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INTRODUCTION

Relevance of the Topic and Novelty of the Thesis

This study investigates formal means of definiteness marking in Lithuanian (the so-called
pronominal adjectival form and demonstrative tas which has the function of emergent
article) in comparison with definiteness markers in article languages (mainly Danish and
English). The investigation is relevant for Lithuanian linguistics, since definiteness marking
in Lithuanian has not been studied extensively. The novelty of the thesis lies in the fact that
definiteness markers in Lithuanian were examined from a contrastive and typological
perspective and that the semantic map method was used for highlighting the similarities and
differences of definiteness marking in Lithuanian and Danish. Definiteness markers which
have become part of the adjectival stem have not received much attention among
researchers in international linguistics either, thus, the dissertation presents valuable
material for the typology of the category of definiteness.

In previous research on the category of definiteness in Lithuanian, as reflected in the
opposition of pronominal vs. non-pronominal adjectival forms (Valeckiené 1957, 1986,
1998) it is claimed that the category of definiteness in Lithuanian is to be regarded as an
adjectival category, contrary to the view commonly held in Western linguistics that
definiteness is the category of the noun phrase (NP). Consequently, Valeckien¢ mostly
focuses on how the modifying adjectival makes the modified noun definite, paying less
attention to the pragmatic factors which may vyield either definite or indefinite interpretation
of the NP. Moreover, it is stated in Valeckiené’s works as well as in Lithuanian grammars
that some pronominal adjectivals have not a defining, but merely an emphatic function.

In this study, definiteness is regarded as a noun phrase category in accordance with the
latest publications on the topic within Lithuanian linguistics (Holvoet, Tamulioniené 2006;
Mikulskas 2006a). Moreover, in agreement with the above mentioned authors, it is argued
that pronominal forms of Lithuanian adjectivals should be called ‘definite’, while non-
pronominal forms should be called accordingly ‘non-definite’, thus emphasizing the

function of the pronominal morpheme contained in the definite adjectival form. It is also



argued that the so-called ‘emphatic adjectivals’ can be interpreted as having a defining
function.

In previous research on Lithuanian demonstratives functioning as emergent articles (Rosinas
1972, 1976, 1996, 2009; Tuménas 1988), the process of the development of a definiteness
marker was not analysed with due reference to similar developments in other Indo-European
languages. It is not clear which contexts of article use the Lithuanian demonstratives have
gained access to. One could also call for valid operational criteria for distinguishing
between true demonstratives and emergent articles.

Demonstratives in article function have been included in the present study for the sake of
complete picture of the means of grammaticalized definiteness marking in Lithuanian. It has
to be admitted, though, that a thorough examination of the usage and functions of emergent
articles in Lithuanian is out of the scope of the present study and could indeed be a topic of
a new thesis. Thus, the account of emergent articles in the present study is fragmentary and

Is merely intended to pose some of the problems than to present the answers.

Aim of Thesis

The aim of the thesis is to compare Lithuanian definiteness markers — definite adjectival
forms and emergent articles — to definiteness markers of article languages (Danish, English
etc.).

The objectives of the thesis are as follows:

e to examine to what extent and how regularly Lithuanian definite adjectivals are used
with semantically definite NPs;

e to examine the distribution of the definite adjectival form determining in which
contexts its use is obligatory, optional or ungrammatical and to establish factors
governing the distribution;

e to examine the use of definite adjectivals to mark different types of definiteness;

e to perform the analysis of the opposition of definite and non-definite adjectival

forms;



e to examine whether the definite adjectival form has other functions apart from
definiteness marking;

e to determine whether definiteness rendered by the definite adjectival form differs
from definiteness rendered by definite articles of article languages;

e to examine the distribution of emergent articles in Lithuanian determining which
types of definiteness they are used to mark;

e to examine whether there is a correlation in Lithuanian between discourse
prominence of the referent and definiteness marking;

e todraw a semantic map of Lithuanian definite adjectivals;

e to draw a semantic map of definiteness markers in Danish.

Research Methods

The following methods of analysis were applied in the present study: contrastive analysis,
L. Hjelmslev’s commutation test and the semantic map method (Haspelmath 1997; 2003).
The contrastive analysis method was applied for comparing the use of definiteness markers
in various contexts in different languages. The commutation test method was used for
determining whether a change on the content side resulted in a change on the expression
side and vice versa, thus establishing the coded meaning of a given grammatical morpheme.
The semantic map method was used for describing the presumed development of the
grammatical meaning of a definite marker in the languages of the world and for highlighting
the similarities and differences in the use of definiteness markers in two typologically

diverse languages — Lithuanian and Danish.

Empirical data
The empirical data of the doctoral dissertation comprises more than 1000 authentic
Lithuanian examples, collected from original and translated fiction texts, The Corpus of

Spoken Lithuanian Language (http://donelaitis.vdu.lt/~andrius/SKT5/5SKT-paiesk.php),

The Corpus of Contemporary (Written) Lithuanian Language (http://donelaitis.vdu.lt/) and

the Internet. The main body of the empirical data thus consists of examples of NPs with


http://donelaitis.vdu.lt/~andrius/SKT5/5SKT-paiesk.php
http://donelaitis.vdu.lt/

definite adjectivals and demonstrative tas that were excerpted from the novel of the
Lithuanian author Ischokas Meras Lygiosios trunka akimirkg. For the sake of comparison,
the corresponding examples were excerpted from the translation of this novel into Danish
(Det sidste treek) and English (Stalemate). NPs with definite adjectivals and demonstrative
tas were likewise excerpted from the translation of the Danish novel Froken Smillas
fornemmelse for sne by Peter Hoeg into Lithuanian (Panelés Smilos sniego jausmas). The
corresponding examples of the Danish original were also excerpted. All the occurrences of
definite adjectival forms in The Corpus of Spoken Lithuanian Language were collected (458
examples).

In order to include data from at least one non-Indo-European language in the sample, a
questionnaire was sent to a native speaker of Modern Hebrew, in which the informant was
asked to translate English sentences representing different contexts of article uses into his

mother tongue.

Practical and Theoretical Value of Thesis

The results of the study of definiteness marking in Lithuanian may be of interest to learners
of Lithuanian as a foreign language as well as their teachers. Learners who have fully
grammaticalized definiteness marking in their native language often wonder how the same
distinctions are expressed in Lithuanian. The research might as well be useful for teaching
Danish to Lithuanians, as it highlights the peculiarities of the Danish article system from the
point of view of an articleless language.

The work may also be useful for Lithuanian language theoreticians, since it presents an
attempt to draw a semantic map of Lithuanian definite adjectivals. Typologists may also
refer to this dissertation and apply its findings in their typological investigations and

research in the typology of the category of definiteness.

