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. “point. The three llngulst;c§_zad1gms differ \?Ln the type OF contextual infor-

T . t - 1
if clause qualified ‘the preceding or following sentencey.

oy
»

mation they consider as most basic and in the point of apg%ication of semantic

L4 -

. . A o C .
zgnd pragmatic infeimatron in thg\syntactic'pch%ss but they do agreé that seman-

tic and contextual information does limit the acceptability of sentences.
C R § .
There has:Been a surge of interest in process12§ grammars and processing
s , P )
strategles recently. For example, consider the recert wotks of T. Bever, -

G. Lakoff, W. Woods,T. Windgfad and almost all spdech-u erstanding—systems
researchers.1( In this paper the.interzction'of semantiq_aﬁd prangtic factors

with an assumed syntactic p‘rocessor2 will be investigate?. A partiqular~

~

Vwill help dlsambiguate a potentia%vy ambiguous set of c

WhiYe transcribing academic lectures for data on conditional sentence

n

usaée,.it WaS oted that there rarely was anyAdiffiCult deciding whether ah
At first, this was

attributed ts.intonational clues marking clause boundarfies rather. than sentence

7 . : e .
boundaries. Even when intonational clues sgge«not'present, due to the lecturer's
. " .-

thought pauses, corrections, bac%trackingy whatever, there still was little

difficulty identifying the qualified independent clause.

¢

It has apparently become‘a.haﬁit of certain advertising firms to punctuate’.

explicit §hbordine€e§clauses with full sentence punctudtion, Examining various

advertisements.that were soO punctuated, there was little if any difficulty

r

whether the subordinate clauge qualified the preceding or following sentence.
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ro In some advertasements the quallfled clause could not bé easily identified

P but in these cases the amblguity would not detract fyom the basic message . of-

ot <.

; the advertlsement. Con31der Sentence (l) The situatlon or frame here is

. . - - © .
p is qualified %y the if clause: note thaty”as could be expectea in advertis¥ng,
3 ’ i -t

“elther 1nterpretatlon gets the baslc}p@ssage across.

(1) The third cigarette, a switchéyou 11 have to try. If you'lve been

. expérimenting with other br . Chances ‘are, you e been bounced
back and forth between tui nds of clgarettes. I.

‘What kind of 1nformatlon does the addressee/reader use to dlsamblguate

.this situation? Flrst,.we can note that there are several processing stra-

, tegles that may be 1nvolved in the/gﬁsamblguation process. As T, Bever (1970}\\
and D. Keller—Cohen (l97ﬁ3 have noted, complex sentences, in general, are

. . “easier to interpret or acquiré if%they are encoded in the order of temporal

progression,.i.e. sequentially. Sentence (2a) is encoded sequentially; Sen-
» . . : . . )

tence (Zb) is not.

(2).2 ; If Ford doesn't change his mind, New York will be forced to default, |
' b) New York will be forcedvto defauT% if Ford doesn't change his mind,
]

If' we examine explicit indicative conditional sentences, the time

-

‘reference of_the_aniecedent clause usually precedes or is con%iguous with

[y |

. the tipe reference of the consequent clause as in Sentences (Za and h).‘ In

a

the lﬁ5uexplicit indicative conditional sentences occurring in three issues«\

.

A of a wéekly news maga21ne s no sentences occurred with any other temporal
re‘ationship. In the experlmental frame (3) we, thus, expect that the con-

séquent clause will have a’time reference following that of the if clause.

'

/lf one of the complete sentences Sl or S_has a time reference preceding

3
the ‘reference Sf the if clause, we expect that the if clause quallfies the

other sentence. If the time reference is insufficient to dlsamblguate (3)

P /. . . s
~ . “
. 3 R

s

L potentially‘ambiguo i ihe usualzinterpretau;on,is,that'the latter sentenqeﬁ o
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l.e. Sl and, S3 both temporally ocecur after SZ' then on the bas1s of sequen— ;7
~
~_
tiallty we cah predict/that if S2 modlfles S3 ) S
’ U ¢ 3 . ' : -
(3) s If SZ‘ 973. \ ] . N
Disregarding sentence—internal if clauses, the 145 condltlonalseniences : "]
ey o, ' , . ]
in the news magazine ocosrred w1th an initlal if elaﬂse tw1ce,as often as they

occurrefl with a final if clause. .Bas1ng a processlng strateéy as abovevdh-thls
. , . 3

