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Contemporary Bulgarian Grammar
and Some Context-related Usage Features

CbBpemMeHHaTa ObJrapcka rpaMaTuka
U HAKOM XapaKTepPUCTHKH HA yNoTped6aTa H B KOHTEKCT

Petya Osenova

Ierst OcenoBa

Sofia University “St. K1. Ohridski”, Bulgaria

Coduiicku ynusepeurer ,,Cs. K. Oxpuackn™

ORCID 0000-0002-4484-5027, osenova@uni-sofia.bg

Abstract. The article consists of two parts. The first part examines key grammatical phenomena in Bulgarian from a normative
perspective. From a morphological perspective, these include the loss of cases in the nouns, the existence of a definite article
together with its main functions, the relationship between grammatical gender and biological gender, the realization of
arguments, the existence of a count form, the loss of the infinitive and its replacement with a finite form, the rich temporal
system, the presence of evidential forms, etc. From a syntactic perspective, these phenomena refer to pro-drop, main agreement
strategies, object doubling, etc. The second part focuses on certain tendencies in language use within real-world contexts.
These indicate a gradual shift from grammatical marking to pragmatic influence. Among the affected phenomena are: subject-
predicate agreement, politeness formulas, remnant case forms in some pronouns, plural forms, functions of the definite article,
and reflexive pronouns.

A6crpakT. Crarusita ce CbCTOM OT JBe YacTu. [IbpBara yacT pasriekia OCHOBHM IPaMaTUUECKH SIBJICHUS B ObITapCKust €3UK
B HOpMaTuBeH acnekT. OT MopdosioruyHa rieHa Touka Te BKIOYBAT 3ary0ara Ha Ialey B MIMEHHATa CUCTEMa, HAaIMYUeTO
HA ONpEIETUTENIEH YJIEeH 3aeHO C OCHOBHMTE MY (hyHKUMH, OTHOIIEHUETO MEXIY IpamMarudeH poJ U OUOoJIOoTHYeH IO,
peaiu3alusaTa Ha apryMeHTUTE, HAJIMYMeTo Ha OpoiiHa opMa IpU ChIIECTBUTEIHUTE UMEHA OT MBKKM POJ, 3ary0ara Ha
MH(QUHUTHUB 1 3aMsiHaTa My ¢ JIMyHa popma, orarara TeMIOpaiHa CUCTEMA, HATMYMETO HA EBUJIEHIIMAIHU (JOPMU U APYTH, a
OT CUHTaKTHYHA IVIe/lHa TOYKA T€ BKJIIOYBAT HyJIeBaTa CyOEKTHOCT, OCHOBHUTE CbIJIACyBaTEIHU CTPATErU, yIABOSBAHETO HA
JIOITBJIHEHUETO U ApyTU. Bropara uacT ce oxycupa BbpXy HSKOM TEHAECHLMH MPU M3MOJI3BAHETO HA €3UKa B peaiHa cpesa.
Te3n TeHaeHLUM 110COYBAT ITOCTENEHHOTO M3MECTBAHE HA IPAMATHYECKUTE MapKepH OT nparMaruuHute. Cpell sBIeHusTa,
KOUTO ca 3acerHaTd, ca CIeJHUTE: ChIVIACYBAaHETO MEXy MOJIOr M Ckazyemo, (POpPMYyJIUTE 3a YUTHUBOCT, OCTAThUHHTE
najaexHu (GOpMU MpU HAKOM MECTOMMEHMs, (JOPMMTE 32 MHOMKECTBEHO UHUCIO, (PyHKIMUTE HA ONPEIEIUTENHHS UIEH U
pedaexcMBHUTE MECTOUMEHHMSI.

Keywords: Bulgarian, grammar, social context, pragmatics

KurouoBu aymu: Obarapcku e3uk, rpaMaruka, COIManeH KOHTEKCT, TparMaTruka

1. Introduction

This article first introduces some main grammatical features of Bulgarian. After that, it is demonstrated how some
of these grammatical characteristics affect language in socio-communicative contexts. The language seems to be
becoming more social-context-bound in some ways.




JOURNAL OF GLOBAL SOCIOLINGUISTICS | VOLUME 1 | ISSUE 2 | DECEMBER 2025

1.1 Linguistic Typology of Bulgarian

Bulgarian is an Indo-European language that genealogically belongs to the Slavic language group. More precisely,
it is part of the South Slavic subgroup. Thus, most of the Bulgarian vocabulary is of Slavic origin. However, due
to historical and geographical reasons, there are also words borrowed from Turkish, Greek, Latin, etc. According
to Boyadjiev (1986), the home lexicon is about 80-90% of the Bulgarian vocabulary but we should take into
account the fact that the changes in lexicon are dynamic in time span, and recently more loans and patterns have
been coming from English.

Bulgarian is also called a “classic and exotic” language (Ivanchev, 1998). It is classic, because it is the
inheritor of the first written language of the Slavs: Old Bulgarian (other terms: ‘Church Slavic’, ‘Old Slavic’), and
it is exotic, because it differs in some aspects from the synthetic Slavic language family due to the influence of its
geographically close or neighbouring languages. For example, Bulgarian has lost its noun declension and its
infinitive. It developed a rich verbal tense system (9 tenses) including the inherited aorist and imperfect. It
possesses a post-positioned definite article which graphically is part of the word but de facto is a phrasal affix.

1.2 Areal-Linguistic Typology

Bulgarian is part of the so-called “Balkan Sprachbund”. More information about Bulgarian in the Balkan
Sprachbund can be found in Asenova (1989). In areal linguistics the term “Sprachbund” refers to languages that
are geographically close to each other. In spite of the different perspectives on the participating languages
(Bulgarian, Greek, Albanian, Romanian according to Trubetzkoy, 1928, p. 18), they show some similar linguistic
features. For example, they have a similar articulation base. Also, they share identical vocal systems with dynamic
stress as well as similar consonant systems. There exist the so-called “common Balkan lexica”, which have been
inherited from the various Balkan substrates, such as Greek, Turkish, Latin, Slavic, and other languages. There
are also some common phraseological units and derivation models.

However, most similarities are found within the area of morphosyntax. Most of them are part of the general
tendency towards developing an analytical grammar system. These are:

e doubling/reduplication of the direct and indirect object (for example Hezo 20 wusbpaxa ‘Him-
LONG.ACC.MASC.SG him-SHORT.ACC.MASC.SG chose-they’ He was chosen)

o the availability of a postpositional definite article (Bulgarian, Romanian, and Albanian) — for example
asamomo ‘summer-the’ the summer

e similar evolvement of the verbal infinitive into an analytical construction (0a xaoxca ‘to say-PERF.PRES’
to say), etc.

A more detailed outline follows in the text below. A more thorough description of Bulgarian — also from a
diachronic perspective — can be found in Osenova (2011).

2. The Grammar Specifics of Contemporary Bulgarian

Here 1 present some of the main specifics of contemporary Bulgarian grammar. This means that a focused
description is presented of contemporary Bulgarian morphology and syntax. For the sake of clarity, I outline these
language levels separately but in fact what I mean by Bulgarian grammar is the morphosyntax of Bulgarian.

2.1 Morphology

Contemporary Bulgarian (on a par with Macedonian) is a predominantly analytic language in contrast to the other
Slavic languages that are mainly synthetic. But it is also an inflectional language similar to all other Slavic
languages. Historically, its development (lexicon and grammar) has been influenced to a great extent by Greek
and Turkish. Thus, some distinctive morphological features seem to make Bulgarian more similar to the Balkan
languages and to contrast it with the Slavic family as a whole.

Traditionally, Bulgarian has a ten-part-of-speech system although various attempts have been made during
the years to change this system by introducing other members or removing some, also by making different
partitions among current parts-of-speech. The ten traditional parts-of-speech are: noun, adjective, adverb,
pronoun, numeral, verb, preposition, conjunction, particle and interjection.

Concerning the nominal system, Bulgarian has lost its case declension types. The weakening of synthetism
(including cases) dates back from 12" to 14" century AD. Only the vocative form still exists, but it is not marked
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on all the nouns that function as vocatives. For example, the feminine noun maiika, ‘mother’ changes its ending
from -a to -o in its vocative form — maiiko, ‘mother’-VOC. At the same time, the masculine noun vuve, ‘uncle’
does not change its form -o in vocative. More systematically, a reduced set of case forms are preserved in some
types of pronouns. The personal pronouns have a nominative, an accusative and a dative case (a3 ‘I-NOM’; men
‘me-LONG.ACC’ and me ‘me-SHORT.ACC’, na men ‘to me-LONG.DAT’ and mu ‘me-SHORT.DAT’). The
interrogative, indefinite, collective, negative and relative pronouns keep the synthetic accusative and the analytic
dative forms in masculine. These hold for all person referents, but in colloquial speech mostly the nominative
forms are in use (see section 3.2). Thus, here a further process of analytism is going on. Compare the accusative-
case-marked example of the direct object Kozo 6uds? “Whom-ACC see-YOU?” ‘Whom did you see?’ with the
nominative-case-marked one Koit 6uds? “Who-NOM see-YOU?” “Who did you see?’.

In contrast to other Slavic languages, Bulgarian has a definite article, which is realized as a postpositioned
morpheme within the word (for example, vwvorcem ‘man-the’ the man; orcenama ‘“woman-the’ the woman; dememo
‘child-the’ the child). However, the definite article is in fact a phrasal affix and appears as a marker on the leftmost
nominal within the phrase. For example, sucoxuam scwvim cmon ‘tall-the yellow chair’ the tall yellow chair.

Nominals distinguish between masculine, feminine and neuter, and between singular and plural. Gender
in Bulgarian is mainly grammatical. For the nouns, gender is a classification category. It has a syntactic rather
than a morphological nature since the ending is not always defining the gender type. This is a remnant from the
lost declension system. For example, the noun maca ‘table’ with an ending -a is feminine, but the noun necen
‘song’ that has a zero ending is also feminine. Another example is the masculine noun m»orc ‘man’ that has a zero
ending, but the noun 0500 ‘grandfather’ that has an ending -o is also masculine. There are various cases of
asymmetry between the grammatical gender and the biological one like the following: the noun is masculine but
can refer also to females (vunucmovp ‘minister-MASC’ minister; zemey ‘pilot-MASC’ pilot); the noun is feminine
but can refer also to males (orcepmea ‘victim-FEM’ victim); the noun is neuter but can refer to both — males and
females (venee ‘cop-NEUT’ cop). The main semantic dichotomy in Bulgarian that is reflected in the grammar is
person vs. non-person rather than animate vs. inanimate.

The plural number has a variant, which is called ‘count form’ and is a remnant from the Old Slavic dual
form. Nowadays this dual form is preserved in Slovene. However, in Bulgarian the count form is required as a
marker of masculine nouns for non-persons when used after countable numerals and after some pronouns for
quantity. For example, in the phrase decem orcypranucmu “ten journalists-MASC.PL’ ten journalists, the common
plural form is used with an ending -u ‘i’. However, in the following phrases: decem cmona ‘ten chairs-
COUNT.MASC.PL’ ten chairs, and oecem nwea ‘ten lions-COUNT.MASC.PL’, ten lions, the special plural count
form is used with an ending -a. Thus, the count form is dependent and cannot be used without the required numeral
or quantity element while the common plural form is independent in its usage.

The gender in adjectives and adjective-like parts-of-speech depends on the nominal they modify. In plural
there is no gender marker since the form is identical for all genders (xy6as ‘pretty-MASC.SG’, xybasa ‘pretty-
FEM.SG’, xy6aso ‘pretty-NEUT.SG’, xy6asu ‘pretty-PL’).

In Bulgarian there exists a rich group of pronoun types, namely ten, which is a Slavic feature. Some of the
pronouns were mentioned above. For a systematic description of Bulgarian pronouns see Nitsolova (1986).

Concerning the verbal system, Bulgarian is a morphologically rich language. On average, one verb has
around 50 synthetic forms. When analytic forms are added, the number of forms becomes more than 1600.
Bulgarian lacks an infinitive. It was substituted by an analytical construction formed by the particle 0a ‘to’ and
the finite form of the verb in first person, singular, present tense (0a nuwa ‘to write-1.SG.PRES’ to write).

As mentioned above, the temporal system of Bulgarian is very rich in contrast to the synthetic Slavic
languages. Bulgarian has inherited the six tenses from Old Bulgarian and later added three more (futurum, futurum
preteriti and futurum exactum preteriti). For comparison, in the synthetic Slavic languages the tenses are three.
Thus, Bulgarian has nine tenses in the indicative mood (present, aorist, imperfect, perfect, plusquamperfect,
futurum, futurum preteriti, futurum exactum, futurum exactum preteriti). Three of the tenses are synthetic (present,
aorist, imperfect) while the other six are analytic. Present tense has only one form but since it is the less marked
tense, it has a broader spectrum of usages. Contrastively, the ninth tense — futurum exactum preteriti — is the most
marked tense and thus has an extremely limited usage; ‘most marked tense” means that it has a big number of
grammatical meanings such as markers of past (-x, ‘-h’), future (-, ‘-sht”) and of result — past participle (-n, -
1°): wgsx oa com oan ‘would-I to am given’ I would have given).

Bulgarian has three moods — indicative, imperative and conditional. The imperative is formed
synthetically (Bzemu xnucama! ‘take-IMPER.2PERS.SG book-the’ Take the book!) while the conditional —
analytically (bu nu e3en knueama? “Would li.INTERROG.PART taken-MASC.SG book-the?” Would you take
the book?). There are also views according to which there exist periphrastic (analytic) forms of imperative for
third person: Heka na otuna TaM ‘let to go-I there” Let me go there. But here I follow the ideas in Nitsolova (2008)
where such constructions are analysed as modal ones rather than imperative mood.
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Concerning the category of voice, traditionally the grammars distinguish between two voices — active and
passive. The active voice does not have a special marking, while the passive one has two ways of creation. The
first one is formed with auxiliaries and the passive participle (Knueama dewte npouemena om Hean ‘Book-the
was read from Ivan’ The book was read by Ivan). The second one is formed with the reflexive particle ce ‘se’ and
the respective tense (Beuepsima ce cepeupamie suraeu ¢ 18.00 u. ‘Dinner-the se-REFL was-serving always in
18.00 o’clock’ The dinner was always served at 6 pm). The second way of forming passive is very ambiguous
and not always easy to distinguish since the reflexive has also other grammatical meanings. Otherwise, the
participle-based forming is typical for past tenses, while the reflexive-based one — for present and future tenses.
In addition to the active-passive voice model, there are also models that consider three or four voices. The three-
voice model includes also the reflexive one while the four-voice model includes in addition the impersonal voice
(see more in Nitsolova, 2008).

On a par with other Slavic languages, Bulgarian has the category of lexical aspect. Most of the verbs form
perfective/imperfective pairs (cvbepa — cvdoupam ‘pick up — pick’). Verbs that come mostly from English are in
dual aspect which means that the same form can serve as an imperfective or perfective form depending on the
context. For example, oomunupam ‘dominate-I’ to dominate. At some point the language grammar might force
these to form a pair through the addition of an imperfective affix ¢ ‘v’ (domunupeam) but at the moment it is just
a tendency with potential.

Another specific feature of the verbal system is the grammaticalization of the “evidential” category (this
term goes back to Jacobson, 1957). According to some theories the emergence of evidential forms in Bulgarian is
influenced by the Turkish morpheme -mus which signals that the speaker has not evidenced the event. Since in
contrast to Turkish being an agglutinative language, Bulgarian is an inflectional one, it developed a whole
paradigm for various types of evidential categories (indicative, renarrative, conclusive, dubitative). Thus,
Bulgarian morphologically expresses four types of evidentials with respect to the speaker: indicative that coincides
with the nine tenses (witnessed events), renarrative (not-witnessed events for which the speaker’s knowledge
comes from another source), conclusive (not-witnessed but reconstructed by the speaker event on the basis of
some available evidence) and dubitative forms (not-witnessed events for which the knowledge comes from
another source like in the renarrative but with added doubts by the speaker about the truthfulness of the
information). For more details see Nitsolova (2003). In Bulgarian there are also forms for a category close to
evidentials called ‘admirative’ which expresses the surprise of the speaker about an event they did not expect
(Aleksova, 2003, 2023).

2.2 Syntax

Bulgarian is an SVO (Subject-Verb-Object) language. However, it also has a relatively free word order. Bulgarian
is a null subject (pro-drop) language. This means that the explication of the pronoun subject is not obligatory due
to the rich verb inflection (70éam ‘Come-I’ I am coming). The other Slavic languages are pro-drop languages as
well. There is grammatical agreement in number and/or gender between the subject and the predicate as well as
within the nominal group (Ta e pasopana, ‘She-FEM.SG is understood-FEM.SG’ She has understood;
nenocayuno deme, ‘naughty-NEUT child-NEUT’ a naughty child). Bulgarian can also have unexpressed direct
and indirect objects. Thus, according to Pustejovsky’s hierarchy of arguments (Pustejovsky, 1998) Bulgarian
seems to prefer default arguments (arguments that can remain unexpressed in contexts) in comparison to true ones
(that cannot remain unexpressed) and shadow ones (that are contained in the lexical meaning of the verb). An
example of a default argument is the direct object secmuux ‘newspaper’ in the following sentence: Yema secmuux
‘read-I newspaper’ I am reading a newspaper, since it can be left unexpressed in Yema ‘read-I’ I am reading. An
example of a true argument is the following sentence: H3s00x canosuua ‘ate up-1 sandwich-the’ I ate the whole
sandwich, since the sandwich cannot be left unexpressed */3s00x ‘ate up-I’ *I ate up. An example of a shadow
argument is the following one: Pumam monxama (c kpax) ‘kick ball-the (with a leg)’ I kick the ball, where ‘leg’
is unexpressed and its explication would be redundant since its meaning is already realized in the lexical semantics
of the predicate.

Another specific syntactic feature, which has a Balkan origin, is the doubling/reduplication of the personal
pronouns. The long accusative and dative personal pronouns can be reduplicated by their short counterparts: Hezo
20 euosaxa ‘Him-LONG.PERS.ACC him-SHORT.PERS.ACC saw-they’ They saw him. The usage of this
reduplication depends on the information structure of the sentence where the speaker or the producer of the
utterance/text can choose a strategy on how to present the known information (topic) or the new one (focus). The
long forms of pronouns can express both types of information — topic and focus — while the short ones which are
clitics, can only join either the topic or the focus phrases. In some cases, the doubling is obligatory and is required
by the grammar (Mene me oocmeura ‘Me. LONG.PERS.ACC me.SHORT.PERS.ACC start-to-be-funny’ I found
it funny). While this phrase remains grammatical with the usage of the short pronoun form only (Jocmewa me
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‘start-to-be-funny me.SHORT.PERS.ACC’ I found it funny), it is ungrammatical with the non-doubled long
pronoun form (*/Jocmewa mene ‘start-to-be-funny me. LONG.PERS.ACC’ I found it funny).

3. Grammar in the Context of its Usage

Let us see how some of the previously presented grammatical specifics behave in social context. As became clear
in the above sections, Bulgarian is a highly grammatical language with a rich morphology that also influences
syntax (for example, the availability of a subject pro-drop in sentences). At the same time, in recent years some
tendencies can be observed that semantics and discourse aspects prevail over grammar in a number of cases. Also,
some of the codified grammar phenomena are already not so stable. Let us delve into some of these socially-bound
developments.

3.1 Agreement

In Bulgarian, agreement is predominantly grammatical. This fact pertains between a modifier and a nominal
(xybasa xcena ‘pretty-FEM.SG woman-FEM.SG’ a pretty woman) or in a predicative use of a modifier (JKenama
e xyoasa ‘“Woman-the-FEM.SG is pretty-FEM.SG’, The woman is pretty). However, when the nominal in a
subject position refers to a person, the predicate or coreferential agreement now more often respects the biological
instead of grammatical gender in cases where the masculine form is still more prestigious than the feminine one.
This holds especially for social positions with high societal impact — mayors, presidents, prime ministers,
ministers, etc. For example, compare the semantic (a) and coreferential (b) agreement to the grammatical (c) one
in the following example where the referent is a woman:

a) Kmemvm na Cogus oOuna noxanwena 3a cvoumuemo ‘Mayor-the MASC.SG of Sofia was-
FEM.SG.EVIDENTIAL invited-FEM.SG for event-the’ The mayor of Sofia was invited at the event.

b) Kmemwvm na Cogpus e myx. Ta nozopasu npucvcmeawyume. ‘Mayor-the-MASC.SG of Sofia is here. She
greeted the audience’” The mayor of Sofia is here. She greeted the audience.

¢) Kmemvm na Cous dewie nokanen na cvoumuemo ‘Mayor-the. MASC.SG of Sofia was-invited-
MASC.SG at event-the’ The mayor of Sofia was invited at the event.

In a) the grammatical agreement between the subject and the predicate has been violated in favor of the semantic
agreement that respects the fact that the mayor is female. In b) the semantic agreement is also followed but in a
coreference chain where the personal pronoun ‘she’ shows the gender-switching. Example b) sounds more socially
acceptable than a). In ¢) the grammatical agreement has been respected but it still sounds strange because the
mayor is female. One good strategy to apply here would be to add the family name of the mayor. In most cases it
would solve the agreement problem. For example, Kmemvm (na Cogus) Heanosa Oeute noxkanena Ha
cvoumuemo ‘Mayor-the-MASC.SG (of Sofia) Ivanova-FEM.SG was-SG invited-FEM.SG at the event’ The
mayor (of Sofia) was invited at the event.

Another case is the agreement in the formulas of politeness. In Bulgarian there are two ways of expressing
politeness with respect to subject-verb agreement. One is grammatically plural only. It has plural agreement
irrespectively of the biological gender of the person. It is required when a past participle is used in the predicate.
For example, buxme jiu mu nomocnanu? ‘Would-PL li-Interrogative.Part me-DAT helped-you?’ Would you help
me? The other is a model that respects the biological gender. In this pattern a passive participle is used. There the
subject and the auxiliary have plural forms while the passive participle in the predicate is singular, and in feminine
or masculine respectively. For example, Bue cme noxanena ‘You-PL are-PL invited-FEM.SG’ You are invited
vs. Bue cme nokanen “You-PL are-PL invited-MASC.SG’ You are invited. This grammatical norm has often been
violated by native speakers in the way that the grammatical pattern started to follow the semantic model by
analogy. Also, in other Slavic languages the gender-oriented pattern prevails. The availability of two strategies
with the same pragmatic function seems confusing to natives. The grammatical model works successfully only in
cases when the gender of the recipient in the communication is irrelevant (for example, in cases when the speaker
addresses a group of people or the polite formula lacks a gender-bearing participle).

3.2 Cases

As mentioned above, Bulgarian lacks cases in its nominal system. However, there are case remnants in some types
of pronouns. Thus, the personal pronouns have three stable cases: nominative, accusative and dative forms.
Accusative and dative ones have two forms — long and short. For example, a3 ‘[-NOM.SG’, men ‘me-
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LONG.ACC.SG” and wme ‘me-SHORT.ACC.SG’, wa wmen ‘to me-LONG.DAT.SG’ and wmu ‘me-
SHORT.DAT.SG’.

These cases were preserved also in the masculine forms of the interrogative, indefinite, negative and
collective pronouns. However, the accusative and dative forms have become unstable in recent years. In all these
types of pronouns long dative forms have been replaced by the preposition #a ‘na’ plus the accusative form. The
cases were almost completely lost in the collective pronouns. For example, the used form is the nominative one
Buoicoam eceku ommyx ‘See-1 everybody-NOM.SG from-here’ 1 see everybody from here, instead of the
accusative one Buocoam eécexuzo ommyx ‘See-1 everybody-ACC.SG from-here’. Corpus research of mine in the
Bulgarian part of the ParlaMint Corpus of parliamentary debates
(https://www.clarin.si/ske/#tdashboard?corpname=parlamint40_bg) showed that the cases are kept more active by
the interrogative pronouns. For example, Koit udsa? “Who-NOM.SG comes’ Who is coming? vs. Kozo 6uos?
‘Whom see-you?” Whom-ACC.SG did you see? vs. Ha kozo xaza? ‘To whom-DAT.SG said-you?” Whom did
you say this to? The accusative and dative forms are not used so often within the indefinite and negative pronouns.
Thus, the tendency of analytism has been spreading steadily over the years affecting also some types of pronouns.

3.3 The Count Form

Let us recall that in Bulgarian there operates a special form for non-person nouns in masculine. It is the so-called
count form. This form comes after numerals and some pronouns. It is a dependent form. For example, mpu cmona
‘three chairs-COUNT’ or 0sa 1v6a ‘two lions-COUNT’. When the noun refers to a person in masculine, then the
plural form is used. For example, oecem cmyoenmu ‘ten students-PL’. One problem arises when the lexeme can
refer to persons and non-persons. In such cases the usage depends solely on the context. For example, in a chess
game the noun that refers to a non-person figure of yap (‘king’) has a count form 0sa yapa (‘two kings’) while
with person referents it allows only plural form decem yape (‘ten kings’). Another challenge comes from
quantifying personages from the Bible, mythology, fiction, etc. For example, if we consider angels and devils that
in Bulgarian are masculine nouns more person-like, we would use the plural, but if we view them as non-person
creatures, then we should use the count form.

Lately this usage of two forms for the same grammatical meaning of plurality seems to have become
unstable. The processes go into the both directions, namely putting a count form ending for persons and a plural
ending for non-persons. This mixing shows that the forms are in a competition and are slowly losing their
distinctive features thus replacing each other against the existing grammatical norm.

3.4 Reflexives

In our language the reflexive personal and possessive pronouns are used for ensuring the coreference with the
subject of the predicate. Both types of reflexives do not have features like person and gender. The long reflexive
possessive has a grammatical number while the reflexive personal does not. However, the reflexive personal has
accusative and dative forms. Both reflexives have long and short forms. For example, A3 xapecsam cede cu 1 like
REFL.PERS.LONG?’ I like myself and 43 e3ex yvanmama cu ‘1 took bag-the REFL.POSS.SHORT” I took my bag.
However, in third person the usage of reflexives is crucial since it ensures a non-ambiguous reading by co-
referencing the subject. For example, Toit 63e nanmomo cu ‘He took coat-the REFL.POSS.SHORT’ He took his
own coat (the referent is the same) vs. Toit g3e nanmomo my ‘He took coat-the his-POSS.SHORT.3PERS.SG’ He
took his coat (the referents might be two different ones). This is where the violation of norms occurs. There is a
tendency to use the personal and possessive pronouns instead of the reflexives. Thus, the disambiguation of
whether the coat from the above example belongs to the subject or to a third party relies entirely on the context.

4. Conclusion

Bulgarian is a highly grammatical language — as can be seen from the synopsis on its morphology and syntax, as
presented above. However, the latest tendencies (as shown in the context usage section) are that the grammar is
becoming more and more context-bound, i.e. depending on the situational rather than morphosyntactic norms, as
well as on world knowledge. The formal grammar markings are getting suppressed thus giving the power of
disambiguation to the discourse. This happens in various cases like the following: with the subject-predicate
agreement where the noun is in one grammatical gender but the referent is in the opposite biological one; with the
avoidance of using the reflexive pronouns; with the destabilization of the category of case in non-personal
pronouns; with the confusion between the common plural form and count form in masculine nouns for persons
and non-persons.
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Abstract. The contemporary language situation in Bulgaria is shaped by a complex interplay between global historical
developments and internal social dynamics. According to Bulgarian linguists, it is defined as endoglossic, meaning it comprises
all territorial and social varieties of the Bulgarian language, including the official literary standard. This status is affirmed by
the Bulgarian Constitution, which declares Bulgarian as the official language. However, the actual language situation is more
complex and unbalanced due to functional inequalities among language variants. Dialects play an important role, differing
mainly in phonetics and vocabulary, without hindering mutual understanding. Urbanization and migration have led to the
emergence of interdialectal formations, where the literary standard remains the dominant model. Language attitudes are
influenced by globalization and new media, with social networks becoming a space for linguistic innovation. Among
Bulgarians abroad, language dynamics are also notable—from preserving regional dialects to developing bilingualism in
second-generation immigrants. All these factors contribute to a dynamic, diverse, and multilayered linguistic landscape in
modern Bulgaria.

