
CAN I F U E FORMALLY r^PREGKtnED ? 

D.  S .  Broc ! 

Any a t temp t  t o arr iv e a t  a  forma l  soinaiitic s 
fo r  natura l  lauguag o mun t  a t  leas t  provide ;  a 
mappin g o f  th e funct io n word -  int o th e chose n 
forma l  representat ion .  On e o f  th e furictio n word s 
tha t  ha s give n cons iderab l e prob lem s t o log i -
cian s i s i f .  Eve n toda y ther e i s a  del:).Tt e con -
cernin g whethe r  o r  no t  i/ '  i s  equ iva icn t  t o 
materia l  impl icat ion ,  3  ,  i n th e p ropos i t iona l 
logic ;  se e fo r  instanc e th e journa l  Ana lyc i s . 
I t  ha s lon g bee n recognise d tlia. t  equat in g i f 
wit h = > load s t o d i f f i cu l t i es ,  i  w i l l  loo k a t 
tw o proposal s t o cop e wit h th i s wi th i n th e 
conf ine s o f  t radi t iona l  projj'OL.itiona l  log ic : 
on e i s a n olde r  logic ian ' s ajjjjroach ,  Reic)icn -
bach' s (IQ'l? )  connect iv e in terpretat ion ;  th e 
othe r  i s a  recen t  proposa l  fo r  a  'natural ' 
logi c pu t  forwar d b y th e psycliologis t  Era in e 
(1978) .  A s nei the r  i s sat is factor y I  wi l l  nex t 
loo k a t  tw o approfMche s involv in g i.iod̂ l  log ic : 
th e wo] l  know n 'str ic t  impl icat ion '  o f  Lewi s 
an d Langfor d (1932 )  an d a n iraj->rovemen t  du e t o 
Stalnakc r  (1968) ,  bo t h o f  whic h ar e a ls o 
unsat isfactory .  Thi s wi l l  b r in g m a t o a  cons i -
deratio n o f  th e 'possibl e v/orlds '  logi c vh lc h 
appear s t o b e par t icu lar l y sui tabl e fo r  cond i -
tiona l  p ropos i t ions .  Regre t tab ly ,  i t  onc e 
agai n tern s ou t  t)ia t  a  secon d jiroposa l  b y 
Stnlnako r  (1975 )  ,  namel y tlia t  i f  p, q ma y 
reason.ibl y b e inferre d f ro m p  o r  q  an d v i c e -
versa ,  i s no t  proven .  A t  th i s po in t  on e i s 
tempte d t o abando n thi ;  a t temp t  t o captur e th e 
natura l  us e o f  i f  i n a  formal is m an d t o .ujre e 
wit h Cr ico' s highl y convinc in g not io n tha t  th e 
differenc e betwee n i f  an d mater ia l  impl icat io n 
ca n b e accounte d fo r  b y certcii n conversat iona l 
impl icature s t o v;hicl i  a l l  d iscours e i s bound . 
Hov;ever ,  I  fin d tha t  a  ratJie r  siinpl e 
interpretat io n o f  i f  i n th e f i rs t  o rde r 
predicat e calculu-^ ,  supplcnientG d v.'it h a 
conventio n t o differcritiat e ar;:,erte d fro m p r e -
suppose d projiositions ,  appeal s t o mee t  al l  th e 
standar d ob jec t ions . 

'Jli e wel l  know n prol:.lom s tl̂ a t  ar is e b y 
equatin g i f  p, q wit h p  '- ^  q  a re : 

a.  A f f i r m n U o n thvouj h denia l  o f  th e ante > odc n 
i s jjC'rmlssribl e fo r  3 ,  i.e . 
p-*p-::>q ,  bu t  no t  fo r  i f ,  e.g . 
A:  T f  Co d exist' ,  v.- c ar e frr e t o d o v'l>;'. t  v; o 

w.-iiit . 
D:  llo'. ;  (X o yo u coiij o t o tlia '  conclusioi-^ ? 
A:  r. y  kiiov.'in g il.nt ;  Cio o do.-ti' t  cxi^'- . 

h.  Afp'j'r-'Up u t-hy.r i  j' :  c r - r r t in n o f  th e 
C'  II. -  ''••)•. .  i  .• ;  T  ,  :  .  •  f  •  :. ;  n ,  i  .  f 
,, ;  I I  I  ii' .  ijd'.i ,  .1 ,  -•'-•J.' -  .:k.m. o , .  j- i  J  •'••'-

rio t  1  n g li i  \  n'.' -  -.A.i'  '.i,:.. . 

