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100 ronuHu OT POXKACHUETO Ha OCHOBaTeNs Ha cil. Cvnocmasumento e3uKo3Hauue
npod. Ceromup MBanuesn (1920-2020)

CbabprkaHue
3natka '[EHYEBA - CTo rogunu oT poxaeHueto Ha CBetomup UBan4yeB // 9

Anko BbYBAPOB - Ypouute Ha npodecop CBetomup UBanuyes // 18
CvnocmasumesnHu u3cneo08aHus

Hoppanka TPUPOHOBA - [IpecedHu TOUKU MeX/y 6brapckaTa M YyellKaTa CHHXPOHHA JIEKCUKOJIOI U
npes3 BTopaTa noJjioBruHa Ha XX Bek // 21

CHMHXPOHHAA JIEKCUKOJIOTMSA — HOBasd 00JlaCcThb JIMHI'BMCTHUKM, KOTOpas BO3HMKJIA BO BTOPOM 10—
JoBMHEe XX Beka B pesysibTaTe nomcka Bb0QeKTMBHEX CHOCOOOB OOWeHMS YesjioBeKa C MallMHOM. B
CTaThbe pacCMaTpMBaeTCs M CPaBHMBAETCHd Pa3BUTHE IaHHOWM JIMHIBUCTUYUECKOW IUCLUIIJIMHEL B
Bonrapuu m Uexmy BO BTOPOM IIOJIOBMHE IMPOMJIOTO BEeKa B YCJIOBMAX AKTMBHOT'O COTPYIOHMUECTBA,
B TOM UMCJI€ IO TEeONOJUTUUECKMM HpuuMHaM. CONOCTaBJIATCS BpeMs BO3HMKHOBEHMS M CTATyC
CUHXPOHHOM JIEKCUKOJIOTUM B HAUMOHAJIbHBEIX OQUIIOJOTMUECKMX HayKax, I[IPMHUUIL MCCJIeNOBaHMUA B
OCHOBHBEIX HaAy4HHX paboTax. JejlaeTcsa BHBOI O TOM, UYTO, B OTJMUME OT IOPYIMUX oOOJlaCcTeM S3bl—
KO3HAaHMA — QOHOJIOTUM, TI'paMMaTMKM, aKTYaJIbHOT'O UYJIEHEHMSA MNPenJIOXKEHMUS, TeopUM JIUTepaTyp-—
HOT'O fA3bIKa, NPUHLMUIL [[paXCKOM JIMHTBUCTUUECKOM IWKOJIBEL OKABHEBAT cjlaboe BIMAHME Ha OoJi—
TapCKYI CHMHXPOHHYIO JIEKCUKOJIOTMI. OTO OOYCJIOBJIEHO KOMIIJIEKCOM IIPUYMH, HO IJlaBHas M3 HUX
— HeNpMMEHeHMe IIPMHLUUIOB CTPYKTYPHOI'O MeToma. C IOpyI'O¥ CTOPOHE, B UYEWICKOM JIMHI'BUCTUKE
OTUEeTJIMBO HabJwIOaeTCcsd JIeKCHMKalM3alusa IpaMMaTMKM, KOTOpas y Hac OTCYTCTBYyeT, B MU3BECT-—
HOM Mepe B CUJIy TOI'O, UYTO, B OTJMUME OT UYeUICKOT'O, OOJTapCKUM SABJILeTCs ,TIpaMMaTruecKuM™
S3BIKOM, B KOTOPOM IMpPEenMKaTMBHBIE OTHOUEHMS ualle BHEpPaXalnTCd 3a IpenejlaMu JIeKCUUeCKOM
eIVHULIEL .

Synchronic lexicology is a new branch of linguistics developing fast throughout the
world in the second part of the 20th century as a result of the search for effective
ways of communication between humans and machines. The article reviews and compares
the development of this branch in Bulgaria and the Czech Republic in the second half
of the past century in the context of intensive cooperation instigated for wvarious
reasons, including geopolitical ones. The article compares and contrasts the time of
initial development of the branch, the status of lexicology within the scope of the
respective national philological sciences and the basic principles of research as
these are reflected in major publications in the field. The conclusion is drawn that
unlike other fields of philological research - phonology, functional sentence perspec-—
tive, theories of standard languages - the principles of the Prague school of lexicol-
ogy has exercised a markedly weak influence on Bulgarian synchronic lexicology. The
reasons are complex, but leading among them is the non-application of the methods of
structuralism. On the other hand, a significant level of lexicalization of grammar is
observed in Czech linguistics, which is lacking in Bulgarian linguistics. Furthermore,
unlike Czech, Bulgarian is a fairly ,grammatical language"™ in which predicative rela-
tions are more frequently encoded outside the single lexical unit.

