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Chapter 1 

The Phenomenon 

1.1 Discourse Particles 

 

The particles denn and dn in Colloquial Non-Standard Viennese German 

(henceforth VG) are part of the class of particles which is traditionally 

labeled the class of modal particles (Ger. Modalpartikel) or downtoning 

particles (Ger. Abtönungspartikel). In recent theoretic literature, the 

alternative term discourse particles (Ger. Diskurspartikel) has been 

introduced. On the one hand, it accounts for the fact that these elements 

are categorically different from modal operators and modal predicates (cf. 

von Fintel and  Heim 2002) in that they do not contribute to propositions, 

but perform the function of integrating utterances into the ongoing 

discourse (cf. Zimmermann 2004a)1. On the other hand, the label 

downtoning particles (cf. Weydt 1969) was based on the politeness effect 

that such particles trigger. This politeness effect can be shown not to be 

part of their core semantics – it arises from combining them with certain 

speech acts and sentence types (cf. Zimmermann 2004a). Since the late 

1960's a vast amount of descriptive literature on discourse particles has 

emerged, followed by a comparatively small number of theoretical 

approaches. As this is beyond the scope of this thesis, no extensive 

overview on the literature will be given – instead, the main descriptive 

generalizations are presented with reference to a selection of descriptive 

articles; furthermore, a number of promising and recent theoretical 

attempts will be discussed in detail. 

 

                                            
1 Cf. also Weydt 1977, who analyzes discourse particles as elements that link the 

modified sentence to the utterance context or express the speaker's disposition with 

regards to it. 
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1.1.1 Definition and classification 

 

The class of discourse particles is very heterogeneous which leads Weydt 

(1969) to consider it a function class (i.e. a set of linguistic elements which 

is defined by their property of performing the same function in a given 

context) rather than a word class2. In a recent article, Zimmermann 

(2004a) even provides evidence for splitting up the class of discourse 

particles into different sub-classes – at least, into that of speech act 

modifiers like ja and that of sentence type operators like wohl – this 

analysis will be discussed in detail in chapter 4.3. Traditionally, elements 

from the function class of discourse particles are attributed multiple word 

class membership – also labeled semantic and syntactic polyfunctionality 

(cf. Weydt 1969). In other words, for every discourse particle there is a 

homonym which is not a discourse particle, but belongs to a different word 

class. In most cases it is evident that the discourse particles have 

diachronically originated from their non-particle counterparts (cf. Weydt 

1969, Thurmair 1991, Abraham 2000, Zimmermann 2004a). While they 

are synchronically distinct, these counterparts can be elements of the 

class of adverbs or adjectives (SG etwa 'approximately', vielleicht 

'perhaps', doch 'still', wohl 'well', (ein)mal 'once', einfach 'simply', eigentlich 

'really, actually', ruhig 'quietly', eben 'just'), focus particles (SG erst 'not 

until', auch 'also, even', schon 'already', nur 'only', bloß 'merely'), 

conjunctions (SG aber 'but', denn 'for') and sentence equivalents (SG ja 

'yes') (cf. von Stechow and Wunderlich 1991; Hartmann 1998). It can be 

observed that discourse particles are always functional elements, while 

some of them have non-particle counterparts with lexical meaning (e.g. 

ruhig 'quietly'). 

Weydt (1969) defines modal particles (i.e. discourse particles) as 

linguistic entities that express the speaker's attitude on the propositional 

                                            
2 This distinction resembles the generativist idea that grammatical functions are 

syntactically defined notions and thus determined by the structural position of elements 

and not by their lexical entries (cf. Roberts 1997:58). 
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content of the utterance they occur in or fit it into the context of speech –

although this definition has often been refined or modified, it is in essence 

still valid. Contemporary analyses of the functions of specific particles will 

be presented in the remainder of this text. Another constitutive property of 

discourse particles is that they are syntactically integrated into a sentence 

and modify the whole sentence or utterance, but do not contribute 

anything to its propositional (i.e. truth-conditional) content (cf. 

Zimmermann 2004a). On the basis of this observation, Weydt (1969) 

proposes a division of utterances into their descriptive (i.e. propositional) 

and intentional (i.e. "super"-propositional) layer; discourse particles 

operate in the latter. More recently, Kratzer (1999) has advocated an 

analogous division between the descriptive and expressive semantic 

content of an utterance. 

Due to their heterogeneity, discourse particles have traditionally been 

defined by means of negative properties. The following properties were 

proposed to be constitutive for their class, in addition to the above 

mentioned ones (taken from Weydt 1969, von Stechow and Wunderlich 

1991, Hartmann 1998, May 2000): 

 

(1) German discourse particles 

- cannot precede the V2 position or follow the Vend position 

- cannot bear stress3 

- cannot be asked for 

- cannot be inflected 

- cannot be negated 

- cannot be paraphrased 

- have no lexical meaning 

- partition a sentence into its thematic and its rhematic part 

- are distributionally dependent on the sentence type and 

sentence mood 

- are never obligatory 

                                            
3 Cf. chapter 1.1.2 for a discussion of this property. 
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(2) German discourse particles (continued) 

- cannot be coordinated 

- cannot be compared or intensified 

 

The properties of discourse particles which are most relevant for the 

phenomenon in question (and will thus be discussed in more detail) are 

the following: They are restricted to positions in the middle field, i.e. in the 

area between the finite verb's Verb Second position in root sentences 

(henceforth the V2 position) and the verb final position in embedded 

clauses (henceforth the Vend position, which is traditionally assumed to be 

the V0 position within the generative framework). They evidently interact 

with the clausal information structure, being basically restricted to the 

border between thematic and rhematic part of a clause. Thematic is the 

traditional term for old information (generally equated with topic or 

presupposition within the Generative framework), rhematic the one for new 

information (equated with focus or comment within the Generative 

framework). Their distribution is sentence type and sentence mood 

dependent. Finally, it has been shown that co-occurring discourse 

particles are subject to strict linearization rules (cf. Thurmair 1989, 1991, 

Abraham 2000). 

In the following sub-section, the issue is discussed whether there are 

stressed discourse particles in German, as has been claimed by different 

authors in descriptive literature. It is argued that those elements are not 

discourse particles but adverbials, and therefore not relevant for the 

ongoing discussion of the syntactic behavior of such particles. 

  

1.1.2 Stressed discourse particles? 

 

While the exact number of German discourse particles is controversial and 

also strongly dependent on the variety of German which is investigated, 

most analyses are based on discourse particles from the set which 

Thurmair (1991:20) labels the classical sixteen: aber, auch, bloß, denn, 
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doch, eben, eigentlich, (ein)mal, etwa, halt, ja, nur, ruhig, schon, vielleicht, 

wohl (cf. also Weydt 1969). While they are by default prosodically weak, 

most of them have a stressed counterpart (capitals denote stress in all 

examples)4: 

 

(3) a. Wie HEISST du denn? 

  how are.called you dennD.PRT? 

