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The genitive of negation in Aukstaitian
dialects of Lithuanian

KiriLL KozHANOV
Institute of Slavic Studies, Russian Academy of Sciences
Johannes Gutenberg-Universitat Mainz

This paper examines the phenomenon of the genitive of negation (GenNeg) in the
Aukstaitian dialects of Lithuanian. It is shown that there is areal variation in case mark-
ing of an object of a negated verb. West Aukstaitian dialects (the Kaunas region) allow
innovative accusative marking of an object of a negated verb much more often (although
not as often as is claimed in the dialect descriptions) than South and East (the Vilnius
region) Aukstaitian dialects where the genitive marking is very consistent. Even though
South Aukstaitian has more examples of accusative marking than East Aukstaitian, the
percentage is still very small. Different types of negated contexts (local vs distant) are
not so relevant for the choice of case marking in South-East Aukstaitian, but play a mod-
erately significant role in West Aukstaitian: the accusative marking is more common
in distant negated contexts. In East Aukstaitian, direct objects of infinitives embedded
under negated verbs can also be marked by the nominative, i.e. verbal negation does not
affect the case marking of the so called nominative objects.
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1. Introduction

1.1. Genitive of Negation in Lithuanian

Genitive of Negation (GenNeg) is a morphosyntactic phenomenon involving a
change of a structural case marking to the genitive when the verb is negated.
GenNeg appears both in subject and object marking, but this paper focuses only
on the latter. GenNeg is typical of Baltic and Slavic languages (and is similar to
the Partitive of Negation in Finnic; see e.g. Lees 2015), but its actual use varies
from language to language; see a recent overview in Arkadiev (to appear). It can
be summarized that in the Balto-Slavic area, object GenNeg is obligatory in most
instances in Lithuanian and Polish, cf. Menantaud (1993, 1999), Przepidorkowski
(2000), Blaszczak (2003), optional in East Slavic and practically absent in Latvian
(Berg-Olsen 2000, Menantaud 2007; Leinonen 2016). Disappearance of GenNeg
is considered to be an innovation.
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Object GenNeg can be subdivided into two types—local and distant. In
Standard Lithuanian, local (or, in other words, clause-bound) GenNeg is obliga-
tory and does not depend on any properties of the verb or the object, cf. (1).

(1) a. Mat-au paukst-j.
see-PRS.1SG bird-acc.sG
‘I see a bird.
b. Ne-mat-au paukséi-o.

NEG-see-PRS.1SG bird-GEN.SG
‘Tdon’t see a bird.’ (Ambrazas 2006, 486)

Distant GenNeg marks an object of a non-negated transitive verb (e.g., in-
finitive) embedded under a negated matrix clause. Depending on, e.g., the type
of the matrix verb, the degree of syntactic embedding and word order, a certain
variation in distant GenNeg is observed in Standard Lithuanian, cf. (2) where
both genitive and accusative are possible; see more in Arkadiev (2016).

(2) Ar tau ne-nusibod-o Ziure-ti $-j
Q 2SG.DAT NEG-bore-psT.3 watch-INF this-Acc.sG.Mm
film-q / Si-o film-o
film-acc.sG this-GEN.sG.M film-GEN.sG
‘Haven’t you got bored watching this film?’ (Arkadiev 2016, 47)

There is no detailed research on GenNeg in Lithuanian dialects, which is no
surprise considering that morphology and especially syntax traditionally have
been a weak point of Lithuanian dialectology. However, short comments in the
descriptions of South-East Aukstaitian dialects suggest that at least in these dia-
lects GenNeg behaves somewhat differently from the standard language. For
instance, it has been noted that in the East Aukstaitian dialect of Dieveniskeés,
the direct objects of negated transitive verbs can sometimes be marked by the
accusative, cf. Mikuléniené & Morkiinas (1997, 31). An even more drastic differ-
ence from the standard language is reported in the South-Western part of the
Aukstaitian dialects (Lith. vakary aukstai¢iai kauniskiai). In these dialects, Gen-
Neg is rare, cf. Senkus (2006, 275), Sukys (2000, 8), or “is almost never used™
been provided to support these claims.

