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SUMMARY

1. RELEVANCE AND NOVELTY OF THE RESEARCH

The dissertation analyses how high school students whose
language of instruction is Russian (hereinafter referred to as “GREL”)
mark an object in the Lithuanian language. The use of the Lithuanian
language by students attending non-Lithuanian-speaking high schools
has not been extensively studied so far. The situation of teaching
Lithuanian as an L2, state or native language has been analysed by
Loreta Vilkiené (2006), Vilija Saliené and Vilkiené (2006). The
written competence of students attending non-Lithuanian-speaking
schools was also analysed and compared with that of native speakers
(Vilkiené 2007). General Lithuanian language proficiency and its
relationships with linguistic attitudes and motivation to learn
Lithuanian at high schools where the language of instruction is
Lithuanian, Russian, and Polish were studied by Vilkiené, Laura
Vilkaité-Lozdiené, and Justina Bruzaité-Liseckiené (2019). At
Vytautas Magnus University, Laura Cubajevaité (2013) defended a
dissertation presenting a sociolinguistic picture of schools in Kaunas,
including Russian-speaking schools, focusing on the relationship
between ethnic identity and language. The linguistic competence of
native and non-native speakers of Lithuanian has been analysed by
Vilkiené (2019). However, there is a lack of further research focusing
on the characteristics of the use of Lithuanian, especially grammar, in
non-Lithuanian speaking schools.

As a rule, students of national minorities in Lithuania come into
contact with the Lithuanian language as children. The Lithuanian
language inevitably surrounds them. Moreover, pupils of national
minorities take the same state examination of Lithuanian language and
literature as pupils graduating from Lithuanian-language schools. This
means that education policy makers assume that the Lithuanian



language skills of national minority students are close to those of
native speakers. However, from the perspective of the author of the
dissertation, a number of issues show that national minority students
cannot be treated as typical native speakers of Lithuanian. First,
students of national minority high schools are educated in the language
of the national minority for a large part of their time. Also, according
to the data from the study of Vilkiené, Vilkaité-Lozdiené and
Bruzaité-Liseckiené (2019) and the responses of the study participants
to the sociolinguistic questionnaires of the dissertation research, the
majority of national minority students use Polish or Russian in their
homes and when speaking with their friends and elsewhere. The data
from the sociolinguistic questionnaire of this research also showed
that many students consider Russian rather than Lithuanian as their
L1. Thus, national minority students can be considered as bilinguals
whose lives are nevertheless dominated not by Lithuanian but by their
languages.

GREL students and students attending high schools where the
language of instruction is Lithuanian also differ in their knowledge of
the Lithuanian language. For example, the aforementioned study by
Vilkiené, Vilkaité-Lozdiené and Bruzaité-Liseckiené (2019) showed
that the Lithuanian language proficiency of students attending
Lithuanian-language high schools is higher than that of students
attending high schools where the language of instruction is that of a
minority. Moreover, according to GREL teachers, the difficulties of
GREL students in using the Lithuanian language differ from the
problems of Lithuanian language use of students attending Lithuanian-
language high schools. All this suggests that the question of how
national minority students use the Lithuanian language is a part of the
research on language use in bilingual circumstances, closer to second
language acquisition.

In general, researchers in Lithuania have paid more attention to the
grammatical competence of Lithuanian as an L2 than to Lithuanian
used by national minorities. The acquisition of grammatical categories
of Lithuanian as an L2 has probably been studied the most. Jogilé



Teresa Ramonaité (2015, 2017) has conducted a detailed analysis of
the sequence of acquisition of Lithuanian verb forms — categories of
person, tense, and mood have been studied. The acquisition of verbs
was also analyzed in Kristina Brazaité’s master’s thesis (2015). The
acquisition of grammatical categories of the noun in Lithuanian as L2
was also studied. Ineta Dabaginskiené¢ and Laura Cubajevaité (2009,
cf. also Savickiené 2006) studied the grammatical category of case and
conducted their error analysis. The grammatical case was also studied
in Ema Tolkaciovaité’s master’s thesis (2020). Justina Bruzaité-
Liseckiené (2017) investigated how L2 learners of Lithuanian
recognize grammatical gender. Simona Maciukaité’s (2012) study
analyzed and compared the performance of two groups of learners
whose L1, like Lithuanian, contains a grammatical category of gender
and whose L1 does not convey it. Lithuanian as an L2 is thus receiving
more and more attention, but it should be said that there are still few
studies in this area.

This dissertation also analyzes the issues of mastering the
grammatical system of the Lithuanian language. The grammatical
competence of the GREL students is investigated. Grammatical
competence is one of the components of communicative language
competence, which the language user needs in order to convey the
message properly (cf. BEKM 2008: 150). The acquisition of grammar
for L2 speakers (who the majority of students in national minority high
schools can be considered as) is a difficult task and sometimes a
considerable challenge (DeKeyser 2005, Frishkoff, Levin, Pavlik,
Idemaru, Jong 2008: 1665, Artunduaga Cuellar 2013). Perhaps one of
the most difficult areas of language to master is morphosyntax.
Morphemes and their functions are not as salient as phonological or
lexical units (cf. Mackey, Gass, McDonough 2000) and are therefore
more difficult to acquire (cf. Ellis 2015: 54; Gass, Spinner, Behney
2018).

This paper is concerned with morphosyntax. One of the cases of
complex morphosyntactic relations in Lithuanian is the object, the
form of which is determined by verbs. As the research of



Dabasinskiené¢ and Cubajevaité (2009: 51) revealed, adult L2 learners
of Lithuanian often do not have a solid understanding of the
grammatical cases required by different verbs. This paper aims to
investigate how GREL students, most of whom do not have
Lithuanian as their L1 but began learning it in childhood or early
adolescence, mark the object when its form is governed by the verb.
Lithuanian verbs can govern four object-conveying grammatical cases
— genitive, accusative, dative and instrumental (DLKG 1994, PLKG
2019), but there is no obvious system for identifying groups of verbs
that govern one of the possible grammatical cases; individual verbs
form their morphosyntactic constructions. This makes the acquisition
of these constructions even more challenging.

The dissertation considers this problem from the perspective of
Usage-Based Theory (hereafter referred to as UBT). The best-known
proponents of this theory Michael Tomasello (2003) and Joan Bybee
(2008) argue that linguistic experience, rather than innate abstract
rules, shapes the L2. Thus, from the UBT perspective, the frequency
of constructions used in the target language influences how quickly
and efficiently they are acquired, and L1 and L2 interact with each
other in the mental representation of languages. A number of studies
on Lithuanian language acquisition as L1 (cf. Kamandulyté 2009,
Dabasinskiené and Kamandulyté-Merfeldiené 2014, Kavaliauskaité
2016, etc.) and Lithuanian language use as L1 (cf. DabaSinskiené
2009, Kovaliausevieneé 2009, Seskauskien¢ and Zilinskaité-
Sink@iniené 2015, Kamandulyté-Merfeldiené and Bal¢itniené 2016,
etc.) are based on UBT. The UBT of language acquisition is much less
frequently used in the analysis of Lithuanian as L2 (cf. Vilkiené 2019).
However, there is much more research abroad dealing with L1 and L2
acquisition from the perspective of UBT (cf. Tomasello 2005, Bybee
2008, Dabrowska 2008, Ellis, Brook O'Donell, Romer 2015, among
others). The research of this dissertation aims not only at answering
some questions related to the grammatical competence of Lithuanians
as L2 users in a bilingual situation, but also complements the research
based on the theory of language acquisition, which today is still



insufficient (cf. Zyzik 2009: 54) for answering all the questions related
to the theory.

2. RESEARCH OBJECT, AIM AND OBJECTIVES

The object of this dissertation is the marking of the grammatical
object in Lithuanian produced by students of GREL. In the dissertation
only one particular type of object is studied — an object whose form is
determined by a verb. The aim of the dissertation is to analyze how
GREL students mark the grammatical object in Lithuanian and to
determine to what extent it corresponds to the Lithuanian language
system and to what extent does deviate from it. The dissertation also
aims to identify which linguistic factors (frequency and productivity
of language units and the influence of Russian as L1) and which
sociolinguistic factors (the age of Lithuanian language acquisition, the
habits of Lithuanian language use) influence the correctness of object
marking in Lithuanian.

To achieve the goal of this dissertation, the following objectives were
set:

1. To investigate the relationship between the frequency of the
verb that determines the form of an object and the correctness
of students’ object use in Lithuanian. According to UBT, it is
assumed that constructions in which the form of an object is
governed by more frequent verbs are better anchored in the
mental representations of GREL students, and thus the
marking of the object better corresponds to the Lithuanian
language system.

2. To compare the regularity of object marking in different
grammatical cases of Lithuanian and to determine which
grammatical cases are used more correctly. It is assumed that
the grammatical cases that are used more frequently in
Lithuanian are also marked more regularly. It will also be
checked whether the grammatical cases used in marking an



object compete with less used grammatical cases, i.e., whether
the more frequently used grammatical cases in the Lithuanian
language take the place of the less frequently used
grammatical cases in marking the object.

