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Abstract. The Japanese intensifiertotemo‘very’ can intensify the degree of a
gradable predicate. However,totemoalso can intensify a ‘negative’ modal state-
ment. What is puzzling about the negativetotemois that, unlike regular emphatic
negative polarity items (NPIs), such asan inch and the least bit, (i) the nega-
tive totemocannot be within the scope of negation, and (ii) it denotes a high
rather than low scalar value. I argue that the negativetotemois not a logical NPI,
which is licensed by negation or downward-entailing/non-veridical operators in
the logical structure. Rather, it is an expressive that intensifies the unlikelihood
or impossibility of a given proposition and refuses to update the common ground
(the context set) with the at-issue proposition. It will be shown that the refusal
function of the negativetotemoforces the at-issue proposition to occur in a nega-
tive environment. This paper shows that there are polarity-sensitive expressions,
i.e. discourse-oriented polarity items, whose distributions are restricted by their
pragmatic functions.

Keywords: intensification, update refusal, polarity sensitivity, expressives, NPI-
PPI

1 Introduction

The Japanese intensifiertotemo‘very’ can intensify a degree associated with a gradable
predicate:

(1) Kono ie-wa totemo{ookii/*ookiku-nai.}
This house-TOP very big/big-NEG
‘This house is very big’

This use oftotemois a positive polarity item (PPI) because it cannot co-occur with
logical negation, as in (1).1 Interestingly, however,totemoalso can intensify a negative
modal statement:
⋆ I would like to thank Susumu Kubo, Yusuke Kubota, Harumi Sawada, Jun Sawada and the

reviewers of LENLS 11 for their valuable comments and discussions. Parts of this paper were
presented at the 6th International Modality Workshop at Kansai Gaidai (2014) and I also thank
the audience for their helpful feedback. This work is based upon work supported by JSPS
KAKENHI Grant Number 26770140. All remaining errors are of course my own.

1 Note that if we put the contrastive markerwaaftertotemo ookiku‘very big’, (1) with negation
becomes natural. However, in that case the sentence is interpreted as emphatic/contrastive
negation. See Szabolcsi (2004) for the detailed discussions on the properties of PPIs.
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(2) a. Tetuya-o suru-nado totemo {deki-nai/*dekiru}.
Staying up all night-ACC do-NADO TOTEMO can-NEG/can
‘Staying up all night is impossible.’ (I am emphasizing the impossibility.)

b. Sonna koto boku-ni-wa totemo muri-desu.
Such thing I-to-TOP TOTEMO impossible-PERF.HON
‘It is impossible for me to do such a thing.’
(Implication: I am emphasizing the impossibility.) (Ability)

c. Taro-ga siken-ni ukaru-nado totemo {arisooni-nai/*arisoo-da}.
Taro-NOM exam-in pass-NADO TOTEMO likely-NEG/likely-PRED
‘It is unlikely that Taro will pass the exam.’
(Implication: I am emphasizing the unlikelihood.) (Epistemic)

d. Ame-wa totemo yami-soo{-ni nai/*-da}.
Rain-TOP TOTEMO stop-seem-to NEG/PRED
‘The rain do not seem to stop.’
(Implication: I am emphasizing the unlikelihood.)(Epistemic)

Descriptively, in (2a) and (2b),totemoemphasizes a modal statement that is concerned
with ability. In (2a), totemoemphasizes that “I cannot stay up all night,” and in (2b),
it emphasizes that “I cannot do such a thing.” On the other hand, in (2c) and (2d),
totemoemphasizes an epistemic modal statement. In (2c),totemoemphasizes the modal
statement that “Taro is unlikely to pass the exam,” and in (2d) it emphasizes the modal
statement that “the rain does not seem to stop.”2 The important point oftotemoin (2)
is that it only appears in a negative environment (e.g., Morita 1989; Watanabe 2001).
The positive counterparts in (2) are all ill formed. Thus,totemoin (2) seems to behave
as a negative polarity item (NPI) rather than a PPI. This function is surprising because
it means that, depending on the environment,totemocan behave as both a PPI and an
NPI. In natural language PPIs and NPIs are lexically distinct, and there seems to be no
lexical element that behaves as both a PPI and an NPI depending on context.

