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Conditionals Seminar: Day 2' \

— Stay tuned to course website for announceniszdsings, etc.d.g, first 4

Branden Fitelson

/

o Administrative:

http://socrates.berkeley.edu/~fitelson/conditionals/
— Oct. 5. Alan Hajek will present Chapter 5 (which is his ftanyway!).
— Introductions? Welcome Graham Priest!

e Tomorrow. HPLMS, here at 6pm. Graham: “Intentionality and Non-Existence”

e Grice, Jackson, and the horseshog énalysis of the indicative-¢)

— Grice: Conversational Implicature;, and>
— Jackson: Conventional Implicature;, and>

k — Logic, semantics, pragmatics, epistemology [a big shell game?] j
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Bennett§9: The “Or-to-If” Inference (OTI) [Take 1] I \

e Bennett begins chapter 2 with Jackson’s rendition of (OTI). | nqusttethis:

You believed Vladimir when he told you ‘Either they drew or it was a win for
white’; which made it all right for you to tell Natalya ‘If they didn’t draw, it
was a win for white’. That was all right because what Vladimir told you
entailed what you told Natalya. Quite generally:

(1) P v Qentails—P - Q
If (1) is correct, then so is the horseshoe analysis, as the following shows. ...

¢ At this point, Bennett reasons from (1) irclssicalway, as follows:
(2) —A v C entails——A — C [two substitutions —A/P andC/Q]
(3) A o CentailsA — C [two equivalences—A v C//A o C and——A//A]

e The ‘Quite generally’ sanctions (2), and classical logic sanctions (3), whick
secures theo-analysis, sincé o C = A — C is the controversial direction.

¢ QuestionsWhatis this argument supposed to show? Anhdw (hint: IBE)?

— The Or-to-If Inference [an inference of what kind, and from what to what~

chapters of Bennett are there in PDF format, as are some primary sources

7]

\. We will come back to these questions when we dis§d§s(end of Ch. 3).j
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Kl_ogical Background: o (the horseshoe) and- (the indicative)\

e The horseshoeH) is atruth-functionalsentential operator. Truth-tables:

plalpoag|-pvag|-(p&—q | p—g
T T T T T ?
T|F| F F F F
F|T T T T ?
FIF| T T T 2

Note: p © q s truth-functionally equivalento —p v g [and to—(p & —q)].

The second row of the truth-table is uncontroversiap i$ true andj is false,
thenp o qis false, and (intuitively) so is the indicative conditionmat> q.

e |.e, intuitively, —p v @'s falsity entails thefalsity of p — g. Or, equivalently
(in classical logic!),p — g's truth entails—p v g's truth. Most accept this.

It's the otherrows of the truth-table that are controversial for> g. The
guestion is: Does-p v g's truth entail p — g's truth? To summarize:

K — Unontroversial: p — q=> p o q. Controversial: pog=p— Q.

/
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/. Meanwhile, Bennett mentions that the horseshoe analysis has some @
consequences, sinée> Q is truewhenever P is falsendwhenever Q is true

— If I ate an egg for breakfast this morning, then you ate a million eggs.
— If there are no planets, then the solar system has at least eight planets
e Many absurd-sounding examples along these lines can be concocted.

e Everyone seems to agree that it would be sillassertsuch conditionals
[e.g, that it wouldnot be “all right for you totell” someone such things].

e Many go further, and argue that such conditionalsfalgg because they
entail the existence of aonnection(of some appropriate kind) between
antecedent and consequent — a connection that clearly does not exist.

e Defenders of the horseshoe analygig( Grice and Jackson, among others)
must have ways texplain away prima facieounterexamples like these.

e Such explaining away must (at least) tell us why such conditionafetin

liar

fact) have any falskogical consequencdge., falseentailments
\. We begin with Griceentailments versusonversational implicatures. /
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/§10: Grice on Conversational Implicature, Entailment, and Indicative Conditionals\

e According to Grice, when someone uttefs— B’ in a conversation, what
theysay(i.e., what'sentailedby the utterance) is jugt o B.