B:  Ho w d o yo u know ? 
A:  Becaus e ther e ar e a lway s s t ree t  r io t s 

her e a t  thi s t im e o f  y e a r . 

c. Denying material implication permits only 
on e tru e s ta te ,  i.e . 
~[.p'^q )  -* p i,q ,  bu t  denyin g a  cond i t iona l 
may b e somethin g e l se ,  e.g . 
A:  I t ' s  no t  s o tha t  i f  Go d ex is t s v/ e ar e 

fre e t o d o wha t  v; e wan t . 
B:  Ar e yo u c la imin g tha t  Go d ex is t s an d w e 

aren ' t  fre e t o d o wha t  w e want ? 

Simi la r  prob lem s ar is e whe n o v i s equate d w i t h 
V,  a  s i tuat io n whic h le d Reichenbao h (19'17 )  t o 
propos e tha t  a  'connect ive '  in terpre ta t io n b e 
g ive n t o v  i n ovdc; r  t o mak e i t  equivr;lcn t  t o 
o r .  Th i s in terpretat io n requi re s tha t  a l l 
poss ib i l i t ie s mus t  remai n open .  App ly in g th i s 
ide a t o 3  woul d requir e tha t  i t  mus t  no t  b e 
poss ib l e t o d o awa y witl i  an y o f  tli e thre e 
res idua l  s tatement s fo r  th e t ru t h o f  p'^q ,  i .e . 
(pfiq )  .  Kpf̂ q )  an d (p&q )  ,  i n o rde r  fo r  n  t o b e 
equate d wi t h i f .  No w bot h deny in g th e an tece -
dent ,  p ,  an d asser t in g th e consequen t ,  q ,  ru l e 
ou t  tw o o f  thes e thre e an d s o n o i f  s ta temen t 
may b e used .  Moreover ,  denyin g a n i f  p , q ma y 
b e deny in g tha t  al l  thre e res idua l  styteinent s 
ar e open .  S o Reiclionbach' s p roposa l  cope s w i t h 
th e Oire e we l l  knov/ n p rob lems .  However ,  i t  i s 
ope n t o cr i t ic is m a s i t  fai l s  t o d is t ingu is h 
th e relat iv e importanc e o f  th e thre e res idua l 
s tatement s fo r  a n i f  s ta tement : 

d. Homogeneity: pkq -> p=><7 but not if p,q as 
see n i n a n exampl e o f  Cond i t iona l  Perfectio n 
(Gei s &  Zwicky ,  1971 ) 

A:  I f  yo u mo w th e lawn ,  I'l l  g iv e yo u 5 
do l la rs . 

B:  (Returnin g af te r  a  minute )  Ma y I  hav e 
th e 5  dol lar s now ? 

A:  Bu t  yo u can' t  hav e mowe d tli e lav; n a l -
ready. ' 

B:  I  haven ' t ,  bu t  yo u sai d tlier c wa s a 
poss ib i l i t y  o f  m y get t in g th e 5  do l la r s 
anywa y ( p an d 17 )  . 

I t  i s  no t  onl y logician s w h o hav e tr ie d t o 
adap t  propos i t iona l  logi c s o tha t  o  ca n b e 
equate d wi t h i f ,  )3sycholog i  st s a ls o ar e 
in terested .  Fo r  example -  lo t  u s cons ide r  a 
recen t  at temp t  b y JJrain e (1970 )  t o se t  u p a 
'natiir.il '  logi c b.i'--o d o n I C 'natuia l  sc:lieiii.jta ' 

wh ic h h e claim s ,iri .  avai labl e fo r  reasoning . 
Thes e includ e fo r  exampl e modu s ponoir ,  bu t  no t 
modn- .  tollfi,- ,  v.'liic h i s  tl;:i" ;  nr. t  availal^]- :  a s 
> :  ' '  '  •  •  •  .  • '  '  !  i  \ .  .  •  .,;i;; -  II I  I  Ml  oi: l  y 
follo'./: :  l)-c,, i  sev'0)-;i l  stci>:s .  B )  ain o ecjUiitc s i f 
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wit h / ,  whic h i s equivalen t  t o a n inferenc e i n 
)ii s  system .  Hu t  i t  ca n b e show n t.Tia t  /  suffer s 
fro m al l  thre e o f  th e traditiona l  problem s o f 
3,  se c Figur e 1 .  Not e i n particula r  th e eas e 
witl i  whic h th e trutl i  o f  th e consequen t  q ,  ca n 
be use d t o deriv e p/q .  1  believ e tha t  w e shoul d 

