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Formali

I pessari bok eru fyrirlestrar fra Freendafundi 11, islensk-faereyskri radstefnu sem var
haldin vid Haskola Islands 16.—18. aglst 2022 (sja https:/fraendafundur.hi.is/).
Fyrirlestrunum er hér radad upp eftir efni en allmargir fyrirlesarar kusu ad skila ekki
greinum i ritid.

Faereyjanefnd Haskola islands skipulagdi Fraendafund 11 i samvinnu vié Stofnun
Vigdisar Finnbogaddttur i erlendum tungumalum og islandsnefnd Frodskaparseturs
Foroya. | Fareyjanefndinni satu Johannes Gisli Jonsson (formadur), Gudrun
Kristjansdéttir (Heilbrigdisvisindasvioi), Kristinn Schram (Félagsvisindasvioi),
Kristin Jénsdottir (Menntavisindasvidi), Maria Anna Gardarsdéttir (Hugvisinda-
svidi) og Olafur Pétur Palsson (Verkfredi- og nattaruvisindasvidi). 1 Islands-
nefndinni voru T6ta Arnadottir (formadur), Erla Olsen, (Namsvisindadeildini), Lena
Reinert (Feroyamalsdeildini), Hans Andrias Sglvara (Segu- og samfelagsdeildini),
Magni Mohr (Heilsu- og sjdkrargktarvisindi) og Uni Arting (NattGruvisinda-
deildini). A radstefnunni voru haldnir 63 fyrirlestrar, par af fimm bodsfyrirlesarar &
Olikum freedasvidum, en aldrei &our hafa jafn margir og fjolbreytilegir fyrirlestrar
verid haldnir & Fraendafundi.

Samstarf Haskola lslands og Frodskaparseturs Faroya byggist &4 samstarfs-
samningi sem gerour var arid 1990 en hann hefur verid endurskodadur nokkrum
sinnum, nu sidast arid 2022. Fyrsti Freendafundurinn var haldinn vid Haskola islands
1992 en sidan pa hafa radstefnurnar verid haldnar pridja hvert ar og til skiptis i
Faereyjum og & islandi. Radstefnuritin hafa ymist verid gefin Gt i Porshéfn eda i
Reykjavik. A Fraendafundi er hefd fyrir pvi ad fyrirlestrar séu annadhvort & islensku
eda feereysku pott dnnur tungumal hafi einnig verid leyfd. petta fyrirkomulag hefur
ekki gefist vel og pvi var st breyting gerd & Freendafundi 11 ad fyrirlesarar voru
bednir um ad tala & islensku eda fereysku i fyrirlestrum & svidi hugvisinda en adrir
fyrirlestrar attu helst ad vera & ensku. bessi breyting er lika mikilveegur pattur i pvi
ad auka hlut annarra fredasvida en hugvisinda & Freendafundum.

Radstefnan var styrkt af eftirtéldum adilum: Clara Lachmann Fond, Frédskapar-
setri Fgroya, Haskolasjodi, Letterstedtska foreningen, Malvisindastofnun Hi og
Stofnun Vigdisar Finnbogadottur i erlendum tungumalum. bessum adilum eru hér
med faerdar pakkir fyrir adstodina. Vid viljum einnig pakka nafnlausum ritrynum
fyrir peirra starf en allar greinarnar i pessari bok voru ritryndar.
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HELGI GUNNLAUGSSON

On crime and punishment in four Nordic island nations:
Iceland, Greenland, the Faroe Islands and the Aland Islands

1. Introduction

In 2015, the Scandinavian Research Council for Criminology (SRCC) funded a
research group of Nordic scholars to study crime and punishment in four island
Nordic countries: Greenland, Iceland, the Faroe Islands and the Aland Islands. The
research group consisted of representatives from the four island nations, in addition
to researchers from Norway and Denmark. One of the main objectives of this
research group was to examine how conflicts and crimes are handled in these
individual societies. Criminality, incarceration and crime control were the main
themes of their research.

In this paper presentation, given at the Freendafundur 11 in Reykjavik in August
2022 at the University of Iceland, some of the key findings from the research project
were presented. The content of this paper has been largely drawn from this talk and
different publications, which have appeared in the most recent years. A final group
report was published by SRCC in 2019 with all the key findings of this project; the
report is called Crime and crime control in four Nordic island societies: The Faroe
Islands, Greenland, Iceland and the Aland Islands, and is edited by Annemette
Nyborg Lauritsen, associate professor at the University of Greenland in Nuuk.
Another valuable source used for this paper comes from a book chapter in Icelandic
from a book published by the University of Iceland Press (Gunnlaugsson 2021).

Many differences exist between the four Nordic island societies in culture, the
way they have achieved autonomy/independence and to the extent that this has been
implemented. However, they have more characteristics in common than they have
with the other Nordic countries: small populations living in secluded island societies,
geographic isolation from other countries, rough living conditions and high
dependence on the forces of nature. In such small societies, people are visible to each
other and are mutually dependent, and daily life is subject to strong traditions. To
various degrees they have all battled for autonomy and independence. All these
characteristics influence the way these island societies handle conflicts, they
perceive crimes and they work out their local policies on conflicts and crime.

There is some criminological research on Iceland (see, for example,
Gunnlaugsson and Galliher 2000 and Olafsdéttir and Bragadottir 2006). However,
very little is known about Greenland, and even less criminological research is
available on the Faroe Islands and the Aland Islands. Therefore, the main intention
of the research group was to bring forth knowledge about variations and similarities
on crime, incarceration and control in these four island societies.

The research group visited all the four island nations and spent a week in each of
them: the Faroe Islands in November 2015, the Aland Islands in October 2016,
Iceland in October 2017 and, finally, Greenland in October 2019, where the group
members organised an open conference on the themes with approximately 40
participants.

A working group seminar was held each time during our visits, focusing on our
objectives and themes with inputs from all the group members (Gunnlaugsson 2016).
We visited relevant authorities and learnt about their country’s crime and the control
system. We also met with representatives from the correctional facilities, police,
courts, prisons, and university faculties. At all these places, we were received kindly
with a smile, and we gained interesting and relevant insights into various parts of the
societies in question that seem to influence crime and crime control. This article is
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HELGI GUNNLAUGSSON

based on reflections of the author resulting from the experiences of the visits to these
four island nations, in addition to the research reports published by the SRCC
including the findings of the research group.

2. The Faroe Islands

Our first impression of the Faroe Islands on our visit in November of 2015 was of
an idyllic society with little crime. Littering in public places and graffiti were hardly
observed. Everything appeared to be clean, with houses being small, colourful and
well maintained for the most part. Quickly, we found out that there is very little
criminological literature on crime in the Faroes, and very few statistics in this field
are available. However, in 2018, less than 500 crimes were reported to the police,
with theft, vandalism and violent crimes making up close to 70% of the reports. A
decline in reports was detected in recent years, in particular in thefts and vandalism
(Hjelm-Rasmussen 2019).

We learned that the local criminal law is under Faroese rule, but the courts and
police are shared with Denmark. The main prison, Arresthisid, was located
approximately 20 km from Torshavn, the capital, in the mountains in an abandoned
US military station. The prison is relatively inaccessible, no public transportation
operates to and from there and, in winter, it is often cut off from the rest of the world
because of weather conditions. The prison has a 14-person capacity, divided between
5 detention cells and 9 cells for incarceration. Most inmates were male, and only 1—
2% are women. According to the local prison director, as of 2018, the average
occupancy was approximately 80% (Hjelm-Rasmussen 2019). Convicts with less
than a two-year prison sentence serve time there, but those with a longer sentence
are transferred to Denmark. A total of 6 Faroese served sentences in the VVestre prison
in Copenhagen in 2016. Moreover, the Faroese prison population is among the
lowest in the world, that is, 21 per 100 thousand inhabitants (World Prison Brief
2023).

Coming from Iceland, | was surprised to learn that the Faroese prison director did
not have any communication with Iceland nor any knowledge of the Icelandic prison
situation. The author later learned that the same holds for the director of the Icelandic
Prison and Probation Administration; no knowledge existed about Faroese prison,
and no exchange of information took place between the two institutions. Less than
ten inmates can serve time at the Arresthusid in the Faroe Islands.

At the time of our visit, one older inmate had received a longer prison sentence
and was to be transferred to Denmark. However, reportedly, the director was able to
keep him at Arresthusid because it was believed to be better for him. With this case,
we saw a concern reflecting positive and humane sentiments toward prisoners.

The Faroese police are armed with guns while on duty as is customary with the
Danish police. We asked the chief of police in Klaksvik if this was really necessary
in a peaceful society like the Faroe Islands. “A necessary precaution,” he replied
sharply. When asked if he had ever used a weapon while on duty, he admitted that
once he had grabbed the gun without using it. A young police officer confessed to
us that he felt naked if he did not have the gun with his police uniform while on duty.

Even though the Faroe Islands appear peaceful and crime free, serious crime can
be found here. At a meeting, a local senior social worker informed us that cases of
sexual victimisation of children had recently caused an alarm in the Faroese society.
This was a hidden phenomenon that suddenly appeared in the justice system and
public debate. Two prominent stories on digital sexual victimisation and incest were
covered in the local newspapers during the week we stayed there (“Nyttulaus
vidgerd” 2015 and “@vundsjuka” 2015). As in most societies, this type of crime also
exists in the Faroe Islands, and, two years earlier, a similar public alarm over sexual
victimisation of children, boys in particular, had been raised in Iceland
(Valgerdardottir 2013). The marginalised position of homosexual people in Faroe
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ON CRIME AND PUNISHMENT IN FOUR NORDIC ISLAND NATIONS

society has also made the news in Iceland (Gunnarsson 2018), but signs show
improvement in their struggle for human rights.

3. The Aland Islands

The research group visited the Aland Islands in the first week of October 2016. We
took the ferry from Stockholm to Mariehamn, the capital of Aland, and had a meeting
on board with the captain about crime-related matters in connection with the trips
between Stockholm, Aland and Helsinki. Aland comprises clusters of islands east of
Sweden; the islands are autonomous, demilitarised and neutralised, with
approximately 30,000 Swedish-speaking inhabitants in union with Finland. Because
of this, the Aland Islands are called Fredens éar. No military may stay on the islands,
the region cannot be fortified, and there is no military service on the islands. This
island community heavily relies on tourism, with a relatively high standard of living.
The community is characterised by social welfare and strong social capital, and
crime is perceived as being low by the locals.

According to the local police, a high number of reported crimes in the Aland
Islands are related to the passenger ferries between Sweden and Finland with a
stopover in Mariehamn. Earlier research on crime and criminality in Swedish-
speaking island regions in Finland has shown reluctance of inhabitants to report
crime to the police and trying to solve crime on their own (Mallén 2005). Based on
crime statistics, the local police provided us with the total number of reported crimes
during the past few years, and this number had been stable.

In 2016, 12 Alanders served a prison sentence. All sentences were served in the
Turku prison in Finland. In 2018, 12 Alanders were imprisoned, 6 of whom served
a prison sentence and six were jailed following arrest. In 2018, 4 Alanders served
their sentence as community service (Mallén 2019).

Our visit to the Aland Islands attracted some attention from the public and mass
media. The local newspaper interviewed us, inquiring about the purpose of our visit
and objectives of the research group and published the interview in their weekend
edition (“Kriminologer med fokus pa d-samhéllen” 2016).

4. Iceland

We visited Iceland in the first week of October 2017. We visited three of the five
prisons operating in Iceland at the time. Moreover, we had a meeting with the Prison
and Probation Administration at their headquarters and another meeting with the
capital area police.

Construction and renovation were taking place during the Litla-Hraun visit, the
largest prison in Iceland. Therefore, fewer than usual inmates served time there. The
prison facilities seemed worn-out and old, despite some maintenance work being
done over the years. Interactions between the guards and inmates seemed impersonal
but friendly.

The same impression of impersonal but friendly communication between the staff
and inmates was perceived by us when we visited the newest prison, H6Imsheidi,
close to Reykjavik. This is a modern prison similar to the new Nuuk prison in
Greenland but smaller. This is also the first prison that the Icelandic authorities have
specifically designed as a prison. Other prisons in Iceland had all originally been
intended for other purposes or were built by Danish authorities. The Holmsheidi
prison is a high-security prison with a transparent fence around the area and a locked
gate at the entrance to the building. Guards are stationed in the middle of the building
in what can easily be referred to as a “bunker” where they can monitor inmates
placed in different wings and units. The new prison includes a separate division for
female prisoners, and they started serving there in November 2016. A new, improved
custody unit has also been included at Holmsheidi that replaces the old one located
at Litla-Hraun. The custody unit at Litla-Hraun was impractical when investigating
a criminal case, that is, to transport police and lawyers between Reykjavik and Litla-
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Hraun (approximately 60 km) for interrogation of crime suspects. In addition, two
other prisons are operated in Iceland, Sogn and Kviabryggja, both of which are open
institutions giving more freedom to their inmates than in the closed prisons (Pakes
and Gunnlaugsson 2018; Pakes 2020).

The incarceration rate in Iceland is comparatively low, approximately 37 per
100,000 inhabitants, which is below almost all other European nations, including
Nordic nations except the Faroe Islands and Aland (World Prison Brief 2023). Even
though the number of prisoners does not necessarily reflect the crime rate in society,
this figure indirectly supports the notion of Iceland being a low-crime country. With
the new prison addition of Holmsheidi, the total capacity of prisoners in Iceland has
been raised to approximately 180 cells or rooms. In addition, a half-way house is
also operated in Reykjavik with a capacity of approximately 20 residents.

5. Greenland

The last group visit was to Nuuk, Greenland, in October 2019. There we organised
an open conference on crime and punishment in small societies with participants
from different parts of the world. A total of 40 participants, including a number of
local professionals in Greenland attended the conference. At the same time, a group
report including our key findings was published by the SRCC (Lauritsen 2019).

Greenland is part of the Danish kingdom, but in 2008, Greenland was granted
self-government from the previous home rule. Despite self-government, the
Greenlandic justice sector remains a Danish matter.

Greenland is characterised by great distances and contrasts. If you want to travel
between two towns, you need to use boats or aeroplanes, since roads do not connect
towns; often, these are long and costly journeys. Nuuk, the capital, with less than
20,000 inhabitants, has a touch of a big city; however, life in smaller settlements
appear as from a different world, not Nuuk. In many settlements, ships and flight
transportation are not possible during winter months because of harsh conditions.
Social and economic inequalities are also pronounced in Greenland, with the Gini
coefficient used to calculate income inequality that is considerably higher than in the
other Nordic countries (Lauritsen 2019).

The difficult circumstances in Greenland serve as the background to much higher
levels of crime than those found in other Nordic countries (Lauritsen 2019).
Although property crimes constitute the bulk of the reported crime, there is a higher
number of violent crimes than in Denmark. For instance, the reporting frequency of
sexual crimes is almost ten times higher than in Denmark. In terms of serious crime,
the Greenland situation runs counter to the criminological assumption that small and
homogenous nations have little crime (see, for example, Adler 1983). In addition to
this, other factors that seem to play a more decisive role in the local crime rate
include harsh natural conditions, social and economic hardship and rapid social
change. However, most of these crimes are domestic, occurring among family
members and close friends. Street crime among strangers is not prominent; therefore,
public safety is not in any real jeopardy.

The Greenlandic correctional facilities are not called “prisons”, but “anstalt™, or
institutions. This can be described as open institutions, presumably designed so to
avoid the detrimental effects known to be caused by closed prisons. Despite the
intention of openness and contact with society, in practice, a completely different
picture appears, according to a local criminological scholar and member of our
research group, Lauritsen (2019). Reportedly, most inmates, or approximately three
out of every four, spend most of their time within the institution. Therefore, in
practice, the Greenlandic correctional facilities have developed into institutions that
are more similar to closed prisons than the facilities as which they were originally
intended.

In 2018, the institutional capacity in Greenland totalled to 154 cells in 6
institutions (Lauritsen 2019). These institutions are typically characterised by
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ON CRIME AND PUNISHMENT IN FOUR NORDIC ISLAND NATIONS

overcrowding, which is a pressing issue. Not included in the Greenlandic numbers
of inmates are approximately 30 Greenlandic convicted men who served indefinite
sentences for homicide or sexual offences at the Herstedvester prison in Denmark.
The Greenlandic inmate population is more than 3 times higher than that in other
Nordic nations, that is, 233 prisoners per 100,000 inhabitants (World Prison Brief
2023). Therefore, this high number of inmates reflects the high rate of serious crime
characterising Greenlandic society. With the new anstalt in Nuuk opening in 2019,
all convicts are supposed to serve their time in Greenland.

In the fall of 2015 and 2016, | spent a few weeks as a guest professor at the
University of Greenland in Nuuk where | taught an intensive criminology course at
the MA level. Staying there for more than a few days gave me an opportunity to
learn more about Greenlandic society and get to know the local university students
better. The students in Nuuk did not seem very different from my students at the
University of Iceland: bringing their computers to class, using their mobile
frequently, and being active on social media! For the most part, they showed interest
in the subject and, gradually, became more active in class.

A part of their class assignments was to explore crime and social deviance in
Greenlandic society. Alcoholism and public drunkenness have been a well-known
social problem in Greenland for a long time. This problem was mapped out in some
of the student projects. The total consumption of alcohol is much higher than that in
many other nations, including Nordic ones. However, signs of a decreased use could
be detected. According to the students in my class, a generation gap existed between
the young and older generations in Greenland, and alcoholism characterised the old
much more than the young. The young generation suffered from the drunkenness of
their parents and grandparents over time and, subsequently, learned a lesson,
according to the students. Many young people do not use alcohol or use it more
moderately than the earlier generations do or did. Student gatherings on weekends
on campus and local music festivals seemed to back up this student observation.
Drunkenness was not easily visible and drinking behaviour appeared similar to what
you might find in other Nordic nations in similar student gatherings. However,
visiting the local bars in downtown Nuuk, particularly bars that the locals visit, a
different picture emerged, with more apparent public drunkenness and rowdiness.
This, however, is perhaps not unknown in the Reykjavik nightlife in the early
morning hours on weekends.

Concerns of drug use are also prevalent in Greenland. A case in point showing
the alarm is that the members of the Greenlandic parliament agreed to undergo a
drug test where the outcome was negative for all the members. The most widespread
drug type is cannabis, and it surprised me to learn how many people in the older age
groups admitted to using it in local user surveys. Studies in other Nordic countries
show cannabis use mostly in younger age groups, and it is almost negligible among
people older than 50 years of age. Other types of drugs are not common in Greenland,
unlike other Nordic nations where one can find most drugs on the illicit market (see,
for example, Tham 2021).

Of special interest to me, coming from Iceland, was to notice lustful
advertisements in the local media, e.g. “stripshow med Marie” or “den freekke aften
begynder med toplds servering i baren” (“Freek weekend pa Kristinemut” 2015).
These advertisements not only include nude female dancers but also male performers
(“Nick forkaler pigerne som fraek bartender” 2016). My students did not find these
ads questionable or out of the ordinary. In Iceland, nude public dancing has been
banned since 2009, as the exploitation of personal nudity is prohibited. When 1
mentioned the Icelandic legislation, the immediate reaction of the students was
surprise and disbelief. Strip shows are just a typical part of the local nightlife and
entertainment industry, according to the students. On discussing the matter more
closely in class, some of the students admitted that the Icelandic approach might
have some merit. One female student remarked that there are indeed some bar
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restrictions concerning nudity on these premises, such as breastfeeding not being
allowed. Thus, bar owners did not seem entirely unethical!

6. Concluding remarks

The four island societies share many similarities besides being Nordic. All of them
have been governed by other nation states, and their criminal justice systems trace
their origins to bigger nations. The systems in Iceland, the Faroe Islands and
Greenland are largely shaped by the Danish penal code and the system in Aland by
Finland. If independence is achieved, a major task awaits Greenland, the Faroe
Islands and Aland, that of filling the void left by Denmark and Finland. All the four
island nations have small populations, i.e. less than half a million or only 2% of the
total population of the Nordic nations. Iceland is the largest among the four, with
395,000 inhabitants, in addition to being an independent nation.

Iceland, the Faroe Islands and Aland share the same qualities of being small and
homogenous societies, consequently having few crimes reported to the police. Social
control is informal and social ties are strong and cohesive, with high social capital.
A distinguished criminologist from New Zealand, John Pratt (2008a, 2008b), once
described Scandinavia as exceptional when it comes to crime policies, with
consistently low rates of imprisonment and relatively lenient penalties. However, to
us, Greenland appears as an exception to his description. Crime rate is comparatively
high including serious types of violence and sexual victimisation. Moreover, the
prison population in Greenland is also higher than that in all the other Nordic nations
and also high globally. To fully explain the Greenlandic situation is beyond the scope
of this paper. However, harsh natural and social conditions undoubtedly play a role,
making it difficult to nurture precious social capital with the strong and stable social
ties vital to prevent serious crime.

The research group views this project as a starting point to future studies on these
four Nordic island nations. Particularly, more urgent research is needed for the Faroe
Islands and the Aland Islands, which have barely been included in the Nordic
discussions on criminology, let alone in international literature.
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UTDRATTUR

‘On crime and punishment in four island Nordic nations:
Iceland, Greenland, the Faroe Islands and the Aland Islands’

Keywords: crime, criminality, crime control, police, social deviance

Norreena sakfraediradid (Nordisk Samarbeidsrad for Kriminologi) setti saman
vinnuhop norraenna fredimanna arid 2015. Markmidid var ad rannsaka hvernig
famenn eysamfélog & nordurslédum takast & vid afbrot og refsingar. Londin eru
Granland, island, Faereyjar og Alandseyjar og i hopnum voru fradimenn fra peim
ollum, auk adila fra Danmorku og Noregi. A margan hatt eru 16ndin 6lik en pau eiga
sér samt ymislegt sameiginlegt fyrir utan ad vera eysamfélég. Graenland og Feereyjar
eru enn natengd Danmorku og réttarvorslukerfi peirra er danskt og starfslidid danskir
embaettismenn pott fjoldi innfeddra i starfslidinu hafi vaxid & allra sidustu arum. A
hinn boginn hefur island sin sdgulegu og menningarlegu tengsl vid gémlu
herrapj6dina Danmérku og Alandseyjar bla vid sjalfstjorn i nanum tengslum vid
Finnland. Hopurinn hélt sinn fyrsta fund i borshéfn i Faereyjum i nbvember 2015,
hittist aftur & Alandseyjum i oktober 2016 og pridja sinni & Islandi i oktober 2017.
Afangaskyrsla kom Ut med helstu nidurstodum hopsins arid 2016. Haustid 2019 var
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sidan lokafundur hopsins & Granlandi og radstefna jafnframt haldin med fjélda
annarra freedimanna. A sama tima kom Ut skyrsla med helstu nidurstédum hopsins &
vegum Norreena sakfreediradsins. A fundunum Kkynntu péatttakendur helstu
nidurstédur sinar um stédu afbrota og refsinga i 16ndunum fjérum. Jafnframt voru
heimsottir helstu adilar réttarvorslukerfisins i Feereyjum, Alandseyjum, Graenlandi
og & Islandi eins og logregla, domstolar, fangelsi og yfirstjorn fangelsismala. |
greininni er greint fra nidurstddum hoépsins og hugleidingum héfundar & ymsum
réttarfarslegum og menningarlegum einkennum eysamfélaganna fjoégurra. Ad lokum
eru dregnir fram lerdémar sem adrar pjodir geta hugsanlega dregid af sdgu
eyrikjanna fjogurra.

Helgi Gunnlaugsson
Héaskola Islands
helgigun@hi.is

18



ANNA KAREN UNNSTEINS
KARL ASPELUND
KRISTINN SCHRAM

Hvad taknar han nu?
S164 fjallkonunnar inn i samtimann

1. Inngangur

Hlutverk fjallkonunnar, tdknmynd ikledd skautbdningi og kyrtli, er rétgréio i
pbjodhatidardegi Islendinga og mérgum mikilvaegt. I ségulegu samhengi & hun sér
uppruna sem takn landsins innan tengslaneta Sigurdar Gudmundssonar og
Kvoldfélagsins 4 sidari hluta 19. aldar og vard svo fljotlega ad takni rikisvalds i
héndum islenskrar valdastéttar. Nylegar rannsoknir syna okkur sldd fjallkonunnar
inn i samtimann sem er morkud rémantiskum upphafsmyndum, menningarpolitik og
jafnvel Oredni 4 timum aukins margbreytileika i samfélaginu. Vidtals- og
vettvangsrannsoknir & medal fjallkvenna natimans og peirra fjolmdrgu sem ad peim
og svidsetningu peirra koma lysa 6likri reynslu af pvi ad vera i gervi hennar, 6likum
birtingarmyndum og peim, oft métsagnakenndu, hreyfiéflum sem bla ad baki. Med
patttokuathugunum, kénnunum og sjonreenum rannsoknaradferoum skodum vid pa
imyndarheima, sjalfsmyndarskdépun og ordredu sem birtist & mdrkum
hversdagsmenningar i natimanum, par & medal i fatnadi, tisku og menningararfi. Vio
spyrjum hvada hlutverki svidsetning fjallkonunnar gegnir fyrir almenning og
fjallkonur samtimans. P& greinum vid proun pessarar taknmyndar i ljési nyrra
kannana og gagna og hugmynda Baudrillard um préunarstig imynda i pjodfélagi og
veltum vongum yfir framhaldinu, na pegar fjallkonan og buningurinn hennar hafa
hugsanlega rofid tengsl sin vid félagslegan veruleika islendinga.

2. Konan og buningurinn

Til ad atta okkur & hvernig skautbdningur og kyrtill Sigurdar Gudmundssonar malara
og taknmynd fjallkonunnar runnu saman pa verdum vid ad lita & seinni hluta 18.
aldar, pegar Eggert Olafsson laetur bda til mynd par sem kona taknar pjodina eins og
var vida um Evropu (Eggert Olafsson 1832). Hugmyndir um pjodblninga verda
aberandi i Evropu, t.d. i Pyskalandi og Frakklandi, i byrjun 19. aldar og berast padan
til ndmsmanna i Kaupmannahofn. P4 fer pessi kvenimynd ad birtast i skrifum
Fj6lnismanna, td. i Ijodum Jénasar Hallgrimssonar, og hugleidingar um
pjodbaninga verda sterkari & sama tima. Sigurour malari fer pa ad hanna sina
pj6dbuninga og endurskapa pa undir 1860. Um pad leyti birtast myndraenu gerdir
fjallkonunnar, fyrst 4 titilmynd seinni binda enskrar pydingar & islenzkum pj6dsogum
og @vintyrum Jons Arnasonar, Icelandic Legends, par sem fjallkonan birtist med
eldkorénu og sverd sitjandi & steini (Jon Arnason 1864-1866, 11: Titilmynd; sja
einnig Gunnell 2017a og 2017b). Ad Sigurdi malara latnum er gefid Gt eftir hann
1j63id Faldafestir par sem ma sja ad hann tengir landid og nattdru islands beint vid
baninginn par sem partar af baningnum tékna fjéllin, annar partur taknar hafid og
svo framvegis (Sigurdur Gudmundsson 2006). Fjallkonan i pjodsagnautgafunni byr
til imynd af gydju og landveetti sem sidar birtist i leikriti Indrida Gudmundssonar,
Nyarsnott (Indridi Einarsson 1907). I leikritinu, sem var frumflutt i Reykjavik 1871
og synt vida & Islandi og i Islendingabyggdum i Vesturheimi, birtist Aslaug alfkona
ikleedd kyrtilbaningi Sigurdar sem verndarvettur sveitunga gegn alfakonungi sem er
skyr birtingarmynd konungsveldis Dana. Par rennur saman imynd alfkonunnar,
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landveettarins, taknmynd islenskrar natturu (i gegnum 1j6d Sigurdar) og hreinleiki
islenskrar kvenmyndar. Birtingarmynd Islands sem verndandi kvenimyndar, sem er
bjodlega klaedd, formfestist svo afram & leiksvidum & Islandi og & islendingahatidum
i Vesturheimi (Gunnell 2017a:28-30).

Naesta skref i pessu ferli er pegar konur i Reykjavik taka sig saman og gefa
Alexandrinu Danadrottningu skautbining og méttul i tilefni af heimsokn hennar til
fslands 1921 (,,Hennar hatign® 1921). bar tekur valdastéttin skautbuning Sigurdar og
landveettarimyndina (tilvonandi fjallkonuna) um leid og innlimar hvort tveggja i
formgerd sina. Drottningin er pannig ,,islenskud* um leid og buningurinn verdur
danskt krinudjasn og uppreisnarimyndir af tagi Aslaugar alfkonu verda med pvi
méttlausar.

Joénas fra Hriflu undirstrikar eignarhald valdastéttarinnar a imyndinni sidan &
Vestmannadogum & bingvollum 1939, par sem eiginkona hans er Kklaedd
skautbdningi og leikur fjallkonuna med Ameriku og Kanada sér vid hlid sem
hiromeyjar (Klemenz Jonsson 1994). Fjallkonan og skautid renna par enn frekar
saman og i petta sinn vid &dstu innlendu valdakonu landsins. Lokahnykkurinn er svo
pegar fjallkona islands atti ad birtast i rigningunni & bingvéllum pann 17. jini 1944
kleedd skautbuning sem hun hafdi fengid lanadan fra gamalli konu i Grjétaporpinu.

Fjallkonan i petta skipti var barnabarn Hannesar Hafstein, fyrsta radherra islands,
og Ur efti stétt samfélagsins (,,Fjallkona Lydveldishatidarinnar 1944). barna verdur
til leiksyning pjodernisins sem fjallkonan synir arlega & Austurvelli frammi fyrir
Alpingishasinu, par sem valdastéttin, landveetturinn, landsmaodirin, landverndarinn,
baningurinn og pjéoernishreyfingin 6ll verdur ad einu i einni konu. Sidan verdur
syningin smam saman ad ratinu, arlegu helgihaldi par sem leiksyningin er heimur
fjallkonunnar og hlutverk fjallkonunnar og imyndin sem slik er ordin métanleg.

3. Menningararfur métast og proast

Pegar imynd er ordin motanleg og pegar efnivid hennar, hefdum, frasbégnum eda
hversdagsmenningu er fengid hlutverk menningararfs er hin jafnan undirbyggd med
visan til upprunaleika. Ef varpad er ljosi & med hvada hatti tilteknir hopar idka slikan
menningararf i samtimanum ma hins vegar sjé hvernig éraedni, breytileiki, ironia og
pverpjdoleiki geta verid pydingarmeiri peettir en 1atio er i vedri vaka. Vio getum
pannig spurt hvert sé hlutverk leiks, Oraedni og ironiu i tilurd og viohaldi
menningararfs i pverpjédlegum samskiptum og framsetningu pj6dernislegrar
sjalfsmyndar? Neertekt geeti pott ad lysa pjédlegum klednadi ndtimans sem
hefdartilbdningi, nalgun sem tengja ma rannséknum Eric Hobsbawm og Terence
Ranger. Undir ritstjorn peirra fjalladi t.d. Hugh Trevor-Roper um ymis skosk
pjodernistakn, svo sem sekkjapipur og klaedi skreytt litskradugum, kofléttum
mynstrum (e. tartan) sem einkenna &ttu einstakar ettir og eru um allan heim tengd
skotapilsum (Trevor-Roper 1983). Lagdi hann &herslu & tilurd peirra i ndtimanum
fremur en r alpyduhefoum fortidar. St nalgun er p6 vandasdém ad pvi leyti ad pad
gefur i skyn ad skyr vidmid séu til um hvad sé upprunaleg og sénn hefd og hvad
ekki. bjodfraedingar & bord vid Reginu Bendix hafa pannig bent & veikar undirstodur
peirrar tvihyggju sem greinir ad pj6dfraedi og gervipjodfradi (e. fakelore). bar leggur
Bendix &herslu & hvernig menningarpdlitik upprunaleikans er samofin markads-
oflum og fraedilegri vidleitni sem gerir leitina innantdma i fjolmenningu natimans
(Bendix 1997).

I margraedni sinni eru pjodbaningar og annar pjodlegur klednadur demi um
menningararf sem verdur ekki afmarkadur med skyrum heetti. Skautbiningar og
kyrtlar fjallkvenna eru hannadir baningar Gr smidju Sigurdar mélara og kvenna sem
hann vann med. Peysufét, upphlutsbdningar og faldbaningarnir gémlu eru hins vegar
klzedi sem proudust medal kvenna og formfestust sidan sem pjédleg kleedi a ymsum
stigum og timabilum og hafa gengid undir talsverda endurnyjun lifdaga og
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endurskodun sidan um midja sidustu 6ld (Karl Aspelund 2015). Upprunasaga
fjallkonunar, sem hér hefur verid stuttlega rakin, synir pad og sama méa segja um
framsetningu hennar i samtimanum. bar er ,,helgi* bininga audvitad &di misjéfn og
vekja tilbrigdi vid hefdina jafnan athygli. Nefna ma t.d. gjorning listakonunnar Rari
(Puridur Rari Fannberg) & studentahatid pann 1. desember 1974, par sem hun
klzeddist upphlutsbuningi med blussu og svuntu i bandarisku fanalitunum og med
gyllt skotfaerabelti i stad stokkabeltis og skarti ar smamynt og plastglingri. Vidbrdgd
voru sterkari en listakonan sjalf atti von 4. Hin sagoi sidar: ,,Sumir voru reidir en
adrir voru yfir sig hrifnir... Eftir 4 veit ég ad petta voru bestu viobrogd sem heaegt er
ad Oska sér pvi pad pydir ad verkid snertir vid folki.* (Bergpéra Njala Gudmunds-
dottir 2006).

Myndlistarfolkid Libia Castro og Olafur Olafsson unnu einnig med
fyrirframgefnar imyndir & syningu sinni & Straumi arid 2000 par sem pau toku a moti
gestum klaedd upphlutsbining og peysufétum. Ljésmynd fra vidburdinum, sem er
sjalfstaett verk, synir listamennina & vettvangi syningarinnar en bakgrunnurinn er
alver Rio Tinto Alcan handan hraunbreidunnar. Ad eigin ségn voru myndlistar-
mennirnir ad leika sér ad umbreytingu pjédlegra sjalfsmynda og stadalmynda
landslags. ,,Unnid er med fastsetta formgerd; buninga sem takna eigi alpyduna og
bjodina, en p6 augljosum breytingum, par sem Libia er ekki islensk, Olafur er ekki
kona og bakgrunnurinn ekki sveitabzr heldur alver*! (Castro og Olafsson 2000).

Eins metti nefna umtalid sem Porgerdur Katrin Gunnarsdottir mennta-
malaradherra vakti vio opnun syningar i Pjéominjasafninu arid 2004. Bar hin par
islenskan kvenbulning an skotthifu sem harmad var i greinarskrifum asamt pvi ad
radherrann veeri i hvitum bol undir upphlutnum i stad skyrtu (,,Kleednadur sem vakti
athygli“ 2012). Ekki si0ri athygli vakti innkoma Jons Gnarr borgarstjora nokkrum
arum sidar i gledigongu Hinsegin daga i Reykjavik ikleddur ,,kvenpjodbuningi“
(Kristjana Arnarsddttir 2013). Nokkud var svo reynt & hugtakid pegar fegurdar-
drottningin Arna Yr Jénsdottir syndi ,,pjodbining” Islands a Miss Universe
keppninni i Las Vegas sem ad sogn var vikingablningur og 6dur til sterkra
vikingakvenna (Tryggvi Pall Tryggvason 2017). Buningur Ornu, eins og
,pjo0buningar annarra keppenda, hafdoi a yfirbordinu ekkert med pjodlegan
klzednad ad gera, heldur var hann fantasiu-kvenimynd sem tilheyrdi leiksvidi og
hugmyndaheimi fegurdarsamkeppninnar.

Likt og pessi deemi syna fer m6tun imynda fram med margvislegum hatti og i
6liku samhengi. Pad sem pau eiga p6 sameiginlegt er tilkall til hefdar og jafnframt
pad framandi samhengi sem peim er gefid. bar er p6 ekki um ad raeda einfaldan
flutning oslitinnar hefdar milli kynsl6da langt aftur i timann. Sa athygli sem pessir
gjorningar vekja, sem a kéflum er neikvaed, geta heldur varla talist hamlandi enda
spretta peir ekki upp ur vidleitni til ad fylgja alpyduhefdum af nokkurri einurd. Sa
Oraeoni sem einkennir birtingarmyndir pjodlegs kleednadar i samtimanum ma laga ad
mismunandi menningarlegu samhengi. Pannig er erfitt ad reda um ekta eda Gekta
pjodlegan klednad. Hann er eftir sem &dur Oraedur arfur — Oraedni sem arfur.
Sjénarspili pjédmenningar nagir pannig ad hofudtaknin birtist & 4kvednum stédum
og stundum. bad meetti segja ad i pvi astandi sjaum vid ekki landid fyrir landakortinu
svo snlid sé Ut ur myndmali Jorge Borges sem Jean-Francois Baudrillard notar i
greiningu sinni & préun takna, eins og nanar verdur getid (Baudrillard 1994:1-2).

L In our case we were using a construct; a pre-existing costume representative of folk and
nation, but obviously rather differently, since Libia is not Icelandic, Olafur is not a woman,
and the background was an aluminium factory and not a farm.*
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4. Fjallkonur samtimans og vidhorf til peirra

Sidustu tvo sumur, 2021 og 2022, héfum vid rannsakad fjallkonur samtimans.
Sumarid 2021 ték Anna Karen Unnsteins vidtol vio prjar nylegar fjallkonur &
héfudborgarsveedinu, fjallkonu Reykjavikur 2019, fjallkonu Hafnafjardar 2021 og
starfsmann Arbajarsafns sem klaeddist skautbuningi a safninu pjodhatidardaginn
2021. Einnig ték han vidtdl vid tvo kledskera og pjodbuningasérfredinga i
Reykjavik og Hafnarfirdi sem hafa seéd um fjallkonur sins bajarfélags i fleiri ér,
asamt pvi ad skauta fjallkonur (festa hofudfatid) fyrir framan &horfendur og segja fra
tilurd baninganna. Fjallkona Reykjavikur 2019, Aldis Amah Hamilton, var pé ekki
skautud fyrir framan ahorfendur.

Avallt rikir mikil leynd yfir vali & fjallkonu Reykjavikur og han er pvi ferd i
baning og skautud inni i Alpingishasinu vid Austurvoll rétt adur en han stigur Ut,
fullbdin og glaesileg. Han gengur sidan fram hja heidursverdi ad pualti par sem hun
flytur frumsamid [jod fyrir framan ahorfendur og pa sem horfa a i sjonvarpinu. Aldis
lysti peim heidri sem fylgdi hlutverkinu pegar hin var komin i baninginn, sem hefur,
med Orfaum undantekningum, verid sa sami sidan 1971 (Klemenz Jénsson 1994).
Henni fannst eins og ad baki henni steedu 6tal fyrrum fjallkonur, leikkonur sem hun
daist ad og hofdu adur stadio i sému sporum. Han hefoi alltaf verid hrifin af
fjallkonunni en eftir ad hin héf ndm og sidar starf sem leikkona hefdi pad ordid viss
draumur ad verda valin i hlutverkid.

Bergrun, fjallkona Hafnarfjardar 2021, sagdi hlutverkid vissulega heidur en hin
hefdi purft ad hugsa sig vandlega um adur en han sampykkti hlutverkid. Bergrin
sagdist hafa sett fjallkonuna og fegurdarsamkeppnir & sama stall &dur en hin ték vio
hlutverkinu og sem feministi og ponkari hefdi hun purft ad hugsa sig vandlega um
hvort han etti yfirhofud ad taka hlutverkinu. Bergrun taladi vid Hildi Rosenkjeer,
sagnfreeding og eigenda bjodbuningastofunnar Annrikis, sem sér um bdninga
fjallkvenna i Hafnarfirdi. Eftir ad peaer hofou reett saman og Hildur hafdi Gtskyrt fyrir
henni sdgu og gildi baningsins og fjallkonunnar sjélfrar akvad Bergrin ad lata slag
standa. Petta veeri ekki bara drottningarleikur eins og hun hafdi adur haldid, pad veeri
eitthvad meira 4 bak vio petta.

Bergrun var, dlikt Aldisi, skautud fyrir framan ahorfendur &dur en hin flutti avarp
sitt. HGn sagdist hafa att erfitt med ad sitja kyrr og tala ekki allan timann medan
Hildur festi skautio & héfud hennar og sagdi gestum fra pvi sem hdn hafoi adur fraett
Bergrunu um. begar pvi var lokid gekk Bergran med fjolskyldu sinni ad svidinu par
sem hun flutti fjallkonuavarp, sem hun hafdi samid sjalf i tilefni dagsins.

Onnur skautun fjallkonu pennan dag &tti sér stad & Arbajarsafninu, par sem
porey, starfsmadur safnsins, var kleedd i baninginn sem Aldis hafdi klaedst tveimur
arum adur og fjallkona Reykjavikur klaedist ar hvert. Oddny Kristjansdottir,
pjodbuningasérfredingur safnsins, sagdi par, likt og Hildur, fra ségu bdningsins,
héfudfatsins og fjallkonunnar, medan han skautadi Poreyju. pegar skautid var fast
og Oddny hafdi lokid frasdgn sinni var pjéobuningaklett folk i salnum bedid ad
koma upp og syna buninga sina. Ad pvi loknu gengu allir Ut i g6da vedrid og
hopmynd var tekin af pradbdnu pjodbaningafolki med fjallkonuna fyrir midju. Porey
hafdi ekki sagt stakt ord pegar parna var komid ségu en eftir myndatékuna kom fjoldi
félks upp ad henni og spjalladi vid hana i stutta stund.

Nokkrum ddgum sidar hitti Anna Karen Péreyju til ad reda um upplifunina
pennan dag. ,,betta er i rauninni bara hluti af starfinu, sagdi htin adspurd um daginn
sem fjallkona. ,,pad er alveg pinu heidurshlutverk & akvedinn hatt [ad vera valin] en
pad er bara af pvi ad pli passar i buninginn.“ Olikt Bergrinu og Aldisi fjarlagdi
Porey sig algerlega hlutverkinu; petta var bara hver annar vinnudagur fyrir hana
nema i finni fétum en venjulega.

Einn meginmunur a upplifun bPdreyjar og hinna var ad borey flutti ekki avarp sem
fjallkona. Fjallkona Reykjavikur flytur yfirleitt frumsamid 1j6d & 17. jani og eins og
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adur sagai flutti Bergrun 1j6d sem han hafdi sjalf samid i tilefni dagsins i Hafnarfirdi.
Aftur & moti er pad ekki hefdin & Arbajarsafni, heldur virdist tilgangurinn par vera
ad syna buninginn sem fjallkona Reykjavikur klaedist og Utskyra betur edli hans og
samsetningu. Eins og Porey sagdi sjalf, var hun einfaldlega valin i hlutverkio par
sem hun passadi i buninginn: ,,Eg var meira bara ad vera til synis,” sagdi hun
aospurd. pad folk sem hafdi raett vid hana eftir skautunina hafdi nanast eingéngu
gefid sig & tal vido hana til ad segja henni hversu falleg han veri i baningnum.
Adspurd sagdist hun ekki hafa fengid neina spurningu um baninginn sjalfan eda um
neitt sem tengdist safninu p6 ad han veri vissulega enn i hlutverki starfsmanns
safnsins pennan dag: ,,[F]olk hefur kannski ekki lagt i pad ad eiga i casual samraedum
vid fjallkonuna [...] ég held ad ég hafi ekki beint verid alitin starfsmadur safnsins,
eda svona Obreyttur starfsmadur safnsins 4 pessum degi.*

Svipad var uppi a teningnum & sama tima i Hafnarfirdi eftir ad Bergran hafoi
lokid &varpi sinu. S& sidur er i Hafnafirdi, 6likt t.d. i Reykjavik, ad fjallkonan
yfirgefur ekki svaedio eftir avarp sitt, heldur upplifir hdn hatidarhéldin i baningnum
med fjélskyldu og vinum. Eftir avarpid gafu ymsir sig a tal vid hana, sagdi han, félk
vildi taka myndir med henni og fleira. Umreaedur Hafnfirdinga vid fjallkonuna virdast
hafa verid svipadar og & Arbajarsafni. Folk sagdi henni hversu falleg hdn veeri, sem
han setti spurningarmerki vid sjalf. ,,[M]ér fannst svolitid 6paegilegt... pad eru svo
margir sem koma og vilja spjalla vid mann pennan dag og einhver gamall madur,
svo upptekinn ad pvi ad ég veeri svo ung og glesileg og, pu veist, konan hans er lika
gleesileg og svo stendur hun vid hlidina & honum og er ad hlusta & petta, [...] frekar
einmitt ad hlusta [a fjallkonuna] frekar en ad horfa.“ bvi midur er ekki vist ad
Bergrunu hafi ordid ad 6sk sinni. Han sagai fra folki sem kom og taladi vid hana en
han nefnir aldrei ad neinn hafi komid til hennar og reett 1j64id vid hana.

Greining a athugasemdakerfum ymissa islenskra vefmidla um fjallkonu
Reykjavikur 2022 benda til pess ad islendingar horfi frekar & manneskjuna sem
likamnar fjallkonuna en ad pau hlusti & pad sem han hefur ad segja. Fjallkona
Reykjavikur 2022 var Sylwia Zajkowska, leikkona sem fluttist til landsins fra
Péllandi rétt um tveimur arum fyrr, i midjum alheimsfaraldri. Han flutti avarp
fjallkonu eftir Brynju Hjalmsdottur sem byrjar & ordunum: ,,Engin tunga bragdast
eins, engin tunga bragdast illa“ (sja https://brynjahjalmsdottir.com/cassel/). Sylwia
flutti 1j66i0 med sterkum polskum hreim og ad pvi er virdist stakri prydi og fékk
medal annars lof forsetisradherra eftir avarpid. Ekki voru pé allir eins sattir. begar
fjolmidlar birtu fréttir um fjallkonuna birtist mikill fjoldi athugasemda & bord vid:
islenskar hefdir til margra ara og tunga er 4 hverfandi hveli.“ (Svanberg Hjelm
2022). Mun fleiri tjadu sig um framburd og uppruna fjallkonunnar en segja ma ad
dregid hafi nidur i umraedunni pegar fyrrverandi préfessor i islenskri malfraeoi,
Eirikur Rognvaldsson, vardi hreim fjallkonunnar en fyrirségn vidtals vid hann var
Islendingar of épolinmédir gagnvart erlendum hreim (Ottar Kolbeinsson Proppé
2022). | pessari fréttaumfjollun og peim hundrudum ummala sem fylgdu var ekki
ad sja nokkra umraedu um 1j6did sem fjallkonan flutti. Pad meetti pvi halda ad enginn
hefdi hlustad & pad sem fjallkonan hafdi ad segja, eingdngu & pad hvernig pad var
flutt. Allar peer neikvaedu athugasemdir sem beindust ad Sylwiu snerust ad henni
persdnulega, um hana sem polskan innflytjenda en ekki sem leikkonu i hlutverki
fjallkonu.

5. Netkdnnun sumarid 2022

Hlustar pa enginn & fjallkonuna, hvort sem hun er ponkari i Hafnarfirdi eda
innflytjandi og leikkona i Reykjavik? Og ef enginn hlustar & hana, til hvers er hun,
og hvad taknar han pa fyrir almenningi? Hvert er hlutverkid, sem leikid er? Til ad
reyna ad svara pessum spurningum var gerd vidamikil netkénnun sumarid 2022
medal almennings. Svarendur voru spurdir Gt i 17. juni sem hatid og vidhorf peirra
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og hugmyndir um fjallkonuna. 295 svor bérust fra konum & aldrinum 13-70 (neer
engin svor voru fra korlum eda kvarum) yfir sumarid. ber spurningar sem hér verour
greint fra voru Hvad taknar fjallkonan fyrir pér? asamt pvi ad svarendur voru bedin
um ad segja hvort fjallkonan veeri dmissandi, frekar mikilveeg, ekki mjog mikilveeg,
eda hvort han skipti ekki mali i hatidarhéldum pjédhatidardagsins. pegar farid var
yfir svérin vid spurningunni Hvad taknar fjallkonan fyrir pér? var hagt ad flokka
pau i fjéra meginflokka sem innihalda 259 svor af 295 en eftirstandandi 36 svor
possudu ekki i neinn flokk (t.d. glaesileiki, pjédbuningadrottningin o.fl.) (Anna
Karen Unnsteins 2022): Ekki neitt (106 svor); Kona (58 svor); Island (pmt.
pjodarsal, modurjord o.fl.) (49 svor); Hefd (46 svor).

Af peim 106 sem sogdu fjallkonuna ekki takna neitt, sogdu 14 ad han veeri
omissandi, 24 ad han veeri frekar mikilveeg, 24 ad han veeri ekki mjog mikilvaeg og
44 a0 han skipti ekki mali. bad kemur ekki & 6vart ad flestir téldu hana ekki skipta
mali en ahugavert er ad svo stor hluti svarenda, 48 manns, stadsetja sig fyrir midju
og vilja ekki taka afgerandi afstoou til hennar pé ad fjallkonan pydi ekkert fyrir peim.
Koénnunin synir ad fjallkonan virdist vera frekar vera merkingarlaus fyrir yngra folki
en eldra; 33 & aldrinum 13-20 segja hana ekki takna neitt og 48 a aldrinum 21-30
ara segja pad sama. Tala peirra sem finnst fjallkonan merkingarlaus fer sidan
hridlekkandi med hakkandi aldri. Einn svarandi & aldrinum 31-40 ara sagdi
fjallkonuna frekar mikilveega en sagdi hana tdkna ,,Svo sem ekkert sérstakt. En ég er
mjog anegd med fjolbreytni hennar a sidustu arum.“ (Anna Karen Unnsteins 2022).
Annar svarandi & aldrinum 21-30 &ra sagdi fjallkonuna einnig frekar mikilveega en
tdkna ekkert sérstakt og beetti pvi vid ad pad veri ,,gaman ad sja hver [sé] valin®
(Anna Karen Unnsteins 2022).

Af peim 46 sem sogdu fjallkonuna takna hefdina um fjallkonu ad einhverju leyti
s6gdu 24 hana 6émissandi, 16 sogdu hana frekar mikilveega, einn ekki mjog
mikilvaega og fimm sdgou ad fjallkonan skipti ekki mali. Hér er aldursdreifingin mun
jafnari en i fyrri flokknum, p6 ad konur a aldrinum 51-60 ara séu greinilega steersti
aldursflokkurinn (13 manns). Konur & peim aldri ségdu fjallkonuna medal annars
takna ,,virdingu vid hefd og pjod*, og ,hatidlegan vana“ sem hafi fylgt henni og
pessum degi fra barnasku og ljodalestur sem tilheyrir alls stadar vido pessi
hatidarhold pennan dag (Anna Karen Unnsteins 2022). bessi svor sem fengust i
kénnuninni gefa pvi skyrt til kynna ad fjallkonan sé i hugum margra na ordin ad
takni sem visar eingdngu & sjalft sig.

6. broun imyndar i pjéofélagi — hvad naest?

Litum & préun pessara tveggja fyrirbeera: fjallkonunnar og kvenbininga Sigurdar
malara, pa einkum skautblningsins sem imyndar i pjodfélagi. Pad ma rekja
préunarferli peirra saman, enda eru peir samrunnir eins og adur var raett: Baningurinn
vard fjallkonubiningur og einkenni og utlit fjallkonunnar vard baningurinn. Til
samans hafa pessi fyrirberi ordid ad tvieinu tdkni med einstaka tilvist og eiginleika.
Hugmyndir Jean Baudrillards um préunarstig tiknmynda i pjédfélagi méa nota til ad
skilja hvernig buningarnir og fjallkonan hafa ordid ad pvi sem pau eru og hvar petta
tvieina takn stendur i dag. I freegri umfjéllun sinni um myndgervingar rekur hann
hvernig takn préast i pjodfélagi i fjorum skrefum stig af stigi (Karl Aspelund 2015).?

2 Such would be the successive phases of the image: it is the reflection of a profound reality;
it masks and denatures a profound reality; it masks the absence of a profound reality; it has
no relation to any reality whatsoever; it is its own pure simulacrum. In the first case, the
image is a good appearance - representation is of the sacramental order. In the second, it is
an evil appearance - it is of the order of maleficence. In the third, it plays at being an
appearance - it is of the order of sorcery. In the fourth, it is no longer of the order of
appearances, but of simulation (Baudrillard 1994:6).
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A fyrsta stiginu er taknid spegilmynd djlpstads veruleika, jakvaed birtingarmynd
sem tilheyrir heimi helgidéma (e. sacrament). Hér sjdum vid frumstig hvoru tveggja,
kvenimyndar Islands og pjodlegra klaeda islenskra kvenna um og upp ur byrjun 19.
aldar. Fjallkonan er ekki ad fullu synileg og jafnvel ekki nafngreind, heldur birtist i
greinum og lj6dum pjodernissinnadra hofunda sem takn lands og pjodar an stadlads
Gtlits. PO er visad i landid frekar en félkid i landinu og er nattarutdknmal pvi
undirstada pess sem & eftir kemur. Baningurinn er hins vegar ekki nysképun, heldur
er bein tenging i klaedi sem eru annadhvort i notkun eda skiljanlegur &horfendum og
lesendum ut fra fyrri pekkingu og augljosum tengingum. bar metti nefna mynd
Eggerts Olafssonar til minningar um Lovisu Danadrottningu 1752, par sem kona
med skildahtfu taknadi Island, romantik Jonasar Hallgrimssonar (1844) pegar hann
bidur ad heilsa konu sem birtist sem engill ,,med hufu og raudan skif, i peysu* eda
pegar Gisli Thorarensen og Sigurdur Gudmundsson mélari visa til gydjunnar Apenu
til ad stydja vid fullyrdingar um fegurd faldsins ut fra grisk-romverskum
klassikisma® (sja einnig Gunnell 2017a og Svein Yngva Egilsson 2017).

A 6dru stigi segir Baudrillard taknid hafa umhverfst. bad sé ordid ad illri
birtingarmynd (,,evil appearance®) sem tilheyri verdld folskulegs asetnings: bad
hylur og vanar undirliggjandi veruleika. Hér sjaum vid frumgerd fjallkonunnar og
baningsins verda ad skilgreindum taknum, sem er beitt i beinskeyttum tilgangi (pad
sem Baudrillard kallar ,,félskulegt® [fr. malefice]). bPetta méa skilja & pann hatt ad
takninu er beitt gegn einhverju(m).

Eins og &dur var nefnt sjdum vio til demis i Nyarsnott Indrida Einarssonar
alfkonuna Aslaugu birtast i Sigurdarkyrtli til ad bjarga saklausum islendingum fra
illum 6flum Alfakonungsins, taknmyndar Danaveldis (Gunnell 2017a). Eins sjaum
vid ad Sigurd Gudmundsson, med adstod utgafu Gudrunar Gisladéttur af greininni
hans eftir hans dag, hefur skilgreint buninginn sem ,,island personifiserad* svo
islenskar heldri konur geetu verid kleddar til hofuds dénsku tiskunni og med utliti
sinu verid varnargardur gegn danskri og half-danskri menningu yfirh6fud (Sigurdur
Gudmundsson 1878/2006).

Undirliggjandi veruleikinn undir lok 19. aldar var p6 sa ad baningurinn, kladin,
voru i hvunndagsbruki. Skautbaningurinn var, a.m.k. upp undir aldamétin 1900,
borinn til kirkju og i bradkaupum og vid jardarfarir og kyrtillinn notadur &
dansleikjum (sja t.d. Karl Aspelund 2017:127 o.4fr.). En pegar komid var undir lok
19. aldar var pessi veruleiki kvennanna lika nyttur i pélitiskum tilgangi. Leikgerd af
einhverju tagi hafdi laumast inn og var farin ad hylja hvunndaginn. Yfirstéttir islands
og Danmerkur attu pd sidasta leikinn um tima i pessu tafli pegar ungar konur &
Akureyri stilltu sér upp eins og hofgydjur vid konungskomuna 1907 (Poulsen og
Rosenberg 1958:299). Leikgerdin nadi svo akvednu hamarki pegar islenskar konur
gafu, eins og &4dur var nefnt, Danadrottningu Sigurdarbininginn (,,Hennar hatign‘
1921). b4 var undirliggjandi veruleiki buningsins nanast horfinn & augabragdi um
leid og buningurinn vard ad takni pjodarinnar innan danska og half-danska
valdakerfisins. bjodernisleiksyningin sem Jonas fra Hriflu setti upp & pingvollum
1939, par sem konan hans birtist i sama gervinu og Danadrottning bar sem fisland,
sneri svo taflinu enn vid og dypkadi eignarhald yfirstéttarinnar 4 imyndinni (,,Enn
um Vestmannadaginn® 1939).

Pridja stigid, segir Baudrillard (1994), synir okkur tdkn sem geelir vid ad birtast,
apekkt géldrum. NG er taknid misvisun, ad hetti téfrabragda, sem dylur pa stadreynd
ad pad er enginn undirliggjandi djupstaedur veruleiki til ad visa &. Upp ar midri 20.
old, pegar fjalkonan var ordin ad arlegum leikpeetti i stadfestingu innlends valds, var
ekkert eftir nema ad vidhalda imyndunum. Buningurinn og fjallkonan runnu saman

3 Sja t.d. Eggert Olafsson (1832), Gisla Thorarensen (1892:205) og Sigurd Gudmundsson
(1857:52-53).
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i eina tdknraena veru par sem baedit taknin kélludu & og kréfdust nerveru hins. pad
ad buningurinn taknadi petta eda hitt skipti ekki mali, né var pad neitt meginmal ad
fjallkonan hafdi sdgu. Fjallkonan var ordin ad helgileik, baningurinn var ordinn ad
imynd hennar, og konan i baningnum var aukatridi nema i rétt augnablik ad lokinni
athofn pegar han vard aftur ad sjalfri sér. Baningar Sigurdar voru og eru enn
alagahjupar sem umvefja konu og galdra fram fjallkonu (i Reykjavik) arlega pegar
hin er skrydd (i Alpingishusinu, & Arbajarsafni...) og konan hverfur inn i buninginn.
Pad segir lika sitt ad almenningur pekkir svo yfirleitt ekki muninn & skautblningi og
kyrtli og pekkir bada sem fjallkonubining. Prestskradi er t.d. alltaf virkur i helgileik
kirkjuathafna og messugestir pekkja faestir mun & einum eda 6drum, litavali eda
taknkerfi helgidaga. Innvigdir vidhalda hefdinni en hefdin naer ekki Gt fyrir radir
peirra.

A fjorda stiginu tilheyrir taknid hins vegar ekki lengur flokki birtingarmynda,
heldur myndgervinga, p.e.a.s. taknid visar ekki lengur & neinn sérstakan veruleika
heldur snyst eingéngu um sig sjalft. bar viroumst vid stédd i dag. Og hvad taknar
fjallkonan fyrir ahorfendum & 17. jani? pad virdist ekki skipta mali. Taknid parfnast
engra utskyringa pvi pad er engin krafa gerd um undirliggjandi merkingu. Taknid
sjalft er eina tilvisunin og undirliggjandi raunveruleiki tdknsins. Faninn, fjallkonan,
reedan og ludrasveitin, blodrurnar og isinn eru fyrirbeerio 17. juni og ordin 17. jani
innihalda pj6dernistilfinningar og stadhafingar & einhverju sem snyst um patttoku i
ad lata pessa hluti birtast &n pess ad krefjast pess ad peir hafi skyran tilgang.

Hins vegar er rétt og skylt ad falla ekki i sému gryfju og Baudrillard (1994) sjalfur
kann ad hafa gert og sja ekki Gt fyrir pennan sjondeildarhring. Pad er ju heettuleg
tilhneiging ad etla sogunni ad skila endapunktum. Fljotlega eftir ad skrif
Baudrillards birtust & ensku lagdi félagsfredingurinn William Bogard til ad
Baudrillard hefdi e.t.v. verio heldur fljétur & sér ad gefa i skyn tilgangsleysi frekari
félagslegra rannsokna:

If Baudrillard’s challenge reduces, in the face of contemporary culture, to the
simple question ‘why do sociology?’, perhaps the answer is to be prepared for the
day when the social reappears (Bogard 1990:14).

