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1. General Characteristics of the Dissertation

The documents submitted by the candidate for the defense procedure comply with the requirements
of the Law on the Development of Academic Staft in the Republic of Bulgaria, the Regulations
for its implementation, and the regulations for the acquisition of academic degrees and academic
positions at St. Kliment Ohridski Sofia University.

The dissertation comprises 142 pages, of which 132 pages constitute the main text, 5 pages contain
the survey questionnaire, and 6 pages comprise the bibliography. The bibliography includes a total
of 76 cited sources in Bulgarian, English, and Korean.

2. Candidate’s Awareness of the Academic Research and Theoretical Knowledge

Doctoral candidate Asya Antova demonstrates good knowledge regarding the scientific apparatus,
the bibliography used, and its citation. Nevertheless, the bibliography lacks references to articles
concerning neologisms in the Korean language, which can easily be found through a brief review



of online sources’. For example, an article in the Los Angeles Times? highlights tensions between
the prestige of English as a marker of modernity and globalisation on one hand and institutional
attempts to preserve linguistic purity within Korean society on the other. English loanwords are
presented simultaneously as symbols of cosmopolitanism and as perceived threats to linguistic
identity. This reflects broader debates surrounding language policy, cultural authenticity, and
globalization in contemporary Korea - an aspect which is not addressed in the dissertation.

3. Methodology

The methodology of the dissertation may be summarized as a combined structural-sociolinguistic
approach, integrating theoretical word-formation analysis with an empirical study of teaching
Korean as a foreign language. The principal methodological tool is supplemented by morphemic
analysis and a typological classification of models for neologism formation. In addition, the study
includes an empirical component in the form of a specialized questionnaire administered among
Korean language teachers from Bulgaria, Austria, and the Republic of Korea, allowing for a
comparison between theoretically established word-formation models and their practical
application in teaching. In this way, the methodology combines structural, sociolinguistic, and
applied research approaches.

4. Main Parts of the Dissertation

The dissertation consists of an Introduction; Chapter I: Theoretical Foundations and Previous

Research. Concepts and Periodization; Chapter II: Lexical Origin and Structure of the Korean
Language. Word-Formation Mechanisms and Productive Models; Chapter III: Anglicisms and
the Social Dynamics in Contemporary Korean; a Conclusion; and an Appendix.

> The Introduction of the dissertation is conceptually well structured and meets the main
requirements for this component of academic research. It clearly formulates the scientific problem,
the hypothesis, the object and subject of the study, the main objective, and the specific research
tasks. The methodological approaches employed, the practical orientation of the work, and its
structure are also presented. This provides a solid foundation for the subsequent data and findings
and contributes to the logical coherence of the research.

> Chapter I of the dissertation presents a consistent and well-argued theoretical framework
for the research. The doctoral candidate demonstrates in-depth knowledge of the philosophical,
sociolinguistic, and linguistic concepts related to modernity, language change, and neologization.
The relationship between the processes of modernity and the dynamics of contemporary Korean

! Examples of such articles include: Tyson, P. (1993) English Loanwords un Korean: Patterns of Borrowing and
Semantic Change. ElI Two Talk, Vol 1., No. 1, Spring 1993, pp. 29-36. Available online at:
journals.librarypublishing.arizona.edu/jslat/article/105/galley/99/view/; Salazar, D. Introduction to words of Korean
origin. Oxford English Dictionary. Available online at: https://www.oed.com/discover/introduction-to-words-of-
korean origin?tl=true; Everything You Should Know About Konglish & Korean Loanwords. Available online at:
https://www.koreanclass101.com/blog/2021/05/13/english-loanwords-in-korean