ratio, we would predict that if S modifies S The pred1¢tion woﬁld correctly
_——2 3 i*'
dlsamblguate (3) two-thixds of the time if the ratio fronﬁ% e magazineo is

close to actual usage. ' 'w

bl

:
e
k

As'tﬁg results below will indicate addressees/readeﬁs can disambiguate

i
,occurrences of free—floating subordinate clapuses in whlph the t&me reference

of-the clauses is insufficient to predlct'Quallflcatlon‘huch better than this

ratio indicates.: Also the results willehow that thereiis no extreme tendency -

to select the latter.sentence as the qualified clause.;?' . . ‘ /
Semantlc 1nformat10n like time reference is playlng a role 1n the dlwambl— "

o .

guition process -but more than‘mere time reference is needeoo‘ As researchers

involved in speech—understending‘s&stems héte discovereds, to construct a,

-

successful speech processor it is not only necessary 0 have the phonetlc(

phonological and syntactlc segments of the grammar 1nteracting to form ~

hypotheses abéut a speech strean, the semantic component must interact with

. U

the rest gf the grammar.

[ 8

N Y
A}

One interestiné guestion at this point is‘to ask what other kinds of
)

semantic/pragmatic 1nformatlon would be useful

Accarding-to Strawson (1956)«

the primary use and meaning of corditional sentences is non—truth—functlonalz

i.e. thete are'non—truth—functional grounds for accepting that S1

for believing S2

” »

b .
in order to felicitously utter If S., S

is a "reason"

‘ 14550 Grice disputes

-~
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Stragson's‘claim, the so-called "Indlrectness Cordition™, * He glaims that the

semaﬁtic énalysis of indicative conditional sentences is the material implica-

R

tggﬁﬁégﬁrator of traditional logic. Given this semantic analysisfftwo usage o . .

- PRRSNREY e

o%?entlons govern the occurrence of coni;tioﬁal sgntences. The non-trnth—

. functional "reason" of the "Indlrectness Condition" is a conversational impli-
cature deriveéd in the féllowing manner from Grice's maxim of quantlty. Statiné\
:that two senteices stand in a particular truth-functiﬂnal relatlonship (the .
material impllcation relationship) conveys only ve minimal information to an
'addressee- Hence\\gpen a speaker uses a conditio 1 sentence, he conversatlonally
.1mplicates that there,are ot@er reasons" for cceptlng that the antecedent
stands in a relationship with the'conseque . 'Crice's second convention @eals
nith épe non-usage of'conditicnals when e anteceqent is known’to be false

4 .
. e .
and with addressees' lack of truth-fungtional intuition about conditional L

sentences tnat have a false antecedept. This convention(nill not be discussed.
"In the potentially ambiguous frame descrited in (3) Grice's analysis of -

conditionals nould predict that dressees/readers would’ one of the independent

clauses over the other if it colld stard in a non}truthefunctional.relationship

with tne if clause. " In cases/ where both clauses could stand in a non-truth-

f&hc;ional reiationship'wit the if clause Grice's analysis makes no predic-—

tionso' Datarrelevant~to is non-claim will be presenteq below. X _

Grice's main test fbr cznrersational implicature as oppcsed to semantic

force is suspendability (cancellability in Grice 1972). He gives a number

.of examples in Lecturg IV of conditional sentences in which the'"Indirect—

ness éondi%ion“ is spended. With the exception of three types of sentences

Grice's examples.of suspension cf the non-truth-functional meaning of con-

¢ . .
". ditionals involve/ "logic" games, i.e. rhetorical usages. Sentence (4) is

an example: ' ’ o f
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(4) [In answer to 'Where is Smith7']\1 know just where Smith is and what
he is doing, bit all I will tell/you is thzt if he is in the library " ) y

b : .he is working. ‘ L ‘ .

A logical game of the type in (4) can almost always be invented to allow
strictly: truth-functional, rhetorical, usage of almost any indicative,COn—

ditionaI 6 Following Strawson,-hOwever, I believe this t?pe of usage is not

The language conditiongl entails the relevant

s primary but is deriVative.
« ' material implication and in particular contexts the conditional reduces to

have the force of material implication. {

.

