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SANTRAUKA
1. DISERTACIJOS AKTUALUMAS IR NAUJUMAS

Nors publikuota nemazai mokslo darby, daugiausia jy — apie istoring
budvardinés apibréztumo raiskos zymikliy raida balty kalbose, pvz.,
neseniai pasirodé dvi iSsamios studijos apie istoring apibréztumo
morfologija — Gelumbeckaité (2020) ir Sommer (2018),
budvardiné apibréztumo raiska (toliau — BAR) kaip tipologinis
reiSkinys néra pakankamai iStirta. Apie ja, kaip apie tarpkalbiniy
studijy objekta, yra uzsimenama viename kanoninio vadovélio apie
apibréztuma skyriuje (Lyons 2003, 82—85). Si lietuviy kalbos BAR
analizé ir bandymas ja pristatyti tipologiniame kontekste daugiausiai
lyginant su slavy ir germany (dazniausiai — skandinavy, kartais —
olandy) kalbomis prisidés priec BAR kaip svarbaus daiktavardinio
junginio (toliau — DJ) (ne)apibréztumo kategorijos raiskos biido
pripazinimo greta determinanty, demonstratyvy, fraziniy klitiky ir kity
zymikliy.

Reikia paminéti, kad lietuviy kalbos BAR jau yra tirta
tarpkalbiniu lyginamuoju poziiiriu. 1957 m. iSleistoje dabartinés
lietuviy kalbos jvardZiuotiniy budvardziy vartojimo studijoje
Valeckiené trumpai pristaté lietuviy ir vokieciy kalby palyginima
(Valeckiené 1957). Disertacijoje apie aktualigjg skaidg lietuviy ir
norvegy kalbose Mickuinaité-Griskevi¢iené glaustai aprasé kalbines
strategijas, vartojamas lietuviy kalbos DJ apibréztumo statusui
atspindéti; viena jy — BAR (Micktinaité-GriSkevic¢iené 2004).
Naujoje Lietuviy kalbos gramatikos darby serijoje buvo iSleistas DJ
dedikuotas leidinys (Holvoet, Mikulskas 2006), kuriame — net
trys specialiai ar i$ dalies lietuviy kalbos BAR skirti straipsniai.
Holvoet ir Tamulionienés straipsnyje pristatoma moderni ir nauja
apibréZztumo kategorijos ir jos raiSkos lietuviy kalboje perspektyva,
pateikianti keletg tipologiniy jzvalgy (Holvoet, Tamulioniené
2006, 11-32); Mikulskas straipsnyje Apibréziamyjy budvardziy
apraso perspektyva pateikia naujg apibréztumo kategorijos lietuviy



kalboje samprata, atskleisdamas ja per kognityvinés kalbotyros
prizmg, remdamasis grindziamojo santykio (angl. grounding)
konceptu (Mikulskas 2006, 33-65); studijoje apie posesyvumg ir jo
morfosintaksing raiska, paremtoje tarpkalbiniais tyrimais bei
tipologijos hierarchijomis, Vaiciulyté-Seméniené trumpai aptaria
posesyvumo ir apibréztumo kategorijy santykij, ju sgsaja su zodziy
tvarkos ypatybémis (Vaiciulyté-Seméniené 2006, 151-178).
Disertacijoje apie apibréZztumo zZyméjimg lietuviy kalboje lyginant su
dany ir kitomis artikelinémis kalbomis (angly ir i§ dalies hebrajy)
Sprauniené tiria, kuo lietuviy kalbos apibréziamieji biuidvardziai
skiriasi nuo artikeliniy kalby zymimyjy artikeliy ir daro iSvada, kad
apibréziamieji budvardziai lietuviy kalboje visada rodo DJ
apibréztuma, kuris gali buti individo referencijos arba tipo
(taksonominés) referencijos lygmens (Sprauniené 2011). Véliau
Sie svarbiis atradimai ir naujas poziliris | apibréztumg yra atspindéti
Judzenéio vadovélyje Lietuviy kalbos gramatinés Kategorijos, jame
apibréztumas yra vertai pripaZjstamas gramatine kategorija ir jam
skirtas atskiras skyrius (Judzentis 2012, 99-110). 2015 m.
publikuotame straipsnyje Gillon and Armoskaite, remdamosi lietuviy
kalbos medziaga, tiria daiktavardinio (angl. NP) ir determinantinio
junginio (DP) takoskyra, daugiausia démesio skiria gryniesiems
daiktavardziams (angl. bare nouns), bet palie¢ia ir jvardziuotiniy
budvardziy vartoseng. Dvi BAR temai aktualias studijas Vilniaus
universitete parasé Vaitkuté. Pirmoje analizuojamos vertimuose i$
$vedy | lietuviy kalbg vartojamos strategijos, siekiant perteikti
SvediSky apibrézty DJ statusg (Vaitkuté 2017); antroje démesys
sutelkiamas j lietuviy kalbos jvardj toks kaip j tarpkalbinés similiatyvy
(angl. similatives) kategorijos narj (Vaitkuté 2019). Be to, lietuviy
kalbos ilgyjy ir trumpyjy budvardzio paradigmas bandyta traktuoti
kaip stipriojo (angl. strong) ir silpnojo (angl. weak) apibréztumo
atvejus (Sereikaitée 2019).

Taciau nemazai svarbiy BAR aspekty lieka neistirta: budvardziy
ir kity (ne)apibréztumo Zymikliy (determinanty) saveika; kontekstai,
kuriuose negali baiti vartojamos ilgosios / trumposios biidvardziy



formos; zodziy tvarkos jtaka referencinei DJ vertei; rySys tarp
biudvardziy semantiniy ypatybiy ir jy geb¢jimas atlikti
(ne)apibréztumo zymikliy funkcija; BAR ir kity mazyjy kategorijy
(angl. minor categories), pvz., similiatyvy (van der Auwera,
Sahoo 2018), sgveika.

Nepaisant studijy, paremty lietuviy (ir kity kalby, turin¢iy BAR)
medziaga, BAR vis dar néra pripazjstama kaip visaverté tarpkalbiné
kategorija. Tai matyti ir i$ to, kad ji nejtraukta j Pasaulio kalbiniy
strukttiry atlasa (angl. World Atlas of Language Structures Online)
(Dryer, Haspelmath 2013). Tikiuosi, $i disertacija paskatins
didesnj doméjimasi BAR reiskiniu, kuris (ne)apibréztumo kategorija
susieja su kitomis didziosiomis ir mazosiomis kalbinémis
kategorijomis, pelnytai vertomis mokslininky démesio, ir priartina
prie juy.

