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1. INTRODUCTION

The German particle denn (from Old High German tempotal thanne, “then,’ and related
to Brgl. then and German dunn, “hen”) is either a conjunctive ¢t & so-called “modal
particle” (MP), also known as “Jigcourse particle.” Only the latter use will be of interest
here, Denn as an MP is in its core OCCUrrences confined to root V1-questions and V2
wh-questions. 1ts oceurrence in clauses of that type is optional. It signals that the
gpeakerisina particular way concerned about the answer that his or her question will
elicit. An analysis will be offered according to which denn is a functional head that
heads a patticle phrase that is in construction with the CPs layer of illocutionary force.
The Bavarian dialect that will be in the focus of the final part of this article does not
employ the lexical element denn but rather the clitic form -n (which appears to be re-
lated to denn). This Aitic element is interesting as it combines twa remarkable prop-
erties that distinguish it ¢rom denn. The article is organized as follows: Section 1
explains the discourse function of denn. Section 2 develops the syntax of denn. Section 3
turns to the role of denn in Bavarian where it has furned into a clitic element. A conclu-

sion is given in section 4.




2. THE DISCOURSE RELEVANCE OF GERMAN DENN

In its function as an MP, the German particle dern occurs in root questions as in (1)
and {2} where it gives rise to an attitude of wondering and being concerned on the
side of the speaker.

(1) Disjunctive guestion (V1)
Hat dich denn Dy, Schreck angerufen?
has you PRT Dr. Schreck called
‘Did Dr. Schreck call you? (I am wandering)’

(2)  Constituent question (V2)

Wer hat dich denn angerufen?
who has you PRT telephoned
‘Whao calted you? (I am wondering)’

MPs like denn have “expressive” rather than “descriptive” meaning.! Kénig (1977),
Wegener (2002) and Grosz (2005) emphasize the addressee’s knowledge to which
denn signals a relation. According to Konig and Wegener, denn is inappropriate if the
question opens a discourse out of the blue.? The deeper reason for this may, however,
be that there is no common knowledge background to which a true answer could
relate, For instance, an administration officer whose sole job is to write down a citi-
zen's address can hardly felicitously ask Wo wohnen Sie denn? (“Where do you live, I
am wondering?”). The officer is not concerned as there is no (or perhaps too weak a)
common ground that could be updated by a true answer to these questions. Let me
propose the pragmatic condition in (3).

(3)  [denn a] is appropriate in a context c if (i) u is a question and (i) the expected true
answer p updates the common knowledge K_of speaker and addressee in such a way
that p is relevant to the knowledge K, of the speaker.

The relevance requirement implies that the speaker is CONCERNED about the answer
as it relates to his/her contextually given knowledge in a way that matters for him/
her in one way or another.* In the syntactic account of denn to follow in section 2, |
will encode the anaphoric link that denn supplies a question with by means of the

1. Expressive meaning is that part of meaning which informs about the actual ut-
terance situation (in contrast to the truth conditions). MPs fall in the domain of “ex-
pressives”; cf. Kratzer {1999; 2004), Grosz (2005) and further references provided
there.

2. Kénig's example: A wakes up his wife and askes Wie spdt ist es denn? {How late is it
DENN?) According to him it is inappropriate because the addressee lacks a context in
which to interpret the question. It is appropriate if the wife asks A the same question
because A can be supposed to have a context that specifies the actual time.

3. One may object that denn may also appear in non-information-seeking interroga-
tives, e.g.
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In (5a), the attitude of wondering/being concerned is, of course, ascribed to Christine

and not to the speaker.’

3. THE SYNTAX OF DENN

In this section it will be shown that denn precedes high discourse oriented adverbs
and also occupies the highest position in the hierarchy of MPs. We will then provide
arguments for the place of denn in clause structure. Finally cases will be considered in

which denn, contrary to expectation, does appear in embedded clauses in the scope of
a propositional attitude verh.

3.1 Hierarchy

Following the lead of Cinque (1999) for the ordering of adverbs, one can show that
denn precedes the adverbs which figure as the highest in Cinque’s hierarchy.® For
instance, schliefflich {finally), zum Gliick (fortunately), and schlauerweise (intelli-

gently), dummerweise (stupidly) belong to the higher adverbs. As the following exam-
ples show, they can never precede denn.

