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3} v g4 o] &, m2lal 714 o]Zo] 9tk o} Edgington (2006) =,

5) 7}4 Edgington (1995), p. 293 3=,

6) McDermott (1996) %2, T3k Cantwell (2008), Bradley (2002) &%= o]¥l A&
glsta gla, 5] SRtE = is’_{]ol oldl 94& 43}3 AT =37 (2006) HFE.
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8) Edgington (1986), p. 187, (1995), p. 281. =] SIAE% o] dl& A&t Qo
=371 (2009), p. 295, A3+ (2008), p. 16, 43} (2008), p. 169, (2009), p. 34
S ES

9) If God does not exist, then it is not the case that if I pray my prayers will be
answered (by Him).

I do not pray.

So God exists.
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Je BYE EFolm, tebd Sesk A wolEeltha Sk AR &
okl S A2 ofulch, 2% o A4 Ukel ol L ThE WA
g Aegel wet Ak ks Je % 5 ekl

O

Rl
B 7 QR I S5 £ UG E BT, o
ool n BA 1=AIS ARFOZA Qb Hi o
8.

2A%0] 1o B3 Bl FHE 7hed QA 3 Aoz el A

hm
=] Atk obvtE HRA R ts F HE & 7 e Aot

il

Z7 8] E (the law of conditional excluded middle: CEM)

(A*C) VvV (A*~C)

Z7 F-R48(the law of conditional non-contradiction: CNC)

14) =2 "~(A 2 C) mepM ~Crehes & 2 Aol thefMi 22 49 d%s &
T Atk 7HE “ASTE el oW, JEE 2T A FAskE AbelekaL
A 2 TGEZE oA BE e Ble wekeelval “LBWIL 0164% BRI o] 4
ol 27k 1 ARgke] AAl F4E "ATE el oF, G oA BenTR
o7t o] 5 WolEQIntaL sjA] of Alghe] & "l oA et e As ¥
8= A& ofyetar W ¢ oA Ak
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~((A*C) & (A* ~C)B)
dede To] F HolFURol, A =AE WolEdts AL =

CEM#} CNC7} & tF Azl Folehs A& Wopasltks slo] k1) up
Fro] e, ek #Ag3h ok FAe] s AAlFH CEM3 CNC7F =
O 25 AEath o] AS e d4A ST vk HellA L2

Q= ofet FAS A AR A7 FAoR XA HH o]g2 B
o WiTEY FRego] 2 Aoy wEolthl?

Al

=

AZ 2Fdlo]A ] ouEex &= CEM#Z} CNC7F 27 A -eith = o

16) Pizzi and Williamson (2005), p. 334 &%, o]&2 24 ¥ E£E(CNC)S "3t
HoE]$-2 =2 (WBT, Weak Boethius" Thesis) 2}a1 -2t}

17) %) A7k CEM3} CNCE W WolEoli= 2o shgaivhs 4 & o A4l

~(A*0) = (A* -0
e o] the AAX7} 27t AT oujolt,

~(A*C 2 (A" ~C
(A* ~C) D ~(A*C)

aelan FaA 2003 Ade) A HFole ), o] & thao] dHithe
A 2

~~(A*C) VvV (A*~0)
~(A*~C) vV ~(A*C0C)

ol T Al Adde) wAel wFolE w, vt o] 3d 4 vk

(A*C) V(A*~0O
~((A*C) & (A* ~C))

a8y o] 52 vkE 94 @k CEM ¥ CNCelth Pizzi and Williamson (2005) 2=,
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Ahd 79k B ofgh BAo] FA]7F opd o]&oletd o] Fo] o A e}
A= @S Aolrh Al Qe = el Al ek o] 2ellM =
CEM=2 &xl9 o] Ak CNCE= 317} of .

(ADC VvV (AD~0
~((ADC & (A D ~0)

e CNC7F A HshA et "2 27050 digh 28 g4 &
of FHom oAk &7t oy GO R oA e IA B
CNCE 7H-sb7]= 51201 wolt} o] Fin “Aold U 73—»3]_131_:]_
Al TAolH ~C'E FAY A A= ¥7] "olth wul E3 CNC=
gus] grolgba 5 }3}1 ojzlo] ™A & ol fHle] duA A
e A= ¥rdetA] Eehes o] Eolgba Azt 1e) shA| vk 2] o17) A4

atal l5col, CNC7F A etz = 391 212 ofyth19) o] AL CNC
o] W) At 7hedl v Az 2 ERe o g Sl

rgo1x

R

¢

~(((P & ~P) *P) & (P & ~P) * ~P))

