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SANTRAUKA
1. DISERTACIIOS AKTUALUMAS IR NAUJUMAS

Partityvumas — Siuo metu lingvistikoje pladiai nagrinéjama tema,
pritraukianti jvairiy krypciy lingvisty démesj. Vis délto atlickamy
tyrimy empirinis pagrindas kol kas islieka per siauras.

Suomiy kalbos partityvo funkcijos tyrinétos jvairiy tyréjy
(Denison 1957, Heindméki 1994, Huumo 2002, 2006, 2013, Kiparsky
1998, Larjavaara 2019, ISK 2004 §925-941 ir kt.), ta¢iau labai triiksta
gretinamyjy balty ir slavy kalby partityvinio kilmininko bei suomiy
partityvo tyrimy. Minétina, kad naujausig iSsamy suomiy kalbos
partityvo tyrimg 2019 m. publikavo M. Larjavaara (monografija
remiamasi Sioje disertacijoje). Deja, $is tyrimas prieinamas tik suomiy
kalba. Verta atkreipti démes;j j lyginamuosius Pabaltijo finy ir slavy
kalby veikslo tyrimus (Dahl & Karlsson 1976), taip pat partityvumo
raiskos tyrimus jvairiose kalbose (Koptjevskaja-Tamm 2001, Giusti &
Sleeman 2021 ir Luraghi & Huumo 2014). Objekto linksniy
panaSumai ir skirtumai, lyginant lietuviy kalbg ir esty — vieng i§
Pabaltijo finy kalby — tirti B. Klaas (1996).

Nepriklausomg partityvinj kilmininka (angliSkas trumpinys —
IPG) lietuviy kalboje nagrinéjo |. Serzantas (2014). Tyréjas pateiké
semantinj partityvinio Kkilmininko, analizuoto funkciniu aspektu,
apraSg. Remiamasi (ne)ribotumo sgvokomis, teigiama, kad
daiktavardiné frazé turi dvi pagrindines interpretacijas: ribota ir
neribotg (Serzant 2014: 257). |.Serzanto teigimu, sakinio
imperfektyvumas tiesiogiai susijes su neribotumo interpretacija, tai
nesuderinama su partityviniam kilmininkui budinga ribotumo
interpretacija (Serzant 2014: 257). Darbe tyréjas trumpai aptaria ir
partityvinio kilmininko vartojimo kontekstus.

Vis délto iki Siol neturime i§samios lietuviy kalbos partityvinio
kilmininko ir galininko kaip objekty linksniy vartojimo analizés. Ne
visi neapibrézti objektai koduojami kilmininku, 0 galininko vartojima
skatinantys semantiniai ir diskursiniai veiksniai néra istirti. Taip pat



nesama ir atitinkamos suomiy kalbos medziagos analizés. Tiesa,
keletas pagrindiniy suomiy partityvo ir lietuviy partityvinio
kilmininko panasumy ir skirtumy yra Zinomi i§ gramatiky, taciau
iSsamaus lyginamojo $iy dviejy gramemy apraso kol kas neturime. Dél
Sios priezasties atsiranda dideliy deskriptyviniy ir teoriniy sunkumy,
siekiant nustatyti suomiy ir liectuviy kalbose vartojima reguliuojancius
pozymius. Minétina, kad visi iKi $iol iSkelti pasitilymai (i$ naujesniy
zr. Serzant 2014) sprendZia tik dalj problemy, nes jprastai vienu metu
apzvelgiama tik dalis vartojimo tipy. Problemg apsunkina tai, kad
tyréjai jprastai vartoja pavienius, i§ gramatiky paimtus pavyzdzius ir
nedisponuoja i§samiais empiriniais duomenimis.

Si disertacija — svarbus lietuviy kalbos gramatinés sistemos
tyrimas, ji taip pat svarbi finougristikai. Gretinamasis tyrimas leidzia
disertacija laikyti vertingu jnasu ir j partityvumo tipologija. Darbas
grindZiamas i$samia empirine bibliniy teksty medZiaga, taip pat
senosios lietuviy kalbos ir tarminiais duomenimis.



2. TYRIMO OBJEKTAS, TIKSLAS IR UZDAVINIAI

Partityvumas gramatikoje pasireiSkia daugeliu bady. Tam tikrose
kalbose jis gali buti susijes, pavyzdziui, su partityvo ar
pseudopartityvo konstrukcijomis, kiekybinémis frazémis, neapibrézto
kiekio determinantais ar partityviniais jvardziais (Giusti & Sleeman
2022: 1-2). Vienas i§ partityvumo zyméjimo biidy yra argumenty
zyméjimas linksniais (apie partityvinius linksnius zr. Luraghi &
Huumo 2014). Taigi darbe svarbu apsibrézti terminus partityvas ir
partityvumas.

1. Partityvumas yra funkciné savybeé, kuri gali pasireiksti jvairiais
buidais.

2. Kaip linksnio kategorija partityvumas sietinas su diferenciniu
objekto zyméjimu (DOM), biidingu tiek suomiy, tiek lietuviy kalbai.
Minétina, kad disertacijoje suomiy ir lietuviy kalby objekto
Zyméjimas tiriamas i$ partityvumo perspektyvos.

3. Atsizvelgiant | skirtingas gramatines tradicijas, partityvumas
zymimas skirtingai. Jis prieSinamas kategorijoms, kuriomis
reiSkiamas didesnis teliSkumas, tranzityvumas arba objekto
apibréztumas.

Laikantis indoeuropietiskos tradicijos, terminas partityvas, visy
pirma, sietinas su genityvu (Koptjevskaja-Tamm 2001: 525), nors
apima ir atvejus, kai kalbama ne apie morfologinius partityvus
(placiau  zr. Koptjevskaja-Tamm 2001: 525).  Lietuviy kalboje
partityviné genityvo funkcija yra tik viena i§ daugelio kity kilmininko
funkcijy® (1). Suomiy kalba, priklausanti Pabaltijo finy kalby grupei?,
turi atskirg morfologinj linksnj, vadinama partityvu.

! Kitos lietuviy kalbos genityvo funkcijos yra, pavyzdziui, turéjimui, priklausymui
reiksti (brolio kambarys); medziagai, kilmei nusakyti (obuoliy sultys) ir kt.

2 Pabaltijo finy kalby grupe prie Baltijos jiiros sudaro sios kalbos: suomiy, esty, lyviy,
vepsiy, karely, ingry ir vody. Sios kalbos giminigkos kitoms finougry kalboms (jomis
daugiausia kalbama Rusijoje) ir su jomis turi bendrg prokalbg.
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(lietuviy)

(1) 15 kur tu imsi gyvojo vandens?®

(suomiy)

) [..] hdn  ant-o-i kala-a.*

jis duoti-PST-3SG ~ Zuvis-PAR
‘[...] jis davé (jiems) Zuvies.’