*Grice gives three examples of"contextual cancellability of Strawson s

\ "Indirectness Condition". The two types of cancellability Grice uses to es- -

tablish conversational ipplicature are.first use in rhetoric as in'(4) ang

/

contextual oancellability; i.e. cancellation in a partioular linguistic environ-

ment. ' .
14 / .
. (5) JIf England win the first test they wiél win the series, you. mark my
. ' words, .
Q% Perhaps, if he comes, he will be in a good mood.,
7) See that\if he comes, he gets his money.
‘is a statement about the truth value of the two-statements.

would claiA that the "Indirectness Condition"‘is still in force. People do

Grice claims that Sentence (5)’is uttered as a}pure guess and as such

My ‘intuition

not make'predictions, even predictions about sporting events, without some

belief set involved.

‘ >
has something like the following in mind:

Usually when a speaker utters a sentence llke (5) he

..

-

(8) England is a relatively good team. Winning the first test will give them.
momentum, This) momentum will be sufficient to cause them to win the series.

People really do not make too many context-less guessesa Note that Sen-

tences (9) and (10) could also be used to convey a belief like (5) The

difference in usage 1is Qrverned by something like the speaker's expectation

that the antecedent will result in the eonsequent. .The strongér,the ; ’

.
. -
' » ‘G n’ '-i' . -
[P . v .
- E .
.
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belief in the reasons that lead from the antecedent to the consequent the
A\ :
stronger the ;orm that a speaker Will use.7 . ’ .
9) ‘If England Wins the first ‘test, I believe they will wili the series.. )
10) If Michigan“is leading at the half, they've won the game. :

In sentences making predictions like (5), (9), and (10) the non—truth— o

-

\ . functional reason that implies the consequewt fron the antecedent is not

. o s |
’ totally supplied by the antecedent. _There'is a\reﬁsoning process involved

j : ; ' .
from the context of utterance. The context together with the antrecedent does

lead non—truth—fﬁnctionally to the consequent. A common response to’these
- T - T, \ : '
utterances is the question 'Why do you believe that?'u In asking this

4

question-the addressee 1is asking the speaker to detail the context so that

the addressee will understand’the‘non:truth—functional reasons that lead from

I
the antecedent to the consequent.

.

[ 4 4
‘Sentence (6) is also a prediStion. Again, its utterance usually is conmec- L

S
4 ted with some contextual reasons which allow a reasoning process to lead from

the antecedent to the consequent. It is'quite rare for a speaker t0 express
a “pure"vgoess about anything. We generally have some purpose involved when

_we utter hypothetical statements, Sentence (6) is.most likely to be used in
>
a context something like (ll)xl .
(11) John has been in a rotten mood today. We're throwing a party. - .
He wouldn't come- to a party unless he's in a good mood. Therefore ~
Perhaps, if John comes, she'll be in a good mood. .

N V ' .
Sentence (7) is the easiest of Grice's examples to discuss. A performa-

tive analysis of sentences like (7) allows for the suspension of the "indi-

" rectness Condition". ‘QI doubt very much if Grice actually intended to analyze
this sentence entirely truth-functionaily. One manner in which an addressee

_ can see that the embedded conditional is true is to prevent him from ever

coming but ,this is certainly not a speaker intention in uttering Sentence
. (ORI | '




Regardless 8% whether the "Indirectness Conditlon" is primary to the
)
'semantics of indicative conditlonal sentences as Strawson claims or whether
. N \‘ v
it is merely a conversational impllcature as Grice claims, it will not

always disambiguate the experﬂmental frane (3). If both the preceding and

following sentences, S, and Sé'in (3), can stand in a 'reason' relationship

<

with the if clause,.the "Indirectness Condition" predicts that an addressee/
7 * /
reader would find frame (3) ambiguous. ‘As results below Will 1ndicate, this (:

is not the case.' Readers show a strong preference for certain types of con-

nettions, i.e. 'reaSons , relating;the two clauses of a conditional sentence,

. It is necessary to examine the™types of 'reasons' that allow Sl to lead to S

. ) 2
glven \If If S,, S, , ' - BN .

-

One obvious relationship which permits felicitous utterance of conditiongl-

A

-l

sentences 1s a causative relationship. If the speakar believes that the

occurrence of Si nill cause the occurrence of-S2 then'If Sll S2 is a felici-

tous utterance. ' : ’ l -

’

12) 1f you put sugar in water, it W11 dissolve.
13) JIf Ne7 York City defaults, many banks will be in trouble. : \

Another similar relationship that permits the use of conditionals is

. a pseudo-causal relationship. If a speaker believes that S and then S

2. 2 R
.and then voo and then S cause S +1 is true then for every J ‘if S., S 1 is

a-felicitous utterance?} That is the "sentence

Sl to Sn form a causal chain

with tﬂe result Sn+l' Consider, for example,:Sen nce (lﬂ)'uttered in the:

.

context of an auto rdce by one fan to another.a§

(14) 1If the next driver doesn't see that oil slick, he'll slide into the
retaining wall.

