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|. Kuuru
1. Xabunuranuoner Tpya (MoHOrpadus)

Bozhil Hristov, 2020Grammaticalising the Perfect and Explanations of Language Change:
Have- and Be-Perfects in the History and Structure of English and Bulgarian, Brill's Studies
in Historical Linguistics, Volume: 10, ISSN (prir@y8-90-04-41432-7, ISSN (online):978-
90-04-41432-7, ISBN:978-90-04-41432-7, Brill, Leml&68pp.

This monograph investigates key aspects of theaVesyistems of English and Bulgarian,
highlighting similarities as well as crucial difesices between them and seeking a unified
approach. IrChapter 1, | introduce the topic and the subject matterthat intersection of
three broad subfields of linguistics: grammar (e sense of morphology and syntax), the
linguistic history of English and Bulgarian, andtorical linguisticsChapter 2 addresses the
theoretical preliminaries. It contains an overviefxevolutionary models of language change,
including some functionalist ideas associated it same theoretical affiliatiofspecial
attention is paid to central notions such as famctand functional load, as well as the
‘invisible hand’ in language and teleological (imurpose-driven) change, in the context of
grammaticalisation and reanalydis.Chapter 3, | trace the story of the perfect in English,
including the competition betwedse and have in this domain, culminating in the ultimate
disappearance dfe as a viable perfect auxiliary for so-called ‘miuat intransitive verbs.
Chapter 4 deals with the Old English period in more dethiexamine the perfects in a
selection of entries from thanglo-Saxon Chronicles. My findings call into question earlier
claims that cases of ambiguous expected zero mlmgovere responsible for reanalysis and
the loss of agreement in the perfect, and posgioint to different rates at which the
grammaticalisation of the passive and the perfeatgeded. Finally, this chapter also offers
some corroborating evidence that the displaceménpeofect be by have was already
underway in Old English and might be at least it dae to contact with Old Nors€hapter

5 charts the further development of the perfect fididdle into Modern English based on a
selection of textsThe developments in English are briefly compareGéoman inChapter 6

— despite its genetic affiliation with English aadalogous functional pressures, German has
taken a rather different course, preserving bothesyof perfect. | demonstrate that the
disappearance of Englishe-perfects cannot be straightforwardly linked to theavy
functional load obe (as a copula as well as a perfect, passive argigssive auxiliary), or to

PeswmMera, rJ1. ac. a-p b. XpucroB Page 1



the avoidance of ambiguity (between perfect andsipay even though both of these
functional explanations enjoy great popularityhe specialist literatur€Chapter 7 discusses
the perfect in the history and structure of Bulgariwhich, unlike Old English, shows no
comparable ambiguous morphological zero-exponearue yet, similar loss of agreement and
grammaticalisation/reanalysis are underway nevkagkge | also investigate the fairly recent
(at least according to some) formation of a rewe-perfect in Bulgarian, as well as in the
closely related Macedonian, which has gone furthéhat innovative direction, pointing to
possible areal diffusion of this grammatical inntbma from the west to the eaSimilarly to
English, many earlier researchers have been tenpteoime up with functional accounts for
the appearance of the new Bulgartmve-perfect, which is now supposedly in competition
with the established perfect withe — again allegedly due to functional overlo&hapter 8
examines the perfect in a selection of mediaevel early modern Bulgarian texts. Overall
stability over long periods of time is what chaeaigtes both the English and the Bulgarian
data, which undermines the functionalist accountired above. Summarised @hapter 9,

my general conclusion regarding functional explemmet is that, in English and Bulgarian
alike, the grammaticalisation paths lw# and have are more likely to have been steered by
their non-specific meanings, which easily lend tkelwes to reanalysis and greater
abstraction (instigated by contact or just everydaynolingual interaction), rather than by
ambiguous marking or any perceived ‘functional rs¥gateferences’ of the languages or
their speakers.