AobctpakTt. CbBpeMeHHaTa e3uKoBa cuTyauusi B bbirapus ce ompeneins OT CIOKHATa B3aUMOBPb3Ka MEXIY TIJ100aIHU
MCTOPUYECKH IPOLIECH U BbTPELIHYU COLMAIHY JMHaMUKH. Criope]] ObJIrapcku JIMHIBUCTH, TSI MOKE J1a ObJIe ONpeeieHa KaTo
CHJIOTJIOCHA, T.C. U3rPafCHA OT BCUYKU BAPUAHTU Ha OBIATapCKUsl €3MK, BKIIOUUTEIHO IbPIKABHUS KHUKOBEH CTAaHAAPT.
Koncrurynusra na Peny6inka bbirapus noTBbpskiaBa TOBa 4pe3 cTaTyTa Ha ObJrapckust kato oduumaieH e3uk. Brnpeku
TOBA peasHaTa e3MKOBaTa KapTUHA € J0CTa Mo-CI0XkHa U HeDamaHcupaHa. ToBa e Taka 3apaau (yHKIMOHAIHUTE Pa3Iddus
MEXIy pa3IMYHUTE €3MKOBM BapuUaHTHU. [lMajeKTHTEe WUIpasT BaKHAa POJisl B M3IPaKIAHETO Ha €3UKOBAaTa CUTyalus B
cbBpeMenHa bbarapus. Te ce pazianuaBaT OCHOBHO Ha (JOHETHUHO U JIEKCHKAIHO PABHHUILE, HO HSIMA OCOOEHU TPYJHOCTH
ObIrapure OT Pa3IM4YHM JMANEKTHU 00JacTH jJa ce pasdupar moMexay cu. YpOaHM3alusaTa M MMUIPalUsTa BOAAT 10
UHTEpAUANCKTHH (popMallMy, MPH KOUTO KHIDKOBHUAT €3HMK € CIICABAH KaTo yHH(HIMpAIl e3UKOB cTaHmapT. EzukoBure
Harjacy B OOIIECTBOTO CE BIMSIAT OT TINOOANM3aLMATa U HOBUTE MEIUU, KAaTO COLMAIHUTE MPEXH ce NPEBPBIIAT B
MPOCTPAHCTBO 32 €3MKOBM uHoBauuu. Cpen Obirapure B 4vykOMHA CbIIO Ce HAOII0AaBAT MHTEPECHU IPOLECH — OT
HOJIbPKAHE HAa TEPUTOPUAIHY JUANCKTH 10 (opMHUpaHe Ha OMIMHTBM3BM Y BTOPOTO MOKOJEHHE. Benuku Tesu dakropu
oopmsAT IMHAMUYHA, pa3HOOOpa3Ha U MHOIOILIACTOBA €3MKOBA CUTYalLsl B CbBpeMeHHa bbirapusi.

Keywords: language situation, contemporary Bulgarian

KiarouoBu AYMHU: €3UKOBA CUTYyalvsl, CbBpEMCHCH 6’BHFapCKI/I C3UK

1. Describing a Language Situation

It is challenging to systematically describe the characteristics of any country's language situation. It is quite
possible for a language to be revived and to begin its development from the very beginning and in a different
direction. Therefore, the diachronic description of a linguistic situation is a more extended process than the
tracking of its individual manifestations over time. It is necessary that each ‘snapshot’ of the language situation
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at a given moment be diligently arranged in the album of the history of the language. Thus, the greater the number
of such photos, the more different their compositions and colours, the richer, more historically reliable, and
detailed this album of the language situation becomes.

The linguistic situation presented here is yet another of the many different snapshots of a moment in the
historical development of the Bulgarian language during the first decades of the 21st century. We aim to include
the main characteristics of the Bulgarian linguistic situation in this contemporary snapshot of the Bulgarian
language. They will be presented from the perspective of the historical moment in which they are examined.

2. Descriptive Perspective

Krasimira Aleksova (Aleksova, 2016, p. 254) summarizes the work of Bulgarian linguists on the development of
the theoretical framework used to describe the language situation in Bulgaria. She presents it in a four-dimensional
model, which reveals:

1. Data on the number, type, and features of languages (when the language situation is multilingual) and
dialects on the one hand, and on the other hand, the individuals who use them in the various
communicative situations of the societies to which they belong.

2. The theoretical framework also includes the consideration of the forms of existence of languages and their
functioning in the individual communities that make up national society. Important details that more fully
present the linguistic picture are the descriptions of the interactions, hierarchies and stratifications of the
language formations.

3. Another dimension involving the synchronous presentation of a given language situation is the public
attitudes towards the state of the language and its forms of existence according to the members of each
individual society.

4. Last but not least, studies of political influences in the planning and management of language processes
provide important details about the language situation.

3. Describing the Bulgarian Language Situation

The language situation in Bulgaria is directly dependent on both global historical and social processes, and the
processes in the micro-societies that constitute Bulgarian society. It does not differ notably from the language
situations of other countries and represents a collection of the many language situations in all small and large
social groups that make up Bulgarian society.

Mihail Videnov stated the following: “The present-day Bulgarian language situation has been elaborately

studied from a modern sociolinguistic point of view through the investigation of the distribution of language
varieties in Bulgarian towns and cities” (Videnov, 1999, p. 13). Bulgarian linguists share the opinion that the
contemporary official language situation in Bulgaria should be defined according to Nikolski's terminology as
‘endoglossic’ (Nikolski, 1976), i.e., as formed by all territorial and social variants of the Bulgarian language, as
well as by the state written standard (Videnov, 2000, p. 203). This fact is confirmed by the Constitution of the
Republic of Bulgaria, according to which “The official language in the republic is Bulgarian” (Article 3). The
state language standard — developed, planned, and managed with the participation of the state institution — is
referred to as the ‘literary language’ by the Bulgarian public and by all those wishing to learn Bulgarian as a
foreign language. Its existence and historical development can be traced back to the Middle Ages, which gives
grounds for Bulgarians to define the Bulgarian language as the main and most important feature of the national
unification of Bulgaria. The Bulgarian language had its own writing system codified through the Cyrillic alphabet
already in the Middle Ages (9th century). This fact provides additional perspectives to define the processes of the
development of the language. They are described in detail in a historical context as well as from the viewpoint of
their current language situation.
The evolution of the Bulgarian language largely reflects the dynamics of historical, political, demographic, and
economic processes in Bulgarian society. On that account, the short definition of an ‘endoglossic language
situation’ mentioned above should be discussed in detail in order to reveal the actual language situation in
Bulgaria. It appears to be extremely dynamic, much more complex, and strongly influenced by the sociolinguistic
factors listed above. Due to the uneven distribution of the variants of the Bulgarian language in the spheres of
communication and because of their functional inequality, the definition of the Bulgarian language situation
should be supplemented by qualifying it as ‘unbalanced’ (again according to Nikolski's terminology) (Aleksova,
2015).
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Global historical processes have had a particularly strong influence on the formation and development of
our literary language as a state language standard. However, they are also the main factors that have influenced
the preservation of the territorial dialects of the Bulgarian language. Today, they are among the main primary
language variants in the idiolect profile of every Bulgarian. The modern dialect map of the Bulgarian language
presents the main dialect divisions, according to which two large sets of dialects (Eastern and Western) are clearly
distinguished. The major difference between them is the reflexes of the common Old Bulgarian ‘jat vowel’, which
is /e/ in the Western dialectal region, and /ja/ in the Eastern one (Videnov, 1999, p. 19; Angelov, 2006). The
majority of Bulgarian citizens can easily recognize the dialectal background of their partner in the communication
process by certain distinct phonetic and lexical features. However, the fact is that the dialect variants of the
Bulgarian language differ mainly in phonetic, accentual and lexical features, and there are no particular differences
in terms of grammar. This is what enables those who speak different dialects of Bulgarian not to experience
insurmountable difficulties in communicating with each other, to perceive the state language standard as an
absolute norm and to try to adhere to it when communicative situations require its use. The literary-colloquial
form of the Bulgarian language is the norm in the structures of the state administration, in schools, universities,
and the national media. Every Bulgarian citizen strives to the highest degree to conform their idiolect features to
the literary Bulgarian language when they are in a communicative situation with higher-ranking individuals in the
social hierarchy, with strangers, and when preparing administrative documentation.

4. The Importance of Variants of Bulgarian

The 50 territorial dialects of Bulgarian have been described and studied in the smallest details and marked on the
map of Bulgarian dialects in the Bulgarian Dialect Atlas, as Videnov summarised them in “four volumes to cover
the four parts of modern Bulgaria within its present-day boundaries and a compendious fifth volume” (Videnov,
1999, p. 19) in the second half of the 20th century. However, their vitality and their role as a first language for
many of their speakers are just one of the significant aspects of the contemporary linguistic situation in Bulgaria.
The 1960s are considered to be the peak of a period of increased urbanization for the Bulgarian social picture.
Cities were growing, and rural areas were depopulating. This socio-historical factor has had a strong influence on
the linguistic picture in the country. The processes of integration and accommodation of territorial dialects from
all possible dialect areas of the Bulgarian language, which began in the cities, became extremely intense and
dynamic. This complex dynamic of urban speech leads to the formation of the so-called inter-dialectal formations
of the Bulgarian language in Bulgarian sociolinguistics. These formations, according to Mihail Videnov, are
complex variants of the Bulgarian language, in which the linguistic features of the local dialect are supplemented
with markers from other — neighbouring or prestigious dialects (for example, the inter-dialect of the capital),
spoken by specific social groups (Videnov, 1999, pp. 21-22). Often, urban inter-dialects also contain idiolect
features from the speech of the leaders of the social groups that make up the urban demographic. This phenomenon
is interesting but difficult to trace and can be studied within the theoretical framework of the Theory of Language
Management, since such community leaders become language managers, unconsciously carrying out simple
language management (Nekvapil, 2015).

However, the construction of the language formations, named ‘interdialects’ by Videnov (1999, pp. 21—
22), does not stop at the level of the quantitative and qualitative accumulation of dialectal and sociolectal features.
The factor that has played a decisive role in unifying and shaping the inter-dialects of the Bulgarian language is
the state language standard, which since its creation and throughout all the historical periods of its existence has
remained the variant of the Bulgarian language with the highest prestige. This is because of the strong influence
of language policy on the part of the state institutions — the educational and academic system, the state
administration, and the electronic and print media. Precisely because of their adherence to the language models
set by the most prestigious authorities, the inhabitants of every major Bulgarian city are sure that they speak ’the
most correct Bulgarian’, which is the reason for many anecdotal disputes on the topic where in Bulgaria the most
correct language is spoken, and by whom specifically.

5. Attitudes towards Lexical Change

It is the attitude towards the language and its features on the part of its speakers that constitutes another important
aspect of the language situation. By describing and measuring the attitudes towards the language markers
manifested in the speech of certain social groups, the hierarchy among the variants of the Bulgarian language is
laid bare. In her study on language attitudes, Aleksova (2021) traces the attitudes of Bulgarians from large urban
centers and the capital in comparison with the attitudes of Bulgarians from the countryside. According to the
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results obtained, the globalization processes of the 21st century have a two-way influence on the attitude towards
linguistic changes — mainly the introduction of Anglicisms into Bulgarian. On the one hand, the author observes
pride associated with the denial of the introduction of foreign vocabulary, but on the other hand, the real attitude
towards this process of internationalization is rather liberal. Such an attitude is demonstrated both by Bulgarians
living in the capital city and Bulgarians from the countryside.

6. Bilingual Communities

Bilingual communities are also an important feature of the contemporary linguistic situation in Bulgaria. A
significant proportion of Bulgarian citizens live in compact minority communities. These include the Turkish,
Roma, Jewish, and Armenian communities. In these communities, the linguistic situation is generally perceived
as bilingual, since their members speak Bulgarian, but the main language systems for communication between
them are vernaculars of their ethnic language. The community of Bulgarian inhabitants of the northwestern part
of Bulgaria, who speak Bulgarian and Vlach dialects, can also be included. These are strongly influenced by the
Bulgarian dialects of the Romanian language (Marinov, 2024, p. 57). A detailed examination of the real linguistic
situation in these regions and communities, however, presents a much different picture than the simplified
bilingual one. Members of minority communities actually speak variants — dialect forms of their Bulgarian and
ethnic languages. This means that in these communities the bilingualism is also accompanied by diglossia, which
creates the prerequisites for describing the linguistic situation as exoglossic and unbalanced according to the
terminology of Schweitzer and Nikolsky (Schweitzer & Nikolsky, 1978). Marinov (Marinov, 2024) confirms the
dominant diglossic situation in several settlements of Northwestern Bulgaria, by examining not only the linguistic
features of the variants of the language systems that Northwestern Bulgarians use, but also by tracking the changes
in their attitudes towards them over a period of 20 years (Marinov, 2024).

7. Effects of Internet

An important aspect of the language situation in Bulgaria today is the sociolectal influences of younger Bulgarians
— especially in social media. Since globalization is most clearly manifested in the Internet space, many Bulgarians
express themselves verbally in ways that reflect trends set by popular vloggers. In this social environment, it can
be said that Bulgarian vloggers who are popular among Bulgarian Internet users, follow trends, both in their
behavior and at the linguistic level, set by world-famous vloggers. Thus, they transfer these trends to their speech
expressions in social media. This speech behavior and mainly its linguistic features are easily perceived by social
media users throughout the territory of Bulgaria. They, in turn, follow it and reproduce it in their social contacts
offline. The accessibility and popularity of social media, especially in the last 10 years, have led to the introduction
of universal linguistic features into the speech of Bulgarians, and this is another detail of the contemporary
Bulgarian linguistic picture.

8. Bulgarian Speakers Living Abroad

Another important aspect of the contemporary Bulgarian linguistic situation is the condition of Bulgarian in the
Bulgarian communities living outside the borders of Bulgaria. The end of the 20th and the first two decades of
the 21st century represent a period in which the demographic picture of Bulgaria is changing not only within the
country's borders, but also outside them. The emigration of Bulgarians to countries from all continents during this
period is intense and, since large Bulgarian communities have been forming in many EU countries and the United
States, the linguistic processes these groups are undergoing are interesting. Among the members of these
communities, a patriotic attitude towards the Bulgarian language and rather towards its variants, of which many
of the members of the emigrant communities themselves are speakers, is striking. Such a community in Los
Angeles was studied in 2012 (Mitsova, 2013) and the results of the included observation show that its members,
with pleasure and a special sense of pride, try to use in communication with each other variants of Bulgarian that
are as close as possible to the territorial dialects of which they themselves are speakers. The communication
process is not only not disrupted, but is also ‘pleasant’, according to their answers to specially asked questions.
Ten years later, however, when the members of these ‘First Generation’ Bulgarian communities are already
integrated citizens of the countries to which they immigrated and their children were born and raised there, the
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language situation has already acquired completely different characteristics. For the most part, ‘Second
Generation’ Bulgarians abroad are already true bilinguals, with Bulgarian as a second language (Issa, 2023).

9. The Future of Bulgarian

The language situation in Bulgaria in the 21st century is marked by complexity, dynamism, and diversity. It can
be seen as the result of the interplay of historical, social, political, and cultural processes, both within the Bulgarian
state and beyond its borders. General definitions — such as those describing the situation as endoglossic and
unbalanced — provide a conceptual framework. However, there are many other aspects that contribute to a fuller
picture of the actual linguistic landscape and language situation. Therefore, there is a continuous need for profound
and detailed studies based on geographic, social, generational, or digital criteria.

The digital world has become a central dimension of the life of languages in the contemporary era. In the early
years of the internet, online communication had a strong impact on the global language situation. English took on
the role of a contemporary lingua franca due to the need for its use in digital social spaces. Bulgarian, like other
‘small’ languages — especially during the first decade of the millennium — faced the challenge of preserving its
Cyrillic writing system in online communication. The need to use the Latin alphabet in digital spaces raised many
linguistic issues that had to be addressed by the current generation of Bulgarians.

One of these issues is the so-called “6liokavitsa” (shlyokavitsa — an untranslatable term used to describe
the transliteration of Bulgarian using a mix of Latin letters and numbers that resemble specific Cyrillic letters,
such as “4” and “m”, represented by 4 and 6 respectively). This global process, however, was successfully
managed, and today there are numerous languages and writing systems available for online communication.

Nowadays, the Bulgarian online language situation is stabilized by the use of the Cyrillic alphabet and the
widespread presence of computer science terminology, mostly borrowed from English and adapted to Bulgarian
grammatical patterns (Mitsova, 2013). These recent developments in the language situation have allowed
Bulgarian to find its place among other contemporary world languages and to face the newest challenges in
communication, brought about by the rapid acceleration of Al technologies.

Many Bulgarians — especially younger generations — have become familiar with ChatGPT and similar
tools, using artificial intelligence in their everyday lives. These developments offer a new perspective on the
contemporary language situation in Bulgaria. Thus, due to global changes, an exciting new stream of potential
research has emerged — one that can raise awareness among both ordinary speakers and sociolinguists in Bulgaria
and the world.
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Abstract. This study explores the sociolinguistic and pragmatic functions of the Bulgarian term “Gpar” (‘brother’) in
contemporary youth discourse, focusing on its role in identity construction and stance-taking. Based on survey data from 323
respondents aged 14-69, the findings reveal that opam functions as a stance indexical used predominantly by adolescents and
young adults to signal solidarity, familiarity, and in-group affiliation. Gendered interpretations vary, with female speakers
often reframing the term as a marker of expressivity rather than as a marker of masculinity. In contrast, non-active users,
especially older respondents, frequently associate 6pam with ignorance or low prestige language, reflecting language
ideologies that regulate slang use. The study demonstrates that 6pam has undergone a pragmatic shift from a kinship term to
a socially marked address form that indexes generational, ideological, and stylistic identity. These findings contribute to our
understanding how address terms mediate social differentiation and how innovative linguistic choices are perceived across
generational cohorts within contemporary Bulgarian society.

A6cTpakT: OOEKT Ha HACTOSIIIIOTO M3CIIEBAHE CA COIMOIMHTBUCTUYHUTE U MParMaTUYHU (yHKIMHU HA OBJITApCKUsl TEPMUH
Opam B CbBPEMEHHMsI MIIQJIOKKH JIUCKYPC, Karo ce (POKycHpa BbPXY HEropara poJis B U3rPaKIaHeTO Ha WICHTHYHOCTTA U
3aE€MaHeTO Ha Pa3JIMYHU COLMAIHH POJIM OT FOBOPELIUTE. XHUIIOTE3UTE, OCTABEHN B M3CJIEBAHETO, C& OCHOBAT HA JaHHU OT
npoyuBaHe cpell 323 pecrnoHAEHTH Ha Bb3pacT 14—69 roauuu. Bhrpekn ye n3cienBaHETO HE NMPEeTEeHIUpa 3a HallMOHAIHA
MPEJICTABUTEIIHOCT, PE3YJITaTUTE [0KA3BaT, Y€ TEPMUHBT MPUCHCTBA B PEUTa HA MJIaAUTe ObIrapHu ChC 3HAUEHUE HA MapKep,
KOMTO MHIEKCHPA Pa3INYHU COLMAIHU MO3UIMH. Taka Opam ce M3I0/3Ba 32 KOMYHHUKALUS Ha MO3HMLMTE 33 CONUAAPHOCT
(aKTMBHHMTE MOJI3BATENIM HA TEPMUHA CA CKIIOHHHU J1a TO U3MOI3BaT KaTO HAPUIATEIHO KbM YOBEK, C KOTOTO FOBOPELIUTE HIMAT
npsika poJIHMHCKA BPB3Ka, a 110-CKOPO BB3IPUEMAT ajipecara KaTo OJIM3bK MPUATEN WM ChbMUIIEHUK, ¢ KOrOTO UMaT 00U
UHTEpecH), paMUITUAPHOCT — KbM YOBEK, C KOTOTO UMAT OJIM3KU NPUATEICKH B3aUMOOTHOILICHHS MM TPUHAIICKAT KbM eTHA
W chlia rpyna. MaTeprperanunTe, pa3rno3HaBaH! OT PECTIOHICHTHUTE OT Pa3iMYHU Bb3PACTOBH T'PYIIH, IEKJIAPUpPAIN WM HE
M0JI0Ba TIPUHA/UICKHOCT, BapupaT — KEHUTE YecTo MpedopMysupaT TEpMHUHA KaTo MapKep 3a €KCIPECHBHOCT, a HE KaTo
Mapkep, KOWTO KOMYHHUKHpa ropeclioMeHaTUTe 3HayeHHs. 3a pasiiMka OT TOBA, HEAKTUBHHUTE IOTPEOUTENH, 0COOEHO MO-
Bb3PACTHUTE PECIOHIEHTH, YECTO CBBP3BAT yrnorpedara Ha TEPMHUHA C HEBEKECTBO WIIM €3UKOBA yNoTpeda, KOsATO U3/aBa
HHUCKOTO 00pa30BaTEIHO HUBO Ha FOBOPEIIHSL.

Keywords: youth language, Bulgarian slang, identity construction, address terms, 6pam (‘brother”), sociolinguistic function,
linguistic attitudes, pragmatic shift, slang and stigma, stance and indexicality

KiarouoBu AYMH: MJIQJICKKU CJICHT, KOHCTPYUPAHE HA UIACHTUYHOCT, MAapKEPH 3a WACHTUYHOCT, 6pam, COLIMOJIMHI'BUCTUYHA
q)y](]_ll/lﬂ, €3MKOBH Harjacu, rparMatuiHa rnpomMsHa, MUHJACKCHpaHEe Ha COLIMAIHU MO3ULITUH
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1. Introduction

1.1 Language Use and Identity

Identity is not solely an internal, individual construct but is shaped and influenced by external factors, such as
social norms, cultural beliefs, and linguistic practices. I will quote here the words of Mary Bucholtz and Kira Hall:
“Identity is best viewed as the emergent product rather than the preexisting source of linguistic and other semiotic
practices and therefore as a fundamentally social and cultural phenomenon.” (Bucholtz & Hall, 2005, p. 588).
Social identity is often considered to be signaled through arbitrary phonological, morphosyntactic, lexical or
discursive structures on the macro- and micro-linguistic level. Through language, people make sense of their own
experiences and thoughts, and they also present and project their own identity to others through self-expression,
self-presentation, and social positioning. Furthermore, identity is viewed as a dynamic and ongoing process rather
than a fixed or static entity. It is continuously negotiated and re-negotiated through social interactions and
language use. The words we choose, the way we speak, and the narratives we construct all contribute to the
formation and representation of our identities. Moreover, the role of the interlocutors in the construction of one’s
identity should also be considered. It is the interlocutor’s understanding of how language acts, and encoded stances
in linguistic practices convey socially recognized resources for structuring particular identities. Membership in a
social group, whether it be in a distinct language community or distinct social group within a language community,
depends on members’ knowledge of local conventions for building social identities through act and stance display.
Speakers use linguistic structures, linguistic features and labels, and variable expressions to constitute their
membership affiliation. They acquire, construct, and express different social roles through verbal practices
associated with stance and social action recognized as such within the speech community. It is important to
mention here also that speakers’ language choices often spontaneously shape language-based negative attitudes
expressed towards certain linguistic practices and their users.

1.2 The Phrase 6pam (‘brother’)

The research on the phrase 6pam (‘brother’) illustrates a typical case of age grading in language use (Labov, 2001;
Tagliamonte, 2016), where a linguistic form becomes associated with a particular generational cohort—in this
case, predominantly adolescents and young adults. This case reflects how a term initially rooted in kinship
semantics undergoes a pragmatic shift, evolving into a variable stance indexical that expresses solidarity,
familiarity, emotional expressivity, and, at times, subcultural or gendered identity. As such, 6pam exemplifies
how youth language practices not only innovate lexicon but also reconfigure social meanings attached to everyday
speech, making the term a dynamic marker of in-group affiliation and social positioning. The rapid development
of the term as a marker of identity is recognized by all respondents as a term illustrating a newly developed
pragmatic shift that vastly influences speech practices in young adolescent communities. The influence of such
rapid spread and qualification of the term as a linguistic phenomenon particularly used by the young generation
can be related to the dominant influence of the Anglo-American entertainment industry and pop-culture (film,
music, Rhythm and Blues, rap, pop, punk, video games, social media) influence.

The meaning of the term is multilayered, as illustrated by the two definitions below, as presented in the official
Bulgarian Language Dictionary:

1. “An address to a like-minded person or ally, used by people connected in a community and united by
common interests”

2. “A man — member of a community, group, organization, and stance that shares the same situation,
occupation, understandings etc. with the other members”.
(https://ibl.bas.bg/rbe/lang/bg/|)

These meanings have existed in Bulgarian literature and spoken language for many years, but their use with the
innovative meanings mentioned above, apart from its denotative meaning designating one’s sibling, is not so
frequent and mostly occurs in the form of vocative address — 6pamio [bratko] (‘brother’ + vocative suffix [o] —
expressing address to a close friend, or like-minded individual). The linguistic situation with 6pam (“brother’) in
present-day Bulgarian, particularly with youth slang, has been changing. Linguistic practices of young males and
females in modern-day Bulgarian speech communities use the term as a means to communicate various stances
during their linguistic interactions. This evolving usage reflects broader dynamics within Bulgarian speech
communities, where 6pam has become a marker used to signal affiliation, solidarity, informality, or even
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challenge and irony, depending on the context. Crucially, these functions vary across age cohorts, with younger
speakers innovating new meanings while older generations often perceive such usage as deviant or symbolic of
declining linguistic standards. The term thus operates on multiple sociolinguistic levels: (1) it enables speakers,
particularly youth, to negotiate group membership and social identity, (2) it serves as a linguistic resource for
expressing alignment or misalignment in interaction, and (3) it invites generational interpretations that reveal
tensions over language ideologies, values, and change.

1.3 Goal and Research Questions

The main goal of this study is to examine and showcase the particular use of the Bulgarian kinship term 6pam
(‘brother’) in the slang of young Bulgarian speakers. Specifically, the research investigates how 6pam is perceived
and used across diverse age and gender demographics, highlighting its evolving social and pragmatic functions.
The study is guided by the following research questions:

1. In what ways is this lexical item loaded with diverse functions that facilitate the construction and
expression of the speakers’ identities?

2. How do speakers use the term to signal affiliation with specific social groups and to express their
attitudes toward both in-group and out-group members?

The research is based on a survey conducted with participants spanning multiple age groups and backgrounds, as
explained in the Methodology section.

2. Methodology

2.1 Participants

The results were drawn from an anonymous survey. A sample of respondents (N=323) was used, covering the age
range of 1463 (age cohorts 14—17, 17-20, 20-35, 35-69), 6 participants did not disclose their age), with various
social and professional statuses, and both males and females. There were 210 female participants (66.46%) and
105 male participants (33.54%), along with 8 individuals whose gender was not specified, as they responded with
either "NA" or left the response blank.! All informants participated in an online survey conducted from April until
May 2023, marking 323 participants — native Bulgarian speakers (277 participants) and non-native Bulgarian
speakers (46 participants declared their citizenship of Albania, Azerbaijan, Canada, Georgia, Italy, Kazakhstan,
Macedonia, Russia, Turkey, Ukraine, USA, UK).

The age range of the respondents is 14-63, but the respondents above 28 years of age are limited to 20
respondents, which is not enough to define credible data for large generalizations. Still, the size of the sample
provides insights into the attitudes and perceptions of the various generational groups towards the use of the term
b6pam (‘brother’) by teenagers and young adults.