2. DISERTACIIOS OBJEKTAS, TIKSLAS IR UZDAVINIAI

Taigi, $io darbo objektas — biidvardiné apibréztumo raiska (BAR). Tai
tokia gramatine ypatybe, kai DJ (ne)apibréztumo statusas visiskai arba
i§ dalies yra zymimas jj modifikuojancio biidvardzio. Apibréztumas
yra DJ kategorija. Tad BAR, kuri kartais implikuoja, kad vienintelé
apibréztumo Zymeéjimo pozicija yra buidvardis, yra morfosintaksiné
ypatybé, priskiriama visam DJ, o ne buidvardziui kaip zodziy klasei:

1) a. araby k.
al-kitab al-gadim Vs kitab  gadim
old.DEF book.DEF old book
‘senoji knyga’ ‘sena knyga’
b. bulgary k.
starata kniga VS stara  kniga
old.DEF book old book
‘senoji knyga’ ‘sena knyga’

! Pasaulio kalbiniy struktiiry atlasas (2013): https://wals.info/.
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c. hebrajy k.

hasefer hayasan Vs sefer  yasan
old.DEF book.DEF old book
‘senoji knyga’ ‘sena knyga’

d. latviy k.
veca gramata 'S veca gramata
old.DEF book old book
‘senoji knyga’ ‘sena knyga’

e. lietuviy k.
senoji  knyga S sena  knyga
old.DEF book old book
‘senoji knyga’ ‘sena knyga’

f. rumuny k.
vechea carte Vs 0 carte veche
old.DEF book an book old
‘senoji knyga’ ‘sena knyga’

Daznai BAR pasirodo kartu su kitais morfologiniais ar leksiniais
apibréztumo zymikliais (determinatyvais, jvairiais jvardziais, klitikais
ir kt.), kai biidvardis téra vienas i§ apibréztumo raiSkos komponenty,
kaip parodyta (1) ir (2). Sis tipologiskai retas bruozas biidingas araby,
albany, bulgary, hebrajy, rumuny, kelioms slavy (pvz., slovény), taip
pat balty kalboms ir nemazai germany kalby, pvz., kontinentinéms
skandinavy kalboms (Kibort 2008). Kai kurios i§ isvardyty kalby
turi iSplétotas ir sudétingas (ne)apibréztumo raiskos sistemas, t. y.
specialius zymiklius (dazniausiai artikelius), kurie lemia, ar DJ
interpretuojamas kaip apibréZtas, ar neapibréZztas, o kartu ir privaloma
(ne)apibréztumo zyméjima budvardZio forma:

(2) a. dany k.
den gamle bog Vs en gammel  bog
the old.DEF book an old book
‘senoji knyga’ ‘sena knyga’



b. olandy k.

het oude boek vs een oud boek
the old.DEF book a old book
‘senoji  knyga’ ‘sena knyga’

C. $vedy k.
den gamla  boken vs en gammal bok
the old.DEF  book.DEF a old book
‘senoji knyga’ ‘sena knyga’

Apie (ne)apibréztumo zymejima pasaulio kalbose yra parasSyta
tikrai nemazai, daugiausia démesio skiriama determinantams. Taciau
tyrimy, skirty biidvardinei apibréztumo raiskai, néra daug.
Issamiausiai BAR kaip tarpkalbinj reiskinj yra aprases Christopheris
Lyonsas savo monografijoje Definiteness (liet. Apibréztumas). Ten jai
skirtas vienas skyrius (Lyons 2003, 82-85). Kontinentiniy
skandinavy kalby apibréztumo zyméjimas yra sulaukes itin daug
démesio dél vadinamojo dvigubo apibréztumo (angl. double
determination), o Kkartais net ir trigubo apibréztumo (zr. (2¢))
zyméjimo DJ (Perridon 1989, Delsing 1993, Borjars 1994,
Julien 2005, Lohndal 2007, Lohrmann 2011). Vis délto, tiriant,
pvz., $vedy kalbg, buvo susitelkta j laisvojo ir priesaginio (angl. bound
arba suffixed) artikeliy , kurie tam tikrais atvejais gali biiti nevartojami,
bet budvardzio zymiklis iSlieka visada, sgveika. Tokie atvejai rodo,
kad daugybinis apibréztumo zyméjimas $vedy kalboje nebiitinai turi
biti traktuojamas kaip privalomas derinimas, kaip teigia Lyonsas
(2003, 85).

Abi balty kalbos, ir lietuviy, ir latviy, turi tik vieng morfologinj
apibrézto DJ zymiklj — ilgyjy budvardzio formy paradigma?

2 Germany kalbotyros tradicijoje neapibréziamosios biidvardzio formos
tradiciSkai vadinamos stipriosiomis, o slavy ir balty kalby tyrimuose jos
vadinamos trumposiomis; atitinkamai apibréziamosios biidvardziy formos
vadinamos silpnosiomis arba ilgosiomis. Apibendrinant reikia pasakyti, kad
trumposios = stipriosios = neapibréziamosios; ilgosios = silpnosios =
apibréziamosios. Sioje disertacijos jos taip pat jvardijamos trumpiniais —
ilgosios formos (IF) ir trumposios formos (TF).
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(Valeckiené 1957, Ulvydas 1965 Rosinas 1976,
Valeckiené 1986, Paulauskiené 1994, Rosinas 1996,
Ambrazas et al. 2006, Holvoet, Tamulioniené 2006,
Mikulskas 2006, Sprauniené 2008b, 2011). Latviy kalbos
apibréztumo raiska yra labiau sugramatinta, o lietuviy tebéra Siek tiek
laisvesné, trumpyjy formy vartosena leidziama gramatiskai
apibréztuose kontekstuose, pvz., posesyvinése konstrukcijose:

3) a. latviy k.
mans  jaunais /*jauns mételis
my new.DEF/new  coat

‘mano naujasis paltas’

b. lietuviy k.
mano  nhaujasis/naujas paltas
my new.DEF/new coat

‘mano naujasis/naujas paltas’

Rasydamas apie pasaulio kalbas, Dahlis pazymi: ,,DJ, turintys
btidvardiniy modifikatoriy, yra linke turéti bent tiek pat, o daznai ir
daugiau apibréztumo Zymikliy nei nei$plésti DJ. Be to, matyti aiski
tendencija, kad apibréZztumo zyméjimas, perteklinis ar Kitoks,
atsiranda Salia buidvardzio arba pacioje bidvardzio formoje* (Dahl
2004, 151-152)%. Bitent Sis fenomenas ir yra detaliai tiriamas
disertacijoje, susitelkus j lietuviy kalbos medziaga, bet pateikiant ja
tipologiniame kontekste.

