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1 Introduction

Sekkakuin Japanese is a sentential adverb that does not have a &nggtish translation.
Interestingly, there are peculiar restrictions on itsriisttion. Generally, it is ungrammatical in
matrix contexts, as the sheer badness of the following elesiemonstrates.

(1) *sekkaku Taroo-ga kita yo
SEKKAKU Taro-NOM cameyo

(2) *sekkaku Taroo-ga kita no?
SEKKAKU TaroNOM cameQ

Rather,sekkakuappears in a specific kind of subordinate clause which irrduble following
ones.

(3) Reason clauses headed-hgde, -kara, -nara, -shetc.
(4) Concessive clauses headedkgdo, -noni, -nimokakawarazu

Typically, with a reason clause containisgkkaky the matrix clause expresses a ‘positive’
proposition, while with a concessive clause containseggkaky the matrix clause expresses a
‘negative’ proposition, as in the following examples.

(5) Taroo-ga sekkaku kuru-{kara, nara, shi}, ai-ni ik-o0 yo
TaroNOM SEKKAKU come-{becauseggiven.thatsince}, meet-togo-HORT YO
‘{Because, Given that, Since} Taro is coming, I'll go see him

(6) Taroo-ga sekkaku kita-{kedo, noni}, Hanako-wan-akatta
TaroNOM SEKKAKU came-even.thouglijanakoTop wasNEG
‘Even though Taro came, Hanako wasn't there’

*We thank the audience of FAJL Ethereanybody in particular?
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It follows from (5) that seeing Taro is good, whereas from (6jollows that Hanako’s absence
was bad or unfortunate.

Interestingly, sekkakuis not licensed in all embedded clauses. For instance, natabe
licensed by conditionalstara, -rebg, disjunction ¢(ka) or conjunction {te), as demonstrated by
the following examples.

(7) *omae-gasekkaku keekitsukur-{tara, eba}mochirontaberuyo
YOU-NOM SEKKAKU cake make-if, of.courseeat YO

(8) *omae-gasekkaku kuru-ka, boku-gaiku yo
YOU-NOM SEKKAKU come-or|-NOM g0 YO

(9) *omae-gasekkaku Kki-te, Taroo-ga kaetta
YOU-NOM SEKKAKU come-andTarooNoM went.home

The generalization that we espouse here is 8ektkakuis licensed in clauses that are
presupposed to be part of the Common Ground. Note that thepmga above alone already
do some work toward understanding the distributiorselkkaku since the content modified by
sekkakumust be presupposed, (8) is out as a presupposition thatdiessee will come is
required for grammaticality, which makes the disjunctiofelicitous as it does not carry this
presupposition. (9) is impossible because of a generailgtmn against asserting content that is
already common knowledge. (7) is out for a similar reasohécdisjunction case, but it should be
noted that conditionals of the above form in Japanese cdmioiterpreted as factual conditionals
such as the following (latridou, 1991).

(10) If you can indeed afford the camera, why don’t you buyoiv

An additional piece of support for our generalization confresn the fact that thenoda
construction saves the conditional case, as already mobgeMcCready (2007). The&oda
construction is a kind of cleft construction inducing a dalupresupposition (cf. Hiraiwa and
Ishihara, 2002, Davis, 2009). As in the following, the cdimhal example in (7) becomes
grammatical witmodain the embedded clause.

(11) omae-gasekkaku keekitsukurunodat-tara,mochirontaberuyo
YOU-NOM SEKKAKU cake make NODA-if, of.courseeat YO
‘Given the fact that you made this cake, | will of course €at it

(12) omae-gasekkaku keekitsukurunodear-eba,mochirontaberuyo
YOU-NOM SEKKAKU cake make NODA-if,  of.courseeat YO
‘Given the fact that you made this cake, | will of course €at it

These are obligatorily interpreted as factual conditisnal

Generally, the content in the scope pbda is required to be Common Ground. The
intuition that all conversational participants know thatent is strong, although accommodation
is possible, as with other kinds of presupposition. Theeefonere speaker presupposition is
insufficient to licensesekkakyas shown by (13), which is originally due to McCready (2@2B5).
In the most natural interpretation of this sentencepé@auseclause is presupposed by the speaker
to be true and uncontroversial but the hearer does not nestat@ this knowledge when the
utterance is made.

we unify all examples under the Hepburn system of Japanesamaation for consistency, regardless of the
system used in the original source (for examples from teeditire).
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(13) #ashita mochi-o sekkaku tsukurukara, Kkite yo
tomorrowrice.cakeACC SEKKAKU make becauseome+mMP YO
‘Tomorrow | will go to the trouble of making a rice cake so coomeer’

Again, addingnodahelps this example, as shown below, but it is required in ¢hse that the
hearer already shares this piece of information at the tinodterance.

