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Abstract: A central issue in semantics and pragmatics is to understand how various
different aspects of meaning contribute to the overall conveyed meaning of an utterance.
Asserted content, implicatures, and presuppositions are commonly assumed to differ in terms
of their source, their status, and their interaction with the context in the theoretical
literature.This theoretical background, and reviews the experimental literature on related
phenomena in some detail, with a focus on presuppositions. In the course of this, the
contributions to the present article are situated in the context of previous work. The article
provides an outlook on future directions of presuppositions in context.

However, at least since the middle of the 20th century, the prima facie non-logical
aspects of language have been taken to be the subject of rigorous formal analysis themselves.
One of the earliest relevant discussions involved the analysis of definite descriptions.

While subsequent debates about definite descriptions continue to this day, it soon
became clear that there is a wide range of expressions that systematically exhibit properties
similar to those found with definites.

Acar sozlar:farziyys, gliman etmok, uygun natica, nazords tutulan mozmun, linqvistik
kontekst, farziyyanin tofsirinin artimli effektlori
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KiroueBbie cioBa: TmpeayOekIeHHE, TMpeanoyiaraTh, COOTBETCTBYIOIIUMA BBIBOI,
MpEeArnoiaraeMoe  COJCpKaHWE,  SI3BIKOBOM  KOHTEKCT,  JOMOJHHUTEIbHBIE  3(PPEKTHI
WHEPIIPETALUHU IIPEQIIOCHIIIOK

In particular, presuppositions are commonly assumed to have two key characteristics
(Karttunen, 1973; Stalnaker, 1973, 1974). First, they (at least typically) do not convey any
new information, but rather consist of backgrounded information that the interlocutors take
for granted (at least for purposes of the conversation). Secondly, they remain present at the
level of the overall sentence even when introduced under embedding operators that (loosely
speaking) cancel the literal at-issue content. Consider the example in (1), where the verb stop
introduces the presupposition that whatever activity is expressed by the verb phrase is
something that has gone on prior to some contextually salient time in the past (introduced by
the past tense), and the assertion that this activity was not going on after the relevant point in
time.[3,127]

(1) John stopped smoking. Presupposed and asserted content behave very differently in
so-called family of-sentences environments (Chierchia and McConnell-Ginet, 1990), which
include variations such as the following:

(2) a. John didn’t stop smoking. b. If John stopped smoking, then he should be healthier
now.c. John might have stopped smoking. d. Did John stop smoking?

None of the sentences in (2) convey what’s asserted in (1) - that John’s smoking did not
go on after a salient point in time. They either convey the opposite (in the case of negation),
or remain neutral in that regard. However, the presupposition - that prior to the relevant point
in time John was smoking - remains constant across all variations. This global presence of the
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relevant inference, also referred to as ‘presupposition projection’, is a hallmark of
presupposed content. Another important aspect of meaning is that of conversational
implicatures .[5,37] A prototypical example is that of the scalar implicature associated with
the quantifier some, illustrated in (3):

(3) John ate some of the cookies. a. John ate some, and possibly all, of the cookies.

b. John did not eat all of the cookies. Although naive speakers might commonly take
(3) to entail (3b), it turns out that the literal meaning of some is best characterized as (3a),
e.g., because it can be cancelled without any sense of contradiction (3i), in contrast to literal
meaning (3ii):2 (3 ") i. ... In fact, he ate all of them. ii. . . . # In fact, he ate none of them.

So how does the standard interpretation of (3) as implying (3b) come about? Grice
proposed that it is based on the hearer’s reasoning about the speaker’s role as a rational,
cooperative interlocutor that adheres to certain conversational maxims. In the present case, the
maxim of Quantity requires speakers to be as informative as necessary, and the maxim of
Quality requires them to speak truthfully. Based on this, a hearer can then reason as follows:
the speaker did not make the logically stronger claim that John ate all of the cookies, despite
being required to be as informative as possible. Assuming she is cooperative, there must have
been something else that kept her from asserting the universal claim. The maxim of Quality is
a prime candidate - she must have not been in a position to make the stronger claim while also
observing this maxim. Thus, the hearer concludes that the stronger claim is not true.3 Yet
another class of inferences distinct from the literal, truth-conditional content is that of
conventional implicatures, a term also introduced by Grice (1975) (see Potts, 2005, for an
influential recent perspective). Conventional implicatures share some properties with
presuppositions and some with implicatures, as can be illustrated with the examples in (4).

(4) a. Sue, a pianist, teaches music lessons on the weekends.

b. The damn cat knocked over a glass of water.