Vid geetum t.d. hugad ad pvi ad medan fjallkonan var ad formfestast og medan
heldrikvennabuningar Sigurdar malara voru ad verda nanast eingdngu fjallkonu-
baningar & 20. éldinni, pa voru islenskar konur ad vidhalda og endurvekja klaedi og
handverk i kringum adra pjodlega bianinga sina, sem ekki voru hluti af
imyndaskdpun pjédernismenningarskdpunar: Peysufot, upphlutir, og faldbdningar af
ymsum tilbrigdum eldri timabila hafa sott i sig vedrid og eru n algengari vid ymsar
athafnir en peir voru fyrir rétt mannsaldri. Ef til vill er nasta stig eftir fjorda stig
Baudrillards einmitt pad sem William Bogard visar &: Vio sjdum hid félagslega, hid
jarotengda, birtast & ny i buningunum sem préudust med pjodinni pegar hénnudu
tdknmyndirnar hafa endanlega rofid jardtenginguna sina. Faldbdningurinn gamli er
endurvakinn, upphlutir og peysufot sjast vid utskriftir og athafnir og leikfléttur
alpydumenningar setja baningana i nytt samhengi kyngervis, kynferdis og hénnunar.
Auk pess eru allir pessir baningar na kalladir til i uppfeeroa leikgerd pjodernisins i
kringum fjallkonuna & Austurvelli, par sem konum er bodid ad sitja i bakgrunni
sjonvarpsmyndarammans sem umlykur valdafélkid vid athofnina. Hugsanlega er
nytt taknmyndakerfi ad métast fyrir augunum & okkur par sem steerri og fjolbreyttari
kvenimynd sdgulegs pjddernis er ad birtast.
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ABSTRACT
‘What is this symbol, now? The Lady of the Mountain’s path into the present’

Keywords: Lady of the Mountain, national dress, national identity, public
celebrations, symbols in society

The Lady of the Mountain is a symbol clothed in the emblematic national women’s
costumes of 19th-century Icelandic nationalism. Her role is embedded in the
Icelandic National Day and her appearance at events that day is of much significance.
Rooted historically in 19th-century nationalistic culture creation, she was soon
appropriated to serve as a symbol of the land and nation within the system of an
Icelandic ruling class. A recent investigation reveals the Lady’s path into the present
to include romanticized origins, cultural politics, and considerable ambiguity in a
time of increasing social diversity. Interviews and fieldwork among those who have
performed as the Lady in the present day and the circles around them reveal a
multiplicity of experiences of her performance and appearance, as well as
contradictions in the maotivations and forces behind them. With participant
observation, surveys, and fieldwork, we look at the imagery, identity creation, and
discourse that appears at the boundaries of mundane apparel and fashion, and the
experience of cultural heritage. We ask what purpose the staging of the Lady’s
appearance serves for the public and the Ladies themselves in the present. We then
consider the progress of the symbol itself, and what might be the next phase of the
female avatar of Iceland in light of the surveys and interviews through Baudrillard’s
categorization of the progression of an image in society from sacrament to
simulation.
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Two Icelandic ballads on rape and punishment

1. Introduction

Most Icelandic ballads tell stories about women and they and the men around them
— their relatives, lovers, and antagonists — are at the centre of the narrative. The
narration is mostly objective, but all the same sympathy towards women and their
destiny is expressed in most cases, and in that they differ from other genres within
Icelandic literature in the late Middle Ages and early modern times. Violence in
abundance is also a big part of the ballad corpus in Iceland as elsewhere.

In this paper, the focus will be on two ballads on rape and punishment: Kveedi af
Margrétu og Eilif (IF 14)%, that can only be found in the Faroe Islands and lceland,
and Kvaedi af herra kong Simoni (iF 26), that can be found in Denmark as well as in
Iceland. They were chosen for their clear and dramatic stories that are similar in
many ways; both tell us about rape, pregnancies, and punishment, and both show
obvious sympathy towards the women involved. But the comparison does not reach
much further. In IF 14, Margrét is passive and not much of an agent in her own life,
but in IF 26, Ingigerdur, who is a married woman, takes matters into her own hands.
These ballads differ in some ways from similar types found in Denmark and the
Faroe Islands, as will be discussed here below.

But before continuing, a few words must be said about the Icelandic ballad
tradition, and the assertion at the beginning of this paper must be addressed.

2. The ballad tradition in Iceland
Not many ballads are preserved in Iceland in comparison with the other Nordic
countries.? In Denmark ballads were at the centre of literature and oral culture of the
late Middle Ages and early modern times, and much longer in the Faroe Islands. In
Iceland they were always marginal, as different genres of poetry and prose were at
the centre of the stage. Also, in Iceland rimur and Fornaldarségur Nordurlanda
(Legendary Sagas) took over a part of the matter presented in ballads elsewhere as
will be discussed.

Ballads preserved in Iceland are only 110 and sixteen of them are not considered
a part of the genre according to The types of the Scandinavian medieval ballad
(Jonsson et al. 1978), a much-used catalogue of Nordic ballads, since they are either
compositions based on prose or not in ballad metre. On the other hand, 539 ballads
from Denmark have numbers according to Danmarks gamle Folkeviser (DgF)
(1853-1976), most of them included in the catalogue, and even if 236 Faroese
Ballads are listed there, many of them do not have TSB-numbers since they are
considered too young as they do not fit into the definition of medieval ballads, or
have a known author (Jonsson et al 1978:318-319). They are nonetheless a part of
the Faroese corpus and had their role in revitalising the ballad-tradition at the end of
the 18" century (Andreassen and Marnersdottir 2018:16).

The ballad-preservation in Iceland is mainly from the 17t"-19" centuries and in
the 20" century some tape-recordings were made of people chanting old ballad tunes

L IF refers to Islenzk fornkvaedi (1962-1981), a publication of Icelandic ballads in eight
volumes, edited by Jon Helgason.

2 The term Nordic countries will be used here rather than Scandinavian since Iceland is not
always included in that concept and ballads can be found in the Swedish-speaking part of
Finland.
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to texts already collected. But the ballads were no longer a living tradition in Iceland
at that time, and it is obvious from manuscripts from the 19" century that the sources
often only knew parts of the ballads and lacked the skills to use the themes and
formulas needed to present them:

Although there is little stylistic change, nonsensical refrains are more frequent.
The texts are often incomplete, i.e., they were considered as fragments by the
singers themselves who often indicate when they think they have forgotten
something from the ballad they had heard. This shows that the tradition was
decaying, especially the creative power that allows the singer to recreate his
ballad as a whole even if he may not remember everything that he originally
heard. (Vésteinn Olason 1982:20-21)

The tape recordings are mainly of old people chanting fragments of more or less the
same ballads, which is consistent with what can be seen in manuscripts from around
100 years earlier discussed by Olason.

As is well known, the Nordic countries are often divided into East- and West-
Nordic, based on their geographical position. The same division more or less applies
to the Scandinavian languages spoken in the area®, and it has been stated that the
ballad tradition follows the same division, as Eydun Andreassen and Malan
Marnersdattir (2018:15) have pointed out:

There are big differences in form, topic choice, theme, style and narrative
technique, and distribution between groups. In Denmark and Sweden, the largest
part of the folk literature is ballads of chivalry, whereas the heroic ballads
predominate by a significant margin on the Faroe Islands and in Norway. After
distribution a distinction is therefore made between an Eastern Scandinavic and
a Western Scandinavic area.

Jonsson et al. (1978) divide the ballads into six groups according to their subject
matter: A. Ballads of the supernatural, B. Legendary Ballads (which includes ballads
build on biblical and hagiographic stories, not Fornaldarsogur, called Legendary
Sagas in English), C. Historical Ballads, D. Ballads of Chivalry, E. Heroic Ballads,
and F. Jocular Ballads. This division is based on Danmarks gamle Folkeviser, which
Svend Grundtvig began publishing in 1853. To the modern reader this division is not
always clear or logical as more than one subject matter can be present in one ballad.

Iceland is not mentioned in the quotation above and does not follow this
classification. Icelandic ballads are almost exclusively of the chivalric kind, although
the majority of ballads in other West-Nordic countries, the Faroe Islands and
Norway, are heroic. The main reason seems to be that the Icelandic poetic genre
rimur was the platform for heroic epic tales within Icelandic tradition for centuries.
They were composed at least since the beginning of the 14™ century, so they are of
similar age to ballads — and people may even have danced to rimur at some point.
There are some similarities between rimur and the ballads: they are epic, are made
of short stanzas, often quatrains, but their metres are very versatile, many of them
have a known author even if the oldest ones seldom do*, they tend to be very learned,

3 Other languages spoken in the Nordic countries are excluded here: Finnish, Sami, and Inuit
languages.

4 The oldest preservation of rimur is Olafs rima Haraldssonar by a known author, Einar
Gilsson, a poet and a ldgmadr, the highest official in Iceland at the time (Vésteinn Olason
1982:59). It was most likely composed around the middle of the 14" century. It can be found
in Flateyjarbok which was written around 1390. Other rimur of similar age do not have a

31



TwO ICELANDIC BALLADS ON RAPE AND PUNISHMENT

as heiti and kennings from scaldic poetry are used abundantly; they are also very
long, and are in that way similar to the heroic ballads of the Faroe Islands. And they
tend to be very male-oriented. Also, the Fornaldarsogur, the heroic or legendary
sagas that often are the building material of both rimur and the heroic ballads, were
themselves very popular in Iceland, as can be seen in the many manuscripts
preserved (Vésteinn Olason 1982:52-53; Mitchell 1991:163-164).

In his doctoral thesis, Vésteinn Olason (1982:16) made, in his own words, “an
attempt at recreating, as fully as possible, the history of the oral tradition of ballads
in Iceland®. He traced the connection between ballad types in the Nordic countries,
Scotland and England and their form in Iceland, and pointed out similarities and
dissimilarities between countries and manuscripts. Olason (1982:403-404)
determined that 43 ballads were likely or most likely brought to Iceland from the
West-Nordic area, that is Norway and the Faroe Islands; twenty ballads or ballad
versions likely or most likely came from Denmark; fifteen more show Scandinavian
origin but cannot be localized further, and only sixteen are probably of Icelandic
origin. Only four Icelandic ballads are classified as heroic, but that classification
really applies to only two of them, and the word rimur (sing. rima), appears in both
their titles, Eyvindar rima (iF 81) and Porgeirs rimur (IF 82), even if neither of them
is a rima by form.® The other two are closer to ballads of the supernatural on one
hand and chivalric ballads on the other. And even if 43 and probably more ballads
came to Iceland through the Faroe Islands and Norway, only one of them is
considered heroic. That is Kvadi af Loga i Vallarhlid (IF 28), which could just as
well be in the chivalric group, like Magna dans (IF 33), a very similar ballad in
almost every way. This indicates that the heroic ballad-genre did not interest the
Icelanders, who composed rimur about the heroic matter instead. Iceland can
therefore be said to be an area of its own when it comes to the ballad tradition.

3. Two ballads on rape

What did interest Icelanders when it came to ballads? The main characteristics of
ballads preserved in Iceland are: a) they are of the chivalric kind, as has been pointed
out, b) they sympathise with women in most cases, c) the protagonists are often
women, or they tell of conflict between men over women even if women themselves
are not at the centre of events, d) their subject tends to be love and/or lust, conflict
between love and the rules of the patriarchy, and we have rape, incest, hate, violence,
and death in abundance. But also, pregnancies, childbirth, exposure of new-borns,
exposed new-borns saved, and absolution when badly needed.

3.1 Kvaedi af Margrétu og Eilif (IS 14)°

This ballad is only found in Iceland and the Faroe Islands. The Faroese version is
considered older, and it was known in Iceland before the reformation as Vésteinn
Olason (1982:174-179) has pointed out. However, the Icelandic preservation is
older.

known author, Sérlarimur, Vélsungsrimur, Ulfhamsrimur and others (Bjérn Karel borélfsson
1934:294, 298-312; Vésteinn Olason 1982:52-78).

5 The ballad form is not as versatile as that of rimur, their stanzas are either made of two or
four lines; in two-lined stanzas the lines rhyme, in four lined stanzas, the rhyme is xaya which
is highly unusual in rimur. The rhyme can be full, but just as often it is half-rhyme or
assonance. This can be seen in the mentioned ballads.

6 Kvaedi af Margrétu og Eilif (IF 14) is preserved in three versions; in the manuscript-group
Add. 11.177 (B), NKS 1141 fol (V1) and JS 405 4to (V?), all derived from AM 147 8vo (G),
but is missing there (hereafter the group will be called the G, B and V-manuscripts), Lbs.
1518 8vo, where the beginning is missing, and JS 513 8vo, which has a long prose-
introduction. In AM 234 fol only the refrain is written.
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Of three versions preserved of this ballad in Iceland, the two older ones tell us
about Margrét and her brother Eilifur, daughter and son of Eirekur, the king of
Denmark. Margrét has been in a convent for three months and is at the beginning of
the ballad in B and V-manuscripts, traveling alone from the convent to a feast at her
father’s castle, when her brother comes upon her and rapes her. He tears her clothes
and blood flows. As a result, she gets pregnant and when the time comes, gives birth
to three sons in the convent. King Eirekur tries to force her to tell him the name of
the father, but in vain: she is silent. While she is giving birth, her father sets fire to
the convent. So, in this instance we have incest, rape of a nun-to-be, pregnancy, birth,
and punishment in the form of what Ingrid Akesson (2014) has described as honour
killing similar to traditions in countries like Pakistan and India in modern times.

In Faroese, the ballad is called Kong Magnus i Noregi ella Margretu kvaedi (CCF
31).”What is striking when the Icelandic and the Faroese versions are compared is
how similar they are in many ways. In the example below, it is almost impossible to
see which is which. Of course, it must be kept in mind that Faroese orthography is
based on the Icelandic one, but the words themselves are almost the same and the
mode of narration is also the same. The text has been transcribed to modern Icelandic
orthography as the spelling of the manuscript is not relevant here:

13. Reif hann hennar stakkinn
ofan ur hverjum geira
gullband 4 um axlirnar
dreyrinn 6x & meira.
Veér lofum pann gud sem leyst hefur allan vanda.

14. Reif hann hennar stakkinn
reif hann hennar serk
aour hann gat framid
pad syndsamlega verk.
Vér lofum...
(B and V-manuscripts, Jon Helgason 1 1962:100-101, transcribed
to modern orthography by the author.)

" There are two Faroese versions; A. from Hammershaimbs Faergiske Kvader Il (1855) and
B. from Jakob Jakobsens Samling from 1904.
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The Faroese version:

5. Hann reiv af henni stakkin
nidur ar hvorjum geira,
gullband um hennar herdar I3,
hon hevai ekki eftir meira.
S6tu tey systkin tvey i tann grgna lund,
sum fagurt tjald neig ati vid Oyrarsund

6. Hann reiv af henni stakkin
so hennar silkiserk
til hann hevadi vunnid henni
tad syndar neydis verk.
(Foroya kveedi | 1951-1963:650—-651, manuscript A.)

The two Icelandic versions are both longer and more detailed, perhaps due to their
early preservation (17" and 18" centuries) and the story is unusually clear. The older
one is 42 stanzas, and Lbs. 1518 8vo where the beginning is missing has 37 stanzas,
while the Faroese version from the 19" century is 34 stanzas. The refrain is not the
same. But the rape is described in similar ways in all these variants, and the rape is
denounced, called “pad syndsamlega verk” — or “sinful deed” in the Icelandic
version quoted, and “tad syndar neyOis verk” in the Faroese one, which has
approximately the same meaning, but the Faroese takes it a step further. In the
Faroese version the conversation between Margrét and her father is much longer,
and the ballad does not end by Margrét giving birth, since she dies in the burning
castle before it comes to that.

Ingrid Akesson (2014) has pointed out that to kill daughters, sisters and wives
who have broken the law of the patriarchy with fire is quite common within the
Swedish ballad tradition. She has described it as hedersmord (honour killing) when
women are executed by family members for extramarital sexual activities, or for
having exposed their newly-borns. Rumours of such activity is adequate evidence,
and the method of execution is often by fire. The women have soiled the family
honour, and this is how their male relatives see fit to deal with it.

The act of killing a woman accused rightly or wrongly of having extramarital sex
can be found in at least three other ballads preserved in Iceland: In one version of
Olofar kveaedi (IF 34/80) a father kills his daughter with fire (Loga kvadi, in IB 302
8vo from 1856, (Jon Helgason VII 1970:164), in Kvaedi af Rognvaldi og Gunnhildi
(IF 12) (found in G, B and V-manuscripts (see ftn.1), Jon Helgason | 1962:79-84) a
husband beats his wife who is slandered by his vindictive brother. She dies
eventually but goes to heaven, and in Soffiu kveedi (IF 52), where frdin Kristin is
forced by her brother to dance until she dies, because she has had a child fathered by
her nephew. What is interesting to modern eyes in Kvaedi af Margrétu og Eilif, is
that the daughter is killed, not the son who was the rapist; however, we must
remember that Margrét refused to give up the name of her perpetrator. The brother
also dies at the end of the ballad as he tries to extinguish the fire with the blood from
his heart, both in the Faroese and Icelandic versions.

But there is a difference between the countries. In the Faroese versions, Margrét
dies in the burning convent after having had a long conversation with her father. At
the end of the Icelandic versions, Margrét gives birth to three sons in the burning
building, with help from three holy maidens, one of them the virgin Mary herself,
the others Brit (Briet/Brigid) and Barbara, both beloved saints (in Lbs 1518 8vo
Vilborg takes the place of Barbara). This underlines the sympathy with Margrét even
more, she is not judged within the ballad, her soul is saved even if she dies in the
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fire, and her children are wrapped in a scarf of silk and carried to heaven. They are
not doomed for eternity even if they were not baptised before their death, as can be
seen in the last stanza in the oldest version of the ballad:

42. Toku peer hennar bornin
og l6gdu i silkiklut
fagrar lagu leidir um
til himnarikis bada.
(B and V-manuscripts, Jon Helgason | 1962: transcription by the author.)

In Lbs 1518 8vo, Margrét and her sons are all led to heaven by the three maidens in
the last stanza:

37. Toku peer svo sveinana
og 6fu pa i skraut
leiddu frina Margrétu
i himnariki braut.
(Lbs 1518 8vo, Jon Helgason V 1970:69, the whole ballad 63-69,
transcription by the author.)

It is obvious that Margrét has the narrative’s sympathy and we can speculate if she
didn’t have the audiences’ sympathy as well. She is a victim of the circumstances
and her father’s harsh punishment and her passivity is almost heart-breaking; she has
no sense of defending herself or acting in any way. But the three holy maidens give
the narrative a benign and catholic appearance and manage to shift the attention from
the punishment of a cruel father to this scene of serenity and forgiveness.2 The
conclusion is unexpected but a similar catholic twist can be seen in some other
Icelandic ballads, where women that are in a tight spot are saved by catholic
representatives or they seek shelter in convents. Margrét and her unbaptized sons are
saved by three representatives of Catholicism, as the catholic spirit of absolution
comes to the rescue.

The third and youngest Icelandic version of the ballad is very interesting, as the
story is told in prose supported by only three stanzas. Here it says that Margrét’s and
Eyleifur’s father has skills in magic and has made Margrét pregnant. Consequently,
he wants to kill her and he lights a fire that can only be put out with human blood.
Margrét gives birth in the fire with help from three midwives her brother has
provided. Margrét and her three sons are saved but Eyleifur stabs himself and throws
himself on the fire to extinguish it. Here the story has changed drastically; the father
is the perpetrator, the brother is noble and sacrifices his life, and the three midwives
are not holy maidens but earthly women. The source of this version is known, her
name was Gunnhildur Jonsdottir and it was recorded in the 19" century (JS 513 8vo,
Jon Helgason V11 1970:94-95).

3.2 Kvadi af herra kong Simoni (IF 26)°

In this ballad we also have a king, rape, pregnancy and punishment. But here the
woman who is raped is anything but passive. King Simon appears before a court
where he is about to be judged, having been accused of rape. He claims he is certain
that lady Ingigerdur will vouch for him. But she, who is a married woman, says that
he had been a guest at her house, she had given him food and drink and a bed to sleep
in, but he had broken into her sleeping loft and raped her. She was pregnant at the

8 ésteinn Olason (1993:361) discusses this in Islensk bokmenntasaga I1.
® The ballad is only preserved in G, B and V-manuscripts (Jon Helgason | 1962:43-46).
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time. His men held her legs, while he “committed his will”. He held her yellow hair
and put her head in a sack, while he committed the foul deed — so here we have a
similar phrasing as in Kveedi af Margrétu og Eilif:

8. bu lést pina sveina
halda fétum min
medan pu herra kdng Simon
framdir vilja pinn.
Hvad vilja baendur keera,
nU mega hoffmenn leera.

9. bu tdékst i minn gula lokk
0g vast mitt hofud i serk
heyrdu pad herra kdng Simon
pu vannst par nidings verk
Hvad vilja...
(G, B og V-manuscripts, Jon Helgason | 1962:45, transcribed by the
author.)

Following the rape, she loses her unborn child. When the king hears her story, he
repents and offers her gold but she declines and sentences him to death. He is then
decapitated while Ingigerdur holds his yellow hair, as he had held hers while raping
her. She then takes the head and throws it into some excrement:

13. Peir toku hann herra kong Simon
og hjuggu hans héfud vio stokk
en hun frain Ingigerdur
hélt at i hans lokk.

Hvad vilja...

14. Hun ték i hans gula lokk

og kastadi hans hofai i saur

heyrou pad herra kéng Simon

pba gjorair svo til vor.
Hvad vilja baendur kara,
nd mega hoffmenn leera.
(G, B og V-manuscripts, Jon Helgason | 1962:46, transcribed by
the author.)

In Denmark this ballad is found in five versions and one of them, Herr Tideman, is
similar to the Icelandic one in some ways (DgF 314A, in Danmarks gamle Folkeviser
V, vol. 2, 1877-1890: 378). But there are also many differences. In the Icelandic
version, king Simon rapes a woman of lower standing, who has a miscarriage
following the rape. All the same she has the power to sentence him to death and takes
part in the execution. In the Danish version, a man goes to the king and tells him his
wife has been raped, along with her maids who were killed. The rapist, herr Tideman,
is of similar standing as the husband, as one of the king’s men. The woman describes
how herr Tideman broke into her sleeping quarters with his men, tore her fine sheets,
and killed four of her maids. The rape itself is not described; she was not pregnant
when the rape took place, so she did not abort afterwards. There is a trial as in the
Icelandic version, but here the woman’s husband is central, and the wife only gives
evidence. The king sentences the rapist to death, he is decapitated and buried in earth.
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The difference is obvious. The woman in the Icelandic version is of lower
standing than the king, but she is the one who accuses him and takes active part in
his execution. The description of the rape is bold and horrible, the king’s men hold
her legs while he rapes her, and she consequently loses her unborn child. But even
if she is obviously a victim, she is also an agent, she has a voice and she acts.

Kveedi af Margrétu og Eilif is very dramatic and moving. Margrét is a passive
victim with no voice and she loses her live in the end even if her soul is saved. Kvadi
af herra kong Simoni, on the other hand, is more empowering than anything else; a
woman acts herself and has the king sentenced to death and throws his head to
excrement. Her husband is not a participant in the events. The punishment is handed
out by her, but as is pointed out in the last stanza, she has thereby protected her
husband’s honour as well as her own.

The difference between the Icelandic and the Danish versions shows distinctively
how oral culture behaves; stories and poetry change, and one version is not better or
more “correct” than another. In Danmarks gamle Folkeviser, it is stated that the
Icelandic version is ,sterkt medtaget af Tidens Tand“ (DgF V, vol. 2, 1877—
1890:378) — that is, it is badly damaged. This is interesting since there is also a big
difference between the five Danish versions. It is the nature of oral culture to change
constantly and take on many forms. The travels and changes of oral material can be
likened to branches of big trees or their root-system, or even how glacial rivers travel
over land — from their origin to the sea, constantly changing. And the different
versions can even tell us something about the circumstances and social conditions in
the shifting surroundings of the ballads.

Kveedi af herra kdng Simoni is not the only ballad where women decapitate or
take part in the decapitation of their rapists. In Ebbadatra kvadi (IF 30) two sisters,
daughters of Ebbi, are raped by two young men, sons of Ivar, while their father is
away from home. The brothers are of higher standing that the sisters. They decide to
go to the sisters” house and shame them and take for granted that no one will avenge
them. They break into their sleeping loft where the two sisters are hiding, knowing
what to expect. After the deed, the sisters are not willing to involve their younger
brother and decide to act; they will themselves go after the sons of Ivar and thus
protect their honour. They decapitate the two brothers, and after that they seek shelter
in a convent. Here the women also show courage and cunning and are fully capable
of avenging themselves. The ballad tells a full and clear story in the Icelandic
versions. It is preserved in four manuscripts, the oldest from the 17" century, and
fragments can be found in three other manuscripts.*®

In two other ballads, Bjarnarsona kvaedi (iF 21) and Kvadi af Magndsi Jonssyni
(IF 27)™, men are decapitated by male relatives of women they have dishonoured in
some way. In Bjarnarsona kvadi a man and a woman are chatting in the loft when
the woman’s husband and his brothers break in and kill the man by decapitation.
They seem to be having an extramarital affair. In an old story that might have been
the source of this ballad, the woman is being raped in the loft when her husband and
his brothers come and decapitate the perpetrator (Vésteinn Olason 1982:206). In
Kvaeoi af Magnusi Jonssyni, Magnus has been misleading his mistress who thinks
he is going to marry her, but he has been told by his relatives to find another wife.

10 Ebbadaetra kveedi s manuscripts: Papp. fol. nr. 57, AM 153 8vo |, MS Bor. 130 and DFS
66. Fragments in AM 153 8vo VI, AM 450 fol. and JS 513 8vo (see Jon Helgason, islenzk
fornkvaedi 1-VI1I1, 1962-1981).

11 Bjarnarsona kvaedi s manuscripts: B and V-manuscripts, Papp. fol. nr. 57, JS 510 8vo, Lbs.
2128 4to, Lbs 609 4to, DFS 67, JS 581 4to. Kvaedi af Magnusi Jonssyni kan only be found in
the oldest manuscripts, the G, B and V-manuscripts (J6n Helgason 1-V111, 1962-1981).

37



TwO ICELANDIC BALLADS ON RAPE AND PUNISHMENT

The mistress’s sons end by decapitating Magnus for dishonouring their mother, and
one of them takes the bride to be as his mistress against her will.

There is obviously a pattern here. Decapitation is seen as the appropriate
punishment for sexual assault and adultery, which is easy to interpret as the ultimate
castration. In the beginning of an article on Medusa’s head, Sigmund Freud
(1922:273) states that decapitation equates castration. But as he continues, he is more
fixed on the masculine approach, and sees the terror of Medusa as a young boy’s
terror of castration linked to the first sight of female genitalia. This obviously does
not apply here where women and their relatives decapitate men that have violated
them.

Both Héléne Cixous and Helga Kress have also written about castration and
decapitation, but neither of them addresses the problem faced here. Cixous (1981)
writes that women fear decapitation as men fear castration, and in that way these
fears are comparable; and Kress (1996) applies Cixous’ theory to Icelandic medieval
texts, where the sword can take on the part of a phallus and is used to execute
Htrollkerlingar®, or troll women/giantesses. The medieval warrior also faces
impotence when his sword disappears, and he becomes an easy prey.

Biblical stories do not help either. The Bible’s most famous decapitations are
when Judith beheaded Holofernes to stop his armies attacking the nation of Israel
(Book of Judith X111, 7-8), and the decapitation of John the Baptist, where the young
Salome asks for his head on a plate at her mother’s request (Matthew XIV, 3-8).
Neither is in any way related to the stories of decapitations in the ballads.

The reality of women living in Iceland in early modern times was very different
from the lives of women in the ballads. Helga Kress (2014) has written about a
famous Icelandic murder case from the 18" century, where two women and one man
were accused of murdering a farmer the women were working for. She shows, by
using language from the ballads, that Natan, the man they murder, had obviously
been abusing both women sexually. She also argues, by using the law on rape in the
period, that they never had a chance.!? One of the women was executed, the other,
who was only a teenager, was sent to Copenhagen to work at the Spinning house, an
infamous workhouse, where she died shortly after. They did not live within the
ballad world, where women who had murdered their perpetrators could seek shelter
in a convent nearby.

4. Conclusion

At the beginning of this paper, it was stated that within the Icelandic ballad tradition,
more sympathy is shown towards women and their destiny than can be seen in other
genres of poetry and prose in medieval and early modern literature within the area.
This supports the theory that women have embraced the genre, as does the fact that
ballads about heroes and their deeds found elsewhere are almost non-existent in
Iceland; here heroic tales lived on in Fornaldarségur Nordurlanda (Legendary
Sagas) and found their channel in rimur.

To emphasize this, we looked at two ballads that at first sight seem to have much
in common as their main themes are rape, pregnancies and punishment. But here the
comparison ends, and we can see the complexity of the genre unfold. On one hand
we have a passive victim of incest and rape. At the end of the ballad, she gives birth
assisted by saints, and is finally killed by her father. On the other is a woman, who
has been raped by a king, and consequently loses her unborn child. She refuses to be
a victim and revenges fiercely to protect her own and her husband’s honour. Both
have full sympathy within their respective ballads and even more so than in similar

12 See Kong Christians pess fimmta norsku 16g & islensku Gtlégd (1779), or the Norwegian
Law, Chapter XIII; Paragraphs 18-21.
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ballads preserved elsewhere. The Icelandic versions have an unexpected twist, that
turns the narrative even more in the women’s favour, one by intervention of holy
maidens, the other with the vigorous spirit of a rape victim that becomes a warrior
fighting for her honour.

Ballads are an oral artform, they have travelled between countries and peoples
and changed either radically or on a small scale during that journey. But the changes
can be revealing. By looking at the Icelandic versions of these ballads and others that
have similar themes with similar endings, it is not far-fetched to conclude that the
Icelandic branch of the ballad-genre is more of a women’s genre than men’s — and
more so than in other cultures. Ballads have always been a borderline poetic genre
in Iceland since heroic ballads never found a platform within the country’s culture.
In most Icelandic ballads, women are the protagonists, and even if they also often
are the victims, there can be salvation at the end — or the women themselves take
matters into their own hands.
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UTDRATTUR
“Two Icelandic ballads on rape and punishment’
Keywords: ballads, rape, punishment, rescue, self-reliance, women’s fiction

Sagnadansar eru munnleg kvadagrein sem vida hefur farid og gjarnan tekid miklum
breytingum. Hérlendir sagnadansar fjalla einkum um konur og karla sem tengjast
peim enda eru pau svokdllud riddarakvaedi, sem er flokkur innan greinarinnar par
sem astir og 0rlog eru algengir peettir, 6fugt vio kappakvaedi par sem hetjudadir eru
umfjéllunarefnid.

Ofbeldi er algengt i kvaedunum en einnig samid med konum og peirra hlutskipti.
Til ad skoda birtingarmynd ofbeldis og samudar med konum voru tvd kveedi athugud
sem vid fyrstu syn eiga margt sameiginlegt: Kvadi um Margrétu og Eilif (IF 14) og
Kvadi um herra kong Simon (iF 26). Umfjollunarefni beggja er naudgun, afleidingar
hennar og refsing. bratt fyrir petta eru kvaedin gerdlik. I fyrra kvadinu segir fra
fornarlambi sifjaspells og naudgunar, konan verdur pungud eftir brédur sinn og
endar lifid i brennandi klaustri af véldum fédur sins en prjar helgar meyjar taka &
moti bérnum hennar. 1 faereyskri gerd kveedisins deyr hin i eldinum &dur en ad
faedingu kemur. I seinna kvaedinu er giftri konu naudgad af konginum, hin missir
fostur i kjolfario. Han akeerir hann og hann er demdur og héalshdggvinn. Han bjargar
bvi eigin heidri og neitar ad vera fornarlamb. I danskri gerd kvadisins er sa sem
naudgar ekki kdngurinn heldur hirdmadur, eiginmadur hennar rekur malid en konan
er adeins vitni. Kongurinn demir.

Slikar breytingar & kvaedunum geta verid afhjapandi. Med pvi ad skoda islenskar
gerdir kvaedanna og annarra um svipad efni, ma draga pa alyktun ad sagnadansar hér
a landi hafi fyrst og fremst verid baedi fluttir og vardveittir af konum. Konur i
kvaedunum eru baedi adalpersonur kveedanna og férnarldmb en peirra bidur yfirleitt
einhvers konar bjérgun, pessa heims eda annars. Ymist koma gudlegar verur peim
til bjargar, eins og helgar meyjar og dufur sem takn heilags anda, eda peer taka malin
i sinar hendur.

Ingibjorg Eyporsdottir
Haskdla Islands
inel1@bhi.is
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Ljoo sum arvalutur

1. Inngangur
{ hesi grein fara vit at vidgera “1jod sum arvalut” vid itekiligum stedi i ti sum i dag
verdur nevnt ljodsavnid 4 Feroyamalsdeildini 4 Frodskaparsetri Foroya. Vit badar,
sum standa sum hevundar, hava hver i sinum lagi fingist vid hetta tilfarid seinnu
arini og hava gjert okkum tankar um, hvenn leiklut tad hevur havt, hevur og kann
koma at faa framyvir. Av ti at vit eru varugar vi0 at négvir adrir stovnar, bedi i
Feroyum og adrastadni, hava stadid vid liknandi avbjodingum og tvistedum og at
savnsekid framvegis er 1 broyting vida um, hava vit hug at leggja okkara royndir og
tankar um hetta arbeidio fram. Hetta skal sostatt fatast meira sum eitt slag av “case
study”, stedulysing og framtidarhugsan, heldur enn ein astedilig visindalig grein.

Greinin byggir 4 framlegu, sum vit badar hevdu 4 malstovu um sevn &
Freendafundi 11. Vit lysa fyrst sgguna hja savninum, samfelagsliga tydningin fyrr og
na og greida sidani neerri frd innihaldi og skipan av savninum og hugleida at enda
um framtid og menningarmeguleikar baedi i sambandi vid dhugamal hja almenningi
og granskingarendamal. Vit koma eisini inn a etiskar og praktiskar avbjodingar, sum
liggja i ti at “arva 1j60”.

Gjegnumgongdin er skipad soleidis at vit i fyrra parti fara at vidgera ljooupptekur
i mentanararvshepi, hvussu innsavning av “félkamentan” kom 1 at byrja vid og
hvussu hugburdur til slika mentan hevur myndad savnan og umsiting av 1jodtilfari a
ymsan hatt higartil. [ seinna parti av greinini fara vit at vidgera 1j60id fra einum
verkligum og nytslusjonarhorni. [ hesum partinum verdur eisini nortid vid, hvat vit
enn ikki vita n6g néogv um vidvikjandi innihaldi, vavi og hagtelum. Vit umrgda
mgguleikar at menna tilfario til endamal, 10 ikki véru upprunaliga atlad, og hvussu
vit kunnu gera okkum deelt av nyggjastu tekniligu meguleikunum fyri badi
handfaring og nytslu av tilfarinum og vi0 ti gkja um virdid 4 savninum og tilfarinum
framyvir.

2. Forvitnisligur mentanararvur

Ta avtala i juni 2017 vard gjerd vio verkatlanina Savnsgull um at endaliga avgreida
talgildingina av helminginum av bondum i bandasavninum a Feroyamalsdeildini,
borust tidindini 4 heimasiduni hja Setrinum (“Forvitnisligur mentanararvur verdur
talgildur” 2017). Hetta vard borid fram sum gledibod, sum kanska ikki var so 1ggid,
ta hugsad verOur um, at tad eftir meira enn tiggju ar av 6stgdugum arbeidi vid at
talgilda bandasavnid, endiliga voru tlit til at faa alt tilfarid teldutekt innan rimiliga
tid. Men tad er eisini vert at festa seg vid, hvussu sjalvsagt ordid “mentanararvur”
verdur nytt i hesum sambandi. “Mentanararvur” er eitt hugtak sum ofta verdur havt
a lofti, beedi a politiska ekinum og manna millum. Tad fer kortini sjaldan neerri
vidgerd, hoast spurningar um arv og arvingar annars eru kendir fyri at elva til nogv
hovudbryggj manna millum. Onkursvegna tykist tad at vera lett at umrgda
“mentanararv” sum nakad stedugt, eintytt og einfalt at umsita. Men er tad so?

f ordinum “arvur” liggur at har er nakad av virdi at taka vid, nakad sum ein hevur
fingid tillutad ognarskap og abyrgd av — uttan endiliga at hava bidid um tad ella hava
verid vid til at mynda tad. Men hver ger av, hvat 10 er virdismikid og vert at
vardveita? [ hugtakinum “mentanararvur” liggur eisini ein tanki um at tad finnast
“arvingar”, 10 hava sterri og minni rett og skyldur 1 sambandi vid “mentanarliga
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arvalutin”, men hverji eru “mentanararvingar” og hvat vil tad siga at vera “arvingi”?
Alt hetta eru vidkomandi spurningar hja teimum, 10 arva abyrgdina av sevnum av
ymiskum slagi, eisini [j6dsevnum, sum vit skulu siggja.

2.1 Ljod sum arvalutur

Hvussu kann 1j60 vera arvalutur? Ljodbylgjur tykjast oitekiligar, og um ti saert
burtur fra ti at festa ord a blad, er tad bara seinastu storthundrad arini, at tad hevur
borid til at fest 1j60, — tad veri seg frasagnir ella tonleik — & fysiskar lutir til
vardveitslu fyri eftirtidina. Adrenn teknin loyvdi ljodupptekum, var einasti hattur at
skjalfesta og vardveita tonleik at skriva nidur notar, og tu matti sostatt lita & oyruni
hja ti sum lurtadi og & gdvurnar og viljan hja vidkomandi at skriva eftirfarandi nidur.
Sidani matti ti bara vona, at tad for at bera til hja g0rum at lesa og tulka tad skrivada
seinni — nakad sum hevur vist seg alt annad enn einfalt ta talan er um eldri skjel,
eftirsum heettirnir at skriva nétar og 1j6d hava verid bedi serstok lokal og merkt av
avisa tidarskeidinum skjalid vard framleitt — eitt gott demi um kjak um hesar ovissur
er lyst i sambandi vid starvid at savna “islendsk tjodleg” hja navnframa Bjarna
Porsteinssyni (Bjornsson 2019) og liknandi kjak toku seg upp vida um. Men vid
menningini av tekni og upptekutélum fingust bradliga nyggir meguleikar at
skjalfesta tad oitekiliga & ein hatt sum endurgav veruleikan uttan fleiri millumlid av
tulkingum og meguligum 6régvandi tillagingum. Grundarlagid var vid hesum lagt
undir fjelbroytta gransking av baedi tonleiki, frasagnum og taladum mali i ymsum
liki og samheingi. Fyrstu upptekutolini voru mekaniskir fonografar sum voru frammi
fra seinnu helvt av 19.0ld fram til at el-upptekutolini og sidani magnetupptekur
komu fram og toku yvir i avikavist 1925 og 1945. Sidani 1977 hevur talgilda teknin
ment seg og mest sum tikid yvir, hdast demi um ymsu teknina, sum vera man,
yvirlappa so hvert, sum nyggj tol leggjast aftrat (Marcus 2020).

2.2 Munnmentir og tjodarbygging

Vid nyggjari tekni koma eisini nyggj ivamal og avbjodingar. Tad voru ikki ell, i0
sou fyrstu tekniligu menningina og meguleikan at nyta upptekutol sum veruligan
framburd i mun til siobundna hattin at endurgeva munnliga mentan obeinleidis
gjognum kenar serfrodingahendur. Hetta hekk saman vid at samstundis, sum nyggja
teknin tok seg fram, var dvanliga storur dhugi fyri munnligari mentan sum lidur i
tj60arbygging og ti tjdoskaparraki, sum for um Evropa i 19. gld. Munnmentir vorou
av mongum fatadar sum eitt slag av tjodarligari kjarnumentan — tad, sum rerdi seg i
folkinum, vard mett sum serliga fornt og upprunaligt og umbodandi fyri eina avisa
folkasal. Tongslini millum ahugan fyri sidbundnum tilfari av ymsum slagi,
munnmentum i breidari merking og tjodarbyggjandi atek og tjodskaparkenslu voru
sostatt sterk og avirkadu fatanir sindmillum yvir langa tid.

Fyrstu upptekurnar av tonleikatilfari hevdu til endamals at varpa ljos a
sereydkenni hja avisari félkamentan, sum vard lyst gjggnum gransking hja serkenum
folkalivsfredingum, tjodminnisfredingum, tjodfredingum og ymiskum edrum
fredingaheitum, sum 4 ymsan hatt fingust vid at lysa “folkamentan” ella
“tjodarmentan”. Tad eru demi um, at teir serfredingarnir, sum granskadu
folkatonleikin, hildu seg vita betur enn heimildarfélkini sjalvi og uttan storvegis
himpr rettadu log til, sum teir hildu vera sungin eitt sindur “av lagnum” ella vid
“feilum” — ofta grundad 4, at tad ikki samsvaradi vid rddandi fyrimyndir ella imyndir
av rettum tonleiki.

Ein skuldi kanska trad, at upptekutolini broyttu hesa fatan, men so einfalt var tad
ikki. Fyrstu royndirnar vid upptekum vaktu kjak eisini millum tonleikagranskarar og
ivi vard saddur um virdi 4 teimum sum skjalfesting av ljodinum, sum vard fangad i
fyrstu upptekutolunum. Eitt var, at dygdin vid avspeling kundi vera svikalig, men
summi hildu eisini, at tey heimildarfolk, sum skuldu skjalfestast, i 6lukkumat
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avirkadust av upptekutolinum og at tad, sum var ljoofest, ti var minni eftirfarandi og
alitandi enn tad, sum til bar at skriva nidur a noétar av einum serkenum skrivara. Tad
sama gjordi seg eisini galdandi 1 mun til fradsagnir, sum ofta hoyrdu til 1 dvisum
samheingi og 1 stéran mun vordu til 1 samspzeli vid avisar dhoyrarar — at tosa inn {
stor og klossut upptekutdl 6rogvadi tann, sum segdi frd & sama hatt sum tad, at onkur
sat og skrivadi nidur ordarett — nei, t4 kundi ein endurgeving fra einari segu sagdari
i rettum samheingi, bygd a leyslig notat og kanska bett vid vitan hja innsavnaranum
vera fult so gott skjalprogv, hildu summi. Altjéda visindaliga kjakid um elstu
upptekutekni er val lyst i grein eftir Michael Yates (Yates 1982).

2.3 Vardveitsla og inntriv

Tad voru eisini ymsar hugsanir um, hvat tilfar var virdismikid, hvat i0 atti at takast
upp og vardveitast — hverji heimildarfolk umbodadu dyrabaran arv, sum var verdur
at vardveita og hverji voru kanska heldur at rokna sum 6régv og spilla av arvinum.
Sjonarmidid um, at folkid hevOoi megnad at vardveitt eldri tilfar, sum lidandi
avlagadast, fordi nattrliga til nidursteduna, at tad var best, um alt “skeikl” vard
stedgad og raettad av serkeonum 4 gkinum. Fjelbroytni og sermerki fyri hvenn siobera
kundi vera virdismett sum slikt ut fra tankanum um, at hesi dreg helst voru seinastu
leivdirnar av virdismiklari mentan 4 veg um syn — kenslan av at virka i “ellinta
timanum” var utbreidd millum tjodfredingar og er tad i storan mun enn i gllum kjaki
um vardveitslu av mentanararvi — men oll skrasett brigdi vordu eisini mett i mun til
tankan um eitt “raett” ella “upprunaligt” snid og sumt vard fatad sum brongl ella
avlaging.

Avleidingarnar av at flyta fra munnligari sidvenju eru val granskadar og
skjalfestar, eisini i foroyskum hepi, ikki minst i sambandi vid kvaeda-
innsavningarnar, sum kunnu sigast at hava bjargad tilfari undan gloymsku, men sum
samstundis, 10 hvussu er i ein avisan mun, laestu eina livandi sidvenju i fastari formar
og voru vio til at mynda fatanir av “rettum og skeivum formum”. (Si til demis
lysingar av vidurskiftum i0 vidvikja feroyskum dansi hja Andreassen 1996 og
Nolsge 1982).

i sambandi vid tjédarbygging hevur tad eisini verid munur 4, hvussu ramliga folk
hava fatad “folkamentan” — har var sumt, sum vard borid fram og hevjad sum
sermerkt, fornt og habearsligt, medan tad, sum av ymsum orsekum ikki vard mett
sum hoskandi umbod fyri “tjodarmentan”, vard skagvad afturum ella tagt burtur —
tad kundi vera Onerisligt tilfar ella tilfar, id 4 annan hatt var0 fatad sum
oviokomandi, tilafturskomid og kanska pinligt.

2.4 Skaldskapur ¢ mannamunni og politiskt vald

Taetta sambandid millum savnan av munnmentum og myndan av tj6darsamleika
elvdi sum fra leid til ymisk rak og stevnur vidvikjandi arbeidshatti og meting av
innsavnada tilfarinum og umsiting av ti, so hvert sum fatanir av “folki” og
“folkamentan” broyttust. Ikki minst fingu reduleikarnir undir 2. veraldarbardaga
bedi leik og laerd at umhugsa, hvussu hesi hugtok vordu brakt i verki. Asannanin av,
at folkalivsgransking vard framd og misnytt undir nazistiska raedinum i Tysklandi,
elvdi til sjalvrannsakan millum tj6ofredingar i ein mun, sum fullkomiliga umskipadi
hetta visindagkid. Fra at snligva seg um at skjalfesta “upprunamentan” og
“tjo0armentan” foru granskarar heldur at hava dhuga fyri, hvussu mentanarbrigdi
vordu brukt til at mynda samleika og hverja abyrgd visindastovnar hava i slikum
tilgongdum — men tad merkti kortini ikki, at als eingin dhugi var fyri munnmentum
ella at tad ikki framvegis for gransking fram eftir eldri leisti 1 summum umhvervum,
sum ikki véru so beinleidis avirkad sum tey i Tysklandi. I Nordurlondum helt
granskingin i lokalari mentan sum lutur i tjé0arbygging fram i langa tid og vard i
storan mun fatad sum eitt slag av andsteOu til globala hopmentan og sum slik
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virdismikil (Honko 1980). Seinni vard vist 4, at just fjelbroytni i savnada tilfarinum
kundi vera vid til at bloyta hugmyndirnar av einari “statiskari tjodarmentan” og at
tad, sum kanska einaferd vard hugsad sum lidur i einari fastari imynd, kundi nytast
beint gvugt til at faa hesar imyndir at skinkla. At fara afturumaftur { innsavnad tilfar
til tess at lysa vidurskifti, sum kanska ongantid beinleidis voru 4 breddanum, ta
tilfarid vard savnad, letur soleidis upp fyri endaleysum moguleikum at nyta gomul
sevn, men reisir eydvitad eisini etiskar spurningar — er tad i lagi at nyta tilfarid til eitt
endamal, sum kanska er i andsegn vid &tlanina hja teimum, i0 upprunaliga spurdu
og svaradu a upptekunum? Hver eigur rattin at gera tad av?

Sama rék kann eisini gera seg galdandi i mun til skjalfesting av talabum mali — &
gdrum bogvi kunnu avis brigdi av taladum mali varpa ljos &4 uppruna og merking,
sum kanska eru horvin millum félk. Kent er demid um, hvussu nakrir fair ‘um-arar’
vordu nyttir sum grundgeving fyri at varOveita hesa endingina i feroyskari
stavseting, hoast flestu folk braktu endingina -un i vanligari talu, medan upptekur av
taladum mali & hin bogvin greitt lysa fjelbroytni og hopin av fravikum i mun til
skriftmal, uttan at hetta neyoturviliga verdur tikio til eftirtektar og leidir til tillagingar
av verandi stavseting. I dag verda upptekur av taladum mali braktar sum skjalprogv
fyri malsligum broytingum, sum vit kanska eru farin undir uttan at vera medvitad
um tad. Tad er t6 sera ymiskt, hvussu hesar broytingar verda fatadar millum tey, i0
nyta malid til samskifti. Kjakid um, hvat er at rokna sum “spilla”, er framvegis
frammi av og &, i dag serliga millum vanlig folk vid malsligum ahuga, medan
granskarar heldur leggja dent 4 at skjalfesta broytingar uttan stedutakan til, hvat 10
er “reett”, hdast mong venta endalig svar upp 4 just tann spurningin fra teimum, sum
“gera ordabgkurnar”.

2.5 Leerustovnar og mentanararvur

Spurningurin um samfelagsliga leiklutin hja lerustovnum vidvikjandi badi
mentanararvsvardveitslu i breidari merking og malpolitikk kemur fram av og 4 og
inniber fleiri ymisk vidurskifti og atlit, sum mugu takast. Frodskaparsetrio og serliga
Foroyamalsdeildin hevdi 1 mong ar ein leiklut sum tjédarbyggjandi middepil vid
innsavnan av “serferoyskari mentan”, gransking i sidbundum munnmentum og sum
malrektarstovnur og Oformligur myndugleiki 1 malspurningum. Tiltikid er
“setursforoyskt”, sum 1 dag mest verdur brakt sum nidursetandi heiti & sokalladum
puristiskum hamali. Deildin hevur seinastu mongu arini stridst vid at loysa seg fra
imyndini sum “malpoliti” og malsligum kugara, men vit uppliva framvegis — eisini
innanseturs — at verda fatad sum serliga forn og kanska eisini serliga erkvisin, hoast
granskingin 4 deildini i dag, sum nevnt, i stéran mun snyr seg um at skjalfesta
samtidarmal og malbroytingar uttan nakra hugmynd um at leida malid ein avisan
veg. Kortini slepst ikki undan at asanna, at deildin hevur arvad ein avisan leiklut sum
middepil fyri ellum, 10 vidvikur feroyskum mali og at sevnini 4 deildini innihalda
tilfar, sum verdur fatad sum partur av feroyskum mentanararvi vid gllum teimum
tvistaOum, sum tad inniber.

3. Lj6odsavnid a Feroyamalsdeildini: Sega, samtio og framtioar meguleikar

Ljodsavnid a Feroyamalsdeildini (FMD) og teer tvistedur deildin hevur stadid vid i
sambandi vid umsitingina av ti, endurspegla broytingarnar i mentanarrdkum, sum
eru lystar her frammanundan og krevja dhaldandi nyggja stedutakan til, hvussu
tilfarid best kann vera umsitid og handfarid i dag. Feroyamalsdeildin er sum nevnt
ikki einsamell vid hesi uppgévu — stovnar runt um i heiminum standa vid somu
avbjodingum og mugu taka stedu til, hvussu tey skulu fara vid arvadum
granskingartilfari, sum vard savnad inn vid avisum endamali, sum meguliga ikki
longur er viokomandi. Tilfarid kann hava annan tydning og adrar meguleikar i dag
og er sostatt vert at vardveita. Tilfarid er ofta savnad vid heilt avisum endamali fyri
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eyga, sum kanska ikki er lika viokomandi, ta einsteku granskararnir eru falnir fra og
adrar dagsskrair gerast meira tydandi fyri nyggj ettarlido. Ljoédsavnid a
Feroyamalsdeildini inniheldur baedi upptekur, sum granskarar 4 deildini hava gjort,
men eisini avrit av eldri tilfari ir @0rum nordurlendskum segvnum. Dastid av
upptekunum vard fingid til heldar vid tjodfredinginum Mortani Nolsee, sum serliga
var dhugadur 1 kveedum og félkaminnum. Vit hava upptekur av kveedum og edrum
sangi heilt afturi 1 1902 og fram til okkara dagar, umframt nogvar timar av
frasagnum, ofta vio eldri folkum, sum greida fra bygdasegu, stadangvnum og
folkalivi { vidari merking. { mong ar var sera trupult at veita atgongd til tilfarid, baedi
ti tad var fest 4 vidkvom bond, sum kundu farast, men eisini ti at ivamal véru um
mannagongdir og rettindi og ikki minst atlit til heimildarfolk, sum kanska hevdu
latio seg festa & band i trinadi. Skrasetingin var og er framvegis 6fullfiggjad, men
tad er i ollum forum vert at geva geetur, at umstedurnar eru olikar fra uppteku til
uppteku. Tiskil ber ikki til at velja ein og sama leist fyri oll bond.

3.1 Talgilding i fleiri stigum

Sidani 2016 hava vit 8 FMD radfest at tryggja alt tilfarid vio at faa tad talgilt i tettum
samstarvi vid verketlanina Savnsgull, sum badi hevdi utgerd og sakkunnleika tekan.
Komid er 4 mal vid talgildingini sjalvari og sidani mai 2018 hevur leitiskipanin hja
savninum verid alment atkomulig 4 heimasiduni bandasavn.setur.fo. Hetta kravdi
nogva fyrireiking, baedi tekniliga og i mun til at tryggja radiligar mannagongdir,
soleidis at hverki heimildarfolk ella innsavnarar kendu seg tikin av radi. | samradi
vid Dansk Folkemindesamling, sum hevdi latid okkum stora negd av tilfari, hava vit
skipad almannakunngerdingina av tilfari 4 tann hatt, at vit i allarflestum ferum, har
tad & nakran hatt ber til, tryggja okkum formliga tilsegn fra baedi innsavnara og
heimildarfolki ella avvardandi, adrenn vit leggja tilfar it alment. Tad hevur laett um,
at fleiri av teimum innsavnarunum og heimildarfélkunum, sum eiga storar partar av
savninum, hava veri0 sera spent at faa tilfarid Ut til almenningin. Nevnast kann, at
avvardandi hjd kvedaranum Albert Djurhuus alt fyri eitt govu tilsegn til at leggja
237 bond ut vid hansara tilfari og at dottir 4durnevnda Mortan Nolsee hevur givid
loyvi til, at vit leggja tilfar eftir papan Gt so hvert, sum vit faa tilsagnir fra
heimildarfolki, uttan so at talan er um upptekur fevndar av klausuli. Har 16gu 787
bond eftir Mortan, so tad ger sera gdbdan mun, hoast har eru meira enn 2000 onnur
bond i savninum. Vit hava ikki arbeidsorku til at leita gll heimildarfolk upp, men
hava sum sagt lagt leitiskipanina it alment, so ein og hver kann kunna seg um, hvat
finst, og sidani venda ser til okkara vid fyrispurningum, sum vit so royna at hjalpa
vid eftir ferimuni.

Arbeidid vid ljodsavninum hevur verid eitt demi um sokalladan citizen science?
vi0 tao, at vit hava lagt upp til og eisini merkt storan dhuga millum foélk, sum sidani
hava kunnad hjalpt vio at finna fram til avvardandi og eisini hava atikio ser at utvega
tilsagnir so hvert, so tad lidandi legst aftrat almenna partinum. Vit royna eisini at
bruka hetta sambandid og &hugan til at fia dagfert skrasettar upplysingar og
fullfiggjad vitan um heimildarfolkini. [ summum forum hava vit fingid myndir og
hava kunnad gjert kunnandi sidur um einstek heimildarfélk ella innsavnarar, men
her er framvegis langt eftir & mal. Vit hava fingid noégvan iblastur, eggjandi ord og

! Hugtakid “citizen science” tok seg upp i farnu gld serliga i sambandi vid natturufradiligar
rannsoknir, har tad kundi vera ein fyrimunur, at almenningurin tok lut — eitt nd vid
eygleidingum og skréseting av fugla- ella plantuslagum. Hugtakid er seinni farid at fevna um
vidari gransking, har almenningurin tekur virkid lut i innsavnan av datum (Havens og
Henderson 2013).
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holla vegleiding 4 vegnum fra islendsku verkaetlanini Ismis,? sum i 4visan mun
hevur verid fyrimynd til menningina av okkara heimasidu higartil.

Gongdin vid at veita almenna atgongd til so nogv tilfar, sum til ber, er i samsvari
vid rak i altjoda hepi, har alt sterri dentur er 4 at midla og veita atgongd til teir bolkar,
sum av fyrstan ti0 vordu granskadir av tjodfredingum, eftirkomarar hja teimum, 10
hava lagt reddir til [jodsevnini: tey, i0 nogv vilja meina eru rettu arvingarnir til
tilfarid fram um stovnarnir sjalvir. Vit meta kortini, at ta talan er um “arvaratt”, eiga
vit at hugsa breidari enn bert til beinleidis @ttarfolk hja heimildarfolki, men heldur
eisini at fevna um tey, 10 av einhverjari orsek hava dhuga fyri tilfarinum. Vit hava i
dag demi um ungar kvedarar, sum lera seg lag og kvadi eftir upptekum i savninum
og 1 mun til skipadar utgavur 4 flegu ella liknandi, so er minni vandi fyri at frysta
fatanina av &visum variantum sum “reettir”, ti savnid akkurat skjalfestir margfeldi i
sidinum. A henda hétt er FMD vid til at midla oitekiligan mentanararv “sum hann
er”, uttan at salda ella meta um, hvat er reett og skeivt vidvikjandi kveding ella sangi
annars. Tilfarid verdur eisini brikt sum heimild i lokalum bygdasegum ella til
uppgavur hja lesandi bedi i Feroyum og uttanlanda, og tad er eisini frammi i
sambandi vid utvarpssendingar o.a. Vit fraetta eisini um rektarheim og privat, sum
bruka gamlar samregdur sum undirhald fyri gomlum, sum kanska kenna til
vidurskifti, 10 heimildarfolkini lysa. Hetta er sjalvsagt ikki ein kjarnuppgéava hja
einum froédskaparsetri, men ma roknast sum “hjaveida” i mun til tad at vardveita og
midla innihaldid i ljodsavninum. I letuni kenna vit okkum trygg vid at tilfarid er
varOveitt forsvarliga, men vit halda kortini, at 1j6dsavnid hevur meguleikar at vera
ment 1 fleiri attir, sum kunnu gera, at tad kemur til vidari nyttu, eisini 1 hepi uttanfyri
tad, sum innsavnarar ella heimildarfolk hava dugad at imyndad ser ta tilfarid vard
innsavnad.

3.2 Toknilig neerlysing av ljodsavninum

Ljo0savnid & Feroyamalsdeildini inniheldur beint undir 3000 upptekur. Stersti
parturin av savninum eru talgildad spola- og kassettubond og adrir samgildir
lj6dmidlar i talgildadum liki. Innihaldid 1 hesum upprunaliga samgildu upptekum er
ymiskt: samrgdur, framferslur, redur, sangir og visur, kvaedi og ymiskt annad.
Meginparturin av hesum tilfari 4 upptekunum hevur upprunaliga havt tjodfrediligt
ella folkalivsfrediligt granskingarendamal. Hesin eldri parturin av savninum ma
sigast at vera kjarnin i savninum og tad, sum folk leita ser til savnid fyri. Tad eru
eisini négvar av hesum upptekum, sum eru alment atkomuligar 4 netinum at lurta
eftir.

Ein minni partur av savninum eru nyggjari upptekur, 10 eru talgildar i uppruna og
eru gjerdar seinastu arini. Flestu av hesum upptekum eru samrgdur, id eru gjordar i
sambandi vid gransking i mali og malferi. Hesin yngri parturin av savninum hevur
ikki havt tj60frediligt, men heldur malfrediligt granskingarendamal, men innihaldid
kann likjast nogv samrgOunum fra eldri upptekunum. Eingin av nyggjaru
upptekunum er t6 alment tek enn, baedi ti at ter ikki eru mettar at vera ahugaverdar
fyri almenningin sum er, men eisini ti ter eru avmarkadar av tilsegn um trunad
motvegis heimildarfélkunum, sum eisini eru dulnevnd, medan tey i eldra partinum
sum oftast eru navngivin.

2 [smus — islenskur musik- og menningararfur, er datugrunnur vid tilfari, id tj6dfredingar og
onnur hava savnad i sambandi vid gransking. Tilfarid er talgildad i fleiri stigum og liggur &
heimasiduni ismus.is. Sidan lat upp i 2001 og er dagferd fleiri ferdir sidani, so hvert sum
tekniligir mgguleikar eru mentir. Tad legst stadugt aftrat grunninum, fyrst var mesti denturin
a4 ljodupptekur av vidtelum og sangi, seinni eru upptegkur av urgutdnleiki, sjénbanda-
upptekur, sggu og &vintyratilfar komid aftrat og grunnurin vidkast stedugt (Porsteinsdottir
2013).
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Vavid av savninum er sum nevnt knappar 3000 upptekur. Tiverri eru “upptekur”
ikki ein mateind, 10 sigur okkum so nogv um veruligt “vav”. Upptekur kunnu vera
sera ymiskar 1 longd, og ein verulig mynd av vavinum eigur at vera givin i timum og
minuttum. Men savnid er ikki tekniliga sett upp til eina skjota samanteljing av longd
av upptekum, sum er.

