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Verbs with Dative Objects in Icelandic

1. Introduction

One of the striking features of keelandic syntax is the frequency with
which verbs seem to govern the dative case.! This is all the more strik-
ing when compared to German, a closely related Germanic language
which also retains four morphological cases: nominative, accusative,
dative, genitive. The University Dictionary Project in Reykjavik
{OrBabsk Hdaskdélans, henceforth OH) includes some 16,000 verbs,
many of them intransitive, as entries. Maling (1996} contains a list of
more than 750 verbs which in at least one sense occur with a dative
object; this number would increase by at least 70 verbs if the borrow-
ings and other slang verbs listed by Jéhanna Barddal (2001b:121)
were included. The comresponding number of verbs for German is
approximately 140,%2 and for Russian fewer than 60 (Pulkina &

! This paper has been & long time in the making Hoskuldur Priinsson and two
anonymous Teviewers provided exiensive commenis on the organization and presenta-
tion as well as the content of this paper, [ am grateful to them, and to members of the
audience of the Linguistics Discussion Group at the University of Iceland where this
material was presented on September 4, 2000. Special thanks to Kristin Bjamadéttir for
her help in accessing the collections of the OrBabok Haskélans, and to Helgi Skih
Kjartansson, Jéhannes Gisli Jénsson, Jon Axel Hararson, Kjaran Ottosson, Hoskuldur
Prainsson, J6hanna Barddal, Keneva Kunz, Kristin Bjamaddttir and Pérhallur
Eybérsson for providing numerous examples and hours of fascinating discussion.
Héskuldur provided many example sentences for the verbs in the 1996 compiled list,
checked the English translations, and provided me with a copy of Halldér Halldérsson’s
lecture notes. The usual disclaimers apply. Preparation of this article and the compila-
tion of Icelandic verbs governing dative was supported in part by a grant from the
National Science Foundation to Brandeis University, Grant No. DBS-9223725,

2 See the appendix for a list of monotransitive German verbs which govern dative on
their objects. Many of these verbs have prepositional prefixes which transparently con-
tributc a goal-reading to the verbal object: zu- (21 verbs), rach- (11), vor- (4} and unter-
(3). plus another 12 verbs containing the prefix enr- with the ablative sense of “from’.

[slenskt mal 24 (2002), 31-105. © 2003 [slenska malfradifélagid, Revkjanik.
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Zakhava-Nekrasova 1980). Not included m the Icelandic list are
dative subjeci verbs, of which there are at least 300 (see Johannes
Gisli Jénsson 1997, Jéhanna Barbddal 2001b:136 — approximately
175 more take accusative subjects). If adjectives which take dative
subjects are included, e.g. mér er kalt °1 feel cold’, then the number of
dative subject predicates is increased by perhaps another two hundred.
One 40,000 word corpus of both spoken and written Icelandic con-
tained 1268 accusative direct objects as compared to 479 dative direct
objccts: thus the ratio of accusative to dative objects was less than 3:1
and dative represented about 25% of all object tokens in both the spo-
ken and written corpus (Johanna Bar8dal 2001b:89}. I don’t know of
any comparable counts for German or Slavic languages, but would
expect to find a significantly lower percentage of direct objects
marked dative. In the Negra II-corpus (2001) of German, which con-
tains 20, 602 sentences, there were 12,747 accusative NPs as com-
parcd to only 1966 datives.” While it is difficult to compare these
numbers directly to Johanna Bar8dal’s count of object case-marking,
since passivized accusative objects do not appear in the count of
accusatives, and the datives include free or adverbial datives, which
arc arguably not objects {cf. section 2.2), the difference in relative fre-
quency seems clear.

It 1s difficult if not impossible to find a semantic characterization
of dative objects which will include all dative verbs while at the same
time excluding apparently synonymous verbs which do not govern
dative. As has often been pointed out (cf. Asta Svavarsdottir &
Margrét Jonsdoiir 1988:19, Maling 1990, Maria Anna GarBarsddtiir
1950, Eirikur Rignvaldsson 1994), the case on a verbal obiect cannot
reliably be predicted from the verb’s meaning, since verbs with simi-
lar meanings may take different case frames.* Consider, for example,

* 1 am grateful ro Heike Wiese for obtaining this information from Stefanie
Dipper, of the University of Smtigan. Dipper estimates that the relative frequency of
accusative to dative objects for German lies somewhere between 5:1 and 9:1 {e-mail
to Helke Wiese dated August 9, 2002).

* leelandic has four morphological cases: nominative (N}, accusative (A), dative
(D, genitive (G). The case frames associated with a verb’s arguments are listed in the
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the triplet passa barnié NA vs sinna barninu ND vs geeta barnsins NG
‘watch/attend/look after the child’. Some other near-minimat pairs are
given in the tables in (1) for simple transitive verbs, and in (2) for
ditransitive verbs govemning different cases on the second object.

(1) Minimal pairs — monotransitive verbs governing dative vs,
accusative:
a. aka ND vs. keyra NA ‘drive’
b. hjdipa ND vs. adstoda NA ‘help, assist’
c. ligka ND  vs, kidra NA *finish’
d. meta ND  vs. hitta NA ‘meet’
e. hlifa ND  vs. vernda NA ‘protect’
f. unna NI vs. elska NA ‘love’

(2) Minimal patrs — ditransitive verbs governing dative vs.
accusative on the second object:
a. fthivta e-m e-u NDD vs,  skammta e-m e-J NDA

‘distribute, hand out’ ‘hand out, ration’
b. skila e-m e-u NDD vs. afhenda e-m e-3 NDA
‘return, give back’ ‘hand over, give back’

For this reason, case-marking in Icelandic is generally analyzed as the
result of lexical idiosyncrasy, so much so that it is frequently referred
to as “quirky case”.

But while case-marking on verbal complements is 1o some extent
arbitrary, it is far from random. As Stephen Jay Gould (1985:15) wrote

unmarked order with subject first, then indirect object if any, and direct object last.
Thus ND indicates a verb that takes a nominative subject and a dative object; NDAis
verb that takes a nominative subject, dative indirect object and accusative dicect
object. Other abbreviations commenly used in dictionaries to represent verbal argu-
ments: e-J = neut. accusative {lcel. eifthvad ‘something{n N/A)'), e-n = masculine
accusative {Icel. einfvern ‘someonc{m.A)'), e-w = neuter dative (Icel. einhverju
‘something(n. DY), e-m = masculine dative (Icel. einfverjum ‘someone(m.DY), e-s =
genitive (Icel. efnhvers ‘someone/something{m./n.G)".

¥ To the best of my knowledge. the term quirky case was first used in print in
Levin & Simpson {1981).
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it the Prologue to The Flamingo's Smile, one of his many books on
the laws of natural history, “quirkiness and meaning are my two not-
so-contradictory themes”. It is impossible not to notice and comment
on certain semantic generalizations (for a discussion of verbs govern-
ing oblique subjects, especially experiencers, see Iéhannes Gisli
Jonsson 1997-98). Even for a novel or an unfamiliar verb, native
speakers are often very certain about what case it would govern; that
certainty surely reflects semantic generalizations governing the distri-
bution of morphological case in the langnage. Many linguistic quirks
turn out to be quite sensible in retrospect, that is “sensible oddities”,
the hen’s teeth of the linguistic world. This is certainly true of case-
marking in Icelandic and it is one of the reasons why it has fascinated
me for a long time. While some of my work on this topic is intended
mainly for the theoretically interested linguist (Maling 1990, 1991,
2001; Yip, Maling & Jackendoff (henceforth YMJ) 1987, Zaenen,
Maling & Thrainsson (henceforth ZMT) 1985), [ have also attempted
to do more practical or applied work on Icelandic case marking. Thus
the compilation in Maling (1996) is on the one hand intended as a
research tool for understanding the relation between semantics and
morphological case-marking, as well as for smdying diachronic
changes in case frames, and on the other as a practical aid for foreign
stadents of Icelandic. The generalizations extracted in the present
paper should also prove helpful to the second language learner, who
discovers early on the limitations and inadequacies of even the best
dictionaries, monolingual as well as interlingual, but they are also of
more general theoretical inferest as they show possible relations
between morphological case marking and the syntactic and semantic
properties of arguments.

The paper is organized as follows: Section 2 compares the status
and relative frequency of accusative and dative case in Old and
Modemn Icelandic and shows that dative is by no means retreating in
Icelandic. Rather it seems to spreading with some semantic classes of
verbs, both as a subject case and object case. Sections 3 and 4 state
some generalizations about the distribution of the dative as an object
case in Modern Icelandic, with section 3 being devoted to ditransitive
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verbs and section 4 to monotransitive verbs. Section 3 also discusses
passivization possibilities of ditransitive verbs (especially section
3.4}, gives a general overview of the case marking patterns found with
ditransitive verbs in Icelandic and shows that most dative {(indirect)
objects with ditransitive verbs are either recipients or benefactives (or,
more generally, goals). As section 4 indicates, it is more difficult to
come up with a semantic characterization of dative objects of mono-
transitive verbs, although it is possible to find some obvious tenden-
cies, Finally, section 5 is a conclusion, followed by an appendix on
monotransitive verbs goveming dative objects in German.

2. The relative status of accusative and dative case
2.1 Accusative as defaulr case

Accusative is clearly the unmarked or “default” case on verbal
objects, just as nominative is the unmarked case on subjects.
Accusative is by far the most common case on verbal objects, and
most new verbs govern accusative.® This type of case marking is often
referred to as grammatical or syntactic case, or in the generative liter-
ature, as structural Case. Certain semantic ciasses of verbs probably
never govern anything other than default case on their objects. For
example, verbs of creation (bvggja ‘build’, smida ‘make, build’) with
effected {as opposed to affected) objects always govern accusative
(Johannes Gisli Jonsson, class handout dated 7 April, 1997), There are
also morphological generalizations at work; as illustrated in (3),
denominal verbs usually govern accusative on an object denoting the
locatum {Jéhannes Gisli Jonsson, class handout, based on a collection
of verbs of smearing (Icel. smurningssagnir) compiled by Knistin M.
Johannsdéttir (1996:111)):

& “sagnir sem stjéma polfalli eru langalgengastar [{ mdlinu], og n¥jar sagnir [sem
koma inn i malid] virdast flestar stjoma polfalli™ (Eirfkur Rognvaldsson 1983a:193).
However, accerding o Jéhanna Barddal (2001b:118), nearly 25% of navel verbs in
the language assipn dative to their objects. so both accusative and dative can be said
to be productive cases on objects.
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{3) Noun: Denotninal verb:
a. ditkur ‘tablecloth’  didka bordid “cover the 1able with a table-
cloth’
b. kalk ‘chalk’ kalka vegginn *white-wash the wall’
c. malbik ‘asphalt’ malbtka gétuna ‘put asphalt on the street’
d. salt ‘salt’ salta fiskinn “salt the fish’
€. skraut ‘decoration’ skrevta kdkuna 'decorate the cake’
f. smjor ‘butter’ smyrja braudid “butter the bread”

Psych-verbs (predicates denoting a psychological state of mind) typi-
cally take default case on their objects: accusative if the subject is
nominative (e.g. elske ‘love’. hara “hate’), or nominative if the subject
is dative {e.g. lfka ‘'like’, leidast ‘be bored with’). Only a very few
psych-verbs like (vamtrevsta '(misitrust’ have dative objects, and at
least one psych-verb takes a genitive object (sakna ‘miss’). On the
other hand, some other types of non-agentive dvadic (transitive) verbs
regularly govern dative, e.g. verbs of comparison, such as likjast
‘resemble’ and sagmsvara ‘correspond to’ (see section 4.8.2),

2.2 Souwrces of dative objecis

If accusative is so firmly established as the unmarked case on verbal
objects, why, then, do so many Icelandic verbs govern dative?
Nygaard (1906, §99) observes that the dative in Old Icelandic is a
“sammensat kasus’ — a melting pot of IE instrumental, ablative and
locative cases together with the true (“egentlig”) dative of recipients
and experiencers. Hallddr Hallddrsson (n.d.) goes so far as to suggest
that all dative objects in modern Icelandic are derived historically
from nonobjects.” For example, it is clear that many dative objects
originated from old instrumental adverbials. As Halldér Halld6rsson
notes (n.d.. p. 54), it is often hard to tell whether a postverbal dative
NP is governed by the verb or whether it is an (ungoverned} adverbial.
Consider the examples in (4);

T =“Ollum pagufallslidum, sem frd maltilf. {slenzkri eru andl., er bad sameiginlegt, ab
peir eru ekki i fyrstu andlég™ (p.53). [All dative phrases which according to Icelandic
intuition are objects have in common that they are not in erigin objects, — JM|
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i4)a. Résacdk vagninum.
Résa drove car-the(D)) {/carriage-the(D)})
b. Jén taladi harri roddu.
Jén spoke loud voice{D)
‘Jén spoke in a loud voice'

In {4a), the bold-faced dative NP vagninum is clearly felt to be direct
object of the verb akq ‘drive’, whereas in (4b), hdrri réddi8 is felt to
be an adverbial {of manner) modifying tala ‘speak’. This intuition is
reflected both in the comresponding question word (Averju “what’ vs,
fivernig “how’) . and by the contrast in the possibility of placing the
dative NP in subject position in the passive voice, as illustrated in (3):

(5Ya. Var vagninum <kid alla leiSina til Akureyrar?
“Was the car (D) driven all the way to Akureyn?’
b. *Var harri riddu  talad?
was loud volce(ID) spoken?
(intended reading: “Was there spoken in a loud voice?”)

Other examples where the dative object may have originated as an
adverbial are given in (6):

(6)a. remna augunum vfir -0 ‘run one’s eyes over something’
b. reda um eitthvad nokkrum orSum ‘say a few words about
something’
. skidta spjoti (a3 e-m) ‘shoot a spear {at someocne}’
d. kasta boltanum *throw the ball’

Note, however, that sometimes the same verb can either take a dative
that seems to have an adverbial source or a dative with a considerably
different meaning, as illustrated by the pair in (7):

(7)a. svara engufillu einu ‘answer with nothing/abuse only’
b. svara spurningunni ‘answer the question’ (# ‘answer with the
question”)

§ The feminine noun rédd does not normally taks a -x ending in the dative excent
in such fixed expressions.
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2.3 The spread of dative case

Although default nominative and accusative are statistically the most
frequent cases on subjects and objects, respectively, it is noteworthy
that the use of the dative case actually seems to be spreading. The
best-known example of the extension of dative in Icelandic is the phe-
nomenon known as pdgufallssyki ‘dative-sickness® (cf. Asta Svavars-
déttir 1982, Halldér Halldérsson 1982, Asta Svavarsdéttir et al. 1984,
inter alia), which affects the case-marking of non-agentive experi-
encer subjects. Lexically-governed idiosyncratic accusative on expe-
riencer subjects of so-called impersonal verbs, e.g. langa ‘want’,
vanta ‘need, lack’, has been giving way to either dative or nominative
since at least the 19 century (Halldér Halldérsson 1982). bdgufalls-
s¥kr clearly reflects the psychological reality of the correlation
between dative case and the thematic role experiencer among native
speakers, despite the fact that most experiencer arguments bear
default case {(cf. Eirfkur Régnvaldssen 1983b). Even more striking
evidence comes from the instances of dative case replacing default
nominative on the subject of verbs like Alakka ‘look forward to’ and
kvida fyrir ‘be apprehensive about”.?

Just as thematically predictable dative on experiencer subjects is
gaining at the expense of accusative (and occasionally even default
nominative), so too is dative gaining at the expense of default
accusative on verbal objects. Eirfkur Rognvaldsson (1994) and J6-
hanna Barddal (2001b:180} have both noted an increase in sthe fre-
quency of dative case throughout the recorded period. Eirikur
Régnvaldsson (1994) observed that the relative frequency of the four
morphological cases has changed from Old to Modern Icelandic: 10

? For discussion of the historical changes involved, see Halidér Halldérsson
(1982}, Holland (1993}, Pérhallur Eypérsson (2000, 2002), Jéhanna Bartdal (2001b),
Jéhanna Barddal & Thérhallur Eythérsson {to appear). For a theoreiical perspective
of dative-sickness in a number of Germanic languages, see Smith (1994).

10 The statistics for modem Icelandic are from the Fslensk ordtisnibdk (Jorgen
Pind et al. 1991): for Old Leelandic they are based on the count of nouns in the
Icelandic sagas done by Gudnin Ingéifsdéttir and Bergljot Kristjansdattir. The results
have since been published as Eirikur Rognvaldsson (2000,
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Tuble 1. Relative frequency of the four morphological cases
Old Icelandic  Modern Icelandic

Nominative 27.54% 27.60%
Accusative 41.13% 30.90%
Dative 2L.71% 30.20%
Genitive 9.62% 11.30%

Although the relative frequencies of nominative and genitive have
remained approximately the same, dative case has gained nearly 10%
at the expense of accusative. While further research would be neces-
sary to pinpoint the causes of this statistical change, two possible fac-
tors are (i) an increase in the use of prepositional phrases, since dative
is the most common case on prepositional objects {see Johanna
Bar8dal 2001b, Part II, for discussion), and (i) the fact that some
verbs, or perhaps entire semantic classes of verbs, which exclusively
govern dative case in the modern language, used to govern only
accusative, or took either dative or accusative with no apparent dif-
ference in meaning. It is this second possibility which is relevant here.
Jéhanna Bar®dal (2001b:180) does distinguish between the case-
marking on verbal objects as opposed to prepositional objects; her
results are shown in Table 2.