e S0, no “connection” betweefA andB is entailedwhen ‘A — B’ is uttered.
¢ Implicatures are generated because conversations are cooperative endea]
which are governed by certain rules of civilized discourse, including:
— Be appropriately informative (give enough news but not too much).
— Be truthful (say only what you believe and try to have only true beliefs).
— Be relevant.
— Be orderly, brief, cleartc
— In a nutshell:Be helpful

e Or: Uttering ‘P or Q' when one is sure tha (ceteris paribugviolates two

YOIN

Gricean rules at once. It would be more informathrel briefer to say simply
k ‘P'. So, ‘P or Q implicates(but does noentail) ‘... and | know not which’.
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/§11: “Semantic Occamism” and Strawson’s Critique of Grice\l

e Grice has ahin (truth-functiona) account of the meaning of ‘and’ (&) and
‘or’ ( v). He favors such thin meanings if they — together with his theory of
implicature — can diciently explain what he takes to be the linguistic data.

¢ He also thinks this strategy (thin meaningmplicature) works for
(indicative) ‘if". [It is worth mentioning that many linguists — and some
philosophers, like Dudman — don't even think ‘if’ is a sentential operator!]

e An alternative approach would be to hatéck (non-truth-functional)
accounts of the meanings of sentential operators like ‘and’, ‘or’, and ‘if’ —
and then let these thick meanings caailyof the explanatory load.

e Problem: the thick alternative seems to reqainebiguities- that is,many
sense®f the words in questiore(g, sometimes ‘and’ means ‘and theetgc).

Occam’s Razor(semantic version). Don’t postulate more senses (or thicke)

=

ones) than is necessary to adequately explain the linguistic data. J

0907/04
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K. Since Grice is a horseshoe guy, his story abesitis verysimilar to ‘Or’. \

e Uttering a conditional the antecedent of which you know to be false (or wit
known true consequent) violates Gricean conversational rules, since in su
cases you know something more informative and simpler than what you s3

(1) If I ate an egg for breakfast this morning, then you ate a million eggs.
(2) If there are no planets, then the solar system has at least eight planets

e So, the ‘paradoxical’ cases af are not strange becausatat is saidis false,
they are strange becausbat is implicateds false. But, what is implicated?

e For Grice, what is implicated (conversationally) when someone utters (1) i
that the utterer doesn’t know that they didt eat an egg for breakfast.

¢ In (2), twoimplicatures are violated, since, presumably, the utterer knows
boththat the antecedent is falsmdthat the consequent is true.

¢ Note: this doesn’t seem to explain why we tend to associate a claim About
andB being “connected” with utterances ok — B.” One might think that

Ch
hy:

U7r

K ‘A — B’ could“implicate” such a connection, but that's not Grice’s Iine./
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/. Grice thinks his approach, which relies less on the idiosyncrasies of the\
individual word and more on general laws of (civilized) language use, is m
explanatory and more in-line with Occam’s (semantic) Razor.

e Strawson disagrees. He think& > C’ has a thicker meaning, closer to:
() There is a connection betwed&mndC which ensures thatA o C.

e Strawson claims that Grice’s theory predicts thaanguage could possibly
containan indicative conditional connective that meaf)s Bennett says ‘no’.

e Bennett: Grice thinks thatdur linguistic practices preclude an that means
(1), but this does not entail that there couldn’t be satherlinguistic
community whose ‘if’ usage is best explained using a thick meaning tike (

e Huh? Bennett says there could be communities in which it is appropriate t
utter ‘A or B’ even ifone knowsA (or B) — deliberately withholding info.

e Then, he claims this could forcetlaick, Griceanmeaning like: ‘It is not the

pre

|

caseA is true andC is false,and this is not a deliberate withholdirig
\. OK. But, what'sthat got to do with ), with its connection between A an@
UCB Philosophy
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&

and Grice is good. The following (conditional!) question is, indeed, crucial
If the facts about the use of expressigfincluding ones about what uses of it
would be found peculiar or unsatisfactory-can be explained either by (1)
attributing toE a fat meaning or by (2) attributing a thin meaning and bringing
in Gricean conversational principles, are we intellectually obliged to adopt (2)?

The answer to this question is, presumably, ‘Yes’, for someone who adopt
something like Occam’s Razor as a scientific methodological principle.

