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Factivity

Mary {
believes

knows
} that it’s raining.

Intuitively, both believe & know assert something about Mary and her beliefs
— that it’s raining

They differ, however, in terms of the speaker’s commitments!

3 Mary believes that [P it’s raining], but it’s actually not. [Non-factive]

7 Mary knows that [P it’s raining], but it’s actually not. [Factive]

— know, unlike believe, presupposes that it’s raining
— more broadly: factives (resent, discover, etc.) presuppose that p=1
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Overview of the talk I

Goal: examine the claim that factive predicates, like know, discover, re-
sent, and be surprised, presuppose their embedded proposition (p)

(1) Mary discovered/is surprised that [p Lisa called].

Focus: three dimensions of the factive presupposition, in the context of
the split between cognitive and emotive factives

1. Projection

2. Entailment

3. Assertability
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Overview of the talk I

Conclusions (preview):

1. Neither cognitive nor emotive factives presuppose p

2. We need an analysis of factive verbs that separates the (generally
projective) p-inference from the status of p with respect to the
Question Under Discussion

3. An account which provides a unified source of the p-inference for
cognitive and emotive factives is desirable

I will evaluate different alternatives for such an analysis, and end with
some conclusions about what cognitive and emotive factives do and do
not presuppose.
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Road Map

1. Factivity and presupposition: brief background
1.1 Hallmark properties of presuppositions
1.2 Theoretical perspectives

2. Do factive predicates presuppose p?
2.1 Projection
2.2 Entailment
2.3 Assertability

3. Conclusions
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Factivity and presupposition:
brief background



Hallmark properties of presuppositions

1. Defeasibility: non-defeasible in unembedded contexts (as above)

2. Assertability: not part of the asserted or at-issue content of the
utterance, with respect to the Question Under Discussion [QUD]

3. Projection: from entailment targeting operators

. . . let’s look briefly at these properties in the context of some
(not factive) presuppositions
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Assertability: stop, return, clefts

Intuitively, among the implications of an utterance, some are understood to be
the New information provided by the sentence; others are not at-issue/taken
for granted/understood to be common knowledge, e.g.

(2) Guess what! Lisa has stopped seeing her friends.

a. New: Lisa no longer sees her friends asserted
b. Given: Lisa used to see her friends presupposed

(3) Guess what! Bill has returned to New York.

a. New: Bill went to NY asserted
b. Given: Bill has previously been to NY presupposed

(4) Guess what! It was Anna who ate all the cookies.

a. New: Anna ate all the cookies asserted
b. Given: someone ate all the cookies presupposed

[‘Guess what’ test from Caplan and Djärv 2019; Djärv 2019a]
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Defeasibility: stop, return, clefts

Like other entailments, presuppositions are not contextually defeasible (in un-
embedded contexts), e.g.

(5) Has Lisa stopped seeing her friends?

a. #Yes, but in fact she still sees them. asserted
b. #Yes, but in fact she never saw them. presupposed

(6) Has Bill returned to New York?

a. #Yes, but in fact he stayed in Philly. asserted
b. #Yes, but in fact he’s never been before. presupposed

(7) Was it Anna who ate all the cookies?

a. #Yes, but in fact it was John who ate them. asserted
b. #Yes, but in fact no one ate them. presupposed

• Cf. conversational implicatures (e.g. some ↝ not all)
(8) a. Is it true that some of the students passed the exam?

b. Yes, but in fact all of them did!

[‘Yes, but’ test from Cummins, Amaral, and Katsos 2013; Djärv, Zehr, and Schwarz 2018]
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Projection: stop, return, clefts

Like other not at-issue content, but unlike entailments, presuppositions project
from the scope of entailment targeting operators, e.g.