(6) a. Bist du denn schlieBlich ans Ziet  gekommen?
are. you PRT finally at-the goal come
'Did you finally reach the goal? (I am wondering)’
b. *Bist du schhieBlich denn ans Ziel gekommen?
(7} a. Hat der Hans denn schlaverweise die Heizung zurickgeschaltet?
has the Hans PRT cleverly the heating  back-switched
‘Did Hans cleverly reduce the heating? (I am wondering)’
b. *Hat der Hans schlauerweise densn die Heizung zuriickgeschaltet?
(8 a. Wer ist denn schlieflich ans Ziel gekommen?
who is  PRT  finally at-the goal come
‘Who reached the goal finally? (f am wondering)
b. *Wer ist schliefllick denn ans Ziel gekommen?
(9 a. Wer hat sich denn zum  Glick gemeldet?
who has REF PRT  to-the Juck responded
‘Who has luckily responded? (I am wonderiag)’
b. *Wer hat sich zum Glick denn gemeldet?

5. Cf. Doherty (1985: 76£.). Doherty argues that denn cannot be used in self-directed

questions because it relates to the attitude of an interlocutor., I disagree with her intuition.
Monological questions such as

@ We habe ich denn meine  Brille
where  have | DENN my glasses
Where did I put my glasses ( am wondering)?’

hingelegt?
put

are perfectly normal. (3) is compatible with such a case because speaker and addressee
may happen to be identical.

6. For detailed discussion cf. Coniglio (2005; 2009) and Grosz (2005),
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argue that MPs are XPs in the specifier of an empty head, albeit “degenerate” XPs, A com-
plicating factor is that MPs do not have totally homogeneous syntactic properties. For
instance, denn, unlike other MPs, can turn into a clitic (see section 3). It has also been
argued that MPs cannot be heads because these heads would inhibit V-movement to the
C°/Fin"-position due to the Head Movement Constraint. This argument, which applies
equally to negation is, of course, theory-dependent. Empirically it appears to be problern-
atic 1o deny head status to the standard negator nicht which in dialects with negative
concord appears to be a head into whose specifier a negative quantifier has to move in
order to check off its neg-feature.’ Negation does not interfere with V-to-C movement. It
seems to be feasible to modify Relativized Minimality in such a way that the verb (or
rather, its fin-feature) will skip certain medial head positions.™ On the basis of novel data
that cannot be reproduced here, Bayer and Obenaver (in press) argue that denn and other
MPs in questions must be analyzed as functional heads which projects a particle phrase
(PrtP) by taking VP or its “extension” (VP*) where VP may be MoodP, ModF, AspP in
Cinque’s sense, or another PrtP:

(13) [1;”1; [l’n' denn] VP(“’“)]

The space between denn and the raised finite verb (which I take to head a FinP) can
remain empty or can be filled by topical constituents which embrace the sentence

topic (what the sentence is “about”) but also discourse referents which have been
established by previous discourse.

(14) a. Hat denn der Hans den Hund gefittert?
has DENN the Hans the dog fed
‘Did Hans feed the dog?’
b. Hat der Hans denn derHans den Hund gefuttert?
c. Hat der Hans den Hund denn der-Hans derrHund gefiittert?

Since adverbs of time and space, so-called “stage setting” adverbs, are potential topics,
while mood-, mod-, asp-adverbs are generally not, we understand the distribution of the
datain{10) and (11).}* NPs and DPs which do not qualify as topics - rhematic indefinites
and quantifiers - are excluded from the topic field.

9. Cf. Bavarian

(i} Erhod [Negp koa Schrneid [Nug. ned koa-Schoeid  g’habti]
he had no courage not had
* He was not courageous’

10. Grosz {2005) argues that German MPs must be in a spec-position in order to allow
the verb to move via the empty head position. His proposal follows one of Cinque's (1999)
motivations to suggest such an architecture for adverbs. The argument overlooks the
important fact that in Italian the verb (in fact the participle) can land in intermediate
positions while nothing of that sort can be observed in German.

11. Cf. Frey and Pittner (1998: note 35, p. 532). Cingue’s (1999: 28(1.) analysis of ¢ir-
cumstantial adverbials as predicates of VP-meanings is compatible with this view because
predicates can be topics.
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The particle denp introduces next to [wQForce] the lexical feature [{Conc]. Consider
the simplest case (18) in which the force head probes denn. '

18 a. [l"t\l’ll:crccP v
AGREH >

. Fin-'/Force".annh-‘. [,,m, denn Qore, ome ') [w N

e
b Lessoreen + - - Fin*/Force denn

w ) orce, iCone (' ' ') [VP' . ”]

H)Force [l’:ll‘

Although [Conc] enters a chain headed by [Foxcel, it is not moved to [Force] as has
been suggested in previous accounts.' As argued in Bayer and Obenauer (in press), a
pre-VP MP does not change its surface scope in the course of the derivation. The MP
becomes part of the left clausal periphery by virtue of being in a probe goal relation
with [Force]. The mechanism does not move the particle, We will see in section 5 that
such movement would yield an undesirable resuit,

3.3 Distant denn

We have so far assumed that denn appears exclusively in the root clause or in depen-
dent quasi root clauses as in {5a). As the following data from the internet (to which

structural information about wh-extraction has been added) show, this assumption
must be modified.