(14) ashita mochi-o sekkaku tsukurunda-kara, kite yo
tomorrowrice.cakeACC SEKKAKU make NODA-becaus&ometMpP YO
‘Tomorrow | will go to the trouble of making a rice cake so comeer’

This paper is not the first attempt to analysaskkakun formal semantics/pragmatics, and its
main goal is to improve on the previous analysis by McCre2@07). We argue that his analysis
has some empirical flaws; in particular, it does not strddgghtardly capture the distributional
restrictions we have just observed. To this end, we will $ynrgmalyzesekkakuas an operator
on a presupposed proposition. More specifically, we clambhsbkkakuakes a sentence meaning
@ with a presuppositiomp, and asserts (i) thag is unusual or unexpected, and (ii) that there is a
(substantially) good action that can be performe@-worlds without much difficulty, but is hard
to perform in—p-worlds. Clearly, the above peculiar distributiorsefkakkunaturally follows from
this semantics.

The organization of the paper is as follows. In the next se¢twe discuss the proposal by
McCready (2007) in some detail and point out its empiricalaOur novel account is presented
in Section 3. Section 4 contains conclusions and two fuiidseres.

2 Previous Account

McCready (2007) gives the following semanticstkkaku

(15) a. Presuppositiortq [(p> d) Agood(g)] AJe[(T(e) =t) A (t < n)ADesde, p)| A p(Wp)
b. Assertion:pAgood(p) AVevx [Desqp,e) AAgentx,e) — Intendx, realizge))]

Essentially, under this analysisekkaku poresupposes (i) that normally leads to the truth of
some other positive propositi@n(p > qA good(q)), and (ii) that the event described pyactually
happened in the pasié [(T(e) =t) A (t < n) ADesde, p)] A p(Wp)), and asserts (i) that, (i) that
p is positive, and (iii) that ifp is a description of an agentive event, then the event waxeeal
through the intention of the agent.

In Section 1, we looked at the positivity and negativity of tinatrix clause, but in the above
semantics, the second clause of the assertion says that thadositive. It is motivated by the
contrast between the following two sentences taken from tda@y (2007:420).

(16) sekkaku gohantsukuttanoni (tabenano?)
SEKKAKU food made NONI (eat-no Q?)
‘Even though | went to the trouble of making food, which wasamd thing (aren’t you
going to eat it?)’

2Actually the third clause of the presupposition (thtv)) was left out somehow in the published version of
McCready (2007).
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(17) #sekkaku ashi-o otta kara yasumeyo
SEKKAKU leg-Acc brokebecauseestimpP YO
‘Since you went to the trouble of/were lucky enough to breaknjleg, have a rest’

Thatis, McCready accounts for the infelicity of the latteample by the clash between the asserted
positivity of your breaking your leg, and the world knowledifpat it is not positive.

Also the third clause of the assertion is conditionalizesipaneed not describe an agentive
event, as shown below.

(18) sekkaku kuri-ga ochi-teiru kara  hiro’'oo yo
SEKKAKU chestnutnoM fallen-downbecausgick.upHORT YO
‘Since fortunately some chestnuts have fallen down hets,ge&ek them up’
(McCready, 2007:421)

(19) omaesekkaku eigo-no  neitibuna-nda kara, nihon-de eigo oshie-reba?
you SEKKAKU Englih-GEN native beNODA because)apan:oc Englishteach-if
‘Because you are lucky enough to be a native English speakgrdon’t you teach English
in Japan?’

In both cases, the embedded clause meampirdpes not describe an agentive event, but the
sentences are fine. The above semantics just states thatei$cribes an agentive event, it has
to be one intended by the agent.

