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Park, Kihyo, & Nam, Yunju. 2020. The psychological reality of presupposition
of “tto” in Korean negation types. Korean Journal of Linguistics, 45—4, 843—862.
In this paper, we investigated the psychological reality on the presupposition
projections of the long and short form negation in Korean, using the presupposition
trigger ‘tto’. It has been argued that while the long—form negation allows both
presuppositions of which the contents are positive and negative, the short—form
negation does only the negative presupposition. However, there are few empirical
studies on this issue based on experimental methods. To explore the presupposition
processing in Korean with these methods, we conducted two experiments where
the participants were asked to complete fragmented sentences and judge
acceptability on them using the given context information. The results showed
that the participants do allow negative presupposition for the long—form negation
while it is unlikely that the negative one could be permitted for the short form
negation. Moreover, the participants prefer negative presupposition to positive
presupposition on the long—form negation that bears ambiguity given that the
negation yields both positive and negative presupposition. The mixed—effects
regression models revealed that the types of negation effect in both sentence
completion and acceptability judgment tasks, the effect of the context, and the
interaction effect between the context and the types of negation were significant
the acceptability judgment task. Taken together, our results confirmed that those
Korean presupposition projections could be recognized and represented as
previously predicted by the past theoretical studies, thereby showing the
psychological reality of these pragmatic phenomena in Korean speakers. (Konkuk
University)

Key words: Experimental Pragmatics, Long—form & Short—form negation,
Negation scope, Presupposition triggers, Presupposition problem,
tto ‘again/also’, Psychological reality
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AAA 9 Ao A F FE apE Aot} A dojgte] A4 7199 A oF
(working memory capacity), dZ(expectation) 29} 7}sA, +<2}F(serial) &
B & (parallel) A2, AR 2 (incremental) A2, Aol A2 ¢ 71 xHindividual
differences) & A 9] ¥k AA A 7|4 E WH= A& HiER gpd,
AY dojgkd 54 Adof HFo] AA| o] AR HEl&el| o DA BEEA,
a8 3T Aoy T2 dojry xde Hyo] YeEye o]f7) Fdlo)H
a7E 7hs e S 888l F= A% (constraints)o] FAJNAE vrejuf izt gk
2, AF A= “oug EHo] Bas Hoke B A A
(psychological reality of grammar)”o] FE3tt},

EE 7|E9 o|& Aojglof| M9} bz A Rt o] ARAEANAN RE BEA
SAZF Ao o] 9] el dvh Basta F-&8A] o tisiA e =& A7t
At (Fodor, 1981). 38tellie A4 A W20l Hlas oo A5H AR-Ho
A e, AL 9|, 34 AFELS U o] ¢ojdte] SHo A =9F]
o] & Zlo] Ao}, spARE HZo] dAFEL ol g AF A Hojgt Hofl A=
ARA A2 W0l A Y frésitke S dFeta o, 53] doj7t o
A AGA AFEEEAE ATshe SR AS, AT HOE o|EF B ME
Aepae} Aofsiatel] g FARATE AAFY &, 54 oJn] e AR
71k ojm| o} 22 S1-8-E9 /NdEL ofA dojdl uig A3, FPA dH 9
Aol A gk HE 3] osf=|ofof sirf= o] TS ZdatAl Al71= 2 ATHClark,
1996; Noveck and Sperber, 2004; Bara, 2010; Noveck, 2018; Gibbs, 2019).

olgigt Ay AT Q7o 7|wtete] E AFeAe tEH S ofv]/s-E-E4
FA| Z 31 AA (presupposition) EAFoll tiek A3 Qojsh AE A3l
AR BAol tist o] 24 == Yu|E ¢ LEH FH BT U A7t
59t o] Fo)x] ¢kom (Frege, 1892; Russell, 1905; Strawson, 1950; Stalnaker, 1972;
Karttunen, 1973; Heim, 1983; van der Sandt, 1992; Abbot, 2000; Schlenker, 2007),
olg st o] 3 =52 AAlgke dof 9] 714 deElE FAF BHelA Arst
=t FEL 7I9E & 9o 28y ol JR e TAEL 54 g

e Hr 2 ¥9 #e ofN
M o rir
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g P A A8E g e E8) iAo tigh AARES Ve sl ke
oA SAZE ek, H2e] Y AFEe] e 4 HHESS o83ty
Aojxlg] BHIM AA ol Hatarat skar 9lou (Chemla and Bott, 2013;
Schwarz, 2015; Jouravlev et al., 2016), Starol & o] &3t Sharo] S A
T Adol@del disk A3 AF= AY XPd v} %’iﬁ}. L R e K R
54 dsle] 2= H of3) 9 JJrXé‘ﬂW Uehe A @24 tigh 7 7H4] Qzedl
(offline) A% ATE T3t AA ofv] A2 FHE THA Aol gt A2l
AAYE Eelstaat stk EAAQD AT el $A, 4 HAD Fololn
B AN FES oMY HAAFAL SRl F-SlQ1A] ol tisto] WA AR
5 st