This paper seeks to check these observations using the data from the
Corpus of South-East Lithuanian dialects developed within the TriMCo proj-

' Lith. ‘beveik nevartojamas’.
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ect? and collections of dialectal speech narratives from South-Western Lithuania

1.2. Data for the study

The TriMCo Corpus of South-Eastern Lithuanian dialects contains transcribed
narratives of over 140 0oo tokens (including the interviewers’ lines), or 21 hours
and 25 min. in running time, recorded in four districts in Lithuania (Svenéioniy,
Druskininky sav., Varénos, Ignalinos) and in Belarus (Ramaskancy, Pel’asa).
The corpus is equally divided between two major Aukstaitian groups—East
Aukstaitian vilniskiai (Lith. ryty aukstaiciai vilniskiai) and South Aukstaitian
(Lith. piety aukstaiciai). The recordings were transcribed using the ELAN soft-
ware (https://tla.mpi.nl/tools/tla-tools/elan/), and then morphologically anno-
tated (on the basis of the ‘Salos glossing rules’, see Nau & Arkadiev 2016) using
the Fieldworks Language Explorer tool (FLEx; http://fieldworks.sil.org/flex/).
Two collections of dialectal speech from Grigkabtdis and Sakiai in South-
Western Lithuania, used for this study, are a part of the series Tarmiy tekstynas
(Dialectal corpus) published by the Institute of the Lithuanian language. The
books do not have any information on the number of tokens or time of record-
ings, but, according to my approximate estimation (number of words in a line x
number of lines on a page x number of pages in the book), the Sakiai narratives
consist of approximately 27 ooo tokens and the Griskabudis texts of 20 ooo.

2. GenNeg in South-East Aukstaitian

When looking for direct objects of negated verbs, all negated verb forms ap-
pearing in the TriMCo corpus of South-East Lithuanian dialects were checked.
Then all examples allowing both accusative and genitive interpretation, cf. (3),
were excluded. Ambiguous examples are relatively frequent in these dialects, as
a result of the following circumstances. First, due to the phonological change
*a > u in East Aukstaitian dialects, nouns belonging to the paradigms 1, 2 and
6, 7 (according to Ambrazas 2006) have the same endings for Acc.sG and GEN.PL

* “Triangulation Approach for Modelling Convergence with a High Zoom-In Factor”, w1 1286/16-1,
a project led by Bjorn Wiemer at Johannes Gutenberg-Universitat Mainz; see http://www.trimco.
uni-mainz.de/. The project received financial support by the German Science Foundation (Deutsche
Forschungsgemeinschaft, brG) from September 2013 till May 2017. We gratefully acknowledge this
support.
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(and in some instances the accent does not help to distinguish the forms), cf. (3)
where the wordform kO:j-u- can be both Acc.sG and GEN.PL.

(3)  [kuR’ I AS in’-lip”-s-U aftObus-an)]
kO:j'-u ne-pA-kel-u
leg-ACC.SG/GEN.PL NEG-PVB-Taise-PRS.1SG

‘[how will I get into a bus?] I can’t raise my legs’ (Var)?

Second, all examples where the object has a partitive meaning and would be
marked by the genitive regardless of the negation on the verb, cf. (4), were also
excluded.

(4) ne-tUr-i lalk-o usiE:m-i
NEG-have-PRs.3 time-GEN.SG busy-NoM.PL
‘they don’t have time, they are busy’ (Dru)

Third, some forms of the personal pronouns (1st and 2nd persons) and the re-
flexive pronoun do not always allow for a clear interpretation, i.e. both accusative
and genitive interpretation is possible; cf. the Ramaskancy dialect where mani,
tavi and savi are used as both genitive and accusative (Tuomiené 2008, 65); see
also Zinkevicius (1966, 298—299) for a wider picture. Table 1 shows all forms of per-
sonal pronouns as direct objects of negated verbs attested in the TriMCo corpus.

Table 1. Personal pronouns as objects of negated transitive verbs in the
TriMCo corpus

SG PL

1 manls (6) manl's (1) | mU:ssu (3)
manl: (3) manl (7) mU:z (mU:s) (2)
mAmi- (1) mAni-(1) | mUs(3)

manl (1) maN’ (1) mus (1)
2 tavl:s (7) JU:su (1)

tavl: (4) tavl (2) JUss (1)
RFL savLs (1)

All examples with clear interpretation, i.e. with final -s in the singular, cf. (5),
or -y in the plural, cf. (6), were included in the statistics.