However, there are several problems with this account.tifsi@s McCready (2007) himself
acknowledges, the restrictions on the distributiosefkakuve saw in Section 1 do not directly
follow from this analysis and have to be independently $&ifaal. In particular, under this analysis
sekkakisimply operates on an at-issue content, and its presuppostnot mentioned at all. This
we think is a significant flaw, as our simple generalizatioat ekkakuappears in presupposed
clauses seems to capture the restrictions correctly. Quition is that its distribution should be
accounted for solely by its semantics, and must not be jisilated.

Secondly, the presupposition sgkkakurequiring ap-event in the past is too strong, and there
are examples in whichp is not true in the past. There are two sub-cases, modalizegdrs=es and
unsettled futurates, which we look at in turn. McCready (@0ssumes that modalized sentences
do not licensesekkakuraising the following example.

(20) *ashita  mochi-o sekkaku tsukurukamoshirenakara, kite yo
tomorrowrice.cakeACC SEKKAKU make might becausecome+mP YO
‘Tomorrow, | might go to the trouble of making a rice cake, sone over’
(McCready, 2007:424)

However, although the above sentence is certainly infelis, his characterization is not entirely
correct and there are counterexamples containing a modhlasithe following. Their felicity
presumably has to do with the presencenofdg which indicates that the badness of examples
like the above has to do with information status rather tlmenactuality (or settledness) of some
particular eventuality.

(21) sekkaku takarakujiatatterukamoshirenai-nda-karahanto kakuninshina yo
SEKKAKU lottery  win  might-NODA-because, carefullymake.suramp YO
‘Because you might have been very fortunate and won theryptteu should make it sure
more carefully’
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(22) sekkaku ashita-nara mochi-o tsuku-reru-nda kara, tsukurinayo
SEKKAKU tomorrow+oc rice.cakeacC make-carNODA becausemaketmMpP YO
‘Because tomorrow is the only day you can make rice cakesdymriter do so’

Furthermore, McCready claims the¢kkakus incompatible with unsettled futurates, raising
the following example.

(23) #ashita mochi-o sekkaku tsukurukara, kite yo
tomorrowrice.cakeACC SEKKAKU make becausecome+MP YO
‘Tomorrow | will go to the trouble of making a rice cake, so cewver’
(McCready, 2007:426)

Recall that in Section 1, we attributed the infelicity of théove example to the speaker
presupposition. We also showed there that addiodasaves the example. Thus, it seems that
futurate itself is not a problem. Below are some futuratengplas that are felicitous.

(24) ashita mochi-o sekkaku tsukurunda-kara, kite yo
tomorrowrice.cakeACC SEKKAKU make NODA-becaus&ometMpP YO
‘Tomorrow | will go to the trouble of making a rice cake so cooeer’

(25) ashita sekkaku hajimete Tokyooiku-nda kara, shitashirabshitok-ooyo
tomorrowsekkAKU for.the.first.timeTokyo go-NODA becausepreparationdo-HORT YO
‘Because we are going to Tokyo tomorrow for the first time,dugétter plan what to do in
advance’

However, a caveat is in order here. McCready also notes ulitiging a concrete example that
if the futurate sentences are understood as past decidions faiture eventssekkakiwcan modify
them. Thus, he does not predict that all futurate examplesaging sekkakuare infelicitous.
In fact, he could say that the above examples are such casmgevidr, it is not clear from his
statement what distinguishes examples that can and caavetlns reading, and in the end many,
or even most, examples might be able to support it. In pdaticit is not clear whether this is the
fact that distinguishes the infelicitous (23) and the fedigs (24).

Our novel account presented in the next section maintaggdhbitive aspects of the McCready
analysis and at the same time, overcomes those problemdsoltcaptures the distributional
restrictions orsekkakuve saw in Section 1.

3 New Account

3.1 Decision/Game Theory

We will formalize the intuitive meaning o$ekkakuin decision/game theoretic terms, so we
will introduce some basic notions in this section. Today ynapplications of decision theory
to linguistics, especially pragmatics, can be found in tierdture (Parikh, 1992, van Rooy,
2001, 2003, 2004, Benz et al., 2006, Davis, 2009). In pddicut helps us formalize the
non-truth-conditional aspects of meaning such as the mofipositive and negative consequences.