2. AA FEAS} AAFAL A

3} Feol A st o wdlaat she BRI} PAlolA 423 AgH 7] S
ahglo] SA} on] JH7F AMEE = AW ofye}, tigtE of¢-2E e AR
T3 gg-Fojof g}, Wigt FH = Wl HAHoE ZHUX ?%t 0T7]'
2t7] Wizl (Levinson, 1983), A= Folxl WlolA 34217} o3t R E 28]
bk gt} ol & A HATE Ad Al digk x4, % 213} 2o
T2 Aol BHAA A7) ofF & A E T3 o & 3 5}11%
I 2 A2 wst o 54 2% "é‘%'-é A (cue) ZA 8514 -r7} QAR
o|ZoW7|= sk, 218e 71%S ke AE Fol shurt uiE A fd }E}
(Huang, 2007).

(4

T e

A FUAE SH ol EE FAA FUE W ded, 7 PPe B
Bolol qE £ F2 o] 0|27 Tt Lhehdeh(Geurts, 2017). 193}
A ok ANEE A,

9 dAEA, (1a)9] 45 ‘A9 Folgt GMzRy ‘2H2 FY57in
AAE ool & g7k sbd, (Ib)elld “3)7} 717} Zvka o & 7ol A
e 717 AT AAE Aol F Sl olAF Al FEAe A
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CFE Y= Ueht 1 dstilM Foz 2hed 5 9l AA RS o] Fo
g 5 9le gMEA Tsske Aot

YA 02 WA AL A FEARA V)Fshe Ao] THEES 3 FE
T 7HA 8 AFL HA FAHprojection) 9 J&% Ao, (a) AAH FHI}
”ﬁ} AR (e A A4 o] Qe AIEE)d «lﬁﬁ o] FAs Aoz
Hlol 5o zjof s1ar, (b) Teh 4+ dA4kAto] «lfﬂ FFE A Fere Aotk

(Schwarz and Tiemann, 2017). Th& A S-S At x4},

(2) a. dRol7} Q& v]=o g Eolzh)?
b. d7o|7} 25 mFo 7 Zopzk AL AAo|t)
c. 2AE Fol7} 0% mIo g Eolzt A gttt
d. gHeF A Agge] MAUTY, diFlel= 25 HHoE Eogte At

(3) diZlol= - m=rol AATH

2)l &l e BE T4 (2a—d)= Eopihd Al fdatel o3 (3)S
A =, U o eart a°17} (2a), S1E"A 7454 A3 (2b), 2A=
AT 28 AdE (20), 2%0] ARE (2D Z5F ) AR Aold.
ol AA7E o4 7}11 79 “’xo‘ 5L 7 820 o3 dFe wA FaL
FAHE Ol a2 HEHTE AS ovidt. 3, ol g FAPL &4 dojue
Ae oyt

(4) B W57} ko] AT, 9] o}Fe B T AAS Aolk

(DM A2 $FF 25 7t ok, &, 59 2AE AAsHAR
49 o}z EAle AAISHA Btk &, Faoll ofso] dokd A7 FARE
A Fgthe Aot o]H Y HAl= FAVE HIIE &L, ¢ HYIE &t A9t
A=, olys FA= g®o] FAF EAl(projection problem)2} oA Skth
(Langendoen and Savin, 1971)1.

AA FALe EAle S¢ole] 2l AA F2¢A2] ‘wieder' 7} 74 Foll A
AREEE 9 G2 Zn 28 9o g Yehdt) Schwarz and Tiemann(2012)&
=do] ‘wieder27} F78 &A1 ‘nicht'¢ I AHEEE 45 o]8ste] ofgt
2 s} dAld g 590 2o sAES A AEE ARk

1 BEA} EAo) gt o]27 =2o]= Karttunen(1973), Kamp(1981), Heim(1983) 5 #Z%.
2 [wieder | = AP AxAtAw: Jt[t'<t & Px) () (w)]. P(x)(t)(w)
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(5) A
a. Tina went ice—skating for the first time last week with Karl. The weather
was beautiful, and they had a great time.
‘Tinas= AdFol Karld A AS-0.2 ofo]~ AACEE Y Zith
GHN7E Fob A5 AT AIHE BT

b. Tina wanted to go ice—skating for the first time with Karl last week.
But the weather was miserable and they gave up on their plan.
‘Tinax AdFo] Karld 3 A& 02 ofo]x AAEES Ele 7ba
Ak 2 @x7E 4] gobA 252 AYS 2713

