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Matteo Fiorini*

Abstract. The paper discusses four cognate adverbial particles in Camuno, Italian,
Romanian, and Spanish. These are modal particles that mark the content of a propo-
sition as trivial, obvious, or already part of the common ground. The semantic import
of the particles is modeled by reversing a common treatment of scalar adverbs like
even: the particles indicate that the hosting proposition is the most likely with respect
to the set of its focus alternatives. In terms of licensing conditions, anti-mirative
particles are generally employed in mirative contexts where speakers signal their
surprise over the mismatch between their expectations and the actual state of affairs
in the utterance world.
Keywords. discourse particles; romance languages; semantics; mirativity

1. Introduction. In this paper, I discuss four cognate modal particles derived from the Latin post
‘afterwards’ in Camuno (po), Italian (poi), Romanian (pǎi), and Spanish (pues). In particular, I
describe their use to mark the host proposition as unsurprising, trivial, or immediately verifiable
based on shared common ground, world knowledge or contextual cues. I label this use as anti-
mirative, which can be defined as the counterpart of mirativity (DeLancey 1997, 2001) which,
conversely, is used to signal surprise over p.

Our goal is to describe a previously unnoticed pattern in Romance languages both in terms of
semantic import to the proposition and to identify their prototypical contexts of use.

The article is organized as follows: Section 2 describes the relevant use and discuss the con-
cept of anti-mirativity and the categorization of the particles as modal. Section 3 provides a de-
scription of the semantic properties and of the pragmatic licensing conditions for the particles.
Finally, Section 4 concludes the article.

2. Pattern under discussion. The cognate particles described here derive from Latin post ‘af-
terwards’, and can have several meanings when used as temporal or additive adverbials, and dis-
course markers. These uses only partially overlap and are thus not discussed here (but see Cr-
uschina (2021) for Italian, Stenstrom (2006) for Spanish Bota (2023) for Romanian).

The sample data in this article come from a combination of previous literature, corpora, and
original informal data collection in consultation with native speakers. Information regarding di-
alectal and areal differences in use, which are attested, has not been collected. The aim of the
paper is in fact to describe this typological pattern in general terms

In this section, I provide a general overview of the meaning of the different particles, before
discussing their classification as modal particles and the idea of anti-mirativity in 2.2 and 2.3 re-
spectively.

2.1. ANTIMIRATIVE PARTICLES. The particles discussed here can have several different mean-
ings, only partially overlapping crosslinguistically. However, when used as modal particles, they
all introduce a presupposition that I label “anti-mirative” (henceforth: AM) which can be infor-
mally described as the marking of information that is factual and immediately verifiable by all
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participants to the conversation (Fiorini 2022, 2023). Throughout the paper, I use examples in the
four languages under discussion to provide a representative sample. However, unless explicitly
noted, the claims made for one are valid in the others.

2.1.1. ITALIAN AND CAMUNO: ‘POI’ AND ‘PO’. Camuno is a dialect of Eastern Lombard that
serves here as a representative of the use of AM-particles which are attested, but not discussed
for reasons of space, across the north-eastern portion of the Alpine region (for useful overviews
see Hack 2014; Dohi 2019). Based on previous analyses (Coniglio 2008; Cognola & Cruschina
2021), poi in standard (and specifically central and southern regional varieties of) Italian may not
trigger an anti-mirative reading. In other words, while the Italian data are accepted by all consul-
tants, they may result from contact with other Romance varieties spoken in the area. The interpre-
tation and properties of poi and po are, consequently, almost completely overlapping.

The distribution of po and poi is less restricted than in the other languages discussed here.
Any portion of a sentence can virtually enter its scope. The only restriction is on the sentence-
initial position, which is not available to the anti-mirative reading (but possible with others).
Depending on phonological constraints, the particle can scope over the constituent preceding it
(when stressed) or following it (when unstressed)1. The following examples from Camuno show
that the particle can associate with the entire sentence (1-a) and embedded clauses (1-b), or single
constituents (1-c):

(1) a. [l’
CL.3SG

a
have.3SG.PRS

fat
do.PRT

Ùa
here

al
the

kuniÙ]
rabbit

po.
po

S/he made rabbit (why would you think otherwise?!).’
b. i

CL.3PL

a
have.3SG.PRS

dit
say.PRT

ke
that

[l
CL.3SG

a
have.3SG.PRS

fat
do.PRT

Ùa
here

al
the

kuniÙ]
rabbit

po!
po

They told me that (, of course,) s/he made rabbit yesterday.’
c. l

CL.3SG

a
have.3SG.PRS

fat
do.PRT

Ùa
here

[co
with

i
the

verz]
cabbage

po
po

al
the

kuniÙ
rabbit

Ãer
yesterday

hera!
evening

‘S/he made rabbit WITH CABBAGE yesterday (what else could it be?!).’

