducing the test, s that, for example,
the sentence

N. The King of France didn’t come to the reception

s non-ambiguous between its presupptsoiion-free (8.... because he doesn’t
exist) and presupposition-carrying {N.... because he doesn’t like receptions/

but exists/) interpretations. To do this, they apply the test, arriving at some-
thing like

St The King of Frunce didn't come to the reception and George didn’t
o ro, either; The King didn’t berause he doesn’t exist and George
didn’t because he doesn’t like receptions.

Since 8! is not contradictory, the authors conclude that & is not-ambiguous.
Is seems, however, that 8, has nothing to do with disambiguating 8 between
its presupposition-free and presupposition -carrving interpretations,

In 8, the disambiguating element is a do so expression. As it stands for a Verb
Phrase come to the reception, it could show the ambiguity of this particular
VP if there was any, but it cannot b helpful to disambiguate the scntence
between its presupposition-carvying and presupposition-free interpretations.
‘The choice of the conjoin (George didn’t do so cither ... because he doesn’t
tike receptions) doesn’t help to do this either, since it does not introduce the
presupposition earrying interpretation of 8 (existence of the King) as opposed
to .its presupposition-free interpretation stated overtly (The King didn’t
come to the reception ....... heeause he doesn’t exist). The test, as applied
by the authors, cannot be accopted as conclusive, because, not confronting
presupposition-carrying ant presupposition-free interpretations of a negative
sentence, nothing can be said about its ambiguity or non-ambiguity as far as
those interpretations are concerned.

It seemy possible to modify the test so as to eseape its mentioned draw-
backs. The dp so expression would be of no importance then and the test would
Lhave to introduce the opposition between presupposition-free and presupposi-
tion-carrving interpretations of a sentence. But when we would arrive at con-
tradictory sentences (contradiction being parallel to this of examples 9 (9a);
11 (lla); 13 (132)):

¥ For example in:

¥ John doesn't like visiting relatives and Goorge docsn’t do so, either: John becauso
he Lates going out and George because he docsn’t like having people at home,
the test shows the syntactic ambigoity of wisiting relatives.
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'15.% The King of France didn’t come to the reception and his sister

didn't. either; the King didn’t because he doesn’t exist and his sister

didn’t because she doesn't like receptions. |

. 15a.* Krél Francji nie przybyl na przyjecie i jego siostra nie pa_'zyﬁzi_a,

takze: Krél nie przyszedt poniewaz nie istnieje, a jego siostra mie
przyszla poniewaz nie lubi prayjec. |

16.% John hasn’t spent the morning at the local swimming pool am cl Jajck
hasn’t done so, either ;John hasn’t because there 1s no swimming
pool in the town and Jack hasn’t because he doesn’t like this parti-
cular swimming pool. *

- .16a.* Jan nie spedzil przedpotudnia na miejscowym basenie 1 Jucek nie
srobil tego takze; Janek — poniewaz w miedcie nie bylo basenu,

: a Jacelk — poniewaz tego wladnie basenu nie lubil.

17.* Mary doesn’t regret that her grandma died and Mary s sister doesn’t,
either; Mary doesn’t because she has inherited a lot of money {'md
her sister doesn't because she knows that her grandma hasn’t died.

174.* Maria nie zatuje, ze jej babeia umarta i siocstra Marii nie zaluje tagc:
réwnies: Maria — poniewaz odziedziczyla duza sume pieniedzy, a Je)
siostra — poniewaz wie, ze babcia nie umarta,

i8.% Sue didn’t realize that Bill had been unfaithful to his wife and his
wife didn’t either; his wife didn’t hecause she was too stupid to have
noticed anything although it was quite evident and Sue didn't
because it was not true.

18a.% Yuzanna nie zdawals sobie sprawy, ze Bill zdradzal swoja Zong
i jego zona nie zdawala sobie z tego sprawy rdwniez; Zona — ponie-
waz byla zbyt glupia, zeby zanwazyé cokolwiek chociaz bylo to cal-
Liem widoczne, a Zuzanna — poniewaz nie bylo to prawda.

Jonsidering the test as conclusive, it would follow trom the above examples
that negative sentences are ambiguous between their presupposition-carrying
and presupposition-free  interpretations.

The Mechanism of negation functioning alony the lines of de Morgan’s law.