B monOrpadusra ce pasriexaaT OCHOBHH aCleKTH OT TJIaroJHUTE CUCTEMHU Ha aHTJIMHACKUS U
OBJITApCKHUS €3UK, KaTO C€ M3THKBAT NMPUIMKUATE, HO U BAXXHU PA3JIMKU MEXKY JIBaTa €3MKa U
ce ThPCH €IMHEH NoX0/. B mbpBa rjiaBa ce mpecTaBs TeMaTa KaTo MpeceyHa TOUKa MEXTy
TpY KJIOHa Ha €3MKO3HAHMETO, a HMMEHHO: Tpamarukara (B CMHCBHI Ha Mopdosorus u
CHHTAKCHUC), €3MKOBATa UCTOPHS HA aHTJIMHCKUS U OBJITapCKUS €3UK, KAKTO U UCTOPHYUECKATa
JTUHTBUCTHKA. BBHB BTOpa rjiaBa ce ouepTaBaT TEOPETUYHHUTE OCHOBU HA H3CIIEIIBAHETO.
[Ipemyara ce mperiyie; Ha €BOJIONMOHHUTE MOJICIM Ha €3MKOBA MPOMSHA, BKIIOYHUTEIHO U
HAKOW (PYHKIIMOHAIMCTHYHHU TIOCTYJaTH, CBBP3aHU C PA3MICKIAHUTE TEOPETUUCCKU
noctaHoBkH. CrenuasHO BHHUMaHHE ce OOpbhIa Ha KIIOYOBU TOHATHS KaTo (YHKIHS U
GyHKIIMOHAJICH TOBap, KakTO M ,HEBHAMMAara pbKa“ B €3MKa M TEICONIOrHYHH (T.C.
[[CJICHACOYEHH) €3UKOBH IPOMEHH, OCOOEHO B KOHTCKCTa Ha TIpaMaTHKAIM3alus |
peuHTeppeTaius/mpeocMuciisue. B Tpera riaBa ce npocieasBa UCTOPUITA Ha nepdekra B
AHTJIMMCKU C OTJIE]] HA KOHKYPEHIUATa MEXAY CIoMarareJHuTe rjaarojiu ,CbM" U ,UMaM’,
J0BeJia 710 MOCTENEHHOTO OTMHUpaHE Ha ,,ChM* KaTO MBJHOMPABEH CIIOMAararejeH Tiaroi 3a
oOpaszyBaHe Ha nep(eKT C HEMPEXOJHHU IJIarojiH 3a MPOMsHA Ha (MECTO)MOJIOKEHUETO WU
CBhCTOSIHMETO. B yeTBBbpTa IjIaBa MoO-TOAPOOHO Ce pas3riekaa CTAPOAHTIIMHUCKUAT MEPHO/I.
Tyk ce cnupame Ha mnepdexta B H30paHH OTKBCH OT AH2I0CAKCOHCKUME XPOHUKU.
Pesynrarure OT MIPOBEICHOTO MpOyYBaHe IMOCTaBAT oJa CbMHEHHE
IIUPOKOPA3TPOCTPAHEHUTE TBBPACHUS, Y€ JICTUTUMHUTE CIIy4ad Ha JBYCMHCIICHH HYJICBH
MOP(}OTOTHYHN OKOHYAHUS CTAaBaT MPUYMHA 32 MPEOCMHUCISTHE Ha JaJleHa KOHCTPYKIHUS KaTo
nepeKTHa W TOCIEIBANIOTO OTMaJaHe Ha ChIJacyBareinHara MOpQOJIOTHUS HAaBCSIKBIC B
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0JI00HN KOHCTPYKIMHU (OpH M B TakuBa 0e3 M3KOHHH HYyJIeBH OKOHuYaHHs). ChIO Taka UMa
OCHOBaHUS J]a Ce OTKPOM paszliMyHa CTEMEH Ha TpaMaTUKaiIu3aius Ha nepdekTa U macuBa B
CTapOaHIIMICKUsl Tepuoa. Hakpas B rTiaBaTa ce MOTBBpPXKAaBa, Y€ HM3MECTBAHETO Ha
nepdexTa cbe ,,CbM* OT TO3H C ,MMaM" € B XOJ] OIII¢ B CTAPOAHTIIMUCKHI U MOKE ITOHE OTYACTH
Ja ce OBJDKM Ha KOHTakTa My cbc crapoHopiacku. Ilera riaBa mpociensBa mociaeIBamioTo
pa3BuTHe Ha nepdekTa mpe3 CPeIHOAHTTHICKH KbM HOBOAHIIIMHMCKHS Nepuoja Ha Oazara Ha
n30paHy NpeCTaBUTENIHU TEKCTOBE. B mIecTa riaBa UCTOPUUECKUTE MPOLIECH B aHTIIMICKUS
€3MK ca HaKpaTKO CPAaBHEHU C T€3U B HEMCKHU — BBIIPEKHU OJIM3KOTO CH POICTBO C AHTIIMMCKUS
U CXOJHUTE (PYHKIMOHAIHU NMPEATNOCTaBKA HEMCKUST CE€ pa3BUBa 10 ChBCEM PA3JIMUYEH HAUWH
W 3ara3Ba U JBara BuAa nepdekTHu oOpa3yBaHus. B kHUrara ce 10oKa3Ba, ue M34e3BaHETO Ha
aHIJIMHACKUS TIEPPEKT ChC ,ChbM* HE MOXe Oe3mMpoOIeMHO Ja ce CBBPKE C MPEKOMEPHHUs
(GyHKIIMOHAJICH TOBap Ha ,ChbM“ (KaTo TJIAroyi-Bpb3Ka, KaKTO M CIIOMAraTelieH IJIaroyi 3a
nepeKTHH, MACUBHU W TMPOIBIKUTEIIHA KOHCTPYKIIMHM) HJIM K ChC ChOOpPaKCHHUS 3a
n30sirBaHe Ha MHOTO3HAYHOCT U [BycMHCTHE (HAmp. MeXIy mepdeKT U MacuB), MaKap ue Te3u
(GyYHKIIMOHATHU OOSICHEHHSI ca M3ThKBaHM MHOTOKPAaTHO B €3MKOBeJACKara jutepaTrypa. B
celMa IJjiaBa ce pasriiexaa nepPekTbT B UCTOPUSITA U TPAMAaTUYHUS CTPOEXK Ha OBIrapcKust
€3UK, B KOMTO 3a pa3iuKa OT CTapOAHIVIMWCKU HE ce SBABAT AHAJOTUYHH HEEIHO3HAYHU
HYyJIEeBU OKOHYaHUs, Makap U 0e3 TiX Ja ce HalioJaBa 3ajMHSIBaHE Ha ChIJlacyBaTelIHATa
Mop(doorus, KaKTo U TpaMaTHKAIHM3AIUSI U CHHTAaKTUYHO TIPEOCMUCIIsIHE. B mone3peHueTo
MOTaJaT CPABHUTEIIHO CKOPOIIHHU (MIOHE CIIOpe ] HAKOU aBTOPH) HOBOOOpa3yBaHH MEPPEKTH C
,AMaM“ Ha OBIrapo-MakeOHCKa €3UKOBA TEPUTOPHS, KATO TO3M MHOBATHUBEH IPOIIEC € Aaed
MO-HallpelHaJl B MAaKEIOHCKUTE TOBOPH, KOETO CBHUJCTEICTBA 32 EBEHTYAIIHO apeasiHo
pasnpocTpaHeHHe Ha BBbIPOCHATa rpaMaThdecka MHOBALMA OT 3amaja Ha U3ToK. [logoOHo Ha
AHTJIUICKYM MHO3MHA U3CJIEIOBATENH Ca CE€ U3KYIIABaIH J1a ThPCAT (YHKIIMOHATIHU O0SCHEHUS
3a MosiBaTa Ha HOBHS OBIrapcKku/MakeqOHCKH Mmep(eKT ¢hC CrioMaraTesieH riaroi ,uMam”, 3a
KOWTO ce MpeJrnoara, 4eé B MOMEHTa Ce CbpEBHOBAaBA C OTJJaBHA YCTAHOBEHUTE NEPPEKTH Che
»,CbM" — OTHOBO 3apaju IpenrnojaraeMo (yHKIHOHAIHO MpeToBapBaHe Ha ,CbM'. B ocma
rjaBa ce mpenjara aHaiu3 Ha MepQeKTHUTE KOHCTPYKIHUHU B M30paHU CPEAHOBEKOBHH U
paHHU CHBPEMEHHH OBJTapCKH TMpou3BeaeHUs. KakTo aHrIWiicKuTe, Taka M OBJITapCKUTE
MaTepuaal Ce XapaKTepu3upaT ¢ OO0 CHCTOSIHWE HAa CTAOWIIHOCT Tpe3 IBITH MEPHUOIH,
KOETO OIpoOBepraBa OIMUCAHUTE TMO-rope (PYHKIMOHATMCTHYHU XuroTe3n. OO0OIICHUTE B
AeBeTa IJiaBa OCHOBHM HM3BOJU OTHOCHO (DYHKIIMOHAJIHUTE OOSICHEHMs ca, Y€ KakTO B
AHTJIMCKH, Taka U B OBJATapCKH MPOTUYAHETO HA TpaMaTHKAIN3alKs Ha ,,CbM" U ,UMaM’ TO-
BEPOATHO CE€ € PHKOBOJAWIO OT HECHEIU(PUUYHUTE UM, Pa3MUTU 3HAYEHUS, KOUTO JIECHO C€
MOJIZIaBaT Ha MO-HATATBIITHO MTPEOCMHUCIISIHE U TI0-BHCOKO HUBO Ha aOCTpakius (MOPOJCHU OT
€3UKOBM KOHTAKTH WM MK OT BCCKUJIHEBHO OOIIYBaHE B €JHOE3MYHA Cpela), a HE OT
IBYCMHCIICHU MOP(OIOTUYECKH MapKepU WM ITbK €BEHTYAIHH ,, QYHKIIMOHAIHU HYKIU" HIH
» TIPEIMOYNTAHUS" HA JAICHUS €3UK WM HETOBUTE HOCUTEIIH.
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2. IlybnukyBana kHWTa Ha 0aszara Ha 3alIMTECH AUCEPTAIMOHEH TPYJ 3a NPHUCHXKIAaHE Ha
oOpa3oBaTenHa ¥ Hay4YHA CTEMEH ,,JOKTOp" WM 3a MPUCHKIAHE HA HaydyHA CTEMEH ,, JOKTOP
Ha HayKHUTE"

Bozhil Hristov, 2021, Agreement and Case Assignment in the Context of Nominal
Coordination and Beyond: A Lexical-Functional Grammar Account. Codus: [apaaurma.
ISBN:978-954-326-465-0. 34&p.

The topic of this book is agreement and case assgt with particular reference to
conjoined noun phrasehapter 1 provides an introduction and literature overview,
Chapter 2 focuses on the so-called concord and index festanel the range of agreement
patterns they can participate in, whiléapter 3 then explores the factors affecting the choice
of agreement patterrChapter 4 is dedicated to ellipsis and closest-conjunct exent,
whereasChapter 5 goes beyond agreement in structures conjoinedamdhIn Chapter 6, |
move away from agreement in order to investigatm@minal case assignment in English,
summarising my conclusions @hapter 7.

Thus, the initial chapters look at the differentsgibilities available in conjoined contexts,
including agreement with the features of each iwldial conjunct, agreement with the
features of only one conjunct, or agreement witdtuiees computed on the basis of those of
the individual conjuncts but not necessarily possésy them. | propose a way of handling
all of these patterns with a single formal mechanister applying the same intuitions to the
assignment (or non-assignment) of case valueshHead to its dependents. Attempts are also
made to explore in greater depth some of the factibat might influence the choice of
alternative agreement configurations, as well asxtend the scope of my LFG-based model
to non-conjoined environments where variable agesgnoccurs. Special emphasis is laid
throughout on fluctuations in agreement, eitherabee the controller has mismatched
attributes or because the syntactic structure anldéosemantic interpretation allow variation.
The final conclusion is that a modular approachreanmar of the LFG type is best placed to
deal with the empirical facts. The complexitiestloé data call for bringing together purely
morpho-syntactic, declensional information, syntadtierarchy, order and constituency,
coupled with semantics and pragmatics. The suadesgipropriately regulated, interaction of
these modules is shown to offer a satisfactory axaion which is difficult to obtain by
exclusively relying on syntax or semantics alonke Hook implements the formalisms of
HPSG and LFG, additionally making use of descrgptwnd typological studies. The material
comes mostly from English, Bulgarian and Serbiao&tian, collected from the specialised
literature, electronic corpora, including the Im&tr and other data bases, as well as
guestionnaires and interviews with native infornsant
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B Hacrosimara kHHMra ce pasriexjaaT ChIJIaCyBaHETO M MAaJIeKHOTO YIpaBJIeHHE, KAaTo IO-
CIELMAIIHO BHMMaHHE c€ OOpbhIla Ha CBHIO3HO CBBP3aHHM CHINECTBUTEIHM uUMeHa. IIbpBa
rJ1aBa ce CbCTOU OT YBOJ M OO Iperiie/l Ha JuTeparypaTta. Bropa riaBa ce cbepenorodana
BBPXY ChITIACYBAaTEITHUTE CBOMCTBA KOHKOPJ M MHIEKC, KAKTO M THUIIOBETE CHIIACYBATEIHH
KOH(Urypaluu, B KOUTO T€ MOTaT Jia y4yacTBar, a B TPeTa IJ1aBa ce MpociesaBar (Gpakropure,
KOUTO OKa3BaT BIUSHUE NpU H300pa Ha CHhOTBETHATa ChIJlacyBaTelHa KOHQuUrypauus. B
4eTBBPTA IJ1aBa ce 00pbla MO-CIIENUAIHO BHUMAaHNE HA €JIUIICcaTa U ChIVIACYBAHETO C Haii-
OJIM3KUS eIEMEHT Ha CHhIO3HO CBBP3aHOTO CIIOBOCHUYETAHME, a B MeTa riasa ce poKycupame
BbPXY KOHKOpJIa U MH/IEKCAa U3BbH PaMKHUTE Ha ChIO3HOTO CBBP3BaHE Cche chio3a ,u . lllecra
rJ1aBa M3JIM3a U3BBH IPAHUIIUTE HA CHITIACYBAHETO U € TOCBETEHA Ha MaJIe)KHOTO YIIPaBICHHUE
Ha aHTJIMHCKUTE MECTOMMEHHus. B ceama riaBa ce o00o00IIaBaT OCHOBHHUTE H3BOIU OT
KHHTaTa.

