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{. INTRODUCTION.

In numerous lingnistic writings of the past decade the complement-taking
predicates were subdivided into factives va. non-factives (later also a semi-
factive group was recognized).! In the light of these observations factives
apparently stand out among other precicates to the effect that they presuppose
the truth of their complements. Originally factivity, as a semantic feature
of factives only, was invariably bound to the notion of presupposition. This
general observation was, however, subject to numerous interpretations;
be it the lexical ve, pragmatic approach {cf. Fillmore 1971 a,b as opposcd to the
Kiparskys 1971; §. Lakoff 1971 ab.e; 3. Lakoff 1971; Karttunen 1970, 1971
5, b) or the logica! vs. pragmatic view (the former being partly introduced by
Karttunen in big earlier writings).?

The indiscriminate use of presupposition in linguistics made it such a vague
eatchall term that some attempts were undertaken to clarify the concept,
of. Karttunen (1970, 1971b); Kcenan (1971); Kempson (1975); Stalnaker
(1974); Wilson (1975}, and others. In the course of investigation, presupposi-
tion, whether as a purely logical relation, or m its weaker pragmatic form,
often seemed too strong to account for the semantic idiosyneracics of lin-

t (OF, Karttunen 1971b.

% Qe his firgt endoavoers to formulite meaning postulates for factives, semi-factives
and otlier vorbs standing in a relation to thoir compluments (Karttunen 1970, 1971a, b).
Thie formal approach was scon weakoned by introducing pragmatic concepts, i.e. the
gpeaker’s atritude to cornplement proposition (1971b:23 —4}. Cf. also Morgan (1969:167),
Lesch (1974:306—7), Tackendoff (1872:276) where the two types of presupposition were
dstmpuaisied.
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guistic categories, factive predicates included. Hence, the eariier claims of pre-
suppositionalists were abandoned in favour of the entailment approach
advoeated, for example, by Kempson (1975} and Wilson (1975).

My contentien is that neither presupposition nor entailment can account
for the idiosyncracies of factives since certain semantic readings of senterces
with these predicatcs are beyond tlie explanatory power of the inferences
constituting the presupposition or entailment truth tables. Consequently,
it will be shown below that:

a. presupposition and entailment are “too strong” logical relatiors to
account for certain facts characteristic both of English and Polish data;
henee ,predicates should be analysed within a pragmatic framework;

b. the pragmatic approach being adopted, not enly alleged factives but
also other prodicate groups exhibit certain relation with their sentential com-
plements (henceforth implication);

¢. the factive/non-factive division of predicates should be dispensed with
in both languages in favour of a predicate scale reflecting the diminishing
strength of the implication relation between given predicates and their comple-
ments,

2. PRESUPPOSITION VS. ENTAILMENT

2.1 The presuppositional approach to factives

Let us consider a sentence with a factive verb regret:

1. Iregret that bananas are hard to get

1’. Zalujg, 7e banany sa trudne do zdobycia
According to presuppositionzlists 1-1° presuppose the truth of their conple-
ments 2-27;

2. Banuanas are hard to get

27 Banany sa trudne do zdohycia
So far it accords with native speakers’ intuition that both in English and in
Polish it would be inappropriate to utter 1-1° without commitment to the truth
of 2-2. However, if the inference is to be an instance of presupposition it
must satisly also the remaining conditions specificd in truth-table I:3

Sy S,
T iy b
SALYE) F
I —_——3 T
Table [

Since the sceond tiuth-cenditicn is a tiaditicnal roint of comfroveisy,
I will now focus on the Jast cendition given in Teble 7. 1t turns out. that if

¢ This formulation was taken from Kempson (1975:49), but soo also Strawson (1050,
1952) and van Froassen (1969},
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1 (i.e. 8,) is negated internally, (by means of choiec negation}* thus having

the form of 3:

3. T do not regret that banenas are hard to get

3’ Nie zahije, ze banany 8a trudne do zdobycia
2 ig 3 quitc natural inference drawn from it. However, a question arises of
whether 2 is the only possible inference from 3. It follows frem 4 that in an
appropriate context it is possible to utter 3 without believirg that 2 is true:

4. I do not regret that bananas are hard to get since
a. 1 realize you are telling me stories
L. they are after all casy to get
¢. 1t is only a rumour, etc.
4'. Nie zaluje, ze banany sa trudne do zdobycia, jako ze
a. zdaje sohie sprawe 7 tego, Ze opowiadasz mi historyjkl
b. wlagciwie sg latwe do zdobycia
c. to tylko plotka , itd.
Thus, the argument that factives presuppose the truth of their complements
is undermined by the above analysis once the allegedly presupposed sentence
is realized to be in fact a contingent proposition, i.e. being sometimes true and
sometimes false. In the latter case it gets suspended which was elaimed to be
characteristic of semi-factives but never of full factives, regref being ome of
them?®.
It was the Kiparskys (1971:351-2) who viewed presupposition ag mtact
under negation unless it is explicitly contradicted as in:
5. Mary did not clean the housc; it was not dirty

Thus they excluded 5 as a possible interpretation of Mary did nol clean the
Fouse. Howover, our ohservation concerning 4-4” is confirmed by Kempson (1975)
who admitted that such interpretations of negations are by no means excep-
tional. She supports her claim with some example of negative aenterilees
employing factives where the complements do get affected by negation,.
as opposed to affirmative sentences which are never subject to this process,.
¢f. 6a and 6b, respectively:

6a.? Edward regretted that Margaret had failed even though he knew

she hadn’t ‘
6h. BEdward didn’t regret that Margaret had failed because he knew 1t

wasn't true
¢ For the explanation of choice nogation vs. exelusion negation. ef. Oh (1974), a3 a
reaction to Karttunen (1971h); Kempson (1875:95—7) Wilson, (1975:32—5). Comnparo:

also Bogustawski’s approeach (1976).
s The problem of presupposition susponsion was dealt in detail m my extended vor-

sion of this work (Kryk 1979:1.4).
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Though she admits that sentences like 6b. are undeniably not the natural
interpretation of the negative senternces in question, they are still equally
not contradictory (1975:68—9).

A crifical account of the presuppositional approach to negations was also
given by Wilson {1975). Though she agreed that negative sentences with
factives uttered in isolation or without qualification in general suggest the
truth of their complements, they cannot be treated either as instances of
logical presupposition or entailment. Rather, the negative sentence is compatib-
le with the overt denial of its complement, hence the suggestion carried is
cancellable. On the basis of some examples Wilson (1975:26) reached a conclu-
sion constituting further support for the suggestion that only positive but not
negative sentences do not allow presupposition suspension,

‘The above considerations have already cast doubt upon the relevance of
the concept of presupposition for the analysis of the alleged factives, at least
when they are negated. What should be examined at this point is the second
inference of Table I given above. The formulation adopted here follows the
Strawsonian account of presupposition (Strawson 1950, 1952). His contention
was that, contrary to classical analysis, whenever S presupposes P and P ig
false, then 8 is assigned the third value , nieither-true-nor-false’ s

Coming back to sentence 1;

L. I regret that bananas are hard to get
1, Zaluje, e banany sy trudne do zdobycia

. questmn arises of whether the second imference of Table T holds when S,,
L.e. 2 above, is false. I strongly believe that it would be counterintuitive to
comment on 1 *No, you are wrong™, only on the basis of our knowledge that
2 Is false, of. Oh (1974:518). Thus, one can hardly conclude that 1-1’ are false
m this cusc. Neither are they true and it is worth investigating now whether

the indeterminate truth wvalue of propositions whose complements have.

explicitly been denied is characteristic of factives only.

The examples below illustrate the divergence in the believiour of predicates
whose semantic labels determine the possibility of negating their complements
externally. One of the traditionally disputable cases among the alleged fuc-
tives 18 krnow whose “semantically factive' properties can be guestioned on
the basis of sentences like 7. Know is often used to express judgements which,
despite the speaker's Delief, are wtong due to lack of sufficient evidence or
knowlegde on his part. Though this seems to violate Gricean Maxims (at
least that of Quality -- of. Grice 1975; 1978), one can bardly question the
acegptability of the following dianlogue between a patient and his doctor:

* Yor u more deotailed discussion of the theory, ef. Strawson (1950; 1952) and his
artivles (1954, 1971) refiting the counterarguments of his opponents.
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7. A: I know that I had a heart stroke last night
B: (having examined him)
You are wrong. It was only a minor heart trouble.