A somewhat weaker relationship, but still a frequent one in usage, is a
: statistical relationship.. Ifa s er notes that event S1 always or almost «

. alwayslo Precedes an occurrence of event S, then if 51¢—§2 is a felicltous

’ 2 . )
. f' ‘ 8 . V- - . »
ERIC g S - : % o
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: ’S based on inductive or deductive reaSoning then If S S is felicitous.

R - . s a
' . . ~

s r ,

: utterance (cf. Sentence 15}5 If the speaker strongly expects 82 to follow

1 1.]._.2
Tentatively this relationship is classified with statistical relations (cf.

Sentence‘l6) -; . '

- ’ c o ~ 3\

'-15 "If that pitcher tugs on his cap during his windup, he'll throw a eurve.
16) Even'if she s found guilty, Patty Hearst might not go to Jail for years.

. Perhaps rhetorical usage of conditionals should be placed at the bottom .
.'of this hierarchy of ‘reasons' connecting the clauses of indlcative conditional

sentences. On hearing a sentence like. (l?) it seems that -we go tbrough something

”

like the hierarohy of reasons trying to. find a relationship whicﬁ»fits the two
clauses, if the search fails, we examine the comtext trying to see if a rhetori-

cal usage would be possible- otherwise we reject the sentence as meaningless.g
. . . A
(17) If grass is green, unicorns don’t exist. ‘

¢

* The division of reasons inte three categories is somewhat misleading.
The three specific categories chosen actually represent three points on'a

i , ‘ L
continuum, ‘Deciding exactly where a relation betwyeen tyo clauses should stand

-

on this hierarchy is often quite difficult. ’

\

For the purposeg cf the following experiment attested sentences have been

ciassified into these relationships using'the following intuitive tebts: for

Vs

a causal relationship between clauses S1 and S2 the following sentences are f

found acceptable,§ causes S2 and l 1 ‘would not occur,‘__2 would not occur;

for pseudo-causal, one of-the tests for causal fails and S1 together with-

-

) several other events satisfies the tests for causal, i.e. a cizsal chain

including S cen bg constrycted; for' statistical the-test8 for causal and

.

for pseudo- causal fail., . . | -’ (

=,

Within each oﬁ these categories there is undoubtedly 2 continuum of strength

+ and the categories tend to overlap to a certain extent. Consider Sentences (l&)

> [ 4

9




.ixg: -/ through (22). All of these were classified as statistical:relatiOnships'"’ :
g et

.z though they clearly differ in the strength of the relationship° Sentence

1| A

(18) was very close to being classified as pseudo—causal and probably would

.  be by other indiViduals intuitions. Sentence (19) though it is based on statis—

.
[

. tlcal evidence Just as strong a$s that on which (18) is based does not over=

© ., i, Iep with pseudo,pausal relations. Loy, e
c v 18) If you smoke, you'll get cancer.
' ) 19) If the sunspot ratio goes up, .so will women's skirts .o
20) If their pitcher tugs on his cap, he®ll throw a.fast ball.
P 21) If that prof smliles when he passes out the exam, it? 11 be hard. = .
. . 22) If I wash my cak, it' s sure to rain. .

To test'the hypothesis that the tybe of relationship as well as the

existence of the "Indirectness Condition" has some bearing on speaker

-

acctptance of conditional sentences. The'experimental'frame described in

(3) was used Ninc sentence pairs wexrc selected from a weekly news magazlne.

-

The if clause was sebarated frOm the sentence with which it was conjoined and
L} ! .

given full sentence punctuation. According to my intuftions all poSsible
combinations of the three relationships described above ‘were included in the \

elghteen sentences and nine if clauses. Various.linguists presented with

one of the if clauses and one of its relevant sentences could. fairly easidy .
& .

