Antecedents and Consequents
V.H. DUDMAN
This is an essay in English grammar, but addressed to logicians and aimed at persuading them to approach their subject grammatically.  On the one hand I shall stress the hazards of ignoring the grammatical approach: half of the time the logicians’ “antecedents” and “consequents” are spectral (Part 3), and even when they exist the relation between them is botched (Part 2).  On the other hand, no grammatically tenable theory of antecedents and consequents yet existing, I am emboldened to venture a proposal or two of my own (Part 4) in a treatment which I conceive to recommend the attractions of starting with grammar.

1.

Grammar distinguishes sentences from the informational burdens they are uttered to convey, which I call messages.  The distinction is thrust upon us by examples like


(1)    If the telephone rang he would ignore it

which can convey either a generalisation about the past or a more particular claim about the future.  It is the message that determines the sentence, and not the other way round: English generates the same sentence (1) from two different messages. –By two different encoding programs: the feted connection between “complete” messages and “complete” sentences is that one message is encoded as one sentence by one start-to-finish run through some encoding program of the language.  When a sentence S is generated from a message m, I call m an interpretation of S and say that m is encoded as S.  English grammar is the empirical study of how English generates sentences from their interpretations.
  
    Although the sentence does not determine its interpretations, there will often be one interpretation that springs to the hearer’s mind ahead of any other.  For example, it is not easily remembered that 

(2)    If Sir Jasper fell he would be killed,

no less than (1) can be generated from a generalization about the past: at first presentation, (2) automatically exacts its future interpretation.  Quite adventitiously, of course.  When this sort of thing happens, it is convenient to refer to the dominant message as the ‘natural’ interpretation of its sentence – convenient, at any rate, while no deeper significance is read into the epithet.  I shall identify the natural interpretation of the sentence (n) where it exists, as mn.  Thus m2 is the future interpretation of (2).

    Messages are often ignored by contemporary logicians and philosophers, who concentrate on sentences instead.  When they speak of ‘conditionals’, for example, they are referring to ‘if’-sentences.  The term is thereby wasted: the limitations of a theory of “conditionals” as ‘if’-sentences will be gauged by its impotence in the face of (1), which is the same ‘if’-sentence said either way, with the ambiguity, obvious focus of interest, still to explain.  But in what follows I shall be concentrating on two other terms of art, ‘antecedent’ and ‘consequent’.

2.

Antecedents and consequents are usually introduced by contemporary logicians and philosophers as constituent sentences of ‘if’-sentences.  In their terms, the sentence (4) is the “consequent” of the ‘if’-sentence (3), and the sentence (5) its “antecedent”:

(3)    If Socrates is a man Socrates is mortal


(4)    Socrates is mortal


(5)    Socrates is a man
(See e.g. Quine 1962:14).  For me, however, consequent and antecedent are component messages, messages ingredient in interpretations of ‘if’-sentences.  My consequent is not the sentence (4) but the proposition that Socrates is mortal, an interpretation of (4); and it is consequent of not (3) but m3.  Similarly for my antecedent.  My consequent and antecedent are the prior messages m4 and m5, from which (4) and (5) are separately generated when (3) is being generated from m3.  To refer to the constituent sentences I use the terminology of traditional grammar.  (5) is a dependent sentence because introduced by a subordinating conjunction, here ‘if’, while (4) is the independent sentence in as much as it is unencumbered by any conjunction.  (‘Subordinating conjunction’ will have to wait until Part 5).

    Empirical scrutiny discovers the two constituent sentences playing quite unequal roles in the ‘if’-sentence.  Comparing (3), (6) and (7), for example, we observe that the dependent sentence can precede, follow or even interrupt the independent sentence:


(6)    Socrates is mortal if Socrates is a man


(7)    You are, if my informants in Trieste have not lied, now on your final

         
         assignment. [Anthony Burgess 1966]
But the independent sentence never interrupts the dependent.  And through it all ‘if’ remains firmly glued to the front of the dependent sentence.  We have to regard (3), then, as result of taking the already sentence (4) and elaborating, by intruding the prefabricated string


(8)    If Socrates is a man

And the same goes, mutatis mutandis, for the generation of (9) from m9.


(9)
Although/as/because/since/unless/while Socrates is a man, Socrates is 
            mortal.

Indeed, we can set down the encoding program exactly.  Let us call it Recipe 1.

Recipe 1:  First, generate the independent sentence from the consequent.   Next, select a subordinating conjunction while at the same time separately generating the dependent sentence from the antecedent; prefix the conjunction to the antecedent.  Finally, amalgamate the result with the independent sentence.

The intended sense of ‘amalgamate’ will be sufficiently clear from (3), (6) and (7).  The freedom with which the dependent sentence and its introductory conjunction can invade the independent is exploited to obvious effect in


(10)    The dog, if it was a dog, ran off.

When a message m is encoded as a sentence S by Recipe 1, I call m a first-category interpretation of S.

    Recipe 1 provides for the observed unequal roles of (4) and (5) in (3).  Under a first-category interpretation, the independent sentence is an immediate constituent of the ‘if’-sentence and the dependent sentence not.  Under m3, (3) has just two immediate constituents, (4) and (8).

    Logicians often call ‘if’ a “binary connective”, meaning thereby that it evenhandedly joins two prior sentences to form a third.  (Thus e.g. Quine loc.cit.).  For them, (3) has three immediate constituents, (4), (5) and ‘if’.  I can only repeat that, as a matter of observation, the conjunction attaches to just one of the constituent sentences.  Such observations go direct to the absolutely fundamental question of the message’s outermost structure, and the toiling grammarian, seeking an empirical theory of how English turns messages into sentences, simply cannot afford to ignore them.

    The only tenable semantic theories of first-category interpretations, I conclude, are those which recognise (4) and (8) as (3)’s immediate constituents under m3, and Part 4 will be devoted to expounding such a theory.

    So far there has been a measure of agreement between logicians and me: we both react to the first category by diagnosing antecedents and consequents.  Of course our antecedents and consequents are different things, but there remains this firm connection, that mine are simply interpretations of theirs.  Alas, this happy relationship is about to end.

