IIpunocu

EnuH or Hali-OoCHOBHMTE NpPUHOCHM Ha pa3pabOTKM Ha barameBa € W3BEXIAaHETO Ha
cienn(UYeH BUJ METOHUMHUS, CIEHUAIN3UPaH 3a IeJIUTe Ha CIoBooOpa3yBaHeTo. To3u BHUI
MetoHnmus baramesa nepuHMpa kato (opMasHa KOTHUTHBHA OIEpanus B PaMKUATE Ha
OHOMACHOJIOTHUEH IIOJX0/1 KbM CII0BOOOpa3zyBaHeTo. Bbrpeku ue, camoTo nousrue popmaiiHa
KOTHUTHBHA OTI€palusi € BbBEACHO U U3HaYalHO Aeunupano ot Pyus ne Mennosa (2011), To
He ¢ OWJIOo TpHiaraHo KbM MeToHuMHsTa mpenu ToBa. Camust Pyws me Mengosza (2011)
ompeieNsi METOHUMHESTA KaTO ChIbprKaTelHa KOrHUTHBHA oneparus (Pyu3 ne Mennoza 2011:
3). Cnopen HeroBoTo pazoupasne, popMaIHUTE KOTHUTUBHH OIIEPALIUK Ca OT HAJIPE/ICH BU U
KOHTPOJMPAT MO-HUCKO Pa3psIHUTE ChIbP)KATEIIHW KOTHUTHBHHU OIEpallid OT THIA Ha
MeTOHUMHUATAa (M MeTadopara, HPOHHUATA, OKCUMOpPOHA W Jp. Moa00HHU). DopmaiHHUTE
KOTHUTUBHHM OIEpaluy ce Je(UHUpaT KaTo Joruyecka HeoOXoaUMOCT 3a (PYHKIIMOHUPAHETO
Ha CHIbP)KATEIHUTE KOTHUTHBHH ONEpaIld KOUTO ,,Ce H3MON3BAaT 3a HW3BOAMMOCT Ha
yMO3aK/Ilo4eHHus Ha 0a3aTa Ha IOJCKa3KH, MPEJOCTaBEHU OT €3WKOBU H3pa3d WU OT
KOHTEKCTa, B KOMTO ca ch3fafacHu Te3u u3pasu™ (Ruiz de Mendoza: 104). 3a aBrtopa
METOHUMHUSITA € ,,[TPOIIEC, Ch3/IaBalll KoHennTyanHa ctpykrypa® (ibid.), koiiro ce mopasnens
Ha MPOIIECH Ha PEAYKIUS B pAMKUTE Ha JIOMEWHA MU TPOIIECH Ha Pa3IINpsBaHE HA JOMEIHA.
OcHoBononaramara AeGUHUIUS Ha KOTHUTUBHA OIIEpalus € KakTo cjeJBa: ,,BCEKH MEHTaJIEH
MEXaHU3bM, YUATO IIeT € Jla JOMPHHACS 3a MPOIECUTE HA M3BOJUMOCT, HEOOXOIUMHU 32
MI0JIy4aBaHETO Ha IIbJIHA CEMAaHTHYHA PENPE3eHTALNsI OT €3UKOB U3pa3 WM KaKBOTO U J1a OUJIo
cumBoITHO cpeactBo‘ (ibid.). Ha To3u don, Pyus ne Menmo3a pasrpanrdyaBa Y€THPH ,,0CHOBHH
dbopmanau omnepauuu: (1) 3akorBsHe W mojackaszka (2) uzbop, (3) muTerpupane u (4)
abctpaxupane” (Ruiz de Mendoza 20 11: 105). B pa3scexaeHusTa CH aBTOPHT OMPEICIs
METOHMMHMSTA KaTO OCHOBHA ChbPKATEIHA ONlEpalltsl, YUATO BoJela GYHKIUS € HaCOYBaHe
Ha M3BOJUMOCTTA MOCPEICTBOM pa3lliMpsiBaHE WM penylupaHe Ha aomelHu. Ha Oazara Ha
aHaJIM3 Ha CIIOKHU TJArofu (KOMIIO3UTYMH), MPEOUMHO B aHTIHUICKHUA €3WK, baramieBa
[I0Ka3Ba, Y& METOHUMUATA IPUHAIICKN KbM (GOPMAIHUTE KOTHUTUBHU OIIEPALUH, & HE KbM
ChIbp)KaTEIHUTE TakuBa. TBbpAeHHETO cu baramesa moakperns Kato moka3Ba Kak BCHUKUTE
yeTupu (GOpMaTHU KOTHUTHBHH ollepanuu, kouto Pyms ne Mennosa nedunupa, ca etanu B
[IPUJIAraHeTO Ha METOHMMHUYHATa 00pabOTKa Ha ChIbpXKAHUE 3a LEIUTE HA €3MKOBOTO MY
KoaupaHe. Upe3 aHanM3uTe CHM Ha €3UKOBU JaHHM baramieBa noka3Ba, ye METOHHMHUSATA €
¢dopmamHa KOTHUTHBHA ONepanus OT HAApEACH THII, a HE CBhABbPKATEITHO KOHIIETITyaJeH
MEXaHU3bM (KaKbBTO € BCHILHOCT TPaJUIIMOHHATA JIEKCUKaIHa/pedepHIInalHa METOHUMHUS).
Ilo TO3u HauMH, TS TBBPAM, Y€ ONEpallMOHANM3Mpa TBBbpAeHUATA Ha PimbHa ['mbc 3a
METOHMMHYHA 00padOTKa Ha €3MKa.

