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PE3IOME HA BBJI'APCKU E3UK:

[IpennaranaTa KHUTA IPEACTABS U3CIICABAaHUATA HA aBTOPKATa B 00IaCTUTE
HA JIMHTBUCTUKATA Y CJIIABUCTUKATA U LIEJIM Ja MOKAXE NPEIUCTOPHUITA HA
KOMIapaTUBHATA JIMHIBUCTHKA B EBpoIa, MHTEpEca KbM CIaBIHCKUTE €3ULIH,
POJICTBEHUTE UM BPB3KH C IPYTU €3UIU U MSCTOTO Ha OBJITAPCKUSI €3UK B
JIMHTBUCTUYHOTO MUCJIEHE OT TPUHAWCETH JO OCEMHANCETH BEK. bbArapCKusiT €3uk
€ U3CJEABaH B HErOBUTE PaHHU peanu3aunu npe3 nepuojga XVI — XVIII .

B Pa3NUYHU AUCKYPCH, KOUTO MPEACTABAT KOPEHUTE HA MOJEPHUTE BPEMEHA:
neyarHa opma, JI000BEH JUCKYPC, PETUCTPALIMM HA TEKCTOBE WJIM U3Pa3Hy,
O3HAYECHU KaTO «OBITapCKu» B IPYTrUd CTPAHU U T.H.

B YBOJa BBIIPOCHT 3da pAHHUTEC KYJITYPHU U €3UKOBU BPBH3KH HA 6Lnrap1/1 C
CBpOHCfICKPI?I 3arnaj € aHaJIM3hpaH B CBCTJIMHATA HAa €3UKOB MaTCpHUall 1
HCTOPUYCCKHU JAaHHMU.

[IspBaTa raBa HocH 3arjiaBuTe «BrricBaHust Ha OBJITAPCKUS €3UK U
CIaBAHCKHUTE €3ULIM B IPEIUCTOPUATA HA KOMITAPATUBHATA JIMHTBUCTUKA»
u3cie/Ba mnpoiieca, mpu KouTo ce 0(hopMst OChb3HABAHETO HAa TEHETUYHUTE BPB3KU
MeX 1y e3uruTe B EBpomna (IHeC — pa3riiek1aHu KaTo 4acT OT UHI0-€BPONIEHCKOTO
€3MKOBO CEMEMCTBO). ['0IMOTO OTKpHUTHE — (PAKTHT, Y€ MEKIY €3UIIUTE HA
MHJI0€BOTIEMCKOTO CEMENCTBO CHIIECTBYBA POACTBO — € 00YCIOBEH OT



«OTKPUBAHETO» HA IPBIKUS €3UK, TaKa, KAKTO «OTKPUBAHETO» HA CAHCKPUTA
oCJjIe BOAU 10 OOPMSIHETO Ha KOMIIAPATUBHUS METOJI B JIMHI'BUCTHKATA B Kpasi Ha
XVIII n nawanoro Ha XIX Bek. UaesTa 3a €3MKOBOTO POACTBO MEXKIY
«CIABSIHCKHUS», HEMCKHUS, TPBIKHUS U JIATUHCKUS €3UK € Pa3BUTA MBPBO OT YCTITKHS
xymanuct CurusmyHnn ['enennyc (1497-1554), a mBeitapckust aBrop Teoaop
bubmmannep (1509-1564) e mbpBHUAT, KOUTO U3THKBA BAXKHOCTTA Ha (DIICKCUHTE B
paboTaTa BbpXY CIaBHEHHETO MEXKy €3UIIUTE.

E3unute, npeacTaBsHU B TPYAOBETE ¢ (QUIOJOTHYECKA OPUCHTAIIHS, Ca
BBBEXKIAHH C TICEBJJOAHTHYHN HMECHA KaTO «ETPYCKU» (32 UTATHAHCKHS ), «TaJICKI
(3a ppeHckus), «eMUPOTCKN» (3a alI0AHCKHUS) | T.H.., @ HIKOHW €3HIIU Ca BapHUaIlun
Ha U3KYCTBEHU €3UKOBH (opMH (KaTo «TaIMAaTHHCKUS) B peuHHKa Ha DaycT
Bpanuwnu).