KimoyoBM OyMiM: CUHXPOHHA JIEKCUMKOJIOTUsS, [Ipaxka WKoJa, JeKCcuKaarsalusa Ha I'paMaTurarTa,
CTPYKTYPaIn3BM, OOXEeMMCTUKA

Keywords: synchronic lexicology, the Prague school, lexicalization of the grammar,
structuralism, Czech studies

YTe IVKOBA - ETHOJIMHTBUCTHYEH NOTJIeJ, KbM €/JHO CEMaHTUYHO MoJie: ue. *(s)ken- // 43

lleslp HacTOAWEIT'O M3JIOXKEHMSA OCBETUTH Ha A3BKOBOM M 3THOKYJIBTYPHOM YPOBHE CBA3b He—
CKOJIBKO PeIKMX IMaJIEKTHEIX CJIaBAHCKMX JIEKCEM B pPaMKax obwero CeMaHTUMUYECKOT'O M KOHLENTY—
AJIBHOT'O IIOJI4d, KOTOpPpOEe IIPOABJIAETCA B apXauMdeCKUX UIIN MeTa(boquecxmx SHAUEHMAX, KOTOPEIE
OTCTPAHAKT MX CEMAHTUUECKYI PeECTPUKLIMIO M BOCCTaAHaBJIMBAKT MX IE€PBOHAUYAJIBHYK IIOJIMCEMMIO.

In this paper I give linguistic and ethnographic evidence for the activity of a se-
mantic and conceptual field in some dialectal Slavic words, either having preserved



archaic semantic features or by metaphorization remove their semantic restriction and
restore their original polysemnmy.

KiouoBy mymy: Meradopa, CEMaHTUUHO IIOJIe, HAPOOHAa MMTOJIOTMS M OOPEemHOCT
Keywords: metaphor, semantic field, popular belief and rituals

Pocuna CTEQUEBA - Taka da ce kajice Wiy Kakmo ce Ka3ea v mpo6JieMbT 3a U360pa HAa e3UKOBUTE pe-
cypcu (Bbpxy MaTepuas oT 6'bJArapckusi U cpbockus e3uk) // 48

B cTaTbe aHaIM3UPYTCs MapKepH MeTass3blKa, C IOMOUIBI KOTOPHEIX T'OBOPAWMY OTCJIeXMBAaeT
CBOK peub M OlIeHMBAET aIeKBaTHOCTb €& (GOpMH KOHLENTYyaJIM3MPOBaHHOMY U pebepeHUMaJIbHOMY
ComepXaHMo. B mMcclemoBaHMM MNPencTaBJIEHH QYyHKUMOHAJLHO-IIPATMaTUUYEeCKMe OCOOEHHOCTM MeTa-—
SA3BIKOBEIX OIIEPATOPOB, KOTOPHBE NPOABJAITCH IIPM PeayiM3alury BTOPUUHHX KOMMYHMKATMBHBIX MH-—
TeHLUMUM — CUTHaJIM3AlMM HEINOJIHOM aleKBaTHOCTM Bepbanus3alny, SKCIJIMKALUY CMATUYEHUS HOMMU-—
HauMM, aKTyadr3alyuy IpelemeHTHHX BhCKAa3BBaHUN. PaccMaTpMBaeTCs Takxe MOoOubuMuMpyoua s
POJIb MEeTas3BIKOBHX OIIEepPaTOPOB Ha YPOBHE MNPOMNO3ULUMOHAJBHOTO UM MJIJIOKYTMBHOTO COIEPXaHM,
a Takxe MxX BKJIAI B I[OBHIIEHME KOTEPEeHTHOCTM IUCKYypCa.

