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Abstract 
 
This dissertation examines direct and subordinate questions, as well as verb morphology 
in L2 Swedish, from a developmental perspective. The study is cross-sectional, contain-
ing data from Iraqi Arabic, Persian and Somali adolescent learners representing three 
different levels of proficiency. The data are analysed on the basis of two theories: The 
Markedness Differential Hypothesis and Processability Theory. Data elicited through 
four different techniques are examined with the aim of examining the possible impact of 
different data types on the results. The different elicitation techniques used in the study 
are: oral production, written production, grammaticality judgement and a receptive skills 
task. Two of the elicitation techniques, written production and grammaticality judgement, 
include all three structures in focus in the study, whilst the oral production and the recep-
tive task is centred on direct questions. 

The results suggest that there are implicational relationships regarding the order in 
which the grammatical structures are acquired. On the whole, predictions based on the 
two theories used as a basis for the analyses find support in the material. Having a wide 
scope for predictions at the morpho-syntactical level, the results meet the claims in 
particular of Processability Theory. The predictions and the results do not contrast the 
two theories with each other. A comparison of the different data types clearly indicates 
that the grammaticality judgement task substantially diverges from the other data types 
providing less consistent data and exhibiting trends that are in conflict with the data 
obtained through the three other elicitation techniques.  
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Chapter One 
 

Introduction 
 
 
 
 
1.1 Background 
 

Second language acquisition (SLA) is an ancient phenomenon; if not as long as 
the existence of humanity, it must surely have gone on for a major part of it. As 
long as different languages have coexisted, there have presumably been people 
who gain knowledge of a language other than their mother tongue. Despite the fact 
that people have acquired a second language for centuries, SLA research is a 
relatively recent discipline in the history of language research. It was only in the 
latter half of the twentieth century that research with various SLA perspectives 
really began to take place (Ellis 1994, Gass & Selinker 2001). Initially, a contras-
tive perspective was predominant in SLA research setting out from the idea that 
the structural distance between the learner’s first language (L1) and the target 
language (TL) provides a basis for prediction of the degree of difficulty the learner 
encounters in her/his second language (L2) development (e.g. Fries 1945; 
Weinreich 1953; Lado 1957). The idea – that the learner’s L1 is considered to 
have an impact on the L2 acquisition in different ways – has been an issue 
throughout the development of SLA theory, even though the importance that has 
been attached to the L1 in SLA has varied from era to era. The issue of L1 
influence on the interlanguage (IL) in an L2 learner will be taken up although not 
predominantly in the present work. 

SLA research has developed a wide range of theories: a fact that becomes 
apparent from the numerous handbooks and reviews that provide overviews of the 
research field. Long (1993) distinguishes between forty and sixty SLA theories of 
a large diversity. Different foci on L2 development have led to different 
approaches that typically relate to specific research traditions and theoretical 
frameworks. 

At early stages of the development, learner languages are simple linguistic 
systems characterised by overgeneralisations and simplifications at different 
linguistic levels. At times in the history of SLA such simplified patterns have been 
associated with similar features in pidgin languages and creoles (Andersen 1983; 
Meisel 1983a, 1983b). Explanations of such simplifications have been proposed 
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within the typological framework as universal constraints, such as markedness. 
The concept of markedness relates to an asymmetrical relationship between 
alternative language structures that bear various degrees of complexity. Within 
linguistics, the notion of markedness is not reserved for the framework of 
language typology as it is also used in the Chomskyan school, for instance. In SLA 
research, however, markedness is predominantly related to typological perspec-
tives in the Greenbergian tradition (Greenberg 1966a). Typological markedness is 
the central concept of the Markedness Differential Hypothesis (in the present work 
henceforth often referred to as MDH), which was introduced by Eckman in the 
mid-1970s (1977). The notion of typological markedness and the MDH is one of 
the two theoretical frameworks used as basis for the analysis of the data in the 
present thesis. 

In research on language acquisition, specific developmental paths have been 
observed in both first language development (e.g. Brown 1973) and second 
language acquisition (e.g. Dulay & Burt 1974; Clahsen, Meisel & Pienemann 
1983). In efforts to elucidate why language learners acquire certain structures 
earlier than others in a seemingly predetermined order, some scholars with cogni-
tive approaches to SLA have laid focus on psycholinguistic processes in the hope 
of finding viable explanations of why such phenomena occur (e.g. Bialystok 
1990a; McLaughlin 1990; Meisel, Clahsen & Pienemann 1981). Language 
processing is one of the central concepts with respect to cognitive approaches to 
developmental sequences in second language. Processability, the central notion in 
Processability Theory (Pienemann 1998; the theory henceforth often abbreviated 
PT), was launched by Pienemann in the mid-1990s and refers to a learner’s ability 
to process a certain linguistic structure at a certain stage of the L2 development. 
Processability Theory constitutes the second theoretical framework used in 
analysing the data in this thesis. 

The multiplicity of theoretical approaches that can be found in SLA research 
has led to the employment of a range of elicitation techniques, and consequently a 
variety of data types. Within some traditions, natural linguistic data are the most 
commonly used data types (such as more or less directed production of oral or 
written language), whereas for example within the generative framework gram-
maticality judgement is a much used elicitation technique. In SLA literature, not 
much attention has been paid to the issue of the impact of data types on the results 
and, consequently, possible impact on theoretical statements based on these 
results. In this study a variety of elicitation techniques has been employed and the 
analyses are therefore based on various data types with the aim of investigating 
whether variation in elicitation techniques may affect the outcome. 

 
1.2 Aims of the thesis 
 

The principal aims of the present thesis are to  
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• investigate the developmental sequences of word order in interrogative struc-
tures and verb morphology in L2 Swedish, 

• examine whether various data types from the same learners provide different 
results or not for a particular structure, 

• assess the validity of the notions of typological markedness and processabil-
ity in light of the data, and 

• investigate possible L1 influence on the development of the structures in 
focus. 

 
To reach these principal aims, the following research questions are addressed: 
 
• Is there a specific acquisition order or sequence in L2 Swedish interlanguage 

for each of the structures in focus in the present material?  

• Do different elicitation methods (and by implication different data types) 
give the same or different information on these sequences?  

• Do learners of L2 Swedish with different L1s exhibit similar or different 
acquisition sequences? 

• How do the two SLA theories in focus (MDH and PT) manage to predict the 
results? 

• How do these two SLA theories manage to describe and explain the results? 

 
1.3 Structure of the thesis  
 

Chapter 2 provides an overview of the theoretical background as well as a 
description of the two theories employed as a basis for the analyses in this study. 
The chapter also discusses the methodology in connection with the issue of 
different data types. In Chapter 3 a description of the examined grammatical 
structures of the languages involved in this study is given. Chapter 4 presents the 
methods and the material employed in the present thesis. Both quantitative and 
qualitative results are provided in Chapter 5. Chapter 6 provides a discussion of 
the results of the thesis and their theoretical implications. 





 

 
 
 
 
 

Chapter Two 
 

Theoretical Background: 
Typological Markedness and Processability 

in Second Language Acquisition 
 
 
 
 
2.1 Theoretical diversity in SLA research 
 

Within international Second Language Acquisition (SLA) research there is a vast 
range of theories (this general term will henceforth be used here to designate 
theories, models, hypotheses, metaphors, theoretical frameworks, theoretical 
approaches, etc.), whose common aim is to describe and explain what SLA is and 
in what way it is achieved. Long (1993) estimates that there may be as many as 
forty to sixty theories: he also states that some of them are totally independent of 
each other. This diversity could be explained by the fact that advocates of distinct 
theories have different approaches or represent disparate scientific viewpoints. 
Many theories seem to be incompatible, however, and sometimes even directly in 
conflict with each other. It is significant that different theories have emerged 
partially on the basis of a variety of types of linguistic data (i.e., various types of 
oral and written production, grammaticality judgement tests, oral comprehension, 
text comprehension, amongst others), and thus led to the theoretical positions that 
characterise each theory. Long (1993) claims that this incoherent state adversely 
affects the field of SLA research so it needs to be restrained. In order to unify the 
field by restraining it, an assessment of the theories has to be undertaken from 
criteria which evaluate their scientific significance. 

During the 1990s, different researchers expressed various standpoints concern-
ing a need for a further unification of the field of SLA research. Block (1996) 
declares that SLA research is favoured by the theoretical diversification that is 
currently characteristic of the field; the SLA field is a multidimensional area, 
making a prevailing unified SLA theory impossible. Bloch’s article principally 
expresses a different opinion to Long (1993), who asserts that the now prevailing 
theoretical disintegration is devastating for both SLA research and language teach-
ers whose activities are often inspired by SLA research. Accordingly, Long rejects 
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the diversity of theoretical attempts, of which many have already gained respect 
and been adopted in different contexts: 

 
If we really think they [the SLA theories] have equal merit, we are effectively claiming not 
to know much about SLA [Second Language Acquisition]. (Long, 1993:229) 

 
Long suggests that many notable theoretical constructs within the field of SLA 
will need to be dismantled if SLA research is to gain the respect it warrants. The 
possibility of elucidating different phenomena related to second language devel-
opment by using unrelated theoretical explanatory models – depending on which 
one that seems to be most applicable on a particular observation – is indeed unsat-
isfactory. Using a theoretical model merely because it suits a given moment may 
result in SLA research purely maintaining the status quo. As such, it would 
probably bring the process of theory construction to a standstill. Since different 
theories deal with phenomena with disparate theoretical frameworks as a basis, 
they simply cannot complement each other. 

Long (1993) also lays down specific conditions for SLA theory. For a theory to 
be qualified as an SLA theory in its own right, the theory must provide a descrip-
tion and explanation of the initial state of the acquisition, its ultimate attainment, 
and the developmental process between these two stages.  

 
2.2 Acquisition order in L2 
 

Within the field of international SLA research there are myriad theories and 
hypotheses about what is involved in the acquisition of a new language: learners 
seem to go through a series of predetermined phases as they take on board and 
master grammatical structures in the new language. 

A great deal of previous SLA research is based on error analysis; i.e. analyses 
of deviations from target languages in learner’s L2 production. This approach 
tends to be somewhat less considered and more cautiously employed in later 
research. Below follows a brief description of the two theories that serve as the 
basis for the analyses of L2 data in this thesis. These theories were chosen for the 
purpose of this project because they have had considerable impact on the research 
field as well as on L2 instruction practice. They have also been used as frame-
works for treating structures at different linguistic levels, although not on the basis 
of the same theoretical assumptions. 

 
2.3 Typological Markedness – a linguistic perspective 
 

The concept of typological markedness was introduced into SLA research during 
the latter half of the 70s. In brief, the notion implies that a linguistic structure, 
which has a high degree of inherent complexity, is marked. In line with the most 
common view of markedness based on cross-linguistic distributional analyses by 
Greenberg (1966b), the notion of markedness has been connected with the 
frequency of the linguistic structure concerned in the languages of the world in the 
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following way: less complex (unmarked) structures occur in a higher number of 
languages than structures that are more complex (marked). Furthermore, within 
some structural areas there is an implicational relationship between marked and 
unmarked (or rather more and less marked) structures. Eckman (1977) gives the 
passive construction as an example. There are languages where passive construc-
tion exists only without marking an agent (e.g. Arabic, Finnish, Greek, 
Serbian/Croatian and Persian), whereas other languages have an option between 
passive construction with or without an agent marked (e.g. English, French, 
Japanese and Swedish). Still, no language has been found which has the possibility 
of marking the agent in passive construction without also having the option to 
express passive construction without marking the agent. Thus, the option in a 
language to express passive construction with an agent implies the existence of a 
passive construction without an agent in the same language. Eckman concludes 
that passive constructions are more marked with an agent than without one. In a 
similar vein, Croft (1990) uses the example of morphemes that mark number on 
nouns to illustrate the connection between typological markedness and the 
phenomenon of implicational universals. Mandarin Chinese does not mark nouns 
for either plural or singular. English has a plural morpheme suffix, but no specific 
singular morpheme. Languages that have a specific singular morpheme also have 
markers for plural, as is the case of Latvian. There is no known language that 
allows for singular marking but not plural marking. This leads to the conclusion 
that a feature that requires the existence of another feature, but not inversely, is 
typologically more marked than the required feature. 

Although the notion of typological markedness is frequently referred to in SLA 
research literature, as well as among practitioners, at a theoretical level, the 
concept remains problematic. The definition of the notion can be perceived as 
circular: a structure is difficult to acquire because it is marked. Its higher degree of 
markedness is revealed by the fact that it is hard to acquire. Hyltenstam (1987) 
argues that it is possible to avoid this circular reasoning if markedness is defined 
by criteria that are independent from the phenomenon of language acquisition, so 
that a tertium comparationis can be obtained. A possible basis for this can be at a 
typological level. A notion of implicational markedness based on typological 
aspects may then be appropriate for predictions about acquisition order in L2. 
 
2.3.1 The Markedness Differential Hypothesis 
 

The concept of typological markedness is central in the Markedness Differential 
Hypothesis (MDH; Eckman 1977). The difficulties an L2 learner encounters with 
TL structures can, according to the MDH, be predicted through a comparison of 
the grammar of the L1 and that of the TL in combination with the degree of 
markedness of the expression in both the L1 and TL. Eckman sets up these 
predictions according to the following principles:  
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(a)  Structures in the target language that differ from the corresponding structure 
in the mother tongue and are more marked than in the mother tongue will be 
difficult to acquire.  

(b)  The relative degree of difficulty of structures in the target language that are 
more marked than in the mother tongue is proportional to the relative degree 
of markedness. 

(c)  Structures in the target language that differ from the corresponding structure 
in the mother tongue but are not more marked than in the mother tongue 
will not be difficult to acquire. 

1Hyltenstam (1984) studied the use of pronominal copies  in relative clauses by L2 
learners of Swedish with four different L1s. Pronominal copies of relativized 
elements are retained in relative clauses in two of these (Greek and Persian); 
however, in the other two (Finnish and Spanish) such copies are omitted just like 
in the TL. Deletion of the relativized constituent is, according to the NP 
Accessibility Hierarchy by Keenan & Comrie (1977), more marked than retention. 
Hyltenstam found that the learners with Greek and Persian as their L1 retained 
pronominal copies in relative clauses; moreover, so did the Finnish and Spanish 
speaking learners, even though the structure does not exist in both L1 and TL. In 
other words, despite the similar structure in L1 and TL, the learners chose another, 
less marked structure. Based on these results Hyltenstam (1984) suggested an 
additional principle to the MDH, here paraphrased as point d): 

(d)  Structures that are similar in the two languages but have a high degree of 
markedness will also cause learning difficulties in favour of a less marked 
structure. 

Eckman (1996) responds to Hyltenstam’s findings without modifying the MDH, 
proposing a more general hypothesis. Eckman states that “Hyltenstam’s Spanish 
and Finnish data fall outside the scope of this hypothesis, because Spanish and 
Finnish do not differ from Swedish in the area of pronominal reflexes in relative 
clauses” (p. 204). He instead claims that the Structural Conformity Hypothesis 
(SCH) is “superior to the MDH empirically in that it is able to account for the data 
from the Hyltenstam (1984) study that the MDH was unable to account for” 
(Eckman 1996, p. 207). The SCH states: 
 

All universals that are true for primary languages are also true for ILs. 
(Eckman 1996, p. 204) 

 

                                                 
1 In Hyltenstam (1984) the term pronominal copies is used, whereas Eckman calls the phenome-
non pronominal reflexes (1996) or resumptive pronouns (2004b). 
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The statement of the SCH is formulated in overly general terms, resulting in a 
weakening of the hypothesis. Accordingly, Eckman’s assertion about its empirical 
superiority remains debateable. The sweeping wording of the SCH does not 
provide concrete bases for empirical analysis of phenomena as, for instance, 
markedness or L1 influence. Furthermore, since the concept of markedness is not 
explicitly mentioned in the formulation of the SCH, it will not be further treated in 
this thesis. 

In two more recent articles, Eckman (2004a, 2004b) returns to consider 
Hyltenstam’s (1984) results. In one of these articles, Eckman (2004b) makes a 
comparison between two theoretical frameworks – Universal Grammar and 
language typology – with the notion of universals as a central aspect. The purpose 
of Eckman’s article is to assess the ability of the two approaches to explain 
phenomena in interlanguage. Using notably the NP Accessibility Hierarchy by 
Keenan & Comrie (1977) as an example by referring to Gass’ (1979) and 
Hyltenstam’s (1984) studies on L2 acquisition of relative clauses, Eckman comes 
to the conclusion that the typological approach has a better explanatory capacity 
than that of Universal Grammar. It is undoubtedly also worth mentioning that 
Eckman, without having explicitly dismissed the MDH, ceases to discuss his 
hypothesis in his publications after his article appeared in 1996. 

In another study from the same year, Eckman (2004a) virtually abandons the 
typological framework taking up a more nativist position about language and 
language acquisition. Using an argument based on the constraint-based Optimality 
Theory – which in turn derives from the framework of UG – Eckman claims to 
have found a framework that includes a theoretical basis for Hyltenstam’s 
findings. The problem is, however, that Eckman does not link this argument origi-
nating, for the material under discussion, from a new theoretical framework to his 
former theory (MDH), the one that Hyltenstam (1984) refers to and expands, nor 
does he modify or disclaim the MDH. Ironically, this results in the MDH and the 
typological perspective being excluded from a discussion of which they were 
originally in focus.  

For the purpose of this study, the MDH will serve as a theoretical and empirical 
point of departure for the issues related to typological markedness in this thesis. 
Henceforth, when the MDH is referred to in this dissertation, it will include the 
addition proposed by Hyltenstam (1984). 

 
2.4 Cognitive perspectives on SLA 
 

Theoretical perspectives and foci have changed from time to time in SLA 
research. A perspective on language acquisition based on typological aspects, such 
as the MDH, is essentially concerned with the representation of linguistic systems 
at a structural level. Compared with approaches based on typological issues, an 
approach that raises aspects of language processing focuses to a considerable 
degree on what happens in an individual learner’s mind during a process of 
language development. During the last two-to-three decades such cognitive (or 
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psycholinguistic) aspects have gained ground within research on language acqui-
sition and competence. The field of SLA research has experienced the same trend, 
and a number of theories with various cognitive perspectives have been studied 
and debated within the discipline. Only a few of these aspects need to be 
mentioned for the purposes of this study.  

The relation between explicit and implicit competence of a language has, for 
instance, been an issue in the SLA literature, and has been treated by scholars from 
a variety of perspectives. The varying terminology related to the issue2 indicates a 
certain heterogeneity as to different scholars’ views. For example, the debate 
between Bialystok (1982, 1990, 1995) and Hulstijn (1990) reveals that the distinc-
tion between implicit and explicit knowledge is somewhat problematic. In their 
discussion the essential issue is about the relation between implicit and explicit 
linguistic knowledge (or analysis vs. control of knowledge according to 
Bialystok’s terminology). Hulstijn (1990) criticises the lack of interrelation 
between the two aspects of linguistic knowledge in Bialystok’s position, meaning 
that she leaves the issue of how implicit knowledge is acquired unanswered. 
Hulstijn states that procedural and declarative linguistic knowledge are intercon-
nected and develop side by side.  

Another cognitive aspect of SLA is the degree of attention that a learner pays to 
different structures in the target language (TL). VanPatten (1996) suggests a 
number of principles for attentional processes of L2 input. These principles are 
suggested as predictors for and/or explanations to patterns in the acquisition in 
such a way that certain kinds of linguistic structures are systematically acquired 
before other structures of other kinds. A synthesis of VanPatten’s principles would 
be that L2 learners manage to process and use lexical items at an earlier stage than 
grammatical items. Grammatical morphemes with “more meaningful” content 
tend to be more easily processed than “less” or “nonmeaningful” morphology 
(VanPatten 1996:14). A viewpoint closely related to VanPatten’s notion of 
meaningfulness of grammatical morphemes has been addressed in an article by 
Hammarberg (1996), in which he puts forward the Principle of Perceived 
Communicative Value (PCV). In brief, Hammarberg suggests here that “learners 
perceive varying degrees of communicative value in different elements and 
structures in the target language, due to semantic properties or other factors of 
usefulness” (1996:78). Hammarberg claims that constituents with higher commu-
nicative value, and which thus appear more useful for the learner, motivate the 
attempt to learn more than “less useful” constituents. The main purpose of 
                                                 
2 The “dichotomy” explicit vs. implicit has a number of synonymous or closely related notions: 

 procedural vs. declarative knowledge 
 automatic access vs. analysed knowledge 
 control of knowledge vs. analysis of knowledge 
 primary vs. secondary skills 
 incidental vs. intentional learning 
 acquisition vs. learning 
 informal vs. formal setting 
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Hammarberg’s article is to examine Processability Theory (see Section 2.4.1) on 
adjective agreement in L2 Swedish. Hammarberg’s data, however, do not support 
PT in all kinds of contexts; accordingly, Hammarberg proposes that the PCV 
sometimes diminishes the force of the theory. 

Another factor associated with the degree of attention paid to certain structures 
is the notion of salience (or saliency). The idea of the term is connected with how 
easily a lexical or grammatical feature is noticed due to its phonological form (i.e. 
perceptual salience) or its position (initial or final in a sentence). A structure 
whose phonology or position facilitates its perception is considered to be salient 
(See for example VanPatten 1996:31f). Salience is, nevertheless, a concept taken 
into account not only within cognitive approaches of SLA research. With a 
particular reference to the generative framework, Bardovi-Harlig (1987) relates 
salience to the notion of markedness by suggesting that salience can explain why a 
marked form (preposition stranding, in her case) can be acquired at an earlier stage 
than an unmarked equivalent (preposition pied piping). Furthermore, within PT 
importance is attached to the concept of salience, and Pienemann describes 
salience as “a general cognitive principle which is available to the beginning L2 
learner as a processing procedure” (1998:78). Pienemann argues that salience is a 
processing procedure that complements the procedure of grammatical information 
exchange (see further in Section 2.4.1).  
 
2.4.1 Processability Theory 
 

As has been mentioned previously, also Processability Theory (Pienemann 1998), 
besides the Markedness Differential Hypothesis, will be considered in the present 
study. The fundamental idea in PT is that language processing that involves more 
extensive components at a higher grammatical-hierarchical level requires higher 
processing capacities than components that are at a lower level in the hierarchy. 
These conditions are also reflected in the context of language acquisition; this 
leads to acquisition of more extensive units at a later stage. 

PT originates from its precursor the Teachability Hypothesis (Pienemann 1987), 
which can be roughly described in the following way: a syntactic structure that 
requires high capacity at language processing is also acquired at a later stage than 
a structure that requires a lower degree of language processing capacity. There is 
an implicational relation in such a way that structures at a lower stage must be 
mastered before mastery of structures at a higher stage can occur. According to the 
hypothesis, these conditions are considered to apply to L1 as well as L2 acquisi-
tion. Pienemann (1985) connects this stage hypothesis with language teaching: he 
notes that teachers, for instance, and textbook authors must be aware that a learner 
cannot acquire a certain structure before certain other structures (i.e. the structure 
is not yet learnable for the learner). In other words, the learnability of a structure 
is not possible until structures at lower stages have been acquired. These learn-
ability (or teachability from the pedagogical point of view) aspects must be taken 
into consideration in syllabuses, textbooks and teaching aids. 
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PT embraces not only the syntactical development, but also morphological and 
to some extent lexical aspects are incorporated in the stage theory (Pienemann 
1998). PT is a language developmental theory; it is not intended to tell us much 
about the initial state of the language acquisition, nor about the ultimate attain-
ment. On the other hand, what makes PT exceptional compared with other SLA 
theories is that it is the only explicitly developmental theory that has been 
proposed so far. The aim of PT is to explain how a learner can take the steps from 
one stage to another. 

Pienemann & Håkansson (1999) present PT as a possibility to come closer to a 
comprehension of how a learner’s language develops. The mechanisms of 
language production are, according to Pienemann & Håkansson, strongly automa-
tized, and language acquisition has to be seen as a process towards an automatiza-
tion of linguistic operations. PT does not claim to have the answer to the question 
of whether language skills have their origin in innate or acquired abilities. The 
theory focuses instead on the aspect of language development from an explanatory 
point of view. 

Pienemann (1998) finds a psycholinguistic basis for his theory in Levelt’s 
(1989) Speech Production Model. According to this model human speech 
(Levelt’s focus is on L1 speech production) is produced through a lexically driven 
process in which an intention to convey a message is transmitted to lexico-
grammatical forms through a set of time-dependent mechanisms that are essential 
for a message to end in a linguistic utterance. In this process, the aspect of time 
plays a role, and different grammatical levels require different amounts of time 
and degrees of automatisation in the speech process. 

Acquiring language competence is, according to Pienemann & Håkansson 
(1999), about gaining the procedural skills that are demanded for language 
processing. These skills can be set up in a hierarchical order with respect to 
resources required for mastery of different grammatical structures. The hierarchy 
essentially builds on Kempen & Hoenkamp’s (1987) Incremental Procedural 
Grammar, which operates within the same framework as Levelt’s (1989) Speech 
Production Model. The processability hierarchy is illustrated in Table 2.1. A 
central claim in PT is that there is an implicational relationship in the acquisition 
order, as Table 2.1 illustrates. It is a prerequisite that a structure at a lower level in 
the hierarchy is mastered (marked with a +) so that a structure at a higher level can 
be acquired. Each column (1–5) in the table describes an imaginary mastery level 
of a fictive learner. Thus, column 1 corresponds to a learner at the lowest level, 
where only structures at stage 1 are mastered. The different stages of the 
processability hierarchy displayed in Table 2.1, beginning from below, are 
accordingly: (1) the lexical unit, i.e. an isolated word without associate grammati-
cal information, (2) grammatical categorisation of the word, which entails a 
presence of a relatively systematic use of inflection forms, (3) exchange of gram-
matical information between words within a phrase in the sentence as for example 
agreement within an NP or VP, (4) exchange of grammatical information between 
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phrases in a clause as for instance between the subject and different constituents in 
the VP; as well as operations in word order that separate different parts of a 
phrase, and (5) the distinction between main and subordinate clauses and what it 
implies for the form of the utterance. Thus, the model is an attempt to describe 
how the acquisition takes place step by step, and inversely it can also provide an 
instrument to predict a specific acquisition order. 

Table 2.1. Hierarchy of acquisition stages according to the Processability 
Theory, from Pienemann & Håkansson (1999, p. 392). 

 

Order of development 

Procedures 1 2 3 4 5 

Subordinate clause procedure – – – – + 

S-procedure – – – + + 

Phrasal procedure – – + + + 

Category procedure – + + + + 

Word or lemma access + + + + + 
 

Pienemann & Håkansson (1999) examine the possibility of applying PT to L2 
Swedish interlanguage and thereby try out the cross-linguistic force of the theory. 
With this in view an extensive inventory of Swedish SLA literature is carried out. 
Pienemann & Håkansson first put forward a set of predictions based on PT. Then 
they present results from numerous studies on morphology and syntax in L2 
learners of Swedish to see if these results are compatible with the predictions. The 
results show – according to Pienemann & Håkansson – a striking agreement with 
the claims of PT. 
 
2.5 Different data types in second language acquisition research 
 

The choice of method and the kind of data it provides is crucial to any research 
project. Although this is stating the obvious, emphasis on the issue can scarcely be 
too strong. Within the field of Applied Linguistics the role of data types should not 
be underestimated. There are reasons to assume that difference in data types that 
are products of various elicitation methods supply bases for divergent theoretical 
conclusions. In other words: so many theories are founded on one single 
dominating type of data, presumably as a consequence of the methodological 
tradition within which the researcher usually operates. Although the issue of 
different data types has been raised in the SLA literature on numerous occasions, 
little empirical research has been carried out to ascertain where the same structure 
in the same L2 learners has been investigated through a set of separate elicitation 
methods. 

In a paper from 1983, Hyltenstam refers to two of his studies, one on the use of 
pronominal copies in relative clauses by Persian-, Greek-, Spanish-, and Finnish-
speaking learners of Swedish as a second language. The second study treats of the 
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placement of negations by L2 learners with various native languages. With focus 
on the various data types used in the studies (written composition, oral production, 
grammaticality judgement, imitation), Hyltenstam demonstrates that altered 
elicitation techniques can generate divergent results although they originate from 
the one and same language learner. If different data types lead to divergent (or 
even conflicting) results, the impact of the elicitation method on the theoretical 
conclusions cannot be neglected. 

Ellis (1987) examined the use of past tense in L2 English in three different verb 
types: regular past (-ed), irregular past (e.g. did, had, would) and copula past (was, 
were). 17 learners with various L1s participated in three different tasks based on 
picture compositions: (1) planned written, (2) planned oral, and (3) unplanned 
oral. The results showed that the three separate tasks yielded different patterns as 
to the degree of accuracy between the different past tense types. Ellis’ main focus 
was the effect of planning on how grammatical rules were applied, whereas he did 
not seem to take the mode (written vs. oral production) into account. Regardless of 
Ellis’ original focus of the study, the results indicate that differences in elicitation 
methods have an impact not only on such aspects as fluency, coherence and 
cohesion, but also rather systematically on the use of particular grammatical rules. 

In the present study four different elicitation techniques are used. One aim is to 
see to what degrees the different data types provide convergent and/or conflicting 
results. The procedures employed are presented in Chapter 4. 
 

 



 

 
 
 
 
 

Chapter Three 
 

Structures in Focus: 
Verb Morphology and Interrogative Clauses 

 
 

 
 
3.1 The choice of structures 
 

The grammatical structures that are focussed on in the present study are certain 
aspects of the use of verb morphology and of interrogative. In the matter of verb 
morphology, the learners’ abilities to make the distinction between finite and non-
finite verbs in simple and compound verb structures are examined. These aspects 
of the use of verbs in the interlanguage of L2 speakers of Swedish have only been 
investigated to a limited extent. In terms of interrogative clauses, the word order in 
direct and subordinate question comes under scrutiny. The choice of interrogative 
clauses is motivated not only by the fact that they are practically unexplored in L2 
Swedish development, but also by the properties of the structure in Swedish. 
Questions comprise a range of possible structures of various degree of complexity 
in L2 Swedish.  
 
3.1.1 General considerations on finiteness of verbs 
 

A key issue in the present study with regard to verb morphology is the notion of 
the finiteness of verb forms. Bussman’s (1996) definition of a finite verb form 
focuses mainly on morphology according to his statement that a finite verb form is 
a “[c]onjugated verb form marked according to tense, voice, person, number, and 
mood” (p. 166; emphasis in the original). In a similar vein, Richards (1985) 
characterizes a finite verb as “a form of a verb which is marked to show that it is 
related to a subject in PERSON and/or NUMBER, and which shows TENSE”, and 
accordingly a non-finite verb as not marked for these categories (p. 106; emphasis 
in the original). These two definitions, however, are not satisfactory: they would 
exclude finiteness as a distinction in languages that lack one of the categories 
since the additive “and” indicates that both categories are required for a verb form 
to be finite. Swedish, for instance, where marking for tense exists in contrast to 
subject-verb agreement, would not have the distinction between finite and non-
finite verb forms according to these definitions. 
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Matthews (1997/2006) uses a more syntactical-functional perspective by 
defining a finite verb as “any verb whose form is such that it can stand in a simple 
declarative sentence”, and inversely the term non-finite as a verb or verb form 
“which is not finite: thus an infinitive, participle, or any other form whose role is 
nominal or adjectival. If a clause has such a form as its central element it is in turn 
a non-finite clause.” This definition does not exclude languages in which subject-
verb agreement does not exist. Needless to say, the two different perspectives on 
finiteness are interrelated, and a comprehensive definition would preferably 
include both distinctions. Koptjevskaja-Tamm (1993) refers to both, although 
there is some ambiguity as to whether all the enumerated categories of verb 
congruence (“person, number, tense, mood etc.”; p. 1245) are required or if just 
some of them are needed to come up to requirements for finite verb forms. 
Holmberg & Platzack (1995) discuss the notion of finiteness within the generative 
framework with special reference to the Scandinavian languages. For instance they 
state that “finiteness is a prerequisite for tense and mood” (1995:23). 
Consequently, without finiteness in a predication, there is (1) no indication for 
determining the time relationship between the instant of the utterance and the 
moment of the situation of the predication expresses, and (2) no clue about the 
speaker’s attitude to this situation. A finite verb is not the same as a tensed verb, 
since a non-finite verb can be tensed – such as the PRESENT PARTICIPLE and 
PAST PARTICIPLE forms – and, inversely, a finite verb can be void of temporal 
aspect – such as the IMPERATIVE form (Holmberg & Platzack 1995).  

For the purpose of this study the definition of a finite verb form is a verb form 
that on its own can be the only or the first verb of a proposition and that can 
formally express distinctions in person, number, tense, mood, and/or voice, often 
by means of conjugation. 

As has been understood in the discussion above, the distinction finite–non-finite 
is not relevant to all languages. Koptjevskaja-Tamm points out that in isolating 
languages, the verbs are uninflected and thus appear in the same form whatever 
their function. Even so, even in richly inflected languages the distinction of finite-
ness can be of slight or no importance (Koptjevskaja-Tamm 1993). This study will 
concentrate on the finiteness of the main verb of a clause since this distinction is 
employed in a consistent way in the target language Swedish. Later in this chapter 
grammatical structures relevant for this study will be presented with regard to the 
languages involved (i.e. the target language and the learners’ L1s). Amongst other 
things their features of finiteness of the main verb will be briefly outlined in these 
sections. For an inventory of the finite and non-finite verb forms in Swedish, the 
target language in the present study, see Section 3.2.1. 
 
3.1.2 General considerations on interrogative structures 
 

The function of an interrogative clause is to require information. These interroga-
tive structures can be divided into categories according to a difference in the 

 

http://www.oxfordreference.com/views/?subview=Main&entry=t36.e1123&category=
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nature of the expected response, and this difference is also reflected in the gram-
matical form of the questions. The main categories of interrogative clauses are:3

 
• Yes/No questions: In general these interrogative structures yield the answer 

either “yes” or “no”, but also less resolute answers as for instance “I don’t 
know”, “maybe”, or “if it is possible”. A Yes/No question logically has an 
affirmative counterpart where the only difference is a lexical, syntactical 
and/or prosodic cue signalling a question. 

 

• Wh questions (or information questions): Questions of this type ask for 
information that is not contained in the question. What is asked for can be 
subject, object, adverbial, verb or predicative in the question and is replaced 
by a “Wh word”, i.e. an interrogative pronoun (‘who’, ‘whom’, ‘whose’, 
‘what’, ‘which’), adverb (‘when’, ‘where’, ‘why’) or a phrase with an initial 
Wh word (e.g. ‘which book’, ‘how old’). This question type is – per defini-
tion – formed by the use of lexical means, while also syntactical and 
prosodic aspects may be involved. Wh questions can be divided into two 
subtypes, here called WhX and WhS questions respectively. In WhX 
questions the Wh word (and thus what is asked for) is not the subject, but 
most often object or adverbial. In WhS questions the Wh word is the subject 
of the clause. 

 

• Alternative questions: this question type names possible answers but does not 
leave the matter open. An alternative question can begin with a Wh word, 
e.g. “Which do you like – coffee, tea, or wine?” or may be more like a yes-no 
question, e.g. “Would you like coffee or tea?” Alternative questions are after 
all extended either Yes/No or Wh questions and therefore they structurally 
correspond with one or other of the two question types (apart from the 
extension). Therefore they will not be considered as a specific category, and 
thus not further examined in this study. 

 
As mentioned previously, the interrogative function can be expressed in different 
ways in relation to affirmative clauses: through the lexicon, by syntactic means, or 
by the way of changes in prosody. There is a certain variation amongst languages 
regarding the means which are used to express interrogative function. This cross-
linguistic variation is naturally stronger for Yes/No questions than for Wh 

                                                 
3 For the purpose of the present work the terms will be as follows: 

Yes/No questions (Y/N questions in tables etc. for reasons of space) 
Wh word  (also called “question word” in linguistic literature) 
WhX questions (questions where the question word is any constituent but the subject of the 

clause, where “X” is borrowed from basic algebra, standing for an 
exchangeable variable) 

WhS questions (questions where the question word is the subject of the clause) 
Wh questions (also called “information questions” in linguistic literature; a common term 

for WhX and WhS questions) 
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questions, since the latter category always contains a lexical item (some kind of 
Wh word) to form the question.  
 
3.1.2.1 Direct Yes/No questions 
 

The difference between an affirmative clause and a Yes/No question can be 
manifested in various ways. Ultan (1978) classifies these possibilities accordingly: 
 

1. Intonation 
2. Order 
3. Segmental elements 
 

Ultan states that interrogative intonation (i.e. prosodic means) can be achieved at a 
sentence level as well as at a word level. The syntactical means that Ultan refers to 
as order in his classification includes the inversion of main constituents. He uses 
an example of subject-verb inversion in a Yes/No question in Malay as a contrast 
to “normal declarative SVO order” (Ultan 1978:215). What Ultan refers to as 
segmental elements as a way to form Yes/No questions stands for different lexico-
morphological means, such as for instance “interrogative particles (and affixes), 
words, [and] tags” (Ultan 1978:216). The occurrence of these three categories in 
the languages of the world may manifest itself in different ways. In French, for 
instance, each of the three ways Ultan outlines to form Yes/No questions exist. 
They are employed separately (i.e. only one of the structures is used in one and the 
same Yes/No question), and which one of the three distinct options that is chosen 
is in general a stylistic matter (see, for instance, Hawkins & Towell 2001:332f).  
 
3.1.2.2 Direct Wh questions 
 

Wh questions and Wh words (i.e. interrogative substitutes for a number of clause 
constituents) exist in all languages in one way or another (Ultan 1978). One 
obvious difference between Wh and Yes/No questions is that there is always a 
lexical (segmental) element that signals a question – the Wh word – in the former 
of these two question types. In some languages, interrogative intonation may occur 
in Wh questions, despite the fact that the Wh word already serves as an interroga-
tive cue (Ultan 1978). In some languages there is an interrogative marker in 
addition to the Wh word, which thus implies a co-occurrence of two question-
forming elements in one single clause (Ultan 1978)4. When it comes to word order 
in Wh questions, it is above all a matter of the placement of the Wh word, namely 
whether it occurs in an initial position (Wh fronting) or if it is located to its 
original position (i.e. the same position as words with the same syntactic function 
when they are not Wh words). Ultan (1978) states that among the languages of the 

                                                 
4 Ultan (1978:228): “Logically, one would expect to find QPs [question particles] only in YNQs, 
since INQs [information questions] by definition already contain at least one clearly marked 
interrogative device (one or more QWs).” 
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world Wh fronting (i.e. sentence-initial position of the Wh word) is far more 
common than retention of the Wh word at the “normal positon of the constituents 
for which they substitute” (Ultan 1978:229). These proportions (73.4%–25%) hold 
for languages with all basic word orders, except for SOV languages, for which the 
proportions are about fifty-fifty between the two options. 
 
3.1.2.3 Subordinate questions 
 

Interrogative clauses can also exist in indirect speech: that is to say as subordinate 
clauses. Indirect questions can be seen as subordinate versions of direct questions. 
Henceforth in this thesis the term subordinate questions will be used. The 
existence of subordinate questions in a particular language implies that there is a 
distinction between main clause and subordinate clause in the language in 
question. Subordination exists in one way or another in all languages (Cristofaro 
2005). Subordination is, however, not necessarily expressed by morphosyntactic 
means such as clauses with complete subject-finite verb relations or with gerund 
constructions, since cognitive and semantic/pragmatic principles can also be used 
to express subordination (Cristofaro 2005). Moreover, the existence of subordinate 
clauses (i.e. with finite subject-verb relations) in a language does not automatically 
mean that this distinction is manifested in terms of structural differences from 
main clauses. According to Talmy (1978), there are languages where this distinc-
tion does not exist. Longacre (1985) mentions three main types of subordinate 
clauses: (1) those that function as noun phrases, (2) those that modify verbs and 
propositions (i.e. adverbial clauses) and (3) relative clauses, claiming that these 
clause types exist in a large majority of the languages of the world. Cristofaro 
(2005) labels these three types of subordination relations as: (1) complement5, (2) 
adverbial, and (3) relative relations. Parts of this study (the written production and 
grammaticality judgement) are conceived in order to make the learners produce 
also subordinate questions. Indirect speech incorporate (or embed) quotes as 
subordinate clauses in a superordinate clause. The typological literature does not 
seem to treat subordinate questions as a specific category among subordinate 
clauses. Neither does there seem to be any typological inventory to be found of the 
existence of particular subordinate questions. The issue as to whether there are 
structural (e.g. at a morphological or syntactic level) differences or not between 
direct and subordinate questions in the different languages of the world seems 
largely unexplored. 
 
3.2 The target language: Swedish 
 

Swedish is spoken by nearly 9 million people, for the most part in Sweden where 
it is a national language. It is also spoken in Finland where it has official status. It  

                                                 
5 Within the linguistic literature the category of subordinate clauses Cristofaro (2005) calls 
complement are often called nominal subclauses, since they have the syntactic function of an NP 
(subject, object and part of a PP). 

 

http://www.ucl.ac.uk/dutch/grammatica/subordinate_clauses.htm
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is a member of the northern branch of the Germanic family and closely related to 
Danish and Norwegian. 

As a country Sweden was largely one of emigration in the early part of the 
twentieth century; however, during second half of the century people began to 
move to Sweden. This remains the case at the dawn of the new millennium. Thus, 
in less than a century Swedish has become the target language for a great number 
of L2 learners. 
 
3.2.1 Verb morphology in Swedish 
 

From an L2 perspective, taking on board the Swedish verb system is no doubt a 
challenge. Nevertheless, compared to many other languages, Swedish’s verb 
system is not particularly complex. For instance there is no subject-verb agreement 
in contemporary Swedish, nor are there any specific verb forms expressing aspect. 
Moreover, the Swedish mood system is relatively limited to indicative and 
imperative, and just a few cases of optional subjunctive forms for a small number 
of verbs. The use of these subjunctive forms has a rather stylistic function, 
marking a somewhat archaic or formal style, and they are not especially frequent 
in everyday use. 

The Swedish verb system is composed of four finite verb forms (PRESENT, 
PRETERIT, IMPERATIVE and SUBJUNCTIVE). Of these, the SUBJUNCTIVE 
exists only for a limited number of verbs, and is replaceable by the PRETERIT. 
The use of the IMPERATIVE is naturally enough restricted to imperative clauses. 
There are four non-finite verb forms (INFINITIVE, SUPINE, PRESENT 
PARTICIPLE and PAST PARTICIPLE) in Swedish. Of these, the two participles 
in most cases have an adjectival function, and hence do not form the core of the 
verb phrase. Swedish’s verb tense system is essentially built on the two finite verb 
tenses PRESENT and PRETERIT, if these are auxiliary verbs, completed by 
INFINITIVE or SUPINE, depending on which auxiliary is used. 

Swedish verb tenses can be described as being organised into two subgroups. In 
descriptions of the Swedish tense system, Hammarberg & Svensson (1975), 
Lindberg & Vogel (1981), Ekerot (1995) and Teleman, Hellberg & Andersson 
(1999) in almost analogous ways divide the tenses into those expressing a focus on 
“now”, i.e., having a connection to the moment of the utterance, and those 
referring to “then” i.e., events in the past without any particular connection to the 
utterance moment. A synthesis of these descriptions of the two Swedish “tense 
systems” is displayed in Figure 3.1. Within the systems of Swedish verb tenses, 
both finite and non-finite elements are present. When the verb ha (‘have’) serves 
as a temporal auxiliary, it requires the SUPINE form on the main verb, forming 
different verb structures with different time foci. The PERFECT tense is 
composed of har[PRES] + SUPINE (Example 3.1) and PLUPERFECT of 
hade[PRET] + SUPINE) forms (Example 3.2): 
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3.1 Jag har frågat honom. 
 ‘I have asked him.’ 
 
3.2 Jag hade frågat henne tidigare. 
 ‘I had asked her earlier.’ 

 
Complex verb constructions in verb sequences with more than one auxiliary, 
namely those with ha in the INFINITIVE, are also found, as in example 3.3: 

 
3.3 Du borde ha frågat mig först. 
 ‘You should have asked me first.’ 

 
The tense system also covers some auxiliaries that create structures that express 
future and future of the past. These auxiliaries require main verbs in INFINITIVE, 
just like all other Swedish auxiliary verbs, with the unique exception for ha, 
mentioned above. The tense of the auxiliary does not affect the INFINITIVE form 
of the main verb in native spoken Swedish. 
 
3.2.2 Word order in Swedish with special reference to interrogative clauses 
 

The fundamental word order in Swedish is SVO. In her typological classification 
of languages according to their degree of flexibility in word order, Steele (1978) 
uses three word order categories: rigid word order, free word order and mixed 
word order. Mixed word order refers to languages that have rigid word order in 
some contexts (i.e. in particular clause types) and free word order in other 
contexts. Swedish word order (as well as a number of other languages) does not fit 
into this taxonomy. There is word order variation in Swedish clauses, notably in 
main clauses, but this variation follows strict word order rules. A more relevant 
label for Swedish is to say the word order is fixed. Like all other Germanic 
languages (with the exception of English), Swedish is a verb-second language 
(henceforth the abbreviation V2 will be used throughout the present work). The 
concept V2 refers to the fact that the finite verb is situated in the second position 
in a main clause, no matter what comes initially in the clause. In other words: in a 
V2 language the finite verb cannot be preceded by more than one constituent in a 
main clause. 

From a positional-grammatical perspective (Diderichsen 1962), the fundament 
(i.e., the first position in a main clause) may contain practically any kind of 
syntactical elements. This entails subject-verb inversion in the main clause if 
another constituent than the subject keeps the initial position. This phenomenon is 
illustrated by the examples (i)–(iii) in Table 3.1: main clauses are inserted here in 
a position chart inspired by Diderichsen’s positional grammar.6 Within the genera-
tive framework the phenomenon of V2 has been dealt with – more or less in focus 
– in a number of studies. Platzack and Holmberg study the syntax in Germanic 
                                                 
6 The legend in Table 3.1 contains abbreviations and symbols also for Tables 3.2 and 3.3. 
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languages (Platzack 1986a) and more specifically in Scandinavian languages 
(Holmberg & Platzack 1991, 1995) and Swedish (Platzack 1986a, 1998). One 
common point in these studies is the view that the V2 phenomenon is explained as 
a result of verb movement of the finite verb to an advanced position second first in 
the head of the sentence, only preceded by an “Xmax” position, which is the focus 
(topic) position where consequently also question words land (Platzack 1986b). 
This particularly long verb movement has to do with case marking of noun phrases 
as well as finiteness of the verb (Holmberg & Platzack 1991, 1995; Platzack 
1986b). Since the generative point of view is not in focus in the present study, this 
perspective will not be further taken up here. 

Table 3.1. Word order in Swedish declarative main clauses illustrated by a position chart; 
a modified version of the original for Danish by Diderichsen (1962), here demonstrating 
the V2 phenomenon. 

 

 Initial field Intermediate field Final field 
 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
 X FV N1 A1 NFV N2 A2 

Jag  har  faktiskt inte ätit frukost idag. (i) ← 
 I have  actually not eaten breakfast today. 

←. Idag har jag faktiskt inte ätit frukost (ii) 
 today have I actually not eaten breakfast  

Frukost har  jag faktiskt inte ätit idag. 

A particular feature of Swedish – like a number of mainly Germanic languages 
– is the so-called place-holder constraint (Hammarberg & Viberg 1977). The 
concept place-holder is connected with the “grammatical nature” of Swedish, i.e. 
that relatively many functions are activated by means of differences in word order, 
such as for instance different clause types. In many other languages such functions 
can be expressed through phonological, lexical, morphological, or discursive 
structures. The notion of place-holder is highly relevant for Swedish interrogative 
clauses, which are the main focus of this study. The main principle of the place-
holder constraint is that certain elements are required in sentences, not for their 
lexical content, but for their syntactical meaning through their placement. Such 
obligatory elements are (1) subject pronouns, also in cases when they are void of 
lexical content, (2) the copula verb, and (3) the subject marker som in subordinate 
WhS questions (i.e. subordinate questions in which the Wh word is the subject of 

(iii) ← 
 breakfast have I actually not eaten  today. 

 

Legend (also for the Tables 3.2 and 3.3): X = Fundament (fronted (topicalised) element; practically any 
clause constituent); FV = Finite verb; N1 = 1st nominal: Subject; A1 = Clause adverb (negation and some 
other adverbs); NFV = Non-finite verb and Verb particle; N2 = 2nd nominal: Direct object, Indirect 
object, Predicative, Postponed subject (when there is an expletive subject in N1); A2 = Adverbials and 
Agent; SC = Subordinating connector;  ← = Original position of the constituent in the initial field; ¿ = 
“Invisible” interrogative cue;  SubM = Subject marker (in subordinate WhS questions). 
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7the clause) . The sentences 3.4–3.7 contain examples of these three different kinds 
of place-holders (underlined in the examples). The numbers within brackets after 
each sentence indicate what kind of place-holder the sentence is an example of, 
following the three categories mentioned above. Towards the end of this section 
example 3.7 will be displayed once again at the bottom of the position chart where 
interrogative subordinate clauses now become the focus (Table 3.3). 
 

3.4 Det regnar. (1) 
 it      rain[PRES] 
 ‘It is raining.’ 
 
3.5 Han berättade inte vart      han gick. (1) 
 he      tell[PAST]  not   whereto he     go[PAST] 
 ‘He did not say where he went.’ 
 
3.6 Oskar är           arg. (2) 
 Oskar    be[PRES] angry 
 ‘Oskar is angry.’ 
 
3.7 Jag undrar          vem som   ska           komma. (3) 
 I       wonder[PRES] who  SubM will[PRES] come 
 ‘I wonder who will come.’ 

 
As a comparison it should be mentioned that the two first place-holder categories 
(1) and (2) are also compulsory in English, whereas there is no English equivalent 
of the third category (3). 

The role of word order in Swedish is, as has been previously mentioned, highly 
significant as it determines the syntactical functions of different words and phrases 
in an utterance as well as the sentence type. In a way, however, one can say that 
the word order patterns in direct questions are not different from those of declara-
tive main clauses. In Table 3.2 a number of main clauses are displayed in a 
position chart; declarative as well as interrogative. The WhS question in example 
(v) is not different from the declarative sentence in example (iv). The word in the 
initial position (or in the fundament according to Diderichsen’s terminology, or 
position X in Table 3.2) is the subject in both these two examples. Thus the 
subject-verb word order is canonical in both cases. This is logical since Wh 
fronting is required in Swedish questions, and because the subject is automatically 
attracted to the fundament in declarative main clauses when no other constituent 
occupies it. WhX questions also follow the same word order principles as declara-
tive main clauses albeit with one restriction: Wh fronting is still obligatory 
whereas fronting of non-subjects in declarative clauses is optional. Apart from the 
Wh fronting constraint, the subject-verb inversion in WhX questions – as shown in 
                                                 
7 The word order in Swedish subordinate questions is described and discussed towards the end of 
this section, where also the subject marker som in subordinate WhS questions will be explained 
more in detail. 
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Examples (vii) and (ix) – can be seen as the same operation as in topicalised 
declarative clauses, such as Examples (vi) and (viii). Swedish direct Yes/No 
questions are characterised by an initial finite verb, and, thus, subject-verb 
inversion. The subject-verb word order in direct Yes/No questions cannot be 
explained straight out as the same process as in declarative main clauses since 
there is no “visible” non-subject in the fundament. However, one can claim that 
the fundament is “occupied by its emptiness”. The fundament being empty, the 
speaker goes directly to the finite verb, which means sending a cue that a Yes/No 
question is about to be pronounced. Consequently, constructing Yes/No questions 
in Swedish can be seen as a matter of putting an “invisible” (or rather inaudible) 
cue in the fundament, which is manifested by the finite verb as a starter of the 
clause. The question mark turned upside-down in example (xi) in Table 3.2 could 
be interpreted as a topicalised element (albeit not perceptible) that causes subject-
verb inversion in the same way that other topicalised elements do. 

Table 3.2. Position chart for Swedish main clauses, here highlighting the contrast between 
declarative and (direct) interrogative clauses. 
 

 Initial field Intermediate field Final field 
 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
 X FV N1 A1 NFV N2 A2 

Jag  har   köpt bröd idag. (iv) ← 
 I have   bought bread today 

Vem har   köpt bröd idag? 

As mentioned earlier in this chapter, there are several possible ways to form 
interrogative clauses in different languages. Ahrenberg (1987) indicates that such 
means can be syntactical, lexical or prosodic. In Swedish, the features that make 
questions different from declarative clauses are mainly syntactic. The cue for 
Swedish direct Yes/No questions is an initial position of the finite verb, which 
implies subject-verb inversion. As subject-verb inversion is required in declarative 
main clauses with an initial segment other than the subject, it is the initial position 

(v) ← 
 who has   bought bread today 

←. Nu ska  jag  köpa bröd (vi) 
 now shall I  buy bread  

När  ska  hon  köpa bröd ←? (vii) 
 when shall she  buy bread  

Bröd har  jag faktiskt köpt ← idag. (viii) 
 bread have I actually bought  today 

Vad har  du  köpt ← idag? (ix) 
 what have you  bought  today 

Jag kan ← inte köpa bröd idag. (x) 
 I can  not buy bread today 

Kan  du inte köpa bröd idag? (xi) ¿ 
  can you not buy bread today 
 

Legend: See Table 3.1. 
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of the finite verb that signals a Yes/No question and not the subject-verb inversion. 
Wh questions are also signalled through primarily syntactic means in Swedish. 
Certainly, the Wh word itself is a lexical cue; however, the syntactical part is not 
negligible as Wh fronting is obligatory and the following word order is sometimes 
vital to distinguish what kind of clause it is. For instance, in Swedish some 
pronouns can be used as question words and markers of exclamation: 

 
3.8 Vilken mössa köpte du? 

‘Which hat did you buy?’ 
 
3.9 Vilken mössa du köpte! 

‘What a hat you bought!’ 
 

As can be seen in the above two examples (3.8 and 3.9), only the difference in 
subject-verb word order can be attributed to the functional difference between the 
two utterances. 

As previously stated in this chapter, in a number of languages the use of intona-
tion is the only marker of interrogative function of a sentence, which would 
otherwise – without this particular prosodic feature – be a declarative clause. In 
other languages, prosodic interrogative markers exist together with syntactical or 
lexical markers – or both – either as complements to each other or conjointly. 
Regardless of sentence type, Swedish sentences end with a falling intonation. 
Nevertheless, Ahrenberg (1987) uses the notion marked intonation to designate a 
Swedish prosodic interrogative marker. According to Ahrenberg, marked intona-
tion can serve as a substitute to syntactic marking such that a declarative sentence 
(i.e., without subject-verb inversion) obtains an interrogative function by the use 
of a particular intonation. He does not develop the issue of prosodic marking in 
interrogative sentences in depth, but refers to Gårding (1979), who describes the 
intonation in the following three sentence types: “statement” (i.e., declarative), 
“question 1” (inverted Yes/No question), and “question 2” (non-inverted Yes/No 
question). She comes to the conclusion that an optional question intonation exists 
in Swedish, characterised by a final rise. In a study of intonation in spontaneous 
questions, House (2004) stated that final rises occurred in 22% of the questions in 
his material. A majority of the questions with final rise (77%) also had final focal 
accent, whereas of those questions having no final rise the proportions were 
clearly lower (48%). Having different types of questions as a basis for estimating 
the pragmatic role of the final rise in the questions in the material (socialising or 
retrieve information), House interprets the function of a final rise as an invitation 
to socialise and engage in conversation (House 2004). Thus, the claim here is that 
there is no specific question intonation per se in Swedish, since a change of 
intonation does not change the function of the sentence in terms of being 
interrogative or not. It is, instead, something other than intonation that changes the 
function of a clause from declarative to interrogative – such as the use of subject-
verb inversion (instead of canonical word order) or the use of an initial Wh word. 
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Furthermore, when the internal structure of the sentence is unaltered (i.e., main-
tained canonical word order) the context is a factor that determines the function of 
the sentence. The changed function may in turn have an impact on the prosody. 

This suggests that the question of the existence of a Swedish interrogative 
prosody is intertwined particularly with the issue of the use of Yes/No questions 
without subject-verb inversion. The following examples are illustrative of this: 

 
3.10 De   har            barn. 
 They have[PRES] children 
 ‘They have children.’ 
 
3.11 De   har            barn? 
 They have[PRES] children 
 ‘They have children?’ 
 
3.12 Har            de   barn? 
 Have[PRES] they children 
 ‘Do they have children?’ 

 
Example 3.10 is a declarative sentence whereas 3.11 and 3.12 are interrogative. 
What makes 3.11 interrogative is not inherent in the morpho-syntactical structure 
itself; it is identical to the declarative sentence in example 3.10. It is the context 
rather than morpho-syntactical factors in the sentence that makes it interrogative in 
example 3.11, and vice versa in example 3.12. Although Examples 3.11 and 3.12 
are both interrogative, they are not identical in their function. They carry different 
assumptions about the truth value of the answer. A Yes/No question with subject-
verb inversion like the one in example 3.12 is normally asked without any 
particularly preconceived ideas whether the answer is going to be “Yes” or “No”. 
Questions asked such as in example 3.11 (i.e., with canonical word order and thus 
identical to declarative main clauses) are frequent in native spoken Swedish. Such 
questions are not neutral, but the speaker’s expectation is that the answer is an 
agreement of what is proposed in the question (Teleman et al. 1999). Thus, the 
function of a canonical Yes/No question is more of a quest for confirmation of an 
assumption than a question in the proper sense. 

