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RATIONALE CLAUSES are infinitives optionally preceded by in order, e.g., (in order) to leave or (in order) for me 
to leave. Previous work recognizes two apparently distinct functions that these clauses have: with simple action or 
state descriptions, they give rise to a CAUSAL reading, offering a teleological explanation for the named action or 
state, as in (1). By contrast, with necessity statements, they give rise to ambiguity between the causal reading and 
a CONDITIONAL (a.k.a. anankastic or determinative) reading, offering a hypothetical goal for which the named 
necessity is a precondition, as in (2). 
 

(1) Ann opened the window [(in order) to get some fresh air]. 
≈ Ann opened the window because she wanted/needed to get some fresh air. causal reading 

(2) Ann has to open the window [(in order) to get some fresh air]. 
              ≈ Ann has to open the window because she wants/needs to get some fresh air. causal reading  
        or: ≈ Ann has to open the window if she wants/needs to get some fresh air.          conditional reading 
 
I present new data showing that necessity statements are neither necessary nor sufficient for triggering the 
conditional reading; instead, conditional readings are triggered by genericity or by the presence of would. I argue 
for a unified analysis whereby rationale clauses uniformly encode teleological modality and are always mapped 
onto the restriction of a higher modal. By default, that higher modal is veridical, giving rise to the causal reading 
(“Because p, q”), but if that modal is replaced by a generic operator or supplemented by would, the conditional 
reading arises (“If p, q”). 
 The proposal implies that rationale clauses are parallel to if-clauses in restricting (sometimes covert) 
modals. Apparent ambiguity arises not from ambiguity in the rationale clauses or if-clauses themselves but rather 
in the nature of the restricted modal. 
 