3 All examples from the TriMCo corpus use additional 1pA diacritics: : for long vowels, - for half-long
vowels, ’ for palatalization. Stressed vowels are marked by capital letters. The abbreviation in the
brackets refers to the locality; see Abbreviations.
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(5) ne-fatagrapUo:-k tU manli-s
NEG-take.pictures-IMP.25G 2SG.NOM 1SG.GEN
‘don’t take pictures of me’ (Kuj)

(6) jir ne-in’-si-lals’ JU:su
3.NOM.SG.F NEG-PVB-RFL-let.FUT.3 2PL.GEN
‘she won’t let you in’ (Var)

However, all other forms were left out. The ambiguity of these forms can be
illustrated, for instance, by manl: (i.e. even with the long final vowel). This form
appears as an object of a negated transitive verb, cf. (7), and as a direct object
of a non-negated transitive verb (i.e. typically the accusative forms), cf. (8), and
also follows the preposition prie (which requires the genitive), cf. (9).

(7)  wvaik-El-ei JU:s manl: namO:
kid-DIM-NOM.PL 2PL.NOM 1SG.ACC/GEN at.home
ne-ras-tU:t/ Jlou
NEG-find-IRR.2PL already
‘children, you wouldn’t find me home any more’ (Var)

(8) o kuR tU manl:  iZ-bU-din’-s-i
and where 25G6.NOM 15G.ACC PVB-wake.up-FUT-25G
‘how will you wake me up’ (Pel)

(9) Awnas pre manl: i  nu-skraNd-a
3.NOM.SG.M at  1SG.GEN and PVB-run-PRS.3

‘he is running to me’ (Bec)

2.1. Local GenNeg in South-East Aukstaitian

The TriMCo corpus of South-East Lithuanian dialects contains over 300 exam-
ples of direct objects of negated transitive verbs. The corpus data show consistent
genitive marking of such objects; cf. (10). However, some examples of accusative
marking (as opposed to the standard language) are also observed, cf. (11-12).

(10) vAt burE-tai Anis ne-$viN'c-e
so Buryat-NOM.PL 3.NOM.PL.M NEG-celebrate-PRrs.3
kuc’-U kalE:d-u-

Christmas.Eve-GEN.PL Christmas-GEN.PL
‘now the Buryats, they don’t celebrate Christmas eve, Christmas’
(Erz)
(1) abA j-Ei nE plnig-us ne-at-vez-a
but 3-NOM.PL NEG money-ACC.PL NEG-PVB-bring-prs.3
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‘but they don’t bring any money’ (Var)

(12) ir' j-ir ne-nu-50:v-é

and 3-ACC.SG.M NEG-PVB-shoot-PST.3
‘and they didn’t shoot him’ (Ram)

Table 2. Case marking of direct objects in local negated contexts in
the TriMCo corpus by area*, p5 = 0.01394 (Fisher’s exact test),
Cramér’s V° = 0.138

Belarus East South
GEN 74 96% 186 99.5% 70 95%
ACC 3 4% 1 0.5% 4 5%
Total 77 100% 187 100% 74 100%

Figure 1. Case marking of direct objects in local negated contexts in the
TriMCo corpus by area
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4 Lithuanian dialects outside of Lithuania are often described separately, see Kardelis (2014) for de-
tailed discussion of the terminological and classification problems with these dialects. This is the
reason why in this paper South Aukstaitian dialects are divided into South Aukstaitian in Lithuania
(South) and South Aukstaitian in Belarus (Belarus).

5 P-value is one of the most commonly reported values in statistics; it shows the probability of a
result being randomly (i.e. by chance) obtained. In other words, the smaller a p-value is, the more
statistical significance it shows. Usually, p-values under o.05 are considered statistically significant.
In this particular table, the p-value shows that the variables Case and Area are not independent, and
their dependency is moderately significant.

