Context as Partial Beliefs,and the Pragmatic Modelling of Presuppositions. Lucia H.B.Manara1 Anne De Roeck Departamento de Computa�o Department of Computer Science Universidade Estadual Paulista - Brazil University of Essex University of Essex - UK Colchester - Essex CO4 3SQ UK manalh@essex.ac.uk deroe@essex.ac.ukFax +44 206 872788 - Telephone +44 206 872668AbstractDuring the last decade, increased activity around the semantics-pragmatics boundaryhas re-emphasised the need to address the role of context in the interpretation process ofhuman language. This trend has been driven mainly by attempts to develop formalapproaches to deal with typically pragmatic phenomena. In particular for presupposition,the pragmatic phenomenon par excellence, several accounts (e.g., Stalnaker, 1974;Karttunen , 1974; Gazdar, 1979; Heim, 1983; Van der Sandt, 1988, 1992; Beaver, 1993)have given firm evidence of the impact of context.Invariably, traditional contextual models run into severe problems by theconsequences of Possible World based notions of propositionhood, which prevents theformulation of partial, revisable information states.Starting from a notion of proposition developed in Property Theory (Turner, 1987),we develop a formal model of contexts as partial beliefs entertained by agents, who donot necessarily hold compatible views. We show how this model can be exploited in thetreatment of the projection problem for conditionals. We demonstrate that a model alongthese lines does not suffer from the usual disadvantages.1. Introduction.Semantic, context-independent theories of presuppositions are defeated by the two distinctiveproperties of presuppositional behaviour: defeasibility, and the projection problem. Presuppositionsare often defeated in contexts where contrary beliefs are held without any sense of semantic orpragmatic anomaly. The Projection Problem poses special problems because not all thepresuppositions of the component parts of a complex sentence are inherited.On the other hand, several pragmatic accounts of presupposition have been developed (e.g.,Stalnaker, 1974; Karttunen, 1973, 1974; Karttunen and Peters, 1979; Gazdar, 1979; Soames, 1982;Heim, 1983; van der Sandt; 1988,1992; and Beaver, 1993). Though they take contextual factors intoaccount, most of these theories run into problems as they require that presuppositions be entailed bythe context, or that the presupposition be known to all participants prior to the utterance to avoidinfelicity, and as they represent propositions, and contexts, as sets of Possible Worlds.Our account avoids these problems. Like Gazdar (1979), we attempt to explain presuppositionbehaviour in context in function of consistency. On the other hand, we derive contexts from partialbeliefs of agents who do not necessarily hold compatible views. We cast context as a consistentsubset of agents’ beliefs, namely, those propositions that are relevant to the situation. To achieve this,we use a two-valued notion of proposition taken from Property Theory (Turner, 1987), whilst thebehaviour of the partial belief states is governed by Obeid’s K-T three-valued logic (Obeid,1990,1996)).Our emphasis is not only on the behaviour of presuppositions in context, but also on the impact ofagents’ beliefs on all aspects of presupposition behaviour. In particular, we contend that only thebeliefs of the agent can trigger the defeat, accommodation or failure of presuppositions.Accommodation occurs when the utterance contains new information, satisfaction when it containsold information, and failure/defeasibility when it contains information that is inconsistent with the

1Supported by a grant from the CNPq - Brazil agent’s belief state. To deal with complex sentences, we give a recursive definition which solves theprojection problem.2. Context Dependency _ Properties of Presuppositions.2.1 DefeasibilityPresuppositions can be defeated in circumstances where contrary assumptions are made, or by virtueof beliefs contrary with what is expressed by an utterance.Consider, for example, the sentence below(1) The King of France is not bald.Its presupposition, There is a King of France, is defeasible, and can lead to a reading where The Kingof France is not bald because there is no King of France.Note that the possibility of defeating the presuppositions under these circumstances seems to dependon whether or not the presuppositional sentence is negated. In a positive sentence the presuppositionscannot be defeated since the resulting sentences are contradictory. Witness the distinction between thefollowing sentences:(2) *The King of France is bald though there is no King of France.2(3) The King of France is not bald: you must have been mistaken _ There is no King of France.2.2 Projection ProblemIt was originally antecipated by Langendoen and Savin (1971) that the presuppositions of a sentenceshould be compositional, in the sense that the presuppositions of all constituents of a complexsentence will be projected as presuppositions of the complex sentence. This is not the case, and theparticular behaviour of presuppositions in complex sentences turns out to be a really distinctivecharacteristic of presuppositions.For example, consider the sentences below.(3) The King of France is (not) bald.(4) There is a King of France.(5) If there is a King of France, then the King of France is (not) bald.(6) If John is right, then the King of France is (not) bald.(4) is presupposed by (3) and (6) but not by (5). In this case the presupposition of the consequentfollows from the antecedent.Now, consider the following sentence.(7) If John came to the party, then the hostess must have been glad that there was a policemanpresent.Consider the following contextual assumption.John is a policeman.In this context the presupposition of (7), namely, There was a policeman present is not projected as apresuppostion of (7) by virtue of the assumption held in the context of utterance.As such, presuppositions raise questions not just about individual sentences and their truth or falsitybut also about the uses of sentences in context.3. Partiality, Context and Agents’ Beliefs