This study examines the metalinguistic markers through which the speaker monitors
his/ her speech production and assesses the adequacy of its form against the conceptu-
alized and referenced content. The study presents the functional-pragmatic features of
metalinguistic operators, which are manifested in the realization of secondary commu-—
nicative intentions - signalling a deficiency in verbalization, designation of lin-
guistic mitigation and making reference to proverbial usage. The modifying role of
metalinguistic operators at the level of propositional and illocutionary content is
also considered, as well as their contribution to increasing discourse coherence.

KiouoBy OyMy: METAE3UKOBM MapKepy, METAIMCKYPCHMBHM e€OMHMUIM, MOIOMOMKALML, KOXEPEeHLMHd,
TexCcToBa TpaHchopMauMsa, OBITAPCKM €3MK, CPBOCKM €3UK

Keywords: metalinguistic markers, metadiscourse units, modification, coherence, tex-
tual transformation, Bulgarian language, Serbian language

Teopemu4yHU 8bNPOCU HO €3UKO3HAHUEeMOo

Hukosa KPbCTEB - AcniekTya/IHUTe XapaKTepUCTUKU Ha 3aJ10ra B UHJ0€BPOIENCKOTO CEMeNCTBO.
KpaTka naHopama. [IpaunaoeBpomneicku u aHaToaukicku eauny. (Yact II) // 66

PeKOHCTPYKLMM HOOMHIOOEBPOIIEMCKOI'O s3EKa AT HaM BO3MOXHOCTb B3IJIAHYTH B IEPBY ode—
penb Ha QopMasibHYI U JIEKCUYECKYI0 CTOPOHY SA3HKAa, pacKpblBas IJIABHEIM 00pPas30M OCHOBHEHE
OyHKUMOHAJIbHO-CEMaHTHUECKMe XapaKTEePpUCTUKM ero cucTeMmel. 3a 120 jeT, npomemmmMx C MO-—
MeHTa nyonmkauuy padoTel BpyrmMaHa u Jenbbpioka (1886-1900) «Grundrif der vergleichenden
Grammatik der indogermanischen Sprachen», Haubojee BceoObemwomey paboTh IO MHOOEBPO-—
nerckoMy MOPQOCHMHTAKCUCY, Uepes CpaBHEHMEe U TUIOJIOTMYUEeCKMe [apajljlesiM MCCcJledoBaTenu
NPMXOOAT K KOHCEHCYCY IO Pas3JIMYHEIM BOIpoOocaM. JlaHHOe MCCJIeIOBaHMe IpencTaBligseT coOol
MOMNBITKY BIMCATHBCH B B3TOT KOHTEKCT IYyTEM M3YyUYEHMS CUCTEMHHIX CBA3EM MeXAy JIeKCUYeCKMM
acrnexToM, NepdeKTOM M BOBHMKHOBEHMEM 3ajiora. [Jd 3TOM LeM paccMaTpMBaKnTCs OCOOEHHOCTM
3aJiora M aclekTa BO BCEX HOPEBHMX MHIOEBPONENMCKMX S3HKaxX M [IPOCJIeXMBAETCH MX pas3BUTUE C
Y4ETOM 3apPeTrUCTPMPOBAHHEIX M3MEHEHUM B CcUCTeMe InepdexTa. BHBONE IOMaxXpPOHMUYECKOT'O aHaM3a
CBSA3aHB C BOBMOXHBIM M3MEHEHMEM S3HKOBOTO THUIIA MHIOEBPOIEMCKOM IOuaTesbl (C 3praTMBHOTO
Ha HOMMHATMBHBIM) M CJIyXaT OJIS BHEABJIEHMSA HEKOTOPHX CTPYKTYPHEIX CBA3EM B MHIOOEBPOIEMCKOM
ouaTes3e. B 3akjouyeHMe IIpenjaraeTcs TUIOJOTMS B3aMMOOTHOWEHMM IOMAaTEe3E M 3ajiora B MHIO-
€BPOIIEMICKMX SABBIKax, OCHOBaHHAas Ha CEMaHTMUYECKMX IIPM3HaKax Pe3yJIbTaTMBHOCTM M CTATMBHO—
CTH.