Eitt fyrsta stig i einari menning av savninum er ti at savna inn og rokna fram
yvirlitstel um upptekurnar og skipa hesi hagtolini, so tey gerast sjalvvirkandi
dagferd. Atlanin er at telja saman samlada longd a gllum ljodupptekum, so vavio av
savninum verdur greitt. [ hesari tilgongdini eiga upptekurnar eisini at verda bélkadar,
so vit faa eitt yvirlit yvir, hverji sleg av tilfari fylla meira og minni i savninum. So
kunnu vit til demis vita heilt neyvt, hvussu nogvir timar eru av kvadum, og hvussu
ndgvir timar eru vid samredum og so framvegis. Hesi hagtel kunnu tykjast at hava
minni tydning, um mann sum brakari bert er ahugadur 1 smaum pertum av savninum
ella avisum evnum, men hetta gevur granskarum eina meira veruliga mynd av
vavinum av tilfarinum, og tad verdur meguligt hja granskarum at skjalfesta sitt
datugrundarlag betur.

3.3 Talgilding a fleiri stigum

Tilgongdin at talgilda alt samgilda tilfarid hevur havt altavgerandi tydning fyri, at
1j6dsavnid enn stendur viod. Talgildingini sleppa vit i dagsins samfelag ikki undan,
men talgilding hevur eisini fleiri stig. Fyrsta stig var at faa talgildad alt tilfarid vid
vardveitslu sum adalendamal, og hetta er eydnast veel. To6 er talgildada tilfarid enn
skipad a sama hatt sum samgilda tilfarid var. Naesta stig er eitt slag av viokadari
talgilding: at faa baeoi skipan og innihald ment vid teimum meguleikum, sum talgilt
tilfar hevur fram um samgilt tilfar. So talgildingin av tilfarinum ikki bert verdur ein
digital savnsskuffa, men at vit eisini gera okkum delt av fjelbroyttu meguleikunum,
sum talgilt tilfar hevur. I komandi brotum verda nevndir summir av hesum
mgguleikum, sum eru fyri menning av hesum einastandandi tilfari, sum vit varda av.

3.3.1 Metadatur og skraseting

Sera nogv vitan og nogvar metadatur eru skrasettar um tilfarid i savninum, men enn
eru ndgvir menningarmeguleikar 1 skrésetingini. Hesir menningarmeguleikar eru
baedi innihaldsligir, formligir og tekniligir. Telduskipanin til skraseting, sum er
serliga ment til hetta endamalid, er ikki tidarhéskandi longur. I nzestum fara vit ti at
arbeida fram iméti at faa eina nyggja ella adra skrasetingarskipan. | menning av
nyggjari skipan eru fleiri vidurskifti, i0 eiga at takast vid 1 tilgongdina. Til demis
eigur ein nyggj skipan at hava vidkadar meguleikar fyri skraseting av metadatum
orsakad av ymiskleikanum i innihaldi. Tad er, sum adur nevnt, ymiskt, hvat
innihaldid er & ymsu upptekunum og hvat endamalid hevur verid. Hetta hevur vid
s&r, at tad er ymiskt fyri tey ymisku slogini av upptekum, hverjar metadatur eru
hentar at skraseta. | summum upptekum er innihaldid i samredum ella upptekum
meira umradandi at skraseta, og fyri adrar eru formligu upplysingarnar rundan um
upptekuna meira umrddandi. Adrar aftur krevja meguleika fyri dulnevning. Ein
nyggj skipan skal rama gllum hesum ymisku tervunum, sum standast av fjelbroytta
tilfarinum.

3.3.2 Fra bondum til teldufilur

Sum nevnt er tad mesta av tilfarinum i savninum bygt upp ut fra, at tad upprunaliga
hevur verid samgilt upptikid 1j60, sum er talgildad. Hetta merkir at eitt band
samsvarar eina filu & telduni. Filuskipanin fyri flestu filur er grundad & hendan
bygnad, har samredur, sangir ella annad kunnu verda spjadd yvir fleiri filur orsakad
av tidaravmarkingini & eldri upptekueindum. Hetta merkir, at ein samreda ella eitt
kveedi kann byrja 1 einari filu, halda fram 4 einari adrari, og enda 4 einari tridju filu.
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Filuskipanin er sostatt skipad vid grundarlagi i verkligum avmarkingum &
samgildum upptekutélum heldur enn i innihaldi. Henda uppseting er ikki
gjognumskygd fyri brakaran, og négvar upplysingar skulu skrasetast fleiri ferdir, ta
sama innihald er spjatt yvir fleiri filur. Nyggjaru upptekurnar, sum eru upptiknar vid
talgildum tolum, verda eisini so hvert lagdar i savnid. I nyggjari tid er ikki 4 sama
hatt tidaravmarking & upptekutélum — so her eru heilar samredur i einari filu, og
filuskipanin er sostatt grundad a innihaldsligu karmarnar.

Ein endurskraseting av hesum filum hevoi havt vid ser, at summar filur vordu
lagdar saman og adrar kliptar sundur i styttri upptekur, alt eftir, hvat innihaldid &
upptekunum var. At skipad upptekur i ein nyggjan filubygnad grundad 4 innihald
hevdi havt vid ser betri samsvar millum ymiska tilfarid i savninum umframt
gjognumskygni fyri brikaran. Ein slik endurskraseting hevdi té kravt nogv handligt
arbeidi og ma tilvitad radfestast.

3.3.3 Avskriftir

Hetta brotid snyr seg um meguleikar at menna serliga ter upptekurnar, sum
innihalda samredur og talumal, og greidir fra, hvussu innihaldid 4 samrgdum er
skrasett og hvussu tad kann mennast.

Lj6dsavni0 inniheldur fyrst og fremst 1jodupptekur, og 1jodid er kjarnin i
tilfarinum. T er eisini tilhoyrandi tilfar aftur at summum av upptekunum, sum antin
er ein gjollig skraseting av innihaldi ella er ein endurgeving & teksti av innihaldinum
4 upptokunum. Nogvar av upptekunum, sum innihalda samredur, hava fingid
tilskilad evni, 10 verda tikin upp og pratad um i samredunum, og hesi evni eru bolkad
og tilskilad i tidarbilum. Hetta gevur brukaranum meguleika at leita eftir t.d.
“huldufolk” og faa vist allar upptekur, sum eru skrasettar at innihalda prat um
huldufolk umframt at siggja tidarbilini & upptekunum, har pratad verdur um
huldufolk. Hesi tidarbil eru ymisk til longdar, men vanliga nakrar minuttir. Hoast
hetta er hent hja brikaranum og gevur meguleika fyri at leita saer fram viokomandi
tilfar, so er hendan evnistilskilanin bert 4 einum yvirskipadum stigi og tidarbilini
kunnu til tidir vera long, og tad merkir, at tad er avmarkad, hvussu tilfarid kann
nytast.

Nogvar av eldru samrgdunum, sum eru gjerdar um foélkaliv og bygdasegur runt
um i landinum, eru eisini avskrivadar, t.e. skrivadar nidur Ur enda i annan. Ter eru
avskrivadar fyri négvum arum sidani a skrivimaskinu og voru fyrst bert sum fysisk
pappir i mappum. Avskriftirnar eru skrivadar i vanligari ortografi. Nogvar av hesum
avskriftum eru i sambandi vid eina adra verketlan vorOnar skannadar inn vio ti
ursliti, at ter na eru tekar i talgildum liki. Summar av hesum nu talgildadu
avskriftunum eru eisini vidgjerdar vid OCR (Optical Character Recognition), og
hetta merkir, at skrivadi teksturin verdur ritbarur og leitbarur. Tad liggur eitt sera
stort virdi 1 at hava avskrivadar samredur saman vid tilhoyrandi 1j60i. Um
avskriftirnar verda reett handfarnar og tidarraett samantvinnadar vid tilhoyrandi 1j601,
okir hetta nogv um granskingarvirdid av tilfarinum. Vio leitbarum teksti er tad nogv
skjotari og leettari at finna fram til viokomandi tilfar, umframt at til ber at finna fram
til fleiri urslit, ti praktiski meguleikin at gjggnumganga stéoru mongdina av tilfari
gerst lattari.

ZAtlanin er at savna saman restina av pappirsavskriftunum og skanna ter inn og
sidani faa OCR-vidgjert teer eisini. Vit vita, at OCR-vidgerdin av teimum fyrru ikki
er heilt eftirfarandi, so teer kunnu vit eftirkanna i somu syftu. Neyougt er at tryggja
ser godsku 1 OCR-vidgerdini.

3.3.4 Tioarkoting

Neesta stig er at faa samantvinnad avskriftirnar raett vid 1[j6did vid tidarkotum. Hetta
fer at skapa ein meguleika fyri at leita runt { tilfarinum meira nagreinad enn adur. Til
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ber enn at leita eftir evnum, sum t.d. “hulduf6lk”, men ni ber eisini til at leita eftir
just ti, sum sagt verdur, og ikki bert ti evninum, sum er vordid skrasett fyri nogvum
arum sidani. Hetta vidokar um meguleikarnar at nyta tilfarid at granska i
folkalivsfredi, malfredi ella gdrum.

Hoast hesar avskriftir hava verid tekar 1 ndgv ar, fyrst & pappiri og sidani talgilt,
hava teer ikki verid nyttar til nogva gransking i savninum. Hetta ma roknast vid at
vera orsakad av, at teer 4 ein hatt liggja uttanfyri savnid. Teer eru ikki samantvinnadar
vi0 1j60i0, ti savnid er ikki bygt upp eftir at hava tekst afturvio 1j6di, so tey kunnu
ikki nytast saman. Fyri at gagnnyta baedi verandi og i framtidini talgildar avskriftir,
er neyougt at faa 1j60 og tekst inn i somu skipan. Badi at skraseta hesi saman og at
gera tad atkomuligt hja brukarum, badi granskarum og edrum, krevur eina nyggja
tekniliga skipan. Henda skipan skal sjalvsagt tosa saman vid skrasetingarskipanina
ella vera partur av somu skipan ella sama forriti. Urslitid av slikum arbeidi vid at
talgilda allar avskriftir og samantvinna 1jod og tekst i nyggjari skipan vid
leitimoguleikum fer at vidka um meguleikarnar at leita s@r fram tilfar og
granskingarurslit 1 savninum. Tad fer at bera til at leita eftir avisum ordum,
samanseting av ordum og sidani fara beint inn at lurta eftir [j6dinum, sum hoyrir til
og harafturat fer at vera moguligt at gera seer ymiskar personligar greiningar ella
vidmerkingar, sum seinni kann finnast fram aftur.

Har eru eisini nyggjari upptekur i savninum, sum longu hava talgilda avskriving.
Vi0 at seta saman teer nyggju og ter eldru vid tilhoyrandi avskriftum gevur hetta
meguleika at nyta partar av savninum sum eitt diakront talumalskorpus, og hetta
hevdi verid hitt fyrsta av sinum slagi & feroyskum. Hetta hevdi opnad dyr fyri
gransking i talumali, serliga vid einum longri tidarperspektivi enn higartil.

3.3.5 Talumal sum tekstur

Allar hesar avskriftir hava eisini virdi uttan tilhoyrandi 1j6d. Seta vit allar
avskriftirnar av samredum saman, hava vit eitt tekstasavn. Samanborid vid steddina
4 g0rum tekstasovnum a feroyskum er samlada vavid av hesum avskriftum fra
lj6dsavninum heilt stort. Og at hava so ndgv talumal sum tekst er sera virdismikid
fyri foroyska malgransking, og til ber at granska i ikki bert malferum, men eisini i
foroyskum talumali sum heild 1 storum mati, ti datugrundarlagid verdur so stort. So
ennta uttan 1j00i0 hava hesar avskriftir stort virdi, um ter verda raett vidgjerdar.

3.3.6 Savnstilfar og maltokni

Eisini hava so storar savningar av teksti, veri tad seg talu- ella skriftmal, virdi fyri
menning av foroyskari maltekni. Hoéast menning hevur verid av tilfari til feroyska
maltekni seinastu arini, er enn gott vid meira tilfari, og eitt slikt savn vid
talumalsteksti kann eisini vidgerast vid t.d. PoS-tagging eftir ordaflokki og bending
og leera bxdi granskarar og maskinur um feroyskt mal. Seta vit 1j60i0 saman vid
tekstinum vidka vit enn meira um meguleikarnar at styrkja feroyska maltekni, sum
altid hevur terv & meira talumali saman vi0 tilhoyrandi teksti. Enn hevur ikki verid
kannad, hvussu godskan er 4 [jodinum, og um tad er egnad at nyta til maltekni. Tad
elsta tilfario er helst i ov vanaligari 1j68dgd0sku, men okkurt av ti nyggjara kann hava
virdi. Avskriftirnar i sjalvum ser hava i gllum ferum virdi, serliga um vit faa loyvi
at deila teer longri Ut enn bert til granskarar.

3.3.7 Avbjodingar — atlit til leikfolk og granskarar i senn

Hyggja vit yvirskipad eftir ljodsavninum, tilfarinum, innsavnarum og brikarum,
stinga nakrir grundleggjandi spurningar seg upp. Badi tilfarid i savninum og nytslan
av tilfarinum er stundum fleirbytt, og vid vaksandi mongd og slagi av tilfari er
neydugt at hava eina hugsjon um, hvat adalendamalid vio slikum savni er.

49



TOTA ARNADOTTIR 0G IBEN NYHOLM DEBESS

Nytslan av savninum er badi almenn og innanhysis. Hetta merkir, at badi vanlig
folk i Feroyum og i verdini hava atgongd og hava dhuga { at leita ser runt i tilfarinum.
Samstundis er savnid byrjad sum datuinnsavning til gransking, hoyrir heima 4 einum
granskingarstovni og verdur handfarid sum granskingartilfar. Tad kann vera ein
avbjoding at skipa tilfar, so tad er veel egnad at nyta fyri baedi leikfolk og granskarar
i senn — baedi vidvikjandi innihaldi, tekni og skipan. Rettindi, datuvernd og atgongd
eru eisini storar avbjodingar, sum serliga stinga seg upp, ta viovikur almennari
atgongd til savnid.

Tilfarid 1 savninum er savnad inn av fakfolki vid ymiskari bakgrund og vid
ymiskum granskingarendamali, og hetta sast aftur i tilfarinum. Sum granskingar-
tilfar er savnid ein datugrunnur vid tverfakliga ahugaverdum innihaldi: tjodlivsfredi,
malfredi, tonleikafredi, folkalivsfredi, bokmentafredi og onnur hugvisindalig fak
kunnu ell granska i tilfarinum. Hetta gevur sjalvandi savninum virdi og fjelbroytta
nytslu, men setur eisini badi krev og avmarkingar til, hvussu tilfarid skipast 4 bestan
hatt, so granskingarsidvenjur og hattaleg hja ellum fakum verda vird, samstundis
sum vit faa sum mest burtur Ur tilfarinum. Kvalitativ og kvantitativ gransking hava
sera ymiskt hattadar og ymiskt skipadar datur sum grundarlag. Tilfarid i savninum
hevur higartil verid skipad mest til kvalitativa gransking, partvist av praktiskum
avum, men menningarmeguleikarnir nevndir i omanfyristandandi brotum kunnu
broyta savnid at vera grundarlag undir kvantitativari gransking umframt nytslu-
gransking afturat. Tad kann ti tykjast avbjodandi at rima so ymiskt hattadum og
ymiskt &tladum tilfari i somu skipan og i sama savni, men tad er ein sannroynd, at
tilfarid 1 ljodsavninum kann vera virdismikid grundarlag undir fleiri slogum av
gransking, og at vit mugu tillaga okkara skipan av tilfarinum, so tad kann gagnnytast
a besta hatt av gllum.

4. Samanumteka

Lysingin av tilfarinum i [j6dsavninum & Feroyamalsdeildini sum “mentanararvur”
undirstrikar baoi abyrgdarkenslu frd Setursins sidu, men eisini eina 4sannan av, at
tilfarid onkursvegna er ogn hja einum breidari skara enn bert einum avmarkadum
hopi av granskarum. Kortini eru ndogvar avbjodingar tongdar at uppgavuni at “taka
vid arvinum” & nektandi hatt og at “geva @drum lut { arvinum”. Lj60 sum arvalutur
hevur sinar avbjodingar, men um orka og ahugi er fyri at menna lj6dsavnid, eru
mgguleikarnir ndgvir — tad krevur fyrst og fremst at steda verdur tikin til framtidar-
hugsjon vid savninum og at radfestingar fyri vidari menning verda gjordar og
framdar, sum badi kunnu gagna gransking 4 Setrinum og lata upp fyri, at onnur eisini
sleppa at granska i tilfarinum.
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ABSTRACT
‘Sound as heritage’

Keywords: sound archives, cultural heritage, folklore, spoken language, language
technology

In this article we discuss the concept of ‘sound as heritage’, using the sound archive
at the Department of Faroese Language and Literature at the University of the Faroe
Islands as a reference point. Both authors have engaged with the archive in various
ways and approach the questions of historic value and future utilization from
different, but complementary angles. The article is to be seen as a case study
presenting the background, content and current state of the sound archive, and an
attempt to visualize future paths in the development and use of the archive.

Starting with the historical background of the scholarly traditions and
circumstances which the collection was based on originally, we discuss the societal
impact of the sound archive and reflect on practical and ethical issues regarding the
collection process and structure of the material. Recognising that the concept of “folk
culture” is intertwined with outdated research practices and potentially problematic
connotations, we acknowledge that the contents of the archives still hold societal
value for various reasons and to various parties, as it has entered the sphere of
“cultural heritage”. With this in mind we discuss future options for those in charge
of the collection today; we take a more applied approach and present technical and
structural details about the sound archive, and then go on to reflect and discuss future
development possibilities and how the material can increase in value once used and
applied in fields that were not originally intended as the purpose of the collection.
Specifically, we outline how the purpose of the archive can be expanded to serve as
data foundation for e.g. quantitative research in spoken language as well as being
applicable as a language resource in Faroese language technology development.
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A bok og bandi:
Um handrit og hljodrit sem heimildir pjodfreeda
(med aherslu & islenskar pulur sidari alda)

1. Inngangur

Munnlegur flutningur er forsenda fyrir tilveru pjéokveeda sem munnlegrar hefdar par
sem pjodkvadi lifa, prifast og proast einmitt i munnlegum flutningi. betta gildir m.a.
um fislenskar pulur sidari alda® og néafreendur peirra, feereysk skjaldur.? Tilkoma
hljédupptokutaekja, sem urdu adgengileg & Islandi & ofanverdri 20. 6ld, pyddi pvi
byltingu i s6fnun pjodkveeda en med nyju tekninni vard mogulegt ad vardveita
puluflutning i mun meiri meli en heagt er i handritum. b6 misstu handritin ekki
heimildargildi sitt vio pad en umtalsverdur fjoldi pulutexta er vardveittur i handritum
fra ofanverdri 20. 6ld, einkum i SAM 32 og SAM 30a-SAM 30c & Stofnun Arna
Magnussonar i islenskum fraedum i Reykjavik sem og i svérum vid ,,59. spurninga-
skra: bulur og gatur” fra 1984 & pjodhattasafni bjodminjasafns islands.?

Til umraedu i pessari grein er munurinn & handritum og hljédritum sem heimildum
um islenskar pulur sidari alda — baedi s& sem stafar af 6liku edli handrita og hljédrita
0g po6 einkum hinn sem skyrist af tidaranda eda ¢drum utanadkomandi asteedum.
Samanburdarathugun a faereyskum skjaldrum verdur kynnt par sem pvi verdur vio
komid en han er naudsynleg — &samt samanburdi vid svipadan kvedskap i
Skandinaviu i framtidinni — til ad komast ad pvi hvada einkenni eru sameiginleg med
islenskum pulum og &drum skyldum kvedskap og hvad er sérislenskt. Mesti
munurinn & handritum og hljédritum liggur ad sjalfsdgdu i pvi ad hljodrit vardveita
munnlegan flutning & pulum og skjaldrum en petta langmikilveegasta atridi skyrir sig
sjalft. Hér verdur frekar raett hvada upplysingar um flutninginn eru skradar i handritin
og hlj6dritin og koma sidar fram vid heimildaskraningu; pad sem ma kalla lysigdgn
fyrir pulutexta. Athugad verdur hvad ma lesa Ur pessum lysigégnum og Ur samhengi
pulna i handritum og hljodritum um heimildarmenn pulutexta, vidtakendur, stad og
stund puluflutnings og flutningsmata.

2. Heimildir og lysigégn um pulur og skjaldur
Langsamlega flest handrit med pulum eru pappirshandrit fra 17.-20. 6ld en
einhverjar uppskriftir eru lika til fra peirri 21. Elsta handritid, sem hefur ad geyma

L pulur sidari alda eru islensk pjodkveedi fra 15.-20. 6ld, sjo eda fleiri linur ad lengd og ekki
erindaskipt. Reglur um linulengd, skiptingu a sterkum og veikum stéoum i linum,
studlasetningu og rim eru sveigjanlegar. bulur eru einnig sveigjanlegar i byggingu, byggjast
einkum & upptalningu textaeininga (heita, minna — moétifa — og blokka), a tilbrigdum og
textatengslum og eiga sér sameiginlegt safn helstu byggingareininga (pulusj6d). par eru
fluttar einkum til afpreyingar, t.d. fyrir bérn, en hafa einnig akvedid heimslysingar- og
freedsluhlutverk (Yelena Sesselja Helgaddttir 2020:14, sbr. 270-274; deemi um pulur mé sja
vida i pessu riti). Ordid pula er haft i pessari grein um pulur sidari alda (frekar en t.d. um
pulur & midéldum).

2 | pessari grein verda notadar fereyskar beygingarmyndir af ordinu skjaldur og af heiti &
feereyska Bandasavninum (sja kafla 2 og vidar).

3 59. spurningaskra: Pulur og gatur” bjodhattadeildar Pjodminjasafns Islands er vardveitt
sem handrit 4samt svorunum en visad er i pau med békstéfunum bb &samt einkveemu
svarnameri og bladnimeri. Texti spurningaskrarinnar og hluta svaranna er adgengilegur &:
Sarpur: Menningarsogulegt gagnasafn (https://sarpur.is/Spurningaskra.aspx?ID=531300).
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pulu, er AM 148 8vo, Kvadabok Ur Vigur en par er bérnaldar pula ritud a bl. 253r—
254v (skv. bladmerkingu i handritinu). Flest puluhandritin eru p6 fra ofanverori 19.
og ofanverdri 20. 6ld, fra timum skipulegrar pjodfreedaséfnunar. buluhandrit eru
vardveitt & ymsum s6fnum, p. & m. & Arnasafni 4 islandi og i Danmérku (Stofnun
Arna Magnussonar i islenskum freedum og Institut for Nordiske Studier og Sprog-
videnskab vid Kaupmannahafnarhéaskola), 4 Landsbokasafni islands, Pjédminjasafni
Islands, héradsskjalaséfnum og erlendum séfnum: Konungsbokhlédum i Danmérku
og Svipjod, Haskdlabdkasafni i Uppsélum, breskum séfnum o.s.frv. Hvert safnid
hefur sina leid til ad skra handritin og par af leidandi mismunandi lysigogn, pétt
akvedin samraeming a framsetningu lysigagna hafi ordid med verkefnum & bord vid
Handrit.is (samskra yfir islensk og norreen handrit).*

HIjéorit med pulum eru hins vegar til fra mun skemmra timaskeidi, eda neer
eingdngu fra 20. 6ld (og pa einkum 7. aratug), og eru langflest vardveitt &
pjodfredisafni Stofnunar Arna Magnussonar i islenskum freedum (p. & m. hljodrit
sem voru unnin i samstarfi vid Rikisutvarpid). pau eru skrdd & samremdan hatt i
vefgagnagrunninn ismus: islenskur musik- og menningararfur (https://ismus.is) sem
er i umsja Tonlistarsafns islands, Stofnunar Arna Magnussonar i islenskum freedum
og Landshokasafns Islands — Haskolabokasafns. Eftirfarandi upplysingar eru medal
bess sem er skrad med hverri hljodfeerslu i ismas:

safnmark og frumgagn

erindi (samreemt upphaf) ef um kvedskap er ad reda
form, p.e. hvort textinn er pula, kvaedi, lausavisa o0.s.frv.
heimildarmenn / flytjendur

spyrlar / hljooritarar

hljédritunarstadur

dagsetning upptékunnar

Allar pessar breytur er haegt ad nota til flokkunar og rannsokna & efni pjodfraeedisafns-
ins, p. a m. & pulum sioari alda; allar athuganir a hljédritum i pessu erindi eru unnar
ar efni i Ismis. Visad er i efnid med safnmarki og einkveemu nameri vidkomandi
hljodfaerslu i gagnagrunninum (t.d. SAM 85/124 EF, 19470).

Flestar hljédupptokurnar i Feereyjum eru einnig vardveittar a sama stad, eda &
Bandasavninum vid Fgroyamalsdeild Frodskaparseturs Fgroya. Verid er ad koma
safninu i stafrent form undir heitinu Talgilda bandasavnid (sja nanar a
https://bandasavn.setur.fo). par eru skradar svipadar grundvallarupplysingar og i
Ismus en vensl i gagnagrunninum eru med édrum hatti (eins og reett verdur i kafla
4). Skraningin er pvi ekki fyllilega sambarileg vid skraninguna i Ismds og er auk
pess ekki eins langt komin. Af pessum asteedum er efni i Talgilda bandasavninum
adeins notad i pessari rannsokn pegar unnt er ad bera pad saman vid efni i ismus.

3. Samhengi pulna i frumheimildum

Rik asteeda er til pess ad skoda samhengi pulna i frumheimildum en stada peirra og
nerumhverfi i handritum og hljédritum getur gefid visbendingar um pad hvernig
heimildarmenn og lesendur/aheyrendur upplifdu pulur. Reyndar parf ad hafa pann
fyrirvara ad oft er erfitt ad deema um upprunalegt samhengi pulna i frumheimildum
— einkum handritum. Ein af asteedum pess er su ad forvigismenn pjodfraedasdfnunar
4 19. 61d, J6n Arnason og Jon Sigurdsson (og liklega fleiri, badi & peirra vegum og

4 Feereysk skjaldur eru afar sjaldgef i handritum, a.m.k. fram & 20. 61d; pad gerir samanburd
vid handritavardveislu pulna illmégulegan. Eg pakka Sean D. Vrieland fyrir ad benda mér 4
skjaldur i Acc. 4 d nr. 16 (bls. 37-43) i uppskrift Christiane Elisabeth Schrater, déttur J. H.
Schrater, prests i Suduroy og kvadasafnara, & Arnasafni i Kaupmannahofn.
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sidari notendur safnanna), toku adsendar uppskriftir i sundur og flokkudu eftir efni
peirra og/eda eftir pvi hvada munnmenntagrein efnid tilheyrdi. Til ad undirbla pessa
flokkun voru peir sem héfou dhuga 4 ad skrifa upp munnmeeli bednir um ad skrifa
efni ar hverjum flokki sér & blad (sbr. Jon Arnason 1861:93).

Flokkunin kom fra sému forvigisménnunum en i ordsendingum peirra eru pulur
itrekad flokkadar med barnaefni og leikjum:

bvinest gomul kvadi og 1j60 [...] ymsar rimur, fornkveedi, vikivakar,
dansleikakveadi, soguljod [...]. Enn fremr pulur og barnavisur, sem tidkanlegar
eru. (,,Bodsbref til Islendinga“ [1846]:vj, leturbreyting min — YSH; sbr. [J6n
Arnason] 1859:56 og Jon Arnason 1861:93)

A peim timapunkti var séfnunin ad fara af stad og pvi ma velta fyrir sér hversu mikil
ahrif pessi tilmeeli hafi haft & séfnunina sjalfa og & sidari umraedu um pulur sem
barnaefni. Vid blasir ad forvigismenn pjéofreedaséfnunar settu pulur — viljandi eda
ekki — i &kvedid samhengi adur en sdfnunin héfst. EkKi parf pvi ad undra pott i
sumum adsendum uppskriftum hafi pulur verid skrasettar vid hlidina & barnageelum.

Hitt er aftur eftirtektarvert hvad paer uppskriftir urdu margar par sem pulur voru
ekki flokkadar med barnakvedskap. Par voru pulur oftast i navist vid lengri kvaedi,
einkum fornkvadi (sagnadansa og ymis frasagnarkveedi), langlokur, p.e. lengri
kvaedi &n erindaskila, likt og pulur en med studlasetningu og rim sem ner oft yfir
margar linur (sem er 6likt pulum) og kedjukvaedi, p.e. lengri kveaedi par sem erindi
eru siendurtekin og aukin nyjum atridum vid hverja endurtekningu (Jon
Samsonarson 1983:311-312).°> Aftur & moéti eru pulur talsvert sjaldnar i félagsskap
barnavisna og leikja.® bad stingur i stuf badi vid ummeli Jons Arnasonar ,[...]
modirin raular pulur, smavers og barna[g]alur vid bornin sin“ (Lbs 587 4to VII,
[38r], sbr. [39r]), sem eru liklega tilkomin, m.a. fyrir ahrif fra pjodfredasofnurum i
Skandinaviu asamt Bodsbrefi Fornfraedafélagsins (sbr. Yelenu Sesselju Helgadottur
2020:59-61), og vid sidari tima umfjollun, t.d. ord Ogmundar Helgasonar
(1989:405) um ,,yngri“ pulurnar: ,,langalgengast ad pessi kvedskapur sé tengdur
bornum & einhvern hatt.

Neerumhverfi pulna i heimildum breytist p6 fra 19. 6ld til peirrar 20. en pé eru
styttri kvaedi og visur mun meira aberandi vid hlidina & pulum. bad kann m.a. ad
skyrast af pvi ad lengri kvaedum virdist hafa almennt faekkad i handritum; telja ma
liklegt ad munnleg pekking & lengri kvaedum hafi farid dvinandi. Ekki er heldur
Utilokad ad hin freega grein Theodéru Thoroddsen (1914) um pulur, skrifud fra
sjonarhorni margra barna madur, hafi haft pau ahrif ad pulur hafi enn frekar tengst
kvedskap kvenna handa bérnum i hugum manna. Af styttri kveedum og visum, sem
standa nd vid hlidina & pulum, eru barnavisur eigi ad sidur adeins taeplega pridjungur.
Lengri kveedi hofou ekki heldur farid langt, pvi pau standa nestoftast i nerumhverfi
pulna (adeins u.p.b. pridjungi sjaldnar en styttri visur). Leikir en einnig baenir og
gatur, eru medal annarra munnmennta sem oft méa finna vid hlid pulna.

HIjéoupptokur eru ny og 6druvisi heimild fyrir pulum og par myndast annad
samhengi. Nastu nagrannar pulna & hljodupptokum eru ekki adeins styttri og lengri

5 Medal sendinga par sem pulur eru frekar i navist lengri kveeda eru Lbs 414 8vo, 82r-106r
(Pordur Arnason), Lbs 587 4to 11, bls. 89-112 (Gudmundur Einarsson), Lbs 587 4to 1V, 15r—
30v (Magnus Bjarnason), Lbs 587 4to VIII, 2r-11v (Brandur Témasson), Lbs 587 4to X
(Magnus Grimsson), DFS 67, 237r—244v (Brynjolfur Arnason), DFS 67, 245r-251v
(Benedikt porarinsson), DFS 67, 252r—261v (Daniel Hallddrsson(?)) og DFS 67, 321r—441v
(Jon Eyjolfsson).

® Medal peirra sendinga par sem pulur eru i navist barnakvedskapar eru helst Lbs 587 4to I,
bls. 1-14 (Bjorn Jéhannesson) og Lbs 587 4to 11, bls. 21-32 (Sigmundur Long).
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kveedi heldur lika pjodfreedi i bundnu mali: ymsar ségur og sagnir (en i handritum
stendur ébundid mal ekki oft vid hlidina a pulum — hugsanlega pé vegna pess ad
safnarar hafi flokkad pad fra bundnu mali). Leikir, banir og gatur eru aftur & mati
talsvert feerri i kringum pulur sidari alda i hljédritum en i handritum. Erfitt er ad segja
med Vissu hver &steeda pess er en pessi munur gaeti tengst pvi hvernig spyrlar byggja
vidtol, um hvad peir spyrja heimildarmenn sina og i hvada r6d. Af samhengi pulna i
frumheimildum ma pé alykta med nokkurri vissu ad & 20. 6ld hafi pulur faerst naer
kvedskap handa bérnum.

4. Heimildarmenn ad pulum
Midad vid umfjollun Jons Arnasonar, Theodoru Thoroddsen o.fl. um pulur sem
kvedskap kvenna matti buast vid pvi ad langsamlega flestir heimildarmenn ad pulum
veaeru konur. Svo er p6 ekki. Konur eru vissulega um 2/3 heimildarmanna ad pulum
i handritum 20. aldar og um 3/4 heimildarmanna ad pulum i hljédritum & 20. 6ld
(Yelena Sesselja Helgadottir 2020:67) en Kkarlar eru eigi ad siour fjérdungur til
prigjungur heimildarmanna ad pulum. bad er of hatt hlutfall til pess ad pad sé
réttleetanlegt ad kalla pulur kvenlegan kvedskap ad deemi G. F. (1914:101-102).

Athugun & efninu i Talgilda bandasavninum synir aftur & méti ad i Faereyjum
virdast karlar vera fleiri medal heimildarmanna ad skjaldrum en konur, eda rimlega
helmingur allra heimildarmanna sem fara med skjaldur. bess parf vissulega ad geeta
ad efni i Bandasavninum er ekki fullskr&d i gagnagrunninn og nidurstada getur ordid
onnur pegar allir heimildarmenn hafa verid skradir. P4 er skraning heimildarmanna
ad pulum og skjaldrum ekki fullkomlega samberileg vegna mismunandi vensla
efnisins i gagnagrunnunum; i Ismds er heimildarmadur (4samt upplysingum um
hann) skradur fyrir hverjum texta sem hann flytur en i Talgilda bandasavninum er
heimildarmadur skradur fyrir hverju bandi (segulbandi) med efni hans — en ekki
tengdur hverjum texta sem hann flytur. Pessi munur skiptir litlu mali ef einn
heimildarmadur fer med allt efni & bandi med skjaldrum — en ef tveir eda fleiri
heimildarmenn eru med efni & einu og sama bandi er oft erfitt ad greina Ut fra
skraningunni hver peirra fer med hvada skjaldur (og hver fer e.t.v. alls ekki med
skjaldur). A hinn boginn er Gtkoman mjog svipud pegar taldir eru annars vegar
adeins peir heimildarmenn sem fara einir med allt efni & sinu bandi eda sinum
béndum, par & medal med skjaldur (en pa vantar i talninguna heimildarmenn sem
flytja skjaldur i hljédritum med fleiri heimildarménnum) en hins vegar allir
heimildarmenn sem eru skradir fyrir bandi/bdndum med skjaldrum — pétt 6vist sé ad
hver og einn peirra hafi fario med einhver af peim skjaldrum sem eru &
bandinu/béndunum (en vid pessa talningu getur einhverjum verid ofaukid a lista
minum yfir heimildarmenn ad skjaldrum). Hvorug adferdin er gallalaus pvi pad er
annadhvort vantalid eda oftalid; en badar talningarnar benda eindregid i somu att: ad
karlar séu fleiri en konur medal heimildarmanna adé skjaldrum.

pvi er ekki ad neita ad konur eru oftar en ekki heimildarmenn fyrir fleiri
bulutextum en karlar & Islandi. I hljédritum 20. aldar fara karlar t.d. ad medaltali med
rdmlega 2,5 texta en konur med teplega 5 texta. | Talgilda bandasavninum i
Feereyjum er stadan aftur allt énnur en af pvi efni ad deema sem var adgengilegt fyrir
pessi greinaskrif fara karlar med u.p.b. 11 texta ad medaltali en konur med 8 texta
(athugad 25. oktober 2022, adeins talid efni fra peim sem fara 6rugglega med
skjaldur & sinu bandi/bdndum). Karlar virdast pvi vera ekki adeins fleiri heldur
6flugri heimildarmenn ad skjaldrum en konur — 6fugt vid pulur. Reynist pad rétt
kann skyringin ad liggja i mismunandi skiptingu munnmenntagreina & milli
karlkyns- og kvenkynsflytjenda i Feereyjum og & islandi. Hun gaeti t.d. tengst pvi ad
mikid af pvi efni sem er kvedid um i ballodum (kveedum) i Fereyjum, ta.m. i
kappakvaedum, er frekar efnividur i rimur & Islandi (sbr. pad ad ballédur um kappa
eru varla til sem sjalfsted grein hér & landi). Rimur, og pa einkum rimur um miklar
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bardagahetjur, eru kvedskapur sem hofdar fremur til karla en ball6dur (sagnadansar),
sem & Islandi fjalla einkum um &stir og 6rlég kvenna, h6fda fremur til kvenna badi
hvad vardar efni og efnistok (Ingibjorg Eyporsdéttir 2018). bulur eru natengdar
ballédum — likt og skjaldur i Feereyjum og romsur i Skandinaviu (sbr. Yelenu
Sesselju Helgadéttur 2020:33-36) — og kunna pvi, asamt ballddunum, ad hafa
skipast meira kvenna megin hér & landi (sja Mynd 1 i kafla 5). Komi i ljés vid
aframhaldandi rannsoknir ad karlar séu ekki ferri en konur medal flytjenda &
romsum i Skandinaviu verdur pad 160 & vogarskal pessarar tilgatu. Ad 6drum kosti
parf liklega ad leita skyringar @ mismunandi hlutféllum karlkyns- og kvenkyns-
flytjenda & pulum og skjaldrum i mismunandi menningu eda hefédum i tengslum vid
flutning pjédkveeda.

Enn hefur ekki verid sagt fra hlutféllum kynjanna medal heimildarmanna i 19.
aldar handritum en pau hlutfoll er erfidara ad meta. Pj6dfreedum var pa oft safhad i
gegnum heimildanet menntamanna — oftast karla — sem skrasettu pau ad beioni
forvigismanna s6fnunarinnar. Pétt skrasetjarar hafi fengio skyr tilmali um ad skrifa
nidur ,,néfn, aldr og heimili peirra, sem seérhvad eina er tekid eptir* (,,Bodsbref til
fslendinga* [1846]:vij)” var pessum tilmalum ekki endilega fylgt vid séfnun. Vid
sjaum fyrir vikio adallega pjodfreedasafnarana, sem voru flestir menntadir karlmenn,
en upplysingar um kyn heimildarmanna ad pulum liggja sjaldan fyrir. Hins vegar er
vitad um samsetningu heimildarmannahops hja stoku safnara sem skradi itarlegar
upplysingar um flytjendur pj6dfraeda, einkum hja Joni Eyjo6lfssyni a Stad i Adalvik,
sem safnadi fyrir Fornfredafélagio, Gudmundi Gisla Sigurdssyni fra Stad i
Steingrimsfirdi, sem safnadi fyrir Jon Arnason, og hja Joni Arnasyni sjalfum (sbr.
Toflu 1 aftar i pessum kafla).

Hverjum pulutexta fra Joni Eyjolfssyni (DFS 67 E, 360r—360v, 372r og 403r—
437r, i bland vid annan kvedskap) fylgja upplysingar um heimildarmenn: aldur, stétt
og busetu. pulurnar eru skradar eftir toIf konum en premur kérlum. Konur eru pvi
meirihluti heimildarmanna Jons ad pulum (um 4/5) og fara med talsvert fleiri
bulutexta ad medaltali en karlar: rimlega tvo vs. einn & mann. A hitt ber p6 ad lita
ad konur eru einnig meirihluti heimildarmanna Jéns ad 6drum pjodkvaedum (um 3/4,
med 2,7 kvaedatexta vs. 1,8 a mann). bulur skera sig ad pessu leyti litt eda ekkert Gt.

I heimildarmannahép Gudmundar Gisla Sigurdssonar eru um tuttugu manns og
er kynjaskiptingin nokkud jofn en i safni hans eru ekki adeins pulur og kvedi, eins
og hja Joéni Eyjolfssyni i DFS 67, heldur talsvert af ségum. Upplysingar um
heimildarmenn Gudmundar Gisla eru i Lbs 424 8vo (61r-61v) og Lbs 420 8vo
(128r-129v). Sidarnefnda skréin er itarlegri og er hér midad vid hana ad vidbaettum
athugasemdum hans vid pulutexta,® en peir eru einkum i Lbs 424 8vo (16r-17v, 24r—
29r, 32v-33r og 81r-81v) og Lbs 587 4to Il (8r—10v og 44r). Heimildarmenn ad
pulum eru teeplega helmingur hépsins og eru konur lika i meirihluta medal peirra en
p6 ekki jafn miklum, eda 2/3. pridji hver heimildarmadur ad pulum er pvi karl.
Konurnar fara pé med enn fleiri pulutexta en karlarnir ad medaltali: 2,5 & m6ti einum.

P4 tilgreinir Jon Arnason munnlegar heimildir sinar (sem og forrit) vid pulutexta
i Lbs 587 4to I (bls. 14, 16-19, 26 og 35 skv. bladsidutali handritsins). Jon Samsonar-
son gerir grein fyrir pessum heimildum i 6birtum rannséknargdgnum sinum (sbr.

7 Enski free8imadurinn George Stephens, hafundur tillogu ([1845]) sem bodsbréfid byggdi 4,
hafdi einnig lagt til ad skré stodu/starf viomelenda en pad var ekki nefnt i bodsbréfinu.

8 par kemur m.a. fram ad médir Gudmundar Gisla, Hildur Gudmundsdéttir, og systir hans,
Ingveldur, séu medal munnlegra heimilda hans fyrir pulum (Lbs 424 8vo, 17r, 24r, 25v—26r,
27r, 28v 0og 29r) pott Hildur sé ekki tilgreind i pvi hlutverki i ofannefndum skram Gudmundar
Gisla yfir heimildarmenn sina en Ingveldur sé yfirleitt ekki skrad par.
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Yelenu Sesselju Helgadéttur 2020:67—69).° Medal munnlegra heimilda Jons Arna-
sonar ad pessum pulutextum eru karlar rimlega helmingur en konur eru éveent i
minnihluta (likt og i feereyskum skjaldrum i 20. aldar hlj6dritum). Enn fremur er
Oveent ad Karlar eru sémuleidis fleiri en konur medal munnlegra heimilda Jons Arna-
sonar ad 6llum kvedskap — ekki adeins pulum — i Lbs 587 4to | (bls. 14-26 og 42—
51), 6fugt vid heimildarmenn Jons Eyjolfssonar og 6likt heimildarménnum Gué-
mundar Gisla Sigurdssonar. Pa er textafjoldi fra konum og kérlum Ur heimildar-
mannahdp Jons Arnasonar 6venju jafn, ad medaltali rimlega einn pulutexti & mann.
Pess ma geta ad enginn aberandi munur er & pvi hvort kynid fer med hvada pulur eda
pa & innihaldi eda stil pulnanna.

Safnari Heimildarmenn Fjoldi pulutexta sem
sem fara med pulur | heimildarmadur fer med
(medaltal)
konur karlar konur karlar
Jon Eyj6lfsson 12 3 >2 ~1
Gudmundur Gisli Sigurdsson 6 3 ~25 ~1
Jon Arnason 3 5 >1 >1

Tafla 1: Kynjahlutfoll i premur hépum heimildarmanna ad pulum a 19. éld.

Af pessum premur heimildarmannahdpum ad deema er atlit fyrir pvi ad & 19. 6ld hafi
meirihluti heimildarmanna ad pulutextum verid konur, likt og & 20. 6ld en erfidara
er ad segja til um hlutfall peirra Gt fra peim takmoérkudu og oft innbyrdis 6liku
upplysingum sem fyrir liggja. Eitt er p6 vist ad allnokkur hluti heimildarmanna ad
pulum voru karlar, allt fra fimmtungi og upp i riman helming, pétt peir hafi oft farid
med feerri texta ad medaltali en konur.

5. Proun & samhengi pulna med hlidsjon af kyni heimildarmanna

Fram er komid ad algengasta samhengi fyrir pulur i handritum 19. aldar — 6had kyni
heimildarmanns — eru lengri kvaedi, p. & m. frasagnarkvaedi og langlokur (kafli 3) en
oftar en ekki er erfitt ad greina hvort tiltekinn pulutexti i 19. aldar handriti er skradur
eftir karli eda konu (kafli 4). bar sem varla er gerlegt — eins og sakir standa — ad
greina nerumhverfi pulna i 19. aldar handritum eftir kyni heimildarmanns hefst
greiningin & 20. aldar handritum. Par eru styttri kveedi og visur ordnar meira berandi
vid hlidina & pulum en barnavisur eru p6 adeins pridjungur peirra (kafli 3).

Midad vid umfjollun um pulur sem kvenlegan kvedskap tengdan bérnum veeri
vidbuio ad i heimildum 20. aldar sjaist merki pess ad konur tengi pulur vid barna-
kvedskap og barnauppeldi. En i handritum 20. aldar standa barnagelur® heldur oftar
i ndnasta samhengi pulna hja kérlum en konum. bé eru kedjukveedi (sja kafla 3 hér
ad framan) i neerumhverfi pulna u.p.b. jafnmorg i uppskriftum karla og kvenna. Med
6drum ordum virdast karlar tengja pulur vid barnagalur — sem og vid lengri kvadi
— i svipudum eda jafnvel meiri meeli en konur.

I hljédritum virdast pulur aftur & méti tengjast barnakveedum — og kveaedum
almennt — i meiri meeli i augum kvenna en karla. Barnavisur eru t.a.m. nar eingéngu
i ndnasta umhverfi pulna hja heimildarkonum pétt visur almennt séu nokkurn veginn
jafn algengar i hljédritum med heimildarfolki af bddum kynjum. Um leiki og
leikkvaedi gildir sama og um barnavisur. Jafnvel lengri (frasagnar)kveedi eru

® Hér er visad i kafla 7 i heimildalysingum sem eru geymdar i 6skju merktri ,,buluttgafa
yfirlit | Jon Arnason* 4 skjalasafni Stofnunar Arna Magniissonar i islenskum fraedum.

10 Med barngaelum er hér att vid visur — stakar eda samhangandi — sem farid er med fyrir born
til ad skemmta peim, hugga pau eda rda (sbr. Yelenu Sesselju Helgadottur 2020:53, 87-89).
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algengari i neerumhverfi pulna & upptokum med konum, 6fugt vid pad sem vid sjaum
i handritum par sem pau eru algengari hja kérlum. A hljédupptokum med korlum er
samhengi pulna hins vegar tilviljanakenndara og meira fer fyrir 6bundnu mali —p. &
m. ségum — vid hlidina & pulum en badi i hljédritum med konum og i handritum
karla.

Athugun & nanasta samhengi pulna i hljédritum gefur pvi tilefni til pess ad etla
ad i hopi heimildarfélks hafi karlar ekki somu hugmyndir og konur um stédu pulna
medal annarra munnmennta- og bokmenntagreina. Konur i hljédritum tengja pulur
frekar vid kvedskap handa bérnum en karlar i hljédritum pott 6oru mali virdist gegna
um handrit frd svipudum timum, sbr. Mynd 1 sem synir préun & afstodu
heimildarmanna af b4dum kynjunum til pess hvada efni myndar nanasta umhverfi
pulna.

Handrit, 19. 6ld Handrit, 20. 6ld
lengri kveedi: fornkvadi, * lengri kveedi + barnageelur
langlokur, kedjukvaedi eru meira aberandi hja kérlum(!)

H1j6drit, 20. 6ld

lengri kveedi + barnaefni, p. & m. leikir;
gétur, a&vintyri, beenir og andleg vers
eru einkum hja konum

sOgur og sagnir
eru einkum hja kérlum

Mynd 1: Neerumhverfi pulna i heimildum (med tilliti til tegundar heimildar og kyns
heimildarmanns).

peirri spurningu er ekki fullsvarad hvers vegna textar skiptast & svo mismunandi hatt
milli kynjanna i handritum og hljédritum & 20. 6ld. Pessi munur a samhengi pulna i
handritum og hljodritum eftir kyni heimildarmanna kann ad skyrast af mismunandi
sofnunaradferdum vid skriflega séfnun og séfnun beint ar munnlegri geymd, t.d. af
byggingu vidtala i hljodritum. Pad maetti jafnvel velta pvi upp hvort fyrirframgefnar
hugmyndir safnara um efni hafi getad ragio for, t.d. ef safnarar i hljédritum spurdu
frekar konur um pulur en karla en hja kérlum komu pulur upp meira tilviljanakennt,
rifjast t.d. upp i tengslum vid annad efni. Eins geeti eitthvad annad skyrt pennan mun
& handritum og hljodritum. Ljdst er p6 ad pessar tveer tegundir heimilda vega hvor
adra upp og gefa fyllri mynd af samhengi pulna i frumheimildum.

Athygli vekur ad i feereyskum hljodritum er skipting efnis i naesta nagrenni vid
skjaldur milli kynjanna frabrugdin peirri islensku. Visur, eda danskvadi, eru si
kvaedagrein sem finnst oftast i grennd vid skjaldur & hljédupptokum med kdrlum en
talsvert sjaldnar & upptokum med konum. I islenskum hljédritum eru slik lengri
(frasagnar)kvaedi einkum algeng vid hlid pulna hja konum en hja kérlum i islenskum
handritum. Munurinn & tidni danskvada vid hlidina & pulum og skjaldrum i
islenskum og feereyskum hljodritum getur m.a. stafad af pvi ad danskvaedahefd er
umtalsvert sterkari i Faereyjum en & Islandi. Naestoftast & eftir visum finnast ramsur
og grindi vid hlidina & skjaldrum, p.e. romsur, vers eda visur. Algengt er ad barnaefni
sé i romsu- og visuformi og ma gera pvi skéna ad barnaefni sé jafnvel oftar i nabyli
vid skjaldur & upptékum med korlum en konum par sem allt prennt — visur, ramsur
og grindi — finnst oftar i naesta nagrenni vid skjaldur hja kérlum en konum. Sidir eru
hins vegar oftast vid hlidina & skjaldrum i hljédritum med konum — en sjaldan i
hljédritum med kdrlum og i hljédritum med badum kynjum vid hlidina & islenskum
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pulum. Salmar koma nastoftast fyrir i grennd vid skjaldur i hljédritum hja konum
og lika nokkud oft hja kérlum — en fyrirfinnast vart i nagrenni pulna i islenskum
handritum og hljodritum.

P& finnast andleg kvadi og &vintyri i nagrenni vid skjaldur ner einvordungu i
hljédritum med konum — pott dnnur kvaedi og sagnir séu oftar vid hlidina & skjaldrum
i hljodritum med korlum. pessi allt ad pvi fyllidreifing er pad helsta sem er svipad
med skiptingu efnis i grennd vid pulur/skjaldur milli kynjanna i fereyskum og
islenskum hljodritum.

pessi samsetning sameiginlegra og 6likra einkenna & pvi hvada stédu pulur og
skjaldur hafa & islenskum og fereyskum hlj6dupptokum er tilefni til frekari
rannsokna en erfitt er ad segja ad svo stoddu ad hve miklu leyti pessar nidurstodour
litast af pvi ad efnisflokkun i ismus og Talgilda bandasavninum er ekki alveg med
sama hatti og af pvi ad ekki er blid ad skré allt feereyskt efni i Talgilda bandasavnid.

Vist er p6 ad pessi proun efnis af mismunandi greinum pjodfraeda vio hlid pulna
sidari alda malir gegn pvi ad flokka pulur sem pjédkvadi kvenna, eins og oft ma sja
i umreedu um pulur (sbr. kafla 3 hér ad framan) en til pess er hlutfall karlkyns
puluflytjenda allt of hatt. Athugun & samhengi pulna, sem gefur innsyn i skilning
heimildarmanna & efninu, synir ekki heldur ad konur tengi pulur vid bérn og
kvedskap handa bérnum i meiri meeli en karlar pvi pannig er pad ekki i handritum.

6. Med augum heimildarmanna: Adstandendur og adsteedur puluflutnings
Hingad til hefur verid rynt i hlutlegar upplysingar og alyktanir einkum dregnar af
efnisskipan i heimildum annars vegar og lysigégnum handrita og hlj6drita hins veg-
ar. N verdur litid & malid fra sjonarhorni heimildarmanna og farid eftir upplysingum
fr4 peim til ad greina kyn og aldur peirra sem heimildarmenn i handritum og
hljédritum hafa heyrt fara med pulur, svo og aldur peirra sem hlyddu 4.1

N0 standa sému forvigismenn ad skriflegri pjédfreedasofnun og séfnun beint ur
munnlegri geymd & ofanverdri 20. 6ld: Hallfredur Orn Eiriksson, Jon Samsonarson
og Helga Jéhannsdéttir. Spurningar, sem beint er ad heimildarménnum vid skriflega
og munnlega séfnun, eru hins vegar ekki alltaf eins. I ,,59. spurningaskra: bulur og
gatur® (1984, 3r) fra Pjodhattadeild Pjodminjasafns Islands voru spurningarnar
ordadar mjog almennt: ,,Hvers vegna var farid med pulur? Hveneer avinnar laerdu
menn ad jafnadi pulur? [...] Af hverjum lerdu menn pulur?* o.s.frv. og svorin eru
ad sama skapi almenn (sja aftar i pessum kafla). Spyrlar a hljédupptokunum spyrja
pessara og svipadra spurninga en oft er pad gert i tengslum vid einhverja(r) tiltekna(r)
pulu(r) — og svorin eru pa ad sama skapi afmarkadri (sja nanar Yelenu Sesselju
Helgaddttur 2020:251-252).

Athugun & pvi hver kenndi heimildarménnum pulur — Gt fr& pvi sem kemur fram
i handritum og hljéoritum — synir svipud kynjahlutfoll og athugun & sjalfum
heimildarménnunum. Algengustu svorin eru mamma eda amma (sbr. t.d. handritin
bb 6542, 1r-2r; Pb 6905, 16r og hljédritin SAM 85/124 EF, 19470; SAM 85/189
EF, 20443 m.m.) en medal svaranna eru einnig fadir minn, afi gamli og afi minn og
amma (Pb 6451, 16r; bb 6594, 1r; SAM 85/122 EF, 19422; SAM 85/123 EF, 19460;
SAM 85/146 EF, 19801). Eldra folk kemur sérstaklega vid ségu:

Eg heyrdi ekki pulur par utan hvad ég nam & hlaupum af gamalli konu, sem
rauladi vid rokkinn sinn. pad notadi ég svo pott halfgerd slitur veeru, pegar ég for
ad sveaefa min eigin born. (Pb 6556, 1r; leturbreyting min — YSH)

11 pessi hluti rannsoknarinnar er adeins unninn upp Ur islensku efni en til stendur ad gera
sambeerilega athugun & efni i Talgilda bandasavninum.
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petta er puluflutningur alveg eins og Theod6ra Thoroddsen (1914:415-416) lysir
honum i greininni um pulur i Skirni. Munurinn er p6 sa ad i pessu deemi er heimildar-
madurinn karlmadur — en ekki kona, ekki st stérfum hladna margra barna modir sem
Theodora lysir. Pulur sidari alda ,.tilheyra® greinilega ekki sérstoku kyni i augum
heimildarmanna handrita eda hljédrita. peer virdast frekar tengjast folki & &kvednum
&eviskeioum. Hins vegar var ekki farid med pulur eingéngu fyrir bérn, sbr.
eftirfarandi handritadeemi sem eru svar vid spurningunni ,,Hvers vegna var farid med
pulur?* (sem sjaldan er ordud svo almennt i hljodritum):

e . Bornum til gamans og gémlum til hugarhaegdar« (PP 7329, 5r).

e ,bad var farid med pulurnar svona til ad dreifa huganum, badi barna og
fullordinna““ (PP 7187, 51r)

e . Eg held ad [...] gamla folkid, hafi raulad petta, sér til deegrastyttingar* (bb
6464, 11r; greinarmerkjasetning handritanna en leturbreyting min — YSH).

I handritum kemur enn fremur fram ad sumt folk laerdi pulur & fullordinsaldri (PP
6408, 12r; bb 6565, 3r); sumir heimildarmenn & hljodupptékum geta pess lika ad
hafa laert (tilteknar) pulur & fullordinsarum (sbr. SAM 85/168 EF, 20128).

Af framansdgdu mé alykta ad pulur hafi verid almenn afpreying, ekki sérstaklega
&tlud bornum — a.m.k. ekki fram & 20. 6ld, sbr. kafla 3 um samhengi pulna — p6tt
pulur hafi einkum verid fluttar handa bornum og hafi gegnt vissu hlutverki i
barnauppeldi (Yelena Sesselja Helgadéttir 2020:265-269). Um pad eru heimildar-
menn i handritum og hljédritum sammala.

Athyglisvert er einnig ad i huga heimildarmanna & 19. 6ld tengdust pulur eldra
folki fremur en bérnum; raett var um ,,pulur skrifadar upp eftir gdmlum manni* (Lbs
587 4to Ill, 9r-9v) og ,kvedskap af munnum gamalla kvenna“ (bréf Jons
pordarsonar i AM 970 IV 4to, [fylgigogn, 1r]). Bérn eru mun sjaldnar nefnd til
ségunnar i tengslum vid pulur hja 19. aldar heimildarménnum (ad Joni Arnasyni
fratéldum). Liklega skyrist pad p6 af pvi ad heimildarmennirnir hafi hugsad fyrst og
fremst um flytjendur pulutexta en sidur um aheyrendur. Hinu ma velta fyrir sér
hversu gamlir flytjendur pulna voru. Jon Eyjolfsson tilgreinir aldur heimildarmanna
sinna og i ljés kemur ad medalaldur heimildarmanna hans ad pulum er undir fertugu.

Um stad og stund flutnings eru handrit og hljodrit einnig ad mestu sammala. |
hvoru tveggja kemur fram ad pulur voru oft fluttar i badstofu i rokkrinu og oft var
prjonad eda énnur tovinna héfd um hond (SAM 84/28 EF, 421; bb 6464, 15r; sja
fleiri deemi hja Yelenu Sesselju Helgadéttur 2020:257-259).12 En kvoldid og rokkrid
er pé ekki einkennandi timi puluflutnings. Annars vegar voru margar adrar
munnmenntagreinar einnig fluttar & rokkursetum og kvéldvékum, pannig ad pulur
skera sig ekki Gr ad pessu leyti en hins vegar var lika farid med pulur a orum timum
dags (sbr. t.d. bb 6412, [1r] (laust blad fremst) eda bb 6565, 14r).

Handritum og hljédritum ber hins vegar ekki alveg saman pegar kemur ad
flutningsmata pulna. Heimildarmenn sem svara (skriflega) ,,59. spurningaskra‘
nefna raul mun oftar i tengslum vid puluflutning heldur en pad ad pulur séu maltar
fram en heimildarmenn i hljédritum segja u.p.b. jafnoft ad pulur séu maltar fram og
ad peer séu rauladar. begar litid er & puluflutning i sjalfum hljoédritum kemur svo i
lj6s ad pulur eru mun oftar meeltar fram en adeins u.p.b. pridjungur pulna i ismas er
rauladur/sunginn (Sigridur Palmadéttir 2007).

Hugsanleg skyring a pessum mun & milli upplysinga fra heimildarménnum i
handritum og hljédritum er su ad i skriflegum svorum er oftar en ekki raett um

12 pylur eru samt sem adur ekki vinnukvaedi en adeins eru heimildir um eina pulu sem hefur
verid notud sérstaklega vid pad ad paefa, Bardur a Jokli enda er hin stundum kollud
pofarapula (Pb 6807, 24r; SAM 85/264 EF, 2410-2411).
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flutning i fortid, sbr. spurningar i ,,59. spurningaskra“ (1984:3r): ,,Hvernig var farid
med pulur? Voru paer rauladar og pa hverjar? I hljodritum er hins vegar oft ekki
adeins samtal um gémlu hefdina heldur einnig lifandi flutningur — og stundum snyst
samtalid einnig um hann, sbr. pessa spurningu: ,,Og pannig raular pd petta vid
born? (SAM 85/349 EF, 21315). Med 6drum ordum sjaum vid puluhefdina 4
mismunandi timum i pessum tveimur tegundum af heimildum: i handritum, eins og
hefdin var i barnaesku heimildarmanns — en i hljodritum, baedi eins og hefdin var &
a@skuarunum og pegar hljédupptakan var gerd. Af pessu ma alykta ad ekki sé oliklegt
ao pulur hafi verio rauladar meira adur fyrr — og pad endurspeglist i handritum —en
ad puluflutningur hafi einfaldast med dvinandi munnlegri puluhefd.