I, for one, do not (and I think the answer is ‘No"). But, that's another semin

As Bennett points out, this question isn’t ewelevantunless its antecedent ig
satisfied — unless the salient dat@ explainedy the two competing (thins
thick) accounts. Bennett thinks thisnstthe case, and I'm inclined to agree.

Of course, Grice thought his thin account was explanatory in the requisite
sense, but Bennett thinks this is just because he did not look at enough d

/o Nonetheless, | think Bennett's analysis of what's at issue between Stn@m

o

ta.

What data, exactly, does Bennett have in mind? Enter The Ramsey Test ./.
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/. This first rendition of the Ramsey Test has its problems. Bas van Fraass)n

E

(originally, Richard Thomason) discusses examples like: ‘If my business
partner is cheating me, then | will never be aware of the fact that he is’.

Applying Version 1, | add ‘my business partner is cheating me’ to my stock
beliefs. On just about any “minimal” or “conservative” propagation, my nev
corpus seems to include ‘I am aware that my partner is cheating me’.

So, Version 1 (even just as a necessary condition — see below) says | shoy
not acceptssert the conditional. But, intuitively, this may be wrong (I may,
e.g, know that my partner is very cunning, knowledgeable, discete},

The Ramsey Tes{(Version 2). Take your current degree of beleédence functio®
(over the algebra of all propositions you now entertain), and impose on it the const
thatP(A) = 1. Allow this constraint to propagate in the most natural and conservati
way. Then, see what vall®(C) takes after this process is completgoltfly if (? — see
below) P(C) is “sufficiently high”, then it's OK for you to belieyassertA — C.

of

d

aint

It's not clear how this helpsvluchmore on ‘P(A — C)” in chapters 4 and 5!
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§12: The Ramsey Tes' \

Before we get into the Ramsey Test, we need to bring something that's be
lurking to the fore. The “data” we are talking about have to do with which
kinds of statements are “assertible” (“all right to say”) in certain contexts.

The Ramsey Test is — on one reading — about the “degree of assertability”

indicative conditionals. | (and Bennett!) think it’s better to talk about “degrege

of acceptability” or “degree of believability” instead. But, let’s push on.

There are many renditions of the Ramsey Test. The plausible ones, | think,

have to do with determining (or constraining) the appropriate doxastic attit
one should (or may) have concerning an indicative conditidnal C.

The Ramsey Tes{(Version 1). AddA to your stock of beliefs. Allow this

change to propagate through your belief structure in such a way that it res
in “minimal change”. Now, check to see if the new stock of beliefs inclu@les
If/only if (? — see below) it does, then it's OK for you to beligagseriA — C/
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.

\_

Note: Version 2 of The Ramsey Test does not involve ‘pretending to be@
(or know) A'. Instead, it involves imposing a constraint on your degree of
belief structure, and seeing how that constraint propagates, quantitatively.

Also, none of the Ramsey Tests involve asking whetherwould believeC
(or what your degree of belief i@ wouldbe),if youwereto come to

believgknow A. Ramsey gave counterexamples to this subjunctive reading;

As an atheist, say, John assigns a low probability to ‘God exists’. Presumg
John also (permissibly) assigns low probability to ‘God existsthe
supposition thahe has cancer (here, think Version 2enditionalization.

But, if John were to come to know he had cancer, then (say) his weaknesq
would turn into religious belief. Intuitively, it would be wrong to saddle him
with accepting the indicative conditional ‘If John has cancer, then God exid

So, whether | should believd® — C has nothing to do with whethemiould
believeC werel to come to knovibelieveA. Conditionalization doesn’t work

of

Lide

Lilts

D

bly,

that way. We'll talk more about this later. Meantime, a brief digression:/
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¢ A ‘muddy Venn Diagram’ visualization of probability models allows us to

Philosophy 290 Notes

Digression: Visualizing Conditional Probability with ‘Muddy Venn Diagrams’

e Intuitively, Pr(x | y) is supposed to be the probability »fgiven that y is true
So, when we conditionalize on it’s like “supposingy to be true”.

e Consider a Venn Diagram ove, Y, and think about how we might want to
understand RX | Y). If we “supposeY to be true,” then this is like “treating
theY-circle as if it is the entire bounding box of the Venn Diagram”.

e This is like “moving to a new probability function Psuch that Pf(Y) = 1.”