(9) Lisa hasn’t stopped seeing her friends.

a.   Lisa no longer sees her friends ast
b. ↝ Lisa used to see her friends [and still sees them] ps

(10) Bill might have returned to New York.

a.   Bill went to NY ast
b. ↝ Bill has previously been to NY [and might’ve gone back] ps

(11) If it was Anna who ate all the cookies, . . .

a.   Anna ate all the cookies ast
b. ↝ someone ate all the cookies [and it might’ve been Anna] ps

Cf. conventional implicatures, e.g. apposition (Potts 2005; Simons et al. 2010)

(12) Anna, my oldest sister, didn’t eat all the cookies.

a.   Anna ate all the cookies ast
b. ↝ Anna is my oldest sister [and she didn’t eat all the cookies] ps
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Non-projection

Since Karttunen (1971) (and many others); presuppositions may fail to project

(13) If I realize later that [p I have not told the truth], I will confess it to
everyone.   p (Karttunen 1971, p. 64)

(14) . . . I haven’t tried this with wombats, though, & if anyone discovers
that [p the method is also wombatproof], I’d really like to know!   p
(Beaver 2010, p. 14)

(15) I have no idea if Mary is cheating on John. But if he discovers that
[p she is], he will be sad.   p (Abrusán 2016, p. 167)
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Hallmark properties of presuppositions: summary

Next:

1. Factive presuppositions:
theoretical perspectives
(brief overview)

2. Do factives presuppose p?
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Presupposition: theoretical perspectives

Since Karttunen (1974); Stalnaker (1974, 1978): a key function of an utter-
ance is update the context, construed as the Common Ground [CG]

• the propositions mutually taken to be true by all discourse participants

• CG characterizes a set of worlds, the context set, c

• c is the the intersection of all of the propositions in the CG; i.e. the
worlds in which all of the propositions in the CG are true

Modeling assertion and presupposition:

• assert φ:
• add φ to the CG, thus restricting c: c∩φ
• remove the worlds in which φ = 0 & keep those in which φ = 1

• ps(φ):
• propositions upon which the context update rests; must be CG
• i.e. c∩φ is only defined if c entails ps(φ) (c ⊆ ps(φ))
• (or easily accommodated into the global context; cf. ps failure:)

(16) Context: (it is well known that) Bill has never left the US
Bill went/#returned to Germany last week.
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Classic (lexical) approach

In Heim’s (1982; 1983) dynamic theory; the pragmatics of presupposition is
encoded directly as part of the semantics of lexical items

• The semantic value of a sentence S is its context change potential (ccp):
partial function from contexts to contexts (c + S)

• Presuppositions are lexically encoded as ‘definedness’/‘admittance’
conditions on the context, which must be satisfied in order for a context
update (an assertion) to be defined

[Building on Karttunen 1974 and Stalnaker (1974, 1978); see also Kamp 1981; Heim 1992;
Van der Sandt 1992; Groenendijk and Stokhof 1990; Kamp and Reyle 1993; Chierchia 1995]
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Recent (QUD-based) approaches

In a nutshell:

• Semantically, presuppositions are (regular) lexical entailments;

• They are pragmatically backgrounded, or not at-issue, with respect to the
Question Under Discussion [QUD] (Roberts 1996, 2012)

• (as a default? e.g. Anand and Hacquard 2014; Abrusán 2011, 2016)

[Building on Karttunen 1974: e.g. Beaver 2010; Simons, Tonhauser, Beaver, and Roberts
2010; Simons, Beaver, Roberts, and Tonhauser 2017; Abrusán 2011, 2016; Tonhauser, Beaver,
Roberts, and Simons 2013; Anand and Hacquard 2014; Tonhauser 2016, a.o.]

Other pragmatic approaches derive (certain) presuppositions as (manner
or scalar) implicatures; e.g., Simons 2001; Abusch 2002, 2010; Schlenker
2008; Chemla 2009; Romoli 2012, 2015; though see Chemla and Bott
2013. I will not focus on these accounts here.
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Accounting for key properties: lexical view

1. Entailment: lexically defined conditions on context updates that
presuppositions are entailed by the context

2. Assertability: assertion is to update the context; presuppositions must be
entailed by the context (or easily accommodated into the global context)

3. Projection: if c entails the presuppositions of the embedded sentence S

(i) Update the context with S: add S to c;
(ii) Subtract the resulting set of worlds from c;
(iii) c + ¬S = c - (c + S)

4. Non-projection: via local accommodation — if c is inconsistent with
the presuppositions of S

(i) Adjust c ‘locally’ to admit the presuppositions p of S: add S&p to c;
(ii) Subtract the resulting set of worlds from c;
(iii) c + ¬(S&p) = c - (c + S&p)
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Accounting for key properties: pragmatic view

