CASE IN ICELANDIC

PART II

7 Case in Old Icelandic and the
Development of Case in the
Germanic Languages

7.1 Introduction

In this chapter | congde morphological case from both a historical and a
compaative point of view. | begin by comparing statistics on case for two
periodsin the history of Icelandic, namely, Old and Modean Icelandic. For
tha pumpose | will carry out an investigation of Old Icelandic texts,
identical to the one described in Chapter 4 above on Modean Icelandic
(section 7.2). | discuss the established correlations between morphological
case, syntactic fundions and thematic roles in our material (section 7.3),
and examine the differences in frequencies beween Old and Moden
Icelandic. | also condde the frequency differences which are due to
stylistic factors. In section 7.4 | introduce theories on the development of
morphdogical case and evaluae them agang my material. Findly, |
explore the predictions of a combined Congruction Grammar and Usage-
based modd andysis on the development of morphological case, and give
a unified account of the development of case in the Germanic languages
duning ther recorded periods

7.2 The Investigation

In this section | report on the procedure of the investigation of the Old
Icelandic texts. The literary genres of classical Old Icelandic are described
in section 7.2.1, and an accountis given of which texts were used and how
they were chosen. Then, a short description follows on how the texts were
tagged, focusng on differences in pronoun usage and orthographic
differences beween Old and Moden Icelandic (section 7.2.2). Section
7.2.3 discusses the differences and similarities between the Old and
Moden Icelandic vocabulary, and section 7.2.4 gives an account of the
morphdogical differences and similarities beween the two language
stages. Findly, in section 7.2.5, | discuss two different theories of syntactic
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relationstha have been put forward for Old Icelandic. Thefirst oneclaims
tha Old Icelandic was non-configurationd and did not exhibit the syntactic
categories subject and object, in the same way as the moden languaye
does, hence it assumes radical differences beween Moden and Old
Icelandic. The other theory claims tha the differences between the two
language stages are minimal, which is suppotted by the finding that the
evidence for configurationdity in Moden Icelandic is present in Old
Icelandic as well.

For the purpoe of my study, the differences beween the two
theories have bearing only upon the question of oblique subjects and
whether they existed in Old Icelandic as they do in Moden Icelandic.
Section 7.2.5 thus gives an overview of the relevant condructionsin Old
and Modan lcelandic, and it is conduded tha the alleged differences
between Old and Modean Icelandic, assumed by the proponents of the non
configurationdity theory, cannot be judified by the data. Furthermore, the
category of Dat-Nom verbs which can select either argument as the subject
and either argument as the object is discussed and an outline is given of
how they are treated in thisinvestigation.

7.2.1 TheText Materia
The genres used as text material for the corpus of Modean Icelandic were
thefollowing:

Icelandic fiction

Trandated fiction

Biographies and memoirs
NonHfiction

Teenage and children's literature

(1)

akrownE

Of these five written genres only four can possibly be matched for Old
Icelandic, since it is impossible to find texts which match the genre
Teenage and children's literature. Also, no records exist of spoken Old
Icelandic, unless we condder the convasationsin the sagas as evidence for
spoken Icelandic, which | do not, since they are preserved as written texts
and not as spoken material. The corpus| have compiled for Old Icelandic
thus contains texts representative of the first four genres in (1) above My
compaison between Old and Modan Icelandic will thus mogly be
restricted to these four genres (section 7.3 be ow).

However, it is not self-evident tha the preserved texts can bedivided
into the genres | am working with. In fact, written genres and thar
development in Icelandic have not been the subject of much research (see
however Hauksson and 1 skarsson 1994, and Gu!mundsson, Ibsen and
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Nordd 1996) The Icelandic medieval prose literature can be cruddy
divided into thefollowing genres (T—masson and Thorsson 1987 viii-ix):

(2) Family Sagas

Tales of Icelandas

Sagas of Kings

Mythical Sagas

Romances

LegenddReligiousNarrative

Contemporary Sagas
Sagas of Bishops
Sturlunga

NorHfiction

History

Annds

Law

This traditiond division into genres in Old Icelandic is first and foremos
based on the content and literary structure of these texts, and not on any
grammatical phenomena The same holds for the Moden Icelandic genres.
However, for the sake of my investigaion | will use Old Icelandic texts
tha show the closest match to my genre definitions for Moden Icelandic.
Hence, for thefirst genre, Icelandic fiction, | will use texts from the Family
Sagas (&lendingassgur) and Tales of Icelanders (&lendingd'¥ttir), since
these are assumed to have been written in Iceland by Icelandas. The Tales
are assumed to be either purely fictiond or written in connection with the
Sagas of Kings (Konungasgur) as they are often preserved togehe with
those. The Family Sagas are either stories of an Icelandic hero and higher
fate, a specific family, or the inhabitants of a particular area. The events
described are suppo®d to have taken place in the period beginning around
the settlement of Iceland and ending in the middle of the 11th century.
Mog texts in these genres are preserved in manu<ripts from the 14th
century, but are assumed to stem from the 12th and the 13th century. The
sample of volumes used is a convenience sample, chosen according to
avallability at the John Ryland University Library of Manchester, my own
home library and the home libraries of my fellow Icelanders in Manchester.
However, within each volume, my extracts were randomly chosen. Five
texts are Family Sagas (Egi, Gis, Gre, Hra and Njd) and five are Tales
(Bra, Ill, Ing, Ott and Ogm).

For Trandated Fiction | have used texts from the genre Romantic
Sagas (RiddaasSgur). These are trandations from Latin, German or
French, with romantic motifs from contemporary Europe. The Romantic
Sagas were either trandated in Norway or in Iceland, presumably during
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the period of the late 12th century to the early 14th century. Norway and
Iceland condituted a single languaye area during this period. The older
sagas are preserved in Old Norwegian manuscripts and the younge ones in
Icelandic manuscripts. The sagas | have used here are the following: Art,
Cla, Elf, Ive, Kar, Mot, Par, Tri, Tré and Pid.

The texts used here as paadlels to the genre Biographies and
memoirs are basically from four medieval genres. Sagas of Bishops (Bis,
Gud, Lau, Pdl), Vitae activae (Por), Biographies of secular chieftains
(Hra) and othe contemporary historical texts/biographies (origo gentis)
tha are presented in Sturlunga (Dyr, Kak, Ska, Stu). Notice tha the extract
from Guo used hee was taken from Guomundar saga A which is a
conglomeration containing texts from a variety of written sources, such as
Islendingasaga, Hrafns saga Sveinbjarnarsonar, Annals and Prestsaga
Guomundar Arasonar (See the prologue in Guo). | have ddiberately
selected an extract which stems from Prestsaga Guomundar Arasonar. The
sagas in Sturlungawere written during the 13th century, the others in the
13th and 14th century.

Thenonfictiond texts | have used are the following: Bls, Gam, Gyl,
Jon, Kon, Lei, Nam, Psy, Stj and Ver. Blo is a text on the human anaomy.
Gam is a physognomic text. Gyl is a mythological text, written by Snorri
Sturluson, and indudead in his textbodk/handbook Edda, written for
aspiring poets on the arts and skills of podry. Jon is a law text from 1281.
Kon is a philosophical text on ethics. Kon is not an Old Icelandic text but
Old Norwegian. However, Kon is preserved in a numbe of Icelandic
manugcripts and was presumably very popular in Iceland. It was most
probably written at the beginning of the 13th century when Iceland and
Norway still condituted a single language area. Lei is a travel doaument
(Fararb—kwritten by Nikults Bergssonin the late 12th century. Nam is an
anthropdogical text written by Ari fr—!i #orgilsson, on the settlement of
Iceland. Phy is a zoological text from approximately 1200, trandated from
theLatin Physiologus. Stj is an astronomical text trandated from Latin. Ver
Is a historical text. Since nonfictiond texts from the Midde Ages were
very seldom orgind works, | have been forced to indude trandated
nonfictiond textsin my corpus

To sumup, the four genres | use for the Old Icelandic corpusare the
following:

1. Family Sagas and Tales of Icelandes
2. Romantic Sagas

3. Contemporary Sagas

4. NonHfiction
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When compiling the corpus| have generally used the same criteria as with
the corpus of Moden Icelandic (section 3.4.1 above). However, since it is
not geneally known who the authors of the Old Icelandic texts are, | may
not have been able to follow the criterion tha the forty texts should
represent forty authors. When the author of atext is known, as for ingance
in the case of Gyl which was written by Snomi Sturluson, | have not used
other texts known to be written by him. All thetexts were taken from either
critical or diplomatic editions and will be reproducd here with Moden
|celandic orthography.

7.2.2 The Tagging of the Texts

There are certain differences between the Modean Icelandic and the Old
Icelandic text materials. For ingance, the congruction in which prononuns
precede prope names (see (3) bdow) is very common in the Old Icelandic
material while this condruction is much less used in contemporary written
|celandic.

(3) Peir Guomundur f—+u cet
they Gu!mundurnom went out
'‘Gu!mundu and the others went out'

| have congstently andysed the pronoun in this condruction as a
determiner and not as a persond pronouwn. It is therefore excluded from the
statistics on pronounsin section 7.3.1 below.

One graphic difference tha exists between Old and Moden
Icelandic is tha compoundwords are sometimes written as two words in
the diplomatic editions This is problematic in the texts where the genitive
attribute precedes the head noun since it thereby becomes impossible to
distinguish between a head nounwith a genitive attribute and a compourd,
since compourds often have thefirst stem in the genitive case in Icelandic.
In these cases | have congstently used Modern Icelandic as a modd; words
tha are compoundsin Moden Icelandic have been andysed as compound
words and words tha would have the opposte word order in Moden
Icelandic, i.e. with the genitive attribute following the head noun, have not
been andysed as compounds

7.2.3 TheVocabulary

There are, of course, some differences between the vocabulary of classical
Old Icelandic and the Modean Icelandic vocabulary. The differerence,
however, is mogly cultural, in tha phenomena which bdongel to the
society of the Middle Ages do not necessarily exist today, and hence the
words used to denote them are not high-frequency words in Moden
Icelandic. Convesely, words used to denote modan phenomenawhich did
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not exist in the Middle Ages are, of course, either new in the Icelandic
language, or have ganed a new meaning. However, according to both
Kvaran (199%) and RSgnvddson (1997), mos of the vocabulary assumed
to exist in classical Icelandic is still widdy used in Moden Icelandic. My
examinaion of this text material has further corroborated this. The
differences | detected in the vocabulary were minimal .2

7.2.4 TheMorphological Andysis

Because of the continuity in the history of the Icelandic vocabulary, it has
not been very problematic to tag the Old Icelandic texts. The Old Icelandic
case system with four morphological cases has not undegone any changes
from classical to moden times. There is evidence of some verbs having
changed thar case frames but these examples are extremely few compared
to the amountof verbsin the material, and many of these will be discussed
in section 7.4 bdow. Also, some nouns have changed ther declenson
class, yielding different endingsfor different cases. All this has been taken
into congderation when tagging the texts. Syntactic arguments were tagged
for morphological case according to thar case forms. When a case form
was identical to another case form, as for indance nom/acc of the neuter
declenson, verbs and predicates were assumed to assign the same
morphdogical cases to ther arguments as they doin Modean Icelandic.

