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Conditionals as Modal Modifiers 1 
 
1. Conditional Constructions: Some Basic Terminology, Questions, and Assumptions 
 
(1) Conditional 
 

A ‘conditional’ or ‘conditional construction’ or ‘conditional sentence’ is sentence of the 
form “if S1 , (then) S2”. 

  
 Examples: 

a. If Dave takes his medicine, (then) he will get better. 
 b. If Dave were a doctor, (then) his parents would be proud of him. 
 c. If Dave had simply listened to me, (then) he wouldn’t be in this mess right now. 
 d. If you don’t hand in the exam, (then) you won’t get an A for the class. 
 
 
(2) Overarching Question What are the semantics of conditionals?  
 
 Sub-Questions: 

a. What are the truth-conditions of conditional sentences? 
b. How are these truth-conditions compositionally derived from the meanings of the 

component parts of the conditional? 
 
 
(3) The Anatomy of a Conditional Construction 
 
 a. Antecedent (or Protasis): ‘(if) S1’ The ‘If-Clause’ 
   
 b. Consequent (or Apodosis): ‘(then) S2’ The Main Clause 
 
 
(4) A Special Case We Will Ignore: Relevance Conditionals 
 
 a. Example: If you’re hungry, there is pizza in the fridge. 
    If you scare easily, don’t watch It Follows. 
    If you hate him, then why did you marry him?   
 
 b. Special Meaning: If antecedent is true, then consequent is relevant. 
      

• We’ll follow most of the semantic literature in bracketing these kinds of conditionals 
as have a different analysis from the ones in (1).  

 
 
 

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
1 These notes are based upon material in von Fintel & Heim (2011; Chapter 4, Chapter 5).   
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(5) The Contribution of Tense and Aspect 
Certain subtle aspects of the conditional’s meaning can be affected the choice of tense 
and/or aspect in either the antecedent or the consequent. 
 
• Broadly (and informally) speaking, the choice of tense/aspect can communicate ‘how 

likely’ it is that either the antecedent or the consequent will come about. 
 
(6) A Taxonomy of Conditional Types 
 
 a. Future Neutral Vivid 
 
  (i) Example: 

If Dave is taking his medicine, then he will get better. 
    
  (ii) Structure: 
   Antecedent and consequent are present tense. 
 
  (iii) Semantic Property (Roughly Speaking): 
   The antecedent and consequent might be true now, or might be false. 
   Both are presented as equally ‘likely’. 
 
 b. Future Less Vivid 
 
  (i) Example: 
   If Dave were taking his medicine, then he would get better. 
    

(ii) Structure: 
   Antecedent is ‘subjunctive’ (or ‘past tense’).  Consequent is past tense. 
 
  (iii) Semantic Property (Roughly Speaking): 
   The antecedent and consequent might be true now, or they might be false. 
   But, their actual truth is held out as ‘remote’ in some sense. 
 
 c. (Past) Counterfactuals 

 
(i) Example: 

   If Dave had taken his medicine, then he’d have gotten better. 
    

(ii) Structure: 
   Antecedent and consequent are past perfect (pluperfect). 
 
  (iii) Semantic Property (Roughly Speaking): 

The antecedent is false, and the consequent is false. 
 
For our purposes in this discussion, we will ignore the differences between these subtypes, 
and thus, we will ignore the contribution that tense/aspect make to the conditional… 
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2. An Extensional Semantics for Conditionals, and Its Famous Problems 
 
If you’ve ever taken an introductory logic class, you’ve been exposed to the following 
extensional (truth-value operator) semantics for conditionals. 
 
(7) Extensional Truth-Conditions for Conditionals 
 

“If S1 then S2” is T iff either S1 is F or S2 is T 
 
(8) Truth-Table Representation of the Truth-Conditions in (7) 
 
 “If S1 then S2”  S1  S2 
  T  T  T 
  F  T  F 
  T  F  T 
  T  F  F 
 
(9) Conceptual Motivation 
 

• Intuitively, “If S1 then S2” says that when S1 is true, S2  also has to be true. 
 