The distribution, summarized in (2) is the same as the one attested in Italian:

(2) [Franco
Franco

ha
have.3SG.PRS

detto
say.PRT

che
that

[ha
have.3SG.PRS

preparato
prepare.PRT

[il
the

coniglio]
rabbit

{poi}
poi

con
with

le
the

verza]
cabbage

{poi}
poi

quando
when

l’
CL.3SG

ho
have.1SG.PRS

incontrato]
meet.PRT

{poi}
poi

‘When I met him, Franco told me that he made rabbit with cabbage.’

Using the particle, the speaker marks the proposition as trivial, obvious, or immediately-verifiable
based on shared knowledge (3-a) or contextual cues (3-b):

(3) a. dato
since

che
that

eravamo
be.1PL.IMP

a
at

Parigi,
Paris

abbiamo
have.1PL.PRS

visitato
visit.PRT

il
the

Louvre
Louvre

poi
poi

‘Since we were in Paris, of course we visited the Louvre.’ ITALIAN

1 There are some interpretative differences between stressed and unstressed po in Camuno, discussed in Fiorini
(2023), that do not affect the core meaning of the particle.
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b. arda
look

ke
what

nigoi!
clouds

al
CL.3SG

pioar
rain.3SG.FUT

po!
po

‘Look at the clouds! It’s going to rain (for sure).’ CAMUNO

According to the speaker in (3-a), the Louvre is the museum one would most likely visit when in
Paris, while the presence of clouds in (3-b), in the mind of the speaker, indicates beyond doubt
imminent rain. The two propositions are thus marked as obvious by po.

Finally, the particle is often used in questions, to express heightened curiosity in the answer
(4):

(4) a. chi
who

hai
have.2SG.PRS

salutato
greet.PRT

poi?
poi

‘who did you greet (I can’t see anyone)? ITALIAN

b. e-t
have

majat
be.3SG.PRS=CL.2SG.PRS

ke
eat.PRT

po?
what po

‘Why on earth did you eat (I’ve never seen you so sick!)?’ CAMUNO

The host interrogative is interpreted similarly to echo questions, but without the commitment of
the speaker towards a specific answer which would be the more likely, but it is not possible in the
utterance world (Fiorini 2024).

2.1.2. SPANISH: ‘PUES’. The distribution of pues in Spanish, when used as an anti-mirative
particle, is often restricted to the clause-initial position, and it is generally followed by an intona-
tional break. The particle can be used in conjunction with other particles, including polarity ones
like in (5), where the speaker signals that the fact that they have hobbies is obviously true.

(5) a. tienes
have.2SG.PRS

algún
any

hobby?
hobby

‘do you have any hobby?
b. pues

pues
sı́
yes

tengo
have.1SG.PRS

varios
many

(Of course) I do! I have many! (Stenstrom 2006:168)

The scope of pues is always propositional, and can also appear sentence-finally, as in (6)

(6) mi
my

hijo
son

me
me

ama
loves

pues
pues

‘My son loves me (obviously)’ [Retrieved from Corpus del Español, Davies (2016)]

In both examples, the particle marks the relevant proposition as trivial or obvious based on the
beliefs of the speaker about the world, which are assumed to be shared with their interlocutor.

As for po and poi, pues can be used in interrogative structures, indicating a particular interest
in the answer, considering the utterance context (7):

(7) a. eso
that

no
NEG

es
be.3SG.PRS

un
a

deporte.
sport

‘Come on, that is not a real sport.’
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b. qué
what

es
is

pues?
pues

‘What is it then?’ [adapted from (Camus 2020:12, 18c)]

In (7), the speakers are talking about handball which is of course a sport. When (a) asserts the
opposite, (b) uses pues to communicate that the implicit proposition handball is a sport is obvi-
ously true and, consequently, that they cannot find a plausible alternative. Indeed the conversation
continue with (a) stating that el balonmano es al fútbol lo que el pimpón al tenis., that is ‘hand-
ball is to football what ping-pong is to tennis’ reveling an unexpected and non-standard use of the
concept of sport (cf. Camus 2020: 12).