Munurinn & upplysingum fra heimildarmoénnum i hljédritum um pad hversu oft
pulur hafi verid rauladar (u.p.b. helmingur nefnir pad) og pvi hversu oft pulur eru i
raun rauladar i hljéoritunum (adeins i u.p.b. pridjungi tilfella) getur fyrir sitt leyti
baedi skyrst af pvi ad heimildarmenn i hljodritum raeda ekki adeins flutning & lidandi
stundu heldur einnig i barnaesku sinni (sem rimar vid pa tilgatu ad pulur hafi verid
meira rauladar adur fyrr) og af pvi ad sumir heimildarmenn treysta sér ekki til ad
raula pulur & upptdkum, t.d. vegna pess ad peim finnst roddin i sér rydgud a gamals
aldri (sbr. SAM 85/139 EF, 19683).

Mismunandi adsteedur vid skriflega og munnlega séfnun rada vaentanlega lika pvi
ad heimildarmenn handrita eru heldur afdréttarlausari i démum sinum um
puluflutning, t.d.: ,,pulur voru aldrei rauladar (PP 6594, 1r). A hljédupptokum er
oftar raett ad akvednir textar séu rauladir (SAM 84/92 EF, nr. 1411, um kdapulu) en
adrir pvert 4 moti ekki (SAM 85/166 EF, nr. 20098, um Hér Izt ég skurka). b6 kemur
fyrir ad adrir heimildarmenn raula eda syngja texta ur sama puluflokki sem ekkert
lag atti ad vera vid skv. hinum, t.d. Stigum nd storum (SAM 85/168 EF, 20132; sami
flokkur og Hér laet ég skurka; sja Yelenu Sesselju Helgadéttur 2020:375-376).

7. Nidurstodur

Fram er komid ad upplysingar, sem fylgja pulutextum i handritum og hljodritum, eru
oft nokkud Olikar. bad stafar af edlislegum mun & pessum tveimur tegundum
heimilda annars vegar en hins vegar af mismunandi adsteedum og tilhdgun
pjodkvaedasofnunar, t.d. tilmelum og spurningum sem safnendur beina ad
heimildarménnum og jafnframt af pvi ad mismunandi upplysingar eru tilgreindar vid
heimildaskraningu. Pessar heimildategundir, handrit og hlj6drit, baeta pvi oft hvor
adra; samspil peirra & rikan péatt i pvi ad breyta mynd okkar af pulum og puluflutningi
Ur tvividd i prividd. Til ad mynda gefur mismunandi umfjéllun heimildarmanna um
flutningsméta pulna i handritum og hljodritum innsyn i flutningshefdina badi i
tiltélulega fjarlaegri fortio (i eesku heimildarmanna — pegar pulur voru hugsanlega
meira rauladar) og nylegri fortid par sem pulur eru oftar maltar fram. Athugun &
nanasta samhengi pulna i handritum og hljédritum med hlidsjén af kyni heimildar-
manns synir mismunandi skilning & pulum og afstéou karlkyns og kvenkyns
flytjenda til pulna & 20. 6ld; karlar sem skrifa pulur upp — og konur, p6 einkum peer
sem flytja pulur & hljédupptokum — setja pulur & bas med lengri kvaeedum og
kvedskap handa bérnum en karlar sem flytja pulur a hljédupptdékum virdast setja
pulur neer lengri fraségnum i 6bundnu mali.

A nokkrum 63rum svidum eru nidurstddur Gr athugun & handritum og hljodritum
samhljoda eda mjog samberilegar. Medal peirra er athugun & kyni og aldri flytjenda
og aheyrenda puluflutnings. Han synir ad flestir puluflytjendur eru konur en
karlmenn hafa pé alltaf verid allnokkur hluti flytjenda (um fimmtungur til helmings)
— og i feereyskum skjaldrum virdast peir vera meirihlutinn. Aheyrendur eru ekki
adeins born, heldur einnig fullordnir, pétt pulur gegni vissu hlutverki vid
barnauppeldi. A 20. 6ld virdast born vera helsti markhépurinn vid puluflutning en
um fyrri tid er erfitt ad deema; af ritudum heimildum ma pé alykta ad & 19. 6ld hafi
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heimildarmenn fremur skipad pulum i hép med lengri frasagnarkvedum en
barnageelum. betta rennir stodum undir pa almennu alyktun mina ad tengsl vid konur
eda born séu ekki sérkenni pulna sidari alda umfram adrar greinar pjodkvaeda
(YYelena Sesselja Helgadottir 2020:250-269, 276-277).

Athugun & pvi efni sem nu er adgengilegt i Talgilda bandasavninum synir ad baedi
samsetning heimildarmanna ad skjaldrum og stada, sem skjaldur taka sér medal
annars efnis i fereyskum hljodritum, er nokkud frabrugdin pvi sem sja ma i
islenskum hljédritum. Talgilda bandasavnid opnar pvi nyja moguleika til
samanburdarannsdkna — einkum pegar skraningu i safnid er lokid.
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ABSTRACT

‘Manuscripts and audio recordings as sources for ethnography (with special
emphasis on post-medieval Icelandic pulur)’

Keywords: post-medieval pulur, skjaldur, manuscripts, audio recordings, ismus

Oral performance is crucial for Icelandic post-medieval pulur as folk poetry, and
sound recorders proved revolutionary for pulur collection. Nonetheless, manuscripts
—even from the time after audio recordings — remain a valuable source of pulur. This
article discusses similarities and differences in the ways manuscripts and audio-
recordings preserve pulur and information on their context and performance. It also
provides some comparison with related Faroese poetry, skjaldur.

The 19" century manuscripts contain very limited information on oral
performance and performers. In late 20" century manuscripts, such information is
more purposefully recorded, but is still often quite brief. For audio recordings, basic
information is readily available, and in some cases also detailed information on
performance. The basic information is later connected to the audio-recordings of
Icelandic folklore in Ismus (ismus.is), an open-access database which greatly
facilitates research of performers and performance. A similar database, Talgilda
bandasavnid (bandasavn.setur.fo), is under way in the Faroe Islands.

My main findings from the comparison of ismus information on performers and
performance with manually collected information for pulur preserved in manuscripts
are as follows. Gender ratio for pulur performers in the 19"-20" century shows that
1/5-1/2 are men, contradicting the strong association with women and children that
has been thought to characterize pulur performance. bulur performers and audience
are rather associated with age (elderly vs. children); nonetheless, pulur are also

13 36n Arnason er héfundur Hugvekju (Jon Arnason 1861:91); i Nordra var Hugvekja p6
prentud undir nafni J. J. (p.e. J6ns Jénssonar) Borgfirdings.

63



A BOK OG BANDI

thought of as adults’ entertainment, as they are grouped with different kinds of long
poetry — rather than nursery rhymes and other child-specific material — in
manuscripts and audio-recordings. Manuscripts and recordings agree on time and
place of pulur performance, but give different perspectives on the mode of
performance (recitation vs. chanting), complementing each other. Faroese audio-
recordings give yet another perspective, as pilot research shows that some
information on gender ratio of skjaldur performers and context of skjaldur differs
considerably from the information on Icelandic pulur.

Yelena Sesselja Helgadottir
Stofnun Arna Magnussonar i islenskum freedum
sesselja@hi.is

64



CHERLON USSERY
GisLI RUNAR HARDARSON
ANNIKA SIMONSEN

Scope and ditransitives in Insular Scandinavian

1. Introduction and overview of the data

Insular Scandinavian is underrepresented in the vast literature on scope.* While there
is some work on the syntax-semantics interface, particularly in Icelandic, very little
attention has been paid to the interpretations of quantifiers in either Icelandic or in
Faroese. We begin to address this gap by examining quantifier scope in these
languages. In particular, we investigate the interpretations of doubly quantified
ditransitive constructions such as (1)—(2). In addition to outlining the facts related to
the availability of different interpretations, we also assess the degree to which claims
that have been made about other languages extend to Insular Scandinavian. As one
might expect, we find that Icelandic and Faroese align with cross-linguistic
observations in some respects, but not in others.

In principle, both the double object (DO) construction in (1) and the prepositional
construction (PP) in (2) are ambiguous. The surface reading is consistent with the
linear order of quantifiers, while in the inverse reading, the latter quantifier is
interpreted first. Both possibilities are shown in (1) and (2) below.

(1) DO: Surface order 7>V

Bifvélavirkinn  lanadi vidskiptavini hvern  bil. [Ice]
Bilmekanikarin lenti einum kunda hvgnn  bil. [Far]
car.mechanic.the lent a customer every  car

Surface: ‘There is a particular customer who is lent every car (presumably at
different times).’
Inverse: ‘For every car, it is lent to some (possibly different) customer.’

(2) PP: Surface order 7>V
Bifvélavirkinn  lanadi bil til hvers vidskiptavinar. [Ice]
Bilmekanikarin l&nti ein bil til hvgnn kunda. [Far]
car.mechanic.the lent a car to every customer
Surface: ‘A particular car that is lent to every customer (at different times).’
Inverse: ‘Every customer is lent a (possibly different) car.’

One common thread of analysis in the theoretical literature is that inverse scope
readings are derived via covert movement of a phrase so that it is interpreted in a
position that silently precedes a phrase that it linearly follows (see, e.g., May 1977
and many others). Even if one does not adopt a covert movement analysis, the
general consensus is that inverse scope is a more difficult interpretation to obtain
than surface scope is —and as we discuss in Section 2, there are experimental findings
to support this claim. As such, we note that surface scope is essentially, always
available (barring, of course, specific pragmatic contexts that make a surface
interpretation infelicitous) and may be the default interpretation for many
constructions.

! This study was supported by a grant number 195926-051 from the Icelandic Research Fund
(Rannsoknasjéaur).
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The availability of inverse scope, however, is far more interesting and has been
shown to interact with a number of other grammatical factors. For instance, Bobaljik
and Wurmbrand (2012) illustrate that there is a correspondence between allowable
surface orders and inverse scope. Languages that allow scrambling block inverse
scope because there is a linear order which maps to the surface reading. Since
English does not have scrambling, the example in (3a) is ambiguous between surface
and inverse scope. However, the Japanese example in (3b) only allows surface scope
because the scrambled construction in (3c) is a grammatical linear string which
expresses the inverse interpretation of (3b) as surface scope.

(3) Bobaljik and Wurmbrand (2012:374)
a. Some toddler read every book. I>V; V>3

b. Dareka-ga subete-no hon-o yonda. AV, *V>3
someone-NOM all-GEN ~ book-Acc  read
‘Someone read all the books.” (Kuroda 1970)

c. Subete-no hon-o dareka-ga yonda. v>>3 possible
all-GEN  book-Acc someone-NOM  read
‘Someone read all the books.’

Further, it has been shown for English that the availability of inverse scope is
sensitive to the linear order of quantifiers (Anderson 2004)?, and that inverse scope
is less available for double object ditransitives than it is for prepositional ditransitives
(Bruening 2001, 2010 among others). We find that these factors also impact the
availability of inverse scope in Insular Scandinavian. As has been discussed in the
aforementioned literature, none of these factors alone seem to rule out the availability
of inverse scope; however, when these factors accumulate, they lead to an increased
degradation of the inverse interpretation. The pattern we observe in Insular
Scandinavian, however, is more gradient than the one observed in Bobaljik and
Wurmbrand (2012), in which the availability of inverse scope is lost with the addition
of a single factor. We show that inverse readings in Insular Scandinavian reside along
a continuum of acceptability.

We acknowledge that our findings may, in part, reflect our operating
assumptions. Just as with many kinds of grammaticality judgments, there is a high
degree of inter and intraspeaker variation with respect to scope, and this is certainly
the case in Insular Scandinavian. The judgments reported here reflect those of native
speakers of Icelandic and Faroese, though we know that not all speakers will agree.
For instance, a reviewer notes that some Icelandic speakers find that inverse scope
is more easily attainable when the existentially quantified element contains the
indefinite determiner einhver ‘some’ rather than a bare indefinite shown in (1)—(2).
However, we have not found any relevant differences between the two with the
speakers consulted for this study.® We also note that pragmatic and discourse factors
can play a large role in facilitating inverse scope interpretations and these can also

2 Anderson (2004) characterizes her findings in terms of linear order. In her experimental
items and the examples throughout this paper, linear precedence equates to c-command. We
leave the examination of constructions which tease apart linear order and ccmmand for future
research.

3 Given that the judgments we collected did not vary between DPs with overt quantifiers and
bare indefinites, and the fact that we partly modelled our investigation on Anderson’s (2004)
study, we will continue to represent the existentially quantified elements in Icelandic as
indefinites.

66



SCOPE AND DITRANSITIVES IN INSULAR SCANDINAVIAN

vary considerably between speakers. For instance, a conversational context in which
a daycare worker is praising a particular child facilitates the surface reading of (3a).
However, a context in which a daycare worker assigns books to the students in the
class facilitates the inverse reading. The examples reported here do not
systematically control for background or world knowledge that might influence the
internal context that speakers bring to bear on particular examples.* It is because of
this variability that we choose to report judgments along a continuum, and not a
binary, of acceptability.

In addition to providing a more nuanced examination of the interaction of
syntactic structure and quantifier order, we also investigate properties of ditransitives
that are particular to Insular Scandinavian. We examine whether there is a
relationship between the acceptability of the PP construction with different verbs and
the availability of inverse scope. Icelandic imposes more semantic restrictions on
PPs than Faroese does. PPs are argued to be degraded with verbs that do not encode
physical motion of the direct object in Icelandic. For instance, Icelandic is reported
to have a sharp contrast between gefa ‘give’ and senda ‘send’, while there are
varying reports about the grammaticality of PP with verbs such as these in Faroese.
(See Holmberg and Platzack 1995:12; Thrainsson et al. 2004/2012:261; Thrainsson
2007; Kristinardottir 2021; Kristinardéttir and Jénsson 2022 for further discussion.)
However, we find that this distinction does not carry over to scope interpretations:
inverse readings are not more degraded with PP constructions that have been
reported as degraded vis-a-vis those that have been reported as fully acceptable.

This pattern is contrasted with DO constructions in Icelandic in which the direct
object precedes the indirect object. Icelandic, but not Faroese, allows a reversed DO
structure in which the direct object precedes the indirect object. This reversed order
construction is marked and is subject to various pragmatic and phonological
constraints. We find that inverse scope readings are less available in these types of
sentences than in the PP sentences that are also judged to be marginal (for some
speakers). This suggests that the restrictions on PPs do not interact with inverse
scope in the same way that the restrictions on the reversed order construction do. In
essence, not all degraded constructions pattern the same way.

The remainder of this paper is organized as follows. Section 2 discusses the
limited observations that have previously been made about scope in transitive
sentences in Insular Scandinavian — and contributes new observations. We relate
these patterns to ones that have been made in the cross-linguistic scope literature.
Section 3 summarizes previous proposals that account for scope in ditransitives in
English. Section 4 provides an overview of scope in ditransitives in Insular
Scandinavian with a focus on comparing verbs for which PPs are either fully
grammatical or marginal, as well as a brief outline of an analysis. Section 5 concludes
and poses questions for future investigation.

2. Scope in Icelandic and Faroese transitives

Before proceeding with our discussion of ditransitive constructions, it is important
to lay out some observations about scope in transitive sentences in Insular
Scandinavian (see also Svenonius 2000; Jonsson 2005; Hardarson 2017 for further
discussion on quantifiers and scope in Icelandic.) Though little has been documented
about scope in Icelandic and Faroese, it is clear that these are not among the
languages which are argued to allow surface scope only: Insular Scandinavian
patterns closer to English than to Japanese.

4 Interestingly, Anderson (2004) finds that English speakers select inverse scope
interpretations only 53% of the time when a context is biased toward the inverse reading.
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The first observation is that the ordering of existential and universal quantifiers
affects the interpretation of transitive sentences. The inverse reading is degraded
with the 3>V/ ‘a...every’ surface order in (4)°, but not degraded with the v>>3/
‘every...a’ surface order in (5).

(4) Transitive: Surface order 7>V

Ein fjallaklintrari klintradi upp & hvenn tind i Fgroyum. [Far]
Fjallgobngumadur klifradi upp & hvern tind i Faereyjum. [Ice]
a climber climbed up onevery peak in Faroe.lslands

Surface: A certain climber climbed every mountain top in the Faroes.
??/?Inverse: For every mountain top in the Faroe Islands, a (possibly)
different climber climbed that mountain top.

(5) Transitive: Surface order V>3
Hvar (einasti) fjallaklintrari ~ klintradi upp & eintind i Feroyum. [Far]
Hver (einasti) fjallgdngumadur klifradi upp & tind i Fereyjum. [lce]
every single climber climbed up ona peak in Faroe.lslands
Surface: Every climber climbed a (possibly) different mountain top in
the Faroe Islands.
Inverse: There is a particular mountain top in the Faroe Islands that every
climber climbed.

Given that the inverse interpretation is a subset of the surface interpretation with the
v>>3 surface order, this contrast is expected. For instance, in (5), the surface reading
allows for a scenario in which it just so happens that every climber climbs the same
peak — and this situation maps to the inverse reading. This is not the case with the
3A>V surface order in (4). With the surface reading, there is only a single climber.

The observations in (4)—(5) align with both recent survey findings on Icelandic
and prior experimental work on English. Based on a forced choice survey task with
100 native speakers of Icelandic, Fridriksdéttir (2022) reports both that inverse scope
is available and that it is more available with the ¥>>3 surface order than with the
3>V surface order. Speakers selected the inverse interpretation 20% of the time for
AV transitive sentences such as in (4) and 27% of the time for v>>3 transitive
sentences such as in (5). Interestingly, in a similar forced choice task, Anderson
(2004) found that inverse scope was chosen 19% of the time for 3>>V sentences in
English; Icelandic and English have almost an identical pattern in that respect.

Frioriksdottir’s (2022) findings are also in line with the results of one of
Anderson’s (2004) timed reading tasks. Participants read a doubly quantified
transitive sentence and were subsequently presented with a continuation that
supported either the surface or the inverse interpretation. For instance, in (6a), the
singular subject maps to the surface interpretation; there is a particular climber that
scales every cliff. The singular subject in (7b), however, maps to the inverse
interpretation; there is a particular document that every historian examined. The
situation is reversed for the plural subjects. In (6b), the inverse reading is that a
different climber scaled every cliff and in (7a), the surface reading is that every
historian examines a different document. Participants read the inverse follow-up to
3>V sentences such as the one (6) significantly more slowly than they read the
surface follow-up. However, with the ¥>3 linear order in (7), there was no
significant difference between the surface and inverse reading times.

5 Although for some speakers hver/hvgr has a very strong distributive bias often forcing it to
take wide scope, this is ameliorated for those speakers with the addition of einasti. See
discussion below.
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(6) 3I>V: An experienced climber scaled every cliff. (Anderson 2004, EX 65-66)
a. Surface follow-up: The climber was very skilled.
b. Inverse follow-up: The climbers were very skilled.
Follow-ups with a plural subject (inverse) read significantly more
slowly than follow-ups with a singular subject (surface).

(7) v>3: Every historian examined a document. (Anderson 2004, EX 67—68)
a. Surface follow-up: The documents were in good condition.
b. Inverse follow-up: The document was a stirring speech.
No evidence for a difference in reading times between follow-ups;
inverse not read significantly more slowly than surface.

Based on these findings, Anderson (2004) concludes that inverse scope is available
but incurs a processing cost.

When we examine doubly quantified sentences with a universal and numeric
quantifier, we see that the ordering ostensibly affects interpretation in the opposite
direction. When the numeral precedes the universal quantifier in (9), inverse scope
is available. Yet, inverse scope is degraded when the universal quantifier precedes
the numeral in (8).

(8) Transitive: Surface order, ¥ > numeral
Hver smidur bygdi  tveir bétar. [Far]
Hver smidur smidadi tvo baéta. [Ice]
every carpenter built two boats
Surface: For every carpenter, that carpenter built their own 2 boats.
??/V/ Inverse: There is a set of 2 boats and every carpenter contributed to
building those two boats.®

(9) Transitive: Surface order, numeral > v
Tveir smidir bygdu hvenn baét. [Far]
Tveir smidir smioudu hvern bat. [Ice]
two carpenters built every boat
Surface: There are two specific carpenters, and they built every boat together.
Inverse: For every boat there are two (possibly different sets of)
carpenters that built it together.

However, the same subset relationship influences the interpretations in (8) and (9),
just as in (4)—(7). In (9), it is possible that the same two carpenters built each boat.
As such, the inverse reading is a subset of the surface reading — and this subset
relationship increases the availability of inverse scope.

There is also speaker variation in Faroese regarding the interpretations of
different quantifiers, and it seems that some quantifiers have a distributive bias —
though this effect may not be as strong as the distributive bias that ‘each’ in English
has, for instance (see, e.g., Beghelli and Stowell 1997). Considering (9), the surface
reading is only available for some speakers if allur ‘all’ is used as the universal
quantifier, (9) suggesting that allur is less biased toward a distributive interpretation
than hvgr/hver is in Faroese.

& A reviewer notes that the inverse reading is more natural with the verb lesa ‘to read’ — e.g.
Hver nemandi las tvaer bakur ‘Every student read two books.” As dicussed in Section 1,
various pragmatic factors influence which scope interpretations seem more natural.
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(9") Transitive: Surface order numeral > v [Far]
Tveir smigir bygdu allar batarnar.
two carpenters built all  boats.the

Existential quantifiers can also vary in their interpretations. The examples in (10)
and (11) illustrate a subtle contrast between ein ‘one’ and onkur ‘some’ in Faroese.

(10) Transitive: Surface order IV [Far]
Ein/onkur fjallaklintrari klintradi upp & hvgnn (einasta) tind i Faroyum.
a/some climber climbed up on every single peakin Far.

Ein: ??Inverse Onkur: ?Inverse

(11) Transitive: Surface order ¥>»7 [Far]
Hvar (einasti) fjallaklintrari ~ Klintradi upp & ein/onkrantind i Fgroyum.
every single climber climbed up on a/some  peak in Far.
Ein: VInverse Onkur: ?Inverse

In (10), onkur facilitates inverse scope, and in the 3>V surface order, the inverse
reading maps to a distributive interpretation. Conversely, in (11), onkur degrades the
inverse reading in comparison to ein. In fact, onkur pushes the interpretation closer
to the surface reading — which maps to a distributive interpretation.

Our brief examination of transitive sentences reveals that inverse scope is: (1)
available in Insular Scandinavian; (2) interacts with the ordering of quantifiers; and
(3) sensitive to individual quantifiers. We will, however, set this last point aside
when discussing ditransitives below. We now turn to the ways in which syntactic
structure interacts with the availability of inverse scope.

3. Double objects and frozen scope: Observations from English

Much work has been done on scope in English; most relevant for the present
investigation are the claims related to ditransitives. It has been observed that in
English, DO constructions allow only surface scope, while PP constructions have
ambiguous scope (Bruening 2001, 2010, among others), as shown by (12) and (13).

(12) a. DO: Surface order 7>V (Bruening 2010, EX 12b/13b)
I gave a different child every candy bar.
Surface only: There is a group of children that is part of the background
conversational context. A different child, who is outside of that group, was
given every candy bar.

b. DO: Surface order ¥>»37
I gave every child a different candy bar.
Surface only: For every child, that child got a different candy bar.

(13) a. PP: Surface order 7>V (Bruening 2010, EX 12a/13a)
I gave a different candy bar to every child.
Surface: There is a set of candy bars that is part of the background
conversational context. A different (kind of) candy bar, that is outside of
that set, was given to every child.
Inverse: For each child, that child got a different candy bar.
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b. PP: Surface order v>»37
I gave every candy bar to a different child.
Surface: For each candy bar, it was given to a different child.
Inverse: There is a different child (outside of the background context),
and that child got every candy bar.

Bruening (2001, 2010) argues for an account based on a structure in which the
indirect object necessarily takes wide scope in (12) because it is closer to higher
positions and moves first in scope-taking operations. In (13), either the direct object
or the object of the preposition can take wide scope because they are each equidistant
to higher positions, and either can move first in scope-taking operations. At this time,
we are not committing to any particular claims about the structure of either the DO
or PP frames, in English or in Insular Scandinavian. We leave the details for future
research, and in the next section, turn to outlining the ways in which scope
interpretations in Icelandic and Faroese accord with those reported for English.

4. Inverse scope and PP constructions in Insular Scandinavian

Given the effects observed with ditransitives in English, it is worth exploring
whether a similar effect is observed in Insular Scandinavian. At first, it does not seem
to be the case, i.e. the double object construction alone does not appear to reduce the
availability of the inverse scope reading. Both the double object construction and the
prepositional construction seem to be on par regarding the availability of the inverse
reading, as illustrated in (14)—(15).

(14) Double object ditransitive: Surface order ¥>»37

Stjorin sendi hvgrjum starvsfolki okkurt  skjal. [Far]
Yfirmadurinn sendi hverjum starfsmanni eitthvert skjal. [Ice]
supervisor.the sent every  employee some document

v Surface: Every employee is sent a (possibly) different document.
v'Inverse: A particular (kind of) document was sent to every employee.

(15) PP ditransitive: Surface order v>»37
Stjérin sendi hvgrt skjal til okkurt starvsfolk. [Far]
Yfirmadurinn sendi hvert skjal til einhvers starfsmanns. [Ice]
supervisor.the sent every document to some  employee
v Surface: Every document was sent to a (possibly) different employee.

V' Inverse: There is one employee who is sent every (kind of) document.

However, as with the monotransitive examples discussed in Section 2, when the
existential quantifier precedes the universal quantifier, the inverse scope reading
becomes much less available. Note, however, that under this configuration, a
difference between the two constructions emerges. The inverse scope reading is less
available for the DO construction in (16) than it is for the PP construction in (17).

(16) Double object ditransitive: Surface order 7>V

Stjorin sendi onkrum  starvsfolki hvegrt skjal. [Far]
Yfirmadurinn sendi einhverjum starfsmanni hvert skjal. [Ice]
supervisor.the sent some employee every document

v Surface: There is one employee who every document is sent to.
?? Inverse: Every document was sent to a (possibly) different employee.
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(17) PP ditransitive: Surface order 7>V
Stjorin sendi okkurt skjal til hvart starvsfolk. [Far]
Yfirmadurinn sendi eitthvertskjal til hvers starfsmanns. [Ice]
supervisor.the sent some  document to every employee
v Surface: There is a particular document that is sent to every employee.
? Inverse: Every employee is sent a (possibly) different document.

As discussed in Bobaljik and Wurmbrand (2012), marked structures (such as heavy
NP shift) also interact with the availability of inverse scope readings in that inverse
scope is less/not available in these constructions.’ It is, therefore, worth comparing
PP structures with various verbs with a more bona fide marked structure.

Icelandic (but not Faroese) allows with certain verbs a DO structure in which the
direct object precedes the indirect object (see, e.g., Zaenen et al. 1985; Rognvaldsson
1990; Ottésson 1991; Collins and Thrainsson 1996; Dehe 2004; Ussery 2018;
Magnusson 2019; Jonsson 2020, 2022; Hardarson 2023).8 The reversed order is a
marked construction that is regulated by various pragmatic and phonological
conditions. For instance, this order is more felicitous when the direct object is given
information and the indirect object is new information (see work cited above for
more discussion of the various properties of inversion).® Examining (18) and (19),
inverse scope in the ¥>>3 surface order is highly degraded and is unavailable in the
3>V surface order. We note that, to the degree that inverse scope is available at all,
it is more available with ¥>>3 than with 3>>V —in both the canonical and the inverted
orders. The inverse reading is degraded in (19a), but not in (18a), and is more
degraded in (19b) than in (18b).

(18) Icelandic DO: Surface order v>»37
a. Canonical Order
Bifvélavirkinn lanadi hverjum vidskiptavini einhvern bil.
mechanic.the lent every  customer some  car

v Inverse: ‘A particular car is lent out to every customer.’

b. Reversed Order
Bifvélavirkinn 1&anadi hvern bil einhverjum vidskiptavini.
mechanic.the lent every carsome customer
??Inverse: ‘A particular customer is lent every car.’

(19) Icelandic DO: Surface order 7»V
a. Canonical Order
Bifvélavirkinn lanadieinhverjum vidskiptavini hvern bil.
mechanic.the lent some customer every car
??Inverse: ‘Every car is lent to a (possibly) different customer.’

7 One very speculative explanation is simply that a marked structure inhibits the availability
of a marked interpretation. However, as we discuss below, this isn’t necessarily the case.

8 This construction is typically referred to as the inversion construction. However, for the
sake of clarity we will be referring to this as the reversed order in this paper to avoid
confusion with our discussion of inverse scope.

® As such, inversion is more often used with a pronominal direct object. Nonetheless, the
construction is attested with two full DPs.
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b. Reversed Order
Bifvélavirkinn lanadieinhvern bil hverjum vidskiptavini.
mechanic.the lent some  car every  customer
*Inverse: ‘Every customer is lent a (possibly) different car.’

It has been reported in the literature on Icelandic and Faroese that PP ditransitives
are subject to semantic restrictions, though to varying degrees in the two languages
(Holmberg and Platzack 1995:12; Thréinsson et al. 2004/2012:261; Thréinsson
2007; Fiebig 2012; Kristinardottir 2021; Kristinardéttir and Jonsson 2022 among
others). These restrictions have been argued to be particularly strong in Icelandic,
but also present in Faroese. As noted in the introduction, PPs have traditionally been
claimed to be marginal to ungrammatical in Icelandic with verbs that do not
explicitly encode physical movement of the direct object. However, some recent
work notes that there is actually some variation (Kristinardéttir 2021; Kristinardottir
and Jénsson 2022; Ussery et al. 2022). Hence, a contrast has been noted between
gefa ‘give’ and senda ‘send’. While the contrast is not as stark in Faroese, it has also
been claimed that PPs are marginal to ungrammatical with ‘give’-type verbs.
Relevant to the current discussion is the degree to which the acceptability of the PP
construction intersects with the availability of inverse scope. Given that the structural
markedness of inversion appears to further degrade inverse scope, we investigated
whether the structural markedness of PPs with some verbs has the same effect. It
does not.

We examined three verbs in each language with differing levels of acceptability
of the prepositional construction, senda ‘send’ (PP fully acceptable), lana ‘lend’ in
Icelandic and lova ‘promise’ in Faroese (PP less acceptable), and gefa/geva ‘give’
(PP marginal). We observed no difference in terms of the availability of inverse
scope. This is exemplified by the PP construction for gefa/geva ‘give’ in (20)—(21)
below. Compare with (17) and (15) above.®

(20) PP ditransitive: Surface order 7> v
a. Sglumadurin  gav eitt kraftfodur  til hvennunga bonda.  [Far]
salesperson.the gave a  grain.mixture to every young farmer

b. S6lumadurinn gaf einhverjakornblondu til hvers ungs boénda. [Ice]
salesperson.the gave some  grain.mixture to every young farmer
v'Surface: A particular kind of grain mixture is given to every farmer.
?Inverse: Every farmer receives a (possibly) different grain mixture.

(21) PP ditransitive: Surface order ¥>»37
a. Sglumadurin  gav hvert kraftfodur  til ein ungan bonda. [Far]
salesperson.the gave every grain.mixture to a young farmer

b. S6lumadurinn gaf hverja kornbléndu til einhversungs bdnda. [Ice]
salesperson.the gave every grain.mixture to some  youngfarmer
v Surface: Every grain mixture was given to a (possibly) different farmer.
v'Inverse: A particular farmer is given every grain mixture.

10 Due to limitations of space, we are not able to provide a full paradigm for all three verbs.
1 Note that for some speakers, the kind reading of kraftfédur ‘grain mixture’ is not available.
Note also footnote 4 on the addition of einasti ‘single’.
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As can be seen from (20)—(21) and summarized for all three verbs in (22), even
though the PP construction is less acceptable (and less acceptable in Icelandic than
in Faroese), there is no observable difference in terms of the availability of inverse
scope. Hence, it appears that not all types of marked structures interact with the
availability of inverse scope.

(22) Availability of inverse scope and level of markedness of structure.
DO PP

I»v >3 »v >3

Icelandic

gefa ‘give’ ?? v ? v
— PP degraded

lana ‘lend’ ?? v ? v
— PP acceptable

senda ‘send ?? v ? v

— PP fully grammatical

Faroese

geva ‘give’ ?? v ? v
— PP degraded/grammatical

lova ‘promise’

— PP acceptable ?7? 4 ? v
senda ‘send’
_ i ?2? ?

PP fully grammatical 27 v : v

The question then arises as to how one would account for the gradience observed.
One option might be to situate the analysis in a violable constraint-based model (cf.
Bobaljik and Wurmbrand 2012). Such models contrast hard and soft constraints. A
violation of a hard constraint will immediately lead to ungrammaticality. However,
a violation of a soft constraint will not necessarily result in ungrammaticality,
whereas an accumulation of violations will eventually do so. Following Bobaljik and
Wurmbrand (2012), inverse scope itself is an example of such a violation as it yields
a mismatch between the structure as it is pronounced and how it is interpreted.
Likewise, reversing the order of objects in Icelandic deviates from the canonical
order of the objects and violates a constraint on the ordering of these elements.
Neither of these violations lead to degradation on their own, however, when they co-
occur, the sentence becomes degraded. The effects of the quantifier order and
difficulty with inverse scope and double object constructions may well be other
instances of such constraints and as such their violation would add to the degradation
of the sentence.

5. Conclusions and future prospects

To summarize the main results of the paper, we have shown that the availability of
inverse scope in Faroese and Icelandic is affected by an accumulation of factors: the
order of quantifiers, the choice of a double object or a prepositional ditransitive, and
the order of complements. None of these factors alone results in the unavailability of
inverse scope, however, when combined, they result in an incremental degradation
of acceptability.
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It is not the case, however, that all factors involved in acceptability impact the
availability of inverse scope. As was shown above, the marginal status of the
construction did not affect the availability of inverse scope although the prepositional
construction is only marginally available for some verbs.

As alluded to in the previous section, it seems possible to account for the pattern
in a violable constraint model. However, a question arises regarding the status of
these constraints. The majority of these factors have been linked to an increased
processing load (cf. Anderson 2004; Staub et al. 2006; Wurmbrand 2018), and hence
it is possible that these constraints are not strictly speaking a part of grammar but a
part of the processing component. It is also known that not all violations result in an
increased processing load (see, e.g., Leivada and Westergaard 2020), hence a degree
of difference is to be expected between the type of violations at hand. However,
properly addressing this issue would take far beyond the scope of this paper, and so
we will leave this for further research.
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ABSTRACT

‘Scope and ditransitives in Insular Scandinavian’
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Keywords: syntax, quantifier scope, ditransitives, Insular Scandinavian

I pessari grein er merkingarsvid magnlida med tveggja andlaga ségnum kannad i
feereysku og islensku. Tulkunarmdéguleikar magnlida i pessum malum hafa litio verid
rannsakadir og vid synum ad edli peirra virdist passa ad morgu leyti vid pad sem
haldid hefur verid fram um 6nnur tungumal. Méguleiki & pvi ad vixla merkingarsvidi
andlaganna er ymsum pattum hadur. Erfidara er ad vixla merkingarsvidum tveggja
andlaga en andlaga og forsetninga. Einnig hefur yfirbordsr6d magnorda ahrif, p.e.
ad ef algildismagnord fer & undan tilvistarmagnordi er audveldara ad vixla
merkingarsvidi en pegar tilvistarmagnordid fer & undan. Einnig hefur umrédun ahrif
a4 vixlun merkingarsvida. Enginn einn pattur dugir til ad utiloka vixlun
merkingarsvida en pegar pettirnir safnast saman dregur Ur méguleikum & pessum
talkunarmdéguleikum par til peir eru Gtilokadir. Med pessu feast stigsmunur & vixlun
merkingarsvida eftir adstedum. Vid athugum einnig hvort munur sé & vixlun
merkingarsvida milli vafasamra setninga og teekra og synum ad sa pattur virdist ekki
hafa ahrif & tulkunarmdguleika. Ad lokum setjum vid petta munstur i samhengi vid
hugmyndir um ,,mjukar” homlur, p.e. homlur sem ma brjota an pess ad valda pvi ad
setning verdi strax Otek en fjoldi brota dregur Gr gedum setningarinnar (sbr.
Bobaljik og Wurmbrand 2012).
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JOHANNES GisLI JONSSON
IDUNN KRISTINARDOTTIR

PPs for indirect objects in Icelandic

1. Introduction

Many languages allow the two internal arguments of ditransitive verbs to be realized
either as two DPs (goal-theme) or as DP-PP (theme-goal).! This alternation is known
as the dative alternation and the first variant is often referred to as the double object
construction (DOC) and the second one as the prepositional dative construction. In
this paper, however, we will use the more neutral term prepositional object
construction (POC). English is clearly the best studied language with respect to the
dative alternation; see also Colleman (2009) on Dutch, Adler (2011) on German,
Fedriani (2020) on Latin and Valdeson (2021) on Swedish.

The regular way to express the two internal arguments of ditransitive verbs in
Icelandic is to use the DOC whereas the POC is claimed to be heavily restricted
(Ottésson 1991, Holmberg and Platzack 1995:204-205, Thrainsson 2005:293-294).
However, two recent studies, Kristinardottir (2021) and Ussery et al. (2022), indicate
that the POC is more widely used and accepted than previously thought. In this paper,
we will discuss the former study, which shows that the POC in Icelandic is mainly
confined to motion verbs and transfer verbs. Moreover, the PP-goal must denote
something that can be conceptualized as an endpoint of the motion or transfer of the
direct object encoded by the ditransitive verb. As discussed in more detail below,
these facts follow from the requirement of the preposition til ‘to’ to take a spatial
goal as its object.

The paper is organized as follows. Chapter 2 provides some background on
ditransitive verbs in Icelandic and the POC. Chapter 3 discusses the corpus study of
Kristinardottir (2021), both with respect to verb class and goal type in the POC. In
chapter 4, this study is compared to the experimental study of Ussery et al. (2022),
which yielded very similar results. The paper ends with a few concluding remarks in
chapter 5.

2. The basic facts
Previous work on ditransitives in Icelandic has mostly focused on issues such as case
assignment, passivization and word order (see Rognvaldsson 1982:133-135, Zaenen
et al. 1985, Falk 1990, Holmberg 1991, Holmberg and Platzack 1995:185-214,
Ottosson 1991, Collins and Thrainsson 1996, Dehé 2004, Ussery 2017, 2018 and
Jonsson 2020, 2022). As discussed in these works, the two internal arguments of
ditransitive verbs in Icelandic are usually realized as two DPs, in most cases a dative
goal (indirect object) and an accusative theme (direct object). There are also four
small classes of ditransitive verbs in Icelandic (Zaenen et al. 1985, Yip et al. 1987,
Jonsson 2000, and Maling 2002) but they will not be discussed here since they rarely
allow the POC.

Apart from the two recent studies already mentioned, the POC has been relatively
unexplored in the literature on Icelandic ditransitives. Thrainsson (2005:293-294)
claims that the POC is mainly found with motion verbs like senda ‘send’. He also

! This paper should be seen as a revised version of Kristinardéttir and Jénsson (2022) in so
far as the two papers cover the same ground. This study was supported by a grant number
195926-051 from the Icelandic Research Fund (Rannsoknasjodur).
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observes that the POC is possible with verbs like gefa ‘give’ if the goal is an
association or an institution. This is shown by the following examples (from
Thrainsson 2005:293-294):

(1) a. Eg sendi Gudmundi bokina
I sent Gudmundur.DAT book.the.ACC

b. Eg sendi bokina til Guomundar
I sent book.the. ACC to GuOmundur.GEN

(2) a. Eg gaf Gudmundi bokina
I gave Gudmundur.DAT book.the.ACC

b. *Eg gaf bokina til Guomundar
I gave book.the.ACC to Gudmundur.GEN

c. Eg gaf bokasafnid til Haskola  Islands
I gave book.collection.the.ACC to university Iceland.GEN

The goal in (2b) denotes a specific individual. While we agree with Thrainsson’s
judgments here, it is worth noting that Kristinardéttir (2021) found various examples
of the POC with goals denoting (groups of) individuals, especially non-specific
(groups of) individuals. Moreover, not all transfer verbs are the same with respect to
the POC; see section 3 for further discussion and examples.

Holmberg and Platzack (1995:204-205) maintain that with ditransitive verbs like
gefa ‘give’, the PP-goal must be interpretable as a “pure goal” rather than an
experiencer. Therefore, the PP is preferably inanimate, e.g. an institution. They also
suggest that the PP need not be understood as the receiver or new possessor of the
theme object, at least with verbs like senda ‘send’. Thrainsson (2005:294) also
suggests that (1a) and (1b) may differ in that the DP-goal in (1a) more strongly
indicates that the book is intended for the goal, e.g. for reading or owning. Our claims
about the POC in chapter 3 are very similar in spirit to Holmberg and Platzack (1995)
although we prefer the term spatial goal. However, we do not share the intuition that
there is a pragmatic difference between examples like (1a) vs. (1b).

The main focus of this paper is on the POC as an alternative to the DOC in
Icelandic. Thus, verbs of throwing were excluded from the study of Kristinardottir
(2021) because they allow the POC but not the DOC in Icelandic (see Barddal 2007
and Ussery et al. 2022 for examples). Examples where the goal cannot be interpreted
as a possessor were excluded for the same reason:

(3) a. Pbora sendi gjof til  Akureyrar
bora sent present.ACC to Akureyri.GEN

b. *bora sendi Akureyri gjof
bora sent Akureyri.DAT present.ACC

Since a location like Akureyri cannot own anything, it cannot be the indirect object
in the DOC. This contrast between the DOC and the POC is familiar from languages
like English (see Rappaport Hovav and Levin 2008 and references cited there) and
it illustrates that the DOC can only express caused possession. As discussed in 3.3.4
below, this fact may make the POC a better choice in cases where the direct object
denotes a human being. Prosody and information structure may also lead speakers to
favor the POC over the DOC; see discussion in 3.3.5 below.
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We will not compare the POC in Icelandic to its English counterpart in this paper.
It is quite clear that the POC in Icelandic is much more restricted and we believe the
difference derives from the semantics of the prepositions used in the two languages
in this construction. Icelandic til has a predominantly spatial meaning whereas
English to has many different senses in addition to the basic spatial sense. Thus, Rice
and Kabata (2007:455) list 14 uses of English to as a preposition and most of them
have no counterpart with Icelandic til. These include uses of English to that are
purely grammatical, e.g. when to is employed as an infinitive marker or as a
semantically empty preposition for the purpose of case assignment.

3. Kristinarddttir (2021)

3.1 Introduction

This chapter reviews the study of Kristinardéttir (2021) which was based on
extensive searches in the 2019 edition of the Risamalheild Corpus (RMC)
(Steingrimsson et al. 2018). The verbs examined are listed in (5) and the
classification is based on Barddal (2007):

I. Caused motion verbs

bring-verbs

send-verbs senda ‘send’, skrifa ‘write’

II. Transfer verbs

give-verbs athenda ‘deliver, hand over’, gefa ‘give’, selja ‘sell’,
veita ‘award, provide’

pay-verbs borga ‘pay’, greida ‘pay’

loan-verbs lana ‘loan’, leigja ‘rent’

flytja ‘move’, faera ‘bring’

III. Non-transfer verbs
communication verbs
equip-verbs?

verbs of future having

kenna ‘teach’, segja ‘tell’, syna ‘show’

bacta ‘compensate’, launa ‘reward’

bjoda ‘offer’, skulda ‘owe’, tryggja ‘guarantee’, etla
‘intend’

verbs of enabling audvelda ‘make easier’, heimila ‘permit’, leyfa ‘allow’
verbs of hindrance banna ‘prohibit, ban’, meina ‘prevent, deny’

Table 1: Verb classes in Kristinardottir (2021).

The most important division here is that between transfer verbs and non-transfer
verbs because the latter verbs are very uncommon in the POC. Caused motion verbs,
or more specifically send-verbs, constitute the third major class in Table 1. As shown
in (1) and (2), they are less restricted with respect to goal type in the POC than
transfer verbs.

The subclasses within the two major verb classes should not be taken too literally
since they are here for convenience only.? In fact, the results from the corpus study
discussed in 3.2 below show that verbs within the same class may behave very
differently and verbs in different classes may pattern the same way with respect to
the POC.

The term transfer verb refers here to verbs that entail successful transfer of the
theme to the goal.* For instance, the verbs gefa ‘give’ and lana ‘loan’ are transfer

2 This term is borrowed from Levin (1993:141).

3 There are also other ways of grouping these verbs together on a semantic basis; e.g. the
give-verbs, pay-verbs and loan-verbs shown in Table 1 belong to the class of verbs that
inherently signify acts of giving according to Gropen at al. (1989).

4 For discussion of ditransitive verbs in English that entail successful transfer, see Rappaport
Hovav and Levin (2008) and Beavers (2010).
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verbs because giving or loaning somebody a book means that somebody receives the
book. By contrast, bjoda ‘offer’ is a non-transfer verb since offering somebody a
book does not entail that somebody gets the book. The same applies to send-verbs.
It may sound a bit odd to utter something like Eg sendi Joni pakkann ‘I sent John the
package’ if the package gets lost in the mail and never reaches John but it is not a
contradiction.

3.2 Main results

The following table gives an overview of the frequency of the POC vs. the DOC
across the motion verbs and transfer verbs investigated by Kristinardéttir (2021).°
Since the POC is highly infrequent with non-transfer verbs, these verbs are not

included here:®

Verb POC DOC

I. Caused motion verbs

send-verbs senda ‘send’ 54% (13.289) |46% (11.481)
skrifa ‘write’ 72% (1695) 28% (654)

II. Transfer verbs

give-verbs athenda ‘deliver’ |8% (553) 92% (6527)
gefa ‘give’ 3% (1990) 97% (61.131)
selja ‘sell’ 48% (5111) 52% (5566)
veita ‘award’ 7% (3026) 93% (43.259)

pay-verbs borga ‘pay’ 20% (618) 80% (2405)
greida ‘pay’ 14% (4678) 86% (28.953)

loan-verbs lana ‘loan’ 27% (793) 73% (2199)
leigja ‘rent’ 20% (443) 80% (1765)

Table 2: Frequency of the POC vs. DOC.

This table shows that there are significant differences between individual ditransitive
verbs in the POC. For instance, the verb gefa ‘give’ is the least frequent transfer verb
in the POC of all the verbs studied and 16 times less common than the most common
transfer verb, selja ‘sell’. These facts will be discussed further in 3.3 below. The
judgment task reported in Ussery et al. (2022) yielded very similar results as shown
in Table 2 in that acceptability of the POC correlated strongly with frequency of the
POC with the relevant verb; see chapter 4 for further discussion.

Kristinardottir (2021) also investigated the frequency of different types of PP-
goals in the POC since they are known to be highly restricted compared to DP-goals
in the DOC. The results are shown in Table 3 where the goals are divided into four
classes depending on the semantic type:

5 We leave out bring-verbs to avoid complications associated with these verbs that are not
directly relevant to our concerns.

® The numbers in brackets give a good indication about the frequency of individual verbs in
the RMC; see Kristinardéttir (2021) for further explanations.
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Goal Rate |Examples

Type A |companies, associations, | 53% |Microsoft, liknarfélog ‘charities’,
clubs, institutions, states, Chelsea, Alpingi ‘parliament’,
committees, departments, Sameinudu pjédirnar ‘UN’, New
boards etc. York Times, Hugvisindasvid ‘The

School of Humanities’ etc.

Type B |non-specific individuals | 31% |baendur ‘farmers’, peir sem vinna
or groups of individuals ‘those who work’, notendur
‘users’, ventanlegir foreldrar
‘prospective parents’

Type C |specific individuals or 15% |Maria ‘Mary’, pau ‘they’,

groups of individuals madurinn ‘the man’; baendurnir
‘the farmers’, stefnandi ‘the
plaintiff®
Type D |other types 1% | Vestfirdir ‘the Western fjords’,

bessi starfsemi ‘this operation’

Table 3: Goal types in the POC.

Although goals of type A (companies, associations, clubs etc.) account for slightly
more than half of all PP-goals, the numbers for this class in Table 3 are lower than
expected. This is in view of earlier claims that only send-verbs allow goal types B
(non-specific individuals or groups of individuals) and C (specific individuals or
groups of individuals) in the POC in Icelandic. However, the data collected by
Kristinardottir (2021) show that at least type B goals occur quite freely with transfer
verbs as exemplified in 3.3.2 — 3.3.4 below.

Another important result in Table 3 is that goals of type B are twice as common
as goals of type C. In view of the spatial semantics of the preposition til, this contrast
seems to reflect the definiteness hierarchy of Aissen (2003). To be more specific, the
lower a DP is on this hierarchy, the more easily it is conceptualized as a location and
hence more commonly used in PP-goals. Thus, since indefinites are lower on the
definiteness hierarchy than definites, the former are expected to be more common in
PP-goals. On the other hand, the fact that inanimates (type A) are more common than
animates (types B and C) in PP-goals can be linked to the animacy hierarchy
(Silverstein 1976) where inanimates are lower than animates.

Table 3 provides no information about pronouns as a separate class. As discussed
by Kristinardéttir (2021:35), pronouns account for 3% of all the PP-goals in her data
set and they are mostly found with verbs that are common in the POC. This low
frequency is not surprising since pronouns are at the top of the definiteness hierarchy.

3.3 Verbs and verb classes

This section explores the results for individual verbs and verb classes shown in Table
2. The section ends with a brief discussion on the general incompatibility of non-
transfer verbs with the POC.

3.3.1 Send-verbs
Examples of the POC with send-verbs from the RMC are shown in (4):

(4) a. ..geta allir sent klaeOnad til Rauda krossins

...can everybody send clothes.ACC to red  cross.the
‘...anyone can send clothes to the Red Cross’
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b. Halfbrodir Megan skrifadi bréf til Harry
half-brother Megan wrote letter.ACC to Harry
‘Megan’s half-brother wrote a letter to Harry’

The verb senda ‘send’ is expected to be very common in the POC because this verb
describes motion from one location to another. Hence, it is very natural to interpret
the object of the preposition til as a spatial goal with this verb.

The same applies to skrifa ‘write” although it is not obvious why skrifa is more
frequent in the POC than senda, as shown in Table 2. It should be noted, though, that
nearly all the examples of skrifa in the dataset involve nouns like bréf ‘letter’,
jélakort “Christmas card’, skilabod ‘message’ and tolvupostur ‘e-mail’, which can
take a PP-goal as its complement. This makes it possible to analyze examples like
(4b) as having only one object, i.e. bréf til Harry ‘a letter to Harry’, rather than
exemplifying the POC. Thus, it is difficult to tell how many of the examples of skrifa
should be classified as genuine examples of the POC. As we will see in the ensuing
discussion, the same issue arises with some other ditransitive verbs studied by
Kristinardottir (2021).

3.3.2 Give-verbs

Examples from the RMC of the four give-verbs in the study are provided in (5)
below. These examples are evenly divided between type A goals, as in (5b) and (5d),
and type B goals, as in (5a) and (5c).

(5) a. a0 purfa a0 afhenda lykla til nys radherra
to need to hand keys.ACC to new minister
‘to have to hand over keys to a new minister (in the government)’

b. Gefum peninga til bjorgunarsveitanna
give money.ACC to rescue.services.the
‘Let’s give money to the rescue services (in Iceland)’

c. beir eru... i pvi ad selja heimahlutabréf til Utlendinga
they are... in it to sell local.shares.Acc to foreigners
‘They are selling local shares to foreigners’

d. pegar Sedlabankinn  veitir lan til innlendra banka
when central.bank.the grants loans.ACC to domestic banks
‘when the Central Bank grants loans to domestic banks’

As shown in Table 2, the verb selja ‘sell” has a 48% frequency in the POC, far above
other give-verbs. To understand why this is so, it is useful to compare selja and the
least common verb in this class, gefa ‘give’, which has a frequency of only 3%.
Although these two verbs seem to be very similar in terms of lexical semantics except
that selja entails financial compensation for the item changing possessors, there are
important differences between typical events of selling vs. giving in terms of real
world knowledge.” One difference is that selling often involves moving the items to
be sold, e.g. from one country to another, but this is rarely the case with giving. Thus,
it is common to use selja with a PP-goal denoting location (e.g. selja e-d til Bretlands
‘sell sth to the UK’) but uncommon with gefa. In this respect, selling is similar to
sending, and this makes it easy to conceptualize the PP-goal in selling events as a

” In some languages, there is also a difference between verbs meaning ‘sell’ and ‘give’ with
respect to argument alignment (Malchukov 2017).
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location, a requirement for the POC due to the spatial semantics of the preposition
til.

Another contrast between selling and giving is that selling is typically an
impersonal interaction, whereas giving is most likely to take place if the agent knows
the recipient. As a result, the recipient is often unexpressed with selja but not with
gefa. Arguably, this difference in the status of the recipient makes it easier to
conceptualize the PP in the DOC as a location in selling events than giving events.

3.3.3 Pay-verbs
The study of Kristinardottir (2021) included two pay-verbs, borga ‘pay’ and greida
‘pay’. They are exemplified in (6):

(6) a. betta félag hafoi ekki borgad kronu til leikmanna
this club had not paid penny.ACC to players
‘This club had not paid a penny to its players’

b. Tveir pridju launpega greida minna  til rikisins...
two thirds of.employees pay  less.ACC to state.the
‘two-thirds of employees pay less to the state than...’

The examples above were selected to avoid the ambiguity that arises if the noun
preceding the PP-goal can take the PP as its complement, e.g. nouns like batur
‘compensation’, gjold ‘fees’, 1an ‘loans’, laun ‘salaries’, skattar ‘taxes’ etc. In fact,
most of the examples of the two verbs in the dataset feature nouns of this kind. The
frequency rate for these two verbs (20% for borga and 14% for greida) may therefore
be too high.

On the other hand, it is quite clear that both verbs are far less frequent than selja
in the POC. The reason may be that typical paying events do not involve any
transportation of the theme object, especially in a world where most payments are
electronic.

3.3.4 Loan-verbs
Examples of the two loan-verbs in the study, lana ‘loan’ and leigja ‘rent’, are shown
in (7):

(7) a. Molde hefur jafnframt lanad Sverri til FH-inga
Molde has also lent  Sverrir.ACC to FH
‘Molde has also lent Sverrir to FH-football club’

b. Hugmyndin er ad leigja ferjuna  til rikisins
idea.the is to rent ferry.ACC to state.the
‘The idea is to rent the ferry to the authorities’

The example in (7a) is a typical POC-example of 1ana in the RMC as approximately
half of them involve players going on loan from one sports club to another. In fact,
it is more natural to use the POC in examples like (7a) than the DOC. This is not the
case in (7b) where the DOC is a perfectly natural alternative:

(8) a. (?)Molde hefur jafnframt lamad FH-ingum Sverri

Molde has also lent FH.DAT Sverrir.ACC
‘Molde has also lent Sverrir to FH-football club’
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b. Hugmyndin er ad leigja rikinu ferjuna
idea.the is to rent state.the.DAT ferry.ACC
‘The idea is to rent the ferry to the authorities’

Since the DOC only encodes caused possession (in a broad sense), it follows that
having a human referent as direct object is not optimal. Thus, (8a) sounds like the
player (Sverrir) is an inanimate thing that the sports club has borrowed and may use
in any way they like.

3.3.5 Non-transfer verbs

As already discussed, non-transfer verbs do not entail successful motion or transfer
of the theme object to the goal. This means that the semantic requirements of the
preposition til are not fulfilled. As a result, these verbs are rarely found in the POC
in Icelandic.

Of all the verbs listed in Table 1, the most common in the POC is heimila ‘permit’
with 2%. All the other verbs have a frequency of 1%, except for kenna ‘teach’, segja
‘tell’, beeta ‘compensate’, launa ‘reward’ and meina ‘prevent’, which are not attested
at all. Three examples with non-transfer verbs in the RMC are shown in (9):®

(9) a. Vid erum ad bjoéda hisnzdio til annarra stofnana
we are to offer housing.ACC to other institutions
‘We are offering the facilities to other institutions’

b. hefur... tryggt breytingar til hopa einsog ellilifeyrispega
has ensured changes.ACC to groups like pensioners
‘has... ensured changes for groups like pensioners’

c. heimila teknifrjovganir til tveggja kvenna
permit  artificial.inseminations.ACC to two  women

i stadfestri samvist

in confirmed cohabitation

‘allow (any) two women in confirmed cohabitation access to artificial
inseminations’

The choice of the POC in these examples is influenced by the principle of End
Weight (Arnold et al. 2000) as well as information structure. The PP-goal is much
heavier than the direct object in (9b) and (9¢) and this means that using the DOC
instead of the POC would sound awkward in these examples. Another factor in (9¢)
is that the object of the preposition would be an indirect object in the corresponding
DOC-example, as in (10) below. This clearly favors a specific reading of the two
women, in contrast to the intended interpretation of (9c¢), which is non-specific.

(10) heimila tveim  konum i stadfestri samvist
permit  two.DAT women.DAT in confirmed cohabitation
teeknifrjovganir

artificial.inseminations.ACC

Since indirect objects in Icelandic tend to denote old information, the most salient
reading of (10) is that this is a statement about two women that have been previously

8 Note that (9b) was probably the only example of tryggja ‘ensure’ in the dataset where the
PP-goal could not be interpreted as part of the direct object.

85



PPS FOR INDIRECT OBJECTS IN ICELANDIC

mentioned. Thus, the POC is chosen here not only for a better prosody but also to
prevent misunderstanding.

The effect of information structure can also be seen in (9a) where old information
(hasnzdid) precedes new information (annarra stofnana). Using the DOC instead is
certainly possible but it reverses the order of old and new information and produces
a less desirable information structure.

Verbs that were not attested in the POC seem to be ungrammatical, or at least
highly marginal, in the POC. For instance, the verb launa ‘reward’ is possible in the
DOC but not in the POC:

(11) a. Stjornvold launudu  bendum adstodina (DOC)
authorities rewarded farmers.DAT assistance.the.ACC
‘The authorities rewarded farmers for their assistance’

b. ??Stjornvold launudu adstodina til benda (POC)
authorities rewarded assistance.the.ACC to farmers

‘The authorities rewarded farmers for their assistance’

The indirect object in (11a) is probably best characterized as a beneficiary because
the direct object denotes the reason why the farmers were rewarded, not the thing
that the farmers received. Thus, there is no transfer of the theme object to the goal
and this rules out the POC with verbs like launa.

4. Ussery et al. (2022)

In this section, the results of Kristinard6ttir (2021) are compared to the judgment
tasks reported in Ussery et al. (2022), which tested the POC both in Icelandic and
Faroese. As discussed in more detail below, the results are very similar, both within
Icelandic and across the two related languages. Both studies show clear differences
between individual verbs and they are roughly along the same lines as the most
frequent verbs investigated by Kristinardéttir (2021) tend to receive the highest
acceptability ratings in the study of Ussery et al. (2022).

4.1 Results for Icelandic

Ussery et al. (2022) asked participants in their study to rate various sentences with
the DOC and the POC on a scale of 1-7. This study showed high ratings for the POC
even though the DOC was more widely accepted with most of the verbs tested.
Importantly, the judgment task revealed clear differences between individual verbs
and they were analogous to the contrasts reported in Kristinard6ttir (2021). The
following table shows the results for the 13 verbs that were investigated in both
studies:
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Verb class Verb Kristinardoéttir (2021) | Ussery et al. 2022
POC POC -DOC

send-verb skrifa ‘write’ | 72% 5.02-5.59
send-verb senda ‘send’ |54% 5.44 -5.96
give-verb selja ‘sell’ 48% 5.56 -5.72
loan-verb lana ‘loan’ 27% 4.74 - 6.09
pay-verb borga ‘pay’ 20% 4.80—-5.46
loan-verb leigja ‘rent’ 20% 4.24 - 6.09
give-verb veita ‘award’ |7% 5.56 -6.5
give-verb gefa ‘give’ 3% 4.09-5.74
future having bjooa ‘offer’ |1% 3.35-6.24
future having skulda ‘owe’ |1% 4.44 —4.78
communication |syna ‘show’ [<1% 2.06 —5.07
communication |kenna ‘teach’ |0% 3.96 - 6.46
communication |segja ‘tell’ 0% 3.39-6.8

Table 4: Comparing two studies of the POC.

