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Abstract

The last three decades have witnessed increasing interest in discourse-pragmatic markers
(DPMs), both with regards to their high frequency in spoken discourse and their multi-
functionality in interaction. Most studies have centered on English, with studies on Danish
restricted to a handful of previous interactional discourse analyses. This paper is a prelimi-
nary investigation of the Danish word sddan (commonly glossed as ‘such’ or ‘like this/
that’). A qualitative, form-based, discourse analytic approach is undertaken on over
40 minutes of naturally occurring Danish talk to argue that sddan qualifies as a DPM.
In service of textual, subjective, and intersubjective macro-functions, sddan illustrates;
exemplifies; marks hesitation; approximates a quantity; mitigates, hedges, or softens;
and allows self-correction or self-repair. These findings are discussed in terms of their
implications for sddan’s place in the Danish DPM system and our understanding of
DPMs across languages.

Keywords: Danish; discourse analysis; discourse-pragmatic marker; multifunctionality; sddan

1. Introduction

The last three decades have witnessed burgeoning interest in discourse-pragmatic
markers (henceforth DPM in singular and DPMs in plural). Examples of these syn-
tactically optional, semantically ‘shallow’ words or phrases include: like, I mean,
well, and you know in English (Beeching 2016); ja, doch and wohl in German
(Gast 2008); and da, jo, nu and vel in Danish (Davidsen-Nielsen 1996). Research
into DPMs began when scholars recognized their importance in ‘carry[ing] social
meaning, perform[ing] indispensable functions in social interaction, and constitut[-
ing] essential elements of sentence grammar’ (Pichler 2010:582). DPM studies have
taken a wide swath of theoretical and empirical angles, including pragmatics (Fraser
2006), discourse (Schiffrin 1987), conversation analysis (Hakulinen 1998, Heritage &
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Sorjonen 2018), language attitudes (Dailey-O’Cain 2000), computational linguistics
(Popescu-Belis & Zufferey 2011), Relevance theory (Andersen 2001, Vivien 2006),
and sociolinguistic variation (Pichler 2013, Diskin 2017). As one might expect from
such a diversity of approaches, there exists an abundance of labels and definitions for
what we refer to here as DPMs (Maschler & Schiffrin 2015). This paper subscribes to
Pichler (2013), who defines DPMs as (i) syntactically optional elements that (ii) do
not contribute to truth conditionality and that (iii) can structure discourse, express
speaker stance, and/or guide utterance interpretation. We examine the terminological
landscape, position our paper, and expand on Pichler’s (2013) definition in Section 2.

Although DPM studies have analyzed languages as diverse as Bislama (Meyerhoff
2002) and Chinese (Ljungqvist 2010), most have focused on English (Jucker & Ziv
1998a:2; Overstreet 2005:1846; Aijmer & Simon-Vandenbergen 2011:232) albeit
with several important early papers on German modal particles (Aijmer &
Simon-Vandenbergen 2011:223). The over-representation of English DPM studies
tracks with the rise in Anglo-American interest in taking a discourse-pragmatic per-
spective, as opposed to the grammarian perspective popular in Europe (Watts
1988). However, it is problematic to overly rely on one language to formulate
discourse-pragmatic related frameworks. First, it leaves unclear to what extent les-
sons learned and generalizations made from English DPMs extend to other lan-
guages. Second, overreliance on English can cause DPM functions to be
overlooked (Schourup 1999). Third, it might result in what Redeker (1991:1170)
calls ‘biases due to language-specific peculiarities in lexicalization’. Given the puta-
tive indispensable communicative functions of DPMs, these are important
concerns.

Discourse-pragmatic marker research on the Danish language comprises about
one to two dozen studies focused on words and phrases including altsd, du ved, nok
and vel (see Section 3.2 below). However, 25 years after Andersen (1986) called
Danish discourse particles sprogvidenskabens stedborn [linguistics’ stepchildren],
Hansen & Heltoft (2011:1109) acknowledged they were ddrligt udforsket [poorly
researched], even within the well-established grammarian tradition (Watts 1988,
Jakobsen 1995, Engberg-Pedersen et al. 1996). The lexical item sddan (glossed as
‘such’ or ‘like this/that’) is no exception to this relative lack of attention. This is
despite uses as in (1), which, similar to previously studied Danish particles (e.g.
Andersen 1982, Andersen 1986), appear neither to be syntactically required nor
impact the utterance’s propositional content.

(1) Men min kollega ##((name)) havde faktisk ogséa- altsd de boede i sa’n et ret
lille Norrebro lejlighed egentligt altsa s& har de bare det ligner sé’n en lille, (.)
og der kunne vare sadan en brandslange inden i og sa kan man sadan dbne
det og sa folder der bare sadan (.) pusleplads ud.

‘But my colleague ##((name)) actually also had- I mean they lived in sd’n a
quite small Norrebro apartment actually so then they’ve got what appears to
be sd’n a little, (.) and there could be sddan a firehose inside it and then you
can sddan open it and then out comes just sddan (.) a changing table.’

(C1:34-39)
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In fact, sddan is almost entirely absent from Danish DPM discussions. To the
extent it is mentioned, it is often as a component within studies on general extenders
or the quotative system. Although some studies exist that tackle the form sddan
(Jensen 2013a, b; Pedersen 2014), to our knowledge there exists no holistic,
discourse-pragmatic analysis of the form sddan and its breadth of functions as sug-
gested by usage in (1) above. Our paper seeks to fill this gap in Danish DPM
research by focusing on the Danish lexical item sddan in the conversational dis-
course of young Danes (24-28 years old). This exploratory research constitutes,
to the best of our knowledge, the first dedicated treatment of sddan as a DPM
and the first broad overview of its functions in interaction. Our paper thereby con-
tributes to research on Danish DPMs and to cross-language examinations of DPMs
and their functions more broadly.

The research questions that motivated this paper are: (i) Does Danish sddan
qualify as a discourse-pragmatic marker? and (ii) If so, what are the discourse-
pragmatic functions of sddan in interaction? To understand the function of
sddan in interaction, the first author collected and transcribed 43 minutes of con-
versational Danish data from students at a Copenhagen university cafeteria. Taking
a qualitative, form-based (i.e. focused on the form sddan), discourse analytic
approach, we first analyzed sddan’s frequency and then coded for its function.
Based on our analysis, we contend that Danish sddan is indeed a DPM. We found
it serves important textual, subjective, and intersubjective macro-functions in inter-
action. Sddan illustrates; exemplifies; marks hesitation; approximates a quantity;
mitigates, hedges, or softens; and allows self-correction or self-repair. What’s more,
participants used it with extremely high frequency,! making the dearth of prior
discourse-pragmatic investigation into sddan all the more striking. The findings
allow for future analyses of the idiosyncrasies and commonalities of sddan both
in the context of Danish DPMs and of DPMs in other languages.

The paper is organized as follows: In Section 2, we clarify the DPM terminologi-
cal landscape and contextualize Pichler’s (2013) definition. In Section 3, we review
the dictionary and academic literature’s treatment of sddan, establishing promise for
a DPM study and a gap thereof. Section 4 explains our qualitative, discourse analytic
methodological approach and describes data collection and analysis. We present our
answers to both research questions in Section 5, highlighting the multifunctionality
sddan exhibits as a DPM. In Section 6 we discuss the implications of our findings
and propose directions for future research, including examination of positional dis-
tribution, sociolinguistic use, similar DPMs in other languages, and Danish DPMs
that display possible functional overlap with sddan. Section 7 is the conclusion of the
paper where we summarize our findings and contribution to the field of DPM
research.

2. Terminology

The heterogeneity of labels, definitions, and theoretical approaches to DPMs (see
e.g. Maschler & Schiffrin 2015) requires a clear delineation of how we use the term
‘DPM’ here. Relevant to our discussion is the historical European and Anglo-
American divide in DPM terminology. Broadly, the European school approached
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analysis from a grammarian perspective and preferred terms like ‘particles’ or
‘adverbials’, whereas the Anglo-American research traditions approached analysis
from a discourse perspective and preferred the term ‘markers’ (Watts 1988). We
see this in the Danish literature, with ‘discourse particles’ (Lundskeer-Nielsen &
Holmes 2010:413), dialogiske partikler [dialogic particles] (Hansen & Heltoft
2011:1033-1034), dialogiske adverbialer [dialogic adverbials] (Mortensen 2012),
dialogpartikler [dialogue particles] (Christensen & Jensen 2014), and modalpartikler
[modal particles] (Andersen 1982) as a few notable examples. For the purposes of
this paper, we treat ‘particles’ just mentioned as representing the same phenomena
of study as DPMs.

The DPM definition we employ in this paper comes from Pichler (2013), whose
extended definition covers the multifaceted aspects of DPMs:

[D]iscourse-pragmatic features constitute a formally heterogeneous category of
syntactically optional elements which make little or no contribution to the
truth-conditional meaning of their host units and—depending on their scope,
linguistic co-text, as well as sequential, situational and cognitive context—per-
form one or more of the following macro-functions: to express speaker stance,
to guide utterance interpretation and to structure discourse. (Pichler 2013:4)

Pichler’s (2013) definition is embedded in the context of Halliday (1979), who pro-
posed three modes, or functions, of meaning which language can serve: ideational,
textual, and interpersonal. Ideational (using linguistic resources to talk about some-
thing) is not applicable to DPMs because it is concerned with the propositional con-
tent of utterances (Brinton 1996:38), but textual and interpersonal are useful
categories that we will use in this paper.

The textual mode operates to distinguish text (either written or oral) from a col-
lection of unrelated sentences. Pichler’s (2013) ‘structure discourse’ macro-function
is synonymous with this textual mode. Example (2) illustrates how a speaker uses
the English DPM ‘I mean’ to link two sequences whereby the second sequence clari-
fies or elaborates upon the first.

(2) T just think voluntary work is good because (.) you get to actually know
how life works I mean you’re helping people pay their bills by taking some
pressure off of them

(from Beeching 2016:187)

The interpersonal mode refers both to the speaker’s subjective attitudes towards
utterance contents and to management of the social exchange. Pichler’s (2013) def-
inition distinguishes between the speaker-centered stance aspect (subjective) and
the dyad-focused utterance interpretation aspect (which she has defined as intersub-
jective; H. Pichler, personal communication, 30 May 2018). Following Pichler, this
paper describes subjective and intersubjective macro-functions, which together con-
stitute the interpersonal (Figure 1). It is important to note that the textual, subjec-
tive, and intersubjective realms are not mutually exclusive. DPMs are notoriously
multifunctional and can operate in both the textual and interpersonal realms, even
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simultaneously (Andersen 2001, Cheshire 2007, Maschler & Schiffrin 2015,
Beeching 2016).