(19) a Wie denkst du, dass es denn wie weitergehen soll  mit  euch?
how think  you that it DENN go-on should with you
‘How do you think that the two of you shouid carry on? (I'm
wondering)’ {http://mein-kummerkasten.(Ie/].42829/fremcigehen.html)
b. Welches  Bild glaubst du  dass er denn  weldesBild von mir

which picture  believe you that he DENN of me
haben kénnte?
have could

‘Which picture do you believe that he could have of me?' (http://www.marsvenus.
de/search.php?search_author= Lolaandsid=0fe369faf60ccfdBc76eeel 67638b5 1)

As the following equally grammatical examples show, neither depth of embedding nor the
exact placement of denm seems to play a role as long as cyclic wh-movement passes denn.

(20) a Wohinglaubstdu denn, wohinr dassder Hans wohin gefahren  ist?
where believe you ~ DENN that the Hens driven
‘Where do you believe that Hans went?'

is

14. Unlike in standard minimalism, it is not assumed here that the uninterpretable
feature is exclusively associated with the probe. For details aboul the feature matching
account behind this proposal see Pesetsky and Torrego (2007) and the use of their system
in Bayer and Obenauer (in press).

15. In his description of the German MP wohl (‘well’) Zimmermann (2004; 2008) pro-
posed that the MP moves to the left periphery at LE See also a previous version of the
current chapter that was temporarily available on LingBuzz.
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Denn may physically remain in a domain lower than the one in which it can be inter-
preted by virtue of a wh-phrase that links its feature [Conc] to the force projection.'?

Denn must enter a local agree relation with the C-head associated with the wh-phrase,
This C may be [iQForce] as in (5a) but it may also be [uQForce} as in the examples
above in which the dependent clause containing denn is in the scope of a verb that
does not tolerate an interrogative complement. In the latter case, the features of
denn, [uQForce, iConc], undergo partial agreement with the C-head’s feature
[uQForce].'* As a result, the MPs uninterpretable feature is valued. This process can

continue until it is terminated by [{QForce), which is normally associated with the
head Fin*/Porce®. The derivation runs as shown in (25).

(25} a. [(fl’ Wh C wQlorge " "' [l’nl’ denn wQiForee, ionc [VP e VV’h e ]]]
AGREE o

b. [, wh C qtoree Lo denn
MERGE and MOVE-Y_

¢ [lf\'ni’fl-'cvcci’ V-fin iaporce + + - VA [, wh € wtorce * e €N
MOVE-WFH >

d. [Filxl’/["cx:e[‘ wh V-fin QFree * " * Y fir [!.'I‘ whC ullorce " [Pr(P denn utYForee, iConc [vv cewho N
AGREE &>

& Ly Wh V-fin e -~ Vo [ wh € worse Ly €D

fr - wh 101

wlfForee, iCone

n{)Force, iConc [Vi’ R Wh' v l}”

wQborce, ilone [W e Wh e 1]”

Thanks to its question-sensitive feature [uQForce} and cychic wh-movement, the particle
denn is able to contribute pragmatically to the illocutionary force of the utterance “long
distance”. Cases like (20d} ~ Wohin glaubst du, dass Paula denn meint, dass der Hans gefahren
ist? — follow because wh can so to say "pick up” the feature [Conc] on its way in passing
the particle with which it undergoes partial agreement. Although denn does not raise to
the matrix Fin/Force, the effect is that Fin/Force associates with it at a distance. As a
result, denn contributes compositionally to the interrogative force of the matrix clause.
Although there is not enough space here to extend the range of related data, it
should be noticed that German offers a more marked construction in which wh-
movement pied-pipes the MP along. Given that German obeys the V2-constraint,

denn in (26) must have formed a constituent with the focalized wh-phrase wohin
which moves it outwards “piggyback”.

(26) [WOHIN denn] glaubst du, dass der Hans gefahren ist?

where DENN  believe you that the Hans driven has

There are good reasons not to derive such cases from the base seen in (17) in which

MP takes a pre-VP scope position. Nevertheless, (26) provides an intuitive insight in
the association of wh with MP,

17. An interesting earlicr proposal in this direction can be found in Hasegawa's (1999)
work on exclamatives,

18. While this is impossible in standard minimalist accounts, it is possible in the feature
matching account which is assumed here following Pesetsky and Torrego (2007).