1. Entailment: presuppositions are entailments!

2. Assertability: presuppositions are, by definition, not at-issue relative to
the QUD

3. Projection: operators like modals and negation target only at-issue
content (wider phenomenon)

4. Non-projection: the (would-be) presupposed content IS at-issue relative
to the QUD (therefore, predicted to occur in a wider set of context; e.g.
by manipulating the QUD via prosodic focus. . . )
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Road Map

1. Factivity and presupposition: brief background
1.1 Hallmark properties of presuppositions
1.2 Theoretical perspectives

2. Do factive predicates presuppose p?
2.1 Projection
2.2 Entailment
2.3 Assertability

3. Conclusions
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Do factives presuppose p?



Predictions

E.g. does (17) presuppose ‘Lisa called’?

(17) Mary discovered/is surprised that [p Lisa called].

If p was a well-behaved presupposition of factive predicates, we predict that:

1. p should not be a possible assertion (context update) of factive sentences

2. p should project (as a default)

• NB: looking at the type of contexts that lead to non-projection
allows us to decide between the lexical and the pragmatic approach!

3. p should act as an entailment: be non-defeasible in unembedded contexts

Let’s consider each of these properties in turn. . .
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Assertion: at-issue relative to explicit QUD

Well-known observation: cognitive factives allow p to be asserted, e.g.

(18) a. Where did Louise go last week? ≈QUD

b. Henry discovered that [P she had a job interview at Princeton].
(Simons 2007, p. 1045)

Asymmetry between cognitive and emotive factives (e.g. Simons 2007, a.o):

(19) a. Where did Louise go last week? ≈QUD

b. #Henry is surprised that [P she had a job interview at Princeton].

(Though see experimental results by Djärv, Heycock, and Rohde 2017:)

(20) a. I hear you went to London last summer. What was the city like?
b. I was surprised that [P the city was really great].

(Djärv et al. 2017, p. 17)

18



Assertion: as discourse new information

(21) [Uttered out of the blue:] Guess what — / You know what —

a. John told me, thinks that [p Bill and Anna broke up].
b. John discovered that [p Bill and Anna broke up].
c. #John appreciates that [p Bill and Anna broke up].

(Caplan and Djärv 2019, p. 21)

• Strong cognitive-emotive asymmetry;

• Cognitive factives ≈ non-factives like think, say ;

• Corroborated by experimental results from English, Swedish, and German
(20 factive and non-factive verbs; ±Negation) in Djärv (2019a,b); see
below
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Non-projection

Since Karttunen (1971) – and many others:

Asymmetry between the cognitive and the emotive factives in terms of sus-
pending the p-inference (in embedded contexts), e.g.

(22) a. If I realize later that [p I haven’t told the truth], I’ll confess it to
everyone.   p

b. If I regret later that [p I haven’t told the truth], I’ll confess it to
everyone. ↝ p

(Karttunen 1971, 64)
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Preliminary discussion: soft/hard trigger distinction

So far, this is in line with the idea that cognitive and emotive factives differ in
terms of the strength of the presupposition (e.g. Abusch 2002, 2010):

Cognitive factives: ‘semifactives’, ‘soft’ triggers

⪧ easy to cancel

⪧ assertable (weaker CG requirement)

Emotive factives: ‘true factives’, ‘hard’ triggers

⪧ not as easy to cancel

⪧ not assertable (stronger CG requirement)

[Since Karttunen 1971, e.g. Simons 2001; Abusch 2002, 2010; Charlow 2009; Beaver
2010; Abrusán 2011, 2016; Romoli 2012, 2015; though see Cummins, Amaral, and
Katsos 2013; Amaral and Cummins 2015; Jayez, Mongelli, Reboul, and Van Der Henst
2015]
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Entailment

However, the strong-weak asymmetry flips when we consider contextual defea-
sibility in unembedded contexts (see also Schlenker 2005; Egré 2008):

(23) #John is aware that his parents are coming to visit him, though they
actually had to cancel their trip because of the weather. (Poor John
will be sad when he finds out!) ↝ p

(24) (#)John is happy that his parents are coming to visit him, though
they actually had to cancel their trip because of the weather. (Poor
John will be sad when he finds out!)   p

Corroborated by experimental results from English and Italian in Djärv, Zehr,
and Schwarz (2018a,b); using the ‘yes, but not p’ test:

(25) a. Is John aware/happy that his parents are coming to visit?
b. Yes, but they actually had to cancel because of the weather.