(6) B8 3
Dieses Wochenende war Tina {(a) nicht wieder / (b) wieder nicht}
This  weekend, was Tina not again again not
Schlittschuhlaufen, weil das Wetter so schlecht war.
ice—skating because the weather so bad was.
“This weekend, Tina didn’t go ice—skating again because the weather was
50 bad.’3

(6)& Ex 4 (6)F 37 AXNE EHoltk. (5a)9] 7-F Tinazt A d=ol] ofo]2
ZAEE Hrhe ARlS dddstal 9low, (5b)9] A5 ofo]x 2ACIEE Bl
ARAAT SR 7} ¢k Fol B RS 2713 A, F, Tinavt ofe]& 2A|ES
B otthe AR1S ©dska Sick o] W, E3 B4 ZYo] B4o] ‘nicht 7}
AA A} ‘wieder & APsH=7tE 71302 ‘nicht wieder'd] A Z A HE
(6a)9} ‘wieder nicht' 2 AAEE (6b) F 7HA #3052 FAHATHS EDojolA
T 242 B Thart offl 2o ofo]x 2A0|ES BlA] ofsltth = A& ©is)
I YA o] 7 IErh Hal )l AAle AR OE 4 Aok (62)9] B¢ Tinas
o]Ze] ofo]2 2AEE HATH ek SAA AdS HAskE W, (6b)°] B+
‘Tinae oAl 54 AHA ofo]2 2AEE A &3k w7t loehe
FAA AFdE AAshs Ao wobgalA)7] mEeltt. upeb Schwarz & Tiemann

3 B3 BAE ol 2 Wgste] VEste A9 ol B B4 P wE F7H4<] 29 (misunderstanding)
o] FAZE #AE 4= A7) W&ol g EF9 4 Schwarz and Tiemann(2012)0]4 #| A gk o]
HY FATHS A Al T

=

=90 wieder(again)$} nicht (not)= o= £AZE 143 Ao Uehd 4 glor, o2 E3)
ieder 7} 749 W9 WH-((11a)9 4%) e F((11h)2] Aol Yehe=A] e} #Asty
HigoZ g B F4S 74 T 4 3tk (Schwarz and Tiemann, 2012).
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(2012)= ‘nicht wieder(not again) 7} A (6a)2] FAI= T4 S (5a)oll F-33
31, ‘wieder nicht(again not) 7} AFEE (6b)E F4 E2<1 (5b)ol] F-FH(felicitious) k=
Ao g AT 5 EYo] Ko AES O E nicht9} wiederd AA €49}
oA A (felicity) & ZFHJAOZ k= b &5 F4 43S A3
nicht wieder/wieder nicht 9ol thg F& ¢+ &5 ARES Fele A5,
nicht wieder/wieder nicht®] o+ &zhe} FHH 3 £4 1+ 3
o] AHAN EAZHCE Go3kdth. 23U ‘nicht wieder’ 279] A2
ARA a3e FolSHAT, ‘wieder nicht’ A3 2] B £33 244
FE o] 817 AZHZA o] AXEE 739-)0] Q3|8 13 A| ¢F2 2U(FA
o] AN EHE B5)9 ¢7] At Frkske AEE By 18y
ofo]elol] thgt @zl 484 Fe FHAlo A=, (6a), (6b) BF AA 271049
F8400] H1Fg 21 Wt 22 AE¢E HYY, vRIVIAZ 1 a9 BAFeR
Frojusithal Barstgint. o] -E xeiel Aol AAIZH el S &5 4
Ax}o] Auke Astol] tisiA AAE-E ‘nicht wieder’ 2719 3¢ FAHE A4 2
792 34 (global interpretation)< o] &Fo] W7 Wil F7H2Q1 Aol w&
A Fetol A of7)" Aolg} A|tetAth(Schwarz & Tiemann, 2012).
ool Aite Yol AA A ‘wieder'd] A5 £ AE&H HE
A oo wgt N2 g A 7t AAE 4 UoH, ‘wieder'd] HA
ofm] g qlo} F7HH R FH A A o] FFS HFTE 2SS BHoFrh
Schwarz & Tiemann (2012, 2015) 59 A7+, 53], 7|& Aol F=2
3t

AHEEE A WSS T WA vl A dAde Sdstast dvke
HAA o7t Jnt 58], a7 dde AA 5ol Zof siaso] AT v
Uehs A7 Bhe5 2 B2 71E ek dE =2l A Bt AA A
AAH SAE At 7o AL FEE T g Aozt &+ Qi

3. @0 “E” AAd I 4P AT

%2012] “wieder'} 0] ‘again’™] hSSHE ol A FAAE Aae] W%
& ERRE(EA, 2007) ETh B (D] AN AnA,

