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The morphological expression of case
in Ovdalian*

Peter Svenonius
CASTL, University of Tromse - The Arctic University of Norway

The purpose of this paper is to document and describe the case system of the
most conservative variety of Ovdalian still spoken (‘Traditional Ovdalian,
TO). The system is compared with the four-case system of Old Swedish (OS)
and the three-case system of Classical Ovdalian (CO) described by Levander
(1909). I argue that TO distinguishes three cases, but in full noun phrases, only
manifests a two-case system, where Dative case is opposed to a Direct case
comprising nominative and accusative functions. Pronouns generally show a
different alignment, distinguishing nominative from objective cases. I focus on
the nominal suffixes, which distinguish gender, number, definiteness, and case,
as well as declension class. I argue that TO nouns have only one suffix, where
OS had three, and CO was in transition between two suffixes and one. I examine
the patterns of syncretism, and suggest that some can be explained in terms

of markedness cooccurrence restrictions, but not others. I also briefly discuss
adnominal modifiers (determiners and adjectives).

1. Introduction

Following the terminology adopted in Garbacz (2010) (which builds in turn on
Helgander 1996 and other work), I will refer to the variety documented in detail
by Levander (1909) as ‘Classical’ Ovdalian. According to Levander (1925: 37-43),
the most important distinguishing characteristics of Ovdalian were present by the
beginning of the 17th century, and possibly earlier. However, significant changes

*  The endonym is (0v)dalska; Elfdalian, Ovdalian, and Oevdalian have been variously used in
works published in English. Thanks to Lars Steensland, NORMS, and Gerda Werf and Ulum
Dalska and the other people of Alvdalen for making the fieldwork possible and enjoyable.
Thanks to Henrik Rosenkvist, Kristine Bentzen, and especially Piotr Garbacz for invaluable as-
sistance during and after fieldwork. Lars Steensland, Piotr Garbacz, and an anonymous reviewer
made many valuable suggestions and pointed out many errors in an earlier version, which I have
endeavored to correct, but flaws no doubt remain, despite their efforts.
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took place in the 20th century. Following Garbacz (2010: 34), a conservative vari-
ety of Ovdalian spoken by a generation born after about 1920 but before 1950 can
be called Traditional Ovdalian. Most speakers today speak another variety, which
is sometimes called ‘Younger’ Ovdalian or ‘Modern’ Ovdalian.!

The Traditional Ovdalian case system has not, to my knowledge, been system-
atically documented or described before. I describe it here and compare it to that
of Classical Ovdalian. I also locate both systems in the typological context of case
systems cross-linguistically. Traditional Ovdalian manifests a nominative-objec-
tive distinction in the pronominal system, but a direct-dative distinction on full
nouns. Thus the language as a whole distinguishes three distinct syntactic case
contexts, nominative, accusative, and dative, but the morphology of lexical noun
phrases (including their determiners and modifiers) distinguishes at most two,
direct versus dative.

The Traditional Ovdalian system reported here has been established mainly
on the basis of a series of interviews and data elicitation sessions with speakers
born before 1950 conducted by myself and associates in the NORMS project in
2007.2 Additional material was collected in follow-up expeditions by Piotr
Garbacz and myself. In addition, the book Kunundsin kumb written by Hjalmar
Larsson, a native speaker (listed in references under Larsson 1985; henceforth
KK) was used. When quoting material from KK, I preserve the original spelling.
For other material I conform to the standardized orthography established in
2005, except where deviations are phonologically significant and where otherwise
noted.’ The symbol (3) represents a voiced interdental fricative /3/ in Classical
Ovdalian, with somewhat variable realization in different dialects of Traditional
Ovdalian. Additional sources are cited where used.

1. According to a survey conducted in 2008 by Gosta Larsson, Ulla Welin, and Bengt Welin of
the Ulum Dalska organization, approximately 2,500 people speak one variety or another of the
language.

2. See http://norms.uit.no/ for information on the NORMS project.

3. For example, Levander marks nasality with a hook on all nasal vowels, even where it is
predictable (before nasal stops), whereas the standardized orthography marks nasality only
when a nasal vowel is not followed by m or 1, and that is the practice here, except for material
quoted from KK, where nasality appears to be marked inconsistently.

4. Ihave benefitted from valuable reference materials for Ovdalian, including a dictionary by
Lars Steensland (2006) and a grammar by Bengt Akerberg (2012). The latter only came out after
this paper was completed, but T was able to consult earlier versions such as Akerberg (2000). As
befits their function as reference works, these grammars are deliberately conservative, and I
have not relied on them as evidence concerning how dative case is manifested in Traditional
Ovdalian.
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I focus on full lexical nouns, discussing pronouns briefly in §2.2. The system
of full lexical nouns shows two case forms in all three genders, in definite and plu-
ral forms, as well as some indefinite singular forms, see below. This is illustrated
for the masculine noun est ‘horse’ in (1).

(1) Masculine est ‘horse’

Singular Plural
Indefinite Definite
DirecT est estn ester
DAt1vE est estem estum

Descriptively, there are three significant differences between this system of noun
inflection and the one described in Akerberg (2000) and Dahl and Koptjevskaja-
Tamm (2006). One is the absence of distinctions between the nominative and ac-
cusative cases in lexical nouns (compare Classical Ovdalian ester (Nom) vs. esta
(Acc) ‘horses’ in the indefinite plural, and estdr (Nom) vs. estg (Acc) in the definite
plural, Levander 1909: 11-12). The standard term for a single case which is used
for both subjects and objects is DIRECT CasE (Blake 2001, Haspelmath 2009), and
I will use that term here.

The second difference is the loss of definiteness distinctions in most plurals
(again, compare the Classical Ovdalian forms mentioned above: ester (Indef) vs.
estdr (Def) in the nominative, and esta (Indef) vs. estg (Def) in the accusative).
However, unlike the merger of the nominative and accusative, this is only true for
some classes of noun. For example, a neuter noun like fak ‘roof” shows a distinc-
tion between the definite and indefinite forms of the ‘direct case’ plural.

(2) Neuter tak ‘roof’

Singular Plural
Indefinite Definite  Indefinite Definite
DirecT  tak tatjed tak tatje
DaTIve  tak tatji takum takum

These two changes are likely to be related, since loss of distinct nominative and
accusative forms eliminated part of the paradigm in which definite and indefinite
forms were distinguished in the plural (the dative definite and indefinite plurals
were already identical in Classical Ovdalian).®

The third difference in this system is the loss of several distinctly dative suf-
fixes in the indefinite singular, with the result that Direct and Dative cases are

5. Levander (1909: 13, n. 2) observes that older speakers occasionally have a distinct dative
definite plural -ume, but this is sufficiently marginal that he does not include it in his paradigms.
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often indistinct in the indefinite singular. This can be seen in the paradigms for est

‘horse’ and tak ‘roof” in (1)-(2) above, as well as for the feminine noun fika ‘fig’ in
(3) below.®

(3) Feminine fika ‘fig’

Singular Plural
Indefinite ~ Definite
DIRECT fika fikg fikur
DATIVE fika fikun fikum

Compare Classical Ovdalian indefinite singular dative forms este ‘horse; tatji ‘roof;
and fikd fig’ (Levander 1909: 11-12, 29-30, 40-41).

Another interesting property in the system is a mismatch between the case
system for lexical nouns and the case system for pronouns. First and second per-
son pronouns, as well as plural pronouns, also make a two-case distinction, but
syncretize accusative with dative rather than with nominative. The mismatch can
be illustrated in the following way.

(4) PRONOUN (1PL)  LEXICAL NOUN (STR. M PL)
Nom  wijd kaller Nom
Acc uoss | kaller Acc
Dart uoss kallum Dar
‘we/us’ ‘men’

A similar situation is observed in Norwegian dialects which preserve the dative.
For example, Halsa (Nordmere) dialect as described by Afarli and Fjosne (2012)
distinguishes nominative from accusative/dative in parts of the pronominal sys-
tem, but dative from nominative/accusative in some third person pronouns and
on definite-marked lexical nouns, as indicated in (5).

(5) PRONOUN (1PL)  LEXICAL NOUN (STR. F SG)
Nom  me katta Nom
Acc ass | katta Acc
Dar ass kattdinn ~ Dat
‘we/us’ ‘the cat’

6. 1 deliberately illustrate with a noun which is low in frequency in daily discourse. In elicita-
tion sessions, I tested low as well as high frequency nouns to control for the possibility that case
forms for certain high frequency nouns might be exceptional.



The morphological expression of case in Ovdalian

181

This kind of situation can be found in other case alignment systems. In ergative
systems, the subject of an intransitive (S) shows the same case as the object of a
transitive (O), distinct from the ergative case of the subject of a transitive verb (A),
while in accusative systems S and A pattern together, distinct from O. Quite com-
monly, pronouns, and especially first and second person pronouns, show accusative
alignment while full nouns show ergative alignment (Silverstein 1976, Dixon 1994).
This is illustrated below with Dyirbal, an Australian language (Dixon 1972: 42, 50).

(6) PRONOUN (1PL)  LEXICAL NOUN (CLASS I SG)
A (Nom) npanadi yata-ngu A (Erg)
S (Nom)  nanadi yara S (Abs)
O (Acc) nanadi-na yara O (Abs)
‘we/us’ ‘man’

Another similar pattern is the one seen in Bonan (Mongolic; Baerman 2009: 226),
where pronouns syncretize dative with accusative, while full nouns have a distinct
dative, but have an accusative which is indistinct from the genitive.

(7) PRONOUN (he) LEXICAL NOUN ‘foliage’
Nom ndzan labc¢on NomMm
Gen ndzan-ne lab¢on-ne GEN
Acc ndzan-de lab¢on-ne Acc
Dat ndzan-de labéon-de DAt

In both Dyirbal and Ovdalian, there are a few points in the pronominal system
where a three-way distinction can be seen. I discuss the facts for Ovdalian in §2.2.

More generally, the outline of the article is as follows. I compare Classical
Ovdalian to Old Norse in §2, stepping through the status of each of the cases in
Classical Ovdalian. In §3, I discuss the system of Traditional Ovdalian, including
the two-case system in full noun phrases. Because the system has not been care-
fully documented before, I take some time to establish that the system is in fact
attested. There is a brief conclusion in §5.

2. From Old Norse to Classical Ovdalian

Family tree representations cannot easily depict the influence of languages on their
neighbors, and cannot adequately reflect the complex status of Modern Norwe-
gian, but to give a very rough idea of the place of Ovdalian in the North Germanic
language family, one might consider a representation such as the following.
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2000 Icelandic  Faroese Norwegian Danish  Swedish (vdalian
1800
1600
Late Old
1400 Middle Middle Swedish
Norwegian Danish
1200 Old
Icelandic l Early Old
1000 \ Old Danish Swedish
West Norse East Norse
600
400
200 North Germanic

Ovdalian derives from Dalecarlian dialects which had already developed signifi-
cantly distinctive properties from other Swedish varieties before the 1600’
(Levander 1925: 37-43). The placement of Norwegian, Danish, and Swedish in the
middle of the tree is meant to abstractly reflect the fact that those three languages
have undergone a number of related developments which have not affected the
graphically ‘peripheral’ languages (see e.g. Ringmar 2005 for a comparison of con-
servative traits of Icelandic, Faroese, and Ovdalian).

In this section I place the Ovdalian case system in its historical context, discuss-
ing the status of the genitive, the definite article, and some systematic syncretisms.

2.1 The four cases of Old Norse

Old Norse’ had a four-case system with Nominative, Accusative, Dative, and
Genitive. In the paradigms below, this is illustrated with examples from Old
Swedish, from Noreen (1904) and Delsing (2002).% Levander (1909) presents Clas-
sical Ovdalian variably with four-case paradigms or with three-case paradigms,
with the genitive left out. The many genitive gaps in his paradigms suggest that the
genitive was already on its way out in the Classical Ovdalian system. Sample

7. Here using the term Old Norse loosely to refer to the various medieval North Germanic
varieties, including East Norse and West Norse. Because Old Norse is sometimes used more
narrowly to refer to West Norse, Bandle et al. (2002) introduces the term Old Nordic, but this
term is not yet widely known.

