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At first we have to answer the question: What are the
communicative functions of language? A lot of traditional publications
describe the communication as conveying of propositions from the mind
of intercourses to the mind of one or more interlocutors. So we have
today the general conception that sentences may be about some state of
affairs, real or imagined, but this is not the question of representative,
expressive or appellative functions of language. In the linguistic descriptions
reference is made to entities in the state of affairs, and predications are
made about actions involving entities in the state of affairs, and predications
about them involve the entities or relations among them. It is the way in
which speakers construct linguistic representations of situations, they have
to organize “nominalizations” and also “temporalizations” as in the English
sentence “The schoolboy managed his tasks in the class-room”. The
Bulgarian language especially shows grammatical categories which are
typical for special functions of language, especially in the verbal category
of admirative as a sign of surprise of the speaker, the vocative of nouns or
names as a sign of persons to whom an order is given. But language is
used for much more than representing states of affairs. It is also used in
all kinds of verbal social interactions: asking questions, giving commands,
making promises, expressing wishes or feelings, etc. These different uses
are known as speech acts.

It is true that there are language structures which, at first glance,
seem to stand outside of syntactic regularities and which contradict the
traditional principles of syntactic descriptions. To these structures belong
vocatives, used beside nominatives as the form of addressing persons in
direct speech like commands, questions or sentences with an expressive
character. It was the Austrian psychologist and linguist Karl Biihler (1879—
1963)!, who proposed in his publications a threefold function of language,

! Karl Biihler: Kritische Musterung der neueren Theorien des Satzes. In:
Indogermanisches Jahrbuch 6, 1918-1920, p. 1-20. Vom Wesen der Syntax. In:
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namely: the representative function, whereby speakers inform listeners
of whatever extralinguistic facts or states they are talking about. (=German:
“Darstellungsfunktion”), the expressive function (=German:
“Kundgabefunktion” or “Ausdrucksfunktion”) whereby information is
revealed to the listener about various aspects of the speaker himself and
last but not least the appellative function (=German: “Appellfunktion”),
which serves to provoke well definable impressions of feelings in the
listener, for example an imperative tone in which a military order is given
by a superior officer, who urges soldiers to undertake a certain action.
Or, a specific intonation with which an utterance is made may have the
effect of inducing the listener to carry out a certain act, demanded by the
speaker. In Karl Biihler’s “Sprachtheorie. Die Darstellungsfunktion der
Sprache”, first published in 1934, the author describes the representational
function of language, he speaks about an “organon model” with its three
largely independently variable relations, which was first completely shown
in his paper on the sentence beginning with the words: “What human
language does is threefold: profession, triggering and representation. Today
I prefer the terms expression, appeal and representation, because among
language theories “expression” is increasingly taking on the precise meaning

Idealistische Neuphilologie. Festschrift fiir Karl Vossler zum 6.September 1922.
Heidelberg 1922. p.54-84.Uber den Begriff der sprachlichen Darstellung. In:
Psychologische Forschung 3,3, 1923, p. 282-294; Sprachtheorie. Die
Darstellungsfunktion der Sprache. Stuttgart 1936. Translation: D. F. Goodwin:
The representational function of language. Amsterdam-Philadelphia 1990; Die
Axiomatik der Sprachwissenschaften. Einleitung und Kommentar von Elisabeth
Stroker; Frankfurt a. M. 1960. p. 11:,,Die deskriptive Grammatik ist schnell fertig
mit den geformten Appellmitteln der Sprache. Da ist der Vokativ, von dem man
immer schon wusste, dass er seiner Funktion nach aus dem System der anderen
,.Kasus” des Nomens herausfillt und sich storrig benimmt im Satzbau. Daneben
steht der Imperativ, der sich ebenso von den iibrigen Verbalformen absondert
und auflerdem manchmal, z.B. in den indoeuropéischen Sprachen, als
endungsloser Verbalstamm auftritt (veni, komm). Die Historiker deuten dies im
Sinne des Hineinragens einer dlteren in die jiingere Sprachschicht; das heif3t
eben in unserer Terminologie, dass die formhaften Appellworter Fremdlinge
geworden sind im Reigen der anderen Formen, deren Beruf rein oder reiner im
Darstellen liegt.”