However, if we consider the meaning of the negativetotemoin detail, it has several
puzzling and unique properties that ordinary scalar or emphatic NPIs lack. First, unlike

2 Note that totemoin (2) can be paraphrased by the idiomatic expressiontotemo-janai-ga‘lit.
very-NEG-although’:

(i) Tetuya-o suru-nado{totemo/totemo.ja.nai.ga} deki-nai.
Staying up all night-ACC do-NADO TOTEMO/TOTEMO.JA.NAI.GA can-NEG
‘Staying up all night is impossible.’
(Implication: I am emphasizing the impossibility.)

Although tomemo-jana-gacontains a negative morpheme and the clause-linkerga ‘but’, they
are not literally interpreted. In (i),totemo-ja-nai-gaas a whole serves to strengthen the im-
possibility or inability of a given proposition. Note thattotemo-ja-naigacannot be used in the
adjective modifying use:

(ii) Koko-wa {totemo/*totemo.ja.nai.ga}anzen-desu.
Here-TOP very/TOTEMO.JANAI.GA safe-PRED
‘It is very safe here.’

To Appear in the Proceedings of the 11th International Workshop on Logic and Engineering of Natural Language Semantics



typical NPIs, the negativetotemonever falls within the scope of negation. Second, un-
like regular “emphatic NPIs” (e.g.,an inchor, the least bit) (Israel 1996, 2001),totemo
denotes a high rather than a low scalar value. Istotemoin (2) really an NPI? Why is it
thattotemoin (2) has to appear in a negative context?

This paper investigates the meaning of the negativetotemo, claiming that the nega-
tive totemois not a logical NPI which is licensed by negation and downward-entailing
or non-veridical operators. Rather, it is a conventional implicature-triggering expression
or expressive that intensifies the unlikelihood or impossibility of a given proposition
and refuses to update the common ground (the set of mutually accepted or pragmati-
cally presupposed propositions) with the at-issue proposition (the proposition without
modality and negation). This study argues that it is the refusal function of the negative
totemothat forces the at-issue proposition to occur in a negative environment. It shows
that there are polarity sensitive expressions (i.e. discourse-oriented NPIs) that are not
licensed by a (logical) operator, but are restricted by their not-at-issue or pragmatic
function.

This paper is structured as follows. Section 2 details certain puzzling properties of
the negativetotemo. Section 3 shows that these puzzles can be explained if we assume
that the negativetotemois an expressive or CI. Section 4 analyzes the scalar meaning
and refusal function of the negativetotemoin terms of the theory of information update
and multidimensional composition system. Section 5 considers the relationship between
the negativetotemoand modality and shows that not all modal expressions co-occur
with the negativetotemo. It will be shown that the negativetotemocan be a diagnostic to
distinguish between gradable modal expressions and non-gradable modal expressions.
Section 6 concludes and makes suggestions for further research.

2 Puzzles

Before proceeding to the semantic analysis of the negativetotemo, let us observe the
puzzling properties of the negativetotemowith respect to polarity sensitivity by com-
paring it with typical NPIs.

The first puzzling property of the negativetotemois that, unlike typical NPIs, it
cannot fall within the scope of negation. To understand this point, let us first consider
the general properties of PPIs and NPIs. Descriptively speaking, NPIs are items licensed
by negation:3

3 Note,however, that many NPIs appear in a wide range of contexts beyond negation such as
the downward quantifierfew, the antecedent of a conditional, a question, abeforeclause, etc.
For example, the minimizer NPIgive a damncan appear in the antecedent of a conditional:

(i) If you give a damn about me, you would help me out. (Chierchia 2013: 58)

Researchers have investigated how the distribution patterns of negative polarity items can
be theoretically explained. In the current literature, there are two major approaches to polarity
sensitivity: the downward-entailing approach (e.g. Ladusaw 1979; Chierchia 2013) and the
non-veridicality approach (Zwarts 1995; Giannakidou 1998; 2011).
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(3) a. Tom isn’t the least bit tired. (NOT> the least bit)
b. *Tom is the least bit tired.