Pichler’s ‘express speaker stance’ macro-function maps to the subjective mode of
meaning. It is understood here as the speaker positioning himself/herself relative to
interlocutors and cuing positions in interaction towards the discussion topic (Du
Bois 2007, Tracy & Robles 2013). Table 1 illustrates several examples of how
DPMs can function subjectively.

Realm of discourse-pragmatic markers

IDEATIONAL

INTERPERSONAL

Halliday (1979)

Pichler (2013)

Figure 1. Visual diagram of textual and interpersonal modes of meaning for DPMs.

Table 1. Subjective functions of DPMs from Andersen (2001:67).

Range +

Type of attitude

Range —

Strong commitment

epistemic stance:
endorsement of P

Tentative attitude

Those old games are shit.
Absolutely!

Those old games are
shit, | guess.

Downright rejection (irony)

epistemic stance:
rejection of P

Weak doubt

Those old games are shit. As if!

Those old games are
shit. Really?

Speaker’s own claim

source of knowledge

Other’s claim (hearsay)

| mean, those old games are shit.

Those old games are
shit, apparently.

Strong lexical commitment

metalinguistic stance

Weak lexical commitment

Those old games are what | could
definitely call shit.

Those old games are,
sort of, shit.

Surprise

newsworthiness

Predictability

Those old games are shit, actually.

Those old games are
shit, of course.

Positive evaluation

affective evaluation

Negative evaluation

Thank god, those old games are
shit!

Oh no, those old games
are shit!
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Pichler’s ‘guide utterance interpretation’ macro-function maps to the intersub-
jective mode of meaning. It is understood here as the speaker providing communi-
cative clues to narrow the ‘meaning potentials’ (Thomas 1995:22) of what is said.
This could involve effecting ‘cooperation, sharing, or intimacy between speaker and
hearer, including confirming shared assumptions, checking or expressing under-
standing, requesting confirmation, expressing deference, or saving face’ (Brinton
1996:38). Examples (3) and (4) illustrate intersubjective functions performed with
‘right’, ‘you know’, and ‘like’.

(3) Sue lives in one of these renovated homes, right. And a lot of them are, you
know, people that have roots here.

(from Denis & Tagliamonte 2016:91)
(4) Could I like borrow your sweater?
(from Underhill 1988:241)

In (3), ‘right’ and ‘you know’ indicate a presumption of the interlocutor’s common
ground and can also serve as attention-seeking or adherence-eliciting markers - in
Brinton’s words ‘confirming shared assumptions’ and ‘effecting intimacy’. In (4),
‘like” hedges the request and allows the speaker to distance herself from its potential
rejection - in Brinton’s words ‘save face’.

3. Previous studies
3.1 Sadan in the dictionary

According to Den Danske Ordbog [The Danish Dictionary] (henceforth DDO), the
Danish word sddan comes from the Middle Low German sodan. Sodan comprises
so, meaning ‘thus’ or ‘so’ in English, and the past participle of don, which was the
verb ‘to do’ (DDO, accessed 9 April 2018). In Danish-English dictionaries such as
Gyldendals Rode Ordboger [Gyldendals Red Dictionaries], sddan is frequently
glossed as ‘such’ or ‘like this/that’.

DDO provides two principal definitions for sddan, listed below in the order in
which DDO presents them. English translations of the definitions and examples
are our own. Uses marked with an asterisk (*) are those DDO flags as typical of spoken
language. The DDO examples come from a 40-million-word corpus of written and
spoken discourse, with particular attention paid to incorporating spoken language
and discourse from everyday life. The corpus’ source materials, which span the years
1983-1992, cover both public (e.g. newspapers) and private (e.g. private letters) mate-
rials including books, radio, advertisements, diaries, oral interviews, and more.

(i) (Adjective) Of a specific type which has just been or shortly will be discussed,
or which is evident from the situation.
Udgifterne er storre end indtcegterne. Noget sadant kan ikke fortsaette i det
lange lob
“The expenses exceed the revenues. Something sddant® can’t continue in the
long run’
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(Adverb) Of a specific type which has just been or shortly will be discussed,
or which is evident from the situation.

Ndr man far sddan et geveer stukket i hovedet, gor man, som der bliver sagt
‘When you get sddan a gun pressed to your head, you do what you're told’
*(Adverb) Used to express that something nearly belongs to the notion or
category which the accompanying noun indicated.

Jeg fik en lang kjole, sddan en selskabskjole

T got a long dress, sddan an evening gown’

(Adverb) Used as an intensifier to denote something to a high degree.

Jeg har sadan en hovedpine

‘I have sddan a headache’

(Adverb) Used as an intensifier with insulting language.

Sadan en lille mogunge

‘Sadan a little brat’

(Adjective) Used to refer to a recently stated subject to avoid repeating it.
Jeg er uddannet socialpeedagog; men har ikke arbejdet som sddan i 4 dr
‘Tm educated as a social worker; but I haven’t worked as sddan in 4 years’

(ii) (Adverb or Predicative Complement) In that way; in the same way.
Ydelsen gradueres sadan at den effektive rente af de tilskudsberettigede lin gar
ned til tolv procent
“The benefit is reduced sddan that the effective interest of the eligible loans
decreases to 12 percent’

a.

*(Adverb) To that degree; so much.

Jeg gleeder mig sadan til den koncert

Tm looking sddan forward to that concert’

*(Adverb) Used to express that a statement approximates a more apt or
precise formulation.

Hun var siddan meget pcen og nobel

‘She was sddan very pretty and noble’

*(Adverb) Used as an expression for hesitation or caution.

[Billedet] er rystet og det er ikke serlig skarpt. det er ikke sddan scerlig
godt teknisk

‘[The picture] is shaken and it isn’t very clear. the technique isn’t sddan
super good’

*(Adverb) Approximately; about.

Hvad har du sd nu, sidan fjorten-femten tusind?

‘What do you have now, sddan fourteen-fifteen thousand?’

*(Adverb) Used in the context of an action that has succeeded, or similar.
Rejs dig lige op, si vi kan se dig. Sddan

‘Sit yourself up so we can see you. Sadan’

*(Interjection) Used as an exclamation to express admiration or approval.
Til efterdret rykker Svend Aage helt op i spidsen af toppen og bliver
kommunaldirektor. Sadan!

‘In the fall, Svend Aage moves all the way up in rank to become county
director. Sadan!’

The DDO entry contains further relevant information. First, it notes sddan in
spoken discourse can undergo phonological reduction such that it is pronounced
as sd’n [san]. Schiffrin (1987:328) and Brinton (1996:33) have identified
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phonological reduction as a characteristic of DPMs, though Beeching (2016:6) notes
that this does not hold true across the board (e.g. it is not always the case for ‘T mean’
or like’ in English).

Second, the number and breadth of functions listed under the DDO definitions
indicate one of the hallmark characteristics of DPMs - multifunctionality - and
illustrate how sddan depends on context to be fully understood. In (1a, b) above,
sddan refers to something else in the discourse, either in the recent past or near
future. In le, this role is elaborated, as sddan further stands in for a lengthier con-
cept. Because these definitions refer to something else in the discourse, they would
fail to meet the non-truth-conditional criteria for DPMs. However, they do show
that sddan has a referential function linked to its ‘standard’ meaning. As we explore
later, this lends itself to textual and intersubjective functions when speakers use
sddan in this way without referring to something present in the discourse. The
DDO definition also signals possible subjective functions of sddan. Definitions
(2b-d) above resemble a mitigation or hedge of the statement that follows it.
These signal the speaker’s stance relative to the statement and/or provide the hearer
with information on how to interpret the statement (i.e. not literally).

3.2 Previous studies on Danish DPMs and sadan

The seminal works of Torben Andersen (Andersen 1982) and John Andersen
(Andersen 1986) first called attention to discourse-pragmatic functions of
Danish adverbs, which Andersen (1986) termed SPROGVIDENSKABENS STEDB@RN [lin-
guistics’ stepchildren]. Andersen’s (1982) point of departure is the modal particles
da, nu, ellers, altsd, and ogsd. Modal particles for Andersen (1982) are adverbs typi-
cal of informal, spoken language that do not contribute to the sentence’s proposi-
tional content. Moreover, he argues, the modal particles help to structure discourse
and facilitate positioning oneself relative to the interlocutor’s utterances and
thoughts. Andersen (1986) similarly underscores what he calls REFLEKSIONS-
ADVERBIALER [reflexive adverbs], which have functions that don’t relate to the utter-
ance’s propositional content but rather reflect the speaker’s position towards the
utterance. He outlines four types of reflexive adverbs, including distancemarkorer
[distance markers], which soften potentially categorical statements, and
kriteriemarkorer [criteria markers], which convey the degree of confidence in one’s
statement. Although neither work investigates sddan, our paper shows clear overlap
with the descriptions in Andersen (1982) and Andersen (1986) of (typically infor-
mal, spoken) particles that do not contribute to utterances’ propositional content,
structure discourse, and allow speakers to express stance.

Since Andersen (1982) and Andersen (1986), there have been about two dozen
studies on the Danish smdord [little/small words]. For instance, studies have ana-
lyzed altsd (Andersen 1982, Heinemann & Steensig 2018), da (Andersen 1982,
Davidsen-Nielsen 1996, Krylova 2016), dog (Davidsen-Nielsen 1996), egentlig
(Jensen 2006, 2009; Heegard 2015), ellers (Andersen 1982), godt (Jensen 2009), fak-
tisk (Jensen 2006, Heegird & Mortensen 2014), jo (Davidsen-Nielsen 1996,
Christensen & Jensen 2014), nok (Davidsen-Nielsen 1996, Sneskov 2008), nu
(Andersen 1982, Davidsen-Nielsen 1996, Christensen & Jensen 2014), ndja
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(Emmertsen & Heinemann 2010), sgu (Davidsen-Nielsen 1996), skam (Davidsen-
Nielsen 1996), sd (Krylova 2016), vel (Davidsen-Nielsen 1996, Sneskov 2008, Jensen
2009, Krylova 2016), and vist (Davidsen-Nielsen 1996, Sneskov 2008), among
others. However, sddan is left unanalyzed in these studies.