(7) oA &4 872 & Hoh
>> o)dd] &AM g7E A Hol ok

5 AAFE-L Rayner (1998)0l| A AAIEF 570¢] SF-&-% A (first fixation duration, go—past time, first
pass time, total duration, regression path duration)& #4jol A}-&38l4t} 2 A3l tjst Fo] &
AwS Schwarz and Tiemann (2012)9] p.205 =,
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(7)ol A AA izl ‘B o]dd A= g8 2 Fo] dbd AAE
AFFO A, 1 Aol HHEE= S Ve S st SrEe A4
< 5919 ‘wieder' 9} Zo] HA| A} ‘T FA RN AAEE Holt)

AR AL o] QFo] AHAIE HA= £ =9 A Hnegation operator) <]
Fae HEA] otof B, ' ~ neg- = oAl T FA7F R A Bk
S Aok gtk o] wf F71H o2 sejEofof st H2 garold] RA R
=7 goktye] FAog Ay A FAY QF dobE Ay 1 £A9
T 7HA @ Alo] EAgtte Aotk o]Zle] viE ‘we} ‘R AFo = Qg
E53 AA dato] fitE s dalFol o] ", ol o FS AunEE
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(8) a. oA SAME B1E T X7 %)
>> o] Ao $AE B3E 7 Ho| 9}
>> oldel #ME 978 A4 we ol gk

b. oA $AME gFE E < H)
?>> o]de] &M% TS A Ho] gk
>> o|dd] $AE BTE XA & Ho| gt}

(8)9} (B HA| f7 TS FEACE AU A, A A iy
o] aA, A= ¢ ATHE o8 7
AANTHYEH, 1987; TP, TR, 2008). EAHOZ HYE o) o] F
EAE BTE A SR ‘
aa) A 5 e AT AvEE F SR RS ve P
T &tk &, (82)9 A olde] &4 BT

HA S o) de] EAE BTE XA gL F o] 9]
slgahc W, (8b)9] A% ¥4 WAL gt
F& oplshe Ao A Arhs Aol T3

A ol @ B A fEA Y R Eo 2
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& ol O 22 AT, Bolel A% 24 439 £7, 3, w2 48 R
99 2golel gel AgHEE A} gad &

0 49 543 B 359l Agolo] A2 DA oY, T2 49 ¥4 49 ¥ ¥4 75u
UANE ob7hA] o & Eolsh BLt 2 Aol oled Eeg st sda) A
& AR o2t
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ool tjste] gh=rofe] B "B AA7L Wl 257 sl ET} &0
HEZ gFo] opd FZo]9) ghol]l AT & At o] A, WL HA Heol9
=A1H 289 (scope)ol] WES=A] oJ77F F71HH 02 debd 5 . of o413
d Zolt.

(9) a—1. A &A= [& [E7E AR LAy
a—2. oA &4 e [[B7E & AA] &3t
b—1. oA &AE [& [F§7S < HH]
b=2. oA &A= [FFE [& ¢ 3HTH]]
o|g gt Aol HIE F oo BF U 7|5S FYshe AA FEaet
strzts AojZ] zpolof o) RAY it} 11 2H&-oel] @E AR FAF dAo
getd e Yttt ol A FAE

2317 fsl, B A=
B FRFERA vs. GFEA) D wO AX(FAFE W HE vs. HUE)S
ZAER R 3o 479 NE b2 24 tig 23 4 FAE AgEa,
7)o M Fol(FH B9 vs. 54 Fu)7pA] 2F 20102 ¥t 8709
z279 diste] 84 A A E

3.1. % ¢4 FA
3.1.1. 4383AA

g0l Ko hat F 45rgo] Aol Fofeiint (& 16%, of 29%; Ht B
T 234). BE Fole Aoz APl Aoz ofFoipon, sAE st
Al R Aol ghete] ofol tigshs AbduIZE AFEH IS

3.1.2 4¥A s

AP A3E ARSS $R39] FH(F/BY), T FAF W IR/
W)l wie} 2 x 2 4 AAE et F ) 7] 2700 ek Eelslnt. B g
FAe B 4o BRER olFA At o] AelA B4 shit £ 4%
% Q- ool WS AT 9glon], e st 4 ANE 2700 BEol]

ofh
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28 1244 5 1949) B £35S 290
o o1l 14439) A% BHEE F7451] F 10249] £4E0] Ao 8513
al

of e} 7)ol el 717t B A

zd  [33%] w9 Y= i

L Ag-uYE 48 | WyE 22 zji ;c_ B A4 mm)
2. 48-ux | 3% R 22 igi ;L;L—g- E A7 ‘3%9}3}.)
3. wg-uyx| o3 Ml 22 zji ;c_ g2 9 Ak |
4 - | ey HE 22 zji ;w—g = o A |