2 Kim, M. English words have invaded Korea. The government is fighting back. Los Angeles Times. Feb. 3, 2025.
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vocabulary is convincingly traced, with neologisms interpreted not only as linguistic innovations
but also as socio-cultural markers of modernity.
The effort toward interdisciplinarity through the incorporation of concepts from Habermas,
Giddens, Bauman, and Jauss, adapted to the specifics of the Korean linguistic and cultural context,
creates a positive impression. The distinction between the concepts of ‘modernity,’
‘modernization,” and ‘modernism’ is successfully established, providing the necessary
terminological clarity for the subsequent analysis.
A significant contribution of the chapter is the historical overview of Korean linguistic
modernization, through which linguistic processes are placed within a broad socio-historical
context. The analysis of the role of Hangul, the standardization of writing, and the interaction
between tradition and modernity demonstrates a profound understanding of the specific features
of Korean linguistic history.
One of the strongest conceptual lines in the dissertation is the understanding that “neologisms
emerge at the intersection between the internal structural organization of language and the
dynamics of its social use” (p. 43). This proposition synthesizes the central logic of the study, as it
unites the morphological, word-formation, and sociolinguistic aspects of the analysis within a
theoretical framework. It allows neologization to be interpreted simultaneously as a systemic
linguistic process and as a reflection of cultural, technological, and communicative
transformations. Due to its synthesizing and conceptually stable function, this argument could have
been more clearly formulated in the introduction as the leading hypothesis of the study and
subsequently revisited in the conclusion as the principal theoretical finding of the dissertation.
The section on neologisms in global linguistic traditions is very well structured, academically
sound, and demonstrates extensive work with sources and terminology. A clear methodological
framework and strong command of both the specifics of Korean language and linguistic theory are
evident. Particularly strong aspects include the consistent construction of the historical-theoretical
overview; the effective connection between global neology and the Korean linguistic material; the
smooth transition from theory to the dissertation’s applicability; the skillful integration of Korean
studies from Bulgarian linguists; and the clear emphasis on the author’s own research position.
Subsection 4.3 provides a valuable overview of the Bulgarian research tradition in the field of
neology; however, the analysis remains predominantly descriptive and institutionally oriented,
without a sufficient degree of critical problematization. From a methodological perspective, it
would have been useful to more clearly highlight the limitations and unexplored areas within the
Bulgarian neological tradition, especially regarding non-European languages. In this respect, the
Korean linguistic material poses specific analytical challenges related to hybrid word formation,
Konglish phenomena, and the interaction between local and global models of neologization—
issues that remain relatively underrepresented in Bulgarian linguistic literature. A clearer
formulation of this research gap would have strengthened the argument concerning the scientific
significance and originality of the dissertation.
Alongside the indisputable merits of the arguments in this chapter, it may be noted that in certain
places the text acquires a somewhat essayistic and overly elaborate character; for example, the
repetition of the central thesis concerning neologisms as “constructs of modernity” could have
been editorially refined for greater textual conciseness. This, however, does not diminish the
research value of Chapter I, which successfully fulfills its function of establishing the
methodological and conceptual foundation of the dissertation.

» Chapter II of the dissertation, devoted to the lexical origin and structure of the Korean
language, as well as word-formation mechanisms and productive models, demonstrates very good



theoretical awareness, in-depth engagement with international literature on the topic, and strong
methodological preparation. The chapter convincingly systematizes the principal lexical layers and
word-formation mechanisms in contemporary Korean. Particularly noteworthy is the connection
established between the etymological structure of the lexicon and the processes of neologization
and hybrid word creation, as well as the systematization of Sino-Korean vocabulary and its relation
to contemporary neologization processes.

One of the contributions of the chapter is that the origin of Korean vocabulary is not presented
only in a historical-descriptive manner but is linked to the productivity of contemporary word-
formation models and neologization processes. This is important because the author does not treat
Sino-Korean, native, and borrowed vocabulary as static categories, but rather interprets them as
active resources for contemporary word creation. A significant contribution here lies in tracing the
relationship between etymological layers and word-formation productivity, as well as in
identifying hybridization as a central mechanism in the contemporary Korean language. The
doctoral candidate successfully demonstrates how borrowing in contemporary Korean is not a
passive process, but rather becomes the basis for internal word formation and structural
reorganization of the lexical system.