8. The dual forms are not well attested in East Norse, but it is clear in West Norse that the da-
tive and accusative are syncretized there (Noreen 1884, Iversen 1922).
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paradigms are presented below as reported by Levander (but following the ortho-
graphic standard adopted in 2005 by the Ulum Dalska language council).

(8) Paradigms for ‘horse’

OLD SWEDISH CrassicAL OVDALIAN
M indef def M indef def
SG N hesteer hestrinn SG N est estn
A hest hestinn A est estn
D hesti hestinum D este estem
G hests hestsins
PL N hestar hestanir PL N ester estar
A hesta hestana A esta esta
D hestum  hestumin D estum estum(e)
G hesta hestanna

(9) Paradigms for first person pronouns

OLD SWEDISH CrassicAL OVDALIAN
1 2 1 2
SG N iak pa SG N ig du
A mik pik A mig dig
D mae(r) pa(r) D mig dig
G min pin
DU N vit it
A oker iker
D oker iker
G okar ikar
PL N vi(r) i(r) PL N wid ir
A 0s iper A uoss jo
D 0s iper D uoss io
G var ipar

Several considerations motivate treating the Ovdalian genitive differently, as out-
lined in Section 2.3 (modern colloquial Faroese has also essentially lost genitive as
a case, Thrainsson et al. 2004).
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2.2 Pronouns

It can be seen from the pronominal forms in (9) that accusative is not distinct from
dative in the dual and plural forms of the first person pronouns. The dative-accu-
sative distinction is also lost for first and second person singular in the course of
the Old Swedish period, with the historically accusative forms appearing in dative
contexts (cf. Delsing 2002: 929). The case which combines accusative and dative
functions is sometimes called ‘objective; and this will be done here.

Classical and Traditional Ovdalian, like standard Swedish, exhibit a basic
nominative-objective distinction through most of the first and second person. The
distinction is illustrated for Swedish in (10a) and for Ovdalian in (10b) (the ex-
ample is elicited from a speaker of Traditional Ovdalian, but can be used here in
this discussion of characteristics of Classical Ovdalian since the property in ques-
tion is the same for both varieties).

(10) a. Jag fragar dig, ser du mig?
I ask  you.oB] see you.NOM me
T ask you, do you see me?’
b. Ig spyr dig, sir du mig?
I ask you.oBj see you.NOM me
T ask you, do you see me?’

For such pronouns, dative is not distinguished from accusative, in Swedish (11a)
nor in Ovdalian (11b).

(11) a. Jag gar framfor dig.
I go before you.oBJ
Tl go ahead of you’

b. Ig gor fromoni dig.
I go before you.oBJ
Tl go ahead of you’

This is the pattern for first singular, second singular, first plural, and third plural,
as illustrated in (12). As in English, the second plural makes no case distinctions
for nominative, accusative, and dative.

(12) SG PL
1 2 1 2 3
NOM g du wid io dier

OBJ mig  dig uoss  i0  diem
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In the third plural, the old dative has taken over the role of the accusative, another
trend which can be seen in Old Swedish (Delsing 2002: 931). This change obliter-
ates the accusative-dative distinction, just like the spread of the first and second
person singular accusative to dative contexts.

In Ovdalian, one pronoun makes a three-way distinction, namely the femi-
nine singular. The three forms are illustrated below with examples from KK, with
two examples of the dative to show two alternate forms.

(13) a. ¢ addit ba riskirad pajkan, ¢ add riskirad estn og
she had not only risked the.boy she had risked  the.horse too
‘She had not only risked the boy, she had risked the horse as well’

b. Se addan ¢n ta leso etter uord fer uord
then had he her.acc to read after word for word
“Then he had her read after him, word by word’

c. Fast ieder kelindse wa so gomol so ¢ wart fel it
although one.of the.woman was so old  so it was you.know not
just so mitsid gart fer enner.
just so much done for her.DAT
‘On the other hand, one of the women was so old that there really
wasn't all that much that could be done for her’

d. soan sagd ad ien i flaid  sett, at dsjaiwo enn ien
so he said to one in retinue his to give  her.DAT a
caroliner.
Caroliner
‘so he said to one of the men in his retinue to give her a Caroliner
(a coin).

The masculine singular pronoun shows the same split between direct and dative
case that is seen in the nominal paradigm, as illustrated below (two variants of the
dative form are shown; the direct-case form an is variously glossed ‘he’ or ‘hin’
here as elsewhere).

(14) a. An war iend pajkan i ien sturan krippuop i Spajk-gardem.
he was only the.boy ina big  child.bunch in The.Nail-Farm.DAT
‘He was the only boy in a big bunch of kids on the Spajk (‘Nail’) farm.

b. Dier add aft Luok-Marit ta awa an i syn iel tide
they had had Luok-Marit to have him in sight all the.time
“They had had Luok-Marit keep him in sight at all times’

c. Edadditt gaj fo no liwstecken fro qm
it had not gone get any life.sign  from him.DAT
‘It hadn’t been possible to get any sign of life out of him’
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d. Fer qnum add ¢ wiktugestad we ta redd estn, e
for him.DAT had it most.important been to save the.horse the
dyrestad so fanns i iel  gardem.

most.valuable as was.found in whole the.farm.DAT
‘For him, the most important thing had been to save the horse, the
most valuable thing there was on the whole farm’

Third person singular pronouns can be presented as in (15), arranging the genders
in decreasing order of presumed markedness.

(15) F M N
NOM ¢ an ed
ACC ona, on an ed
DAT  enner onum,om  dyo

Thus, although the pronominal system seen as a whole makes a three-way case
distinction, it is only in the third person singular forms that anything like a spe-
cialized dative can be identified.

As mentioned in §1, it is not uncommon for languages to at least partly dis-
sociate the case system expressed by pronouns from the case system expressed by
full noun phrases. For instance, English has a two-case system for pronouns but no
vestige whatsoever of that distinction in the case system. It seems that for Ovdalian
we can identify two competing case systems, as represented in (16) (cf. (4) in §1).

(16) 1, 2, AND PL PRONOUNS  3SG M/N PNS, LEXICAL NOUNS
Nom ig dier | an kaller buorded Dret
Obj mig diem onum  kallum  buorde Dat
T/me ‘they/them’ ‘he/him’ ‘men’ ‘the table’

Compare the corresponding elements in Early Old Swedish in (17).

(17) N iak bér han karlar bordit
A mik pa han karla oror

D mer pém honum karlum bordinu
T/me’  ‘they/them (M) ‘he/him’ ‘men’ ‘the table’

Because of the general tendency for a nominative-accusative distinction to be
made, the failure of the third person singular masculine pronoun to do so might
be an accidental syncretism, rather than anything systematic (compare Gothic
third singular masculine nominative is, accusative ina, dative imma, genitive is,
with an apparently accidental nominative-genitive syncretism). However, the
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nominative-accusative syncretism in bord ‘table’ is systematic, for neuter, in all
declension classes, both numbers, and so on.

As already noted, the pronominal system was already losing dative-accusative
distinctions in Late Old Swedish, as indicated in (18), which might be seen as a
transitional point between Early Old Swedish and the Classical Ovdalian system.’

(18) N iak per han karlar
bordit
A " bé han karla
D mt em honum karlum bordinu

T/me  ‘they/them (M)’ ‘he/him’ ‘men’ ‘the table’

The tendency here might be related to Differential object marking, or DOM. DOM
systems often make nominative-accusative distinctions only at the high end of a
kind of ‘individuation’ hierarchy, for example animates or definites may be overtly
marked for accusative case, while inanimates or indefinites fail to show overt
marking (Bossong 1991, Dalrymple and Nikolaeva 2011). First and second person
are the most highly ‘individuated,; being inherently animate and definite.

Silverstein (1976) posits an ‘animacy’ hierarchy of nominal types for
case-marking cross-linguistically (drawing evidence from several Australian
languages as well as Chinookan). A version of the hierarchy is presented in
(19) (cf. Silverstein 1976: 121-122; Dixon 1994: 88-90 argues for 1st > 2nd,
but for reasons stated below I put them into a single class).

(19) 1st, 2nd > 3rd pn > Proper N > human N > animate N > inanimate N

Silverstein’s observation is that if a language overtly marks accusative case on any
class of noun phrases in this hierarchy, it will do so for those noun phrases which
are higher than that class on the hierarchy. Thus, for example, Dyirbal only marks
accusative case on first and second person pronouns, while another Australian
language, Bandjalang, marks accusative on all pronouns, and another, Aranda,
marks pronouns and animate nouns. If we equate neuter gender with inanimacy
(at least abstractly, or historically), then we can say that Old Norse obeys this

9. I continue to indicate the nominative-accusative han-han syncretism as accidental. This is
on the assumption (quite possibly wrong) that a systematic syncretism domain always respects
the Silverstein hierarchy. The third person singular is separated from the more general domain
of that syncretism in the neuter gender by the lexical masculine nouns. The difference with (16)
is that if feminine singular pronouns and plural pronouns are treated as higher than masculine
singular ones on the Silverstein hierarchy, then it is possible to posit a contiguous Direct-Dative
syncretism domain including the masculine singular pronouns. Note that in modern standard
Swedish, honum (now honom) has taken over accusative functions, thus patterning with the up-
per end of the Silverstein hierarchy.
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hierarchy, since it marks accusative on all types down to and including animate N
(i.e. masculine and feminine, but not neuter). I argue below that Traditional
Ovdalian has lost accusative marking on all common nouns, preserving it only on
first and second person pronouns, and some third person pronouns (feminine and
plural). This is again perfectly compatible with the Silverstein hierarchy.

Silverstein and Dixon also discuss cases where number matters, as in
Ovdalian, though they interpret the data differently. A general tendency that seems
to hold for the cases here is that if a class in the hierarchy is split, then marked
members of the class (e.g. plural, or feminine) tend to pattern toward the top of the
scale while unmarked features tend to pattern toward the bottom (stated generally
by Silverstein in terms of ‘positive’ values of features; Dixon instead suggests
(p. 92) that number is not part of the hierarchy, and that plural forms will indepen-
dently tend to make fewer distinctions than singular forms).

Silverstein and Dixon relate the animacy hierarchy to the likelihood of a class
of noun phrase acting as an agent or patient; noun phrases higher on the hierarchy
are more typical agents, those lower are more typical patients. They show that the
same hierarchy governs the distribution of ergative case-marking: if a language
marks ergative on a type of noun phrase, it will do so on noun phrases lower than
it on the hierarchy (see also e.g. DeLancey 1981).

Here, we see that the same hierarchy appears to relate to dative. In Old Norse,
the dative-accusative distinction is made consistently at the low end of the hierar-
chy, and fails to be made only at the very top, in part of the first and second person
paradigm (namely the plurals; notice that this pattern fits the hierarchy as stated in
(19), with Ist and 2nd combined into a single ‘participant’ category, but not
Silverstein’s or Dixon’s versions). In Ovdalian, the dative-accusative distinction is
still made at the low end of the hierarchy, but the cut-oft is lower than it was in Old
Norse, somewhere in the third person pronominal system (again with plural above
the cut, but here also the feminine singular).

Pronominal systems and determiner systems are often related, and in Classical
Ovdalian this relationship can clearly be seen. An interesting question which aris-
es is whether the system of determiners in Traditional Ovdalian follows the Nom-
Obj alignment seen on the left in (16), or the Drct-Dat alignment seen on the
right. In Section 3.6, I show that the determiner system, to the extent that it ex-
presses case, follows the Drct-Dat alignment. This supports the suggestion that
what has occurred is a systematic structural change in the case system, rather than
simply the accumulation of phonological changes; if the loss of case distinctions
were entirely due to phonological leveling, then there would be no reason for the
adnominal modifiers to level to a pattern different from what is seen in the pro-
nominal system.
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2.3  Genitive

Most of the case forms are transparently related to their cousins in other
Germanic languages, such as Icelandic, but the genitive is anomalous. Levander
(1909) often gives only three cases in his nominal paradigms, or gives genitive
forms only for definite-marked nouns. Dahl and Koptjevskaja-Tamm (2006) argue
that Classical Ovdalian is really a three-case system, and I adopt their conclusion
here. I summarize their argument in this subsection and add a few observations.

