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Alenka Jelovsek, Tomaz Erjavec
ZRC SAZU, Fran Ramovs Institute of the Slovenian Language, Ljubljana, Jozef
Stefan Institute, Ljubljana

A corpus-based study of 16th-century Slovene clitics
and clitic-like elements

The article presents a corpus-based linguistic investigation of the spelling variation in
16" century Slovene, focused on clitics and clitic-like elements. Based on a sample from
three works of Slovene Protestant writers that was automatically modernised and then
hand-corrected, cases where one original word is represented as two modernised words
and vice-versa are analyzed, as well as synchronic orthographical variants of the most
commonly bound clitics and their distribution, thus contributing to the general description
of the spelling variation of the period.

Clanek predstavlja na korpusu osnovano jezikoslovno raziskavo pisne variantnosti v slo-
venskem knjiznem jeziku 16. stoletja s poudarkom na naslonkah in njim podobnih ele-
mentih. Na podlagi vzorca iz treh del slovenskih protestantskih piscev, ki je bil avtomat-
sko posodobljeni in nato ro¢no popravljen, so analizirani primeri, ko eni izvorni besedi
ustrezata dve posodobljeni in obratno. Predstavljene so tudi pisne razli¢ice najpogostejsih
naslonk, ki so v 16. stoletju zapisane skupaj z naglaseno besedo, in njihova distribucija, s
¢imer se dopolnjuje opis pisne variantnosti v obravnavanem obdobju.

1 Introduction

When the first standard written version of Slovene was established in the sec-
ond half of the 16th century, the texts produced during this period displayed
pioneering attempts at establishing an orthographic paradigm, as written Slo-
vene had been used only sporadically between the end of the 10" and the mid-
dle of the 16™ century. Lacking an established spelling tradition of their lan-
guage, Slovene Protestant writers resorted to adapting the New Latin and Early
New High German orthographic systems in various ways to represent Slovene
(Slavic) phonemes, causing discrepancies and clashes within and across dif-
ferent texts (cf. Neweklowsky 1984: 394, Ahaci¢ 2014: 262-267). These and
other examples of spelling variation — combined with a considerable number of
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inconsistencies — contributed to creating a high degree of variation at the onset
of written Slovene in the early modern period.

While the topic has been dealt with in numerous studies using traditional lin-
guistic methods (e.g. MerSe, Jakopin, Novak 1993; Toporisi¢ 2008/2009), this pa-
per undertakes a corpus-based linguistic investigation of the spelling variation in
16" century Slovene both from the diachronic and synchronic points of view. The
investigation is based on a manually annotated sample from three books, and it
concentrates on clitics and clitic-like elements. We identify such words by compar-
ing the spelling conventions of the early modern period to those of contemporary
Slovene using normalised forms of the originals, where we observe cases where
one orthographic word is nowadays written as two or more words (1-n mapping) or
vice-versa (n—1 mapping). The normalisation also enables the identification of the
orthographical variants of the most commonly bound clitics and their distribution,
thus contributing to the general description of the spelling variation of the period.

This study builds on the work presented in Erjavec and Jelovsek (2013) and
presents a first attempt to analyse clitic-like elements in 16™ century Slovene,
as these elements stand out as some of the most widely-occurring, problematic
cases, which warrant analytical methods beyond a manual, traditional approach.
It also provides an example of how corpus-based methods can be used to more
thoroughly explore spelling variation based on a large quantity of data.

The rest of the paper is structured as follows: Section 2 details the data sam-
ples that are used in our analysis, Section 3 gives the linguistic analysis of the
data, and Section 4 gives some conclusions and directions for further work.

2 The data

In our investigation we have concentrated on samples from three important 16"
century Slovene books, given below with their identifiers, which we will use in
the rest of this paper:
e TT 1557: Primoz Trubar. Ta pervi deil tiga Noviga teftamenta [ The First Part
of the New Testament] (Tilibingen, 1557);
» JPo 1578: Jurij Juri€i€. Poftilla [Postil] (Ljubljana, 1578);
» TPo 1595: Primoz Trubar. Hifhna po/tilla [House Postil] (Tlibingen, 1595)

The books were chosen for their high degree of orthographical variation. As
Primoz Trubar was the author of the first Slovene printed book (Cathechismus,
1550), thus establishing basic orthographical rules of the period, two of his works
were included in the analysis: the first one from the period when Trubar was still
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building his orthographical system and the other his last, posthumously published
work that was edited by his successors and highly influenced by their often differ-
ent spelling choices. The third work included in the analysis, Juri¢i¢’s Postil, was
chosen for the same reason. Jurij Juri¢i¢ was historically much less significant
author, but being an immigrant from Croatia, he was influenced by his native
tongue and its orthographical tradition (cf. Rigler 1968: 194-195, 221-222).

The three books were already available in a digital diplomatic transcription', i.e.
one that was faithful to the printed books. The transcriptions were encoded in XML
with mark-up for various structural units, as well marking the language of a span of
text. From this basis we first constructed a corpus containing all the running Slovene
texts of the three books, i.e. without the front pages, page numbers, printer’s marks,
or German text. This corpus was then automatically tokenised, i.e. split into words
and punctuation symbols, and segmented to sentences. As the texts are quite long, this
complete corpus includes almost 30,000 sentences and over 865,000 words, with TT
1557 having about 163,000, JPo 1578 215,000 and TPo 1595 487,000 words.

We then made a sample from each book, initially encompassing 200 sentenc-
es, which were first automatically modernised with the CSMTiser tool? (Ljubesi¢
et al. 2016; Scherrer and Ljubesi¢ 2016), which is a machine learning program
that was trained on the manually word-modernised goo300k corpus of historical
Slovene (Erjavec 2015). The automatic modernisation was then hand-corrected
using the WebAnno platform (Eckart de Castilho et al. 2014). In the annotation
process, sentences that were very short or contained errors were removed.

Book Sentences | Tokens Words Original | Modern Modern /
types types Original
TT 1557 |64 2,375 2,009 876 830 94.7%
JPo 1578 | 112 5,446 4,563 2,013 1,851 92.0%
TPo 1595 | 141 8,417 7,125 2,248 2,024 90.0%
ALL 317 16,238 13,697 4,471 3,547 79.3%

Table 1. Statistics over the samples.

Table 1 gives the final counts over the samples, split by book and in total. To-
gether, the dataset contains just over 300 sentences and 16,000 tokens or almost
14,000 word tokens, the other tokens being punctuation symbols. The size of the
three samples is considerably different, as different numbers of sentences were

'The digital library that contains also the complete three books is available at https://
stage.termania.net/korpus16/.
2 The tool is available from https:/github.com/clarinsi/csmtiser.
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deleted from the initial samples. In the table, the “types” columns give the num-
ber of different (lower-cased) original and modernised words, i.e. the lexicon of
each sample and their union. The original types correspond to the words in the
transcriptions, and the modern ones to the manually normalised ones; as could
be expected, the latter is lower than the former, as normalisation removes varia-
tion in spelling. The last column gives the ratio between the two, and shows that,
interestingly, there is least book-internal spelling variation in the first and oldest
book (about 5%), while the second has about 8%, and the third as high as 10%,
which can be attributed to the influence and inconsistency of the editors of the
text (cf. Rigler 1968: 203-204, 230). Finally, the last row shows that, expectedly,
spelling variation taken over all three book samples together is much greater,
with almost 20% reduction in the size of the modern word-form lexicon.

Book |Words [n-m |% |1-n |% |n-1 |% |Types n-m % |1 (% [n-1 [%
TT 2,009 |116 (58|94 [4.7|24 |12|876 |78 |89 |62 |7.1 |18 |21
1557
JPo 4,563 |387 |85(362 |79(28 |0.6/2013 |264 |13.1 {240 |119 |27 |13
1578
TPo |7,125 |272 |3.8(208 |29(85 |1.2|2248 |180 |80 |134 |60 |51 |23
1595
ALL |13,697 | 775 |5.7]664 |4.8|137 |1.0|4471 493 |11.0 |411 |92 |92 |2.1

Table 2. Statistics over clitic-like elements in the samples.

Because the focus of the paper is on clitics and clitic-like elements, we quantify
the samples in terms of how many words have changed their word boundaries.
Table 2 first repeats the number of word tokens and then gives the number of
cases of word-boundary changing words, also divided into 1-n (splits) and n—1
(joins), also with percentages over the total number of word tokens. After the
tokens, this information is also given for the lexicon of the samples and overall.

As can be seen, the overall percentage of split and joined word tokens is
5.7%, with JPo 1578 having the highest percentage, and TPo 1595 the lowest,
less than half of that of JPo 1578.% Of these, the vast majority is for cases where
a word is now split, with merges constituting, overall, only about one sixth of
the cases. Interestingly, while JPo 1578 has the highest ratio of splits, it has the
lowest number of joins. In terms of the lexicon, the proportion of split or joined
words is about twice as high as for tokens, meaning that they tend to be fairly low
frequency words, and this holds for both splits and joins.

3 The difference can be mainly attributed to the spelling of non-syllable prepositions
in TPo 1595 with an apostrophe and considered freestanding (see below).
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3 Analysis

The sample corpus* was first imported into the noSketch Engine concordancer
of the CLARIN.SI research infrastructure® and the analysis was performed using
this tool. The noSketch Engine offers powerful functionality for corpus analysis:®
it supports annotated corpora and the so called CQL language for querying, al-
lows displaying of concordances as well as wordlist, etc. So, for example, it is
simple to restrict the query only to parts of the corpus (such as samples from only
one book), or to query via regular expressions (such as “k.*” for all words begin-
ning with “k”.

In the import the split and merged tokens were joined with the underscore, “ ”,
with the original tokens having the default “word” attribute, and the normalised
ones the “norm” attribute. It is thus easy to find all the clitic tokens, in particular,
these are the CQL queries that return all the concordances of the such tokens:

o [word=".* .*”]i.e. find all word tokens that contain any string, followed by
the underscore and followed by any string,
* [morm="* .*”] i.e. the same but over the “norm” attribute.

The normalisation also enabled the identification of the spelling variants of the
most commonly bound clitics — non-syllable prepositions £ ‘to’, v “in’ and z ‘with’
— in the analysed sample. As the analysis of the preposition v showed the influ-
ence of traditional non-distinguishing between the consonant /v/ and the vowel
/u/, a parallel relationship between the consonant /j/ and the vowel /i/ was also
examined even though it rarely occurred in the clitics. The results are presented
below.

3.1 Two modernised words as one original word

As shown in Table 3, the most predominant among the bound words are non-
syllable prepositions v ‘in(to)’, k£ ‘to’, and z ‘with’ (cf. Novak 2011: 127) that
account for 75% of instances in the analysed corpus while also displaying a high

4 Although not further discussed here, the complete corpus is composed of two sub-
corpora: the one we are discussing here, named “clt”, and another one, named “rnd”,
which was also manually annotated and is roughly the same size as the “clt” one. The
two subcorpora are in the corpus distinguished by the value of the “subset” attribute
on paragraphs, so “<p subset="clt”>" identifies the paragraphs belonging to the sample
discussed here.

3> The corpus under the CLARIN.SI noSketch Engine is available at
https://www.clarin.si/noske/run.cgi/corp_info?corpname=zrcl6clt&struct_attr stats=1. T

6 The manual is available at https://www.sketchengine.eu/user-guide/.
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degree of original variation (as described below). The majority of the remaining
instances are also clitics, most frequently the negative proclitic ne ‘not’ followed
by the enclitic particle /i “whether, if”. In some cases, enclitical conditional parti-
cle bi and reflexive particle se also form one orthographical word with their hosts,
as do proclitical one-syllable prepositions na ‘on’, 0b ‘at, by’, pri ‘at, beside’ and
za ‘for, behind’.

In individual instances two accented words are also written as one orthographi-
cal word. Most frequently those are phrases consisting of adjective + noun (e.g.
visji_far ‘high priest’, figino_drevo ‘fig tree’ and in reverse word order gnade bo-
gat ‘merciful’) or adverb + verb (domov _iti ‘to go home’, zoper stati ‘to resist’). As
the analysed texts are translations from German where the quoted forms are com-
pounds (Hocherpriester ‘high priest’, Pfeigenbaum ‘fig tree’, gnadenreich ‘merci-
ful’; heimgehen ‘to go home’, wiederstehen ‘to resist’) it can be assumed they were
written together under the influence of German orthography.’

The absolute numbers of specific clitics partially correlate with the preva-
lence of bound variants in comparison with the freestanding variants of those clit-
ics: the non-syllable prepositions predominantly form one orthographical word
with their hosts (most notably v — in more than 90% of instances — while £ is
bound in approx. 70% and z in 70% of instances). Among other clitics the particle
/i is bound in 85% of instances and the negative ne is in approx. 40%, while the
rest are freestanding in more than 90% of instances or their number is too small
to be statistically relevant.

Word | TT 1557 JPo 1578 TPo 1595 All

bound |free bound |free bound |free bound |free
v 49 0 105 0 78 19 238 19
k 23 0 73 0 35 53 127 53
z 12 1 61 0 47 77 120 78
li 1 1 46 2 0 5 47 8
ne 0 14 43 14 21 60 63 88
bi 0 15 9 34 0 82 9 131
se 2 20 2 73 0 120 4 213
na 0 23 0 62 3 67 3 152
ob 0 1 1 0 0 1 1 2
pri 0 2 1 7 0 9 1 18
za 0 13 4 15 2 39 6 67

Table 3. Most frequent bound words.

" For various mechanisms of borrowing from German into Slovene cf. eg. Legan
Ravnikar 2017: 36.
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Nearly all freestanding variants of non-syllable prepositions occur in TPo 1595.
The only exception is the single instance of freestanding preposition z in TT 1557
but the variant used is one-syllable allomorph zo (see below).

However, even in TPo 1595 bound variants of v are highly predominant (ap-
prox. 80% of instances) while prepositions z in k are bound in approx. 40% of
instances.

The majority of bound variants of other clitics can be found in other analysed
work, JPo 1578. Only in that text are the enclitic bi and one-syllable prepositions
ob (obkratkim “in short’) and pri (prifebi ‘with himself”) bound in some instances
while predominantly remaining freestanding.

nepotrebuiesh/ne potrebujes dabi/da_bi  te/te gdo/kdo kay/kaj  vprashal/vprasal
NEGﬁneedzsg_ THAT would you, ., anyone anything asked
“You don’t need that anyone asks you anything.’

Kadarbi/kadar_bi pak/pa tudi/tudi vlelei/vselejSalnce/sonce  [yalo/sijalo [...]
when_would however also always  the sun shone
‘However, when the sun would always shine ...’

In JPo 1578 we also find the majority of instances when negative particle ne is
written together with its host word (in Juri€i¢’s text that spelling is three times
more frequent than freestanding variant). Even more predominant is the bound
variant of the particle /i (which is freestanding only in 5% of instances) while the
reflexive pronoun se, though in some instances bound, predominantly remains
freestanding.

In TPo 1595 bound variants of one-syllable prepositions na ‘on’ (but limited
to phrase naznanje dati ‘to inform”) and za ‘for’ (eg. kaj zaen /kaj za en/ as a
calque translation for German was fiir ein ‘what kind of”) are used in individual
instances but predominantly these prepositions are freestanding. The negative
particle ne is bound in approx. 25% of cases.

In TT 1557 only individual instances of enclitics /i and se are written together
with their host words:

Hozhesli/hoces li popolnom/popolnom biti/biti [ ...]
want, perfect to be
‘If you want to be perfect ...’

Vsdignifle/vzdigni_se , inw/in uerfille/vrzi_se umurie/v_morje
litt REXLEXIVE and throw REXLEXIVE in_sea
‘Lift yourself and throw yourself in the sea.’
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3.2 One modernised word as two original words

While in cases where two modernised words form one original word clear pat-
terns can be discovered, the reverse cases are sporadic or can be identified as
errors in the original books. The one exception is the superlative adjective/adverb
prefix naj-/nar- ‘the most’ that is orthographically bound with its root only in
about 25% of instances. Of interest are also cases when beginnings of words that
are homonymous with non- or one-syllable prepositions are separated from the
remainder of the word with an apostrophe (eg. s’ nameinja ‘signs’, s’_derfhati ‘to
endure’, do_bruta ‘goodness’, sa_dofti ‘enough’).

3.3 Variants of the preposition &

In the analysed corpus 5 spelling variants of the preposition k& were attested. Besides
bound variant <k >* that appears in approx. 60% of instances spelling <h > is used
in around 10% of cases. /H/ as an allomorph of the preposition £ is also used in mo-
dern day Slovene but it is limited to host words starting with a velar (/k/, /g/) while
in the 16th century Slovene its use was positionally less limited as it could also be
used in front of other plosives (in the analysed corpus it is attested in front of /b/, /p/
and /t/, but the variant <k> is used in front of those consonants with approximately
equal frequency.’ <h > is the most frequent in TT 1557, while being rarely used in
JPo 1578. In TPo 1595 the preposition with an apostrophe prevails for both vari-
ants, <k’>and <h’>. The latter is used not only in front of plosives /b/, /p/ and /t/ but
also when the host word starts with affricates /c/ and /¢/'.

Another variant of the preposition k is <q_> that appears only in TT 1557
in front of the host starting with a v- (quom for k vam ‘to you’; in one instance
the usual spelling of the preposition <k > can also be found — kuam). In general,
in the analysed corpus the letter g appears only in front of u as a spelling for the
consonant cluster /kv/ (eg. cerque ‘churches’).

3.4 Variants of the preposition z

The spelling of the preposition z shows similar variation. As £, it has two allo-
morphs: voiced /z/ used in front of voiced consonants and vowels and voiceless /s/
used in front of voiceless consonants. While the spelling of both /s/ and /z/ in the
16" century Slovene was highly inconsistent (<s>, <[>, <[s> and <[> were used for
both while /s/ could also be written as <s{> and <3> and /z/ as <z> (Ahaci¢ et al.

8 Angle brackets indicate graphemes. Underscore indicates a bound variant.

9 Merse, Jakopin and Novak (1992: 330) state that in Trubar’s works <k> is predomi-
nant in front of vowels and sonorants while <h> prevales in front of voiceless plosives.

07n TPA these are €5 and f7; the first was generally graphically represented with
<c> or <z>, the second with <zh> (Ahaci¢ et al 2011: 29).
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2011: 31); in the translation of the Bible <[> prevailed for /s/ and <s> for /z/) in the
role of preposition and thus in word initial position only <s> and <[> were used''.

In front of voiced consonants and vowels the preposition was usually spelled
as <s>, <[> appears only once (fmyrom ‘in peace’).

In cases where the host word starts with a voiceless consonant <[> is used
more frequently, however <s> appears in more than a third of instances, most
notably in JPo 1578 where it is consistently used in front of <k-> while <[> pre-
dominates in front of <t->'2

Also in TPo 1595 where the preposition is predominantly separated from its
host with an apostrophe (especially in front of voiceless consonants) only <s’>
and not <[> is used in such cases.

TT 1557 JPo 1578 TPo 1595
voiced voiceless voiced voiceless voiced voiceless
host host host host host host
/|0 7 0 13 1 3
s |2 1 12 9 8 3
s’ 0 0 0 0 34 42

Table 4. Spelling variants of the preposition s.

When the host begins with s-/z- the preposition, when written without the apos-
trophe, orthographically merged with the initial letter of the host word (eg.
sanashaniem /z zanaSanjem/, framoto ‘with lenience’, /s sramoto/ ‘with shame”’).

Pillari/pisarji fo/so [ami/sami [ebo/s_sabo
scribes AUX, ~ with REFLEXIVE PRONOUN
“The scribes spoke amongst themselves.’

gouurili/govorili
spoke

ie/je on/on [..]ta/ta Sueit/svet [...]
AUX3sg. he  this world
‘He filled this world with shame.’

framoto/s_sramoto [...] napolnil/napolnil
with shame filled

! An analysis of the entire corpus confirmed that even outside prepositions, other
variant spellings were rarely used in word initial position (eg. /sneg ‘snow’, ffen ‘dream’,
sfdaj ‘now’; <B> was limited to a mid-word position and predominantly used between
two vowels).

12 Such distribution is also confirmed in the analysis of the entire corpus where in
JPo 1578 <s-> in word initial position is only once used in front of <t> and <[-> never
appears in front of <k>. In the other two analyzed texts such distribution is not attested;
either grapheme is used in both positions.
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kar/kar sanashaniem/z_zanaSanjem samudi/zamudi [...]
what  with_lenience misses,
‘what he misses with lenience’

In front of palatal [n] in oblique cases of the 3™ person personal and possessive pro-
noun the preposition s had a palatalized allomorph z (IPA: 3; cf. Merse, Jakopin and
Novak 1992: 331), which is non-existent in modern day standard Slovene. It was usu-
ally bound and spelled as <sh> or <th > (shnymi, /hnymi). In TT 1557 and JPo 1578
<sh> is used while in TPo 1595 both spellings show similar frequency. In another
spelling variant that occurs in TPo 1595 the digraph is parted by an apostrophe so
that the <h> is orthographically attached to the host word: s /yh /z njib/ ‘with their’.

Only in one instance in TT 1557 variant <sh> is found in different context:
shkunshtio /s kunstjo/ ‘with skill’:

[...] kokwkako bi/bi oni/oni lelula/Jezusa shkunshtio/s kunS$tjo vieli/ujeli
how would they  Jesus with_skill entrap
‘[...] how they could skilfully entrap Jesus’

It is not clear whether the spelling <sh> in this case represents another allomorph
/8/ (while not phonologically justified in front of /k/ it could be explained as the
effect of trans-syllable assimilation) or it should be considered as another ortho-
graphical variant of the allomorph /s/.

The last two allomorphs of the preposition s attested in the analysed corpus are
one-syllable /za/ and /zo/ that were limited to the cases where s preceded the adjec-
tive ves ‘all, entire’: /za/ appeared in JPo 1578 where it was bound and spelled as
<[> (eg. faufo ‘with all, .. ”) while in TT 1557 and in TPo 1595 /zo/ was attested
as a freestanding clitic and was spelled as <[o> and <so>, respectively'*:

opominai/opominjaj laufo/z_vso pohleunoltio/pohlevnostjo
exhort IMPERATIVE2sg. with_all meekness
‘exhort with all meekness’

left/jaz fem/sem fo/z ulo/vso dobro/dobro ueiltio/vestjo hodil/hodil
I AUXlsg. with all good conscience walked
‘I walked in good conscience’

(luthati/slusati/, inu/in so/z vlem/vsem flilsom/flisom [turiti/storiti
to listen and with all diligence to do
‘to listen and to do it with due diligence’

)

13 Cf. Merge, Jakopin and Novak (1992: 331). Variant /za/ is not mentioned as Juric¢i¢’s
work was not included in the analysis presented in the article.
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3.5 Variants of the preposition v

The preposition v shows the highest degree of orthographical variation of all ana-

lysed words as it has — as a one-letter word — 10 different spellings (cf. Novak

2011). Partially, such inconsistency can be attributed to the long tradition of Latin

scripts not distinguishing between the vowel /u/ and the consonant /v/ and us-

ing <u> and <v> for both sounds depending on their position (Pflughaupt 2008:

123-124). As <v> was traditionally used at the beginning of a word, the bound

variant of the preposition <v_> was used in majority of cases in the analysed cor-

pus (eg. vdobri ‘in good’, vnebefja ‘to heaven’, vegypat ‘to Egypt’), followed by

the bound variant <u_> (eg. uiutro ‘in the morning’, umurie ‘to the sea’, unebefih

‘in heaven’) and the variant <v’_> separated from its host with an apostrophe (eg.

v'Pakal ‘to hell’, v’Paradifhu ‘in paradise’). If the host word began with a vowel

spelling variant <uv> (bound or separated with an apostrophe) was occasionally

used (eg. uven ‘in a ACCsg. m 2 uvozhito ‘in obvious’, uv’eni ‘in a Locss. ;). In one

case this variant crosses the word boundary as the apostrophe separates the <u>

and the <v>, thus orthographically attaching the v to the host word: u’ venim =

v_enem ‘in a Locse, e
Even more spelling variants can be found in cases when the host word starts

with a v-. In such instances:

a) Dboth the bound preposition and the host are spelled with <u> (<u_u...>, eg.
uuayu ‘in you two’);

b) the bound preposition is spelled as <v> while the host is written with a <u>
(<v_u>..., eg. vuertu ‘in the garden’);

c) the bound preposition is spelled as <u> while the host is written with a <v>
(<u_v>..., npr. uveri ‘in the faith’);

¢) the preposition is spelled as <u> and separated with an apostrophe from the
host written with a <v> (<u’v...> u’Vo/i ‘in jail’);

d) one-syllable variant of the preposition <va> is used with the host spelled with
a<u>(<va_u..>,eg. vaufeh . LOCpl.);

e) the preposition orthographically merges with the host into a single <v...>
(<fej> 0TV VSE] 100, )

f) the preposition orthographically merges with the host into a single <v> sepa-
rated from the remainder of the host word with an apostrophe (<v’fem> for v

.
vsem ‘in all LOCsg, m)-
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TT 1557 JPo 1578 TPo 1595

v 23 85 52

u_ 19 0 0

v 0 0 11

In front of a vowel

v 0 4 0

v 0 0 4

uv_ 0 0 0

uv’ 0 0 1

u v 0 0 1

In front of v...

u_u... 7 0 7

V... 0 6 2

U v.. 0 0 7

u v... 0 0 1

va_u... 0 10 0

V... 0 0 1

V... 0 0 1

Table 5. Variants of the preposition v.

In TT 1557 bound variants <u_> and <v_> are used approximately equally, but
when the host word starts with a v- in the analysed corpus only variant <u > is
attested (<u_u...>, eg. uuas)."

In JPo 1578 v shows even less variation, bound variant <v_> is used almost
consistently, including in front of words starting with a v- (the initial v- of the
host is consistently spelled as <u>: v_u..., eg. vuoiski); the only exception is when
the host word is the adjective ves ‘all, entire’ in which case Juri¢i¢ used the bound
version <va_> (eg. vauyei).

In TPo 1595, on the contrary, almost all variants of the preposition described
above appear: the most frequent being the bound <v_>, followed by non-bound <v’>
with the apostrophe, bound variant <uv_> can be found in front of the hosts starting
with a vowel and all quoted orthographical variants except a) and e) are used in front
of a word starting with a v-. In that position the spelling <u_v..> is predominant, fol-
lowed by <v_u...>, while other variants appear only in individual instances.'

14 The result partially contradicts the findings of France Novak (2011: 129) who states
that preposition v in that position is written as <v_u>. As the analysed corpus is limited
to the hand-corrected sample determining the exact relationship of the spelling variants
would require the normalisation and corpus analysis of the complete text of TT 1557.

SIf we compare these findings to those in Novak 2011, we see that in our limited an-
alyzed sample prevalence of bound variant <v> is confirmed, as well as spelling <u_v>
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4 Conclusions

In the paper we have presented the construction and annotation of a corpus of
samples from three Slovene books from the 16" century and, based on this cor-
pus, performed an analysis concentrating on its clitics and clitic-like elements.
We found that normalised corpus not only simplifies diachronic linguistic re-
search, e.g. of word boundaries in the formative period of Slovene standard lan-
guage compared to its modern norm, but also facilitates and enhances synchronic
research of the 16" century Slovene literary language system. As the analysis of
spelling variation in non-syllable prepositions showed, a relatively limited hand-
corrected annotated sample enabled identification of majority'® of spelling vari-
ants identified in previous works (cf. Merse, Jakopin and Novak 1992; Ahacic et
al. 2011: 30-31; Novak 2011), while with the use of noSketch Engine tool further
information about their relative frequency and distribution was obtained.!” As the
hand-corrected corpus is expanded such research will yield even more relevant
information for the study of the 16™ century Slovene literary language that will
significantly supplement existing findings (based on traditionally collected ex-
amples) with the help of a large amount of statistically relevant data.
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Korpusna analiza klitik in njim podobnih elementov v slovenskem
knjiznem jeziku 16. stoletja

V prispevku je predstavljena korpusna obravnava pisne variantnosti v sloven-
skem knjiznem jeziku 16. stoletja tako s sinhronega kot z diahronega vidika.
Raziskava temelji na ro¢no pregledanem vzorcu (okoli 14.000 besednih enot)
iz Trubarjevih del Ta pervi deil tiga Noviga teftamenta, 1557, in Hifhna poftilla,
1595, in Juri¢iCeve Poftille, 1578, ter se osredotoca na klitike in njim podobne
elemente. Statisti¢na analiza zapisa skupaj in narazen na podlagi primerjave pi-
snih konvencij 16. stoletja in sodobne pisne rabe s pomoc¢jo normaliziranih oblik
izvirnih besed, tj. primerov, ko eni (ortografski) besedi iz 16. stoletja ustrezata
dve ali ve¢ sodobnih besed (preslikava /-n) in obratno (preslikava n—1), je po-
kazala, da je tovrstnih primerov v korpusu 5,7 odstotka pojavitev, pri ¢emer so
najpogostejSe v JPo 1578 in najredkejse v TPo 1595, kjer jih je vec kot enkrat
manj kot pri Juri¢icu. V vecini primerov gre za izvirno eno besedo, ki se v norma-
lizirani obliki zapisuje kot dve besedi. Med besedami, ki so v izvirniku zapisane
skupaj z gostiteljem, prevladujejo nezlozni predlogi v, & in z, sledi jim ¢lenica ne,
¢lenek /i in redkeje bi, se ter predlogi na, ob, pri in za (pri tem je njihova abso-
lutna pogostnost ve¢inoma premo sorazmerna z njihovo relativno pogostnostjo v
primerjavi z njihovimi samostojno stojeCimi variantami — najpogostejse so tudi
prevladujocCe zapisane skupaj z gostiteljem, pri redkejsih pa prevladuje loceni
zapis). Posamezni primeri, ko sta zdruzeno zapisani dve naglaseni besedi, so ver-
jetno posledica vpliva nemskih zlozenk.