2D. F. Goodwin: The representational function of language. Amsterdam-
Philadelphia, 1990.
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demanded here, and because the Latin word “appellare”, English “appeal”,
German more or less “ansprechen”, is apt for the second. As everyone
knows today there is a sex appeal, and in additions to that speech appeal
means to me to be just palpable a fact™. It was the Polish linguist Zenon
Klemensiewicz who developed independent by the theory of Biihler in his
description of Polish syntax that human language generally shows three
functions, namely the judgement, feeling and will.* Concerning the
participants of spoken language, each of two participants has its own
position in the make-up of the speech situation, namely the sender as the
agent of the act of speaking, as the subject of the speech action on the
one hand, and the receiver as the one spoken to, as the addressee of the
speech on the other hand. They are not simply a part of what the message
is about, they are rather partners in an exchange and ultimately this is the
reason why it is possible that the sound as medial product has a specific
significative relationship to each, to the one and to the other severally.

The function of conveying propositional information, i.e. linguistic
description of state of affairs, is but one of many communicative functions
that language has. All of these different functions may have structural
ramifications in language. As a simple example, let us have a look at how
two different languages express assertion, statements, interrogative,
questions, and imperatives, commands. In English, each of these requires
a different syntactic structure, but not in Bulgarian:

a. You are travelling today.//statement// Bue nbpTyBare JHec.

b. Are you travelling today?//question// Bue mbTyBaTe it 1HEC?

c. Travel today! Not tomorrow!//command// ITsTyBaiite nnec! He
yTpe!

It should be mentioned here that the Polish language in contrast to
other Slavic languages has a special marker for questions, namely “czy”,
e.g. “Czy pan mowi po bulgarski?”. Here is perhaps astonishment in the
Polish sentence that somebody speaks English and not Bulgarian. In
Bulgarian we find specific word order rules for the formation of questions,
but there are also different rules for yes-no questions and for word questions,
containing a question word, e.g.:

3 Vom Wesen der Syntax. In: Idealistische Neuphilologie. Festschrift fiir
Karl Vossler zum 6. September 1922. Heidelberg, 1922, p. 54.

4 Zenon Klemensiewicz: Sktadnia opisowa wspotczesnej polszczyzny
kulturalnej. Krakow, 1937, p. 6-7.
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Bue neryBarte.// Bue 3a kpae mpryBate?// 3a kbae mbTyBate?

We suppose that expression is a manner of speaking, a way of
externalizing feelings, attitudes and moods of the speaker himself —
conveying information about an emotional state. The reasons for emotion
may be fear, surprise, astonishment, mourning, misfortune, pity, grief or
sorrow, in some languages expressed by special words. In Bulgarian we
find also the rarely used verbal form of “admirative”, a category which is
also found in Albanian. It describes surprise of the speaker, who feels a
sudden, non-expected extralinguistic situation. But there are also words
to characterize sentences with the function of imperatives. Sometimes
there are ambiguities and we might be confused as to a speaker’s exact
feeling, but often expression can be very clear, for example, anger or happiness
in someone’s voice is usually not difficult to detect but subtly conveyed
suspicion or irony may be more difficult or even misread by the listener.

There seem to be different degrees of appellation and expression
indicated by language markers as there are interjections and particles
beginning with a neutral speech to a higher degree of appellation or
expressiveness, perhaps by doubling nouns with vocative forms or double
use of interjections. But there are also means of word order to mark a
higher degree of expression. Thus we have to see differences within
these three functions of language performance, demonstrated by some
Bulgarian examples. Starting with neutral speech, perhaps a special case
of expression, we can see it as one end of a scale of expressiveness.
Different degrees of expression are indicated by language markers as
there are interjections or articles, but also by means of vocative or
nominative forms, referring to the person, who receives a command,
sometimes strengthened by particles.