Djärv et al. (2018); Schwarz et al. (2018) analyze the contrast in terms entail-
ment (à Klinedinst 2010; Sudo 2012)
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Towards an anlaysis

Possible analysis (to be revised/rejected):

• Cognitive factives: p is a conventional entailment, not a (lexical)
presupposition; in line with the QUD-story;

• p is assertable (the discourse status of p is sensitive to the QUD)
• p is sensitive to entailment targeting operators (modals, negation,

etc), hence: non-projection
• p is non-defeasible in unembedded contexts

• Emotive factives: p is (only) a ‘soft’ presupposition of emotive factives
(though not of the usual variety. . . ?);

• p is non-assertable (presuppositions must be CG)
• p is not sensitive to entailment targeting operators (modals,

negation, etc) – because not an entailment or because operators
target only at-issue content, hence: strongly projective

• p is contextually defeasible in unembedded contexts
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Questions

1. If the QUD-analysis is right for cognitive factives, then we expect to
see non-projection when p is at-issue relative to the QUD

• i.e. in a wider set of contexts then those which are taken to trigger
local accommodation: when the presuppositions of S are
inconsistent with c and would lead to a contradiction

2. Can we say more about the status of the p-inference under emotive
factives? Can we do better?

3. Note that this option gives us two completely different sources for
the factive presupposition for cognitive and emotive factives; no
common source of the p-inference for the two types of factives?

I will address each of these issues in turn. . .
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Effects of manipulating the QUD I

Following Beaver (2010); data like (26) taken to provide the empirical under-
pinnings of the QUD-approach:

(26) A professor to a student: (Beaver 2010, p. 93)

a. If the TA discovers that your work is [plagiarized]F , I will be
forced to notify the Dean.   p

b. If the TA [discovers]F that your work is plagiarized, I will be
forced to notify the Dean. ↝ p

Claim: prosodically marked focus determines factive presupposition projection
(via veridical/non-veridical QUDs mediated by focus)

(26-a)QUD : {the TA discovered that your work is plagiarized, the TA
discovered that your work is original, . . . }   p

(26-b)QUD : {the TA discovered that your work is plagiarized, the TA
realized that your work is plagiarized, . . . } ↝ p

[See also Simons et al. 2010, 2017; Abrusán 2011, 2016; Anand and Hacquard 2014;
Tonhauser 2016] 25



Effects of manipulating the QUD I

Tonhauser (2016) provides experimental data to support this claim;

(27) Dana (about Scott and Valeria)

a. Perhaps he [noticed]F that she is a widow. H* on factive verb

b. Perhaps he noticed that [she]F is a widow. L+H* in EC

(28) Is Dana certain that Valeria is a widow? [7-pt likert scale]

Results, summary (Tonhauser 2016, p. 945):

• As predicted: significantly lower speaker certainty scores with focus in the
embedded clause, than with focus on the factive verb;

• β = -0.68, p<.05

Problems:

• On a scale from 1 to 7, this is a very small effect size

• No controls; unembedded sentences and non-factive verbs
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Effects of manipulating the QUD II

Bacovcin and Djärv (2017); Djärv and Bacovcin (2020) replicated this study,
but included unembedded and non-factive sentences as controls:

(29) a. John might’ve discovered that Anna left town. Factive
b. John might’ve believed that Anna left town. Non-factive
c. Anna left town. Unembedded
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Effects of manipulating the QUD III

• Large effect of verb type: factive vs. non-factive (β = 1.9)

• Factive verbs: small effect of focus in the expected direction (β = 0.2)

• Non-factive verbs: small effect of focus in the opposite direction

• No difference between cognitive and emotive factives

Djärv and Bacovcin conclude that factive verbs lexically presuppose p; and
propose a probabilistic model of integration of CG inferences to account for
the small effect of focus on factive and non-factive verbs.