Disertacijos tikslas — istirti ir aprasyti lietuviy kalbos BAR,
pateikiant ja tipologiniame kontekste, ir prisidéti prie tarpkalbiniy Sio
fenomeno tyrimy. Sioje nuosekliai sinchroningje studijoje BAR
Siuolaikinéje lietuviy kalboje tiriama keliais pjuviais (3, 4 ir 5 skyriai),

3 Vertimas autorés. Originlo tekstas: “NPs with adjectival modifiers tend
to have at least as much and often more definiteness marking than simple
NPs. Furthermore, there is a clear tendency for any definiteness marking,
excessive or otherwise, to show up next to or on the adjective” (Dahl 2004,
151-152).
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atskleidziama BAR jtaka DJ struktiirai bei aprasoma ilgujy ir trumpyjy
bidvardzio formy distribucija.

Disertacijos tikslui pasiekti keliami $ie uzdaviniai:

1. aprasyti linijing apibrézto lietuviy kalbos daiktavardinio junginio
(DJ) struktiira;

2. nustatyti vidiniy lietuviy DJ badvardiniy démeny funkcijas;

3. i8tirti budvardiniy ir kity DJ démeny sgveikg ir i$ jos kylancius
DJ zodziy tvarkos ypatumus;

4. aprasyti budvardiniy lietuviy kalbos DJ démeny semantika bei
funkcijas ir jvertinti jy jtaka BAR lietuviy kalboje;

5. aptarti ilgyjy ir trumpyjy budvardiniy paradigmy vartoseng ir
distribucija, pateikti kiekybiniy duomeny diskusijai pagrijsti;

6. atskleisti BAR ir kity didZiyjy bei mazyjy kalbiniy kategorijy rysj
ir sgveika.

3. TIRIAMOJI MEDZIAGA IR METODAI

Disertacijoje pateikiama daugiau nei 200 jvairiy kalby pavyzdziy,
atskleidzian¢iy skirtingus BAR aspektus. Dauguma tiriamosios
medziagos yra i§ rasytiniy Siuolaikiniy kalby: lietuviy (dominuojantis
medziagos $altinis), angly, dany, olandy, rusy ir $vedy (ir keletas
atsitiktiniy pavyzdziy i$ kity kalby, zr., pvz., (1). Sakytiné kalba, net
jei bus paminéta disertacijos paraStése, néra $io darbo objektas.
Lietuviy kalbos duomenys rinkti tik i§ raSytinés kalbos Saltiniy,
Dabartinés lietuviy kalbos tekstyno* ir Lietuviy interneto kalbos
tekstyno (angl. Lithuanian Web Corpus (ItTenTen14)), Kkuris
daugiausia naudotas rezultatams ir radiniams i§ Dabartinés lietuviy
kalbos tekstyno sutikrinti. Kity kalby pavyzdziai taip pat buvo rinkti

4 Dabartinés lietuviy kalbos tekstynas (CCLL), prieiga internete:
http://tekstynas.vdu.lt/tekstynas/menu?page=about

® Taip pat vadinamas ItTenTen14, prieiga internete:
https://www.sketchengine.eu/lttenten-lithuanian-corpus/
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i§ tekstyny (zr. Trumpiniai ir duomeny S$altiniai). Disertacijoje
pateikiami tyrimai — tiek kokybiniai (pvz., nustatant linijing,
topologine apibrézto lietuviy kalbos DJ struktiirg), tick kiekybiniai yra
pagristi empiriniais duomenimis. Kiekybinei analizei naudoty
duomeny branduolj sudaro iSsamus 111 daZniausiai vartojamy
lietuviy kalbos biidvardziy, kurie turi ilgyjy formy paradigma, sarasas,
sudarytas Utkos Dazninio rasytinés lietuviy kalbos Zodyno® pagrindu
(disertacijoje pateikiamas kaip Priedas A). Tikslis tyrimy metodai
detaliai apraSyti tam tikruose disertacijos skyriuose, jiems skirti
specialiis poskyriai.

Disertacijoje nauja yra pats bandymas kiekybiskai jvertinti ilgyjy
ir trumpyjy biidvardiniy paradigmy vartosena. Nors kiekybiniuose
tyrimuose buvo analizuota gana mazai budvardziy (30 kokybiniy
btidvardziy, kurie nevartojami ilgosiomis formomis, ir 18 kokybiniy
budvardziy, daZniausiai vartojamy ilgosiomis formomis), gauti
duomenis leidzia plétoti diskusijg apie abiejy paradigmy vartoseng
Siuolaikinéje lietuviy kalboje.

Apdorojant ir interpretuojant empirinius lietuviy kalbos
duomentis, kilo sunkumy, kuriuos norisi paminéti:

1. Buvo sunku dirbti su Dabartinés lietuviy kalbos tekstynu todél, kad
jis (internete vieSai prieinama vartotojo sasaja) yra morfologiskai
neanotuotas; daugybe duomeny teko surinkti, suriSiuoti ir apdoroti
rankiniu baidu dél neiSsprestos homonimijos problemos, diakritiniy
zenkly triikumo, sisteminiy klaidy, pvz., didelio kiekio pasikartojanéiy
identisky pavyzdziy. Utkos Zzodyne Kkartais po viena antraste
pateikiamos sumaiSytos keliy biidvardziy paradigmos, biidvardziai
pateikti po veiksmazodziy antrastémis ir pan.

2. Lietuviy kalbos gramatiniy apraSy, pagristy Siuolaikinémis
kalbotyros teorijomis ir tipologiniais tyrimais, trikumas, pvz., triiko
DJ komponenty terminijos, semantinés ir funkCinés budvardziy
klasifikacijos ir kt.

6 Prieiga internete:
http://donelaitis.vdu.lt/publikacijos/Dazninis_zodynas.pdf.
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3. Tam tikry zodziy klasiy apraso ir klasifikacijos neaiSkumai, pvz.,
Dabartinés lietuviy kalbos gramatikoje universalieji kvantifikatoriai
(apibréziamieji jvardZziai) pateikiami prie ,,Neapibréziamyjy jvardziy*
ir pan.