2Following the convention I will write unacceptable sentences with a preceding asterisk

3.1 Property Theory x Possible WorldsThe notion of possible worlds serves semantic representation languages in order to account forintensionality. In such approaches, a proposition is a set of possible worlds - a function from possibleworlds to truth values - which associates with each relevant world or circumstance a truth value: truewith the worlds in which the proposition is true, false with the worlds in which the proposition isfalse. However, this notion of proposition is insufficiently intensional because propositions which aretruth-functionally equivalent become indistinguishable because they denote the same sets of possibleworlds. There are, for example, situations that even when an agent may know a certain proposition p,and there may be some proposition q, denoting the same set of possible worlds we may not want toconclude that the agent knows q. Under these circumstances, the possible worlds account ofknowledge and belief forces us to conclude that if the agent knows p (s)he has to know q.Property Theory (Turner, 1987) provides a radical alternative to Possible Worlds, in modellingpropositionhood and allows a more fine-grained notion of proposition. Propositions, properties andrelations are basic, and are independent of truth conditions or sets. Two properties are distinct if theyhave different names, and propositions are prevented from being equal just because they have thesame truth conditions.Conceptually, Turner’s Property Theory can be split into two components, or levels. The first is alanguage of terms, which consists of the untyped l-calculus, embellished with logical constants. Arestricted class of these terms will correspond to propositions. When combined appropriatelly usingthe logical constants, other propositions result. Some of the propositions will, further, be truepropositions. When combining propositions with the logical constants, the truth of the resultantproposition will depend upon the truth of the constituent propositions. There may be terms that formpropositions when applied to another term. These terms are the properties. The act of predication ismodelled by l-application. The propositionhood and truth of terms is formalised in a meta languageof well formed formulae (wff). This is a first order logic with just two primitive predicates: P for "is aproposition", and T, for "is a true proposition". Axioms concerning T are restricted so that only termsthat are propositions are considered. This is a highly intensional theory as the notion of equality is thatof the l-calculus, which is weaker than the notion of logical equivalence: propositions are not to beequated just because they are always true together. Similarly, properties are not to be equated justbecause they happen to hold of the same terms (Fox, C.)The theory has obvious advantages for semantic modelling contributed by its fine-grainedintensionality. For instance, Chierchia (1984), Ramsay (1990, 1992, 1994). However, when dealingwith pragmatic, or context-dependent phenomena, Property Theory has further advantages in that itavoids the problems of "omniscience" arising from possible world based models. More specifically,when using a possible world notion of proposition, the "meaning" of a sentence can only bedetermined by examing its extension - which is a set of possible worlds. The intension is derivedsubsequently. A proposition corresponding to "John walks" is a partition on the set of possibleworlds. The extent of this partition can only be explored if an agent knows, for each possible world,whether it belongs to the set where the proposition is true, or to the set where it is false.Consequently, it is impossible for an agent to entertain a proposition unless (s)he is omniscient. Thisin turn causes severe difficulties when attempting to model partial information states. Property Theoryon the other hand, offers a notion of propositionhood where a proposition is a basic, model-theorecticobject. It’s truth conditions are derived secundarily, by a Truth predicate. The requirement foromniscience does not apply and, consequently, it is possible to model partial information states ascollections of propositions. (De Roeck et al., 1991).3.2 The ModelWhen people communicate, they must know different things, or there would be no point incommunicating. This suggests that any intuitively appealing of communication must allow forpartiality in what agents know. Agents retain inferential capabilities, so we assume their beliefs areconsistent, and the model represents agents as partial, consistent sets of propositions. This constrainsthe agent’s reasoning capacity, which must now deal with partial information. Agents’ beliefs may now be subject to revision. An agent can only interpret an utterance with respect to what (s)heknows. Consequently, we cast contexts as a consistent subset of an agent’s beliefs, namely thosepropositions which bear on the interpretation of the utterance on hand. Interpretation relies onmaintaining consistency in the context whilst adding the utterance’s information. Failure to completethe proof will point to those propositions which induce failure. Note that a context is entirely local toan agent, and that agents may hold incompatible and inaccurate beliefs.This model, and an accompanying implementation, was first developed to deal with modal andhypothetical questions (De Roeck et al., 1991). It builds on the definition of proposition taken fromProperty Theory (Turner, 1987), a weak first order theory with fine grained intensionality, whichallows a classical two-valued notion of proposition whilst maintaining partial information statesgoverned by Obeid’s K-T three-valued logic (Obeid, 1990,1996).K-T is a propositional, non-monotonic logic which employs Kleene’s strong three-valuedconnectives, and which is extended with two modal operators (the language can be propositional asthe knowledge base is sorted and closed). The semantics of the logic are expressed in terms of statesof partial information wich allow an agent to be uncertain about the truth or falsity of his knowledge,and where possible, to make assumptions on the basis of what is not known to be false. Completeinformation is hard to obtain, even in the most manageable situations: in most cases, a reasoner doesnot know everything that is pertinent to the investigation at hand. There are propositions whose truthstatus cannot be decided. Traditionally, the issue of revision and partiality is addressed at the level ofthe proposition, where (non-monotonic) formalisms resort to adding intermediary truth valuesbetween truth and falsity. This, in fact, is one of the basic and most important features whichdistinguishes three-valued logics from the classical ones. Apart from the fact that this is intuitivelyunappealing (in the sense that propositions seem to be things that are true or false - but which oneneeds not know whether they are true or false), this traditional approach has a further disadvantage inthat it causes logical difficulties. In particular AfiA is not an axiom of such logics.The model we propose - that of deploing partial collections of classical two-valued propositions inbelief states governed by a three-valued logic has none of these disadvantages.We use the framework to model the effects of context on presupposition behaviour in theinterpretation process.4. Pragmatic Presupposition for Simple SentencesHow do presuppositions arise? The model we are presenting assumes there are candidatepresuppositions, called elementary presuppositions, which are tied to particular words or syntacticconstructs occurring in the sentence (van der Sandt(1988)). Whether a particular elementarypresupposition survives as a presupposition of the sentence depends on a number of conditions. Themodel is embodied in a series of recursive definitions (Definition 1 to 6). Here, we start outexploring the base case for simple sentences. In the following section, we introduce the recursiverules for the presuppositions of complex sentences. In this paper we illustrate the projection problemfor conditionals only. For a treatment of conjunction and disjunction, see Manara & De Roeck(1996b).Definition 1 _ Elementary Presuppositions ( e-presuppose )A sentence S with propositional content f e-presupposes r iff (i) S contains lexical items or syntacticconstructs (called presuppositions triggers) that trigger r and (ii) {f} ¨ {r} is consistent.Elementary presuppositions are candidate presuppositions which may or may not survive aspresuppositions of the utterance. They propositions which can be derived entirely on the basis ofsyntactic information in the sentence, without any reference to context. Candidate presuppositionsmust, furthermore, be consistent with the propositional content of the sentence from which theyderive. For example, Charles has borrowed Philip’s tie has as elementary presuppositions thefollowing propositions: Charles exists, Philip exists, Philip’s tie exists. In contrast, The King ofFrance does not exist has as an elementary proposition France exists, but not There is a King ofFrance.

