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CHAPTER 4
Case in Disguise

HLIF ARNADOTTIR AND EINAR EREYR SIGURPSSON

1. INTRODUCTION

As is well known, Icelandic has not only nominative case! subiects b

oblique subjects (see, eg, Andrews 1976, Thriinsson 1979 ]and Zut o
Maling, & Thréinsson 1985). In this article, we focus on the da’tive~nom'aen?n,
(DAT‘—NOM) construction, where the subject gets dative case and the 1:;?“’&
nominative case. In examples (1) and (2), the dative argument mér “m ’J’e(‘:t
the subject and the nominative argument bilarnir “the cars” the object:? " F

(1) Meér lika bilarnir
me.DAT like.3PL cars.the.PL.NOM
“I like the cars”

In é 1) the verb agrees in number (plural) with the nominative object. The
verb agreement with the object in the example above is optional for many
speakers, as shown by the nonagreement in (2), where the verb is in th
default third-person singular (3sq): e

(2) Mér likar bilarnir
me.DAT likes.3sG  cars.the.pL.NOM
“I like the cars”

I As h b . .

we talk afo:tec:qme ﬁlslual wllthm generative linguistics, we use lowercase’ “case” when
orphological case; when we use itali « A

referring to abstract Case. ' the capitalized form, “Case,” we are

njm:/r\lljti::e Atgz f_oll;:vmg .abbrewations “_rhere we gloss linguistic examples: nNoM
second-Per;on : =— thi::satwe, DAT = fianve, GEN = genitive, 1 = first-person, 2
second-pes t, g "person, sG = sm'gfxlar, PL = plural, pEF = default third-person

g euter form on the passive participle, M = masculine, F = feminine, EI;(PL =

expleti R
pletive, INF = infinitive, PRO = unexpressed argument in a control infinitive

H. A. Sigurdsson and Holmberg (2008) discuss three varieties of Icelandic
A, B, and C) with respect to the DAT-NOM construction: Icelandic A speak-
fer agreement with nominative objects, while for Icelandic B speakers
the C variety only nonagreement is allowed

(

ers pre
agreement is optional, but in

(the finite verb then always turns up in the default 3sG).

However, as noted by Arnadottir and E. F. Sigurdsson (2008), there are
some indications of an interspeaker variation in the object case of DAT-NOM
verbs—for some speakers the object is in the accusative case instead of the
standard nominative case. We show examples of this in (3), taken from a

blog and a newspaper, respectively:

(3) a En hey, hljémsveitin er samt ekki slem
But hey band.ther s still  not bad
po mér likar hana ekki
though meDAT likes.3s6 ~ heracc not
“But hey, the band isn’t bad although 1 don't like it”
www.hugi.is/rokk/ articles.php?page=view&contentld=4940211,
posted May 28, 2007

b. og er hun fyrsta hljémsveitin sem
and  is she first band.the which
hlotnast bann heidur
acquires.3sG that.aAcc honor.acc

“It is the first band that acquires this honor”
Ttminn [newspaper], August S, 1989, p. 4

For most speakers, this use of an accusative object with the DAT-NOM verbs
Itka “like’ (mér likar hana in (3a)) and hlotnast “acquire” (hlotnast pann

heidur in (3b)) is ungrammatical.’
The DAT-NoM > DAT-ACC change has received little attention in the litera-

ture. Therefore we conducted a small study in 2009 to test whether there really
is a variation in the object case of DAT-NOM verbs. The results show that there

3 1t should be noted that instead of the nominative object of lika “like,” a prepo-
sitional phrase, headed by vid “to, with’ is frequently used (see (i-a) below). Thus,
one might draw the conclusion from an example such as Mér likar hana “me.DAT like
heracc” that this was some kind of an error in writing where the preposition is not
written. That is ruled out, however, in (3a) above, where an accusative argument of
lika precedes the negation (Object Shift). As shown in (i-b) below, a PP argument of

lika cannot precede the negation.

(1) a. Mér likar ekki  vid hana
me.DAT like.3sG not to her

“] don't like her”
b. *Mér likar vid hana ekki
me.DAT like.3sGc to her not
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definitely is a variation in this respect among young speakers, and another gy
vey from 2010 also conducted among young speakers shows the same (
section 2). We believe that this is an ongoing change at an early stage,

Dative subjects appear in the passive voice of many verbs, both monotrqy.
sitives (4) and ditransitives (5). DAT-NOM constructions are thus also used
in the passive: see (5b), where the dative argument raises to the subject
position (Spec,T).*

See

(4) a I ger bjargadi htn mér active of g
yesterday saved  sheNOM me.DAT

monotransitiye
“Yesterday, she saved me’

b. [ ger  var mér bjargad
yesterday was.3sG me.DAT saved.DEF
“Yesterday, 1 was saved.”

passive of g
monotransitive

(5) afger gaf hun mér bilana active of g

yesterday gave sheNOM me.DAT carsthe.pL.acc ditransitive
“Yesterday, she gave me the cars.”

b.{ger  voru mér gefnir passive of q
yesterday were.3PL me.DAT given.M.PL.NOM ditransitive
bilarnir

cars.the.M.PL.NOM

“Yesterday, 1 was given the cars.”

Unlike the DAT-NOM construction in the active, agreement with a nom-
inative object is obligatory with a passivized ditransitive. The passive par-
ticiple agrees with the nominative object in number and gender, and the
finite verb agrees with it in number. Therefore, in example (6) below, it is
ungrammatical to use the finite verb in third-person singular and the passive
participle in default third-person neuter (marked as DEF in glosses).

(6) * gor  var mér gefid bilarnir
yesterday was.3sG me.DAT given.DEF cars.the.M.PL.NOM
“Yesterday, 1 was given the cars.”

However, DAT-AcC has recently been discovered in the ditransitive passive
(Jénsson 2009a). It is ungrammatical to most speakers; those who do find
it grammatical are mainly younger speakers.

4 Icelandic is a V2 language with T-to-C movement. If, for example, an adverbial
phrase or a prepositional phrase, eg, { ger “yesterday” is topicalized, as in (4)-(5),
then the verb immediately precedes the subject, which is in SpecT.

[98] Variation in Datives

bilana

mé efid
[ ger var ér g‘
7 eiterday was.3sG meDAT given.DEF  cars.the.M.PL.ACC
¥

“Yesterday, 1 was given the cars.

il the DAT-NOM examples above involving a morphologicz.al change, t'he
. a{-' the object changes from nominative to accusative, Whllt't the <.iat1ve
- of the subject remains stable. However, there has been a lively clhsc;s-
O . . 0 . .
C'a o f morphological changes of oblique subjects in the actlve. in Icelandic
SO0 O ey d around two phenomena: dative substitution (DS) and
Otti 6 02,
ominative substitution (NS) (see, eg, Svavarsdo)ttlr 198}?, ]tiythor;s;r;;gson
: thers). In short, as
. 2003, Ingason 2010, and many © . "
J;‘(‘;;;ﬂm) argues, “NS is motivated by syntax (structure) but PS is Ir)nso ils
( ted .by semantics (thematic roles).”s We will only discuss NS, since
va .
d the scope of the article. . ' ' f
be)’;]r; (mainly) affects oblique theme subjects (accusative and dative) o

monadic verbs, rather than dyadic verbs. -

t has mainly revolve

Batarnir rdku
. Batana rak > '
®) 2 boats.the.pL.acC drifted.3sG boats.the.PL.NOM drlfted.3PL

“The boats drifted.”

i Bétarnir ~ hvolfdu
b. Bétunum hvolfdi > .
boats.the.pL.DAT capsized.3sG  boats.the.PL.NOM capsized.3pPL

“The boats capsized.

The reason for NS not affecting subjects of DAT-NOl\g verb; se:{nsl. to b;
inative i igned to one argument (e.g, Yip, Maling,
that nominative is only assigne e
i f DAT-NOM verbs, nominative
kendoff 1987), and in the case o : omit
{)a:e: assigned to the object, therefore the oblique subject is not affected by

is is di ther in section 4.
NS. This is discussed fur . o
NS does not seem to affect oblique subjects of monotransitives In

passive voice.

jilpad
(9) a I ger var honum h)lpad .
yesterday was.3sG  him.DAT helped.
“Yesterday, he was helped.”
b. *f ger  var hann hjalpadur
yesterday was.3sG he.M.SG.NOM helped.Mm.sG.NOM

i i jects
S The term “DS” is used for a change in the case marking of experiencer subjects,
e term - ;
mainly when an accusative subject is replaced by dative.
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Acc.ording to the examples sketched above, some speakers use nominas;
subjects with many monadic verbs in the active with which other i
ers use an oblique subject: see (8). This is not the case with susbp'eak
of monotransitive verbs in the passive: see (9). In the active and aJe.CtS
DAT-NOM constructions, a change has been observed on the object bp .
the subject: see (3) and (7), respectively. ! o
. The goal of this article is twofold. First, we claim that there is an

ing change of DAT-NoM verbs in Icelandic, not only in the passive 0“}%0'
already been shown by Jénsson (2009a), but also in the active ';N:S las
claim that this change is expected, as can be seen when Icelandi.c is o
pared to other related languages. Second, we propose that this chan o
Pe explained in the syntax where Case is established, but then caseg(i3 i
ized in a postsyntactic morphology (Legate 2008). Since we believ: -
realization derivationally follows Case establishment, covert NOM-aC éase
can be disguised as morphological DAT-NOM or DAT}-ACC case o

’H'1e article is organized as follows: In section 2 we present‘ the result

a written questionnaire we conducted, in which we focused on the DAT -
construction. Section 3 involves a comparison between Icelandic and come
other Germanic languages. In section 4 we sketch an analysis of th hsome
and in section S we conclude the article. ’ S

T )
N o sum up we.show in (10) and (11) the constructions discussed in
is section (sometimes the examples are simplified).

(10) paT-NoM and DAT-ACC constructions

Active
Passive
a. DAT-agreement-NOM
i. Mér lika bilarnir ii. Mér voru gefnir
me.DA i
T like3PL carsthepL.NOM me.DAT  were.3PL  given.M.PL.NOM

“I like the cars” bilarnir

cars.the.M.PL.NOM

“T was given the cars”

b. DAT-nonagreement-Nom

i Mér likar bilarnir il. *Mér var gefid bilarnir

meDAT likes.3sG  carsthePL.NOM  meDAT was3sG given.DEF carsthe.M.PL.NOM
C. DAT-ACC
i. Mér likar bilana ii. Mér  var gefid bilana

meDAT i
likes3sG  carsthepr.acc MeDAT was3sG given.DEF carsthe.M.PL.ACC

{100] Variation in Datives

(11) Nominative substitution (NS)

Active Passive

a. DAT subject

i. Bdtunum hvolfdi ii. Honum var hjélpad
boats.the.PL.DAT capsized.3sG him.pAT was,3sG  helped DEF

“The boats capsized.” “He was helped”

b. NoM subject (NS)
i. Bétarnir hvolfdu ii. *Hann var hjalpadur

capsized.3PL hemsGNOM  was.3sg helped.M.sG.NOM

boats.the PL.NOM

Now we turn to the results of our questionnaire.

2. A DAT-NOM QUESTIONNAIRE

2.1 The Questionnaire

In March 2009 we conducted a written questionnaire where we tested
whether the DAT-ACC case pattern (instead of regular DAT-NOM) is accepted
at all in Icelandic. We made the survey with Google docs (https://docs.
goog]e.com) and sent an invitation via Facebook (h_rtp://facebook.com).
This way we got thirty-six participants: twenty-five male speakers and eleven
female speakers. The youngest participant was seventeen years old (b. 1992)
and the oldest one thirty (b. 1979), but most of them were around the age
of twenty-five’

The majority of the questionnaire revolved around a judgment task where
the participants were asked to judge sentences. Three choices were given:
yes “I could say this,"? “I could hardly say this,” and no “I could not say
this” Part of the survey had two, three, or four similar sentences where the
participants were asked to mark the ones they could use. A few sentences
had gaps where the speakers were asked to fill in the correct word form.

The main purpose of the survey was to test our suspicion that a change
is taking place in DAT-NOM verbs, since we had already found several

6 Since we believe that the change from DAT-NOM case to DAT-ACC is at an early
stage, as it only recently was noticed, we mostly focused on getting younger partici-
pants. Thus the group tested is homogenous with regard to the age of the speakers.
For this reason we cannot say that the participants are representative of the Icelandic
population. Neither can we state that they are representative of this particular age
group. We do not think that this is a problem, since the main goal of the study was
to test whether the DAT-ACC pattern is accepted in the active voice in Icelandic. A test
group consisting of older speakers would, however, be ideal for comparison.
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DAT-ACC examples in the active on the Internet. This had not been testeq
for Icelandic. The test sentences focused on DAT-NOM versus DAT-ACC pattery
and agreement versus nonagreement, both in active and in passive of ditra.
sitives. Interestingly, the speakers in the study accepted the DAT-AcC cop.
struction in the active a lot more than would be expected if the DAT-Noy
pattern is as robust as has been described in the literature. However, some
DAT-NOM verbs are much more accepted than others, as outlined below—
some verbs, like berast “receive” and leidast “be bored by’ were rejecteq
with an accusative object by almost everyone, whereas nearly half of the
participants produced an accusative case object with the verb negja “suf.
fice” Although we believe that there is a change under way in case marking
among DAT-NOM verbs, the results must be taken with care because only
thirty-six speakers participated in the study.
We now present the results of our questionnaire.