  'What is denn your name?' 

b. Wie heißt du DENN? (... wenn du nicht Fritz heißt). 

  how are.called you THEN? 

 'What THEN is your name? (... if it is not Fritz).' 

 (Weydt 1969:45 – glosses and translation added) 

 

(4) a. Das kann man wohl SAGEN. 

  that can one wohlD.PRT SAY 

  'It is wohl possible to say so.' 

b. Das kann man WOHL sagen. (..., obgleich manche das nicht 

wahrhaben wollen.) 

 that can one WELL say 

'It is WELL possible to say so. (..., even if some people do not 

admit this.)' 

 (Weydt 1969:56 – glosses and translation added) 

 

To investigate the syntactic behavior of discourse particles we must clarify, 

whether these stressed elements should also be treated as particles. 

Traditionally, they have been considered to belong to a different word 

class, as the impossibility of bearing stress has been assumed to be a 

                                            
4 It is controversial whether a stressed counterpart of denn, as proposed by Weydt (1969) 

and illustrated in example (3b), really exists in synchronic Standard German. In this sub-

section, chapter 1.1.2, it is argued that the so-called stressed discourse particles are in 

fact no discourse particles at all, and thus not relevant for the ongoing discussion. 

Therefore, the issue whether stressed DENN exists or not is outside of the scope of this 

thesis and will not be addressed in detail. 
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defining property of discourse particles (cf. Weydt 1969 and successive 

work). In contrast to this view, Abraham (2000:324,329) and May (2000) 

claim that the stressed counterparts should also be treated as discourse 

particles, namely as special instances of their unstressed homonyms. The 

stressed versions are assumed to differ from the unstressed ones only in 

having an additional, more specific meaning and function – the core 

semantics being shared by both versions. 

However, there are strong reasons to assume that this is not the 

case. May (2000) points out that stressed DENN, as in (3b), can be 

substituted by a stressed version of the adverb DANN 'then, than' without 

a perceivable change in the utterance's overall meaning5 – or even by a 

combination of the unstressed discourse particle denn and stressed 

DANN. Furthermore, DENN can also be paraphrased by the sentence 

adverbials in Wirklichkeit 'in reality' and tatsächlich 'actually' (cf. May 

2000:145). Therefore, it is more appropriate to consider them sentence 

adverbs than discourse particles. Another argument against analyzing the 

stressed counterparts as discourse particles is provided by Thurmair's 

(1991) observations on ja and its counterpart JA: Unstressed ja can only 

occur in declarative sentence types while stressed JA is restricted to 

imperative speech acts. If they co-occur with discourse particles that are 

licensed both in declaratives and imperatives, they pattern as follows: JA 

occurs in the right-most position with respect to the co-occurring discourse 

particles while ja always occurs left-most (elements in angle brackets are 

to be realized alternatively in all examples): 

 

(5) a. Der hat <ja> auch <*ja> seine Hausaufgaben schon gemacht. 

  this one has <ja> auchD.PRT <*ja> his homework already done. 

  'He's already done his homework ja auch.' 

  (Thurmair 1991:39,ex.52a – glosses added) 

 
                                            
5 At this point, it should be remarked that May (2000) assumes that the temporal adverb 

dann "then" is the historic origin of denn, from which the discourse particle can be 

analyzed to derive its meaning. 
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 b. Mach <*JA> auch <JA> deine Hausaufgaben! 

  do <*JA> auchD.PRT <JA> your homework! 

  'Do auch JA your homework!' 

  (Thurmair 1991:39,ex.52b – glosses added) 

 

Thurmair claims that this is due to the fact that these are two 

fundamentally different discourse particles. She points out that their 

function and distribution is different and that it might even be possible for 

them to co-occur in declaratives with an imperative interpretation, although 

this sounds a little odd: 

 

(6) (?) Ich darf ja JA meine Unterlagen nicht vergessen. 

 I may ja JA my notes not forget! 

 'I mustn't ja JA forget my notes!' 

(Thurmair 1991:39:ex.51 – glosses added) 

 

For these reasons the following investigations will focus exclusively on the 

unstressed discourse particles, excluding their stressed counterparts 

which are considered to belong to another class of linguistic elements, 

presumably to that of adverbials. 

 Concluding this discussion, it should be noted that researchers have 

claimed non-arbitrary semantic connections between all homophones of 

discourse particles since Weydt (1969). In fact, there are reasons to 

assume that all homophones of discourse particles share one common 

lexical entry and that their specific meaning arises from the combination of 

this lexical root within a respective structural context. Following Abraham 

(2000), the context responsible for the discourse particle reading in 

Standard German might be descriptively identified by their specific middle 

field position which demarcates the border between the thematic and the 

rhematic part of the clause. This fundamental issue is left open for further 

research, as an extensive discussion is beyond the scope of this thesis. 
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1.1.3 denn in Standard German 

 

The Standard German discourse particle denn, corresponding to VG denn 

and dn, is a prototypical discourse particle (cf. Weydt 1969) and part of 

Thurmair's (1991) set of the classical sixteen. It complies with all of the 

above mentioned properties of discourse particles. The example in (7) 

illustrates a prototypical occurrence. Denn is restricted to interrogatives, 

i.e. to yes/no-questions and wh-questions. Its exact distribution and 

syntactic behavior will be discussed in detail in chapter 2.1.2. 

 

(7) Wie HEISST du denn? 

 how are.called you dennD.PRT? 

 'What is denn your name?' 

 (Weydt 1969:45) 

 

Standard German denn has a number of homophones. Apart from its 

above mentioned stressed counterpart the synchronically most prominent 

one is the conjunction denn 'for' which causally links two matrix clauses: 

 

(8) Ich möchte essen, denn ich habe Hunger. 

 I would.like to.eat, for I have hunger 

 'I would like to eat, for I am hungry.' 

 (Weydt 1969:57 – glosses and translation added) 

 

Furthermore, it has a number of unproductive idiosyncratic homonyms and 

is regionally homonymous with a dialectal version of dann 'then, than' (for 

an extensive overview cf. May 2000). All different homophones of denn 

share a semantic property, namely to express the utterance's reference to 

preceding elements in the discourse context (Weydt 1969:60).  

 At this point, it should be mentioned that in Austrian varieties of 

German and Bavarian it appears as if the discourse particle leicht could be 

used with the same meaning and in the same contexts as SG denn. 