Partityviniy linksniy (arba tiesiog partityvo ar partityvinio
kilmininko) vartosena tiesioginiam objektui reikSti yra arealinis
reiskinys, aptinkamas tiek indoeuropiec¢iy (slavy ir balty kalby), tiek
Pabaltijo finy kalby grupése (Koptjevskaja-Tamm 2001: 531—
544, 557-564, Ambrazas 2006: 229). Toliau pateikiama keletas
Baltijos arealo kalby pavyzdziy, iliustruojanciy objekto linksniy kaitg:

(esty, i8 susirasinéjimo su Riho Griinthalu)

(3) Ma ost-si-n leib-a.

a§  pirkti-PST-1sG  duona-PAR
‘AS pirkau duonos.’

(vepsiy, Kettunen 1943: 99)

4 mo sd  mei-le  vina-d
parduoti.IMP2SG tu mes-ALL alkoholis-PAR
‘Parduok mums alkoholio.’

(rusy, Serzant 2015: 354)

(5) On po-pil vod-y.
3NOM.SG.M  PVB-Qerti.pST.3sG vanduo-GEN.SG
‘Jis iSgeére¢ vandens.’

Suomiy ir lietuviy kalbos priskiriamos platesniam arealiniam
kontinuumui, pasiZyminc¢iam turtingais kalbiniais ir istoriniais rysiais
bei kalby kontaktais (Koptjevskaja-Tamm & Wilchli 2001: 728).
Pabaltijo arealo (balty, vakary ir ryty slavy, Pabaltijo finy) kalbos
iSlaiké turtingiausias linksniy sistemas, tai lemia nattralia jy

3 Jei nenurodyta kitaip, lietuviy kalbos pavyzdziai imti i§ B2005 (Biblija, arba
Sventasis Rastas. Ekumeninis leidimas. Vilnius: Lietuvos Biblijos draugija, 2005).

4 Jei nenurodyta kitaip, suomiy kalbos pavyzdziai imti i§ R1992 (Raamattu. Porvoo,
Helsinki, Juva :WSQOY, 1992).



struktiiring konvergencija. Vis délto ne maziau svarbus veiksnys yra
ir arealiniai rySiai. Glaudus ir intensyvis rySiai Pabaltijo finy ir balty
kalbas siejo dar Pabaltijo finy prokalbés laikais (Larsson 1984: 98,
Koptjevskaja-Tamm & Wilchli 2001, Kallio 2008, Junttila 2012,
2015a, 2015b). Siuos rysius liudija gausiis balty kalby skoliniai
Pabaltijo finy kalbose (jy neaptinkama kitose uralie¢iy kalby grupés
kalbose) (Laakso 2001: 201, Larsson 1981: 50, Larsson 2001: 238—
242)°. Salia negin¢ijamos jtakos leksikai randama ir arealiniy rysiy
jtakos pédsaky Pabaltijo finy prokalbés fonologijai (Larsson 2001:
243-244; Hofstra 1985; Kallio 2012, 2015; LAGLOS), taip pat
aptinkama akivaizdziy balty ir Pabaltijo finy kalby sintaksiniy
panasumy. Minétina, kad kai kurie gramatiniai pozymiai Vis délto
budingi Baltijos regiono kalboms ir laikomi kalby kontakty rezultatu
(Koptjevskaja-Tamm & Wilchli 2001: 674-723).

Keletas atlikty tyrimy (pavyzdziui, Larsson 2001, Klaas 1996)
atskleide, kad lietuviy kalbos partityvinis Kilmininkas ir suomiy
partityvas turi Semantiniy ir sintaksiniy panasumy. Nepaisant
gramatinio Zyméjimo, lietuviy kalbos partityvinis kilmininkas® ir
suomiy kalbos partityvas’ turi daug panasiy funkciniy savybiy. Sios
savybés disertacijoje aptariamos plac¢iau.

Tyréjai yra diskutave dél balty kalby jtakos Pabaltijo finy kalby
objekto linksniy kaitai (Larsson 1981), ta¢iau naujausi tyrimai rodo,
kad abliatyvo / partityvo gramatikalizacija vyko dar pries balty kalby
jtakg (Griinthal 2022). Esama skirtingy nuomoniy, kaip Pabaltijo finy
kalbose atsirado distribucija tarp akuzatyvo ir partityvo linksniy ir
veikslas, siejamas su objekto linksniais. Vieny tyréjy teigimu, §j

5 Nuo XX a. pab. tyréjai laikosi nuomonés, kad ankstyvieji germany kalby skoliniai
pateko j prokalbe tuo pat metu, kaip ir balty kalby skoliniai (Zr. Junttila 2015b, Kallio
2008).

6 Lietuviy kalbos linksnis galéty biiti vadinamas genityviniu partityvu, nes formaliai
jis yra genityvas, bet funkciskai — partityvas. Lietuviy kalbos genityviniam partityvui
zyméti disertacijoje vartojamas trumpinys Gp. Taip, visy pirma, zymima morfologiné
kategorija, 0 véliau — ir funkciné savybé.

7 Suomiy kalbos partityvas disertacijoje Zymimas trumpiniu PAR.
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pasikeitimg 1émé balty kalby jtaka (Larsson 1984: 98). Kiti tyréjai
(pavyzdziui, Larjavaara1991, Griinthal 2022) pabrézia, kad
dabartinés suomiy kalbos distribucija tarp akuzatyvo® ir PAR linksniy
ir veikslas, sicjamas su objekto linksniais, atsirade suomiy kalboje
natiiraliai vystantis kalbai. Tiesa, ankstyvuosiuose objekto linksniy
kaitos etapuose paneigti balty kalbos jtakos negalima.

Lietuviy ir suomiy kalboms budingas diferencinis objekto
Zyméjimas, siejamas su partityvumu. Diferencinio objekto zyméjimo
(DOM) savoka, atspindin¢ig formalaus objekto zyméjimo variacija,
priklausoma nuo kategoriniy objekto pozymiy ar semantiniy
veiksmazodZio frazés ypatybiy, pirmasis pradéjo vartoti G. Bossongas
(1985) (placiau apie Sig savokg zr. Dalrymple & Nikolaeva 2011,
Naess 2007,  Sinneméki 2014). Disertacijoje  nagriné¢jamas  tik
diferencinis objekto Zzyméjimas, taciau su diferenciniu subjekto
zyméjimu, biidingu tiek suomiy (6a-b), tiek lietuviy (7a—b) kalboms,
sietinas ir PAR bei GP:

(suomiy, Luraghi & Kittila 2014: 18)

(6) a. Naise-t tul-i-vat koti-in.

moteris-PL pareiti-PST-3PL  namai-ILL
‘Moterys paréjo namo.’

b. Nais-i-a tul-i koti-in.
moteris-PL-PAR pareiti-PST.3SG  namai-ILL
‘Namo paréjo motery.’

(lietuviy, Serzant 2014: 261)

(7) a. Vaziav-o Zmon-és.

b. Pri-vaziav-0 Zmoni-y.