Word order in Swedish subordinate questions is different from that of direct 
questions. A fundamental difference is that subordinate questions consistently 
have canonical subject-verb word order, whereas a larger part of direct questions 
have subject-verb inversion (Yes/No and WhX questions, whereas WhS questions 
are the sole direct questions having canonical subject-verb word order). As 
previously stated, Swedish word order is fixed, and an analysis of the three kinds 
of subordinate questions through Diderichsen’s (1962) positional grammar is used 
in Table 3.3 to illustrate this. A comparison of the word order, on the one hand in 
Examples (xii) and (xiii) in Table 3.3 and on the other (vii) and (ix) in Table 3.2, 
shows that CANCEL INVERSION distinguishes subordinate from direct WhX 
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questions. Furthermore, in subordinate Yes/No questions the CANCEL 
INVERSION procedure is applied, and a subordinating connector om (’if’) is 
added, compared with the direct equivalents. This contrast becomes obvious at a 
comparison of the examples (xi) in Table 3.2 and (xiv) in Table 3.3. A particular 
phenomenon of Scandinavian languages is a special function word (som in 
Swedish), which marks the position of the subject in WhS questions. Since the 
subject in WhS questions is a Wh word, and thus positioned in the initial field 
(labelled SC in the position chart in Table 3.3) of the subordinate clause, there is 
no subject left to take up the subject position (N1). Because of the place-holder 
constraint (see earlier in this section) the position cannot be left empty, and a 
subject marker som is attached to this position. In Swedish there seems to be a 
strong need to mark the contrast between super- and subordination with syntactic 
means. The examples (v) in Table 3.2 and (xvi) in Table 3.3 illustrate this contrast 
between direct and subordinate WhS questions. The examples show that the 
subject marker som is required to make this contrast manifest. Without it there 
would be no word order difference between direct and subordinate WhS questions 
at the surface level. 

Table 3.3. Position chart for Swedish subordinate clauses. The examples used here are 
subordinate questions. 
 

  Initial field Intermediate field Final field 

The differences between direct and subordinate questions described above 
indicate a crucial difference between super- and subordination in Swedish. In 
spoken Swedish, however, the use of main clause word order in certain types of 
subordinate clauses occurs sometimes. Subordinate clauses are one of these clause 
types, which means subject-verb inversion in subordinate WhX and Yes/No 
questions and to omit the connector om (‘if’) in subordinate Yes/No questions as 

  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
  SC N1 A1 FV NFV N2 A2 

[Fråga henne] när hon  ska köpa bröd ←. (xii) 
 [Ask her] when she  shall buy bread.  

(xiii) [Jag undrar] vad du  har köpt ← idag. 
 [I    wonder]  what you  have bought  today 

(xiv) [Säg mig] om du inte kan köpa bröd idag. 
 [Tell me] if you not can buy bread today 

(xv) [Vet du] om hon  verkligen har köpt bröd idag? 
 [Do you know] if she really has bought bread today 

(xvi) [Jag undrar] vem som  har köpt bröd idag. 
 [I    wonder]  who SubM  has bought bread today 

(xvii) [Jag vet inte] hur många som  har köpt bröd idag. 
 [I don’t know] how many SubM  have bought bread today 

(xviii) [Jag undrar] vem som  ska komma.   
(3.7) [I    wonder]  who SubM  shall come   

 

Legend: See Table 3.1. 
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well as the subject marker som in subordinate WhS questions (i.e., an increased 
use of main clause word order in subordinate questions), and the limitations of this 
use have not yet been made clear (Teleman et al. 1999:467). Nevertheless, a clear 
syntactical distinction between direct and subordinate questions exists in Swedish 
syntax; such use of main clause order in reported speech is most likely for 
pragmatic reasons, such as creating a closer relation between the moment of 
speech and the event that is referred to in the discourse. 

 
3.3 The choice of the subjects’ L1s 
 

One of the issues considered in the present study is the potential influence of the 
L1 on L2 learners’ grammatical development. Ideally, the choice of which L1s to 
include in such a study should be based on typological or general cross-linguistic 
conditions. Of course, typological factors should not only be considered as the 
availability of participants with convenient L1s for the study also has a role to 
play. For this study, three languages were finally selected: Iraqi Arabic, Persian 
(Farsi) and Somali. These languages show considerable typological differences, 
and there were also a sufficient number of speakers available among the group 
selected for the purposes of the study.8 In the following sections (3.4–3.6), 
structural features of the three L1s represented among the participants – Iraqi 
Arabic, Persian and Somali – are outlined, and a comparative summary is given in 
Table 3.4 in Section 3.7. 
 
3.4 Iraqi Arabic 
 

A large number of residents in Sweden originate from Arabic-speaking parts of the 
world. Moreover, Hyltenstam (2005) notes that Arabic is the most frequently 
spoken language amongst immigrant children in Sweden. At the beginning of the 
1990s, at the time of the Gulf War, the number of Iraqis migrating to Sweden 
increased considerably, and today the Iraqi community is the largest of the Arabic-
speaking groups in Sweden (Hyltenstam 2005). 

Many speakers of Arabic are not L1 speakers of the language or have another 
L1 besides Arabic. Some come from linguistic and/or ethnic minorities in 
countries where Arabic is the dominating language. Another category are those 
who do not come from a setting where languages other than Arabic are used in 
everyday life, but where some people have knowledge of various degrees of 
Classical or Standard Arabic for religious reasons.  

In the linguistic literature, Arabic is often referred to as having verb-subject-
object as a fundamental word order, i.e., a VSO language. VSO is valid for 
Classical Arabic, and also Modern Standard Arabic which has maintained the 
morphology and basic syntax of Classic Arabic (Fischer 1992); however, spoken 

                                                 
8 The participants were all students at a preparatory programme for immigrant adolescents. A 
description of the programme and the different learner groups will be presented in Sections 4.1.1–
4.1.3. 

 



Structures in Focus 31

varieties of Arabic differ to various degrees from the official variety in the 
different Arabic-speaking countries, i.e., Standard Arabic. Even such major 
features as fundamental word order can differ between the local spoken variety 
and the standard variety. For instance, the fundamental word order in Iraqi Arabic 
is SVO, as a contrast to the VSO order in Classical and Modern Standard Arabic 
(Mallinson & Blake 1981; Ruhlen 1976). 

The distinctions between Classic Arabic, Standard Arabic and Modern Standard 
Arabic are somewhat unclear as the morpho-syntactic differences between them 
are minor. Accordingly, scholars have different preferences about which term to 
use. For the purposes of this study the term Standard Arabic will be used hence-
forth. 

In the Arab world, different varieties of Arabic are systematically chosen with 
respect to the kind of domain where the language is employed. This is frequently 
utilised as an illustration in general descriptions of the phenomenon of diglossia 
(e.g., Appel & Muysken 1987; Grosjean 1982; Hoffmann 1991; Romaine 1995). 
Altoma (1969) discusses briefly the diglossic situation in the Arab world as a 
background to his comparative description of Standard Arabic and Iraqi Arabic in 
terms of phonological, morpho-syntactic and lexical features. According to 
Ferguson’s (1959) definition of diglossia, the high variety is used in formal 
situations, whereas the low variety is used in ordinary conversations. In the Iraqi 
context, Standard Arabic represents the high variety, whilst Iraqi Arabic (i.e. the 
local, low variety) is “the dominant medium of the spoken word in conversation, 
and in various cultural and artistic contexts”, and “it represents – in most cases – 
the first and only natural language to which its speakers are exposed and with 
which they become actively associated in their lifetime” (Altoma, 1969:3f). Thus, 
with reference to the diglossic situation in Iraq, one can state that ordinary people 
rarely encounter the higher variety, or at least do not use it productively. 

 
3.4.1 Verb morphology in Iraqi Arabic with special reference to finiteness 
 

One characteristic of the verb system in Standard Arabic is, as Barth Magnus & 
Tawaefi (1989) point out, a lack of distinction between finite and non-finite 
categories. This is also typical of Iraqi Arabic; in sentences with auxiliary verbs, 
the form of the main verb is finite, and agrees with the subject in the same way as 
in a sentence without auxiliary (Erwin, 1963; Malaika, 1963).  
 
3.4.2 Word order in Iraqi Arabic with special reference to interrogative clauses 
 

As previously mentioned, there are features in Iraqi Arabic word order that differ 
from Standard Arabic word order. The fundamental word order in Iraqi Arabic is 
SVO compared to Standard Arabic VSO order. The Iraqi SVO order is strict, and, 
this being so, subject-verb inversion is not an option (Saouk, personal communi-
cation).  
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Neither Standard Arabic (Barth Magnus & Tawaefi, 1989:46f) nor Iraqi Arabic 
(Erwin, 1963:315) has any equivalent to the copula verb in many other languages. 
In sentences without a verb, so-called equational sentences, the subject is juxta-
posed with the predicative. Therefore, sentences without copula verb do not just 
exist but are actually frequent in Iraqi Arabic. 

In clauses with a verb (so-called verbal sentences), subject pronouns are 
normally omitted, and expressed by the inflection of the verb. The pro-drop 
phenomenon is valid for Standard Arabic (Barth Magnus & Tawaefi, 1989:49f) as 
well as for Iraqi Arabic (Erwin, 1963:316). 

The way of forming direct Yes/No questions in Standard Arabic is primarily by 
means of segmental elements. An initial particle hal or ’a- indicates that the 
following clause is interrogative. The original declarative word order is intact 
(Barth Magnus & Tawaefi, 1989:86). Barth Magnus & Tawaefi (1989) assert that, 
since Standard Arabic is chiefly a written language, it is doubtful if this variety has 
a particular prosody, and the speakers’ recourse to the prosodic conditions in the 
own local dialect. In Iraqi Yes/No questions the interrogative cue is strictly 
prosodic with a raising intonation. There is no equivalent in Iraqi Arabic of the 
interrogative particles found in Standard Arabic (Saouk, personal communication). 

In Standard Arabic direct Wh questions are constructed by fronting of the Wh 
word, while the rest of the constituents are placed in the original order (Barth 
Magnus & Tawaefi, 1989:87f). In Iraqi Arabic interrogative main clauses Wh 
movement is optional. In other words, Wh words may well occur at the original 
position of the constituent that is asked for, i.e., in the VP when it is an object or 
adverbial that is asked for in the question (Wahba, 1991).  

In Standard Arabic, there is some difference between direct and subordinate 
questions, although this is not particularly striking. According to Barth Magnus & 
Tawaefi (1989:89), the word order is identical, and the context, or in some cases 
the choice of pronoun, may reveal whether the clause is direct or indirect. 
However, subordinate Yes/No questions sometimes start with the conjunction idã 
(‘if’), which is regarded as an influence from European languages. Like direct Wh 
questions, subordinate Iraqi Arabic Wh questions can retain the Wh element at its 
original position (Simpson, 1999). 
 
3.5 Persian 
 

The most significant influx of Persian (or Farsi) speakers to Sweden occurred in 
the 1980s, after the Islamic revolution in Iran in 1979.  

Persian belongs to the Indo-Iranian branch of the Indo-European language 
family, and it is the official, as well as the politically and culturally dominant 
language, in Iran. There is a large number of ethnic and linguistic minorities in 
Iran speaking languages of which some are closely related to Persian, others not at 
all. Like the case of Iraq, the linguistic situation in Iran is multi-faceted, and a part 
of those who use Persian at a regular basis have other L1s than Persian (or in 
addition to Persian). 
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3.5.1 Verb morphology in Persian with special reference to finiteness 
 

In Persian, there is a clear distinction between finite and non-finite verb forms, and 
the finite forms are inflected for subject agreement and tense. Compound verb 
forms exist such as in the PRESENT PERFECT, and a number of verbs require 
the marker be (‘to’), followed by infinitive (Mahootian, 1997:239, 252f).  
 
3.5.2 Word order in Persian with special reference to interrogative clauses 
 

According to the typological literature, the fundamental word order in Persian is 
SOV (Mahootian, 1997:5); nevertheless, various processes such as verb preposing, 
phrase postposing and scrambling, can affect this order (Mahootian, 1997:7, 129f). 
Stylistic factors can also affect this. In spoken Persian, the most common word 
order is SVO (Namei, personal communication). In sentences with a copula, 
however, the SOV order cannot be violated (Mahootian, 1997:44). 

Persian is a pro-drop language, and the omitted pronominal subject is conveyed 
by verb agreement and the context (Mahootian, 1997:48). Copula verbs exist and 
are required in Persian (Mahootian, 1997:44f, 227ff). 

In Persian direct Yes/No questions raising intonation is always used in a 
sentence that does not otherwise differ structurally from a declarative sentence. 
Thus, prosodic means are required to create a direct Yes/No question in Persian. 
An optional lexical marker, aya, can occur initially without any other changes in 
the structure being necessary. In these kinds of Yes/No questions – namely, with 
raising intonation, either with or without aya – there is no presupposition about the 
answer. An additional option is to use an initial marker, mæge, a kind of tag 
construction, which implies an expectation about what the answer is going to be 
(Mahootian, 1997:9f). 

As with Yes/No questions, raising intonation is obligatory in Wh questions in 
Persian. There are a number of uninflected interrogative words that are used to 
form Wh questions. The interrogative word is situated at the same position as 
where the questioned constituent would be found in a declarative sentence. Thus, 
Wh fronting is optional in Persian, made in order to put the questioned element in 
focus (Mahootian, 1997:11ff, 18f). 

Persian subordinate clauses have the same word order as the main clauses, and 
subordinate questions are no exception. Subordinate Yes/No questions, though, are 
introduced by either æge or aya which both mean ‘if’ or ‘whether’. The difference 
between them is merely stylistic (Mahootian, 1997:31). Subordinate Wh questions 
do not differ from direct Wh questions; the interrogative word is not necessarily 
clause initial (Mahootian, 1997:30f; Namei, personal communication). 
 
3.6 Somali 
 

As a result of the civil war in Somalia during the 1990s, a considerable number of 
the inhabitants had to leave their country. Part of them found their way to Sweden, 
where, today, they form an ethnic and linguistic community. As the conditions in 
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Somalia are still not stable, some migration of Somali speakers to Sweden still 
ocurs. 

Somali is principally spoken in Somalia and Djibouti, but also in Ethiopia and 
Kenya, and the language belongs to the (East) Cushitic branch of the Hamito-
Semitic language family. Saeed (1994) points out that there is quite a large range 
of structural variation in Somali due to a decentralised society structure based on 
clans and to a relatively late standardisation of the language. The relatively recent 
standard variety that emerged as a result of a more centralised educational and 
medial structure has been the subject of some linguistic description. The non-
standard varieties have been studied only to a limited extent (Saeed, 1994). In 
addition to Somali, Arabic is regarded as “the second language of the state [of 
Somalia]” (Saeed, 1994:4). In the relevant literature available, it is not explicitly 
reported which varieties of the Arabic language occur in Somalia; nor is there any 
indication of the extension of the use of Arabic in the Somali society. Official data 
on the number of speakers of Arabic in Somalia is not documented. The degree of 
competence in Arabic amongst the Somali population varies but is generally low 
(Saeed, 1994), although not completely irrelevant with regard to the selection of 
subjects for the present study. 
 
3.6.1 Verb morphology in Somali with special reference to finiteness 
 

Somali has a complex verb system with a manifest distinction between finite and 
non-finite verb forms. The finite verb forms agree with the subject as to number 
and gender. In Somali, there is a set of auxiliaries that express aspect or mood. The 
auxiliary verb is finite (i.e. inflected), and follows the main verb, which is in the 
INFINITIVE (Saeed, 1987:32ff). 

The simple INFINITIVE is possible when the meaning is obvious and makes 
grammatical auxiliaries redundant (Saeed, 1987:35). 
 
3.6.2 Word order in Somali with special reference to interrogative clauses 
 

The fundamental word order in Somali is SOV. The actual word order is not fixed. 
(El-Solami-Mewis, 1987:15; Saeed, 1987; 1994). In general, NP subjects have an 
initial position, but can also occur in other places in the clause. Although the finite 
verb is generally final, it can occasionally precede the object, adverbial, or even 
subject (El-Solami-Mewis, 1987:37ff, 60ff; Saeed, 1994). In other words, subject-
verb inversion is possible, but occurs only exceptionally in Somali. The variation 
in word order is a result of a number of factors, such as the information structure 
of the sentences (El-Solami-Mewis, 1987:15). Clauses with a focused NP as 
subject – a subject carrying new information – do not have subject-verb inversion, 
since focused NPs occur to the left of the verb (Saeed, 1994). In a manner diamet-
rically opposed to Persian, word order in Somali subordinate clauses is less fixed 
than in main clauses (Saeed, 1994). 
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Subject pronouns are not omitted in Somali (Saeed, 1987). There is a double set 
of personal pronouns, emphatic and short pronouns. The emphatic ones are 
normally initial, whereas the short ones are found as particles or as enclitics on 
words in preverbal position. 

In Somali sentences following the pattern SUBJECT + PREDICATIVE + 
yahay (‘be’), a classifier, waa, often occurs at an intermediate position between 
the subject and predicative. The final copula can be omitted in both declarative 
and interrogative sentences. In that case, the classifier waa is required (Saeed, 
1987:209,220; El-Solami-Mewis, 1987:55). Thus, the function of a copula has to 
be expressed by some kind of marker, although not necessarily by a verb. 

Interrogative structures are not expressed by word order, but by lexical means. 
To form Yes/No questions a particular question marker, ma, replaces waa, which 
is a classifier that identifies main declarative clauses. In case of focus on an NP, 
the question marker is placed immediately before the NP in focus. Short subject 
pronouns and another interrogative particle, miyaa, are assimilated into one word 
in interrogative clauses. In negative questions, the question marker sow is used, 
which reduces the risk of confusion with the negation má (Saeed, 1987:219ff; El-
Solami-Mewis, 1987:56). In some questions, the verb inflection is affected 
through a particular interrogative mood (Saeed, 1987:69ff). 

Wh questions in Somali do not differ from declarative sentences except in cases 
where an NP is questioned. When an NP is questioned, an interrogative deter-
miner, kée or tée, or an interrogative suffix is attached to the NP. The word order 
is not affected compared to the declarative equivalence (Saeed, 1987:222ff). 

Saeed (1987:72f, 225f, 1999:204) argues that subordinate questions do not exist 
in Somali, in the sense that there is no interrogative element in clauses that 
correspond to subordinate questions in other languages. Instead, the use of an NP 
followed by a relative clause serves the purpose of a subordinating Wh word. El-
Solami-Mewis (1987:152) has an opposed opinion, and gives some examples on 
which she bases her claim that Wh words function as interrogative subordinators 
in initial position of subordinate questions. She also gives an example of an object 
subordinate that is an indirect Yes/No question, with an initial subordinator in. 
Saeed (1987) does not touch on the subject whether subordinate Yes/No questions 
exist in Somali or not. Thus, the available information on this matter is incomplete 
and somewhat conflicting. 
 
3.7 Summary 
 

The target language structures being studied in the present work are (1) verb 
morphology¸ (2) syntax in direct questions and (3) syntax in subordinate 
questions. These three structures are treated in the study as main structural 
categories for the reason that each includes different structural features, or 
substructures, described above (in Sections 3.2.1 and 3.2.2). They can be summa-
rised as follows: 
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(1) Verb morphology: 

(a) Simple finite forms (PRESENT and PRETERITE) 

(b) PERFECT and PLUPERFECT (i.e. constructions with the temporal 
auxiliary ha (‘to have’) + SUPINE):  

◦ PERFECT: har (‘have/has’[PRES]) + SUPINE and 
◦ PLUPERFECT: hade (’had’[PRET]) + SUPINE 

(c) AUX + INFINITIVE (i.e. the use of INFINITIVE after a modal 
auxiliary verb in both present and past tense, such as kan (‘can’), vill 
(‘want|s to’), ska (‘will’, ‘shall’), måste (‘must’, ‘have/has/had to’), 
kunde (‘could’, ‘was able to’), ville (‘wanted to’), skulle (‘would’, 
‘should’, ‘was going to’) 

(2) Direct questions: 

(a) Fronting of the Wh word in WhX questions 

(b) Subject-verb inversion in WhX questions 

(c) Subject-verb inversion in Yes/No questions 

(3) Subordinate questions: 

(a) Canonical subject-verb word order and the connector om (‘if’, 
‘whether’) in Yes/No questions 

(b) Canonical subject-verb word order in WhX questions 

(c) The subject marker som in WhS questions 

 
As a summary of Sections 3.2 and 3.4–3.6, Table 3.4 provides a general compara-
tive outline of the relevant structures in Swedish, Iraqi Arabic, Persian and Somali 
– the languages discussed in this study. 
 
3.8 The acquisition of verb morphology and syntax in interrogative clauses in 
L2 Swedish: previous findings 
 

3.8.1 Verb morphology 
 

The main focus of research into morphology in L2 Swedish has been on the 
morphology of the Noun Phrase: studies have examined such issues as number 
(Wigforss 1979), gender (Andersson 1992) and species (Axelsson 1994). The 
agreement of adjectives in attributive and predicative position has been studied by 
Hammarberg (1996) and Glahn, Håkansson, Hammarberg, Hvenekilde & Lund 
(2001), the latter study also including Danish and Norwegian as target languages. 

The range of research on verb morphology in L2 Swedish has been limited. Up 
to the allocated time for the completion of the present work, three studies have 
been made on the subject. Bergman (1988) investigated the use of different verb 
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forms, and in particular the choice of different tenses. The subjects of the study 
were pupils at Swedish senior-high schools (gymnasieskola

Table 3.4. Overview of some features of verb morphology and word order in Swedish, Iraqi 
Arabic, Persian and Somali. 
 

Language 
Structure Swedish Iraqi Arabic Persian Somali 
S-V agreement — + + + 
Compound verb forms + + + + 
AUX + infinite verb + — + + 
Fundamental WO SVO SVO SOV (written) SOV 

SVO (spoken) 
WO in main clause1 fixed rigid rel. free lim. free  
WO in subordinate clause1 fixed/rel. rigid rigid rigid (SOV) rel. free  

+2 (+3) S/V inversion + — 
Pro-drop — + + — 

9 ) who had near-native 
Swedish, and their L1s were Finnish or Spanish. The data from a written recount 
of a video sequence showed that simple finite verb forms were distinctly more 
used than compound verb structures (i.e. a finite auxiliary and a non-finite main 
verb) with non-finite verb forms. PRESENT was the dominating tense, and the 
Spanish-speaking students exhibited less variation, sticking more constantly to 
PRESENT in their recounts than the Finnish-speaking subjects as well as the 
native controls. The latter two subject categories showed a larger variation by a 
higher degree of shift of tense and time focus. Using the same material, Stroud 
(1988) stated that the Spanish-speaking subjects had a lower amount of SUPINE 
forms in their written recounts. 

In a longitudinal study, Tropp (2003) examined the use of verb forms to refer to 
the future in the developing interlanguage of ten adult L2 learners of Swedish. Her 
results revealed an overuse of auxiliary verbs in the L2 material compared with the 
control group of native speakers of Swedish, who used the PRESENT tense more 

                                                 
9 For a definition of the Swedish school form gymnasieskola, see Section 4.1.1. 

“Cop-drop” — +4 (—5) — 
Dir.Q Y/N synt. + — — — 
Dir.Q Y/N lex. — — + + 

  Dir.Q Y/N pros. — — 
Dir.Q Wh- front + +/– — — 
Emb.Q Wh- front + +/– — +/ø ? 
Emb.Q Y/N synt. + — — +/ø ? 
Emb.Q Y/N lex. + (—) + +/ø ? 

 Emb.Q Y/N pros. — — — 
 
1 This terminology is discussed in Section 3.2.2. 
2 Only in spoken language. 
3 Very rare. 
4 Equivalent to the verb “be” does not exist in Arabic. 
5 Classifier required if copula is omitted. 
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frequently to express reference to the future. Of the auxiliary verbs used to express 
the future, the L2 learners overused ska + INFINITIVE at the expense of the 
generally more idiomatic kommer att + INFINITIVE. Even though finiteness was 
not in focus in the study, the results show that the L2 learners did not avoid 
compound verb structures in favour of the more frequent option PRESENT.  
 
3.8.2 Direct questions 
 

From an overall perspective, syntax has a rather prominent role in Swedish. 
Varying word order features often fill functions that are completed by structures at 
other linguistic levels in a large number of languages. A significant example of 
this is the contrast between the word order patterns in Swedish declarative clauses 
and Yes/No questions10. The vital function of syntax in Swedish seems to be 
reflected in Swedish SLA research, since studies on word order in Swedish 
interlanguage are relatively numerous. However, although word order has been 
much more extensively studied in L2 Swedish than morphology, the main foci 
have generally been other than interrogative structures. The placement of 
negations in main and subordinate clauses in different kinds of language produc-
tion has been investigated in several studies (Hyltenstam 1977, 1978b; Bolander 
1987, 1988a; Colliander 1993). The results of these studies, which concern the 
development of the placement of the negation in subordinate clauses, are 
somewhat relevant for this study and will therefore be briefly discussed in Section 
3.9.4.1. 

Another syntactical feature that has been widely studied is subject-verb 
inversion in declarative main clauses where the first position is occupied by an 
element other than the subject (i.e. topicalised clauses). Subject-verb inversion in 
this kind of clauses is a result of the fact that Swedish is a V2 language. The 
development in L2 Swedish as regards subject-verb inversion in topicalised 
clauses has been investigated in a number of studies (Hyltenstam 1978b; Bolander 
1987, 1988a, 1988b; Håkansson 1992, 2000, 2001 (the latter is described in 
Section 3.9.3); Håkansson & Dooley Collberg 1994; Håkansson & Nettelbladt 
1993, 1996; Håkansson, Nettelbladt & Hansson 1991). 

Word order in direct questions was considered in a study by Salameh, 
Håkansson & Nettelbladt (1996) in which they examined the oral production of 18 
six-year old children and with Arabic as their L1. From a processability perspec-
tive they related subject-verb inversion in interrogative and declarative clauses 
with phrasal morphology. According to Salameh et al., the results revealed an 
acquisitional hierarchy, displayed in Figure 3.2. Salameh et al. (1996) claim that 
the suggested hierarchy and consequently their data give support to Processability 
Theory. However, one of the subjects shows some use of subject-verb inversion in 

                                                 
10 The examples 3.10–3.12 and the discussion around these examples in Section 3.2.2 illustrate 
this contrast. 
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questions without the phrasal morphology being mastered. Salameh et al. interpret 
this as a result of acquisition of unanalysed chunks. 

Phrasal morphology  Inversion in Inversion in  (i.e. agreement questions declarative clauses within NP) 

 
Figure 3.2. Implicational sequence of phrasal morphology and subject-verb inversion 
in L2 Swedish as suggested by Salameh et al. (1996). 
 

 
3.8.3 Subordinate questions 
 

If the research on direct questions in L2 Swedish has been limited so far, subordi-
nate questions have been subject to even less attention in Swedish SLA research. 
Even so, in a critical review of a material that was intended to evaluate preparatory 
courses in Swedish for adult immigrants, Hyltenstam & Lindberg (1983) 
examined the use of subordinate clauses. Their analysis showed that the use of 
subordinate clauses was chiefly grammatical – with one exception: subordinate 
questions had in most of the cases ungrammatical word order or were incomplete. 
Another study involving subordinate questions to some extent was carried out by 
Viberg (1990), who investigated the frequency of different kinds of subordinate 
clauses in the oral production by adult learners of L2 Swedish with Finnish, Polish 
or Spanish as their L1. Referring to the results Viberg suggests an acquisition 
order for subordinate clauses: adverbial clauses occur at an early stage, followed 
by generally subordinated clauses with the connector att (‘that’) and by subordi-
nate questions. Relative clauses are acquired only at a stage after these three types 
of subordinate clauses. 

 
3.9 The examined structures from two different theoretical points of view 
 

3.9.1 Main structural categories 
 

The present thesis deals with the acquisition of some aspects of verb morphology, 
direct questions and subordinate questions. The scope of the theoretical framework 
of typological markedness in general and the Markedness Differential Hypothesis 
(Eckman 1977) in particular, does not simultaneously cover these three categories 
of verb morphology, direct questions and subordinate questions. Put another way, 
it does not relate them to each other in terms of at what stage in the developing 
interlanguage they are acquired. 

In contrast to the framework of typological markedness, a main idea in the 
processability hierarchy in Processability Theory (Pienemann 1998) is to situate 
these different levels of language structure in the same model and thus relate them 
to each other from a developmental perspective. According to PT, the use of 
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morphological categories sets in relatively early: simple tensed forms (i.e. simple 
finite verb forms) at stage 2 of the processability hierarchy, and non-finite forms 
of the main verb in clauses with an auxiliary at stage 3. There is, however, a 
partial overlap in predicted stages between verb morphology and direct questions. 
PT predicts that correct Wh fronting in direct WhX questions arises at stage 3, the 
same level as for non-finite main verbs in compound verb structures. Subject-verb 
inversion in direct WhX and Yes/No questions occurs at stage 4. It is only at stage 
5 that the distinction between direct and subordinate questions appears in the L2 
learner’s grammar. 
 
3.9.2 Finite vs. non-finite verbs 
 

Swedish verb forms are described earlier in this chapter (Section 3.2.1). A search 
of the available literature on language typology and universals leads to the conclu-
sion that the degree of markedness of single vs. compound verb forms, and by 
extension that of finite vs. non-finite verb forms, does not seem to have been an 
issue. Logically, in a language like Swedish, where there is no morphological 
agreement between the subject and the finite verb, the contrast between finite and 
non-finite verb forms would be weaker than in languages where such agreement 
exists. In Swedish there is little morphological variation on the finite verb forms 
compared with many other languages, since there is actually only one inflectional 
factor influencing Swedish finite verbs, namely TENSE. In most cases in Swedish 
non-finite verbs are invariable, with the exception of the PAST PARTICIPLE 
form11. The inflection form of the main verb in compound verb structure depends 
on which the auxiliary verb is12. This is certainly not specific for Swedish, but the 
range of variety of verb forms is relatively limited to both finite and non-finite 
verb forms in Swedish. From the perspective of universals and typology, there 
does not seem to be any appropriate theoretical basis for predictions regarding 
differences in degree of markedness between single and compound verb construc-
tions in a clause.  

A fundamental tenet of Processability Theory (Pienemann 1998) concerns the 
exchange of grammatical information between different constituents of an 
utterance. If the constituents between which information is transferred are at a 
high level in the processability hierarchy, the exchange requires higher processing 

                                                 
11 The inflection of the PAST PARTICIPLE has more to do with adjective agreement in 
predicative position than with subject-verb agreement, such as in the following examples: 
 

Frågan var väntad. The question was expected. en fråga/frågan: n-GENDER  
Svaret var väntat. The answer was expected. ett svar/svaret: t-GENDER 
Frågorna/svaren var väntade. The questions/answers were expected.  PLURAL 

 

Since the use of PAST PARTICIPLE is not in focus in this study, this kind of structures will not 
be further treated. 
12 As has been pointed out earlier (in Section 3.2.1), different forms of the temporal auxiliary ha 
(‘have’) takes the SUPINE form on the main verb, whereas all other auxiliaries take the 
INFINITIVE form. 
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capacity than if the constituents are at a lower processability level. In other words, 
the higher processing capacity needed for a particular structure, the later in the L2 
acquisition process the control of this structure occurs. Therefore, if a structure 
does not entail any exchange of grammatical information, this structure will be 
mastered at an earlier stage than if the structure requires such an information 
exchange. A processability point of view postulates that the grammatical use of 
non-finite verbs in contexts with an auxiliary verb would occur at a later point in 
the L2 development (stage 3) than systematic grammatical use of simple finite 
verb forms (stage 2). Stage 3 involves phrasal procedures, i.e., the exchange of 
grammatical information between words within the phrase, and in this case 
between the auxiliary and the main verb within the verb phrase. Stage 2 concerns 
category procedures that attach morphological information to the separate words 
(Pienemann 1998). 
 
3.9.3 Subject-verb word order and Wh fronting in direct questions 
 

As previously discussed, the principal way of expressing the interrogative function 
in Swedish is by the use of syntax. This is especially pertinent to Yes/No 
questions, in which it is exclusively different word order that marks the difference 
between declarative and interrogative clauses. None of the subjects’ first 
languages – Iraqi Arabic, Persian and Somali – use syntactic means at all for 
question formation. Nonetheless, subject-verb inversion in the target language 
would likely be a more easily acquired and utilised structure for learners whose L1 
allows subject-verb inversion than for those whose L1 does not. 

According to conventional typological classification, languages having subject-
verb inversion as their fundamental word order (VSO, VOS or OVS) are in a 
minority at a rate of about 12% (Mallinson & Blake, 1981:148), whereas the 
remaining 88% are languages with canonical subject-verb word order (i.e. SVO or 
SOV). Subject-verb canonical word order is seen as dominant over subject-verb 
inversion (Greenberg 1966b:98). Even if each language has a fundamental word 
order, this particular order is not necessarily the only possible in the language. 
Steele (1978:601) declares that VS languages (i.e. VSO and VOS) in most cases 
have an optional SV word order, whereas SV (SVO and SOV) languages rarely 
have a VS option. Therefore it seems there may be an implicational relation 
between the two possible subject-verb orders. In terms of typological markedness 
the logical conclusion would be that subject-verb inversion is a more marked 
structure than canonical subject-verb word order. Croft (1990:59f, 86), associates 
the notion of dominance to the concept of markedness arguing that SV word order 
(representing 86% of the languages of the world) is the dominating structure and 
consequently less marked. Bearing this in mind, the Markedness Differential 
Hypothesis (Eckman, 1977; Hyltenstam’s (1984) addition included) claims that 
subject-verb inversion would cause difficulties for L2 speakers to acquire and 
produce the structure: not only for L1 speakers of languages who do not allow 
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subject-verb inversion, but also for speakers of languages in which subject-verb 
inversion exists. 

Predictions based on the MDH (including Hyltenstam’s addition, 1984) would 
not assume differences between the three L1 groups in terms of acquisition order. 
Since subject-verb inversion is marked in relation to canonical subject-verb order, 
the structure will cause difficulties to learners, no matter if subject-verb inversion 
exists in their L1. Also from a PT perspective, differences between the L1s as to 
whether subject-verb inversion exists or not would not be a basis for differences in 
the learners’ interlanguage. On the contrary, if the L1 influence on the develop-
ment of the L2 grammar is stronger than the two theories postulate, one could 
predict variation in L2 outcome attributable to the existence of subject-verb 
inversion in the L1. Iraqi Arabic, as opposed to Persian and Somali, does not allow 
subject-verb inversion. Accordingly, learners with Iraqi Arabic as their L1 would 
be expected to acquire subject-verb inversion at a later stage than Persian and 
Somali speakers. 

In a direct Wh question in Swedish, the target language of this study, fronting 
of the questioned element is obligatory. Although such a movement of the Wh 
word to initial position is frequent among most types of languages, it is less 
common among SOV languages. Among the SOV languages, the principle that the 
Wh word is to be found at the same position as the constituent that it replaces is 
more frequent than among the other language types (Ultan, 1969). In fact, of the 
three L1s that are in focus here, it is only in Iraqi Arabic where Wh words are 
always in the initial position. Persian follows the principle that the Wh word is to 
be found at the original position of the clause element it asks for (Mahootian, 
1997). In Somali, Wh fronting is frequent but not required (Saeed 1984, 1999). 

From a typological point of view, there does not seem to be any implicational 
relation between Wh fronting and non-fronting of the Wh word; there are 
languages in which the only option is Wh fronting, other languages that do not 
allow Wh movement at all, while both alternatives are possible in some languages 
(Ultan, 1969; Eckman, Moravcsik & Wirth, 1989). In terms of frequency, Wh 
fronting is a more widespread feature than retention of the Wh word at the original 
position of the constituent (Ultan, 1969). Frequency of a structure among the 
languages of the world as a gauge of degree of markedness would suggest that Wh 
fronting was less marked than Wh retention. However, mere frequency is a 
questionable basis for assessing the degree of markedness of the structure. Even if 
the notion of typological markedness with respect to Wh fronting does not seem to 
be explicitly discussed in the literature, the issue of Wh fronting in L2 Swedish is 
of interest. 

Eckman et al. (1989) investigated implicational universals that proposed an 
implicational sequence of the acquisition of word order in direct questions in 
English as a second language as displayed schematically in Figure 3.3. Eckman et 
al. (1989) found support for their suggested implicational hierarchy in L2 English 
in the speech of learners with Japanese, Korean, and Turkish as their L1s. 
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Although English and Swedish both have subject-verb inversion in direct 
questions (with the exception of WhS questions), the structures are not identical in 
the two languages. Subject-verb inversion in direct questions in English is only 
possible with an auxiliary verb, and if the declarative equivalence does not have an 
auxiliary, the appropriate form of do precedes the subject when a direct question is 
formed, while the main verb (in the INFINITIVE form) follows the subject. In 
other words, only auxiliary verbs can normally go before the subject in direct 
questions in English. In Swedish, this restriction does not exist: any finite verb 
takes the position before the subject in a direct question. 

Inversion in Inversion in  Wh fronting WhX questions Yes/No questions 

 
Figure 3.3. Implicational sequence of word order acquisition in L2 English direct questions as 
suggested by Eckman et al. (1989). 

In an attempt to apply his own phonological data to the notion of learnability 
(see Section 2.4.1), and to relate them to syntactical aspects, Hammarberg (1985) 
gives a synthesis of earlier research on subject-verb word order in L2 Swedish. 
Subject-verb inversion is acquired earlier in direct questions than in declarative 
clauses. Between the two direct question types, Yes/No and Wh questions13, no 
such differences are reported. Hammarberg argues that, logically, subject-verb 
inversion in direct Wh questions should be acquired at a later stage than in direct 
Yes/No questions. Subject-verb inversion in Wh questions is not a question 
marker in Swedish but an effect of a non-subject in initial position (and thereby 
following the same principle as declarative clauses). Hammarberg (1985) argues 
that the relative ease with which subject-verb inversion is acquired in direct WhX 
questions (compared with declarative clauses) can be explained by an overgener-
alization of inversion in direct Yes/No questions in which subject-verb inversion is 
a marker for questions. 

In a longitudinal study with two recordings with an interval of six months, 
Håkansson (2001) examined the acquisition of Swedish by three groups of 
children (L1, L2 and SLI14) from a perspective of PT. She found evidence in both 
L2 and SLI children for a stage where the verb-second rule is not mastered. At this 
stage, the verb comes in third position in main clauses with initial adverbials, and 
the subject is inserted in between, in what Håkansson calls “XSV clauses” 
(2001:89), i.e. topicalised clauses without subject-verb inversion. The L1 children 

                                                 
13 Hammarberg (1985) uses the term direct wh-question, which does not make the distinction 
between direct WhX and WhS questions, but he points out that subject-verb inversion only occurs 
in WhX questions. Direct WhS questions are manifestly excluded from his discussion. 
14 Specific Language Impairment, i.e., monolingual children with a solely linguistic impairment 
which affects the acquisition of their L1. 
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produce significantly fewer XSV clauses: about 2% of all topicalised clauses for 
L1 children at both recordings, compared to over 40% at the first, and over 20% at 
the second recording for L2 and SLI children. The fact that monolingual SLI 
children produce XSV clauses before XVS clauses indicates that canonical 
subject-verb order is more accessible in the mental grammar than subject-verb 
inversion. The occurrence of XSV clauses – even though cases were few – also in 
Swedish L1 children’s production makes it difficult to avoid postulating the 
existence of such a stage also in regular L1 development. Håkansson suggests that 
L1 children normally have come through this stage before the lexical development 
permits utterances longer than two words. 

According to PT (Pienemann, 1998), subject-verb inversion occurs at stage 4, at 
which grammatical information can be exchanged between phrases, and a phrase 
can also be split up and the parts separated by another element. In PT, the impact 
of word order rules of the L1 on the L2 outcome is considerably reduced 
(Pienemann, 1998:75), and rather universal than language-specific processes are 
considered to be involved in the L2 grammatical development. Pienemann 
discusses subject-verb inversion in direct questions in Swedish, and mentions 
observations that subject-verb inversion – in line with the acquisitional sequence 
proposed by Eckman et al. (1989) – occurs earlier in direct Wh questions than in 
Yes/No questions. However, Pienemann does not further develop the issue or 
supply any theoretical basis for predictions about differences between direct 
Yes/No and Wh questions as to the time of emergence of subject-verb inversion. 

Pienemann (1998) explicitly includes Wh fronting in the processability 
hierarchy. In the version adapted to Swedish, Wh fronting (as well as adverb 
fronting in declarative clauses) in direct questions occurs at stage 3, i.e. at the 
stage before the emergence of subject-verb inversion. 

In summary, in those cases where the MDH and PT can supply predictions 
about word order in the two principal kinds of direct questions there is no conflict 
between the two theories. 

 
3.9.4 Some particular word order patterns in Swedish subordinate questions 
 

3.9.4.1 Cancel subject-verb inversion in subordinate interrogative clauses 
 

Like any subordinate clause in Swedish, subordinate questions have canonical 
subject-verb word order. In Yes/No and WhX questions this involves an operation 
of “cancel inversion” when embedding a question (if considering the correspond-
ing direct question as starting point). The notion of “cancel inversion” expresses 
the fact that the learner first, when acquiring word order of direct questions, is 
confronted to the effort to use subject-verb inversion in a majority of these 
questions. Once having struggled with and acquired this structure, the learner 
encounters another problem, namely not using subject-verb inversion in those 
interrogative clauses that are subordinate. In the development of L2 Swedish, 
canonical subject-verb word order occurs at an earlier stage than subject-verb 
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inversion. Since canonical subject-verb word order is the prevailing option at the 
earliest stages, it would be reasonable to suggest that this would also hold for 
subordinate Yes/No and WhX questions. As for subordinate WhX questions this 
would entail target-likeness as in example ix below. (The target-likeness of 
subordinate Yes/No questions at different stages will be further treated in Section 
3.9.4.2.) 

 
Direct WhX questions Subordinate WhX questions 

 
153.13 * Varför han skrattar? (*) Jag vet    inte varför han skrattar.

     Why      he    laugh[PRES]        I       know not   why       he    laugh[PRES] 
 
However, if target-likeness appeared in utterances such as the subordinate WhX 
question in example 3.13, it would not be because of mastery of word order in 
subordinate questions but because the deviant word order used in direct WhX 
questions (i.e., canonical subject-verb word order) is also used in subordinate 
questions. 

The stage following the early stage of consistent use of canonical subject-verb 
word order would be a stage of beginning and developing use of subject-verb 
inversion according to the word order in direct WhX questions in the target 
language. This rule for subject-verb word order in direct questions would be 
subject to overgeneralization in that it would be abundantly used also in subordi-
nate questions, since – at this stage – the learners do not yet master the distinction 
between main and subordinate clauses. This stage of ungrammatical subject-verb 
word order in WhX questions is illustrated in example 3.14. 
 

3.14 Varför skrattar     han? * Jag vet    inte varför skrattar      han. 
 Why      laugh[PRES] he        I       know not   why       laugh[PRES] he 

 
The next observable step in the sequence is growing control of the distinction 
between direct and subordinate questions, which entails increasing accuracy due to 
the use of adequate subject-verb word order according to clause type. Thus, at this 
stage, the learners use subject-verb inversion more consistently in direct WhX and 
Yes/No questions and canonical word order in corresponding subordinate 
questions as in the examples in 3.15. 
 

3.15 Varför skrattar     han? Jag vet    inte varför han skrattar. 
 Why      laugh[PRES] he I       know not   why       he    laugh[PRES] 

 
A number of studies on the placement of the negation in L2 Swedish by 
Hyltenstam (1977, 1978b), Bolander (1987, 1988a, 1988b) and Colliander (1993) 
all gave evidence of a high proportion of target-like, preverbal, placement of the 
                                                 
15 An asterisk within brackets indicates target-likeness at a surface level, although based on “false 
premises”. 
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negation in subordinate clauses at an early stage of the interlanguage. From a 
developmental perspective a common finding in these studies was a decreasing 
rate of preverbal placement of the negation in subordinate clauses, and 
subsequently the trend turned upwards again. The most plausible explanation of 
this U-shaped learning curve is the difference between main and subordinate 
clauses in the TL regarding the negation placement. In Swedish main clauses the 
negation is to be found after the finite verb, whereas its place in subordinate 
clauses is preverbal. Thus, the seemingly grammatical placement of the negation 
in early L2 Swedish interlanguage occurs on a twofold incorrect basis. Firstly, the 
early learners do not control the post-verbal position of the negation in main 
clauses of the TL, and secondly, they do not manage the distinction between main 
and subordinate clauses. Without control of the distinction between main and 
subordinate clauses they use the (ungrammatical) main clause word order in both 
clause types, which results in a target-like word order in subordinate clauses. As 
the acquisition process brings about increasing rates of grammatical placement of 
the negation in main clauses, the rate of target-like word order in subordinate 
clauses decreases. The falling trend only begins to turn upward when the distinc-
tion between main and subordinate clauses begins to be established and when the 
differences in negation placement between the two clause-types are familiar to the 
learners. Analogically, canonical subject-verb word order in subordinate WhX 
questions would follow a similar U-shaped development as preverbal negations in 
subordinate clauses, since the structures are analogous in relation to the word 
order in corresponding main clauses. 
 
3.9.4.2 Subject-verb word order and the connector om in subordinate Yes/No 
questions 
 

The subject-verb word order in subordinate Yes/No questions would logically 
follow the same pattern as for subordinate WhX questions, described in Section 
3.2.2. However, a U-shaped curve such as the one predicted for subordinate WhX 
questions would not be expected in the development towards target-likeness in 
subordinate Yes/No questions. Although the subject-verb word order is canonical 
at the first stage, absence of the subordinator om (‘if’) makes the clause ungram-
matical in relation to the target language. Subject-verb inversion is, as stated 
earlier, reserved for direct questions, whereas subordinate questions always have 
canonical subject-verb word order.16, 17 When subject-verb inversion is acquired 

                                                 
16 There is, nonetheless, a characteristic exception to the statement that Swedish subordinate 
clauses always have canonical subject-verb word order, namely the case of the alternative to form 
conditional subordinate clauses with exactly the same word order as direct Yes/No questions. 
This option is restricted to the initial position of the conditional subordinate. This exception from 
the rule that subordinate clauses always have canonical subject-verb word order is, however, not 
relevant to the focus of this thesis. Remarkably enough, the other option to form conditional 
clauses is conform to direct Yes/No questions. 

(continued) 
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in direct questions and this word order spills over on the learners’ subordinate 
questions, two alternatives are possible: the learners continue to omit the subordi-
nator om, or they use the subordinator in subordinate Yes/No questions with 
subject-verb inversion. The issue is, as a matter of fact, at what point the use of the 
subordinator appears in the L2 development; if it is prior to, at the same time as, or 
subsequent to the emergence of “cancel inversion” in subordinate Yes/No 
questions. Both the use of subordinator and cancelling of subject-verb inversion 
are signs of an ability to distinguish between subordinate clauses and main 
clauses. Although these two structures are both parts of one and same capability, it 
does not mean that they necessarily occur both at the same time. A plausible 
assumption is that the use of the subordinator om would be the first of the two 
structures to emerge, since an additional word would logically be easier to notice 
than just a change in subject-verb word order. Such a more salient nature of a 
structure would result in a higher degree of attention to it, and consequently a use 
of it at an earlier stage. Reasoning in such a way would lead to the following 
hypothetical acquisitional sequences concerning subordinate Yes/No questions: 
 

  Direct Yes/No   Subordinate Yes/No 
 

3.16 * De   har            barn? * Jag undrar          de   har             barn. 
     They have[PRES] children     I       wonder[PRES] they have[PRES] children 
 
3.17    Har            de   barn? * Jag undrar          har            de    barn? 
     Have[PRES] they children     I       wonder[PRES] have[PRES] they children 
 
3.18    Har            de   barn? * Jag undrar          om har            de   barn? 
     Have[PRES] they children     I       wonder[PRES] if    have[PRES] they children 
 
3.19    Har            de   barn?    Jag undrar          om de   har            barn. 
     Have[PRES] they children     I       wonder[PRES] if    they have[PRES] children 

 
The difference between subordinate WhX and Yes/No questions would provide a 
source for estimation whether the use of target-like subordinate WhX questions is 
a result of mastery of the structure or an effect of the fact that neither subject-verb 
inversion nor the distinction between main and subordinate clauses are controlled. 
Thus, two learners that produce identical subordinate WhX questions may 

                                                                                                                                                 
Är             du   medlem  betalar       du   ett lägre  pris. 
be[PRES] you member pay[PRES] you a   lower price 
‘Are you a member you pay a lower price.’ 
 

Om du   är             medlem  betalar       du    ett lägre  pris. 
if    you be[PRES] member pay[PRES] you a    lower price 
‘If you are a member you pay a lower price.’ 

17 In spoken Swedish, however, main clause word order occurs in some types of subordinate 
clauses, subordinate questions included. What importance this may have for the present study is 
further developed in Section 5.3.3. 
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logically be at very different stages, which might be revealed by their subject-verb 
word order in main clauses, or by the presence or absence of the subordinator om 
in subordinate Yes/No questions. 

 
3.9.4.3 The subject marker som in subordinate WhS questions 
 

Another feature in Swedish subordinate clauses is the subject marker som (‘that’) 
in subordinate WhS questions (i.e. subordinate questions where the Wh word 
besides being subordinator is also the subject of the clause). WhS questions do not 
involve use of one subject-verb word order in direct questions and another in 
subordinate ones. However, this does not mean that formation of subordinate WhS 
questions is uncomplicated. The subject marker som is a place-holder (see Section 
3.2.2) required at the empty ordinary position of the subject in a subordinate 
clause, directly following the subordinator. This marker is purely syntactical and 
marks the difference between direct and subordinate question, and the marker does 
not have any semantic content. Thus, creating grammatical subordinate WhS 
questions involves the ability to distinguish subordinate from main clauses by 
noticing and using a syntactic marker (som) void of lexical content. This is a 
complex cognitive operation and – in terms of developmental stages – mastery of 
grammatical subordinate WhS questions would therefore occur at the last stage of 
a hypothetical acquisitional sequence of word order in subordinate questions. 
 
3.9.4.4 A synthesis of predictions as to the development of the different kinds of 
subordinate questions 
 

The predictions about developmental stages for word order in subordinate 
questions proposed below are consistent with (or at least not in conflict with) both 
a typological and a process-related perspective. The stages are as follows: 
 

Stage 1. Canonical subject-verb word order will appear at an early stage of the 
L2 development. Subordinate WhX questions will be seemingly 
target-like, whereas the subordinator om in subordinate Yes/No 
questions will not be manifested, and therefore the latter will not be 
target-like what concerns word order. 

 

Stage 2. Subject-verb inversion will appear in both WhX and Yes/No questions 
no matter if they are direct or subordinate. Subordinate Yes/No 
questions will not start with the subordinator om since the questions at 
this stage will show no sign of attempts to subordination and will 
therefore be identical to direct questions. 

 

Stage 3. Subject-verb inversion will appear in both WhX and Yes/No questions 
no matter if they are direct or subordinate. The subordinator om will 
open the subject-verb inverted subordinate Yes/No questions. 
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Stage 4. Canonical subject-verb word order will appear in subordinate WhX 
and Yes/No questions, whereas inversion will prevail in direct WhX 
and Yes/No questions. Subordinate Yes/No questions will begin with 
the subordinator om. 

 

Stage 5. The subject marker som in WhS questions will appear at the last stage 
of the development of subordinate questions. 

 
The only difference between stages 2 and 3 is the presence of the subordinator om. 
The assumption of the existence of a stage with subordinate Yes/No questions 
with both subject-verb inversion and the the subordinator om is founded on the 
idea of saliency. The lexical representation of subordination by om is likely to be 
more easily noticed and will therefore occur at an earlier point of time than the 
syntactical representation by CANCEL INVERSION. 
 
3.9.5 Summary of predictions based on the theories being considered 
 

A number of predictions have been set up on basis of the two theories used as 
basis for the analyses of the data. In the following two sections the predictions 
about the acquisition of the different structures in focus in the study are briefly 
summarised.  

 
3.9.5.1 Typological markedness 
 

Within the framework of typological markedness and specifically the Markedness 
Differential Hypothesis (Eckman 1977, Eckman et al. 1989), one prediction 
regarding the structures in focus can be made. The theory predicts an implicational 
condition for direct questions suggests that the acquisition of WhX fronting occurs 
at an earlier stage than subject-verb inversion in both types of direct questions. As 
to the relationship between the latter two, control of subject-verb inversion in 
direct questions is assumed to be achieved earlier in WhX questions than in 
Yes/No questions. 
 
3.9.5.2 Processability 
 

The scope of Processability Theory (Pienemann 1998) provides basis for a wider 
array of predictions than the MDH. At the level of the three main structural 
categories PT predicts that the acquisition of verb morphology begins earlier than 
word order in interrogative clauses. Of the interrogative clauses, control of word 
order occurs earlier in direct questions than in subordinate questions. In verb 
morphology, PT predicts accuracy in the use of simple finite verb forms (i.e. 
PRESENT and PRETERIT) at a stage prior to when a grammatical use of 
compound verb forms (i.e. har/hade + SUPINE and AUX + INFINITIVE) is 
established. PT predicts that WhX fronting occurs at an earlier stage than subject-
verb inversion in direct questions.  

 



Interrogative Clauses and Verb Morphology in L2 Swedish 50

3.9.5.3 Conclusion 
 

The MDH and PT supply predictions about acquisition sequences for most of the 
structures in focus in the thesis. Nevertheless, none of the two theories include the 
development of the different word order patterns in the three types of subordinate 
questions. A possible acquisition sequence for these three substructures was 
provided in Section 3.9.4.4. 

After a presentation of the method and material in Chapter 4, the data are 
displayed, analysed (Chapter 5) and discussed (Chapter 6) in light of the theoreti-
cal frameworks described in Chapters 2 and 3. 
 

 



 

 
 
 
 
 

Chapter Four 
 

Method and Material 
 
 

 
 
This chapter examines the methods used in this study. First, in Section 4.1, the 
participants and the selection procedure are discussed. The following section (4.2) 
describes the different elicitation methods that were used. Section 4.3 gives a short 
account of a pilot study that was undertaken prior to the main study. The chapter 
concludes with a quantitative account of the material generated through the differ-
ent elicitation methods in Section 4.4. 
 
4.1 The participants 
 

4.1.1 The L2 learners 
 

Thirty-six learners of Swedish as a second language participated in the study. Data 
collection took place during the period March–May 2002. All the participants 
were at that time students at five different schools in Stockholm.18 The Swedish 
gymnasieskola is more or less comparable to the upper-secondary school in 
Britain, or to senior-high school in the United States. The participants were all 
attending a preparatory programme called IVIK.19 The purpose of the programme 
is to provide 16–20 year-old immigrants instruction in a number of school subjects 
in order to give them the possibility to enter and achieve a national program at 
gymnasieskolan. The length of the preparatory programme for immigrants is on 
average about two school years, but varies for each individual depending on 
educational background (in their country of origin and/or in Sweden), length of 
residence in Sweden, success in learning and many other factors. The student 
groups following this programme are in most cases located in regular gymnasie-
skolor – schools where classes following the national programmes are also 
present. 

In the preparatory programme, particular emphasis is placed on learning 
Swedish as a second language. Furthermore, instruction is also provided giving 
                                                 
18 “Stockholm” here refers to the municipality of Stockholm, which consists of the inner city and 
some of the closer suburban areas.  
19 IVIK stands for Individuella programmet – introduktionskurs, i.e. “The Individual Programme 
– Introductory Course”. 
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students the possibility to increase their knowledge in compulsory core curriculum 
subjects such as mathematics, social science and natural science, as well as 
computing and basic English. These subjects are necessary for admittance to 
gymnasieskolan. 
 
4.1.1.1 The L1 groups 
 

In the study, three different were represented among the L2 learners. As has been 
seen from the previous chapter, these three L1s are Iraqi Arabic, Persian and 
Somali. This choice developed during the following procedure: with the aim of 
establishing a basis for a decision about what L1s would be a realistic choice for 
the study, an inventory of the L1s represented in the IVIK classes in Stockholm 
was made during the school year 1999/2000. 14 schools housed at least one 
regular IVIK class in 1999/2000. Another school, IVIK-slussen (approximately 
“the IVIK intake”), formally a remote annex to one of the 14 schools, continu-
ously received immigrant and refugee students who had recently arrived in the 
country. This school had a great number of constantly changing groups, particu-
larly at the lower levels of proficiency of Swedish. 

Letters were sent to the 14 schools concerned with a request to report how 
many L1s were represented in the IVIK classes and how many speakers there were 
for each of them. Responses to the request were received from twelve of the 
schools. The results of the inventory are given in Appendix 1.  

Besides availability, another aspect that should be considered when deciding on 
the languages for a study of this ilk is the existence of different varieties of a 
language. Within the group who were reported as L1-speakers of Arabic, one 
could expect a range of geographical provenances. Therefore, choosing Arabic as 
one of the L1s would also imply a geographic criterion. The fact that a large 
number of the Arabic-speaking people came to Sweden during the 1990s and the 
first years of the 2000s were originally from Iraq led to the choice of L1 speakers 
of Iraqi Arabic as one of the three L1 groups in the study. The issue of diglossia in 
Arabic has been briefly discussed in the previous chapter (Section 3.4). 

Kurdish was another abundantly represented language in the inventory. 
However, as there were not always clear indications which varieties of Kurdish 
were spoken, it was decided that Kurdish would not be among the L1s chosen for 
this study. 