8
accept the resuftant conditional ‘sentence. . The if clauses thus could.plausibly
)

be attached to either the prebeding or following sentence forming an accgkﬂab&é

- conditional sentence. The combination of my Judgements about the relationship
'o 'together with the acceptability judgements implies that the "Indirectness ?l {1
. Condition" holds between the if clause and either of ‘the two sentences.
R The "Indirectness Conditign" alone predicts that readers will not be aBhle to
decide whether the 1f clause modifies the preceding of the fo lowing sentence ’
in the test frame. . .

o, . ¢ .

‘ A:questionnaire was cconstructed presenting the nine palrs of sentences . ' .
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¥ " ‘together with sevéral extraneous frames punctuated as in (3). In 1 of ‘the .
- T ) ' L I . i s ™~ . . ..

- pairs of test sentefices the time reference.foliowed ﬂhe*@ime reference of the

oted above intuition héﬁ 1ndi— >

\ S g

cated that the opposite time reference would definitely biﬁs the readers A S

L : .
associated 1if clause. 1In preliminary work as

»

L 2

judgments’, o - i

Thirty informants,'native English speakers. responded to the questionnaireo
Fifty guestionnaires,had been distributed to an introductory generatiye'semantics

class. At the time when the questionnaires were distributed the class ha

»

discussing predicates, ralsing and equi and had not yet begun to discuss logical
v Operators as predicates. The respondents were asked to answer'the question
"Which sentence, S “or §3, does the ‘if clause .modify?" by checking the proper

block as 4n {23).

i e ‘ ' .
. _ (23) 51 Y s , either\‘ , neither }

h Y

iy

The predictions based pni:arily on the hierarchy discussed above but also

‘based on the two potential prooé sing strategies are that first when the two .

sentences can potentially stand g the same relationshlp with the 1f clause, o ‘

.the maJority of informants will ilwicate that the qualification is ambiguous

Pk

\ .
and a slight maJority of those whg\io select one of the two sentences will select

s

the latter as being qualified by theuif clause; second, when the two potential

\
~L
» ‘ relationships stand at opposite endsaof the intuitiVe scale the informants will .

'overwhelmingly select the sentence whioh allows a causal relationship regardless
&4 " of the linear order of the sentences; ﬁnnally, when the potential relationships _

% ' are close on the scale, 1.e. causal/pseugo—causal or pseudo—causal/statistical

X N
i e

a maJority will select the stronger re “ﬁionship but a fairly large minority -

ti' ‘M

Y will indicate the frahe is ambiguous and the processing strafegy will interfere ’

'so that the weaker relatlionship will- ofﬁqg be selected if it allows the if
|
clause to modify a following anteccdent.

- i




) %ﬁx e . ' The table in (24) presents the experimental' esults 2. “Totals will not .:. :

add to. 31 because a few informants had fairly restrictive intuitlons deciding

y T ’ / N ' '

«in various experimental frames that nelther sentence could be qualified by the

R e B e e e PRI b e e o e

v ciause. A possfble exror on the experimenter s part was not 1ncluding a frame P
\ - v - '
) in whtch the if clause obviously coﬂid not modify elther sentence. This non—inw
¥

. clusion together with the possible,judgment that neither sentence‘is

3
E-4

'

oo

modified by.the if clauge (cf« (23)) may have biased geveral info;mants to

:judge the'frames Gery restrictively.

(24) ‘ : |
< 2md Sent., S3' potential relationship with if clause
- égnto,‘gz\\\\ | CAUSAL "PSEPDO—CAUSAL . STATISTigAL
o~ | ] o ' - R
v E § CAUSAL L o111 |12 5 2 | 24 | 28 0 2 F .
A& [ _ ) : —t -
/- ﬁ-fafPSEUDO—CAUSAL 3. li 11 0 20 11 27 . 0 1’
e Uy N T . . v
£ .l rarsTicas o |3 | 1 3 |27 |=1 | 3 | 821 ,
- TR I . . : . )
B ‘v\]m .
S,: |55 | &~ | Sy |S & |5, |55 |&,

-

. ancé of sentence-initial if clauses did not
(25) 1 l
: 3

‘total “ 73,| 109 ’l 82 l . , L
- . . >

The experimental results essentially bear out the predictions made above.

eatly bias the,judgments:

&

Sl I S

~

~ -

' In equal value potential rekiionships, causalvcausal pseudo-causal/pseudo—causal

and statistical/statistical the informants choices occurred with the following

frequencies: &%_. . a . e : ' . )
(26) P e » ’
- ; “ sl | ‘Sj ' & l "o —
" N < '3' -4 t' N
*.total 7 39 42 “
v A sligbt majority indicated ambiguity as‘predicted and of those respondents who i
R R )
. v : L 12 . ' -
. . : - : i
. ‘ _ : e |
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| the respondents Judgments yleldedqan overwhelming selection of the causal.