Structure of Thesis
The dissertation consists of an introduction (the first part) and four main parts. The second

part presents the theoretical background of the study by introducing the key concepts in



definiteness research, the classification of definiteness types, the life cycle of the definite
marker (Greenberg 1978) and Markedness Theory (Andersen 2001ab). The third part gives
an overview of the Danish definiteness system. The fourth part Definiteness Marking in
Lithuanian is devoted to the analysis of the usage of definite and non-definite adjectival
forms in relation to definiteness marking and the analysis of the usage of demonstrative tas
in article function. It also includes the examination of whether the use of definiteness
markers in Lithuanian correlates with discourse prominence of the referent. The fifth part
The Semantic Maps describes the semantic map method and presents three semantic maps: a
Semantic Map of Lithuanian Definite Adjectivals, a Semantic Map of Danish Definiteness
Markers and a Semantic Map of Danish Indefiniteness Markers. On the basis of the
available typological and diachronic research into the category of definiteness, an attempt
was made to draw a map of the Semantic Space of Definiteness in order to show universal
tendencies in the development of the grammatical meaning of a definite marker. The sixth

part of the dissertation presents conclusions and generalisations.

Statements to be defended

1. Definiteness marking in Lithuanian is only partly grammaticalized. The pronominal
morpheme —jis, —ji contained in the definite adjectival form' can be regarded as a
formal marker of definiteness. The demonstrative tas, ta which is undergoing the
process of grammaticalization can be regarded as an emergent marker of
definiteness.

2. In all cases, the pronominal morpheme contained in the definite adjectival form
marks the definiteness of the noun phrase, though either definiteness on the level of
individual reference or definiteness on the level of type (taxonomic) reference may
be involved. For this reason, the pronominal adjectival form can be duly called

‘definite’ and the non-pronominal form can be called ‘non-definite’. The so-called

! In many cases, due to the fusion of the pronoun -jis, -ji and the adjectival stem, the borderline between the adjectival
stem and the pronominal element is not easy to draw. For this reason, some researchers consider the endings of the
definite adjectival forms indivisible, speaking of ‘definite and indefinite adjective declensions’ (cf. Lyons 1999: 822).
On this view, the definite endings of the definite adjectival declension should be regarded as a formal marker of
definiteness.



‘emphatic pronominal adjectivals’ can be regarded as having the defining function as
well, since they mark definiteness on the level of type (taxonomic) reference.

3. In Lithuanian, the marking of definiteness in the adjectival form depends not only on
semantic definiteness of the NP, but also on the fact whether the adnominal
adjectival is perceived as presupposed, identifying or taxonomic.

4. In deictic and cataphoric contexts in Lithuanian, demonstratives (emergent articles)
together with the non-definite adjectival form are used instead of definite adjectivals.
In anaphoric contexts definite adjectivals can occur, but they are often replaced by
emergent articles and non-definite adjectivals.

5. The development of a definite marker which becomes part of the adjectival stem
differs in some respect from the development of a definite marker which is a free
word or an affix of the NP. One major difference is that in languages with definite
adjectivals, adnominal adjectival need not to have the definite form though it
modifies a semantically definite NP. Apart from this, definiteness marker in
languages with definite adjectivals develops into a marker of classifying (taxonomic)
function of the adjectival. NPs with taxonomic definite adjectivals refer to definite
(unique) kinds, types or categories of entities. Thus, definiteness is transferred from
the level of individual reference to the level of categorial (taxonomic) reference.
Taxonomic definiteness is preserved regardless of the usage context of the NP in
question: taxonomic adjectivals are used in the definite form also when the modified
NP on the level of individual reference is indefinite or even non-referential. If the
adnominal adjectival in Lithuanian lacks taxonomic meaning, it cannot be used in the

definite form with generic, indefinite or non-referential NPs.

Limitations

As the research topic is rather broad, the investigation had to be limited in the following
ways:
e Implicit definiteness or the so-called ‘definiteness effects’ (Lyons 1999) were

reviewed in the thesis, but not investigated separately;
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e As indefiniteness marking is not grammaticalized in Lithuanian, it was left out in
this study which mainly focussed on formal markers of definiteness;

o Definiteness marking in Danish has been studied extensively by many researchers
and was therefore not investigated separately in the present thesis. The Danish
language mainly serves the purpose of contrastive analysis, thus only those aspects
of definiteness marking in Danish which become prominent in contrast to the

Lithuanian data were described in the thesis.

2. THEORETICAL PREREQUISITES

Types of definiteness

According to the basis for identification of referent, the following main types of definiteness
may be distinguished (cf. Chafe 1976; Hawkins 1978 and 1991; Haspelmath 1999; Lyons
1999; Hansen & Heltoft (in press), Skytte & Korzen 2000, Hansen 2004 etc.):

1. DEICTIC DEFINITENESS
In case of deictic definiteness, the intended referent is identifiable because it is present (and
usually visible) in the communication situation, e.g. Pass me the hammer, please. Probably
the hearer had no previous knowledge of the hammer, but the use of the definite article
instructs him to search for the only object matching the definite description in the
communication situation. Demonstratives can also be used in this function, e.g. Pass me
that hammer, please. The deictic use of a demonstrative is usually accompanied by a gesture
which helps to disambiguate the reference. DISCOURSE DEIXIS which is defined as reference
to propositions or events (... and this is the end of that/the story) may be regarded as a

subtype of deictic definiteness.
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2. ANAPHORIC DEFINITENESS
In case of anaphoric definiteness, the intended referent is identifiable on the basis of
previous mention of the referent in the preceding discourse. Anaphoric NPs are also called
‘second-mention definites’. The first mention of the referent (the antecedent NP) is usually
an indefinite description (a book ... the book), but it may also be a proper name (Tom and

Mary ... the couple) or a possessive NP (He is visiting his mother. The old one is ill).

3. CATAPHORIC DEFINITENESS

In case of cataphoric definiteness, the information required for identification of the intended
referent is presented in the same definite NP as an explanatory modifier or complement of
the NP (the woman he went out with last night; the idea to build a bridge; the rumour that
the Prime Minister is going to resign; the front page of the Guardian etc.).

Both anaphoric and cataphoric definiteness may as well be expressed by demonstratives
(though it has to be admitted that not in all cases of cataphoric definiteness demonstratives
would be a possible alternative, e.g. that woman he went out with, but not ?that man to go

and see).

4. SITUATIONAL DEFINITENESS
Hawkins calls this type ‘the larger situation use of the definite article’ (Hawkins 1978;
1991). In case of situational definiteness, the intended referent is not present in the
communication situation, neither has it been mentioned in previous discourse, but it has to
be identified on the basis of the communicants’ shared knowledge. It might be general
knowledge which all the members of a given speech community are supposed to share (the
sun, the weather, the queen). The basis for referent identification might as well be specific
knowledge which is shared by the inhabitants of the same town (the mayor), the employees
of the same enterprise (the boss) or the members of the same family (the cat). All those

entities are unique in a given context.
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5. INFERENTIAL DEFINITENESS

In case of inferential definiteness, the intended referent is “linked to some other entity in
the immediate discourse context by means of a contextual assumption (a ’bridging
inference’)” (Gundel 1996). It appears that the mention of one NP, e.g. a room, triggers a
whole set of associations for the hearer which permits first-mentions definites, such as the
floor, the ceiling, the furniture, etc. I shall refer to the first NP as ‘the trigger’ because it
triggers the associations (Hawkins 1978) and to the first-mention definite descriptions
which are dependent on this trigger as ‘the inferential NPs’. The trigger and the inferential
NP(s) in many cases are linked by a meronymic (part-whole) relation, e.g. a car ... the
engine, the sea ... the waves, a tree ... the branches, etc. In other cases the NPs in question
are related by various associations which are part of the communicants’ shared knowledge,
e.g. a war ... the cause, the fighting; a book ... the author, the content; Christianity ... the
faith; a taxi ... the driver, etc.