2.2 paT-Acc in the Active

In short, the results of the study indicate that there is an ongoing DAT-NoM
> DAT-ACC change at an early stage in Icelandic’ Sentences with the
DAT-ACC pattern were accepted by a considerable number of participants,
and some speakers even produced an accusative object in a fill-in sentence
with a dative subject (see (12) below). In that sentence, we tested the case
of the object of the DAT-NOM verb negja “suffice” The speakers were asked
to write with letters the correct word form instead of the number 2. In gen-
eral, the participants either wrote the nominative form of two, fveir, or the
accusative form, tvo. Interestingly, a large number of the participants, sixteen
speakers, produced accusative with negja.®

(12) Results for the object case of nagja “suffice” NOM  Acc  other
Bjarni: barf  landslidid ekki  prjd  sigra?
Bjarni: needs nationalteamthe not three  wins

7 When we talk about the change from DAT-NOM case pattern to DAT-ACC pattern,
we talk about the DAT-NOM > DAT-Acc change. We also talk about the DAT > NoM
case change when we discuss the change from dative subjects to nominative subjects
in general (both for monadic and dyadic verbs in the active, and monotransitives and
ditransitives in the passive).

8 In (12), Bjarni (a proper name of a man) asks Gunna (a proper name of a woman)
whether it isn't right that the national team (in some sport, presumably) only needs
three wins. Gunna answers with the DAT-NOM verb negja “suffice” that the two wins
will be enough (to qualify for the next round or to win a competition, presumably).
Note that negi in (12) is the present tense, subjunctive mood of the verb negja. The

morphology is the same for third-person singular and plural, which means that number
agreement is not a factor.
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“Does not the national team need three wins?”
Gunna: Nei, ég held ad lidinu nzgi 2 19 16 1
Guona: no 1 think that teamtheDAT sufficesG/pL 2

“No, 1 think two [wins] will be enough for the team.

However, only one speaker accepted accusative object with lka “like” (mér
)
likar hana; answering options: yes/?/no):

(13) Results for an accusative object with lika “like” yes ? no
Hljémsveitin er fin en mér likar  hana samt ekki 1 1 34
bandtheF is fine but mepar likes3sG heracc stll  not

“The band is OK but I still don't like it”

The difference between the results for the accusative object for negja (12)
and lika (13) is very clear (not taking into account the different meth.ods
to test these sentences). These verbs differ in at least tw? ways that might
in part explain this difference. First, nazgja is an alternatlflg verb (or sy;m-
metric, e.g, Wood 2011), meaning that not only the datlv?'argument, l..lt
also the nominative argument, can move to the subject pOSlth.n, as seen in
(14). Lika, however, is not an alternating verb (it is4 asxmmetnc, e.g, Wood
2011, or “pure” DAT-NOM verb), hence the nominative is always the object,

as seen in (15).°

(14)a. Lidinu mun ekki nzgja pessi sigur
teamn.the.DAT will.3sG not suffice.iNF this.NOM win.NOM
“This victory will not be enough for the team.

b. Pessi sigur mun  ekki nzgja lidinu
this.NoM win.NoM will.3sG not  suffice.INF team.the.DAT

(15)a. Mér  hefur aldrei likad hljémsveitin
me.DAT have.3sG never liked band.the.NoM
“I have never liked the band”

b. *Hljémsveitin hefur aldrei  likad mér
band.the.vom have3sG never liked me.DAT

This does not seem to explain why accusative case on objects is m?re
acceptable with negja than lika. In fact, some other élternatlng v.erbs, like
berast “receive” and henta “suit” seem to be more resistant to this change
than pure (nonalternating) DAT-NOM verbs, as seen by the fact that only two

9 The use of the auxiliaries munu “will” and hafa “have” in -( 14b) and ('15b) exclgdes
the possibility that the nominative argument is topicalized; it must be interpreted as
the subject since the dative argument does not move out of the VP.
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speakers accepted DAT-acC in (16) with berast and three accepted DAT-Ace
in (17c) with henta. In (17) and other similar examples, where the speakers
could choose more than one sentence, the numbers at the end indicate hoy,
many marked that they could say that sentence.

(16) Results for an accusative object with berast “receive”

yes ? no
Logreglunni  barst eina dbendingu um  ferdir 2 1 33
police.the.DAT received.3sG one.aCc  tip.acc about tours
grunsamlegs  manns vid skélal6dina
suspicious man at schoolyard.the

“The police got one tip about a suspicious man at the schoolyard”’

17) Results for henta “suit” accepted by

a. Détri hentar  ekki sjélfskiptir bilar 15
PeterDAT  suits.3SG  not automatic.PLNOM  cars.PL.NOM
“Automatic cars do not suit Peter”

b. Pétri henta ekki  sjélfskiptir bilar 15
Peter.DAT SUit.3PL  not automatic.PL.NOM  cars.PL.NOM

c. Pétri hentar  ekki sjélfskipta bila 3
PeterDAT  suits.3SG  not automatic.PLACC  cars.PL.ACC

d. Pétri henta ekki sjalfskipta bila 1
Peter.DAT suit3PL  not automatic.PLACC  cars.PL.ACC

answered by: 31

The second difference between the verbs negja “suffice” and Ifka “like” is
that the subject of Ifka is an experiencer, but the dative argument of negja
is a beneficiary.'® Let us, then, take a look at another DAT-NOM verb that
takes an experiencer subject, leidast “be bored by’

(18) Results for an accusative object with lidast “be bored by” yes 2 no

Pali leidist handbolta mjég  mikid 3 726

Paul.paT isboredby3sc  handballacc very  much
“Paul does not like handball at all”

10 Note that the theta role of the dative argument of alternating verbs like negja
“suffice” has been analyzed as an experiencer (Jénsson 1997-1998: 20, Thréinsson
2005: 333). We believe, however, that it more accurately bears the role of beneficiary,

as can be seen from the fact that it may be replaced with a PP with the preposition
Syrir “for,” which also bears the role of beneficiary:

(i) Detta naegdi mér / fyrir  mig
thisNoM  sufficed.3s¢ me.par / for me.ACC

If the dative argument of negja is a beneficiary, we expect negja to have more in

common with other beneficiary verbs or recipient verbs (eg., dskotnast “acquire”) than
experiencer verbs like lika “like”

[104]  Variation in Datives

As in the case of lika, very few accept accusative object. with leidast. If the
thematic role of the subject matters, then accusative ob)'ec.t could 'be more
scceptable with a pure DAT-NOM verb that takes .a .rec1p1ent subject thax:1
with lika and leidast, since recipients and beneﬁcmrles. are closelyh relateb
oles (a beneficiary is often described as an intended recipient). Such a ver

: »
is dskotnast “acquire.

(19) Results for an accusative object with dskotnast “acquire”

Mariu dskotnadist  glenyjan bil 4 dogunum 6 3 27
MarypaT  acquired.3sG  brandnew.acC carAcc on daysthe

“Marfa recently got a brand new car”

When we compare (19) to the results in (13) and (18), we see that acc'u-
sative case object with dskotnast is, in fact, more readily accepted .than with
lika and leidast. However, we must be cautious in drawing conclusmt?s..

We tested another DAT-acC example of dskotnast. There the participants
were given four similar sentences. They were asked to choose the ones they
could say: that is, they could choose more than one (see (20)). In (%Oa)
there is nonagreement with a nominative object; in (20b), the verb‘§551g.ns
accusative to the object; in (20c) there is agreement{with 4a nominative
object; and in (20d) there is agreement with an accusative object.

ire” b
(20) Results for dskotnast “acquire accepted by
a. Kristjani 4skotnadist tveir midar 4  toénleika 6
K.DAT  acquired.3sG two.PL.NOM tickets.,PL.NOM at  concert
i Laugardalshdll
in Laugardalshall

“Kristjan got two tickets to a concert in Laugardalsholl”

b. Kristjéni 4skotnadist tvo mida 4  tonleika 9
K.DAT  acquired.3sG two.PL.ACC tickets.PL.ACC at  concert
f Laugardalshall
in Laugardalshaoll
c. Kristjani 4skotnudust tveir midar 4 tonleika 24
K.DAT  acquired.3rL two.PL.NOM tickets.PL.NOM at concert
it Laugardalsholl
in Laugardalshall
i i 0
d. Kristjani 4skotnudust tvo mida 4 ténleika
K.pAT  acquired.3PL two.PL.ACC  tickets.PL.ACC at concert
f Laugardalshall
in Laugardalshaoll

answered by: 34
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More speakers accepted the DAT-acc sentence in (20b) than in ( 19). Thege
results indicate that dskotnast “acquire,” which takes a recipient subject, more
readily takes an accusative object than lika “like” and leidast “be bored by

which take an experiencer subject.!!

Since rather few speakers filled out our questionnaire, we present, ip
(21)-(22) below, results from a survey conducted in 2010 in the Project
“Linguistic change in real time in Icelandic phonology and syntax” (REAL,
Héskuldur Thréinsson, PI). One goal of the survey was to test speak.
ers who participated in Maling and Sigurjénsdéttir's (2002) survey on the
New Passive and compare the results in those two surveys. As of the writ.
ing of this article, forty-five speakers, all born in 1984, have filled out the
REAL judgment task. Among the sentences that were tested (with the same
response options as in our survey, ie, yes? and no) were two with DAT-
NoMm verbs showing the DAT-AcC case pattern, hlotnast “acquire,” see (3b)
above, and lika “like” Note that these two sentences were not among the
sentences tested in Maling and Sigurjénsdéttir’s study.

(21) Results for an accusative object with hlotnast “acquire” in REAL

yes? no
Honum  hafdi ekki  hlotnast  pann heidur 4dur 18 10 16
himpar had3sc not acquired  thatAcc honoracc  before
“He had not acquired that honor before”
(22) Results for an accusative object with Ika “like” in REAL yes? no
Honum  likar nyju tolvuna ekki 9 3 33

himpAT  likes.35G new.acc computerthe.acc not

“He doesn'’t like the new computer”

Just as in our study, the results from REAL indicate that there really is a
change under way in the case marking of DAT-NOM verbs. If there were no
signs of such a change, we would expect that almost all speakers would
reject both the sentences. The majority did reject the sentence with lika
in (22), similar to our survey (see (13)), although it was accepted a bit
more in REAL than in our survey (nine speakers, or 20 percent, in REAL,
but only one speaker accepted the sentence in our survey). Twice as many,
eighteen speakers (41 percent), accepted an accusative object with hlotnast
(see (21)). That is a much higher acceptance rate than would be expected

if DAT-ACC in the active was ungrammatical to all, or almost all, speakers of
Icelandic.