“P
& ~P HJrE}/H P”, o] 4% <A AA conjunct1on ehmmatlon)ol /‘é gt 7

18) Bennett (2003), p. 84 %=,
19) Rieger (2013), p. 3167.
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WOF QAT o] F FEL TR Zlo] 1 A@srha Fehy, o] ONC

20) o)== X% ‘BEFQ(Ex falso quodlibet) T+ “Z9 (explosion) o]&tar &t}



7]
F (Gibbard phenomenon) T= 7 H}E w2+ A’ (Gibbardian
stand—off)i}i E2l= otk 2l gigr e, 7|ut=rt o] & F3 ULO}J—X}
e A U 7 0] B AYstE s 02 Hol= gl o

Aolth22)

JE7F Ee, 27} ozl
e 7E 2ok, 27t A

o) o CNCe] B3t ¥ alom ARE Sel7t o714 A el
Slth2’) g% 3k
uhe @l o @@e A2 Aok e 192 A%
A e ARE AL =z
T3 o] W FA Al wolEelx g WelesH olEo] AUE @
T

7HA AAlolRtal &

fass
mlo
o)
o
)
BN

6. W= &

At 2 W7E of 71 T ofuf A =Alell s Al71E = Sl 7h
e M B VA E e Kol o]l tider] 2 skt

21) Gibbard (1981) #=.

22) 7= AR S o] HE ZAFo] Mexs Zetha 2] ofE o= o1k

23) Bennett (2003), pp. 83-93, Edglngton (1995), Lycan (2001), 8 & #=. 0]%
e Y =222 e =37 (2006), A3 (2008), 43H4 (2009) 5 H=

24) EVVP ol Y¥4& HRIth Riger (2013) =,
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of'l Alghd b5 & 875 & o= Helrh vk 2Fe] 4
o] gk FA3 ofgk A o® vd g vk, e 2AE o9
g =71 v ), ofd Aol ek B oR o]gfjaljof sl ofd
A-Fol ofgk FA 0w olafsfof af=7}7 o= FTF 270t o] o
& Ao, y2Ae Al 483 7les AXNE  glok 25 vkar of vy
A=AV FUAE AL ofyn o] oldlfsty] flal vt EEA dA
(inclusive disjunction) ¥ ¥jEFZ] A (exclusive disjunction)®] o]t

o 97 MA(extensional disjunction)® WEZ A (intensional
disjunction) &] &g Azta|wa} AA] dAlojo] B2 71-8-H) ojWl o] X
24 HAS Yehl o ofd Flo] vjeld AA-S yEpdTIL Holof 3F=4]

2 4t A Ax 48 Qo] otk Itk TRH A3} e A
Qo] Firo] Rolvld A Az ohith HE WA ok P TS
FIAE phH olob|E @ 4 ot

g e

B T AZEA B2 iy w=AE welEalrt shrieky
#HAL 2AT U ¥4 @ 4 FHZ A A, QPSR
BA S e ola8] izt Shsh ko] 43 BA A WopEo]
A e AolBE, 9 St B A3 e Qe 249 dES 2
oJFrh A E EE o 48 A=A Rolof 5] wiolr), BE
agu g o PE] AW sk g Al 98 & Uk e 1
He R gron], 13 ol vel Ao el BAe) vy
o 93] AR FAsH AL A3 ohth ] 4L Tt WA
asbshey, Wb Bole] 12 A B4 s A7) g ke
AehE EUE 423 A9 Yo, TRE #PE AP FeH ¢
4& $Eshe AREAA £ Aol @ & glov], vha 1 Ho) 4
vel Aeke SJuztk Qe Az

rAlgre 2 Azbel & A2 vt 22 5ol oM Wit FE IR
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927k A Al BUR A B3 BomA ] 2R A

ARl sl7ish ge Aol WelE T Qi A0 BTk Ay )
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olel thslel HlFo] BH, (1) FAAY AFets WAoE ek A
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@ Aol
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On the Negations of Conditionals

Wonbae Choi

The aim of this paper is to get a better understanding of negating
conditionals. I will suggest the so-called ambiguity thesis on the negation
of indicative conditionals. I firstly show that there are two different ways
of negating conditionals. Then I explain what the differences there are
between my suggestion and other theories of indicative conditionals, and
examine what significances it could have if we accept the ambiguity

thesis.

[Key words]) conditionals, negation, truth-functional analysis, conditional

non-contradiction, Edgington
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