The Proto-Indo-European reconstructions give us the opportunity to observe mostly
the formal and lexical side of the ancestor language, revealing only the main func-
tional-semantic features of its system. In the past more than 120 years since the
first edition of Brugmann’s and Delbrick’s ,Grundrill der vergleichenden Grammatik der
indogermanischen Sprachen“, a major work in the field of historical linguistics, the
researchers reach a consensus on various morphosintactic issues by way of comparisons
and typological contrasts. The present study attempts to fi t in this context, examin-
ing the systemic links between lexical aspect, the Perfect and the emergence of voice.
For this purpose, the aspect and voice features of all ancient IE languages are exam-—
ined and their development is monitored in view of the registered changes in the per-
fect subsystem. The conclusions of the diachronic analysis are related to the possible



change in the linguistic type of the IE diathesis (from ergative to nominative) and
lead to the formulation of some structural relationships in the IE diathesis. Finally,
a diathesis and voice typology in IE languages 1s proposed on the basis of semantic
features such as resultative and stative.

KimiouoBM myMiy: TPAVHIOEBPOIENCKM €3UK, OMaTesa, 3ajior, Pel3yJITaTUuB

Keywords: Proto-Indo-European, diathesis, voice, resultative

LlucKkycuu, 0630pu U Hay4YHU CbObUWEHUS

HOnusana CTOAHOBA - 3asoroBu 3HaueHHUs1 B paHHUTE I€TCKHA U3Ka3BaHUSA U aOCTPAKTHOTO MOHATHE

‘cy6ekT’ Ha udpeyeHueto // 86

B craThbe paccMaTpMBAETCS OIHA M3 BAXHEIX MNPOOJIEM INCUXOJMHIBUCTHUKM PA3BUTUA: B KaKOM
CTeneHu paHHYE IeTCKME BBICKABBIBAHUSA MMEIT CHMHTAKCUUECKYI OCHOBY WMIIM OTPaXalT OTHOIEHUS
MEeXIy CeMaHTUUYEeCKUMM eIVHULIaMM. MHOTME MCCJIeOOBATEJM CUMTAlT, UTO IeTH IepexonsaT OT
CeMaHTUUECKOV pelpe3eHTaluu NPelJIOKeHUs K CUHTAKCUUECKOMW. ECiM paHHME IeTCKME BBICKAB3BI—
BAaHUSA MMEIT CEeMaHTUUEeCKYI OCHOBY, TO [O3ULMA CyDBEeKTa B HMX HOOJIKHA OBITH CBsA3aHa TOJIBKO C
CeMaHTUKOM aTeHTrBa. V3yueHMre SBaJIoOTOBHIX OTHOIEHM B BEICKABHBAHMAX IeTel, OBJaIeBalolmX
OONITapCKMM SI3HKOM (B BO3pacTe mo 3 JieT), YCTAHOBWJIO HaJiIMuMe BO3BPATHHX, NACCUBHEIX U
OEeB3JIMUHEIX IJIATOJILHEIX GOPM B COOTBETCTBYIMX CUHTAKCUUECKMX KOHCTPYKUMAX. TakuMm obpasoM,
MOXHO MPenIoJIOKNTE, UYTO OOJITapCKMe HOEeTHM emé OO TPEXJIETHEeIO BO3pacTa CBSBBEBALT I103ULIMI
cyOpeKTa NPEenjioXeHMs C PAa3HBEMM CEeMaHTUUYeCKMMM POJIaAMM (ATe€HTMBOM, IAllMeHCOM, OOBEeKTMBOM U
SKCIIEPMEHLIEPOM) — T.e. B MX SABBIKOBOM KOMIIETEHLUM CyHeCTByeT aOCTPakKTHOE CUMHTAKCHUUECKOe
IOHATKE CcyObekTa npenjioxeHus. OOBbICHEHME PaHHEeI'O I[IOSABJIEHMS BOB3BPATHEIX, [NACCUBHEIX U
OEe3JIMUHEIX IPEIMKATOBR CJIeIyeT MCKATb B OCOOEHHOCTAX OOJIlapCKOTO SA3BIKa (Kak OIHOTO M3
CJIaBAHCKMX SBBIKOB), KOTOPBIM OOCTATOUHO UETKO M MPO3PAaYHO MAPKMPYEeT OTHOUEHMS 3ajiora.