(see appendix for a by-predicate breakdown)
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p as Discourse New information: Assertion & Projection I

Moreover, experimental data from Djärv (2019a,b) (testing theories of the
effects of assertion on main clause syntax, e.g. embedded V2)

• For a set of sentences (20 factive and non-factive attitude verbs; ±NEG;
in Swedish, English, and German), Djärv collected judgments of:

(i) speaker commitment to p
(ii) whether speakers judged p to be discourse new information

(see appendix for details of the task)

Summary, key results:

• Unembedded cognitive factives: p is likely discourse new
(≈ speech act verbs and matrix clauses)

• Unembedded emotive factives: p is likely old (close to floor)

• All factives under negation: p is likely old (close to floor)

• All factives ±negation: speaker is understood to be committed to p

â No correlation between the discourse status of p and projection
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p as Discourse New information: Assertion & Projection II

Speaker commitment to p Discourse Novelty
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Conclusions: Assertion and Projection

Empirical conclusions:

• The (not) at-issue status of p relative to the QUD/CG and
(non-)projection do not pattern together

• Assertion does not affect projection

Theoretical conclusions:

• The fact that cognitive factives allow p to be asserted, and the fact that
they are prone to non-projection should not be attributed to the same
underlying mechanism (see also Simons 2007)

• i.e. the status of p relative to the QUD/CG

• We reject the QUD-approach for cognitive (and emotive) factives

If the status of p relative to the QUD/CG is not what characterises the types
of context that allow non-projection, what does?
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Presupposition suspension (+embedding)

Back to the classic local accommodation cases (Karttunen 1971; Simons 2001,
a.o.): explicit speaker ignorance about p or explicit knowledge that ¬p

(30) If I realize later that [p I have not told the truth], I will confess it to
everyone.   p (Karttunen 1971, p. 64)

(31) . . . I haven’t tried this with wombats, though, & if anyone discovers
that [p the method is also wombatproof], I’d really like to know!   p

(Beaver 2010, p. 14)

(32) I have no idea if Mary is cheating on John. But if he discovers that
[p she is], he will be sad.   p (Abrusán 2016, p. 167)

• Looks like a point in favour of the ‘lexical’ approach, whereby cognitive
factives presuppose p, and inconsistency of p and c trigger local
accommodation

• But if so, then what about the assertability facts?
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Questions

Before addressing this question, let us return to the emotive factives:

• Is p a ‘soft’ presupposition of emotive factives? If so, what variety?
(Not the usual suspect)

Addressing this question will:

1. provide us with a clue to the assertability problem;

2. lead to a definitive answer to the question of whether we want an
account that provides a common source of the p-inference for cognitive
and emotive factives
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Presupposition suspension (−embedding)

Characterising the contexts allowing p-suspension with unembedded emotives:

(33) I’m really not sure what Mary’s deluded reasons are for thinking that
her boss likes her, but she’s sure happy/#aware that [p he does (like
her)].   p

(34) Crazy John believes everything he reads! Now he read that the sun
is going to be swallowed by an intergalactic T-Rex, and he’s quite
sad/#now aware that [p the world is about to end]. (But of course
it’s not!)   p (Djärv 2019a, p. 316-318)

• As with the cognitive factives: the p-inference goes away when the
speaker’s epistemic/evidential state is inconsistent with p

• But emotives require that the speaker grants that the attitude holder’s
epistemic/evidential is consistent with p

• Speaker and attitude holder epistemic (or evidential) misalignment

â Favours a unified account of the p-inference with the two types of factives!
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Road Map

1. Factivity and presupposition: brief background
1.1 Hallmark properties of presuppositions
1.2 Theoretical perspectives

2. Do factive predicates presuppose p?
2.1 Projection
2.2 Entailment
2.3 Assertability

3. Conclusions
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Conclusions



Interim summary, Cognitive factives

We reject the QUD-analysis, whereby p is a (typically) not at-issue entailment:

• the (not) at-issue status does not account for (non-)projection

• rather, p behaves like a presupposition for the purpose of
(non-)projection: local accommodation triggered if the speaker’s
epistemic/evidential state is inconsistent with p

. . . so is p a lexical presupposition? If so, what kind?