2.1.3. ROMANIAN ‘PǍI’. Finally, in Romanian the use of pǎi or its variant pǎ seems to differ in
different dialects Bota (2023). However, native speakers of other areas seem to generally accept
the anti-mirative reading in (8):

(8) a. nu
NEG

i-a
2SG.DAT-have.3SG

fost
be.PST.PTCP

fricǎ?
fear

‘Werent you afraid?’
b. pǎi

pǎi
da
yes

ce
what

‘Well, of course!’ [adapted from (Bota 2023:174, 8)]

In the exchange above, the interlocutor would be surprised if the speaker would not have been
afraid, given the context (a wolf was strolling close-by). The latter confirms that they are indeed
afraid, marking through the anti-mirative particle how this is fully expected based on the utter-
ance context.

2.2. AM AS MODAL PARTICLE. Modal particles (often labeled discourse particles) are gram-
matical elements that make a non-truth conditional contribution (Thurmair 1989) to a proposition
p. That is, they are not concerned with the at-issue content of p, but rather provide information
about the attitude of the speaker towards it. Consequently, they are often discussed as triggers of
presupposition related to the speaker’s epistemic or doxastic evaluation of p (Zimmermann 2011;
Kaufmann & Kaufmann 2012; Grosz 2020). In this sense, they are fundamentally different from
discourse markers like English anyway, by the way, well..., actually:, or uhuh. While both classes
are related to some type of discourse management, discourse markers establish relations between
different parts of a conversation with no necessary connection with the utterance context, espe-
cially with a function of reminder to a previously introduced proposition and generally used to
establish discourse coherence (Coniglio 2008; Cognola & Cruschina 2021; Fiorini 2022; Kehler
2022). Conversely, modal particles affect the discourse mainly by introducing epistemic or dox-
astic presuppositions regarding the speaker, the addressee, and the utterance context (Bayer et al.
2015; Grosz 2020).
They are classified as markers of modality because they are consistent with Giannakidou (1998);
Giannakidou & Mari (2021)’s “Nonveridicality Axiom”. That is, they signal a reduced commit-
ment towards the truth of the prejacent proposition (de Haan 1999; Giannakidou & Mari 2021;
Krifka 2024) since, at the utterance time, the speaker is entertaining both p and ¬p. This is the di-
rect manifestation of the definitional property of modality to “relativize [...] sentence meaning to
a set of possible worlds (Kiefer 1988:107). (Abraham 1991, 2020) identify this as the fundamen-
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tal ability of modal particles as devices to negotiate the truth value of p.
From a semantic point of view, modal particles take scope over propositions or speech acts,

while discourse markers over non-propositional discourse elements (Degand et al. 2013; Diewald
2013). The distinction is visible, for instance, in the different uses of poi in Italian in (9). In (9-a)
poi functions as a discourse marker, while in (9-b) as a modal particles.

(9) a. Poi
poi

magari
maybe

non
NEG

lo
CL.3SG

vuole
want.3SG.PRS

nemmeno
even

‘Then maybe (s)he doesnt even want it.
b. Non

NEG

lo
CL.3SG

vuole
want.3SG.PRS

nemmeno
even

poi
poi

‘(S)he doesnt even want it, obviously!.’

The meanings associated with the different particles discussed here when functioning as dis-
course markers vary, while their import as modal particles (i.e., the object of this study) is the
same.

2.3. ANTIMIRATIVITY. In their seminal work, DeLancey (1997, 2001) defines mirativity simply
as the marking of new and unexpected information. More recently, Aikhenvald (2012) lists five
possible mirative meanings: Sudden discovery, revelation or realization; Surprise; Unprepared
mind; Counter-expectation; and New Information2.