The survey aimed to include speakers from various regions in Bulgaria (including dialect speakers of both
large dialectal groups — East Bulgarian dialect group and West Bulgarian dialect group). The survey also invited
non-native Bulgarian speakers with limited and more advanced knowledge of Bulgarian language living within
the sociocultural Bulgarian environment and acquainted with modern Bulgarian linguistic practices. Non-
Bulgarian speakers are international students at the American University in Bulgaria, inhabiting the same
linguistic and sociocultural environment — university campus and small-town environment. Non-native Bulgarian
participants characterize their proficiency in the Bulgarian language as ranging from A1 to C1 according to their
self-assessment.

2.2 Survey Language

The survey was conducted in either Bulgarian or English, contingent upon the participant's language preference.
It comprised open-ended questions that prompted respondents to articulate their understanding of the term, engage
in self-reflection regarding their linguistic practices and the application of 6pam (‘brother’), as well as express
their attitudes towards individuals who actively employ this term.
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2.3 Extra Question

In addition, a question was included that focused on what the other trending terms marking synonymous or
approximate meanings were. These terms are recognized by young individuals as part of their slang, marking
again their stance and social identities. The linguistic variants employed in contemporary slang and modern
Bulgarian communicative culture are encapsulated in one of the questions in the survey, which explores the
alternative forms of address recognized as trendy by the same age cohort of participants. Included below are the
findings, all of which are derivatives of the principal form é6pam: 6pamuemo mu [bratcheto mi], 6pamue[bratche],
bpam mu [brat mi], 6paman [bratan], 6po [bro], 6ame [bate], opamne[bratle], 6pamnenye[bratlentse],
bpamouxa [bratochka], opamywra [bratushka], 6opam[borat], 6paaam [braaat], Oponanapm[bronapart],
bpop[bror], 6paovp[brother]. The preference of the speakers is for the main form, illustrated by the frequency of
b6pam use.

2.4 Follow-up Group Meeting

In addition, a follow-up focus group meeting was conducted with 22 respondents (10 males and 12 females, aged
18-19) for further definition and investigation of their attitude and explanation of the stances communicated
through 6pam.

2.5 The Survey Questions

To test attitudes as well as linguistic practices in Bulgaria towards the phrase 6pam and the people using this
phrase, a survey titled “The use of brat in the speech of young Bulgarian speakers” was held among 323
respondents. It included the following questions on the phrase 6pam:

e How often do you use the term as an address term in your speech? [Multiple times per day / Once per
day / Very rare / Never

e  What kind of person are you likely to use it to address? [A close friend, like-minded person, with whom
I am a member of the same group / Any like-minded person or ally with whom we are connected in a
community and united by common interests / Only close kin/relative / I wouldn't use that address to
anyone

e  Would you use this address to: [a boy / a girl / a close friend (female/male) / acquaintance (female/male)

/ somebody unfamiliar (female/male) / parent (mother/father) / professor (female/male)]

What is the purpose for which you are using this term? (Open answer)

What do you think the use of this word says about you to the person you address? (Open answer)

How do you perceive people using this word? (Open answer)

How would you describe people using this term? (Open answer)

Finally, a question asking respondents what the other trending terms marking synonymous or approximate
meanings were was added aiming to follow the development of the 6pam term and its use in word or phrase
composition of other terms:

e  What other words (e.g. brat mi, bratcheto mi, bratochka, brato, pich, kopele, friend, maniac) would you
use in a similar situation/context with the same meaning?’

2.6 Analysis

The survey is not committed to be exhaustive, or nationally representative. Rather, it gives a good grounding for
continuous research and data collection encompassing various numbers of participants and representatives of
different ages, social standings, geographical regions, and ethnic backgrounds. Hence, the data sample presented
in this research is only introducing some preliminary and definitive analyses of the indexical associations with the
types of stances communicated by the interlocutors and ideologically provoked expectations among speakers due
to their culturally constructed linguistic practices.
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3. Results

The survey respondents can be clustered into two groups on the basis of their responses. Group 1 are the Active
users, and Group 2 are Non-active users. The meanings of these qualifications are on the basis of the self-reported

frequency of opam.

3.1 Group 1: Respondents Using 6pam One or More Times a Day
(‘Active users’)

This distinction between respondents is based on the question “How often do you use the term as an address term
in your speech?” Group 1 were the participants that chose either “Once a day” or “Multiple times per day”. These
respondents will be labeled Active users throughout the text. This means that the speakers recognize the term
within the semantic domain of the defined meanings proposed in the chart below and use it at least once per day
in their speech. The number of respondents in this group is 174 (out of 323) and includes both native (148
respondents) and non-native (26 respondents) Bulgarian speakers. The age range ranged from 9 (only one
respondent) to 39. There was only one respondent aged 69 who recognized the use of 6pam in their speech. This
respondent indicated in their response that they use the term in situations when they purposefully self-construct
the identity of ‘being cool’.

How old are you?

70
60
50
40
30
20
10
0

9, 12.4] F

(12,4, 15,8]
(66,8,70,2] |4

(19,2,22,6]
(22,6, 26]
(26, 29,4]

(29.4,32,8] l:

(32,8,36,2] ©

(36,2,39,6] ©
(39,6,43] ©
(43,46,4] ©

(46,4,49,8] ©

(49,8,53,2] ©

(53,.2,56,6] ©
(56,6,60] ©
(60,63,4] ©
(63,4,66,8] ©

(15,8, 19,2]

Graph 1. Age distribution of respondents who answered “Once a day” or “Multiple times per day” to “How often
do you use the term as an address term in your speech?”.

As can be seen, the group of Active users is aged 13 to 22 (only a few of the active users are aged below 13 and
above 22, 4 of the respondents did not provide their age), this illustrates that the claim that the term is a significant
part of the slang of young people is plausible. The tendency may be that with age speakers start using it less. Thus,
the study contextualizes contemporary data on modern linguistic practice among various age cohorts and
illustrates a continuous process of change not only in the discursive practices including 6pam, but also in the social
evaluation of the term and attitudes of non-active users towards the Active users. Additional studies are required
to determine the highest and lowest age at which 6pam is part of the lexicon of individuals.

The data presented in the following study draws the trajectory of the age range of active 6pam users for the age
cohort of 16-20, but is not valid for the lower margin age cohort of 9-10 due to the ethical and legal regulations
required for younger generations to be included as research subjects.

Below are the responses of Group 1 to questions measuring pragmatic and social functions. Graph 2 shows the
responses of Group 1 on the degree of like-mindedness stance.
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What kind of person are you likely to use it to address?

A close friend, like-minded person, with whom lam a 22
member of the same group
A close friend or any like-minded person, or ally with

whom we are connected in a community and united by il 51

common interests

-
v
% Any like-minded person or ally with whom we are H Total
g connected in a community and united by common :’ 32
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[
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%}
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Graph 2. Like-mindedness as measured among Group 1 respondents.

This chart and survey question, “What kind of person are you likely to use it (6pam) to address?”, tests the
perceived social scope and indexical meaning of the address term 6pam in respondents’ everyday speech. The
responses reveal how participants define the social boundaries of the term and what types of relationships or
identities it pragmatically marks. These answers give us important information about the additional connotative
meanings assigned to the term 6pam apart from the denotative meaning ‘close relative from one’s personal
bloodline’. The term, when used in an informal conversation by the speaker to the addressee, indexes the
respondents’ associations located in the semantic domain of the term linked to ‘a like-minded individual® or the
respondents are most likely to address interlocutors that they perceive as close friends, and part of the same like-
minded group. 82 respondents say they use 6pam for "A close friend, like-minded person, with whom I am a
member of the same group". This suggests that 6pam has strong in-group indexicality. The term has become a
marker of peer solidarity, shared values, and group membership, rather than kinship. 51 respondents say they
would use it for any like-minded person or ally. This indicates a broader but still ideologically bounded usage,
where 6pam marks affiliation, community, or like-minded identity. It shows 6pam as a flexible resource for
aligning with others beyond intimate circles. 32 respondents choose even less intimate definitions, using 6pam
for "any like-minded person or ally united by common interests". This points to the ideological extension of the
term, where it can mark solidarity even among acquaintances or strangers, as long as there is a sense of unity or
common cause. By contrast, only 9 respondents reserved the term for actual kin or relatives, indicating a
diminished role for its original familial meaning in everyday communication in the context of the survey. One of
the respondents did not mark any of these answers.

Graph 3 shows stances indexed by 6pam reported by the Active users of the term (both male and female).
One open-ended item asked participants to reflect on their use of particular forms of address: “What is the purpose
of using this address in your speech? What do you think the word says about you to the person you address?”.
Participants were asked to explain the pragmatic intent and social meaning behind their choice of address terms,
specifically how such usage might reflect aspects of their identity or relationship with the interlocutor. The results
are illustrated in Graph 3 (both male and female).
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What is the purpose you are using this address in your speech?
What do you think the use of this word says about you to the person you address?

@ familiarity, solidarity
@ marker of masculinity
« marker of youthfulness
@ marker of expressivity
® marker of ignorance
@ | did not think of it
@ marker of cool persona
@ | don't know
| use it to refer to my brother

Graph 3. Stances indexed by 6pam reported by the Active users of the term (both male and female)

The analysis of the responses evaluating expressions with 6pam (‘brother’) proposes that it indexes the following
stances: familiarity, solidarity (60.9%), expressivity (discourse marker of emotional expressiveness) (16.1%),
marker of a cool persona (5.2%), marker of ignorance (6.9%), marker of masculinity (2.9%), marker of
youthfulness (4.0%). Thus, the dominant stance communicated using the term 6pam in this group is familiarity,
solidarity, and expressivity.

To explore potential gender-based differences in stance-taking, responses to the same questions,
mentioned above, were examined separately for male and female participants. The thematic distributions
according to male respondents are presented in Graph 4.

What is the purpose you are using this address in your speech?
What do you think the use of this word says about you to the person you address?

@ familiarity, solidarity

® marker of masculinity

© marker of youthfulness

® marker of ignorance

@ | did not think of it

@ marker of cool persona

® marker of expressivity

@ | use it to refer to my brother
| don’t know

Graph 4. Stances indexed by 6pam term (male respondents)

67.2 % of the male respondents use 6pam to communicate familiarity, solidarity; for 9.0% it is a marker of
ignorance (uneducated person); for 6.0% 6pam is perceived as a discourse marker communicating expressivity,
4.5% communicated a stance of a cool persona; 4.5 % communicated a stance of youthfulness; and 4.5%
communicated a stance of masculinity, the other percentages are distributed among responses ‘I don’t know’ and
‘I use it to refer to my brother only’ but these are minor percentages that fall on the margins between the two
groups — the active users of 6pam and non-users.
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Graph 5 shows the results for the female participants.

What is the purpose you are using this address in your speech?
What do you think the use of this word says about you to the person you address?

® marker of expressivity
® familiarity, solidarity
marker of ignorance
® | don't know
©® marker of youthfulness
@ | use it to refer to my brother
© marker of masculinity
® marker of cool persona

Graph 5. Stances indexed by 6pam term (female respondents)

Female respondents predominantly framed their use of the term 6pam as a marker of familiarity, solidarity
(58.3%), with a notable portion also viewing it as a marker of expressivity (22.3%). The increase in female Active
users, and their perception of the term as a marker of expressivity, indicates emotional involvement or
performative language use. This aligns with the pragmatic role of the address term in signaling stance and emotion
which is notably more in the group of female respondents. Interestingly, only a few respondents identify 6pam as
a marker of masculinity, youthfulness, or a cool persona, which may suggest that female users do not strongly
associate the term with gender identity despite its male semantic and grammatical origins. This could be a process
of pragmatic shift 6pam may be undergoing where gendered meanings fade in favor of social functions like
solidarity reflecting dynamic stance-taking and identity construction in discourse. Notably, a very small number
of female respondents described 6pam as a marker of ignorance. These responses might reveal that the term itself
is positively evaluated as a legitimate and expressive marker and not necessarily express negative attitudes toward
its active users both male and female — an attitude and negative judgment which is visible within the responses of
the second group of respondents.

3.2 Group 2 - Respondents Using 6pam Very Rarely or Never (‘non-
active users')

The cohort comprised 148 respondents, demographically represented as follows: native Bulgarian speakers (128
participants) and non-native Bulgarian speakers (20 participants), with a gender distribution of male (38
participants) and female (106 participants), and 4 unspecified participants. The results for both genders are in
Graph 6.
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How often do you use the term as an address term?

Never
34.5%

Very rarely
65.5%

Graph 6. Distribution of responses “Very rarely”, “Never”

Graph 6 represents the distribution of the answers of “Very rarely” — 65.5% (68 respondents), and “Never” —
34.5% (38 participants).

Graph 7 represents age-based trends in avoidance of the term 6pam.

How old are you?
20

80 [ER
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50

40
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[14,206] (206,27.2] (27.2,33.8] (33,8,404] (404,47] (47.5386]) (536,602 (60,2 66,8]

Graph 7. Age distribution of Group 2 (Non-active users)

Avoidance of 6pam spans multiple age groups, showing that non-use is not exclusive to older or younger speakers.
However, the largest group of non-users comes from youth aged 14-20, which is surprising given that youth are
often the most innovative with slang and address terms. It should also be mentioned here that this cohort marked
their response not as “Never” (use the term in my communication), but as “Very rarely”, which might suggest
sociolinguistic distancing. Some young speakers may intentionally avoid 6pam to reject what they perceive as
inauthentic, overused, or stereotypical language which is associated with specific subcultures or street language.
The group of respondents not using 6pam (Non-active users) includes not only adolescents and young adults but
also the majority of respondents aged above 22, as well as all senior participants in the survey. The age distribution
of respondents who reported “Never” or “Very rarely” using the term reveals nuanced patterns when considered
alongside gender and stance data. This group of participants connects the application of the term with individuals
of a specific age demographic. In their responses to open-ended questions, they express that they are not active
users and tend to utilize 6pam “Very rarely” or “Never”; instead, they adopt it only occasionally, regarding it as
unsuitable within their communicative practices.
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The graphs below show the results for social and pragmatic meaning of the term 6pam as reported by the
Non-active users of the term (both males and females). Graph 8 represents stances assigned to the term, including
its pragmatic and social functions.

What is the purpose you are using this address in your speech?
What do you think the use of this word says about you to the person you address?

@ marker of youthfulness
® Idonotuseit

@ familiarity, solidarity
@ marker of expressivity
@ marker of ignorance

@ marker of masculinity

@ luseitto refer to my brother
L]

marker of cool persona

Graph 8. Stances assigned to the term, its pragmatic and social functions.

Among respondents who report minimal or no use of the term 6pam, perceptions of its social meaning reveal
significant divergence. Majority of respondents (33.3%) categorize it as a marker of ignorance, indicating a strong
negative stance toward its use. However, nearly a quarter (23.1%) acknowledge its function as a marker of
familiarity and solidarity. Another significant difference is the appearance of the ‘7 do not use it’ response, which
accounts for 15.6%, an observable increase of percentage recognizing the term as a marker of youthfulness
(10.2%), and marker of masculinity (9.5%), and only 4.4% perceive it as a marker of expressivity. This is a
significantly different picture of perceptions of 6pam among non-active users and their associations and
characteristics assigned to the Active users of the term.

3.3 Examples of open answer questions “How do you perceive
people using this word? How would you describe them?”

As mentioned above, some of the questions included in the survey are open-answer questions. The questions
“How do you perceive people using this word? How would you describe them?” asked participants not to comment
on their own use of the term, but on how they interpret others’ use of the term. That is, what language ideology is
implied by certain forms of speech and what they reveal about the speakers (Silverstein, 1993).

Table 1. Some answers to the question 'How do you perceive people using this word?’ and ‘How would you
describe them?’

Respondents/age | Answer

Female, 49 they (users of 6pam) are ignorant, possessing low level of education

Female, 22 they are uneducated

Male, 28 they are simple-minded, uneducated

Female, 50 individuals with poor language command

Male, 22 These people do not use the full potential of their language skills and feel more

comfortable to use slang because they do not have vast knowledge of the world. These
people use these label terms because of their frequent communication in informal
situations. These are more often young adults and adolescents which use these words in
their environment and mostly to imitate and associate with other like-minded individuals

Female, 26 When overused, I would identify this word as a viral word and would not consider the
person using it being polite or well-educated
Male, 35 poor language capacity
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4. Discussion

The findings from this study reveal (although that the number of respondents does not provide sufficient data for
generalizations validated by a large sample of respondents from various age cohorts) that the Bulgarian address
term 6pam ('brother') functions as a stance indexical (Du Bois, 2007), whose social meaning is highly sensitive to
age, gender, and context. The term is not simply a lexical item used to denote kinship, but a linguistic resource
for enacting and negotiating social identity, particularly among young speakers. As the survey data demonstrate,
opam operates within an indexical field (Eckert, 2008) encompassing meanings of solidarity, expressivity,
masculinity, and subcultural in-group membership affiliation. Respondents use or avoid the term not only to
communicate interpersonal relationships but also to position themselves within broader ideological landscapes of
youth language, gender norms, and linguistic credibility.

For Active users (as presented in Group 1), predominantly adolescents and young adults aged 14-22,
6pam indexes solidarity, familiarity, and emotional expressivity. These respondents demonstrate a high degree of
metapragmatic awareness (Silverstein, 1993), as they are not only aware of how the term functions but also
articulate how it reflects their own identity and social stance. Female respondents, for example, were more likely
to view Hpam as a marker of expressivity rather than masculinity, suggesting a pragmatic shift where the term’s
gendered connotations are alternated in favor of its role in peer bonding and informal discourse. This shift is
consistent with broader processes of stance recontextualization (Agha, 2007), in which linguistic forms are re-
evaluated and reassigned social meanings by specific speech communities.

However, gender remains a prominent ideological boundary in how 6pam is perceived. A notable portion
of respondents, particularly among the non-active users in Group 2, assign the term a stance of masculinity, often
disapproving of its use by female speakers. While female users tend to appropriate 6pam for solidarity or
emotional expressivity (as in expressions “Ox, 6pam!”, “Cmuea, b6e, bpamue!”), such usage is not always socially
accepted. Listeners, especially male respondents, are more likely to perceive this as inauthentic or linguistically
inappropriate for women. As one male respondent (age 18) noted: “If hear a girl address another girl with 6pam,
it’s ugly—not elegant for girls.” A female respondent (age 20) seconded this, stating: “/ would perceive it as
okay, if'it’s used toward a boy, but for girls, it’s strange.”. These perceptions reflect gendered language ideologies
(Ochs, 1992) that regulate not only the appropriateness of specific forms but also their acceptability across speaker
identities. These ideas give a good ground for further research on the topic.

Moreover, several responses connect the use of 6pam to performative masculinity and the broader ‘batka’
cultural stereotype — a Bulgarian subcultural persona associated with hypermasculinity, wealth display, and
aggressive style. One respondent (male, age 21) stated: “/ associate people using this word with a stance of toxic
masculinity and batka culture.”. This highlights how 6pam, beyond indexing closeness or informality, can bring
up entire ideological models of social behavior and class-coded identity (Bourdieu, 1991). When used by certain
male speakers, the term becomes a symbolic marker of exaggerated masculinity and social dominance, further
complicating its evaluative field. Another subject yet to be explored in greater depth.

Non-active users (Group 2 in the survey), including both older respondents and a notable number of
youth, tend to associate opam with ignorance, limited education, or in-group alignment. For the first stance it
evokes a negative language ideology (Schieffelin et al., 1998) in which slang is seen as an index of deviance or
linguistic deficiency rather than creative expression. As respondent 4 (female, age 50 — Table 1.) noted:
“Individuals with poor language command *.

The rejection of 6pam by some younger speakers, those who marked "Very rarely” or "Never", is
particularly revealing. Rather than indicating unfamiliarity, this stance reflects a deliberate sociolinguistic
distancing. These respondents are aware of the term’s social salience but choose not to affiliate with the
masculinized or performative identity they believe it indexes. While others share in their responses that the term
suggests the meaning of low prestige language and language limitation, but prefer it because of the stance of
solidarity expression. As one of the respondents reports: “At first, I thought this word as a parasite word, but after
1 started to use it and apply it as a sign of familiarity, solidarity. As a representative of the male sex, I like other
man to address me with opam, because it makes me feel that they want to cut the distance when in conversation.”
4 Such distancing is itself a stance act, used to project alternative forms of identity, linguistic competence, or social
belonging (Bucholtz & Hall, 2005).

Moreover, responses to the open-ended questions demonstrate that listeners not only interpret the use of
o6pam as ideologically loaded but also evaluate the speakers themselves in terms of competence, background, or
alignment with particular social groups. This is in agreement with Ochs’s (1992, 1993) arguments about how
linguistic forms index social meanings indirectly, via their association with acts and stances. In this study, 6pam
functions as a symbolically strong form, subject to both positive reappropriation by young speakers and
disapproval by others. The coexistence of these different stances underscores how linguistic forms can serve as
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sites of ideological group action, where meanings are negotiated through everyday interactions and language
choices (Bourdieu, 1991).

Finally, the variety of neologisms and compound forms derived from 6pam (e.g., 6pamne, 6paman,
bpamyuira, opo, bpadwp) further illustrates the productive creativity and indexical flexibility of the term in youth
discourse. These lexical innovations reaffirm 6pam’s central role in a generational style repertoire, where address
terms serve not only referential functions but also perform identity work (Bucholtz, 1999b; Tagliamonte, 2016).
While the term’s popularity may be temporally bounded, its current status within Bulgarian youth culture reflects
broader dynamics of language change, stance-taking, and the ideological regulation of speech. It serves as a
marker of identity negotiation and is recognized by not only Bulgarian native speakers, but also by non-native
speakers as marked in the survey.

5. Conclusion

This study explored the shifting social and pragmatic functions of the Bulgarian term 6pam (‘brother’) among
speakers of different ages and genders, even representatives of non-native Bulgarian speakers, although in a
limited number. The findings show that 6pam serves as a stance indexical, most actively used by youth to express
solidarity, expressivity, and in-group affiliation. Female speakers often reframe it as emotionally expressive,
though this use is sometimes met with negative judgment. In contrast, many Non-active users associate the term
with ignorance, in some cases hypermasculinity, particularly in connection with the batka Bulgarian subcultural
stereotype. These different evaluations highlight how 6pam functions not just as an address term but as a marker
of social positioning, identity construction and communication of identity, and ideological alignment. While the
study offers valuable insights into the topic, its sample of 323 participants is not nationally representative,
particularly for older age groups. Future research should build on these findings with larger, more diverse samples
and qualitative methods to deepen our understanding of how youth address terms mediate identity, stance, and
linguistic norms in contemporary Bulgarian society.
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Abstract. This study investigates the articulatory and acoustic characteristics of lateral consonants in Bulgarian (1 []] and x°
[1i]) and Serbian (1 [1] and b [A]). Framed within a sociolinguistic context, it highlights how language contact and genealogical
proximity between Bulgarian and Serbian influence pronunciation—especially in language learning. The analysis compares
the place and manner of articulation of the laterals, as well as their formant structures. Key differences include laminal vs.
apical articulation, alveo-dental vs. alveolar contact points, and the contrast between soft consonants (:1° as palatalized alveo-
dental and Jb as alveolo-palatal). Acoustically, the formant behavior of lateral sounds shifts depending on adjacent vowels,
leading to either convergence or divergence of F1, F2, and F3. The strong interaction between laterals and neighboring sounds
also produces various individual or dialectal articulation variants. The conclusion emphasizes that, despite many shared
features, the phonetic differences must be considered when forming an articulatory base for learning either language.

AbcTpakT. Hacrosmoro u3cieapaHe pasriexaa apTUKYJIAMOHHUTE M aKyCTHYHHWTE XapaKTEPUCTUKU Ha JaTepajHUTE
ChIIaCHU 3BYKOBE B Obarapckus u cpbOckust e3uk — Ja (]) u a’ (I) B 6bsrapeku, u a (1) u sb (K) B cppOcku. M3pbpiieH e
CHIIOCTABUTEIICH AHAJIU3 Ha apTHUKYJALMATA U aKyCTUYHUTE XapAKTEPUCTUKM HA JIaTEPalHUTE ChIJIACHU B JIBaTa €3MKa.
[ToguepTaBat ce pa3nMKUATE MEXK LY JTaMUHAIHO U alMKATHO YYJICHEHUE, KAKTO U MEXIY Pa3IMYHATE MECTa Ha YUJICHEHHUE Ha
TBBPJMTE U MEKHUTE ChIJIACHU 3BYKOBE B J[BAaTa €3MKa, KOETO c€ OTpa3siBa BbB (hOpPMAHTHATA CTPYKTYpa Ha M3CIIEBAHUTE
3BYKOBE. Y CTAHOBSIBAT C€ IPUJIMKU B CbOTHOIIEHUETO MLy croiiHocTuTe Ha F1, F2 1 F3 Ha TBbpAMTE U MEKUTE CHITIACHU
B OBJITapckusi €3UK U B CPBOCKMS €3MK. Pe3ynrarure moka3BaT CHJIHO B3aMMOJEHCTBHE MEXKIY ChITIACHUTE M ChCEHUTE
3BYKOBE (TJIACHHM WITH ChIITACHM ), KOETO BOJIH JIO PE/IHLia MHAWBULY aJTHU MM JUAJICKTHA BapUaHTH. 3aKIIOYEHUETO €, Ue MaKap
W JIa ChILIECTBYBAT 00N YePTH MEX1Y OBJIrapcKuTe U CphOCKHUTE JIaTepaliHU ChIJIACHH, CrielM(UuHUTE pasinyus TpsOBa aa
ce OTYMTAT NP M3yHYaBaHETO Ha HAKO OT /1BaTa e31Ka KaTro BTOPH.

Keywords: Phonetics, consonant system, Bulgarian language, Serbian language

Kaw4yosn AYMHU: q)OHCTI/IKa, KOHCOHaHTa CUCTEMaA, 6Lnrapc1<1/1 C3UK, Cp’b6CKVI C3UK

English Version (Abridged)

The dynamic development of modern society produces new circumstances that influence the processes within
speech communities. From a sociolinguistic point of view, changes in the social conditions of interaction among
native speakers lead to changes in the language of individuals. For example, numerous contact opportunities, such
as study abroad, Internet communication, migration, cultural and economic relations, etc., with speakers of other
languages lead to the development of various types of individual and social bilingualism. Learning a foreign
language begins with mastering the proper articulation of sounds. In sociolinguistic terms, it can be said that the
formation of individual artificial bilingualism (Pachev, 1993, pp. 340-341) begins at the phonetic level. But when
there is genealogical closeness between two languages, very often sounds of the foreign language that are close
to sounds of the native language are not properly articulated. Also, foreign language teachers must pay special
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attention to the specific articulation of sounds. This is especially true for languages that are not only genealogically
close, but are also used by neighbouring peoples, such as Bulgarian and Serbian.

The Bulgarian and Serbian languages belong to the South Slavic language group and have many features
in common, but also differences that are the result of linguistic and extralinguistic factors. The two languages
have always been languages in contact through their dialects, and the Western Bulgarian and Eastern Serbian
dialects have many similar features in the field of phonetics, morphology, syntax, and vocabulary.

According to Kochev (2010), the phonetic systems of the Eastern and Western Bulgarian dialects reflect
the typological characteristics of the Eastern and Western Slavic languages. On the one hand, both in the languages
of the Eastern Slavic group and in the Eastern Bulgarian dialects (as well as the Bulgarian literary language), there
are many soft consonants, and, on the other hand, similarly to the Western Slavic languages (and the Serbian
language), there are fewer but very soft consonants in the Western Bulgarian dialects. This is due to the stronger
interaction between vowels and consonants in contact position in the Eastern Bulgarian dialects, while it is weaker
in the Western Bulgarian dialects (Kochev, 2010, pp. 20-21). As a result of the vowel-consonant interaction, the
Bulgarian language has a greater number of consonants, while the Serbian language has a weaker vowel-consonant
interaction, but a well-pronounced polytony and four accents.