The same holds true for the largest works on Danish grammar. In Hansen &
Heltoft’s (2011) introduction to Grammatik over det Danske Sprog [Grammar of
the Danish language], the authors describe seeking to include neglected areas of
study in their work. These include smdord [little/small words] that feature promi-
nently in spoken discourse, since det er uomgeengeligt for en funktionel grammatik at
fa dem med i beskrivelsen [it is unavoidable for a work on functional grammar to
include them in the description] (Hansen & Heltoft 2011:12). However, sddan is
absent from Hansen & Heltoft’s (2011) sections dedicated to DPMs (they use
the term dialogiske partikler [dialogic particles], see Section 2 above). Similarly,
sddan does not make the list of ‘most common’ discourse particles in Lundskeer-
Nielsen & Holmes’s (2010) Danish: A Comprehensive Grammar.

The form sddan has been studied by association as a component of Danish
quotatives (Rathje 2011) and general extenders (Rathje 2006; Christensen &
Jensen 2015, 2018; Larsen 2015). Quotatives are markers of quotation that can
report direct speech, internal thoughts or feelings, and introduce ‘vocalized sound
effects’ (Levey 2006:414) and body language like facial expressions. In Rathje’s
(2011) quantitative sociolinguistic analysis of the Danish quotative system she
finds evidence of a quotative usage of vere + sddan (glossed as ‘to be’ 4 ‘like’),
as in (5). Indeed, 19% of all quotations involved one or more quotative particles,
including sddan.

(5) det var bare sadan a:h
‘it was just like a:h’
(from Rathje 2011:72)

General extenders (e.g. ‘and stuff, ‘or something’, ‘and things like that’) are
phrases that typically generalize what comes before them to some larger set
(Tagliamonte & Denis 2010). Researchers have found the constructions to have
discourse-pragmatic functions, for instance in marking shared knowledge and per-
forming politeness strategies (Cheshire 2007). In Danish as in other languages, gen-
eral extenders (variously called lpse udgange [loose endings], pdheengsudtryk
[attachment expressions], and generelle udvidere [general expanders]; Christensen
& Jensen 2015:206) largely follow a prescribed formula. Larsen (2015) says a
Danish general extender must have at least two constituents: a conjunction og/eller
‘and/or’ and a noun phrase. The noun phrase can consist of a quantifier (e.g. al all’),
a pre-placed comparative (e.g. sidan ‘like this/that’), a generic expression (e.g. noget
‘something’), and a comparative in the form of an adjective (e.g. lignende ‘similar’) or
prepositional phrase (e.g. i den stil ‘in that way’). Christensen & Jensen (2018) report
a similar formula, as shown in Table 2.

Sddan is clearly involved in Danish general extenders, as in (6) and (7). Indeed,
Larsen (2015) found og sddan noget ‘and something like that’ to be the most
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Table 2. Formula for general extenders in Danish from Christensen & Jensen (2018:82).

generisk nominalsyntagme
(generic noun phrase)

substantiv/
pronomen
konjunktion kvantor komparativ bestemmer modifikator ~ (noun/ komparativ deiktisk marker
(conjunction) (quantifier) (comparative) (determiner) (modifier) pronoun) (comparative) (deictic marker)
konjunktional sammenfatter bestemmer beskriver kategori efterstillet adled
(conjunctional marker)  (summarizer) (determiner) (descriptor)  (category marker) (adverbial)
og (and) al (all) sadan noget andet pjat i den stil her
eller (or) al-mulig (all kind of)  (like this/that)  (something) (other) (nonsense) (in that way) (here)
hele den slags ting (og sager) lignende der
(whole) (the) (type) (things (and stuff))  (similar/like that)  (there)
en mere aspekter som helst
(a) (more) (aspects) (whichever)
et-eller-andet noget agtig
(one or another) (something) (ish)
alverdens et-eller-andet muligt
(all kinds of) (one or another) (kinds of)
alt hele
(everything) (whole)
det
(the)

Note: The English translations of the Danish examples are ours and should be seen as ‘loose’. Especially when broken up into individual pieces, the words can be exceptionally difficult to translate.

uppys 1nrewr drjewderd-asInodsip ysrue

SS
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common general extender used in her data set, and Christensen & Jensen (2018)
found sddan used in at least 73% of the general extenders they found.’

(6) jeg ved det ikke tror jeg sov # fyrre timer eller sddan noget lignende
T don’t know I think I slept forty hours or sddan something similar’
(from Christensen & Jensen 2018:208, our translation)
(7) de lyder som nogle der kommer fra Brendby eller Ishej eller sddan noget
‘they sound like people who come from Brendby or Ishej or sddan something’
(from Larsen 2015:81, our translation)

While these quotative and general extender studies touch upon sddan, they are
not studies of the DPM form sddan as such. In the current paper, we treat the quo-
tative and general extender uses of sddan separately from the DPM use for three
primary reasons. First, while general extenders are commonly accepted as a sub-
category of DPMs (Tagliamonte & Denis 2010), the literature is divided over
whether quotative particles qualify as DPMs and/or whether quotative functions
should be included alongside other functions in DPM studies (for studies that com-
bine analysis of quotative particles and DPM uses, see e.g. Meehan 1991, Jucker &
Smith 1998, Fleischman & Yaguello 2004. For studies that separate the two, see e.g.
Ferrara & Bell 1995, D’Arcy 2005, Diskin 2017, Diskin & Levey 2019, Corrigan &
Diskin 2020). Second, in both the quotative and general extender, sddan is required
as part of a larger overall construction, not a standalone form. Third, our decision is
consistent with the idea that individual quotatives and general extenders be exam-
ined in the context of their respective systems as a whole. (On quotative, see
Tagliamonte & Hudson 1999, Buchstaller 2014, Davydova & Buchstaller 2015,
Diskin 2017; on general extender, see Cheshire 2007, Tagliamonte & Denis 2010.)

To our knowledge, only three studies focus specifically on the Danish form
sddan: Jensen (2013a, b) and Pedersen (2014). Jensen (2013a) focuses on the diffi-
culties of assigning sddan — which she describes elsewhere as ‘highly polysemous
and polyfunctional’ (Jensen 2013b:89) - into a word class. Drawing inspiration from
Himmelmann’s (1996) classification, Jensen (2013a) categorizes three principal
usages of sddan: (i) a situational deictic use with a visible/audible referent, (ii) an
anaphoric or cataphoric use, where the referent is present in the preceding or pro-
ceeding discourse, and (iii) a recognitional use, where the intended referent is pre-
sumed to exist within the common ground of the interlocutors. She collapses her
first and second categories into ANAPHORIC (‘as shown/mentioned’) and argues that
this anaphoric versus RECOGNITIONAL use (‘as you know’) is the fundamental differ-
entiator in sddan’s function. The excerpt in (8) shows an anaphoric use, whereas
excerpt (9) illustrates the recognitional use.

(8) Hvad udspringer en sddan mentalitet af.
‘Where does sddan a mentality stem from.’

(from Jensen 2013a:59, our translation)
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(9) de seneste &r har der boet mange forskellige mennesker i huset, men det var
aldrig nogle, man sadan snakkede med.

‘the past few years there have been lots of different people living in the house,
but they were never people you sddan talked with.’

(from Jensen 2013a:70, our translation)

Jensen (2013b) builds on this distinction by examining if prosodic patterns distin-
guish between the two functions (where anaphoric is stressed and recognitional is
unstressed). Jensen’s (2013b) results lead her to conclude there is no correlation
between sddan’s stress and its function.

In Jensen’s categorization of the recognitional sddan, we see clear links to DPM’s
intersubjective functions, as detailed in Section 2. Himmelmann (1996:240)
describes the recognitional use as ‘serv[ing] to signal the hearer that the speaker
is referring to specific, but presumably shared, knowledge’. This knowledge can also
adopt a sense of modality, such that sddan’s function is paraphrased as ‘du ved hvor-
dan det foles/du ved hvordan det er’ ‘you know how it feels’ or ‘you know how it is’
(Jensen 2013a:70). That the speaker isn’t always certain if the referent is indeed
mutual knowledge helps explain why confirming shared assumptions with ques-
tions (e.g. “You know?’, ‘Right?’ or ‘Remember?’) often accompany the recognitional
use (Himmelmann 1996, Jensen 2013a). Jensen (2013a) concludes by acknowledg-
ing that she hasn’t analyzed all uses of sddan, but says the recognitional role seems
dominant in certain contexts. Furthermore, these intersubjective contexts could
clarify additional functions for sddan.

Samtlige mulige anvendelser og brugskontekster for ordet sddan har ikke vaeret
navnt her - der er simpelthen for mange. Det skal dog nzvnes at den anam-
nestiske kontekstbetydning kan bidrage til at anskueliggore endnu flere anven-
delser. Det ser for eksempel ud til at den kan blive den dominerende i visse
kontekster. (Jensen 2013a:70)

‘All possible uses and usage contexts for the word sddan have not been named
here - there are simply too many. It should however be noted that the recogni-
tional contextual use can serve to illustrate even more uses. It appears for
example that it [the recognitional use] can be the dominant one in certain
contexts.’

Pedersen (2014) uses a conversation analytic approach to analyze 46 tokens of
sddan in the construction ‘sddan + indefinite article (en/et/nogen/noget) + noun’
(henceforth ‘SAN + en + N to align with her usage). Like Jensen (2013a), Pedersen
distinguishes between the standard sddan that refers to something in preceding dis-
course and the sddan typical of spoken Danish, which is (i) often highly phonologi-
cally reduced, (ii) can never be declined as an adjective, and (iii) appeals to shared
knowledge outside the discourse. Contrary to Himmelmann (1996), Pedersen
(2014) finds the shared knowledge is not always incredibly specific. By showing
examples where the referent is later called by a different name within the same gen-
eral category of ‘things’, Pedersen shows the ‘SAN + en + N’ can represent a pro-
totypical example. She highlights that sddan is frequently used with ‘first mentions’
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(Himmelmann 1996:236). First mentions occur when a noun/referent is first intro-
duced into the discourse and are points where it can be unclear whether the
noun/referent is indeed within the shared knowledge of both speakers. Like
Jensen (2013a), Pedersen often observes sddan with appeal particles like ikk’ ‘right’,
du ved ‘you know’, nok ‘I suppose’, and jo ‘you know/you see’ (translations from
Davidsen-Nielsen 1996, Axelsen 2007), underscoring the active intersubjective
nature of ‘SAN + en + N. In fact, Pedersen finds the preferred listener response
is epistemic confirmation that the referent is indeed within the listener’s shared
knowledge. This can be accomplished with an acknowledgement token like ja ‘yeal’,
mmm ‘mmm’, or nd ‘oh’. Pedersen’s data shows no active disagreement on the
shared knowledge, but rather says the listeners stayed silent to (presumably) signal
their epistemic uncertainty. If the listener pauses instead of providing acknowledge-
ment, the speaker would often continue elaborating or describing the referent in
question.