Another “not-so-factive” verb see poses fewer problems than other verbs
in its class. Though in its affirmative form see is supposed to carry the implica-

tion that its complement is true (cf. Karttunen 1970, 1971a), one can easily

deny it as the examples helow show:

8. I see that you are moving out

a. ormaybel am wrong?

b. if vou are not just redecorating your reoms
8. Widze, ze sie wyprowadzasz

a. 4 moze slg myle?

b. jezeli nie odnawiasz tylko swoich pokojow

8-8" are acceptable both in FEnglish and in Polish since see (and its Polish
equivalent widzied) when followed by fhat4-8 (2e+-3) configurations denote
the speaker’s conclusion about some external facts hased on some observa-
tions. The truth of the complement cannot be suspended only when it refers
to subjective emotional or psychological states (for a more detailed discussion
of this issue, ¢f. Kryk 1979: Ch. 3). But, again, as was the case with knrow,
the truth of the complement may be suspended with see when the subjective
obgervations require specialized knowledge, ef.:

9. T see that I am getting pneumonia, or maybe it is just the fiu?
9. Widze, ze zaczyna mi sig zapalenie plue, a moZe to tylko grypu 2

As far as “non-factives’ are concerned, they also require some commitmert
on the part of the speaker to the truth of their complements. This is particularly
noticeable with what Urmson (1970) calls parcntlietical verbs. He observed
that when a speaker uscs a parenthetical verb in a statement about himselt
with an indieative sentence p, there 18 not merely an rmphed claim that the
whole statement is true but also that p is true, however weak this ¢laim
might be.” However, we cannot utter senteces like 10-10° without any comumit-
ment to the truth of their complements either:

(pather

10, [ $behevn Lthal their relationship is falling apart

guess
Rozumiem

1Y, { Wierze , ze ich zwigzek sie rozpada
tZgaduje

* Of. Urmson (1970:224—-3).
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1t must be noted that the speaker’'s commilment to the truth of the rom-
plement is much weaker with the verbs in 10-10° than it is with fnow (ulsﬁ
one of parentheticala). The fatter verb signals that all th e information needed
to qualify a given statement (i,c. the proposition p) is available to the speai{e;~
Thus, Urmson (1970:227) suggested a scalar arrangement of parcntheticai
verbs showing the reliability of the conjoined statement according to the weualth
of evidence, i.e. know, believe, e vpeel, guess, ete, © o

The idea of sealarity of predieates wes developed in Horn (1978) and elab-
orated on in Rosenberg (19753a). It follows from the above analysis that the
semantic differences between the “semuantically factive” fnow and the pu rpor-.
tﬂ[l' non-factive cannot be stitcd in terms of the factive ron-factive difsﬁ:n etion
This becomes even more obvious if ¢ne eempares 7 (denying the truth of the.
complement of Enow) with 11-11" where the same nperf:t-icm 15 performed cn:;

“non-factives™:

[sather ]
11 believe that ciearettes are harmful
guess |
| e 2. if it is true what the doctors say
, _ b. but it might be just an exaggeration
Rozumicm
11, J W’ierzg. = ze papierosy sg szkodliwe
tZgaduje
R ] a. jesli to prawda co méwig lekarze

b. ale to moze by¢ tylko przesada

H A < o g n .
Needless to say, 11-11" are much more commonly used in a normal discourse.
than the corresponding sentences with know since knowing involves a stronger

relation to the object of our knowledge than does a belief, a guess, ¢te. Conse-
quently, the denial of the complement proposition requires in the case of
know more elaborate contexis than those appropriate for an analogous opera-
tion with predicates like gather, belicve, assume or guess. In the latter instﬁn ct;-
the speaker himself may leave open the question of the {ruth of his jud g#:mf.rii
cven by means of such “strong suspension’ gqualifying phrases as: | ‘

12. ... but it is only my belief (assumption, gucss)

To recapitulate, the predicates discussed do stand in some relation to their
complements but they differ as to the strength of this relation. This, in turn
has a significant impact vpon the possibility of denying the truth of ':Ixha.teve;
was presupposed (implied, suggested)® by the complement. Thus, the varyirg