3. The relationship between the productivity of declensions of
Lithuanian nouns and the regularity of object marking in
Lithuanian will be determined. It is also hypothesized that
more productive noun declensions will be used more
systematically in GREL students’ performances, causing less
difficulty in object marking.

1. It will be investigated to what extent the regularity of GREL
students’ object marking in Lithuanian is related to the
possible influence of Russian. It is hypothesized that due to
the interaction of L1 and L2 in constructions where the verb
governs the same grammatical case in Lithuanian and
Russian, the object is marked more correctly in Lithuanian
than in constructions where the systems of Lithuanian and
Russian verb government are in conflict.

2. Another aim is to investigate how the age of students in
acquiring Lithuanian and habits of using Lithuanian
(communicating in Lithuanian, listening to or reading texts in
Lithuanian, etc.) are related to the regularity of object
marking. It is assumed that the grammatical competence of
students who started acquiring Lithuanian language earlier
and use it more frequently today is stronger.

3. RESEARCH MATERIAL AND METHODS

The research was carried out in March and April 2019 in four
Vilnius gymnasiums where the main language of instruction is
Russian. Only third-grade gymnasium students were included in the
study. There were several reasons for this. First, the participants of the
study are already 16 years old, so they were able to decide for

10



themselves whether they want to participate in the study. Besides, as
a study by Vilkiené et al. (2019) had revealed, third-grade gymnasium
students who attend Russian-language schools have already reached a
high level of Lithuanian language proficiency. This makes it possible
to investigate how the object is marked in the Lithuanian language
when the students’ linguistic competence of Lithuanian is sufficiently
strong. A total of 179 students attending four different GREL in
Vilnius participated in the study. A convenient sample of subjects was
chosen. Although such a sample does not necessarily represent the
entire population (Muijs 2004: 40-41), statistical analysis is likely to
reveal the trends.

The author of the dissertation prepared a set of tasks to elicit the
usage of constructions that the research focuses on. The target research
tasks are designed to manage linguistic factors that may affect the
object marking in Lithuanian. Thus, the set of research tasks consisted
of three elicited oral imitation tests (hereinafter — EIT) and a picture
series technique to enhance narrative writing. In addition, a
sociolinguistic questionnaire was developed to find out when the
participants of the study encountered the Lithuanian language and how
often they use it.

The research data were analyzed using Excel and R programs (R
Core Team 2013). The dissertation uses methods of descriptive
statistics and inferential statistics (Linear Mixed-Effects Models
(hereinafter — LMM) and Generalized Linear Mixed-Effects Models
(hereinafter — GLMM)). The error analysis is also used in the
dissertation, based on which the errors of the object marking are
analyzed both quantitatively and qualitatively.

4. STRUCTURE OF THE DISSERTATION
The dissertation consists of a theoretical part and a research part.

The theoretical part first gives an overview of three concepts used in
the thesis: L1, L2 and bilingualism. The following chapter gives an
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overview of the issues related to UBT, such as the acquisition of
constructions, the influence of frequency of use on language
acquisition and the research focused on them. The third chapter of the
theoretical section introduces different approaches to the influence of
the L1 on the L2 and reviews research in this area. Finally, the fourth
chapter discusses the features of object marking in Lithuanian.

The research section begins with a description of the research
methodology. First, the methods of data collection (sociolinguistic
questionnaire, EIT and narrative writing) are discussed. Second, the
methods of data analysis — LMM, GLMM, and error analysis — are
discussed. Then, the characteristics of the research participants and the
process of the research are discussed. The research material is further
analyzed in the dissertation. First, results of the first EIT are presented:
the question of how verb frequency affects object marking in
Lithuanian among GREL students is answered. The results of the
second EIT are further analyzed — the relationship between the
productivity of noun declensions and the regularity of object marking
is analyzed. Third, the results of the third EIT are discussed, analyzing
the influence of Russian as L1 on object marking in Lithuanian.
Fourthly, object marking in the narrative writing task is analyzed, the
factors determining the regularity of object marking are discussed.
Finally, the influence of sociolinguistic factors on object marking in
Lithuanian is discussed.

At the end of the dissertation, conclusions are presented, research
perspectives are given, and 8 appendices containing data collection
instruments are included. The thesis contains 30 tables and 39 figures.
A reference list of 176 items is included at the end of the thesis.

The following theses are to be defended:

1. There is a significant correlation between the extent to which
object marking of the target corresponds to the Lithuanian linguistic
system and the frequency of the verb that determines the grammatical
case in which the object is marked.
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2. When marking an object, the most frequent grammatical cases
may compete with the less frequent grammatical cases of the
language, i.e., the object may tend to be marked in the most frequent
grammatical cases even if the target language verb requires the use of
a less frequent grammatical case.

3. The object conveyed by the nouns of the most productive
declensions corresponds most to the system of object marking in
Lithuanian.

4. Overlapping Lithuanian and Russian language systems
strengthen the competence of Russian-speaking high school students
to mark an object in Lithuanian, and contradictory parts of the system
make the acquisition of object marking more difficult.

5. Not all sociolinguistic factors have an equally significant
influence on object marking in Lithuanian. However, early
simultaneous bilingualism plays a crucial role in shaping the target
area of grammatical competence in this regard.

CONCLUSIONS

Object marking in three elicited oral imitation tests and the
narrative writing task was analyzed using regression-based analysis
and error analysis. Several linguistic factors affecting the regularity of
object marking were identified. Based on the data from the
sociolinguistic questionnaire and object marking in the third EIT and
narrative writing task, it was found out which sociolinguistic factors
influence the ability of students of GREL to mark the grammatical
object in Lithuanian. Summarizing the results of the statistical and
error analysis, the following conclusions are drawn.

1. The performance of students attending GREL shows that
object marking in Lithuanian is not fully acquired. On
average, 55.3 percent of the object markings in the three EITs
corresponded to the Lithuanian language system, so almost
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half of the object marking constructions presented to the
students in the EITs caused difficulties for the study
participants. When students created a narrative based on
pictures, that is, they were free to choose their expression, 81
percent of all object marking constructions were
grammatically correct. However, these results show that the
object marking constructions used by GREL students
sometimes deviate from the system of Lithuanian language
grammar.

An important linguistic factor that determines how GREL
learners mark an object in Lithuanian is the frequency of the
verb that governs the grammatical case of the object. As
shown by the GLMM (generalized linear mixed models),
GREL students’ object marking with more frequent verbs in
the first EIT was significantly more correct than object
marking in constructions with less frequent verbs. In the
narrative creation task, verb frequency had a positive effect on
object marking only in constructions with verbs that govern
the dative. In the other EITs, verb frequency was not
controlled, so GLMM analysis could not reveal its influence
on object marking. Thus, based on the results of the analysis
of the first EIT and the narrative writing task, it is suggested
that the morphosyntactic structure of constructions with less
frequent verbs is not yet well established in GREL students’
mental representation. These results mirror the UBT. The
research shows the positive effect of frequency of use on the
acquisition of linguistic constructions.

An analysis of the results of the three EITs and the narrative
writing task using GLMM identified different effects of the
grammatical case determined by the verb on the regularity of
object marking when performing the different tasks. In the
first EIT, the probability of correctly marking an object
increased significantly when the object was used in
constructions with verbs governing the most frequent
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grammatical cases (accusative and genitive) in Lithuanian,
compared to object marking with less frequent grammatical
cases (dative and instrumental). However, the second EIT, in
which the stimulus object was mediated by nouns of different
inflectional paradigms, could not be distinguished from a
dominant grammatical case in terms of the grammaticality of
object marking. The GLMM results of the third EIT showed
that object marking was more grammatical in constructions
with verbs governing the instrumental case than with verbs
governing the accusative. The GLMM results of the narrative
writing task showed that the probability of correctly marking
the object was higher in the constructions with verbs
governing the genitive case than in the constructions with
verbs governing the dative case. Based on the results of the
analysis of the first EIT and the narrative construction task,
certain tendencies can be identified: When a verb governs the
genitive, which is the most frequent grammatical case in
Lithuanian, the object is marked most correctly. However,
taking into account the results of the analysis of the other
EITs, it is not possible to draw firm conclusions about the
effect of the frequency of use of the grammatical case in
Lithuanian on the grammaticality of object marking in the
language. The research described in the dissertation has
shown that the correctness of object marking in constructions
with verbs governing different grammatical cases is strongly
related to other linguistic factors.