L1 As pointed out to us by Jim Wood, there is another difference between ltka and
negja in that the dative argument is optional for nagja (betta nagir “This is enough”),

whereas it is obligatory for lika. This aspect could be addressed more properly with a
bigger survey.
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In (23) we show a compilation of the sentence w?es we te.sted .(and also
sentences that were tested in REAL) and discussed in th'lS subsec-

b hat we have simplified the sentences for sake of clarity, always
o NOtedt :ve mér “me” as the subject and either hin/hana “sheNom/
e d:e ab:’lar/bﬂa “cars.PL.NOM/ACC” as the nominative/accusative object
}(1:;:(;(1:1013; make comparison between different verbs easier for the reader).

mple
(23) Verb Construction  Example See full exa p2
- i ¥ 1
a. negja DAT-NOM/ACC Mér  nagir hin/hana
“suffice” me.DAT suffices.3sG she.Nom/her.acc
22
b. lika DAT-ACC Mér likar hana 13/
“like” me.DAT likes.3sG her.acc
16
c. berast DAT-ACC Meér barst hana
“receive” me.DAT recieved.3sG her.acc
i 7
d. henta DAT-NOM/ACC Mér henta/r hin/hana 1
“suit” +/- agreement mMeDAT suit3PL/SG she.Nom/her.acc
idi 18
e. leidast DAT-ACC Mér leidist hana
“be bored by” me.DAT is.boredby.3sG her.acc
f. dskotnast DAT-NOM/ACC Mér 4skotnadist/4skotnudust  bila/r 19/20
“acquire” +/- agreement me.DAT acquired.3sG/PL cars.PL.NOM/ACC
g hlotnast DAT-ACC Mér hlotnadist hana 21
“acquire” me.DAT acquired.3sG het.acc

We also showed an alternating verb (negja “suffice”) tttat can }?aveh either
argument as the subject, versus a nonalternating verb (lika 111.<e ) that ;axﬁ
only take a dative case subject (again, the examples are simplified, see fu
version in (14-15)):

(24)  Alternating Nonalternating

DAT-NOM

a. i Mér mun nagja hin ii. Mér mun lika hun

. . "
me.paT will3sG  sufficeINF sheNOM — meDAT will.3sG  likeaNF she.NO

NOM-DAT

b. i Hin mun nzgja mér ii. *Hin mun lika mér

e.NOMwill, ﬁi {3 e.DAT she.NO wi S ke.INF me.
h M lll 3sG suilic me.DA’ he. M 1.3sG like.r €. DAT
S

2.3 Nonagreement with Nominative Objects

i j i - ion
Number agreement with a nominative object in the DAT-NOM constr:ct :
it i entione
is sometimes considered optional, and for many speakers it is. As m
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in the introduction above (section 1), H. A. Sigurdsson and Holmp

(2008)‘ divide Icelandic into three varieties with respect to numberr: o
ment in the DAT-NOM construction. In Icelandic B number agreement 8T§e~
the nominative object is optional; it is preferred in Icelandic A but d‘:v 1th
lowed in Icelandic C. 531'
. There was an obvious preference for nonagreement with the verb lika “like”
in our survey—(25a) shows nonagreement, which the majority accepted -
(25b) shows number agreement, which only three speakers accepted. o

(25) Results for agreement with Ika “like”

: ' yes 2 no
a. Stefini likar ekki  sarsadir hritspungar 20 87
Stefin.pAT likes.35G not  pickled.rL.NoOM sheep.testicles.pL.NOM
“Stefdn does not like pickled sheep testicles.”
b. Jéhénnu lika ekki gosdrykkir 3 825§

Johannapar like3PL  not  soft.drinks.pL.NOM

“Jéhanna does not like soft drinks”

Fifteen of those who accepted the sentence in (252) rejected (25b), three of
them found (25b) questionable (they could hardly say it), but t\;/o seei
ers accepted them both. This clearly shows that number ag;eement witlfetah.
nominative object is not optional for all speakers—at least not with he
DAT-NOoM verb lika “like” where the subject is an experiencer, o
This suggests that most of the participants in our questionnaire w

Icelandic C speakers. However, number agreement with some DAT-Nce)re
verl?s is more readily accepted if the dative subject is a recipient or a be:I
eficiary. This applies to both the pure DAT-NOM verb dskotnast “ac uire” (; -
results in (20c) above), and the alternating verb henta “suit” (se;1 (17b);e§
In addition to this, the vast majority accepted number agreement with t};

alternating verb berast “receive” (see (26b)), whereas a little less than half ef
the speakers accepted nonagreement (see (26a)). Note that the nominat'0

forfns in (26a) tvo tilbod “two offers” and (26b) prjdr umssknir “three a T‘e
cations” are not morphologically distinct from the accusative form. o

(26) Results for berast “receive” ?
yes I no

o » i husid 15 4 17
Na.DAT  received.3sG  two.PL.NOM  offers.PL.NOM in house.the

a. Onnu barst tvé tilbod

Anna received two offers for her house”

12 . .

2 If mlg.ht"se}tzm stfang“e. th,:’at DAT-ACC is more readily accepted with a verb like dsko-

st Ba.cqlture% dtkan lika “like” at the same time as number agreement with a nomina

ject of dskotnast is also more accepted. H ,

: . . However, we need to look at int k

judgments: Nine speakers accepted DAT-A , (20) bove,
. -ACC case pattern with dskot i

A ‘ P ith dskofnast in (20) above.
ight of them did not accept number agreement with a nominative plural cfbje)ct
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b. Fyrirtekinu bérust prijar umsdknir 30 42
companythe.DAT received.3pL three.pL.NOM  applications.PL.NOM
um starfid
on job.the

“The company received three applications for the job”

ased on these results, where thirty accepted number agreement in (26b)
with berast, the vast majority (83 percent) are either Icelandic A or Icelandic
B speakers with respect to this particular verb. Given the results above, it is
interesting to compare (26) to DAT-acC with berast (16), which only two
speakers accepted—that is no coincidence: if number agreeement is optional
or preferred in a particular variety, then DAT-AcC is disallowed.

As is seen when (25) and (26) are compared, it certainly matters what
verb, or what kind of a verb, we look at when we discuss the three varieties,
Jcelandic A, B, and C; if someone is an Icelandic C speaker with respect to
2 verb like lika “like” we cannot automatically draw the conclusion that she
or he doesn't like number agreement with any kind of a DAT-NOM verb."?

Before we look at results for the DAT-ACC construction in the passive, we
want to mention that it is important to investigate the intraspeaker variation
with respect to Icelandic C and the DAT-ACC variety. Although we argue that
there is a relationship between Icelandic C and the DAT-ACC variety (and not
between Icelandic A/B and DAT-AcC) our data is not rich enough to draw

13 In one of the surveys conducted in the project “Variation in syntax” more than
seven hundred speakers in four age groups were asked to give judgments (answering
options yes/?/no) on sentences with number agreement (Thréinsson, Angantysson, &
E. F Sigurdsson 2011). The speakers were divided into four age groups: 15, 20-25,
40-45, and 65-70. Let’s take a look at the number agreement sentences in (i):

(i) Number agreement in “Variation in syntax” (N = 702)

a. Honum leiddust ténleikarnir mjég  mikid
him.DAT was.bored.by.3PL concert.PL.NOM very much
“He found the concert really boring’
b. Henni  hafa alltaf  leidst langar biémyndir

herDAT have.3pL always beenboredby long.PL.NOM movies.PL.NOM
“She has always found long movies to be boring.’
c. bad hafa morgum bléskrad pessi ummali
£xpL have.3pL many.PL.DAT been.shocked.by these.PL.NOM statements.PL.NOM
“Many people are shocked at these statements.”

Two of three sentences in (i) have the main verb leidast “be bored by” and one
blsskra “be shocked by” Both these verbs take experiencer subjects and are nonalternat-
ing (the subject is never the nominative argument).

Only 9 out of 702 speakers rejected all three sentences. That indicates that rather
few are Icelandic C speakers. However, 227 speakers found all the sentences in (i) to
be grammatical. According to H. A. Sigurdsson and Holmberg (2008) sentences like
(i-c) above with “dative intervention” are ungrammatical to other than Icelandic A
speakers. Out of 712 speakers, 368 found (i-c) to be grammatical, but 187 rejected it.
Based on this, most speakers are either Icelandic A or B speakers.
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firm conclusions in these matters. To give an example of this, with dskotngg
“acquire” in (20) we expected some speakers to accept both (20a) (nonagree.
ment) and (20b) (DAT-acc) but none of them did. However, four out of siy
speakers who accepted (20a) also accepted (20c) (number agreement), For
those speakers number agreement with dskotnast is optional (Icelandic B).

2.4 paT-acc in the Passive

As has been pointed out recently by Jénsson (2009a), some speakers, mainly
younger ones, use accusative objects instead of nominative in the passive of
ditransitives (DAT-NOM > DAT-ACC passive). This change looks like the par.
NOM > DAT-ACC change in the active. The DAT-ACC passive was, however,
less accepted than some DAT-Acc active sentences in our survey.

{27) Results for accusative with senda “send” yes 2 no

Mér var sent pessa mynd i tolvupésti 4 328
MeDAT  was.3SG  sent.DEF thisacC photo.ACC in e-mail

“This photo was sent to me by e-mail”

Arnadéttir and E. F. Sigurdsson (2008) argue that an intermediate stage in
this change is when the verb and the passive participle do not agree with
the nominative object—ijust like nonagreement with the nominative object of
DAT-NOM verbs in the active seems to be an intermediate stage in the devel-
opment of DAT-NOM to DAT-Acc. However, most speakers in the survey did
not like the nonagreement in the ditransitive passive either (the canonical pas-
sive would have a passive participle agreeing with the nominative object, ie,
sendur grunsamlegur pakki “sent.M.NOM suspicious.M.NOM package.M.NOM").

(28) Results for nonagreeement with nominative for senda “send”

yes 7 mo
Forsetanum var sent grunsamlegur pakki 3 4 28
president.the.DAT was.35G sent.DEF suspicious.M.NOM package.M.NOM
fra utléndum
from abroad

“A suspicious package was sent to the president from abroad”

Thus, our results do not support Arnadéttir and E. E. Sigurdsson’s (2008)
claim.

The results for syna “show” in (29) are the same as for senda “send” in 27)
and (28): DAT-ACC passive with syna was less accepted than some of the DAT-
ACC sentences in the active (see subsection 2.2 above). Also, the same was true
for the DAT-NOM passive with nonagreeing passive participle, which none of the
speakers accepted. This is shown in (29). (29a) is an instance of a nonagreeing
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jve participle with a nominative object; (29b) shows agreement; (29¢c) shows
paS; Acc; and, finally, (29d) has agreement with an accusative object.
DAT-. 3 4

- ’ accepted by
(29) Results for syna “show

: PP 0
Mér var synt tveir jeppar 4  bilasolunni
a 3

eDAT Was.3SG shown.DEF twoMPLNOM jeepsM.PLNOM  at car.dealer.the
me. -

“I was shown two jeeps at the car dealer’s!

. . 33
b Mér voru syndir tveir jeppar

meDAT were3PL ShOWNMPLNOM twoM.PLNOM jeeps.M.PL.NOM

i bilasdlunni
at cardealerthe
j : ilasdlunni 2
¢ Mér var synt tvo jeppa i bilasélu
j the
me.DAT Wwas.35G  shown.DEF  two.PL.ACC jeeps.pL.ACC  at  cardealert
. A 2
d. Mér voru syndir tvo jeppa &  Dbilasolunni

j the
MmeDAT were3PL shown.M.PLNOM twO.PL.ACC jeeps.PL.ACC at car.dealer.t

answered by: 34

Out of the thirty-four participants who answered which s.entences of thosef
four they could say, only one did not choose agreement in (29b) (r(;mén:r
ber that the speakers were allowed to choose more: thaq one senter;ce . N
results thus indicate that agreement in the passive is much more robust than
in the active (for comparison, see section 2.3). N . 1

The fact that the DAT-ACC construction in the ditransitive pass'lve wzs es;
accepted in our survey than DAT-ACC mi%ht l.)e. of s'ome sur;:nse. Jcr:ss((zf
(2009a: 303) reports a study from the “Variation in syntax” proje : O;‘
Thréinsson, Angantysson, & E. F. Sigurdsson 2011) where 59 per;en .
fourteen- to fifteen-year-olds (born 1991 and 1992) accepted the ditransi-
five DAT-ACC construction in the passive (the total numb.er of four}tleen-mto
fifteen-year-old speakers who filled out that survey was .a little less than (;
hundred according to Jénsson 2009a)."* Most speakers m'our survey were
little older, which might explain this difference to a certain degree.

14 The example Jénsson gives is the following:

, o 5
(i) Var peim ekki einu sinni synt {btdina gyrst.
was them.DAT not even shown.DEF apartment.AcC  first
“Were they not even shown the apartment first?
(Jénsson 2009a: 303)

Examples like these have been discussed in relation to the so-kfalletcki1 N:;:nf’alsesn;%o‘c:;
the New Impersonal, in Icelandic. Jénsson (2909a: 303? says tdz:ttt ir,se (20025) o
provides a very strong argument against Maling a}nd Slgur]6n§
that the New Passive is, in fact, an impersonal active construction.
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2.5 Summary

A change from DAT-NOM to DAT-ACC in the active seems to be under way,
There is, however, variation between different verbs. The reason for this is not
clear. This may have to do with the thematic role of the dative subject—verps
that take an experiencer subject (lka “like,” leidast “be bored by”) are less likely
to take an accusative object than verbs that take a recipient or a beneﬁciary
subject (negja “suffice, dskotnast “acquire,’ hlotnast “acquire”). This does not,
however, apply to the verb berast “receive,” which also takes a recipient subject
but was in general rejected with the DAT-ACC pattern in our questionnaire,

When we conducted our questionnaire, we expected pure DAT-NOM verbs
to be accepted more readily with an accusative object than alternating verbs,
This was not borne out, although dskotnast with DAT-acC was accepted to
some extent: accusative case object with negja (alternating verb) was pro.
duced by almost half of the speakers, whereas accusative object with likq
and leidast (nonalternating verbs) was rejected by almost everyone. On the
other hand, the alternating verbs berast and henta were rejected with an
accusative object by most speakers, which means we cannot state that alter-
nating DAT-NOM verbs are in general more acceptable with an accusative
object than nonalternating verbs.

We believe that our small survey shows that there is a change under way
in Icelandic, although we cannot draw conclusions about what the biggest
factors are (e.g, regarding thematic roles, alternating verbs versus nonalter-
nating verbs). The results from REAL support our claim. However, we want
to emphasize that a bigger survey is needed.

In the next section we compare the development in Icelandic to a similar
development in related languages.

