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Based on spontaneous speech data from adults and children in an acquisition corpus, this 
paper discusses ‘optional’ verb-second (V2) word order in wh-questions in present-day 
Norwegian dialects, arguing that the variation is due to a diachronic change in progress. 
The argument is based on the nature of the variation and the frequencies with which the 
different wh-questions are attested in typical child-directed speech. The paper takes a 
microparametric approach to V2 which assumes the existence of many V2 grammars, 
differing from each other with respect to information structure and the status of the 
various wh-elements. These grammars are learnable because children are sensitive to 
minor but linguistically relevant distinctions in the acquisition process. Nevertheless, 
certain distinctions are vulnerable to change if the corresponding cues are expressed in 
the children’s input with a very low frequency. On this perspective, gradual historical 
development may be considered to be the result of many small I-language changes in 
succession.  

 
 
1. INTRODUCTION 
This paper discusses microvariation with respect to word order in wh-questions in Norwegian 
dialects, attested in a corpus of spontaneous speech. The variation is based on an interaction 
of syntax and information structure and can be found by comparing the production of 
individual speakers speaking the same or slightly different regional dialects. Different wh-
elements require different word orders, V2 (verb second), non-V2 or both (in different 
contexts), and four distinct categories are identified based on their internal complexity, from 
the least complex element ka ‘what’ to full wh-phrases. 1 In cases where either word order is 
syntactically possible, the word order chosen in context is dependent on information structure, 
V2 generally being preferred when the subject conveys new or focused information and non-
V2 when the subject is informationally given. Based on different frequencies produced with 
the two word orders across the four types of wh-element, three different grammars are identi-
fied, a default V2 grammar, a mixed grammar and a default non-V2 grammar. Individual 
speakers are found to have separate information structure grammars for the different types of 
wh-element, which means that the microvariation involves an interplay of syntactic and 
pragmatic factors. 

This synchronic microvariation is argued to reflect a diachronic development from V2 to 
non-V2 in Norwegian dialects. The process is originally due to an economy principle in 
acquisition which causes children to treat elements as heads, if possible (Head Preference, van 
Gelderen 2004). This affects the least complex wh-element first, ka ‘what’, and then spreads 
to the others. The argument is based on the nature of the variation, which displays a clear 
directionality across the different wh-elements, non-V2 word order being consistently less 
acceptable with increasing complexity. Further support for this argument is found in other 
                                                
1 In this paper I use the term non-V2 for the word order that lacks verb movement. In some previous studies this 
has been referred to as V3, but this is a bit of a misnomer, since, if adverbs are present, the verb may appear in 
fourth or fifth position or even further to the right in the sentence. 
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languages, e.g. Italian and German dialects, where similar distinctions are found. It is also 
shown that Norwegian children are sensitive to this microvariation from early on. 

The paper is organized as follows: In the next section I briefly outline the word order 
variation in wh-questions in Norwegian dialects that is familiar from previous work. I then 
present some new data from eight adults in an acquisition corpus, showing that the two 
possible word orders are attested with very different frequencies and that there is a great deal 
of individual variation. In the following two subsections I present even finer microvariation, 
which is based on information structure and the frequencies with which the two word orders 
are attested with individual wh-elements in the data. Section 3 provides some data showing 
that the distinctions that are relevant in Norwegian dialects are also found in other languages, 
while section 4 presents some child language data which indicate that these minor distinctions 
are easily learnable. In section 5 I discuss the diachronic scenario, taking into account factors 
such as economy, frequency, and children’s sensitivity to natural classes of categories, formu-
lated as so-called micro-cues. Finally, section 6 contains a brief summary and conclusion. 
 

2. MICROVARIATION IN WH-QUESTIONS IN NORWEGIAN DIALECTS 
2.1 Background 
Although both written varieties of Standard Norwegian (bokmål and nynorsk)2 require V2 
word order in all kinds of wh-questions, there is no strict V2 requirement in this clause type in 
many Norwegian dialects. This has been discussed by e.g. Åfarli (1986), Taraldsen (1986), 
Lie (1992), Sollid (2003), Vangsnes (2006), Westergaard (2003, 2005a) and Westergaard and 
Vangsnes (2005). Both Vangsnes (2006) and Westergaard (2005a) have argued that this 
variation reflects a historical development in progress from V2 to non-V2 word order. This 
argument is not based on sociolinguistic or historical studies, but on the nature of the varia-
tion. The data presented in this paper are similar in this respect, taking into account further 
variation that seems to only be detectable by studying frequencies in spontaneous production.  

Vangsnes (2006) identifies several microparameters for the variation across the dialects, 
related to the length and function of the wh-element. For example, while some dialects allow 
both V2 and non-V2 in all kinds of wh-questions, e.g. Nordmøre (see Åfarli 1986), other 
dialects make a distinction between long and short (monosyllabic) wh-elements. This is 
shown in examples (1) and (2) from the Tromsø dialect, which illustrate that, while V2 is 
required in questions with long wh-elements, word order is apparently optional with the 
monosyllabic ones.  
 
(1) Ka      slags rødvin    vil   du  ha?/*Ka slags rødvin du vil ha?  V2    (Tromsø) 
 which kind  red.wine will you have 
 ‘What kind of red wine would you like?’ 
(2) Ka    er yndlingsfargen din?/Ka yndlingsfargen din er?   V2/Non-V2 
 what is favorite.color     yours 
 ‘What is your favorite color?’ 

 
In most dialects there is also a distinction between subject and non-subject questions. In 

the Tromsø dialect for example, subject questions have a syntactic requirement for the relative 
complementizer som in second position, as shown in (3). This means that V2, which is 
required in the standard language also in these cases, is in fact ungrammatical in the dialect. 
While this is an important feature of the dialect, the focus in this paper will nevertheless be on 
non-subject questions, and the structure in (3) will therefore generally be disregarded. 

                                                
2 Norwegian has two written standards, bokmål and nynorsk, see e.g. Venås (1993) or Vikør (1995). 



MICROVARIATION AS DIACHRONY: A VIEW FROM ACQUISITION 

 3 

 
(3) Kem som ringte i går? / *Kem ringte i går? 
 who  SOM   called yesterday 
 ‘Who called yesterday?’ 
 

With respect to the two word orders possible in questions with monosyllabic wh-words, 
illustrated in (2), dialect speakers are generally unable to detect any difference in meaning 
when these questions are uttered out of context. In some previous work (e.g. Nordgård 1985, 
Taraldsen 1986), it was assumed that only non-V2 was truly grammatical in these contexts in 
northern dialects, and the fact that speakers generally accepted V2 was attributed to inter-
ference from the standard language. But a sample of spontaneous speech investigated in 
Westergaard (2003) revealed that both word orders are in fact also produced by dialect 
speakers. The sample, which was taken from an acquisition corpus, consisted of 300 wh-
questions produced by one adult female, and it was found that the two word orders were 
represented with more or less equal frequencies, 45.3% V2 (136/300). 3 

It was also shown that there were clear and statistically significant patterns for the 
speaker’s choice of word order, dependent on the type of subject and the type of verb in the 
question. V2 was typically used when the subject was a full DP or the pronoun det ‘it/that’, 
normally used as a demonstrative, and the verb was a form of være ‘be’. Non-V2, on the other 
hand, was used when the subject was a personal pronoun and the verb any other verb than 
‘be’. This is illustrated in (4a) and (5a). 

 
(4) a. kor      er  skoan          hannes henne? (INV, file Ole.17) V2 

where are shoe.DEF/PL his        LOC 
‘Where are his shoes?’ 

b. kor     dem er   henne?      Non-V2 
where they are LOC 
‘Where are they?’  

(5) a. kor     du   har  henta       de      der    pinnan hen? (INV, file Ole.21) Non-V2 
where you have picked.up those there sticks   LOC 
‘Where did you pick up those sticks?’ 

b. du # kor      de     pinnan kommer fra?  
you  where those sticks    come       from 
‘Where do those sticks come from?’ 

 
These preferences were interpreted as a result of information structure, V2 being chosen 

when the subject is discourse new or focused (and the verb is typically ‘be’, which is inher-
ently informationally light), while non-V2 is used when the subject is informationally given 
or discourse old. Personal pronouns, which normally refer to given entities, thus often appear 
in non-V2 constructions, while full DPs and demonstratives, which are used for pointing out 
and focusing on certain elements (even those that may be given in the context), therefore 
often appear with V2. But the two word orders may also appear with different subject and 
verb combinations than in (4a) and (5a). Relevant examples of that are the follow-up ques-
tions in (4b) and (5b). In (4b) non-V2 is chosen even though the verb is ‘be’, the reason being 
that the subject, which is mentioned in the previous discourse (and now referred to by a pro-
noun), is informationally given. And in (5b) non-V2 appears with a full DP subject, which is 
possible since the subject has already been mentioned (as the object in the previous utterance) 
                                                
3 The corpus consists of 70 recordings of three children in spontaneous conversation with their parents and two 
investigators (see section 4 below). Apart from 10 files collected and transcribed by the author, the corpus has 
been collected by Merete Anderssen (see Anderssen 2006). 
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and thus represents given information. Similar word order patterns are found in declaratives in 
the history of English, see e.g. van Kemenade (1987), Kroch and Taylor (1997) or Haeberli 
(2002).4 A connection between syntax and information structure is also argued to exist in Old 
High German, see e.g. Hinterhölzl and Petrova (submitted.) This is also in accordance with 
Bresnan and Nikitina (2007), who argue that, when the syntax allows different word orders, 
discourse factors typically take over and govern speakers’ word order choices in actual 
production. 