The grammaticality of object marking is affected by its
declensions. The GLMM of the second EIT and the narrative
writing task showed that students who attended GREL marked
an object most correctly when it was expressed by the most
productive (i)a declension nouns. Thus, in the narrative
writing task, students made significantly more errors (both in
assigning grammatical case, inflectional paradigm, and
spelling) when marking an object expressed by the é and (i)u

15



declensions than when marking nouns of the (i)a declension.
The results of the second EIT showed that the influence of
noun declension on object marking did not equally affect
object marking for nouns expressed by different grammatical
cases. For example, in the case of verbs that are in the
accusative case, an object expressed by a noun of declension
(i)a was used more accurately than objects expressed by nouns
of declension (i)o, (i)u, é and i. However, in the case of verbs
governing the genitive, objects with (i)a declension nouns
were used more correctly than (i)u declension nouns only.
When verbs governed the dative, objects with (i)a declension
nouns were used more correctly than (i)u declension nouns
only. Noun declension had no significant effect on object
marking when the verb governed the instrumental case. Error
analysis of the three EITs and the narrative writing task
showed that inflectional paradigm errors in object marking
increased when objects were expressed not only by (i)a
declension nouns but also by nouns of less productive
declensions (e.g., (i)o, (i)u declensions). It should be noted
that most of the nouns forming the Electronic Edition of the
Lithuanian Language dictionary belong to the (i)a declension,
and this declension is most frequently used in the formation
of new Lithuanian words (cf. Kamandulyté-Merfeldiené
2010), thus it is the most productive. The criterion of
productivity may have led to the fact that object marking in
the nouns of this declension often stood out as more correctly
used compared to the nouns of other declensions.

An error analysis of object marking in the three EITs and the
narrative writing task revealed that when the study
participants assigned an inappropriate grammatical case to a
noun expressing the object, they mostly used the most
common grammatical cases of Lithuanian: Genitive,
Nominative or Accusative. Less frequent grammatical cases
were used less frequently. This trend also supports UBT’s
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claim that more frequent forms are easier to acquire and tend
to be used more often, and according to the results of the
research described in the dissertation, they tend to be overused
when the competence of the language user is not firm enough.
The GLMM analysis of the third EIT and narrative writing
task, as well as the error analysis, showed that Russian has an
impact on how GREL students mark an object in Lithuanian.
In the third EIT, which focused on the possible transfer of the
Russian grammatical system to Lithuanian, students marked
an object with verbs whose system of case government is
equivalent in Lithuanian and Russian statistically
significantly more correctly than with verbs that govern
different grammatical cases in the mentioned languages. A
large part (64%) of the errors in assigning the grammatical
case to a marked object by the GREL students when writing
narratives could be explained by the transfer of the Russian
system of case government to object marking in Lithuanian.
Thus, the results of the research show that the Russian
language, as the dominant one in the life of GREL students,
influences their grammaticality of Lithuanian. However, it
should be remembered that the experimental translation of the
sentences of the third EIT, carried out by the students of the
10" grade of the Russian-speaking school, showed that in
some cases the object marking in Russian is influenced by
Lithuanian. This shows that the interaction of the languages
forming the linguistic repertoire of students proficient in
Russian and Lithuanian is not unilateral, but mutual.

Object marking in Lithuanian by GREL students was strongly
influenced by the spelling proficiency of the study
participants. In the first place, the students’ undeveloped
ability to write diacritics in singular-accusative forms of the
noun was revealed. In other cases, data analysis revealed an
insufficient ability to write diacritical marks at the end of
words even when spelling rules do not require it, such as when
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using the singular-instrumental forms of nouns.
Morphological spelling was often replaced by phonetic
spelling when marking an object, and there were also cases of
vowel lengthening, which may be related to the transfer of
features of the Russian pronunciation system into Lithuanian.
However, most of these peculiar errors are also characteristic
of students attending Lithuanian-language schools (cf.
Tamulioniené 2015), so this problem should be solved at the
level of all schools, not only Russian-language schools.

An LMM (linear mixed models) statistical analysis using data
from the sociolinguistic questionnaire and the results of the
third EIT and the narrative writing task showed that GREL
students’ object marking was influenced by the age at which
subjects were exposed to the Lithuanian language.
Simultaneous bilinguals of Lithuanian and Russian — students
who began speaking both languages before age 3 — marked an
object statistically significantly more correctly in all three
EITs than students who first learned Lithuanian at school age
—6-8 years later than Russian. Students who came into contact
with or started speaking Lithuanian even later (than 8 years)
made more errors in marking an object both when performing
all three EITs and when writing a narrative. LMM showed no
statistically significant difference between students who had
mastered Lithuanian at age 4-5 and up to age 3. This confirms
the idea that in early simultaneous bilinguals (who acquired
the language by age 3) and early sequential bilinguals (who
acquired L1 firstand L2 later, but also in childhood (according
to Montrul (2008: 98), age 4-5)), the language abilities of L1,
and L2 converge over time and the quality of L2 in late
bilinguals usually remains lower than in early bilinguals.
Based on the results of the LMM analysis, it can be concluded
that the frequency with which GREL students reported using
Lithuanian in different contexts had almost no effect on the
correctness of object marking in Lithuanian. Significantly
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10.

more correct object markings were made by EIT students who
reported sometimes listening to songs in Lithuanian compared
to those who reported not listening to Lithuanian music at all
or rarely. However, this effect may be primarily related to the
nature of the EIT, as the task also required students to use
listening skills. Therefore, it can be stated that in the research
described in the dissertation, the effect of frequency of
Lithuanian language use on students’ grammaticality of
Lithuanian was not determined. Although, for example, the
research of Vilkiené et al. (2019) found that the general level
of Lithuanian language proficiency of students in Vilnius high
schools, whose language of instruction is Russian or Polish, is
positively influenced by the habit of reading in Lithuanian.
Based on the UBT, one might expect that the higher frequency
of Lithuanian language use would influence the regularity of
object marking in Lithuanian. It should be noted, however,
that the data from the sociolinguistic questionnaire only
provided information about how often GREL students used
Lithuanian during the study, but students’ grammatical
competence may have formed even earlier, so a particularly
important factor in object marking regularity may be the
contexts in which students have used Lithuanian before —
since they encountered the language.

LMM also showed that the regularity of GREL students’
object marking correlated positively with their grade point
average in Lithuanian language and literature lessons. It is
assumed that this mark reveals not only how well students
know the Lithuanian language, but also how well they are able
to produce texts and how well they read compulsory
Lithuanian literature (it should be recalled that in the
sociolinguistic questionnaire students were asked only how
often they read fiction in Lithuanian for their own pleasure,
not in preparation for the lessons). Thus, students whose
knowledge and skills of Lithuanian language and literature
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were rated higher marked an object in Lithuanian more
correctly, both when performing the third EIT and in the
narrative writing task.

The research results allow to better understand what determines the
correctness of GREL students’ object marking in Lithuanian and to
make assumptions about the formation of grammatical competence
and the factors determining it. The results of the study also
complement other research on UBT, language acquisition or
bilingualism. It should be noted, however, that the research described
in the dissertation focuses only on the correctness of object marking
governed by a verb. This is one of the many elements of Lithuanian
grammar. Thus, in order to investigate what determines the
grammatical correctness of the Lithuanian language of students of
GREL or other national minority schools, attention should be paid to
other morphological, syntactic or morphosyntactic aspects of the
Lithuanian language as well. It should also be remembered that in the
described research a convenient (rather than representative) sample of
respondents was chosen for the analysis: 179 Vilnius GREL third
grade students took part in the study. In order to get a solid answer to
the question of what determines the correctness of object marking or
other grammatical units in Lithuanian when this language is not the
main language of instruction in their school, more participants of
different ages attending schools not only in Vilnius should be included
in the study. However, the dissertation describes the research and
draws conclusions that form the basis for further research. The results
of the research may be of interest not only to researchers, but also to
teachers of national minority schools and representatives of
educational policy.
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SANTRAUKA
1. DISERTACIOS AKTUALUMAS IR NAUJUMAS

Sioje disertacijoje analizuojama, kaip gimnazijy rusy ugdomaja
kalba (toliau — GRUK) moksleiviai reiskia objekta lietuviy kalba.
Nelietuvisky mokykly moksleiviy lietuviy kalbos jsisavinimas ir
raisSka néra placiai tirti. Lietuviy kalbos kaip svetimosios, valstybinés
ir kaip gimtosios mokymo situacija Lietuvos mokyklose yra
analizavusios Loreta Vilkiené (2006), Vilija Saliené¢ ir Vilkiené
(2006). Taip pat nagrinéti ir su gimtakalbiy gebéjimais lyginti
nelietuvisky mokykly moksleiviy raSymo gebéjimai (Vilkiene 2007).
Bendrgjj lietuviy kalbos mokéjimo lygj ir jo sasajas su kalbinémis
nuostatomis ir motyvacija mokytis lietuviy kalbos gimnazijose
lietuviy, rusy ir lenky ugdomosiomis kalbomis tyré Vilniaus
universiteto Taikomosios kalbotyros instituto mokslininkés Vilkiené,
Laura Vilkaité-Lozdiené ir Justina Bruzaité-Liseckiené (2019).
Vytauto DidZiojo universitete Lauros Cubajevaités apginta disertacija,
kurioje pateikiamas Kauno mokykly, tarp jy ir mokykly rusy
ugdomaja kalba, sociolingvistinis paveikslas, sutelkiant démesj i
etninés tapatybeés ir kalbos santykj (Cubajevaité 2013). Gimtakalbiy ir
negimtakalbiy mokiniy lietuviy kalbos mokéjimo kokybe analizavo
Vilkiené (2019). Daugiau tyrimy, sutelkty j lietuviy kalbos mokéjimo,
ypaC gramatikos, ypatybes nelietuviskose mokyklose, disertacijos
autorei néra zinoma, taigi $i sritis yra mazai tyrinéta.