• Consequently, “If S1 then S2” will be false if S1 is true while S2 is false. 
 
(10) Empirical Motivation 
 
 In many cases, “If S1 then S2” does ‘feel’ equivalent to “Either S2 or NOT S1” 
 

a. (i) If the Red Sox don’t keep Ortiz, then there’s no chance for the pennant. 
  (ii) Either the Red Sox keep Ortiz, or there’s no chance for the pennant. 
   (i.e., Either it’s not the case that the Red Sox trade Ortiz…) 
 
 b. (i) If you don’t hand in the exam, then you won’t get an A. 
  (ii) Either you hand in the exam, or you won’t get an A. 
   (i.e., Either it’s not the case that you don’t hand in the exam…) 
 
2.1 First Problem for the Extensional Semantics: Falsehood Condition is Too Strong 
 
 
(11) The ‘Falsehood’-Conditions Predicted by (7) 
 
 The sentence “If S1 then S2” is FALSE if and only if S1 is TRUE and S2 is FALSE 
 
 
However, contrary to the prediction in (11), it seems that conditionals can be false event when: 

• The antecedent is false, or 
• The consequent is true. 
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(12) False Conditionals Whose Antecedents are (Possibly) False 
 a. If the sun explodes tomorrow, then Alpha Centauri will explode tomorrow too. 
 b. If Seth were a phonologist, then Alpha Centauri would explode. 

c. If McCain had won the 2008 election, then Alpha Centauri would have exploded. 
 
(13) False Conditionals Whose Consequents are (Possibly) True 
	   a. If I wear the same sweater every day, then the sun will not explode next week. 

b. If UMass burns down, then we’ll have a nice spring. 
c. If Obama brushes his teeth, then the Republicans won’t confirm his nominee. 

 
(14) Key Observation 
 

• In each of (12a,b,c), we can plausibly assume that their antecedents are false 
• In each of (13a,b,c), we can plausibly assume that their consequents are true 
• Nevertheless, each allows an interpretation which is false. 

o Intuitively, the conditionals are false because the consequent proposition 
doesn’t actually have any ‘causal/logical dependence’ on the antecedent… 

 
 
 
2.2 Second Problem for the Extensional Semantics: Consequents Containing Modals 
 
(15) The Scenario: Lost on the Highway 
  
 Sandy and Kim are driving to the town of Lockhart for a party. 
 They’ve gotten lost, though, and no longer know (exactly) what road they are on. 
 However, they do know the following: 

They are either on Route 87 or Route 91. They’ve just passed a park. 
 Sandy checks the map and sees the following picture: 
 
 
 
 
    Park    Evanston 
 
    Lockhart 
      
    Petersburg         Park 
 
    Park 
 
     Route 87      Route 91 
 
 

o Route 87 passes by two parks, one in Lockhart and one in Petersburg 
o Route 91 posses by one park, in Evanston 
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(16) The Crucial Data 
 
 If, after looking at the map, Sandy uttered (16a), she would be saying something true. 
 If, after looking at the map, Sandy uttered (16b), she would be saying something false.  
 
 a. If we are on Route 87, then we might be in Lockhart. (True in (15)) 
 b. If we are on Route 91, then we might be in Lockhart  (False in (15)) 
 
 
So, we need our semantics for conditionals to predict that (16a) is true in scenario (15), while 
sentence (16b) is false… 

• What, then, does our extensional semantics in predict? 
• Let’s focus on (16b), and assume a semantics where the modal might is interpreted within 

the consequent (a surface scope LF) 
 

 
(17) Truth-Conditions Predicted by Our Extensional Account, Part 1 
 
 a. Structure at LF: 
  [ [ If we are on Route 91 ] [ then we might be in Lockhart ] ] 
 
 b. Predicted Truth Conditions (Rough, Informal Statement) 
  Either we are not on Route 91, or  

there are worlds compatible with our knowledge where we are in 
Lockhart. 