In (Bayesian) decision theory, each conversational ppéit faces a decision problem in
which she must choose the best action from a finite set ofrates. We define a decision
problem as follows.



6 McCready and Sudo

(26) Adecision problem for an agent is a quadrupléW, P,U, A) where

* Wis a set of possible worlds

* P:W —[0,1] is a discrete probability function (i.§.wewP(w) = 1)
« U:AxW — Ris a utility function

* Ais afinite set of alternative actions for

In a decision problem, each actionArs associated with its expected utility defined as follows.

(27) In a decision problerd = (W,P,U,A), theexpected utility EUq(a) of actionac Ain d is
defined asy wewP (W) x U (a,w).

The problem that agentfaces is to choose the action that has the largest expedlieyl intthe
current decision problenafgmaxk-aEU4(a)).

3.2 Meaning of ‘Sekkaku’

Using the above notions, we claim wiestkkakudoes is roughly the following. We assume that
it is anaphoric to an actual decision problé@G, P,U,A), whereCG is a Stalnakerian Common
Ground at the current point in the conversation, i.e. therggction of the set of propositions that
the conversational participants all take to be true (anduailyt believe that the others know them
to be true) at the current time. By an actual decision prolenmean one that is tied to the actual
circumstances, what is actually the case, or, at leastddmithe case according to the knowledge
of the conversational participants, i.e. what is compatibith CG. Sekkakuhen compares the
actual decision problem with a counterfactual decisiorblgnm. To this end, we defineGxq

to be the set of counterfactual worlds that are closest tddson CG in which q is true. The
*-operator is based on a proposal by Asher and McCready (26@T)lified to operate on worlds
(as opposed to world-assignment pairs, as in the origimaldtation: we do not concern ourselves
with assignments here) in a way somewhat similar to the amalyf counterfactuals of Lewis
(1973).

(28) LetS(p)(W) be the smallest sphere around a set of wovltisuch that some elements in
S(p)(W) verify p. ThenWxp={w:we S(p)(W) AwE p}.

Furthermore, we propose the¢kkakuoperates on a presupposed clause. Below, we denote
the presupposition of@g-Con’ by p (where ‘Con’ is the conjunction under whickekkakuis
embedded). Also, lat= (CG,P,U,A) be the decision problem thaekkakus anaphoric to, and
let ¢ = (CGx (—p),P’,U,A), which is a counterfactual decision problem with a set ofldsr
CGx (—p) and a new probability functioR’. P’ is simply defined here a&&(q|—p) for all g, so the
probability of each proposition is just the initial probllyiof that proposition inc conditionalized
on —p. Referring to the counterfactual decision problersekkakuadds two propositions to the
assertion as in (29). Note that the presuppositigtself is implicit in the following representation,
but it is used to construct the counterfactual decision lerola’.

ol
and
C i H C
(29) ||sekkakup Cor|° = ||Con([¢ gﬂ is unusuali.e. |[CGx (—||@||%)| > |CG]|)
TacA: EUc(a) is high and

EU¢(a) - EU¢(a)
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In words,sekkakup asserts thap, ¢ is unusual, and there is a good action that has a much higher
expected utility in the actual decision probl@rthan in the counterfactual decision problemn

It should be emphasized that the semantic contributiGekikakwnder our account is assertive
in that intuitively whatsekkakuwloes is to strengthen the reasoning in the case of reasaseslau
and the opposition of the two clauses in the case of conaeskiuses. This is achieved by having
the two additional propositions interact with the suboadian.

At the same time it is a good side of our account that it exglée distributional restrictions
rather straightforwardly. That isekkakwperates on the presuppositiprand makes an assertion
about the closest counterfactual decision probéimn which p is false, namely, there is a good
action in the current decision problemthat is harder to achieve ol. Therefore, it can only occur
in a presupposed context.