T
b \ YT
Pr—Pr
Pr(X) x | Pr(X) = Pr(X|Y)
_ Pr(X&Y)
\_ CPr(Y) j
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while Grice must frown (at least, a little?), Ramsey might smile. Noa
P(C | A) is undefinedvhenP(A) = 0! Thus,agreemenif —A is knowni
Bennett discusses this later under the rubric ‘zero intoleranee’ of

2. Grice condemns assertingg = C’ when C is known Bennett suggests
this generalizes (“in degree”?) to the case wh@is highly probable (on
my P). But, even ifP(C) is very high,P(C | A) can be very high. So,
while Grice must frown (at least, a little?), Ramsey might smile. Note:
P(C|A) = 1if P(C) = 1! So, Ramseynust endorsassertingA — C’
whenC is knowr This is a strikeagainstRamsey as ayficientcondition.

3. Grice (according to Bennett's Jackson) would say that no logical truth i
assertible (since they are utterly informative). But, it seems that some 4
assertible. This just seems like an uncharitable reading of Grice by
Bennett's Jackson. But, there is something here worth saying — which i
related to (2) above. All conditionals whose consequents are logical tru
will pass (all versions of) the Ramsey Test, sif@& | A) = 1, for all A.

better understand the motivation for the definition of conditional probabilityl.

U7r

=

e

[

ths

Grice, | take it, would say thatoneof these A — T"s is assertible. J

\_
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K§13: Ramsey and Grice — Some Points of Agreemeigk CoaniDI

Philosophy 290 Notes

e Point of Agreement
— ‘A — C’ does not get a high assertability value for me merely because
am highly confident in-A (or merely because | am highly confidentGi.
— Grice: because | should rather say something stronger and simpler if |
confident in such a thing (which | would be in both such cases).
— Ramsey: because the criterion is a high probabilit¢ iigiven that A
And, neither P(A) is low’ nor ‘P(C) is high’ entails P(C | A) is high’.
¢ Points of Conflict (five of them):
1. Grice condemns assertingy > C’ when —A is known Bennett suggests
this generalizes (“in degree”?) to the case whiis highly improbable
(on myP). But, even ifP(A) is very low,P(C | A) can be very high. So,/

-
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K 4. Some conditionals that ateith-functionally equivalendiffer greatly in\
terms of theirassertibility(andor believability). For instance:
(i) ‘(Even) if the bible is divinely inspired, it is not literally true.’
(ii) ‘If the Bible is literally true, it is not divinely inspired.’
Let D = ‘the bible is divinely inspired’, and = ‘the bible is literally true’.
Then, {)is‘'D — —T'and (i) is ‘T — —D'. If the horseshoe analysis is
correct, thenif and {i) arelogically equivalentbecause they are
contrapositivesThere seems to be no way, then, for Grice to account fo
the fact thati) can be perfectly assertibelievable, whilei{) can't be.
Ramsey has no such problen?(=T | D) is high’ = ‘P(—=D | T) is high’.
5. Jackson’s students tend to be happy with Grice’s stories about ‘and’ an
‘or’, but they strenuously resist his analysis of ‘if’. He and Bennett think
that this suggests Grice’s story is not complete, and that the question ‘\
does— seem not to be truth-functional?’ cannot be adequately answer
without some appeal to threeaningof ‘ —’ (“thick”). Presumably,

e Sometimes, the Ramsey test (applied to “degree of assertibility”) and Gricgan
prescriptions about assertability are in agreement, and sometimes they argn'’t

Jackson’s students are OK with the Ramsey Testéagssarpnly?). /

\_
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/ Chapter 3: Jackson on Grice and Ramsey —§14: Setting the Stagi \

¢ In §14, some important background is given, and some subtleties clarified

Philosophy 290 Notes

— The horseshoe analysis is thatand > have the same&uth conditions

— Grice and Jackson both are horseshoe analysts in this sense ffEhentie
between them is the way they explain away the apparent counterexam

— Grice uses considerations afnversationalmplicature to do this, and
Jackson uses Ramsey Testonsiderations ofonventionaimplicature.