U Taka B MbpBHUTE HSKOJIKO TJIABH C€ MPABU IPErJe] Ha Pa3IMYHUTE BB3MOXHOCTH, KOUTO
CBIIECTBYBAT MpPHU JAJCHUTE OOCTOSATENCTBA, a MIMEHHO ChIJIACYBAaHE C BCEKU €IUH CHIO3HO
CBBbp3aH EJIEMEHT, ChIJIaCyBaHE CaMO C €IWH OT CBhIO3HO CBBP3aHUTE KOMIIOHEHTH WIIH C
O0IIY XapaKTEPUCTHKU HA ISUIOTO CIIOBOCHYETAHHE, KOMTO Ca MOJyYCHH Bb3 OCHOBA HA TE3U
Ha OT/ENHUTE MYy CBHCTaBHM 4acTd, Oe3 3HAa4eHHE A OTACITHHUTE ChCTAaBHH YacTH TH
nputexkaBar win He. Ilpemmara ce ¢opmaneH MOp(O-CHHTaKTHUCH MEXaHU3bM, KOWTO
o0XBaIa BCHYKU TOpen30pOoeHN KOH(QUTypalnuy, a B CIIEABAIINTE TJIABH CBHIIUTE MPUHIUITN
ce IpuJIaraT M CIpsMO MaJeKHUTe, KOUTO JaJieHa oropa mnpenaoctass (MM He MPeaoCcTaBst) Ha
3aBUCUMHTE cU eleMeHTH. OCBEeH TOBa ce MPaBAT OMHTHU J1a C€ JOCTHTHE A0 MO0-33bJI00UYEHO
OOsICHEHHE Ha HSIKOM OT (aKTOpUTE, KOUTO BIMSIAT IpH H300pa Ha BB3MOXKHHUTE
ChIJIACYBATEIHM KOH(QUTypanuu, KaKTO M Ja C€ pasliupH MOJCIBT, KOWTO ce
JIOYCHBBPILICHCTBA M JI0pa3padoTBa B KHUTaTa, 3a Jla 00XBaHE M €3MKOBU CIWHHIIM, KOUTO HE
ca CBBP3aHM CBC CbIO3a ,H“, HO CBIIO JOIMYCKAT BAPHATHBHOCT B CHIJIACYBAHETO.
HemnpexbcHato ce 0Opblja BHUMaHHE HA CIydad ¢ HEYCTAaHOBEHO ChITIACYBaHE, ABIDKAIIO Ce
Ha pa3MHHABAaHWS B CBOICTBaTa Ha KOHTPOJIMpAIINS CHIVIACYBAHETO €JIEMEHT WM Ha
BapUATHBHOCT, IPOM3THYAIlA OT CHHTAKTHYHATa CTPYKTypa W/WIM CeMaHTHYHATa
uHTeprperanys. OCHOBHOTO 3aKJIIOYCHHUE €, Ye MOAX0J KbM I'paMaTHKaTa, KOWTO MPEIBIDKAA
pa3MuHU B3aUMHO3aBHCUMH MOJYJIH, MOXE Hai-IoOpe Ja OTpa3u e3MKOBHTE (DaKTH.
Bucokara creneH Ha CIIOKHOCT Ha EMIIMPUYHHUS MaTepual Mpeiroyiara oOeAWHSBaHE Ha
YucTO MOpP(HO-CHHTAKTUYHATA, CKJIOHMTOCHAa WHQOpMalus, CHHTAaKTHYHATa Hepapxus,
CIIOBOpE/ia M TPYNUPAHETO BHTPE B M3PEUYCHHETO, KAKTO U CEMAHTUKATa U IMparMaTuKara.
EdexTnBHOTO B3anMOAEHCTBHE MEXAY TE3M MOIYIH, PErJaMEHTHPAHO ChC CHOTBETHUTE
OTpaHHWYCHUS, TpeIara 3a0BOJIUTEIHN OOSICHEHNS, KONTO He Omxa OWIM JOCTHXXHMH, aKo
ce pa34yMTa caMO Ha CEMaHTHKaTa WM CHHTaKcHuca. B KHHMrara ce M3moi3BaT HOCTaHOBKH OT
Onopuara ¢pasoBa rpamaruka (ODPI/HPSG), dopmanm3smbr Ha JlekcukamHara
¢dyukunonanHa rpamatuka (JIOI'/LFG), kakTo ¥ THUIMOJIOTMYHHM U ONUCATEITHU U3CIICIBAHMS.
MarepuanbT € OT aHITIMICKH, OBJITAPCKH U CPHOCKH/XBPBATCKU U € ChOpaH OT MyOJIHKyBaHH
CIeMaI3UpaHd M3TOYHHIM, KOPIYCH, BKJI. VIHTEpHET, U OPyru eNeKTPOHHU 0a3u JaHHH,
KaKTO U C TIOMOIIITA Ha aHKETH U ChOeCeIBaHHS C HOCUTEIN Ha ChOTBETHUS €3UK.
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II. C1aBa oT kHUra/MoHorpadus

3. Bozhil Hristov, 2021, An LFG analysis of AANN mstructions: ‘A staggering ten doctoral
dissertations’. InModular Design of Grammar. Edited by | Wayan Arka, Ash Asudeh, and
Tracy Holloway King, ISBN:9780192844842, Oxford Meisity Press, Oxford, International

This chapter examines a construction consistintp@singular determiner ‘a’ followed by an
adjective, a numeral, and a plural noun (abbrediate AANN). Building on previous LFG
analyses, | capture the syntactic structure andtifumal properties of this construction by
assuming a standard NP analysis at constituenttgtey coupled with concord and index
agreement within the NP at functional structurprdpose that the numeral, which acts as a
modifier, agrees with the plural morphological comt of the head noun, while the
determiner proper (the article) is exceptionallipwwkd to agree with the N' constituent in
terms of its singular index (which is more semanbtdented). Thus, without altering the
formal apparatus of LFG, this proposal has the aihge of explaining a number of
previously unexplained contrasts and of being ablecover a wide range of related
constructions.