 
PROBLEM: 
The truth-conditions in (17b) are extremely weak.  They predict that (16b) is true just so long as 
there are worlds compatible with our knowledge where we are in Lockhart. 
 

• But – by assumption – Sandy and Kim don’t know where they are, and so (of course) 
there are worlds consistent with their knowledge where they are in Lockhardt. 

• Consequently, (17b) wrongly predicts that (16b) is TRUE in (15) 
 
 
OK… so (17a) can’t be the right LF… So, let’s try one where the modal has highest scope! 
 
(18) Truth-Conditions Predicted by Our Extensional Account, Part 2  
 

a. Structure at LF: 
  MIGHT [ [ If we are on Route 91 ] [ then we be in Lockhart ] ] 
 
 b. Predicted Truth Conditions (Rough, Informal Statement) 
  There are worlds compatible with our knowledge where: 
   Either we are not on Route 91, or 
    we are in Lockhart. 
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(19) Problem with the ‘Wide Scope Modal’ Truth-Conditions 
 

The truth-conditions in (18b) are also extremely weak.  They predict that (16b) is true just 
so long as in some worlds consistent with our knowledge, we aren’t on Route 91. 

 
• But – by assumption – Sandy and Kim don’t know which road they are on, and so 

there are worlds consistent with their knowledge where they aren’t on Route 91… 
• Consequently, (18b) wrongly predicts that (16b) is TRUE in context (15)! 

 
 
If we reflect upon the ways we might try to paraphrase the intuitive content of sentences (16a) 
and (16b), the following picture seems to come into view… 
 
 
(20) A ‘Guiding Intuition’ We’ll Make Use Of 
 

Sentence (16a) is true in context (15) because: 
 
 If Sandy and Kim learned that they were on Route 87, 
  they would conclude (given the map) that they might be in Lockhart. 
 
 Sentence (16b) is false in context (15) because: 
 

If Sandy and Kim learned that they were on Route 91, 
  they wouldn’t conclude (given the map) that they might be in Lockhart. 
  (Indeed, they would conclude that the must not be in Lockhart. 
 
 
 
 
3. Conditional Antecedents as Modal Modifiers 
 
Following our ‘guiding intuition’ in (20), we might paraphrase the (intuitive) meaning of (16a,b) 
as follows: 
 
(21) Paraphrases of the Truth-Conditions of (16a,b) 
 
 a. If we are on Route 87, then we might be in Lockhart. 
 
  If we add to our knowledge that we are on Route 87,  
   then our knowledge would be consistent with our being in Lockhart. 
 
 b. If we are on Route 91, then we might be in Lockhart. 
 
  If we add to our knowledge that we are on Route91,  
   then our knowledge would be consistent with our being in Lockhart. 
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(22) Formalized Statement of the Paraphrases 
 
 a. “If we are on Route 87, then we might be in Lockhart” is T (at world w) iff 
 

∃w’ ∈ {w’’: what we know in w is true in w’’ and we are on Route 87 in w’’}:  
   we are in Lockhart in w’. 
 

There is some world w’ that is consistent with what we know and where 
we are on Route 87, and we are in Lockhart in w’. 

 
 b. “If we are on Route 91, then we might be in Lockhart” is T (at world w) iff 
 

∃w’ ∈ {w’’: what we know in w is true in w’’ and we are on Route 91 in w’’}:  
   we are in Lockhart in w’. 
 

There is some world w’ that is consistent with what we know and where 
we are on Route 91, and we are in Lockhart in w’. 

 
 
(23) New Goal 

• Let us accept the truth-conditions in (22) as accurate. 
• Let us, then, develop a system that derives these truth-conditions… 

 
	  
	  
3.1 Step One: Simplifying Assumptions Regarding Modals (and the Modal Base) 
	  
Let us assume the following variation on our semantics for modals… 
 
(24) The Contextual Parameter f 
 

In addition to evaluation world w and assignment function g, the semantic valuation 
function “[[ ]]” is parameterized to a given conversational background, written as f. 