Although its status as a separate grammatical category from epistemicity is still somewhat
debated (see Hill 2012; Friedman 2012), the term is now standardly adopted in the literature. In
contrast, there is no consensus on what the category of mirativity exactly includes. According
to Aikhenvald (2012), to qualify as mirative, grammatical elements must express the semantic
values listed above and be morpho-syntactically encoded. Relevant to this article, the hetero-
geneous array of strategies employed in Romance languages to express surprise (see Cruschina
2012, 2022; Rodriguez Rosique 2025) would not qualify as fully grammaticalized mirative mark-
ers. The issue is outside the scope of this article, but, for the sake of our argument, I assume that
since the literature shows that mirativity is indeed marked through different strategies crosslin-
guistically, they are ascribed to the mirative category (see Zhuang 2023: 40-46, for a discussion).

Here, I build on the notion of mirativity and introduce the label of anti-mirativity to identify
the function of the particles discussed here. The label indicates an attitude towards the propo-
sition diametrically opposed to the mirative one. That is, the content of the prejacent is judged
trivial and immediately verifiable based on world knowledge, share common ground, and cues
present in the utterance context. The presupposition introduced by anti-mirative particles is one
for which their host proposition is factual and uncontroversial, based on the definitions in (10):

(10) a. Factuality: a proposition p is factual iff p is true in the world w and “verifiable on
the spot (Gutzmann, 2015).

b. Uncontroversiality: a proposition p is uncontroversial iff factual, and it is not chal-
lenged in the utterance context w, i.e., p is not under consideration by any of the par-
ticipants of a conversational event in w (Lindner 1991; Zimmermann 2011; Grosz
2020).

2 While the term has been popularized by (DeLancey 1997:et seq.), the separate (and somehow hyperhonimic) notion
of admirativity has been used to describe a variety of strategies to mark the speaker’s surprise in different languages
(see Friedman 2005, 2012; Aikhenvald 2012)
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Anti-mirativity is thus concerned with the speaker’s doxastic evaluation of the proposition (see
also Fiorini 2022, 2023), and licensed by an assumed mismatch with the state of affairs of the
utterance world.

3. Semantic Import.

3.1. ANTI-MIRATIVE PARTICLES IN ALTERNATIVE SEMANTICS. The analysis I propose re-
lies on the longstanding intuition about the correlation between a set of alternatives to a relevant
proposition p evoked (but not created) by focalization, noted since Halliday (1967) and Jackend-
off (1972). In particular Hamblin (1973) explicitly suggests that questions denote a set of propo-
sitions formalized as answerhood conditions as in (11) and (12):

(11) a. Who smokes?
b. ∃x: x ∈ JsmokeKf

(12) a. f(x) : f ∈ JsmokeKf ∧ x ∈ JwhoKf
b. smokes(x) = {Michael smokes; Angela smokes; Andy smokes; ...}

Rooth (1985) extends this characterization, formalizing it as “Alternative Semantics” (for an
overview, Rooth 2016). The basic assumption of this framework is that any object α has an or-
dinary semantic value (marked by a superscript ◦) and a focus semantic value (represented via a
superscript f ), (13):

(13) a. JJOHN smokesK◦ = John smokes (PREJACENT PROPOSITION)

b. JJOHN smokesKf =


Mary smokes

Alejandra smokes
Asia smokes
...

 (FOCAL ALTERNATIVES)

Focus associate particles such as only, even, and also associate with the focalized portion of
the proposition (Rooth 1985, 2016; Tancredi 1990; Erlewine & Kotek 2018).

Their role is to introduce the additional presuppositions listed in (14):

(14) a. ONLY: p is true and all the alternative propositions are false.
b. EVEN: p is true and less likely than all alternative propositions.
c. ALSO: p is true and so it is at least one of its alternative propositions.

I argue that AM-particles introduce the same kind of presupposition (15):

(15) p is true and is more likely than all alternative propositions.

Building upon these observations, we can thus describe the meaning of AM-particles as the coun-
terpart of focus associate particles, in particular, the even type.