3.0

Compare the natural, future interpretations of (11), (2) and (12), the natural, present interpretations of (13) and (14), and the natural, past interpretation of (15):

(11)    If Sir Jasper falls he will be killed


(12)    If the auditors had come tomorrow they would have found our books in 
           perfect order


(13)    If Her Majesty was [were] here now she would be embarrassed


(14)    If Her Majesty had been here now she would have been embarrassed


(15)    If Sir Jasper had fallen he would have been killed

There is a definite pattern to these messages: the time that the message is about is always later than the time registered by the form.  – Given, that is, that ‘will’, ‘can’, ‘may’, ‘must’, etc. and the ‘V-s’ form all register presentness, while ‘would’, ‘could’, ‘might’ and the ‘V-ed’ form all register pastness, in accordance with received grammatical wisdom (see e.g. Huddleston 1984: 131f, 169f). Thus we find form (i) below registering presentness while accessible to future messages, form (ii) registering pastness while accessible to  present and future messages alike, and form (iii) registering past-pastness, and then accessible to messages relating not only to the past and the present but – examples like (12) are usually overlooked – to the future as well.


(i)    If a U-s ..., b will/can/may/must/should/ought to/ needn’t/ daren’t V ...

(ii)   If a U-ed ..., b would/could/might/should V

(iii)  If a had U-en ..., b would/could/might/should  have V-en ...

Unmistakeably, all this is the work of a single encoding program; and when a message m is encoded into its sentence S by this program, I call m a third-category interpretation of S.

    ‘If’-sentences under third-category interpretations always contain secondary auxiliaries.  These, by definition, are inflectional forms of modals.  English has eight modals, of which four, WILL, CAN, MAY and SHALL have two inflectional forms, while the other four – MUST, OUGHT, NEED, DARE – have only one.  Already, then, we descry one factor in a third-category message, the one responsible for the choice of modal..  Current logical thought concentrates almost exclusively here on  the case where the modal is WILL; but this is poor methodology, ignoring as it does one whole dimension of what after all is a single problem.

    Many logicians resist my division between the first and third categories, preferring an analysis which classifies (11) with (3), rather than with (2) and (12) to (15).  To me this is like classifying merinos with kangaroos and not with other sheep.  But at all events the onus is surely upon them to defend this startling decision; and should they invoke a conception of “the subjunctive”, the onus will fall instantly upon them to defend that too.

    My own account of the third category is sketched in section 3.3 below.  It recognises no component messages in a third-category interpretation:  no antecedent, and no consequent.  There is just one message, the overarching third-category message itself.  Conformably, I recognise no constituent sentences in (11) under m11.
3.1

And indeed it would be indefensible to maintain that ‘Sir Jasper falls’ occurred as a sentence under m11, or ‘Her Majesty had been here’ under m14.  If one thing is certain about third-category messages, it is that ‘if’-sentences do not have two constituent sentences under them.  Accordingly, when logicians diagnose “antecedents” and “consequents” in the third category, they are abandoning their beginners’ doctrine that antecedent and consequent are constituent sentences.
    Which, then, is to be ditched, ‘constituent’ or ‘sentence’?  It may be that not every logician sees the problem, but those who do generally surrender ‘constituent’ and keep ‘sentence’.  Thus David Lewis (1973: 21) teaches that ‘Her Majesty is here’ is the antecedent of (13) and ‘Sir Jasper fell’ the antecedent of (15), while Ernest Adams (1975: 11, 14, e.g.) takes it that 
(16)    Sir Jasper will fall

is the antecedent of (11).  For these thinkers an “antecedent” can be a sentence not part of its parent sentence.

    The policy of ignoring messages and confining discussion to strings of words emerges at this point as especially feeble, there being no way one might justify or even explain such attributions without appealing to the disdained informational contents.  Why is (16), rather than any other English sentence, “antecedent” of m11?  It can only be because m16 is believed an ingredient of m11.  One had better said straight out that consequent and antecedent were component messages – in which sense Adams’ doctrine is that m11 has m16 for its antecedent.

    Adams’ doctrine is enthusiastically shared by those many linguists who maintain that English puts ‘V-s’ instead of ‘will V’ in future-referring clauses of time and condition.  Its adherents also number, willy-nilly, every logician who diagnoses modus ponens in


If Sir Jaspers falls he will be killed.  Sir Jasper will fall.  

Therefore Sir Jasper will be killed.

Nevertheless, Adams’ doctrine is a simple fallacy, as we shall see before this section is over.

    First, though, let me stress what a radical proposal this is, as a piece of grammatical thought.  For it entails nonstandard encodement, the idea that m16 is encoded into (11) nonstandardly, as the string ‘Sir Jasper falls’.  The notion is that a message different from any message accessible to a string s when s might occur as a separate sentence is nevertheless encoded as s in special circumstances.  Meanwhile this message, like any other, is recognisable only as an interpretation of some sentence S, necessarily distinct from s.  Radical?  Very: it means abandoning the basic principle that a string occurs as a sentence exactly when it encodes a message.  Furthermore, what is being postulated is an entirely arbitrary and pointless complication of the system, an anomaly in the English language.

    The whole idea is in any case misconceived.  If English puts ‘V-s’ when it ought to put ‘will V’, why do we encounter (18) as well as (17)?

(17)    If it is cooler after sundown I may drop in then


(18)    If it will be cooler after sundown I may drop in then.

Moreover, comparison of m17 and m18, irrefutably different messages, discloses that it is the latter that has m16 for an antecedent, exactly as a simple theory would predict.  Sympathetic listening discovers ‘it is cooler’ doing something in (17) which is quite different from what ‘it will be cooler’ does in (18), indeed something which no string, it or another, ever does when standing alone.  In short, m16 is not, and never was an ingredient in m11.  When logicians nominate (16) as the “antecedent” of (11), it is for no better reason than that they need a sentence with a future interpretation and can think of no other.

3.2

But by parity of reasoning, they need a sentence with a future interpretation – (16) again, then – to play “antecedent” to (2).  So now we have two sorts of nonstandard encodement, each covertly encoding the same antecedent message into two different ‘if’-sentences.  – Better make that three, so as to allow for the phenomenon of (12) and all that it entails.

    And if we enquire for a moment how the consequent message is encoded in these cases, we discover yet further private little encoding recipes in operation – with the additional oddity that this time one of them is the standard one: under m11, runs the doctrine, ‘Sir Jasper will be killed’ means Sir Jasper will be killed.

    Nonstandard encoding recipes can be arresting to a degree.  For example the alleged common consequent of m13 and m14 is the proposition that Her Majesty is embarrassed.  The sudden accession of ‘would’ and ‘would have’ for encoding an interpretation of ‘Her Majesty is embarrassed’ into a string leaves the grammarian flabbergasted.