KbMm kpas vHa XVI Bek npaBocnaBHata o01HocT Ha Rzecz Pospolita 3amousa
OTIEYaTBAHETO HA (PUIIOIOTUYECKU OPUEHTUPAHH TPYAOBE Ha OBIATAPCKHU aBTOPH,
Harp., ,,3a OCEMTE YacTH Ha pedTa’” , ChCTaBEHO Mpe3 X BEK OT OBIArapCKus epyauT
Hoan Ex3apx. B ykpanHCKUTE KHUIH CE Cpella 03HAYCHHETO ,,0B/IrapcKu e3UK” , a
CBHIIO € OTpa3eHa M ObJIrapcka JISKCUKa OT BPEMETO Ha T.HAP. CPEIHOOBITAPCKU
epro/, 300pe oTpa3eHa B pSUHHIIUTE OT IbpBUTE aeceTmneTus Ha X VII B..

[IBpBUAT €3UKOB CIIECUMEH Ha OBITapCKusl €3UK (M Ha APYTU CIABIHCKU
e3uln) e myonuKyBaH npe3 1781 r. oT 3HaMEHUTHUS PYCKU MOET U ApaMaTypr
Anekcanabp 1. CymapokoB. To3u aBTOp € NOCOUYMI U €3UKOBOTO POACTBO MEKY
CJIaBSTHCKHUTE €3UIIU U HAKOM ApyTU e3uiy B EBpomna.

Bropara rinaBa HocH 3ariaaBHETO ,,KbJIHOBETE HA HOBUTE TUCKypcu . B Hes
I'BPBO Ca U3CJIEABAHU TECTBOTETE OT KHUraTa Ha Atanacuit Kupxep (Pum, 1652)
KAaTO MPEJICTABAIIN MOETUYECKOTO TBOPUECTBO HA FOXKHUTE CIIaBsIHU. TEKCTOBETE
ca HanucaHu OoT xbpBaTuHa IOpait Kprxanuy u uMmar 3aiayara Ja npeicTaBsT
rimacoBete Ha Mmupwus — npe3 X VII B. - haHTaCTHYHO NME 3a 36MUTE HA FOXKHUTE
cnaBsiHu. M3cnmenBaHu ca v HAKOM APYTU KPAaTKU (POPMHU, KATO KPATKUTE MTECHU OT
OBATaPCKO-TPBIIKUS PA3TOBOPHUK OT Kpast Ha X VI B., KOUTO UMAT puma H
MOKa3BaT Pa3BUT J000BEH AUCKYypC. Pasrinenan € u BBOPOCHT 3a T.HAp.
Oyrapmuiu — 10 XX B. 10 aApHUaTHUYECKOTO KpaOpekue N3MbIHEHNETO Ha IIECHU
€ 3aBBpIIIBAJO C ,,BHE, KOUTO BsipBaTe B bora u pazoupare Obarapcku...”



Tpertara rmaBa HocH O3HA4YEHHUETO ,,[ 'yTeHOeproBaTa peBOTIOLMS .
Pasrnenan e BbIIpOCHT 32 paHHOTO BH3HUKBaHE (a Clie]l TOBA — M M34€3BaHE MPHU
MPaBOCJIABHUTE) HA KHUTOTICYaTAHETO MPH I0KHUTE CIaBSIHU C 0COOCHO BHUMaHUE
KbM pabotute Ha Obarapute-katonuim oT XVII Bek, KOUTO ca TaTUHCKH U
YHUBEPCUTETCKH 00pazoBaHu. LleHTpanHa yacT Ha U3ciieIBaHETO 3aeMa
MPOYYBAaHETO Ha KHUTATa ,,Abarap” Ha ®unun CTaHKCIaBOB (KOMTO ce e
noamucBan u kato Philip Stanislao). /{nec ce 3Hae, ue ToBa HE € MbpBaTa MeYaTHA
Obarapcka kHura (rbpBaTa nevyaTHa Obarapcka kaura e ,,Ciayxeonuk”™, 1508), Ho
,Abarap” e mbpBaTa KHUTA, 32 KOSITO aBTOPBHT MHUIIIE, Y€ € TIOCBETEHA Ha
OBJITapCKUS HAPOJ.