Lietuviy  kalboje  GP  vartojamas su  priesdéliniais
veiksmazodziais, turinCiais prieSdélius pri-, at-, per-, reiskianciais
‘daug’ (ppr. kartu su refleksyvine dalelyte), taip pat su tam tikrais
veiksmazodziais, Kurie vartojami su kiekj reiskianciomis frazémis,
pavyzdziui, daugeéti (placiau zr. Serzant 2014:261-262). Suomiy

8 Suomiy ir lietuviy kalby akuzatyvas disertacijoje zymimas trumpiniu ACC.
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kalboje PAR kvantifikaciné funkcija iSrySkéja su daugiskaitiniais
skai¢iuojamaisiais daiktavardziais ir funkciskai atlieka neZzymimyjy
artikeliy vaidmenj (pla¢iau zr. Luraghi et al. 2020: 871-873).

Suomiy kalba turi morfologinj linksnj, jis vadinamas PAR.
Morfologinio PAR linksnio sgvoka neturéty bati painiojama su
,Hpartityvumo* konceptu, kuris vartojamas lyginant gramatiniy formy
semantika, siejamg su ,,N dalies” (8a, 9a) ir ,,N kiekio*“ (8b, 9b)
konceptais. Pseudopartityvo sagvoka Zymima daiktavardiné frazé,
apimanti vardazodzius, i§ Kuriy vienas yra kvantifikatorius. Taigi
»partityvumo* konceptas, zymintis daugiau negu dalies ir visumos
santykj, apima ir pseudopartityva. M. Koptjevskajos-Tamm iSsamioje
tipologingje studijoje (2001) bréziama aiski perskyra tarp partityviniy
((8a), (9a)) ir pseudopartityviniy (vardazodiniy) konstrukcijy ((8b),
(9b)). Tiek partityvinés, tiek pseudopartityvinés konstrukcijos yra
vardazodings frazés, susidedancios i$ dviejy vardazodziy, kuriy vienas
yra kvantifikatorius, bet tas pats kvantifikatorius atlieka skirtingus
vaidmenis: partityvinése konstrukcijose (PC) kvantifikatorius nurodo
suponuojamos grupés pogrupj, pseudopartyvinéje konstrukcijoje
(PPC) — to paties tipo grupe (Koptjevskaja-Tamm 2001: 527).
Suponuojamos grupés ir tam tikros grupés priespriesa iliustruojama
(8a—b), (9a—b) ir pavyzdziais:

(angly, Koptjevskaja-Tamm 2001: 526-527)

(8) a. apile of Mary’s books

b. a pile of books
(suomiy)
(9) a. ole-n perhee-mme nuor-in
baiti.PRS-1SG Seima- GEN.1PLPX  jaunas-SUP
‘AS esu jauniausia(s) seimoje.’
(lietuviy)
b. stikline vand-ens

PAR yra gramatiné forma, sietina su ,,partityvo‘ konceptu. Ji gali
buti skaidoma j smulkesnes kategorijas, atsizvelgiant j tam tikra
kalbos PAR semantika: funkcing (pavyzdziui, veikslo, (10a)) ir
struktiiring (pavyzdziui, numatytajj linksnj, (10b)) (Tamm 2014, 91):
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(suomiy)
(10) a. [...] miehe-t  sd-i-vdt uhriliha-a [...]
vyras-PL valgyti-PST-3PL atnaSaujama_auka-PAR

‘[...] vyrai valgé atnasSaujama auka.’

(suomiy, Tamm 2014: 90)
b. ilman raha-a

be pinigai-PAR

‘be pinigy’

Istoriskai suomiy kalbos PAR linksnis buvo erdvés linksnis,
turintis abliatyving reikSme (,,i8“) (Koptjevskaja-Tamm 2001: 531—
544, 557-564) (placiau zr. disertacijos 2.3 skyriuje).

Objekto linksniy kaita taip pat badinga nedalomiems objektams,
t.y. objektams, suskai¢iuojamiems remiantis vienaskaitos forma.
Taciau suomiy ir lietuviy kalbose nedalomy objekty Zyméjimas
skiriasi. Lietuviy kalboje nedalomas objektas jprastai negali biti GP,
nebent iSimtiniais atvejais (pavyzdziui, Zymint laiking naudojimg).
PAR ir GP vartosenos skirtumai lietuviy ir suomiy kalby
rezultatyvinése konstrukcijose, zyminciose, kad veiksmas turéjo tam
tikrg rezultata, nagrinéjami atskirame skyriuje.

Sios disertacijos tikslas — isanalizuoti ir apradyti objekto linksniy
kaitos panaSumus ir skirtumus suomiy ir lietuviy kalbose.
Disertacijoje taip pat siekiama istirti, kokias funkcijas suomiy ir
lietuviy kalbose atlieka PAR ir GP, ir pasitilyti universalig $iy funkcijy
klasifikacijg. Sinchroningje studijoje naudojamasi tam tikrais
diachroniniais duomenimis, siekiant apibrézti galimas senesnes PAR
funkcijas, kurios dabartingje kalboje yra iSnykusios.

Disertacijoje keliami tokie uzdaviniai:

1. I8analizuoti ir aprasyti lietuviy ir suomiy kalby objekto
linksniy vartoseng, apibréziant $iy dviejy kalby skirtumus.

2. Pateikti glaustg abiejy kalby partityviniy linksniy atsiradimo
diachroning hipoteze¢ (suomiy PAR VS. lietuviy GP).

3. Bendrais  bruozais  apraSyti  partityviniy  linksniy
daugiafunkciskuma suomiy ir lietuviy kalbose.
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4. Aprasyti ,,nerezultatyviniy konstrukcijy® (8i sgvoka vartojama
suomiy kalbos gramatikose) koncepts, jtraukiant j ji retesnius PAR
vartojimo atvejus.

5. Pasitlyti bendra suomiy ir lietuviy kalby semanting
konstrukcijy su nedalomais objektais klasifikacija.

6. Atlikti i§samy, empirine medZiaga pagrjsta suomiy kalbos PAR
ir lietuviy kalbos GP gramatiniy ir semantiniy apribojimy tyrima.
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3. TYRIMO EMPIRINE MEDZIAGA IR METODAI

Disertacijos empiriné medziaga susideda i§ gausiy suomiy ir lietuviy
kalby pavyzdziy, iliustruojan¢iy jvairius PAR ir GP kaip objekto
linksniy vartojimo aspektus. Pagrindiné medziaga imama i§ suomisky
ir lietuvisky Biblijos vertimy (Zr. Saltiniy sgrasa). Tam tikrais atvejais,
kai tenka iliustruoti retesnius PAR ir GP vartojimo atvejus ar vartosena,
kuri dabartinéje kalboje iSnykusi, suomisky ir lietuvisky pavyzdziy
imama ir i$ kity Saltiniy. Disertacijoje taip pat pateikiama pavyzdziy
i§ kity kalby (pavyzdziui, rusy, esty, baltarusiy). Kiekvienu atveju
pavyzdzio Saltinis nurodomas atskirai. Minétina, kad, renkant
tarminius duomenis ar pavyzdzius i$ kity kalby, konsultuotasi su
informantais.

