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INTRODUCTION

The object and relevance of the research. The object of the study is
Latvian adverbs of place, i.e. semantic structure of Latvian adverbs of place investigated
from the synchronic and diachronic perspective. In the semantic aspect Latvian adverbs
of place have been analysed very scarcely. Almost all the studies are atomistic: semantic
groups of adverbs of place are distinguished and explanatory examples are provided.
Such studies do not indicate how the groups interconnect so it is not possible to have a
full view. This thesis of Latvian adverbs of place differs from others in the way that for
the first time there is an attempt to structurally describe adverbs of place of modern
Latvian (standard language and chosen dialects), old Latvian texts (XVI-XVII c.) and
(reconstructed) Proto-East Baltic language.

The aim of the research is to analyse and describe semantic structure of
Latvian adverbs of place in the synchronic and diachronic approach.

Main objectives:

1. To make an inventory of standard Latvian adverbs of place.

2. To establish integral and differential features of Latvian adverbs of place on
the basis of the theory of oppositions.

3. To determine meanings of direction of Latvian adverbs of place.

4. To classify standard Latvian adverbs of place semantically on the basis of
integral and differential features.

5. To make an inventory of adverbs of place of Latvian subdialects (Kalniena
and Svetciems).

6. To determine how the inventory of each subdialect differs from the inventory
of standard language.

7. To classify adverbs of place of both subdialects semantically on the basis of
the differences drawn.

8. To make an inventory of adverbs of place used in XVI-XVII c. Latvian texts.

9. To determine the inventory differences of adverbs of place of XVI-XVII c.
and modern Latvian.

10. To classify Latvian adverbs of place of XVI-XVII c. semantically on the

basis of the established differences.



11. To reconstruct semantic structure of adverbs of place of Proto-East Baltic
language.

12. To demonstrate how the semantic system of adverbs of place of Proto-East
Baltic language has changed in the Latvian language in the pre-written period.

Materials used for the research. Examples for inventory of semantic system
of Latvian adverbs of place where taken from an eight volume dictionary Latviesu
literaras valodas vardnica (LLVV). In order to collect a wide variety of material the
following fiction texts have been used: Aija (Jaunsudrabin$ 1957) and Zala zeme
(Upitis 1960).

For the analysis of the semantic structure of Latvian dialects Kalniena (the High
Latvian dialect) and Svetciems (Livonian dialect) subdialects were chosen. The
inventory of adverbs of place of Kalniena subdialect is made from transcribed texts of
Kalniena subdialect (Balode 2008), whereas Svétciems — from the inventory of
Svétciems subdialect (Putnins 1985). Difficulties have occurred due to the fact that
there are very few transcribed texts in the second book, so having collected all the
found Kalniena subdialect adverbs of place from the source it emerged that there is a
lack of examples illustrating them. Moreover, due to the lack of transcribed material
not all the range of usage of adverbs of place was found and, therefore, they are
sometimes reconstructed referring to dialectal features.

Three texts were chosen as a source for collecting and describing the semantic
structure of Latvian adverbs of place of XVI-XVII c.: Fuangelia vnd Epifteln by an
unknown author in 1587, EFuangelien und Episteln translated by George Elger in 1640,
Langgewiinschte Lettische Postill (I, 11, 1II) by George Mancelius 1654. Making the
inventory of adverbs of place in Euangelia vnd Epifteln and Langgewiinschte Lettische

Postill (1, 11, TIT) on-line database of old Latvian texts was used (wwwe.ailab.lv/senie).

While reconstructing the structure of adverbs of place of the Proto-East Baltic
language, Latvian adverbs of place were compared with Lithuanian adverbs of place.
Lithuanian texts were collected from the electronic version of The Lithuanian Language
Dictionary (Lith. Lietuviy kalbos Zodynas) (www.lkz.lt). When necessary, assumptions

and statements are proven by examples from Mikalojus Dauksa Postilé 1599

(http://www.Iki.lt/seniejirastai/) and Evangelijos bei Epistolos by Lozorius Zengstokas
1612 (http://www.lki.lt/seniejirastai/).




Research methods: descriptive, opposition, component analysis, inner
reconstruction and historical comparative.

Research novelty and application of obtained results:

1. The adverbs of place of standard Latvian and dialects (Kalniena and
Svétciems) are described systematically for the first time.

2. Semantic structures of standard Latvian and two subdialects (Kalniena and
Svétciems) adverbs of place are determined according to integral and differential
features.

3. For the first time semantic structure and system of adverbs of place used in
XVI-XVII c. Latvian were depicted.

4. According to the results of inner reconstruction and historical comparative
method inventory and semantic structure of Proto-East Baltic language adverbs of
place were firstly reconstructed.

5. Semantic changes in the pre-written period have been analysed with efforts to
distinguish thei internal motives and relative chronology.

Main theses:

1. The semantic structure of standard Latvian adverbs of place may be
represented by 24 pairs of differential features.

2. Direction of standard Latvian adverbs of place supplementing the meaning
may be described from the perspective of direction / state.

3. The semantic structure of adverbs of place of Kalniena subdialect that belongs
to the High Latvian dialect and Sveétciems subdialect that belongs to Livonian dialect
does not differ from standard Latvian.

4. Adverbs of place used in XVI-XVII c. old Latvian texts had a similar
semantic structure to that of the modern language.

5. The semantic structure of adverbs of place of Proto-East Baltic language may
be illustrated by 14 pairs of differential features.

6. Differences of the semantic structures of Proto-East Baltic language and
modern Latvian show that the category of adverbs of place had been supplemented

with time.



Approbation of results. The text of the dissertation was discussed and
recommended for approval at Vilnius University Department of Baltic Philology on 29
of September 2009.

Structure of the dissertation. The dissertation consists of an introduction
and five chapters. The first chapter systemises standard Latvian adverbs of place
semantically. In the second chapter the inventory of standard Latvian adverbs of place
is compared to the inventories of adverbs of place of two Latvian subdialects
(Svetciems subdialect and Kalniena subdialect). The results of the research demonstrate
that the semantic structure of adverbs of place of the selected subdialects does not
differ from standard Latvian. The third chapter describes the semantic structure of
adverbs of place of XVI-XVII c. confirming the present system of the language. The
fourth chapter reconstructs adverbs of place used in Proto-East Baltic language and
their semantic structure on the basis of the methods of inner reconstruction and
historical comparison. On the basis of the reconstructed system of adverbs of place of
Proto-East Baltic language and semantic inventory of adverbs of place of XVI-XVII c.
the last, the fifth chapter attempts to define what alterations there were in the system in
the pre-written period. The thesis is ended by drawing conclusions and providing

bibliography.