In a similar way as for Iraqi Arabic, Persian (Farsi) was selected. Speakers of 
Dari, the variety spoken in Afghanistan were excluded; only Iranian speakers of 
Persian, chiefly from the Teheran area, were included in the study. 

Students with Somali as their L1 were represented in the inventory to such an 
extent that there would be a sufficient number of Somali-speaking participants for 
the study. 

The inventory demonstrated that it was possible to include students with as 
typologically different L1s as Iraqi Arabic, Persian and Somali in the study 
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4.1.1.2 L2 proficiency levels 
 

In order to obtain a developmental perspective of the data, a quasi-longitudinal 
method was used for this study. This implied that, in addition to the factor of 
different L1s, the variable of different proficiency levels of Swedish had to be 
provided for. The range of proficiency levels in the IVIK was wide: from early 
beginners to pretty advanced learners. The advanced learners can be defined as 
having attained a level of Swedish that makes them linguistically prepared for 
studies at a regular (so-called national) program at the gymnasieskola. For the 
purpose of this study the range of proficiency was operationalised at three levels 
and the following taxonomy was used: Low, Intermediate and High level of 
Swedish proficiency. 

It was decided not to use any kind of diagnostic linguistic test to establish the 
participants’ proficiency levels in Swedish. The main reason for this was that there 
was a risk of wearing the participants out considering the number of forms and test 
sheets they would have to fill in throughout the data gathering process. Further-
more, the students’ schedules were so hectic that there would not have been time 
for anything other than the essential operations of the data collection. For the 
purpose of this study, therefore, the assessment of the participants’ proficiency 
levels of Swedish was based on estimates by their teachers of Swedish as a second 
language. These teachers frequently met the students in class, and had an invalu-
able insight into the students’ participation in other school subjects. 

A written authorisation was received from the School Board of Stockholm that 
data collection was allowed at the gymnasieskolor, and before any data collection 
started at a particular school, a written authorisation from the school principal was 
obtained. A request had been addressed directly (by e-mail or telephone) to a 
contact person20 at each school with IVIK classes. The request asked for the 
participation of students with Iraqi Arabic, Persian and Somali as their L1; some 
other criteria were also laid out. Only students who had a complete school record 
were deemed qualified to participate in the study. Moreover, it was requested that 
only students who were motivated and predicted to do well, having no apparent 
cognitive disorder or lack of ability to concentrate, be selected. The contact person 
was also asked to estimate each student’s proficiency level of Swedish and 
position them in one of three categories according to the three proficiency levels 
mentioned above. Students who fulfilled the requirements were asked if they were 
willing to participate in the study.  

A “test centre” was kindly assigned in a classroom in which the furniture, the 
recording equipment and the test material were arranged in a suitable way. The 
selected participants were first sent to the test centre in pairs to complete the oral 
task. Before arriving at the test centre, the students had only verbally agreed with 
the contact person at each school to participate in the study. After a brief presenta-

                                                 
20 These contact people were teachers or directors of studies responsible for the instruction at the 
IVIK programme. 
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tion of the research project, the students gave, by means of reading and signing a 
form, their written consent that they were willing to participate in the study.21 
They were informed verbally and in writing by the text on the form that they were 
free to withdraw their contribution from the project at any stage, including after 
the data had been collected. At this stage each student was also designated a code. 

 
4.1.1.3 Selection procedure 
 

The first selection was based on the students’ own information to their teacher 
about their L1. In the procedure of participant selection, the issue of potential 
mastery and use of other languages had to be made explicit. The presumptive 
participants were briefly asked about their knowledge and use of languages other 
than the one they originally had been selected for. In some cases there seemed to 
be reasons to assume that a particular student had another L1 or that there existed 
another well-established language in her/his environment (or had previously 
existed). In such cases the students were eliminated from participation, although 
the student was free to perform in the oral task as an interlocutor. 

All participants carried out the oral production as a first step in the procedure of 
data collection. On one of the following days the students were assembled for a 
second session where they completed the written parts of the study. At this second 
encounter it was possible to gather a larger number of students, since these tasks 
were individual, and no audio recordings were made.22 The first component of this 
session was to answer a questionnaire with the specific purpose of eliciting details 
about the learners’ background. The initial part of the questionnaire concerned the 
participants’ date and place of birth, time of arrival in Sweden and where they 
were living at the time the data collection took place. Following on from this a 
significant portion of the questionnaire documented the participants’ language 
skills and habits. Another aspect concerned the students’ educational background 
both in Sweden and abroad. The information gathered from the questionnaire was 
used as the basis to include or exclude students from the final study. The question-
naire is enclosed in Appendix 2.  

The distribution of the participants as to their L1 and their level of proficiency 
of Swedish is displayed in Table 4.1. 
 
4.1.2 The control group 
 

Twelve native speakers of Swedish participated as controls in this project. All of 
them were Year 2 students taking the science programme at one of the schools 
where the L2 material was recorded. All of them were within the age range of the 

                                                 
21 Following the ethic principles by the Swedish Research Council, consent from the parents of 
participants is not required if the participant is 15 years or older (http://www.vr.se/download/ 
18.6b2f98a910b3e260ae28000360/HS_15.pdf, page 8). 
22 The different parts of the data collection – oral as well as written – will be described later in 
this chapter (Sections 4.2-4.2.4.1). 
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L2 participants. Their educational background was somewhat more homogeneous 
than those of the L2 participants, although within the same range. The native 
Swedish controls filled in a questionnaire just like the L2s. Those who had grown 
up in homes where Swedish was not the only language used and those who had 
lived abroad were excluded from further participation. 

Table 4.1. The participants by L1 and proficiency level in L2. 
 

 L2 level  
L1 Low Intermediate High Total 
Iraqi Arabic  4  4  4 12 
Persian  4  4  4 12 
Somali  4  4  4 12 
Total 12 12 12 36 
 

23The collection of data from the native controls was made in June 2002.  The 
controls completed the same tasks as the L2 students under similar conditions. For 
practical reasons, the oral task was carried out at a point after the written assign-
ments (i.e., the written production, the grammaticality judgement, the receptive 
skills task and the questionnaire). The oral production task was not performed by 
all twelve L1 controls, only by four of them: this was the number equivalent to a 
particular L1 category at a particular level. Another reason for limiting the number 
of L1 controls who accomplished the oral task was that it was time-consuming to 
administer and transcribe. The written assignments were completed by all native 
Swedish controls. 

The role of the control group was to provide enlightenment about structures 
used by native speakers of the target language. With a comparative perspective 
between the L2 interlanguage and the target language, focus is on the use of the 
target language by native peers instead of a normative view of correctness in the 
target language. The data from the native controls may also give information about 
certain aspects of linguistic input the L2 learners get from native speakers of the 
same age. 
 
4.1.3 The participants: an overview 
 

In Table 4.2 the participants are presented individually, with some background 
information. 
 
4.2 Elicitation methods 
 

The issue of various data types has been discussed in Section 2.5. Their impact on 
the results – and consequently on theoretical conclusions based on them – is not 
clear, and further investigation on that matter is motivated. Therefore a test battery 

                                                 
23 The recording of the oral task with two native controls was, due to technical problems, initially 
delayed and completed in November 2002. 
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                 Table 4.2. The participants: background data. 
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A11 18:04 18:00 00:04 Low Iraq M 1 8/4 15/4 15/4 15/4 15/4 
A12 17:02 16:06 00:08 Low Iraq F 1 11/4 15/4 15/4 15/4 15/4 
A13 17:06 17:02 00:04 Low Iraq M 1 8/4 15/4 15/4 15/4 15/4 
A14 17:04 16:10 00:06 Low Iraq F 1 11/4 15/4 15/4 15/4 15/4 
A21 18:03 16:07 01:08 Interm. Iraq M 2 27/3 27/3 27/3 27/3 27/3 
A22 17:07 14:06 03:01 Interm. Iraq F 2 22/3 26/4 26/4 26/4 26/4 
A23 18:04 16:07 01:09 Interm. Iraq M 2 18/3 16/4 16/4 16/4 16/4 
A25 20:02 17:05 02:09 Interm. Iraq M 2 18/3 16/4 16/4 16/4 16/4 
A32 16:08 13:07 03:01 High Iraq F 3 14/5 21/5 21/5 21/5 21/5 
A34 18:09 16:02 02:07 High Iraq F 3 14/5 21/5 21/5 21/5 21/5 
A36 17:06 15:01 02:05 High Iraq F 3 14/5 21/5 21/5 21/5 21/5 
A38 16:11 13:03 03:08 High Iraq F 3 14/5 21/5 21/5 21/5 21/5 
P11 16:10 16:00 00:10 Low Iran M 1 8/4 15/4 15/4 15/4 15/4 
P12 18:10 18:05 00:05 Low Iran F 1 8/4 15/4 15/4 15/4 15/4 
P13 16:05 15:09 00:08 Low Iran M 1 11/4 15/4 15/4 15/4 15/4 
P14 17:01 16:05 00:08 Low Iran F 1 11/4 15/4 15/4 15/4 15/4 
P23 19:01 17:01 02:00 Interm. Iran M 5 25/4 7/5 7/5 7/5 7/5 
P24 19:05 17:09 01:08 Interm. Iran F 2 22/3 27/3 27/3 27/3 27/3 
P26 19:08 18:08 01:00 Interm. Iran F 2 27/3 27/3 27/3 27/3 27/3 
P28 17:05 15:04 02:01 Interm. Iran F 4 6/5 15/5 15/5 15/5 15/5 
P31 18:06 15:07 02:11 High Iran M 2 18/3 27/3 27/3 27/3 27/3 
P32 19:11 18:02 01:09 High Iran F 2 22/3 27/3 27/3 27/3 27/3 
P34 20:08 17:09 02:11 High Iran F 4 6/5 15/5 15/5 15/5 15/5 
P38 16:07 15:09 00:10 High Iran F 5 25/4 7/5 7/5 7/5 7/5 
S11 17:03 16:08 00:07 Low Somalia M 1 8/4 15/4 15/4 15/4 15/4 
S12 16:06 15:10 00:08 Low Somalia F 1 8/4 15/4 15/4 15/4 15/4 
S13 16:10 16:02 00:08 Low Somalia M 1 8/4 29/4 29/4 29/4 29/4 
S17 17:06 16:06 01:00 Low Somalia M 1 11/4 15/4 15/4 15/4 15/4 
S21 18:04 11:05 06:11 Interm. Somalia M 4 6/5 15/5 15/5 15/5 15/5 
S22 18:10 18:02 00:08 Interm. Somalia F 5 25/4 7/5 7/5 7/5 7/5 
S25 17:08 17:00 00:08 Interm. Somalia M 1 11/4 29/4 29/4 29/4 29/4 
S26 17:02 15:04 01:10 Interm. Somalia F 4 6/5 15/5 15/5 22/5 15/5 
S31 18:04 12:03 05:11 High Somalia M 2 22/3 16/4 16/4 16/4 16/4 
S33 20:07 18:03 02:04 High Somalia M 3 14/5 21/5 21/5 21/5 21/5 
S34 20:01 15:01 05:00 High Somalia F 5 26/4 17/5 17/5 17/5 17/5 
S36 16:07 09:08 07:11 High Somalia F 4 6/5 22/5 22/5 22/5 22/5 
K41 17:08 00:00 17:08 Native Sweden M 2 4/6 3/6 3/6 4/6 3/6 
K42 17:10 00:00 17:10 Native Sweden F 2 11/11 3/6 3/6 4/6 3/6 
K43 17:09 00:00 17:09 Native Sweden M 2 11/11 3/6 3/6 4/6 3/6 
K44 17:11 00:00 17:11 Native Sweden F 2 4/6 3/6 3/6 4/6 3/6 
K45 18:02 00:00 18:02 Native Sweden M 2 – 3/6 3/6 4/6 3/6 
K46 18:04 00:00 18:04 Native Sweden F 2 – 3/6 3/6 4/6 3/6 
K47 18:03 00:00 18:03 Native Sweden M 2 – 3/6 3/6 4/6 3/6 
K48 18:04 00:00 18:04 Native Sweden F 2 – 3/6 3/6 4/6 3/6 
K49 18:04 00:00 18:04 Native Sweden M 2 – 3/6 3/6 4/6 3/6 
K51 18:01 00:00 18:01 Native Sweden M 2 – 3/6 3/6 4/6 3/6 
K52 18:04 00:00 18:04 Native Sweden F 2 – 3/6 3/6 4/6 3/6 
K53 18:02 00:00 18:02 Native Sweden M 2 – 3/6 3/6 4/6 3/6 

 

* Code key: Initial letter = L1 (A = Iraqi Arabic, P = Persian, S = Somali, K = Swedish [native Control]); first 
digit = proficiency level of Swedish (1 = Low L2, 2 = Intermediate L2, 3 = High L2, 4, 5 = Native); second 
digit = gender (impair [1, 3, 5, 7, 9] = Male, pair [2, 4, 6, 8] = Female). Example: Participant A38 is an Iraqi 
Arabic female at a high level of proficiency of Swedish. 
** years:months. 
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composed of four different tasks in which different elicitation methods were used. 
These four tasks were: oral production, grammaticality judgement, receptive skills 
and written production. The tasks will be described in Sections 4.2.1–4.2.4. 
 
4.2.1 Oral production 
 

The oral production task was composed as two separate dyadic communicative 
tasks in which the participants were expected to fill in an information gap. 

In the first task, each of the two participants received a picture. The pictures had 
similarities as well as differences. They represented an identically furnished room, 
the same person, and the same kind of objects. Some of the objects, however, 
differed in terms of their position, number and shape. In one of the pictures, for 
example, the person (a little boy) was standing in the middle of the room eating an 
open sandwich with a slice of cheese whilst weeping. In the other picture the boy 
was sitting on a couch, smiling and eating an apple. The pictures are displayed in 
Appendix 3. The participants could not see each other’s pictures, and were told 
that they each had 20 questions to ask to find as many possible differences 
between the two pictures. The participants were not restricted from using any 
particular form of question or answer. They alternated in asking in such way that 
they took it in turn to ask questions, one question each at a time. 

In the second task, one of the two participants obtained a sheet with 44 drawn 
full-body portraits of different persons. They were drawn so that most of the 
portraits looked almost like at least one of the others, having only one or a couple 
of – sometimes subtle – differences as regards for instance age, body constitution, 
hair, clothing and accessories. The picture material for this task is enclosed in 
Appendix 4. The same portraits were also supplied in a pack of 44 cards. The 
interlocutor pulled one of the cards. The participant who had the sheet with the 
different portraits in front of her/him was instructed to ask questions “that could be 
answered by only Yes or No” in order to guess which one of the people was on the 
pulled card. Once the right portrait was found, the participant kept the card, and a 
new card was pulled. The participants disposed of a limited number of questions, 
and they were also told that the one of the two participants in the dyad who had 
obtained the highest number of cards within the limited number of questions had 
won. This competitive element of the second task made the participants remarka-
bly eager to ask questions. The analysed structures from the oral task are 
exclusively direct questions, since the task generated too low a number of subor-
dinate questions; the exclusive use of the PRESENT tense signified no variation in 
the use of verb forms. 

The dyads were digitally recorded on Mini Disc (MD) with a Sony MZ-R700 
recording MD Walkman, and a Sony ECM-717 digital stereo microphone. The 
average length of the recordings was 10.43 minutes for the first part of the 
recorded task (a variation between 7.30 and 22.46 minutes for both interlocutors to 
ask and answer questions about the two different pictures) and 18.20 minutes for 
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both participants to ask and answer the questions about the persons on the cards in 
the second part (a variation between 10.36 and 34.32 minutes).  
 
4.2.2 Written production 
 

Alongside the oral task, a written production task – another productive elicitation 
method – was also utilized in the study. While the oral production task predomi-
nantly generated direct questions, the written task elicited all three structures in 
focus in the present study; namely, different verb forms, direct questions and 
subordinate questions. The task was conceived as a written exercise in three parts 
A, B and C. The sheets of the written task are to be found in Appendix 5. 

Part A (page one in Appendix 5) was a cloze-test, in which the participants 
were asked to fill in the correct verb forms omitted in 24 sentences. The verb was 
given in the PRESENT tense in the left margin. In case of total target-likeness, this 
verb morphology task would generate 8 finite and 16 non-finite verb forms. 

In part B (pages 2 and 3 in Appendix 5) the participants received instructions to 
write questions to 30 given answers. The stimuli answers were of different kinds 
in order to generate both Yes/No questions (approximately 10) and Wh questions 
(approximately 20). A few cases gave an “either-or option”: a possible response 
could be a Yes/No question as well as a Wh question, as in example 10: The 
question to the given answer Vi har väntat i 20 minuter nu. (‘We have been 
waiting for 20 minutes now.’) would most probably be a Wh question such as Hur 
länge har du väntat? (‘How long have you been waiting?’), or Varför är du 
irriterad? (‘Why are you irritated?’). There is also the possibility of expecting a 
Yes/No question such as Har ni väntat länge? (‘Have you been waiting for a long 
time?’). The stimuli for Wh questions were formulated so that they would generate 
WhX questions exclusively, and not WhS questions, since the latter do not involve 
subject-verb inversion, and Wh fronting is inadequate in such questions (the 
questioned element – the subject – already being in its original initial position). 

The task in part C (pages 4 and 5 in Appendix 5) was to produce subordinate 
questions. The participants were given 30 beginnings of sentences with the 
function of prompting subordinate questions. These stimuli were of the kind Jag 
undrar… (‘I wonder…’) and Vet du… (‘Do you know…’). In the left margin 
words and phrases were supplied, and the participants were instructed to finish the 
sentences by using all the words in the margin. In some of the examples the 
supplied words were not sufficient to finish the sentence, which made it 
sometimes necessary for the participants to complete the sentence with words of 
their own choice as well. The items in this part of the task were expected to gener-
ate two kinds of responses: subordinate Yes/No questions as well as subordinate 
Wh questions (both WhX and WhS). A few of the examples could generate either 
of the two kinds of subordinate questions. An example of this is the item number 
28: Hon undrade… jag – trött (‘She wondered… I – tired’). This stimulus could 
generate either a subordinate Yes/No question: Hon undrade om jag var trött. 
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(‘She wondered if I was tired.’) or a subordinate Wh question: Hon undrade varför 
jag var trött. (‘She wondered why I was tired.’) 

Table 4.3. Grammaticality judgement: distribution of the stimuli sentences 
according to structures and grammaticality. 
 

 Verb  Direct Subordinate 
Total morphology questions questions 

Ungrammatical 18 20 12 50 
Grammatical 12 12   6 30 
Total 30 32 18 80 

 

 
4.2.3 Grammaticality judgement 
 

In the grammaticality judgement test, the participants were exposed to 80 stimuli 
sentences, to which they should respond according to whether they considered 
them grammatically correct or not in Swedish. The hypothetical interrogative 
interlanguage structures used in the grammaticality judgement test included a 
pretty wide range of structures. As in the written task, all three structures were in 
focus in the grammaticality judgment task since it elicited responses to grammati-
cal and ungrammatical examples of different verb forms, direct questions and 
subordinate questions. Table 4.3 shows how many of the total number of stimuli 
sentences that were ungrammatical or grammatical and the distribution between 
the three main structures (i.e., verb morphology, direct questions and subordinate 
question). 

A more detailed description of the types of structures used in the grammatical-
ity judgement test is supplied in Appendix 6. The numbers of the instances in the 
test sheet itself (Appendix 7) are also given. The distribution of the different 
substructures within the three main structural categories (i.e., verb morphology, 
direct questions and subordinate questions) is described in the following para-
graphs. 

Out of the 80 sentences, 30 were specifically designed to check the participants’ 
judgements of the grammaticality of 15 different verb structures. Six out of these 
structures (i.e., twelve instances) were target-like of which two were single, and 
four were compound tenses. Each grammatical structure was represented by 2 
instances, which gives a total of 12 grammatical instances of verb morphology. 
The remaining nine deviant verb structures consisted of two (i.e., four instances) 
single and seven (fourteen instances) compound verb forms. The ungrammatical 
structures were, in addition, represented by 2 instances each.  

In the remaining 50 cases, the participants were supposed to judge the 
grammaticality of the syntax in interrogative clauses, of which 32 were direct and 
18 subordinate questions. The proportions between target-like and deviant 
structures were not as clear-cut as was the case with the verb structures. Notably 
the cases of direct Yes/No questions without subject-verb inversion occur in native 
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Swedish. Their meaning, however, differs slightly from inverted Yes/No questions 
as they add a function of asking for approval of an assumption. Likewise, several 
types of subordinate questions may occur in native spoken Swedish in the same 
shape as direct questions, i.e., the distinction between main clause and subordinate 
clause is maintained at the functional level, but not always what concerns the word 
order. However, whether the structures are target-like or not is not the main issue 
here. More central in this study is the order of occurrence of a structure, regardless 
of its conformity with the norm of the target language, Swedish. Although the 
issue of grammaticality is not clear-cut in the case of direct and subordinate 
questions, the distinction ungrammatical-grammatical is maintained in the present 
description. 

Of the twenty ungrammatical direct questions ten were Yes/No questions. Four 
of these had canonical subject-verb word order. Four of the direct Yes/No 
questions lacked subject (“pro-drop”, which is ungrammatical in Swedish) and 
two had no verb (in both cases the copula verb). The remaining ten ungrammatical 
direct questions were WhX questions. Five of them had canonical subject-verb 
word order, two had no (copula) verb and in the remaining three questions the 
WhX word was not fronted. In one of the non-fronted stimulus sentences (item no. 
74), the WhX word was preceded by a preposition. The twelve grammatical direct 
questions were evenly distributed between Yes/No, WhX and WhS questions, i.e. 
four of each. 

In the test battery twelve ungrammatical subordinate questions served as 
stimuli. Of these items, six were subordinate Yes/No questions with three varieties 
of ungrammaticality. In two of the subordinate Yes/No questions subject-verb 
inversion constituted the ungrammatical feature (i.e., a violation of the CANCEL 
INVERSION procedure required in subordinate questions). Two other items lack 
the subordinator om. The remaining two items contained a combination of both 
these ungrammaticalities. 

The direct as well as the subordinate questions in the ungrammatical and 
grammatical stimulus sentences contained verbs in both simple and compound 
tenses. 

The eighty stimuli sentences, recorded on Mini Discs and printed in random 
order on the test sheets, were used as stimuli. The participants were asked to tick 
on the sheets while listening to the examples either the box Rätt (‘Correct’) if they 
judged the sentence as grammatically correct or the box Fel (‘Incorrect’) if they 
found the example ungrammatical. Directly after the first listening and marking, 
the participants were asked to go back and correct those examples they had judged 
as ungrammatical. This second step was indispensable to verify whether it was the 
structure in focus that was considered as ungrammatical, or if another structure 
outside the scope of the study was regarded as incorrect in the sentence.  
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4.2.4 Receptive skills 
 

An experiment henceforth called the “Receptive skills task” was also carried out. 
In this task, the participants were exposed to sixty sentences recorded on Mini 
Disc. During the listening, they responded to whether the sentences they heard 
were questions or not. The task sheet is enclosed as Appendix 8. 

Different variables were used in order to find a possible connection between 
factors as, on the one hand, first language and level of mastery of Swedish, and on 
the other hand if the dominating cue was morphological, syntactical or prosodic 
when it was about an identification of the sentence type. In the Receptive skills 
task, the following sentence types were used: Yes/No questions, Wh questions, 
declarative sentences, imperative sentences and exclamations. Multiple variables 
were used in some of these sentence types, as for instance canonical word order 
(SV) vs. subject/verb inversion (VS), in both interrogative and declarative 
sentences.  

As has been pointed out earlier, the contrast between declarative clauses and 
Yes/No questions in Swedish is fundamentally expressed by syntactic means only. 
The finite verb at an initial position of the clause just before the subject is 
normally a signal that the sentence is a Yes/No question. In a Wh question, the Wh 
word serves as a morphological/lexical signal that the sentence is a question. 
 
SYNTACTIC CUES 
 

Yes/No questions (number of items in the task): 
Spelar      Erik fotboll? (5) 
play[PRES] Erik  football 
‘Does Erik play football?’ 
 

Declarative sentences: 
Subject-verb inversion Canonical subject-verb word order 
Nu  är           festen    slut. (19) Hon äter        inte kött. (34) 
now be[PRES] the party over she    eat[PRES] not  meat 
‘Now the party is over.’ ‘She doesn’t eat meat.’ 
 

Imperative sentences: 
Skrik          inte så! (59) 
shout[PRES] not   so 
‘Don’t shout like that!’ 

 
MORPHOLOGICAL/LEXICAL CUES 
 

Wh questions: 
Subject-verb inversion Canonical subject-verb word order 
Vilken tidning     köpte       du? (42) Vilken bil har            starkast motor? (14) 
which    newspaper buy[PRET] you which    car have[PRET] strongest engine 
‘Which newspaper did you buy?’ ‘Which car has the strongest engine?’ 
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In Swedish, as in English, there is a kind of exclamation, which begins with a 
pronoun that is identical to a Wh word. The difference from a Wh question is 
syntactic; the rule of V2 is not applied in the exclamation, which is the case in the 
Wh question. 

Table 4.4. Receptive skills: the different sentence types of the stimuli in the 
elicitation instrument, categorised by subject-verb word order. 

 

Subject-verb word order 
Sentence type 

 
Exclamations: 
Vilken god  kaka du  har            bakat! (45) 
what      good cake   you have[PRES] make[SUP] 
‘What a good cake you have made!’ 
 
Table 4.4 shows the distribution of sentence types and subject-verb word order 
patterns among the different stimulus examples. Appendix 9 provides the stimulus 
sentences that the participants were exposed to aurally during the Receptive skills 
task. 

A notable aspect of canonical (SV) main declarative clauses with an interroga-
tive function is their differing use with respect to a regular subject-verb inverted 
(VS) Yes/No question. Regular VS Yes/No questions are asked without any 
necessary presumptions about what the answer will be. On the other hand, main 
SV declarative clauses with interrogative function serve exceptionally as a means 
to ask for confirmation of an assumption. (See further the discussion in Section 
3.2.2.). 

A way of making the difference between a Yes/No question and other sentence 
types in many languages is to use prosodic means. Ahrenberg (1987:101) contends 
that in Swedish, “[a] main declarative clause may be used as a vehicle of a direct 
question, provided it is marked in some other way”, and, he continues, “[m]arked 
intonation is then the most common feature”. By stating this, Ahrenberg seems to 
claim – at least indirectly – that there is a form of specific interrogative intonation 
in Swedish. As previously discussed, evidence suggest that a final focal accent 
(i.e., emphasis on the final constituent which is often accompanied by a final 
intonational rise) is more frequent in Swedish direct questions than in declarative 
sentences (House 2004). (See Section 3.2.2 for a more detailed discussion about 

SV VS No subject Total 
Yes-/No question   8   0   0   8 
Wh question   8 16   0 24 
Declarative    8     8*   0 16 
Imperative   0   0   8   8 
Exclamation   4   0   0   4 
Total 28 24   8 60 

 

* Two of these main clauses with the word order VS each also contained an initial subordinate 
clause (SV). 
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the issue of interrogative intonation in Swedish.) The higher frequency of such 
intonational patterns in questions may be interpreted as a specific question-
marking feature by L2 speakers who do not have control of how a question is 
formed in Swedish. Since interrogative intonation per se does not exist in 
Swedish, the prosodic variable must draw on other principles. In the present study, 
half of the utterances of each sentence type were recorded with final focal accent, 
still congruent with native Swedish pronunciation. Table 4.5 displays the same set 
of stimulus sentences as in Table 4.4, but now arranged with reference to whether 
the utterances had a final focal accent or not. For a more detailed description of the 
stimulus sentences, Appendix 9 demonstrates the examples by indicating the same 
features sentence by sentence. Half of the stimulus sentences in this list are written 
with bold characters, which indicates “final focal accent” (see discussion towards 
the end of this section). The verb structures in the stimulus sentences were of 
varying kind. Simple finite and compound verb structures were represented in a 
systematic way. The issue of possible effects of the verb structures (simple or 
compound) on the interpretation of the stimulus sentences will not be addressed in 
the present work; therefore,  it will not be further developed at this stage. 

Table 4.5. Receptive skills: the different sentence types of the stimuli in the 
elicitation instrument, categorised by final or non-final focal accent. 

 

Focal accent 
Sentence type Total Non-final Final 
Yes-/No question   4   4   8 
Wh question 12 12 24 
Affirmative    8   8 16 
Imperative   4   4   8 
Exclamation   2   2   4 
Total 30 30 60 

 

 
4.3 The pilot study 
 

Before the data collection of the main study was carried out, the elicitation instru-
ments were used in a preliminary study. A central aim of this pilot study was to 
check the purposefulness of the elicitation instruments. Six participants with first 
languages different to those of the main study participated in the pilot study. They 
were all students of Swedish as a second language at the Department of Scandina-
vian Languages, Stockholm University, and, officially, they were considered to 
have reached two different levels of proficiency in Swedish: medium and 
advanced. Initially, eight participants had been included in the pilot study, but 
shortly before the data collection was to take place two of the students at the 
advanced level withdrew their participation, both citing lack of time as the reason. 
To find new participants would have been too time-consuming given the prepara-
tory character of the study. The participants were three Mandarin Chinese-
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speaking and three Spanish-speaking adult learners of Swedish as a second 
language, one at an advanced and two at a medium level of mastery of Swedish in 
each L1 group. The two level groups turned out to be not entirely optimal. The 
proficiency level of the group that was officially considered as less competent was 
practically as high as that of the group at the highest proficiency level. The 
reported two different levels of mastery of Swedish did not provide any cross-
sectional effect on the performance. Likewise, the data elicited in the pilot study 
did not seem to show any differences between the two L1 groups. 

The pilot study resulted in some minor modifications of each of the written 
tasks. Some observations were made from a methodological point of view which 
resulted in a few more radical changes. After the first MD recorded dyad, the 
original internal order between the two oral production tasks was reversed. The 
reason for this change was that it turned out that the participants only used Yes/No 
questions in the oral task where both question types were allowed, most likely as a 
consequence of the habits they had developed in the first task which was more 
directed. In the second recording the participants achieved the less directed task 
before the one with harder restrictions (namely that only questions that yielded 
“Yes” or “No” as answers were permitted). This time the less directed task gener-
ated somewhat more balanced proportions of Yes/No questions and Wh questions, 
and the more restricted task was felt to be somewhat superfluous. However, there 
still was a reason not to remove the directed task from the test battery: the task had 
more of the character of a game than the less directed one, which motivated the 
participants to continue their participation.  

Another important experience from the pilot study was that there were advan-
tages by effectuating the oral tasks before the rest, since the participants perceived 
them more as a game or competition than as a linguistic task. The other three 
tasks, and notably the receptive skills task and the written production, were more 
transparent insofar as they displayed more overtly which were the language 
structures in focus, especially the interrogative structures. This resulted in the 
decision to collect the oral material before the other three data types in the main 
study.  

With the experiences from the pilot study taken into consideration, the main 
study was re-designed, and carried out in conformity with how it has been 
described earlier in this chapter. 
 
4.4 The material 
 

In the following sections a quantitative account for the outcome of the different 
elicitation methods in terms of numbers of instances of the different structures will 
be laid out. 
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4.4.1 Oral production 

Table 4.6. Oral production: direct questions; number of instances. 
 

Iraqi Arabic Persian Somali Total Swe (Control)  
Y/N Wh  TOT Y/N Wh  TOT Y/N Wh  TOT Y/N Wh  TOT Y/N Wh  TOT

Low 193   74 267 175   60 235 196   80 276  564 214  778    
Interm. 202   72 274 236   61 297 178   77 255  616 210  826    
High 196   60 256 213   74 287 190   91 281  599 225  824 154   41 195 
Total 591 206 797 624 195 819 564 248 812 1779 649 2428 154   41 195 
 
 
Table 4.7. Oral production: direct questions; distribution of WhX and WhS questions. 
 

Iraqi Arabic Persian Somali Total Swe (Control)  
WhX WhS  TOT WhX WhS TOT WhX WhS TOT WhX WhS TOT WhX WhS  TOT 

Low   66   8   74   53   7   60   61   19   80 180   34 214    
Interm.   66   6   72   59   2   61   64   13   77 189   21 210    
High   60   0   60   62 12   74   87     4   91 209   16 225   27   14   41 
Total 192 14 206 174 21 195 212   36 248 578   71 649   27   14   41 
 

 

4.4.1.1 Direct questions 
 

24In the oral task the L2 speakers produced 2,444 (control group: 197)  interroga-
tive clauses. Of these, 2,428 (195) instances were direct questions, and only 16 (2) 
were subordinate questions, all of which were Wh questions. The subordinate 
questions in the oral material will be left aside in the analysis because of the low 
number of such structures. The distribution of direct questions in the oral produc-
tion is shown in Table 4.6. As can be seen in Table 4.6, the remaining 2,428 direct 
questions were quite evenly distributed over the three L1 groups and the three 
levels of mastery of Swedish, whereas the distribution between Yes/No and Wh 
questions is uneven: Among the direct questions, the dominant type was Yes/No 
questions, which amounted to 1,779 (154) items. The number of Wh questions 
was 649 (41). In explanation one might note that the first of the two task types 
could elicit both types, while the second one elicited Yes/No questions exclu-
sively. In general, the component of competition in the second task made the 
participants motivated to ask questions. They had more problems in using their 
imagination in the first task, and a considerable part were also Yes/No questions in 
the first task. 

As previously stated, Wh questions can be divided into two types, WhX and 
WhS questions (The categorisation and the terminology used in this study are 
described in Section 3.1.2.). In Table 4.7 the distribution between the two catego-
ries of direct Wh questions in the oral task is shown. Table 4.7 demonstrates that 

                                                 
24 In the running text of this section, if nothing else is indicated, the figures referring to the 
production by the native Swedish control group are put in brackets, after the number of instances 
by the L2 speakers. 
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the WhX questions produced in the oral task are markedly more numerous and 
more evenly distributed over L1 groups and mastery levels than the WhS 
questions. Furthermore, the distribution of the latter is rather uneven across L1 
groups and mastery levels. The skewed distribution and the low number of WhS 
questions in the oral material are both reasons to leave the structure aside for 
further analysis.

Table 4.8. Written production: total number of elicited verb forms.  
 

 Iraqi Arabic Persian Somali Total Swe (Control) 
Low     95     94     89   278  
Interm.     94     96     95   285  
High     96     96     96   288   288 
Total   285   286   280   851   288 

 

25 Hence, WhS questions will not be further considered in this 
study. 

For one reason or another there are sometimes clauses that do not have a 
complete nexus structure in natural speech. The Wh question in example 4.1 
below, produced by a native speaker of the target language, K42, illustrates a 
classification problem: 
 

4.1 K42: Hur många fråger? 
K42:   How many     questions? 

 
Example 4.1 can be seen as an ellipsis for Hur många frågor har jag [kvar]? 
(‘How many questions do I have [left]?’), or Hur många frågor är kvar? (‘How 
many questions are left?’). In the present case, it is a matter of interpretation 
whether the example is a WhX or WhS question, and consequently it is not clear-
cut whether both nexus constituents are missing, or just the verb. In this study such 
examples are consistently treated as WhX questions without any of the nexus 
components. 

 
4.4.2 Written production 
 

4.4.2.1 Verbs 
 

The number of verbs elicited in the written exercise designed for elicitation of 
different verb forms is displayed in Table 4.8. As can be seen in Table 4.8, the 
written task generated 857 (288) instances of verb forms altogether. As previously 
discussed, the sentences in the verb task contained different linguistic contexts. 
The task led to a diversity of verb forms, details of which will be given in the 
presentation of results in Chapter 4. 
 
 
                                                 
25 Since formation of WhS question entails neither the process of Wh fronting nor subject-verb 
inversion, the structure by itself does not particularly motivate investigation in this study. 
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4.4.2.2 Direct questions 

Table 4.9. Written production: total number of elicited direct questions. 
 

Iraqi Arabic Persian Somali Total Swe (Control)  
Y/N Wh  TOT Y/N Wh  TOT Y/N Wh  TOT Y/N Wh  TOT Y/N Wh  TOT

Low   42   78 120   43   76 119   41   69 110 126 224  349    
Interm.   45   75 120   42   77 119   45   72 117 132 224  356    
High   45   74 119   45   74 119   37   81 118 127 229  356 129 230 359 
Total 132 227 359 130 227 357 123 221 344 385 676 1061 129 230 359 
 
 
Table 4.10. Written production: total number of elicited direct Wh questions. 
 

Iraqi Arabic Persian Somali Total Swe (Control)  
WhX WhS  TOT WhX WhS TOT WhX WhS TOT WhX WhS TOT WhX WhS  TOT 

Low   78     0   78   76     0   76   68     1   69 222     1 223    
Interm.   75     0   75   75     2   77   72     0   72 222     2 224    
High   74     0   74   74     0   74   80     1   81 228     1 229 230     0 230 
Total 227     0 227 225     2 227 221     2 223 672     4 676 230     0 230 
 
 
Table 4.11. Written production: total number of elicited direct Yes/No and WhX questions. 
 

Iraqi Arabic Persian Somali Total Swe (Control)  
Y/N WhX TOT Y/N WhX TOT Y/N WhX TOT Y/N WhX TOT Y/N WhX TOT 

Low   42   78 120   43   76 119   41   68 110 126 222  348    
Interm.   45   75 120   42   75 119   45   72 117 132 222  354    
High   45   74 119   45   74 119   37   80 118 127 228  355 129 230 359 
Total 132 227 359 130 225 357 123 220 344 385 672 1057 129 230 359 
 

 

The distribution of direct questions in the written task is presented in Table 4.9. 
The table shows that the total number of direct questions in the written task 
amounts to 1,060 (359) instances. Of these, 676 (230) were Wh questions and 385 
(129) Yes/No questions. The proportions between the two direct question types are 
the inverse to those in the oral task. On the other hand, the distribution between 
the L1 groups and mastery levels is quite even. The Wh questions are also 
presented in Table 4.10, in which the proportions between WhX and WhS 
questions are reported. As Table 4.10 indicates, the direct WhX questions 
dominate completely over the direct WhS questions, just as in the oral task. This is 
not surprising, given the intention being to elicit WhX questions and not WhS 
questions. The four direct questions will not be included in any further presenta-
tion. The exclusion of the direct WhS questions leads to a minor modification of 
the figures in Table 4.9, displayed in Table 4.11. 
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4.4.2.3 Subordinate questions 

Table 4.12. Written production: total number of elicited subordinate questions. 
 

Iraqi Arabic Persian Somali Total Swe (Control)  
Y/N Wh  TOT Y/N Wh  TOT Y/N Wh  TOT Y/N Wh  TOT Y/N Wh  TOT

Low   39   79 118   39   75 114   45   68 113 123 222   345    
Interm.   43   75 118   41   77 118   35   79 114 119 231   350    
High   39   80 119   39   79 118   46   74 120 124 233  357 139 220 359 
Total 121 234 355 119 231 350 126 221 347 366 686 1052 139 220 359 
 
 
Table 4.13. Written production: number of elicited subordinate Wh questions. 
 

Iraqi Arabic Persian Somali Total Swe (Control)  
WhX WhS  TOT WhX WhS TOT WhX WhS TOT WhX WhS TOT WhX WhS  TOT 

Low   50   29   79   44   31   75   39   29   68 133   89 222    
Interm.   48   27   75   47   30   77   50   29   79 145   86 231    
High   56   24   80   51   28   79   44   30   74 151   82 233 133   87 220 
Total 154   80 234 142   89 231 133   88 221 429 257 686 133   87 220 
 

 

In Table 4.12 the number and distribution of subordinate questions in the written 
task are exhibited. As the figures in Table 4.12 reveal, the proportions between the 
subordinate Yes/No and Wh questions show – like in the case of the direct 
questions – clear dominance for the Wh questions. However, the instances of 
subordinate Wh questions need further classification into subordinate WhX and 
WhS questions, which can be seen in Table 4.13. With the closer look at the 
subordinate Wh questions in the written task, provided by Table 4.13, one can 
notice certain dominance for WhX at the expense of WhS . However, if the 
proportions of subordinate and direct Wh questions are compared, WhS questions 
are revealed to occupy a more important part in the section of subordinate Wh 
questions than in that of direct Wh questions. This has a point, since Swedish 
subordinate WhS questions require the subject marker som, which by itself marks 
the specific obligatory word order of subordinate WhS questions as a contrast to 
direct WhS questions. 
 
4.4.3 Grammaticality judgement 
 

4.4.3.1 Verbs 
 

The distribution of responses elicited by ungrammatical and grammatical verb 
forms as stimuli is displayed in Table 4.14. As a whole, the grammaticality 
judgement task contained totally 648 (216) ungrammatical verb stimuli. Table 
4.14 shows that of these, 644 (216) items generated responses from the partici-
pants. The grammatical verb stimuli generated 431 (144) responses of the total of 
432 (144) grammatical verb stimuli given in the task. 
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4.4.3.2 Direct questions 

Table 4.14. Grammaticality judgement: verbs; number of elicited responses on ungrammatical 
stimuli (UGS) and grammatical stimuli (GS). 
 

Iraqi Arabic Persian Somali Total Swe (Control)  
UGS GS TOT UGS GS TOT UGS GS TOT UGS GS TOT UGS GS TOT 

Low   71   47 118   72   48 120   72   48 120 215 143  358    
Interm.   70   48 118   71   48 119   72   48 120 213 144  357    
High   72   48 120   72   48 120   72   48 120 216 144   360 216 144 360 
Total 213 143 360 215 144 360 216 144 360 644 431 1075 216 144 360 
 
 
Table 4.15. Grammaticality judgement: direct Yes/No questions; number of elicited responses 
to ungrammatical stimuli (UGS) and grammatical stimuli (GS). 
 

Iraqi Arabic Persian Somali Total Swe (Control)  
UGS GS TOT UGS GS TOT UGS GS TOT UGS GS TOT UGS GS TOT 

Low   40   16   56   40   16   56   40   16   56 120   48 168    
Interm.   40   16   56   40   16   56   40   16   56 120   48 168    
High   40   16   56   40   16   56   40   16   56 120   48 168 120   48 168 
Total 120   48 168 120   48 168 120   48 168 360 144 504 120   48 168 
 
 
Table 4.16. Grammaticality judgement: direct Wh questions; number of elicited responses on 
ungrammatical stimuli (UGS) and grammatical stimuli (GS). 
 

Iraqi Arabic Persian Somali Total Swe (Control)  
UGS GS TOT UGS GS TOT UGS GS TOT UGS GS TOT UGS GS TOT 

Low   40   32   72   40   32   72   40   32   72 120   96 216    
Interm.   40   31   71   40   31   71   40   32   72 120   94 214    
High   40   32   72   40   32   72   40   32   72 120   96 216 120   96 216 
Total 120   95 215 120   95 215 120   96 216 360 286 646 120   96 216 
 

 

720 (240) ungrammatical direct questions in the grammaticality judgement test 
generated the same number of responses from the L2 participants, which means 
that none of the participants missed responding to the ungrammatical direct 
questions. Half of them – i.e., 360 (120) – were Yes/No questions, and the 
remaining 360 (120) instances were Wh questions. Of the 432 (144) grammatical 
direct stimulus questions, 144 (48) were Yes/No and 288 (96) Wh questions. Only 
two of them (both Wh questions) did not generate any response. The distribution 
of responses to direct Yes/No questions is displayed in Table 4.15, and responses 
to direct Wh questions are presented in Table 4.16. Table 4.15 reveals that all the 
ungrammatical and grammatical direct Yes/No questions generated responses, and 
consequently the distribution was completely even between the different learner 
categories. Table 4.16 also demonstrates a pretty even distribution between the 
different learner categories, since almost all the ungrammatical and grammatical 
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direct WhX questions generated responses. Of all stimuli instances, only two 
responses were omitted. 

Table 4.17. Grammaticality judgement: subordinate Yes/No questions; number of elicited 
responses on ungrammatical stimuli (UGS) and grammatical stimuli (GS). 
 

Iraqi Arabic Persian Somali Total Swe (Control)  
UGS GS TOT UGS GS TOT UGS GS TOT UGS GS TOT UGS GS TOT 

Low   24     8   32   24     8   32   23     7   30   71   23   94    
Interm.   23     8   31   24     8   32   24     8   32   71   24   95    
High   24     8   32   23     8   31   24     8   32   71   24   95   72   24   96 
Total   71   24   95   71   24   95   71   23   94 213   71 284   72   24   96 
 
 
Table 4.18. Grammaticality judgement: subordinate WhX questions; number of elicited 
responses on ungrammatical stimuli (UGS) and grammatical stimuli (GS). 
 

Iraqi Arabic Persian Somali Total Swe (Control)  
UGS GS TOT UGS GS TOT UGS GS TOT UGS GS TOT UGS GS TOT 

Low   16     8   24   16     8   24   16     8   24   48   24   72    
Interm.   16     8   24   15     8   23   16     7   23   47   23   70    
High   16     8   24   16     8   24   16     8   24   48   24   72   48   24   72 
Total   48   24   72   47   24   71   48   23   71 143   71 214   48   24   72 
 
 
Table 4.19. Grammaticality judgement: subordinate WhS questions; number of elicited 
responses on ungrammatical stimuli (UGS) and grammatical stimuli (GS). 
 

Iraqi Arabic Persian Somali Total Swe (Control)  
UGS GS TOT UGS GS TOT UGS GS TOT UGS GS TOT UGS GS TOT 

Low     8     8   16     8     8   16     8     8   16   24   24   48    
Interm.     7     8   15     7     8   15     8     8   16   22   24   46    
High     8     8   16     8     8   16     8     8   16   24   24   48   24   24   48 
Total   23   24   47   23   24   47   24   24   48   70   72 142   24   24   48 
 

 
4.4.3.3 Subordinate questions 
 

The total number of ungrammatical subordinate questions as stimuli in the 
grammaticality judgement task was 432 (144), of which 216 (72) were subordinate 
Yes/No questions and 216 (72) Wh questions. The grammatical stimuli were 216 
(72), of which 72 (24) were Yes/No and 144 (48) Wh questions. The distribution 
of responses on ungrammatical and grammatical subordinate Yes/No questions is 
presented in Table 4.17. The table reveals a relatively low variation in dropouts 
between the participant groups. They produce roughly the same numbers of 
responses to the ungrammatical direct questions that served as stimuli. This also 
holds for those subordinate questions that were grammatical stimuli in the task. 

The subordinate Wh questions can be further categorised into subordinate WhX 
and WhS questions. The number of responses on these two clause types is 
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displayed separately in Table 4.18 (WhX) and Table 4.19 (WhS ). As Tables 4.18 
and 4.19 show, the stimuli sentences that contained ungrammatical and grammati-
cal subordinate Wh questions generated responses to a high extent, and conse-
quently the distribution is even over the different participant categories. 

Table 4.20. Receptive skills: response rates on the stimuli categories questions (Q) and non-
questions (NQ). 
 

Iraqi Arabic Persian Somali Total Swe (Control)  
Q NQ TOT Q NQ TOT Q NQ TOT Q NQ TOT Q NQ TOT 

Low  128  111  239  128  111  239  128  112  240  384  334  718    
Interm.  128  112  240  128  112  240  128  112  240  384  336  720    
High  128  112  240  128  112  240  128  112  240  384  336  720  384  336  720 
Total  384  335  719  384  335  719  384  336  720 1152 1006 2158  384  336  720 
 
 
Table 4.21. Receptive skills: response rates on the stimuli categories Yes/No questions (Y/N) 
and Wh questions (Wh ). 
 

Iraqi Arabic Persian Somali Total Swe (Control)  
Y/N Wh  TOT Y/N Wh  TOT Y/N Wh  TOT Y/N Wh  TOT Y/N Wh  TOT

Low   32   96 128   32   96 128   32   96 128   96 288  384    
Interm.   32   96 128   32   96 128   32   96 128   96 288  384    
High   32   96 128   32   96 128   32   96 128   96 288  384   96 288 384 
Total   96 288 384   96 288 384   96 288 384 288 864 1152   96 288 384 
 
 
Table 4.22. Receptive skills: response rates on Wh questions as stimuli; WhX questions (WhX) 
and WhS questions (WhS ). 
 

Iraqi Arabic Persian Somali Total Swe (Control) 
 WhX WhS  TOT WhX WhS TOT WhX WhS TOT WhX WhS TOT WhX WhS  TOT 
Low   64   32   96   64   32   96   64   32   96 192   96 288    
Interm.   64   32   96   64   32   96   64   32   96 192   96 288    
High   64   32   96   64   32   96   64   32   96 192   96 288 192   96 288 
Total 192   96 288 192   96 288 192   96 288 576 288 864 192   96 288 
 

 
4.4.4 Receptive skills 
 

The response rate was relatively high, virtually all learner groups responded to 
100% of the stimuli they were exposed to. Table 4.20 displays the response rates 
on the stimuli divided into two categories: questions and non-questions. As can be 
read out from Table 4.20, only two responses of a total amount of 2160 tasks are 
missing. In both cases the stimuli were non-questions, and these two non-
responses are attributed to two low-level learners. The distribution between 
Yes/No and Wh questions is shown in Table 4.21. As can be seen from Table 
4.21, there were three times as many Wh questions as Yes/No questions in the test 
battery. The reason for this is the greater variety in Wh questions in terms of word 
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order, different Wh words and the syntactic role of the Wh words. The response 
rates for the two types of Wh questions (WhX and WhS) are shown in Table 4.22. 
The table shows that the WhX questions as stimuli at the receptive skills task were 
twice as many as the WhS questions. Again, the uneven representation is 
motivated by the larger variety among WhX questions as to potential Wh words. 

Table 4.23. Receptive skills: response rates on non-questions as stimuli; declarative clauses 
(Decl), exclamations (Exc) and imperative clauses (Imp). 
 

Iraqi Arabic Persian Somali Total Swe (Control) 
 Decl Exc Imp Decl Exc Imp Decl Exc Imp Decl Exc Imp Decl Exc Imp 
Low   64   15   32   64   15   32   64   16   32 192   46   96    
Interm.   64   16   32   64   16   32   64   16   32 192   48   96    
High   64   16   32   64   16   32   64   16   32 192   48   96 192   48   96 
Total 192   47   96 192   47   96 192   48   96 576 142 288 192   48   96 
 
 
Table 4.24. Receptive skills: response rates on declarative clauses as stimuli; canonical word 
order (SV) and subject-verb inversion (VS). 
 

Iraqi Arabic Persian Somali Total Swe (Control) 
 SV VS TOT SV VS TOT SV VS TOT SV VS TOT SV VS TOT 
Low   32   32   64   32   32   64   32   32   64   96   96 192    
Interm.   32   32   64   32   32   64   32   32   64   96   96 192    
High   32   32   64   32   32   64   32   32   64   96   96 192   96   96 192 
Total   96   96 192   96   96 192   96   96 192 288 288 576   96   96 192 
 

It has previously been demonstrated in Tables 4.4 and 4.5 (in Section 4.2.4) that 
there were three different sentence types used as stimuli that were not questions; 
namely, declarative clauses (16 items in each test sheet, which makes 64 instances 
per learner category containing four L2 learners each), exclamations with an initial 
Wh word (4/16), and imperative clauses (8/32). The distribution of the numbers of 
responses to these three sentence types is displayed in Table 4.23. The table 
reveals that the two stimuli that did not yield any response were both exclamations 
(with initial Wh words). One of the two low-level participants that accounted for 
these two missing instances had Iraqi Arabic as L1 (A11), and the other Persian 
(P12). 

Among the three non-question categories, the declarative clauses show two 
distinct word order patterns in the target language. Since Swedish is a V2 language 
(see definition in Section 3.2.2), a non-subject in initial position implies subject-
verb inversion in main clauses. In the receptive skills task both these two word 
order structures are represented in the stimuli sentences serving as declarative 
clauses in the task. The distribution of the response rates to these two word order 
patterns in declarative clauses is shown in Table 4.24. The numbers of responses 
on the two word order structures (SV and VS) in the declarative stimulus 
sentences were equal as can be seen in Table 4.24. 
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As was pointed out in Section 4.2.4, another variable in the stimulus material 
was the prosodic factor. The stimuli sentences with final focal accent were as 
many as those without such prosodic features. They were evenly distributed in the 
way that half of the stimuli of each sentence type had final focal accent whereas 
the remaining half had not. The two responses mentioned above that were missed 
by A11 and P12 were both in cases where the stimuli had final focal accent.  

The outcome of the Receptive skills experiment will be presented in the 
following chapter, after the results from the oral and written production and the 
grammaticality judgement task are considered. 
 

 



 

 



 

 
 
 
 
 

Chapter Five 
 

Results 
 
 

 
 
In this chapter, the results of the study will be presented. Sections 5.1–5.4 provide 
analyses of the oral production, written production and grammaticality judgement. 
In the first section (5.1) the analysis is made at a group level where the participants 
are categorised according to their L1s and proficiency levels. In Section 5.2 the 
data are examined by means of implicational scaling which, besides the implica-
tional perspective, also visualises the participants’ individual performances. The 
following Section, 5.3, presents a qualitative analysis, giving concrete examples 
from the material. In Section 5.4 the different data types will be compared and 
contrasted. Finally, in Section 5.5, an analysis of the data from the “Receptive 
skills task”, will be presented. 
 
5.1 Quantitative findings, group level data 
 

5.1.1 Main structural categories 
 

The following sections supply comparisons between the accuracy rates of verb 
morphology, word order in direct questions and in subordinate questions, also 
referred to as the three main structural categories (For a definition of this notion, 
see Section 3.7). Processability Theory (PT; Pienemann 1998) predicts an 
implicational relation between the three structures as to in what order they emerge 
and are acquired in the L2 development. This predicted sequence is discussed and 
outlined in Section 3.9.1. As to the perspective of typological markedness and, 
more specifically, the Markedness Differential Hypothesis (Eckman 1977) there is 
no such prediction that relates the three main structural categories to each other. 

Verb morphology and subordinate questions were elicited through two of the 
elicitation methods: written production and grammaticality judgement. This means 
that the analysis of the main structural categories only applies to these two data 
types. In the written task, the accuracy rates stand for the proportions of target-like 
production of the above-mentioned structures. In the grammaticality judgement 
task, the accuracy rates reflect instead the extent to which a target-deviant 
structure is detected and corrected into a target-like one. 
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The tables in Section 5.1 (i.e., Tables 5.1–5.45) contain figures that can be 
compared in various ways. Differences in accuracy rates (or score levels) have 
been tested for their statistical significance. Differences between the accuracy 
rates for the separate language structures have been examined as a whole (i.e., the 
total number of L2 learners taken together). This analysis has also been carried out 
at a group level in such a way that the score levels for the different language 
structures have been compared in each separate L1 group. The differences 
between the rates of the three L1 groups have also been examined. The results 
have been run in SPSS through a multivariate ANOVA test. The comparisons 
between the different L1 groups have been performed with the Scheffé Post Hoc 
Test. Within the participant categories the multiple comparisons between the 
scores for the different structures have been made with the Bonferroni confidence 
interval adjustment. Below each table in the following sections statistically 
significant differences are specified accordingly, that is, at the p<.001 level (***), 
at the p<.01 level (**) and at the p<.05 level (*). 

Table 5.1. Written production: main structural categories (verb morphology, word order 
in direct questions, and in subordinate questions); accuracy rates of all learners by L1 
groups. 
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.86 .89 .39 Iraqi Arabic 246 285 321 359 139 355

.95 .97 .28 Persian 271 286 346 355 97 350

.77 .95 .46 280 327 343 158 347Somali 216

.86 .94 .37 L2 Total 733 851 994 1057 394 1052
1.00 .99 .99 Control (L1 Swe) 288 288 354 359 356 359

  

Significances:  
*** VERB vs. DIR Q (L2 total) *** DIR Q vs. SUB Q (Persian) 
*** VERB vs. SUB Q (L2 total) *** VERB vs. SUB Q (Somali) 
*** DIR Q vs. SUB Q (L2 total) *** DIR Q vs. SUB Q (Somali) 
*** VERB vs. SUB Q (Iraqi Arabic) * VERB (Persian) vs. VERB (Somali) 

* SUB Q (Persian) vs. SUB Q (Somali) *** DIR Q vs. SUB Q (Iraqi Arabic) 
*** VERB vs. SUB Q (Persian) 
 

 
5.1.1.1 L1 groups 
 

In this section, the accuracy levels of the three main structural categories by all 
learners, regardless of proficiency levels of Swedish, are presented. In the tables, 
the number of instances of target-like structures, the rate of accuracy (%), as well 
as the total number (Tot). The rate of accuracy is expressed in a proportional 
figure at a range from .00 (0%) to 1.00 (100%). 

In Table 5.1 the participants’ performance according to the main structural 
categories in the written task is displayed. From a processability perspective, the 
rate levels of the different structures are of particular interest. Predictions arising 
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from Processability Theory would suggest that the verb morphology reaches 
higher accuracy rates than the other two main structural categories, and that the 
direct questions would reach levels in between the two. Moreover, significant 
differences between different L1 groups’ score level patterns might indicate 
possible L1 influence. One obvious finding in Table 5.1 is the relationship 
between the accuracy level of direct questions and that of subordinate questions. 
As can be read out from the table, the two structures at the left (i.e., target-like 
verb morphology and word order in direct questions) show higher accuracy rates 
than the syntax of subordinate questions. The lower scores for subordinate 
questions are particularly striking for the Persian-speaking learners compared to 
the two other L1 groups. Although the Persian participants performed better than 
the Iraqi Arabic and Somali participants on verbs and direct questions, they 
present lower scores when it comes to subordinate questions. 