Disertacijos tyrimas grindziamas tiek kokybiniais, tiek
kiekybiniais duomenimis. Empirinés medziagos atrankos metodai
atskirai pristatomi kiekviename disertacijos skyriuje. 4 skyriui
pavyzdziai Surinkti i§ ,,Senosios lietuviy kalbos tekstyno®.
Disertacijos 5 skyriuje pristatomas tyrimas, apimantis itin gausia
empiring medziagg. Sukauptieji duomeny rinkiniai (vienas — i$
objekty pavartojimo atvejy suomiy kalba, kitas — lietuviy kalba)
apdoroti ID3 algoritmu (Kelleher, Mac Namee & D’Arcy 2020: 117).
Taikant algoritma i§ abiejy duomeny rinkiniy i§vesta po sprendimy
med;j. Sie medziai ir patys yra algoritmai; be to, juos galima pateikti
vizualiai. Jais méginama nuspéti, kada objektas bus pavartotas ACC,
kada PAR (lietuviy kalbos atveju — GP).

I8 viso disertacijoje pateikiama daugiau negu 200 ne tik lietuvisky
ir suomisky, bet ir kity kalby pavyzdziy. PavyzdZziai glosuoti taikant
Leipcigo glosavimo taisykles®. Lietuviski pavyzdziai glosuoti taikant
balty kalboms pritaikytas Leipcigo glosavimo taisykles (Nau &
Arkadiev 2015), suomiski pavyzdziai — taikant tarplinijines

9 https://www.eva.mpg.de/lingua/pdf/Glossing-Rules.pdf
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morfologines glosavimo taisykles, i$plétotas Ch. Lehmanno®® (Sios
taisyklés kiek iSsamesnés negu Leipcigo glosavimo taisyklés).

10 https://www.christianlehmann.eu/ling/ling_meth/ling_description/represe
ntations/gloss/index.php.
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4. DISERTACIJOS STRUKTURA

Disertacija sudaro SeSios dalys. Ivade pristatomas disertacijos
objektas, tikslas, uzdaviniai, aptariamas disertacijos aktualumas ir
naujumas, pateikiami ginamieji teiginiai. Antrojoje dalyje aptariama
teoriné tyrimo literattira: glaustai pristatomi tyrime vartojami terminai,
aprasomas objekto linksniy zyméjimas suomiy ir lietuviy kalbose,
pateikiamas trumpas abiejy kalby veikslo raiSkos aprasas. Antrojoje
dalyje taip pat apzvelgiama suomiy kalbos PAR ir lietuviy kalbos GP
raidos istorija. Galiausiai, glaustai aptariamos partityviniy linksniy
funkcijos jvairiose kalbose, Sios funkcijos iSsamiau aprasomos
atskiruose skyriuose. Treéiojoje dalyje, remiantis jvairiy kalby
empirine medziaga, placiai aptariama partityvumo sgvoka suomiy ir
lietuviy kalbose. Ketvirtajame skyriuje, ypatinga démesj skiriant
suomiy ir lietuviy kalboms, atskirai apraSomas nedalomy objekty
Zyméjimas jvairiose kalbose. Penktojoje dalyje pristatomas tekstyny
duomenimis pagrjstas tyrimas, apdorotas ID3 algoritmu. Sestojoje
dalyje formuluojamos isvados, pateikiamos gairés tolesniems PAR
tyrimams.
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5. GINAMIEJI TEIGINIAI

1. Lietuviy ir suomiy kalbose objekto linksnis grindziamas
skirtingais prototipais: suomiy kalboje lemiamas objekto veiksnys yra
veikslas, lietuviy kalboje — vardazodzio kvantifikacija.

2. Nepaisant tam tikry identisky funkcijy, suomiy kalbos PAR ir
lietuviy kalbos GP atlieka skirtingus vaidmenis suomiy ir lietuviy
kalby gramatinése sistemose.

3. Lietuviy (ir slavy) kalby GP rezultatinés reik§més nykimas i$
dalies sietinas su pakitusiu partityvumo ir veikslo santyKkiu.

4. Lietuviy kalboje nerezultatyvumas koduojamas
veiksmazodziy priesdéliais, suomiy kalboje vartojamas PAR.
Nerezultatyvumo zyméjimas GP nejsitvirtino, NOrs senuosiuose
rastuose pavyzdziy randama.

5. Tiek suomiy, tiek lietuviy kalbose i$ dalies paveikti nedalomi
objektai zymimi morfologiSkai, tadiau priemonés skiriasi: lictuviy
kalboje veikslas koduojamas veiksmazodziu, suomiy kalboje
vartojamas PAR.
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6. ISVADOS

Disertacijoje atskleidziama, kad suomiy ir lietuviy kalby objekto
linksniai grindziami skirtingais prototipais: suomiy kalboje
rySkiausias faktorius, parenkant objekto linksnj, yra rezultatyvumas
(arba rezultato nebuvimas), o lietuviy kalboje pagrindinis veiksnys yra
kvantifikacija. Suomiy kalbos PAR ir lietuviy kalbos GP atitinkamai
atlieka skirtingus vaidmenis.

Rezultatyvumas suomiy kalboje gali buti labai skirtingy tipy,
apibréziamas pagal labai subjektyvius kriterijus, todél atsiranda daug
galimybiy vartoti PAR ne tik su mase nusakanciais daiktavardziais, bet
ir su nedalomais objektais. Suomiy kalbos PAR visada turi neriboto
jvykio interpretacija (imperfektyvinj veiksla arba aiSkaus rezultato
nebuvimg, jskaitant tam tikroms veiksmazodziy klaséms galimag
skaliaring veiksmo interpretacija). Lietuviy kalboje kvantifikacija
atlieka pagrindinj vaidmenj zymint objekto linksnj. Suomiy kalboje
kvantifikacija —tik vienas i§ sudedamyjy linksnio parinkimg lemianciy
veiksniy (pagrindinis iSlieka rezultatyvumas). Taigi nedalomy objekty
zyméjimas GP lietuviy kalboje islieka periferinis.