 
 [[ XP ]]w,g,f = the extension of XP at w, relative to g and f 
 
 
(25) The Logical Type of f 
 

The conversational background f is a function of type <s, <st>>, from possible worlds to 
sets of possible worlds.   

 
 Thus, the following are possible ‘conversational backgrounds’: 
  
 a. fEPIS = [ λw : λw’ : everything that is known in w is true in w’ ] 
 b. fDEON = [ λw : λw’ : the law in w is followed w’ ] 
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(26) The Semantics of the Pronoun ‘BASE’ 
The value of the pronoun ‘BASE’ is determined – not by the assignment function g – but 
by both the conversational background f and the evaluation world w. 

 
 [[ BASE ]]w,g,f  = f (w)      Thus, the pronoun BASE is of type <s, t>. 
 
(27) The Semantics of Modal Auxiliaries 
 

For simplicity’s sake, we’ll put aside the ‘ordering source’ in our semantics for modals, 
and assume that a modal auxiliary is (simply) of type < <s, t>, < <s,t>, t > > 

 
 a. [[ may ]]w,g,f = [ λB<st> : λp<st> : ∃w’ ∈ B . p(w’) = T ] 
 b. [[ must ]]w,g,f = [ λB<st> : λp<st> : ∀w’ ∈ B . p(w’) = T ] 
 
(28) Quick Illustration of the System 
 
 a. Sentence: Dave may be in Lockhart. 
 

b. Structure:     S: t 
 

    ModalP: <st,t>     VP: <st>  
 
  Modal: < st <st, t>>   BASE: <st>  Dave be in Lockhart 
  Might      
          
 c. Background Assumption 
  f = λw. λw’. everything that is known in w is true in w’ 
 
 d. Derivation of Truth-Conditions 
 
i. [[ Dave may be in Lockhart ]]w,f = T    iff           (by FA, IFA) 
 
ii. [[ may ]]w,f ( [[BASE]]w,f ) ( [λw’: Dave is in Lockhart in w’]) = T  iff      (by (26))  
 
ii. [[ may ]]w,f (f (w))([λw’: Dave is in Lockhart in w’]) = T   iff    (by (28c)) 
 
v. [[ may ]]w,f ([λw’: everything that is known in w is true in w’]) 

([λw’: Dave is in Lockhart in w’]) = T    iff     (by Lex.) 
 
vi. [λB: λp: ∃w’’ ∈ B . p(w’’) = T]([λw’: everything that is known in w is true in w’]) 

([λw’: Dave is in Lockhart in w’]) = T    iff       (by LC) 
 
vii. ∃w’’ ∈  { w’ : everything known in w is true in w’ } : Dave is in Lockhart in w’’ 
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(29) Main Features of the System 

• The pronoun “BASE”, which provides the restriction of the modal, is of type <st> 
• The modal auxiliary itself is a function of type <st, <st,t>> 

 
 
 
3.2 Step Two: Special Assumptions Regarding Conditionals 
 
Let us make the following, crucial assumption regarding the semantics and syntax of the 
antecedent of a conditional 
 
(30) Antecedents are Propositions [[ if S ]]w = [ λw’ : [[ S ]]w’ ] 
 
(31) Antecedents are Adjuncts to ‘BASE’ 
 

a. The antecedent of a conditional – the clause prefixed by “if” – is initially merged 
as an adjunct to the pronoun ‘BASE’. 

 
b. By ‘Spell Out’, the antecedent can move from its base position (adjoined to 

BASE), to some left (or right) peripheral position in the clause.   
 
 c. However, by LF, the antecedent is reconstructed back into its base position. 
 
 d. Thus, at LF, the form of a conditional such as (16a) is the following: 
 
       S 
 
  ModalP       VP  
 
  Modal   BaseP     We be in Lockhart 
 Might 
    BASE   IfP 
  
             If we are on Route 87 
 
 

But, if this is the structure at LF… 
How does the semantics interpret a phrase like ‘BaseP’? 