7.2.5 The Syntactic Andysis

It has been a matter of debae whether the syntactic categories subjects and
objects existed in Old Icelandic to the same extent as they exist in Moden
Icelandic. Two main views are discernable in this debate:

I The structurally defined categories of subjects and objects seem
to have existed in Old Icelandic, as they do in Moden Icelandic,
irrespective of whether the behavioural propeaties of subjects vs.
objects are the same in Old and in Modern Icelandic. Tha is,
some of the propeaties typical of subjects in the modean languaye
may not have been typical of subjects in Old Icelandic, but
subjects and objects can still be distinguished from each other on
structural grounds and on the basis of comparison with Moden
Icelandic (RSgnvddsson 1991,1995,1996a, Bar!dal 1997,1998,
2000, Maling 1998, Hauganh 1998, Barldal and Eyth—sson
2001)

Lltisinterestingin this context tha my 11-year-old son has recently read Gylfaginning
from Snorri's Eddawithoutproblems. It should bementioned, however, tha heis very
interested in mythology and the subject is therefore not new to him.
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I It is impossible to podulate tha the categories subject and object
existed in Old Icelandic/Norwegian on the basis of the daa we
have on this languaye stage. Therefore, it is reasonable to assume
tha these categories did not exist as we know them today. Hence,
the subject is defined on morphological and not structural
groundsas the argument in the nomnative case, and the object is
defined as the accusative, daive or genitive argument (Faarlund
1990, 1999, Kristoffersen 1991, 1994, M¢ rck 1992, Askedd
1999)

A consequence of this latter view is tha the object is not indgoendently
defined, but defined a priori as non-nomnative and hence case-marked as
accusative, dative or genitive. Thus the object is treated as a waste-paper
basket category (see Bar!ldal 2000b100)

In this work, | assume tha subjects and objects are structuraly
distinct from each other, and | refer the reader to my discussion in 3.2
aboveon Modean Icelandic. As has repeatedly been shown in the literature
(RSgnvddsson 1996a Barldal 1997, Bar!dal and Eyth—+sson 2001), the
first argument of an ordinary argument structure construction in Old
Icelandic behaves very much in the same way as it does in Modan
Icelandic. Many of the congructions tha exist in Moden Icelandic were
also foundin Old Icelandic, and al of thos listed in 3.2 aboveexist in Old
Icelandic. Mog of the verbs that exist in Old Icelandic, togeher with thar
verb-specific condructions still exist in Modan Icelandic. The major
difference between these languaye stages, of relevance to us is tha the
inventory of word order condructionsin Old Icelandic was larger than in
Moden Icelandic. Old Icelandic could have OV word order within the VP.
The OV condruction differs from the VO condruction in that the object
precedes the main verb ingead of following it (cf. RSgnvddsson 1996b,
Hr—esd—ttr 1996) However, this does not pose a problem for the andysis
of Old Icelandic since the OV congruction is easily recognizable as such.
In this work | therefore assume that Old Icelandic has a subject category
and an object category, and that these two are structurally different from
each other, in roughly the same way as they are structurally different from
each other in Modean Icelandic.

This brings us, however, to the andysis of the Dative experiencer
first condructionin Old Icelandic:

(4) MZ er Kalt.

|.da is cold
I'm cold.
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In Moden Icelandic the daive expeiencer is the first argument of an
ordinary argument linking condruction and it behaves accordingly. We
find the dative experiencer in all the four subject postions listed in 3.2
above for Modern Icelandic, in the relevant condructions Consequently,
the dative experiencer does not behave like an object, or like a second
argument of an ordinary argument-linking congruction.

In this work | assume tha the daive expeiencer in the Dative
experiencer first condruction is a subject in Old Icelandic on the following
grounds First, it has repeatedly been shown that the daive experiencer
behaves like thefirst argument of an argument structure condruction: since
it precedes the verb in an ordinary argument structure condruction; since it
immediately follows it in the Inversion construction; since it occurs in first
postion in the Subiject-to-subject raising condruction; since it occurs
between the verbs and maintainsits daive, in the Subject-to-object raising
condruction; and since it is the unexpressed argument in the Control
condruction. Examples illugrating this have been published in various
paoers by RSgnvddson (1991,1995,1996), Bar!dal (1997,1998,20003,
Maling (1998, Haugan (1998) and Bar!dal and Eyth—sson (2001); some
of these examples will be repeated here for the sake of the argument (a
complete list of the verbs selecting for accusative, daive and genitive
subjects are listed in Appendix B). | begin with the Subject-to-object raising
condruction:

B) a fg 12 Svein kaupab’linn. Modern Icelandic
I.nomlet Sveinn.acc buy car-theacc
'l made Sveinn buythecar.'

b.  fglZ SveiniI'la illa
[.nomlet Sveinnda feel bad
' made Sveinnfeel bad''

In (5a8) above, the nominative subject of kaupa 'buy' occurs in the postion
between theraising verb and the finite verb, and it is, thus case-marked as
accusative. However, dative subjects in Modan Icelandic are not case-
marked as accusative when they occur in the Subject-to-object raising
condruction. Thus in (5b) the daive subject of lida illa ‘feel bad' has
dative case. The same holds for Old Icelandic; verbs selecting for
nomnative subjects occur in the Subject-to-object raising congruction, as
in (58), whereas verbs selecting for datives as afirst argument behave as in
(5b) above For ingance, the predicate vera neer skapi 'be in the mood'
selects for a daive as afirst argument, and thuswe get the same patern as
in (5b):
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(6) Gunna sag!i sér "a! veran¥r skapi. Old Icelandic
Gunna.nomsaid himself.da it be near mood.dat
'‘Gunna said that this was wha hewanted.'
(RSgnvaddsson 1991373)

Also, in Subiject-to-subject raising condructions in Modean Icelandic the
nomnative subject occurs as the subject of the raising verb. For verbs
selecting for dative subjects, the dative subject also occurs as the subject of
theraising verb:

(7) a Sveinn virli st veraa kaupab’l. Modern Icelandic
Sveinnnomseems beto buy car.acc
‘Sveinn seems to be buying acar.'

b. Sveini virli st I'la illa
Sveinnda seems fedl bad
‘Sveinn seems to befeeling bad.'

In Old Icelandic thedative first selecting verbsdisplay the same patern:

(8) Enhenni |Zst agasamlegt "ykj aog kval eigi kvinnavist
but sheda acted badly feel and said not women.gen place.nom
"ar vera
there be Old Icelandic

'‘But she acted as thoughshe felt that it was bad and said that this
was no place for women.' (RSgnvddsson 1996a62-63)

In (8) the dative of the lower verb pykja 'feel' occurs in the postion
preceding theraising verb, asin (7b) in Modean Icelandic.

Regarding the Control condruction, in Modern Icelandic the subject
of the controlled infinitive is the argument which has been left
unexpressed, asin (9) bdow:

9 a Sveinn gerir rf! fyrir a kaupab’linn. Modern Icelandic
Sveinnnommakes assumption for to buy car-theacc
‘Sveinn assumes tha hewill buy thecar.'
b.  Sveinn gerir rf! fyrira I'la illa
Sveinnda makes assumption for to feel bad
'‘Sveinn assumes that hewill feel bad.

Similar examples have been doaumented for Old Icelandic:
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(10) a  Hrafn kvalst s$nast & haddinnv¥4i. Old Icelandic
Hrafn.nomsaid feel tha hdd be
'Hrafn said tha hefelt tha guad should be kept.'

b.  Audunn settist nilur [...] ogkvalst "yrsta.
Aulunn.nomsat down and said be-thirsty
'‘Aulunn sat down [...] and said tha hewas thirsty.'

(RSgnvddsson 199517)

The examples in (10) show clearly that the daive in the Dative experiencer
first condruction in Old Icelandic behaves syntactically like a subject and
not like an object since objects can never be left unexpressed in Control
condructions (see examples 9-10 in section 3.2.1 above). These examples
show beyond doubt tha the evidence for daive subjects is no less in Old
Icelandic than in Modean Icelandic.

Moreover, andysing the dative experiencer as a subject or an object
makes certain predictions Andysing them as objects predicts tha they are
not the first argument of an argument structure condruction, but rather the
second argument. Secondy it predicts tha they should occur in the
canonical object postion which is the position following the verb in the
VO condruction. These predictions are not bome out The daive
experiencer is not the second argument of an ordinary argument
condruction, ndther in the cases of monotranstive verbs (118 nor of
trangtive verbs (129. Secondly, the daive experiencer never immediately
follows the nonfinite verb (11band 12b):

(11) a  *#fvaer kat mz.
then was cold me

b. *#%hdli veril (mzr) kat (mzr).
then had been cold me

(12) a *# 1 b—ki leiddist mZ.
then the-bookbored me

b. *#thali b—kileilst mZ.
then had the-book bored me

Examples like these, condrued by me, are unatested in Old Icelandic
(RSgnvddsson p.c). It seems strangeif an object does not behave like an
object. Thus thereis areason not to anayse dative experiencers as obijects:
it yields incorrect predictions about their syntactic behaviour. Andysing
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them as subjects, however, makes predictions about ther behaviour which
are bome out. Tha behaviour is well attested in the language of the
classical Old Icelandic period (see examples (6), (8) and (10) above.

It is therefore not a conaern whether Old Icelandic has subjects or
not, or whether the dative experiencer is a subject or not. The interesting
problem is how to anadyse the syntactic fundions of alternaing verbs
Alternaing verbs are a group of verbs which select for a human argument
in the daive case and a nominaive stimulus. These verbs were first
discussed by Bern—dwson (1982) but the first detailed andysis of those is
foundin Bar!dal (1999a 20019. They behave in such a way tha either
argument can be the subject and either can be the object, but not at the
same time:

(13) a Konunni haf!i borist hundur.
woman-theda had goten dognom
‘Thewoman had received adog:

b. Hundur hafli borst konunni.
dognomhad gotten woman-the.da
‘A doghad been received by thewoman.'

The same patern has been noticed for passives of Nom:-Dat-Acc
ditrangtive verbs (Zaenen, Maling and Thriinsson 1985)

(14) a Konunni var gefinn hundur.
woman-the.dat was given dognom
‘Thewoman was given adog:

b.  Hundur var gefinn konunni.
dognomwas given woman-theda
‘A dogwas given to thewoman.'

The following Modean Icelandic examples show tha either argument can
beleft unexpressed in Control congructions:

(15) a #al er 1g¥it al berast hundur.
it isgoodto get doghom
It isgoodto recelve adog:

b. #a erig¥%ta berast konunni.

itisgoodto get woman-theda
It isgoodto bereceived by thewoman.
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(16) a #al er fg¥t a verageinnhundur.
it isgoodto be given dognom
'It isgoodto begiven adog:

b. #a erig¥ita verageinnkonunni.
itisgoodto be given woman-the.da
'It is goodto begiven to thewoman.'

Thus an examinaion of the behaviour of these verbsin Moden Icelandic
shows tha the leftmog argument is the argument tha behaves like a
subject in any given ingance, i.e. when the dative argument is the leftmost
argument it passes all the subjecthoodtests, whereas when the nominaive
argument is the leftmog argument it likewise passes all the subjecthood
tests (see an examinaion and examples in Zaenen, Maling and Thrfinsson
1985 for passives and Bar!dal 19993 2001afor aternaing verbs). Such
alternaing verbs also exist in Faroese (see Barnes 1996) and it has been
argued that they also existed in the earlier stages of the Germanic
languages (see Barldal 1998 on Old Scandinavian, and Allen 1995, 1996
for Old English).
For Old Icelandic, congder thefollowing word order condructions

a7) a X Aux Nom Dat \
b. X Aux Dat Nom \/
C. Dat Aux V Nom
d. Nom Aux \/ Dat
e. X Aux Dat V Nom
f. X Aux Nom \/ Dat

The word order paternsin (17) do not pose a problem since either both
arguments occur between the finite and the nonHfinite verb, with the subject
to the left and the object to the right, or one of the argunments is always in
the rightmos pogtion of the sentence, immediately following the finite
verb, hence tha argument behaves like the canonical object. However,
there are more word order congdructions available to Dat-NonYNom-Dat
verbsin Old Icelandic :

(18) a Nom Vv Dat
b. Dat \/ Nom
C. Dat Aux Nom V
d. Nom Aux Dat \/

It isonly in condructionslike in (18) that it is impossible to know whether
these are ingances of the ordinary argument-linking congruction or of the
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topicalization condruction. | have therefore, for these cases, categorically
andysed the leftmog argument as the subject and the rightmos argument
as the object. These examples are, however, not very frequent in our
material. The ingances of possible Dat-Nom/Nom-Dat verbs total 16. Out
of 16 tokens 6 have some of the unanbigousordersin (17), while 10 are
ambigious Of those 10, six have the Dat-Nom order (18b,c) and four have
theNom-Dat order (18ad). Therefore, irrespective of which choice | would
have made regading the argument structure of these 10 verbs, our
statistical results will not be affected to any great degree because the
examples are so few. Dat-NonmVYNom-Dat verbs should therefore not
conditute a major source of skewing.

7.3 Frequencies

In this section | present the frequendes that result from my investigation. |
begin by examining the amount of nominatives, accusatives, daives and
genitives across word categoty in the different genres and compare it to the
correspondng figures for Modan Icelandic (7.3.1). Secondly, | will
investigate the distribution of case across syntactic fundions (7.3.2).
Thirdly, 1 will examine the distributon of morphological case across
thematic roles in subsection 7.3.3. Fourthly, in subsection 7.34, | will
investigate the distribution of thematic roles across syntactic fundions
Findly, in subsection 7.3.5, | will illugrate the co-occurrences of the three
variables. Each section contains a comparison beween Old and Modean
|celandic.