RESEARCH RESULTS

In the first chapter of the thesis standard Latvian adverbs of place are classified
semantically. The basis of the classification of adverbs of place is the analysis of
paradigmatic and syntagmatic relations. According to it the smallest significant
elements, i.e. the differential features are defined. In the process of determination the
structure on the paradigmatic dimension, primarily based on dictionary definitions of
standard Latvian adverbs of place, approximate meaning is set, integral and differential
characteristics are distinguished, semantic oppositions, reference marks (based on the
available examples of standard Latvian language) are identified. Later the syntagmatic
analysis is carried out. Since modifier position of adverbs of place closely connects
them to the verbs, the location of these compounds is determined and discussed in the

context; the direction which is changing the meaning is disputed. The most vivid types



are state and direction. In terms of direction / state it is determined which adverbs of
place are used only with the direction verbs, and which can only accompany state verbs
and which bind to both types of verbs.

Depending on whether they entail certain information or not, all the standard
Latvian adverbs of place in the first chapter of the study (based on the synchronical
approach) are assigned to interrogative and non-interrogative. Kur and kurp are
classified as interrogative adverbs of place. Kur appeals to a not mentioned location,
and kurp — the direction of movement, such as Kur atrodas jusu maja? (LLVV IV 498);
Kurp gan vins gribeja iet? (Paegle 2003, 164). Kur may not have an interrogative
meaning, e.g. Cetras varnas lekaja pa arumiem un.. likoja, vai nav kur vél palicis kads
neaprusinats grauds (LLVV®). In this case it is classified as indefinite existent adverbs of
place.

Non-interrogative adverbs of place are very distinct from interrogative ones in
terms of semantics. They belong to various micro-systems. One group of those micro-
systems is cognitive words, which give only relative quantitative information. There are
quite a few adverbs of place in standard Latvian which belong to that group. Firstly,
they are words having the meaning of generality, indicating all the places, e.g. Ar vardu
sakot, Aija visur un visadi centas mest sprungulus starp berniem un starp vinu patevu (JA
323); Rosme jutama visuviet (LLVV VIII 547). Jebkur is also ascribed to this group,
which has the meaning of generality in these contexts: tas varéja but jebkur citur, tikai
ne $eit (LLKZ 309); cilveki tur ir tikpat vienkarsi ka jebkur citur (LLVV IV 43). In
both of the contexts the mentioned word may be changed to adverbs of place visur,
e.g. tas vareja but visur citur, tikai ne Seit; cilveki tur ir tikpat vienkarsi ka visur citur.
Therefore, the feature ‘general’ is typical to both the examples. The difference is that
jebkur singles one place out of others, and visur shows all the places, therefore,
semantic opposition of selective / non-selective is set.

General adverbs of place contrast with non-general adverbs of place, that is
existent, which indicate the place of existence of the object or action, which can be
either not known to the speaker (Kad vina piecelas, art Tale, nezin kur gadijusies, bij
klat (ZZ 273)) or known to him / her (Te vins ieveroja lielas zabaku pédas, kas bija
sasmalcinajusas valigos sarmas kristalus uz cietas takas un Sur tur dzilak ieminusas

lidzas takai (JA 373)). Due to that fact, definite and indefinite existent adverbs of place



are defined (definite / indefinite). Indefinite words also differ semantically. Definite
words determine more places (daudzviet), others-less (Sur tur). The first group has the
feature of ‘abundant’, the second does not have that feature, that is they have the
feature of ‘non-abundant’. So daudzviet and Sur tur form a gradual opposition abundant
/ non-abundant, e.g. daudzviet rudzi Sogad ziedéja neparasti agri (LLVV I 278); Vinu
kailie loceklisi Sur turizsavas no cisam un no lupatu verpelem (JA 256).

Negative adverbs of place, defining the empty space, are also grouped as
cognitive words, e.g. Nekur neredzeja nevienas tacinas (LLVV V 398). Negative
adverbs of place contrast with general and existent adverbs of place by the feature
‘negative’, therefore, semantic opposition affirmative / non-affirmative (negative) is
indicated.

Another group of non-interrogative adverbs of place is non-cognitive words
which may be divided into deictic and non-deictic. Deictic words are defined as
identifying and differentiating objects, events, people, and signs in the act of
communication. This is an indication of elements of the situation (addressor, addressee,
time, location, etc.), for example, Sur / tur, Sur pat / tur pat, etc.

The group of deictic adverbs of place is very rich — it is divided into a number
of sub-groups, two of which are the main: the adverbs of place having the
characteristics of ‘identical’ (Seit, tur), and the adverbs of place, not having this feature,
that is having the quality of ‘non-identical’ (citur). The main difference between the
two subclasses is that deictic non-identical adverbs of place do not identify the place of
the subject or indicating the place that is very vague. They are not related to the
communication act, a situation which is in the moment of speaking.

In the process of describing the structure of deictic identical adverbs of place,
firstly, pure deictic adverbs of place are discussed having the character ‘demonstrative’.
According to whether the referred group of adverbs of place directly identifies objects,
people and events, or just some elements of the sentence are identified with others,
direct and indirect demonstrative adverbs of place are determined.

Direct demonstrative adverbs of place, or demonstratives, refer to, identify and
can often be accompanied by para-lingual elements. These adverbs of place indicate
the subject distance (the distance) from the reference mark. The distance may be close,

short, for example: Vins Se ilgak neuzkavesies (Paegle 2003, 162), or distant, longer,
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e.g. Dima zinaja plavu, kur riesta laika pulcejas biezi, un devas turp (LLVV VIII 36).
Some adverbs of place have the character of ‘proximate’; the others do not (a
characteristic ‘non-proximate (far)’. Such a relationship is best characterised by the
semantic opposition proximate / non-proximate (far). The best opposition of proximate /
far is revealed in such examples, where the mentioned adverbs of place are opposed to
each other, e.g. Cel§ Seit un cels tur (LLVV VII 2 350).