Sioms problemoms spresti prireiké nemazai pastangy. Kartais
atrodé¢, kad Siuolaikinés lietuviy kalbos gramatikos aprasy trilkumas
turéjo buti iSsprestas pirmiausia, kad bity galima judéti BAR link,
pvz., reikéjo sukurti lietuviy kalbos DJ struktiiros aprasa, tai leisty
analizuoti biidvardinius jo komponentus. Taciau reikia pripazinti, kad
minéti sunkumai leido rasti nemazai svarbiy BAR aspekty ir prisidéjo
prie disertacijos konstruktyviu btdu.

4, DARBO STRUKTURA

Darbo struktiira yra tokia: 1 skyriuje pristatytas disertacijos objektas,
ankstesniy tyrimy apzvalga, tiriamoji medziaga, tikslas ir uzdaviniai;
taip pat trumpai apibiidintas disertacijos naujumas ir aktualumas bei
dabartiniai kalbotyros klausimai, susij¢ su BAR. 2 skyriuje aptariamos
teorinés prielaidos, pvz., deskriptyvinés ir lyginamosios kategorijos
tarpkalbinése studijose; pateikiama trumpa diskusija, ar BAR turéty
biti traktuojama kaip arealinés tipologijos bruozas, biidingas Europos
kalby ir Baltijos jiiros kalby arealams; apibréziamos pagrindinés darbe
vartojamos sgvokos ir terminai; pateikiamas detalus lietuviy kalbos
apibréztumo raiskos aprasas ir BAR vaidmuo jame. Vienas poskyris
skirtas budvardziams kaip universaliai pasaulio zodziy klasei aptarti.
Pagrindinis darbe naudojamy duomeny Saltinis — dazniausiai lietuviy
kalboje vartojamy budvardziy, turinciy ilgyjy ir trumpyjy formy
paradigmas, sarasas — apzvelgiamas tipologiniu pozitiriu, lyginant jj
su pasaulio kalbose aptiktais semantiniais budvardziy tipais. 3 skyriuje
pristatoma topologiné lietuviy kalbos DIJ struktiira, pabréziant BAR
vaidmenyj, aptariama jvariy budvardiniy elementy sgveika. 4 skyriuje,
remiantis empirine medziaga, tiriami budvardziai, galintys turéti
jvardziuotines formas, bet jomis nevartojami; aptariama ir palyginama
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budvardziy ir determinanty semantika. 5 skyriuje analizuojami tie
lietuviy kalbos budvardziai, kurie i§ esmés vartojami jvardziuotinémis
formomis (ir beveik nevartojami trumposiomis formomis).
Paskutiniame 6 skyriuje pateikiamos i§vados ir nubréziama tolesniy
BAR tyrimy perspektyva.

5. GINAMIEJI TEIGINIAI

Lietuviy kalbos BAR biidingi Sie pozymiai:

1. BAR tiesiogiai koreliuoja su sintaksine DJ struktiira; gramatiné
ypatybé [+DEF] gali buti Zymima keliuose DJ lokusuose (angl. loci),
turin¢iuose skirtingg poveikio laipsnj. BAR yra glaudziai susijusi su
viso DJ struktra.

2. Skirtingos gramatinés ypatybés [+DEF] pozicijos koreliuoja su DJ
isteigty kategorijy apimties sritimis.

3. Elementai, esantys kairiojoje DJ periferijoje, Zymi i§ diskurso
kylantj apibréztuma, o elementai, esantys deSiniojoje (ariau DJ
branduolio), — su referento identifikuojamumu (angl. identifiability)
susijusj apibréztuma.

4. BAR koreliuoja su biidvardziy klasémis ir jy imanentinémis
savybémis steigti ad hoc ar labiau pastovias kategorijas (generinius
DJ).

5. Yra budvardziy, i§ esmés nevartojamy jvardziuotinémis formomis,
grupé. Sie bidvardziai nesteigia kategorijy (taksonominiy ar ad hoc)
ir nejgyja morfologinio apibréztumo zymiklio dél dviejy priezasciy:
a) jais nusakomos ypatybés dél semantiniy-pragmatiniy priezasciy
néra tinkamos kategorijai sudaryti; b) jais nusakomos ne ypatybés, bet
perteikiama sakinio lygmens modifikacija, kvantifikacija, panaSumas
ir kt.

6. Yra nedidelé biidvardziy, i§ esmés vartojamy jvardzZiuotinémis
formomis, grupé. Jais modifikuojami apibrézti DJ rodo socialiai ar
kultiiriskai nulemta identifikuojamuma.
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6. ISVADOS

Sios disertacijos tikslas buvo istirti ir aprasyti badvardine lietuviy
kalbos apibréztumo raiska, pristatyti ja tipologiniame kontekste ir
tokiu biidu pagilinti jos supratimg bei prisidéti prie tarpkalbiniy Sio
kalbinio fenomeno tyrimy. Galima teigti, kad lietuviy kalba, turinti
vienintel] morfologinj gramatikalizuotg apibréztumo zymiklj, t. V.
ilgyjy biidvardzio paradigmos galiiniy rinkinj, yra prototipinis BAR
kaip tarpkalbiniy studijy objekto atvejis. Nemazai jkvépimo ir
atspirties, dirbant prie disertacijos, pasisemta i§ kity Europos kalby,
savo inventoriuose turin¢iy BAR, studijy ir tyrimy. Nemenkas terminy
ir analizés modeliy skaicius kiles i§ kontinentiniy skandinavy kalby,
olandy kalbos ir kai kuriy slavy kalby tyrimy. Dauguma pateikiamy
duomeny surinkta i Siuolaikiniy kalby tekstyny, tokiu bidu
atspindima aktualioji vartosena.

3, 4 ir 5 disertacijos skyriuose lietuviy kalbos BAR analizuota
skirtingais pjuviais: atskleista linijiné apibrézto DJ struktura bei
pateikta kiekybiniy duomeny apie ilgyjy ir trumpyjy biidvardiniy
formy paradigmy distribucijg Siuolaikingje lietuviy kalboje;
identifikuota lietuviy kalbos buidvardziy, nevartojamy ilgosiomis
formomis, grupé ir beveik vien tik ilgosiomis formomis vartojamy
budvardziy grupé. Taip papildytas ir iSpléstas lietuviy kalbos
budvardziy klasifikacijos aprasas.