In our paper, we expand on both Jensen’s (2013a, b) and Pedersen’s (2014) find-
ings. Using a discourse analytic framework, our paper seeks to delineate the addi-
tional uses Jensen alludes to with the aim of giving a holistic picture of sddan’s
multifunctionality. Drawing on Jensen’s anaphoric and recognitional concepts,
we will study the nuances of sddan’s intersubjective functions and explore
sddan’s additional textual and subjective discourse-pragmatic functions. As regards
Pedersen (2014), we find that sddan functions intersubjectively outside the bound-
aries of the ‘SAN + en + N’ construction. We further develop her observation of
speakers continuing to elaborate after using the recognitional sddan. And finally,
while her data set only includes silence as a signal of inaccessible shared knowledge,
our corpus includes examples where listeners (inter)actively negotiate the shared
knowledge in real time.

4. Method
4.1 Qualitative approach

As a preliminary investigation into sddan, this research joins the majority of DPM
studies that are conducted qualitatively (Pichler 2010:602; Tagliamonte 2012:247)
and focus on DPMs as features of discourse representative of ‘language-in-use’
(Cameron 2001:13). Qualitative paradigms grant researchers ‘important insights
into [DPMs’] functionality, their context sensitivity, their syntactic, semantic,
and prosodic integratedness as well as their evolution’ (Pichler 2010:602-603).
Beyond such benefits, a qualitative analysis is in line with a bottom-up, inductive
approach typical of discourse analytic approaches (Wood & Kroger 2000:34) which
are concerned with ‘what and how language communicates when it is used purpose-
fully in particular instances and contexts’ (Cameron 2001:13). A bottom-up
approach is also more suitable when the feature under investigation is understudied
(as is the case with sddan), and there are little to no guiding principles from previous
literature, unlike, for example, work on English ‘like’, which has been extensively
studied and can be coded based on functional taxonomies from previous research
(see e.g. Diskin 2017). A qualitative approach is also appropriate for the present
study given the modest size of the sample.
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4.2 Form over function

DPM studies can use either form or function as the primary starting point of inves-
tigation. Pichler (2010) argues that defining variables by function, i.e. delineating
features that serve to exemplify, draw attention, express approximation, etc. neglects
the fact that (i) DPMs are ‘polysemic elements’ (p. 589) whose function may not be
stable enough to define, and (ii) DPMs acquire new functions over time.
Alternatively, a form-based approach sidesteps these issues by using form, being
more stable and transparent, to investigate function. By concentrating on the form
sddan, this research joins the majority of qualitative studies that look first to form to
elucidate function(s) (Waters 2016:49).4

4.3 Pilot observations
SamtaleBank (MacWhinney & Wagner 2010) - a corpus of Danish talk and tran-
scriptions — served to confirm our initial observations about sddan’s use. For the
pilot study, we chose a two-party videotaped conversation entitled ‘Anne og
Beate’.> The discussion involves two women, likely in their twenties or thirties,
recorded around 2010 (Johannes Wagner, personal communication, 30 April 2018).
There are 61 tokens of sddan in the 10-minute conversation. When analyzing the
examples, we found several with DPM characteristics, as in examples (10)-(12).

(10) sa glemte jeg at du havde haft ringet fordi at jeg var ved at veere sadan
rimelig vissen
‘Then I forgot that you had called because I was starting to get sddan
pretty tipsy’
(lines 203-204)
(11) og s&: oh for den ene han render sadan rundt a hele tiden skifter skjorte
‘And then ah the one he is scurrying sddan around constantly changing
shirts’
(lines 269-270)
(12) altsa normal kutyme teenker jeg bare hvis man kommer (.) som den eneste
person ind i et selskab der overhovedet ikke kender nogen (.) s er det saidan

social kutyme at man ¢:h (0.4) ¢:h sadan indlemmer vedkommende i det
sociale [fellesskab ikke]

‘T mean I just think the normal custom is if someone comes (.) as the only
person in a group who doesn’t know anyone (.) then it is sddan social cus-
tom that you uh (0.4) uh sddan include that person into the [group right]’

(lines 279-282)
In (10) sddan seems to underscore or emphasize that the speaker was “pretty tipsy.’
In (11) the speaker is in the midst of her narrative - defined as ‘oral versions of

experience in which events are recounted in temporal order’ (Schiffrin 1981:959)
- and sddan draws attention to the action. In the third excerpt, in (12), the two
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sddans could be interpreted as mitigating or hedging. If the speaker pronounced her
view of the custom as the social custom, it could come across as expert-like. Sddan
hedges the utterance to signal the statements as opinion rather than fact. These
observations showed enough DPM potential to warrant collecting spoken discourse
data.

4.4 Data collection

To collect the data, the first author approached pre-existing, organically formed
groups in a university cafeteria and recorded the naturally occurring talk using
the iPhone Voice Memos app. The first author sought to approach groups that: were
speaking Danish, comprised between two and four speakers to keep transcription
manageable, were seated to facilitate recording, and appeared to be similar in age to
maintain an age-homogenous sample. Groups could participate for as long as they
liked, resulting in conversation lengths ranging from five minutes to 56 minutes. All
participants gave informed consent for their recordings to be used for research.

Thirteen of the 16 participants were female. Females had a higher willingness to
participate than the male groups that were approached, and at the cafeteria it was
estimated that 80% of diners were female. Of the transcribed conversations provided in
the present paper, all ten participants were female. The ten participants ranged in age
from 24 to 28 years old, with a median age of 26 (SD = 1.14). The breakdown of corpus
participants can be found in Appendix 2 in the Supplementary Materials online.

The transcription protocol is roughly based on Du Bois et al. (1993). A noticeable
departure is that, due to time constraints, we did not transcribe based on intonation
units. This sacrifices a part of the prosodic information structure, while still allowing
for the analytic operations required by this paper. Also, while we largely maintain
standard Danish orthography, there is some ‘modified” standard orthography (Clift
2016:51). Specifically, the phonetically reduced form of sddan is written as sd’n fol-
lowing the DDO (see Section 3.1 above) and standalone instances of [a] which could
mean at ‘to’ or og ‘and’ are transcribed as d as in SamtaleBank (see example
(11) above).

We transcribed only the first 15 minutes for conversations lasting longer than
15 minutes, given the laborious transcription process and sddan’s high frequency
in the data. The four transcriptions were, respectively, five, eight, 15 and 15 minutes
long (see Table 3). Following transcription, it was found that recording length cor-
related closely with number of words uttered in each conversation. The average
words per minute across all conversations was 213. For full transcriptions, please
refer to the Supplementary Materials online.

4.5 Data analysis

Coding was done manually by the first author and transferred into NVivo. Any sub-
sequent updates to the coding were made directly in NVivo. Codes were subsumed
into four categories: quotative, general extender, non-DPM, and DPM (for the lit-
erature precedent and our explanation for the three reasons we treat general
extender and quotative differently from DPM we direct the reader to Section
3.2). Quotative was generally clearest, followed by general extender and
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Table 3. Length of conversations which made up the corpus.

Number Recording Minutes
Conversation of words duration transcribed
C1 1,629 8 8
Cc2 3,036 56 15
Cc3 1,029 5 5
Cc4 3,152 23 15
TOTAL 8,846 92 43

non-DPM, though all involved what Hasund (2003:3) refers to as ‘fuzzy cases’. The
categories were operationalized as described below. Those instances meeting
Pichler’s (2013) definition and not included in the below categories were categorized
as DPM. Section 5.1 examines the DPM evidence in detail.

4.5.1 Quotative

Quotative sddan helps to report direct speech, internal thoughts or feelings and
introduces ‘vocalized sound effects’ (Levey 2006:414) and body language, such as facial
expressions. As there was no video recording, body language couldn’t be analyzed
directly, and we tried to ascertain it indirectly using contextual clues (e.g. periods of
no speech with sound effects). Distinguishing between speech that reports internal
thoughts (quotative) and speech that makes a statement (not a quotative) was difficult.

4.5.2 General extender

We relied on the formula for general extenders from Larsen (2015) and Christensen &
Jensen (2018) as outlined in Section 3.2. A fuzzy area with general extenders is they
can reduce to merely comprise og sddan or eller sidan (Larsen 2015) which can also
overlap structurally with DPM usage, especially when the speaker is commencing an
utterance.

(13) artists der sad og snakkede og sadan de var virkelig meget det der med, (.. .)
de har alle sammen en notepad ved siden af dem

‘artists who sat and talked and sddan they were really into that kind of,
(...) they all have a notepad next to them’

(C3:67-69)

In (13), one could argue that sddan elaborates the speaker’s description, drawing
attention to what follows it. However, we interpreted it as an extensional category
of what the artists were doing (speaking and talking and so on) and coded it as a
general extender. In most instances of og sddan or eller sidan it was clear if it
extended a previous idea or not.
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4.5.3 Non-DPM

The least straightforward coding distinction was non-DPM versus DPM. As
described in Section 3, sddan has an inherent comparative semantic meaning that
has a textually connective or referential role baked-in to the traditional, non-DPM
usage. We counted sddan tokens as non-DPM only if they referred to some preced-
ing topic in the discourse. Sddan used in fixed phrases, such as sddan set ‘just about’
or sddan sd ‘so that’ were also coded as non-DPM.

4.6 Limitations

The methodology has some limitations. First is the risk that we came with a priori
assumptions about sddan’s behavior, as this paper stems from a Master’s thesis
which suggested a similarity with English ‘like’. This connects to criticism that, since
interpretations in qualitative DPM studies are subjective, the ‘analyst can find what-
ever it is that [s/he] is seeking’ (Beeching 2016:6). However, comparative DPM stud-
ies by nature set out to compare two or more DPMs (e.g. Park 1998, Aijmer &
Simon-Vandenbergen 2003, Hasund 2003, Overstreet 2005). Future studies on
sddan are the best ways to understand the extent to which a priori assumptions
may have influenced our analysis.