First, the existence of possessive forms of pronouns such as my in English is
not sufficient evidence for a genitive case; such elements may be separated entirely
from the case system. In Old Norse, a genitive form of the pronoun can be used
possessively but also shows up in all other genitive contexts, for example as com-
plement of the preposition #! ‘to, which idiosyncratically assigns genitive: til min,
‘to me.GEN’. Possessive pronouns like English my do not show this wider distribu-
tion, and nor do the Ovdalian possessive pronouns, apparently.

Another reason to question the existence of genitive as a living case in
Ovdalian comes from the inflectional paradigms of nominal modifiers. In Old
Norse, nominal modifiers normally agree in case with the noun phrase they
modify, and accordingly display a full four-case paradigm; this holds of demon-
stratives, quantifiers, numerals, adjectives, and so on. For Classical Ovdalian,
however, Levander usually gives three-case paradigms, only exceptionally not-
ing a genitive form (e.g. miklumes ‘many’ on p. 54). In Traditional Ovdalian,
such exceptional genitive forms of nominal modifiers are if anything rarer and
more restricted.

A third argument that there is no genitive case in Ovdalian comes from the
syntactic distribution of forms. In Old Norse, the genitive appears in a variety of
contexts, including various adnominal uses as well as on complements of certain
verbs and adjectives and prepositions. In Classical Ovdalian, we can divide the
potential genitive contexts into two, which turn out to behave differently: one is in
the complement of certain prepositions, discussed in Section 2.3.1, and the other
is an adnominal possessive, discussed in Section 2.3.2 below.

2.3.1 Distribution of genitive DPs; Prepositions

In Ovdalian, there is a large number of expressions in which a genitive form of a
noun is combined with et ‘to’ or i ‘in, for example (Levander 1909: 96) et bys ‘to
town, et endes “to end” meaning ‘in the end, finally, i kwelds “in evening” mean-
ing ‘yesterday evening, etc. The -s ending is historically the regular genitive
marker for singular masculine and neuter nouns of the strong declension, but
some examples show historically plural, feminine, or weak endings other than -s,
e.g. et juoler ‘for Christmas’
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Swedish, too, retains a number of such expressions, for example till skogs/
till havs/till fjdlls, ‘to the woods/to the sea/to the mountains’ including some
which preserve old weak and feminine forms, e.g. till handa ‘at hand, till salu
‘for sale’!?

In Ovdalian as in Swedish, the collocations with prepositions do not allow free
modification, determination, or quantification of the noun. English similarly has
many collocations of P+N which do not allow modification; consider at hand
‘available] on time ‘punctual, by boat ‘using a boat as means of transport, which do
not allow modification or quantification (They arrived by boat, They arrived by
speedboat, *They arrived by speedy boat, *They arrived by two boats). Unlike
Swedish and Ovdalian, English does not seem to have preserved any case endings
in such collocations. Occasionally, such a construction allows some limited pro-
ductivity, consider English by car, by plane, by hydrofoil. There must have been a
productive stage for some part of this construction at some point in the history of
Ovdalian as well, since Old Norse  ‘in’ does not assign genitive.

At this point, however, the productivity of the -s ending in these collocations
in Ovdalian is presumably limited at best. Thus, these constructions, though inter-
esting in their own right, do not provide evidence for a full-fledged genitive case
in Classical Ovdalian on a par with the dative.

2.3.2 The possessive

Genitive is a general adnominal case in Old Norse (e.g. nafn Viga-Hrapps “name
Viga-Hrapp.GeN”, ‘the name Viga-Hrapp’; eyrir brends silfrs “ounce pure.GEN
silver.GEN”, ‘an ounce of pure silver’; vika sjovar “week sea.GEN” ‘a sea-mile’;

Nygaard 1966). The possessive use can be considered an example of this.

< » ¢

(20) skald Haralds  hins  harfagra
skald Harald.GEN the.GEN hair.fair. GEN
‘Harald the Fair-haired’s skald (bard, poet)’ (Old Norse)

As can be seen from the example, genitive case appears on the head of the pos-
sessor as well as the modifiers, in Old Norse.!! In Ovdalian, there is a possessive
construction which is clearly related historically to the genitive, in employing
a morpheme with an /s/ in it, but diverging significantly from the Old Norse
construction.

10. Thanks to Lars-Olof Delsing for discussion, and for directing me to the informative entry
for till in Svenska Akademiens Ordbok.

1. Though the form fagra ‘fair’ is in the weak declension, because of the definite article, and
therefore fails to distinguish genitive from dative and accusative.
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(21) Ittad-jar ir kullumes saing.
this-here is girl.DAT.PL.POSS bed
“This is the girls’ bed’ (Classical Ovdalian, Levander 1909: 96)

There are several differences here. One is that the /s/ genitive is historically re-
stricted to strong masculine and neuter nouns, and is not found with feminine
nouns. Another is that the /um/ is identical with the dative, as if the possessive
form were built on top of the dative (as suggested in the gloss). Another is the
prenominal position of the possessor, which was not the unmarked order in Old
Norse (cf. (20) and e.g. Nygaard 1966: 129, Faarlund 2004: 59).

If the -es is a possessor marker, rather than a case, then that would partly ex-
plain why Levander (1909) often only gave ‘genitive’ forms for definite-marked
nouns: possessors are typically definite, and the possessor construction might even
require definiteness.

An important difference comes through when postnominal modifiers are
added: the possessive marking here does not show up on the head, but rather
the periphery of the phrase (as with the English s-possessive), here set off with
a hyphen.!?

(22) Annuppi budum-es etta
Ann up in summer.pastures.DAT.PL-POSS hood
‘Ann at the summer pastures’ ‘hood’ (Classical Ovdalian, Levander 1909: 97)

Dahl and Koptjevskaja-Tamm (2006), observing these and other examples, con-
clude that the /es/ is a possessive clitic attaching outside the dative, as suggested by
the gloss. The relevant parts of the paradigm for masculine ‘horse’ and feminine
‘gir]’ are given in (23) (again, using a hyphen to graphically distinguish the posses-
sive marker, and now introducing boxes to mark systematic syncretisms).

(23) indef  def indef  def
sG D este estem s D kullu kullun
G est-es estem-es G kull-es kullun-es
p. D estum pL D kullum
G estum-es G kullum-es

The clitic analysis explains several things: the morphological complexity (i.e. the
fact that the dative morphology cooccurs with the genitive, unlike the situation in

12. Bud ‘summer pasture’ is in the dative plural here, dative because of the preposition; Ann
shows no overt case ending and can be assumed to be nominative; a dative or accusative form
would be Anno, cf. Levander (1909: 36).
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Old Norse), the insensitivity of the -es form to gender and declension classes
(again, unlike the Old Norse genitive), the paradigm gaps (the possessive con-
struction which licenses the clitic may require a definite possessor), and more (see
Dahl and Koptjevskaja-Tamm 2006 for additional arguments).

2.4 Nominative-Accusative

The Old Norse paradigms showed some syncretisms for nominative and accusative
case, as illustrated here with one example each of a strong declension masculine,
strong declension feminine, and strong declension neuter noun (in Old Swedish).
Again, the boxes indicate systematic syncretisms for adjacent case-cells.!?

(24) The case/number paradigms for a strong masculine noun: ‘horse’ (M)

indefinite  definite

SG NOM hesteer hestr-inn
ACC hest hest-inn
DAT hesti hesti-num
GEN hests hests-ins

PL NOM hestar hesta-nir
ACC hesta hesta-na
DAT hestum hestum-in
GEN hesta hesta-nna

(25) The case/number paradigms for a strong feminine noun: journey’ (F)

indefinite definite

SG NOM feerp feerp-in
ACC feerp feerp-ina
DAT feerp feerp-inni
GEN feerpar feerp-innar

i NoM feerpir feerpi-nar
ACC
DAT ferpum  ferpum-in
GEN feerpa feerp-inna

13. For the strong feminine declension, the nominative, accusative, and dative are usually the
same, as here, but not always: e.g. graf ‘grave.NOM/ACC, gravu ‘grave.DAT; kyr ‘cow.NoM’ kiil ‘cow.
Acc/DAT’ Similarly, the apparent accusative-genitive syncretism in the strong masculine plural
paradigm is not systematic: e.g. gesti ‘guests.ACC’ vs. gesta ‘guests.GEN’. Thus the boxes in the
examples only mark exceptionless syncretisms.
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(26) The case/number paradigms for a strong neuter noun: ‘ship’ (N)

definite

skip-it

skipi-nu
skips-ins

skip-in

indefinite
SG NOM ,
skip
ACC
DAT skipi
GEN skips
PL NOM )
skip
ACC
DAT skipum
GEN skipa

skipum-in
skipa-nna

As indicated, nominative and accusative are fully syncretized for the neuter and
the feminine plural, but not systematically for the masculine nor for the feminine

singular.

For weak nouns, the same nominative-accusative syncretisms are observed for

the neuter and the feminine plural, and in addition there are systematic syn-
cretisms for the non-nominative cases (Acc, Dat, Gen) in the indefinite singular.

(27) The case/number paradigms for a weak masculine noun: ‘bull’ (M)

indefinite definite
SG NOM uxi uxi-nn
ACC uxa-nn
DAT uxa uxa-num
GEN uxa-ns
PL NOM uxar uxa-nir
ACC uxa uxa-na
DAT uxum uxum-in
GEN uxa uxa-nna

(28) The case/number paradigms for a weak feminine noun: fly’ (F)

indefinite definite
SG NOM fluga fluga-n
ACC flugu-na
DAT flugu flugu-nni
GEN flugu-nnar
PL NOM
flugur flugu-nar
Acc
DAT flugum flugum-in
GEN flugna flugna-nna
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(29) The case/number paradigms for a weak neuter noun: ‘ear’ (N)

indefinite definite
SG NOM
gra-t
ACC
ora
DAT gra-nu
GEN gra-ns
PL NOM .
gron gron-in
ACC
DAT grom grom-in
GEN ora gra-nna

There are further syncretisms which are more restricted in scope. For example Old
Norse strong masculine nouns ending in liquids such as /1/ (such as karl, ‘man’)
neutralized the nominative-accusative distinction in the singular.!* This is not
boxed here as it does not affect the entire strong masculine declension, at least not
in the early part of the Old Swedish period.

(30) Paradigm for ‘man’

OLD SWEDISH

M indef def

SG N karl karlinn
A karl karlinn
D karli karlinum
G karls karlsins

PL N karlar karlarnir
A karla karlana
D karlum  karlumin
G karla karlanna

Another systematic syncretism which can be observed in the paradigms above is
that the genitive plural -a and the dative plural -um do not distinguish gender.
Genitive, Dative, and plural are all traditionally marked categories, and such syn-
cretisms can be described in terms of Impoverishment (Bonet 1991, Noyer 1992,
Halle 1997), a kind of redundancy rule which states the incompatibility of one
marked feature with another. Such rules can be stated as cooccurrence restrictions

14. Through assimilation of /r/ followed by word-final degemination, Noreen (1904:182, 282).
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on marked features (e.g. *[GENDER, PLURAL] if gender distinctions are absent in
the plural), but are normally stated in Distributed Morphology in terms of the
deletion of a marked feature.!® Neuter pronouns are arguably the least-marked;
they are used as expletives, and to refer to clausal referents which have no gender
(and in Old Norse, a coordination of a masculine and a feminine controls neuter
plural agreement, cf. Faarlund 2004:95). If we assume that neuter is the absence of
gender features, then an Impoverishment rule can delete masculine and feminine
in the context of genitive plural or dative plural, as in (31), letting AN1M[ate] stand
in as a generalization over masculine and feminine (see Miiller 2005 for a more
detailed account of Impoverishment rules in Icelandic nouns).

(31) a. ANIM —> J/__ GEN, PL
b. ANIM — &/ DaT, PL

Stump (2001:238), developing a suggestion by Hjelmslev (1935), proposes a Feature
Ranking Principle which states that syncretisms are governed by language-specific
feature hierarchies.

(32) Feature Ranking Principle:
For any language ¢, there is a ranking > of morphosyntactic features in ¢
which satisfies the following condition: for every stipulated syncretism S
in ¢, if the dominant properties of S include a specification of the features
EF; and the subordinate properties of S include a specification of the feature
F, then F;>F.