The semantic structure of indirect demonstrative adverbs of place is more
complex than the semantic structure of direct demonstrative adverbs of place. For
example, a direct demonstrative adverb of place tur only identifies the element: Tur
neviens mus neredzeja (Paegle 2003, 162) and so on. In contrast, the adverbs of place
turpat if it appeared in the same sentence (e.g. Turpat neviens mus neredzeja), would
change the full meaning of the sentence, the addressee is informed that the addressor
has already been in the referred location. Like direct demonstrative adverbs of place,
referred adverbs of place indicate distance of the subject (the distance) from the
reference mark. This distance can be short, not distant, such as Vel esi Sepat!/ (LLVV
VII 2 350). Also, it can be more distant, e.g. Tad vina, turpat stavedama, pagriezas pret
mani un teica (JA 71). Therefore, the semantic opposition proximate / non-proximate
(far) may be determined.

Deictic identical adverbs of place, with a seme ‘non-demonstrative’, identify the
distance from the subject to the reference mark. The distance is expressed by non-
demonstrative adverbs of place, and it is not homogenous, from the perspective of
subject and the reference mark it can be both short (aiz loga mezs tik tuvu, ka pat no
istabas saredzamas stirnu pedas sniega zem zavainajam eglem (LLVV VIII 44)) and distant
(far) (Zane dzivo talu no skolas). Therefore, the semantic opposition proximate / non-
proximate (far) can also be established.

Deictic non-identical adverbs of place do not identify the subject, its location or
just do it very vaguely, but they differ from identical adverbs of place. They are not
related to the communication act with the situation, which is happening at the
moment, they only lead away from here and now, for example, Vispirms, svesais nebija
svess, bet stradaja pilsetas valde. Otrkart, vins $is zinas butu varejis dabut ari citur
(Paegle 2003, 164); to [sirsnibu], ko Tana neatrada Banderos, vina atlikam atrada
citur (LLVV II 207).

11



Describing the structure of standard Latvian language adverbs of place further
non-deictic words localizing persons, objects, animals, events, features, are identified,
for instance.: virsu / apaks$a, ieksa / ara, etc. Depending on whether the mentioned
word denotes the place inside or outside the area, they are assigned to the inside and
non-inside adverbs of place. The first have seme ‘inside’, the second — ‘non-inside’.

Adverbs of place with a seme ‘inside’, localize the subject 1) within the reference
mark (dzili, ieksa, maja, sekli), 2) orientation in space limited by reference marks
(starpa, vidu), 3) outside, but the comparison is based on the inside, that is place is
described from the internal position (ara, lauka). Comparing the adverbs of place the
main difference appears between dzili, sekli and ara, ieksa, lauka, maja, starpa, vidu.
The first groups adverbs contrast with each other with respect to the feature of depth,
and, thus, have seme ‘depth’, the second do not have this seme, that is they have a
seme ‘non-depth’. Thus, semantic opposition depth / non-depth can be seen.

Depth adverbs of place (dzili, sekli) contrast between each other on the basis of
the features of ‘surface’ / ‘non-surface’, for example, lenirt dzili upe (LLVV 11451); Jo
siltak sildija pusdienas tveice, jo seklak ruduli peldeja. Dazreiz vinu muguru spuras
atradas virs idens (LLVV VII 2, 379). Consequently, the semantic opposition of surface
/ non-surface is defined.

Non-deictic adverbs of place, with a seme ‘inside’, ‘not depth’ are such: ara,
arup, ieksa, lauka, maja, majas, majup, starpa, vidi. They all have a common indication
of place from the perspective of closed space (location of the internal terms). The
reference mark from which the place is described, is a three-dimensional, non-
transparent object. The subject is localised inside with the help of the mentioned
adverbs of place (ieksa, maja, majas, majup) or outside — outer surface (ara, lauka). This
argument leads to the conclusion that the mentioned non-deictic words can be
described in accordance with features ‘outside’, ‘not outside’ and semantic opposition
outside / non-outside.

As indicated, starpa is determined as inside adverb of place. After comparing it
with the iekSa, maja the difference of approximate meaning is revealed. Ieksa, maja
reference meaning is ‘inside’, while starpa — the ‘inside’ and ‘outside’ together. Inside
the sense that the referred word localises the subject in the location limited by

reference marks, and the outside in the sense that the space restricted by reference
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marks is on the outside. The attribute ‘inside’ is integral, and the ‘outside’ is the
differential, which contrasts starpa with ieksa, maja.

Non-deictic adverbs of place, with a seme ‘inside’, contrast with the words
having a seme ‘non-inside’. This is a very numerous group of standard Latvian
language adverbs of place. First, it includes the adverbs of place apkart, aplik, visapkart.
Adverbs of place, which contrast with each other according to the position in space in
the horizontal and vertical dimension, that is blakus, klat, pa kreisi, pa labi, apaksa,
virst also belong to this group. For example, Viriesi sedeja pa labi, sievietes — pa
kreisi. Tur jau bija ari Ieva (JA 179); Kakis paskréja apaksa zem sola un ara nebija
dabujams (Paegle 2003, 164); Vai tad vina nestastija, ka papirinam virsu bijusi uztita
zila dzija? (JA 56f.), etc. As it can be seen, a subject is localised on the basis of the
vertical and horizontal, that is on the side of the reference mark: high / low, front /
back, right / left, etc. We could say that such adverbs of place have a seme of ‘single-
sided’. Apkart, aplik, visapkart compared to the second group of adverbs of place
localise persons, animals, objects, events completely inaccurately — just anywhere
outside, and are characterised by a feature of ‘non-single-sided (versatility)’. Based on
the foregoing, the study defines semantic opposition single-sided / non-single-sided
(versatility).

Non-deictic ‘non-inside’ adverbs of place, having a seme of ‘single-sided’,
‘vertical’, localise the position of the subject from the perspective of the vertical, that is
on the side, front or back from the reference mark. If the adverbs of place localise the
subject on the side from the perspective of reference mark, they have a seme ‘side’. In
this case, the adverbs of place, which do not localise the subject on the side (localise in
the front or back), do not have that seme, that is they have a character of ‘not side’
(side / non-side).