Baramesa n3ka3Ba XuIores3ara, 4e MapaJurMaTHIHOCT U aHAIOTHS ChIIO (pyHKIMPAT
KaTO METaKTHUTHBHM CKPHUIITOBE, KOMTO FOBOPELIUTE MPHUJIArar, 3a Ja Morar jJa U3BIUYaT U
npujaraT pa3HooOpa3sHH MOJIENIM B €3UKa, TOECT U Te ca MPUAOOUT METaKOTHUTHUBEH BH]
3HaHUS (MPUAOOUTH O€3 Och3HATA pedUIeKCHs], TOECT HUHTYUTUBHO WJIM aBTOMAaTUYHO), KOUTO
ce U3I10JI3BAaT 3a IPUJIAraHeTO Ha MOJEIIH 3a Ch3/1aBaHE HAa HOBU €JMHMLIM WJIU 3a Ch3/1aBAaHETO
Ha HOBHM Mojenu. Upe3 mpuilaraHeTo Ha arapara Ha KOTHUTHBHATA JIMHI'BUCTHKA, HA HOBUTE
pa3BUTHS B KOTHUTHBHHTE HAyKH M aHAJUTHYHATE MOJENTH Ha KOHCTPYKIIMOHHCTKATa
JUHIBUCTHKa/MOp(osiorus, baramesa noka3Ba, ue OMOPTIOHUCTUYHOTO €3UMKOBO IOBEAECHUE
Ha FOBOPEIINTE MOXKE J1a C€ MOJIETNPa aHAIUTUYHO (ITOHE HAa HACTOSAIIM eTall Ha pa3BUTHE Ha
HAYKHTE 32 €3MKa) C MOMOIITa Ha TPUTE METAKOTHUTHBHH OTIEpAIlA: METOHHUMHUS; aHAJIOTHUS
U TapaJurMaTUYHOCT, KaTO aHAaJOTHUATAa HUrpae OCHOBHA pOJs 3a €AMH OT THUIIOBETE
CII0OBOOOpa3yBaTeIHU MapajurMu. Ts J0Ka3Ba, 4e IMOHIATHETO JEepUBAIlMOHHA Iapagurma
TpsiOBa 1@ ce 3aMeHH C TMOHATHETO CJIOBOOOpasyBaTelHa MapaaurmMa, TBH Karo
NapagurMaTHYHOCTTA € MPHIIOKUMA U KbM KOMIIO3HMIMATA KaToO CJI0BOOOpa3yBaTelleH IpoLec



U KbM KOMIIO3UTYMHUTE KaToO ChbCTaBHU AyMu. Criopen Hesl B CJI0BOOOpa3yBaHETO, Mapagurma
TpsiOBa J1a ce THIKyBa Karo Mpeka OT ChIbPKATEITHH KOHCTPYKIUHU (JIEKCEMH), KOUTO ca
CBBP3aHH IMOCPEACTBOM CEMaHTUYHH, MOPQPOTAKTUYHU U HECHEUUPUUHO aAHAIOTHYHU
Mojenu. Bceku OT TO3M BHJ BpPB3KM KOHCTUTYHpa Ppa3IMYHU BUAOBE MApaurMu: a)
napagurMu, Oa3WpaHW Ha 3HaueHHWe (T.e. pa3nuyHu NpoduiIMpaHus Ha TOIJIEKaIa
KOHIENTYyaJ Ha paMKa, OrpaHUYeHa OT OHTOJOTUYHHUTE KaTeropun); 0) mapagurmu, 0asupaHu
Ha HecHelu(pHUUHN aHATOrMU (KBIETO €AWH IpPUMEp CIY)XH 32 MOJIENI 32 UMHUTALUs) U B)
napaJurMy, OCHOBAHU Ha HJICHTUYHOCTTA HA €AUHHS eJIeMEeHT (0OOMKHOBEHO Ha CEMaHTUYHATA
oropa).