If case and number are ranked higher than gender in Old Swedish, then the
Feature Ranking Principle would allow the syncretisms described by (31a) and
(31b). The ranking of case and number above gender fits with their locus in an
extended DP (Borer 2005, Svenonius 2008): case values are determined exter-
nally to the noun phrase, so it is reasonable that case is structurally higher than
DP-internal features. Gender is lexically determined, so it is reasonable that it
should be structurally lower than number. It is plausible that the structural hier-
archy K[ase] > Number > Gender might be reflected in the Feature Ranking
Principle. Suppose that expressing features on an exponent is ‘costly’; expressing
two features is better than expressing three. Of the three features case, number,
and gender, gender is lowest on the hierarchy and hence the most likely to be
deleted as in (31a) and (31Db).

15. As noted by Carstairs (1987), neutralizations are more common in portmanteaux mor-
phemes than in fully agglutinative systems. Thus the cooccurrence restriction could be seen as a
restriction on the specification of an exponent, though this is not how it is modeled in Distrib-
uted Morphology.
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There is also a systematic syncretism of nominative and accusative in the femi-
nine paradigms. If cases are organized in a markedness hierarchy, so that Nomina-
tive is the absence of Case, and Accusative is the presence of Case but the absence
of any Oblique case (essentially as in Jakobson 1936; see Caha 2009 for a recent
account), then the systematic syncretism of nominative and accusative in the femi-
nine plural could be stated as follows (using Acc for the relevant case component).

(33) Acc—> I/ ___ FEM,PL

If gender and number are ranked higher than case, then (33) would be compatible
with the Feature Ranking Principle. But to allow it as well as (31a) and (31b), the
ranking would have to place accusative over gender (at least feminine), and gender
(including masculine and feminine) over the oblique cases. It is unclear whether
such a hierarchy could be motivated in any independent way.

The systematic syncretism of nominative and accusative in the neuter cannot
be stated in terms of deletion of unmarked features, if neuter is an unmarked cat-
egory as just assumed.

An alternative is to link the expression of accusative to an abstract ANIM[ate]
gender feature present only in noun phrases with masculine or feminine gender. I
develop this line of thinking in §3 below.

Weak nouns syncretize all non-nominative cases in the singular only. The fact
that the singular is the unmarked value of number means that this cannot be stat-
ed in terms of a markedness cooccurrence restriction either (furthermore, it is
unclear whether weak nouns are marked compared to strong ones).

2.5 Incremental weakening of the nominative-accusative distinction

Classical Ovdalian increases the number of systematic syncretisms slightly, com-
pared to Old Swedish. The syncretism of nominative and accusative spreads through
strong masculine and feminine singulars, and to the definite forms of the feminine.

(34) CrassicaL OVDALIAN

‘horse; strong m ‘bridge; strong f
M indef def indef def
SG N sG N
A est estn A bru brune
D este estem D brun
L N ester estar pL N .
bruer bruir
A esta esta A
D estum estum(e) D bruum




The morphological expression of case in Ovdalian

197

Thus, the only places in which the strong nominal paradigm distinguished nom-
inative from accusative in Classical Ovdalian were in the masculine plural (definite
and indefinite). In the weak paradigm, illustrated below, nominative continued to
be distinguished from accusative in the singular of the masculine and feminine.

(35) CrassicaL OVDALIAN

‘bull’ m, wk Aly’ £, wk
indef def indef def
SG N ukse uksn sc N flugo flugo
A uksan A q flugy
D uksa uksam D gt flugun
PL N ukser uksér pL N
A uksa uksg A flugur
D uksum D flugum

At this point, the distinction rests entirely on a diverse set of phonological features
in weak syllables, as summarized in the following table.

(36) CrassicaL OVDALIAN

Nom Acc
str/wk m PL INDEF  ester; ukser esta; uksa
str/wk m PL DEF estér; uksér esta; uksg
wk m SG INDEF ukse uksa
wk m SG DEF uksn uksan
wk f sG INDEF flugo, kulla flugu, kullu
wk f sG DEF flugo, kulla flugy, kully

Traditional Ovdalian has completely neutralized nominative and accusative in the
common noun paradigms. This has been concluded independently by, for exam-
ple, Helgander (2005) and Garbacz and Johannessen (this volume). I provide ad-
ditional evidence for this conclusion in Section 3.1.

Levander noted that the last vestige of the distinction between definite and
indefinite in the dative plural, in the strong masculine paradigm as seen in (34),
was already rare in his 1909 investigation. The systematic syncretism can again be
described as an Impoverishment rule.

(37) DEr—> O/ ___ DAT, PL

This is a typical Impoverishment rule, in eliminating a marked feature in the pres-
ence of some other marked features, but as with some of the other syncretisms
discussed above, this statement of the facts runs afoul of my interpretation of the
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Feature Ranking Principle in (32), since definiteness should be hierarchically higher
than plurality, given that definite articles are systematically structurally higher
than plural markers.

Since the definite plural suffix is usually -um, this generalization could equally
easily be captured by positing an entry for -um which is underspecified for gender;
no Impoverishment rule is needed.

In the next subsection, I discuss a structural change from Old Norse to Classical
Ovdalian in the nominal suffixes which I argue is connected to this development.

2.6 Definite suffix fusion

In Old Norse, the definite article was optionally encliticized to the noun, develop-
ing into a definite suffix in various daughter languages (e.g. Faarlund 2009). The
definite marker can almost always still be neatly separated from the case-marked
stem, as can be seen in the Old Swedish paradigms presented in the previous sub-
section. The only modification of the case-marked stem needed is generally de-
scribable in terms of deletion of final /r/, and occasionally of a final /a/, before the
definite marker. I discuss an exception in n. 20 below.

The inflection on the definite suffix inflects according to the ‘strong’ adjectival
paradigm, generally showing the forms seen in adjectives ending in /n/, with an
exception in the dative plural (where -inum would be the expected form, but the
definite suffix is the uninflected form -in).

Thus, the Old Norse nominal paradigms can be parsed into four parts: [i] the
noun root, which is inherently specified for declension class and gender, [ii] a suffix
which varies with declension class, gender, number, and case, [iii] the base of the defi-
nite marker, -n- with phonologically conditioned allomorph -in, and [iv] the adjectival
agreement ending, showing gender, number, and case but not declension class.

An indefinite noun only shows one suffix, but the one suffix carries information
about case, number, and gender. This can be represented in a tree diagram as follows:
N is dominated by a Cl[assifier] node, which carries information about whether the
noun is singular or plural but also agrees in case (indicated by [Agr:K]) and in gender
(indicated by [Agr: ¢]); this node in turn is dominated by a case node K, which carries
information about what case the noun phrase is but also agrees in number and gender
(indicated by [Agr: ¢]). When the two are adjacent, one suffix from the appropriate
nominal declension series spells out both heads. Because the affix is adjacent to the
noun root, it may be sensitive to declension class; thus thus a different stem such as sip
‘custom’ can take a different form of the masculine plural nominative suffix, -ir.'®

16. In the trees, straight lines indicate syntactic dependencies, while squiggly lines indicate
exponence, assuming late spell-out, as in Distributed Morphology, or more specifically the im-
plementation in Bye and Svenonius (2012).
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(38) K

[Agr:e]
Cl[Agr:q%K]
/
N
$
hest -ar
‘horse’ M.PL.NOM

In definite noun phrases, K has another dependent, D, which spells out as -#; this
separates Cl from K, with the result that K spells out as a separate morpheme, from
the adjectival series. Syntactic heads are typically assumed to be able to support at
least two dependents, a complement and a specifier; in these terms, D is the com-
plement of K, and Cl is the specifier of K (Cl may have moved from the comple-
ment position of D, perhaps motivated by the agreement probes).

(39) K

[Agr:¢]
——
Cliagrgxs D
N
;
hest -ar -n -ir

‘horse’ M.PL.NOM DEF M.PL.NOM

The agreement probes on Cl and K ensure that they spell out the same set of fea-
tures, except that only the morpheme which is adjacent to N can show allomorphy
for declension class or for phonological properties of the nominal root.

The alternation between /n/ and /in/ is determined by the phonology of the
whole (/n/ if a vowel immediately precedes or follows), which can be assumed to
reflect a late phonological rule.

The neuter singular agreement marker is -¢ in the nominative and accusative
case, and so the definite suffix would decompositionally be -in-t, but surfaces as -it
(-i0 in some varieties of Old Norse). This can be effected by a phonological rule,
but it is possible that this suffix may have been reanalyzed at some point as a port-
manteau consisting of D plus K, as shown in (40b).
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(40) a. K[ Aot b. K[Agr:qﬂ
—— ———
Cl[Agr:K,(p] D Cl[Agr:K,(p] D
N N
skip o -in -t skip @ -it
‘ship’ DEF N.NOM/ACC ‘ship’ N.DEF.NOM/ACC

Cl happens to be null in the neuter singular for this class of nouns, but some parts
of the paradigm have case endings, even in the singular, which are exponents of CI
(the account remains essentially unchanged if Cl is replaced with two heads, Pl in
plurals and Anim in masculine and feminine nouns; neither Pl nor Anim would
be found in the neuter singular).

In Classical Ovdalian, the morphological paradigms show a different struc-
ture. There is no invariant definite affix. Instead, the definite affix and the case-
gender-number morphology are fused. As a result there are never three suffixes, as
there are in Old Norse. In some cases, there seem to be two suffixes, an inner one
corresponding to Cl and an outer one corresponding to the fused D-K, but in
other cases it seems there is only a single suffix, since even the part which signals
definiteness can be sensitive to the declension class of the noun.

First, consider the evidence that there are two suffixes. A neuter noun from
one of the strong paradigms is given below with pitch accent marked on all disyl-
labic forms; an acute accent means ‘tone 1, and a grave accent means ‘tone 2. Tone
2 is the normal accent for disyllabic words, while tone 1 is like the accent on mono-
syllabic words.

(41) indef def

s N buord buiorded
A
D buorde buiorde
N

i buord btorde
A
D buordum

Some of the disyllabic words are tone 2, as expected: the dative ones. But the defi-
nite singular and plural nominative-accusative forms are disyllabic but tone 1. To
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make sense of this pattern, consider first the nominative-accusative singular. The
definite suffix is -ed, added to a monosyllabic stem. The definite suffix is not count-
ed for the purposes of tone. This pattern holds in many Scandinavian languages
and shows that the definite suffix is less integrated into the word than the plural
suffix (see e.g. Lahiri et al. 2005).

The contrast can be seen in the examples in (42), from Nystrom (1964).

(42) a. dar an irini fijse dar wittern  ir.
there he is in barn.DEE.DAT there winter.DEF is
‘when he is in the barn when it’s winter’

b. kuma dier ini fijsed dar an ir dar, so werd dier
come they in barn.DEEDRCT there he is there so become they
it gambler itja!

not old not
‘if they [rats] come into the barn when he [the cat] is there, they don’t
grow old!’

Similarly, the definite plural nominative-accusative suffix -¢ is added to a monosyl-
labic stem, and is not counted for tone, so the form surfaces as tone 1.

In the dative forms, the singular has a dative suffix, which changes the syllable
structure and hence the tone is 2. This suggests that the definite suffix in the dative
singular is a nasal autosegment added to an already disyllabic base. If there were a
single dative singular definite suffix -¢, then it would give rise to tone 1, just like
the definite plural nominative-accusative suffix.

The minimal pair biiorde-biiorde is thus clearly understandable if Classical
Ovdalian involves two nominal suffixes. Now consider a masculine noun. Here the
definite singular nominative-accusative marker is a syllabic /n/, and is outside the
domain of tone assignment; all other forms are disyllabic in the indefinite, and all
other forms are tone 2.

(43) ‘farm;, strong m

M indef def
N

3G A gard gardn
D garde gardem

PL N garder gardar
A garda garda
D gardum gardum
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Again, the system is distinguishing plural suffixes, which consistently give tone 2,
from definite suffixes, which do not. This is consistent with the plural suffix lexi-
calizing Cl, and the domain of tone being CIP; the definite suffix lexicalized the
higher D-K projections, which are outside the domain for tone assignment. We
can see from the indefinite singular dative form that case suffixes are also counted,
suggesting that the dative suffix lexicalizes Cl, as in Old Norse.