However there are empirical reasons to assume that they cannot be 
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treated as synonyms; for instance, VG dn (which is assumed to be a 

reduced version of SG denn) and leicht are allowed to co-occur in a 

sentence: 

 

(9) OK? Wieso hat-a DIR-dn den Arzt leicht empfohlen? (cf. chapter 1.2.3) 

Why  has-heCL.NOM  YOUDAT-dn  theACC  doctor  leichtD.PRT  

recommended? 

'Why did he recommend this doctor to YOU?' 

 

1.1.4 dn in Colloquial Non-Standard Viennese German 

 

The main phenomenon under investigation in this thesis is the syntactic 

behavior of the discourse particle denn and its reduced counterpart dn in 

Colloquial Non-Standard Viennese German (VG). A prototypical example 

for VG dn would be the following: 

 

(10) Was macht-dn der Hansi am Wochenende? (cf. chapter 1.2.4) 

 what makes-dn the Hansi on the week end? 

 'What is dn the Hansi doing on the week end?' 

 

Although they are intuitively perceived to be identical by most speakers 

and appear to have the same semantic and pragmatic content, their 

syntactic behavior indicates that denn and dn are two different elements. 

Most strikingly, they differ in their sentence type selection restrictions: VG 

denn is licensed in all types of interrogatives – on par with SG denn –, 

while dn can only occur in wh-questions and is not allowed in yes/no-

questions. 

 

(11) a. OK Küsst (denn) der Otto (denn) die Anna? (cf. May 2000) 

Kisses-dn theNOM Otto theACC Anna? 

'Does Otto kiss Anna?' 
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 b. *? Küsst der Otto-dn die Anna? (cf. chapter 1.2.6.) 

  *? Küsst-n der Otto die Anna?6 

Kisses-dn theNOM Otto theACC Anna? 

'Does Otto kiss Anna?' 

c. OK Wieso küsst-n der Otto die Anna? (cf. chapter 1.2.4) 

Why kisses-dn theNOM Otto theACC Anna? 

'Why does Otto kiss Anna?' 

 

Therefore, it is assumed as a working hypothesis that dn is in close 

relation with denn, but that they differ from each other in certain respects 

which have to be accounted for. Apart from their licensing conditions, two 

other differences can be observed. First, dn is syntactically more restricted 

than denn. More precisely, full referential DPs are only marginally – if at all 

– allowed to precede dn, while they are generally allowed to precede 

denn. Second, dn can only very marginally – if at all – be embedded, while 

denn can in principle always be embedded under verbum dicendi 

constructions. These properties of dn will be illustrated in the following 

sub-chapters. 

 

1.2 Data from Viennese German: dn and its distribution 

1.2.1 Conceptual Remarks 

 

The following examples (13) to (96) have been included in questionnaires 

given to fifty native speakers of Colloquial Non-Standard Viennese 

German. They were requested to judge whether the respective clauses 

would be acceptable in casual everyday communication. To account for a 

certain degree of variability among speakers, a graded concept of 

grammaticality has been adopted following proposals such as that of Adli 

(2004a, 2004b). The methodology of using grammaticality judgments for 

                                            
6 As dn phonologically assimilates to the preceding element, I will write -n in cases where 

assimilation occurs (following /t/, /d/, /s/, etc.), but write -dn in the glosses. 
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assessing the well-formedness of an utterance is justified by the 

assumption that native language competence enables speakers to judge 

whether an utterance is well-formed. 

However, the outcome appears to be problematic in a number of 

cases, for there is a lot of variation among speakers with respect to 

grammaticality judgments. In the case of discourse particles, this is mainly 

linked to the following facts. Discourse particles do not contribute to the 

proposition which is expressed by the utterance they occur in. Their 

meaning and function is very abstract, operating at the semantics and 

pragmatics interface. It has often been noted in descriptive literature (cf. 

Weydt 1969 and successive works) that most speakers do not perceive 

any interpretational difference between a sentence containing a discourse 

particle and its counterpart without the particle. Therefore, 

ungrammaticality which is caused by a misplaced discourse particles does 

not lead to incomprehensibility, which is often the case when verbal 

predicates or arguments are situated in incorrect positions. The abstract 

meanings of discourse particles also make it difficult to reflect their 

behavior and judge the well-formedness of clauses that contain them. 

Furthermore, discourse particles are mainly a spoken language 

phenomenon, excluding a "standardization effect" (cf. Weydt 1969 and 

successive works) and thus allowing for more variability among speakers. 

They are considered to be results of an ongoing grammaticalization 

process. This implies that different stages of grammaticalization might be 

synchronically co-existent (cf. Abraham 2000). In the specific case of VG 

dn a further reason for the observable variability is as follows: Colloquial 

Non-Standard Viennese German is a variety of German which, like many 

urban non-standard varieties, is strongly affected by Standard German. 

This entails the probability of a large number of possible interference 

effects differing from individual to individual. In spite of all these empirical 

problems for assessing the grammaticality of utterances containing 

discourse particles, it is shown in this section that the data gained from 

questionnaires are in fact more conclusive than might be expected and 
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allow for a number of justified conclusions on the syntactic behavior of VG 

dn. 

To obtain the data which is discussed in the remainder of this 

chapter, a questionnaire was used, asking speakers to judge whether the 

given utterances were "acceptable", "not acceptable" or "intermediate" in 

casual conversations within everyday situations. The conveyed concept of 

acceptability corresponds to the concept of grammaticality as used in the 

generative framework and was explained to the informants in a 

corresponding manner. Acceptable thus equals grammatical, not 

acceptable equals ungrammatical and intermediate equals marginal. The 

extent of acceptance in the remainder is thus identical to the extent to 

which an utterance was judged grammatical by the informants; this notion 

is explained in the following paragraph. 

To process the data, "acceptable" and "not acceptable" were 

interpreted as 100% and 0% acceptance respectively. "Intermediate" was 

interpreted as 50% acceptance in compliance with the instructions given to 

the informants. The average (extent of) acceptance of an utterance (i.e. 

the extent to which it was judged grammatical) was calculated as the 

arithmetic mean value of the received votes – a vote xi having either the 

value '100', '50' or '0' in percent. 

Judgments were then analyzed with a scale of six classes, 

corresponding to this calculated mean value of acceptance (in percent).  

Every class of the scale spans a range of 16,6 periodic percent (i.e. one 

sixth). Therefore a clause with an average percentage of more than 83,3 

percent approval (i.e. the respective clause is judged grammatical by more 

than five-sixth of the speakers) is considered (relatively) grammatical and 

prefixed with 'OK'. If a clause has not received any "intermediate" 

judgments, these 83,3 percent of approval correspond to at least 42 

positive judgments and at most 8 negative judgments. 