‘Side’ adverbs of place describe the location of the subject on the side of the
reference mark, such as: Viriesi sedéja pa labi, sievietes — pa kreisi. Tur jau bija art
Teva (JA 179); Janis paravas vairak sanis, bet tad apkeras, ka izdarijis mulkibu, un
pavilka kreslu atkal atpakal veca vieta (JA 152); Sakuma Aija sédéja man blakus, kajas
izkarusi pa ores sanu, kur truka divu kocinu no vietas, un ciesituréjas man pie elkona (JA
54); Visu vasaru vina vairs te neradijas, panemusi manu naudu, bet tagad, padzirdejusi, ka

te kazas, nu vina ir klat, lai dabutu izesties un izdzerties (JA 116), etc. Analysing the
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examples it become clear that some Latvian adverbs of place indicate exact side where
the subject is, that is either left or right. Meanwhile, other ‘side’ adverbs of place
convey a little more general and inaccurate position or place of direction, cf. sedéja pa
labi, sedeja pa kreisi ir sedeja man blakus. It is obvious that the second example
does not indicate the position (on which side it is) — the adverb of place blakus might
have possible adjustment. On the basis of a differential character precise /non-precise all
‘side’ adverbs of place can be described. The exact side adverbs of place contrast with
each other on the feature ‘right’ and ‘not right (left)’ (right / non-right (left)).

Non-deictic adverbs of place, with a seme ‘non-inside’, ‘single-sided’, ‘vertical’,
‘non-side’ localize the subject in front or on the opposite side — the back from the
perspective of a reference mark, that is describe the subject's position in space from the
perspective of front / back, e.g. Te vina prieksa uz galda ieradas kiiposa bloda, pilna
smarzojosu kapostu, un vacelite ar aukstiem ceptiem kartupeliem, kadus Janis labprat eda
pie kapostiem maizes vieta (JA 370); Es gainajos ar suniem un paliku citiem drusku
nopakalis, bet Aija nekur neparadijas (JA 14).

‘Vertical’ adverbs of place in standard Latvian language contrast with the adverbs
of place with a seme ‘non-vertical’. They determine the subject from the perspective of
the horizontal position. One group of ‘non-vertical’ adverbs of place defines the place
of the subject exactly (top, bottom) from the perspective of reference marks and others
do not concretise, just tell where the operator is: high or low. Thus, it can be argued
that adverbs of place which precisely indicate the location of the subject have a seme
‘precise’ and those which do not concretise are characterised by a seme of ‘non-
precise’.

Adverbs of place with the seme ‘precise’, contrast between each other by the
features ‘top’ / ‘not top (bottom)’, for example: Kakis paskréja apaksa zem sola un ara
nebija dabujams (Paegle 2003, 164); Vai tad vina nestastija, ka papirinam virs u bijusi
uztita zila dzija? (JA 56f.). Adverbs of place with the seme ‘non-precise’, contrast by the
characteristics of ‘height’ / ‘non-height’, for example, Es biju savu apavu noskalojis un
vareju iet augsa (JA 74); Janis raudzijas leja un domaja, cik skaisti tagad parbiut jau péc
dienam trim varetu lejup ligot vina stipu plosis (JA 401).

Having examined the relations of standard Latvian adverbs of place it can be said

that the semantic structure is best described by these differential pairs (see The

14



Identification Dendrogram of Adverbs of Place of Standard Latvian): 1) interrogative /
non-interrogative; 2) cognitive / non-cognitive; 3) affirmative / non-affirmative (negative);
4) general / non-general (existent); 5) definite / indefinite; 6) abundant / non-abundant;
7) elective / non-elective; 8) deictic / non-deictic; 9) identical / non-identical; 10)
demonstrative / undemonstrative; 11) direct / indirect; 12) proximate / non-proximate
(far); 13) inside / non-inside; 14) depth / non-depth; 15) surface / non-surface; 16)
outside / non-outside; 17) single-sided / non-single-sided (versatility); 18) vertical / non-
vertical (horizontal); 19) side / non-side; 20) precise / non-precise; 21) right / not right
(left); 22) front / non-front (back); 23) top / non-top (the bottom); 24) height / non-
height.

After the discussion of syntagmatic relations of standard Latvian language
adverbs of place, it appears that from the perspective of direction, they can be divided
into two broad groups: the first — adverbs of place, which may determine the location
and movement direction (ara, ieksa, lauka, virsii), the latter — adverbs of place, which

can only indicate the direction of movement (kurp, Surp, turp, etc.).

The Identification Dendrogram of Adverbs of Place of Standard

Latvian
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As it is seen only one example for each semantic group is given. Numbers above
separations mark these differential features: 1 — interrogative / non-interrogative; 2 —
cognitive / non-cognitive; 3 — affirmative / non-affirmative (negative); 4 — general / non-
general (existent); 5 — definite / indefinite; 6 — abundant / non-abundant; 7 — elective /
non-elective; 8 — deictic / non-deictic; 9 — identical / non-identical; 10 — demonstrative /
undemonstrative; 11 — direct / indirect; 12 — proximate / non-proximate (far); 13 — inside
/ non-inside; 14 — depth / non-depth; 15 — surface / non-surface; 16 — outside / non-
outside; 17 — single-sided / non-single-sided (versatility); 18 — wvertical / non-vertical
(horizontal); 19 — side / non-side; 20 — precise / non-precise; 21 — right / not right (left);
22 — front / non-front (back); 23 — top / non-top (the bottom); 24 — height / non-height.

The second part of the thesis semantically classifies adverbs of place of two
selected Latvian subdialects. Standard Latvian language is formed on the Middle dialect
(La. vidus dialekts), so in order to describe the semantic structure of Latvian subdialects
Livonian (La. libiskais dialekts) and High Latvian subdialects (La. aug$zemnieku dialekts)
were chosen, that is Svetciems and Kalniena subdialects.

Firstly, inventories of the chosen subdialects are made, then phonetic and
morphological features are discussed, therefore, it is proven that most words that differ
from standard Latvian are only dialect versions, e.g. adverbs of place apart of Svétciems
subdialect is the same word apkart of standard Latvian which appeared after
disappearance of consonant k. Instead of a, u is found in Kalniena subdialect, therefore,
instead of apaksa, apuksa is used.

After describing phonetic and morphological features, inventories of the referred
subdialects are compared to the inventory of standard Latvian: differences are
established and defined. Words that are not used in standard Latvian are found in both
Svetciems and Kalniena subdialects, e.g. wvekur (Kalniena subdialect), Sudi tudi
(Svetciems subdialect). Their meanings are described separately. Besides, after
considering available contexts, it was determined that some adverbs of place were
simply not used. For example, in neither of the texts daudzkur was found. The position
of this thesis is that mentioned words were not found in the texts because of lack of the
material that is why they are being reconstructed: *daus kur (Kalniena subdialect) and

*douzkur (Svetciems subdialect).
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Semantic structures of both of the subdialects are briefly illustrated in the
second part of the study on the basis of identified differences. The result is that the
semantic structure of adverbs of place of Kalniena subdialect and Sveétciems subdialect
does not differ from standard Latvian, they both can be portrayed in 24 earlier
mentioned pairs of differential features.