Situational and inferential NPs cannot normally be marked by demonstratives
(Himmelmann 1996; Hawkins 1978; for a different view see Therkelsen 2002). Thus, the
penetration of demonstratives into situational and especially inferential contexts is
considered an indication of the fact that the former demonstrative has developed into an
article (De Mulder & Carlier 2010).

6. GENERIC AND TAXONOMIC DEFINITENESS
The above mentioned five types of definiteness can be said to constitute the nucleus of the
category of definiteness. Those usage contexts of definiteness markers represent
‘prototypical definiteness’ which pertains to the level of individual reference where the
reference is made to identifiable individuals. But the definite marker in many languages can
also be used to mark generic NPs in which the reference is made to a species (natural kind),
class or type of individuals. Since generic NPs in many languages may be marked by
definite, as well as indefinite articles, generic definiteness is considered to belong to the

periphery of the category of definiteness.
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Generic uses of noun phrases can be classified into two main types: ‘characterizing
statements’ and ‘kind predications’ (Krifka el. al. 1995; Dahl 2007). In case of
characterizing statements, “the noun phrase occurs in a context in which a general, “law-
like” or nomic statement is made about the species, class or type that the noun phrase
denotes” (Dahl 2007), e.g. Althe beaver is a rodent; A beaver/beavers/the beaver build(s)
dams. In case of kind predications, “the species or kind is referred to without there being a
generalization over its members” (ibid.), e.g. The biologist was studying the beaver.
Indefinite singular cannot be used in kind predications: The biologist was studying a beaver
can only refer to a concrete individual, not to the species as a whole.
It is said in literature that generic NPs are semantically definite since they refer to
identifiable kinds or types of individuals. The hearer is assumed to be aware of the
existence of such kinds or types on the basis of the shared general knowledge. In this
respect, generic NPs resemble situational NPs and might be considered an extension of
situational definiteness.
TAXONOMIC DEFINITENESS is a term which is used to describe the cases where generic
definiteness is as if ‘frozen’. In many languages, the name of a certain species or type is
used in the definite form in a generic context (The lion is a mammal), while the indefinite
form must be used when the reference is made to a specific individual of the species or type
which is presented to the hearer for the first time (We saw a lion in the zoo today). In
languages that have taxonomic definiteness, the name of a species or type of entities is used
in the definite form regardless of the usage context of the NP. Taxonomic definiteness is
thus not governed by discourse factors and is preserved even in indefinite and non-
referential NPs, cf. the Lithuanian examples:
(1) a. Baltas-is gandras yra paplites Ryty Europoje. (generic use);

White-DEF stork is widespread in Eastern Europe

“The White Stork is widespread in Eastern Europe.’

b. Ant misy darzinés stogo susisuko lizdg baltas-is gandras. (indefinite specific use);

On our barn roof has built its nest white-DEF stork.

‘A white stork has built its nest on the roof of our barn.’

14



C. Ar esi kada mates juodg-ji gandrg? (indefinite non-specific use);

Have you ever seen black-DEF stork?

‘Have you ever seen a black stork?’

d. universitetas yra kazkas daugiau negu paprasta aukstoji mokykla SKT (non-
referential use)

university is something more than just a high-DEF school

‘a university is more than just a higher school’

Some authors (Langacker 1999; Mikulskas 2006a; Holvoet & Tamulioniene 2006)
distinguish ‘role-type definite descriptions’, e.g. the king, the pope, as a special definiteness
type. Those descriptions can both refer to the unique role of a king or a pope and to different
unique individuals who execute this role during different periods in history, e.g.:

(2) a. The pope is elected by the College of Cardinals. G

b. The pope has been assaulted by a fanatic lady at his Christmas evening mass. G

| would say it is unnecessary to distinguish a separate type of definiteness for the analysis of
this kind of definite descriptions. Examples like (2a) where reference is made to the unique
role of a pope could be classified as cases of generic definiteness, while examples like (2b)
where reference is made to unique individuals who execute this role in a given historical

period might be analysed as cases of situational definiteness.

Life Cycle of a Definite Marker

In his seminal paper, Joseph Greenberg (1978) addresses the issue of the historical
development of a definite marker in languages. He divides the diachronic development into
three main stages emphasizing though that many languages are in transition between two of
the stages, and that the stages merely represent major shifts in the development of a definite
marker.

As demonstratives are considered the most common source of definite articles cross-
linguistically, they represent O Stage. The development begins when one of the

demonstratives “has come to identify an element as previously mentioned in discourse”

15



(Greenberg 1978: 61). The former demonstrative has advanced to Stage | and become a
definite article when “it becomes compulsory and has spread to the point at which it means
“identified” in general”, e.g. the sun in non-scientific discourse that refers to the only object
of a class (ibid.).

At Stage II, the article becomes “largely grammaticalized, being determined by syntactic
construction”. Stage II article is defined as ‘““an article which includes, along with possible
other uses, both definite determination and non-definite specific uses” (Greenberg 1978:
62). This kind of article is also called ‘a specific article’ (Himmelmann 1998). It is
important to stress that the specific article retains the former usage types that signal definite
determination, but it also acquires new usage contexts where it merely signals specificity.
Languages that have this kind of definite article are for example Abkhaz and Dagbani (Gur)
(Lehmann 1995: 39), as well as some Bantu languages (Bemba, Zulu, Xhosa) (Greenberg
1978: 63) and Tagalog (De Mulder & Carlier 2010). The indefinite specific use of definite
forms is also attested in some Swedish dialects (Dahl 2007).

At Stage I, the article spreads to all nominal contexts, including the non-referential ones.
Eventually, the semantic contrast between the articulated form and the articleless form
disappears, and the former article turns into a gender, case or nominality marker. At this
point, the life cycle of the definite article is complete, which in some languages facilitates
the rise of a new emergent article, and the whole cycle starts again.

The gramaticization path of the definite article can be illustrated in a following diagram:

DEMONSTRATIVE —— | DEF.ART —¥ SPEC.ART — NOMINALITY
MARKER

Diagram 1. The grammaticization path of the definite article (Greenberg 1978; Himmelmann 1998)

Hawkins presents the following stages in article development (Hawkins 2004):
1. Deictic (Pass me the book, please!) and anaphoric (a book ... the book) uses;
2. Situational (the sun, the king) and inferential (a car ... the engine) Uses;

3. Generic uses (The lion is a mammal);

16



4. Indefinite specific uses.

The four stages in Hawkins’ account illustrate the gradual extension of the distribution of
the definite article in a language. Each stage retains the usage types of the preceding stage(s)
and adds some new ones, and, as a result, the frequency of the article as well as the
ambiguity of articulated NPs continues to increase. As we see, the first three stages in
Hawkins’ account can be subsumed under Greenberg’s Stage 1.

The life cycle of the definite article helps us to understand the variation in article usage in

different languages. It also shows that the semantics of a definite marker changes over time.