8 r L1 sl X Pl .
= The t?rm presupposition™ is used very loosely here, comprising all the charae-
teristics ascribed to it by linguists.
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degrce to which sentences with these predicates would be Jabelled “neither-
true-nor-false” under a presuppositional analysis of their negated complements
rules out the possibility of using this truth value in their semantic description.
lonsequently, the logieal notion of presupposition fails to {ulil the necessary
requirements for an explanatory concept capable of accounting for the semantic
idiosyneracies of predicates. Finally, presupposition plays a erucial role in the
factivemon-factive distinetion, and 1f the predicates in question were fo be
classified according to the factivity criteria, they would be labelled neither
faetive nor non-factive. Their behaviour determined by pragmatic factors can-
not be boiled down to this simple dichotomy and thus be assigned an unambig-
aous label within the presuppositional framework. It calls for a more diversi-
fed account and it is only a scalar arrangement of predicates that can landle
the data at hand.

One task remains to be earried out at this point, i.e. checking the entailment
truth table as to its possible application to the description of predicatces. The
reasons for this move are the following:

a. since presupposition has often been claimed to he an unnecessary
complication in truth-conditional semantics, which can well handle the rele-
vant facts by mesns of entailment,? it is worth cheeking to see if the latter
will prove useful in the analysis of factives, the presuppesitional approach
being dispensed with above. The controversy hetween the classical (two-
valued) and threc-valied logical systems can be traced back to the dispute
of Sellars (1954) and Strawson (1954) over Strawson's ideas of presupposition
introduced earlier (1950, 19562). Cf. also Nehrlich’s attacks against presupposi-
tion (1965, 1967) as well as Roberts (1969) and Keenan (1971) who viewed
presupposition as & type of entailment. Be that as it may, no justification
of cither of the two conflicting theorics will be attempted below. For the present
purposes the evaluation of the two logical relations will be confined to a brief
presentation of their corresponding tauth tables as to their possible application
to the analysis of predicates called factive.

b. The comparison of the two competing solutions will eventually let us
Jdecide which of these, if apy at all, may be said to be related to factivity,
a category allegedly present in the sem antic representation of factives and, as
has been claimed, inducing not only their semantic bat also their syntactic
peculiarities.

2.2 The entailment relation
Lot us have a look at the entailment truth table as compared to the presup-
positional truth table, repeated here for convenience:

o0f. Kompson's {(1975) and Wilson’s (1975) claims that what woro called logical
proguppositions in other accounts aro bettor handled us entailments.



110 B, ERYE

. Sl Sz Sl Sg
Presupposition T— T Fntoilment T - T
~{(TyF) « I ¥ « I
R F > TvF
Table I, Table 11

The first inference does not differ from the corresponding one in the Presuppo-

sition truth table. Thus, iny example 1-1 entails, accordingly, its complement
22" o o

I. Iregret that bananas ave hard te get

1’. Zaluje, zc banany sy trudne do zdob yeia
2. Bananas are hard to get

2", Banany sg trudne do zdobyeia

'_l'hn lagt condition of Tuble If shows how the entailment analysis succeeds
m capturing the important generalization concerning the possible readings
of gegat-ed 8,. As opposed to presupposition, which predicts solely that the
falsity of 8, does not affect the truth of 8,, the entailment approach does
account for the option of assigning either of the two values T' VF to the entailed
proposition. As was noted above, one can infer from the negation of 1 either
that bananas are hard to get or that my lack of regret results from the fact
that it is out of place to regret sometling which is not the case, cf, the contéxt-a
eangtrued to obtain the reading of 3 (the negation of 2) given in 4 above.

. ]ij.?wuvur, at this point the entailment truth table stops coinciding with
mtuitive judgements and the divergence between logical formulae and a Jiving

language emerges again. Thus, there is no entailment relation between the
sentenceg in 13:

13. Bananas are not hard to gel (does not semuntically entail)
I do not regret that bananas are hard to get

Also, consider the following:

14, Mary resents it that John has left her
but I know that he was only pretending