— Jargon. A belief (or degree of belief) i€ is robust with respect toA iff
P(C|A) is high. For Jackson, this is equivalent o> C’ passing the RT

— Jackson thinks robustness@fwrt A is necessary but not gicientfor
assertibilitybelievability of ‘A — C’. We have already seen our own
potential failures of sfliciency €.g, ‘A — T’). Grice isstill relevanthere!

— Key Example: robustnessigcessaryor ‘A — C’ to be useful inmodus
ponens He's thinking of “ticket entailment”. Such MP “tickets” get you
nowhere if A — C’ is notrobust €.g, acceptednerely because € —A).

N
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/ e Here, Jackson relies on an analogy with certain other connectives, Iike% :

(1) Noam Chomsky would be a good Commencement speaker, and he i
the country’s most famous radical left-winger.

(2) Noam Chomsky would be a good Commencement speaker, but he is
the country’s most famous radical left-winger.

e According to Jackson, (1) and (2) have the samth conditiongthey assert
the same proposition). TheftBrence between them is that ()nventionally
implicatessome kind oftontrastbetween the conjuncts of the assertion.

e This conventional implicature is generated not by conversational rules that
supposed by the hearer of the utterance to be in force, but othentional
meaningof the connective ‘but’ itself. Jackson wants to tell a similar story fq

(3) Either | didn’t eat an egg for breakfast or you ate a million eggs.
(4) If I ate an egg for breakfast, then you ate a million eggs.

e Jackson: (3) and (4) have the same truth conditions, but (4) conventionally

-

ples

are

=

\ implicates that its consequent is robust wrt its antecedenit§ speake). J
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K §15: Jackson on Conventional Implicature and—»' \

e Like Grice, Jackson distinguishes whaassertecr saidwhen one utters
‘A — C’, and what isimplicatedby such an utterance. And, like Grice,
Jackson accepts the horseshoe analysis of what is said or asgerted:

¢ Unlike Grice, Jackson does not talk aboatversationaimplicature, which is

the context of utterance. Rather, Jackson talks abmutentionalmplicature.

e Conventional implicature has to do with the “conventional meaning” of the
indicative conditional- itself. And, for Jackson, this conventional meaning
encoded by the (passing of the) Ramsey Tiest (he robustness & wrt A).

e The basic idea is that when someone uttérss C’, they assert Ao C, but
theyconventionally implicat¢éhatC is robust with respect té (that is, that
relative totheir degree of beligprobability functionP, P(C | A) is high).

e This isn’tquite Strawsonian; it doesnduite say that a “connection” between
K AandC is part of the meaning of>. But, it's close. It's “thicker”, to be suy
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e Before we discuss the details of the breakdown-ef:!* =’ as ‘but’::‘and’,
two bits of background on Jacksonian conventional implicature are useful.

Philosophy 290 Notes

In order for this to be plausible, the analogy between ‘but’ and ‘if’ has tm:
water. Bennett thinks the analogy is leaky, and so is Jackson'’s story abouf

e First: the primary aim in discourse is to communicate beliefs. The asserte
content of an utterance fixes the belief the speaker aims to communicate.
conventional implicatures can hdfpirt by removingadding obstacles.

e This explains why our response to ‘Susan was poor but honest’ is not to s4
that it isfalse(assuming both conjuncts are true!). Rather, we might say

between being poor and being dishonest, then this use of ‘but’ may be to d
communicative ffect, since it mayemovean obstacle in the hearer’s mind.

e Second (typically) what a speakeémplicatescan betrue (apt) even if what

something like “You may be right about Susan, but | wouldn’t put it that way.

determined by the rules of conversation that are presupposed to be in forcg in

The

Ly

e But, if the hearer is under the impression, say, that there is a strong correlatio

00(

sheassertds improbable E.g, ‘Wittgenstein wasn’t a deep thinker, but he
\ influenced many deep thinkers’ (implicature true, assertion improbably
UCB Philosophy
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§16: The Case Against Jackson’s Theory of> I \

I'll only discuss the first 3 of 5 objections Bennett raises to Jackson’s account.

0. Recall that, typically,€.g, with ‘but’) what a speakeimplicatescan be
true (apt) even ifwhat sheassertss improbable But, with indicative
conditionals, this isiotthe case! If | utterA — C’, then (Jackson says)
| assert Ao C, and limplicatethatC is robust with respect té. But, if
P(A>C) < ¢ thenP(C | A) < e. The proof is instructive (I'll present it).