 
Well, consider the following generalization of our rule of Predicate Modification… 
 
(32) Generalized Predicate Modification  
 
 If a phrase X is a structure consisting of two daughters – Y and Z – and if both Y and Z 

are of type < σ t >, then [[X]] = [ λxσ . [[Y]](x) = T & [[Z]](x) = T ] 
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Note, notice the following: 
 

• [[ BASE ]]w,f,g  is of type <st> 
• [[ if S ]]w,f,g  is of type <st> 
• Thus, we can interpret ‘BaseP’ using the rule in (32) 
 

 
(33) The Semantics of ‘BaseP’ 
 
a. [[ BaseP ]]w,f =                 (by (32)) 
 
b. [ λw’: [[BASE]]w,f(w’) = T & [[ if we are on Rte 87 ] ]]w,f(w’) = T ]    =          (by (26)) 
 
c. [ λw’: f(w)(w’) = T & [[ if we are on Rte 87 ] ]]w,f(w’) = T ]  =         (by (28c)) 
 
d. [ λw’: [λw’’: λw’’’: everything that is known in w’’ is true in w’’’](w)(w’) = T & 

& [[ if we are on Rte 87 ] ]]w,f(w’) = T ]  =              (by LC) 
 
e.  [ λw’: everything that is known in w is true in w’ 

& [[ if we are on Rte 87 ] ]]w,f(w’) = T ]     =          (by (30)) 
 
f. [ λw’: everything that is known in w is true in w’ 

& [λw’’: we are on Rte 87 in w’’ ](w’) = T ]   =      (by LC) 
 
g. [ λw’: everything that is known in w is true in w’ & we are on Rte 87 in w’ ] 
 
 
 
(34) What We’ve Just Done 
 

• We’ve analyzed the antecedent of the conditional – the if clause – as a modifier of the 
modal base.   

 
• To put it differently, in this system, the antecedent of a conditional functions to further 

restrict the restriction of the modal! 
 
 
 

We now have enough to compositionally derive the targeted truth conditions in (22)! 
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3.3 Deriving the Targeted Truth Conditions 
 
(35) Demonstration of the System 
 
 a. Sentence: If we are on Route 87, we might be in Lockhart. 
 
 b. Structure: 

S t 
 
  ModalP: <st,t>      VP: <st> 
 
Modal: <st, <st,t>>  BaseP: <st>    We be in Lockhart 
Might 
  BASE: <st>   IfP:  <st> 
  
             If we are on Route 87 
 
 c. Background Assumpton 
 
  f = [ λw: λw’: everything that is known in w is true in w’ ] 
 
 d. Derivation of Truth-Conditions 
 
i. [[ S] ]w,f   = T        iff           (by FA, IFA) 
 
ii. [[ might ]]w,f ( [[BaseP]]w,f ) ([λw’: we are in Lockhart in w’]) = T  iff      (by (33)) 
 
iv. [[ might ]]w,f ([λw’: everything known in w is true in w’ & we are on Rte 87 in w’]) 

([λw’: we are in Lockhart in w’]) = T     iff     (by Lex.) 
 
v. [λB: λp: ∃w’’ ∈ B . p(w’’) = T ]  
  ([λw’: everything known in w is true in w’ & we are on Rte 87 in w’]) 
   ([λw’: we are in Lockhart in w’]) = T    iff       (by LC) 
 
vi. ∃w’’ ∈ { w’ : everything known in w is true in w’ & we are on Rte 87 in w’ } . 
  [λw’: we are in Lockhart in w’](w’’) = T    iff       (by LC) 
 
viii. ∃w’’ ∈  { w’ : everything known in w is true in w’ & we are on Rte 87 in w’ } .  

we are in Lockhart in w’’ 
 

There is some world w’ that is consistent with what we know and where we are on Route 
87, and we are in Lockhart in w’. 
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4. Discussion of the Analysis 
 
The system developed here – which analyzes conditional antecedents as modifiers (or restrictors) 
of the modal base – assigns the more accurate truth-conditions in (22) to the sentences in (16), 
and so correctly predicts: 
 

• Sentence (16a) is true in context (15) 
• Sentence (16b) is false in context (15) 

 
It also makes accurate predictions regarding the sentences in (36) below. 
 