Licensing normally means that the NPI must be in the local scope of negation.
On the other hand, PPIs are consistently assumed to be blocked at the local scope

of negation:

(4) a. Tom’s idea is rather attractive.
b. *Tom’s idea isn’t rather attractive. (NOT> rather)

Here, (4) with negation is odd. Let us now consider the polarity sensitivity of the neg-
ative totemo. If we only look at the distribution pattern, the negativetotemolooks like
an NPI because it cannot arise in a positive environment.4

(5) Tetuya-o suru-nado totemo {deki-nai/*dekiru}.
Staying up all night-ACC do-NADO TOTEMO can-NEG/can
‘Staying up all night is impossible.’
(Implication: I am emphasizing the impossibility.)

However, it is puzzling that, unlike typical NPIs, the negativetotemonever falls
within the scope of negation. The sentence (5) with negation cannot mean that “it is
not the case that I am emphasizing the possibility.” Why is it that the negativetotemo
cannot fall under the scope of negation?

Another puzzling property of the negative use oftotemois concerned with its scalar
value. Unlike other emphatic NPIs, the negativetotemohas a high, rather than a low,
scalar value. Israel (1996, 2001) proposes that there are four types of scalar polarity
items (i.e., emphatic NPIs (e.g.,a wink,an inch,the least bit), attenuating NPIs (e.g.,
much, all that), emphatic PPIs (e.g.,awfully,insanely), and attenuating PPIs (e.g.,sorta,
rather, somewhat), and claims that emphatic NPIs have a low scalar value. However,
the negativetotemohas a high scalar value (despite the fact that it has an emphatic
function).5 Why does the negativetotemofall outside Israel’s typology?

3 The meaning of the negativetotemois an expressive

In section 2, we observed that the negativetotemois different from usual NPIs in that
(i) it is not interpretable within the scope of negation and (ii) it has a high rather than
a low scalar value. In this section we will argue that these properties can be explained
if we consider that the negativetotemois an expressive or conventional implicature
(CI)-triggering expression.

4 Strictly speaking, the negativetotemolooks like a strict NPI because it can only arise with a
negation. For example, it cannot arise in the antecedent of a conditional:

(i) *Totemo deki-reba, renraku-kudasai.
TOTEMO can-COND call-please
‘Intended: Please call me if you really can do it.’

5 As for the semantic use oftotemo, it naturally corresponds to the“emphatic PPIs” type in
Israel’s typology.
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3.1 The negativetotemois an expressive/CI

It is natural to consider that the negativetotemois an expressive. Roughly speaking,
expressives express a certain type of evaluative attitude or emotion (e.g., amazement,
pleasure, likes, and dislikes). The typical examples of expressive aredamnandman:

(6) a. I have to mow the damn lawn. (Potts 2005: 7)
b. Man, I got an A on my calculus test! (McCready 2009: 675)

Damnin (6a) expresses a speaker’s heightened emotion toward the lawn (see Potts 2005,
2007). On the other hand,man in (6b) expresses an emotional attitude of the speaker
toward the proposition (McCready 2010). We can say that the negativetotemois also
an expressive:

(7) Tetuya-o suru-nado totemo {deki-nai/*dekiru}.
Staying up all night-ACC do-NADO TOTEMO can-NEG/can
‘Staying up all night is impossible.’ (I am emphasizing the impossibility.)

The negativetotemois an expressive in that it expresses a speaker’s heightened emo-
tion toward a given proposition (the proposition without a modal and negation). That
is, it emphasizes that the given proposition is extremely unlikely or impossible. The
important property of expressive is that its meaning is anchored to the speaker and the
time and place of utterance (Cruse 1986; Kaplan 1999; Potts 2005, 2007). Cruse (1986)
explains the property of an expressive as follows:

(8) “Another characteristic distinguishing expressive meaning from propositional mean-
ing is that it is valid only for the utterer, at the time and place of utterance. This
limitation it shares with, for instance, a smile, a frown, a gesture of impatience [.
. . ]” (Cruse 1986: 272).