¢ Cramér’s Vis one of the measures of effect size, i.e. the strength of a phenomenon (in this instance
the association between the two variables Case and Area). Usually, values over 0.3 are considered to
show a moderate effect (over 0.5 a strong effect), i.e. here Cramér’s V shows a rather small correla-
tion between the variables.
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As one can see from Table 2 and Figure 1, the genitive marking is domi-
nant in all areas represented in the corpus, however the odds’ of the accusative
marking are higher in South Aukstaitian dialects than in East Aukstaitian. The
dependency between case marking and areal distribution is only marginally sig-
nificant. However, Cramér’s Vindicates small effect size, i.e. there is rather little
association between the variables Case and Area.

Due to the small number of examples with accusative marking, it is quite
difficult to come up with any reliable generalizations about them. However,
here are a few observations that could be potentially useful for explaining the
accusative marking: i) most of the accusative-marked examples come from the
South Aukstaitian dialects (7 out of 8); ii) most of the accusative-marked ob-
ject precede the negated verb (6 out of 8); iii) plural objects receive the accusa-
tive marking slightly more often (5 out of 8); iv) both pronouns and nouns are
among the accusative-marked objects, however 3 out of 8 examples have the
3rd person pronouns as direct objects under negation. All the examples were
checked for the presence of hesitation phenomena, but only one example has
signs of hesitation, cf. (13).

(13) mAn kok’-Uz dArb-us ned..
1SG.DAT which-acc.pL.Mm work-Acc.prL [hesitation]
ne-dUod-a

NEG-give-PRS.3
‘whatever tasks they give me’ (Pel)

Only two examples come from the same speaker; the rest of them are from dif-

ferent speakers.

2.2. Distant GenNeg in South-East Aukstaitian

The TriMCo corpus of the South-East Aukstaitian dialects contains examples
in which negation can influence case marking of the object outside the negated
clause, see (14). However, for this study only embedded transitive infinitives
were taken into account.

(14) dled-es i nezZln-am kuR  kap I$-vez-ie
uncle-GEN.SG and NEG-know-Prs.1PL where how PVB-carry-psT.3
‘and we don’t know where and how [they] deported [our] uncle’
(Dauk)

7 Odds ratio is another measure of the effect size. Differently from Cramér’s V, it shows the direction
of association.
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In the TriMCo corpus, direct objects of infinitives embedded under a negated
matrix predicate can be marked by the genitive (15), the accusative (16) or the
nominative (17).

(15) da- kEln-u ne-su-spE:j nu-s-mAu-t’
yet pants-GEN.PL NEG-PVB-manage.PST.3 PVB-RFL-wear-INF
Jlou aln-am
already go-PRs.1PL
‘he didn’t manage to take off his pants, and we’re already going’ (Vos)
(16) ir' j-I ne-galE:;j-o0  nu-sAu-c’ rUs-ai
and 3-ACC.SG.M NEG-can-PST.3 PVB-shoot-INF Russian-NOM.PL
‘and the Russians couldn’t shoot him’ (Ram)
(17) tAu ne-ralk-s kO3j’-a at-pli’Au-tie
2SG.DAT NEG-need-FUT.3 leg-NOM.SG PVB-cut-INF
‘it will not be necessary to amputate your leg’ (Siul)

Table 3. Case marking of direct objects in distant negated contexts
in the TriMCo corpus by area, p = 0.2616 (Fisher’s exact test),
Cramér’sV = 0.37

Belarus South East
NOM o 0% o 0% 3 15%
ACC 1 25% o 0% o 0%
GEN 3 75% 6 100% 17 85%
Total |4 100% 6 100% 20 100%
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Figure 2. Case marking of direct objects in distant negated contexts in the

Genitive of negation in Aukstaitian dialects
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Table 3 and Figure 2 show that there is no statistically significant depend-

ency between the variables Case and Area in distant negated contexts. The geni-

tive marking is dominant in all areas represented in the corpus. The nominative

marking is attested only in East Aukstaitian.

2.2.1. The Genitive marking

In the TriMCo corpus, the genitive is the dominant case marking strategy for

direct objects of the infinitives embedded under a negated matrix predicate. The

genitive marking appears with various matrix predicates: same-subject comple-

ment matrix verbs (e.g., galéti ‘can’, noréti ‘want’, etc.), cf. (18), different subject

complement matrix verb (e.g., verbs with a dative object, cf. duoti ‘give’, leisti

‘let’), cf. (19), or lexicalized non-finite verbal forms (e.g., galima ‘possible, al-

lowed’ (< passive participle)), cf. (20).