  Nor are we at the end of our perplexities.  Comparing the cases of (2) and (13), we discover that ‘would V’ is a nonstandard encodement now for (“for”) ‘will V’ and now for ‘V-s’.  It is an interesting question how many different sorts of nonstandard encodement a theory might feel entitled to evoke, but to bring this discussion to a point let me try to sketch what seems to me the logician’s inevitable analysis of the range of third-category messages represented by m2 and m11 to m15.
    To make a start with future cases, the doctrine must be that the forms (i), (ii) and (iii) of section 3.0 all have interpretations with the same future antecedent, an interpretation of ‘a will U ...’, and the same future consequent, an interpretation of ‘b will V ...’.  These three interpretations are themselves all different: compare m11, m2 and m12.  And each of them has its own nonstandard encoding program.  These three encoding programs are of a most unusual kind: each has two recipes, one for encoding the antecedent, and the other, never the same, for encoding the consequent.

    And from here, it seems to me, the doctrine must proceed as follows. The three different overall messages are three different conceptual elaborations of the same two component messages.  And when such an overall message is being encoded into its ‘if’-sentence, what conditions the speaker’s choice between the three bipartite nonstandard encoding programs available to him is his semantic choice between these three conceptual ways of mocking up an overall message out of two component ones.  The speaker opts for the nonstandard encoding program proper to his intended elaboration.  All three of these elaborations, however, call for ‘if’ to register them.  And thus we have three different messages all encoded by the following routine: first select ‘if’; then separately encode the consequent and the antecedent using that nonstandard bipartite program which registers the other factors in your message, viz. which of the three elaborations you intend.  Finally, prefix ‘if’ to the string nonstandardly encoding the antecedent and amalgamate the results with the string encoding the consequent.
    Now, if some such strategy is what logicians are bent upon, then the sheer complexity of the job is going to defeat them.  Let us unfold the plan a little further, to see where it is leading.  Of interpretations relating dually to the present we discover some conveyed by the form (ii) and some conveyed by the form (iii): cf. (13) and (14).  Now, are m13 and m14 same or different?  To hold them identical were to recognise yet another dimension of nonstandardness: cases where two different nonstandard bipartite encoding programs were chosen between freely, i.e. on the basis of no informational difference whatever.  The alternative is to say that the syntactical choice registers, as before, a choice between two different kinds of elaboration – whereupon the problem presents itself of explaining why these two different elaborations sound so terribly alike.  And the next question that looms is whether either of these elaborations is the same as any of the three recently invoked for the future cases.  And then there is the same question about the elaboration, again registered by ‘if’, which concocts m15 out of the propositions that Sir Jasper fell and that Sir Jasper was killed.  David Lewis, among other authorities, evidently sees the latter as the same as the one registered by the (ii) form in (13); and certainly we need to be told which of them is which.

    Ah, but I have been forgetting: we must also consider the interpretations with present antecedents and future consequents, past antecedents and future consequents, and so on. Evidently there are more nonstandard bipartite encoding programs yet.


It must at all events be plain that anyone, logician or no, who coveted such a theory would have a job of work ahead of him.  It will also be plain, I trust, that the onus would be on him to furnish all the details. Nor need I add that the author of such a tract would ipso facto consign himself to the very verges of sanity.

    Attempts are sometimes made to confirm some hypothesis of nonstandard encodement by claiming that a certain nonstandardly generated sentence is merely a stylistic variant of another in which both antecedent and consequent are standardly encoded.  We are told (e.g. by Aune 1967: 28) that (13) ‘can be rewritten as’ (19):


(19)    If it were the case that Her Majesty is here, it would be the case that Her 
          
Majesty is embarrassed.
According to this contention, the elaboration itself becomes overtly registered by the whole complex


If it were the case that ..., it would be the case that ...,

 - though not, alas, in a way that enlightens.  But no wonder: (19) is not a sentence of English at all, so if it encodes m13, it does so in some unexplained language.

3.3

This section attempts a lightning sketch of a grammatical theory with pretensions to handling third-category messages without nonstandard encodement.  The presenting problem for the third category is that the message always relates to a time later than the time registered formally in the sentence. (section 3.0).  My solution (1984b: 159ff.; 1985: 170ff) is that third-category interpretations are judgements arrived at by imaginatively thinking futurewards from historical realities of some time whose location as present, past or past past is registered by the form.  Why does a speaker assert (12) rather than (20) when, disastrously, the auditors have come a day early?

(20)     If the auditors come tomorrow, they will find our books in perfect 
   
           order.

Because by saying ‘had come’ and ‘would have found’ he can retreat to a point which is past with respect to the already past time of the auditors’ surprise visit and imagine developments unfolding from there, thus setting aside the historical reality of their inopportune arrival.  If he says ‘come’ and ‘will find’, the imagined developments begin at the point of speech, and he can set aside no historical fact whatever.

    In their simplest versions, these judgements are in fact expressed without the aid of ‘if’-clauses.  Thus the various sentences (21) all have interpretations which are judgements arrived at by setting out from certain present facts and picturing subsequent developments:


(21)    Sir Jasper will/can/may/shall/must/ought to/ needn’t/ daren’t be killed
Under these interpretations, the sentence divides into a subject ‘Sir Jasper’ and a predicate comprising everything else.  This predicate, in its turn, consists of a verb phrase, here ‘be killed’, preceded by a secondary auxiliary.  It is the kind of judgement, we observe, that conditions the choice of modal (cf. section 3.0), while what the judgement is about, Sir Jasper’s being killed, is responsible both for the choice of subject and the choice of verb phrase.

  Now, in my submission, the effect of adding an ‘if’-clause to such a sentence is simply to modify the judgement pronounced by the secondary auxiliary:


Sir Jasper will-if-he-falls be killed

Under m11, (11) is a subject-predicate sentence, indiscernible in outermost structure from (21) under m21.  Under m11, the subject of (11) is ‘he’ and the predicate is everything else.  But this time the predicate is complex in as much as containing, along with the mandatory secondary auxiliary and verb phrase, an entire subordinate clause whose first word is ‘if’.  And the message, as before, is a judgement concerning Sir Jasper’s being killed in developments subsequent to the point of speech; only this time the judgement is arrived at by gratuitously including, in these imagined future developments, the imagined future satisfaction of a condition – here that of Sir Jasper’s falling – encoded in the subject and verb phrase of the ‘if’-clause.
    It is therefore quite wrong to regard


(22)    He will be killed

as a constituent sentence of (11) under m11, for under m11 ‘If Sir Jasper falls’ occurs as indiscerptible part of (11)’s predicate.  Not even in this case does the third-category message have a consequent.
3.4

It is a merit of my solution that it ascribes to ‘V-s’, ‘V-ed’, ‘had V-en’, ‘will’, would’ etc. exactly the temporal significances they evidently enjoy elsewhere.  But it absolutely disallows antecedents and consequents for third-category interpretations.  Let me explain why.