giiits' attempts to adapt proposititmal logic so 
tlia t  i f  ca n b e equate d wit h 3  tha t  thi s i s 
not  th e wa y t o go . 
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Attempt s t o equat e i f  wit h a  moda l  operato r 
hav e als o me t  wit h difficulties .  Fo r  instanc e 
Ui e wel l  know n proposa l  tha t  i f  migh t  b e 
equivalen t  t o stric t  implicatio n pu t  forwar d 
by Lewi s an d Langfor d (1932 )  partiall y  over -
comes al l  fou r  o f  th e problem s o f  materia l 
implication .  Stric t  iinplicfitio n i s define d a s 
assertin g th e impossibilit y  o f  p&<7 ,  i.e .  - 0 (p ^ 
Stric t  implicatio n i s thu s a  stronge r  concep t 
tha n materia l  implication ;  tli e latte r  ca n b e 
deduce d fro m th e former ,  ilowever ,  i t  stil l 
suffer s fro m stronge r  version s o f  th e tw o 
problem s o f  affirmatio n a s ~0j)- » ~ 0 (pc/ )  an d 
07 - •  ~<>q->~ {̂pq )  bu t  i t  i s  no t  s o tli.i t  fro m 
eitlie r  th e impossibilit y  o f  th e anteceden t  o r 
fro m th e necessit y o f  th e consequen t  tha t  a 
conditiona l  i f  statemen t  m̂ ay b e deduced ,  a s 
can b e see n b y appropriatel y modifyin g t)i e 
exan)ple s give n fo r  th e affirmatio n problem s 
above .  A t  on e poin t  Stalnakri r  (1968 )  attemptc i 
t o improv e o n th e Lewi s an d Langfor d proposa l 
bv (i-̂ iMtin q i f  J', a \;it. h p"̂ '7 ;  hi s foj,inr ,  > , 
ciitaili d iiiĉLCj' j  a J iii:piic.:'t:nji i  an d i s lu I  aile d 
by stric t  implication ,  i.e .  p>q-*p^ q an d 
~0 (pq)- *  a  { p = )  q)-*p>q .  Unfortunatel y thi s 
leave s i t  ope n t o th e sam e criticis m a s stric t 
implication ,  fo r  instanc e th e impossibilit y  o f 
th e anteceden t  i s sufficien t  fo r  th e corner , 
i.e .  ~^p- » •  ( p r > qr )  - » p>q .  Moda l  logi c ha s no t 
offere d u s a  forma l  representatio n o f  i j  ,  al -
thoug h i t  ha s com e close r  tha n simpl e 
prepositiona l  logic . 

I t  i s  the n wit h hig h expectation s tlia t  v/ e 
tur n t o th e logi c o f  'possibl e worlds '  whic h 
seems designe d t o cop e wit h conditionals .  I n 
brie f  thi s postulate s a  univers e o f  possibl e 
world s arrange d i n a n ordere d serie s o f  set s 
suc h tha t  eac h se t  contain s al l  th e world s o f 
th e previou s so t  an d som e mor e world s besides . 
The initia l  se t  contain s on e world ,  whic h i s 
usuall y interprete d a s ou r  worl d a s i t  is . 
World s adde d i n goin g fro m on e set ,  K ,  t o th e 
nex t  set ,  K+1 ,  ar e furthe r  remove d fro m ou r 
worl d tha n al l  world s i n se t  K .  Thes e set s ar e 
th e context s i n whic h sentence s ar e interpreted . 
For  a  conditiona l  sentenc e th e appropriat e 
contex t  i n th e firs t  se t  whic h contain s a  worl d 
i n wliic h th e propositio n underlyin g th e 
anteceden t  i s true .  A  nic e consequenc e o f  thi s 
i s tha t  i f  i s  n o longe r  a  transitiv e relcitio n 
as ca n b e see n b y examinin g Figur e 2 ,  Eve n 'i f 
B goe s t o th e party ,  A  wil l  go '  an d 'i f  C  goes , 
B wil l  go '  i t  doe s no t  follo w tlia t  'i f  C  goes , 
A wil l  go' ;  A  may wel l  wan t  t o g o t o mee t  B  bu t 
not  i n th e unlikel y circumstance s o f  C' s goin g 
as well . 