The verbs in this table are organized according to their frequency in the POC to make
it easier to see the positive correlation between frequency and the acceptability
ratings for the POC examples in the judgment task of Ussery et al. (2022). Thus, the
three most common verbs (skrifa, senda, selja) all receive an acceptance rate over
5.00, which is slightly below the rate for the corresponding DOC. The only other
verb scoring over 5.00 in the POC is veita but that verb also has a very high rate for
the DOC, 6.5. By contrast, all the verbs of future having and communication verbs
at the lower end of Table 4 score below 4.0 and far below the corresponding DOC,
with the exception of skulda ‘owe’.

With respect to verb classes, the judgment task of Ussery et al. (2022) supports
the general conclusion that motion verbs (send-verbs) and transfer verbs (give-verbs,
loan-verbs and pay-verbs) are compatible with the POC but non-transfer verbs are
not. Still, something needs to be said about skulda which has a higher acceptance
rate than both gefa ‘give’ and leigja ‘rent’ in the POC.

As expected, there is no correlation between frequency of the POC and the
acceptability of the DOC as the judgments are fairly similar across all the verbs in
Table 4. The highest score for the DOC is 6.8 (segja) but the lowest is 4.78 (skulda).
Moreover, the DOC is preferred to the POC with all the verbs listed in Table 4,
although the difference is rather small with some verbs.

4.2 Results for Faroese

Ussery et al. (2022) also conducted a parallel study for Faroese. The acceptability
ratings for the POC turned out to be very similar to Icelandic even though the POC
in Faroese is less restricted than in Icelandic as shown by the findings of Fiebig
(2012) and Ussery and Petersen (in press). This can be seen in the following
examples from Fiebig (2012:97):

(12) a. Jogvan gav Saru bokina
Jogvan gave Sara.DAT book.the.ACC

b. Jogvan gav bokina til Saru
Jogvan gave book.the.ACC to Sara
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As shown here, the POC is a possible alternative to the DOC even if the goal refers
to a specific individual. By contrast, as we have already seen, examples like (12b)
are at best quite marginal in Icelandic. This suggests that there may be a contrast
between the POC in Icelandic and Faroese with respect to goal types. Nevertheless,
pronominal goals are strongly dispreferred in the POC in Faroese (Ussery and
Petersen in press) and this is also the case in Icelandic.

Faroese appears to be very similar to Icelandic with respect to verb classes in the
POC. Fiebig (2012) mainly found verbs of transfer with a PP-goal in her data set.
Faroese is also like Icelandic in that the DOC is preferred to the POC whenever there
is a choice between the two constructions, according to Ussery and Petersen (in
press). However, the results of Ussery et al. (2022) show a rather small difference
between the DOC and the POC in Faroese and this is something that merits further
investigation.

5. Conclusion

This paper has reviewed the corpus the study of Kristinardottir (2021) of the POC
with ditransitive verbs in Icelandic. One of the main findings is that there are clear
differences between individual verbs with respect to the POC; e.qg. this construction
is 16 times more frequent with the verb selja ‘sell’ than gefa ‘give’. The study also
shows that the types of PP-goals in the POC are more varied than expected in view
of earlier claims in the literature.

Kristinardottir (2021) shows that the POC is mostly confined to motion verbs and
transfer verbs (give-verbs, loan-verbs and pay-verbs). The goal type is also important
because the PP-goal must denote something that can be conceptualized as an
endpoint of the motion or transfer of the direct object expressed by the relevant
ditransitive verb. These restrictions follow from the fact that the preposition til takes
a spatial goal as its object in the POC. These results are largely confirmed by the
experimental study of Ussery et al. (2022). The same study also reveals that the POC
in Icelandic is very similar to the POC in Faroese with respect to the ditransitive
verbs that occur in this construction.
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Notes on object inversion in Icelandic

1. Introduction

The canonical order of objects in double object constructions, both in Icelandic and
cross-linguistically (see, e.g. a cross-linguistic survey in Heine og Konig 2010), is
where the indirect object, 10 (in boldface) precedes the direct object, DO (in italics).!
This is shown in (1a), below. However, under certain conditions, it is possible for
the objects to undergo inversion, i.e., to appear in the inverse order, (see, e.g. Zaenen
etal. 1985; Régnvaldsson 1990; Ottsson 1991, 1993; Collins and Thrainsson 1996),
as shown in (1b).

(1) Obiject inversion in Icelandic (Thrainsson 2007:132)
a. bpau syndu foreldrunum  krakkana.
they showed parents.the.DAT kids.the.AcC
‘They showed the parents the kids.’

b. bau syndu krakkana foreldrunum.
they showed kids.the.ACC parents.the.DAT
‘They showed the kids to the parents.’

Several factors have been identified as factors in the availability of the inversion
construction, the most prominent being the class of the verb (in terms of case
patterns) and the discourse status of the objects. In terms of case patterns there are
several potential combinations of cases with dative 10 and accusative DO, as shown
in (1) above, as well a number of other combinations (see overviews in Thrainsson
2005:334ff, 2007:216ff). The inversion construction appears to be mostly confined
to the class of verbs with the dative—accusative case pattern (Collins and Thrainsson
1996).

Some more recent studies have brought into question the status of this
construction in Icelandic, showing a low acceptability of the construction in
judgement tasks, and increasing rarity in corpora (Dehé 2004; Magnusson 2019).

In this paper, | report the findings of an experiment that sought to a) reassess the
status of the construction in terms of acceptability, and b) to explore the extent to
which verb class/case frame affects the availability of inversion. To address these
questions, we conducted an acceptability judgement experiment. The results indicate
that i) inversion is much more acceptable under a different type of focus, i.e.,
definitional focus, i.e., the information enlightens the hearer of the relevant
circumstances, but does not denote a change in the world, and ii) although the
availability of inversion seems to largely fall along the lines predicted by the
literature, there were differences among verbs within the two classes tested, with the
highest rated dative-dative sentence being judged higher than the lowest scoring
dative-accusative sentences.

! This study was supported by a grant number 195926-051 from the Icelandic Research Fund
(Rannsoknasjéaur).
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2. Background on the inversion construction
Some factors identified as influencing the availability of inversion include focus,
definiteness, prosody, and case patterns, to name a few. Ottdsson (1991, 1993) points
out, the 10 must be the primary focus-bearing element among the two. Hence the
DO is typically definite, as definite noun phrases usually denote old information,
which is a property of topics and not foci (see, e.g., Erteshik-Shir 2014 on the
connection between definiteness and information structure). Ottdsson (1991:94)
does note that it is possible for the DO to be indefinite as long as the 10 is also
indefinite although recent corpus works brings this into question (Jonsson 2020,
2022).

As discussed by Collins and Thrainsson (1996:417-418), the 10 in these
constructions must bear stress, hence the inversion construction is not possible with
two unstressed pronouns.

(2) (Collins and Thrainsson 1996:417)
a. beir gaf” ‘onum ‘ana. b. *beir gaf” ‘ana  ‘onum.
they gave ‘im.DAT ‘er.ACC they gave ‘er.ACC ‘im.DAT
‘They gave her to him.’

Collins and Thrainsson (1996) furthermore point out that this construction
appears to be limited to a subset of ditransitive verbs where the 10 receives dative
case and the DO receives accusative case. Other ditransitive verbs with different case
frames do not appear to allow inversion. This is shown in (3) where the 10 receives
accusative, and the DO receives dative.

(3) a. Forstjorinn svipti  manninn vinnunni.
boss.the deprived man.the.AcC work.the.DAT
‘The boss deprived the man of his work.’

b. *Forstjorinn svipti  vinnunni manninum.
boss.the deprived work.the.DAT man.the.AccC

In later years, however, the grammatical status of the inversion construction in
Modern Icelandic has come into question. In a set of experiments, Dehé (2004)
sought to test experimentally the acceptability of the inversion construction. She
conducted an acceptability judgement task where the participants judged the
inversion construction under different focus conditions. The stimuli were presented
in question-answer pairs where the question induced a particular focus configuration.
The test sentences were presented either visually or auditorily. An example of target
item questions is shown in (4) and corresponding answers in (5). Dehé (2004:87, fn.
4) sets aside the issue of definiteness as the sensitivity relates to the availability of
inversion with indefinite DO, not the definiteness of the 10. Hence all objects were
definite in Dehé’s experiment.

(4) Target item questions (Dehé 2004:90)
a. Sentence focus
Q: Hvad gerdist? (What happened?)

b. VP focus
Q: Hvad gerdi Rosa? (What did Rosa do?)
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c. DO focus
Q: Hvad gaf Rosa Elinu? (What did Rosa give to Eileen?)

d. Contrastive DO focus
Q: Gaf Résa Elinu beeklinginn? (Did Rosa give Eileen the brochure?)

e. 10 focus
Hverjum gaf R6sa bokina? (Whom did Rosa give the book to?)

f. Contrastive 10 focus
Gaf Rosa Mariu bokina? (Did Rosa give the book to Mary?)

(5) Target item answers (Dehé 2004:90-91)
a. Rdésa gaf Elinu bokina. (Canonical order)
Rosa gave Eileen.DAT book.the.AcC
‘Rosa gave Eileen the book.’

b. Rosa gaf bokina Elinu. (Inversion)
Rosa gave book.the.Acc Eileen.DAT

The expectation was that when the answer is paired with the questions in (4a—d),
when the focus is anywhere other than on the 10, (5a) should be preferred over (5b).
When the answers are paired with the questions in (4e—f), when focus is on the 10,
the expectation is that both answers would be equally acceptable given that a) focus
on the 10 would facilitate inversion, and b) that inversion appears to be optional. The
expected contrast was not borne out, as the inversion construction was judged
unnatural or ungrammatical, almost unanimously among her participants.

Magnusson’s (2019) corpus study seems to resonate with Dehé’s findings.
Magnusson searched the Icelandic Gigaword Corpus (Steingrimsson 2019) for
examples of inversion with 41 out of the 85 verbs included in his study. Inversion
also proved to be very rare, making up 0.24% of the examples containing ditransitive
verbs (Magnusson 2019:27). The frequency of inversion over time also shows a
steady decrease from decade to decade (Magnusson 2019:38-40). This could be
taken to indicate that the inversion construction is disappearing from Icelandic which
would also be consistent with Dehé’s (2004) findings.

Two questions arise from these studies, (i) is the low acceptability of inversion in
Dehé’s study indicative of inversion receding from the languages or is it possible
that inversion is sensitive to the type of focus, and (ii) is the low frequency of this
construction indicative of the grammatical status of the construction itself? For (i),
the answer is that the type of focus does matter, and for (ii), our results show a much
higher rate of acceptability than expected based on the two previous studies.

Dehé (2004) tested the availability of inversion with two types of focus,
presentational focus, the constituent that answers the question in a question-answer
pair, and contrastive/corrective focus. However, as discussed by, e.g., Dik (1980;
1997), different types of foci behave in different ways. Gussenhoven (2007)
discusses in his overview seven different types of focus that have been distinguished
for English (see discussion below), and hence there is still the possibility that the
availability of inversion relies on a particular kind of focus.
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In addition to the rarity of inversion, Magntisson’s study also uncovered a handful
of examples of inversion outside of the dative-accusative case frame. Two examples
are given in (6) below.2

(6) (Magnusson 2019:29)
a. [...] ef menn spyrja spurninga annan pingmann, [...]
if men ask  questions.GEN another.AcC parliamentarian.AcC
‘... if one were to ask another member of parliament a question, ...’

b. [...]ad akveda hvort hann synji  stadfestingar lagafrumvarpi?
to decide whether he  declines confirmation.GEN bill.DAT
‘... to decide whether he will decline confirming the bill?’

Although Magnusson did not find any examples of inversion with the accusative-
dative, or dative-dative case frames, subsequent corpus searches have uncovered a
number of instances of inversion in both frames. Hence, inversion may not be as
restricted by case frames as previously thought.

(7) Icelandic Gigaword Corpus
a. [...]ad pad sé hagt ad leyna pvi fjolda manna [...]
that it is possible to conceal it.DAT number.ACC men.GEN
‘... that it is possible to hide it from a such a number of people...

b. Taldi han pvi mann sinn & ad forna  honum  Seifi, [...]
convinced she thus man POSS on to sacrifice him.DAT Zeus.DAT
‘Thus she convinced her husband to sacrifice him to Zeus...’

In our study we sought to examine these two issues. First, whether the inversion
construction is as unacceptable as indicated by Dehé’s study, or if inversion might
be more acceptable under a different type of focus than used in her study. Second,
whether inversion is truly limited to the dative-accusative case frame, or if it is
acceptable in different case frames.

3. Methods

The experiment consisted of an acceptability judgement task. The experiment
contained 10 test sentences and 32 filler items, all of which were presented
auditorily.® The test sentences contained 9 different verbs, listed in (8). Five verbs
require the dative-accusative case frame and five require the dative-dative case
frame. The verb Gthluta “allocate’ is attested with both case frames and was thus
included in both classes.

2 As an anonymous reviewer mentions it is possible that the apparent inversion in these
examples may be of a different nature than inversion proper. The reviewer mentions that they
require a break between the two objects, thus indicating that these examples may be more
akin to Heavy NP-shift rather than inversion (see also discussion in Williams 2003 on HNPS
in terms of focus shift rather than size). The two examples come from parliamentary speeches
and there is only a recording available of the first example and the recording certainly reveals
a long pause between the two objects. However, it is unclear whether the length of the pause
was due to a hesitation or if perhaps a correction. More research is needed however, to
properly ascertain whether inversion is truly possible with these verbs.

3 The sentences were composed by Oddur Snorrason, Birta Mar Johnsdéttir, Unnur Lif
Kvaran, Lilja Karen Bjornsdéttir, Sara Sesselja Fridriksdéttir and the composition was
overseen by Johannes Gisli Jonsson. Nicole Dehé advised on the overall design of the
experiment. Agnes Solmundsdottir and Hrefna Svavarsdottir recorded the sentences.
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(8) a. Gefa-class: dative-accusative case frame
afhenda ‘hand over’, gefa ‘give’, syna ‘show’, tryggja ‘guarantee’,
Gthluta “allocate’

b. Skila-class: dative-dative case frame
hota “threaten’, lofa ‘promise’, redda ‘fix up with’, skila ‘return’,
Gthluta ‘allocate’

The test sentences were modelled after naturally occurring sentences found in the
Icelandic Gigaword Corpus. Each sentence consisted of a clause providing the
appropriate context for the second clause containing the inversion construction. The
most common configuration observed for apparent inversion examples in corpus
data involved a pronominal 10 and a full NP 10, hence this configuration was used
in the test items. The DO was always a weak unstressed pronoun referring to an
antecedent in the context clause. To avoid possible effects of prosody and to ensure
the intended discourse configuration, the 10 was always an unmodified indefinite
two-syllable noun bearing stress providing new information. According to
Gussenhoven (2007), the 10 would be classified as definitional focus, i.e., the
information enlightens the hearer of the relevant circumstances, but does not denote
a change in the world. The ditransitive verb phrase was always infinitival.

(9) a. Sigga var loksins ordin  4nsegd med styttuna...
Sigga was finally become happy with statue.the
‘Sigga was finally happy with the statue...’

b. ...og pordi pessvegnaad syna hana  folki.
and dared therefore to show her.AcC people.DAT
‘... and thus, dared to show it to people.’

The filler items contained 11 grammatical sentences, 10 questionable sentences and
11 ungrammatical sentences. All sentences were recorded, and the stimuli were
presented entirely auditorily. Participants would listen to the sentence and
subsequently be invited to either evaluate the sentence on a 7-point Likert scale or
to listen to the sentence again. No limits were set on the number of relistens.

The experiment was set up using OpenSesame (Mathét et al. 2012; Math6t and
March 2022). The experiment was hosted on a JATOS server (Lange et al. 2015)
provided by MindProbe.eu. A link was distributed through social media, and 40
participants completed the experiment. No demographic information was collected.

4. Results
The main result of this study is that under the conditions tested here, the inversion
construction was judged much more acceptable than in Dehé’s study. Inversion
appears to be more acceptable with the gefa-class, with mean score of 4.7 points.
Although the mean is below that of the acceptable fillers (raw mean score=6.4), it is
still a higher mean than observed for marginal fillers (raw mean score=3.9). The
skila-class, however, received a mean score of 3.5 points, which is slightly below the
mean score of the marginal fillers, but still higher than the unacceptable fillers (raw
mean score=2.6). The distribution for the two classes in terms of raw numbers is
given in figure 1.

In order to control for scale bias, i.e., when participants do not use the entire scale
when evaluating the sentences and thus potentially skewing the results, we calculated
z-scores for the judgements. For each participant, mean of all judgements is
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calculated. The mean is then subtracted from the judgement and the resulting value
is divided by the standard deviation. The value of the mean is hence 0 and the z-
score converted judgement represents the distance from the mean. The maximum
distance here is 1 and -1, with 1 corresponding to a fully acceptable judgement and
-1 corresponding to a fully unacceptable sentence.

The overall pattern remains the same. The mean z-score for the gefa-class is 0.22,
which is lower than the mean for the acceptable fillers (0.97), but lower than the
mean for the marginal fillers (-0.18). The mean z-score for the skila-class was -0.32,
which was, again, lower than the mean for the marginal fillers but considerably
higher than the mean for the unacceptable fillers (-0.73). The distribution of means
by class for z-scores is provided in figure 2.

gefa skila

count

o ] [ ]

2 a 6 2 a 6
response

Figure 1: Raw distribution of judgements by verb class.

gefa skila

count

S ]

-05 00 0’5 10 -0.5 00 05 10
zscores

Figure 2: The distribution of z-score converted judgements by class.

The means shown above indicate a categorical distinction between the two classes.
Note also that Gthluta ‘allocate’ received a much higher rating in the gefa-class (0.21)
than in the skila-class (-0.376), as is shown in figure 3. This distinction, however,
becomes much less clear once the means for individual verbs are examined. As
shown in figure 3, tryggja ‘guarantee’, the lowest rated of the gefa-verbs, receives a
similar score (-0.13) as the highest rated skila-verb, skila ‘return’ (-0.06).
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mean z-score judgment

afhenda gefa syna tryggja uthiuta hota lofa redda skila
Verb

Class gefa @ skila

Figure 3: Mean z-score converted judgements for each verb.

The judgements reported here do not seem to correlate with the frequency of DO-10
order reported in corpus studies. Although afhenda ‘deliver’ receives the highest rate
of acceptability and is also reported to have also a relatively high rate of the DO-10
order (both inversion and heavy NP-shift), 11% in Jonsson (2020) and 15% in
Magnusson (2019), whereas the DO-10 order for gefa ‘give’, is reported to constitute
less than 1% in both studies. Likewise, the frequency of inversion in Magnusson
(2019) for tryggja ‘ensure’ (0.02%) is comparable to that of gefa (0.04%), however,
the acceptability of tryggja is much lower than for gefa.

The distinction between the two classes becomes even less clear once we examine
the means of individual items. As is shown in figure 4, there was a considerable gap
between the test items for gefa ‘give’ and hota ‘threaten’. For gefa one item received
the highest mean rating of all items (0.61) whereas the other item received a mean
score lower than the marginal filler items (-0.23). For héta, one item received a mean
score on par with a two of the gefa-class verbs (0.15), whereas the other received a
score on par with the unacceptable fillers (-0.76). This overlap appears to be
obscured by one of the items skewing the results for that verb. The possible reasons
behind this difference will be discussed in section 4.

05-

0.0-

mean z-score judgment

-0.5-

afhenda gefa syna tryggja uthluta hota lofa redda skila
Verb

Class gefa @ skila

Figure 4: Mean z-score converted judgements per item.
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To sum up the results, overall, inversion is much more acceptable under the
conditions used in this study compared with the results of Dehé (2004). Although
there were some differences between the two classes tested in this experiment, there
was a degree of overlap between them, which was partially obscured because of an
issue with one of the items.

5. Discussion

As has been mentioned in the previous section, inversion was judged more
acceptable overall in this study than in Dehé’s (2004) study. A possible explanation
for this difference may lie in the different types of focus used between the two
studies. As discussed in section 1, Dehé used presentational focus and
corrective/contrastive focus on the 10, whereas this study placed definitional focus
on the 10. This indicates that Ottoésson’s claim that focus on the 10 is a deciding
factor for inversion is correct, however, the type of focus also matters. This study
does not, however, determine whether it is possible for the DO to bear focus as well.
The question arises, however, whether other types of foci may possibly serve as
conditions for inversion. Gussenhoven (2007) lists in his overview seven types of
foci that have been identified for English, and their varying effects. We have seen so
far that two of the types, the ones used in Dehé’s study, are not sufficient conditions
for inversion, whereas the type used in the current study is. The interaction of
inversion with the other four types of focus remains to be investigated.

With respect to the properties of the DO, there are a number of factors that come
into play. First, the DO in this study was also an unstressed pronoun, and this
configuration may have contributed to the increased acceptability of the items here
compared to Dehé’s study, as shifted DOs are very commonly pronouns (see, e.g.,
Jénsson 2020). However, it is unclear whether the use of the pronouns is a factor in
and of itself or whether it is simply a correlation of common discourse/information
structural properties of pronouns. Likewise, it may be argued that the fact that the
shifted pronouns were unstressed indicates prosody as a factor. However, it is not
clear that it is so, as it may well be argued that the prosody is a side effect of the
discourse/information structural —configurations (see Mikkelsen 2011 on
disentangling focus and prosody).

Regarding the relative frequency of inversion and its decrease, it is unclear
whether the data in Magntsson’s study reflects a decline of the inversion
construction or perhaps other factors are coming into play. Note also that there
appears to be some difference between the subcorpora in terms of the frequency,
where the parliamentary speeches seem to show a pattern of decline, whereas the
frequency in the Visir corpus seems to be fairly stable. This study, however, shows
that despite its low frequency in corpora, the inversion construction still appears to
be acceptable in Icelandic grammar.

Although the results do appear to show a categorical distinction between the two
classes of ditransitive verbs tested here, when the behavior of individual verbs is
examined, there is a considerable variation between the acceptability of individual
verbs. Unfortunately, a flaw in two of the items resulted in vast divergence between
the items for two of the verbs, which seems to have obscured a greater degree of
overlap between the two classes.

Starting with the items for gefa ‘give’, the items in question are provided in (10)
below. One possibility for the low score of (10a) is that participants may have
interpreted the 10 as bearing contrastive focus rather than definitional focus. Namely
that rather than simply providing new information, the 10 conjures up alternatives
that are being denied, i.e., the food was given to people rather than animals. Although
this issue did bring down the mean for the verb, it did not obscure the overall pattern.
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(10) a. Budin  var full af atrunnum matvelum og
store.the was full of expired food and
starfsmenn akvadu pvi ad gefa bau folki. [-0.23]
employees decided thusto give them.ACC people.DAT
‘The store was full of expired goods and the employees therefore decided
to give them to people.’

b. Bandarikjaforseta potti veent um  petta landsveedi og
US.president felt fond about that area and
neitadi ad gefa pad  Bretum. [0.61]
refused to give it.ACC Brits.DAT
‘The president of the US was fond of that area and refused to give it to
the British.’

A larger issue came about with the differences between the items for héta ‘threaten’,
shown in (11), where one item received judgements well above the marginal
sentences, and the other fell in the unacceptable range. A possible explanation for
the difference is that in (11a) the antecedent of the DO is a deverbal nominalization
whereas in (11b) the antecedent is a verb phrase.

(11) a. beir sem 6gna  folki  med liflati eru andstyggilegir,
they who threaten people with execution are deplorable
sérstaklega peir sem hoéta pvi bérnum. [0.15]
especially they who threaten it.DAT children.DAT
‘Those who threaten people with executions are deplorable, especially
those who threaten children with it.’

b. Feestir vilja fa kartoflui skéinn og foreldrar reynaad halda
fewest want get potato in shoe.the and parents try to hold
uppi aga med pvi ad héta pvi krokkum. [-0.76]
up  discipline with it to threaten it.DAT children.DAT
‘Most wouldn’t want to get a coal in their stocking and parents try to
maintain discipline by threatening children with it.’

It is known that the type of antecedent can matter for, e.g., pronominal object shift
(OS) in Swedish and Danish (see, e.g., Andréasson 2008), where a pronoun with a
nominal antecedent may undergo object shift, whereas a pronoun with a verb phrase
or a clausal antecedent typically cannot. Although this restriction does not hold for
OS in Icelandic, it may be that this restriction may hold for inversion, as that is
precisely the contrast between (11a) and (11b). This could also indicate that
inversion is derived via movement rather than base generation (see also, e.g., Jonsson
2022, contra e.g., Zaenen et al. 1985; Collins and Thrainsson 1996).

Setting the problematic items aside, the experiment, in addition to the corpus data,
indicates that inversion does appear to be possible outside of the gefa-class, contrary
to the picture painted by the literature. In the skila-class, the inversion construction
received judgements ranging from the unacceptable range to the acceptable range.
Collins and Thréinsson (1996:417) claim that the dative-accusative case frame may
be a necessary but not sufficient condition for inversion, hence it is not necessarily
the case that all gefa-class verbs allow inversion (see also Thréainsson 2007:132, fn.
42). This is corroborated by the fact that a corpus study conducted in this project did
not yield results for a number of gefa-class verbs. Note, however, that the absence
of corpus data does not necessarily correlate with unacceptability. As discussed
above, although the corpus data yielded few results for particular verbs, inversion
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was still judged acceptable with these verbs. This could indicate, however, that this
property of allowing for inversion may simply be a property of individual verbs, and
not a property of a particular verb-class. This could explain the variable acceptability
observed by the various skila-class verbs. However, further research is needed in this
regard.

With that in mind it is worth considering the differences between the items for
Gthluta ‘allocate’. As mentioned in the previous section, this verb is attested with
both case frames, although standardly it belongs to the skila-class. However, it is
typically used as a prepositional ditransitive, hence it is possible that a number of
participants were less familiar with the double object construction with this verb. If
that is the case, it is possible that these participants assigned Gthluta to the gefa-class
and hence the low score of Gthluta in the skila-class may have had more to do with
the case frame rather than the inversion itself.

6. Conclusions and prospects for future study

Moving forward, there are a number of questions that remain to be addressed. First,
as mentioned above, there is the matter of mapping out the effects of different types
of foci in determining the availability of inversion. Second, there is also the matter
of possible effects of definiteness. In the experiment discussed here, there is a
definiteness asymmetry between the two objects, where the DO was always a
personal pronoun, which are inherently definite, and the 10 was always a formally
indefinite noun (although specificity was not controlled for). Hence it remains to be
determined whether the effects of definiteness are incidental or not. Third, there is
the matter of weight as a contributing factor. In the experiment discussed here, there
was a weight asymmetry despite both objects being light. The DO was a weak
unstressed pronoun, whereas the 10 was a full noun phrase. Although this is the case
in the overwhelming majority of cases (Magnusson 2019; Jonsson 2020), there are
also instances in which 10 is phonologically lighter than DO. The question is then
whether the effects of weight are truly contributing to the availability of inversion
or, if the effects are only apparent due to the frequent co-occurrence of certain
factors, such as weak pronouns typically not bearing focus (see, e.g., Cardinaletti og
Starke 1999; Mikkelsen 2011).

Turning to the answer provided in this study, the inversion construction is more
acceptable than indicated by both corpus frequency and previous experimental work.
What this study shows is that, although focus is a necessary factor for the availability
for inversion, the type of focus matters. However, the full range of the effects of
different types of foci remains to be investigated.

Although there appeared to be a categorical distinction between the two classes
that were tested here, there was a considerable variation between individual verbs
resulting in an overlap between the two classes. These results indicate that, pending
further research, the availability of the inversion construction may be a property of
individual verbs regardless of the case assigned to their objects.
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pessi grein fjallar um nidurstddur rannséknar a umrédun andlaga i islensku.
Rannsoknin var i formi domaprofs sem dreift var i gegnum samfélagsmidla.
Nidurstddur pessarar rannséknar benda til pess ad umrédun sé mun aszttanlegri i
natimamali en fyrri rannséknir hafa bent til. Pekkt skilyrdi fyrir umrédun er ad
Obeina andlagid purfi ad vera i brennidepli en pessi rannsokn bendir til pess ad
tegundir brennidepla skipti mali. Skyrir pad pvi OGlikar nidurstéour pessarar
rannsoknar og fyrri rannsokna. Einnig bendir pessi rannsokn til pess ad umréoun sé
skilyrt af einstaka sognum fremur en flokkum sagna. Fyrri rannsdknir bentu til pess
ad umrodun veeri adeins moguleg med ségnum sem Uthluta ébeinu andlagi pagufalli
og beinu andlagi polfalli. En nidurstddur pessarar tilraunar syna ad skil & milli flokka
eru 6skyr og virdast sumar sagnir hafa 6nnur fallmynstur sem einnig leyfa umrédun.
Nidurstédur malheildarrannsékna renna einnig stodum undir pad.

Gisli R(m’ar Hardarson
Haskdla Islands
grh@hi.is
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The role and distribution of nominalized clauses:
A view from Icelandic

1. Introduction

Nominalized clauses (a term adopted from Roussou (1991)) are clausal arguments
or complements preceded by a) a personal pronoun (see (1)) which generally also
plays the role of the expletive (see e.g. Sudhoff 2016 for German, Ruys 2010 for
Dutch, Kaltenbdck 2003 for English), or b) a determiner, like a definite article (see
(2)) or a demonstrative pronoun (see (3)):

D | hate it that | must go out of town with my parents this weekend

2 To oti efighe apodhiknii tin enohi tis
the.Now that left-3sg proves the.Acc guilt her
‘The fact that she left proves her guilt’ (Roussou 1991) [M. GREEK]

3 In ke Maryam raft ma’alum e
this.NOoM that Maryam left clear is
‘It is clear that Maryam left’ (Hartman 2012) [PERSIAN]

The existence of nominalized clauses in clausal complementation entails the
occurrence of two different types of embedded clauses, i.e. nominalized and bare
clausal arguments. However, their distribution differs, since the determiner appears
to be at times mandatory, optional or even ungrammatical. We can observe such
variation in languages like Icelandic:

(4) a. Eg fagna [*(bvi) ad ég skuli hafa hettvid flugid]
I rejoice that.DAT that | shall have cancelled flight.the
‘I’m happy that I cancelled my flight’

b. Eg harma [(pad) ad hafa sert pig]
I regret that.Acc to have hurt you
‘I regret hurting you’

c. Eg ®tla [(*pad) ad fara i bid a morgun]
I intendthat to go in cinema tomorrow
‘I intend to go to the cinema tomorrow’

The preliminary data we have just observed here raise two important questions.
Firstly, considering the fact that bare clausal arguments already exist in languages
that feature clausal nominalization and can be selected by certain lexical items like,
for instance, the verb harma (‘regret’) in (4b), it is not quite clear what the need is
for a nominalizer in the first place. Secondly, the very fact that nominalized clauses
are at times mandatory, optional or ungrammatical suggests the existence of a
grammatical pattern that needs to be interpreted. By observing empirical data from
Icelandic, I will provide in this study a plausible answer to these issues. | propose
that clausal nominalization is a phenomenon limited to DP positions which mainly
occurs in order to check formal features (D, phi and case features) which otherwise
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could not be checked directly by a bare clausal argument, which is a CP (cf.
Rosenbaum 1967; see in particular Garofalo 2020). Nominalization can also occur
without any need for feature checking if the clausal argument surfaces in a DP
position (which explains pronominal optionality), but speakers tend to prefer bare
clausal arguments in these instances since they are less costly. The complex
distribution of nominalized and bare clausal arguments across syntactic positions is
the result of the restrictions applied by formal features like lexical case on bare
clausal arguments (as in (4a)) and the ones applied on DPs in non-DP positions,
which affect nominalized clauses as well (as in (4c)).

This analysis will be structured as follows. In the second section, | will briefly
discuss the most relevant hypotheses that aim to explain clausal nominalization in
the linguistic literature and, at the same time, we will see how Icelandic is not
consistent with them. In the third one, | will present the methodology to collect the
empirical data needed to observe the phenomenon across syntactic positions since
the main hypotheses proposed in the syntactic literature are problematic. In the
fourth, 1 will present and discuss the data collected. In the fifth, I will explain in more
detail the purpose and distribution of clausal nominalization in light of the empirical
data. In the sixth, the main relevant conclusions of this analysis will be presented.

2. Main hypotheses in contrast with Icelandic

Among the hypotheses presented in the linguistic literature that aim to explain the
purpose of clausal nominalization, three are the most common. The first one is what
| call here the Semantic Hypothesis (cf. Kiparsky and Kiparsky 1971; Hoskuldur
Thréinsson 1979; Kastner 2015 among others), according to which the meaning of
the matrix verb selecting the clause has an impact on the structure of the clausal
argument selected. Especially in the case of Icelandic, Hoskuldur Thrainsson
(1979:chapter 4) proposes that true factives like fagna (‘rejoice’) select more
structurally complex arguments, i.e. nominalized clauses as in (4a), while non-
factives like halda (‘think”) tend to opt for a non-nominalized structure. The various
categorizations of matrix verbs differ from account to account, but the main idea is
that certain categories require a more complex argument on the basis of their
meaning while other ones do not, which causes the nominalizer to be sometimes
mandatory or optional.

The second hypothesis is the Case-Marking Hypothesis (see Knyazev 2016;
Roussou 1991 among others), which correlates the use of the nominalizer to a) case
assignment or b) case visibility. Regarding option (a), it is posited, on the basis of
the so-called Case Resistance Principle (Stowell 1981), that a clausal argument,
which is analyzed as a CP, cannot be assigned case because it already contains case-
assigning features. Therefore, the determiner that nominalizes the clause intervenes
to check case on its behalf (Roussou 1991). As for option (b), it is proposed (Knyazev
2016) that clausal arguments are often DPs independently of the presence of a
determiner, which entails that, if a nominalizer must surface, it is because case needs
to be visible. The two alternatives within the Case-Marking Hypothesis described
here also analyze examples of clausal subjects like in (2) differently. The case
assignment proposal suggests that pronominal obligatoriness depends on the fact that
structural case must be assigned, while it is claimed in the case visibility account that
nominalization is obligatory because the subject D-head must be visible (based on
Landau 2007). The former option has been challenged by Anton Karl Ingason
(2018), who proposes against CRP that a CP can undergo direct case-marking due
to the fact that floating quantifiers associated to clausal arguments are assigned case
in Icelandic.

The third common hypothesis is what | call the DP Selection Hypothesis (see e.g.
Borsley and Kornfilt 1999; Kornfilt and Whitman 2011), based on which clausal
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arguments are considered verbal categories and must be nominalized (i.e. embedded
into a DP shell) when a verb takes a nominal category as complement.
Nominalization is a phenomenon that can be observed at multiple structural levels,
that is, for instance TP or vP, as with gerunds in English, where the verb is still able
to select a verbal complement but, at the same time, it can be modified by a
possessive like a houn:

5) His playing the violin was quite remarkable

According to the DP Selection Hypothesis, something similar occurs at the CP level
where the verbal category is embedded into a functional nominal category (which
explains the presence of a determiner) in order to become a suitable argument of a
lexical item that makes a requirement for a nominal category.

Now, it is surprising to see that Icelandic appears to be problematic for all of these
hypotheses. First of all, let us take into account the fact that it has been shown that
nominalized and bare clausal arguments in Icelandic are DPs and CPs respectively
(Garofalo 2020). In particular, this difference becomes evident when we extract an
item from a clausal argument. As observed by Hoskuldur Thrainsson (1979), Anton
Karl Ingason (2018) and Wood (2012), extraction is only allowed when the pronoun
does not surface, which suggests a) that a DP layer is only projected when pad is
present, b) that this DP layer is a barrier for extraction and c) that a non-nominalized
clause is not embedded into a DP projection since it does not block extraction:

(6) Olaf; dkvad han (*pad) ad heimszkja ti
Olafur.Acc decided she that.Acc to visit
‘She decided to visit Olafur’

Now, assuming this structural distinction, we can see, for instance, that the Case-
Marking Hypothesis is problematic. The determiner pad (‘that’)! in Icelandic, in fact,
is optional with clausal subjects in first position, although it is mandatory after the
finite verb. This undermines the idea that clausal subjects must be preceded by a
determiner with structural case assignment. Even if we considered all clausal
subjects as DPs following the case visibility proposal, it is interesting to see that the
D-head does not need to be phonetically realized in (7a) in first position in Icelandic.
In other words, case-marking by itself is unable to capture the contrast presented in

N:

(7) a. [(Pad) ad lera & hljodferi] er einsog ad lera ad hjéla
that.NOM to learn to instrument is like  to learn to ride a bike
‘Learning to play an instrument is like learning to ride a bike’

b. Er [*(pad) ad lera a hljédferi] einsog ad lera ad hjdla?
is that.NOMto learn on instrument like  to learn to ride a bike
‘Is learning to play an instrument like learning to ride a bike?’

The alternative hypothesis presented by Anton Karl Ingason (2018), which considers
clausal complements able to undergo direct case-marking in Icelandic (challenging
CRP), is also problematic, since the existence of obligatory nominalizers (as in (4a))
indicates that a bare clausal argument is not enough to check case directly.

1 See Garofalo (2020) for various arguments that pad before clausal arguments is a
demonstrative pronoun and not a personal pronoun.
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In contrast to the Semantic Hypothesis, it is quite puzzling to see that, when we
take a look at accusative clausal objects in Icelandic, every possible structural
difference of clausal arguments due to the meaning of the matrix verb is neutralized,
as shown in (8) (a similar situation appears to occur in nominative objects, see
section 4.2). | am not aware of any clear exception to this trend:

(8) a. Eg harma [(pad) ad hafa sart pig]
| regret that.ACcC to have hurt you
‘I regret hurting you’

b. Karl sampykkir [(pad) ad einhver annar stjorni fundinum]
Karl accepts  that.AcCc that someone else leads meeting.the
‘Karl accepts the fact that someone else chairs the meeting’

c. Eg held [(pad) ad Kkjot almennt sé skadlegt fyrir heilsuna]
I think that.AcC that meat generallyis harmful for health.the
‘I think meat as a whole is harmful to people’s health’

It is important to keep in mind that there are some restrictions on clausal
nominalization which are applied to those instances where DPs cannot surface as
complements of the verb as in (9) and (10), which suggests that the ability of DP
selection is an underlying condition to allow clausal nominalization:2

(9) a. *Eg skipadi honum petta  verkefni
| ordered him.DAT this.ACC assignment.ACC
Literally: ‘I ordered him this assignment’

b. Eg skipadi honum (*pad) ad klara betta verkefni
| ordered him.DAT that.ACC to complete this assignment
‘I ordered him to complete this assignment’

(10) a. *Maria hjalpadi honum flutningana
Maria helped him.DAT moving out.ACC
Intended: ‘Maria helped him to move out’

b. Maria hjalpadi honum (*pad) ad flytja
Maria helped him.DAT that.ACCto move out
‘Maria helped him to move out’

The accusative pattern observed in (8), however, contrasts with dative and genitive
objects in Icelandic, where the nominalizer tends to be mandatory or preferable,
although according to Hoskuldur Thrainsson (1979) there are exceptions like (11c)
with the verb spa (‘predict’). In other words, the Icelandic distribution of clausal
arguments based on case is quite problematic if we consider the Semantic Hypothesis
alone:

(11) a. Eg fagna [*(pvi) ad ég skuli hafa hattvid flugid]
I rejoice that.DAT that | shall have cancelled flight.the
‘I am happy that I cancelled my flight’

2 The examples in (9) and (10) are ungrammatical even if the nominalizer or the DP tested in
(9a) and (10a) have dative or genitive case.
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b. Jonas krefst  [*(pess) ad vid sendum skyrsluna strax]
Jonas demands that.GEN that we send report.the immediately
‘Jénas demands that we send the report immediately’

c. Jon spadi [(bvi) a0 Gisli myndi sigra]
Jon predicted that.DAT that Gisli would win
Jon predicted that Gisli would win’

Lastly, as for the DP Selection Hypothesis, there is an important question one can
raise based on the facts we have observed so far. If Garofalo’s (2020) structural
distinction between nominalized and bare clauses is correct, we can definitely
explain pronominal obligatoriness through the DP Selection Hypothesis by
proposing that a lexical item might require a nominal category instead of a verbal
one. However, it does not clearly explain pronominal optionality, as it is not
immediately clear why a clausal argument has to be embedded into a DP projection
if it is already acceptable as a CP complement. Similarly, also the other hypotheses
can account for mandatory pronouns, as one could attribute the presence of pad
either to case assignment or to the need for a matrix verb to have a clausal
complement with a more complex structure, but they are unable to account for
pronominal optionality. At this point, it is necessary to gather more empirical data in
order to explore the properties of optional clausal nominalization. At the same time,
however, we also need to collect data on mandatory pronouns so that we can
empirically compare the characteristics of both instances of clausal nominalization
and develop a more valid hypothesis to explain the distribution of pad.

3. Methodology

In order to find out useful empirical data on optional and mandatory pronouns in
Icelandic, I decided to investigate two aspects of nominalized and non-nominalized
clauses. In general terms, following Labov (1966), when we analyze a syntactic
variable like the one we are discussing, we are supposed to gather tokens of the
variants involved from a specific source and compare their frequency. However,
depending on which type of data we are observing, we can attempt to investigate the
degree of acceptability of the relevant variants on one hand, and the degree of
preferability of a syntactic variant on the other hand. From naturalistic data like
corpora, we have the chance to compare actual tokens and assess the degree of
preferability of a variant, as a speaker cannot use more than one variant at the same
time in a specific utterance. Questionnaires can help us to assess how acceptable both
variants are. These two perspectives allow us to possibly find recurrent patterns
across syntactic positions where a certain variant is preferable even if both variants
are acceptable.

Consequently, in the case of Icelandic, | opted for looking for naturalistic data in
the so-called Icelandic Gigaword Corpus or Risamalheild (henceforth RMH; see
Steingrimsson 2019), which currently contains about 2,5 billion words
grammatically marked. The types of clauses | investigated specifically are that-
clauses, infinitives and indirect questions. After that, | administered a set of short
questionnaires to native speakers of Icelandic. | gathered different groups of
participants online (at least 20 people in each group) through social media as well as
Ugla, the main student portal of the University of Iceland. Every questionnaire was
made up of 25 sentences (17-18 of them were fillers) that the participants had to
judge on a scale from 1 (unnatural) to 7 (natural). Every questionnaire was shared in
two different versions, A and B. Considering the fact that the two variants of clausal
nominalization differ only by the presence or absence of pad, it would be very easy
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for a participant to spot the difference and figure out the objective of the
guestionnaire, which would lead to biases in their judgments. Therefore, the two
variants of a certain token with a clausal argument (i.e. nominalized and bare) were
separated and one put in version A and the other one in version B, so that none of
the participants saw both variants of a token, but just one. Moreover, the order of
tokens in version B was backwards compared to the one in A, in order to guarantee
that the order of items did not affect the judgments (cf. Hoskuldur bréinsson et al.
2013). Many tokens of clausal arguments were built upon the naturalistic data from
RMH to ensure they could sound as natural as possible to speakers. The results on
variants of the same sentence have been compared by calculating the weighted
average of judgments on both variants of the same token. | considered acceptable
those examples that got a minimum average of 4.44 (I follow here Pimentel’s (2019)
suggestion on intervals in a 7-point Likert scale).

Some items, however, have been more difficult to test in questionnaires (see
section 4.4 in particular), which compelled me to investigate the matter further in
interviews with various speakers, who would judge both variants orally.

The data | gathered are from all argument and complement positions, but due to
space requirements for this article, | will focus specifically on subjects, direct and
indirect objects, and nominal predicates, which are already enough to have a clear
picture of the pattern of clausal nominalization in Icelandic.

4. Data

4.1 Subjects

Here are the results on nominative subjects from RMH, both when the clausal
argument is in first position and when it surfaces after the finite verb. Note that I did
not look for examples where the clausal argument is extraposed, as it is unclear
whether pad can be considered a nominalizer or an expletive when it surfaces in first
position. For the sake of consistency in both data sets and also due to the difficulties
in finding examples of extraposition in RMH, | only gathered tokens where pad and
the sentential subject occupy together the same position:

(12) [Position Valid | -pad |+pad|%opad
First 0485 | 7054 |2431] 25.63
After verb 71 5 66 | 92.96

The table in (12) shows both data on nominative clausal arguments in first position
and after the finite verb, with and without nominalization (as shown in the columns
+pad and -pad). The frequency of pad expressed in percentage (see the last column)
indicates that it is best to have a bare clausal argument in first position, while pad is
highly preferable after the finite verb. By contrast, if we take a look at the data from
guestionnaires, we get the following results:
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(13) [Sentence (subject in first position) -pad| +pad
(Pad) ad lifa i navitund snyst um ad njéta augnabliksins 6.41 6.08
‘Living in mindfulness is about enjoying the moment’

(Pad) ad vorurnar séu ekki enn komnar skiptir engu mali 451]15.34
‘It doesn’t matter that the products have not arrived yet’

(Pad) hvort hann komi eda ekki skiptir engu mali 4201 4.91
‘It doesn’t matter whether he comes or not’

(14) |Sentence (subject after the finite verb) -pad | +pad
Er (bad) ad leera & hljéoferi eins og ad lera ad hjéla? 3.64 | 5.67

‘Is learning to play an instrument like learning to ride a bike?’

The results in (13) show that both variants are acceptable in first position (apart from
bare embedded guestions where the average is below the minimum threshold), but
not if the subject surfaces after the finite verb (see (14)). In other words, while the
bare variant is more preferable in first position, the nominalized variant is mandatory
after the finite verb.

4.2 Direct objects

As for clausal direct objects, | looked for examples in RMH where the clausal
argument is selected by any of the verbs listed in (15). Some of these verbs have
been selected due to the fact that Hoskuldur Thrainsson (1979) tested them in order
to analyze the role of pad. These verbs are all the dative-assigning ones as well as
harma. The verbs which are shown in bold have also been taken into account in the
guestionnaires:

(15) Nom: lika (‘like”), leidast (‘be tired of”)
Acc: harma (‘regret’), gagnryna (“criticize’), opinbera (‘disclose”)
Dat:  spé (‘predict’), fagna (‘rejoice’), fresta (‘postpone”’)
Gen: krefjast (‘demand’), sakna (‘miss”), idrast (‘regret, repent’)

Here are the results on nominative and accusative clausal objects from RMH:

(16) |Verb Valid| -pad | +pad | %pad
lika + N 246 | 212 | 34 | 13.82
leidast + N 577 | 553 | 24 4.16

gagnryna +A | 4241|3739 | 502 | 11.84
harma + A 24921 1897 | 595 | 23.88
opinbera+ A | 462 | 364 | 98 [ 21.21

The data in (16) suggest that it is preferable to drop pad before nominative and
accusative clausal objects. By contrast, and somewhat surprisingly, dative and
genitive clausal objects are preferably nominalized, also with spa (‘predict’) and
fresta (‘postpone’), which Hoskuldur Thrainsson (1979) associated with an optional
pronoun as in (11c):
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a7y [Verb Valid | -pad | +pad [ %pad
spa + D 12865 |1045] 11820 | 91.88
fagna + D 8926 | 157 | 8769 | 98.24
fresta + D 1602 | 154 | 1448 | 90.39
krefjast + G [ 32593 | 278 | 32315 99.15
idrast + G 209 9 200 | 95.69
sakna + G 5228 | 124 | 5104 | 97.63

Let us take a look at the results from questionnaires. As for nominative and
accusative clausal direct objects, the weighted averages are all acceptable, which
suggests that, even if the bare variant is more preferable as shown in (16), it is still
allowed to nominalize the clause:

(18) |Sentence (nominative and accusative clausal objects) -pad | +pad
Ymsir hafa gagnrynt (pad) ad flottafolki sé visad ur landi 6.00| 5.89
‘Many have criticized the fact that refugees are deported’
Eg gagnryni (pad) hvernig pid 6fludud ykkur pessara 5.04| 4.66
upplysinga
‘I criticize how you got this information’
\VVid hormum (pad) ad stofnunin vilji hetta vid verkefnid 5.74 5.58

‘We are sorry that the institute wants to cancel the project’
Peim leiddist (pbad) ad ég veeri alltaf ad stoppa og taka myndir{ 4.66 | 5.56
‘They were tired of the fact that I was always stopping and
taking photos’

Mér likar (pad) ad bokin sé myndskreytt 5.10| 5.00
‘I like the fact that the book is decorated with pictures’

As for dative and genitive clausal objects, we can see that the bare variant is degraded
(as the weighted average is below the minimum threshold), while the nhominalized
variant is acceptable (differently from Hoskuldur Thrainsson’s (1979) observations):

(19) [Sentence (dative and genitive clausal objects) -pad | +pad
Einar spéir (pvi) ad 1idid komist i drslitaleikinn 4.15]6.18
‘Einar predicts that the team will reach the final’
Eg pori ekki ad spa (pvi) hvad verdur um bakur i framtidinni | 3.96 | 4.69
‘I don’t dare to predict what will happen to books in the
future’

Sindri fagnar (pvi) ad baendur hafi fengid leekkun & 2.73(5.26
raforkuverdi

‘Sindri is happy that the farmers got a reduction of the price
of electricity’

bora var farin ad sakna (pess) ad bua & Islandi 2.81|6.24
‘bora started missing living in Iceland’
Ragnheidur krafdist (pess) ad Arni badi starfsmennina 3.76 ] 6.30
afsokunar

‘Ragnheidur demanded that Arni apologizes to the staff’

In sum, it appears that, in instances of structural case, nominalization is optional but
itis still more preferable to have a bare variant (consistently with nominative subjects
in first position). By contrast, in instances of lexical case, the nominalized variant is
generally mandatory.
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4.3 Nominal predicates

Nominal predicates are a special category in the domain of clausal nominalization
due to the fact that the nominalizer is assigned the same gender and number features
of the subject, as shown in the following example:

(20)  Afleidingin er su ad Vvid skuldum meira niina
consequence.the.F-sG is that.F-sG that we owe more now
‘The consequence is that we owe more money now’

Considering that the pronoun can, at this point, show up in six different forms in
agreement with the gender and the number of the subject in nominative case, | chose
and tested tokens where nominal predicates come after six specific subjects, as
shown here below (note that these subjects generally surface with a clitic article in
constructions like (20)):

(21) |Subject Features| Valid [-pad | +pad | %pad
galli (‘drawback’) M.Sg. | 325 | 97 | 228 70.15
afleiding (‘consequence’) F.Sg. | 659 | 123 | 536 81.34
vandamal (‘problem”) N.Sg. | 721 | 678 | 43 5.96
kostir (‘advantages”) M. PI. 39 19 20 51.28
nigurstoéour (‘results’) F. Pl 54 20 34 62.96
rok (‘arguments’) N. PI. 142 | 32 | 110 77.46

The data in (21) are crucial information, because whenever the pronoun is assigned
non-default features (masculine, feminine and plural), the frequency of clausal
nominalization increases, suggesting that nominalization is preferable. Only when
pad keeps its default properties (neuter singular), nominalization loses its
preferability.

Let us take a look at the data from questionnaires. In this case, | considered
enough to test only three out of the six subjects in (21), as the majority of these nouns
apart from vandamal and kostir tend to exhibit similar results:

(22) |Sentence (nominal predicates) -pad | +pad
Afleidingin er (si) ad Bandarikin eru i alvarlegri 5.38|6.07
skuldakreppu
‘The consequence is that the USA is in a serious debt crisis’

Kostirnir eru (peir) ad kerfid er 6dyrt og einfalt i notkun 6.65| 6.38
‘The pros are that the system is cheap and easy-t0-use’

Vandamalio er (pad) ad folk vill ekki lata bolusetja sig 5.88|5.44
‘The problem is that people do not want to be vaccinated’

Nominalization is also optional in this case, as it was for nominative subjects in first
position and nominative and accusative objects.

4.4 Indirect objects

Clausal indirect objects are quite rare and more difficult to construct. As one could
expect, it was impossible to find any naturalistic data in RMH. However, | still had
the chance of testing the acceptability of clausal nominalization in questionnaires. |
opted for two verbs in this case: veita (‘provide’) for dative case and svipta
(“deprive’) for accusative case. In order to construct the examples presented in (23),
I asked some native speakers (who are also students in linguistics) for assistance.
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They suggested that extraposing the clause while leaving the pronoun in situ could
appear more acceptable to speakers. Therefore, only in this case, in order to avoid
that neither variant was considered acceptable, | applied extraposition to the
sentences in (23). The results are partially satisfying, as shown in the following table:

(23)  |Sentence (clausal indirect objects) -pad | +pad
Jon veitti (pvi) enga athygli ad Sara veeri ad grata 1.86]6.33
‘Jon paid no attention to the fact that Sara was crying’
\Vopnahléid svipti (pad) éllum hetjuljdma ad hermenn férnudu| 2.10 | 2.57
lifi sinu

‘The armistice deprived the fact that the soldiers sacrificed
their life of all its heroism’

The data on dative case indicate that pad is mandatory, but the ones on svipta did not
return significant results, which led me to investigate the matter further. Just to be
sure, | tested the same sentence once more, but without extraposition. The results
were problematic as well:

(24)  |Sentence (clausal indirect objects) -pad | +pad
\Vopnahléid svipti (pad) ad hermenn férnudu lifi sinu 6llum | 1.09 | 1.42
hetjuljoma

‘The armistice deprived the fact that the soldiers sacrificed
their life of all its heroism’

Therefore, | resorted to some oral interviews with native speakers. In the interviews,
all the speakers involved (n = 17) mostly considered the nominalized variant
grammatical in the case of svipta, although, unexpectedly, they often reported that
the non-extraposed nominalized variant was the best one. All this contrasts with the
results here above and also indicates that participants to online questionnaires found
difficult to parse the sentence with svipta while reading it (which is understandable
since these constructions are rare). Be that as it may, the data from interviews tell us
that pad is mandatory independently from the case that is assigned. This is quite
suspicious, especially because this is the first instance where we see that pad is also
mandatory with accusative case assignment. How can we explain this? Some
interesting facts from passive constructions can help us to answer this question.
There is an important contrast between accusative and dative case. If the indirect
object is passivized, the pronoun remains obligatory with dative case, but not
accusative (see Garofalo 2020; the judgments in (25) are based on the oral interviews
as well):

(25) a. [*(pvi) ad Sara veeriad grata] var engin athygli veitt
that.DAT that Sara was to cry  was no.NOM attention.NOM paid
‘No attention was paid to the fact that Sara was crying’

b. [(Pad) ad hermenn férnudu lifi sinu var svipt 6llum hetjuljéma
that.NOM that soldiers sacrificed life their was deprived all heroism.DAT
‘The fact that the soldiers sacrificed their life was deprived of all heroism’

In other words, we are observing in accusative clausal indirect objects the same issue
we observed with clausal subjects before and after the finite verb. Pronominal
optionality in first position when the indirect object is passivized and moved to
Spec,C suggests that obligatoriness in situ is not due to case assignment, but rather
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to another property common to subjects and indirect objects. We are going to discuss
this in the next section.

5. Discussion

On the basis of the empirical data, we can find some consistent patterns. First and
foremost, the distribution of clausal nominalization is mainly built (but not
exclusively) upon case assignment. Whenever lexical case is assigned, the pronoun
is generally mandatory. The same cannot be said of structural case, where the
pronoun is optional, but it is still best to opt for a bare clausal argument. This suggests
that, while lexical case corresponds to formal features to check in syntax, structural
case might not correspond to any formal feature at all. This resonates to much extent
with the so-called Dependent Case Theory (see e.g. Wood 2011; also Marantz 2000),
where accusative and nominative are actually the morphological representation
respectively of dependent case (which is based on relations between DPs that have
not been assigned lexical case) and unmarked case.

The data from nominal predicates corroborate this view since non-default features
in gender and number are correlated to a higher frequency of pad in naturalistic data.
In other words, whenever a clausal argument needs to have a non-default feature
checked, whether in relation to case, gender or number, nominalization tends to be
the most preferable option, if not the only one available (as in lexical case).

In relation to subjects and clausal indirect objects, a possible explanation of
pronominal obligatoriness lies in D-features. By standard assumptions in Minimalist
Theory (see Chomsky 1993 and much subsequent work), the D-feature in T can only
be checked by the DP that lands in subject position. If we consider the facts from
Icelandic we observed so far on subjects and indirect objects and their interesting
similarities, it is plausible that Spec,T and Spec,Appl (if we follow the Applicative
Head Approach in Pylkké&nen (2000)) are two positions where a DP is required as
only this category can check D-features (which also entails that Appl should have a
D-feature as well). If a clausal argument can escape those positions and reach the
position before the finite verb, it can still surface as a bare CP if no case feature has
to be checked (see (25)).

As for the optionality issue, the most plausible explanation at this point is that,
since accusative and nominative case, which are generally associated to pronominal
optionality, do not correspond to any feature to check, nominalization must be
systematically allowed by virtue of the fact that the clausal argument is in a DP
position. In other words, the underlying condition that restricts nominalization in
non-DP positions is the same one that opens the way for nominalization to surface
in DP positions. However, since there are no formal case features to check, it is still
best to drop the pronoun, most probably because it is less costly from a structural
perspective.

Lastly, from a cross-linguistic perspective, it is plausible that also clausal subjects
in other languages like Modern Greek and Persian (see (2) and (3)) must be
nominalized by virtue of D-feature checking and not by case assignment as proposed
by Roussou (1991) or D-head visibility in subjects as in Knyazev (2016). The
problem here is that these languages are not V2 languages like Icelandic and,
therefore, it is not possible to see there a different distribution of nominalized and
bare clausal arguments before and after the finite verb.

6. Conclusions

On the basis of the empirical data, the role of nominalizer pad in Icelandic is
checking formal case, gender and number features on behalf of the clausal argument.
Only optionally, it is possible to nominalize the clause independently of feature
checking, but this is plausibly due to the fact that merging in a DP position is an
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underlying condition which allows clausal arguments to be systematically allowed
to surface as DPs. Structural case, neuter and singular appear to not correspond to
formal features to check, which leads the speaker to prefer a bare clausal argument
since it is structurally less costly, while lexical case and non-default gender and
number features (masculine, feminine and plural) correspond to formal features to
check, which trigger clausal nominalization or make it more preferable (as in
nominal predicates). Whenever a clausal argument surfaces or lands in a position
which is linked to D-feature checking, nominalization is obligatory, independently
of case, gender or number.
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Nafnyrtar fallsetningar eru algengt fyrirbeeri pvert 4 tungumal par sem &kvedniord
eda personufornafn kemur fremst i fallsetningu. I islensku ma sja flokna dreifingu
nafnyrtra og 6nafnyrtra fallsetninga par sem fornafnid getur verid skyldubundid,
valfrjalst eda Otaekt. Tilraunagdgn segja okkur ad nafnyrding eigi sér stad ef
fallsetning parf a0 gata fall-, kyn- eda tolupeetti eda jafnvel akvednipatt.
Akvednipettir og ordasafnsfall valda skyldubundinni nafnyrdingu (sem i 6beinum
andlogum og i frumlagsseeti & eftir persénubeygdu sdgninni), og nafnyrding verour
aeskileg ef fallsetningin parf ad gata kyn- eda tolupetti (eins og i sagnfyllingum).
Valfrelsi i notkun fornafnsins ma sja i frumlagssetningum i nefnifalli og andlags-
setningum i nefnifalli og polfalli og pad stafar af pvi ad fallsetningin kemur fram i
akvednilidarstodu pott best sé ad sleppa setningafornafninu i pessum tilfellum. petta
bendir til pess ad setningafornafn sé 6teekt i stéoum par sem akvednilidur getur aldrei
komid fram. Mynstrid sem kemur i 1jés synir ad nefnifall, polfall, hvorugkyn og
eintala eru ekki formlegir fallpzettir (en pad utskyrir af hverju fornafninu er sleppt),
olikt ordasafnsfalli eda mérkudum kyn- og télupattum.