Table 5.2. Grammaticality judgement: rates of detection of ungrammatical instances of 
main structural categories of all learners by L1 groups. 
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.70 .60 .36 Iraqi Arabic 152 216 144 240 52 144

.87 .73 .15 Persian 188 216 175 240 21 144

.52 .55 .26 Somali 113 216 131 240 38 144

.70 .63 .26 L2 Total 453 648 450 720 111 432

.99 .98 .98 Control (L1 Swe) 214 216 236 240 141 144
  

Significances:  
*** VERB vs. SUB Q (L2 total) *** DIR Q vs. SUB Q (Persian) 
*** DIR Q vs. SUB Q (L2 total) * VERB vs. SUB Q (Somali) 
** VERB vs. SUB Q (Iraqi Arabic) ** DIR Q vs. SUB Q (Somali) 

*** VERB (Persian) vs. VERB (Somali) *** DIR Q vs. SUB Q (Iraqi Arabic) 
*** VERB vs. SUB Q (Persian) 
 

The differences between score levels in verb morphology and direct questions 
do not show as a clear-cut trend as does the relation between direct and subordi-
nate questions. In the written task, the learners with Iraqi Arabic and Persian as 
their L1 score at fairly the same levels on both structures. The Somali-speaking 
participants show a somewhat different tendency as they exhibit a lower perform-
ance in verb morphology than in direct questions. This difference is, however, 
only significant compared with the Persian-speaking participants. 

Table 5.2 demonstrates the performance of the main structural categories by the 
participants at the grammaticality judgement task. The table shows that the signifi-
cantly lower proportions of target-like use of word order in subordinate questions 
observed in the written production is also valid for grammaticality judgement, and 
for all three L1 groups. Also the generally lower scores for the Persian-speaking 
participants when it comes to subordinate questions agree between the two data 
types. 
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Another observation is that for any of the main structural categories the score 
levels are distinctly higher for the written task than for the grammaticality judge-
ment task. However, the control group presents scores at a level of 98–100% for 
any of the structures or data types. 

The ambiguous relation between accuracy levels as to verb morphology and 
direct questions testified in the written production is maintained in the grammati-
cality judgement task. 
 
5.1.1.2 Proficiency levels 
 

So far, the data have been presented without consideration has been taken to the 
learners’ proficiency levels of Swedish. Table 5.3 shows the accuracy levels from 
the written task, with the L2 learners arranged according to their proficiency 
levels, their L1s left out of account. Firstly, the figures in Table 5.3 indicate a 
progression between the level groups in the cross-sectional data. The low-level 
group is outperformed in the written task by the two other level groups as to the 
accuracy levels for each of the three main structural categories. The high-level 
group shows the highest scores for all the structures. 

Table 5.4 displays the rates as to which the learners identified ungrammatical 
instances of verb morphology, direct questions and subordinate questions as 
ungrammatical. Like the results from the written task in Table 5.3, the scores from 
the grammaticality judgement task in Table 5.4 show that the three proficiency 
level groups reflect different stages of the development towards a target-like use of 
the three main structural categories. 
 
5.1.1.3 L1 groups by proficiency levels 
 

So far the results have been presented by either the learners’ proficiency levels or 
their L1s. In the following part these two variables are combined to examine 
possible variation between the different L1 groups at the different proficiency 
levels (low, intermediate and high level of proficiency of Swedish). 
 
5.1.1.3.1 Low level of proficiency 
 

Table 5.5 displays the instances and the proportions of accuracy of the three main 
structural categories in the written task, performed by learners with a low level of 
Swedish proficiency. A look first at the results from the written production in 
Table 5.5 brings an observation that the performance by learners with a low level 
of Swedish proficiency shows similar trends as the total number of participants 
(i.e., the merged L1 groups without their proficiency levels taken into account) 
presented above (Section 5.1.1.1). Even though the general tendencies are pretty 
much the same at a low level of performance as for the amalgamated L1 groups, 
one can, however, observe essentially equally low scores for subordinate questions 
(at levels of accuracy below 20%) for all low L1 groups. All three L1 groups with 
a low level of Swedish proficiency show a tendency to have lower scores for verbs  
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Table 5.3. Written production: main structural categories – accuracy rates of all learners 
by proficiency levels. 
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.72 .84 .13 Low 201 278 294 348 45 345

.88 .98 .35 Intermediate 250 285 347 353 122 350

.98 .99 .64 High 282 288 353 356 227 357

.86 .94 .37 L2 Total 733 851 994 1057 394 1052
1.00 .99 .99 Control (L1 Swe) 288 288 354 359 356 359

  

Significances:  
*** VERB vs. DIR Q (L2 total) * VERB (low) vs. VERB (native control) 
*** VERB vs. SUB Q (L2 total) ** DIR Q (low) vs. DIR Q (intermediate) 
*** DIR Q vs. SUB Q (L2 total) *** DIR Q (low) vs. DIR Q (high) 
*** VERB vs. SUB Q (low) *** DIR Q (low) vs. DIR Q (native control) 
*** DIR Q vs. SUB Q (low) ** SUB Q (low) vs. SUB Q (intermediate) 
* VERB vs. DIR Q (intermediate) *** SUB Q (low) vs. SUB Q (high) 
*** VERB vs. SUB Q (intermediate) *** SUB Q (low) vs. SUB Q (native control) 
*** DIR Q vs. SUB Q (intermediate) *** SUB Q (intermediate) vs. SUB Q (high) 
*** VERB vs. SUB Q (all high-level learners) *** SUB Q (intermediate) vs. SUB Q (native control) 
*** DIR Q vs. SUB Q (all high-level learners) *** SUB Q (high) vs. SUB Q (native control) 
 
 
 
Table 5.4. Grammaticality judgement: rates of detection of ungrammatical instances of 
main structural categories of all learners by proficiency levels. 
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.45 .38 .02 Low 98 216 92 240 3 144

.72 .64 .22 Intermediate 155 216 153 240 31 144

.93 .85 .53 High 200 216 205 240 77 144

.70 .63 .26 L2 Total 453 648 450 720 111 432

.99 .98 .98 Control (L1 Swe) 214 216 236 240 141 144
  

Significances:  
*** VERB vs. SUB Q (L2 total) *** DIR Q (low) vs. DIR Q (intermediate) 
*** DIR Q vs. SUB Q (L2 total) *** DIR Q (low) vs. DIR Q (high) 
*** VERB vs. SUB Q (low) *** DIR Q (low) vs. DIR Q (native control) 
** DIR Q vs. SUB Q (low) ** DIR Q (intermediate) vs. DIR Q (high) 
*** VERB vs. SUB Q (intermediate) *** DIR Q (intermediate) vs. DIR Q (native control) 
** DIR Q vs. SUB Q (intermediate) *** SUB Q (low) vs. SUB Q (high) 
** VERB vs. SUB Q (high) *** SUB Q (low) vs. SUB Q (native control) 
* DIR Q vs. SUB Q (high) ** SUB Q (intermediate) vs. SUB Q (high) 
* VERB (low) vs. VERB (intermediate) *** SUB Q (intermediate) vs. SUB Q (native control) 

*** SUB Q (high) vs. SUB Q (native control) *** VERB (low) vs. VERB (high) 
*** VERB (low) vs. VERB (native control) 
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than for word order in direct questions. Still, this tendency is apparent (but not 
statistically significant) only concerning Somali-speaking participants among the 
merged L1 groups, a tendency that has already been mentioned in the previous 
section. 

Table 5.5. Written production: main structural categories; accuracy rates of low-level 
learners by L1 groups. 
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.63 .72 .08 Iraqi Arabic Low 60 95 86 120 9 118

.87 .95 .15 Persian Low 82 94 113 119 17 114

.66 .87 .17 Somali Low 59 89 95 109 19 113

.72 .84 .13 Total Low 201 278 294 348 45 345
1.00 .99 .99 Control (L1 Swe) 288 288 354 359 356 359

  

Significances:  
*** VERB vs. SUB Q (all low-level learners) * VERB vs. SUB Q (Persian) 

** DIR Q vs. SUB Q (Persian) *** DIR Q vs. SUB Q (all low-level learners) 
* DIR Q vs. SUB Q (Iraqi Arabic) 
 
 
Table 5.6. Grammaticality judgement: rates of detection of ungrammatical instances of 
main structural categories of low-level learners by L1 groups. 
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.44 .24 .04 Iraqi Arabic Low 32 72 19 80 2 48

.69 .60 .02 Persian Low 50 72 48 80 1 48

.22 .31 .00 Somali Low 16 72 25 80 0 48

.45 .38 .02 Total Low 98 216 92 240 3 144

.99 .98 .98 Control (L1 Swe) 214 216 236 240 141 144
 

Significances: 
*** VERB vs. SUB Q (all low-level learners) 
** DIR Q vs. SUB Q (all low-level learners) 
* VERB vs. SUB Q (Persian low) 
** DIR Q vs. SUB Q (Persian low) 
 

Table 5.6 demonstrates the low-level participants’ detection rates of ungram-
matical main structural categories in the grammaticality judgement task. In the 
grammaticality judgement test, the score levels of the three low L1 groups, 
displayed in Table 5.6, run parallel, albeit at a lower level, with those of the 
unlevelled L1 groups. The hardest judgement task is to identify ungrammatical 
subordinate questions. The scores of all three low L1 groups more or less “hit the 
floor”, as none of them reaches even a level of 5 percent. In compliance with the 
scores of the merged L1 groups, Persian-speaking participants with a low level of 
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Swedish proficiency exhibit the most striking difference between the scores of 
direct and subordinate questions. 

Table 5.7. Written production: main structural categories; accuracy rates of 
intermediate learners by L1 groups. 
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.97 .98 .38 Iraqi Arabic Intermediate 91 94 117 120 45 118

.98 .98 .26 Persian Intermediate 94 96 115 117 31 118

.68 .99 .40 Somali Intermediate 65 95 115 116 46 114

.88 .98 .35 Total Intermediate 250 285 347 353 122 350
1.00 .99 .99 Control (L1 Swe) 288 288 354 359 356 359

  

Significances:  
* VERB vs. DIR Q (all intermediate learners) ** DIR Q vs. SUB Q (Iraqi Arabic intermediate) 
*** VERB vs. SUB Q (all intermediate learners) *** VERB vs. SUB Q (Persian intermediate) 
*** DIR Q vs. SUB Q (all intermediate learners) *** DIR Q vs. SUB Q (Persian intermediate) 
** VERB vs. SUB Q (Iraqi Arabic intermediate) * DIR Q vs. SUB Q (Somali intermediate) 
 

The performance of the Somali-speaking participants with a low level of 
Swedish proficiency shows a similar score pattern at the grammaticality 
judgement test as at the written production task. At both the written production 
and grammaticality judgement tasks, the low-level Somali group follows the same 
trends as the merged Somali group in such a way that the score for verbs is lower 
than for word order in direct questions. This pattern is not the case for the other 
two low-level L1 groups. 
 
5.1.1.3.2 Intermediate level of proficiency 
 

Table 5.7 displays the performance of learners at an intermediate level of profi-
ciency of Swedish, in terms of instances and proportions of accuracy of the three 
main structural categories in the written task. The performance of the three L1 
groups at an intermediate level of proficiency of Swedish exhibited in Table 5.7 
confirms the general trends of both the amalgamated L1 groups and the low-level 
L1 groups: subordinate questions generate the lowest scores of the three main 
structural categories for all three L1 groups. As is also the case in the amalga-
mated L1 groups, the intermediate Persian group scores clearly lower than the 
other two L1 groups at the same level of proficiency of Swedish. 

As indicated in the previous sections (concerning both the low-level and the 
merged groups), the Somali-speaking learners, unlike the two other L1 groups, 
score lower on verbs than on word order in direct questions. The figures from the 
written task in Table 5.7 show that also the intermediate Somali-speaking learners 
perform differently in a similar way compared with their Iraqi Arabic and Persian 
peers. 
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The results of the participants at an intermediate level of proficiency at the 
grammaticality judgement task are shown in Table 5.8. The table shows the degree 
to which ungrammatical instances of the main structural categories were identified 
as ungrammatical. As can be seen in Table 5.8 the performance also in the 
grammaticality judgement test by the three L1 groups at an intermediate level of 
proficiency of Swedish confirms the general trends of the unlevelled L1 groups as 
well as the low-level L1 groups: ungrammatical verb morphology and word order 
in direct questions generate distinctly higher rates of detection than ungrammatical 
subordinate questions. In accordance with the results in the previous tables, Table 
5.8 shows that the intermediate Persian group scores clearly lower than the other 
two intermediate L1 groups.  

Table 5.8. Grammaticality judgement: rates of detection of ungrammatical instances 
of main structural categories of intermediate learners by L1 groups. 
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.74 .65 .29 Iraqi Arabic Intermediate 53 72 52 80 14 48

.96 .70 .10 Persian Intermediate 69 72 56 80 5 48

.46 .56 .25 Somali Intermediate 33 72 45 80 12 48

.72 .64 .22 Total Intermediate 155 216 153 240 31 144

.99 .98 .98 Control (L1 Swe) 214 216 236 240 141 144
  

Significances:  
*** VERB vs. SUB Q (all intermediate learners) ** VERB vs. SUB Q (Persian intermediate) 
** DIR Q vs. SUB Q (all intermediate learners) *** DIR Q vs. SUB Q (Persian intermediate) 

* VERB (Somali interm.) vs. VERB (Persian interm.) ** DIR Q vs. SUB Q (Iraqi Arabic intermediate)
 

In conformity with what the results from the low-level and the merged groups 
indicate, the intermediate Somali-speaking learners – unlike the other two L1 
groups – score lower on verbs than on word order in direct questions in the 
grammaticality judgement test.  
 
5.1.1.3.3 High level of proficiency 
 

In Table 5.9 the performance of learners at a high level of proficiency of Swedish 
in the written task is displayed in terms of number of instances, and proportions of 
accuracy of the three main structural categories. As can be noted in Table 5.9, one 
of the trends observed among the low and intermediate learners in the written 
production, is how the Persian-speaking learners’ score lower for subordinate 
questions than the other two L1 groups. This is evident, although not statistically 
significant, for learners at a high level of proficiency of Swedish.  

The tendency that Somali learners perform better in word order in direct 
questions than when it comes to verbs (previously noticed to hold for the low and 
intermediate participant categories) does not find support in the data by the 
learners at a high level of proficiency of Swedish. In the written test, all three L1 
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groups score at levels close to 100% on both verbs and direct questions, which 
means that a “ceiling effect” eliminates possible differences between the L1 
groups. 

Table 5.9. Written production: main structural categories; accuracy rates of high-level 
learners by L1 groups. 
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.99 .99 .71 Iraqi Arabic High 95 96 118 119 85 119

.99 .99 .42 Persian High 95 96 118 119 49 118

.96 .99 .78 Somali High 92 96 117 118 93 120

.98 .99 .64 Total High 282 288 353 356 227 357
1.00 .99 .99 Control (L1 Swe) 288 288 354 359 356 359

  

Significances:  
*** VERB vs. SUB Q (all high-level learners)  
*** DIR Q vs. SUB Q (all high-level learners) 
 
 
Table 5.10. Grammaticality judgement: rates of detection of ungrammatical instances of 
main structural categories of high-level learners by L1 groups. 
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.93 .91 .75 Iraqi Arabic High 67 72 73 80 36 48

.96 .89 .31 Persian High 69 72 71 80 15 48

.89 .76 .54 Somali High 64 72 61 80 26 48

.93 .85 .53 Total High 200 216 205 240 77 144

.99 .98 .98 Control (L1 Swe) 214 216 236 240 141 144
  

Significances:  
** VERB vs. SUB Q (all high-level learners)  
* DIR Q vs. SUB Q (all high-level learners) 
* VERB vs. DIR Q (Persian high) 
 

Table 5.10 displays the performance of the main structural categories by the 
high-level participants at the grammaticality judgement task. The figures from the 
grammaticality judgement test displayed in Table 5.10 show that the Persian-
speaking learners’ tendency to detect ungrammatical subordinate questions to a 
lower degree than the two other L1 groups, is also valid for learners at a high level 
of proficiency of Swedish. This is in line with the outcome of the written produc-
tion. 

In the grammaticality judgement test, the “ceiling effect” noted for the written 
production in Table 5.7 has not been fully reached. Moreover, the high-level 
Somali group follows the trend of the other two high-level L1 groups: they all 
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have higher scores for verbs than for word order in direct questions. Thus, the 
high-level Somali group differs from the two other Somali groups (i.e., those at the 
low and intermediate levels), who perform better in direct questions than in verbs. 
 
5.1.1.4 Summary 
 

As a whole, the analysis of the main structural categories by unlevelled as well as 
levelled L1 groups provides bases for some suggestions. The data suggest that 
grammatical syntax in subordinate questions emerges at a later stage in the L2 
development than verb morphology as well as syntax in direct questions. This 
seems reasonable to believe since the scores in both the written production and the 
grammaticality judgement were lower for subordinate questions than for the other 
two main structural categories in any learner category (defined by L1 and/or 
proficiency level). The result is in line with what Processability Theory predicts, 
since the production of subordinate clauses requires processing capacity at the 
highest level (stage 5) of the Processability Hierarchy. The relationship between 
verb morphology and direct questions is, on the other hand, unstable. The data 
from the written task (notably the production by the low-level and intermediate 
learners) indicates a tendency – indeed vague – that control of direct questions 
would come slightly earlier than adequate use of the verb structures included in 
the task. 

Two other tendencies occur in the analysis of the main structural categories, 
both with respect to a potential influence from the L1 on the L2. The Persian-
speaking participants in general show a lower mastery of subordinate questions 
than the Iraqi Arabic and Somali participants. Considering the fact that the 
Persian-speaking learners, apart from the subordinate questions, generally reach 
higher levels of accuracy than the two other L1 groups, this L1-specific pattern 
cannot be explained just by a generally lower proficiency level in the Persian-
speaking learners. The Somali participants also show a somewhat different pattern. 
Compared to the Iraqi Arabic and Persian participants they appear to master verb 
morphology less well than word order in direct questions as their accuracy rates 
are generally lower for verb morphology compared with direct questions in both 
data types. The Somali-speaking participants’ rates for verb morphology are also 
lower than for the other two L1 groups. Some of these differences are statistically 
significant.  

Until this point in the study, a comparison of the learners’ control of the three 
different main structural categories (i.e., verb morphology, direct questions and 
subordinate questions) has been the focus of the analysis. The data have provided 
some support for Processability Theory, since the prediction that subordinate 
question would be acquired at a later stage than verb morphology and direct 
questions was confirmed by all learner categories. A more in depth scrutiny of the 
subcategories of each main structural category will follow in the sections below. 
The purpose of such a detailed analysis of the substructures is to provide supple-
mentary findings that are relevant to the aim of the present study. 
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5.1.2 Verbs 
 

The first structure to be studied more closely is verb morphology. The verb 
structures have been collected through two elicitation methods, namely written 
production and grammaticality judgement. In the present study, verb morphology 
comprises (a) simple finite forms (PRESENT and PRETERITE), (b) PERFECT 
(the temporal auxiliary har + SUPINE) and PLUPERFECT (the temporal 
auxiliary hade + SUPINE), and (c) compound verb constructions with modal 
auxiliaries (AUX) + INFINITIVE26. In the tables displaying data from the written 
production, the number of occurrences of produced structures that correspond to 
the categories above is calculated in proportion to the total amount of instances 
where the structure is required. The figures regarding the grammaticality 
judgement task do not reflect target-like use of the structures as such. Instead, 
what those figures reveal is the rate of detection of ungrammatical stimuli, and 
correction to a target-like form. For reasons of uniformity and comparability, these 
rates are treated in the same way as the data from the written task. 

 
5.1.2.1 L1 groups 
 

The two first tables displaying the use of verb forms include all L2 learners of 
Swedish at all levels of proficiency, divided into L1 groups. 

Table 5.11 demonstrates the results of the written production as to the three 
verb structures. The data displayed in Table 5.11 show that use of simple finite 
forms (PRESENT & PRETERITE) is under full control by the learners. This is not 
the use when it comes to the use of the two compound verb structures. The simple 
PRESENT & PRETERITE structure outperforms the two other verb structures, 
i.e., PERFECT & PLUPERFECT, and AUX + INFINITIVE, between which there 
are no significant differences as to the level at which they are used in a target-like 
way in obligatory contexts. 

Table 5.12 exhibits the scores at the grammaticality judgement task. The figures 
show to what extent the different L1 groups identify the three different kinds of 
ungrammatical use of verb forms. Table 5.12 does not provide any clear pattern. 
Worth noting, however, is that the practically total mastery of PRESENT and 
PRETERITE in written production is not reflected in the participants’ detection of 
simple non-finite verb structures as ungrammatical in the grammaticality 
judgement task. Another difference between the two data types is a significantly 
lower level of scores for AUX + INFINITIVE (in comparison with PERFECT & 
PLUPERFECT) by all L2 learners at the grammaticality judgement task. Such a 
difference is not present in the data from the written task. 
 
 

                                                 
26 The terminology used with reference to verb morphology is described in Section 3.2.1 and 
summarised in Section 3.7, (1 a-c). 
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Table 5.11. Written production: verb morphology (i.e. PRES & PRET, PERF & 
PLUPERF and AUX + INF); accuracy rates of all learners by L1 groups. 
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1.00 .80 .79 95 95 77 96 74 94Iraqi Arabic 
1.00 .89 .95 95 95 85 95 91 96Persian 

.99 .59 .73 92 93 55 93 69 94Somali 
1.00 .76 .82 282 283 217 284 234 284L2 Total 
1.00 1.00 1.00 96 96 96 96 96 96Control (L1 Swe) 

 

Significances: 
*** PRES & PRET vs. PERF & PLUPERF (L2 total) 
** PRES & PRET vs. AUX + INF (L2 total) 
** PRES & PRET vs. PERF & PLUPERF (Somali) 
* PERF & PLUPERF (Persian) vs. PERF & PLUPERF (Somali) 
 
 
 

Table 5.12. Grammaticality judgement: rates of detection of ungrammatical instances of 
verb morphology of all learners by L1 groups. 
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.71 .74 .60 34 48 89 120 29 48Iraqi Arabic 

.88 .90 .79 42 48 108 120 38 48Persian 

.54 .54 .46 26 48 65 120 22 48Somali 

.71 .73 .62 102 144 262 360 89 144L2 Total 
1.00 .99 .98 48 48 119 120 47 48Control (L1 Swe)

 

Significances: 
* har/hade + PRES, PRET or INF vs. AUX + PRES or PRET (L2 total) 
** Simple non-finite verb forms vs. AUX + PRES or PRET (Iraqi Arabic) 
*** har/hade + PRES, PRET or INF vs. AUX + PRES or PRET (Iraqi Arabic) 
*** Simple non-finite verb forms vs. AUX + PRES or PRET (Persian) 
*** har/hade + PRES, PRET or INF vs. AUX + PRES or PRET (Persian) 
* Simple non-finite verb forms vs. AUX + PRES or PRET (Somali) 
** har/hade + PRES, PRET or INF vs. AUX + PRES or PRET (Somali) 
* Simple non-finite verb forms (Persian) vs. Simple non-finite verb forms (Somali) 
* har/hade + PRES, PRET or INF (Persian) vs. har/hade + PRES, PRET or INF (Somali) 
* AUX + PRES or PRET (Persian) vs. AUX + PRES or PRET (Somali) 
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Table 5.13. Written production: verb morphology; accuracy rates of all learners by 
proficiency levels. 
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1.00 .54 .63 Low 93 93 49 91 59 94
.99 .79 .85 Intermediate 93 94 77 97 80 94

1.00 .95 .99 High 96 96 91 96 95 96
1.00 .76 .82 L2 Total 282 283 217 284 234 284
1.00 1.00 1.00 Control (L1 Swe) 96 96 96 96 96 96

  

Significances:  
*** PRES & PRET vs. PERF & PLUPERF (L2 total) * PRES & PRET vs. PERF & PLUPERF (intermediate) 
** PRES & PRET vs. AUX + INF (all L2 learners) *** AUX + INF (low) vs. AUX + INF (high) 

*** AUX + INF (low) vs. AUX + INF (native control) ** PRES & PRET vs. PERF & PLUPERF (low) 
* PRES & PRET vs. AUX + INF (low) 
 
 
Table 5.14. Grammaticality judgement: rates of detection of ungrammatical instances of 
verb morphology of all learners by proficiency levels. 
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.48 .47 .40 Low 23 48 56 120 19 48

.75 .76 .58 Intermediate 36 48 91 120 28 48

.90 .96 .88 High 43 48 115 120 42 48

.71 .73 .62 L2 Total 102 144 262 360 89 144
1.00 .99 .98 Control (L1 Swe) 48 48 119 120 47 48

 

Significances: 
* har/hade + PRES, PRET or INF vs. AUX + PRES or PRET (L2 total) 
** Simple non-finite verb forms (low) vs. Simple non-finite verb forms (high) 
*** Simple non-finite verb forms (low) vs. Simple non-finite verb forms (native control) 
*** har/hade + PRES, PRET or INF (low) vs. har/hade + PRES, PRET or INF (high) 
*** har/hade + PRES, PRET or INF (low) vs. har/hade + PRES, PRET or INF (native control) 
*** AUX + PRES or PRET (low) vs. AUX + PRES or PRET (high) 
*** AUX + PRES or PRET (low) vs. AUX + PRES or PRET (native control) 
** AUX + PRES or PRET (intermediate) vs. AUX + PRES or PRET (native control) 
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5.1.2.2 Proficiency levels 
 

In Table 5.13 the accuracy rates of verb morphology from the written task are 
reported. The learners are organized according to their levels of Swedish 
proficiency. In addition to the picture given in Table 5.11, the data from the 
written task displayed by proficiency levels in Table 5.13 indicate a possible 
relation between, on one hand, PERFECT & PLUPERFECT, and, on the other 
hand, AUX + INFINITIVE: the former substructure seems to cause less problem 
to produce than the latter. 

Table 5.14 displays the rates as to which the learners identified ungrammatical 
instances of the three substructures of verb morphology as ungrammatical. The 
scores from the grammaticality judgement task in Table 5.14 displayed by 
proficiency levels confirm the pattern shown in Table 5.12 that there is no clear 
difference between ungrammatical simple non-finite verb forms and the two other 
substructures as to the score levels of detection as ungrammatical. 
 
5.1.2.3 Proficiency levels by L1 groups 
 

In the following sections the learner categories of different levels of Swedish 
proficiency are broken up into the three different L1 groups. 
 
5.1.2.3.1 Low level of proficiency 
 

In the tables that follow, the performance of verbs by learners with a low level of 
Swedish proficiency is displayed. Written production and grammaticality 
judgement are the two data types that include verb structures in the present study, 
and they are displayed in separate tables in terms of number of occurrences, and 
proportions of accuracy. The performance in the written production task by the 
three learner groups with a low level of Swedish proficiency is exhibited in Table 
5.15. An apparent finding manifested in Table 5.15 is the outstandingly high level 
of the scores for the simple finite verb forms. All three low-level L1 groups 
produce finite verb forms in all contexts (100%) where they are required – a 
notably higher level than the score levels for the compound verb structures. The 
scores for AUX + INFINITIVE are higher than for PERFECT and PLUPERFECT 
(i.e., har/hade+SUPINE) although not as striking a difference as between these 
two structures and simple finite verb forms. Although only a few of the differences 
are clearly significant, the tendency indicated by the low-level participants’ scores 
is that simple finite verb forms are mastered at an early stage of development of 
L2 Swedish, whereas the morphology of compound verb forms come later: first 
AUX + INFINITIVE, and subsequently PERFECT and PLUPERFECT. 

Table 5.16 exhibits the scores for verbs at the grammaticality judgement test by 
the three learner groups with a low level of Swedish proficiency. The results from 
the grammaticality judgement test displayed in Table 5.16 indicate that the low-
level learners show a different score pattern from their performance at the written 
task. When it comes to detecting ungrammatical structures, the variation is 

 



Results 89

minimal between the scores for the three verb structures. A systematic variation 
between the low L1 groups appears: highest for the Persian-speaking, lowest for 
the Somali-speaking and an in-between position for the Iraqi Arabic-speaking 
participants. However, despite the inequality in score levels between the three L1 
groups, they indicate similar trends. Unlike what is the case in the written task (in 
which PERFECT & PLUPERFECT is the structure category that yields the lowest 
scores), the structure in the grammaticality test causing the participants most 
difficulties to detect as ungrammatical is AUX + PRES or PRET. Although these 
differences are not statistically significant one cannot neglect these tendencies. 

Table 5.15. Written production: verb morphology; accuracy rates of low-level learners by 
L1 groups. 
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1.00 .39 .50 Iraqi Arabic Low 32 32 12 31 16 32
1.00 .77 .84 Persian Low 31 31 24 31 27 32
1.00 .45 .53 Somali Low 30 30 13 29 16 30
1.00 .54 .63 Total Low 93 93 49 91 59 94
1.00 1.00 1.00 Control (L1 Swe) 96 96 96 96 96 96

  

Significances:  
** PRES & PRET vs. PERF & PLUPERF (all low-level learners)  
* PRES & PRET vs. AUX + INF (all low-level learners) 
 
 
Table 5.16. Grammaticality judgement: rates of detection of ungrammatical instances of 
verb morphology of low-level learners by L1 groups. 
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.44 .48 .38 Iraqi Arabic Low 7 16 19 40 6 16

.75 .70 .63 Persian Low 12 16 28 40 10 16

.25 .23 .19 Somali Low 4 16 9 40 3 16

.48 .47 .40 Total Low 23 48 56 120 19 48
1.00 .99 .98 Control (L1 Swe) 48 48 119 120 47 48

  

Significances:  
 — 
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The outstanding scores at a level of total accuracy of simple finite verb forms at 
the written task have no equivalent in the grammaticality judgement test. They do 
not surpass the other two structures to any appreciable extent – at least not the 
AUX + PRES or AUX + PRET structure.  
 
5.1.2.3.2 Intermediate level of proficiency 
 

The performance of verbs by learners at an intermediate level of Swedish 
proficiency is presented in the following section. The two data types, i.e., written 
production and grammaticality judgement, are exhibited in separate tables in terms 
of number of instances, and proportions of accuracy. 

The results of the written production of verbs by the intermediate participants 
are displayed in Table 5.17. As Table 5.17 shows, the outcome from the written 
task denotes a quite high level of accuracy for verb morphology by the learners at 
an intermediate level of proficiency of Swedish. Just like the low-level partici-
pants, the intermediate learners score high on simple finite verb forms, and the 
Persian- and Iraqi Arabic-speaking participants maintain this high score level 
pretty well also for the other two verb structures. The intermediate Somali-
speaking learners on the other hand follow the trend of the low-level learners and 
perform lower on AUX + INFINITIVE (66%) and even lower on PERFECT and 
PLUPERFECT (44%), differences of which the latter is statistically significant. 

Table 5.18 below exhibits the scores for verbs at the grammaticality judgement 
test by the three learner groups at an intermediate level of proficiency of Swedish. 
As previously stated, the two separate elicitation methods (i.e., written task and 
grammaticality judgement test) provide different score patterns for the low-level 
learners. A comparison between the two data types in Tables 5.17 and 5.18 reveals 
that such a difference also exists at the intermediate level. The trend from the low-
level grammaticality judgement test that AUX + PRES or PRET is the verb 
structure that causes the learners most problem to detect as ungrammatical turns 
out to be even stronger a tendency for the intermediate learners. However, the 
written task does not show any trend for Iraqi Arabic and Persian learners due to 
the high level of accuracy all over the three verb structures. This means that the 
results of grammaticality judgement test are neither in accordance with those of 
the written task nor do they disprove them. On the other hand, the production of 
verbs by the intermediate Somali learners reflects what has been claimed for all 
three L1 groups of the low-level learners, namely that PERFECT and PLUPER-
FECT cause them more difficulties at the written task than AUX + INFINITIVE 
does, whereas the grammaticality judgement test suggests the opposite relations. 

 
5.1.2.3.3 High level of proficiency 
 

In the following section the performance of verbs by learners at a high level of 
Swedish proficiency is presented. Separate tables exhibit the two data types, i.e., 
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written production and grammaticality judgement, in terms of number of instances 
and proportions of accuracy.  

Table 5.17. Written production: verb morphology; accuracy rates of intermediate learners 
by L1 groups. 
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1.00 1.00 .90 Iraqi Arabic Intermediate 31 31 33 33 27 30
1.00 .94 1.00 Persian Intermediate 32 32 30 32 32 32

.97 .44 .66 Somali Intermediate 30 31 14 32 21 32

.99 .79 .85 Total Intermediate 93 94 77 97 80 94
1.00 1.00 1.00 Control (L1 Swe) 96 96 96 96 96 96

  

Significances:  
* PRES & PRET vs. PERF & PLUPERF (all intermediate learners)  
* PERF & PLUPERF (Iraqi Arabic) vs. PERF & PLUPERF (Somali) 
* PERF & PLUPERF (Persian) vs. PERF & PLUPERF (Somali) 
 
 
Table 5.18. Grammaticality judgement: rates of detection of ungrammatical instances of 
verb morphology of intermediate learners by L1 groups. 
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.75 .80 .56 Iraqi Arabic Interm. 12 16 32 40 9 16
1.00 1.00 .81 Persian Interm. 16 16 40 40 13 16

.50 .48 .38 Somali Interm. 8 16 19 40 6 16

.75 .76 .58 Total Interm. 36 48 91 120 28 48
1.00 .99 .98 Control (L1 Swe) 48 48 119 120 47 48

 

Significances: 
* har/hade + PRES, PRET or INF (Persian) vs. har/hade + PRES, PRET or INF (Somali) 
 

The high-level learners’ scores for verbs in the written task are exhibited in 
Table 5.19. Table 5.19 shows – not unexpectedly – that the participants at a high 
level of proficiency of Swedish generally produce higher scores on verbs at the 
written task than the lower level groups. This counts for all L1 groups as well as 
for each verb structure. Of the high-level L1 groups, only the Somali-speaking 
attains a level below 97% of accuracy at a verb structure, namely at PERFECT 
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and PLUPERFECT (88%). Although this divergence is not statistically significant, 
it is consistent with trends from the written tasks by the groups of lower 
proficiency presented above, as PERFECT & PLUPERFECT is the structure 
category that causes most problems for the learners in the written task. 

Table 5.19. Written production: verb morphology; accuracy rates of high-level learners 
by L1 groups. 
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1.00 1.00 .97 Iraqi Arabic High 32 32 32 32 31 32
1.00 .97 1.00 Persian High 32 32 31 32 32 32
1.00 .88 1.00 Somali High 32 32 28 32 32 32
1.00 .95 .99 Total High 96 96 91 96 95 96
1.00 1.00 1.00 Control (L1 Swe) 96 96 96 96 96 96

  

Significances:  
 — 

 
 
Table 5.20. Grammaticality judgement: rates of detection of ungrammatical instances of 
verb morphology of high-level learners by L1 groups. 
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.94 .95 .88 Iraqi Arabic High 15 16 38 40 14 16

.88 1.00 .94 Persian High 14 16 40 40 15 16

.88 .93 .81 Somali High 14 16 37 40 13 16

.90 .96 .88 Total High 43 48 115 120 42 48
1.00 .99 .98 Control (L1 Swe) 48 48 119 120 47 48

  

Significances:  
 — 

 

Table 5.20 exhibits the scores for verbs at the grammaticality judgement test by 
the three L1 groups at a high level of Swedish proficiency. As Table 5.20 
indicates, the high-level participants’ performance at the grammaticality 
judgement test essentially follows the tendency from the grammaticality 
judgement test as completed by the low and intermediate learners. Thus, in 
relation to the written task, the level of accuracy at the grammaticality test is 
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lower, and the proportions between the three verb structures show another pattern 
than the written task demonstrates. The verb structure that causes most difficulty 
for the high-level participants to detect as ungrammatical is AUX + PRES or 
PRET, while the other two structures (i.e., plain non-finite verb form, and 
har/hade + PRES, PRET or INFINITIVE) attain about the same level of detection 
of ungrammaticality. The Persian-speaking learners constitute the only exception 
having most trouble to detect plain non-finite verb forms as ungrammatical.  
 
5.1.2.4 Summary 
 

A major outcome of the analysis of verb morphology is that target-like simple 
finite forms (i.e., PRESENT and PRETERITE) are used to a massively higher 
degree than compound verb structures (AUX + INFINITIVE and PERFECT & 
PLUPERFECT). This difference is apparent in the written production by learners 
at the lower levels of proficiency, whereas the higher-level learners reach 
outstandingly high accuracy rates in all three verb structures. These findings 
would, in other words, imply that the simple finite verb forms are acquired at an 
earlier stage than the compound verb structures. This agrees with Processability 
Theory’s predicition (Pienemann 1998). According to PT, the development of verb 
morphology in L2 Swedish would follow a systematic principle: control of single 
finite forms (i.e., PRESENT and PRETERITE; stage 2) occurs at an earlier stage 
than the grammatical use of non-finite forms after auxiliary verbs (i.e., PERFECT/ 
PLUPERFECT and AUX + INFINITIVE; stage 3 of the processability hierarchy) 
since the former single forms as opposed to the latter compound verb forms do not 
require intra-phrasal exchange of grammatical information. A specific internal 
acquisition order between AUX + INFINITIVE and PERFECT/PLUPERFECT 
cannot be set up on the basis of PT. The grammaticality judgement task, however, 
does not indicate such a relation between simple verb forms and compound verb 
structures. The differences between the three structures are minimal and 
unsystematic in the task, at least when the data are analysed by learner categories. 
Whether there is an implicational pattern or not will be further examined in an 
analysis by means of implicational scaling where the performance of the 
individual learners is observable. Such an analysis of the verb morphology will be 
carried out in Section 5.2.2. 

 
5.1.3 Direct questions 
 

Within the main structural category direct questions, three separate subcategories 
are investigated. They are: Wh fronting, subject-verb inversion in WhX questions, 
and subject-verb inversion in Yes/No questions. Direct questions – unlike verb 
morphology and subordinate questions – have been taken under scrutiny through 
the means of three different elicitation methods since oral production was also 
included in the elicitation of direct questions. Even though grammaticality 
judgement does not involve data of language production, the rates from the 
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grammaticality task are treated in the same way as the data from the productive 
tasks (i.e., the written production, and for the direct questions also the oral task). 

Table 5.21. Oral production: accuracy rates of direct questions (WhX fronting, subject-verb 
inversion in WhX and Yes/No questions) of all learners by L1 groups. 
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1.00 .69 .60 Iraqi Arabic 191 191 132 191 354 591
1.00 .92 .68 Persian 174 174 160 174 425 624
1.00 .85 .56 Somali 212 212 181 212 318 564
1.00 .82 .62 L2 Total 577 577 473 577 1097 1779
1.00 .96 .99 Control (L1 Swe) 27 27 26 27 153 154

  

Significances:  
*** WhX fronting vs. INV in Y/N Q (Iraqi Arabic) *** WhX fronting vs. INV in WhX Q (L2 total) 
** WhX fronting vs. INV in Y/N Q (Persian) *** WhX fronting vs. INV in Y/N Q (L2 total) 
*** WhX fronting vs. INV in Y/N Q (Somali) *** INV in WhX Q vs. INV in Y/N Q (L2 total) 
* INV in WhX Q vs. INV in Y/N Q (Persian) ** WhX fronting vs. INV in WhX Q (Iraqi Arabic) 
* INV in WhX Q vs. INV in Y/N Q (Somali) * WhX fronting vs. INV in WhX Q (Somali) 

 

In the following sections, the outcome of direct questions in oral and written 
production as well as grammaticality judgement will be presented. The results will 
be presented in relation to the acquisitional sequence suggested by Eckman et al. 
(1989; i.e., Wh fronting  Inversion in WhX questions  Inversion in Yes/No 
questions). A short description of the implicational sequence is provided in 
Section 3.9.3, and will be discussed anew in Section 5.2.3 in connection with an 
analysis of the implicational relation between these structures in the present 
material. Also Processability Theory predicts the emergence of Wh fronting at an 
earlier stage than subject-verb inversion, although not postulating any difference 
between direct WhX and Yes/No questions as to the emergence of subject-verb 
inversion. In the tables, the three syntactic structures in direct questions will be 
displayed in the same order as the suggested acquisitional sequence, i.e., with Wh 
fronting to the left, inversion in WhX questions in the middle and inversion in 
Yes/No questions to the right.consequently, if the sequence is valid for the present 
L2 Swedish material, the percentages would be higher to the left, lower in the 
middle and lowest to the right in the tables over direct questions (Tables 5.21–
5.35). 

 
5.1.3.1 L1 groups 
 

In the same way as for the main structural categories and the verb morphology, the 
figures for the direct questions are first presented with the learners organised 
according to their L1s. Table 5.21 presents the direct questions produced at the 
oral task by all learners. As Table 5.21 shows, the data from the oral task provide a 
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tendency: WhX fronting is used in all WhX questions. Subject-verb inversion is 
used in a higher degree in WhX questions than in Yes/No questions. These 
differences between the three structures are generally significant. 

Table 5.22. Written production: production: accuracy rates of direct questions of all 
learners by L1 groups. 
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1.00 .91 .87 Iraqi Arabic 227 227 206 227 115 132
1.00 .97 .98 Persian 225 225 219 225 127 130
1.00 .95 .95 Somali 221 221 211 221 116 122
1.00 .95 .93 L2 Total 673 673 636 673 358 384
1.00 .99 .98 Control (L1 Swe) 230 230 227 230 127 129

  

Significances:  
 ** WhX fronting vs. INV in Y/N Q (L2 total) 

*** WhX fronting vs. INV in WhX Q (Iraqi Arabic) 
 
 
Table 5.23. Grammaticality judgement: rates of detection of ungrammatical instances of 
direct questions by all learners by L1 groups. 
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.56 .52 .67 Iraqi Arabic 20 36 44 84 80 120

.61 .77 .73 Persian 22 36 65 84 88 120

.50 .63 .50 Somali 18 36 53 84 60 120

.56 .64 .63 L2 Total 60 108 162 252 228 360

.97 .96 1.00 Control (L1 Swe) 35 36 81 84 120 120
  

Significances:  
 ** INV in WhX Q (Iraqi Arabic) vs. INV in WhX Q (Persian) 

** INV in Y/N Q (Persian) vs. INV in Y/N Q (Somali) 
 

Table 5.22 displays the degree to which all learners use the three substructures 
grammatically in direct questions in written production. Although the differences 
are significant to a lower degree than for the oral production, the data displayed in 
Table 5.22 gives a similar picture for the written production. Compared with the 
mean scores for the oral production, the scores for the written task are considera-
bly higher for subject-verb inversion in both WhX and Yes/No questions. 
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However, there is no relative order between these latter two structures, as was in 
fact demonstrated in the oral production data. 

Table 5.24. Oral production: accuracy rates of direct questions of all learners by 
proficiency levels. 
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1.00 .59 .36 Low 179 179 106 179 202 564
1.00 .89 .70 Intermediate 189 189 169 189 432 616
1.00 .95 .77 High 209 209 198 209 463 599
1.00 .82 .62 L2 Total 577 577 473 577 1097 1779
1.00 .96 .99 Control (L1 Swe) 27 27 26 27 153 154

  

Significances:  
*** WhX fronting vs. INV in WhX Q (L2 total) * INV in WhX Q vs. INV in Y/N Q (all interm. learners) 
*** WhX fronting vs. INV in Y/N Q (L2 total) * WhX fronting vs. INV in Y/N Q (all high-level learners) 
*** INV in WhX Q vs. INV in Y/N Q (L2 total) *** INV in WhX Q (low) vs. INV in WhX Q (interm.) 
** WhX fronting vs. INV in WhX Q (all low-level learners) *** INV in WhX Q (low) vs. INV in WhX Q (high) 
*** WhX fronting vs. INV in Y/N Q (all low-level learners) ** INV in Y/N Q (low) vs. INV in Y/N Q (interm.) 
** INV in WhX Q vs. INV in Y/N Q (all low-level learners) ** INV in Y/N Q (low) vs. INV in Y/N Q (high) 

*** INV in Y/N Q (low) vs. INV in Y/N Q (native control) * WhX fronting vs. INV in WhX Q (all interm. learners) 
** WhX fronting vs. INV in Y/N Q (all interm. learners) 
 
 
Table 5.25. Written production: accuracy rates of direct questions of all learners by 
proficiency levels. 
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1.00 .85 .83 Low 222 222 189 222 105 126
1.00 .99 .97 Intermediate 222 222 220 222 127 131
1.00 .99 .99 High 229 229 227 229 126 127
1.00 .95 .93 L2 Total 673 673 636 673 358 384
1.00 .99 .98 Control (L1 Swe) 230 230 227 230 127 129

  

Significances:  
** WhX fronting vs. INV in Y/N Q (L2 total) *** INV in WhX Q (low) vs. INV in WhX Q (high) 
** WhX fronting vs. INV in WhX Q (all low-level learners) *** INV in WhX Q (low) vs. INV in WhX Q (native control)
*** INV in WhX Q (low) vs. INV in WhX Q (intermediate) 
 

Table 5.23 displays the mean scores as to how the total number of participants 
performed at the task to judge the TL-deviating direct questions as ungrammatical. 
As can be seen in Table 5.23, the tendency in the oral and written data does not 
appear in the grammaticality judgement task. The total mastery of WhX fronting 
in the productive tasks is not reflected by equally high scores in this kind of task. 
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On the whole, the data from the grammaticality judgement task does not show any 
trends regarding possible relative order between the structures as was stated in the 
oral data, and also partially in the written data. It should also be mentioned that the 
score levels of the grammaticality judgement task are generally lower than the two 
other data types, notably the written production. 
 
5.1.3.2 Proficiency levels 
 

In the following sections the results as to the performance in direct questions are 
presented with the three different L2 proficiency levels of the learners separate 
tables. Table 5.24 shows the accuracy levels from the oral production of the three 
substructures of direct questions. Table 5.24 indicates that WhX fronting is fully 
used in oral production by the L2 learners at all three proficiency levels, whereas 
the rates of use of subject-verb inversion in both WhX and Yes/No questions 
reflect the three different proficiency levels. 

The performance from the written task is displayed in Table 5.25. As previously 
stated, the written task generated higher accuracy levels than the oral task. Table 
5.25 shows that the three proficiency levels as to the differences between their 
production of subject-verb inversion in direct WhX and Yes/No questions in the 
written task do not reflect different developmental stages as they did in oral 
production (Table 5.24). A ceiling effect being observed for WhX fronting in both 
oral and written production, such an effect has almost been reached also for 
subject-verb inversion in written but not in oral production. 

The rates of detection of ungrammatical direct questions by the learners at the 
three proficiency levels are shown in Table 5.26. The score levels from the 
grammaticality judgement task displayed in Table 5.26 shows a pattern that 
indicates that the three proficiency level groups represent three different stages of 
L2 Swedish development. On the other hand, the data from the grammaticality 
judgement task do not reveal any obvious relations between the three substructures 
of direct questions. The figures are not so high for the written task; this is not due 
to any ceiling effect but a result of limited variation between score levels for the 
three substructures. 
 
5.1.3.3 Proficiency levels by L1 groups 
 

In the following sections the learner categories of different levels of Swedish 
proficiency are displayed by L1 groups. 
 
5.1.3.3.1 Low level of proficiency 
 

In the tables that follow, the performance of direct questions by learners with a 
low level of Swedish proficiency is displayed. The different data types, i.e., oral 
production, written production and grammaticality judgement are displayed in 
separate tables in terms of number of instances, and proportions of accuracy. 
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The performance at the oral production task by the three learner groups with a 
low level of Swedish proficiency is exhibited in Table 5.27. What seems to be the 
most compelling trend in the data from the participants of L2 learners with a low 
level of Swedish proficiency displayed in Table 5.27 is that the oral task supports 
(or at least does not disprove) the sequence proposed by Eckman et al. (1989) for 
L2 English. All groups score 100% on WhX fronting in oral production of direct 
questions, a distinctly higher proportion than the use of subject-verb inversion in 
the two direct question types (i.e., WhX and Yes/No questions). Moreover, the 
rates for subject-verb inversion in WhX questions and Yes/No questions are lower 
than for WhX fronting in all low L1 groups. The ratio between WhX and Yes/No 
questions regarding subject-verb inversion is not as striking compared to the 
difference in proportions in direct questions between WhX fronting on the one 
hand, and subject-verb inversion on the other hand. Still, in oral production the 
hierarchy proposed by Eckman et al. finds support, notably by the Persian- and 
Somali-speaking participant groups with a low level of Swedish proficiency. 

Table 5.26. Grammaticality judgement: rates of detection of ungrammatical instances of 
direct questions by all learners by proficiency levels. 
 

IN
V

 in
 W

hX
 Q

 T
ot

 

IN
V

 in
 Y

/N
 Q

 T
ot

 

W
hX

 fr
on

tin
g 

To
t 

IN
V

 in
 W

hX
 Q

 %
 

IN
V

 in
 Y

/N
 Q

 %
 

W
hX

 fr
on

tin
g 

%
 

IN
V

 in
 W

hX
 Q

 

IN
V

 in
 Y

/N
 Q

 

W
hX

 fr
on

tin
g 

  

.36 .43 .36 Low 13 36 36 84 43 120

.56 .61 .68 Intermediate 20 36 51 84 82 120

.75 .89 .86 High 27 36 75 84 103 120

.56 .64 .63 L2 Total 60 108 162 252 228 360

.97 .96 1.00 Control 35 36 81 84 120 120
  

Significances:  
** WhX fronting (low) vs. WhX fronting (high) *** INV in WhX Q (low) vs. INV in WhX Q (native control) 
*** WhX fronting (low) vs. WhX fronting (native control) ** INV in WhX Q (interm.) vs. INV in WhX Q (high) 
*** WhX fronting (interm.) vs. WhX fronting (native control) *** INV in WhX Q (interm.) vs. INV in WhX Q (native control)

** INV in Y/N Q (low) vs. INV in Y/N Q (native control) *** INV in WhX Q (low) vs. INV in WhX Q (high) 

 

Table 5.28 displays the scores at the written production task by the three learner 
groups with a low level of Swedish proficiency. A first rough comparison between 
the figures in Tables 5.27 and 5.28 indicates that written production as a rule 
generates higher score levels than oral production by L2 learners with a low level 
of proficiency. As in the oral production of direct questions, all low L1 groups 
score distinctly higher (100%) at WhX fronting than at subject-verb inversion in 
WhX and Yes/No questions. Furthermore, the rates for subject-verb inversion in 
WhX questions and Yes/No questions are lower than for WhX fronting in all low-
level L1 groups. The ratio between WhX and Yes/No questions regarding subject-
verb inversion is not as striking compared to the difference in proportions in direct 

 



Results 99

questions between WhX fronting on the one hand, and subject-verb inversion on 
the other hand.thus, in the written production by the low level learners, support for 
the hierarchy as a whole is not found. The Persian low-level participants almost hit 
the ceiling as regards all three structures (i.e., WhX fronting and subject-verb 
inversion in direct WhX questions, and subject-verb inversion Yes/No direct 
questions). The relation between proportions of subject-verb inversion in the two 
question types in the written production by the Somali low-level learners is 
inverted with respect to the proposed hierarchy. However, the difference is slight, 
and not significant. 

Table 5.27. Oral production: accuracy rates of direct questions of low-level learners by L1 
groups. 
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1.00 .34 .29 Iraqi Arabic Low 65 65 22 65 56 193
1.00 .89 .57 Persian Low 53 53 47 53 100 175
1.00 .61 .23 Somali Low 61 61 37 61 46 196
1.00 .59 .36 Total Low 179 179 106 179 202 564
1.00 .96 .99 Control (L1 Swe) 27 27 26 27 153 154

  

Significances:  
** WhX fronting vs. INV in WhX Q (all low-level learners) * WhX fronting vs. INV in Y/N Q (Somali) 
*** WhX fronting vs. INV in Y/N Q (all low-level learners) * INV in Y/N Q vs. INV in Y/N Q (Somali) 
** INV in WhX Q vs. INV in Y/N Q (all low-level learners) 
 
 
Table 5.28. Written production: accuracy rates of direct questions of low-level learners by 
L1 groups. 
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1.00 .76 .64 Iraqi Arabic Low 78 78 59 78 27 42
1.00 .95 .95 Persian Low 76 76 72 76 41 43
1.00 .85 .90 Somali Low 68 68 58 68 37 41
1.00 .85 .83 Total Low 222 222 189 222 105 126
1.00 .99 .98 Control (L1 Swe) 230 230 227 230 127 129

  

Significances:  
** WhX fronting vs. INV in WhX Q (all low-level learners)  
* WhX fronting vs. INV in WhX Q (Iraqi Arabic) 
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In Table 5.29 the performance of direct questions at the grammaticality 
judgement test by the three learner groups with a low level of Swedish proficiency 
is presented. The grammaticality judgement test provides a different picture than 
the two previous data types. In this part, the outcome from the participants with a 
low level of L2 proficiency gives a less distinct perception of acquisitional 
sequences of word order in direct questions. Firstly, the outstanding superior level 
of WhX fronting in both oral and written production does not emerge in the 
grammaticality judgement test. Generally speaking, the low-level participants do 
not judge direct questions without WhX fronting ungrammatical to any higher 
extent than they do with non-inverted direct questions. The relation between direct 
WhX and Yes/No questions as regards to which extent the low proficiency 
learners detect and judge canonical subject-verb word order ungrammatical does 
not contradict the order observed in oral and written production. However, the 
higher score levels for inversion in direct WhX questions than in direct Yes/No 
questions are not statistically significant. 

Table 5.29. Grammaticality judgement: rates of detection of ungrammatical instances of 
direct questions by low-level learners by L1 groups. 
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.25 .25 .23 Iraqi Arabic Low 3 12 7 28 9 40

.58 .68 .55 Persian Low 7 12 19 28 22 40

.25 .36 .30 Somali Low 3 12 10 28 12 40

.36 .43 .36 Total Low 13 36 36 84 43 120

.97 .96 1.00 Control (L1 Swe) 35 36 81 84 120 120
  

Significances:  
—  

 
5.1.3.3.2 Intermediate level of proficiency 
 

The performance of direct questions by learners who have an intermediate level of 
Swedish proficiency is presented in the following section. The different data types, 
i.e., oral production, written production and grammaticality judgement, are 
exhibited in separate tables in terms of number of instances, and proportions of 
accuracy. 

The scores by the three learner groups who have an intermediate level of 
Swedish proficiency at the oral production task are exhibited in Table 5.30. Just 
like the learners who have a low level of Swedish proficiency, the intermediate 
participants achieve WhX fronting to a level of 100% while they produce subject-
verb inversion in direct WhX and Yes/No questions to a lower degree. The 
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relationship between the proportions of subject-verb inversion in the two investi-
gated types of direct questions (WhX and Yes/No questions) is virtually the same 
as for the low-level learners: the Persian and Somali intermediate learners score 
visibly higher for subject-verb inversion in direct WhX questions than they do for 
Yes/No questions, whereas their Iraqi Arabic peers reach approximately the same 
levels in both these question types. 

Table 5.30. Oral production: accuracy rates of direct questions of intermediate learners by 
L1 groups. 
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1.00 .76 .79 Iraqi Arabic Interm. 66 66 50 66 159 202
1.00 .95 .60 Persian Interm. 59 59 56 59 142 236
1.00 .98 .74 Somali Interm. 64 64 63 64 131 178
1.00 .89 .70 Total Interm. 189 189 169 189 432 616
1.00 .96 .99 Control (L1 Swe) 27 27 26 27 153 154

  

Significances:  
* WhX fronting vs. INV in WhX Q (all intermediate learners)  
** WhX fronting vs. INV in Y/N Q (all intermediate learners) 
* INV in WhX Q vs. INV in Y/N Q (all intermediate learners) 
 
 
Table 5.31. Written production: accuracy rates of direct questions of intermediate learners 
by L1 groups. 
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1.00 .99 .96 Iraqi Arabic Interm. 75 75 74 75 43 45
1.00 .99 .98 Persian Interm. 75 75 74 75 41 42
1.00 1.00 .98 Somali Interm. 72 72 72 72 43 44
1.00 .99 .97 Total Interm. 222 222 220 222 127 131
1.00 .99 .98 Control (L1 Swe) 230 230 227 230 127 129

  

Significances:  
—  

The results of the written production of direct questions by the intermediate L2 
learners of Swedish are displayed in Table 5.31. In line with what was established 
about the oral and written production of direct questions by the low-level partici-
pants, Table 5.31 shows that also the learners at an intermediate level score 
distinctly higher in a written task compared to an oral one. The intermediate 
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learners – as one would expect – have a more target-like performance than those 
with a low level of proficiency, and this is so to such an extent that the scores for 
all the structures reach a level above 95%. 

Table 5.32. Grammaticality judgement: rates of detection of ungrammatical instances of 
direct questions by intermediate learners by L1 groups. 
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.58 .46 .80 Iraqi Arabic Interm. 7 12 13 28 32 40

.42 .71 .78 Persian Interm. 5 12 20 28 31 40

.67 .64 .48 Somali Interm. 8 12 18 28 19 40

.56 .61 .68 36 51 84 82 120Total Interm. 20

.97 .96 1.00 Control (L1 Swe) 35 36 81 84 120 120
  

Significances:  
—  

Table 5.32 exhibits the performance at the grammaticality judgement task by 
the three L1 groups at an intermediate level of proficiency of Swedish. The 
outcome of the intermediate learners’ performance at the grammaticality 
judgement task – as displayed in Table 5.32 – indicate a similar relationship to the 
oral and written tasks as is ascertained by the scores of the low-level participants. 
That is to say that the data from the intermediate learners’ grammaticality 
judgement test gives quite a blurry picture, and does not contribute to any clear 
tendency of a potential acquisitional sequence of word order in direct questions. 
The totally superior level of WhX fronting in the intermediate participants’ oral 
and written production does not occur in the data from the grammaticality 
judgement task. Thus, just like the low-level participants they do not judge non-
fronted direct questions as ungrammatical to any distinctly higher extent than they 
do with non-inverted direct questions. Likewise, the grammaticality judgement 
test does not give any indication whether the learners detect ungrammatical 
canonical subject-verb word order in any of the two direct question types (WhX 
and Yes/No questions) to a higher degree than in the other. 
 