Obviously, there are differences between the Bulgarian and Serbian languages on both the phonetic and
morphological levels, but, due to the common basis of the two languages, they have many common features, too.
The object of the study presented here are the lateral consonants i1 (1) and 5’ (li) in Bulgarian as well as i (1) and
Jb (K) in Serbian, and the goal is to present in a comparative framework some of the articulatory and acoustic
characteristics of the four consonants (Stoykov, 1966; Tilkov, 1983; Miletich, 1933; Petrovich & Gudurich, 2010).
To achieve the goal of the study, the following tasks were formulated:

1. Comparing the lateral consonants in the two languages according to place of articulation and manner of
articulation.

2. Analysing the acoustic characteristics of the lateral consonants.

3. Indicating the differences in the articulation of the lateral consonants in Bulgarian and Serbian; for proper
articulation of the lateral consonants by learners of these two languages.

Lateral consonants are sounds in which an obstruction and a passage simultaneously form in the oral cavity for
the airstream to flow past. We can say that there is both an obstruction and a passage in the articulation of lateral
consonants, as in the case of constrictive fricative consonants, but the obstruction is retained during the act of
articulation. The main articulating organ is the tongue, the front part of which touches a section of the area between
the teeth and the front portion of the hard palate to make the obstruction, while its ends are relaxed downwards.
Thus, a lateral passage (or passages) forms (form) for the airstream to flow past.

As a result of the comparative analysis made in this article of the articulation and acoustic characteristics
of the lateral consonants i1 (] ) and i° (1) in Bulgarian and i (1) and 56 (£) in Serbian, the following conclusions
can be drawn:

1. The lateral consonants in both languages are articulated by the simultaneous formation by the tongue of
an obstruction and a passage (or passages). What is different is the elevation of the back of the tongue as
well as the volume of participation of the tongue in the articulation: the Bulgarian consonant it is laminal,
while the Serbian n is apical. In addition, there are differences in the main place of articulation: the
Bulgarian consonant i is alveo-dental, while the Serbian 1 is rather alveolar. Of the soft consonants, i’ is
a postalveolar (or palatalized alveo-dental) sound, while Jb is a pre-palatal (or alveolo-palatal) one.

2. Interms of acoustics, the formant structures of the lateral sounds in both languages depend on the character
of the vowels that follow them. In contact with a compact vowel, the first and second formants of the
lateral consonant become closer, and when a diffuse vowel follows, the second formant of the lateral
moves away from the first and approaches the third one (Tilkov, 1983; Petrovich & Gudurich, 2010;
Marinov, 2015).

3. The strong interaction between the lateral consonants and their neighbouring sounds has resulted in the
recording in both languages of many personal or dialectal articulation variants, which include both very
soft (palatal) consonants as well as hard (velarized) consonants.

In conclusion, we can summarize that the Bulgarian and Serbian laterals have many features in common, but there
are also differences that should be emphasized in the formation of the articulation base when learning either of
the languages.
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1. BbBepneHue

BBITapcKUAT U CPBOCKHUAT €3MK Ca YacT OT FOKHOCJABSIHCKAaTa €3MKOBa TPyTa, KaTo MEXIy TAX MMa KaKTo
MHOXKECTBO OOILIM YepTH, Taka M Pa3inuus, KOMTO ca Pe3yiNTaT OT JMHIBUCTUYHM W EKCTPATMHIBUCTUYHH
¢axropu. Kakro orbensssa L. MBaHoBa, ,,0T IJiefHa TOYKa HA JMHTBUCTUYHATA reorpadus mpu claBSHCKUTE
€3WIM ce HaOJro1aBa TUTaBeH KOHTHHYUTET [...] OT mpyra cTpaHa, ChIIO B OTIEITHU I0)KHOCIABSIHCKH PaiioHu, OT
MOTEHLMATHO OO0WM W3XOAHM 0a3M M BB3MOKHOCTM 3a €IMHHA CTaHIApTH3alus, c€ pa3BUBAT OCTPH
pa3rpaHuyaBally MPOLECH, KOUTO 3aBbPIIBAT C 000COOSBAHETO HA OTIETHU KHIKOBHH €3MLH, HIKOW OT KOUTO
ce OTJIMYaBaT C TBbPJE MalIbk Opoit AndepeHInaHN TPU3HALH (Ha (POHA Ha MOBEYETO PA3JIMKH MY AUAEKTH
Ha eJIMH ¥ ChIIl CTAaHJAPTEH €3UK CpeJl APYTH Py OT UHA0EBPOIEHCKOTO e3MKOBO CeMEICTBO KaTo cpaBHEHHe)™
(Ivanova, 2004, p. 60). bbarapckusiT U CpbOCKMAT €3WK BHHArd ca OWJIM ,,e3WLIM B KOHTaKT® ype3 CBOUTE
JIMANIEKTH, TIOPAaN KOeTo ce € o0pasyBaj eInH LIMPOK apeaj, 00XBallall 3anajHuTe ObIrapcku U U3TOYHUTE
CPBOCKHU FOBOPH, KbAETO Ca HAJIMLE CXOAHH 0COOEHOCTH B 061acTTa Ha (POHETHKATa, MOP(DOIOTHATa, CHHTaKCUCa
1 JIEKCHKaTa.

Criopen MB. KoueB GoHETHUHUTE CHCTEMH HAa U3TOYHWUTE W 3aMaJHUTE OBITApPCKH TUANEKTHA OTPa3sBaT
TUMOJIOTUYHNUTE XAPAKTEPUCTHKU Ha M3TOUHWUTE M 3amajHUTE CIaBIHCKM e3ulM. OT elHa CTpaHa, KakTo B
CITAaBSHCKHTE €3WIM OT M3TOYHATA TPyMa, Taka U B M3TOYHUTE OBITAPCKH IUANEKTH (M B OBIATapCKusl KHIKOBEH
€3WK) UMa ToNsiM Opoit MeKH ChIIIacHU, a OT JAPYra, MoJOoOHO Ha 3amagHUTe CIABIHCKH e3Uly (M cpbhOCKHs) B
3anagHuTe ObArapcky QUaNeKTU ca HaluLe MajlKo Ha Opoii, HO CUJIHO MEKU CbhIJIaCHU, KOUTO 00pa3yBar T. Hap.
asmonomen nanamanen ped. Toa ce ObJKU HAa MO-CUJIHOTO HA U3TOK U MO-c1ab0TO Ha 3aman B3aumopeiicTBue
MEXJy BOKaJll U KOHCOHAHTU B KoHTakTHa no3uuus (Kochev, 2010, pp. 20-21). C gpyru aymu, Ha GoHETUYHO
HUMBO OBJIrapCKUAT €3UK C€ OTJIMYABa C MO-ToJIsIM Opoii KOHCOHAHTH (3apaay pa3Bosl Ha KOopenauuaTa ,,TBbpAoCT-
MEKOCT"), I0KaTO B CPpbOCKMSA €3MK C€ pa3BHUBa BOKAIM3MbBT KAaTO PE3yJTaT OT MOJMTOHMATA U HAIWYUETO Ha
yetupu yaapenus (Georgiev et al., 1986, p. 361). Ha Mop(o10ruuHO HUBO CPBOCKUSAT €3UK ChbXpaHsBa NaaekKHaTa
cucTeMa M MHQUHUTUBA, TOKATO OBJITApCKUAT €3MK NpHUTekKaBa 6oraTa TeMIopaiHa CUCTeMa IpH T1aroja, KakTo
W pa3BHBa criellMaiHa Mop(ema 3a u3pas3siBaHe Ha KaTeropusTa ,,0npeaeseHoCT Py UMEHATa — ONPeACIUTETHUA
4JIeH.

Kakto ce Bmkma, Mexmy ObBIArapckuss W CpPbOCKHS €3MK MMa pasinuuus ¥ Ha (DOHETHYHO, W Ha
MOp(OJIOrHYHO HUBO, HO TPsAOBa ja ce orOenexH, ye 3apanu obmaTta 6a3a Ha aABaTa €3MKa MMa U MHOXKECTBO
001y yepTH. Ofekm Ha TOBa U3cielBaHe ca JarepanHute koHcoHanTu Ji (] ) u a’ () B Obarapckus e3uk u i (1)
U b (K) B cpbOCKHUS €3UK, a We/ima e 1a ce NPEACTaBAT B ChIIOCTABUTEJICH [IaH HAKOW OT apTUKYJIALIMOHHUTE U
aKyCTUUECKUTE XapakTepUCTUKM Ha 4YeTHPUTE KOHCOHAHTA. 3a MOCTUraHe Ha LeNTa Ha MH3CledBaHe ca
(hopMyMpaHy U clIeHUTE 3adauu: 1) 1a ce CpaBHAT JaTepaJHUTe KOHCOHAHTU B [BaTa €3MKa 110 MACTO U HAYMH
Ha y4IeHEeHHe; 2) Ja ce aHAIM3MpAT aKyCTUYHUTE XapaKTepPUCTUKM Ha JiaTepallHUTE KOHCOHAHTH; 3) na ce
o4epTasT paliKUTe B apTHKyJalyATa Ha JaTepaJHUTe KOHCOHAHTH € OrJie] Ha KOpeKTHaTa apTUKyJalus Ha
JIaTepaJHATE KOHCOHAHTH B OBJITAPCKUs M CPBOCKUS €3UK (Hamp. MpY YCBOSIBAHETO HA HIKOW OT JBaTa €31Ka).

2. CbnocrtaBuTeNeH aHanM3 Ha natepanHuTe
CbrnacHu B 6bnrapckma v B CpbOCKUA e3nK

JlatepanHuTe KOHCOHAHTH ca 3BYyKOBE, IIPM KOUTO B YCTHAaTa KyXWHa ce 00pa3yBa eTHOBPEMEHHO Tperpaga u
MpoXo0J, Tpe3 KoiTo npeMuHaBa Bp3ayiiHaTa ctpys (Ladefoged & Maddieson, 1996, p. 182; Tilkov, 1982, p. 64).
Ilo oTHOlIEHME Ha TOBa MOXeE Ja C€ Kaxke, 4e apTUKyJalusATa Ha JlaTepalHUTE CbIVIACHU HAMoao0sBa
apTUKyJaluusTa Ha MpPerpagHo-MpoOXOJHUTE CbIVIACHM, HO Tperpajara MNpH JaTepaJHUTE CbIJIACHU He ce
paspyl1uaBa, a ce 3amas3Ba Mo BpeMe Ha yUJIeHUTeNHUA akT. OCHOBEH YUJICHUTENIEH OpraH € e3UKbT, YUUTO Kpaunila
ca OTITyCHATH HaJ0Jly, JOKAaTO C MpeJHaTa CU YacT AOMUpa y4acTbK OT 00JacTTa Mex 1y 3b0UTe U NpeHaTa yacT
Ha TBBPAOTO HebLEe, KbaeTo 0Opa3yBa nperpanata. [Ipu ToBa ABMKEHHE OTCTPAaHU Ha e31Ka ce 00pa3yBa NpoXo.
(unM MpoxXoam), OTKbASTO NMPEeMUHABA Bb3AyIIHATa CTPYs. B 3aBUCHMOCT OT TOBa Jajiu NPOXOABT € eANH, WK ca
NIBa, TaTepaJIHUTE ChIIIACHU Ce JIeNAT Ha OuaTepannu (C IBa MPOXoJa) U YHUJIATepaIHu (C e1H MPOXO).

2.1 JlatepanHuTe cbrnacHu B Obarapckua e3auk

JlaTepanHuTe KOHCOHAHTH B CbBpEeMEHHMs ObBJITapcKy KHWXKOBEH €3MK ca 1Ba — J1 u J’. Kakro Beue Oemie
oTOeINs3aH0, TIPH YWIEHEHHETO UM ce 00pa3yBa eTHOBPEMEHHO TIperpana 1 Mpoxo, ,,KaTo MperpagaTta nopaxaa
KOHCOHAHTHUS e(eKT Ha cbrylacHaTta [J], a mpoxonbT — HeitHus BokaseH edekt” (Tilkov, 1982, p. 102). B
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aKyCTMYECKO OTHOILLIEHHWE BOKAJHOCTTAa ce€ TMposiBsiBa B Jno0pe ouepraHa (OpMaHTHA CTPYKTypa, a
KOHCOHAHTHOCTTA — B M10-CJIa0Ksl MHTEH3UTET Ha (JOPMAHTUTE U HECTAOMIHOCTTA UM.

ApTUKyJaLuMsATa Ha JI Ce OChLIECTBSBA, KaTO I'bpOBT HA BbpXa Ha €3MKa Ce MPUTHUCKA ILTbTHO B aJIBEOJIUTE
M CbCEHNUTE YaCTH Ha TOPHUTE Pe3L. B ChIIOTO BpeMe MPeaHUAT U CPEIHUAT €3HK C KpaullaTta CH ce OTIyCKaT
HaJoJy, KaTo ce o0pa3yBaT NpOXOIy, NPe3 KOUTO Bb3AyLIHATA CTPYsl MpeMUHaBa. TO3M HAYMH 3a apTUKYJIALUSL
JaBa ocHoBaHMe Ha B. XKoOoB na kiacuduiypa KOHCOHaHTa JI KaTo JJaMUHAJIeH, a He aluKajeH, KaTo npeasara
3a O3HauyaBaHETO My Jia ce M3MOJ3Ba 3HaKbT J, KoiiTo e yacT oT MexayHaponHata (oHeTnuHa a3dyka (IPA)
(Zhobov, 2004, pp. 66—67). Ct. CroiikoB 0TOeNsA3Ba, Y€ KOHCOHAHTBT JI B OBJTapCcKus €3UK € ABYCTpaHEH
(6bunarepaseH) 1 € O-TBbPA OT J1 B UELIKH, CJIOBAILKU U CbPOOXBPBATCKU, HO MO-MEK OT JI B PyCKHS U B MOJCKUSL
e3uk (Stoykov, 1966, p. 116). [1pu yuneHeHHeTO Ha MEKHS KOHCOHAHT JI’ Mperpajara ce U3MecTBa Hazal, KaTo
BBPXBT Ha €3MKa JI0KOCBAa IOpHATa 4acT Ha ajBEeoJInTe, a Kpaullara Ha MpeJHUs e3UK ce JOMUpar 0 MpeaHara
4acT Ha TBBPIOTO Hebue (Manartyma wiu palatum durum). CpeHaTa 4acT Ha e31Ka e JIEKO OTIyCHaTta Haaouy (B
Mo-Majika CTeMeH, OTKOJIKOTO MpH JI), a Kpaulara My MNpoAbJKaBaT Jla OCHUTypsBaT MPOXOJ, Mpe3 KoiiTo
BB3MYyIIHATa CTPys Oa npemMuHe. KakTo ce Brxa, Mpy apTUKyJalMATa Ha J1° CpeiHaTa yacT Ha e3HKa e Mo-0J1130
10 TBBPAOTO HeOle M ce NMPOMEHsS He caMO MACTOTO Ha yUJIEHEHHE, a U 00eMbT, ¢ KOWTO €3UMKbT 0Opa3yBa
nperpangara. Criopen Ct. CTONKOB ,,chrilacHata 1’ B OBITAPCKH €3WK 10 HAYMH Ha YWICHEHHE € eTHOCTpaHHa
(yHunaTepanHa), 3al10TO UMa NPOXOJ CaMo OT elHaTa CTpaHa Ha HeOLeTo. [To ciyXxoBus cu XapakTep Ts 3By4u
MaJIKO MO-TBbPAO OT .1° B OCTAHAJIUTE CIABAHCKM €3ULM, B TYPCKM, aJOaHCKU W Ap., 3all0TO B TUA €3ULMU
CbIJIaCHATA /1’ Ce yUIEHsABA ChC CIyCHAT HAJ0Jly €3UMKOB BPbX, KOMTO JaBa Bb3MOMXHOCT Ha MpeIHUs €3UK ca ce
JIOTIpe MO-CUJTHO /10 CTpaHUTe Ha TBbpAOTO Hedue™ (Stoykov, 1966, p. 119).

4

a 6
®@ur. 1. Aptukynauus Ha 1 (a) (Stoykov, 1966, p. 117) u .’ (6) (Stoykov, 1966, p. 118) B 6barapckus e3uk

CpaBHEHMETO MeXIy CTOMHOCTHUTE Ha MbPBUTE YeTHpH (popMaHTa Ha JI U JI° MOKa3Ba MOHMkKaBaHe Ha F1 u
nosuuaBane Ha F2, F3 n F4, kato Haii-roasmo e npu BTopust popmant, cpB. a1 — F1 =400 Xu; F2 = 1000 Xu; F3
=2900 X1; F4 =3700 Xu.; 1’ — F1 =300 Xi; F2 = 1800 Xu; F3 = 3100 Xu; F4 = 3900 X (Tilkov, 1983, p. 91).
[IpencraBeHnTe NaHHU OLLE BEIHBXK MOAKPENAT HaOMOAEHUATA, Y€ CTOHHOCTUTE HA BTOPUS (OpMaHT ca TACHO
CBbp3aHH ¢ apTuKyJanuonHoTo Macto (Kent & Read, 2002, pp. 141-155; Padareva-llieva, 2015, p. 56), kato npu
apTUKyJalUATa Ha JaTepaJHUTe KOHCOHAHTU OT 3HAUCHUE € U MO3ULUATA Ha I'bp0a Ha e31MKa — U3JUTaHeTO Ha
€31Ka BOJIM JIO TIOBUIIIaBaHe Ha TeMOBPa, a CIyCKaHeTo — M0 MoHmxkasane (Zinder, 1979, p. 159).

Cp1110 Taka 32 KOHCOHAHTA JI B ObJITapCKust €3MK MOXKe Jla ce 0TONeXKH, Ue apTUKYJIalusATa My € CBbp3aHa
C XapakTepa Ha ClieBallus 3ByK — KOTaTo J1 € Ipell KOHCOHAHT WM 3aJeH BOKaJ, perpajaTa € B IpaHU4HATa
o0sacT MeXIy TOPHUTE Pe3LU U ajBEeOJIUTe, @ KOraTo e Mpej MpejieH Bokaj, Mperpajara ce U3MecTBa B TOPHUS
Kpail Ha aJlBEOJIUTE, B PE3yJTaT OT KOETO Ce MOBUILIABAT CTOHHOCTUTE Ha F2, KaTo pa3nvkaTa MOXe Ja JOCTUIHE
1o 1000 Xu. /I. TunkoB ycTaHOBSIBa, Ye MPEIHUTE TJACHU M U € 0Ka3BaT CUITHO MajaTalu3vpallo BIUsSHUE BbPXY
7 (nogo6HO Ha BAMSIHUETO MM BbpXY BeJapHUTE KOHCOHAHTH I, K, X). OT Apyra cTpaHa, ako c€ CbIOCTaBST
CIEKTPOrpaMuTe Ha JI Mpej MpeaeH BOoKajl U Ha JI’, Cé BUXK/JA, Y€ BbIPEKH CXOJHUTE UM CHEKTpH, Npu JI° ca
HaIULE M TUMNUYHUTE 3a MEKUTE KOHCOHAHTU ompuyamener (Bb3xopsaul) npexon Ha Fl wu nonoowcumenen
(au3xomau) npexon Ha F2, kouro oOpasysart ,,pyHueBuaHa* ctpykrypa (Marinov, 2015), nokato npu J1 npes u
U e IpeXoIuTe ca NpOabJKEHHE Ha BOKAIHUTE (popMaHTH (BXK. dur. 2).
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n e n a

®@ur. 2. CniekTporpama Ha qymaTa JieJisi [1én’a)

Hapen ¢ aBeTe peann3alil Ha JaTepalHU ChITIACHH B OBJTapCKUs €3MK — aJlBEOJCHTAHATA TaMUHAIHA J1 (] ) 1
najnatanuzupanara anseofeHTanHa Ji° (1), B Obirapckute AMANEKTH ChILECTBYBAT OLIE HAKOJKO JaTepajiHi
KOHCOHaHTa — TanaTajleH JlaTepaleH KOHCOHAHT A, BeNapu3MpaH JaTepaieH KOHCOHAHT L, kakTo u cumadudeH
natepalieH KOHCOHaHT |. Pa3HooOpa3neTo Ha JjaTepaiH! KOHCOHAHTH BEPOSTHO € CBBP3aHO C OTOENA3aHOTO 3a
noseveto e3uuu ot I1. Jlagedoren u 5. MagucbH BapupaHe Ha JIaTepaJHUTE CbIIACHU CbOOPa3HO (POHETUUHUSL
KoHTeKCT (Zhobov, 2004, p. 69).

2.2 JlatepanHuTe CbInacHM B CPbOCKMA 31K

B cpbOCKUsi KHMKOBEH €3WK JIaTEPATHUTE ChIJIACHU CHINO Ca JBE — ANBEONIAPHUAT anvkaieH KoHcoHaHT Ji (1) n
nanaTaiHuAT (npeqHoHeOeH) KOHCOHAHT Jb (K) (Stevanovich, 1986; Morén, 2003). 1 Tyk, KakTo U B ObJIrapckus
€3WK, © HalWle BapHaTUBHOCT MO OTHOIIEHWE HAa OCHOBHOTO apTHKYJAalMOHHO MSCTO Ha jatepamute. [l
Ietpouu u C. I'yoypuy ycTaHOBsIBaT, 4e MpU cpbOCkust TBBPA Jatepai J (I) apTUkyjanuaTa Moxe aa 0bae
NeHTallHa, ajBeojeHTanHa win anBeosHa (Petrovich & Gudurich, 2010, p. 168). Aptukynauusta Ha a (1) B
CPBOCKHMS €3WK CbhBMAAA JOHSIKBAE C apTUKYJALMATa Ha J B OBIrapckus €3uk — BbPXbT Ha €3HMKa ce Omupa B
aBeosuTe (M CbCeIHUTE TOPHHM Pe3lLH), KbIeTo obpa3yBa Mperpana, cpeaHaTta M 3ajHara 4acT Ha e3uka ¢
Kpaullata CH ca CIyCHAaTH Haloly, kKaTto ce oOpa3yBa MpPOXOA, Mpe3 KOWTO MpeMHHaBa Bb3IAyIIHATa CTPYS
(Miletich, 1933, p. 55). Tlpu Jb (K) mperpasata ce U3MeCTBa Ha3aj, a €3UKbT C MpEeJAHATa CH YacT ce Onupa B
30HaTa MeX Iy TBBpIoTO HeO1e u anseonute (Miletich, 1933, p. 75).

a 6
@ur. 3. Aprukynauus Ha J (a) (mo Miletich, 1933, p. 58) u b (6) (mo Miletich, 1933, 76) B cpbpOCKust €3uK.

3a cpbOCKUTE JIaTepasiu CbIIO MOXKE J1a ce OTOeNexkH, ue 1BaTa KOMIIOHEHTa OT apTUKYJaLuaTa — Iperpajara u
MPOXOIbT, BIUSAAT Ha aKycTHUeckaTa KapTWHA — KOHIIEHTpalMsATa Ha 3BYKOBa €HEpPrus MpH rperpajgara u
03BY4aBaHETO Ha BB3AyLIHATa CTPYs B PE30HATOPUTE Ce MPOSABABAT KAaTO OTUETIMBA (JOpPMaAHTHA CTPYKTypa B
CTHieKTporpamMaTta, JI0KaTo NMPeMUHABAaHETO Ha M3JMINHATA BB3JYLIHA CTPYS Tpe3 MPOXoja OT JBETEe CTpaHHW Ha
e3uKa BOAM 10 TMO-HUCHK WHTEH3UTET Ha (OpMaHTHUTe W MposiBa Ha creimduueH wym. Hapen ¢ ToBa mpu
CpBbOCKHUSI KOHCOHAHT Jb CHILO KAaKTO Mpu Obarapckus ja’ ce HabModaBa MOHMXkABaHe Ha cToiHOcTUTE Ha F1 u
MOBWIIaBaHe Ha cToliHOCcTUTE Ha F2 B cpaBHeHuMe cbe cToitHOcTHTE HAa F 1 11 F2 Ha ;1. AKo ce cpaBHAT aOCOMIOTHUTE
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CTOMHOCTH Ha JI U Jb TIPeJl @ B IByCPUUHUTE AYMU WKOIA U UL8AbA, MOXKE JIa C€ YCTAHOBH, Y€ MPU Jb € HAJINLE
normxkasare Ha F1 ¢ = 300 X1 n mosumasane Ha F2 ¢ = 700 Xu (Petrovich & Gudurich, 2010, pp. 175, 184).
Kakro B ObJrapckus e3uk, Taka U B CpbOCKMS peann3alusra Ha JI pej NpeleH BoKajl BOIM 10 MOBUIIABAaHE Ha
croitHoctuTe Ha F2, a mpen 3aneH Bokan — 1o noHwxkaBaHeTo uM. Hapen ¢ Tosa /. Iletpouu u C. I'ynypuu
oTOeJIsI3BAT, Y€ B3aUMOAEHCTBUETO MEXAYy KOHCOHAHTA M ClEBallUs BOKaJ MPOJMYaBa U MPU CbIIOCTaBKA HA
cbuetaHudTa: 1) n + xomnaxmen oxkan (a, o, e) u 2) 1 + ougysen 6oxan (u, y). B mbpBOTO ChUeTaHUE BHB
(opmaHTHaTa CTPYKTypa Ha J1 e Haiuue npudmmkasaHe Ha F2 no F1 u Ha F3 o F4, 1.e. uetupure gopmanra ce
rpynupaT B [Be 00NacTH, MEXIy KOMTO MMa 3HAUMTENHO pa3cTosiHue. BbB BTOpoTO chueTtanue F2 Ha J1 ce
otaaneyasa oT F1 u ce npubnmxkasa 10 F3, T.e. KOHCOHAaHTHUAT CHEKTHP OTHOBO ciiefBa BokanHus. WM. Illkapuu
oTOeJIA3Ba, Ue JaTepalTbT JI ce XapaKTepU3upa ¢ OTHOCUTEIHO CTaOMIIHU CTOMHOCTH Ha MbPBUS U TPeTHS (OPMaHT
— F1= 350 Xi; F3 = 2500 X1, nokaTo cToifHocTuTe Ha BTOpHs (hopMaHT ca B auanazona ot 900 mo 1600 X B
3aBHCUMOCT OT ciieaBanius 3ByK (Shkarich, 1991, 192—193, uut. no Petrovich & Gudurich, 2010, p. 173). Tosa
OTHOBO TOKa3Ba apTHKYJAlMOHHATa 3aBCUMOCT Ha JIaTepajHisi KOHCOHAHT OT ClieIBallluA BOKaJl M JAOHAKBIE
MOTHBHpa BapUaTUBHOCTTA TIPH JIaTepajiHATa apTUKYJIalKsA, KOATO € PerucTpupaHa KakTo B CpbOCKUs, Taka U B
OBITAPCKUS €3UK.