Tautiniy mazumy moksleiviai, gyvenantys Lietuvoje, su lietuviy
kalba susiduria dar vaikystéje, lietuviy kalba neiSvengiamai juos supa.
Be to, tautiniy mazumy moksleiviai laiko tokj patj valstybinj lietuviy
kalbos brandos egzaming kaip ir moksleiviai, kurie baigia mokyklas
lietuviy ugdomgja kalba. Vadinasi, Svietimo politiky yra daroma
prielaida, kad tautiniy mazumy moksleiviy lietuviy kalbos mokéjimas
yra priartéjes prie gimtakalbiy. Vis délto disertacijos autorés poziiiriu,
ne vienas aspektas rodo, kad tautiniy mazumy moksleiviy negalima
traktuoti kaip tipiSky lietuviy kalbos gimtakalbiy. Pirmiausia tautiniy
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mazumy gimnazijy moksleiviai didel¢ dalj laiko yra ugdomi tautinés
mazumos kalba. Taip pat, kaip rodo Vilkienés, Vilkaités-Lozdienés ir
Bruzaités-Liseckienés (2019) tyrimo ir Sioje disertacijoje aprasomo
tyrimo dalyviy sociolingvistiniy ankety duomenys, didzioji dalis
tautiniy mazumy moksleiviy namuose, socialiniuose tinkluose,
bendraudami su draugais ir kitur dazniausiai vartoja ne lietuviy, o
lenky ar rusy kalba. Sociolingvistiniy ankety duomenys atskleidé ir
tai, kad daugelis GRUK moksleiviy savo gimtaja (toliau — K1) taip pat
laiko ne lietuviy, o rusy kalba. Taigi, spétina, kad tautiniy mazumy
moksleivius galima laikyti dvikalbiais ar daugiakalbiais, kuriy
gyvenime vis délto vyrauja ne lietuviy, o tautinés mazumos kalbos.
Skiriasi ir GRUK moksleiviy ir gimnazijy lietuviy ugdomaja kalba
moksleiviy lietuviy kalbos mokéjimas. Pavyzdziui, jau minétas
Vilkienés, Vilkaités-Lozdienés ir Bruzaités-Liseckienés (2019)
tyrimas parodé, kad gimnazijy ugdomaja lietuviy kalba moksleiviy
lietuviy kalbos lingvistiné kompetencija yra auksStesné negu tautiniy
mazumy moksleiviy. Be to, kaip teigia disertacijos autorés kalbinti
GRUK mokytojai, lietuviy kalbos raiskos klausimai, keliantys
sunkumy GRUK moksleiviams, skiriasi nuo gimnazijy lietuviy
ugdomaja kalba moksleiviams kylanciy lietuviy kalbos vartosenos
problemy. Visa tai leidzia manyti, kad tautiniy mazumy moksleiviy
lietuviy kalbos raiska laikytina kalbos jsisavinimo! dvikalbystés
situacijoje tyrimy klausimu, artimesniu svetimyjy kalby jsisavinimo
problemoms.

Apskritai lietuviy kalbos kaip svetimosios (toliau — K2) gramatiniy
ypatybiy jsisavinimui, kai jos mokosi uzsienieciai, lietuviy tyréjai yra
skyre daugiau démesio negu lietuviy kalbos gramatinei kompetencijai
tautiniy mazumy mokykly kontekste. Bene daugiausia tirtas lietuviy

1 Nors lietuviy kalbotyroje jprasta jsisavinimu vadinti vaiky gimtosios kalbos
iSmokima, Sioje disertacijoje, kaip ir daugelyje uZsienio tyrimy, jsisavinimo
(angl. acquisition) ir i$mokimo (angl. learning) terminai vartojami
sinonimiskai (plg. Bybee 2008, Phakiti, 2014 ir kt.).
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K2 gramatiniy kategorijy jsisavinimas. ISsamig veiksmazodzio formy
— asmens, laiko ir nuosakos kategorijy, jsisavinimo sekos analiz¢ yra
atlikusi Jogilé Teresa Ramonaité (2015, 2017), veiksmazodZzio
iSmokimas leksiniu ir gramatiniu poziiiriu analizuotas ir Kristinos
Brazaités (2015) magistro darbe. Taip pat tirtas ir lietuviy K2
vardazodZzio gramatiniy kategorijy jsisavinimas. Linksnio kategorija
tyré ir jos raiskos klaidy analizg atliko Ineta DabaSinskiené ir Laura
Cubajevaité (2009, taip pat plg. Savickiené 2006), linksnio kategorijos
jsisavinimui skirtas ir Emos Tolkaciovaités magistro darbas (2020).
Justina Bruzaité-Liseckiené (2017) yra tyrusi daiktavardzio giminés
atpazinimo klausimus. Kaip daiktavardzio giming jsisavina dvi
mokiniy grupés — kuriy K1 kaip ir lietuviy kalboje yra gramatiné
giminés kategorija ir kuriy K1 daiktavardziai giminés neperteikia,
analizavo Simona Maciukaité (2012) ir kt. Taigi i klausima, kaip
negimtakalbiai jsisavina lietuviy kaip K2 gramatinés raiSkos
ypatumus, telkiama vis daugiau démesio, tacCiau pasakytina, kad
tyrimy néra daug.

Sioje disertacijoje taip pat analizuojami lietuviy kalbos gramatinés
sistemos jsisavinimo klausimai. Tiriama GRUK mokiniy gramatiné
kompetencija, kuri yra viena sudedamyjy komunikacinés kalbinés
kompetencijos, reikalingos tam, kad kalbos vartotojas gebéty tinkamai
perduoti zinig, daliy (plg. BEKM 2008: 150). Gramatikos raiska
negimtakalbiams (prie kuriy lietuviy kalbos pozitiriu priskirtina
didzioji dalis tautiniy mazumy gimnazijy moksleiviy) yra sudétinga
uzduotis, o kartais ir nemenkas i$§ukis (DeKeyser 2005, Frishkoff,
Levin, Pavlik, Idemaru, Jong 2008: 1665, Artunduaga Cuellar 2013).
Bene viena sudétingiausiai jsisavinamy kalbos sri¢iy yra
morfosintaksé. Morfemos ir jy funkcijos néra tokios ryskios
(angl. salient) kaip fonologiniai ar leksiniai vienetai (plg. Mackey,
Gass, McDonough 2000), taigi yra ir sunkiau jsisavinamos (plg. Ellis
2015: 54, Gass, Spinner, Behney 2018).

Sioje disertacijoje démesys sutelkiamas biitent j morfosintakse.
Vienas i§ kompleksiniy morfosintaksiniy rysiy atvejy lietuviy kalboje
— objekto raiSka linksniais, valdomais veiksmazodziy. Kaip atskleidé
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Dabasinskienés ir Cubajevaités (2009: 51) tyrimas, suaugusieji
lietuviy K2 mokiniai daznai néra tvirtai iSmoke, kokiy linksniy
reikalauja skirtingi veiksmazodziai. Sioje disertacijoje siekiama istirti,
kaip GRUK moksleiviai, kuriy didziajai daliai lietuviy kalba néra K1,
taCiau ji pradéta jsisavinti dar vaikystéje ar ankstyvoje paauglystéje,
reiskia objekta linksniais, valdomais veiksmazodziy. Lietuviy kalbos
veiksmazodziai gali valdyti keturis objekta perteikiancius linksnius —
kilmininka, galininka, naudininkg ir jnagininka (DLKG 1994, PLKG
2019), taciau aiSkios sistemos, kuria remiantis biity galima jvardyti
veiksmazodziy grupes, valdancias viena i§ galimy linksniy, néra,
paskiri veiksmazodziai sudaro savitas morfosintaksines konstrukcijas.
O tai dar labiau apsunkina $ios raiskos jsisavinima.