3. COMPARISON WITH OTHER GERMANIC LANGUAGES

In this section we look at what seems to be oblique subjects in the history
of English, Faroese, and Swedish—in each language we discuss the develop-
ment of oblique subjects with monadic and dyadic verbs in the active and
monotransitives and ditransitives in the passive. The changes in Icelandic,
discussed in sections 1 and 2, are in many respects comparable to changes
in case marking in English, Faroese, and Swedish.

The development of DAT-NOM constructions seems to be similar in all
these languages; we follow Hrafnbjargarson (2004) in that DAT-NOM con-
structions were reanalyzed as NoM-accC in English and Swedish (and other
Mainland Scandinavian languages) in three steps:

(30) Dpar-NoM > DAT-ACC > NOM-ACC
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This seems to apply to Faroese (Hrafnbjargarson 2004), as we discuss below,
is

and also t© Icelandic.

3.1 The Development in Faroese

e like Icelandic, has a rich case system, although verbs no longer assign
Far(')e's : se to their arguments (Thrdinsson et al. 2004). Furthermore, as first
gemtwebca Barnes (1986), Faroese exhibits oblique subjects, but the use is far
Sho::nlirrﬁted than in Icelandic. This indicates that the decline of oblique sub-
mo

ects, discussed in this section, is not driven by loss of morphology.
) )

3.1.1 Loss of Oblique Subjects

In Faroese, oblique theme subjects of monadic verbs have been replaced b.y
nominative (e.g, Eythorsson & Jénsson 2003: 209). In this respect, Icelandic
.nd Faroese follow the same path (cf. (8) above):

(31) Bétarnir réku 4 land Faroese
boats.the.pL.NOM drifted.3pL to shore
“The boats drifted to the shore”

(Thréinsson et al. 2004: 228)

. : . m
In addition to this, dative experiencer subjects of most monadic verbs see

to have been substituted as well, with nominative (see (32)).! These verbs
usually still take dative experiencer subjects in Icelandic (see (33)):

(32) Eg kéInadi, sum eg  st6d Faroese
Inom  gotcold as 1 stood
“I got cold as I stood.
(Feroysk ordabdk 1998: 626) o
(33) Mér kéInadi Icelandic
me.DAT  got.cold

“I got cold”

The same goes for oblique subjects of monotransitives in the passive in
Faroese: they barely exist anymore. Whether this is changing in Mgcl.ern
Icelandic needs to be studied. In any case, the passive of monotransitives

15 According to a few Faroese informants, verbs like" kél}t}tlz are tgzef::;gjc:v;:hoii;?:ﬁs
subject (e.g, vedrid kélnadi “weather.theNOM got cold )f ere, riencerlsubject fginally
nominative, both in Faroese and ‘Icelandic. However, 1 an expe
it must be in the nominative case in Faroese, not the dative case.
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has changed a lot more in Faroe i
se than Icelandic (e.g, Thréinss
2004). Compare (34) to (9) above. e

(34)a. Eg hjilpti  honum Faroese
I helped him.par
“I helped him.”
b. *Honum vard  hjdlpt
him.DAT was helped.DEF
“He was helped”
c¢. Hann vard  hjilptur

he.M.NOM was helped.M.NoMm

There are, though, a few verbs that, according to Thréinsson et al. (2004;
267), preserve‘ the dative case marking in the passive of monotransitives ir;
Faroese: bida “wait,” dugna “help, takka “thank” and trdgva “believe”

3.1.2 pat-acc in the Active, pat-Nom in the Passive

Dative subjects of DAT-NOM verbs are rather well preserved, although they

are clearl?r losing ground among monadic verbs. However, most DAT-NOM

verbs assign accusative case to their object (e.g, Barnes 1986, Thrainsson
)

e't al. 2004)—in this respect the new variety in Icelandic, discussed in sec-
tion 2, resembles Faroese.

(35) Mar ddmar val hasa békina
me.DAT likes.3sG  well
“I like that book.”

(Barnes 1986: 33)

that.acc book.the.acc

There are, though, clear signs of dative subjects developing toward nomi-

native (e.g., B )
2004)'( g, Barnes 1986; Eythérsson & Jénsson 2003; Thriinsson et al.

(36) Eg ddmi val hasa békina
L.NOM like.1sG well
“I like that book”

(Barnes 1986: 33)

that.acc book.the.acc

]6n'SSon (2009b) argues that dative subjects in Faroese have covert nomi-
:haetlvz Case Wth.h is not morphologically realized. He refers to this as
overt Nominative Hypothesis, where the dative subject is assigned
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pominative Case by T in Spec,T. Empirical evidence he gives for this is
qumber agreement with dative subjects:

(37) Vit vbma at teimum  ddma hugskotid
we hope  that thempar like3pL ideathe.acc
“We hope that they like the idea’
(Jénsson 2009b: 156)

in (37) the verb ddma “like” agrees with the dative subject teimum “them.
There is, however, only agreement in number but not in person as seen by

the fact that (38) is ungrammatical.

(38) *Mer ddmi hasa békina
me.paT like.1sG that.acc book.the.acc
“I like that book.”
(Jénsson 2009b: 159)

The next step in the development might however be person agreement
but that might not sound plausible since many speakers already use mor-
phological nominative case with ddma.'®

Jénsson (2009b) gives an additional argument for dative subjects being
established as nominative Case. That involves the use of the anaphoric ele-
ment sjdlvur “self,” which is coindexed with the dative subject (honum “him”
in (39)) and should receive the same case (see (39a)). For many speakers
it does not: that is, in (39b) the anaphoric element is not in the dative
case even though the subject is. Instead it bears nominative case, which is a
manifestation of covert nominative Case of the subject.

(39)a. Sjdlvam démar  honum ikki at lurta eftir ténleiki
selfpaT likes.3sG him.paT not to listen to  music
“He himself does not like to listen to music.”

b. Sjalvar  ddmar  honum ikki at lurta eftir ténleiki
selfNoM likes.3sG him.DAT not to listen to  music

(Jénsson 2009b: 159)

Jénsson (2009b) claims that only in Faroese, and not in Icelandic, does the
dative subject get covert nominative Case, since examples corresponding to
(37) and (39b) are ungrammatical in Icelandic. While this is true for most
speakers of Icelandic, we argue that some speakers (Icelandic C speakers, to
be precise) have covert nominative on oblique subjects (see section 4).

16 According to Jénsson (2009b: 158-159) the reason for the lack of person agree-
ment may be that nominative Case is assigned in Spec,T rather than checked.
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Dative subjects in the paT-NoMm ditransitive passive in Faroese, hOWever,
do not show signs of developing toward nominative case. In addition to this,
the argument corresponding to a direct object in the active is usually in the
nominative case and not accusative (e.g, Thrdinsson et al. 2004). Thus, the
DAT-NOM pattern is rather well preserved in the passive, unlike the active,

Number agreement with dative subjects is less accepted in the ditransitive pas-
sive (Jonsson 2009b). Since the DAT-NOM pattern is so well preserved in the pas-
sive, this might not be surprising. Note, however, that in the following example
the second argument is not a DP in nominative case, but an infinitival clause,”

(40) ?Teimum verda eggjad at koyra saman
themDAT willbe.3pL encouraged.DEF to drive together
“They will be encouraged to drive together”

(Jénsson 2009b: 151)

There is, though, an indication of a change in the pAT-NOM passive. Barnes
(1986) discusses the DAT-AcC pattern in the passive voice in Faroese and

shows the following DAT-Acc example (var honum wtlad somu vidferd) from
a 1939 text:

(41) Og var honum  6ivad ®tlad somu
and  was himDAT doubtless intended.DEF same.acc
vidferd og @gmundi

treatment.AcC and @gmundur.pAT

‘And he was doubtless going to be given the same treatment
as @gmundur”

(Dahl 1939: 119; Barnes 1986: 35)

In addition to this, Eythérsson (2009) conducted a study in the Faroe Islands
in 2008 where he asked if the following sentences were acceptable:'®

17 Still, many speakers accept eggja “encourage” in the passive with a nominative
subject (see Jénssons (2009b:149) example (9)). The reason that none of Jénsson's
(2009b) informants accepted the plural agreement with a dative subject of eggja might
thus be that they preferred nominative case on the subject.

18 It should be noted that Thérhallur Eythérsson tested the DAT-acC passive in (42b)
with the passive participle givin “given,” which shows masculine/feminine morphology
instead of the default third-person singular givid, which is the form to expect, since
agreement with an accusative case object is unexpected. However, it is also possible to
interpret givin as agreeing with the dative subject gentuni, since verbal agreement with
dative subjects is possible in the active voice in Faroese (see (37); Jénsson 2009b). It
should be noted that Eythérsson also tested a sentence equivalent to (42b) with the
default third-person singular givid and the definite accusative object telduna “the compu-
ter” That was, however, accepted by only four speakers. The same applies to a sentence
equivalent to (42a) with the definite nominative case argument teldan “the computer,
which was accepted by one speaker.
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2) Results for giva “give” in ditransitive passive in Faroese yes 7 no
¢ telda 11 13 38

a. Gentuni bleiv  givin ein

girl the.DAT was gi\'En.F.SG.NOM a.F.SG.NOM Computel‘.F.SG.NOM

“The girl was given a computer.

i i
b. Gentuni bleiv  givin eina teldu 16 13 3

girltheDAT ~ was  given.FSG.NOM  a.ACC computer.ACC

Few speakers accepted the DAT-NOM pattern in' (42a), possibclly becatuhsee :i(r):;
paT is preferred (where the nominative subject corresponds to  direa
object in the active). However, more speakers a.ccepted t}-l; DAT-:;CC p;.celandic
(42b) than DAT-NOM. In this regard, Faroese m.lght be different from clncle
in that the change DAT-NOM > DAT-ACC is without a doubt more re. o
the passive than in the active. In Icelandic, .however, the c}.lan.lges 'mlg

from the same time period since they were discovered at a similar time.

3.2 The Development in Swedish

In Modern Swedish, as in other Mainland Scandinavian. languages, n;oz
phological case marking is lost on full DPs.® Old Swedish, however, ad
case distinction and preposed oblique DPs. We follox.v Barddal (2000) a;a
Hrafnbjargarson (2004), who argue that Old Sw.edxsh, as well as 109tg7e;
0Old Scandinavian languages, exhibited oblique subjects. Falk (199.5,
gives the chronological order for the morphological char?ges of obhq;le lcase
(dative) to nominative of preposed DPs inbearlier Swedish. The parallels to
in Faroese and Icelandic are obvious.
the’l’;};ar;f:ts sl?ep of these changes is within monadic verbs in the activi,1 a.nd
monotransitives in the passive. The examples in (43) show how 3 at{ve
subject-like argument, (43a) wardh honom forg[fwit,.c.hanges t(? a Eommat.lve
subject, (43b) han wart forgiffwen, of a monotransitive verb in the passive.
This happened before 1500 (Falk 1995: 208):

(43)a. Llangt  ther  ®pter  wardh honom forgifwit
long there  after was him,.,DAT poisoned
“A long time after that, he was poisoned.
(ST: 102; Falk 1995: 208)

b. han wart  forgiffwen
heNnoM  was poisoned
“He was poisoned.”

(PK: 234; Falk 1995: 208)

19 This is in general true for Mainland Scandinavian dialects, although morphological
distinction is found to a certain degree in some of the dialects.
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The next step, according to Falk, is when case marking of dyadic verbs
the active changes (see the dative argument henni in (44a) versus the nomj.
native du in (44b)). This happened mostly between 1500 and 1600.

(44) a. Henni likar  thitta
her.paT like  this
“She likes this.”
(Falk 1997: 10)

b. Du likar  mig
youNoM like  me.acc

The third and last step is a change in the case marking of oblique argu.
ments of ditransitives in the passive (see the nominative subject han in
(45)). Recipient subjects (corresponding to indirect object in the active)
infrequently occurred in the nominative case before 1800 (Falk 1995: 210)

)

(45) Han bleeff ...  mycken ihre bewijst
he.NOM was much honor shown
“He was shown a great honor.”

(Tegel, G 1 2: 6S, 1622; Falk 1995: 210)

Interestingly, these steps have parallels in Faroese with respect to diachrony.
As we have already discussed, oblique subjects of intransitive verbs in the
active and monotransitives in the passive are nearly nonexistent in Modern
Faroese (the first step). Oblique subjects of dyadic verbs are still retained
with most verbs—although there is a tendency to use a nominative subject
with some of them (the second step). However, the use of oblique subjects
in the passive of ditransitives is robust, although there are some hints of a
change (nominative objects becoming accusative). There are no clear signs

in the morphology, yet, of the dative subject changing to nominative in
Faroese (the third step).