7.3.1 Morphological Case and Word Categoty

In Chapter 4 above, section 4.2.4, the frequendes of the different case
forms across word category are discussed and compared between my
corpusand a similar corpus, from 1991, of 500000 words This is doneto
establish that thedistribution of case in my small corpusof 25000wordsis
the same as the distribution in the larger corpus The results of tha
compaison showed tha my corpus is indeed very representative of
Moden written Icelandic.

In the following, | present frequency figures for the different cases
across the three word categories, nouns persond pronouns and adjectives
in my Old Icelandic corpus compaing these with the corresponding
figures for the Moden Icelandic sample. Since thetwo corpora are equd in
size it is possible to compare the absolute figures, however, Table 7.1 aso
indudes percentages for each morphological case:
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Table 7.1: Morphological case of nounsacross genresin Old and Moden I celandic.

Genre Case Mlce Olce
f % f %

1 Nom 326 285 418 382
Family Acc 411 359 303 27.7
Sagas Dat 327 285 244 223

VS. Gen 81 7.1 129 11.8
Icelandic
fiction 1,145 1,094

2 Nom 330 324 352 335
Romantic Acc 311 305 321 30.6
Sagas Dat 303 29.8 262 24.95

VS. Gen 74 7.3 115 10.95
Trandated
fiction 1,018 1,050

3 Nom 381 26.2 482 38.0
Contemporary Acc 394 27.2 344 271
Sagas Dat 467 322 265 209

VS. Gen 209 14.4 177 14.0
Biographies
and memoirs 1,451 1,268
4 Nom 477 314 513 37.8
Acc 306 201 308 22.7
Nonfiction Dat 476 313 363 268
Gen 261 17.2 172 12.7
1,520 1,356
Total Nom 1,514 295 1,765 37.0
Acc 1,422 27.7 1,276 26.8
Dat 1,573 30.6 1,134 238
Gen 625 12.2 593 124
5,134 4,768

The distribution of nominatives, accusatives and daives is relatively even
across genres in Modean Icelandic, around 30% In genre 3 Biographies
and memoirs, and more so in genre 4 Nonfiction, the frequency of
accusatives is lower, whereas daives are highe in frequency. Thisis also
foundin the Old Icelandic material; the rate of accusatives is lower than the
rate of daives, but only in genre 4 Non-fiction. The main difference
between Old and Modean Icelandic is, however, tha the distribution of
nomnaives, accusatives and daives is not even across genres.
Nominatives always rate highe in the Old Icelandic texts than in the
Moden Icelandic texts, followed by accusatives, and datives rate lowest,
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apat fromin genre 4 Non-fiction, where we find the same patern asin the
Moden Icelandic texts, i.e. datives rate highe than accusatives. Regarding
the frequency of genitives, it seems tha the clear-cut three-part division for
Moden Icelandic into Fiction, Biographies and Nonfiction (see 4.2.4
above does not apply for Old Icelandic. Genitives divide relatively evenly
onall genres. Thusit seems tha there are fewer differences between genres
in Old Icelandic than in Moden Icelandic.

To sum up, a clear pdtern is visible in the texts in both stages of
Icelandic, in tha in genres 1-3 Icelandic fiction, Trandated fiction and
Biographies and memoirs, the distribution of nominatives, accusatives and
daives in Moden Icelandic is relatively even. For Old Icelandic, however,
the nomnative rates highest, followed by the accusative, with the ddive
rating lowest of thethree. For genre 4 Non-fiction, however, both stages of
Icelandic have accusatives rating much lower than datives. | will return to
this bdow.

Let uscondder thefigures for adjectivesin all four genres:

Table 7.2: Morphological case of adjectivesin Old and Modean Icelandic.

Genre Case Mlce Olce
f % f %
Total Nom 578 51.0 560 59.8
Acc 181 159 191 20.4
Dat 297 26.2 150 16.2
Gen 79 6.9 34 3.6
1,135 935

Theinternd rating between case forms of nounsis also foundfor adjectives
in Modean Icelandic; nomnatives rate highest, followed by datives, with
accusative adjectives rating lowest of the three. However, in Old Icelandic,
the figures for the accusative and dative are reversed, with accusatives
following nominatives, and daives rating lowest of thethree.

Let usnow congder persond pronouns

Table 7.3: Morphological case of pronounsin Old and Modean Icelandic.

Case Mlce Olce
f % f %
Total Nom 873 582 1,059 585
Acc 212 141 256 141
Dat 327 219 445 246
Gen 88 58 51 2.8
1,500 1,811

The propottiond amount of pronowns and the internd ranking between
them is the same for Modan and Old Icelandic, however with datives
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rating 3% highea in Old Icelandic than in Moden Icelandic, at the expense
of genitives which rate 3% lower in Old Icelandic.

Let us combine pronounsand nounsinto one group and compare the
two stages of Icelandic:

Table 7.4: Morphological case of nounsand pronaunsin Old and Moden Icelandic.

Case Mlce Olce
f % f %
Total Nom 2,387 36.0 2,824 429
Acc 1,634 24.6 1,531 23.3
Dat 1,900 28.7 1,579 24.0
Gen 713 10.7 644 9.8
6,634 6,579

It is interesting tha accusatives and genitives rate very similarly in the two
periods while nominaives rate much higher in Old Icelandic and daives
rate much lower.

| will discuss the differences in the propotion of case forms,
between Old and Moden Icelandic in the following subsections However,
first I will congder the results of Table 7.3, which shows tha datives rate
highe than accusatives, for persond pronouns Let us examine the
distribution of pronaunsacross syntactic functionsin order to try to explain
this. Consder Table 7.5:

Table 7.5: Noungpronounsacross syntactic fundionsin Old and Moden | celandic.

Case Acc Dat
Mlce Olce Mlce Olce Mlice Olce Milce Olce
N N P P N N P P
Sub 7 8 11 8 32 29 51 111
Obj 475 561 131 177 136 154 89 88
|Obj 5 2 0 2 8 34 33 69
Prep 682 499 64 64 1181 763 137 152

When compaing thereal figures for our material, Table 7.5 reveals that the
distribution of accusative subijects is relatively even across word category,
l.e. 7 indances were nounsand 11 indances were pronounsin Moden
Icelandic, while of 16 ingances in Old Icelandic 8 were nouns and
pronouns Thedistribution, however, is not as even for dative subjects, they
more often occur as pronounsthan as nounsin both Old and Moden
Icelandic. This mog likely reflects the fact that a highe portion of daive
subjects than accusative subjects is human. It is interesting, however, tha
daive subjects are propottiondly more often pronounsin Old Icelandic
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than in Modan Icelandic (compae 111 ingances vs. 51). This may in part
be dueto the fact tha the distribution between nounsand pronounsin Old
and Moden Icelandic is not even. A highe propartion of arguments in the
Old Icelandic texts are pronounswhile the propottion of noun argumentsis
lower. For Moden Icelandic the propotrtions are different, as is evident
from Table 7.6.

Table 7.6: Nounsand pronounsn Old and Moden I celandic.

Mlce Olce
f % f %
Pronouns 1,500 226 1,811 275
Nouns 5,134 774 4,768 725
Total 6,634 100 6,579 100

Let us return now to Table 7.5. Approximately 22-24% of accusative
objects are pronouns while 36-40% of dative objects occur as pronouns
perhgps because daive objects are more often human than accusative
objects (compae verbs like hjdlpa 'hdp' and others which select for a
daive object). However, since the real figures for dative objects are lower
than the real figures for accusative objects this does not affect the internd
ranking of ratingsin favour of daives. Regarding Indirect objects, they are
amog always datives and pronauns Findly, the amount of prepostiond
phrases in daive case occurring as pronowns is higha than the
corresponding figures for accusatives. The percentages are not very
different, 9-11% for accusatives and 11-16% for daives, but since daive
prepostiond phrases are more frequent than accusatives, this yields highe
real figures. This examinaion has shown tha the higha amount of daive
pronounsover accusative pronounsis due to daive subjects being more
frequent than accusative subjects, daive indirect objects beng more
frequent than accusative indirect objects, and findly because daive
prepostiond phrases are more frequent as pronouns than accusative
prepostiond phrases. This is true for both Old and Modean Icelandic.
Further, the highe frequency of dative pronounsin Old Icelandic than in
Moden Icelandic is thus due to the fact tha dative subjects and indirect
objects are more frequent in Old than Modern Icelandic.

As dready stated above an interesting feature of Table 7.5 is tha
daive subjects are propottiondly more often pronounsin Old Icelandic
than in Modern Icelandic. A more detailed investigation of the distribution
of pronounsacross syntactic fundions verb classes and genresis needed to
propely accountfor this.
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7.3.2 Morphological Case and Syntactic Fundions

| now consder the distribution of morphological case across syntactic
categories for my four Old Icelandic genres. Due to limitations of spece |
will not reproduce long tables of statistics for Modan Icelandic but refer
the reader to the corresponding tables in Chapter 4 above and in Appendix
A:

Table 7.7: Morphological case forms across syntactic fundions in the four Old
Icelandic genres.

Nomingive  Accusiive Dative Genitive
1 Subject 613 5 64 1
Object 28 185 66 28
Family | Object 36
Sagas Prep. 152 205 68
Attrib. 11 32
Adv. 23 7 5
Pred. 108 4 2
2 Subject 566 1 29 1
Object 14 237 65 13
Romantic |Object 2 47
Sagas Prep. 141 222 51
Attrib. 11 53
Adv 15 3 3
Pred. 78 5 1 2
3 Subject 556 6 31 6
Object 20 160 51 9
Cont |Object 1 13
Sagas Prep. 179 231 73
Attrib. 7 73
Adv 20 5 2
Pred. 90 9 1
4 Subject 568 5 19 2
Object 9 193 70 6
Nonfiction 10bject 1 10
Prep. 112 286 58
Attrib. 7 97
Adv 8 5
Pred. 165 19 2

It is interesting to note tha the figures for subject and object in Old
Icelandic seem to have the closest correspondence in Moden Icelandic in
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the figures of genre 6 Spoken Icelandic. In general, genre 6 in Modan
Icelandic has the highest amount of subjects compared to the other genres,
a high rate of dative subjects compared to the other genres, and a high rate
of nomnaive objects compaed to the othe geres. These are
distinguishing propeties of the spoken Icelandic material. This is aso a
characteristic of the Old Icelandic material. Therefore, the Old Icelandic
material, as a whole, shows greatest resemblance to genre 6 Spoken
Icelandic of all the genres in Moden Icelandic. This may indicate that the
sentences in the Old Icelandic texts are shorter than in the corresponding
Moden Icelandic texts.

Let us compae the distribution of morphological case across

syntactic fundionsfor Old and Modean Icelandic. | begin with the subject:
Table 7.8: Subjectsin different case formsin genres 1-4.

Mlce Olce
f % f %
Nom 1,969 94.4 2,305 931
Acc 20 1.0 18 0.7
Dat 88 4.2 143 58
Gen 9 0.4 10 04
Tota 2,086 100 2477 100

Thedifference beween Old and Moden Icelandic regarding the case of the
subject is tha daive subjects are compaatively more frequent in Old
Icelandic than in Modern Icelandic, at the expense of nomindive subjects.
However, the figures for Old Icelandic are very similar to the figures for
spoken Modean Icelandic (93.1% nominaive subjects and 6% daive
subjects, see Table 4.10 above. The relative frequency of accusative
subjects has been stable, and so has the relative frequency of genitive
subjects. Thetype frequency of accusative subjectsin our material is 13 for
Old Icelandic and 14 for Moden Icelandic. These figures clearly do not
suppot any claims tha accusative subjects are disappearing in Icelandic
(see J—mon 199798). Also, the daive subjects in Modean Icelandic are
represented by 48 types, while the corresponding figure for Old Icelandic is
72. Thisis therefore areal difference in our statistics, which might suggest
areal difference between the two stages of Icelandic. Findly, it is amazing
tha genitive subjects have remained so stable, congdering how rare they
are. The 10 vs. 9 examples from both Old and Modean Icelandic are
represented by only 7 types.

To sum up, if we condde the relative percentages in Old and
Moden Icelandic in Table 7.8 and compare these with the percentages for
different genres of Modern Icelandic in Table 4.10 we see tha genre 6, the
spoken material, gives the closest match to the Old Icelandic material.

Let usnow congder the statistics for objects:
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Table 7.9: Percentages of objects in different case formsin Old and Moden I celandic.