The paper discusses one of the important issues of the developmental psycholinguis-
tics: to what extent are young children’s utterances syntactically based or are they
semantically motivated. Some researchers claim that children start with semantic rep-
resentations, which are later replaced by syntactic ones. If children’s early utter-—
ances are semantically based, then the syntactic subject should always have the seman-—
tic function of agent. The analysis of voice structures in the utterances of children
(aged 1,6 to 3,0) acquiring Bulgarian, reveals the production of reflexive, passive
and impersonal constructions. Hence, we can suppose that Bulgarian children before the
age of 3,0, associate the syntactic subject with different semantic roles (e.g. agent,
patient, experiencer, etc.), i.e. we can credit children’s linguistic competence with
the abstract syntactic notion of subject. The early appearance of reflexive, passive
and impersonal predicates in the speech of young Bulgarian children can be due to the
language specific over marking of voice in Bulgarian (as one of the Slavic languages) .

KIoyoBM IyMr: CUHTAKTUUHA/CEMAHTUUHA OCHOBA HA PAHHUTE INEeTCKU M3Ka3BaHUA; peblleKCUBHM,
MacyBHM, OEBJIMUHUM NPEenuKaTH; CyOeKT Ha M3PEeUeHMETO; CEMaHTUUHM POJIA.

Keywords: syntactic vs. semantic base of young children’s utterances; reflexive, pas-—
sive, impersonal predicates; syntactic subject; semantic roles.

Jaduna TEHOBA - JIbka, u3MaMa, nozipexxjaHe u oie // 103

B cTaThe KPUTUYECKM AHAIMBUPYOTCS pelNpes3eHTaTMBHEIE MCCIeNOBaHuA JIXM, OOMaHa, BBeIe-—
HMa B 3abiayxneHue, OECCMBICJIEHHOTO T'OBOPEHMSA UM COKPBITMA MHOOpMaumm B objlacTm Guiocodmm
A3EIKa U JIMHTBUCTMYUECKOM NparMaTMKM B OCHOBHOM B NyOJIMKALMAX Ha aHITJIMMCKOM fA3blke. KoM-—
MEHTUPYITCH TaKXe MCCJeNOBaHMA JIXKM M OOMaHa HEKOTOPEIX OoJjrapckmx o¢uysiocodpor. KoHLenumm
KOMMEHTHUPYIOTCS B paMkax TeopumM KOMMyHukauum Ilojia I'palica M TeOopuM peudeBHX akKToB IDKoHa
OctuHa u IIxoHa CepJja. B aHamMz3e JIKM M CBSA3aHHEIX C HEM KOHLENUMM NpeseHTaumsa QOoKycUpy-—
€TCs Ha Pas3JIMUHHX KPUTEepMSX TOTO, UYTO I'OBOPUT UM yTBepXIaeT TOBOPANMM, M TOTO, UYTO OH
nompasyMeBaeT, a TaKXe Ha el'0 MHTEeHLUM [IPU OCYIEeCTBJIEHMM KOMMYHUKATMBHOI'O aKTa.

The goal of the paper is a critical analysis of representative research on lying,
deception, misleading, bullshit and withholding of information in philosophy of lan-
guage and linguistic pragmatics predominantly in scholarly research in English. Stud-
ies on lying and deception by Bulgarian philosophers are also commented on. The analy-
sis is carried out within the theoretical framework of Paul Grice’s theory of communi-
cation and John Austin’s and John Searle’s speech act theory. In the analysis of lying
and its cognate concepts the paper focuses on the different criteria of what the



speaker says or asserts, on the one hand, and what he/she implies, on the other, as
well as on his/her intention in the accomplishment of the communicative act.

KmrovoBm gymm: ouiocodmsda Ha e3uKa, JI'bXa, M3MaMa, [oOBexnaHe, Oe3CMMUCIJIEHO T'OBOPEeHe, pe-—
UeBM akTOBe, I[PMHUUII Ha CHIESMCTBMETO UM MakKCUMMTE Ha I['palic

Keywords: philosophy of language, lying, deception, misleading, bullshit, speech acts,
Grice’s cooperative principle and maxims
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