The following three definitions expand on the relationship a candidate presupposition may entertainwith a context - i.e. a consistent subset of an agent’s belief cast as a collection of propositions. Wedistinguish three cases: accommodation, satisfaction and failure. Elementary presuppositions whichdo not meet the criteria laid out here will not survive as they are undefined.Definition 2 _ Accommodation ( a-presuppose)An utterance U(S,C,f)3 a-presupposes r in a context C iff (i) S e-presupposes r; (ii) C ¨ {r} isconsistent and, (iii) C œ� r.We define accommodation as the situation where an elementary presupposition contributes newinformation to the agent’s belief state. Note that in the logic K-T, this will happen in all cases wherethe agent holds no prior beliefs which explicitly confirm or contradict the elementary presuppositionin question. For example, if an agent has no knowledge about Andrews’ family circumstances, thenthe elementary presupposition Andrew’s sister exists will be accommodated for the sentenceAndrews� sister has bought a car.Definition 3 _ Presupposition Satisfaction (s-presuppose)A presupposition r of an utterance U(S,C,f) is satisfied by the context of utterance C iff(i) S e-presupposes r and (ii) C œ= r.Satisfaction occurs when an agent already holds beliefs which confirm the information contained in anelementary presupposition. For instance, if an agent is fully aware of the British political system, thepresupposition The Queen of England exists will be satisfied for the sentence Sarah loves the Queenof England.Definition 4 _ Presupposition FailureU(S,C,f) fails r iff (i) S -presupposes r and (ii) Cœ= �r.Presupposition failure is the result of an elementary presupposition contradicting beliefs the agentalready holds.Because we are working with partial belief states containing propositions which are not groundedpossible worlds, contradiction in a context is not irrecoverable. Indeed, it is possible to identifyexactly which propositions give rise to the contradiction and devise a strategy for restoringconsistency.Elementary presuppositions deriving from negative sentences are defeasible. This is exactly the effectRussel tried to achieve by introducing scope ambiguity in negation.Definition 5 _ Defeasibility"r if _ e-presupposes r then defeasible (r), where _ is a negative sentence.If the elementary presupposition causing the contradiction is defeasible, consistency in the context canbe restored by defeating it.If on the other hand, it is not defeasible, the agent can restore consistency by either rejecting theutterance, or revising previously held beliefs. The decision as to which course of action to take restswith the agent and is beyond the scope of this work.We equate pragmatic presupposition with accommodation.Pragmatic Presupposition (P-presuppose)U(S,C,f) P-presupposes r iff U(S,C,f) a-presupposes r.