At the same time, however, certain parts of the dissertation remain predominantly descriptive and
could more clearly highlight the author’s own analytical propositions, as well as the
methodological specificity of the proposed model for studying neologisms. In some places, it
remains insufficiently specified how the proposed typology or periodization adds to existing
research on Korean neologization.

Despite these remarks, the chapter successfully fulfills its function as a theoretical and
methodological foundation of the dissertation.

» Chapter III, devoted to Anglicisms and the social dynamics of contemporary Korean,
presents a convincing and well-structured attempt to interpret the influence of the English language
on contemporary Korean within a broad historical-sociolinguistic context, successfully connecting
lexical processes with broader factors such as modernization, globalization, and cultural dynamics.
A strong aspect of the analysis is the diachronic approach, which traces the evolution of language
contact from the late Joseon period, through Japanese colonial rule, to the postwar and
contemporary periods, thereby substantiating the accumulation of layers of borrowings and
intermediary systems. At the same time, despite the rich empirical data and strong illustrative
examples, the theoretical framework remains to some extent descriptive, and opportunities for a
stricter conceptualization of notions such as “Konglish,” “hybridity,” and “global lingua franca”
could have been expanded through clearer distinctions between language contact, sociolect, and
register variation. Furthermore, although the bidirectional nature of cultural exchange (including
Hallyu) is emphasized, the analysis remains more strongly focused on the influence of English on
Korean than on the actual mechanisms of reciprocal lexical and discursive transformation.

The study is distinguished by several substantial strengths, among which the solid historical
framework, the effective integration of sociolinguistic approaches, the rich and diverse empirical
basis, and the appropriate use of the theory of World Englishes (by B. Kachru) as an interpretative
tool are especially noteworthy. These characteristics provide the analysis with breadth and
interdisciplinary depth, enabling linguistic processes to be examined within their historical and
social conditioning. However, certain significant methodological and theoretical limitations are
also evident, noticeable in the partial repetition of certain ideas and the mixing of different levels
of analysis (structural, semantic, and sociocultural). In addition, there are instances of insufficient
theoretical rigor in the formulation of some claims (e.g., “English begins to function as the



language of modernity” on p. 106, which is an interpretative rather than empirically substantiated
statement), as well as a tendency toward descriptiveness that is not always followed by sufficient
critical synthesis. For example, the role of Japanese as a language-mediator is somewhat
oversimplified; a deeper analysis of Sinicized English loanwords through Japanese and of reverse
influences is lacking.

The historical section is well argued, but in places it relies on a linear causal logic that may
underestimate the complexity of parallel and heterogeneous processes of borrowing and adaptation
across different social registers. Despite these limitations, the chapter makes a substantial
contribution to understanding the Korean lexical system as a dynamic and open structure in which
external influences function not as replacements, but as integrated elements within existing word-
formation models.

The section of Chapter III devoted to Konglish as unique English-language variety offers an
ambitious attempt at systematization, combining a review of its definitions, sociolinguistic
observations, and typological classification. Nevertheless, the text suffers from certain conceptual
and methodological ambiguities: the notion of “Konglish” is not consistently and clearly
operationalized, as it is treated alternately as a variety of English, as a lexical layer, and as the
result of word-formation processes in Korean. This conceptual fluctuation leads to a blurring of
the research object and complicates the distinction between language variety, contact phenomenon,
and internal word-formation production.

In addition, although the proposed typology is empirically detailed, it is not sufficiently grounded
theoretically. Some examples are well chosen and clearly illustrate semantic divergence from the
English source. However, it would have been beneficial to demonstrate the frequency, productivity,
and functional stability of the individual types. The use of advertising and institutional examples
(e.g., brands and urban slogans) has a more illustrative than analytically evidential character.
Despite these limitations, the text contributes through the accumulation and systematization of rich
empirical material and by emphasizing Konglish as a socially visible and functionally active
phenomenon.