Table 2. Relative frequency of the four morphological cases on ver-
bal objects
Old Icelandic  Modem Icelandic

Nominative 0.2% 3.0%
Accusative 67.2% 69.4%
Dative 21.8% 25.0%
Genitive 4.8% 2.6%

Jéhanna Barddal’s results indicate that at least part of the reason for
the increase in the use of dative case reflects an increase in the num-
bers of verbs governing dative on their objects. (These figures are for
token frequency, so the increase in dative objects might be due in part
to certain dative verbs having become higher in token frequency in
Modem Icelandic.)
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The verb seinka ‘delay’ occurs with either dative or accusative in
0ld Icelandic (henceforth OI), but only dative in modemn Icelandic.
The verb Jjiika ‘finish, close” governs only dative in modern Icelandic,
whereas Ol ke ‘close’ occured with either accusative or dative
according to Cleasby-Vigfusson. Indeed, it occurs with an accusative
object in litka upp mina kistu *open up my chest’ but a dative object on
the very same page of Foéstbredra saga, according to Cleasby-
Vigfisson: fikr pd upp kistunni “opens(3sg) up the chest’. Verbs occur-
ring only with accusative objects in Ol but only with dative in the mod-
em language include deila ‘divide, share’,!! fekka (fetkalfeta)
‘decrease’, loka *lock, shut’ and OI ripta (rifta) ‘annul, revoke, break
(an agreement)’. In (8) are given some Ol examples from Cleasby-
Vighisson which illustrate the use of accusative on the verbal object:

(8)a. deila sér illan hlut af *deal oneself a bad share(A} from’
b. at feerta skyidi hiskarla ‘that should reduce in number the
menservants(A)’
¢. Hann gekk inn 1 hidsit ok lokadi innan hurdina.
he went into house-the and locked door-the{A) from the inside
d. Engi madr 4 at ripta gjof sina.
‘No man should revoke his gift(A).’

These objects, which are presumably themes, would be marked dative
i the modern language.

It is worth emphasizing, therefore, that it is an overstatement to
claim, as Halldér Halldérsson (n.d.) seems to, that all dative objects in
modern Icelandic have developed from case syncretism (e.g. the merge
of instrumental and dative) or from other grammatical functions.!? It

' Cleasby-Vigfisson explicitly state thar the verb deila in the sense of ‘deal,
divide' never governs dative in Old Norse. As discussed by Porhallur Eypdrsson
{2001:34), this change in case-assignment bears on the interpretation of the Runic
inscription on the Tune stone, which contains the forms DALIDUN ARBISA.

¥2 Jéhanna Barddal (p.c.) points 1o Reinhammars 1973 study of dative in Swedish
and Norwegian dialects, which indicates that the frequency of dative in Icelandic is at
least a common North Germanic inheritance. Kjartan Ontosson (p.c.} points to rcle-
vant 19™ century studies by Dietrich (1851) and Konrad Gislason which I have not
besn yet been able to obtain.
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would be interesting to think about the historical changes in case
assignment by particular verbs in light of recent work by Svenonius
{2001, 2002) arguing that the assignment of dative case marks aspect
and event structure (see also Halldér Armann Sigurdsson 2002),

The increase in verbs governing dative continues in the modemn
period. Many new verbs govern dative case on their objects. Jéhanna
Barddal (2001b:121) lists 88 novel verbs, many of them borrowings
from Danish or English,which govern dative in Icelandic, and argues
that the assignment of dative to verbal objects is “highly regular and
structured” (p. 1235) in that new verbs tend to be “attracted by a clus-
ter of verbs with the same or similar meaning and the same argument
structure construction” (p. 130). Examples include three new verbs,
bisa, fingra, putta, meaning ‘steal,” which govern dative like the
already existing stela, hnupla and rena. There are at least two seman-
tically predictable classes for which dative is on the increase: (i) expe-
riencers (see Jéhanna Barddal 1993, 2000, Jéhannes Gishi Jonsson
1997-98, and section 4.3 below for discussion), and (i1) objects which
undergo movement (Jéhanna Barddal 1993, 2001b:139, and section
4.5 below):

(D) keyra mér heim vs.  keyra farangurinn heim
‘drive me(D) home’ *drive the luggage(A) home’

(L0) spoia myndinni til baka ‘rewind the movie (the video-tape)(D)’
negla boltanum ‘kick the ball(D) hard’
Forvarda meilinu ‘forward the e-mail(D)’
riista ibiudinni ‘demolish the apartment(D)’
(and other objects of verbs of splintering, shattering)

Note that objects which undergoe movement are by definition themes
since they undergo a change of location.

Some new verbs assign dative case in accordance with the seman-
tic generalizations mentioned here (see Jéhanna Barddal 2000,
2001b:155). Johanna Barddal (p.c.} reports encountering dative
objects with the borrowed verbs ropikalisera “topicalize’, skrambla
scramble’ and stranda ‘strand’ in discussions with linguists. Jéhannes
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Gisli Jénsson (p.c.) also reposts that a student at Hf used dative with
kjarnafera “topicalize, front’, as illustrated in (11a), although the verb
feera ‘move’, is traditionally a verb taking an accusative object. Other
examples of a similar kind are given in (11b-d):

(1D)a. kjarnafera lidnum ‘topicalize the phrase(D)’
b. Eg peista honum bara 4 aftur.
‘I just paste it(D) back on again.’
c. dilita felnum ‘delete the file(DY
d. Hann faxadi sarmmingnum til pin.
‘He faxed contraci-the(D) to you.’

The verb umferma ‘reload’, which is “half-artificial” but used at least
in EEA translations,’? assigns dative case to the object moved (the
goods trucked or shipped). In all theses examples, the object is by def-
inition a theme: the verbal argument which undergoes a change of
slate or location. The existence of dative themes is a feature of the
case-systern which makes Icelandic cross-linguistically unusual {cf.
Maling 2001 for relevant discussion).

In the remaining sections of this paper, I discuss various semantic
subclasses of verbs governing dative case in modern Icelandic, begin-
ning with ditransitive verbs (three-place predicates), where the seman-
tic classification is clearest.

3. Dative objects with ditransitive verbs
3.1 Imtroduction

Ditransitive verbs in Icelandic occur in the following case frames (cf.
e.gz. YMJ 1987 and references cited there — the numbers in parenthe-
ses are based on the rough frequency estimates given by YMI):

(12) NDA  gefa e-m e-0 ‘give somebody(D) something(A)} (75+)
NAD  svipta e-n ¢-u *deprive somebody(A) [of] some-
thing(DY’ (25}

13 This observation is due to Keneva Kunz (p.c.).
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NAG  spyrja e-n e-s ‘ask somebody(A) something(G)’ (10)
NDD  lofa e-m e-u ‘promise somebody(D) something(D)’ (1)
NDG  synja e-m e-s ‘deny somebody(D) something(G)™ (15)
NAA  kosta e-n e-0 ‘cost somebody(A) something{A) (2)

As the reader will note, the first argument (the subject) is always nom-
inative and hence it is omitted in the examples in (12). The NDA case
frame is by far the most common one for ditransitive verbs but the NAD
frame is also fairly common. Tn Icelandic, as in the other Germanic lan-
guages, the indirect object is the linearly first object, the intended recip-
ient, hence typically human, “the person for whom something is dene
or to whom something happens™ (Stefin Einarsson 1945:107). Dative is
generally said to be the case of the indirect object of a ditransitive (dou-
ble object) verb, e.g. gefa ‘give’: hann gaf mér bokina ‘he gave me(D)
the book({A)’. The accusative direct object is then theme.

The dative is thus used for the recipient of verbs like gefa “give’ but
itis also used for beneficiaries {or maleficiaries) of verbs like audvelda
‘make easier’. Recipients and beneficiaries may be considered sub-
types of the thematic role goal and some examples are given in {13):

{13)a. Recipient dative:
gefa ‘give’, bjoda ‘offer’, Idna ‘loan’, leigju ‘rent’, segja ‘say’,
selja *sell’, senda *send’, syna ‘show’, veita “award, offer’
b. Benefactive dative:

audvelda, [étta ‘make easier’, rorvelda ‘make harder’, setja e-m
timamdork ‘set someone(D) a deadline(A), baka e-m sorg
‘cause somebody(D) grief(A)', beka e-m vandraedi ‘make
trouble for somebody’ (lit. “make somebody(D} trouble(A)™),
bita sér e-8 (1il) ‘make oneself{D) something(A)’, fd sér e-3
‘get oneself (D) something(A)’, heyja sér ordaforda ‘acquire a
vacabulary’ (lit. “acquire oneself(D) vocabulary(A)"™), notfera
sér e-8 ‘make use of something” (lit. “make-useful oneself{D})
something{A)™)

As we will see below, these two semantic roles are the most common
ones that can be associated with the dative.
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In the following subsections 1 will give an overview of the case
frames of ditransitive verbs in Icelandic, concentrating on the seman-
tic role of the dative arguments. For the sake of completeness, and for
comparative purposes, it will be necessary to also include case frames
where no argument is marked with the dative case, i.e. the NAG and
NAA case frames.

3.2 An overview of the case frames

3.2.1 The NDA case frame

Although the NDA case frame is by far the most common one for
ditransittve verbs (cf, (12)), it is not clear to what extent this case
frame is productive. The borrowed verb (e-)meila ‘e-mail’ can be used
ditransitively by some speakers, as illustrated in (14):

(14} Hin hefur meilad mér myndina.
she(IN) has e-mailed me(D) picture-the(A)
‘She has e-mailed me the picture.’

On the other hand, the verb faxa ‘fax’, which might be expected to
take two objects both on semantic grounds and on the usage in the
source language, instead takes a single NP ohject plus a prepositional
phrase; for some speakers (15b) is not possible. It is interesting that
there is idiolectal variation in the case-marking on the object, with
some speakers using accusative on the theme, as in {15a), while oth-
ers use dative, as illustrated in (16a) (% indicates 1diolectal variation
with respect to acceptability):

({15)a. Geturdu faxad samninginn til min?
‘Can you fax the contract(A) to me?’
b. %Geturdu faxad mér samninginn?
‘Can vou fax me(D) the contract{A)}?’

{16)a. Geturdu faxad samningnum iil min?
‘Can you fax the contract(D) to me?’

b. *Geturdu faxad mér samningnum?
*Can you fax me(D) the contract{)?’
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Johanna Bar8dal (2001b:155) accounts for the observed vanation in
case-marking in terms of two possible analyses: verbs of transfer typ-
ically assign accusative to the direct object, whereas the caused-
motion construction, which focuses on the change of location under-
gone by the object, is associated with dative case.

It is worth mentioning here that the PP with #{ ‘to’ indicating the
goal with verbs of this kind is not as productive as the ro-phrase in
English, as shown by the fact that it cannot be used with gefa ‘give’
although it can be used with senda ‘send’:

{17)a. Hon hefur meila®  myndina fil min.
she has e-mailed picture-the(A) to me
b.*Hidn hefur gefit myndina 1l min.
she has given picture-the(A) to me
¢. Huin hefur sent myndina til min.
she has sent picture-the(A) to me

As discussed in greater detail below, there are cross-linguistic differ-
ences as to which verbs can occur with the NDA case frame, taking
two NP objects. Whatever the productivity of the NDA case pattern in
Icelandic, dative case is by no means restricted to the indirect (first)
object of a ditransitive verb, nor is the indirect object always marked
dative, as we have seen.

3.2.2 The NAD case frame

For some verbs, it is the second object which 1s marked dative, and the
first object which is marked accusative. It is useful to distinguish two
subclasses based on the semantics of the two arguments. The first sub-
type consists of ditransitive verbs whose {(accusative) indirect object
is more a source than a recipient. This difference in thematic role is
reflected in the English translation. The accusaiive first object is
semantically a source rather than a goal (recipient — sce YMJ 1987
and references cited there for discussion). Here and elsewhere § indi-
cates obsolete wsage, but such examples can typically be found in
Cleasby-Vigflisson, for instance:
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(18} reena e-ne-u ‘rob somebody{A) of something({D)’
(cf. reena e-u fra e-m ‘rob sth(D) from sbd”)
svipta e-n e-u “deprive somebody(A) of something(D)’
firra e-n e-u ‘save somebody(A) from something(DY
leyna e-n e-u ‘conceal something(D) from somebody(A)’
{lit. *‘conceal somebody(A) something([3)")
verju e-n e-u ‘protect somebody(A) against something(D)
Tvernda e-n e-u ‘protect somebody(A) against something(D)’
{now only vernda e-n fyrir e-u)
Tstela e-m e-u “steal something(D) from someone(A)’
(cf. Hverjir eru pessir pjdfarnir, er ... stela mik
eign minni? (fF ¥V, 239) "Who are these thieves,
who rob me(A} [of] my property(D}?)

Stefdn Einarsson (1945:108, section I1,3,I{f)) describes the use of
dative on the second object as ablative in sense, as does Hallddr
Halldérsson (n.d., p. 56). The corresponding German verbs, e.g.
stehlen ‘steal’, rauben ‘rob’, typically occur with the basic NDA case
frame if ditransitive, i.e. with a dative first object (the source, or
affected human participant) and an accusative second object.!*

In the second type of NAD verbs, the accusative argument is the
affected object, presumably a patient. Unlike the typical indirect
object, it may be inanimate, The dative NP seems 1o be an adverbial
“instrtumental” dative or a goal (the thing assimilated 10), rather than
a true direct object. While it may be inaccurate to characterize these
verbs as having two objects, I include them here because they take two
“bare NP” complements, unmediated by a preposition.

{(1Da. fetta e-n kicwedum “strip somebody of their clothes (by force)
b. samheafa ¢-5 e-u “adapt/adjust/coordinate something to
something else’
c. sampetia -0 e- ‘integrate something into something else’

¥ The verb berauben “rob’ occurs with a NAG case frame because of the prefix
be-.
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d. umvefia e-3 e-u  ‘wind/wrap something around somebody’
(usually figuratively, e.g. umveffa
einhvern mikilli dst “wrap great love
around someocne’)

e. pekja e-d e-u ‘cover something with something clse’

. skipta e-nmdli  ‘make a difference to/for somebody’

The dative on the second postverbal argument of skipta e-n mali prob-
ably has its origins as a dative of comparison (Kjartan Ottosson, p.c.).

3.2.3 The NAG case frame

As noted in the preceding section, it is the indirect object which bears
accusative case for some verbs; in addition to NAD verbs like rena,
svipta, firra mentioned in the previous section, we can mention the
following verbs with NAG case frame:

(20a, bidja e-n e-s ‘ask somebody for something’
b. spyrfja e-n e-s ‘ask somebody something’
¢. krefja e-n e-s ‘demand something of somebody’
d. dylja e-n -5 ‘conceal something from somebody’

The class of verbs occurring in this case frame is quite smalfl (cf. (12))

3.2.4 The NDD case frame
For some verbs, both objects are marked dative; the linearly first
dative is a recipient, the second the theme argument:

(2Da. lofa e-m e-u ‘promise scmebody something’

b. skila e-m e-u ‘return something to somebody’
{(lit. “return sbd{D) sth(A)™)

¢. dthiuta e-m e-u ‘distribute/hand out something to somebody”
(lit. “hand-out sbd(D>) sth(D)”)

d. valda e-m e-u  ‘cause something (e.g. vandredum ‘prob-

lems’, tjéni ‘damage’) for somebody’

e. heita e-m e-u ‘promise’ {literary})

f. férna e-me-u ‘sacrifice’

g. voffra e-m e-u “sacrifice’
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For at least some of these verbs, the second dative is derived from
an [E instrumental {Halldér Halldérsson n.d., p. 51):

(22)a. svara e-m e-u ‘answer somebody with something” (lit. “answer
sbd{D) sth(D}y™)
b. héta e-m e-u ‘threaten somebody with something’ (lit, “threat-
en shd(D) sth{D)™)
c. heita e-m e-n ‘promise somebody something’

The second dative, originally an adverbial in many cases at least, may
become a true object with a different semantic relationship to the verb,
as in (23) (cf. (7) above):

(23 Hin svaradi (mér) sllum spurningunum.
she answered  {me(D}) all questions-the(D)

The class of verbs occurring in the NDD case frame is also small (cf.
(12)).