Although this pattern of information structure is presumably only detectable in spon-
taneous speech, these findings have been to some extent confirmed by grammaticality judge-
ments in a study of the Sogn dialect (Vangsnes 2007). In the following examples there is an 
introductory sentence which provides the context. It is then followed by a question, either 
with V2 or non-V2. In (6) the subject of the question is given information, while in (7) the 
subject has not been previously mentioned in the context. 
 
(6) Eg ha so vidt begynt å fao aoversikt øve kem so e med i Bondevik-regjeringi. 
 ‘I have just started to get an overview of who is in the Bondevik government.’ 

a.  Kem 'ru  lika best ao ministeradn,  dao?    Non-V2 
  who  you like best  of ministers.DEF then 
b.  Kem lika 'ru best ao ministeradn,  dao?    V2 
  who  like you best of ministers.DEF then 

  ‘Who of the ministers do you like best then?’ 
 
(7) Da mao no vera litt løge å styra ei fleirpartiregjering. 
 ‘It must be nice to be in charge of a majority government.’ 

a.  Kem statsministeren  lika  best i regjeringi             si, 'rao?  Non-V2 
   who  prime-minister   likes best in government.DEF his then 
b.  Kem lika statsministeren best i   regjeringi            si, 'rao?  V2 
  who likes prime-minister   best in government.DEF his then 

  ‘Who does the prime minister like best in his government?’ 
 

When asked to judge the grammaticality of the questions in context, the Sogn speakers 
(N=29) always judged the V2 sentences as perfect (possibly because this word order corre-
sponds to the standard language), while the non-V2 sentences were slightly degraded in 
grammaticality. Importantly, sentences such as (6a), where the subject constitutes given infor-
mation, were consistently judged as more acceptable than questions like (7a). The mean score 
for (6a) was 6.69 (on a scale from 1 to 7, the highest score referring to complete grammati-
cality), while the score for (7a) was 5.14. 

This pattern of information structure is incorporated into a Split-CP model of clause 
structure, originally proposed in Westergaard and Vangsnes (2005) and obviously inspired by 
Rizzi (1997, 2001). The two different word orders are argued to be the result of movement to 
a projection in the CP domain, in Westergaard (2007a) called the low Top(ic)P (distinct from 

                                                
4 In Old and Middle English declaratives, V2 typically appears with full DP subjects and non-V2 with pro-
nominal subjects, as illustrated in (i) and (ii). Both Bech (2001) and Westergaard (2005b) have analyzed this 
pattern as the result of the information value of the subject. 

(i) Him geaf ! a     se  cync twa hund      gildenra pænenga.   V2         (OE) 
him  gave then the king two hundred golden   pennies 
‘Then, the king gave him two hundred pence in gold.’ 

(ii) Hiora untrymnesse he sceal ! rowian on his heortan.    Non-V2 
their   weakness      he shall  atone      in his heart 
‘He shall atone in his heart for their weakness.’      (from Haeberli 2002: 88-90) 
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the high TopP which is responsible for declarative force).5 The low TopP is argued to attract 
informationally light elements, typically the verb ‘be’ to the head position or a pronominal 
subject to Spec.6 This means that the subject and the verb ‘compete’ for movement to this 
projection, and the informationally lighter element wins out, so to speak. For example, in a 
sentence where both elements are light, e.g. ‘be’ and a pronominal subject, the word order 
chosen will depend on whether the speaker wishes to put some focus on the pronoun. The 
structure of the two word orders is illustrated in the trees in (8) and (9), where informationally 
light or heavy subjects are marked with the feature [+/-FOC]. 
 
(8)   IntP                 (Troms¿: V2 wh-question) 
          3 
    [Int°]               l-TopP 
     WHmonosyll.       3 
            l-Top°               ... 
            Vfin                     TP 
     3 
          DP [+FOC]       ... 
 
(9)    IntP         (Troms¿: Non-V2 wh-question) 
          3 
    [Int°]                   l-TopP 
     WHmonosyll.                 3 
   Spec          l-TopÕ 
   DP [-FOC]     3 

      l-Topº      ... 
 

In this model, the Int(errogative)P is the highest head in the CP domain and types the 
sentence as a wh-question. Thus, it can be regarded as simply a more specified kind of Rizzi’s 
(1997) ForceP, providing information about the illocutionary force of the sentence. In Wester-
gaard and Vangsnes (2005), it is assumed that the finite verb moves to the head of the IntP in 
V2 contexts in Standard Norwegian. In the Tromsø dialect, monosyllabic wh-elements have 
been reanalyzed as heads and may therefore occupy this position, preventing verb movement 
and V2. And this is when the lower TopP may take over, ensuring that V2 word order appears 
sometimes, more specifically when the subject is marked [+FOC]. 

Finally, in Westergaard (2005a), two more adult speakers from the acquisition corpus are 
investigated, living in Tromsø but speaking a slightly different dialect (Kåfjord, about 150 km 
further north). This dialect marginally allows non-V2 also with long wh-elements, illustrated 
in (10), as does the dialect spoken in the next municipality, Nordreisa. Discussing word order 
in Nordreisa, Sollid (2003) argues that this word order is due to language contact with a non-
V2 language (Kven/Finnish) around the beginning of the previous century. The situation in 
Kåfjord is similar, in that there has been extensive language contact with Sami, another non-
V2 language. The most striking difference between these speakers and the one investigated in 
Westergaard (2003), however, is the proportion of the two word orders with monosyllabic 
wh-words, the Kåfjord speakers producing considerably less V2 than the Tromsø speaker. 
This difference was given an analysis in terms of a diachronic development from V2 to non-
V2, which was argued to be more advanced in Kåfjord, or possibly reversed in Tromsø due to 
influence from the standard language. 
 

                                                
5 In Westergaard (2007a) the ForceP of RizziÕs model is split into several different heads depending on clause 
type, declaratives being Top(ic)Ps, wh-questions Int(errogative)Ps, etc. 
6 In Westergaard and Vangsnes (2005), it was assumed that the functional projection involved in this type of 
movement was the Foc(us)P. 
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(10)  korsen vi kom   til Ingunn i dag? (MOT, file Ann.09)  Non-V2 
  how     we came to Ingunn today 
  ‘How did we get to Ingunn’s today?’ 
 

In the present paper the remaining five adults in the corpus are investigated with respect 
to the word order produced in wh-questions. Further microvariation is attested and this is 
incorporated into the historical analysis of the data, which is further refined with respect to 
minor linguistically relevant distinctions, children’s sensitivity to these distinctions as well as 
some frequency issues that may shed light on the spread of the change. 
 

2.2 More Spontaneous Speech Data 
In this section the data from all the adults (six parents and two investigators) in the acquisition 
corpus are presented. The eight adults all live in Tromsø and speak a variety of northern dia-
lects. Three of the speakers grew up in Tromsø, while the remaining five come from different 
rural areas both to the south, east and to the north of the town. Table 1 gives an overview of 
the speakers’ total production of V2 in non-subject questions with monosyllabic wh-words.  
 
Table 1: Non-subject questions with monosyllabic wh-words produced by adult speakers. 

Speakers % V2  
FAT, Ann.01.21, M, b. 1952, Kåfjord   2.5 (3/118) 
INV, Ina.01-27, F, b. 1968, Senja   3.9 (34/873) 
FAT, Ina.01-27, M, b. 1965, Målselv 10.0 (22/219) 
MOT, Ann.01.21, F, b. 1957, Kåfjord 14.8 (114/771) 
MOT, Ole.01-22, F, b. 1967, Tromsø 16.5 (26/158) 
MOT, Ina.01-27, F, b. 1968, Lenvik 29.9 (147/491) 
INV, Ole.13-22, F, b. 1956, Tromsø 45.3 (136/300) 
FAT, Ole.01-22, M, b. 1966, Tromsø 68.4 (67/98) 

 
The most striking aspect of Table 1 is the great variation among the eight speakers. While 

the speaker investigated in Westergaard (2003), the investigator in the Ole files, produces 
more or less even proportions of the two word orders, the majority of the speakers produce a 
clear predominance of non-V2, while one Tromsø speaker produces a predominance of V2 
(FAT Ole). 

A natural question to ask is whether these differences are part of regional and/or socio-
linguistic variation. In Sollid’s (2003) study of the Nordreisa dialect, she finds that male 
speakers to some extent accept more non-V2 than female speakers and older speakers more 
than younger speakers. As mentioned above, she argues that the use of non-V2 word order in 
Nordreisa is due to the long-term contact with a non-V2 language, but that this is now in the 
process of being leveled out due to more contact with standard Norwegian and other dialects 
in the area. Westergaard (2005a) also speculates that regional and sociolinguistic factors 
could play a role, Tromsø being more like the standard language (V2) than the rural areas, and 
female speakers possibly being less likely to use the non-standard word order than males. 
This was based on the production of three speakers only (INV Ole, MOT Ann, FAT Ann), as 
well as some data from a small elicitation study of four Tromsø teenagers, three girls and one 
boy (K. Westergaard 2005), using the methodology described in Vangsnes (2006). The three 
girls produced approximately 70% V2 (58/84), considerably more than the boy (who pro-
duced only 20%, 6/30) and also more than the adult female speaker investigated in Wester-
gaard (2003). Given the age difference between the Tromsø speakers, it was also suggested 
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that the diachronic change in progress in northern dialects was being reversed in the relevant 
areas (Tromsø, Kåfjord, Nordreisa), in the direction of the standard language. This would not 
be an unlikely scenario, especially in Tromsø, where there has been an extensive influx of 
speakers with Eastern Norwegian dialects (which do not allow non-V2 in wh-questions) over 
the past 35-40 years. According to Bull (1990), the Tromsø dialect has been undergoing 
change in many areas of the grammar during this time. 

