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Abstract : The research on presupposition in logics and linguistics has seen the changes in
perspectives from truth conditions to felicity, then to a dynamic point of view. Traditionaly,
presupposdtion is studied mainly fromitstrue or false conditions. Thisistruth condition analyss.
However , Allwood explicitly voiced the uncertainty that such an analys s can be used to deal with
the natural language. Because in natural language there also exists " #" propostion which is
neither true nor false. Inorder to deal with such cases, thefelicity analyssof the presuppostion
was suggested, which regards the presupposition as the felicitous conditions related to the
corresponding context. Infact, the pragmatic analysison presupposition must take the following
three perspectives into consideration, which are the speaker , the hearer , and the communication
processitself. This new method can be called the dynamic analysis of the presupposition.

Different arguments over presuppostion studies result from the lack of a dynamic perspective
on the phenomenon. The presuppostion has often been viewed as the mutual background
knowledge or the nonrcontroversial information. As a matter of fact, it is a0 capable of
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transmitting new information in the communication if a dynamic perspective is adopted in the
study. Through a dynamic analysis there are two kinds of presuppostions. One is the basic
common knowledge shared by both the speaker and hearer , while the other is the speaker’ s
intention which the hearer can infer from the assertion and usually the new information. To put it
smply , theformer iscalled conventional presupposition and the latter intentional presuppostion.

Generally speaking, the presuppostion shares the characteristics of felicity, common
ground, the covertness and defeasbility. However these features are often discussed without
even consdering the speaker , the hearer or the communication process. Besdes these familiar
features, the presuppostion has some new features such as vagueness, mobhility , and hierarchy if
observed dynamically.

In concluson, the constituent parts of presupposition are heterogeneous. It can passon new
information and can be classfied into two categories: conventional presupposition and intentional

ones.
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(3) Mother : Mary, do you like sandwichesfor your breakfast ?
Mary: Yes, | likeit.

John: Mummy , sandwiches ?What kind of food ?

Mother: It’ sa kind of delicious food, made of two dices of bread with meat , etc.

between.
John: Well , | likeit, too.
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b. Sue died before she finished her thess.
c. Suefinished her thess.
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