Parodyta, kad BAR yra morfosintaksiné ypatybé, turinti jtakos
apibréztumo kategorijai ir daiktavardiniam junginiui.

Atskleista, kad BAR tiesiogiai susijusi su sintaksine DJ struktiira;
gramatiné ypatybé [+DEF] gali buti daznai pazyméta keliuose DJ
lokusuose, turinc¢iuose skirtinga poveikio laipsnj. Taip pat jrodyta, kad
skirtingi DJ apibréztumo zyméjimo lokusai koreliuoja su silpnuoju ir
stipriuoju apibréztumo tipais, nes elementai, esantys kairiojoje DJ
periferijoje, zymi i$ diskurso kylantj apibréztuma, o elementai, esantys
desiniojoje (aréiau DJ branduolio), — su referento identifikuojamumu
(angl. identifiability) susijusj apibréztuma.
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Parodyta, kad lietuviy kalbos budvardziai, beveik nevartojami
ilgosiomis formomis, yra jvairialypiai. Jiems visiems bendra yra tai,
kad jie negali steigti kategorijy (taksonominiy ar ad hoc) ir dél Sios
priezasties nejgyja morfologinio apibréztumo Zymiklio. Siuos
budvardzius galima suskirstyti j dvi grupes:

1) jais nusakomos ypatybés dél semantiniy-pragmatiniy priezasciy
néra tinkamos kategorijai sudaryti (pvz., *naudingasis Zmogus,
*tuscioji lekste, *tipiskieji vaizdai),

2) jais nusakomos ne ypatybés, bet perteikiama kvantifikacija (pvz.,
gausus, daznas, menkas, nemazas), posesyvumas (pvz., nuosavas,
privatus), (ne)panasSumas (pvz., panasus, skirtingas), eiliskumas
(pvz., tolesnis, galutinis) ir pan. Sj pozymj turintys bidvardZiai atlieka
guasi determinanty vaidmenj.

Nustatyta, kad egzistuoja nedidelé lietuviy kalbos budvardziy,
kurie beveik iSimtinai vartojami ilgosiomis (jvardziuotinémis
formomis), grupé. Jais modifikuojami apibrézti DJ zZymi socialiai ar
kulttriS$kai nulemtg identifikuojamuma (pvz., didis, gimtas, sventas,
vieSas).

Bandant pritaikyti disertacijos atradimus, svarstant apie
deskriptyviaja lietuviy kalbos gramatikg, kyla tokiy klausimy,
kuriems reikéty tolesniy tyrimy ir studijy:

- Bty pravartu apsvarstyti tradicing Zodziy klasiy sampratg ir
klasifikacija, remiantis Sioje disertacijoje iSkeltais teiginiais:
ar vertéty pripazinti quasi determinanty klasg¢/grupe? Ar
reikéty pripazinti sugramatintus neapibréztumo zymiklius?

- Sidlytina parengti iSsamig lietuviy kalbos biidvardziy
klasifikacijg ir aprasa, remiantis R.M.W. Dixono and
Alexandros Y. Aikhenvald redaguota pasaulio kalby
budvardziy tipologija (RM.W. Dixon and Alexandra Y.
Aikhenvald Adjective Classes: A Cross-linguistic Typology).
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Tokia studija tikrai iSplésty ir pagilinty Sios zodziy klasés
supratimag bei aprasa.

Reikéty daugiau tarpkalbiniy mazyjy kalbos kategorijy
tyrimy, pvz., silmiliatyvy, disimiliatyvy ir variatyvy
(remiantis morfologiniu argumentu — toks ‘such’, kitoks ‘of
another kind, different’, visoks ‘of all kinds, of all sorts’).

Kalbant apie paciag BAR, nors nemazai jos bruozy aptarta Siame

darbe, daugelis tebelieka netirty i$ tipologinés perspektyvos:

BAR ir tikriniy vardy tipologija: tokie vartosenos atvejai kaip
senieji Kazlauskai, jzymusis Ciurlionis, Naujieji Trakai ir pan.
BAR vokatyvo konstrukcijose: Brangusis, Gerbiamigji
sveciai!, Brangiis susirinkusieji!

Tipologinis BAR palyginimas balty — lietuviy ir latviy —
kalbose bty svarbus ir reikalingas.

Baigdama tikiuosi, kad §i disertacija suzadins doméjimasi BAR

ir tarpkalbinémis jos studijomis.
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SUMMARY
1. RELEVANCE AND NOVELTY OF THE RESEARCH

Even though numerous works have been published, mostly focusing
on the historical developments of adjectival definiteness markers in
the Baltic languages, e.g., two recent comprehensive studies on the
historical morphology of definiteness in Baltic have appeared,
Gelumbeckaité (2020) and Sommer (2018), the ADM as a
typological phenomenon has been insufficiently analysed. As
mentioned, as a cross-linguistic feature it is dealt with in a brief
chapter in a canonical textbook on definiteness (Lyons 2003, 82-85).
My analysis of the Lithuanian ADM and my attempt at situating it in
a typological context through a comparison with mostly Slavonic and
Germanic (customarily Scandinavian, occasionally Dutch) languages
will contribute to the recognition of ADM as an important linguistic
phenomenon in the field of nominal determination alongside
determiners, demonstratives, phrasal clitics and other means of
marking the category of (in)definiteness, giving it the attention it
rightly deserves.