MIce (1-6) Mice (1-4) Olce

f % f % f %
Nom 110 5.8 28 3 71 62
Acc 1268 67 660 694 776 672
Dat 478 253 238 25 252 218
Gen 38 2 25 26 56 4.8
Tota 1,894 951 1,155

A clear difference between the two corpora of genres 1-4 we are comparing
in Table 7.9 is tha nominaive objects and genitive objects are more
common in Old Icelandic, whereas both accusative and daive objects are
less common in Old Icelandic. However, compaing the object statistics
with the total figures for all genres (not only 1-4) in Modern Icelandic (the
first column), we see tha the only difference beween Old and Modean
Icelandic is tha daive objects have been on the increase and genitive
objects on the decrease.

Let us now compare the amount of prepostiond phrases in the two
stages of Icelandic:

Table 7.10: Percentages of prepostiond phrasesin different case forms.

Mlce Olce
f % f %
Acc 772 33 584 328
Dat 1,357 58 944 531
Gen 210 9 250 141
Total 2,339 100 1,778 100

The propationd rate for accusative prepodtiond phrases has remained
stable while daive prepodtiond phrases have increased at the expense of
genitives. However, if we compare with the total figures for Moden
Icelandic and not only genres 1-4 (see Table 3.14 above) it seems that both
accusative and dative prepodtiond phrases have become propartiondly
more frequent (354% acc, and 56,6% dat) at the expense of genitive
prepostiond phrases (8%).

Conddeing the frequency of subjects, objects and prepostiond
phrasesin general, thefollowing figures emerge
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Table 7.11: Subjects, objects and prepostiond phrases across genres (1-6) and languaye
stages.

Subj Obj Prep
MI Ol MI Ol MI Ol

1 560 683 260 307 574 456
2 625 597 280 329 513 425
3 454 599 245 240 643 414
4 447 594 166 278 609 483
5 700 223 520

6 1,715572 720240 1,001334

The geneaa tendency seems to be tha objects are more frequent on a per
word basis in Old Icelandic than in Moden Icelandic (except in genre 3
Biographies and memoirs vs. Contemporary Sagas), and tha prepostiond
phrases are fewer in Old Icelandic than in Moden Icelandic, on a per word
basis.

However, there is a simple explanaion for the tendendes jud
reported: they are presumably due to stylistic factors. Consder Diagram
7.1. The squae linein the diagram shows the frequendes from genres 3-4,
I.e. the nonfiction Modean Icelandic genres. The diamond line shows all
other Moden Icelandic genres, while the triangle line shows the Old
|celandic material.

700 —&@— Mice/Fict

600 —— Mice/Nonfict
——‘r—-OMe

500

400

300

200

100 T

0 : |
Subj Obj Prep
Diagram 7.1. Therelation between real frequencies of subjects, objects and

prepostiond phrases in different genres.

The diagram clearly shows tha there is a relation between the amount of
subjects, objects and prepogtiond phrases, in tha the highe the amount of
subjects and obijects, the lower the amount of prepodtiond phrases.
Convasely, the fewer subjects, the more prepostiond phrases we find in
thetext. Obvioudy, in atext with many subjects, there are also going to be
many verbs and predicates, and therefore many sentences/clauses. In
contrast, in a text with fewer subjects, we might expect fewer predicates,
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and hence longe and more complicated sentences, since the amount of
words is the same in both texts. Therefore it is expected tha texts with
fewer subjects display more prepostiond phrases than a text containing
more subjects. Such a text will, agan, have fewer prepostiond phrases.
Therefore, the low amount of prepodtional phrases in the Old Icelandic
material is presumably due to shorter sentences than in the Moden
Icelandic material. This difference is therefore stylistic and does not reflect
areal difference beween different stages of Icelandic.

The real differences tha seem to exist between Old and Moden
Icelandic are the following: Dative indirect objects are used less often in
Moden Icelandic (42 tokens) than in Old Icelandic (106 tokens), which
agan may show tha the ditrandtive condruction has become less
produdive in lcelandic. Also, dative objects and daive prepostiond
phrases have increased at the expense of genitive objects (Table 7.9 above
and genitive prepostiond phrases (Table 7.10). Further, daive attributes
are less used in Modan Icelandic (11 ingances) than in Old Icelandic (36
ingances). These seem to be the differences beween my two corpora tha
either cut throughall our genres or cannotbe explained by stylistic factors,
and thus seem to genuindy reflect differences in the use of case between
Old and Moden Icelandic.

The other differences tha exist between the two corpora seem to be
stylistically motivated; these are the high real figures for subjects in
general, the high frequency of dative subjects, the high frequency of
nomnaive objects on a pe word basis in Old Icelandic compared to
Moden Icelandic, and findly the high frequency of direct objects in Old
Icelandic, at the expense of prepostiond phrases.

| now proceed to explore the correlation between morphological case
and thematic rolesin Old Icelandic.

7.3.3 Morphological Case and Thematic Roles

The statistical correlation between morphological case and thematic rolesis
shown in Table 7.12 bdow for the Old Icelandic material. A division into
genres is foundin 7.12 in Appendix A. For an overview of the thematic
roles used in this survey | refer thereader to Chepter 3 above
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Table 7.12: Morphological case across thematic roles and genresin Old I celandic.

Nom Acc Dat Gen
Agent 1,052
Cause 19
Theme 147 361 103 18
Content 122 570 210 84
Station 772 1 5 6
Experiencer 105 5 67
Cognizer 66 2 14
Perceiver 51 2
Bendiciary 28 7 204 4
God 104 41 106
Reason 2 6 9
Source 6 1 163 1
Ingrument 39
Comitative 22 50
Location 78 295 19
Path 66 12 4
Mannea 12 88
Measure 2 4 3
Time 6 143 55 9

Thegeneaa tendendes outlined in section 4.3.1 aboveon Modean Icelandic
are by large also valid for old Icelandic. Tha is, there is a strong tendency
for Agents, Causes, Stationsand Percelvers to be encoded as nominatives,
and Ingruments and Sources to be encoded as daives. Furthemore, in the
majority of cases Bendiciaries, Comitatives, Locations and Manneas are
encoded as daives, and Contents, Paths and Times are in a clear majority
of cases in accusative case. However, Themes, Expeiencers and Cognizers
are more evenly distributed among the morphological cases. Onedifference
between Old and Moden Icelandic, detectable in our material, istha Gods
are in the majority of cases encoded as accusatives in Moden Icelandic
while in Old Icelandic they are more evenly distributed amongd accusative
and genitive case. This observation might explain the findings in the
preceding sectionstha genitives are more commonly used in Old Icelandic
than in Moden Icelandic.

Anothe difference beween Old and Moden Icelandic is tha a
highe proportion of nominatives are Agents in the Old Icelandic material
at the expense of the amount of Stations Station subjects are more
common than Agent subjects in Moden Icelandic. It therefore seems to be
the case tha the Old Icelandic genres are more "actiond” than the
corresponding Modean Icelandic genres. It is also clear from Tables 4.14
and 7.12 in Appendix A tha Experiencers, Cognizers and Perceivers rate
highe in the fictiond material of both Old and Moden Icelandic and the
spoken material of Modern Icelandic, and lower in the non-fiction material.
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Findly, there are geneally fewer Locatives in the Old Icelandic material
than in the Moden Icelandic material.

7.3.4 Syntactic Fundionsand Thematic Roles

| now proceed to investigate the correlation between syntactic fundions
and thematic roles in Old Icelandic and the possible differences between
Old and Modean Icelandic. Consder Table 7.13:

Table 7.13: Thematic roles and syntactic fundionsin Old | celandic.

Genre 1 Subject Object | Object PrObject Adv.
Agent 1,052

Cause 18 1

Theme 180 350 6 93

Content 65 690 231

Station 784

Exp. 177

Cognizer 82

Perceiver 53

Ben. 52 69 104 18

God 251

Reason 77

Source 6 165

Ingrument 13 26

Comitative 72

Location 10 378 4
Path 70 12
Mannea 100

Measure 2 7
Time 6 26 22

Genegally speaking, the distribution of thematic roles across syntactic
fundions is similar for Old and Moden Icelandic. However, there are
some differences to comment on. Beginning with the similarities, Agents,
Causss, Stations Experiencers, Cognizers and Perceivers are always
subjects (the very few examples of the Agent expressed as a prepostiond
phrase in the passive voice are here encoded as Source). Reasons Gods,
Comitatives, Sources, Locatives, Mannas and Paths are mod often
prepostiond phrases. The role Content divides into subjects, objects and
prepostiond phrases. The Themes and Beneficiaries divide into subjects,
objects, indirect objects and prepostiond phrases. Indruments are
distributed on objects and prepodtiond phrases. Times, Measures and
Paths are distributed on prepostiond objects and adverbs

Tuming now to the differences between the Old and Moden
Icelandic material, the Bendficiary is mog frequently an indirect object in
Old Icelandic while it is mog frequently a direct object in Modern
Icelandic (see Table 4.16 in Chapter 4). As noted in 7.3.2 above indirect
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objects are in general more common in Old Icelandic than in Modean
Icelandic, and since indirect objects are most often Beneficiaries, it isto be
expected that Beneficiaries mog often link to indirect objects in Old
|celandic.

Another difference, noticeable in my material, is tha Agents are
more common in Old Icelandic than in Modean Icelandic (see Tables 4.16
and 7.13 in Appendix A; compae the figures in Table 7.14, where E/C/P
standsfor Experiencers/Cognizers/ Perceivers).

Table 7.14: Theamountof subjects across thematic roles and genresin Old and Moden
Icelandic.

Role  Agents Stations E/C/IP Others

MIlce

G f % f % f % f Tota
1 225 403 179 321 95 17 59 558
2 231 37 181 29 151 242 62 625
3 143 315 202 445 55 121 54 454
4 71 159 254 57 27 6 94 446
5 277 39.6 167 239 163 233 93 700
6 458 254 703 39 458 254 181 1,800
Olce f % f % f % f Total
1 322 47 175 256 109 15 78 684
2 317 531 125 209 89 149 66 597
3 280 46.7 166 27.7 67 112 87 600
4 133 224 318 535 47 8 96 594

Compaing the frequendes of Agent subjects vs. Station subjects for the
two peiodsof Icelandic, we find tha Agents rate higha than Stationsin
the Old Icelandic material, while Stations rate higher than Agents in the
Moden Icelandic material, except for in genre 4 Nonfiction, where the
frequendes are reversed. For the Modean Icelandic material Agents rate
highe than Stations in the fictiond and spoken genres. | condude tha
Agent subjects geneally rate high in fictiond texts, and low in non-fiction.
In this respect, therefore, genre 3 Contemporary Sagas in Old Icelandic
resembles the fictiond genres more than the nonfictiond genres. Also,
compaing the frequencies of Experiencers/Cognizers/Perceivers in the
different genres in Old and Moden Icelandic, we find tha they generally
rate higha in Moden Icelandic than in Old Icelandic. They rate lowest in
genre 3 and 4, which are the non-fictiond genres. Similar tendendes are
observable for the Old Icelandic genres in tha Experiencers/Cognizers/
Perceivers rate highest in genres 1 Family Sagas and 2 Romantic Sageas,
lower in genre 3 Contemporary Sagas and lowest in genre 4 Nonfiction.
These figures show clearly tha there are certain contentud similarities
between the genres in Old and Modean Icelandic, even thoughthe figures
for the distribution of the morphological cases across word categoty, in
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section 7.3.1, were not identical to the correspondng figures for Moden
|celandic.

7.3.5 Morphological Case, Syntactic Funaionsand Thematic Roles

| now summarize my results for all the three variables, morphological case,
syntactic fundions and thematic roles, in the four genres of the Old
Icelandic material. Condde Table 7.15 (comparable to Table 4.18 in
Chapter 4).

Mog of our condusons for Moden Icelandic also hold for Old
Icelandic. In shott, there is a correlation beween syntactic fundions and
morphdogical case, in tha mog subjects are nomnative, mos objects are
accusative, mog prepodtiond phrases are daive and mog attributes are
genitive. Also, there exists a correlation between syntactic fundions and
thematic roles in tha Agents, Causes, Stations Experiencers, Cognizers
and Perceivers are amog always subjects. Gods, Sources, Comitatives,
Reasons Times, Locations and Paths are amog always prepostiond
phrases. The Indrument is evenly distributed among objects and
prepostiond phrases. However, Themes, Contents and Beneficiaries are
more evenly distributed among syntactic fundions They can be subjects,
objects, prepostiond phrases, and indirect objects. Findly, thee is a
correlation between thematic roles and morphological case. Agents,
Causes, Stationsare mogly nomnatives, presumably a consequence of the
fact tha they are always subjects. Ingruments are always daive, and
Bendficiaries are amog always daive. Both of these last two correlations
exist across syntactic fundions Locations are daive in the mgority of
cases.