   Comparison of (23), (24) and (25) reveals each of m23, m24 and m25 as concocted out of just three independent informational factors:


(23)    Her Majesty is here


(24)    Her Majesty was here (at the time of the fracas)


(25)    Her Majesty had been here (at the time of the earlier fracas)

One is responsible for the selection of ‘Her Majesty’ as common subject of the three sentences, another for the common selection of the verb phrase ‘BE here’, and the third for the choice between ‘is’, ‘was’, and ‘had been’.  All three of these factors are essential to the message.  For example it is impossible to fix a message without fixing the third factor.  The indubitably distinct messages m23 and m24 differ only in their third factors.  And therefore, if such a message is to be encoded into a string s, each of its three factors will have to be consulted and allowed its particular influence in the evolution of s.  In particular, recalling David Lewis’s identification of (23) as the antecedent” of (13), if m23 is encoded into (13), then the presentness of m23 is one of the factors helping to determine (13).

    Now, where in (13) might this piece of temporal information exert its influence?  Plainly in the form, since obviously not in the subjects, verb phrases or choice of modal.  And thus we find Lewis (1973: 3) in effect recognising the presentness of m23 as one of two factors which jointly conspire to determine the ‘V-ed’ form of BE for (13).  The other factor, we learn, is “the counterfactual construction”.  (Is it then another counterfactual construction that is jointly responsible with the presentness of m23 for the ‘had V-en’ form in (14)?  Cf. section 3.2)
    But for those who accept my account (section 3.3) everything about the form in (13) is already completely determined by something quite else than the presentness of m23.  There is nowhere in (13) for the third factor of m23 to have an effect.  Therefore m23 cannot be a component of m13.  And so generally: if I am right about form in the third category, then third-category messages can have neither antecedents nor consequents.  For their ‘if’-sentences lack the informational capacity to register an essential informational factor of such prior messages.

3.5

Comparison of the first and third categories reveals ‘if’ in two quite different roles.  An ‘if’-sentence under a first-category interpretation is parsed as a compound sentence, with ‘if’ externally prefixed to a dependent sentence.  An ‘if’-sentence under a third-category interpretation is parsed as a noncompound subject-predicate sentence, with ‘if’ as the first word of a subordinate clause complicating the predicate.  It has been the principal contention of Part 3 that there can be antecedents and consequents only when ‘if’ works in the first of these two ways.

4.0

The first category makes a fascinating and fruitful field of study.  How is such rich variety contrived among messages all encoded by the same simple recipe?  For undoubtedly first-category interpretations are various: just compare m3, m10, m26 and m27:


(26)    If you’re going out it’s raining


(27)    If she wasn’t pregnant before she is now.

But there is more to it than that.  The crucial point is that these four differ in ways which cannot possibly be registered in the words.  The point is so clear because Recipe 1 is so simple.  The information encoded into the words of an ‘if’-sentence generated by Recipe 1 can comprise, besides whatever is to be imputed to ‘if’ itself, only an antecedent message and a consequent message.  But m3, m10, m26 and m27 differ in ways unaccountable in those terms.  For one thing, they seem all to differ in the kind of relevance the antecedent has for the consequent.  For another, the consequent is affirmed outright under m26 and m27, but not at all under m3, while under m10 something is affirmed outright which cannot be exactly the consequent.

    In short, messages conveyed by broadcasting (3), (10), (26) or (27) are informationally different in ways not affecting their words – informationally richer, then, than what is put into the words.  And so generally, I submit, messages comprise unsignalled as well as signalled information.  Signalled information is information consulted by the encoding recipe in order to fix the words of the sentence.  Unsignalled information is information which, although ingredient in the message, has no effect whatever upon the sentence.  When we examine our first-category data in more detail (section 4.2), it will begin to emerge how these two fuse in the message.

4.1

My account of the first category relies upon two fundamental premisses.  The first is that independently parsed sentences are presumptively asserted.  The second is that ‘if’ serves to introduce the antecedent as an hypothesis.  This second premiss will be seen to conform with the observation, stressed in Part 2, that ‘if’ attaches to just one of the two constituent sentences.  
    The first has nothing especially to do with ‘if’-sentences.  It has to do with a topic that Frege took for absolutely basic, that of affirmation or assertion.  Here I exploit the double terminology, saying that the speaker affirms m by asserting S under m.  Concerning what is thereby effected I shall say nothing, except that affirmation plainly comes to very different things for different kinds of message.

    It is evidently a fundamental convention of language that separate sentences are always asserted, that the speaker who publishes S alone between full stops thereby affirms its then interpretation.  Separate sentences, I need hardly add, are parsed as independent.  So these independently parsed sentences are asserted outright.

    Let us turn now to the case where the independent sentence is accompanied by a dependent sentence plus conjunction, as in (9).  Mostly, we find, the independent sentence is once more asserted.  Unless the conjunction in (9) is ‘if’ or ‘unless’, (4) is asserted.  And independent sentences are sometimes asserted even when the conjunction is ‘if’, witness m26 and m27.  In general, then, the independent sentence is asserted even when it is not separate.

    I conclude that independently parsed sentences are presumptively asserted, i.e. that interpretations of independently parsed sentences are taken as affirmed outright except when there is rational reason otherwise.  This, as I have said, will be my first fundamental premiss when, in the next section, I expound some main varieties of first-category interpretations.

    My second fundamental premiss concerns the role of the conjunction.  I believe that when Recipe 1 selects a subordinating conjunction to introduce a dependent sentence, it is always in order to accord a certain status, in the overall message, to the burden of  that sentence.  Thus ‘although’ apparently accords it the status of a conceded but discounted truth.  And in particular, ‘if’ accords it the status of a hypothesis.  By choosing ‘if’, the speaker announces that he is treating the antecedent as true (or, when the antecedent is a judgement, as accepted) regardless of whether it actually is.  This premiss explains at once why one cannot say


Socrates is not a man, and if he is, he is mortal,

namely, because one cannot treat a proposition as true while keeping it false. 
4.2

I turn now to survey some of the intuitive facts about first-category interpretations, beginning with m10.  Here the hypothesis is evidently invoked in order to allow the speaker to call the creature a dog regardless of whether it really was.  The hypothesis enables the speaker to get on with the narrative while leaving a detail unsettled (perhaps with the implication that it is unsettled in the mind of some protagonist to the tale).  (10) belongs to a distinctive genre.  Thus the hypothesis in m28 has the similar effect of waiving the question whether speaking one’s mind is a merit while use of the term is still enjoyed in the independent sentence:

(28)    He has the merit – if it is one – of saying exactly what he means


           [E.M. Forster 1922].
In m29 we have essentially the same ploy yet again, except that it is no longer the correctness of a description that is waived:


(29)     I may have said so, my dear, but if I did, the other was what I really 
            expected [Henry Green 1952].