Hapen ¢ ToBa criekTporpamMuTe Ha Jb BbB (DMHATHA TO3MLMS B IyMHU KaTo Japocnasws v Kpemw ca BbB
BUCOKA CTENEH MAEHTUYHM CbC CHEKTpOorpaMuTe Ha [yaiiga j, KaTo pasjukaTa € BbB BPEeMETPaeHEeTO Ha
npexoauTe. M3TersHeTo Ha OCHOBHOTO apTUKYJIALMOHHO MACTO B 00J1aCTTa Ha NajaTyMa Npy y4J1eHEeHUeTO Ha
Jb IONIpUHACS 32 JIeCHaTa My TpaHchopMmanys B j, cpB. ,,CErMEHTUPAHETO ¥ NPOCTYIIBAHETO CaMO Ha CTabuIHATa
4acT Ha NajaTajJHusg COHAHT He BOJM [0 aKyCTH4eCKO Bb3IPUEMaHe Ha Jb, @ I0-CKOPO HAIIOMHS Ha CbKPATEHO
(ITpeBoabT € Moii — B. M.) (Petrovich & Gudurich, 2010, p. 181). I[Ipexoa ot To3u Tin 1’’’ > 7 peructpupa u CT.
CroiikoB B Obarapckure auanektu (Stoykov, 1952).

3. W3Boau

B pe3ynTar OT CpaBHUTEIIHMS aHATTM3 Ha apTUKYJIAMOHHHUTE U aKyCTHUECKHUTE XapaKTePUCTUKH Ha JIaTepaTHUTE
koHcoHaHTH a1 (] ) m .’ (1) B Obarapckust e3uk u i (1) u b (K) B cppOCKHS €3UK MOTAT Ja ce HaNpaBsT CICIHNUTE
W3BOJN:

1. JlarepanHuTe KOHCOHAHTU B [[BaTa €3UKa C€ yWIEHABAT 4pe3 CUMYJTAaHHO oOpa3yBaHe Ha Mperpana u
npoxon (Mpoxoau) oT e3uka. Pasnukara e B M3JUraHEeTO Ha I'bpOa Ha e3uka U B 00eMa, ¢ KOITO e3UKbT
yyacTBa B YUIEHEHHETO — OBJITapCKUAT KOHCOHAHT JI € JJAMHMHAJIeH, J0KAaTO CPBOCKUAT JI — anuKajeH.
OcBeH ToBa ce HabII0JaBaT Pa3IMyMsA U B OCHOBHOTO YUJIEHUTEIHO MACTO — OBJIrapCKUAT KOHCOHAHT JI
€ aJIBEOJICHTAJIEH, JOKaTO CPBOCKUSIT J1 € M0-CKOPO alIBE0JIapeH, T.€. € M0-3aJHO YUJIeHEHUE B CPaBHEHME
c Obarapckus. IIpu MekuTe KOHCOHAHTHM CBHOTHOLIEHHETO Ce 3ama3Ba: 3apaiu MO-NPeJHOTO CH
YUJIEHHTETHO MSCTO OBJITapCKUSAT KOHCOHAHT JI” MOXe Ja ce Kiachuuupa KaTo MOCTanBeoseH (Miu
najaTajJu3upaH ajJBeoJeHTAJeH) 3BYK, OKaTO NMPH Jb KOHPHTypauusTa Ha e31Ka € TakaBa, Ye KOHTaKThT
C MajaTyMa ce OCBIIECTBABA BBPXY IO-TOJsSIMA TUIOMI, KOETO € MPEANOCTaBKa 3a JIEKO W3TeTJIsIHe Ha
YWIEHUTEIHOTO MACTO Hazaj, T.e. HAIMLE € IO-CKOpPO alBeoJo-NajaTalHa apTUKylanus. 3aToBa
Hanpumep Ct. CTolKOB 0TOeNsA3Ba, e OBIATAPCKUTE JaTepallHu 3BYKOBE Ca MO-TBBPAHM OT CPBOCKHUTE
(Stoykov, 1966, pp. 116-118).

2. B akyctuuecko oTHoleHUe (POpMaHTHUTE CTPYKTYPH Ha JlaTepaHUTE 3ByKOBE B [IBaTa €31Ka 3aBUCAT OT
XapakTepa Ha Clie/IBalliTe ' BOKalU. [Ipy KOHTAKT C KOMIAKTEH BOKaJ MbPBUAT U BTOPUAT (POPMAHT Ha
JlaTepaHus KOHCOHAHT ce 100JIMKaBaT, a Korato cjieBa 1udy3eH BOKall, BTOPHUAT (OPMaHT Ha JaTepaja
ce oThajnevaBa OT MbPBUS U ce 100mKaBa 10 TpeTus. ChILO Taka eMIUPUYHUAT MaTepyai Moka3pa, 4e
10 OTHOLLEHHE Ha TBbPIUTE JIaTepaH1 KOHCOHAHTH U B IBaTa €31Ka CTOWHOCTUTE HA IbPBUs U Ha TPETUS
(OpMaHT ca OTHOCHTENHO CTAOWIIHM, AOKATO CTOMHOCTHUTE HA BTOPUs (POPMAHT BapUpaT B 3aBUCUMOCT
OT cJlelBaIlys 3BYK, KaTo TOBHUIICHUETO HAa YeCTOTHTe Ha F2 ce CBbp3Ba ¢ MO3MLMATA HA JIATEPATHUSA
KOHCOHAHT MpeJ pe/IeH BOKaJl.

3. CenocraBkata Mex1y J M J1°, OT €IHA CTpaHa, U J U Jb — OT JApyra, 1okasza, uye NpoMsSHaTa Ha
apTHUKYJIALMOHHOTO MSICTO C€ OTpa3siBa BbPXY CTOMHOCTUTE Ha BTOPHs (POPMAHT, KaTo B OBJITAPCKUs €3UK
nosuiieHnero e ¢ = 800 Xu, a B cppbckus — ¢ = 700 Xu. (Tilkov, 1983, p. 91; Petrovich & Gudurich,
2010, pp. 175, 185).

4. 3apaau CWIHOTO B3aUMOJEHCTBUE MEXIY JaTepaJHUTe KOHCOHAHTH U 3BYKOBETE MPEeIU WU cllel] TIX B
IyMaTa U B IBaTa €3MKa ca perucTpUpaHu MHOKECTBO MHAMBUIYAIHU WX AMAJEKTHU apTUKYIALMOHHU
BapUAHTH, KOMTO BKJIIOUBAT KAKTO CUJIHO MEKH (TajaTaiHu) KOHCOHAHTH, TaKa U TBbPIU (Belnapu3upaHu)
koHcoHaHTH (Stoykov, 2002; Tsonev, 2008, pp. 128-130). B pesynrar oT ToBa ca perucTpupaHu
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pa3iMuHU MPOMEHH, CBbP3aHU C JaTepaIHUTE KOHCOHAHTH, HAmp. 3aMsHA Ha JWAJICKTHO HUBO Ha
rajiaTajeH JaTepai ¢ ryaiil WM MHOXKECTBO CJIyyal Ha BOKaJIM3aLMs Ha JI cpell MJIaJ0TO MOKOJIeHHe
(Padareva-Ilieva & Mitsova, 2017; Padareva-Ilieva & Mitsova, 2020; Mitsova, Padareva-llieva &
Smakman, 2022).

B 3akmoueHune Moxe ga ce 0000wy, ye Mexay ObirapckuTe U cpbOCKUTE JaTepalHU 3BYKOBE ca HalULE
MHOXECTBO OOIIM YepTH, HO CHILECTBYBAT W pa3jiMums, BbPXY KOWTO TpsOBa Ja Ce akKLUEHTHpa, KOrato ce
(opmupa apTUKyJaLOHHaTa 6a3a MpK MU3yyaBaHETO Ha HAKOM OT ABaTa e3MKa..
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Abstract. Although the vocalized /l/ has been present in the Bulgarian language for almost half a century, there is no
comprehensive methodology that would encompass the phenomenon in many aspects. Our aim in structuring such a
methodology is to place the phenomenon at the center of various linguistic theoretical frameworks so that it can be justified
and explained. Based on several years of extensive literature research and our own research and experiments, we propose a
methodology that examines the vocalized /I/ at different linguistic levels (phonetic and phonological, semantic, pragmatic),
foreign language acquisition and teaching, as well as from the perspective of sociocultural factors influencing its dynamics.

A6cTpakT. Bbrpekn ue B ObJIrapckusi €3MK BOKaJIM3UPAHOTO /1I/ MPUCHCTBA OT IMOYTH TIOJIOBUH BEK, JIMIICBA IISIOCTHA
METOZOJIOTHS, KOSATO Ja OOXBaHE SIBJICHUETO MHOTOACMEKTHO. Hammar crpemex npu CTPYyKTypUpPaHETO Ha Takasa
METO/I0JIOTHSI € JIa TOCTABUM SIBJICHUETO B LIEHTbPA HA PA3JIMYHU JIMHIBUCTUYHHU TEOPETHYHU PAMKH, 32 J1a MOXKeE TO Ja ObJe
000CHOBaHO 1 005CHEHO. Bb3 0CHOBa Ha NMPOIBIDKUTETHU HIKOJIKOTOIMIITHY U3CJIEIBAHMUS Ha JIMTEpaTypaTa U Ha COOCTBEHU
MPOYYBAHMS M €KCIIEPUMEHTH TPeIaraMe MEeTO10JI0THsl, KOSTO M3CJIe/[Ba BOKAIU3UPAHOTO /J1/ HA pa3iiMuHU JUHIBUCTUYHU
paBHuma (poHeTIHO M (POHONIOTMYHO, CEMAHTHYHO, NMPArMaTHYHO), Yy’KA0E3UKOBO YCBOSBAaHE M OOy4YEHHE, KaKTO U OT
rJIeiHA TOUKA Ha COLIMOKYITYPHHUTE (haKTOPH, BIHSEIIM BbPXY HEroBata JMHAMHKA.

Keywords: vocalized /I/, linguistic levels, L2 learning, Sociolinguistics, methodology

KiarouoBu AYMH: BOKAJIM3UPAHO /II/, JIMHI'BUCTUYHHM paBHUILA, 1YKIOC3UKOBO 06yqenne, COLMOJIMHI'BUCTHUKA, METOI0JIOIUA

1. Introduction

1.1 /l/Vocalization

This article is an attempt to develop a methodology for observing /l/ vocalization in languages where this
phenomenon appears based on observations and a methodology for Bulgarian vocalized /I/ (Mitsova & Padareva-
Ilieva, 2024) as a sociophonetic phenomenon. It refers to pronouncing the lateral consonant /I/ in Bulgarian as a
vowel-like allophone, very similar to the English approximant [w]. Many practical and theoretical challenges
come with such an analysis. A broad methodology is required in order to make investigations on /1/ vocalization
mutually comparable. We propose a methodology based on /l/ vocalization observations at different linguistic
levels: phonetic, perceptual, evaluative, phonological, semantic, and practical.
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The phonetic level delivers articulatory and acoustic descriptions of vocalized /1/, based on perception
and on acoustic measurements. Perceptual data show that vocalized /1/ is perceived and evaluations of this
phenomenon reveal whether there are any chances of this issue being at the source of problems, like spelling
irregularities. The phonological level deserves attention because the place in the syllable strongly correlates with
vocalization of /lI/. Semantically, /I/ vocalization may lead to the misinterpretation of the phoneme, and the
pragmatic level pays attention to the deliberate use of /I/ vocalization to express irony and sarcasm.

All of these levels are discussed in this article and are followed by a discussion on language
planning/management. Such a discussion includes attention paid to learning Bulgarian as a second language, and
English as an L2 is also relevant.

1.2 Goal of this Paper

The main goal of this paper is to outline a methodology for exploring a specific phenomenon at the segmental
language level. It is based on almost ten years of research on a particular sociophonetic feature of contemporary
Bulgarian language broadly known (in other languages) as /1/ vocalization. It is a relevant phenomenon, because
it does not only occur in Bulgarian but in other languages as well, and seems to have been noticed as recently as
40 years ago (either as marked or unmarked).

1.3 Background

Our initial aim was to expand on a new broad research project in Bulgarian linguistic literature. In this literature,
we noticed that although there are some mentions in several linguistic papers, there is a lack of a detailed
description of Bulgarian vocalized /I/. It is not even included in any of the Bulgarian grammar books and readers
(Mitsova & Padareva-Ilieva, 2024). During the process of our research different aspects of this phenomenon
gradually appeared, thus we found out that it could be interdisciplinarily observed. Initially we began to explore
/1/ vocalization as an isolated articulatory phenomenon in relation to its origins. We continued it in the framework
of dialectology as well as diachronically with its historic and regional dispersion. In broader context similar
processes were found in other Slavic languages where this phenomenon is already completed in particular
phonological positions (as in Serbian) or could be continued nowadays (as in Ukrainian). Exploring /I/
vocalization in Bulgarian, we found it reasonable to start from phonetic and phonological levels. Besides
articulation and acoustic/phonetic characteristics, we worked on the description of the occurrence of the
vocalization of /1/ in different phonological positions.

Lately we also discovered that this phenomenon seemingly induces specific spelling mistakes, caused by
the specific relation between articulation and perception. Especially in those cases in which speakers are negligent
in their pronunciation such vocalization could influence the semantics of the utterance too. In addition, some
particular communicative situations were observed, where the vocalization of /I/ was used strikingly often in order
to achieve certain pragmatic goals. Examples of this kind brought us to the next stage — the need to explore the
sociolinguistic stratification of the phenomenon. An interesting aspect of the phenomenon is its manifestation in
the field of L2 learning in two aspects — Bulgarian as L2 and English as L2, because of the difficulties of
pronouncing lateral /1/ and the confusion between the perception of the phonemes /1/, and /w/ (Mitsova, Padareva-
Ilieva & Smakman, 2022).

Summarizing these observations, it appears interesting how a prima facie articulatory issue could exert
influence on so many linguistic aspects and thus the phenomenon could be explored at particular language levels
— phonetics and phonology, semantics and pragmatics. Furthermore, spelling issues, L2 learning and language
interference could also be added as aspects relevant to studying /I/ vocalization. And above all, it seems that the
phenomenon could be put in the framework of LPP and LMT. The next pages will briefly present these aspects.

2. Phonetic and Phonological Aspects

When it comes to a phenomenon that is primarily related to articulation, it is natural to first turn our attention to
Phonetics. Of course, we will start with the articulation, but it usually leads to a different perception. We also
include acoustic phonetics to show what the acoustic features of this type of articulation are. It is natural to expect
that articulation has its variations in different phonological positions as well as depending on prosodic factors. So,
in addition to the phonetic level, the phonological level and the phonological positions in which the vocalized /1/
is realized and the variants with which it is realized are an important stage in the study of this phenomenon.

The articulatory methods are already applied in literature investigating /1/ and /1/ vocalization; including
using technologies such as EPG (Scobbie & Pouplier, 2010) and MRI (Gick et al., 2002). For Bulgarian vocalized
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/I/ such kind of laboratory research was not yet conducted. The phenomenon is nevertheless described
articulatorily in a series of publications (Mitsova, Padareva-Ilieva & Smakman, 2022; Padareva-Ilieva & Mitsova
2016; Padareva-llieva & Mitsova, 2012). Still, it is not yet present as a realization of /I/ in any official grammar
of standard Bulgarian. The reason for this is probably that the phenomenon is relatively new — it has gradually
been introduced into everyday, including standard, speech in the last 30 years. Reasons could probably also be
found in the difficulty of describing a specific variant of /l/, arising from the character of /I/ itself as a liquid
consonant and its different realizations depending on the position in the word and other factors. In this sense
“...vocalization represents just one range of the broader articulation continuum (Hall-Lew & Fix, 2012, p. 795)
which in Bulgarian could be also presented as a part of the process of hardening the articulation of /I/ (Kochev,
2007, p. 19). Until now vocalized /I/ in Bulgarian is noted in the literature as a short labiovelar sound [¥], i.e. [1],
due to its proximity to the articulation of the vowel [u] — rounded lips, no contact between the tongue and the
alveodental area and the back tongue rising near the velum. Tentative configurations illustrating the articulation
of the vocalized /1/, the standard alveodental /1/ in Bulgarian language, and vowel [u] were proposed in a recent
publication (Mitsova, Padareva-Ilieva & Smakman, 2022). Earlier studies with young native speakers of
Bulgarian, who pronounced sentences containing words with /1/ in different word positions, yielded a very high
frequency of articulation of vocalized /I/ instead of standard alveodental /l/ (Padareva-Ilieva & Mitsova, 2014).
They also showed variation in the articulation of this variant in different word positions and phonological contexts,
which remain to be studied. Future research, including laboratory research, could also accurately show the
articulatory difference between the different variants of /l/ in Bulgarian — labial /1/ in position before labial vowels,
velar dialectal /I/ and vocalized /1/.

Acoustic phonetics and its methods have been used to describe vocalized /1/ and to establish an objective
distinction between this and other variants of /I/ (Recasens, 2012; Recasens & Espinosa, 2009). Recasens
acoustically measured /1/ in different languages and found evidence that dark /1/ could be qualified as vocalized
(Recasens, 2012). Nevertheless, there is also evidence that in acoustic measurements it is difficult to distinguish
velarized /1/, which can readily vocalize (Hall-Lew & Fix, 2012, p. 795; Ohala, 1974), from a back rounded vowel.
There are acoustic measurements of the F1 and F2 of Bulgarian consonant /I/ (Zhobov, 2004; Stoykov, 1961;
Marinov, 2019) and insightful acoustic measurements of vocalized /I/ (Mitsova, Padareva-Ilieva & Smakman,
2022) aiming to show that the spectrogram of vocalized /I/ is similar in F1 and F2 frequencies to vowel /u/ than
to the standard Bulgarian alveodental laminal /1/.

The description of the vocalized /1/ also includes a description of this variant with its realizations in
different phonological context and syllable structure (Scobbie, Pouplier, 2010). A similar description for the
Bulgarian language was made within the framework of a study which established that standard /1/ is produced
correctly when it is close to a consonant with the same location of articulation as is /t/. And when the neighbouring
sound is different by location it tends to become vocalized according to the principle of economy which governs
the co-articulation (Padareva-Ilieva, Mitsova, 2014; Farnetani, Recasens, 1999). The ease of articulation of
vocalized /l/ and coarticulation processes induce 100% of the participants to produce vocalized /l/ instead of
alveodental /1/ after a labial consonant or rounded vowel and in a position in front of a rounded vowel. Padareva-
Ilieva & Mitsova (2014) also affirm that word stress is a factor which exerts influence on the articulation of the
/I/ consonant. The results confirm previous findings that /l1/~vocalization is phonologically conditioned (Leemann,
Kolly, Britain, Werlen & Studer-Joho, 2014).

3. Perception and Spelling. L2 Learning

/I/ vocalization can also be viewed from the perspective of perceptual sociolinguistics (Aleksova, 2023).
Perception of /1/ vocalization itself is an issue of interest when describing the phenomenon in different languages
(Hall-Lew & Fix, 2012). A series of studies on Bulgarian makes a connection between articulation, perception
and spelling mistakes (Padareva-Ilieva & Mitsova, 2012; Padareva-Ilieva & Mitsova, 2016; Mitsova & Padareva-
Ilieva, 2017). These studies show that the increasing normalcy of the vocalized variant instead of the standard /1/
leads to the corresponding perception. Usually vocalized /l/ in Bulgarian is perceived as the closest in
pronunciation and perception to the back rounded vowel /u/. This in turn leads to spelling mistakes, where the
Cyrillic letter n is replaced by the Cyrillic letter y in over 70% of the students participating in the observation
(Padareva-Ilieva & Mitsova, 2020), as well as in a large number of observed texts in online communication
(Mitsova & Padareva-Ilieva, 2020).

A similar observation was made by Soroka regarding the acquisition of phonetics and spelling of
Bulgarian as L2 by foreign students in Bulgaria (Soroka, 2013). Bulgarians learning English as a second language
also have difficulties due to the fact that the vocalized /I/ in Bulgarian is too similar to the English approximant
/w/. For most Bulgarians L2 English learners it is difficult to pronounce the English apical [1] which is easily
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replaced by the vocalized laminal Bulgarian [I]. The result is writing and pronouncing ‘wife’ instead of ‘life’,
‘why’ instead of ‘lie’, ‘white’ instead of ‘light’ (Mitsova, Padareva-Ilieva & Smakman, 2022). This results in
semantic ambiguity.

4. Semantic Aspects

The phonetic, auditory, acoustic aspects of /I/ vocalization in different languages have already been discussed in
the literature but our observations on /l/ vocalization in Bulgarian affirm that there are other interesting aspects
that could be included in the consideration of this phenomenon — a semantic and a pragmatic one.

Is it possible for /1/ vocalization to induce semantic ambiguity in communication? Our observations on
Bulgarian speech show that it is possible although there are some limitations. Given the nature of the vocalized
/I/ in the Bulgarian language, its articulation and perception, as well as the possibility of making spelling mistakes
associated with the replacement of the letters 1 and y, this semantic ambiguity can be observed either in spoken
or written speech, both in Bulgarian and in English spoken by Bulgarians. For example:

Toii nomyuasa. vs. Toii noyuasa.
Toy poluchava vs. Toy pouchava.
‘He receives’ vs. ‘He preaches’

MomuueTo che cuHsATa 0Jiy3a vs. MoMu4eTo c¢bc cuHsTa Oy3a
Momicheto sas sinyata bluza vs. Momicheto sas sinyata buza
T’he girl with the blue blouse’ vs. ‘The girl with the blue cheek’
(Mitsova, Padareva-Ilieva & Smakman, 2022)

Toii nobupa vs. Toii o6upa

Toy lobira vs. Toy obira

‘He’s lobbying’ vs. ‘He’s robbing’
(Padareva-Ilieva & Mitsova, 2012)

and in English:
‘My wife is bad’ vs. ‘My life is bad’

It is true, however, that the larger context of the conversation or text could clarify the meaning and dispel the
confusion. In fact, these examples are limited in number, and perhaps this is the reason why the semantic aspect
has not been considered too thoroughly. Moreover, in oral speech, in specific phonological positions vocalized /1/
in combination with a back rounded vowel could lead to diphthongization — 6;y3a (bluza) ‘blouse’ — 6yy3a (bluza
— biiuza), i.e. the vocalized /I/ should not merge with the following vowel, but should be pronounced as a short
labiovelar segment. In most cases, however, according to our observations, hyperarticulation is not a characteristic
of oral speech, but coarticulation processes and speech economy lead to a more relaxed articulation, and this will
lead to the pronunciation of two words with different meanings as complete homophones — 6:1y3a "blouse’ — 0y3a
‘cheek” [buza — buza]; ciyx ‘hearing' — cyx ‘dry" [suh — suh]; nonza ‘benefit'— nosa ‘pose’ [poza — pozal.

5. Pragmatic Aspects

An even more interesting part of studying this phenomenon is the pragmatic aspect. Our observations show that
some speakers use vocalized /I/ intentionally in their utterances, with an emphasis on this type of articulation
aiming at irony or even sarcasm through a phonostylistic effect (Mitsova, Padareva-Ilieva & Smakman, 2022;
Mitsova & Padareva-llieva, 2020). This stylistic effect can be realized in both written and spoken speech. An
important aspect here is the awareness of the difference between the standard articulation of the lateral consonant
/1/ and its vocalized variant. For many speakers who do not make this distinction the phonostylistic effect will not
be achieved.
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6. Sociolinguistic Aspects

From the point of view of dialectology and linguistic geography, the emergence and development of the vocalized
/1/ can be traced back diachronically. In our earlier publications (Padareva-Ilieva & Mitsova, 2012, 2014), we have
concluded that for the Bulgarian language the process of vocalization of /lI/ is a relatively new linguistic
phenomenon. From the linguistic literature in Bulgarian studied so far, it is clear that it was first described as a
dialectal feature by the dialectologist Stoyko Stoykov in the middle of the 20th century (Stoykov, 1962). Later, in
the 1970s, the pronunciation of /ii/ as a "new" and "affected" variant of /I/ in the speech of young Bulgarians is
mentioned in studies marking this speech phenomenon. However, they did not set out to study and analyze its
increasing expansion from a phonetic phenomenon of youth slang to speech manifestations in the media language
(Holiolchev, 1974; Naydenova, 1998; Murdarov, 2003; Mladenov & Sotirov, 1992; Tanev, 1995). Nevertheless,
it is not enough to consider this phenomenon only from the point of view of dialectology, as an interdisciplinary
approach would give more complete results.

In the process of the linguistic description of a given linguistic phenomenon, conclusions are invariably
reached about its social stratification, because a full-fledged study also goes through an observation of the society
in whose language this linguistic feature exists. Thus, the linguistic phenomenon becomes an object of
sociolinguistic research. When studying the perception of [1] and [Ui] (Padareva-Ilieva & Mitsova, 2012, Padareva-
Ilieva & Mitsova, 2016; Mitsova & Padareva-Ilieva, 2017), it becomes clear that part of the conclusions has
always been related to the classification of the interviewees' attitudes towards this speech phenomenon. This
means that an ethno-methodological approach can be applied to the study of the vocalization of /I/, where the
observations are from the point of view of conversational analyses. But since we are talking about different social
groups in whose speech the vocalization of /I/ manifests itself more or less, the variational approach can be
adapted, by which to investigate what type of linguistic marker the pronunciation of /I/ as [U] is (Mitsova,
Padareva-llieva & Smakman, 2022; Mitsova & Padareva-Ilieva, 2020).

7. Language Management Aspects

The dynamics in the pronunciation of /I/ as [ii] in the speech of modern Bulgarians can be traced through the
perspective of LPP and Language Management (Nekvapil, 2011, 2016), as it is inevitable to compare this
contemporary socio-phonetic phenomenon with the state language standard. According to Language Management
Theory, any deviation from the standard set in the prescriptive linguistic literature can be traced as a process
consisting of four stages constituting the ‘language management process’: (1) noting; (2) evaluation; (3)
adjustment design, and (4) implementation of the adjustment design.

Language Management itself takes place at two levels — a micro level known as ‘simple management” and
a macro level called ‘organized management’. According to LMT methodology that we have applied in our
previous studies, in purposeful interviews our informants share their personal experiences in communicative
situations where a process of Simple Language Management is carried out. It starts with pointing out the
pronunciation of /I/ as [U] as a deviation from the language standard (Stage 1) and moves through Stage 2 —
conversation and awareness of the ‘wrong’ pronunciation. In some cases, Stage 3 is reached, at which the
individual decides to adjust the /1/ vocalization in accordance with the prevailing norm. In other cases, the actual
implementation of the correction contemplated at Stage 3 is reached. In recent years, a more serious scientific
interest has been noticed on the part of the so-called ‘language institutions’, which through the perspective of
LMT can undoubtedly be related to the macro level of ‘organized management’.

8. The Future

Based on the study of the literature on the topic from recent decades, as well as on the basis of our own studies
and observations, we have structured a methodology for studying vocalized /l/. Below are three important
motivations for continuing this research; in Bulgaria and in close-by countries with the same phonetic variability
of this lateral.

It could, first of all, serve to study this linguistic phenomenon in other languages in which vocalization
of /I/ is in a process of rapid development or ended long ago and has not been studied in a multi-faceted manner.
On the basis of narrow research on phonemes related to /1/ and /1/ itself, language change can be documented and
predicted. The interplay of pronunciation habits (including ease of articulation), semantics, pragmatics,
sociolinguistics, phonology, and several other social, historical, and linguistic factors, can help lay bare how
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phonemes — particularly liquids in general — change shape in daily discourse; and how new pronunciations, in the
long run, become part of the codified language (or not). Theoretical/historical phonology can only help in a limited
way in explaining the changes that these phonemes are undergoing in various languages at the same time, and
seemingly independently from each other. Combining theoretical/historical and empirical forces may yield the
best explanations.

Another and more pressing reason to continue to study /I/ is to create awareness in both native speakers
of Bulgarian (and other countries in which the main language is undergoing similar inter-generational sound
changes) and learners of this language to understand how different generations of speakers may produce, perceive
and evaluate one and the same phoneme, because of notable and ongoing changes in its articulatory realisations.
This would mainly be an awareness exercise; typically, one that teachers of Bulgarian will also learn from and
benefit from.