3. DEFINITENESS MARKING IN LITHUANIAN
Definite and non-definite adjectivals

The analysis of the opposition between definite and non-definite form of the adjectivals has
revealed that the definite form is the marked member of the opposition and has the coded
meaning [+DEF] while the non-definite form is the unmarked member which has the
meaning [+DEF] and is thus unspecified with respect to definiteness®. This claim can be
substantiated by the fact that the definite adjectival form in Lithuanian cannot be used with
NPs marked by indefinite pronouns which are clearly rhematic and introduce a new
discourse referent, e.g.:
(3)  Man paskambin-o kazkoks <*garsus-is> gars-us Zurnalist-as.
I.DAT  phone-PST.3sG  some  <well-known-M.SG.NOM-DEF>  well-known-
M.SG.NOM.NON-DEF journalist-M.SG.NOM
‘I was contacted by a well-known journalist.’
Definite adjectivals can only be used in similar contexts if the indefinite NP has taxonomic
meaning and refers to an entity of a definite type or category, e.g.:

(4)  Ant misy darzin-és stog-0 susisuk-o lizd-q baltas-is gandr-as.

2 For this reason, I propose to call it ‘non-definite’ rather than ‘indefinite’.
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On our barn-F.SG.GEN roof-M.SG.GEN build-PST.3SG nest-M.SG.ACC white-
M.SG.NOM-DEF stork-M.SG.NOM
‘A white stork has built its nest on the roof of our barn.’
Taxonomic NPs are characterized by a definiteness conflict: On the level of individual
reference, they are indefinite as they refer to an entity which is unknown to the hearer, but
on the level of type or taxonomic reference they signal a definite type or category which is
presumed to be known to the hearer on the basis of general knowledge. This validates the
use of the definite adjectival form. Thus, the definite adjectival form can only be used in
Lithuanian if the modified NP can yield a definite interpretation either on the level of
individual or categorial (taxonomic) reference.
The analysis of the translation material confirmed that the non-definite adjectival form,
being unmarked, can easily be combined both with semantically indefinite, as well as
definite NPs. Consequently, the definiteness status of an NP modified by a non-definite
adjectival form has to be determined from the context.
The relation between the members of any asymmetrical opposition is characterized by
participation which means that the unmarked member can be used in the contexts where
one would normally expect the marked member, but not vice versa. For this reason, the
unmarked member (in our case — the non-definite adjectival form) has a wider distribution

than the marked member due to the participation relation (see Diagram 2).

Diagram 2. The opposition of definite and non-definite adjectival forms in Lithuanian

Adjectival forms

/\

Non-definite Definite
[£definite NP] [+definite NP]
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Use of definite adjectivals with semantically definite NPs

The data from the original and the translated fiction texts were collected in the following
way: only those NPs with adjectival modifiers were selected from the Lithuanian texts
which corresponded to definite NPs marked either by the definite article or another definite
determiner in Danish (and English) texts. Another condition for data selection was that the
Lithuanian NPs were modified by an adjectival that can be used in the definite form®. In
other words, the data had to help to reveal to what extent Lithuanian NPs that could
potentially be used with definite adjectival forms due to the semantically definite
interpretation of the whole NP, actually are marked by definite adjectival forms in written
discourse. Taxonomic NPs were excluded from the sample because they are not always
rendered by formally definite NPs in article languages. The results of the investigation are

presented in Tables 1 and 2:

Tabel 1. Lithuanian NPs with definite and non-definite adjectival forms in I. Meras’ text

NPs marked by Adef* NPs marked by Anondef
NP structure Number of % NP structure Number of %
examples examples

Adef 3 1.4% | Anondef - -
Adef+N 33 15.3% | Anondef+N 110 50.9%
DEM+Adef+N 3 1.4% | DEM+Anondef+N 16 7.4%
POS+Adef 2 0.9% | Pos+Anondef - -
POS+Adef+N 9 4.16% | PoS+Anondef+N 39 18%
DEM+POS+Adef+N | - - DEM+POS+Anondef+N | 1 0.5%
Total: 50 23.2% | Total: 166 76.8%

¥ The majority of the so-called ‘relational adjectives’ in Lithuanian (e. g. medinis ‘wooden’, vestuvinis ‘of the wedding’)
do not have a definite declension and can never appear in definite form. NPs modified by such adjectivals were not
included into the sample.

* Abbreviations in the table stand for: Adef — definite adjectival, Anondef — non-definite adjectival, N — noun, Pos
— possessive, DEM — demonstrative.
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Table 2. Lithuanian NPs with definite and non-definite adjectival forms in the translation of P. Hoeg's text

NPs marked by Adef NPs marked by Anondef
NP structure Number of % NP structure Number of %
examples examples

Adef 12 5.5% Anondef - -
Adef+N 61 27.8% | Anondef+N 85 38.8%
DEM+Adef+N 1 0.5% DEM+Anondef+N 12 5.5%
POS+Adef 1 0.5% POS+Anondef 1 0.5%
POS+Adef+N 10 4.5% POS+Anondef+N 35 15.9%
DEM+POS+Adef+N | - - DEM+POS+Anondef+N 1 0.5%
Total: 85 38.8% | Total: 134 61.2%

In 1. Meras’ text less than one forth (23.2%) of all semantically definite NPs in the sample were
marked by the definite adjectival form. This means that in most cases the intended referent can be
identified from the context, and a formal definiteness marker on the adjectival is not necessary. In
elliptical NPs only definite adjectivals are used though. The data shows a tendency to use non-
definite adjectivals in NPs marked by demonstratives. As demonstratives and possessives normally
yield a definite interpretation of the NP, the use of definite adjectivals in NPs marked by
demonstratives and possessives can be perceived as redundant and is therefore avoided. Still, we
see that NPs of the structure ‘Anondef + N’ dominate in the sample (59.9%). This confirms the
unmarkedness of the non-definite adjectival form.

In P. Hoeg’s text, i.e. a translation from Danish, the percentage of NPs with definite adjectivals is
bigger than in I. Meras’ text (38.8%). This can be explained by interference from the source
language or by the specifics of the text (e.g. in P. Hoeg’s text there were some proper names with
restrictive (identificational) definite adjectives the use of which is obligatory, while no such
examples were found in 1. Meras’ text). Nevertheless, more than half of all the examples from P.
Hoeg’s text (61.2%) contain a non-definite adjectival despite the fact that the NPs in question yield
a definite interpretation. Thus, the non-definite adjectival form, being unmarked, can in many cases
substitute the definite adjectival form where the definiteness of the NP is clear from the context or

is marked by demonstratives.

4. SEMANTIC MAPS
A semantic map is a geometrical representation of a grammatical morpheme’s functions in

“conceptual/semantic space” that are linked by connecting lines and thus constitute a
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network (see Haspelmath 1997 and 2003 for a detailed description of the methodology). The
concept of “functions” is in this approach synonymous with “uses” or “senses”. The
semantic-map method is a valuable tool for describing and illuminating the patterns of
multifunctionality of grammatical morphemes, and definiteness markers are indeed
multifunctional.

Diagram 3 presents an attempt to draw a sketch of the Semantic Space of Definiteness. The
proposed configuration of functions is mostly based on the data from Indo-European
languages (English, Danish, Swedish dialects, North-Frisian (Fering), Lithuanian etc.) and
one Semitic language (Modern Hebrew). Though the configuration does not rely on a
representative sample of genetically and typologically diverse languages, this deficiency
was partially compensated by a recourse to the investigations of the diachronic development
of a definite marker, since a semantic map is said to predict diachronic change and is indeed

equivalent to a “grammaticalization path” (Haspelmath 1997).