19. For detailed discussion and an account of this alternative derivation cf. Bayer and
Obenauer (in press).
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(B} it does NOT YIELD THE CONCERN INTERPRETATION. (29) is a neutral wh-question.
In order to express the concern interpretation, the variant of Bavarian which is in
focus here uses the non-clitic element nou or no, derived from nach{her) ("after”,
“after all”, “then”) which corresponds to Standard German denn. According to my
intuitions, this element competes with -n, as can be seen in the following examples
where we use the contracted form homna-n which unambiguously involves ~n and

thus circumvents the phonetic problem of misanalysis due to homophonous nasal
segments.

(30) a. Wou  hom nou  dii g'wohnt?
where  have NOU  they  lived
‘Where did they live (I am wondering)?’
b. *Wou  homna-n now  dii g'wohnt?
where  have -N NOU  they  lived

Assume that like Standard German denn, no(u) has an unvalued feature [uQForce] as
well as the feature [[Conc]. The dlitic -n lacks [iConc]. Arguably it has only [uQForce],
Due to its impoverished nature it has turned from an MP into a pure marker of root
wh-questions; in the process of diticization -n fuses with Fin®/Force® and imports
this unvalued feature which must be valued by a wh-phrase.” The question is then
how to account for the competition between -n and no(u). By their respective feature
structures seen in (31), -n is the default case whereas no(u) is the special case,

(31) a.n [uQForce]
b, no(w) [uQForce), [iConc]

This situation calls for an account in terms of the Elsewhere Condition proposed in
Kiparsky {1973). This condition, which was originally designed as a metric for rule
application in generative phonology, says that in a situation of rule competition, a
rule R1 which applies to a domain D1, D1 being a proper subset of D2, prevents the
more general rule R2 from applying to D1. In our case, this means that insertion of
the item which includes the feature [iConc] takes precedence because it represents
the special case in comparison with insertion of the item which lacks [{Conc]. We
derive the contrast in (30} because merger of no(u) bleeds the use of the clitic -n.
Interestingly, the diachronic process that has turned -n into a wh-question marker
has not affected disjunctive questions. Disjunctive questions in the Bavarian variety
described here allow but certainly do not require -n, and the semantic contribution of -n

21, The underlying form of 1st/3rd person plural hom (“have”) is as in Standard German
haben. If —n cliticizes before haben reduces ta hom, haben + n yields habenen due to vocalic
epenthesis. Reduction, in conjunction with syllabification and onset maximization, then
yields the unambiguous bisyllabic form hom.nan.
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(34} LOCALISTIC » TEMPORAL > LOGICAL > ILLOCUTIVE /

BISCOURSE FUNCTIONAL

The Bavarian data discussed in section 3 show that this grammaticalization path is

prolonged due to further reduction of denn toward a pure marker of root wh-ques-
tions.

{35) LOCALISTIC > TEMPORAL > LOGICAL » ILLOCUTIVE /

DISCOURSE FUNCTIONAL > WH-AGREEMENT MARKER

The concomitant cline from XP to a lexical X, to a functional X and finally to a clitic
element echoes a familiar diachronic process.
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Lexical Complementizers
and Headless Relatives

PAOLA BENINCA

1. INTRODUCTION®

In this paper [ will concentrate on a specific aspect of headless relatives as they
appeat in contemporary and earlier varieties of [talo-Romance—as well as in ear-
lier varieties of English—namely the presence of a lexical complementizer adja-
cent to the wh pronoun; L will localize both the wh and the complementizex in the
functional structure of the left periphery, and show that their position is distinct
¢rom that of wh and complementizer in dependent interrogatives, as they appear
in many dialects of Northern Italy. This descriptive conclusion permits us to
obtain a fner analysis of headless relatives and their relation to dependent inter-
yogatives, Due to space Jimitations, I will only touch upon other aspects of these

constructions.

* [ am deeply grateful to Guglieimo Cinque, Mair Parry, Christina Tortora, and the
anonymous reviewer, who carefully read the paper and provided valuable observations.
Thanks to Mariachiara Berizzi and Silvia Rossi, who helped me with Old and Middle
English examples, providing interesting data and suggestions.

1. Headless relatives have important links with other constructions, other kinds of rel-
atives, and other structures that involve wh-movement. For example, de Vries {2006} con-
vincingly shows thal appositive relatives differ from restrictives in being coordinated to a
complete DF, and nolt a complement of D; as a consequence, the appositive type he con-
siders (Cinque 2008 provides a more complex set of sub-types of this class of relatives) has
the structure of a headless relative. On the other hand, in an eatly study on relatives, Hull
and Keenan {1973) pointed out that headless relatives in the languages of the world share
structural and semantic features wirh interrogatives.