The six classes of the scale are portioned as displayed in the 

following table. The third row of the table illustrates the corresponding 

number of positive votes for cases where no "intermediate" judgments 

were given. The fourth row illustrates the coarse interpretation of the 
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results – note that the first two classes are subsumed under the coarse 

interpretation grammatical, the next two classes under marginal and the 

last two classes under ungrammatical. 

 

(12) Interpretation of grammaticality judgments 
 

 

marking  
 

OK 
 

OK? 
 

# 
 

## 
 

*? 
 

* 
 

percent  
 

100-83,3 
 

83,3-66,6 
 

66,6-50 
 

50-33,3 
 

33,3-16,6 
 

16,6-0 
 

positive votes 
 

50-42 
 

41-34 
 

33-25 
 

25-17 
 

16-9 
 

8-0 
 

interpretation 
 

grammatical 
 

marginal 
 

ungrammatical 

 

As the fourth line suggests, it must be explained why the methodological 

decision has been taken to analyze the data in six classes instead of 

three. The crucial factor is the subdivision of marginally acceptable 

clauses into the two (sub-)classes '#' and '##'. This subdivision accounts 

for the fact that marginal utterances with a mean acceptance between 

66,6% and 50% differ from marginal utterances with a mean acceptance 

between 50% and 33,3%. The former display a tendency to be judged 

grammatical while the latter display a tendency to be judged 

ungrammatical. The decision to highlight this difference between 

"tendency to grammaticality" ('#') and "tendency to ungrammaticality" ('##') 

among marginal utterances allows to assess the data more accurately as 

will be shown in the following sub-sections. Consider the possibility of four 

examples consisting of one structure. Two are clearly judged 

ungrammatical and two others exhibit a mean acceptance of 40% (marked 

as '##'). This can be taken as strong evidence that the corresponding 

structure tends to be judged ungrammatical. In contrast, things are less 

clear and deserve closer attention if two clearly ungrammatical judgments 

are paired with two judgments which exhibit a mean acceptance of 60% 

(marked as '#'). Of course, cases in which the mean acceptance 

approximates 50% and the distinction between '#' and '##' is thus not 

significant will explicitly discussed separately. 
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1.2.2 The default position of dn 

 

The default surface position of dn appears to be the so-called 

Wackernagel position, the position in the German clause which 

immediately follows the position of the finite verb in V2 position, typically 

the position of syntactic clitics (cf. Weiß 1998); dn can be observed to 

follow all pronominal clitics. Witness the prototypical examples in (13) and 

(14): 

 

(13) OK Wann hat-n der Hansi die Anna geküsst? 

When  has-dn  theNOM  Hansi  theACC  Anna  kissed? 

'When did Hansi kiss Anna?' 

 

(14) a. OK Was hat-a-dn? 

What has-heCL-dn? 

'What is his problem?' 

 b. * Was hat-n a? 

 c. OK Was hat-dn der Hans? 

  What has-dn the Hans? 

  'What is Hans's problem?' 

 d. * Was hat der Hans-n? 

 

More examples which illustrate and support this observation are provided 

in the following sub-sections (chapters 1.2.3 and 1.2.4). 

 

1.2.3 The relative ordering of dn and pronouns 

 

The following examples show that all pronominal clitics and the expletive 

pronoun es 'it', as well as the impersonal pronoun man 'one', which cannot 

bear stress, have to precede dn, which is what is expected: In Bavarian, 

the corresponding discourse particle (a)n/(e)n, which is a syntactic clitic, is 

preceded by all pronominal clitics, comprising the expletive pronoun s 'it' 
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and the impersonal pronoun ma 'one' (cf. Weiß 1998). Furthermore, in 

Standard German all unstressed pronouns have to precede denn (cf. 

König and Requardt 1991). 

 

(15) OK Was hat-a-dn? 

What has-heCL-dn? 

'What is his problem?' 

 

(16) OK Seit wann regnet-s-n schon? 

Since when rains-itCL-dn already? 

'Since when has it been raining?' 

 

(17) OK Was macht-a-dn da? 

What makes-heCL-dn there? 

'What is he doing?' 

 

(18) OK Wie macht man-dn das? 

How makes one-dn that? 

'How do you do that?' 

 

(19) * Seit wann regnet-n es? 

Since when rains-dn it? 

'Since when has it been raining?' 

 

(20) * Was schenkt-n-a dem Hansi? 

What  gives.as.present-dn-heCL.NOM  theDAT  Hansi? 

'what does he give to Hansi as a present?' 

 

(21) * Wie macht-n man das? 

How makes-dn one that? 

'How do you do that?' 
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Stressed pronouns are clearly allowed to follow dn but may also precede 

it. In this respect dn exhibits the same behavior as the non-clitic denn and 

ja in SG which may be both preceded or followed by stressed pronouns, 

but must be preceded by unstressed ones. This observation appears to 

favor a treatment of dn as a phonologically light element (which might be 

labeled a phonological clitic) rather than a syntactic clitic (cf. Zwicky 1977). 

In this regard dn appears to behave differently than its Bavarian 

counterpart (a)n / (e)n which is treated as a syntactic clitic by Weiß (1998). 

However, it will be shown that there are conceptual and empirical reasons 

to analyze dn as a syntactic clitic and to treat the ability of stressed 

pronouns to precede it as the exceptional case. The following examples in 

(22) to (25) show that stressed pronouns may follow dn: 

 

(22) OK Wieso hat-a-dn DIR den Arzt empfohlen? 

Why  has-heCL.NOM-dn  YOUDAT  theACC  doctor  recommended? 

'why did he recommend this doctor to YOU?' 

 

(23) OK Wie lang bleibt-n SIE noch? 

How long stays-dn SHE still? 

'How much longer is SHE still staying?' 

 

(24) OK Wann geht-n ER endlich? 

When goes-dn HE finally? 

'When does HE finally leave?' 

 

(25) OK Was bist-n DU für einer? 

What are-dn YOUSG for one? 

'What kind of person are you?' 

 

The examples in (26) to (32) show that stressed pronouns may also 

precede dn. 
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(26) OK Wie lang bleibt SIE-dn noch? 

How long stays SHE-dn still? 

'How much longer is SHE going to stay?' 

 

(27) OK Wann seids IHR-dn gestern heimgekommen? 

When are YOUPL-dn yesterday come.home? 

'When did YOU come home yesterday?' 

 

(28) OK Wann ham WIR-dn das gesagt? 

When have WE-dn that said? 

'When did WE say that?' 

 

(29) OK? Wann geht ER-dn endlich? 

When goes HE-dn finally? 

'When does HE finally leave?' 

 

(30) OK? Wieso hat-a DIR-dn den Arzt leicht empfohlen? 