Zgledi, ko eni sodobni besedi ustrezata dve besedi v izvirniku, se pojavljajo
sporadi¢no — z izjemo presezniske prepone naj-/nar-, ki je v vzorcu zapisana
zdruzeno s pridevnikom/prislovom v okoli Cetrtini primerov — oziroma jih lahko
oznacimo kot tiskovne napake ali napake v prepisu. Zanimivi so primeri, ko so
vzglasni soglasniki homonimni z ne- ali enozloZnimi predlogi in lo¢eni od preo-
stanka besede z apostrofom (npr. s°_nameinja, s’_derfhati, do_bruta, sa_do/ti).
Normalizacija omogoca tudi ugotavljanje pisnih razli¢ic najpogostejsih naslonk,
ki se pisno povezujejo z naglaseno besedo, to je nezloznih predlogov %, z in v. K
in njegov alomorf /h/ imata v korpusu izpricanih 5 pisnih variant, od katerih se
<q_> pojavlja le pred besedami, ki se zanejo na v-. Z z zvene¢im alomorfom /z/
in nezvene¢im alomorfom /s/ ima v osnovi tri pisne razlicice, katerih razvrstitev
se le delno ujema z (ne)zvenecnostjo prvega glasu sledece besede, pojavljajo pa
se tudi primeri pisnega zlivanja predloga s sledeco besedo, ki se zacne s s-/z-.
Druge pisne razli¢ice verjetno predstavljajo dodatne polozajno vezane alomorfe:
<sh/fh/s’h> za mehcani /z/ pred palatalnim 7 in <[a>, <[0o/so> za ozlozeno razlici-
co /za/, /zo/. Predlog v izkazuje najvecjo mero pisne variantnosti med navedenimi
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predlogi, saj ima kar 10 pisnih razliic: splosni sti¢no zapisani <v_>in <u > in
<v’_>, ki je v korpusu obravnavana kot nesti¢na; <uv_>, <uv’_>in <u’_v> pred
samoglasnikom; <u’ > in <va_ >, ki se pojavljata samo pred v-; poleg tega pa Se
<v_>and <v’>, ki se pisno zlijeta z vzglasnim v- sledece besede.

Analiza pisne variantnosti pri nezloznih predlogih je pokazala, da Ze rela-
tivno omejen roc¢no pregledan normaliziran korpus omogoca identificiranje ve-
¢ine pisnih razlicic, ki so navedene v obstojeci literaturi, uporaba programskega
orodja noSketch Engine pa omogoca pridobivanje dodatnih podatkov o njihovi
relativni pogostnosti in polozajnih omejitvah. Z razsiritvijo ro¢no pregledanega
korpusa bodo tovrstne raziskave lahko prispevale pomembne in statisticno rele-
vantne podatke o sistemu slovenskega knjiznega jezika 16. stoletja, s katerimi se
bodo dopolnjevale dosedanje ugotovitve, v glavnem temeljece na paberkovalnem
izpisovanju primerov.

A corpus-based study of 16th-century Slovene clitics
and clitic-like elements'®

This paper undertakes a corpus-based linguistic investigation of the spelling vari-
ation in 16" century Slovene both from the diachronic and synchronic points of
view. The investigation is based on a manually annotated sample (approx. 14,000
word tokens) from Primoz Trubar’s Ta pervi deil tiga Noviga teftamenta, 1557,
and Hifhna poftilla, 1595, and Jurij Juri¢i¢’s Poftilla, 1578, and it concentrates
on clitics and clitic-like elements. Statistical analysis, based on comparison of
the spelling conventions of the early modern period to those of contemporary
Slovene using normalised forms of the originals, where we observe cases where
one orthographic word is nowadays written as two or more words (1-n mapping)
or vice-versa (n—1 mapping), shows that the overall percentage of split and joined
word tokens is 5.7%, with JPo 1578 having the highest percentage, and TPo 1595
the lowest, less than half of that of JPo 1578. Of these, the vast majority is for
cases where a word is now split. The most predominant among the bound words
are non-syllable prepositions v ‘in(to)’, k ‘to’, and z ‘with’, followed by negative
proclitic ne ‘not’, enclitic particle /i ‘whether, if” and in rare instances condi-
tional particle bi, reflexive particle se, na ‘on’, ob ‘at, by’, pri ‘at, beside’ and
za ‘for, behind’ (the absolute numbers of specific clitics partially correlate with
the prevalence of bound variants in comparison with the freestanding variants of

18 This article has been supported by ARRS (programs P6-0038 and P2-0103).
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those clitics, with the most frequent being predominantly bound while the least
frequent are predominantly freestanding). Individual instances of two accented
words written together can be attributed to German influence (figino_drevo, der
Pfeigenbaum ‘fig tree’).

The cases where one modernised word correlates to two original words are,
with the exception of superlative adjective/adverb prefix naj-/nar- ‘the most’ that
is orthographically bound with its root in about 25% of instances, sporadic or
can be identified as errors in the original books. Of interest are also cases when
beginnings of words that are homonymous with non- or one-syllable prepositions
are separated from the remainder of the word with an apostrophe (eg. s’ nameinja
‘signs’, s’ derfhati ‘to endure’, do bruta ‘goodness’, sa_dofti ‘enough’).

The normalisation also enables the identification of the orthographical vari-
ants of the most commonly bound clitics, i. e. non-syllable prepositions £, z and
v. K and its allomorph /h/ have 5 attested spelling variants, of which one <q_> is
limited to hosts starting with a v-. For z with a voiced allomorph /z/ and voice-
less allomorph /s/ three variant spellings were discovered that only partially cor-
respond with a voiceless/voiced distinction of the initial sound of the host word,
and the cases of merging with the host that begins with s-/z- were identified.
Additional positional spellings probably represent other allomorphs: <sh/(h/s’h>
for palatalized /z/ in front of a palatal 7 and <[a>, >[o/so> for syllabified /za/,
/zo/. The preposition v shows the highest degree of orthographical variation of
all analysed words as it has 10 different spellings: general bound <v_>and <u_>
and freestanding <v’_>; <uv_>, <uv’_> and <u’_v> in front of a vowel; <u’ >
and <va_> attested only in front of a v-, as well as <v_> and <v’> merged with
the initial v- of the host.

The analysis of spelling variation in non-syllable prepositions showed that
even a relatively limited hand-corrected annotated sample enabled identification
of majority of spelling variants identified in previous works, while with the use of
noSketch Engine tool further information about their relative frequency and dis-
tribution was obtained. As the hand-corrected corpus is expanded such research
will yield even more relevant information for the study of the 16" century Slo-
vene literary language that will significantly supplement existing findings (based
on traditionally collected examples) with the help of a large amount of statisti-
cally relevant data.
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Jano§ JeZovnik
ZRC SAZU, Institut za slovenski jezik Frana Ramovsa, Ljubljana

Konc¢nice rodilnika mnozine v terskem narecju
slovenskega jezika

Prispevek obravnava distribucijo in izvor kon¢nic rodilnika mnozine, ki se pojavljajo v
stirih glavnih (sinhronih) sklanjatvenih vzorcih samostalnikov v terskem narecju sloven-
skega jezika — o-sklanjatvi moskega in srednjega spola, a-sklanjatvi, i-sklanjatvi. Oblika
rodilnika mnozine izkazuje precej$njo kon¢nisko variantnost tako med posameznimi skla-
njatvenimi vzorci kot znotraj njih; mozne so tudi dvojni¢ne uresnicitve z dvema ali ve¢
variantnimi kon¢nicami pri istem leksemu. Obravnava se osredotoca na stanje v govoru
kraja Ter/Pradielis.

The article provides an analysis of the distribution and origin of genitive plural endings of
four main (synchronic) nominal declensions in the Tersko dialect of Slovene — the mascu-
line and neuter o-declension, a-declension, and i-declension. The genitive plural form is
marked using a variety of endings, varying greatly both between and within declensions;
doublet realizations of two or more variant endings can occur with the same lexeme. The
analysis focuses on the local variety of Ter/Pradielis.

Tersko naredje'

Tersko narecje slovenskega jezika se govori v severovzhodnem delu avtonomne
zvezne dezele Furlanija - Julijska krajina v Republiki Italiji, in sicer v gorskih
dolinah porecja reke Ter v zahodnem delu Beneske Slovenije. Po uveljavljenem
slovenisticnem pojmovanju se vanj uvrscajo tudi govori Breginjskega kota (na-
selja Breginj, Logje, Robidis¢e) na skrajnem zahodu Republike Slovenije (prim.
Karto slovenskih narecij z vecjimi naselji (2016)). Proti severu Terske doline
od doline Rezije lo¢i gorska veriga Muzcev/Monti Musi, proti jugu in zahodu
obmocje meji na Furlansko nizino, na vzhodu pa obmocje terskega narec¢ja na po-
bocju gore Ivanec/Joanaz meji na sosednje nadisko narec¢je. Pretezni del obmocja

! Besedilo je bilo pripravljeno z vnaSalnim sistemom ZRCola (http:/zrcola.zrc-sazu.si),
ki ga je na Znanstvenoraziskovalnem centru SAZU v Ljubljani (http:/www.zrc-sazu.si) razvil
Peter Weiss.
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upravno sodi v ob¢ini Bardo/Lusevera in Tipana/Taipana, tersko narecje pa se
govori tudi v posameznih krajih ob¢in Neme/Nimis, Ahten/Attimis, Fojda/Faedis
in Tavorjana/Torreano.>

Tersko narecje je najzahodnejSe slovensko nare¢je in hkrati danes skrajno
zahodni del slovanskega jezikovnega prostora kot ostanek avtohtone slovanske
naselitve v zgodnjem srednjem veku. Uvrsca se v primorsko skupino slovenskih
narecij, v geneolingvisti¢ni obravnavi pa glede na starejse jezikovne spremem-
be v benesko-krasko narecno ploskev (bazo) severozahodnih slovenskih narecij
(prim. Rigler 1963: 46—47; Sekli 2018: 315-317, 326-328).

Govor kraja Ter/Pradielis je eden izmed najbolj zahodnih krajevnih govorov
nareja. Med sploSnonare¢nimi® in nesplo$nonare¢nimi razvojnimi znac¢ilnostmi*
govora je treba izpostaviti umik naglasa s kon¢nega (odprtega in zaprtega) (staro)
cirkumflektiranega zloga tipa isln. *oko, toz. ed. *nogg, m. sp. *vesél > o:ko, no:a,
ve:sel/vé:sou, ki je lahko sprozil znotrajparadigmatske naglasne izravnave, npr. im.
ed. né:a, 7., st. sp. vé:sela vé:selo (in ne **no‘a, **vesé:la **vesé:lo); vendar npr.
orkuiota, saruota z izostankom umika naglasa z nekonénega besednega zloga.’

2 Zgodovinsko je bilo nare¢je prisotno tudi v nekaterih krajih, ki danes pripadajo
ob¢inama Gorjani/Montenars in Centa/Tarcento, vendar danes aktivnih govorcev tam
ve¢ ni; sledovi slovenskega narecja so ohranjeni v krajevnih in ledinskih imenih. O sta-
nju leta 1945 — ze takrat moc¢no napredovali jezikovni asimilaciji in posledi¢ni izgubi
slovenskega narecja v teku — v teh krajih poroca Cronia (1950: 322-323).

3Med glavnimi padajoce odvoglasenje isln. *&, *o > *ie, *uo > ie, uo; zgodnje po-
daljsanje isln. kratkih akutiranih zloznikov v nezadnjem besednem zlogu (in posledi¢no
npr. sovpad odrazov isln. *$- z odrazi isln. *&); vokalizacija *3, *3- > *a > a:, *-3, *a > a;
pozno raznosnjenje isln. nosnih samoglasnikov (in v tem govoru posledi¢no razlikovanje
med odrazi isln. *¢, *e- : *¢, *¢- // *0- : *g, ¥0- > e 1 er /] o: 1 0:); izostanek umika na
prednaglasno dolzino po naglasnem pravilu.

4Med drugimi sovpad odrazov *-, *-¢ z odrazoma *-u, *u; ohranitev posebnega
odraza isln. */ > ¢ (nezvenecéi trdonebni zapornik), popolna onemitev isln. *g (> *y) >
0 (razen v soglasniSkih sklopih *zg, *2g), vokalizacija (in podaljSanje) polglasniskega
dekomponata isln. *r (> *ar) > a:r, razvoj *f > o(z)u, drugotno nosnjenje samoglasnikov
v polozaju pred kon¢nim -n (< *n, *m), fonoloski sovpad isln. si¢nikov in Sumevcev
(isln. *s, *¥§ >§; *z, *2 > z; *c, *¢ > ¢); razvoj isln. *v *[u] (> *F: *4°) > v ne glede na
samoglasnisko okolje.

5 Nare¢no gradivo je bilo pridobljeno s terenskimi raziskavami v kraju Ter med
letoma 2013 in 2018 ter analizirano v okviru priprave doktorske disertacije Notranja
glasovna in naglasna clenjenost terskega narecja slovenskega jezika (Jezovnik 2019)
pod mentorstvom doc. dr. Mateja Seklija.
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Kon¢nice rodilnika mnoZine
Oblika rodilnika mnozine je v Stirih glavnih (sinhronih) sklanjatvenih vzorcih
samostalnika — v o-sklanjatvi moskega in srednjega spola,® a-sklanjatvi in i-skla-
njatvi — oznacena bodisi z odsotnostjo oblikovno izrazene kon¢nice (oziroma z
nicto koncnico, -#) ali s katero od oblikovno izrazenih kon¢nic, izmed katerih sta
dve lahko bodisi nenaglaseni ali naglaSeni (in sicer kratki ali dolgi akutirani), ena
je obvezno naglasena, ena pa obvezno nenaglaSena: -e/-'e/-¢:, -i./-j/-i, -u:, -aj.”
Pri tem ima naglaseni samoglasnik v osnovi pri leksemih z nicto koncnico pravi-
loma, pri leksemih s kon¢nicama -gj in (nenaglaseno) -e pa obvezno padajoci ton
(cirkumfleksni tonem).

Pri kon¢nicah rod. mn. prihaja v vseh pregibnostnih vzorcih samostalnika do
notranje variantnosti, pogoste so tudi dvojni¢ne uresnicitve. V nadaljevanju so obrav-
navane kon¢nice rod. mn., ki se pojavljajo v pregibnostnih vzorcih samostalnika.

Kon¢nica -¢

Nicta koncnica se pojavlja zlasti pri samostalnikih o-sklanjatve srednjega spola in
a-sklanjatve z nepremi¢nim naglasom na osnovi — izjeme predstavljajo nekateri
samostalniki a-sklanjatve, ki se uvrS¢ajo v meSani oziroma koncniski naglasni tip
in lahko poleg nicte dvojnic¢no izkazujejo tudi druge koncnice: dd:ska (rod. mn.
da:sk poleg daski:), la:va ‘glava’ (rod. mn. la:ru), no:a ‘noga’ (rod. mn. (redkeje)
nuox poleg (bolj ustaljeno) noil:) in ze'na ‘Zenska’ (rod. mn. z¢é:n poleg zeni:).® Pri
obeh sklanjatvenih vzorcih gre zlasti za samostalnike z osnovo brez izglasnega so-
glasniSkega sklopa ali z izglasnim sklopom tipa s + (ne)zvocnik (le v primeru o:u¢
tudi s soglasniskim sklopom u + nezvocnik). Pri tem zlasti v primeru samostalnikov

® Drugotno so v o-sklanjatev srednjega spola presli tudi nekateri samostalniki, ki
so se prvotno uvrscali v psl. s-sklanjatev: ko:lo (rod. ed. ko:lu), o:ko (rod. ed. o:ku), u:xo
(rod. ed. t:xa in wxu).

7V terskem nareéju se v nekaterih govorih (npr. Canebola, Zavarh) pojavlja tudi
kon¢nica rod. mn. -ax, ki pa v govoru Tera ni bila zabelezena. Drugotna kon¢nica -ax
je nastala z naplastitvijo koncaja kon¢nice rod. mn. pridevnika *-ix na narecno osnovo
-a- kon¢nic daj., mest. in or. mn. (isln. *-am, *-ax, *-ami). Do tipolosko enake naplastitve
pridevniSkega koncaja pride npr. v primeru kon¢nice rod. mn. -2/ v nekaterih ¢rnogor-
skih §tokavskih govorih, pri ¢emer pa je & drugaénega izvora (Kapovié 2015: 538%). O
podobnem prenosu celotne pridevniske konc¢nice -i4 v obliko rod. mn. samostalnikov
moskega spola pri slovenskih protestantskih piscih je pisal tudi Ramovs (1952: 45-46),
ki je pojav oznacil za “psiholosk[o] pomot[o]” (prav tam).

$Sode¢ po naglasnih znacilnosti navedenih oblik rod. mn. sta obliki nudx in zé:n pr-
votni in izkazujeta odraz zgodaj podaljSanega novega akuta (prim. Kapovi¢ 2015: 380);
druge oblike so drugotne, nastale bodisi z naplastitvijo drugotnih konénic (daski:, nou:,
zeni:) oziroma je njihov naglas analoskega izvora (/a:u).
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srednjega spola prihaja do odstopan;j (npr. rod. mn. k7i:le ‘narocje’, si:le ‘ilo’, si:te
‘sito”) in dvojni¢nih realizacij (npr. v primeru samostalnika niezdo ‘gnezdo’: rod.
mn. niest, niezde in niezdaj); pri tvorjenkah s pripono -isce se poleg primerov z
ni¢timi kon¢nicami pojavljajo tudi primeri z drugimi konénicami (prim. rod. mn.
kosi:sc-0) ‘rocaj pri kosi’ : kopi:sc-e ‘kol za oporo sredi kope’: rabi:sc-aj ‘rocaj pri
grabljah’).’ Pri samostalnikih o-sklanjatve moskega spola je bila ni¢ta kon¢nica za-
belezena le v dveh primerih (rod. mn. otrugk, patuok ‘potok’), v obeh primerih kot
redka dvojni¢na razli¢ica ob bolj ustaljenih konénicah (rod. mn. otroki:, pato:ke).
Pri samostalnikih i-sklanjatve se ni¢ta kon¢nica v rod. mn. ne pojavlja.

Koncénica -# predstavlja odraz izvorne psl. kon¢nice *-»/*-» sklanjatvenih
vzorcev, ki nadaljujejo psl. a-sklanjatev ali o-sklanjatev moSkega ali srednjega
spola (oziroma so v te sklanjatvene vzorce presli v popraslovanskem obdobju).

Kon¢nica -e/-‘e/-é:

Pri samostalnikih a-sklanjatve in o-sklanjatve srednjega spola se pojavlja le ne-
naglaSena konénica -¢,'° in sicer pogosto kot dvojni¢na kon¢nica. Primeri samo-
stalnikov a-sklanjatve s to kon¢nico so razmeroma redki.

Kongénici -e in -¢: predstavljata najpogostejsi konc¢nici rod. mn. samostalni-
kov o-sklanjatve moskega spola; nastopata v komplementarni distribuciji, saj se
prva pojavlja pri samostalnikih z nepremi¢nim naglasom na osnovi, druga pa pri
samostalnikih kon¢niskega naglasnega tipa (pri slednjih poleg kon¢nice -i2), le
redko tudi pri samostalnikih, ki se sinhrono uvrsc¢ajo v nepremic¢ni naglasni tip z
naglasom na osnovi, a nadaljujejo zgodovinski meSani naglasni tip (tj. odrazajo
psl. naglasni tip ¢ oziroma b s (po)psl. dolgim samoglasnikom v osnovi): rod.
mn. xleve: (poleg xlieve), moze:, noze:, las¢: (poleg lasi:), traké:, zobé:. Oblike
z nenaglaseno koncnico -e imajo ne glede na naglasni tip v osnovi vedno dolgi
cirkumflektirani samoglasnik. Kratka naglaSena konénica -‘e je bila zabeleZena le
pri dveh prevzetih samostalnikih ba'ket ‘palica’ in t'rop ‘skupina zivali’ (rod. mn.
bake'te, tro'pe).

Ramovs (1952: 60) konénico razlaga kot razSirjeno iz toz. mn. (odvi-
sno od naglasnega tipa isln. *-e/*-é/*-¢), ki se je naplastila na osnovo prvotno

9 Precejinjo variantnost bi v primeru samostalnikov srednjega spola lahko pripisa-
li teznji po upadu tega sklanjatvenega vzorca, pri katerem prihaja zlasti v mnozinskih
oblikah bodisi do maskulinizacije — npr. im. mn. ¢e'lj, oni:scj, viznj (im. ed. ce'lo, oni:sce
‘ognjisce’, vi:no) —ali do feminizacije — npr. im. mn. kri:le, pizsme (im. ed. kri:lo, pizsmo) —,
neredko tudi dvojni¢no (npr. im. mn. niezda, niezde in niezdj; cedi:la, cedi:le in cedi:lj).

1" Naglageno konénico rod. mn. -é: izkazuje le samostalnik ce’lo (rod. mn. celé:),
pri katerem pa je v mnoZzinskih oblikah prislo do maskulinizacije (prim. im. mn. ¢e'j).
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ni¢tokonc¢niskih oblik rod. mn., najprej verjetno znotraj isln. naglasnih tipov, ki
nadaljujejo psl. naglasni tip ¢ in za katere je v toZ. mn. znacilna isln. kon¢nica
*.¢ (pri Cemer naj bi pri§lo do disimilatorne metatonije *-¢ > *-¢, verjetno pod
vplivom enako naglasene kon¢nice rod. mn. samostalnikov i-sklanjatve — prim.
nizje), kasneje pa se je koncnica razsirila na ostale naglasne tipe. Obvezno cir-
kumfleksni tonem oblik z nenaglaseno kon¢nico -e je posledica posplositve (mor-
da Se pred naplastitvijo konc¢nice) isln. novega cirkumfleksa iz oblik rod. mn.
samostalnikov psl. naglasnega tipa a. Pri kratki naglaseni kon¢nici -‘e, ki je bila
zabelezena le pri dveh konc¢nisko naglasenih samostalnikih, je verjetno prislo do
izravnave kratkega naglasa drugih oblik pregibnostno-naglasnega vzorca.

Kon¢nica -i1/-§
Konc¢nica -i:/~j predstavlja edino konénico rod. mn. i-sklanjatve.'' Konénica je nena-
glasena le v primeru rod. mn. jé:senj (in dvojni¢no v primeru samostalnika k'ras, pri
katerem oblika rod. mn. kra:sj (poleg krasi:, kra:saj/kra:sjaj) predstavlja etimolosko
pricakovani odraz) ter v naglasnem tipu z nepremic¢nim (cirkumfleksnim) naglasom
na osnovi, v katerega se uvrscajo iz furlanscine prevzete besede Zenskega spola z iz-
glasnim soglasnikom (rod. mn. ¢jta:dj poleg cjtadj: ‘“mesto’, kuljta:dj poleg kuljtadi:,
kuljta:daj “vrsta Cesa’, rogacjo:nj ‘pros$nji dnevi’, televizjo:nj ‘televizija’).

Pri samostalnikih a-sklanjatve se pojavlja le naglasena koncnica -i:, in sicer
pri samostalnikih kon¢niskega naglasnega tipa, ki nadaljujejo psl. naglasni tip b
s psl. kratkim samoglasnikom v osnovi (rod. mn. kozi:, sestri:, sovi:, teti:, zeni:
(poleg z¢:n)) in pri ve€ini samostalnikov meSanega naglasnega tipa, ki nadalju-
jejo psl. naglasni tip ¢ (rod. mn. bouxi:, daski: (poleg da:sk), kopi:, listi: (poleg
lizstaj), metli:, souzi:, vodi:). Pri samostalnikih o-sklanjatve moskega spola se
konénica -i: pojavlja pri redkih samostalnikih, ki nadaljujejo psl. naglasni tip ¢
oziroma psl. naglasni tip b s (po)psl. dolgim samoglasnikom v osnovi (rod. mn.
Judi: ‘ljudje’, kosi: ‘kos’ in ‘del zemljisca’, lasi:, mozi:, pasi: ‘pas’, vozi:; cuci:
(poleg cu:ce) ‘kljul, xlodi: (poleg xlo:de)); nezanesljivo izpri¢ana tudi v primeru
dni:), pogosteje pa pri samostalnikih kon¢niskega naglasnega tipa, ki nadaljujejo
psl. naglasni tip b s psl. kratkim samoglasnikom v osnovi (rod. mn. baki: ‘bik’,
koni:, konci:, korci:, kotli:, lonci:, otroki:, storzi:, teri: ‘reka’, topoli:, voli:, uci:
(poleg uce:) ‘pes’). Pri samostalnikih o-sklanjatve srednjega spola je bila konéni-
ca -i: zabeleZena le v primeru mnozinskega samostalnika plé:¢a (rod. mn. pleci:)
in dvojni¢no v primeru samostalnika é:ko (rod. mn. oci: poleg ocui:, prim. nizje).

"Le v treh primerih se kot dvojni¢na kon¢nica v tem pregibnostnem vzorcu pojavlja
tudi kon¢nica -aj.
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Kon¢nica -i; predstavlja odraz kon¢nice rod. mn. i-sklanjatve psl. naglasnega
tipa c¢. Iz tega naglasnega tipa je presla v druge naglasne tipe i-sklanjatve ter v
pregibnostni vzorec samostalnikov psl. naglasnih tipov b in ¢ o-sklanjatve mo-
Skega spola in a-sklanjatve.

Kon¢nica -1

Kon¢nica -u: je bila zabeleZena le pri samostalnikih a-sklanjatve nd:a ‘noga’,
o:ra ‘gora’ in rgrka (rod. mn. nou:, oru: in rokii:), pri samostalniku o-sklanjatve
moskega spola ruox (rod. mn. rou:) in dvojni¢no pri samostalniku o-sklanjatve
d:ko (rod. mn. ocu: poleg oci:), ki pa se v to sklanjatev uvrséa le sinhrono, po po-
splositvi imenovalni§ke osnove z umaknjenim cirkumfleksom (isln. *oké *océsa
> st. ter. *oko *océsa = ter. 6:ko o:ku), in v mnoZzini izkazuje nadomestno osnovo
o¢- 8 posebnostmi v im. in rod. mn.

Kon¢nica -u: predstavlja odraz koncénice rod.(/mest.) dvojine psl. a-sklanja-
tve ter o-sklanjatve moskega in srednjega spola. V vseh primerih razen v primeru
oru: se je konénica iz rod. dv. v rod. mn. verjetno posplosila zaradi parne narave
realij, ki jih oznacujejo navedeni leksemi, pri tem pa je pomembno vplival tudi
upad dvojine v narecju, ki se je zvecine pluralizirala; vzrok za posploSitev oblike
rod. dv. v primeru samostalnika d:7a ni jasen.