For instance, the expressiondamnin the abovementioned sentence has the property
of an expressive in that its meaning is anchored to the speaker and the time and place
of utterance (Potts 2005, 2007). The same explanation can be made for the negative
totemo. The negativetotemois anchored to the speaker and time and the place of the
utterance. In terms of types of meanings, negativetotemoand other expressives can be
classified as a conventional implicature (CI). In Gricean theory, CIs are considered to
be part of the meanings of words, but they are independent of “what is said” (e.g., Grice
1975; Potts 2005, 2007; Horn 2007, 2013; McCready 2010; Sawada 2010; Gutzmann
2012). Furthermore, CI expressions are speaker oriented (Potts 2007). One might think
that the negativetotemois a presupposition rather than a CI. Although there is a the-
oretical debate regarding the distinction between a presupposition and a CI, this study
assumes that it is not a presupposition (at least in a typical sense). It is not something
taken for granted between a speaker and a hearer, rather it is the speaker’s negative at-
titude toward an at-issue proposition. Furthermore, the truth condition of the at-issue
part can be determined without the expressive meaning of the negativetotemo. The ex-
pressive meaning of the negativetotemois not a precondition for determining the truth
value of the at-issue part of the given sentence.
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3.2 Evidence for the idea that the negativetotemois an expressive or a CI

There are several pieces of evidence for the idea that the negativetotemois an expressive
or a CI.

Denial The first piece of evidence is concerned with denial. As we can see in (19)
denial cannot target the CI part oftotemo:

(9) A: Tetuya-o
Staying up all night-ACC

suru-nado
do-NADO

{totemo/totemo.janai.ga}
TOTEMO/TOTEMO JANAIGA

deki-nai-daroo.
can-NEG-EPI.MOD

‘Probably, staying up all night will be impossible for him/her.’
(CI: I am emphasizing the degree of impossibility.)

B: Iya
No

sore-wa
that-TOP

uso-da
false-PRED.

‘No, that’s false.’

In this conversation, speaker B is challenging to the at-issue part of (9A) (i.e., staying
up all night is impossible), but not to the CI part. It is odd to consider that speaker in B
is challenging to the CI part of A’s utterance, because, that would mean that he/she is
objecting to A’s feeling. Generally speaking, we cannot object to a speaker’s emotion.
It is odd to say “No, that’s not true!” after someone says “Ouch!” (Yusuke Kubota,
personal communication.) Note that the situation becomes quite different in the case
of the semantictotemo. The semantictotemois not an expressive. As the following
dialogue shows, the meaning of the semantictotemocan be challenged by saying (10B):

(10) A: Koko-wa
Here-TOP

totemo
very

anzen-desu
safe-PRED

‘It is very safe here.’
B: Iya

No
sore-wa
that-TOP

uso-da
false-PRED.

‘No, that’s false.’ (It is not the case that this place is very safe.)

This clearly shows that the meaning of the adjective modifyingtotemois part of “what
is said.”

Embeddability/scope The second piece of evidence for the idea that the negative
totemois independent of “what is said” is that the negativetotemocannot be under
the scope of logical operators. Let us consider this on the basis of the example in which
the modal negative sentence withtotemois embedded under another modal expression
such asdaroo ‘probably’:

(11) Tetuya-o
Staying up all night-ACC

suru-nado
do-NADO

{totemo/totemo.janai.ga}
TOTEMO/TOTEMOJANAIGA

deki-nai-daroo.
can-NEG-EPI.MOD
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‘Probably, staying up all night will be impossible for him/her.’
(CI: I am emphasizing the degree of impossibility.)