’ order of the sentences.

':(27) |lcausal l psfcausal'| &'_;J

7 = ~ : : ,‘?‘26
’ )I ) - h d - : - ; . /
. » ) '4
. . . oS e
. . 1 . . S
selected a:jartlcular,sentence in the frame the maJorltyhselected the latter
I w s
sentenée,- 3, askpredlcted&by a process1ng strategy based on the preponderance _
f . - Ve

Bz sentence }nltlal 1f clauses. Invthe frames w ith the potential relatlonshlps

-

' a* oppos1te ends of the h1erarchy, stat;stlcal/causal and causal/statistlcal

_#
potentlal relat;onsh;p as predicted:' e “
. (27) ]l causal j stat;ti . &’/fyl" S . * .;
totalll - B |° o *, 3 E S,

'The two close relatlonships cases do not follow the predlcted trends. The ﬁ%eudo;

o

cagsal relatlonshlp was strongly favored dver the statistical regardless of the °

) I
4 . 3 . .
e g 3 ° -

@ | B D A |
llPS causal/I stat I'&“” If o . .
totall| 'Lfl ! 2 r o S .
Ry . “" . .

The specxflc sentences seleéted For the questlonnalre -were on the ordereof
Sentenee (16) rather than Sentence (15). It is possible that the true stat1stical(
Trelationships, i.e. if clauses whose relationship to their antecedent is arrived
at str1ctly through 1nduct1ve reasoning should have been separated from relatlon—i
gghps which are derlved through a combination of 1nduct1ve and deductlve reasonlng

(cf Sentence“(lé)) and relatlonshlps derived strlctly through deductlve reasonlng.

- The- category, statlstical relatlonshlp, should be subd1v1ded 1nto the categorles.

—

E uctlve relatlonshlpgxlnductlve plus,deductlve relationshlp, finally deductive
relationship., The latter category would Probably merge with the usage termed

-

rhetorical above,

The causal/pseudo-causal franes also did: not.follow the predicted trends:

1

total.

=1 |7

) ‘ g . . .
\‘A . . ’
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'Mére.respOndents than’expected'indicatEd that this s1tuat10n was amblguous than
, ] ) !
expected. Examlnlng the experlmental ‘results we see‘that the frame~W1th causal

. L.

.o sentence occurlng first was responslble for the departure from predlctlon. Frame

-

(28) presents the srtuaﬁ}ona ' ) _f" J(

(28) Last week a fedefal study 1ndlcéted that about 100 of thé/natlon s 15 048
banks had invested sums equal to 507 or more of their capital in_New York
“City bonds and thus would be inserious trouble. If a default caused the
value of those securltles to plunge._-The banks fould probahly not be wiped »

out, E C s L . : ‘ : <

PRRY

- s Y ® . . . . .- . . N
The_alternateﬁﬁrder framg¢ did-not produce anomalous results apd it may be the -
casé thatﬁa jmbdessing strategy based on thgpresuiting "hesVinese" of. the first

sentence with the 1f clause appended together with a proce551ng stra gy based :

2 ©

on the preponderance of sentence 1nit1al 1f clauses blased the result in this

test frame. o ' AR ’ o B .

The results, however, definitely show that some principle other than

v

should be judged-as ambigucus by the informants based on the predictions”of the

A

“Indirectness' Condition". To hgndle this situation within Grice's approach,

we would have to invent'a met%g% on quality, metrlc derived, from the h1erarchy

¥Scourse, such'a metrlc is not really contrary to

of potentlalﬁrelatlonshlps.
\

Grlce s hypotheses about 1anguage. To.handle the s1tuat;on within Strawson 5.

approach, we would have to subecategorize the "reasons" via,hhich the antecedent

]

L ‘ .

clause leads to the consequent clause. Ag?in this approach is not really con-

trary to Strawson s hypotheses about 1anguage. , | - ‘Y- .
" ¥In the process of devising thls«test, it was noted that certaln strategies
do outweigh the.importance of the h@erarchy»in disambiguating the experimental ‘

frame. As noted above the time'reiationship'can strongly bias*judgments. Also

.as might be expected deixis relatiohships can strongly influence Judgments. In

-

or in addition to the "Indirectnessﬂbondition" is fypctioning. All of-the frames

”




S e e ‘ . ! o
- ' * . ‘ . '?‘ ‘ ‘, ‘ -\1 } ‘l lLl'
] , \ » V s
‘J e v ,w )
two of the dummy sentences in the survey a statistical—causal relationship” =~ )
- - ‘ - ' - .
yielded ‘the following results:\\ .o . . o < .
‘ B~ i P o ‘)\
(29), causal stat. [ & \ . ' P ;;w'..l
« - e el
total “ l T i 11 l . . D .