Hakpast TpyabpT € cHaOJieH ¢ M3BOIU, B KOUTO CE TPaBsT 0000IIeHIE BHB
BpPB3Ka C MSCTOTO Ha OBJITAPCKHSI €3UK B CBETA HA PAaHHUS €BPOTICHCKH
MOJICPHU3BM.

PE3IOME U CbJILP)KAHUE HA AHTJIMMCKU E3UK:

BULGARIAN LANGUAGE IN THE PREHISTORY OF COMPARATIVE LINGUISTICS
AND IN THE EARLY EUROPEAN MODERNISM

The present book comprises the author’s studies in the field of linguistics
and slavistics intended to reveal the prehistory of comparative linguistics in
Europe, the interest about Slavic languages, their genetic ties with other
languages and the place of Bulgarian in the linguistic thought since thirteenth up to
eighteenth centuries. Bulgarian language is examined in its early realizations
during the period between sixteenth and eighteenth centuries in different
discourses presenting the roots of modern times: printed form, discourse of lovers,
registrations of texts or utterances under the label “Bulgarian” in other countries

etc.

In the Introduction, the question of early cultural and linguistic relations of
Bulgarians with the European Occident is analyzed in the light of linguistic

material and historical data.



The Chapter One, titled Bulgarian and other Slavic languages in the prehistory of
comparative linguistics 1s a study of the process during which the awareness of
genetic ties between the languages in Europe (now regarded as a part of Indo-
European family) was formed. The great discovery - the fact of the genetic affinity
between Indo-European languages — was provided by the ‘discovery’ of Greek
just as the ‘discovery’ of Sanskrit led to establishing the method of comparative
linguistics by the end of eighteenth and the beginning of nineteenth centuries. The
idea of linguistic affinity between Slavic, German, Greek, and Latin was promoted
firstly by the Czech humanist Sigismund Gelenius (1497-1554) and the Swiss
author Theodorus Bibliander (1509-1564) was the first who recognized the
importance of the inflections in the linguistic comparative work.

The languages presented in the philologically oriented works were
introduced under pseudo-antic names as “Etruscan (actually — Italian) , Gallic
(French), Epirotic (Albanian) etc., and some languages were variations of artificial
linguistic forms (e.g. Dalmatian in the dictionary of Faust Vrancic, ).

By the end oh the sixteenth century the Orthodox community in Rzecz
Pospolita started

the edition of the philologically oriented works of medieval Bulgarian authors, e.g.
the tractate On the eight parts of speech composed in tenth century by the
Bulgarian erudite Johannes Exarch. In Ukrainian books the designation “Bulgarian
language” was registrated as well as a good deal of Bulgarian lexica from the
time of so-called Middle Bulgarian period was presented in the dictionaries from
the first decades of the seventeenth century.

The first linguistic specimen of Bulgarian (and of the others Slavic
languages) was published in by the famous Russian author Alexander Sumarokov
in 1781 who also recognized the linguistic affinity between Slavic and some other
Indo-European languages.

The Chapter Two has the title The beginnings of the modern discourses the
texts from the book of Athanasius Kircher (Roma, 1652) are examined as a
presentation of the poetical forms of South Slavic people. The texts were written
by the Croat Juraj Krizani¢ and were intended to present the voices of the people of
Illyria — a phantastic name for the land of South Slavs used through the



seventeenth century. Some other short poetic forms are examined, as the short
songs in the Bulgarian-Greek phrasebook from the end of the sixteenth century
with rhymes being the first registrated Bulgarian poetic forms with rhymes and
presenting an elaborated discourse of lovers. The problem of so-called bugarstiza
songs is considered also as up to the twentieth century utterances were registrated
introduced into songs, sung in the region of the Adriatic see, meaning you who
believe in God and understand Bulgarian language.