Second, there is a chance that coding could have been inconsistent. Upon reflec-
tion, the first author sometimes saw a different possible discourse-pragmatic func-
tion for specific tokens, and no intra-coder reliability was performed, though it
should be noted doing so is not commonplace in qualitive research (O’Connor
& Joffe 2020). For one, we were not trying to quantify the levels of different func-
tions within the DPM category. The four quantified categories were clearly opera-
tionalized (see Section 4.5 above). For another, since DPMs are multifunctional, the
mere presence of several functions should not cause concern but rather show all
functions potentially at work are being considered (Cheshire 2007, Waters 2016).

5. Results
5.1 Research Question 1: Is sadan a DPM?

In Section 5.1 we systematically review sddan against the features of Pichler’s (2013)
definition. We show that DPM sddan is (i) syntactically optional, (ii) has little or no
contribution to truth-conditional meaning, (iii) expresses stance, (iv) guides utter-
ance interpretation, and (v) coheres discourse.

5.1.1 Syntactic optionality
Removing a DPM from an utterance leaves the utterance both grammatical and
intelligible (Fraser 1988:22). Compare removing ‘like’ from these two sentences:

(14) It looks like a snail.
(from D’Arcy 2005:3)
(15) We were [like] ready to [like] mutiny.

(from D’Arcy 2005:6)
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Doing so in (14) renders the sentence ungrammatical, whereas in (15) it remains
grammatical following the removal of both instances. Here we test sddan against
this criterion.

Below are three examples of sddan where removing it would make the statement
ungrammatical. Removing sddan would turn (16) into a question (Do you use the
thesis-writing area?) and make (17) and (18) ungrammatical.

(16) Sadan bruger du specialeomradet.
sidan  use you thesis.area.DEF.N.SG
‘How to use the thesis-writing area.’
(from a sign in a university’s law library)

(17) Jeg tror bare sadan havde jeg det ogsa.
I think just sadan had 1 it also
T just think I also felt like that.’

(C3:29-30)
(18) Plantet i marts. Og nu er vi i august Og nu
planted in  March and now are we in August and now
ser den sadan ud.
looks it  sidan out
‘Planted in March. And now we are in August. And now it looks like
this.’

(CI1:110-111)

However, there are many tokens of sddan where the word could be removed and
leave the sentence grammatical and intelligible. This is true for each of the prolific
instances of sddan in (1) at the beginning of this paper, but also in (19) and (20)
below. The utterances remain syntactically intact without sddan.

(19) Jeg synes det kunne bare veere meget rart at sa’n kunne skrive noget.
I think it could just be super cool to s@’n be able to write something.’
(C2:560-561)

(20) Ja det var bare s@’n virkelig besveerligt
‘Yeah it was just sd’n really difficult.’
(C2:85)

In some instances, a structural feature of Danish grammar makes it easier to
identify when sddan is functioning in its non-DPM, syntactically required form.
In Danish, when something (e.g. time or place element, object, subordinate clause)
is placed before the subject of the main clause, the Subject-Verb order flips to Verb-
Subject. In Danish this inverted word order rule is often called INVERSION
(Drengsted-Nielsen 2014:27). In (21)-(24), adapted from Lundskeer-Nielsen &
Holmes (2010:596), adding the time element ‘tomorrow’, object ‘the piano’, or
adverb ‘maybe’ requires a switch to the Verb-Subject order:
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(21) Han vil maske kobe klaveret i morgen.
he  will maybe buy  piano.DEF.N.SG tomorrow
(Base sentence: Subject-Verb)

(22) Imorgen vil han maske kebe klaveret.
tomorrow will he  maybe buy  piano.DEF.N.SG
(Inverted word order sentences: Verb-Subject)

(23) Klaveret vil han maske keobe imorgen.
piano.DEF.N.SG  will he  maybe buy  tomorrow
(Base sentence: Subject-Verb)

(24) Maske vil han kebe klaveret i morgen.
maybe will he  buy  piano.DEF.N.SG tomorrow
(Inverted word order sentences: Verb-Subject)

The current data include examples of speakers not inverting the Subject-Verb order
when the traditional non-DPM form would require it. In (25), Mette describes her
frustration with a former workplace. She came up with ideas and initiatives that
her employers put into practice, but she never received credit for them.

(25) Det er ikke engang, (0.4) sd’n jeg tror jeg arbejdede der i tre ar.
It is not even, (0.4) sd’n I think I worked there for three years.’
(C4:87-88)

Note here the word order sd’n — jeg — tror (Subject-Verb) and not si’n — tror - jeg
(Verb-Subject). If Mette had used the inverted Verb-Subject word order, removing
sddan would have made the sentence ungrammatical. The meaning would have
been along the lines of ‘It is not even, I think I worked like that for three years there’,
where the ‘like that’ refers to some previously mentioned way of working. Instead,
this is DPM sddan. It elaborates on her story by exemplifying why she disliked her
former workplace. Because sddan is a DPM it does not trigger inversion, so remov-
ing sddan in this case would leave the sentence grammatical and semantically intact.

In (26), Noora describes the yoga class offered at her student dorm. For her, a
yoga teacher, it is at the beginner level, but she’s fine with that.

(26) Og sa’n det er fint med mig og det er sa’n rimelig (.) stille og rolig.
‘And sd’n it is fine with me and it is sd’n really easy-going.’
(C4:233-234)

If Noora had inverted the word order (og — sd@’n — er - det), sddan would be its tra-
ditional, non-DPM form. Removing it would have turned the utterance into a
question. The whole sentence would be incoherent given the lack of inversion in
the second Subject-Verb pairing. It would be akin to *And is it fine with me
and it is sddan really chill and relaxed?’. As in (25) above, removing sddan in
(26) would leave the sentence entirely grammatical and semantically intact.

https://doi.org/10.1017/50332586521000159 Published online by Cambridge University Press


https://doi.org/10.1017/S0332586521000159

Danish discourse-pragmatic marker sddan 65

In sum, DPM sddan displays syntactic optionality, whereas non-DPM sddan is
syntactically required. The Danish grammatical rule of inversion provides an even
more compelling delineation between the two usages than a language like English
can reveal. These findings suggest Pichler’s (2013) syntactic optionality criterion is met.

5.1.2 Contribution to truth-conditional meaning
A DPM does not alter the conditions under which a sentence is true. Here we test
sddan against this criterion.

In (27), Eva and Lis had just been discussing the idea of having a notepad next to
one’s bed for when thesis inspiration strikes in the middle of the night. Eva then
adds that she saw an Adidas talk where creative types recommended such a strategy.

(27) Jeg sa sidan en ehm (...) Adidas talk (.) et eller andet de har lavet ()
koncept [eller] saidan noget
‘I saw sddan a ehm (...) Adidas talk (.) something or other they have made
() concept or something like that.’
(C3:64-65)

Sddan here precedes the provision of an example of a new concept, but it is not
referring to an established entity in the discourse. Rather it is a ‘first mention’ in
the ‘SAN + en + N’ formulation Pedersen (2014) describes (see Section 3.2 above).
It is an appeal to (potential) shared knowledge OUTSIDE the discourse, so sddan does
not impact the propositional content of the utterance. These findings suggest the
truth-conditional criterion too appears to be satisfied.

5.1.3 Stance expression
A DPM can act subjectively to express speaker stance, where the speaker positions
him/herself relative to the interlocutor and topic at hand. Here we test sddan against
this criterion.

In (28), Noora performs extensive discursive legwork before finally getting to the
brunt of her utterance - her former co-worker was ‘bitchy’.

(28) NOORA: =eller anden made sa- (.) og hun er (.) hun er jo sede nok nir hun

vil veere det. Me[n] hun er ()=
‘=or another way so- (.) and she is (.) she is sweet enough you know
when she wants to be. But she is (.)=’

METTE: [Ja].
‘[Yeah].

NOORA: =hun hun var ikke s- serlig ofte hun var til at vere det hun var
sa’n lidt bitchy ikke?
‘=she she wasn’t it [sweet] es- especially often she was sd’n a little
bitchy right?’

(C4:137-141)

In prefacing this description, Noora goes out of her way not to come across as the
type of person who freely maligns others. She describes the co-worker as ‘sweet
enough,” though only at times and not ‘especially often.” When she finally verbalizes
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it, she uses sddan, together with ‘a little,” to soften the statement further, followed by
an appeal for understanding to her listener with ‘right’ (literally, ‘no?’). Sddan allows
Noora to communicate her opinion of someone while simultaneously mitigating
potential judgment from her listener. These results suggest Pichler’s (2013) subjec-
tive criterion is satisfied.

5.1.4 Utterance interpretation guidance
A DPM can act intersubjectively to guide utterance interpretation, where the
speaker provides communicative clues to narrow the meaning potential of what
is said and to manage the relationship between speaker and hearer. Here we test
sddan against this criterion.

In the first of three selected excerpts, Mette answers Noora’s question about how
her new workplace, an offshoot of a much larger and established retail brand, com-
pares to the parent store.

(29) Og sa’n lidt mere koncept store agtig (0.1) s&’n vi har en homeafdeling og vi
saelger ogsa beger og vi [har en]=
‘And sd’n a little more concept store-ish (0.1) s@’n we have a home goods
department and we also sell books and we [have a]=’
(C4:43-44)

Mette uses sddan to paint a picture for her interlocutor. Noora has never visited the
store. The first sddan resembles a hedge — coupled with lidt ‘a little’ and agtig ‘ish’ -
whereby Mette tries to evoke Noora’s notion of a concept store to help her grasp
what the store is like. In other words, she appeals to a paradigmatic example - that
of the ‘concept store’ — and simultaneously signals that this entity is roughly under
the same category. With the second sddan, she elaborates, using sddan as an exem-
plifier to build upon her previous statement, a discursive move that is akin to adding
brushstrokes to the painting. Like Jensen’s (2013a) recognitional use, Mette’s use of
sddan guides Noora’s interpretation of the topic under discussion.

In the next example, the speaker uses sddan to appeal to and gauge the listener’s
knowledge base. Here, Noora has just explicitly checked in with Mette’s knowledge,
asking if Mette has ever been to Bali. When Mette says she hasn’t, Noora appeals to
Mette’s potential knowledge of other locations Noora believes to have a similar vibe.

(30) NOORA: Altsa sa’n ud ved kysten, det er sd’n meget (...) Venice Beach

eller s&’n
lidt Co- lidt Miami vibe.
‘Well s@’n along the coast, it is s@’n really (...) Venice Beach
or sd’n a little Co- a bit Miami vibe.’