¢ It is clalmed that this reversal of results was caused by the reference relatlon—

ship. ‘The sentences produc;ng thegcausal potential relatlonshlp would have a

‘ . ' . L : Y Vo

~ case of backwards pronominalizationgﬁgh the if clause appended; the statistical

A o N : . - .

sentences a gase of forwards pronominalization. The occurrence of the latter -
t - .

strongly outweighsrthe occurrence of the former in Engllsh°

(30}~ Saudia Arabia, which produces about a fourth of all OPEC oil, has the power _
.- to break the-cartel., If it ch00sesu No price increase that Saudia Arabia
' “finds 1ntolerable has a cpance of sticklng. . > N

-Several strategles interact in prooeséing potentlally amblguous data like ,'l

the above., Reference, +tempordl order, the’ preponderance of sentence- 1nit1al if ._u

clauses and the hlerarchy of potentlal relatlonshlps all ‘influence the processlng

of clauses occurrlng in frame (3) As 1n1t1ally clalmed semanylc and pragmatlc

Ea S
lnformatlon and hypotheses based on such- 1nformatlon must be avallable to &
% " )‘ N a
processlng grammar if it is to correctly isambiguate the chosen frame.

It clauses are processed as units as Bever and others clalm, this prag-

" matic and semantic 1nformatlon can apply at the point at whlch the three clauses

% g’

are proce%sed. A partial semantic analysis of ea\x clause must be completed p

EI

prlor to dec;ding the reference of the if clause.

The hierarchy of values deseribed above for disambiguating the eknerimental"
frame would not be very 1nterest;ng if it only applled to: sltuatlons in whlch
vphonetlc/phonological or punctuatlonal data was missing orx unobtalnable. A
problem for any tradltional logical analysls of natural language is the lack -

of parentheses in natural language. Logical systems can easily'generate the

type of sentences illustrated in (31) but they are incapable of parsing such. -

' .

o - 15 -
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_biguity; however consider Sentence (33) for a more str;king 8

(33) Many people will be shocked and RFK's memory w1ll be tarnlshed i1f the

sentences. - The hierarchy developed above affords a potential strategy for

parsing multiple operator>sentences: - -7 . R
(31) ‘1f 841 8, and s3"‘ "If sl, 8, or s3' i
' : ' v ' e
5, amd S, if S, s or Sz' if S, .

In'a processing grammar the hierarchy of possibl reldtiOnships could

again be applied after a clausal processing to disam guate the sentences in (3
Language useys ars quite capable of distlngulsheng hether an if clause modif' ”
a single sentence or a conjunction of sentences i/ frames like (31) Con51 &
the following sentence. Sentence (32) could eitHer be analysed as;a conj n tion
of a simple sentence and a conditional sentence/ or as-a conditional senferife with

»

a compound consequent. The h1erarchy predlcts that most readers woul

(32) We never came back in groups and we spent hour@ los}ng a tall, 1f
we had the slightest idea we were being followed|

Warren Commlslon Report is found to be false‘,

.i -

Sentence (33) is clearly a conditional‘sentence with
. T : ro

¢ o .

| compound consequent clause.
/

Within a strictly generative model, this hlera ¢hy can be used as a blocking

rule in contexts that do not permit a rhetorical conéjtional interpretively on
sentences conjoined with if or it can be a (transdequatlonal7) constraint on .

predicting the acceptablllty of a. loglcal structuresfresultlng in two clauses

conjoined by li. The final form of the hierarchy is presented in (34)

ﬂ(Bh), causalj>pseudo—causal:>inductiyely basedﬁ>induct1vely and de@uctlyely

based >deductively based

—




Appendix . . _ ;
The questionnaire-sentences together with the intuitive classification
into the "reason". hiera}chy are presented belows .