The notion that Sue is a pianist introduced by the appositive in (4a) is by no means
something that had to be established prior to the utterance, but at the same time, it does not
contribute to the main point of the assertion (in denying (4a), for example, one would not
deny that Sue is a pianist). Rather, it seems to introduce a side-comment of sorts. At the same
time, this information is clearly conventionally encoded, and not inferred via general
reasoning. In a way similar to presuppositions, the relevant inference remains constant under
various types of embeddings. In fact, conventional implicatures have been argued to (almost)
always be present at a global level, unlike presuppositions. Similar considerations apply to the
expressive damn in (4b).. That being said, the distinctions laid out above clearly serve as the
general starting point in the literature and provide a useful basis for further investigations.
There are, of course, numerous further ways in which linguistic utterances can give rise to
inferences beyond what is literally expressed, e.g., through metaphor and irony. While these
also merit more in-depth investigation, we will restrict our focus here on phenomena that are
more closely related to the literal meanings of linguistic expressions and which have been
explored extensively in formal terms.

Theoretical approaches to presuppositions can be divided along various fault-lines. For
purposes of presentation, | will draw the main line between dynamic views of semantics,
which see sentential meanings as intimately interwoven with their impact on the context, and
static ones, which take a purely truth-conditional approach that does not incorporate effects on
the context in the semantics proper.The dynamic tradition, as it has long occupied the perhaps
most prominent place in linguistics. The main focus in the latter category will be on recent
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developments of so-called modular accounts, which maintain a non-dynamic semantics but
incorporate the incremental unfolding of discourse at another level.

The seminal work by Robert Stalnaker (Stalnaker, 1970, 1973, 1974, 1978),
presuppositions have commonly been seen as imposing requirements on possible contexts of
utterance. For Stalnaker, this is a fundamentally pragmatic notion. His approach is based on a
notion of contexts of utterance in terms of the Common Ground - the set of worlds compatible
with what is mutually supposed for purposes of communication. Assertions serve to add
information to the Common Ground, thereby reducing the corresponding set of worlds.
Presuppositions, on the other hand, correspond to what is already entailed by the Common
Ground. This view encodes the notion that presuppositions are an aspect of meaning that is
taken for granted by the discourse participants.[7,275]

Crucially, the dynamics of interpreting a given phrase in relation to the context extends
to the intra-sentential context. This is at the heart of the Stalnakerian approach to
presupposition projection. To illustrate with the simplest example, presupposition triggers
introduced in the second clause of a conjunction are evaluated relative to a context that
already includes the first conjunct. This provides an explanation for the specific projection
patterns we find with conjunction: Based on the choice of the first conjunct, the entire
sentence either does (5a-i) or does not (5a-ii) presuppose that John has a wife:

(5) a. i. John has the week off. . . ii. John is married. . .

b. ... and he’s on a trip with his wife.

The fact that the first conjunct in (5a-ii) (plus the assumption of traditional marriage
laws!) establishes that he has a wife suffices to satisfy the presupposition introduced by the
possessive description his wife. In contrast, variations of the sentence where the first conjunct
does not entail that John has a wife, such as (5a-i) will presupposing that he has one.

Recent years have seen various revivals of variations of these approaches, and the
differences in predictions between them and the dynamic ones turn out to be more subtle .

One of the most influential recent developments in this area has emerged from work by
Philippe Schlenker (Schlenker, 2008a,b,c, 2009, 2010a,b). In its latest form, this line of work
has become a compromise of sorts of the types of accounts considered so far, by proposing a
non-dynamic recasting of a theory that is very much in the spirit of Stalnaker and Heim. This
theory makes do with a semantics that is classical (i.e., without a third truth-value) and static.
It represents both presupposed and asserted content in these classical terms, but assumes
presupposed content to introduce additional pragmatic requirements. In particular, such
content has to be entailed by its local context. In its simplest form, a local context roughly
consists of the pre-utterance context and all parts of the sentence that precede the
presuppositional expression.[9,321] Formally, the evaluation of a presupposition involves
consideration of all possible continuations of the sentence. This captures the incremental
effects of presupposition interpretation, in the same spirit as the original Stalnakerian
approach. However, an important aspect of this type of theory is that it opens up the
possibility of considering the basic nature of presuppositional requirements (of being
established in the discourse context), on the one hand, and the role of the incremental
unfolding of spoken language, on the other hand, as separate components. While the basic
version of local contexts in Schlenker requires any possible continuation of the sentence to be
felicitous, the incremental aspect can be weakened by demoting it to a processing preference.
This makes it possible, in principle, for presuppositions to be supported by expressions that
follow it, though that is dispreferred, because of the preference for incremental
interpretation.[7,848]
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The resulting type of modular account along these lines is investigated experimentally
by Chemla and Schlenker (2012). They argue their data to support the modular approach, in
that introducing support for a presupposition after the trigger, thus violating incrementality,
seems to be preferred over having no support for the presupposition in the context at all .
[10,187]

On the theoretical level, Schlenker’s theory of ‘Local Contexts’ arguably improves on
previous dynamic approaches in several ways. First, it avoids a problem of explanatory
adequacy that had been acknowledged in the literature for some time. In short, the formal
setup of context change semantics does not require the context change potential for
conjunction discussed above (parallel concerns arise with other connectives).[6,79] Based on
the formalism, an alternative entry for and would be just as possible that reverses the update
procedure. Schlenker’s approach avoids this issue by basing the incremental effects (yielding
asymmetries between the first and second conjunct) on the left-to-right linearization of
linguistic structure. This derives (almost entirely) the same results as Heim’s theory, but
without having to stipulate anything further about the lexical entries for connectives (which
are understood as in classical logic)
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KONTEKSTDO FORZIYYOLOR