Why  has-heCL.NOM  YOUDAT-dn  theACC  doctor  leichtD.PRT  

recommended? 

'Why did he recommend this doctor to YOU?' 

 

(31) OK? Wieso frisst MIR-dn der Hund nicht aus der Hand? 

Why  eats  MEDAT-dn  theNOM  dog  not  from  the  hand? 

'Why doesn't the dog eat from MY hand?' 

 

(32) OK? Warum ist ER-dn da? 

Why is HE-dn there? 

'Why is HE here?' 

 

The examples in (33) to (36) were disapproved of by a larger number of 

speakers. However, (26) to (32) show that this cannot be due to general 

constraints on stressed pronouns, but has to be attributed to other 

contributing factors. 
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(33) # Wieso krieg ICH-n immer die schlechten Karten? 

Why  get  INOM-dn  always  theACC  bad  cards? 

'Why do I always get the bad cards?' 

 

(34) # Wieso beißt MICH-n dein Hund immer? 

Why  bites  MEACC-dn  yourNOM  dog  always? 

'Why does your dog always bite ME?' 

 

(35) # Wer bist DU-dn? 

Who are YOUSG-dn? 

'Who are YOU?' 

 

(36) # Wieso soll ich EUCH-n glauben? 

Why  shall  INOM  YOUPL.DAT-dn  believe? 

'Why should I believe YOU?' 

 

It is not clear at this point, whether Colloquial Non-Standard Viennese 

German has a two-fold system of pronouns (i.e. a binary opposition of full 

versus clitic ones) or a three-fold system (strong, weak and clitic pronouns, 

as proposed by Cardinaletti and Starke 1999). This question will be 

addressed in detail in chapter 3.2.1. The following examples show that 

unstressed non-clitic pronouns are able to follow dn. Sentential stress is 

marked to illustrate the fact that the pronoun in question is not 

contrastively stressed. 

 

(37) OK Wann seids-n ihr gestern HEIMgekommen? 

When are-dn youPL yesterday come.HOME? 

'When did you come home yesterday?' 

 

(38) OK Was schenkst-n du ihr zum GEBURTSTAG? 

 what give.as.present-dn you herDAT to birthday? 

 'What do you give her for her birthday?' 
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(39) OK?  Wann habts-n ihr mich letzte Woche GSEHEN? 

 when have-dn youPL meDAT last week seen? 

 'When did you see me last week?' 

 

(40) OK? Wann hat-n sie dir das leicht ERZÄHLT? 

 when has-dn she youDAT that leichtD.PRT told? 

 'When did she tell you that?' 

 

Informants claim sentences containing full (i.e. non-reduced) unstressed 

pronouns preceding dn to be well-formed. However, there are reasons to 

assume that these pronouns are nevertheless treated as clitics. The main 

empirical reason is that informants who pronounce these clauses 

themselves generally reduce the pronouns to their clitic versions (e.g. s 

'they' instead of sie 'they' in (41)). In slow pronunciation, informants 

generally stress those pronouns, indicating that there are no unstressed 

non-clitic pronouns which may precede dn. From this observation it can be 

concluded that unstressed pronouns which precede dn are always treated 

as pronominal clitics. 

 

(41) OK Wann ham sie-dn den OTTO gefunden? 

When  have  they-dn  theACC  OTTO  found? 

'When did they find Otto?' 

 

(42) OK Wann seids ihr-dn gestern HEIMgekommen? 

When  are  youPL-dn  yesterday  come.HOME? 

'When did you come home yesterday?' 

 

(43) OK? Wieso frisst mir-dn der Hund nicht aus der HAND? 

Why  eats  meDAT-dn  theNOM  dog  not  from  the  HAND? 

'Why doesn't the dog eat from my hand?' 
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1.2.4 The relative ordering of dn and non-pronominal DPs 

 

As the examples in (44) to (46) show, quantificational DPs (i.e. DPs with 

an indefinite determiner) such as ein Arbeiter 'a worker' or  ein Mann 'a 

man' must follow dn7, which again is expected from the behavior of other 

discourse particles like denn and ja, as will be discussed in chapter 3 and 

4. As the following examples are crucial for the analysis, the exact number 

of votes are given at least for utterances which were judged marginally 

grammatical, i.e. '#' or '##' 8. 

 

(44) OK Was macht-n ein Arbeiter am Wochenende? 

What makes-dn a worker on.the week.end? 

'What does a worker do on the weekend?' 

 

(45) ## Was macht ein Mann-dn am Wochenende? 

What makes a man-dn on.the week.end? 

'What does a man do on the week end?' 

 (yes: 13, marginal: 11, no: 26, total: 50, acceptance: 37%) 

 

(46) *? Was macht ein Arbeiter-dn am Wochenende? 

What makes a worker-dn on.the week.end? 

'What does a worker do on the week end?' 

 

Cross-dialectal differences in behavior can be observed for proper names 

and referential DPs (i.e. DPs with a definite determiner) like der Arbeiter 

'the worker'. While they may both precede and follow the full denn in both 

Standard German and Colloquial Non-Standard Viennese German, they 

                                            
7 At this point, it might be proposed that the unacceptability of (45) and (46) is merely due 

to prosodic or phonologic properties of the full DP serving as the clitic's presumptive host. 

In chapter 3.5, it will be shown that this is not the case. 
8 Yes refers to "judged grammatical", no to "judged ungrammatical", marginal to "judged 

intermediate"; acceptance refers to the mean value of acceptance, as defined in chapter 

1.2.1. 
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by default follow VG dn and tend to cause ungrammaticality when they 

precede it. (47) to (54) are well-formed examples of such definite DPs 

following dn: 

 

(47) OK Wieso küsst-n der Otto die Anna? 

Why kisses-dn theNOM Otto theACC Anna? 

'Why does Otto kiss Anna?' 

 

(48) OK Wann hat-n der Hansi die Anna geküsst? 

When has-dn theNOM Hansi theACC Anna kissed? 

'When did Hansi kiss Anna?' 

 

 (49) OK Was macht-n der Arbeiter da draußen? 

What makes-dn the worker there outside? 

'What is the worker doing out there?' 

 

(50) OK Was macht-n die Frau da draußen? 

 What makes-dn the woman there outside? 

 'What is this woman doing out there?' 

 

(51) OK Was macht-n der Hansi am Wochenende? 

What makes-dn the Hansi on.the week.end? 

'What is Hansi going to do on the week end?' 

 

(52) OK Seit wann wohnen-dn die Herta und der Hugo getrennt? 

Since when live-dn the Herta and the Hugo separated? 

'Since when have Herta and Hugo been living separately?' 

 

(53) OK Seit wann arbeitet-dn der Hansi schon dort? 