(18)

i s‘uvum-O:s masln-as nle:-k-as

and sewing-GEN.SG.F machine-GEN.SG NEG-who-NOM
ne-gal’E--e  nu-s-piRk-t

NEG-can-PST.3 PVB-RFL-buy-INF

‘and no one could (afford to) buy a sewing machine’ (Sdau)
[as i$ n'ujOrko- atvazEvus]

i jUs mAn’ ne-lE-i-s-it mo-¢Ut-és

and 2PL.NOM 1SG.DAT NEG-let-FUT-2PL grandmother-GEN.SG
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pa-ZurE:-c’ gimin'-U: mAno ne-IEi-s-it
PVB-see-INF relative-GEN.PL my NEG-let-FUT-2PL
‘T have come from New York and you won’t let me see my grand-
mother, my relatives?” (Var)

(20) ne-gA:lim-a vA-Ugi-t grikIn’-u- mlIlt-u
NEG-possible-NA eat-INF  of.buckwheat-GeN.PL flour-GEN.PL
‘one shouldn’t eat buckwheat flour’ (Var)

2.2.2. The Accusative marking

Even though some variation (genitive vs accusative) is observed in Standard
Lithuanian in marking the direct object of infinitives under a negated matrix
predicate (see Arkadiev 2016), the TriMCo corpus data show a very persistent use
of the genitive, with only one example in which such a direct object is marked
by the accusative, cf. (16). It is worth noting that this example contains the 3rd
person pronoun jis ‘he’ as an object and comes from South Aukstaitian, cf. ob-
servations made about the accusative marked objects of locally negated verbs.

2.2.3. The Nominative marking

Nominative-marked direct objects constitute a widespread phenomenon in
South-East Lithuanian dialects and have parallels in other languages of the area
(Slavic, Finnic); see Larin (1963), Timberlake (1974), Ambrazas (2001).

In the TriMCo corpus, nominative objects most frequently appear with in-

finitives embedded under the predicate reikéti ‘need’.

(21) ralk-s kOj'-a at-p’i'Au-tie
need-FUT.3 leg-NOM.SG PVB-cut-INF
‘it will be necessary to amputate the leg’ (Siul)

As can be seen from Table 3, the TriMCo corpus contains 3 examples of
nominative-marked objects under distant negation (all of them appear with in-
finitives embedded under reikéti). The presence of the nominative-marked ob-
jects under negation suggests that negation does not affect the case marking of
nominative objects, cf. (21) with (17) where the matrix verb is negated but the
nominative is preserved. However, this is not so straightforward, considering
that there are five examples where the matrix predicate reikéti ‘need’ is negated:
two examples with genitive marking of the object, and three examples with

nominative marking.
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In order to understand whether the direct objects of the infinitives embed-
ded under the verb reikéti always receive the nominative marking, all examples
of the transitive infinitives embedded under reikéti (i.e. not only negated) were
extracted from the corpus. The results are shown in Table 4.

Table 4. Case marking of infinitival objects embedded under reikéti in the
TriMCo corpus by area, p < 0.0001 (Fisher’s exact test), Cramér’s V = 0.441

Belarus South East
NOM 3 20% 6 33% 36 88%
ACC 9 60% 9 50% 4 10%
GEN 3 20% 3 17% 1 2%
Total |15 100% 18 100% 41 100%

Figure 3. Case marking of infinitival objects embedded under reikéti in the
TriMCo corpus by area
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Both Table 4 and Figure 3 show that the nominative marking of the direct
objects embedded under the matrix verb reikéti appears in all regions represent-
ed in the corpus. At the same time, nominative marking is not the only option.
In fact, it prevails only in East Aukstaitian dialects, while in South Aukstaitian
dialects (both in Lithuania and Belarus) the accusative marking is dominant.
The p-value indicates that there is a significant dependency between case mark-
ing and the areal distribution.

Both examples with the genitive marking of the direct object embedded un-
der negated reikéti come from Pel’asa (Belarus) where nominative objects are
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rare. That is, with a high probability these two examples can be interpreted as
examples of changing the accusative marking to the genitive one. It seems that
negation does not affect case marking on nominative objects.