Here, the meaning oftotemodoes not fall within the scope ofdaroo. That is, the
speaker is not saying that there is a possibility of an emphatic emotion toward the im-
possibility. The speaker’s emphatic attitude is not within the scope of the epistemic
operatordaroo ‘probably.’ Note that this phenomenon cannot be observed in the se-
mantictotemo. In the following sentence, the meaning oftotemofalls within the scope
of daroo.

(12) Taro-wa totemo isogasii-daroo.
Taro-TOP very busy-EPI.MOD
‘Probably Taro is very busy.’

Let us now consider the case where the sentence with the negativetotemooccurs in
the past tense:

(13) Anna
Such

sigoto
job

boku-ni-wa
I-to-TOP

totemo
TOTEMO

tae-rare-na-katta.
endure-can-NEG-PAST

At-issue: I could not do that kind of job.
Non-at-issue: I am emphasizing the impossibility of doing the job.

Here, the speaker is not reporting that in the past he or she was emphasizing the impos-
sibility. The speaker’ s emotion itself is anchored to the utterance situation and it cannot
be in the scope of the past tense. On the other hand, in the case of the adjective modi-
fying the use oftotemo(i.e. the semantictotemo), if it is embedded in the past tense, its
meaning is within the scope of the past tense:

(14) Kono mise-no keeki-wa totemo ooki-katta.
This store-GEN cake-TOP very big-PAST
‘This store’ s cake was very big.’

In (14), the speaker reports that in the past the store’s cake was very big. Given the
above arguments, we can conclude that the negativetotemois a CI or an expressive,
and its meaning is logically and dimensionally independent of “what is said.”

3.3 Discussions

Let us now revisit the puzzles. Earlier, we observed that unlike typical emphatic NPIs,
the negativetotemohas the following puzzling properties:

(15) a. The negativetotemois never within the scope of negation.
b. The negativetotemohas a high rather than a low scalar value.

These properties make sense if we consider that the negativetotemo is an expres-
sive or a CI. First, as for the first property, the negativetotemois never within the
scope of negation because it is not a logical NPI (which is licensed by negation and
downward-entailing operators(e.g., Ladusaw 1980)/non-veridical operators (e.g., Gi-
annakidou 1998)). Rather it is a special type of expressive that conveys a negative
speaker’s emotion. Note that in the typical emphatic, NPIs contribute to “what is said”
because its meaning can be targeted by saying “No, that is not true”:
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(16) A: There aren’t any cookies left.
B: No, that is not true.

(17) A: Dare-mo paathi-ni ika-na-katta.
Who-MO party-to go-NEG-PAST
‘No one went to the party.’

B: Iya sore-wa uso-desu.
No that-TOP false-PRED.POLITE
‘No, that is false.’ (Tom went to the party.)

The denial in (16B) and (17B) can target the NPI segments. Furthermore, as the fol-
lowing examples show, typical NPIs (the minimizer NPI andmattaku‘at all’) are inter-
preted within the scope of the modal:

(18) a. Hito-ri-mo paathi-ni ika-nai-daroo.
One-CL-even party-to go-NEG-PAST-EPI.MOD
‘Probably not even one person will come to the party.’

b. Taro-wa mattaku isogasiku-nai-daroo.
Taro-TOP at all busy-NEG-EPI.MOD
‘Probably Taro is not busy at all.’

As for the second property, the negativetotemohas a high rather than a low scalar
value because it does not make use of negation to create an emphatic meaning. In the
typical emphatic NPIs, on the other hand, negation plays an important role in creating
an emphatic meaning. For example, it has been consistently assumed that the emphatic
minimizers NPIs, such aslift a finger, denote a minimum degree and it is exhaustified
by silent ‘even’ (See, e.g., Chierchia (2013) and references therein).

(19) He didn’t lift a finger to help me.

Roughly speaking, (19) means that “he didn’t help even for a minimal degree.” The
crucial point is that if there is no negation in (19), an emphatic meaning does not arise
and becomes infelicitous.