Since when works-dn the Hansi already there? 

'Since when has Hansi been working there?' 
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(54) OK Wohin gehen-dn der Gustav und die Johanna? 

Where.to go-dn the Gustav and the Johanna? 

'Where are Gustav and Johanna going?' 

 

The following examples (55) to (64) show referential DPs are less likely to 

be accepted or even clearly judged ungrammatical when they precede dn. 

Primarily, this is the key aspect of dn’s syntactic behavior where 

grammaticality judgments convey the highest degree of variation among 

speakers9. The first of the following examples are those that received the 

highest number of positive votes. The last ones are those that were most 

clearly judged ungrammatical. In spite of the variation, these examples do 

allow for the conclusion that clauses are generally disapproved of when 

containing full DPs that precede dn. None of the tested examples can be 

claimed to be grammatical or display a strong tendency towards 

grammaticality. Evidently examples (55) to (57) are most problematic. 

Their average degree of acceptance (i.e. the extent to which they are 

judged grammatical) approximates to 50 percent. In contrast, the degree 

of acceptance is significantly lower for (58) whereas (59) to (64) are clearly 

judged ungrammatical. From these comparative facts, it can be concluded 

that full DPs tend to be ungrammatical when preceding dn. 

 

(55) # Was macht der Arbeiter-dn da draußen? 

What makes the worker-dn there outside? 

'What is this worker doing out there?' 

 (yes: 20, marginal: 12, no: 18, total: 50, acceptance: 52%) 

 

(56) ## Was macht die Frau-dn da draußen? 

 What makes the woman-dn there outside? 

 'What is this woman doing out there?' 

 (yes: 15, marginal: 18, no: 17, total: 50, acceptance: 48%) 
                                            
9 No correspondencies between the respective judgments and social factors, such as 

origin, sex, age, education or occupation were identifiable. Therefore, it is not possible to 

split the tested persons into two distinct idiolectal groups. 
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(57) ## Was macht der Mann-dn da draußen? 

What makes the man-dn there outside? 

'What is this man doing out there?' 

 (yes: 18, marginal: 13, no: 19, total: 50, acceptance: 49%) 

 

(58) ## Wohin fährt der Hansi-dn am Wochenende? 

Where.to goes.by.car the Hansi-dn on.the week.end? 

'Where is Hansi going on the week end?' 

 (yes: 13, marginal: 14, no: 23, total: 50, acceptance: 40%) 

 

(59) *? Was macht der Arbeiter-dn mit der Leiter da draußen? 

What makes the worker-dn with the ladder there outside? 

'What is this worker doing with this ladder out there?'  

 (yes: 8, marginal: 15, no: 27, total: 50, acceptance: 31%) 

 

(60) *? Wieso küsst der Otto-dn die Anna? 

Why kisses theNOM Otto-dn theACC Anna? 

'Why does Otto kiss Anna?' 

 (yes: 11, marginal: 9, no: 29, total: 50, acceptance: 32%) 

 

(61) *? Wieso ist euer Balkon-dn so verwahrlost? 

Why is yourPL balcony-dn so run.down? 

'Why is your balcony so run down?' 

 (yes: 7, marginal: 16, no: 27, total: 50, acceptance: 30%) 

 

(62) *? Was macht der Arbeiter mit der Leiter-dn da draußen? 

What makes the worker with the ladder-dn there outside? 

'What is the worker with the ladder doing out there?' 

 (yes: 7, marginal: 11, no: 32, total: 50, acceptance: 25%) 
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(63) *? Wieso ist das Bett-n so hart? 

Why is the bed-dn so hard? 

'Why is the bed so hard?' 

 (yes: 10, marginal: 7, no: 33, total: 50, acceptance: 27%) 

 

(64) * Wieso küsst der Otto die Anna-dn? 

Why kisses theNOM Otto theACC Anna-dn? 

'Why does Otto kiss Anna?' 

 (yes: 3, marginal: 9, no: 38, total: 50, acceptance: 15%) 

 

While parts of the data in (55) to (64) are problematic, it is evident that 

sentences where full DPs precede dn are judged less grammatical, 

compared to the clauses in (47) to (54) where full DPs follow dn. In 

conclusion, full DPs by default follow dn. However, they appear to be 

marginally allowed to precede it. 

In chapter 3.2.2 and 3.2.3 more empirical data on the respective 

behavior of VG dn and full DPs will be provided which support the 

assumption that dn generally precedes full DPs and can only marginally 

follow them. This suggests a clitic analysis of VG dn, in analogy to Weiß's 

(1998) observations on its Bavarian counterpart (a)n/(e)n. 

 

1.2.5 dn in embedded clauses 

 

The following examples show dn can only marginally be embedded. While 

the examples (65) to (67) are clearly judged grammatical, the examples 

(69) to (72) display a tendency to ungrammaticality, and those in (73) to 

(75) are clearly ungrammatical. 

 

(65) OK? Ich frag mich, wann-a-s-(d)n braucht. 

I ask myself, when-heCL.NOM-itCL.ACC-(d)n needs 

'I wonder when he will need it.' 

 (yes: 28, marginal: 13, no: 9, total: 50, acceptance: 69%) 
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(66) OK? Wann-a-s-n braucht, frag ich mich. 

when-heCL.NOM-itCL.ACC-(d)n needs, ask I myself 

 'I wonder when he will need it.' 

 (yes: 26, marginal: 15, no: 9, total: 50, acceptance: 67%) 

 

(67) OK? Ich frag mich, wann-a-s-(d)n wirklich braucht. 

I ask myself, when-heCL.NOM-itCL.ACC-dn really needs. 

'I wonder when he will really need it.' 

 (yes: 27, marginal: 13, no: 10, total: 50, acceptance: 67%) 

 

(68) # Ich frag mich, wieso-dn der Hansi nicht gekommen ist. 

I ask myself, why-dn the Hansi not come is. 

'I wonder why Hansi didn't come.' 

 (yes: 21, marginal: 13, no: 16, total: 50, acceptance: 55%) 

 

(69) ## Ich frag mich, wann-s der Peter-dn braucht. 

I ask myself, when-itACC theNOM Peter-dn needs. 

'I wonder when Peter will need it.' 

 (yes: 10, marginal: 18, no: 22, total: 50, acceptance: 38%) 

 

(70) ## Ich frag mich, wann-s-(d)n der Peter braucht. 

I ask myself, when-itACC-(d)n theNOM Peter needs. 

'I wonder when Peter will need it.' 

 (yes: 14, marginal: 9, no: 27, total: 50, acceptance: 37%) 

 

(71) ## Ich frag mich, welches-(d)n dem Otto besser gefällt. 