14’. Maria ezuje uraze o to, Ze Janek ja opudeit
ale ja wiem, Ze on tylko udawal

E[n this case Mary may resent a non-existent event due to a lack of sufficient
information or unjustified suspicions. Thus, although S, is false, 8, nced not he
and here obviously is not. The immediate objection to this example will be
that it employs a third person subject, so that the truth of S, is easy to sus-
pend. Let me compare it then to the analogous sentences with first and second
person singular subjects: |
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15. You resent it that John has left you
but T know that he was only pretending
15, (lzujesz uraze o to, ze Janek cie apusetl
ale ja wiem, ze on tylko udawal
16. %[ resent it that John s left me
but I know that he was only pretendmg
t'. *Clzuje, uraze o to, e Junek mnie opuscil
ale wiem, ze on tylko udawai

15-15" are good sentences hoth in English and in Polish, but 16-16" are very
unlikely to ever bouttered, nnless one is joking or suffering from a split person-
ality. Otherwise, a contradiction results since one cannot resent a fact while
being aware of its falsity. This would be both counterintuitive and against a
Principic of Emotional Reaction set up by Rosenberg {1975a:185):

“Poople react emotionally to states and events that exist (rather than to.
non-existent or hypothetical ones)”.
This applies particularly to sentences wi th first person singular subjects where
the subject equals the speaker, thus the truth of the complement cannot
be suspended. However, other subjects allow such an exteimal denial of their
complements as it does not yield any contradiction; others may simply have
the information that the subject lacks at the moment.?®

Tt has turned out that the entailment analysis dees not satisfy the reguire-
ments for a theory capable of explaining the impact of pragmadiic factors
upon the truth valve of velevant propositions. However, one more point
of controversy between the two competling approaches calis for atterdion
4t the moment. The main argument against presuppositionalists hes been
focused on the introduction of the third logical value ‘meither-true-nor-
false”. Tts opponents elaimed that two-valued logie 1s a sufficient apparatus.
for handling the cases of presupposition failure (presupposition suspension,
truth-value gaps, infclicitous utterances, ete.).1t Thus, for them if a referring
expression lacks a referent or a complement entailed by its superordinate
sentence is false, the whole statement is simply false and not lacking a truth
value.

Strawson, one of the chief presuppesitionalists’®, searched for a reconei-
listion of the two theories. He argued that despite some differences, the pre-
suppositional and the entailment approaches are in a way compatible with

10 For the discussion of how the sslection of subject person influences the SUSPONSION:
of the complement’s truth, cf. Rosenberg 1375a. and the analysiz below.

11 Yhose terms are due to Strawson (1950, 1052), Quine (1960) and Anstin (1962),
respectively.

12 The other advoeates of three-valued logic were Austin and Quine. On their
accounts of presupposition suspension, cf. Austin {1962), Quine {1960) and Strawson’s:
comments on them (1871:90—1). "
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-cach other. The discrepancy between the lack of truth value as opposed to the
Talgity of a negated presupposition boils down to “different ways of being
impressed by the facts” (1871:91). Thus, lie suggested a contextualiy condition-
el approach to reference failure to the effect that it is the position of the
referring expression in the sentence thut detcrmines its falsity or the lack
of truth value (1971:95-8).

This position was criticised by Wilson (1975:19) who elaimed that Strew-
son had advocated a free selection of either of the approaches according to
one’s fancy. As a result neither view comes out of the disagreement satisfacto-
rily. However, she admitted that Strawson’s notion of entailment, being miscon-
strized, does not coincide with her formulation, therefere her eounterargtments
are out of place. Moreover, she misinterpreted Strawson’s intentions, as he
was by no means eclectic but only refined his theory with respect to econtext.
Finsliy, he was attacked by Wilson for conflating two rival theories, but it
18 exactly what she proposcd as the only way out for the presuppositional
approach. cf. her theory allowiug for the ambiguity of negative sentences which
are ambiguous between a presupposition-carrying ard a non-presupposition-
carrying readings (1975:32-5). Lhere is one obvious common denominator
for all these moves, only Wilson does not scem to realize it, 1.e. pragmatic
factors. And that is what my above analysis has elearly shown.,

The presuppesition and entailment approaches having been rejected above,
a short account of a pragmatic analysis of predicates will follow. It is by no
‘means exhaustive, indicating only how the problem in ¢uestion can be Landled
within & non-truth-conditional framework.!s