According to Kempson (1975), the other proof for non-ambiguity ni’lnega-
tion is to follow from the theoretical framework cxplaining the functioning
of negation — the framework based on de Morgan's iaw:

~(P&Q)=—Pv—Q

This law is Lo operate upon the formuia (Spec X([5]X4)" and all its (leriw.i'ar
tives. This formula is to apply to all Nominal Phrases, both definite and in-

1 Koempson (1975 : 120},
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deﬁni?e, due to the fact that in the Deep Structure there is a, marker [ Def]
(definite) which is either introduced in the process of derivation or ﬂmitt:d
thus resulting in definite or indefinite NPs respectively.!* The formula (S :
X) ([81X)) reads as: some fixed object has the attribute [S]. Negation of tII:;:
f;rmula ,:rcsults in: Af{Spec XG)([S]X) with A (=antonymy) being a svmbol
?awnii&:f; igﬁzz;ﬂaumnhng to Kempson in agreement with de Morgan’s

Af(Spee Xa)([SIX,)=(A/Spec Xs)([SIX1)v(Spec X)A/([SIX,)

is obtained. This equivalence reads as “if it is not true that some fixed object
has the attribute [S], then, either there is no such fixed nbiect— or t-her.c: is s;m l
fixed object but it does not have the attribute [S"’.2 Thus, the mechanis -
F’f negating the existence of an object is to be exactly the s&mé as this nf ne a,::
mg any feature of the object, which would point to the homogeneous nafuré
of negation (the more so as the presented formula is to be g, starting point fi
the formulae of all more complicated sentences), ORETI
As it follows from the reading of the negation of the formula, as well as
fmﬁm the formulation that (Spec X;) means that anfthe NP refers’t-c} a kingl
a_:-b]erat (which is paraphrasable to: there is a fixed object Xi), (Spec X)) gte:
in the formula as the existential quantifier . If so. from th:a {E)int 0;' ;1]:0 ‘:
of lJogic the whole formula does not consist of a em;jmmtic-n Uil'ﬁ sentences P;:i'
propositions but constitutes a single sentence.’® Not being a cﬂnjun&ctioﬁ of
sentgnces it does not allow de Morgan’s Jaw to apply in the way snggested
by ‘Imrnpsnn as the 1i‘t:ppii-::::J,-t-i{::n of de Morgan’s law to quantified vfnrmu]ae 3
entirely different { —xnx ¢(x)=sx ~ p(x))1 and, naturally, does not lead to a.
of the conclusions suggested by the author. Thus, the wl;,ole formula: "

Af(Spec Xy)([S]Xi)=(A/Spec X H[S]X:)v(Spec X)ANSIX))

if -un-:%erstoud in the way presented above {and this seems to be the under-
standing advocated by the author, and, at the same time, the only one possible)

has g e ;
no logical justification whatsoever.s This formula however underlies the

: 1&{1;:&;{11&13131'0{:&53. 15 of no importance for tho presented examinetion.
s Equ;;i;n ;nl‘.—_‘:;]_ auer ]:-(_.ﬂntad out we }mve & negation of a proposition on the left side of
S e ?:;egatmn .Gf a Pr{hdtﬂﬂt& in the second component of the alternative
dﬁﬁnitiof vy ; . fle equalion. To bave this, there should be given a logically justified
1 ] owe this i}bsz;l:]l?llmfﬂ;n du_r]'a.] " ;ﬂdeﬁtﬂ?d e
Department of Pliilozophy, Universit}?cc'raf 1%3?-:;? SRSt Egi eanitios,
* Rasiows H. {1977 : 221),
15 1 1
o o Unc;essf a. d]ﬂ‘ell'ent. logical fmrpewnrk for the application of de Morgan's law is
oduced or the lngical framewark is abandoned altogether and the forniula defended
on the grounds of capturing an important linguistic generalization. |
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theoretical handling of both: sentences with existential cases

The King bought a/the chandelier
(Spee X ){[KIX,.(Spec XX, [BIX, X,

and with, complements of factive verbs

The King regrets that the Queen is sick
(Spee X, ) {TK]X,. {Spee X)X, [Regret] X, X))

As in none of the cages, the derivatives of the basic formula result in a conjunc-
tion of sentences, to none of them, while forming the negative counterpart,
can de Morgan’s law apply in the way it is done by the anthor. Thus nothing
specific can be deduced as to ambigunity or non-ambiguity of negation on the
basis of this framework.