2.3. Summary

In the South-East Aukstaitian dialects of Lithuanian, the genitive marking is
dominant in both locally and distantly negated contexts in all dialectal areas
represented in the corpus. At the same time, the corpus does contain examples
where direct objects of negated transitive verbs are marked by the accusative.
This is different from the standard language, where such instances are practi-
cally absent. Only one example of accusative marking appears in the distant
contexts in which the standard language is more favorable towards variation.
The seemingly smaller variation in distant contexts in the dialects as opposed
to the standard language might just be due to the lack of the contexts allowing
variation.

The only accusative-marked example comes from South Aukstaitian and is
the 3rd person pronoun. However, there is no significant dependency between
case marking and areal distribution.

East Aukstaitian dialects also have direct objects marked by the nomina-
tive when the infinitive is embedded under the matrix predicate reikéti, i.e. the
negation on the matrix verb seems not to affect the case marking of nominative

objects.

3. GenNeg in West Aukstaitian dialects (the Kaunas region)

It has been noted that GenNeg is well-preserved in most Lithuanian dialects,
apart from the south-western part of the Aukstaitian dialects (Lith. vakary
aukstaiciai kauniskiai) where it is rare, supposedly due to German influence; cf.
Senkus (2006, 275), Sukys (2000, 8). Similar comments can be found in the pub-
lications of the dialectal texts from this region, cf. “the so-called Genitive of Ne-

gation almost doesn’t exist at all in the dialect” (Bacevi¢iuté 2006, 41) or “Geni-

2008, 32).

® Lith. “...§nektoje beveik visai néra vadinamojo neiginio kilmininko’.

o Lith. “...3nektoje beveik nevartojamas neiginio kilmininkas’.
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In order to check this statement, I used the collection of transcribed nar-
& Sakalauskiené 2008) districts in Lithuania. Similar to the South-East
Aukstaitian data, all ambiguous examples were excluded, for instance, those
where the genitive marking could be related not only to the negation, but to
other factors as well, cf. possible partitive meaning in (22), and those with the
pronominal object which can have both genitive and accusative interpretation,
such as (23).

(22) wvi§tiek duon-o.s nee-tur-im

anyway bread-GEN.SG NEG-have-PRs.1PL

‘we don’t have bread anyway’ (Baceviciaté & Sakalauskiené 2008, 82)
(23) nié-k-§ _Ce tave nee-kla.us-z

NEG-who-NOM here 2SG.ACC/GEN NEG-ask-PRS.3

‘nobody is asking you here’ (Bacevi¢iuté & Sakalauskiené 2008, 97)

The published texts contain examples of both genitive, cf. (24), and accusa-
tive, cf. (25), marking of the direct object of a negated verb.

(24) jau _t-as _pon-as savo- |
already DEM-NoM.SG.M gentleman-NoM.sG own
savo' _t-o° paskelbim-o- nee-md.i.n-o-
own DEM-GEN.SG.M statement-GEN.SG NEG-change-PRs.3
‘that gentleman is not changing his promise anymore’
(25) dabar tai va.ik-us  né-Zur-i
now so child-acc.pL NEG-see-PRs.3
‘nowadays they don’t look after kids’

According to my count, even though the accusative marking of the direct
object of a negated verb in the published texts is more frequent than in the
South-East Aukstaitian dialects, the genitive marking is still dominant; cf. Table
5 and 6.

As the word niekas ‘nothing’ is rather frequent in the texts and is prone to
genitive marking in negated contexts (this word retains the genitive marking
even in Latvian where GenNeg disappeared), it was excluded from the statistics,

in order to avoid any kind of bias.
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Table 5. GEN vs Acc marked direct objects of negated verbs in
(Baceviciuté 2006)

all examples all without local without | distant
niekas niekas without
niekas
GEN 57 77% 27 61% 27 66% o 0%
ACC 17 23% 17 39% 14 34% 3 100%
Total |74 100% 44 100% 41 100 3 100%

Table 6. GEN vs Acc marked direct objects of negated verbs in
(Baceviciuté & Sakalauskiené 2008)

all examples all without local without | distant

niekas niekas without

niekas
GEN 20 65% 9 45% 8 50% 1 25%
ACC |11 35% 1 55% 8 50% 3 75%
Total |31 100% 20 100% 16 100% 4 100%

The type of GenNeg seems to play a role in case marking. In both collections
of texts, accusative marking is dominant in distant GenNeg. However, in terms
of statistics the dependency between case marking and type of GenNeg (local vs
distant) is only moderately significant, and the value of Cramér’s V indicates a
rather small effect size, see Figure 4.