B Hacrosmiara riiaBa ce pasriexkaa KOHCTPYKIUS, ChCTaBeHA OT HEONPEACIUTENICH WICH ‘a’ B
CANHCTBCHO YHCJIO, MOCICABAH OT IMMPUIAraTCjiHO, YUCIWUTCIHO M CBIICCTBUTCIIHO HUMC B
MHOoxecTBeHo uucio (Hakpatko AANN = a + adjective + numeral + nourfJagrpaxmaiiku
NPEIUIIHN aHaIu3d B pamMkuTe Ha JlekcukanHara (yHkiuoHamHa rpamaruka (JI®I), Tyk
CUHTAKTHUYHATa CTPYKTYypa U (QYHKIMOHAIHUTE CBOIMCTBA Ha pa3riiekJaaHaTa KOHCTPYKIIHS ce
o0sICHSIBAT, KaTo ce BB3MPHEMa CTaHIapTeH aHaau3 Ha wMmeHnHata (pasa (NP) ma HuBO
KOHCTUTYCHTHA CTPYKTYpa, B ChbYCTAHUC C KOHKOPAHO U MHACKCHO CHITIACYBAHC B PAMKUTC
Ha MMEHHaTa (Qpaza Ha (YHKIMOHATHOTO HHUBO. 3allMTaBa C€ CTAaHOBUIIETO, 4Ye
YUCIUTEIHOTO, KOETO CJIYXH Karo omnpeaeieHue/Mmoaudukarop, ce chryiacyBa ¢
MOpq)OJIOFI/I‘-IHI/IH KOHKOpA Ha CBHIICCTBUTCIHOTO-OIIOPA B MH.Y., HOKATO 34 CBHIIUHCKUA
onpenenuren/nerepmuaarop (T.e. wieHa) MO H3KIIOYCHHE CE JOMyCKa ChIJIaCyBaHE C
HOMHUHAJIHUS KOHCTUTYeHT N' 10 OTHOLIEHHE Ha T[0-CEMAaHTUYHO OpPHUEHTUPAHUTE
ChIJIACYBAaTEIHU CBOWCTBa Ha wuHAekca (B em.d.). [lo To3um HauwmH, O3 aa ce MPOMEHs
chiiecTByBammAT Gopmanen amapar Ha JIDI', ce moctura 3ag0BOJUTETHO OOSICHEHHE Ha
peaniia HEOOSICHEHH Jlocera IpaMaTHYecKH SIBJICHMs, KaTO ChIIO Taka CE€ MOKpPUBA LIMPOK
Ha0Op OT CPOJTHU CUHTAKTUYHU KOHCTPYKIUH.
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4. Bozhil Hristov, 2021, LFG and Slavic Languades.Dalrymple, Mary (ed.)Handbook of
Lexical Functional Grammar, ISSN (online):2366-3529, Language Science Press, Berlin,
International

This chapter provides a survey of LFG work on Sidanguages. It briefly introduces some
of the Slavic family’s most salient grammatical peaies, before outlining how they have
been handled in the framework of LFG. The topicslude lexical categories and their
grammatical features, the morphology-syntax int&faagreement and government, clause
structure and information packaging, passivisatguinjectless and impersonal constructions,
copular clauses, clitics, negation, distance dhigtivity, anaphoric control, and coordination.
LFG analyses are placed in a wider context, higlilgy how they have enhanced our
understanding of Slavic, as well as how Slavic ¢@gributed to modifying the formalism of
LFG. Throughout the text, parallels are drawn talsh and its grammatical make-up,
highlighting similarities as well as contrasts.

B Ta3u rnaBa ce mpaBu mperien Ha TPYAOBE BbPXY CIABSIHCKM Marepual B PaMKHTE Ha
JlekcukannaTta ¢yuakunonaana rpamatuka (JIOI'). HakpaTko ce mpeacTaBsAT HAKOH OT Haid-
XapaKTepHUTE TpaMaTUYeCK 0COOCHOCTH Ha €3UIMTE OT CIaBsHCKaTa rpyna, cie]] KOeTo ce
MocouBa Kak Te ca Ouim pa3padorBanu B pamkute Ha JIOI'. Temure BKIIOYBAT JEKCHUKAIHUTE
KJIaCOBE M TpaMaTUYECKUTE UM CBOWCTBA, B3aMMOJCHCTBHETO MEXAY MOPQOJIOTHSI U
CHHTaKCHC, ChIVIACyBaHE M peKuus/ympaBlieHHE, CTPYKTypa Ha HW3PEYCHUETO U
nH(pOpManMOHHA CTPYKTypa, 0Opa3yBaHe Ha CTpaJaTesieH 3ajor, OE3MOUIOKHN U Oe3IMIHU
KOHCTPYKLIMH, KOMYJIATUBHHU HW3PEUEHHUS, KIUTHKH, OTpULIAHUE, TUCTPUOYTUBHU CBOMCTBA,
aHagopa U aHapoOpUUYEH KOHTPOJ, KaKTO U CHIO3HO CBbp3BaHe. AHATU3UTE B PAMKUTE Ha
JI®I" ce pa3mosarat B MO-MIUPOK KOHTEKCT, KaTO C€ M3THKBA KaK TE€ JOMPUHACAT 3a MO-100pO
pa3bupaHe Ha CIABSHCKUTE €3UIM, KAaKTO M HAUYMHUTE, [0 KOUTO CIABSIHCKHUIT MaTepuai €
JONIPUHECHI 32 MPOMEHH M YChBBPUICHCTBaHE Ha (opmanHus amapar Ha JIOI. B nsmoro
U3JI0’KEHUE CE IPABST Mapajiey ¢ aHIVIMMCKUSA €3UK U HETOBMsI IPaMaTUYECKU CTPOEXK, KaTo
CE I0COYBAT CHIECTBEHU IPUINKU U OTIMKH.
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[11. Ctynuu

5. Bozhil P. Hristov, Pronominal case assignment igligh, Journal of Linguistics, vol:49,
issue:3, 2013, pages:567-611, Ref, Scopus, Webien&

Following a long tradition of research on Englishse, this paper first outlines the
phenomenon of canonical and non-canonical casgresent to pronouns functioning as
heads or dependents, and then discusses someywdkéatments in order to illustrate the
data, as well as to demonstrate that a unified wadcaapable of capturing all the
generalisations has up until now remained elusivpurely phrase-structural explanation is
sketched out and rejected, to be superseded bydelmalying on the formalism of Lexical-
Functional Grammar (LFG), which | argue succesgfaticounts for all the relevant syntactic
patterns. The paper ends with a comparison betwespresent proposal and some earlier
ideas in the literature. Finally, | briefly defetite claim that English pronouns still exhibit
case distinctions.

Kato mponbmkeHre Ha MHOTOTOJIMIIIHA TPAIULIUS B U3CJIC/IBAHETO HA aHTJIMKCKATa MaJie’KHa
CUCTEMa B CTyAUsITA MbPBO C€ IMpeaiara 0YepK Ha KAHOHUYHOTO U HEKAHOHUYHOTO MAJIEKHO
yOpaBjieHUE MO OTHOIIEHHE HAa MECTOMMEHHUS, UTPACIIM POJisi HA OMOPHU WIM 3aBUCUMHU
€JIIEMEHTH, CIIel KOETO c€ MpaBu 0030p Ha MIPEIUIITHH aHAIH3H, 32 J1a CE TPEJCTaBH €3UKOBUST
Marepual M 3a Ja ce IMOKaXe, Y€ KbM HACTOSIIUMS MOMEHT BCE OIIE JIMICBA €IUHHO
00sICHEHHE, C KOETO J1a c€ 00XBallaT BCHYKHA HYKHH 00001eHus 1 siBieHns. OmucBa ce u ce
OTXBBPJISl OOsICHEHWE, TOYHMBAIIO H3IUI0 HAa CHHTAKTUYHATa CTPYKTypa U ¢pa3oBara
opraHu3aius, KaTo BMECTO HETO C€ ThPCH TEOPETHYECH MOJIe] B paMKUTE Ha JIekcukamHaTta
¢ynknuonanHa rpamaruka (JIOT'), 3a KOHTO aBTOPBHT CuUWTa, Y€ 3aJOBOJUTEIHO IOKPHBA
BCUUYKH PEJICBAHTHU CUHTAKTUYHH KOHCTPYKIUHU. B Kpas Ha cTyausTa ce mpaBu CpaBHEHUE
MEXIYy HACTOSIIMS aHalu3 W T[O-paHHU WJeH, NYOJIMKYBaHH B CIeNUaIN3UpaHaTa
€3UKOBEJCKa JuTeparypa. Hakpas HakpaTko ce 3amiuMraBa Te3aTa, Y€ AaHTJIUUCKUTE
MECTOMMEHHS BCE Ol pa3moJiaraT C MaJe:KHU OOJIUIIN.
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6.Bozhil P. Hristov, ‘The Atoms of Language. Reviewtiéle on Anna Kibort & Greville G.
Corbett (eds.), Features: Perspectives on a kagmat linguistics (Oxford Linguistics).,
Journal of Linguistics, vol:51, issue:3, 2015, pages:644-676, Ref, Scopeb of Science

The first part of this article summarises and eatds the contents of the book it builds on,
attempting to do justice to the wealth of perspedi it offers. The book considers
phonological, morphological, syntactic and semamgiatures from the vantage points of
approaches as diverse as typology, computationglistics and formal theories like Head-
driven Phrase Structure Grammar (HPSG) and MinsnaliThe second part of the article
discusses several of the unifying threads thattihwough the volume, including the internal
and cross-linguistic validity and correspondencefedtures, as well as the boundaries
between morphology, syntax and semantics. | argua $yntactic treatment of what has been
referred to as periphrastic tense construction8utgarian (including the future and the
perfect), which | believe ensures greater languatgnal and cross-linguistic consistency in
proposing features and assigning their values.rAitiefly examining animacy in Bulgarian, |
conclude that the operation and classification edtdres can make drawing boundaries
between semantics and morphosyntax especiallycditfiFinally, a case is made for treating
tense as at least partly morphosyntactic in English contrast to prevalent current
assumptions about the strictly morphosemantic eaititense cross-linguistically.