3.2.5 The NDG cuase frame

The fifth case frame for ditransitive verbs is NDG. The first object, the
one marked dative, is typically a beneficiary. Note the difference in
meaning between the NAG and NDG case frames for the verbs beida
and bidja ‘ask’ The accusative indirect object (IO} is the goal of the
speech act. the person one asks, whereas the dative IO is the benefi-
ciary, the person on whose behalf one asks.

(24ya | heida e-m e-s  ‘request something for someone’

b. bidja e-m e-s ‘ask for something on someone’s behalf’
(c.g. hidja e-m lifs ‘ask for clemency for
someone’, bidja e-m bilbaena ‘curse some-
one’, bidja sér konu ‘propose 10 a woman’
(lit. ““ask oneself{D) a woman{G)™"

c. dska e-m e-s ‘wish someone something’ (e.g. dskg e-m
allra heifla *wish sbd all the best’)

d. rydja sér rims  “clear an area/space for oneself’ {mostly fig-
vratively)
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e. unng e-me-§ ‘grant someone something’
(e.g. unna e-m sannmelis *grant/do sbd jus-
tice (or fair discussion)”)

f varna e-me-s ‘deny someone something, prevent some-
ong from doing something’
g. afla e-m e-s ‘get something for someone’

This is presumably not a productive class of verbs, although it may be
slightly larger than the NAG and NDD classes (cf. (12})

3.2.6 The NAA case frame

For the sake of completeness, I include the two triadic verbs which
may occur in the NAA case frame, kosta ‘cost” and taka ‘take’ (cf,
ZMT 1985, YMIJ 1987)

{23) betia kostadi mig o doliara { pettawdk mig  prjd tima
this cost  me{A} two doliars{A) / thiswok me(A) three hours(A)

It isn't clear whether these two verbs should be considered ditransi-
tive. Neither object passivizes, presumably since the subjects are
nonagents; moreover, the second postverbal NP is a measure phrase,
hence plausibly an adverbial complement rather than a true object.

3.3 Restrictions on benefactive datives

In addition to dative indirect objects which are semantically recipi-
ents, Germanic languages have indirect objects which are semantical-
Iy beneficiaries, i.e. the person for whose benefit the verbal action
oceurs. (For a few verbs, e.g. Icelandic forvelda e-m e-3 ‘'make some-
thing more difficult for somebody’, this argument would more accu-
rately be termed a malefactive dative.) The difference in thematic role
is reflected in the fact that in English, benefactive datives usually
alternate with PPs headed by for rather than fo. Compare the follow-
ing, for instance (see Levin 1993 for a list of English verbs taking for-
datives):

(26)a. Throw me atowel = Throw a towel to me.
b. Fix me a drink. Fix a drink for me.
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Although the possibility of substituting a for-PP for a dative can fre-
quently serve as a diagnostic for a benefactive dative, the existence of
this particular PP-alternation should not be considered a necessary
condition for analyzing a dative object as a benefactive, any more than
a to-PP is for dative recipients. In Icelandic, unlike English, the bene-
factive dative often does not freely alternative with a PP:

(27)a. baka e-m sorg vs.  *haka sorg fyrir e-n
‘cause someone grief”
b. baka e-m vandradi vs.  *baka vandraBi fyrir e-n
‘cause someone trouble, create trouble for’
C. vinna e-m gagn vs.  *vinna gagn fyrir e-n
‘do somebody a service’
d. arvega e-m e-8 vs,  M*drvega e-3 fyrir e-n

‘get somebody something’

It seems that the more idiomatic the cotlocation, the less acceptable
the PP-variant is, as illustrated by the contrast in (28). Stvtta e-m
stundir In (28a} is a fixed expression, whereas in (28b) srvera ‘short-
en’ has a literal interpretation:

(28)a. Sjonvarpid styttir ~ gamla folkinu stundirnar.

television-the shortens old people-the(D) hours-the(A)
“T.V. shortens the passage of time for the elderly.’

b. *Sjénvarpid  styttir  stundirnar fyrir gamla félkid.
television-the shortens hours-the for the elderly

¢. N¥i vegurinn styttir  Skumanninum leidina um margra kilémetra,
new road-the shortens driver-the(D) way-the(A) by many kitometers
‘“The new road shortens the way for the driver by many kilometers.’

d. N¥ivegurinn styttir leiina fyrir dkumanninn um marga kilémetra.
new road-the shortens way-the for driver-the by many kilometers
*The new road shortens the way for the driver by many kilometers.’

The fact that the PP-variant is compatible only with a fairly literal
reading is reminiscent of the well-known constraints on the dative-
alternation in English, ldiomatic expressions like give someone the
finger can only be used in the double-object construction; using the
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PP-variant (give the finger to someone) imposes an implausible, and
hence comical, literal reading involving the transfer of a dismembered
body part.

In Icelandic the benefactive dative occurs in either the NDA or
NDG case frame. The dative is most commonly a reflexive, and for
many verbs only a reflexive dative is possible. The verbs in (29} take
a dative reflexive; the direct object is marked accusative unless other-
wise noted;

(29)a. bda sér e-d nil ‘make oneself(D) something, prepare’
b. fd sér e-d “get oneself something’
(cf. Eg @ila ad fa mér fisk *I'm going 1o have fish’)
. heyja sér ordaforda ‘build up a vocabulary’
. hita sér kaffi *make oneself(D) coffee’
. leita sér e-s “look for something” (NDG)
notfeera sér e-8 ‘'make use of’
rydja sér riims “clear oneself(D) space’ (figuratively) (NDG)
. seekja sér bok d bokasafnid ‘get oneself(D) a book from the
library’
i. temja sér e-J *adopt for oneself’
j. uthtia sér e-3 ‘prepare/make oneself(DD) something’
k. velja sér e-8 ‘choose something for oneself’

=2 =R B = W

However, the verbs in (30) naturally occur with a nonreflexive dative
(see Jéhannes Gisli Jonsson 2000 for additional examples):

(30)a. audvelda e-m e-J ‘make something easier for somebody, facil-

itate’

b. bidja e-m lifs *ask for mercy for someone™ (NDG)

c. blanda e-m e-8 (t.d. drykk) ‘mix somebody(D}) something, e.g.
a drink’

d. finna e-m starf vid haefi ‘find somebody(D) a job suited fo
his/ber ability’

e. létta e-m e-B ‘lighten something for somebody’

f. setja e-m timamork ‘set someone(D) a deadline’

2. skaffa e-m hiisnedi *get housing for somebody’
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h. skerija e-m drykk ‘pour somebody(D) a drink’

i stytta e-m e-8 “shorten something for somebody’

j- s®kja e-m e-J ‘seek/fetch something for somebody’

k. torvelda e-m e-J ‘make something more difficult for somebody’
l. #ryggja e-m e-5 ‘guarantee something for somebody’
m. itvega e-m e-0 ‘obtain something for somebody’
n. vinna e-m gagn ‘do someone(D) a service’

It is worth emphasizing here that the classes of verbs which can
take such benefactive datives are not the same in Icelandic and
English. For example, the Icelandic verb audvelda e-m e-3 ‘make
something easier for someone’ has no ditransitive counterpart in
English (*re facilitate somebody something), whereas the everyday
English Bake me a cake! cannot be rendered naturally in Icelandic
with a benefactive dative (¥Bakadu mér kiku!), despite the existence
of the above-cited fixed idiomatic expressions with haka “bake’.

It has frequently been noted that benefactive objects are less pro-
ductive in Modern Icelandic than in English or the mainland
Scandinavian languages (Holmberg & Platzack 1995:201-204,
Johannes Gisli Jénsson 1996, Johanna Barddal 2001b:189-190).
However, it is an overstatemen! to claim (as Holmberg & Platzack
do'3 ) that modern Icelandic lacks nonreflexive benefactive indirect
objects aitogether. There are a number of ditransitive verbs with NDA
case frame whose first object is a benefactive, as illustrated above. In
addition, some of the verbs that occur in the NDG frame appear to
allow benefactive reading of the datives:

13 Holmberg & Platzack derive this as a consequence of their hypothesis that
dative 18 a lexical case in Icelandic but a structural case in English, Faroese and the
mainland Scandinavian languages. If lexical case can only be associated with verbal
arguments, then it should not be associated with adjuncts, including benefactives or
malefactives. While verbs like audvelda ‘make easier, facilitate’, Iétta *lighten’ and
torvelda ‘make more difficult’ arguably assign the benefactive thematic role directly
to the dative NP, and thus would not necessarily undermine their hypothesis, many of
the verbs cited here are clearly counterexamples to any claim that nonreflexive bene-
factive objects are completely lacking in modemn Icelandic.
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(31)a. Presturinn ~ bad honum blessunar guds
priest-the(N) asked him(D) blessing(G) God’s
“The priest asked for God's blessing for himn.’
b. Pessi timi  tryggdi henni fyrsta setid.
this time{N) guaranteed her{D) first place(A)

1t is true, however, that benefactive datives are certainly most com-
mon as reflexives and many speakers find such sentences odd when
the dative NP is nonreflexive (Eg hitadi mér kaffi vs. %Viltu hita mér
kaffiTy. But for all speakers, there are many verbs which can take a
nonreflexive benefactive dative. In addition to audvelda ‘make ecasi-
er’, Iéna *facilitate” and forvelda ‘make (more) difficult’, where the
benefactive dative is plausibly a verbal argument licensed by the
verb’s meaning, we find among the verbs in (30) examples of bene-
factives which are probably adjuncts rather than arguments: hlanda e-
m drykk “mix someone a drink’, setja e-m timamdrk ‘set someone a
deadline’, srytta e-m leidina ‘shorten the way for somebody’.

Note that in English, some of these benefactive datives must be
expressed as a PP (*choose oneself somerhing, *lighten oneself the
foad), so that the class of verbs that can occur with a benefactive
dative in Icelandic is not simply a subset of the verbs that can take a
benefactive dative in English (cf. Levin 1993) or Swedish. For some
verbs, e.g. baka *bake’, the benefactive dative is possible only in cer-
tain idiomatic expressions:

(32)a. baka e-m sorg ‘cause somebody grief’
b. baka e-m vandredi ‘make trouble for somebody’
c. 7*baka e-m smakékur ‘bake somebody cookies’
{but: baka kékur handa e-m *bake cookies for somebody™)
d. 7*Hin bakadi mér afmeliskiku,
‘She baked me a birthday cake.’

The potential productivity of the construction is nicely illustrated by a
clearly novel use of a benefactive/malefactive dative in the late 9%
century example in {33), from the OH collection:
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{33) ... ab skita ... honum [kaupmanninum] stykki. {1883)
to shit him(D} [the merchant]  a turd

Interestingly, the intuition among those familiar with O] is that bene-
factive datives were in fact more common then than in the modern
langunage. The Ol examples in (34) are no longer possible:

(34dya. yréa sér hlut “go fishing 1o get oneself(D} a share of the catch’
b. skera e-m skyrtu ‘cut (i.e. make} somebody(D) a shirt’
c. Tkaupa e-m fley ‘buy someone a ship’
(cf. the stanza in Egil’s saga:
Pat meelti min médirlat mér skyidi kaupalfley ...
‘My mother said that (for) me(D) should be bought a ship
. IF 1L, 100)

The example in (34a), réa sér hlut *go fishing to get oneself a share of
the catch’, oceurs six times in the OH collection of written Icelandic
from 1540 on, but is impossible in Modern Icelandic. If there was
more rather than less lexical case-marking in earlier periods than in
the modern language, then the decline of benefactive datives is the
opposite of what would be expected under Holmberg & Platzack’s
analysis, under which the productive use of the benefactive dative is
attributed to structural assignment of dative case.

3.4 Passivizarion of ditransitive verbs
3.4.1 Passivization of different arguments
For many ditransitive verbs, either the first or second object may pas-

sivize. This 1s true for the recipient subclass of NDA ditransitives as
illustrated in (35):

(35)a. Mér voru gefnar bessar bekur i jolagjof.
me{D)) were given{f.pl.) these books(fpl.N} as Christmas present
‘I was given these books for Christmas.’
b. Pessar bakur voru gefnar mér  {jdlagjof.
these books(f pLN) were given(f.pl.) me(D) as Christmas present
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As already pointed out by Stefin Einarsson (1945), the dative case on
the indirect object is preserved in the passive. Note that the retained
object hekur is marked nominative rather than accusative in the pas-
sive voice in (35a); as a consequence, the finite verb and the passive
participle agree with bazkur rather than with the dative grammaticat
subject {cf. YMJ 1985, YMJ 1987, inter alia, for theoretical accounts
of the case switch on the retained object). This is not so surprising
when one takes into account the fact that nominative objects also occur
in modern lcelandic sentences in the active voice. In fact, as Jéhanna
Barddal {2001b:87) observes, nominative is actually more frequent
than genitive on verbal objects, in her modern Icelandic corpus of
40,000 words, there were 110 nominative objects as compared to only
38 genitive objects. Nominative objects were more common in the spo-
ken corpus (15,000 words) than in the written corpus (25,000 words),
since “‘the main difference between the two corpora is that oblique sub-
jects, especially dative subjects, are more common in the spoken lan-
guage than in the written genres” (Jéhanna Bar8dal 2001b:88).

The passivization possibilities for the benefactive subclass of NDA
verbs have not been studied systematically, but certainly deserve clos-
er attention. For some verbs of this class, cither object may passivize,
at least marginally, as illustrated in (36):

(36)a. Nemendunum voru sett pessi timamirk strax i fyrsta
tima.
students-the(D)) were set(n.pl.) these deadlines(n.pl.N) right in the
first class
‘The students were set this deadline right in the first class.’
b. (NPessi timamork voru sett  nemendunum strax i fyrsta
tima.
these deadlines(N) were set students-the(D) right in the
first class

‘This deadline was set for the students right in the first class,’

But the examples in (37)+{38) suggest that the benefactive subclass
needs to be distinguished from the prototypical NDA verbs whose
indirect object is a recipient:
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(37)a. Presturinn bad syndaranum blessunar  guds.
priest-the(N) asked  sinner-the(D} blessing(G} God’s
“The priest asked for God’s blessing for the sinner.’
b. (?)Syndaranum var bedid blessunar gubds,
¢. *Blessunar guds var bedid syndaranum.

(38)a. Bilunin torveldadi henni vinnuna,
‘The malfunction made the work(A) difficult [for] her(D)’
b. 7Henni var torveldud vinnan (af biluninni).
her(D) was made-difficult the work(N} (by the malfunction)

For many speakers, the dative object of the benefactive subclass does
not passivize easily when the underlying subject is nonagentive, as in
{38). However, if the subject is agentive, then passivization of the
dative is possible. In either case, the theme argument undergoes pas-
sive across a benefactive indirect object only reluctantly, This con-
trasts with the syntactic behavior of verbs taking recipient indirect
objects (cf. the full acceptability of (35b} above):

{39)a. Stjupmddirin torveldadi henmi vinnuna.
stepmother-the  made-difficult  her(D) waork-the{A)
“The stepmother made the work difficult for her’
b. Henni var terveldud vinnan (af stjipmddurinni).
she(D) was made-difficult work-the(N) (by stepmother-the)
‘The work was made difficult for her (by the stepmother).’
c. 7?Vinnan var torveldud henni.

If one considers other types of ditransitive verbs, the generalization
seems to be that the second object may not passivize across the first
one. This is illustrated in (40) for NAD verbs:16

16 Note also passivization is generally unacceptable when the subject of the active
voice is nonagentive, as we have seen. This holds, for instance, for NATD-verbs like
skipra e-n mgli ‘matter to sormeone’

(i)a. Pad skipti mig engu mali.

it mattered me(A) no matter{D}
‘It didn't matter to me.’
b. *Eg var skipt engu mali.
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{40)a. Pyofurinn rendi hana peningunum.
thief-the(IN) robbed  her(A) [of] money-the(D)

b. Hin var rznd peningunum.
she(N) was robbed [of} money-the{D)

c. *Peningunum var rend hiin.

The same holds for NAG-verbs: The accusative object may always
passivize (given that the active subject is agentive), but the genitive
second object may not passivize across the accusative first object:

(41)a. Nemandinn bad kennarann aldrei hjalpar.

student-the asked  teacher-the{A) never help(G}
*The student never asked the teacher for help.’

b. Kennarinn var aldrei bedinn hjdlpar,
teacher-the(N)  was never asked help{G)
“The teacher was never asked for help.’

¢. *Hjdlpar var aldrei bedinn kennarinn,
help((G) was never asked teacher-the(N)

Similarly, for NDD-verbs the first dative object (the “indirect object™)
passivizes freely but the dative second object may passivize only if the
goal argument is realized as a FP, Le. it may not passivize across the
dative indirect object, as illustrated here with the examples from ZMT
(42) and (43) (see ZMT 1985, YMIJ 1987 for further discussion and
examples):

(42)a. Eg skiladi henni peningunum. (=ZMT ex. (42a—c))

[returmed her(D) money-the(D)
‘T gave her back the money.’

b. Henni var skilad  peningunum,
she(D) was retumed money-the(D)
*She was given back the money.”

c. *Peningunum var skilad  henni.
money-the(D) was returned her{D)

{43)a. Eg skiladi peningunnm il hennar. (= ZMT ex. (43a,b))
I retumed money-the(D)  to her
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b. Peningunum var skilad fil hennar.
money-the(D) was returned 1o her

This apparent “cross-over restriction” on passivization of many
ditransitive verbs calls for an explanation and one suggestion is
described in the next section.