METTE: Ja.
‘Yeah’

NOORA: Eller sa’n lidt, du ved,
‘Or sd’n a bit, you know,’

METTE: S&n [fest].
‘Sa’n [party]

NOORA: [Men-] Ja. Ja s@’n lidt surf. Motorcykel.
‘[But-] Yeah. Yeah sd’n a little surfing. Motorcycle.

>
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METTE: Hmm.
‘Hmm.
NOORA: Tattoo shops. Altsa det er sa’n lidt for, altsa det er meget
europeiske ikke?
‘Tattoo shops. I mean it is sd’n a little too, I mean it is really
European right?’
METTE: Ja.
“Yeah’
(C4:432-441)

In (30), sddan functions similarly to (29) where the hedged, paradigm-appealing
function is followed by elaborating, exemplifying usages. Noora uses sddan to
describe and check understanding. Note also the cooperative act of Mette employing
sddan to add to Noora’s description, even though Mette has never visited Bali. This
excerpt illustrates the construction and negotiation of shared assumptions and
understanding in interaction, thus highlighting some instrumental intersubjective
facets of sddan.

In the final extract, sddan is used during metalinguistic commentary that explic-
itly guides utterance interpretation. Mette describes how she felt when she’d go to
work at an unenjoyable former job.

(31) METTE: =Jeg havde ondt i maven da jeg gik pa arbejde. Eller ikke s&’n ondt i
maven [men jeg ha- jeg havde det] si’'n=
‘=I had a stomachache when I went to work. Or not sd’n a
stomachache [but I fe- I felt-] s@’n’
NOORA: [nej men jeg kender det godt.]
‘[No but I know what you mean.]’
METTE: =‘Hummf’
‘Hummf.’
(C4:65-68)

Mette says her stomach hurt when she went to work. But, realizing Noora may inter-
pret this literally, she includes a metalinguistic comment where sddan underscores
she didn’t literally have a stomachache, but rather she felt a sense of dread. Thus,
using sddan allows the meaning potentials of her statement to be explicitly
narrowed.

In sum, the three excerpts illustrate how sddan functions intersubjectively to
manage the relationship between speaker and hearer. The first two excerpts show
intricate negotiations of Jensen’s (2013a) recognitional use (‘as you know’) and
Brinton’s (1996:38) ‘confirming shared assumptions’ as the speakers appeal to
and gauge the listeners’ knowledge base. The third excerpt, in (31), highlights
sddan’s function in ensuring understanding, in this case whether something is to
be understood literally or figuratively. These findings suggest Pichler’s (2013) inter-
subjective functional criterion is met.

5.1.5 Discourse cohesion
A DPM can act textually to furnish cohesion between utterances, resulting in dis-
course. Here we test sddan against this criterion.
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Elaborating the speaker’s train of thought is perhaps sddan’s clearest use in cre-
ating discursive cohesion. In (32), Mette describes her student job. She enjoys the
current job much more than a previous job which, at the excerpt’s start, she has just
finished describing.

(32) METTE: S&’n jeg blev sa treet af det. For mig er det jo netop det der med,

(...) altsa
jeg ved godt der ikke er s& meget fremtid i det nedvendigvis jeg har
heller ikke lyst til at std i en butik hele mit liv.
‘Sa’n 1 got so tired of it. For me it is actually that, (...) I mean
I know there’s not necessarily so much of a future in it I don’t want
to work in a store my whole life either.’

NOORA: Hmm mmm.
‘Hmm mmm.

METTE: Men. Jeg har netop ikke den der fornemmelse nar jeg gar péa arbejde.
Eller (sa’n) for mig det er- har jeg netop det job fordi (...) at
det (.) tager ikke sa meget mere energi.
‘But. I specifically don’t have that feeling when I go to work. Or
(sa’n) for me it is- I have the job precisely because (...) it (.)
doesn’t take so much more energy.’

NOORA: Hmm.
‘Hmm.

METTE: Altsa sa’n jeg kan tage p- ga pa arbejde,
‘T mean sd’n I can go t- go to work,’

NOORA: Hmm.

‘Hmm.

METTE: Tjene nogle penge. Og sé tenker jeg ikke pa det (.) nar [jeg] ikke
er der.
‘Make some money. And then I don’t think about it (.) when 'm
not there.

(C4:96-109)

Mette appreciates a student job where she can mentally clock-in and clock-out. The
three sddans here elaborate her statements about the value she finds in her job.
Sddan, especially the last two, is a reformulation, akin to ‘in other words’ or ‘for
example’ or ‘what I mean is’. In this way, sddan provides discursive connectedness
and has an illustrative, explanatory function. These results suggest Pichler’s (2013)
textual criterion is satisfied.

5.1.6 Summing up

In sum, we are on solid footing in both understanding and analyzing Danish sddan
as a DPM as per Pichler’s (2013) definition. Evidence from the corpus shows sddan
can function: 1) subjectively in expressing stance, 2) intersubjectively in guiding
utterance interpretation, and 3) textually in constructing cohesion in discourse.
DPM sddan is syntactically optional, and in some cases the rules of Danish syntax
highlight DPM sddan’s syntactic optionality in ways not possible in English. Finally,
as with DPMs more generally DPM sddan does not show an ability to alter truth-
conditions.
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5.2 Research Question 2: Functions of sadan in Interaction

In Section 5.1, we argued sddan does qualify as a DPM in line with Pichler’s (2013)
operationalized definition. As part of our investigation, we showed how DPM sddan
serves textual, subjective, and intersubjective macro-functions. In this section, we
seek to specify sddan’s functions more granularly. The results show sddan illustrates;
exemplifies; marks hesitation; approximates a quantity; mitigates, hedges, or softens;
and allows self-correction or self-repair.

5.2.1 lllustrating (or expanding/explaining)

Sddan can be used to ‘illustrate’ (Diskin 2017) by expanding or drawing attention to
certain elements in the discourse. In (33), what sddan highlights is an important
factor in understanding the difficulty Clara has with recording her thesis interviews.

(33) =fordi det er noget jeg skulle gore (.) sa’n (.) undervejs og, (.) sorge [for
det hele-]
‘=because it is something I have to do (.) sd’n (.) as I go along and (.) make
sure [it all-]’
(C2:87-88)

That she must do several things simultaneously - record a conversation, create a
conference call through a special app, and conduct the interview - is what makes
things difficult. The speaker underscores this fact by way of sddan.

5.2.2 Exemplifying

The data show speakers frequently use sddan to give an example, usually where
glossing it with for eksempel ‘for example’ is possible. In (34), Noora has just men-
tioned she’s contemplated moving to Bali after graduation, with Mette suggesting it
is a great time to do so.

(34) NOORA: Jeg har virkelig overvejet det. At det eh at eh naeste vinter. Nér
det hedder November maned. Sa tror jeg jeg tager til Bali fordi,
(...) altsa det job (.) sa’n freelance (.) og skrive, [og] lave en
dokumentar det=
Tve really considered it. That eh that eh next winter. When it is
November. Then I think I'll go to Bali because, (...) I mean the
job () sd’n freelance (.) and writing, [and] making a documentary it’
METTE: [Hmm.]
‘(Hmm.]’
NOORA: =eh (...) Det kan jeg jo godt lave der.
‘eh (...). I can certainly do that there.’
(C4:282-287)

Noora says ‘the job’ but then uses sddan to exemplify how the job is “freelance’ (and
thus flexible) by listing examples of what ‘the job’ entails: freelancing by writing
and making a documentary.

https://doi.org/10.1017/50332586521000159 Published online by Cambridge University Press


https://doi.org/10.1017/S0332586521000159

70 Christian Schoning, Jern Helder & Chloé Diskin-Holdaway

In (35) the speaker has just received a compliment for her minimalistic stroller
setup. She says that she and her partner aren’t the types to bring lots of luggage with
them. They even take only carry-ons for trips to the U.S. She concludes:

(35) Sa jeg tror bare det var sa’n ikke rigtig os med sa’n den der stor pusletaske.
‘So I just think it was sd’n not really us with sd@’n that big diaper bag.’
(C1:171-172)

The bolded sddan gives an example of something that would not really ‘be us’ -
namely, one of those big diaper bags that other parents carry around.

5.2.3 Filler or hesitation marker

Sddan is a useful linguistic resource when speakers hesitate or want to buy time to
plan what to say next. In (36), Lis discusses her plans to visit the family sum-
mer house.

(36) LIS:  Sajeg kan godt nok vere tilbage i weekenden s& men bare sa’n (.)
jeg tror-
‘So I can probably be back by the weekend so but just s@’n (.) I think-’
EVA: Det er den 27ene (ikke?)
‘Tt is the 27th (right?)’
(C3:150-152)

Sddan gives Lis time to formulate what she wants to say, in tandem with ‘so,” ‘but,’
Gust, and T think’. It appears to be a ‘conventionalized or routinized’ (Hasund
2003:234) clustering of words without much independent import. It could be argued
that this is a cluster consisting entirely of DPMs, as at least their English equivalents
have been treated in the literature (e.g. for ‘so” and ‘but’, see Schiffrin 1987; for
T think’, see Karkkdinen 2003:178; for just’, see Tagliamonte 2005). Eva seems
to interpret the sddan-cluster as a filler or hesitation marker as well. She takes
the opportunity to interject with a clarificatory question of her own.

5.2.4 Approximative adverb
In the data only one clear example of sddan as an approximative adverb was found.
In (37), the speakers discuss prices for recording apps.

(37) Det er ikke s& dyrt det er ogsa nogle, (.) 30 kroner eller s&’n 40 kroner.
‘It is not so expensive it is also some, (.) 30 Danish crowns or sd’n 40 Danish
crowns.
(C2:20-21)

Sddan approximates the price 40 kroner, something reinforced given the speaker
gives a price range for the apps.

5.2.5 Mitigator or hedge
Sddan as a mitigator or hedge was common in the corpus. Section 5.1.3 showed how
sddan can be used to mold stance expression for politeness purposes. In the corpus,
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sddan was found to soften statements or assessments, especially when combined
with lidt “a little/a bit’ (see examples in (28), (29), and several in (30) above).
For example, in (38) Lis tells Eva how she feels stressed while writing her
Master’s thesis.

(38) LIS:  Og jeg jeg er sa’n lidt(.) lidt altsd super nederen ven lige for tiden.
‘And I T am sd’n a little (.) a bit I mean super sucky friend at the
moment.’