A third and final reason is purely sociolinguistic/sociophonetic; inter-speaker and intra-speaker variation
of the realization of /l/ in Bulgaria. The correlations between the various allophones and speaker characteristics
(most importantly age, region, and gender identity) can be used to study how this sound is a social marker and
whether or to what degree it is used consciously to identify oneself in some way or other. Intra-speaker variation
can be studied to find out how transient certain allophonic realizations of /I/ are, the assumption being that high
intra-personal variation may point to an ongoing change, either away from or towards a new pronunciation.
Individuals may vary because they are adopting and trying out new pronunciations and are assumed to constantly
be negotiating and renegotiating their (conscious) less stable pronunciation choices and their (less conscious)
stable habits. For both inter- and intra-speaker variation studies, a strict methodology is required, in which at least
ten tokens in both social and phonological/phonetic contexts per speaker are required, as well as a high number
of speakers, consensus transcriptions, acoustic measurements, and statistical proofing. In other words, much
research is needed. The outcomes are likely to overrule popular debates on this and similar phenomena, which is
one of the main contributions of sociolinguistics.
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Abstract. This paper presents an experimental study on the perception of [t], focusing on four perceptual styles that vary by
context and attentional demand. These styles include: (a) a single isolated word with [t]; (b) a group of three words, one
containing [1]; (c) a short sentence with one [i] word; and (d) a short paragraph of three or four sentences including one [i]
word. As the amount of contextual material increases, the listener’s attention span typically decreases. The study aims to
determine whether listeners can reliably recognize [U] across these different perceptual styles and to establish a hierarchy of
recognition success. Data were gathered through an online, non-representative survey involving participants of various ages.
The analysis also takes into account existing research on the emergence and increasing frequency of [{i] in contemporary
spoken Bulgarian, particularly among younger speakers. The study confirms that the perception of [i] in place of [I] depends
on the perceptual style: recognition rates are highest in isolated words and lowest in coherent texts, while socio-demographic
factors show little influence.

AbcTpakT. B cratusita ce u3cnenBa eKCIEPUMEHTATHO MEPIENIUATa Ha [§] B HIKOJIKO BHIAa KOHTEKCT, KOUTO O3HAaYaBaMe
TEPMUHOJIOIMYHO KaTo nepuentyasieH cruil. Te ce orimuaBaT 1o cTerneHTa Ha BHUMaHUe Ha CIIylialus KbM 00eKTa, KOHTo €
pedeBo siBneHue. [lonOpanu ca cTUIOBE, NP KOUTO BHUMAHUETO HaMAJsiBA TMOPAAM MHOKECTBEHOCTTA HA €JIEMEHTUTE OT
KOHTEKcTa: (a) oTnennu aymu, (0) 3 1ymMu, MeXIy KOUTO caMo B eiHa uma [y], (B) KpaTko U3pedeHue ¢ equHIYHA MOsBa Ha
[¥], (r) kxpaTbK TekcT oT 3—4 u3peueHus ¢ nosia Ha [¥]. Llenta e na ce mpuaoOMAT 3HaHWS 32 TOBA AaJIM B PA3INYHHUTE CTUIOBE
ce pasnosHasa [Y] v kakBa e fiepapxusita Mex 1y T€3U CTUIIOBE CIIOPE]] YCIELIHOCTTa Ha pasno3HaBaHe Ha [¥]. IIpoyuBanero
ce Oa3upa Ha HENpeJCTAaBUTEIHO AHKETHO MPOYYBaHEe OHJIAMH ¢ XOpa Ha pa3jiMyHa Bb3pacT. B crarusra ce onvpame BbpXy
BCHYKH M3CJIEJBAHUS, KOMTO 3acsirar rnpobiema ¢ rosisata Ha [y]| B pedeBara MpakTHka 1 MacOBU3MPAHETO HA TO3M BAPUAHT
0co0EHO cpeJi MO-MJIAIUTe TIOKOJIEeHUs B Obirapckoto obmiectBo. [IpoydBaHeTo MOTBbpIKAaBa, Y€ Pa3lo3HABAHETO Ha [Y]
BMECTO [J1] 3aBUCH OT NEPLIENTYaIHUsI CTUII: Hali-BUCOKA € Pa3I03HABAEMOCTTA IIPU OTAEIHU JyMU U Hali-HUCKa — [IPU CBbP3aH
TEKCT, KaTo COLMAIHO-AeMorpackure (hpakTopu oka3paT cjiabo BIUSHUE.

Keywords: labiovelar approximant [1], perceptual styles

Kunro4oBu aymu: 1abroBenapeH anpokCUMaHT [¥], mepUenTyaiHu CTUIIOBE

1. Introduction

1.1 The Perception of [l]

The replacement of the lateral [1] with a labiovelar approximant, not only in colloquial, everyday Bulgarian, but
also in formal contexts, was described already in the 1970s. At first, it was characterized as a sporadic phenomenon
observed in the speech of Sofia students (Holiolchev, 1974, pp. 32-33). Just a few years later, the use of [ii] or
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“dark”, velarized [1] instead of [I] around back vowels was reported in the speech of 30-year-old Bulgarians
(Holiolchev, 1980, p. 197).

Half a century seems enough for a decisive change in favor of the vocalization of [I]. In fact, the
pronunciation of the hard lateral consonant has become rare; [1] is giving way to the labiovelar [w], even, or in
some cases to the velar approximant [uj] (Zhobov, 2004, p. 65). According to some researchers, the replacement
of the hard [1] with the labiovelar approximant can be linked to the Western Bulgarian origin of the speakers, and
thus to the dialects spoken in this region, highlighting that it is somewhat surprisingly observed in the language
of the intelligentsia (Kochev, 2007, p. 22) — a status class consisting primarily of university-educated individuals,
who strive to shape the cultural, ethical, and political values of the nation they belong to, such as teachers, TV and
radio presenters. Mitsova et al. (2022, p. 310) hypothesize that since the phenomenon is associated with the
prestigious youth slang spoken in the Bulgarian capital Sofia, it has easily spread to other areas of the country,
not without the help of the media (Mitsova et al., 2022, p. 310). The authors of more recent studies on the issue
are unanimous that [ii] is now even perceived as part of the Bulgarian pronunciation standard (Naydenova, 1998;
Murdarov, 2001; 2003; Padareva-Ilieva & Mitsova, 2014; Burov, 2013; Soroka, 2013; Albul & Soroka, 2014;
Aleksova, 2016, inter alia). It is worth mentioning that the vocalization of [1] is in fact part of a general trend that
affects languages from different language families (see, e.g., Tisheva, 2012; detailed overview in Mitsova et al.,
2022, pp. 305-306).

The approximant [li] in Bulgarian is expected to occur instead of [l] in various phonetic environments:
word-initially and word-finally, after back and before mid-vowels, after front vowels and before velar consonants,
after consonants and before mid-vowels, before back and mid-vowels, and before consonants (Albul & Soroka,
2014, p. 76; Padareva-Ilieva & Mitsova, 2012; Bozhanina, 2016, p. 116). The variant does not appear before front
vowels.

The systematic replacement of [1] with [ti] has some interesting implications. It leads to the emergence of
a new type of spelling problem, especially in loanwords, for example Yunnonc (Uindols) instead of Yungoyc
(Uindous) (‘Windows’); Ayuxaiimep (Autshaymer) instead of Anuxaiimep (A/tshaymer) (‘Alzheimer’) (Padareva-
Ilieva & Mitsova, 2012, 2020). The [ii] speech also has a negative impact on the acquisition of similar lateral L2
approximants. For example, the transfer of phonotactics from Bulgarian learners of German leads to realizations
of the palatal German [1] as [1] or [w] before back vowels (Dimitrova, 2017, p. 184). English teachers report that
in the place of the apical English [I] the laminal [I] nowadays is replaced by [w] (Mitsova et al., 2022).

On the other hand, teachers of Bulgarian as a foreign language struggle with the discrepancy between the
normative description of the lateral consonant that can be found in the literature and the textbooks and the reality
of the spoken language. Even though the preference for the use of the “new”, “lazy” [1] might be considered by
some linguists and non-specialists a feature of non-standard Bulgarian or a result of articulation disorder
(lambdacism), it is so common, that many do not identify [U] as different from [1].

1.2 Hypotheses

In this paper, we use empirical data from a non-representative survey to test the following hypotheses:

e A significant proportion of respondents do not recognize the mispronunciation of [ii] in place of [1] (here,
we will also use the term [1] substitution).

e The recognition of the pronunciation of [t] in place of [1] depends on the immediately following vowel or
consonant.

e  The recognition of the pronunciation of [ii] in place of [l] depends on the perceptual style: listening to (1)
a short coherent text, (2) a simple sentence, (3) a group of three words, and (4) a single isolated word.
These perceptual styles differ in the degree of attention paid to the spoken text; the attention decreases as
text length increases (Labov, 1966; Aleksova, 2023).

e Therecognition of the pronunciation of [ti] in place of [1] depends on the socio-demographic characteristics
of the respondents, and we believe that the most significant factor is the respondents' educational
background (philological vs. non-philological), followed by age, as our preliminary observations suggest
that the [1] substitution becomes more common with each successive generation.
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2. Methodology

2.1 Materials

After forming the hypotheses for empirical testing, we proceeded to create a model of the positions in which [U]
occurs in place of [1]. These are all cases in which [1] does not immediately precede the front vowels [€] and [i].
We compiled a list of positions, illustrated by suitable examples, which we then used in a questionnaire: before
the vowel sounds [a], [¥], [0], and [u]; before bilabial, labiodental, alveodental, alveolar, palatal, and velar
consonant sounds. We then selected the elements for each perceptual style so that there were no word repetitions:

short texts of 3—4 sentences with each of the listed [1] positions
simple sentences that contain one word with one [1] position
sequences of three words with all [1] positions

single words with [] in the selected positions

AW N -

The tasks for recognizing [ii] are arranged in a deliberately chosen order, starting from short texts consisting of 3
to 4 sentences, moving to simple sentences, then to a section of lists of 3 words, and finally one-word prompts.
The motivation behind this ordering is that placing the perceptual style with the highest concentration of attention
at the beginning would affect the perception of the text in perceptual styles with lower concentration of attention,
which will distort the data.

2.2 Participants

We chose the following socio-demographic determinants of recognition of [ii]: gender, age (up to 19, 20 to 30, 31
to 40, 41 to 50, 51 to 60, 61 to 70, over 70), educational level (primary, secondary or secondary special and
higher), academic major (philological or non-philological), birthplace and place of residence (the capital Sofia,
regional city, non-regional city, village, abroad). These characteristics were included in the questionnaire, and
they were then considered as independent variables (attribute factors) that were related to the perception of the [I]
substitution.

The next step was to prepare an anonymous Google Form questionnaire. The study is not representative,
so the results are valid only for the group surveyed. We tested the survey among our acquaintances, philologists
and non-philologists, to make sure that it was correctly constructed and would actually verify the hypotheses put
forward. A total of 201 responses were collected. The answers by one of the respondents were dismissed due to
their irrelevancy. Therefore, the total number of surveys was 200. Table 1 summarizes the distribution of
respondents by gender, educational level, age group, academic major, and place of residence.

Table 1. Respondent distribution by category (N = 200).

Category Group Percentage
Gender Women 72.14
Men 27.86
Primary 6.96
Educational Level Secondary/Vocational 22.89
Higher 70.15
<19 8.45
20-30 26.87
31-40 14.43
Age Group 41-50 30.85
51-60 10.45
61-70 7.46
>70 1.49
. . Philological 45.77
Academic Major Non-philological 54.23
Sofia 53.73
Regional city 27.86
Place of Residence Non-regional city 2.98
Village 2.48
Abroad 12.94
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3. Results

3.1 Recognition of [u] in Place of [l] in Short Texts of 3-4 Sentences

The first short text contains the following sentences in which [I] is followed by the vowel [0]. Only 6.96% of
respondents correctly indicated the mispronunciation of /oso ‘badly’ as [tiofo] instead of [lofo]. Another 21.89%
reported a different (non-existent) error, while 71.14% indicated that they perceived no error at all (Figure 1).
These results suggest that in the context of a short narrative, the substitution of [1] with [i] often goes unnoticed:
a total of 93.03% of respondents either failed to detect the mispronunciation or misidentified the error.

loSo (‘badly’): [Uafo] instead of [lI2)o]
80

71.14

70 7
60 /
50
40
3 21.89
20 v
10 6.97 /

) 7 7 7

correctly identified error  incorrectly identified no error identified

error

Figure 1. Recognition of [ii] in place of [1] in the stimulus text: “Yesterday morning the students played a game
in the schoolyard. Ivan fell and hurt his leg badly (loso). They took him to the doctor's office” (in %; N = 200).

In the second short text, a significant proportion of respondents did not hear the mispronunciation (Figure 2). The
variant [i] appears before the voiced consonant [b]. Only 3.48% of respondents correctly identified the
mispronunciation, 17.91% indicated some other (non-existent) error, and 78.61% heard no error. If the
respondents who indicated different errors and those who thought there was no error at all are added together, the
result is 96.52%, which is an even higher percentage than the one for the previous text.

ddlbocina (‘depths’): [d¥Ubat]ina] instead of [d¥lbstfina]
90
80
70
60
50
40
30
20 7
10
C %

correctly identified error  incorrectly identified error no error identified

78.61

17.91

Figure 2. Recognition of [ii] in place of [I] in the stimulus text: “Every day they dive to different depths
(dalbocina). Interesting discoveries are expected” (in %; N = 200).

In the third text, [ti] is followed by an alveodental [ts] consonant (Figure 3).
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malcina (‘few people’): [maltsina] instead of [maltsina]
80 72.64
70
60
50
40
30
20

10 4.98
0 7% 7

correctly identified error  incorrectly identified error no error identified

22.39

\\

Figure 3. Recognition of [ii] in place of [1] in the stimulus text: “Few people (malcina) know that the renovation
of the school starts today. Harmless paints will be provided. The renovation will be completed before September
157 (in %; N = 200).

The percentage of the participants who identified the pronunciation of [t] is very small: 4.97%. A total of 95.03%

did not recognize the [1] substitution before an alveodental consonant. In the fourth text, [ii] is followed by the
alveodental consonant [d] (Figure 4).

foldadr (‘folder’): [faldyr] instead of [fald¥r]
60

50 47.76 47.76

2
/

4

=]

3

=)

=)

, v, Z
correctly identified error  incorrectly identified no error identified
error

Figure 4. Recognition of [ii] in place of [1] in the stimulus text: “The fourth short text is this: Yesterday morning,
he was searching for a file on his computer. He needed it for an important article. Finally, he found it incorrectly
saved in another folder (folddr)” (in %; N = 200).

Only 4.47% of respondents correctly recognize the mispronunciation of [t] in place of [1]. A further 47.76%
indicated a different “error”, most often commenting on the use of the loanword folddr, while another 47.76%
perceived no error at all. A total of 95.52% did not detect the pronunciation of [u] in place of [l] before the
consonant [d]. The fifth short text, the variant [ii] is followed by the alveolar consonant [n] (Figure 5).
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muzikalno (‘of music’): [muzikalina] instead of [muzikalno]
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Figure 5. Recognition of [ii] in place of [I] in the stimulus text: “Today you will hear a new piece of music
(muzikalno). It can hardly be considered as belonging to a single genre” (in %; N = 200).

As shown in Figure 5, the number of respondents who recognized the substitution of [I] with [Q] is even lower
than in the previous cases — only 1.49%. A total of 98.5% of respondents either identified a different (non-existent)
error (37.31%) or indicated that there was no error at all (61.19%). This very high percentage demonstrates that
the mispronunciation of [i] before the sonorant [n] largely goes unnoticed. In the sixth text, [ii] appears before
the sonorant [r] (Figure 6).

balrogd (‘the Balrog’): [balrogy] instead of [balrogy]
60

50 48.26
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\Q
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Figure 6. Recognition of [U] in place of [1] in the stimulus text: “The Balrog (balrogd) appears in Tolkien's most
iconic fantasy work. They were thought to be fire spirits, most of whom were slain at the end of the First Age of
Middle-earth” (in %; N = 200).

Compared to the fifth text, the number of respondents who recognized the pronunciation of [ii] as an error is
slightly higher, 6.47%. An additional 48.26% incorrectly identified a different type of error. Most of these
participants commented on the loanword balrog, noting that it should be pronounced with the full-form definite
article (balrogar) instead of the short form (balrogd). The remaining 45.27% indicated that there was no error. In
total, 93.53% did not perceive the pronunciation of [ii] in place of [I], which once again represents a substantial
majority. In the seventh short text, the variant [{i] precedes the velar consonant [g]. The results for the recognition
of the [1] substitution can be seen in Figure 7.
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ddlgokos (‘long-haired’): [d¥lgokas] instead of [d¥lgokos]
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Figure 7. Recognition of [{] in place of [1] in the stimulus text: “Yesterday, a robbery took place in a shop in the
city center. The cameras captured a long-haired (ddlgokos) man entering at night” (in %; N = 200).

A very small group of participants recognized the substitution of [1] with [ii] in dalgokos: 1.99%. A total of 98.01%
did not hear the [i]. Of these respondents, 57.71% indicated some other non-existent error, and 40.30% wrote that
there was no error. Again, the percentage of those who did not recognize the pronunciation of [ii] was very high.

In conclusion, the analysis of recognition rates for [t] in place of [I] in short texts of three to four
sentences reveals a consistently low percentage, ranging from 1.93% to 6.96%.

3.2 Recognition of [u] in place of [l] in a simple sentence

The questionnaire contains several simple sentences with one word in which [1] is replaced with [t]. For this
second type of perceptual style, the attention to the text being listened to should be greater than when listening to
a short text of 3 to 4 sentences. According to our hypothesis, it should affect the results, and there should be greater
recognition rate of the pronunciation of [1] in place of [1]. Let us analyze the data from the simple sentences batch.

In the first simple sentence, the variant [i] appears before the vowel [¥]. The answers collected in the
questionnaire can be seen in Figure 8.

ldvica (‘lioness’): [Uyvitsa] instead of [l¥vitsa]
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Figure 8. Recognition of [ii] in place of [I] in the stimulus sentence: “In the zoo there is a lioness (lavica)” (in %;
N =200).

In comparison to the data from the seven short texts, the percentage of the respondents who have identified the
pronunciation of [ii] in place of [1] is a bit higher, at 7.96%. Those who indicated another error were 49.75%, and
those who said there was no error were 42.29%. A total of 92.04% did not recognize the mispronunciation.
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In the second sentence the sound [ii] precedes the sonorant [m] (Figure 9).

hdlma (‘the hill’): [x¥Umx¥] instead of [x¥Im¥]
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Figure 9. Recognition of [ii] in place of [1] in the stimulus sentence: “Ivan is up on the hill (hdlma)” (in %; N =
200).

It is clear that 3.98% heard the pronunciation of [i] in place of [I] in the word form Adlma ‘the hill’. A total of
96.02% did not recognize this error. Of these, 9.95% indicated some other error (mostly the redundant use of the
adverb gore ‘up’), and 86.07% wrote that there was no error. In the third simple sentence, the variant [ii] is
pronounced before a labiodental consonant [v] (Figure 10).

pogalva (‘pets’): [pogaliva] instead of [pogalval
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Figure 10. Recognition of [i1] in place of [1] in the stimulus sentence: “She often pets (pogalva) the child” (in %;
N =200).

Figure 10 shows that 7.46% recognized the mispronunciation of [li] in place of [1] in pogalva ‘pets’. The overall
percentage of those who did not recognize the phenomenon was 97.54%, with 22.39% indicating another error
(some have suggested a different verb, gali, as a more suitable synonym to pogalva) and 70.15% stated that there
is no error. Again, although by a small margin, the percentage of those who recognized the error was slightly
higher compared to the corresponding percentage for the same triple of words embedded in short texts. There was
an error in the coding of the results in the fourth simple sentence, so it will not be commented on here. In the fifth
simple sentence, the position of the consonant [1] is before the palatalized nasal sonorant [n] (Figure 11).
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napdlnja (‘fill'): [napx¥tn’¥] instead of [nap¥Ini¥]
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Figure 11. Recognition of [Ui] in place of [I] in the stimulus sentence: “I will fill (napdlnja) a glass with water”
(in %; N =200).

A much higher percentage of respondents recognized the substitution of [ii] for [1] in napdlnja ‘fill’, 16.42%. The
remaining 83.56% did not identify the substitution: 22.89% indicated various non-existent errors and 60.70%
stated that there was no error. In the sixth sentence [U] is followed by the postalveolar [3]. The results are illustrated
in Figure 12.

zaddlZitelno (‘without fail’): [zad¥U3itelino] instead of [zad¥lzitelno]
90
80

80.10

70
60
50
40

-

30

20 12.44
10 7.46 7/////
. 2, 7 7
correctly identified error incorrectly identified error no error identified

Figure 12. Recognition of [ii] in place of [1] in the stimulus sentence: “They will come to the meeting without fail
(zadalzitelno)” (in %; N = 200).

Compared to the results for the previous simple sentence, the proportion of participants who recognized the [i]
variant decreased to 7.46%. An additional 12.44% identified a different, non-existent error, while 80.10% reported
no error at all, bringing the total share of those who did not recognize the substitution to 92.54%. In the seventh
simple sentence the variant [i] is followed by a hard velar consonant, [x] (Figure 13).
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elha (‘Christmas tree’): [elixa] instead of [elxa]
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Figure 13. Recognition of [U] in place of [1] in the stimulus sentence: “For New Year, we have a nice Christmas
tree (e/ha)” (in %; N = 200).

In this case, the percentage of people who recognized the occurrence of [U] in place of [1] in elha ‘tree’ is 15.92%,
higher than for the sixth sentence. A total of 84.08% did not recognize the mispronunciation, with 6.47% of them
indicating another error (e.g., the tree is for Christmas, not New Year), and 77.61% wrote that there was no error.

The analysis of mispronunciation perception in simple sentences reveals a slight increase in the rate of
correctly recognized [ii] variants compared to the results from the previously examined perceptual style (short
texts of 3—4 sentences). In the following section, we explore the correlation between the number of true positives
and yet another perceptual style: the 3-word list.

3.3 Recognition of [u] in Place of [l] in a List of 3 Words

The first group of 3 words includes /dk ‘bow’, stilba ‘ladder’ and tulumbicka (a type of deep-fried dessert). The
variant [1i] occupies the word-initial position and is followed by [¥] in the first word, it is between [¥] and [b] in
the second, and between two [u] in the third. Figure 14 presents the distribution of the answers. A small group of
respondents detected the mispronunciation of [{i] in place of [I] in all the three words, 3.48%, 0.5% heard this
feature in ldk and stdlba, 0.5% noticed [U] in /dk and tulumbicka, 0.5% only in ldk, 6.47% in stdlba, and 0.5% in
tulumbicka. Some respondents wrote down non-existent errors (7.96%), but the majority did not detect any errors
at all (80.1%). A total of 11.95% recognized the [1] substitution in at least one word.
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lak, stdlba, tulumbicka:
[G¥k], [st¥lba], [tulumbitfka] instead of [l¥k], [st¥lba],
[tulumbitfka]
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Figure 14. Recognition of [ii] in place of [1] in ldk, stalba, tulumbicka (in %; N = 200).

The next sequence of 3 words is kalpak (a type of hat), palma ‘palm’, Zalba ‘appeal’. The variant [U] is followed
by bilabial voiceless consonant [p], sonorant [m], and bilabial voiced [b], respectively (Figure 15). Only 2.49%
detected the mispronunciation in each of the three words, 0.5% found it in kalpak and palma, 17.91% only in
kalpak, 1.49% in palma, 1.99% in Zalba. A total of 68.16% did not indicate any error and 7.46% did not find the
error correctly. Almost a quarter of the respondents, 24.38%, heard [{i] in at least one of the words.

kalpak, palma, Zalba:
[kaUpak], [palima], [3alba] instead of [kalpak],
[palmal], [3alba]
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Figure 15. Recognition of [ii] in place of [1] in kalpak, palma, Zalba (in %; N = 200).

The third sequence of 3 words consists of kdlcam ‘(to) mince’, palzya ‘(to) crawl’, and sdlza ‘tear’. The variant
[1] is followed by hard alveodental [ts], palatalized alveodental [2], and its counterpart [z]. Figure 16 shows that
0.5% of the 200 participants detected the pronunciation of [U] in place of [1], 1.99% recognized it only in kdlcam,
1% in palzya, 3.98% in salza. A total of 87.56% did not indicate any error, and 4.98% did not correctly indicate
which pronunciation errors were present. The data shows that 7.46% recognized [i] in at least one of the three
words.
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kdlcam, pdlzya, sdlza:
[kyUtsam], [p¥Uz¥], [s¥lza] instead of [ky[tsam],
[p¥lZ¥], [s¥lza]
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Figure 16. Recognition of [ii] in place of [1] in kdlcam, palzya, sdlza (in %; N = 200).

The fourth 3-word sequence is valna ‘wool’, bolno ‘i1I’, kalna ‘(to) curse’. In all the words [I] precedes the
sonorant [n]. The distribution of the answers can be seen in Figure 17. Only 1.49% detected the pronunciation of
[t] in all the three words, 1.99% recognized it in vdlna and kdlna, 1.99% in bolno and kdlna, 6.47% only in bolno,
5.47% in kalna. No error was identified correctly by 5.97%, and 76.62% of the respondents claimed that there
was no error. A total of 17.41% heard [U] in at least one of the three words which is the highest rate so far,
compared to short texts and simple sentences.

vdlna, bolno, kdlna:
[v¥Una], [botnd], [k¥ln¥] instead of [v¥Ina],
[balna], [k¥Iny]
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Figure 17. Recognition of [t] in place of [1] in valna, bolno, kdlna (in %; N = 200).

The fifth string of 3 words is falsiv ‘fake’, dalZa “(to) owe’, malca “(to) be silent’. Here [U] is followed by a
postalveolar consonant. It is clear from Figure 18 that only 1% indicated pronunciation [ti] instead of [1] in all of
the three words, 1.49% heard it in falSiv and ddlza, 0.5% recognized it in ddlza and malca, 4.98% only in falsiv,
3.98% only in dalza, 3.98% only in mdlca. No error was indicated by 73.13% of the respondents and 10.98% of
them did not indicate the errors correctly. A total of 15.93% recognized the mispronunciation of [ii] in at least one
of the three words.

52



JOURNAL OF GLOBAL SOCIOLINGUISTICS | VOLUME 1 | ISSUE 2 | DECEMBER 2025

falSiv, ddlza, madlca:

[fallif], [d¥U3z¥], [m¥UtJa] instead of [falfif], [d¥I3¥],

[myTtJa]
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Figure 18. Recognition of [1] in place of [l] in falsiv, ddalza, malca (in %; N = 200).

The sixth sequence of 3 words is bolka ‘pain’, dalgo ‘long’, balgarski ‘Bulgarian’. In these words, [i] is followed
by a velar consonant, voiceless or voiced. As shown in Figure 19, only 1% heard the pronunciation of [ii], 2.49%
found it in bolka and ddalgo, 2.99% only in bolka, 4.98% in ddalgo, 0.5% in bdalgarski. No error was indicated by
84.58% of the participants, no error was correctly indicated by 3.48%. A total of 11.96% found the occurrence of
[t] in place of [1] in at least one of the three words.

bolka, ddlgo, bdlgarski:
[bolka], [d¥Ugo], [bylgarski] instead of [balka],

[d¥lga], [b¥lgarski]
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Figure 19. Recognition of [ii] in place of [1] in bolka, dalgo, balgarski (in %; N = 200).

In conclusion, the analysis of the results shows that the percentage of respondents who recognize the pronunciation
of [U] in place of [I] in all three words is relatively small although in all of the sequences all of the words are
mispronounced. Between 7.46% and 17.41% recognize the variant [t] in at least one of the three words. These
percentages indicate a slightly higher recognition rate in the case of a 3-word sequence perception compared to
the one in a simple sentence or in short text of 3—4 sentences.