3.1.3 A¥gaXx
Az HA AY g Be 5 A4Y Fo FINE FAA o) F
Aol M A AFAREC] 07 AEAS v Lok}, Fojahs HIZke Ad
TS €02 BUEE sle &8 94 FAE Adstaon, 2ol AAH $Hid
el TFo] AW AL ARES 7F2E ALEF St At T
HAE F83] ofsfista AT § TS AEA9 3 HA doll= Ao it
FA A AHn} JAES AT 9 <F 1>S oF EXAE AYFE SAMe
( ) S5 FAMe T GBS AA BTE S 22 e 27 ol WEJ
Ay YES ENE st o2 AHg Y&s 7

_,d
o

{525 hlEskd.

3.14 dlojg &4

A Aol Mizke A S 2RSS S A FA Al

F 7 MFER Ul dE B, 9 <E 1>9 231 B3 - umq 2794
A @Ay} Wk B2 Ve Aok ‘24 A4 MER, 612 A
AT A E A E}ud_ g AAS) W 23 AF
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27 8§ 79 AolE 157 Al A 4 AZEY ] R studio (R
studo team, 2015)E ARSI B4 A3 ImerTest (Bates et ., 2015) 71AS
o] &35l o]y ZA~E Z3 34 (Baayen, 2008; Baayen et al., 2008) 2.2
2]53 St o] d ZA2H IARALS ditsl HY By F uEA &9

F7} o ol .9} 2Fo] F 7RA] W5 WM 4=(categorical variable) 0.2 o] Fo] A
a 1;1_39} o]} *Er_?_% o]Fa1 S u) AFEE= Aot Agresti, 2002). ¥ 4
9}/\4 _\/]-Xﬂoﬂkl oot -’}1“ ‘—17(4 X—]Xﬂ .1_(3. l:r‘_ al X—]Xﬂ ‘,] O] do]Ui o]l"‘;:
2A2ES %401] A3t AT

39 2o gt AFAET Qo] aHEA T 1Y ERE

= PAYCEY = 1 9 = 23 W) YT oOE = L W = 2) 2l
o % Wse] A5ate Wavl TFEYoR, 8B WeRE AuTelRe] YR
R = 1, 39 A4 = 2] Relgld, A% 97 BYL 7

(maximal model)& T3t} o] 1A a3 Qo102 BAY ‘w'o] x| F
W 7H e ago] Soi7ta, 99 Avde A3} AR 14 a9
QRJAES Y9 7127IEA EFEAJAL, E3F o] AHo] o7t A Atk
ghel ®3jo] o) Aujd A5, 7P AL 2 =,
7be R o] & wWj7hA] §HE stk 3 Q1o Ao A AE A
ol 1 EE -1& Hole Q95 Zﬂﬂ"]ﬁq(Matuschek et al, 2017). o]¢} &
Ao g RS P Ay, HEHoE AYd 73 2L oA AAE 1
g o] auEA Aozl AdAEe 9o dHo| Eo7t AL
FAES FFFo] A 7&712A ZTFH. o] W), 1 &7} FoA4
zgko] Ao 2 2 o]l A% oot dukgk(a)o] 0.05 wRkl Ao
tozH g A7t fFost Aoz AAFTH(Gelman and Hill, 2007).
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2 BE U B4 A4 $9E Awsid 24
NEOE Hoks o, & RAYY A 58 AA &
=AY 2AYRG 290 (B 95% vs. Y 84%). A A
- HIE O A g A FRAT 440121% 33 F8EY
SHEC 93 FATY WEY o EQTHEE 5% vs. 3 16%). 4,
T YE ARE VFOE B o, ER BN 34 HA SHE HIEo]
O ERTHTE —HIE: 4% vs. FH-WE: 5% ; FF-HIWE: 14% vs. FH W2

7 model < glmer(response ~ (negation * tto) + (1]participants) + (1 + (negation)|items))
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19%) (<3 1> F=x)

aev 5A 24 A9, Y FA WX A5 for|e a9E A
F3Hal, F4Y annte] fogk Ao ® SRIFHITHE = —1.72, SE. = 0.36,
z=—473,p < .05) (<& 2> #x). o]y A= AAHA &= & o u|=
T A9 Bl&o] 20% wTre 2 wuEt] YA, FE B ©F FAo

3|
[lde] )
A ze HE e AAS 58T F dde e BT

100% 96% 95%
86%
81%
80%
i 60%
Ul
0 409 IHFA S
mEYTE ST
20% 18% 19%
1% 5%
0%
CEHUE Uz ZEHuE Uz
=2
<a¥ 1> F4 94 A 24 ¥ SH EX
<I 2> T3 ¢4 A A HF AgE 37 Y] FAH 89 (xa < .05)
%k E¥Eox 243 p&k
(#9) -2.82 0.37 -7.67 < .05
43 -1.72 0.36 —4.73" < .05
‘T U 0.35 0.25 1.38 0.17
BT o] YE —-0.05 0.44 -0.13 0.88