EVA: Hmm.

LIS:  Jeg er bare sd’n jeg er bare altid s- jeg er pisse sur.
T am just sd’n I am just always s- I am freaking grouchy.’
(C3:19-22)

With the first sddan, the combination with lidt ‘a little/a bit’, which occurs fre-
quently when sddan functions in a mitigating/hedging fashion, reinforces a soften-
ing of her statement that she has been a sucky friend. It is a way of protecting herself
from being overly critical or making a sweeping statement. The second sddan
appears with another potential hedge, bare just’. This second sddan could be inter-
preted as a hesitation marker, or as another hedge to avoid overstating how irritable
she has been. (We discuss sddan’s overlapping functions in Section 5.3 below.) In
both instances here sddan could be glossed with ‘sort of or ‘kind of.

5.2.6 Self-correction (or replacement/repair)

While less common than illustrating or mitigator functions, the data also shows
sddan used to self-correct or repair a previous statement. The ‘self-correction’ func-
tion can frame the correction of an error, misinformation, or a false start (Diskin
2017). In (39), the speaker describes the complications of recording while simulta-
neously conducting an interview.

(39) Nar jeg er si’n- interviewet er (.) undervejs. Det kan jeg ikke.
‘When I am sd’n- the interview is (.) underway. I can’t do it
(C2:104-105)

Here sddan precedes a ‘self-initiated self-repair’ (Clift 2016:236). The speaker begins
with the subject jeg ‘I’ (i.e. first-person singular) but decides to change it to inter-
viewet ‘the interview’ (i.e. third-person singular) midway through the utterance.

In (40) one could argue Clara uses sddan as a filler. But given the lack of pause we
believe a better interpretation is that she uses sddan to replace what she had started
saying (det hele ‘the whole’) with a more specific formulation of what she meant
(den der veksling ‘that shift’). The excerpt in (40), then, is another example of
self-initiated self-repair with sddan.

(40) CLARA: Fordi jeg stadig. Klart. Altsa det er jo det der med at det hele sa’n-
den der veksling mellem @@.
‘Because I still. Of course. I mean it is you know the fact that the
whole sd’n- that shift between @@.’
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SOFIE:  Ja ja.
‘Yeah yeah’
CLARA: Mellem empiri og teori ikke?
‘Between empiricism and theory, right?’
(C2:546-549)

5.2.7 Summing up

The extracts analyzed in this section reveal a breadth of sddan’s interactive func-
tions. Based on the current data, sddan can serve: (i) illustrating, (ii) exemplifying,
(iii) filling or hesitating, (iv) approximating, (v) hedging or mitigating, and (vi) self-
correcting interactional functions. Some functions appear to have already been
reported in the DDO definition (see Section 3.1). For instance, the mitigator/hedge
function mirrors definition (iib), which says that sddan is ‘used to express that a
statement approximates a more apt or precise formulation’, and definition (iic)
which states that sddan is ‘used as an expression for hesitation or caution’.
Similarly, the approximative adverb function aligns with definition (iid), which says
that sddan means ‘Approximately, about’ and in the example sentence is used to
qualify an amount. Sddan’s illustrating function appears to have some overlap with
Jensen’s (2013a) recognitional use. Other functions, including sddan’s exemplifying,
hesitation marking, and self-corrective functions do not appear to have been
reported elsewhere.

5.3 Multifunctionality

In Section 5.2 we suggested a range of discourse-pragmatic functions that sddan can
play and provided exemplars of those functions in interaction. However, our data
reveals many instances of sddan involving multiple, simultaneous discourse-
pragmatic functions. Because our paper is an exploratory examination of a previ-
ously under-described and understudied expression, we want to illustrate the wide
breadth and rich interweaving of sddan’s functions. In the Discussion we use exam-
ples from this section to support the idea that assigning DPMs a principal function
risks overlooking their multifaceted functional nature. In the interest of space, we
have only narrowly included previously given extracts, and direct the reader to the
appropriate sections of this paper for the fuller extract and additional explanation.

First, we turn to an ‘illustrating example’. In (41) Clara describes the mixed feel-
ings she has about having to give a presentation in German.

(41) Ja ja. Men s@’n pa den én side sé er jeg si'n lidt ‘Whoa! Fuck.” S&’n pa den
anden side sa har jeg det sa’n ‘Jeg meder aldrig de der mennesker igen’.
‘Yeah yeah. But s@’n on the one hand then I'm sd’n a little ‘Whoa! Fuck.’
Sa’n on the other hand then I am sd’n Tm never going to meet these
people again’’
(C2:470-472)

It is notable that sddan accompanies the highly-planned (see Schourup 1999),
contrastive, discourse-structuring pair ‘on the one hand... on the other hand
(OT1H/OTOH)’. The discourse-marking pair can be seen as both playing a
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discourse-structuring (textual) role that establishes ‘coherence relations’” (Scholman,
Rohde & Demberg 2017:47), and a marking, or illustrating, role (textual/intersub-
jective). Here sddan could be interpreted as a textually driven exemplifier, loosely
paraphrasable with ‘for instance’. But it could also be drawing attention to the con-
trast that ‘OT1H/OTOH’ communicates. Fleischman & Yaguello (2004) argue
against the idea that multiple consecutive DPMs serve redundant roles, asserting
instead that each DPM is ‘presumably carrying out a different pragmatic function’
(p. 139). Even if this is true, it is difficult to tease out which of the two DPMs (sddan
or OT1H/OTOH) is illustrating, exemplifying or discourse-structuring. This exam-
ple demonstrates the rich interweaving of sddan’s interactional functions, especially
when combined with other DPMs, and the difficulty of delimiting just one principal
function.

Second, we show an ‘exemplifier-elaborator’. In (42) the second sddan demon-
strates overlap between the illustrating and exemplifying functions, which we coded
as ‘exemplifier-elaborator’. It could be interpreted as textual, offering a continued
example that structures the discourse, or as an illustrator, elaborating on new details
of a continued train of thought. Neatly delineating the two is difficult.

Third, we analyze a ‘hedged exemplifier which includes a tentative offer’. In (42),
the first sddan demonstrates the overlap of a hedged exemplifier. The speaker adds
to the ongoing description of the store, but here also mitigates the statement
together with words like ‘a little’ and ‘ish’.

(42) Og sa’n lidt mere koncept store agtig (0.1) sd’n vi har en homeafdeling og vi
selger ogsa beger
‘And sd’n a little more concept store-ish (0.1) sd’n we have a home goods
department and we also sell books’
(C4:43-44 - from the excerpt in (29) above)

What we describe as a ‘tentative offer’ occurs in (43) and (44). The example in (43)
gives a potential description of Bali, and (44) expands on the spirituality the inter-
locutor experienced at a yoga class. Both are statements offered by the listener to
add, rephrase, or check her understanding of what the speaker is saying. As such,
they demonstrate sddan’s interactive, intersubjective utility.

(43) S&’n [fest].
‘Sé’n [party].
(C4:436 - from the excerpt in (30) above)

(44) Sa’n noget karma agtigt.
‘Sa’n something karma-ish.’
(C4:505)

Neither (43) nor (44) have a question intonation. Question intonation would signal
a difference in cognitive assumptions and make a request for clarification, akin to
how ‘like’ can mean ‘you mean’ (as in: A: I'm with Christian. B: Like from my lin-
guistics class?). Instead, they are said as statements, so are best understood as hedged
exemplifiers. In neither case was the person present to experience what is described,
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and thus may be unsure if the interjected assessment matches what the interlocutor
describes.

Fourth, we turn to a ‘paradigmatic example in focus’. In instances like (42), (45),
and (46), sddan seems to contain hedging, exemplifying, and illustrating aspects. In
all three, the speaker draws attention to the example which signals a reservation that
the example is not precisely identical. Nevertheless, it is sufficiently representative to
paint a picture in the mind of the interlocutor.

(45) Altsa s@’'n ud ved kysten, det er sa’n meget (...) Venice Beach eller sa’n
lidt Co- lidt Miami vibe.
‘Well sa’n along the coast, it is sd’n really (...) Venice Beach or sd’n a
little Co- a bit Miami vibe.”
(C4:432-433 - from the excerpt in (30) above)

(46) Men min kollega ##((name)) havde faktisk ogsa- altsa de boede i sa’n et ret
lille Norrebro lejlighed egentligt altsa
‘But my colleague ##((name)) actually also had- I mean they lived in sd’n a
quite small Nerrebro apartment actually’
(Cl1:34-36 - from the excerpt in (1) above)

In (42), it is the notion of a concept store. In (45), it is the vibes of certain other
beach cities. In (46), it is the concept of a Norrebro apartment. The hedging aspect
could signal the imprecise fit the example represents, but it could also acknowledge
that the two speakers’ have different conceptualizations of a Norrebro apartment or
concept store and feelings about such cities as Miami or Venice Beach. Even if the
speaker were to see a precise overlap between, say, Bali and Venice Beach, it is
uncertain that the listener would agree. These three examples illustrate how
sddan can evoke an example while simultaneously marking it as new, important
information and mitigating the degree of its suitableness as a paradigm.

To sum up, the excerpts analyzed in this section underscore the densely inter-
connected functions that can co-occur within a given instance of sddan. They illus-
trate simultaneous: illustrating and exemplifying (also as elaborating and
exemplifying), hedging and exemplifying, and combined illustrating, hedging,
and exemplifying to evoke a paradigmatic example. The intertwined discourse-
pragmatic functions exist both within and between the textual, subjective, and inter-
subjective domains.

6. Discussion

This paper has shown sddan’s noteworthy multifunctionality. Used in quotatives
and general extender constructions, and to serve a diverse array of discourse-
pragmatic functions, sddan performs a wide breadth of roles. DPMs have been
described as ‘notoriously multifunctional’ (D’Arcy 2017:1), meaning they can not
only serve different discourse-pragmatic functions in different contexts, but they
can also exhibit several functions simultaneously (Andersen 2001:64; Beeching
2016:6), between or within textual and interpersonal modes (Schiffrin 1987:60-
61; Hasund 2003:57; Pichler 2010). At times in the present data, flavors of different
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pragmatic functions — a dash of hedge, a pinch of exemplification — permeate the
usages. Neatly delineating a specific instance’s principal discourse-pragmatic func-
tion from the multiplicity of sddan’s functions is difficult, and, as Cheshire
(2007:188) would argue, counterproductive. As Waters (2016:51) adeptly notes,
assigning instances to ‘single functional categories is in danger of giving one func-
tion priority over any other(s) that might also be at work’. Such tactics risk our
understanding of the larger functional picture. Indeed, we have argued that
sddan can simultaneously serve several functions. For instance, we have demon-
strated overlap between the textual and interpersonal domains, such as when
sddan precedes the provision of an example, playing a cohesive role, while simulta-
neously helping to mark the following information as important or hedged/miti-
gated, playing an interpersonal role (see Section 5.3). Qualitative, context-based
discourse analyses of DPMs are valuable in the nuanced understanding they allow.