Kon¢nica -aj

Kon¢nica -gj je vedno le nenaglasena in omejena na naglasne tipe samostalni-
kov z nepremi¢nim naglasom na osnovi. Vecinoma se pojavlja pri samostalni-
kih a-sklanjatve in izrazito prevladuje pri samostalnikih z osnovo na izglasni
soglasniski sklop. Oblike s kon¢nico -@j imajo ne glede na sicer$nji naglasni tip
leksema v osnovi vedno dolgi cirkumflektirani samoglasnik. Kon¢nica se pri sa-
mostalnikih a-sklanjatve z osnovo na izglasni sklop tipa (ne)zvocnik + j pripe-
nja na (sinhrono gledano) krnjeno osnovo brez konénega -j-, npr. im. ed. bu.rj-a
‘kostanj’, ski:sj-a ‘licje, olupek’, im. mn. rd:bj-e ‘grablje’, ska:rj-e : rod. mn.
bu:raj, skisaj, ra:baj, ska:raj.* Pri samostalnikih o-sklanjatve moskega spola
je bila koncnica -aj zabelezena le v treh primerih, in sicer vsaki¢ kot dvojnic-
na koncnica (rod. mn. ka:rtaj ‘krt’ poleg ka:rte, rod. mn. mo:staj poleg mosti.,
rod. mn. z¢:taj poleg ze:tue). Pri samostalnikih o-sklanjatve srednjega spola je
bila kon¢nica -aj zabelezena v sedmih primerih, pri ¢emer prevladujejo primeri z
osnovo na izglasni soglasniski sklop (rod. mn. ja:slaj, niezdaj ‘gnezdo’, oni:scaj

12Le pri samostalniku riobj-a ‘kup kamenja’ na osnovo brez krnjenega -j- (rod. mn.
ruobj-aj).
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‘ognjisce’, rabi:scaj ‘roaj pri grabljaly’, repizscaj, zeni:tkaj ter rod. mn. zeliezaj,
Puogjaj (mikrotoponim)).

Sode¢ po pogostnosti pojavitev kon¢nica -aj verjetno izvira iz a-sklanjatve,
in sicer je nastala po vrinjenju polglasnika v osnovah z izglasnim sklopom tipa
(ne)zvocnik + *-j (slednji je lahko bodisi prvoten bodisi predstavlja odraz isln.
*[) za olajianje izgovora po onemitvi psl. izglasnih polglasnikov ter po kasnejsi
narecni vokalizaciji vsakr$nega polglasnika isln. *2 > ter. a (npr. rod. mn. psl.
*biirje, *grdble > isln. *biraj, *grdbal > ter. bi:raj, ra:baj). Na takSen izvor
bi kazalo sinhrono pripenjanje konénice ne neposredno na osnovo pri tovrstnih
samostalnikih (npr. rod. mn. biraj, ra:baj, ska:raj, sku:saj); po istem modelu
sta nastali tudi obliki rod. mn. cariesan, ra:kou (im. ed. cariesna, ra:kla), edini,
ki izmed samostalnikov a-sklanjatve (ne vstevsi oblike z -aj) izkazujeta odraz
vrinjenega polglasnika v tem polozaju. Kon¢nica se je nato naplastila na osnove
samostalnikov z izglasnim sklopom brez izglasnega -j (ali v nekaterih primerih
morda na prvotne ni¢tokon¢niSke oblike taks$nih samostalnikov)'? (npr. rod. mn.
psl. *métlv, *sénew > isln. *métal, *sénc > *métlaj, *séncaj > ter. me: tlaj, siencay)
in kasneJe Se na osnove dmgacnega tipa (npr. rod. mn. psl. *épw, *stréxs > isln.
*rép, *stréx > st. ter. *répaj, *stréxaj > ter. riepaj, striexaj).

Seznam uporabljenih krajsav

psl./Psl. = praslovansko / Proto-Slavic
isln./Csln. = izhodi$¢noslovensko / Common-Slovene
ter./Ter. = nare¢no tersko / dialectal Tersko
st. = starejSe / older

ed. = ednina / Singular

mn. = mnozina / Plural

dv. = dvojina / Dual

im. = imenovalnik / Nominative

rod. = rodilnik / Genitive

daj. = dajalnik / Dative

mest. = mestnik / Locative

or. = orodnik / Instrumental

13Na taksen razvoj bi kazalo tudi dejstvo, da pri samostalnikih a-sklanjatve z osno-
vo na izglasni soglasniski sklop konénica -aj izrazito prevladuje.
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Kon¢nice rodilnika mnozine
v terskem narecju slovenskega jezika'*

Pri samostalnikih a-sklanjatve nepremicnega naglasnega tipa z naglasom na
osnovi in z osnovo brez izglasnega soglasniSkega sklopa ali z izglasnim soglasni-
$kim sklopom tipa s + (ne)zvocnik se praviloma pojavlja konénica rod. mn. -4,
pri takSnih samostalnikih z osnovo z izglasnim soglasniskim sklopom pa pravilo-
ma koncénica -aj, pri ¢emer so mogoce tudi dvojni¢ne uresni¢itve. Pri samostalni-
kih meSanega in kon¢niSkega naglasnega tipa se praviloma pojavlja konc¢nica -7..

Pri samostalnikih o-sklanjatve moskega spola prevladuje konénica -e/-¢:, in
sicer prva pri tistih, ki se uvr§¢ajo v nepremicni naglasni tip z naglasom na osnovi,
druga pa pri tistih, ki se uvrscajo v koncniski naglasni tip (izjemoma tudi takSnih, ki
so se zgodovinsko, tj. pred narecnimi naglasnimi spremembami, uvrscali v mesani
naglasni tip). Konénica -i: se pojavlja pri nekaterih samostalnikih, ki nadaljujejo

14 Prispevek je nastal v okviru programa P6-0038, ki ga financira ARRS.
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psl. naglasni tip ¢ in b s (po)psl. dolgim samoglasnikom v osnovi, in pri vecini
samostalnikov, ki se sinhrono uvrsc¢ajo v konéniski naglasni tip.

Pri samostalnikih o-sklanjatve srednjega spola je zaradi upada te slovnic¢ne ka-
tegorije stanje mesSano, kar je zlasti razvidno pri samostalnikih s pripono -isce (prim.
rod. mn. kosi:sc-0) : kopi:sc-e : rabi:sc-aj); samostalniki z osnovo brez izglasnega
soglasniskega sklopa ali z izglasnim soglasniskim sklopom tipa s + (ne)zvocnik
imajo sicer praviloma v rod. mn. ni¢to kon¢nico, vendar ne brezizjemno.

Pri samostalnikih i-sklanjatve se razen redkih izjem in (drugotnih) dvojni¢nih
uresnicitev pojavlja le koncnica -z, in sicer tudi pri samostalnikih (sicer) nepremic-
nega naglasnega tipa z naglasom na osnovi. Le v naglasnem tipu z nepremi¢nim (cir-
kumfleksnim) naglasom na osnovi, v katerega se uvrscajo izposojenke iz furlans¢ine
z osnovo na izglasni soglasnik, se praviloma pojavlja nenaglasena koncnica -j.

Kon¢nica -u:, prvotno konénica rod.(/mest.) dv., se pojavlja pri Stirih samo-
stalnikih, ki oznacujejo parne realije: rod. mn. (Z. sp.) nou:, roki:, (m. sp.) rou:
in (sr. sp.) ocu:, ter pri samostalniku (z. sp.) o:7a (rod. mn. ori:), pri katerem
motivacija za posplositev prvotno dvojinske, pluralizirane oblike ni jasna.

Konénica -aj se pojavlja zlasti pri samostalnikih a-sklanjatve, le drugotno
tudi pri samostalnikih drugih pregibnostnih vzorcev, in sicer prevladujoce v pri-
merih samostalnikov z osnovo na izglasni soglasniski sklop. Kon¢nica je nastala
po nare¢ni vokalizaciji vrinjenega polglasnika za olajSanje izgovora glasovnih
sklopov tipa soglasnik + j, nastalih po onemitvi psl. polglasnikov v Sibkem po-
lozaju (npr. rod. mn. psl. *biirjb, *grdble > isln. *biiraj, *grabal > ter. biraj,
ra:baj) in se nato naplastila najprej na osnove samostalnikov z izglasnim sogla-
sniSkim sklopom brez izglasnega j ter kasneje Se na osnove drugacnega tipa.

Genitive plural endings in the Tersko dialect of Slovene

Nouns belonging to the non-mobile root-stressed accentual paradigm of a-de-
clension with roots containing no final consonant clusters or containing conso-
nant clusters of the type s + obstruent usually exhibit the genitive plural ending
-0, while nouns of the same paradigm with roots containing a final consonant clu-
ster usually exhibit the ending -aj; doublet realizations are also possible. Nouns
of the mobile or end-stressed accentual paradigms usually exhibit the genitive
plural ending -7:.

The predominant genitive plural ending of nouns of the masculine o-de-
clension is -e/-¢:, the first with nouns belonging to the non-mobile root-stres-
sed accentual paradigm and the second with those belonging to the end-stressed
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accentual paradigm (rarely also those nouns which historically, i.e. prior to di-
alectal accentual changes, belonged to the mobile accentual paradigm). The en-
ding -i: appears in nouns reflecting the Psl. accentual paradigms ¢ and b with a
(post-)Psl. long root vowel, and in most nouns synchronically belonging to the
end-stressed accentual paradigm.

Due to the decline of this grammatical category, nouns belonging to the neu-
ter o-declension exhibit a mixed state, most evident in nouns with the suffix -isce
(e.g. gen. pl. kosizsc-0 : kopi:sc-e : rabi:sc-aj). Nouns with roots containing no
final consonant clusters or containing a consonant cluster of the type s + obstruent
usually exhibit the ending -#, however not without exceptions.

Nouns of the i-declension with rare few exceptions exhibit the ending -7,
also in nouns belonging to the (otherwise) non-mobile root-stressed accentual
paradigm. Only in the accentual paradigm exhibiting circumflex root-stress in all
forms, comprised of Friulian feminine loan-words with word-final consonants,
do we find the unstressed ending -;.

The ending -, originally the ending of genitive dual, was found in four no-
uns, denoting paired realia: gen. pl. (fem.) noui:, rokui:, (masc.) rou:, and (neut.)
ocu:, and with the noun (fem.) d:ra (rod. mn. orii:); the motivation for the genera-
lization of the pluralized (originally dual) form in the latter example is not clear.

The ending -aj appears especially with nouns of the a-declension, and only
as a secondary ending with nouns of other declensions; it appears predominantly
with roots containing final consonant clusters. The ending was formed by dialec-
tal vocalization of an epenthetic schwa in word-final consonant clusters of the
type consonant + j, which arose as a result of the dropping of Psl. weak yers (e.
g. gen. pl. Psl. *biirjo, *grdble > Csln. *biiraj, *grabal > Ter. bi:raj, ra:baj). It
then spread to roots of nouns with root-final consonant cluster without a final j
and after that onto other types of roots.
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Muxana CaeHko [Mihail Saenko]
Uuctutyt cnaBsiHoBeneHus Poccuiickoit akanemun Hayk, MockBa

YépHas neveHb, 0esible JIErkue: K HCTOPUU U apeasy
OJHOH KOJIJIOKALMH

Prispevek obravnava izvor in zemljepisno razsirjenost poimenovanja jeter s sintagmo
»Crni X«, navzocega v Stevilnih evropskih jezikih, in sicer pogosto ob poimenovanju pljuc¢
z zvezo »beli X«. Posebej je izpostavljeno vpraSanje razmejitve med obmodji, v katerih
sta se tovrstni poimenovanji jeter in plju¢ pojavili pod vplivom turskih jezikov, in ob-
mocij, v katerih so te pojavitve neodvisne. To vprasanje je Se posebej tezko razresljivo v
primeru slovenskih koroskih in rezijanskih narecij.

The article analyses the origin and location of the designation of liver as the ‘black X, present
in many European languages and, as a rule, opposed to the ‘white X’ — lungs. A special focus
is put on the demarcation of interconnected areas, where such a model had appeared due to the
influence of Turkic languages, and areas, where such collocations developed independently.
The Slovenian dialects in Carinthia and Resia seem to be the most complicated cases.

1. OrnpaBHasi TOYKA: MEPCUACKHUI M TIOPKCKUI A3bIKH '~

ITpannnoespormneiickoe HazBaHue nedeHw®, *iek™r, cOXpaHHIOCH B Kiacchye-
CKOM IIEPCUACKOM SI3bIKE B (hOpME jigar, KOTOpasi B COBPEMEHHOM IMEPCUACKOM
3BYYHUT Kak jegdr. Tam e ObLIM BHICTPOCHBI IBE KOJIJIOKAI[MH HA OCHOBE 3TOTO

! ABTop BhIpasaer 6narogapaocts A. C. KacksiHy 3a yka3aHue Ha KaBKa3CKHil Ma-
Tepuaa u camy ujero crated, P. lllenTeIHECKOMY 3a yKa3aHUE HA 9acTh POMAHCKOTO U
CJIaBSTHCKOT'O MaTepHalia, a TAKXKe IMpeBapuTeIbHOe 00Cy kK AeHUe cTaThh, B. B. MaTse-
ey u T. B. lllanaeBoii 3a IpeBOCXOJHBIE KaPThI.

2HecMOTpS Ha TO, YTO B CTAThe HAM MPUXOAUTCS PETYIAPHO FOBOPUTE O MPOTUBO-
MOCTABJICHUH THIIA «4EpHOE X» — «Oesoe X», To ecTh 0 IByX KOJUIOKAIHsX, B (OKyce
HAIllero MHTepeca BCE JKe HaXOSATCS Ha3BaHHS IEYEHH, [TOATOMY CTaThs B OOJBIIEH
CTEMEeHH MOCBAIICHA OAHON Koytokaiuu («uéproe X»). Kak u B Hameit nponuioi my-
Onukanuu B HactosieM uzganuu [Caenko 2017], ClIOBEHCKUI TUANCKTHBIA MaTepHal
UI'PaeT OAHY U3 KJIIOYEBBIX POJICH.

3 Cp. Ben. cauckp. ydkrt (G. yakndh) «medensy, rped. frap (G. findtog) ‘id’, nat.
iecur (G. iecinoris) ‘id’, nru. aknas (f. pl.) ‘id’ u T.11.
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CYIIECTBUTEIBHOTO: jegdr-e siyah «medeHb» U jegdr-e sefid «érkuey» (siyah —
«4€pHBII», sefid — «OeIbIi»).

Kax camo ciioBo jegdr, Tak 1 MoJienb 0003HAUECHHSI TIEUYEHU U JIETKUX Kak
«uépHoe X» u «Oenoe X» ObUIM 3aMMCTBOBAHBI B TIOPKCKHE SI3BIKH. be3 mpu-
JIaraTeIbHBIX MBI HAXOJUM €r0 B XaNaK. 3iger, y30. jigar «e4eHby, Ka3. Jcieep
«BoJst, yeunue, ppeaue» (CUI'TA 2006: 839; Résdnen 1969: 126). Komnokanuu
MPEJICTaBIICHBI TIPEXkKJIE BCEro B TYPELIKOM M a3epOailpkaHcKoM: Typ. karaciger
«IeYeHbY, akciger «ne€rkuey (kara — «a€pHbIY, ak — «OenbIiiy), azep0. garaciyar
u agciyar®. BeposTHO, TYPEIKHM BIUSIHUEM OOBSCHSIOTCS aHAIOTHYHbIC KPbIM-
CKOTaTapCKHe Kbapa Odcuzep U kv 0dcueep; TaTy3CKUe Kapa diceep U Ak diceep
('PMC 1973: 185).

Kak mbI yBUAUM JOANIbIIC, IMOJA BJIMSHHUEM THOPKCKHX S3bIKOB KaK CaMO CJIOBO
ciger, TaK W «I[BETOBasH» MOJENb MOMYUIIN O4YEHb IIMPOKOe pactpocTpanenue. 1lo
XapakTepy MPOTeKaHsI OONBITMHCTBO CIIyYaeB MOXKHO PA3JCIUTh HA TPU KaTETOPHUIL

* 3aMMCTBOBaHHME: JJIsI 0003HAYCHNS ICUCHN WIIH PEXKe JIETKUX 3aMMCTBYETCS
CJIOBO ciger;

* 3aMMCTBOBaHHC + KaJbKHPOBAaHME: 3aWMCTBOBAHHOE ciger CHaOXaeTcs
MpUJIaraTeIbHbIMU «UEPHBINY» (IJ1s TIeUSHH) U «OenbIid» (A IErKuX);

* KaJbKHPOBaHME: B Ka4eCTBE CYIIECTBHTEIBHOIO HCIOJIB3YETCS HUCKOHHOE
JUTSL TaHHOTO SI3BIKA CIIOBO «IICUCHDBY, JIETKOE» W «BHYTPEHHOCTH.
Koe-rne cutyanus ycaoxKHSIETCS T€M, U4TO ISl YeTOBEUECKUX U SKUBOTHBIX

BHYTPEHHOCTEH HCIOIB3YIOTCS Pa3HbIe 0003HAUCHHS.

2. SI3bixku KaBka3za

CnoBo ciger, a TaKKe MOJIC)Ib 0003HAUCHUS ITEYCHU U JIETKUX KaK «4EpHOE X» —
«6emoe X» MPOHUKIIN B HEKOTOPHIE sI36IKM KaBkasa, Haxosiiecs: B KOHTAKTE C
a3epOaliPKAHCKUM U TYPEIIKUM:
a) nesruHckue s3b1ku (Kassian; Comrie, Khalilov):
* YAMHCKHUI (HMKCKUIA IUANeKT): Maviiun nanaw /ma‘jin papaf/ (= «aépHblii
MTOTPOX») «IIEUYCHBY,;
e yAMHCKUM (BapTalIEHCKHH AuaiekT): /ma‘in puf*puf/ «riedeHsy», U, BEPOATHO,
TaKkKe IPsSMOE 3aMMCTBOBAHUE U3 a3epOail/PKaHCKOTO /dgigaetr/ «IIeYeHby;

41\/[I>I HE NCPEUYHUCIIIEM B OTOM pAAY aHAJOTMYHYI0 KOHCTPYKIIUIO B OJHOM H3 KY-
MBIKCKHUX OHAJICKTOB (CM. HI/I)KC), IMMOCKOJIbKY TaM 3TO, II0 BCEH BEPOATHOCTH, KaJIbKa,
BbI3BaHHasd a3ep6a171[1>1<ch1<1/1M BIIMAHUCM.
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* KpeI3CKHi: aavxlav navxlkavn /lehe lehken/ «neyens» npu assu
navxlkavn /lezi lehken/ «iérroe» u decun ravxlkavn «cenezénkay (ravxlav
— «UEPHBINY, 1ab3bl — «OEIIbI»);

KPBI3CKHUI (anbIKCKui amanekT): /tayul/ ~ /leha tayul/ (/leha/ — «4épHbIiiy)

«IeYeHby Wi /dgigar/ «redeHby;

* Oymyxckuii: navks /leeq/ ~ 1aclanexs /laSa leq’/, raela navko /1afa leeq’/ «edeHb
ipu s1y3yaexs /luzu leq’/ «nérkoey (naela — «4E€pHBINY, 1)3y — «OEIBIIN»);

o pytynbckui (Myxanckuid auanekt): /laq’/ ~ /liy'di laq’/ «neuensy (liy'di —
«4E€pPHBIIT»);

* JIe3ruHCKUN (KyOMHCKME nuanekt): ulyros aexs /'ulow leq/ «neuenb»
npu zayy nexs /latsu leq’/ ~ nayy oocueep /latsu dgiger/ «nérkoey (ulyias —
«UIEPHBIIY, 1ayy — «OeNbI»);

« tabacapanckuii (mureparypubiil): auxl /1ik’/ ~ klapy nuxl /K ar'u ik’/ «euenny
npu ausu aukl /1iz'i iK'/ «cenesénkay.

0) xuHamyrckuii: muulav 6utiap /mitfd bij'ar/ «neuensy» npu xvuipeiyl butiap /
Xirits’ bij'ar/ «nérkoe» u dowcuzavp /dgiger/ «nErkoey, butiapoblp «JIETKUE U
neueHby (Kassian; Comrie, Khalilov).

B) Jasckuil: sigeri «meueHny (Kmmumon, Xammmos 2003: 90).

I) TaTCKHi (eBpEHCKHUI qUaneKT): ocucep «nedeHb» (Comrie, Khalilov).

n) KyMbIkckuii (roBop cema Tywmennep Kaifrarckoro paiiona Jlarectana):
Kbopa 608yp «IEYEHb» NPHU aKb 608Yp «WIErKoe» (Kbapa — «4EPHBINY, aKkb —
«OerBIity ), cJI0BO OOBYD IIPH ATOM SIBIICTCS KOHTHHYAHTOM IIPATIOPKCKOTO
Ha3BaHMS TICUCHU.

3. AubGaHCKW, rpevYecKuii, ApyMBIHCKHUI1, MerJIeHOPYMBbIHCKHIi

JpyruM HamnpaBiICHUEM, IO KOTOPOMY PACIPOCTPAHSUIUCH CIIOBO ciger U KOJLIO-
Karuu «uépHoe X» — «oenoe X», ObLI0 eBponencKoe.

Cpenu HeCaBSHCKHX SI3bIKOB MBI HAXOAUM JJAHHYIO MOJICIb IIPEXK/IE BCETO B
abaHcKoM: mélgi ~ mélgi e zezé «neuenby nipu mélgi e bardhé «nérkoe» (camo
ci0Bo mél¢i 3anmMcTBOBaHO M3 utall. milza «cene3éuka» (Orel 1998: 259); zi —
«u€pHblit», bardhé — «Oenvlity), nuai. mushkni e zez, mushkni e bardh (mushkni
— «aérkuey) u T. a. (Kyriazis 2012: 140; ALE: 7).

Takke OHa TPHUCYTCTBYET B HEKOTOPHIX TPEUECKHX JHanekrax: Sk'ot
m'avru «neyennsy (Epdtupa; (cukdt >) Sk'ot’ — «redenby, m'aviu — «4EpHBIN)
(Jdomocunenikast 2011: 76), podipo mhepsvt (Dmmp; mhepévi — «iérkuer) (Kyri-
azis 2012: 140), xunp. vlang'in m'avron, tae viang'in — KOHTHHYaHT Jp.-Tped.
onAdyyvov «BHyTpeHHOCTE» (ALE: 5).

5
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Puc. 1. Mogens «uéproe X» — «0enoe X», a TakiKe NpsMoe 3aMMCTBOBAHKE CIIOBa ciger B
KaBKa3CKHX sI3bIKax (apeasibl TYPELKOro U a3epOaiiPKaHCKOTO S3bIKOB 3aKpaIleHbI).

B rpeueckoM nprcyTCTBYET TakkKe KaK HelOCPeICTBEHHOE 3aMMCTBOBaHHE T(LEPL
~ 1l1yépt «m1e4eHb, BHyTPEHHOCTH», TaK U MOJyKajdbka — To Loipo tliépt (Meyer
1891: 271-272).

IMonnast kanpka tana ‘ai ihk'at (I'ai'— «4&publity, ihk'at'— «e4eHby») Xapak-
TEpHA U JUTA 9acTH apyMBIHCKUX quaniekToB (Bara et al. 2005: 338; Gotab 1984:
220). [To naHHBIM apyMBIHCKOTO THAICKTHOTO aTiiaca, 3Ta KOJUIOKAIUs BCTpeya-
€TCsl B CIICIYFOLINX MYHKTaX (B CKOOKaX JJaH HOMEP HACEICHHOTO ITYHKTA B CETKE
ALAR): Bonrapust — bnaroesrpan (1), Jlonoso (10); Makenonus — Y6oro (7),
Kpymeso (11), I'opna bennna (13), Homxa benuma (14), 'onemnr (15), Manosum-
te (16), Tproso (17); I'pertust — Ano Ilopoiia (Ave [Topowa, 12), Keuponmsano
(Enporipfado, 29), Asaemia (ABdérLa, 40), [Tuconepu (ITicodépt, 53); Anbanus
— Huua (Nigé, 21), I'paboBa-3-Cumapme (Grabové e Sipérme, 22) (ALAR: 273).
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OO0Hapy)KUBaeTCs OHa U B METTICHOPYMBIHCKOM: négru drob, negri drobur
(ALAR: 273).

OrMeruM Hanmuune Ha bajnkaHax W Jpyrod BETOBOM MOJENH — «KpPacHOE
X» kak «iérkuey»: and. mélgi e kugé (kug — «xpacHbIi»), Tped. 10 kékkwo Tliépt
(Meyer 1891: 271-272).

4. Boarapckuii, MaKeIOHCKHIi, cepOOXopBaATCKHIA

IOxHOCTABSIHCKUE TaHHBIC XOPOIIO 3aI0KYMEHTHPOBaHBI B «OO0IIECIaBsIHCKOM
nuHreuctruueckoMm atiace» (OJIA 9, kaptsl 53 u 54) u «MakeTOHCKOM THANEKT-
HoMm aTiace» (M/IA 2008, xapra 1/85).

B BoCTOYHOI moArpymIe 10KHOCIABIHCKHUX SI3IKOB OOHAPYKUBAIOTCS J1Ba
BapraHTa 0003HAYEHHS IICUCHH 1 JIETKHX: KaJbKa TYPEIKOH MOAEIH MPU TIOMO-
¥ CIIOBA Opo6 (Hampumep, OOIIT. JIUT. uepeH Opod — 6571 Opo6) WA TIPH TIOMOIITU
3aMMCTBOBAHHOTO Ooicueep (Harpumep, crn 3iger — bel 3iger (JIlnxoBo, myHKT
OJIA 101)).

Henbzs He cornacutbes ¢ S1. CATKOBCKUM, YTO MEPBUYEH BapUaHT ¢ Opood, a
BapHaHT C Ooicucep NosBUIICS yxke nozanaee (Siatkowski 239-240). O6 stom cBu-
JICTETILCTBYET B MEPBYIO OYEPEAb AUCTPUOYIHS ITUX BAPHAHTOB: Odicieep 3aHU-
MaeT IeHTPaJIbHYIO YacTh Ha KapTe, pa3pesast dpobd Ha 1Be yacTH. B mepudepmii-
HoM myHKTe 143 (Ko3nunHo) Ha kpaitHeM BocTOKe bonrapuu, n301upoBaHHOM OT
OCHOBHBIX apeayioB 0po6, (PUKCHpYyeETCst Kak 0pob, Tak u doicuzep: 'Cerran d'ro:p,
3i'ge:rr — «uieuenvy, 'b'a:d d'ro:p, Fi'ge:r — «nérroe». Obo3Hauenue ‘Corin drop Tax-
e oOHapyxuBaercs y 6anaTckux 6omnrap B Pymeranu (myHkt OJIA 167).

Kpowme Toro, B HEKOTOPBIX IIYHKTaX IEYCHD YXKE HA3BIBACTCS CIIOBOM OJ/CU-
2ep, HO B 3HaUCHHH <«JIETKoe» enié (hukcupyercst opob (Harpumep, PakoTuHIN
(myukt OJIA 94): crn 3iger «nevenb» — bel drop «nérkoe; Ilemranu (MyHKT
OJIA 99): corn ziger «nedenwy — bet 3iger, bel drop «nérkoe»), a Kak OKa3bl-
BaeT MaTepuas CaMbIX Pa3HbBIX S3bIKOB, TPOAHATIM3UPOBAHHBIN B paMKax JaHHON
CTaThH, IBIKUTEJIEM IpoIlecca 3aMMCTBOBAHUS U KATBKHPOBAHUS OOBIYHO ObLiIa
MMEHHO TICUCHb.

Juis psima 6onrapekux nyHKTOB OJIA rkcupyeT B KadecTBe Ha3BaHUS Iie-
YECHH TOJILKO Odrcueep Oe3 1BeToo003HaueHus (myHKThI 122, 127, 128, 135, 143,
144), ognako 6e3 OoJee TIIATEIBHOTO M3YYCHUs BOIIPOCA CIIOXKHO CKa3aTh, Ha-
CKOJIBKO 3TO OTpa)aeT PealbHYI0 CUTYAIHIO.

3 CJIOBEHCKHH SI3BIK PaCcCMOTPECH HHUKE OTACIIBHO.
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Puc. 2. Monens «uépHoe X» — «Oenoe X», a TakiKe NpsiMoe 3aMMCTBOBaHHE CIIOBaA ciger
Ha bajkaHax M B CJIOBEHCKOM sI3bIKe. Apeal al0aHCKOTro sA3bIKa 3aKpallleH MOJTHOCTHIO B
CBSI3U C OTCYTCTBHEM y aBTOpa TOYHBIX TAHHBIX O PACIIPOCTPAHSHUH KOJUTOKAIMN mél¢i e
zezé «meueHby» u mélci e bardhé «iérxoey.