I think that the “organon-model” of Karl Biihler with its three
functions, namely representative, expressive and appellative function didn't
lose its importance for linguistic studies, it should be also put to use in all
European languages we have to do with.

Vocative cases with the function of exclaiming or addressing are
not used in representative function, but in indexical or expressive, in
appellative or conative functions, revealing various aspects of the speaker
to the listener, e.g. impressions or feelings or imperatives. In Eastern and
Southeastern European languages we find a widespread use of synthetic
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vocative forms in addresses. They are used not only in the majority of
Slavic languages, except Russian with some remnants of Church Slavonic
vocatives, but also in Latvian and Lithuanian, in most of the Balkan
languages and outside East and South-East Europe also in the western
part of Ireland. Masculine and feminine substantives may appear in a
special vocative case form within the singular, whereas in the dual and
plural vocative forms are identical with the nominatives in Old Church
Slavonic/Old Bulgarian. There is no doubt that most of the Slavic languages
today use vocative forms to a different extent. White Russian uses vocative
forms in a very restricted way, may be because of its neighbourship to
Great Russian and the widespread use of Russian in the country. One has
to comment the disuse of vocative forms in the history of Russian, beginning
with texts in the 11" century. The Old Russian alternations of the
consonants k, g and ch with ¢, Z and § lapsed with the disuse of the vocative
case, which began to be gradually replaced by the nominative form. But
the real reason for the disappearance of vocative forms in the history of
Russian in contrast to other Slavic languages has not been discovered so
far. Ukrainian uses vocative forms perhaps in consequence of an old
long-lasting Polish influence, Slovenian has today no vocative forms,
Lusatian languages show a very restricted use of vocative case forms,
perhaps in consequence of German influence. Polish and Czech, also
Slovak use vocative forms of masculine and feminine noun classes.
Serbian as well as Croatian shows a fully equipped system of
vocative forms like Bulgarian and Macedonian, perhaps a consequence
of mutual influence of Balkan languages. It seems to be evident that
languages with classes of declension, where no morphologically distinct
vocative is to be used, the nominative always takes over the function of
addressing persons or sometimes also things and has — strictly spoken —
no sentence-syntactic function. All Macedonian nouns representing human
beings, but also some non human beings have specific vocative forms,
while some of them can also have general oblique case forms, to which
belong genitive//accusative forms. Vocative forms of masculine name
ending on a consonant are constructed by the addition of the vowel —e,
e.g. Crojane! Bapnape! Vocative forms of masculine singular common
nouns ending on a consonant are marked by the vowels —u or —e, e.g.
oBuapy = shepherd!, Boxke = my God!, maxy = husband! rpany nam =
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our town!, neny 6oxiin = what a day, You God’s day! Vocative forms of
singular nouns, ending on —a irrespective of their gender, are marked by
the vowel —o, which replaces the final vowel of the nominative form, e.g.
xKeHa// xeHo!

Vocatives in Bulgarian are also morphologically marked, but as
performance structures they belong like in other languages to a secondary
level of syntax, vocatives are marked with masculine and feminine nouns,
e.g. Opat//Opate or TpakIaHUH//TpaskJaHUHE, OF TPYKSHUK//TPYKEHHKO,
napuna//uapune. Vocative forms belong here also to the sphere of
appellative function, but also to the sphere of expressive function, but not
to the sphere of representation. In the Bulgarian language the majority of
human and many non-human animate nouns have vocative case forms,
which are morphonologically marked, e.g. tonak//toHade or crapert//crap-
ye. We will have a look not only on the use of vocative forms, but also on
special words, known in Bulgarian as interjections and particles, known
as words without lexical signification, e.g. xafije, exe, €xo, ajo, Xei, ena
and others e.g.:

— Xaiijie, BCEKH OT HAaC Jla pa3kake Helo 3a Oail ["aHs.

— Xalile — u3BUKaxa BCUUKH. — A3 1e pa3kaxka. — Yakaiite, a3
3Has noseye. He, a3, TH HUIO He 3HaeNl.’