In all these examples the speaker, by invoking the hypothesis, concedes something to be an open question, and what is eventually affirmed depends on how this open question bears upon the substance of the consequent.  The presumption, here as elsewhere, is that the consequent will be affirmed outright; and so it is in m29.  But the sponsor of (28) cannot rationally be taken to affirm outright that “he” has the merit of saying what he means while simultaneously conceding that saying what one means might not be a merit, and the most that the sponsor of (10) can be affirming is that the creature ran off.
    The most celebrated genre among first-category messages has the antecedent hypothesized in order that the consequent can be concluded from it.  A paradigm example is m3, where m5 is a needed premiss for deducing m4.  – Enthymematically, with m30 or some such the “suppressed” premiss:


(30)    Men are by nature mortal.
I call these hypothetical interpretation of ‘if’-sentences.  Hypotheticals have always been great favourites with logicians, and I devote two sections to them below.  But perhaps it needs saying that fascination with hypotheticals is no excuse for ignoring other genres if one is intent upon a theory about how ‘if’ actually works in English.

    The hypothetical provides everyone with an automatic example of an unasserted independent sentence.  But it also illustrates my thesis that the independent sentence is unasserted just when there is rational occasion.  Since the antecedent of a hypothetical is understood as a necessary premiss of the consequent, it is only rational that the consequent should be taken as not affirmed outright: the consequent is made to depend upon an antecedent which is merely hypothesized.

    Incidentally, a proposition need not be doubtful to be a necessary premiss.  To call it a necessary premiss is merely to say that the conclusion wouldn’t follow if it wasn’t there.  A speaker can be committed to the truth of a proposition and still treat is as a needed premiss: by announcing it as an hypothesis, he can still present a consequent as following from it, with the added advantage that this time the consequent follows from something he thinks is true.  Thus it is with m40 ahead (see the cadence of section 4.4).

    Another striking genre of first-category message, which in a more expansive survey would merit a section of its own, is the Austinian interpretation, named after J.L. Austin, and represented here by m26.  Austinian interpretations are among those which have their consequents affirmed outright, which is why they impressed Austin (1961: 157).  Me they impress first and foremost as involving misuse of ‘if’.  However tiresomely, the pedant whose riposte to (26) is

Then it’s raining whether I’m going out or not

is technically in the right.  The speaker has no business encumbering the news that it’s raining with the hypothesis that the hearer is going out.  He cannot possibly mean what he literally says.
    What, then, does he mean?  The essential feature of an Austinian interpretation, I submit, is that the antecedent is a proposition which, if true, would justify the speaker’s affirmation of the consequent.  So there is no question of the antecedent’s being treated as true regardless of whether it actually is.  Here I contradict Palmer (1974: 143) who seeks a solution in which ‘if’ introduces a hypothesis in the usual way.  He sees (26) as ‘of a special kind with semantically some kind of ellipsis’:


If you’re going out, it is relevant to say that it’s raining.
To this proposal it is sufficient objection that ‘it’s raining’ occurs asserted in the former and unasserted in the latter; but the key point is that the relevance of saying ‘it’s raining’ cannot rely on the hypothesis that the speaker is going out.  If there were to be justification for my telling you it was raining, it would have to be that I thought you were going out.  Regarding you as going out purely for the sake of argument would not be good enough.  No; I favour a treatment which respects the native incoherence of what is literally said under an Austinian interpretation.

    In as much as its consequent is affirmed outright, m27 resembles Austinian interpretations.  But this time there is no misuse of ‘if’: under m27, ‘if’ does introduce an hypothesis.  Of course this hypothesis is not used for inferring the consequent: given the relationship between antecedent and consequent, how could it be?  The speaker is able to grant the truth of the antecedent – perhaps to an interlocutor who has just propounded it – because it makes no difference to the consequent, which, by my first premiss, is affirmed outright.  The effect is that of ‘Regardless of whether she was pregnant before, she is now’.

    I ought to emphasize that there are many more variants in the first category, but I hope that I have said enough to illustrate how my two premisses are meant to account for first-category messages.  If I am right, then what varies unsignalled from member to member of the first category is the intention with which the speaker complicates the presumptively asserted independent sentence with a string announcing a hypothesis.  I return to this thought in section 4.8, where I briefly discuss the communication of unsignalled information.
4.3

Among first-category messages are some with ‘any’ complicating what had otherwise been an independent sentence:


(31)    If anything had been needed to complete the horror of Doris’s 
  
           appearance, this morning’s work had done it [Evelyn Waugh 1942].

Here no string in the scope of ‘if’ is parsed as a sentence.  But only because of ‘any’: it is perfectly plain that (31) is generated by some minor variant of Recipe 1 which allows freedom of choice to be stressed – something entirely out of place in an affirmed proposition, but natural when a proposition is merely hypothesized.  Similarly for: 


(32)    Kipling died at the age of seventy, and if he was ever mad, he was wise 
           enough to keep quiet about it [J.I.M. Stewart 1966].
except that ‘ever’ can be treated as simply superadded to the already sentence ‘he was mad’.  The antecedents of m31 and m32 are respectively m33 and m34:

(33)    Something had been needed to complete the full horror of Doris’s 
   
           appearance


(34)    Kipling was (at some time) mad.

In their different ways, ‘any’ and ‘ever’ merely embellish the sentence which encodes the antecedent.  For an interpretation of an ‘if’-sentence to have an antecedent, it is not necessary for there to be a sentence in the scope of ‘if’, then.  ‘Any’ provides exceptions.

    We recognise another variant of Recipe 1 as responsible for generating (35) from m35:


(35)    If a man beats his wife, he is a cad.

Evidently (35) is arrived at rather as (36) is, but the messages, m35 and m36 differ dramatically, the former sporting a whole new dimension of generality, to which nothing in the latter corresponds:

(36)    If Tyrone beats his wife he is a cad.
Taught by Frege, we perceive this generality to be an immediate informational factor of m35: the generality, he said, extends over the Satz as a whole.  It is for this reason that neither ‘a man beats his wife’ nor ‘he is a cad’ is parsed as a sentence under m35:  there is no antecedent message and no consequent message.  Instead there is an overarching generalization.  Unlike m31, then, m35 is no exception to the rule that there is an antecedent and a consequent only when there is a sentence in the scope of ‘if’.
    Similar complications to the two noticed in this section are available when messages of other categories, including the third, are being encoded into their ‘if’-sentences.  – Although not for every category, as we shall have occasion to note hereafter. (section 4.7).