3.4 Recognition of [u] in Place of [l] in a Single Word

This section of the questionnaire includes six single-word recordings, pertaining to the last perceptual style
characterized by the highest level of attention.
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The first word is /lak ‘varnish’, in which [1] is followed by [a]. Figure 20 shows that 43.28% of the
respondents correctly detected the occurrence of [ii] in place of [1], which is the highest percentage so far. Of all
respondents, 7.96% incorrectly indicated another type of error, 48.76% wrote that there was no error.

lak (‘varnish’): [Uak] instead of [lak]

30 4328 ;76
40 7 /
30 / %
20 % /

Figure 20. Recognition of [ii] in place of [1] in lak (in %; N = 200).

The next individual word tested in the perceptual task is kdlbo ‘orb’, where the substituted [ii] precedes the hard
bilabial [b]. As shown in Figure 21, only 13.43% of respondents recognized the [I] substitution, a considerably
lower percentage compared to the 43.28% recognition rate for /lak. An additional 0.50% reported a different, non-
existent error, while 86.07% indicated that they perceived no error.

kdlbo (‘orb’): [k¥lbo] instead of [k¥lbo]
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Figure 21. Recognition of [ii] in place of [1] in kdlbo (in %; N = 200).
The third word is alfa ‘alpha’ and [U] precedes a labiodental hard consonant. The [1] substitution is detected by

12.44% of all 200 respondents (see Figure 22). Those who incorrectly indicated another error were 1.00%. A total
0f 86.57% claimed that there was no error.
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alfa (‘alpha’): [atfa] instead of [alfa]
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Figure 22. Recognition of [ii] in place of [1] in alfa (in %; N = 200).
The occurrence of [U] in peralnja ‘washing machine’ was detected by 17.41% of respondents. Another error was
indicated by 2.49%, and 80.10% wrote that there was no error. The data is illustrated in Figure 23.

peralnja (‘washing machine’): [peralinia] instead of [peralnia]
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Figure 23. Recognition of [1] in place of [1] in peralnja (in %; N = 200).

The next single word is Polsa ‘Poland’, where the pronunciation of [li] instead of [1] was recognized by 24.88%,
a significant number compared to the other examples examined so far, except lak (Figure 20). Another type of
error was indicated by 3.48%, and those who decided that there was no error were 71.64%.
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Polsa (‘Poland’): [palfa] instead of [polfa]
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Figure 24. Recognition of [ii] in place of [I] in Polsa (in %; N = 200).

The last single word is bdalha ‘flea’. The variant [{i] is adjacent to the hard velar consonant [x]. Figure 25 shows
that 29.35% of the 200 participants in the survey indicated the replacement of [1] with [{i], 1.49% heard another
type of error, and 69.15% decided that there was no error.

bdlha (‘flea’): [bytha] instead of [b¥lha]
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Figure 25. Recognition of [t] in place of [1] in bdlha (in %; N = 200).
Summarizing the analyses of [Ui] recognition in single words, there were slightly more respondents who detected

the [1] substitution in this perceptual style, which is associated with the most significant concentration of attention
in the context of spoken utterances compared to the other three perceptual styles.

3.5 Comparison of the Recognition of [U] in Place of [l] across the
Four Perceptual Styles

In this section, we compare the data for successful recognition of [ii] in place of [1] across the four perceptual
styles. Figure 26 shows the data from the four perceptual styles for each of the tasks. With respect to the
recognition of the [I] substitution in a sequence of three words, the percentage of those who recognized at least
one of the three words as containing [ii] is taken to be representative.
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Recognized [U] in place of [I] in the four perceptual styles
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Figure 26. Recognized [U] in place of [1] in the four perceptual styles (in %; N = 200).

Figure 26 shows that there is some variation in the recognition of [U] in place of [I] among the four perceptual
styles. The percentages are lowest for the perceptual style of short text consisting of 3-4 sentences, slightly more
participants recognized the phenomenon in simple sentences, there is an increase in recognition with respect to
the lists of 3 words, and the highest percentages of those who recognized the variant [i] were found in the
perceptual style of single words. Averaging the percentages for each perceptual style confirms the validity of this
observation: the average percentage of [Ui] recognition in short texts of 3-4 sentences is 3.68%, for simple
sentences the average percentage is 8.52%, the average recognition in a list of three words with at least one of
them recognized as containing [ii] is 14.10%, and the average percentage of those who recognized the
phenomenon in individual words is 20.07% (Table 2). This suggests that our hypothesis regarding the dependence
of recognition on the perceptual style can be considered valid.

Table 2. Average [ii] recognition by perceptual style.

Perceptual Style Average [%]
Short texts (3—4 sentences) 3.68
Simple one-word sentences 8.52
Three-word list (at least one recognized) 14.10
Individual words 20.07

However, one of the other hypotheses is rejected, namely, the assumption that the recognition of [ii] in place of
[1] depends on the sound that follows [1]. The comparison of the data from Figure 31 provides no consistent support
for this claim. It seemed to us that the position at the absolute beginning of the word was important — the highest
percentage of respondents recognized lak — 43.28%, but a low percentage recognized /oso — 6.97%. Thus, this
hypothesis is rejected too.

3.6 Analysis of the Relationships between Socio-Demographic
Characteristics and Recognition of [U] in Place of [l]

Chi-square calculations were done (Goev, Boshnakov, Tosheva, Haralampiev & Bozev, 2019, pp. 116-127;
Aleksova & Tisheva, 2019) to investigate the relationships between socio-demographic characteristics of
respondents and the recognition of [l in place of [1]. If the coefficient p at the analysis of relationships is smaller
than o <0.05, it is assumed that a relationship exists between the respective socio-demographic characteristic and
the recognition of [].

3.7 Correlation between Gender and Recognition of [u] in Place of [l]

In this subsection, we present and analyze the data from the statistical analysis of the relationships between the
variable of gender of the respondents (with two levels: female, male), understood as an independent variable, and
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the recognition of [ii] in place of [1] as a dependent variable. Here we comment only on cases where the presence
of a relationship has been proven.

The analysis shows a relationship between the gender variable and the recognition of [1] substitution in
the short text “Few people (malcina) know that the school renovation starts today. Harmless paints will be
delivered. The renovation will be completed before September 15”. The coefficient p = 0.004, indicating the
presence of a relationship. Specifically, more male respondents accurately identified the mistake, 12.5% compared
to 2.1% female respondents, while among female respondents, more of them responded that there is no mistake,
77.2%, unlike male respondents, 60.7% of them.

In another case where a correlation was found, it was between the gender of the respondents and the
recognition of [0] in place of [I] in the simple sentence She often pets (pogalva) the child, p = 0.043. The
relationship is moderate. Its specific expression is found in the fact that again, among men, there are more who
correctly identified the error, 12.5% compared to 5.5% among women, and among women, there are fewer who
claimed that all the words in the sentence are pronounced correctly, 68.3.2%, unlike men, 75%.

According to p = 0.030, a relationship exists between the gender feature and the recognition of [ii] in place
of [1] in the simple sentence “I will fill (napdlnja) a glass with water”. The relationship is specifically expressed
in the fact that almost the same percentage of women and men accurately identify the presence of [ii] in place of
[1], 16.6% of women and 16.1% of men. More women, however, have found some other type of error (which does
not actually exist), 27.6% compared to men, 10.7%. Accordingly, more men state that there is no error, 73.2%,
compared to women, 55.9%.

As can be seen, there are only three cases where there is a relationship between gender and the recognition
of [1] substitution. Moreover, no stable trend can be inferred as to whether women or men recognize this
phenomenon more often. It is clear that the gender factor is not a strong determinant of the recognition of [ii] in
place of [1].

3.8 Correlations between Age and Recognition of [U] in Place of []

As explained in the Method section, the age feature has the following 7 levels: up to 19 years, from 20 to 30 years,
from 31 to 40 years, from 41 to 50 years, from 51 to 60 years, from 61 to 70 years, and 71 years and over. Analyses
of the relationships show that only between age and recognition of [{i] in place of [1] in the simple sentence “T will
fill (napdlnja) a glass with water” there is a moderately strong connection, as p =0.005. It is specifically expressed
in the fact that with increasing age, the percentage of those who correctly identified the phenomenon also
increases, for example, up to 19 years only 5.9% have correctly recognized it, between 31 and 40 years, 10.3%,
between 61 and 70 years, 40%. The age factor is therefore an even weaker determinant of the recognition of [ii]
in place of [1] compared to the gender factor.

3.9 Correlations between Education and the Recognition of [U] in
Place of [(]

The feature educational level has three levels: primary, secondary or vocational education, and higher education.
Here, we only comment on cases where there is a correlation between this feature and the recognition of [i] in
place of [1].

According to p = 0.003, there is a correlation between the educational level and the recognition of [U] in
place of [1] in the short text “The Balrog (balrogd) appears in the most iconic fantasy work by Tolkien. They were
thought to be fire spirits, most of whom were slain at the end of the First Age of Middle-earth”. Specifically, this
moderate relationship is expressed in the facts that as the educational level increases, the percentage of those who
correctly recognize [li] also increases, 0% for primary education, 4.3% for secondary or vocational education, and
7.8% for higher education, as well as that with the increase of the obtained educational level, the percentage of
those who claim that there is no mistake decreases, 92.9% for primary education, 50% for secondary or vocational
education, and 39% for higher education.

There is a moderate relationship between the educational level and the recognition of [{i] in the simple
sentence “There is a lioness (/avica) in the zoo”. This is evidenced by p = 0.024. This is expressed in the fact that
as the educational level increases, the percentage of respondents who answered that there is no error decreases,
71.4% of those with basic education, 47.8% among those with secondary and vocational education, and 37.6%
among those with higher education.

There is a moderate relationship between the educational level and the recognition of [u] in place of [1] in
the simple sentence “I will fill (napdlnja) a glass with water”. This is demonstrated by p = 0.000. This relationship
is expressed in the fact that the three education groups are arranged in the following order according to the
percentage of respondents who answered that there is no error, the lowest percentage is among respondents with
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higher education, 51.8%, followed by those with primary education (undergraduate students), 57.1%, and the
highest percentage is among respondents with secondary and vocational education, §9.1%.

Only three cases of a relationship between educational level and the [1] substitution were found, which
means that this feature is also a weak determinant of recognition in the perception of the phenomenon of interest.

3.10 Correlations between the Feature ‘Academic Major’ and the
Recognition of [U] in Place of [(]

Academic major is a feature with two levels, philological and non-philological. We included this feature because
according to our preliminary hypothesis, it should be the most significant determinant of successful recognition
of [U] instead of [I]. We made this decision based on the assumption that it is the members of the intelligentsia
with philological background that are the natural bearers of the national standard language norms.

According to p = 0.019, there is a moderate relationship between the major attribute and the recognition
of [U] in place of [1] in the short text “Today you will hear a new piece of music (muzikalno). It can hardly be
considered as belonging to a single genre”. Its specific expression is the fact that among philologists there are
more who correctly (2.8%) or incorrectly (44%) identified some errors than among non-philologists (0% and
29.3%, respectively).

There is a moderately strong relationship between the major and the recognition of [i] in place of [1] in
the word alfa. This correlation has a specific expression in the fact that there are more philologists who recognized
the phenomenon under study, 17.4%, while among non-philologists the percentage is 6.5%. Accordingly, those
who indicated that there is no error among philologists are fewer: 80.7% compared to 93.5% among non-
philologists.

As it becomes clear, only two analyses have shown the existence of relationships. This refutes our
hypothesis that the major in philology will be the most significant determinant of the recognition of [ii] in place
of [1].

3.11 Correlations between the Feature ‘Place of Residence’ and the
Recognition of [U] in Place of [l]

The attribute ‘place of residence’ has the following levels: the capital Sofia, regional city, non-regional city,
village, and outside Bulgaria (abroad). We included it because in the study on the perception of 12 non-standard
variants of speech phenomena, it turned out to be one of the significant determinants of the respondents'
evaluations and attitudes (Aleksova, 2016).

According to p = 0.043, there is a moderate relationship between the ‘place of residence’ feature and the
perception of [U] in place of [1] in the short text “Yesterday morning, he was searching for a file on his computer.
He needed it for an important article. Finally, he found it incorrectly saved in another folder (folddr)”. It is
expressed in the following ordering of the groups by residence: the highest percentage of respondents who
indicated that there was no error were those living outside Bulgaria, 61.5%, followed by those living in regional
cities, 60.7%. Close behind them are those living in rural areas, 60%, next are those living in non-regional cities,
50%. The smallest group of respondents who live in the capital indicated that there was no error, 37%.

There is a moderately strong correlation between the ‘place of residence’ feature and the sequence /dk,
stalba, tulumbicka, with p = 0.011. Specifically, this correlation is expressed in the following ordering of the
groups by residence, with respect to those who did not find an error: the highest percentage is among those living
in regional cities, 85.7%, followed by those living outside Bulgaria, 80.8%, very close to them are those living in
villages, 80%, followed by those living in Sofia, 77.8%, and the lowest percentage is among those living in non-
regional cities, 66.7%.

There is also a moderately strong correlation between the ‘place of residence’ feature and the 3-word list
kalcam, palzya, and salza with p = 0.016. Specifically, it is expressed in the following ordering of groups by
residence, according to those who did not recognize the mispronunciation: the highest percentage is among those
living outside Bulgaria, 92.3%, followed by those living in regional cities, 91.1%, then those living in Sofia, 87%,
followed by those living in non-regional cities, 66%, and the lowest percentage is among those living in villages,
60%.

A moderately strong correlation was also found between the ‘place of residence’ attribute and the sequence
valna, bolno, kdlna, with p = 0.009. Specifically, it finds expression in the following arrangement of groups by
residence according to those who did not find an error: the highest percentage is among those living in regional
cities, 80.4%, followed by those living in Sofia, 78.7%, outside Bulgaria, 79.6%, in villages, 60%, and the smallest
percentage is among those living in non-regional cities, 16.7%.
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There is a moderately strong relationship between the ‘place of residence’ feature and the sequence bolka,
ddlgo, bdlgarski, with p = 0.03. More specifically, it is expressed in the following arrangement of groups by
residence according with respect to those who did not recognize the [I] substitution as an error: almost equal
percentages of those living in non-regional cities, 87.5%, outside Bulgaria, 84.6%, in Sofia, 84.3%, and in regional
cities, 83.3%. The lowest percentage of people who did not recognize the mispronunciation is among village
residents, 60%.

According to p = 0.01, there is a moderately strong relationship between the variable ‘place of residence’
and the recognition of [ii] in place of [1] in the word alfa. The correlation is expressed in the following way: the
highest percentage of people who recognized the phenomenon we are interested in was in the non-regional cities,
33.3%, followed by those living in Sofia, 15.7%, and then by those living outside Bulgaria, 15.4%. Fewer people
recognized the phenomenon in the regional cities, 3.6%. No village residents recognized the pronunciation of [ii]
in place of [1] in the word alfa.

There is a moderately strong relationship between the feature ‘place of residence’ and the recognition of
the substitution of [1] substitution in the word peralnja with a correlation coefficient of p = 0.049. Specifically,
the relationship is expressed in the following order of groups by ‘place of residence’, based on the ‘no-error’
response: the highest percentage was among residents of regional cities, 89.3%, followed by residents of non-
regional cities, 83.3%, then those living outside Bulgaria, 80.8%. Next were those living in Sofia, 75.9%, and
finally those living in villages, 60%.

In 7 cases, there is a relationship between the ‘place or residence’ feature and the recognition of the [i]
pronunciation. This is the largest number of correlations so far. However, no clear trend can be identified among
the groups regarding which one has the highest percentage of people who perceive the substitution of [1] with [u].

4. Conclusion

As it became clear from the analyses of the relationships in the previous sections, all selected socio-demographic
characteristics of the respondents turned out to be weak determinants of the recognition of [ii] in place of [1]. Our
hypothesis regarding their determining power was rejected, and the hypothesis that the recognition of the
appearance of [U] in place of [1] would depend heavily on the factor of specialization was not supported.

The hypothesis that the recognition of [ii] in place of [I] would be dependent on the sound following [1]
was also refuted by the results. No difference in recognition was observed when there was a vowel or a consonant
of a different kind following [1].

It turned out that only one of our hypotheses was proven valid: only perceptual style affects the degree of
recognizability of the substitution of [1] with [1i]. The success of recognizing [ii] in place of [1] decreases with the
decrease in attention to the spoken text, from the perception of a single word, through the perception of a list of 3
words, to the perception of a simple sentence and finally of a coherent text of 3—4 sentences.

The present survey is not representative, so the conclusions apply only to the group of 200 respondents
we interviewed. However, it is a good starting point for conducting other studies, and it also serves as a stimulus
for the realization of a representative national survey, which we consider necessary due to the emerging trend of
more and more members of each successive generation pronouncing [ii] in place of [1].

As far as we know, this is the first perceptual study in Bulgaria to examine the recognition of [ii] in place
of [l], using four distinct perceptual styles and analyzing the relationship between socio-demographic
characteristics and the recognition of [ii] in place of [I]. The results suggest that perceptual style influences the
recognition of [ii] in place of [1], with the highest recognition rates observed in isolated words and the lowest in
extended texts. By contrast, socio-demographic factors such as age, education, gender, and academic background
appear to have only a limited impact on perception. This, in turn, suggests that the substitution of [1] with [ii] may
be broadly internalized across different social groups. It may no longer be marked as a socially or regionally
restricted feature but rather as a development that is gradually becoming a general characteristic of contemporary
spoken Bulgarian.
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Abstract. This study examines the phonetic perception of the Bulgarian phonemes /1/ and /I’/ by learners of Bulgarian as a
foreign language. Two experimental groups from Ukraine and Germany at levels A1-A2 listened to recordings of Bulgarian
versions of nursery songs, followed by an auditory test and an interview designed to assess their perception of // and /I’/ in
various phonological positions. Due to the lexical and phonetic proximity between Bulgarian and their native language, the
Ukrainian participants experienced minimal difficulty perceiving the target phonemes. In contrast, the German-speaking group
encountered challenges in distinguishing /l/ from /I’/. Some learners reported perceiving /l/ as [u] in non-classroom
environments. The experiment revealed shared difficulties in the perception of these consonants, suggesting directions for
further research in phonological perception. The findings may contribute to the development of more effective teaching
methodologies and theoretical approaches in Bulgarian language instruction for non-native speakers.

AécTpakr. [IpoyuBaHeTo H3cieaBa 3ByKoBara MepLemniys Ha poHemure /1/ u /n’/ B ObIArapcKus €3MK OT KYPCUCTH, KOUTO IO
n3ydyaBaT KaTo 4yka. J[Be ekcriepuMeHTaIHM rpynH oT YKpaiiHa u oT 'epmanusi, Ha HUBO A1—A2, nmpociymiBaT 3aucH Ha
OBJITapCKH BEPCUH Ha JICTCKH MECHHU, OCJIESBAHH OT ayJUTHBEH TECT U HHTEPBIO 32 OLICHKA Ha BB3IPHUATHETO HAa (HOHEMHTE
/n/ u /n’/ B pasnuunn nosunuu. [lopaau nexcukamHaTa W (QoHETHYHATA OIM30CT HA €3UIMTE MO OTHOIICHHWE HA JyMH,
ChABPXKALIM /1/ ¥ /I’/, yKpauHcKata rpyna WHTEPBIOMPAHH M3IHTBA MUHHUMAJIHH 3aTpyJIHEHHs. B rpymara CTyJeHTH OT
I'epmaHus Bb3HHKBA BBIIPOCHT 32 AU(EpeHIUPaHeTo Ha /1/ U /1°/. YacT 0T KypCHCTUTE CHIOZEIIST, Ye ca JOJIOBHIN H3roBOpa
Ha /1/ kato [¥] B n3BbHYyueOHa cpena. C mpoBeJCHUs EKCIIEPUMEHT C€ YCTaHOBSBAT HAKOU OOIIY MPOOJIEMH B HEPLEHIUATA
Ha KOHCOHAHTHTE /11/ 1 /1’/, KOUTO Morat Jja ObJaT 0OCKT Ha CJICABAIIY M3CICABAHUS B 00JIACTTa HA 3BYKOBATa IEPLEIHS.
ToBa Ou MorIIO A2 CIOMOTHe 3a paboTaTa HA METOAULM M TEOPETHLM Ha CHbBPEMEHHUsI OBJITapCKH €3MK OT IJIeAHA TOYKa Ha
Yy)KI0€3UKOBOTO O0yUCHHE.

Keywords: phonetic perception, Bulgarian as a foreign language, L-problem

Ki1040BH 1ymMM: 3ByKOBa TEpLENLHs, OBIrapcKH €3UK Kato 4yxkn, JI-npobaemsT

1. Introduction

1.1  The L-Problem in the Bulgarian Language

The articulation and perception issues related to the phoneme /1/ in Bulgarian have been the subject of extensive
research and discussion among scholars both in Bulgaria and abroad. While the pronunciation norm establishes
the lateral and alveodental nature of the consonant /l/ in the standard language (Grammar of Contemporary
Standard Bulgarian [GCSB], 1983), spoken language reveals a different reality — namely, bilabial articulation and
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vocalization. This issue has been addressed from the perspectives of dialectology and phonology (Stoykov, 1956,
1962; Kochev, 2007; Marinov, 2019a, among others), as well as sociolinguistics (Todorova & Atanasova, 2010;
Mitsova & Padareva-Ilieva, 2017; Padareva-Ilieva & Mitsova, 2012, 2014, 2016, 2020; Mitsova, Padareva-Ilieva
& Smakman, 2022; Soroka, 2013; Alboul & Soroka, 2012; Bozhanina, 2014, 2016; Marinov, 2019b, etc.). In the
practice of teaching Bulgarian as a foreign language, the L-problem is of particular importance in relation to
auditory perception (Aleksova, 2016).

1.2 Objective, Research Tasks, and Expected Outcomes

The aim of this study is to investigate the perceptual difficulties associated with the Bulgarian phonemes /1/ and
/I’/ among learners of Bulgarian as a foreign language. The research involved two distinct learner groups. The
first group (Group 1) consisted of participants from Ukraine enrolled in an Al-level language and cultural
integration program for refugees. This group included 10 participants aged between 16 and 40. Six of them
identified Russian as their first language but regarded themselves as bilingual, with Ukrainian as their second
language. Three participants considered Ukrainian their first language. One individual in this group was a native
speaker of a Bulgarian dialect spoken by a Bulgarian minority in Ukraine, who also spoke Russian and Ukrainian
fluently. The second group (Group 2) comprised 10 university students from Germany, also studying Bulgarian
as a foreign language at the A1l level within the context of their academic program in Bulgaria. Eight of these
participants were native speakers of German, while the remaining two were simultaneous bilinguals in Turkish
and German. Both groups had been residing in the Republic of Bulgaria for a period of six to eight months prior
to the experiment. This relatively short period of immersion suggests that the respondents were not yet fully aware
of the articulatory distinctions between the relevant consonants, and thus were unlikely to be influenced or biased
in their perception of the two variants. In order to achieve the research objective outlined above, we conducted an
auditory perception experiment using Bulgarian children’s songs as stimulus material.

We selected four famous children's songs in Bulgarian: Kosenara Ha aBro0yca (Kolelata na avtobusa —
“The Wheels on the Bus”), Iler manku narera (Pet malki pateta — “Five Little Ducks”), Ilet maiimynku (Pet
maimunki — “Five Little Monkeys”), and Kpasara Jlona (Kravata Lola —“Lola the Cow”). The performances were
taken from the YouTube and Spotify channel @HeyKids_bg. HeyKids is a channel run by the company Vveee,
which, in partnership with Animaj, creates and distributes animations and audio recordings of popular children's
stories and songs in various languages. The Nursery Rhymes project offers digital content available in 21
languages worldwide, including Bulgarian. Due to the universality of the lyrics and the songs themselves —
familiar to the participants in their native languages—these were chosen as the listening material for the
experiment.

During the experiment, participants listened to the songs and subsequently completed an auditory test and
an interview. The auditory test involved filling in selected missing words from the song lyrics after two listenings.
These missing words were specifically chosen to assess the perception of /I/ and /1’/. In the interview, participants
were asked to comment on what they found difficult and what they heard in the lyrics of the children’s songs. Our
goal was to determine whether the respondents would have difficulty identifying /l/ on the one hand, and whether
they could differentiate between /I/ and /1’/ on the other. The questions focused exclusively on the perception of
/I/ and /I’/. A third listening and presentation of the lyrics were conducted during the interview.

The song lyrics contained between 60% and 80% of the vocabulary studied up to that point, and up to

70% of the grammatical structures previously covered. The songs were also available in translations into the
respondents’ first languages (German, Russian, Turkish, and Ukrainian), which made the content familiar.
The hypothesis we formulated is as follows: we expected Group 1 to encounter significantly fewer difficulties in
the perception of /I/ and /1’/ compared to Group 2, due to their Slavic language background. For Group 2, we
anticipated challenges in distinguishing between /I/ and /1’/. We also expected that both groups might experience
difficulty perceiving /I/ when it is realized as [w] in certain positions.

2. Procedure of the Study

2.1 Auditory Test

Participants were provided with the lyrics of the selected songs, in which certain words were omitted. They were
instructed to fill in the missing words by hand based on what they heard.
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2.1.1. Konenama na asmobyca (Kolelata na avtobusa, "The Wheels on the Bus")

The missing words were: konena (kolela, "wheels"), uenus (tseliya, "the whole"), nanony (nadolu, "down"),
HaunsiBo (nalyavo, "to the left"), kinakcona (klaksona, "the horn™). In Group 1, all participants correctly filled in the
missing words. In Group 2, three participants wrote "Hanoy" (nadou) and four wrote "Hanono" (nadolo) instead
of Hapony (nadolu). The word "HansBo" (nalyavo) was misspelled as "HanaBo" (nalavo) by three participants. The
remaining words were spelled correctly.

KoJIeJ1aTa HeJIust Ha/l0.1y HAJISABO KJIaKCOHA
rpymna 1 10/10 10/10 10/10 10/10 10/10
rpyna 2 10/10 10/10 3/10 7/10 10/10

2.1.2. Ilem manxu namema (Pet malki pateta, "Five Little Ducklings")

The missing words were: maiku (malki, "little"), uryBaxa (pluvaha, "were swimming"), Hananeu (nadalech, "far
away"), mysaiue (pluvashe, "was swimming"). Participants in Group 1 did not encounter difficulties in writing
the words. Hesitations appeared in Group 2, where one student wrote the forms "nyBaxa" (luvaha) and "nysamie"
(luvashe), and another wrote "myBaxa" (puvaha) and "nmyBame" (puvashe).

MaJIKH IUTyBaxa HaJaneq IUTyBallIe
rpyna 1 10/10 10/10 10/10 10/10
rpymna 2 10/10 8/10 10/10 8/10

2.1.3. I[lem matimynxu (Pet maymunki, "Five Little Monkeys")

The missing words were: sierso (leglo, "bed"), ueno (chelo, "forehead"), nernoro (legloto, "the bed"), mamayranu
(malchugani, "kids"), nsrat (lyagat, "they lie down"). In Group 1, there were two incorrect recordings of
Madyranu, written as Mauyranu (machugani) twice and Mmaouyoranu (maochogani) once. In Group 2, the word
Mamuyranu was recorded four times as mauyranu (machugani). The most difficult word for Group 2 was ssrar,
which nine students wrote as narat (lagat).

