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Three Research Methods on Interrogative Logic

WU Bao-xiang' & ZOU Chong-li’

(1.Center for the Study of Language and Cognition, Zhejiang University, Hangzhou 310000, China;

2. Institute of Logic and Information, Sichuan Normal University, Chengdu 610066, China)

Abstract; Interrogative sentence is a very important expression form in natural language. Logicians have
developed several methods to research questions, among which Interrogative Model of Inquiry, Inferential Ero-
tetic Logic and Inquisitive Semantics represent the three distinctive trains of thought. The first one uses tableau
to analyze the conversations involving interrogatives, and has an advantage in comparing different strategies of
asking questions. The second one completely defines the syntax and semantic of interrogatives, which is con-
venient to directly depict the inferential relations between questions and propositions. The third one,
resembling to modern logic, can construct a logic system to simultaneously analyze the logic properties of state-
ments and questions.

Key words: interrogative logic; logic of questions; conversational games; logical semantics
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