Ha cepOoxopBaTCcKoOl SI3BIKOBOM TEPPUTOPHH MBI HAOIIOJaeM HECKOJIBKO Ooliee
CIIOKHYIO KapTHHY. 3[1€Ch OTYACTH COXPAHSIOTCS KOHTHHYAHTHI MTPACIIaBIHCKO-
r0 Ha3BaHWS MeYeHU — *efro. KpoMe Toro, B yacTu apeayia 3HaUCHHE «IICUCHDBY
npuobpenu cyddukcanbHble KOHTHHYaHTBI JPYTOTO TMPACIABSIHCKOTO CIIOBA —
*otroba. CBepXy Ha 3TO HAIOKHJIACH TYPEIKask MOJCIb C TPSIMbIM 3aUMCTBOBAHH-
eM — crna 3igaral/3igerica. MeHee, 4eM 3aUMCTBOBaHHUE, PACIIPOCTPaHEHA KaJlbKa
— crna utrobica (mynxtsr OJIA 71, 74, 75, 76, 77), a B oHOM myHKTe (Zminj, 22)
— &rna koro'dela (OCOBHO «UEPHBIE BHYTPEHHOCTIY ) HAPSIY C utroba.
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B psne mynkToB OJIA ¢ukcupyeT 1Ba BapHaHTa, HHOT/IA C CEMaHTHIECKON
muddepennmanmeid, Hanpumep, [lakospahe (myHkT 68): jétra, cjna 3igerica (y
*)uBoTHOTO); TpebdasbeBo (76): cyna: utrobica, 3igarica.

[Ipsimoe 3aumcTBOBaHue dziger otMeuaeTcs yxxe B X VI Beke B JlyOpoBHuKE
(Skok 1: 473).

OTxenbHO OTMETUM MHTEpECHYI0 cuTyauuio B myHkTe 24 (Dobrinj), rae B
3HAYCHHUH IIEYCHB» COXPAHMUIOCh HCKOHHOE je:tra, a 3aMMCTBOBaHHOE Zigerica
MIPUOOPEIIO 3HAYCHHUE «JIETKUEY.

5. Benrepckuii, pyMBIHCKHIi, CJIOBANKUNH M YKPAMHCKUN

B Benrepckom Mojens «uépHoe X — Oesnoe X», IO BCEH BEPOSTHOCTH, OTCYT-
ctByeT. Bo Bcsixkom ciryuae, A Magyar Nyelvjarasok Atlasza (I1I, xapra 426)
(UKCHPYET TOTBKO POHETHIECKUE BapUAINU JIUTEPATYPHOTO /1dj «IICUCHBY.

B T0 € BpeMs B BEeHT'€pCKOM UMEETCSI IIPSIMOE 3aMMCTBOBAHUE zsiger «BHYTPEH-
HOCTH, TIOTPOXa».

B pyMBIHCKOM MBI HaXOJUM KaK MPsIMOE 3aMMCTBOBAHHE M3 TYPEIKOIO, TaK U
kanbKy (NALR 1967, harta 92, harta 108; NALR 1969, harta 104; NALR 1980, harta
95; NALR 1987, harta 67, harta 77; NALR 1992, harta 150; NALR 1996, harta 73).

[IpsiMoe 3amMcTBOBaHKHE OOHAPYKUBAETCSI B BOCTOYHOH U FOT0-BOCTOYHOH Ya-
cTH pyMbIHCKOM JloOpymku B Buae giger ~ gigir «medenb» (IryHkTel NALR 874,
877, 896). HacTuHO apeain HEeroCpeCTBEHHOTO 3aUMCTBOBAaHUS NIEPEKPhIBACTCS
C apeanoM MoJyKanbku giger negru (myHkthl 878, 883). Ta ke mosykajibka OT-
MedeHa, 1o JaHHbIM OOMIeKapnaTcKOro THaleKTOJIOTHYECKOoro ariaca, B Monja-
Bum (myHKT 126, Kommanka) n Onecckoit oonacta Ykpaunsl (myHkT 131, [TnaBam).
OCOGHSIKOM CTOUT OTMEYEHHOE B IyHKTe 896 mpoTuBONOCTaBiIeHue gigeru dla
rosu [KpacHblii giger] «medenb» — gigeru dla albu [Genbiii giger] «1érkne»®.

[onHble KaJdbKM BCTpeYaeTCs HAa OOJBIICH TEPPUTOPHU, MPHUEM B POIU
OIPE/IeNIEMOr0 CJIOBAa MOTYT BBICTYIIATh YHACJIEJAOBAHHOE PYMBIHCKUM U3 Ha-
POIHOM JaTBIHU CIIOBO ficat, 0003HaUaloIIee MCUCHb B JIUTEPATYPHOM SI3BIKE U
OOJIBIIMHCTBE TOBOPOB; YHIAPU3M /i, PACTIPOCTPAHEHHBIN B 3TOM 3HAYCHUH H
0e3 MpUIIaraTeIbHOT0; pldmadn «JIErkoe» u bojoc «IErkoey.

Ha roro-Bocroke banara pacrmpocTpaHeHa KOJUIOKaLMsl TUMNa ficatu négru
win ficaty al négru (3adactyro napany c ficat), NALR ¢uxcupyer eé B 14 myH-
ktax. Tor sxe Tun (¢ (POHETHUECKMMHU U MOP(OIOTHUECKUMHU BAPHALUSIMU)

®Hapsny ¢ HCKOHHBIME 0603HAUEHUSIMH ficat W plami ne.
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BcTpedaercs B Myntenun u J{oOpymxe (5 MyHKTOB Ha CEBEPO-BOCTOKE U IOTO-
zamaze), a taxxke Onrenun (7 MyHKTOB, B MyHKTe 936 Takxke plominu negru).

Ha ceBepo-3amnase 3anajaaoit Mool 1 BykoBHHBI Harboliee pacnpocTpa-
HEH BapuaHT plamin négru (43 nyHkra), pexe mai néegru (20 myHKTOB) H ficat
negru (3 myHKTa). 3a4acTyIO IS OJJHOTO HACETIEHHOTO MyHKTA 3aCBHIETEILCTBO-
BaHO JIBA WJIM TPH HAUMEHOBAHUS, B Pa3HBIX COUETAHUAX, KaK C [[BETO0O03HaUe-
HUSIMU, TaK U 0€3 HHX.

Te >xe KoHCTpYKIMH PuKcHpyeT OOMEeKapIaTCKHA THAICKTOIOTMISCKHIN aTac
B Monasuu u Ha YKpaune: pla'moin ‘negru (JIunosipl, YepHoBelkas 001acTh) U
Bapuannu Ha teMy ‘majuret ‘njagrer (Kocoyist, Berxsaruniis:, Kasmaerntst, [TyiuH-
tel, Pesensl B MonnaBun u Kamenckoe B Onecckoit oonacti) (OKZIA 4, kapra 19).

OtmeTuM, uTo B baHate oueHb HIMPOKO PACIPOCTPAHEHO cepOo-XopBaTCKOe
3aMMCTBOBAHME jigarifd (¢ BAPUAHTAMH), OJIHAKO B 3HAYEHUU JIETKHE», A HE
«reuerny’. CoracHo manabiM NALR, B TpancwipBanun u Mapamyperne® Hu
MPSIMOTO 3aMMCTBOBAHHS, HA KAIBKU HE 3a(HKCHPOBAHO.

Kommokamus Tumna «uéproe X» Ha cioBarkoM marepuaie B OJIA He 3acBu-
nerenbcTBoBaHa. OHaKO 00O3HAYCHWsI Cierna pecenia M Cierna pecen (pukcu-
PYIOTCSl IPYTUMH UCTOYHUKAaMU. B MHMCbMEHHBIX AMSITHUKAX cerna pécena 1o-
seisietcst B X VII Beke. OTMETHM TakKe MapajuielbHOe 0003HAYCHUE «KpacHas
MICYCHBY, MEPEKINKAIOMICECS ¢ YIOMSHYTHIMH BBIIIE aJIOAHCKUM, TPEUCCKUM H
PYMBIHCKUM: od nemocech jater aneb cerweneg pecene, Takxe 3aQUKCUPOBaH-
Hoe B X VII Bexe (HSSJ 3: 496).

«CrnoBapb CIOBaIKUX JUAICKTOB» (PUKCUpPYET cCiérnd pecenia B boarne,
TpenubstHCKHIA Kpail (ceBepo-3amagnas Crnosakusi) (SSN 2: 762). @. Ilysuckuit
muIIeT cienyromee: ,,Miesto jatrd 'ud obycajne hovori ¢ierna pecena“, x coxa-
neHuio, 6e3 yrounenus apeana (Sujansky 1893).

Berelii mouck mokaspiBaet, 4to B JuTeparype XIX Beka 310 0003HaUe-
HUE TI0NagaeTcsl HEOTHOKpaTHO. Tak, BEHrepcKoe mdj epeBOIUTCs Kak Cierna
peceita, jatra (Mraz 1866: 357), Tak xe narunckoe iecur (Cerny 1865: 31). Ono
MOSIBJISIETCS B TIepeBoOJie ¢ BeHrepckoro ,,Cvicenia umu a re¢i* (Nagy 1870: 123),
a Taxke mpomsseaeHnsax Maptuna Kykyunna (Kukucin 1958: 279).

besycnoBHo, croBanknii Matepuas Hy»XJaeTcs B JOMOJHUTEILHOM H3yde-
HUH [T OIPEICIICHISI BPEMEHHBIX B Te0TpapUIeCKUX TPAHHUIL PAaCTIPOCTPAHEHHS
paccMaTpuBaeMOi KOJUTOKAITHH.

"WnTtepecHas koitokanus Gpukcupyetcs B mynkre 21: ficati din pept | ficati B rpy-
JTH] «JIETKHEe».

8B Tome «MapamypeI» KapTa «IedeHb» OTCYTCTBYET, OAHAKO MOCKOJBKY B Kade-
cTBe 0003HaYeH S NEMKUX UTYPHPYET TOIBKO HCKOHHOE CIIOBO, MBI TIOJIATAEM, UTO TY
CHUTYAIUIO0 MOYKHO 3KCTPATIOIUPOBATh U HA «IIEYCHDY.
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Hanecéwm BblieonucanHblii MaTepUai Ha KapTy:

A A A uépHas neyeHb

L 2 YépHoe nérkoe

o YEPHbIN NOTPOX
I oxurep

| YEpPHbIN axurep

Ha3BaHuA «‘-IépHaﬂ nevyeHb»
B PYMbIHCKOM C OCHOBaMu:

YUépHoe Mmope

A mai = ficat 7
6enbiit UBET 3HAYKOB — CrOBaLIKWi A3bIK; OCkonbe
Cepbiii UBET 3HAUYKOB — YKPAUHCKUI i3bIK;
YEPHbI LIBET 3HAYKOB — PYMbIHCKUIA S13bIK
/NN /J

Puc. 3. Monens «uépHoe X» — «Oenoe X», a TakKe NpsiMoe 3aMMCTBOBaHHE CIIOBaA ciger
B KapIiaTCKOM apeaie.

B yxpamHCKHX roBOpax TakyKe NPUCYTCTBYET MOJENb «4EpHas MEYEHKa» WIIH,
Jalle, BO MHOKECTBEHHOM YKCIIE — «4EpHBIE neYHKkmy ('¢'or'n’i pycun'ky n 1.1.).
OJIA ¢ukcupyer €€ B 4eThIpEX MyHKTaX B 3aKaprmarcKod oOJacTH YKpauHEI
(ITonsina, Hosre, Topyns, bymrtuna) u ogaom (Typunka) JibBoBckoii. OKJIA ot-
MeuaeT 3Ty Mozens B 10 myHkrax 3akapnarckoit (Manslit bepesnstif, Tyxist, Ope-

xoBw1a, [Toporkoso, [ycuno, Maneiii Pakosert, Hiwkuuit beictpsiit)’ u JIsBoB-

9K coskalleHHI0, KapThl «TIeUeHb» HET B «JIMHrBUCTHYECKOM aTiace YKPaHHCKMX Ha-
ponHbIX roBopoB 3akapraTtckoit odsactu YCCP» U. A. JI3eH13eMuBCKOro, HO Ha IPEACTaB-
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ckoit (Benmmkas Jlununa, Typee, Jlocunern) obmacteil. OOHapyXKMBaeTCsl OHA U B
onHOM ITyHKTe Ha Tepputopuu [lombim — Onbmiansl (AUGN, kapra 106).

Kpome Toro 3acBuzerenbcTBOBaHa MOJEINb «UEPHBIA MOTpox». OHA IpPUCYT-
crByeT B onHoM myHKTe OJIA (Illemit) m 6 OKJIA (Puuka, benobepeska, BikeH-
ka, Homumnnii llenor, ['punssa, [1nocka), 00pa3yst KOMIAKTHBIN apeal Ha Teppu-
Topun YepHosuikoit u iBano-OpaHkoBCKoi 0bacTelt mpu rpanune ¢ PyMmbiaueit

6. CioBeHCKHIi

B cnoBenckux nuanekrax, mo JaHHbIM CIIOBEHCKOI'O JIMHIBUCTHYECKOIO aTiia-
ca (SLA 1/51, SLA 1/52), 3aduxcupoBana KOHCTpYKUUs THMa (ta) ¢rni drob
«I1€YE€Hb» B KAPUHTUICKOW IpyIie ropopos. il HECKOIBKUX IIyHKTOB B 3TOM
3HAUCHHUH 3allMCAHO TOJIBKO CYIIECTBUTENBHOE drob, IpHUUéM eCTh OCHOBAHIS
oJIarath, 4To IBETOOOO3HAYCHHUE OBUIO yTpadeHo (JIMOO MPOCTO HE 3alUCcaHo
cobupareneM, TOCKOIBbKY MOJHAs KOHCTPYKIUS YIOTPeOIsUIach IpH HaTHIUH
MIPOTUBOIIOCTABJICHUS IEUEHH U JIETKUX).

OT1e/IbHO OTMETUM CUTYAlUIO B pe3bsHCKOM CToiBHIIE, I€ B 3HAUCHUU
«IEYEHbY» YMOTPeOIsieTcs cTapoe jétra ~ iétra, Ho NErkue 0003HAYAIOTCS KakK fe
bile jétra ~ te bile iétra.

ITynkr aTnaca Ileuenn JIérkne

001 |Egg bei Hermagor to ¢3rné driiob place
(Brdo pri Smohorju)

002 | Forolach (Borlje) to ¢3rno driiob plagé, lingdn

004 |Feistritz an der Gail ta ¢3rno drliob pluca, (ta bislo driiob)
(Bistrica na Zilji)

007 |Riegersdorf (Rikarja vas) |to ¢3rng driiob, i¢tré place

049 | Pernice '¢arn d'ruop, '¢arni d'ruop, |'be:li d'ruop, p'luta;

Yetra; 'jertre p'lude

050 |Sv. PrimoZ na Pohorju  |jétre; 'ofni d'furop plice; 'biroli d'fuiop

011 |Latschach (Loce) driiob place

046 |Pamece driiop plice

051 | Vuzenica jétre, ditiop plice, biali drliop

059 | Stolvizza (Solbica) jétra; iétra te bile jétra; te bile iétra

Ta6auua 1. OGo3HaueHue neveHu Kak (ta) ¢rni drob v drob, a nérkux Kak (ta) beli
drob B CIIOBEHCKHX JTMATICKTaX MO JaHHbIM SLA.

JIEHHOHU TaM KapTe «JIErkue» apealibl 0003HaueHUi TUIa «Oelible NEUEHKU» U «IETKUe IIe-
YEHKM» 3aHUMAIOT JOBOJIBHO 00JIbLIYI0 TeppuToputo ([3enn3eniBebkuil 1960, kapra 145).
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JlaHHbIE TMAJIEKTHBIX CIOBApPEH MOATBEP/KAAIOT HAJIMYUE dTOW KOHCTPYKLHUU B
Kapunrtuu. Tax, B Orre u [lormaxe (mynkt SLA 001) dritob dpuxcupyercs B 3Ha-
YCHHUU «BHYTPEHHOCTHY, a ¢Fni drilob — «miedenby (Pronk 2009: 212). B D6puaxe
(mynkt SLA 029) kapTuHa BBITJISAUT CIEAYIOLIUM 00pa3oM: jéa:tre «IeUeHb»
(Karni¢ar 1990: 161), dro:b «BHYTpEeHHOCTWY, ta Corian dro:b «110YKH, TIeUeHb U
cene3éHkay, ta be:l dro:b «nérxue» (KarniCar 1990: 141).

Cnosapp Ilnerepuinuka oTMedyaeT KOHCTPYKLUIO Crna jefra «II€YEHb» B
cioBernckoM (y Opocnara Ilada, ypoxxenna [lltupun) u bela jetra B 3HaueHun
«BUIIOYKOBas kese3an'’ (y Mukiommya, Takke MTHPHIIA) ¢ TIOMETKON «BOC-
TOYHOIITHPHUICKOE, ForoBocTouHomTHpHiickoe» (Pletersnik 2006: 366).

Becrk 3TOT MaTepuain CTaBUT MEpe HAMH CIOKHYIO 3371a4y: JOJDKHBI JTH MBI
paccMaTpHuBaTh CIIOBEHCKHE JJAaHHBIE OT/JEIBHO OT OaKaHCKOTO apeaja WM Ha-
000pOT KaK COCTaBHYIO €ro 4acTb. UTOOBI OTBETHTH HA HETO, pa3depéM Takxe
JTAHHBIC POMAHCKHX U JIYKHUIKHX S3BIKOB.

7. PomaHckme A3bIKH (KpOMe PyMBIHCKOTO,
APYMBIHCKOT'0 M METJIECHOPYMBIHCKOTI0)

[IpotuBomnocraBnenne «u€pHoe X» — «0Oenoe X» XapakTepHO TaKKe JUIs JIaJuH-
CKOTO sI3bIKa, B KOTOPOM IeYeHb 0003HavaeTCs Kak fuid fosch (rapaeHckui aua-
nekt) (Forni), fa fosk (mape©6anckuii); fa fosk (0aauoTckuit); figd néger (MUBH-
HAJJIOHTCKUH); figd néger (HonHckuil) (Gartner 1923: 149); fia neigher (daccan-
ckuit) (DILF 2001: 451). CooTBeTCTBEHHO JIETKUE HA3bIBAtOTC fuid blanch (rap-
neHckuit muanekr) (Forni), fa blayk (mape6banckuit); fa blayk (6annorckwmii);
figad blayk (nmuBuHANNOHTCKMN); figd blayk (HouHckwit) (Gartner 1923: 159); fia
bignch (DILF 2001: 112).

Ty e cxeMy MbI HAXOJUM B OKCHTAHCKOM: fricasséio niéro — fricasséio
blancho (Keiipac; fricasséio — «BHYTPEHHOCTW»); TACKOHCKOM: hidge négue —
hidge blan (ba3ac); ogHOM (QpaHIly3cKOM AuaieKTe: foie noir — foie bllanc (mpo-
BuHIUs beppu) (Zauner 1902: 156, 170; PAC 1877: 74); a Taxke (paHIy3cKOM
si3bike Jlyusuansl: foie noir — foie blanc (DLF 2010: 290). Uto unTepecHo, Atlas
linguistique de la France nurae He ¢pukcupyeT 4€pHOI MEUYCHH, OHAKO B ICJIOM
psane nyukroB (76, Gérardmer, Vosges; 180, Igney, Meurthe-et-Moselle; 517,
Saint-Groux, Charente; 610, Chazelles, Charente; 614, Excideuil, Dordogne;
813, Monistrol-d’ Allier, Haute-Loire; 896, Seillans, Var; 901, Theneuille, Allier)
BCTpeuaeTcs «0enas medeHpy kak obozHavenue nérkoro (ALF, kapra 1073).

IOBI/IJ'IO‘IKOBZUI JKCJIC3a HAXOAUTCA MEXKAY JIETKUMM.
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ITo manubiM ALE 3Ta e Momenb OpHCyTCTBYeT B utanbstuckux (kur'ad n'ira;
frit'ura n'egra; fi'itu n'iru) n ucnanckux (aba'ura n'eyra) nmuanexrax (ALE: 7, 11).

Bo3MokHO, Crojja MOKHO OTHECTH TAaKXKE PyMAHIICKHE DHTaauHCKUE (op-
MBI nirom/narom/gniram «Ie4eHb», Bocxomsmme 1o stumornoruu X. lmuma k
*nigramen (< niger «u4€pupiiin)!! (DRG). OqHAKO B 3TOM Cilydyae HE MPUXOIUTCS
TOBOPHTH O MOJHOM pean3aluy pacCMaTprBaeMOi MOAEIH, TIOCKOJIbKY JIETKOE B
BEPXHEIHTaIMHCKOM Ha3bIBaeTcs leiv (IOCTIOBHO «IETKUIY), a B HUKHEIHT A IHH-
CKOM — curaglia (coOupaTenbHOE CYIIECTBUTEILHOE, 00pa30BaHHOE OT COF «Cep/l-
ue») (Pallioppi 1895: 216, 420; DRG).

OTMeTHM, 9To ecii OBl Moaenb «uépHoe X» — «Oenoe X» ymanoch oOHa-
PYXHTH BO ()PUYIBCKHX JTHATEKTaX, TO TUIOTETUICCKH MOXHO OBLIO OBI TOBO-
PUTH 00 aNbIHUICKOM apeasie, 00bEeTUHSIIOIIEM CJIOBEHCKHUH S3bIK C POMAHCKHMU.
Opnnaxo pannbie uauoMoB @panmun, Mranuu n Mcnanuu roBopsiT 0 TOM, 4TO B
POMAaHCKHUX SI3bIKaX HAJTMYUE ITOMU (a Takke OJIM3KHUX, CM. HIDKE) MOJICITH CKopee
SIBIISICTCST HE3aBUCHMBIM JIMHTBUCTHICCKUM (DaKTOM.

8. KeabTckue 13bIKH

Urto Kacaercs KeNbTCKUX S3BIKOB, 110 JaHHBIM ALE, omHOM M3 upinaHackux aua-
JIEKTOB 3aCBUJICTEIbCTBOBAHO PACITUPEHUE HA3BAHUS NICUCHH MPUIaraTelbHbIM
«4a€pHblit»: na haenna dubha (ALE: 7).

9. IpIranckuii A3bIK

ALE otmeuaer kalo buko wima kalu buku «aépHas miedeHb» B IBITAHCKUX HJIU-
omax CrnoBakuwu, ObiBIIici FOrocmaBun u bonrapum (nmpu mpocrto buko B npy-
rux uauomax) (ALE: 19). baza nanupix ROMLEX oTMmeuaeTt 3Ty KOHCTPYKIIHIO
B wauomax bocuum u Kocosa, Makenonuu, bonrapuu, CnoBenun, CiioBakum,
Benrpun, Pymbiann u Yansca (ROMLEX).

10. Jly:xunkue si3bIKU

Bonbioe pazHooOpasue KOJUIOKAIMi Mbl HAXOUM B JIY>KULKHX s3bIKax (SS 6:
142—-145). Tam B KauecTBe CYIIECTBUTEIbHBIX MOTYT CIYXHUTh Kak jatra / jétSa

' Panee 7TO CJI0BO TAaKXKe TBITAIMCh BHIBOJAMTH U3 rén «Iouka» > *renamen >
*neramen wiu u3 Hemenkoro Niere «ouka» (IDRG).
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«IEYEHb», TaK U pluca «IErkuey, a B PO MPHIATATEIBHBIX BBICTYIAIOT HE
TOJIBKO OembIii — YEPHBIN, HO U JIETKUI — TSDKENBIN, a TaK)Ke MATKUN — TBEPIBIN.
WHorna o6o3HaueHue MeYeHH BBICTYTIaeT 0e3 nmpuiiarareinbHoro. Beé 3To cosna-
€T 3HAYUTEIHHOE KOJMUYECTBO BO3MOXKHBIX KOMOHMHAIHIA, M3 KOTOPBIX 3aCBHIIC-

TCJIbCTBOBAHbI BOCEMb.

O06o3HaueHUS

| ITynkter Sorbischer Sprachatlas

Mopean «0eablie —

yépHble *etray

béte jatra — Corne
jatra

Geierswalde (69), Tatzschwitz (70), Michalken/Brothen (100),
Nardt (101)

béte jétsa — jétsa /
béto jatra — jatra

Drachhausen (4), Débbrick (18), Bergen (71)

Mopean «0ejble —

yépublie *pluta»

béte ptuca —
carne ptuca

Tauer (8), Drewitz (10), Grotsch (14), Bérenbriick (15),
Willmersdorf (36), Tranitz (38), Roggosen (45), Drieschnitz (47),
Mattendorf (48), Skerbersdorf (51), Kromlau (54), Grof3 Diiben
(55), Trebendorf (56), Miihlrose (59), Neustadt (60), Zerre (61)

béte ptuca — ptuca

Grof3 Lieskow (37), Roggosen (45), Mattendorf (48), Waldesdorf
(49), Sellesen (50)

Mogeusb «1érkue — Tskéable *e¢tray

lazke jétSa — $¢zke
jétSa

Burg (1), Werben (22), Miischen (23), Ruben (28)

lazke jétSa — jétSa

Schmogrow (2), Fehrow (3), Babow (27), Kunersdorf (29),
Zahsow (32)

Mopeau «msarkue — TBépabie *etra/*plut’a»

meke jétsa — Briesen (20), Guhrow (21)

twarde jétSa

meke ptuca — Schonhdhe (9), Janschwalde (11), Horno (12), Heinersbriick (13),
twarde ptuca Bérenbriick (15), Gablenz (44), Koppatz (46)

Ta6auua 2. O003HaYeHUS TEYEHH U JIETKUX MPH TTOMOIIH KOJUIOKALUH B JIYKHULIKHUX S3bI-
kax. B mynkrax 15, 45 u 48 npencraBieHsl 10 ABE MOICIH.

11. 3auMcTBOBaHHE WJIHM He3aBHCHMAas HHHOBALUSA?

YHUKaJIbHOCTB JIy>KULKOM CUTYyalluy B BBICOKOM INIOTHOCTH Pa3HbIX MOJIEIIEH B CpaB-
HHUTETHbHO HeOombIIoM apeaiie. OIHaKo caMo 00beIMHEHNE 0003HAYCHHI TICYCHH 1
NErKUX (MHOT/A TAKXKE CENE3EHKN) B paMKaxX OJIHON MOJIENH JIOBOJIBHO pacipocTpa-
HeHo. Hudero HeoObIMHOTO B 3TOM, KOHEUHO, HET: IIPU Pa3AEeIKe KUBOTHOIO UMEH-
HO JIETKUE U MEUEHb SIBIISFOTCS OJHUMH U3 CaMbIX OOJBLINX M BaXKHBIX BHYTpPEH-
HOCTEH, IpyT APYTY e UX MOXKHO MPOTUBONOCTABUTH KAK MO IBETY (4EPHBINA MK
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KpAacHBII — OeJIbIi ), KOHCHCTECHIIMH (TBEP/IBIN — MATKHIA), TaK ¥ 110 TOMY, BCIUIBIBAIOT
OHH B COCY/JI€ C BOJIOW HMJIA TOHYT (JIETKWI — TsoKENbI). KoHeUHO, Tanieko He Beera
B JKH3HB [IPETBOPSIIOTCS 002 WICHA MOJIEIH. SIPKHi PHMep — BOCTOYHOCIIABSHCKAs
HMHHOBALA «JIETKUE», KOTOPOI Ha OOJIBIICH YacTH apeajia He MPOTHBOIOCTABICHO
HHUYETO «TSDKENOro» (0 cXoxeM 0003HaYE€HHH, IIMPOKO pacipOCTPaHEHHOM B poO-
MaHCKOM Mupe cM. Zauner 1902: 157), u aHaOTU4YHBIN Cly4ail B MparepMaHCKOM
— *lungdn ot *h,Ing""- «érkuit» (Kroonen 2013: 344 ¢ apyrumMu ceMaHTHIECKUMU
napasuiensivu). OOpaTHBIN cllydail — CeMUTCKOE 0003HAUCHHE TICUCHU KaK «TKE-
Tob» (p.-eBp.T2.3_- kabéd u np. (Klein 1987: 268)). B nmutepaTypHOM (BpaHITy3cKOM
cymecTByeT molle «J1Erkoe JKUBOTHOT0» (IOCIOBHO «MSTKOE»). AHAJIOTHYHO TaKKe
B pszie paniy3ckux auanektos (ALF, kapta 1073).