I Sig problema disertacijoje zZvelgiama i$ vartojimu grjstos teorijos
(toliau — VGT) (angl. Usage-Based Theory) perspektyvos. Zymiausiy
teorijos atstovy Michaelo Tomasello (2003) ir Joan’0s Bybee (2008)
teigiama, kad kalbiné patirtis, o ne jgimtos abstrakcios taisyklés
formuoja K2. Taigi VGT poziiriu tikslingje kalboje vartojamy
konstrukcijy daznumas daro jtaka tam, kaip greitai ir efektyviai jos yra
jsisavinamos, o K1 ir K2 sgveikauja tarpusavyje mentalingje kalby
reprezentacijoje. Vartojimu grjsta kalbos jsisavinimo teorija pasiremta
atlieckant ne vieng lietuviy kalbos kaip K1 jsisavinimo tyrima
(plg. Kamandulyté 2009, DabaSinskiené ir Kamandulyté-
Merfeldiené 2014, Kavaliauskaité 2016 ir kt.) ar tiriant lietuviy kalbos
kaip K1 vartojimo tendencijas (plg. DabaSinskiené 2009,
Kovalevskaite 2014, Seskauskiené ir Zilinskaité-Sinkaniené 2015,
Kamandulyté-Merfeldiené ir Balcitniené 2016 ir kt.). Vis délto
vartojimu grista kalbos jsisavinimo teorija analizuojant lietuviy kaip
K2 raiska pasitelkiama kur kas reciau (plg. Vilkiené¢ 2019). Taciau
uzsienio tyrimy, sutelkty j K1 ir K2 jsisavinimg i§ vartojimu grjstos
kalbos jsisavinimo teorijos perspektyvos esama zZymiai daugiau (plg.
Tomasello 2005, Bybee 2008, Dabrowska 2008, Ellis, Brook
O’Donell, Romer 2015, ir kt.). Disertacijos tyrimas, kuriame
analizuojama lietuviy kalbos objekto raiSka rusakalbiy gimnazisty
produkcijoje vartojimu gristos kalbos jsisavinimo teorijos poziiiriu,
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leidzia ne tik atsakyti i tam tikrus klausimus, susijusius su lietuviy
kalbos kaip K2 wvartotojy gramatine kompetencija dvikalbystés
situacijoje, bet ir papildo vartojimu grista kalbos jsisavinimo teorija
paremtus tyrimus, kuriy Siandien dar néra uztektinai (plg. Zyzik
2009: 54), kad buty galima atsakyti } visus su teorija susijusius
klausimus.

2. DISERTACIJOS OBJEKTAS, TIKSLAS IR UZDAVINIAI

Taigi, $io darbo objektas — objekto raiska lietuviy kalba GRUK
moksleiviy kalbinéje produkcijoje. Keliamas tikslas analizuoti tik tam
tikra objekto tipg — objekta, reiSkiamg linksniu, kurj wvaldo
veiksmazodis (taigi netiriamas, pavyzdziui, neapibrézto kiekio
kilmininkas, adresato naudininkas? ir kt.). Disertacijos tikslas —
remiantis vartojimu grjsta kalbos jsisavinimo teorija, i$analizuoti
lietuviy kalbos veiksmazodziy valdomo objekto raiska rusakalbiy
gimnazisty produkcijoje ir nustatyti, kiek ji atitinka kalbos sistema, o
kiek nukrypsta nuo jos, ir nustatyti, kokie lingvistiniai veiksniai —
kalbiniy vienety daznumas ir produktyvumas bei rusy kalbos jtaka —
ir kokie sociolingvistiniai veiksniai — lietuviy kalbos jsisavinimo
amzius, lietuviy kalbos vartojimo jpro¢iai — lemia S$ios raiskos
nuokrypius nuo sistemos arba sistemos atitikima. Toliau disertacijoje
pasirinkta lietuviy kalbos sistema atitinkancius raiSkos atvejus
santykiskai vadinti taisyklinga objekto raiska, 0 nuokrypius nuo
sistemos — netaisyklinga objekto raiska.

Tikslui pasiekti keliami Sie uzdaviniai:

1.Istirti, koks rySys yra tarp veiksmazodzio, kuris valdo objekto
linksnj, vartosenos daznumo ir moksleiviy lictuviy kalbos objekto

2 Primintina, kad disertacijoje démesys sutelkiamas j morfosintaksinius
rysius, o tokie objekto raiskos atvejai kaip neapibrézto kiekio kilmininkas ar
adresato naudininkas yra susij¢ Su platesne semantine informacija.
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raiskos taisyklingumo. Remiantis VGT, daroma prielaida, kad
konstrukcijos, kuriose linksnj valdo daZnesnés vartosenos
veiksmazodziai, bus geriau jsitvirtinusios GRUK moksleiviy
kalbinése reprezentacijose ir todél jose objektas bus reiSkiamas
taisyklingiau.

2.Palyginti objekto raiskos skirtingais lietuviy kalbos linksniais
taisyklinguma ir nustatyti, kuriais linksniais objektas reiSkiamas
taisyklingiau. Daroma prielaida, kad tiriamieji objekta reiks
taisyklingiau su dazniau lietuviy kalboje vartojamais linksniais. Be to,
sickiama patikrinti, ar daznos vartosenos linksniy formos
nekonkuruoja su retesnés vartosenos linksniais, kuriuos valdo
konkretus veiksmazodis, t. y. iStirti, ar dazniau lietuviy kalboje
vartojami linksniai neuzima retesniy linksniy vietos reiskiant objekta.

3.Nustatyti santyk] tarp lietuviy kalbos daiktavardziy linksniuociy
produktyvumo ir rusakalbiy gimnazisty lietuviy kalbos objekto
raiSkos taisyklingumo. Keliant §j uzdavinj taip pat daroma prielaida,
kad produktyvesniy linksniuo¢iy daiktavardziy galinés GRUK
moksleiviy atliktyse bus vartojamos sistemiskiau, taigi ir kels maziau
sunkumy reiskiant objekta tinkamu linksniu.

4. Atsakyti | klausimg, kieck GRUK moksleiviy objekto raiskos
lietuviy kalba taisyklingumas susijes su galima rusy kalbos jtaka.
Daroma prielaida, kad dél K1 ir K2 sgveikos konstrukcijose, kuriose
veiksmazodis lietuviy ir rusy kalboje valdo ta patj linksnj, objektas
lietuviy kalba bus reiSkiamas taisyklingiau negu konstrukcijose,
kuriose lietuviy ir rusy kalbos veiksmazodziy valdymo sistema néra
ekvivalentiska.

S5.Istirti, kaip moksleiviy lietuviy kalbos jsisavinimo amzius ir
lietuviy kalbos vartojimo jprociai (bendravimas lietuviy kalba,
lietuvisky teksty klausymas ar skaitymas ir kt.) susij¢ su objekto
raiskos taisyklingumu. Daroma prielaida, kad anksciau lietuviy kalba
pradéjusiy jsisavinti ir dazniau ja jvairiuose kalbiniuose kontekstuose
vartojanciy, kitaip tariant, daugiau kalbinés patirties turinCiy
moksleiviy gramatin¢ kompetencija bus tvirtesne.
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3. TIRIAMOJI MEDZIAGA IR METODAI

Tyrimas buvo vykdomas 2019 mety kova ir balandj keturiose
Vilniaus gimnazijose, kuriose pagrindiné ugdomoji kalba yra rusy. |
tyrima pasirinkta jtraukti tik treciy gimnazijy klasiy moksleivius. Tokj
pasirinkimg 1émé kelios priezastys. Pirmiausia, tyrimo dalyviams jau
yra sukake 16 mety, taigi jie patys galéjo apsispresti, ar nori dalyvauti
disertacijoje aprasomame tyrime. Be to, kaip jau minétas Vilkienés et
al. (2019) tyrimas atskleidé, treciy gimnazijy klasiy moksleiviai, kurie
mokykloje ugdomi rusy kalba, yra pasicke auksta lietuviy kalbos
mokéjimo lygj. Si aplinkybé leidzia istirti, kaip objektas yra
reiSkiamas lietuviy kalba tada, kai moksleiviy lingvistiné
kompetencija jau yra susiformavusi, o ne dar yra formuojama. I§ viso
tyrime dalyvavo 179 moksleiviai, lankantys keturias skirtingas GRUK
Vilniuje. Sudaryta patogioji tiriamyjy imtis®. Nors tokia imtis
nebitinai reprezentuoja visa populiacija (Muijs 2004: 40—41), tikétina,
kad taikant statistinés analizés metodus ji gali atskleisti tendencijas.

Disertacijos autorés buvo nuspresta analizuoti ne laisva tiriamyjy
sakytine ar rasyting produkcija lietuviy kalba, bet parengti komplekta
uzduocCiy, kuriy atliktys ir buty tiriamoji medziaga. Toks duomeny
rinkimo biidas pasirinktas dél keliy priezasciy. Pirmiausia specialiai
parengtos konkreCios uzduotys skatina raiska, j kurig sutelkiamas
tyrimo démesys, o laisvoje sakytingje ar rasytinéje produkcijoje dél
konteksto ar riboty ziniy tiriamasis galéty Sios raiSkos iSvengti. Taip
pat tikslinés tyrimo uzduotys sudarytos taip, kad biity galima valdyti
lingvistinius veiksnius, kurie gali daryti jtakos objekto raiskai lietuviy
kalba. Toks tyrimo duomeny rinkimo btidas leidzia kryptingai siekti
tyrimo tikslo. Taigi tyrimo uzduo¢iy komplekta sudaré trys paskatinto
pakartojimo testai (toliau — PPT) ir raSytinio pasakojimo pagal
paveiksléliy seka uzduotis (toliau — pasakojimo kairimo uzduotis). Be

3 Patogioji imtis — tai netikimybinis tyrimo dalyviy atrankos metodas, kai j
tyrimg jtraukiama lengviausiai pasiekiama populiacijos dalis.
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to, buvo parengtas ir sociolingvistinis klausimynas, kuriuo buvo
siekiama suzinoti, kada tiriamieji pradéjo susidurti su lietuviy kalba ir
kaip daznai §ig kalbg vartoja.