The third part deals with the semantic structure of adverbs of place used in
XVI-XVII c. old Latvian texts. The main aim of this part of the research is to figure
out if the system of that time was different to that of the current system.

Firstly, the inventory of adverbs of place used in selected old Latvian texts is
made. The lists are based on the register of adverbs of place of modern Latvian. It is
performed deliberately, in order to find out which of the adverbs of place were simply
out of the texts and which did not exist during the mentioned period.

Based on the inventories of adverbs of place of Euangelia vnd Epifteln (1587),
Evangelien und Episteln (1640) and Langgewiinschte Lettische Postill (1654), it is
explained why some of the words are included in the lists and others are not. This
comment is necessary because the usage of forms of illative and inessive had not yet
been settled: 1) illatives are not used methodically either in the position of adverb or
preposition in the mentioned texts, e.g. Beth Jefus pafilepees fow / vnde [fgaye aran to
tho Bafnice (Ev 68,;,,) and Stum to kalpune tur aran / ar Bouwe Dhele (Ev 635_,);
2) in some of the examples it is difficult to define the level of adverbialisation of
inessive. Besides, as it was mentioned earlier some adverbs of place did not exist in
Latvian of that period. For example, citviet was probably formed much later from such
two-word compounds as ka es wueffes kalnes warreethe / vs czitte wete ftattyth (Ev
51y, 1); Zitta Weeta Wings to Sihklu dehwe to Wahrdu tahf3 Wallftibas (McP 1 250,5
20)-

After accomplishing inventories of adverbs of place in XVI-XVII c. old Latvian
texts and comparing them among modern Latvian adverbs of place diachronic
conclusions are set: 1. Most collocations and compound adverbs of place used in
modern Latvian had not yet been formed in XVI-XVII c. (definite existent adverbs of
place daudzviet, dazuviet; deictic non-identical adverb of place citviet; deictic identical
adverbs of place, having seme ‘demonstrative’, ‘direct’, that is: Saipus, Saipuse, taipus,

taipuse, toviet, vinpus; instead of standard Latvian adverbs of place with -up examples
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with -op are found in the mentioned period; most likely most prefix derivation adverbs
of place were also not formed, e.g. ieblakam, ieblaku, ieblakus, iepakal, iepakalis,
iepakals, iepakalus, iepreti, iepretim, iesanis, iesanus, ietalem, ietalu, iztalem, iztalis,
nomalis, nomalu, nomalus, nopakal, nopakalis, nopakals, nopakalus, nosanis, nosaniski,
nosanu, nosanus, nostatu, nostatus, notal, notalem, notalis, notalu, notalus, notalus; such
compound adverbs of place as: taltalu, vietvietam, vietvietumis had not yet probably
formed in XVI-XVII c. either); 2. During XVI-XVII c. quite a few illatives had a
function of adverbs of place: apefkan, appefkan, aran, exkan, prexkan, prefchan, prexan,
fcheitan, ftarpan, wueddon, wuerfSon (1587 Euangelia vnd Epifteln); aran, auk(3an, ekf3an,
prekfzan, [3eitan (1640 Evangelien und Episteln); aran, aukfchan, teitan, theitan, wirfson,
fcheitan, Scheitan, Scheitan (1654 Langgewiinschte Lettische Postill). XVI c. old Latvian
illatives were used more in the position of adverb. XVII c. the same forms of illatives
were used as preposition. On the basis on that, the mentioned examples of Latvian
language are later used only as adverbs of place (Endzelins 1951, 460); it can be
assumed that the prepositional usage is due to German influence. 3. Contexts show that
in XVI-XVII century some inessive forms of more general meaning had already been
adverbialised, some of them were in the process of adverbialisation, in the position of
adverbs of place the following words are found: apaksa, ara, augsa, ieksa, leja, pakala,
preti, prieksa, starpa, vidu, virsii; in combination with direction verbs these forms of
inessive were adverbialised (lauka, zeme).

On the basis of diachronic results semantic structure of adverbs of place used in
XVI-XVII c. old Latvian texts is portrayed, it is obvious that it is identical to modern
semantic structure of the Latvian language.

As Latvian derives from Proto-East Baltic language, the fourth chapter attempts
to reconstruct semantic structure of adverbs of place of Proto-East Baltic language.
While employing a comparative method, that is Latvian adverbs of place are compared
to Lithuanian adverbs of place, words used in Proto-East Baltic language are
reconstructed.

After portraying the inventories of Latvian and Lithuanian adverbs of place,
adverbs of pronominal origin are discussed. On the basis of common examples citur
(Lith. kitur), kur (Lith. kur), nekur (Lith. niekur), se (Lith. Se), te (Lith. te), visur (Lith.

*

visur), the conclusion is that adverbs of place *kitur, *kur, *né kur, *Se, *te, *visur must
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have existed in Proto-East Baltic language. In addition, there is an assumption that

*

next to deictic *Se, *fe could be used *Sen and *ten, at least during the period of
appearance of inessives.

Later adverbs of place of adjectival origin are discussed. According to
researchers’ claim that adverbs of place in Proto-East Baltic language had inflection *-
ai (in Latvian -ai is reduced to -i: -ai > -i), and words having the same base between
the two languages (La. augsti, Lith. aukstai; La. dzili, Lith. giliai; La. sekli, Lith. sekliai,
La. zemi, Lith. Zemai), the following adverbs of place of Proto-East Baltic language are
reconstructed: *aukstai, *giliai, *sekliai, *Zemai. Such words of adjectival origin are also
described La. tali, Lith. toli, La. tuvi, Lith. arti. Bearing in mind that two far
demonstrative adverbs of place may have existed in the Proto-East Baltic language *tali
ir *tale, it is assumed cautiously that there were two far demonstrative adverbs of place
(*tuvi or *tuve and *arti or *arte). Latvians summed up the first option, whereas
Lithuanians — the second.