Mirko Garofalo

Haskéla Islands
mig@hi.is
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HELGA HILMISDOTTIR

Malbeiting og sambyli vid ensku:
Eigindleg rannsokn a what og ha i télvuleikjum islenskra
grunnskéladrengja

1. Inngangur

Undanfarna &ratugi hafa &hrif enskrar deegurmenningar & hversdagslegt talmal fario
ort vaxandi og eru breytingarnar ekki sist aberandi i samtélum ungs folks. |
norreenum samanburdarrannsoknum um ahrif ensku & ordaforda hefur kastljosinu
einkum verid beint ad innihaldsordum, p.e. nafnordum, lysingarordum og
sagnordum (sja t.d. Selback og Sandgy 2007 og Astu Svavarsdottur og Veturlida
Oskarsson 2009), og adlogun peirra ad vidtokumalinu (Sandgy 2003, Jarvad og
Sandgy 2007, Gudrin Kvaran og Asta Svavardottir 2002 og Gudrdn Kvaran 2004).
A sidastlidnum arum hefur sjonum p6 i auknum maeli verid beint ad ahrifum enskrar
tungu & malbeitingu, p.e. notkun orda og ordasambanda sem hafa pann tilgang ad
syna vidhorf malenda og lioka fyrir samskiptum fremur en ad midla stadreyndum
og upplysingum sem visa Ut fyrir samtalid (sja Andersen 2014, Peterson 2017 og
Peterson og Vaattovaara 2014). Slik ahrif birtast i notkun orda og ordasambanda a
bord vid jess, oh my god, what the fuck og sorri sem kalla mé& malbeitingarmerki (e.
pragmatic marker). Til ad adgreina malbeitingarmerki sem hafa komid inn i malid
r ensku a sidustu aratugum fra 66rum ordum med lengri sdgu (t.d. jeja eda gud
minn alméttugur) hefur um fyrrnefnda flokkinn verid notad hugtakid pragmatisk
adkomuord (e. pragmatic borrowing).

Andersen (2014:18), sem rannsakad hefur ahrif ensku & norsku, skiptir
pragmatiskum &hrifum fr4 6drum mélum i prja flokka: 1) adkomuord (t.d. what, jess,
sjitt og sorri i islensku), 2) tokupydingar (t.d no. gaur sem notad er sem avarp, sbr.
dude i ensku) og 3) likamstjaningu og hljémfall sem koma inn i malid vegna
framandi ahrifa (t.d risandi tonn par sem meetti eiga von 4 fallandi toni eda ,,ad gefa
einhverjum fingurinn®). Adkomuord hafa verid notud lengi i islensku og moérg hver
Odlast fastan sess i malinu. Sem deemi ma benda & upphrépanir a bord vid va og dkei
sem hafa verid mjog mikid notadar i hversdagslegum samtélum og koma fyrir i
Islenskri ordabok (2004) og Islenskri nutimamalsordabok. Onnur ord eru nyleg og
takmarkast ad miklu leyti vié akvedna hopa samfélagsins, eins og t.d. jo sem notad
er sem kvedja medal ungs folks. Onysko (2007) hefur bent & ad lita beri & pennan
mun sem stigsmun fremur en edlismun og ad ordin radi sér a as par sem & 6drum
endanum ma finna tilfallandi malvixIl en almennan ordaforda & hinum. Segja ma ad
ord eins og what og jo i islensku sé parna mitt & milli og ekki er 6liklegt ad pau muni
& naestu arum annadhvort hverfa Ur islensku eda breidast Ut og verda hluti af almennu
mali og 6dlast fastan sess i islenskum ordabdkum.

I greininni er fjallad um & notkun pragmatiskra adkomuorda i samtélum priggja
unglingsdrengja af hofudborgarsvaedinu. Annars vegar verdur fjallad um tioni og
dreifingu pessara orda i samtélum og hins vegar verdur litid ndnar & notkun
drengjanna & ordunum what og ha. Rannsoknarspurningarnar eru eftirfarandi: 1)

L Hér er hugtakid adkomuord notad yfir ord sem fengin eru Gr 68rum malum eftir 1950,
burtséd fra pvi hvort pau hafi adlagast islensku malkerfi eda teljist tilheyra islenskum
ordaforda. Ord sem dolast hafa islenskan rithatt eru skrifud i samreemi vid pad. bvi skal ekki
lita & rithatt sem visbendingu um hljoofraedilega adlégun ordanna enda er hér um reda
rannsokn a téludu mali.
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Hvada ord og ordasambdnd koma fyrir i efnividinum og hvernig dreifast pau &
notkunarsvid? 2) Hvernig nota drengirnir what og ha, og hvada alyktanir ma draga
af pvi um notkun pragmatiskra adkomuorda i islensku almennt? Til ad svara seinni
spurningunni er studst vid adferdafreedi samskiptamalfreedinnar (sja t.d. Sidnell 2010
og Thompson o.fl. 2015).

2. Efnividur

Efnividur rannsoknarinnar samanstendur af fjorum hljodritudum samtdlum sem
samtals eru um fjorar klukkustundir og toIf mindtur ad lengd (sja einnig Helgu
Hilmisdottur 2021a). patttakendur eru prir fimmtan &ra drengir sem eru ad spila leiki
i Playstation-leikjatolvu, tveir og tveir i senn. peir er staddir heima hja sér og deila
pvi ekki sama rymi i raunheimum. Drengirnir eiga p6 i munnlegum samskiptum i
gegnum hljéoras og taka patt i sama syndarheimi par sem peir leysa prautir saman
og takast & vid andstedinga. Einn drengjanna, sem hér gengur undir nafninu Bogi,
er med i 6llum samtélunum. Hann sa um ad taka upp baedi hljod og skjamynd. Ollum
néfnum hefur verid breytt til ad geeta persdnuverndarsjénarmida og upptékurnar foru
fram med leyfi patttakenda og forrddamanna.

Leikirnir sem drengirnir spila eru annars vegar hasarleikurinn Grand Theft Auto,
sem snyst um ad vinna sér inn stig med pvi ad fremja gleepi og leysa ymsar prautir
sem peim tengjast, og hins vegar fotboltaleikurinn FIFA, par sem pétttakendur selja
og kaupa leikmenn sem keppa svo a méti 66rum lidum. Badir leikirnir eru pekktir
og mjog vinsalir & islandi og um hinn vestraeena heim. Allt umhverfi leikjanna er &
ensku, baedi upplysingar sem birtast sem texti a skja og st6dlud avorp syndarmenna
sem eru hluti hljédheimsins sem drengirnir upplifa. I glaepaheimi Grand Theft Auto
er t.d. algengt ad heyra stuttar upphrépanir fra saklausum vegfarendum sem verda a
vegi gleepamannanna (t.d oh fuck, what the hell is going on) en pegar syndarmenni
drengjanna i leiknum fara inn i fataverslanir eda hargreidslustofur heyra peir
stadladar setningar & bord vid how can | help you eda please don 't shoot me! | FIFA
heyra spilarar hins vegar leiklysingu & ensku og gledihrop pegar lidin skora.
Samskipti drengjanna fara fram & islensku.

Tafla 1 synir fjolda lesmalsorda og tidni pragmatiskra adkomuorda i efnividnum.
EKKi er gerdur greinarmunur & almennum ordaforda sem finna ma i ordabokum og
ordum sem takmarkast ad miklu leyti vid 6formlegt hdpamal unglinga. b6 er sjénum
adeins beint ad beinum adkomuordum, p.e.a.s. tokupydingar eru ekki taldar med.

Leikur Timi Heildarfjoldi Pragmatisk

lesmalsorda adkomuord
Grand Theft Auto 2.12 16.934 574 (3,4%)
FIFA 2.00 10.346 321 (3,1%)
Samtals 412 27.280 895 (3,3%)

Tafla 1: Upplysingar um fjolda lesméalsorda og pragmatiskra adkomuorda.

Eins og sja ma & Toflu 1 eru téluverdur munur & fjolda lesmalsorda & milli télvuleikja.
Munurinn skyrist ef til vill fyrst og fremst af pvi ad Grand Theft Auto er hradari
leikur sem snyst ad miklu leyti um skotbardaga og eltingaleiki a hradskreioum bilum
sem krefst samhafingar. | FIFA fer hins vegar téluverdur timi i ad setja saman lid
og inn & milli koma langar pagnir. Einnig er hlutfall pragmatiskra adkomuorda adeins
haerra i Grand Theft Auto, 3,4% a méti 2,7% i FIFA.

Hlutfallid virdist ef til vill ekki hatt en hér ber ad hafa i huga ad fyrri rannsdknir
& tioni nylegra adkomuorda i islenskum dagbladatextum hafa bent til pess ad hlutfall
peirra sé rétt undir 0,17% (sja Selbeck og Sandgy 2007:26). Langsteersti hluti pessara
orda eru nafnord (88,4%), lysingarord (7,2%) og sagnord (3,6%) (Selbeck og Sandgy
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2007:140). | oformlegu mali er tidni adkomuorda adeins hearri, eins og Asta
Svavarsdottir (2004:172) hefur synt i rannsoknum a dagbokarfeerslum (0,8%) og i
gagnagrunninum ISTAL sem er safn hversdagslegra samradna (0,5%).

3. Tidni pragmatiskra adkomuorda i efnivionum

En hvada pragmatisku adkomuord koma fyrir i samtélum drengjanna og hvernig
dreifast pau a notkunarsvid? Tafla 2 synir yfirlit yfir 61l tilvik sem koma fyrir i
efnivionum. Athugid ad jo kemur fyrir i tveimur flokkum.

Notkunarflokkur |Pragmatisk adkomuoro GTA | FIFA | samtals
kurteisisfrasar sorri (21), plis (12) 22 11 33
kvedjur og avorp | jé (3), dickhead(s) (5), bro (4), 28 3 31

dumbass (4), faggots (4), bitch (4),
boys (4), dick (3)

bl6tsyrai fokking (113), (oh) sjitt (67), fokk | 188 97 285
(it) (59), damn (it) (19), oh my/oh
my god? (7), holy (shit) (5), fokk
(3), fokkast/ fokka upp (3), what
the fuck (3), gee (4) hvad/hvernig i
fokkanum (2)

hvatningaroro let’s go (13), come on (4) 2 15 17
vidbragdsagnir (e. |ey (45), (oh) yeah (36), (oh) what 100 67 167
response particles) | (31), j6 (21), va (12), jess (12), vo
(10)

ordraeedumerki Okei (242), an djdks (40), 239 87 326
alright/aegt (17), fact(s) (10), no
joke (6), no offence (4), of course
(4), no shit (2), believe me (1)
Samtals 579 | 278 857
Tafla 2: Yfirlit yfir pragmatisk adkomuord i efnividnum.

Eins og sjama a Toflu 2 dreifast adkomuordin & sex flokka: 1) kurteisisfrasa, 2) avorp
3) blotsyrai, 4) hvatningsord, 5) vidbragdsagnir og 6) ordreedumerki. Ef ordin i
t6flunni eru skodud nanar kemur i 1jés ad pau eru misvel pekkt medal méalhafa. bar
ma baedi sja ord sem hafa verid lengi i malinu og hafa verid tekin inn i ordabaekur,
eins og t.d. 6kei, va og ha (Islensk ordabok 2004, islensk nitimamalsordabok) og
ord sem einskordast helst vid hépamal unglinga, eins og t.d. fact(s). Sidarnefnda
ordid er po vel pekkt endurgjof i amerisku slangri pegar melandi er sammala pvi
sem kemur fram i sidustu lotu vidmelanda, eins og lesa ma um i Urban Dictionary.®
Einnig eru ordin misvel adlogud ad islensku malkerfi. Sem daemi mé nefna ad
blétsyraid fuck er i 59 tilvikum borid fram fokk [fohk], eins og lengi hefur tidkast i
islensku slangri, en i 3 sem fokk [fshk], sem likist ameriskum framburdi ordsins (sja
umraedu hja Veturlida Oskarssyni 2023). Sum adkomuord eru fost ordasambénd
tekin beint Ur ensku, eins og of course og oh my god, en 6nnur eru eins konar
blendingar par sem enskt ord er fellt inn i islenskt samhengi. bar méa nefna blétsyrdi

2 A8 leggja nafn Drottins vid hégéma var bannad samkvaemt bodordum kristinna manna og
pvi teljast upphrépanir sem pessar til bl6tsyrda (sja Fjeld 2021:12-15).

3 Urban Dictionary er slangurordabdok sem unnin er med hépvirkjun. Ordabokinni hefur ekki
verid ritstyrt af sérfreedingum heldur byggist eingdngu & feerslum notenda. Adrir notendur
geta svo merkt skyringar med pumli upp eda nidur sem gefur visbendingar um hversu pekkt
eda Utbreidd notkunin er.
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a bord vid hvernig/hvad i fokkanum sem er eins konar blanda af islenska blotsyrdinu
hvernig/hvad i andskotanum og enska how/what the fuck. Slik bléndun 6likra kerfa
er pekkt i 6drum malum (sja Andersen 2022 um norsku).

Vid skulum na lita nanar ad notkun adkomuordsins what i samtélum drengjanna
og bera saman vid islenska ordid ha (sbr. Islenska ordabok 2004). Sidarnefnda ordid
hefur 4samt hvad verid skilgreint sem jafnheiti what i ensk-islenskum ordab6kum,
t.d. Ensk-islenskri ordabok med alfreedilegu ivafi 1984. Samkveemt peirri bok er
enska upphrépuninni what notud ,,sem spurning eda til ad lysa undrun®.

4. Notkun what i efnivionum

Notkun what i islensku er ekki alveg ny af nalinni og ekki einvérdungu bundin vid
oformlegt mal unglinga. Ymislegt bendir po til pess ad notkun malbeitingar-
merkisins hafi feerst i voxt & undanférnum ératug. | tengslum vid rannsokn &
lagfeeringum i islenskum samtélum hefur Résa Gisladéttir (Rosa S. Gisladottir
2015:322) lyst what i islenskum samtolum sem merki sem komi fyrir par sem
melandi syni undrun.

Vid skulum lita nénar & deemi ar télvuleikjasamtélum drengjanna. [ eftirfarandi
broti eru Bogi og Valdi ad spila fétboltaleik. begar brotid hefst er andstaedingurinn
ad sxkja fram vollinn eins og heyra méa leiklysanda segja fra (lina 1).
Skréaningarlykill er i vidauka.

(1) Rangur eda ekki?: IU_Fifa
(B = Bogi, V = Valdi, C = télvurtdd)

01 C oh stylish ba:11 (.) what can they do n[gwi]
02 v [ran]guri
03 C played into the centerT
04 (0,5) ((boltinn fer ut af))
05 C he [comes to the xx ] at the end?
06 V [> .h hann er ekki rangur<]
- 07V /wha::t—
08 (0,8) ((boltinn uti))
09 B hvgrnig$
10 (1,5) ((andstedingur fer aukakast))

11 Vv hvernig i fokkanum ((bolti aftur inn &a))

Andstaedingurinn sparkar boltanum fram vollinn ad marki Boga og Valda. Valdi
telur ad hitt lidid hafi brotid & sér med pvi ad gefa boltann & rangsteedan mann (lina
2). Hann ber ordid rangur fram & rélegan hatt, med fallandi lokatoni og an pess ad
heekka réminn. Hér virdist Valdi pvi lita svo & ad petta sé augljos stadreynd sem
démarinn i leiknum muni bregdast vio. Andstaedingarnir halda p6 afram eins og
ekkert hafi i skorist, eins og fram kemur i leiklysingu (lina 3 og 5). Boltinn lendir &
leikmanni i lidi strakanna og svo Ut af pannig ad andstaedingarnir f4 aukaspyrnu. Hér
hefur pvi atburdarasin farid & annan veg en Valdi bjost vid. Hann bregst vid pessu
med pvi ad benda Boga & ad leikmadurinn hafi ekki verid demdur rangstaedur (lina
6). Hann notar svo wha::t i haum téni og med léngum sérhljoda (lina 7). Bogi bregst
vid med spurnarfornafni, hvernig, sem synir ad aukaspyrna andstedinganna komi
lika Boga & dvart (lina 9). Ad lokum kasta andstaedingarnir boltanum inn & voéllinn
og rununni er lokad med blotsyrdi Valda, hvernig i fokkanum, sem synir enn & ny ad
hann er mjdg 6séattur vid ad leikmadurinn hafi ekki verid deemdur rangstaedur.

Med pvi ad nota what vekur Valdi athygli & pvi ad hér hafi eitthvad att sér stad
sem ekki er i samraemi vid vaentingar. Vidbrogdin beinast pé ekki ad peim sem hefur
,.brotid a“ 1idi Valda og Boga og tilgangurinn med pvi ad nota what er pvi ekki sa ad
hafa &hrif & gang leiksins. 1 pessu tilviki er what notad sem vidbragd vid atviki sem
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kemur & Gvart. Pannig ma segja ad what sé vidbragd sem synir ad malandi hafi attad
sig ad ny stada er komin upp, p.e. hann hafi tekid vid nyjum upplysingum, og ad
pessi atburdaras sé ekki i samraemi vid pad sem hann hafdi att von 4. Ordid what er
pvi notad til ad syna vidhorf malanda gagnvart nyjum upplysingum.

Naest skulum vid lita a deemi par sem what kemur fyrir i lagfeeringu, p.e. i runu
par sem pétttakendur leysa Ur eins konar misskilningi eda agreiningi um stadreyndir.
I deemi (2) eru Svenni og Bogi ad raeda pekktar Youtube-stjornur sem hafa att i
opinberum utistodum. Brotid hefst & pvi ad Svenni feerir Boga nyjar upplysingar:
KSI er hettur ad koma til landsins (lina 1). Hann ber p6 upplysingarnar & bord eins
0g ad petta sé eitthvad sem Bogi eigi ad vita, t.d. med pvi ad nota ordasambandid pu
veist ad i upphafi lotu.

(2) Ekkert beef lengur: IU_GTA
(B = Bogi, S = Svenni)

01 S pu veist ad Kei ess @ e- kemur ekki til Islands

02 ataf pvil
03 B  ha ne::::hh
04 (1,1)
05 S hann hatar fslandd
06 (0,4)
07 s >segir hann allavega[na<]
- 08 B [nei]::: >parna< hann er
- 09 hettur peir (0,7)@streightudu things up@ eitthvad
10 (1,0)
- 11 S what
12 S [hvener ]
13 B [hann ge-] hann gerdi vi:dedé um pad sko
14 (1,7)
15 S Kei [ess a: ]
16 B [hann sagd-] hann sagdist (x x ) eitthva
17 vi:nir en bust bad er ekkert neitt beef lenguri
18 (1,6)
19 B [svo honum] likadi alveg agztlega vid hann

20 S [mhm ]

I stad pess ad svara spurningu Svenna strax jatandi eda neitandi bregst Bogi vid med
pvi ad nota ha (lina 3). Ognin gefur til kynna ad upp sé komid vandamal af
einhverjum toga sem purfi ad vinna Ur eda lagfera. par a eftir notar hann ne::::hh
(p.e. dregur seiminn og notar einhljéda) sem Svenni talkar sem héfnun fremur en
svar. Med 6drum ordum telur Bogi pad ekki vera rétt ad KSI sé hattur ad koma til
Islands. Hér er pvi komid upp misreemi i pekkingarstddu drengjanna sem parf ad
leysa Ur. Svenni itrekar paer upplysingar sem hann hefur med pvi ad benda & ad KSI
segist sjalfur hata sland (linur 5 og 7). Bogi lagfarir pa lotu Svenna, fyrst med neitun
0g svo med pvi ad faeera honum nyjar upplysingar: mennirnir eru banir ad semja (linur
8-9). Eftir einnar sekindu pogn (lina 10) kvittar Svenni fyrir pessar upplysingar med
what. Hann tekur svo aftur til orda og bidur um frekari Gtskyringar, p.e. hvener
ovinirnir hafi samid (lina 12). Jafnveegi kemst svo loks & pegar Svenni sampykkir
atskyringar vinar sins med pvi ad nota lagmarksvidbragdio mhm. Drengirnir eru n
ba&dir med somu upplysingar undir hdndum og Svenni hefur medtekid og sampykkt
nyjustu upplysingarnar sem hann skorti i upphafi rununnar.

Eins og i demi (1) er what i pessu tilviki notad sem vidbragd vid upplysingum
sem eru nyjar og ekki i samreemi vid veentingar malanda. Ad pessu sinni kallar
vidbragd Svenna po & frekari drvinnslu, fyrst og fremst vegna pess ad hann fylgir
ogninni eftir med spurnarfornafninu hvener. Ef til vill hefdi what eitt og sér ekki
leitt til pess ad Bogi hefdi utskyrt nanar gang mala, p.e. ad KSI hefdi tekid upp
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myndskeid og lyst pvi yfir ad pad veeri engin ovild til stadar lengur. what kemur
nefnilega oft fyrir i lok runa, sem eins konar endapunktur & umraedu (e. topic
closure).

Slikt tilvik ma sj& i demi (3). Ad pessu sinni kemur dgnin fyrir i prilidadri runu
sem samanstendur af spurningu (A), svari (B) og vidbragdi vid svari (C). I (3) eru
Bogi og Svenni ad spila Grand Theft Auto. Bogi leggur til vid vin sinn ad peir taki
patt i fjarsjodsleik sem snyst um ad finna kistu sem geymir 6vantan vinning. Hann
bidur um leyfi pvi strakarnir eru samherjar i leiknum og vinna saman ad verkefnum.

(3) Fimmtiu k&: IU_GTA
(B = Bogi, S = Svenni)

01 B gaur ég veit hvar treasure hunt er (.) ma ég fara
02 ad na 10ad
03 (0,8)
04 S Jjahh
05 (3,6)
A > 06 S hva: fer madur mikid fyrir treasurel
07 (0,9)
B — 08 B a- 0r- bad er orugglega alveg fimmtiu k&
09 orugglega sko
10 (0,9)

C - 11 s wha::th—>
12 B gaur (0,3) getur bd merkt a mappid

Svenni sampykkir tillogu Boga um ad s&kja fjarsjodinn (lina 4) en spyr svo hver
verdlaunin eru (lina 6). Bogi er ekki med svarid & hreinu eins og sést vel & pvi hvernig
svarid er ordad. Hann 4 erfitt med ad hefja lotuna og notar ordid érugglega tvisvar
sinnum. Ef Bogi hefdi vitad upp & har hvad feest fyrir ad finna fjarsjédskistilinn hefdi
form segdarinnar ad 6llum likindum verid einfaldara (sbr. Sidnell 2010:78-79).
Upphedin sem Bogi telur ad sé sennileg er ha, eda fimmtiu pasund dollarar. Eftir
stutta pasu synir Svenni ad hann hafi medtekid svarid med pvi ad nota wha::th. Bogi
bregst svo vid med pvi ad skipta um umraduefni og snyr sér aftur ad verkefninu sem
peir @tla sér ad leysa (lina 12).

I pessu daemi er what notad sem vidbragd vid svari. Algengast er ad patttakendur
bregdist vid svorum med lagmarksvidbragdi (e. minimal response), p.e. oréum og
hlj6dum & bord vio ja, mhm eda mm, en slik vidbrogd gefa adeins til kynna ad
viokomandi hafi heyrt og medtekid svarid. Stundum bregdast svo patttakendur vid
svari med pvi ad nota ord eins og ad sjalfségdu eda audvitad sem gefur til kynna ad
svarid hafi att verid augljost (sja demi i Samtalsordabok). Pannig geta spyrjendur
synt viohorf til svarsins i pridja lid. Notkun what er af sama toga. Med pvi ad kvitta
fyrir svar med what synir mealandi ad svarid hafi ekki verid i samraemi vid veentingar.
I pessu tilviki leidir vidhorf Svenna p6 ekki til pess ad Bogi bregdist vid, t.d med pvi
ao réttleta eda Utskyra svarid.

S0 notkun sem synd er i deemi (3) geeti verid frabrugdin notkun what i breskri og
ameriskri ensku en ekki verdur farid nanar Ut i slikan samanburd hér. begar verio er
ad rannsaka pragmatisk adkomuord er mikilvaegt ad nalgast umfjoéllunarefnid med
opnum huga og vera ekki med fyrirframgefnar hugmyndir um ad peim sé beitt &
samberilegan hatt og i upprunamalinu. begar malbeitingarmerki & bord vid what
hafa verio tekin inn i vidtokumalin 6dlast pau nefnilega sjalfstaett lif og geta prdast i
eigin attir, baedi hvad vardar hljodfreedilega paetti og notkun. EKKi er haegt ad skyra
notkun what i islensku med pvi ad visa i rannséknir & notkun what i enskum
samtolum.
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5. Samanburdur vid ha

Pegar verid er ad rannsaka notkun nyrra pragmatiskra adkomuorda i islensku er
mikilvaegt ad velta fyrir sér hvada ahrif nyju ordin hafa & pau ord sem fyrir eru i
tungumalinu. Hefur aukin tidni what ahrif & samskiptakerfid, t.d. med pvi ad draga
Ur notkun orda sem hafa adur gegnt sama eda svipudu hlutverki? Eins og Rdsa
Gisladottir (2015) hefur fjallad um er ha i islensku fyrst og fremst notad sem
lagfeeringarmerki (e. repair initiator) i opnum lagferingum, p.e. sem merki sem
meelandi notar til ad syna ad hann hafi ekki heyrt eda skilid lotu vidmalanda. Eins
0g hun bendir & er what ekki notad & pennan hatt i islensku. Deemi um ha i opnum
annarslagfeeringum ma sjé i deemi (4). Brotid kemur fyrir i lok samtals, rétt &dur en
Bogi slekkur & upptékunni ad 6sk Svenna (lina 1).

(4) Stoppadu recordingio: lU_GTA4
(S = Svenni, B = Bogi)

01 S gggri stoppadu recordingid

02 (1,9)
— 03 B ha:V
04 (0,0)
05 S *stohophadu recordingid* ((hler))
06 (1,1)

07 B ah okei ja

Bogi bregst vid beidni Svenna med ha sem borid er fram med fallandi lokaténi (lina
3). Svenni bregst vido med pvi ad endurtaka beidnina med orlitid breyttu snidi og
pannig mé draga péa alyktun ad vandamalid felist ekki i innihaldi segdarinnar heldur
ad Bogi hafi hreinlega ekki heyrt ndgu vel i honum. Svenni talkar ha sem dsk um ad
hann endurtaki sig. begar Svenni hefur endurtekid sému beidni bregst Bogi vid
upplysingunum med stédubreytingarmerki (e. change-of-state token) sem gefur til
kynna ad hann skilji n pad sem hann skildi ekki &dur, ah (sbr. Heritage 1984). Ad
lokum synir hann med Okei ad hann etli ad verda vid beidninni.

Auk pess kemur ha stundum fyrir sem vidbrago sem gefur til kynna vandamal af
einhverjum toga, t.d. pegar melendur eru 6sammala um stédu mala eins og fjallad
var um i deemi (2) sem er birt ad hluta til aftur.

(5) Ekkert beef lengur: lU_GTA
(B = Bogi, S = Svenni)

01 S pu veist ad Kei ess @ e- kemur ekki til Islands

02 ataf pvil
- 03 B ha ne::::hh
04 (1,1)

05 S hann hatar fslandl

Um leid og Svenni kemur ad fyrstu lotuskiptastod bregst Bogi vid upplysingunum
med ha en batir svo vid neitun sem véfengir peer. Hér felst vandamalid pvi ekki i pvi
ad Bogi hafi ekki heyrt fyrri lotu eda skilid upplysingarnar heldur fremur i pvi ad
upplysingarnar eru rangar samkvamt hans bestu vitund. Hér er ha notad til ad syna
ad melandi hafi tekid vid nyjum upplysingum en synir jafnframt ad peer hafi ekki
verid i samrami vid veentingar.

I pridja lagi hefur ha verid notad i islensku til ad knyja fram eins konar vidbrogd
fra viomeelanda. Slik tilvik koma fyrir ymist stok eda i lok lengri lotu, eins og sja ma
i umfjéllun Péru Bjarkar Hjartardéttur (2006:26) um pad sem hun flokkar sem hala
(e. tags). Samkveemt Utreikningum hennar & hélum i Gtvarpspettinum bjédarsalinni
frd 1996 var ha algengasti halinn i efnividnum og mun algengari en t.d. er pad ekki,
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hum og skilurdu (sja poru Bjork Hjartardéttur 2006:32). Sidasta deemid i pessari
umfjollun er tekid beint ar umfjollun Péru og synir ha sem kemur fyrir stakt i lotu
(sja boru Bjork Hjartardottur 2006:26).

(6) bessir Selfyssingar: pPS 1:2
(A = hlustandi, B = pattastjornandi)

01 A Dpeir vila bad nu ekki fyrir sér pessir [Selfyssingar]

02 B [*neix* ]
- 03 A ha

04 B ekki frekar en annad

Hlustandi tjair personulega skodun sina a Selfyssingum sem paéttastjérnandi
sampykKkir pegar lotan nalgast lotuskiptastod (lina 2). Endurgjof pattastjérnanda
skarast vid lotu hlustanda og ef til vill hefur hlustanda pvi ekki pétt vidbrogdin
neegilega afgerandi, pratt fyrir hlatur i rodd pess fyrrnefnda. Hlustandinn tekur pvi
aftur til mals og notar ha og reynir pannig ad knyja fram meiri eda sterkari viobrogo
fra pattastjornanda. Ad pessu sinni synir pattastjérnandi ad hann er 4 sama mali med
pvi ad taka undir og bj6da jafnvel enn betur: Pessir Selfyssingar vila ekki adra hluti
fyrir sér heldur.

Tafla 3 synir tidni ha i tolvuleikjasamtélum drengjanna flokkada eftir virkni. |
toflunni er gerdur greinarmunur & tilvikum sem eru notud sem lagfaeringarmerki
(ha'®f), vidbrogd sem syna ad fyrri lota hafi ekki verid i samreemi vid ventingar
(ha*®) og merki sem knyr fram frekari vidbrogd fra vidmaelanda (hak™).

ha'adf havent hakny samtals
FIFA 17 85% 3 15% 0 0% 100%
GTA 50 91% 5 9% 0 0% 100%
samt. 67 89% 8 11% 0 0% 100%

Tafla 3: Tidni og virkni ha i efnividnum.

Eins og Tafla 3 synir eru samtals 75 daeemi um ha i samtélum drengjanna. Af peim
flokkast 89% sem demi um lagferingarmerki en 11% eru notud til ad syna
6samraemi milli fyrirliggjandi upplysinga og fyrri veentinga. Engin deemi var ad finna
um ha sem knyr fram vidbrogo fra viomaelanda.

Tafla 4 synir tidni what i efnivionum og dreifingu & flokka.

what'aef whatvent what<w samtals
FIFA 0 0% 14 | 100% 0 0% | 100%
GTA 0 0% 17 | 100% 0 0% | 100%
samt. 0 0% 31| 100% 0 0% | 100%

Tafla 4: Tidni og virkni what i efnivionum.

Toélurnar i Toflu 4 syna ad what kemur adeins fyrir sem vidbragd vid upplysingum
sem eru & einhvern hatt 6veentar, p.e. what'*". Engin deemi eru um hina tvo flokkana
sem bendir til pess ad what gegni fremur afmorkudu hlutverki i islenskum samtélum.

Pegar Tafla 3 og 4 eru bornar saman kemur i 1jés ad what hefur ad miklu leyti
tekid yfir sem vidbragd vid oOventum upplysingum i samtdlum drengjanna.
Nidurstodurnar gefa tilefni til pess ad rannsakad verdi betur hvort tilkoma what"®"t
hafi dregid dr notkun ha"®" i samtélum ungs fdlks og hvort petta muni leida til pess
ad ordin tvo eigi eftir fa skyrari verkaskiptingu i framtidinni. Velta ma fyrir sér hvort
vid séum ad upplifa tilferslu i kerfinu sem mun halda afram par til what hefur tekid
yfir sem vidbragd vid Oventum upplysingum og ha hefur takmarkast vid
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lagfeeringarmerki. Einnig er astaeda til ad velta fyrir sér hvers vegna engin deemi eru
um hakV i samtélum drengjanna. Skyringuna er ef til vill ad finna i 6liku edli
gagnanna, p.e. télvuleikjasamtélum og opinni deegurmalaumraedu i Gtvarpi, en vert
er ad skoda hvort &steedan geeti lika verid folgin i mikilli sokn ordraeduagna & bord
vid pust, skiluru og fattaru (sja Helgu Hilmisdéttur 2021b).

6. Samantekt og lokaord

I pessari grein hefur verid fjallad um notkun what og ha i samtélum fimmtan ara
grunnskoéladrengja sem eru ad spila tolvuleiki og eiga i munnlegum samskiptum i
gegnum hljédras. Efnividur rannséknarinnar er fra arinu 2021 og samanstendur af
fjorum hljodritudum samtdélum sem samtals eru um fjorar klukkustundir og tolf
mindtur ad lengd eda 27.280 lesmalsord.

Rannséknin leiddi i jos ad hlutfall pragmatiskra adkomuorda var 3,3% af éllum
lesmélsordum. EKKi var gerdur greinarmunur & gamalgronum adkomuordum & bord
vid va og Okei og nyjungum eins og fact(s) og agt. Adkomuordin dreifdust a sex
notkunarflokka: 1) kurteisisfrasa, 2) kvedjur og avorp, 3) blotsyrdi, 4) hvatningarord,
5) vidbragdsagnir og 6) ordreedumerki. Ordin sem komu oftast fyrir voru dkei (242),
fokking (113), (oh) sjitt (67), fokk (it) (59) og ey (45). | samtélunum voru einnig 31
daemi um (oh) what sem fjallad var um sérstaklega til ad draga upp mynd af pvi sem
gerist pegar ny malbeitingarmerki rydja sér til rums i viétokumali. Notkun
drengjanna & what var sidan borin saman vid notkun peirra & ha, sem hefur
samkvaemt Ensk-islenskri ordabdk med alfraedilegu ivafi (1984) verid taliod islenskt
jafnheiti what i ensku.

Greining & samt6lum drengjanna leiddi i 1jés ad what kemur adeins fyrir i
samhengi par sem einhverjar upplysingar koma fram sem ekki eru i samraemi vid
veentingar malanda. | umradunni eru slik demi nefnd what'®™, Notkun what®"
kallar p6 ekki endilega & viobrogd eda urlausn vidmalanda og stundum kemur ordid
fyrir i lok runu adur en patttakendur snta sér ad 6drum athéfnum. Ef kallad er eftir
frekari viobrogdum er pad gert eftir 6orum leidum eins og t.d. ad nota spurnarord
(sja hvener i demi (2)).

Ordid ha kemur hins vegar yfirleitt fyrir sem lagfeeringarmerki par sem malandi
a i erfidleikum med ad heyra eda skilja lotuna & undan, hér nefnt ha'®’, Mun
sjaldgaefara er ad ha sé notad til ad syna ad upplysingar séu ekki i samraemi vid
ventingar. Adeins 8 tilvik flokkast sem ha'®",

pott télurnar sem hér um raedir syni adeins hvernig malum er hattad i nakveemlega
pessum samt6lum drengjanna er samt Aasteda til ad velta fyrir sér hvort
nidurstddurnar endurspegli almenna préun i samtélum ungra islendinga. Er what ad
taka vid af ha i samhengi par sem melendur vilja syna ad upplysingar séu ekki i
samreemi vid ventingar? Athugun & demum i gagnagrunninum islenskt
unglingamal, sem geymir 190.000 lesmélsord, bendir til ad svo sé.* Breytingarnar
eru ef til vill hluti af sterri préun sem naudsynlegt er ad gefa meiri gaum. Tilkoma
nyrra malbeitingarmerkja hefur verid aberandi undanfarna aratugi og samanburdur &
upptokum bendir til ad akvedin préun geeti verid i gangi sem vert er ad fara betur i
saumana a (sja Helgu Hilmisdottur 2021b).
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Vidauki: Skraningarlykill

! fallandi lokaténn

) risandi lokatonn

— jafn lokaténn

@) pasa styttri en 0,3 sekundur

(0,5) pasa meld i sekindum (hér 0,5 sekdndur)
ha- oOklarad ord

XX ord sem ekki er haegt ad greina

::: langt hlj6d (tvipunktur taknar 0,1 sekindu)
ég aberandi &hersla

hh aténdun

.hh innéndun

[ samhlioa tal hefst

] samhlida tali lykur

/ har byrjunartonn (e. pitch stepup)

>eég meina<  borid fram hratt

*heh* hlatur

@I@) meo leikraenni roddu

((geispar)) athugasemdir skrasetjara

ABSTRACT
‘Pragmatics and language contact with English’

Keywords: pragmatic borrowing, language contact, talk-in-interaction, teenage talk,
gaming conversations

This article deals with pragmatic borrowing in Icelandic youth language, in
particular the response particle what which is compared to the native corresponding
form ha. The aim of the study is twofold: to conduct an inventory of the pragmatic
borrowings that are used during the conversation and to describe the use of what in
comparison to the native form ha. The research questions are as follows: 1) What is
the extent of pragmatic borrowing in the data and what are the main functions of the
borrowed items? 2) What does a close analysis of what and ha tell us about pragmatic
borrowing in modern Icelandic?

The study is empirical and is based on 4 hours and 12 minutes of conversation
between fifteen-year-old schoolboys who are playing computer games while
communicating online. The method used is interactional linguistics.

The study shows that direct lexical borrowing from English is relatively frequent
in the material, or 3,3% of all running words in the data. The borrowings were
categorized into six classes: 1) politeness markers, 2) greetings and address terms,
3) swearing, 4) hortatives, 5) response particles, and 6) discourse markers.
Furthermore, a comparison of what and ha indicates that the two words are used in
different ways. While ha is used both as open repair initiator and as a non-aligning
response to new information, what only belongs to the second category. In addition,
what seems to be taking over as a non-aligning response (31 vs. 8 occurrences of ha
as non-aligning responses). This indicates that the word-pair might be caught in a
process of functional change which could lead to a clear division of labour between
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the two tokens. Thus, pragmatic borrowing does not only bring new lexical items to
the receiving language. It also shapes the functions of native words, which in return
may lead to new communicative patterns.

Helga Hilmisdottir
Stofnun Arna Magnussonar i islenskum freedum
helga.hilmisdottir@arnastofnun.is
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Digital language contact with English: Comparison of
children’s language input and use in Iceland and the Faroes

1. Introduction

The language situation in Iceland and the Faroes has changed drastically in recent
years. Current globalization and the advent of digital media and language technology
has increased exposure to English, which is more intense and interactive than before,
particularly among children and adolescents. This new language situation,
characterized by digital language contact with English, has been much discussed in
popular media in Iceland and the Faroes in recent years.

In the public discourse, a causal relationship between digital English input and
reduced/incompletely acquired Icelandic/Faroese has often been assumed without
any evidence. This public concern in Iceland was one of the motivating factors
behind the research project “Modeling the Linguistic Consequences of Digital
Language Contact” (MoLiCoDiLaCo, www.molicodilaco.hi.is) which received a
Grant of Excellence from the Icelandic Research Fund in 2016-2019. One goal of
the project was to address this concern by collecting data to answer the question
whether a globally dominant L2 (English) can affect the acquisition of a domestically
dominant but globally small L1 (Icelandic) through digital language contact.

This article is organized as follows: Section 2 starts with a brief introduction to
Danish and English influence in Iceland through the ages and the social and
technological changes which shape Icelandic children’s language environment
today. In section 3, the children’s part of the MoLiCoDiLaCo-project is briefly
described and some of its main results outlined. The primary focus is on the
measurements of the 3-12-year-old children’s Icelandic and English input and
language use and its relationship to their Icelandic and English vocabulary and
Icelandic grammar.? In section 4, the language situation in the Faroes is compared to
the Icelandic one, the main difference being the prominent role that Danish has
played in the Faroe Islands through the ages. Also, the results of a couple of studies
which have been conducted on the effects of digital language contact with English
on Faroese children’s language use are outlined. Finally, in section 5, the paper
concludes with a few words on the vitality of globally small languages, like Icelandic
and Faroese, in the digital age.

2. The Icelandic language environment

2.1 A brief history of Danish and English influence in Iceland

After the settlement of Iceland in 874, Iceland came under Norwegian rule in 1262.
The year 1387 marks the beginning of Danish presence in Iceland (Karlsson 2010:17,
23). However, although first being under the Danish-Norwegian crown and then the
kingdom of Denmark, Icelanders remained largely monolingual (Hilmarsson-Dunn
and Kristinsson 2010). Icelandic was a written language at least from the 12" century
(Arnason 2002:173) and Icelanders continued to write and publish in Icelandic after
the union with Denmark. According to Ottosson (1990:31, 92), Danish was most

! The project was supported by grant number 162991-051 from the Icelandic Research Fund,
awarded to Sigridur Sigurjonsdottir and Eirikur Rognvaldsson.

2 The results of the MoLiCoDiLaCo-project, outlined in sections 3.3 and 3.4, are published
in Nowenstein and Sigurjénsdottir (2021) and Sigurjénsdottir and Nowenstein (2021).
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dominant in commerce and administration until Iceland became an independent
republic in 1944,

The year 1940 marks the beginning of English presence in Iceland, when British
and later American troops occupied Iceland during World War I1. In the latter part
of the 20" century, British and American popular culture had great influence in
Iceland, as in many other countries, and in the first decades of the 21% century, the
contact with English increased even further with the advent of digital technology and
media, where English is the dominant language.

Foreign language education in Iceland reflects this shift from Danish to English.
Due to close ties with Denmark from 1387 on, Danish was the first foreign language
taught in Icelandic schools for most of the 20" century. In 1999, however, English
replaced Danish as the first foreign language taught in elementary school
(Arnbjornsddttir 2018a:24). Today, English language instruction begins in 4" grade
of elementary school, when children are 9-10 years old, although schools have
permission to start instruction earlier and many nursery schools now teach their
pupils some English. Danish instruction, on the other hand, begins in 7" grade, when
students are 12-13 years old (Sigurjonsdéttir and Nowenstein 2021:703-704).
Moreover, English has strengthened its status in Icelandic Universities and academia
where many courses at the graduate level are taught in English and doctoral
dissertations are often written in English (Kristinsson and Bernhardsson 2014;
Arnbjornsdottir 2018b).

The spread of English throughout the world in the last decades is unprecedented,
as indicated by the term English as a global language (Crystal 2003).
Arnbjornsdéttir and Ingvarsdoéttir (2018) and Rognvaldsson (2016) discuss how
English affects communication and cultures world-wide. Since English is the
dominant language of digital media and technology, most of the world’s languages
are now in digital language contact with English. One result of these altered
conditions is that many children in traditionally non-English-speaking language
communities today acquire some of their English skills before English is introduced
in formal education (De Wilde et al. 2020). This also applies to many Icelandic
children who learn English outside of school through contextual learning (e.g.,
Lefever 2010; J6hannsdéttir 2018; Sigurjonsdéttir and Nowenstein 2021). This
means that the learning takes place incidentally and is a by-product of children’s
extracurricular activities where they are attending to their interests in their free time.

2.2 A small homogeneous society going global
Icelanders are known for their strong tradition for language planning, prescriptivism,
and purism regarding their mother tongue (Hilmarsson-Dunn and Kristinsson 2010).
The purism efforts switched from clearing Icelandic of unwelcome Danish influence
in the 19" and the first part of the 20" century to protecting it from English during
and after World War Il (Kristinsson 2017:47). In the 21% century, the focus of
language planning in Iceland shifted from the form of the language to its status where
the issue of domain-loss to English has become the focal point (Arnason 2001).
Thus, in recent years, due to both social and technological changes, Icelandic is
losing important domains of language use to English (Rognvaldsson 2016:22—24).
For example, Icelandic is no longer the language of most ordinary face-to-face
communication in all domains since in many restaurants and shops in lIceland,
customers have to speak English. Due to the explosion in tourism in Iceland in the
last decade, migrant workers have been imported from abroad and neither they nor
immigrants in Iceland get the support they need to learn Icelandic. The technological
advances of recent years also have increased English exposure in Iceland affecting
the Icelandic speech community in various ways, especially young children and
teenagers. Many young Icelanders spend a lot of time online, where according to the
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results of the MoLiCoDiLaCo-project most of the content is in English
(Siguroardottir 2020:102). Finally, language technology with voice-controlled
equipment, for example digital assistants like Alexa and Google Home, are not yet
available in Icelandic and are most often set to English in Icelandic homes. However,
due to support from the Icelandic government, the groundwork is now being laid for
them to speak Icelandic (Régnvaldsson 2016:29).

As outlined in section 2.1, the Icelandic language community was rather
homogeneous through the ages, but immigration to Iceland has increased in recent
years and has in fact doubled since 2012. On January 1%, 2021, 15.5% of the
population of Iceland were so-called “first generation immigrants”.® Together with
their children, this percentage is 17.1% of the population (Hagstofa Islands). Studies
on children and teenagers’ learning of Icelandic as a second language (L2), e.g.,
Thordardottir (2021) and Thordardottir and Juliusdottir (2013), show large gaps
between L2 Icelandic and native skills, gaps which persist. The L2 Icelanders have
significantly less competence in Icelandic than native-speakers of the same age,
speak “simpler” Icelandic, and few of them finish upper secondary school (16-19
years old) if they enroll at all. According to Thordardottir (2021), young L2 learners
of Icelandic do worse than in other countries, with only a minority of Icelandic L2
learners shifting to dominance in Icelandic, whereas L2 learners of English typically
shift to dominance in the L2 (community) language. This means that L2 Icelanders
do not have the same opportunities in Iceland as native speakers of Icelandic.
Moreover, Icelandic L2 teens use English significantly more than L1 teens and some
know more English than Icelandic even after more than six years of residence
(Thordardottir 2021). Finally, Sigurdardottir’s (2020:92) study, conducted within the
MoLiCoDiLaCo-project, indicates that Icelandic L1 and L2 children prefer to
communicate with each other in English rather than in Icelandic (see also
Sigurdardéttir and Sigurjonsdéttir 2020).

As the previous discussion indicates, the Icelandic language environment has
undergone dramatic changes in recent years as Icelandic now is in both traditional
and digital language contact with English. Icelandic has of course been in contact
with other languages before, especially Danish, as outlined in section 2.1, but as
discussed by Régnvaldsson (2016:22—-24) there are three factors which seem to be
different at this point in history which make the contact more intense than before in
the history of Icelandic. First there is the quantity of English due to its dominance in
the digital world. Second, the recipients of English input are younger than before and
thus more receptive to English exposure. Third, the use of English is becoming
increasingly interactive compared to the passive reception of the past; interactive and
productive communication (speaking and writing) have been shown to be one of the
best types of input for children’s language acquisition (DeWilde et al. 2020:180).

This intense contact with English has caused growing public concern in Iceland
where the globally dominant English has been perceived as a threat to Icelandic
(Kristinsson 2017). For example, it has been claimed that some Icelandic children
are not acquiring certain basic Icelandic vocabulary items nowadays although they
know the English words (Markdsardéttir 2015), and that many Icelandic children
and teenagers play and talk together in English rather than in their native language
(“Bornin tala saman 4 ensku i skolanum” 2017).

3 Hagstofa Islands (Statistics Iceland) uses this term for immigrants who are born abroad as
well as their parents and grandparents.
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3. The Icelandic research project MoLiCoDiLaCo 2016-2019

In order to find out if Icelandic is losing ground to English and to map the status of
Icelandic and English in Iceland today, Eirikur Régnvaldsson and | initiated the
research project Modeling the linguistic consequences of digital language contact
(www.molicodilaco.hi.is). One of the main research questions that the project aimed
to answer was:

(1) Can a contextually learned and globally dominant L2 (English) affect the
acquisition of a domestically dominant but globally small L1 (Icelandic)?

The effects of an L2 on an L1 are well-known in work on L1 attrition, where due to
immersion in the L2, people lose some of their language abilities in the mother
tongue (Nowenstein and Sigurjonsdéttir 2021:19). However, that research has been
conducted on L1s which are minority languages and not the dominant language of
schooling or society more broadly (e.g., Montrul 2008). Thus, research is lacking on
the possible impact of increased (L2) English digital language input on a
domestically dominant L1 like Icelandic. The MoLiCoDiLaCo-project addressed
this understudied scenario.

3.1 Methods and data collection in the children’s part of the project

The goal of the data collection in the MoLiCoDiLaCo-project was to construct a
nation-wide profile of the amount that Icelandic speakers of different ages receive of
Icelandic and English input, their language use and competence in both languages,
as well as their attitudes to Icelandic and English. As described in detail in
Nowenstein and Sigurjonsdottir (2021:21-31) and Sigurjonsdottir and Nowenstein
(2021:704-707), two main methods for data collection were used in the project:
online surveys tailored to each age group and subsequent in-depth testing sessions
and interviews. The online surveys for the 3—12-year-old children were sent out to
1,500 children, yielding 724 participants and a response rate of 48%. The children
were divided into four age groups where the survey was adapted to each age group.
In total, the surveys included 265 questions and were parent-administered for the 3—
9-year-olds but in part completed independently by the 10-12-year-olds.

The sample for the in-depth testing sessions were 106 children out of those who
responded to the online survey. The participants were selected based on English
input data results from the online survey, with small, average, and large amounts of
English input within each age group. The 3-9-year-old children came in with a
parent for three one-hour sessions and the 10-12-year-olds for two one-and-a-half-
hour sessions. In these sessions the children and their accompanying parent were
interviewed separately about the children’s input both in Icelandic and English and
their language attitudes. The children were tested on Icelandic grammar and on
Icelandic and English vocabulary; language samples in both languages were also
collected.

3.2 Some results regarding 3—12-year-old Icelandic children’s digital language use
Results regarding the children’s starting age of smartphone and tablet use in the
online surveys of the MoLiCoDiLaCo-project show that children in the youngest age
group, the 3-5-year-olds, started using these devices at the youngest age. The results
for this age group, which are based on parental reports, show that 58% of the 3-5-
year-olds were two years old or younger when they started using smartphones and
tablets and 8% were younger than one year old.* For comparison, a study which was

4 For more detailed information regarding our quantitative measurements, outlined in sections
3.2, 3.3 and 3.4, see the references cited in each section.
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conducted in 2013 showed that only 2% of Icelandic children started using the
Internet before the age of three (Sigurjonsdéttir and Régnvaldsson 2018a:6-7).

In the online surveys, the parents of the 3-9-year-olds and the 10-12-year-olds
themselves also were asked to mark which activities the children took part in at least
twice a week both for Icelandic and English. The results for the 3-12-year-old
children’s computer game playing in Icelandic versus English by age show that only
the 3- and 4-year-olds play more computer games in Icelandic than in English. The
5-12-year-old children play more games in English and computer game playing in
English increases as the children grow older (Nowenstein et al. 2018:18). In this
respect it should be noted that very few computer games are available in Icelandic
and those that are target young children. Interestingly, our findings show gender
differences in computer game playing where 3-12-year-old boys play more games
than 3-12-year-old girls and this gender difference increases as the children grow
older. Also, boys in most age groups play more computer games in English than
girls, and in the 8-12-year-old age groups, a higher percentage of 8-12-year-old boys
(36—43%) than girls (15%) play computer games which allow communication
between players (Guomundsdottir et al. 2022:85-88). Interestingly, the statistical
results from the children’s online surveys show that 3—12-year-old boys have
significantly more English vocabulary than girls the same age (Nowenstein and
Sigurjonsdottir 2021:35). Indeed DeWilde et al.’s (2020:177-180) results indicate
that gaming provides one of the best inputs for children’s contextual language
learning of English vocabulary due to its interactive and productive use.

3.3 Children’s language environment: How much English and Icelandic is there?
Within the MoLiCoDiLaCo-project, we conducted thorough measurements of the 3—
12-year-old children’s English and Icelandic input and use. As discussed in more
detail in Nowenstein and Sigurjénsdoéttir (2021:38—-42) and Sigurjonsdéttir and
Nowenstein (2021:710-712), the results of a statistical analysis (modeling results)
from the in-depth testing sessions indicate that the average proportion of English
input and output in a typical day for the 3—12-year-old children is 14%. However,
the range is wide, from 0-52%, so there is a great deal of individual variation
between children, and the proportion of English input and use increases as the
children grow older. Moreover, according to our results, the average amount of
English input and output per day is 90 minutes, or one hour and 30 minutes, and that
amount also increases with age. On the other hand, the children across age groups
have similar amounts of Icelandic input/output in minutes daily with an average
amount of 519 minutes or 8 hours and 39 minutes per day (Sigurjonsdéttir et al.
2020:614). Thus, according to our measurements, the children in general across age
groups receive a lot more input in Icelandic than in English and use Icelandic more
than English in a typical day. Hence for the average child, English still is a relatively
small part of Icelandic children’s language environment.

3.4 Effects of English input on children’s L1 Icelandic and L2 English

The results of the statistical analyses in the online surveys do not show any effects
of English input and use on the many Icelandic linguistic variables evaluated in the
surveys. The only significant effect on Icelandic for the 3—12-year-old children is a
small negative effect of smart device use on their understanding and use of Icelandic
vocabulary. However, there are more effects of English input and use on the
children’s knowledge of English. Thus, the children’s interest in English, receptive
English input, productive English use, and their smart device use all show a
significant positive effect on the children’s understanding and use of English
vocabulary. Finally, there is a significant positive effect of receptive English input
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and English interest for the 10-12-year-old children’s judgments on standard English
syntactic structures and grammar (Nowenstein and Sigurjonsdottir 2021:33-38;
Sigurjénsdottir and Nowenstein 2021:708-710).

Turning to the results of the statistical analyses in the in-depth testing sessions
and looking first at vocabulary, there are no effects of English on the Icelandic
vocabulary scores, but again there is a significant effect of the children’s English
input and use on their English vocabulary scores. For the various Icelandic linguistic
variables that were tested in the in-depth sessions, the only significant effect is that
digital receptive English has a significant negative effect on the standard use of the
subjunctive mood in Icelandic. Finally, the results of the Icelandic language samples,
which were collected from the children in the sessions, show a significant negative
effect of receptive English for the children’s mean length of utterance (MLU) (for a
more detailed discussion see Nowenstein and Sigurjonsdottir 2021:42-50;
Sigurjonsdéttir and Nowenstein 2021:713-716). Thus, the answer to one of the
project’s main research questions, stated in (1) in section 3: Can a contextually
learned and globally dominant L2 (English) affect the acquisition of a domestically
dominant but globally small L1 (Icelandic)? seems to be yes, although according to
our results there are no large-scale effects on children’s acquisition of Icelandic so
far.

3.5 Childrens attitudes to Icelandic and English

The results of the MoLiCoDiLaCo-project show that Icelandic teenagers and young
adults are more negative towards their mother tongue than older people
(Sigurjonsdottir 2020:9). However, although the 3-12-year-old children seem to
foster positive attitudes towards both Icelandic and English, a closer look at their
responses in the in-depth testing session reveals that many of them associate
Icelandic with compulsory school assignments, prescriptive grammar and learning
to speak and write Icelandic in the grammatically correct way. On the other hand,
most of them associate English with entertainment in the digital world, travel abroad,
and modern technology. Thus, the domains of use of these two languages are quite
different (Sigurdardéttir 2020:110-112; Sigurdardottir and Sigurjonsdottir 2020).

4. How do the Faroes compare?
4.1 A brief history of Danish and English influence in the Faroes
Historically, there are differences between the language situation in the Faroes and
Iceland. Faroese speakers are used to more variability in language use than
Icelanders, due to a wider range of dialectal differences in the Faroe Islands than in
Iceland. Also, due to the prominent role that Danish has played in the Faroes through
the ages, they are much more accustomed to using a second language in their home
country than Icelanders are. For example, all written communication in the Faroes
took place in Danish until 1846 when a spelling system was at last constructed for
Faroese, after which the restoration of the Faroese language began (Petersen 2008).
This is quite different from Iceland, as mentioned in section 2.1, where a written
form of Icelandic has existed from at least the 12" century, and the New Testament
was already translated into Icelandic in 1540 (Ott6sson 1990:15). Also, in the Faroes
up until 1938, people generally were required to use Danish in churches and schools,
although the use of Faroese was allowed when talking to young children (Hansen
2018). Thus, there were significant domain restrictions on the use of Faroese through
the ages, restrictions which did not exist in Iceland. It was not until 1938 and 1939
that the use of Faroese and Danish was made equal in schools and churches, and
finally in 1948, Faroese became the main language of the Faroe Islands.

Today, Faroese has gained ground in old and new domains although intense
contact with Danish through the ages has influenced both its lexicon and linguistic
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structure (Petersen 2008). The linguistic environment in the Faroes today is
characterized by Faroese being used in most domains although Danish is the official
second language of the islands and practically everyone speaks and writes Danish.
Danish instruction begins in third grade of elementary school, when children are 8-
9 years old, and a majority of the textbooks used in upper secondary school are in
Danish. Moreover, Danish news and media are still prominent in the Faroes. Thus,
the language situation in the Faroes differs from Iceland, where the nation remained
largely monolingual through the ages and Danish never had the prominent status that
it still has in the Faroes.

As in Iceland, the year 1940 marks the beginning of English presence in the
Faroes when British troops occupied the islands during World War Il. However, it
was the rise of digital media and technology, where English is the dominant
language, that brought intense contact with English to the Faroes, just as in Iceland.
Thus, English has taken over some of the domains in the Faroes where Danish was
prominent before, especially in the case of younger speakers; see section 4.2.

4.2 Studies on English influence on Faroese children’s language use
A difference in language use between younger and older Faroese speakers has been
documented in a number of recent studies. For example, this contrast clearly surfaced
in a small study conducted by Sigurjonsdattir (in press) in the Faroes in 2019 where
a part of the Icelandic MoLiCoDiLaCo-questionnaire was translated into Faroese to
gain insight into the language situation in the Faroes. The results indicate that young
Faroese adults, 20—40 years old, now speak more English daily than Danish,
whereas older adults, 41-79 years old, still speak more Danish daily than English.
However, the results of both this small study conducted in the Faroes and the
Icelandic MoLiCoDiLaCo-project indicate that daily speech in both countries is
mostly in the mother tongue.® Also, Andreasen (2021) studied 16—-29-year-old Faroe
Islanders’ use of Faroese, Danish and English as well as their attitudes towards the
three languages. The results of her study show that the 16—-29-year-old participants
use Danish less, and English more, than older Faroese people. There is a hierarchy
both in the young participants’ language use and conscious attitudes towards the
three languages where Faroese comes first, English is second and Danish comes last.
As discussed in Petersen and Rasmussen (2018), there has been a growing public
concern in the Faroes in recent years regarding digital language contact with English.
The issues are the same as discussed for Icelandic in section 2.2. English is perceived
as a threat to Faroese and its future, as parents and teachers point out that some
Faroese children do not know common Faroese words, whereas they know the
English words, and that they often use English when communicating with each other.
Indeed, the results of Steinbjgrnsdoéttir’s (2018) M.A.-thesis indicate that Danish
words have to some extent been replaced by English words in 2—4-year-old Faroese
children’s talk when they play together. The study of Rasmussen et al. (2018), where
1,300 children in elementary school were asked about their English usage, points in
the same direction. Responses to their questionnaire indicate that 30% of 9-14-year-
old Faroese youths very often or often use English words when they communicate
with their friends, as do 27% while playing computer games. These results are
similar to the results of the online survey in the Icelandic MoLiCoDiLaCo-project,
where 29% of 10—12-year-old children agree or strongly agree that they use English
when playing with their friends (Sigurjonsdéttir and Régnvaldsson 2018a:11-12).
The results that older Faroese children and boys use more English words than

° Note that there were only 32 participants (20-79 years old) in the Faroese study compared
to the 1,615 teenagers and adults (13-98 years old) who responded to the adults’ part of the
Icelandic MoLiCoDiLaCo-survey.
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younger children and girls are also similar to the results from the Icelandic
MoL.iCoDiLaCo-project (see section 3.2).

5. Conclusion

To conclude this comparison of the language situation in the Faroes and Iceland, the
interesting question arises whether the different experiences of language contact
which these two closely related nations have had through the ages influence the
linguistic effects of increased English in their language environment today. Icelandic
has been the domestically dominant language in Iceland through the ages, whereas
Danish was the official second language of the Faroe Islands for centuries. Thus, the
Faroe Islanders are much more accustomed to using a second language in their home
country than Icelanders. This historical fact might make the Faroese population more
adaptable to the new language situation characterized by digital language contact
with English (see the discussion in Sigurjonsdéttir and Régnvaldsson 2018b:53).
English also has taken over some of the domains in the Faroes where Danish was
prominent before, especially in the case of younger speakers.