¥4 A IAE T AR A=ole] 7Y {3 @ A2 g AAY A4
ol 4L olsfehe A5 vt T AR AtE L 3lE A9
AL FAa] fdste] £84 B AAE FrHH o2 AP,

3.21 A4gF4A

% 4 sl 4900 Folah) e @sto] Rl b s68e] 44 B
ShAjol] Folsteith (4 25% ol 31%; Bt Uhol: v 244). BE BelAEe
Ao 2 Agel Folsiston, SIS Ashl vl AR ARlHI7) At
ek,

3.22 A4¥A s

R
=
Lo
=
t&:/l

< 1R &48 dilOioﬂxig =9loj} u}xm 1

A (fe hclty)ol J3FS m|X|=2], 18d o] A %
2 IR EAE %‘fdé} | flsiAe mehA 2 AgA A
AYe) gy, o WE, F IS 8902 & 2 x
Fol F 87k 30l wet FAHATH<E 3>, <& 4> F=).

> oﬁL' 2
o
rlo
Rl
o,
]
ﬁ
2,

W oHE B fo off &

s B 94 AT 459 SR BaAY vheel EAlahs AojatA Aotoly Uejo) tg
2712 dleked) BLEGE 584 DY o] 3¢ B} olaAhe ol Ao Befake 21
ga Ad A4 38 4+ AES mopE
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<i 3> &4 I FAA AHEE A 21
27 9 34 33 EFA W UE
1-1 ik 3% ERES
1-2 G o LA
1-3 4 o3 e
1-4 57 =3 Wz
2-1 73 33 HIU 32
2-2 74 43 ¥
2-3 73 @3 HIUY
2-4 73 @3 e
<FE 4> 784 T AAAA AXE AP AE oA
27 9 2% (d4]) % 73 (d44])
1-1 | ZAA &AME ATES T | oA $AE & g3E X% ST
1-2 | 872 X9 gt B S | oA f4E 972 ® A L)
1-3 | #2 2¥E 8935 A3 3 | oA &M E g7E ¢ 3
1-4 1 & (34) oA #ME B1E E ¢ Hoh
2-1 | 2AA &Xe AFES | oA $AME ® g2 XX gy
2=2 | 975 A At 28U & | oA &Ae g7E E XA GUTh
2-3 | AEl7E A ol ave g3 | oAl &4 E g8 < Aok
2=4 | 718 27] Ik (BA) oA #ME B§1E E ¢ Hoh
3.2.3 A¥gHA
B84 I FAleX Y] A3 Axle 7[EA R ol # 4 A A%
sYetath 22y ohd A ne 2], A3 geae £ 4 2311 AR
BRE o] gste Bx 4L T Tl dSAAHS A o] v #&
7Fs gl tisl 7 A=(1: Wi 8 £7Fs, 73 vl 8 7)) R Adele s

Stk wok 54 2710 BEEAoIA 3H HAVE ) S1§H02 AP
4 38299 AN 33 A4 490l Ay dgada 0% ad
A 34 2n @A ANEYS A 2o S840l Mad B 549

Aot
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3.24 dlolg &4

o

R - o i gl
7 AR o]FolA Qit}. o] Z T ML (YW R) A3 (ordinal scale)
HEE AR = Jte AS i, weha] B 84 dd dAldA e FA
AL ole} 22 £A4F W tFed Attty 497l 73 A4 =
23 (Cumulative link mixed models)(Christensen and Brockhoff, 2013)2.2 21885}
1, o] Y ordinal (Christensen, 2019) 7| A S AF&-3F4 T}

T Byde T4 &4 FA9} rixriA 2 A EAte AdAET 49
BHEA 2T 14 EYEE BHY(DE = 1, Y = 2)7 T YEME
=1, HYE = 2), ¥ S = 1, 4 = 2) 2282 o] 7t i 1 e Ae
HEEo] 2gHon, SH HFZe Agddate] §9 Aot 2ot Hx
39 2ge 5 v, Hd 23 (maximal model) S T34t 2¥ o 1

A A HA 4 W sLsA B EHA o] 9
o A7, HEA o MdE 7 By 9A AXE
BHEAN A3t AR o] AHe] S0t
I9oH, ARzt F9 54, 34, T 27t 9] 71&712 23S
1£7124 TP, 14 5] Fo4 o

2
>
i)
2

X
Q,

oo T
o2l
ofl
2
©
o
lo

N

3.25 A%

A Ay, B4 o] AFEe A4S Y F47 7Y 24 BT 52 #8488
B33 Qe W, 34 Begto] FoA e A B4 784 ATt dolAs
A BYTCFE B4 H 54374 vs. 9 4 HF 2617). w3 - £
2150 ke SH AEFS Bk W, HIE 1 5842 AR FU o]y
Ho 2 Yephd A w48 EAo] vy RARG A FHo R £ 84S
BYTHAY ¥4 Ht 2,914 vs. ©F T4 H 2.318). ‘T x| e
SH AFY Aole AA AUH(<ad 3> F=x).