In addition to adverbs of place of pronominal and adjectival origin collocations
of Proto-East Baltic language are reconstructed. After comparing the Latvian and
Lithuanian language data, it was found that most collocation and compound adverbs of
place in Lithuanian and Latvian languages are collocations used from the Eastern Baltic
era, indefinite existence adverbs of place existed in Proto-East Baltic language *kas
zina kur; collocation definite adverbs of place *kur ne kur; *se te having the feature
‘non-abundant’ existed in Proto-East Baltic language; probably the Eastern Balts were
familiar with collocation definite adverbs of place *daugi kur or *daugia kur with the
character ‘abundant’; general collocation *jeéi bt kur could be used in Proto-East Baltic
language.

Having reconstructed adverbs of place of Proto-East Baltic language their
semantic structure is briefly demonstrated. It is revealed that it differes from present
structure of adverbs of place. It is possible to describe 14 pairs of differential pairs (see
The Identification Dendrogram of Adverbs of Place of Proto-East Baltic Language): (1)
interrogative / non-interrogative; (2) cognitive / non-cognitive; (3) affirmative / non-
affirmative (negative); (4) general / non-general (existent); (5) definite / indefinite; (0)

abundant / non-abundant; (7) elective / non-elective; (8) deictic / non-deictic; (9) identical
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/ non-identical; (10) demonstrative / undemonstrative; (11) proximate / non-proximate

(far); (12) inside / no-inside; (13) surface / non-surface; (14) height / non-height.

The Identification Dendrogram of Adverbs of Place of Proto-East

Baltic Language
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Numbers above separations mark these differential features: 1 — interrogative /
non-interrogative; 2 — cognitive / non-cognitive; 3 — affirmative / non-affirmative
(negative); 4 — general / non-general (existent); 5 — definite / indefinite; 6 — abundant /
non-abundant; 7 — elective / non-elective; 8 — deictic / non-deictic; 9 — identical / non-
identical; 10 — demonstrative / undemonstrative; 11 — proximate / non-proximate (far); 12
— inside / no-inside; 13 — surface / non-surface; 14 — height / non-height.

Since the semantic structure of adverbs of place used in XVI-XVII c. Latvian
language texts does not differ from the modern structure of adverbs of place, the
biggest changes to the system must have taken place before the first appearance of the

texts. The last, fifth, chapter of the thesis attempts to clarify how semantic structure of
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adverbs of place of Proto-East Baltic language was being filled in the pre-written
period.

First, adverbialisation of some cases is depicted. Because of a very general
meaning and adverbial modifier position during the pre-written period these inessives
should have adverbialised in the Latvian language: apaksa (: apaksa), ara (: ars), augsa
(: augsa), ieksa (: iekSa), leja (: leja), pakala (pakala), prieksa (: prieksa), starpa (starps?);
vidu (: vidus), virsu (: virsus). Illatives: aran, aukfzan, ekf3an, prekfzan adverbialised
probably a little earlier than inessives. In addition to inessives and illatives ilstrumental
of some words, e.g. blakam, garam, etc. had to adverbialize before the first appearance
of the texts. In the process of disappearance of neutral gender in Latvian language some
forms of adjectives of neutral gender may have adverbialised (atstatu, augstu, talu, tuovu,
zemu).

Some adverbs of place in the pre-written period were formed in collocational
word derivation. From collocation *dev(a)s Zina + indefinite adverb of place such
indefinite compound and collocation adverbs of place of subdialects had formed:
diz’ kur, ‘dis kur, ‘dizy kur. Latvian adverbs of place nas kur, nazyn kur are also
collocations which were formed in the pre-written period.

Part of the adverbs of place in the Latvian language in pre-written period
appeared in analogical derivation process. Based on the the example of the word kur in
the Latvian language such adverbs of place as Sur, tur have occurred from certain cases
or root of a pronoun, which is now difficult to reconstruct. The emergence of Seit, teit is
interpreted by J. Endzelins when addition of -t particles appeared and by providing
examples of the Prussian language ten-ti, tit. Based on the example of the word kurp in
the Latvian language such adverbs of place as Surp and turp have emerged. Adverbs of
place kurp, surp and turp are made in analogical method. The oldest of them is kurp.
This is likely to be the result of translation from German wohin in the time that the
Latvian language still had allatives with *-pi. Later on from kurp, Surp, turp in the
process of analogical derivation, basing on such adverbs of place as augst-u, tal-u, tuv-

u; kurpu, Surpu and turpu appeared.
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LATVIU KALBOS VIETOS PRIEVEIKSMIAIL: SINCHRONIJA IR
DIACHRONIJA

Santrauka

Darbo objektas ir temos aktualumas. Darbo objektas yra latviy kalbos vietos
prieveiksmiy semantiné struktiira (sinchronija, rekonstrukcija ir raida). Semantiniu
pozituriu latviy kalbos vietos prieveiksmiai labai mazai nagrinéti. Beveik visi iki Siol
atlikti darbai yra atomistinio pobtuidzio — iSskiriamos semantinés vietos prieveiksmiy
grupés ir pateikiami jas iliustruojantys pavyzdziai. IS tokiy tyrimy néra aisku, kaip tos
grupés siejasi tarpusavyje, todél nejmanoma susidaryti visumos vaizdo. Kalbamoji
disertacija is kity vietos prieveiksmiams skirty darby issiskiria tuo, kad joje pirma karta
bandoma strukturiskai aprasyti dabartinés latviy kalbos (bendrinés ir pasirinkty tarmiy),
senyjy latviy kalbos rasty (XVI-XVII a.) ir ryty balty prokalbés (rekonstruotus) vietos
prieveiksmius.

Darbo tikslas — sinchroniniu ir diachroniniu aspektu iSnagrinéti ir aprasyti
semantine latviy kalbos vietos prieveiksmiy struktura.

Darbo uzdaviniai:

1. Inventorizuoti bendrinés latviy kalbos vietos prieveiksmius.

2. Remiantis opozicijy teorija nustatyti integralinius ir diferencinius bendrinés
latviy kalbos vietos prieveiksmiy pozymius.

3. Nustatyti bendrinés latviy kalbos vietos prieveiksmiy slankumo reiksmes.

4. Remiantis integraliniais ir diferenciniais pozymiais semantiskai suklasifikuoti
bendrinés latviy kalbos vietos prieveiksmius.