B mppBaTa yacT Ha HacTOsIIATa CTYyAWS C€ MPaBU 0030p M OLIEHKAa Ha ChIAbP)KAHUETO Ha
cOopHUKa, BBPXY KOWHTO CTynusTa HaArpaxaa, KaTro Ce€ OTKPOSBAT MHOXKECTBOTO
NEPCIEKTUBH, TPEAoKeHn B cOOpHHMKAa. B cOopHuka ce pasraexgar (OHOJIOTHYHH,
MOp(OJIOTHYHY, CHUHTAKTHYHM M CEMAaHTHYHM KaTeropuu Mpe3 MpU3MaTa Ha pa3iIuyHH
MOJXOAM, KaTO THUIIOJIOTUYHHUS IOJXOJ, KOMIIIOTbpHATa JIMHIBUCTHKA, KAaKTO M (OpMaIHH
teopun kKato OmopHata ¢pazoBa rpamaruka (O®PI') u MunumamucTuyHara mnporpama. Bes
BTOpaTa 4YacT Ha CTyJQHsTa ce OOCHXKIAT HAKOJIKO OT OOEAMHSBAIIUTE TEMH, KOHTO Ca
BIUIETCHW B KHHUIaTa, a MMEHHO BBTPEHIHOC3MKOBaTa M MEKAYE3HMKOBaTa BAJIUAHOCT H
CHOTBETCTBUE MEXKy KaTETOPHUTE, KAKTO U TPAHUIINTE MEXIY MOP(OIOTHTa, CHHTAaKCHCA U
ceMaHTHKaTa. B cTynusTa ce nmpeniara CAHTaKTUYEH aHAJIM3 HA T.HAP. ONMUCATEIHU TJIarOJIHU
BpeMeHa B Obiarapckus e3uk (kato Hamp. Objaeme BpeMe Wi neppeKT/MUHaIo
HEOIPEJICIICHO), C KOSTO CIOpPE]] aBTOpa Ce MOCTUTA MO-TOJIsIMA CTENICH Ha BhTPEITHOS3UKOBA
U MEXye3WKOBa IMOCIEIOBATEIIHOCT U aJIeKBATHOCT MPHU MOCTAHOBSBAHETO HA KAaTETOPUH H
yCTaHOBSIBaHE Ha cTOWHOCTHTE MM. Cllell KpaThK Iperyies Ha KaTeropusaTa OJyIICBEHOCT B
OBNTapCKUsL €3UK Ce JTOCTHTa JI0 3aKII0YeHHe, Ye (QYHKIMOHUPAHETO M KiIacu(UKaIusTa Ha
€3MKOBUTE KAaTEropMu OCOOCHO 3aTpyAHSBAa IPOKApBAHETO HA SICHU TPAHUIN MEXIY
ceMaHTHKaTa M MopdocuHTakcuca. Hakpas B cTyamsaTa ce 3aliMTaBa CTaHOBHIIETO, Y€
IJIarOJIHOTO BpeMe TpsOBa Ja ce CYMTa 3a MOHE OTYACTH MOP(POCHUHTAKTUYHA KATETOpPHUS B
aHIIMIACKUS ~ €3MK, 3a  pa3jiuka OT  IIUPOKONPHETUTE  CXBAlIaHUA  OTHOCHO
MopdoceMaHTUYHATa PUPOIAa Ha BPEMETO KaTO MEXTYe3UKOBO TIOHSTHE.
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7. Bozhil P. Hristov, 2015, ‘Morphosyntactic Adajda of Recent English Loanwords in
Bulgarian’, Conocmasumenno esuxosnanue, Vol:40, issue:3, 2015, pages:90-122

This paper explores the morphosyntactic adaptaifathe most recent English loanwords in
Bulgarian based on a corpus of online articles igbbtl in 2014. It examines the gender and
number adaptation of nouns, the extent to whickdi¥es are integrated, as well as the major
categories of verbs. The study demonstrates tlatrichanisms for nativising borrowings
outlined in the specialist literature operate reakdy consistently and with relatively few
exceptions. At the same time, we also come acasg phenomena which have so far eluded
the radar of linguists, thus remaining unrecorded Bulgarian. For instance, some
Anglicisms in the sample were formally assignedthie masculine gender, although they
exclusively denote females without being dual-gendeuns. There were also signs of
incipient derivational adaptation of such items.dauy plural suffixes to loanwords is well
known to involve violations of typically Bulgarigoatterns and alternations. In addition, we
discover previously undescribed forms with zeroraki or with the productive Englisls -
morpheme. This testifies to the current intensifycontact between the two languages.
Following an increasingly familiar trend, the vastajority of adjectives were left
indeclinable, instead of receiving Slavonic deiiwa&l suffixes which would have allowed
them to agree with their head nouns. Despite theipaof verbs in the corpus, they seem to
exhibit the opposite tendency of being successtadigommodated to the Bulgarian aspectual
system.

B HacTosms Tpyq ce pasriiex/ia MpucriocoOsSBaHETO HA HA-HOBUTE aHTIMICKH 3a6MKH KBM
rpamMaTudeckara CHcCTeMa Ha OBJTapCKusi €3MK BH3 OCHOBA HAa KOpPIYC OT CTaTHH B
€JICEKTPOHHM W3JaHusl, myonukyBaHu npe3 2014r. OOpbina ce BHUMaHUE Ha aJlanTanusTa mo
POJl ¥ YUCJIO Ha CHIECTBUTEIIHUTE, CTETICHTA HAa WHTETPAIUs HA IPUJIaraTeTHATE, KAKTO U Ha
TJIarOJTHUTE Kareropuu. M3cienBaHeTo MOKas3Ba, Y€ MEXAHU3MHTE 3a OJOMAlTHSBAaHE Ha
qyXaara JEKCHKa, OTOeNsA3aHW B €3UKOBEACKATa JIUTEpaTypa, ce MpHiiararT CPaBHUTEIHO
MOCIIEOBATETHO U C HEMHOTO M3KII04YeHUs. ChIIEBPEMEHHO C€ OTKPOSBAT U SIBICHUS, HAKOU
OT KOWTO HE ca CIIOMEHABaHW Jl0cera. 3aCBUICTEIICTBAHH ca (POpPMHU C TpaMaTUYECKH MBKKA
POJ, KOUTO HA30BaBaT €AMHCTBEHO W CaMO JIMIA OT JKEHCKHU T0J, 0e3 Ja MPUHAIISKAT KbM
T.Hap. obny poa. HabGmromaBar ce 1 HaueHKH Ha MOCceABaIia cJiIoBooOpa3yBaTelIHa aanTallus.
Koraro kpM 3aeMKHTE ce JOOABAT OKOHUYAHHS 33 MHOXKECTBEHO YHCJIO, YECTO C€ HapylaBatr
3aKOHOMEPHOCTHTE, XapaKTepHHU 3a OBITapCKUs €3MK, KOETO € M3THKBAHO MHOTOKPAaTHO OT
penuna ydyenu. OCBEH TOBa ce MOSBSIBAT M3HEHABAIM HEOMHMCBAHH Jocera (opMu C HyJeBa
¢nekcus, KakTo M C aHrMiickara Mopdema -S. ToBa TOBOpH 32 0COOEHO 3aCHJICH KOHTAKT
MEXIy JBaTa €3MKa Mpe3 U3MHUHAIOTO AeceTuierne. [Ipu mpumaraTemHUTE TOCIOACTBA BCE
MO-T03HaTaTa TEHACHIMS Ja OCTaBaT HEW3MEHSIEeMH, BMECTO Jia IOJy4yaBaT CIIaBSHCKHU
HACTaBKH M Jla CE CBIJIACYBaT ChC CHINECTBUTEIHOTO, KbM KOeTo ce oTHacaT. OOparHaTa
TEH/ICHITUS € 3aCThIICHA TPU MAaJKUS OpOH TJIaroiim oT chOpaHUs MaTepHal, KOUTO YCIEIIHO
ce MPHUBEKAT B ChOTBETCTBUE C BUJOBUTE OTIO3UIINHU HA €3UKA.
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V. CraTnu B HAy4YHH CIIUCAHUS