Now, consider whether two suffixes can be parsed in the definite forms. Clear-
ly, the dative singular definite suffix could be /m/. The accusative plural definite
suffix could be a nasal autosegment, just as in the neuter dative singular. And the
nominative plural definite suffix could be a [low] feature which docks onto the
vowel, causing /e/ to change to /4/. If this is right, then the definite suffix is always
added to the indefinite form, but the collection of definite suffixes, sensitive to the
case and number of their host and sometimes autosegmental, is quite complex
(and not transparently related to the system of adjectival inflection, as it was in
Old Norse; see §3.6 for adjectival paradigms).

Now consider a feminine noun from one of the strong declensions. Here, the
definite nominative-accusative singular suffix /¢/ and the definite dative suffix, a
syllabic /n/, are outside the domain of tone assignment, resulting in tone 1, just as
in the masculine paradigm, and the plural suffixes are inside that domain, and give
rise to tone 2, again like in the masculine paradigm.

(44) ‘shed;, strong f
indef def
N
5G bude
A bud
D bin
PL
N buder budar
A
D budum

If we can assume that a [low] autosegment can change the /e/ in the last syllable to
/4/, then this paradigm, too, could be analyzed in terms of concatenation of a CI
suffix and a definite suffix.

However, there are complications. In the weak paradigm of some feminine
nouns, for example, additional allomorphs would have to be posited to get the
definite forms. Consider the alternation between indefinite plural nominative-ac-
cusative -er and definite plural nominative-accusative -ur.
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(45) ‘girl, weak f
indef def
SG N kulla kulla
A . kully
D kullu kllun
PL N kuller kullur
A
D kullum

The [low] autosegment posited for the strong feminine paradigm won’t work for
the weak paradigm. If the affixes are sensitive to declension class, that suggests
they are adjacent to the noun root, which would undermine the two-affix analysis
just proposed.

This could mean that in Classical Ovdalian, a single portmanteau morpheme
can spell out all three heads, as illustrated in (46a), while other parts of the para-
digm involve combinations of suffixes, as illustrated in (46b).

(46) a. K b, Kirgrol
D
Cl N
N kull -a [nasal]
5 ‘girl’ F.sG.NOM F.DEF.NOM/ACC
kull -ur

‘girl’ F.PL.DEF.NOM/ACC

The single suffix is sensitive to the declension class of N and must therefore be
strictly adjacent to it.!”

The Classical Ovdalian suffixes are difficult to parse, which invites using
this portmanteaux analysis for more of them. This suggests the spread of the

17. 'The same can be observed in at least some dialects of Norwegian; for example, there are
speakers for whom barna is the definite form of neuter plural barn ‘child, but husene is the definite
form of neuter plural hus ‘house’; there is no phonological generalization describing the distribu-
tion, and thus both -a and -ene are neuter plural definite suffixes, distinguished only by declension
class, and so must spell out a node which is adjacent to the root N. See Svenonius (to appear).
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portmanteau pattern in (46a). Certain suffixes, like the definite singular masculine
nominative-accusative /n/, could be lexically specified for tone.

There are many languages in which roots seem to prefer to bear at most one
inflectional suffix. For example, English verbs have at most one suflix, expressing
tense (as in walked), agreement (as in walks), or aspect (as in walking).

If there is eventually one suffix throughout the Ovdalian paradigm, a structure
like the one in (46a) would be consistent with the facts, but would leave the restric-
tion on one affix per stem an unexplained stipulation. In fact, since several of the
suffixes are underspecified, it becomes difficult to prevent them from cooccurring.
What is to prevent a definite suffix like masculine singular Direct case -n from
lexicalizing D, appearing outside a plural suffix like -er, lexicalizing Cl: *kall-er-n?
Technically, such combinations can be prevented, but only by more fully specify-
ing the lexical entries of the morphemes.

If we were to adopt a one-suffix analysis throughout the paradigm, this would
be more consistent with the following structure:

(47) Cl/D/K
N
kull -ur

‘girl’ E.PL.DEE.NOM

Here, a single inflectional head bears gender, number, definiteness, and case fea-
tures, and is spelled out by a single morpheme. Given that multiple heads are
motivated in Old Norse, this proposal would require that head-bundling be pa-
rametrized (as argued in Bobaljik and Jonas 1996, Pylkkdnen 2008). There is no
evidence apart from the morphology that the Ovdalian noun phrase contains less
structure than the Old Swedish ones. An alternative analysis, which preserves par-
allelism in structure, would be the following:

(48) /K
D
Cl[Ag”PD,K]
N
5
kull -ur

‘girl’  F.PL.DEF.NOM
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The idea here is that K and D are systematically null in Ovdalian, but the agree-
ment probe on Cl copies D features as well as K and ¢. The fact that K and D are
always null is a stipulation, but may be easier to justify formally than the situation
with the first hypothesis, which required a large class of portmanteaux and some
kind of conspiracy to prevent bimorphemic endings.

In any case, if there is a single suffix, then the loss of the definiteness distinc-
tion in the dative plural can now be described in terms of the tendency for
morphemes to express fewer features; dative, plural, and definite are all marked
features and so there is a pressure to express fewer of them. In Old Norse, only -n
expresses definite, and it does not express any other features (eventually -it also
expresses definiteness along with K).

This reanalysis is also supported by phonological facts. In Old Norse, the pho-
nological boundary between the case and number-marked stem and the definite
marker is phonologically relatively salient. The boundary is significant for phono-
logical rules such as umlaut; a /y/ in a Cl-suffix induces umlaut in the stem, but a
/¥/ in a K suffix does not (though as we saw in Old Swedish, regressive deletion of
/r/ and /a/ did occur across this boundary). Thus Cl is inside a cycle of morphopho-
nology that excludes D. In Classical Ovdalian, however, there are indications that
the definite marker is a more phonologically integrated suffix, indications which
point in exactly the opposite direction from the tonal evidence. Suffixes which be-
gin with front vowels trigger palatalization of velar codas in the root, as seen in (49)
(using the orthographic «dj> for /d3/ and «j» for /t[/; I take the /e/ of the nominative
definite singular and the nominative indefinite plural to be epenthetic here).

(49) Paradigms for Classical Ovdalian ‘wolf” and ‘grub, maggot’

M indef  def M indef def
SG N wargen SG N makken
warg 3 makk .
A wardjin A mattjin
______ D _..yadje wardiem D mattie mattem

PL N warger wargir PL N makker makkar
A warga  warga A makka  makka
D wargum D makkum

Notice in particular that there is no palatalization in the accusative indefinite sin-
gular, but there is in the accusative definite singular, the only featural difference
being definiteness; so definiteness is phonologically integrated with the stem in a
way that is characteristic of a suffix, not of a clitic. The accent, as indicated by
Levander (1909), is nevertheless tone 1: wdrdjin (compare dative singular definite
wardjem with tone 2, as expected). If the palatalization shows that -in is inside the
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smallest phonological domain, despite its tone neutrality, then it must also be lex-
ically specified with metrical structure to prevent the intonational pitch accent of
the stem from including it.'®

Additional evidence that the suffixal material in Classical Ovdalian is more
well-integrated than the definite parts of the suffixal complex in Old Norse is that
there are irregular stems which are sensitive to the features in the suffix; for ex-
ample tjyr ‘cow’” has a stem-final /r/ in the singular but not the plural forms:
nominative/accusative plural tjyner, dative plural tjym (Levander 1909: 35) rather
than *tjyrar and *tjyrum.'® In Old Norse, only the material up to Cl can be in-
volved in irregularity, not the material beyond it. These considerations support the
hypothesis in (48) over various alternatives.?

The fusion of the suffixes is an important difference between the Old Norse
nominal inflectional system and the Classical Ovdalian one: the Old Norse
noun has up to three suffixes, only one of which is strictly speaking part of the
nominal paradigm. The second suffix out is the largely invariant -(i)n, with a
phonologically motivated alternation but very little other allomorphy, and is
linked to the paradigm for adjectives and participles, and the third part of the
noun’s morphology is identical to adjectival agreement. Thus, for example, a
systematic syncretism in the weak paradigms of accusative, dative, and genitive
singular need not have any effect on the definite suffix, which follows the adjec-
tival paradigm. Furthermore, the definite forms are always distinct from the
indefinite forms for the simple reason that the definite suffix is overt and is
added to the indefinite form.

In contrast, the Classical Ovdalian nominal suffixes, at least for parts of the
paradigm, appear to be fully fused, with no morpheme boundary distinguishing
the definite part from the inner part. This could be expected to accelerate feature
neutralization, since it means that a single suffix is bearing more of a featural bur-
den, and without reinforcement from other paradigms.

18. Tam assuming an analysis of accent like the one proposed in Morén-Duollja (2013). Thanks
to Patrik Bye for discussion.

19. Steensland (2006: 109) notes an alternate dative plural form tjynum, which would be a
regularization of the plural paradigm.

20. Delsing (2002) notes one place in Old Swedish which might suggest a similar development.
In the dative and genitive singular of o-stem feminine nouns, the inner suffix is unexpectedly
missing before the definite suffix. That is, one apparenly finds sol-inni rather than the expected
*sol-u-nni (dative), and sol-innar rather than *sol-a(r)-(i)nnar (genitive).
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3. From Classical Ovdalian to Traditional Ovdalian

Traditional Ovdalian has completely neutralized nominative and accusative in the
common noun paradigm, as indicated in the table. I provide evidence for this in
Section 3.1.

(50) Classical Ovdalian Traditional Ovdalian
Nom Acc Nom/Acc = Drct

str/wk m plindef  ester; ukser  esta; uksa ester; ukser

str/wk m pl def estdr; uksiar  estg; uksg ester; ukser

wk m sg indef ukse uksa uksa

wk m sg def uksn uksan uksn (or uksan)

wk f sg indef flugo, kulla  flugu, kullu  flugo, kulla

wk f sg def flugo, kulla  flugy, kully  flugy, kullg

Since the language must have accusative case in order to license it on pronouns,
and since the distribution of full noun phrases is the same as that of pronouns, it
seems that accusative case exists in the language, it is simply not expressed on
common nouns.

This can be described in terms of an Impoverishment rule, taking Cl to be the
locus of gender and hence of the ANIM feature posited to be present on masculine
and feminine nouns but not neuter ones. The rule only applies to lexical nouns
(N), not to pronouns.

(51) Acc>d/___ CL,N

Note that this rule does not seem readily compliant with the Feature Ranking
Principle in (32), as it would require N to be ranked higher than Accusative.

According to the analysis in (48), K in Classical Ovdalian is never overt. What
is overt is agreement in case, on the Cl head (and certain adnominal elements).
Agreement probes do not always copy case features; that is why [Agr: K] and [Agr:
¢] had to be distinguished. It seems plausible, then, that the loss of accusative on full
nouns is not due to Impoverishment at all, but rather to a change in the nature of the
agreement probe on Cl. Suppose that Cl in Traditional Ovdalian probes for ¢ and
for dative, but not for other cases. Then CI will never pick up accusative features.

This resolves the tension with the Feature Ranking Principle, since there is no
longer any syncretism to be described: Cl simply doesn’t have accusative features.
The systematic syncretism of nominative and accusative in the neuter in Old
Norse, noted in §2.4, could be handled similarly, if neuter nouns lacked a probe
which masculine and feminine nouns had. The same approach might also recon-
cile the underspecification of nonnominative case in weak singular noun para-
digms also noted in §2.4.
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Pronouns, arguably, have a different structure from common nouns; Cl is the
locus of plurality in common nouns, but plural pronouns are different (first person
plural is not a plurality of speakers, nor is second person plural necessarily a plu-
rality of addressees). So pronouns can have their own [Agr: K], or even spell out K
directly, without that affecting the common noun paradigm. The Silverstein hier-
archy, which states that pronouns are more likely that common nouns to express
accusative case, suggests that this is a common situation.

In the next section I present evidence for the neutralization.

3.1 Accusative

Levander (1928: 128) notes that the distinction between nominative and accusa-
tive in full nouns was wavering in the speech of informants living in the larger
towns in Alvdalen already in the 1920’, and lost in neighboring districts.

He furthermore reports the absence of the distinction among the young even
in the smaller northern village of Asen, specifically in an informant born in 1909
and his peers - noting that the same youth’s 10 elder siblings retain the distinction
(ibid, p. 316 n. 45). He gives the examples in (52), where (52b) reflects the loss of
the accusative (ibid, p. 128).2!

