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Introduction. We present a novel analysis of certain facts concerning conditionals with then and
correlatives (latridou 1994, Izvorski 1997) based on a theory of contrastive topics (Biiring 1999, Krifka
1999). This new approach covers some so far unexplained data. latridou and Izvorski noted that the
sentence types mentioned above behave alike: (i) necessary non-exhaustivity of the antecedent/correlative
clause (la), (ii) the conditional/correlative sentence may not assert just the main clause (1b), and (iii) the
main clause may not presuppose the truth of the antecedent clause/correlative clause (1c). To account for
this, Iatridou and Izvorski argued that conditionals with then and correlatives have the presuppositions in
(3-4), which are not satisfied in (1):

(1) a. #[If John is dead or alive], then Bill will find him. (Tatridou 1994)
b. #[If you're thirsty], then there is beer in the fridge. (Tatridou 1994)
c. #/Kadeto [Maria se pojavi];], tam tova;se zabeljazva. (Bg) (Izvorski 1997)
where Maria Refl appears Dem this Refl notices
“Where Maria shows up, her appearance gets noticed.”
2) a. #Only if it’s sunny then {I will visit you/will I visit you}. (Iatridou 1994)
b. #Samo kdor pride, ta  bo nagrajen. (Slo)
only who comes Dem will be rewarded
“Only he who comes will be rewarded.”
3) a. Statement: [if p], thenq
b. Presupposition: in some cases where p does not hold, q does not hold.
4) a. Statement: [wh u], Dem v
b. Presupposition: for all objects of which u does not hold, v does not hold.

However, the data in (2), a major property of conditionals with then and correlatives, are left unexplained.
We argue that in (1-2), the adverbial then and the correlative d-pronoun are resumptive elements bearing
contrastive topic marking. We also argue for a Left Dislocation syntax with the following two
ingredients: I. the if~clause and the free relative are base generated in the Left Periphery (LP) of the
matrix, and II. the d-pronoun in the matrix clause undergoes contrastive topicalization (cf. Izvorski 1997,
Arregi 2003). At LF, then and the correlative pronoun act as variables bound by the if-clause and the free
relative.

(5) a. [cp [if-clause/free relative] [cp [topp Demy [ip ... ti ...]]]
b. [[if-clause/free relative] A; [cp ... ti ...]]]

One argument in favor of I. as opposed to movement to LP is that if there was movement there would be
reconstruction, which would wrongly predict (6) to be a Condition C violation. In contrast, a pronoun
inside the bracketed clause can be bound by a QP in the matrix clause (7), raising the possibility of
reconstruction, hence movement of the bracketed clause to LP.

(6) [Kdor sovrazi Janeza,), tega on; ne mara. (Slo)
who hates Janez Dem he not like
“*He doesn’t like the one who hates John.”

(7)  '[Kdorjo, ljubi), tega ima vsaka Zenska; rada. (Slo)
who her loves Dem has each woman like
“Every woman like the one who loves her.”

If we combine the apparent lack of reconstruction and the apparent necessity of reconstruction in one
sentence, we expect a clash, as both requirements cannot be satisfied simultaneously. However, (8) is no
worse than (7). We conclude that there is no reconstruction at all and that the bound readings in (7-8)
result from QR of the QP. The lack of WCO violations, generally observed in Slovenian, in (7-8) will be
explained along the lines of Chierchia (1995).



(8)  '[Kdor pravi, da jo, Janezs sovrazi], tega mus nobena Zenska; ne pokaze. (Slo)
who says that her Janez hates Dem him no woman not show
“*No woman shows him the one who says that John hates her.”

Contrastivity Analysis. Biiring (1999) and Krifka (1999) stress disputability and distinctiveness as the
main pragmatic properties of sentences containing contrastive topics. Distinctiveness (Krifka 1999) is the
condition that the speaker is not willing to assert a proposition where the contrastive topic is replaced by
an appropriate alternative denotation (only the propositions not containing the starting proposition are
relevant). Disputability relays that at least one proposition where the contrastive topic (and, if applicable,
other foci) is replaced by an appropriate contextually determined alternative, is compatible with the
common ground updated with the ordinary semantic value of the sentence containing the contrastive
topic. These two notions then provide us what we need to explain (1-2). The exhaustivity effects depicted
in (3-4) are a consequence of the distinctiveness condition. (la-1b) are marked because the respective
asserted propositions entail all the relevant alternative conditionals obtained by the substitution of the
antecedents (bound d-pronouns), so distinctiveness as described above (and disputability) cannot be
satisfied. (1c) is marked because all its alternative propositions are undefined (the E-type pronoun in the
consequent fails to refer if the antecedent proposition is substituted) and the disputability condition is
thereby violated. Disputability also prohibits the use of a contrastively marked d-pronoun in (2) since,
again, only a single non-empty contextually assigned alternative proposition is contained in one of the
elements in the respective contrastive topic value.

(9)  a. Only if John comes thencr Mary will be happy.
b. [(92)]]1°"={{only if John comes Mary will be happy} }
¢. ~APE[[(9a)]]": IGEP[CGNI[(9a)]I"Nag{ CGN[[(9a)]]’, D}]

Further Predictions. The effect connected with the use of contrastive topics in conditionals and
correlatives can, however, be suspended by focus-associating adverbs in the matrix clause:

(10) a. And even if it rains, even then we go out. (latridou, in Izvorski 1997)
b. We will definitely play soccer. If the sun shines we will. If it is cloudy and cold we will. And
also if it rains then oo we will. (Izvorski 1997)
c. Only if John comes, only then will I be happy.

We now understand these facts: Rooth (1992) has argued that such adverbs obligatorily associate with
intonationally marked elements in their scope, neutralizing the semantic import of this marking. The
association of then with the particles in (10) cancels the contrastivity effects. This also resolves a problem
from latridou (1994) that prohibited extending her (3) to Germanic left dislocation: the acceptable
discourse in (11) is falsely precluded (unsatisfiable presupposition) by any generalization of (3); on the
other hand, we can explain (11) the same way we did (10).

(11) Alle haben die Vorlesung verstanden. Hans hat sie verstanden. Maria hat sie verstanden. Und
unser Freund Peter, der hat sie auch verstanden.
“Everbody understood the lecture. Hans understood it. Mary understood it. And our friend Peter,
Dem understood it too.” (Iatridou 1994)
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