The variation illustrated in Table 1 does not support any of these speculations. There is a 
female Tromsø speaker who produces as much non-V2 as the rural speakers, and a male 
Tromsø speaker (her husband) who produces much less non-V2 than all the female speakers. 
Based on the information available at this point, it seems safer to conclude that there is simply 
extreme individual variation with respect to the word order of wh-questions in northern 
dialects. This also corresponds to findings in another small elicitation study carried out by E. 
Westergaard (2007); among the eight speakers investigated in that study (2 male and 2 female 
teenagers and a corresponding group from the parent generation), no pattern in terms of sex or 
age was found, but again considerable individual variation, from 76% V2 (one male adult and 
one female teenager, raw figures 39/51 and 26/34 respectively) to as little as 12% V2 (3/26, 
one male teenager). Obviously, these findings do not necessarily disprove any of the specula-
tions made for the Tromsø dialect in Westergaard (2005a), but clearly show that data from 
many more speakers would be required to investigate such sociolinguistic variables. 

It should also be noted that there is no awareness of this syntactic variation in the com-
munity. Most speakers are utterly surprised when it is pointed out to them that they produce 
two different word orders in wh-questions, which also suggests that this is an unlikely socio-
linguistic variable. As mentioned in the previous section, speakers are also unable to detect 
any difference between the two word orders when sentences are uttered in isolation. This 
applies not only to the speaker who produces both word orders with an almost equal 
proportion, but also to the speakers who produce almost exclusively non-V2, (some of the 
speakers have been interviewed and asked to judge the grammaticality of certain sentences 
after the corpus was made).7 Accordingly, speakers have no awareness of the frequencies with 
which they produce the two word orders either.  

A natural question to ask is whether the variation in Table 1 is simply an E-language 
phenomenon that represents a random choice of V2 vs. non-V2 or whether there are patterns 
in the speakers’ usage of the two word orders that may reflect I-languages differences among 
them. This question is addressed in the next section. 
 
2.3 Random usage or systematically different grammars? 

Westergaard (2005a) argues that the production data of the three adult speakers investigated 
display two different I-language grammars; while the Tromsø speaker has a truly mixed V2 
grammar, the two Kåfjord speakers have a default non-V2 grammar. This is based on the 
subject and verb types typically appearing with the two word orders. Recall that in the sample 
of the Tromsø speaker, V2 was chosen predominantly with the verb ‘be’ and full DP subjects 
(or the demonstrative det), while non-V2 mainly appeared with pronominal subjects and other 
verbs. By comparison, the two Kåfjord speakers produced non-V2 with any subject and verb 
combination; hence, this word order was considered the default, while V2 survived as a 
remnant word order only in the most typical cases (i.e. with ‘be’ and full DP subjects). 
Furthermore, based on the sparse data in K. Westergaard’s (2005) study of the Tromsø 
teenagers, it was suggested that there could also exist a default V2 grammar. 
                                                
7 It should be noted that at the time when the corpus was made, there was no intension on the part of the 
investigators to study the adult data. Thus, none of the adult speakers had any conscious focus on their own 
language use during the recording sessions. 
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The new data presented in this paper generally confirm the idea of the three different 
grammars; mixed, default V2 and default non-V2. But now they can be illustrated by com-
paring the three adult Tromsø speakers in the corpus. Table 2 provides the percentage of V2 
with the different subject and verb combinations in the mixed grammar:8 When the subject is 
a full DP or det and the verb is ‘be’, V2 is chosen as often as 82.6% of the time, while for the 
combination pronominal subject and other verbs than ‘be’, non-V2 is clearly the preferred 
word order, V2 appearing only 1.7% in those cases. This illustrates the mixed grammar, 
where both word orders are used, but in different contexts: V2 when the subject is 
informationally new or focused, non-V2 when the subject conveys given information. 
 
Table 2: Percentage of V2 with different subject and verb combinations in non-subject questions 
with monosyllabic wh-words, mixed grammar, 45.3% V2 (INV Ole, Tromsø). 

Subject \ Verb være ‘be’ Other V 
Full DP/det 82.6% (128/155) 20.8% (5/24) 
Pronoun 20% (1/5) 1.7% (2/116) 

 
As mentioned above in connection with examples (6) and (7) produced by this speaker, 

the two word orders may also appear with other combinations than the most typical ones, if 
the discourse situation is right for it. Therefore, we cannot expect categorical 100% vs. 0% 
distinctions in this table, as it considers the word order used with particular subject and verb 
combinations and not the information value of the subject in each case. These combinations 
must thus be taken to be approximate reflections of the discourse patterns in the data. 

 We may then consider a speaker who uses predominantly non-V2 word order, the 
mother in the Ole files. Table 3 shows that all the percentages for V2 are below 50%, 
meaning that for this speaker, non-V2 is the preferred word order for all subject and verb 
combinations. This is even the case for the combination that is typically used with V2 in the 
mixed grammar, full DP subjects and ‘be’. In the grammar of Ole’s mother non-V2 is in fact 
chosen twice as often as V2 with this combination, V2 appearing only 33.3% of the time. An 
example of this is provided in (11). 

 
Table 3: Percentage of V2 with different subject and verb combinations in non-subject questions 
with monosyllabic wh-words, default non-V2 grammar, 16.5% V2 (MOT Ole, Tromsø). 

Subject \ Verb være ‘be’ Other V 
Full DP/det 33.3% (16/48) 17.9% (5/28) 
Pronoun - (0/4) 6.4% (5/78) 

 
(11) kor     den store traktoren  er henne den som du   kan sette på? (MOT, file Ole.03) 
 where the  big    tractor.DEF is  LOC     that SOM you can sit    on 
 ‘Where is the big tractor, the one that you can sit on?’ 
 

The third Tromsø speaker, the father in the Ole files, is the only adult in the corpus who 
produces a predominance of V2 (68.4%). A closer investigation of the subject and verb com-
binations appearing with the two word orders reveals that V2 is clearly preferred in this 
grammar, with as much as 94.9% in the most typical case. The combination that most often 

                                                
8 The data in this table are also presented in Westergaard (2005a: 278), but in a slightly different way. There, the 
two word orders are taken as the point of departure, and the subject and verb combinations used with V2 vs. non-
V2 are provided (as raw figures). In Table 2 here, the subject and verb combinations are the starting point, and 
then the word order preference is provided as a percentage. This is arguably a more appropriate way of 
il lustrating the word order choices made by the I-language grammar. 
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appears with non-V2 in the other two grammars, pronominal subject and verbs other than ‘be’ 
is produced with a considerably higher percentage of V2 compared to the other two speakers 
(40% vs. 1.7% and 6.4%), and an example is provided in (12). However, it is not above 50%, 
and the reason for this is related to further microvariation that is explored in the next section. 

 
Table 4: Percentage of V2 with different subject and verb combinations in non-subject wh-
questions, default V2 grammar, 68.4% V2 (FAT Ole, Tromsø). 

Subject \ Verb være ‘be’ Other V 
Full DP/det 94.9% (37/39) 62% (18/29) 
Pronoun - (0/1) 40% (12/30) 

 
(12) ka     hete        han? (FAT, file Ole.09 
 what is-called he 
 ‘What is he called?’ 
 

If the word order usage illustrated in Tables 2-4 reflects three different I-language 
grammars, there should be a syntactic difference between them. The mixed grammar was 
already described as one where a projection in the CP domain, the lower TopP, is responsible 
for the two word orders. As illustrated in (10) and (11) above, this projection attracts informa-
tionally light elements and moves them to the left – either the verb to the head position of the 
lower TopP, resulting in V2, or the subject to the Spec position, resulting in non-V2. In 
Westergaard and Vangsnes (2005) a consistently V2 grammar in wh-questions (such as 
Standard Norwegian) is assumed to have verb movement to the Intº head, and a consistently 
non-V2 grammar must then be assumed to have no verb movement. But what about the 
default V2 and non-V2 grammars? In the default non-V2 grammar, V2 survives in special 
cases, mainly with the verb ‘be’, which incidentally is also the case in declaratives in present-
day English (see Birner 1995), illustrated in (13).  
 
(13) We have complimentary soft drinks, coffee, Sanka, tea and milk.  

Also complimentary is red and white wine. (from Birner 1995: 237) 
 
In Westergaard (2007b) it is argued that mixed V2 in declaratives in the history of English is 
also due to the low TopP, i.e. it typically appears with informationally light verbs and corre-
spondingly heavy subjects. Although movement to this projection is no longer a productive 
process in English, speakers of the present-day language may still occasionally invoke the 
lower TopP in these special cases. This, I would argue, must also be the case for speakers of 
the default non-V2 grammar in wh-questions in Norwegian dialects. 

The variable word order in the default V2 grammar, on the other hand, must be related to 
the status of the monosyllabic wh-elements. Recall from the structures in (8) and (9) that the 
monosyllabic wh-elements were argued to have been reanalyzed as heads in the mixed 
Tromsø grammar. In the default V2 grammar these short elements presumably have a dual 
status, as heads as well as phrases. This means that speakers of this grammar experience a 
situation of low-level grammar competition.9 When the short wh-words behave as heads, they 
may move to Intº and block verb movement, the result being non-V2 word order with infor-
mationally given subjects only. When these elements behave as phrases, on the other hand, 
they move to SpecIntP, and the head position of this projection is then available for the finite 

                                                
9 This is different from the grammar competition often argued for in diachronic work, e.g. Pintzuk (1991), Kroch 
and Taylor (1997) or Lightfoot (1999), which is assumed to be competition between two settings of a major 
parameter. 
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verb to move to, irrespective of the information value of the subject. In this situation, 
therefore, V2 may appear with all kinds of subject and verb combinations. 