The following example uses the interjection 6paso, the acclamation
of the Italian opera “bravo” to the capable man, a word we know also
from other languages like German:

Baii ['aHt0 OT MOOONUTCTBO HE UBITYIIAIIE CITydast 1a OMUTa UHO-
CTpaHHUTE IPONYKTH.

— Ty#t xakBo e, rpo3ne nu e? bpapo! I'menaii! S nmaiite enna
YeIMuHIIa.

Mm! Xy6aBo! Bpaso!®

They all can be used as functional words, as markers for communication,
especially for the sphere of performance of expressivitiy. We find beside
lexical units, morphosyntactic markers and also phonetic markers
sometimes reproduced in written texts, e.g. with a lengthened “o0”:

5 Aleko Konstantinov: Baj Ganju (Otkasi): Baj Ganju tragna po Evropa. In:
Bulgarisches Lesebuch. Halle (Saale) 1956, p. 136.

¢ Aleko Konstantinov: Baj Ganju (Otkasi): Baj Ganju tragna po Evropa. In.
Bulgarisches Lesebuch 1. Halle (Saale) 1956, p. 146.
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Bbabooo, rocmon ce Bb3HACA. — uyer Jin?’

Syntactic markers can be found also for expressive use by means
of word order, e.g. strengthened by an adverbial:

He, a3 cbM Obarapus. — ?! beirapun cbm, or bearapus.®

In Bulgarian we have remnants of synthetic cases as a feature of
the noun, largely functionally definable, nominative for mentioning the
subject, accusative for mentioning the direct object, genitive for indicating
ownership, dative for indicating benefit or indirect object, ablative for
indicating direction or agenthood and finally vocative for exclaiming or
calling, the form of a noun used when addressing someone. All these
definitions are not watertight and there are variations within languages. In
most of the Indoeuropean languages the functions of the vocative were
taken over by the nominative and it is now the question how the vocative
isused, e.g. in Bulgarian today. When a person or object is being addressed,
the special form of the vocative is used. But the endings for the vocative
are different in Bulgarian. In personal names, the vocative ending is used
more and more rarely, and for some speakers it carries a tinge of
unfriendliness. Students are advised, as I heard, to avoid these vocative
forms. Vocative cases with the function of exclaiming or addressing
somebody directly are not used in representative functions in the sense of
Biihler, but in indexical or expressive, appellative or conative function,
revealing various aspects of the speaker to the listener, e.g. impressions
or feelings or imperatives, e.g.:

Tu ne xomu siu, baii T'anto, 1a ce pa3xoauii, aa Buaui Buena.’

A higher degree of expressive sentences seem to be the following
Bulgarian sentences with double vocative forms and double interjection:

— NBanuo, MBanuo, ena, ena Tyka, s BUX JaJie.

— Mapuiike, Mapulike, ena, eja TyK, BUX MUMO3a, TOBa € MUMO34,
Buau au?'°

7 Christo Botev: Tova vi ¢aka. In: Bulgarisches Lesebuch 1. Halle (Saale)
1956, p. 50.

8 Aleko Konstantinov: Do Cikago I nazad. Otkas. In: Bulgarisches
Lesebuch 1. Halle (Saale) 1956, p. 121.

° A. Konstantinov: Baj Ganju (Otkasi). Baj Ganju tragna po Evropa.
Bulgarisches Lesebuch 1. Halle (Saale), 1956, p. 142.

10 A. Konstantinov: Baj Ganju (Otkasi). Baj Ganju tragna po Evropa.
Bulgarisches Lesebuch 1. Halle (Saale) 1956, p. 156.
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In Romanian the vocative case is specifically marked by the suffix
—o with the feminine singular nouns, while masculine singular nouns show
the alternation —e and —o. The Rumanian vocative marker —o seems to be
a case form taken over from South Slavic languages. It cannot be found
in other Romance languages. The suffixes —le for singulars and —lor for
plurals can be also used as markers for addressing in Rumanian. In Albanian
we don't find a special vocative form, when somebody is addressed directly,
nouns carry the definite article.