3. THE ANALYSIS.

The limited scope of this paper is refloected in the present sketchy treat-
ment of predicates in affitmative sentences only, other contexts being elabor-
ated on in Kryk (1979). First, let me assume, for the above mentioned reasons,
that factives do not presuppose or entail but weakly imply the truth of their
-complements. Consider the following examples:

17. I resent it that koala bears live only in Australia
a. *though I know they also appeur in Southern Poland
b. Wait a minutc: Haven’t you read about the latest findings in Africa?
17", Czuje 2al o to, ze misie koala Zvjg tylko w Australii
a, *chociaz wiem, Ze pojawiaja sie takze w poludniowej Polsce
b. Chwileezke: czy nie czytaled o ostatnich odkryciach w Afryce?
[8. Koala bears live only in Australia
18", Misie koala zyjg tyvlko w Australii

13 A more exhaustive account of implication suspension in questions, negations and
-eomplex sentences was given in Kryk (1979).
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One ean infer from 17-17° that 18-18’ are true and for this reason 17a will
be judged as an impossible continuation, as it results in a contradiction both
in English and in Polish (cf. 17a’). Though the truth of the complement cannot
be denied by the speaker himself, it allows for an external denial by a person
non-coreferential with the subject (cf. 17b-17b’), since someone else may have
better knowledge or information concerning the relevant fact than does the
speaker,

Analogously, second and third person subjects of factives allow an overt
denial of their complements provided that the operation is performed by
a person non-coreferential with the subject, for example:

19. Mary is surprised that the penguin is flying

a. *though she; knows it is a raven
- b. but she; hasn’t noticed it is a raven
19’. Maria; jest zaskoczona, Ze leci pingwin
a. *chociaz nie wie (onag), Ze to jest kruk
b. ale nie zauwazyla (onas), ze to jest kruk

However, the non-coreferentiality of the subject with the performer of the
denial is not the only condition of implication suspension with factive comple-
ments. Az 20-21 and 20’-21' show, if the complement refers to subjective
beliefs, thoughts and states experienced by the subject, its truth is immune to
suspension. But in the case of outside world events and geﬂﬂrﬂl“ﬂtﬂ't-EH%EI.ltE
the possibility of external denial radically mereases. Note that the “objectivity
factor” is independent of the person the subject 1s in:

[ I {h&ve}
20. | you| ignore(s) the fact that | you have(| a headache
he he has
*but T tell you, it is not a headache — it is an illusion
Ja ] & maim
20’. | Ty | ignoruj| e sz fakt, ze |masz| bdl glowy
On e ma
*a]edmciwi@ ci przeciez; to nie bél glowy, to tylko ztudzenie
me
91. Tt shocks |you} that the Shah has gone to the USA ... but
him
don’t you kmow that the is still in Maroco?
mnie
21’. Szokuje {ciebie} fakt, ze Szach wyjechal do USA ... ale
jego
czy nie wiesz, ze on jest jeszeze w Maroko?

In the light of the above observations, the definition of a factive verh may
be modified as follows: -
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Def. 1.: In a simplex affirmative sentence with a fuctive verb its comple-
ment is true unless it refers to objective reality andjor is dented externally

by a subject non-coreferential with the factive subject.1*

My final formula, which will henceforth be referred to as The Prin ciple of

Non-Coreferentiality, pertains to “true factives” only. It is thus worth secing
whether it can also cover ‘“not-so-factives”, like know, see and their Polish

equivalents. Intuitively, it should work fine with these verbs and the following
data confirm this prediction: |

kl.
22, 1 {SEI;W} that I am getting the flu

a. *but I realize that I am wrong
b. *but I tell you, it is not the flu — it is an illusion

2. { e e tap
& Wid2@ 7 P Q gr}?p@
a. *ale zdaje sobie sprawe, Ze si¢ myle
b. *ale méwie ci przeciez, to nie grypa — to tylko zludzenie

know
23. 1 : I 1 Ing t :
{see that our climate iz changing these days

a. *but I realize that T am wrong

b. Notreally. Haven’t you read the latest reports of the Meteorological
Research Center?

23'. {‘Wiem} ze nasz klimat obecnie si nient
Widze(* £ » 8ig zmienia
a. *ale zduje sobie sprawe z tego, zc sie myle
b. Niezupelnic. Nie czytalag ostatnich raportéw Centrim Badafi
Meteorologicznych?