So far in this section we have identified three distinct I-language grammars in questions 
with monosyllabic wh-elements, differing from each other with respect to the way informa-
tion structure interacts with syntax. But recall that for two of the speakers (from Kåfjord) non-
V2 was also possible in questions with long wh-elements, as shown in example (10) above. 
This means that the eight speakers really represent four different V2 grammars in wh-
questions: a default V2 grammar, a mixed grammar, a default non-V2 grammar, and a default 
non-V2 grammar where the possibility not to invert has spread to questions introduced by the 
long wh-elements. In the next section we identify even further microvariation related to the 
initial wh-element. 
 

2.4 Further Microvariation 
A closer investigation of the adult production data reveals even finer microvariation than that 
discussed in the previous section. When considering the three monosyllabic wh-words ka 
‘what’, kem ‘who’ and kor ‘where’ separately, we find large frequency differences for the two 
word orders, see Table 5. 
 
Table 5: Percentage of V2 word order produced by adult speakers, monosyllabic wh-words. 
Speaker\wh-word ka ÔwhatÕ kor ÔwhereÕ kem ÔwhoÕ 
FAT Ann.01-21    1.1% (1/88) - (0/17) 15.4% (2/13) 
INV Ina.01-27   1.5% (9/598) 16.5% (13/79)   6.1% (12/196) 
FAT Ina.01-27    6.1% (10/165) 36.4% (8/22) 12.5% (4/32) 
MOT Ann.01-21   8.7% (46/527) 17.6% (23/131) 39.8% (45/113) 
MOT Ole.01-22 12.5% (15/120) 42.9% (9/21) 11.8% (2/17) 
MOT Ina.01-27 20.2% (68/336) 50.8% (30/59) 51.0% (49/96) 
INV Ole.13-22 31.9% (58/182) 56.7% (38/67) 78.4% (40/51) 
FAT Ole.01-22 51.9% (27/52) 81.8% (27/33) 92.9% (13/14) 
Total 11.3% (234/2068) 34.5% (148/429) 31.4% (167/532) 

 
The most striking aspect of the frequencies in Table 5 is that the question word ka ‘what’ 

appears with V2 considerably less often than the other two monosyllabic question words, 
11.3% vs. 34.5% and 31.4%. This generally also holds for individual speakers, except in cases 
where numbers are very low. For example, the mother in the Ina files produces as much as 
around 50% V2 with kor and kem, while she produces this word order only 20.2% with ka. 
This could of course be due to the question word ka simply appearing more often with the 
subject and verb combination that requires non-V2, pronominal subjects and verbs other than 
‘be’.  

But on closer inspection it turns out that this is not the case and that the speakers in fact 
have separate V2 grammars for individual wh-elements. For example, the father in the Ole 
files (taken to represent the default V2 grammar in Table 4), actually has a default V2 
grammar only with kor ‘where’ and kem ‘who’ (81.2% and 92.9%), while he has a mixed 
grammar with ka ‘what’ (48.1%). This is confirmed by the subject and verb preferences 
appearing with the two word orders, see Table A in the Appendix. Although the numbers are 
low, it is clear that the typical non-V2 combination of the mixed grammar, pronominal subject 
and verbs other than ‘be’, appears predominantly with V2 only with kor and kem, while the 
proportions for ka are like in the mixed grammar (cf. Table 2), with the two word orders 
preferred in different contexts. The explanation for why the typical non-V2 combination is not 
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attested with more than 40% V2 in Table 4 is thus that this speaker actually has a mixed 
grammar with the question word ka. 

The production of the mother in the Ina files provides another example of such a complex 
grammar. The percentages for the three monosyllabic question words shown in Table 5 
suggest that she has a default non-V2 grammar with ka ‘what’ (79.8%), while she has a mixed 
grammar with kem ‘who’ and kor ‘where’ (49.2 and 49.0%). The word order chosen with the 
different subject and verb combinations confirms this (cf. Table B in the Appendix): With ka 
non-V2 is preferred with all combinations, even full DP subjects and ‘be’. For the other two 
question words, the two word orders are preferred in different contexts. 

We thus have some evidence that ka behaves differently from the other two monosyllabic 
question words. It is not clear, however, that there is a consistent difference between kor and 
kem. One speaker seems to treat the two alike, while three speakers produce more V2 with kor 
‘where’ and the remaining four produce more V2 with kem ‘who’. In fact, some speakers 
seem to have different grammars also for these two question words, e.g. the father in the Ina 
files. A closer investigation of the subject and verb preferences in his production reveals that 
he has a default non-V2 grammar with kem (as well as ka), but a mixed grammar with kor, cf. 
Table C in the Appendix. 

There is also variation at the other end of the complexity scale. As reported in Wester-
gaard (2005a), the two speakers who allow non-V2 also with longer wh-elements make a 
clear distinction between these and the monosyllabic ones with respect to frequency. As 
illustrated in Table 6, there may also be a distinction between the disyllabic question words 
and full wh-phrases (although the numbers are quite low), which means that there now seems 
to be a distinction between four different types of wh-element. 
 
Table 6: The percentage of V2 word order across different wh-questions, MOT Ann (N=863). 

Wh-element ka ‘what’ kor/kem ‘where/who’ korsen/korfor/katti 
‘how, why, when’ 

Full wh-phrases 

% V2 8.7% (46/527) 27.9% (68/244) 80% (36/45) 91.5% (43/47) 
 

In previous work, e.g. Vangsnes (2006) and Westergaard (2005a), the historical develop-
ment from V2 to non-V2 has been assumed to start with the monosyllabic wh-elements and 
then spread to the longer ones. This is due to the nature of the variation: While there are some 
dialects where non-V2 appears with all kinds of wh-elements, many dialects only allow this 
word order with the monosyllabic ones. However, there are no dialects that allow non-V2 
with the long ones and not with the short ones. This seems to reflect the directionality of a 
diachronic development. 

The further microvariation that is attested as different frequencies produced in spon-
taneous speech may now shed some more light on this development. That is, we may now 
argue that the change starts with the question word ka ‘what’, and then spreads to the other 
two monosyllabic ones, either both simultaneously or one after the other (in either order). The 
change may then affect the disyllabic wh-elements, and finally the full wh-phrases. That is, 
the change seems to start with the least complex element and then proceed to the more 
complex ones. 

If this is a likely scenario, we would expect the relevant distinctions between the different 
types of wh-elements to be found also in other languages. Furthermore, they should be shown 
to be easily learnable by children. In the next section I provide some evidence that distinctions 
between different types of wh-elements are found both in Romance and Germanic languages. 
I then present some data from Norwegian child language in section 4 that further support this, 
before I return to a more detailed analysis of the diachronic process in section 5. 
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3. SOME EVIDENCE FROM OTHER LANGUAGES 
In this section I present some evidence from other languages that the distinctions found in the 
Norwegian data are based on natural linguistic categories and subcategories. The data show 
that there are syntactic differences between long and short wh-elements, between different 
long wh-elements, as well as a distinction between what and all other wh-elements. The 
evidence is taken both from Romance and Germanic languages, more specifically French and 
Italian dialects, Swedish, Swiss German and different German dialects. 

According to Poletto and Pollock (2004), certain Northern Italian dialects make a distinc-
tion between short and long wh-elements with respect to so-called doubling configurations, as 
shown in the following examples from the Illasi dialect spoken in Verona. That is, while the 
short ones may appear both clause-initially and in situ, illustrated in (14a-c) this is completely 
ungrammatical with the long ones, see (15a-b), and Poletto and Pollock therefore argue that 
the short ones are wh-clitics. 
 
(14)  a.  S’a-lo           fat     che?    

    what-has-he done what  
‘What has he done?’ 

b.  Ndo    e-lo   ndat endoe?  
where is-he gone where  
‘Where has he gone?’  

c.  Ci       alo      visto ci?  
whom has-he seen whom  
‘Who has he seen?’ 

(15)  a. *Parché e-lo  partio parché?  
why       is-he left     why  
‘Why has he left?’ 

b.  *S’ alo         magnà che   torta? 
what-has-he eaten   what cake 
‘What cake has he eaten?’  (from Poletto & Pollock 2004: 242-3) 

 
Furthermore, Munaro, Poletto and Pollock (2001) show that the North Italian dialect 

Bellunese makes a distinction between three types of wh-elements with respect to word order. 
Most bare wh-phrases appear obligatorily in sentence internal position (e.g. che ‘what’, andé 
‘where’), illustrated in (16), while phrasal wh-phrases must appear in sentence initial position, 
shown in (17). There are also certain bare wh-phrases which may appear in either position 
(e.g. qual ‘which’ and quanti ‘how many’), illustrated by the examples in (18).  
 
(16)  a. A-tu       magnà che? 

   have-you eaten   what 
b. *Che  a-tu        magnà? 
     what have-you eaten 
c. Sé-tu   ’ndat andé? 
   are-you gone where 
d. *Andé  sé-tu    ’ndat? 
      where are-you gone 

(17)  a. Quanti       libri    à-tu        ledest? 
    how many books have-you read 
b. *A-tu        ledest quanti        libri? 
     have-you read    how many books 
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(18)  a. Qual   avé-o       ciot? 
    which have-you taken 
b. Avé-o       ciot   qual? 
    have -you taken which  (from Munaro, Poletto & Pollock 2001: 149) 

 
Poletto and Pollock (2007) also identify three distinct types of wh-elements in the dialect 

Mendrisotto; wh-clitics, wh-phrases and so-called weak wh-pronouns (in the sense of Cardina-
letti and Starke 1999). The wh-clitics are shown to participate in one type of doubling struc-
ture with wh-phrases, while the weak wh-pronouns appear with wh-phrases in another kind of 
doubling configuration. It is argued that the three subcategories of wh-elements are not only 
different in their distribution but also in their internal structure. 