4.4

Observation discovers no truth whatever in speculations connecting grammatical form with expectations, or lack of them, as to the truth or falsity of the antecedent.  Contrary to diverse doctrines enshrined in such terms as ‘open’ and ‘counterfactual’, the epistemic status of the antecedent (when there is an antecedent) is irrelevant.
  There are certainly cases where the hypothesis is invoked because the antecedent is a matter of genuine doubt:  m10, for instance.  There are others, e.g. m27, where the truth or falsity of the antecedent is a matter of indifference.  But also there are those where the antecedent is known to be false:


(37)    If Her Majesty is in this room she’s invisible.
It is by all means impossible for the speaker actually to maintain its falsity while adopting it as a hypothesis (see the end of section 4.1), but that does not stop anyone’s appreciating that it is in fact false.  Then again, there are cases where the antecedent is independently understood to be true:


(38)    If it had not been possible to stop, or even delay, the Japanese up    
           
           country with the help of prepared defences and relatively fresh troops, 
           it was improbable that they would be stopped now at the gates of the 
           city [J.G. Farrell 1978].
Spectacular illustration of this same phenomenon is provided by:


(39)    If this is how he goes on in St. Roque, think what he could accomplish 
          with all the vast resources of Paris at his disposal [Wodehouse 1932].
Sometimes the antecedent is explicitly affirmed:


(40)    If they weren’t my doing, and they weren’t, then I couldn’t control their 
           appearance or disappearance [Donald E. Westlake 1974].
In short, the proponent of a first-category message can adopt a wide range of attitudes towards the truth or otherwise of its antecedent.  No doubt the attitude he takes to the antecedent will cohere with his motive for announcing it as a hypothesis.  But it will not affect the grammatical form, or indeed influence anything in the generation of the sentence.

    Incidentally, it is wrong to construe the reasoning expressed in (40) as modus ponens with a suppressed conclusion.  Intuition discovers nothing incomplete about this argument.  To the contrary, the consequent is affirmed outright, as being concluded from an antecedent independently given as true.

4.5

A hypothetical is a condensed enthymematic argument, with the antecedent a hypothesis and the consequent something concluded on the joint basis of that hypothetical and certain further premisses or grounds.  We have already seen that m30 is the most obvious ground of m3.  Sometimes an author will actually weigh in with his ground while he is about it:

(41)    ... and if Maurice Kashkin is still a political big-shot, it’s all behind the 
          scenes, because I haven’t heard his name mentioned in a long time 
   
          [Jerome Weidman 1958].
But often it would be supererogatory to spell out the ground: think of m7, for example.  And in extreme cases there is no need for a ground at all, the consequent following straight from the antecedent:


(42)    I was rather fond of King Gorse.  If he was my uncle’s ancestor he was 
           thereby my own as well [J.I.M. Stewart 1975].
When the condensed argument requires a ground which is not given, we confront a familiar problem: while on the one hand the proponent of an enthymeme is committed to the truth of his missing premiss, on the other hand it is in the nature of the case that the required premiss be not unique.  In practice, however, the intended ground is often obvious.  I speak empirically, having collected many examples from literature and exposed them to students, among whom I find considerable unanimity, no one doubting, for example, that the ground in (43)’s case is the proposition that the window of the room in question commands a beautiful prospect:


(43)    You will, at any rate, have a beautiful prospect out of your own 


window, if this is to be your private sanctum [Trollope 1857].
On the other hand, the hypothetical interpretation of (44) could have as its ground either the proposition that everyone else passed or the proposition that Jones was much worse than everyone else:


(44)    If Jones passed everyone passed

Because the proponent of an enthymeme is committed to its suppressed premiss, propounding a hypothetical can provide an oblique means of affirming its obvious ground:

(45)    ‘... I can give you some valuable information.’  ‘If you can, you’re 


unique in this outfit. ...’  [Evelyn Waugh 1942].
In this connection, Strawson (1960: 89) considers it ‘a sufficient and necessary condition of the truth of m46 that ‘the man referred to showed no sign of embarrassment’:


(46)    If he felt embarrassed he showed no sign of it.

Strictly, though, that the man referred to showed no sign of embarrassment is the obvious ground of the hypothetical m46: it combines with the hypothesis that he felt embarrassed to yield the conclusion that he showed no sign of the hypothetical embarrassment he felt.

    Besides its immediate intuitive plausibility, the theory that e.g. m3 is  a condensed argument has many other attractions, not least among them its native simplicity.  In addition, it explains why none of (47) to (49) makes any sense:

(47)    It is not the case that if Socrates is a man, Socrates is mortal


(48)    Suppose that if Socrates is a man, Socrates is mortal


(49)    I wonder whether if Socrates is a man, Socrates is mortal?

And it explains why ‘Either if Socrates is a man, Socrates is mortal, or ...’ makes no sense, for what kind of alternative might a condensed argument make?

    Arguments are never candidates for truth; and accordingly a hypothetical cannot be true or false, according to me.  This is as it should be, for if m3 were a candidate for truth then, contrary to our recent findings concerning (47), (48) and (49), it would be possible to deny its truth, to suppose its truth for the sake of argument, and to wonder whether it was true.  In my submission, indeed, no first-category message is of the true-or-false variety.  There is too much going on in the message to permit any such simple verdict as true.

    This means that the classical conception of a “valid argument” does not extend to reasoning incorporating hypotheticals, for according to the classical treatment an argument is valid just when it preserves truth.  To regard truth preservation as constitutive of sound reasoning rather than just one particular benefit of it strikes me as fanatical; but at any rate the classical conception of entailment cannot cope with such intuitively cogent reasoning as that expressed in


Men are by nature mortal.  Therefore if Socrates is a man Socrates is 

mortal.

It cannot be said that m30 entails m3.  The only entailment is that of m4 by m30 and m5 conjointly.

    Similarly, the classical treatment of modus ponens, modus tollens, contraposition, hypothetical syllogism and antecedent strengthening as “valid argument forms” is a confusion: there is always at least one premise which is neither true nor false. In any case, mere grammatical form can never secure cogency of reasoning, witness the fact that it is only hypothetical interpretations that can play these five games.