According to previous predictions, the possibility of denying the truth of
the complements of “not -so-factives” and their Polish equivalents coincides
with the restrictions set up for “full factives”. Thus, the operation can be
performed only when the complement refers to objective reality and is question-
ed by a person non-corefcrential with the subjeet (¢f. 28b-23'b). Otherwise,
when the complement describes subjective experiences (22ab-22'ab) or objec-
tive facts denied by the subject himself (282-28’a) — unacceptable sentences
result. T'o recapitulate, both in English and in Polish The Principle of Non-Co-
referentiality seems to be of a mueh wider range than might have been expected
so far.

It has been shown so far that the factive/not-so-factive distinction is
ili-founded, if implication suspension is taken to be the criterion, A question

. 1 No past contexts aro considercd here s they shed very little light on the formula-
tion of my hypothests, Cf., however, Rosenberg (1975a, b} and Kryk (1979},
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ariges here as to the behaviour of the alleged non-factives in affirmative con-
texts, T it turns out that their semantic properties can also be captured by my
Def. 1., the factivenon-factive dichotomy with its “not-so-factive” class will
have to be rejected as lacking any explanatory power.

The group of non-factives to be analysed here are purenthetical verhs
bearing some relation (i.e. implication, ef. above) to their complements, though
none of them has ever been labelled factive. The following examples test four
parentheticals arranged according to the seale proposed by Urmson (1970) as
reflecting the speaker’s wealth of evidence:

believe |

agree

suspect

aness

a. *but I know that I am wrong

b. ? Oh, no! You are just exhausted

(Wierze, [

247, « Zgad?a-m i ze jestem bliska zalamania nerwowego
Podejrzewam,

Sadze,

a. *ale wiem, Ze sie myle

h. 10ch, nie! Po prostu jestes wyczerpana.

24, T 4 \ that I am close to a nervous breakdown

The unacceptability of 24-24'a.b indicates that although the four verbs carry
a weaker commitment on the part of the speaker to the complement’s truth
than do factives, they share with the latter sume of the implication suspension
propertics. If the complement is questioned by the speaker a contradiction
results, however, sentences with overt denials sound much better. It 15 posstble
that another person has a distinct opinion: on the subject, even if it concoins
subjective experiences. Thus, the commitment of the speaker to the truth qi’
the complement of parentheticals is not as strong as in the case of “factives”
aind “not-so-factives’. |

Some more problems arise when the complements of the verbs discussed
denote objective facts. It was poted above that, contrary to The Principle of
D:T{m—Uﬂreferent-ia.]it}r, the spcaker himself may question the truth of such. a
complement, cf. 11-11"a,b. However, a.b do not constitute an actusl denial but
only reflect a hesitation or uncertainty on the part of the speaker.’> The fol-
Jowing continuation of 11 illustrates my point {e. is as unacceptable as was
244-24"a):

15 Note that analogous phrases would sound aceeptable even with regret which does
not allow suspension of the complement’s truth: T regrot that cigarettes aro harmful, if it
ig true what the doetora say
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11. T (gather

believe} that cigarettes are harmful
ess Jc. *but I khow that I am wrong

Rozumiem,
11, {Wierze, ze papierosy sg szkodliwe
Sadze, c. *ale wiem Ze sip myle

There is still one possible objection to the present analysis. Namely, the
commitment of the speaker to the truth of the complement is weaker with
parentheticals than with the verbs discussed so far. This can be seen on the
basis of 11d (a continuation of 11);

11d. ... but it is only my understanding, belief, guess...

COI?].I)&I‘E it with analogous sentences employing factives and “not-so-factives’
which sound absurd in this context:

regret
25. 1 |know ] that cigarettes are harmful
see
| regret
* but this is ouly my | knowledge
seeing it that way
Zaluje,
25°. | Wiem, | ze papierosy sa szkodliwe
Widze,
7.8l
*ale to tylko mdj | wiedza
widzenie tego w ten sposdb

In the light of the present observations, the introduction of a formulation
accounting for these data scems necessary. The strength of the verb/eom-

plement relation determiaing the possibility of denying the fruth of the Iatter
is reflected on the following scale:

26, regret believe
resent agree
...... ] suspect
see guess
know

e = s

iIMPLICATION SUSPENSION

The present solution is only a sketchy representation of much more complex.
faets. As has been noted above the possibility of implication suspension with
the predicates in question is determined by such factors as the Principle of
Non-Coreferentiality and the objectivity of the complement proposition. Thus,
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a fuller representation of a predicate scale can be suggested at this moment.
One of the possible solutions is a diagram according to the following principles:
the vertical axis is the Axis of Coreferentiality and ranges from the Coreferen-
tial to the Non-Coreferentisl, i.e. the experiencer vs. the performer of the
denial. The horizontal Axis of Objectivity of the complement proposition
ranges from subjective, i.e. the speaker’s experience, to objectivce facts.

The procedures for marking the possibility of implication suspension of
predicates on the diagram are ag follows:

1. On cach axis Iock for the value corresponding to a given condition of
implication suspension. If the line connecting the two values is not parallel to
either of the axes, their common valence ig found at the intersection of the lineg
drawn from each of the two values paralle! to the opposite axis-E.g. the va-
lence of implication suspension for factives and not-so-factives equals the point
at the intersection of two values: objective/non-coreferential.

2. If there are two points, i.e. bivalent functions of the value on the cor-
responding axes, the points are to be connected. For instance, two out of three
values for parentheticals range from coreferential/subjective to coreferential fob-
jective along the line parallel to the Axis of Coreferentiality,

3. If there are two or more furthest points indicating suspension va-
lence — connect these points and shade the space delimited by them. This
corresponds to the domain of implication suspension of given predicates. On
my diagram parentheticals have their domain delimited by two lines ranging
from subjective to non-coreferential and from coreferential to objective. Con-
necting the two valence points marks the domain of parentheticals as a trian-
gle, thus wider than the one-point domain of factives and not-so-factives.

My final formulation of the predicate valence in implication suspension
contexts is given in Diagram I below:

- (FRY % A '.1 I ' v
uwin-coreferential e O i Pt i
P not-so-faetives
. "'--__‘-
b Ee == parent hetivals
i T )
h-
: ; ) e 03
{li}]‘['.lt:lI‘E‘IlTr]aI L-l_ o ikl b Sl b bl —l-‘—l‘_._‘_lh
(ks o
FECEUE Dingram 1, ohjective

Predicate valence in implication-suspension contexts,

To recapitulate, when a predicate refers to the present, its valence in
implication-suspension contexts increases in accordance with the predieate
type, i.e. the semantie relation with its complement, in the following manner:

1. with factives and not-so-fuctives the valence in implication suspension
contexts equals one; it thus corresponds to 2 single point (2 function of two
variables on Diagram L.
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2. 16 increases for parentheticals (alleged non-factives) whose implica-
tion-suspension domain is delimited by two lines forming, after the two upper-
mast points are conjoined, a triangle designating the size of this domain.

As for the Polish equivalents of the predicates in question, it turned out
that they behave in an analogous way, thus the present generalizations appies
to the Polish corpus as well. The gradation in implication suspension of predi-
cates might be of a more universal nature and it seems useful to check the
universality of such categories as: objective/subjective and coreferential mon-
coreferential. Intuitively, English and Polish do not differ in this respect,
since notions like emotional attitudes, beliefs, guesses, ete. have corresponding

lexical realizations in hoth lungnages. And my analvsis has confirmed this
livpothesis.

4. CONCLUSIONS

The analysis has demonstrated that the factive/non-factive dichotomy
with its hybrid “not-so-factive” class does not gain sufficient support from
either the English or the Polish data. The division is non-explanatory because
implication exists with all the predicate groups examined, as their behaviour
ig at least partially compatible with the conditions set up by my definition
of a factive verb. As to the strength of implication relation, it increases along
the following scale: factives/not-so-factives - parenthetieals according to the
rule: the weaker the implication, the bigger the possibility of its suspension.
Thus, the factive/non-factive distinction has proved incapable of capturing
the predicate/complement relation since the array of pragmatic factors and
semantic oppositions to be taken into account by a fully explanatory theory
cannot be represented in terms of a simple dichotomy. A scalar arrangement of
predicates has been selected as a plausible solution to the problem and the

diagram presented above is one type of graphical representation of such a
scale,
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