The Chapter Three is titled Gutenberg’s revolution. The problems of early
appearance (and after that — disappearance among the Orthodoxes) of printing
books are examined with special attention to the works of Latin- and university-
educated Bulgarian Catholic authors in the seventeenth century. The central part
of the chapter is the study of the small book Abgar, published in 1652 in Roma by
Philip Stanislao (who also wrote in Latin and in Italian). This is not the first
Bulgarian printed book (the first Bulgarian printed book was published in 1508),
but Abgar is the first book with author’s dedication ‘to the Bulgarian nation ¢ and
this is the reason of the great importance of the book .

The final part of the book is under the title Conclusions and some
generalizations about the reception of Bulgarian language in the early Modern
Europe are proposed.
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03V, nexemBpu, 2008 r.) (oTmewaTaHo)

2. Hoxnan Ha tema ,,A6azap ”’ na Qurun Cmanuciasos, om Benuke Byneapue
ouckyn (Pum, 1651 2.) : Kyimypen u KHUINCOBHOE3UKO8 NPOEeKm HA 00pa308am
xpucmusinun”’ — KoH(pepeHusa B yecT Ha nipodecop Mean Koues, ronu 2010 1.,
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3. Hokman Ha Tema «Abacap» na Puaun Cmanucnasos (Pum, 1651 coouna) u
He208UsiIMm KyJAmypeH KOHmeKcm « - Kongpepenyus na mema « Chrzescijanski
Wschod i Zachod:

formy dialogu, wzory kultury, kody pamieci °, Poznan, 21-22 pazdziernika 2010
roku (o meyar)

4. loxnan Ha Tema ,,[ ymenbepeosama pegontoyus U npasoCcIagHUme 1X4CHU
crnasanu’”’. — MexayHapoJeH 6ankaHucTudeH ceMmuHap. Kpbriia maca B mameT Ha
npod. Mnusa Kones. Mapr, 2011 r. (o meyar)

1.2. JInaus Uimesa, Ilerko IleTkoB, JIbue3ap Ilepuexkaniicku.
CPEAHOBEKOBHMU BbJI'APCKUN HOBEJIN. TUKBEILIKN CBOPHUK.
TEKCT U U3CJIEABAHUS. bnaroesrpan, 2011.

Ot JI. Unuesa ca pazaenurte: 1. [Ipearosop, 2. Komenrap, 3. [IpeBos Ha
tekcTa (ceBMecTHO ¢ 1. [TeTkoB).



2. YYHEBHUIIHN

2.1. JEKIOUUA 110 UCTOPUA HA BBJI'APCKATA JIMTEPATVYPA.
Astop: Jlunusa Unuesa. [lox pepakuusita vHa I'vs [Jxbuss. [lekun, [ekuncku
YHUBEPCUTET 3a UYXKIU €3Ulr, TkeMBpH, 1997, 133 crp.

2.1. UCTOPUA HA BBJIT'APUA. 3a ctyaenTure no Obarapcka Gpuionorus
oT [IeknHCKUS yHUBEPCUTET 3a uyKau e3unu. Aptop: Jlnnus Mnuesa. Pegakrop:
I's IxbusH. Ilexun, [IekuHCKM YHUBEPCUTET 3a UyXIU €3ULIH, cenTeMBpu 1996,
73 c1p.

2.3. Jlwmusa Unuesa. YBOJI B E3BMKO3HAHUMETO. baaroesrpan, 2001r.,
359 c1p.

3. UI3bPAHU CTATHUMN.

3.1. Jlunus WUnuesa, He, 3amoto e ,,Ot bora rpexota, oT xopa cpamoTta’ :
HPaBCTBEH MMIICPATHUB B ObJIrapckaTa Tpaauius (JaHHU OT ObJITapCKust (POIKIOP)
— B: Spomenica Valtazara Bogisica o stogodisnjici njegove smrti, knjiga 2,
Beograd 2011. Priredio: Luka Breneselovi¢.