Lastly, we need to say something abeuhere. What counts as a better action in this context?
Infinitesimal changes in utilities should not licersekkaku For instance, the conditions above
would be, in principle, satisfied by an increase in utilitydo00000001 betweemandc’, which
difference is presumably not substantially relevant todterage speaker, even if she is trying
to maximize utility in her actions. We therefore assume thatare dealing with a notion of
‘significantly better’: this can be achieved by relativigis to a contextual standard. The strategy
is to define a metric on difference in expected utilities: weasure the interval betwe&t(a)
andEU((a) and compare it to a contextually set intergathe standard. Anything larger than
counts as significantly different. ThusEU (a)>- sEU(b), the utility of a is significantly better
than the utility ofb. For example, we might suppose that in a particular contextcifference
in utilities less than 2 units is basically irrelevant; iristease, the standard will be setge- 2.3
The general strategy follows Kennedy (2007) for gradabjecites, and the specific application
is from McCready (2008), who gives a definitionwary using this method.

3.3 Explaining the Examples

Let us see now that the proposed semantics assigns thavelfpitorrect meanings with two
concrete examples. Below is a reason clause settkaku

(30) Taroo-ga sekkaku kuru-shi, ai-ni ike ba?
TaroNOM SEKKAKU come-sincemneet-togo COND

The presupposition here is that Taro is coming, and henceptbdicted meaning can be
paraphrased as:

(31) Because Taro is coming, which is unusual and makes agcah available that is hard to
perform otherwise, you'd better go meet him

Because of the meaning of the connective, the matrix claxysegsses a positive suggestion here,
namely, something that leads to the good action.
Here is a concessive case.

(32) Taroo-ga sekkaku kita-noni, Hanako-wa inakatta
TaroNOM SEKKAKU camee€ONC, HanakoToOP not.was

3The actual implementation of all this depends in large partvhat numbers one chooses to assign as utility
values. Since preferences are invariant under positiveegfifansformations, the intervals set as the standard nsust b
taken to covary with such transformations on utility values
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Again the embedded clause is presupposed to be true, anckttietpd meaning is:

(33) Even though Taro came, which is unusual and could malaod gction available that is
hard to perform otherwise, Hanako wasn't there

In this case, the decision problem at stake is one of Hanaktdke relevant past time, but the
knowledge state is that of the current time, as it is knowhTheo came, which Hanako might have
not known. Just as in the previous case, because of the aweeseaning of the connective, the
matrix clause expresses a situation in which the good awta®not achieved, which is negative.

3.4 Differencesfrom McCready (2007)
Now let us compare our novel analysis with McCready'’s, whiesgotation is repeated here.

(34) || sekkaku|(p)
a. Presuppositiordq [(p > q) Agood(q)] AJe[(T(e) =t) A (t <n) ADesde, p)| A p(Wo)
b. Assertion:pAgood(p) AVevx [Desqp,e) AAgentx,e) — Intendx, realizge))]

Although p is presupposed to be true in (34), it just follows under owoaat from the
presupposition thap is true. Furthermore, we predict that this depends on thsupgosition
of the connective, and we will see below that there is a canesthat licensesekkakwbut does
not give rise to the inference thptis true. Therefore, this is another empirical inadequadphef
previous account that is not problematic for ours.

The implied propositiom in (34) corresponds to the good action in our semantics. da@y
analyzed it as presuppositional, but under our accounpaisof the assertion, because it interacts
with the meaning of the connective. We believe that this isifively true, as explained above.
That is, intuitively, that there is a good action made avdddoy p is part of the reason in the case
of reason clauses, not just a presupposed fact.

Thirdly, we do not explicitly state the intentionality arttetpositivity of p, unlike McCready,
but claim that they are pragmatically inferred. That ispifeads to a good action, it is usually
intended. As McCready observes, intentionality is not i@tstequirement and non-agentive states
can be modified byekkaky as we have already seen in Section 2. Furthermore, nondiate
events, not just states, are compatible wgitkkakyuas shown below.

(35) sekkaku kimi-ni kooshite battari dekuwashitakedo, kyoo-wa nomini iku
SEKKAKU YOU-DAT like.this suddenly ran.into though, todayToP drinking go
jlkan-ga nai naa
time-NOM not.bePRT
‘Even though | was lucky enough to run into you like this, itisfortunate that | don’t have
time to drink with you today’

(36) sekkaku saifu hirottanoni, sonomam&ooban-ni todokenno?
SEKKAKU walletfound even.thoughstraight  police.stationpAT deliver Q
‘You were lucky enough to find someone’s wallet, but are yallyebringing it straight to
the police station?’