Maharramova Suqura ibrahim qizi
Xulasa

Umumiyyatlo gobul edilir ki, ilkin farziyyslor halledici olaraq kontekstlo baghdir, lakin
nozoriyyalor kontekstin foaliyysto girdiyi Saviyys baximindan forqglonir. Xisusi nozori
tokliflordon geri ¢okilorok vo middsalarin tadqiginds halledici olan Umumi suallar Gzarinda
diistinarak nazari adobiyyatda markazi olan i¢ asas masalo var.

Biz forziyyslorin onlarin linqvistik konteksti ilo gqarsiligli olagasini, xususan do
proyeksiya hadisalorinin yaranmasma sobob olan bir ¢ox yerlosdirmo muhitini nozaro
almaliyiq. Nohayat, status mugoddoratlarinin monanmn digor aspektlorino nisbston hansi
xususiyyatlora malik olmasi vo onlar1 dostoklomoayan kontekstlorda farziyyslorin meydana
¢ixmas1 zamani hansi tasirlorin yaranmasi masalosi var. Forgli tetikleyiciler bu suallara forgli
cavablar talob edos bilar ki, bu da basqa potensial miirokkablik qatini slava edir.
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HPEANTOCBUIKA B KOHTEKCTE

Mazeppamosa Cyzypa Hopazum Kvi3ul
Pe3viome

OO0uenpu3HaHo, YTO IPEANOCHUIKM B pELIaloIlel CTENEHH CBSI3aHbl C KOHTEKCTOM, HO
TEOPUM PA3IUYAIOTCS MO0 YPOBHIO, HA KOTOPOM KOHTEKCT BCTymaer B urpy. OTcTymas oT
KOHKPETHBIX TEOPETHUYECKUX NPEIJIOKEHUH W Ppa3MBIIUIAS HaJx OOIMIMMH BOIPOCAMH,
HMMEIOLIMMU pEelIalollee 3HaU€HNUEe MIPU UCCIIEI0BAaHUHU IPEANOCHIIOK, MOXKHO BBIACIUTH TPU
KIIIOYEBBIX BOIPOCA, 3aHMMAIOIIMX LIEHTPAJIbHOE MECTO B TeOpeThuyecKoil nuteparype.Ham
HEOOXOJIMMO YYMTHIBATh B3aMMOJCHMCTBHE MPECYNNO3UIUNA C MX JHMHTBUCTUYECKUM
KOHTEKCTOM, B YAaCTHOCTH, C MHOXXECTBOM BCTPauMBAEMbIX Cp€ll, KOTOpbIE MOPOXKIAIOT
SBJIEHUA Tpoeknuu. HakoHen, cyliecTByeT BONpPOC O TOM, KakoW CTaTyC MMEIOT
MPECYNIO3UIUMN TI0 OTHOUIEHUIO K JIPYTMM acleKTaM 3HA4YeHHUs M Kakue IMOCIEICTBUS
BO3HMKAIOT, KOTJa TMPECYNNO3UIUN BCTPEYAIOTCSI B KOHTEKCTaX, KOTOpble HX He
MOJJIepKUBAIOT. PasHble TpUrTephl MOTYT TpeOOBATh Pa3HBIX OTBETOB HAa 3THU BOIPOCHI, YTO
N00aBJISeT elle OJUH MOTEHINATbHBIM YPOBEHB CII0KHOCTH..
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Daxil oldugu tarix 19 dekabr 2022-ci il

UOT:81.
NATIVE, NON-NATIVE SPEAKERS OF ENGLISH IN THE WORLD AND
THE ADOPTION OF LINGUISTIC RULES IN NATIVE
AND NON-NATIVE SPEAKERS

Mammadova Slsana Maqsad qiz
Ganca Dovlat Universiteti
mammadovasusana88@yahoo.com

Summary: A major goal of theories of language comprehension is to describe how
people understand what speakers mean from what they say. Though rarely stated explicitly,
such theories focus exclusively on native speakers of the language. Yet the use of a non-native
tongue is highly prevalent. Currently, English is one of the most widely spoken languages in
the world. Though English has one of the highest numbers of native speakers, many more
people use it as a non-native tongue. In general, English language is famous in the world as
the language of diplomacy, commerce, scientific-technical and mass information. Also, the
phonetic structure of the English languge has been able to create a unique original sound
structure by passing through a series of development stages.

Learnability is a core property of language, and therefore who is learning and using a
language has the potential to shape and change the language itself. Since structures which
are learned more accurately will proliferate and persist within a language, differences in
learners across a population have the potential to shape the structure and evolution of a
language.
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