3.4.2 Corelation between passive and inversion

It has been argued that the existence of two different passives for the
NDA class of ditransitives is correlated with the existence of two dif-
ferent word orders (Collins & Thréinsson 1996) in the active., Only the
NDA class allows the inverted word order in which the theme object
precedes the goal object. This is illustrated by the contrasts between
the NDA verb gefa ‘give’ in (44a—-d), and the NAD verb svipta
*deprive’ in {45a—d). Note that in these examples, the semantics and
form of the two objects have been carefully controlled: both are
[+human, +animate, +definite, —pronominal}.

{44)a. Peir gifu konunginum ambdttina.
they gave king-the{D) slave-girl-the(A)
“They gave the king the slave-girl.’
b. Peir gafu arbdttina konunginum.

they gave slave-girl-the(A) [to] king-the(D)
‘They gave the slave-girl {to] the king.’

c. Konunginum var gefin ambattin,
king-the{DD) was given slave-girl-the(N)
“The king was given the slave-girl.’

d. Ambattin var gefin konunginum.
slave-girl-the(N) was given [to] king-the(D}

“The slave-girl was given [to] the king.’

{43)a. Sjdrinn svipti  konuna eiginmanninum.
sea-the(N) deprived woman-the(A) [of] husband-the(D)
‘The sea deprived the women of her husband.’
b. *§jérinn  svipti  eiginmanninum  konuna.
sea-the(N) deprived [of] husband-the(D) woman-the(A)
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¢. Konan var svipt eiginmanninum.
woman-the(N) was deprived  [of] husband-the(D)
“The woman was deprived of her husband.’

d. *Eiginmanninum var svipt konan.
husband-the(DD)  was deprived woman-the(N)

There is also an interaction between inversion and reflexivization, at
least for those speakers who allow nonsubject antecedents (for dis-
cussion see Eirikur Rognvaldsson 1982:133-135, ZMT 1985, section
4.2).

As noted earlier, the syntactic behavior of verbs taking benefactive
datives has not been systematically investigated. As illustrated by the
ungrammaticality of the inverted word order in (46b), these NDA
verbs do not behave like the prototypical NDA verbs with a recipient
dative.

(46)a. StjGpmodirin  torveldadi prinsessunni vinnuna
stepmother-the  made-difficult  princess-the(DD)  work-the(A)
*The stepmother made the work difficult for the princess.’

b. *Stjipmddirin torveldafi vinnuna prinsessunni.

c. ?*Vinnan var torveldud prinsessunni.
work-the was made-difficult princess-the(D)
*The work was made difficult for the princess.’

As noted earlier {cf. the discussion around (39)), the theme argument
undergoes passive only reluctantly, as illustrated by {46¢). It 1s worth
pointing out, however, that the passive is typically better than the pre-
sumed source with inverted word order, even for the recipient datives
(J6hannes Gisli Jonsson, p.c.).

4. Dative objects with monotransitive verbs
4.1 Introduction

Many monotransitive verbs which take only a single object govern
dative case and the prototypical transitive verb governing dative is
probably Ajcdipa ‘help’. Verbs with similar meanings also tend to gov-
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ern dative (¢f. Stefan Einarsson 1945:107 {section 1,3,1.2(a)), Kress
1982, §525). Hence it is tempting to try to find semantic generaliza-
tions that could account for the selection of dative over accusative
objects. That is the purpose of this section and we will begin with the
prototypical class.

4.2 Verbs of helping
In (47) T have listed several verbs of helping that take dative objects:

(47) bfarga ‘rescue’, hjdlpa ‘help’, forda ‘save (from)’, gagna ‘help’,
gagnast *be of use’, hjikra ‘nurse’, [idsinna *assist’, likna ‘care
for’, redda ‘save’, sinna *attend to’, pjdna ‘serve’

Here 1 have included verbs of rescue (bjarga, forda) in the semantic
class of helping. But although this is arguably the prototypical class of
verbs taking dative objects. there are some very common exceptions
to this generalization, i.e. verbs with similar meanings which nonethe-
less take accusazive objects. Consider the following (cf. also the dis-
cussion in section 1):

(48) taking a dative object: taking an accusative object:
lifsinna ‘assist’ vs.  adstoda ‘assist’
hjikra ‘nurse’ vs, lekna ‘heal’
hjdlpa ‘help’ vs.  styrkja ‘support’

If the semantic class of helping is extended to include objects
which are in some sense beneficiaries, then we might add verbs like
these, which all take dative objects:

(49) eira ‘show mercy’, hlifa ‘protect’, miskunna ‘take pity on’ vargju
‘spare’, pyrma “spare’
bia “lull {a baby)’, hossa ‘lull (a baby)’, vagga ‘lull (a baby)’!?

But here, too, it is possible to find exceptions and come up with near-
minimal pairs like these:

17 The various verbs of lulling babies into sleep could also be related to the verbs
whose objects undergo movement (cf. section 4.5).
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(50) taking a dative object: taking an accusative object:
hlifa *protect’ vs.  vernda ‘protect’

The dative nominal in the two curious examples in (51) are sernanti-
cally benefactives:

(51)a. Hverjum klukkan glymur.
‘For whom the bell tolls.” [the title of the famous novel]
b. Bérnunum var vendilega snytt.
‘The children{D) were carefully [helped to] blow their noses.” (OH)

Note that the dative in (51b} must be analyzed as a verbal argument,
since it has become the grammatical subject of the passive voice.

Plausibly belonging to the same semantic class are the objects of
verbs trusting (frevsta ‘trust’, friig ‘believe™), which take dative
objects. Halldor Halldérsson (n.d., pp. 3-4) also includes heilsa
‘greet’, unnag “love’, heela "praise’, as well as verbs indicating useful-
ness, convenience, appropriateness, etc., such as henra ‘suit’ and
“sama ‘be appropriate’:18

(52)a. Pessi kennslubdék hefur aldrei hentad mér vel.
‘This textbook has never suited me{DD) well.”
b. Illa samir pér ad berjask { méti mér,
It suits you badly to fight against me. (HH, from Fiateyjarbdk)

As in the case of ditransitives, we do not only have dative objects
that have the semantic role of a beneficiary but also dative objects that
have the role of a recipient rather than a beneficiary, although the dif-
ference is not always clear cut. Some examples are given in (53}

® Same of the verbs discussed here. such as gagna *be of use to’, and henta “suit’,
are “alternating verbs” in the sense that the dative argument can be either grammatical
subject or object. as can for instance be seen from the behavior of the arguments in the
subject-verb inversion in direct questions like these (see also Johanna Barddal 2001a):
{ita. Hefur bér aldrei hentad petta?
has  you{D) never suited this
b. Hefur petta  aldrel hentad pér?
has  this(N) never suited you
‘Has  this never suited you?'
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{53) gefa (heenunum) ‘feed (the chickens(D)), keana (bdrnunumy
‘teach (the children(DD))’, segja (engum) “tell {nobody(D))’
vatng {hestum) “water (horses(D)), brynna (skepnum) ‘water
{amimals(D))"

For verbs like gefa, kenna and segja one could argue that here the
direct accuasative object has been left out, although it is often claimed
that the direct object (the theme argument) of a ditransitive is always
obligatory, whereas the indirect object (the goal argument) tends to be
opticnal (cf. Hudson 1992). While this generalization is certainly by-
and-large true, the verb gefa in the sense of ‘feed’ works the other
way, as does the verb feed in English (f fed the children/*] fed oai-
meal). For verbs like kenna ‘teach’ and segja tell’ both objects are
optional in Icelandic as well as in English (Don's tell the children!
Always tell the rruth!). Note that in Icelandic, the same lexical item,
the verb gefe ‘give’, is used 10 mean both ‘give” and “feed’.

The fact that the normally ditransitive verb gefa ‘give’ can be used
4s a monotransilive verb meaning ‘feed’ brings to mind a class of
analyses for verbs governing dative. Kress (1982:215) suggests that
many transitive verbs which govern dative are really covert ditransi-
tives with an implicit accusative cognate object.!? Wegener (1991)
offers a similar analysis for German in support of her claim that (in
German) dative is a strucyural case predictably assigned 1o second
(indirect) objects. Heidolphk et al. {1984:346) suggest that for the
German verb glauben "believe’, the accusative object has been elimi-
nated, leaving the dative behind: fch gloube dir (das), was du sagst ‘1
believe you(D) (it(A}), what you say.’ It should be clear that this kind
of analysis cannot account for the much wider thematic range of
dative objects that exist in Icelandic.

% “Die entsprechenden Verben haben #hnliche Bedeutung wie dreipolige
Ausdriicke (N + V + D+ A), deren A-pol ein mit dem V etymologisch verwandres
Substantiv 1st. vgl. Beispeile. Typ N + V+ It hjdipa = veita e-m mpalp “offer some-
one help'. hiifa = veita e-m Mif3 "offer someone protection’ §325. granda = gera e-m
grand “do someone damage’... §527.
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4.3 Experiencers and verbs taking experiencer objects

Most experiencer subjects are actually nominative (cf. Johannes
Gisli Jonsson 1997, Johanna Barddal 2001b:100, 187), but it is
dative experiencers which have received the most attention in the
linguistic literature cross-linguistically. In Icetandic at least, dative
experiencers are typically grammatical subjects: mér leidist | was
bored’, mér leid vel ‘I was well’, mér er kalt ‘I feel cold’. Such
predicates have therefore not been included in the list of dative
objects. As has often been noted (Halldér Armann Sigurdsson 1989,
Johanna Barddal 1992, inter alia), many predicates taking dative
experiencers exhibit case alternations: the subject is marked dative
if it is a human (or at least animate) experiencer, but nominative oth-
erwise (i.e. if the argument is not an experiencer, but a theme, the
thing that undergoes the change of state or location denoted by the
predicate):

(54) Dative experiencer subject; Nominative theme subject:

4. Henni batadi strax. Yebrid bamabdi strax.

*She(D) recovered immediately.” *The weather(N) improved immediately.’
b. Heani hitnar  { kinnum. Steinamir hitna { sélinni.

she{D)) gets-hot in cheeks stones-the get-hot in sun-the

‘Her cheeks are getting warm.” ‘The stones(N) heat up in the sunshine.”
c. Henni er kalr. Hiin er k&id.

*She(Dj} feels cold.” *She is cool/cold {figuratively).”

With nominative case on the subject, the adjective kaldur{m)/ksld
{Dfkalr(n) normally has a figurative meaning when predicated of an
animate being, but it can alse mean literally cold, for example, to
describe an avalanche survivor whose body temperature is cold as a
result of having been buried in the snow for hours.

Experiencer objects also tend to be marked dative:

(55) greifia barniny ‘comb the child’s hair’ (lit. “comb the
child(Dy"}, hita/hi¥ja e-m ‘warm somebody(D)’, orna sér
‘warm oneself(D)’, sirjika kettinum *pat the cat(DY’, pvo barn-
inu ‘wash the child(DY
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Interesting case alternations can also be found here with an experiencer
object bearing dative case whereas a theme gets marked accusative (cf.
Johanna Bar8dal 1992 for further examples and discussion):
(56) Dative experiencer ohject: Accusative theme object:

greida barninu ‘comb the child's hair”™ greida hdrid "comb one’s hair’

hita henni 4 férunuwm warm her feet”  hita kaffid “heat the coffee’

hivja sér ' warm oneself’ hivja senging "warm the comforter’

kemba hestinum 'comb the horse’ kemba wifing 'comb the wool’

kiora sér “scrach an ich’ kicra e-n *scraich leaving marks’

skeina barniny *wipe the child’ skeina rassinn 4 barninu ‘wipe the
child’s bottom’

strfiika Keftimum ‘pat the cat’ striitka handlegginn & sér ‘pat one's
arm’

purrka barminu "dry the child’ purrka pvotiinn ‘dry the laundry’

pvo barninu “wash the child’ pvo pevsuna “wash the sweater’

Note the difference in meaning between kldra sér/einhverjum *scratch
oneself/somebody(D) (e.g. an itch)’and kidra sigfeinhvern ‘scraich
oneself/somebody(A) leaving scratch marks’:

(57)a. Eg K161adi kettinum.
‘I scratched the cat(D3.”
b. Kotturinn kléradi mig.
“The cat scratched me(A)."
c. Hin kléradi sér i héfdinu.
*She scratched her head.” (lit. ““scraiched herself(ID) in the head™)
d. Hiin kléradi sig til ad pykjast hafa meitt sig.
‘She(N) scratched herself(A) in order to appear to have hurt
herself.’

With at least some of these verbs, an amimate object could conceivably
be marked accusative (%skeina barnid), but an inanimate object could
never be marked dative: *skeina rassinum ¢ barninu?® Halldér

20 There may also be a change in progress, generalizing the dative as the case for
object experiencers. Thus neither the Icelandic dictionary edited by Ami Bodvarsson
{1990} nor the Icetandic-Danish dictionary edited by Sigfias Blondal (1920-24) give
skeina with dative in the relevam reading. There is possibly also some dialectal or
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Sigurdsson (2002) cites the following minimal pair with the verb pvo
‘wash’:
{58)a. pvo barninu ‘wash the child(D)y’
b. pve fangana ‘wash the prisoners(A)

Here the use of accusative on the animate object serves to indicate that
the “prisoners’ are dehumanized or objectified.

On the other hand, as noted by Jéhanna Barddal (1992, 1993),
many similiar verbs take only accusative, regardless of whether or not
the object is a human experiencer :

(59a. bada barnid ‘bathe the child® bada stykkid upp ur oliu
‘immerse the piece in oil’

. bursta sig ‘brush (one's teeth)’ bursta skéna *brush the shoes’
. laga sig ‘fix up’ laga bilinn *fix the car’

. punta sig ‘get dressed up’

. raka sig “shave’ raka blettinn ‘take the lawn’

. reeskja sig ‘clear one’s throat’
. snyrig sig ‘fix oneself up’
. 86la sig ‘sunbathe’ etc.

TUs R o O T

Note also that the verb trufle ‘disturb, bother’ governs accusative,
even when the object is human (cf. (60a)}. However, I heard the exam-
ple in (60b), with dative instead of the standard accusative, presum-
ably reflecting the tendency for human objects to be marked dative:

{60)a. Hann trufladi mig/fundinn.
‘He disturbed me(A)/the meeting(A).
b. Ekki trufla mér! {Hulda Rds, age 2,11)
‘Den’t bother me(D).’

As discussed below in section 4.5, verbs of movement tend to
assign only dative to the moved object: bylta ‘overtum’, réla 'swing’,

diolectal variation here. According to Hoskuldur Prdinsson (p.c.), the verb steina
always governs accusative in the north of Iceland.
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riugga ‘rock, swing’, ¥ta ‘push’. It makes no difference whether or not
the obgect is a human experiencer/undergoer:

{61)a. rugga barninu ‘rock the child(DY rugga bdmum ‘rock the boat (DY’
b. yta manninum ‘push the man{D)" yta bilnum ‘push the car(D)’

For these verbs, the case on the verbal object has clearly been gram-
maticalized, and is insensitive to the semantics of the sentence. The
same might be said about truffag e-n ‘bother someone’, whose object is
usually an animate experiencer (or by extension trufla fundinn *dis-
turb the meeting”), but here the accusative has been generalized.

4.4 Verbs of bodily and heavenly emissions

One of the more curious classes of verbs governing dative is the
semantic class which might be characterized as “verbs of bodily and
heavenly emissions”. Without exception (as far as 1 know), verbs
meaning ‘vomit’ and verbs referring to other bodily excretions gevern
dative when used transitively. One example is the colloquial expres-
sion Heldurdu ad ég skiti peningum? *Do you think I shit money(D)?’
which is the functional equivalent of the English Do you think money
grows on trees? These verbs include:

{62) gubba, spita, @la ‘“vomil’; pissa, miga, sprena ‘urinate’; drul-
la, haegja sér, kika, skita ‘defecate’; skyrpa, sp¥ja, spyta ‘spit’;
slefa ‘drool’; hdsta slimi/blodi ‘cough up mucous/blood’; sn¥ra
{sér) ‘blow one’s nose’; ropa ‘belch, burp’; freta, prumpa
“fart’; brunda ‘ejaculate’; bleda “bleed’; Tganga hlédi ‘hem-
orrhage’

Examples can be found throughout the recorded period, as illustrated
by the following examples; {63a), taken from the OH, is from the mid
19t century (collection of folk tales}, whereas (63b) is from a late
20th century novel:

(63)a. Nautid meig pa éllu vatninu, sem pad drakk tir mé3unni.
bull-the urinated then all water-the(D) that it drank from river-the
“Then the bull urinated all the water that it drank from the river.’
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b. Eg péttist vita ad Rantir hefdi slefad morgum ktrum af munn-
vatni 4 golfteppid.
‘1 suspected that Rantr had drooled many liters{D) of saliva on
the rug.’