Figure 2 

Possible iioi'lds representation of if, p, q is not trajisitive 

goin y 

o C goin g 
B goin g 

.'•;'.. [  pnro ;  'I f  n' s  goiTK T 1 0 vhr .  p " t y ,  A' p .•.linq ' 

Uur not: 'If <-"': iioiin '.n tli.- |->''y, ;.'s coitii' 

Figure 3 

A formal vei'cion of Stalr^kor's proof 

To Proove: 'P or Q therefore if P, Q' is a reasonable inference 

Proof: Suppose 'P or Q' is appropriate in K. 

S2:  Suppos e ' P o r  Q '  i n accepte d i n K . 

So PR Q i s appropriat e i n K . 

So P  i s appronritTi,' ? i n K . 
I f  X  i s  aopropri.Tt o un d V  i s accepte d i n K ,  'i f  X ,  Y ' 

is accepted in K. 

So "•;' P, then r •^;' 0' is accepted in K. 

So 'i f  I' ,  the n Q '  i s acccipte d i n K . 

So ' P o r  Q  therefcvc !  :; '  P ,  Q '  i s a  reasonabl e inCrrr-ncB . 

S3: 
S4: 

rS: 

Eli: 

all 

SO: 
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I t  i s  v/ithi n thi s formalis m tha t  Stalnakc r 
(1975 )  se t  ou t  t o sliov ;  that ,  althoug h i f  p, q 
laa y no t  b e trut h functionall y equivalen t  t o p 
or  q  th e on e i s a  reasonabl e inferenc e fro m th e 
othe r  an d vice-versa .  A  reasonabl e inferenc e 
occur s whe n fo r  al l  contexts ,  K ,  i n whic h th e 
premis e i s appropriat e an d accexiUcibl e th e 
conclusio n i s also .  A  proposition ,  P ,  i s 
appropriat e i n K  i f  ther e exist s a t  leas t  on e 
worl d i n K  i n whic h P  holds ;  P  i s acceptabl e i f 
i t  hold s i n al l  world s i n K .  A  forma l  versio n o f 
Stalnaker' s proo f  tha t  '•>• ? o r  Q  therefor e i f 
P,Q'  i s a  reasonabl e inferenc e i s reproduce d i n 
Figur e 3 .  Unfortunatel y i t  i s  flawe d a s i t 
assumes wha t  i t  i s  settin g ou t  t o prove ,  namel y 
tha t  i f  P, Q i s equivalen t  t o P:3 Q i n ste p 5 .  Th e 
resul t  i s  no t  surprisin g a s eve n th e 'impossibl e 
worlds '  formalis m o f  i f  accept s an y appro^Driat e 
conditiona l  i n whic h th e consequen t  i s 
necessaril y  true ,  th e secon d o f  th e traditiona l 
problem s o f  affirmation . 

Thos e o f  yo u wh o neve r  believe d i n th e logica l 
basi s o f  natura l  languag e v;il l  b y no w b e 
thinkin g ' I  tol d yo u i;o '  an d thos e convince d i n 
th e forma l  progra m wil l  b e bus y findin g a  no w 
formalism .  Perhap s w e shoul d follo w a  middl e 
road ,  fo r  exampl e th e pat h marke d ou t  b y Gric e 
(1967 )  i n hi s Willia m Jame s lectures .  H e virtual -
l y divide d th e proble m int o tw o parts :  retai n 
a simpl e forma l  rcprescnratio n fo r  natura l 
languag e connectives ,  includin g if ,  an d accoun t 
fo r  deviation s betwee n th e formalis m an d th e 
norma l  usag e b y postulatin g a  se t  o f  Indirec t 
Conditions ,  TC .  'Hio n i f  =  => +  IC .  Th e IC' s ar e 
t.li c  c.itic.-'l) ;  i.'l o p.-.i'! •  ri f  i  i)̂ '  1:1'?i;ii:ir ;  o f  if ,  c.q . 
par t  o f  th e I C i s tha t  t)i e speake r  door.n' t  kno w 

th e trut h value s o f  eithe r  th e anteceden t  no r 
th e consequen t  bu t  thos e ar e cancellabl e a s i n 

I  knov ;  wher e Smit h i s an d wha t  h o i s 
doing ;  al l  I'l l  sa y i s tha t  i f  he' s i n 
Londo n he' s attendin g th e meeting . 