5.1.3.3.3 High level of proficiency 
 

In the following section the performance of direct questions by learners at a high 
level of proficiency of Swedish is presented. Separate tables exhibit the different 
data types, i.e., oral production, written production, and grammaticality 
judgement, in terms of number of instances and proportions of accuracy. 

The high-level learners’ scores at the oral production task are exhibited in Table 
5.33. The table reveals that the scores made by the three high-level L1 groups for 

 



Results 103

the oral task chiefly support the results from the two lower levels. All three L1 
groups make their lowest score for subject-verb inversion in direct Yes/No 
questions. In cases where there is a discrepancy in scores between WhX fronting 
and subject-verb inversion in WhX questions, the better score is for WhX fronting. 
In one of the high-level L1 groups, namely Iraqi Arabic, these scores are at the 
same level, both at 100%, which is thus a case of ceiling effect. 

Table 5.33. Oral production: accuracy rates of direct questions of high-level learners by L1 
groups. 
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1.00 1.00 .71 Iraqi Arabic High 60 60 60 60 139 196
1.00 .92 .86 Persian High 62 62 57 62 183 213
1.00 .93 .74 Somali High 87 87 81 87 141 190
1.00 .95 .77 Total High 209 209 198 209 463 599
1.00 .96 .99 Control (L1 Swe) 27 27 26 27 153 154

  

Significances:  
* WhX fronting vs. INV in Y/N Q (all high-level learners)  
 
 
Table 5.34. Written production: accuracy rates of direct questions of high-level learners by 
L1 groups. 
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1.00 .99 1.00 Iraqi Arabic High 74 74 73 74 45 45
1.00 .99 1.00 Persian High 74 74 73 74 45 45
1.00 1.00 .97 Somali High 81 81 81 81 36 37
1.00 .99 .99 Total High 229 229 227 229 126 127
1.00 .99 .98 Control (L1 Swe) 230 230 227 230 127 129

  

Significances:  
—  
 

The results of the written production of direct questions by the high-level 
participants are displayed in Table 5.34. As was the case with the low and 
intermediate groups of learners, the high-level participants produce substantially 
higher scores for the written task compared to the oral one. Following the pattern 
of the intermediate participants, all scores of the learners at this highest level of 
proficiency end up at a level above 97%. Thus, such a ceiling effect means that the 
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figures neither give support for nor disprove a certain acquisition order of the 
structures in question. 

Table 5.35. Grammaticality judgement: rates of detection of ungrammatical instances of 
direct questions by high-level learners by L1 groups. 
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.83 .86 .98 Iraqi Arabic High 10 12 24 28 39 40

.83 .93 .88 Persian High 10 12 26 28 35 40

.58 .89 .73 Somali High 7 12 25 28 29 40

.75 .89 .86 Total High 27 36 75 84 103 120

.97 .96 1.00 Control (L1 Swe) 35 36 81 84 120 120
  

Significances:  
—  

Table 5.35 exhibits the performance at the grammaticality judgement test by the 
three L1 groups at a high level of proficiency of Swedish. The scores by the high-
level participants’ grammaticality judgement test do not contribute to any clear 
tendency of a potential acquisitional sequence of word order in direct questions, as 
they give a quite blurry picture. This is in line with the performance at the same 
test by the learners at low and intermediate levels. It is perhaps worth noting that 
the grammaticality judgement test reveals an opposite trend than the oral and 
written tasks shows: the structure that is less prone to be detected and judged as 
ungrammatical is WhX fronting, whereas it is produced at a rate of 100%. 
 
5.1.3.4 Summary 
 

The direct questions in the data from the of oral and written tasks suggest an 
acquisitional order where WhX fronting appears at a stage prior to the use of 
subject-verb inversion in direct WhX and Yes/No questions and where subject-
verb inversions occurs earlier in direct WhX questions that in Yes/No questions. 
In particular the oral data indicate that the sequence is valid also for L2 Swedish. 
In the written data the relationship between inversion in Y/N questions and 
inversion in WhX questions is less obvious. The high accuracy rates of the 
structures lead to a ceiling effect, which makes a comparison between the two 
direct question types unfeasible. By the present means of analysis, the grammati-
cality judgement task did not provide any conclusive results. 
 
5.1.4 Subordinate questions 
 

Within the main structural category subordinate questions, three separate subcate-
gories are investigated. They are: (a) canonical subject-verb word order and 
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supplement of the subordinator om (‘if’, ‘whether’) in subordinate Yes/No 
questions, (b) canonical subject-verb word order in subordinate WhX questions, 
and, finally (c) supplement of the subject marker som in subordinate WhS 
questions. The category of subordinate questions has been investigated through the 
means of two different elicitation methods, namely written production and 
grammaticality judgement. Since these three structures occur in different types of 
subordinate questions they will be referred to as Yes/No questions, WhX questions 
and WhS questions in the following presentation.  

Table 5.36. Written production: accuracy rates of subordinate questions (Yes/No questions, 
WhX questions and WhS questions) of all learners by L1 groups. 
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.55 .37 .19 Iraqi Arabic 67 121 57 154 15 80

.29 .40 .07 Persian 34 119 57 142 6 89

.55 .53 .20 Somali 69 126 71 133 18 88

.46 .43 .15 L2 Total 170 366 185 429 39 257

.98 1.00 1.00 Control (L1 Swe) 136 139 133 133 87 87
  

Significances:  
*** Y/N Q vs. WhS Q (L2 total) ** Y/N Q vs. WhS Q (Persian) 
*** WhX Q vs. WhS Q (L2 total) ** WhX Q vs. WhS Q (Somali) 
** Y/N Q vs. WhX Q (Iraqi Arabic) ** Y/N Q vs. WhS Q (Somali) 
* Y/N Q vs. WhS Q (Iraqi Arabic) * Y/N Q (Iraqi Arabic) vs. Y/N Q (Persian) 
*** WhX Q vs. WhS Q (Persian) * Y/N Q (Persian) vs. Y/N Q (Somali) 
 

As previously established in Section 5.1.1, the scores for subordinate questions 
are generally distinctly lower than those for direct questions, irrespective of the 
participants’ L1 or level of Swedish proficiency. The issue in this section is to 
locate a potential internal acquisition order as regards the three kinds of subordi-
nate questions cited above (i.e., Yes/No, WhX and WhS questions). Like the data 
on verb morphology and word order in direct questions, the data on subordinate 
questions will be presented first in terms of proportions by different learner 
categories, and subsequently all learners individually in implicational scales. 

 
5.1.4.1 L1 groups 
 

In this first section the total amount of data is presented. The results of the written 
production of subordinate questions by the total number of participants are 
displayed in Table 5.36. The data from the written production of subordinate 
questions show that subordinate WhS questions (with the subject marker som) 
yield significantly lower mean scores than the other two types of subordinate 
questions. The Persian-speaking participants demonstrate lower accuracy levels 
for subordinate Yes/No and WhS questions than the other two L1 groups. These 
differences are significant as regards the subordinate Yes/No questions. 
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Table 5.37 exhibits the performance at the grammaticality judgement task of 
subordinate questions by all participants in the study. The data displayed in Table 
5.37 show that the pattern from the written task is partially maintained, namely 
that the subordinate WhS questions seem to cause bigger difficulties than the other 
two structures. The data from the grammaticality judgement task also indicate an 
internal order between Yes/No and WhX questions, of which the former appears 
to be somewhat easier to detect when ungrammatical. This trend applies to the L1 
speakers of Iraqi Arabic and Somali. 

Table 5.37. Grammaticality judgement: rates of detection of ungrammatical instances of 
subordinate questions by all learners by L1 groups. 
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.51 .29 .04 Iraqi Arabic 37 72 14 48 1 24

.17 .17 .04 Persian 12 72 8 48 1 24

.38 .19 .08 Somali 27 72 9 48 2 24

.35 .22 .06 L2 Total 76 216 31 144 4 72

.96 1.00 1.00 Control (L1 Swe) 69 72 48 48 24 24
  

Significances:  
* Y/N Q vs. WhX Q (L2 total) *** Y/N Q vs. WhS Q (Iraqi Arabic) 
*** Y/N Q vs. WhS Q (L2 total) * WhX Q vs. WhS Q (Somali) 
** WhX Q vs. WhS Q (L2 total) * WhX Q (Iraqi Arabic) vs. WhX Q (Persian) 
* WhX Q vs. WhS Q (Iraqi Arabic) 
 

 

There is an apparent decrease of mean scores in one way or another related to 
an assumedly increasing degree of difficulty of the structures involved. The 
variation in accuracy rates is apparently related not only to the complexity of the 
various structures, but also to the different elicitation methods. For instance, the 
grammaticality judgement task generally generates lower mean scores than the 
written production. It is worth noting here that these two factors (i.e., linguistic 
complexity and data type) have an impact on the score levels by the L2 learners 
only, and not on those by the native control group. 
 
5.1.4.2 Proficiency levels 
 

In Tables 5.38 and 5.39 the results from the written and grammaticality judgement 
tasks as to the substructures of subordinate questions are presented according to 
levels of Swedish proficiency. The figures in Table 5.38 reveal that control of 
grammatical word order in subordinate WhS questions begins rather late in the 
development of L2 Swedish. It is only at a high level of proficiency that 
grammatical use of subordinate WhS questions occurs fairly frequently. The rates 
for all three substructures show a progression over the three proficiency level 
groups. Table 5.39 shows that the pattern is similar for grammaticality judgement  
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Table 5.38. Written production: accuracy rates of subordinate questions of all learners by 
proficiency levels. 
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.10 .25 .00 Low 12 123 33 133 0 89

.58 .31 .09 Intermediate 69 119 45 145 8 86

.72 .71 .38 High 89 124 107 151 31 82

.46 .43 .15 L2 Total 170 366 185 429 39 257

.98 1.00 1.00 Control (L1 Swe) 136 139 133 133 87 87
  

Significances:  
*** Y/N Q vs. WhS Q (L2 total) * Y/N Q (high) vs. Y/N Q (native control) 
*** WhX Q vs. WhS Q (L2 total) *** WhX Q (low) vs. WhX Q (high) 
* Y/N Q vs. WhX Q (low) *** WhX Q (low) vs. WhX Q (native control) 
** WhX Q vs. WhS Q (low) *** WhX Q (intermediate) vs. WhX Q (high) 
* Y/N Q vs. WhX Q (intermediate) *** WhX Q (intermediate) vs. WhX Q (native control) 
** Y/N Q vs. WhS Q (intermediate) ** WhX Q (high) vs. WhX Q (native control) 
** Y/N Q vs. WhS Q (high) *** WhS Q (low) vs. WhS Q (high) 
** WhX Q vs. WhS Q (high) *** WhS Q (low) vs. WhS Q (native control) 
*** Y/N Q (low) vs. Y/N Q (intermediate) ** WhS Q (intermediate) vs. WhS Q (high) 
*** Y/N Q (low) vs. Y/N Q (high) *** WhS Q (intermediate) vs. WhS Q (native control) 
*** Y/N Q (low) vs. Y/N Q (native control) *** WhS Q (high) vs. WhS Q (native control) 
*** Y/N Q (intermediate) vs. Y/N Q (native control) 
 
 
Table 5.39. Grammaticality judgement: rates of detection of ungrammatical instances of 
subordinate questions by all learners by L1 groups. 
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.03 .02 .00 Low 2 72 1 48 0 24

.36 .10 .00 Intermediate 26 72 5 48 0 24

.67 .52 .17 High 48 72 25 48 4 24

.35 .22 .06 L2 Total 76 216 31 144 4 72

.96 1.00 1.00 Control (L1 Swe) 69 72 48 48 24 24
  

Significances:  
* Y/N Q vs. WhX Q (L2 total) * Y/N Q (intermediate) vs. Y/N Q (high) 
*** Y/N Q vs. WhS Q (L2 total) *** Y/N Q (intermediate) vs. Y/N Q (native control) 
** WhX Q vs. WhS Q (L2 total) *** WhX Q (low) vs. WhX Q (high) 
* Y/N Q vs. WhX Q (all intermediate learners) *** WhX Q (low) vs. WhX Q (native control) 
* Y/N Q vs. WhS Q (all intermediate learners) *** WhX Q (intermediate) vs. WhX Q (high) 
** Y/N Q vs. WhS Q (all high-level learners) *** WhX Q (intermediate) vs. WhX Q (native control) 
** WhX Q vs. WhS Q (all high-level learners) *** WhX Q (high) vs. WhX Q (native control) 
* Y/N Q (low) vs. Y/N Q (intermediate) *** WhS Q (low) vs. WhS Q (native control) 
*** Y/N Q (low) vs. Y/N Q (high) *** WhS Q (intermediate) vs. WhS Q (native control) 
*** Y/N Q (low) vs. Y/N Q (native control) *** WhS Q (high) vs. WhS Q (native control) 
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as for written production regarding word order in subordinate questions, even 
though the rates are lower for the grammaticality judgement task. 

Table 5.40. Written production: accuracy rates of subordinate questions of low-level 
learners by L1 groups. 
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.05 .14 .00 Iraqi Arabic Low 2 39 7 50 0 29

.10 .30 .00 Persian Low 4 39 13 44 0 31

.13 .33 .00 Somali Low 6 45 13 39 0 29

.10 .25 .00 Total Low 12 123 33 133 0 89

.98 1.00 1.00 Control (L1 Swe) 136 139 133 133 87 87
  

Significances:  
* Y/N Q vs. WhX Q (all low-level learners)  
** WhX Q vs. WhS Q (all low-level learners) 
 
 
Table 5.41. Grammaticality judgement: rates of detection of ungrammatical instances of 
subordinate questions by low-level learners by L1 groups. 
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.08 .00 .00 Iraqi Arabic Low 2 24 0 16 0 8

.00 .06 .00 Persian Low 0 24 1 16 0 8

.00 .00 .00 Somali Low 0 24 0 16 0 8

.03 .02 .00 Total Low 2 72 1 48 0 24

.96 1.00 1.00 Control (L1 Swe) 69 72 48 48 24 24
  

Significances:  
—  

 
5.1.4.3 Proficiency levels by L1 groups 
 

In the following sections the data for word order in subordinate questions are 
presented such that each table reports a separate proficiency level by L1 groups. 
 
5.1.4.3.1 Low level of proficiency 
 

In this section, the scores of subordinate questions by learners with a low level of 
Swedish proficiency are presented. The tables display number of instances and 
proportions of accuracy performed by the participants at the written task and the 
grammaticality judgement test. 

The scores at the written task by the learners at a low level of proficiency of 
Swedish are exhibited in Table 5.40. The most unequivocal conclusion that can be 
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drawn from the figures displayed in Table 5.31 is the remarkably low score for 
subordinate WhS questions, i.e., subordinate questions where the interrogative 
word is also subject, and the subject marker som is required. None of the low-level 
participants produced a single subordinate WhS question with this compulsory 
subject marker.  

The relation between the proportions of target-like constructions in subordinate 
WhX and Yes/No questions exposes a higher score on WhX questions than on 
Yes/No questions by the low-level learners, irrespective of L1. 

Table 5.41 displays the scores at the grammaticality judgement test by the 
learners with a low level of proficiency of Swedish. At the grammaticality 
judgement test, the scores by the low-proficient learners are – with one exception 
– lower than at the written task. The low level of totals at both written and 
grammaticality judgement make these differences small and do not significantly 
indicate any trend.  
 
5.1.4.3.2 Intermediate level of proficiency 
 

The scores of subordinate questions by learners at an intermediate level of 
proficiency of Swedish are presented in the following section. The participants’ 
performance at the written task and the grammaticality judgement test is displayed 
in terms of number of instances and proportions of accuracy. 

Table 5.42 demonstrates the scores from the written task by the learners at an 
intermediate level of Swedish proficiency. The figures from the written task in 
Table 5.42 show that the production of intermediate learners is somewhat different 
from that of the low-level learners. All the intermediate L1 groups score highest 
on the Yes/No type of the subordinate questions – unlike the low-level participants 
whose scores are highest for the WhX type. Both involve the element CANCEL 
INVERSION in relation to their direct counterparts. Yet, subordinate Yes/No 
questions do also involve another additional component compared to a direct 
Yes/No question, namely the subordinator om. 

The Persian- and Somali-speaking intermediate learners of L2 Swedish perform 
better at WhX questions than at WhS questions, whereas the level of accuracy of 
these two structures of their Iraqi Arabic peers does not differ significantly. 

The performance in the grammaticality judgement test by the intermediate level 
Swedish proficiency learners is demonstrated in Table 5.43. The results of the 
grammaticality judgement test concerning subordinate questions by intermediate 
learners indicate essentially a similar pattern as for the written task. None of the 
intermediate learners judge any omitted som in subordinate WhS questions as 
ungrammatical. The highest proportion of accuracy was undoubtedly demon-
strated by the Iraqi Arabic and Somali intermediate learners for Yes/No questions, 
whereas the Persian-speaking participants score to the same degree of accuracy for 
WhX questions as for Yes/No questions. 
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5.1.4.2.3 High level of proficiency 

Table 5.42. Written production: accuracy rates of subordinate questions of intermediate 
learners by L1 groups. 
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.67 .21 .22 Iraqi Arabic Interm. 29 43 10 48 6 27

.39 .30 .03 Persian Interm. 16 41 14 47 1 30

.69 .42 .03 Somali Interm. 24 35 21 50 1 29

.58 .31 .09 Total Interm. 69 119 45 145 8 86

.98 1.00 1.00 Control (L1 Swe) 136 139 133 133 87 87
  

Significances:  
* Y/N Q vs. WhX Q (all intermediate learners) * WhX Q vs. WhS Q (Persian) 
** Y/N Q vs. WhS Q (all intermediate learners) * Y/N Q vs. WhS Q (Somali) 
* Y/N Q vs. WhX Q (Iraqi Arabic) 
 
 
Table 5.43. Grammaticality judgement: rates of detection of ungrammatical instances of 
subordinate questions by intermediate learners by L1 groups. 
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.54 .06 .00 Iraqi Arabic Interm. 13 24 1 16 0 8

.13 .13 .00 Persian Interm. 3 24 2 16 0 8

.42 .13 .00 Somali Interm. 10 24 2 16 0 8

.36 .10 .00 Total Interm. 26 72 5 48 0 24

.96 1.00 1.00 Control (L1 Swe) 69 72 48 48 24 24
  

Significances:  
* Y/N Q vs. WhX Q (all intermediate learners)  
* Y/N Q vs. WhS Q (all intermediate learners) 
* WhX Q vs. Y/N Q (Iraqi Arabic) 
 

 

In the following section, the total of subordinate questions by learners with a high 
level of Swedish proficiency is demonstrated in terms of number of instances and 
degree of accuracy at the written task and the grammaticality judgement test. 

Table 5.44 exhibits the scores at the written task by the learners with a high 
level of Swedish proficiency. Conforming with the two lower participant groups, 
the high-level learners’ scores convincingly reveal WhS questions as the question 
type that causes most problems to produce amongst the subordinate question 
types.  

The bottom position of the subordinate WhS questions being clear, the relation 
between subordinate WhX and Yes/No questions as regards the score levels is, on 
the other hand, far less obvious. Each separate high-level L1 group reveals its own 
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tendency. The Iraqi Arabic learners score higher in Yes/No questions than in WhX 
questions, the Persian-speaking participants perform in inverse proportion, while 
the Somali participants produce the two structures at the same rate of accuracy. 

Table 5.44. Written production: accuracy rates of subordinate questions of high-level 
learners by L1 groups. 
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.92 .71 .38 Iraqi Arabic High 36 39 40 56 9 24

.36 .59 .18 Persian High 14 39 30 51 5 28

.85 .84 .57 Somali High 39 46 37 44 17 30

.72 .71 .38 Total High 89 124 107 151 31 82

.98 1.00 1.00 Control (L1 Swe) 136 139 133 133 87 87
  

Significances:  
** Y/N Q vs. WhS Q (all high-level learners) * WhX Q vs. WhS Q (Persian) 
** WhX Q vs. WhS Q (all high-level learners) * Y/N Q (Iraqi Arabic) vs. Y/N Q (Persian) 
 
 
Table 5.45. Grammaticality judgement: rates of detection of ungrammatical instances of 
subordinate questions by high-level learners by L1 groups. 
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.92 .81 .13 Iraqi Arabic High 22 24 13 16 1 8

.38 .31 .13 Persian High 9 24 5 16 1 8

.71 .44 .25 Somali High 17 24 7 16 2 8

.67 .52 .17 Total High 48 72 25 48 4 24

.96 1.00 1.00 Control (L1 Swe) 69 72 48 48 24 24
  

Significances:  
** Y/N Q vs. WhS Q (all high-level learners)  
** WhX Q vs. WhS Q (all high-level learners) 
* Y/N Q vs. WhS Q (Iraqi Arabic) 
 

The performance in the grammaticality judgement test by learners with a high 
level of Swedish proficiency is displayed in Table 5.45. The scores in Table 5.45 
show that ungrammatical subordinate WhS questions where the subject marker 
som is omitted cause the biggest difficulties for the high-level learners. While the 
low-level and intermediate learners do not detect a single one of them (see Tables 
5.41 and 5.43), the high-level participants manage to identify just a few of them. 
Thus, one can clearly note that more advanced speakers of Swedish have problems 
identifying ungrammatical subordinate WhS questions. Nevertheless, the high-
level learners demonstrate that they are on course to control the structure because 
they can at least detect some of the ungrammatical subordinate WhS questions. 
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The results from the grammaticality judgement task regarding the relation 
between subordinate WhX and Yes/No questions in terms of accuracy do not seem 
to be as unclear as is the case with the written production. All the three high-level 
L1 learner categories reach their peak at the subordinate Yes/No questions, even 
though at different levels: the Persian-speaking participants reaching the lowest 
(38%), and the Iraqi Arabic the highest (92%) degree of accuracy of subordinate 
Yes/No questions. 
 
5.1.4.3 Summary 
 

The data from the written task (see Section 5.1.1) have previously shown that 
subordinate questions are more radically difficult to produce in a target-like way 
than the two other main structural categories. Correspondingly, the results from 
the grammaticality judgement task show that ungrammatical subordinate questions 
have yielded distinctly lower detection rates than ungrammatical verb morphology 
and direct questions. A closer look at the three different substructures in subordi-
nate questions leads to at least one certain conclusion: subordinate WhS questions 
are the most problematic for the learners to control. In writing the subject marker 
som in subordinate WhS questions is hard to use, and subordinate WhS questions 
lacking the subject marker are the hardest structures to identify as ungrammatical. 
The prediction that subordinate Yes/No questions would be harder to control (and 
therefore acquired at a later stage in the L2 development) than subordinate WhX 
questions is supported in one exclusive case: in the written task, the low-level 
learners – regardless of L1 category – produced target-like subordinate Yes/No 
questions to a lower degree than subordinate WhX questions. This relationship is 
in general inverted in learners at the two more advanced levels of proficiency of 
Swedish (i.e., the intermediate and high-level learners). Target-like production of 
subordinate questions involves canonical subject-verb word order (i.e., cancelling 
of subject-verb inversion in relation to direct questions), and in the case of 
subordinate Yes/No questions the addition of the subordinator om is also required. 
A hypothetical explanation of the higher figures for subordinate WhX questions 
than for subordinate Yes/No questions in the low-level learners might be that they 
do not yet have control of subject-verb inversion or the subordination process. 
This would result in target-like subordinate WhX but not Yes/No questions. This 
issue will be treated more closely in the analysis of the implicational relations 
between the structures (Section 5.2.4), and further examined in Section 5.3.3. 

 
5.2 Implicational scales 
 

Earlier in this chapter, the score levels were illustrated according to learner catego-
ries, stating the participants’ L1’s and their level of proficiency in their L2, 
Swedish. To obtain a more detailed picture of the learners’ development of the 
structures in focus, each participant’s results will be presented in implicational 
scales below. The use of implicational scaling comes from the social sciences 
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where the technique was developed by Guttman in the 1940s. Implicational 
scaling was first introduced in linguistics through creolist works in the late 1960s 
by DeCamp (Rickford 2002). Besides the use of implicational scaling among 
creolist research and within the Labovian sociolinguistic tradition, implicational 
scales have been extensively employed in SLA research notably as a mode to 
visualize whether the emergence of a linguistic structure requires the ability to 
form another structure in L2 learners’ interlanguage. Implicational scaling makes 
it possible to describe implicational relations between certain linguistic items. This 
makes statements of the following type possible: “If the use of feature B occurs in 
the L2 production of a learner, we can expect that the learner can use feature A as 
well”. 

The issue of how to judge a TL structure as acquired has been debated at times 
in research literature on language acquisition, and the problem has been solved in 
various ways. A frequently used criterion in literature on both L1 and L2 
development has been 90% of target-like use of grammatical structures, used by 
for instance Cazden (1968) in her study on the acquisition of noun and verb 
inflection in L1 children. The morpheme studies, i.e., on the evolution of 
children’s L1 English (Brown 1973), as well as on L1 Spanish and Chinese 
children’s L2 English (Dulay & Burt 1974), are other examples of such studies in 
which this high level of target-like use of the structures was requested to be 
considered as acquired. Bahns (1983) highlighted the issue referring to his study 
on the acquisition of modal auxiliaries in L2 English by learners having German 
as their L1. His conclusion was that the criterion of 90% was justifiable. However, 
levels of accuracy lower than 90% have been used in different studies on L2 
development. Pienemann (1998) claims that the first emergence of a structure that 
represents a particular level of the processability hierarchy is sufficient as a 
criterion for stating that a learner is at that particular level in her/his L2 develop-
ment. When it comes to the morphological level, Pienemann declares that one 
single occurrence is not sufficient to indicate the emergence of a structure, since 
such an isolated occurrence might be an occasional random hit. The number of 
contexts and the kind of contexts where a certain inflection is required have to be 
taken into consideration before the acquisition of a morphological structure can be 
assumed. 

In a study from 2001, Glahn, Håkansson, Hammarberg, Holmen, Hvenekilde & 
Lund tested the validity of Processability Theory on data from adult learners of 
Danish, Norwegian or Swedish having various L1s. They discussed the problem to 
define a criterion in terms of percentage for whether a structure should be 
considered as acquired or not. In order to give a more complete pattern of the 
development in the L2 learner’s grammar, Glahn et al. choose to use a model with 
three parallel levels of criteria for the analysis, namely “(a) at least one 
occurrence, (b) ≥50% use, and (c) ≥80% use of the structure in question” (p. 398). 
In the present study these three parallel criteria will be used. This choice is 
motivated by an assumption that a parallel use of these three different levels can 
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give further dimensions to the evolution of the structures in focus of the study 
compared to using just one criterion. Moreover, using the same criteria as Glahn et 
al. (2001) and thereby keeping close to their analytical model, it is possible to 
compare results with their study. Below each implicational scale the coefficient of 
scalability is given. According to Hatch & Lazaraton (1991) a coefficient of 
scalability of at least .60 is required for a claim that an implicational relationship 
exists. The formulae of the Guttman procedure used to determine the coefficient 
of scalability are displayed in Appendix 10. 

The tables in the previous sections in this chapter provide the results of the L2 
learners and those of the native Swedish-speaking control group. The tables 
demonstrate that the performance by the L1 controls show minimal variation and 
an achievement that conforms to what was set up as the target structures. The 
implicational scales in the following sections do not include the performance by 
the native control group since they all reach and surpass all criteria at all instances. 
 
5.2.1 Main structural categories 
 

In the following parts of this section, the data in terms of main structural catego-
ries (i.e., verb morphology, direct questions and subordinate questions) will be 
displayed in implicational scales. The data types used to elicit all three main 
structural categories were written production and the grammaticality judgement 
test. 
 
5.2.1.1 Written production 
 

The written task involved eliciting all three main structural categories, and with an 
implicational scale, a possible relationship between the structures may be found 
regarding the time of emergence and mastery of these structures in the learners’ 
interlanguage.  

From a processability point of view, the main structural categories would be 
acquired in the implicational order displayed in Figure 5.1. The grey tones 
represent in this case the prediction order set up from Processability Theory 
(Pienemann 1998). The darker the grey tone is, the later the structure would occur 
according to the prediction based on PT. Previously in the chapter (Section 5.1.1), 
the overall results showed that there was a distinctly lower use of target-like 
subordinate questions compared to the other two main structural categories. 
However, the rates of accuracy in verb morphology and in use of subject-verb 
inversion in direct questions did not significantly differ. Purely quantitatively, 
direct questions prevailed slightly over verb morphology. With implicational 
scaling, this hesitation might be elucidated. 

Table 5.46 shows the results from the written task, learner by learner in impli-
cational scales. The evaluation criteria are, as mentioned above: ≥one occurrence, 
≥50% use, and ≥80% use of the main structural categories. The learners are 
arranged in order of increasing degree of use of the structures (i.e., from a lower 
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degree of use at the top of the table to a higher degree at the bottom), and thus not 
assembled by their L1. As the implicational scales in Table 5.46 demonstrate, 
target-like use has emerged in the written production by all learners (with one sole 
exception for P11 who did not produce any target-like subordinate question). The 
use of 50% as a criterion for when a structure is acquired radically decreases the 
number of learners who have control of the subordinate questions. Another 
observation that can be made that the number of learners who manage word order 
in direct questions does practically not decrease at all, unlike those who control the 
verb morphology at a level of 50% or more. This picture is maintained when the 
criterion is put to 80% use of the structures. Moreover, the low scalability coeffi-
cient does not support the idea of an implicational relationship for the order set up 
in Table 5.46. In order to obtain an implicational pattern, and higher scalability 
values, the principle of “best fit” will henceforth be used. For the data presented in 
Table 5.46, this best fit principle leads to a switch of places between the two 
categories to the left. Table 5.47 is such a modified version of the previous table. 
With the principle of best fit, as shown in Table 5.47, the scalability coefficients 
increase dramatically, a fact that indicates a clear implicational relationship. Thus, 
the results provided by tables 5.46 and 5.47 do not offer an implicational picture as 
would be predicted by Processability Theory (i.e., VERB MORPHOLOGY  
DIRECT Q  SUBORDINATE Q). 

Verb Direct Subordinate  

 
5.2.1.2 Grammaticality judgement 
 

Like the written task, the grammaticality judgement test involved all the three 
main structural categories. Table 5.48 shows the results from the grammaticality 
judgement test in implicational scales, learner by learner. The learners are also 
ranked here in increasing order of degree of use of the structures. Hence the 
learners are not found in exactly the same order as for the written task. 

Earlier in this chapter where the participants’ performance was displayed by 
groups and not individually (the later part of Section 5.1.1.1) some conclusions 
were provided, based on the results from the grammaticality test. For instance, the 
learners generally did not detect ungrammatical subordinate questions as ungram-
matical to the same degree as they did with the two other main structural catego-
ries. Another finding was that the grammaticality judgement test yielded data that, 
in general, seemed to be less consistent than, for instance, the written task. In  

morphology questions questions 

 
Figure 5.1. Implicational sequence of the acquisition of main structural categories in L2 
Swedish according to the processability hierarchy. 
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Table 5.46. Written production: implicational scales for the main structural 
categories (i.e. verb morphology, direct questions, and subordinate 
questions). 
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P11 + + – A11 – – – A11 – – – 
A11 + + + A13 – + – S13 – – – 
S13 + + + S12 – + – A13 – + – 
A13 + + + S22 – + – S12 – + – 
S12 + + + S13 + + – S22 – + – 
S22 + + + P14 + + – P14 – + – 
P14 + + + S25 + + – S25 – + – 
S25 + + + S11 + + – S11 – + – 
S11 + + + P12 + + – P12 – + – 
P12 + + + P11 + + – S26 – + – 
S26 + + + A14 + + – P11 + + – 
A14 + + + P23 + + – A14 + + – 
P23 + + + S17 + + – P23 + + – 
S17 + + + A12 + + – S17 + + – 
A12 + + + A21 + + – A12 + + – 
A21 + + + A22 + + – A21 + + – 
A22 + + + P26 + + – A22 + + – 
P26 + + + P32 + + – P26 + + – 
P32 + + + A25 + + – P32 + + – 
A25 + + + P24 + + – A25 + + – 
P24 + + + P38 + + – P24 + + – 
P38 + + + P13 + + – P38 + + – 
P13 + + + P34 + + – P13 + + – 
P34 + + + P28 + + – P34 + + – 
P28 + + + A23 + + – P28 + + – 
A23 + + + S26 + + + A23 + + – 
A34 + + + A34 + + + A34 + + – 
S21 + + + S21 + + + S21 + + – 
S36 + + + S36 + + + S36 + + – 
A32 + + + A32 + + + A32 + + – 
A38 + + + A38 + + + A38 + + – 
A36 + + + A36 + + + A36 + + + 
P31 + + + P31 + + + P31 + + + 
S34 + + + S34 + + + S34 + + + 
S31 + + + S31 + + + S31 + + + 
S33 + + + S33 + + + S33 + + + 

            

Scalability:  1.00 Scalability:  .812 Scalability:  .529 
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Table 5.47. Written production: implicational scales for the main structural 
categories (version modified according to the best fit principle). 
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P11 + + – A11 – – – A11 – – – 
A11 + + + A13 + – – S13 – – – 
S13 + + + S12 + – – A13 + – – 
A13 + + + S22 + – – S12 + – – 
S12 + + + S13 + + – S22 + – – 
S22 + + + P14 + + – P14 + – – 
P14 + + + S25 + + – S25 + – – 
S25 + + + S11 + + – S11 + – – 
S11 + + + P12 + + – P12 + – – 
P12 + + + P11 + + – S26 + – – 
S26 + + + A14 + + – P11 + + – 
A14 + + + P23 + + – A14 + + – 
P23 + + + S17 + + – P23 + + – 
S17 + + + A12 + + – S17 + + – 
A12 + + + A21 + + – A12 + + – 
A21 + + + A22 + + – A21 + + – 
A22 + + + P26 + + – A22 + + – 
P26 + + + P32 + + – P26 + + – 
P32 + + + A25 + + – P32 + + – 
A25 + + + P24 + + – A25 + + – 
P24 + + + P38 + + – P24 + + – 
P38 + + + P13 + + – P38 + + – 
P13 + + + P34 + + – P13 + + – 
P34 + + + P28 + + – P34 + + – 
P28 + + + A23 + + – P28 + + – 
A23 + + + S26 + + + A23 + + – 
A34 + + + A34 + + + A34 + + – 
S21 + + + S21 + + + S21 + + – 
S36 + + + S36 + + + S36 + + – 
A32 + + + A32 + + + A32 + + – 
A38 + + + A38 + + + A38 + + – 
A36 + + + A36 + + + A36 + + + 
P31 + + + P31 + + + P31 + + + 
S34 + + + S34 + + + S34 + + + 
S31 + + + S31 + + + S31 + + + 
S33 + + + S33 + + + S33 + + + 

            

Scalability:  1.00 Scalability:  1.00 Scalability:  1.00 
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Table 5.48. Grammaticality judgement: implicational scales for the main 
structural categories. 
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A11 + – – A11 – – – A11 – – – 
S13 + – – S13 – – – S13 – – – 
A13 + + – A13 – – – A13 – – – 
S12 + + – S12 – – – S12 – – – 
A12 + + – S22 – – – S22 – – – 
S11 + + – S17 + – – S17 – – – 
S17 + + – P12 + – – P12 – – – 
P12 + + – A22 + – – A22 – – – 
P14 + + – S21 + – – S21 – – – 
S25 + + – A12 – + – A12 – – – 
P11 + + – S11 – + – S11 – – – 
P24 + + – P14 + + – P14 – – – 
P23 + + – S25 + + – S25 – – – 
P34 + + – P11 + + – P11 – – – 
S22 + + + P24 + + – S34 – – – 
A22 + + + P23 + + – A25 – – – 
S21 + + + P34 + + – S26 – – – 
S34 + + + S34 + + – S36 + – – 
A25 + + + A25 + + – P24 + – – 
A14 + + + A14 + + – P23 + – – 
A21 + + + A21 + + – A14 + – – 
P38 + + + P38 + + – A21 + – – 
P13 + + + P13 + + – P38 + – – 
P26 + + + P26 + + – P13 + – – 
P32 + + + P32 + + – P34 + + – 
P28 + + + P28 + + – P26 + + – 
S26 + + + S26 + + + P32 + + – 
S36 + + + S36 + + + P28 + + – 
A23 + + + A23 + + + A23 + + – 
A34 + + + A34 + + + A34 + + – 
A32 + + + A32 + + + A32 + + – 
S33 + + + S33 + + + S33 + + – 
A38 + + + A38 + + + A38 + + + 
A36 + + + A36 + + + A36 + + + 
P31 + + + P31 + + + P31 + + + 
S31 + + + S31 + + + S31 + + + 

            

Scalability:  1.00 Scalability:  .923 Scalability:  1.00 
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accordance with previous observations Table 5.48 shows that – regardless which 
level of criterion is used – ungrammatical subordinate questions are harder to 
detect and judge as ungrammatical than verb morphology and direct questions. In 
other words, the learners identify ungrammatical subordinate questions only in 
cases where each participant fulfils the criteria also regarding the two other main 
structural categories. This is in line with the predictions based on Processability 
Theory. Less obvious is the relationship between the score levels of verb 
morphology and direct questions as to identify ungrammatical items. Using the 
first occurrence of a structure as a criterion for it to be acquired, the table exhibits 
an implicational relationship between the three main structural categories: verb 
morphology, direct questions, and subordinate questions. This also holds for the 
≥80% criterion. On the other hand, when the ≥50% criterion is used, there is no 
such clear implicational relationship between the two structures to the left: i.e., 
verb morphology and direct questions.  

Direct Verb Subordinate  

 
5.2.1.3 Summary 
 

The results as to the main structural categories displayed in Tables 5.46, 5.47 and 
5.48 indicate a clear implicational relationship between on the one hand the verb 
morphology and direct questions, and on the other hand subordinate questions. In 
any learner (regardless of data type or criterion of mastery), grammatical use of 
subordinate questions requires mastery of verb morphology and direct questions. 
This is consistent with the predictions by Processability Theory (Pienemann 
1998). However, the results do not provide completely conclusive support for 
Processability Theory, since the relationship between verb morphology and direct 
questions is obscure. The written data even seems to disprove the prediction that 
accurate use of verb forms would precede control of subject-verb word order in 
direct questions in the L2 development. Thus, the written data rather suggest a 
sequence displayed in Figure 5.2. The written data and the data from the 
grammaticality judgement test show somewhat different patterns. An attempt to 
illustrate these differences is made in Figures 5.3 and 5.4. The curves do not 
reflect exact values from the data but are representations of the development 
towards control of the various language structures in the different task types. The 
horizontal axis represents an increasing degree of control of the structures. The 
lowest acquisition criterion (≥one occurrence) corresponds to a point shortly after 
the beginning of the axis, the median criterion (≥50% use) is on the halfway of the 

questions morphology questions 

 
Figure 5.2. Implicational sequence of the acquisition of main structural categories in L2 
Swedish based on written production. 
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axis and the highest criterion of acquisition (≥80%) is situated towards the end of 
the axis. The points for the three criterion levels are not marked in the figures. The 
levels on the vertical axis reflect the number of learners fulfilling the criteria, 
which may involve variation in the internal order between the structures from one 
criterion level to another. The curves in the graphs provide a visualisation of a 
possible explanation to the variation in order between the structures when different 
criterion levels for acquisition are applied. Since Processability Theory deals with 
spoken language, these inconsistencies do not – strictly speaking – disprove the 
claims of the theory. It is also worth mentioning that there is some overlap 
between verb morphology and word order in direct questions as to at what stage in 
the processability hierarchy some of the structures occur. Compound verb 
structures (i.e., verb morphology) and WhX fronting (i.e., word order in direct 
questions) both occur at stage 3 according to the processability hierarchy 
(Pienemann 1998). 

 
Figure 5.3. Written production: schematic line graph suggesting different developmental curves 
for the three main structural categories. 

 
 

 
Figure 5.4. Grammaticality judgment: schematic line graph suggesting different developmental 
curves for the three main structural categories. 
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5.2.2 Verb morphology 
 

Until this point, the implicational scales have been based on the learners’ perform-
ance of the main structural categories, i.e., the merged categories of verb morphol-
ogy, direct questions and subordinate questions. Earlier in this chapter the 
learners’ use of verb forms has been displayed by groups. The two different data 
types employed to elicit verb morphology will be presented separately. As 
mentioned earlier in this chapter, a prediction about the use of verb morphology 
can be set up from a processability point of view: grammatical use of non-finite 
forms after auxiliary verbs (i.e., AUX + INFINITIVE and PERFECT/PLUPER-
FECT27; stage 3 of the processability hierarchy: intra-phrasal exchange of 
grammatical information) requires control of single finite forms (i.e., PRESENT 
and PRETERITE; stage 2). There are no predictions to make as to an internal 
implicational relationship between the two categories with auxiliary verbs. 
 
5.2.2.1 Written production 
 

Table 5.49 displays the learners’ achievement of verb morphology at the written 
task. As can be read out from Table 5.49, all learners use finite verb forms 
(PRESENT and PRETERITE) to a high degree (i.e., still when the 80% criterion is 
employed) in obligatory contexts at the written task. Learners who produced the 
accurate forms of the main verbs in stimuli sentences with auxiliary verbs also use 
single finite verb forms but not always vice versa. Thus, conforming to the 
prediction based on Processability Theory the data suggest that there is an 
implicational relationship in such a way that the ability to use single finite verb 
forms is a prerequisite for the use of the non-finite verb forms that are the target-
like effects of different auxiliaries. Furthermore, in the written task there seems to 
be an implicational relationship between the use of, on the one hand, the 
INFINITIVE form after numerous modal auxiliary verbs and, on the other hand, 
SUPINE after har/hade (i.e., PERFECT and PLUPERFECT). In eight of the 
eleven cases where the learners who fulfil the criterion for only one of these two 
structures (no matter what level of criterion is used), AUX + INFINITIVE is the 
one that is used, and PERFECT and PLUPERFECT in only three cases. 
 
5.2.2.2 Grammaticality judgement 
 

Table 5.50 displays the learners’ ability to detect ungrammatical verb morphology 
as assessed by the grammaticality judgement test. Table 5.50 shows that the 
stimuli sentences containing ungrammatical verb morphology were identified to 
various extents by the different learners. The implicational scale at the ≥one 
occurrence criterion is in line with what Processability Theory predicts; namely, 
that the identification of finite forms after auxiliary verbs as ungrammatical 
requires the detection of simple non-finite verb forms as ungrammatical. At the  

                                                 
27 That is, har/hade + SUPINE. 
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Table 5.49. Written production: implicational scales for verb morphology. 
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A11 + – – A11 + – – A11 + – – 
S22 + – – S22 + – – S22 + – – 
A13 + + – A13 + – – A13 + – – 
S13 + + – S12 + – – S13 + – – 
S12 + + + S13 + + – S12 + – – 
S11 + + + S25 + + – S25 + – – 
S25 + + + S11 + – + P12 + – – 
P12 + + + P12 + + + P14 + – – 
P14 + + + P14 + + + S17 + + – 
A22 + + + A22 + + + S26 + + – 
S17 + + + S17 + + + A14 + + – 
S26 + + + S26 + + + S36 + + – 
A14 + + + A14 + + + S11 + – + 
S36 + + + S36 + + + A22 + – + 
S21 + + + S21 + + + S21 + + + 
A25 + + + A25 + + + A25 + + + 
A12 + + + A12 + + + A12 + + + 
A21 + + + A21 + + + A21 + + + 
A32 + + + A32 + + + A32 + + + 
S34 + + + S34 + + + S34 + + + 
P38 + + + P38 + + + P38 + + + 
S33 + + + S33 + + + S33 + + + 
A38 + + + A38 + + + A38 + + + 
P11 + + + P11 + + + P11 + + + 
P13 + + + P13 + + + P13 + + + 
P28 + + + P28 + + + P28 + + + 
P24 + + + P24 + + + P24 + + + 
P34 + + + P34 + + + P34 + + + 
S31 + + + S31 + + + S31 + + + 
A23 + + + A23 + + + A23 + + + 
A34 + + + A34 + + + A34 + + + 
A36 + + + A36 + + + A36 + + + 
P26 + + + P26 + + + P26 + + + 
P23 + + + P23 + + + P23 + + + 
P32 + + + P32 + + + P32 + + + 
P31 + + + P31 + + + P31 + + + 

            

Scalability:  1.00 Scalability:  .910 Scalability:  .909 
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Table 5.50. Grammaticality judgement: implicational scales for verb 
morphology. 
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A11 + – – A11 – – – A11 – – – 
A13 + – – A13 – – – A13 – – – 
S17 + – – S17 – – – S17 – – – 
S22 + – – S22 – – – S22 – – – 
S13 + – – S11 – + – S13 – – – 
S12 – + – S21 – + – S12 – – – 
P12 + + + A25 – + + P12 – – – 
S11 + + + S13 – – + A22 – – – 
A21 + + + S12 + – – S21 – – – 
A22 + + + P12 + – – A25 – – – 
S21 + + + A21 + – + P14 – – – 
A25 + + + A12 + + – A21 – + – 
P14 + + + A22 + + – S25 – + – 
S25 + + + P14 + + + P38 + – + 
A12 + + + S25 + + + S33 + – + 
A32 + + + A32 + + + S11 + – – 
S34 + + + S34 + + + A12 + – – 
S26 + + + S26 + + + A32 + – – 
A38 + + + A38 + + + S34 + – – 
P11 + + + P11 + + + S26 + – – 
P13 + + + P13 + + + A38 + + – 
P28 + + + P28 + + + P11 + + – 
P24 + + + P24 + + + P13 + + – 
P34 + + + P34 + + + P28 + + – 
S31 + + + S31 + + + P24 + + – 
P38 + + + P38 + + + P34 + + – 
S33 + + + S33 + + + S31 + + – 
A14 + + + A14 + + + A14 + + + 
S36 + + + S36 + + + S36 + + + 
A23 + + + A23 + + + A23 + + + 
A34 + + + A34 + + + A34 + + + 
A36 + + + A36 + + + A36 + + + 
P26 + + + P26 + + + P32 + + + 
P23 + + + P23 + + + P26 + + + 
P32 + + + P32 + + + P23 + + + 
P31 + + + P31 + + + P31 + + + 

            

Scalability:  .916 Scalability:  .796 Scalability:  .905 
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higher criteria such a constraint does not appear to be valid. At the ≥50% criterion 
simple non-finite verb forms are even detected as ungrammatical by the lowest 
number of learners, lower than the other two structures. The grammaticality 
judgement task does not provide a distinct implicational relationship as such 
between contexts where INFINITIVE is required (i.e., after a number of auxiliary 
verbs) and where SUPINE is obligatory (i.e., after har/hade). Nevertheless, these 
two contexts reveal different patterns. The developmental curves (i.e., the pace at 
which an ability develops from the first single use to a more all-pervading use, in 
this study defined as a detection rate at a level of 80% or more) as to the learners’ 
ability to identify ungrammatical forms of the main verb seem to differ depending 
on which verb structure is required instead of the ungrammatical stimulus: 
detection of simple non-finite verb structures occurs at an early stage; all learners 
except one detect at least one of them. However, the number of participants who 
detect simple non-finite forms decreases drastically when the ≥50% criterion level 
is applied, and even more so at ≥80%. This indicates a developmental curve that 
does not ascend abruptly. In comparison, the faculty for detecting deviant 
PERFECT and PLUPERFECT forms (i.e., another forms than SUPINE after 
har/hade) as ungrammatical seems to develop fast – from the first occurrence to 
≥80%. The number of learners who discovered ungrammatical PERFECT and 
PLUPERFECT forms at ≥one occurrence (30) was only two more than at ≥50% 
occurrence (28). 23 learners did not reach the criterion of ≥80% occurrence. In 
contexts where INFINITIVE was obligatory but not supplied in the stimuli this 
relationship was 31–28–11, so it would be plausible to assume that the learners 
need more time to attain the ≥80% criterion for the latter structure. The develop-
mental curve for detecting ungrammatical verb forms where INFINITIVE is 
required appears to ascend pretty much at an early stage but level out and reach 
high mastery rates much later. When the 80% criterion is used (but not the two 
less severe criteria): finite forms of the main verb where INFINITIVE is required 
are judged ungrammatical only by learners who also judge ungrammatical simple 
non-finite forms, as well as non-SUPINE forms after har/hade. 

har/hade + SUP Simple finite verbs  AUX + INF 

 
5.2.2.3 Summary 
 

The analysis of the morphology of main verbs by the use of implicational scaling 
provides a reasonably clear picture regarding the written data. The learners 
consistently use simple finite forms in contexts where such forms are required. In 

(PRES & PRET) (PERF & PLUPERF) 

 
Figure 5.5. Implicational sequence of acquisition of verb forms in written production of L2 
Swedish. 
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contexts where auxiliary verbs are given, and thus a non-finite main verb is 
obligatory (and thus form a compound verb structure), the use of the required form 
is less regular. Moreover, a comparison between the two different compound 
structures reveals a possible implicational relationship in such way that the use of 
PERFECT and PLUPERFECT implies control of AUX + INFINITIVE. These 
results apply to any of the three acquisition criteria. Based on the results from the 
written task, the acquisition order for verb forms is suggested in Figure 5.5. As 
opposed to the written task, the data from the grammaticality judgement test does 
not immediately indicate as clear an implicational relationship between the three 
verb structures. The scalability coefficients are to some extent lower, and the order 
between the three structures vary according to the different criterion levels. 
However, this can, as mentioned in the previous section, be an effect of a 
phenomenon that the separate structures develop in the learners at different rates in 
terms of detecting ungrammatical forms. An attempt to illustrate this is made in 
the graphs in Figures 5.6 and 5.7.  

 
Figure 5.6. Written production: schematic line graph suggesting different developmental curves 
for the substructures of verb morphology. 

 
 

 
Figure 5.7. Grammaticality judgment: schematic line graph suggesting different developmental 
curves for the substructures of verb morphology. 
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5.2.3 Direct questions 

Inversion in Inversion in  Wh fronting 

 

Within the main structural category direct questions, three separate subcategories 
are investigated. They are: Wh fronting, subject-verb inversion in WhX questions, 
and subject-verb inversion in Yes/No questions. Of the main structural categories, 
only direct questions are taken under scrutiny through the means of three different 
elicitation methods.  

The implicational sequence of the acquisition of word order in direct questions 
in English proposed by Eckman, Moravcsik & Wirth (1989) and described in 
Chapter 3 (Section 3.9.3, Figure 3.3) is displayed once more in Figure 5.8. This 
time the figure is slightly modified so that the three boxes are now presented with 
three different grey tones, following the same principle as the implicational scales 
and Figure 5.5. The darker grey, the later the structure is predicted to occur 
according to the sequence suggested by Eckman et al. (1989). Eckman et al. 
(1989) found support for their suggested implicational hierarchy in L2 English in 
the speech of learners of Japanese, Korean, and Turkish. Although English and 
Swedish both have subject-verb inversion in direct questions (with the exception 
of WhS questions), the structures are not identical in these two languages. Subject-
verb inversion in direct questions in English is only possible with an auxiliary 
verb, and if the declarative equivalence does not have an auxiliary, the appropriate 
form of do is needed to precede the subject when a direct question is formed. In 
other words, in English, only auxiliary verbs can normally go before the subject in 
direct questions. In Swedish, this restriction does not exist: any finite verb takes 
the position before the subject in a direct question. As has been pointed out earlier, 
predictions based on Processability Theory (Pienemann 1998) regarding word 
order in direct questions would agree with the suggestion by Eckman et al. (1989), 
except for the fact that PT does not account for a difference between direct WhX 
and Yes/No questions as to when subject-verb inversion occurs. 

Until now, the learners’ performance of the three subcategories of direct 
questions has not yet been analysed on an individual basis. In the following 
sections, the implicational sequence of the acquisition of word order in direct 
questions as proposed by Eckman et al. (1989) – and in part by Pienemann (1998) 
– will once again be examined, this time in the light of individual performance. 
Implicational scales will be used in order to provide a more detailed picture and, 
again, a parallel display of the three criteria of ≥one occurrence, ≥50% use, and 

WhX questions Yes/No questions 

 
Figure 5.8. Implicational sequence of word order acquisition in L2 English direct questions 
as suggested by Eckman et al. (1989). Modified version of Figure 3.3 (in Chapter 3). 
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≥80% use of the structures in focus will be demonstrated. The three different data 
types will be presented separately.  
 
5.2.3.1 Oral production 
 

Table 5.51 displays the learners’ achievement at the oral production. A striking 
result that appears in Table 5.51 is that all learners in the study accomplished 
WhX fronting even when the strictest occurrence criterion is applied. On the 
whole the internal order between the three subcategories does not give evidence 
against the implicational order suggested by Eckman et al. (1989). In the ambition 
to obtain maximal scalability coefficients and the best fit, the order between 
inversion in WhX questions and in Yes/No questions have nonetheless been 
switched at the ≥one occurrence criterion. However, this deviation is a minor one, 
and if the suggested order by Eckman et al. had been maintained in the table, the 
scalability coefficient would have stayed within the limits (.665) for a claim that 
there is a possible implicational relationship between the structures. In any case, 
the two higher criteria (≥50% and ≥80% of occurrence) supply evidence for the 
implicational order proposed by Eckman et al. (1989). Regardless of the level of 
acquisition criterion, Table 5.51 gives support for the predictions of Processability 
Theory (Pienemann 1998). 
 
5.2.3.2 Written production 
 

Table 5.52 displays the learners’ performance in the written task. In Section 5.1.3, 
the data were analysed in learner categories, and individual learners’ scores were 
not observable. It turned out that the production of direct WhX and Yes/No 
questions did not indicate any clear implicational relationship between subject-
verb inversion in the two different question types. For most of the participant 
categories this lack of magnitude is presumably due to a ceiling effect. As can be 
noted in Table 5.52, in which the same material is displayed in implicational 
scales learner by learner, only one learner (A11) did not fulfil the criterion of 
≥50% for all three substructures in direct questions. The only structure for which 
he did not reach the 50% criterion was subject-verb inversion in Yes/No questions. 
In other words, no one produced subject-verb inversion in Yes/No questions at 
that criterion level unless (s)he also produced subject-verb inversion in WhX 
questions to at least 50%. At the strictest criterion, ≥80%, only four learners (all of 
them low-level learners) did not complete all three structures in direct questions. 
None of the four learners fulfilled the ≥80% criterion for subject-verb inversion in 
WhX questions without also fulfilling it in Yes/No questions. One learner and four 
learners may seem too small a basis to draw any worthwhile conclusion from; 
however, one can observe that the implicational data do not go against the 
hierarchy suggested by Eckman et al. (1989) when the two lower criteria are 
applied, whereas the data show a tendency against Eckman et al. (1989) when the 
highest criterion (≥80%) is employed. The inverted relationship between WhX and  
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Table 5.51. Oral production: implicational scales for direct questions. 
 

≥ one occurrence ≥ 50% occurrence ≥ 80% occurrence 
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A11 + – – A11 + – – A11 + – – 
P12 + + – P12 + – – P12 + – – 
S13 + + + S13 + – – S13 + – – 
A13 + + + A13 + – – A13 + – – 
A14 + + + A14 + – – A14 + – – 
S17 + + + S17 + – – S17 + – – 
S11 + + + S11 + + – S11 + – – 
P23 + + + P23 + + – A22 + – – 
S21 + + + S21 + + – P23 + + – 
S33 + + + S33 + + – S21 + + – 
A32 + + + A32 + + – S33 + + – 
A22 + + + A22 + + + A32 + + – 
P24 + + + P24 + + + P24 + + – 
A12 + + + A12 + + + A12 + + – 
S12 + + + S12 + + + S12 + + – 
S36 + + + S36 + + + S36 + + – 
P11 + + + P11 + + + P11 + + – 
P14 + + + P14 + + + P14 + + – 
P28 + + + P28 + + + P28 + + – 
P26 + + + P26 + + + P26 + + – 
P32 + + + P32 + + + P32 + + – 
S26 + + + S26 + + + S26 + + – 
A38 + + + A38 + + + A38 + + – 
A21 + + + A21 + + + A21 + – + 
S25 + + + S25 + + + S25 + + + 
S22 + + + S22 + + + S22 + + + 
P13 + + + P13 + + + P13 + + + 
A25 + + + A25 + + + A25 + + + 
S34 + + + S34 + + + S34 + + + 
P38 + + + P38 + + + P38 + + + 
A34 + + + A34 + + + A34 + + + 
P34 + + + P34 + + + P34 + + + 
A23 + + + A23 + + + A23 + + + 
A36 + + + A36 + + + A36 + + + 
P31 + + + P31 + + + P31 + + + 
S31 + + + S31 + + + S31 + + + 

            

Scalability:  1.00 Scalability:  1.00 Scalability:  .954 
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Table 5.52. Written production: implicational scales for direct questions. 
 