This semantic generalization seems to be acquired early. A four-year
old boy who had been vomiting all day was heard to say playfully the
following:2!

(64) Eg prumpadi gubbinu. (Kdri, age 4)
I farted vomit-the(D})

This generalization holds only of verbs which are normally intransi-
tive. Verbs which are usually transitive, e.g. Theysa ‘cause to gush
forth’, may govern accusative. The following example from Egils
saga is cited by Valfells & Cathey (1981:141):

{63) Sidan beysti Egill upp dr sér sp¥ju mikla.
then gushed Egill up from self vomit great(A)
*Then Egill gushed forth much vomit.”

Although this sentence would be impossible in modern Icelandic, the
use of accusative is reminiscent of the case-marking on cognate
objects {see below, section 4.7}, which are marked dative if the verb
is normally intransitive, but otherwise get the same case as any other
object.

The verbs in (66) take an accusative object in the sense of dirtying
something or someone when combined with the particle dr ‘out’, as
does the inchoative verb ohreinka ‘soil, dirty’, that is, when the object
denotes the locatum,?? giving rise to dative/accusative alternations:

21 T am indebted to Helgi Skili Kjartansson {p.c.) for this example.
22 In the OH collection is a colorful example from the late 16™ century of suyta
with an accusative object denoting a body part rather than the substance emirred:
(1) huer hann snyter fast Nasernar hann puingar par Blod vt
*whoever blows his nostnils hard forces blood out”
This is impossible in Modern [celandic with either dative or accusative on the
body part.
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(66)a. slefa munnvatni “drool saliva(D)y’
vs. slefa sig tt ‘dirty oneself(A) drooling’
b. skita peningum ‘shit money(D)’
vs. skita e-d tit ‘make something(A) dirty’, skita e-n 1ir ‘put
somebody(A} down’

This appears to constitute a semantic subregularity; the subclass of
verbs meaning ‘make dirty’ all seem to govern accusative. Other
examples include biu e-& ut “soil something’, drulla e-3 it ‘soil some-
thing’, sé8a e-5 it *dirty something, make a mess somewhere’ .3

Verbs referring to the bearing of young or the laying of eggs gen-
erally govern dative:

(GT) verpa eggjum ‘lay eggs’; unga ut klekja eggjum, ‘hatch’; bera
{ombum/kdlfi ‘bear lambs/a calf”; gjéta hvolpum/kettlingum ‘bear
pups/kittens’; gjéta hrognum ‘spawn roe’; kasta folaldi ‘foal’

Note that the verb bera “bear’, said of cows and sheep, governs dative
in this sense even though it governs accusative in the sense of ‘carry™:

(68)a. Arin bar tveimur 1ombum/*tvo 16mb.
ewe-the bore two lambs(D/*A)
b. Kyrin bar svortum kalfi/*svartan kalf.
cow-the bore [a] black calf(D/*A)
c. Pjénninn bar *matnum/matinn 4 bord.

waiter-the(N) bore food-the(*D/A) to [the] tabie.

Note that kasta and verpa (cf. the list in (67)) have ‘throw’ as their
basic meaning, in which sense they also govern dative, as does gjota
in the expression gjéra augunum til e-5 ‘look sideways at someone’
(lit. “bear eyes(D} towards™) governs dative. Overall, nonhuman
objects of these verbs of bearing are almost always dative. However,
the verbs used for humans, freda *give birth’, eiga barn “have a child’
and ala (afkvemi) “bear (offspring}’, govern accusative, Perhaps this

2% Although no motion seems 10 be involved, the verb sddg ‘dirty, make a mess”
govemns dative in the sense 548 e-u af “make sloppy work of something’,
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is because these verbs are not restricted to this sense, but whatever the
reason, they do not behave like bera, which governs accusative in the
sense of ‘carry’ but dative in the sense of giving birth. The verb ala is
not resiricted to humans, and it can take a benefactive dative with an
NDA case frame: ala manni sinum barn ‘bear one’s husband{D) a
child(A)".

Also included in the semantic class of physical emissions are verbs
of “heaveniy emissions” such as rigna ‘rain’ and snjda *snow’, which
are, of course, generally intransitive, but which govermn dative when
used with a complement:

(69)a. Pad rigndi eldi og brennisteini.
‘It rained fire(D) and brimstone(D}.’

b. Spurningum rigndi yfir meistarana.
“The winners/masters were showered with questions.” (lit. “It
rained questions(D)} over ...™)

c. Pad ngndi blémum yfir likkistu Didnu prinsessu.
‘It rained flowers{ID) over Princess Diana’s casket.’

d. Pad snjoadi englum.
‘It snowed angels(D).” (poetic)

The dative argument might, of course, be analyzed as the grammati-
cal subject, even when postverbal, since it is usually indefinite and
thus allows for an expletive; however, the dative case is determined by
the semantics of the verb. Furthermore, the same dative case marking
is found with transitive uses of similar verbs such as spia ‘spew™;

(70) Eldfjollin  sptia eldiog eimyrju yfir landid.
volcanoes-the spew fire(D) and brimstone{DD) over land-the
‘The volcanoes spew fire and brimstone over the iand.’

4.5 Verbs whose objects undergo movement

4.5.1 The basic generalizations

As noted by Stefan Einarsson (1945:108) and Jéhanna Barddal (1992,
1993), a verb whose object undergoes movement typically governs
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dative.?* This is true, for instance, of verbs meaning ‘throw’, *kick’,
‘roll’ or the like:

(71) flevgia, henda, hreyta. kasta, varpa ‘throw’; skurla “throw, har-
poon’, snara ‘throw, snare, lasso’; sparka, spyrna, pruma, prusa
‘kick™; velra. rifla ‘roll’; mjaka, ‘move slowly, inch, eke’, aka
e-u til ‘inch something about’; slefa ‘drag’; yta ‘push’

On the other hand, several basic verbs meaning ‘move’ govemn
accusative:

(72) fera ‘move’, flvija ‘move, tansport’, hreyfa ‘move’, ferja
‘ferry’, reka (fé) *drive (sheep)’ (vs. smala fénu ‘gather the
sheep(D)")

These basic verbs have many figurative uses, so they are perhaps felt
to belong less clearly to this class. Stefan Einarsson (1945:108) sug-
gests that the semantic class is perhaps restricted to “verbs denoting
{quick) movement”. While 1t is true that draga ‘drag, tow’ governs
accusative, many verbs denoting slow movement govermn dative, as
cun be seen from the list in (71) {ef. ¥ra ‘push’; velta, rilla ‘roll’;
mjaka, aka til “move slowly, eke, inch about’; slefer *drag, pull’ (from
Danish slkebe)), so speed seems not to be a relevant factor. Thus there
is no obvious difference of speed in the examples in (73}

{(73)a. Hann dré batinn ad landi.
‘He dragged/towed the boat(A) to shore.’
b. Hann slefadi batnum a8 landi.
‘He dragged/towed the hoat(D} to shore.’
c. ... atti ad fa mig til ad slefa batnum hans (OH)
... was supposed to get me to drag his boa D)’

> This case alternation may sirike the second language learner as the opposite of
the common case alternation found with certain prepositions in Icelandic (as m
German). where Accusative marks movement towards (Arevfing) and Dative marks
static location (stadarmerking). The distinction is that dative on verbal abjects marks
the thing that moves, a notion which does not come into play with the relevani prepo-
sitional objects.
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For the ditransitive verb afhenda N(D)A ‘hand over,” the theme is
marked accusative, unlike for the root verb henda ND ‘throw’, pos-
sibly because physical movement is not necessarily involved, as
illustrated in the following mid-16th century (1545) example from
OH:

(74) vandizt sira Stephan ad sira Oddur hef8i afThlent sier vilianliga
stadinn
‘Rev. Stephan expected that Rev. Oddur would turn the place(A)
over to him willingly.’

Here the semantics rather than the case-assigning properties of the
stem seerns to determine the case frame. See section 4.8.1 for discus-
sion of prefixed verbs.

This semantic classification often gives rise to case alternations: an
object which undergoes movement (change of location) is marked
dative; otherwise the object is accusative:

{75) Dative object undergoing movement: Accusative object:
drutla mélningunni “drip paint’
moka snjonum ‘shovel the snow”
raka heyi samarn ‘take the hay up’

druila e-8 1t “soil something’
moka troppurnar ‘shove] the steps’
raka gardinnitinid ‘rake the yard/
field”

skjota kidlunni *shoot the bullet’ skjora fuglinn ‘shoot the bird®
skutla skutlinum ‘throw the harpoon’ skurig hvalinn ‘harpoon the whale’
smaia fénu ‘gather the sheep’ smala heidina ‘rid the heath of sheep’
peyta laufunum burr “fling the leaves away’ peyvia ridmann *whip the cream’

Many verbs work similarly (see Jéhanna Barddal 1992 for further dis-
cussion): ausa ‘ladle, scoop, pour’, Arera (saman} ‘stir (together)’,
rykkja ‘pull, pleat’, sdpa ‘sweep’, smyrja ‘smear, spread’. Jéhanna
Barddal notes that the dative case frame seems to require a locative
(directional) adverbial.

As noted earlier, Johannes Gisli Jonsson observes that denominal
verbs usually govern accusative on an object which denotes the loca-
tum {lecture notes, 7 April, 1999, based on Kristin M. Jéhannsddttir
1996:111):
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Noun;

beisti *bit’

bees ‘woodstain’
dizkur ‘tablecloth’
faldur “hem’

gult *gold’

hatd “skin®

is ‘ice’

kalk ‘chalk’
krém ‘chrome’

lakk ‘polish’

Hitur “color’
nialbik “asphalt’
salt “salt’

skér *shoe’

skraut ‘decoration’
smjér ‘butter’

snara ‘snare, 1assoo’

Sykur ‘sugar’
tiarga ‘tar’

Joan Maling

Denominal verb:

heisla hestinn ‘put a bit in a horse’s mouth’
hesa vidinn ‘stain the wood (against rot)’
dtika bor8id ‘cover the table with a tabiecloth’
falda kjdtinn ‘hem the dress’

gyiia bokina “plate with gold, put gilt lettering
on the book’

huida leirker ‘put a skin/glaze on a clay pot’
fse fisking “ice the fish’

kalka vegginn *white-wash the wall’

kroma hjdlkoppana *put chrome on the hub-
caps’

lakka neglurnar *polish one’s nails’

lita myndina “color (in) the picture’

mafbika géruna ‘put asphalt on the streer’
salta fiskinn “salt the fish”

skéa bornin “get shoes for the kids® (archaic)
skrevta jolarréd ‘decorate the Christmas tree’
smyrja braudid ‘butter the bread’

snara hestinn ‘snare, lasso the horse’

sykra kdkurnar “sprinkle sugar on the cakes’
tjarga pakid ‘tar the roof, cover with tar’

veggfodur ‘wallpaper” veggfifira herbergid *wallpaper the room’

vokvi *liquid’

vikva blomin ‘water the flowers’

However, the generalization is semantic (Jocatum vs. theme ot bene-
ficiary) rather than strictly morphological. Consider the case frames
associated with the various uses of gusa ‘ladle, scoop, pour’, which is
derived from the feminine noun ausa ‘ladle’:

{7Na.
b,
C.
d.

e,

someone’

ausa stpunni ‘ladle the soup(Dy’

aisa bdtinn ‘bail the boat(A)’

ausa vatai dr brunni ‘draw water(D) from a well’

ausa e-n vatni “sprinkle someone(A) [with] water(D), baptize

ausa skimmum yfir e-n ‘pour abuse(D) on someone’

Here one could also mention the dative objects of the denominal verbs
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vatna ‘water’ and snjda ‘give snow to’ which are clearly intended
recipients in examples like the ones in (78), The verb prela *slave’ is
derived from the noun prell ‘slave’; it can be used intransitively to
mean ‘toil, slave away at’, but when used transitively, the cbject is
presumably a maleficiary rather than a true locatum, which would
account for the dative case:

(78)a vatna hestum ‘water horses’, snjda kindum ‘give snow to
sheep’
b. prela nemendunum it *pile work on the students’

The examples in (77)~{78) suggest that the generalization at work
here is semantic (theme vs. locatum) rather than morphological. Note
that this generalization can override the experiencer vs. theme gener-
alization discussed in 4.3. As illustrated by the examples in (79a,b),
the substance smeared is marked dative, and the locatum or location
which gets smeared is marked accusative, even if that locatum hap-
pens to be a human being, showing that the verbal situation is not
interpreted as sensory experience:

(THa. maka séloliunni framan [ sig ‘smear suntan-lotion-the(D) on
one’s face’
b. maka e-n { sélolfu *smear somebody(A) with suntan lotion’

There appears to be some speaker variation with verbs of this class:
some speakers use only dative if the object of a verb like moka *shov-
el” is moveable; other speakers use dative if a directionat adverb or PP
is present, but accusative otherwise:

{80)a. Hann mokadi sandi burt
he shoveled sand(D) away
b. Hann mokar sand  allan daginn.
he  shovels sand(A) all day
c. Pad var reym ad moka snjinn.  (Halldér Armann Sigurdsson 1989:60)
it was tried to shovel snow-tha{A)
‘People tried to shovel the snow.”
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Sentence (80c) with accusative on the theme is acceptable even for
speakers who generally prefer dative. Jéhannes Gisli Jénsson {p.c.)
suggests that the case marking probably reflects the interpretation
rather than a true idiolectal difference. Put differently, if you are
(reymoving some substance from one location to another, then the
object must be marked dative. This contrast shows up nicely with the
object skaf ‘snow drift’; in (81b) where the snow drift stays put, the
object is marked accusative:

(81Ya. Peir mokudu skaflinum burt.
they shoveled snow-drift-the(DD) away
b. Peir mokudu skaflinn.
they shoveled/dug through snow-drift-the(A}

4.5.2 Subclasses of objects undergoing movement
It may be useful to distinguish several subclasses of objects undergo-
ing movement (see Levin 1993 on English sprav-load alternations).
One class is verbs of scattering, spreading and the like;
(82) Verbs meaning scatter, spread, smear, spray, shatter:
dreifa ‘scaner’, rjoda ‘spray’, sd ‘sow’, smytja ‘smear’, splundra
‘shatter’, sprauta *spray’, strd °strew, scatter’, sundra ‘scatter’,
rvistra ‘scatter’

These verbs can show dative/accusative alternations of the kind illus-
trated above:

(83) Dative abject undergaing movement; Accusative object:

sniyria smiorinu 4 braudia sprvrfa braudid

‘spread the butter on the bread’ “spread the bread [with butter]
sprauta raudu lakki & bilinn sprauta bilinn med raudu lakki
‘spray red paint on the car’ *spray the car with red paint’

Another definable class of verbs has 10 do with loading and unload-
ing:
(84) Verbs of loading and unloading:

ferma “load’, afferma “unload’, hluda *load’, umhiaBa ‘restack,
repack’
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Although this is not a large classs, it is possible to find systematic case
alternations here too, where the verbal object bears dative or
accusative depending on whether or not the object is what gets moved:

(85) Dative object undergoing movement: Accusative object:

hlada heyinu d vagninn hlaba vagnine med hevi
‘load the hay on the wagon’ ‘load the wagon with hay’
umhlada vérunum umhiada vérubilinn
‘restack the goods’ ‘repack the truck’

Verbs referring to means of transportation generatly govemn dative.
This use of dative is derived from an old IE instrumental. The means of
transport as well as the passenger undergoes the change of location and
for the following verbs, for instance, it is marked with the dative case;

(86) aka bilnum ‘drive the car’, fljiiga flugvélinni ‘fly the plane’,
lenda flugvélinni ‘land the plane’, rida hesti ‘ride a horse’, réa
Bdtnum ‘row the boat”, sigla skipi *sail a ship’

The exceptions are the very common, however, and include the every-
day verb keyra ‘drive,” which governs accusative: keyra bilinn “drive
the car(A)’, kevra hana heim *drive her(A) home’; and the verb ferja
“ferry”: ferja hana yfir dna ‘ferry her(A) across the river’.2> But as noted
by Johanna BarBdal (1992), many younger speakers tend to use dative
for an animate passenger: keyra henni heim *drive her(D} home’.

Note that kevra has other uses not referring to means of trans-
portation which also govern accusative: keyra naglann ‘drive the
nail’, keyra dxina { hofud honum “drive the ax into his head’, kevra e-
7 nidur ‘knock someone down’. The OH collection contains no exam-
ples of keyra governing a dative object in the relevant sense,?® and the

** As Kjartan Ortosson points oul (p.c.). the verb ferja does not take an object
denoting the means of transportation, only the person/thing transported: ferja foik-
i3biling *ferry the peopleiAlfthe car(A)".