The final section of Chapter III, devoted to the Korean language as a source of new English
vocabulary, represents a convincing attempt to interpret contemporary Korean not only as a
recipient but also as a source of international vocabulary, thereby overcoming the one-way
“English->Korean” model. A strong aspect is the clear positioning of these processes within the
context of globalization, digital communication, and the mainstream industry, including the role
of the Hallyu wave as a mediator of lexical dissemination. At the same time, there is a certain
expansion of the notion of “lexical influence,” whereby the boundaries between borrowing,
internationalization, and marketing dissemination occasionally remain unclear, and some
examples function more as cultural or brand markers than as stabilized lexical units.

The systematization of the linguistic material should be positively assessed, especially regarding
culinary and culturally specific vocabulary, where the argument concerning the absence of English
equivalents is well substantiated. The idea of “reverse word-formation dynamics” (p. 121) in the
cosmetics industry is a noteworthy contribution, although a clearer distinction between actual
borrowings and industrial-corporate neologisms such as K-beauty would have been appropriate.
Methodologically, the text in this chapter of the dissertation is rich and interdisciplinary, but in
some places there is a tendency to simplify complex historical and social processes through linear
explanations. The classification model of Konglish is functional, but the boundaries between the
individual categories remain more descriptive than strictly operationalized.



» The Conclusion of the dissertation presents a clear synthesizing framework of the
conducted research and, to a significant extent, succeeds in uniting the principal theoretical and
empirical lines of analysis. Particularly commendable is the consistent formulation of the central
thesis concerning the model-based nature of neologization in the contemporary Korean language,
as well as the attempt to integrate historical, structural, and sociolinguistic approaches into a
unified interpretative framework. A particularly strong aspect is the emphasis on the distinction
between the short-term persistence of individual lexical units and the long-term stability of word-
formation models, which constitutes a significant analytical contribution.

As a drawback it shoud be mentioned that the conclusion largely reproduces formulations from
the main chapters without always extending them with additional conceptual value. It would have
been possible to differentiate more clearly between the types of models (e.g., morphological versus
sociolinguistic mechanisms), as well as to formulate more rigorously operationalized results
derived from the empirical material.

The empirical component, i.e. the survey conducted with Korean language teachers, is presented
as supporting evidence, yet the conclusion does not analyze sufficiently critically its scope,
representativeness, and methodological limitations. This creates a certain imbalance between the
theoretical part of the research and the empirical validation of the findings. In this sense, the
applied value of the work is convincingly asserted, but not fully explicated through concrete data
or measurable results.

From a theoretical perspective, a strong point of the conclusion is the affirmation of the thesis
regarding the systematic nature of neologization and the integrative character of borrowed
elements within the Korean word-formation system. The conclusion fulfills its primary function
of synthesizing the results of the study and confirming the central hypothesis, while at the same
time demonstrating strong internal logical coherence. It successfully presents the dissertation as a
complete and coherent study with a clearly defined contribution to the fields of word formation
and the sociolinguistics of the contemporary Korean language.

5. Abstract

The submitted abstract comprises a total of 31 pages and accurately summarises the main content
and scientific contributions of the dissertation.

6. Scientific Contributions

I accept the candidate’s stated contributions formulated on p. 127.

7. Evaluation of the Doctoral Candidate’s Academic Output

Three scholarly publications related to the dissertation have been submitted by the PhD candidate,
two of which are single-authored. The doctoral candidate does not indicate citations. The

plagiarism check of the dissertation did not reveal any plagiarism.