Disertacijoje aptariami suomiy ir lietuviy kalby diferencinio
objekto Zyméjimo panaSumai ir skirtumai. Nurodoma, kad neiginio
PAR pana$iai apibréziamas tiek suomiy, tiek lietuviy kalboje. Nei
lietuviy, nei suomiy kalboje néra atskiro gramatikalizuoto
daiktavardinés frazés apibréztumo ar neapibréztumo zyméjimo.
Lietuviy kalboje GP suderinama su daiktavardinémis frazémis, kurios
pacios i§ saves yra neribotos; neapibrézta kvantifikacija gali buti
siecjama su veiksmazodziy priesdéliais. Suomiy kalboje PAR gali
zymeéti neapibrézta kiekj, bet tik tada, kai veikslo aspektu veiksmas
yra ribotas (pla¢iau apie tai zr. disertacijos 3.1 skyriy). Inkrementinés
kvantifikacijos pozitiriu lietuviy kalba skiriasi nuo suomiy. Suomiy
PAR su skaiCiuojamaisiais daiktavardziais Zymimas inkrementinis
dalyvavimas veiksme, AcC parodoma riboto veikslo ir uzdaro kiekio
jungtis.  Lietuviy  kalboje  veikslo  skirtumai  reiSkiami
imperfektyviniais arba perfektyviniais veiksmazodziais; inkrementiné
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reikSmé nekoduojama objektu. Prie iSimtiniy atvejy priskiriamas
faktinis imperfektyvas, kai GP koduojamas ribotas kiekis
(plac¢iau zr. disertacijos 3.2.1 skyriy).

Disertacijoje aprasomi suomiy ir lietuviy kalby veikslo
panasumai ir skirtumai. Remiantis empirine medziaga, daroma i$vada,
kad lietuviy kalboje veikslas Zymimas priesdéliais, o suomiy kalboje
§i vaidmenj perima PAR. Teiginiui pagrjsti puikiai pasitarnauja
nedalomy objekty Zyméjimas suomiy ir lietuviy kalbose. Lietuviy
kalboje (taip pat ir slavy kalbose) GP néra koduojamas
nerezultatyvumas, nes kalba turi galimybe vartoti veikslg Zymincius
veiksmazodziy  priesdélius. Minétina, kad lietuviy kalbos
veiksmazodziy prieSdéliais galima labai detaliai apibiidinti jvykj pagal
veiksmo rezultata. Lietuviy kalbos veiksmazodziy priesdéliais ne tik
apibiidinamas veiksmo rezultatas, bet ir zymimas veikslo skirtumas
(plg. liet. priesdélis pa- su veiksmazodziu nesti Zymi trumpalaikj
veiksmg (veiksmazodis perfektyvinis, bet atelinis)).

Atskiras disertacijos skyrius skirtas nedalomiems objektams.
Atskleidziama, kad veiksmaZodziy semantika svarbi parenkant
objekto linksnj. Suomiy ir lietuviy kalbose iSskirtos keturios
veiksmazodziy grupés (jtraukiant ir arealinius duomenis): laikino
naudojimosi, kontakto su pavirSiumi, skaliariniai ir konatyviniai
veiksmazodziai. Tiek suomiy, tiek lietuviy kalbose i§ dalies paveikti
nedalomi objektai zymimi morfologiSkai, taciau priemonés sKiriasi:
lietuviy kalboje nerezultatyvumas koduojamas veiksmazodziy
priesdéliais, suomiy kalboje vartojamas PAR.

Atlikto tyrimo rezultatai rodo, kad lietuviy kalboje negalima
tikétis nuoseklaus nerezultatyvumo zZymeéjimo objekto linksniais, nes
toks Zyméjimas buty perteklinis. Tai, kad 8 lenteléje (Cia pateikiami
veiksmazodZiai, kuriy nedalomas objektas Zymimas GP; pavyzdziai
rinkti i$ tekstyno ir Kity $altiniy, apimanciy Senosios lietuviy kalbos
tekstus ir tarming medziaga) yra tik 7 lietuviski pavyzdziai,
neabejotinai patvirtina, jog budas nedalomus objektus Zyméti GP
lietuviy kalboje nejsitvirtino.
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Disertacijoje pristatomas i$samus faktoriy, susijusiy su objekto
linksniy parinkimu suomiy ir lietuviy kalbose, tyrimas, pagristas
tekstyny duomenimis. Duomenys apdoroti 1D3 algoritmu, isvedant
sprendimy medzius suomiy (tekstyng sudaré¢ 1637 pavyzdziai) ir
lietuviy kalbos (tekstyna sudaré¢ 714 pavyzdziy) veiksmazodziams.
Tekstyny pavyzdziais pagristos disertacijoje aptariamos hierarchinés
taisyklés, nuo kuriy priklauso suomiy ir lietuviy kalby objekto
linksnis. Atlikto tyrimo rezultatai patvirtino, kad suomiy kalboje
svarbiausias kriterijus, parenkant objekto linksnj (PAR arba ACC), yra
situacijos ribotumas arba neribotumas. Lietuviy kalbos pavyzdziy
analizé patvirtina, kad lietuviy kalboje diferenciskai Zymint objekta
svarbiausi yra veiksmazodziy priesdéliai.

20



SUMMARY
1. RELEVANCE AND NOVELTY OF THE RESEARCH

Even though numerous works have been published mostly focusing
on the complex nature of the Finnish partitive (Denison 1957,
Heindmdki 1994, Huumo 2002, 2006, 2013, Kiparsky 1998,
Larjavaara 2019, ISK 2004 §925-941 to mention just a few), the areal
features of the Finnish partitive in comparison with the Lithuanian and
Slavic GP have been insufficiently analysed. The most recent study on
Finnish PAR was published in 2019 by Larjavaara (unfortunately
accessible only to scholars reading Finnish), which will serve as
a good basis for this dissertation. Some research has been done in
order to compare Finnic and Slavic aspectual differences (e.g., Dahl
& Karlsson 1976). Partitivity and partitive elements across languages
were investigated in Koptjevskaja-Tamm 2001, Giusti & Sleeman
2021 and Luraghi & Huumo 2014. Similarities in case marking of the
object in Lithuanian and one of the Finnic languages — Estonian —were
investigated in Klaas 1996. A study of the independent partitive
genitive (IPG) in Lithuanian was conducted by Serzant 2014; he gave
a semantic description of the independent partitive genitive in
functional terms and used the notion of (un)boundedness claiming that
NP-internally the IPG has two main readings: an unbounded and
a bounded reading (Serzant 2014: 257). He also argues that the
imperfective interpretation of the clause induces an inherently
unbounded reading, which is not compatible with the bounded reading
of the IPG (ibid.) Serzant also briefly discusses intensional contexts
and constructions that assign the partitive genitive. However,
Serzant’s study includes the widely discussed phenomena of
differential subject and object marking and only touches upon the
important features of Lithuanian object marking. This dissertation will
give a more thorough understanding of the object marking in
Lithuanian. Keeping in mind that there is a lack of research on the
similarities and differences pertaining to differential object marking in
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Finnish and Lithuanian from an areal/typological viewpoint that
would rest on a richer empirical basis, the present dissertation aims to
fill in this gap and to shed more light on the similarities and differences
between (the) Finnish PAR and (the) Lithuanian GP. This research
intends to contribute to current knowledge on the Finnish PAR, the
Lithuanian Gp and their functions from an areal perspective. This
dissertation will bring in wider empirical data including sources from
old Lithuanian and Lithuanian dialects, also checking and spelling out
the clear differences in object case marking in Finnish and Lithuanian
against the corpora of biblical texts.
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2. RESEARCH OBJECT, AIM AND OBJECTIVES

Partitivity is a complex linguistic notion that, in various languages,
refers to e.g. proper partitive or pseudopartitive constructions,
guantified expressions, overt indefinite determiners or partitive
pronouns (Giusti & Sleeman 2021: 1-2). For this study, it is important
to determine what is meant here by the terms partitive and partitivity:

1. Partitivity is a functional property that can be manifested in
various ways.

2. As an inflectional case partitivity is assigned to differential
object marking that is characteristic of both Finnish and Lithuanian.
This study will concentrate on object case marking in Finnish and
Lithuanian from the perspective of partitivity.