There are, however, certain differences between the Old and Moden
Icelandic material: the mog frequent nominaive is an Agent in the Old
Icelandic material and nota Station asin Modean Icelandic. Dative indirect
objects are also more frequent in the Old Icelandic material, and genitive
objects are geneally fewer. Findly, the groupsof accusative subjects and
genitive subjects are more heterogeneousin Old Icelandic than in Modean
Icelandic, in tha they are distributed among more thematic roles in Old
Icelandic. Table 7.15 reveals tha accusative subjects are distributed
amongg five thematic roles in Old Icelandic while they represent only
three roles in Moden Icelandic (Table 4.18 in Chgpter 4). Similarly,
genitive subjects are distributed amongsg three roles in Old Icelandic,
whereas they are only found with onerole in Moden Icelandic. Thus it
seems that these two groupshave become semantically more uniform.
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Table 7.15: Morphological case, syntactic fundions and thematic roles.

NOMINATIVE
subject Agent 1,052 Object Content 68
Station 772 Themel
Theme 145 Cause 1
Exp 105
Cogn 66
Content 54
Perceiver 51
Ben 28
Cause 18
Time 6
Source6
ACCUSATIVE
Subject Theme7 Prep. Obj God 104
Exp 5 Content 94
Content 3 Time 89
Cogn 2 Loc 78
Stationl Theme59
Path 56
Object Content 473 Comitative 22
Theme291 Mannea 12
Ben 3 Reasonl10
Ben 4
Adv Time 54 Sourcel
Path 10 Measure 1
Mesure 1
1Object Theme4
DATIVE
Subject Exp 67 Prep. object LocC 283
Theme27 Source 163
Ben 24 Content 104
Cogn 14 Manneg 88
Content 5 Com 50
Station5 Time 45
Perc 2 God 41
Reason 29
Object Content 101 Ingr 26
Ben 66 Theme 22
Theme 52 Path 12
Ingr 13 Ben 10
Loc 10 Measure 1
1Object Ben 104 Adv Time 10
Theme 2 Measure 3
Loc 2
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GENITIVE
Subject Station 6 Object Content 47
Content 3 Theame5b
Theme 1
Prep. object God 106
Adv Measure 3 Reason 38
Loc 2 Content 33
Path 2 Loc 17
Time 1 Theme 12
Time 8
Ben 4
Path 2
Source 1
7.3.6 Condusons

The major differences between case in Old and Modean Icelandic are the
following: Modean Icelandic has fewer genitive objects, fewer genitive
prepostiond phrases, fewer dative indirect objects, fewer dative attributes,
more dative prepodtiond phrases, and dative objects have also increased in
frequency. The material also shows tha dative subjects are less frequent in
Moden Icelandic. Whether this is due to stylistic factors or whether it
reflects a real changefrom Old to Moden Icelandic is not clear from this
statistical investigation.

There is, thus a clear tendency in the material for some of the
morphdogical cases to become fundiondly more uniform; genitives are
used less as objects and prepostiond objects and more as nomind
attributes; datives are used less as nomnal attributes and more as direct
objects and prepostiond objects. Datives are also less used as indirect
objects and more as direct objects and objects of prepostions

7.4 Theories on the Development of Case

In this section | will discuss the different theories on the diachronic
development of morphdogical case, and | will measure them agang my
material. | begin by examining the traditiond theory that the Germanic
languages have developead from beng synthetic to becoming andytic, and
tha this has ultimately caused the case system to break down (subsection
7.4.1). | will investigate whether there may be arelation between rigidity of
word order and morphological case (subsection 7.4.2). | discuss a
hypothesis conaerning the relation between morphological case and the
emergence of the definite article in Scandinavian (subsection 7.4.3). Then,
| will investigate whether a change from lexical case to structural case is
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detectable in our lcelandic material (subsection 7.4.4). Findly, | will
explore the predictions of Condruction Grammar and the Usage-based
modd and give a unified account of the development of case in the
Germanic languages (subsection 7.4.5), togeher with a Usagebased
accountof the "blended" condruction (subsection 7.4.6). In subsection 7.5
| summarize my condusons

74.1 Synthetic to Andytic

A changefrom a synthetic stage of a language to an anaytic stage entails
tha morphological or synthetic structures are replaced by periphrastic
structures. For case and argunment structure this change should, for
ingance, imply tha the daive indirect object is replaced by a prepostiond
phrase, and tha direct objects are replaced by prepostiond objects. More
generaly it is assumed tha morphological case is a synthetic propaty and
the lack of it is an anaytic propaty. Such a change from syntheic to
andytic, is assumed to have taken place in the Scandinavian languages (see
Jahr 1994, 1995, Faarlund 1999, Askedd 1999) with the subsequent loss
of morphological case in Mainland Scandinavian.

This andysis makes certain predictions about changes in case and
argument structure from Old Icelandic to Moden Icelandic, or more
generally from Old Scandinavian to Moden Scandinavian. These are listed
beow:

(19) ¥Morphological case should belod.
¥Ditrandtive condructionsshould have decreased in frequency.
¥Objects should have been replaced by prepostiond objects.

These predictions are not uniformly borne out for the Scandinavian
languages. Morphological case has not been log in either Icelandic or
Faroese. It has, however, been log in the othe languages in the
Scandinavian languaye family. The Ditrangtive condruction has, indeed,
decreased in frequency in Icelandic, and has in many cases been replaced
by the prepostiond variant (i.e. the Tranger condruction):

(20) a [...] f "oeskyldir skera V Zsteini br—!um’ num skyrtuna
If younom should cut Vesteinndat brother my shirt-theacc
'[...] if youwere to make a shirt for my brother VZsteinn'!
(G's1987:859-860)

b.  Ef "oe¥%tir al skeraskyrtu handaV Zsteini br—!um’num.
if younomshould to cut shirt.acc for VZsteinn dat brother
my.da
'If you were to make a shirt for my brother VZsteinn'!
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The Modean Icelandic correspondng sentence to (208 would be (20b) with
aprepogtiond variant ingead of an indirect object. Also, thefrequenciesin
Table 7.14 and 4.18 abowve show clearly tha indirect objects have
decreased drastically in frequency from Old to Modean Icelandic. However,
tha is not true for the other Germanic languages. Swedish seems to have
more verbs occurring in the ditrandtive condruction than Icelandic has,
and English also seems to have a much more produdive ditranstive
condruction than Icelandic:

(21) a | just madeyou some food. English
b.  I'll throw youthebadl.
(22) a Och jag som har precis lagad dig lite mat! Swedish

and | that have jus made you some food
'‘And | jus madeyou some food:

b *Jag kastar dig bollen.
| throw you boll-the
'I'll throw youthebadl.'

(23) a  *fgelddi "Zr smfmat. Icelandic
|.nomcooked you.da some foodacc

b.  *fghenti "Zr boltanr/boltanum
l.nomthrew youdat bdl-theacc/bdl-thedat

Given tha the development from synthetic to andytic entails loss of
morphdogical case and the replacement of the ditrangtive with a
prepostiond variant, it is predicted tha Icelandic should have a more
produdive ditrandtive condruction than both Swedish and English. It is
also predicted tha Swedish and English should behave in the same way, in
this respect, since both languages have log ther morphological case. These
predictionsare not bome out

The examples above show clearly tha morphological case and
andytic/synthetic structures mug not be in complementary distribution in
languages or languaye stages.

There are, however, examples of verbs occurring with direct objects
in Old Icelandic but with prepostiond objects in Moden Icelandic:

(24) a [..] "V @ enguhefur hcerbergt "ann dag.
... because nothing da has shenomtasted that day.acc.
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'[...] because she had nottasted anything tha day.’
(Cla195145-47)

b.  Hcerhefur ekki bergt 1 neinu. Modern Icelandic
shenomhas nottasted on anything
'She has not tasted anything.

In Old Icelandic, the verb bergja 'taste’ was condructed either with a direct
object or with a prepostiond object, but in Moden Icelandic only the
prepostiond variant exists. Thingsare, however, not so simple, as state of
affairs can be thereverse in the history of Icelandic, such that verbs which
could occur with a prepostiond phrase in Old Icelandic only select a direct
object in Modean Icelandic. One such verb is heilsa 'greet”.

(25) a Hannhdlsali 1 konung.
henomgreeted on king-theacc
'He greeted theking. (T tt 198722052206

b.  Hannhelsali konungi Modern Icelandic
henomgreeted king-theda
'He greeted theking!

C. *Hannhdlsali 1 konung.
henomgreeted on king.acc

Findly, as was pointed out in section 7.3.2, there are no differences in
frequency beween Modan and Old Icelandic regarding the amount of
prepostiond phrases and direct objects tha cannot be shown to be related
to stylistic factors. That is, prepostiond phrases do not seem to have been
less common in Old Icelandic than in Modean Icelandic. These facts
serioudy undemine any claims tha Icelandic has undegone a change
from synthetic to andytic. If Modern Icelandic is of the andytic type it
mug also have been of the andytic type during the Middle Ages. Further,
since some languages, like Swedish and English, have log thar
morphdogical case but retained the Ditrandtive condruction to a highe
degree than Icelandic, the loss of morphdogical case in these languages
cannotbeattributed to a changefrom synthetic to andytic either.

Moreover, convincing evidence has been put forth agang a
diachronic relation beween synthetic and anadytic languaje stages.
Schwegler (1990 shows tha in the Romance languayes both types of
changes can be found, from more synthetic to peiphrastic and from
periphrastic to synthetic. Such evidence further susains my claim tha a
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development from synthetic to andytic cannot be assumed for the
Scandinavian languayes.

7.4.2 Case and Word Order

It is a widdy assumed hypohesis, ever since, at least, Falk and Torp
(1900, tha there is an inheent causal relation between the rigidity of a
word order in a language, and whether the languaye has a morphological
case system or not (Sapir 1921, Venneman 1974, Kemenade 1987,
Lehmann 1985. Tha is, the more morphological cases the freer the word
order, and the fewer (or no) morphological case distinctionsthe more rigid
theword order in thelanguaye

(26) ¥Theword order becomes morerigid.
¥Morphological caseislod.

Many researches have suggested tha the loss of case marking in
Scandinavian is related to the word order becoming more rigid in these
languages (Faarlund 1987, 1990, 1999, Askedd 1999, Anward and
Swedenmark 1997). Thee are, however, two languayes within the
Germanic language family tha pose serious problems for such an accourt,
and these are Icelandic and Dutch. Icelandic has certainly undegone a
change from Old to Moden Icelandic, similar to the other Scandinavian
languages, in tha the word order has become more rigid, despite the fact
tha Icelandic has not log its case system. This change is mog clearly
manifested in lack of OV in Modan Icelandic. Moreover, Dutch has a
much freer word order than Icelandic, it has for indance retained the OV
word order, and various scrambling possibilities, which are non-existent in
Moden Icelandic, but Dutch has nevertheless log its case system. My
condugonsare, therefore, that while there may very well be a typological
tendency for case languages to have freer word order than caseless
languages, tha canna, however, be regarded as a direct causal relation.
Hence, the development into more rigid word order in Scandinavian
caudng the loss of the case system does not seem like a feasible
explanaion for the break-down of the morphdogical case system in
Scandinavian and West-Germanic.

7.4.3 Case andtheDefinite Article

It has aso been proposd tha the loss of morphdogical case in
Scandinavian is related to the emergence of the definite article (Holmberg
1994,Anward and Swedenmark 1997)

(27) ¥A ddinite article emerges.
¥Morphological caseislod.
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This hypothesis is patly based on the typological fact tha many case
languages do not exhibit a definite article, such as the Finno-Ugric
languages, and it is in pat based on the fact tha the emergence of the
definite article in Scandinavian seems to have taken place at the same time
as the case marking disappears.

Thee are, however, two languages within the North Germanic
language family tha pose a seriousproblem for this andysis, and these are
Icelandic and Faroese. Icelandic and Faroese have both acquired a definite
article, presumably at rougHhy the same time as the definite article was
acquired in Mainland Scandinavian. Hence, the emergence of the definite
article seems to be a common Scandinavian innovaion. However, nather
Icelandic nor Faroese has lost its case system, thusit cannot be assumed
tha there is a direct causal relation between the emergence of the definite
article and the break-down of the case system in Mainland Scandinavian,
despite thefact tha these changes seem to occur at roughly the same time.

