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Table 1
In this section I discuss whether the Material Implication analysis and Stalnaker's Minimal Change Analysis of conditionals predict Inference from Disjunction.

The above table illustrates the truth table involving cases of disjunction (A or B) and conditionals. Two types of analysis for conditionals are discussed regarding if not A, then B: the Material Implication analysis, and Stalnaker's Minimal Change Analysis (MCA). We will discuss under these two analyses whether the truth conditions of the conditionals are equivalent to the truth conditions of the disjunction (inference from disjunction).

Disjunction: 

The truth-value of A and the truth-value of B determines the truth value of A or B: A or B is true when one of them is true, or when both are true. This is illustrated in the above table (column IV).

Conditional: 
(a) Material Implication analysis
In material implication, [A or B] is fully equivalent to [~AB]. This fits with the intuition that sentence (1) and (2) below are equivalent. 

(1) If you don't want to eat sushi (then) I will get you some pizza.  

(2) Either you want to eat sushi or I will get you some pizza.

In the above examples (1) and (2) have equivalent truth conditions under Material Implication analysis (Column V above). Crucially, in this analysis, if the antecedent of the conditional in (1) is false, in which case you do like sushi, then the conditional is automatically true no matter I get you some pizza or not (if you do like sushi very much and I still get you some pizza, this conditional is still true). This is obviously counter intuitive in the cases such as the following:
(3) If it is not Tuesday then the earth will explode. 

In (3), the falsity of the antecedent (if it is indeed Tuesday) does not automatically make the whole conditional true, which is obviously an absurd statement. 
In sum, inference from disjunction is predicted under Material Implication analysis.

(b) Stalnaker's Minimal Change analysis
In Stalnaker's minimal change analysis of “if not A then B”, which differs from both material implication and strict implication analysis, we consider a closest possible world (to the actual world) in which the antecedent [~A] is true, and when the consequent B is true in that world, the conditional is True; when the consequent B is false in that world, the conditional is evaluated False. In table 1 above, Column VI, we consider the four lines, representing four possible scenarios: 

Line 1 When [not A] is false, B is true, we consider a closest possible world where A is true. In this case, B remains true, and the conditional is evaluated true.

Line 2 When [not A] is false, B is false, we consider a closest possible world where A is true. In this case, B remains false, and the conditional is evaluated false.

Line 3 When [not A] is true, B is true, we consider a closest possible world where A and B are both true (the real world). The conditional is evaluated true.

Line 4 When [not A] is true, B is false, we consider a closest possible world where A is true, B remains false, and the conditional is evaluated false.

Therefore, the conditional ~A>B is consistent with the truth value of A or B only in Line 1, 3, and 4, and the conditional is not evaluated as fully equivalent to the disjunction [A or B]. In example (1) and (2) above, this translates into the case where you do want to eat sushi, and I don't get you any pizza (real world). In the minimal change analysis, in the real world, the antecedent in (1) "you don't want to eat sushi" is false (means you do want to eat sushi). We consider the closest possible world where the antecedent of (1) is true, which means that you don't want to eat sushi. In this case, the consequent remains false, which means that I will not get you any pizza. Therefore, the whole conditional is predicted to be false, which translates into you don't want to eat sushi and I will not get you any pizza. This clearly fails to predict the correct interpretation from (2) to (1), i.e., inference from disjunction. 

2. Contraposition (AB  ~B~A)
The Material Implication analysis predicts the validity of contraposition. Under the Material Implication analysis, as illustrated in the following table (Columns V and VI), the truth condition of “if A then B” [AB] is equivalent to the truth condition of “if not B then not A” [~B~A]
. 
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Table 2
(a) Material Implication analysis
Under material implication analysis, the truth conditions of [AB] and [~B>~A] are identical: the only case where the conditional is evaluated as false is when the antecedent is true and the consequent is false. When we apply this principle to consider [AB] and [~B>~A], we derive the identical truth values for both, as illustrated in Table 2 Column V and VI.

(b) Minimal Change analysis
Consider Table 2, Column VII and VIII Under the Minimal Change Analysis:
Line 1 

[A>B]: When A is true and B is true, A>B is true in the closest possible word (the real world). 

[~B->~A]: In this case, the antecedent ~B is false, and the consequence ~A is false. When we consider a closest possible world where ~B is true, ~A remains false, the conditional [~B>~A] is evaluated false. 

Contraposition: In this case, [A>B] and [~B>~A] are not equivalent.

Line 2 

[A>B]:When A is true and B is false, A>B is false in every world. 

[~B->~A]: In this case, the antecedent ~B is True, and the consequence ~A is false. When we consider a closest possible world where ~B is true (also in the real world), ~A remains false, conditional ~B>~A is false. 

Contraposition: In this case, [A>B] and [~B>~A] are equivalent.

Line 3 

[A>B]:When A is false and B is true, we consider a closest possible world where A is true, B remains true, therefore A>B is true. 

[~B>~A]:In this case, the antecedent ~B is false, and the consequence ~A is true. When we consider a closest possible world where ~B is true, ~A remains true, therefore the conditional ~B>~A is true.

Contraposition: in this case, [A>B] and [~B>~A] are equivalent.

Line 4 

[A>B]:When A is false and B is false, we consider a closest possible world where A is true, B remains false, therefore A>B is false. 

[~B>~A]: In this case, the antecedent ~B is true, and the consequence ~A is true. When we consider a closest possible world where Not B is true, Not A remains true, therefore the conditional ~B>~A is evaluated true. 

Contraposition: In this case, [A>B] and [~B->~A] are not equivalent.

In sum, contraposition is not predicted under minimal change analysis. Here we consider the two situations where “if A then B” is not equivalent to “if not B then not A” under minimal change analysis. These are shown in Line 1 and Line 4 in Column VII and VIII of table 2. Consider these two examples:

(5) If the sun is visible in the sky, it's daytime.

(6) If it's not daytime, then the sun is not visible in the sky.

Line 1: When the antecedent and consequence are both true, (5) is true. However, the contraposition of (5), (6), is predicted as false.

Under normal condition in natural language we will, however, intuitively hold that (6) is true when (5) is true (unless maybe we are talking about the north pole or Alaska, etc). 

Line 4: Similarly, when the antecedent is false, and the consequence is false in (5), which means that the sun is not in the sky and it's not daytime,  MCA predicts (5) to be False, and (6) to be True, whereas in normal interpretation they are treated as equivalent.

Therefore the minimal change analysis failed to predict contraposition.
��
	� However, it has been argued that this prediction does not work well with some of the natural language conditionals. Consider the following example (Fintel 2009):�



	(Even)if Goethe hadn't died in 1832, he would still be dead now.


	If Goethe were alive now, he would have died in 1832. 





	Fintel (2009) discusses why Stalnaker's Minimal Change analysis does predict the failure of the contraposition. In the case, the closest p-worlds where Goethe didn't die in 1832 are also the closest q-worlds where he is dead by now. However, the closest non-q-worlds where Goethe is alive now is not the non-p-worlds where he did die in 1832. In fact, it is also the p-worlds where he did not die in 1832. Therefore MCA predicts the failure of contraposition in this case.





	This is a special case involving many modals and particular semantic conditions that illustrate the failure of contraposition. This failure is not captured and explained by Material Implication.