3U(S,C,f) is the utterance of sentence S with propositional content f in context C.

Examples:1. S = The King of France is bald, S e-presupposes (a.o.) r = There is a King of France. (i) If in Cnothing is known about the government system of France, r will be accommodated. (ii) If in C it isknown that France has a king, then r will be satisfied. (iii) If in C it is known that France has noking, then r will fail. Note however that r is not defeasible, and stalemate is reached.2. S = The king of France is not bald. S e-presupposes (a.o.) r = There is a King of France. If in C itis known that France has no king, r fails. Note however that r is defeasible (S is negative) and theagent may defeat r (leading to a reading the King of France is not bald, because there is no King ofFrance).5. Complex Presuppositional EffectsLangendoen and Savin (1971) contended that presuppositions of a complex sentence should bederivable compositionally. Yet, in particular, conditionals have given rise to formulations of theprojection problem where presuppositions of lower clauses are sometimes not inherited by the role ofthe complex sentence. Conditionals are the typical example where contextual effects interfere withpresuppositional behaviour, and we will focus on them for this reason. Similar effects, however, arevisible in conjunctions and disjunctions and we have developed accounts for those, which can befound in Manara and De Roeck (1996). For conditionals, the advantages of our model of context areimmediately visible. Truth conditional, entailment based accounts - such as (Karttunen, 1974; andHeim, 1983) - tend to experience problems as the requirement that presuppositions are entailed by thecontext of utterance leads to incorrect predictions4. Most of these problems can be traced to thecommitment such theories have to the notion of truth (built in possible world foundations) rather thanthe simple requirement of consistency. Instead, our model of context, allows us to exploit the powerof consistency in partial information states, regardless of the truth or falsity of the propositioninvolved.Starting from the basic formulations given above, we propose a treatment which predicts correctlywhich presuppositions survive in conditionals.Definition 6Cond 1An utterance U(if S1 then S2, C, y fi c), where S1 e-presupposes ri and S2 e-presupposes g1...n, a-presupposes ( s-presupposes, fails) ri iff (i) {c} ¨ {g1 ,...,gn} ¨ {ri} is consistent or ri isdefeasible, and (ii) U(S1,C,y) a-presupposes (s-presupposes, fails) ri .Cond 2An utterance U(if S1 then S2, C, y fi c), where S1 e-presupposes r1...n, and S2 e-presupposes gi, a-presupposes ( s-presupposes, fails) gi iff (i) {y} ¨ {r1 ,..., rn} ¨ {gi} is consistent or gi isdefeasible, and (ii) U(S2,C�, c) a-presupposes (s-presupposes, fails) gi , where C� = C ¯ {y} ¯{r1 ,..., rn}.5Examples:3. S = If there is a King of France, then the Queen of France is bald. S1 e-presupposes r1 = Franceexists. S2 e-presupposes g1 = France exists, g2 = There is a Queen of France. If C contains Franceexists, then U(S, C, yfic) s-presupposes r1 and g1, and a-presupposes g2. U(S,C, yfic) P-presupposes g2.