3.3 The Development in English

3.3.1 Oblique Subjects of Monadic Verbs

At earlier stages of English, arguments were case marked. Oblique experi-
encers were sometimes preposed in Old English (OE) and thus look like

oblique subjects, similar to oblique subjects in Icelandic. Allen (1995: 442-
443) argues that these non-nominative NPs were, in fact, subjects in earlier
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English (see also Barddal 2000 and Hrafnbjargarson 2004).° In this Slfb'
ng'l we discuss how English follows the same path as Faroese, Swedish
e esumably—Icelandic, with regard to the DAT > NoM change. -
and;&llzrshowed for Swedish that the pDAT > Nom change affected monadllc

F verbs first. This seems to be the case for English as we‘llz mOna..dlC
o ubject verbs already at the OE stage could be found with nomina-

oblique S
tive subjects (Allen 1995: 72).
(46) forpam  be ge hingriad
forthat  that you.NOM hunger.PL

“Because you will hunger”
(Lk [WSCp] 6.25; Allen 1995: 72)

Although Allen does not describe this in detail, it is obvious thz%t :ﬂbis
hange happened long before the change in DAT-NOM verbs.{As we w1llc1 1.s-
Cuss below, the DAT > Nom change with dyadic verbs mainly occurred in
C )

the fifteenth century.

3.3.2 pAT-NOM Verbs

Examples of DAT-NOM in the active are found in OE. Hrafn.bjargar\;on
(2004: S0) considers the following example to show a dative subject and a

nominative object:

(47) dam  wife pa word wel licodon
the.DAT woman.DAT thePL.NOM words.PL.NOM well liked.3PL
“The woman liked the words well”

(cobeowul 639.538; Hrafnbjargarson 2004: 50)

Challges into aCCLlSathe befOIe tlle case Of the Sub]ect can bECOme nomina-

tive. In Early Middle English (EME), examples like (48) are found (Allen
1995: 236-238):

(48) swetest him  Junched ham
sweetest him thinks them
“They seem the sweetest to him.” )
or: “He thinks them the sweetest.

(AW 101.7; Allen 1995: 237)

20 However, Allen (1995) argues that preposed dative recipients in passive ditransi-
! . . . .
tive constructions did not behave like subjects, unlike in Icelandic.
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In examples like these, both the subject and the object appear to be in
the dative case. However, at this stage there was no longer a distinctiop
between accusative and dative in pronouns, so the object (and the subject
for that matter) might really be accusative. In light of the development in
other languages, we assume that the construction shown in (48) really i
DAT-ACC. At least it is important to notice that the case of the object nq
longer is nominative. And the data is clear according to Allen: she finds ng
examples in which a postposed pronominal theme of DAT-NOM verbs is ,
nominative pronoun.’ Nevertheless, if the theme is a preposed pronoun, j
always appears in the nominative case.?

In a similar time period (EME), there are examples of a possible
number agreement with the dative subject (see ham likied in (49)) (Allen
1995: 235): :

(49) swude wel ham likie3  biuoren pe to beon
very well them likerr before thee to be
(“Cristes milde moder”; Allen 1995: 235)

Examples of this sort, however, are very rare in EME but become more
common in later Middle English (ME) and in Early Modern English (Allen
1995: 235-236). Allen (1995: 241-243) also doubts that in EME there was
any agreement with the postposed theme.

The DAT > NOM change for pronominal subjects of DAT-NOM verbs starts
to occur in the fourteenth century (Allen 1995: 250). In the fourteenth
century, the first examples of like appear with the experiencer subject in
the nominative case (Allen 1995: 251). In the earliest examples, like (50a)
which is from around 1330, like takes a sentential complement, but in later
examples, like (50b) which is from late fourteenth century, like with a nomi-
native subject can also take a DP complement (notice that the theme object
is in the dative/accusative case and not the nominative).

(50)a. And bot pou like we seruen pe we will 3ern fram e te
‘and unless you.Nom would like us to serve you, we will make
our way from you.”
(A&M 5529; Allen 1995: 251)

21 Studying the development of the experiencer verbs in EME, Allen (1995: 221~
249) looked at texts written in the dialects in which the systematic distinction between
accusative and dative pronouns had broken down. She only uses examples where the
theme is pronominal, since nominative/dative distinction for nouns had also been lost
in these dialects.

22 One could argue that these verbs are alternating verbs, as found in Icelandic, since
either the theme or the experiencer could be the subject.
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b. ...somehat she likede hym the bet
“She liked him better.”
(ChLGW. 1076; Allen 1995: 251)

he late fourteenth century, dative experiencers were still more com-

- me time, however, there is an

- . a

inative experiencers. At the s

mon than nom . . -

ase in examples with number agreement with dative subjects (see hem
incre

oughten in (51)) (Allen 1995: 263):

(s1) how that hem oughten have greet repentaunce
how that them.pAT ought.PL have great repentance
“How they should have great repentance’

(Ch.B.Mel. 1731 (2920-2925); Allen 1995 263)

In short, the use of dative subjects started to decrease in Fhe fourteent};
century, and, in the fifteenth century, dative subjects were 'Stlll a li»tructturra
possibility, but the dative was clearly losing grou?d.' In the sixteent cen u))r
dative subjects became structurally impossible (limited to fixed explr'e;smr.l:h
(Allen 1995: 286-287). The end result is, of course, Modern English wi

NOM-ACC pattern:

(52) He likes her/*she

3.3.3 Passive of Monotransitives

In Old English, dative case in passives of monotransitives was retained'in
subject position (see (53a) him bid gedemed). However, this c'ase mar.klr.lg
was lost in Middle English, as seen in ($3b), where the subject he is in

nominative case:

(53)a. hi ne demad nanum men, ac him Pia gederr;ed

they not judge no men but them.DAT is )uc,i,ge
“They will not judge any men, but they will be judged.
(ZElc.PX1.369; Allen 1995: 27)

b. for he nes peo  noht iquemed
for henoM notwas then not pleased
“For he was not then pleased”
(BrutC 1529; Allen 1995: 349)

Although the data is not very clear, Allen (1995: 366) assumes that the
dative passive of monotransitive verbs “disappeared as a productive process
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by the early thirteenth century” This is a little later than the DAT > NOM

change in monadic verbs in the active.

3.3.4 Passive of Ditransitives

Until around the middle of the fourteenth century, preposed dative passives
of ditransitives were possible in English (54), but it was more common to

have the theme preposed (55):

(54) and him weard geseald an sned flesces
and him.DAT was sold a  pieceNoM flesh.GeN
“and he was given a piece of flesh”
(£LS (Basil) 158; Allen 2001: 45)

(85) Datt heffness 3ate uss oppnedd be
that heaven’s gate us opened be
“That heaven's gate should be opened to us”
(Orm 13988; Allen 1995: 382)

Between the use of examples like (54), with a preposed dative recipient,
and until the use of a nominative experiencer passive, there is a gap: the
nominative recipient passive does not directly replace the dative experiencer
passive (Allen 199S: 386). Nominative recipients with ditransitive verbs in
the passive voice are not found until the late fourteenth century (see she in
(56)).2 In the fifteenth century they became more common.

(56) Item as for the Parke, she is alowyd Every yere a dere and xx
Coupull of Conyes and all fewell Wode to her necessarye. ..
“Item: as for the park, she is allowed a deer every year and 20
pairs of rabbits and all firewood necessary to her...”

(Award Blount, p. 207; Allen 2001: S1)

Just like in the active, originally pAT-NOM pattern in the passive—Ilater DAT-
ACC—is now Nom-acc (for a short discussion on the similarity between

English examples like (57) below and the Faroese DAT-ACC passive, see
Barnes 1986: 35):

(57) 1 was given them/*they for Christmas
g Y
(Maling & Sprouse 1995: 177)

23 However, earlier examples appear with verbs that have a PP or a clausal second
in addition to the indirect object. We have left such verbs out of the discussion, since

we have not fully studied such constructions, ie,, whether they should be considered
monotransitives or ditransitives, or possibly neither.
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3.4 A Note on German and lIcelandic

The short overview given above is intended to s.how that somc;:1 of the
Germanic languages have undergone, or are undergoing, the same ¢ ar?gest;l—
. the same chronological order. It shows, then, that the change in the
) oM construction to DAT-ACC is not unexpected at all. However, not
;?Tg;rmanic languages have gone through that change; some do not show
i it. German is one such language. '
anyV\;lhg;shec:f lCtiercr;nan has oblique subjects is debated. The standard vxflw
has been that it does not exhibit oblique subjects, as seen by the fac'td t ea:;
PRO subjects, corresponding to oblique arguments, have been consider

ungrammatical:
(58)a. Ihm wurde  geholfen
himDAT  was helped

“He was helped”
(Zaenen, Maling, & Thrdinsson 1985: 476)

b. *Er  hofft geholfen zu  werden
he  hopes PRO.paT  helped to beINF
“He hopes to be helped.”
(Zaenen, Maling, & Thrdinsson 1985: 477)

(59)a. Mir gefillt der Mann

me.DAT likes.3sG  theNom  man
“I like the man.”

b. *Ich hoffe der Mann zu  gefallen

. I hope ~PRO.paT  theNoM man to like.INF

“I hope to like the man’’

c. Ich hofte dem Mann zu gefallen
I hope PRONoM thepar man 1o like.INF

“I hope to please the man’

Although the dative arguments in (58a) and (59a) 'Iook' 'like they Emcgo};t
be subjects, they are not if PRO subjects in control infinitives cizno "
respond to oblique case arguments (see (58b) and ’(59'b)). E)"t rss’znrlce
Barddal (2003) argue against the standard view and give interesting evi eth :
for their claim that German exhibits oblique subjects and, furthermore, tha
oblique subjects are a Germanic inheritance.”*

24 Examples equivalent to the German examples in (581b) a;lnd (}53%); ir:alr)l;{zg \:;r:)t:x
ical i i the subjec ) -
“y atical in Modern Icelandic. In these examples . ),
re’s gsiiﬁrgar::)ma dative subject. However, a PRO subject corresponding ‘tao a nominative
argIL)xment is ungrammatical (remember that lika is a pure DAT-NOM Vver ):

CASE IN DISGUISE [123]



If German does not have oblique subjects, then it does not have nom;.
native objects either. A change in the case of an argument from structura}
nominative to structural accusative is expected only if the argument is tp,
object of the verb; thus, the change equivalent to the DAT-NOM > DAT-ACC
in English, Faroese, Icelandic, and Swedish would be unexpected in Germay
unless it exhibits nominative objects.

Why, then, is the change from DAT-NOM to DAT-acc only at its begin.
ning stages in Icelandic? Why has Icelandic not already undergone the
same changes as, e.g, English and Swedish? Why does German not exhibit
oblique subjects (according to the standard view)? We do not know the
answer to these questions. For the last question, however, the obvious direc.
tion to look, as an anonymous reviewer points out, is that all the languages
discussed here have changed word order from OV to VO, except German,
Régnvaldsson (1996), Barddal & Eythérsson (2003) and Ingason, E. F
Sigurdsson, & Wallenberg (2011) give compelling evidence that oblique
subjects existed in Old Icelandic (Old Norse).” This suggests that oblique
subjects were not a consequence of the OV-to-VO change, since the change

(i) a. Strikarnir vonast til a3 __ verda hjilpad
boys.the.m.pL.NOM hope for to PRO.DAT beiNF helped.DEE
“The boys hope to be helped”
b. *Strikarnir vonast til a3 ___ verda hjilpadir
boys.the.M.PL.NOM hope for to PRO.NoM beinr helped.mM.pL.NOM
(H. A. Sigurdsson 1991: 336)
(ii) a. Eg vonast  til  ad lika madurinn
LNoM hope for to PRO.DAT likeINF man.the.NoM
“I hope to like the man”
b. "Eg vonast til a3 lika manninum
ILNoM  hope for to PRO.NoM likeINF man.the.DAT

“I hope to please the man”

Interestingly, in Old Norse ltka “like” was like gefallen “like” in the German example
(59¢), ie., the subject of lika is found in the nominative case as shown in the follow-
ing example from the Old Norwegian Book of Homilies; here the subject is PRO, cor-
responding to a nominative argument (and the object is then the dative argument):

(i) ef hann girnife  at lica  gudi  pzim er...
if  he desires  to PRO.Nom likeaNF God.DAT that.paT who
“If he desires to be liked by God who...”
or: ‘If he desires to please God who...’
(Indrebe 1931: 24.10-14, AM 619 4to)

In Old Norse lika was either a pure NOM-DAT verb or an alternating verb (like, eg,
Barddal 2001 proposes). Given compelling evidence in favor of the hypothesis that Old
Icelandic (Old Norse) exhibited oblique subjects, it is likely, at the very least possible,

that Ika was an alternating verb where either the dative or nominative argument could
raise to the subject position.

25 Whether Old Icelandic had oblique subjects has been debated. Faarlund (1999,

2004), for example, argues that oblique subjects are not found in Old Icelandic texts.
For a recent discussion, see Vidarsson (2009).
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in progress during the time period of Old Icelandic (see Ingason, E. F.
vas 1
‘Sigurasson, & Wallenberg 2011).