Distinctions between three different types of wh-elements are also found in Germanic 
languages. In Bayer and Brandner (2008), it is shown that there is a gradient distinction 
between the simplest wh-words, some slightly more complex ones and full wh-phrases with 
respect to the Ôdoubly filled COMPÕ phenomenon (DFC) in some German dialects, the inser-
tion of daß ÔthatÕ being more acceptable the more complex the wh-element is. This is illu-
strated by (19) and (20) from Eastern Bavarian: The sentence with a short wh-element is 
much less acceptable than the one with a full wh-phrase if the complementizer daß ÔthatÕ is 
present.  
 
(19)  I woass aa ned, wer (?*dass) allas am Sunndoch in da Kiach gwen is.  

I know  too not who   that   all    at   Sunday     in the church been is  
‘I don’t know either who all has been to church on Sunday.’  

(20)  I frog-me,   fia wos (dass)-ma an zwoatn Fernseher braucht.  
I ask-REFL for what that-one  a   second TV            needs  
‘I wonder what one needs a second TV for.’  (from Bayer and Brandner 2008: p. 2???) 

 
Similar findings are reported for two Swiss German dialects, St. Gallen and Lucern-

ese/Zürich (SG, LU/ZH), where DFCs may also occur. Schšnenberger (2006) has studied two 
adult speakers in a corpus of child-directed speech, and she shows that the distinctions in 
grammaticality are also reflected in different frequencies in spontaneous production. Thus, 
these data directly correspond to the Norwegian data presented in section 2. Schšnenberger 
has divided the wh-elements into three types depending on the number of syllables (mono-
syllabic, disyllabic and multisyllabic), and Table 7 shows that, while DFCs hardly ever appear 
with the monosyllabic wh-elements, they are more common with the long ones. And although 
numbers are quite low, there also seems to be a distinction between the different long wh-
elements in the Lucernese/ZŸrich dialect, DFCs appearing more often in sentences with multi-
syllabic wh-elements than in sentences with disyllabic wh-elements, see (21) and (22).  
 
Table 7: Weight of the wh-phrase and DFCs (adapted from Schönenberger 2006: 575). 

Wh-phrase Monosyllabic Disyllabic Multisyllabic 
+/- DFC (SG) 0/17   6/0   1/0 
+/- DFC (LU/ZH) 1/149 15/10 16/4 

 
(21)  Wie händ-r     gwüsst [wo      dore      dass-r    müend fahre]?  

how have-you known   where through that-you must    go 
‘How did you know in what direction you had to go?’  

(22)  Weisch du [worum s   Rössli       warm isch]?     
 know    you why      the horse.DIM warm is 

 ‘Do you know why the little horse is warm?’    (from Schönenberger 2006: 575) 
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There also seems to be a distinction between the word corresponding to ÔwhatÕ and all 

other wh-elements. Examples can be found in several Romance languages: In French there is 
a distinction between que ÔwhatÕ and other wh-elements in that only the former requires 
Stylistic Inversion or Subject Clitic Inversion, as illustrated in (23). Corresponding facts are 
also found in certain Italian dialects (Poletto and Pollock 2004). 
 
(23)  a.  Qui il    a    vu?  

who he has seen  
‘Who has he seen?’  

b.  Où      tu   vas? 
where you go 
‘Where are you going?’ 

c.  Quand on part? 
when   we leave 
‘When are we leaving?’ 

d.  *Que tu    as     dit? 
what  you have said 
‘What did you say?’ 

e.  Qu’as-tu          dit? 
what-have-you said 
‘What did you say?’          (from Poletto and Pollock 2004: 253) 

 
As for the special status of ‘what’ in Germanic, Bayer (2004) shows that while the 

Bavarian dialect generally allows DFCs, also to some extent with short wh-words, wos ‘what’ 
is different from all other wh-elements in that it is virtually ungrammatical with daß ‘that’, as 
shown in (24). He suggests that wos ‘what’ is a maximally underspecified wh-element which 
lacks features such as N, Case, and the semantic feature THING (-human).  

 
(24) ?* I woass [wos  dass-a  gern          trinkt] 
     I know    what that-he preferably drinks  
 ‘I know what he likes to drink.’              (from Bayer 2004: 4) 

Furthermore, wos ‘what’ is also the only element that can be deleted in this dialect. 
According to Josef Bayer (p.c.) there is a somewhat low-level style of speech in which 
questions such as (25) and (26a) are grammatical. Dropping any other wh-element would 
result in a deviant structure, however, and (26b) is therefore ungrammatical.10 

 
(25)   (Wos) mach-st -n         du   do? 
       what  make-2SG-PRT you there 
       ‘What are you doing there?’ 
(26) a. (Wos) is-n     de:s? 
          what  is-PRT this? 
           ‘What is this?’ 

                                                
10 Judgement from a native speaker of Standard German from the north of Germany on the following sentence, 
corresponding to (26a) in Bavarian, is that it sounds like Òsomething a child would sayÓ. Furthermore, it could 
only mean Òwhat is thatÓ, not e.g. Òwho is thatÓ. 
 (i) ist denn das? 
  is  PRT  that 
  ÔWhat is that?Õ 
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 b. *(Wer) is-n      de:s? 
      who    is-PRT this? 
      ‘Who is this?’      (Josef Bayer, p.c.) 

 
Finally, in the Southern Swedish dialect spoken in Kalmar, the relative complementizer 

som may be inserted in embedded non-subject questions. Again, the acceptability of this 
construction is dependent on the complexity of the wh-element: it is fully grammatical if the 
wh-element is a full phrase, less acceptable if the wh-element is short, and virtually ungram-
matical with vad ‘what’ (Ulf Teleman, p.c.), as illustrated in (27a-c). 
 
(27) a.  Jag visste inte hur   mycket vin (som) Erik skulle   ha    med sig. 
  I     knew  not  how much    wine SOM  Erik should have with REFL 
  ‘I didn’t know how much wine Erik would bring.’ 

b. Jag undrade    vem (?som) Erik skulle  få   träffa. 
 I     wondered who     som  Erik should get meet 
 ‘I was wondering who Erik would get to meet.’ 
c.  Jag visste inte vad (?*som) Erik skulle   köpa. 
 I     knew  not what     som  Erik  should buy 
 ‘I didn’t know what Erik was going to buy.’  (Ulf Teleman, p.c.) 

 
Thus, grammars where there is a separate syntax for certain wh-elements compared to 

others are clearly possible, as these differences refer to relevant and principled syntactic dis-
tinctions between e.g. clitic-like, weak and strong pronouns and full phrases. This predicts 
that these distinctions should be easily learnable by children, an issue that is discussed in the 
next section. 
 

4. EVIDENCE FROM CHILD DATA 
Westergaard (2003) also investigated the acquisition of the two word orders in questions with 
monosyllabic wh-words in a corpus of three children acquiring the Tromsø dialect, the same 
corpus that the adult data discussed in section 2 have been taken from. It was found that the 
mixed word order in these questions is attested early, generally as soon as the children start 
producing the relevant clause type. Table 8 provides an overview of the children’s production 
of V2 in complete wh-questions. Note that the two girls Ina and Ann produce a slight 
predominance of this word order (64% and 56%), while the boy Ole only produces V2. 
 

Table 8: Percentage of V2 in complete wh-questions produced by Norwegian children. 

wh-word INA 1;8.20-2;10.12 ANN 1;8.20-3;0.1 OLE 1;9.10-2;11.23 
ka ‘what’ 35% (48/137) 26.4% (19/72) 100% (1/1) 
kor ‘where’ 89.5% (128/143) 80.8% (63/78) 100% (42/42) 
kem ‘who’ 72.4% (21/29) 75% (9/12) 100% (3/3) 
Total 63.8% (197/309) 56.2% (91/162) 100% (46/46) 

 
The children also produce some incomplete wh-questions, lacking the wh-element, and 

Table 9 provides an overview of the two word orders produced by the three children in this 
question type. When these clauses are also taken into account, we see that Ole in fact also 
produces some questions with non-V2 word order. 
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Table 9: Wh-less questions produced by Norwegian children. 11 

INA 1;8.20-2;10.12 ANN 1;8.20-3;0.1 OLE 1;9.10-2;11.23 wh-word 
V2 Non-V2 V2 Non-V2 V2 Non-V2 

ka ‘what’ 1 (+5?) 117 0 0 1 (+15?) 11 
kor ‘where’ 0 (+2?)     6 0 2 3 (+6?)   2 
Total 1 (+5?) 123 0 2 4 (+21?) 13 

 
There are two crucial facts to note about the figures in Tables 8 and 9 that are relevant for 

the present discussion. Both refer to the status of the question word ka ‘what’. First and 
foremost, just like the adults, the children produce considerably less V2 with this question 
word than with the other two monosyllabic ones. Table 8 shows that the two girls produce as 
little as 35% and 26.4% V2 with ka ‘what’, compared to between 72.4% and 89.5% with kor 
‘where’ and kem ‘who’. If one also takes the wh-less questions into account, the different 
proportions are even more striking for Ina, with only 19.2% (49/255) V2 with ka compared to 
85.9% (128/149) with kor ‘where’. (Ann produces only 2 wh-less questions, which happen to 
be non-V2 with kor ‘where’, but given the low number this could simply be due to a coin-
cidence). We may now also include percentages for Ole, although the numbers for his pro-
duction of wh-questions are low: Combining both wh-less and complete wh-questions, he 
produces 15.4% (2/13) V2 with ka ‘what’ and 95.7% (45/47) with kor ‘where’. This indicates 
that the children are very sensitive to the distinction between ka and the other two short 
question words and consequently that they are able to produce frequencies that are similar to 
those produced by adults. 