On the other hand, in the case of the negativetotemo, negation itself is not necessary
to create an emphatic meaning. Naturally then, the following question will arise. Why
must the negativetotemobe used in a negative environment? If the emphatic meaning
or intensity is created independently from negation, there seem to be no reason for
the negativetotemoto appear in a negative environment. The following section claims
that a negative meaning is necessary because it has the pragmatic function of refusing
to update the common ground with the at-issue proposition (the proposition without
negation and modality). This study demonstrates that it is the refusal function of the
negativetotemothat causes it to occur in a negative environment.

4 Analysis

4.1 Semantictotemo

We begin by formally analyzing the meanings oftotemo. The semantictotemosuch as
(20) intensifies the degree of an adjective at the at-issue or semantic level:
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(20) Kono ie-wa totemo ookii.
This house-TOP very big
‘This house is very big.’

I assume that the semantictotemoand the adjectiveookii ‘big’ have the following mean-
ings (The superscripta stands for an at-issue type):

(21) [[totemoS EM]] :< da, < ea, < ia, < sa, ta >>>, < ea, < ia, < sa, ta >>>>=
λGADJλxλtλw∃d[d >!!S T AND∧G(d)(x)(t)(w)]

(22) [[ookii]]: < da, < ea, < ia, < sa, ta >>>>=
λdλxλtλw.big(x)(t)(w) = d

The intensifiertotemotakes a gradable predicateG, denoting that the degree of target
x, with respect to the scale associated withG, is much greater than a standard att in w.
“>!!STAND” means “much greater than a standard” (Kennedy and McNally 2005)(cf.
Kennedy and McNally’s (2005) analysis of the Englishvery). As for the meaning of
gradable predicates themselves, this study assumes that they represent relationships be-
tween individuals and degrees (Seuren 1973; Cresswell 1976; von Stechow 1984; Klein
1991; Kennedy 2007).

4.2 The negativetotemo

Let us now investigate the meaning of the negativetotemo:

(23) Tetuya-o suru-nado totemo {deki-nai/*dekiru}.
Staying up all night-ACC do-NADO TOTEMO can-NEG/can
At-issue: Staying up all night is impossible.
CI: I am emphasizing the impossibility.

In (23) the speaker is intensifying the degree of unlikelihood or impossibility of a nega-
tive modal predicate at the level of CI. Theoretically, I claim that the negativetotemois
“mixed content” (e.g., McCready 2010; Gutzmann 2012; Sawada 2014), taking a neg-
ative modal predicate in both at-issue and CI levels while intensifying the degree only
at the CI level (The left side of� is an at-issue domain, and the right side of� is a CI
domain):

(24) [[totemoNEG]] :<< da, < pa, < ia, < sa, ta >>>>, < pa, < ia, < sa, ta >>>> × <<
da, < pa, < ia, < sa, ta >>>>, < pa, < ia, < sa, ts >>>>=

λGNEG.MODALλpλtλw∃d[d > S T AND∧G(d)(p)(t)(w)]�
λGNEG.MODALλpλtλw∃d[d >!!S T AND∧G(d)(p)(t)(w)] (whereGNEG.MODAL is a
negative modal predicate.)

The crucial point of this analysis is that the negative modal expression as a whole (i.e.,
modality plus a negative element) is assumed to be a single gradable predicate. This idea
is supported by the fact that they can combine with scalar modifiers/measure phrases:
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(25) a. 100 paasento deki-nai.
100 percent can-NEG
‘100 percent impossible’

b. Yaya arisoo-ni nai.
A bit likely-to NEG
‘A bit unlikely’

I assumes that similar to regular adjectives, the negative modal expressions such as
deki-nai‘impossible’ andarie-nai ‘unlikely’ are gradable predicates (cf. Lassiter 2011;
Klecha 2012):

(26) a. [[deki−nai]] :< da, < pa, < ia, < sa, ta >>>>= λdλpλtλw.impossibleABLE(p(t)(w)) =
d

b. [[soo−ni−nai]] :< da, < pa, < ia, < sa, ta >>>>= λdλpλtλw.unlikely(p(t)(w)) =
d