8. boxwun IlerpoB Xpucros, 2021, [Ipobaemu mpu rpamaTHyecKara aJanTaius Ha HOBH
3a€MKHU OT aHTJIMHCKH €3UK, bvreapcku ezux, llpunoxenue, Tom:68, 2021 ctp.:90-101, ISSN
(print):0005-4283, ISSN (online):2603-3372

This paper examines the morphosyntactic adaptaiforecent English loanwords to the
grammatical system of Bulgarian. It builds on tleaausions in Hristov (2015) and outlines
the latest trends in the accommodation of somel@nodtic Anglicisms. Special attention is
paid to the gender and number adaptation of nahegjin)declinability of adjectives, as well
as the adoption of new verbs. The results demdasthat the accommodation strategies
discussed in the specialist literature are formttuest part followed consistently although there
are some exceptions too. In spite of the sizabfelaur of imported adjectives which receive
Slavonic derivational suffixes, a large number afwiy borrowed adjectives remain
indeclinable; there is also evidence for the bhgrof the boundaries between adjective and
noun modifiers — an expected new development inethex growing tendency for foreign
adjectives to remain uninflected in Bulgarian. Tfev borrowed verbs likewise take
derivational suffixes and are thus successfullypiiporated into the Bulgarian verbal system.
At the same time, there are some surprising firglimfpich suggest that processes rather
untypical of Bulgarian might be underway. Nouns legively denoting females can be
assigned a formal masculine gender, even witholeingang to the so-called dual gender of
epicene nouns — a highly unusual phenomenon. Theriadaalso turns up zero plural
inflections, as well as plurals with English The analysis highlights the competition between
Bulgarian and foreign forms and structures, as a®llhe question whether those innovations
have the potential to become more established igaBian grammar.

B craruara ce pasrnexnar mnpoOineMu mpu MOpPOCHHTAKTHYHATA aJanTals Ha HOBH
JIEKCEMH, 3a€TU OT AaHTJIMACKM €3WK, KbM TpaMaTHYHATa CHUCTEeMa Ha OBITapCKHs €3UK.
MarepuanbT Haarpakia M JJAONBIBA 3aKIIOUCHHUATA, H3I0KeHH B XpuctoB (2015), u
HaOels3Ba HAW-HOBUTE TEHACHIIMM TPH IPHUCIOCOOSBAHETO HA HAKOW TMPOOJIEMaTHIHU
aarmuiu3Mu. Llle ce cnpeM Ha ajmanTamusaTa MO POJ W YKHCIO Ha CHIIECTBUTCITHHTE,
(He)CcKITOHsIEMOCTTa Ha MpHJIaraTeJHHTE W MPHCIIOCOOSIBAHETO Ha Tiarojure. Pesymrarurte
MOKa3BaT, 4Ye NPHHIMIIKATE 3a OJOMAallHABAaHE Ha 4yXKJara JICKCHKA, O4YepTaHH B
CrHeluanM3upaHaTa JuTepaTypa, Karo IUI0 Ce Cla3BaT IMOCIIEI0BATETHO, HO HE JIMIICBAT U
M3KIIIOYeHHsa. Makap ¥ 3HauuTeleH Opoil mnpuijaraTelHH Ja IO0JIydaBaT CIIaBSIHCKH
CHOBOO6paBYBaTe.HHI/I HaCTaBKH, TIOJIsIMa 4YaCT OT HOBO3ACTUTEC HpI/IJIaFaTeJIHI/I ocraBart
HCCKJIOHsIEMU H ,Z[OpI/I MOXE Ha cC¢€ paSMI/ISIT FpaHI/II_II/ITe Me)KI[y HpI/I.HaI‘aTCJ'IHO n
CBIIIECTBUTEITHO BbB (PYHKIIMS Ha ONpejelicHue — 3aKOHOMEpPHA HOBA CTHIIKA B YTBBPMIIATA
ce BeYC TCHJCHIUSA KbM Hem3MeHseMH (GopMH ¢ 4dyxJ mnpousxoi. OrpaHuueHUAT Opoi
TJIATOJHU 3aCMKH Ype3 CJI0BOOOpa3yBaTCIIHM HACTaBKH ChHIIO YCIENIHO CE€ BIMCBAT B
ObBJTapcKaTa TJIaroJiHa CHCTEMa, HO CHIIEBPEMEHHO C€ OTYUTAT M HEOYAKBaHHM PE3YNITATH,
KOUTO CBUACTCIICTBAT 3a SBJICHUII, HeXﬁpaKTepHH 3a 6’b.HI‘apCKI/I$I C3UK. Ha CBbIIICCTBUTCIIHU,
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HA30BaBalll CaMo JIMLA OT KEHCKH T0J1, € Bb3MOXKHO J1a ce€ Ipunuiie GopMajeH MbKKH PO/,
6e3 ma ca OT T.Hap. OO rpaMaTHYecKu poj, KOETO € KpalHO HETHIIMYHO 3a e3uKa HU. B
cbOpaHusi marepuan (urypupar U HyJIEBH OKOHYAHMSA 33 MHOXECTBEHO YHCIIO, KaKTO U
aHIIMACKOTO OKoH4YaHue -S. Ilpm aHanmza ce oOpblla CHEUUMATHO BHHUMaHUE Ha
KOHKYPEHIIMATA MEXKIY AOMAIIHUTE U YYXKIUTe POPMHU U CTPYKTYPH U Ha BBIIPOCA AATH TE€3H
MHOBALIMOHHU NpollecH OMXa MMaly MOTEHLMaN Jla HaBiA3aT MO-TpallHO B ObJrapckarta
rpaMaTU4Ha CUCTEMA.

9. Boxxun Ilerpos Xpucros, 2020,Ponsita Ha mparMaTukara ¥ KOHTEKCTa IPU pa3BUTHETO Ha
nepheKTHH KOHCTPYKIMU CBhC "C¢bM" W "HUMaM" B aHITMICKM M OBIrapcku €3WK,
Cvnocmasumenno esuxosuanue, VOI:XLV, issue:4, 2020, pages.7-17

This paper discusses the development of perfedtaartions withbe and have in English
and Bulgarian. Special attention is paid to the petition betweerbe andhave in English,
resulting in the ultimate demise lo¢ as a perfect auxiliary, as well as to the risae have-
perfects in Bulgarian. Various functionalist hypegbs have been put forward in order to
explain these processes. Upon closer examinatmmever, it emerges that functional load
and the avoidance of ambiguity cannot provide sfsatory account of the phenomena under
investigation. Rather than being avoided, ambigisitgither resolved or it does not matter in
context. It appears that earlier scholars mightehawt so much emphasis on such functional
considerations due to a bias in favour of writtanguage, where editing and clarity of
expression are more important. If spontaneous splakeyuage is seen as primary, it becomes
clear why the availability of more than one readivas not detrimental, but instead fostered
the (re)emergence of cross-linguistically similaargmaticalised constructions, as well as
their interchangeability, due to natural inferenoeshe course of communication, leading to
bleaching and shifts of meaning/usage. Once thdraterole of pragmatics, including
inference in context, is recognised (as is traddélly done in grammaticalisation studies), the
phenomena receive a more plausible explanation.