The role of Valtazar Bogisi¢ as a founder of the Ethnology of Law of the
South Slavs is well known. The origins of the European Law are usually sought in
the history and the traditions of the European peoples. Bulgarian folklore texts
reveal an ethical formula which is supposed to be a moral imperative in the
Bulgarian tradition: ‘NO, because this is a sin in the eyes of God and it is a shame
in the eyes of the men’. According to etymology of the words denoting the
concepts of sin and shame, they are opposite concepts and can be viewed as
metaphoric extensions on the human sense of the temperature. In the Slavic
languages the word denoting ‘sin’ from etymological point of view denotes means
‘very hot’, whereas the word for ‘shame’ from etymological point of view means
‘very cold’. Many texts of Bulgarian folklore illustrate the moral imperative and
the consequences of its violations.

3.2. Jlunus Mnuesa. bparapcku TaHHU 3a HACJIEACTBOTO HA
WHI0€BPOICUCKHUS TOETUIECKU €3UK: (PparMeHTH oT TBOpOM Ha KimmeHT
Oxpuncku (X Bek) u [latpuapx Esrumuii (XIV Bek). — B: «E3ukoB cBsaT» , 6p. 9,
kH. 1,2011 r., c. 13-30.



Title: Bulgarian Data on Indo-European Poetic Language’s Heritage: Text’s
Fragments of Clement of Ochrid ( X Century) and Patriarch Euthimius (XIV
Century)

Abstract: The Indo-European formulaic language has been under work of
reconstruction since the Adalbert Kuhn's first reconstructed formula meaning
‘imperishable fame" in the middle of XIX century. Now many Indo-European
poetical text fragments are reconstructed but the texts of medieval Bulgarian
literature have never been studied from the point of view of their inherited Indo-
European stylistic features. The data of the rich Bulgarian epic traditions are
usually ignored also, although the archaic origins of South-Slavic epic tradition are
undoubted. The first reconstructed Indo-European formula meaning ‘imperishable
fame is presented in the language of Bulgarian writer Clement of Ochrid as
netbtlénnaja slava, but in the language of Bulgarian folklore the formula under
consideration is not preserved. The concept of “glory” in the language of Bulgarian
folklore is interpreted in Indo-European framework thoroughly and some of the
meanings need to be inferred in the context of specific rituals. The well known
formula illustrated by the fragment of the second Merseburg spell “bone to bone,
blood to blood" is developed into two very sophisticated text’s fragments of the
Bulgarian literature, one written by Clement of Ochrid in the X century and the
other — by Patriarch Euthimius in the XIV century.

Key words: Indo-European Poetic Formulae, Bulgarian Folklore, Medieval
Bulgarian Literature

3.3. JIunus Mnuea. bbarapckuaT €3uK U €3MKOBUTE yHUBepcanuu. — B: K.
Bauxosa (otr. pen.). Summa cum pietate. Studia litterarum. Omeosopnocmma
npeo ezuka. lymen, 2007, ctp. 34-43).

Title: BULGARIAN AND LANGUAGE UNIVERSALS

Key words: Greenberg's Universal no.28; exceptions; demonstrative pronouns in
Bulgarian, relative pronouns in Bulgarian, Slovenian, Slovak, Czech, Old
Bulgarian

(Abstract)



The paper presents some exceptions of Greenberg's Universal no.28, in which the
derivation is not placed between the root and the inflection, but the inflection
follows the root and precedes the derivation. Typical example is the Bulgarian
demonstrative pronoun tak-a-va (Feminine form), tak-o-va (Neutral), tak-i-va
(Plural), meaning ‘such kind of", in which the derivation —va follows the
inflections —o-, -a-, -i-. The same exceptions of the rule are the forms of relative
pronouns in Bulgarian (e.g. koj-to MASC., koja-to FEM, koe-to NEUT, koi-to PL’
which") as well as the relative pronouns in Slovenian, Slovak, and Czech, where
we can trace the origin of the construction to Old Bulgarian and Common Slavic.