The dependency between case marking and such parameters as word order
(for instance, object preceding the verb would be more often marked by the ac-
cusative), the type of the object (noun or pronoun) or the number of the object,
distribution among speakers or among localities is not statistically significant.
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Figure 4. Case marking in West Aukstaitian dialects by type of GenNeg,
p = 0.03718 (Fisher’s exact test), Cramér’s V = 0.296
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4. Summary and discussion

Aukstaitian dialects of Lithuanian have a distribution of GenNeg different from
the standard language. First, GenNeg shows various degrees of stability in differ-
ent parts of the Aukstaitian dialects: genitive marking on an object of a negated
verb is very strict in the East (the Vilnius region) and somewhat less in South
Aukstaitian dialects where accusative marking also, though rarely, appears. The
accusative marking is more frequent in the western part of Aukstaitian dialects
(although not to the extent described in the works of the dialectologists). Thus,
dialect research, aiming at morphological and syntactic features, can shed light
not only on the structure of a particular dialect but also, more importantly, on
the wider areal picture. The picture obtained in this study generally disproves
the hypothesis made in the introduction according to which GenNeg is less sta-
ble in South-Eastern part of Lithuania than in the standard language. This obser-
vation also implies that contacts with East Slavic didn’t influence these dialects
in regard to GenNeg. At the same time, the language contact factor shouldn’t
be abandoned completely. Presence of accusative-marked direct objects under
negation in South Aukstaitian can still be a result of East Slavic influence, as this
is exactly the region where Lithuanian speakers are usually at least bilingual
(with at least one Slavic language) as opposed to East Aukstaitian. The decay
of GenNeg in West Aukstaitian dialects is often explained by German influence
(the same explanation is offered for the loss of GenNeg in Latvian). However,

111



Kirill Kozhanov

a wider picture covering all Lithuanian dialects will be needed to make further
generalizations, both about possible German influence and in general.

Case marking also seems to depend on the type of negated contexts: the geni-
tive marking is stricter in local contexts (direct objects of negated verbs), and
more variation (genitive vs accusative) is allowed in distant contexts (direct ob-
jects of non-finite verbal forms embedded under negated verbs). This assumption
is correct for Standard Lithuanian and West Aukstaitian (kauniskiai) dialects. The
data from South-Eastern Lithuanian dialects however have very few accusative-
marked examples in distant contexts (even less than in local contexts).

Another point worth mentioning is the interaction between nominative
objects and verbal negation. Even though in Standard Lithuanian the genitive
marking is preferable in the negated constructions typical of the nominative
object; see (SerZant 2016, 160), data from East Aukstaitian (vilniskiai) dialects
suggest to the contrary: the nominative object is not affected by the negation.
This is important for the syntactic analysis of the nominative object construc-
tion: for instance, it can be a hint towards this case’s non-syntactic nature, cf.
Franks & Lavine (2006), Lavine (2010).

Kirill Kozhanov

Institute of Slavic Studies

Russian Academy of Sciences

Leninskij prospekt 32-A, RU-119334 Moscow
kozhanov.kirill@gmail.com

ABBREVIATIONS

Dru — the Druskininkai municipiality; Erz — the village Erzvétas in the
Ignalina district, Ram — Ramaskancy in Belarus, Sdau — the village Senasis
Daugéliskis in the Ignalina district, Siul — the village Sitilénai in the Ignalina
district, Var — the Varéna disctrict, Vos — the village Vositnai in the Ignalina
district

1 — 1st person; 2 — 2nd person; 3 — 3rd person; ACC — accusative; DAT — da-
tive; DEM — demonstrative; DIM — diminutive; F — feminine; FUT — future;
GEN — genitive; IMP — imperative; INF — infinitive; IRR — irrealis; M — mas-
culine; NA — non-agreeing; NEG — negation; NoM — nominative; pPL — plural;
PRS — present; PST — past; PvB — preverb; 9 — question marker; RFL — re-
flexive; sc — singular
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