Traditionally, the import of an adverbial particle like even is formalized as in (16), adapted
from Giannakidou (2007: 660)3:

(16) a. The Dean invited even Bill.
b. i. ∃x[x ̸= Bill ∧ C(x) ∧ invited(Dean, x)], and

ii.∀x[x ̸= Bill → likelihood(inviting(Dean, x)) > likelihood(inviting(Dean, Bill))]

3 Alternative versions may differ in formalization (Kay 1990; Chierchia 2013; Greenberg 2015, 2017), but are func-
tionally equivalent to (16) for the purpose of this study. Crosslinguistic differences require additional discussion, but
are out of the scope of this paper (for an overview, Greenberg 2020)
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Erlewine (2018) proposed a formalization in terms of alternative semantics to capture the presup-
position introduced by even, which can be adapted to account for the counterpart introduced by
anti-mirative particles (17):

(17) ∀x ∈ {p}f [x ̸= {p}o → {p}o > likely x] · p

Consider the example from Romanian in (18):

(18) a. ai
have

fǎcut
done

tema?
homework

‘did you do the homework?’
b. pǎi

pǎi
normal
of.course

cǎ
that

am
have

fǎcut-o
done.it

‘Of course I did it!’

In (18), pǎi add the presupposition for which having done the homework is the most likely al-
ternative to p. In other words, of the possible alternatives evoked by the question, according to
the speaker, p is the most likely one in the utterance context. This characterization captures the
meanings of AM-particles in the other languages discussed here such as Italian (19) and Spanish
(20):

(19) dato
since

che
that

eravamo
be.1pl.imp

a
at

Parigi,
Paris

abbiamo
have.1pl.prs

visitato
visit.prt

il
the

Louvre
Louvre

poi
poi

‘Since we were in Paris, of course we visited the Louvre.’

(20) pues
pues

como
since

el
the

avión
plane

sale
leave.3sg.prs

a
at

las
the

seis,
six

nos
we

levantaremos
wake=up.1pl.fut

temprano.
early

‘Well, since our plane leaves at six, we’ll get up early.’

In both examples, the speaker asserts p and, by using the AM-particle, marks it as the obvious
alternative to all others in the relevant set.

The reading is also confirmed by speakers’ intuition when asked to identify the ideal context
of use for pues in (21)4:

(21) a. Pues, qué otro habrı́a podido ser?
pues what else could have been?

b. Mi hermana me pregunta si nuestro gato ha derretido un vaso que habı́a en la mesa.
Es obvio que ha sido ası́.
my sister asks me if our cat has broken a glass that was on the table. It is obvious
that that is the case
(Eden Robbins, p.c.)

Again, the alternative propositions to p (i.e., the cat broke the glass) for the set of alternatives
with the form it was x that broke the vase are less likely than p. In this case, we can further ob-
serve that pues is felicitous also when it is not hosted by p. This has to do with the licensing con-
ditions discussed in the next questions, that can be analyzed in terms of QUD (in line with Zhang
2022).

4 The example comes from an in-progress study designed with Eden Robbins to test the use and availability of the
AM reading in different Spanish speaking communities.
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An analysis in terms of alternative semantics is thus able to capture the core presuppositional
import of AM-particles to the proposition. Moreover, it can explain the use in question in which
the most likely proposition is only, in the mind of the speaker, the only available one, resulting in
the emphatic/biased reading described above (for a discussion, Fiorini 2024).

3.2. LICENSING CONDITION. As mentioned in 2.2, the use of AM-particles is related to the
doxastic evaluation of the proposition by the speaker. This fact can be captured by an analysis in
terms of expressive presupposition (Sauerland 2007; Schlenker 2007), which is a type of presup-
position that involves three indexical components referring to the speaker, the addressee, and the
situation in the utterance context. Since the speaker is the only authority regarding their beliefs
about both the addressee and the context, the presupposition is self-verifying (Grosz 2020; Fiorini
2022).

I argue that this is the type of presupposition that license AM-particles, as proposed for other
languages (Schlenker 2007; Grosz 2020; Fiorini 2022). In particular, AM-particles trigger the
presupposition in (22), modeled after the analysis of German ja in Grosz (2020):

(22) JAMKg: λp⟨s,t⟩. g(s0) believes that g(h0) actively considers the possibility of ¬p in g(w0)

(22) states that AM-particles are licensed if the speaker (g(s0)) believes that the hearer (g(h0))
is not committed to the truth of p. That is, the speaker initially considers the proposition to be
factual and uncontroversial but, at the utterance time, they assume or learn that the state of affairs
is different.