It certainly seems that language changes take place in bundks, in tha
many changes have been shown to take place simultaneoudy (Delsing
1995, Falk 1997, Platzack 1987) To me it seems a reasonéable assumption
tha language changes occur gradudly but tha they are doaumented as
more abrupt changes because of the reluctance of the writing system to
immediately reflect innovaions and/or changes. It is a plaugble scenario
tha conservative features of the written language can be maintained by
scribes to certain extents, but tha at some point, the residues found in
writing are going to be too remote in time for a new generation of scribes
to carry the tradition on. At tha point, the conservative tradition will be
broken and the writing system will reflect a more synchronic system (cf
Allen 199%:212). This hypahesis is, in my view, worth some further
research.

74.4. Structural vs. Lexical Case

Many scholars have arguad tha the break-down of the case system in
Germanic is a manifestation of structural case replacing lexical case (see
Askedd 1999for Scandinavian, Falk 1997 for Swedish, Delsing 1991 for
Swedish, Allen 1995and Lightfoot 1999 for English, Eyth—+sson 2000for
case changes in lcelandic). Such an analysis can have the following
manifestationsin the moden languages:

(28) ¥Lossof morphdogical case.
¥Structural case forms replace lexical case forms:
Acc/Dat/Gen Subj > Nom Subj
Dat/Gen Obj > Acc Obj
¥PPs replace morphological case
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The replacement of lexical case by structural case can involve a complete
break-down of the morphological case system, with case distinctions at
best, only present in pronouns(English, Dutch, Mainland Scandinavian). It
can also entail nomnative becoming the subject case, accusative becoming
the object case, daive becoming the case for indirect objects and genitive
the case for nomind attributes (German). It is also predicted tha direct
objects should be replaced by prepostiond phrases.

These predictions are not bome out for Icelandic, nor for Faroese
(see Mamsten 2001 for Faroese). There are plenty of examples in the
history of Icelandic of accusative subjects changing into daive subjects
(Dative subditution), there are also examples of nominaive subjects
changing into daive subjects (see 5.34.1.1 above for examples).
Furthermore, verbs which could occur together with either accusative or
daive objects in Old Icelandic can only occur with daive objects in
Moden Icelandic, and verbs which could occur with either accusative or
dative objects can only occur with accusative objects in Moden Icelandic:

(29) a [..] enfyrir"v’ a [..], glatali hannhsfu! sitt,
butforit tha ... los henomhead his.acc
'[...] butbecause of tha [...] helos his head,
(Phy 1991:46-48)

b. Hann hali glatal hsfli s'’nu. Modern Icelandic
henomhad log head his.dat

C. *Hann hafli glatal hsfu! sitt.
henomhad los head his.acc

(30) a [..] er Zg hefi gjSrlaathugt"eirrasilum.
which I.nom have thoroughly examined their habits.dat
'[...] who=e habits | have thoroughly examined.'
(Kon[noyear]:75-76)

b. fghd athugd "essasili. Modern Icelandic
I.nomhave examined these habits.acc

C. *f g hef athugd "essumsilum.
I.nomhave examined these habits.da

(31 a [...] @ enginnriddai steng honum

tha no knightnomwithgandsheda (éve 197995-99)
'[...] tha noknightis hisequd.'
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b. Enginnriddai steng hann. Modern Icelandic
no knightnomwithgandsheacc

C. *Enginn riddai stens honum
no knightnomwithgandshedat

(29) is an example of alleged structural accusative beng replaced by
alleged lexical daive with theverb glara 'lose, in Icelandic. With the verbs
athuga 'examin€ and standast 'withgand'in (30-31) it is the opposte.

Moreover, on the structural vs. lexical case account genitive objects
are expected to be replaced by accusative objects because genitive on
objects is lexical wheeas accusative on objects is structural. Such
examples exist. Examples as in (32) are well known from the history of
|celandic.

32) a "arf "ess. Old/Modern Icelandic
( g
l.nomneed it.gen

b. fg"arf "etta Modern Icelandic
|.nomneed this.acc

However, it is not expected tha genitive objects change into nominative
objects. Such a change is aso found from Old to Modan Icelandic
(examples 32aand 33aare condructed by me):

(33) a Henni banai velkinna. Old Icelandic
sheda got-better illness-thegen
‘Sherecovered fromtheillness.’

b. Henni banai vekin. Modern Icelandic
sheda got-better illness-thenom
'‘Sherecovered fromtheillness.'

On a structural vs. lexical case account it is expected tha this lexical
genitive would change into a structural accusative (cf. Falk 1997:77-78),
butthat is not the case in the history of Icelandic. Hence, the predictionsof
thestructural vs. lexical case accountare clearly notbomeoutin Icelandic.

It should be pointed out here tha ways have been developead within
Genegative Grammar to account for the fact tha objects can be case-
marked as nominaive (see Yip, Maling and Jackendoff 1987, Siguris son
1989 and subsequent work, J—rsn 1996). Such an explanation is needed
as it is predicted tha nomnative objects do not exist, since allegedly
nomnaive isthestructural case for subjects and accusative is the structural
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case for objects. These accounss rely on the idea tha structural case has
been assignal to the first argument in the clause which is not lexicaly
case-marked. Thus in order to be able to account for the existence of
nomnaive objects, the conaept of structural case as beng divided into
nomnative on subjects and accusative on objects has been abandoned. Yip,
Maling and Jackenddf (1987224) make a note of this themselves. The
problem with ther account is tha it predicts tha condructions with
lexically case-marked subjects should not receive structural accusative case
onthar objects. As we shdl seein 7.4.6 bdow, this prediction is not bome
outin thehistory of the Germanic languayes.

Findly, since Icelandic has retained its case system, while Moden
Scandinavian and English have not, it is predicted tha Icelandic should
have direct objects to a highe degree than Scandinavian and English,
which agan shoudd have a highe degree of prepodtiond objects.
However, there are plenty of examples of the opposte:

(33) a fg hringi 1 pig. Icelandic
l.nomringin you.acc
'I'll phoneyou!

b. fghorfli a sjénvarpio.
.nomwatched on television-theacc

'l watched television!
(34) a Jag ringe dig Swedish
| ring you
'I'll phoneyou!
b. | watched television English

Thus the prediction tha morphdogical case will be replaced by
prepostiond objects does not seem to be bome out for Icelandic, Swedish
and English.

745 The Predictions of Condruction Grammar and the Usage-based
Modd
On a Condruction Grammar accourt syntactic condructions are assumed
to have a meaning of ther own. According to the Usage-based modd it is
expected tha syntactic schematic condructions highe in type frequency,
will attract new and already existing verbs resulting in high type frequency
condructions increasing in frequency. The reason is tha the syntactic
condructions highest in type frequency are also the condructionstha are
mog open semantically. Thus verbs occurring in low-frequency schematic
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condructionsmay be attracted by high-frequency schematic congructions
resulting in low-frequency condructionsdecreasing in frequency.

Low type frequency condructions are semantically more restricted
and should therefore either exist as verb-class-specific condructionsor as
verb-specific condructions but not as semantically open, syntactically
schematic condructions Low-frequency verb-class condructions may
gradudly disappear unless they are high in token frequency. If they are
they might be preserved as verb-specific condructions and if they attract
new items this should be on the basis of similarity. Therefore, if two low-
frequency congructions exchange items beween themselves, it is to be
expected tha the congruction lower in type frequency will lose items to the
condruction highe in type frequency, and agan this is expected to hgppen
onthebasis of similarity.

Case structure is a pat of a syntactic form (SYN-part) of a schematic
condruction. Syntactic schematic condructions are, for ingance, Nonm+
Acc, Nom-Dat, Nom-Gen, Acc-Acc, Dat-Nom etc. in Icelandic. Thus in a
language with many alternative case condructions if a verb is attracted by
a condruction which has highe type frequency it is expected tha this verb
does not necessarily replace one morphological case with another, but
rather that the verb exchanges the whole syntactic case frame for another
case frame.

It has been noted by variousscholars tha morphdogical case seems
to have been log at the same time as massive lexical borowing is found,
dueto contact situaions Thisis discussed for Old English by Allen (1995,
for Old Swedish by WessZn (1929, 1992, and for Scandinavian in general
by Jahr (1994,1995) WessZn argues that the case system was lost because
the loan-words could not easily adjud to the inflectiond system. However,
Norde (1994 shows tha the morphophonenic structure of the loan-words
cannot have condituted a problem for the noun inflection. It is a fact,
however, tha the break-down of the case system in both English and
Scandinavian coinddes in time with massive lexical borrowingsand, thus
tha the correlation between the loss of morphological case and the contact
situation has not been satisfactorily accounted for in theliterature.

On a Congruction Grammar/Usage-based modd approach, it is
predicted tha a rapid change in the vocabulary may speed up the
development, precisely because the bulk of new verbs will be attracted by
the high type frequency condructions thereby lowering the type frequency
of the low-frequency condructions increasing the chances of them
becoming extinct.

To sum up, the predictionsof Condruction Grammar and the Usage-
based modd for the development of case in Icelandic are thefollowing:
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(35) ¥Thehightypefrequency condructionswill attract new verbs.

¥Thehightypefrequency condructionswill attract verbsfromthe
low frequency condructions

¥ Rapid changes in the vocabulary will speed up the development.

¥In the course of time, the low-frequency congructionswill
decrease in ther propottiond type frequency because they will
not attract new verbs, precisely because of thar low type
frequency and ther restricted semantics.

¥1f alow type frequency condruction attracts new items, it will be
onthebasis of similarity alone

¥If acondruction disappears from the language, it will bethe
condructionlowest in typefrequency.

¥The Dat-Gen condruction will disappear first from Icelandic,
because it islowest in type frequency.

| will now condde the predictions of Condruction Grammar and the
Usage-based modd in the light of the development of case in the Germanic
languages. | will begin with Icelandic (7.4.5.1), then account for the
development in Swedish (7.4.5.2), next English (7.4.5.3) and findly in
German (7.4.5.4).

745.1 Icelandic

The congruction lowest in type frequency in Old Icelandic mug be the
Dat-Gen condruction, as | only know of two verbs that occurred in it in
Old Icelandic; these are the verbs batna 'get beter' and Iétta 'abate (of
illness)’. This condruction is also the only case condruction that has
disappeared. Not surprisingly, batna and Iétta were subsumed by the more
common Dat-Nom condruction, which had much highea type frequency.
This has presumably happened because of these two case condructions
being similar in both form and meaning. The Dat-Gen congruction can be
regaded as a submndruction of the more general Dative subject
condruction:

[Dat-V-X]

[Diat-‘J-NDm] [Dat-V-en) [DEllt-‘J-PF'] [Dat-V-[5]]
|
Tk batna wediant ‘rfz'ré!::ssr

Figure 7.2: The Dative subject congruction and its subcondructions
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Examples of the verb-specific condruction in Figure 7.2 are shown in (35)
beow:

(35 a MZr I'’kar pessi matur.
|.da like this foodnom
' like thisfood!

b. Honumbanai veikinnar.
hedat gotbeter illness-thegen
'He got better fromtheillness.

c. M2z gejast ad Gudmundi.
|.da like at Gulmundurda
' like Gu!mundu.'

d.  MZ virli st [Gudmundur lita vel it].
|.da seems Gu!mundurnomlook well out
"To me it seems tha Gu!mundurlooks fine.'

In contemporary Icelandic, the Dat-Gen condruction does not exist,
therefore a correspondng figure for Modern Icelandic would not contain
the Dat-Gen condruction. It is also a fact tha verbs which occur in one of
these subaondructionsreadily occur in some of the other sub-condructions
The verb lika 'like' is one example; it can both occur in the Dat-Nom
condruction and in the Dat-PP congruction:

(36) a  MZ I'kar Gudmundur.
|.da like Gu!mundurnom
' like Gu!mundu.'

b. MZ I’kar vido Gudmund.
|.da like with Gulmundu.acc
' like Gu!lmundu.'