I ask myself, which.one-(d)n theDAT Otto better pleases. 

'I wonder which one Otto likes better.' 

 (yes: 14, marginal: 13, no: 23, total: 50, acceptance: 41%) 
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(72) ## Ich frag mich, ob-s der Peter-dn braucht. 

I ask myself, whether-itACC theNOM Peter-dn needs. 

'I wonder whether Peter needs it.' 

 (yes: 14, marginal: 9, no: 27, total: 50, acceptance: 37%) 

 

(73) *? Ich frag mich, wo sie-dn wohnt. 

 I ask myself, where she-dn lives. 

 'I wonder where she lives.' 

 (yes: 12, marginal: 9, no: 29, total: 50, acceptance: 33%) 

 

(74) *? Wo sie-dn wohnt, frag ich mich. 

 where she-dn lives, ask I myself 

 'I wonder where she lives.' 

 (yes: 11, marginal: 9, no: 30, total: 50, acceptance: 31%) 

 

(75) *? Ich frag mich, weswegen-dn der Hansi nicht gekommen ist. 

I ask myself, why-dn the Hansi not come is. 

'I wonder why Hansi didn't come.' 

 (yes: 7, marginal: 15, no: 28, total: 50, acceptance: 29%) 

 

In (76) and (77), a fully grammatical example from Standard German is 

contrasted with its ungrammatical counterpart in Colloquial Non-Standard 

Viennese German: 

 

(76) Paul fragte Maria, wo sie denn wohne. 

 Paul asked Maria, where she denn lives 

 'Paul asked Maria, where she denn lives.' 

  (May 2000:130,ex.267) 

 

(77) a. *? Der Paul hat die Maria gefragt, wo sie-dn wohnt. 

 b. *? Der Paul hat die Maria gefragt, wo-dn sie wohnt. 

  the Paul has theACC Maria asked, where-dn she lives 

  'Paul asked Maria, where she dn lives.' 
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1.2.6 dn in yes/no-questions 

 

A further interesting fact is that VG dn tends not to be accepted in yes/no-

questions as the following examples illustrate. In (78) to (81) the mean 

acceptance (i.e. the mean extent to which it is judged grammatical) is 

relatively low, whereas examples (82) to (86) are clearly judged 

ungrammatical. This is a striking fact, as both SG denn and Bav. (e)n/(a)n 

can perfectly occur in yes/no-questions, as shown in (87) and (88). 

 

(78) ## Geht-n die Susi noch in die Schule? 

Goes-dn the Susi still into the school? 

'Does Susi still attend school?' 

 (yes: 16, marginal: 8, no: 26, total: 50, acceptance: 40%) 

 

(79) ## Geht die Susi-dn noch in die Schule? 

Goes the Susi-dn still into the school? 

'Does Susi still attend school?' 

 (yes: 10, marginal: 14, no: 26, total: 50, acceptance: 34%) 

 

(80) ## Is(t)-n der Otto auch krank? 

Is-dn the Otto also ill? 

'Is Otto ill, too?' 

 (yes: 11, marginal: 13, no: 26, total: 50, acceptance: 35%) 

 

(81) ## Hat-n der Hansi die Anna auch geküsst? 

Has-dn theNOM Hansi theACC Anna also kissed? 

'Did Hansi also kiss Anna?' 

 (yes: 15, marginal: 10, no: 25, total: 50, acceptance: 40%) 

 

(82) *? Ist der Otto-dn auch krank? 

Is the Otto-dn also ill? 

'Is Otto ill, too?' 

 (yes: 10, marginal: 12, no: 28, total: 50, acceptance: 32%) 
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(83) *? Hat der Hansi-dn die Anna auch geküsst? 

Has theNOM Hansi-dn theACC Anna also kissed? 

'Did Hansi also kiss Anna?' 

 (yes: 8, marginal: 10, no: 32, total: 50, acceptance: 26%) 

 

(84) *? Küsst-n der Otto die Anna? 

Kisses-dn theNOM Otto theACC Anna? 

'Does Otto kiss Anna?' 

 (yes: 9, marginal: 7, no: 34, total: 50, acceptance: 25%) 

 

(85) *? Küsst der Otto-dn die Anna? 

Kisses theNOM Otto-dn theACC Anna? 

'Does Otto kiss Anna?' 

 (yes: 7, marginal: 11, no: 32, total: 50, acceptance: 25%) 

 

(86) *? Hat-n der Hansi etwa den Film auch gesehen? 

Has-dn theNOM Hansi etwaD.PRT theACC movie also seen? 

'Did Hansi see the movie, too?' 

 (yes: 6, marginal: 11, no: 33, total: 50, acceptance: 23%) 

 

(87) Bavarian: 

 Hod-an ea den Film aa oogschaut? 

 has-anD.PRT he theACC movie also watched? 

 'Did he also watch that movie?' 

 (Weiß 1998:99,ex.24a, glosses and translation added) 

 

(88) Standard German: 

 Hast du denn gar keine Geschenke zum Geburtstag bekommen? 

 have you denn not any presents to.the birthday gotten 

 'Didn't you get any presents for your birthday?' 

 (May 2000:130,ex.262, glosses and translation added) 
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1.2.7 dn in reduced wh-questions 

 

In "reduced" questions, consisting solely of the wh-phrase, dn is 

perfectly grammatical, apart from restrictions which are obviously 

prosodic in nature. 

 

(89) OK Wieso-dn? 

Why-dn? 

'Why?' 

 

(90) OK Wann-dn? 

When-dn? 

'When?' 

 

 (91) OK Wem-dn? 

WhoDAT-dn? 

'To who?' 

 

(92) OK? Seit wann-dn? 

Since when-dn? 

'Since when?' 

 

(93) OK? Warum-dn? 

Why-dn? 

'Why?' 

 

(94) a. OK Was-n für welche? 

What-dn for which? 

'What kind of?' 

 b. # Was für welche-dn? 
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(95) a. OK Was-n für eines? 

What-dn for one? 

'What kind of?' 

 b. ## Was für eines-n? 

  

(96) ## Aus welchem Grund-dn? 

From which reason-dn? 

'For which reason?' 

 

Other wh-phrases to which dn can also attach in isolation are wer 

'whoNOM', was 'whatNOM/ACC', wen 'whoACC', wo 'where', wohin 'where.to' 

and woher 'where.from'. 