A 4 A, e 5497 24 gyl 8910 o3 a9 E Bylon, T}

9 model < clmm(rating ~ (context * negation * tto) + (1+(context + negation + tto)|participants) +
(1 + (negation) |items))
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FAY 1 3548 a9 19 Fogk ACE IRIHATHB = 3.94, SE. = 0.39,
z=10 < .05, 8= 055 SE. =011,z =517 p < .05 8= —0.73, SE. =
018, z= —411, p < 05) (<F 5> ZX). o|#|3t A= v|= T Folo] Al 3He
et dAgE 3 AT AAEE vEo] =X @R 73 3o
oy 249 Aol vste Y 24D 49 34 AA AYHAY 82
H] o] EolAte AL HoFT

FAZ | EFLA 7%k P&k

4 34 3.94 0.39 10.18° | < .05

A% 0.55 0.11 517" | < .05

‘o] Y¥ 0.15 0.09 1.63 | 0.10

T 49543 -0.73 0.18 —411* | < .05

ol GO Y ¥ -0.04 0.18 -0.23 | 0.81
PR S YF -0.20 0.18 -1.14 | 0.25
ol AT YWE | —0.05 0.35 -0.13 | 0.89
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AEAAE WAH 7] Wil dehtes ddolzta & 5 o whEhA
Ao s FY BTN S FY 7 /A S5 AV BE
AL S sks S0 sidshs 23toldl sint. st Y FAZAME T4
T Hlsted 1 Felate] 884 APErt S w3471 miEel 5 WA 9
T4 QA i 58 A7t Ao A= gom, B4 A Aol 718k
(default)o]eh= A& FHeiAE Qtett. 4, ‘w'e] Yo me $842 37
QA A 1 #8400 Bhou}, 24w AolE HIOR £
1 &3} fola 2
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o] §1. ].‘:‘,] /dg]?ﬂ /x];ﬂ/ﬂ_% T,‘:_LZOF %
A SgeeA, SlEd lgd e

Ad & e AAEH g B0l &
i 44 B A Fa o
0 sl atel ek o AAOIR A9 S ANESIcks Al
() 2% % 2ek 4 HEAD, 2oz B
ol Hls1e] H o e A9 s8ed @k sl 1 74 Hele
93 e 5 S0, el A AR ozt Ads) Qolsg 3 2
= oot 2 38 Ansl Al 4E HAY R2ES BTEEY

1 2 7ofE T 5 A& A0 JlH

g
o

29, FEZ 2008. %am THE. AL FJED

TE. 1992, Zo] AR A5G 8] =7

27k 2001, 5110% T@E«l w«l of tisted(1),” gH1Zoe] 3} 38, 163—183.
v 2013, ‘YA ZgHo) sty =0l 61, 145-171.

A, 2007. ‘“1:}/\]’9} T ojoh R 11(2), 1-22.

A5 Hl, 1987, “Ito] T%i%«l EALe} om)” i‘(ﬂ*@%} 10, 72-99.

Abbot, Barbara. 2000. “Presuppositions as nonassertions,” Journal of Pragmatics, 32(10),
1419-1437.

Agresti, Alan. 2002. Categorical Data Analysis (Znd Edition). New York: John Wiley
and Sons, Inc.

Baayen, Harald, Doug Davison and Douglas Bates. 2008. “Mixed—effects modeling with



g0l B4 Fol we AA vl de)F A 861

crossed random effects for subjects and items,” Journal of Memory and
Language, 59(4), 390—412.

Baayen, Harald. 2008. Analyzing Linguistic Data: A Practical Introduction to Statistics
using K. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Bara, Bruno G. 2010. Cognitive Pragmatics: The Mental Processes of Communication,
Cambridge, MA: MIT Press.

Bates, Douglas, Martin Méchler, Ben Bolker and Steve Walker. 2015. “Fitting Linear
Mixed—Effects Models Using Imed,” Journal of Statistical Software, 67(1), 1—48.

Chemla, Emmanuel and Lewis Bott. 2010. “Processing presuppositions: Dynamic
semantics vs pragmatic enrichment,” Language and Cognitive Processes, 28(3),
241-260.

Christensen, R. H. B. 2019. “Cumulative link models for ordinal regression with the
R package ordinal.” R package vignette version 2019.12—10.