1. (non-)projection: p behaves like a ‘weak’ presupposition

2. defeasibility: p behaves like a ‘strong’ presupposition

3. assertability: p doesn’t behave like a presupposition [no CG requirement]
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Interim summary, Emotive factives

We reject the QUD-analysis on the same ground as with the cognitives
(+ p didn’t behave like an entailment to begin with)

. . . so is p a lexical presupposition?

1. (non-)projection : p behaves like a ‘strong’ presupposition

2. defeasibility: p behaves like an implicature [no CG requirement]

3. assertability: p behaves like a presupposition

Hence, since neither cognitive nor emotive factives require p to be Common
Ground, and it’s not clear what kind of presupposition it would be (for either
type), I suggest that neither type of factive presupposes p.

So what do they presuppose? And what about the p-inference?
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Cognitive factives; theoretical claims

(Leaving aside know), cognitive factives are assertions about the attitude
holder’s manner of acquiring (or losing) knowledge

• Presupposition: the speaker’s epistemic modal base entails p
∀w′ ∈ EpistSp(w) → p(w′)

Accounting for the above observations:

(35) Anna discovered that p

1. 3Defeasibility: “(35), but not p” is inconsistent with the presupposition,
that for all the speaker knows, p is true

2. 3Projection: ‘for all the speaker knows, p is true’ is presupposed, and
will therefore project, unless inconsistent with the context: explicit
ignorance about p or explicit knowledge that ¬p (classic local
accommodation cases);

3. 3Assertability: p itself is not a presupposition, so no reason why it can’t
be asserted

(Do they additionally entail p? Are they in fact evidentials, à la Simons 2007?)
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Emotive factives; theoretical claims

Emotive factives are assertions about the attitude holder’s preferences/expectations

• Presupposition: the attitude holder’s epistemic modal base entails p
∀w′ ∈ EpistAH(w) → p(w′)

• In the normal case, this will align with speaker’s epistemic state (same
available evidence, shared evidential standards), in which case, in which
case they also imply that ∀w′ ∈ EpistSp(w) → p(w′)

Accounting for the above observations:

(36) Anna is surprised that p

1. 3Defeasibility: “(36), but not p” is not inconsistent with the
presupposition, that for all the attitude holder knows, p is true — Given
sufficient epistemic distance between the speaker and the attitude holder
(different available evidence, different evidential standards, etc.)

2. 3Projection: in the default case, the inference that ‘for all the speaker
knows, p is true’ will “project along” with the presupposition;

3. ?Assertability: non at-issue status of p is not because p is presupposed;
other source of conventional backgrounding 39



Presupposition Accommodation, Cognitive Factives

If c entails ∀w′ ∈ EpistSp(w) → p(w′) [psCOG ]: −emb: triggering (37-a)
+emb: projection (37-b)

(37) Philadelphia, Feb 5, 2018 (day after the Eagles won the Superbowl)

a. John just discovered that the Eagles won. ↝ psCOG

b. John hasn’t discovered yet that the Eagles won. ↝ psCOG

If c is inconsistent with psCOG : −emb: presupposition failure (38-a)
+emb: non-projection via local accomm. (38-b)

(38) a. #John just turned on NPR and found out that the Patriots won.

b. 3I don’t know who won yet, but if I discover that it was the Patriots
who won, I will be really annoyed!   psCOG

If c is neutral wrt. psCOG : ±emb: triggering/projection via global accom. (43)

(39) Said to me on random Tuesday

a. John just realized that the Lakers won the NBA Finals. ↝ psCOG

b. John didn’t realize that the Lakers won the NBA Finals. ↝ psCOG
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Presupposition Accommodation, Emotive Factives

If c entails ∀w′ ∈ EpistAH(w) → p(w′) [psEMO ]: − emb: triggering (40-a)
+ emb: projection (40-b)

(40) Philadelphia, Feb 5, 2018

a. John is surprised that the Eagles won. ↝ psEMO

b. John isn’t surprised that the Eagles won. ↝ psEMO

If c is inconsistent with psEMO : − emb: presupposition failure (41)
+ emb: non-projection via local accomm. (42)

(41) #John just turned on NPR, and is surprised that the Patriots won.