3. Grammatical traditions label this property differently because
partitivity is contrasted with categories that manifest higher
telicity/transitivity and definiteness of the object.

Inflecting languages may express partitivity through case. In the
tradition of Indo-European scholarship the term “partitive’ is primarily
associated with the genitive (Koptjevskaja-Tamm 2001: 525),
although the term also covers phenomena that are not morphological
partitives (for more discussion see Koptjevskaja-Tamm 2001: 525). In
Lithuanian, the ‘partitive’ function of the genitive is one among the
numerous functions associated with this case'! (1). Finnish, which
belongs to the Finnic branch of the Uralic languages'?, has a
morphological case that is referred to as the partitive.

1 The other functions of the Lithuanian genitive are, for example, genitive proper
(e.g., possession brolio kambarys brother.GEN.SG room.NOM.SG ‘brother’s room’;
origin/material obuoliy sultys apple.GEN.PL juice.NOM.PL ‘apple juice’ etc.).

2 The Finnic group around the Baltic Sea is represented by Finnish, Estonian,
Livonian, Veps, Karelian, Ingrian and Votic. These languages are related to other
Finno-Ugric languages (found mainly in Russia) and share a common protolanguage,
namely Proto-Finnic.
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(Lithuanian)

1) 15 kur tu ims-i
from where 2.NOM.SG.M take.FUT-2SG
gyv-0j-0 vand-ens?3

living-DEF-GEN.SG.M  water-GEN.SG
‘Where can you get living water?’
(Finnish)
(2) [...1hin  ant-o-i kala-a.1
s/he  give-psT-3sG  fish-PAR
‘[Jesus came, took the bread and gave it to them, and] did
the same with the fish.’

The use of ‘partitive cases’ (called simply “partitive’ or ‘partitive
genitive’) in the case marking of the direct object is an areal
phenomenon attested in several groups of languages, both Indo-
European (Slavic and Baltic) and Finnic (Koptjevskaja-Tamm 2001:
531-544, 557-564, Ambrazas 2006: 229). In addition to (1) and (2),
we give more examples to illustrate that alternations in object marking
involving the notion of partitivity are applicable to more languages in
the Baltic area:

(Estonian, p.c. Riho Griinthal)

(3) Ma ost-si-n leib-a.

I buy-psT-1sG  bread-PAR
‘I bought some bread.’

(Veps, from Kettunen 1943: 99)

4 mo sd  mei-le  vina-d

sell.iMP2sG  you we-ALL alkohol-PAR
‘Sell us some alcohol.’

13 Unless otherwise stated, Lithuanian examples are from B2005 (see Data Sources).
14 Unless otherwise stated, Finnish examples come from R1992 (see Data Sources).
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(Russian, from Serzant 2015: 354)

(5) On po-pil vod-y.

3NOM.SG.M  PVB-drink.pST.3SG water-GEN.SG
‘He drank some water.’

Finnish and Lithuanian belong to a wider areal continuum with a
rich linguistic and historical background and language contacts
(Koptjevskaja-Tamm & Wailchli 2001: 728). The Finnic branch
(comprising Finnish, Estonian, Karelian, Votic, Veps, Ingrian and
Livonian) belongs to the group of Finno-Ugric languages, the majority
of which are spoken in western Siberia and eastern Russia. Sami, the
closest relative of the Finnic group, plays an important role in dating
the earliest Baltic influences (Larsson 2001: 237). Early Germanic and
Finnic contacts seem to have been studied much more than those
between Baltic and Finnic (ibid)®.

Finnic and Baltic were in early and intensive contact in the Proto-
Finnic era (Larsson 1984: 98, Koptjevskaja-Tamm & Wilchli 2001,
Kallio 2008, Junttila 2012, 2015a, 2015b); the main evidence for this
comes from numerous words borrowed from Baltic to Finnic that are
not found in other branches of the Uralic languages (Laakso 2001:
201, Larsson 1981: 50, Larsson 2001: 238-242). Besides lexical
influence, language contact is heavily involved in the development of
Proto-Finnic phonology (Larsson 2001: 243-244, Hofstra 1985,
Kallio 2012, 2015, LAGLOS) and there are very clear syntactical
similarities between Finnic and Baltic. Some grammatical features are
also common to the Circum-Baltic languages as a whole and are
considered to be a result of language contact (Koptjevskaja-Tamm &
Wilchli 2001: 674-723).

Several studies (Larsson 2001, Klaas 1996 to mention just a few)
have proved that the correspondences of the Lithuanian partitive

15 Since the end of the 20th century, it has been commonly held that the earliest
Germanic borrowings entered the language at the same proto-language stage as Baltic
borrowings (see, e.g., Junttila 2015b and Kallio 2008).
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genitive and Finnish partitive cover a wide semantic-syntactic area.
Despite their grammatical labels, the Lithuanian partitive genitive'®
and Finnish partitive!’ share many functional properties, which will
be shown later in this study.

There has also been some discussion about the Baltic influence
on the Finnic object case alternation (Larsson 1981). However, recent
research shows that the grammaticalization of the Western Uralic
(= Proto-Finno-Volgaic) ablative(-partitive) had already started
before the Baltic influence started (Griinthal 2022). There are different
views about how exactly the functional distribution of case forms,
including their aspectual differentiation, was established in Finnic.
Some researchers (e.g., Larsson 1984: 98) believe that this happened
because of Baltic influence, others (e.g., Larjavaara 1991, Griinthal
2022) point out that the rise of the patterns of distribution of PAR and
accusative® as observed in the modern language, and the aspectual
differentiation of case forms, are logical developments, although
Baltic influence in early stages is indisputable.

Lithuanian and Finnish both display differential object marking
involving the notion of partitivity. The notion of differential object
marking (DoM), referring to variation in the formal marking of the
object conditioned by the categorial features of the object or semantic
distinctions in the verb phrase, was introduced by Bossong 1985. For
more background, see, e.g. Dalrymple & Nikolaeva 2011, Ness 2007
and Sinneméki 2014. This dissertation covers only differential object
marking. However, PAR and GP occur also in differential subject
marking both for Finnish as in (6a—b) and for Lithuanian, as in (7a-b):

(Finnish, from Luraghi & Kittila 2014: 18)

16 The Lithuanian case could be called genitive-partitive because in this study it is
formally genitive but functionally partitive. An abbreviation Gp will be used for
Lithuanian genitive-partitive in order to indicate the morphological category first and
functional property second.