4For instance, for Heim (1983) the sentence If John makes coffee, his wife will be happy presupposes If John makescoffee, he has a wife.5C’ = C ¯ {b} is the consistent update of C with b by revising C.

4. S = If the King of France has a son, then the King of France’s son is bald. S1 e-presupposes r1 =France exists, r2 = There is a King of France. S2 e-presupposes g1 = France exists, g2 = There is aKing of France, g3 = The King of France has a son. If C contains France exists and There is a Kingof France, then U(S, C, yfic) s-presupposes r1, r2, g1, g2, g3. U(S, C, yfic) carries no pragmaticpresuppositions. If C contains There is no King of France, then g2 will fail as g2 is not defeasible.5. S = *If there is no King of France, then the King of France is bald. S1 e-presupposes r1 = Franceexists. S2 e-presupposes g1 = France exists, g2 = There is a King of France. Regardless of the contentof C, S is unacceptable as g2 is not defeasible.6. S = If the King of France does not exist, then the King of France is not bald. S1 e-presupposes r1= France exists. S2 e-presupposes g1 = France exists, g2 = There is a King of France. If in C, it is notknown that France exists, nor that France has a king, then U(S, C, yfic) e-presupposes r1, s-presupposes g1 and g2 is cancelled as it is defeasible. U(S, C, yfic) pragmatically presupposes r1.66. Comparison with other workUsing our model, we can successfully treat cases which are problematic for other approaches.(a) John does not realize that Zorn’s Lemma is inconsistent with the Axiom of Choice. (Gazdar,1979) 7Gazdar (1979) can never presuppose Zorn’s Lemma is inconsistent with the Axiom of Choicebecause there are no worlds in which this is true. Our model predicts (a) P-presupposes Zorn’sLemma is inconsistent with the Axiom of Choice in an empty context.(b) If France has an intelligent king, then the King of France is the only intelligent monarch inEurope. (Soames, 1982)Gazdar (1979) predicts (b) presupposes There is a King of France. In our model There is a King ofFrance is satisfied, but not P-presupposed.(c) If John has children, then Mary will not like his twins. (Heim, 1983)Gazdar predicts (c) presupposes nothing. Our model predicts (c) P-presupposes John has twins incontexts where nothing is known about John’s children.(d) If John has twins, then Mary will not like his children. (Heim, 1983)Gazdar predicts (d) presupposes John has children. Our model predicts this is not a pragmaticpresupposition.(e) The King of France didn’t come. van der Sandt (1992) and Beaver (1993) predict inconsistency incontexts where there is no King of France. Our model specifies that the elementary presuppositionThere is a King of France is defeasible.(f) If John made coffee, then his wife will be happy. (van der Sandt, 1992).Heim predicts (f) presupposes If John made coffee, he has a wife in contexts where it is not knownwhether John has a wife or not. In possible worlds accounts, like Heim’s, presuppositions must besatisfied by the context of utterance (i.e., entailed by the context) in order for an utterance of S to befelicitous. Our model predicts (f) P-presupposes John has a wife.(g) If the problem was difficult, then Morton isn’t the one who solved it. (Soames, 1982).Karttunen and Peters (1979) filtering conditions predict wrongly (g) presupposes If the problem wasdifficult, then someone has solved it and not, as in our model Someone has solved the problem.Beaver(1993) also predicts the same conditional presupposition as Karttunen and Peters. In hisaccount presupposition is represented as a test of the context which is represented by sets of possibleworlds: a presuppositional sentence is a valid utterance in a given context if its presupposition has noeffect on that context, i.e., the presupposition must be entailed by the context of utterance.7. Conclusion

6Note that r1 is also defeasible.7For each case, the author who mentioned it is given in brackets.