(42) Today : 3If, when you see me again next year, I’m surprised that the Eagles
won another Super Bowl, it’s because it seemed like a once in a lifetime
event.   psEMO

If c is neutral wrt. psEMO : ± emb: triggering/projection via global accom. (43)

(43) Said to me on random Tuesday

a. John is surprised that the Lakers won the NBA Finals. ↝ psEMO

b. John isn’t surprised that the Lakers won the NBA Finals. ↝ psEMO

Note also: John isn’t happy that p, because he doesn’t believe p. ↝? pSpeaker
41



Bonus: extension to fact that nominals

These require only that there is some contextually available judge whose epistemic
state entails p:

Some naturally occurring examples:

(44) a. I don’t agree with fact that it would be harder to live in Montreal than
in Toronto.

b. I don’t believe the fact that teachers have extra eyes behind their
heads.

c. On the Satellite Hypothesis, this is explained by the fact that the ob-
ject DP is not licensed.

We can implement this as an index (1) on the noun fact
— may be bound by the attitude holder, or
— receive its value through the assignment function g()

(See also data in Schlenker 2005)
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Conclusions

1. We need an analysis of factive verbs that separates the (generally
projective) p-inference from the status of p with respect to the QUD

• considerations from assertability and (non-)projection

2. An account which provides a unified source of the p-inference for
cognitive and emotive factives is desirable

• considerations from the kinds of contexts that allow suspension of
the p-inference in (un)embedded contexts with the two types

3. Neither cognitive nor emotive factives presuppose p

• we do just as well – or better(!) – without it

4. Suggestion about what cognitive/emotives factives do presuppose

5. Grateful for input! – problems, more tests, etc.. . .
– thoughts about ‘default alignment’. . . – thoughts about facts and

knowledge. . .
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Appendix



Bacovcin and Djärv (2017); Djärv and Bacovcin (2020) I

Figure 1: Mean speaker certainty ratings by embedding predicate and focus
condition.
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Bacovcin and Djärv (2017); Djärv and Bacovcin (2020) II

Figure 2: Mean speaker certainty ratings by embedding predicate and focus
condition: black lines indicate clusters from Conditional Inference Tree cluster
with stars indicating that a cluster contained focus based sub-clusters
according to the Conditional Inference Tree model).
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Experimental set up: interpretation tasks Djärv (2019a,b)

Figure 3: Discourse familiarity, task Instructions (MaxContrast)
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Experimental set up: interpretation tasks Djärv (2019a,b)

Figure 4: Speaker commitment to p, task Instructions (MaxContrast)
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Participants (by experimental variation) i

Language Measure N pre-exclusion N removed N post-exclusion

English MaxNew

Unm 55 6 49
Top 63 5 58

Scene.Adv 77 4 73
SpAct.Adv 50 7 43

AHbel 61 2 59
SpBel 61 1 60

DiscNew 61 6 55
Total N 428 31 397

English MaxContr

Unm 56 4 52
Top 62 16 46

Scene.Adv 62 7 55
SpAct.Adv 58 4 54

AHbel 53 3 50
SpBel 61 4 57

DiscNew 65 10 55
Total N 417 48 369

German

Unm 48 1 47
SpAct.Adv 50 2 48

V2 44 3 41
AHbel 51 0 51
SpBel 47 1 46

DiscNew 45 5 40
Total N 285 12 273

Swedish

Unm 34 5 29
SpAct.Adv 20 7 13

V2 33 12 21
AHbel 14 0 14
SpBel 24 1 23

DiscNew 17 1 16
Grand Total N 142 26 116

Total N 1,272 117 1,155
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Some more projection data

(45) Anna: Mary doesn’t know that it’s raining. ↝ Anna: it’s raining
  Mary: it’s raining

(46) Anna: Mary isn’t happy that it’s raining. ↝ Anna: it’s raining
↝ Mary: it’s raining
  Mary , it’s raining

(47) Anna: Mary isn’t happy that it’s raining, because she doesn’t
believe that it’s raining. ??↝ Anna: it’s raining

  Mary: it’s raining
  Mary , it’s raining
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