(52) a. Sir du etty?
see you hat.DEE.ACC
‘Do you see the hat?’

b. Sir du ettg?
see you hat.DEF
‘Do you see the hat?’

When the nominative and accusative collapse into a direct case form, the form
which takes over is sometimes the historical nominative and sometimes the his-
torical accusative, hence the observation of an historically accusative form is not
evidence that a distinction is being made. Still, it is convenient to speak of the ac-
cusative as being what was lost in diachronic terms. 2

Helgander (1996) reviews evidence suggesting that the distinction was first
lost in indefinite forms among speakers born at the end of the nineteenth century

21.  Specifying only unambiguously expressed features in the gloss, in order to avoid implying
more distinctions than are actively being made in the variety being described.

22. Steensland (2006: 12) observes that the historically accusative form of singulars often be-
comes the direct case form for masculine nouns in -e and a large class of feminine stems ending
in vowels (a class with an open first syllable, hence not including etta ‘hat’ in (52), which goes the
other way, generalizing the historical nominative).
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and then in definite forms, with speakers born in the 1930’ showing no nomina-
tive-accusative distinction on full nouns.

The loss of the distinction is illustrated below in a pair of examples from
Nystrom (1964: 15, 22f), an interview with a speaker from the northern village of
Karlsarvet, born in 1891. The orthography has been standardized (with the assis-
tance of Piotr Garbacz), except for the endings on the full nouns (a hesitation
marker is marked with angle brackets).

(53) a. ...ses 0 wart graise jir, so add - dier add graistjitte
since it been pigs  here so had  they had pig.pens
... since there were pigs here, they had - they had pig pens’

b. ...dier so avd graiser, so avd dier grais- (e) tjittdir  aute
they as have pigs  so have they pig  eh pens.DEF outside
... those who have pigs, they have [the] pig, eh, pens outside’

Grais ‘pig’ and tjitte ‘pen’ are masculine nouns belonging to different declensions.
In Classical Ovdalian, both would have had nominative plural -er in the indefinite,
and -dr in the definite, in Karlsarvet (Levander 1909: 11, n. b). Both would have
had accusative plurals in -a in the indefinite and in -g in the definite. We expect
nominative in the existential construction ‘there were pigs, and the loss of final /r/
in this phonological context is common, so the first form graise[r] in (53a) is as
expected. However, we expect accusative after ‘have; so the form graiser in (53b)
suggests a loss of the nominative-accusative distinction. Similarly, the appearance
of historically nominative forms graistjitte[r] and graistjittir in accusative contexts
in (53a-b) suggests the loss of the distinction.

Today the nominative-accusative distinction on full nouns can be considered
archaic at best, even among the most conservative speakers. This is implicitly rec-
ognized in Steensland’s (2006) dictionary, which provides dative forms but not
distinct accusative forms. Knowledgeable elderly speakers know the accusative
forms and sometimes regard them as correct in accusative contexts, and provide
them in elicitation, but I have not been able to observe a nominative-accusative
distinction being made in spontaneous speech.

More commonly, speakers neutralize the nominative and accusative, as in the
(elicited) example below.

(54) Sir du ester mainer?
see you horses my.pL
Do you see my horses?’

Here, the accusative form would have been estg maina in Classical Ovdalian. Be-
low is a minimal pair of elicited sentences showing the masculine noun lapp ‘patch’
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in both nominative and accusative contexts, again syncretized (the dative on oll
ermum ‘all the sleeves’ in (55) correlates with the static description, while the cor-
responding accusative (i.e. ‘direct’ case) in (56) correlates with the dynamicity of
patches moving onto sleeves).

(55) EOQ irlapper ¢ oll ermum.
it is patches on all the.sleeves.DAT
“There are patches on all the sleeves’

(56) Igsit og somer lapper ¢ ermer.
I sit and sew  patches on sleeves
T am sitting down sewing patches on the sleeves!

As this is a strong masculine noun, the accusative form would have been lappa
(indefinite) or lappg (definite) in Classical Ovdalian.

Some examples from interviews conducted in 2007 by Lars Steensland
(personal communication) follow.

(57) a. ...og best larerer amm wjo aft
...and best teachers have we had
‘... and we have had the best teachers’

b. ...og dar warum wj0 um kwelder og
and there were.1PL we about evenings also
‘... and we were there in the evenings too’

The same informant lacks dative in the following example where it would have
been expected after this sense of the preposition min ‘with’ (though min has a va-
riety of senses, and some of them regularly take the direct case, historically accusa-
tive). Coordination is a common context for the lack of expected dative, for some
reason. In the example in (58), the feminine nouns dukka ‘doll’ and tjyr ‘cow’ are
not expected to distinguish nominative from accusative, but the masculine noun
est ‘horse’ is.

(58) daruppi belld ig byddja ...og min dukkur og tréester og
there.up could I live and with dolls  and wood.horses and
gratjyner og ollt ed-dar
spruce.cows and all that-there
T could live up there ...and with dolls and wooden horses and spruce-
cone cows and all that'*

23. According to Lars Steensland (personal communication), spruce cones are used to repre-
sent cows in children’s play, while pine cones represent sheep.
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Finally, some examples from KK. First, there are examples in KK where the nomi-

native-accusative distinction appears to be made. For example, the strong mascu-
line noun kripp ‘child’ appears in the plural forms kripper and krippa, as seen
below. I gloss this form with ‘acc’ in parentheses since it is at issue whether this
form is really consistently used in accusative contexts. (Note also that nasalization
is only sporadically marked in KK, so the example in (60) might actually be krippg,
i.e. the definite-marked accusative plural.)

(59)

(60)

Kripper add kurad ijuop sig sos smomajser i ie trong, swart
children had huddled together self like small.mice in a tight black

wrd i gamtstugun.

corner in the.old.house

“The children had huddled together like little mice in a cramped dark cor-
ner of the old house’

Anadd remt  aden, og spuort on ur kringt an add
he had bellowed to her.DAT and asked her.acc how often he had
lesid upp Salomos uordsprak fer en, ferat o uld 1&

read up Solomon’s words  for her.DAT for that she should learn
sig,ur ¢ uld antir krippa.

self how she should manage children (Acc)

‘Hehad bellowed to her, and asked her how often he had read aloud Solomon’s
words for her, so that she would learn how to govern the children’

In the same text, kripper also appears in contexts which should be accusative.

(61)

(62)

Twe kellinger, og nog kripper, add Alwar nest sig, og oller fing

two women and some children had Alwar by self and all ~ got
minsann dsjd rett fe’ sig.

at.least do right for self

“Two women, and some children, Alwar had with him, and everyone was
to account for themselves’

Nu ir fraga, um itt mickel auti diem da 200 man, so

now is the.question if not many out.of those there 200 man as

uld fya, add keling og kripperiem, so add styerr

should follow had woman and children home who had greater

anliening war aingsliger eld wen prestfrung  adde.

reason  be anxious than what the.priest.wife had

‘Now the question is, whether many of those 200 men who were going to
follow, didn’t have a wife and children at home, who had more cause to be
anxious than the priest’s wife did’
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The examples above show coordination, which occasionally (though not always)
interferes with dative case (in addition, the first involves displacement, which is
noted by Sandey (2000) to inhibit the assignment of dative in Norwegian dialects
with dative case). However, the absence of a nominative-accusative distinction
goes beyond such circumstances and is far more common in KK, even more com-
mon than strict observance. Two examples are given below.

(63) So dier lat kripper féra,
so they let children travel
‘So they let the children travel, ...

(64) Dar kastedo dier dar sju dieler attrywyr yegeraxeln
there threw she those there seven pieces back.over the.right.shoulder
(wisterum edd @ we’ frigan um ie kulla).
left if it had been the.question of a girl
There, she threw those seven pieces back over her right shoulder (left if it
[the exorcism] had concerned a girl).

The examples above have all involved the extension of an historically nominative
case into accusative contexts, but the substitution of forms goes both ways. An
example of an historically accusative form in a nominative context is seen below.
The example contains both the historically nominative and the historically accusa-

tive form.

(65) Jalln war uppdsildrad min dsilderstickur,so da®  byenn
the.platform was up.trapped with trap.sticks so when the.bear
kam @& diem, so rdsed jdllan nid ¢ an, og klemd
came to them so fell  the.platform. (acc) down on him and crushed
ijel an.
to.death him

“The platform was booby-trapped with spikes, so that when the bear came
toward them, the platform fell down on him and crushed him to death’

Similarly, in the example below, maru ‘(the) nightmare’ (a supernatural being) is
the subject, and should be nominative (mara, a weak feminine noun, in older
forms of the language); in the second example, the same noun is an object (or
subject of an ECM construction), and should be accusative. Yet it is typical of KK
that the forms are not distinct.?*

24. As noted by Lars Steensland (see n. 22 above), this extension of the accusative/dative is
typical of short-stemmed weak feminine nouns, while long-stemmed weak feminine nouns
such as tjyortja ‘church’ tend to generalize the nominative.
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(66) E’wa so,at da maru uld rus fro gardem, dar
it was so that when nightmare should travel from the.farm.DAT there
¢ add bitid offred, so bruked ¢ tago og raido ien est
she had bitten the.victim so used  she take and ride ona  horse
‘It was so, that when the nightmare was ready to leave the farm where she
had bitten a victim, she would take a horse and ride it’

(67) ¢ addlat maru fa sos ¢ wild i gardem, og nu
she had let nightmare get as she wanted in the.farm.DAT and now
sag ¢ ur ed add gajd.
saw she how it had gone
‘She had let the nightmare have her way on the farm and now she saw how
it had gone’

Thus, although accusative forms are sometimes found in accusative contexts in
Traditional Ovdalian, the system as a whole does not make this distinction, for full
noun phrases.

On the other hand, the syntax makes a distinction among nominative and
accusative case contexts, since first and second person and plural pronouns
systematically continue to distinguish the finite subject position from other posi-
tions, with paradigms essentially like those described in Section 2.2. The three-
way distinction for the feminine pronoun made in Classical Ovdalian appears to
be collapsing, however, see Garbacz and Johannessen (this volume), meaning
that pronouns generally seem to make a two-case distinction, setting aside the
possessive forms.

In the next section I document the persistence of the dative case in conserva-
tive varieties of Traditional Ovdalian.

3.2  Dative

Dative case appears fairly consistently on the objects of certain prepositions. As is
typical of Indo-European languages with case, there are prepositions which
govern accusative, prepositions which govern dative, and prepositions which al-
ternate, with static descriptions requiring dative and dynamic ones requiring
accusative, in the manner familiar from languages like German. This system is
largely preserved in Ovdalian, illustrated here with some elicited examples.?®

25. Classical Ovdalian distinguishes nominative bottjin ‘the hill' from the accusative form
bokkan, but since this distinction is not consistently made in the variety being described, I do
not gloss bokkan here as accusative.
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(68) a. Brindn fuor upo bokkan.
the.moose went up.on the.hill
“The moose went up the hill’

b. Brindn stand kwer upp bokkam.
the.moose stands still up.on the.hill. DAT
“The moose is standing still up on the hill’

(69) a. Brindn  Kkiit inunder brune.
the.moose ran in.under the.bridge
“The moose ran under the bridge’

b. Brindn  stand under brunn.
the.moose ran  in.under the.bridge DAT
“The moose is standing under the bridge’

(70) a. An tuog sig ini baured.
he took self in the.storehouse
‘He made his way into the storehouse’

b. og samned ini baure.
and fell.asleep in the.storehouse.DAT
‘and fell asleep in the storehouse’

Examples of this can be heard in spontaneous speech. Below is a pair of examples
from Nystrom (1964), of a particularly conservative variety,?® showing the femi-
nine noun rotta in two forms, nominative/accusative plural (rottur) and dative
plural (rottum; broad transcription due to Piotr Garbacz).

(71) Anirit ...sakt duktin jag og tdga maiser, an ar fel
he isnot  truly talented hunt and get mice  he has you.know
taid bod is-jar sturrottur og!
taken both these-here big.rats  also
‘He isn't . . . truly is good at hunting and catching mice, of course he has
also caught these big rats!’

(72) Sleppt aut diem-dar rottum!
released out those-there rats.DAT
‘[They] let those rats out!’