4.6

Logicians have always placed great store in the five.  One of the foremost laws of ‘if’, we are told, is that modus ponens is a valid form of argument.  It is therefore perhaps worth observing that modus ponens seems never to occur in the wild (cf. the cadence of section 4.4 again).  And the same goes for the other four.  First-category messages are discovered in many roles, but not very often as premisses in arguments of any kind.
    The fact nevertheless remains, attested by centuries of logic students, that modus ponens, modus tollens, contraposition, hypothetical syllogism and antecedent strengthening are all precritically sound when the ‘if’-sentences are restricted to hypothetical interpretations.  But then, it will be obvious how the theory of hypotheticals as condensed arguments explains all this.  As regards modus ponens, for example, if the proponent of a hypothetical whose component messages are a and c thereby confesses to grounds g such that c follows from a and g taken together, then when he simultaneously confesses commitment to a, he acquires commitment to c.

    As regards hypothetical syllogism, reflection discovers that the speaker who affirms both the hypothetical of a and b and the hypothetical of b and c is committed to grounds which support the hypothetical of a and c, a fact explained by combining the condensed-argument account of hypotheticals with the transitivity of entailment.  Of course it has to be allowed that, notwithstanding their hypothetical interpretations, the argument from m50 and m51 to m52  is intuitively far from sound:

(50)    If everyone in the Science Sixth passed then Smith passed


(51)    If Smith passed then he is not in the Science Sixth


(52)    If everyone in the Science Sixth passed then Smith is not in the Science 
           Sixth.

But then, no-one ever propounds it.  And why?  Because a speaker cannot adopt a proposition as a hypothesis while simultaneously committed to denying it (section 4.1); and the only readily conceivable ground upon which a speaker might affirm m51 – the ground, namely, that no-one in the Science Sixth passed – is incompatible with the hypothesis, antecedent of m50, that everyone in the Science Sixth passed.

    Since the ground of a hypothetical and its antecedent are between them already strong enough to yield the consequent as a conclusion, no further strengthening can destroy the inference, and this is why antecedent strengthening works for hypotheticals.  It goes without saying that the new, strengthened antecedent has to remain compatible with the ground.  Thus it is a matter of stark dialectical fact that the speaker who asserts

If only residents are permitted to vote then Grannie is not permitted to vote

on the ground that Grannie is not a resident cannot say:


If only residents are permitted to vote and Grannie is a resident, then ...

The question naturally arises what happens when the amendment, instead of simply qualifying the original antecedent, actually overthrows it:


If Grannie is here she is in the attic.  So if Grannie is here and there is no-one 
here, Grannie is in the attic.

The answer – a matter of observation – is that the argument fails.  But then, it is just as obvious why it fails, viz. because we no longer have antecedent strengthening:  what the amendment really does is to destroy the original hypothesis and therefore destroy the original condensed argument.

    The truth about the move from a hypothetical interpretation of a sentence of the form ‘If A, C’ to a corresponding hypothetical interpretation of a sentence of the form ‘If A and B, C’, then, is that it works just in case the relevant interpretation of ‘B’ is compatible with both the original antecedent and the original ground.
    I am far from denying, incidentally, that English generates sentences of the form ‘If A and B, C’ from interpretations where the messages of ‘A’ and ‘B’ are seen as incompatible.  It makes perfect sense to say


If Grannie is here and there is no-one here, then there is something wrong with 
the logic they taught me at Yale.

But antecedent strengthening is never a cogent way of arriving at such a message.

4.7

Special attention is demanded by messages like m53 which might seem (did seem to Dudman 1984a: 147f) to belong to the first category:


(53)    If Tom was fat his sister was immense.

They are like first-category messages in having two prior messages: ‘Tom was fat’ and ‘his sister was immense’ are both parsed as sentences under m53.  But (53) is not generated by Recipe 1, witness the fact that (53) and (54) are not the stylistic variants that (3) and (6) are:


(54)    Tom’s sister was immense if Tom was fat.
Actually, the encoding program – call it Recipe 4 – which generates (53) from m53 is rather like Recipe 1 except for having ‘prefix’ in place of the more generous  ‘amalgamate’ in the final step (cf. Part 2).  When a message is generated by Recipe 4, I assign it to the fourth category of ‘if’-sentence interpretations.
  In the matter of the rigidity with which it lays out its sentences, the fourth category is stunningly different from the others and indeed from every other English locution I can think of.  It is a further singularity that the complications we noticed in section 4.3 involving ‘any’, ‘ever’ and ‘a’ are unavailable in the fourth category.  It seems wrong to lavish the august terms ‘antecedent’ and’ consequent’ upon the prior messages in so idiosyncratic a case (although many logicians’ definitions oblige them to do so).
    Fourth-category interpretations are sometimes called ‘concessive’: but inappropriately, since nothing is conceded.  The common trait seems to be apposition: while the independent message is affirmed outright, the ‘dependent’ message is there for the sake of analogy, pointing up a similarity or contrast, perhaps suggesting a comparison.  Of course, one would scarcely be celebrating the apposition were the dependent message untrue, and usually it is seized upon because fresh in the speaker’s own commitments. (Cf. Kruisinger 1932: 417ff and Behre 1962: 67ff on the fourth category).
    I need hardly point out that every sentence generated by Recipe 4 can also be generated by Recipe 1.  So there are whole echelons of ‘if’-sentences, (3) included, which are ambiguous between a first-category interpretation and a fourth.  Yet again we see the futility of endeavouring to remain at the level of sentences: qua ‘if’-sentences, there is nothing to choose between (3) and (53).

4.8

My fundamental thesis about unsignalled information is that it is read in by the hearer in the course of her recovering a message from a sentence which does not determine it.  Unsignalled information is the obverse of ambiguity.

    Consider the plight of a hearer who picks up a broadcast of e.g. (3) and has to recover a message from it.  Somehow she has to duplicate all the informational decisions the speaker took in arriving at (3).  Seeing that (3) and (55) are both equally of the form ‘if a U-s ... b V-s ...’, one thing she has to settle is whether (3) was generated by Recipe 1 or by the quite different recipe which generates (55) from m55:


(55)    If baby cries we beat him.