17 For Finnish partitive, the abbreviation PAR will be used.

18 For Finnish and Lithuanian accusative, the abbreviation Acc will be used.
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(6) a. Naise-t tul-i-vat koti-in.

woman-PL come-PST-3PL  home-ILL
‘The women came home.’
b. Nais-i-a tul-i koti-in.

woman-PL-PAR cOme-PST.3SG home-ILL
‘Some women came home.’
(Lithuanian, from Serzant 2014: 261)
(7) a. Vaziav-o Zmon-és.
drive-pST.3  people-NOM.PL
‘People drove/rode.’
b. Pri-vaziav-o Zmoni-y.
PvB-drive-pST.3  people-GEN.PL
‘There have arrived a lot of people.’

In Lithuanian, GP is triggered by verbal quantifiers pri-, at-, per-
meaning ‘a lot’ (normally in combination with a reflexive
suffix/prefix), also by some verbs that take a measure phrase, e.g.,
daugeti ‘to increase’ (for more discussion see Serzant 2014: 261-262).
In Finnish, the quantifying function of the PAR is activated with plural
count nouns and it comes close to the function of an indefinite article
(for more discussion see Luraghi et al. 2020: 871-873).

Finnish has a morphological case that is referred to as the PAR.
The meaning of the dedicated PAR case should be set apart from the
comparative concept of partitivity, which is used for comparison of
the semantics of grammatical forms related to the “part-of-N (8a; 9a)
and “amount-0f-N” (8b; 9b) concepts. The partitive concept comprises
two metonymically related subconcepts: the PAR (N-of-the N) (9a) and
the pseudopartitive (N-of-N) (9b) (Tamm 2014: 91). The notion of the
pseudopartitive involves a noun phrase that includes two nominals
with a quantifier. The partitive concept is thus broader than that of the
notion of a part-whole relationship. Koptjevskaja-Tamm, in her
detailed typological study (2001), clearly discriminates between PAR
(8a), (9a) and pseudopartitive (nominal) constructions (8b), (9b). Both
PAR and pseudopartitive constructions are noun phrases consisting of
two nominals, one of which is a quantifier, but the quantifiers play
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different roles: in partitive nominal constructions (PC) the quantifier
indicates a subset of a presupposed set of items referred by one of the
nominals whilst in the pseudopartitive nominal construction (PPC) the
same nominal quantifies over the kind of entity (Koptjevskaja-Tamm
2001: 527). A presupposed set vs. the kind of entity are illustrated by
examples (8a—b) and (9a-b):

(from Koptjevskaja-Tamm 2001: 526-527)

(8) a. apile of Mary’s books

b. a pile of books
(Finnish)
(9) a. ole-n perhee-mme nuor-in
be.PrS-1sG  family-GEN.1PLPX young-SUP
‘T am the youngest of my family.’
(Lithuanian, personal knowledge)
b. stikline vand-ens
glass.NOM.SG water-GEN.SG
‘a glass of water’

PAR is a grammatical form that is conceptually related to the
meaning of the partitive concept and is divided into functional (e.g.,
aspectual, (10a)) and structural categories (e.g., default case, (10b)),
depending on the semantics of the PAR in the structure of the language
at hand (Tamm 2014, 91):

(Finnish)

(10) a. [...] miehe-t so-i-vdt uhriliha-a [...]

man-PL eat-psT-3PL  sacrificial_meal-PAR
“The people ate the sacrificial meal.’
(Finnish, from Tamm 2014: 90)
b.ilman raha-a
without money-PAR
‘without money’

The origins of Finnic PAR lie in a spatial case with a separative
meaning (Koptjevskaja-Tamm 2001: 531-544, 557-564), more
discussion in Chapter 2.3.
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Alternations in object marking also apply to discrete objects such
as those expressed by count nouns in the singular. However, there are
some clear differences between Finnish and Lithuanian regarding the
marking of discrete entities. Lithuanian does not normally mark
discrete entities with GP, unless some specific conditions apply
(e.g. temporally restricted usage). Possible conditions for the use of
PAR and GP in Finnish and Lithuanian in resultative constructions
(which indicate that the event brings about a change) will be discussed
in more detail in a separate chapter.

The aim of the dissertation is to analyze and describe the
differences and relevant features of object case marking in Finnish and
Lithuanian. The aim is also to investigate what functions Finnish PAR
shares with Lithuanian GP and to propose a unified semantic
classification for these functions. In this synchronic study, some
diachronic data will also be analyzed to discover possible older
functions of the partitive no longer observed in the contemporary
languages.

The tasks of the dissertation are as follows:

1. To describe the case of the object in Finnish and Lithuanian by
formulating differential features setting apart these two languages.

2. To give a brief historical background of the development of the
individual cases marking partitivity (Finnish PAR vs. Lithuanian GP).

3. To describe the polyfunctionality of the cases marking
partitivity in Finnish and Lithuanian.

4. To develop a concept of irresultative construction (a notion
used in Finnish grammar) subsuming a number of more peripheral
constructions involving partitive marking in the two languages.

5. To propose a unified semantic classification of constructions
involving Finnish PAR and Lithuanian GP with discrete objects.

6. To perform a corpus-based study in order to analyse the
grammatical and semantic constraints of the use of Finnish PAR and
Lithuanian Gp.
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3. RESEARCH MATERIAL AND METHODS

The dissertation contains examples of Finnish and Lithuanian data,
exemplifying various aspects of usage of Finnish PAR or Lithuanian
GP in these languages. The main data comes from the corpus of the
Lithuanian and Finnish biblical texts (see Data Sources). The
Lithuanian and Finnish data also present samples from other sources,
wherever there is a need to illustrate some specific feature of the
PAR/GP or to point out some older features of the PAR that have been
lost in the contemporary language. Examples for chapter 4 about the
PAR marking of the discrete objects were checked against the old
Lithuanian Corpus. The dissertation also draws upon examples from
other languages, such as Russian, Estonian, and Belarusian. For
dialectal data or data from neighbouring languages informants were
consulted. The research presented in this dissertation is data-driven,
both qualitative and quantitative. The methods of data collection and
analysis are described in detail in the respective chapters. In Chapter 5
a separate study is carried out on a wide dataset, which is then treated
with an ID3 algorithm so that decision trees can be produced. The
dissertation contains in all more than 200 examples mainly from
Finnish and Lithuanian, but also from other languages. The examples
cited in the dissertation are glossed in accordance with the Leipzig
glossing rules®. The Lithuanian examples are glossed following the
guidelines presented in Nau & Arkadiev (2015), which is a version of
the Leipzig glossing rules adapted for the Baltic languages. Finnish
examples are glossed according to the interlinear morphological
glossing conventions developed by Christian Lehmann? which offer
more accurate suggestions than the Leipzig Glossing Rules.