Finally, what does the future hold for these two sister languages in the North
Atlantic Ocean in an age of intense digital language contact and domain loss to the
globally dominant English? Both Icelandic and Faroese are small languages. As
stated by UNESCO (2003:8): “A small speech community is always at risk”, since
it is more vulnerable to language contact than languages spoken by larger
populations. However, when considering the vitality of Icelandic and Faroese, it
should be kept in mind that the research discussed in sections 3 and 4.2 indicates that
both languages are the domestically dominant languages and the results of the
MoL.iCoDiLaCo-project do not indicate large scale effects of L2 English on the L1
acquisition of Icelandic children. On the other hand, we find that Icelandic children
are learning English extramurally and thus adding to their language expertise. A
cause of concern might be the age trend which we observe in the MoLiCoDiLaCo-
project where Icelandic teenagers and young adults are more negative towards their
mother tongue than older people, as well as Thordardottir’s (2021) finding that only
a minority of young L2 learners of Icelandic shift to dominance in Icelandic even
after more than six years of residence, with some of them knowing more English
than Icelandic.

The results of the Icelandic MoLiCoDiLaCo-project indicate that in order to
ensure that young Icelandic and Faroese children today bring their mother tongues
with them into the future, it is essential that they foster positive attitudes towards
their native languages. Icelandic and Faroese adults need to boost children’s and
teenagers’ self-esteem in their respective mother tongues, while acknowledging that
knowing English is a useful tool in today’s world.
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Miklar samfélags- og teknibreytingar hafa haft ahrif & malumhverfi islendinga og
Feereyinga & pessari 6ld og valdid aukinni enskunotkun fraendpjédanna tveggja.
Pessar breytingar og ahyggjur islensks almennings af &hrifum aukinnar
enskunotkunar a islensku voru hvatinn ad rannséknarverkefninu Greining &
malfreedilegum afleidingum stafrens maélsambylis, sem hlaut o6ndvegisstyrk
Rannsdknasjods & arunum 2016-2019 og Sigridur Sigurjonsdottir og Eirikur
Rdgnvaldsson styrdu.

| pessari grein eru nokkrar helstu nidurstodur barnahluta islenska rannsoknar-
verkefnins reifadar og paer bornar saman vid nidurstoédur peirra kannana sem fyrir
liggja um enskunotkun faereyskra barna. Rétt er ad hafa i huga ad mikill munur er &
umfangi islenska 6ndvegisverkefnisins og peirra fau kannana sem gerdar hafa verid
a ahrifum ensku & malnotkun barna i Feereyjum. Pessi munur gerir allan samanburd
erfidan. I nidurstodum fereysku kannananna er p6é margt sem minnir & nidurstodur
islenska 6ndvegisverkefnisins, t.d. hvad vardar breytt malumhverfi feereyskra barna
par sem gagnvirkt enskt malareiti virdist meira og né til fleiri svida og yngri barna
en adur i gegnum stafreena midla. Auk pess benda nidurstéour faereysku athugananna
til pess ad aukin enska i malumhverfi faereyskra barna hafi rétt eins og & Islandi haft
ahrif & ordaforda peirra og malnotkun par sem pau tala sum hver saman & ensku pegar
pau leika sér og spila télvuleiki.

I 6llum samanburdi & malumhverfi og malnotkun barna og ungmenna 4 islandi
og i Faereyjum endurspeglast p6 s& munur sem er og hefur verid & malnotkun i
[6ndunum tveimur i gegnum aldirnar. islenska hefur verid nar einrad a islandi en
feereyska hefur aftur & moti lengi verid i nanu sambyli vid donsku. bessi munur
kemur m.a. fram i pvi ad aukin enskunotkun barna og ungmenna i Faereyjum virdist
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mdgulega skerda notkun donsku & akvednum svidum i eyjunum meira en faereysku
en skerdir hins vegar adallega notkun islensku & Islandi.

Sigridur Sigurjonsdattir
Haskola Islands
siggasig@hi.is
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Islensk og feereysk geelundfn

1. Inngangur

Hingad til hafa fereysk geelundfn og oromyndun peirra litid sem ekkert verid
rannsokud.t | gréfum drattum virdist fereyskum gaelunéfnum svipa til islenskra
gaelunafna, sem eru oftast tvikvaed, veikbeygd og hafa oft atkveedagerdina VC:, t.d.
Solla af Solveig og Tommi af Tomas. Hins vegar eru nokkur hljodkerfisleg og
ordomyndunarleg atridi i feereyskum geelunéfnum sem eru 6lik islenskum. bar ma til
deemis nefna ad i feereyskum gaelunéfnum eru tvo veik beygingarmynstur i karlkyni
og kvenkyni en islenska hefur adeins eitt og pad er talsvert meira um styfingar sem
eru eins i 6llum follum, t.d. Jakku af Jakup. Styfingarnar hafa einnig fjolbreyttar
endingar, t.d. -a, -u og -y i karlkyni og -e og -y i kvenkyni. I islensku leida 6nghljod
i eiginnafni oft af sér 16ng lokhlj6d med samsvarandi myndunarstad, sbr. Sigridour —
Sigga og Stefan — Stebbi. petta er hins vegar ekki mogulegt i feereysku og pad stafar
af hljodkerfislegum mun & malunum tveimur. Hins vegar er ekki ljost hvers vegna
lenging /r/ virdist dmoguleg i feereyskum gaelundéfnum Ablikt pvi sem er i islensku,
t.d. Sirry af Sigridur.

Markmid greinarinnar er ad greina feereyskt geelunafnamynstur ut fra ordmyndun,
beygingu og hljédkerfi og bera pad saman vid islenskt geelunafnamynstur, sem hefur
verid talsvert meira rannsakad (sja Willson 2007; Veturlida Oskarsson 2003;
Gudmund Finnbogason 1926 og Adalheidi Porsteinsd6ttur 1998). Til ad greina
mynstrio verda eftirfarandi spurningar hafdar i huga: Hvernig eru helstu
ordmyndunaradferdir fereyskra gaelunafna? Eru par svipadar islensku par sem
langoftast er stofn auk beygingarendingar? Ef svo er matti blast vid pvi ad néfnin
veeru i flestum tilvikum veikbeygd en pad er eitt helsta einkenni islenskra geelunafna.
Einnig meetti blast vid hljodfraedilegum breytingum pegar geelunéfn eru myndud Gt
fra eiginnafni ef midad er vid ad fereyskum gelundfnum svipi til islenskra
geelunafna. ba verdur helst litid til langra sérhljoda en par ber lika ad athuga hvort
somu hljodferli eru moguleg i faereysku og islensku, eins og lokhljédun (likt og
Stefan — Stebbi) og lenging sému hljoda, en nidurstddur rannsdknarinnar syna ad
lenging /r/ kemur ekki fram i faereyskum gaelunéfnum.

Efnividur pessa verkefnis er demasafn feereyskra gaelunafna fra nafnfraedingnum
Anfinni Johansen. Ymsar spurningar voknudu vid fyrstu skodun demasafnsins og
var netkénnun unnin upp Ur deemasafninu til ad leita svara vid peim. Kénnunin var
16gd fyrir 15 fereyska malhafa og voroudu spurningarnar ordmyndunarleg og
hljodkerfisleg atridi. Nidurstddur konnunarinnar voru svo lagdar saman vid
demasafnido og nam pad pa i heildina 445 ndéfnum: 231 karlkynsnafni og 214
kvenkynsnéfnum.? Einnig var reett vid nokkra fereyska malhafa, einkum um
beygingu tiltekinna nafna en einnig um notkun gaelunafna og pekkingu peirra & peim.

Segja ma ad helsti munurinn & islenskum og fereyskum galunéfnum sé ekki
malfradilegur, heldur sa hversu litid geelundfn eru notud i Fereyjum midad vid
Island. T netkénnuninni sdgdust niu pétttakendur af fimmtan pekkja faa eda engan
sem notar gelundfn og somuleidis sogou peir sem reett var vid sérstaklega ad

! pessi grein og erindid sem flutt var & Frendafundi 11 er unnid upp Ur lokaritgerd i
namskeidinu Faereyska og islenska vid Haskdla islands haustid 2021 i umsjon Johannesar
Gisla Jonssonar.

2 Sé pess dskad verdur deemasafninu fuslega deilt med peim sem hafa ahuga & pvi.
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geelundfn vaeru litid sem ekkert notud i Faereyjum. A islandi eru gaelunéfn hins vegar
mikid notud og audvelt er ad mynda geelunéfn af flestum islenskum néfnum.

pad ber ad nefna ad hér verda geelundfn (& faereysku kelingvn), sem myndud eru
at fra eiginnéfnum, i forgrunni en ekki verdur fjallad um vidurnefni eda uppnefni
sem hafa engin tengsl vid eiginnafnid. Vidurnefni, eda eyknevni & faereysku, eru néfn
sem nafnberinn velur ekki endilega sjalfur og lysa oft persénulegum eda utlitslegum
einkennum hans. bau geta verid nidrandi og jafnvel notud um nafnberann einungis
pegar hann heyrir ekki til (Willson 2007).

Efnisskipan greinarinnar er & pa leid ad i 66rum kafla verda islensk geelundéfn til
umradu og byggir umfjéllunin & fyrri rannsoknum sem hafa verid gerdar um efnid.
Farid verdur yfir ordmyndunarlegt, beygingarlegt og hljodfreedilegt mynstur
islenskra gaelunafna. I pridja kafla verdur sagt fra demasafninu sem unnid var med
vid greiningu faereyskra gaelunafna og netkénnuninni sem unnin var upp ur
deemasafni Anfinns. [ fjorda kafla verdur sagt fra feereysku gaelunafnamynstri og pad
borid saman vid islenskt galunafnamynstur. Kaflinn skiptist i tvo undirkafla;
ordmyndunar- og beygingarfreedileg atridi og hljéokerfisfraedileg atridi. Loks verda
tekin saman lokaord i fimmta kafla.

2. Islensk gaelunofn

Helstu einkenni islenskra geelunafna er ad pau beygjast oftast veikt, eru tvikvaed og
bera i mérgum tilvikum langt samhljéd. pau eru oftast samsett af einkvaeedum stofni
auk beygingarendingar (sja Veturlida Oskarsson 2003). Stofninn er dreginn af rot
eiginnafns og pa ymist af peirri fyrri eda seinni ef nafnid ber tveer reetur, t.d. Addi
eda Alli og Steini af Adalsteinn. Einnig er stundum farid yfir ordhlutaskil og stofn
geelunafns er dreginn af hljédstreng i midju nafni 6had ordhlutum, t.d. Stjani af
Kristjan og Slauga af Aslaug.

Endingar geelunafna eru langoftast -i i kk.nf. og -a i kvk.nf. en einnig taka sum
gelundfn vidskeytin -si/-sa og -ki/ka, t.d. Brynki — Brynjolfur, Steinka — Steinunn,
Finnsi — Finnur og Gunnsa — Gudrdn. Gudmundur Finnbogason (1926) benti a ad
pessi vidskeyti gaefu gelundéfnum eins konar lysingarordable, og nefnir par ad til
demis er bladka ekki eiginlegt blad heldur likist bladi, og ofsi og vansi tengist
einhverju sem er of- eda van-eitthvad. EkKi er augljost hvort sama talkun eigi vio i
dag, en hugsanlegt er ad uppruni notkunar vidskeytanna i islenskum geelunéfnum
komi fré eins konar lysingarordsgervingu eiginnafna likt og Gudmundur fjallar um.

Eins og adur var nefnt eru islensk gaelundfn langoftast tvikveed. Vegna pessa eru
geelunofn ekki endilega stytting 4 eiginndéfnum par sem einkved eiginndfn leida af
sér tvikvaed geelundfn, t.d. Nonni af Jon og Kalli af Karl. Geelundfn i islensku mida
pvi heldur ad beygingarlegri, oromyndunarlegri og hljédkerfislegri einféldun, enda
beygjast pau reglulega og eru laus vid flokna samhljédaklasa (Asta Svavarsdottir
2006). Vegna aherslumynsturs i islensku hafa tvikvaed oréd 6markada hrynjandi, sem
gerir geelundfn einnig einfaldari en einkveed eda prikveed nofn. Ad gelundfn séu
tvikveed fellur pvi vel inn i eins konar tvilidahneigd i islensku, en til demis voru
tvilioir frekar fyrir valinu i kdnnun Antons Karls Ingasonar (2007) par sem islenskir
malhafar voru bednir um ad meta mismunandi frumlég fyrir 6persénulegu ségnina
vanta. P4 voru patttakendur liklegri til ad sampykkja polfallio af Gudmundur
(prikveett i pagufalli) og pagufallid af Jon (einkveett i polfalli).

I gagnasafni Willson (2007) yfir islensk gaelunéfn beygdust 77% daemanna veikt,
og 86% nafna i safni Veturlida Oskarssonar (2003). Sterkbeygd geelundfn eru i
flestum tilfella styfingar af eiginn6fnum, en hér verdur att vid styfingar sem styttingu
& eiginnafni sem er adeins eitt morfem. Augljost demi um styfingu veeri til demis
Ing6 af Ingdlfur, par sem nafnid er hreinlega stytt um atkveedi. En styfingar eiga
einnig vid um ndfn par sem hljéd ar eiginnafni hafa verid klippt saman & nyjan hatt.
petta 4 oft vid um geelundfn sem enda & -ify: Hofi/HOfy — HOImfridur; Sirry —
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Sigridur. Loks méa nefna geelunéfn sem eru tvitekin atkvaedi, t.d. Gogo, Didi og Bobo.
Slik néfn, sem og ymis néfn med -y endingu likt og Dolly og Baddy, hafa verid kennd
vid stridsarin pegar island var hernumid af Bretum og sidar Bandarikjamonnum
(Willson 2007:142-147).

Hingad til hefur adeins verid fjallad um geelundfn sem hafa tengsl vid eiginntfn
en einnig koma fyrir geelunoéfn dregin af skyldleikaordum. Sem deemi er Systa mjog
algengt geelunafn i islensku en pad er algjorlega 6had eiginnafninu. Einnig koma
fyrir geelundéfn med hljodkerfislegum breytingum & systir, eins og Sissa eda Didda
(ad pvi gefnu ad [t] komi til vegna samsvarandi myndunarstadar vid [s]) sem og fyrir
brodir, t.d. Broi, Boi og Brosi. par ad auki eru til dnnur geelundfn an nokkurrar
tengingar vid eiginnafnid, s.s. Lilla eda Lilli, sem oft eiga vid um yngstu systkini,
eda gaelundfn dregin af stelpa, stulka eda drengur, t.d. Stella, Stulla, Dalla og Dengsi
(Willson 2007:70-72).

Af hljédfredilegum einkennum islenskra geelunafna er mest &berandi langt
samhlj6d sem oftast er dregid af samsvarandi hljéoi i eiginnafni, t.d. Tommi — Tdémas
og Kolla— Kolbran. Langa hljédid i gaelunafninu er ekki alltaf dregid af samhljédinu
sem stendur naest stofnsérhljédinu i eiginnafninu. bannig eru til gelunéfn fyrir
eiginnafnido Gudran par sem hvert einasta samhljéd i nafninu er langt i gaelunafninu:
Gunna; Gugga; Gudda; Gurra. I flestum tilfellum veldur langt samhljéd einnig
einhljodun sérhljéoa: Palli — Pall; Solla — Solveig; Svenni — Sveinn. b6 eru til
undantekningar fra pessu eins og Auddi — Audunn.

Eiginndfn sem bera 6nghljodin /8/, Iy/, Ivl eda T/ eiga oft geelundfn sem hafa langt
lokhlj6d med samsvarandi myndunarstad, likt og David — Dabbi, Alfred — Freddi,
Sigridur — Sigga og Stefania — Stebba. bar sem hljédin [v:], [0:] og [y:] eru ekKki til i
islensku hljodkerfi er lokhljodun skyldubundin vid geelunafnamyndun med I6ngu
samhlj6di pegar pessi hljod eru annars vegar. Afleidsla slikra nafna er pvi & pann veg
#Dav:i# - Dabbi, #Fred:i# - Freddi. Eiginndfn sem bera [f] eiga oft baedi gaeluntfn
med Onghlj6di og lokhljodi: Hafdis — Haffa/Habba; Stefan — Steffi/Stebbi.
Lokhljodun & sér einnig stad fyrir tannmalt énghlj6d [6] i framstodu: borbjérg —
Tobba; borour — Doddi.

3. Deemasafn
Hingad til hefur ekkert verid gefid Ut um faereysk geelundfn i fraediritum og engin
demasdfn eru opinberlega adgengileg. bad stafar sennilega af peirri einféldu asteedu
ad geelunofn eru litid notud i Faereyjum, eins og nefnt var i inngangi. Feereyski
nafnfreedingurinn Anfinnur Johansen hafdi p6 safnad gaelunéfnum i aranna ras og
var ég svo heppin ad fa afrit af deemasafni hans fyrir petta verkefni. begar rynt var i
safnid voknudu ymsar spurningar er varda ordmyndunarleg og hljédkerfisleg atridi
sem tilefni pétti til ad athuga betur. Var pa unnin netkénnun upp Gr deemasafninu
sem 16go var fyrir fimmtéan faereyska malhafa sem flestir eru buasettir i Faereyjum.
Einnig hafdi ég samband vid nokkra Feareyinga & Islandi sem veittu adstod med
beygingu ymissa deema og sogdu jafnframt fra geelunafnahefoum i Faereyjum.
Koénnunin var pripeett. I fyrsta hluta var notkun gelunafna athugud og voru
patttakendur spurdir med krossaspurningum hversu marga peir teldu sig pekkja sem
nota geelundfn. Niu pétttakendur (60%) sdgdust pekkja faa eda engan og fjorir
nokkra, en tveir pekktu marga. I pessum hluta voru pétttakendur einnig bednir um
ad nefna eins morg gelunéfn og peir mundu eftir, sem og eiginnéfnin sem
gaelundfnin attu vid. Med pessu verkefni battust pvi nokkur ny deemi i safnid. I nasta
hluta voru sett fram nokkur geelundéfn Ur safni Anfinns og patttakendur bednir um ad
nefna eiginndfn sem pau geetu att vid. Gaelundfnin sem voru valin fyrir petta verkefni
voru einkum gealunéfn med endingar sem koma ekki fyrir i islensku. Sem daemi
héfdu morg karlkyns geelundfn i safninu -a endingu og kvenkyns gelundfn -i
endingu og virtist pvi beygingarendingin vera 6fug midad vid kyn nafnsins. Nokkur
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néfn med ,,6fuga” beygingarendingu voru hofd 1 pessum lid til ad kanna hvort
patttakendur geefu deemi um karlkyns eda kvenkyns eiginnofn.

I pridja hluta voru sett fram sex karlkyns eiginnfn og sex kvenkyns eiginnéfn og
patttakendur bednir um ad bua til geelunofn ut fra peim. Karlkyns néfnin sem voru
valin voru Adalstein, Jakup, Jogvan, Kjartan, Magnus, Petur og Stefan. Kvennéfnin
voru Annika, Elinborg, Elisabet, Gudrun, Hjgrdis, Kristina og Ragnhild. Kénnunin
var vitaskuld & fereysku og var tekid fram i upphafi hennar ad hér veeri &herslan &
kelingvn en ekki eyknevni (isl. vidurnefni), sem eru oft nidrandi og ekki i neinum
malfraeedilegum tengslum vid eiginnéfnin. Svorin ar netkénnuninni voru svo ferd inn
i deemasafn Anfinns og nemur safnid i heild 445 geelundfnum, par af 231 karlkyns
nafni og 214 kvenkyns.

4. Feereyskt geelunafnamynstur

Vid greiningu & demasafninu 6llu matti strax sja ad oromyndunarlegt mynstur
feereyskra gaelunafna er svipad islensku mynstri. Langflest néfnin voru tvikvaed og
samanstoou morg peirra af stofni og beygingarendingu auk pess sem langt samhljéo
var aberandi: Danjal — Dani; Asbjgrn — Assi; Ingibjgrg — Bggga. Einnig var mikid
um samsteypu tveggja nafna, p.e. fyrsta nafns og millinafns: Johanna Maria —
Hannemia; Hans Hendrik — Sjeddik. Anfinnur hafdi lika tekid saman néfn sem hofou
adur verid gelundfn en eru nd opinber eiginnéfn midad vid Folkanavnalistan
(Mélr&oid 2021). betta eru til deemis néfn eins og Sigga, Ella, Manni og Geiri en 6ll
pessi n6fn eru mjog klassisk islensk geelundfn. b6 faereyskt gelunafnamynstur sé i
grofum drattum svipad islensku er margt sem er 6likt sem vardar ordmyndun,
beygingu og hljodkerfi og petta verdur nanar reett i naestu koflum.

4.1 Oromyndunar- og beygingarfradileg atrioi

Likt og i islensku eru algengustu endingarnar i feereyskum geelunéfnum -i i nf.kk. og
-a i nfkvk. og gelundéfnin eru pvi veikbeygd. Hins vegar eru tvo veik
beygingarmynstur i bddum kynjum i faereyskum geelundéfnum. Auk fyrrnefndra
endinga i nefnifalli eru einnig karlkyns gaelunéfn med -e endingu veikbeygd, s.s.
Matte af Mathias, og kvenkyns gelundfn med -i endingu, s.s. Krissi af Kristina.
Beygingu nafnanna mé sja i téflum 1 og 2. Adeins voru p6 6 deemi um -e endingu i
karlkyni, sem er einungis 2,6% af 6llu demasafninu. Ekkert vardandi néfnin sjalf
virtist gefa visbendingu um hvers vegna -e endingin kom til frekar en -i, en pau voru:
Birgir — Bigge; Jakup — Jakke/Jage; Mathias — Matte; Sofus — Uffe; Zakaris — Bagge.
Hins vegar virdist -i ending i kvenkyni oft geta komid til vegna eiginnafns, t.d. Birgit
— Biggi, Elisabet — Elli og Herdis — Heddi. Samtals voru kvenkynsnofn med -i
endingu nitjan talsins og voru adeins prju peirra dregin af eiginnéfnum sem béaru
ekkert i: Sisanna — Sussi; Gudrun — Guddi; Margreta — Maggi.

-i -e -a -u -y -in* -ba

Nf. | Luddi Matte Agga Jakku | Benny Ollin Diaba

pf. |Ludda |Matta Agga Jakku |Benny Ollin Diaba
bgf.|Ludda |Matta Agga Jakku |Benny Ollini/um | Diaba

Ef. |Ludda |Matta Agga Jakku | Benny Ollins Diaba
(Ludvik) |(Mathias) | (Jogvan) | (Jakup) |(Benjamin) | (Oli) (Andrias)
Tafla 1: Beyging karlkyns geelunafna i fereysku. Stjornumerktar endingar eru
Ostadfestar beygingarmyndir.
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-a -i -y -e* -an*
Nf. |Bggga Krissi Henny Trille Beggan
pf. |Baggu Krissu Henny Trille Begguna
Pgf.| Baggu Krissu Henny Trille Begguni
Ef. |Bgggu Krissu Henny(ar) Trille Beggunar

(Ingibjgrg) | (Kristina) (Henrietta) (Katrina) (Bergfrid)

Tafla 2: Beyging kvenkyns geelunafna i faereysku. Stjornumerktar endingar eru
Ostadfestar beygingarmyndir.

I heildina beygjast 64,5% allra galunafnanna i demasafninu veikt. betta er
ageetur meirihluti en ekki jafnmikill og i islensku demas6fnunum, sem var 77% i
gagnasafni Willson (2007) og 86% i safni Veturlida Oskarssonar (2003). Mun meira
var um styfingar i feereyska demasafninu i b4&dum kynjum en i t6flunum hér ad ofan
maé sja ad geelundfn sem enda & -a, -u, og -y i karlkyni og -y og -e i kvenkyni eru eins
i 6llum follum. Aftasta sérhljod eiginnafns hefur oft ahrif 4 pad & hvada sérhljodi
styfingarnar enda; til deemis endudu 5 af 10 geelunéfnum sem skrad voru fyrir Jogvan
a -a. Hins vegar viroist -a lika vera virk galunafnaending i karlkyni éhad nafni par
sem morg eiginnéfn sem baru ekki -a attu geelunéfn med sému endingu: Kristoffur
— Doffa; Jakup — Agga, Magnus — Magga. Alls baru 13,4% karlkyns nafna i safninu
-a endingu.

Petta er eitt peirra atrida i demasafni Anfinns sem kom a Gvart pvi almennt merkir
-a ending i islensku ad oroid sé veikbeygt kvenkyns ord og myndu geelundfn eins og
*Heidda aldrei vera dregin af nafninu Heidar. I netkénnuninni voru pétttakendur
bednir um ad nefna eiginndfn fyrir geelunafnid Agga til ad kanna hvort stungid yroi
upp & karlkyns eda kvenkyns néfnum. Oll svérin voru karlkyns og midad vid pad eru
pvi feereyskir mélhafar ekki i vafa um kyn nafnsins p6 pad veeri lika haegt ad tulka
pad sem kvenkyns. bad geeti pd verid ad hér hafi ekki besta demid verid valid til ad
kanna betta, en eitt svaranna var hreinlega ,,Ja, foroyski sangarin.“® Nafnid er pvi
e.t.v. of pekkt til ad gefa visbendingar um virkni -a endingar fyrir karlkyns gaelunofn.

Likt og fjallad var um i 6drum kafla koma fyrir styfingar med -y endingum i
islensku og stafa peer neer alltaf af pvi ad sérhljédid i neestaftasta atkvaedi
eiginnafnsins er [i], eins og Sigridur — Sirry og HoImfridur — Hofy. 1 feereysku voru
nokkur deemi um -y endingar (borid fram [i]) i baedi karlkyni og kvenkyni, sem rekja
ma til [i]-hlj6ds i aftasta eda neestaftasta atkvadi eiginnafnsins: Andrias — Andy;
Benjamin — Benny; Henrietta — Henny; Kristina — Krissy; Poulina — Polly. Hins
vegar er ekki haegt ad skyra deemin Jogvan — Jeggy og Stefan — Steffy & sama hatt og
fyrrnefnd daemi.

Damin fyrir -u endingar i karlkyni og -e endingar i kvenkyni voru fatidar. Oll
demin med -u endingu i karlkyni attu vio Jakup, en ekkert deemi um sému endingu
voru fyrir Magnus, Rasmus eda onnur eiginndfn med -u. Mjoég morg geelundfn fyrir
Jakup komu fyrir i demasafninu enda er Jakup algengasta karlkynsnafn Fareyja skv.
upplysingum fra Hagstovu Faroya (2022). bar af hofou sjo gelundfn endinguna -u,
t.d. Jakku, Aggu og Aku. Fjégur deemi voru um kvenkyns néfn med -e endingu:
Oluva — Olle; Rakul — Ralle; Sélrun — Solle og Katrina Maria — Trille. Faereyskir
radgjafar pessa verkefnis voru alls ekki vissir um hvernig etti ad beygja slik néfn og
eru pau pvi talin eins i 6llum féllum i t6flu 2. Danskar nafnahefdir geetu verid
innblastur pessara nafna en fjolmdrg donsk kvennanéfn enda a -e, t.d. Anne, Mette
0g Leerke.

Vidskeytin i feereyskum geelundfnum eru af 6drum toga en i islensku. Ekki kom
fyrir neitt demi um vidskeytin -si/-sa og -ki/ka eins og tidkast i islenskum
geelundfnum. Hins vegar voru nokkur geelundfn i safninu skrdd med pvi sem virtist

3 Ja, fereyski sdngvarinn.*

145



EVA HRUND SIGURJONSDOTTIR

vera valkvadur greinir innan sviga, sbr. Olli(n) af Oli og Gugga(n) af Gudrun.
Feereyskir radgjafar verkefnisins gafu hins vegar 6raed svor pegar peir voru spurdir
hvort um geelundéfn med vidskeyttum greini veeri ad reda og voru peir ekki vissir
hvort petta veeri greinir eda eitthvad annad vidskeyti.

pa var beyging nafna af pessu tagi lika 6ljos. Beygingin sem sett er fram i t6flum
1 0g 2 midar vid beygingu nafna i Félkanavnalistanum (Malradid 2021) med svipada
endingu. I listanum er kvenkyns nafnid Malan beygt i aukafollum Maluna, Maluni,
Malunar, sem er alveg eins og ef um vidskeyttan greini aftan vid samnafn veeri ad
reeda: kvinnan, kvinnuna, kvinnuni, kvinnunar. bvi er beyging galunafnsins Beggan
i toflu 2 hofd i samraemi vid venjulega beygingu vidskeytts greinis pvi hun geeti lika
samraemst beygingu nafna eins og Malan. Beyging nafnsins Ollin i toflu 1 er hins
vegar sett fram & tvenna vegu; annars vegar eins og beyging nafnsins Martin og hins
vegar eins og vioskeyttur greinir.

bad er Oliklegt ad nokkur islendingur myndi kynna sig med gealunafni med
vidskeyttum greini nema vidkomandi etli sér ad hljéma hégémafullur en stundum
er greini skeytt aftan vid gelundfn nédinna vina og fjélskyldu sem einkabrandari.
petta ma t.d. sjd i ymsum faerslum & samskiptamidlum eins og Facebook og
Instagram, t.d. seeta Beggan min... eda Sillan er meaett & svaedid.* Ef til vill eru nofn
med vidskeyttum greini i feereyska geelunafnasafninu deemi um slikan einkabrandara
eins og i islensku og pad er pa kannski pess vegna sem fareyskir radgjafar
verkefnisins voru dvissir med beyginguna par sem néfn af pessum toga tiokast bara
innan nainna hopa.

Nokkur nofn i safninu baru vidskeytid -ba: Addaba — Adolf; Diaba -
Andrias/Andreas; Eggaba — Jogvan; Hanneba — Johan Edvin; Pollaba — Poul.
Einnig var eitt deemi um eingéngu Ba fyrir Kornelius. [ fereysku er ba barnamal af
ordinu beiggi sem pydir ‘brodir’ og a helst vio um litla braedur. Ordinu er oft skeytt
aftan vid onnur skyldleikaord, s.s. mammuba, babbaba og abbaba i merkingunni
‘modurbrodir’, “fodurbrodir’ og ‘afabrodir’ (Sedlasavn).

Skyldleikaordin standa i eignarfalli pegar -ba er skeytt aftan vido pau, sbr.
mammuba, enda visar fyrri hluti samsetningarinnar ekki til nafnberans pvi mammuba
& ekki vido um moémmu heldur brédur hennar. Hins vegar & fyrri hluti geelunafnanna
vid um nafnberann sjalfan; Eggaba a t.d. ekki vid brédur Jogvans heldur Jogvan
sjalfan. Fallio a geelunéfnunum er ekki augljést Gt fra samsetningum par sem
karlkyns gelundfn i feereysku eru ymist med -i endingu og -a i aukaféllum eda med
-a endingu i 6llum follum eins og hér hefur verid ratt. Samsetningin Eggaba er pvi
Egga (nf.) + ba i merkingunni ‘Jogvan br6dir’ en ekki ‘brodir Jogvans’. betta skyrir
tilkomu -e- i Hanneba af J6han Edvin: gelunafnid Hanne stendur i nefnifalli auk
vidskeytts -ba.

4.2 Hljéokerfisfraedileg atridi
Likt og med islensk geelundfn er langt samhljéd é&berandi einkenni fereyskra
galunafna en alls h6fou 63% geelunafnanna i deemasafninu atkveedagerdina VVC:. par
sem ekkert gaelunafn med langt /r/-hlj6d kom fyrir i deemasafni Anfinns var reynt ad
fiska eftir slikum demum i netkénnuninni. [ pridja 1id koénnunarinnar voru
patttakendur bednir um ad bada til gelundfn af uppgefnum eiginnéfnum og par &
medal voru Kjartan og Gudrun, sem getu fengid gelundéfnin Kjarri og Gurra i
islensku. Enginn pétttakendanna nefndi slik gelunéfn og pvi var ekkert demi um
langt /r/ i deemasafninu 6llu.

HIj6did er vissulega til i islenskum geelundfnum en er pd oft vafasamt fyrir
tiltekin ndfn. Sem daemi eru Gurra og Sirry god og gild gelunéfn en Herjélfur og

4 Eg pakka Eiriki Rognvaldssyni fyrir skemmtilegar umraedur eftir erindi mitt & Fraendafundi
11 par sem hann benti mér & pessa notkun greinis aftan vid islensk geelunéfn & netinu.
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Pordis myndu sennilega seint vera kéllud Herri eda borra. P6 ekki hafi verid nein
deemi um langt /r/ i deemasafni Anfinns er pad alls ekki Otaekt i fereysku eda
feereyskum néfnum; t.d. eru til n6fnin Orri, Merry og Kyrri, sem og ordin turrur (isl.
purr) og pirra (isl. béla).

Eins og adur var nefnt er algengt i islensku ad dnghljodin /d/, Iy/, Ivl og /f/ i
eiginnafni birtist sem langt lokhlj6d med samsvarandi myndunarstad i geelunafni
pess eiginnafns. petta & t.d. vid um demi eins og Adalheidur — Adda, Sigurdur —
Siggi, David — Dabbi og Stefan — Stebbi. | feereyska deemasafninu var ekkert demi
um lokhljédun af pessu tagi. | kénnuninni voru patttakendur bednir um ad bua til
geelundfn fyrir nafnid Stefan til ad fa fram Stebbi. betta kom p6 ekki fyrir og hofdu
einu svorin fyrir nafnid langt /f/, eins og Steffi. Enginn faereysku malhafanna sem
reett var vid taldi sig geta kallad Stefan Stebba eda David Dabba og malhafarnir
hofou aldrei heyrt slikt adur.

Lokhljodun virdist pvi ekki almennt tidkast i fereyskum geelunéfnum likt og
gerist i islensku en pad skyrist af pvi ad i feereysku hefur ekki ordid sama préun i
lokhljodum. I islensku & sér stad ferlid /f, v/ = [p] & undan /I/ eda /n/, t.d. nafn [napn]
og tefla [thepla). I fereysku fellur 6nghljodid & brott & undan /n/ og veldur tvihljédun:
navn [nau:n]. Hins vegar hafa ordid hlj6davixl a /v/ og /l/ og i ordum sem hafa /fl/ i
islensku er nd /Iv/ i feereysku: isl. tefla; feer. telva (sbr. Kristjan Arnason 2011:30).
pad ad lokhljédun /v/ og /fl geti att sér stad i islenskum geelunéfnum en ekki
feereyskum virdist pvi hreinlega vera vegna hljodkerfislegs munar & malunum
tveimur.

HIjodin [d] og [y] eru horfin ur fereysku og i stad peirra eru na borin fram
halfsérhljodin [j] eda [w] eda 6nghlj6did [v] eftir umhverfi (Kristjan Arnason
2011:81-82). bar sem hljodin eru ekki borin fram i eiginnafninu verdur engin
lokhljédun i gaelunafninu. I pridja lid netkénnunarinnar voru patttakendur bednir um
ad mynda geelundfn Gt fra uppgefnum eiginndfnum og fékkst par eitt deemi um
Adalstein — Addi. bad geti verid ad langa lokhlj6gdio i geelunafninu stafi af
[t]-hlj6dinu i seinni rét nafnsins en hér veari einnig gaman ad velta fyrir sér
moguleikanum & baklaegu /8/. Ovist er hvort hagt sé ad gera rad fyrir pvi ad 8 i
faereysku sé mikid meira en bokstafur en feerd hafa verid rok fyrir pvi ad /8/ geeti
verid baklaegt i malinu. | pvi samhengi hafa oft sagnbeygingar eins og klaeeda — klaedi
— klaeddi verid nefndar en hér er erfitt ad imynda sér hvers vegna [t] kemur fram ef
ekkert /0/ er til stadar i bakleegu gerdinni (sja t.d. Hoskuld préainsson o.fl. 2012:104—
105, 134; Magnus Sneadal 1986:148-150). Sé /d/ baklaegt i Adalstein gati vel verid
ad Addi komi til vegna lokhljédunar en st umrada verdur latin liggja & milli hluta
ad sinni.

5. Lokaord
Feereysku geelunafnamynstri svipar mjog til islensks geelunafnamynsturs par sem
meirihluti nafnanna i feereyska demasafninu eru tvikveaed, beygjast veikt og hafa
langt sérhljéo. Veik beygingarmynstur eru tvenns konar i badum kynjum i faereysku;
-i 0g -e i karlkyni og -a og -i i kvenkyni. b6 veikbeygd néfn séu i meirihluta eru pau
ekki jafnalgeng i feereyska gagnasafninu eins og i s6fnum Veturlida Oskarssonar
(2003) og Willson (2007) fyrir islensk gaelundfn en i feereysku er talsvert meira um
Obeygjanlegar styfingar. Einnig eru vidskeyti fereyskra gelunafna olik islenskum
en ekki voru nein demi um -si/-sa og -ki/-ka, eins og tidkast i islensku. Hins vegar
kemur fyrir pad sem virdist vera vidskeyttur greinir aftan vid geelunéfnin. Einnig &
feereyska hlidsteedu vid islensku skyldleikagaelundfnin, eins og Systa og Brai, en hin
kemur eingdngu fram i vidskeytinu -ba, sem merkir ‘br6dir’: Jogvan — Eggaba.

I feereysku gaelunéfnunum kom aldrei fyrir lokhljodun, eins og David — Dabbi og
Stefan — Stebbi i islensku. petta stafar af hljéokerfislegum mun & malunum tveimur
par sem lokhljédun er mun fatidari i feereysku en i islensku. Pvi m4 sja ad pott
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feereyskt geelunafnamynstur sé ad morgu leyti likt islensku geelunafnamynstri er
margt olikt. Fyrir utan malfredilegan mun & geelunéfnum i malunum er einn helsti
munurinn s& ad notkun geaelunafna & Islandi er mun meiri en i Faereyjum. Flestir peirra
sem toku patt i netkdnnuninni, sem og Fereyingarnir sem ratt var vid, ségoust
pekkja faa eda varla nokkurn sem notar geelundfn en pau eru hins vegar mjog algeng
a Islandi.
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ABSTRACT
‘Icelandic and Faroese nicknames’
Keywords: nicknames, Faroese names, Icelandic names, fortition

The focus of this study is on Icelandic and Faroese geelunéfn/kelingvn (nicknames)
that have a stem derived from a person’s proper name. By contrast,
uppnefni/eyknevni, that are often pejorative and have no relation to the proper name,
are not discussed. Broadly speaking, Faroese nicknames are quite similar to Icelandic
nicknames and have the same characteristics, i.e., they are most often disyllabic,
weakly declined and have a long consonant (VVC:). The materials used in this study
are a collection of Faroese nicknames from the linguist Anfinnur Johansen and
results from an online survey. Despite more than half the Faroese database consisting
of weakly declined nicknames, weak declension was still not as common as in
Icelandic compared to Willson’s (2007) and Oskarsson’s (2003) studies. This is due
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to the fact that undeclined truncated names are more common in Faroese than
Icelandic. Suffixes in Faroese nicknames are also different from Icelandic, as the
Faroese database had no example of -si/-sa or -ki/ka, which are common suffixes in
Icelandic nicknames. Additionally, some names in the database showed an optional
definite affixed article, as in Olli(n) from Oli. Syllables of the type VC: are also a
noticeable characteristic for stems of nicknames in both languages, but fortition
seems to be almost impossible in Faroese nicknames, whereas it is quite common in
Icelandic, as in Stefan — Stebbi.

Eva Hrund Sigurjonsdottir
Haskéla Islands
ehs20@hi.is
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Sek eda saklaus?

Eg heiti isbjorg.

Eg er ljon.

pad glampar & sverd réttleetisins i loftinu. Myrkur. Gulldregin hjéltin sindra.
Stjornur pjota. Gljaandi hvit eggin skelfur. Neistar fljuga. Sverdid snyst i kringum
mig. Eg beygi mig ekki pétt séngurinn hljomi:

Auga
fyrir auga
fyrir tonn
fyrir tonn?

A pessa leid hefst skaldsagan Eg heiti isbjorg. Eg er ljon eftir Vigdisi Grimsdottur
sem kom (t arid 1989. Ségumadurinn er ung vaendiskona, Ishjorg Gudmundsdattir,
sem myrt hefur vidskiptavin sinn og feer na tolf stundir til ad segja I6gmanninum
Pétri s6gu sina. Pott pad liggi skyrt fyrir ad isbjorg hafi gerst sek um mord ma velta
pvi fyrir sér ad hvada marki hun sé sek og ekki sist hvenar samfélagid yti undir svo
alvarlegan gleep. Saga Vigdisar hverfist minna um mordio en atla meetti i fyrstu. Hin
fjallar miklu fremur um kynferdislegt ofbeldi gegn konum og bérnum; afbrot sem
lengi voru sveipud pagnarhjupi badi i samfélagslegri umraedu og i islensku réttar-
kerfi. isbjorg er polandi sifjaspella auk pess sem henni hefur verid naudgad, badi
sem barni og a fullordinsarum. Fyrir pau brot hefur pé enginn verid sottur til saka
enda hefur Isbjorg stadid vord um sannleikann og engum sagt ségu sina fyrr en
verjandinn Pétur kemur a hennar fund. Hér etla ég ad fjalla um kynferdisafbrotin
sem greint er fra i skaldsdgu Vigdisar og setja pau i samhengi vid afstédu og viohorf
til slikra brota i islensku samfélagi & seinni hluta tuttugustu aldar.

»Og hann kallar pad a0 stinga i. Petta ad sja stjornur.*

Naudgun er eitt af peim afbrotum sem fylgt hefur mannskepnunni um aldir en i
islenskum 16gum ma finna akvaedi um naudganir allt aftur i Gragas. Poétt 16gin hafi
vitaskuld tekid breytingum i gegnum tidina og markast af breyttum aherslum i
samfélaginu a 6likum timum hefur megininntak peirra einatt verid hid sama eins og
Ragnheidur Bragadottir (2018:23), professor i 16gfreedi, hefur bent &, ,.p.e. a0 madur
pvingar konu gegn vilja hennar til ad hafa vid sig kynmok.*“ Nugildandi hegningarlog
toku gildi pann 12. febrdar 1940 en sidan pa hefur kaflinn um kynferdisafbrotin verio
endurskodadur prisvar sinnum, pad er ad segja arin 1992, 2007 og 2018. Medal
annars hefur verid 16g0d ahersla & ad breyta og vikka skilgreininguna & naudgunar-
hugtakinu, skilgreina afbrotid naudgun ut fra skorti a sampykki og heekka hdmarks-
refsingu fyrir brot. P4 hafa &kvaedi kaflans einnig verid gerd ékynbundin en fram ad
lagabreytingunni 1992 nutu konur adeins refsiverndar og gatu verid polendur en
karlar gatu hins vegar einungis verid gerendur. Athyglisvert er ad engin &kveedi
hegningarlaganna hafa verid endurskodud jafn oft og kynferdisafbrotakaflinn en pad
er kannski til vitnis um gjorbreytta afstodu til kynferdislegs ofbeldis & 6likum timum
(Ragnheidur Bragadottir 2018:18, 38; Ragnheidur Bragadottir 2011:175).

L Tilvitnunin er & bladsidu 9. Eftirleidis verdur visad til bokarinnar med bladsidutali f sviga.
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begar skaldsaga Vigdisar um Isbjérgu kom Gt héfdu akvaedin um kynferdis-
afbrotin stadid 6breytt i halfa 6ld. A peim tima var opinber umrada um kynferdislegt
ofbeldi litil sem engin og démar i malaflokknum afar fair. Margir litu raunar svo &
ad brot af pessu tagi veeru ekki framin & Islandi, sér i lagi kynferdisbrot gegn bornum
(Ragnheidur Bragadottir 2018:17; Helgi Gunnlaugsson 2011:497). Hvort tveggja
hefur eflaust haft pau ahrif ad margir polendur pdgdu um ofbeldid sem peir hofou
verid beittir og kaerdu ekki gerendur sina. I kjolfar annarrar bylgju feminismans &
Vesturlondum vard pé breyting & samfélagsumraedunni pegar konur rufu pégnina og
toku til vid ad reeda opinskatt um kynferdislegt ofbeldi og alvarlegar afleidingar pess,
medal annars med hjalp skaldskaparins; rétt eins og Vigdis gerdi med sinni
skéaldsogu (Gudrdin Steinpdrsdoéttir 2021:383-384). bar gekk han raunar skrefinu
lengra en margar adrar konur pvi hun beindi sjonum einkum ad kynferdisbrotum
gegn bdérnum og sifjaspellum eda ad pvi kynferdislega ofbeldi sem for leyndast og
mest bannhelgin var & (Gudrun Jonsdottir 2012:7).

Kynferdisbrot gegn bérnum og unglingum eru talin vera med alvarlegustu brotum
sem framin eru. bau fara einatt fram i leyni og er gerandinn vanalega karlkyns og
einhver sem polandinn pekkir og treystir; til deemis fadir, stjupi, afi, brddir,
fjolskylduvinur, kennari eda nagranni. Kynferdisbrot gegn einstaklingum undir
I6galdri hafa verid skilgreind med ymsum hetti en gott er ad feta i spor Seeunnar
Kjartansdottur (2011:298) salgreinanda sem leggur aherslu & asetning gerandans og
hvernig hann nytir sér valdastddu sina gagnvart polandanum til ad fa kynferdislegum
I6ngunum fullnaegt. T skrifum sinum stydst Seeunn vid eftirfarandi skilgreiningu &
kynferoislegu ofbeldi gegn bérnum:

pad telst til kynferdislegs ofbeldis pegar kynproska manneskja, af setningi eda
vegna vanreakslu, lzetur barn, eda leyfir 66rum ad lata barn, taka patt i ath6fnum
af kynferdislegum toga i peim tilgangi ad veita kynproska manneskju
kynferdislega nautn. Einu gildir hvort athafnirnar fela i sér pvingun af einhverju
tagi, hvort peim fylgir likamleg snerting, hvort pad er barnid eda hinn fulloroni
sem a frumkvaedid eda hvort haegt er ad greina skadlegar afleidingar pegar til
skamms tima er litid.?

Seeunn (2011:298) bendir auk pess 4 ad kynferdislega ofbeldid feli i sér ad barn sé
»gert ad polanda i athofnum sem pad hefur hvorki vitsmunalegar forsendur til ad
skilja né tilfinningalegan proska til ad vinna ur.“ Hun nefnir enn fremur ad
aosteedurnar geti vakio étta hja bérnum, pau upplifi sig einangrud og hjalparvana,
morg finni til likamlegs sarauka og flest kenni sjalfum sér um afbrotid.

Pessar lysingar rima vel vid &fallaségu isbjargar eins og kemur glégglega fram i
upprifjun hennar af askunni. Han er einkabarn foreldra sinna, Gudmundar og
pérhildar. Fadirinn er greindur alpydumadur en lidur fyrir ad vera 6menntadur. Hann
tollir illa i vinnu og finnst ad hann sé ekki metinn ad verdleikum. Fjolskyldan er
fateek en Guomundur fyrirlitur hina riku pétt hann prai i raun ad tilheyra peim hopi.
Ménadarlega leggst hann i punglyndi vegna adstaedna sinna og pegar Isbjorg er atta
ara fellur hann fyrir eigin hendi. A medan Gudmundur lifir heldur hann heimilinu i
heljargreipum pvi hann stjérnar maedgunum med salraenu ofbeldi og einangrar peer
fr& umheiminum. Hann talar gjarnan nidur til Porhildar en dyrkar hins vegar déttur
sina sem hann telur einstaka. Gudmundur sér sjalfan sig i barninu, nerir pad & eigin
hugmyndum og lifsskodunum og vill ad pad gangi menntaveginn. Hann brynir auk

2 Tilvitnunin i grein Seeunnar (2011:298) er pyding Ur bokinni Child sexual abuse (1993) eftir
Danya Glaser og Stephen Frosh.
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bess fyrir Ishjérgu ad kjafta ekki fra leyndarmalum, vera hord og toff og lata ekki
adra klga sig.®

A yfirbordinu virdist samband fedginanna kannski gott og fagurt en undir nidri
IUrir po hryllingurinn pvi ymsar visbendingar eru gefnar um ad Gudmundur hafi beitt
Isbjorgu kynferdislegu ofbeldi.* | pvi skyni er vert ad skoda sérstaklega tvaer lysingar
sem eiga pad sammerkt ad segja fra samskiptum fedginanna um kvéld & bak vio
luktar dyr i svefnherbergi Isbjargar. Fyrri lysingin hefst & pessa leid:

Meér finnst gott pegar hann situr hja mér a kvoldin og strykur mér inn i drauminn.
Eda strykur i mig drauma einsog hann Kkallar pad sjalfur.

- bu verdur ekki grenjuskjéda pegar pu steekkar, hvislar hann ad mér 4dur en hann
hallar hurdinni aftur.

- Neihei, svara ég og pa sest hann aftur & raimstokkinn. Heldur um hendur minar.
beer sokkva & kaf i hans. Skip i sj6. Eg lygni augunum. Hendur minar vagga &
6ldunum.

- Gott hja pér mér leidast nefnilega grenjuskjéour. (24)

I kjolfarid bidur isbjorg fodur sinn um ad segja sér fra pvi pegar hann meig &
grenjuskjodu og afram heldur lysingin:

Eg toga hann til min. Finn harin & handleggjum hans strjikast vid mig. Léttan
andardratt hans & augnalokunum.

- Ef pu segir engum.

- Eg kjafta ekki, segi ég lagt med pungri &herslu og loka augunum.

Hann kyssir mig & augnalokin. Eg sé stjérnur i myrkrinu pvi ad varir hans eru
pungar. Hylja allt lj6s. (25)

Frasogninni Iykur sidan & pvi ad fadirinn gefur isbjorgu merki um ad pegja yfir
atburdinum eda eins og hér segir:

Hann leggur I6ngutdng & halfopnar varir minar. Laetur mig vita ad ég eigi ekki ad
segja meira. Og lengi vel, eftir ad hann er farinn, finn ég bragdio af fingri hans
pegar ég sleiki ut um. Hann er g6dur og okkur lidur vel saman. (25-26)

Lysingin & gjoroum Gudmundar er 6ljos pannig ad lesandi veit ekki fyrir vist hvort
eitthvad daeskilegt hafi att sér stad eda hvort frasdgnin vitni eingéngu um fodur sem
sveefir dottur sina med pvi ad sitja hja henni & ramstokknum, segja henni ségu og
kyssa hana g6da nott. SU stadreynd ad Gudmundur lokar ad peim og leggur
endurtekid aherslu & pagmalsku Isbjargar bendir po til pess ad ekki sé allt med
felldu; pau eigi saman leyndarmal sem enginn megi vita um. bdgnin og hin élj6sa
umfjéllun & sér hlidsteedu i pvi hvernig ofbeldi gegn bérnum er idulega vandlega
falid innan veggja heimilisins og eins i pvi hvernig samfélagio sameinadist lengi vel
um ad pegja yfir slikum brotum.

3 Sbr. Silju Adalsteinsdéttur (1990:106-108) sem skrifadi vandadan ritdom um skaldsoguna
par sem hun greinir vel fra valdamisvaginu innan fjélskyldunnar.

4 Skaldsagan um lsbjorgu kallast einum praedi & vid smasdguna Dyrasaga eftir Astu
Sigurdardottur (1985:121-132) pvi par segir fra fjdlskyldu sem samanstendur af modur,
déttur og fésturfodur sem beitir maedgurnar salreenu ofbeldi. Likast til beitir karlinn
fosturdéttur sina einnig kynferdislegu ofbeldi en rétt eins og i ségunni um isbjérgu eru
lysingar & pvi Gljosar. I greininni Myndir fjallar Dagny Kristjansdottir (1999b:139-153)
skilmerkilega um ofbeldid i smésdgunni.
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Ummalin um ,,strokur og ad ,,sja stjornur vid atlot“ eru einnig visbendingar um
mogulegt ofbeldi Gudmundar pvi ordalagid kallast bokstaflega & vid tveer adrar
lysingar & kynferdisafbrotum sem Isbjorg rifjar upp. Strokurnar koma til tals pegar
han greinir Pétri, Idogmanni sinum, fra ofbeldi sem & sér stad i fangelsinu pegar peir
sem sja um léggaesluna misnota vald sitt. Eda med ordum Isbjargar:

Sakafdlki er strokid. Og pvi er pvegid hatt og lagt svo pvi geti 1idid vel. Og svo
er pvi strokid pangad til pad segir pad sem peir vilja heyra. Mér hefur verid
strokid hér i heilan manud. Stundum hafa peir komid um midja nott. Velt mér vid
og byrjad ad strjuka. (66)

Lysingin minnir & ad kynferdisafbrotamenn eru fj6lbreyttur hépur og ad polendur
beirra eru hvergi ohultir; ekki einu sinni & bak vid las og sla. | sému mund
endurspegla ummeelin raunverulegar frasagnir kvenkyns fanga um ofbeldi i
fangelsum en i islensku samhengi er nartaekt ad minnast Erlu Bolladéttur sem hefur
opinberlega greint fra pvi ad han hafi verid beitt kynferdislegu ofbeldi pegar hin sat
i geesluvardhaldi i Sidumulafangelsinu &rid 1976. bar hafi rannséknarmadur
I6greglunnar haft samreedi vid hana og fangavorour kafad & henni (Jon Hékon
Halldérsson 2013).

I seinni frasdgninni upplysir isbjérg Pétur um ad henni hafi verid naudgad ellefu
ara gamalli af okunnugum manni i verkferaskdr. I lysingunni koma stjornur
endurtekio vid sdgu eins og eftirfarandi textabrot vithar um:

— Viltu péa ekki ad ég stingi i pig svo ad pa sjair stjornur, spyr hann mjuklega
einsog hann haldi ad han muni faerast undan pvi, haldi ad han pori ekki ad kynnast
hinu leynda.

—Ju pakka pér fyrir, segir hin og brosir til hans.

[...]

— Fardu pa ur buxunum.

Og pa veit hun ad pessi feimni madur atlar ad syna henni paer stjornur sem pabbi
syndi mémmu & kvéldin. [...] Og hann kallar pad ad stinga i. betta ad sja stjornur.
Hun fer ar buxunum. Hlakkar til. Hann fer ar sinum. (94-95)

Stjornusynin er hér bokstaflega tengd samférum og i 1jési pess ad sérstaklega er nefnt
ad Guomundur hafi synt konu sinni stjornur & kvoldin er rokrétt ad draga pa alyktun
ad samvera hans med Isbjorgu — pegar hin sa stjérnur fyrir hugskotssjonum sinum
— hafi verid kynferdisleg.

Lysingin & naudgun 6kunnuga mannsins er felld i fagran buning medal annars
med hjéalp avintyrsins pvi einnig kemur fram ad ofbeldismadurinn kalli Isbjérgu
fallega prinsessu og nefnt er ad atburdurinn sé avintyri, gerandinn prins og skdrinn
holl (Vigdis Grimsdottir 1989:93). I dag eru avintyri oft talin eftirsoknarverd og af
hinu géoa en ekki méa gleyma ad hryllingurinn var 1éngum og er sumpart enn hluti
peirra, en pann patt hefur Vigdis svo sannarlega reektad i morgum af sinum verkum.®
Med pvi ad leggja aherslu a vilja barnsins til ad taka patt i kynferdislegu athéfninni
er fegrun ofbeldisins undirstrikud og um leid 6hugnadur pess. bad sama er uppi a
teningnum i seinni lysingunni & vafasémum samskiptum Isbjargar og Gudmundar.

5 [ pessu samhengi ma til deemis minnast skaldsagnanna Stalkan i skoginum (1992), Fra ljési
til ljéss (2001) og Hjarta, tungl og blair fuglar (2002) en i peim tveimur sidastnefndu nytir
Vigdis sér ordraedu avintyrsins a svo ismeygilegan hatt ad margir lesendur atta sig ekki &
kynferdislega ofbeldinu sem kann ad leynast undir glansmynd frasagnarinnar. Eg fjalla
sérstaklega um olikar vidtokur lesenda & Fra ljosi til 1jdss i bok minni Raunveruleiki hugans
er &vintyri (2021:347-377) med tilliti til ordraedu avintyrsins og astarinnar.
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pvi tilviki verdur fadirinn var vid ad Ishjérg, pa étta ara, liggur & geegjum pegar hann
og kona hans lata vel hvort ad 68ru. Nakinn eltir Gudmundur déttur sina inn i
herbergi hennar og lokar hurdinni. I kj6Ifarid segir i ségunni:

Hann reisir mig upp i raminu. Hrukkurnar djapar i enninu. Augun stinga. Starir.
Fingur hans pungir a xlum minum. Lit nidur. Halla mér ad honum. Hann er stor.
Ekki reidur. Sjodheitur. Har hans strjdkast vid vanga minn. Hann stifnar. Eg
stryk. Varirnar renna. Eg kyssi hann. Snerti.

Hann gerir ekkert. Lokar augunum. Eg sé ad hvarmar hans blotna. Hann er stor.
Greetur.

— Eg er svo einmana pabbi.

Hann ytir mér fra sér. Gengur ut. Gamall. Lokar hljodlega a eftir sér. (137)

Lesandanum er gert ad lesa & milli linanna pvi ekki er sagt berum ordum ad um
sifjaspell sé ad raeda auk pess sem latid er lita Ut fyrir ad athofnin sé einkum &
forsendum barnsins. pannig vinnur Vigdis listilega med lifseiga godségu sem notud
hefur verid til ad réttleeta kynferdislegt ofbeldi gegn bornum; pad er ad sum peirra
njoti kynferdislegra athafna og vilji taka patt i peim (Gudrin Jonsdottir 2012:13).
Slik viohorf lysa ad sjalfsogou mikilli vanpekkingu pvi ad born ,hafa engar
forsendur til ad vinna Ur fléknu samspili 6tta, leyndar, 6rvunar, sarsauka og
sérkennilegrar hegdunar fullordins folks* eins og Seunn Kjartansdottir (2011:310)
hefur bent & Hun telur raunar ad ein af mikilveegum asteedum pess ad banna kynlif
a milli fullordinna og barna undir 15 &ra felist i pvi ad bornin eigi erfitt med ad vita
hvar morkin eigi ad liggja, til deemis med tilliti til pess hver ma gera hvad, hvad sé
bannad og hvad ekki. Bornin geti fundid til kynferdislegrar 6rvunar vid gelur an
pess p6 ad vera sampykk verknadinum eda vilja pad sem er ad gerast. Ung born hafa
enda ,,ekki forsendur til ad skilja ad pau stjorna ekki likamlegum vidbrégoum sinum,
ekki frekar en pau rada pvi hvort hiad peirra rodnar vid hita eda ekki.
Undantekningarlaust pjast pau af sektarkennd, sjalfsasokunum og skémm. bau fa
vidbjod & likama sinum sem peim finnst vera skitugur” (Seeunn Kjartansdottir
2011:310).

Slika lidan ma heimfaera & isbjorgu sem verdur rédvillt eftir skipti sin vid
fodurinn. Hun veit ad atburdarasin var 6seemileg en hefur ekki proska til ad skilja
hvers vegna. SOmu nétt blédgar hiin sig med pvi ad berja hofdinu vid vegg og upplifir
sig vonda pott henni lidi vel. Sektarkenndin og skdmmin magnast pegar fadirinn
fremur sjalfsmord stuttu sidar en ad mati {sbjargar gat hann ,,ekki afborid sina nyju
hljodu kvol. Sina nyju dottur (137). Sjalf attar hin sig ekki a pvi fyrr en sidar ad
atburdurinn var ekki innan leyfilegra marka i samskiptum fedgina.