Also we predict that ifp is a proposition that does not lead to any good action, medidin
with sekkakus infelicitous, even ifp is of low probability. This explains McCready’s bad exangple
repeated here.
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(37) #sekkaku saifu otoshita-noni, daremookane kashitekure-nakatta
SEKKAKU walletdroppedeoNc, nobodymoneylend-NEG

(38) #ashita mochi-o sekkaku tsukurukamoshirenakara, kite yo
tomorrowrice.cakeACC SEKKAKU make might becausecometmP YO

(39) #sekkaku ashi-o otta kara  yasumeyo
SEKKAKU leg-Acc brokebecauserestimP YO

Also, the positivity ofp does not seem to be a requirement either. But given our serszaitite
positivity of p is generally expected, singehas to be a proposition that makes a very good action
more likely than in—p-worlds, which automatically rendepsitself positive in some sense as well.
Nonethelessp can be neutral, as demonstrated by the example below.

(40) sekkaku kariforunia-ni shutchoo-de kiteru-nda-kara, kariforunia-rooru
SEKKAKU California-to  business.trip-for cameNODA-because, California-roll
tabeyoo yo
eatHORT YO

‘Because we went to a trouble of coming all the way to Calif@on a business trip, let's
try California rolls’

This sentence doesn’t necessarily imply that being on anbssitrip to California is inherently
positive. For example, this is felicitous in a situation whéhe speaker hates overseas business
trips in general.

3.5 Concessive Clauseswith ‘-Temo’

In the examples so far, the relevant presupposition sekakuoperates on has been a factive
one thatp is true. However, not all subordinators give rise to theiv@cpresupposition. For
example, with the concessive connectitemo‘even if’, the embedded clause is just presupposed
to be possible. That ig-temodoes not presuppose thais true, but thap is possible. Thus, the
following example is fine even if it is not known that it will IsInny tomorrow, but crucially it is
infelicitous if it is known that it will not be sunny.

(41) ashita hare-temo dokomoik-anai no?
tomorrowbe.sunnyeoONC nowheregoNEG Q
‘Are you not going out even if it is sunny tomorrow?’

As expected from our accountemoclauses licenssekkaku

(42) ashita sekkaku hare-temo dokomoik-anai no?
tomorrowsSEKKAKU be.sunnyeoONC nowheregoNEG Q
‘Are you not going out even if we are lucky enough to have a gutay tomorrow?’

In this case the possibility modal in the presuppositionrsuenstantial, but it can also be deontic
as in the following example.
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(43) sekkaku omise-o morat-temo umaikotokeieishi-tsuzuke-rarerno kawakar-anai
SEKKAKU shopAcc receivecoNC well run do-continue-can NML Q know-NEG
shi...

SO
‘Even if | was fortunate enough to be able to take over the shdpn't really know if |
could keep running it right, so...’

(43) presupposes that the speaker is allowed to take oveshibye not that she will. Therefore,
under our account, its meaning is paraphrased as belowhwbioplies with the intuition.

(44) Evenifl am able to take over the shop, which is an unusitizhtion and at the same time
makes a good action more readily available than in situatwmere | am not allowed to, |
don’t really know if | could keep running it right, so...

That is, the counterfactual decision problem is one in whiwh speaker is not allowed to take
over the shop, and there is a substantially good action madkalle in the worlds in which she is
allowed to.

The above examples demonstrate that the presuppositibsdkkakuoperates on does not
have to be factive. This is another improvement from theipresszaccount, where it was assumed
to be always factive and hence problematic for these cases.

4 Conclusionsand Further Issues

We claimed in this paper thaekkakwoperates on presupposed clauses, and its distributiaw®l|
from this meaning without further ado. In particular it does always modify the presupposition
of the embedded clauge and with the concessive connectitemq it operates o p.

