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Over the last decades the development of conjunctions into discourse markers has been researched by
a number of scholars (Degand & Simon-Vandenbergen 2011, Rawoens 2015, among others). In
Lithuanian, the studies on discourse markers are fragmented and lack the application of efficient
qualitative and quantitative methods of analysis. This paper focuses on the Lithuanian discourse
markers kad ‘that’ and net ‘until, even’ as well as their combinations with other particles and/or
conjunctions (such as bet (tai) kad; na/nu (tai) kad; tai kad; kad ir; net ir etc.), which have not
received an in-depth analysis so far, except for some observations made in Pajédiené (2010), Sawicki
(2012), Holvoet (2015) and Valancé (2017). Adopting both a synchronic and diachronic perspective
and applying corpus-driven methodology, the present study aims at investigating the semantic
functional potential of kad and net as well as their position and structural status in discourse. The data
set analyzed includes both written (i. e. fiction) as well as spoken Contemporary Lithuanian and Old
Lithuanian texts (16th—17th centuries).

The results of the analysis are interpreted within the framework of pragmaticalization (cf.
Diewald 2011). It is shown that kad and net undergo semantic bleaching, (inter)subjectification and
layering. In the earliest Lithuanian texts, kad is most often used in different types of adverbial clauses,
including time, purpose and conditional clauses; net, in its turn, functions as a temporal conjunction or
particle. However, in Contemporary Lithuanian, kad and net are multifunctional: kad can be used
either as a conjunction or, in certain contexts (especially in dialogues and sentence initial position) as a
discourse marker with a clear discourse function — to signal a discourse shift and to preface a response
or reaction of the speaker, cf.:

A. Tai gal greitai grizti Zadéjo?

B. Kad nezinau, — giizteléjo peciais Silvija. (CCLL-Fic)

‘A. So maybe he promised to return soon? B. Well, | don’t know, — Silvia shrugged her
shoulders.’

As has been observed by Sawicki (2012, 151), the utterances opening with kad typically convey
“various shades of scepticism, reservations or uneasiness of the speaker about the content of the
previous turn and offer justifications or excuses for not complying or obeying”. However, the analysed
data show that kad, besides its attitudinal functions, can also be associated with additional pragmatic
functions, including emphasis and exemplification, i. e. addition of more specific information to the
previous utterance. Net, as a discourse marker, is positionally mobile (cf. Simon-Vandenbergen &
Willems 2011, 361) and primarily marks emphasis or speaker’s surprise, cf.:

— [K]aip tu cia $neki, sakau. Negaliu klausyti is viso, taip kazkaip net. (CCLL-Sp)

‘~What are you saying now, | say. | cannot listen to this at all, actually’
The data support the hypothesis made by Aijmer that “pragmatic markers have meaning potentials
rather than fixed meanings which are realized in the same way in all situations” (Rihlemann & Aijmer
2015, 18), i. e. they have core meanings that can be modified in interactive contexts.
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Quantitative studies of variation and change for historical languages are often hampered by sparsity of
attested data but with rich annotation drawing on long traditions of linguistic and philological
scholarship (Jenset & McGillivray 2017). Conversely, in natural language processing (NLP) for
modern languages, data are plentiful but annotated data are scarce, prompting the use of neural
network models that can accurately infer linguistic properties based on distributional information from
very large un-annotated corpora (Mikolov et al. 2013a, Mikolov et al. 2013b). These techniques are
relevant to historical linguistics because of their ability to handle sparse data and to model highly
complex relations. Distributional approaches to variation and change in historical data (Barddal et al.
2012, Jenset 2013) have previously relied on vector space representations that capture broad patterns
but may struggle with highly complex distributional relations with sparse data.