 

1.2.8 full denn in Colloquial Non-Standard Viennese German 

 

The following examples illustrate that Colloquial Non-Standard Viennese 

German also has a full discourse particle denn, which is an important 

observation as the comparative facts from Standard German and Bavarian 

suggest that languages either have a full version (SG denn) or a reduced 

(clitic) version (Bav. (a)n/(e)n), but not both. The facts are striking as VG 

dn obviously differs from VG denn in that it cannot occur in yes/no-

questions, cannot be embedded as easily and does not allow full DPs to 

precede it. In contrast, VG denn behaves on a par with SG denn. The 

following examples of clauses containing VG denn, show that it really 

behaves like SG denn, unlike VG dn. 

Examples (97) to (99) show that it can clearly occur in yes/no-

questions:  

 

(97) OK? Geht der Professor denn noch regelmäßig zu seinen 

Vorlesungen? 

Goes theNOM professor denn still regularly to his lectures? 

'Does the professor still regularly attend his lectures?' 
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(98) OK? Hat der Hansi die Anna denn auch geküsst? 

Has theNOM Hansi theACC Anna denn also kissed? 

'Did Hansi also kiss Anna?' 

 

(99) OK? Ist der Otto denn auch krank? 

is theNOM Otto denn also ill? 

'Is Otto ill, too?' 

 

The following examples illustrate that it is either clearly judged 

grammatical or tends to be judged grammatical if it is preceded by a full 

DP (cf. (100) to (103)). 

 

(100) OK? Wieso hat-a DIR den Arzt denn empfohlen? 

Why has heCL YOUDAT theACC doctor denn recommended? 

'Why did he recommend you this doctor?' 

 

(101) OK? Wieso küsst der Hans denn die Susi jetzt? 

Why kisses theNOM Hans theACC Susi denn now? 

'Why is Hans kissing Susi now?' 

 

(102) OK? Wieso küsst der Hans die Susi denn jetzt? 

Why kisses theNOM Hans theACC Susi denn now? 

'Why is Hans kissing Susi now?' 

 

(103) # Was macht der Arbeiter mit der Leiter denn da draußen? 

What makes the worker with the ladder denn there outside? 

'What is the worker with the ladder doing out there?' 

 

The observation that denn and dn coexist in VG with the difference that dn 

is not licensed in yes/no-questions while denn is, appears to favor an 

account which considers denn and dn as two distinct lexical items. 

However there are reasons to assume that this is not the case. It appears 
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that this distinction only applies to their syntactic behavior, not to their 

semantic denotation which seems to be identical. 

 

1.3 Descriptive generalizations on the surface structure of dn 

 

The above examples clearly show that VG dn is basically restricted to one 

sentence type: wh-interrogatives. Its surface position is such that clitic 

pronouns have to precede it and full DPs by default follow (examples 

taken from above): 

 

(104) Seit wann regnet (*dn) es (dn) schon?  (cf. (16), (19)) 

'Since when has it been raining?' 

 

(105) Was macht (dn) ein Arbeiter (*?dn) am Wochenende?  (cf. (44), (46)) 

'What does a worker do on the week end?' 

 

(106) Wieso küsst (dn) der Otto (*?dn) die Anna (*dn)? (cf. (47), (60), (64)) 

'Why does Otto kiss Anna?' 

 

(107) Was macht (dn) der Arbeiter (#dn) da draußen? (cf. (49), (55)) 

'What is the worker doing out there?' 

 

(108) Was macht (dn) die Frau (##dn) da draußen? (cf. (50), (56)) 

 'What is this woman doing out there?' 

 

(109) *?Wieso ist das Bett-(d)n so hart? (cf. (63)) 

'Why is the bed so hard?' 

 

These data suggest treating dn as a syntactic clitic which head-adjoins to 

the verb in its V2 position. However, such an analysis faces the empirical 

dilemma that dn can be both preceded and followed by stressed 

pronouns, problematic for a clitic analysis. This also challenges the 
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common assumption that full stressed pronouns behave on a par with full 

DPs, as this does not seem to be the case here. 

 

(110) Wann geht (dn) ER (?dn) endlich? (cf. (24), (29)) 

'When does he finally leave?' 

 

(111) Wie lang bleibt (dn) SIE (dn) noch? (cf. (23), (26)) 

'How much longer is she going to stay?' 

 

(112) OK Wann seids IHR-dn gestern heimgekommen? (cf. (27)) 

When are YOUPL-dn yesterday come.home? 

'When did YOU come home yesterday?' 

 

(113) OK Wieso hat-a (dn) DIR (?dn) den Arzt empfohlen? (cf. (22), (30)) 

'Why did he recommend this doctor to you?' 

 

The observation that VG dn obligatorily precedes full DPs indicates that it 

is spelled out higher than SG (and VG) denn which can generally be 

preceded by such DPs. This phenomenon will be discussed in more detail 

in chapters 2 and 3. 

To complete the overview, it has to be pointed out that dn can 

precede unstressed pronouns: 

 

(114) OK Was schenkst-n du ihr zum GEBURTSTAG? (cf. (38)) 

what give.as.present-dn you herDAT to birthday? 

 'What do you give her for her birthday?' 

 

This observation further supports the hypothesis that dn is spelled out 

higher than denn, as SG denn obligatorily follows all unstressed pronouns 

(cf. König and Requardt 1991): 
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(115) Was schenkst (*denn) du ihr (denn) zum GEBURTSTAG? 

 what give.as.present (*denn) you herDAT (denn) to.the birthday? 

 'What do you give her for her birthday?' 

 

Another observation that has been made is that VG dn can only marginally 

be embedded: 

 

(116) OK? Ich frag mich, wann-a-s-(d)n braucht. (cf. (65)) 

I ask myself, when-heCL.NOM-itCL.ACC-(d)n needs. 

'I wonder when he will need it.' 

 

(117) ## Ich frag mich, wann-s (dn) der Peter (dn) braucht. (cf. (69), (70)) 

I ask myself, when-itACC theNOM (dn) Peter (dn) needs. 

'I wonder when Peter will need it.' 

 

(118) *? Ich frag mich, wo sie-dn wohnt. (cf. (73)) 

 I ask myself, where she-dn lives. 

 'I wonder where she lives.' 

 

1.4 Summary 

 

I have provided an overview of the phenomenon of German discourse 

particles and how they have been characterized and classified in previous 

literature. This overview was followed by a short discussion of the basic 

facts on the Standard German discourse particle denn and its counterparts 

denn and dn in Colloquial Non-Standard Viennese German (VG). 

 Furthermore, I have included my own data from VG, conveying dn 

follows all pronominal clitics and precedes all full DPs. This suggests dn 

behaves like a syntactic clitic. I have demonstrated that this is problematic, 

as stressed non-clitic pronouns are able to precede dn which for now 

appears to be incompatible with a clitic analysis of dn. I have also 
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illustrated that VG dn differs from SG (and VG) denn in that it cannot occur 

in yes/no-questions and can only marginally – if at all – be embedded. 

 