1. Bennett: how does thimplicatureof ‘A — C’ do any Jacksonian work?

When | tell you ‘If (A) Nixon’s top aides were not blackmailing him into
defending them, therQ) he gave them more loyalty than they deserved’, |
signal to you that myp(C | A) is high. | signal this to you ... because this
may help me to get across the belief | am primarily trying to communicate,
namely thaeither Nixon’s top aides were blackmailing him into defending
them or he gave them more loyalty than they deserVad conventionally
implied robustness will improve your chances of acquiring precisely this
belief rather than being distracted by irrelevant side-issues. J

UCB Philosophy
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§18: The “Or-to-If” Inference [Take 2] I \

I'm skipping §17, but one comment on it is in order. Bennett thinks that
Jackson didn’t gdar enoughtoward a Stawsonian (“thick”) account ef. He
thinks the Ramsey Test contributes to tleere of asserted content”.

[Note: be careful not to read this iath conditions More on this latei.

Bennett: there are two problems with thleductive'Or-to-If” Inference:

— There are other (good) explanations of the facts about assertibility (ang
acceptability) in the story, which do not presupposezthanalysis, and

— The>-analysisdoes not even explasaid facts in the first place.

On the first point, one can use GrigeRamsey {ithout>) to explain why it
was “all right for you to say” ~P — Q' after Vladimir told you P v Q..

On the second point, the-analysisdoesn’t even explaiwhy it was “all right
for you tosay * =P — Q' after Vladimir told you ‘P v Q'. [Presumably, it

Branden Fitelson Philosophy 290 Notes 22

e

Bennett asks rhetoricallyWhatirrelevant side-issues? What are the\
threatening distractions, and how does the implication of robustness
remove them?” There seem to be no answers forthcoming from Jacksq
[Lewis provides a dferent motivation for assertind\'— C’, in cases
where the speaker disbelievdsand believe£: to get the hearer to
believeC even if he — unlike the speaker — believesThis doesn't lend
aid to Jackson here — it is more Adamsian. We'll discuss this later.]
2. There is also éormal disanalogy between ‘but’, ‘nevertheless’, ‘yet’,
‘anyhow’, and ‘however’ on the one hand, and ‘if’ on the other:
WhenW links two sentences, it can be replaced by ‘and’ withdteaing
the truth conditions of what is asserted; when used as an operator on one
sentence, it can be deleted withoffieating said truth conditions.
This property is shared by all the ‘but’-like operat®s(for which
Jackson has compelling examples of the role of conventional implicatu

would explain why it was “all right for you t@accept —P — Q.] Bennett: J
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e The main problem is that Jackson (like Grice) doesn't look atfcsent

\ amount of ‘if’-data, and he relies too much on the unmotivated ‘but’ anw
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K — Vladimir was behaving badly unless he was more confident of the disjunctihnan

of either disjunct . Pr(P) # 1]; and Grice’s theory about conversational
implicature explains why. If he was not misbehaving, therefore, he accepted th
disjunction independently of whether one disjunct (either one) turned out to be
false; so for himQ is robust with respect te-P [ Pr(P v Q| —=P) = Pr(Q | —P),

if Pr(P) # 1]. That would make it all right by the Ramsey test for him to assert
=P — Q; and your trust in him makes it all right for you to assert this also.

— Anyway, whether or not some rival to the horseshoe analysis does explain the
acceptability of the or-to-if inference, the analysis itself does not. It contributes
only the thesis thaP v Q entails—P — Q, and thus that the truth of what
Vladimir told you guarantees the truth of what you told Natalya. But it is a famo
fact that a true material conditional may be an absurd thing to say; so this
entailment thesis does not imply or explain the fact that if you accepted what
Vladimir told you, then it was all right for you to say what you did to Natalya.

e This reads the or-to-if inference as abduction where theexplanandunis
that it was “all right for you to say”-P — Q' to Natalya after Vladimir told

1%

e).

But, ‘if’ does not have this property. This is further evidence of disanalogy.

you ‘P v @', and theexplananss that theo-analysis is correct. Is IBEaIi(y
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