In addition to improving our general understanding of DPMs, the results pre-
sented here have implications for future research. First is the value of corpus-based
dictionaries in more accurately reflecting actual language use. The corpus-based
DDO seemed to have identified several DPM uses in their definition of sddan.
Dictionaries can often be conservative in their definitions and editors can be loath
to add what they deem ‘ungrammatical’, ‘dialect’, ‘slang’, or ‘vulgar’ usages
(Andersen 2001:215-216), regardless of how widespread they are in everyday life.
If dictionaries do include a definition that mirrors DPM usage, it is often maligned.
For example, the prestigious Danish-English dictionary from Gyldendals Rede
Ordboger describes sddan as a tomt fyldeord [empty filler] before translating
to the English ‘sort of (Axelsen 2007). And the Oxford English Dictionary
describes its sole definition of DPM ‘like’ as ‘a meaningless filler’ (https://en.
oxforddictionaries.com/definition/like; accessed 20 April 2018). In contrast, relying
on corpora enables the DDO to follow its goal of focusing on moderne dansk sprog
[modern Danish language] and more accurately reflect actual language use, includ-
ing the use of sddan. Having more corpus-based dictionaries could provide useful
benchmarks and reference points for future linguistic studies. Second is the value of
studying a breadth of DPMs across languages to uncover generalities as well as idi-
osyncrasies. The Danish grammatical rule of inversion sheds some light on sddan’s
DPM status (see Section 5.1.1). This example shows that grammatical rules of a
given language can facilitate DPM categorization.

As regards future directions, firstly, this study did not include an analysis of
sddan’s positional distribution. Previous DPM research has benefitted by showing
the markers’ positional restraints, or relative lack thereof. Position in the sentence
has been shown to correlate with discourse-pragmatic function (Diskin 2017). In
Danish, Andersen (1982) suggests modal particles retain their ‘non-modal’ meaning
if positioned at the beginning of the sentence (fundamentfeltet, see Diderichsen
1946), whereas their modal functions emerge when positioned within the sentence
(nexusfeltet, see Diderichsen 1946). Both Davidsen-Nielsen (1996) and Lundskeer-
Nielsen & Holmes (2010:413-414) make similar claims, saying that Danish DPMs
are restricted to the central field of the sentence. There is also evidence from
Norwegian and Swedish that DPMs do not appear in initial position (Altenberg
2010) but can appear in either central or final position (Borthen 2014, Fretheim
2014, Berthelin & Borthen 2019). Future analysis of Danish DPMs’ position within
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the sentence could inform our understanding of their developmental trajectory
(D’Arcy  2005:209), including their grammaticalization paths (Andersen
2001:272, 294).

Second, this paper has established that sddan is highly recurrent among the
twenty-something female participants who comprise the transcribed corpus. A
future sociolinguistic study could investigate usage across apparent time to put these
participants’ use of sddan into context. Although the situation is complex, there is a
popular view that young females are often linguistic innovators (Labov 2001:279;
Tagliamonte 2005:1896; D’Arcy 2007:412, 2017:119; Meyerhoft 2011:225;
Beeching 2016:11). So, if the frequency and function of sddan’s use among this
study’s participants is broader than the general Danish population, such a study
could establish whether there is a change-in-progress in sddan’s development into
a DPM.

Third, studies could identify what other DPMs, if any, exist in Danish that play a
similar role to sddan. DPMs rarely have just one equivalent across languages
(Mosegaard Hansen 1998:7-8). One potential candidate is the Danish word ligesom
‘like, as’. If we look at (47), with both sddan and ligesom, it appears that ligesom also
displays DPM characteristics. The speaker here is discussing her sister’s boyfriend,
who is a musician and is also eager to have children.

(47) Men han har ogsé en lidt sa’n urealistisk forventning om hvordan hans
turnéliv ligesom kan passe ind i det der med et barn
‘But he also has a little sd’n unrealistic expectation about how his touring
lifestyle ligesom can work with having a child’
(C1:269-271)

Sddan works together with lidt “a little’ to hedge against condemning the boyfriend
for having an entirely unrealistic expectation. Ligesom appears either to draw atten-
tion to the unlikeliness of the situation working out or soften the blow of such an
assertion.

Ligesom appears in Andersen’s (1986) list of ‘distance markers’ (distancemarkorer),
which he suggests are used to soften what could otherwise be perceived as a categorical
claim. And the Norwegian liksom (the corollary of Danish ligesom) has been studied by
Hasund (2003), where she found it played very similar discourse-pragmatic functions to
what we have found for sddan. Interestingly, Hasund (2003:243) reported that liksom
tended to cluster with sdnn ‘like this/like that’, which is the Norwegian equivalent of
Danish sddan.

Frequency of ligesom in the current corpus (14 total tokens) is dwarfed by sddan
(273 total tokens, 157 as DPMs). Moreover, the functional versatility of sddan
appears to be larger than ligesom, at least for the moment. Nevertheless, it seems
well worth a future research endeavor. For instance, if there are indeed two simul-
taneous ‘like’-related DPMs in Danish, is there evidence for a change-in-progress,
whereby sddan as a DPM fully replaces ligesom? Or, during such competition
between two functionally similar linguistic variants, will one of the forms specialize
into a narrower functional niche? Both options are for instance in line with
Fruehwald & Wallenberg’s (2013) general theory of categorical linguistic variation
and could prove an interesting test case if the variation between sddan and ligesom is
investigated and tracked over time.
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Fourth, if it is determined that sddan shares functions with ligesom/liksom, future
studies could determine if sddan constitutes a Danish parallel to the English DPM
‘like’ which shares a lexical source with ligesom/liksom. Research has attested to
‘like’-related DPMs in languages as varied as Bislama, Finnish, Italian, and
Hebrew (Levey 2006). Fleischman & Yaguello (2004) argue that ‘like’-related
DPMs across languages are found in lexical forms that originally possess a semantic
meaning of comparison or similarity, which is clearly true in the case of sddan.
Based on their findings of extensive overlap between English ‘like’ and French genre,
Fleischman & Yaguello (2004:143) issue a call-to-action: ‘Cross-language pragmat-
ics would be well served by additional studies testing out the findings of this inves-
tigation on data from other languages’. Such studies first identify the markers used
by different languages — a goal to which the current study contributes — and then
sketch the functional-semantic and syntactic development stages (Fleischman &
Yaguello 2004). Such cross-language study drives at a core question of DPMs:
“To what extent do all languages share a basic set of [them] with the same core prag-
matic meaning?” (Fraser 1990:395).

7. Conclusion

While DPMs have been described as showing ‘semantic shallowness’ (Brinton
1996:34), they are not meaningless and in fact ‘pertain to the very essence of com-
munication” (Wierzbicka 1986:519). Indeed, after having confirmed Danish sddan
as a DPM, this paper has illustrated the myriad important discourse-pragmatic
functions sddan displays in interaction. In service of larger textual, subjective,
and intersubjective macro-functions, sddan is used in the ten female speakers’ 43
minutes of transcribed conversation to illustrate; exemplify; mark hesitation;
approximate a quantity; mitigate, hedge, or soften; and self-correct or self-repair.
Moreover, we have shown that sddan operates multifunctionally, often incorporat-
ing several functional ‘flavors’ at once. These results were possible because of the
form-based, qualitative approach taken to understand the full range of functions
on display in each instance of sddan. Such an approach also problematized the
privileging of one functional category at the exclusion of others. This study’s value
extends to its inclusion in the relatively smaller DPM literature on languages other
than English. It has demonstrated the importance of studying DPMs cross-linguis-
tically, as with the Danish rule of inversion that demonstrated sddan’s grammatic
optionality. Maschler & Schiffrin (2015:205) write that even studies focusing on a
relatively narrow aspect of DPMs’ meaning can ‘teach us something about their role
in discourse’. The goal of this paper has been to serve as a preliminary, qualitative,
form-based investigation into the functions of DPM sddan in hopes of promoting
further qualitative and complementary quantitative studies on sddan specifically
and Danish DPMs generally.

Supplementary material. To view supplementary material for this article, please visit https://doi.org/10.
1017/50332586521000159
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Notes

1 Tokens of sddan or sd’n appeared at a rate of 30.9 tokens per 1,000 words across the four conversations,
for a total of 273 tokens. The form was between the third and the fifth most used word in each conversation.
For rough comparison, sddan was used at a rate of 9 tokens per 1,000 words in BySoc (Henrichsen 1998:
available at https://bysoc.ku.dk/), a corpus based on sociolinguistic interviews in the 1980s. In our corpus,
sadan’s DPM use comprised on average 58% of tokens, with 25% quotative uses and the remainder split
between non-DPM and general extender uses. The DPM sddan use alone featured at 17.7 tokens per 1,000
words on average, for a total of 157 tokens. To compare, Andersen (2001:224) called English DPM like
‘massively recurrent’ based on 2.7 tokens per 1,000 words and Larsen (2015) reported Danish DPM ikk’
‘right’ at 2.7 tokens per 1,000 words.

2 When used as an adjective and placed after the determiner, sddan requires declension for gender and
number (Jensen 2013b:93). DPM sddan is never used in a way that requires declension.

3 Because of Christensen & Jensen’s (2018) categorization, we can only definitively say that sddan was used
in the ‘sddan’ category and ‘sadan-noget’ categories. However, there are other categories where sddan is
included in examples but this breakdown is not provided (e.g. in the ‘ting’ category, the example ‘og
sddan nogle ting’ ‘and things like that’ is given).

4 Waters (2016:42) says this specifically in the case of analyses of adverb-like DPMs, though earlier in her
chapter she explains that, while she uses adverb-like DPMs as a case study to make her points, the recom-
mendations made through her chapter are applicable to DPMs more generally.

5 Available at: https://samtalebank.talkbank.org/browser/index.php?url=Sam2/anne_og_beate.cha.
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