Christensen, R. H. B. and Per B. Brockhoff. 2013. “Analysis of sensory ratings data
with cumulative link models,” Journal de la Société Francaise de Statistique,
154(3), 58-79.

Clark, Herbert H. 1996. Using Language, Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Fodor, Jerry A. 1981, Representations, Cambridge, MA: MIT Press.

Frege, Gottlob. 1892. “Uber Sinn und Bedeutung”, in McGuinness, B, ed., Frege: collected
works, 157—=77. Oxford: Basil Black well.

Gelman, Andrew and Jennifer Hill. 2007. Data Analysis Using Regression and
Multilevel/Hierarchical Models. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Geurts, Bart. 2019. “Presupposition and Givenness’, in Yan Huang, ed., The Oxford
Handbook of Pragmatics, 180—198. Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Gibbs R. 2019. “Experimental pragmatics,” in Yan Huang, ed., The Oxford Handbook
of Pragmatics, 310—198. Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Heim, Irene. 1983. “On the projection problem for presuppositions’, in Michael Wescoat
and Michael Barlow, eds., Second Annual West Coast Conference on Formal
Linguistics, 114—126. Stanford: Stanford University.

Huang, Yang. 2007. Pragmatics. Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Jouravlev, Olessia, Laura Stearns, Leon Bergen, Marianna Eddy, Edward Gibson and
Evelina Fedorenko. 2016. “Processing temporal presuppositions: An event
related potential study,” Language, Cognition and Neuroscience, 31:10,
1245—1256.

Kamp, Hans. 1981. “A theory of truth and semantic representation’, Jeroen Groenendijk,
Theo Janssen and Martin Stokhof, eds., Formal Methods in the Study of Language,
Mathematical Tract 135, 277—322. Amsterdam: Mathematisch Centrum.

Karttunen, Lauri. 1973. “Presuppositions of Compound Sentences,” Linguistic Inquiry,
4, 167—193.

Langedoen, Terence and Harris Savin. 1971. “The projection problem for
presuppositions’, in Charles Fillmore and Terence Langendoen, eds., Studies
in Linguistic Semantics, 373—388. New York: Holt, Reinhardt and Winston.

Levinson, Stephen. 1983. Pragmatics. London: Cambridge University Press.



862 H7|E-GEF

Matuschek, Hannes, Reinhold Kliegl, Shravan Vasishth, Harald Baayen and Douglas
Bates. 2017. “Balancing Type I Error and Power in Linear Mixed Models,” Journal
of Memory and Language, 94, 305—315.

Noveck, Ira and Sperber Dan, eds. 2004. Experimental Pragmatics. London: Palgrave
MacMillan.

Noveck, Ira. 2018. Experimental Pragmatics: The Making of a Cognitive Science. New
York, NY: Cambridge University Press.

Rayner, Keith. 1998. “Eye movements in reading and information processing: 20 years
of researchm,” Psychological Bulletin, 124(3), 372—422.

Russell, Bertrand. 1905. “On Denoting,” Mind, 14, 479—493.

Schlenker, Philippe. 2007. “Anti—dynamics: Presupposition projection without dynamic
semantics,” Journal of Logic, Language and Information, 16(3), 325—356.

Schwarz, Florian and Sonja Tiemann. 2017. “Presupposition Projection in Online
Processing”. Journal of Semantics, 34(1), 61—106.

Schwarz, Florian and Sonja Tiemann. 2012. “Presupposition processing - The case
of German wieder”, In Maria Aloni, Vadim Kimmelman, Floris. Roelofsen, Galit
W. Sassoon, Katrin. Schulz and Matthijs. Westera, eds., Logic, language and
meaning Vol. 7218, 200—209. Heidelberg: Springer.

Schwarz, Florian, ed. 2015. Experimental Perspectives on Presuppositions (Studies in
Theoretical Psycholinguistics). Cham: Springer International Publishing.

Stalnaker, Robert. 1972. “Pragmatic presuppositions’, in Milton Munitz and Peter Unger,
eds., Semantics and Philosophy, 197—214. New York: New York University Press.

Strawson, Peter. 1950. “On referring,” Mind, 59, 320—44.

van der Sandt, Rob. 1992. “Presupposition projection as anaphora resolution,” Journal
of Semantics, 9, 333—377.

ul7|g

[05025] M&A] & 1% TEE 120
A=diei %‘—ﬂﬂlé 3% 40235
Axdgta ¥ AX A X A E
E-mail: khpark9305@gmail.com

o
gt

[05025] AA BT SE2
ATty SguATEE 4075
KUAFYA ol T4

E-mail: supia05@konkuk.ac.kr

Received: November 15, 2020
Revised: December 12, 2020
Accepted: December 21, 2020