The second important fact to note about Table 9 is that ka is also by far the most frequent 
wh-word to be dropped in the children’s production. Calculating the numbers for the three 
children together, we see that ka is dropped 130 times, while kor is only dropped 13 times; 
that is, ka is missing 10 times more often than kor. Note that this is not due to ka being more 
frequent overall in the child production: If we only consider the complete wh-questions in 
Table 8, all three children in fact produce more questions with kor ‘where’ than the other two 
question words. And if we also consider the wh-less questions, the relative proportions only 
change for Ina: She then produces considerably more questions with ka, 261, vs. 143 with 
kor. However, the proportion of wh-less questions with ka still makes up as much as 45.2% 
(118/261), while the proportion for kor is only 4.2% (6/143). This provides further evidence 
that children treat ka as different from the other two short question words from early on.  

We now move on to the children’s word order in questions with disyllabic wh-words and 
full wh-phrases. Recall that these require V2 in the Tromsø dialect and marginally also appear 
with non-V2 for two of the adult speakers. These question types are relatively infrequent in 
the child corpus, especially the full wh-phrases, and they also generally appear later in the 
child data than the monosyllabic ones. Nevertheless, the children clearly distinguish between 
these and the short ones syntactically, as the long ones appear almost exclusively with V2, as 
displayed in Table 10. An example is provided in (28). 

 

                                                
11 The figures in parentheses refer to examples in the corpus which are unclear, as they all start with a form that 
is pronounced [e:]. This could either be the present tense form of the verb være, er ÔisÕ,  or a question particle E 
(and has been transcribed sometimes as er and sometimes as E in the corpus). Question particles like this have 
also been attested for Swedish by Santelmann (1997). The existence of examples like the following in OleÕs 
files, where there is both E/er as well as another verb, suggests that at least in his early production, this should be 
analyzed as a particle: 

(i)  E/er      den hete? (Ole.08, age 2;2.12) 
 Q-PRT/is that is-called.PRES 
 Ô(What) is that called?Õ  
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Table 10: V2 word order in questions with long wh-elements in Norwegian acquisition corpus. 
File (Age) \ wh-word korsen ‘how’ korfor ‘why’ wh-phrases 
Ina.13-27 (2;5.25-3;3.18) 1/1 71/73 2/3 
Ann.17-21 (2;8.4-3;0.1) 1/1   0/1 0 
Ole.16-22 (2;8.5-2;11.23) 0 22/22 0 
Total 2/2 93/96 2/3 

 
(28) koffer har          han fått den? (Ina.22, age 2;10.2)   V2 
 why    have.PRES he   got that 
 ‘Why did he get that?’ 

 
According to Table 10, there are altogether 101 examples of questions with long wh-

elements in the child data, and 97 (96%) appear with target-consistent V2. The four non-target 
examples are produced by the two girls, one by Ann, who must be exposed to the occasional 
example of this word order in the input (given that her parents sometimes produce non-V2 in 
this question type). The three examples produced by Ina are somewhat unclear; one may be 
interpreted as an exclamative (and non-V2 would thus be expected) and the other two (which 
are identical) are not understood by the investigator (hence, the repetition), and may be an 
“overinterpretation” on the part of the transcriber. In any case, the general word order 
production in this question type clearly shows that the children treat the long wh-elements as 
different from the short ones. 

Finally, we consider the children’s mixed word order with the monosyllabic question 
words. It turns out that the subject and verb preferences are similar to those found in the adult 
data (the mixed grammar). That is, V2 typically appears with full DP subjects and ‘be’, while 
non-V2 is preferred with pronominal subjects and all other verbs. This is illustrated in (29) 
and (30). Based on these data, Westergaard (2003) concluded that children have an early 
sensitivity to information structure. 
 
(29) kor      er Ann sin  dukke hen? (Ann.04, age 1;11.0)  V2 

where is  Ann POSS doll     LOC 

 ‘Where is Ann’s doll?’ 
(30) ka     du   gjør? (Ann.10, age 2;3.9)     Non-V2 
 what you do.PRES 
 ‘What are you doing?’ 
 

In general, it is difficult to provide a full description of the children’s grammars, as the 
production is relatively limited. Nevertheless, it seems clear that the children at a very early 
stage have the capacity to develop different syntactic V2 grammars for different types of wh-
elements, as they distinguish between short and long wh-elements and treat ka ‘what’ as 
different from all the others. Moreover, they are sensitive to the information structure patterns 
involved in cases where both word orders may appear. 

 

5. DIACHRONY AND ACQUISITION: NATURAL SUBCATEGORIES, ECONOMY 
AND FREQUENCY 

This section discusses the diachronic development that is reflected in the microvariation 
attested in dialect speakers’ spontaneous production. Important for this discussion are natural 
classes of categories, children’s sensitivity to these subcategories in the acquisition process, as 
well as issues such as frequency and economy. 
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5.1 Subcategories and Micro-Cues 
As mentioned in section 3, Poletto and Pollock (2007) distinguish three types of wh-elements; 
wh-clitics, weak wh-pronouns, and full wh-phrases. The syntactic distribution of these ele-
ments is reflected in the complexity of their internal composition. Westergaard and Vangsnes 
(2005) and Westergaard (2005a) also argue that the short wh-words have a different status 
than the long ones in e.g. the Tromsø dialect. That is, the short wh-elements have been 
reanalyzed as clitic-like heads that move into the head position of the functional projection 
hosting interrogative features (IntP), thus preventing the finite verb from moving there and 
thereby allowing non-V2 word order to appear. Thus, two types of wh-elements are identified, 
heads and phrases. Given the spontaneous speech data presented in this paper, it seems to be 
necessary to distinguish at least four distinct types of wh-elements, differing from each other 
in terms of complexity and ranging from the least complex one, ka ‘what’, via the other 
monosyllabic wh-words and then the disyllabic ones, to full wh-phrases.  

One piece of evidence for the defective status of the monosyllabic wh-elements is the fact 
that stress on the wh-word is incompatible with non-V2 word order. This is illustrated in (31), 
which shows that, while the wh-word may be stressed when the word order is V2, this is com-
pletely ungrammatical with non-V2. This indicates that the monosyllabic wh-elements have a 
clitic-like status when they appear in the non-V2 construction. 
 
(31) KA   sa    du?/ *KA du sa?  
 what said you 
 ‘WHAT you say?’  
 

It may also be argued that ka ‘what’ is less complex than the other two monosyllabic wh-
words kem ‘who’ and kor ‘where’. This is the case both in terms of phonological complexity 
as well as semantic features. While kem ‘who’ and kor ‘where’ arguably contain person and 
place features respectively, ka ‘what’ may be argued to contain a simple [WH] feature only, 
as illustrated in (32). Recall that this was also argued by Bayer (2004) for the element wos 
‘what’ in the Bavarian dialect. 

 
(32) ka ‘what’        [WH] vs. kem ‘who’      [WH+m (person]] 
     kor ‘where’    [WH+r (place)] 

 
With respect to the disyllabic wh-elements and the full wh-phrases, it is relatively clear 

that they are different from the monosyllabic ones syntactically. Strings such as kor mange 
bøker ‘how many books’ or ka slags dyr ‘what kind of animal’ are clearly full syntactic 
phrases, while the disyllabic elements may have a dual status, as heads in one dialect (e.g. 
Nordmøre) and as phrases in others (e.g. Tromsø). In any case, they are phonologically more 
complex than the monosyllabic ones, and they also have a compositional semantics, e.g. 
korfor ‘why’ (lit. ‘where’ + ‘for’) or katti ‘when’ (lit. ‘what’ + ‘time’). The microvariation is 
thus based on very minor, but linguistically relevant subcategories, and in section 4 we saw 
that children are sensitive to these fine distinctions at an early stage. 

Much of the work within generative syntactic theory has been based on the existence of 
major parameters in language, e.g. the head parameter, the pro-drop parameter, the V2 para-
meter, etc. One of the reasons for proposing the existence of these parameters has been to 
explain the so-called poverty of the stimulus argument (see e.g. Chomsky 1986) and the speed 
and ease with which children acquire language. The idea has been that children would need 
very little exposure to the relevant structure to set a parameter to the right value, and as a 
result of this setting all aspects of the parameter would fall into place simultaneously. For 
example, a child would only need to hear a few examples of OV or V2 word order for this to 
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be generalized. This idea has also been the guiding principle behind LightfootÕs (1999, 2006) 
cue-based approach to acquisition and change, where a cue is a piece of I-language structure 
formulated in terms of major categories. For example, the cue for V2 is formulated as in (33), 
a structure where the finite verb appears in C.  
 