Vid 1at Gudmundar nytir isbjorg imyndunaraflid og skapar sér einkaheim par sem
han sjalf raedur rikjum. Nyi heimurinn endurspeglar prd hennar eftir breyttu
samfélagi pvi par eru engir karlar og par med ekkert ofbeldi. Veruleiki isbjargar er
hins vegar markadur ofbeldi pvi til vidbétar vid fyrrnefndar naudganir leidist hun at
i veendi 16 ara gomul til ad 6dlast fjarhagslegt sjalfsteedi. Adalvidskiptavinur hennar
er logmadur, finn og efnadur madur um sextugt. Hann er sa sem lIsbjérg situr i
fangelsi fyrir ad hafa myrt. Logmadurinn minnir i mérgu & fédur hennar; hann segist
elska hana, gefur henni finar gjafir og borgar fyrir pjonustu hennar um leid og hann
beitir hana ofbeldi og vill stjorna lifi hennar. Mordid & honum hefur verid tulkad sem
adferd Isbjargar til ad losa sig vid vald fodurins og hefna sin fyrir allt pad ofbeldi
sem hin hefur matt pola (Silja Adalsteinsddttir 1990:108). | ljosi pess ad
vidskiptavinurinn er fulltrdi doms og laga er pé einnig freistandi ad skilja gleepinn
sem adferd til ad ,,myrda‘“ eda ,,ey0a‘“ domskerfi sem leyfir kynferdislegu ofbeldi ad
vidgangast med pdggun og vantrd.
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Mattur skaldskaparins

pad ma sja fyrir sér i hillingum 6druvisi lagabokstaf og ddruvisi pjodfélag, en til
pess purfum vid audvitad folk sem hugsar & annan hétt.
(Vigdis Grimsdottir i vidtali ario 1989°)

Sem fyrr segir faer Isbjorg tolf stundir til ad gera hreint fyrir sinum dyrum frammi
fyrir Pétri og lesendum. Saga hennar er laus vid alla sjalfsvorkunn og vaemni.
Frasognin er ekki einféld heldur hladin spennu og rikulegu myndmali auk pess sem
han flakkar fram og aftur i tima og skiptir reglulega & milli fyrstu og pridju persénu.
Sa sem hlustar eda les parf pvi ad vera vel vakandi. Hlutverk Péturs, verjandans, er
ad hlusta, meta og greina hvad i sogu Isbjargar er mikilvaegt fyrir vornina i mali
hennar. Pétt hann sitji hljodur er hann framan af épolinmddur, fyllist gremju og &
erfitt med ad skilja hvers vegna Ishjorg kys ad eyda tima i ad gera grein fyrir
bernskunni og samskiptum vid foreldra sina. Hann er eingbngu kominn til ad fa
einfalda jatningu a mordinu. Eftir pvi sem stundirnar lida attar hann sig pé betur &
pvi ad asteedan fyrir gleepnum er marglaga og flokin, ekkert er svart og hvitt og
fortidin er lykilatridi. Dagny Kristjansdottir (1999a:220) hefur bent & ad samtal og
samband Isbjargar og verjandans minni & salgreiningarferli. Undir pad ma taka en
p6 er brynt ad hafa i huga ad pad er engin hending ad sa sem hlydir a séguna skuli
vera ldgmadur. Frasogn Isbjargar méa nefnilega tilka sem akall um ad samfélagid, og
pa ekki sist peir sem starfa innan réttarkerfisins, hlusti gaumgefilega & polendur
kynferdislegs ofbeldis, leggi trinad i frasagnir peirra og geri sitt til ad risa gegn
ofbeldi og berjast fyrir réttleti polenda.” Pannig er skaldsaga Vigdisar badi
mikilveegt og einkar frumlegt framlag til barattunnar gegn kynferdislegu ofbeldi.

Arid sem bokin um Isbjorgu kom Gt, 1989, var timamaotaar med tilliti til umraedu
um kynferdislegt ofbeldi & islandi. | marsmanudi var akvedid ad stofna Stigamot og
ari sioar héfu samtokin starfsemi sina (Stigamét). P4 kom Gt skyrsla
naudgunarmalanefndar sem fol i sér mikla gagnryni & malsmedferd kynferdis-
brotamaéla i islenska réttarvorslukerfinu og tillogur til Grbéta. Um veturinn var
jafnframt synd heimildarmynd & St6d 2 um kynferdisafbrot gegn bérnum og
sifjaspell og i framhaldinu for af stad mikil samfélagsumraeda um hvernig
kynferdisbrot veeru medhondlud i réttarkerfinu (Helgi Gunnlaugsson 2011:492—
493).

Vegna pess hve umraedan var tekin ad opnast um kynferdislegt ofbeldi var
vidbuio ad bdk Vigdisar yrdi tekid fagnandi af tilteknum hopi lesenda. Sa vard lika
raunin. Sagan var i hopi s6luhastu jolabdka arsins (Metsélulisti Eymundssonar
1989:4), var tilnefnd til Islensku békmenntaverdlaunanna og hlaut sidar Menningar-
verdlaun DV. Huan fékk einnig ad mestu leyti jakveeda déma hja gagnrynendum
dagblada og timarita (Maria Anna borsteinsdottir 1989:9; Gisli Sigurdsson 1989:90;
Silja Adalsteinsddttir 1990:106). Til marks um vinseldir békarinnar ma einnig nefna
aod premur arum eftir Gtkomu hennar, arid 1992, var leikgerd eftir henni sett & svid i
Pjodleikhasinu sem sl6 i gegn og vakti marga til umhugsunar um falid ofbeldi i
samfélaginu (Gudrun Gudlaugsdottir 1992:1-2, 4; Ingibjorg Stefansdottir 1992:35—

6 Vidtalid birtist i Pjédviljanum (LG. 1989).

" Vert er ad nefna ad i vidtali um skaldsdguna gagnrynir Vigdis sérstaklega islenskt samfélag
fyrir radandi einstaklingshyggju en hun segir: ,,FOIK hlustar ekki. Sér ekki. Vill ekki heyra.
Vid pykjumst lifa i velferdarpjéofélagi sem ber umhyggju fyrir pegnunum, en einstaklings-
hyggjan er allsrddandi og allir hugsa um pad eitt ad ota sinum tota* (Fridrika Benonys
1990:77 og 92).
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36; Tilvera 1992; Valgerdur Jonsdottir 1992:10-11).% Ari sidar, 1993, var sagan
pydd & donsku en haustid eftir var settur upp einpattungur i Kaupmannahofn,
byggdur & henni, og seinna vidar & Nordurléndum. Sagan var auk pess kennd i
mdrgum framhaldssk6lum um arabil.

pratt fyrir pessar jakveedu vidtokur féll bokin ekki i kramid hja 6llum pvi
akvedinn hopur innan samfélagsins atti bagt med ad pola eldfimt efni hennar.® Vigdis
hefur sjalf greint fra pvi ad han hafi matt pola aréasir af ymsu tagi vegna ségunnar
(Fridrika Benonys 1990:76; Ingibjorg Dégg Kjartansdottir 2011:32, 49-50; Asdis
Thoroddsen 2015). Til deemis var endurtekid sparkad i bilinn hennar, raGdupurrkurnar
brotnar af honum og ad lokum var hann eydilagdur eina néttina pegar malningu var
hellt yfir vélina (Fridrika Benonys 1990:76; Asdis Thoroddsen 2015). pa fékk Vigdis
simtdl par sem eingdngu var andad i t6lid auk pess sem henni voru sendir
haturspostar, ,,sumir innihéldu texta Gr ordum klipptum ar dagblédum sem limd
hofdu verid saman. Onnur bréf voru med klammyndum sem buid var ad froa sér yfir
og Vigdisi barust jafnvel liflatshotanir (Asdis Thoroddsen 2015). A pessum tima
var skaldkonan einstaed tveggja barna mddir en arasirnar hofou pau ahrif ad
fjolskyldan vard hreedd og pordi vart Gt fyrir hussins dyr. Vegna stodugs areitis vid
hasid sa Vigdis sig knuna til ad taka nafn sitt af dyrabjollunni (Ingibjoérg Dogg
Kjartansdottir 2011:50; Asdis Thoroddsen 2015). begar leikritid um Isbjorgu var sett
& svid hofust sendingarnar aftur. I von um ad hagt veeri ad finna sékudodlgana og
seekja pa til saka safnadi Vigdis pdstunum og feerdi l1ogreglu, en verkefnid var henni
ofvida. Vegna hvatninga fra vinkonum akvad han pvi ad eyda 6llum pdstum sem
henni barust (Asdis Thoroddsen 2015). bessi ofsafengnu vidbrogd akvedins hops i
samfélaginu eru athyglisverd einkum med tilliti til pess hve miklar breytingar voru
ad verda & viohorfi til kynferdisafbrota & pessum tima en eins og Vigdis sagdi sjalf i
vidtali um Isbjérgu ramlega tveimur aratugum sidar: ,Petta pyddi pad ad bokin
hreyfdi vid folki og hafdi lifsmark. pPad er alltaf gott pegar manni tekst ad vekja upp
tilfinningar og fa folk til ad hugsa“ (Ingibjorg Dégg Kjartansdottir 2011:50).

Ad lokum

Sidan skaldsagan um isbjérgu kom Gt og leikritid var & sett & svid hefur mjég margt
aunnist i barattunni gegn kynferdislegu ofbeldi. Stofnud var neydarméttaka fyrir
polendur kynferdisofbeldis & Landsspitalanum 1993 og Barnahus 1998 par sem
bérnum sem seett hafa kynferdislegu ofbeldi er veitt 61l s pjonusta sem pau parfnast
4 einum stad, svo sem laknisrannsoknir, medferdir og skyrslutokur (Gudrin
Agnarsdottir og Eyran B. Jonsdéttir 2011:416; Ol6f Asta Farestveit 2011:395).
Rannsdknir & kynferdislegu ofbeldi hafa aukist & 6likum freedasvidum og birtar hafa
verid greinar og skyrslur um kynferdisbrot og alvarlegar afleidingar peirra.
Grasrétarsamtok eins og Stigamot, Blatt &fram og Drekasldd hafa latid til sin taka i
freedslu um malefnid, veitt polendum adstod og gefid rad um hvernig koma megi i
veg fyrir kynferdisafbrot. & hafa polendur fengid aukid rymi til ad tja sig um reynslu
sina, medal annars & samfélagsmidlum, i lifsreynsluségum og i fjoImidlum. Baréattan
og aukin pekking & brotunum og alvarlegum afleidingum peirra hafa ordid til pess
ad fleiri polendur kera brot og fleiri mal fara i gegnum réttarkerfido (Ragnheidur
Bragadottir 2018:18). Ragnheiour Bragadottir (2018:18) hefur p6 bent a ad ,,pratt
fyrir framsaekna 16ggjof um kynferdisbrot, fjolgun déma og pyngingu refsinga,

8 Tekid skal fram ad leikstjori syningarinnar, Havar Sigurjonsson, tok pa afstodu i talkun a
sogunni ad taka af allan vafa um ad sifjaspell hefdu att sér stad & milli Gudmundar og
Isbjargar (Gudran Gudlaugsdottir 1992:4).

9 Eg hef adur fjallad um harkalegar vidtokur skaldségunnar Eg heiti Isbjérg. Eg er 1jon en pa
i tengslum vid Disusdgu. Konan med gulu tdskuna sem Vigdis sendi fra sér &rid 2013
(Gudrun Steinpdrsdottir 2021:384-387).
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verdur ekki litid fram hjé peirri stadreynd ad enn skortir & ad tekid sé & pessum
brotum med fullnaegjandi hatti og mikilvaegt er ad bregdast vid.“ [ pvi skyni sé
»grundvallaratridi ad 16gin og réttarkerfid virki pannig ad engin haetta sé¢ 4 ad
borgararnir taki 16gin i eigin hendur.*

Litill hluti keerdra mala endar hja domstolum og dpeegilega margar sdgur um
kynferdisafbrot berast enn par sem polendur greina fra pvi ad peir hafi purft ad bida
lengi eftir pvi ad mal peirra séu tekin fyrir i réttarkerfinu, pau séu latin nidur falla
eda domar séu of veegir. Hin hdvera umraeda ndtimans um kynferdisafbrot,
naudganir, sifjaspell og veendi synir vel ad pétt barattan gegn kynferdislegu ofbeldi
sé longu hafin er henni hvergi naerri lokid. Skaldsaga Vigdisar um ishjérgu étti svo
sannarlega erindi vid islenskt samfélag 1989 en ekki sidur i dag rdmum prjatiu a&rum
seinna.’®
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ABSTRACT
‘Guilty or innocent?’
Keywords: Vigdis Grimsdéttir, Eg heiti isbjorg. Eg er ljon, law, sexual violence.

Over the years, the writer Vigdis Grimsdottir has written about various social issues
in her novels, for example sexual violence and its consequences. An example of this
is the novel Eg heiti Isbjorg. Eg er ljon (1989), which openly discusses incest, rape,
and prostitution. However, these are not the only crimes that the story deals with
because the main character is guilty of murder. The article discusses a conversation
between a defendant and a lawyer with reference to Grimsdottir’s story and considers
what lessons can be learned from the novel about guilt and innocence, serious crimes,
and their consequences. The reception of the book is also considered, and it is placed
in the context of different attitudes towards sexual crimes in Iceland at the time the
story was written.

Gudrln Steinporsdottir
Haskola Islands
gudrunst@hi.is
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Online teaching, mental well-being and learning

1. Introduction

The first wave of COVID-19 hit the Faroe Islands on the 4th of March 2020 when
the first confirmed case was announced. On the 12th of March, three additional cases
were confirmed.! The government decided to act promptly and lock down the
islands, with recommendations for all public employees to work from home and
restricted travelling so all who arrived to the islands were expected to spend a
fortnight in self-quarantine. All children and students stayed at home. Online
teaching became the norm (Government 2020).

These measures meant that the government managed to prevent new cases of
COVID-19 before the situation became too prevalent for the health facilities to cope.
Therefore, schools were allowed to open up again quite soon, although slowly, with
a restricted number of pupils at any time from April 20th, after a lockdown of only
five weeks. For the university, this meant that staff were slowly allowed to return to
the buildings while the students continued to have limited access to the premises for
the rest of the study year. Since autumn 2020, students have been allowed back to
onsite teaching with some interruptions when the infection rates became too high.
This continued till March 2022.

Hence, in the Faroes, teachers didn’t get extensive experience conducting online
teaching during the COVID-19 pandemic and only developed their skills in online
teaching on a minor scale. In Iceland, on the other hand, there has been a relatively
longstanding tradition of offering online instruction, especially for students living in
rural areas. That same tradition is not in the Faroes, probably because the relatively
short distances have not created a demand for this. Therefore, most of the teaching
staff in the Faroes, to a large extent, were using the same teaching methods as they
used before and were not familiar with alternative ways of conducting teaching when
they came into a situation where they were forced to switch from onsite to online
teaching with minimal preparation time. That situation is not unique to the Faroes.
For example, Hensley et al. (2022) described challenges for students and teaching
staff at a university in Ohio, USA, and stressed the importance of support for both
staff and students to establish methods of self-regulated learning.

2. Background

2.1 Teaching and learning

Student Centered Learning (SCL) has been around for more than a century, focusing
on the ,,whole child”, but while there have been attempts to get a more progressive
education, there have also been calls for schools to get back to the basics; with such
a long history there is no wonder there is not a single definition for SCL, but the
unifying theme is that in student-centred learning the model shifts from being adult-
centred and standardised to the student-centric and individualised (Kaput 2018:9—
10). These contrasted models of teaching would benefit from being combined,
according to Hattie (2009), as neither of these is ,,good or ,bad*; instead, Hattie
points out that cooperation, using many of the SCL teaching/learning methods, has

LI wish to thank all the participants in the online survey reported here, as well as the reviewers
for their valuable input and guidance, which were instrumental to the success of this study.
The study was funded by the Faroese Research Council.
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the opportunity to create a friendship between students, especially in secondary
school, which is powerful for the student’s sense of wellbeing and can facilitate a
sense of school belonging and positive feelings toward school.

A decade ago, the Faculties of Education in Iceland and the Faroes surveyed
students in lower secondary school, with considerable focus on SCL. This was in
2009/10 and 2012/13, respectively. Although these results are a decade old, there are
still some unexplored aspects in the data. In particular, we didn’t look into the part
of well-being regarding the students’ attitude to school, nor did we use this as a
vehicle to compare the compulsory schools in the two countries. We have reason to
believe that these data are still valid today, and recently we have in the Faroes
conducted similar surveys with quite similar results on the questions on enjoying
school.

Based on these surveys of the compulsory schools in Iceland and the Faroes, there
is reason to assume that the teaching environment and teaching methods were pretty
similar. The pupils in the survey were of similar age, 14-16 years old, and showed
an impressive interest in learning, although they, particularly in the Faroes, found
school to be uninspiring (Bjornsdéttir 2015; Olsen 2013). This fact that students do
not enjoy school and find it boring could significantly impact their motivation for
learning, as shown by Pekrun et al. (2002).

The main findings on teaching methods were that the pattern was similar in both
countries, with some distinctive differences. For example, specific workbooks were
widely used in Iceland at the time of the survey but not to the same degree in the
Faroes (Sigurgeirsson et al. 2014). Cooperation did occur regularly, although not
daily, and unfortunately, excursions, experiments, pedagogical games, and ITC were
used to a pretty small extent (Table 1a).

The joint surveys also showed that the students in lower secondary schools in
Iceland, to a more considerable extent than in the Faroes, enjoyed attending school.
In contrast, the Faroese students were more confident that they were doing well in
school and liked learning more than their Icelandic fellows (Table 1b). This is further
explored in Bjornsdéttir (2015).

On the other hand, the survey also showed that the Icelandic students were more
confident in their own abilities when asked whether they were good students (Table
1c). They also, to a more considerable extent, thought that the teaching at the school,
in general, was good (Table 1d).

Daily Weekly Monthly | Seldom, never
or don’t know

IS FO IS FO IS FO IS FO
Lectures 65% | 69% 25% 19% 2% 2% 7% 9%
Workbooks 87% | 41% | 11% | 47% 0% 5% 2% 8%
Cooperation 10% | 9% 50% | 55% | 23% | 21% | 17% 20%
Assignments 4% 20% 16% 54% 38% | 13% | 42% 13%
Excursions 2% | 0,5% 7% 2% 12% 4% 79% 93%
Experiments 3% 1% 21% 22% | 28% | 20% | 49% 52%
Pedagogical 3% 1% 15% 8% 26% | 13% | 55% 79%
games
Drama, song and | 4% 0% 33% 5% 13% | 7% | 50% 88%
motion
ITC usage 7% 5% 38% 33% 24% | 26% | 31% 36%

Table 1a: The frequency of selected teaching methods used in Iceland (1S) and the
Faroes (FO). Originally the response options were an 8-step Likert scale from
“several times a day” to “very seldom”, “never”, and “don’t know”.

160



ONLINE TEACHING, MENTAL WELL-BEING AND LEARNING

Agree Neither Disagree |Don’t know
IS FO | IS | FO | IS | FO | IS | FO
| enjoy being in school 51% | 39% | 28% | 24% | 19% | 36% | 2% | 1%
I am doing well in school | 64% | 71% | 23% | 19% | 12% | 9% | 2% | 2%
| enjoy learning 47% | 62% | 29% | 24% | 21% | 13% | 2% | 1%

Table 1b: Three questions on students’ attitudes to school; the responses indicate
somewhat different perspectives in the two countries, Iceland (1S) and the Faroes
(FO). Originally the response options were a 6-step Likert scale from “strongly
agree’ to “strongly disagree” and “don’t know”.

I am a good I am an average I am a poor
student student student
IS FO IS FO IS FO
What type of student | 71% 60% 23% 35% 6% 5%
are you?

Table 1c: The students’ self-assessment in Iceland (IS) and the Faroes (FO).
Originally the response options were a 6-step Likert step from “a very good student”
to a “very poor student” and “don’t know”.

Good Average Bad
IS | FO | IS | FO | IS |FO
Do you think the school’s teaching, in | 69% | 53% | 26% | 40% | 6% | 7%
general, is good or bad?

Table 1d: The students’ evaluation of their school’s teaching. Iceland (1S), Faroes
(FO). Originally the response options were a 6-step Likert scale from “very good”
to “very bad” and “don’t know”.

These results might seem contradictory, as the Icelandic students were more
confident that they were good students and thought the teaching in school was good.
In contrast, the Faroese students, to a more significant degree, liked to learn, and the
Faroese students thought they were doing well in school. These are all averages, and
some differences might be explained by slight differences in how the questions were
formulated due to translation. Still, also cultural differences are likely to have an
impact on how the students answered.

2.2 Well-being factors
The study a decade ago didn’t ask directly about students’ well-being. However,
questions such as ,,I enjoy being in the school can, to a certain extent, indicate that
the students thrive. It is particularly interesting to compare the answers from those
students who agreed they enjoyed being in the school with those that did not agree.
Especially in the responses from the Faroes, there were near as many respondents
that disagreed (36%) as those that agreed (39%) that they enjoyed being in the
school, while the distribution in Iceland was not as even, with 51% agreeing and
19% disagreeing that they enjoyed being in the school (Table 1b; Table 2).
Comparing the two groups — those that enjoyed being in the school compared
with those that did not enjoy being in the school — it is apparent that those that didn’t
enjoy school also were challenged on other issues, which accounts for both countries
(Table 2). For example:
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e They put less value on the idea that having an interest in the taught subjects
has an impact on how they learn, as there was a considerable difference
between the responses from those that enjoyed being in the school and their
attitude to the effect of students’ interest in their studies and their learning
(Table 2a).

e Those who didn’t enjoy being in the school found the teaching considerably
worse, with the percentage that agreed they were enjoying attending school
twice the number of those that didn’t enjoy it (Table 2b).

e They, to a greater extent, had a bad relationship with their classmates (Table
2c), but in particular, their relationship with their teachers was affected. This
can be seen in the Icelandic responses, which went down from 90% (those
that agreed that they enjoyed being in the school) to 52% for those that did
not enjoy the school, and down from 86% to 60% in the Faroese data (Table
2d).

e They felt less heard by the teacher, as every fourth of the students in Iceland
and every fifth in the Faroes that did not enjoy being in the school claimed
that their teacher seldom listened to what they had to say, compared with 5—
6% of those who enjoyed being in the school (Table 2e).

I enjoy being in the school
Agree Disagree

IS: FO: IS: FO:

51% 39% | 19% 36%

a) How much influence do Much 88% 95% 64% 87%
you think the students’ Little 204 0% 18% 204
interest in their study has
on how they learn?

b) Do you think the teaching | Good 84% 70% 36% 34%
in school as a whole is Bad 1% 3% 19% 14%
good or bad?

¢) How good or bad is your Good 95% 93% 75% 79%
relation with your Bad 1% 0% 9% 50%
classmates?

d) How good or bad is your Good 90% 86% 52% 60%
relation with your teachers | Bad 1% 204 15% 10%
(1S) / class teacher (FO)?

e) Our teacher listens to what | Often 79% 84% 44% 55%
we have to say Seldom | 6% 5% | 27% 18%

Tables 2a—e: Crosstabulations of the statement “I enjoy being in the school” with
five statements on teaching and relationships showing differences between those who
enjoy being in the school and those who don’t. Note that, in Iceland, fewer
respondents disagree (19%), while the distribution in the Faroes is more even.

Hence, the decade-old survey indicates that the students’ thriving at school impacts
their feelings toward their education, as suggested by Hattie (2009).

In the Faroes, the students at the Faculty of Education in 2014 also answered a
questionnaire which, among other things, asked about the teaching methods used at
the Faculty and which teaching methods they intended to use in their future work.
The students reported on similar teaching methods as used in the school and at the
faculty, while they intended to use much more active teaching forms in their future
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work. According to the survey in 2014, these active teaching forms were not used
daily in the instruction at the Faculty.

3. Methods

In the following sections, these decade-old results will be discussed in connection
with results from a new survey and other recently acquired data during a period with
much online teaching due to COVID-19, where the teaching methods, therefore,
were restricted to what could be instructed online. The data stem from a survey
conducted in the autumn of 2020 with students from the upper secondary school,
Glasir, and the University of the Faroe Islands.

In autumn 2020 (mid-October to mid-November), a survey was conducted with
409 students from the University of the Faroe Islands and 421 students from the
upper secondary school, Glasir, in Térshavn. In total, 830 respondents, 535 females,
287 males, and 8 of ,,unknown gender* participated. This ratio of 64% females and
35% males is within the expected gender ratio, as there are more female students at
the upper secondary school and the university (Jacobsen 2022).

The survey in 2020 intended to study the impact of online learning on teaching
methods. In autumn 2020, 23% of the participants from the university had not tried
online teaching during the time with COVID-19 restrictions. This was only the case
for 8% of students from the high school. For the university students, part of the
explanation can be that they were writing assignments/theses or were on leave in
spring 2020. However, another reason can be that they started their studies in the
autumn of 2020 (40% of the respondents) and probably did not come straight from
upper secondary school. Students that hadn’t tried online teaching are excluded from
the tables below.

The survey consisted of two similar questionnaires, one for the university and one
for the upper secondary school. The questions were all answered with options on a
Likert scale. In some cases, it was necessary to adapt the questionnaires slightly, as
not all questions were relevant for both educational institutions. For example, the
age groups are quite different at the upper secondary school and the university.
However, the youngest group of university students could be compared to the oldest
at the upper secondary school. The analyses presented here analyse only questions
asked at both educational institutions.

The statistics are conducted with SPSS v. 28.01. The tables presented are
crosstabs, and significances are calculated using Pearson Chi-Square tests.

4. Results and discussion

The platforms used for communication were, to a certain extent, similar for the
university and the upper secondary school, as they both used Moodle. The upper
secondary school supplemented communication with emails, while the university
used Facebook more than the high school. However, the direct online contact
differed, as the university used Zoom, while the upper secondary school used Teams
as their primary platform (Table 3). It is worth noticing that only half of the students
that had used Zoom reported that breakout rooms had been used. This is a reason for
some concern, as the breakout rooms are the key to cooperation and discussion. The
survey shows that the students who had used Breakout rooms had a more positive
attitude towards online teacher-directed group work and thought online discussions
with other students had been better.

163



ERLA OLSEN

Platform used in at least one course | University | Upper secondary school
Zoom 98% 9%

Breakout rooms on Zoom 44% 3%

Teams 25% 100%

Moodle 87% 82%
Facebook 49% 20%

Email 0% 86%

Table 3: Platforms used during the lockdown in autumn 2020.

The upper secondary school students were much less satisfied with the digital
solutions offered, as only 34% said they were slightly satisfied (25%) or very
satisfied (8%). In comparison, 62% of the university students were either slightly
satisfied (38%) or very satisfied (24%).

4.1 The perceived mental well-being

The survey in 2020 focused on how teachers and students were coping with
technology, teaching methods and mental health, using the WHO-5 Well-Being
Index, asking five questions on how the students reported they had felt the last two
weeks.

The WHO-5 Well-Being Index measures the current subjective mental well-
being (the previous two weeks) using only five questions, formulated to avoid using
symptom-related language and ensuring the questions are positively phrased; the
average score of those without mental disorders in Denmark is close to 70, while a
score of 50 is of some concern, and a score below 30 of considerable concern (Bech,
2012, Chapter 6).

Surveys conducted in the EU have shown Denmark is at the high end of the
WHO-5 Well-being Index score. The surveys in Table 4 are from 2016 and indicate
a general tendency for young people aged 18—24 to score higher than slightly older
people. Only Sweden bucked this trend. In addition, males scored higher than
females.

Country All Age Gender
18-24 25-34 35-49 | Females Males
yrs yrs yrs

EU 64 70 66 65 62 66
Denmark 70 68 68 67 69 71
Finland 67 69 62 65 67 68
Sweden 64 56 61 63 63 66
UK 63 66 62 64 61 66
Germany 65 67 65 65 62 67

Table 4: The WHO-5 Well-being Index (scale 0-100) with mean results from 2016.
The selected countries are the Nordic countries in the EU, together with the UK and
Germany, compared with the EU mean. Data was obtained from Eurofound (2016).

The findings from the Faroese survey in autumn 2020 gave an overall score of 60,
with a higher score for the university students and a lower score for the upper
secondary school students (Table 5). Contrary to the findings from the European
countries, the younger students scored lower. Moreover, the females at the university
also bucked the trend by scoring higher than the males, while the males at the upper
secondary school scored higher than their female classmates.

Based on the proposed values from Bech (2012), there are indications that a
considerable number of students in this Faroese study from 2020 were struggling,
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particularly the younger ones. Around 30% of the students scored below 50, and
around 7% scored below 30. These numbers are means for the whole dataset, the
scores for the university were higher (22% scored below 50, 4% lower than 30) —
and the high school had more students with concerning scores (35% scored below
50, and 10% had scores lower than 30).

All University | Upper secondary
school

Mean WHO-5 Well-being Index 60.1 63.6 56.7
WHO-5 Well-being Index - females 60.2 64.6 55.5
WHO-5 Well-being Index - males 60.3 61.9 59.0
WHO-5 Well-being Index — 25 58.3 62.8 56.7
years or younger
WHO-5 Well-being Index — 26-40 63.6 63.6 na
years
WHO-5 Well-being Index — 41 66.9 66.9 na
years or older

Table 5: WHO-5 Well-being Index (scale 0—100): The students at the high school
could choose to be either younger than 18 years or 18 years and older.

The EU surveys were conducted some years before the COVID-19 restrictions and
were repeated in April 2020, where they found a considerable drop in the overall
scores in all countries. The EU average, which in 2016 was 64, dropped to 49 but
then increased to 53 when tested again in July 2020 (Eurofound 2020:25). Therefore,
the relatively low score of 60 in this Faroese study is not unexpected but reflects
what has happened in other countries.

Although nearly every third of the students in the Faroes have been struggling,
this number of students with low scores is low compared with other student surveys
done during the COVID-19 pandemic. For example, a German study found that
around 72% of the respondents had a WHO-5 score of less than 50 (Holm-Hadulla
et al. 2021). The survey in Germany was conducted in May/June 2021, or after more
than a year, with restricted access to the universities. This situation, which has been
the case for most European universities, has not applied to the same extent in the
Faroes. Close to every fourth of the university students have not tried online
teaching, which might partly explain the relatively high WHO-5 scores in the Faroes.

However, online teaching might be a challenge when considering mental health.
According to a survey from 2018 (e.g. before COVID) from British Law students on
an online course showed that the overall mean for the respondents was 51 and 38%
of the students likely needed some professional help (scored below 37,5), and
another 21% might need further assessment of their mental health needs (scored
between 37.6 and 52). Hence 59% of the students were somewhat struggling (Jones
et al 2019). This number from the online Law students is considerably lower than
the average UK score from 2016, which was 63. In 2016 the UK score was
comparable with the EU-28 average score of 64 (Eurofound 2016). Similar data from
the UK in 2020 are not available. However, in July 2020, when most students had
experienced lock-down and online teaching, the EU-27 score for the youngest age
group was 51 (Eurofound 2020), corresponding to the overall mean score of online
law students in the UK achieved (Eurofound 2016).

4.2 The well-being and the perceived learning

The survey dealt with self-reported mental health and the students’ perceived
learning. Firstly, few of the respondents agreed with the statements that online
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teaching was comparable with onsite teaching. Secondly, there were considerable
differences between the university and the upper secondary school answers. And
thirdly, in general, the students who scored low on the WHO-5 Index scored even
lower on questions on teaching and learning than those with higher WHO-5 scores.

In general, the upper secondary school students were more negative. This fits
with the data from Table 5, where the university students scored higher on the
WHO5-Index, and can also be found in Table 6, where the respondents as a whole
had a more negative attitude to the statements if they scored low on the WHO5-
Index.

Statements Difference between Difference between students
university and upper grouped according to their WHO-
secondary school 5 scale
How much do you agree or Percentage|Percentage agree Percentage agree with the
disagree with the statements agree |upper secondary| statement in column 1, and who
below? Only significant results | university school belong to the group WHO-5 score
shown below:

Below 36 | 36-52 | 52-68 | 68-100

\We have learned as much with
distance learning as we do when 285 10.6 15.8 149 | 174 | 23.9
we have classroom teaching
My attendance to teaching with
distance learning is worse than 17.3 28.7 36.2 247 | 220 | 19.0
when we meet for classes on site
My teachers have managed to
create quality distance learning 48.4 35.7 24.7 379 | 433 | 475
in the Corona time

IAs a whole, | was satisfied with
the digital solutions used in my
programme after the Corona
restrictions were put into action

Table 6: The differences between university students and upper secondary students
on four statements on teaching, attendance, learning, and digital solutions, and the
differences between the responses for four different groups of WHO5-Index scores.

425 31.6 24.3 346 | 435 | 414

4.3 The black screen

At the university, 65% of the students agreed that they were allowed by their teacher
to participate without turning their video on. At the upper secondary school, almost
all, 95%, agreed that this was the case. At the same time, students missed their mates
and the lack of social interactions. For the teacher, online teaching in itself limits the
extent of social cues that can be achieved through body language, as only the
students’ faces are visible given the camera is on, but when no visual observational
cues are available due to a black screen, the challenge to assess engagement and
motivation is even higher (Thomas et al. 2023).

4.4 The students’ voice

The students had the opportunity to answer some open questions on issues such as
the benefits and drawbacks of online teaching. Also, they could write what they
thought was relevant in this context.

Their answers could be divided into two main groups: well-being and teaching.
Their more constructive focus was on teaching. Concerning well-being, it was
mainly issues of convenience that counted, such as more available time due to less
transport time. Still, university students also pointed out the benefit of being able to
be home with sick children. Still, on the other hand, it was challenging to follow
teaching online with children around them. Upper secondary school students, in
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particular, mentioned the opportunity to sleep longer in the morning. Some students
said they were a bit afraid of contracting COVID, but these were few.

Upper secondary school students generally had a negative attitude towards online
teaching. While many said that online teaching was just something to avoid, some
also mentioned teaching methods, the teacher competencies and the technology
challenges. University students mentioned the different ways the teachers had acted,
as some had been teaching whole days online (which was too much), others had just
been online for an hour a week (which was too little), and some thought that the
homework had become too much. The students were satisfied with their teachers,
given the conditions. However, there was ample room for improvement, as the
students pointed out considerable limitations in teachers’ competencies regarding
online didactics and technological skills. On the other hand, students did not object
to online teaching, but they were serious about their studies:

Important that if online teaching becomes part of the university, then the lecturers
are trained in how online teaching is done. Online and onsite teaching are quite
different things.

The university should arrange courses for their lecturers so they become better at
managing online teaching. Following that, you should use online teaching as part
of the ordinary teaching.

4.5 Learning about online teaching competences

Although the results shown here could indicate that online teaching is less efficient
than onsite teaching, it is crucial to bear in mind that the data are obtained through
an emergency situation, and neither students nor teachers had chosen or prepared for
this approach. As teachers who traditionally teach face-to-face typically resist
teaching online, it is important to investigate students’ perceptions of instructor
attitudes and actions (Hensley et al. 2022). This has been studied, and Harding et al.
(2019) found associations between teacher well-being and student mental health and
well-being. One aspect that negatively affected the teachers’ well-being was being
required to teach in ways they didn’t approve of or believe in (Hargreaves 2021).
Whether these aspects have affected the Faroese results presented here is hard to say.
Still, in a study with teachers in compulsory schools, they also found that the
teachers’ challenges included a lack of digital competence and that some Faroese
teachers showed resistance and concern with online learning and considered it
particularly ill-suited for average and weak students, affecting the vulnerable
students’ learning (Vijayavarathan-R 2022).

The results presented here show the responses to an educational system that was
unprepared for going online. The teaching methods used were the same as for
classroom teaching — with synchronous teaching and — in lack of classroom teaching
— extensive homework. To a large extent, the online teaching was not recorded, and
therefore students had to be online for a set time and could not benefit from a ,,flipped
classroom* or ,blended learning™ approach. Often the lectures were of standard
length, indicating a lack of change from face-to-face teaching to online teaching, and
research has suggested a link between teacher self-efficacy and technology use and
that teachers desired more pedagogical training to integrate their teaching content
with technology and the design of online instruction (Corry and Stella 2018).

The teaching staff at both upper secondary school and the university are, to a
large extent, experts in subjects other than teaching and learning, although many do
have some postgraduate pedagogical training. However, even the experts in teaching
and learning need more formal training in online teaching. And as learning is
different in the online space and requires careful thought and planning, including an
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understanding of what is required from teachers and learners (Davies 2020), this is
a work that all those working in the educational sector can prepare for because, as
stated by Davies (2020): One thing is for sure: nothing will ever be quite the same
again and the shape of the new normal is yet to be drawn.
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Kanningin legdi seg eftir at kanna, hvussu undirvisingin undir COVID-19
stongslinum royndist sambart teimum lesandi. Dentur vard lagdur badi & trivnad og
a hverjir undirvisingarhettir vordu nyttir, ti nyggjar greiningar av datum fra eldri
kanning ur Fgroyum og Islandi bendu & eitt samband millum trivnad og hugburd til
skalan. Tey spurdu véru lesandi & Frodskaparsetrinum og & Glasir, og tey svaradu
einum spurnabladi & netinum. Svarini visa, at flestu lesandi vilja heldur hava vanliga
floksundirvising. Vist vard & sosial sambond sum avgerandi fyri eitt gott
leeruumhvervi. Hinvegin séu tey lesandi eisini fyrimunir vid netundirvising, t.d.
minni ferding, og sum ein mgguleiki, t&4 ikki var gjerligt at mgta & stadnum.
Trivnadurin hja teimum lesandi vard mettur vio WHO-5 Well-Being Index. Svarini
hja teimum lesandi benda &, at nyttu undirvisingarhattirnir & netinum likjast nogv
teimum, sum verda bruaktir til vanliga floksundirvising. Fleiri av teimum lesandi
meltu til, at leerarar faa formliga undirvising i at undirvisa & netinum, &drenn farid
verdur aftur i holt vid netundirvising.

Erla Olsen
Frodskaparsetur Fgroya
erlao@setur.fo
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Language portrait as an analytical tool of students’
developing linguistic identities: Extending the methodology

1. Introduction

The Icelandic language landscape has increasingly become more diverse in recent
years and decades. At the end of the 20" century and in the first two decades of the
21% century, Iceland experienced a steep increase in the number of immigrants and
refugees, and also in the number of languages represented by these various people.
Today, over one hundred languages are spoken by children and youth in Iceland
(M6durmal 2020).

The doctoral dissertation of (Emilsson Peskova 2021) explored the interplay of
linguistic repertoires and the school experience of plurilingual students in Icelandic
schools who also attended heritage language classes on Saturdays. The findings
showed that these plurilingual students had a positive view of all their languages and
had strong plurilingual identities. They had different connections to their heritage
languages and Icelandic than their parents, and they had different motivations to
invest in learning their languages. Their plurilingualism was always active, even in
monolingual situations, and languages in their linguistic repertoires were always
present. The students exerted agency in learning and using their languages and in
negotiating their linguistic identities. The study showed the importance of all
languages for the students, and it postulated the need that their learning spaces
reflected the presence of their plurilingualism. The study suggested improving the
methodology of language portraits, and the findings unexpectedly brought attention
to further topics worth scientific exploration, plurilingual identities, negotiations of
linguistic identities, and students’ agency in the negotiations.

Language portraits have become a popular method to describe individual
linguistic repertoires of plurilingual speakers (Council of Europe 2007; Dressler
2014). They have been frequently used as an activity to encourage a dialogue about
children’s and students’ linguistic repertoires, and they have also been used as a
pedagogical tool in transformative multiliteracies pedagogy (Prasad 2014) and in
work with oral and written identity texts (Cummins and Early 2011; Dressler 2014).
Increasingly, language portraits have been used as a methodological tool in research
with children (e.g., Dressler 2014; Emilsson Peskova 2021; Prasad 2014).

Key concepts in this article on language portraits are plurilingual student,
plurilingualism, linguistic repertoire, linguistic identity, linguistic identity
negotiations, and integrative and instrumental motivation for language learning (for
detailed definitions, see Emilsson Peskova 2021). The aim of the current article is to
integrate the recommendations from the underlying doctoral research with existing
knowledge about language portraits, to describe their methodological use for
scholars and practitioners, and to suggest new possible uses of language portraits.

2. Theory: Exploring plurilingual students’ linguistic repertoires

Theoretical underpinnings of the underlying research were sought among others to
the fields of motivational frameworks for language learning (Dérneyi 2009; Hong
and Ganapathy 2017) and linguistic identity (De Costa and Norton 2017; Giampapa
2004). The linguistic categories of expertise, affiliation, and inheritance were used
as categories that construct individual linguistic identities. However, students in the
study also related their language use and the motivation to learn languages to the
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current and perceived future use of their linguistic repertoires and through the desire
to belong to real and imagined communities (De Costa and Norton 2017; Norton
2013). Furthermore, findings showed that children had agency in the use of their
linguistic repertoires and negotiated their linguistic identities with their peers,
parents, and educators (Norton 2013). Linguistic negotiations were understood as re-
articulation of one’s own linguistic identities within multiple circumstances for
oneself and for others (Giampapa 2004).

Five cases were presented of successful plurilingual students at the mid-level of
compulsory schools who attended community heritage language schools on
weekends and whose parents pursued strong family language policies (Palviainen
2020). As a part of the methodology, students drew language portraits that were
analyzed with the categories of linguistic expertise, affiliation, and inheritance
(Dressler 2014). The students’ perceived future use of their languages and the
combination of integrative and instrumental motivation (Hong and Ganapathy 2017)
to acquire and learn languages influenced their investment (Norton 2013) into
language learning. Most importantly, the students negotiated their linguistic
identities with their families, friends, and educators, and they reported on their strong
plurilingual identities and positive school experience (Emilsson Peskova 2021).

2.1 Plurilingual students and plurilingualism

Plurilingualism is an individual capacity to use integrated linguistic repertoires for
different purposes (Piccardo 2013, 2017; Piccardo and North 2020). An individual
linguistic repertoire encompasses all languages, dialects, and other language
varieties of all languages that an individual knows and uses to any level, minimal or
highly proficient (Council of Europe 2007).

Plurilingual students’ linguistic repertoires are integrated systems of all
languages and languages varieties that they learned to a different degree and that
change over time. They use their various languages for different purposes, with
different people, and in different circumstances. The languages in their linguistic
repertoire are equal in the sense that they have a personal purpose and relevance. The
concept of plurilingual students in the underlying research refers to students who
speak their heritage languages primarily with their families, Icelandic at school and
in society, they hear and learn additional languages in and outside of school, and
they use their linguistic repertoires in multiple ways (Emilsson Peskova 2021). The
individual is a social agent who determines when to activate each language, based
on their experience and circumstances (Canagarajah 2007).

2.2 Linguistic identity

Linguistic identity is in this paper understood as a relationship between the self and
the linguistic repertoire. This relationship is expressed through the categories of
expertise, affiliation, and inheritance. Language expertise expresses competence in
a language, affiliation shows attitudes and feelings about languages, and inheritance
refers to familial connections with the language, mostly being born into a family or
community associated with a certain language (Giampapa 2004; Norton 2013).

2.3 Integrative and instrumental motivation for language learning

Motivation to learn languages (Ddrneyi 2009; Hong and Ganapathy 2017) and the
effort invested into language learning (Norton 2013) mirror in plurilingual students’
linguistic repertoires. They exert instrumental and integrative motivation to learn
languages (Hong and Ganapathy 2017). The integrative motivation for learning
languages refers to social reasons for learning languages, such as the desire or
intention to associate or belong to a group. Instrumental motivation, on the other
hand, refers to learning the language for pragmatic reasons, such as academic
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achievement or professional purposes. Integrative motivation can be related to
Dorneyi’s “ideal L2 self” while instrumental motivation correlates with “ought-to
L2 self”. The “learning L2 self” can be linked to Norton’s (2013) concept of
investment into language learning. Instrumental and integrative motivation both
elicit language learning, yet a combination of both can probably lead to even more
successful language learning (Hong and Ganapathy 2017).

3. Methodology: Using language portraits as an analytical tool in research

In the underlying research, language portraits were used as a complementary
analytical tool, in addition to two qualitative semi-structured interviews with
students. The participants of the study were five plurilingual students, three girls,
and two boys, ages 9-13 years, born in Iceland to two immigrant parents. The
families spoke different languages at home, Albanian, Lithuanian, Polish, Thai, and
Spanish, and the students attended heritage language schools in their languages on
Saturdays. The students were at the heart of each case, and apart from two interviews
with them and their language portraits, interviews were taken with their parents, class
teachers, and heritage language teachers. The qualitative research was grounded in
the social-constructivist paradigm. The semi-structured interviews were analyzed
with thematic analysis. Each case was analyzed independently of other cases. In the
end, a cross-case analysis was carried out which compared individual cases, related
themes from individual cases to research questions, and included a comparison of
language portraits (Emilsson Peskova 2021).

3.1 Instructions for students on how to draw a language portrait
Instructions for the students were simple. The researcher brought an outline of a body
(Figure 1), crayons, sample pictures of language portraits, and a sample of a
description of a language portrait. After showing children the pictures and reading
an example of a description, they were instructed to think about all languages that
they know, speak, learn, and use, even if they know only a little. They should think
about which color they associate with which language, decide where in the self-
portrait they would place their languages, and how much space the languages took
in their body, or their lives. Students were encouraged to be playful and use their
imagination. Also, they needed to write the name of the language and the color next
to the portrait.

The students received as much time as they needed for this exercise. When they
were finished, the researcher asked them the following questions:

¢ Which language do you associate with which color and why?
e How much space does the language take in your “body” and why?
e Which part of your body does your language occupy and why?

Figure 1: Outline of a body used as a base for a language portrait.
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Discussions were extended as needed. Some students were more imaginative and
talkative than others, thus some of the discussions were short and others were long.
The recordings of the discussions were transcribed in the same way as other
interviews (Emilsson Peskova 2021).

3.2 The analysis of the language portraits with Dressier’s categories

The language portraits were analyzed in two ways. Firstly, the interviews were
transcribed and analyzed with thematic analysis, in the same way as the other
interviews. Secondly, the categories of expertise, affiliation, and inheritance were
used to describe students’ linguistic repertoires through their self-reported linguistic
competence (expertise), their attitudes toward their languages, and the importance
that they attribute to their languages (affiliation) and their familial connections
(inheritance) (Dressler 2014).

The themes that resulted from the thematic analysis of the semi-structured
interviews with students complemented the results elicited through further analysis
of the language portraits. For example, the first research question, what do
plurilingual students report on their use of their linguistic repertoire? was answered
through the following themes:

e The interconnectedness of the linguistic repertoire, social life, and study
(Erag, theme 1)

e Language demonstrates itself in the student’s life as something to be learned,
known, and used (Martina, theme 3)

e Language is a gateway to friendships and learning (Safira, theme 2)

e The linguistic repertoire is recognized and utilized at school, yet language
learning is difficult (Jackson, theme 1)

e Student uses their high communicative skills daily and develops academic
skills in three languages (Clara, theme 1)

The category of expertise was described by the students in terms of how little or
much they knew or spoke the language (I have just started with Danish; Martina),
the category of affiliation was rendered by expressions about liking or needing the
languages (And | want to go to Japan and know Japanese because | find the language
fun; Safira), and inheritance was expressed by reference to the origin or family
members (I am from Poland; Jackson). In the findings chapter, different aspects of
the use of language portraits are demonstrated, through the data from the original
empirical study (Emilsson Peskova 2021).

4. Findings: The analysis of five language portraits through categories of
expertise, affiliation and inheritance
In the discussions about their language portraits, the five students reconstructed their
linguistic identities, situated in their learning spaces (e.g., homes, schools, and
heritage language schools), activated and used with different people (e.g., teachers,
families, and friends), at different times (e.qg., classes, breaks, holidays).

In Figure 2, there are language portraits drawn by Erag, Martina, Safira, Jackson,
and Clara:
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Figure 2: Language portraits of Erag, Martina, Safira, Jackson, and Clara.

Erag’s portrait includes Icelandic, Albanian, English, and Danish. Albanian,
Icelandic, and English take approximately the same space in the body, while the
school subject Danish is located in the head. In Martina’s portrait, Lithuanian and
Icelandic mirror each other and take most of the body, while Polish, English, and
Danish cover small areas on the hands. In Safira’s portrait, Thai and Icelandic cover
large spaces, as well as Turkish, her best friend’s language. Her hands and fingers
are occupied by several languages spoken by her friends or spoken in countries that
she feels an affiliation with. The white spaces symbolize languages that she has yet
to learn. In Jackson’s portrait, Polish and Icelandic cover comparable space, while
the school subject English is located in the head. Clara’s smiling portrait entails three
almost equally distributed languages, Icelandic, Spanish and English.

4.1 Expertise

The students expressed the linguistic category of expertise through reference to how
much or how well they spoke the language. That reflected in the space that the
language took in the figure:

In fact, I just mostly speak Icelandic, but I also speak a lot of Albanian ... I just
thought that the feet were such a large part, a very large part that you can color.

(Erag)

Yes, I know only konichiwa and bye bye, which means sayonara, and I don’t
remember very much. (Safira)

4.2 Affiliation

The category of affiliation was expressed by referring to emotions towards the
languages, their importance, and other personal connections. Clara connected a
color, her feeling, and a language: My favorite color is blue and my favorite language
is Spanish. Safira elaborated on her connections and feelings about various
languages:
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Icelandic has pink. Because it is important because then I can speak with people
who are in Iceland ... and Icelandic also if | could, | was also going to have it here
in the chest and the head because it is also important for me because | also need
to speak in Iceland you understand ... And Arabic, it is a language that my best
friend learns and she also taught me because | am | want also to learn another
language ... And also Japanese, I, well, when I was small, I love Japan. And |
want to go to Japan and to know Japanese because I find it a fun language ... And
Turkish. It is, she has been my best friend and she has moved.

4.3 Inheritance

The category of inheritance was also explicitly addressed in the discussions about
students’ language portraits. Clara said: [Spanish is important for me] because also
my parents are from Spain. Safira also talked about her familial connections:

Light blue is for Thai. It is also a bit important because | need to speak with my
family because everyone in my family is Thai ... Because in Thai it is an
important language for me, but I don’t use it here, but I use it with my family and
my granny.

Erag, Martina, Safira, Jackson, and Clara expressed their linguistic identities through
their language portraits, see Figure 2. The discussions about their portraits revealed
how they associated with their languages in terms of expertise, affiliation, and
heritage. The proportions of color surfaces in the portraits were attributed to the
expertise, or how well the students thought that they mastered the language, to the
affiliation, or how they were personally connected with the language, and to the
heritage, the familial connections with the language. Displaying the languages in this
way is symbolic and all the above categories affected the spaces allotted to the
languages.

The size of the space that languages took up in students’ language portraits
corresponded with the importance and relevance of the languages that students
reported in their interviews. It was evident that the school language Icelandic took a
considerable part of each portrait, the largest portion though in Martina’s (second,
red color) and Jackson’s (fourth, green color) portraits. In Erag’s (first, blue color)
and Clara’s (fifth, blue color) portraits, three languages took approximately the same
space, Icelandic, HL, and English. Icelandic took the least space in Safira’s (third,
pink color) portrait. English was a large part of Erag’s (first, purple color) and
Clara’s (fifth, pink color) language portrait and it reflected the importance and
relevance of English in their lives. Heritage languages took a large space in all
portraits, the largest in Safira’s portrait (fifth, sea green color). Four students out of
five started by drawing their heritage language in the language portrait and they listed
their heritage language in the first place. They all wrote the names of their languages
in Icelandic. For a more detailed analysis of the five language portraits, see Emilsson
Peskova (2021).

5. Discussion: Extending the methodology

5.1 Language portraits as identity texts

Language portraits are creative works that reflect students’ linguistic identities
(Dressler 2014). In pedagogical contexts, language portraits can be used to connect
home and school languages, confirm students’ linguistic identities, empower them
as students, and give them the opportunity to express themselves about their
languages and practice their language and presentation skills (Dressler 2014).
Language portraits are a kind of identity text, in which students project their
identities, which are then presented, and consequently, students’ identities are
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affirmed with positive feedback and reinforcement (Cummins 2007). Explanations
about the language portraits can be oral or written, done digitally, or a combination
of these in a multimedia format. Children as young as six years old can participate
in this exercise (Dressler 2014).

In the discussions with the students about their language portraits, they had the
opportunity to express themselves about their linguistic identities and practiced, for
example, adjectives for colors and languages. In the discussion with Martina, she did
not know the correct word for her language Lithuanian in Icelandic because, as she
said, she only spoke about Lithuanian in Lithuanian. Thus, the discussion about her
language portrait was perhaps the first opportunity for her to speak about her
language in Icelandic. In these settings, the researcher was the only audience, and
she gave the students positive feedback in the interviews: It is very nice. — Great. Is
there anything else you want to say about this nice language portrait? — It is so much
fun that you put these languages that you know just a tiny bit and are interested in
in the fingers. — This is so beautifully done. The purpose of the positive feedback
was to encourage students to express themselves, establish a good rapport between
the researcher and the students, and also to confirm their linguistic identities.
Therefore, to sum up, the language portraits were used as identity texts and the
discussions about them provided opportunities to extend students’ language and
confirm their plurilingual identities.

5.2 Language portraits as a methodological tool

As stated earlier, linguistic identity can be expressed through reference to the
categories of expertise, affiliation, and inheritance (Dressler 2014). All five students
referred to one or more languages regarding the above-mentioned categories of
expertise, affiliation, and heritage. Expertise in the language portrait corresponds
with the space that each language received in the body. When a language was used
considerably, students covered a large area of the body with that language. These
symbolic proportions seemed to reflect the realities, as was also confirmed in the
interviews with the students. When only a little time was devoted to language
learning, or students knew only some words, the language was awarded only a small
space on the body, such as the head or fingers. Danish, for example, and English in
two cases were not considered relevant to the students’ lives and were placed in the
head. Safira’s passion for many languages is shown on colorful fingers in her
language portrait.

However, Safira attributed considerable space on her body outline to Turkish, her
best friend’s language, which shows that the importance attributed to a language
does not always equal competence. Safira was the most expressive of the five
students as far as the category affiliation is concerned. She described languages as
fun, important, and smart. Colors seemed to play the least role in this imaginative
work with languages and proportions the largest. However, Clara stated: Because my
favorite color is blue, and my favorite language is Spanish, and thus she connected
the color appointed to a language in the portrait with her feelings about the language.
The category of inheritance was used for example by Clara: Because my parents are
from Spain.

Linguistic portraits seem to be a suitable tool to elicit talk about language
expertise, affiliation, and inheritance. Students seemed to reach the roots of the
languages’ roles in their lives which related to family, friends, and study. It was also
interesting that none of the students spoke negatively about any of their languages;
they were all part of their portraits and their identities, even though their learning
might have been difficult. Their linguistic identities were plurilingual and, they were
positive. Language portraits thus proved to be a useful methodological tool for
describing individual linguistic identities.
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5.3 Language portraits as an analytical tool

Children learn languages in many different ways, in different social contexts,
through exposure and interaction, through instruction, and through various media.
Many factors influence the learning process, personal, contextual, social, and
cultural. For example, family language policies have a deep impact (Palviainen
2020). Individual factors that influence language learning are for example attitudes,
motivation for language learning, and a sense of identity (Menyuk and Brisk 2005).
Emotions, needs, beliefs, and purposes also influence individual language learning
(Council of Europe 2006). Furthermore, individual agency impacts language
learning (De Costa and Norton 2017).

All five students in the underlying research continuously developed their
linguistic repertoires, particularly their heritage languages, Icelandic, and English.
Erag and Safira showed the most agency and investment in their language learning.
Erag was actively reading and studying English because he was very aware of its
importance for his future life and study. Safira, despite being born in Iceland and
attending an Icelandic preschool, was placed in an international department in the
compulsory school, due to her insufficient Icelandic. She was determined to improve
her Icelandic to be let into the general class with her peers. She actively studied
Icelandic and used various media, learning spaces, and assistance available to her.
For example, she used the internet, borrowed books from the library, went to
homework assistance sessions at school and received help from her friend’s father.

Both Erag and Safira demonstrated agency in learning languages, negotiating
their language use and their linguistic identities (Cummins and Early 2011; Norton
2013). During the talk about her language portrait, Safira gave various examples of
how she learned words in languages of her interest: ... My friend who is from China
and I want also to learn Chinese and and | was | went like to YouTube like teach
Chinese | am trying to learn because | find it a clever language. Erag and Safira
exerted agency in English and Icelandic learning because they sensed their
importance for their own near and distant future. Language portraits served as a
fitting analytical tool to explore students’ agency in learning and using their
linguistic repertoires. Their languages represented a gateway into real and imagined
communities (Norton 2013) and a tool for future academic and professional
opportunities, as is explained more closely in the next subchapter.

5.4 Adding a new analytical category: perceived future use of languages

All five students referred to families abroad which they visited in summers or as
often as their parents could arrange for it. They learned their heritage languages at
heritage language schools because they needed to speak them with their core families
in Iceland and with the extended families abroad. When students discussed their
linguistic repertoires and their intentions to learn languages, they referred to their
ideas about the current and perceived future use of languages and the desire to belong
to real and imagined communities (Norton 2013).

As an example, Erag assumed powerful identities of belonging to local and global
communities, as a member of the school and professional communities. He imagined
futures in which his linguistic repertoire would help him gain access to further
studies and professional opportunities and maintain his plurilingual identity and links
with his family. Clara invested considerably in English learning because, in the near
future, she was going to attend a school in which the medium of instruction was
English. Safira made a considerable effort to learn Icelandic because she wanted to
join her peers in the general class and not be separated from them in an international
department of the school. She also expressed the understanding that knowledge of
the global language was important:
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...it is also horribly much important because then | can speak with everybody
who is on the Earth you understand like when I am somewhere, and I don’t know
the language in that country then | can speak English.

From the example of Erag’s reported current and expected future use of his linguistic
repertoire (Table 1), it is possible to see that belonging to social groups at the time
of the interviews motivated his Albanian and Icelandic use, while in the future, he
expected Albanian, Icelandic and English to be used for social purposes. The social
use of language in the study overlaps with Hong and Ganapathy’s (2017) integrative
motivation for language learning. At the time of the interview, Erag invested time
and effort into learning Icelandic and English, since in the future he also expected to
need these two languages for academic and professional purposes. He envisioned
that he would study in Icelandic and English and that he would also be a part of
professional communities that communicate in these languages.

Language Current use Expected future use

Albanian Social / Integrative Social / Integrative

Icelandic Social / Integrative Social / Integrative

Academic / Instrumental Academic & Professional /

Instrumental

English Academic / Instrumental Social / Integrative
Academic & Professional /
Instrumental

Danish Academic / Instrumental Academic / Instrumental

Table 1: Erag’s reported current and expected future use of his linguistic repertoire,
using Hong and Ganapathy’s (2017) motivational framework (instrumental and
integrative motivation) for language learning.

From the above examples, it is clear that students’ linguistic identities were referred
to not only by referring to the analytical categories of expertise, affiliation, and
inheritance but also by reference to the perceived future use of languages, belonging
to real and imagined communities, as Norton (2013) described them. It is thus
suggested here that the analytical categories expertise, affiliation, and inheritance
that express individuals’ linguistic identities should be extended by the fourth
category: perceived future use of languages.

All five students appreciated their heritage languages, as well as other languages
they were learning. All students’ languages, and linguistic repertoires, were a part of
their identities and social and academic realities. The linguistic repertoires were
integrated into students’ present and past experiences and their vision of the future.

6. Conclusions

Language portraits have been used as a research tool, as well as a pedagogical tool.
In research, they are considered particularly suitable for working with children to
explore their linguistic repertoires. In the current article, it is suggested that their
methodological use can be extended to explore students’ agency to learn languages,
their linguistic identities, and their perceived future use of their languages. These
approaches can inform researchers about students’ motivation to learn languages.
Pedagogically and methodologically, language portraits have the potential to capture
the development of children’s linguistic identities in time, similarly to a language
portfolio, if they are used regularly over several years. As they build on feelings and
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symbolic representations, they are a suitable tool to confirm the verbal accounts of
students’ language experiences and to scaffold their thoughts about languages.

As pedagogical tools, language portraits can be used as icebreakers, art
activities, multimedia projects, collaborative activities, or written assignments.
When language portraits are defined as identity texts, their purpose shifts to both
extending students’ language, oral or written expression, and confirming their
(linguistic) identities. Not the least, teachers undergo a learning process with their
students in that they learn about languages present in the student group and why
these languages matter to the students. That can potentially influence teachers’ views
of the value of their students’ languages. In pedagogical spaces, language portraits
can serve to deepen awareness and appreciation of plurilingualism among all
students and teachers alike.
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Tungumalasjalfsmyndir (e. language portraits) hafa verid notadar sem kennslu-
adferd og greiningaradferd i rannséknum. Markmid pessarar greinar er ad lysa
kennslufreedilegri og adferdafraedilegri notkun tungumalasjalfsmynda og Gtvikka
naverandi notkun peirra. Tungumalasjalfsmyndir henta medal annars vel til pess ad
kanna tungumalaforda barna, vidhorf peirra til tungumala og hvatningu til ad leera
tungumal. par sem tungumalasjalfsmyndir byggjast & tilfinningum og taknreenni
framsetningu henta peer vel i vinnu med ungum bdérnum, sem stodgrind i viotélum
eda til vidbotar vid adrar rannsdknaradferdir. Doktorsrannsoknin sem pessi grein
byggist & kannadi samspil tungumalaforda fjoltyngdra nemenda og reynslu peirra i
islenskum grunnskolum. patttakendur voru fimm fj6ltyngdir grunnskdlanemendur
fra Islandi sem lerdu modurmal sin, albonsku, lithaisku, polsku, spaensku og
tailensku, i médurmalsskolum utan formlega skolakerfisins.
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