Diagram 3. Towards a Semantic Map of Definiteness

Cataphoric ——— Anaphoric —  Deictic
Inferential ———  Situational

Generic

Indefinite

specific

Indefinite non-
specific

Non-referential
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Diagram 3 shows that a definite marker normally develops from a DEICTIC element that
either has ANAPHORIC use or gradually develops it. CATAPHORIC use is related to
ANAPHORIC since in both cases the information required for the identification of the
intended referent is given in the linguistic context. DEICTIC use eventually gives rise to
SITUATIONAL use when the intended referent is not to be located in the immediate situation,
but in the larger situation. INFERENTIAL use is related to SITUATIONAL since in both cases
the intended referent is not present in the communication situation, but has to be identified
on the basis of general knowledge. GENERIC use is considered an extension of
SITUATIONAL use, though in case of GENERIC use the reference is not made to unique
individuals, but to unique kinds or types of individuals. Interestingly, all the above-
mentioned uses of the definite marker that were distinguished on the basis of Indo-European
language data are also attested in Modern Hebrew.

Eventually, the grammatical meaning of the definite article is further extended to include
also INDEFINITE SPECIFIC uses. In this way, the definite article enters the sphere of
indefiniteness marking. INDEFINITE SPECIFIC use leads to INDEFINITE NON-SPECIFIC and
finally NON-REFERENTIAL use. At this point, the former definite article has lost all the

connections to the category of definiteness.

A Semantic Map of Lithuanian definite adjectivals

Since the development of a definite marker which becomes part of the adjectival stem
differs in some respect from the development of a definite marker which is a free word or an
affix of the NP, it was not possible simply to show which area of the Semantic Space of
Definiteness is occupied by Lithuanian definite adjectivals. Instead, the configuration of
functions had to be specified in order to clarify the usage types and semantic distinctions
that pertain to the definite adjectival form in Lithuanian. The proposed configuration of

functions is presented in diagram 4.
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Diagram 4. A Semantic Map of Lithuanian Definite Adjectivals

Deictic NP

Anaphoric NP Anaphoric NP Cataphoric NP
presupposed A | non-presupposed A

Situational /inferential NP Situational /inferential NP

presupposed identificational A [ (non-presupposed) non-identificational A
Generic NP Generic NP

taxonomic A non-taxonomic A

Indefinite NP Indefinite NP

taxonomic A non-taxonomic A

Non-referential NP Non-referential NP

taxonomic A non-taxonomic A

Diagram 4 illustrates the distribution of definite adjectivals in Lithuanian and shows which
types of definiteness can be marked by the definite adjectival form. In DEICTIC and
CATAPHORIC use, demonstratives and non-definite adjectivals are normally preferred
instead of definite adjectivals®. A possible explanation is that in those usage types, the
property denoted by the adjectival is normally discourse new, not given. In fact, an
adjectival that modifies a semantically definite NP can be used in the definite form on
condition that the modifying adjectival is presupposed. In case of ANAPHORIC definiteness,
the property denoted by the modifying adjectival is normally given due to previous mention
in the preceding discourse. A rivalling means of marking ANAPHORIC definiteness is the

demonstrative tas that is used together with the non-definite adjectival form. If the

> One exception is the adjective pastaras ‘recent; above-mentioned’ which is the only adjective that is used exclusively
in the definite form (pastarasis) in the Corpus of Contemporary (Written) Lithuanian Language. This adjective is used
in some (usually) fixed expressions that can be interpreted as time deixis, e.g. pastaraisiais metais ‘in recent years’.
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adnominal adjectival of an anaphoric NP is not presupposed, the use of the definite form
would be strongly dispreferred or even ungrammatical. In case of SITUATIONAL and
INFERENTIAL definiteness, the necessary condition for the modifying adjectival to appear in
the definite form is that the adjectival is not only presupposed, but also identificational. An
adjectival is considered identificational if it denotes a property which helps to identify the
intended referent by singling it out from other similar entities. As for SITUATIONAL NPS,
being presupposed is in some cases a sufficient condition for the modifying adjectival to be
used in the definite form, which is never the case with INFERENTIAL NPs. As far as
GENERIC definiteness is concerned, definite adjectivals may be used if they are not only
presupposed and identificational, but also taxonomic. The same is true of INDEFINITE
SPECIFIC and NON-REFERENTIAL NPs. Thus, the use of the definite adjectival form with
semantically definite NPs is not obligatory in Lithuanian, but is highly dependent on the
property denoted by the modifying adjectival. This is not the case in article languages. In
Danish, which marks definiteness in the adjectival form adding an ending —e, the adjectival
normally receives the definiteness marker automatically whenever the modified NP yields a
definite interpretation. One could say that the modifying adjectival in Danish is “congruous”
in definiteness with the modified NP.

The examination of the data from The Corpus of Spoken Lithuanian Language revealed that
58% of all definite adjectivals in the sample perform a taxonomic function. This leads to the
assumption that the main function of definite adjectivals in Lithuanian is to signal
identifiable types or kinds of entities, rather than identifiable entities. One can say that the
use of definite adjectivals in naming different kinds or types of entities is the most stable

and productive.

Semantic Maps of Definiteness Markers in Danish
The distributional patterns of Danish definiteness markers are illustrated in two semantic
maps: one for definiteness markers (Diagram 5) and another for indefiniteness markers

(Diagram 6).
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Diagram 5. A Semantic Map of Danish Definiteness Markers

DEM
den/denne
Cataphoric Anaphoric ——— Deictic
Inferentiall ———  Situational
Generic
/
ART.DEF —en/-et/-ene and
den/det/de Indefinite
specific

Indefinite non-
specific

Non-referential

Danish has two sets of definite articles: the postposed affixes —en/-et/-ene and the preposed
definite articles den/det/de which are in complementary distribution with each other (the
preposed definite articles are used in NPs with preposed modifiers (adjectivals, numerals,
participles) and the affixes are used in the remaining cases). The affixes have no other
function apart from marking of definiteness, while the postposed definite articles are
cognate to one of the demonstratives (den/det/de) and some authors consider them
demonstratives that perform an article function in unstressed position (Hansen & Heltoft, in
press).

Demonstratives den (det/de) and denne (dette/disse) are used to mark DEICTIC, ANAPHORIC

and CATAPHORIC definiteness. It is not clear though which place the recognitional
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demonstrative® den der/her should occupy on the map. According to Therkelsen (2002), the
above mentioned demonstrative, which is used mostly in spoken language, can also be used
in situational and inferential contexts (in case of situational NPs though, the reference has to
be based upon special, rather than general knowledge, e.g. de der nogler til bil-en DEM keys
PREP car-ART.DEF ‘those car keys’, but not *den der dronning DEM queen ‘that queen”).
There is a general need of more research on recognitional demonstratives cross-
linguistically in order to determine their functions, establish their relation to other usage
types of definite determiners and to formulate operational criteria to be able to distinguish
recognitional demonstratives from emergent articles.