More examples are given below from KK, preserving the (non-standard) orthog-
raphy employed by Hjalmar Larsson in that work, except to mark the unambigu-
ously dative-marked noun in boldface. First, (73) illustrates a masculine definite

26. The speaker was born in 1891, well before the stipulated boundary between ‘Classical
Ovdalian’ and “Traditional Ovdalian; but already showing at least partial loss of the nominative
- accusative distinction, as discussed above.
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singular (gard ‘yard, farm, compounded with tsyerts(a) ‘church’) and (74) shows
two masculine plurals (munn ‘mouth’ and est ‘horse’). 2’

(73) Viktugestad  war, um an add nod fro tsyertsgardem,
most.important was if he had something from the.churchyard.DAT
non spajk fro ie laiktsist, eld npd bien og lited muld.
some nail from a coffin  or some bone and a.little soil
‘The most important was if he had something from the churchyard, a nail
from a coffin or some bone and a little soil’

(74) E kam raidendes noger forridderer, so ed froded yr
it came riding  some advance.riders so it frothed out.of
munnum  ad estum.
mouths.DAT to horses.DAT
‘Some scouts came riding so that their horses’ mouths were frothing’

Example (75) is a feminine definite singular (stugu ‘building, house’), and (76) is a
feminine plural (pdsker ‘Easter’ is a plurale tantum).

(75) Ad stugun ard og ietwiselt fijps og iet abyggt stoll.
to the.house.DAT belonged also a shabby barn and a to.built stall
‘Along with the house was a dilapidated barn and an added-on stable’

(76) men &’ sakerits skull, so mgled an um ed ad paskum
but for securitys sake so painted he about it to Easter.PL.DAT
wert 4r.
every year
‘but to be on the safe side he repainted it at Easter every year’

Finally, an example of a definite singular neuter noun (buord ‘table’), and a plural
neuter noun (oga ‘eye’).

(77) Kunundsin tuog plass nest buorde min knektrullur.
the.king  took place by the.table.paT with soldier.lists
‘The king took a seat at the table with the list of soldiers’

(78) Anwa lag ¢ moled dar an spraked, og an boglesaldri i
he was low on the.voice there he spoke  and he stared never in
ogum ¢ diem an spraked min.
eyes.DAT on them he spoke  with
‘His voice was low when he spoke, and he never looked right in the eyes of
the person he was speaking with’

27.  Another note on glossing conventions: As I detail below, this variety of Ovdalian does not
overtly mark definiteness distinctions in the plural; thus, following the conventions mentioned
in n. 21, even plurals which are clearly understood as definite are not glossed as such.
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The patterns above are robust in KK, though there is some degree of variation.
Generally, plurals and definite singulars have unambiguous dative case marking
when they immediately follow a dative-governing preposition.

Most failures of dative case marking involve some complication, for example
in the coordinate structure in (79), only the first conjunct is dative-marked (the
dative plural of finkall ‘nobleman’ would be finkallum).

(79) E war iet buord autsett fe© kunundsem og finkaller.
it was a table set.out for the.king.DAT and noblemen
“There was a table set out for the king and the noblemen’

A dative form appears on the possessor in possessor constructions, as shown in
the following example.?®

(80) Marit settigong, og sambledijuop sju dieler fro
Marit sat in.walk and collected together seven parts from
Lihl-Spajtsem es krupp.
The.Little-Nail.DAT poss body
‘Marit got busy and gathered together seven parts from Lihl-Spajk’s body’

In such constructions, dative case often fails to appear on the head noun, even in
environments which otherwise robustly require dative. In the following example,
the head noun klauter is unambiguously in the direct case (dative plural is klautum),
despite heading the complement of frg from; which systematically takes dative.

(81) Réstn tuogMarit fro Lihl-Spajtsem es  klauter
the.rest took Marit from The.Little-Nail. DAT POSS clothes
“The rest, Marit took from Lihl-Spajk's clothing’

In a few cases dative can be seen on direct objects of certain dative-governing
verbs, such as jdpa ‘help’

(82) Ennes metuoder add itt japt nogum  juottedags, og ka[m]
her  methods had not helped anyone.DAT hither.days and came
it ta dsjdro ed eld.
not to do it either
‘Her methods hadn’t helped anyone up to then, and weren’t going do so,
either)?

28. As elsewhere, I preserve the original orthography from KK; Lars Steensland points out that
current practice would favor writing the es together with the name, reflecting the perception
that they form a single word.

29. In the original text (KK p. 41), the word kam ‘came’ is spelled kan, which is a form of the

modal ‘can, but doesn't suggest a plausible parse; I assume following a suggestion of Lars
Steensland that kan in the text is a typographical error for kam.
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Some investigators, for example Garbacz and Johannessen (this volume), have ob-
served the instability of the dative among contemporary speakers. The pattern de-
scribed here should be considered a conservative variety of Traditional Ovdalian.

3.3 Neutralization of definiteness distinctions in the plural

A striking development in Traditional Ovdalian is the neutralization of definite
distinctions in the plural. In Section 2.5, I pointed out the neutralization in Classi-
cal Ovdalian of definiteness in the dative plural, describing this in terms of Impov-
erishment in (37). In Traditional Ovdalian, this pattern of syncretism is more
general, affecting the Direct case plurals of masculine and feminine nouns.

The following tables represent paradigms which I believe to be representative
of six classes of nouns which had systematically different behavior in Classical
Ovdalian. There is one caveat: dative might be more frequently marked in the
indefinite singular forms than I have been able to detect; see the discussion of
apocope and of pitch accent possibly marking dative case in §2.6. Setting that pos-
sibility aside, there seems to be widespread neutralization of the dative-direct
distinction in the indefinite singular, just as in the dative-preserving dialects of
Norwegian studied by, e.g. Eythdrsson et al. (2012).

In each pair, the noun on the left is from a strong declension class and the one
on the right is weak; the examples in (83) are masculine, those in (84) are femi-
nine, and those in (85) are neuter. Boxes indicate syncretisms, and Drct stands for
‘direct case’ the nominative-accusative. Spellings are adapted from KK.*

(83) kall ‘man’ (str. m.) jdalle ‘platform’ (wk. m.)
M indef  def M indef def
sG  Drct kalln sG  Drct jalln
kall jalle
Dat kallem Dat jallam
PL  Drct kaller PL  Drct jaller
Dat kallum Dat jallum
(84) asp ‘asp’ (str.f.) tiyortja ‘church’ (wk. £.)
F indef def F indef def
sG  Drct aspe sG  Drct o tjyortja
asp . tjyortja _
Dat aspin Dat tsjortjun
PL  Drct asper PL  Drct tjyortjur
Dat aspum Dat tjyortjum

30. As already noted, the direct definite singular jilln alternates with jéllan, so the form could
be represented as jdlln -jillan.
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(85) tak ‘roof’ (str. n.) dra ‘ear’ (wk. n.)
N indef def N indef def
sG  Drct tatjed s Drct arad
tak dra )
Dat tatje Dat ara
PL  Drct tak tatji PL Drct irur
Dat takum Dat arum

There are more noun classes than are displayed here, but these are broadly repre-
sentative (for more examples see §3.5). The paradigms displayed here are an ideal-
ization, and the actual data collected shows much variation. The total number of
suffixes involved is not very great, so it is not clear how much would be gained by
stipulating an Impoverishment rule; the suffixes -er and -ur and any others could
simply be underspecified, as I suggested in §2.5 for dative plural -um.

The syncretism of the definite and indefinite plurals might somehow be a con-
sequence of the fusion of the definite and plural suffixes. However, some other
Mainland Scandinavian languages have also fused their plural and definite suffixes
(Faarlund 2009), without the loss of definite distinctions in the plural (on the oth-
er hand, gender distinctions in the plural are often lost in those languages).

3.4 The indefinite singular dative

Classical Ovdalian had a dative form ienum of the masculine indefinite article, but
this seems to be largely absent from spontaneous speech in Traditional Ovdalian,
where the direct form ien is substituted.

Overt dative suffixes on indefinite singulars are frequently absent from KK, as
in the following examples.

(86) so bruked ¢ tdgo og raido ien est, um e wa noni nerietn.
so used  shetake and ride ona horse if it was any in the.nearby
‘she would take a horse and ride it, if there was one nearby’

(87) att dier so tuogand um djister, uld werd bifriader fro
that they as took hand about guests should become absolved from
skatt.
tax
‘that those who took care of guests would be relieved from tax’

(88) ¢ wuld old aused, ausfuotsed, estn og krytyre
she should hold the.house the.house.people the.horse and the.creatures
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riener fro ollt uotyg so Satan lat usir auti diem.

clean from all vermin as Satan let ravage out.on them

‘She was supposed to keep the house, the people, the horse and the ani-
mals clean of all the vermin that Satan unleashed upon them’

In older forms of the language, strong masculine and neuter nouns like est, skatt,
and yotyg would have a vocalic suffix in the dative singular; in KK the preposition
fro always takes dative case when the complement is plural or definite. Yet in these
indefinites no dative morpheme is seen.

Even the conservative text in Nystrom (1964) contains an example which
lacks the dative ending on an indefinite singular, e.g. the following example (ibid.
pp- 37-38, transcribed in an adapted standard orthography from Nystrom’s nar-
row phonetic transcription).

(89) EO matt d@ wér nog SO war nog flytend dier blatt
it must then been something as was something liquid they dissolved
noglund i nog liuotkridld av noger
somehow in some nasty.vessel of something
‘It [the fly poison] must have been some sort of liquid that they dissolved
somehow in some nasty container of some kind’

Here the dative singular of the strong neuter krdld ‘vessel’ would have been krilde
in Classical Ovdalian. A phonological process of apocope, common in the region,
may be the culprit.

In many cases of apocope, the pitch accent distinctions on the affected word
remain as if the deleted syllable were still present. As I showed above, dative singu-
lar indefinite case suffixes on strong noun stems add a second syllable and hence
give rise to tone 2. This means that if the dative suffix is deleted by apocope, then
in some cases it might be recoverable, in that the accent on the monosyllabic noun
might be that of a tone 2 word, contrasting with the direct case tone 1.3! This pos-
sibility cannot be investigated in KK, because tone is not marked. I also found it
difficult to investigate in field work, owing partly to the scarcity of relevant exam-
ples but also the difficulty, for one not adept in the language, of distinguishing tone
1 from tone 2 on monosyllabic words.

In the narrow phonetic transcriptions of Gunnar Nystrom, however, it is clear
that a tonal contrast is made on monosyllabic words, and the monosyllabic words
with tone 2 would in most cases have had a syllabic suffix in earlier forms of the
language. The compound noun liuotkrdild ‘nasty vessel” in (89) is too long to show
the effect, and I have not found any other indefinite datives in Nystrom (1964)

31.  Tam grateful to Lars Steensland for suggesting that I investigate this possibility. Thanks also
to Patrik Bye for discussion.
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missing their dative suffixes. But there are several words in that interview which
preserve tone 2 despite missing expected vocalic suffixes, for example the verbs
mdtt[e] ‘had to’ and blatt[a] ‘dissolved’ in (89), here with the missing vowels sup-
plied and the tone marking added.

The following transcriptions are regularized to the standard Ovdalian
orthography,®? except that the expected - but crucially missing - vocalic ending in
each example is supplied in square brackets, and the tone from Nystrom’s narrow
transcription is added to the words in question.

(90) a. so edar laid nogy slaik Iyod[a] daita  fjasguove um
so it has lain some such lump  there.on barn.floor.DEE.DAT on
menner milumad
mornings occasionally
‘so there has been a lump like that lying on the barn floor in the morn-
ings, sometimes’

b. Ja wijd addum je foll[u] so tuogum bod sturrottur i og
yes we had.1pL a.F trap  as took.lpLalso big.rats  in too
“Yes, we had a trap that we also captured big rats in’

These are weak nouns; /y6da would be a nominative form, and follu would be ac-
cusative (or objective), so they do not prove that dative case can be distinguished
from nondative by tone alone in the right context (namely, a strong noun which
would have tone 1 in the nominative-accusative singular); but the general pattern
of tone 2 preservation in what appear to be reduced forms suggests that it is
definitely a possibility. In fact, a case marker which is realized on the surface
only as a tone shift could easily be reanalyzed as an autosegment, for example a
floating mora. It remains to be seen whether this is the best analysis for any actual
Ovdalian case alternations.