B cratusTa ce pasriexaa pa3BUTHETO Ha NEPOEKTHH KOHCTPYKIHH ChC CbM U UMAM B
aHTIIUHCKK W ObJrapcku e3uk. CIelualHO BHHMaHHE ce OOpbIa Ha KOHKYPEHIUATA UM B
AQHTTIUICKHU, KOSTO BOAM JO OTMHPAHETO HA CbM KATO CIIOMaraTelieH Taroi 3a nepgekra,
KAaKTO W Ha TosiBaTa Ha Mep(deKT ¢ umam B OBATapcKU. 3a TE3W SBICHUS MHOTOKPAaTHO ca
THPCEHU (YHKIIMOHATUCTUYHU MOAOYIU, HO TPH MO-BHUMATEIHO BIJICKIAHE CE OKasBa, 4e
(YHKIIMOHATTHOTO TIPETOBapBaHE M U30SArBAaHETO HAa MHOTO3HAYHOCTTa HE TMpenjarat
3a70BOJIMTENHN 00sCHeHUs. BmecTo na ce n30srea, MHOrO3HAYHOCTTA UM CE CHEMA, WIIM HE
BIIMsIC TIPH JaJIcHUs KOHTEKCT. Pemuiia ydeHu ca HaOmATaM Ha (QYHKIIMOHATHHTE
ChOOpaKEHHUS 3apaJd NPEUMYIIECTBEHOTO pasMIekKIaHe Ha MHUCMEHHS €3HMK, KBICTO
pEIaKTHPAaHETO W SICHOTATa HAa W3Ka3a ca IMO-BaXHU. AKO o0ade ce mpHeMe 3a OCHOBHA
CIIOHTaHHATa YCTHA pedY, CTaBa SCHO 3alll0 HAJIMYUETO Ha MOBEYE OT €IHO THIKYBaHE HE €
HE)KEJIaTeIHO, a BCBUIHOCT o00ycnaBs (UUKIWYHUTE) TOSBH HAa CXOIHHM TPaMaTHYCCKH
KOHCTPYKIIMU B Pa3IMYHUTE €3WIIH, KAKTO M B3aUMO3aMEHSIEMOCTTA UM, 3apajJii €CTECTBEHU
YMO3aKJIIOYeHHUs] B XOJla Ha OOIIYyBaHETO, KOUTO HEW30EKHO BOMIT 10 W30JCHHSBAHE H
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npoMsiHa B 3HaueHHeTo/ynmorpebaTa. AKO ce OTYeTe BOJCHIAaTa POJIS Ha MparMaTHKara, BKJI.
YMO3aKJIIOYCHUsATA B KOHTEKcTa (KaKTO TPAJMIMOHHO C€ MpaBH IPH H3CJICIBAHETO Ha
rpaMaTUKaIU3aIisITa), BBIPOCHHUTE SIBJICHUS MOJIydaBaT MMO-IPaBI0noa00Ha 000CHOBKA.

10. Bozhil P. Hristov, 2014, ‘Ellipsis and Clos&stnjunct Agreement’Conocmasumento
esuxosnanue, Vol:39, issue:1, 2014, pages:20-35

This article examines two conflicting views on agreent with the closest controller in a
coordinate phrase. It has often been assumed gheerment with one of several conjoined
nouns should be derived via the underlying repetitf the adjectival or verbal target beside
each controller, followed by the subsequent datetioellipsis of the identical items, whereas
resolved agreement with features of the coordinaéi® a whole presupposes an underlying
coupling of the controllers which involves no etlip or deletion procedures. Claims that
reciprocal targets like ‘embrace’ are incompatimé@h single-conjunct agreement have
previously been argued to support the ellipsis Hygsis. However, the evidence adduced
here demonstrates that there are targets whicle agte the nearest conjunct, but at the same
time they cannot be reconciled with an ellipsisnse® due to pragmatic, semantic or
syntactic contradictions. An alternative accounttad facts will be put forward, relying on
constraints imposed by individual targets on thetrdlers they can be satisfied with. This
lexicalist approach is preferable because it takeaning on board and works equally well for
conjoined and non-conjoined environments.

B HacTosmaTa craTus ce pasriiexkJar JBEe MPOTHBOPEYAINM CH XUIIOTE3HM, OTHACSAIIU C€ 0
CBIJIACYBAaHETO CBhC CBHIO3HO CBBP3aHM ChHINECTBUTEIIHM HMeHa. Yecto ce mpuema, de
C’bFHaCYBaHC caMO C €JHa OT HIKOJIKO TJIaBHHU 4YaCTu Hpeﬂnonara, Yyc 3aBHCUMOTO
HpI/IJIaFaTe.HHO nME UJIN TJarojl ce HOBTapH U CC€ ChCAUHs]BA C BCIAKO CBUIICCTBHUTCIHO Ha
HSKAKBO T0-a0CTPAKTHO HUBO Ha aHAJIU3, KaTO BIOCJEICTBUE IMOBTApSIIUTE CE €IEMEHTHU
6HBaT H3TpHBaHH NJIn I/IBHYCKaHI/I, JOKaTo C’bFHaCYBaHeTO C IsiJjiata CbKO3HO CB’praHa (bpasa
CE OCBIIECTBABA C ,MCTHHCKH CIIOCHW CBHIIECTBUTEIHM, O€3 /1a ce Hajara MOBTapsHE M
CIIIOBATEITHO €NIMIICAa Ha ChIJIaCyBalldsl c€ eJSMEHT. B mojakperna Ha Ta3W XHIIOTe3a
MHOTOKPAaTHO ca TPHUBEKIAHW HAOIIOACHHS, Ye PEHUIPOYHH JICKCHKAIHU CIUHHIIM KaTo
HampuMmep ,,mperbpHat/-u” ca HECHhBMECTHMH C YaCTHYHO ChIVIACYBAHE B YCJIOBUATA Ha
CBIO3HO cBBp3BaHe. O0ave MPECTABSHUAT B HACTOSIIUSA TP/ €3UKOB MaTepHall IIOKa3Ba, ue
C’bH_IGCTBYBaT CJIICMCHTH, KOUTO FpaMaTI/I‘IHO KOHI/IpaT camMmo Haﬁ-6HH3KOTO CBIICCTBUTCIIHO,
HO CBHIEBPEMEHHO HsMa KaK TOBa J]a € CTAHAJIO B PE3YJITAT OT KAKBOTO U Jla OWIIO M3IMTyCKaHe,
Hpe,Z[I/IMHO 3apa;[1/1 HpaI‘MaTI/I‘-IHI/I, CCMAHTHUYHU NJIKN YUCTO CUHTAKTUYHHU C’bOGpa)I(eHI/IH. OCBCH
TOBa CE Tpejylara M alTepHATHBA HA TOPENOCOYCHATa TEOpHs, KaTo 3a aJITEPHATHBHOTO
00sICHEHHE ce pa3yuTa Ha OrpaHUYCHHS, KOMTO BCSIKA OTJCIHA ChIIIacyBalla ce clioBogopma
HaJjlara Ha JIEKCEMUTE, KbM KOMTO OM MorJa Ja ce oTHacs. [1omo0eH JIeKCHKaaeH MOIX0 Ce
MOJI3Ba C OIpEJACICHU NMPEUMYIICCTBa, Hai-Beue 3aIoTO B3eMa IMPEABHJ HEMallOBa)KHATA
CeMaHTHYHA MH(OpPMAIMs U MOXE Ja ce MpHUiara ¢IHAKBO YCIEIIHO KaKTO B KOHTCKCT Ha
CHIO3HO CBBP3BaHE, TaKa U U3BHH HETO.
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V. Craruu B cOopHuK (Ha KoHpepeHIus U ap.)

11. boxun IlerpoB Xpucros, 2018, I'maromHn ¥ UMEHHH YHOTPEOM Ha MEXKIYyMETHS M
YACTUIIA B CbBPEMEHHUS Pa3roBOPEH OBJITapCcKu e3uk, E3uxkvm omoauzo. CoOopHux 6 uecm Ha
Xpucmo Cmamenos, penakrop: Mupa KoBaueBa, U31aTeiacTBO: Y HUBEPCUTETCKO U3JATEICTBO
"Cs. Kiiument Oxpuacku”, 2018,ctp.:194-205

This paper examines verbal and (predicative) adgdaises of some (borrowed) particles and
interjections in Bulgarian, includingla ‘come’, xajde ‘come on’, mers ‘thanks’ andc¢ao
‘bye’. | consider the properties which allow themlde reinterpreted as predicates, drawing
parallels to so called ideophones and also notiagaim morphological and syntactic
restrictions on their predicative behaviour. | gadat that it is relatively unusual, though by
no means unheard of, to transfer words from mintw major lexical classes (the opposite of
what happens in typical instances of grammaticadisa | further stress the consequences of
the processes under investigation for the paradighish may incorporate the interjections or
particles thus reanalysed. Such is the case ehdifte), which has functioned as a legitimate
member of the paradigm of natidejda ‘come’ for a long time. Reference is also made to
similar processes observed in English.