3,5 Summary

There are striking similarities in the development of the changehs dis};:uss:il
in English, Faroese, Icelandic, and Swedish, alt.hough t ey app
abov'ef)f . t time periods (the changes occurring first in Old English, and
. df e;n dern Icelandic). The status of the case system is also different at
o lr‘l of the changes: English was undergoing a drastic change in t?le
t};:e tlsr;lsier(; which partly seems to precede the DAT > NOM change, while
: ic an ill have a rich case system.
Icel’;}r:dl:t: nsdolf:atr}:)ee S(:e\S/:lltl)pment, outlined by Falk (1995, 1997) for Swed.ish,
seem eto agply for the other languages as well, namely that mon}:dlce(a;etg:
d monotransitive (passive) verbs undergo the DAT > NOM chang o
Zf;adic (active) and ditransitive (passive) verbs .do‘ In e;ch lanigviagae o
hanges in the DAT-NOM constructions in the .actlve ar-ld the passive i
C be intertwined and all of them also have intermediate stages, which are
te:)(peited under our analysis (see section 4). These inc?ude nor;ag:;eme:;
with nominative object, NoM > AcC change of the o.b]ect of dyadic a
ditransitive verbs, and plural agreement with dative s_ub]e.cts. e e
In (60) we show the development for the langua.ges dxsculsse in s sec
tion, English, Faroese, and Swedish. We use Icelandic examples, ererl1 tho gto
Icelandic has undergone only some of these changes. We expect Icela

follow the same path as the other languages.

(60) Step 1: DAT > NOM ((a) the active: monadic verbs, (b) the passive: monotransitives)

Mé kolnar > g kélna see (8), (32), (33), (46)
a. wver
me.DAT gets.cold.3sG LNoM  getcold.lsG
“I get cold”
b. beim var hjlpad > beir voru see (9), (34), (43)
them.DAT was.3sG helped.DEF they.M.PL.NOM were3PL
hjalpadir

helped.m.PL.NOM

“They were helped” . . e
Step 2: DAT-NOM > Nom-acc ((a) the active: dyadic verbs, (b) the passive: ditransitives,
tep Z: - A

l: DAT-nom > DAT-ACC™
Mér likar hin > Mér likar hana  see (3), (35), (48)
a. 3

me.DAT likes.3sG she.NOM me.DAT likes.3sG heracc
“I like her”

inni i urrences
26 We assume that before or at the beginning of this stage one can Mﬁn(;ier?lcclce]andic
of nonagreement with the nominative object. This can be seen in Mo

(see example (2)).
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b. beim var gefin >  beim var see (7), (41), (42)
them.DAT was.3sG  given.EsG.NOM them.DAT was.3sG
hén gefid hana
she.F.sc.NOM given.DEF her.acc

“They were given her”
2: DAT-ACC > NOM-ACCY
a. Mér likar hana > Eg  lika hana  see (36), (44), (50), (52)
me.DAT  likes.35G her.acc LnoMm like.1sG her.acc
b Dbeim  var gefid  hana > Deir voru see (45), (57)
them.DAT was3sG given.DEF herAcC  theyM.PLNOM  were3pL M 0 32
gefnir hana

given.M.PL.NOM her.acc

4. ANALYSIS

Legate (2008) proposes that Case is established in the syntax but that it is
realized in the morphology. We agree with that view and argue that such an
approach is needed to account for Nominative Substitution (NS) with mon-
adic verbs and the change of DAT-NOM case > DAT-accC. In this section we
limit the discussion to the active voice and leave the passive mostly aside,
We propose that (a) NS is expected if accusative and dative case arguments
of monadic verbs are a morphological realization of nominative Case and
(b) that for Icelandic C speakers DAT-NOM case is a morphological realiza-
tion of abstract Nom-acc Case.

Our view is that usually there is a one-to-one correspondence between
abstract Case and morphological case, but a distinction is possible while
a change is under way?® Under those circumstances a speaker may use
the “pre-change” morphological case while showing syntactic signs of the
“post-change” abstract Case. Only if these signs are found do we assume
there may be a distinction between abstract Case and morphological

27 Before or at the beginning of this stage we assume that there may be found
instances of number agreement with the dative subject. This has been observed
for Faroese (see (37) (Jénsson 2009b:151)) and English (see (49) (Allen 1995;
235)).

28 This goes against Legate’s (2008: 90) claim that “lo]nly when a morphologi-
cal realization of a particular abstract Case is not available do we find a distinction
between abstract Case and morphological case” We believe that we can find a distinc-
tion between abstract Case and morphological case, even though a morphological reali-
zation of the Case in question does exist, for example with DAT-NOM verbs (abstract
NOM-Acc) in Icelandic C. We claim that nominative case is not available for the sub-
ject of DAT-NOM verbs, not in the sense that the morphology does not exist, but in
the sense that it cannot apply because another nominative already exists in the sen-
tence (on the object). This is further discussed in footnote 32.
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inati j on a verb with mor-
¥ A sign of an abstract nominative Case subject

- for example, number agreement with the dative

phological dative case is,
case subject (see section 4.2).

4.1 Nominative Substitution

For languages where morphological default case is absokllu:ive,enst;:u a:l
Warlpiri, Niuean, Enga, and Hindi, Legate (20'018) proposes.t a e;zt o vge S
orphological case of subjects of intransitives and objects o hr :

Fhe z'zed as absolutive, they don’t have the same abstract .Case: the or.me'r
y reb: tract nominative Case, and the latter abstract accusative Case. A simi-
Ears jlaisrrl; can be made for NS in Icelandic (discussed' in se'cFion ls) IZIocs)tf
verbs described in the literature as showing NS are mtr.ansTtlves. b-:: o
these verbs have transitive counterparts that take .a nom.u‘latlve dsuth]e  and
an accusative or a dative object. In such cases the intransitive ar:i the trans
tive often have a similar meaning, but not exac:tly the same, an. . e erb] .
of the intransitive verb corresponds to the object of the tranm‘tilvte zsm;’el
the following examples, we show the verbs reka and hvolfa us.e raf s i)sr
and intransitively. In the intransitive use, see (61.a), the m;anlng.tZXt @
“drift” but the transitive can have several meam”ngs. Iln the cc::r hasg e

in (61b) it means “order (someone to go away).” Hvolfa, however,

aning “capsize” whether it is used intransitively or transitively, see (62).
me

(61) a. Bétinn rak 4 land intransitive of reka
boatthe.acc drifted to land
“The boat drifted to the shore”
(Jénsson 2003: 154)

iti eka
b. Hann rak manninn burt transitive of r

he.NOM drove manthe.AacC away

“He ordered the man to go away.

(62) Batunum hvolfdi a midju vatninu intransitive of hvolfa
a

boats.the.PL.DAT capsized.35G in middle  waterthe
“The boats capsized in the middle of the water”

(Eythérsson 2000: 188)

29 To give a concrete example of this one might ask v;hether“ dlt 1230;5113; Loa sclz;lar;
that the nominative case subject of the unergative verb' ansaf ha? - nomil;ative
dative Case. The answer is no because there are no signs of that. ominative

e biect vid “we” in (i) had abstract dative Case, we would. expect examples
:;Zesfxlll)jéct does not agree in number and person with the finite verb:

(i) vis dénsum/*dansar i k\.'t')ld
we.NOoM  dance.1PL/3sG tonight

“We dance tonight”
Such examples are ungrammatical to all speakers as far as we know.
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b. Vi3 hvolfdum batunum transitive of hvolfq
WePL.NOM  capsized.1PL  boats.the.pL.DAT

“We capsized the boats”

The case of the subjects in the intransitive clauses in (61a) and (62a) j
originally accusative and dative, respectively, but for some speakers the
abstract Case is sometimes realized as nominative (hence Nominative
Substitution; see (63) below).

(63) a. Béturinn rak i land
boat.the.NoM drifted to land
“The boat drifted to the shore”
(Jonsson 2003: 154)

NS with reka

b. Batarnir hvolfdu 4 midju vatninu NS with hvolfa
boats.the.pL.NOM capsized.3pL in middle water.the
“The boats capsized in the middle of the water”

(Eythérsson 2000: 188)

To our knowledge, the case of the object of transitive reka and hvolfa (or
any other transitive counterpart of an intransitive NS verb for that matter),
see (61b) and (62b), is always accusative and dative, respectively, and never
realized otherwise.

We take these facts to show that although the morphological case of the
subject of intransitive reka and hvolfa and the object of the corresponding
transitive verbs is identical, the abstract Case is not one and the same—the
subject of the intransitive bearing abstract nominative Case but the object
of the transitive bearing abstract accusative Case, Therefore, only the oblique
subject of the intransitive verb may change to nominative, and not the
oblique object of the transitive counterpart. We argue that for those who
show intraspeaker variation regarding the case of the subject of the monadic
verbs in question, the abstract Case is nominative (this goes also for speak-
ers who always use nominative subjects with these verbs). For others, who
consistently use accusative or dative with the NS verbs, we do not propose
that the abstract Case of the subject is nominative.

A part of our proposal is that Icelandic C speakers, who accept paT-ACC
with nonalternating DAT-NOM verbs or alternating verbs, also accept NS of
monadic verbs. Also, we propose that Icelandic A and B speakers (who pre-
fer or allow number agreement with nominative objects) are less likely to
accept NS. However, we didnt include NS sentences in our study (reported
in section 2 above). We leave the correlation between these two phenomena

for future research, but now we turn to discussion on DAT-NOM verbs estab-
lished in the syntax as nom-acc.
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4.2 Nominative Case Realized as Dative Case

ith the dative
have number agreement with t
dic, some speakers seem to ' men
Inblceltanf ,DAT-NOM verbs. In examples like (64) peim likudu, .\‘:rlherte tt};le1
e i hird-person subject, it is impossible to
in number with a third-per . sible
Ve;b }:gret(l:sis is also person agreement. Note that the singular object in (64)
whether

is in the nominative case:

likudu  ekki bessi mikla aukning

em eim 4
« e : this.sc.NOM much.SG.NOM increase.SG.NOM

since them.pL.DAT liked3pL not
a fylgi
on  support "
“Since they did not like this big increase in support...
7
http:/ /tigerblogis/blog/ tiger/entry/110811/, posted January 28, 200

ject i i ically as
For these speakers, we argue that the subject is reallzedcmorpholog y
. inati ase.
dative case but established in the syntax as nornmatwef et
However, not only have we discovered examples of numbe tg emen
o . . o
but also of, person agreement with oblique subjects. 'gne;e ar;n noc,i " usgeci
; i i “be bored” an
- bs; leidast in (65a) means .
mples of DAT-NOM verbs; 65 . . s used
o l:nonadic verb, and dreyma “dream’ in (65b) is used with an q
as a )

(accusative or dative) and a prepositional phrase:

subject
i minni
(6S) a Hitt  skiptid var begar  mér og  Helgunni -
ther time was when mepar and Helgathe.DaT mine.
o
leiddumst geggjad
were.bored.1pPL crazy

“The other time was when I and Helga were very bored...

i 007
http~//hallla.blogspot.com/2007_07_0l_archwe.html, posted July 19, 2
dreymum  um
b. bama voru stelpurnar sem  okkur ’ y! "o
th were girls.the.PL.NOM who  us.PL.ACC/DAT ream.
ere the.
ad missa sveindéminn  med

to loseInr  virginity with o .
“The girls, with whom we dream about losing our virginity, wer .
)

] -a-leid-til-glotunnar/,
http~//hreinirsveinar.blogcentral.is/blog/2005/9/5/p]allantk a-leid-til-glotunn
posted September S, 2005

“me and my Helga” This

“be bored” in person
in

The subject in (6Sa) is mér og Helgunni r;linlm:a t

i he verb leidas

inated DP then agrees with t | ; in per

Cocc)lrdIZ;Zer (1p1). Similarly, the accusative or dative subject okkur “us
and n .

ith the verb dreyma “dream.

in person and number (1pL) wit .

'(TiSb)ﬁrz%r;:s;n L;)lural forms of these verbs are leiddumst and dreymum,
e -
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respectively, but what would be expected are the third-
leiddist and dreymir.

We have also found examples where the anaphoric element sjdlfur “self
receives nominative case, even though it is coindexed with an oblique sub
ject (similar to Jénsson’s (2009b: 159) Faroese example, shown in (39b)

ér

3bove). In (66) sjdlfur bears nominative case even though the subject m
me” is in the dative case.