Althoug h the y ar e cancellabl e the y ar e no t 
detachable ,  i.e .  i t  isn' t  possioi e u o fin d 
anothe r  formulatio n whic h i s equivalen t  t o 
if-lC ,  e.g .  bot h 

Eitlie r  SmitJ i  isn' t  i n Londo n o r  he' s 
attendin g th e meeting . 
I t  isn' t  th e cas e tha t  Smith' s i n Londo n 
and no t  attendin g th e meeting . 

contai n th e sam e IC .  Suc) i  IC' s Gric e calle d 
Conversationa l  Implicatures ,  CI 's ,  whic h )iol d 
fo r  conversatio n i n genera l  no t  onl y fo r  if . 
Hi s firs t  C I  i s th e maxi m o f  quantity :  a 
speake r  doe s no t  sa y les s tlia n li e knows .  Thu s 
a speake r  wil l  no t  use -  i f  p, q whe n h e knov/ s p 
or  q  fo r  certain ,  whic h avoid s th e tw o 
affirmatio n problems .  Hi.; -  thir d C I  is .  mor e 
specific :  i f  P, q ha s a n implicatiir e 'sujjpocin g 
p ,  tlie n q '  .  Thi s C I  i s a];. o presen t  wit h p  o r  q . 
I t  enable s tli e problem s o f  denia l  an d homo -
geneit y t o b o avoided .  Ilov.-ever ,  i t  doesn' t  hav e 
th e generalit y tha t  on e v;oul d lik e fro m a  CI . 
Would i t  b e t.o o uncharitiJ.il e t o sa y tha t  i t 
duck s th e issxie ? 

Witl i  a  certai n trepidatio n I  woul d lik e t o 
propos e a  formalis m fo r  i f  p, q i n th e firs t 
Olde r  predicat e calculu s 

Fl :  Vw(P(w )  z>Q(w) )  f .  [3(x,y )  (P(x)&~Q(y)) ] 
i n whic h th e propositio n P  i s th e propositio n 
derive d fro m p  i n th e contex t  K ,  an d P(w )  i s 
tru e i f  P  i s th e cas e i n worl d w .  Th e universal , 
V,  an d existential ,  3 ,  operator s operat e ove r 
al l  world s i n th e contex t  se t  K ,  followin g th e 
'possibl e worlds '  formalism .  Th e necessit y fo r 
differentiatin g p  an d P  i s no t  onl y tha t  th e 
propositio n underlyin g a  sentenc e depend s o n tli e 
contex t  i n whic h tha t  sentenc e i s interi:)reted , 
bu t  als o becaus e th e protasi s an d apodosi s o f 
a conditiona l  ar c no t  ncces'^aril y  equivalen t  t o 
sentences ,  the y sometime s canno t  stan d alone , 
e.g . 

I f  anyon e ha s a  malignan t  cance r  o f  th e 
backbone ,  they'l l  b e dea d withi n 6  months . 
I f  Alexande r  wa s afraid ,  I  didn' t  notic e 
it . 

As Ryl e (1950 )  pointe d ou t  i f  sentence s contai n 
statemen t  indents ,  no t  statements .  The y ca n b e 
use d fo r  makin g inferences ,  bu t  ar e no t  i n 
themselve s inferences . 

Tlii s  f  oniiti l  i  SI 1 avoic: ;  th e thre e t.raJitiona l 
pruljleii. o o i  i-jL. t  t.i.ii. j  i-j '  >.  itl i  '-> .  La t  I v b e ou r 
v/orld .  The n neithe r  -P(W )  no r  Q(VJ )  i s sufficien t 
t o affir m i f  p, q unles s W i s th e onl y worl d i n 
K.  No r  ca n i t  b e confirme d b y p  no r  b y q  a s 
thes e tw o extreme s ar e rule d ou t  b y th e 'pre -
supposition '  o f  i f ,  give n i n F l  betwee n squar e 
brackets .  Th e proble m o f  denia l  i s  als o avoided , 
as denvin q i f  denie s th e assertio n Vw(P(w)3Q(w) ) 
whic h i s equivalen t  t o 3w(P(w )  &  ~Q(w)) ,  bu t  th e 
worl d tha t  satisfie s thi s denia l  i s  no t 
necessaril y  ou r  world .  However ,  thi s formalis m 
fail s t o avoi d th e homogeneit y problem :  ther e 
i s n o differenc e betwee n a  worl d fo r  whic h P Q 
i s tru e an d on e fo r  whic h P Q i s true .  Tlii s 
proble m ca n b e avoide d i f  w e ar e jiropare d t o 
us e stric t  implicatio n rathe r  tha n materia l 
implication .  We the n defin e i f  p, q t o b e 
represente d b y 