Diagram 5 shows that the Danish definite articles have a wider distribution than
demonstratives den/denne including also SITUATIONAL (den gul-e mdne ART.DEF yellow-
DEF moon ‘the yellow moon’), INFERENTIAL (kvinde-n ... det lang-e hdr woman-ART.DEF
... ART.DEF long-DEF hair ‘the woman ... the long hair’) and GENERIC (love-n er et rovdyr
lion-ART.DEF iS ART.INDEF mammal ‘the lion is a mammal’) contexts. Their usage thus
comprises both the nucleus and the periphery of the category of definiteness, but it never

enters into the sphere of indefiniteness or non-referentiality.

® Recognitional use is according to Himmelmann (1996; 1998) one of the universal uses of demonstratives which, as a
result of the grammaticalization process, is also inherited by the definite article. NPs marked by recognitional
demonstratives refer to an entity that is not accessible in the communication situation, nor has it been mentioned in the
preceding discourse, but which the communicants have the knowledge of due to mutual experience or previous
conversations. The identification of the referent is thus based upon shared special knowledge.
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Diagram 6. A Semantic Map of Danish Indefiniteness Markers

Cataphoric  —  Anaphoric — Deictic

InferentiaAl ———  Situational

ART.INDEF en/et

Indefinite
specific

noget/nogle

Indefinite
nonspecific

Nonreferential

SG bare noun

Diagram 6 shows that the Danish indefinite article en/et has the widest distribution: it can be
used with INDEFINITE SPECIFIC (jeg sd en reev i gdar | Saw ART.INDEF fox yesterday ‘I saw a
fox yesterday’), INDEFINITE NON-SPECIFIC (man kan se en reev i vores skov one can see
ART.INDEF fox in our wood ‘one can see a fox in our wood’) and NON-REFERENTIAL
predicative NPs (Peter er en dygtig studerende Peter is ART.INDEF clever student ‘Peter is a
clever student’). Moreover, the indefinite article can also mark indefinite non-specific NPs
In GENERIC contexts, e.g.: en reev spiser ikke gulerodder ART.INDEF fox does not eat carrots
‘a fox does not eat carrots’.

Indefinite pronouns noget/nogle in unstressed position perform the function of
indefiniteness markers of mass and plural NPs respectively. Their use is restricted to

INDEFINITE SPECIFIC contexts, e.g. jeg har kaobt noget brod | have bought NOGET bread ‘I
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have bought some bread’, der kom ogsd nogle danskere there came also NOGLE Danes
‘there came also some Danes’.

Bare singulars in Danish are restricted exclusively to NON-REFERENTIAL function, mostly in
predicative constructions, e.g. hun er leege she is doctor ‘she is a doctor’, de leser avis they
are reading newspaper ‘they are reading a newspaper/newspapers’.

Summing up we can say that in most cases, referential NPs in Danish must be marked by
either definite or indefinite determiners. In fact, bare singulars in Danish do not constitute a
noun phrase and have only non-referential use. In Old Danish, bare singulars could build a
noun phrase without a determiner, but they have lost this capacity due to the expansion of

the article category (cf. Jensen 2007b).

5. CONCLUSIONS

1.1 In Lithuanian, which has a definite marker that is part of the adjectival stem, formal
definiteness can only be marked in NPs with those adnominal adjectivals that can
receive the definiteness postfix.

1.2 One major difference between Lithuanian definite adjectivals and definite articles of
article languages is that in Lithuanian, adnominal adjectivals are used in the definite
form if the adjectival is presupposed or identificational, or if it has taxonomic meaning.
If this condition is not met, the use of the definite adjectival form in Lithuanian is
avoided or it would be ungrammatical, despite the fact that the modified NP yields a
definite interpretation. In article languages (e.g. Danish and English), the property
denoted by the modifying adjectival has no impact on the definiteness marking of the
NP.

1.3 The Semantic Map of Lithuanian Definite Adjectivals reveals some progression: in
order to be used in the definite form with anaphoric NPs, the adjectival must be
presupposed, in case of situational and inferential NPs, it has to be both presupposed
and identificational, whereas to be used in the definite form with generic, indefinite or
non-referential NPs, the adjectival must be presupposed, identificational and

taxonomic.
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1.5

2.1

2.2

2.3

Another difference between definite adjectives and definite articles is that in languages
with definite adjectivals, the definiteness marker contained in the definite adjectival
form develops into a marker of classifying (taxonomic) function of the adjectival.
Taxonomic definite adjectivals are also presupposed and identificational, though they
do not facilitate the identification of a unique entity, but of a unique category or type of
entities. The use of taxonomic adjectivals in definite form is not governed by discourse
factors — it is preserved also in those cases when the taxonomic NP is indefinite or
non-referential. A typological parallel to this phenomenon can be seen in the so-called
‘non-delimited uses of definite forms’ in Swedish dialects where the definite form of a
mass noun can be used to refer to the non-specified quantity of the mass. A similar
phenomenon is the so-called ‘specific article’ in some languages which, apart from
definite contexts, can be used to mark indefinite specific NPs.

NPs modified by the so-called ‘emphatic’ pronominal adjectivals can also be classified
as NPs with definite taxonomic adjectivals because they refer to types of entities that
are definite (unique) in a certain (e.g. socio-cultural) context.

The use of definite adjectivals in Lithuanian is influenced by the fact that the
opposition of definite and non-definite adjectival forms is asymmetrical, the former are
marked and have the coded meaning [+DEF], while the latter are unmarked and have
the coded meaning [+DEF]. This means that the non-definite form is neutral with
respect to definiteness marking: it signals neither the definiteness, nor the
indefiniteness of the NP. Thus, the relation of non-definite and definite adjectival
forms in Lithuanian, as the relation between the members of any asymmetrical
opposition, is characterized by participation: the non-definite form can in many cases
be used instead of the definite form, but not vice versa.

There is a tendency that definite adjectivals in anaphoric contexts are being replaced
by demonstratives (emergent articles) that are followed by the non-definite adjectival
form.

The use of the definite adjectival form is obligatory in proper names that are formed

with identificational definite adjectivals and the so-called taxonomic NPs. Out of the
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2.4

2.5

two coding strategies for reference — deictic (or contextual) pointing and naming —
the Lithuanian definite adjectival form is more involved in the latter, as its main
function is naming a unique entity or a unique type of entities. Thus, it is not
surprising that definite adjectivals rarely appear in the usage contexts of the beginning
of the life cycle of the definite article, namely deictic, anaphoric and cataphoric
contexts.

The examination of the data from The Corpus of Spoken Lithuanian Language
revealed that 58% of all the definite adjectivals in the sample have a taxonomic
meaning. This leads to the assumption that the main function of the Lithuanian definite
adjectival form is marking definiteness on the level of type (taxonomic) reference
since it seems to be the most stable and productive use of the definite adjectivals.
Summing up the results of the investigation made in the dissertation, one can claim
that in all cases the pronominal morpheme contained in the definite adjectival form
marks the definiteness of the noun phrase, even though definiteness on the level of
individual reference or definiteness on the level of type (taxonomic) reference may be
involved.