TeMm He MeHee, ecii TOBOPHUTH O CIIABSHCKHX s3bIKax, TO B JaHHBIX OJIA Mbl Ha-
XOJIM B HECKOJIbKHMX ITyHKTaX MOJICNb «TsDKENAst IIeUeHb — JIETKast IIeUeHby: ventroba,
beska ventroba — l'etka ventroba (287); ¢’as'k’ija 'p’ecan’i — Toxk'ija, 'Toxk’ija p’eca'n’i,
lax'Kija p’eca'n’i (331); vant'roba, ¢’'as’k jia — "Toxk’ija (337); c'as'kija — Toxk’ija (338);
p'a’onka (y 4enoseka), c'az'koja (y xusoraoro) — Toyk’ija (392); py'¢inka, tas'k’i
py¢in'k’e (nevens sxuBoTHOTO) — fexk’i, pl'uca (nerkue uenoseka), Texk’i pyciin'ke
(mmerkwue sxxuBoTHOTO) (413); pe'cunka ['Corna, t' as'ka) —"lyxk’i (484)".

Ty e Mojenb MBI HAXOJUM M B CIIOBAIIKUX JUANleKTaX: caskd pecen «ime-
yeHb» — lachka pecen «nérkue» — Kucynke HoBe Mecto u okpectHocTH (SSN
2:762). B monbckux ropopax oHa GuUrypupyer B Buje dudy ciezkie «niedeHb xKu-
BOTHOTO» — dudy lekkie «nérkue >xuBoTHOTO» B MazoBenkoMm quainekre (MSGP
2010: 55), mpuuéM HET HUKAKOTO COMHEHHMs, YTO dudy NepeXuiii ceMaHTHYe-
ckuil apeiid oT Ha3BaHUS My3bIKAIBHOIO HHCTPYMEHTA CHavYaua K 0003HAYEHHIO
NETKHUX U JIAIIh TTOTOM PACIIUPUIIA CBOIO CEMAHTHUKY Ha BHYTPEHHOCTH BOOOIIE
(cp. (Kartowicz 1900: 388; SGM 1: 84)).

Bo ¢paniysckom rosope kommyHbl Baper (Varennes, genaprament Comma)
3aCBHICTEIIHCTBOBAHO IIPOTUBOIIOCTABICHUAE TBEPIBIX U MSITKUX BHYTPEHHOCTEH:
trip dilr «neueHb KMBOTHOTOY» — trip mol «1érkoe xuBotHOro» (ALF, KapTsl 585 1
1073). B cypcenbBCKOM pyMaHIIICKOM MPUCYTCTBYIOT napa dir «TBEPABIY — lom
«MATKuN» > dir «nedenby — lom «iérkoe» (Decurtins)'. To ke, HO B BH/E KOJLIO-
KaIliH C CYIIECTBUTEIBHBIM curaglia MBI HaXOIMM U B CypMHpaHCKoM roBope bep-

2B myHkTe 272 MOYEMY-TO KaK «TSKENA», TAK U «JIErKas» COCTABUTENH KaPThI
OJIA otHecnu k niedeHu: vontroba [Ceska i letka) «nieueHby NpU puoca «JIETKUEy.

3 ®opma dir GecciopHo BOCXOAUT K JIATUHCKOMY durus «TBEPAbIH», a BOT GopMy
lom TBITATUCHh BBIBECTH M3 JIATUHCKOTO ldma «OOJOTO, TOMBY», HO 0o0Jiee BEPOSTHBIM
Ka)XETCs, YTO 3TO 3aUMCTBOBAHKE U3 HEMEIKOTO /a/hm «XpOMOH; BsUIbIH (B IEPEHOCHOM
3HaueHun)» (Meyer-Liibke 1911: 350). B nnane ¢poneTuku cp. GOpMbl rom «BETKa» <
naT. ramus M rom «pama» < HeM. Rahmen.
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riona (Bergilin / Bravuogn): curaglia lomma «nérkoe >xuBoTHOTO» — curaglia digra
«IeYeHb JKUBOTHOTOY». B cocemneM roBope Hacenénnoro nmyHkTa Jlag (Latsch) 00-
Hapy)KUBaeTCs IBETOBas apa: curaglia cuetschna («kpacHas») «JIETKOe >KHBOTHO-
ro» — curaglia negra («a€pHas») «I1e4eHb )KUBOTHOTO». Bripouem, meueHb MoKeT
obo3Hauarscs Takke Kak curaglia digra (DRG)'™, BO3MOKHO, TIOJT BIUSHHEM OJTH3-
Koro rosopa beprrona.

OpHako HeIb3s 3a0bIBATH O TOM, YTO Ha3BAHUS IIEUCHN CPABHUTEIBHO JIETKO
KalbKupyroTcs. Tak, B HApOIHOW JATIHU (iecur) ficatum, IEpBOHAYAILHO 000-
3HaYaBIIee OJIF0I0, BBITECHUWIO CTApOE iecur B 3HAUCHUH «IICUCHB» aOCOIIOTHO
aHAJIOTHYHO TPEYECKOl 3aMeHe Nrop Ha (Yrap) GLKOTSV > cvuk®dTl. CeMaHTHYe-
CKUH npeiid cioBa nevens OT 3HAYSHHS <OKAPKOE» K «I1€YEeHb (OpraH Tela K-
BOTHBIX M YEJIOBEKA)» SIBIAETCS IPEBHEPYCCKONW MHHOBALMEH W, BEPOSITHO, HE
CITydaifHO, YTO POBHO TOT K€ Apeii( MBI HAXOAUM B HPUMBIKAIOIIEM K BOCTOU-
HOCIIaBSTHCKOMY apeaiy CIIOBAIIKOM sI3bIKe (pecert), a B TUTOBCKOM OOHApYKHBa-
eM SIBHYIO KaJbKy (képenys «medeHb» < keépti «neub).

B cBsI3M ¢ 9THM OTIMYMTH CITy4au, KOTJa aHATU3HpyeMasi MOZAEb BO3HHUKIIA
HE3aBHCHUMO, a KOT/Ia OHa SBJIAETCS Pe3yJIbTaTOM KaJIbKUPOBAHUS, OUYEHb TPY/IHO.

Ecnu roBoputs 0 mozpenu «uépaoe X — 6emoe X», TO COMHEHHUM He Mpea-
CTaBJISIET, YTO B HEKOTOPHIX SI3BIKAX (B KaBKAa3CKOM, OAJIKAHCKOM M KapHaTCKOM
pEerHoHax) 3TO MHHOBAILMS, BBI3BAaHHAS KOHTAKTOM (IPSMBIM FUTH KOCBCHHBIM)
C TIOPKCKHUMH SI3BIKAMHU, a B HEKOTOPHIX ITO He3aBHCHMas WHHOBarwmsi. Hanm-
OOJIBIIYIO CJIOXXKHOCTH B 9TOM OTHOIICHUH IIPEICTABISIET CIIOBEHCKHI apead,
MIOCKOJIBKY OH, C OHOI CTOPOHBI, MPUMBIKAET K apealy KaJlbKUPOBaHUS U3 TY-
penkoro (Haimuuue 3ToM KOHCTpyKuuu B IlITHpuu (akTHUeCKH MepeKuIbIBaeT
MOCTHK OT cepOOXOPBATCKUX TOBOPOB K KAPUHTUHCKUM U PE3bSHCKUM IOBOpaM
CIIOBEHCKOT0), a C APYTOIl — HAXOANUTCS BOJIM3H PyMaHIICKO-JIAANHCKOTO apeana,
B KOTOPOM, Ka)KETCs, IPEATIOUTHTEIFHEE BUIETh HE3aBICUMBIC HHHOBAIIHH.

[ompoOyeM BBIABHHYTH psii KPUTEPUEB, KOTOPHIE MOTYT IO3BOJIHUTH HAM
pasrpaHUuUTh apeall KaJIbKH U HE3aBUCHUMO BO3HHUKILHUE apeaibl:

1) Hamuuue HapsiTy ¢ u€pHoe X mapauIebHbBIX HOMHHAIMIL TBEpoe X, Tmxénoe X;

2) Hanu4Me HapsIy C «IIBETOBOM» MOJEIBIO NMPSIMOTO 3aUMCTBOBAHUS TYpEll-
KOro ciger;

3) HW30TMPOBAHHOCTH apeasa;

4) BXOXJEHHE apeaja B 007acTh, HAXOAUBIIYIOCS MO BIHsHIHEM OCMaHCKOM

UMIICPHU.

4 Ananoruunsie 0003HAYEHUS WIETKOTO KMBOTHOTOY» CYLIECTBYIOT B CypMHpaH-
ckoM roope AnbBaHoil (Alvaneu / Alvagni): curaglia lomma; n B BEpXHEIHT'aJIMHCKOM
roeope Cankt-Mopuiia (St. Moritz / San Murezzan): curaglia cotschna (IDRG), onnako B
9THX CIIy4asx Mbl HE pacroiaraeM HH(opmariei o ToM, Kak 3By4UT BTOPOH UJICH Maphbl.



46 Slovenski jezik — Slovene Linguistic Studies 12 (2019)

OTHeNbHO CJIeyeT OrOBOPHTH MCIIOJIB30BAHUE I[BETOBOM» MOJIENU C TpHJIara-
TENBHBIM KpACHbIl, TIOCKOIBKY KPAcHBIH IIBET MOXKET OBITH IPOTHBOIIOCTABICH
KaK 4EPHOMY M «IIPHCBAUBATLCS» JIETKUM (an0. nuan. mélgi e kuqé, rped. nuai.
70 kékkwvo TCEPL; pyMaHIIL aual. curaglia cuetschna), Tak u 0eIoMy u 0003HA4YaTh
neueHs (pyM. auan. gigeru dala rosu). 1o (aKT, Kak HaM KaKEeTCsl, Hy>KJaeTcsl B
OTJICTHOM HCCIIEIOBAHUH.

UYro KacaeTcst HOCIEAHET0 KPUTEPHSL, TO HETUIITHIM OBIJIO OB CPAaBHUTH ape-
aJIbl MojIeTH «4épHoe X — Oenoe X» ¢ KapTod KOHIIEHTPAIlUH TYPIU3MOB B Clia-
BSTHCKUX SI3BIKAX:

Kak mbr BuguM, CrnoBenusi, CrioBakust u JIy>KuIa OTHOCATCS K apeajaM ¢
MUHHMAJIbHBIM KOJIMYECTBOM TYPIIH3MOB, HO, KOHEYHO, HE CTOHUT 3a0bIBAaTh, YTO
aHaM3MpyeMasi MOAeb MOTJIa TIepeIaBaThCs M0 HEMOoYKe, U KaJlbKy MOXHO TO-
JI03pPEBAaTh JaKe B OTCYTCTBHE MPSIMOTO KOHTAKTA C TYPEIIKHM S3bIKOM.

HaJIM4YWe TIapajl- | HATMIue Tpsi- H30JTUPOBaH- BXOJKJICHHUC B
JIENBHBIX KOJIIO- | MOTO 3aMMCTBO- | HOCTB apeana o0macTp Typern-
Karumi BaHUS KOT'O BITUSTHUSI

KaBKa3CKHH - + - +

OaJIKaHCKUIA - + - +

KapHaTcKui + + - +

CJIOBAIKUI + - ? -

CJIOBEHCKHIA - - + -

JTYKULKUI + - + -

JIATUHCKUN - - + -

pyMaHImckud |+ - + -

Taoanua 3. OHCHKa AHAJIM3UPYCEMBIX B CTATHC ap€ajiOB C TOYKU 3pCHUA 3aBUCUMOCTHU OT
TIOPKCKOTO apecajia <(HBCTOBOﬁ)) MOJEIIA COITaCHO OIMMMCAHHBIM BBIIIEC KPUTCPUAM

KommenTtapuii k TaOnuIe: MOCKOIbKY LIEIbI0 JaHHOW CTaThy HE ObLI cOOp Mo/I-
poOHOM HH(DOPMAIUH O IPYTHX KOJUTOKAIMAX, 0003HAYAIOIINX NIEYCHB U JIETKHE,
MIPOCTABIISISI MUHYC B IIEPBOM CTOJIOIIE, MBI HE MOKEM OBITh ITOJIHOCTHIO YBEPECHBI
B OTCYTCTBHM KOJUIOKAIMI THHA «TBEPAOE X», «TspkEnoe X» B TOM WU UHOM
apeasie. B CBsI3u ¢ OTCYTCTBHEM MOJPOOHBIX JJAHHBIX 1O apeaty «4EpHOM meve-
HI» B CJIOBAIIKOM SI3bIKE HaM IPHUIILIOCH TIOCTABUTh 3HAK ? B COOTBETCTBYIOIICH
stueiiKe TaOJIUIIBI.
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PacnpocTpaneHHe TypuH3MOB
B CJIABSIHCKHX SI3BIKAX
(mo maTepuajam «O01mecIaBSIHCKOTO
JIHHTBHCTHYECKOT0 ATJIACa»)

@ TOUYKH MaKCHMAIbHON KOHIIEHTPALMH JEKCEM
® ToukH cpeHell KOHIIEHTPAIKH JEKCEM
O TouKH HU3KOH KOHLICHTPALMH JIEKCEM

Puc. 4. PacnipoctpaHeHue TypLr3MOB B CIaBSHCKHX si3bIkax (1o matepuaiam OJIA). Touku
MaKCHMaJIbHOM KOHIICHTpAalUU JICKCEM — 3HAYUT B OAHOM M3 TOMOB WJIM B KAXJIOM TOME B
9TOM IyHKTE 6-18 TypIM3MOB; TOUKH CpPeAHEH KOHIIEHTPAIIUK JIEKCEM — 3HAUUT B OJTHOM U3
TOMOB WJIU B KQJK/IOM TOME B 3TOM ITyHKTE 3-5 TYpLUH3MOB; TOYKA MUHHMAJIbHON KOHIIEHTpa-

11U JICKCEM — 3HAYUT B OTHOM U3 TOMOB WJIK B KaXKIOM TOME B 3TOM ITYHKTC 1-2 TypHI/IBMaIS.

S TIpu cocTaBneHun KapThl UCMONIB30BANMCH Clenytomue marepuaisi: OJIA 4:
240-241 — OO6uiecnaBsHCKUN JIMHIBUCTUYECKUH aTiac. Cepus JIEKCUKO-CIOBOOOpa-
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HawnbGosee cnoXHBIMU CTy4dasMd B JaHHOW CHTYAIlUH SIBJISIOTCS] CJIOBCHCKHE H
CIIOBAIIKKE TOBOPHI, HO 00IIIast CyMMa ITapaMeTpOB ATHX apeasioB, KayKeTcsl, TOBO-
PUT B I10JIb3y HE3aBUCUMOM MHHOBALIMU.

[TonBoas HEKOTOPbIE UTOTM NPOBEAEHHOMY HMCCIEIOBAHUIO, OTMETHM, YTO
00bEeIUHEHHE NTEUEHH U JIETKUX B OJHY Napy KOJUIOKaluil, MPOTUBOIOCTABICH-
HBIX JPYT APYTY KakK «4EpHOE — Oer0e», «TIKEIoe — IETKOe» WIH «TBEPAOE —
MSITKOE», BITOJIHE €CTECTBEHHO, JIETKO OOBSICHUMO U MOKET BOSHUKATh B PA3HBIX
SI3BIKAX HE3aBUCHUMO JPYT OT Apyra.

B TO e Bpems Helb3s OTPHLATH, YTO 3aPOJHMBIIASCS B MEPCHICKOM!'® MO-
NIeNb jegdr-e siyah vs. jegdr-e sefid opraHMYHO BOIIIA B TYPEIKUH U azepOaiii-
JKaHCKUH U Jlaibliie Oblla «OMYJISIPU3UPOBaHa» Ha OTPOMHOM TEPPUTOPHHU yKe
uMH. JTa TeppUTOpUs BKIIOUAeT B ceds 1Ba apeayia — KaBKasckuil (puc. 1) u
OanxaHo-KapraTckuii (puc. 2 u 3).

B EBporme cymiecTByroT TarKe apeaisl, TJIe «IIBETOBas» MOJETb 0003HAUCHIIS
MEYEHH U JIETKUX MOSBUJIACh HE3aBUCUMO OT Typeukoro BiusHus. Crofa OTHOCATCS
JIaJIMHCKUIA, PYMAHIIICKHUH, UTATbTHCKHUNA, OKCUTAHCKUIA, TACKOHCKHH, (PpaHIly3CKHi 1
UCHAHCKUI s13bIKH. CpeJi CIABSIHCKUX S3bIKOB CEOJId MOXKHO OTHECTH TAKOKE JTyXKUILI-
KHE 1, C HECKOJIBKO MEHBIIICH JI0JIeil yBEpEHHOCTH, CIIOBAIKUE U CJIOBEHCKHE TOBOPBL
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JIK U3 3TOr0 MOXHO A€JIaTh KaKue-1uoo JAAJICKONAYTITHUC BBIBO/BI.
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Crna jetra, bela plju¢a
(o 1zvoru in razSirjenosti poimenovalnega modela)

V prispevku je postavljena hipoteza, da se je model ¢rni X ‘jetra’ in beli X ‘plju-
jeziku, od koder se je razsiril na veliko ozemlje in zajel nekatere govore kavka-
Skega, balkanskega in karpatskega obmocja. V Evropi istocasno obstajajo areali,
na katerih se je isti poimenovalni model pojavil brez stika z omenjenimi jeziki.
Sem sodijo nekateri romanski in luziski govori, kakor po vsej verjetnosti tudi
slovaska in slovenska narecja.

Black liver, white lungs. On the history and location of the model.

It is demonstrated that the black X ‘liver’ — the white X ‘lungs’ model originated
in the Persian language and was then brought to the Turkish and Azerbaijani
languages, from which it spread over a large territory affecting many idioms of
the Caucasus, the Balkans and the Carpathians. At the same time there are areas
in Europe where such a model developed independently. To this group belong
some of the Romance and Sorbian speech varieties and, most likely, Slovak and
Slovenian dialects.
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Word Order in Slovene Dialectal Discourse

Prispevek se osredotoca na posebnosti stalne stave v govorjenem nare¢nem diskurzu gle-
de na pravila stalne stave v slovenskem knjiznem pisnem diskurzu, pri ¢emer poskusa
ugotoviti, ali za nekatere besednoredne znacilnosti lahko trdimo, da veljajo za sloven-
ski nare¢ni diskurz na splosno (v primerjavi s slovenskim knjiznim pisnim diskurzom).
Podrobneje bodo analizirana le izbrana pravila stalne stave, in sicer stava ujemalnega
pridevniSkega prilastka, samostalniSkega prilastka in predlozne zveze v samostalniski be-
sedni zvezi, stava prostih naslonk v izreku in njihovo zaporedje v naslonskem nizu, stava
modalnega glagola v izhodiS¢u, stava glagola ali njegovega dela v zlozeni glagolski obli-
ki, besedni red v izreku, ki ga uvede prislovno dolocilo ali ¢lenek, ter stava poudarnega
¢lenka in prislovnega dolodila.

The aim of this paper is to determine the differences in fixed word order between Slo-
vene dialectal discourse and Standard Slovene written discourse, with a particular focus
on whether we can claim that some word order characteristics are present in Slovene
dialectal discourse in general (in comparison with Standard Slovene written discourse).
We will focus on only selected sentence elements that are subject to fixed word order
rules, specifically, on the word order variant of adjective modifiers in agreement with the
noun and noun/prepositional phrase modifiers in a noun phrase, the position of clitics in
an utterance, the order of clitics in a clitic cluster, the initial position of a modal verb in
an utterance, the position of the verb or its part in a compound verb form, the word order
characteristics of the utterance introduced by an adverbial or particle and the position of a
stressed particle and an adverbial.

1. Introduction

There has been little discussion of word order in Slovene to date, even though the
first extensive study of clitics and their position in a sentence in Slovene, published
in two parts by Matija Murko and titled Clitics in Slovene and subtitled Morpho-
logy and syntax and Part II: Syntax was published in 1891-1892 in the Yearbook
of the Slovene Society. In the introduction to the paper the author mentions that
the knowledge on clitics is closely connected to stress, about which we know little,
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and adds, “we know even less about stress in sentences, which is the soul of the
expression of our thoughts” (Murko 1891: 5), by means of which Murko in fact
already anticipated the phenomenon of the functional sentence perspective, as the
Czech linguist Vilem Mathesius' more than forty years later called the arrangement
of elements with respect to the functional role that they perform in the sentence, or
the rule of free word order, as the Slovenian linguist Anton Breznik called it in his
article “Word order in speech” almost twenty years after Murko (Breznik 1982).
The majority of articles in Slovenian linguistics on word order in the past were
based on an analysis of word order in literary texts (cf. Breznik 1982: 237-239,
Toporisi¢ 1982: 161-181). Only in the past fifteen years have there been discus-
sions of word order in spoken discourse, i.e. in children’s speech (see Kranjc 2004)
and urban speech (see Krajnc 2007), while little has been written about word order
in Slovene dialects, or else these discussions focus only on particular dialects (see
Zorko 1994, 1995, 1998; Steenwijk 1992; Zuljan Kumar 2002, 2003, 2014, 2016;
Skapin 2014). The first attempt at a description of some word order characteristics
in several Slovene dialects and a very loose comparison of the specific features of
particular dialect groups was contributed by Zuljan Kumar (2007). This article is
based on the aforementioned study and offers some new insights.

2. Word order in spoken dialectal discourse

The aim of this paper is to determine the differences in fixed word order between
Slovene dialectal discourse and Standard Slovene written discourse, with a par-
ticular focus on whether we can claim that some word order characteristics are
present in all Slovene dialectal discourse in general (in comparison with Standard
Slovene written discourse). A second aim is to determine whether the selected
word order variants that the author of the article analyzed in texts from the Lit-
toral dialectal group? (see Zuljan Kumar 2002, 2003) also appear in texts from
other Slovene dialects. If they do, we are further interested in whether their use is

'V. Mathesius 1939: O tak zvaném aktualnim ¢leneni vetném. Slovo a slovesnost
5. 171-174. Otherwise the principle of functional sentence perspective was partially re-
cognized by Henry Weil as early as in 1844, in his article De I'ordre des mots dans les
langues anciennes comparées aux langues modernes, in which he compared word order
in ancient and modern languages and found that word order in sentences is influenced by
mutual relations between ideas (Beaugrande, Dressler 2002: 24).

2 Specifically, the Torre Valley, Natisone Valley, and Brda dialects.
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merely sporadic and they appear due to the short planning time® that the speaker
has at their disposal in spoken discourse, which prevents the deliberate structur-
ing of utterances,* or whether this is an established and perhaps also preferential
use that in fact represents the dialectal word order variant. As part of the latter we
will also check the possible influence of contact with a foreign language on the
emergence of the word order variant.

We will focus on only selected sentence elements that are subject to fixed
word order rules, specifically, on the word order variant of adjective premodifiers
and noun/prepositional phrase post-modifiers in noun phrases, the position of cli-
tics in an utterance, the order of clitics in a clitic cluster, the position of the verb or
its part in a compound verb form, the word order characteristics of the utterance
introduced by an adverbial or particle and the position of a stressed particle and
an adverbial. We will examine the word order variants in question in texts from
all Slovene dialect groups.’

2.1 The position of the adjective modifier in agreement with the noun
(NOUN > ADJ.MOD in agreement with the noun)

In stylistically neutral word order the adjective modifier in agreement with the

noun in Standard Slovene discourse is located in front of the head of the phrase,®

whereas in spoken dialectal discourse it can also be placed after the head. We

found this kind of position in all the texts analyzed and can therefore assume

3This is the time that a speaker needs in order to think about what they are going to
say. In written discourse the planning time is much longer.

4 Typical of unprepared spoken discourse are interpolated lexemes and structures,
false starts, interruptions, self-corrections and also flexible word order.

5In the collection of texts entitled Slovene Dialects by Tine Logar and in the texts by
the following recorders: Tjasa Jakop (Central Savinja dialect, Styrian dialect group; Inner
Carniolan dialect, Littoral dialect group), Karmen Kenda Jez (Cerkno, Rovte dialect group,
and Gail Valley dialect, Carinthian dialect group), Mihaela Koletnik (Slovene Hills dialect,
Pannonian dialect group), Vera Smole (Lower Carniolan dialect), Matej Sekli (Natisone
Valley dialect, Littoral dialect group), Jozica Skofic (Upper Carniolan dialect of Kropa),
Peter Weiss (Upper Savinja dialect, Styrian dialectal group), Melita Zemljak (Lower Sava
Valley dialect, Styrian dialect group), Zinka Zorko (Styrian, Pannonian and Carinthian di-
alects) and Danila Zuljan Kumar (Brda, Torre Valley and Natisone Valley dialects, Littoral
dialect group). For more see the references section of the paper.

6 A stylistically marked adjective modifier in agreement with the noun in Standard
Slovene can be located after the head of the phrase, for example in interjections (strela
gromska! —lightning thunderous ‘hell’s bells’! (exclamation), bog nebeski — god heaven-
ly ‘god of the heaven’, prijatelj moj dragi — friend my dear ‘my dear friend’) or as a poetic
figure (Vida lepa — Vida beautiful ‘beautiful Vida) (Toporisic 1982: 55). Beautiful Vida
is a Slovene myth (comm. DZK).
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that this is a general feature of Slovene dialectal discourse, but with an important
distinction: by far the greatest number of examples of post position were in Lit-
toral texts, where there is contact with Italian and Friulian, both of which display
both word order variants (cf. for example Dardano Trifone 2001: 202, 450453
and Faggin 1997: 71),” whereas in texts from the remaining dialect groups the
word order variant NOUN > ADJ.MOD in agreement with the noun was far less
frequent. Based on this difference we assume that in Littoral dialects this positi-
on is established — the two word order variants can appear together in the same
utterance (ex. 2) — and in some cases even preferential,® while in other dialects it
is more the result of the short planning time available to the speaker for creating
the utterance. This assertion is supported by Zorko, who states that the word or-
der variant NOUN > ADJ.MOD in agreement with the noun appears in Styrian,
Carinthian, and Pannonian dialects but that in such phrases the adjective modifier
is perceived as an addition (Zorko 1998: 37).°

(1) Litt.: Usak dan s je jodlo Zupu vorZotavu (Zuljan Kumar 2003: 63).!°
every day REFL AUX, . ate soup cabbage
‘Every day cabbage soup was eaten.’
SLS: Vsak dan se je jedlo ohrovtovo juho.
(2) Litt.: Kostanj ima deblo debelo an puno velikih varhi (Zuljan Kumar 2003: 63).
chestnut has trunk thick and many high peaks
‘Chestnut has a thick trunk and many high peaks.’
SLS: Kostanj ima debelo deblo in veliko visokih vrhov.
(3) Litt: Je odriezala kruh v flete debele an jih je zmocila tu mlieko an tu jajca strepetane
(Zuljan Kumar 2003: 63).
AUX,, cut . bread to slices thick and them, . AUX . soaked, .. into milk and
into eggs whipped
‘She cut the thick slices of bread and soaked them into milk and whipped eggs.’
SLS: Odrezala je debele rezine kruha in jih namocila v mleko ter v stepena jajca.

"For example in Friulian un vistit gniif means the same as un gniif vistit ‘new clothes/dress’.

$In the Brda dialect in certain cases its use is more established than the word order
variant ADJ.MOD > HEAD (e.g. Zupa vrzotova ‘ohrovtova juha’ — soup cabbage ‘cabba-
ge soup’, kuhnja sirkova ‘koruzna juha’ — soup corn ‘vegetable corn soup’, njoki ciespovi
‘slivovi cmoki’ — dumplings plum ‘plum dumplings’).

% The speaker in spontaneous discourse often creates utterances according to the prin-
ciple of addition, i.e. of first stating the most important information and then describing it
further (Zuljan Kumar 2007: 43). The thesis that the adjective modifier is perceived as an
addition can be supported by the fact that the recorder sometimes placed a comma between
the head and the adjective modifier, which means that the speaker paused there.