(33) CP[XP CV...]    (from Lightfoot 2006: 86) 
 

However, in recent acquisition work, as well as in this paper, it has been shown that 
young children are sensitive to minor distinctions in syntax and do not massively overgenera-
lize syntactic phenomena such as word order. For example, Roeper (2007) shows that young 
children pay attention to classes of categories in acquisition, e.g. different classes of verbs, 
and only overgeneralize within these classes. In response to these findings, Westergaard 
(2007a) has extended LightfootÕs cue-based approach and developed a model of micro-cues, 
see also Lightfoot and Westergaard (2007). This means that cues must be formulated in terms 
of much smaller entities than previously assumed. More specifically, for the issue at hand, 
this means that there must be separate word order cues for the different types of wh-elements 
in Norwegian dialects. Possible formulations of such cues in the Troms¿ dialect are provided 
in (34) and (35) for questions with long and short wh-elements respectively. The structure in 
(34) shows that when a phrasal wh-element appears in SpecIntP, the verb must obligatorily be 
in Int¼, while (35) expresses that verb movement to a lower CP head (the low TopP) occurs 
when the wh-element itself occupies Int¼ (i.e. is a head) and the subject is marked with the 
feature [+FOC].  
 
(34) Cue for V2 in questions with long wh-elements: IntP[ XP[+wh] Int°V... 
 
(35) Cue for V2 in questions with monosyllabic wh-elements: 

IntP[ Intº [wh ] LowTopP[ LowTop°V XP[+FOC]] ... 
 
The model of micro-cues and the distinctions between different classes or subcategories 

of wh-elements may then take care of the acquisition aspect of this microvariation. But if the 
distinctions between different wh-elements and the corresponding word order facts are so easy 
for children to learn, why is there historical change? This issue is addressed in the next 
section. 
 

5.2 Economy Principles in Acquisition 
The different syntactic behavior of long and short wh-elements in the DFC construction in 
German dialects has been explained in Bayer and Brandner (2008) by the concept of a ‘latent 
C-feature’. They argue that all wh-elements have such a feature, which generally means that 
they are potential complementizers. This feature is activated when the wh-element is a sister 
of TP, which means that it will only take place when the wh-element is monosyllabic. That is, 
monosyllabic wh-elements merge with TP, activate the C feature and project up to the CP 
level. In complex wh-phrases, on the other hand, the wh-element is embedded inside a phrase 
and may therefore not merge with TP. Instead daß is merged at this level, and the wh-phrase 
is merged higher and ends up in SpecCP.  

Westergaard (2005a) uses van Gelderen’s (2004) Head Preference principle to account 
for the variation between monosyllabic and disyllabic wh-elements in Norwegian dialects. 
This is an economy principle which is operative diachronically and used by van Gelderen to 
account for various well-known historical changes from Spec to Head, e.g. relative that in 
English. The principle can be formulated as in (36), and in accordance with the minimalist 
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framework, it is based on the argument that head-head checking is more economical than 
spec-head checking. For this reason an element will behave (and move) as a head, if possible. 
In Westergaard (2005a) this is argued to be the cause of the proposed reanalysis of the 
monosyllabic wh-elements as heads in the Tromsø dialect.  
 
(36)  Head Preference or Spec to Head Principle: 
 Be a head, rather than a phrase. (van Gelderen 2004: 11) 
 

In order for Head Preference to have an effect diachronically, it must be part of an 
economy principle in acquisition. In work on acquisition and child language data, one 
frequently encounters principles of economy which are used to explain children’s typically 
“smaller” structures than those of the target grammar. For example, Clahsen, Eisenbeiss and 
Vainikka (1994) and Clahsen, Eisenbeiss and Penke (1996) argue for economy of structure 
building within a weak continuity framework, which is based on the idea that children start 
out with lexical categories only and build up the functional structure of the clause gradually. 
In Platzack’s (1996) “Initial Hypothesis of Syntax”, on the other hand, it is argued that all the 
functional structure is available from early on, but that children will initially assume that there 
is no syntactic movement. Similarly, Westergaard and Bentzen (2007) argue for an economy 
principle of movement, which states that elements will only move as high up in the structure 
as there is clear evidence for in the input. 

Thus, the latent C-feature of Bayer and Brandner (2008) could be argued to be part of a 
more general economy consideration in acquisition, which may be formulated as Head 
Preference. That is, for any element which may be both a head and a phrase, such as a simple 
wh-word, it is more economical not to project any structure above the head level (familiar 
from Bare Phrase Structure, Chomsky 1995). This also applies when this element moves – 
moving as a head (into a head position) entails building less structure than moving into a Spec 
position. This seems to be the preferred structure for a young child, affecting production at an 
early stage. However, economy does not always win out in early child language, and the 
reason why Head Preference has a limited effect in acquisition is obviously that children are 
also very sensitive to input and acquire complex structures that override economy principles 
relatively early. To take an example from morphology, young children are found to be “little 
inflection machines” (Wexler 1999), also in languages where certain inflections are redundant 
(e.g. verbal agreement morphology in a non-pro-drop language such as German). This means 
that although Head Preference is an economy principle in acquisition, it is generally over-
ridden by faithfulness to the input and therefore only visible diachronically, as a result of 
situations in acquisition where a child occasionally fails to pick up the complexity of the 
ambient language (and this then spreads to other children). 

Given an economy principle such as Head Preference, it is not surprising that the 
diachronic change starts with ka ‘what’, the least complex and most head-like element of all 
the wh-words. The head status then gradually spreads to the other monosyllabic elements, kor 
‘where’ and kem ‘who’, either simultaneously or in either order. The resulting situation, non-
V2 word order with monosyllabic wh-elements and V2 with longer ones, seems to be a 
relatively stable one, as it survives in many Norwegian dialects for an extended period of 
time.12 This arguably reflects a robust linguistic distinction between heads and phrases. 
Nevertheless, in some dialects the head status may spread also to the disyllabic elements, and 

                                                
12 Little is known about the history of Norwegian dialects. According to Faarlund (2004), Old Norse had a clear 
V2 requirement in wh-questions. However, the fact that non-V2 is so widespread in Norwegian dialects, attested 
virtually everywhere except in the Eastern part of the country, suggests that it is not a new phenomenon, see 
Vangsnes (2006). In the Troms¿ dialect, non-V2 word order is first discussed in Iversen (1918), who considers it 
the unmarked word order in wh-questions. 
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the final stage of the development also involves full wh-phrases behaving syntactically like all 
other wh-elements. Since wh-phrases can obviously never be heads, this last part of the 
development must entail a different change: verb movement in wh-questions must be lost 
entirely to the IntP (it may of course still occasionally take place to the low TopP, displaying 
information structure patterns). Frequency of the different types of wh-questions is an 
important factor in this scenario, as the long wh-elements are considerably less frequent than 
the short ones. I return to this issue in the next section. 

The variation found with the DFC phenomenon in German dialects could possibly also be 
accounted for by Head Preference. That is, the variation across the dialects with respect to the 
types of wh-elements that may co-occur with the complementizer seems to suggest the same 
kind of directionality as in the Norwegian data: If DFCs appear with short wh-words, it 
implies that this construction should also be possible with the long ones. To my knowledge, 
there is no dialect where the situation is the other way around, i.e. where DFCs are possible 
with the short wh-elements but not with the long ones. This seems to correspond to a dia-
chronic development which starts out with DFCs being possible across the board and then 
affects the different wh-elements in an order that reflects their internal complexity, starting 
with the least complex one. The diachronic facts are apparently unclear, but according to 
Bayer (2007), the structures with daß ‘that’ are generally older than the ones without. It could 
then be argued that due to Head Preference, the least complex element was/wos ‘what’ has 
been reanalyzed as a head, as in some Norwegian dialects. As a consequence, this element 
competes with the Complementizer daß ‘that’ for the head position C, eventually driving it 
out.13  

The head status of was may then spread to the other monosyllabic wh-words, which in 
turn also start behaving as a complementizer and consequently no longer co-occur with daß 
‘that’. After some time, the change may affect the disyllabic wh-elements, which may also 
behave as heads, in certain dialects, and finally to the full wh-phrases. Clearly, full phrases 
can never be heads, so the final stage of the development must involve a different kind of 
change, just like in Norwegian. One might speculate that this could be related to the 
development of a DFC constraint, due to the lack of frequency of the wh-phrases in child-
directed speech (see the next section). However, that would entail treating the short wh-
elements as phrases again, as there is no need to have a constraint on DFCs if these elements 
are still heads, which cannot co-occur with daß for that reason. It is unclear how such a 
change should come about, but see van Gelderen (2004), who argues that developments from 
Head to Spec are often related to prescriptivism. The fact that the DFC constraint is mainly 
found in Standard German suggests that presciptivism may also be a factor in this case. This 
is in accordance with Weiß (2001), who argues that standard languages are the result of what 
he calls semi-natural language change, creating artificial structures. An example of such a 
change is the DFC constraint in Standard High German, which has developed as a stylistic 
filter. 

In any case, we seem to have a dialect continuum involving (at least) four types of wh-
elements of different complexity, from was to the other monosyllabic wh-elements to the 
disyllabic ones and finally to the full wh-phrases. According to Schönenberger (2007), also 
Swiss German children distinguish between the different wh-elements in DFC constructions 
as soon as relevant structures appear in the child data.  