2 OH has two examples of Leyra with a dative object in the sense of beina e-u
fast eda harkalega ‘aim hard or roughly’, which is presumably an instrumental dative:

(1) SiBan keyrdi pessi matiur hnefapum 4 skaptid, svo haffurinn sékk allur,

‘Then this man aimed/drove his fist{D) at the handle, so that the whole kmfe
sank in.'
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colloquial use of dative with human objects noted earlier (cf. keyra
honum heim ‘drive him{D) home” in (9) in section 2.3) is apparently
a relatively recent extension.

Note that the verb ake “drive’ continues to govern dative even in
other senses: aka e-u #i! ‘inch something(D) about’, aka e-u ir stad
‘inch something(D) away’, whereas rda ‘row’ exhibits altemations;
réa sér i seeti sinu ‘rock back and forth in one’s seat” (AB/THI) vs. réa
e-n uppi ‘catch up with someone’ (AB), where the requirements for
dative-marking are not met because the object does not undergo
movement. At least two dictionaries of modern Icelandic (AB/THI)
cite without comment examples of réag with accusative objects in the
sense of transport: réa hann [ land/vfir fiérdinn “row him(A) to
shorefacross the bay™ (JHI), réa manninn xfir dna “row the man{A}
across the river”, rda bdtinn yfir dna ‘tow the boat(A) across the river’
(AB), which is reminiscent of use of accusative with ferja ‘ferry’.
These examples of réa are apparently taken from Sigfiis Blondai {ed.)
(1920-24) and are from the 19% century, The use of accusative on the
object is not familiar to speakers today, who would either use dative,
as J6hanna Bar8dal notes (1992; réa manninum yfir dna ‘row the
man{D)) across the river’), or preferably a PP (réa med manninn yfir
dna ‘row with the man across the river’). if the object refers to the pas-
sengers or things transported. This diachronic change from accusative
to dative is hardly surprising, since most verbs meaning ‘transport
someone’ govemn dative:

(87) aka henni heim, skjota henni heim “drive her(D} home’; skutla
henni { beinn ‘give her(D) a lift to town’

An adverbial accusative dees occur with these verbs in the sense of
path (cf. ZMT 1985:474):

(88)a. aka pessa leid “drive this way(A)
b. réa sjéinn/fidrdinn ‘row (across) the sea/fjord’
c. riffa anafsandinn (or ride vfir dna/sandinn) ‘ride [across] the
river/sand’
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d. sigla sjidinn ‘sail the seas’, cf. Ldrtu hann sigla sinn sjo (lit.
*Let him sail his own sea”)??

Only aka pessa leid forms a passive; the others are more or less fixed
expressions.

4.6 Instrumental datives

As noted earlier, many postverbal dative NPs that native speakers now
feel 10 be objects are derived from adverbial instrumentals. It is some-
times difficult to decide on the grammatical status of the dative NP,
Passive is one possible test (ZMT 1985, Halldér Hallddrsson n.d.). In
their discussion of the German counterparts, Heidolph et al,
{1984:340) describe dative objects of monotransitive verbs as obliga-
tory arguments (valenznotwendig); adverbial datives on the other hand
should always be optional. Verbs taking adverbial or “instrumental”
datives were generally not included in the compilation (Maling 1996)
unless they take a dative object in addition (cf Stefin Einarsson
1945:108, section 1.3,1(e)}:

(8D a, taka e-n hinduwm *arrest shd’ (lit: “take somebody(A} hand(D)™)
b. taka e-m tveim hiindum ‘grect with open arms’
{lit. “greet somebody(D) two hands{D}™)
. fara huldu hifdi ‘go incognito’ (lit. “go covered head(D)”)
. ganga berum fétum “walk bare-footed’ (lit. “walk bare feet{(D}”)
e. panga purram fofum ‘have dry feet (crossing a stream)” (lit. “walk
dry feet{D)")
f. Swakurinn starir 4 mig stérum augum.
“The boy is looking at me [with] big eyes(D).’
g. bewta e-n fullum botum “make full amends’ (li1. “compensate sbd. full
amends(D}™)
h. +gjalda fullum gjéldum *pay in full” (it “pay full amount(D)™)
I. ause “scoop; anoint’

[= TN e

=7 On the other hand, no direct translation of the advertising slogan “Fly the
foendly skies of United [Airhnes]” seems to be possible.

R Joan Maling

Barmid var vatni ausid  og nefnt  Johanna.
child-the was water(D) scooped and called Jéhanna
*The child was christened and called Jéhanna.’
(fixed expression, note the word order with dative NP preceding the
participle)
J- nefna e-dle-n réttu nafni ‘call something/someone by the right name’
k. kyssa e-n heitum kossi ‘kiss someone passionately” (lit. “kiss sbd a
hot kiss(D)™)
L. kvedja e-n hiyrri kvedju ‘greet someone warmly” (formal)
(lit. “greet a warm greeting{Ih™}
m. réa élum drum ‘row with utmost effort’
(lit, “row all oars{D)™)
Hann reri ai bvi 6llum Arum ad hiin fengi st6duna.
‘He did his best 10 see that she got the position.”

As noted by Halldér Halldérsson {n.d., p. 62), the instrumentaj dative
may contain a semantically related nominal (see also the discussion of
cognate datives in the next section):

(90)a. greta grimmumifigrum tarum ‘cry bitter/sweet tears(D)’
b. kalla kdrri réddu “call [in] a loud voice(D)
c. rdda rddum sinum ‘consult, make plans’
d. reda um eitthvad rokkrum ordum ‘speak a few words about
something’
(lit. “discuss something few words(D)"}

The instrumental dative is usually sltightly formal but similar in mean-
ing to a prepositional phrase med-NP(D) ‘with NP’, although they are
not always interchangeable:

(91)a Peir téku henni (7*med) opnum drmum.
“They greeted her {with) open arms.’
b. Peir téku henni (*med) tveim hondum
‘They greeted her (with} open arms.’ (lit. “two hands™)
c. ganga {(**med) purrum férum “have dry feet (crossing a stream)’
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The PP may be odd in (91a) only because opnum drmum is an idiom,
a fixed expression, and the same could be said about the other exam-
ples.

4.7 Cognate datives

Verbs which are strictly intransitive may take “cognate objects” which
are almost always modified by an adjective; the entire cognate object
functions much like a manner adverbial, These were not generally
included in the verb list in Maling (1996), but are included in this dis-
cussion because of their case-marking, Cognate objects are often
called “cognate accusatives”, but in Icelandic, such cognate objects
tend to be marked dative {similar case marking is found in Slavic):

(92)a Hin grét sarum grati.
she cried bitter weeping(D)
*She cried bitter tears.’ {cf. Hiin grét sdran *She wept bitterly.”)
b. Hann svaf djipum svefni.
‘He slept a deep sleep{DD).’
c. Hin hizr alltaf svo innilegum hlatri.
‘She always laughs such a heartily laugh(D).’
d. Hann dé hraedilegum dauddaga.
‘He died a terrible death(D).’
e. Hun lifir go6du Lify/ sinu lifi.
‘She lives a good life(D)/her own life(D).’
f. Huin brosti til hans tindrandi brosi.
she smiled to him sparkling smile(D)
*She smiled her sparkling smile at him.’
2. Hann byr gédu bii.
‘He farms a good farm(D)." 2

The following examples are exceptions to this generalization, in thag
they take accusative cognate objects:

2 The (transitive) verb btia takes accusative in the sense of ‘prepare’, a sense
which is not semantically associaled with intransitive dea in the sense of *live’.
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(93)a @pa mikid op ‘scream a great scream(A)’2?

b. drevma illan draum *have a bad dream’ (lit. “dream a bad
dream(A)”)
d. Tveina skelfilegt vein *scream a bloodcurdling scream{AY’

[ have found some idiolectal variation among speakers, with younger
speakers especially preferring dative {idiomatic translations are hard
to come by here!):

(94)a. Hann veinadi skelfilegu veini.
‘He screamed [a] bloodcurdiing scream(D).”
b. Hann hrépadi hrépinn Gt yfir fjallahringinn.
he  yelled the yell(D) out over the mountain-range(D)
¢. Hann 6skradi  dskrinu ytir alla.
he  screamed scream-the(D) over everybody

If the verb normally governs dative, it is, of course, impossible to tell
what the source of the dative case-marking is when the object is a
“cognate object’:

{95) Noncognate dative object:  Cognate dative object:

a. skiota orinni skjota godu skoti
shoot the arrow(D) shoot a good shot(D) (‘make a
good shot’)
b. deila matnum deila illdeilum vid e-n

divide-up the tood(D) quarrel bitter quarrels{D) with sbd
‘have a hostile quarrel with some-
body.’

c. Hann radur  6lln  hér  Stjérnendurnir rada radum sinum.
he determines all(D)) here the directors plan their plans(D)}
*He makes all the “The directors are making their
decisions here.’ plans.’

*? Tn one of the sagas one can find the following:
{1} Ap pu eftir honum nokkurt ép.  (from the Flateyjarbdk manuscript}
‘Scream after him some screami(A),’
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However, a transitive verb generally continues to govem its normal case
even if the object happens to be “cognate™ (these accusaiive examples
are due to Jén G. Fridjénsson, p.c.; note however the dative in Adggva
sverdinu il og frd ‘swing the sword back and forth’). Note that for the
most part, the objects of these transitive verbs are very different in nature
from the cognate object of semantically intransitive verbs in that there is
no adverbial or manner reading; as a result there is no need for an adjec-
tival modifier. These verbs should therefore be considered transitive
verbs taking ordinary objects which may happen to share the same root

as the verb. The same holds for verbs which take accusative objects:

{96) Noncognate accusative ohject:

a.

Hann &1 bSrnin upp 4 Tsafirdi.
He raised the children{A) in Isafjirdur.’

Cognate accusative object:

Hans 81 allan aldur sinn 4 [safirdi.
He lived his whole life(A) in Isa-
fijoréur.”

b. Hana dreymdi manninn. Hana dreymdi illan draum.
she dreamt man-the{ A) she dreamt bad dreamiA)
‘She dreamt about the man.” She had a bad dream.’

C. binda sneridislaufuna binda bandid
‘tie the string(A)bow{A) ‘tig the band(A)’

. deema mdlid ‘judge the case(A)

. gala ‘crow, scream’ (intr.)

daema pann dém “render that judg-
ment(A)'
+gala gaidur ‘crow a magic(A)’

f. Riggva 1réd héggva pungt hégg
‘cut, hew, fell the tree’ ‘deal a heavy blow’
g. kveda rimuna ‘chant the ballad{A)’ kveda kvadid ‘chant, recite the
poem{AY

m

. leika knavispyrnu “play soccer(A)

tesa bokina “read the book(A)’
segja brandara *tell a joke(A)

. skera braudis ‘cut the bread(A)”

spinna bandid *spin the yarn(A)®

. syngja lagid ‘sing the song{A)’
n.

Pvo diskana “wash the dishes(A)’

o. pvija kvedid ‘recite the poem(A)’

leika godan letk ‘make a

good move{A); play a good game(A}
[as in soccer]

fesa lesturinn “read the reading{A)’
segja sdguna “tell the story(A)Y
skera fyrsta skurdinn “cut the first
cut{A)”

spinna spunann ‘spin the spin-
ning{A}"

syngfa sdnginn *sing the song(A)
pve pvortinn *wash (do) the wash’
pylia puluna ‘reciie the long poern(A)’
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In a few instances, either dative or accusative is possible with no
apparent difference in meaning. Sometimes the accusative is the
familiar idiom from the sagas, whereas the use of dative reflects the
generalization for cognate objects:

{87) Cognate accusative: Cognate dative:
a. leika gédan leik leika goBum leik
‘make a good move/ ‘make a good move(D)’
play a good game{A)’ [cannot mean ‘play a good game’]
b. sofa setan svefn sofa djupum svefni
‘have a nice sleep(A)’ ‘sleep a deep sleep(D)’

With the exception of kolthnis ‘somersault’, the complements in the
following examples are plausibly measure phrases, and as such would
be expected to be marked accusative:*

(98) Non-cognate object: Accidental cognate object:
a. hlaupa tvo spretti hlaupa hiaupis
‘Tun two spurts{A)’ ‘run the race(A)’
b. réa eina ferd réa (langan) rédur
‘row one lap(A)’ ‘go for a long row(AY’
c. stokkva kollhnis stokkva langt stokk
‘turn a somersault{A)’ ‘make a long jump(A)’
d. synda eina ferd synda langt sund
*swim one lap(A) *go for a long swim(A}
e. svnda laugina d enda
‘swim the pool(A) to the end’

As noted earlier, the verb rda ‘row’ usually governs dative when the
object refers to “the thing moved”, i.e. the boat {cf. rda bdtnum ‘row
the boat(D)"), but the distance covered and other measure-like phras-
es will be in the accusative as with other verbs of movement:

30 Adnominal measure phrases are genitive (Perta er margra vikna ferd 'This is
(2} many weeks{() rip”). as are measure phrases modifying an adjective, even if that
adjective head 1s null: Hann er priggja dra {gamally *He is three years(G)} {old).’
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(9%a. Peir reru mikinn endasprett.
‘They rowed a tremendous final spurt(A).’
b. Rauda ljénynjan hleypur grindina.
“The red lioness [Gudrin Arnardéttir] runs the hurdles(A). 3!
c. Hesturinn hefur stokkid girdinguna.
‘The horse has jumped the fence(A).

Sometimes the choice between accusative and dative seems to be
meaningful. With the verb fara ‘go’, it 1s (or was) possible to have a
modified dative cognate NP interpreted as a manner adverbial (fara
(verrum) forum, lit. “make worse trips{))™), whereas an accusative is
interpreted as a measure phrase, presumably bearing what traditional
grammars call the accusative of path/extent:

{100)a. fara ferdinalforina ‘make the journey(A)’

b. Peir foru margra leidangra upp 4 jokulinn.
‘They made many expeditions{G) up on the glacier.’

¢. Peir foru pessa leid.
“The went this way(A).’

d. Peir féru (i) pessa ferd.
‘They made this journey(A}.”

e. Hratr.. .kvad bd pvi verrum forum fara skyldu, sem beir veri fleiri.
Hrutur said they the worse iips{D) go should the they were more

‘Hrutur said it would go the worse for them the more numerouns they were.’
(IF v, 46)

But it is not always the case that a modified NP which is semantical-
ly related to the verb shows up in the dative, as illustrated by (101a}
where the object lacks the manner reading of a typical modified cog-
nate object:

{101)a. sofa saran dir ‘take a nice nap(A)’ (lit. “sleep a sweet nap™)
b. Hann svaf sma dur.
‘He took a little nap(A).”
¢. Eg svaf svona dr og dir.
‘1 slept in fits/restlessly.”  (lit: *I slept kind-of nap and nap”)

31 Guiinin Amardéttir is a famous Icelandic hurdler and a two-time Qlympian.
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As illustrated in (102), a verb may sometimes take a cognaie object
in addition to an ordinary direct object; the usual case on the cognate
object seermns to be dative (with an adverbial or instrumental reading),
but in a few fixed (archaic?} expressions, we find accusative (cf. ZMT
1985 for discussion):

{102) Dative cognate object: Accusative cognate object:
a. 3joda e-& langri sudu hiin kyssir mig rembingskoss
‘boil something a long boil{D}’ ‘she gives me a big kiss(A)
b. sera e-n stéru sdri sid e-n kinnhest
‘injure someone seriously’ *give sbd a biow on the cheek’
(lit. *wound sbd a big wound(D)") (lit. “hit shd a cheek-hit{D}")
C. s@ra e-n banasdri hisggva e-n banahigg

‘injure someone a deathwound(D)’ “deal someone a deathblow(A)’

Some native speakers report that banahdgg *deathblow’ feels likes
something other than an instrumental, more object-like, perhaps
becanse of the accusative case-marking, and some speakers also
accept dative: hdggva e-n banahdggi, in keeping with the general pat-
tern. Note that sid e-n kinnhest is not literally a cognate object, but has
the same double accusative case frame and a similar meaning.

4.8 Word-formational regularities

4.8.1 Prefixed verbs

A prefixed or compound verb (Icel. forskeytr ségn) almost always
governs the same morphological case as the root verb. For example,
the verb mispyrma ‘torture’ governs dative, since pyrma “spare some-
one’s life’ does, whereas the verb misnota “abuse’ governs accusative
just like nota ‘use’. That the assigned case is inherited from the root
verb and not the prepositional prefix is seen most clearly from the
many um-verbs which assign dative despite the fact that the preposi-
tion um ‘about, around’ always governs accusative, and the rf- verbs,
which do not govern genitive even though the preposition fif ‘to’
always assigns genitive. Note also that the verb adluga e-3 ad e-u
‘adapt something to something’ governs an accusative object although
the preposition @d assigns dative to its object:
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(103) Petta forrit hefur verid adlagad ad pessari tdlvu,
“This program has been adapted to this computer(D).”

