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Presupposition is an important topic both in linguistics and philosophy of language. Strawson has pointed out that every utter—

ance has a presupposition. In this paper we will apply presupposition theory into the analysis of different types of adversative re—

lations  which aims at exploring the nature of adversative relations and presupposition theory.
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2) Some previous research has suggested that

L2 learners with a high level of proficiency tend to
merge their two language systems and there is little
difference in their processing or production of the
two languages. However the advanced group of the
present study seemed to behave differently in their
L1 and L2 when making requests.

: D Some previous research has sug—
gested that L2 learners with a high level of proficien—
cy tend to merge their two language systems and
there is little difference in their processing or pro—
duction of the two languages; ( p)

@ Therefore
their L1 and 1.2 when making requests; ( — q)

they should behave the same in

@ However the advanced group of the present
study seemed to behave differently in their L1 and

L2 when making requests. ( q)
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3) Although Slava’s turn has not reached a point

of possible completion VYV intervenes to initiate and
complete a correction replacing komandyrovka with
vidrjadzénnja.

1: In fact Slava’s turn has not reached a

point of completion. ( Tp)

: (D Slava’s turn has not reached a
point of possible completion; ( p)

® VYV should not intervene to initiate or com—

plete a correction; ( — q)

® VV intervenes to initiate and complete a cor—

rection. ( q)
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3) Even if the input is comprehensible 1.2
learning cannot be affected by exposure to positive
input alone.

1: The input could be comprehensible.
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. If the input is not comprehensi—
ble; ( = p)
@ Needless to say that 1.2 learning cannot be
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tative differences in motivation exist between dyslex—
ic students and their non-dyslexic peers the internal
structure of motivation for the two groups might be
different.

1: It is impossible that there are no major
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: @D If there are major quantitative

differences in motivation between dyslexic students
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(@ The internal structure of motivation for the

two groups must be different. ( Gq)
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3) In volitional constructions they must recog—
nize that the infinitive is required when the matrix
and embedded subjects are identical but otherwise
develop the ability to produce the subjunctive in
these embedded clauses consistently.

: @ ... The infinitive is required
when the matrix and embedded subjects are identi—
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4) The whiskers of the boxplot extend out to
the minimum and maximum scores of the distribu—
tion unless these points are distant from the box.
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