Surinkti tyrimo duomenys buvo analizuojami kiekybiniais ir
kokybiniais metodais. Tiriamoji medZiaga apdorota naudojantis Excel
lentelinémis skai¢iuoklémis ir R programa (R Core Team 2013).
Disertacijoje pasitelkiami apraSomosios statistikos ir iSvady statistikos
metodai (tiesiniai misrieji modeliai (angl. Linear Mixed-Effects
Models) (toliau — TMM) ir apibendrinti tiesiniai miSrieji modeliai
(angl. Generalized Linear Mixed-Effects Models) (toliau — ATMM)).
Taip pat darbe taikomas klaidy analizés metodas, kuriuo remiantis
objekto raiSkos klaidos analizuojamos tiek kiekybiskai, tiek
kokybiskai.

4. DARBO STRUKTURA

Darba sudaro teoriné ir tiriamoji dalys. Teoringje dalyje pirmiausia
apzvelgiama, kas mokslininky yra laikoma gimtaja, o kas — svetimaja
kalba, taip pat aptariama dvikalbystés savoka ir tipologija. Toliau
apzvelgiama VGT ir konstrukcijy jsisavinimo, vartosenos daznumo
jtakos kalbos jsisavinimui klausimai ir j juos sutelkti tyrimai.
Treciame teorinés dalies skyriuje pristatomi skirtingi pozitiriai | K1
jtakag K2, apzvelgiami Sios srities tyrimai. Galiausiai ketvirtame
skyriuje aptariamos objekto raiSkos linksniu, valdomu veiksmazodzio,
lietuviy kalboje ypatybés.

Tiriamoji dalis pradedama tyrimo metodikos apraSymu: aptariami
tirlamosios  medziagos rinkimo  jrankiai  (sociolingvistinis
klausimynas, PPT ir pasakojimo kirimo uzduotis), apzvelgiami
tyrimo duomeny analizés metodai — regresine analize gristi TMM ir
ATMM, klaidy analizé, pateikiama tyrimo dalyviy charakteristika ir
apraSoma tyrimo eiga. Toliau disertacijoje analizuojama tiriamoji
medziaga. Visy pirma, aprasomi 1 PPT rezultatai, remiantis ATMM
analize, atsakoma ] klausimg, kaip su objekto raiSka susijes
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veiksmazodzio vartosenos daznumas ir jy valdomas linksnis,
aprasoma 1 PPT klaidy analizé. Antra, analizuojami 2 PPT rezultatai,
taip pat pasitelkus ATMM, atsakoma j klausimg, ar objekto raiskos
taisyklingumui jtaka daro daiktavardzio, kuriuo reiSkiamas objektas,
linksniuoté, aprasoma 2 PPT klaidy analizé. Trecia, apraSoma 3 PPT
rezultaty analizé, pirmiausia aptariami ATMM rezultatai,
analizuojama rusy kalbos linksnio valdymo sistemos jtaka objekto
raiskai lietuviy kalba, atliekama 3 PPT klaidy analizé. Ketvirta,
analizuojama objekto raiska pasakojimo kiirimo uzduotyje, veiksniai,
lemiantys S§ios raiSkos taisyklinguma, atliekama klaidy analizé.
Penkta, apibendrinami trijy PPT ir pasakojimo kiirimo uzduoties
analizés rezultatai. Galiausiai pasitelkus TMM, analizuojama
sociolingvistiniy veiksniy jtaka GRUK moksleiviy objekto raiskai
lietuviy kalba.

Disertacijos pabaigoje pateikiamos tyrimo iSvados, 176 pozicijy
literatliros sgraSas bei 8 priedai, kuriuose pateikiami tiriamosios
medziagos rinkimo jrankiai. Darbe yra 30 lenteliy ir 39 paveikslai.

5. GINAMIEJI TEIGINIAI

1. Egzistuoja reikSminga priklausomybé tarp to, kiek tikslinés
grupés objekto raiska atitinka lietuviy kalbos sistema, ir to, kiek dazna
yra objekto linksnj valdancio veiksmazodzio vartosena.

2. Reiskiant objekta daznos vartosenos linksniy formos gali
konkuruoti su retesnés vartosenos linksniais, kuriuos valdo konkretus
veiksmazodis, t. y. daZnesnés vartosenos linksniais objektas gali biiti
reiskiamas nepaisant veiksmazodzio reikalaujamo linksnio.

3. Produktyviausios linksniuotés daiktavardziais reiSkiamas
objektas labiausiai atitinka objekto raiSkos lietuviy kalba sistemg.

4. Sutampancios lietuviy ir rusy kalbos sistemos pastiprina
rusakalbiy gimnazisty kompetencija reiksti objekta lietuviy kalba, o
sistemy skirtumai $ios raiskos jsisavinimg apsunkina.
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5. Ne visi sociolingvistiniai veiksniai daro vienodai reik§mingg
itaka objekto raiskai lietuviy kalba. Vis délto ankstyvoji vienalaike
dvikalbysté Siuo aspektu vaidina itin svarby vaidmenj formuojantis
tikslinei gramatinés kompetencijos sriciai.

6. ISVADOS

Pasitelkus statistinius regresine analize gristus bei klaidy analizés
metodus, iSanalizuota objekto raiSka trijuose PPT (paskatinto
pakartojimo testuose) ir pasakojimo kiarimo uzduotyje, nustatyti
lingvistiniai veiksniai, darantys jtakos objekto raiskos taisyklingumui.
Remiantis sociolingvistinio klausimyno duomenimis ir objekto
raiSkos taisyklingumu treCiajame PPT, kurj atlikto visi tyrimo
dalyviai, bei pasakojimo kurimo uzduotyje, iSsiaiskinta, kurie
sociolingvistiniai veiksniai turi jtakos tam, kaip taisyklingai
moksleiviai reiskia objekta. Apibendrinus statistinés ir klaidy analizés
rezultatus, daromos Sios iSvados.

1. GRUK moksleiviy PPT ir pasakojimo kiirimo uzduoties
atliktys rodo, kad objekto raiska lietuviy kalba néra iki galo
jsisavinta. Vidutiniskai 55,3 proc. objekto raiskos trijuose PPT
atitiko lietuviy kalbos sistema, taigi beveik pusé moksleiviams
pateikty PPT konstrukcijy, kuriose buvo reiskiamas objektas,
moksleiviams kélé sunkumy (buvo daromos linksnio, linksniavimo
paradigmos vartojimo, galtiniy raSybos klaidos, kartais tikslinés
konstrukcijos i§vis nebuvo uzraSomos). Kai moksleiviai kiré
pasakojimg pagal paveikslélius, taigi galéjo laisviau rinktis raiska,
i§ visy pavartoty konstrukcijy, kuriose jie reiské objekta,
taisyklingy buvo 81 procentas. Vis délto Sie rezultatai rodo, kad
GRUK vartojamos veiksmazodzio ir jo valdomo objekto
konstrukcijos kartais nukrypsta nuo lietuviy kalbos sistemos.

2. Vienas i§ svarbiy lingvistiniy veiksniy, lemianciy, kaip
GRUK moksleiviai reiskia objekta lietuviy kalba yra
veiksmazodzio, valdancio objekta perteikiant] linksnj, vartosenos
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daznumas. Kaip parodé ATMM (apibendrinty tiesiniy misriyjy
modeliy) analizé, GRUK moksleiviai, atlikdami 1 PPT objekta su
daznesnés vartosenos veiksmazodziais reiSké  statistiSkai
reikSmingai  taisyklingiau negu su retesnés vartosenos
veiksmazodziais. Pasakojimo kiirimo uzduotyje veiksmazodzio
daznumas daré teigiamg poveikj objekto su veiksmazodziais,
valdanciais naudininko linksnj, raiskai. Likusiuose PPT, kuriuose
veiksmazodzio vartosenos daznumas nebuvo subalansuotas,
ATMM analizé jo jtakos objekto raiSkai neatskleidé. Taigi
remiantis 1 PPT ir pasakojimo ktirimo uzduoties ATMM analizés
rezultatais, daroma priclaida, kad su retesnés vartosenos
veiksmazodziais sudaromy konstrukcijy morfosintaksiné struktiira
dar néra gerai jsitvirtinusi GRUK moksleiviy kalbinéje
reprezentacijoje. Sie rezultatai atspindi VGT (vartojimu grjstos
teorijos), i kuria buvo atsiremiama disertacijoje apraSomame
tyrime, keliamas idéjas apie teigiamg vartosenos daznumo poveikj
kalbiniy konstrukcijy jsisavinimui.