More generally, examining changes in object case from Old to Moden
Icelandic (extracted from Tables 4.18 and 7.14), it tums out tha the
Genitive object condruction is the least common object congruction in Old
Icelandic, and it is also the onetha tha has shrunkin frequency from Old
to Moden Icelandic.2 The same is true for the Genitive prepostiond

2 |n this section, my discussion of frequency is mogly based on the token frequency
figuresin Tables 4.18 and 7.14 above However, | have studied theingances of thelow
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condruction. When condgdering the subject condructions the condructions
lowest in frequency, i.e. the Genitive subject condruction and the
Accusative subject congruction have remained stable from Old to Moden
Icelandic. However, an examindion of the verbs occurring in these
condructions reveals tha both of these condructions have become
semantically more uniform, in tha the verbstha occur in them, in Moden
Icelandic, form a semantically more coheent group than in Old Icelandic
(agan compare Tables 4.18 and 7.14). These groupsmay have decreased in
type frequency ove the centuries, but since the material used here is so
small it is difficult to deect changes in the type frequency of these
condructions However, a glance at the verbs tha occur in the Genitive
subject congruction in Old Icelandic reveals tha at |east three of the seven
types have fallen into disuse. This might suggest tha this congruction has
lower typefrequency in Modean Icelandic than in Old Icelandic.

Furthermore, the Accusative object condruction has remained stable
in lcelandic while the Dative object condruction has increased in
frequency. According to a count reported by Maling (1999) thee are
approximately 750 verbstha select for dative objects in Moden Icelandic.
This has to be viewed in the light of the fact tha the single-languaye
|celandic dictionary, Islensk ordabdk (1988), contains approximately 8,500
verb entries (Krist'n Bjarnad—ttr, p.c.). Given tha the type frequency of
the Dative object condruction is relatively high in Icelandic, we might
expect it to show some degree of produdivity (see also Chapter 5 above). It
may seem strange tha the Accusative object condruction has remained
stable while the Dative object condruction shows an increase in frequency.
However, for a group as large as dative objects (30-35%) we may expect
some degree of produdivity (see Ragnasd—itr, Simonsen and Plunkett
1999 on the differences in the produdivity of the different past form
condructions of verbs in Icelandic and Norwegian correlating with ther
typefrequency).

It has been noticed tha verbs conventiondly occurring togeher with
the Accusative subject condruction have started occurring in the Dative
subject condruction (usudly called either Dative Sickness or Dative
Subditution), see subection 5.3.4.1.1 above This change started taking
place in the late 19th century (Halld—sson 1982). This is expected given
tha the Accusative subject condruction is both much lower in type
frequency than the Dative subject condruction, and it can be divided into
two suboongructions i.e. one suboongruction for Experiencer verbs (379

token frequency condrudionsin my material and found that there is a correlation
between token frequency and type frequency in this investigation, in tha high token
frequency reflects high type frequency and vice versa. This is, however, only true for
thewritten material and not the spoken material. Therefore, the discussion of frequency
in this section indicates both token and typefrequency.
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and another one ingantiated by predicates denoting changes in naure
(37b).

(37) a Mig dreymdi Smmu.
|.acc dreamt grandma.acc

b. c¢nalagli.
river-theacc froze

On a Condruction Grammar account we would expect the Experiencer
verbs to be attracted by the Dative subject condruction, precisely because
these two condructions (partly) share the same semantics. This is further
sudained by the fact tha the Dative subject condruction is not simply
subsuming the Accusative subject condruction, togeher with all its verbs,
rather tha the nature verbs have been attracted by the Nominative subject
condruction (see J—nson 199798, and Eyth—sson 2000) Since the Dative
subject condruction is not primarily a condruction for verbs dencting
changes in nature we would obvioudy not expect these verbsto start being
assodated with the Dative subject condruction. Also, we would expect
these Experiencer verbs to be attracted by the Dative subject condruction
and not the Nominaive subject congruction, precisely because the Dative
subject condruction is much more restricted in its semantics than the
Nominative subject condruction, and these two congructions have very
similar semantics, in tha the Dative subject condruction is a condruction
primarily used for nonagentive verbs while the Nominaive subject
condruction is a semantically open congruction, which can be ingantiated
by verbsfrom all semantic fields

Findly, both the Dative 10bject congruction and the Dative subject
condruction have decreased in frequency from Old to Moden Icelandic,
both in type and in token frequency. Given tha the Dative subject
condruction is a low-frequency condruction compared to the Nominative
subject condruction, this is not unexpected. Also, the fundion of the
indirect object has not necessarily been taken over, but is at least being
shaed with some indegendent PP condructions containing the
prepostions til 'to', fyrir ‘for and handa 'for', depending on verb classes.
The Dative 10bject condruction is certainly not a high-frequency
condruction in Old Icelandic. These condructions are verb-class-specific
condructions which occur only with certain groupsof verbs

To condude Condruction Grammar together with the Usage-based
modd can easily account for changes in case marking from Old to Moden
|celandic.
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7.4.5.2 Swedish

If alanguaye has argument structure condructionstha are synonynous or
very similar in meaning, there are, logically, two ways for the language to
deal with tha: either by eliminaing oneof the two case condructionsfrom
the languaye, or by merging them into one Icelandic seems to have taken
the former way in that the Dat-Gen condruction has fallen into disuse, and
the verbs in the Accusative subject congruction have a tendency to occur
eithe with the Dative subject condruction or the Nominaive subject
condruction. However, Swedish, and Mainland Scandinavian in geneal,
have gonethe other way. In those languayes the case condructions have
merged and consequently disappeared.

According to Delsing (1991, 1995) the first congructions to
disappear in Swedish were the infrequent Genitive subject and Genitive
Object condructions This had already taken place before 1350. Next to
disappear is the now lowest type frequency Accusative subject
condruction. Tha haopens around 1400. Around 1450 all case endings
have been lod, entailing tha the case distinction between nominaive and
dative subjects is log for nouns and the case distinction beween
accusative and daive objects is also log for nouns At this point in time,
Swedish only exhibits two case forms on pronouns namely, nomnative
and non-nomindive. Theonly case frames tha are now left in Swedish are
the Nominative subject condruction and the former Dative, now Oblique,
subject condruction, althoughthis is only visible on pronouns According
to Falk (1997) the nunber of different verbs occurring in the Oblique
subject congruction is less than 40, while the Oblique passive condruction
IS much highe in type frequency. Thus the 38 verbs occurring in the
Obliguesubiject condruction either become assodated with the Nominaive
subject condruction or fall into disuse during the 16th and 17th century.
The last group to become assocdated with the Nominaive subject
condruction is the ditrangtive verbs in the Oblique passive condruction.
Tha happensaround1800.

It is interesting to note, however, tha despite the low type frequency
of the Oblique subject congdruction, there are still doaumented cases of it
beng mildly produdive. Falk (199751) reports on such examples:

(38) a € n sidhan honomiSwadhetok han til at sionka(ca. 1420)
but since heobl doubed took heto sink
'‘But since hedoubed he started sinking'

b. ty % thzsasommik t¥nker (ca. 1500)

therefore is tha such as |.obl think
‘Tha iswhy itisas| think'
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The verbs idfwa 'doult’ and renka 'think' are conventiondly assodated
with the Nominaive subject condruction in Old Swedish. Tha these verbs
occur with the Oblique subject condruction is presumably due to the
lexical meaning of these verbs and the fact tha they are compatible in
meaning with the semantics of the Dative subject condruction.

To sum up, Swedish, and Mainland Scandinavian in geneal, have
dedlt differently with synonymous argument structure condructions than
Icelandic has. Swedish has merged the argument structure condructions
with the subsequent loss of the morphological case system, while in
Icelandic the relevant argument structure condructions have fallen into
disuse (compare the Dat-Gen condruction).

To condude according to the predictions of Condruction Grammar
and the Usage-based modd, the condructions lowest in type frequency
should betheonesin mogs dange of disappearing. This prediction is bome
out in Swedish, in that the mog infrequent condructions disappeared first
and theleast infrequent condructionsdisappeared |ast.

7453 English

According to Allen (199%:211-220) thefirst case condruction to disappear
in English was the Genitive object condruction. Tha hgppened in two
stages: first the genitive of the impersond Acc/Dat-Gen disappeared, then
the genitive of the Nom-Gen condruction. Notice tha this is identical to
the development in Icelandic where the Dat-Gen condruction has already
disappeared while the Nom-Gen has decreased in frequency from Old to
Moden Icelandic.

Secondly, the distinction between accusative and daive is
completely log around 1200 for nouns It is, however, maintained for
pronauns This is the situaion for both objects and subjects. Thirdly, the
Obligue passive congruction has become very unusid in the late 14th
century. Findly, the Oblique subject condruction remains in use untl the
14t century, starts declining in the 15th century and is completely log in
the 16th century.

The produdivity of the Oblique subject congruction has been amply
doaumented in Middle English (see Allen 1995, Seefranz-Montag 1983, in
tha the condruction attracts both borrowed and already existing verbs
Allen (1995250) reports on a modd verb occurring in the Oblique subject
condructioningead of the Nominative subject condructions:

3 | have adso come across smilar things with the modd verb mega 'may' in Old
Icelandic texts. In some cases the Dative subject is clearly dueto thelower verb being a
Dative subject verb, buttha is nottruefor al examples. Consder for ingance:

i) [...] fyrir Bv’ a¥mf mZ RaYer yfir margan gengur|...]
... for it that may |.da that.nomwhich over many.acc goes
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(39) Wherefore usoghe[...] have pacience. Middle English
why we.obl should ... have paience

There is one difference between the development of case in Swedish and
English; tha is the internd order of the loss of the Oblique subject
condruction and the Obligue passive condruction. In Swedish, the loss of
the Oblique subject congruction precedes the loss of the Oblique passive
condruction while the order is reversed in English (this reverse order of
events has also been reported by Knuden 195636-41 for Danish). On a
Usage-based modd account we will expect this to be a manifestation of
differences in type frequency of those groupsin thetwo languayes, that the
Obligue passive condruction with ditrandtives had highe type frequency
in Swedish than in English, and vice versa for the Oblique subject
condruction. Apat fromthat, theinternd order of distinctionsbeinglog is
the same. Tha is congstent with an overall assumption that the type
frequency of the different verb groupsmay have been relatively similar in
the different Germanic languayes, with some minor deviations to be
expected.

A possible explanaion for differences in type frequency of a
condruction in two languayes might be that the vocabulary is not replaced
by a new vocabulary at the same rate in the two languayes. Obvioudy,
extengve bomrowing will increase the type frequency of the mog
produdive congdruction, and hence reduce the type frequency of other less
produdive condructions Another explanaion for differences in type
frequency of condructions in different languages might be that verbs may
be borrowed or coined in a particular language for one semantic field at a
highe rate than for another semantic field. That may result in differences
in typefrequency between condructions

7.4.5.3 German

German differs from Swedish and English in tha it has maintained its
morphdogical case, like Icelandic and Faroese. However, the development
detected in Icelandic, tha the condructions lowest in type frequency
disappear from the language, and the other condructions also low in type
frequency, become fewer in the language, is aso evident in German.
However, the development has gonemuch farther than in Icelandic.

...] because | have to endure wha many othershave had to[...]
(Hra198714051406

In this case, it appears tha the verb mega 'may' behaves like a main verb which selects

for a Dative subject. The question arises, of course, whether such ingances of mega
should beregaded as modd or nat.
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The Nom-Acc, Nom-Dat and Nom-Gen condructions still exist in
Moden German, but the Nom-Dat condruction is only ingantiated by
approximately 140 verbs, while the correspondng figure for Modan
Icelandic is 750verbs (Maling 1999)

According to Seefranz-Montag (1983 the genitive object of the
Acc/Dat-Gen condruction merged with the nomfacc forms in the 13th
century. Furthermore, mos of theverbsoccurring in the Accusative subject
and Dative subject congructions have either falen into disuse in German
or they have been attracted by the Nominaive subject condruction.
However, during the Middle High German period there was a consderable
variation between the different condructions, in tha the impersond verbs
could readily occur with the Accusative, Dative and the Nominative subject
condruction. The Dative subject condruction attracted many verbs from
the Accusative subject condruction, and the Accusative subject
condruction has, likewise, attracted (somewha fewer) verbs from the
Dative subject condruction (1983162). These facts clearly show tha the
Accusative and the Dative subject condructions mus have been very
similar in meaning since verbs were so easily exchanged beween them.
Findly, German has maintained the Dative passive condruction. This is
paallel to the Swedish situaion in tha the Dative subject condruction
disappears first, and then the Dative passive condruction, while the order is
the opposte in English and Danish.