Therefore, AM-particles are often licensed in mirative context; situations in which the speaker
is surprised by the the mismatch between their evaluation of p and the one by the hearer (23):

(23) ROMANIAN

a. de
Q

ce
why

ai
HAVE.2SG

plecat
leave.PRT

aa
so

devreme
early

de
from

la
at

petrecere
party

‘Why did you leave the party so early?’
b. pǎi

pǎi
eram
be.IMP.1SG

obosit,
tired

nu
NEG

se
REFL

vedea?
see.IMP.3SG

‘Well, I was tiredwasnt it obvious?”

In (23), the speaker is surprised by the hearer’s question since they assumed that the latter was
aware of the reason for leaving the party. The speaker’s expectation for the proposition p, I left
the party because I was tired, was for it to be uncontroversial. However, the question itself sug-
gests that the hearer is considering an alternative proposition, licensing the use of pǎi to signal
how p is the most likely alternative in the context, and the hearer should share the same evalua-
tion5. For instance, the hearer knows how much the speaker likes to party, how important was for
them to attend, and that they had a long day at work.

The same licensing presupposition holds in non-mirative contexts. These are cases like the
ones reported in 2 for Italian and Spanish, in which the speaker uses an AM-particle to negotiate
the truth of p (24-a) or generally softened their commitment by seeking (and expecting) confirma-
tion of their evaluation (24-b). As discussed earlier, both are defining properties of modal items
(de Haan 1999; Giannakidou & Mari 2023; Krifka 2024).

5 Krifka (2008) introduces the idea of “common ground management” to discuss cases in which an expression con-
cern the way the common ground should be according to the speaker.
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(24) a. piove,
rain.3SG

dovremo
must.1PL.FUT

poi
poi

prendere
take.INF

l’
the

ombrello,
umbrella

no?

‘It’s raining, we should take an umbrella, shouldn’t we?’ ITALIAN

b. pues
pues

creo
believe.1SG

que
that

deberamos
should.1PL

ir
go.INF

al
to.the

aeropuerto
airport

dos
two

horas
hours

antes
before

del
of.the

vuelo
flight
‘I think we should go to the airport two hours before the flight.’ SPANISH

In (24-a), the speaker is marking p as the most reasonable (i.e., the most likely) proposition given
the state of affairs. However, using poi the speaker is also showing to be open to the possibility
of a change of mind. For instance, the hearer may point out that they will be traveling by car and
that it will not be raining anymore by the time they reach their destination. In (24-b), conversely,
the speaker uses pues to seek confirmation by their interlocutors that p is indeed the best alterna-
tive in the utterance world.

4. Conclusion and future research. The paper sketches an analysis for modal particles in cer-
tain Romance languages that can mark a proposition as trivial, obvious, or unsurprising. To iden-
tify this use, I employ the label of “anti-mirativity” to capture the core meaning of AM-particles
as the exact counterpart of mirativity which, conversely, signals counter-expectation and surprise.

I propose an analysis within the framework of alternative semantics that mirror previous ac-
counts concerning with focus semantic particles and, in particular, even. The latter introduces the
presupposition for which the prejacent p is true but the least likely in the utterance context. Con-
versely, AM-particles introduce the presupposition for which p is instead the most likely in the
utterance context.

From a pragmatic standpoint, the particles are licensed in contexts in which the speaker as-
sumes that their evaluation is shared by all participants in a conversation, that is, that p is uncon-
troversial. However, at the utterance time, they believe the hearer may be considering ¬p and the
speaker is surprised by such mismatch between their expectations regarding the beliefs of the
hearer and the state of affairs. I argue that this can be formalized in terms of expressive presuppo-
sition, as proposed by Grosz (2020) for the German particle ja.

A number of questions remain open, the most important concerning dialectal and areal varia-
tion in the availability of the AM-interpretation which, impressionistically, seems to be present in
all relevant languages.
Furthermore, in some cases AM-particles may trigger a conversational implicature that the rele-
vant proposition is exclusive. That is, the alternative propositions would not simply be less likely,
but fully excluded.
Overall, a quantitative analysis will shed some light on these and other facts related to use, exten-
sion, and possible asymmetries between languages.

For the time being, the analysis presented here can capture the interpretation of declarative
and interrogative structures hosting AM-particles from both a semantic and a pragmatic point of
view.

Furthermore, it introduces the idea of anti-mirativity, which could be adopted to better char-
acterized other grammatical devices used to convey a similar meaning crosslinguistically.
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