≥ one occurrence ≥ 50% occurrence ≥ 80% occurrence 
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A11 + + + A11 + + – A11 + – – 
S13 + + + S13 + + + S13 + – – 
A13 + + + A13 + + + A13 + + – 
A14 + + + A14 + + + A14 + + – 
P12 + + + P12 + + + P12 + + + 
S17 + + + S17 + + + S17 + + + 
S11 + + + S11 + + + S11 + + + 
A22 + + + A22 + + + A22 + + + 
A21 + + + A21 + + + A21 + + + 
P23 + + + P23 + + + P23 + + + 
S21 + + + S21 + + + S21 + + + 
S33 + + + S33 + + + S33 + + + 
A32 + + + A32 + + + A32 + + + 
P24 + + + P24 + + + P24 + + + 
A12 + + + A12 + + + A12 + + + 
S12 + + + S12 + + + S12 + + + 
S36 + + + S36 + + + S36 + + + 
P11 + + + P11 + + + P11 + + + 
P14 + + + P14 + + + P14 + + + 
P28 + + + P28 + + + P28 + + + 
P26 + + + P26 + + + P26 + + + 
P32 + + + P32 + + + P32 + + + 
S26 + + + S26 + + + S26 + + + 
A38 + + + A38 + + + A38 + + + 
S25 + + + S25 + + + S25 + + + 
S22 + + + S22 + + + S22 + + + 
P13 + + + P13 + + + P13 + + + 
A25 + + + A25 + + + A25 + + + 
S34 + + + S34 + + + S34 + + + 
P38 + + + P38 + + + P38 + + + 
A34 + + + A34 + + + A34 + + + 
P34 + + + P34 + + + P34 + + + 
A23 + + + A23 + + + A23 + + + 
A36 + + + A36 + + + A36 + + + 
P31 + + + P31 + + + P31 + + + 
S31 + + + S31 + + + S31 + + + 

            

Scalability:  1.00 Scalability:  1.00 Scalability:  1.00 
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Yes/No questions from ≥50% to ≥80% would suggest that the development 
towards total mastery of subject-verb inversion is slower in WhX questions than in 
Yes/No questions. Since Processability Theory (Pienemann 1998) does not make 
any claims about differences between WhX questions and Yes/No questions as to 
the occurrence of subject-verb word order, the data from the written task in Table 
5.52 can be considered to support the claims of PT. 
 
5.2.3.3 Grammaticality judgement 
 

In Table 5.53 the learners’ performance in the grammaticality judgement test is 
presented. Table 5.53 shows that the implicational sequence of the acquisition of 
word order in direct questions, as proposed by Eckman et al. (1989), does not 
apply when it comes to grammatical judgement. When the ≥one occurrence 
criterion is applied to the three subcategorized structures in direct questions all 
except five learners achieved to detect at least one ungrammatical instance of each 
of the three structures. In fact, with these three learners as a basis the pattern 
seems to be contrary to what Eckman et al. suggest in direct questions. Another 
striking result that can be seen in Table 5.53 is that the learners detect omission of 
WhX fronting in direct questions to a lower rate than subject-verb inversion in 
direct WhX and Yes/No questions. This is particularly obvious when the ≥80% 
criterion is employed. In opposition to this, WhX fronting has been shown to be 
commonly used in the both productive data types. This finding brings up the issues 
of what function WhX fronting has in relation to the other two structures, and 
what kind of cognitive operation grammaticality judgement actually is compared 
to oral and written language production. Between the two latter structures (i.e., 
discovering ungrammatical canonical subject-verb word order in direct WhX and 
Yes/No questions) an implicational relationship is hard to perceive. In terms of 
developmental curves, the two structures seem to emerge rather simultaneously, 
since only one learner differs at the ≥one occurrence criterion and subsequently 
their curves seem to follow each other more or less intertwined. 
 
5.2.3.4 Summary 
 

The data on direct questions include material from three different elicitation 
methods. Besides the written production and the grammaticality judgement task 
used in the elicitation of verb morphology and subordinate questions, also oral 
production is a vital part of the data on direct questions. When the two higher 
acquisition criteria are applied (≥50% and  ≥80%) the oral data give support to the 
following acquisitional order: 
 

Wh fronting  Inversion in WhX questions  Inversion in Yes/No questions 
 
An application of the lowest criterion (≥one occurrence) indicates a trend that 
subject-verb inversion in Yes/No questions occurs at an earlier stage than such  
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 Table 5.53. Grammaticality judgement: implicational scales for direct 
questions. 
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A11 – – – A11 – – – A11 – – – 
S13 – – – S13 – – – S13 – – – 
A13 + – – A13 – – – A13 – – – 
S11 + + – S11 – – – S11 – – – 
P24 + + – A12 – – – P24 – – – 
A12 + + + S12 – – – A12 – – – 
S12 + + + A21 – + – S12 – – – 
A21 + + + A25 – + – S25 – – – 
A25 + + + S25 + – – P13 – – – 
S25 + + + S36 + – – A14 – – – 
S36 + + + A14 + – + S21 – – – 
P13 + + + S21 + – + S22 – – – 
S33 + + + S22 + – + P11 – – – 
P26 + + + P24 + + – P12 – – – 
A22 + + + P13 + + – P14 – – – 
A14 + + + S33 + + – P23 – – – 
S21 + + + P26 + + – S17 – – – 
S22 + + + A22 – + + S36 – + – 
P11 + + + P11 + + + S34 – + – 
P12 + + + P12 + + + A21 + – – 
P14 + + + P14 + + + A25 + – – 
P23 + + + P23 + + + A22 + – – 
S17 + + + S17 + + + A32 + – – 
A32 + + + A32 + + + P28 + – – 
P28 + + + P28 + + + S33 + + – 
S34 + + + S34 + + + P26 + + – 
S26 + + + S26 + + + A34 + + – 
P38 + + + P38 + + + P32 + + – 
A34 + + + A34 + + + P34 + + – 
P32 + + + P32 + + + S26 + – + 
P34 + + + P34 + + + P38 – + + 
A23 + + + A23 + + + A23 + + + 
A36 + + + A36 + + + A36 + + + 
A38 + + + A38 + + + A38 + + + 
P31 + + + P31 + + + P31 + + + 
S31 + + + S31 + + + S31 + + + 

            

Scalability:  1.00 Scalability:  .853 Scalability:  .889 
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word order in WhX questions. This leads to propose imagined developmental 
curves of word order in direct questions in oral production as schematically 
displayed in Figure 5.9. The written data do not indisputably support the suggested 
acquisitional sequence (Wh fronting  Inversion in WhX questions  Inversion in 
Yes/No questions), but at the two lower criterion levels (≥one occurrence and 
≥50%) the sequence is not disproved. Possible developmental curves for the three 
examined syntactic structures in direct questions in written production are 
displayed in Figure 5.10. The two productive (oral and written) data types both 
supply evidence for WhX movement to initial position in all direct questions, 
which confirms that control of subject-verb inversion implies an already 
established command of WhX fronting. The data from the grammaticality 
judgement task solidly denote the opposite implicational relationship. Grammati-
cality judgement undeniably differs from language production, be it oral or 
written. The relationship between WhX and Yes/No questions, regarding the 
identification of canonical subject-verb word order in direct questions as ungram-
matical, is not clear-cut; consequently, the developmental curve for direct 
questions in grammaticality judgement might possibly look like Figure 5.11. 
 
5.2.4 Subordinate questions 
 

Until this point, the analysis of the learners’ performance of subordinate questions 
has been based on learner categories of L1 and proficiency levels in Swedish. In 
the following sections (5.2.4.1–5.2.4.3), the individual performance of word order 
in subordinate questions will be examined, displayed in implicational scales. The 
same three criteria of occurrence as for the previously analysed structures (i.e., 
≥one occurrence, ≥50% use, and ≥80% use) will be applied in the scrutiny of the 
three word order structures in subordinate questions. The two different kinds of 
data that include subordinate questions are written production and grammaticality 
judgement. As mentioned in Section 3.9.4 there are no predictions for subordinate 
questions based on the theories in focus for this study. Nevertheless, the following 
predicted acquisitional sequence based on parts of the discussion in Section 3.9.4 
may be observed in the implicational scales: Seemingly target-like subordinate 
WhX questions will occur at an early stage, since they conflate formally with 
ungrammatical direct WhX questions (i.e., without subject-verb inversion). In 
cases where early learners use ungrammatical direct Yes/No questions (without 
subject-verb inversion as well) as subordinate Yes/No questions, these will, on the 
contrary, not be target-like since they would lack the subordinator om. It is only at 
a later stage, when the distinction between main and subordinate clauses is 
acquired, that the subordinator will occur, and the subordinate Yes/No questions 
become grammatical. The subject marker som in subordinate WhS questions is 
supposed to appear at the last stage of development of subordinate questions, and 
thus, the structure will imply the existence of subordinate WhX and Yes/No 
questions. 
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Figure 5.9. Oral production: schematic line graph suggesting different developmental curves 
for the substructures of direct questions. 

 
 

 
 
Figure 5.10. Written production: schematic line graph suggesting different developmental 
curves for the substructures of direct questions. 

 
 

 
 
Figure 5.11. Grammaticality judgment: schematic line graph suggesting different developmental 
curves for the substructures of direct questions. 
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5.2.4.1 Written production 
 

Table 5.54 displays the learners’ production of subordinate questions in the written 
task. The table shows a clear implicational relationship when the first occurrence 
criterion is applied. Subordinate WhX questions with canonical subject-verb word 
order emerge earlier than target-like subordinate Yes/No questions in learners who 
produce only one of these two structures. When the criteria of ≥50% and ≥80% 
use are applied, this implicational relationship does not occur. At these levels of 
criterion the internal order between subordinate WhX and Yes/No questions is 
inverted in comparison with when the lowest level of criterion is employed. 

In all but two learners (A22 at ≥50% and ≥80% and A32 at ≥80%), the subject 
marker som does not occur in any of the learners’ subordinate WhS questions 
unless also target-like subordinate WhX and Yes/No questions occur. 
 
5.2.4.2 Grammatical judgement 
 

Table 5.55 displays the learners’ ability to detect ungrammatical features in the 
three different types of subordinate questions examined in the present study. In 
line with previously presented results in this study, Table 5.55 shows that omission 
of the compulsory subject marker som in Swedish subordinate WhS questions is 
judged ungrammatical only by learners who also detect the ungrammaticality in 
subject-verb inversion in subordinate WhX and Yes/No questions. In other words, 
an implicational relationship between on the one hand the subject marker som and, 
on the other hand, “cancel inversion” in the two other subordinate question types 
seems to exist. This is the case regardless of which of the three criterion levels is 
employed. The differences in identification rates between ungrammatical subordi-
nate WhX and Yes/No questions are less obvious. In terms of implicational 
patterns, the tendency is that CANCEL INVERSION in subordinate WhX 
questions implies CANCEL INVERSION and the use of the subordinator om in 
subordinate Yes/No questions.  
 
5.2.4.3 Summary 
 

The implicational scales provide a more detailed picture of the learners’ perform-
ance and the relationship between the different structures. Earlier, in Section 5.1.4, 
considerably lower scores were stated for grammatical subordinate WhS questions 
(i.e., with the subject marker som) than for subordinate WhX and Yes/No 
questions. The display of the data in implicational scales supports these findings. 
The relationship is not solely quantitative but also implicational in such way that 
mastery of grammatical subordinate WhS questions implies previous control of 
subordinate WhX and Yes/No questions. This holds for both written production 
and grammaticality judgement. The relationship between subordinate WhX and 
Yes/No questions is to a large extent unclear, except for the written data at the 
lowest criterion (≥one occurrence), where target-like subordinate WhX questions 
have emerged in a much larger number of learners (also learners with a low level  
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Table 5.54. Written production: implicational scales for subordinate 
questions. 
 

≥ one occurrence ≥ 50% occurrence ≥ 80% occurrence 
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P11 – – – P11 – – – P11 – – – 
A11 + – – A11 – – – A11 – – – 
A12 + – – A12 – – – A12 – – – 
A13 + – – A13 – – – A13 – – – 
P12 + – – P12 – – – P12 – – – 
P14 + – – P14 – – – P14 – – – 
P34 + – – P34 – – – P34 – – – 
S11 + – – S11 – – – S11 – – – 
S12 + – – S12 – – – S12 – – – 
S17 + – – S17 – – – S17 – – – 
P23 + + – P23 – – – P23 – – – 
S25 + + – S25 – – – S25 – – – 
A14 + + – A14 – – – A14 – – – 
P28 + + – P28 – – – P28 – – – 
P38 + + – P32 – – – P38 – – – 
A21 + + – P26 – – – A21 – – – 
P24 + + – P38 – + – P24 – – – 
S22 + + – A22 – – + S22 – – – 
A23 + + – A21 + – – P13 – – – 
P13 + + – P24 + – – S13 – – – 
S13 + + – S22 + – – S36 – – – 
A34 + + – A23 + – – P32 – – – 
S26 + + – A25 + – – P26 – – – 
P32 + + + S21 + – – A22 – – + 
P26 + + + P13 + + – A23 + – – 
A22 + + + S13 + + – A34 + – – 
A25 + + + A34 + + – A25 + – – 
S21 + + + S26 + + – S21 + – – 
A38 + + + A38 + + – A38 + – – 
S33 + + + S33 + + – A32 + – + 
S36 + + + S36 + + + S26 + + – 
A32 + + + A32 + + + S33 + + – 
A36 + + + A36 + + + A36 + + – 
S34 + + + S34 + + + S34 + + – 
P31 + + + P31 + + + P31 + + – 
S31 + + + S31 + + + S31 + + – 

            

Scalability:  1.00 Scalability:  .941 Scalability:  .900 
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Table 5.55. Grammaticality judgement: implicational scales for 
subordinate questions. 
 

≥ one occurrence ≥ 50% occurrence ≥ 80% occurrence 
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P11 – – – P11 – – – P11 – – – 
A11 – – – A11 – – – A11 – – – 
A12 – – – A12 – – – A12 – – – 
A13 – – – A13 – – – A13 – – – 
P12 – – – P12 – – – P12 – – – 
P14 – – – P14 – – – P14 – – – 
P24 – – – P24 – – – P24 – – – 
P23 – – – P23 – – – P23 – – – 
P34 – – – P34 – – – P34 – – – 
S11 – – – S11 – – – S11 – – – 
S12 – – – S12 – – – S12 – – – 
S13 – – – S13 – – – S13 – – – 
S25 – – – S25 – – – S25 – – – 
S17 – – – S17 – – – S17 – – – 
P13 – + – A14 – – – A14 – – – 
P26 – + – A21 – – – A21 – – – 
A14 + – – A25 – – – A25 – – – 
A21 + – – P32 – – – P32 – – – 
A25 + – – S22 – – – S22 – – – 
P32 + – – S34 – – – S34 – – – 
S22 + – – P13 – + – P13 – – – 
A22 + – – P26 – + – P26 – – – 
P28 + – – P38 – + – P38 – – – 
S34 + + – A22 + – – A22 – – – 
P38 + + – P28 + – – P28 – – – 
S21 + + – S21 + – – S21 – – – 
A23 + + – A23 + – – A32 – + – 
A34 + + – A34 + – – A23 + – – 
S26 + + – S26 + – – A34 + – – 
S33 + + – S33 + – – S26 + – – 
S36 + + – S36 + – – S33 + – – 
A32 + + – A32 + + – S36 + – – 
A36 + + – A36 + + – A36 + + – 
A38 + + + A38 + + + A38 + + – 
P31 + + + P31 + + + P31 + + – 
S31 + + + S31 + + + S31 + + + 

            

Scalability:  .941 Scalability:  .875 Scalability:  .933 
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of proficiency of L2 Swedish) than target-like subordinate Yes/No questions. This 
seems to support the idea that subordinate WhX questions with canonical subject-
verb word order at the earliest stage of L2 development are not target-like by 
virtue of the learners’ control of subordination of WhX questions. This early, 
seemingly grammatical, use of canonical subject-verb word order subordinate 
WhX questions would rather be a result of the early learners’ varied ability to 
produce subject-verb inversion in direct questions and to control the difference 
between direct and subordinate questions (i.e., the distinction between main and 
subordinate clauses). A fictional developmental curve regarding the development 
of word order in subordinate questions in written production is provided in Figure 
5.12. The early peak for subordinate WhX questions is an illustration of the large 
number of learners who had at least one instance of WhX questions with canonical 
subject-verb word order as was shown in Table 5.54. The suggestion about such a 
U-shaped curve concerning the word order development in subordinate WhX 
questions will be further investigated in Section 5.3.3. The data from the 

 
 
Figure 5.12. Written production: schematic line graph suggesting different developmental curves 
for the substructures of subordinate questions. 

 
 

 
 
Figure 5.13. Grammaticality judgement: schematic line graph suggesting different developmental 
curves for the substructures of subordinate questions. 
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grammaticality judgement task did not indicate a U-shaped curve for subordinate 
WhX questions, which is illustrated by the curves in Figure 5.13. 

 
5.3 Qualitative findings 
 

The figures that have been presented previously in this chapter are, properly 
speaking, a representation of quantifications of the various structures in focus in 
the collected material. Specific features that do not emerge in a purely quantitative 
study would be lost if they were not brought out in an analysis with a direct look at 
actual examples from the material (i.e., a look at the data from a somewhat more 
qualitative perspective). The corpus may therefore supply more detailed observa-
tions that go beyond the chiefly quantitative findings presented earlier in this 
chapter. The aim of the following analysis is not to provide a complete analysis of 
the totality of the data, but rather to give some complementary aspects to the 
picture of the acquisition of the structures in focus (i.e., verb morphology, direct 
questions and subordinate questions). In this part of the study some examples from 
the two productive tasks will be brought out to illustrate some issues of interest. 
Examples of direct questions will be taken from both the oral and written produc-
tion. Instances of verb structures and subordinate questions will come from the 
written task only, since they were not elicited in the oral task. Even though 
qualitative aspects are central in the following part, it is not purely qualitative, 
since a few somewhat quantitative comments on given examples will also be 
included in this part of the analysis. 
 
5.3.1 Verbs 
 

A central aim in the quantitative analysis of the use of verb structures (Section 
5.1.2) was to examine possible variation in mastery between simple finite verb 
forms and compound verb structures. The data showed that the non-finite forms in 
compound verb structures caused the learners a lot of difficulties whereas simple 
verb forms did almost not at all. Still, the quantitative way the data were presented 
in the analysis of verb use did not reveal much about the structures that were used 
instead of the target-like ones. In the written verb task, the linguistic contexts were 
given to elicit different verb forms. These contexts, in which specific verb forms 
are required to obtain grammaticality, generated in some cases a variety of verb 
forms. The analysis in the quantitative part focuses on when the restrictions for 
grammaticality are satisfied, and thus a binary representation appears in form of 
two categories: either the response is the grammatical, or not. However, the 
ungrammatical category can contain a variety of structures, of which some might 
be of interest for the study. Such specifics will not be revealed unless they are 
examined more in detail. 
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5.3.1.1 Simple finite verb forms 
 

The production of simple finite verb forms in the appropriate context did not result 
in any particular variation. Regardless of first language or levels of proficiency of 
Swedish, the learners produced PRESENT and PRETERITE forms in most cases 
at a maximal level of accuracy, and with minimal variation. 

 
5.3.1.2 Verb forms after har and hade 
 

In examples where the SUPINE form was required for making grammatical 
PERFECT (after har) and PLUPERFECT (after hade), but not supplied by the 
learners, different possibilities could be imaginable. It might be of interest to see if 
the tense of the auxiliary (i.e., har = PRESENT, and hade = PRETERITE) tends to 
affect the choice of form of the omitted main verb that the students were to fill in. 
If such an impact exists, the number of main verbs in PRESENT should be more 
numerous after har than after hade, which should instead be more often followed 
by PRETERITE.  

In the material from the part of the written task in which verb forms were 
elicited, divergence in the production of PERFECT and PLUPERFECT forms 
might give some useful facts. There were a number of sentences with har or hade 
given as contexts, but other verb forms than SUPINE were given as responses. 
Such ungrammatical responses were most frequent in the low-level participants’ 
performances. Of the Iraqi Arabic-speaking participants, three learners produce 
other forms than SUPINE after har and hade, namely A11, A13 and A14, all at the 
lowest level of proficiency. Among the Persian-speaking learners, the ungram-
matical responses are less concentrated to a particular level. Deviations from the 
target language are found in the production of P12, P14 (low), P28, P23 (interme-
diate) and P32 (high). Among the Somali speakers, such ungrammatical instances 
are even more widespread. Only two of all the Somali learners (S34 and S33; both 
high) produced exclusively grammatical PERFECT and PLUPERFECT forms. 

Of 30 ungrammatical responses to sentences with har as linguistic context, the 
structure har + PRESENT (i.e., both auxiliary and main verbs are in PRESENT) 
takes up a considerable part. These instances can be seen in the examples 5.1–
5.4.28

 

                                                 
28 The translations are not made into idiomatic English since they are intended to reflect the 
ungrammaticality (and in some cases the grammaticality) of the L2 Swedish interlanguage. The 
citation marks indicate that the translations are not necessarily idiomatic. The translations are 
completed with the tenses of the auxiliary ‘ha’ and the main verb, since formal coincidence 
between tenses in English often makes differences in tenses obscured whereas they are seen 
overtly in Swedish; notably between PRETERITE and PAST PARTICIPLE (liked–liked), but 
also – except for the 3rd person singular – INFINITIVE and PRESENT (to read–I read). An 
asterisk before the verb marks ungrammatical forms in the learners’ Swedish interlanguage. This 
marking is, however, not made in the English translation, since the coincidence in forms does not 
always overtly show the ungrammaticality in the English translation. 
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5.1 Har du *får mitt brev? “Have you get my letter?” 
(A11, S11, S22)  (PRES + PRES) 

 
5.2 Jag har aldrig *tycker om kaffe. “I have never like coffee.” 
 (A11, A13, S12, S13, S22)  (PRES + PRES) 
 
5.3 Jag har inte *läser tidningen. “I have not read the newspaper.” 
 (A11, A13, S12, S22) (PRES + PRES) 
 
5.4 Jag har *glömmer boken hemma. “I have forget the book at home.” 
 (A11, A13)  (PRES + PRES) 

 
Another verb form that occurs after har is PRETERITE, also an ungrammatical 

choice. Such structures are found in the examples 5.5–5.8. 
 

5.5 Har du *fick mitt brev? “Have you got my letter?” 
  (P12, P14, S12, S25)  (PRES + PRET) 
 
5.6 Jag har aldrig *tyckte om kaffe.  “I have never liked coffee.” 
  (A14, P28, P32, S25)  (PRES + PRET) 
 
5.7 Jag har inte *läste tidningen. “I have not read the newspaper.”  
  (S25, S22) (PRES + PRET) 
 
5.8 Jag har *glömmte/glommde/ “I have forgot/forgetted 
  glommdede boken hemma. the book at home.” 
  (S13, S25) (PRES + PRET) 

 
Of the 30 ungrammatical structures with har, 14 consist of har + PRESENT, half 
of which are produced by two Iraqi Arabic and the other half by three Somali 
participants. 8 of the cases are made up of har + PRETERITE. A possible inter-
pretation could be that the tense of the auxiliary has a tendency to govern the 
choice of tense of the main verb in the production by learners who do not master 
the PERFECT or PLUPERFECT tenses. Such a conclusion cannot be drawn from 
these data. In this material, a frequent use of PRESENT might be expected, since 
the main verb supplied in the margin of the task sheet was given in PRESENT. On 
the other hand, to use the PRETERITE would be logical as well, since PERFECT 
refers to an event that begins in the past. 

A closer look at the responses on sentences with hade as linguistic context 
would be a viable way to get closer to an answer in this issue. If the proportions 
between PRESENT and PRETERITE in sentences with hade are inverted in 
comparison with those with har, one could assume that the tense of the auxiliary 
ha might have an impact on the tense of the main verb. There are 34 ungrammati-
cal responses in the sentences with hade as auxiliary verb. The number of 
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instances of hade + PRETERITE in the material (i.e., both auxiliary and main 
verbs are in PRETERITE) was substantial: 

 
5.9 Alla hade *kom hem när “Everyone had came home when 

stormen började. the storm started.” 
  (A11, A13, P12, S12, S17, S26) (PRET + PRET) 
 
5.10 Telefonen hade *ringade/ringde “The telephone had ringed/rang 
  flera signaler innan han svarade. several signals before he answered.” 
  (A11, P12, S12, S22, S31, S36) (PRET + PRET) 
 
5.11 Alla hade *hörde musik “Everybody had heard music 
  i huset hela natten. in the house all the night.” 
  (P23, S12, S25, S17, S22) (PRET + PRET) 
 
5.12 Vi hade *beställade/beställde “We had booked 
  bord på restaurangen. table at the restaurant.” 
  (S12, S17, S22) (PRET + PRET) 

 
Of the 34 ungrammatical items with hade, 22 generated PRETERITE, i.e., a 
considerable part. This is to compare with only 3 instances of hade + PRESENT: 

 
295.13 Alla hade *kommer hem “Everyone had come(s)  home 

  när stormen började. when the storm started.” 
  (S22) (PRET + PRES) 
 
5.14 Alla hade *hör musik “Everybody had hear(s) music 
  i huset hela natten. in the house all the night.” 
  (A13) (PRET + PRES) 
 
5.15 Vi hade *beställer bord på “We had book table at 
  restaurangen. the restaurant.” 
  (A11) (PRET + PRES) 

 
Hence, the proportion is inverted in relation to the ungrammatical sentences with 
har. Despite the fact that the verbs were supplied in PRESENT on the task sheet 
there was no overuse of PRESENT tense in relation to the number of instances 
with PRETERITE after hade. This leads to the conclusion that the tense of the 
auxiliary – at least to a certain degree – governs the tense of the main verb when 
the learners’ mastery of the compound tense is vacillating. 

In a case of L1 influence on the L2 structure, the Iraqi Arabic-speaking learners 
of Swedish as a second language should produce more structures like har + 

                                                 
29 As Swedish does not have any subject-verb agreement, 3rd person singular –s in the English 
translations are put in brackets. 
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PRESENT and hade + PRETERITE, because such structures correspond to the 
tense system in their L1. In Arabic equivalents to PERFECT and PLUPERFECT 
the main verb has the same tense as the auxiliary. Such structures are found among 
all three L1 groups. 

 
5.3.1.3 Verb forms after modal auxiliaries in different tenses 
 

In the previous section, it was postulated that there is a possibility that different 
forms of ha affect the form of the following main verb in what should be 
compound tenses. Logically, there should also be such a relationship between a 
modal auxiliary verb (AUX) and the following main verb. As in the sentences with 
har and hade, there were sentences in the task where the learners were expected to 
fill in the right form of the main verb after a number of modal auxiliaries. In half 
of them, the auxiliaries were in PRESENT (AUX[PRES]), and in the other half in 
PRETERITE (AUX[PRET]). In the cases where the response was not a main verb 
in INFINITIVE, the occurrence of PRESENT and PRETERITE in the two 
contexts (AUX[PRES] and AUX[PRET]) might give support for the assumption 
based on the sentences with har and hade as contexts. 

In the material from the part of the written task in which verb forms were 
elicited, there were a number of sentences with AUX[PRES] and AUX[PRET] as 
contexts, but with other verb forms than INFINITIVE as responses given by some 
participants. Such ungrammatical responses were most frequent in the low-level 
participants’ performances.  

The number of produced ungrammatical verb forms with AUX[PRES] as a 
given context was slightly lower, 22 instances, than was the case with the contexts 
with har (30).  

 
5.16 Jag ska *säljer min bil. “I will sell my car.” 
  (A11, A13, P12) (PRES + PRES) 
 
5.17 Vem vill *skriver brevet? “Who wants to write(s) the letter?” 
  (A11) (PRES + PRES) 
 
5.18 Du får inte *sjunger nu! “You may not sing now!” 
  (A11, A13, A14, S11, S22, S26) (PRES + PRES) 
 
5.19 Du kan *låser dörren nu. “You can lock the door now.” 
  (A11, A13, A22, S12, S13, S22) (PRES + PRES) 

 
Of the 22 ungrammatical instances with AUX[PRES], a large majority (16) 
generated a main verb in PRESENT. On the other hand, one sole instance of 
AUX[PRES] + PRET was produced: 
 

5.20 Du får inte *sjunde nu! “You may not singed now!” 
  (S17) (PRES + PRET) 
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The examples 5.16–5.20 indicate clearly that stimuli sentences with AUX[PRES] 
entail responses in PRESENT rather than PRETERITE, a result that strengthens 
the assumption inferred from the examples 5.1–5.8. Bearing this in mind, if 
AUX[PRET] evokes PRETERITE rather than PRESENT, the assumption would 
receive further support. The total number of ungrammatical verb forms after 
AUX[PRET] was 28. Of these, the instances where learners produced the main 
verb in PRETERITE after AUX[PRET] are given in examples 5.21–5.24: 
 

5.21 Viktor ville inte åt maten, “Viktor wanted not to ate the food, 
  för den var inte god. because it was not good.” 
  (A22, S11) (PRET + PRET) 
 
5.22 Jag kunde inte mötde/mötade/ “I could not meeted/met 
  mötte/möte dig på stationen igår. you at the station yesterday.” 
  (A11, A13, P12, P14, S11, S12, (PRET + PRET) 
  S25, S22) 
 
5.23 Hon kunde inte stängade/stängde “She could not closed 
  skåpet, för det var fullt. the cupboard because it was full.” 
  (A11, A22, S11, S12, S22) (PRET + PRET) 
 
5.24 De kunde inte bytde “They could not exchanged  
  tröjan. the sweater.” 
  (S22) (PRET + PRET) 

 
The examples 5.25–5.26 are all sentences with AUX[PRET] that entail responses 
in PRESENT: 
 

5.25 Viktor ville inte äter maten, “Viktor did not want to eats the food, 
  för den var inte god. because it was not good.” 
  (A11, S12, S22) (PRET + PRES) 
 
5.26 De kunde inte byter “They could not exchange 
  tröjan. the sweater.” 
  (A11, S13) (PRET + PRES) 

 
As the examples show, AUX[PRET] + PRET (16 instances) clearly dominates 
over AUX[PRET] + PRES (5). The instances with AUX[PRES] and AUX[PRET] 
reinforce the assumption that the tense of the auxiliary verb affects the verb form 
of the main verb in the production by some learners. The connection between the 
form of the auxiliary and the main verb seems to be somewhat stronger when the 
auxiliary is modal than when it is a form of the purely grammatical auxiliary ha 
(have[INF]). In these cases, L1 influence on the interlanguage cannot be excluded 
since the Iraqi Arabic participants are overrepresented in instances where finite 
verb forms have been used after modal auxiliaries. Such a tendency could not be 
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claimed in contexts with the temporal auxiliaries har and hade preceding the gap 
to fill in. 

 
5.3.2 Direct questions 
 

The sole main structural category that was also obtained through oral production 
was direct questions. In the following sections, some data about direct questions in 
the material that is not visible in the quantitative study will be examined. For 
instance, in the quantitative study, the only aspects of direct questions that were 
taken into consideration were Wh fronting and use of subject-verb inversion. 
Direct Yes/No or WhX questions in L2 Swedish without subject-verb inversion 
were as such classified into the category “No inversion” under each question type 
respectively. However, the category can actually reflect a range of different 
structures: (1) canonical subject-verb word order, (2) omitted verb, (3) omitted 
subject, and (4) no nexus component at all (i.e., neither subject nor verb). The 
proportions between these categories are not taken into account in the purely 
quantitative part of the study. Such more exhaustive data will be more closely 
scrutinised in the following sections, divided into the three different elicitation 
methods. 
 
5.3.2.1 Oral production 
 

The analysis of direct questions in oral production will focus on instances by a 
selection of learners who at the time for the data collection were at a stage of 
transition from a use of canonical subject-verb order to subject-verb inversion in 
direct Yes/No and WhX questions. Most of the L1 groups and proficiency levels 
were represented here, although those speakers whose Swedish proficiency was 
lower tended to be over-represented. 
 
5.3.2.1.1 Yes/No questions 
 

The oral tasks generated, as has been pointed out earlier in this chapter, a produc-
tion of direct questions that were predominantly Yes/No questions (over 73%). All 
L2 speakers – regardless of their level of Swedish or L1 – produced at least one 
Yes/No question without subject-verb inversion. This is compared to the four 
native Swedish controls in the oral task of which only one participant (K44) 
produced one single Yes/No question without subject-verb inversion, whereas the 
other three controls produced none at all. In quantitative terms, this single instance 
represents less than 1% (0.65%). As a comparison, one can note that the high-level 
L2 learners produced a considerably higher proportion of Yes/No questions 
without subject-verb inversion: 29% for Iraqi Arabic high, 14% for Persian high, 
and almost 25% for Somali high. For the L2 learner categories at the lower levels 
of proficiency (intermediate and low), the percentages of Yes/No questions 
without subject-verb inversion are generally higher. The instance produced by 
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K44 contains none of the nexus components, and is preceded by a complete 
Yes/No question: 
 

5.27 K44: Har hon halsband? ‘Has she (a) necklace?’ 
 K41:  [Ja.] [‘Yes.’] 
 K44: Mm glasögon? ‘Mm glasses?’ 

 
This single example indicates that Yes/No questions without nexus components 
can occur in native Swedish, although sparsely. A closer look at the context 
reveals that this sole instance of a Yes/No question without any of the nexus 
components appears directly after a Yes/No question with subject-verb inversion. 
Therefore, the omission of the nexus components in the example should be seen as 
a completely natural ellipsis, since the subject and verb and their relative position 
have already been supplied by the preceding question, and does not need to be 
repeated. In native Swedish, a context with a prior complete subject-verb inverted 
Yes/No question is required to make a nexus-less structure function as a Yes/No 
question. It is worth noting that in native Swedish the omission of both nexus 
components (i.e., both subject and verb) is conceived as grammatical in the current 
context. The other three non-inverted categories (canonical word order, omitted 
subject, and omitted verb) were not used at all by the controls, as opposed to the 
L2 learners; members of all participant groups produced instances of two or three 
of the structures. 

In the oral data, the canonical subject-verb word order in Yes/No questions is 
found in all learner categories but most in the production by low-level learners. As 
has been pointed out before, canonical subject-verb word order is not used to form 
ordinary Yes/No questions, and such word order does quite right not occur at all in 
the production of Yes/No questions by the native Swedish controls. 

The production of Yes/No questions by one participant, A12, showed an 
interesting pattern. The majority of her Yes/no questions (45 of 46, and only one 
in which the subject was omitted) contained both subject and verb. She used 
target-like subject-verb inversion in half (23) of the Yes/No questions as in 
example 5.28: 

 
5.28 A12: Är hon lång? “Is she tall?” 

 
A number of instances (13) had canonical subject-verb word order, such as in 
example 5.29: 

 
5.29 A12: *Han har glasögon? “He has glasses?” 

 
However, a third structure turned out to be employed in as many as 8 instances, 
namely the use of a copula verb in initial position, followed by a canonical 
sentence, as in example 5.30: 
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5.30 A12: *Är han har en hatt på handen? “Is he has a hat on the hand?” 
 
The structure in example 5.30, produced by the learner A12, has a certain resem-
blances to the do-construction in English questions. In the learner example, är, i.e., 
present tense of the copula verb, seems to take the role of forms of ‘do’ in English 
Yes/No questions. However, not only the first verb has inflection but also the 
second in all nine instances, so the probability is low that the structure is analo-
gous to the English do-construction. Another possible, although not plausible, 
understanding of the use of är at an initial position could be that it serves as an 
interrogative particle.  

The usage of an initial copula verb before Yes/No questions with canonical 
subject-verb word order might also be interpreted as an attempt to achieve subject-
verb inversion before the processing capabilities to do so are fully established. In 
other words, the structure can be seen as something between canonical subject-
verb word order and inversion. By placing a verb before the canonical sentence, at 
a sentence-external position, the structure gains, on the surface, greater similarities 
with target-like Yes/No questions: an initial finite verb directly followed by the 
subject. 

The oral production by A12 also shows that the subject-verb word order type in 
her Yes/No questions seems to be related to what verb and kind of subject were 
used in the clause. In all instances the verbs were simple and in the present tense, 
and only two verbs occurred: är (PRESENT of vara ‘be’) and har (PRESENT of 
ha ‘have’). Questions with är turned out to have most subject-verb inversion, as in 
example 5.28 above, but also in a two cases canonical subject-verb word order as 
in example 5.31: 

 
5.31 A12: *Hans kostym är svart? “His suit is black?” 

 
It is worth noting that the two cases of canonical subject-verb word order with är 
had nominal subjects, whereas all the remaining with är, had subject-verb 
inversion, and pronominal subjects: personal pronouns or the formal subject det. 

The total of Yes/No questions with har have exclusively canonical subject-verb 
word order as in for instance example 5.30. In all the questions with subject-verb 
inversion the verb used was är. In eight of the nine Yes/No questions with an 
extra-sentential initial är before canonical word order har was the main verb, as in 
example 5.31. The remaining instance (5.32) had är in both the initial extra-
sentential position and the sentence-internal position: 
 

5.32 A12: *Är hans kostym är linjer? “Is his suit is stripes?” 
 
What makes example 5.32 different from the other instances of an initial, extra-
sentential är (as in example 5.30) is – besides the sentence-internal är – that it had 
a nominal subject while the other examples had pronominal subjects. 
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To sum up the production of Yes/No questions by learner A12 one can establish 
the fact that she is at a stage in her L2 development where she wavers between 
canonical and inverted subject-verb word order in the question type. Yet, the 
variation between the word order types is not random. In the limited material as 
regards verbs and types of subjects in the Yes/No questions, one can discern a 
systematic pattern as to where canonical subject-verb order, subject-verb inver-
sion, and the use of an initial extra-sentential är is used. Subject-verb inversion is 
used only if two requirements are fulfilled, namely a pronominal subject 
(including the formal subject det), and that the main verb is är. As soon as the 
subject is a noun, or the verb is har – or both – the word order is canonical. 
However, the learner seemed to have a desire to produce subject-verb inversion, 
and in her attempts to achieve it in some of the latter cases, she used the strategy to 
insert an extra-sentential copula verb, är, before the canonical clause as illustrated 
by examples 5.31 and 5.32. 

Learner A14, also a low-level participant, showed in the essential the same 
pattern as A12, in that almost all Yes/No questions with är had subject-verb 
inversion, whereas all with har had canonical subject-verb word order. However, 
she never produced initial, extra-sentential verb forms; instead, she produced a 
number of Yes/No questions with the verb finnas (’be’, ‘exist’), and the formal 
subject det, as in example 5.33: 

 
5.33 A14: *Det finns boll i din bild? “There is ball in your picture?” 

 
All instances of Yes/No questions in the production of A14 with finnas, and the 
formal subject det were canonical. A reason might be that finnas – like har – 
belongs to a category of verbs that does not occur with subject-verb inversion at an 
early stage of development of Swedish L2 grammar. Another explanation might be 
that the occurrence of finnas solely in canonical questions in the production of 
A14 might be the use of formulaic speech. It is most plausible to assume that the 
verb finnas in most cases appears in the formula Det finns… (‘There is…’), and an 
extensive exposure to the structure may result in the use of the structure unana-
lysed as a chunk.  

P11 produced both canonical (5 instances) and inverted (8) subject-verb order 
in Yes/No questions with the verb är and pronominal subjects. Pronominal 
subjects and the verb har gave similar outcome: canonical subject-verb order in 6 
and subject-verb inversion in 14 cases. Hence, at the time of the testing P11 was at 
a stage in his L2 development where he fluctuated between canonical and inverted 
subject-verb word order in Yes/No questions. The examples 5.34 and 5.35 illus-
trate further this wavering stage: 

 
5.34 P11: Han har / eeh har han paraply? “He has / eeh has he umbrella?” 
 
5.35 P11: *Hon är / eeh / är hon ung? “She is / eeh / is she young?” 
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As can be seen in the examples 5.34 and 5.35, there were instances in the oral 
production of P11 where he corrected himself from canonical subject-verb word 
order to inversion. Such self-repair reflects that he was moving towards total 
mastery of subject-verb inversion in Yes/No questions. There were as many as 
five instances of self-repair; instances both with har (3 instances) and with är (2) 
were restructured from canonical subject-verb order to inversion. P11 also 
produces two Yes/No questions with the auxiliary verb kan (can) and main verb in 
infinitive of which one can be seen in example 5.36. 
 

5.36 P11: Kan du repetera? “Can you repeat?” 
 
The two Yes/No questions with AUX + INFINITIVE, of which one is displayed in 
example 5.36, had both subject-verb inversion, i.e.,  the subject came after the 
finite auxiliary but before the infinite main verb. 

P12 appeared to be at a somewhat earlier stage of transition towards mastering 
subject-verb inversion than P11. Her direct Yes/No questions had canonical 
subject-verb word order in a majority of the cases (28 of 47). Most of these 
instances of canonical subject-verb word order contained the verb har and a 
pronominal subject. Of the 11 instances with subject-verb inversion, 8 included 
har and the remaining 3 involved är. P12 had a higher frequency of Yes/No 
questions without any nexus component at all. 

At the moment for the data collection, one of the Somali-speaking low-level 
learners, S12, had reached a stage where she mastered subject-verb inversion in a 
greater part of her direct Yes/No questions (29 of 44, i.e., almost 66%). The nine 
cases where canonical subject-verb word order was used were all with a pronomi-
nal subject and the verb har. All direct Yes/No questions with pronominal subject 
and the verb är had subject-verb inversion. She also produced three instances with 
auxiliary verb + INFINITIVE, all of which had subject-verb inversion. The oral 
production by S12 is in line with what has been stated above, based on the data 
from both Iraqi Arabic (A11, A12 and A14) and Persian (P11 and P12) low-level 
participants earlier in this section. 

Also the oral production by S17 basically illustrates the same tendency that has 
emerged along this more qualitative analysis of the production of direct question 
in the oral task by learners at a stage of transition from canonical subject-verb 
order to subject-verb inversion in direct Yes/No questions. S17 produced canoni-
cal subject-verb word order in half of his Yes/No questions, and subject-verb 
inversion in 1/3 of them. The remaining items had an incomplete nexus structure 
or no nexus structure at all. The pattern becomes clearer and clearer: just like in 
the production by the previously discussed learners the majority of his direct 
Yes/No questions with pronominal subject and är had subject-verb inversion (9 
instances of 11): 

 
5.37 S17: Är hon smal eeeh lång? “Is she thin eeeh tall?” 
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While subject-verb inversion dominates over canonical subject-verb order in 
questions with är as in example 5.37, the inverse condition prevails in questions 
with har, as in example 5.38: 

 
5.38 S17: *Hon har en lång hår svart? “She has a long hair black?” 

 
Of the 20 direct Yes/No questions with complete nexus structure containing the 
verb har, 14 instances had canonical subject-verb word order, and 6 had subject-
verb inversion. S17 even had one instance of self-repair, although in the “wrong” 
direction: 

 
5.39 S17: Har han / *han har en mössa? “Has he / he has a cap?” 

 
In example 5.39, S17 restructures his Yes/No question from grammatical subject-
verb inversion to ungrammatical canonical subject-verb word order. This supports 
the assumption that har has a stronger disposition to retain canonical subject-verb 
word order than är. 

Another finding in the oral production by S17 is in accordance with what was 
previously discussed with regard to the Yes/No questions with the verb finns 
(PRESENT of ‘be’, ‘exist’, ‘be situated’) in the production of learner A14 as 
example 5.40 illustrates: 

 
5.40 S17: *Det finns din bild en kopp? “There is your picture a cup?” 

 
The question in example 5.40 uses canonical subject-verb word order. There is, 
perhaps remarkably, not a single instance of subject-verb inversion in Yes/No 
questions med finns in the production by S17. Of 14 instances, 11 involved 
canonical subject-verb word order. In two instances the subject was omitted, and 
in the remaining one the verb was missing. This predominant use of canonical 
word order in direct Yes/No questions with the expression det finns (‘there 
is’/‘there are’) in the oral production of by S17 – instead of the target-like finns det 
– gives strength to the assumption made about the instances with det finns 
produced by A14 (such as example 5.33) that the canonical subject-verb word 
order in connection with det and finns is the fruit of a use of unanalysed chunks. 
A14 and S17 participated in the same dyad, and it could be argued that this similar 
use by det finns is a result of influence from the interlocutor. Even so, det finns in 
the oral production of these two learners could hardly be considered as anything 
other than unanalysed chunks. 
 
5.3.2.1.2 WhX questions 
 

As mentioned earlier in this chapter, the oral tasks generated Wh questions to a 
lower extent (barely 27%) than Yes/No questions. Of the Wh questions a small 
part were WhS questions (i.e., with the Wh word as a subject of the clause), and 
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the remaining 89% were WhX questions (i.e., with a non-subject as Wh word). As 
pointed out earlier, WhS question have canonical word order in the target 
language, and do not cause any structural variation. Furthermore, the number of 
WhS questions is low in the material, and thus the production of WhS questions in 
the oral task will not be treated in this section. 

In Section 4.4.1.1 a discussion is held about an instance by a native control, 
namely a Wh question (example 4.1, repeated here as example 5.41) that did not 
contain a complete nexus structure: 

 
5.41 K42: Hur många fråger? “How many questions?” 

 
Example 5.41 is the sole instance in the oral production by the native controls that 
represents an incomplete nexus structure in a Wh question. 

In the L2 learner language, there is more variation as to nexus-free direct 
questions. A11 did not produce a single Yes/No question with subject-verb 
inversion at the oral task. Neither did he ever use subject-verb inversion in WhX 
questions. A11 was the only participant that never used subject-verb inversion in 
oral production. As a matter of fact, he never used any verb in his WhX 
questions30, which of course automatically precludes subject-verb inversion, as 
there is no verb involved: 

 
5.42 A11: *Hur många en papperskorg? “How many a wastepaper basket?” 
 
5.43 A11: *Hur många penna på teve? “How many pen on TV?” 

 
Besides the absence of verbs in all instances of direct WhX questions in the 
production of A11 there is another common feature, namely the exclusive use of 
hur många (‘how many’), and no other Wh word, like in the examples 5.42 and 
5.43. The fact that A11 does not produce one single direct question with subject-
verb inversion at the oral task indicates that he is with a low level of proficiency of 
Swedish. The apparent random use of gender and of definite or indefinite forms in 
the questions, illustrate that A11 is clearly in the initial stages of his acquisition of 
Swedish as an L2. 

A12 produced only eight direct WhX questions, seven of which were 
grammatical, i.e., with subject-verb inversion. As a contrast to her production of 
direct Yes/No questions, she did not produce a single direct WhX question with 
canonical subject-verb word order. Her sole ungrammatical instance had no 
subject. 

                                                 
30 The direct Yes/No questions in the production of A11 showed more variation than the direct 
WhX questions did. Yes/No questions with canonical subject-verb word order, omitted subject 
and omitted finite verb occurred in his oral production; however, not a single instance of subject-
verb inversion took place. 
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A number of learners – at all levels of proficiency of Swedish – used the 
method observed in examples 5.44–5.47, i.e., to ask for more detailed information 
through a Wh question trigged by the response to a previous question, in most 
cases a Yes/No question.  

 
5.44 A14: *Det finns tidningen / din  “There is the newspaper / your  

         bild?   picture?” 
[S17: Ja.]   [“Yes.”] 
A14: Var ligger den?  “Where is (“lies”) it?” 

 
5.45 S17: *Det finns din bild en kopp?  “There is your picture a cup? 
        *Åh / var ligger?  Oh / where lies?” 
 
5.46 S13: *Du har en eeh / tekanna? “You have a eeh / tea pot?” 

[A13: * Ja jag har.]  [“Yes I have.”] 
S13: Var?   “Where?” 

 
5.47 P32: Var har du glasögon? “Where have you glasses?” 

[P23: På bordet.]  [“On the table.”] 
P32: Hur många?  “How many?” 

 
Just like other WhX questions, these “context-dependent” Wh questions – hence-
forth called follow-up questions – appeared to vary structurally as regards their 
nexus structure. Such variation occurred between participants and in some cases 
within the production of the one and same learner. In Example 5.44 the follow-up 
question has a complete nexus relation and subject-verb inversion, whereas 
Example 5.45 is ungrammatical because it does not have a subject pronoun – 
compulsory in the target language. Examples 5.46 and 5.47 are examples of using 
only the Wh word in the given context. Such ellipses are observed in native 
Swedish as well, although not in the dyads by the controls in the study. Even if 
grammatical, the use of the structure entails avoidance of the nexus structure in 
general, and subject-verb inversion in particular. Manifestedly, the use of a simple 
Wh word as a Wh question is largely overused among L2 learners and can be 
explained as an avoidance strategy, at least among the low-level learners who 
were the most frequent users of such structures.  
 
5.3.2.2 Written production 
 

Unlike the oral task, the written task generated a considerably higher number of 
direct WhX questions than Yes/No questions. In the quantitative analysis (Section 
5.1.3) it was stated that the use of target-like subject-verb inversion in both direct 
question types was proportionally more extensive in the written than in the oral 
production. This analysis of direct questions in written production will focus on a 
selection of instances of direct questions of particular interest. The direct Yes/No 
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questions will initially be considered, followed by the WhX questions. The 
examples all come from the written production by learners with a low level of 
proficiency of Swedish, since the two more proficient categories produced direct 
questions to a level of almost total accuracy.  
 
5.3.2.2.1 Yes/No questions 
 

A11 was the sole learner that did not supply subject-verb inversion in a single 
direct Yes/No question in oral production. At the written task, however, three of 
his fifteen direct Yes/No questions had subject-verb inversion. With a closer look 
at the structures, a systematic pattern can be distinguished, which is illustrated by 
the examples 5.48 and 5.49: 

 
5.48 A11: *Du kommer torsdag? “You come Thursday?” 
 
5.49 A11: *Kan du hjälpa mig? “Can you help me?” 

 
In the first of these two examples, 5.48, A11 produces canonical subject-verb 
word order, whereas the order is inverted in 5.49. The two instances exemplify the 
clear pattern in A11’s production: the twelve direct Yes/No questions with 
ungrammatical canonical word order were all clauses with a pronominal subject in 
front of a single verb form, as in example 5.48. The three Yes/No questions with 
grammatical subject-verb inversion (such as in example 5.49) had all compound 
verb structures with a finite auxiliary verb, followed by the subject and finally a 
main verb. This entails a common property of the two different structures: the 
main verb follows the subject in both cases, and only the auxiliary verb, never the 
main verb, precedes the subject. 

A12 used a structure in the written task that no other participant used (see 
examples 5.30 and 5.32):  

 
5.50 A12: *Är du bor i Farsta? “Is31 you live in Farsta?” 

 
5.51 A12: *Är han gick för 30 minuter “Is he went [for] 30 minutes 
          sedan? ago?” 

 
In the written task, A12 replicates her use of är from her oral performance, as the 
examples 5.50 and 5.51 show. The written direct Yes/No questions by A12 seem 
to support the most plausible assumption about the use of är based on the oral 
data, namely as an attempt to achieve subject-verb inversion before the processing 
                                                 
31 For two reasons the English translation given here does not take subject-verb agreement into 
consideration, since (a) such agreement does not exist in Swedish, and (b) the verb occurs 
invariable in this particular context in the use by A12, as is evident from the examples (5.50) and 
(5.51) of which the former in temporal terms supplies a present context, whereas the context in 
the latter is past. 
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capabilities to do so are fully established. The written Yes/No questions by A11 
described above indicate that verbs that precede the subject are exclusively 
auxiliaries. However, it is not evident whether a particular verb takes a position 
before the subject only when its function is auxiliary. Some other examples from 
A12’s production may elucidate this issue: 

 
5.52 A12: Har du köpte de ny? “Have you bought[PRET] they new?” 
 
5.53 A12: Kan vi gå på bio ikväll? “Can we go to the cinema tonight?” 

 
Including the examples 5.50 and 5.51 A12 produced ten direct Yes/No questions. 
Eight of these had grammatical subject-verb inversion, thus not counting 5.50 and 
5.51. Five of these eight instances had a compound verb structure with a finite 
auxiliary and a main verb, as in examples 5.52 and 5.53. The remaining three 
contained a simple copula verb: 

 
5.54 A12: Är de gifta? “Are they married?” 
 
5.55 A12: Är den dyr? “Is it expensive?” 
 
5.56 A12: Är din fest på lördag? “Is your party on Saturday?” 

 
The verb used in the direct Yes/No questions with a simple verb was är in all three 
instances, with a pronominal subject in two cases, (5.54 and 5.55), and a nominal 
subject in one (5.56). Hence, no other verb occurred in the simple-verb questions, 
and no conclusion can be drawn whether A12 would manage subject-verb 
inversion in direct Yes/No questions with any simple verb. Anyhow, A12 does not 
seem to have problems to put är in a position before the subject, no matter if it is 
used as an auxiliary or as a main verb.  

On the whole, the Persian-speaking learners – including those who had a low 
level of Swedish proficiency – produced almost exclusively subject-verb inversion 
in their written direct Yes/No questions. Only two instances (of totally 130) had 
canonical subject-verb order, both supplied by P14: 

 
5.57 P14: *Ali är i skolan? “Ali is at school?” 
 
5.58 P14: *De var dyrt? “It was expensive?” 

 
The finite verbs in these two instances of canonical subject-verb word order by 
P14 were both copula verbs in different simple tenses. All P14’s Yes/No questions 
in which the finite verbs were lexical verbs had subject-verb inversion as in for 
example 5.59.  
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5.59 P14: Bor Ali i Rinkeby? “Lives Ali in Rinkeby?” 
 

The written direct Yes/No questions of P14 indicate a stage of her grammatical 
development where subject-verb inversion is not yet completely settled. There 
might be a slight tendency of a pattern in her production that constructions with a 
finite copula cause bigger difficulties to perform subject-verb inversion in direct 
Yes/No questions than with content verbs. Furthermore, of the Somali-speaking 
participants, only one, S13, stands out against the rest when it comes to direct 
Yes/No questions by producing more than one of them with canonical subject-
verb word order: 

 
5.60 S13: *De har barn? “They have children?” 
 
5.61 S13: *De är gifta? “They are married?” 
 
5.62 S13: *Idag du är lädigt? “Today you are free?” 

 
As the examples 5.60–5.62 show, S13 produces – in a similar way as P14 – a 
number of instances with canonical subject-verb word order, and the finite verbs 
are in all these cases more or less void of semantic content. In practically all other 
cases – i.e., in direct Yes/No questions where S13 uses subject-verb word order – 
the main verbs are content verbs.  

The data from the performance of P12 and S13 are not consistent with the 
written production of direct Yes/No questions of A11 and A12 discussed above. 
Whether such variation is conditioned by language-specific or individual factors 
might be a suitable topic for further investigation although it would require a more 
detailed method and large-scale data from low-level learners with various first 
languages.  