There is a reason to assume that a new definite marker is being developed from a
demonstrative in Lithuanian. This process is going on more rapidly in spoken
language, especially in those dialects, where demonstrative tas due to case syncretism
performs not only the function of reference coordination, but also that of distinguishing
the grammatical functions. Though, to be able to make more substantial claims about
the functions and the degree of grammaticalization of these emergent articles, a
thorough investigation based upon spoken language material should be conducted. It is
also necessary to solve the theoretical problem, namely, to formulate valid operational
criteria that would help to distinguish emergent articles from recognitional

demonstratives, since both are unstressed and lack the deictic meaning.
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The results of the investigation conducted in the thesis suggest that the correlation
between the discourse prominence of the referent and the tendency to mark the NP
referring to this entity with definite markers — definite adjectivals and demonstratives
— does exist in Lithuanian. The amount of analyzed material is insufficient though in
order to make final conclusions, thus the observed tendencies have to be examined

further in a larger sample of empirical data.
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DISERTACIJOS REZIUME

Disertacijoje tyrinéjama apibréztumo raiSka dviejose tipologiniu pozitriu skirtingose
kalbose — lietuviy kalboje, kuri yra neartikeliné ir turi mazai sugramatintg apibréztumo
raiska, ir dany kalboje, turinCioje iSplétota apibréztumo rodikliy sistema.

Disertacijos tikslas yra palyginti lietuviy kalbos apibréztumo rodiklius —
apibréziamuosius biidvardzius ir artroidus — su artikeliniy kalby (dany, angly ir kt.)
apibréztumo rodikliais.

Disertacijoje keliami Sie uzdaviniai:

1. istirti, kokiu mastu, kiek nuosekliai lietuviy kalbos apibréZiamoji biidvardzio
forma yra vartojama su semantiSkai apibréZtomis daiktavardinémis frazémis;

2. istirti apibréziamosios buidvardzio formos distribucija (kokiuose kontekstuose
ji privaloma, kada — fakultatyvi, kada — negramatiska) ir $ig distribucija
lemiancius veiksnius;

3. istirti apibréziamyjy biidvardziy vartojimg skirtingiems apibréztumo tipams
reiksti;

4. atlikti apibréziamosios ir neapibréziamosios biidvardzio formy opozicijos
analizg;

5. istirti, ar budvardzio apibréziamoji forma turi kity funkcijy be
apibréZiamosios;

6. nustatyti, ar apibréziamyjy buidvardziy teikiamas apibréztumas skiriasi nuo
artikeliniy kalby apibréziamyjy determinanty (artikeliy) teikiamo
apibréztumo;

7. istirti artroidy distribucijg lietuviy kalboje, nustatyti, kokiems apibréztumo
tipams zyméti jie vartojami;

8. nustatyti, ar lietuviy kalboje esama sasajos tarp referento pragmatinio
iSkilumo ir apibréZtumo zyméjimo;

9. sudaryti lietuviy kalbos apibréziamyjy biidvardziy semantinj Zzemélapj;

10. sudaryti dany kalbos apibréztumo rodikliy semantinius zemélapius.
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Disertacijoje  naudojamasi  kontrastyvinés analizés metodu, Hjelmslevo
komutacijos testu ir semantinio Zemélapio metodu (Haspelmath 2003). Kontrastyvinés
analizés metodas naudojamas gretinant skirtingy kalby apibréztumo rodikliy vartojima
jvairiuose kontekstuose. Komutacijos testas naudojamas tiriant, ar pokytis turinio plane
lemia pokytj iSraiskos plane ir atvirk$ciai, taip nustatant konkrecios gramatinés morfemos
koduojamg gramatine reikSm¢. Semantinio Zemelapio metodas naudojamas apraSant
numanomg apibréZztumo rodiklio gramatinés reikSmés raidg pasaulio kalbose, taip pat
1SrysSkinant apibréztumo rodikliy vartojimo dviejose tipologiskai skirtingose kalbose —
lietuviy ir dany — panaSumus bei skirtumus. Hebrajy kalbos duomenys surinkti
pasinaudojus taip pat ir anketavimo metodu (gimtakalbio buvo paprasyta uzpildyti anketa
— 1i8versti duotus angliskus sakinius, iliustruojancius skirtingus apibréztumo tipus, | hebrajy
kalba; uzpildyta anketa pateikiama 1 priede).

Disertacija yra aktuali lietuviy kalbotyrai, nes nagrinéjama tema — apibréztumo
raiSka lietuviy kalboje — yra mazai tyrinéta. Visiskai nauja yra tai, kad disertacijoje i
lietuviy kalbos apibréztumo rodiklius — apibréziamuosius biidvardzius ir gramatéjancius
jvardzius (artroidus) — Zzvelgiama i§ kontrastyvings ir tipologinés perspektyvos, gretinant
juos su artikeliniy kalby (dany, angly ir kity) artikeliais, naudojamasi semantinio Zemélapio
metodu. Su biidvardZziais suaugusiy apibréztumo rodikliy tyrimy tarptautiniu mastu taip pat
néra gausu, todel disertacija pateikia vertingos medziagos apibréZztumo kategorijos
tipologijai.

Disertacijos empiring medziaga sudaro per 1000 autentisky lietuviy kalbos
pavyzdziy, rinkty 1§ originalios ir verstinés grozinés literatiros, sakytinés ir raSytinés
lietuviy kalbos tekstyny (atitinkamai  http://donelaitis.vdu.lt/~andrius/SKTS5/5SKT-
paiesk.php ir http://donelaitis.vdu.lt/) bei interneto. Daiktavardiniy junginiy (NP) su

biidvardiniais modifikatoriais ir jvardziais tas, ta pavyzdziai rinkti i§ I. Mero romano
Lygiosios trunka akimirkq (atitinkamai 216 ir 121 pavyzdys), iSrinkti ir Siy pavyzdziy
atitikmenys 1§ minéto romano danisko (Det sidste treek) ir anglisko (Stalemate) vertimy. 219

NP su budvardiniais modifikatoriais pavyzdziy ir 40 pavyzdziy su jvardziais tas, ta surinkta
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i§ P. Hoeg’o romano Frokken Smillas fornemmelse for sne vertimo | lietuviy kalbg Panelés
Smilos sniego jausmas; isrinkti ir $iy pavyzdziy atitikmenys originalo tekste. IS Sakytinés
lietuviy kalbos testyno iSrinkti visi pavyzdziai su jvardZiuotiniais budvardziais (i§ viso 458).
Jei cituojant nenurodytas pavyzdzio Saltinis, tas pavyzdys yra darbo autorés sugalvotas.
Neautentiski dany kalbos pavyzdziai buvo perzitiréti gimtakalbio.

Disertacijos tema yra plati, todél teko apsiriboti keletu tyrimy krypé¢iy. Netiesioginé
(implicitin¢) apibréztumo raiSka lietuviy kalboje disertacijoje tik apzvelgiama, placiau
netyrin¢jama. Pagrindinis démesys disertacijoje skiriamas formaliesiems lietuviy kalbos
apibréztumo rodikliams — apibréZiamiesiems biidvardziams ir artroidams. Reikia
pripazinti, kad artroidy apraSas disertacijoje téra fragmentiSkas, daugiau keliantis
probleminius klausimus nei pateikiantis atsakymus, nes surinktos medZiagos apimtis buvo
per maza, kad bty galima daryti pagristas iSvadas. Norint nuodugniai iStirti artroidy
funkcijas ir sugramatinimo laipsnj, reikia atlikti i§samy jy vartosenos sakytinéje kalboje
tyrima, o tai jau galéty buti atskiros disertacijos objektas. NeapibréZztumo raiska lietuviy
kalboje néra sugramatinta, todél palickama nuoSaly. ApibréZztumo raiSka dany kalboje yra
1Ssamiai iStirta ir aprasSyta, todé¢l disertacijoje atskirai netyrinéjama. Dany kalba daugiausia
pasitarnauja kontrastyviniam tyrimui, t.y. apraSomi tik tie dany kalbos apibréztumo raiskos
aspektai, kurie i1Sryskéja gretinant jg su apibréZztumo Zymejimu lietuviy kalboje.