Te3u naen BonaT baramesa 10 yHHUpHIMpPaH MOJIEN 3a KIacu(UKAIUSA Ha CIOXKHUTE
ayMH (KOMITO3UTYMH), Ha 0a3zara Ha €MH HapaMeThp: MPOSBICHUETO HA METOHUMHUSITA KaToO
(hopMaTHO KOTHUTHBHA OTiepaliys B KOH(QUryprupaHe Ha 3HAaUEHUETO Ha CJI0KHATA TyMa U Aau
TOBA € TMOCJIEJBAHO OT ChIbP)KATEIIHO KOTHUTUBHU OIEpalus Ha JEKCUKaJHA METOHUMUS U
KoHIentyanHa Mmeradopa. To3m kinacupuKamoHEH MapamMeTbp C€ OIepaloHaNIN3Hupa 3a
[IEJIUTE Ha CIOBOOOpA3yBaTEIHHs aHAM3 IOCPEACTBOM IMOHITHETO 32 CEMAHTUYHA €HIO H
€K30IIEeHTpUYHOCT. baraiiesa nokassa, 4e TaKbB MOJXO0/ € TI0-0JIM30 10 TOBA, KOETO CE CIIy4Ba
B CH3HAHUETO Ha TOBOPEUIUTE OT MHOXXECTBO TEOPETHYHU MOJENIU. APryMEHTAlHsTa Ha
BarameBa € B MbJIHO Ch3ByYHE C pa3OMpaHETO Ha/3a €3uKa KaTo ,,MHOTOMEPHO JWHAMHYHO
MPOCTPAHCTBO Ha CIy4yalHOCTH, HACENEHO OT MHOTOMEPHHU KOHKYpHUpAIlUd CE CEMUOTHYHU
MOTEHIMATHOCTH, TOPOJCHU OT B3aWMOJCHCTBUSATA HAa MHOKECTBOTO AaKTOBE Ha €3MKOBA
ynotpebda OT CTpaHa Ha TOBOPEUIUTE, KAKTO W OT KOTHUTHBHHUTE M COLMAIHU MPOIECH,
moBacTHU Ha MHOKecTBO cryn’ (Schmid 2020: 348), kpaeTo “‘CTpyKTypara Ha cMcTeMara
€ KapTHpaHa OT YEeTHPH M3MEPEHHs Ha KOJCKTHMBHU [IMHAMUYHM Ha IOBEACHUE M Ha
WHIUBUIYaTHA MOJCIM Ha acoUMUpaHe: CHUMBONM3alMs (mpu/e/naBaHe Ha 3HAYCHHE);
OMO3UTHUBHOCT (MapaJurMaTUYHOCT), JIMHEAPHOCT (CHHTarMaTH3alus) M JIMHTBUCTUYEH,
CUTYaIlMOHEH U colMalieH KOHTeKCT (conmanm3arus)” (Schmid 2020: 347).

B To3u koHTekcT, barameBa aHamu3upa penyIIIMKATUBHH  KOMIIO3UTYMH,
CyOOpAMHATUBHM, MOAU(DUIMPAIIM CJIOXKHU CBUIECTBUTENIHU U  (PAa30BUTE CIOKHU
CBILIECTBUTEIIHM B OBJATrapckus e3uk. Td wu3cieaBa HCTOpUsATAa Ha Bb3HMKBAHE Ha
CyOOpIMHATUBHUTE, MOAWDUIUPAIIA CIOXKHH CBIIECTBUTEIHH M (Ppa3oBUTE CIOKHU
CHILIECTBUTEIIHU B OBJrapckusi €3MK M HW3Ka3Ba XUIOTe3aTa, ye M JBaTa BUIA CIOXHHU
CBIIECTBUTEIIHU ca MPOIYKT Ha KOHCTPYKIIMOHAIN3AIMS BCIIEACTBHE HA JIGKCUKAIHO 3aeMaHe,
KOETO € JIOBEJIO JI0 3aeMaHe Ha MOJIEN, KOMTO Ha MECTHA I0YBa € HapacHaJl XOPU30HTAIHO
(HOBM yMH) U BEpTUKaAJIHO (YCTaHOBSIBAHETO Ha aOCTpakTeH Mozen). TBbpau, ue ppazoBute
CJIO)KHH CBHIIECTBUTEIIHU ca BTOPHUYHU M BPEMEBO M Kay3aJTHO, TOECT BH3MOKHU €TUHCTBEHO
ClIe/l yCTaHOBSIBAHETO HA aOCTPAKTHHS MOJIEII.