Kempson’s model of 1977, though nct elaborated in detail, seems to
differ slightly from this of 1975. In Semantic Theory she says that “if we have
a sentence P whose semantic representation is the set of conditions [M,]&
&[M,]&[M,]&[M,], the negation of that sentence will have ag ils semantic
representation —[M,{v—[M,]v —[M]v—[M,]’, which again is based on de
Morgan’s law. The framework has to face various problems, depending on the
way in which the truth conditions M, M,, My, ... are defined. If one of the con-
itions is that There exists a fized object, then the conjunction of conditions
stops being a conjunction, de Morgan’s law cannot apply — and the whole
reasoning loses its logieal foundations, If, on the other hand, the set of condi-
tions in the conjunction does not include the one of existence, but follows (as
it seems 1o be the case in the model of Semantic theory) from the componential
analysis of particular lexical items, the conjunction holds and de Morgan’s
law can be applied. But then, the denial of the existence of a particular object
referred to by an NI would nrof follow from this framework and the sentence

such as:
The King of France isn’t bald

wonld still presuppose the existence of the King, which the author wants to
prove is not the case. Finally, if some special formal device is introduced to cope
with the denial of existence, with other cases of negation remaining explicable
within de Morgan’s law terms, it wonld point to the non-homogeneous nature
of negation, which in turn would support the theory of its ambiguity; this
is again what the author wants to awoid. Other types of difficulties arise
when an explanation of sentences with factive verbs complements along the
lines of the presented framework is attempted. Within the framework of 1975,
the sentence:

1% Wompson (1975 12&; 133).
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N. The King does not regret that the Queen is sick!? is true. if
a, The King does not exist |

b. There ig some fixed obicot L .
. d object bul it does not have the features of the King

; L it : %
c. There is nothing for the King to regret
or |
d. The Queen does not exist
or

) There is some fixed object but it does not have the features of the Quecn
T |

f. The Queen is not gick
or
g. There is no act of regretti srformec
g ng performed

Not gc_:ing into the question of existence for the reusons explained above
conditions b, e, f, g are left for analysis, 8 Concontratine on coﬁdjtinns';‘
and g, the following reasoning (which seems to be in fulf agreement wiht
models of both 1975 and 1977) may he performed. 1
Two of the truth conditions of the sentence

The King regrets that the Queen is sick

are;
[M,]= The King regrets something
[M;== The Queen is sick
The conjunction of the conditions is:
[M]&{M;]}= The King regrets something and The Queen is sick

It follows from de Morgan’s law that the sentence

5. The King does not regret that the is sick, i ]
. g g hat the Queen is sick is true if —[M,Jv—[M,]

The King does not regret anything
or

- Queen The is not sick

Because of t.he. fact that or (v) in the alternative above is the inelﬁsive o
and cannot be interpreted as the exclusive or (with, which R. Kempson fully

1* The thorough analysis of this sen i
. tenco, leading to the pr & i 1
carried out by Kempson (1975 : 133 —4). . preetkinhlone

18 The discussed conditions which ' :
_ | are said to exhaust all the ibiliti
interpretation of 8 do not include conditions such aa: S e

The King doesn’t regret that the Queen iz sick
be:cause he doesu’t know that sho is siclk.
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agrecs'), 8 will be true if at least one of the components of the alternative
— [M,Tv—[M;] is true or if both of them are true at the samo time. It follows
that 8 should be true under the following conditions:

1. —jM,]=falge and —[M;]==true:
The King regrets that the Queen is not sick
2. —[M,j=true and —[M,]==true: - . . .
The King does not regret that the Queen is not sick
3. —[M;]=true and —[M,]|=false:
The King does not regret that the Queen is sick

Condition 1 is clearly incompatible with 8, and 2 is highly questionable.as
o truth condition of 8. Only the third condition (which preserves the presu-
pposition of 8) is unquestionable but, being identical with the sentence under
discussion, provides hardly any insight into the mechanism of negation.