The complicated word-formation of pronouns in Bulgarian and some other
Slavonic languages presents unique structures, which throw new light upon the
morphological patterns in the World languages.

4. IPYTU IIYBAUKAILIUHU CAE/l /IOLIEHTYPA:

4.1. CTATUU U CTYAUN:

A. NaneBa. CBETOBHOTO 3HAQYEHHE HA €3UKOBENCKUTE IIPUHOCHU
Ha rpod. [I-p MBan 'eoproB — MakxedoHcku npeaned 1996/ 3

A. VianeBa. OOy 3amayu Ha O'bATApPUCTUKATA U
kurauctukara — JyH Oy 1996/4 (Ha kuraiicku e3uk), C. 39-42.

[B cratugara ce pa3sraexxaatr 1. UHI0eBPOIIeHCKUTE 3a€MKH B
CTapOKUTAUCKUS €3UK U TeXHU ObATapCKU Iapasesu, 2. Kuraticku
3a€MKHU B ObATapCKHUd €3UK Upe3 ITOCPEeIHHUIECTBO Ha ITpabbarapure
(or Tuna Ha ,4ait”, orkpura oT UB. [JobpeB B 6bATAPCKU TEKCT OT 12
B.), 3. KUTAUCKHU 3a€MKHU B ObATAPCKUS Ype3 IOCPEIHUIECTBO Ha
TYPCKUS €3UK, 4. HOBU 3a€MKHU U KAAKHU OT KUTANCKU €3UK B
OBATapCKUS €3UK. ]

A. UaueBa. Kuratickara ramareaHa KHura “U n3un”
U €qWH I0KHOCAABAHCKU pBKoONUC — bankaHcmuueH gpopym” 1995,

A. VianeBa. U3 peyHHKa Ha NpadbArapCKUTE COIMAaAHU
WMHCTUTYIIUU: CBHIIECTBYBaA AU “TIOPKCKa €3UKOBa caeaa’? —
Banrxarnucmuuer ¢popym 1996/3, C. 7-20.



A\. UameBa. E3uk u obiHocT — BankaHucmuueH gpopym 1997/ 3,
C. 74-99.

N. UaueBa. [IpacaaBaHckoTo *kalina kaTo TEpMHUH 3a POIACTBO —
ObwiHocm u mHo2o00b6pasue Ha crassHcume esuyu. Co6opHUK 8 uecm
Ha npog. UeaH Neros. Cogpus, 1997

A. NaneBa. ETHOAMHIBUCTHKATA — II0A€ MEXKIY €THOAOTHATA U
“npyrara” AMHTBUCTUKA — Bosizapcku ¢gpoarxaop 1998/ 3

A. UaueBa. CunapoMsbT “AaekcaHabp”’ — bankanucmuuer gpopym
2000/1-2-3, C. 51-60.

A. UameBa. Umeto Ha CamynaoBara abliepss Kocapa: mpousxon
U 3HaueHHe — MarxeodoHcku npeaneo 2001 /2 (craTug)

A. NaneBa. Bpaynara TepMuHoaorus B bocuaerpaacko —
N3Bectuda Ha ucropudeckus Mmysed Krocrenaua. T. VI. Beauko
TvpHOBO, 2002

A. VianeBa. CKpOMHOTO HadaAo Ha ObArapcKaTa AMHTBUCTHKA:
Teomocuit UkoHoMmoB — CeriocTaBuUTEAHO e3uko3HaHue 2003/3, c.
138-143.

A. UaneBa. KeaTomaHUs ¢ KeaATuTe U 6e3 Keature — B: K.
KpwcranoBa, B. 'aneBa-PaitueBa, . BokoBa, M. 3aaTrkoBa, M.
PamikoBa, Ba. Ilenuen, E. MurieBa, A. UaueBa. OBIIIHOCTHU U
KYATYPA. IlaoBous, 2003 r., ctp. 127-135.