5. Inventorizuoti latviy kalbos S$nekty (Kalnienos ir Svetciemo) vietos
prieveiksmius.

6. Nustatyti, kuo kiekvienos snektos inventorius skiriasi nuo bendrinés kalbos
inventoriaus.

7. Remiantis nustatytais skirtumais semantiskai suklasifikuoti abiejy Snekty
vietos prieveiksmius.

8. Inventorizuoti XVI-XVII a. latviy kalbos tekstuose vartojamus vietos

prieveiksmius.
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9. Nustatyti XVI-XVII a. vietos prieveiksmiy inventoriaus skirtumus nuo
dabartinés latviy kalbos vietos prieveiksmiy inventoriaus.

10. Remiantis nustatytais skirtumais semantiskai suklasifikuoti XVI-XVII a.
latviy kalbos vietos prieveiksmius.

11. Rekonstruoti ryty balty prokalbés vietos prieveiksmiy semantine strukttirg.

12. Parodyti, kaip rekonstruota ryty balty prokalbés vietos prieveiksmiy
semantiné sistema latviy kalboje pakito ikirasytiniu laikotarpiu.

Darbo medziaga. Bendrinés latviy kalbos vietos prieveiksmiy semantinés
sistemos aprasui vietos prieveiksmiai ir juos iliustruojantys pavyzdziai rinkti i$ astuoniy
tomy zodyno Latviesu literaras valodas vardnica (LLVV). Be to, siekiant susirinkti kuo
jvairesnés medziagos pasinaudota grozinés literattiros tekstais: Aija (Jaunsudrabins
1957) ir Zala zeme (U p1tis 1960).

Latviy kalbos tarmiy semantinés struktiiros analizei pasirinktos Kalnienos (latviy
aukstaiciy tarmé) ir Svetciemo (lyviskoji tarmé) Snektos. Kalnienos Snektos vietos
prieveiksmiai inventorizuoti i$ transkribuoty Kalnienos snektos teksty (Balode 2008),
o Svetciemo — i§ Svetciemo Snektos apraso (Putnins 1985). Darba sunkino tai, kad
antrojoje knygoje yra pateikta labai mazai transkribuoty teksty — apzvelgus visa aprasa
ir surinkus rastus vietos prieveiksmius paaiskéjo, kad stinga juos iliustruojanciy
pavyzdziy. Be to, dél transkribuotos medziagos trukumo rasti ne visi latviy kalboje
vartojami vietos prieveiksmiai, todél remiantis tarminémis ypatybémis kartais juos
tenka rekonstruoti.

Semantinei XVI-XVII a. latviy kalbos vietos prieveiksmiy strukttirai aprasyti
pasirinkti trys tekstai: 1587 m. nezinomo autoriaus Euangelia vnd Epifteln, Georgo
Elgerio 1640 m. isverstos FEwvangelien und FEpisteln, 1654 m. Georgo Mancelio
Langgewiinschte Lettische Postill (I, 1I, III). Inventorizuojant 1587 m. Fuangelia vnd
Epifteln ir Langgewiinschte Lettische Postill (I, 1I, III) vartojamus vietos prieveiksmius

pasinaudota internetine senyjy latviy kalbos teksty baze (wwwe.ailab.lv/senie).

Rekonstruojant ryty balty prokalbés vietos prieveiksmiy struktira, latviy kalbos
vietos prieveiksmiai lyginti su lietuviy kalbos vietos prieveiksmiais. Lietuviy kalbos
tekstai rinkti i$ elektroninio Lietuviy kalbos Zodyno varianto (www.lkz.lt). Kai reikia,

prielaidos ir teiginiai grindziami 1599 m. Mikalojaus Dauksos Postilés
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(http://www.Iki.lt/seniejirastai/) ir 1612 m. Lozoriaus Zengstoko FEuvangelijy bei

Epistoly (http://www.lki.lt/seniejirastai/) pavyzdziais.

Darbo metodai: deskriptyvinis, opozicijy, komponentinés analizés, vidinés
rekonstrukcijos ir istorinis lyginamasis.

Darbo naujumas ir reik§meé:

1. Bendrinés latviy kalbos ir tarmiy (Kalnienos ir Svetciemo) vietos
prieveiksmiai pirma kartg aprasyti sistemiskai.

2. Bendrinés latviy kalbos ir dviejy Snekty (Kalnienos ir Svetciemo) vietos
prieveiksmiy semantinés struktiros pirma karta aprasytos remiantis integraliniais ir
diferenciniais pozymiais.

3. Pirma karta aprasyta XVI-XVII a. latviy kalboje vartoty vietos prieveiksmiy
semantiné struktiira ir sistema.

4. Pirma karta rekonstruoti ryty balty prokalbés vietos prieveiksmiai ir semantiné
juy strukttra.

5. Bandyta nustatyti ryty balty prokalbés vietos prieveiksmiy semantinés
struktiiros pakitimy ikirasytiniu laikotarpiu vidinius motyvus ir santykine chronologija.

Ginamieji teiginiai:

1. Bendrinés latviy kalbos vietos prieveiksmiy semantine struktura galima
aprasyti 24 diferenciniy pozymiy poromis.

2. Bendrinés latviy kalbos vietos prieveiksmiy slankuma, papildantj reiksme,
galima aprasyti slinkties / rimties pozituriu.

3. Latviy aukstaiciy tarmei priklausancios Kalnienos Snektos ir lyviskajai tarmei
priklausancios Svetciemo Snektos vietos prieveiksmiy semantinés struktiiros nesiskiria
nuo bendrinés latviy kalbos.

4. XVI-XVII a. senuosiuose latviy kalbos tekstuose vartoti vietos prieveiksmiai
sudaré niekuo nuo dabartinés latviy kalbos ir tarmiy nesiskirianc¢ia semantine struktura.

5. Ryty balty prokalbés vietos prieveiksmiy semantine strukttirg galima aprasyti
14 diferenciniy pozymiy pory.

6. Ryty balty prokalbés ir dabartinés latviy kalbos vietos prieveiksmiy
semantiniy struktury skirtumai rodo, kad vietos prieveiksmiy klasé nuolat pasipildé.

Darbo aprobavimas. Disertacijoje atlikto tyrimo rezultatai buvo pristatyti

moksliniuose straipsniuose (zr. publikacijy sarasa). Disertacija buvo svarstyta Vilniaus
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universiteto Baltistikos katedros posédyje 2009 m. rugséjo 29 d. ir rekomenduota
gynimui.