                                                
13 As suggested by an anonymous reviewer, this could also be due to another economy principle, formulated as 
follows: Use no more (function) words than necessary. This would correspond to what is often seen in acquisi-
tion data, viz. that functional elements typically appear late, see e.g. Radford (1990). This is the case also for the 
constructions at hand: Schšnenberger (2007) shows that DFCs in Swiss German do not appear until around age 
5. Similarly, subject questions in the Troms¿ dialect, which require the relative complementizer som in second 
position (see example 3 above), are produced without this functional element in the childrenÕs early data. 
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5.3 Frequency 
Finally, this section considers the effect of input frequency in this development from V2 to 
non-V2. In Lightfoot’s (1999, 2006) cue-based approach to acquisition and change, it is 
argued that a construction may be lost from a language when the input that expresses the cue 
falls below a critical frequency level. In recent acquisition work, it has been shown that 
distinctions that are expressed with a very low frequency in the primary linguistic data are 
nevertheless acquired by children at a relatively early stage (e.g. Roeper 2007, Westergaard 
and Bentzen 2007). Nevertheless, frequency is an important factor in language acquisition and 
change, in an interaction with complexity and economy. For the development of word order in 
Norwegian wh-questions, I would argue that frequency plays a role for the spread of the 
change, as the elements that are first affected by the development from phrase to head are also 
the most frequent ones. 

Frequency and economy tend to go hand in hand, as the most frequent elements are 
typically also the least complex ones. When a development starts with the least complex 
elements, as is the case with Head Preference, the immediate result is therefore that a very 
large proportion of the input to a child will change. This is clearly the case with the wh-
elements in Norwegian. A study of the production of the adult speakers in the acquisition 
corpus, cf. Table 5 above, shows that the wh-word most frequently used with non-V2, ka 
‘what’, is also by far the most frequent in child-directed speech (for all speakers), making up 
as much as 68.3% (2068/3029) of all questions with monosyllabic wh-words.14  

Furthermore, questions with monosyllabic wh-elements are also much more frequent in 
child-directed speech than the longer ones: For example, in an input sample investigated in 
Westergaard (2007a), only 3.8% (7/183) of all questions were introduced by long wh-
elements. A similar picture emerges if we consider the production of one individual speaker, 
the mother in the Ann files in Table 6 above. There we see that, while there are altogether  
771 examples of questions with monosyllabic wh-words in her data (89.3%), there are only 45 
with disyllabic wh-elements and 47 with wh-phrases, making up 5.2% (45/863) and 5.4% 
(47/863) respectively. 

As mentioned above, children seem to easily acquire distinctions that are infrequent in 
the primary linguistic data that they are exposed to, including the differences between the 
various types of wh-elements in Norwegian. Nevertheless, an extremely low input frequency 
makes a distinction vulnerable to change, e.g. in situations where children are either exposed 
to very little input or where most of their input is from other children. Thus, the expression of 
a micro-cue may fall below the critical level for acquisition, the result being that the distinc-
tion is lost from the I-language grammar of the new generation. This means that, although the 
wh-elements differ from each other in ways that seem to be easily detectable by children in 
the acquisition process, they also share enough features to be subsumed under the same 
category in case the distinguishing cues are not expressed frequently enough in the primary 
linguistic data. 

Frequency may also play a role for the development of DFCs in German dialects, as 
frequencies of the different wh-elements in child-directed speech turn out to be similar to 
what is found in the Norwegian data. According to Manuela Schönenberger (p.c.), was ‘what’ 
makes up as much as 45% (224/502) of all embedded wh-complements in adult speech in a 
sample of her Swiss German acquisition corpus, while the other five monosyllabic wh-
elements (wi(e) ‘how’, wo ‘where’, wer ‘who’, wenn ‘when’ and wem ‘whom’) make up 30% 
                                                
14 In a corpus of spoken Oslo Norwegian (NoTa) the question word hva ÔwhatÕ is more frequent than the other 
two monosyllabic wh-words hvor ÔwhereÕ and hvem ÔwhoÕ also in conversations among adults, accounting for 
55% (2142) of all cases, while the other two appear 38.3% (1494) and 7.7% (302) respectively. 
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(150/502), 14% (72/502), 8% (41/502), and 3% (15/502) respectively (wem not being attested 
at all). Thus, frequency and complexity are interrelated also in the German data. This means 
that when the change starts with the least complex element, this will have an important effect 
on the spread of the change, as the least complex elements are also the most frequent ones. 

Finally, I would like to make a comment on the very different word order frequencies that 
are attested in Norwegian wh-questions across the eight adult speakers. Recall from Table 1 in 
section 2.2 that the frequency of V2 varies from 2.5% to 68.4%, and it is surprising that there 
is so much individual variation among speakers who are considered to speak more or less the 
same regional dialect and who have no awareness of the syntactic variation nor of the 
frequencies produced by themselves or others. This variation is even more striking compared 
to the production of word order frequencies in another situation where word order seems 
optional: Declaratives virtually always require V2 in Norwegian, except when the adverb 
kanskje ‘maybe’ appears in clause-initial position. In those cases there is a choice between V2 
and non-V2, as illustrated in (37). This applies in the dialects as well as in the standard 
language, and again, there is no awareness of this word order variation among speakers. 
Furthermore, the mixed word order does not seem to have any semantic or information 
structure consequences – non-V2 simply constitutes a true exception in this case. 
 
(37) Kanskje vinner fotballaget          i dag. / Kanskje fotballaget vinner i dag. 
 maybe    wins     soccer-team.DEF today 
 ‘Maybe the soccer team will win today.’ 
 

In Westergaard (2007a), a sample of the production of three of the adults in the corpus 
has been hand-searched for the word order in various clause types, also in non-subject-initial 
declaratives. There are 41 examples with clause-initial kanskje ‘maybe’, only two of which 
appear with V2, showing a preference of non-V2 of 95.1% (39/41). An electronic search of 
another spoken corpus (NoTa), consisting of conversations between pairs of altogether 166 
adults speaking the Oslo dialect, reveals a strikingly similar distribution of the two word 
orders, with a preference for non-V2 of 95.4% (125/131). A further investigation of the com-
plete data of four of the adult speakers in the acquisition corpus also reveals clear preferences 
for non-V2, 93.5% (43/46) for the mother in the Ina files, 98.1% (207/211) for the 
investigator in the same files, and 100% for the mother in the Ann files and the investigator in 
the Ole files (44/44 and 57/57 respectively). 

There is only a small number of the relevant construction in the child data, but it seems 
that the children do not have any problem reproducing the exact same frequency, as there is a 
predominance of non-V2 of 96.4% (27/28). Together with the striking similarities across the 
adult data, this indicates that matching input frequencies is in fact quite straightforward in the 
acquisition process, when that is all children need to do (in a case that is simply an exception 
to the general word order in the clause type). When this does not happen, as in the case of 
word order in wh-questions, it indicates that children are not just copying input frequencies, 
but are acquiring a system instead, a grammar that is dependent on linguistically relevant 
categories. This could be taken as further support for the argument advocated in section 2.3 
that these differences reflect three separate grammars based on information structure; a 
default V2 grammar, a mixed grammar and a default non-V2 grammar. 
 
6. SUMMARY 
This paper has discussed microvariation found in spontaneous production of wh-questions in 
Norwegian dialects, where both V2 and non-V2 word orders are attested. The variation is 
dependent on the complexity of four types of wh-elements in an interaction with information 
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structure, and it is attested as different frequencies of the two word orders produced by 
individual speakers. The data are discussed within a model of cue-based acquisition and 
change, which assumes the existence of micro-cues that are produced in children’s I-language 
on exposure to certain triggers in the primary linguistic data. This means that children are 
sensitive to minor but syntactically relevant distinctions in the input, e.g. different wh-
elements, and evidence for this is provided by data from Norwegian child language, showing 
that children produce target-consistent word order in the relevant contexts from early on. The 
fact that similar distinctions are found in other languages also support this. Nevertheless, 
diachronic development may take place as a result of factors such as economy and frequency. 
The child grammar is argued to be affected by an economy principle in acquisition which 
results in a preference for less complex structures, e.g. for heads rather than phrases. A 
change caused by this economy principle will therefore affect the least complex element first. 
Since less complex elements are normally also the most frequent ones, such a change will 
have a considerable effect on frequencies in children’s input, which then facilitates the spread 
of the change. The synchronic microvariation in the Norwegian dialect data is argued to 
reflect such a diachronic development.  
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Appendix 
 
Table A: Percentage of V2 with different subject and verb combinations in non-subject wh-
questions, across the three monosyllabic question words (speaker FAT Ole). 

Ka ‘what’ være ‘be’ Other V 
Full DP/det 80% (8/10) 61.9% (13/21) 
Pronoun - 28.6% (6/21) 
Kor ‘where’   
Full DP/det 100% (18/18) 62.5% (5/8) 
Pronoun - (0/1) 66.6% (4/6) 
Kem ‘who’   
Full DP/det 100% (11/11) - 
Pronoun - 66.6% (2/3) 

 
Table B: Percentage of V2 with different subject and verb combinations in non-subject wh-
questions, across the three monosyllabic question words (speaker MOT.Ina). 

Ka ‘what’ være ‘be’ Other V 
Full DP/det 44.2% (61/138) 7.7% (5/65) 
Pronoun - 1.5% (2/133) 
Kor ‘where’   
Full DP/det 88.9% (24/27) 41.7% (5/12) 
Pronoun 33.3% (1/3) 5.9% (1/17) 
Kem ‘who’   
Full DP/det 53.9% (48/89) 50% (1/2) 
Pronoun - (0/1) - (0/4) 

 
Table C: Percentage of V2 with different subject and verb combinations in non-subject wh-
questions, across the three monosyllabic question words (speaker FAT Ina). 

Ka ‘what’ være ‘be’ Other V 
Full DP/det 12.3% (8/65) % (2/25) 
Pronoun - (0/6) - (0/69) 
Kor ‘where’   
Full DP/det 87.5%% (7/8) % (1/2) 
Pronoun % (0/2) - (0/9) 
Kem ‘who’   
Full DP/det 13.8% (4/29) - 
Pronoun - (0/1) - (0/2) 

 