In Modern Greek we find distinct markers for four cases, namely
nominative, genitive, accusative and vocative in o-stems, e.g. @ilog, pike
= friend! £ytpog, £xtpe = enemy! In all other classes of Greek declensions
there can’t be found a special form for the vocative. The nominative
plural always is used with the function of the vocative. Thus the vocative
forms do not occur in every noun. The actual use in the languages,
mentioned here, must be treated separately.

The use of the vocative case forms seems to be not only a Balkanism
but also a Europeism when we regard other Slavic languages except
Russian, the Balkan languages as there are Rumanian and Modern Greek,
but not Albanian. But the use of vocative forms is not only a question of
descriptive, but also of historical linguistics, perhaps a consequence of
mutual influence within neighboring languages in the Balkans or inherited
within the Slavic and Baltic languages, but possibly it may be also a
consequence of a new synthetism which developed in concurrence with
analytism. The vocative as a marker of addressing persons, sometimes
also things, is an Indoeuropean phenomenon, highly developed in Balkan
and Slavic languages. Outside the Balkan languages and the Slavic
languages we find vocatives in Baltic languages, in Lithuanian, e.g. vyras/
/vyre =man! In rare cases vocatives are also used in Latvian, e.g. Roberts
(nominative)//Robert! (vocative), kurpneks (shoemaker, bootmaker)//
kurpnek!, kalejs (smith)//kalej!. In Old Church Slavonic/Old Bulgarian
and Old Russian we find Bbsiks (wolf)// Beaue!, 6ors (God)// Ooxe!, in
Latin: lupus//lupe!, dominus//domine!, but: deus instead of “dee”, in Old
Greek: Avkog (wolf)//Abke!.

In a paper, published in 1956 by H. Schmid with the title “Uber
Randgebiete und Sprachgrenzen” we find the following interesting remarks
concerning the vocative in European languages: “Zwei Gebiete Europas,
die Hunderte von Kilometern auseinanderliegen, kennen noch heute eine
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besondere Kasusform fiir den Vokativ: im Westen dem Atlantik
zugewendet, der gélische Teil von Irland und Schottland; im Osten und
Siidosten des Kontinentes jene weiten Landstriche, die sich vom
Mittellandischen und Schwarzen Meer bis zur Ostsee hinziehen und in
denen flinf verschiedene indogermanische Sprachzweige vertreten sind: das
Griechische, das Albanische, das Romanische mit dem Ruménischen, das
Slawische mit dem Bulgarischen, Serbokroatischen, den westslawischen
Sprachen, dem Ukrainischen und Weilirussischen, und endlich das
Baltische (Litauisch und Lettisch). — In allen anderen europdischen
Sprachen dient heute ausschlie8lich der Nominativ als Form der Anrede.

...Einzig das Slowenische als westlicher Auslaufer des Stidslawischen
und das Russische (oder nachmalige GrofBrussische) im Nordosten wiren
mit Sicherheit noch dem Vokativ-Gebiet zuzurechnen.”!!

Thus the use of vocative in modern European languages seems to
be a question not only for Slavic and Baltic languages, but also for non-
Slavic Balkan languages and even for Irish dialects, the use of vocative
case forms seems to be also a Europeism.

As we have seen there are some open questions, e.g. in Bulgarian
in spite of an analytic noun declension - wholly in contrast to the Old
Bulgarian synthetic noun declension — the vocative is just used in the
framework of a “new synthetism” — I would say. Are there possibilities of
an influence by neighboring languages like Russian upon White Russian,
of German upon Lusatian languages and upon Slovene to reduce or abolish
the use of vocative forms? Independent of these questions the use of
vocative forms seems to be characteristic for both Baltic languages, for
most of the Slavic languages and most of the Balkan languages, belonging
to different language families, languages spoken within one European area.