In some cases, the negativetotemomodifies an expression that inherently has both a
negative and modal meaning within the single word:

(27) Sonna koto boku-ni-wa totemo muri-desu.
Such thing I-to-TOP TOTEMO impossible-PERF.HON
‘It is impossible for me to do such a thing.’
(CI: I am emphasizing the impossibility.) (Ability)

Muri ‘impossible’ in (27) has the same meaning asdeki-nai:

(28) [[muri]] :< da, < pa, < ia, < sa, ta >>>>= λpλtλw.impossibleABILITY(p(t)(w)) =
d

The negativetotemois then combined with a negative modal expression using mixed
application (McCready 2010; Gutzmann 2012):

(29)

         α(γ)¨β(γ): τ
a 
´ υ

s
 

 

 

 α¨β: <σ
a
, τ

a
> ´ <σ

a
, υ

s
>       γ: σ

a
 

Superscripta standsfor an at-issue type, and superscripts stands for a shunting type.
Superscript s is used for the semantic interpretation of CI involving an operation of
shunting (cf. Potts’s (2005) CI application).

The following figure illustrates part of a semantic derivation of (23):

(30)
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impossibleABL(I stay up all night at t in w) = d]

impossibleABL(I stay up all night at t in w) = d]

impossibleABL(p(t)(w)) = d]

impossibleABL(p(t)(w)) = d]

tetuya-o suru totemo

“(I) stay up all night”

deki-nai “impossible”

impossibleABL(p(t)(w)) = d

Finally, the following two-dimensional meanings for the sentence (23) are obtained:

(31)

    $d[d>STAND ˄ impossibleABILITY(I stay up all night at t0 in w0) = d)] ← at-issue 

                                       ● 

$d[d>!!STAND ˄ impossibleABILITY(I stay up all night at t0 in w0) = d] ← CI 

We now consider the question raised earlier: Why must the negativetotemobe used
in a negative environment? I argue that the negativetotemomust appear in a negative
context because it is a special type of negative expressive that signals that the speaker
refuses to update the common ground (cg) with the at-issue proposition (the proposition
without modality and negation). I revise the meaning of the negativetotemo, as in (32)
(∩cg is the context set, which is the set of worlds in which all of the shared propositions
(cg) are true):

(32) (REVISED) [[totemoNEG]] :<< da, < pa, < ia, < sa, ta >>>>, < pa, < ia, <
sa, ta >>>> × << da, < pa, < ia, < sa, ta >>>>, < pa, < ia, < sa, ts >>>>=
λGNEG.MODALλpλtλw∃d[d > S T AND∧G(d)(p)(t)(w)]�
λGNEG.MODALλpλtλw∃d[d >!!S T AND∧G(d)(p)(t)(w)] ∧ p(t) ∩ (∩cg)= ∅
(wherep(t) is the set of worlds in that the tensed propositionp(t) is true (Stalnaker
1978) and∩cg is the set of worlds that are compatible with all of the shared
propositions.)

The final part of the CI component conveys that the intersection between the set of pos-
sible worlds in which the at-issue proposition is true and the context set is empty. This
emptiness triggers a negative emotion of “rejection/refusal.” The following situation
graphically describes the situation in (23):

(33)

cg                 The set of worlds in which 

The set of worlds in which all of      “I stay up all night” is true.

the shared propositions are true.

w6      w7 

 

  w8    w9 

w1      w2 

    w3 

w4     w5 
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Theabove figure shows that there is no world in∩cg in which the at-issue proposi-
tion (I stay up all night) is true.