A theoretical consequence of this analysis is that in thedsted conception of presuppositions,
presupposition triggers generate presuppositions freissat content and send them off to the
dimension of presuppositions, but no operator has been krsmvfar that does the opposite.
Sekkakus an example of such an operator, because it takes a prestipp@nd makes at-issue
content out of it. We are not aware of any other operators farahlanguage that belong to this
class, but this new class of lexical items should be recaghiz

In the remainder of this paper, we address two remaininglenad

4.1 How to Operate on Presuppositions Compositionally

We presented our semantics in (29) in a non-compositionstida.  Structurally, it is
uncontroversial thadekkakus contained in the embedded sentence, so let us assumettiets
the embedded clause as its argument. A problem arises lgarelireg how it will know whether the
embedded clause is presupposed. Recall that the prestippasitriggered by the subordinator,
and itis not always the case that the embedded clause igyp@sed to be true. That is, as we saw
in Section 3.5, the presupposition thgmogives rise to is that the embedded clause is possible.

It should be noted here that clauses whose subparts arepressd are not sufficient to license
sekkakuas shown below, and the embedded clauses as a whole musS@posed.



Operating on Presuppositions 11

(45) *moshisekkaku Hanako-ga omae-ga kyoo paatii-ni kiteiru no-o shitte-tara,
if SEKKAKU HanakoNOM you-NOM today party-to be NML-ACC know-if,
kitto  aitu-mokuru daroo
perhapshe-toocomeEvD

Here the complement ahir- ‘know’ is presupposed to be true, kagkkakuwhich is outside of it,
is not allowed to operate on this presupposition. Tsekkakumust be able to distinguish whether
its argument is presupposed as a whole.

A related problem is thatekkakus not licensed in all presupposed clauses and it requiges th
presence of a particular kind of subordinator. Thus, thieéahg example is out despite the fact
that the embedded clause tisakkakwperates on is presupposed to be true.

(46) *Hanako-wa Taroo-ga sekkaku kuru no-o shitteiru
HanakoToP TaroNOM SEKKAKU comeNML-ACC know

Our semantics would give this example the following meanidgnako knows that it is unusual
that Taro comes and there is a good action made availabledyyth the above sentence is simply
ungrammatical.

What we learn from these data is that the licensing condiifosekkakwannot be local as it
needs to check whethsekkakus in the scope of a subordinator that triggers a presupposkvVe
leave for future work how such a licensing condition can bagositionally implemented.

4.2 Relative Clauses
Another remaining problem is that relative clauses alsnisesekkakuas shown below.

(47) Taroo-ga sekkaku kattekureta hon-ga nakunatta
TaroNOM SEKKAKU bought.for.méookNoM gone
‘| lost the book that Taro went to trouble of buying for me’

In this case, the matrix clause has to be negative. For exartip@ following example is utterly
infelicitous.

(48) #Hanako-waTaroo-ga sekkaku kattekureta hon-o daijinishiteiru
HanakoTopP TaroNOM SEKKAKU bought.for.hebook-Acc treat.with.care

It seems that complex NPs containingekkaku are generally definites and hence
presuppositional, which complies with our analysis Sektkakwoperates on a presupposition. The
problem, however, is that nothing inherent in relative skgper seforces the negative reading
of the matrix clause. Recall that in our analysis, the pasjfnegativity of the matrix clause
follows from the interaction with the meaning of the subagador. Given this, it seems to us to be
reasonable to treat relative clause cases differently tft@ysubordinator cases that we looked at
above.

A related use is the nominal modifier usesgkkaku At first glance it may appear that the
matrix must be negative too. Consider the following example

(49) Hanako-wa sekkaku-no  kikai-o mudanishita
HanakoTOP SEKKAKU-GEN opportunityAcc wasted
‘Hakako wasted the rare opportunity’
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(50) #Hanako-wa sekkaku-no  kikai-o0 umakuriyooshita
HanakoToP SEKKAKU-GEN opportunitywell  exploited
‘Hanako took advantage of the rare opportunity’

However, there are good examples with positive matrix @aus

(51) sekkaku-no santakuruuzu-deara umi-ni ik-o0  ze
SEKKAKU-GEN Santa.CruZ0oP becaus®cean-ta@yo-HORT PRT
‘We went to trouble of coming all the way to Santa Cruz, scslgb to the beach, dude!

It appears that (49) and (50) are similar to relative claases and require a negative matrix clause,
while (51) is similar to subordinator cases a@kkakus operating on the presupposition. In fact,
when the matrix clause is positive, the same kind of subatdimas the adverbial cases is always
required.
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