The situaion in Modan High German is such tha the Accusative/
Dative subject condruction has more or less fallen into disuse. Thus
subjects in German are in the nominative case, objectsin German are in the
accusative case, indirect objects in German are in the daive case and
nomnd attributes are in the genitive case. Hence, al the high-frequency
case condructions have been maintained in Moden High German, at the
expense of the low type frequency condructionswhich have more or less
disappeared. It therefore seems tha the development in German is similar
to the development in Icelandic, except for the fact tha in German the
development has gonefarther.

7.4.6 The"Blendad" Condruction

In the process of morphological case being log, many Germanic languayes
develop the so-called "blended" condruction, where the nomnative object
of the former Dat-Nom congruction (realized as Obl-Nom at this point in
the development) turns up in the accusative. The following examples serve
to illudrate this:

(40) for"i lat him areowe ow Middle English

for tha tha him.obj pity you.obj
'so that hewould pity you' (Allen 199610)
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(41) Honom thykte sik waraj enomlystelikom stadh
he.obl thoughthimself.obl bein an pleasing place.obl
'Hefelt asif hewasin apleasantplace.’  Old Swedish (ca. 1440)

(Falk 199577)
(42) Meaer dimar v¥4 hasa békina. Modern Faroese
|.dat like this bookacc
'l like this book: (Barnes 198633)

Allen reports that traditiondly this blend has been regarded as an accident
in the prevalent language material. She argues, however, and quite
convinangly so in my opinion, that the blend deserves a better explanation
than tha. Given tha the blend seems to arise indegpendently in the
Germanic languages, it certainly does not seem like an accident, but
requires a systematic explanaion. Allen heself argues tha the blend
emerges when the case-marking hierarchy disappeared, assuming tha the
case-marking hierarchy disappeared on the basis of the existence of the
blend, thusher accountis not independently motivated. Falk (199777-78),
however, argues tha the blend is a consequence of structural case beng
assigndl to objects. Thus she does not assume tha the first argument of a
clause notlexically case-marked receives structural nomindive.

The problem with both these andyses is that they do not address the
guestion why only the object should be "structurally” case marked and not
the subject. In other words, why should subjects retain ther "lexical" case
marking longe than objects? Since the case of the subject and the object
does not change at the same time, why doesn't a Nom-Nom congruction
emerge ingead of an Obl-Obl? | will retumn to the matter be ow.

It may seem as if the "blended" condruction is predicted not to arise
on a Condruction Grammar account since it entails a mixture of
condructions i.e. Dat-Nom and Nom-Acc. Thus it may seem as if the
emergence of the "blend" speaks agang the assumption tha case frames
bedongto the SYN-pat of condructions or tha congructionslike Dat-Nom
and NomrAcc should be assumed to exist at al. It should, however, be
pointed out tha the "blend" does not exist in a case language like Moden
Icelandic, it has only been doaumented in languayes in which the
morphdogical case distinctions are in the process of being log, i.e. in the
relevant languages there are only a couple of choices for subjects and a
couple of choices for objects. The morphological case distinctions are,
however, not beng log in Faroese, but the facts of Faroese are even more
complicated than this because the subject of the Dat-Nom has also been
doaumented to appear in the nomnative case:
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(43) Eg dimi v¥ hasab—lkia Modern Faroese
I.nomlike this bookacc
'l like this book: (Barnes 198633)

It is thus not clear whether the object has indgoendently taken on the
accusative or whether theverb is simply occurring in another case frame.

However, as | have already stated in Chapter 2, there are basically
two ways of looking at morphdogical case within Condruction Grammar:
first, as a case patern which conditutes a pat of the form of the
condruction, such as Nom-Acc and Dat-Nom. Secondly, morphological
case can be regarded as a condruction of its own, such as a Nom subject
condruction and an Acc object condruction, nested within a larger
condruction, namely, the Nom-Acc condruction. Thus the fact that one of
the case forms changes first and then the other, indead of these changing
simultaneoudy, is not incompatible with Congruction Grammar, since
subjects and objects are also regaded as indegpendent condructions
However, within Radical Condruction Grammar, where subjects and
objects are assumed not to exist as condructions of ther own, the "blend"
would be treated as a change of form dueto semantic similarities. In other
words the Dat-Nom congruction has taken on the Acc of the Nom-Acc
condruction because of the semantic similarities of the lower arguments in
the Nom-Acc and Dat-Nom, since Acc is a structural propaty of the
Content/Theme in a Nom-Acc condruction.

| now return to the question why the Nom object of the Dat-Nom
condruction is replaced with an Acc object while the Dat subject remains
unaffected. This is a legitimate question as it is not a priori given tha the
object changes its case form first and the subject later, since the reverse is
true for many other languayes (John Payne, p.c). On a Usage-based modd
accountit is predicted that the case form which is lower in type frequency
will be replaced first, whereas the case form highe in type frequency may
bereplaced later. As | have aready outlined for Icelandic in section 7.5.4.1
above the Nom object only exists in the Dat-Nom condructions whereas
the Dat subject condruction can select for different types of complements.
Thus the Dat subject condruction is higher in type frequency than the
Nom object condruction and is thereby predicted to maintain its case form
longe. Tha prediction is bome out for the "blended" condruction in the
history of the Germanic languaye, thussugaining the validity of the Usage-
based modd.

7.4.7 Condusons

In this section | have given an overview of different theories on the
development of case in Germanic. First, | have examined the hypahesis
tha loss of case is dueto a development from synthetic to andytic. The
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predictions of tha theory have here been shown not to be bome out for
Scandinavian. Also, | have discussed theories tha assume tha the loss of
morphdogical case in Scandinavian/Germanic is due to the word order
becoming more rigid and hence taking over the fundion of signdling
grammatical relations However, | have foundtha the predictions of that
theory are not borne out either, since Icelandic and Dutch do not conform
to the predicted patern. | have also investigaed whether the loss of
morphdogical case may be due to the emergence of the definite article in
Scandinavian and have found that both Icelandic and Faroese conditute
counerexamples to such a claim. The theory tha loss of case is due to
lexical case beng replaced by structural case is not bome out either for
Icelandic, since | have found changes in case structures of verbs in both
directions i.e. lexical case seems to replace structural case and structural
case seems to replace lexical case in the history of Icelandic.

Findly, | have outlined a Congruction Grammar/Usage-based modd
approach to theloss of morphdogical case and given a coherent anaysis of
the development in four Germanic languages: Icelandic, Swedish, English
and German. My andysis is based upm the idea tha different case
condructions are either synonymous or very similar in meaning, and tha
logically there are two ways for languages to eliminae this synonymy:
eithe by the high frequency condructions attracting the verbs
conventiondly occurring in theless frequent condructions thereby causng
the less frequent condructions to fall into disuse, or by merging two
synonynous condructions into one with a subsquent loss of
morphdogical case. English, Dutch and Mainland Scandinavian have taken
the latter alternaive, while Icelandic, Faroese and German have gonethe
former way. Also, German (and perhaps Faroese?) have developed much
farther in this direction than Icelandic.

Moreove, thee seems to be a correlation between the rate of
vocabulary replacement and the case development. Tha is also predicted
on a Condruction Grammar/Usage-based modd account, since it relies
heavily on the type frequency of the congructions in question. English
leads the development with the mos extendve borowings of al the
languages beng conddered here, beginning in the 10th century. Swedish
has aso been involved in much language contact, with massive Low
German influence beginning in the late 13th century. German has not had
the extengve replacement in the vocabulary tha both English and Swedish
have, butit has neverthdess been more influenced than Icelandic, which is
the least influenced languaye of the four. Obvioudy, the faster the
vocabulary is replaced, the soone the high type frequency congructions
will increase in type frequency, and the soone the low-frequency
condructions will decrease in type frequency. Thus on a Condruction
Grammar/Usage-based modd account it is predicted that the language
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which has been subject to mos foreign influence will lead the
development, and it is expected tha the language which has been the least
influenced will lag behind in the development. That prediction is borne out
for Germanic.

Findly, | have discussed the emergence of the "blended"
condructionin the history of the Germanic languayes, a condruction which
Is formally a mixture of the Dat-Nom and Nom-Acc condructions
Hitherto, the explanaionsoffered in the literature for the blend have either
assumed that it is an accident in the prevalent languaye material, or that it
demondrates tha "lexical" case is beng replaced by "structural" case.
These explanaions however, have not offered any systematic explanaion
as to why the case of the object should be replaced but not the case of the
subject, or why the case of the object was replaced first, since "lexical"
case was beng replaced by "structural” case anyway. | have proposd an
andysis based on the Usage-based modd where it is predicted tha the
argument containing a case form which is lower in type frequency will be
replaced first and then the case form of the other argument highe in type
frequency. This prediction is borne out for the blend in the history of
Germanic, thussugaining the validity of the Usage-based modd.

7.5 Summary

In this chapter | have examined case from a diachronic and a comparative
point of view. | started by carrying out an investigation on the frequency of
morphdogical case in an Old Icelandic text corpus The investigation is
described in section 7.2.

| have examined the correlations of morphological case, syntactic
fundions and thematic roles in Old Icelandic (section 7.3) and compared
the figures with corresponding figures from Modean Icelandic. My main
condusons are tha, by and large, my results for Moden Icelandic also
hold for Old Icelandic, athough with some minor differences. | have
detected differences tha seem to be rea differences between Old and
Moden Icelandic, and differences tha are dueto stylistic factors. Themain
differences between Old and Modan Icelandic are tha in Moden
Icelandic the amount of genitive objects is lower, the amount of genitive
prepostiond phrases is lower, the amount of daive attributes is lower, the
amount of dative objects is highea, the amount of daive prepostiond
phrases is highe, and the amount (or frequency) of daive subjects is
(presumably) lower. The amount of accusative and genitive subjects has
remained stable. However, these last two groups have become more
uniform semantically.
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The differences due to stylistic factors are the following: there is a
highea frequency of subjects in general on a pe word basis, nomnaive
objects were more common, and prepostiond phrases were less common
in Old Icelandic. Thisis clearly correlated with sentences being shorter and
simpler in the Old Icelandic texts, resulting in a larger amount of subijects,
more objects and fewer prepodgtiond phrases.

Also, the Old Icelandic genres show greatest resemblance to the
fictiond genres of Modan Icelandic, and resemble the nonfiction genres
least. Moreover, the Old Icelandic genres are more "actiond"” than the
Moden Icelandic genres, containing more agentive predicates and fewer
Experiencer and stative predicates.

In section 7.3 | examined different theories of the development or the
loss of morphological case in Scandinavian and/or Germanic. | have
discussed and regjected the theories that the loss of case is due to a
development from synthetic to andytic, due to the word order becoming
more rigid and taking over therole of signdling grammatical relations tha
loss of case is dueto the emergence of the definite article, or dueto lexical
case beng replaced by structural case. Ingead | have outlined a
Condruction Grammar/Usage-based modd approach whee loss of
morphdogical case is assumed to have its roots in the synonyny of the
different argument structure condructions In such a case, there are
logically two ways for languages to evolve:

¥ High frequency condructions attract verbs from low-frequency
condructions theeby gradudly causng low-frequency
condructionsto fall into disuse.

¥ The morphological case distinctions disappear with a subsequent
merging of the case condructions

Icelandic, Faroese and German have evolved in the former way, whereas
Mainland Scandinavian, English and Dutch have moved along the latter
pah. Furthermore, the predictions of the Condruction Grammar/Usage-
based modd tha the low-frequency congructions disappear first and the
high-frequency condruction disappear last have here been shown to be
bome out for al the languages | have examined, namely, lcelandic,
Swedish, English and German.

Moreover, on a Condruction Grammar/Usage-based modd account
it is predicted tha the language tha has had the highest rate of vocabulary
replacement will lead the development and the languaye tha has replaced
the vocabulary least will lag behind in the development. This is predicted
because the faster the vocabulary has been replaced the more oppatunities
the high type frequency condructions have had to increase in type
frequency, and the higher the chances are for theitems occurring in the low
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frequency condructionsto fall into disuse. This prediction is, furthermore,
bome outfor Germanic.

Findly, | have discussed the "blended" congruction which has been
doaumented in the history of al the Germanic languayes that have log thar
case distinctions A Usage-based modd account makes correct predictions
about which of the two arguments, the subject or the object, changes its
case form first, i.e. the case condruction lower in type frequency will
changeits case before the case condruction highe in type frequency. For
the Germanic languayes, it is the Dat subject condruction which is highe
in type frequency, thusit has also retained its case for alonge time.
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