(66)a. Sjalfur  likar mér ekkert  vel vid
self NOM likes.3sG me.DAT not well  to
‘I do not like Nazis myself...”
www.hugi.is/ljod/providers.php?page=view&contentld=3180131
posted March 7, 2006 ’

b. ...sjilfur langar mér i hund

selfNOM  wants.3sG  meDAT in dog
‘I want a dog myself...”

www.hugi.is/kettir/ threads.php?page=view&contentId=6986464#i
tem6986560, posted December 6, 2009

nasista
Nazis

For the two speakers in (66) we might conjecture, as Jonsson (2009b) does
for Faroese, that the nominative sjdlfur shows that the dative case subject i
really abstract nominative Case. e

The following example is interesting, since it not only has number agree.
ment with a dative subject, but also a nominative case floating quantifier
modifying the dative subject. Note that the quantifier cannot modify the
object; that is ruled out morphologically. (Adgerdarleysid “the inaction” is a
neuter singular noun, whereas Il “all” is the form of either feminine singu-

lar or neuter plural; here it is the latter form, modifying the neuter plural
pronoun peim “them.”)

(67) Dbeim leiddust oll adgerdarleysid
‘t‘hem.PL.DAT wereboredby3pL  allPL.NOM  inaction.the.NOM/AcC
They were all bored of doing nothing.”

http://ernah-761436.blogcentral.is/ ?page=5
’ wehs =9 ted
13, 2006 page=5, posted December

These examples, taken from the Internet, must be regarded with care. They

seefn to b? used mostly by younger speakers, which—presumably—have
oblique subjects established in the syntax in nominative Case.

In our questionnaire we tested number agreement with a plural dative
subject.
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person singular formg
’

(68) Results for number agreement with dative subject of lika “like” yes 2 no
Kennurunum likudu ekki pessi hegdun 8§ S5 23
teachers.the.DaT  liked.3PL  not this.wom behaviotNom
nemendanna
students.the.GEN

“The teachers did not like the students’ behavior”

Note that the object is in the nominative case and that it is in the singular,
as in (64) above. The plural form of the verb, which is in the past tense,
thus agrees with the plural dative subject. Those speakers who rejected the
sentence in (68) presumably did so because in order to be grammatical for
them the verb would have to be in the third-person singular, likadi, instead
of plural likudu. More speakers accepted this sentence than the DAT-ACC
version in (13) above, suggesting that those speakers have covert nomina-
tive Case on the subject, although the object is in the nominative case (we
argue that the nominative object in (68) actually bears accusative Case; see
next subsection). None of the speakers who accepted (68) accepted number
agreement with a nominative object of lika in (25b): six of them rejected
that sentence, and two found it questionable. These speakers are thus
Icelandic C speakers, at least with respect to the verb lika.

We argue that for those who find (68) acceptable, the dative case
argument really is an abstract nominative Case subject that triggers agree-
ment. Legate (2008: 95) argues that agreement is “triggered by the high-
est DP bearing structural abstract Case.” For Icelandic A and B speakers,
dative subjects with DAT-NOM verbs bear inherent abstract Case. For those
speakers the nominative object is the highest (and the only) DP bearing
structural abstract Case and thus it can trigger agreement. For Icelandic C
speakers, however, both the dative case subject and the nominative object
bear structural abstract Case, nominative and accusative, respectively. The
dative case subject is then the highest DP bearing structural abstract Case
and that DP can trigger agreement, not the lower one (the nominative
case object).

In this article we focus on analyzing the Icelandic C variety, and in order
to do so we adopt Jonsson's (2009b) Covert Nominative Hypothesis for
Faroese, where nominative Case on dative subjects is assigned in Spec,T, by
T. Although Jénsson (2009b) doesn't explicitly say it, dative case is possi-
bly checked in Spec,Appl (within the vP) but then, as mentioned, assigned
nominative Case in Spec,T. This approach might be too simplistic, though.

Cardinaletti (2004) argues that different types of subjects occupy different
subject positions. It might be possible to account for the difference between
Icelandic C (nonagreement) and Icelandic A (number agreement) in such a
way. Then an IP might consist of NumberP, PersonP, and TP (see H. A.
Sigurdsson & Holmberg 2008; see also H. A. Sigurdsson 2000, 2006). For
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Faroese (Jonsson 2009b) and Icelandic C the dative subject might move
Spec,Number, rendering number agreement with the dative case subject, I,
cases like (65) where the verb agrees with the dative subject not only i
number but also in person, the subject presumably occupies a higher pos;.
tion, namely Spec,Person. For Icelandic A, on the other hand, the dative
subject might occupy a lower subject position, for example Spec,T.

4.3 Accusative Case Realized as Nominative Case

Nominative on subjects and objects is standardly said to be connected to
T, and accusative is then connected to v (see, though, e.g, Alexiadou 2003,
who argues against this). However, Eythérsson & Jonsson (2009), who
build on H. A. Sigurdsson (2000), claim that for speakers who do not
allow number agreement with nominative objects in DAT-NoM construc-
tions (Icelandic C speakers), v always assigns nominative case to the object.
Under that approach no link can be established between T and the nomina-
tive object, rendering obligatory nonagreement. We agree with their sugges-
tion. Thus, for these speakers, the nominative object in (69b) is assigned its
case in the same way as the structural accusative object in (69a).

(69)a. Konan drap manninn
woman.the.NoM killed man.the.acc
“The woman killed the man’”

b. Mér likar bilarnir
me.DAT likes.3sG
“I like the cars.”

cars.the.PL.NOM

Our interpretation of this is that the nominative case in (69b) is really
abstract accusative Case.

As discussed above, for many speakers, number agreement (as in (70b))
with the nominative object is either preferred (the Icelandic A variety in H.
A. Sigurdsson & Holmberg 2008) or optional (Icelandic B) in the DAT-NOM
construction in Icelandic, whereas for other speakers (Icelandic C) nonagree-
ment (as in (70a)) is required.

(70) a. Mér likar bilarnir
me.DAT likes.3sG  cars.the.pL.NOM

b. Mér Iika bilarnir

me.DAT like.3pL cars.the.pL.NOM

[132] Variation in Datives

However, this is restricted to number. Thus, person agreement is excluded
(H. A. Sigurdsson 1996, 2006) in all varieties—this includes number agree-
ment with nominative objects that are first- and second-person pronouns
(H. A. Sigurdsson & Holmberg 2008).

(71)a. Henni  *leiddumst /?*leiddust vid
her.DAT wereboredby.lpL / werebored.by.3PL wePL.NOM
“We bored her’
(H. A. Sigurdsson 1996: 28)
b. Mér *1ikid /?*lika pid

me.DAT like2pL  / like.3PL  you.PL.NOM

“I like you!

The Person Restriction (H. A. Sigurdsson 2006; H. A. Sigurdsson & Holmberg
2008) captures this: quirky dative blocks first- and second-person agreement
in Icelandic A, B, and C. Only in Icelandic C, though, is a personal pronoun
“not sharply unacceptable” (H. A. Sigurdsson & Holmberg 2008: 256) as a
nominative object. It follows, then, that the verb does not agree in numlje:
with the object (as in the following example; we don’t mark (72a-b) with ’
even though “not sharply unacceptable” probably entails that many Icelandic
C speakers don't find these examples particularly good):

(72)a. Henni  leiddist vid Icelandic C

her.paT  was.bored.by.3sG we.NOM
“We bored her”

b. Mér likar pid
me.DAT likes.3sG  you.PL.NOM

“I like you”

This is not surprising if the nominative is assigned by v in Icelandic C,
because then the object cannot agree with the verb (objects assigned by v
in Icelandic don’t agree with finite verbs).3

30 A consequence of the change from DAT-NOM tO DAT-ACC should be that there
is no restriction on the accusative object, i, it can be a first- or second-person pro-
noun (thanks to Rajesh Bhatt for pointing this out to us originally). In our survey for
Icelandic, four speakers accepted accusative object, which was a second-per.son pronoun,
with the verb leidast “be bored by” (compare this to the results for leidast in (18)
above, where three accepted an accusative object):

(i) Results for a second-person plural object with hundleidast yes ? 1o
“be very bored by”
Mér hundleidist ykkur! 4 7 28
me.DAT isveryboredby.3sG  you.PL.ACC
“You bore me to death”
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Now take a look at the following ECM constructions:

(73)a. Eg 16t  hana verda
I let herracc

*reid/reida

become.INF angry.F.NoM/AccC
‘I made her become angry”
b. Eg 1t hana sld manninn
I let heracc hitINF  man.the.acc
“I made her hit the man”
c. Eg lét  hana yta *manninn/manninum
I let heracc pushiNF man.the.acc/DAT

“I made her push the man”

The ECM verb ldta “let” takes a bare infinitive complement. Ldta licenses the
accusative case on the subject and the adjectival predicate in the embedded
clause in (73a). However, only the accusative on the subject is licensed by
ldta in (73b), since the main verb in the embedded clause assigns the object
its case. This is further confirmed in (73c), where the object in the embedded
clause gets not accusative case from ldta but lexical dative from yta “push.
But what about nominative objects in DAT-NOM constructions with the
ECM verb ldta “let”? According to Wood (2011), nominative is ungram-
matical with the DAT-NOM verb negja “suffice” under the ECM verb ldta.

(74)a. *Eg 1ét  mér nzgja tveir midar
I let  me.DAT sufficeINF two.PL.NOM tickets.PL.NOM

b. Eg lét mér nagja tvo mida
1 let me.DAT sufficeINF two.pL.ACC tickets.PL.ACC

“I let myself make do with two tickets”
(Wood 2011: 2)

If this is true for all speakers, including those Icelandic C speakers who do
not accept accusative case object but still always prefer nonagreement with
the verb, then nominative case is probably not assigned by v. This, however,
remains to be studied. For now, we can only predict that for those speakers
who do not have number agreement with nominative case object (Icelandic
C), only (74a) is grammatical, since v assigns the object its case (like it
does in (73b-c))—then the paradigm in (74) is borne out for Icelandic A
and B speakers and also for those Icelandic C speakers who accept accusa-
tive objects with DAT-NOM verbs; for Icelandic A and B speakers the accusa-

tive on “two tickets” in (74b) is assigned by ldta “let” but for Icelandic C
speakers it is assigned by v.3!

31 The pattern of DAT-NOM verbs in ECM constructions is more complicated
than shown in (74). Not all DAT-NOM verbs take an accusative object in an ECM
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Finally, agreement with dative subjects of DAT-NO.M verbs in Icelandicbma.y
uncover the Case of the object. In Faroese, the obJect.of DAT-NOM verbs is
gsually in the accusative case, including when there '15 number agreerﬁent

+h the dative subject (see (37) above). In Icelandic, however, we .ave
. examples of number agreement with dative subjects where the object
?:e:urprisingly, assigned not accusative case (see (64) and (68)) but .nor'ni-

" e. These examples suggest that, for some speakers, covert nomma%we
f(‘:":;: .on the morphologically dative subject is pc?s'sible 'even if the' ob]e;t
is morphologically nominative. Now, two possibihn.es arise concer.mngbtt}e1
syntactic Case of the two arguments: either the sub']ect and the object 'o
have nominative Case, or only the dative case sub;ect'gets covert ncf)im;na:
tive Case and the nominative case object get.s accusatnfe C'Iase. We32 n’nl 1S
highly unlikely that two arguments can be assngned nommaFwe dC:\)se. us,
we propose that the object gets covert accusative Case, assigned by v.

i - an
construction with Idta (those Icelandic C speakers who accept DAT ACC wou}lld bec o
exception from this). For example, nominative object with lika “like” in such a
struction is usually preferred to acccusative.

i) E let  mér ekki lika svona dénaskapur /2?dénaskap
® Ig let me.DAT not  likeine such  rudeness.NoM /??AcC
“I don't let myself like such rudeness’
(Wood 2011: 2) . ‘
Also, which ECM verb is used matters. Accusative case objects (with DAT-NOM verbs)
under' telia “believe” are less acceptable than under ldta (Wood 2011; see, however,
s (1996: 170) examples with telja). o .
Jé;;s(’);;ss(is expected, since only one nominative ¢/Case is assigned (;lpa stl,al.( ;(?0897),
i i han predicate constructions, contra Barodals
H. A. Sigurdsson 2003) in other than p : _ ‘ als (2009)
i the dative subjects of DAT-N
lysis of the change, which states that the reason for : _ . .
32:b):1resisting morpgh(')logical change longer than the ob;ec‘ts is that dative SL;llJ]eFts t::g
higher in type frequency than nominative objects. Accordmg1 to such an analysis,
tical.
inative arguments of the same verb could be gramma o
nomllir;at:(;rsson’s (2009) results on the DAT-NOM ditransitive passwz ;n Fz.m:iese cotnfti;r;(
inati t. In his acceptability judgmen
two nominative cases at once are ruled ou ity j k
;}::r:e o? the sixty-two informants found the NOM-NOM case Partern in (1-?) gra}r‘nmz}n
cal. However, nine speakers found the NOM-ACC pattern in (i-b) grammatical, showing
tha.t the DAT-NOM passive is more likely to develop into NOM-ACC than NOM-NOM.

i ?
i ‘give” i i itiv ive in Faroese es { Nno
(i) Results for giva ‘g e” in ditransitive passive 1 y

a. Gentan bleiv givin teldan 0 0 62
girl the.FSG.NOM  was  givenF.SG.NOM computer.the F.SG.NOM
“The gitl was given the computer”

b. Gentan bleiv givin telduna 9 5 47
girlthe FSG.NOM was  given.FSG.NOM computer.the.F.SG.ACC