A. VameBa — doakaopHUAT HU3pa3 ‘(x)uHga Bepa’. B: Brarapcku
doaraop, KH. 4, 2004 (HaydHO CBHOOIIEHHUE)

A. ameBa. AHTUYHUAT AOTHYECKHU ITapagoKC “KPOKOOUABT U
KopecnoHAeHIIugaTa Ha 11ap CumeoH.B: A. M. ToromanoBa, T.
CaaBoBa (cwer.) CBOPHHUK B YECT HA TIPODECOP 0. ¢p. H. HsaH
Llobpes, unex-kopecnonoenm Ha BAH u yuumen. Cocpus, 2005 r., C.
198-200.



A. VianeBa. Penieniiiua Ha ObArapckaTta aureparypa B Kurait —
EsukoB cBar, T. 6, 2008, c. 70-75.

JI. nuesa. HoBu pannm 3a Obarapckara moesus npe3 X VI u XVII Bek. —

KO6uneen coopuuk Ha Punonornueckus dakynrtet. braroesrpaz, 2009, ctp. 17-
35.

JI. UnueBa. Kutalickata TEpMUHOJIOTHS 32 POJACTBO. — E3UKOB CBST, T. 7, KH.
2,c.232-252.

JI. UJIMEBA. Bbarapuctukata B Kutam kato peanHoct — E3uKOB CBSAT 8, KH.
1,2010, ctp. 7-12.

JI. nueBa. E3ukbT Ha KkuTaiickuTe Xynu cionny. (BMWEE). OGN
JTAHHM — E3ukoB cBat 8, kH. 2, 2010, ¢. 120-126.

JI. WJIMEBA. bbarapckyd JaHHM 3a HACJEACTBOTO HAa WHJAOCBPOINEUCKUS
MOCTHYCCKU e3uK: ¢dparmMeHTH OT TBopOm Ha Kimmment Odpuncku (X B. ) ©

[Matpuapx EBtumuii (XIV B.). )— Cnucanue «E3ukoB cBsT», Op. 9, ku. 1, 2011 1.,
c. 13 -30.

JI. UnueBa. CUMHTAaKTUYHUTE KOHCTPYKLUHMH C TIJIArojlHO CKa3yeMoO ChC ce B
CBETJIMHATA HAa HSIKOM HOBM CHHTAaKTHYHM Teopuun — cnucanune Ha CYb
«MHoroo0pa3ue B €IMHCTBOTO» (TpHeTa 11a reyar).

4.2. PEHEH3UM U 1P.

A. NaueBa. Penten3uga 3a Yang Yanjie. Baojialiya yu yufa.
Beijing, 1993 — Cvnocmasumento e3uxkosHaHue 1996/ 3

A. NaueBa. Peniensuga 3a Wang Yuanxing. Tujue lishi wenyuzue
yanju. Beijing, 1995 — BanxaHucmuueH ¢gpopym 1996/ 3

A. NaueBa. Penten3us 3a Deng Yangchang, Liu Runqing,
Language and Culture. Beijing, 1994 — Cvonocmasumento
esukosHaHue 1996/ 1

A. UaueBa. Peniensudg 3a [lpuaos3u npoydaBaHby je3uka. HoBu
Can 1996 - bBankanucmuueH ¢popym 1997/ 3



A. NaneBa. Peuensudga 3a a. KpbrioBa. Aekiiuu 1o
e3uko3HaHue. IlaoBaus, 2000 — CvnocmasumesnHo e3uKo3HaHUe
2003/3

A. NaneBa. Peniensuga 3a A. AamikoBa. CpaBHHUTEAHA rpaMaTHKA
Ha caaBSHCKUTe e3ulld — ConocmagumenHo esuxosHaHue 2002/ 1

N. NaueBa. Coorom Ha llanko MaamgeHOB — BbATapCKHU €3UK U
auteparypa 3, 2008, c. 72-73.

A. VianeBa. E3ukoBata THUIIOAOTHS — IIpobAeM 3a ObarapcKara
Hayka. — CvnocmagumenrHo eaukosHaHue, KH. 1, 2009, ctp. 98-134.