Darbo struktara. Disertacija sudaro jvadas ir penkios tiriamosios dalys.
Pirmojoje dalyje aprasoma semantiné bendrinés latviy kalbos vietos prieveiksmiy
struktira. Antrojoje — bendrinés latviy kalbos vietos prieveiksmiy inventorius
lyginamas su dviejy latviy kalbos $nekty (Kalnienos ir Svetciemo) vietos prieveiksmiy
inventoriais. Remiantis gautais rezultatais jrodoma, kad pasirinkty Snekty vietos
prieveiksmiy semantiné strukttira nesiskiria nuo bendrinés latviy kalbos. Treciojoje
darbo dalyje aprasoma XVI-XVII a. latviy kalbos vietos prieveiksmiy semantiné
struktiira, patvirtinanti dabartinés kalbos sistema. Ketvirtoje dalyje remiantis vidinés
rekonstrukcijos ir istoriniu lyginamuoju metodu bandoma atkurti ryty balty prokalbéje
vartotus vietos prieveiksmius ir rekonstruoti jy semantine struktiirag. Remiantis
rekonstruota ryty balty prokalbés vietos prieveiksmiy sistema ir XVI-XVII a.
semantiniu vietos prieveiksmiu aprasu, paskutinéje, penktojoje, darbo dalyje bandoma
nustatyti, kokie sistemos pokyciai jvyko ikirasytiniu laikotarpiu. Darbo pabaigoje
pateikiamos iSvados ir naudotos literattiros sarasas.

Isvados:

1. Vietos prieveiksmiy klasés leksinj-semantinj artuma lemia jy, kaip vietos
santykiy veikéjy, vaidmuo kontekste.

2. Sintagminé ir paradigminé analizé, orientaciniy reikSmiy bei slankumo
tyrimai leido nustatyti vietos prieveiksmiy integralinius bei diferencinius pozymius,
semantines opozicijas.

3. Bendrinés latviy kalbos vietos prieveiksmiy semantine struktiira galima
aprasyti 24 diferenciniy pozymiy poromis: (1) klausiamasis / neklausiamasis; (2)
kognicinis / nekognicinis; (3) teigiamasis / neteigiamasis (neigiamasis); (4) bendrumas /
nebendrumas (egzistavimas); (5) Zymimasis / neZymimasis; (6) daugis / nedaugis; (7)
pasirenkamasis / nepasirenkamasis; (8) deiktinis / nedeiktinis; (9) identifikuojamasis /
neidentifikuojamasis; (10) rodomasis / nerodomasis; (11) tiesioginis / netiesioginis; (12)
artumas / neartumas (tolumas); (13) vidus / nevidus; (14) gylis / negylis; (15) pavirsius /
nepavirsius; (16) iSoré / neiSoré; (17) vienapusiSkumas / nevienapusiSkumas
(visapusiskumas); (18) vertikalumas / nevertikalumas (horizontalumas); (19) Sonas /

nesonas; (20) tikslumas / netikslumas; (21) deSinumas / nedeSinumas (kairumas); (22)
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priekis / nepriekis (uzpakalis); (23) virSus / nevirsus (apacia); (24) aukstumas /
neaukstumas (Zemumas).

4. Kiekviena vietos prieveiksmj galima charakterizuoti kaip vienokiy ar kitokiy
pozymiy kombinacija ir nustatyti jo vieta bendroje vietos prieveiksmiy sistemoje.
Pavyzdziui, vietos prieveiksmis Seit = [neklausiamasis — nekognicinis — deiktinis —
identifikuojamasis — rodomasis — tiesioginis — artimasis].

5. Latviy aukstaiciy tarmei priklausancios Kalnienos snektos ir lyviskajai tarmei
priklausancios Svetciemo Snektos vietos prieveiksmiy semantinés strukttros nesiskiria
nuo bendrinés latviy kalbos semantinés strukttiros — jas galima aprasyti 3-iajame iSvady
punkte paminétomis 24 diferenciniy pozymiy poromis.

6. Istyrus XVI-XVII a. senyjy latviy teksty vietos prieveiksmiy semantine
strukttrg, paaiskéjo, kad kalbamoiji sistema nesiskiria nuo dabartinés latviy kalbos — ja
geriausiai apraso 3-iajame iSvady punkte paminétos 24 diferenciniy pozymiy poros.

7. Bendrinés latviy kalbos vietos prieveiksmius isSanalizavus slinkties / rimties
pozitriu paaiskéjo, kad vietos prieveiksmiai su postpozicija -p jungiasi tik su slinkties
veiksmazodziais ir jgyja judéjimo krypties reiksme. Kiti kalbamieji aplinkybiniai Zodziai
(su tam tikromis iSimtimis) yra linke jungtis ir su slinkties, ir su rimties
veiksmazodziais. Tokiuose junginiuose jie jgyja vietos buvimo arba judéjimo krypties
reik§me. Sig tendencija patvirtina tarmiy ir senyjy rasty (XVI-XVII a.) duomenys.
Ryty balty prokalbés vietos prieveiksmiai tikriausiai galéjo jeiti i junginius ir su
slinkties, ir su rimties veiksmazodziais (vietos prieveiksmiy su postpozicija -p ryty balty
prokalbéje nerekonstruota).

8. Remiantis vidinés rekonstrukcijos ir lyginamuoju metodu galima atkurti ryty
balty prokalbéje egzistavusius vietos prieveiksmius.

9. Ryty balty prokalbés vietos prieveiksmiy semantine struktiira skiriasi nuo
dabartinés kalbos semantinés sistemos — ja galima aprasyti 14 diferenciniy pozymiy
pory: (1) klausiamasis / neklausiamasis; (2) kognicinis / nekognicinis; (3) teigiamasis /
neteigiamasis, neigiamasis; (4) bendrumas / nebendrumas (egzistavimas); (5) Zymimasis /
nezymimasis; (6) daugis / nedaugis; (7) pasirenkamasis / nepasirenkamasis; (8) deiktinis /
nedeiktinis; (9) identifikuojamasis / neidentifikuojamasis; (10) rodomasis / nerodomasis;
(11) artumas / neartumas (tolumas); (12) vidus / nevidus; (13) pavirsius / nepavirsius;

(14) aukstumas / neaukStumas (Zemumas).
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10. Ryty balty prokalbés ir XVI-XVII a. latviy kalbos vietos prieveiksmiy

semantinés struktiros rodo, kad vietos prieveiksmiy klasé nuolat pasipildé.
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