B Hacrosimata cTatus ce pasriiexIar IIaroJiHd ¥ IMEHHH yroTpeOu (KaTto 4acT OT ChCTaBHO
MMEHHO CKa3yeMO) Ha MEXIyMETHsTa U YaCTUIUTE eld, Xaiioe, Mepcu 1 4ao. AHAIU3UPAT ce
CBOWCTBaTa MM, KOWTO WM TO3BOJISIBAT Ja CE€ TPEOCMHUCIAT KAaTo CKa3zyemo, MpPaBAT ce
napajgend ¢ T.Hap. UAeopOHU M Ce€ OTOENSI3BaT HAKOM MOP(OJOTHYHM M CHUHTAKTUYHHU
OTpaHUYCHUS, CBbP3aHH C BBIIPOCHUTE NMPEIUKATUBHH YIIOTpeOn. Makap 1 1a He € HeUyBaHo,
1O TPUHLIUO HE € OOMYAiHO Ja ce MPEXBBPIAT JYMH OT BTOPOCTEICHHU B OCHOBHHU (I10-
IBJTHO3HAYHM) KJIacoBe (0OpaTHOTO Ha HAOJIOABAaHOTO MPH CIIyYyad Ha IpaMaTHKAIM3alns).
HaGnsra ce u Ha mocnencTBUATa OT TE3H MPOLIECH 32 MapaJUrMHUTE, B KOUTO CE MTpHEeMaT Taka
NPEOCMUCICHUTE MEXIYMETUs WM 4YacTHUU (KakbBTO € ciydast ¢ exa(me), oTnaBHA
(GYHKIIMOHMPAIIO KAaTO ITBIHOMPABEH YWIEH B IMapajgurMara Ha 0otioa). ThpCsaT ce U CXOACTBa
C SIBJICHHsI, KOUTO C€ HAOJII0/1aBaT B aHTJIMHCKUS C3HK.
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12. Bozhil P. Hristov, Mira Kovatcheva, 2017, 'dradigms in the Modern Age: Teaching
Early English in 21st-century BulgariaNew Paradigms in English Sudies: Language,
Linguistics, Literature and Culture in Higher Education, editors: Slavova, Emilia, Bozhil
Hristov, Jonathan McCreedy, Rositsa Ishpekova, @lexa Glavanakova, Nelly Yakimova
and Angel Igov, Publisher: Sofia University Pre&3]7, pages:101-115, International

This paper aims to trace the shift in focus betwienway the history of English, including
Old, Middle and Early Modern English, used to begtat at Bulgarian universities, and the
way it is currently taught in view of the changiognditions and the new challenges posed by
globalisation and the information age. Although somay disparage this discipline as old-
fashioned, irrelevant or divorced from this newlitgait is argued that in fact it could not be
more relevant to the experience of modern studéntaddition to offering indispensable
knowledge for anyone who wants to be a highly-gdiprofessional explaining and working
with the language, it also develops ‘timeless’ Iskivhich have always been of use. In
particular, the paper presents how a tailor-madehieg methodology and philosophy can
foster transferable skills that equip students viaéimdy strategies and approaches and give
them a competitive edge in the information age. fbees is on promoting analytical thinking
both ‘within’ and ‘out of’ the box, efficient probim-solving strategies, as well as critical
assessment of data in a ‘sea of information’. Althese skills are extremely valuable in the
21 century, so old paradigms can certainly be prolfftaut to new uses.

B crarmsara ce menu ga ce MpochenAT NPOMEHHTE B HA4YMHA, 10 KOMTO B OBJITapCKUTE
VHHBEPCHTETH C€ € MpeIojiaBaia UCTOPUATA HA AHTJIMHCKUS €3WK, BKIIOYHTEIHO CTapo- U
CPEIHOAHTJIMICKH, KAKTO U PAHEH HOBOAHTJIMICKH, B CPABHCHHE C HACTOSIIATE METOAM Ha
MperoiaBaHe B KOHTEKCTa Ha MPOMEHSIATa c€ KOHIOHKTYpa W HOBHUTE IMPEIU3BUKATEIICTBA,
mpel KOUTO HHU HM3MPAaBIT riofanu3anusara u epata Ha uHPopmanmsaTa. Makap 4e cropen
HSKOU TPEApa3ChAbLM Ta3W AMCHUILIMHA OM MOTJIa J1a C€ OMpeNeNid KaTo CTapOMOIHA,
Oe3moyie3Ha W HEHY)KHa BBB BBIPOCHATA HOBA PEATHOCT, B CTATHATAa CE 3al[UTaBa
CTaHOBHUIIETO, Y€ BCHITHOCT MOJ00HA JUCIHMIUIMHA € OT CHIIECTBEHO 3HAUCHWE M TO0J3a 3a
cbBpeMeHHUTE cTyneHTH. OCBEeH 4Ye Tpeisiara He3aMEHHMH OCHOBOIIOJIAraiiy TO3HaHUS 3a
BCEKH, KOWTO OM JKelal Ja € BHCOKOKBATH(DHIMPAH CICHUAIHUCT IO €3HMKa, TS CHIIO TaKa
pa3BUBa ,, YHUBEPCAIHH® CIOCOOHOCTH, KOUTO BHHArd Ie ObaaT oT moi3a. B wacTHOCT, B
CTaTUsATa C€ TO0COYBAa KakK CIENHMAHO pa3paboTeHaTa MeTomosnorus u Quiocodpus Ha
npernoiaBaHe Ouxa MOTJIM J1a HachpyaT YMEHHs, KOMTO ca MPHIOKUMH U B Ipyru chepu u
U3TPaXKIAT Y CTYACHTHTE MOJIC3HH HABHUIIM U JOOPU MPAKTUKHU, KATO 10 TO3U HAYHH T'U TPABST
M3KIIIOYUTETHO KOHKYPEHTHOCIIOCOOHM B UWHQOpManumoHHaTta epa. Habmsira ce Ha
pPa3BUBAHETO HA AHAIIMTUYHO MIUCICHE BBHB U M3BBH CTEPEOTUITHUTE MOJETH, CTPATETHH 3a
YCTENIHO pa3peliaBaHe Ha MpoOJIeMH, KaKTO U KPUTHUYHA OIICHKA W MpECcsSBaHE HA JIAHHU B
HMCTUHCKO ,,MOpe oT mHpopmarusa‘. Bcuuku Te3n yMeHHMs ca M3KIIOYUTEIHO IIEHHU U TIpe3
XXI B., Taka 4e crapuTe MapajurMH OIPEACIICHO C YCIeX MOTrar Ja ObJaT W3MOJ3BaHU U
3aHarTpes.
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13. Bozhil P. Hristov, 2013, ‘Defacing AgreemenProceedings of the '13 LFG Conference,
Publisher: CSLI, 2013

This paper contributes to the debate over the numb&atures needed in order to offer an
adequate analysis of agreement. Traditional granamdrsome recent proposals, notably by
Alsina and Arsenijevi (2012a, b, c), operate with two types — what isvemtionally referred

to as syntactic versus semantic agreement. Adopteghsler and Zlatis (2000: 800, 2003,
2012) model, which envisages a division into thygees of agreement (two syntactic ones, in
addition to a separate, purely semantic featutay paper argues that we need such a
tripartition, because without it we cannot accouot the facts in languages like
Serbian/Croatian, English and Bulgarian.

B crarusra ce B3eMa oTHoIIeHUE 0 Ae0aTa OTHOCHO Oposi Ha ChIIacyBaTeITHUTE KaTETOPHH,
KOUTO Ca HY)KHHU 3a aJIeKBaTHO OIMCAaHWE HA SIBICHHUETO ChIacyBaHe. B TpamunuoHHaTta
rpaMaTHKa, KakTo M B HSIKOM CKOPOIIHU TOCTAHOBKH, BKIIOYUTEIHO T€3M Ha AJICMHA U
Apcenunenu (2012 a, 6, B), ce OopaBu ¢ J1Ba BHAA ChIJIaCyBaHE — OOMYAWHO HApHUYAHH
CUHTAaKTUYHO M CEMaHTHYHO ChIVIACYBaHE WJIM ChIVlacyBaHe MO (opMa M MO CMUCHI. B
HACTOSIIUS TPYJ Ce Bb3NpHemMa mMoaenbT Ha Bekcnep u 3matuu (2000: 800, 2003, 2012),
CHIOpea KOHTO ChIIacyBaHETO Ce MOApa3/eis Ha TPHU BUJA. IBA CHHTAKTUYHU B JIOI'BIIHEHUE
KbM OT/ICITHU, YUCTO CEMAaHTUYHU CBOWcTBa. [IpaBu ce u netaitnHa 000CHOBKA 3a HYXJaTa OT
nomoOHa TpuasIOa, 3amoTo 0e3 Hes He MOXKE J1a ce O0SICHM HATMYHHSIT MaTepual OT €3UlU
KaTo CPhOCKU/XBPBATCKU, AHTTTHHCKU B OBJATapCKH.
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