10Whenever a feature applies to dialectal texts from all dialect groups, due to space
limitations we will not cite examples from all dialect groups. But we have marked all
examples in the texts in order to compare the frequency of use. Due to the small selection
of texts we of course cannot generalize the finding.
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“

(%)

(6)

Pann.: StarSi moji bi ja skrbi meli za mene (Koletnik 2001: 255).
parents my COND yes care have for me

‘My parents would of course be worried about me.’

SLS: Moji starsi bi ja imeli skrbi zame.

Low.Carn.: Je parsu kje, na Drenk, par strici tuojme /.../ (Smole 2007: 381).
AUX , came, ., there, to Drenk, to uncle your

‘He came there to Drenik to your uncle.’

SLS: Priel je tja na Drenik k tvojemu stricu.

Upp.Carn.: /.../ tut svedra ciermanska so klele delal /.../ (Skofic 2007: 218).
/.../ also drills carpenter’s AUX,, there made,,

“They also made carpenter’s drills there.’

SLS: Tukaj so delali tudi mizarske svedre.

2.2 The position of the noun modifier/prepositional phrase

(NOUN MOD/PREP. PHRASE > NOUN)

In Standard Slovene discourse the noun and prepositional phrase modifiers are
located after the head of the noun phrase (Toporisi¢ 1982: 172), while in dialectal
discourse they can also be positioned in front of the head.

(7

®)

(€]

Low.Carn.: Ja, lih tule sa gaurle! Lih tist dan zutrej de sa ga abesil, na Valentina dan
(Smole 2007: 282).
yes, right that AUX
on Valentin , Day.
“Yes, that’s what they were talking about! That just in the morning of that day they
had hung him, on the Valentine’s Day.

SLS: Ja, ravno tole so govorili! Ravno tisti dan zjutraj, da so ga obesili, na Valentina dan.
Low.Carn.: /.../ je biu tam en muj stric, ne, ad matere stric, ne, ad matere stric, ad
mujie mame stric /.../. je biu/.../ od matere zlahta (Smole 2007: 386).

/.../ AUX, was there one my uncle, no, of mother, uncle, no, of mother,,, uncle,

3SG GEN
of my mother,, uncle./.../ AUX,  was/.../ of mother relative

‘There was oggNof my uncles ther36$,G right, mother’s uncle, right, mother’s uncle, my
mother’s uncle /.../ he was /.../ my mother’s relative.’

SLS: Tam je bil en moj stric, ne, od matere stric, od matere stric, od moje mame stric
/.../bil je /.../ od matere sorodnik.

Low.Carn.: Martinou mat sa mat praval, kaku sa wad mater mat anu nu¢ slisel zyanot
u Gul¢ (Logar 1993: 36).

Martinova’s mother AUX,, mother,,  told
one night heard,, . to ring in Gul¢
‘Martinova’s mother told my mother, how she heard her grandmother one night to
ring in Golic.

SLS: Martinova mati so pravili, kako so od matere mati eno no¢ slisali zvoniti v Golicu.

spoke,, ! Just that day morning that AUX, him, . hung,,

how AUX,, of mother,  mother

3PLM NOM
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Examples of this kind of position of noun/prepositional phrase modifiers were
rare in the texts analyzed, with most of them being found in texts in the Lower
Carniolan dialect. Zorko also found them in Styrian, Carinthian, and Pannonian
dialectal texts but she also finds this position to be rare (Zorko 1994: 49). In this
case it seems to be an established though not frequently used word order vari-
ant in Slovene dialectal discourse, alongside the word order variant of NOUN >
NOUN/PREP.PHRASE MOD, and not a sporadic feature of spoken discourse
that arose due to short planning time.

2.3 Initial position of a clitic or a clitic cluster

Concerning the position of clitics in a sentence, Standard Slovene, like the majo-
rity of Slavic languages (except Macedonian), follows Wackernagel’s law'' ac-
cording to which clitics occur in second position in the utterance after the strong,
i.e. non-enclitic accented word (Franks and King 2000: 219; Siewierska 1988: 31,
32; Priestly; Sekli 2018: 71). In compound tenses or in verbal phrases compound
consisting of a verb + a verb complement a clitic is placed after the participle (ex.
10) or modal verb (ex. 11) (Toporisi¢ 2000: 676).

(10) SLS: Prinesli mu bomo darilo.
bring, . him_ , FUT.AUX,, present
‘We’ll bring him a present.’

(11) SLS: Moram ti prinesti darilo.
have,; to you, , bring present
‘I have to bring you a present.’

Clitics can be located in the initial position (thus functioning as proclitics) of the
sentence only in cases of ellipsis of an accented non-enclitic word (ex. 12, 13) or
the interrogative particle ali (ex. 14) (Toporisi¢ 2000: 676, cf. Zele 2017: 378)
and when answering a question or referring explicitly to something in the prece-
ding question or sentence and therefore implying a certain amount of emphasis on
the pronoun (ex. 15) (De Bray 1969: 428; Franks and King 2000: 40—43).

(12) SLS: Se vidimo! (Jutri se vidimo!)
REFL see,, ! (Tomorrow REFL see
‘See you!” (‘See you tomorrow!’)
(13) SLS: Le naj se pazi! (Alenka naj se le pazi!)
ADV PART REFL watch,, out (Alenka PART REFL ADV watch,, out)
‘She’d better watch out!” (‘Alenka had better watch out!”)

1PL)

"' The placement of clitic clusters in syntactic second position in the sentence after
the first stressed sentence constituent or after its first part (Wackernagel’s law) was in-
herited by Proto-Slavic from Indo-European (Sekli 2018: 71).
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(14) SLS: Bos jutri prisel? (4/i bos jutri prisel?)
FUT.AUX,,, tomorrow come, . (INTERR.PART FUT. AUX,_ .| tomorrow come

2SGM 2SGM
‘Will you come tomorrow?’
(15) SLS: Bom prisel, kdo pravi, da ne bom.
FUT.AUX,, come . .. who says that NEG FUT.AUX .
‘I will come, who says that [ won’t.’

2SGM)

However, in Slovene dialectal discourse clitics can be located in the initial position in
utterances. This position of clitics is a feature of Slovene dialectal discourse in general
as we can observe it in all the dialectal texts reviewed. We can even find confirmation
for this thesis from Murko, who raises the question of where this position of clitics in
spoken Slovene comes from, given that this is an unusual occurrence in other Slavic
languages. However, he does not believe it is due to the influence of the neighboring
Germanic language but rather that “our language has equally independently devel-
oped in this regard as Russian has, which went to the other extreme, having lost even
those clitic forms that were Proto-Slavic, and some sort of ga or mu simply did not
develop at all” (Murko 1892: 85).

In Slovene dialects an utterance can thus be initialized by:

2.3.1 The auxiliary verb biti ‘to be’

(16) Litt.: Je bluo ele tamavu, kar je par§u ho na Stupco (Logar 1993: 69).
AUX, . was already dark, when he came up to Stupca.
‘It was already dark when he arrived up to Stupica.’
SLS: Bilo je ze temno, ko je priSel gor na Stupico.
(17) Styr.: Sn reku: »Sn ja dau, ¢e sn glix porSu damu.« Sn dau kuojim jist, /.../ po sn pa
zaspau (Jakop 2001: 378).
AUX .said ... AUX . yes gave if AUX .just came, .., home. AUX . gave-

1SG 1SGM 1SG 1SGM 1SG 1SGM 1SG
sy Dorses to eat /.../ then AUX - ADV fell . asleep
‘I said, of course I gave, if I just came home. I fed he horses and then I fell asleep.’
SLS: Rekel je: »Sem ja dal, ¢e sem ravno prisel domov.« Dal sem konjem jesti, /.../

potem sem pa zaspal.

2.3.2 A pronominal clitic

(18) Litt.: Ju je merku an so je obliozawu Sobe (Logar 1993: 71).
her, . AUX . observed, , and REFL AUX, licked lips
‘He was observing her and was licking his lips.’

SLS: Opazoval jo je in si oblizoval ustnice.

3SGM
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19)

(20)

@n

Litt.: Mu-j dau kaso zlata /.../ (Sekli 2007: 422).
him;, AUX,  gave, . chestof gold/.../
‘He gave him a chest of gold /.../’

SLS: Dal mu je zlato skrinjo.

Low.Carn.: Jeh je bu mal (Smole 2007: 379).
them  AUX, . was, . few

‘There were few of them there.’

SLS: Bilo jih je malo.

Styr.: /.../ jih ni¢ nei straSlu (Logar 1993: 93).
them,  nothing NEG.AUX . scared
‘Nothing scared them.’

SLS: Ni¢ jih ni strasilo.

3SGN

2.3.3 A reflexive personal pronominal clitic

(22)

(23)

@4

Styr.: Si je pa suosot zienu (Zemljak 2001: 360).
REFL AUX, ADV neighbor got. .. married
‘A neighbor was getting married.’
SLS: Se je pa sosed Zenil.
Carint.: Se bomo ze stosnole (Logar 1993: 75).
REFL FUT.AUX,,, PART huddle,, ,,
‘We will huddle together somehow.’
SLS: Se bomo ze stisnili.
Upp.Carn.: Se i uzgau pa pogoreu use (Skofic 2007: 221).
REFL AUX, caught, . fireand burnt, . all
‘It caught fire and was burnt to the ground.’

SLS: Vse se je vzgalo in pogorelo.

2.3.4 A modal verb

In Littoral dialects, in contrast to Standard Slovene, an utterance can also be
initialized by a modal verb as well as by clitic forms. The modal verb is placed
before the infinitive.

(25)

(26)

Litt.: Con nordit tokuo, ku pase mene (Zuljan Kumar 2003: 69).

want ., to do so as suit,, me,

‘I want to do the way it suits me.’

SLS: Narediti ho¢em tako, kot ustreza meni.

Litt.: Moreta vprasat novice tudi tiste Zene, ki skarbijo za te potriebne ljudi doma.
can,, ask news also those women, .. that take care for these needed people at home
“You can ask about the news those women who take care of people who need help at home.’
SLS: Lahko vprasate za novice tudi tiste Zenske, ki skrbijo za pomoci potrebne na

njihovem domu.



D. Zuljan Kumar, Word Order in Slovene Dialectal Discourse 61

The word order variant MOD.VERB > INF is possible in all Slovene dialects,'?
but it is established only in Littoral dialects, where it is preferential (compared to
the word order variant INF > MOD.VERB), which leads us to the assumption of
the influence of Italian and Friulian, both of which have only the word order vari-
ant MOD.VERB > INF. However, in this case we cannot attribute it to language
interference, i.e. the borrowing of word order variant from Romance languages,
but rather the contact Romance languages influenced only the frequency of the
use of this word order variant.

2.4 Relative ordering of clitics in a clitic cluster

A clitic cluster in Standard Slovene can be enclitic, dependent on a previous
stressed word (ex. 27), or it can be proclitic, dependent on the next stressed word
(ex. 28). Both types of clusters can follow each other (ex. 29).

(27) SLS: Smejal se mi je.
laughed, . REFL me_,  AUX, .
‘He laughed at me.’

(28) SLS: Se mi je smejal?
REFL me, .  AUX, . laughed
‘Did he laugh at me?’

(29) SLS: Povedal sem mu, da so se mi Se smejali.
told AUX  him  _that AUX, REFL me, PART laughed

ISGM 1SG DAT 3PL
‘I told him that they still laughed at me.’

3SGM

3PLM

The relative ordering of clitics in a clitic cluster in Standard Slovene is as follows: "
C (in dependent clauses) > PART naj > COND bi/AUX™" > REFL > PRONOM
clitic, . > PRONOM clitic, .. > PRONOM clitic . > FUT.AUX/je > NEG ne

ACC GEN
(Toporisi¢ 2000: 671). The example below of the realization of a clitic cluster, for

instance, is cited by Franks and King (2000: 45):

(30) SLS: Prosi, da naj bi se mu ne smejali.
Ask, . that PART COND REFL him, ,, NEG laugh,

3SG
‘She/He asks us not to laugh at him.’

PLM

2 Information about this was obtained through an oral survey of coworkers at the
Dialectological Section of the Fran Ramovs Institute of the Slovenian Language at the
Research Centre of the Slovenian Academy of Sciences and Arts (ZRC SAZU).

13 The clitic cluster is not always realized in its entirety, but the order of elements
always remains unchanged (exceptions are found only in the cases of ne bo, ne bi, ni)
(Toporisic 2000: 671).

4 Except je ‘is’, which always goes last in the clitic cluster in the same slot as the
future auxiliary (Franks and King 2000: 45).
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Specific features in the clitic cluster of dialectal discourse in comparison to Stan-
dard Slovene relate to the different position of the clitic form of the personal
pronoun in the dative case and the different position of the negative particle ne.

2.4.1 Pronominal dative clitic after the clitic of the verb biti ‘to be’

(AUX (cop) biti > PRONOM clitic, . > VERB)

In standard Slovene discourse the pronoun in the dative form is placed before
the clitic of the verb biti ‘to be’. In spoken discourse it can come after. We found
examples of this in several dialectal groups, and Murko has also reported this
position, having found it in Carinthian, Lower Carniolan, and Rovte texts (Murko
1892: 77)." In view of this we could conclude that it is a general feature of spoken
discourse. However, we did not find many examples and so we assume that this
word order variation is not established and hence cannot interpret it as a dialectal
word order rule, but that it occurs due to short planning time in spoken discourse.

(31) Low.Carn.: Je muoglo neikej bet, zatu ke vas oce je vam porpoudvau /.../ (Smole
2007: 383).

AUX, . had, . something to be, because your father AUX, . you,, told
‘Something had to happen, because your father told you.’
SLS: Nekaj je moralo biti, ker vam je vas oce pripovedoval.

(32) Rovt.: Pa i parsla Suscawa Marije, de beizwa nad jazuca, ka bo nam $ou wos sirk
(Logar 1993: 47).
And AUX,, came, .
us;,, ; 80,y all corn
‘And Suscava Marija came to tell us to chase badger, otherwise it will eat all the corn.’
SLS: Pa je prisla Suscava Marija, da pojdiva nad jazbeca, ker nam bo pojedel vso
koruzo.

3SGM

Suscawa Marija, that 20,

over badger, because FUT.AUX .

15 Murko cites examples from Carinthian and Rovte dialects:
(1) Carin.: de je ga vidil
that AUX . him, . saw, .
‘that he saw him’
SLS: da ga je videl
In this case also the accusative clitic is placed after the auxiliary. I have not found any
other such example in the analysed texts.
(2) Carin.: de je mu dal
that AUX,  him , gave .
‘thathe gave him’
SLS: da mu je dal
(3) Rovt.: se j mu ze wadtorya glawa prw¢ (Murko 1892: 77).
REFL AUX,  him, already tore, . head off
‘His head was already torn off.’

SLS: Glava se mu je ze odtrgala proc.

3SGF
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(33) Litt.: Ma Sonja jo jon poviadla, do nimi ki xodit ¢e /.../ (Zuljan Kumar 2003: 73).
But Sonja AUX,,them, . told, . that NEG.AUX,, what to walk there /.../
‘But Sonja told them not to go there /.../

SLS: Ampak Sonja jim je povedala, naj ne hodijo tja.

2.4.2 The order of clitic forms of the pronoun after the verb

(VERB > PRONOM clitic,, . )

The clitic form of the pronoun can be placed after the verb. We found examples
of this in Littoral texts, and Zorko has also reported this order: in describing spe-
cial characteristics of word order in the speech of Ojstrica (a Carinthian dialect
group) she cites instances of the clitic form of the personal pronoun frequently
appearing after the verb, at the end of the utterance (Zorko 1995: 143). We did
not find many such examples in dialectal texts so we can therefore say that this
position of the personal pronoun in dialectal discourse is possible (more in some
dialects than in others, for example, in Carinthinan dialects) but not frequent and
therefore not well established.

(34) Lit.: Samo son rekla mu, do ¢e lohno yram u stranis¢e (Zuljan Kumar 2003: 72).
Only AUX , told . him , thatif can go,, to toilet
‘I only asked him, if I could go to the toilet.’
SLS: Sem ga samo vprasala, ¢e lahko grem na stranisce.
(35) Carin.: Je pa powiodwa mi, kejko jaic marm uzet.
AUX, ,ADV told, . me, how many eggs have , to take
‘But she told me how many eggs I had to take.’
SLS: Povedala pa mi je, koliko jajc moram vzeti.
(36) Carin.: So pa rekli mu /.../ (Zorko 1995: 144).
AUX,, ADV told,, , him . /.../

‘But they told him /.../
SLS: So mu parekli/.../

2.4.3 Special characteristics of the position of the negative particle ne
2.4.3.1 The clitic form bi in front of ne

(COND bi > PRONOM clitic ;o 1/acc > NEG ne)

In Standard Slovene discourse pronominal clitics in the accusative case (me, fe,
ga, jo, etc.) are placed before bi, if the sentence is negative.

(37) SLS: Za noben denar ga ne bi prodal.
for no money him__ NEG COND sold

. GEN 1SGM
‘I wouldn’t sell it for any money.’
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The word order COND > PRONOM clitic ;. 1acc > NEG is possible, but con-
sidered a lower colloquial form. However, in western Slovene dialects this word
order variation is neutral and used more frequently than the word order variation
PRONOM clitic ., y,pscc > NEG > COND. Zorko has also reported this for ea-
stern Slovene dialects (Zorko 1998: 230), as has Murko, who notes “that in the
west bi has already separated completely from the negative particle ne and that in
the east as well the first stressed word draws it increasingly closer” (Murko 1892:
73). However, after analyzing texts we cannot say that this word order variation
is established in Slovene dialects apart from Littoral ones, since we have found
very few examples in other dialects. For this reason we cannot count it among
the general features of Slovene dialectal discourse, but we can consider it as an
established word order variation in Littoral dialectal discourse.

(38) Litt.: Za noben sud bi ga na prodal.
for no money COND him_  NEG sold ..,
‘I wouldn’t have sold him for any money.’
(39) Litt.: Dua bi je na poznu, ki jo bla zmeran okuale.
who COND her, NEG knew,,, because aux,., was, . always around
‘Who wouldn’t have known her, as she was always around.’

SLS: Kdo je ne bi poznal, ker je bila vedno naokrog.

2.4.3.2 NEG ne is not placed directly before the personal verbal form

In Standard Slovene the negative particle ne is placed directly in front of the per-
sonal verbal form whose verbal action it is negating. In Littoral dialectal texts, how-
ever, we have found instances where some other word has been inserted between
the two. We did not find this word order variation in the examined texts of other
dialect groups.'t

'® But we cannot attribute this phenomenon to the Romance influence on the we-
stern Slovene dialects, because such word order variants are not probable in the contact
Romance languages. I am grateful for the discussion on this topic and the following
examples to dr. Giorgio Cadorini.

Litt: Duo je ne Se pozna?
Who AUX ., NEG PART know,.?
Who hasn’t known her yet?
LITERARY ITALIAN:
Chi lo non ancora conosce? — impossible
Chi non lo ancora conosce? — impossible
Chi non ancora lo conosce? — possible but improbable
Chi non lo conosce ancora? — usual

Chi ancora non lo conosce? — less usual
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(40) Litt.: Zenitve pa me nei ut tizbuot nekul vie¢ umeinla (Logar 1993: 56).
wedding . ADV me,, . NEG.AUX, . from that time never more mentioned, .
‘From that time on she has never ever mentioned the wedding.’

SLS: Zenitve pa mi od takrat nikoli ve¢ ni omenila.

(41) Litt.: Ti na nobedon drek uzame (Sekli 2007: 422).
You,,.NEG nobody shit take,

‘Nobody would take shit.’

SLS: Nihce ti dreka ne vzame.

2.4.4 Characteristics of word order variation in compound verbal form

A particular feature of the word order variation of compound verbal forms in dia-
lectal discourse compared to Standard Slovene discourse is the former’s word order
variation of the past participle of the main verb and the infinitive and infinitive of
purpose at the end of the utterance. I found these sentence structures, which Re-
indl calls “brace constructions” (Rahmenkonstruktion) (Reindl 2015: 188), in all
dialectal texts, but not equally frequently in all of them: they were least frequent
in Littoral texts. We can thus assume that this word order variant is established in
all Slovene dialects, but is only sporadic in littoral dialects.'” In Pannonian dialects
also the past participle of the verb biti ‘to be’ is often placed at the end of the ut-
terance (ex. 49, 50). We found many such examples in the analyzed texts from the
Pannonian dialect group and we can therefore assume that this word order variation
is established and even preferential in these dialects, whereas in the analyzed texts
of other dialect groups we found few or no instances. Breznik has already written
about the word order variant of the verb at the end of the utterance, and argues that
this word order variant is not a Germanism, since it is a feature displayed by other
Slavic languages when the meaning requires it (Breznik 1982: 252).1

TRIEST VARIANT OF VENETIAN DIALECT

Chi lo no ancora conossi? — impossible

Chi no lo ancora conossi? — impossible

Chi no ancora lo conossi? — impossible

Chi no lo conossi ancora? — usual

Chi che ancora no lo conossi? — less usual

FriuLian

Cui lu no ancjemo cognossial? — impossible

Cui no lu ancjemo cognossial? — impossible

Cui no ancjemo lu cognossial? — impossible

Cui no lu cognossial ancjemo? — usual

Cui che ancjemo no lu cognossial? — less usual

7Cf. Zorko who believes that the shift of the verb to the last position in the utteran-
ce, also in the present tense form, is a general tendency of northeastern Slovene dialects
(Zorko 1998: 229).

18 Moreover, as noted by Breznik, Slavic word order for the verb is free (Breznik 1982: 252).
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2.4.4.1 Position of the main verb at the end of the utterance

(42)

43)

(44

Carin.: Sm zwecer notor pr§wa (Zorko 1995: 144).
AUX . in evening inside came
‘I came inside in the evening.’
SLS: Zvecer sem prisla noter.
Rovt:/.../ Cej tayaspadar/.../ dawaliu, de mu boda meje pasikal (Kenda-Jez 2001: 312).
/.../if AUX,, that farmer /.../ allowed,,,, that him , FUT.AUX_, bouderies cut,, ,,
‘/.../ if that farmer allowed that they would cut his land bounderies.’

SLS: Ce je ta gospodar /.../ dovolil, da mu bodo posekali meje.

Low.Carn.: Pozim, op $tirih, pol stierih, po sneigi, u¢as do kolena gazla (Smole 2007: 379).
in winter at four at half past three in snow sometimes to knee trudged, .
‘Sometimes in the winter at four, half past three I trudged through the snow that was
up to the knees.’

SLS: Pozimi, ob Stirih, pol §tirih, po snegu sem vcasih gazila do kolen.

1SGF

2.4.4.2 Position of the infinitive and infinitive of purpose at the end of the
utterance

(45)

(46)

(CO)

(48)

Styr:: A¢a noso smeeli ve¢ proga prestopit (Zorko 1995: 288).
father NEG.AUX, could,, ,, more threshold to cross
‘Father wasn’t allowed to enter the house anymore.’
SLS: Oce niso vec smeli prestopiti praga.
Styr.: /.../ si mag zviino napast (Jakop 2003: 125).
REFL had,, livestock to feed
“You had to feed the livestock.
SLS: Moral si napasti zivino.
Pann.: /.../ tak je trmasti, ka nece doktori iti (Koletnik 2001: 293).
so AUX,, stubborn that NEG.AUX doctor, . to go
‘He is so stubborn that he does not want to go to the doctor.’
SLS: Tako je trmast, da noce iti k zdravniku.
Carin.: Pa je zea /.../ koaso pa je Swa futor sio¢ (Logar 1993: 73).
and AUX . took . . scythe and AUX,  went, . grass to cut
‘And she took a scythe and went to cut the grass.’

SLS: Pa je vzela koso in §la kosit travo.

2.4.4.3 Position of the past participle of the AUX biti ‘to be’ at the end of the
utterance

(49)

Pann.: F Solo pa smo mogle tak bezati, ka smo vedno zadje bile (Zorko 1994: 50).
To school ADV AUX,, had,,, . so to run because AUX, , always last were
‘We always had to run to school because we were always the last.

SLS: V Solo pa smo morale tako hiteti, ker smo bile vedno zadnje.

IPLF
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(50) Pann.: Te pa smo gledale, ot kerega vogla bi $e gdo prisa, ka ne bi same bile (Zorko
1994: 50).
then ADV AUX = watched, , . from which corner COND PART who came that

1PL 1PLF 3SGM

NEG COND alone were,, .
“Then we watched if anybody would come around the corner so we wouldn’t be alone.’

SLS: Potem pa smo gledali, izza katerega vogala bi Se kdo prisel, da ne bi bile same.

2.5 The position of adverbials

With respect to the position of adverbials in dialectal discourse, two things
should be noted relative to their order in Standard Slovene: their position at the
end of the utterance and the word order in the utterance that is introduced by
the adverbial.

2.5.1 Adverbial after the verb

We found examples in the analyzed dialectal texts in which the adverbial came
immediately after the verb, whereas in Standard Slovene discourse it comes be-
fore the verb.

(51) Pann: Tiste snoupe smo kup povezali leipo (Zorko 1994: 51).
those sheaves AUX,, together tied , ,, nicely
‘We tied those sheaves firmly.’
SLS: Tiste snope smo lepo povezali skupaj.
(52) Low.Carn.: Se-j pa dolnuotar par Seleh znajdu zutrej (Smole 2007: 381).
REFL AUX, . ADV down there by Sele found, ., in morning
‘In the morning he appeared down there by Sele.’
SLS: Se je pa zjutraj znasel dol pri Selah.
(53) Litt.: J-jau, bos boyat seda (Sekli 2007: 422).
AUX, said, . FUT.AUX _ . rich now
“You will be rich now, he said.’

SLS: Dejal je, zdaj bos bogat.

1PLM

Similarly as with the word order in which the modifier is placed after the
word modified in non-Littoral dialects, we assume the speaker operates ac-
cording to the principle of addition, which is one of the principles of spoken
discourse in general, and we can therefore say that this word order arises due
to the short planning time of the speaker, and not that it is an established word
order variant.
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2.5.2 Word order in an utterance in which the adverbial of time/place is in
initial position

In Standard Slovene discourse the rule applies that word order in an utterance
that describes an action in the past or future tense changes if it is introduced by an
adverbial. The word order SUB > VERB > OBJ > ADVERB thus changes to the
sequence ADVERB > AUX clitic > SUB > main VERB > OBJ.

(54) SLS: Toninac je srecal beracico po poti.

Toninac AUX, . met, . female beggar on way

“Toninac met a female beggar on the way.’
(55) SLS: Po poti je Toninac srecal beracico.

On way AUX, Toninac met,,, female beggar

‘On the way Toninac met a a female beggar.’

However, in spoken dialectal discourse this rule does not always apply, since the
word order SUB > VERB > OBJ > can be preserved even if an adverbial is placed
in front. This word order variant is most frequent in Littoral dialects, where in
some dialects it is the only one possible (for example, in the Natisone Valley and
Torre Valley dialects) and is thus an established dialectal word order rule.’ We
also found five instances in the texts of other dialectal groups, e.g. Pannonian,
which indicates non-established use as a feature of spoken discourse.

(56) Litt.: Do po pot Toninac je srecu nu petjarcu (Logar 1993: 68).
down PREP way Toninac AUX . met, . one female begger
‘Down the way Toninac met a female begger.’

(57) Pann.: Po vojni ¢lovek je straxi ziveja.
after war man AUX _ .in fear lived,g,,

‘After the war a man lived in fear.’

SLS: Po vojni je ¢lovek zivel v strahu.

2.6 Particle position

With regard to particles we will limit our discussion to stressed particles only,
where the difference in their position in Standard Slovene and in dialectal dis-
course is the greatest (cf. Zuljan Kumar 2002). The basic feature of stressed
particles in the analyzed dialectal texts is that their position is not necessarily
restricted to the place immediately in front of the word, word phrase, or part
of the utterance they modity, as is the case for Standard Slovene discourse.

1 Since this pattern of construction is familiar from Italian and Friulian, this proba-
bly influences the frequency of this word order variant.
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However, in this case it is a general feature of spoken discourse as such, which
does not allow a long planning time, and not established word order variants in
Slovene dialects.

(58) Styr.: V jutro smo zaceli ob trex mlotiti ze (Zorko 1998: 232).

in morning AUX , started , , at three to thresh already

‘In the morning we started to thresh already at three.’
SLS: Zjutraj smo zaceli mlatiti Ze ob treh.