PENPESEHTATUBHA, EKCITPECUBHA 11
AIIEJJATUBHA ®YHKIIUA B BFBJITAPCKH E3UK

Xenmyt B. llanep (MapOypr, ['epmanust)

He nsxoii npyr, a aBcrpuiickusT ncuxonor v muHrerct Kapi Bronep (1879—
1963) pasrpannuaBa B IyOIHMKAI[UHATE CH TPH (DYHKIIMHU HA €3MKA!

' H. Schmid: Uber Randgebiete und Sprachgrenzen. In: Vox Romanica
1956, 15. Band, Nr. 2. S. 19-20.
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Penpesenmamuena ¢hyrkyus, Korato ToBOpeMAT HHGHOPMHUPA CITYITIAIIHS 32
€KCTPaIMHIBUCTUYHH (pakT 1 cheTostHus (HeM. Darstellungsfunktion).

Exenpecuena ¢hynxyus (Hem. Kundgabefunktion mm Ausdrucksfunktion) koraro
ce npefaBa MH(POpMAaLWs Ha CITYLIAIIIS 32 TOBOPEIIIHSL

W nakpas, HO HE W 1O 3HAUYUMOCT aneiramuenama @yuxkyus (HeM.
Appellfunktion), yusiTo 1111 € a MpeTu3BUKa OMPEIeNICHN BIICYATIICHUSI TN 1yB-
CTBa y ciymianysi. Harp. uMIiepaTiBHUST TOH, C KOMTO Ce U3/1aBa BOCHHA 3aI10BE]
OT BUCHIECTOSII OHIIEp, Kapa BOHHUIMTE J1a MpeaIprueMaT J1aJeHo JeiCTBHE.
Wnu B npyr cirydaii cienpdyuyHaTa MHTOHALIMS Ha €/THO N3Ka3BaHe MOXKE Jla HaKapa
CIyIIANIHsS J]a U3BBPIIN aKT, 32 KOMTO TOBOPEIIUAT HACTOsBA. B KHurara cu
Sprachtheorie. Die Darstellungsfunkton der Sprache” (1936), B kosito Bronep
OITCBA peTipe3eHTaTHBHATA (DYHKIMS Ha €31Ka, TOM FOBOPH 3a ,,MOJIeNa OpraHoH™
C TPUTE HErOBU MPOMEHIIUBH CEMaHTUYHH OTHOIICHHS, JI0 FOJIsIMa CTETeH He3a-
BHCHMO €/IHO OT JIPYTro U KOWTO MOJIeJI TOW TpHIIara B CTaThsITa CH 38 H3PEUEHHUETO.
Tst 3amouBa ¢ AyMuTe: ,,E3UKBT NpaBy TP Hellla: 3asBsiBa, MOATHKBA H Perpe-
3eHTHpa. [loHacrosIeM a3 mpeArnouYnTaM TEPMHHUTE EKCIIPECHBHOCT, areia-
TUBHOCT U PEIpe3eHTaLUs .

[Ipeamnonarame, ye eKCIPECUBHOCTTA € HAYWH Ha M3pa3sBaHe, HAYMH Ha
MOKa3BaHe Ha YyBCTBAaTa, HAIJIACHTE M HA HACTPOSHMATA Ha TOBOPELIMS WA
npeaaBaHe Ha HHQOpMAIHS 32 eMOLMOHAITHOTO My cherosinue. [TpuunHuTe 32
YyBCTBOTO MOTar Aa ObJaT pa3JInuHU: yIulaxa, U3HeHa/1a, yIy[IBaHe, Thra, ChkKa-
JieHne 1 00JIKa, M3pa3siBaHu Ha OBJITAPCKU ChC CIIENUANHH AyMU. B Obirapckust
cpemiame psijikaTa raroiaHa opma ,,aIMUPaTHB”, KAKBATO MMa U B aJIOAHCKHS
e3uK. Ts u3pa3siBa N3HEHa[aTa Ha TOBOPEILHS, KOraTo TOH MPE)KMBSBA HEOYaKBaHA
eKCTPAJIMHIBUCTHYHA cuTyanusi. Ha ObJIrapcku ChIeCTBYBAT AyMH 32 Xapak-
TepU3MpaHe Ha W3peueHus ¢ QyHKIUATa Ha uMIepaTuBa. [IoHsKOra MOXe Ja
MMa JIBy3HaYHOCT M Jla HE CME CHTYPHH 32 YyBCTBOTO Ha TOBOPELIHSI, HO YECTO
n3pa3sBaHeTo € MHOTO sicHO. Taka Harp. 0OMKHOBEHO HE € MHOTO TPYIIHO Jia Cce
OTKpW€ THSIB WM II[aCTHE B HEYMH IV1ac, TOKaTo (PUHO MpenaieHoTO MO03pEHUE
WJIN UPOHUS ca TPYAHU 33 MHTEPIIPETAIHsl M YECTO ca MOrPENIHo pa3OpaHu OT
CILyIIAIIHS.

