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A key feature of counterfactual if P, Q conditionals (CFCs), as in (1), is the obligatory use of past tense morphology with modal rather than temporal meaning (called ‘fake past’ in Iatridou 2000). The presence of the same ‘fake past’ morphology in both P and Q clauses – simple past as in (1a) or past perfect in (1b) – has been taken as an important indicator that in the relevant respect, the internal syntax of the two clauses is the same. Thus, Ippolito (2008) (see also Arregui 2008) suggests that the ‘fake past’ is not interpreted inside each P and Q, but only once outside of the conditional. Similarly, Asarina (2006) notes that in Russian CFCs (2) the clitic by and the ‘fake past’ are found in both P and Q, and interprets this as evidence that both P and Q contain a functional element with an Exl(usion) feature (following Iatridou 2000), which selects a Subjunctive head by.

(1)


a) If I were rich, I would buy a Jaguar.

b) If I had been rich, I would have bought a Jaguar.

(2) 
Esli
by


Petja
s”el


jabloko,
on

by

vchera/segodnja/zavtra

vyzdorovil/vyzdoravlival.
if


SUBJ
Peter

atePERF
apple,
he

SUBJ
yesterday/today/tomorrow

got
betterPERF/got
betterIMP

‘If Peter ate an apple, he would get/be getting better today/tomorrow.’

‘If Peter had eaten an apple, he would have gotten/been getting better yesterday.’

In this paper I provide arguments that P and Q in Slavic CFCs are syntactically different. Some of the evidence involves the availability of main clause phenomena (MCP) in Q but not in P. Importantly, the mere presence of by is not sufficient to rule out MCP in the antecedent of a conditional, because by is also found in the antecedent of some peripheral conditionals (3b, c), which do exhibit MCP (as discussed in Haegeman 2010). I suggest that the relevant factor is the syntactic position of by: when by is in a Mood position it is interpreted as would and the clause it appears in exhibits MCP; when by is attracted to C, accompanying the movement of an operator to Spec-CP, then its clause does not allow MCP. This analysis lends support to the view that A’-intervention effects prohibit certain MCP (Haegeman 2010).

In a CF antecedent by obligatorily occurs in the second position preceding the subject, while in the consequent it can appear anywhere in the clause. Two instances of by within the same clause are not ...allowed.

(3)

a)
if by ... then ... by ... verb



c)
if by ... (*by) ...  then ... by ... verb ... (*by) 

CFC



b)
if by ... then ... verb ... by



d) if (*by) ... by ... then ... (*by) ... verb ...by

PeriphC
Turning to MCP, if-clauses with by in C, for instance, don't allow high adverbs (4a), while peripheral conditionals with the low by permit MCP (4b, c):

(4) a)
Jeśliby/Gdyby (*prawdopodobnie)
Janek 
się  bał,   

to

 uciekłby 


z

gabinetu. 

        


if-by.3Sg             probably     





John    
self 
scared.3Sg then
escape-by.3Sg
from
office

      

‘If he (*probably) had been afraid, he would have ran away from the doctor's office.’





‘If he (*probably) was afraid, he would run away from the doctor's office.’

 b)
Skoro/Jeśli (*by)/*Gdyby 
prawdopodobnie
Janek
 się  bał,      
to 

uciekł 
z gabinetu. 

     Since/ if                 







probably    





John     self scared.3Sg then escaped.3Sg from office

‘If (indeed) he probably was afraid, then he ran away from the doctor's office.’

 c) Skoro/Jeśli(*by) 
prawdopodobnie
Janek by się  bał,      
to 

uciekłby 


z gabinetu. 

     Since/ if                 

probably    





John     by  self scared.3Sg then
escaped-by.3Sg
from office

‘If (indeed) he probably
would be afraid, then he would ran away from the doctor's office.’

It is also not due to the presence of by that the negative quantifier in the matrix clause may bind a variable in the event conditional (5a) but not in the peripheral conditional (5b), just as in the because-adjunct (5c), making them incoherent:

(5) a) Nikti
by


się

nie
przyznał,
gdyby/jeśliby
to
o


jegoi/j
własne
interesy
chodziło.






no-one
by.3Sg self
not

admit



if-by.3Sg




it

about
his

own


interests

went

‘No-one would admit his/their guilt, if there was a threat to his/their own interests.’

b)
#Nikti
by

się

nie
przyznał,
jeśli/skoro

to
o

jego*i/j
własne
interesy
by
chodziło.






#‘No-one would admit his guilt, if there was a threat to his own interests.’



c)
#Nikti
by

się

nie
przyznał,
ponieważ

to
o

jego*i/j
własne
interesy
by
chodziło.






#‘No-one would admit his guilt, because there was a threat to his own interests.’

The intervention effects result from the movement of the null world operator both in CF and indicative conditionals, but we argue that the C in CFCs additionally has the Exclusion Feature that results in the movement of by – crucially a double occurrence of by in the clause is not allowed, so the 'high' and 'low' positions of by are related by movement. 

The meaning that the irrealis marker by contributes to both P and Q is thus not the same. In the consequent “would Q” is asserted, in the antecedent P itself is not asserted. In the consequent the speaker is not committed that Q obtains in the actual world, but Q is presently under consideration:

cf. (1a,b) 
I am/was not rich, but my desire now is such that I have/had a Jaguar now/then.

cf. (4a) 

It was/will not be the case that Janek was/is afraid, but there is a possibility that he 

would run/would have ran away from the doctor's office.

Only in the antecedent is the actual world implicated to be excluded from the topic world (note that the implicature can be cancelled). Iatridou (2000) explains that in the implicature what is remote are the P cases, not the P → Q relationship, so for (4a) it is unlikely that Janek was afraid, but P and Q are likely to co-occur together. Because the irrealis reading of Q is weaker than the exclusion in P, we propose that ExclF is a syntactico-semantic feature of the C head in a CF if-clause. The ExclF distinguishes CF from indicative conditionals, as it triggers past tense agreement with the verb in languages like Bulgarian and English, while in Pl, Cz, Sl, Rus it triggers the movement of by. Further evidence for ExclF in C having both syntactic and semantic consequences, comes from subjunctive complements that are also characterized by having by in the second position, display restrictions on MPC and carry the cancellable implicature that P is not the case in the actual world.

(6)

a)
Chcę


żeby
Janek

był 

na diecie. 






want.1Sg
that-by
Janek
 
be.3Sg
on
diet.

‘I want  Janek to be on a diet.’ (Implicated: Janek is not on the diet.)

b)
Chcę 


żeby 
Janek 
był 

na
diecie, więc to dobrze, że ją zacząl.

‘I want Janek to be on a diet, so it is good that he started it’

We conclude that the P and Q in CFCs are of a different clause type. The syntax and semantics of CF if-clauses and subjunctive complements are a result of feature composition of the C-head triggering both the movement of the operator over possible worlds to its Specifier and the head movement of by to C. It is a case of strict correlation between the restrictions on MCP and clause-typing. The C in peripheral conditionals and indicative complements lacks the two features and thus allows MCP and does not trigger the movement of ‘by’.
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