The conducted examination scems to prove that the theoretical framework

of negation presented by Ruth Kempson, apurt from being logically faulty,
does not provide a fully explanatory insight into the mechanism of negation.
Nothing can also be deduced from the presented framework as to ambiguity or
non-ambiguity of negative sentences between their presnppusition-free and
presupposition-carryving interpretations. Sinee arguments B and (', as pre-
sented by Kempson, stand on the assumption that negation is non-ambiguous,
they simply do not hold when viewed within the discussed theoretical frame-
work.
A. Argument A is stronger than arguments B and C as 1t suggests that pre-
supposition does not hold without any concellation in certain negative sen-
tences, Those sentences are primarily sentences with the so called aspectuals
such as stop, quit, start ete. According to Wilson and Kempson such sentences,
if examined along the lines of de Morgan’s Jaw, allow for the interpretation
in which their presupposition is contradicted. The authors, however, do not
carry out the analysis step by step but only give the final results, according
to which examples 1, (la) are interpreted as 4, (4a)®. It seems that the anylsis
carried out in detail a) does not lead to exactly the same results as those pre-
sented by the authors; b) leads to interpretations contradictory to native
speakers’ intuition; ¢) does not provide a full insight into the meaning of dis-
cussed sentences. The analysis of the examples:

1. John hasn’t stopped beating his wife
la. Janek nie przestai bijaé SWoje] Zony

¥ Kempson {1975 : 16); Kempson (1977 : 126 —127). .

2 Tnterpretations 4, {4a) result from the unalysis within which only the vorb falls
within the scope of negation. This allows to omit the problem of the denial of existence.
Consequently, the reexamination of this analysis is limited in the same way.
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:mth to stop (przestac) interpreted as “to perform the action X before the time
and not to perform the action X after the time ¢ (wykonywaé czynnosé

X przed czasem £ i nie wy 3 -
Al ykonywaé czynnosei X po czasie ¢} woul :
positive counterparts of 1, la are equivalent to: } would run as follows:

19. J oganErf{)]xj'.med the action of beating his wife before the time ¢
and John hasn’t perfor - ' ' i3 wi
bl X p med, the actu:fn of beating his wife after

194, ;I_ﬂ;ek wy]j:mlywai G%}"ﬂﬂﬂéé polegajaca na biciu zony przed czasem
1 Janek nie wykonuje czynnodci polegajacej na biciu zony po czasie .

and further on, to:

20.  John beat his wife before f} '
= ne time ¢ and Jo ) : .
wife after the time f. hn hasn’t beaten his

20a. dJanek bijal swojg 7 .
18 zone przed eczasem £ 1 Ja b il 58
po czasie f. anek nie bija swojej Zony

A - : arly 2 1
g ,j ;&Dth. 2? and 20a, clec‘wl}" constitute a conjunction of two sentences each
organ’s law can be justifiably applied. The application results in: |

‘21, John didn’t beat his wife b ]
: efore the time ¢ or . ; oo
wife aftor the time ¢, ¢ John has beaten his
]

H].( - . 1 11 ] | 7
a. Albo Janek nie bijal swojej zony przed czasem £ atho bija ja po ezasie ¢

:{ he lxlt?l-pl'etatious of _1, la, which result directly from the application of de
Morgan’s law are not identical with the mterpretations of 1, (la)

by Kempson and Wilson suggested

i& E:]lther John continues to beat his wife or he has never done it
~ Albo Janek nadsl bija swoja 7one alby tez nigdy tego nie robil

NQ 1.m1_1li(-.ajtiml 'L:lf John'’s “continuing’’ the action (=beating before the time
f andﬁlif:m-tmg a,it-er. the time ¢) follows from the application of de Morgan’s
law. Also the fact that he has never done it is dubious but mayv be justifi |
It the time £ is understood as the time of producing the sentence yWh{ji:Il],S 1 261
21a, can IJF' accepted as interpretations of 1, 1a 1‘es;ectiveh-' I8 to .ba 'udu:rl bl’
the intuitions of native speakers, e.g, the author of the I;regent 'J.-] — el
not agree that the Polish seatence: o piper wotd
ta. Janek nie przestal bijaé swojej zony

allows for the interpretation:

Emiﬁ} 5 HLIT -Llnek l;lilgd}f J(:Jw,m? bi ]J{ {-J ohu_hrﬁ mﬁaver beaten her) unless it is overtly
w E.:xp.mni-‘:d. Taking info consideration the possibility that some nativ

speakers might agree with such an interpretation, let us examine the re Tte

of the proposed analysis applied consequently to other sentenses o
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23, John hasn’t started beating his wife
233, Janek nie zaczal bijaé swojej Zony
24,  John hasn’t died

24a. . Janek nie umarl

23 and 23a will be analysed in the following way:

John not {did not perform the action of beating before the time ¢ and has
performed the action of beating after the time {] his wife.

which is equivalent to:
John not [did not beat before the time ¢ and has beaten after the time {]

hiz wife.
After applying de Morgan's law we get the string which may be paraphrased as:

25,  TEither John beat his wife in the past or he doesn’t beat her nowa-
days.
25a. Albo Janek bijal swoja zong w przeszlosei albo nie bija jej teraz.
This analysis does not bring up the most natural interpretation of 23 and 23

namely:

96. John didn’t beat his wife in the past and doesn’t beat her nowadays.
28a. Janek nie bijal i nie bija swojej zony.

The interpretation provided by 25, 25a seems t0 go strongly against native
speakers’ intuition. It becomes even more vigible while analysing 24, 24a
with to die being paraphrasable us to stop living which in turn is paraphrasable
as lo live before the time t and not to live after the tume t. After the application
of de Morgan’s law one arrives at:

97 Rither John didn’t live before a certain time or he lives after this

time.

27a. Albo Janek nie 2yl w przeszlodei albo zyje teraz
This analysis again does not favour the most natural interpretation of 24,
24a; that is:

og  John lived in the past and lives now

28a. Janek zyl i zyje.

Besides, it seems that 27, 27a do not agree with native speakers’ intuition
as interpretations of 24, 24a.

The presented analysis also poscs a theoretical problem. R. Kempson
and D. Wilson, while discussing negation, declare an accepiarce of a conse-
quent two-valued logic framework, and inclusive interpretation of or. Within
this framework the truth table for alternative states, as it has been already
mentioned, that a sentence is true if at least one of the components of the al-
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ternative is true, Thus, assuming that 21, 25 and 27 express the meaning of

1, 23 and 24 respectively (having, of course, the same truth value), it would

follow that 1, 23 and 24 can be true, each under three various meompatible

comdifions:21

1. John hasn’t stopped beating his wife true, if
a. John didn’t beat his wife in the past and heats her nowadays (=John
has started beating his wife)
or

b. John has never beaten his wife

. . or
c. John heat and continues to beat his wife
23. John hasn’t started beating his wife

True, if

a. John beat his wife in the past and doesn’t heat. her I’I'D'chd-:i} 8 (=John
has stopped beating his wife)

* Defining of the conditions results from the following reasoring:
~{John has stopped beating his wife} = John hasn’t stopped
beating his wife
&
John hus stopped besting his wite = John beat his wifo before
the timme £ and John hasn't
beaten his wifo after

tho time £.
&
~ {(John beat his wife beforey,  John didn’t beat his wifa
the time ¢ and John hesn't before the time ¢ or John
beaten his wife after =has heaten his wife after
the time ¢) the time ¢

It follows that
I John hasn't E.tnpped heating his wife=1I John didn’t beat
his wife before
8
the time ¢
or John hag heaten
hie wife after
b ¢ hizs wife after
the time {
I and IT must, of course, have the same truth value.
From the truth table for alternative IT ia true if:
1. a=1 and b=1 which results in i) John didn’t boat
liig wife in the past and beat her nowadays
2, a=1 and b=0 which results in 11) John has never beaten
his wife
3. a=0 and b= 1 which results in iii) John beat and continues
: to heat his wife
In each of the eases (i, ii, 111) I must also be true,
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or
b. John has always beaten his wife

or
e. John didn’t beat his wife in the past and doesn’t beat her presently
24. John hasn’t died

True, if

a. John didn’t live in the past and lives now (=John was born)
or

b. John has never lived
or

¢. John lived in the past and continues to live now,

Accepting the suggested framework one has to agree that each of those
sentences (1, 23, 24) may be true for three wvarious, incompatible reasons,
in this way being three ways ambiguous or at least vague. What is more, (a)
and (b) of each case clearty differ in character when compared with (e}, which
the analysis does not show. Finally, (a) interpretations go definitely against
native speakers’ intuition with (b) being highly questionable, The conclusions

_to which the analysis advocated by R. Kempson and 1), Wilson leads,

reem to justify the rejection of the analysis as invalid. Thus, the question
whether sentenees such as 1, 23, 24 may be interpreted in the way contradic-
tory to their presuppositions remains open for native speakers’ intuition
to decide but there is no theoretical justification (as far as Wilson's and Kemp-
gon’s frameworks are concerned) that this is the case,

Sinee neither arguments B and Cnor argument A seem to hold when exami-
ned thoroughly on the basis of both English and Polish data, the problem of the
behaviour of presupposition under negation, cannot be solved within R.
Kempson's and D. Wilson's framework, the more so, as the framework itself
seems to be faulty, at least at certain points.
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