3. Pasitelkus ATMM trijy PPT ir pasakojimo kiirimo uzduoties
rezultatams analizuoti, nustatytas nevienodas veiksmazodZzio
valdomo linksnio poveikis objekto raiskos taisyklingumui
skirtingose uzduotyse. Atlieckant 1 PPT GRUK moksleiviy
galimybeé taisyklingai reiksti objekta statistiSkai reikSmingai iSaugo
tada, kai objektas buvo reiSkiamas su veiksmazodziais, valdanciais
kilmininko linksnj, ji lyginant su objekto raiSka jnagininko
linksniu. Vis délto 2 PPT, kurio stimule objektas buvo
perteikiamas jvairiy linksniavimo paradigmy daiktavardziais,
nebuvo galima iSskirti vieno dominuojancio linksnio
taisyklingesnés objekto raiSkos pozitriu. Objekta reiskiant
skirtingy linksniuo¢iy daiktavardziais jvairiai pasiskirsté ir
objekto, vartojamo su skirtingus linksnius  valdanciais
veiksmazodziais, raiSkos taisyklingumas. 3 PPT rezultaty ATMM
analiz¢ parodé, kad objekts, reiSkiama su lietuviy kalbos
veiksmazodziais, valdanciais jnagininko linksnj, moksleiviai
vartojo taisyklingiau negu su veiksmazodziais, valdanciais
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galininko linksnj. Vis délto, kai ty paciy lietuvisky veiksmazodziy
atitikmenys rusy kalboje valdé jnagininko linksnj, moksleiviai daré
daugiau objekto raiskos klaidy, negu kai veiksmazodziy
atitikmenys rusy kalboje valdé galininko linksnj. Pasakojimo
kiirimo uzduoties rezultaty ATMM parodé, kad moksleiviai turéjo
didesne galimybe reiksti objekta taisyklingai su veiksmaZzodziais,
valdanciais kilmininko linksnj, lyginant Sig raiSka su naudininko
linksniu. Remiantis 1 PPT ir pasakojimo kiirimo uzduoties analizés
rezultatais, biity galima jzvelgti tam tikras taisyklingesnés objekto
raiSkos dazniausiu lietuviy kalboje kilmininko linksniu
tendencijas. Vis délto atsizvelgus j likusiy PPT analizés rezultatus,
tvirty iSvady apie tai, kad objekto raiska kuriuo nors linksniu
lietuviy kalboje GRUK moksleiviai yra jsisaving tvirCiau, daryti
nebtity galima. Disertacijoje apraSomas tyrimas parodé, kad
objekto raiskos su veiksmazodziais, valdanciais skirtingus
linksnius, taisyklingumas yra stipriai susijgs su kitais lingvistiniais
veiksniais.

4. Objekto raiskos taisyklingumui jtakos turi objekta
perteikiancio daiktavardzio linksniuoté. Atlikus ATMM isaiskéjo,
kad atlikdami 2 PPT ir pasakojimo kiirimo uzduotj moksleiviai
dazniausiai objektg su -(i)a linksniuotés daiktavardziais reiSké
taisyklingiau negu su kai kuriy kity linksniuo¢iy daiktavardziais.
Pavyzdziui, pasakojimo kiirimo uzduotyje moksleiviai reik§mingai
daugiau klaidy (tiek linksnio, tiek linksniavimo paradigmos, tiek
rasybos klaidy) daré reik§dami objekta, kuris yra perteikiamas -¢ ir
-(i)u linksniuoc¢iy negu -(i)a linksniuotés daiktavardziais. 2 PPT
rezultatai atskleidé, kad daiktavardzio linksniuotés jtaka objekto
raiSkai néra vienodai paveiki objekta reiSkiant skirtingy
linksniavimo paradigmy daiktavardziais: objekta perteikiant su
veiksmazodziais, valdanciais galininko linksnj, reik§mingai
daugiau klaidy negu -(i)a linksniuotés atveju moksleiviai daré
vartodami visy likusiy (-(i)o, -(i)u, -é ir -i) linksniuociy
daiktavardzius, tacCiau objekta reiSkiant Kkilmininko linksniu,
objektas -(i)a linksniuotés daiktavardziais buvo reiSkiamas
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reikSmingai  taisyklingiau tik negu -(i)Ju linksniuotés
daiktavardziais, o reiSkiant objekta naudininko linksniu — tik negu
-i linksniuotés daiktavardziu. Kai objektas buvo reiskiamas
jnagininko linksniu daiktavardzio linksniuoté reikSmingos jtakos
objekto raiskai neturéjo. Visy trijy PPT ir pasakojimo kiirimo
uzduoties klaidy analizé taip pat atskleidé, kad biitent linksniavimo
paradigmos klaidy reiSkiant objekta padaugéjo tada, kai objektas
buvo reiskiamas ne tik pirmos (1 PPT ir 3 PPT), bet ir likusiy
linksniavimo paradigmy (2 PPT ir pasakojimo kiirimo uzduotyje)
daiktavardziais. Pastebétina, kad  daugiausia =~ LKZE
(Elektroniniame Lietuviy kalbos Zodyno leidime) daiktavardziy yra
butent -(i)a linksniuotés, taip pat §i linksniuoté yra dazniausiai
pasitelkiama sudarant naujus lietuviy kalbos  Zodzius
(plg. Kamandulyté-Merfeldiené 2010), taigi ji yra produktyviausia.
Produktyvumo Kriterijus ir galéjo lemti tai, kad objekto raiska Sios
linksniuotés daiktavardziais daznai i$siskyré kaip taisyklingesné
lyginant ja su kity linksniuo¢iy daiktavardziais. Vis délto
pastebétina ir tai, kad universalios daiktavardziy, sudaromy
pasitelkus skirtingas linksniavimo paradigmas, Zodziy gausos
LKZE ir objekto raiskos taisyklingumo rysis disertacijoje
aprasomame tyrime nebuvo atskleistas, nes sudarytas alternatyvus
pristatytajam 6.2.1. skyriuje ATMM, j kurj jtrauktas logaritmiSkai
transformuotas skirtingy linksniavimo paradigmy daZnumas
LKZE, reikimingo $io daZnumo poveikio objekto raiskos
taisyklingumui nerodé. Analizéje iSryskéjo tik produktyviausios
daiktavardziy linksniuotés pranasumas kity linksniuoc€iy atzvilgiu
reiSkiant objekta.

5. Atlikus objekto raiskos trijuose PPT ir pasakojimo kiirimo
uzduotyje klaidy analizg, paaiskéjo, kad kai moksleiviai klydo
priskirdami veiksmaZzodZio valdomam objektui netinkamg linksnj,
dazniausiai jie vartojo pagrindinius lietuviy kalbos linksnius:
kilmininko, vardininko ir galininko, kur kas rec¢iau — periferinius
(naudininko, jnagininko, labai retai vietininko ar net
$auksmininko). Si tendencija taip pat pagrindzia VGT mintj, kad
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daznesnés vartosenos formos yra lengviau jsisavinamos ir
linkstamos dazniau vartoti, o kaip rodo disertacijoje aprasomo
tyrimo rezultatai, jas linkstama pasitelkti ir tada, kai kalbos
vartotojo kompetencija tam tikros raiSkos pozitiriu néra tvirta.

6. 3 PPT ATMM analiz¢ ir pasakojimo kiirimo uzduoties klaidy
analizé atskleidé, kad rusy kalba daro jtaka GRUK moksleiviy
objekto raiSkai lietuviy kalba. Atlikdami 3 PPT, kuris buvo
sutelktas | galimo rusy kalbos linksnio valdymo sistemos
perkélimo | lietuviy kalba klausima, moksleiviai objekta su
veiksmazodziais, kuriy linksnio valdymo sistema lietuviy ir rusy
kalbose yra ekvivalentiska, reiské statistiSkai reikSmingai
taisyklingiau negu su veiksmazodziais, valdanciais skirtingus
linksnius minétose kalbose. Didel¢ dalj (64 proc.) linksnio
vartojimo klaidy, kurias padaré GRUK moksleiviai, kurdami
pasakojimus pagal paveiksléliy seka, buvo galima paaiskinti kaip
rusy kalbos linksnio valdymo sistemos ir linksnio raiskos ypatybiy
perkélima | objekto raiska lietuviy kalba. Taigi tyrimo rezultatai
rodo, kad rusy kalba, kaip dominuojanti GRUK moksleiviy
gyvenime, veikia raiska lietuviy kalba. Vis délto primintina, kad
bandomasis 3 PPT sakiniy vertimas, atliktas 10 klasés mokyklos
ugdomaja rusy kalba moksleiviy, parodé, kad kai kuriais atvejais
objekto raiska rusy kalba yra veikiama lietuviy kalbos. Tai rodo,
kad rusy ir lietuviy kalbas jvaldziusiy moksleiviy kalbinj
repertuarg sudaranciy kalby sgveika néra vienakrypté, o abipusé.
Taciau atsakius j klausima, kad objekto raiska lietuviy kalba yra
veikiama rusy kalbos linksnio valdymo sistemos, kyla kity
abejoniy. Pavyzdziui, kaip parodé moksleiviy atliktys, vartojant
vienas konstrukcijas rusy kalba objekto raiska lietuviy kalba veikia
didesne dalj moksleiviy, o kitas konstrukcijas — mazesn¢ dalj
tirlamyjy. Taigi tirtina ir tai, kas nulemia §ias tendencijas.