Disertacija sudaro jvadas (1 skyrius) ir keturi pagrindiniai skyriai. 2 skyriuje
remiantis iSstudijuota literatiira nagrin¢jamas apibréZtumo kategorijos turinys ir raiSka
tipologiniu pozitriu, gilinamasi j apibréztumo ir neapibréZztumo semantika, apibréziamos
disertacijoje naudojamos sgavokos, apzvelgiami apibréZztumo tipai, apraSomas Zymimojo
artikelio raidos ciklas, pristatoma darbe naudojama Zymétumo teorija. 3 skyriuje
supazindinama su dany kalbos apibréztumo sistema. 4 skyrius skirtas apibréztumo raiSkai
lietuviy kalboje. Jame visy pirma nagriné¢jama apibréZziamuyjy ir neapibréziamyjy budvardziy
opozicija lietuviy kalboje, analizuojamas $iy budvardziy vartojimas su semantiSkai
apibréZtomis daiktavardinémis frazémis, tiriami jy distribucijos ypatumai ir $ig distribucija
lemiantys veiksniai. Atskirai nagrinéjami vadinamieji ,pabréziamieji jvardziuotiniai

biidvardziai* ir predikatyvo pozicijoje einantys apibréziamieji biidvardziai, apzvelgiamos
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apibréziamyjy budvardziy vartojimo Sakytinés lietuviy kalbos tekstyne tendencijos. Antroje
4 skyriaus dalyje nagrinéjamas apibréZtumo Zymeéjimas jvardZiais, gramatéjantys
demonstratyvai (artroidai) tas, ta ir jy vartojimo kontekstai, keliamos prielaidos dél Siy
apibréztumo rodikliy sugramatinimo laipsnio ir pasiekto raidos etapo atsizvelgiant i
zymimojo artikelio raidos ciklg. Treciojoje minéto skyriaus dalyje siekiama nustatyti, ar
esama rysio tarp referento pragmatinio iSkilumo ir svarbos diskurse bei polinkio pazyméti ta
esinj Zymint] daiktavardinj junginj apibréZtumo rodikliais lietuviy kalboje. 5 skyriuje
pristatomas semantinio zemeé¢lapio metodas ir remiantis disertantei prieinamy kalby
duomenimis pateikiami apibréZtumo semantinés erdvés metmenys. Taip pat pasitilomi
lietuviy kalbos apibréziamyjy budvardziy semantinis Zemelapis bei dany kalbos
apibréZtumo ir neapibréztumo rodikliy semantiniai Zemelapiai. 6 skyriuje suformuluojamos
iSvados ir apzvelgiamos tyrimy perspektyvos. Pabaigoje pateikiamas disertacijoje

panaudotos literatros ir Saltiniy saraSas bei priedai.

Disertacijos ginamieji teiginiali

1. Apibréztumo raiSka lietuviy kalboje yra tik i§ dalies sugramatinta. Formaliu
daiktavardinés frazés apibréZtumo rodikliu gali buti laikoma jvardziuotinés
budvardzio formos jvardiné morfema —jis, —ji’. Besiformuojanéiu apibréZtumo
rodikliu gali buti laikomi gramatéjantys demonstratyvai (artroidai) tas, ta.

2. Jvardziuotinés budvardzio formos jvardiné morfema visais atvejais Zymi
daiktvardinés frazés apibréztuma, kuris gali buti tiek individo referencijos lygmens,
tiek aukStesnio — tipo (arba taksonominés) referencijos lygmens. Jvardziuotinés

formos pagrjstai gali biiti vadinamos apibréziamosiomis, o paprastosios btidvardzio

formos — neapibréziamosiomis. Vadinamieji ,,pabréziamieji jvardziuotiniai
biidvardziai“ taip pat atliecka apibréziamaja funkcija — Zymi taksonominj
apibréztuma.

! Kadangi jvardis *yo- yra suauges su budvardzio kamienu, riba tarp budvardzio kamieno ir prijungto jvardinio
elemento ne visada yra aiski. Todél kai kurie tyréjai laiko jvardziuotiniy badvardzio formy galiines neskaidomomis ir
kalba apie dvi budvardzio kaitybos paradigmas — neapibréziamaja ir apibréziamaja (plg. angl. definite and indefinite
adjective declensions, zr. Lyons 1999: 822). Pripazinus §j poziurj, formaliu daiktavardinés frazés apibréztumo rodikliu
laikytinos jvardziuotiniy budvardzio formy apibréZiamosios galtinés.
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3. Lietuviy kalboje apibréZztumo zyméjimas biidvardzio forma priklauso ne tik nuo
daiktavardinés frazés semantinio apibréZtumo, bet ir nuo to, ar atributinis biidvardis
yra presuponuotas, identifikacinis ar taksonominis.

4. Deiktiniuose 1ir kataforiniuose kontekstuose lietuviy kalboje vartojami ne
apibréziamieji budvardziai, o demonstratyvai (artroidai) ir neapibréziamoji
budvardZzio forma. Anaforinis apibréZtumas gali buti reiSkiamas apibréziamaisiais
biuidvardZiais, taCiau 1§ S$io vartosenos konteksto juos stumia gramatéjantys
demonstratyvai (artroidai).

5. Su biidvardZiu suaugusio apibréZztumo rodiklio raida skiriasi nuo apibréztumo
rodiklio, kuris yra atskiras frazés zodis ar afiksas, raidos. Kalbose, turiniose
apibréZiamuosius  biidvardZius, atributinis biidvardis nebiitinai  vartojamas
apibréziamaja forma, nors jo modifikuojama daiktavardiné frazé yra semantiSkai
apibrézta. Kitas skirtumas yra tas, kad su biidvardziu suauggs apibréztumo rodiklis
tampa taksonominés klasifikacinés budvardzio funkcijos rodikliu. Daiktavardinés
frazés su taksonominiais biidvardziais zymi apibréztg esiniy risj, tipg ar kategorija.
Taigi apibréztumas ¢ia 1§ individo referencijos lygmens yra perkeltas j aukStesn; —
kategorinés (taksonominés) referencijos lygmenj. Taksonominis apibréztumas yra
iSlaikomas nepaisant daiktavardinés frazés vartojimo konteksto: taksonominiai
biidvardziai vartojami apibréziamgja forma ir tuo atveju, jei daiktavardin¢ fraze
individo referencijos lygmeniu yra neapibrézta ar nereferentiné. Neturintis
taksonominés reikSmeés budvardis lietuviy kalboje negali buti vartojamas
apibréziamgja forma nei su generinémis, nei su neapibréZtomis specifinémis ar

nereferentinémis daiktavardinémis frazémis.
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