BarameBa mpencraBs KOHTPAaCTHBEH aHAJ W3 Ha CIIOBOOOpa3yBaTEIHW SIBICHUS B
ObATrapcKusi Y AaHIVIMMCKHUS, KaTo TONAbpKa IMOAXOJ Ha JUCOLMATUBHOCT MEXIY
KOMITO3UIMATA KaTO MPOLEC W KOMIIO3UTYMHUTE KaTO KJIAC JIGKCUKATHH M MOP(OIOTHYHU
00eKTH.

[Ipunaranero Ha anapara Ha KOTHUTHMBHATa JMHIBUCTHKA 1103BOJIsIBa Ha baramesa na
aHaJIM3upa €3UKOBH (OpPMYIM B OBIrapCcKkuss M AHTJIHUICKHS €3UK, OCHOBAaHM Ha JIBE
(byHIaMeHTalIHU 00pa3HHU CXEMH — YOBEIIKOTO TAJIO U cXeMaTa Ha (PM3HUECcKO JIeHCTBUE (KaTo
BTOpaTa € MPOEKTHpaHe Ha MPUCHIIUTE MPEANOCTaBKM Ha MbpBaTa 3a B3aUMOICHUCTBUE C
OKOJIHUSA CBAT). POPMYIIUTE ChABPKAT JIEKCEMaTa pbhKa WM JIEKCeMaTa yCcTa U MEpOHUMHUTE M.
AHaIM3BT BOAM 10 M3BOJAA, Y€ KYJITYPHHTE KOHILENTYaJIH3alMH, YIPABIISBAIIA €3UKOBOTO
KOAMpaHe B OBJATapCKus M B AHIJIMHCKUA, KOHIENTYyalIM3UpPaT €3UKOBaTa KOMYHMKAIIHS
Pas3IUYHoO.

Ot 2006 r. no momeHTa baramieBa mocraBs B LIEHTbpa Ha H3CJIEI0BATEIICKUS CU
MHTEPEC CIOKHUTE TJIarojy B AaHIVIMUCKUS €3UK M TH aHaIU3upa OT MHOXKECTBO MEPCIEKTUBH,



BKJIIOYMTEIHO OT TJIE[HA TOYKA HA BJIMSHUETO HA €pPraTUBHO-aOCOIIOTHUBHUS KPHUIITOTHII U
BB3MOXHUTE Yoppuankcu edexru.



Contributions

One of the basic contributions of Bagasheva’s works is the emancipation of a special, dedicated
type of metonymy as a cognitive operation in word formation viewed onomasiologically as a
formal cognitive operation. Even though the concept of formal cognitive operation was
developed by Ruiz de Mendoza Ibanez in 2011, it was not applied to metonymy. The scholar
expressly states that metonymy is a content cognitive operation (2011: 103). He defines formal
cognitive operations as high order cognitive operations that control lower-level cognitive
operations such as metonymy. The former are characterized as necessary for the operation of
the lower content ones, which are “used to make inferences on the basis of cues provided by
the linguistic expression or the context in which it is produced” (Ruiz de Mendoza: 104). The
author recognizes metonymy as a “conceptual structure creation process” (ibid.), which is
bifurcated into domain expansion and domain reduction. The overall definition of a central
cognitive operation runs as follows, “any mental mechanism whose purpose is to contribute to
the inferential processes that are necessary to derive a full semantic representation out of a
linguistic expression or any other symbolic device” (ibid.). Against this background, Ruiz de
Mendoza recognizes four “basic formal operations: (1) cueing, (2) selection, (3) integration,
and (4) abstraction” (Ruiz de Mendoza 2011: 105). He further elaborates that metonymy a basic
inference guiding content cognitive operation is restricted to inferencing via domain expansion
or domain reduction. Bagasheva, on the basis of the analysis of compound verbs, illustrates
that metonymy is a formal cognitive operation, displaying all four types of formal cognitive
operations recognized by Mendoza as steps or phases in the process of metonymy-controlled
meaning construction processes. In other words, for Bagasheva metonymy is not content-based
inferencing mechanism, but a content-sensitive higher-order cognitive operation, in keeping
with Gibbs’ postulate of metonymic processing of language.