It has to be mentioned that some work has been done on the ADM
of Lithuanian NPs from a cross-linguistic comparative perspective.
Already in 1957, in her study of the use of contemporary Lithuanian
long adjectival forms, Valeckiené provides a short comparative
exploration of Lithuanian and German (Valeckiené 1957). In 2004,
Mickinaité-Griskevi¢iené in her doctoral dissertation on the
functional sentence perspective in Lithuanian and Norwegian,
concisely describes linguistic strategies used to convey the definite
status of a Lithuanian NP, with the ADM being one of them
(Mickunaité-GriSkeviciené 2004). In 2006, in the new series
of Studies in Lithuanian Grammar, a special volume dedicated to the
Lithuanian NP was published (Holvoet, Mikulskas 2006) that
contains three novel articles entirely or partially concerning the
Lithuanian ADM. Holvoet and Tamulioniené present a fresh and
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modern take on the category of definiteness and its marking in
Lithuanian providing some typological insights (Holvoet,
Tamulioniené 2006, 11-32); Mikulskas in a symbolically entitled
paper A new perspective on the description of definite adjectives
outlines the novelty in thinking about this category in Lithuanian,
basing his approach on the concept of grounding within the framework
of cognitive linguistics (Mikulskas 2006, 33-65); and finally,
Vaiciulyté-Seméniené in her study of the category of possession and
its morphosyntactic marking briefly discusses the relationship
between possessives and the category of definiteness, its implications
on the word-order pattern of an NP, founding her paper on cross-
linguistic studies and typological hierarchies (Vaiciulyté-
Seméniené 2006, 151-178). In 2011, Sprauniené in her doctoral
dissertation focuses on definiteness marking in Lithuanian against the
background of Danish and other article languages (English and, to
some extent, Hebrew) and presents a novel approach to the opposition
of long and short adjectival forms in contemporary Lithuanian
(Sprauniené 2011). Subsequently, these findings and a new way
of approaching definiteness are reflected in Judzentis’ Grammatical
Categories of the Lithuanian Language where it is deservedly
recognised as a category and rewarded with its own chapter
(Judzentis 2012, 99-110). In 2015, Gillon and Armoskaite debate
the N/DP divide based on the Lithuanian evidence, focusing mostly
on bare nouns, but briefly mentioning pronominal adjectives too
(Gillon, Armoskaite 2015). Recently, two relevant papers on
subjects concerning the ADM were written by Vaitkuté. The first one
analyses strategies of conveying the definite status of Swedish
nominals in Lithuanian translations (Vaitkuté 2017); the second one
focuses on Lithuanian toks ‘such’ as a member of a cross-linguistic
category of similatives (Vaitkuté 2019). Also, an article presenting
a novel take on the two adjectival paradigms as cases of strong (LF)
versus weak (SF) definiteness was written by Sereikaité (2019).
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Yet, many important aspects associated with ADM, such as an
interplay between the adjectives and other (in)definiteness markers
(determiners), the contexts disabling the uses of LF, the contexts
disabling the uses of SF, the impact of word order on the referential
value of an NP, the relationship between the semantics of adjectives
and their ability to serve as (in)definiteness markers, the relationship
between ADM and other minor categories such as similatives (van
der Auwera, Sahoo 2018), and many more need to be explored
and described in a coherent and comprehensive way, highlighting,
where possible, the cross-linguistic characteristics of ADM.

Despite studies on the Lithuanian language (and on other
languages that exhibit the feature of ADM), ADM it is not
acknowledged as a full-fledged cross-linguistic category, which is
reflected in its absence from the World Atlas of Language Structures
Online’ (Dryer, Haspelmath 2013). | hope that one of the side-
effects of this dissertation will be an increased global interest in the
ADM as a cross-linguistic phenomenon circling in the orbit of
(in)definiteness as a category related to many other major and minor
cross-linguistic categories.

2. RESEARCH OBJECT, AIM AND OBJECTIVES

The object of this dissertation is adjectival definiteness marking
(ADM). It is a grammatical feature whereby the (in)definite status of
a noun phrase (NP) is marked partly or solely on an adjective that is
an internal part of the NP. Definiteness is a category of an NP. Hence,
ADM, which sometimes implies that the sole locus of definiteness
marking is the adjective, is a morphosyntactic feature that is attributed
to an entire NP rather than an adjective as a lexical class:

" The World Atlas of Language Structures Online (2013):
https://wals.info/.
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1) a. Arabic

al-kitab al-gadim Vs kitab  gadim
old.DEF book.DEF old book
‘the old book’ ‘an old book’

b. Bulgarian
starata kniga Vs stara  kniga
old.DEF book old book
‘the old book’ ‘an old book’

c. Hebrew
hasefer hayasan VS sefer  yasan
old.DEF book.DEF old book
‘the old book’ ‘an old book’

d. Latvian
veca gramata 'S veca gramata
old.DEF book old book
‘the old book’ ‘an old book’

e. Lithuanian
senoji  knyga S sena  knyga
old.DEF book old book
‘the old book’ ‘a/the old book’

f. Romanian
vechea carte S 0 carte veche
old.DEF book an book old
‘the old book’ ‘an old book’

Frequently, ADM is combined with other morphological or
lexical definiteness markers (determinatives, various pronouns, clitics,
etc.), adjectives being just one of the components, as demonstrated in
both (1) and (2) below. This typologically rare feature is shared by a
number of languages, e.g., Arabic, Albanian, Bulgarian, Hebrew,
Romanian, some Slavonic, e.g., Slovenian, Baltic, both Latvian and
Lithuanian, and some Germanic languages, e.g., continental
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Scandinavian languages (Kibort 2008). Some of these languages
have elaborate systems for marking both indefiniteness and
definiteness, i.e., they have special markers (most often articles) that
trigger (in)definiteness marking on all the constituents of an NP,
including adjectives, e.qg.:

2 a. Danish

den gamle bog Vs

en gammel bog

the old.DEF book an old book
‘the old book’ ‘an old book’

b. Dutch
het oude  boek S een oud boek
the old.DEF book a old book
‘the old book’ ‘an old book’

c. Swedish
den gamla boken  vs en gammal bok
the old.DEF book.DEF a ol book
‘the old book’ ‘an old book’

Much has been written on the (in)definiteness marking in the
world’s languages with a primary focus on determiners. Yet, it is
seldom that focus has stayed on the role adjectives have to play in
rendering an NP (in)definite. The most comprehensive description of
the ADM as a cross-linguistic occurrence is to be found in the
canonical Cambridge textbook Definiteness by Lyons, where a chapter
entitled “Definite adjectives” is devoted to it (Lyons 2003, 82-85).
Definiteness marking in continental Scandinavian languages has in
particular received much attention due to the so-called double
determination (or even triple marking, as we see in (2c)) of
definiteness in an NP (Perridon 1989, Delsing 1993, Bérjars
1994, Julien 2005, Lohndal 2007, Lohrmann 2011). Yet, the
focus, e.g., in Swedish, has been on the interplay between the free and
the bound definiteness marker (article), which in certain cases can be
absent while the adjective always remains marked as definite.
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Occasionally, the absence of these dedicated markers provides even
more important insights into the interplay between the ADM and the
definite status of an NP. Such cases prove that multiple definiteness
marking in Swedish NPs does not necessarily need to be interpreted
as obligatory agreement, as is argued by Lyons (2003, 85).