Naot surprisingly, the same generalization holds of the case assigned
to the grammatical subject when it is assigned lexically (as
accusative or dative — I do not know of any prefixed verbs which
govern genitive on the subject); the prefixed verb govemns the same
morphological case as the root verb. Thus, the verbs minna ‘(seem to)
remember’ and misminng ‘remember incorrectly’ both take
accusative subjects, whereas both members of the following verb
pairs take dative subjects: fika ‘like’ and mislika ‘dislike’, takast
‘succeed’ and mistakast “fail’, hepprast ‘succeed’ and misheppnast
“fail’, fukkasr *succeed’” and misiukkast ‘fail’, leidast “be bored’ and
hundleidast ‘be bored to death’. There is at least one ditransitive pre-
fixed verb pair: huga ‘expect’ and fyrirhuga ‘plan’, both occurring
with a NDA case frame:

(104)a. Honum var ekki hugad  lif
he(D) was not  expected  life(A)
‘He wasn’t expected to live.”
b. Hann telur  ad sér hafi vend fyrithugad sérstakt hlutverk 1 lifinu.
he  believes that selfiDyhas been planned special mission(A) in life
‘He thinks that he has been given a special mission in life.’ (JHI)

There are a few exceptions to this generalization, however:

{103) Root verb: Prefixed/compound verb:
a. henda vérunum vs.  afhenda vorurnar
throw the goods(D) (away) deliver the goods(A)
b. fera lidinn vs.  kjarnafera Ednum
move the phrase(A) topicalize the phrase(D)

Despite exceptions like these, the generalization is that by-and-large
the prefixed or compound verb simply inherits the case of the verbal
root. Given this, we can in principle keep adding to the list of dative
verbs by this means, as illustrated in (106):
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(106) Root verb Prefixed/compound verbs governing
governing dative:  dative:
lenda ‘land’ nauflenda ‘make an emergency landing’
snua ‘turm’ hringsnia ‘tum around in circles’
varpa ‘throw’ kolfvarpa *overthrow’, sjénvarpa ‘broad-

cast (TV)', srvarpa ‘broadcast (radio)’

4.8.2 Sam- verbs and verbs of comparison
Verbs of comparison tend to govern dative, where the dative NP is the
basis of comparison:

{107) Some verbs of comparison:
likjast ‘resemble’; nema *amount to’; samlagast (samlaga sig)
¢-u ‘assimilate to’, samryma, samrema ‘reconcile with’; sam-
rymast, sanmreemast ‘conform 10°; samsvara ‘correspond to';
cf. also likja e-u vid e-3 *liken something to something’

Sorme of these verbs are perhaps not strictly “verbs of comparison” but
the meaning is at least related. A few examples are given in (108} to
iltustrate the case marking:

(108)a. Eftirmyndin likist frummyndinni.

“The copy resembles the criginal(D).’
b. Kostnadurinn nemur tvébiisund dollurum.

*The cost amounts [to} two thousand dollars(D).”
¢. Hann 4 erfitt med ad samlagast hépnum.

“He has difficulties in assimilating [to] the group(D).’
d. Pad er ekki heegt ad samryma petta neinu 60ru.

‘It is not possible to reconcile this [with] anything else(D).’
e. Ver8id samsvarar einum manadarlaunum.

“The price corresponds [to] cne month’s salary(D}.’
f. Peir liktu honum vid apa.

“They likened him{D) to an ape.”

Adjectives of comparison also take dative complements: Hann er
mjdg (6)kur fGdur sinum *He is very (un)like his father(D).”
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As can be seen in the examples above, verbs with the prefix sam-
are common in this semantic class (cf. Kress 1982 on sam +V). Most
verbs with the prefix sam- govern dative, even when they do not seem
to belong to strictly to the semantic class of comparison:

(LO9) sambeygjast ‘agree with’, samfugna ‘congratulate’, samhryggj-
ast ‘express sympathy for’, samsinna ‘agree with’, etc.

The case marking is illustrated in (110):

(110}a. Hlidstztt I¥singarord sambeygist nafnordinu.
‘An attributive adjective agrees [with] the noun{D).’
b. Vi samfognum peim 4 afmalisdaginn.
‘We congratulate them{D) on their birthday.’

But sam- verbs whose meanings emphasize unity rather than compar-
ison govern accusative:

(111)a. Sjalfstedisbarittan sametnadi pjddina.

“The fight for independence united the people(A).’

b. Tilgangurinn med &fingunni er ad samhzafa adgerdir hjdlpar-
sveitanna.
“The purpose of the exercise is to coordinate the opera-
tions{A) of the rescue teams.’

c¢. Allir eiga ad sampykkja tilléguna.
‘Everyone must ratify the proposal(A).’

Johannes Gisli Jénsson (p.c.) suggests a possible morphological gen-
eralization: a sam-verb governs dative only if (a) it has the suffix -s¢
or (b) the root governs dative on its own (cf. fagna ‘welcome shd’,
samfagna ‘congratulate’), K jartan Ottosson (p.c.) points out that sam-
r¥ma e-8 e-u ‘reconcile something with something’ is an exception to
this generalization, since r¥ma ‘vacate’ governs accusative; the
semantic correlation between samryma ‘reconcile’ and ryma ‘vacate’
is not very transponent. However, as expected, the basis of compari-
son is marked dative.
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4.8.3 Verbs of mixing together and the adverb saman

Many verbs which nommally govern accusative on their object govern
dative in the sense of ‘mixing together’ when occurring with the
adverb samarn ‘together’ (and/or some other adverb or PP with a sim-
ilar meaning). Some examples are given in (112}

(112) Accusative object: Dative object with saman:
a. blanda drykk ‘fix a drink’ blanda e-u saman ‘mix sth together’
b. hnoda deigid ‘knead the hnoda e-u saman *knead sth together’

dough’
c. hraera deigid hreera purrefnunum saman

‘stir the dough/batter”  ‘mix the dry ingredients together’
a. prsla pasiuspilid pusia e-u saman

‘work on a jigsaw puzzle' ‘put sth (e.g. schedule) together’

If the adverb saman is obligatory whenever the object is marked
dative, this was noted in Maling (1996) by including samasn as part of
the lexical entry as illustrated in {(113);

(113) bianda e-u saman 'mix sth together’, hreera e-u saman ‘stir sth
toghether’, prisia e-u saman ‘put sth together’, raka e-u saman
* rake sth together’, vefja e-u saman/um e-5 ‘fold sth together”,
vodla e-u saman ‘crumple sth together’, pvela e-u saman
‘crumple sth together’

Other verbs, however, continue to govern accusative even when
they occur with saman:

(114) setja e-8 saman ‘put sth together’, squma e-8 saman ‘sew sth
together’, lima e-& saman ‘glue together’, negla e-0 samun
‘nail together’, binda ¢-8 saman ‘tie together’, hraeda e-b
saman ‘melt together’, sjéda e-3 saman ‘boil together’, klemma
e-& saman ‘clip together’, hdpa sig saman “crowd together’,
hnipra sig saman ‘curl up into a ball’, etc.

The second language learner is likely to be perplexed by the appar-
ently conflicting information in dictionary entries for these verbs. For
example, JH] gives only hrera e-d saman (ie. with accusative)
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whereas Johanna Barddal (1992) indicates that dative is the natural
case with Arera saman ‘stir together’, citing hrera purrefnunum
saman as an illustrative example. The difference between accusative
and dative seems to reflect the degree of mixing: the more the items
retain their individual integrity, the more likely they are 10 be marked
accusative rather than dative (thus items sewn, glued or nailed togeth-
er can still be individually identified). Helgi Skili Kjartansson (p.c.)
offers the following comment (translations of example sentences
added — JM):
Dative is a more natural choice if different things are mixed: hrzera
saman skyrinu og rjémanum ‘mix the skyr and the cream together’,
whereas accusative is natural for further mixing what is already a mix-
ture, thus:
Hreardu hetur saman pessa bidndy *Stir this mixture together better’
Hreerdu purrefnin betur saman *Stir the dry ingredients together better”
where betur suggests that they have already been combined. Also:
Pii ert ekki bitinn ad hreera petta nogu vel saman!
‘You haven’t stirred this well enough together.”

This is certainly a grey area, where there is considerable idiolectal
variation, and grammaticality judgments are far from absolute.

4.9 Miscellaneous semantic classes

Some miscellaneous semantic classes are listed in the following sub-
sections.

4.9.1 Verbs of marrying
Verbs of marrying typically take a dative object, including the ditran-
sitive gifta ‘marry off

{115) Hann gifti déttur sfna rikum manni.
‘He married his daughter{A) [off to a] rich man(D).”

Verbs in this semantic class include giftast e-m ‘marry, get married to’,
kvenast ‘marry (a woman)’,3? trilofast e-m *get engaged to’.

32 The verb kvanast is etymologically related to the noun kong “woman’ and thus
medans ‘marry to a woman'. The verb gifrast is etymologically related to the verb gefa
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4.9.2 Verbs expressing dominance

Verbs meaning ‘govern. manage, obey, serve’, etc. are referred to as
“verbs which express dominance” by Heidolph et al. (1984). These
typically govem dative in Icelandic:

(116) gegna, hlita, hl¥da e-m ‘obey, listen 10°; stjérna e-u ‘govern,
un’; siyra e-u ‘steer, direct’; (7)orka e-u, valda e-u *manage’;
bicna ‘serve’

Note that the corresponding Russian verbs govern instrumental case.

4.9.3 Verbs of organizing
Verbs meaning ‘orgamize, arrange’ tend to take dative objects (cf. HH,
p- 53):

{117 a. fylkja éllu Edinu ‘organize, muster the whole force(D)’
b. haga pessu pannig ‘arrange this(D) that way’
c. stilla e-u { héf "keep sth{[}) within limits’
d. Peir stilltu litt drykkjunni.
*They didn’t temper their drinking(D).’

Note that in the sense ‘adjust’, stifla governs accusative: Hann stillti
{jésin *He adjusted the lights.’

4.9.4 Verbs of postponing and finishing
Yerbs meaning ‘postpone, refuse, stop, finish' usually take dative
objects :

(118) fresta e-u ‘postpone’, hafna e-u ‘refuse’, heita e-u ‘stop’, létta
e-u ‘stop’, ljika e-u ‘finish’, skirra vandr@®dum ‘prevent
trouble(D)’

Note, however, that /éita in the sense of ‘lighten’ governs accusative:

‘give” and in OI it was only used about women being married (i.e. ‘given away’) to
men. In modern Icelandic it is the default verb for ‘marry” whereas kvenast 1s some-
times used in more formal speech in its original meaning.
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(119}a. Peir létu ekki ferdinni fyrr en beir komu 4 Pingvelli.
‘They did not stop (the journey(D)) unt# they came to Thing-
vellir.”
b. Peir purftu ad létta toskuna,
*They needed to lighten the suitcase(A).’

It should also be noted that the generalization about case marking of
verbs of finishing and stopping is not without exceptions. Thus the
following verbs, for instance, govem accusative:

(120} kildra matinn ‘finish the meal(A)’, stoppal/stddva verkidibilinn
‘stop the job(A)/the car(A) stansa e-nfe-d ‘stop somebody/
something’ (AB)

4.9.5 Verbs of cursing, reproaching and threatening
When verbs of cursing are used transitively, they typically take dative
objects, as do verbs of reproaching and threatening:

(121) dmela e-m ‘reproach’ (HHY; bdlva, bléta, formela e-mie-u
‘damn, curse sbdfsth’; hallm@la e-m ‘cnticize, denigrate
sbd’: dgna, ®gja e-m ‘threaten sbd’, reidasr e-m *get angry at
sbd’

4.9.6 Verbs of spending and wasting
Verbs meaning ‘spend, waste’ take dative objects;

(122) evda kaupinu siru ‘spend one’s salary(D)’, séa peningum
‘waste money(DY, sélunda arfinum *waste the inheritance(D)’

4.9.7 Verbs of collecting and stealing

Verbs meaning ‘collect, gather” take dative objects, frequently with a
{directional} adverb or PP like samar ‘together’ or ad sér/til sin ‘to
oneself”’:

(123) nurla saman peningum ‘hoard money(D)’, safna bokum *col-
lect books(D)’, sanka ad sér upplysingum ‘gather informa-
tion{D)’, vida ad sér vistum ‘gather provisions{D)’
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Verbs of stealing and pilfering could perhaps be seen as semantically
related and these too tend to take dative objects. The thing stolen is
then marked dative but the person stolen from is usually realized as a
PP (e.g. with fra e-m ‘from sbd’ or af e-m ‘from sbd™):

{124} stela e-u ‘steal’, mupla e-u ‘fikch’, nappa e-u “pilfer’. rena e-
i ‘rob’

The verb nappa is presumably a loan word and according to Jéhanna
Bartidal {1999; 2001b, ch. 3}, the case marking generalization also
holds for more recent borrowings with this meaning. Note the two
ways of using the verb reena ‘rob’ in (125b,c}:

{125)a. Peir stilu bokunum fra Jéni.
‘They stole the books(D) from Jon(D>).
b. Peir rendu békunum fra Jéni.
*They robbed the books(D) from Jon(D).”
¢. Pbeir rendu J6n békunum,
‘They robbed Jon(A) the books(ID).’

The ditransitive version is more formal, although it is not obsolete like
the corresponding version for stela ‘steal’ (cf. the discussion around
(18) above).

4.9.8 Verbs of damage or destruction
Many verbs meaning ‘damage, destroy’ take dative objects:

(126) eyda e-u ‘destroy, delete’; granda, spilla, rortima, ‘destroy,
make unuseable’; hefta e-u ‘115k’; refsa e-m ‘punish’; risikera
e-it ‘risk’

I is perhaps questionable whether refse *punish’ belongs in this cate-
gory, but the classes are not always clear cut, as can be seen from the
fact that HH (p. 52) includes gleyma “forget’ in this category. Yet it is
clear that there is a living generalization here. Thus the Danish loan
risikera ‘risk’ takes a dative like the native hwetta ‘risk’. Similarly,
recent borrowings like dflfta (or dilitera) ‘delete’ also tend to govern
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dative like the native eydo ‘destroy, delete’. But some verbs in this
semantic class take accusative objects;

(127) skemma, Snyta, eydileggja e-8 *destroy something, lay waste” (cf.
that leggja ‘lay’ which governs accusative); fefla, rifa e-d ‘pull
something down (e.g. a building)’, jafna e-& vid jordu ‘level’

4.9.9 Verbs of killing and of bodily harm
Many verbs of killing take dative objects:

(128} bana, granda, kdla, sdlga ‘K, farga, Iéga, sidtra ‘slaughter’;
fyrirfara e-misér ‘kill sbdfoneself’; fyrirkoma e-m *kill sbd’ >

Many verbs of killing take accusative objects, however:

(129) aflifa, deyda, drepa “kill’; hdlshiggva, héggva ‘behead’; hengja
‘hang’; myr3a ‘murder’; skera ‘slanghter’ (lit. “cut™); skjdia
‘shoot’, stinga ‘stab’

Verbs of bodily harm can be said to be semantically related and
these too frequently take dative objects:

(130) mishjéda e-m ‘offend, injure’; mishyrma e-m ‘torture, inflict
bodily harm’; naudga e-m ‘rape’

But here too there are exceptions as several verbs in this semantic
class take accusative objects:

(131 meida e-n *hurt’, misnota e-n ‘abuse’, ping e-n ‘torture’, pynta
¢-n ‘torture (mainly as punishment or to extract information)’

We can say, then, that most verbs meaning ‘kill” govern dative,
although the basic verb, drepa ‘kill’, governs accusative.** Note that
all the verbs which govern dative generally take sentient animate beings

3% HH suggests that the case governed “by at least some” of these verbs is deter-
mined by the prefix fyrir-, which is “a preposition which becomes a prefix”; however,
as a preposition, fyrir can govern either accusative or dative. Besides, we have seen that
the prefix of verbs rarely influences their case marking properties (cf. section 4.8.1).

* The verb drepa governs dative in other uses. including the fixed expression
drepa e-u d dreif “avoid the 1ssue’ a sense far removed from “kill'; drepa fingri { vatn
*dip a finger in water” and drepa smfdrinu & Braudid ‘slather bunter(D) on the bread’.
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as object, but so do many verbs in this semantic class which govern
accusative: myrda ‘murder’, hengjo ‘hang’, skera ‘cut, shice’, affifa
‘take somebody’s life’, hdlshéggva ‘behead’, skjsta ‘shoot’, stinga
‘stab’. But the verb drepa can also take inanimate and abstract objects:
drepa timann ‘kill time’. The objects of the verbs governing dative are
generally animate. The following examples are perhaps personification:
naudga mdliny/ tonverkinu ‘rape the language/the piece of music’.