CrpyBa HH ce, 4e UMa Pa3JIMYHU CTENIEHH 32 N3pa3siBaHe Ha arellaTHBHOCT
U EKCIPECHBHOCT B OBJITApCKUs Ype3 €3MKOBH MAapKEPH KAaTo BBH3KIUIAHHS H
YaCTHIIU, KaTo Ce 3all0YHE C HeyTpallHa ped U Ce CTUTHE J0 MO-TONIsIMa CTEIEH 3a
arenaTHBHOCT U €KCIPECUBHOCT Ype3 YABOSBAHETO Ha ChIECTBUTEIIHH BbB BOKa-
TUBHa (hopMa WM ABOHHATa ynoTpeba Ha Bb3KIMIaHusi. Ho chiecTByBa u
BB3MOKHOCTTA YPE3 CJIOBOPEAA 1A CE M3Pa3H M0-BHCOKA CTETICH HA EKCIIPECUBHOCT.
Pasznukute mMexay Tpure (QYHKIMH MPH pevyeBaTta aKTUBHOCT MOTaT Ja ce
JIEMOHCTPHUpAT C pa3jIMYHU NpUMepH B Obirapckus e3uk. Heyrpannarta ped,
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BEPOATHO KaTO CIELHAJECH CIydall Ha eKCIIPECUBHOCT, MOXKE J1a CE IIOCTaBH B
€IMHUS Kpail Ha cKajlaTa Ha eKCIIPECUBHOCTTA. Pa3nuHUTE CTENEeHN Ha eKcIpe-
CHUBHOCT C€ M3pa3siBaT 4pe3 BB3KJIMIAHUS WIH YAaCTHUIIM, HO ChILO TaKa U 4pe3
BOKaTHBAa 1 HOMUHATUBHHATE ()OPMHU Ha CHIIECTBUTEIHUTE, KAKTO U UPE3 UMETO
Ha CITyIIAIIHsl, KbM KOTOTO TOBOPEIIUST ce 00pbIla, JOKATO arenaTuBHUTE (QyHK-
IIUU Ce U3pa3aBaT He caMo C IIOBeNuTeNHaTa (hopMa Ha IJaroia, Ho Taka ChIIo U
Ype3 BOKaTHBHU U HOMHHATHBHU (DOPMH Ha TJIarona, a ChIIo Taka 1 Ype3 BoKa-
TUBHM ¥ HOMHMHATUBHH ()OPMH, UMEHYBAIW CITyLIAINIHs], KOraTo KbM HEro ¢
OTIIPaBEHA 3aI0Be]l, KaTO MOHAKOra (PyHKIUATA Ce MOACKHIBA U C YACTULIU.

Mucus, ue ,,MonensT opranon” Ha Kapn Bronep ¢ Tpure cu pyHKInM —
pelpe3eHTaTUBHA, EKCIIPECUBHA U alleJJaTUBHA, HE € U3IYOUJI aKTYaJIHOCTTa CH
TP JIMHIBUCTUYHUTE M3CIIE/IBAHMS M TPSIOBA J1a Ce U3II0J3BA U TIPY M3CIIE/IBAHUSATA
B OBJIrapckaTa JIMHTBUCTHKA.
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