(36) Conditions that Contain Strong Modals in the Consequents 
 
 a. If we are on Route 87, then we must be in Lockhart. (False in context (15)) 
 b. If we are on Route 91, then we must not be in Lockhart. (True in context (15)) 
 
The system developed predicts that the sentences in (36a,b) will have the T-conditions below: 
(Proof left as an exercise to the reader…) 
 
(37) Truth-Conditions Predicted for the Sentences in (36) 
 
 a. Truth Conditions for (36a) 
  ∀w’’ ∈ { w’ : everything known in w is true in w’ & we are on Rte 87 in w’ } .  

we are in Lockhart in w’’ 
 

In all worlds w’ that are consistent with what we know and where we are on 
Route 87, we are in Lockhart in w’. 

 
 b. Truth Conditions for (36b) 
  ∀w’’ ∈ { w’ : everything known in w is true in w’ & we are on Rte 91 in w’ } :  

we are not in Lockhart in w’’ 
 

In all worlds w’ that are consistent with what we know and where we are on 
Route 91, we are not in Lockhart in w’ 

 
(38) Truth-Conditions in (37) Predict Judgments in (36) 
 
 a. For Sentence (36a) 

In context (15), there is a possible world which is consistent with the information 
on the map, and in which Sandy & Kim are on Route 87, but where they are in 
Petersburg – not Lockhart. 

 
 b. For Sentence (36b) 

Consider any possible world which is consistent with the information on the map, 
and in which Sandy & Kim are on Route 91.  Clearly, since 91 doesn’t go through  
Lockhart, in any such possible world, they are not in Lockhart. 
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(39) An Important Question 
So, this system  works very well for conditionals whose consequents contain modals…. 

…But what about conditionals whose consequents don’t contain modals? 
 
 
(40) One Possibility: The Ubiquity of Modals 
 

Contrary to first appearances, whenever you have a conditional, there is some (possibly 
covert) modal operator whose ‘BASE’ the antecedent is modifying / restricting. 

 
 

This isn’t such a crazy idea… 
 

Note that in all the other (non-relevance) conditionals we’ve seen in this handout, there is a 
modal-type element in the consequent… namely, the auxiliary ‘will’ (‘would’): 
 
(41) The Auxiliary ‘Will’ as a Modal Restricted by the Conditional Antecedent 
 
 a. If the sun explodes tomorrow, then Alpha Centauri will explode tomorrow too. 
 b. If I wear the same sweater every day, then the sun will not explode next week. 
 c. If kangaroos had no tails, they would fall over.  
 
Of course, it is possible for conditional consequents not to contain any clear modal element at all. 
 
(42) Conditionals with No Overt Modals Elements in their Consequents 
 
 a. If it is three o’clock, then Dave is in NYC.   
 b. If the red blotches don’t go away, then you have eczema.  
 c. If the Red Sox trade Ortiz, there’s no chance for the pennant. 
 d. If Dave is worried, then I’m definitely worried. 
 
Note, however, that each of these conditionals are semantically equivalent to a conditional that 
does contain an overt modal in its consequent. 
 