Bagasheva further recognizes paradigmaticity and analogy as metacognitive scripts that
users of language apply in order to abstract patterns in language stretches and applies these
same operations of meta-knowledge (intuitively or automatically, i.e. without conscious
reflection) for the construction of novel products of existing patterns or novel patterns. By the
systematic application of the findings and refinements in cognitive linguistics research and the
analytical apparatus of constructionist grammar/morphology, Bagasheva demonstrates that the
opportunistic linguistic behavior of language users can be modelled (at the present stage of the
development of the language sciences) via three basic metacognitive operations: metonymy
(explained above); analogy and paradigmaticity, where the second one (analogy) plays a major
role in procuring one type of word formation paradigm. Bagasheva proves that the concept of
word formation paradigm should be adopted instead of the much narrower derivational
paradigm, since the principles of paradigmaticity applies without qualifications to
compounding and compounds. She recognizes three different types of paradigmatic patterning
within the organization of compound objects. The hypothesis is put forward here that a word-
formation paradigm is to be understood here as a network of lexico-constructions (words) held
together by semantic, morphotactic and pattern relations. Each of these types of relations
constitutes different paradigms. The different word-formation paradigms are based on different
organizing principles: a) meaning-based paradigms (where conceptual/ontological categories
underlie the projection of the paradigm’s members on the basis of frame projections), b)
analogy-based paradigms (where an exemplar is used as a model for pattern imitation), and c)
form-based paradigms (where series of co-derivatives establish a formal pattern with at least
one identical constituent).

These ideas help Bagasheva provide unified classification of compounds based on a
single parameter: the exclusive operation of metonymy as a formal cognitive operation in the
configuring of the meaning of the compound or the combination of this operation with further



content cognitive operations (lexical metonymy and conceptual metaphor). This is
operationalized through the parameterized understanding of headedness and the adoption of
semantic endo-/exocentricity as a sufficient classificatory criterion. Bagasheva showcases that
such an approach fits better with the users’ point of view and avoids the epistemological
commitments of language analysts to a particular school or paradigm of linguistic theorizing
and analysis. Bagasheva’s argumentation coheres with the understanding that “the linguistic
system is a multidimensional dynamic contingency space populated by multidimensionally
competing co-semiotic potentialities afforded by the interaction of speakers’ usage activities
and social and cognitive processes under the influence of a wide range of forces” (Schmid
2020: 348), where “the structure of the system is charted by four dimensions of dynamic
collective regularities of behaviour and individual patterns of associations: meaning
(symbolization), opposition (paradigmaticalization), linearity (syntagmaticalization), and
linguistic, situational, and social context (contextualization)” (Schmid 2020: 347).

Within this context, Bagasheva analyzes reduplicatives, subordinative, modifying
nominal compounds and phrasal compounds in Bulgarian. She traces the origin story of
subordinative, modifying nominal compounds and phrasal compounds and promotes the
hypothesis that both types originate via constructionalization from initial matter borrowing that
through vertical growth develop into pattern borrowing. The phrasal type is claimed to be
dependent on the subordinative, modifying NN type, both in temporal and in causal terms.

Bagasheva systemically applies contrastive analysis to word formation phenomena in
English and Bulgarian, upholding a dissociationist approach to process and product to
compounding and compounds, which lead to interesting and revealing results.

Applying the apparatus of cognitive linguistics allows Bagasheva to analyze formulaic
expressions in English and Bulgarian that are based on two primary schemas in human
cognitive unconscious: the body schema and the primary action(s) schema (which is a
projection of the affordances of the constituents of the first schema). The analysis reveals that
the cultural conceptulizations underlying the linguistic behaviors of English and Bulgarian
speakers conceive of communication differently and probably this is tied up with other
established cultural practices and differences thereof. The analysis also reveals the centrality
of the hand as organ of reasoning.

Bagasheva contributes to the discourses of linguistics by systemically promoting since
2004 the genuineness of compound verbs in English and by analyzing this phenomenon form
various angles, including its correlation with the reflection of the ergative-absolutive
cryptotype and ensuing Whorfian effects.