JIETJI0 Jes10 JIETJIOTO MAaJYyTraHu Jasrar
rpymna 1 10/10 10/10 10/10 7/10 10/10
rpyna 2 10/10 10/10 10/10 6/10 1/10

2.1.4. Kpasama Jlona (Kravata Lola, "Lola the Cow")

The missing words were: Jlona (Lola), ecnanbona (espanjola, "Spanish [female]"), knatu (klati, "shakes"), ona
(ola, "wave"). In Group 1, the incorrect spellings of Jlona included JIéns (Ljolja) and Jlvons (Ljolja). Two
participants wrote the word ecnianwostst (espanjolya). There were also mistakes in the words knatu and ona, which
appeared as nstu ([jati) and ons (olja), respectively. In Group 2, the only errors were with the verb knatu, written
by seven participants as natu (lati). This mistake is not related to the perception of [1].

Jlona eClaHb0JIa KJIATH 0J1a
rpyna 1 4/10 8/10 8/10 8/10
rpyna 2 10/10 10/10 3/10 10/10
2.2 Interview

During the interview, participants received the written text of the song, after which they listen to each song once
again and answer the following questions:

What exactly did you hear here? (the missing word)

Why did you decide to write the word this way?

Have you heard other variants of this word outside of the learning environment?
To what extent did knowing the song text in your native language help you?
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2.2.1. Konenama na asmobyca (Kolelata na avtobusa, "The Wheels on the Bus")

Participants from Group 1 did not encounter difficulties with the first song and its words. Participants from Group
2 shared that they could not hear a difference when the word is pronounced as [naliavo] and [nalavo]. Those who
wrote the word correctly explained that they used the letter s (ya) because they had seen the word written several
times, but they could not audibly distinguish /I/ and /1i/. The three learners (native German speakers) who wrote
Hasoy (nadou) claim they do not hear the sound /I/ in the position between /o/ and /u/ in the specific word. The
learners reported hearing noy (dou), nanoy (nadou), and nono (dolo) outside of the classroom environment. The
incorrect spelling Hagono (nadolo) is not related to the issue under investigation.

2.2.2. I[lem manxu namema (Pet malki pateta, "Five Little Ducklings")

The results of the interview for the second song were similar. Participants from Group 1 stated that due to the
closeness of the languages, they did not experience any difficulties. In Group 2, two students whose first language
is Turkish mentioned that they were not familiar with the verb muryBam (pluvam, “to swim”) in connection with
the missing word rutyBaxa (pluvaha, “they swam”). All participants in the group reported that they do not hear a
difference between [pluvam] and [pluvam]. In Bulgarian, the two verbs denote distinct meanings: miyBam
(pluvam) means ‘to swim,” whereas mtoBam (pliuvam) represents a colloquial variant of the verb ‘to spit.’

2.2.3 Ilem maimynxu (Pet maymunki ,, Five Little Monkeys *)

In Group 1, the problematic word was malchugani (“little kids”) for three participants who did not perceive the
sound /1/, despite drawing analogies with the words manbk (maldk, “small”) and mamtok (malyuk) in Ukrainian, as
well as manenbkuit (malen kiy) in Russian and Ukrainian. In Group 2, participants who wrote machugani stated
that they could not hear /l/ even after additional listening. Regarding the verb lyagam (“to lie down”), students
once again failed to detect a difference between [liagam] and [lagam], which led to difficulties in writing the
correct verb form used in the song lyrics.

2.2.4. Kpasama Jlona (Kravata Lola, Lola the Cow)

In Group 1, all participants were categorical that “No one speaks like this in Bulgaria” when they received the
correct written text. The respondents confirmed the bilabial pronunciation of [I] by native speakers they had
communicated with. Those who misspelled the name Jlona (Lola) shared that in the Russian and Ukrainian
translations of the text, the cow is called JIbona/JI€na (Liola/Lyola), but in the Bulgarian text, they hear the second
1 as [I]. The comment was identical for ecnanbona (espanyola, "Spanish (female)") and ona (ola, “from Spanish
hola-hello”) — even though these words are foreign to Bulgarian. According to the learners, the pronunciation
imitates Spanish. In everyday life, outside the learning environment, six participants of Ukrainian origin stated
that these words sound like [ecnian’oya] (espanioua) and [oya] (oua). They attributed this to the analogy with the
articulation of the word ano (alo, “hello” — as a typical phone greeting), which they hear in daily life as “ayo”
(auo).

3. Conclusions

The initial hypothesis was confirmed. The first group of interviewees experienced minimal difficulty due to the
lexical and phonetic proximity of Bulgarian, Russian, and Ukrainian with regard to words containing the
phonemes /I/ and /l/. Of particular interest are the comments from Group 1 participants noting that the
pronunciation in the songs does not correspond to their observations of the language in non-academic settings. In
Group 2, the anticipated issue arose concerning the differentiation between /l/ and /Ii/, which appears to be
challenging for native German speakers, likely due to the absence of such a contrast in their first language. Six
participants from Group 1 reported perceiving the pronunciation of /1/ as [ui] in informal spoken contexts, but not
in the songs. In Group 2, only three learners made similar observations. A key factor, of course, is the sound
following [1] and [Ii]. The position of these consonants within words must also be taken into consideration in future
experiments.

The conducted experiment identified and illustrated several common issues in the perception of the
consonants [1] and [1i], which could serve as the basis for further studies in the field of sound perception. This, in
turn, could support the work of methodologists and theorists of contemporary Bulgarian in the context of second-
language instruction.
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1. BbBegeHue

1.1. 1-npobnembT B 6bArapckms e3nk

IIpoGunemute ¢ apTUKyIanusTa U NEpLENnuaTa Ha ¢oHeMara /i/ B ObArapckust €3UK ca IpeaMeT Ha peauia
W3CJIEIBAHUS U AUCKYCUU CpeJl YYCHHTE B CTpaHaTa M 4uyxOuHa. J[OKaTo mpaBoroBopHaTa HOpMa yCTAaHOBSIBA
JaTepaHus U aJIBEOICHTAJIHUS XapakTep Ha KoHcoHaHTa /11/ B kHmkoBHHs e3uK (I'CBKE, 1983), B xuBaTa ped e
HaJIMIIE HeI[O Pa3InYHO — OrIabuaeH H3roBop 1 BoKaau3ays. To3H BBIIPOC Ce pasriiekaa KakTo 10 OTHOLICHHE
Ha JuanekrosorusaTa u ¢ponomnorusta (Stoykov, 1956, 1962; Kochev, 2007; Marinov, 2019a, among others), Taka
u Ha cormonuureuctukata (Todorova & Atanasova, 2010; Mitsova & Padareva-Ilieva, 2017; Padareva-Ilieva &
Mitsova, 2012, 2014, 2016, 2020; Mitsova, Padareva-Ilieva & Smakman, 2022; Soroka, 2013; Albul & Soroka,
2012; Bozhanina, 2014, 2016; Marinov, 2019b; Soroka, 2013; Alboul & Soroka, 2012; Bozhanina, 2014, 2016;
Marinov, 2019b, etc.) B npakTukaTta Ha 4yKI0C3MKOBOTO OOyUCHHE MO OBITapcKH e3uK JI-MpoOaeMbT e BaxkeH
10 OTHOLIEHHUE Ha 3ByKoBata nepuenuus (Aleksova, 2016).

1.2 Llen, 3apaum v ovakBaHW pesyntatm

IenTa, K0ATO cU NOCTaBsIME B TOBA U3CIIE]BAHE, € Ja IPOCIEIUM TPYAHOCTUTE B MEPLENIUATA Ha oHeMUTE /1/
U /1’/ 0T JMIa, KOUTO U3y4yaBaT OBIrapcky e3UK KaTo 4yxa. PaboTuxme ¢ nBa tuna oOyuaemu. IIbpBara rpymna
(rpyna 1) ce cbecTon OT KypcHCTH OT YKpaiiHa, KOWTO M3y4aBaT OBJITapCKH €3UK KaTo Yy>KJ B paMKHUTE Ha
nporpama 3a €3UKOBa M KyJITypHa MHTerpalus Ha OexkaHuu B HUBO Al. Bp3pacroBara rpyna e mexay 16 u 40
TOJIMHH, OpOsT Ha HHTEepBIOMpaHuTe ¢ 10 mymm. 3a mecTuMa Iy PyCKHAT €3HK € IIbPBH, HO Te mpuemar cebe
CH 3a OWJIMHTBHU C BTOPHU €3UK YKPAWHCKU. 3a TPHMa YKPAUHCKUAT € IbPBHU. ENUH OT MHTEpBIOUPAHUTE € HOCUTEI
Ha IUaJeKTeH OBIrapcKu €3MK OT OBJIrapcka MaILMHCTBEHA Ipyna B YKpaiHa, TOBOPEH MapaleslHo ¢ PyCKU U
YKpawHCKH €3WK. BropaTa rpyma (rpyna 2) BKIO4Ba cTyAeHTH oT ['epmanus. Te u3ydaBar ObIrapcku e3uK Kato
uyyxI, HUBO Al B paMkuTe Ha cBoeTo oOydyeHue B bbiarapus, oTHOBO 10 mymu. 3a oceM OT MHTEPBIOMPAHHUTE
HEMCKUST €3UK € ITbPBHU, OCTaHAINTE [BaMa ca HOCUTENHN ¢THOBPEMEHHO Ha TYPCKU U HEMCKH €3UK. J[BeTe rpynu
CTYZAEHTH NpeOrBaBaT Ha TepUTOpUsTa Ha PenyOirka bbarapus B mpoabKeHHE Ha ILIECT JI0 OCEM Mecella MpeIu
MIPOBEXIAHETO HA eKCleprMeHTa. [leprHonbT Ha mpeOruBaBaHe € MHOTO KpPAaThK, 3a Ja OBJAT PeCIOHICHTHTE
JIETalJIHO 3aII03HATH C Pa3IMKUTE IPU U3rOBOpa Ha BBHIIPOCHUTE KOHCOHAHTH, Taka 4ye IpHeMame, 4e Te He ca
CYrecTUpaHU 10 OTHOLIEHHE Ha JBaTa M3roBOpa. 3a Jla MOCTUTHEM IIOCTaBeHaTa HO-rope Lell, IPOBEA0XMeE
ayJJUTUBEH €KCIIEPUMEHT C JIETCKH IIECHU Ha OBJITApCKH €3HK.

W36paxme uetupu nercku necHu: “Konenara Ha aBroOyca”. “Iler manku marera”, “Iler maiiMyHKn”,
“KpaBata Jlona”. M3mbenHeHusaTa ca oT youtube u spotify kanana @HeyKids bg. HeyKids e kanan Ha
KOMIaHUATa Vveee, KOSATO 3ae[HO C Animaj ch3laBa U pasNpoCTPaHABA aHMMAlUHM U 3BYKO3AIHCH KbM Hai-
HOMYJIIPHUTE AETCKU MPUKA3KH U IIECHU Ha pa3innyHu e3uld. [IpoekTsT Nursery rhymes npenoctaBst AUTUTAIHO
ChIbpKaHHe, AOCTBIHO Ha 21 e3uka mo cBeta. EamH oT TaX e Owirapcku. [lopamu yHuBepcamHOCTTa Ha
TEKCTOBETE M CAaMHTE NIECHH, KOUTO ca ITO3HATH Ha yYaCTHUIUTE B EKCIIEPUMEHTA U HA TEXHUTE POJHH €3HUIH, CE
CIIPSIXME TOYHO Ha TAX B H300pa HAa HHCTPYMEHTAPUYM 3a ayIUTHPAHETO.

ITo BpeMe Ha eKCIIepUMEHTa YYACTHHIMTE CIYIIAT IEeCHUTE, Cie] KOSeTO MPEMUHABAT 1Ipe3 ayAUTHBEH
TECT U HHTEPBIO. AyIUTHBHUAT TECT MPEICTABIISABA MOIIBJIBAHE Ha ONPeIeTIeHH JIUTICBALIH TyMH B TEKCTOBETE Ha
NIECHUTE CleA ABE IpocayIiBaHus. JIuncpamure [yMu ca U30paHHu 1e1eHacO4eHO 3a IPOBEPKa Ha MepLeNnuiTa
Ha /1/ ¥ /n’/. B MHTEpBIOTO yYaCTHUIIMTE KOMEHTHPAT KaKBO I'M € 3aTPYJHHUJIO U KaKBO YyBaT B TEKCTOBETE Ha
JeTrckute necHu. LlenTa HY € a yCTaHOBUM JIaJId PECTIOHJICHTHTE IIE C€ 3aTPyIHAT B MACHTH(UIIpaHeTo Ha /11/,
OT ellHa CTpaHa, W Jalu MMaT 3aTpyAHeHus npu audepeHnmanuara Ha /n/ u /n’/, ot apyra. Benpocute ca
HACOYEHH M3LISUIO BbPXY MepLenuusaTa Ha /1/ u /1’/. Tlo BpeMe Ha MHTEPBIOTO CE peau3upa M TPETO MPOCIyIIBaHe
Ha IIECHUTE, KAKTO U 3aII03HABAHETO C TEKCTa UM.

TexcroBere Ha necHuTe chabpxkar Mexay 60 u 80% ot usydeHara 10 MoMeHTa Jekcuka u 10 70% or
HU3YUYCHUTC rpaMaTU4YHU KOHCTPYKIHH. Ilecaure umar NpeBOA Ha I'bPBUS €3UK Ha UHTCPBIOHUPAHUTEC (HCMCKI/I,
PYCKH, TYPCKH, YKPaUHCKH), KOETO TH IPaBH II03HATH KaTO ChABbPIKAHHUE.

Xwurmoresara, KOSITO IIOCTaBsIME, MOKeM 1a GopMyaupame 1Mo CIeIHUS HAUMH: [PEIBapUTEIHO OYaKBaMe
I'pyna 1 ma u3nura MHOTO MO-MAJIKO 3aTpyIHEHHUS NP MEpUenusITa Ha /J1/ u /n’/ B cpaBHeHue ¢ ['pyna 2, mopaau
CIaBstHCKHs cH mpou3xod. OT rpyna 2 oyakBaMe TPYIAHOCTH B audepeHIuanusTa Ha /1/ u /i’/. BeposTHu ca
3aTpyIHEHHS [IPU JBETE TPYIHU B MEPLENIHITA Ha /11/ ¥ BB3IIPUEMaHETO My Kato [¥] B olpeaeneH: O3HIHH.
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2. XopAa Ha wu3dcnegBaHETo

2.1 AypgutmeeH TecT

npeaocTraBsd C€ Ha YYAaCTHUIHUTC TCKCTHT Ha IIECEHTA C JIMIICBAIlM AYMH, KOUTO TC Tpﬂ6Ba Ja TIOII'bJIHAT
COOCTBEHOPBYHO.

2.1.1. ,,Konenama na asmodyca”™
JIMICBAINM TyMH: KOJIeNa, IeNus, Haloly, HalsiBO, KJIaKCOHA. B mbpBa Tpyna BCHUKM YYACTHHULM ca 3aIHCaIH

KOPEKTHO aymuTe. B rpyma 2 TpuMa aymm ca Hamucaiu aymara ,,Hajoy W 4eTHpUMa — ,,Hajo0”. Tpu rpemsu
3aMUCBaHU Ce MOSIBSIBAT IIPH AyMara ,,HaJIiBO  KaTo ,,HanaBo” OCTaHAINTE IyMH ca KOPEKTHO HAIMCaHH.

KOJIeJIATa HeJIust Ha0.Ty HAJISBO KJIAKCOHA
rpyna 1 10/10 10/10 10/10 10/10 10/10
rpyna 2 10/10 10/10 3/10 7/10 10/10

2.1.2. [lem manku namema

JIUIICBAIY TyMU: MaJIKH, IUTyBaxa, Hajajied, IuTyBaile.
VYyacTHUIMTE OT TBPBaTa rpyIa He ca CPEIIHAIY 3aTPyTHCHUS B 3alIMCBaHEeTO Ha Aymute. Konebanus ce Bukaar
NpU BTOpaTa Tpyla, B KOATO €IMH CTYJCHT € Hamucaia pOopMuTe ,JiyBaxa” | ,JlyBaimie”’, ¥ eIuH — ,iyBaxa” U
,IyBamie”.

MAJIKH I1yBaxa Hajaiey TJTyBale
rpyna 1 10/10 10/10 10/10 10/10
rpyna 2 10/10 8/10 10/10 8/10

2.1.3. Ilem maumynxu

Jlurcpamy Jymu: Jeriio, 4eno, JErjaoTo, MaTdyyraHy, Jiarar

B rpyna 1 uma rpenso 3anicBaHe Ha MaJdyraHu — JBa ITbTH, KaTo ,,MauyraHu” U BEHBX ,,Mao4oranu’. B rpyma
2 nymara ,Malr4dyraHu” € 4eTHpU IIbTH 3allcaHa ¢ BapuaHT ,Mauyranu’. Haii-TpyzaHa 3a rpyna 2 ce okasBa
Jymara ,,Jisirat’, KoATo JeBEeT CTYJIEHTH ca Halucaly KaTo ,,Jlarar’.

JIerJ10 4eJio JIerJI0TO MAaJIYyTaHH Jsirat
rpyna 1 10/10 10/10 10/10 7/10 10/10
rpyna 2 10/10 10/10 10/10 6/10 1/10

2.1.4. Kpasama Jlona

JluncBanyu mymu: Jloma, ecnanbona, KJIaTH, ojia.

B rpyma 1 morpemmnoTo 3ammcBaHe Ha ,,Jloma” e ¢ Buma ,,JI€na” u ,,JIpons”. [IBama y4acTHHIIM ca HamWCaIId
Jymara ,,eClianpoiisl . I'perrky nma 1 B 3alIMcBaHeTo Ha “KiiaTi’ M ~0j1a”, KOUTO Ce OSBABAT KaTo ,JIATH U ,,0515 .
B rpymna 2 rpemxure ca camo Tpu riarofa ,,KJIaTH, KOWTO € HAIlMCaH OT CelleM IyIu KaTo “matw’. Tas3u rpemka
HE € CBbp3aHa ¢ Bh3IpHUEeMaHeTo Ha [J1].

Jlojqa €CMaHb0JIA KJIATH 0J1a
rpymna 1 4/10 8/10 8/10 8/10
rpyna 2 10/10 10/10 3/10 10/10
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2.2 WHTtepsto

B HWHTCPBIOTO YYaCTHHUIUTE CC 3aIll03HABAT C TCKCTAa Ha NMECEHTAa B MMCMCH BAapHUaHT, CJICA KOCTO CIIymiaT OIIC
BCIHBK BCAKA IICCCH U OTTOBAPAT HA CICAHUTC BBIIPOCHU!

KakBo TouHO uyxTe Tyk? (IporycHaTaTa ayma).

3amo pemmxre 1a HalumieTe JyMara o To3| HauuH?

UyBauu 11 cTe ApYrd BapUaHTH Ha Ta3u JlyMa U3BbH yueOHa cpena?
Jlokonko Bu momorHa no3HaBaHeTo Ha TEKCTa Ha TIeceHTa Ha Bamms e3uk?

’

2.2.1. “Konerama na asmobdyca’

VYyactaunure ot I'pyna 1 He ca cpeliHany TpyAHOCTH C IbPBATa IIECEH U JyMUTE B Hesl. YuacTHULUTE oT ['pyna
2 cHojensT, 4e He 4yBaT pas3iiMKa, KOrato aymara ce Ipou3Hece KaTo [Hai’aBo| u [HanaBo]. Tes3u, kouto ca
Halucaly MPaBWJIHO JyMaTa, CIOJAENAT, Y€ Nuiiar OykBa 8, 3all0TO Cca Cpellald AyMmara HSIKOJIKO IBTH
HalMCcaHa, HO HEe MOTaT Ja pa3jindaT CIyXxoBo /i1/ v /n’/. Tpumara KypcuCTH (C ITbPBU €3MK HEMCKH), KOUTO ca
HAaIMCalH ,,HaJl0y”’, TBBPJIAT, Y€ HE UyBaT 3BYK /J1/ B MO3HLIUS MEXy /0/ ¥ /y/ B KOHKpeTHaTa ayma. Kypcucrure
3asBsIBaT, Y€ W3BBH ydeOHa cpema ca dyBald ,J0y W ,,HAA0Yy , KakTo U ,jgono”. [lorpemHoro wm3nmcBaHe
,,HAJIOJIO* HE € CBHP3aHO C M3CIIeABAHUS IPOOIeM.

2.2.2. Ilem manku namema

CxonHHU ca pe3yiTaTuTe OT MHTEPBIOTO 3a BTOpaTa MeceH. YUaCTHUIUTE OT IbpBa IpyIa 3asBABAT, Y€ NOpaau
0IM30CTTa Ha €3ULUTE HEe Ca MMall HUKaKBH 3aTpynHeHus. B I'pyna 2 nBama CTyJEeHTH ¢ IBPBU TYpPCKH €3UK
CIIOJIENINXa, Y€ He TI03HaBaT IJaroja “IiIyBaM” BbB Bpb3Ka C JIMNCBAIIaTa AyMa ,,JUTyBaxa®. Bcuuky yyacTHULM
OT IpyIara 3asBsBaT, Y€ He UyBaT pa3jivka MeX1y [IulyBam] U [rm1’yBam].

2.2.3. Ilem mavimynxu

IIpu rpymna 1 mpoGiieMHa Tyma ce OKa3Ba ,,MaTdyraHu” 3a TPHUMa OT YYaCTHULIUTE, KOUTO He UyBaT /J1/, BEIPEKH
4e TpaBsAT aHAJIOTHUS C IYMHTE ,,MATBK~ U ,,MaIIOK~ B YKPAHHCKH U ,,MAIEHBKAN~ B PYCKU U YKPaWHCKH e3uK. B
rpyna 2 yJ9acTHHIMTE, HAIIMCAIN “MadyraHn’ 3asBsBaT, ye He YyBaT /1I/ JOpH NPH AOMBIHUTEIHO IPOCTyIIBaHE.
ITo oTHOMIEHME Ha ri1aroia “niraM” OTHOBO CTYAEHTHTE HE OTKPHUBAT pasjiMKa B U3rOBOpa Ha [i1’aram] u [saram],

3aToBa ce 3aTPYAHSIBAT Ja HAIHMIIAT MPABIIIHO (JopMaTa, H3II0I3BaHA B TEKCTA HA MIECEHTA.
2.2.4. Kpasama Jlona

B rpyna 1 Bcuuku yyacTHuUIU Osixa kateropudsy, 4e “B Bearapus HHKoH He roBopu Taka”, KOraTo HOJy4YHXa
NPaBHIIHOTO M3IIMCBAHE HA TEKCTa. PECIIOHACHTUTE MOTBBPIKAABAT OMIa0HaIHHS H3TOBOD Ha [JI] OT HOCUTENIUTE
Ha e3MKa, ¢ KouTo ca obmyBanau. Crpemmnnre uMeto Jlona cropensr, 4e B pycKus U YKpauHCKHS IIPEBOJ Ha
TEKCTa KpaBaTa ce ka3pa JIbona/Jléna, HO B OBJITApCKHs TEKCT, T€ YyBaT U BTOPOTO JI Kato [11°]. neHTHueH e
KOMEHTaphT 34 ,,ecllaHboja” 1 ,,051a”° — IpHU BCE Y€ TyMHUTE ca 4yXKIu 3a Obarapckus e3uk. Criopes KypcuCcTUTe
NPOU3HOIIEHNETO € MMHUTHPALIO HUCIIAHCKH €3HK. B exeqHeBHeTo, M3BBH ydeOHATa cpefa, Cropen IIecTHMa
KYPCHCTH OT YKpAaWHCKHU MPOM3XOJ, 1€ 3BY4H KaTo [ecran’oya] u [oya]. KaTo npuuuHa Te U3THKBAT aHAIOTa C
apTUKyJIanusaTa Ha AyMaTa ,,all0, KOATO 4yBaT B €XKEIHEBHETO CH KaTo ,,ayo™. 3a ,Jatu”’ (BMECTO ,,KIaTH')
KOMEHTapbT e, Ue JyMaTa e Helo3HaTa U SICHO ce UyBa /J1/, HO He M KOHCOHAHTHT B IPeIXoIHa no3unus. [lonooHo
€ TBBPJCHUETO Ha 7 KypCHUCTH OT Ipyla 2, 0 YHUTO JIYMH c€ 4uyBa [1’aTH]. 3a OCTaHAIUTE AYMH OTHOBO
apTUKYJALUATa, KOSTO IEMOHCTPUPAT CTYEHTUTE IIPH HHTEPBIOTO, ChBIIAIa 1M0-CKopo ¢ [J1°].

3. WV3Boau

ITppBOHauaHaTa XUNOTE3a ce MOTBBbpAU. [IbpBaTa rpyna MHTEPBIOMPAHW M3MUTA MUHUMAIHU 3aTPYIHEHUS
HOPaJ JIEKCUKAIHATa ¥ GOHETHYIHATA OJIM30CT Ha OBIArapcKu, PyCKH M YKPaUHCKH €3HK 110 OTHOIICHHE Ha TyMH,
ChIbpXKaIM poHemute /1/ 1 /1°/. IHTEpec mpeIcTaBIsIBaT KOMEHTapHUTe HAa KYPCUCTHTE OT rpyIma 1, 4e H3roBopbT
B IIECHUTE HE CHBNAAa ¢ HAOIIONEHMATA MM 3a €3MKa B M3BbHY4YeOHa cpena. B rpyma 2 oyakBaHO Bb3HUKHA
BBIIPOCHT 32 IU(PEPEHIIMPAHETO HA /J1/ 1 /II’/, KOETO € TPYAHO 32 HOCHTENN Ha HEMCKH €3HK 10 BCSIKa BEPOSITHOCT
ropajiy JINIcaTa Ha TakaBa AudepeHnuanus B IbpBHUs €3UK, Ha KOHTO ca HocuTenu. [llecTuMa OT KypcucTuTe ot
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rpyna 1 coiessr , ue ca JOJIOBHIM U3roBopa Ha /11/ kato [¥] B n3BbHYuUeOHa cpea, Ho He U B ecHuTe. OT rpyma
2 3a TOBa cHOOIIABAT caMoO TpUMa KypcucTH. KirtouoB MOMEHT e, pa3bupa ce, 3BykbT ciex [i1] u [1°]. [Tosunusra
Ha Te3W KOHCOHAHTH B [yMHUTE CBHIIO CJIE/BA J]a C€ B3EME 110/ BHUMAHHUE IPH MPOBEXIAHETO Ha M0-HATATHIIHU
EKCIIEPUMEHTH.

C npoBeneHUs] eKCIIEPUMEHT YCTaHOBUXME M MOCOYMXME HAKOM OOIIM MpoOieMH B NEpUENuusaTa Ha
KOHCOHAHTHUTE /11/ ¥ /11’/, KOUTO Morar Jia ObaT 00EKT Ha JIPYTH CICIBAILY H3CIeIBaHHS B 00J1aCTTa Ha 3ByKOBaTa
nepuenuust. ToBa Ou MOTJIO 1a CIIOMOTHE 32 padoTaTa Ha METOAUIN U TEOPETHIHN Ha CHBPEMEHHHS OBIrapcku
€3HK OT IVIeIHa TOUKA Ha Ty>KI0E€3UKOBOTO OOyUYEHHE.
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Stimulus material

Kolelata na avtobusa, "The Wheels on the Bus". Konenara na aBro0yca
https://open.spotify.com/track/13kH4Q31lyCcROMDcumF5Z0?si=97294b4041484a38
Pet malki pateta, "Five Little Ducklings". Iler manku narera
https://open.spotify.com/track/4bAQUP7w4dF4LOIx6 Wkt6q?si=b29d6cafd4ecad4a3
Pet maymunki ,,Five Little Monkeys*. IleT maiimyHku
https://open.spotify.com/track/691tjUUjm3kNwkjzjSeeyL?si=aaSbc662fa6b45¢2
Kravata Lola, Lola the Cow. Kpasara Jlona
https://open.spotify.com/track/1qP3wpqTCuiC7XGBaxhWPA ?si=4b8e4c049fde491d
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