1 caus%l/causal : e _ . st

Taxpayers elsewhere are not going to be ‘penalized. If. a federal guarantee is
available. Other 01t1es will be vaccinated against the virus that Ras weakened
us. ’ ~ .

2 causal/pseudo-causal .

Last week a federal” study indicated.that about 100 of the nation's 15,048

banks had invested sums equal to 507 or more of their capital in New York

City bonds and thus would be in serious trouble, If g’ default caused the

value of those securities to plunge. the banks would probably rot be¢ wiped out.
V'

3 causal/statistical - ‘ .

Grant's future,survival will depend on how profitably it manages to sell off

"its inventory. Even if it can squeak past the threat of a bankruptcy liquida-

tion next year. Theeohain will still be caXrying a mountainous batklog of big
appliances. oo t .

4 pseudo-causal/causal . ‘ NS

“We never-left or-came back in groups. If we haa the slightest idea we were

being. followed.. We spent hours loslng a tail by riding buses endlessly or
dodging through blg stores. ' S . s

5 pseudo—causal/pseudo—causal : ' " ] \

The women were frequently‘sent out to steal. If We were near a university.
The women stole purses from the women's dorms. ) ' .

6 JseudOrcausal/statlstlcal

The virgin will have screamed and have been rescued in time. If she hgd .not
wanted sex. An Assyrlan whose virgin daughter was violated could gain Justlce
by raping the attacker's wifée.

7 statistical/causal ' .

We'd get up and start with physical exercise -- push—ups, it-ups that sort
of thing. If there was anything to eat. We'd have a quick meal.
8 statistical/pseudo-causal T B

They stole purses from the women’s dorms. If they had an I.D. and a checkbook
in them. They went out as fast as posslble to kite the -checks..

9 statlstical/statlstlcal

Once free on bond, Patty Hearst might not go to Jjall for years. Even if she
was found guilty,- The verdicts would undoubtedly be appealed for as long §s
possible. : _ '

AN

Footnotes ) -

-

. !
1F‘or example, the work being done at the Stanford Research Institute and at Bolt,
Beranek, Newman.

2Although the spe01fic form of the syntactic processor is not dlscussed, Wood's

model (W. Woods 1970) has formed the bas1s for my thoughts on processing grammars.

17

NS

per.
G




-\

P,

>

. ‘:_ .~ v A * 17 o .N

A ‘ s ‘ .
.3Actually the layout and type selection completely disambiguated this frame.
uTime, The Weekly Newsmagazine. Note. only indicative copditional sentences

- with an explicit if clause and with theillocutlonary force of statements have_

been considered. Hedges like (i) and suspenders like (11) have not been

considered in arriving at the figures above: “ N
éi) If I'm not mistaken, Ford will not support New York City. .
ii) New York will have to be rescued by December, if. at all. .

5see for, exanple B. Nash-Webber and M. Bates 19

6in a f7otnote to lecture Grice develops a general frame for the cancellabillty'
of the "Indirectness Condition": x:? '

1) If you put that bit'of sugar in water, ft will dissolve; though so far as I
know,there could be .no way of knowlng in advance +that th1s is what will -
“happen. ' . O s

The dlfficulty,_here, is in'accepting that the speaker "knows'" that the occurrence
of the antecedent will lead via non-truth-functional reasons of "knowing" that L
the consequent will occur. We never know the future. ThHé “Indirectness Condi- .
tion" must refer to speaker beliefs not to certain knowledge. Note the oddity .
of Grice's suspension with believe replacing know knowi'
11)?If. you put that bit of sugar in water, it will dissolve, though so far as

I believe, there could be no way of believing 1n advance that this is what '

will occur. ‘ . . - r .

- -

7Cf. R. Lakoff 1970 and R. Binnik 1971 and 1972 for similar results.

8The context developed’in (11) is actually muoh stronger than necessary to
derive the non—truth-functlohal reaqpn but, it so appears for illustrative
purposes, L Bda

9In my thesis I will d;scuss sentences like (7) to argue for a Stalnaker—Thomason
type of conditional logic. .

loOnce again generlc quantiflcation rears its ugly head (cf\&Lwaler 1973 ard
- Tedeschi 1973).

’llExample due to J. Lawler.

12In this and all following tables, the column headed S, reports the frequenc
of respondents selecting the preceding sentence as being qualified by the if
clause, S., the frequency selecting the following sentgnce, & the frequency
deciding %hat the if clause could qualify either sentence. )

M;w;i,/.
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