3.5 Comparative paradigms

To provide a sense of the general system, I present a representative assortment
of nominal paradigms comparing the three-case Classical system to the newer
two-case system. I present one each of masculine, feminine, neuter in each of the

32. In this case by Piotr Garbacz. E.g. the original narrow transcription mgne ‘mornings, an
irregular masculine noun, is standardized to menner. The fact that the vowel in the ending is [¢],
i.e. /e/, in an accusative context, is typical of the simplification of the direct plural endings in
Traditional Ovdalian: Levander (1909:16) notes the nominative definite plural form mé:nnir,
and implies an accusative indefinite plural form mé:nna, definite plural mé:nng.
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strong and weak declension classes. Again, it must be remarked that the indefinite
dative singular may not be systematically absent from Traditional Ovdalian, if it
preserved in tone, which has not been adequately studied.

(91) ‘man’ m, str

CrassicaL OVDALIAN TRADITIONAL OVDALIAN
indef def indef def
s N sG Drct kalln
kall kalln kall
A Dat kallem
D kalle  kallem
PpL N kaller kallir pL Drct kaller
A kalla  kallg Dat kallum
D kallum
(92) ‘bull m, wk
CrassicaL OVDALIAN TRADITIONAL OVDALIAN
indef def indef  def
s N ukse  uksn sG Drct uksn
uksa
A uksan Dat uksam
uksa
D uksam
PL N ukser uksiar pL Drct ukser
A uksa  uksa Dat uksum
D uksum

(93) ‘bridge’ f, str

CrassicaL OVDALIAN TRADITIONAL OVDALIAN
indef  def indef def
s¢ N sG Drct brune
brune bru
A bru Dat brun
D brun
PL N PL Drct bruer
bruer | bruir
A Dat bruum
D bruum
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(94) “ly f, wk
CrassicaL OVDALIAN TRADITIONAL OVDALIAN
indef def indef def
s¢ N flugo flugp  sG Drct flugu
flugu
A flugy Dat flugun
flugu
D flugun
pL N PL Drct flugur
flugur
A Dat flugum
D flugum
(95) ‘table’ n, str
CrassicaL OVDALIAN TRADITIONAL OVDALIAN
indef def indef def
s N sG Drct buorded
buord | buorded buord
A Dat buorde
D buorde buorde
pL N PL Drct buord buord
buord | buorde dot torde
A Dat buordum
D buordum
(96) ‘ear’ n, wk
CrassicaL OVDALIAN TRADITIONAL OVDALIAN
indef def indef def
sG N sG Drct arad
arad ara
A ara Dat ara
D arg
PL N . . PL Drct irur
ara ary
A Dat arum
D arum
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3.6 Adnominal modifiers

Besides lexical nouns and pronouns, case is often also seen on various adnominal
elements such as determiners, quantifiers, numerals, and adjectives. In Classical
Ovdalian, such elements provided rich case information, as seen in the paradigms
for the indefinite determiner noger ‘some, any’ here, illustrated with the nouns kall
‘man, kulla ‘girl; and aus ‘house.??

(97) CrassicaL OVDALIAN

M F N
Sg Nom noger kall nogy kulla nod aus
Acc non kall nog kullu nod aus
Dat nogum kalle nog kullu nog ause
Pl Nom nog kaller nog kullur nogy aus
Acc nog kalla nog kullur nogy aus
Dat nogum kallum nogum kullum nogum ausum

These systems are considerably simplified in modern colloquial varieties, as seen
in the following table.

(98) TrRADITIONAL OVDALIAN

M F N
Sg Drct non kall nogy kulla nod aus
Dat non kall nogy kulla nod aus
Pl Drct nog kaller nog kullur nog(r)y aus
Dat nog(um) kallum nog(um) kullum nog(um) ausum

As can be seen in the table, gender is distinguished in this system, but no gender
distinguishes case in the singular. More and different distinctions are seen in free-
standing pronouns, but adnominal determiners generally seem to have lost the
dative singular form, and for many speakers also the dative plural.

Levander (1909) gives case-inflected forms of adjectives for Classical
Ovdalian.

33. Additional inflected forms are used when not adnominal, i.e., when used as the only ele-
ment in a noun phrase, for example feminine singular accusative noger(a), dative noger; mascu-
line plural nominative nogrer, accusative noger(a).
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(99) CrassicaL OVDALIAN

M F N
Sg Nom stur stur sturt
Acc sturan stur(a) sturt
Dat sturum stur sturo
Pl Nom stur(er) stur(er) stury
Acc stur(a) stur(er) stury
Dat sturum sturum sturum

Though I have not boxed them, some of the systematic syncretisms seen in the noun
paradigms are present here: the neuter nominative is always identical to the neuter
accusative, in the singular and the plural; the feminine always collapses nominative
and accusative in the plural; and the dative plurals are identical in all genders.

The long forms (with the material in parentheses) are generally only used in
predicative contexts and where the noun is elliptical, for example as follows.

(100) a.

Gok-etter ien sturo.

go-after a  big.N.SG.DAT

‘Go get a big one’

Ig ar  tjyopt diem garuy.

I have bought them large.N.PL.ACC
I bought them [clothes] large’

Bar ig edd dugdd fo an frekan.
only I had managed get him nice.M.SG.ACC
If only I could make him nice’

When adjectives are used attributively with an overt noun, they are normally com-
pounded (Delsing 2003), in which case endings consisting of nonnasal vowels with
or without /r/ are absent, i.e. the shorter versions of the forms in (99) are used.

(101) a.

Amm  sakt mikkel finkuller jar i bymm.
have.1pL truly many fine.girls here in town.DEE.DAT
‘We truly have many fine girls here in town’

Ev juot ien kroppknaiv ad mig.
take here a  curved.knife to me
‘Bring me a curved knife.

Du ar  so stuttan rukk.
you have so short.M.ACC.SG jacket
“You have such a short jacket!
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Attributive adjectives can be seen in Traditional Ovdalian examples already pro-
vided, for example ien sturan krippuop ‘a big.acc child-bunch’ in (14a), or styerr
anliening ‘greater reason’ in (62), og iet wiselt fjps ‘a shabby.N barn’ in (75). These
show a neuter singular ending -t and occasionally other gender-number end-
ings; they may also show a dative plural -um but other case endings are rare. The
form sturan in (14a), from KK, is at least historically distinctively masculine
singular accusative, but Levander (1909: 107) notes for Classical Ovdalian that
this form (in -an) was already then turning up in contexts where other forms
could be expected.

In general, I have sifted through too few forms to be confident about the pat-
tern in Traditional Ovdalian. This is partly because it is so typical for attributive
adjectives to be compounded with the noun they modify, without inflection, espe-
cially definite nouns. This can be seen in is-jér sturrottur ‘these big rats’ in (71), or
in nog livotkrdld ‘some nasty vessel’ in (89). An example with two adjectives can be
seen in (102), from Nystrom (1964).

(102) Og an-dar  sturgrdrattjin ~ Oskar biet ijel oller trjar!
and that-there big.grey.dog.DEF Oscar bit to.death all  three
‘And that big grey dog of Oscar’s bit all three [rats] to death!’

In general, it seems that dative plural outlasts the other case distinctions in ad-
nominal modifiers, unsurprisingly given the state of the nominative-accusative
distinction generally in full noun phrases.

Dative case is still frequently (and regularly in KK) distinguished on demon-
stratives, as illustrated below. The example in (103) shows two examples in direct
case, a freestanding demonstrative (ed-dar in standard orthography, neuter) and a
prenominal demonstrative (an-dar, masculine). The first of these would histori-
cally have been in the dative (dyd-dar), due to the sense of ywyr ‘over’ used here;
but recall from section §2.2 that case distinctions in the pronominal system are
somewhat out of step with developments in the system of full nouns. (104) gives
an example of the dative case (also masculine).

(103) Men prester wisnes uwljuot ywyr € dar og stuodi upg ollu
but priests wailed terribly over that there and stood in upon all
wis fe’ ta fesyets fo brott an dar uosidn.
ways for to try  get away that there bad.habit.DEF
‘But the priests wailed terribly about that and made all kinds of efforts to
eliminate that immoral behavior’
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(104) FE wa’ so, att kunundsinadd ie klucka (an kold on fe
it was so that the.king  had a clock (he called her.Acc for

byxséacksur, og wa ljuotouwanliger) i om da
trouser.pocket.clock and was extremely.unusual) in that.DAT there
kuppam.

the.sack.DAT
‘The fact was that the king had a clock (he called it his trouser-pocket
clock, and it was extremely unusual) in that sack’

Historically, the demonstratives are transparently based on the third person pro-
nominal system, and show the same pattern of syncretism: accusative syncretizes
with nominative in the singular, but with dative in the plural. The table in (105)
shows the paradigm for Classical Ovdalian distal demonstratives.

(105) CrassicaL OVDALIAN

M F N Pl
Nom an-dar o-dar ed-dar dier-dar
Acc an-dar o-dar ed-dar diem-dar
Dat om-dar en-dar dyo-dar diem-dar

In the singular, there is no tension between the third person pronominal system
and the nominal system, since both collapse the nominative and accusative into
direct case (even for the feminine singular, in the demonstratives). But in the plu-
ral, there is a tension. As we have seen, plural pronouns in the variety described
here make a nominative-objective distinction, while the system of case on full
noun phrases makes a direct-dative distinction. The question is then, in the change
to a two-case system, what happens to the plural demonstratives? Do they pre-
serve the pronominal differentiation between nominative and objective, or do they
realign to conform to the system of the lexical nouns? The answer is that demon-
stratives (and as far as I can tell, other nominal modifiers) adapt to the new direct-
dative system for lexical nouns, with old nominative forms supplanting old
objective forms in accusative contexts. Thus, for example, in KK we find examples
like the following. The example in (106) is unambiguously nominative, the exam-
ple in (107) is unambiguously dative on D (though not on N), and the accusative
form in (108) (min in this context is expected to take accusative) shows the nomi-
native-like form, not the dative-like form.
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(106) Dier dar snapperer, wa mjast werr eld dansker,og ed
those there Danish.partisans were mostly worse than Danes and it
japt it ur kunundsin fesyekt skrem diem.
helped not how the.king  tried frighten them
“Those Danish partisans were mostly worse than Danes, and it didn’t mat-
ter how the king tried to frighten them!’

(107) E’wa bo kripper auti diem dar snapperer
it was both children out.in those.DAT there Danish.partisans
milmad og.
sometimes also
“There were sometimes also children among those Danish partisans’

(108) Nu war edit gral so ienkelt min dier dar ritualer, sos
now was it not completely so simple with those there rituals as
ed lat.
it sounds

‘Now, those rituals weren’t quite as simple as they sound’

The general changeover from a pronominal Nominative-Objective system to a
Direct-Dative system in the demonstratives is evidence for the distinction between
the two systems, the one operative for pronouns and the one operative for the
system of DPs.

4. Conclusion

In this paper I have described a case system used by some speakers of Ovdalian,
which to my knowledge has not been documented before. The system distinguish-
es direct from dative case in full noun phrases, and additionally distinguishes
nominative from objective cases in the pronominal system, so as a whole it is a
three-case system.

There are two significant differences between this system and the one de-
scribed in Akerberg (2000) and Dahl and Koptjevskaja-Tamm (2006). One is the
fusion of the nominative and accusative cases, and the other is the fusion of the
plural definite and indefinite forms. The latter suggests an analysis in which defi-
nite and plural affixes compete for a position.

In addition, the near absence of dative case endings when the noun is neither
definite nor plural suggests that the contribution of suffixes in the singular has
changed compared to earlier stages of the language.
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There has been a recent resurgence of interest in Ovdalian, and many mem-
bers of the community have expressed an interest in learning the language, in
some cases those whose grandparents or other relatives speak it but who for one
reason or another have grown up with Swedish in the home. Fortunately, thanks to
the efforts of Ulum Dalska and various enthusiasts, there are now readers, diction-
aries, and grammars available for the language. It should be noted, however, that
many of the materials available are based on Classical Ovdalian, and do not very
accurately reflect the modern speech community, not even the speech of its eldest
members. Thus, there might be a place for Traditional Ovdalian in the revitaliza-
tion efforts that are underway, but before that place can be found, the language
itself will have to be better understood. I hope that this paper can make some
modest contribution to that end.
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