Or, of course, by Recipe 4.  And if she opts for a first-category reading of (3), that will be because she intuits some single overarching reason why the speaker should encumber an independent sentence (4) which would normally affirm outright that Socrates was mortal, with a string (8) flagging the proposition that Socrates is a man as a hypothesis. – Which she duly does:  in this particular case, she intuits that m5 is confessed as a hypothesis because needed for inferring m4. Automatically, then, as the price of settling on a first-category interpretation of (3), she accedes to the persuasion that antecedent stands to consequent as needed premise to conclusion: it is because she sees m5 as a confessed premiss of m4 that she accords m3 to (3).  She reads in unsignalled information in order to make sense of the signalled.
    I need hardly add that the same problem confronts the hearer anew at each occasion of broadcast, or that the evidence available to her includes collateral information, information peculiar to that occasion.  Nor need I add that for her each decision is inevitably an utterly free interpretative act, a sheer intellectual leap: weighing what she understands to be the speaker’s dialectical commitments (cf. Hamblin 1970: 157ff), she plumps for the intent that best satisfies her expectations.  Absurd to say that she rejects all readings of S which are ‘ruled out’ by the evidence: an interpretation could never be ruled out by concomitant facts alone, but only with the intervention of connected reasoning.  Her reasoning.

    It is worth observing that the signalled information encoded into S under m is inevitably built up out of ultimately discrete fragments.  Something triggered the selection of ‘if’ for inclusion in (3), something quite else triggered the selection of ‘is’ rather than ‘was’ or ‘had been’, and so on.  But the message the hearer receives is a single, comprehensive organic whole.  It is the one immensely elaborate solution which simultaneously explains, to her, every choice leading to the broadcast of the exact string S, and she receives it by imputing to the speaker some single rational intent for having worked up just that particular collation of informational scraps into a sentence and broadcast it.  This intent can vary endlessly, but in each case it will be very exact.  This explains two characteristic traits of unsignalled information upon which I have dilated elsewhere: variegation and precision (1984b: 193ff).  Both were illustrated in section 4.2.  The ways in which antecedent and consequent are related in m3, m10, m26 and m27 are widely diverse, but in each case the relationship is quite exact.
4.9

The first point about antecedents and consequents is that if you can’t see them they’re not there.  Or, remembering that the case of m11 is deceptive (cadence of section 3.3),  perhaps I had better said unless you can see both neither is there.  Sometimes, admittedly, the antecedent will be slightly obscured by ‘any’ or ‘ever’ (section 4.3).  But aside from this, an interpretation of an ‘if’-sentence will have an antecedent and a consequent only when each is written there, word for word, for all the world to see. – And conversely, of course, save that we may scruple to apply the terms in the fourth category (section 4.7).
    When there are two prior messages then for that very reason the overall interpretation is neither true nor false (section 4.5).  Like the various messages m9, m3 has too much going on in it to admit of any such simple verdict as true.  Logicians and philosophers frequently take the contrary for granted, at least in m3’s case, and the onus to justify this rests with them, given the utter difference between a compound sentence and a noncompound one.  Bless us, (3) under m3 has no subject and no predicate!

    Let me try to fit antecedents and consequents into a wider perspective.  English, I claim, will be found to generate what we casually call ‘if’-sentences in just four basically different ways, and accordingly interpretations of ‘if’-sentences divide into four grammatical categories.  We have seen all four of them in this essay, what I call the second category illustrated by m55 (section 4.8) and the past-generalization interpretation of (1).  As regards the contrast demarcated in section 3.5, the second category belongs with the third: ‘if’ occurs as the first word of a subordinate clause which complicates the predicate of a subject-predicate sentence.  To descry antecedents and consequents in either of these categories is to mistake the outermost structure, thereby rendering all subsequent effort pointless.  It is only in the first and fourth categories that we find interpretations with their own pair of prior messages.  Members of the fourth category always have two prior messages, although, as I have said, the terms ‘antecedent’ and ‘consequent’ do not come easily here.  The pre-eminent locus of antecedents and consequents is the first category: if the terms have a place at all (Part 5), it is tagging prior message components in the likes of m3, m10, m27 and m28 in the manner of this essay.
    For the record, I should mention what is apparently the only serious exception to the rule that every interpretation of an ‘if’-sentence belongs to just one of the four categories.  The following examples all begin in the third category and end in the first:


If this solution turns green when I add the reagent, then the deceased died of 
hyoscene poisoning


If you run out of gin there’s another bottle in the pantry


If there were no other obstacle, the young lady’s father, I am informed by Mr. 
Little, now regards him as a spy and a deceiver [Wodehouse 1931].
These messages are singular in having consequents but no antecedents, thus upsetting my dictum at the beginning of this section that neither is there if you can’t see both.

5.

The terms ‘antecedent’ and ‘consequent’ come to us from antiquity: small hope they will easily go away.  But they are instruments of darkness, hindering just when they are supposed to help.  They are supposed to be particularly appropriate for analysing ‘if’-sentences.  Indeed, they are withheld unless the conjunction is ‘if’.  But for this very reason they discourage healthy comparisons with other conjunctions.  Let me briefly explain.

    Conjunction is of two main kinds, co-ordinating and subordinating (cf. Huddleston 1984: 339).  The only English words given to uninhibited coordination are ‘and’ and ‘or’.  But subordinating conjunction is an accomplishment of many English words and phrases.

    Our sentence (9) shows ‘although’, ‘as’, ‘because’, and so on in paradigmatic relation (cf. Huddleston 1984: 10).  Now, paradigmatic relations among subordinating conjunctions vary from category to category.  Thus ‘because’ is a paradigmatic alternative to ‘if’ in the first grammatical category but not in the second or third.  As a final exercise, then, let us plot ‘if’’s paradigmatic relatives from category to category.  In the first category, we find, it is a paradigmatic alternative to ‘(al)though’, ‘as’, ‘as long as’, ‘because’, ‘since’, ‘while’, ‘unless’, ‘whether or not’, and ‘provided/assuming/supposing that’.  In the second category, it is in paradigmatic relation with temporal conjunctions, ‘...-ever’ conjunctions, ‘unless’, ‘whether or not’ and ‘provided/etc. that’.  In the third category, it is in paradigmatic relation with only ‘unless’, ‘whether or not’ and ‘provided/etc. that’.  In the fourth category it is in paradigmatic relation with absolutely nothing.  I note with approval that these findings strongly confirm my divisions between the categories: they ought to embarrass exponents of the old indicative/subjunctive dichotomy.  But my present point is simpler and more urgent: that such facts as these, unquestionably significant, go unnoticed and uninvestigated when we think in terms of antecedents and consequents.
    To the question whether ‘antecedent’ and ‘consequent’ merit even that modest role allowed them in the previous section, my answer is vehemently negative.  They cohibit the only tenable approach to ‘if’, namely as just one particular subordinating conjunction.
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