19 https://www.eva.mpg.de/lingua/pdf/Glossing-Rules.pdf.
20 https://www.christianlehmann.eu/ling/ling_meth/ling_description/representations/
gloss/index.php.
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4. STRUCTURE OF THE DISSERTATION

This dissertation is structured as follows: Chapter 2 deals with the
theoretical background for the study. After a presentation of the key
concepts and terms used in the dissertation, a detailed account of
object marking systems in Finnish and Lithuanian is given, followed
by an overview of the means of expression of the category of aspect
in the languages studied. In addition, some historical background for
the Finnish PAR and the Lithuanian GP is provided in the light of the
development of partitives across languages (Chapter 2.3). Finally, a
brief introduction on the functions of PAR case markers is given which
will be discussed and developed further in subsequent chapters. In
Chapter 3, the notion of partitivity is discussed in more detail, also
with some data from other languages. Chapter 3 also explains the
differential features of object marking in Finnish and Lithuanian.
A separate chapter (Chapter 4) is devoted to object marking with
discrete objects. Chapter 5 presents a corpus-based study of the factors
mandating the use of the PAR in Finnish and GP in Lithuanian in an
algorithmic form. Finally, Chapter 6 contains some concluding
remarks and outlines prospects for future research in the field.
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5. THESES TO BE DEFENDED

1. Lithuanian and Finnish have completely different prototypes
for assigning object cases. Finnish object case corresponds to clausal
guantification (aspect) and Lithuanian object case corresponds to
nominal quantification.

2. Despite some identical functions, Finnish PAR and Lithuanian
GP play different roles in the grammatical systems of Finnish and
Lithuanian.

3. The demise of irresultative meaning of the GP in Lithuanian
(and Slavic languages) might partly be due to changes in the
relationship between partitivity and aspect.

4. Finnish and Lithuanian use different strategies for encoding
irresultativity in discrete objects (Lithuanian has the possibility of
expressing irresultativity with aspectual prefixes, Finnish expresses
irresultativity with partitive marking); the Gp strategy of expressing
irresultativity for discrete objects never completely developed in
Lithuanian.

5. Finnish and Lithuanian both have a way of morphologically
marking partially affected discrete objects but do so differently:
Lithuanian encodes aspect on the verb and so marks partial
affectedness that way, but Finnish uses PAR instead. This is one of the
central ideas of the relevant section of the thesis.
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6. CONCLUSIONS

To conclude, the main findings of the work are as follows: it was
shown that Lithuanian and Finnish have completely different
prototypes for assigning object cases. In Finnish the prototype is
resultativity (or the absence of a result); in Lithuanian the prototype is
quantification. Therefore, Finnish PAR and Lithuanian GP play
different roles for Finnish and Lithuanian. It was also shown that the
endpoints of the culmination in Finnish might be of different types and
could be categorized in very subjective terms, which gives lots of
possibilities for Finnish to use PAR not only with mass nouns, but also
with discrete objects very widely. Finnish PAR always triggers the
interpretation of an unbounded event (imperfective aspect or the lack
of a clear result — including also scalar analysis of some verbal
classes). Quantification plays the most important role for the object
marking in Lithuanian, whilst in Finnish quantification is only one of
the elements of the object case marking culmination being at the
forefront. Therefore, the marking of discrete objects (versus mass
nouns) with GP in Lithuanian is problematic.

The study also showed clear similarities and dissimilarities in
differential object marking in Finnish and Lithuanian. It was shown
that the PAR of negation has some shared characteristics in Finnish and
Lithuanian. Both Lithuanian and Finnish lack a dedicated
grammaticalized means to mark the (in)definiteness of an NP. In
Lithuanian, GP operates on Nps that are by themselves unbounded,
indefinite quantification may correlate with verbal prefixes. In
Finnish, PAR is able to indicate indefinite quantity, but only in
aspectually bounded situations (for more discussion see Chapter 3.1).
As regards incremental quantification, Lithuanian is different from
Finnish. Finnish PAR with count nouns indicates incremental
participation (refers to a progressive or a cessative meaning), AcC
indicates the combination of bounded aspect and closed quantity.
In Lithuanian, the difference in aspect is marked
in imperfective/perfective verbs; incremental quantification is not
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coded in the object. Some exceptions apply to the instances of the
factual imperfective, where Gp refers to a bounded amount (discussed
in Chapter 3.2.1).

The dissertation also showed similarities and dissimilarities in the
aspectual systems in Finnish and Lithuanian. The role of overt
marking of aspect and Aktionsart on the Lithuanian verb is taken over
by the PAR in Finnish. The comparison of marking of discrete objects
serves as good grounds for this claim, as it was shown that the non-
availability of irresultative meaning of the GP in Lithuanian (and other
Slavic languages) is due to the possibilities of using aspectual prefixes,
while Finnish uses PAR instead. Moreover, Lithuanian verbal prefixes
may offer a full range of possibilities to describe the event in a very
detailed manner regarding the outcome of the result. Apart from the
description of the result of the event, prefixes may also reflect actional
differences (i.e. differences in lexical aspect or Aktionsart), e.g., the
prefix pa- in pa-nesti ‘carry for some time’ renders the verb perfective
but atelic, and the boundedness associated with perfectivity is
achieved through indication of an arbitrary boundary in time rather
than through a change of state.

One chapter of the study was dedicated to the marking of discrete
objects. It was shown that verbal semantics play an important role for
the object case marking. Four semantic groups of verbs were
established for Finnish and Lithuanian, also including areal data:
temporally restricted usage, surface-contact verbs, scalar verbs and
conative verbs. Finnish and Lithuanian both have a way of
morphologically marking partially affected discrete objects but do so
in different ways. Lithuanian encodes aspect on the verb and so marks
partial affectedness that way, but Finnish uses PAR instead. The results
of the research confirm that no consistent marking of irresultativity via
case-marking would be expected in Lithuanian, because that would
be redundant. The fact that there are only 7 examples in
Table 8 (occurrences of verbs with Gp for discrete objects in
Lithuanian corpora and other sources, which contains both
examples from old
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Lithuanian and Lithuanian dialects) demonstrates that the Gp strategy
for discrete objects never completely developed in Lithuanian.

The dissertation also performed a corpus-based study of the
factors that mandate the use of the PAR in Finnish and GP in
Lithuanian. A separate study was performed on a wide dataset, which
was treated with the ID3 algorithm and decision trees were produced.
Decision trees were drawn up for 1637 Finnish instances and 714
Lithuanian instances. Examples from the corpora confirmed the clear
hierarchical rules which are applied for Finnish and Lithuanian object
marking. The outcome of the Finnish data shows that the most
important governing criterion for the choice between the PAR and the
ACC is the boundedness or unboundedness of the situation. The
outcome clearly shows that the prefixation of the verbs plays the most
important role in the alternation between object cases in Lithuanian.
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