It should be noted that two nominatives show up in predic;te cor?ru:t@n:;n r;z;x:ly
i German, and Swedish—the predicate is then -
languages, such as Icelandic, Faroese, , _ : e
i inativ but agrees in case with the subject (eg. g

ably not assigned the nominative case se v ) ,
& );prouse 1g995). In Icelandic the copula verbs vera “be” and verda “become take a
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For the DAT-NOM pattern examples in (64) and (68), the dative subject
is assigned covert nominative Case. However, nominative case is unavail;bl
to it, since the object receives nominative case, and two nominatives ar:
ruled out. Accusative case, on the other hand, is available to the object, and
this results in morphological realization of the accusative Case. Only th,en i
the nominative case available to the subject. S

4.4 Explaining the Diachrony

For the languages discussed above, we have seen that oblique subjects are
replaced by the nominative. In general, oblique subjects of monadic verbs

‘nominative predicate (and a nominative subject), and so do a few others, such as heit
‘be called” In addition to these verbs some verbs take two accusative c,ase argum lta
that form a small clause (where the relationship between the two arguments ;ss ercli's
cational, x (“the dog”) is y (“Gudmundur”)): ’ prect

(i) Eg kalla  hundinn Gudmund
I call dogthe.acc  Gudmundur.acc
“I call the dog Gudmundur”

. When those verbs are passivized or take the affix -st, they take two arguments, a sub.
lect ”and a predicate. When some of these verbs don’t end with the affix -st lil,(e kallz;
call .and gera “do, make,” and are passivized, they also take two nominative ,ar ments,
a subject and a predicate (see a discussion in Yip, Maling, & Jackendoff 1987)8:u ,

(iti) a. Hundurinn er  kalladur Gudmundur
dogthenom is  called Gudmundur.Nom
“The dog is called Gudmundur”
b. Hundurinn kalla-st Gudmundur
dog.thenoM  calls-st Gudmundur.NoM
“The dog is called Gudmundur”

Some other yerbs take either an infinitival clause with a copula or a small clause. An
example of this is the ECM verb telja “believe,” which governs the accusative case on

both the subejct and the predicate. When passivized, b j
: oth th i
cate become nominative: ’ ) © subject and the pred

(iv) a. Eg el Mariu (vera) snilling
I believe Maryacc  (beunr) genius.Acc
“I believe Mary to be a genius.”
b. Maria er talin (vera) snillingur
Mary.NoM is believed (be.INF) genius.NOM

“Mary is believed to be a genius”
(Thrainsson 2007: 158)
For a d i i i i i
(2007} eeper discussion on predicates in Icelandic we refer the reader to Thrdinsson
Although we predif:t that two nominatives in Germanic languages at different diachronic
stages are ruled out in other than predicate constructions, we dor’t make the claim that this
is gmversall.y true in all languages that show case morphology because, as an anonymous
reviewer points out, two nominatives are possible in, e.g, Korean (see Maling 2000).
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in the active and monotransitives in the passive change before subjects of
dyadic verbs and ditransitives.

The change of oblique subjects of monadic verbs and monotransitives
needs only one step, that is, the substitution by the nominative case. In
the case of oblique subjects of dyadic verbs and ditransitives, however, the
oblique subject cannot be substituted with the nominative since that would
result in the sentence having two nominatives, which is ruled out (in the
examples in this subsection we use Icelandic, even though Icelandic has not

undergone the changes discussed here):

(75) Mér > *Eg likadi bilarnir
me.DAT ILnom liked.1sG  cars.the.PL.NOM
“I liked the cars.”

Even though the same change is going on for monadic and monotransitive
verbs, on the one hand, and dyadic and ditransitive verbs, on the other
hand, that is, oblique subjects having abstract nominative Case, the nomina-
tive object blocks the oblique subject from receiving morphological nomina-
tive case. .

Before the dative subject of dyadic and ditransitive verbs can change
to nominative, there must be some changes to the nominative object. We
assume that first the object gets abstract accusative Case, even though it
may be realized morphologically as nominative. An indication of this is
the Icelandic C variety, where nonagreement is obligatory (see results in
our questionnaire for lika “like” in (25) above). We assume this happens
after (or possibly at the same time as) the subject gets nominative Case. If
the subject was still in dative Case, the sentence would have no nomina-
tive. That would go against, for example, H. A. Sigurdsson’s (2003)) Sibling
Correlation, which states that structural accusative Case is not assigned in
the absence of nominative Case (for similar accounts see, among others,
Yip, Maling, & Jackendoff 1987, Marantz 1991/2000, Woolford 2003).

The next step, then, is for the object to get morphological accusative case:

(76) Mér likadi bilana
me.DAT liked.3sG  cars.the.PL.ACC

As our examples in section 2.2 show, some Icelandic speakers seem to be
at this stage.

It is predicted that next the subject receives nominative case, since noth-
ing is holding back the change of the subject. These changes in the dyadic
DAT-NOM construction in the active correspond to the steps outlined in
Hrafnbjargarson (2004) for English and Mainland Scandinavian.
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(77) Eg likadi bilana
IL.noMm liked.1sG  cars.the.prL.ACC

Icelandic has not reached this stage, but Faroese seems to be in the mjq.
dle of these stages, while English and the Scandinavian languages have com.
pleted the change. As we can see, this explains the chronological order of
the change of oblique subjects as outlined by Falk (1995, 1997), for the
first two steps.

As mentioned above, in Swedish the passive of ditransitives resists the
change the longest (Falk 1995, 1997), and this also seems to be the case for
Faroese and English. In Icelandic, this is less clear: it seems that either the
change from DAT-NOM to DAT-ACC in the passive happens at the same time
as in the active, or even earlier. The reason this is the last step in some lan.
guages but not in others remains unclear. We want to point out that a possi-
ble factor might be which DP is usually moved in the ditransitive passive: the
DP corresponding to the indirect object in the active, or the one correspond-
ing to the direct object. In at least earlier English and Modern Faroese, the
DP corresponding to the direct object in the active is preferred as the subject
in the ditransitive passive. In Icelandic, however, the DP corresponding to the
indirect object is usually moved to subject position in the ditransitive passive,

This means that the third step, which Falk (1995, 1997) gives, does not
have to be the third step in all languages. It seems to be true for English,
Faroese, and Swedish, but probably not for Icelandic. The conclusion is that
monadic verbs in the active voice change before the dyadic verbs do, and
monotransitives in the passive voice change before the ditransitives do.

5. CONCLUSION

In this article, we have argued that a change from DAT-NOM to DAT-ACC
is under way in Icelandic. To show this, we reported results from a small
survey we conducted. However, we believe this change is currently only at
its beginning stage. We would like to emphasize the necessity to investigate
this further. The thematic role of the dative subject appears to be an impor-
tant factor. Also, what types of verbs are involved, that is, whether they are
pure DAT-NOM verbs or alternating verbs, might be relevant. By compar-
ing Icelandic to related languages—English, Faroese, and Swedish—we have
shown that this change is, in fact, expected.

Furthermore, we agree with Legate (2008) in that Case is established
in the syntax but then case is realized in a postsyntactic morphology. We
have argued along the lines that Nom-Acc Case is disguised in the Icelandic

C variety, first as DAT-NOM case, and then as DAT-ACC, before becoming
NOM-ACC case, eventually.
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We have shown that the chronological development of the change .of
dative subjects is very similar between the languages listed ab‘ove: d;jmve
case subjects of monadic verbs in the active change before daFlye Su.b)e(:s
of dyadic verbs do, and, similarly, dative subjects. .of monotransitives in t ef
passive change before dative subjects of ditransitives do. Our acc?unt 0
Case in disguise explains this development: the abstra.mt Case of dative ca;e
subjects becomes nominative, but the nominatlvei object of‘ DA‘T-NOM .I'erhs
revents the subject from becoming morphologically non.nna.tlve until the
morphological case of the object has changed from r'lommatlve to a%ccusaci
tive. Nothing, however, prevents nominative Case subjects of monad1.c a.n
monotransitive verbs from being realized in the morphology as n?mlnatlve

case. Therefore, they are the first to show up with nominative subjects.

TEXTS CITED

Here we list the texts we cite in the examples above. We do not, however,
list blogs and newspaper texts for Modern Icelandic. Linguistic texts from
which examples are taken are, of course, found in the References.

ENGLISH

Examples from earlier English are taken from Allen (1995, 2001) and
Hrafnbjargarson (2004). We cite them like they do. T}}e comments on
the texts are taken from Allen (1995). However, Allen’s examples from
ELS (Basil) and Lk (WSCp) are taken from COE (Antoinette Healey and
Richard Venezky, A Microfiche Concordance to Old English [Toronto: Centre
for Medieval Studies, University of Toronto, 1980]), and the example fr.om
“Cristes milde moder” is taken from MED (Middle English Dictionary,'ed.xted
by Hans Kurath and Sherman Kuhn [Ann Arbor: University of Michigan
Press, 1956]). We cite those examples like COE and MED do.

Old English

ElcP. = Homilies of &Elfric: A Supplementary Collection. Edited by John
Pope, EETS 259 and 260, 1967. Cited by homily and line number.

ELS (Basil) = Saint Basil: Skeat, 1881-1900 1, 50-90; W. W. Skeat,
Zlfric’s Lives of Saints, 4 vols, EETS 76, 82, 94, 114 (I'Jox?donf rpt.
in 2 vols, Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1966). Citation is by
line no. assigned by DOE, following the lineation of the edition.

cobeowul = Beowulf. From the York Poetry Corpus. Source: Beow.ulf and
Judith: The Anglo-Saxon Poetic Records, vol. 4, 3.1-98.3182. Edited by
E. V. K. Dobbie. New York: Columbia University Press, 1953.
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Lk (WSCp) = Luke (Cambridge, Corpus Christi College, MS 140): Sk
1871-1887, 14-238; W. W. Skeat, The Four Gospels in Anglo-Saxeat’
Northumbrian, and Old Mercian Versions (Cambridge; rpt, Darmst Zn’
1970). Cited by chapter and verse numbers following edition. o

The Thirteenth Century

AW = The English Text of the Ancrene Riwle: Ancrene Wisse. Edited |y
J. R. R. Tolkien. EETS 249, 1962. MS Cambridge, Corpus Christ}T
College 402. Date: c. 1230, composition somewhat earlier. Cited bl
page and line number. ’

BrutC = Lagamon: Brut. Edited by G. L. Brook and R. E. Leslie, EETS
250 and 277, 1963 and 1978. MS Cotton Caligula A. ix. Da,te: MS
date is probably thirteenth century, but composition is considerabl
earlier, although post-1189. ’

“Cristes milde moder” In English Lyrics of the XIIIth Century, ed
C. Brown (1932). 3-8. Date: c. 1250. (Nero A.14) L

Orm = The Ormulum: With the Notes and Glossary of Dr. R. M. White
2 vols. Edited by Robert Holt. Rpt. New York: AMS Press 1974'
MS Oxford University, Junius I, Bodleian Library 5113. Dat:a: usu:
ally dated c. 1200. Cited by line number.

The Fourteenth Century

A&M = Of Arthour and of Merlin. Edited by O. D. Macrae-Gibson
EETS 268, 1973. The longest of the poems found in the Auchinleclé
Manuscript (= The Auchinleck Manuscript. National Library of Scotland
Advocates’ MS 19.2.1. With an introduction by Derek Pearsall and
L. C. Cunningham. [London: Scholar Press, 1977]).

Award Blount = Award of Dower by Sir Thomas Blount. In “The Early
History of Mapledurham,” by A. H. Cooke, Oxfordshire Record
Society 7 (1925), 204-206. This document is dated 1375.

Ch. = The Riverside Chaucer. 3rd ed. Larry D. Benson, general editor.
Boston: Houghton Mifflin, 1987. The abbreviations are those useci
in TK [= Tatlock and Kennedy’s concordance to Chaucer’s work
and the Romant of the Rose] preceded by “Ch”; however, when
the TK system of numbering differs from the Riverside systém, the

.Rlver51de line reference is given first, and the TK reference is given
in parentheses.

FAROESE
Dahl, Sverri. 1939. “Jén Arason biskupur” Vardin 19: 113-126.
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oLD NORSE

Indrebe = Gamal norsk homiliebok. 1931. Cod. AM. 619 4°. Utgjevi for
Kjeldeskriftfondet ved Gustav Indrebe. Oslo: Universitetsforlaget.

SWEDISH

The examples from earlier Swedish are taken from Falk (1995). We cite
them like she does.

PK = Sveriges kronika. Sma stycken pd forn svenska, 219-248. Edited by
G. E. Klemming. Stockholm, 1868-1881. Written c. 1452-1456.
ST = Sielinna Throst. SESS $9. Edited by S. Henning. Uppsala, 1954.

Translated c. 1420.
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