F2 :  Vw(P(w)-»Q(w) )  &  [3(x,y )  (P(x )  &  ~Q(y)) ] 

i n whic h th e sam e convention s hol d a s Jibove , 
and - » i s stric t  implication .  Specificall y stric t 
implicatio n ha s a  know n trut h valu e onl y whe n 
th e anteceden t  i s true .  Tliy s P-» Q i s tru e fo r 
PQ an d fals e fo r  PQ ,  whic h avoid s th e homo -
geneit y problem .  I t  remain s t o b e see n i f  ther e 
ar e othe r  problem s whic h thi s formalis m i s no t 
capabl e o f  handling . 

At  firs t  glanc e thi s formulatio n fo r  i f 
seems t o cop e wit h problem s tha t  aris e fo r 
'other '  interpretation s o f  i f  tha n th e standard . 
Most  notoriou s o f  thes e i s th e countorfactua l 
i n VJhic h th e premis e i s claime d t o b e fals e o f 
th e actua l  v;orld ,  bu t  fro m a  fals e propositio n 
anytliin g follows !  A s Lewi s (1973 )  ha s shov m th e 
'possibl e worlds '  approach,whic h I  hav e her e 
adapted ,  ca n cop e wit h counterfactuals .  Ther e 
i s n o clai m i n F 2 tha t  P(W )  i s fals e (o r  t rue) , 
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e.g . 
I f  Pau l  ha d stuc k t o hi s plan ,  he' d 
(still )  hav e bee n famous . 

(Example s ar e adapte d fro.- n th e Brow n corpu s o f 
America n English ,  Kucer a an d Francis ,  1967) . 
K2 als o cope s wit h factual s i n whic h bot h P(VJ ) 
and Q(VJ )  hold ,  e.g . 

I f  Willicl m Reic h i n th e Mose s wh o ha s le d 
the m ou t  o f  th e Egyp t  o f  sexua l  slavery , 
Dyla n Thoma s i s th e poo t  wh o o'for s the m 
th e Dionysia n dealccti c o f  justificatio n 
fo r  thei r  indulgenc e i n liquor . 

As P(W )  i s tru e Q(W)  mus t  hold .  Bu t  contrar y t o 
th e possibl e world s formulation ,  th e context , 
K,  mu;-, t  no t  b e confine d t o VJ a s tlje n -3v;(~Q(w)) . 
Nor  i s ther e an y proble m wit h Austin' s (1961 ) 
stipulatjv e us e o f  if ,  e.g . 

Ti.r-i- c nr c foM' -  b j  <-:cu'' .  t. s  o n th e 1:.<."ib ]  o ,  i f 
yo u v/ani .  souir . 

as agai n th e trut h statvi s o f  Q(VJ )  i s no t 
necessaril y  ope n bu t  may b e true .  An d 1  thin k 
i t  wil l  handl e case s o f  doubtfu l  presuppositio n 
as i n 

I t  mad e hi m conspicuou s t o th e enemy ,  i f 
i t  wa s tli e enemy . 

Her e th e interpjretatio n o f  q  i s problemati c 
,,,- ,  ̂  ̂  ~  „  T ^  if .  i-.-,, „  !_,.* _ ̂  A  ' ^  —'^  r^ l  . . „ ^ _ ^A,,,..;, ,  4 -
implicatio n thi s doe s no t  matter . 

I  d o no t  clai m tha t  th e us e o f  r 2 fo r  i f  ca n 
decid e whic h o f  thes e 'interpretations '  i s 
actuall y th e case .  Rathe r  tlia t  decisio n 
slioul d no t  res t  upo n if ,  bu t  mus t  b e mad e 
usin g othe r  aspect s o f  th e sentence ,  e.g .  wha t 
th e listene r  know s tha t  tli o spealce r  knows .  Thi s 
i s particularl y th e cas e fo r  tli e us e o f  i f 
withi n th e scop e o f  performativ e verb ,  e.g . 

He promise d vengcnc o o n V.Ii .  i f  eve r  th e 
chanc e camf '  hi s way . 

Wlia t  I  d o sa y i s tha t  F 2 peyinit s thes e differen t 
interpretations ,  wit h th e exceptio n o f  th e 
performative . 
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STALNAKÎ R,  R.C .  (1975 ) 
Indicativ e conditionals .  Philosophia ,  5 , 
269-286 . 

176 


	cogsci_1981_173-176