7. GRUK moksleiviy objekto raiska lietuviy kalba stipriai veiké
ir tyrimo dalyviy raSybos jgudziai. Pirmiausia iSryskéjo
nesusiformaves moksleiviy jgiidis rasyti nosines raides vartojant
daiktavardzio vienaskaitos galininko formas. Kitais atvejais
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duomeny analiz¢ atskleidé susiformavusj netinkama jgiidj nosines
raides rasyti Zodzio gale, net kai raSybos taisyklés to nereikalauja,
pavyzdziui, vartojant daiktavardziy vienaskaitos jnagininko
linksnj. Neretai reiSkiant objekta morfologiné¢ raSyba buvo
kei¢iama fonetine raSyba, pasitaiké ir balsio ilginimo ar
dvibalsinimo atvejy, kuriuos galima sieti su rusy kalbos tarties
sistemai budingy ypatybiy perkélimu | lietuviy kalba. Vis délto
didzioji dalis $iy klaidy budingos ir mokykly ugdomaja lietuviy
kalba moksleiviy raS§ymo ypatumams (plg. Tamulioniené 2015),
todél Sis klausimas sprestinas visy, ne tik rusy kalba déstomy
mokykly lygmeniu.

8. Statistineé TMM (tiesiniy misriyjy modeliy) analize, atlikta
pasitelkus sociolingvistinio klausimyno duomenis ir 3 PPT bei
pasakojimo kiirimo uzduoties rezultatus, parodé, kad tai, kaip
taisyklingai GRUK moksleiviai reiSkia veiksmazodzio valdoma
objekta, yra paveikta amziaus, kuriuo tiriamieji jsisavino lietuviy
kalbg. Vienalaikiai lietuviy ir rusy kalby dvikalbiai — moksleiviai,
abiem kalbomis pradéje kalbéti iki trejy mety amziaus — objekta
3PPT reiské statistiSkai reikSmingai taisyklingiau negu
moksleiviai, lietuviy kalbos iSmoke jau mokyklinio amziaus — 68
mety, taigi véliau negu rusy kalbos. Moksleiviai, kurie su lietuviy
kalba susidiiré ar ja kalbéti pradéjo dar veéliau (negu 8 mety)
daugiau klaidy reik§dami objektg daré tiek atlikdami 3 PPT, tiek
kurdami pasakojimg pagal paveikslélius. Statistiskai reikSmingo
skirtumo tarp moksleiviy, lietuviy kalba jsisavinusiy 4-5 mety
amziaus ir iki 3 mety TMM neatskleidé. Tai patvirtina mintj, kad
ankstyvyjy vienalaikiy dvikalbiy (kalba jsisavinusiy iki 3 mety) ir
ankstyvyjy nuosekliyjy dvikalbiy (pirmiausia jsisavinusiy K1
(gimtajag kalbg), o K2 (svetimaja kalbg) — véliau, bet taip pat
vaikystéje (kaip teigia Montrul (2008: 98), 4-5 mety amziaus)) K1.
ir K2 kalbiniai gebéjimai laikui bégant supanaséja, o vélyvyjy
dvikalbiy K2 kokybé dazniausiai iSlieka Zemesné negu ankstyvyjy
dvikalbiy.
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9. Remiantis TMM analizés rezultatais, galima teigti, kad tai,
kaip daznai GRUK moksleiviai deklaruoja vartojantys lietuviy
kalbg jvairiuose kontekstuose, objekto raiskos lietuviy kalboje
taisyklingumui jtakos beveik neturé¢jo. ReikSmingai taisyklingiau
objekta PPT reiské moksleiviai, nurodg, kad kartais klausosi dainy
lietuviy kalba, lyginant juos su tiriamaisiais, teigusiais, kad
lietuviSkos muzikos nesiklauso visai ar tai daro retai. Taciau Sis
poveikis pirmiausia gali biiti susijgs su PPT pobudziu, kadangi
Sioje uzduotyje moksleiviai taip pat turéjo pasitelkti klausymo
igiidzius. Todél galima teigti, kad disertacijoje apraSomame tyrime
lietuviy kalbos vartojimo daznumo poveikis moksleiviy objekto
raiSkos taisyklingumui nebuvo nustatytas. Nors, pavyzdziui,
Vilkienés et al. (2019) tyrimas atskleidé, kad Vilniaus gimnazijy,
kuriose ugdomoji kalba yra rusy arba lenky, moksleiviy bendrajam
lietuviy kalbos mokéjimo lygiui teigiamos jtakos turi skaitymo
lietuviy kalba jpro¢iai. Remiantis vartojimu grista kalbos
jsisavinimo teorija, buvo galima tikeétis didesnio lietuviy kalbos
vartojimo daznumo poveikio objekto raiSkos lietuviy kalba
taisyklingumui. Vis délto atkreiptinas démesys | tai, kad
sociolingvistinio klausimyno duomenys suteiké informacijos tik
apie tai, kaip daznai GRUK moksleiviai lietuviy kalbg vartojo
tyrimo metu, taciau moksleiviy gramatiné kompetencija galéjo
susiformuoti dar anksCiau, todél ypa¢ svarbus veiksnys objekto
raiskos taisyklingumui gali buti ir tai, kaip daznai ir kokiuose
kontekstuose moksleiviai vartojo lietuviy kalba anks¢iau — nuo
tada, kai jie su §ia kalba susidiiré.

10. TMM taip pat parod¢, kad GRUK moksleiviy objekto
raisSkos taisyklingumas teigiamai koreliavo su jy pasiekimais
lietuviy kalbos ir literatiiros pamokose (praéjusio semestro dalyko
pazymiy vidurkiu). Manytina, kad §is pazymys atskleidzia ne tik
tai, kaip gerai moksleiviai moka lietuviy kalba, bet ir tai, kaip jie
geba kurti tekstus ir kaip gerai iSmano, yra linke skaityti privaloma
lietuviy literattirg (primintina, kad sociolingvistiniame klausimyne
moksleiviy buvo klausiama tik to, kaip daznai jie skaito grozine
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literatiirg lietuviy kalba savo malonumui, o ne ruo$damiesi

pamokoms). Taigi moksleiviai, kuriy lietuviy kalbos ir literatiiros

zinios ir gebéjimai jvertinti aukSciau, objekta, atlikdami tiek

3 PPT, tiek pasakojimo kirimo uzduotj, lietuviy kalba reiské

taisyklingiau.

Disertacijoje aprasomo tyrimo rezultatai leidzia geriau suvokti, kas
lemia GRUK moksleiviy objekto raiskos lietuviy kalba taisyklinguma,
daryti prielaidas apie gramatinés kompetencijos formavimasi ir jj
lemiancius veiksnius. Tyrimo i§vados taip pat papildo kitus vartojimu
gristos kalbos jsisavinimo teorijos ar dvikalbystés tyrimus. Vis délto
atkreiptinas démesys ] tai, kad disertacijoje apraSomame tyrime
susitelkta tik j veiksmazodZzio valdomo objekto raiskos taisyklinguma
— vieng i§ daugelio lietuviy kalbos gramatikos aspekty. Taigi siekiant
istirti, kas lemia GRUK ar kity tautiniy mazumy mokykly moksleiviy
lietuviy kalbos gramatinj taisyklinguma, démesys atkreiptinas ir |
kitus morfologinius, sintaksinius ar morfosintaksinius lietuviy kalbos
klausimus. Primintina ir tai, kad apraSomame tyrime buvo pasirinkta
analizuoti patogioji (o ne reprezentatyvioji) tiriamyjy imtis: dalyvavo
179 Vilniaus GRUK tre¢iy klasiy moksleiviai. Siekiant tvirto
atsakymo j klausima, kas lemia objekto raiskos ar kito gramatinio
vieneto raiskos taisyklingumg lietuviy kalba, kai §i kalba néra
pagrindiné ugdomoji jy mokyklos kalba, j tyrimus jtrauktina dar
daugiau ir jvairesnio amziaus dalyviy, lankanciy mokyklas ne tik
Vilniaus mieste. Vis délto disertacijoje aprasomas tyrimas ir daromos
iSvados — tai pamatas tolesniems tyrimams. Tyrimo rezultatai gali
dominti ne tik mokslininkus, bet ir tautiniy mazumy mokykly
mokytojus, Svietimo politikos atstovus.
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