(59) Low.Carn.: K-je at celga sveta vedu, monde (Smole 2007: 382).
that AUX,_ . of entire world knew probably

3G 3SGM
“That probably knew about the entire world.’

SLS: Ki je menda vedel o vsem svetu.

3. Conclusions

The question of word order in Slovene dialects is a very broad topic, deserving of
thorough dialectological research. This article sheds light on just a small section
of this question and indicates directions for further study. For a better insight into
the word order characteristics of Slovene dialectal discourse, it would first of all
be necessary to prepare a sufficiently representative corpus of texts of spontaneous
dialectical discourse from all dialect groups. Secondly, the acquisition of more pre-
cise findings of a general comparative analysis of word order features of particular
dialects would require the use of the methods of corpus linguistics, since otherwise
the work is time-consuming and does not bring the same kind of results as does
working with a corpus. Nevertheless, we can conclude the following: the analysis
of dialectal texts presented here has shown that three groups of word order features
can be distinguished in a study of word order in Slovene dialectal discourse. The
first group of features, such as, for example, the initial position of clitics in an ut-
terance, is characteristic of texts from all dialect groups, and is therefore a general
word order feature of Slovene dialectal discourse. The second group includes word
order characteristics that are found only in the texts of certain dialect groups, for ex-
ample the separated position of the particle ne and the verb in Littoral dialects and
the position of the past participle of the verb biti ‘to be’ at the end of the utterance
in Pannonian dialects; these characteristics can be considered as specific features of
particular Slovene dialectal discourses. The third group of characteristics are those
that can be found in all texts but nevertheless differ in the frequency of their use, for
example, the position of the adjective premodifier in agreement with the noun and
noun/prepositional phrase post-modifiers in a noun phrase as well as the position of
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the verb (past participle or infinitive) at the end of the utterance. The frequency of
use in these cases is the criterion that shows whether the word order characteristic is
well established and can thus be understood as an established word order variant in
the dialect or rather a dialectal word order rule, or is sporadic and as such the result
of a basic pattern in spoken language. i.e. short planning time, which does not allow
for the deliberate structuring of utterances.

Abbreviations

ACC = accusative, ADJ.MOD = adjective modifier, ADV = adverb, ADVERB
= adverbial, C = conjunction, Carin. = Carinthian, COND = conditional, cop
= copula, ex. = example, F = feminine, FUT.AUX = future auxiliary, GEN =
genitive, INF = infinitive, INTERR.PART = interrogative particle, It. = Italian,
Litt. = Littoral, LOC = locative, Low.Carn. = Lower Carniolan, M = masculine,
MOD = modal, N = neuter, NEG.AUX = negative auxiliary, OBJ = object, Pann.
= Pannonian, PART = particle, PL = plural, PRONOM = pronominal, PREP =
preposition, PREP.PHRASE = prepositional phrase, REFL = reflexive pronoun,
Rovt. = Rovte, sg = singular, SLS = Standard Literary Slovene, Styr. = Styrian,
SUB = subject, Upp.Carn. = Upper Carniolan
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Besedni red v slovenskem nare¢nem diskurzu

Besednemu redu se v slovenskem jezikoslovju v preteklosti ni posvecalo veliko
pozornosti, ¢eprav je prva razprava na to temo izsla ze v letih 1891-1892. Napisal
jo je Matija Murko, ki je obravnaval besedni red pri naslonkah in naslonskem
nizu. Vecina razprav je v preteklosti analizirala besedni red v umetnostnih bese-
dilih, Sele v zadnjih petnajstih letih pa se na Slovenskem pojavljajo tudi razprave
o besednem redu v spontanih govorjenih besedilih.

Pricujoci prispevek obravnava besedni red v govorjenem narecnem jeziku
glede na pravila stalne stave v slovenskem knjiznem jeziku, pri ¢emer se osre-
dotoca samo na izbrana pravila stalne stave. Analiza besedil iz vseh slovenskih
narecnih skupin je pokazala, da besednoredne znacilnosti slovenskih nare¢nih
govorjenih besedil lahko razdelimo v tri skupine. Prva skupina znacilnosti, kot
npr. izhodis¢ni polozaj naslonk v izreku, je znacilna za besedila iz vseh narec¢nih
skupin, zato lahko recemo, da gre za splosno znacilnost slovenskega narecne-
ga diskurza. Druga skupina zajema znacilnosti, ki jih najdemo samo v besedilih
dolocene narec¢ne skupine, npr. locena stava ¢lenka ne in glagola v primorskih
narecjih ter stava preteklega deleznika glagola biti na koncu izreka v panonski
narecni skupini. Tovrstne znacilnosti lahko razumemo kot posebne znacilnosti
posameznih slovenskih nare¢nih diskurzov. Tretja skupina znacilnosti pa so ti-
ste znacilnosti, ki jih sicer najdemo v besedilih vseh nare¢nih skupin, vendar
pa se razlikujejo v pogostosti rabe, npr. stava levega ujemalnega pridevniskega
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prilastka in desnega samostalniskega prilastka in predlozne zveze v samostalniski
besedni zvezi ter stava osebne in neosebne glagolske oblike na koncu izreka. Po-
gostost rabe je v takih primerih tisto merilo, ki pokaze, ali je besednoredna zna-
¢ilnost ustaljena in jo zato lahko razumemo kot ustaljeno besednoredno razli¢ico
v nare¢ju oziroma nare¢no besednoredno pravilo ali pa je sporadi¢na in kot taka
rezultat osnovne zakonitosti govorjenega jezika, tj. kratkega nacrtovalnega Casa,
ki ne dopusc¢a premisljenega strukturiranja izrekov.

Word order in Slovene dialectal discourse®

There has been little discussion of word order in Slovene to date, even though
the first extensive study of clitics and their position in a sentence in Slovene
by Matija Murko was published already in 1891-1892. The majority of articles
in Slovenian linguistics on word order in the past were based on an analysis
of word order in literary texts. Only in the past fifteen years have there been
discussions of word order in spoken discourse. This paper discusses on the
differences in fixed word order between Slovene dialectal discourse and Stan-
dard Slovene written discourse and word order characteristics of the Slovenian
dialectal discourse focusing on only selected sentence elements that are subject
to fixed word order rules.

The analysis of texts from all Slovene dialect groups has shown that three
groups of word order features can be distinguished in a study of word order in
Slovene dialectal discourse. The first group of features, such as, for example, the
initial position of clitics in an utterance, is characteristic of texts from all dialect
groups, and is therefore a general word order feature of Slovene dialectal disco-
urse. The second group includes word order characteristics that are found only
in the texts of certain dialect groups, for example the separated position of the
particle ne and the verb in Littoral dialects and the position of the past participle
of the verb biti ‘to be’ at the end of the utterance in Pannonian dialects; these cha-
racteristics can be considered as specific features of particular Slovene dialectal
discourses. The third group of characteristics is made up of those that can be fo-
und in all texts but nevertheless differ in the frequency of their use, for example,
the position of the adjective premodifier in agreement with the noun and noun/
prepositional phrase modifiers in a noun phrase as well as the position of the verb

20 This article has been supported by ARRS (program P6-0038).
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(past participle or infinitive) at the end of the utterance. The frequency of use in
these cases is the criterion that shows whether the word order characteristic is
well established and can thus be understood as an established word order variant
in the dialect or rather a dialectal word order rule, or is sporadic and as such the
result of a basic pattern in spoken language, i.e. short planning time, which does
not allow for the deliberate structuring of utterances.
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Domen Krvina
ZRC SAZU, Institut za slovenski jezik Frana Ramovsa, Ljubljana

Zaporednost dejanj in njen vpliv na rabo glagolskega
vida v slovens¢ini

Zaporednost dejanj je vidsko in SirSe aspektualno (tako npr. v angles¢ini v zvezi z rabo
simple in omejitvijo rabe progressive oblik) pomemben jezikovni pojav. Pri zaporednosti
dejanj ta v nizu omejujejo ena drugo, s Cimer nastaja zaprti interval, v katerem prostora za
potekanje, trajanje dejanja naceloma ni; izjemo predstavlja zlasti zadnje dejanje v nizu, ki
poteka v polodprtem intervalu. Tako ni presenecenje, da v nizu zaporednih dejanj prevla-
duje raba dovrsnika (DV) — analiza korpusov Gigafida, Kres in ssj500k za sodobno stanje
kaze, da v nizu treh dejanj, ki ga zacenja DV, deleZ permutacij, kjer DV stoji na vsaj dveh
mestih, dosega 85 % (na vseh mestih okoli 69 %). V korpusu IMP (16.-19. stoletje) ta
delez znaSa 77 % (na vseh mestih okoli 59 %).

The sequence of events is in terms of aspect (also in non-Slavic languages, for instance,
in English with regard to the use of simple rather than progressive forms) an important
linguistic phenomenon. Forming the sequence, actions restrict each other, thereby creat-
ing a closed interval which limits the space enabling duration of an action; the exception
to this is mainly the last action in a sequence (taking place in half-open interval). There-
fore it comes as no surprise that in sequence of events the use of the perfective (PF) is
predominant — the analysis of the modern corpora Gigafida, Kres and ssjS00k shows that
in a series of three actions initiated by the PF the share of permutations with PF taking at
least two places reaches as high 85 % (all three places around 69 %). In the IMP corpus
(16t"-19™ century), the share is a bit lower, 77 % (all the places around 59 %).

0 Uvod

Zaporednost dejanj (rus. posledovatel’nost’ dejstvij, ang. sequence of events) je
ena pomembnejsih vidsko zaznamovanih glagolskih rab. Veckrat se izpostavlja
predvsem v ruski (Bondarko 2005: 234-236), pa tudi mednarodni aspektologiji
(Comrie 1976: 5, Dickey 2000: 4, 20, 23, 203-233).

Pod zaporednostjo dejanj imamo v mislih zaporedje neenakih, neistovrstnih
dejanj, sledecih si eno za drugim: ... D, |, D, D__ ... Prostora za razvoj dejanj
—1j. potekanje, poudarek na trajanju dejanja — na¢eloma ni: dejanja so zgoscena,
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Ceznje zgolj zdrsimo s pogledom, ne da bi se pri katerem ustavljali dalj casa
(Comrie 1976: 3, 21, Dickey 2000: 205-208, 216218, Ores$nik 1994: 90, 102).
V angleskih slovnicah (Quirk idr. 1972: 470-471, 638-639, Radden idr. 2007:
219-220) se zaporednost dejanj pogosto navaja kot primer, kdaj moramo — zlasti
v sferi past in present — rabiti simple, ne pa progressive tenses,' npr.

(1) He came (? was coming) home, ate (? was eating) dinner and went (? was going) to bed.*

0.1 Zaporednost dejanj v slovens¢ini’

Zanima nas, kaksna je raba glagolskega vida — prevlada dovrsnika (DV) ali ne-
dovrsnika (NDV) — pri zaporednosti dejanj v slovenséini, in sicer zlasti za stanje
v sodobnem jeziku, ki je gradivno najbolje pokrito (korpusi Gigafida 2.0, Kres
in ssj500k 2.2).

Ker nas zanima tudi okvirna razvojna primerjava, bomo proucili Se stanje
od 16. do zacetka 20. stoletja (korpus IMP), dopolnjeno s kraj§im pregledom
v IMP slabse zastopanega stanja v 16. stoletju (ro¢ni korpus iz zgledov rabe v
monografiji M. MerSe Vid in vrstnost glagola v slovenskem knjiznem jeziku 16.
stoletja).

Naj ze v zacetku opozorimo na razlike v obsegu, gradivni in zvrstni graje-
nosti korpusov, ki preprecujejo, da bi dobljene deleze DV in NDV v sicer istih
iskanih strukturah med seboj vzporejali kot povsem primerljive enote. Razen v
ro¢nem korpusu za 16. stoletje pri iskanju uporabljamo CQL, jezik za iskanje po
korpusu (corpus query language), kar nam omogoca razmeroma enotna oznace-
nost korpusov za sodobno stanje in korpusa IMP.

! Za zaporednost dejanj (v pripovedi o preteklosti) kot eno od moznosti rabe aorista
v hrvas¢ini gl. Stanojevi¢ in Geld (2011: 162-163, 171-172).

2Navedena dejanja bi tezko potekala eno ob drugem (vzporednost dejanj), ko pouda-
rek na njihovem potekanju in s tem raba progressive form oz. v slovens¢ini nedovrs$nika
ne bi bila vprasljiva. Ve¢ v nadaljevanju.

3Tema je bila delno, v manjsem obsegu prvi¢ obdelana v dveh poglavjih disertacije
Krvina (2015).
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1 Sodobno stanje

Zanima nas, katera vidska vrednost (za vstop dopus¢amo tudi kategorialno NDV/
DV) tipi¢no sledi dovr$nemu dejanju* neposredno za nastevalnima veznikoma in
ali ter.’

ISKALNA ZAHTEVA:
[tag="Ggdd.*"][]{0,1 }[word="(in|ter)"][word!="(da|naj|bi|.|,)" & tag!="[ZV].*"]
{0,2} [tag="Gg.d.*"]

Z besedami: poisc¢i vse nepomozne delezniSke oz. sedanjiske glagolske pojavitve
do treh mest desno od dovr$nih nepomoznih delezniskih oz. sedanjiskih® glagol-
skih pojavitev, ki jim (lahko z enim mestom presledka) sledita veznika in ali ter.
Vmes naj ne bo veznika da 0z. naj, ¢lenice bi, (kon¢nega) locila oz. veznika ali
zaimka nasploh.

Kot NDV ne upostevamo vecine naklonskih in nekaterih sorodnih glagolov,
ki jim vidsko vrednost izraziteje doloca Sele njihov odvisni del v nedolo¢niku;
ta je oznacen posebej, zato teh pojavitev ne izgubimo. K celoti vseh glagolskih
pojavitev in celoti NDV se tako v iskalno zahtevo doda: & lemma!="(moratijmoci
smeti|hoteti|Zeletijnameravatijnacrtovati)"

K izra¢unu posplosenega deleza izhodis¢éno kot aritmeti¢ne sredine prispeva
dejstvo, da je korpus Gigafida najvecji, a ne uravnotezen, korpus Kres je manjsi,
a razmeroma uravnotezen, korpus ssjS00k pa najmanjsi, a oznacen rocno (torej z
manj Suma); poleg tega Gigafida vsebuje oba manjSa korpusa.

Kot je razvidno iz Tabele 1, izrazito prevladuje DV; izven sedanjika Se neko-
liko (posploseno za okoli 7 %) bolj. Delez NDV/DV ni neznaten, a vendar dovolj
majhen, da ga bomo v nadaljevanju pri pregledu daljsih zaporedij zanemarili.

4Kot bomo videli v nadaljevanju, bi nedovrino dejanje namreé najverjetneje zace-
njalo niz vzporednih, ne zaporednih dejanj.

5V nadaljevanju (niz 3 dejanj) je v iskanje dodana $e vejica, tako da se poleg prevla-
dujocih pojavitev v vezalnih priredjih lahko upostevajo tudi pojavitve v podredjih — kot
npr. v zgledih (20), (21), (46), (68), (69). Ve¢ o vlogi veznikov v slovenskih zlozenih
povedih gl. v Krvina, Zele (2018).

¢ Za sedanjik: na Getrtem mestu stoji »s« namesto »d«. Za nedovrinik: na tretjem
mestu »n«.
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Korpus Vseh glagolovtega | NDV DV NDV/DV
tipa (ZAPORED.) (kategorialno
dvovidsko)
Gigafida (1.d) 522125 (1.d) 56687 (1.d) 434192 | (1.d) 31246
(1.s) 228206 10,9 % 83,1 % 6 %
(1.s) 41620 (1.s) 171469 | (1.s) 15117
18,2 % 75,2 % 6,6 %
Kres (1.d) 54187 (1.d) 6897 (1.d) 43701 (1.d) 3589
(1.s) 30980 12,7 % 80,7 % 6,6 %
(1.s.) 5429 (1.s) 23736 (1.s) 1815
17,5 % 76,7 % 5,9 %
51500k (1.d) 250 (1.d) 37 (1.d) 200 (1.d) 13
(1.s) 135 14,8 % 80 % 5,2 %
(1.s) 33 (1.s) 95 (1.s)7
24,4 % 70,4 % 5,2 %
Posplosen 1.d)12,8% |(1.d)81,3% |(1.d)59 %
delez (1.s) 20 % (1.s) 74,1 % | (1.5) 5,9 %

Tabela 1: Razmerje med NDV in DV pri zaporednosti dejanj (dve dejanji v nizu s prvim DV)

Sledi nekaj zgledov iz korpusa Gigafida:’

DV DV:

() Otrok se je predramil  in nakremZil .
(3) MNajprej je potrdilpfsodelovanje in nato izstopilpf.

@) Te dni so koncali_.ureditev poti, ocistili_. skale in kamenje, jo utrdili__ter opremili
pf pf f

z novimi tablami.
(5) Dodamo . zelenjavo in Se malo prepraimo .
(6) Vzame  jo v roko, pogleda . in spravi v mapo s fotografijami.
(1) Posodo vzamemo s kuhalne ploSce, tekocino ohladimo  ter primeSamo  rumenjake.

DV NDV:

(8) Vzelimc so mi kri in potem sem Eakalaipf na izvide.
) Vstalpf Jje. odprl  okno in globoko dihal, . k sebi pa ni prisel .

(10) Z novo tehnologijo je zrna kovine stisnil_, segrelpf in potem kovalipf.
(11) Sezona belega tartufa se zacne oktobra in traja, .

(12) Obmolkne _in razmi.'s’lja 0 vprasanju.

(13) Vodo odll]emo natocrmo . sveZo in slive pocasi kuhamo,,
(14) Izpove se in pre]me Obha]zlo ter dolgo kleci,

v molitvi.

pf

do konca januarja.

vse dokler voda ne zavre.

"Kot je navedeno v seznamu literature, smo upostevali zadnjo deduplicirano verzijo
korpusa s konca leta 2018. Zgledi so izbrani z ro¢nim pregledom dolocenega Stevila (na-
vadno 250-300) naklju¢nih konkordanc.
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Kot kazejo zgledi (4), (6), (7), (9), (10), (13) in (14), vecina nizov vsebuje vec
kot samo dve dejanji, kar pomeni, da ima dejanje pogosto svoje »sosede«, torej
poteka v zaprtem intervalu (d, [d ]d ), ki ga omejujeta sosednji dejanji v za-
poredju. To pojasnjuje teznjo po prevladi DV, medtem ko NDV nastopa zlasti na
koncu niza, kjer je dejanje omejeno le s predhodnim dejanjem oz. svojim zacet-
kom (polzaprti interval). Rabo NDV lahko pogojuje tudi kateri drug skladenjski
dejavnik, npr. prisotnost prislovov tipa pocasi skupaj z veznisko zvezo vse dokler
v naslednjem stavku (13), zlasti pa tipa dolgo (14).8

Izven sedanjika tako DV kot NDV pogosto nastopata v pripovedi o preteklosti,
v sedanjiku pa zlasti pri izraZzanju ponavljalnosti, splosne veljavnosti dejanja — po-
gosto v obliki navodil oz. receptov — ali kot histori¢ni sedanjik: (6), (12), (14).

2 Sodobno stanje: niz treh dejanj

Kot receno, vecina nizov vsebuje ve¢ kot dve dejanji, zato je bila izvedena Se
posebna analiza nizov, ko razporejamo dve izbiri (DV ali NDV) na tri mesta
(permutacije s ponavljanjem).
Kot omejitev smo zopet dolocili, da se mora niz zacenjati z DV; v postev tako
pridejo 4 (1 x 2 x 2) nizi:

DV DV DV,

DV DV NDV,

DV NDV DV,

DV NDV NDV.

Pri iskalni zahtevi podvojimo drugi ¢len iz tocke 1, veznikoma in in fer pa doda-
mo $e vejico:
[tag="Ggdd.*"][]{0,1 }[word="(in]ter|,)"][word!="(da|naj|bi|.)"
& tag!="[ZV].*"] {0,2}[tag="Gg.d.*"][]{0,1 }[word="(in]ter|,)"]
[word!="(dalnaj|bi|.)" & tag!="[ZV].*"]{0,2} [tag="Gg.d.*"]

Z besedami: poisc¢i vse nepomozne delezniske oz. sedanjiske glagolske pojavitve
do treh mest in Se enkrat treh mest desno od dovr$nih nepomoznih delezniskih oz.
sedanjiskih glagolskih pojavitev, ki jim (lahko z enim mestom presledka) sledita
veznika in, ter ali vejica. Vmes naj ne bo veznika da oz. naj, Clenice bi, (kon¢ne-
ga) locila oz. veznika ali zaimka nasploh.

8 GL. tudi Bondarko (2005: 359), Derganc (2014: 539).
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2.1 DV DV DV
Posplosen delez izven sedanjika: 69 %.°

(15) Staro hiso je na novo pozidal . uredil | kegljisce in odprl | gostilno.
(16) Dvakrat je ukradel  Zogo, zatresel .mreZo in izenacil .na 6 : 6."°
(17) Hitro sem ukrepal . oskrbel .ranjenca, zaustavil  krvavitev ter obvestil  vse pristojne.

Kot ze omenjeno, je pogosta pripoved o preteklosti, potencialno pa bi ob n-stav¢-
ni povedi DV v nizu lahko bilo neskon¢no mnogo: DV*®

Posplosen delez v sedanjiku: 68 %.

(18) Krompir operemo . olupimo in nareZemo  na kocke.

(19) V pesmi vnasam tisto, kar v zivljenju novega odkrijempf, mzi:v’éempf, razvozlampf.

(20) Ko pride ; d(?rrfov, moza o?jamepf, poljubi_, P"boiapf-“

(1) Ko mu prekipi , pospravi,, pﬁtljago in s.edepf na prvo letalo. B

(22) Vstanem ,, se oblecemp‘, umijem , obujempt, tzkloptmpf budilko in pohtttmpfv Solo.

(23) Spodrfjo nogo skrc’ir.nopP zgornjo zategnemo . in jo dvignemo  navzgor, zadrZimo
spustlmopf in sprosttmopr

(24) Vrocicno se obrnepf in odsunepf vrata, stec"epf po vhodnih stopnicah ven, odvn‘z'epf
konzerve in se ozre,.

Zopet vidimo, da so v nizih pogosto ve¢ kot tri dejanja (kar pa nasa iskalna zah-
teva vse zajame, saj v povedi nima fiksiranega mesta, kje naj se iskanje zacne).
Velja tudi, da sedanjik zaporednih (dovrs$nih) dejanj nastopa zlasti pri izrazanju
ponavljalnosti ((19), (20), (22)), splosne veljavnosti dejanja — pogosto v obliki
navodil oz. receptov ((18), (23)) — ali kot histori¢ni sedanjik ((21), (24)).

2.2 DV DV NDV
PosploSen delez izven sedanjika: 10,6 %.

(25) Prikradlapf se je blizje, pokleknilapf ter vlekla,_ na usesa.
(26) Ustavil  sem, pogledal  ven in skuSal . ugotoviti, kaj neki sem videl.
27 Upava, da se bo vse to ¢im prej razresilo . pozabilo . in bomo Ziveli,  dalje.

9 Za podrobnejse podatke gl. Tabelo 2.

10 Glagolska struktura te povedi bi bila 2DV? x DV, saj je izenacenje sledilo kot na-
daljevanje niza, Sele ko je bil izpolnjen pogoj 2(DV x DV).

"'Tu so neprva tri dejanja mo¢no spojena drug z drugim, kot da se eno zacenja Se
v drugem.
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Zgled (27) predstavlja izjemo ob sicer prevladujoci pripovedi o preteklosti. Po
dejanju na koncu niza ni sledecega, ki bi ga omejevalo, kar mu v polodprtem in-
tervalu omogoca razvoj, poudarek na trajanju (v (27) imamo celo stanje: Ziveti),
ki ga izraza NDV.!2

PosploSen delez v sedanjiku: 13,1 %.

(28) Kadar zapre  oci, zacuti  vrioglavico in slabost, diha, . sunkovito.

(29) Prezracevanje v predoru poZar razsiri , temperatura skokovito naraste , Siri  se
dim.

(30) Dodamo sladkor, premeSamo _, postopoma dodajamo, rumenjake in nazadnje se
orehe.

(1) Zavremo , vrocino zniiamopt, posodo pokrijemopf in juho kuhamo, 15 minut.

V zaporednostnem sedanjiku se kot obic¢ajno pojavlja ponavljalnost (28), splosna
veljavnost dejanja (29) — pogosto v obliki navodil oz. receptov: (30), (31).* V
teh dveh zgledih podobno kot pri (13), (14) rabo NDV poleg moznosti razvoja
dejanja v polodprtem intervalu na koncu niza pogojuje Se dodatni skladenjski
dejavnik — prislov postopoma, zlasti pa 15 minut (N ¢asa).'* Histori¢ni sedanjik
tokrat v naklju¢nem vzorcu ni bil zaznan.

2.3 DV NDV DV
PosploSen delez izven sedanjika: 4,5 %.

(32) Pripravili . smo si pijaco, jedli, . in znova napolnili .mehove.
(33) Spremembe bomo opazili_ . uporabljali_in zelo hitro vzljubili .
(34) Ugasnilpf Jje kosilnico, pogledal  gor in nekaj casa ocenjeval,_ situacijo in mi zaklical .

Tudi tu zgled (33) predstavlja izjemo ob sicer prevladujoci pripovedi o prete-
klosti. Za rabo NDV na sredini niza zaporednih dejanj mora biti navadno ali
izrazito poudarjeno trajanje, ki potiska mejo, doloc¢eno s slede¢im dejanjem, v
ozadje® (pogosto podprto z dodatnim skladenjskim dejavnikom, npr. zvezo s

12 Trajanje je lahko $e dodatno poudarjeno s trudom za izvrsitev dejanja, kot ga iz-
raza naklonskim sorodni glagol tipa skusati — npr. v zgledu (26).

13 Zaporednost dejanj je za navodila in recepte kot besedilni tip izrazito znacilna; se-
stavljeni so namrec iz faz, kjer je zacetek naslednje pogojen z zakljuckom predhodne. Kot
bomo videli v nadaljevanju, to velja ne glede na ¢asovno obdobje (tako tudi npr. za kuhar-
ske knjige in opise fizikalnih/kemijskih poskusov v drugi polovici 18. in v 19. stoletju).

1 Gl. tudi Krvina (2015: 112-119).

S Gl. tudi Petrukhina (2019: 38).
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prislovno vrednostjo nekaj casa (N Casa) v zgledu (34)), ali pa NDV dejanje
bolj poimenuje, ga navaja kot dejstvo, in ne izpostavlja izrazito njegovega tra-
janja ((32), (33))."°

Posplosen delez v sedanjiku: 4,3 %.

(35) Obsevalni aparati so dragi, scasoma se izrabijo . kvarijo_ in zastarajo .

(36) Pleveli s kratko Zivljenjsko dobo vzklijejo . cvetijo,  in naredijo  seme v zelo krat-
kem casu.

(37 Dodamopfsladkor in meSamo,  naprej, dodamo kokos in nato moko.

(38) V ponev damopf zelenjavo, dus“imoipf in zac“'inimopr

Tudi v sedanjiku se zdi, da NDV sredi niza zaporednih dejanj dejanje predvsem
poimenuje, izraza kot dejstvo, in ne izpostavlja izraziteje njegovega trajanja — to
velja za celotno ponavljalnost, splosno veljavnost dejanja ((35), (36)), tudi pri
receptih; izjemo predstavlja (37), kjer prislov naprej ob NDV nakazuje, da je bilo
mesanje prisotno ze prej, kar kaze na trajanje dejanja.

Posebej je zgolj poimenovanje dejanja vidno v zgledih, kjer bi za sredinski
NDYV potencialno lahko celo rekli, da oznacuje dovrsno dejanje (Krvina 2019:
167-168), k ¢emur sicer ob izraziti prevladi DV prispeva tudi mesto sredi niza
zaporednih dejanj:

(39) Vsako plast popopramo . solimo_ in potresemo s kumino.
(40) Zelatino razpustimo,  in dodamopf lgostanju, slatdkamoipf in vme§am0pf polovico smetane.

Zgolj poimenovanje, izrazanje dejanja kot dejstva je prisotno tudi ob nikalnosti,
ko je dejanje izrazeno kot neobstojece (Krvina 2019: 166—-167):

(41) Liste vedno odtrgamopt, nikoli ne rezfemoipt, ter pustimolDf do 3 cm stebel.