5 Gradable modal predicate and non-gradable modal predicate

We now consider the relationship between modality and the negativetotemo. So far, we
have analyzed the meaning of the negativetotemowhere it co-occurs with ability modal
(e.g., Morita 1989; Watanabe 2001 among others) and epistemic modal. However, it is
important to notice that not all types of modality expressions can co-occur with the
negativetotemo. As the following examples show, sentential modal expressions such as
kamosirenai‘may’ andhazuda‘must’ cannot combine with the negativetotemo:

(34) a. * Taro-wa gakusei-de-wa totemo nai-hazuda.
Taro-TOP student-PRED-TOP TOTEMO NEG-must
‘Taro must nottotemobe a student.’

b. *Taro-wa gakusei-de-wa totemo nai-daroo.
Taro-TOP student-PRED-TOP TOTEMO NEG-EPI.MOD
‘Probably, Taro is nottotemoa student.’

c. *Taro-wa totemo okane-ga nai-ni tigainai.
Taro-TOP TOTEMO money-NOM NEG-must
‘Taro must nottotemohave money.’

d. *Taro-wa gakusei-de-wa totemo nai-kamosirenai.
Taro-TOP student-PRED-TOP TOTEMO NEG-may
‘Taro may nottotemobe a student.’

I would like to claim that these sentences are ill formed because the modals in (34)
are non-gradable. Note, however, that the following example is perfectly natural:

(35) Taro-ni-wa totemo deki-nai-hazuda.
Taro-to-TOP TOTEMO can-NEG-must
‘It must be the case that it istetemoimpossible for Taro (to do it).’

Here,totemois not modifying the modal expressionhazudabut modifying the lower
modal expressiondekinai. Given the above discussion, this paper suggests that there are
two types of modal expressions in Japanese, a gradable modal expression and a non-
gradable modal expression:

(36) a. dekiru ‘can’ /deki-nai‘cannot’ (Gradable)
b. arisoo ‘likely’ /arisoo-ninai‘unlikely’ (Gradable)
c. arieru ‘likely’ /arie-nai ‘unlikely’ (Gradable)

(37) a. kamoshirenai‘may’ (Non-gradable)
b. hazuda‘must’ (Non-gradable)
c. daroo ‘probably’ (Non-gradable)
d. tigainai ‘must’ (Non-gradable)
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6 Conclusion

This paper investigated the meaning of the negative use of the Japanese intensifier
totemo‘very.’ It asserted that although the negativetotemoalways co-occurs with nega-
tion, it does not form a logical NPI because its meaning does not contribute to “what
is said,” and it is not licensed (scoped over) by negation or downward-entailing or non-
veridical operators. I argued that the negativetotemois a conventional implicature-
triggering expression or expressive that (i) intensifies the unlikelihood or impossibility
of a given proposition and (ii) refuses to update the common ground (the context set)
with the at-issue proposition. In addition, I claimed that it is the refusal function of the
negativetotemothat causes it to occur in a negative environment. Finally, I suggested
that the negativetotemocan be a good diagnostic for distinguishing between a gradable
modal expression and a non-gradable modal expression.

The theoretical implications of this paper are that there are polarity sensitive expres-
sions, i.e. discourse-oriented NPIs, in which the expressive dimension plays an impor-
tant role in explaining the source of polarity sensitivity. This implication is theoretically
significant because unlike semantic NPIs, the distributions of discourse-oriented NPIs
are restricted by their pragmatic functions. Future studies must further investigate the
difference between semantic NPIs and discourse-oriented NPIs. Furthermore, I would
like to investigate the extent to which “update refusal-oriented NPIs” (or discourse-
oriented NPIs) are pervasive in natural language. It seems that in Japanese, there are
various related phenomena that behave similarly to the negativetotemo. For example,
the non-at-issue use ofnani-mo’lit. what-also/even’ has to appear in a negative modal
environment, but it is not scoped over by negation:

(38) Nani-mo ima sore-nituite hanasu-hituyoo-wa{nai/*aru}.
What-MO now it-about talk-need-TOP NEG/BE
At-issue: You do not need to talk about it now.
CI: The at-issue proposition does not need to be updated (at least for now). (p =
“you talk about a contextually salient topic.”)

In (38), nani-moconventionally implicates that the at-issue proposition does not need
to be updated at least for now. Therefore, similar tototemo, it serves the pragmatic
function of rejection. However, unlike the negativetotemo, the rejection is mild.
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