(43) Semantically Equivalent Conditionals that Do Contains Modals 
 
 a. If it is three o’clock, then Dave must be in NYC.        (‘epistemic’ must) 

b. If the red blotches don’t go away, then you must have eczema.  (‘epistemic’ must) 
 c. If the Red Sox trade Ortiz, there will be no chance for the pennant. 
 d. If Dave is worried, then I will definitely be worried. 
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(44) Idea:  Even When You Don’t Hear a Modal, it’s Actually There 
 

Perhaps the actual syntactic structure of the conditionals in (42) is directly akin to the 
structure of the equivalent sentences in (43).  However, in (42) the modal that the 
conditional antecedent restricts is phonologically empty… 

 
 a. If it is three o’clock, then Dave ∅MUST [ is in NYC ].   
 b. If the red blotches don’t go away, then you ∅MUST [ have eczema ].  
 c. If the Red Sox trade Ortiz, there ∅WILL [ is no chance for the pennant ]. 
 d. If Dave is worried, then I ∅WILL [ am definitely worried ]. 
 
(45) Potential Problem 
 How do we constrain these ‘invisible’ modals so that they appear only in conditionals?... 
 
(46) Possible Answer  
 Maybe we don’t!  Consider discourses like the following… 
 
 a. Doctor and Patient (With Gloves On) 
 

Patient: I don’t want to take them off, but underneath my gloves are red 
blotchy patches that itch and won’t go away! 

  Doctor: Well, then, you have eczema. 
 
  (i) Assessment: 
   The doctor isn’t fully asserting that the patient has eczema.   
   Rather, it’s more of a conditional assertion… 
   … ‘Given what you say, you must have eczema’… 
 
 b. Two Sports Fans, One of Whom is a Persistent Liar 
  Fan 1 (Liar):  Did you hear the news? 
  Fan 2:   This isn’t another lie, is it? 
  Fan 1:   No, I swear!  The Sox are gonna trade Ortiz! 
  Fan 2:   Really?  You swear? 
  Fan 1:   Yes, I swear! 
  Fan 2:   Well, then, there’s no chance for the pennant.   
 
  (i) Assessment: 
   Fan 2 isn’t really, fully asserting that there is no chance for the pennant. 
   Again, it’s more of a conditional assertion… 
   … ‘Given what you way, there will be no chance for the pennant’ 
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(47) A Further Prediction 
 

Sentences like those in (12) and (13) are predicted to have a modal semantics, which 
quantifies over possible worlds. 

 
 a. Truth-Conditions Predicted for (12a) 
 
          ∀w’’ ∈ { w’ : everything true in w (up to now) is true in w’ and the sun explodes in w’ }. 
   Alpha Centari explodes in w’’ 
 
 b. Truth-Conditions Predicted for (13a) 
 
          ∀w’’ ∈ { w’ : everything true in w (up to now) is true in w’ and  

         I wear the same sweater every day in w’ }. the sun does not explode in w’’ 
 

Clearly, these truth-conditions can fail to hold in the actual world, even if either (i) the 
antecedent is false in the actual world, or (ii) the consequent is true in the actual world. 

 
• Thus, our analysis from Section 3 correctly avoids the problematic predictions of our 

‘extensional analysis’ in (7) with respect to (12)-(13). 
 
 
 
(48) A Choice Quote from Angelika (Kratzer 1986) 
 

The history of the conditional is the story of a syntactic mistake. There is no two-place 
“if…then” connective in the logical forms of natural languages. “If”-clauses are devises 
for restricting the domains of various operators.  Whenever there is no explicit operator, 
we have to posit one.  As shown above, epistemic modals are candidates for such hidden 
operators... 

  
…Irene Heim argues in her dissertation (1982) that the operators that have to posited in 
order to obtain a unified semantics for “if”-clauses might have an additional use: they 
might act as unselective binders for variables… Heim’s work, then, gives further 
support to the hidden operator approach to bare indicative conditionals… 

 
 (Kratzer 1986, p. 11-12; emphasis added) 
 
Kratzer, Angelika (1986) “Conditonals” Chicago Linguistics Socity 22(2): 1-15.  Available at: 
http://semanticsarchive.net/Archive/ThkMjYxN/Conditionals.pdf 
 
 
 
 