 
5.3.2.2.2 WhX questions 
 

A closer look at the results of the written production of direct WhX questions 
reveals that the total number of instances where subject-verb inversion is not used 
(i.e., canonical word order or incomplete nexus) is virtually the same as for the 
direct Yes/No questions. However, the number of participants having instances 
where inversion is not used is higher, and consequently these participants produce 
fewer such instances each. Among the instances of non-inverted direct WhX 
questions, no pattern can be distinguished as to the type of verb used. Therefore 
individual use of direct WhX questions will not be displayed or further discussed 
in this section. 
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5.3.3 Subordinate questions 
 

In the quantitative and implicational analyses of subordinate questions in Sections 
5.1.4.3 and 5.2.4.3, an assumption has been addressed that target-like use of 
subordinate WhX questions by some lower-level learners has to do with the fact 
that neither subject-verb inversion nor the subordination process are mastered. 
Although these learners do not control any of these two syntactic operations, a 
target-like use of subordinate WhX questions is expected, since the only feature 
that differentiates the word order in a subordinate WhX question from that in a 
direct WhX questions is the canonical subject-verb word order in the former 
clause type. Such a coincidence does not exist in subordinate Yes/No and WhS 
questions, which both require additional constituents in comparison with 
corresponding direct questions: in subordinate Yes/No questions the subordinator 
om is needed, whereas subordinate WhS questions require the subject marker som. 
A more detailed description and discussion of subordinate questions in the TL is 
provided in Sections 3.2.2 and 3.8.3: the possibility of an acquisitional sequence of 
subordinate WhX questions is also discussed here. Thus, the assumption proposes 
a stage in early learners where they produce seemingly grammatical subordinate 
WhX questions due to two shortcomings that, together, contribute to target-like 
structures. Subsequently in the L2 development, when mastery of subject-verb 
inversion emerges and becomes more and more stable, but the control of subordi-
nation is still shaky if there at all, the proportion of target-like production of the 
structure would decrease. It is only when the subordination process is established 
in the learner that the degree of target-likeness increases again. If such a U-shaped 
curve of target-likeness exists regarding subordinate WhX questions, it would be 
perceptible in the data if the performance of selected participants is examined. The 
developmental curve – or rather the shape of the curve of target-likeness – of 
subordinate Yes/No and WhS questions would not show such a U-shape. An 
analysis of the subordinate WhX questions is, from this perspective, somewhat 
problematic particularly as far as the written task is concerned because the partici-
pants performed at extremely high levels of accuracy in direct questions in the 
written task – to such a degree that a ceiling effect was observed in the perform-
ance by most of the participants. This limits the possibility of finding participants 
who show signs of vacillating control of subject-verb inversion and thus meet the 
criteria for the first stage of the assumed developmental sequence. As a 
consequence of the high accuracy levels in the written task, only two of the 
participants can be considered to still be at this initial developmental stage, namely 
A11 and S13. S13 is the one of these two who provides the most manifest 
examples that indicate a stage where unstable mastery of subject-verb inversion 
combined with shaky control of the subordination procedure seems to lead to 
seemingly target-like subordinate WhX questions. Among some direct WhX 
questions with grammatical subject-verb word order, he also produced some direct 
WhX questions with ungrammatical canonical subject-verb word order, identical 
to what he also produced in a number of subordinate WhX questions.  
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Direct questions 
 

5.63 S13: * När du   görde        den? 
              when you did (“doed”) it 
 
5.64 S13: * När du  slutar? 
              when you finish 
 
5.65 S13: * Varför hon gråter? 
              why       she   weeps 
 
5.66 S13: * När  ni   köpte den? 
              when you bought it 

 
32Subordinate questions

 
5.67 S13: [Berätta] (*) hur ofta du   spela fotboll. 
           [Tell (me)]       how often you play    football 
 
5.68 S13: [Förklara] (*) (till mig) hur man öppnar      ett bankkonto. 
           [Explain]            (to me)      how one    open[PRES] a    bank account 
 
5.69 S13: [Tala om för barnen] (*) varför de   måste tvätta händerna. 
           [Tell the children]                  why       they must    wash    the[ir] hands 
 
5.70 S13: [Berätta] (*) varför han är arg. 
           [Tell (me)]       why      he     is  angry 

 
The examples 5.63–5.70 can be seen as evidence of a stage where seemingly 
target-like subject-verb word order in subordinate questions is not a consequence 
of control of the subordinate procedure CANCEL INVERSION because subject-
verb inversion is not fully established in the learner’s direct questions. However, 
S13 also produces subject-verb inversion in direct and subordinate WhX 
questions: 
 
Direct questions 
 

5.71 S13: Hur mycket kostar den? 
           how much      costs      it 
 
5.72 S13: Hur gammala ä  hon? 
           how  old              is she 
 

                                                 
32 In the examples of subordinate questions in the written task, the given contexts are specified 
within square brackets. 
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5.73 S13: Var   ligger        Storre kyrkan? 
           where is [situated] the Big Church (i.e., the Cathedral) 
 
5.74 S13: Var   köpt    ni  den? 
           where bought you it 

 
Subordinate questions 
 

5.75 S13: [Kan du säga] * hur många ben har en spindel? 
           [Can you tell]         how many     legs  has  a    spider 
 
5.76 S13: [Berätta] * hur många språk      kan du  talar. 
           [Tell (me)]    how many     languages can   you speak[PRES] 

 
In his written production, S13 seems to be at a stage where he is vacillating mainly 
between two kinds of nexus structures in his WhX questions, subordinate or not: 
canonical subject-verb word order or inversion. S13 also produces one subordinate 
question that strengthens the assumption that his production of seemingly 
grammatical subordinate WhX questions (such as those in the examples 5.67–
5.70) are target-like only at a surface level, and not manifestations of mastery of 
the subordinate procedure: 
 

5.77 S13: [Jag undrar] * varför pengarna komma    inte tilbaka. 
           [I wonder]          why      the money   come[INF] not   back 

 
The example 5.77 shows target-like canonical subject-verb word order in the 
subordinate WhX question. Even so, the structure is ungrammatical, since the 
word order in Swedish subordinate clauses requires pre-verbal negation. If S13 
had control of the subordinate procedure he would not only have mastered the 
CANCEL INVERSION procedure, but also the preverbal placement of the 
negation inte (‘not’). From a processability point of view, these examples indicate 
that the learner is at a stage of L2 development at which he has not yet acquired 
control of subordination, and only partially subject-verb inversion. Since the 
examples are from a written task, they are not completely comparable with oral 
material. Yet, at this point it would be suitable to mention that it turned out that 
S13 in the oral task really showed signs that he only sporadically used subject-
verb inversion in direct questions. 

The next postulated developmental step is where the learners have gained 
control of subject-verb inversion but not the subordination procedure. This implies 
a consistent use of subject-verb inversion, not only grammatically in direct WhX 
questions, but also the ungrammatical use of such word order in subordinate WhX 
questions. A large number of learners show a pattern that corresponds to this level. 
Among all, examples by A23, P24 and S22 may serve as illustrations of this stage. 
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Direct questions 
 

5.78 A23: När slutar du  ditt  jobb? 
           when finish   you your work 
 
5.79 P24: Vad brukar           du        göra på lördagar? 
           what ’have the habit’ you [to] do      on   Saturdays 
 
5.80 S22: Hur många barn    har  de? 
           how many      children have they 

 
Subordinate questions 
 

5.81 A23: [Vet  du]    * när  kommer nästa tåg? 
           [Do you know] when comes      next    train 
 
5.82 P24: [Berätta] * varför är du  arg. 
           [Tell me]      why       are you angry 
 
5.83 S22: [Kan du säga] * hur många ben har en spindel? 
           [Can you tell]         how many     legs  has  a    spider 

 
Examples 5.78–5.83 are representative of the written production by a large 
number of learners, the majority of which are low and intermediate L2 speakers of 
Swedish. Some of these participants also produced a few subordinate WhX 
questions with canonical subject-verb word order, which should be interpreted as a 
sign that the subordinate procedure is only about to commence.  

Only two learners (S31 and S34, thus at a high level of proficiency) can be 
considered to have reached the second and final peak of the U-curve suggested for 
subordinate WhX questions by consistently having produced target-like word 
order in both direct and subordinate WhX questions, such as in the following 
examples: 
 
Direct questions 
 

5.84 S31: Hur många barn    har  de? 
           how many      children have they 
 
5.85 S34: Hur länge har ni   vantat? 
           how  long    have you waited 

 
Subordinate questions 
 

5.86 S31: [Kan du säga] hur många ben en spindel har? 
           [Can you tell]     how many      legs a    spider     has 

 



Results 159

5.87 S34: [Vet du]        när   nästa tåg  kommer? 
           [Do you know] when next     train comes 

 
The other learners who solidly used subject-verb inversion in direct WhX 
questions (the rest of the high-level learners and a few of those at an intermediate 
level) showed examples of vacillating subordinate procedure, since the CANCEL 
INVERSION operation was achieved only in part by these learners. Some of them 
only produced one or two instances of subject-verb inversion in subordinate WhX 
questions. It may be argued that the use of subject-verb inversion in subordinate 
WhX questions by rather advanced learners’ L2 Swedish does not necessarily 
deviate from native speakers’ use. It has been pointed out earlier (towards the end 
of Section 3.2.2) that there is an increasing tendency in spoken native Swedish to 
use main clause word order in subordinate questions (i.e., subject-verb inversion in 
subordinate WhX and Yes/No questions and omission of the subject marker som 
in subordinate WhS questions), and the limitations of this use have not yet been 
made clear (Teleman, Hellberg & Andersson 1999:467). An argument might be 
that such use in spoken L1 or L2 Swedish would affect the written production, 
which would imply some occurrence of main clause word order in the subordinate 
questions in the written task. However, a look at the 220 instances of subordinate 
questions produced by the native controls reveals that one sole subordinate 
Yes/No question had main clause word order: 
 

5.88 K43: [Jag kommer inte ihåg  ] ? hade vi läxa         till i morgon? 
            [I don’t remember]                   had     we homework for tomorrow 

 
As can be seen, this single example of main clause word order in a context for a 
subordinate question (5.88) by K43 was a subordinate Yes/No question. None of 
the subordinate WhX questions had subject-verb inversion (and in none of the 
subordinate WhS questions the subject marker som was omitted) in the written 
production by the native controls. Thus, there is no evidence for “speech 
influence” (i.e., the above-mentioned use of main clause word order in native 
spoken Swedish) on the written subordinate questions by the native controls. 
Influence from patterns in spoken language or not, even advanced L2 speakers 
(practically without exceptions) produce some WhX questions with subject-verb 
inversion in contexts where the CANCEL INVERSION operation is required in 
written language. Nevertheless, data from the L2 speakers at different proficiency 
levels seem to indicate a U-shaped developmental curve according to the previous 
predictions. 

According to the predictions, the word order in subordinate Yes/No questions 
(in contrast to subordinate WhX questions) would not result in a U-shaped curve 
in the L2 interlanguage in the present study. This prediction was based on the fact 
that the formation of subordinate Yes/No questions in the TL entails not only the 
CANCEL INVERSION operation, but also the addition of a function word (the 
subordinating connector om, ‘if’), compared with corresponding direct questions. 
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(See Section 3.9.4.2 for a more detailed discussion.) None of the low-level partici-
pants A11, A12, A13, P11, P12, P14, S11, S12 and S17 used the connector om at 
all. In some of these learners’ production there were “subordinate” Yes/No 
questions that did not have a complete nexus structure:  
 

5.89 A11: [Läraren frågar] * mycke svår    övningen 
            [The teacher asks]     very      difficult the exercise 

 
In a considerable number of the instances in contexts where subordinate questions 
were required the low-level learners produced clauses with a word order structure 
of direct questions: 
 

5.90 A12: [Flickan frågar] * är väskan dyr? 
            [The girl asks]           is  the bag   expensive 

 
A lot of the instances produced by the low-level learners, such as 5.89 and 5.90 do 
not show any sign of subordination at all in contexts where subordinate Yes/No 
questions are required. Some of the learners, such as A12, P11 and S17, reveal in 
some of their instances attempts to achieve subordination. Instead of the interroga-
tive subordinating connector om they use the general subordinator att: 
 

5.91 A12: [Hon undrade] * att  jag är trött. 
            [She wondered]       that I      am tired 
 
5.92 P11: [Jag undrar] * att vill  du   köpa nya glasögon? 
           [I wonder]          that want you buy     new  glasses 
 
5.93 S12: [Hon undrade] * att  jag är  jätte trött. 
           [She wondered]       that I       am very  tired 

 
Examples earlier in this section from the written production of S13 indicated that 
he had a low level of proficiency, with a sporadic use of subject-verb inversion 
without making difference between direct and subordinate WhX questions. 
However, not only showed he attempts of subordination of Yes/No question in 
contexts where required, but he also produced instances with the accurate subordi-
nator om, and in a few cases with the deviant subordinator att: 
 

5.94 S13: [Jag undrar] * att han vill        ringa till mig. 
           [I wonder]          that he     wants to phone  to   me 
 
5.95 S13: [Fråga honom] om han vill       dricka kaffe. 
           [Ask him]             if     he    wants to drink     coffee 
 
5.96 S13: [Läkaren frågade] om jag har            ont  i  armen  fortfarande. 
           [The doctor asked]     if     I      have[PRES] pain in the arm still 
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The subordinate Yes/No questions in the examples 5.91–5.96 indicate that the 
process of subordination begins already at an early stage of the development of an 
L2 grammar. The subordination process seems to have started in S13, albeit 
scantily, even before the word order patterns in direct questions have been settled. 
This is evident once his production is examined. (5.63–5.77 and 5.94–5.96). 

The observation that the subordination process seems to start at an early stage 
does not mean that it is rapidly over and done with. It has already been stated that 
subordinate WhS questions with the subject marker som cause a lot of difficulties 
even for the most advanced L2 learners in the present material, whereas there is 
not even a single instance of omission of the subject marker by any of the native 
controls. Thus, the subordination process in L2 Swedish interlanguage seems to 
start at the earliest stage and keep going on throughout the whole period of 
grammatical development. 

 
5.3.4 Summary 
 

In Section 5.3 some instances from the oral and written production have been 
displayed and described. In the written production of compound verb structures, a 
number of mainly low-level learners tended to transmit the tense of the modal 
auxiliary of the clause on the following main verb. This tendency did not hold for 
the temporal auxiliaries (har and hade).  

Learners with a vacillating control of subject-verb inversion in direct Yes/No 
questions did not all show similar patterns in their oral production as to the verb 
types that were used when subject-verb inversion was employed. Two Iraqi 
Arabic-speaking learners with a low level of Swedish proficiency pretty 
consistently produced subject-verb inversion in direct Yes/No questions with 
copula or auxiliary verbs as finite verbs, whereas content verbs were found in 
ungrammatical canonical subject-verb structures in direct Yes/No questions. As a 
contrast, one Persian-speaking and one Somali-speaking learner showed a 
consistently opposite pattern. One learner, A12, seemed to use är, the present form 
of the copula, as a means of performing subject-verb inversion in direct Yes/No 
questions with finite content verbs by adding an extra är in an initial (or extra-
sentential) position. The expression det finns (‘there is’/‘there are’) seemed to be 
produced as an unanalysed chunk by a number of learners (for the most part with a 
low level of proficiency), since it was almost exclusively produced with canonical 
subject-verb word order by these learners. This was not the case with other 
subject-verb combinations. The oral production of direct WhX questions of the L2 
learners (regardless of their proficiency level and L1) was characterised by a 
generally higher frequency of incomplete nexus structures. 

The direct questions in written production showed virtually the same patterns as 
in oral production even though these trends were not as striking in the former data 
type, presumably due to the generally higher degree of target-likeness in the 
written production. 
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In the written task target-like subordinate WhX questions were produced by a 
few low-level learners who did not have full or any control of subject-verb 
inversion in direct WhX questions. Some more proficient learners (principally at 
an intermediate level) who produced subject-verb inversion in direct WhX 
questions used the same word order pattern in subordinate WhX questions. Only at 
a more advanced level of proficiency were there learners who consistently 
distinguished between direct and indirect WhX questions by producing direct 
WhX questions with subject-verb inversion and subordinate WhX questions with 
canonical subject-verb word order. These data give evidence for a U-shaped curve 
as to the development of word order in subordinate WhX questions with an initial 
stage of seemingly target-like word order due to the fact that the early learners are 
not able to produce subject-verb inversion. Such a U-shaped curve has previously 
been discussed in Section 5.2.4.3 and illustrated by Figure 5.11. No such U-shaped 
developmental curve is observed for subordinate Yes/No or WhS questions. 
 
5.4 Data types 
 

As stated earlier in this dissertation (see Section 2.5), the issue of what effect 
various elicitation methods may have on the outcome is occasionally brought to 
discussion in the SLA literature. A fruitful way of supplying relevant material for 
further knowledge about the impact of different data types is to use different 
methods when eliciting the same linguistic structures from the same learners. This 
section will reconsider the data presented earlier in this chapter – this time with 
particular focus on variation in connection with the different data types. 

In the present study one of the main structural categories – direct questions – 
was elicited by means of a variety of methods from all the participants that 
accomplished the tasks. The data types used in the analysis of direct questions are 
oral production, written production, and grammaticality judgement. The other two 
main structural categories, verb morphology and subordinate questions, were 
elicited through written production and grammaticality judgement. The grammati-
cal items in the grammaticality judgement task did not generate any conclusive 
results, and will therefore not be included in the following presentation. These 
three elicitation methods will be contrasted in the sense that the results will be 
compared in terms of consistency between (and to some extent within) the three 
data types. The fourth task, “receptive skills”, is not treated further in this part of 
the presentation, since the data from this task were of such different character that 
a comparison with the other three data types would be difficult to accomplish. 

All three elicitation methods involved controlled elicitation. The written 
production and grammaticality judgement tasks both contained a specific number 
of items that served as stimuli. The oral production was somewhat less controlled; 
although the participants had to produce questions in order to solve the task, they 
could choose more freely what to ask about. 

The outcome of the oral and written tasks was the learners’ language perform-
ance, as the tasks were supposed to elicit verbal production. In the grammaticality 
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judgement task, the learners were less focused on their production than on their 
grammatical knowledge about the structures to which they were exposed. 

The issue in this section is whether separate types of data provide different 
results as to the L2 Swedish structures in focus in the present study. If so, of what 
do such differences consist? 
 
5.4.1 Main structural categories 
 

In a purely quantitative way of looking at the data, Tables 5.1–5.10 clearly show 
that the written task commonly generates noticeably higher levels of grammatical 
use of the structures compared with the oral production as well as in relation to the 
levels of detection of ungrammatical items of the same structures. In terms of an 
internal order between the three main structural categories the picture supplied by 
the two data types is not unanimous. The data from the written production indicate 
the following sequence: DIRECT QUESTIONS  VERB MORPHOLOGY  
SUBORDINATE QUESTIONS, whereas tendencies suggested by the grammati-
cality judgement task rather point at an alternative order: VERB MORPHOLOGY 

 DIRECT QUESTIONS  SUBORDINATE QUESTIONS. The implicational 
scales also give a further complex picture as to the grammaticality judgement data, 
since the ≥one occurrence and ≥80% criteria yield another implicational pattern 
than that suggested by the data from the written production, whereas the ≥50% 
criterion conforms with the results from the written production. 

 
5.4.2 Verb morphology 
 

With the verb morphology split up into the three substructures and the learners 
categorised in different proficiency levels, some differences between the two 
elicitation methods (i.e., written production and grammaticality judgement) are 
revealed through the results they provide. Tables 5.11–5.20 show that the simple 
finite forms outperform the two compound forms in written production. On the 
contrary, the scores from the grammaticality judgement task do not show any 
evidently higher figures for detected ungrammatical forms in contexts where the 
simple finite forms were required. There are also a few examples where the scores 
are higher for the grammaticality judgement task than for the written production, 
notably in the performance by the participants at the low and intermediate level of 
proficiency. It has been stated previously, but worth mentioning again in this 
connection, that the grammaticality judgement task – as opposed to the written 
production – does not provide any conclusive results about an implicational 
relation between the simple finite forms and the compound forms. The two 
implicational scales displaying data from the two separate elicitation methods in 
Tables 5.49 (written production) and 5.50 (grammatical judgement) provide 
different pictures of a possible acquisition order of verb morphology.  
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5.4.3 Direct questions 
 

For the study of direct questions three elicitation methods were used. In addition to 
the written and grammaticality judgement tasks used for elicitation of verbs and 
subordinate questions, also oral production was used in the elicitation of direct 
questions, consisting of three syntactic features: Wh fronting, subject-verb 
inversion in WhX questions and subject-verb inversion in Yes/No questions. 
Despite commonly lower score levels in the oral task than in the written one as to 
subject-verb inversion in both WhX and Yes/No questions the two data types 
follow the same outline, at least in terms of relations between on the one hand 
WhX fronting and on the other hand subject-verb inversion in WhX and Yes/No 
questions. The agreement in this respect between the two productive data types is 
not reflected in the grammaticality judgement task, where no significant 
differences are found between any of the three structures. WhX fronting is totally 
mastered in the productive data types, whereas the rates of detection of non-WhX 
fronted direct questions are at the same levels or even lower than those of 
detecting non-inverted direct WhX and Yes/No questions. The implicational scales 
of grammatical use of the three structures in direct questions (Tables 5.51–5.53) 
show that the three data types provide different, sometimes contradictory, results 
concerning the order in which the three structures emerge and develop in L2 
Swedish. The most manifest difference is that WhX fronting is massively used by 
all learners in the two productive tasks, seeming to be a prerequisite for the ability 
to use subject-verb inversion in both WhX and Yes/No questions. The grammati-
cality judgment task, though, shows an opposite pattern: omitted WhX fronting in 
the stimuli sentences turns out to be identified as ungrammatical to a distinctly 
lower degree than the omission of subject-verb inversion in both WhX and Yes/No 
questions. These differences are valid for all three occurrence criteria. 

 
5.4.4 Subordinate questions 
 

Subordinate questions seems to be the main structural category that is least 
affected by the data types. In purely quantitative terms written production still 
generates higher levels of accuracy than grammatical judgement. However, the 
implicational scales (Tables 5.54 and 5.55) show that the written production of 
grammatical subordinate WhS questions (with the subject marker som), and the 
detection of ungrammatical subordinate WhS questions (without the subject 
marker som), bring about the lowest scores in both data types. With only a few 
exceptions, the control of subordinate WhS questions also appears to imply the 
learners can control subordinate Yes/No and WhX questions. The two data types 
are relatively in accordance about the relationship between subordinate Yes/No 
questions (which entail the CANCEL INVERSION operation the subordinator 
om) and subordinate WhX questions (which entail the CANCEL INVERSION 
operation). Both data types indicate that the use of grammatical subordinate 
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Yes/No questions implies control of subordinate WhX questions – with one 
exception, namely at the ≥one occurrence criterion at the written production. 

 
5.4.5 Conclusion 
 

The present material shows that different elicitation methods – to a greater or less 
extent –bring forth disparate results from the same individuals although the 
methods aim to evoke the same grammatical structures. The theoretical implica-
tions of such variation due to diverging elicitation methods will be considered 
further in the concluding discussions of this thesis. 

 
5.5 Receptive skills 
 

The fourth data type used in this study is what was elicited through the “Receptive 
skills task” (for a description, see Section 4.2.4). This elicitation method is explor-
ative, and the purpose is to investigate potential variation in what cues make 
different learners perceive an utterance as a question. This part of the study is not 
totally compatible with the analysis of the three other data types, and is therefore 
presented separately in the following sections. In the presentation of this data type 
results have been displayed in diagrams. 

It should be mentioned that the participants were exposed to the stimuli in a test 
situation, and that the stimulus sentences were provided without contexts. So what 
the results tell us is whether the participants perceived the different sentence types 
as questions or not under these particular circumstances. The data from the 
receptive skills task are experimental and the conclusions purely linguistic (in a 
narrow sense of the word). They do not tell us much about how similar utterances 
would be perceived in a setting of natural language use, where the linguistic 
context, non-verbal signals, and the interplay between the content of the utterance 
and the topic can supply support for the interpretation of the utterance. Anyway, 
the results can provide knowledge about which one of the potential linguistic cues 
that send the most effective signals to L2 speakers that a certain utterance is a 
question. The only possible way to obtain such knowledge is to isolate the 
variables from each other and to bring about as context-reduced utterances as 
possible. 

In an initial phase of the scrutiny of the data from the receptive skills task, the 
participants were organised in L1 categories. At an early stage it became apparent 
that there was no significant variation (in most cases no variation at all) between 
the L1 groups. Therefore, in the analysis in the following sections the participants 
are instead arranged on the basis of their level of Swedish proficiency, and their 
L1s are not taken into account. 
 
5.5.1 All questions 
 

Figure 5.14 displays the degrees to which the different categories of learners 
perceive the total amount of direct questions as questions or not. The significance 
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Figure 5.14. Receptive skills: the participants’ rates of perceiving questions as 
questions; the left bars representing responses to stimuli with final focal and 
the right bars without final focal accent. Significances: ** Low vs. Control. 

 

of the differences between the two values within each subject group is computed 
through the Paired Samples T-test. The significance of differences between the L2 
groups and the native control group is calculated with a One-Way ANOVA test 
including the Scheffé post-hoc test. Statistically significant differences in the 
diagrams in Figures 5.14–5.22 are specified accordingly, that is, at the p<.001 
level (***), at the p<.01 level (**) and at the p<.05 level (*). The response rates 
for the diagrams are provided in Appendix 11. Figure 5.14 shows that the greater 
part of the stimulus questions were interpreted as questions by all participant 
groups. As expected, the L2 learner at the lowest level of Swedish proficiency 
produced the lowest scores, and the only result that was significantly lower than 
that of the native control group. What seems to be obvious already at this stage of 
the analysis of the data is that variation in this perceptive task is found among the 
low-level learners. Already at an intermediate level of proficiency the L2 learners 
seem to have acquired quite reasonable skills enabling them to distinguish whether 
an utterance is a question or not. 

When it comes to the impact of prosody, there was no significant difference 
whether prosodic emphasis was used or not in the stimulus questions regarding to 
what extent they were interpreted as questions. Even so, the questions with final 
focal accent resulted in slightly higher scores than those without. This tendency is 
typical of all the participant groups. 
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Figure 5.15. Receptive skills: the participants’ rates of perceiving Yes/No 
questions and Wh questions as questions. Significances: *** Y/N vs. Wh (Low), 
** Low vs. Control. 

 

5.5.2 Yes/No questions – Wh questions 
 

A closer look at the data through more detailed categories of the stimuli utterances 
entails a larger number of categories. First, a look at Yes/No and Wh questions 
may give an idea about a possible difference between the two question types as to 
the degree to which they are perceived as questions or not. Figure 5.15 displays 
the levels of identification of Yes/No and Wh questions as questions respectively. 
A general trend that appears in Figure 5.15 is that Wh questions are apprehended 
as questions to a larger extent than Yes/No questions. The learners with a low 
level of Swedish proficiency show significantly higher scores for Wh questions 
than for Yes/No questions. The tendency that Wh questions are more easily 
identified as question may be understood that a lexical indicator, such as an initial 
Wh word, is stronger a cue than a syntactic one, such as subject-verb inversion. In 
view of the fact that a relatively large part of the Yes/No questions are perceived 
as questions, however, it would be reasonable to claim that also subject-verb 
inversion is a quite strong cue for questions, although not as strong as an initial 
Wh word. The impact of lexical and syntactic – as well as prosodic – means will 
be further studied later in this section. 
 
5.5.3 WhX questions – WhS questions 
 

The two kinds of Wh questions (i.e., WhX and WhS questions) differ from each 
other first and foremost by the subject-verb word order; the former having subject-
verb inversion, and the latter canonical word order. Given that initial Wh words 
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are stronger cues than subject-verb word order, a presence of initial Wh words in 
both kinds of Wh questions but contrasting subject-verb word order would give a 
basis for the prediction that there would not be any significant difference in scores 
between the two question types. In Figure 5.16 the rates of identification of WhX 
and WhS questions as questions are presented. Figure 5.16 shows no significant 
differences between the two distinct types of Wh questions as to the rates of 
recognition as questions. Thus, the prediction founded on the supposition that 
initial Wh words are cues for learners to interpret an utterance as a question to a 
higher degree than subject-verb word order is not challenged by the data in Figure 
5.16. So far, lexical cues seem to be stronger than syntactic ones, a claim made on 
the basis of the results presented in the previous section (5.5.2). 
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Figure 5.16. Receptive skills: the participants’ rates of perceiving WhX questions 
and WhS questions as questions. Significances: –. 

 

 
5.5.4 Yes/No questions and prosody 
 

In the previous sections a claim is made that both syntax (subject-verb inversion) 
and prosody (final focal accent) are weaker cues than initial Wh words for early 
learners to identify a question. Next issue would be to try to find out if any of the 
two former cues is stronger than the other. In Figure 5.17 the participants’ 
responses to Yes/No questions are displayed. In accordance with what has been 
presented up until this point, the results displayed in Figure 5.17 indicate that 
prosodic emphasis does not significantly increase the participants’ tendency to 
interpret Yes/No questions as questions. 
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Figure 5.17. Receptive skills: the participants’ rates of perceiving Yes/No questions 
as questions. Significances: *** Low vs. Control. 

 
 

5.5.5 Non-questions 
 

So far in the analysis of the results from the receptive task, solely how the partici-
pants interpret questions has been in focus. Nonetheless, factors that affect the 
participants’ tendency to perceive non-questions as questions are also of interest in 
the present study. Figure 5.18 demonstrates the responses to all non-questions (i.e., 
declaratives, imperative clauses and exclamations) and the rates to which the 
participants at different levels of proficiency interpret them as questions or not. In 
Figure 5.18 the values are “inverted” in the sense that a native-like performance at 
the non-question stimuli is at 0%, and not at 100%, as for the stimuli that are 
questions. Still, the results indicate that the participants’ responses to the non-
question stimuli follow the general trends that apply to the interrogative stimuli: 
the low-level learners diverge significantly more from the control group than the 
intermediate and high-level learners, and the presence or lack of prosodic empha-
sis does not seem to notably affect the participants’ perception of the utterances as 
questions or not. 
 
5.5.6 Declarative clauses 
 

Within the category of non-question as stimuli, the most extensive sentence type is 
the declarative clause. In the test battery there were declarative clauses with both 
canonical and inverted subject-verb word order. Figure 5.19 shows the levels of 
the different participant categories as to their perception of declarative clauses as 
questions. From Figure 5.19 can be read out that although the rates regarding  
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Figure 5.18. Receptive skills: the participants’ rates of perceiving all non-questions 
as questions. Significances: *** Low vs. Control. 
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Figure 5.19. Receptive skills: the participants’ rates of perceiving all declarative 
clauses as questions. Significances: ** Low vs. Control. 
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Figure 5.20. Receptive skills: the participants’ rates of perceiving all declarative 
clauses as questions. Significances: ** Low vs. Control. 

 

declarative clauses interpreted as questions are generally lower, the pattern is the 
same as for non-questions in general. The low-level learners are the only learner 
category that diverges from the native control group. When it comes to the impact 
of prosody, the data show no significant difference in any of the learner categories. 

Another possible factor that may act on the participants’ readiness to construe 
declaratives as questions might be the subject-verb word order. In Figure 5.20 the 
responses to declaratives in the receptive skills task are once again displayed, and 
this time the two separate bars for each participant category reflect the subject-
verb word order in the stimuli sentences. What Figure 5.20 shows in addition to 
Figure 5.19 is that subject-verb inversion does not appear to be a factor that affects 
significantly the participants to understand declarative clauses as questions. In 
other words, it seems that neither intonation nor subject-verb word order have any 
effect worth mentioning on the perception of declaratives as questions or non-
questions. It is worth noting that none of the declarative clauses start with a verb 
(and of course not with any Wh word), irrespective of which subject-verb word 
order is used. The initial position is occupied by the subject in the declarative 
clauses with canonical subject-verb word order, and by another constituent 
(temporal expressions in the study) in those with subject-verb inversion. In Section 
5.5.2 an assumption was made that initial Wh words and subject-verb inversion 
are strong cues for questions, of which the former is the strongest cue of them. 
However, in light of the results displayed in Figure 5.20, the idea of subject-verb 
inversion as a strong cue for questions seems to be challenged. In Yes/No 
questions subject-verb inversion is manifested initially, which means initial verb 
placement. A possible alternative claim would be that it is rather the clause-initial 
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Figure 5.21. Receptive skills: the participants’ rates of perceiving all imperative 
clauses as questions. Significances: ** Focal accent vs. No focal accent (Low), 
** Low vs. Control. 

 

verb than the internal subject-verb word order that is the real cue for questions for 
notably L2 speakers with low level Swedish proficiency. 
 
5.5.7 Imperative clauses 
 

So far in the analysis of data from the receptive skills task a hypothesis is devel-
oping about the strength of two instruments, namely that particularly initial Wh 
words but also initial verbs are cues for perceiving an utterance as a question. The 
data from declarative clauses (in Figure 5.20) leads, as previously mentioned, to a 
claim that an initial verb alone rather than subject-verb inversion constitutes the 
cue that makes the learners understand an utterance as a question. Yes/No 
questions imply an initial position for the finite verb, a structure that is to be found 
in only one more sentence type, namely imperative sentences. If a finite verb in 
initial position is a strong interrogative marker for the learners, it would be plausi-
ble that imperative clauses, despite not being interrogative, would get higher 
scores than declarative clauses. Figure 5.21 shows the learner’s scores as to the 
level to which the participants perceive imperative clauses as questions. The data 
presented in Figure 5.21 shows that the low-level learners perceive imperative 
clauses as questions to a significantly higher level than the native control group. A 
possible explanation for this can be an overgeneralization of the rule that a finite 
verb in initial position is an interrogative marker. The salient position of the verb 
seems to be a strong indicator for the learners in a similar way as initial Wh words. 
On the contrary, the lack of subject (and consequently lack of possibility of 
subject-verb inversion) in imperatives does not completely restrain the learners to 
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perceive verb-initial clauses as questions, nor does the IMPERATIVE verb form 
that deviates from the PRESENT or PRETERITE required in Yes/No questions. 
The verb placement seems to outperform other cues for non-questions in the cases 
where the imperative clauses are interpreted as questions. 

Until this stage the data from the receptive skills task have shown that prosody 
has a minor importance – if any – in its role as a cue for the participants to 
perceive utterances as questions. As can be seen in Figure 5.21, the low-level 
learners interpreted the imperative clauses with prosodic emphasis as questions to 
a higher degree than those without prosodic emphasis. This tendency is not refuted 
by the performances of two higher learner categories. A possible interpretation of 
this result might be that imperative clauses cause uncertainty in the learners 
(particularly at a low level). When the learners have such a low level of 
proficiency that the lexico-grammatical structure does not give them a clue 
whether the utterance is a question or not, they rely on prosodic features in order 
to comprehend what kind of utterance they hear. 

 
5.5.8 Exclamations 
 

A hypothesis has been suggested above that the learners perceive an utterance as a 
question more easily if the interrogative cue is an initial lexical element than if it is 
expressed through subject-verb word order. In order to investigate this assumption 
further, the learners’ tendency to interpret non-questions with initial “Wh words”, 
i.e., exclamations like Vilken god kaka du har bakat! [RS: 45; ‘What a good cake 
you have baked!’] as questions is displayed in Figure 5.22. All stimuli sentences 
accounted for in the figure have initial “Wh words” and canonical subject-verb 
word order. First, it has to be mentioned that the number of exclamations as 
stimuli in the receptive skills task is rather limited. There were four exclamations 
in the test battery, of which one half were pronounced with final focal accent and 
the other half were not. Despite the limited number of instances a clear trend can 
be read out from Figure 5.22: exclamations containing an initial Wh word are 
perceived as questions to a significantly higher extent by the low-level learners (a 
majority of the responses; 58.70%) than by the native controls (no response at all). 
This provides further support to the hypothesis that a lexical instrument in the 
form of an initial Wh word sends the learners strong signals that they hear a 
question.  

Figure 5.22 also indicates big differences between, on the one hand, the 
responses to exclamations with final focal accent and, on the other hand, those 
without. Surprisingly enough, the results are completely contrary to the responses 
to all the other sentence types as stimuli. The exclamations without final focal 
accent were perceived as questions to a higher degree than those with such 
prosodic emphasis. These differences are significant for the low-level learners, and 
the pattern seems to hold as a trend also for the two higher levels of proficiency. 
Such inconsistencies require an explanation. With a closer look at the exclama-
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Figure 5.22. Receptive skills: the participants’ rates of perceiving all exclamations 
as questions. Significances: *** Focal accent vs. No focal accent (Low), *** Low 
vs. Control. (At the Scheffé post-hoc test, which is used in this study, the difference 
between the intermediate learners and the control group was not significant. Using 
instead the Fischer LSD post-hoc test gives a significant (*) difference between the 
two values.) 
 

tions that served as stimuli one can notice that the items that did not have final 
focal accent but were considered as questions to a higher degree were these: 
 

5.97 Vilka stora fötter du  har! (item no 36; no prosodic emphasis) 
what    big     feet      you have 
‘You have such big feet!’ 

 
5.98 Vilken god  kaka du  har  bakat! (item no 45; no prosodic emphasis) 

what      good cake   you have baked 
‘What a good cake you have made!’ 

 
The exclamations pronounced with prosodic emphasis are as follows: 
 

5.99 Vad mycket du  har  skrivit! (item no 3; prosodic emphasis) 
what much      you have written 
‘What a lot you have written!’ 

 
5.100 Vad mycket folk   det är här! (item no 20; prosodic emphasis) 

what much     people it     is  here 
‘So many people there are here!’ 
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Both exclamations without prosodic emphasis start with vilken/vilka, whereas the 
two stimuli with final focal accent both start with vad. As a matter of fact, this 
case of inconsistent data is an issue of validity. If the hypothesis that the strongest 
cue for a question is an initial Wh word and accentuated intonation a far much 
weaker, the conflicting results in the case of exclamations actually provide further 
evidence to this hypothesis. However, this claim involves an assumption that there 
is also a difference in degree between various Wh words and that the learners (at 
least those with a low level of Swedish proficiency) would perceive vilken/vilket/ 
vilka as stronger a cue for a question than vad. This issue cannot be further investi-
gated within the scope of the present study. 

 
5.5.9 Summary 
 

The aim of the experimental task called “Receptive skills task” was to examine the 
extent to which the L2 learners identified different grammatical Swedish 
utterances as questions or not. Both Yes/No and Wh questions, as well as different 
types of non-questions, were part of the material. Various linguistic means used to 
form questions – such as subject-verb word order, clause-initial finite verb, 
emphasised prosody, and Wh words – were employed as variables in the experi-
ment.  

The data from this elicitation method showed that a majority of the clauses were 
perceived as what they were, namely questions as questions, and other clause 
types as non-questions. Nevertheless, the results from the receptive skills task also 
give strong indications that among the mentioned means to form questions in 
various languages there are differences as to their effect on whether the learners 
interpret the utterances as questions or not. For instance, subject-verb word order 
and final focal accent did not seem to have any significant effect on the learners’ 
tendency to perceive the utterances as questions. In contrast, the presence of initial 
Wh words turned out to increase the learners’ tendency to distinguish questions – 
even in utterances where the Wh word was not interrogative, and, consequently, 
where the utterances were not questions. Likewise, initial finite verbs had such an 
effect, even though initial Wh words proved by far to be the cue that has the 
strongest effect, on the learners’ ability to interpret utterances as questions. 
 
5.6 Conclusion 
 

In the present chapter, the results from the various tasks have been presented and 
to some extent analysed. Numerous more or less disparate results have emerged 
throughout the chapter, and a number of issues of theoretical character can be 
raised on the basis of several of these results. In the following chapter the greater 
part of these results will be considered from primarily the theoretical perspectives 
that are in focus in the present thesis, but the discussion will also touch upon some 
practical implications of the results. 
 
 

 



 

 



 

 
 
 
 
 

Chapter Six 
 

Discussion 
 
 

 
 
The results presented in Chapter 5 allow scope for theoretical discussions from 
various perspectives. In this chapter the most important results regarding 
grammatical development in the L2 will be considered in the light of the findings 
in the different parts of this thesis. The results will be further discussed from 
different theoretical points of view.  
 
6.1 The structures in focus 
 

6.1.1 Main structural categories 
 

In the study, the learners’ use of verb morphology, direct questions and subordi-
nate questions was examined. Processability Theory (Pienemann 1998) predicts a 
sequence where verb morphology is acquired at stages 2 and 3 of the processabil-
ity hierarchy, word order in direct questions at stages 3 and 4. The ability to keep 
direct and subordinate questions apart – and thereby control the word order differ-
ences that exist in these two clause types – is expected to be attained at the last 
stage of the hierarchy, stage 5.  

One of the most obvious results in the present study is that the control of word 
order in subordinate questions occurs at a very late stage in the grammatical 
development, corresponding to stage 5 in the processability hierarchy. The 
implicational scales (Table 5.47 and 5.48) clearly show that there is an implica-
tional relation: control of verb morphology and word order in direct questions is a 
condition for acquisition of word order in subordinate questions. This result, 
which supports Processability Theory, holds for both written production and 
grammaticality judgement. 

The relationship between verb morphology and direct questions turned out to be 
not as clear-cut as was the case between these two structures and subordinate 
questions. The data from the grammaticality judgement task indicated differences 
between verb morphology and direct questions as to how ungrammatical structures 
were identified as non-target-like. The internal order between the two structures 
varied, depending on the criterion level. This is shown clearly in Table 5.48 and 
illustrated in Figure 5.4. The written task showed a slight advantage for word 
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order in direct questions. From the perspective of Processability Theory, the 
proximity between the two main structural categories in terms of score levels and 
their ambiguous internal relationship concerning acquisition order may be 
explained – at least partially – by the fact that there is a certain overlap as to the 
stages where the structures are situated in the processability hierarchy. Compound 
verb structures are acquired at stage 3 as they require the intra-phrasal exchange of 
grammatical information. According to PT Wh fronting also emerges at stage 3. 
Subject-verb inversion occurs at stage 4, but a significant observation is that 
subject-verb inversion appears earlier in direct questions than in declarative 
clauses with a fronted element other than an interrogative word (Pienemann 1998). 
This means that the emergence of subject-verb inversion occurs early at stage 4, 
which is close in time to stage 3. Variation in acquisition rate after the emergence 
of the two structures can explain the intertwined developmental relations of verb 
morphology and direct questions. Consequently, although the results were not 
entirely identical to the acquisition order predicted on the basis of Processability 
Theory, the findings did not challenge the claims of the theory, and, in one part, 
the data strongly confirmed the latter part of the suggested acquisition order which 
claims that the control of word order in subordinate questions occurs only when 
verb morphology and word order in direct questions have been acquired. 

Unlike Processability Theory, the theoretical framework of linguistic typology 
and universals does not explicitly provide predictions about an internal order of 
acquisition of the three main structural categories of verb morphology, direct and 
subordinate questions. However, as Cristofaro (2005) points out, subordination is 
a matter of dependency. A subordinated clause is dependent of a superordinate 
entity, which in traditional grammar is either a main clause or another subordinate 
clause. On the top of the subordination hierarchy there must be a main clause. 
Accordingly, the existence of subordinate clauses implies the existence of main 
clauses, but not vice versa. This means that there has to be an implicational 
relationship between the two clause types. If these conditions are reflected in L2 
acquisition they are supported by the results of this study. 

 
6.1.2 Verb morphology 
 

The data on verb structures were provided by the written and grammaticality 
judgement tasks. The written data indicated an implicational relationship: the 
control of target-like simple finite forms (i.e. PRESENT and PRETERITE) is 
required to use grammatical compound verb structures (AUX + INFINITIVE and 
PERFECT & PLUPERFECT) correctly. The scope of Processability Theory 
(Pienemann 1998) includes this aspect of use of verb morphology, since control of 
simple finite verb forms comes about at stage 2 of the processability hierarchy, 
whereas systematic grammatical use of compound verb forms occurs only at the 
following stage. The use of simple finite verb forms at an earlier stage than the 
compound verb structures therefore gives support to Processability Theory. Within 
the typological framework no explicit predictions cover these structures. 
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The relationship between the two compound verb structures is less clear in the 
written data, even though grammatical use of PERFECT & PLUPERFECT seems 
to imply an established control of AUX + INFINITIVE. This has no theoretical 
implication within the scope of the present study since none of the theories in 
focus (MDH and PT) provide any predictions as to the order in which the two 
compound verb structures are acquired. 

The written data also showed that a number of mainly low-level learners used 
the same tense on the main verb as on the modal auxiliary, instead of using the 
INFINITIVE form. These learners are at such an early stage of their L2 develop-
ment that exchange of grammatical information is beyond their abilities. A learner 
at stage 2 of the processability hierarchy manages to use inflected forms of 
isolated words. So the second verb to be used in a compound verb structure (where 
the auxiliary is supplied in the clause) takes the tense that reflects the temporal 
aspect in the context. Such an explanation of the use of PRESENT and 
PRETERITE is within the scope of Processability Theory, as well as related to an 
assumption that functional-pragmatic principles apply when choices of verb forms 
are made. 

In contexts with temporal auxiliaries (i.e., har and hade) the use of the same 
tense on the main verb as that of the auxiliary is pretty consistent in only contexts 
where the temporal auxiliary is in the PRETERITE (i.e., hade). When the auxiliary 
is har (i.e., in PRESENT) there is no clear dominance for any particular of the two 
tenses (PRESENT or PRETERITE) on the main verb. This strengthens the 
assumption that functional-pragmatic principles operate when the processing 
capacities are limited to isolated words. 

The results from the grammaticality judgement task did not provide any clear 
trend. It is, nonetheless, worth noting that the significantly higher degree of 
grammatical use of simple finite forms in the written production was not reflected 
in the learners’ ability to detect ungrammatical simple non-finite forms. This will 
be discussed in the section where the issue of what impact of different elicitation 
techniques may have on the results will be discussed. 
 
6.1.3 Direct questions 
 

Direct questions were elicited through three different elicitation methods: oral and 
written production, and grammaticality judgement. The data from the oral as well 
as written production showed one obvious result: WhX fronting was used without 
exception by all L2 learners. The two other substructures (subject-verb inversion 
in direct WhX and Yes/No questions) showed lower accuracy levels. Thus there is 
an implicational relationship: the use of subject-verb inversion in direct questions 
requires control of WhX fronting in direct questions. This is entirely in accordance 
with what is postulated within the framework of typological markedness (Eckman, 
Moravcsik & Wirth 1989), as well as from a processability perspective 
(Pienemann 1998).  
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Predictions about the relationship between direct WhX and Yes/No questions 
regarding at what point in the grammatical development subject-verb inversion is 
acquired are suggested within the framework of typological markedness (Eckman 
et al. 1989), whereas the scope of Processability Theory (Pienemann 1998) does 
not include such predictions. The prediction proposed by Eckman et al. indicates 
an implicational order where subject-verb inversion occurs at an earlier stage in 
direct WhX questions than in Yes/No questions. The data from the oral task give 
support to the order suggested by Eckman et al. at the two higher criteria for 
acquisition, and at the lowest criterion level the suggestion was not disproved. 

The written production of direct questions gave extremely high accuracy levels, 
and a ceiling effect was attained in many of the cases. The quantitative analysis as 
well as the implicational scales clearly showed that WhX fronting was massively 
used at the earliest stage, whereas subject-verb inversion showed lower accuracy 
levels for learner groups who did not “hit the ceiling”. With regard to the predic-
tions for when subject-verb inversion occurs in direct WhX and Yes/No questions, 
the results from the written production neither supported nor disproved the predic-
tions suggested by Eckman et al. (1989). 

The results from the grammaticality judgement task were different from what 
was provided by the two productive tasks. From the quantitative analysis no 
particular trends could be established. The implicational scales displaying the 
scores from the grammaticality judgement task indicate a trend essentially 
opposite to what was shown by the oral and written data: while WhX fronting was 
consistently used in oral and written production, identification of non-fronting of 
the WhX word in direct WhX questions as ungrammatical implied detection of 
ungrammatical canonical subject-verb word order in direct WhX and Yes/No 
questions.  

The structure that presents the most noticeably disparate results is thus WhX 
fronting. An explanation for this divergence is not evident. From a functional-
linguistic perspective, some differences between the three substructures can be 
noted: subject-verb inversion is the only morpho-syntactic indication in a Yes/No 
question that it is a question. In V2 languages, such as Swedish, subject-verb 
inversion in WhX questions is a syntactic consequence of WhX fronting, and these 
two structures do not convey much information. In WhX questions it is rather the 
WhX word and its semantic content than its placement that is the strongest 
indicator of interrogation. This leads to the assumption that the communicative 
value is not a factor that can explain these disparities. 

A probable explanation of the apparently opposing role of WhX fronting in the 
results from the grammaticality judgement task vs. the productive data might be 
found in the learning context. This, of course, is something that could be discussed 
within the wider scope of how we approach this from a pedagogical perspective. 
Differentiation in the teachers’ pedagogical approaches to different structures 
might cause variation in L2 learners’ way of dealing with the structures. In the L2 
Swedish classroom, explicit instruction in WhX fronting generally does not occur, 
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which is reflected in the teaching material. WhX fronted structures instead just 
appear in oral and written input. On the other hand, subject-verb inversion in 
direct WhX and Yes/No questions normally is explicitly taught and contrasted 
with clause types with canonical subject-verb word order. If a structure has not 
been explicitly taught and the learners’ attention has not been drawn to what is 
ungrammatical, it might be harder for the learner to detect such ungrammaticali-
ties. In production, on the other hand, the grammatical structure is used, as a 
consequence of a massive input of the grammatical, WhX fronted structure. 

The deviating result from the grammaticality judgement task will be further 
treated – at a more general level – later in this chapter, in the section where the 
impact of different data types will be discussed (Section 6.4). 

 
6.1.4 Subordinate questions 
 

In the written task the scores for subordinate questions reveal that the production 
of the low-level subjects shows a pattern different from the scores of the two 
higher level groups. The learners at a low level of proficiency perform at first 
glance better in subordinate WhX questions than in subordinate Yes/No questions. 
The proportions are the opposite for the groups at intermediate and high levels, 
except the high-level Persian group, which shows a similar pattern as the low-level 
groups. What makes the low-level learners produce seemingly target-like subordi-
nate WhX questions with less difficulty proportionately to subordinate Yes/No 
questions, while subjects at higher levels produce the former with more difficulty? 
One explanation might be that the acquisition of subordinate WhX questions starts 
at an earlier stage than subordinate Yes/No questions, but once the code of the 
latter is cracked, the level of mastery rises abruptly, whereas the acquisition curve 
of subordinate WhX questions rises less sharply.  

A more plausible explanation, however, originates with the assumption that the 
low-level subjects do not produce a structure that is properly target-like, but a 
structure that to all appearance coincides with a target-like word order of a subor-
dinate WhX question. Subordinate WhX questions differ from their direct 
counterparts solely by the cancellation of the subject-verb inversion of the direct 
question. Embedding a Yes/No question entails not only such cancellation but also 
insertion of a subordinator (in most cases om ‘if’). A learner with low-level 
Swedish proficiency who does not produce subject-verb inversion in a direct 
question would as a matter of course not produce such an order in subordinate 
questions either. In other words: the low-level learners do not cancel subject-verb 
inversion; instead, they more or less maintain the canonical subject-verb word 
order, as they do not master subject-verb inversion very well or at all. Hence, low-
level learners who fail to use subject-verb inversion in direct questions, automati-
cally use canonical subject-verb word order in subordinate questions, and, 
actually, produce an illusory target-like subordinate question by their incapacity 
both to produce subject-verb inversion, and to process subordinate clauses. With a 
subordinate Yes/No question, such a “false target-likeness” does not occur in the 
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low-proficient groups, since a subordinate Yes/No question not only requires the 
“cancel subject-verb inversion” but also the insertion of the required subordinator, 
the latter being a sign of a subordination procedure that works. 

Thus, L2 learners may produce a seemingly target-like advanced structure 
because the target structure coincides in form with an earlier stage in their 
language development, and not because the structure is acquired. Hyltenstam 
(1977, 1978b) found an analogous phenomenon in his study on the placement of 
negation in the written interlanguage by L2 learners of Swedish. The learners, 
irrespective of L1, turned out to manage target-like placement of negation at an 
earlier stage in subordinate than in main clauses. In native Swedish, the negation 
inevitably comes after the finite verb in main clauses, in contrast to subordinate 
clauses, where it as a rule precedes the finite verb. Anyway, according to a 
suggested acquisitional sequence of negation placement in English (e.g. Cancino, 
Rosansky & Schumann 1978) and Swedish (Hyltenstam 1977), preverbal 
placement of negations in main clauses is characteristic of an early stage, while 
placement after the finite verb comes at a later stage. At an early developmental 
stage in L2 Swedish, where the negation placement in main clauses is preverbal 
(and therefore deviant from native Swedish), and the subordination procedure is 
not yet acquired (i.e., the learner does not make any difference in word order 
between main and subordinate clauses), negative subordinate clauses get the same 
negation placement as the main clause, and are consequently identical to the target 
structure. Nevertheless, this target-likeness is illusory, as it is an effect of over-
generalisation of an ungrammatical structure. At a later stage, concurrently with 
the acquisition of post verbal negation placement in main clauses, the rate of 
apparent accuracy concerning negation placement in subordinate clauses 
decreases, since the subordination procedure is still not mastered. 

The considerably higher scores for subordinate Yes/No than for WhX questions 
in the written task by the learners with an intermediate level of proficiency denote, 
firstly, some capacity to process the subordination procedure, and, secondly, less 
problem to produce subordinate Yes/No than WhX questions. 

The qualitative data provide support for the hypothesised first stage where 
learners at a low level of proficiency produce subordinate WhX questions with a 
word order that seems to be target-like. This impression of grammaticality, 
nevertheless, appears at the surface level and is not a consequence of control of 
word order in subordinate WhX questions but rather due to the fact that these 
learners do not have complete control of neither subject-verb inversion in direct 
WhX questions nor the distinction between direct and subordinate questions. 

With the phenomenon of a U-shaped curve of target-likeness for word order in 
subordinate WhX questions taken into consideration, the fact that grammatical 
word order appears earlier in embedded Yes/No than in WhX questions can be 
established. The subordination procedure of interrogative clauses starts at an early 
stage of the L2 development of Swedish, since the use of a subordinator emerges 
early. However, the development of word order in subordinate questions is a long 
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and slow process and is not completely achieved even at quite high levels of profi-
ciency. 

The kind of subordinate questions that seem to be most difficult to acquire and 
thus result in the least increasing developmental curve are the WhS questions. The 
subject marker som is compulsory in Swedish embedded WhS questions having 
the sole function to be the one and only signal for subordination. A plausible 
explanation for the fact that WhS are acquired at such a late stage is that the 
subject marker som is void of lexical content and has no equivalent in many 
languages, including Iraqi Arabic, Persian and Somali.  

Subordinate questions are the only main structural category where the data from 
the grammaticality judgement task are conclusive and indicates a similar trend as 
those from the written task. The only difference between the two data types 
regarding subordinate questions is that the U-shaped curve for target-likeness in 
subordinate WhX questions observed in low-level learners in the data from the 
written task is not reflected in the grammatical judgement data. The relatively high 
levels of target-like word order due to inability to produce subject-verb word order 
and not a consequence of an application of the CANCEL INVERSION operation 
in the subordination procedure are thus not reflected in the grammaticality 
judgement task. This is logical; the stimulus sentences reflecting the structure are 
grammatical. Like all grammatical stimulus sentences, subordinate WhX questions 
with canonical subject-verb word order were massively accepted as grammatical – 
irrespective of the learners’ level of Swedish proficiency. 
 
6.2 L1 influence 
 

The question about possible influence from the learners’ L1s on structures in the 
interlanguage is not a main issue in the present work. Nevertheless, a couple of 
observations that may be L1-related were made in the analysis. For example, the 
Somali-speaking learners’ rates for verb morphology turned out to be lower than 
those of the Iraqi Arabic and Persian participants. This gives a pattern for the 
Somali participants different from the other two L1 groups since they manage verb 
morphology less well than word order in direct questions whereas the Iraqi Arabic 
and Persian participants do not show any significant difference between the two 
structures. It may be argued that such a discrepancy specific for a particular L1 
group should be attributed to cross-linguistic factors. However, no features among 
the Somali verb structures can supply such an explanation. 

The intermediate and high-level Persian-speaking participants – who generally 
demonstrated higher degrees of target-likeness concerning verb morphology and 
word order in direct questions – showed a significantly poorer achievement 
regarding subordinate questions than their Iraqi Arabic and Somali peers. A 
reasonable assumption would be that failure to accomplish the subordinate process 
would be highly represented among L2 learners whose L1 makes no or little 
distinction between word order in main and subordinate clauses. The distinction, 
nonetheless, between Persian main and subordinate clauses is at least as strong as 
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how this distinction is manifested in Swedish. Both languages have somewhat 
more rigid word order in subordinate clauses than in main clauses. In Iraqi Arabic 
the difference between main and subordinate questions is less distinct, and in 
Somali the relation is opposite to Swedish and Persian as to how rigid/free the 
word order is in the two clause types. Thus, it is unclear whether the remarkable 
results for subordinate questions by the Persian-speaking learners are due to 
language-specific or to other factors.  

These two cases where L1 groups show results different from the performances 
of the other L1 groups cannot be explained straight out as due to cross-linguistic 
dissimilarity between the different L1s of the L2 learners in the study. To assess 
whether the discrepancies are systematic and not an effect of accidental circum-
stances, however, would require further research, focussing more specifically on 
the structures in question.  
 
6.3 Receptive skills 
 

In the field of second language acquisition various aspects of language production 
have dominated the discipline for a long time. L2 speakers’ perception of 
language has taken up less place, even though aspects on perception of the L2, 
such as input (e.g. Krashen 1981, 1985, 1989, Long 1995 and Swain 1985 – just to 
mention a few examples) as well as attention to different aspects of language (e.g. 
Long 1996, Gass 1997, Schmidt 1990), have definitely been ascribed importance 
to the development of a second language. The focus of the “Receptive skills task” 
was on what kind of cues made the learners perceive an utterance as a question. 
The results revealed that the learners at a low level of proficiency showed signifi-
cant variation from the patterns of the native speakers as to how they gave 
responded to the different types of stimuli utterances. It turned out that the initial 
word of an utterance had a crucial role for how the sentence was perceived. 
Utterances with initial Wh words or verbs were perceived as questions to a higher 
degree by the low-level learners, even in cases when such utterances were not 
questions. Of the word categories in initial position, Wh words turned out to be 
stronger than verbs as cues for questions for the low-level learners. Wh words are 
lexical means to form questions and thereby more explicit than syntactical or 
prosodic means. The initial position makes the Wh word salient, which increases 
the low-level learners’ tendency to interpret the utterance as interrogative. The 
results show that the processing capacities of the learners concerned – at the 
lowest level of proficiency – are so limited that they cannot process more than one 
word (or at the most a couple of words but never over phrase boundaries) at the 
time, which makes them unable to notice word order variation, and consequently 
differences between distinct sentence types are not perceived. The data from the 
receptive task indicate that processability levels proposed for oral production in 
Processability Theory (Pienemann 1998) seem to be relevant not only for produc-
tion but also for aural perception – at least when it comes to the lowest process-
ability level.  

 



Discussion 185

6.4 Different elicitation techniques 
 

The elicitation methods compared in the present study were oral production, 
written production and grammaticality judgement. The former one was employed 
to elicit direct questions, whereas the two latter ones were used for all structures in 
focus (verb morphology, direct questions and embedded questions). As mentioned 
earlier in this chapter, the two techniques involving language production (the oral 
and written tasks) demonstrated a similar pattern regarding the development of 
word order in direct questions. In spite of the fact that the written task generally 
resulted in distinctly higher accuracy levels than the oral task, the two data types 
exhibit the same trend for direct questions. Both the oral and the written data 
consistently showed a one-hundred-percent application of the WhX fronting rule. 
The rates for subject-verb inversion in direct questions were generally lower, even 
though a ceiling effect was observed for the learners at a high level of proficiency 
(and some at the intermediate level). This relationship between WhX fronting and 
subject-verb inversion in direct questions found in both oral and written produc-
tion is in accord with the predictions of both theories used as a basis for the 
analyses of the data. The data from the grammaticality judgement of ungrammati-
cal direct questions provide a less coherent picture. Even so, one trend can be 
noted, which conflicts with the two productive data types as well as with the 
predictions of the two theories in focus: non-fronting of the Wh word in direct 
WhX questions is judged ungrammatical to a significantly lower degree than 
direct WhX and Yes/No questions without subject-verb inversion. 