The two Baltic languages, Latvian and Lithuanian, have only one
way to morphologically mark the definite status of an NP, viz., by
usage of a paradigm of long adjectival forms® (Valeckiené 1957,
Ulvydas 1965, Rosinas 1976, Valeckiené 1986,
Paulauskiené 1994, Rosinas 1996, Ambrazas et al. 2006,
Holvoet, Tamulioniené¢ 2006, Mikulskas 2006,
Sprauniené 2008b, 2011). While Latvian definiteness marking is
much more grammaticalised, Lithuanian is somewhat more flexible,
allowing for grammatically definite contexts to still be able to
accommodate short forms, e.g., in possessive NPs:

(3) a. Latvian
mans  jaunais /*jauns metelis
my new.DEF/new coat

‘my new coat’

b. Lithuanian
mano  naujasis/naujas paltas
my new.DEF/new  coat

‘my new coat’

Writing about the world’s languages in general, Dahl notes: “NPs
with adjectival modifiers tend to have at least as much and often more

8 In Germanic linguistics the non-definite adjectival forms are
traditionally referred to as strong, while in studies of the Slavic and Baltic
languages they are traditionally referred to as short. Correspondingly, the
definite adjectival forms are referred to as weak and as long. To sum up, short
= strong = non-definite; long = weak = definite. In this dissertation, I will be
referring to them as long (LF) versus short (SF).
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definiteness marking than simple NPs. Furthermore, there is a clear
tendency for any definiteness marking, excessive or otherwise, to
show up next to or on the adjective” (Dahl 2004, 151-152). It is
precisely this phenomenon that will be closely examined in the
dissertation with a particular emphasis on Lithuanian, placing it in a
typological context.

The aim of the dissertation is to analyse and describe the
Lithuanian ADM, to place it in a typological context and hence to
deepen the understanding of it, and to contribute to cross-linguistic
research into this phenomenon. In this consistently synchronic study,
I will, through several cross-sections of the ADM in contemporary
Lithuanian (introduced in Sections 3, 4 and 5), present its impact on
the structure of the NP, as well as characterise its actual distribution
(the use of long versus short paradigms) in the contemporary
language.

The tasks of the dissertation are as follows:

1. to describe the linear structure of the definite Lithuanian NP,

2. to establish the function(s) of internal adjectival constituents in a
Lithuanian NP,

3. toanalyse the interplay between adjectival and other constituents
in a Lithuanian NP and the word-order phenomena in an NP
resulting from it,

4. to describe the semantics and functions of adjectival constituents
in an NP and their impact on the ADM in Lithuanian;

5. todiscuss the usage and distribution of long versus short adjective
paradigms and to provide tangible quantified data underlying the
discussion;

6. to demonstrate the relationship between the ADM and other
major and minor cross-linguistic categories.
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3. RESEARCH MATERIAL AND METHODS

The dissertation contains more than 200 examples of multilingual
data, exemplifying various aspects of the ADM. Most of the data is
from the following written contemporary languages: Lithuanian (the
dominant data source), Danish, Dutch, English, Russian, Polish, and
Swedish (and a few random examples from other languages, as e.g.,
in (1)). Spoken language, even though it might be mentioned in the
periphery of the dissertation, is not of interest here. The Lithuanian
data exclusively presents samples of the written language accessed in
two corpora, the Corpus of Contemporary Lithuanian (CCLL)® with
instances from spoken language filtered out; and the Lithuanian Web
Corpus (ItTenTen14), which has mostly been used to cross-check the
results and findings of the CCLL. Examples of all the other languages
were also extracted from their respective corpora (see Data Sources).
The research presented in the dissertation is data-driven, based on
empirical evidence, both qualitative (e.g., when defining the linear,
topological structure of the definite Lithuanian NPs) and quantitative.
The core of the data used for quantitative analysis is a comprehensive
list of 111 most frequently used Lithuanian adjectives that can form a
paradigm of long forms, based on the Frequency Dictionary of the
Written Lithuanian Language!! (see Appendix A), compiled by Utka
(2009), henceforth referred to as FrD. The exact methods used in
various sections of the dissertation are described in detail under the
respective section headings.

9 Dabartinés lietuviy kalbos tekstynas (CCLL), accessible online:
http://tekstynas.vdu.lt/tekstynas/menu?page=about

10 The Lithuanian Web Corpus 2014, also called ItTenTen14, accessible
online: https://www.sketchengine.eu/lttenten-lithuanian-corpus/

111t is available online at
http://donelaitis.vdu.lt/publikacijos/Dazninis_zodynas.pdf.
Further also referred to as FrD.
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The novelty in research methods presented in the dissertation lies
in an attempt to quantify the actual usage of certain long and short
adjectival paradigms. Even though a relatively small number of
adjectives has been investigated in the quantitative analysis (30
gualitative adjectives that are predominantly used in their SFs; and 18
qualitative adjectives that are frequently used in their LFs), it,
however, vyields quantified results enabling a discussion on the
contemporary status of the two adjectival paradigms in modern
Lithuanian.

The typological aspect of the dissertation entails certain
theoretical limitations and notions that are addressed in subsections on
the comparative concepts in cross-linguistic studies. Amongst the
challenges while assessing and structuring data, the following three
need to be highlighted:

1. The difficulties of working with the CCLL due to the lack of
annotation; one has to manually extract, sort and treat data in the
numbers of tens of thousands due to the unresolved issues of
homonymy, lack of diacritical marks and systemic failures causing,
e.g., repeat instances of the same sample. The FrD caused a few
problems too because of mistaken blending of paradigms of different
adjectives under one lexical entry, filing adjectives under verb
headings, etc.

2. The absence of modern descriptions of linguistic contexts, e.g., in
the labelling of nominal attributes, semantic and/or functional
classification of adjectives etc. in Lithuanian grammars.

3. The lack of clarity in descriptions and classifications of certain word
classes, e.g., pronouns, in the Lithuanian Grammar, where, e.g.,
universal quantifiers (definite pronouns) are classified with “Indefinite
pronouns”.

Much determination was required to resolve the problems arising
from the four above-mentioned challenges. Sometimes | felt that gaps
in the description of contemporary Lithuanian grammar had to be
filled, e.g., by addressing the structure of the definite Lithuanian NP
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prior to focusing on the ADM per se. Yet, | must say that these
challenges made me discover important aspects of ADM and
contributed in a positive way to shaping my dissertation.