In this paper, we have formulated a treatment of satisfaction, failure and defeasibility ofpresuppositions with respect to a context drawn from an agent’s beliefs.The hallmark of our approach is the combination of a classical two-valued notion of propositionhoodwith partial belief states in our model. This allows us to exploit the notion of consistency, whilstcircumventing the problems caused by entailment in traditional, possible world based solutions.Consequently, we are able to equate presupposition with accommodation, which occurs whenelementary presupposition contributes new information, and to account for defeasibility independentlyof the issue of (local) accommodation. We present a notion of unacceptability of utterances based onthe violation of presuppositional constraints.8. ReferencesBEAVER, D. I. (1993), What Comes First in Dynamic Semantics, Institute for Logic, Language andComputation, Amsterdam.CHIERCHIA, G. (1984), Topics in the Syntax and Semantics of Infinitives and Gerunds, PhDdissertation, University of Massachusetts.De ROECK, A., R. BALL, K. BROWN, C. FOX, M. GROEFSEMA, M. OBEID & TURNER(1991), "Helpful Answers to Modal and Hypothetical Questions", Procceedings of the 1991 ACL,European Chapter, Berlin.De ROECK, A., C. J. FOX, B. G. T. LOWDEN, R. TURNER & B. R. WALLS (1991a), "ANatural Language System Based on Formal Semantics", Proceedings - International Conference onCurrent Issues in Computational Linguistics, Penang, Malasya, 1991.FOX, C., �Existence Presuppositions and Category Mistakes.� To appear. Acta LinguisticaHungarica.GAZDAR, G. (1979), Pragmatics: Implicature, Presupposition, and Logical Form, Academic PressLondon.HEIM, I. (1983), "On the Projection Problem for Presuppositions", Proceedings of the West CoastConference on Formal Linguistics, 2:114-125, Stanford.KARTTUNEN, L. (1973), "Presuppositions and Compound Sentences", Linguistic Inquiry 4:169-93.KARTTUNEN, L. (1974), "Presupposition and Linguistic Context", Theoretical Linguistics 1:181-94KARTTUNEN, L., & S. PETERS (1979), Conventional Implicature, Syntax and Semantics, vol.11: Presupposition, Academic Press London.LANGENDOEN, D. T., & H. B. SAVIN (1971), The Projection Problem for Presuppositions, InC. J. Fillmore and D. T. Langendoen, eds., Studies in Linguistic Semantics, Holt, Rinehart andWiston, New York.MANARA, L. H. B., & A. DE ROECK (1996a) "Pragmatic Presupposition and Agent’s Beliefs", inMineur, A. (ed) - Eighth European Summer School in Logic, Language and Information, Prague,Czech Republic, Agosto/1996.MANARA, L. H. B., & A. DE ROECK (1996b), "Pragmatic Presupposition and Agent’s Beliefs",Proceedings of Logical Aspects of Computational Linguistics, LACL’96, pp. 57-60, Nancy, France.OBEID, N. (1990), "Partial Models Basis for Non-Monotonic Reasoning", Research Note CSM-140, Department of Computer Science, University of Essex, U.K.OBEID, N. (1996), "Three Valued Logic and Non-monotonic Reasoning", to appear in Journal ofComputers and Artificial Intelligence, vol. 15, no. 6, 1996.RAMSAY, A. M. (1990), The Logical Structure of English: Computing Semantic Content, PitmanLondon.RAMSAY, A. M. (1992), "Presuppositions and WH-Clauses", Journal of Semantics, 9:251-286.RAMSAY, A. M. (1994), Meanings as Constraints on Information States, in Constraints,Language and Computation eds. C.J. Rupp, M. A. Rosner, R. L. Johnson, Academic Press.SOAMES, S. (1979), "A Projection Problem for Speaker Presuppositions", Linguistic Inquiry,10(4):623-666, Fall 1979.SOAMES, S. (1982), "How Presuppositions are inherited: A Solution to the Projection Problem",

Linguistic Inquiry, 13(3):483-545, Summer 1982.SOAMES, S. (1989), "Presuppositon", in Gabbay D. and Guenthner F., editors, Handbook ofPhilosophical Logic - Topics in the Philosophy of Language, pp 553-617, D. Reidel PublishingCompany.STALNAKER, R. C. (1973), "Presuppositions", Journal of Philosophical Logic, 2:447-457STALNAKER, R. C.(1974), "Pragmatic Presuppositions", In M.K. Munitz and P.K. Unger, eds.,Semantics and Philosophy, New University Press New York, pp. 197-213.STRAWSON, P.F. (1950), "On Refering", In Mind 59.TURNER, R. (1987), "A Theory of Properties", Journal of Symbolic Logic, vol. 52 No2.,455-472.van der SANDT, R. A. (1988), Context and Presupposition, Croom Helm, London.van der SANDT, R.A. (1992), "Presupposition Projection as Anaphora Resolution", Journal ofSemantics, 9:333-377.