With regard to the other structures in focus, the data from the grammaticality 
judgement task are in general less uniform than the results from the written 
production. This is in particular the case of the main structural categories and the 
substructures of verb morphology, whereas the two data types correspond better 
regarding subordinate questions. The grammaticality judgement scores for verb 
morphology conflict with the results from the written production. Unlike the 
written data, the results from the grammaticality judgement task do not support the 
prediction of Processability Theory claiming that systematic use of simple finite 
verb forms would be acquired at an earlier stage than control of compound verb 
structures. 

The data from both the written production task and the grammaticality 
judgement  task gave evidence for the prediction that acquisition of grammatical 
subordinate questions occurs at a later stage than control of verb morphology and 
direct questions. Apart from this, the results from the grammaticality judgement 
do not provide any support to the predictions. With this sole exception, an 
exclusive use of a grammaticality judgement task in this study would, in fact, most 
likely have resulted in a rejection of all the predictions of the two theories used as 
a basis for the analyses. The anomalous character of the grammaticality judgement 
data in comparison with oral and written production gives rise to the question of 
what kind of cognitive operation grammaticality judgement actually is, compared 
with oral and written production.  
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The use of grammaticality judgement as an elicitation method has been debated 
in linguistics; Sorace (1996) discusses the technique with particular reference to 
SLA research. Grammaticality judgement (or acceptability judgement, which is 
the term Sorace uses) is about measuring linguistic intuition. Sorace takes up the 
issue of the relationship between non-native competence and linguistic intuition 
(and by that grammaticality judgement). She states that there is a strong correla-
tion between linguistic performance and grammaticality judgement in native 
speakers of a language. In this respect, the nature of the language of non-native 
speakers is not automatically identical with that of native speakers. Sorace raises 
the question of “whether it is appropriate to treat native and nonnative compe-
tences as identical objects of investigation” (1996:385). Her answer is no; factors 
such as what kind of norm and what requirements of correctness different kinds of 
language user have may vary depending on whether the language user is native or 
not, as well as on the L2 proficiency level of a non-native speaker. Furthermore, 
the same content may be expressed grammatically in various ways, creating 
indecisiveness in the learners’ linguistic intuitions about what is acceptable. 
According to Sorace, the degree of indecisiveness changes over time in the L2 
development. Increase of the L2 competence leads, on one hand, to better 
knowledge of the target grammar and, consequently, better decisiveness about 
language structures. On the other hand, increasing awareness of the coexistence of 
more than one grammatical option may contribute to a larger basis for indetermi-
nacy. 

Needless to say, grammaticality judgement involves different kinds of cognitive 
operations than production of natural language. Grammaticality judgement evokes 
and requires a higher degree of meta-linguistic awareness than language 
production, particularly spontaneous oral production. 

The peculiar nature of grammaticality judgement as an elicitation technique 
compared with natural language production is undeniable. One could argue that 
the distinctive character of grammaticality judgement tests and the deviating 
results they yield disqualify the elicitation technique as a reliable instrument. 
However, dismissing grammaticality judgement and regarding the method as 
inadequate in SLA research would be a hasty conclusion. The differences in 
results depending on what elicitation method has been used indicate an asymmet-
ric relationship between linguistic intuition, declarative linguistic knowledge and 
language performance. Research with a goal to examine L2 learners’ declarative 
knowledge and/or intuition about the TL, the choice of grammaticality judgement 
as an elicitation method is motivated. On the other hand, if the aim is to investi-
gate the learners’ language use from for example a language processing perspec-
tive, grammaticality judgement would be an inappropriate choice. In such studies, 
elicitation methods concentrating on the learners’ production and/or perception of 
the target language would be more adequate. 

Processability Theory (Pienemann 1998) has Levelt’s (1989) Speech Produc-
tion Model as one of the theoretical bases, and it therefore concerns “spontaneous 
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production of interlanguage (IL) speech” (Pienemann 1998:xv). This does not 
eliminate the possibilities to analyse other types of data (such as written produc-
tion, receptive skills and grammaticality judgement) on the basis of the predictions 
of PT. In the present work, not only did the oral data give support to PT; the tasks 
of written production and receptive skills were also largely in accord with the 
processability hierarchy. The data from the grammaticality judgement task, 
however, did not support the predictions of PT. This does not disprove the claims 
of PT since PT does not claim to deal with such types of data. 

The notion of markedness in the Markedness Differential Hypothesis (Eckman 
1977) refers to language structures and their inherent complexity in relation to 
other structures. The theoretical framework where the MDH belongs does not 
explicitly focus on particular kinds of linguistic skills, such as oral or written 
production, language perception, language intuition, or meta-linguistic awareness. 
For the structures in focus in the present study, only one set of acquisitional 
sequence was predicted within the scope of the MDH (Eckman et al. 1989). The 
predicted order was partially supported by the oral and written data, whereas the 
grammaticality judgement data did not support the prediction at all. This leads to 
assume that markedness has not so much to do with language intuition and 
declarative knowledge of a language as with the use of the structures in question.  

 
6.5 Typological Markedness vs. Processability 
 

The two theoretical approaches to L2 grammatical development used as bases for 
the analysis of the data in this study, the Markedness Differential Hypothesis 
(Eckman 1977) and Processability Theory (Pienemann 1998), are not in conflict 
concerning the predictions about acquisitional sequences for the structures in 
focus. The predictions based on the two theories were generally supported; only 
the predicted relationships between subject-verb inversion in direct WhX and 
Yes/No questions (MDH) and between verb morphology and direct questions (PT) 
remain unclear. Accordingly, there is no empirical disagreement between the two 
theories regarding the investigated structures.  

However, there are fundamental differences between the two theories regarding 
the scope of the predictions. The MDH can be applied to linguistic levels that are 
not included in the scope of PT (e.g. phonology and pragmatics). Particular 
predictions of the MDH nonetheless just manage to cover closely related 
structures at the same linguistic level, such as for example the suggested acquisi-
tional sequence for direct questions (Eckman et al. 1989), which is limited to a 
specific sentence type at the syntactic level. The wide range of grammatical 
phenomena embraced in the processability hierarchy makes it possible to supply 
predictions within PT for disparate structures extending over more than one 
linguistic level. For example, the prediction for the main structural categories 
includes structures at two linguistic levels: morphology (verbs) and syntax (direct 
and embedded questions). 
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Besides the issue of differences in scope of the theories, the explanatory power 
of the theories needs to be considered. From an acquisitonal point of view the 
meaning of the notion of markedness is that a marked structure is more difficult to 
acquire than an unmarked one. As previously stated there is a risk of a circular 
reasoning: a structure is difficult to acquire because it is marked, and it is marked 
because it is difficult to acquire. Hyltenstam (1987) claims that it is possible to 
avoid such a line of argument if markedness is defined at a typological level. A 
typological definition of the notion of markedness is based on the frequency of the 
structures among the languages of the world. A structure frequent in the languages 
of the world is less marked than a structure that is less frequent. Eckman as well 
argues that the typological approach has a good explanatory capacity (Eckman 
2004b). Although the phenomenon of language acquisition is not explicitly 
involved in a typological definition of markedness it, nevertheless, cannot be 
neglected. A claim that a particular structure is marked because it is uncommon 
among the languages of the world still leaves the question why this structure is 
uncommon and therefore marked. Is it because it is difficult to use – and by that 
difficult to acquire – that it is uncommon in the universal perspective? If so, the 
circular reasoning has not been abandoned, but just widened to concern language 
users and learners at a universal level. The typological framework does not 
provide an explanation as to why a structure is more infrequent – and thereby more 
marked and consequently more complex – than another. Nevertheless, the 
typological framework should not be discredited for circular explanations only. 
Implicational relationships between language structures established by typological 
research are not marred by this circularity. The fact that a structure is dependent 
on the existence of another structure nay provide some explanation to why it is 
more difficult to acquire than the structure it depends on. 

Unlike the concept of typological markedness, the notion of processbility 
provides explanations to the development of the grammar in the L2 from a 
psycholinguistic point of view. At an initial stage of the L2 development the 
processing capacities are minimal, which limits the learner to use structures that 
do not demand much processing capacities. L2 development involves a gradual 
increase of the learner’s processing capacities. At a morpho-syntactical level the 
two theories may constitute two sides of the same coin. In part, the concepts of 
markedness and processability have a complementary relationship in their 
approaches to L2 development of morphology and syntax. The two theories run 
parallel to each other, sometimes suggesting the same predictions about some 
particular structures at linguistic levels where there is an overlap of the scope of 
the two theories; albeit without being theoretically connected with each other. For 
the sake of argument, an attempt to find a logical connection between the two 
theories at the morpho-syntactical level might result in a statement like this: “A 
marked morphological or syntactic structure is a structure that demands a high 
processing capacity, and vice versa”. Joining two theories from different frame-
works and traditions is, however, not feasible, or advisable, on the basis of the 
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results in this study. Extensive research is needed to see whether there is a 
correspondence or not between various degrees of markedness and various 
processability levels for a number of different grammatical structures at the 
morpho-syntactical level in the second language of learners of different target 
languages. 
 
6.6 Pedagogical implications 
 

The results demonstrated implicational developmental sequences for a majority of 
the investigated structures. From a pedagogical perspective, such findings about 
specific acquisitional sequences first and foremost suggest that the second-
language teacher is aware of the nature of such implicational relationships 
between structures. The curricula of second-language instruction need to take such 
phenomena into consideration by putting emphasis on structures that are learnable 
at a particular stage. 

Moreover, a U-shaped curve was observed in the development of the target-
likeness of subordinate WhX questions. The first peak on the curve is most likely 
due to the fact that learners at a low level of proficiency do not have enough 
processing capacities to produce grammatical direct questions. Instead the word 
order produced coincides with the accurate word order in subordinate WhX 
questions without the learners having control of subordination. A teacher not being 
aware of the phenomenon will be deceived by the observation that a student – who 
earlier produced correct word order in such subordinate questions – starts making 
errors in her/his attempts to produce the structure. With the knowledge of such 
phenomena in L2 acquisition – both in general and specific structures – the 
second-language teacher will be assured that such an increase in errors is a natural 
part of language acquisition.  

 
6.7 Implications for future research 
 

In the present dissertation findings at different levels raise some issues that need 
further investigation.  

The issue of variation between the different L1 groups – and consequently 
possible influence of the L1 on the grammatical development in the L2 – remains 
somewhat unclear. The three L1 groups generally demonstrated similar trends 
apart from in a few cases: the Persian-speaking participants exhibited a notably 
lower degree of accuracy in subordinate questions than the other two L1 groups; in 
spite of the fact that the trend was the opposite for verb morphology and direct 
questions. The Somali-speaking participants showed considerably lower scores for 
verb morphology than the other two L1 groups, and were the only L1 group 
having substantially lower accuracy levels for verb morphology than for direct 
questions. Whether these irregularities are related to L1 influences at one or 
another level or to other factors cannot be ascertained on the basis of the data of 
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the present study, but would need to be examined with other participants 
representing the same L1s.  

Another L1-related issue was brought up in the qualitative analysis. Some of the 
speakers of Iraqi Arabic at the lowest level of proficiency had better control of 
subject-verb inversion in direct Yes/No questions with copula and auxiliary verbs 
whereas the Persian and Somali participants at this very low proficiency level 
exhibited an opposite pattern, managing better to produce subject-verb inversion 
in Yes/No questions with content verbs. To investigate whether these differences 
are individual or associated with differences in the grammars of the separate L1s, 
one would need a larger population of early beginners of Swedish having Iraqi 
Arabic, Persian, Somali and possibly a few more languages as their L1s. In case 
L1-related differences would be verified, a generative perspective (which is not 
included in the present study) might help to explain such differences in the early 
L2 grammar. 

One aim of the study was to investigate whether different elicitation techniques 
may affect the results and if they thereby provide different bases for theoretical 
conclusions. The data showed that grammaticality judgement distinguished itself 
by substantiating in only one exceptional case the two theories used as framework 
for the analyses, while the oral and written tasks provided data that essentially 
supported the predictions of the theories. More research on various language 
structures elicited from the same L2 learners needs to be carried out, elicited 
through different techniques is needed to supply further knowledge about the issue 
of different data types in SLA research. The research field would be favoured by a 
widening of the issue of elicitation techniques to a larger number of theoretical 
frameworks within the SLA research field.  

With the exception of the data from the grammaticality judgement task, the data 
on verb morphology and interrogative clauses on the whole provided support for 
Processability Theory and the Markedness Differential Hypothesis. Neither the 
predictions based on the two different theories nor the results indicated any 
conflict between the theories at the empirical level. More research on diverse 
structures at the morpho-syntactical level in L2 learners would help give a clearer 
and more comprehensive picture of whether there is a conflict or not between the 
two theories. 

 



 

Sammanfattning på svenska 
 
 
 
 
I denna avhandling har bruket av verbmorfologi, direkta frågor och indirekta 
frågor undersökts hos inlärare av svenska som andraspråk. Undersökningens 
huvudsyften är att 
 
• undersöka utvecklingsgångar när det gäller ordföljd i frågestrukturer samt 

verbmorfologi i svenska som andraspråk, 
• ta reda på huruvida olika datatyper från samma inlärare ger olika resultat 

eller ej när det gäller samma strukturer, 
• bedöma giltigheten för begreppen typologisk markering and processbarhet i 

ljuset av det språkliga materialet, samt 
• undersöka eventuell inverkan från förstaspråket på utvecklingen av struktu-

rerna i fokus för denna studie. 
 

Informanterna är 36 ungdomar i gymnasieåldern som representerar tre olika 
modersmålsgrupper: irakisk arabiska, persiska och somali. Undersökningen är en 
tvärsnittsstudie genom att inlärarna vid tidpunkten för datainsamlingen befann sig 
på tre olika behärskningsnivåer av svenska: låg, mellan och hög. Antalet 
informanter är jämnt fördelat på nio grupper: fyra deltagare per grupp – en 
indelning baserad på både deras modersmål och deras behärskningsnivå. Data från 
en kontrollgrupp med infödda talare av svenska i samma ålder ingår som jämförel-
sematerial. 

Med syfte att undersöka vad olika eliciteringstekniker kan ha för påverkan på 
resultatet – och i förlängningen eventuellt även på vilka teoretiska slutsatser man 
kan dra av det – har data samlats in med hjälp av fyra olika slags metoder. Dessa 
är: (1) muntlig produktion, (2) skriftlig produktion, (3) grammatikalitestbedöm-
ningstest samt (4) ett test av informantenas receptiva förmåga. Direkta frågor är 
den enda struktur som eliciterats med hjälp av samtliga fyra metoder, medan 
verbmorfologi och indirekta frågor förekommer i två datatyper: skriftlig produk-
tion och grammatikalitetsbedömning. 

Data har analyserats utifrån två teoretiska utgångspunkter, nämligen Eckmans 
markeringsskillnadshypotes (Markedness Differential Hypothesis; MDH) samt 
Pienemanns processbarhetsteori (Processability Theory; PT). Härvid studeras och 
jämförs dessa två teoriers förmåga att ge förutsägelser om de undersökta struktu-
rerna och även hur de klarar av att beskriva och förklara resultaten. 

Resultaten visar att det förekommer implikationella förhållanden mellan vissa 
av de undersökta strukturerna. Data tyder på att behärskning av grundläggande 
verbmorfologi och ordföljd i direkta frågor är en förutsättning för att underord-
ningen av indirekta frågor ska kunna tillägnas. Relationen mellan verbmorfologi 
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och direkta frågor är däremot mindre tydlig. Även inom respektive strukturer kan 
vissa implikationella förhållanden påvisas. Behärskning av enkla finita verbformer 
krävs för att sammansatta verbformer ska kunna tillägnas. Initial placering av 
frågeord i direkta frågor fordras för att subjekt-verbinversion i direkta frågeords- 
och ja/nej-frågor ska kunna läras in. Materialet visar även att subjekt-verbinver-
sion tillägnas tidigare i direkta frågeordsfrågor än i direkta ja/nej-frågor. Analysen 
av de indirekta frågorna i materialet visar att indirekta frågeordsfrågor där fråge-
ordet också är subjekt är den klart svåraste strukturen att tillägna sig. I denna 
indirekta frågetyp vållar den obligatoriska subjektsmarkören som störst problem. 
Beträffande utvecklingen av ordföljden i den andra typen av indirekta frågeords-
frågor (dvs. där frågeordet inte är subjekt) kan det noteras att målspråksenlig 
ordföljd uppträder på ett mycket tidigt stadium i andraspråksutvecklingen. Denna 
målspråksenlighet försvinner på medelnivå för att sedan återkomma på ett mera 
avancerat stadium. Denna U-formade inlärningskurva kan förklaras med att 
subjekt-verbinversion i direkta frågeordsfrågor inte behärskas på detta tidiga 
stadium i L2-utvecklingen. Sådana ogrammatiska direkta frågeordsfrågor med rak 
subjekt-verbordföljd är ordföljdsmässigt identiska med indirekta frågeordsfrågor. 
Inlärare på denna låga behärskningsnivå klarar inte heller av distinktionen mellan 
huvudsats och bisats. På så sätt uppträder på ytplanet en till synes grammatiskt 
korrekt ordföljd, utan att den egentligen behärskas på djupet. 

Analysen av de skilda datatyperna har gett vid handen att grammatikalitets-
bedömningstestet avviker från de övriga eliciteringsmetoderna genom att i viss 
mån ge självmotsägande resultat, och att de tendenser som testet visar på i många 
fall står i kontrast till vad de övriga datatyperna visar. 

Resultaten tyder på att förstaspråket har en underordnad betydelse för andra-
språkets grammatik, åtminstone för de strukturer som är i fokus i studien. Endast 
ett fåtal skillnader mellan de olika förstaspråksgrupperna kan påvisas, och inom 
ramen för denna studie går det inte att fastställa om dessa variationer har sin 
förklaring i tvärspråkliga skillnader eller om andra faktorer kan ha lett till dessa 
skillnader. 

De förutsägelser som kan göras utifrån de två teoretiska ramar som använts som 
grund för analyserna – typologisk markering och processbarhet – står inte i direkt 
konflikt med varandra med avseende på de strukturer som är i fokus i denna 
studie. Emellertid skiljer teorierna sig åt när det gäller vilken spännvidd förut-
sägelserna har. Typologisk markering kan kopplas till fenomen på flera språkliga 
nivåer, från fonologisk till diskursiv nivå. Dock kan inte fenomen på olika språk-
liga nivåer relateras till varandra på en och samma gång inom ramen för marke-
ringsteorin. Processbarhetsteorin spänner över färre nivåer, nämligen lexikal, 
morfologisk och syntaktisk nivå. I gengäld kan processbarhetsaspekter hantera 
prediktioner på mer än en språklig nivå samtidigt. På så sätt kan man säga att båda 
teorierna empiriskt sett har både för- och nackdelar gentemot varandra. 

Eftersom de två teorierna har gett upphov till förutsägelser som inte motsäger 
varandra kan de förstås inte heller hamna i konflikt med varandra med avseende 
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på de resultat som studien tillhandahåller. De prediktioner som ställts på grundval 
av de två teorierna finner i stor utsträckning stöd i materialet. 

De två teoriernas förmåga att ge förklaringar till de olika mönster i den gram-
matiska utvecklingen som har påvisats i studien skiljer sig åt. Att använda sig av 
markeringsbegreppet (vars innebörd är ”hög grad av inneboende komplexitet”) 
som förklaring till olika inlärningsordningar och -sekvenser är i någon mån 
behäftat med att det kan uppfattas som ett cirkelresonemang, även om man för upp 
begreppet till en språktypologisk nivå. Den språktypologiska teoretiska ramen ger 
inte någon förklaring till varför en struktur är ovanligare – och därmed mera 
markerad och följaktligen mera komplex – än en annan struktur. 

Processbarhetsteorin kan – genom att den hänvisar till andra teorier såsom 
exempelvis Levelts talproduktionsmodell – ge förklaringar till den grammatiska 
utvecklingen utifrån ett språkpsykologiskt perspektiv. Begränsad språkprocess-
ningskapacitet i ett tidigt stadium i andraspråksutvecklingen begränsar inläraren 
till att använda språkstrukturer som kräver mindre sådan kapacitet. Enligt teorin 
förklaras andraspråkutvecklingen med en gradvis tilltagande språkprocessnings-
kapacitet. Värt att notera är att resultaten från det receptiva experimentet ger 
indikationer om att språkprocessningskapaciteten har betydelse även för den 
receptiva förmågan, på ett likartat sätt som för muntlig språkproduktion. 

Med undantag av data från grammatikalitetsbedömningstestet och förhållandet 
mellan verbmorfologi och ordföljd i direkta frågor ger materialet som helhet stöd 
för både processbarhetsteorin och markeringsskillnadshypotesen. Varken predik-
tionerna som grundar sig på de två teorierna eller resultaten visar på någon 
konflikt mellan de två teorierna på det empiriska planet. Ytterligare forskning om 
olika strukturer på morfosyntaktisk nivå hos andraspråksinlärare skulle bidra till 
att ge en tydligare och mera vittomfattande bild av huruvida det föreligger någon 
konflikt mellan de två teorierna eller ej. 
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Appendix 1 
 

Results of inventory of L1s represented in IVIK classes in Stockholm 1999/2000 
 
 School 
Language Bla Bro Brä Ens Far Fog Fra Kat StJ Skä Sta Ten Tho Öst Total

3Amharic 1 1 1
99Arabic 17 4 4 22 3 9 3 12 2 8 9 6

2Assyrian 1 1
3Bengali 1 1 1

12Bos/Cro/Ser 7 1 1 1 1 1
8Chinese 4 1 1 1 1

16Dari 1 1 2 3 3 2 1 3
6English 1 3 2
1Estonian 1
4Feili* 1 1 2
2Finnish 1 1
5French 1 1 1 1 1
8Greek 3 1 1 1 1 1
2Kildani 1 1

45Kurdish* 21 4 12 8
9Kurmanji* 5 1 2 1
3Lingala 2 1
5Luganda 3 1 1
1Macedonian 1
3Mandinka 2 1
4Pashto 1 1 2

26Persian (Iran) 5 1 1 5 1 4 3 2 1 3
4Polish 1 1 1 1
4Portuguese 1 1 2
3Punjabi 1 1 1
6Russian 1 1 2 2
1Rwanda 1

46Somali 8 4 1 4 4 1 5 9 9 1
35Sorani* 6 7 6 4 5 6 1
13Spanish 2 2 4 2 2 1

3Swahili 3
1Tagalog 1
7Thai 1 1 3 1 1

11Tigrinya 3 2 1 1 1 3
12Turkish 4 1 2 4 1

1Vietnamese 1
2Wolof 1 1

Total: 84 24 25 60 n.r. 11 31 26 46 19 23 35 32 n.r. 416
 

* Kurdish, specified or non-specified varieties 
n.r. No report 

 



Interrogative Clauses and Verb Morphology in L2 Swedish 206

Appendix 2 
 

Questionnaire aiming to elicit background information about the participants 
 
sEnkät 
 
1. När är du född?   År:     Månad:      Dag:     

 

2. Var är du född?  Födelseort:       Födelseland:      

 

3. Vilket är ditt modersmål?              

 

4. Var bodde du i ditt hemland?             

 

5. När kom du till Sverige?  År:     Månad:      Dag:     

 

6. Var bor du?                

 

7. Vilka språk kan du tala? Hur bra kan du tala dem? 

 Mycket bra Bra Ganska bra Dåligt Mycket dåligt 

      Modersmål:  

                  Svenska

       

       

       

 

8. Vilka språk kan du skriva? Hur bra kan du skriva dem? 

 Mycket bra Bra Ganska bra Dåligt Mycket dåligt 

      Modersmål:  

                  Svenska
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9. Vilka språk förstår du? Hur bra förstår du dem? 

 Mycket bra Bra Ganska bra Dåligt Mycket dåligt 

      Modersmål:  

                  Svenska

       

       

       
 

 Ja Nej 10. Bor du ensam? 

 Om du har svarat ja: Gå direkt till fråga 11. 

 Om du har svarat nej:  
 Markera vilket/vilka språk ni talar tillsammans: 
 Markera vem eller vilka du bor 

tillsammans med: 
Både mitt 

modersmål och 
svenska 

Bara mitt 
modersmål 

Mest mitt 
modersmål Mest svenska Bara svenska 

      Mamma 

      Pappa 

      Äldre syskon Antal:  

      Yngre syskon Antal:  

      Make/maka 

      Annan:  

       Annan: 

       Annan: 

 

11. Vilket/vilka språk talar du med din(a) kompis(ar) i skolan? 
Både mitt 

modersmål och 
svenska 

Annat språk: Bara mitt 
modersmål 

Mest mitt 
modersmål Mest svenska Bara svenska  

 

      
 Vilket/vilka språk talar hon/han/de med dig?  

Både mitt 
modersmål och 

svenska 

Annat språk: Bara mitt 
modersmål 

Mest mitt 
modersmål Mest svenska Bara svenska  
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12. Vilket/vilka språk talar du med din(a) kompis(ar) utanför skolan? 
Både mitt 

modersmål och 
svenska 

Annat språk: Bara mitt 
modersmål 

Mest mitt 
modersmål Mest svenska Bara svenska  

 

      
 Vilket/vilka språk talar hon/han/de med dig?  

Både mitt 
modersmål och 

svenska 

Bara mitt 
modersmål 

Mest mitt 
modersmål 

Annat språk: Mest svenska Bara svenska  

      
 

 Ja Nej 13. Har du gått i skolan i ditt hemland? 

Om du har svarat ja:  

Hur länge gick du i skolan i ditt hemland?           

Vilket var huvudspråket i skolan i ditt 
hemland? Ditt modersmål 

Annat språk:    

 

 Ja Nej 14. Har du studerat andra språk i skolan i ditt hemland? 

Om du har svarat ja, tala om vilket eller vilka språk och hur länge: 

Språk:         Hur länge?        

Språk:         Hur länge?        

Språk:         Hur länge?        

 

15. I ditt hemland, använde du där andra språk än ditt 
modersmål utanför skolan?  Ja Nej 

Om du har svarat ja, tala om vilket eller 
vilka språk och ungefär hur ofta: 

Många 
gånger 
varje 
vecka 

Högst 1-2 
gånger i 
månaden 

Många 
gånger 

varje dag 

1-2 gånger 
varje vecka 

1-2 gånger 
varje dag 

      

 
      
 
      

 

 Ja Nej 16. Har du gått i någon annan skola här i Sverige? 

Om du har svarat ja, tala om vilken eller vilka skolor och hur länge: 

Skola:         Hur länge?        

Skola:         Hur länge?        

Skola:         Hur länge?        
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17. Hur länge har du gått i den här skolan?          

 

18. När började du läsa svenska?           

 

19. Var har du läst svenska?             

 

 Ja Nej 20. Har du studerat ditt modersmål i svensk skola? 

Om du har svarat ja, hur länge?         

 Ja Nej  Läser du det fortfarande? 

 

 Ja Nej 21. Har du studerat andra språk i svensk skola? 

Om du har svarat ja, tala om vilket eller vilka språk och hur länge: 

Språk:         Hur länge?       

 Ja Nej  Läser du det fortfarande? 

Språk:         Hur länge?       

 Ja Nej  Läser du det fortfarande? 

 

 Ja Nej 22. Har du bott i något annat land? 

 Om du har svarat nej: Gå direkt till fråga 23. 

 Om ja: Vilket land?        Hur länge?      

 Ja Nej Gick du i skola där? 

 Om du har svarat nej: Gå direkt till fråga 23. 

 Om ja: Hur länge?      Vilket språk använde ni i skolan där?     

 Ja Nej  Om ja: Studerade du andra språk i skolan där? 

Om du har svarat ja, tala om vilket eller vilka språk och hur länge: 

Språk:         Hur länge?       

Språk:         Hur länge?       

 

 Varje dag Ofta Ibland Sällan Aldrig 

     23. Hur ofta läser du svenska tidningar? 

 

 Varje dag Ofta Ibland Sällan Aldrig 

     24. Hur ofta läser du böcker på svenska? 
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 Varje dag Ofta Ibland Sällan Aldrig 

     25. Hur ofta tittar du på svensk TV? 

 

 Bra Varken bra eller dåligt Dåligt 

   26. Hur trivs du i Sverige? 

 

 Ja Nej 27. Vill du bo i Sverige? 

Varför/varför inte?             

               

 

 Varje dag Ofta Ibland Sällan Aldrig 
28. Hur ofta läser du tidningar på ditt 

modersmål?      
 

 Varje dag Ofta Ibland Sällan Aldrig 
29. Hur ofta läser du böcker på ditt 
modersmål?      
 

 Varje dag Ofta Ibland Sällan Aldrig 
30. Hur ofta tittar du på TV på ditt 
modersmål?      
 

 1 gång om året 
eller mer 

Mindre än 1 gång 
om året Aldrig 

31. Hur ofta besöker du ditt hemland eller 
något annat land där man talar ditt 
modersmål? 

   

 

 Ja Nej   32.  Vill du bo i ditt hemland? 

Varför/Varför inte?             

                

 

 

Stort tack för ditt engagemang! 
 
 

Kenneth Hyltenstam Anders Philipsson 
Projektledare Undersökningsledare 
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Appendix 3 
 

Oral task: Pictures used as elicitation instrument in part 1 
 
Picture A 
 

 
 
 
Picture B 
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Appendix 4 
 

Oral task: Pictures used as elicitation instrument in part 2 
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Interrogative Clauses and Verb Morphology in L2 Swedish 214

Appendix 5 
 

Written task: the test sheets, all items 
 
A. Skriv rätt former av verben så att de passar i meningarna. 
 

Exempel: 
      köper Jag ________ köpte  mjölk igår. 

1. säljer Jag ska _______________________ min bil. 

2. får Har du _______________________ mitt brev? 

3. kommer Alla hade _______________________ hem när stormen började. 

4. känner Jag _______________________ inte din bror. 

5. äter Viktor ville inte _______________________ maten, för den var inte god. 

6. läser Förra året _______________________ jag italienska på kvällarna. 

7. skriver Vem vill _______________________ brevet? 

8. tycker Jag har aldrig _______________________ om kaffe. 

9. möter Jag kunde inte _______________________ dig på stationen igår. 

10. leker Barnen _______________________ hela förmiddagen igår. 

11. ringer Telefonen hade _______________________ flera signaler innan han svarade. 

12. stänger Hon kunde inte _______________________ skåpet för det var för fullt. 

13. sitter Karin och Kalle _______________________ i köket. 

14. sjunger Du får inte _______________________ nu! 

15. är Jag _______________________ ledig hela dagen igår. 

16. läser Jag har inte _______________________ tidningen idag. 

17. lever Tigern _______________________ i Asien. 

18. hör Alla hade _______________________ musik i huset hela natten. 

19. låser Du kan _______________________ dörren nu. 

20. tänker Vad _______________________ du på just nu? 

21. beställer Vi hade _______________________ bord på restaurangen. 

22. kommer De _______________________ för sent i morse. 

23. glömmer Jag har _______________________ boken hemma. 

24. byter De kunde inte _______________________ tröjan  
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B. Skriv frågorna 
 

Här kommer en rad meningar. Vilka frågor är dessa meningar svar på? Skriv frågorna 
på linjerna före varje svar. 

 
 

Fråga Svar   

   Vem sitter där borta? Exempel: Det är Eva.  

1.  _________________________________________________  I morgon. 

2.  _________________________________________________  Nej, i Tensta. 

3.  _________________________________________________  Jag har köpt den i Italien. 

4.  _________________________________________________  Nej, han gick för 10 minuter 
sedan. 

5.  _________________________________________________  Jag slutar kvart i fem. 

6.  _________________________________________________  Den kostar över 2 000 kronor. 

7.  _________________________________________________  Nej, det kan jag inte. 

8.  _________________________________________________  Hon gråter därför att hon är 
rädd. 

9.  _________________________________________________  Nej tack, jag dricker inte 
kaffe. 

10. _________________________________________________  Vi har väntat i 20 minuter nu. 

11. _________________________________________________  Hon är 12 år. 

12. _________________________________________________  I somras? Då var vi i Italien. 

13. _________________________________________________  Ja, jag köpte dem igår. 

14. _________________________________________________  Nej den var faktiskt billig. 
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15. _________________________________________________  Den ligger på bordet i köket. 

16. _________________________________________________  Vi köpte den för nästan 5 år 
sedan. 

17. _________________________________________________  Det ligger i Gamla Stan. 

18. _________________________________________________  Han heter George W. Bush. 

19. _________________________________________________  Jag köpte mat där. 

20. _________________________________________________  Jag brukar spela fotboll på 
lördagarna. 

21. _________________________________________________  Nej inte i kväll. Jag är 
upptagen. 

22. _________________________________________________  Han är 40 år. 

23. _________________________________________________  De har 3 barn. 

24. _________________________________________________  Nej de är inte gifta. 

25. _________________________________________________  Jag har köpt dem på Åhléns. 

26. _________________________________________________  Nästa år tror jag. 

27. _________________________________________________  Nej på fredag. 

28. _________________________________________________  Vi var där förra veckan. 

29. _________________________________________________  Nej det vill jag inte. 

30. _________________________________________________  070-987 65 43. 
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C. Skriv färdigt meningarna. 
 

Använd alla orden till vänster. (Du behöver oftast fler ord än de som står där.) 
 
 
   

Jag vill veta  när filmen börjar. börjar – när ex:  

pengarna – inte – 
tillbaka – varför 

1.  Jag undrar _____________________________________________ 

de – barn – eller inte 2.  Vet du ________________________________________________ 

hur ofta – fotboll 3.  Berätta ________________________________________________ 

ett bankkonto – hur – 
öppnar 

4.  Förklara _______________________________________________ 

bussen – försenad 5.  Kan du säga ____________________________________________ 

vem – hämta – 
barnen 

6.  Har vi bestämt __________________________________________ 

varför – tvätta 
händerna 

7.  Tala om för barnen ______________________________________ 

kaffe 8.  Fråga honom ___________________________________________ 

arg – varför 9.  Berätta ________________________________________________ 

ringa 10. Jag undrar _____________________________________________ 

klockan – hur mycket 11. Kan du säga ____________________________________________ 

nästa tåg – när 12. Vet du ________________________________________________ 

hur många elever – 
från Finland 

13. Fråga läraren ___________________________________________ 

läxa – till i morgon – 
eller inte 

14. Jag kommer inte ihåg _____________________________________ 
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vilken sort – billigast 15. Vet du ________________________________________________ 

övningen – svår 16. Läraren frågar __________________________________________ 

vem – skickat – 
blommor till mig 

17. Jag undrar _____________________________________________ 

vilken bil – bäst 18. Kunden vill veta _________________________________________ 

köpa – nya glasögon 19. Jag undrar _____________________________________________ 

hur många ben – en 
spindel 

20. Kan du säga ____________________________________________ 

regn – i morgon 21. Jag undrar _____________________________________________ 

väskan – dyr 22. Flickan frågar ___________________________________________ 

USA:s huvudstad 23. Kan du tala om för mig ___________________________________ 

hur många människor 
– i jordbävningen i 
Turkiet förra året 

24. Jag minns inte __________________________________________ 

______________________________________________________ 

Finlands president – 
kvinna eller man 

25. Vet du ________________________________________________ 

du – hur många språk 
– talar 

26. Berätta ________________________________________________ 

vem – tagit – min 
penna 

27. Tala nu om _____________________________________________ 

jag – trött 28. Hon undrade ___________________________________________ 

hur gammal – kan – 
bli – en elefant 

29. Vet du ________________________________________________ 

______________________________________________________ 

ont i armen – 
fortfarande 

30. Läkaren frågade _________________________________________ 
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Appendix 6 
 

Grammaticality judgement task: classification of the structures used as stimuli 
 
Verb morphology: ungrammatical stimulus sentences 
 

Structure Item number(s) on the task sheet 
Bare INFINITIVE 20, 59 
Bare SUPINE 38, 72 
har + PRESENT 11, 49 
har + INFINITIVE 53, 69 
har + PRETERIT 29, 63 
hade + PRETERIT 9, 40 
hade + INFINITIVE 55, 78 

4, 25 AUX[PRES] + PRESENT 
16, 33 AUX[PRET] + PRETERIT 

 
Verb morphology: grammatical stimulus sentences 
 

Structure Item number(s) on the task sheet 
Bare PRESENT 18, 66 
Bare PRETERIT 44, 75 
har + SUPINE 14, 46 
hade + SUPINE 22, 57 

6, 27 AUX[PRES] + INFINITIVE 
31, 51 AUX[PRET] + INFINITIVE 

 
Direct questions: ungrammatical stimulus sentences 
 

Structure Item number(s) on the task sheet 
Yes/No questions CANONICAL 3, 39, 34, 56 
Yes/No questions NO SUBJECT (PRO-DROP) 2, 77, 61, 73 
Yes/No questions NO VERB (COPULA MISSING) 70, 80 
WhX questions CANONICAL 5, 24, 36, 19, 28 
WhX questions NO Wh FRONTING 10, 41 
WhX questions NO Wh FRONTING (final 
PREPOSITION + WhX) 

74 

WhX questions NO VERB (COPULA MISSING) 26, 65 
Simple tense 
Compound tense 

 
Direct questions: grammatical stimulus sentences 
 

Structure Item number(s) on the task sheet 
Yes/No questions SUBJECT-VERB INVERSION 13, 76, 1, 42 
WhX questions SUBJECT-VERB INVERSION 8, 21, 23, 32 
WhS questions (CANONICAL) 50, 71, 15, 79 

Simple tense 
Compound tense 
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Subordinate questions: ungrammatical stimulus sentences 
 

Structure Item number(s) on the task sheet 
Yes/No questions NO SUBORDINATOR ‘om’ 52, 60 
Yes/No questions SUBJECT-VERB INVERSION 
(with SUBORDINATOR ‘om’) 

54, 37 

Yes/No questions SUBJECT-VERB INVERSION & 
NO SUBORDINATOR ‘om’ 

67, 47 

WhX questions SUBJECT-VERB INVERSION (i.e. 
NO CANCEL SUBJECT-VERB INVERSION) 

12, 45, 30, 62 

WhS questions NO SUBJECT MARKER ‘som’ 7, 48 
Simple tense 
Compound tense 

 
 
Subordinate questions: grammatical stimulus sentences 
 

Structure Item number(s) on the task sheet 
Yes/No questions CANONICAL (i.e. CANCEL 
SUBJECT-VERB INVERSION) & SUBORDINATOR 
‘om’ 

58, 43 

WhX questions CANONICAL (i.e. CANCEL 
SUBJECT-VERB INVERSION) 

17, 68 

WhS questions (with SUBJECT MARKER ‘som’) 35, 64 
Simple tense 
Compound tense 
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Appendix 7 
 

Grammaticality judgement task: the test sheets, all items 
 
 
1) Lyssna på alla exemplen och markera om meningarna är bra svenska eller inte. Det är 
bara meningarna med fet text du ska bry dig om!  
 
2) När du har lyssnat en gång och markerat rätt eller fel: Gå tillbaka och rätta det som 
är fel! 
 
 
  Rätt Fel 

Exempel A: Vem  inte  kommer  idag?   
  (Eva. Hon är sjuk.) 

  Rätt Fel 

Exempel B: Mamma hämtade bilen igår.   
 

 -ar  Rätt Fel

   Exempel C: Vi har två bilen. 

 
 

 
  Rätt Fel 

1. Vill du komma?   
(Ja, gärna!)  

  Rätt Fel 

2. Regnar idag?   
(Nej, solen skiner.) 

  Rätt Fel 

3. Erik kommer i morgon?   
(Nej han kommer på söndag.) 

  Rätt Fel 

4. Vill du hjälper mig?   
(Nej tyvärr. Jag har inte tid.) 
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  Rätt Fel 

5. När du kommer?   
(I kväll klockan sju.) 

  Rätt Fel 

6. Du kan vänta här så länge.   
 

  Rätt Fel 

7. Vet du vem bor i det vita huset där borta?   
(Ja, min bror bor där.) 

  Rätt Fel 

8. Hur mycket är klockan?   
(Kvart över två.) 

  Rätt Fel 

9. De hade spelade fotboll före lunch.   
 

  Rätt Fel 

10. Du skrattar varför?   
(Jag tänker på en rolig film som jag såg igår.) 

  Rätt Fel 

11. Peter har kommer hem nu.   
 

  Rätt Fel 

12. Kan du säga hur mycket kostar tomaterna?   
(Ja, 19:90 kilot.) 

  Rätt Fel 

13. Hittade du inte nycklarna?   
(Jo, jag hittade dem i en annan väska.) 

  Rätt Fel 

14. Vi har väntat i tjugo minuter!   
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  Rätt Fel 

15. Vem har inte betalat kaffet?   
(Alla har betalat.) 

  Rätt Fel 

16. Vi skulle fick svar på brevet i förra veckan.   
 

  Rätt Fel 

17. Vet du hur mycket klockan är?   
(Ja den är kvart över två.) 

  Rätt Fel 

18. Det regnar inte längre.   
 

  Rätt Fel 

19. Var jag ska skriva mitt namn?   
(Skriv det på raden där.) 

  Rätt Fel 

20. Jag dricka inte kaffe.   
 

  Rätt Fel 

21. Hur många barn har Lena och Peter?   
(De har en pojke och två flickor.) 

  Rätt Fel 

22. Eva hade tagit boken i hyllan.   
 

  Rätt Fel 

23. Vad har Nils berättat om festen?   
(Han sa att han hade jättekul.) 

  Rätt Fel 

24. Hur ofta du spelar fotboll?   
(Två gånger i veckan.) 
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  Rätt Fel 

25. Eleverna måste skriver sina namn.   
 

  Rätt Fel 

26. Hur högt världens högsta berg?   
(Det är över 8 800 meter högt.) 

  Rätt Fel 

27. Du behöver inte skrika!   
 

  Rätt Fel 

28. Hur ofta din mamma brukar åka till USA?   
(Hon åker dit ett par gånger om året.) 

  Rätt Fel 

29. Jag har glömde pengarna hemma.   
 

  Rätt Fel 

30. Jag vet inte vad försöker hon säga.   
(Jag tror att hon vill säga att hon fryser.) 

  Rätt Fel 

31. Karin skulle komma på festen i går.   
 

  Rätt Fel 

32. Vem ska Eva träffa i eftermiddag?   
(Hon ska träffa sin chef.) 

  Rätt Fel 

33. Hon ville inte stängde fönstret.   
 

  Rätt Fel 

34. Du har ringt till skolan?   
(Nej, inte än. Jag ska.) 
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  Rätt Fel 

35. Har du hört hur många personer som kommer i kväll?   
(Ja, vi blir fjorton totalt.) 

  Rätt Fel 

36. Vad du tycker om tidningen Metro?   
(Jag vet inte. Jag har aldrig läst den.) 

  Rätt Fel 

37. Jag undrar om ska det bli regn i morgon.   
(Jag vet faktiskt inte heller.) 

  Rätt Fel 

38. Vi spelat tennis idag.   
 

  Rätt Fel 

39. Du har bil?   
(Nej, jag har inte ens körkort.) 

  Rätt Fel 

40. Vi hade körde fel.   
(Då förstår jag varför ni kom för sent.) 

  Rätt Fel 

41. Du ska göra vad?   
(Jag ska gå och köpa en tidning.) 

  Rätt Fel 

42. Har du postat brevet?   
(Nej, det har jag glömt.) 

  Rätt Fel 

43. Vet du om Karin och Erik har flyttat från sin lägenhet?   
(Ja, de har köpt hus.) 

  Rätt Fel 

44. Barnen tittade på TV hela kvällen igår.   
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  Rätt Fel 

45. Vet du var ligger Maastricht?   
(Jag är inte säker, men jag tror att det ligger i Holland.) 

  Rätt Fel 

46. Han har tagit pengar i kassan.   
 

  Rätt Fel 

47. Vi vill veta har böckerna kommit.   
(Nej, ni får vänta till nästa vecka.) 

  Rätt Fel 

48. Jag undrar hur många har köpt biljetter till matchen.   
(Många. Biljetterna är nästan slut.) 

  Rätt Fel 

49. Jag har ringer till skolan idag.   
 

  Rätt Fel 

50. Vad ingår i priset?   
(I lunchen ingår utöver varmrätten även sallad, bröd,måltidsdryck och kaffe.) 

  Rätt Fel 

51. Vi kunde inte dricka kaffet.   
 

  Rätt Fel 

52. Jag vill veta Maria bor i Uppsala.   
(Nej, hon bor i Göteborg.) 

  Rätt Fel 

53. Jag har inte glömma mjölken!   
 

  Rätt Fel 

54. Berätta för mig om var du på festen igår.   
(Ja, jag var där hela kvällen) 
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  Rätt Fel 

55. De hade redan stänga klockan fem.   
 

  Rätt Fel 

56. Bussen har kommit?   
(Nej, jag har väntat på den i 10 minuter nu.) 

  Rätt Fel 

57. Det hade regnat hela dagen.   
 

  Rätt Fel 

58. De frågade om han hade mobiltelefon.   
 

  Rätt Fel 

59. Bilen komma från höger.   
 

  Rätt Fel 

60. Jag undrar du kan betala nu.   
(Nej, jag har inga pengar med mig.) 

  Rätt Fel 

61. Måste betala idag?   
(Nej inte idag, men senast om en vecka måste ni ha betalat.) 

  Rätt Fel 

62. Tala om för mig varför vill du inte hjälpa mig.   
(Jag vill, men jag kan inte. Jag är tyvärr upptagen.) 

  Rätt Fel 

63. Erik har städade hela lägenheten.   
 

  Rätt Fel 

64. Jag vill veta vem som har skrivit det här.   
(Det är Tomas.) 

 



Interrogative Clauses and Verb Morphology in L2 Swedish 228

  Rätt Fel 

65. Varför du ledsen?   
(Jag har tappat mina pengar.) 

  Rätt Fel 

66. Datorn fungerar dåligt.   
 

  Rätt Fel 

67. Jag undrar går bilen bra.   
(O  ja, den går jättefint!) 

  Rätt Fel 

68. Tala om för mig när du vill börja.   
(Ok. Om en liten stund.) 

  Rätt Fel 

69. Barnen har leka hela dagen.   
 

  Rätt Fel 

70. Du hungrig?   
(Nej, bara törstig.) 

  Rätt Fel 

71. Vad är dyrast, kaffe eller te?   
(Kaffe, tror jag.) 

  Rätt Fel 

72. Vi hämtat biljetterna.   
 

  Rätt Fel 

73. Får röka här?   
(Nej, det är förbjudet i alla skolor.) 

  Rätt Fel 

74. Barnen har talat med vem?   
(De har talat med rektorn.) 
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  Rätt Fel 

75. Pappa hjälpte barnen med läxan.   
 

  Rätt Fel 

76. Äter kineser alltid med pinnar?   
(Det tror jag inte. Inte när de äter soppa i alla fall.) 

  Rätt Fel 

77. Talar engelska?   
(Ja, men bara lite.) 

  Rätt Fel 

78. Alla hade köpa nya väskor.   
 

  Rätt Fel 

79. Vad ska hända nu?   
(Bussen ska komma och hämta oss igen.) 

  Rätt Fel 

80. Bilen ny?   
(Ja, det är den senaste modellen.) 
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Appendix 8 
 

Receptive skills task: the test sheet 
 
Lyssna på bandet. Några meningar är frågor, andra är det inte. Markera om meningarna 
är frågor eller inte. 
 

Exempel: ”Vad heter du?”  Fråga Inte fråga 

 

1. Fråga Inte fråga  21. Fråga Inte fråga  41. Fråga Inte fråga 

2. Fråga Inte fråga  22. Fråga Inte fråga  42. Fråga Inte fråga 

3. Fråga Inte fråga  23. Fråga Inte fråga  43. Fråga Inte fråga 

4. Fråga Inte fråga  24. Fråga Inte fråga  44. Fråga Inte fråga 

5. Fråga Inte fråga  25. Fråga Inte fråga  45. Fråga Inte fråga 

6. Fråga Inte fråga  26. Fråga Inte fråga  46. Fråga Inte fråga 

7. Fråga Inte fråga  27. Fråga Inte fråga  47. Fråga Inte fråga 

8. Fråga Inte fråga  28. Fråga Inte fråga  48. Fråga Inte fråga 

9. Fråga Inte fråga  29. Fråga Inte fråga  49. Fråga Inte fråga 

10. Fråga Inte fråga  30. Fråga Inte fråga  50. Fråga Inte fråga 

11. Fråga Inte fråga  31. Fråga Inte fråga  51. Fråga Inte fråga 

12. Fråga Inte fråga  32. Fråga Inte fråga  52. Fråga Inte fråga 

13. Fråga Inte fråga  33. Fråga Inte fråga  53. Fråga Inte fråga 

14. Fråga Inte fråga  34. Fråga Inte fråga  54. Fråga Inte fråga 

15. Fråga Inte fråga  35. Fråga Inte fråga  55. Fråga Inte fråga 

16. Fråga Inte fråga  36. Fråga Inte fråga  56. Fråga Inte fråga 

17. Fråga Inte fråga  37. Fråga Inte fråga  57. Fråga Inte fråga 

18. Fråga Inte fråga  38. Fråga Inte fråga  58. Fråga Inte fråga 

19. Fråga Inte fråga  39. Fråga Inte fråga  59. Fråga Inte fråga 

20. Fråga Inte fråga  40. Fråga Inte fråga  60. Fråga Inte fråga 
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Appendix 9 
 

Receptive skills task: the stimulus sentences, all items 
 
 Final focal 

accent 
Y/N / Wh / 
Decl / Excl / 
Imp 

Single / 
Compound 
verb form 

S/V INV (+/-), 
null subject (0) 

1. När ska affären öppna igen? + Wh Comp VS 
2. Nu spelar Anna gitarr. – Decl Sing VS 
3. Vad mycket du har skrivit! + Excl Comp SV 
4. Man får inte röka här. – Decl Comp SV 
5. Spelar Erik fotboll? + Y/N Sing VS 
6. Vänta på mig! – Imp Sing Null subj 
7. Kan du hämta böckerna? – Y/N Comp VS 
8. Börja inte bråka nu! + Imp Comp Null subj 
9. Har Katarina några syskon? + Y/N Sing VS 
10. Hur många sidor har ni läst i boken? + Wh Comp VS 
11. Där ska du skriva ditt namn. + Decl Comp VS 
12. Kan inte pappa hämta oss efter träningen? – Y/N Comp VS 
13. Hur ofta går du på bio? – Wh Sing VS 
14. Vilken bil har starkast motor? – Wh Sing SV 
15. På lördag måste vi lämna in bilen på 

reparation. – Decl Comp VS 
16. Barnen äter mycket godis. + Decl Sing SV 
17. Tycker alla om glass? – Y/N Sing VS 
18. Vem tog den sista kakan? + Wh Sing SV 
19. Nu är festen slut. + Decl Sing VS 
20. Vad mycket folk det är här! + Excl Sing SV 
21. Vem startade bråket? – Wh Sing SV 
22. Varför gråter pojken? + Wh Sing VS 
23. Han kommer snart. – Decl Sing SV 
24. När jag har ätit måste jag göra läxan. – Decl Comp (SV) / VS 
25. Hur mycket kostade bilen? – Wh Sing VS 
26. Hur många nya elever har börjat på den här 

skolan i år? – Wh Comp SV 
27. Barnen har fått nya jackor. – Decl Comp SV 
28. Hur många har kommit? + Wh Comp SV 
29. Filmen slutar lyckligt. + Decl Sing SV 
30. Ville pojkarna inte hämta sina cyklar? + Y/N Comp VS 
31. Fortsätt jobba med läxan! – Imp Comp Null subj 
32. När börjar filmen? – Wh Sing VS 

– 33. Var kan man köpa snygga skor här i stan? Wh Comp VS 
34. Hon äter inte kött. – Decl Sing SV 
35. Vem har skrivit den här boken? – Wh Comp SV 
36. Vilka stora fötter du har! – Excl Sing SV 
37. Var ligger boken? + Wh Sing VS 
38. Vem brukar städa badrummet hemma 

hos er? + Wh Comp SV 
39. På morgonen dricker vi alltid kaffe. – Decl Sing VS 
40. Var inte dum nu! + Imp Sing Null subj 
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41. Varför måste man borsta tänderna både 
morgon och kväll? – Wh Comp VS 

42. Vilken tidning köpte du? – Wh Sing VS 
43. De har köpt ny bil. + Decl Comp SV 
44. Är det kallt ute? – Y/N Sing VS 
45. Vilken god kaka du har bakat! – Excl Comp SV 
46. Försök inte lura mig! + Imp Comp Null subj 
47. Vem har ni bett om hjälp? + Wh Comp VS 
48. De kunde inte betala räkningen. + Decl Comp SV 
49. När det regnar stannar jag inne. + Decl Sing (SV) / VS 
50. Vad gör Erik i Stockholm? + Wh Sing VS 
51. Vad hände på mötet igår? + Wh Sing SV 
52. Sluta skrika nu! – Imp Comp Null subj 
53. Hur länge har familjen Karlsson bott 

här? + Wh Comp VS 
54. Brukar ni titta på TV varje kväll? + Y/N Comp VS 
55. Lyssna på mig nu! + Imp Sing Null subj 
56. Vem talade du med? + Wh Sing VS 
57. I kväll ska vi äta hamburgare. + Decl Comp VS 
58. Hur många koppar kaffe har du druckit 

idag? – Wh Comp VS 
59. Skrik inte så! – Imp Sing Null subj 
60. Hur kan de ha så mycket kläder på sig här 

inne? – Wh Comp VS 
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Appendix 10 
 

The Guttman scalability formulae (Hatch & Lazaraton 1991 pp. 210ff) 
 
 
1. Coefficient of Reproducibility (Crep) 
 

number of errors Crep =  1 –  (number of subjects)(number of items) 
 
 
2. Maximum Marginals (max marg) 
 
max marg =  sum of the larger value for each column 
 
 
3. Minimum Marginal of Reproducibility (MMrep) 
 

maximum marginals MMrep =  (number of subjects)(number of items) 
 
 
4. Percent Improvement in Reproducibility (% improvement) 
 
% improvement =  Crep – MMrep 
 
 
5. Coefficient of Scalability (Cscal) 
 

% improvement in reproducibility Cscal =  1 – MMrep 
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Appendix 11 
 

Response rates for the Receptive skills task 
 
 

Receptive skills: all questions (Figure 5.9) 
 Final focal accent No final focal accent 

Perceived as 
questions 

Instances 
total 

Perceived as 
questions 

Instances 
total  

Low 176 192 174 192.92 .91
Intermediate 190 192 185 192.99 .96
High 189 192 186 192.98 .97
Control 192 192 191 1921.00 .99
 

Receptive skills: Yes/No / Wh questions (Figure 5.10) 
 Yes/No questions Wh questions 

Perceived as 
questions 

Instances 
total 

Perceived as 
questions 

Instances 
total  

Low 73 96 278 288.76 .97
Intermediate 91 96 285 288.95 .99
High 88 96 287 288.92 1.00
Control 96 96 287 2881.00 1.00
 

Receptive skills: WhX / WhS questions (Figure 5.11) 
 WhX questions WhS questions 

Perceived as 
questions 

Instances 
total 

Perceived as 
questions 

Instances 
total  

Low 185 192 92 96.96 .96
Intermediate 189 192 95 96.98 .99
High 191 192 96 96.99 1.00
Control 191 192 96 96.99 1.00
 

Receptive skills: Yes/No questions (Figure 5.12) 
 Final focal accent No final focal accent 

Perceived as 
questions 

Instances 
total 

Perceived as 
questions 

Instances 
total  

Low 37 48 36 48.77 .75
Intermediate 46 48 45 48.96 .94
High 45 48 43 48.94 .90
Control 48 48 48 481.00 1.00
 

Receptive skills: non-questions (Figure 5.13) 
 Final focal accent No final focal accent 

Perceived as 
questions 

Instances 
total 

Perceived as 
questions 

Instances 
total  

Low 32 166 30 168.19 .18
Intermediate 9 168 9 168.05 .05
High 8 168 9 168.05 .05
Control 0 168 0 168.00 .00
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Receptive skills: declaratives (Figure 5.14) 
 Final focal accent No final focal accent 

Perceived as 
questions 

Instances 
total 

Perceived as 
questions 

Instances 
total  

Low 6 96 3 96.06 .03
Intermediate 2 96 0 96.02 .00
High 1 96 1 96.01 .01
Control 0 96 0 96.00 .00
 

Receptive skills: declaratives – SV / VS (Figure 5.15) 
 Canonical (SV) Inversion (VS) 

Perceived as 
questions 

Instances 
total 

Perceived as 
questions 

Instances 
total  

Low 4 96 5 96.04 .05
Intermediate 0 96 2 96.00 .02
High 2 96 0 96.02 .00
Control 0 96 0 96.00 .00
 

Receptive skills: imperative clauses (Figure 5.16) 
 Final focal accent No final focal accent 

Perceived as 
questions 

Instances 
total 

Perceived as 
questions 

Instances 
total  

Low 20 48 6 48.42 .13
Intermediate 3 48 1 48.06 .02
High 4 48 3 48.08 .06
Control 0 48 0 48.00 .00
 

Receptive skills: exclamations (Figure 5.17) 
 Final focal accent No final focal accent 

Perceived as 
questions 

Instances 
total 

Perceived as 
questions 

Instances 
total  

Low 6 22 21 24.27 .88
Intermediate 4 24 8 24.17 .33
High 3 24 4 24.13 .17
Control 0 24 0 24.00 .00
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