8. Remarks and Recommendations



As a member of the jury for awarding the educational and scientific degree “Doctor,” I would like
to offer the following remarks and recommendations, aimed at enhancement of the scholarly
precision, analytical depth, and overall research value of the dissertation.

a) Some paragraphs are excessively encyclopedic in nature. In certain places, the text shifts
from an analytical to a descriptive style characteristic of a student’s book. For example, the section
on the main types of neologisms (pp. 28—31) in some parts resembles a textbook on word formation
more than an argumentative dissertation section. Consideration could be given to editorial revision
through greater analytical concentration, shorter definition segments, and the transfer of part of the
general theoretical explanations into footnotes. Similarly, the overly detailed explanation of
Saussure (p. 40) and the lengthy discussions of Bloomfield (p. 42) could be reduced. Instead of
accumulating general historiographical information and presenting authors’ positions, a more
effective academic approach would be the selective inclusion only of those theoretical propositions
and historical observations that have direct analytical relevance to the study of Korean neologisms.

b) A clearer distinction is needed between neologism, buzzword, internet slang, and
colloquial expressive form. The text discusses them, but the boundaries sometimes remain blurred.

For example, 0 =, Z|, 2F= Q3 function rather as internet slang, pragmatic markers, or

discourse units, and not necessarily as fully-fledged lexical neologisms in the traditional sense. It
would be beneficial to clarify at the outset that the study adopts an expanded understanding of
neologism, including pragmatically marked digital lexical innovations. This would better
legitimize the inclusion of such examples.

¢) Some examples could be selected more appropriately. For instance, - &AL and

£ A A from section 2.3.2 of Chapter I do not sound convincing as neologisms, since they are

lexical items long established in the language. If the intention is to demonstrate compositional
models, this should be explicitly clarified, e.g., “The following examples illustrate the
compositional model in general, rather than necessarily contemporary neologisms.” Similarly,

A+ Ef and 21E{Hll are fully integrated loanwords that are difficult to be perceived as neologisms.

d) The footnotes are valuable, but excessively long, especially notes 9, 13, and 15-17,
which in practice function as mini-subsections. Some of them could be integrated into the main
text or shortened.

e) The theoretical framework, which attempts to systematize the phenomenon of Konglish,
is not clearly positioned in relation to contemporary models of language contact and hybridization.
There is a lack of critical engagement with established theories in the field (e.g., Thomason &
Kaufman, Matras), which would allow for a more precise explanation of the mechanisms of
borrowing, calquing, and structural adaptation. As a result, the analysis remains on a descriptive
level and does not reach a deeper explanatory framework.

f) The notion of ‘hybrid cultures’ (p. 16) is theoretically loaded and presupposes a specific
cultural-studies framework. In its current form, the term remains underdeveloped and sounds
overly journalistic. It would be preferable either to specify more clearly what is meant by ‘hybrid
cultures’ or to use a more operational term such as ‘transnational communicative practices’ or
‘mixed cultural-linguistic models.’

I would recommend that doctoral candidate Asya Antova continue her scholarly research
and publications, as they definitely possess practical and applied value.



9. Conclusion

After reviewing the submitted dissertation, abstract, and other materials, and on the basis of the
analysis conducted regarding their significance and the scholarly contributions contained therein,
I confirm that the scientific achievements meet the requirements of the Law on the Development
of Academic Staff in the Republic of Bulgaria and its implementing regulations, as well as the
relevant Regulations of Sofia University “St. Kliment Ohridski” for obtaining the educational and
scientific degree “Doctor.”

The candidate meets the minimum national requirements in the professional field, and no
plagiarism has been identified in the submitted dissertation, abstract, or scholarly works. I
therefore give my positive evaluation of the dissertation.

Based on the foregoing, in my capacity as a member of the scientific jury, I believe that I have
sufficient grounds to recommend that the educational and scientific degree Doctor in professional
field 2.1. Philology, doctoral program “Languages of the Peoples of Asia, Africa, and America —
Contemporary Korean Language — Applied Linguistics,” be awarded to Asya Rumenova Antova
for the submitted dissertation entitled “Linguistic Constructions of Modernity — Neologisms in the
Contemporary Language of the Republic of Korea.”

23 May 2026

Sofia (Assoc. Prof. Valentina Georgieva, PhD)
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