4. STRUCTURE OF THE DISSERTATION

This dissertation is structured as follows. In section 1 the object of the
study, the background, data and method, the aims and tasks, and the
key notions used in the paper are introduced. Also, other aspects, such
as the novelty and the added value, and the current status quaestionis
are briefly presented. Section 2 discusses a few theoretical
prerequisites, such as descriptive categories versus comparative
concepts in cross-linguistic studies, and the possibility of a data-driven
framework-free approach; it includes a discussion of whether ADM
should be seen as an areal typological feature of Standard Average
European (SAE) and of the Circum-Baltic area. Also, key concepts
and definitions are introduced here along with a more detailed account
of the Lithuanian definiteness marking system and the role of ADM in
it. One of the subsections is devoted to adjectives as a universal
comparative part-of-speech. The main data source for this dissertation,
the list of the most frequently used Lithuanian adjectives that form
both LF and SF paradigms is looked at from a typological perspective
of semantic types of adjectives attested in the world’s languages.
Section 3 presents a topological structure of the definite Lithuanian
NP and highlights the role ADM plays in it, including interaction
between several adjectival constituents in an NP. In section 4, the
instances of the absence of LF in Lithuanian NPs are discussed on the
basis of empirical data; the relationship between the semantics of
adjectives and determiners is analysed. Section 5, which is also
empirically driven, deals with those Lithuanian adjectives that are
predominantly or frequently used in their LF. Finally, section 6
contains some concluding remarks and outlines prospects for future
research in the field.
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5. THESES TO BE DEFENDED

The ADM s represented in Lithuanian by a non-trivial cluster of
distinct features:

1. ADM directly correlates with the syntactic structure of the NP
whereby the feature [+DEF] may and often is encoded in several loci
with different degrees of impact. ADM is highly sensitive to the
syntactic structure of the NP as a whole.

2. The different loci of [+DEF] correlate with the relative scopes of the
categories established by the NP.

3. In the NP, constituents in the left periphery encode discourse-bound
definiteness while constituents in the right (closer to the head) denote
identifiability-based definiteness.

4. ADM correlates with adjectival classes and their inherent abilities
to establish ad hoc or more permanent categories (generic nominals).
5. There exists a group of adjectives that are predominantly used in
their SF; this use is because of their inability to establish a category
(either ad hoc or taxonomic) a) due to semantic-pragmatic reasons;
b) because rather than denoting a property, they denote something
else, i.e., sentence-level modification, quantification, similarity, etc.
6. There exists a group of adjectives that are predominantly used in
their LF; they form a small group whose definiteness mostly reflects
socially and/or culturally determined identifiability.

CONCLUSIONS

The aim of this dissertation was to analyse and describe the Lithuanian
adjectival definiteness marking, to place it in a typological context and
hence to deepen the understanding of it, and to contribute to cross-
linguistic research into this phenomenon. Lithuanian with the sole
morphologically grammaticalised marker of definiteness, viz., a
dedicated set of endings of the long form adjectival paradigm,
represents a prototypical case study for the research of ADM as a
cross-linguistic feature. Much of the thinking and inspiration came
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from the studies of other European languages that also have the
grammatical feature of the ADM in their inventories. Quite a few
terms and analysis models have their roots in the studies of continental
Scandinavian, Dutch and some Slavic languages. Most data (both
Lithuanian and that of other languages) has been collected from the
corpora of contemporary languages reflecting the actual usage.

In the data analysis of sections 3, 4 and 5, three different
synchronic cross-sections of Lithuanian adjectives were presented,
revealing the linear structure of the definite Lithuanian NP, as well as
providing some tangible data on the actual distribution of long and
short adjectival paradigms in the contemporary language, identifying
some groups of Lithuanian adjectives that do not take long adjectival
forms and those that are predominantly used in their long forms, and
hence also contributing to the descriptive classification of the
Lithuanian adjectives.

It has been shown that ADM is a morphosyntactic feature with
implications for both the category of definiteness and the syntax of the
noun phrase.

It has been shown that ADM directly correlates with the syntactic
structure of the NP whereby the feature [+DEF] may be and often is
encoded in several loci with different degrees of impact. It also has
been shown that the different loci of [+DEF] correlate with weak vs
strong types of definiteness, where NP constituents in the left
periphery encode discourse-bound definiteness while constituents in
the right (closer to the head) denote identifiability-based definiteness.

It has been demonstrated that there is no one reason why some
Lithuanian prenominal adjectival modifiers are predominantly used
with short forms. This is due to the fact that:

- the properties they denote are not suitable for establishing
categories;

- they denote not properties, but something else, e.g.,
(dis)similarity, quantification, variations, etc.
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I have also found that a small group of Lithuanian adjectives is
predominantly used in their long forms. Definiteness expressed by
these adjectives mostly reflects socially and/or culturally determined
identifiability.

Trying to apply the lessons learned to the descriptive Lithuanian
grammar, the following questions arise requiring further study and
research:

- There is a need for a re-think of traditional word classes to
accommaodate some aspects directly resulting from the ADM,
i.e., should quasi-determiners be acknowledged; should
guantifiers be acknowledged; should indefiniteness markers
be acknowledged?

- There is a need for a more comprehensive classification of
Lithuanian adjectives on a par with those included in the 2004
work edited by R.M.W. Dixon and Alexandra Y. Aikhenvald
entitled Adjective Classes: A Cross-linguistic Typology. Such
a study could substantially widen our understanding and
description of this part-of-speech.

- There is a need for recognition and research on cross-
linguistic minor categories such as, similatives, dissimilatives
and variatives (supported by the morphological argument —
toks ‘such’, kitoks ‘of another kind, different’, visoks ‘of all
kinds, of all sorts’).

With regards to the adjectival definiteness marking itself, even
though many aspects of the ADM have been covered, many still
remain to be researched from a typological perspective, including,
amongst others, the following:

- The ADM and the typology of proper names: uses like senigji
Kazlauskai  ‘old.DEF Kazlauskas [family]’, jzymusis
Ciurlionis ‘famous.DEF Ciurlionis’, Naujieji Trakai ‘new.DEF
Trakai [toponym]’, and similar;
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- The ADM in vocative constructions: Brangusis! ‘dear.DEF’,
Gerbiamieji  sveciai! ‘honoured.DEF guests’, Brangiis
susirinkusieji! ‘dear.DEF assembled [here]’.

- A typological comparison of the ADM in the two Baltic
languages, Lithuanian and Latvian, would be of importance.

Concluding, 1 would like to hope that this dissertation will spark more

interest in cross-linguistic studies of the adjectival definiteness
marking.
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