4.9.10 The verb brenna ‘burn’

In this final section, I mention some of the complexities concerning
the choice between dative and accusative on the object of one verb,
brenna ‘bum’. The taxonomy is due largely to Helgi Skili Kjartans-
son {p.c.}), who distinguishes six senses.

The basic rule is that when the object refers to fuel used for com-
bustion, it governs dative: brenna ruslinu/kolum ‘burn the garbage/
the coals{D)’. Jén G. Frifjénsson (class notes) has suggested that in
this sense, brenna belongs to the semantic class of verbs whose
cbjects undergo movement. Otherwise the object is accusative, for
example, if you bum down something large (and hence stationary):
brenna hisid/landid ‘burn the house/the land{A)’. The burning of let-
ters or other documents is a tricky area, as noted below. Overall, the
difference in case-marking seems to be marking an aspectual dimen-
sion, with accusative emphasizing the (potential) result of the burning.
Further details are provided below,

{132} brenna + dative on fuel used for combustion:
brenna ruslinu/kolum/oliunni *burn the trash/coal/oil’

Exceptions to this include combinations like brenna upp “burm up’ and
brenna vil ésku *burn to ash’, as these take accusative even if the sub-
stance is a fuel:

¢133)a. Hann brenndi allan eldividinn upp.
‘He burned all the firewood(A) up.’
b. Hiin brenndi kolin til dsku.
‘She burned the coal to ashes.” {cf. JHI)
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{134) brenna + accusative if you hurt someone or damage something
{on the surface) by heat
a. Gastu ekki straujad skyrtuna an pess ad brenna kragann?
‘Couldn’t you iron the shirt(A) without bumning the collar?’
b. Eg skal brenna big med kertinu minu ef pi heldur afram abd
strida meér.
‘I will burn you{A) with my candle if you keep teasing me!’
¢. Brenndu big ekki 4 kaffinu!
‘Don’t burn yourself(A) on the coffee!”

(135) brenna + accusative in the intentional use of heat for a specific
purpose (subcase of the above, but with a desireable effect
rather than damage), e.g. in the sense of bake, roast or cauter-
ize: breana kafft ‘roast coffee (beans){(A)’, brenna sdr ‘cauter-
ize a wound(A)’, brenna tigulsteing ‘bake tiles{A)’, brenna kol
‘char wood(AY (Zogga), bremna ik ‘cremate’ (lit. “burn
corpse(A)™)

Note that the expression brenna kol ‘char wood (A, making charcoal)’
contrasts with brenna kolum “bum coal(DD) as a fuel’.

{136) brenna + accusative, if you bum dovwn something large, e.g. a
building (or part thereof), hence stationary:
Cortes lét brenna skip sin A0ur en hann lagdi til atlégu vid Azieka.
‘Cortez burned his ships{A) before he went to battle with the
Aztecs.’ {or ‘had his ships burned ...”)

Presumably brenna upp “burn up’ and brenna #il dsku ‘burmn to ash’ fall
into this category.

{137) brenna + accusative/dative in the sense of ‘disposal by fire of
letters, documents, etc,” Here either dative or accusative is pos-
sible, with a subtle difference in meaning that native speakers
find almost impossible to explain:

Hiin brenndi 6llum astarbréfunum/sl! dstarbréfin.
‘She bumed all the love leiters(D/A).’
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One generalization seems to be that the use of dative on the object
implies intentionality; the burning cannot be accidental, whereas if the
object is marked accusative, then the burning could be either acciden-
tal or intentional:

{138)a. Hann brenndi handritid/*handritinu { misgripum.
‘He burned the manuscript(A/*D) by mistake.’
b. Hann brenndi handritid/handritinu viljandi.
"He burned the manuscript(A/D) on purpose.”

(139) brenna + accusative of dative in the sense of disposal by fire of

refuse:
hrenna ruslinu vs.  brenna rusiid
burn the transh(D) burn the trash(A)}

For some speakers, if the object is dative, then it is understood as
being the fuel; if marked accusative, then it is the thing being disposed
of. Kjartan Ottosson {p.c.) suggests that use of the dative puts focus
on the end result, as illustrated by the following contrast:

{140) Eg brenndi ruslid/??ruslinu, en pad brann bara ekki allt.
I burned trash-the(A/?7D), but it burned just not completely
‘I burned the trash, but 1t didn’t burn completely up.’

Adding ‘but it just didn’t burn completely’ feels more like a contra-
diction if the object was marked dative than if it was marked
accusative.

4. Conclusion

Dative objects are thematically unrestricted in that they can be goals,
recipients, experiencers, beneficiaries and even themes. Although the
correlation between thematic role and morphological case is not one-
to-oneg, there is clear evidence of semantic generalizations at work in
the language. The frequency of dative case on verbal objects has been
increasing throughout the recorded period, most notably for two
semantically predictable classes: (i) experiencers, and (ii) objects
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which undergo movement. Particularly interesting is the correlation
between dative case on the object and the occurrence of a directional
PP or adverb, which can be seen as a direct consequence of the seman-
tic generalization involving movement. Dative case is also used on the
complements of two classes of normally intransitive verbs when used
transitively: (1) verbs denoting heavenly and bodily emissions, and (ii)
verbs taking cognate objects. Some uses of dative in fcelandic, inciud-
ing the case on cognate objects, correspond to instrumental case in
Slavic.

Thus to a limited degree, the case-marking on verbal complements
in Icelandic is semantically predictable. Whereas the association of
dative with goal arguments of various kinds, including recipients,
experiencers and beneficiaries is cross-linguistically common, the
association of dative case with theme arguments is ¢ross-linguistical-
ly remarkable (see Maling 2001}. It is noteworthy that dative associ-
ated with certain subclasses of theme arguments, especially nominals
that undergo movement, seems to be spreading. J6hannes Gishi
Jonsson (1997-98) hypothesizes that lexical case on subjects in
Icelandic may be either thematic case or idiosyncratic case; he
assumes that dative on goals and experiencers is thematic case, where-
as dative on themes and patients is idiosyncratic. Given this distinc-
tion, he observes that idiosyncratic case on gramumatical subjects is
losing ground in Icelandic, whereas thematic case is gaining ground.
The results of this study indicate that the distinction between themat-
ic and idiosyncratic lexical case needs to be modified for grammatical
objects, since dative case on themes is not always idiosyncratic on
grammatical ohjects as it is for grammatical subjects.
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UTDRATEUR
‘B3 rignir pagufalli 4 fslandi: Sagnir sem stjorma pagufalli 4 andlagi sinu’

Héfundur pessarar greinar safnadh fynir nokkrum drum miklum fjélda sagna sem taka
med sér pagufallsandlag (sjd Maling 1996} og hér er helstu nidurstédum peirrar séfn-
unar Iyst. Markmidid er ad setja fram 4 adgengilegan og ekki mjég sérfrabilegan hét
yhirlit yfir hina ¥msu fiekka sagna i isiensku sem stjérna bagufalli 4 andlagi sinu e8a
fyllilid. Pess er vaenst ad par alhefingar sem hér eru settar fram um dreifingu pdgu-
falls og samanburd pess vid polfall gen nyst vid leitina adl peim reglum sem rdda pvi
hvada fall er valid i islensku (sja t.d. Svenonius 2001 og 2002) og einnig audveldad
freedilegan samanburd fallmérkunar i likum tungumdlum. Auk bess ad draga saman
nidurstddur r sagnalista héfundar (Maling 1996) og beta vid efni hans gefur greinin
1fka yhirlit yfir ymislegt efni ir ritgerdum eftir Jéhinnu Bar3dal (1993, 2000, 2001b).
Med pvi ad bera nidurstéGurnar saman vid vmfjéllun Jéhannesar Gisla Jénssonar um
sagnir (og lysingaror®) sem taka med sér frumlag { pagufalli (1997, 1997-98) ma £
fyllri mynd af edli pagufalls almennt. Fram kemur ad pagufall er ad hluta tl fyrir-
segjanlegt 4 andlagi, Pad tengist merkingarhlutverkinu mark {c. goal) { vidustu
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merkingu, ninar tiltekid badi pvi sem kalla mé vidtakanda {e. recipient} og njdtanda
(e. beneficiary), auk reynanda (eda skynjanda, e. experiencer). En ef liud er til ann-
arra méla ver8ur b6 ennpé athyglisverara a® pigufall er einnig notad 4 andldg sem
gegna pvi merkingarhlutverki sem kallad er bema (e. theme) og tdknar m. a. pal sem
hreyfist fyrir tilverknad sagnar (t.d. boltann sem er kastaB, kiluna sem er varpadl),
eins og 4dur hefur vend lyst (sjd Maling 2001). P4 kemur bigufall cinnig fram 4 fylli-
1lidum sagna sem erv i el sinu dhrifslausar (b.e. sagnir sem taka oftast adeins einn
roklid eda jafnivel engan), t.d. sagniv sem tengjast likamlegum drgangi e8a tirkomu af
himnum ofan (e. verbs of bodily and heavenly emissions), sbr. kitka, pissa, rigna,
snjda. Ennfremur md benda 4 notkun pagufalls 4 fyllilidum sem eru af sdmu rét og
stgn sem er i edli sinu (eda merkingarlega) dhrifslaus (e. cognate ohbjects). Slikir
fyllilidir innihalda gjarna einhvers konar lysingarord sem dkvaedi, sbr. sofa djiipum
svefni, hleja innilegum hldtri, brosa tindrandi brosi. Sumar slikar sagnir taka pé
fyllilida 1 bolfalli, enda eru festar af bessum reglum undantekningarlausar og fremar
um tilhneigingu ad reda en fastar reglur.

Priu fyrir pad ad bdgufallid sé ekki algjoriega fyrirsegjanlegt er bad bé ad breiBast
it 4 sumum svidum, baed 4 pann hatt abd sagnir sem 4dur t6ku polfall fa ni pagufall
(keyra e-n heim > keyra e-m heim) og Dyjar sagnir og tokusagnir fylgja . reglunni®
(sbr. spreda e-u). Detta 4 ekki sist vi8 um bemu i pagufalli, en pad bendir til pess a8
bar liggi einhver merkingarleg regla eda alhzfing ad baki. Pad liggur ekki { augum
uppt ad pad sé samrymanlegt peirri hugmynd Jéhannesar Gisla Jénssonar (1997-98)
ad pagufall 4 bema sé furbufall fremur en reglufall og pess vegna 4 undanhaldi, en
reglufall sé einkum pdgufall 4 reynanda (skynjanda) og marki og pad sé pad fall sem
sekir 4.

SUMMARY
Verbs with Dative Objects in Ieelandic

keywords: case marking, morphological case, dative, grammatical object, thematic
role

This paper reporis the results of an extensive compilation of Icelandic verbs which
govemn dative case on their complements (Maling 1996). The goal of this paper is to
provide a largely atheoretical summary of the various subclasses of Ieelandic verbs
which govern dative case on their complements. It is my hope that the descriptive
generalizations stated here about the distribution of dative as opposed to accusative
case will provide the empirical basis for attempts to discover the rules that govem the
choice among the various morphological cases in Icelandic in particular (see e.g.
Svenonius 2001, 2002), and 10 theorize about the nature of case-marking cross-lin-
guistically. This paper is intended to summarize and complerient the extensive list of
verbs provided in Maling {1996}, as well as various papers by J6hanna Barddal (1993,
2000, 2001b). Tt also complements the list of predicates governing dative subjects
compiled by Jéhannes G. Jénsson (1997) and reported in Idhanncs G. Jonsson
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{1997-98). It is shown that to a limited degree, object case in Icelandic 15 semanti-
cally predictable. Dative can be associated with goal arguments of varipus kinds,
including recipients, experiencers and beneficiaries; what is more remarkable from a
cross-linguistic perspective is that dative case can also be associated with theme argu-
ments {see also Maling 2001). Dative is also used on the complements of semantical-
ly intransitive verbs. notably verbs denoting heavenly and bodily emissions, and for
cognate objects; the latter use which corresponds to the use of instrumental case in
Slavic,

It is noteworthy that dative associated with certain subclasses of theme argu-
ments, especially nominals that undergoe movemnent, seems to be spreading, This sug-
gests that some dative themes reflect semantic generalizations. This fact is not cbvi-
ously cornpatible with the distinction between thematic and idiosyncratic case as pro-
posed for subjects in Jéhannes G. Jonsson {1997-98), who proposed that idiosyncral-
ic case, including dative themes and patients, is losing ground in Icelandic, whereas
themaric case is gaining ground.

Appendix; Monotransitive German verbs governing Dative objects
(adapted from G. Helbig and J. Buscha {1987) Deutsche Grammatik, Verlag Enzyklo-
padie Leipzig. pp. 58-59)

abraren ‘dissuade”; absagen ‘refuse 5.0."; dhneln ‘resemble’; angehdren ‘belong 10"
anhaften *adhere to’; applaudieren ‘applaud’; assistieren “assist’; auffallen 'strike
5.0t aufgehen ‘dawn on’; anflauern ‘ambush, lie in wait for’; gusweichen ‘make way
for’; hegegnen ‘meet’; behagen ‘please’: beipflichten agree with’; beistchen ‘help’;
beistimmen ‘agree with’; beitreten “agree w0’ beiwohnen “antend’; bekommen ‘agree
with'; belieben 'please™; bevorstehen ‘approach’; bleiben “remain’; danken ‘thank’;
dienen “serve’; drohen ‘threaten’; einfallen ‘occur to s.0.”; einlewchten ‘be clear 1o”;
emtfallen ‘escape from’; entflichen “flee from'; entgegengehen ‘go to meet'; enfge-
gentreten ‘stand up to'; entgehen ‘escape from’; entkommen ‘get away from’; enr-
laufen ‘run away from’; enrrinnen ‘run away from’; enrsagen ‘renounce’; entsprechen
meet.comply with’; entstammen “descend from’; entwachsen ‘outgrow’; erliegen suc-
cumb to"; erscheinen ‘appear to”; fehlen ‘lack’ fluchen “curse’: folgen “follow’; from-
men “benefit’: gehiihren “be due’: gefalien ‘please’; gegemibersitzen “sit opposite”;
gegentibertreten “face’; gehorchen ‘obey’; gehdren “belong to'; gefingen ‘succeed’;
genligen “satisfy’; geraren “prosper for s.0.7; gleichen ‘resemble’; gliicken ‘succeed’;
gratulicren ‘congratulate’;, groflen “resent, bear ill will towards’; helfen ‘help’;
huldigen 'pay homage to'; impanieren "impress’; kondolieren ‘condole with'; kdndi-
gen "give notice o'; fauschen 'cavesdrop on, listen to”; feichifalien ‘be easy for™
fiegen ‘lic before’: missfatlen *displease’; missltingen *fail'; missraten “turn out badly
for™; misstrauen ‘mistrust’: munden "taste good”: nachblicken ‘gaze after’, nacheifern
emulate™ nacheilen ‘pursue’s nachfahren ‘descend from’; nachgeben “yield to”:
nachgehen “follow’;, nachlaufen ‘run after’; nachschauen “gaze after’; nachspiiren
track’: nachstellen ‘lic in wait for'; nachirauern ‘moum’; nahen ‘approach’; nutzen
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profit by’; miitzen “be of use to™: parieren ‘obey’; passen ‘suit’; passieren “happen 10°;
reichen “suffice’; schaden “harm'; schmecken “taste’; schmeicheln ‘flatier’; schwer-
fallen *be a burden to’; sein ‘fecl’; sichnghern ‘approach’; stehen ‘stand’: rele-
grafieren “telegraph’; trauen “tust’; troizen ‘defy’; unterlaufen ‘ocour'; unterliegen
‘succurnb’; unterstehien ‘be subordinate to’; vertrauen “trust {in)’; verzethen forgive”,
vorangehen ‘precede’; vorguseilen ‘hurry on ahead of’: vorausgehen ‘precede™
vorstehen “oversee’: weglaufen ‘run away from’; wehrun “hurt’; weichen ‘vield to';
weiterhelfen “help s.o. on’y widerfahren “befall’: widersprechen ‘contradict s.0.”;
widerstehen ‘oppose’; widerstreben *oppose’; willfahren ‘comply with’; winken wave
1o’ ziemen “befitting's ~ubfinzeln ‘wink at’; zwfallen *fall 0’; zuffiegen ‘fly to':
cuhdren ‘listen W', zujauchzen ‘cheer’; zujubeln ‘cheer’; zukommen ‘reach, belong
t0"; zwlaufen ‘run 10'; culdchein ‘smile at’; zuprosten ‘toast’; zuraten “advise’; zure-
den ‘advise’; zfirnen ‘be annoyed with'; zusagen ‘promise’; zuschauen ‘look on';
zusehen "watch'; zusetzen “pursuc, pester’: Zustimmen “agree with’; tutrinken “drink
1o, pledge’; ninvorkommen ‘come before, prevent’; suwinken ‘wave to, signal o'
Tuzwinkern "wink at’
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