
Summary	
  
The	
  empirical	
  status	
  of	
  presupposi1on	
  projec1on	
  under	
  quan1fica1onal	
  NPs	
  (QPs)	
  is	
  
controversial.	
  We	
  hypothesize	
  that	
  the	
  different	
  judgments	
  reflect	
  different	
  
popula1ons	
  of	
  speakers,	
  and	
  propose	
  a	
  new	
  theory	
  of	
  presupposi1on	
  projec1on	
  based	
  
on	
  a	
  trivalent	
  approach	
  ([2,4,5])	
  that	
  predicts	
  four	
  popula1ons	
  of	
  speakers.	
  We	
  also	
  
present	
  the	
  design	
  of	
  an	
  experiment	
  to	
  test	
  these	
  predic1ons.	
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  The	
  Theory	
  

•  Presupposi1ons	
  are	
  truth	
  value	
  gaps	
  
•  Stalnaker’s	
  Bridging	
  Principle:	
  

	
  A	
  sentence	
  S	
  is	
  assertable	
  given	
  a	
  context	
  set	
  C	
  only	
  if	
  for	
  all	
  w	
  in	
  C,	
  the	
  
	
  denota1on	
  of	
  S	
  in	
  w	
  is	
  0	
  or	
  1	
  

•  	
  	
  
•  The	
  A-­‐operator	
  is	
  op1onal	
  and	
  can	
  apply	
  at	
  any	
  node	
  of	
  type	
  t	
  

•  Yes/no	
  ques1ons	
  have	
  three	
  posi1ons	
  where	
  the	
  A-­‐operator	
  can	
  appear	
  

	
  Covered	
  Box	
  Experiment	
  
•  ‘Covered	
  box’	
  task	
  ([7]):	
  Two	
  pictures,	
  one	
  is	
  covered:	
  Choose	
  the	
  covered	
  one	
  if	
  the	
  

visible	
  one	
  does	
  not	
  match	
  the	
  sentence	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  
•  	
  DET	
  of	
  the	
  triangles	
  have	
  the	
  same	
  color	
  as	
  both	
  of	
  the	
  circles	
  in	
  their	
  own	
  cell	
  

	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  

	
  Debate	
  
	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  
	
  
•  Universal	
  Projec.on	
  ([6]):	
  
•  Existen.al	
  Projec.on	
  ([1]):	
  
•  Nuanced	
  Projec.on	
  ([8,5,3]): 	
  Depends	
  on	
  the	
  proper1es	
  of	
  Q	
  

QpBqpλx .C pxqppxqq presupposes	
  

@x P B : ppxq
Dx P B : ppxq

Case	
  1:	
  No	
  A-­‐Operator	
  

Case	
  3:	
  Global	
  applica.on	
  of	
  A	
  

Case	
  4:	
  A	
  above	
  QP	
  

	
  Predic.ons	
  

ù r@x P B : ppxqs

Ź rDx P B : C pxq ^ ppxqs _ r@x P B : ppxqs
Which	
  is	
  strengthened	
  to:	
  

All	
  of	
  these	
  presuppose:	
  

Dx P B : C pxqppxq
�Dx P B : C pxqppxq
tDx P B : C pxqppxq, �Dx P B : C pxqppxqu

Some	
  

No	
  

?Some	
  

Some	
  
No	
  
?Some	
  

vAwpDx P B : C pxqppxqq
“ rDx P B : C pxqs ^ rpDx P B : C pxq ^ ppxqq _ p@x P B : ppxqqs
“ Dx P B : C pxq ^ ppxq

vAwp�Dx P B : C pxqppxqq
“ r�Dx P B : C pxqs ^ rpDx P B : C pxq ^ ppxqq _ p@x P B : ppxqqs
“ r�Dx P B : C pxqs ^ r@x P B : ppxqs

tp : DOprp “ vAwpOppDx P B : C pxqppxqqqu
“ tDx P B : C pxq ^ ppxq, r�Dx P B : C pxqs ^ r@x P B : ppxqsu

Ź pDx P B : C pxq ^ ppxqq _ pr�Dx P B : C pxqs ^ r@x P B : ppxqsq
“ pDx P B : C pxq ^ ppxqq _ p@x P B : ppxqq

Because	
  yes/no	
  ques1ons	
  presuppose	
  that	
  one	
  of	
  the	
  answers	
  is	
  true,	
  

Strengthening	
  yields:	
  
ù @x P B : ppxq

Some	
  and	
  No	
  are	
  the	
  same	
  as	
  Case	
  3	
  

tp : DOprp “ OppvAwpDx P B : C pxqppxqqqu
“ tDx P B : C pxq ^ ppxq, �Dx P B : C pxq ^ ppxqu

?Some	
  
No	
  presupposi1on	
  

Proposal: 	
  Applica1on	
  of	
  the	
  A-­‐operator	
  is	
  different	
  between	
  popula1ons	
  but	
  
	
  consistent	
  within	
  those	
  same	
  popula1ons	
  

vAw “ λpt .

"
1 if p “ 1
0 if p “ 0 or #

Existen.al	
   Universal	
  

Case	
  2:	
  A	
  below	
  QP	
   No	
  presupposi1on	
  for	
  any	
  quan1fiers	
  

vQPwpλx .vAwpC pxqppxqqq
“ vQPwpλx .C pxq ^ ppxqq

Popula.on	
  1	
   Some	
   Universal	
  P	
  
No	
   Universal	
  P	
  
?Some	
   Universal	
  P	
  

Popula.on	
  2	
   Some	
   None	
  
No	
   None	
  
?Some	
   None	
  

Popula.on	
  3	
   Some	
   Existen1al	
  E	
  
No	
   Universal	
  E	
  
?Some	
   Universal	
  P	
  

Popula.on	
  4	
   Some	
   Existen1al	
  E	
  
No	
   Universal	
  E	
  
?Some	
   None	
  

3	
  types	
  of	
  Determiners:	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  Some,	
  None,	
  Do	
  any?	
  
2	
  types	
  of	
  picture: 	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  Existen.al,	
  Universal	
  

Universal	
  presupposi1on	
  for	
  all	
  quan1fiers	
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Predicted	
  Results	
  

Some	
  

None	
  

Do	
  any?	
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