Medtem v historicnem sedanjiku NDV sredi niza zaporednih dejanj izraza po-
tekanje, trajanje dejanja in tako tok dogajanja nekoliko zaustavlja (Petrukhina
2019: 34):

(42) Pridem_.do glavnih vrat, pozvonim_, cakam_, spet pozvonim_. nic.
pf pf ipf’ X f
(43) Prinesepf k ustom, se zdrznepF sumljivo ovohavaipP nato prevuf;zo srknept_

16 Podrobneje o tem gl. v Krvina (2019)
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2.4 DV NDV NDV

Posplosen delez izven sedanjika: 5,5 %.

(44) Ko sem odloz',ilapf slusalko, sem kric"alaipf in skakala,_.

45) Gostje in stanovalci zavetisca so sedlipf skupaj, klepetaltipf in razlagaltipfsvoje tezave.
46) Koleno me je, ¢im sem ga bolj obremenila , bolelo . in otekalo, .

Ob sicer prevladujoci pripovedi o preteklosti najdemo tudi primere s ponavljal-
nostjo dejanja v preteklosti (46). Dejanji, ki jih izrazata NDV NDV, potekata bolj
ali manj eno ob drugem, isto¢asno, eno lahko predstavlja tudi izhodisce za drugo
(npr. (45) klepetati in razlagati) — gre za vzporednost, ne zaporednost dejanj, kot
med DV in NDV*.

Posplosen delez v sedanjiku: 2,3 %.

@7) Delegati vstanejo__in bucno aplavdirajo.__ ter vzklikajo.
o P o P L
(48) Premaknes . rocico, eno pedalo popuscas, drugo pritiskas, .
(49) Dodamo . cebulo, meSamo,  in praZimo, toliko casa, da cebula postekleni.
(50) Dodamopf krompir in grah, solimoipf in a’u§imoipf nekaj minut.

Podobno velja za vzporednost dejanj (popuscati in hkrati pritiskati, mesati med
prazenjem) med NDV NDV, ki sledi zaporednosti za DV pri ponavljalnosti, splo-
$ni veljavnosti dejanj v sedanjiku, tudi historicnem (47). V zgledu (50) je medtem
med NDV in NDV vzporednost dejanj malo verjetna, saj bi le stezka solili nekaj
minut; prvi NDV tako dejanje zopet zgolj poimenuje, in ne izpostavlja izrazito
njegovega trajanja. Se bolj to velja za NDV NDV v naslednjem nizu:

(51) Zrezke potoléemo , solimo, . popramo,  in oblozZimo z nadevom.

V spodnjem zgledu s historiénim sedanjikom gre medtem v nizu NDV NDV
zopet za vzporednost dejanj:

(52) Zacne se temniti, znane sence dreves me zacnejo , strasiti, upogibajo,  se, daljSajo, .
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2.5 Pregled delezev posameznih permutacij

Korpus Vseh glagolov tega tipa | DV NDV NDV DV DV DV
(ZAPORED.) DV NDV DV DV DV NDV
Gigafida | (1.d) 35434 (1.d) 2259 {6,4 %} (1.d) 23997 {67,7 %}
(1.8) 39297 1949 {5,5 %} 2746 {7,7 %}
(1.5) 4313 {11 %} (1.s) 23928 {61 %}
2424 {6,2 %} 4655 {11,8 %}
Kres (1.d) 3598 (1.d) 284 {7,9 %} (1.d) 2384 {66,3 %}
(1.8) 5047 172 {4,8 %} 302 {8,4 %}
(1.5.) 126 {2,5 %} (1.s) 3309 {65,6 %}
273 {5,4 %} 577 {11,4 %}
ssj500k (1.d) 13 (1.d)0 (1.d) 11 {85 %}
(1.5) 18 2 {154} 2 {15,4 %}
(1.s) 0 (1.s) 16 {88,9 %}
2 {11,1 %} 3{11,1 %}
Posplosen (1.d) {5,5 %} (1.d) {69 %}
delez {4,5 %} {10,6 %}
(1.s) {2,3 %} (1.s) {68 %}
{4,3 %} {13,1 %}

Tabela 2: Razmerje med NDV in DV pri zaporednosti dejanj (tri dejanja v nizu s prvim DV)

Pri nizu vsaj treh dejanj, ki se zacenjajo z DV, torej prevladuje zaporednost dejanj, ki
jo v zaprtem intervalu, ki naceloma razvoja dejanja, poudarka na njegovem trajanju
ne dopusca, izraza DV; NDV, ki izraza trajanje dejanja, stoji zlasti na zadnjem mestu,
kjer je dejanje omejeno le s predhodnim dejanjem oz. svojim zacetkom, ne pa tudi s
sledecim — za izvedbo dejanja je na voljo polodprti interval, pri katerem je ena meja
nedolocena. Na vmesnem mestu je NDV redek in — zlasti v navodilih, receptih — de-
janje zgolj poimenuje, izraza kot dejstvo, ne izpostavlja izrazito njegovega trajanja;
zaradi sicerSnje prevlade DV v nizih zaporednih dejanj bi bila mogoca celo razlaga,
da tak NDV izraza dovr$no dejanje (npr. dodamo, sladkamo in vmesamo).”” NDV
je razmeroma redek tudi na obeh neprvih mestih za prvim DV, kjer gre med dvema
NDV za vzporednost, ne zaporednost dejanj: dejanji potekata hkrati, eno ob drugem,
lahko je eno osnova, podlaga za drugo (npr. klepetati in razlagati tezave).

70b sprejemanju take razlage bi to veljalo upostevati tudi pri dodeljevanju kate-
gorialne slovarske oznake pri glagolih tipa poprati, sladkati, soliti — torej ne le nedov.,
temveC nedov. in dov. Pri poprati to v stranski razlagi belezi ze SSKJ (https:/fran.si/
iskanje?View=1&Query=poprati).
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Razporeditev posplosenih delezev DV in NDV v nizih vsaj treh dejanj, ki jih
zaCenja DV, glede na celoto lahko zaokrozeno prikazemo tudi takole:'
* Izven sedanjika: 0.69 DV" + 0,11 DV"NDV + 0,05 DV"NDVDV" + 0,06
DVNDV"
 Vsedanjiku: 0.68 DV"+ 0,13 DV'NDV + 0,04 DV"NDVDV" + 0,02 DVNDV"

Prevlada DV je dobro vidna tudi ob izpostavitvi elementa DV* (0,69 + 0,11 NDV +
0,05 NDVDV" + 0,06 DV'""NDV"); njegov delez na vsaj dveh mestih znasa kar 85 %.

2.6 Sodobno stanje: krajSa primerjava z nekaterimi drugimi slovanskimi jeziki
Kot Ze omenjeno, prevlada DV glede na obojestransko omejenost dejanja (s
predhodnim in slede¢im) in s tem zaprtim intervalom za izvedbo dejanja ni pre-
senetljiva. Predvsem v primerjavi s severnoslovanskimi jeziki je slovensc¢ina tu
sorazmerno dosledna: kot smo videli v zgledih, zaporednost dejanj predvideva
rabo zlasti DV ne glede na $irSe sobesedilne okolis¢ine, kot npr. ponavljalnost,
splosna veljavnost dejanja.

V ruséini, v znatni meri pa tudi v poljs€ini, je ob ponavljalnosti zaporednih
dejanj zaradi ¢asovne nedolo¢nosti ponavljajocega se dejanja stilno nezaznamo-
vana praviloma le raba NDV, medtem ko v ¢es¢ini — podobno kot v slovens¢ini
— ta omejitev ne velja (Derganc 2003: 68-70, 75, Dickey 2000: 49-55, 64—68,
Petrukhina 2019: 35, 38).

Vendar pa je v ¢eS¢ini raba NDV pri zaporednosti dejanj sama po sebi pogo-
stejSa, tako da je razmerje med njim in DV bolj uravnotezeno, in glede prevlade DV
je tu slovensc¢ina blizja ruscini (Derganc 2014: 537-539, Dickey 2000: 204-208,
Petrukhina 2019: 42-43). DV je namreC v rus¢ini pri zaporednosti dejanj predno-
stna izbira, ¢e se dejanja ne ponavljajo oz. niso v historicnem sedanjiku (Dickey
2000: 203-218). Raba NDV je tu vpeta v kombinacije z DV faznimi glagoli, zlasti
nacat’, stat’ (zaceti), pogosto pa NDV le sodeluje v tvorbi fazne sestavljenke, naj-
veckrat z za-, ki zaCetnost dejanja oznacuje pogosteje kot v ¢escini ali slovensc¢ini
(Derganc 2014: 539, Dickey 2000: 225-228, Petrukhina 2019: 39-40)."

8 Manjkajo¢i delez do celote predstavljajo neuposStevane permutacije, ki na nepr-
vem mestu 1 x 3 x 3 vsebujejo Se element NDV/DV. Delez teh 5 permutacij ne presega
dobrih 10 %.

Gl. tudi Krvina 2018: 158-167.
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3 Korpus starejSih besedil IMP (16.—19. stoletje)

Primerjalno si bomo ogledali Se stanje od 16. do zacetka 20. stoletja; kot opozor-
jeno Ze na zacetku, zaradi razli¢nega obsega in zvrstne sestavljenosti korpusov
delezi sicer medsebojno niso povsem primerljivi.
Tako izhodi$¢na kot razsirjena (vec€ kot dve mesti) iskalna zahteva ostajata enaki:
[tag="Ggdd.*"][]{0,1}[word="(in|ter)"][word!="(da|naj|bi|.|,)" &
tag!="[ZV].*"]{0,2} [tag="Gg.d.*"]
[tag="Ggdd.*"][]{0,1 }[word="(in]ter|,)"][word!="(da|naj|bi|.)"
& tag!="[ZV].*"]  {0,2}[tag="Gg.d.*"][]{0,1}[word="(in]ter|,)"]
[word!="(dajnaj|bi|.)" & tag!="[ZV].*"]{0,2} [tag="Gg.d.*"]

Korpus Vseh glagolov tega | NDV DV NDV/DV
tipa (ZAPORED.) (kategorialno
dvovidsko)
IMP (1.d) 17662 (1.d) 3358 (1.d) 12836 (1.d) 1468
(1.s) 9285 19 % 72,7 % 8,3 %
(1.s) 1694 (1.s) 6693 (1.s) 898
18,2 % 72,1 % 9,7 %
Posplosen (1.d)12,8% |(1.d)81,3% |(1.d)5,9 %
delez (sodob- (1.5) 20 % (1s)741 % |(1.5)5,9 %
no stanje)
Okvirna (1.d)-62% |(1.d)+91% |(1.d)-24
razlika (1s)+1,8% |(1.s)+2 % (1.s)-3,8

Tabela 3: Primerjava razmerja med NDV in DV pri zaporednosti dejanj (dve dejanji v
nizu s prvim DV)

Kot je razvidno iz tabele, je izrazita prevlada DV pri zaporednosti dejanj vidna tudi
v jezikovnem gradivu od 16. do zacetka 20. stoletja (prevladujejo besedila s konca
tega obdobja). Morda je zaznati nekaj teznje po porastu rabe DV v sodobnem jeziku,
vendar pa so razlike, zlasti glede na nepolno primerljivost korpusov, dokaj majhne.

V nadaljevanju obravnavamo nize vsaj treh dejanj z DV na prvem mestu in
zanje navajamo po nekaj zgledov.

3.1 DVDV DV
Delez izven sedanjika: 59,5 %

(53) Genovefa je fvije déte terdo s rokama oklemla v nebo pogledala ter glafno savpila .
(54) Mnogo kupcijskih ladij je napadel , oropal . m ljudi prodal v suznost
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(55) Zasuli ;so Jarke in luze, odpeljali | vodo, pognojili travnike in preorali stelnike.
(56) JEsus je usev  kruh, je sahvaluv . pofvetuv  inu reslomuyv . inu ga je dav . [vojim
Jogram, inu je  rekuv .

Ne glede na ¢as nastanka v obravnavanem obdobju (16.—19. stoletje) je izven
sedanjika enako kot pri sodobnem stanju najpogostejsa pripoved o preteklosti.

Delez v sedanjiku: 58,1 %

(57) Kralj jo vidigne  in objame  ter poslje . nemudoma po resene.

(58) Semena vertnih zelenjad se torej poZanjejo . posusé  in spravijo .

(59) 100 delov zgane Glavberjeve soli in 17 delov oglja se zmelje . zmesa_ in razbeli .
(60) Baron naglu gori vftdne . naprej jkozhty zedelz viun slezhe , s " roko mahne

(61) Suki luske ostergas 0 JO tztrebts o operes . 0soli§  in s sardel]aml nataknes .

(62) Ko mi vino prmese ne recem nzc natoctm cin pyem

Zopet podobno kot pri sodobnem stanju je precej historicnega sedanjika ((57),
(60)), pa tudi ponavljalnosti, splosne veljavnosti dejanja v obliki navodil, recep-
tov ((58), (59), (61)); zadnji zgled v historicnem sedanjiku (62) na koncu niza
zakljucuje NDV — in tako prehajamo k naslednji permutaciji.

3.2 DVDV NDV
Delez izven sedanjika: 12,9 %

(63) Zaloputnil  je duri, odSel  in grozil_ Se s ceste s pestjo.

(64) Dekle se je vzdmmtlo " vstalo e i pocasz komkalop proti izhodu.

(65) fo nega s’ oblaftnimi rokami popadll shtrike, inu ketene na nega vergli_, nav/milenu
svesah - Svesaniga dershalt o inu okolz nega naframnu, inu shpotlivu skakaliipt, uka-

o /hra]all o Smejali vefeliliipr

V pripovedi o preteklosti se lahko pojavljajo tudi zelo dolge povedi tipa DV'NDV*®
(65), kjer gre pri NDV" za vzporednost dejanj (hkrati drzati in skakati, ukati,
kricati ...)

Delez v sedanjiku: 14,1 %.

(66) Urno se tadaj vidigneta , zapustita  selo in hitita, . na pasnik.

(67) Na sredi kleti obstoji , luc kvisku vzdlgne debelo pogleda usta odpre in glupo zija, .

(68) Ce lih koza preraste v sredi ostane o puhlma in dalje gnjt]e

(69) Ako se kupica zvrhoma napolm z vodo s papirckom pokrt]e in potem prekucne,,
ne tece, voda iz nje.
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Kot obi¢ajno imamo precej histori¢nega sedanjika ((66), (67)), pa tudi ponavljal-
nosti, splosne veljavnosti dejanja ((68), (69); NDV na koncu niza v polodprtem
intervalu lahko izraza potekanje, trajanje dejanja.

3.3 DVNDV DV
Delez izven sedanjika: 4,5 %

(70) Ko je oa’§elpf in je pospravljalaipt, Jje nasla . pod prtom beneski cekin.
(71) VOjaVki.so. se utaborili'pf in pripvi.'avljaliipf Jedi, poveljniki so sedli v vani svet.
(72) Kneznja je odprla  pisemce, Citala, . radovedno pogledala v pevski zbor.
(73) Zdravnik je zopet priSel , tipal, fzvifo in dejal , da nij slabse.

P 1p: P

V pripovedi o preteklosti NDV na sredini niza DV izraza potekanje, trajanje de-
janja tedaj, kadar dogajanje vsaj nekoliko ustavlja; v zgornjih zgledih je tako
zagotovo v (70), kjer potekanje, trajanje prekinja dovr$no dejanje (najti cekin).
V sledecih zgledih izrazitejsi poudarek na potekanju, trajanju delno bledi, NDV
dejanje vse bolj zgolj poimenuje, izraza kot dejstvo.

Delez v sedanjiku: 4,7 %

(74) Zivina garje in usi dobi . hira,_ in zboli .

(75) Stopim  doli, gledam naokoli in najdem v jarku ranjenca.

(76) Odpre  vratica in nekaj isce, skledo ondi spravi .

(77) Oa?loz“ipf prvo pismo, vzame, drugo, bere, dolgo in preide k tretjemu.

Podobno velja v sedanjiku za ponavljalnost, sploSno veljavnost dejanja (74),
medtem ko se v historicnem sedanjiku pri NDV poudarek zopet premakne na
potekanje, trajanje dejanja, ki tok dogajanja ustavlja; zlasti to velja, ¢e rabo NDV
pogojuje Se drug skladenjski dejavnik, npr. prisotnost prislova tipa dolgo (77).

3.4 DV NDV NDV
Delez izven sedanjika: 12,5 %

(78) Urno je roko ftégnil ter nabiral . in jédel .

(79) Od zZalosti si je zakrilapf obraz in ihtelaipf in zdihovalaim_

(80) Obstalpf je, poslus’alipf, u}z’ivalipf, Strmelipf_

(81) ZmeSala  je kvarte, obracala, jih, pokladala,_ in prekladala, .
p 1p! 1p/ ip:
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Pri pripovedi v preteklosti velja enako kot za sodobno stanje: med DV in NDV®
gre za zaporednost dejanj, v nizu NDV" pa za vzporednost, pri ¢emer eno dejanje
lahko predstavlja osnovo, izhodis¢e za drugo (npr. hkrati nabirati in jesti).

Delez v sedanjiku: 12,4 %

(82) Vifoke o'dre. tdml.cej ﬁ 'naprévipt, S'ido”'vje 'podkopdjeipf vrdta fékaipf.
(83) Gospica pristopi  vije,  roke in jadikuje .
(84) Bolno Zivince se na tla verZe , stoka, , tezko sope,  in ne prezvekova, .
(85) Le malo se ganem , pa sprozvipf strupeni spak glavo, se jezno napihnem, 27,’vi27,’gaipf in
puha,_, odpira, . zZrelo, besno grize v zrak.
ipi ipf ipf

To velja tudi za histori¢ni sedanjik in ponavljalnost, splosno veljavnost dejanja
(84). Kot v pripovedi o preteklosti se tudi v historicnem sedanjiku lahko pojavlja-
jo zelo dolge povedi tipa DV'NDV" (85), kjer gre pri DV" in med DV"NDV" za
zaporednost, znotraj niza NDV" pa za vzporednost dejanj (hkrati Zvizgati in pu-
hati, odpirati Zrelo, gristi). Formulaicni prikaz razporeditve zaokrozenih delezev
DV in NDV v nizih vsaj treh dejanj, ki jih zacenja DV:%

* Izven sedanjika: 0.6 DV*+ 0,13 DV'NDV + 0,04 DV'NDVDV"+ 0,13 DVNDV"

¢ V sedanjiku: 0.58 DV"+0,14 DV"NDV + 0,05 DV"NDVDV" + 0,12 DVNDV"

Prevlada DV je dobro vidna ob izpostavitvi elementa DV* (0,6 + 0,13 NDV + 0,04
NDVDV" + 0,13 DV'""NDV"); njegov delez na vsaj dveh mestih znasa 77 %.

Korpus Vseh glagolov tega tipa | DV NDV NDV DV DV DV
(ZAPORED.) DV NDV DV DV DV NDV
a) IMP (1.d) 1660 (1.d) 208 {12,5 %} |(1.d) 988 {59,5 %}
(1.s) 1091 74 {4,5 %} 215 {12,9 %}
(1.5) 129 {12,4 %} |(1.s) 636 {58,1 %]}
51 44,7 %} 154 {14,1 %}
Posplosen (1.d) {5,5 %} (1.d) {69 %}
delez (sodob- {4,5 %} {10,6 %}
no stanje) (1.s) {2,3 %} (1.s) {68 %}
{4,3 %} {13.1 %}
Okvirna 1.d)-7% 1.d)+9,5 %
razlika 0% -2,3%
(1.s) - 10,1 % (1.s) +9,9 %
-0,4% -1%

Tabela 4: Primerjava razmerja med NDV in DV pri zaporednosti dejanj (tri dejanja v
nizu s prvim DV)

20 Manjkajo&i delez do celote predstavljajo neupostevane permutacije, ki na neprvem me-
stu 1 x 3 x 3 vsebujejo $e element NDV/DV. Delez teh 5 permutacij ne presega dobrih 10 %.
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Kot je razvidno iz tabele, je izrazita prevlada permutacije DV" pri zaporednosti
dejanj vidna tudi v jezikovnem gradivu od 16. do zacetka 20. stoletja. Zaznati
je nekaj teznje po porastu te permutacije v sodobnem jeziku in padcu DVNDV"®
(minimalno tudi DV"NDV), vendar pa so razlike — zlasti glede na nepolno pri-
merljivost korpusov — razmeroma majhne.

4 Roc¢ni korpus knjiznih besedil zlasti 16. stoletja

V celotnem N = 4129 glagolskih rab iz zgledov rabe v monografiji Vid in vrstnost
glagola v slovenskem knjiznem jeziku 16. stoletja (MerSe 1995) predstavlja zapo-
rednost dejanj 24 %. Izrazito prevladujoca je raba DV (89 % pojavitev). Navaja-
mo nekaj zgledov; pri navedbi vira sledimo monografiji.

(86) ony fo fhli . tjakaj, inu fo obarovalipf ta Grob /.../ inu fo ta kamen sapezhatilipf (DB
1584, 111, 18b)

(87) poidi  inu fe iskashi  timu faryu, inu offrai  ta dar (TT 1557, 19)

(88) David je fegél . /.../ v’"Mauho, inu je vsel . vun en kamen, inu je luzhil , inu je tiga
Philifterja  v'zhellu sadil /... inu on je dolipade‘lpf na Semlo (DB 1584, 1, 159b)

NDV (11 % pojavitev) se pojavlja zlasti na koncu niza:

(89) Jo fe ... obeffelili . inu sa Svesdo hiteli,  (KPo 1567, LVIb)

(90) pade,, doli na ta tla, fe ualle, Sfem tar tam (TT 1557, 124)

91) inu kadar je on njemu tu mejfiu bilpokasalpf, je on en hlod odrésal ., inu ga je tjakaj
porinil , inu tu shelesu je plavalu, (DB 1584, 1, 206a)

Podobno kot v drugih obravnavanih obdobjih se pojavlja zlasti pripoved o prete-
klosti (vsi zgledi razen (87)), lahko v histori¢nem sedanjiku (90), navodila pa so
glede na besedilno zvrst (biblijska besedila) redkejsa (87). Tudi tu najdemo daljse
zglede tipa DV" (88) in DV"NDV (91). Delez DV je res izrazito velik, vendar pa
zajema vse pojavitve DV na katerem koli mestu in je primerljiv z izpostavljenim
elementom DV" pri toc¢kah 2 (85 %) ter 3 (77 %).

Razvojno gledano velja: pri zaporednosti dejanj se teznja po izraziti prevladi
DV ni bistveno spremenila najmanj od 16. stoletja, ko se je v besedilih slovenskih
protestantskih piscev zacel oblikovati knjizni jezik takratnega Casa.



D. Krvina, Zaporednost dejanj in njen vpliv na rabo glagolskega vida v slovens¢ini 91

Viri

Korpusi Gigafida 2.0 DeDup, Kres in ssj500k 2.2 v orodju NoSketch Engine. https://www.
clarin.si/noske/ in (Kres) http://nl.ijs.si/noske, dostop 1. 3.-24. 3. 2019.

Korpus IMP. https://www.clarin.si/noske/, dostop 1. 3.-24. 3. 2019.

Merse, Majda. 1995. Vid in vrstnost glagola v slovenskem knjiznem jeziku 16. stoletja. Ljub-
ljana: SAZU.

Portal Fran. www.fran.si, dostop 29. 3. 2019.

Literatura

Bondarko, A V. 2005. Teorija morfologiceskih kategorij i aspektologiceskie issledovanija.
Moskva: Jazyki slavjanskoj kul’tury.

Comrie, Bernard. 1976. Aspect. An Introduction to the Study of Verbal Aspect and Related
Problems. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Derganc, Aleksandra. 2003. Nekatere razlike v rabi dovr$nega oz. nedovrsnega vida v rusci-
ni in slovenséini. Slavisticna revija 51/posebna Stevilka: 67-79.

Derganc, Aleksandra. 2014. Se o razliki med vzhodnim in zahodnim tipom delovanja gla-
golskega vida v slovanskih jezikih. Slavisticna revija 62/4: 537-543.

Dickey, Stephen, M. 2000. Parameters of Slavic Aspect. A Cognitive Approach. Stanford,
California: Center for the Study of Language and Information.

Krvina, Domen. 2015. Glagolski vid v sodobni slovenscini. Doktorska disertacija. Ljubljana: FF.

Krvina, Domen. 2018. Glagolski vid v sodobni slovenscini 1. Besedotvorje in pomen. Lju-
bljana: Zalozba ZRC, ZRC SAZU.

Krvina, Domen. 2019. Nezaznamovanost nedovrsnika v slovens¢ini kot vzporednica neza-
znamovanosti moskega slovni¢nega spola. Slavisticna revija 67/2: 159-170.

Krvina, Domen, Zele, Andreja. 2018. Vezniki: poskus opredelitve njihove vloge v sloven-
skih zlozenih povedih. Jezikoslovni zapiski 24/1: 7-25.

Oresnik, Janez. 1994. Slovenski glagolski vid in univerzalna slovnica. Ljubljana: SAZU.

Quirk, Randolph, Greenbaum, Sidney, Leech, Geoffrey, Svartvik, Jan. 1972. 4 Grammar of
Contemporary English. Longman Group UK Limited.

Petrukhina, E. V. 2019. Interpretacija vidovyh razli¢ij mezdu russkim, ¢esskim i slovenskim
jazykami. Slavisticna revija 67/1: 31-49.

Caenko, M. 2017: TIpacnassiackoe *pepels/*popels: ncxoanas gopma u srumostorus. Slo-
vene Linguistic Studies/Slovenski Jezik, 11: 19-34.

[Saenko, M. 2017. Proto-Slavic *pepelb/*popelb: Original form and etymology. Slove-
ne Linguistic Studies/Slovenski Jezik, 11: 19-34.]

Radden, Giinter, Dirven, René. 2007. Cognitive English Grammar. John Benjamins Publi-
shing Company.

Stanojevi¢, Mateusz-Milan, Geld, Renata. 2011. New current relevance in Croatian: Episte-
mic immediacy and the aorist. Patard, Adeline, Brisard, Frank (ur.): Cognitive Appro-
aches to Tense, Aspect, and Epistemic Modality. Amsterdam / Philadelphia: John Be-
njamins Publishing Company.

Prispelo aprila 2019, sprejeto maja 2019.
Received April 2019, accepted May 2019.



92 Slovenski jezik — Slovene Linguistic Studies 12 (2019)

Zaporednost dejanj in njen vpliv na rabo
glagolskega vida v slovens¢ini?!

Zaporednost dejanj dejanja v nizu medsebojno omejuje (meji zaprtega interva-
la, ki je na voljo za izvedbo dejanja, predstavljata predhodno in sledece dejanje:
(d,_,[d ]d,.))), kar vodi k celostnemu, preglednemu pogledu nanje, ki ga izraza
DV. Delez DV je visok Ze, ko stoji v zaporedju dejanj na vsaj treh mestih (sla-
bih 70 % v korpusnem gradivu za sodobno stanje in slabih 60 % za stanje od 16.
do zacetka 20. stoletja), in Se visji, ko stoji ob NDV na vsaj dveh mestih (85 %
in 77 %). Prevlada DV je torej izrazita, medtem ko NDV, ki izraza trajanje
dejanja, stoji zlasti na zadnjem mestu v nizu, ko dejanje poteka v polodprtem
intervalu.

Tako stanje v slovenséini vse od 16. stoletja dalje se dobro ujema z ugotovitva-
mi nekaterih tujih raziskovalcev, ki za polpreteklo do sodobno stanje pri izrazanju
zaporednosti dejanj v slovens¢ini ugotavljajo, da se rabi ve¢inoma DV, NDV pa je
vendarle tudi mozen (Dickey 2000: 203, 210, Petrukhina 2019: 42-43).

Zaporednost dejanj se pojavlja zlasti v pripovedi o preteklosti — v pretekliku
in kot histori¢ni sedanjik. Posebej v sedanjiku je pogosta $e pri ponavljalnosti,
splosni veljavnosti dejanja, tako tudi v navodilih in receptih.

Sequence of events and its influence on verbal
aspect usage in Slovene

The sequence of events forces actions into restricting each other (the borders
of the closed interval limiting the duration of an action are represented by the
preceding and following action: (d,_ [d ]d . ,)), which leads to a holistic, pan-
oramic view of them, expressed by PF. The share of PF taking at least three
places in the sequence of actions is high enough (low 70 % in the present-state
corpora material and low 60 % in the corpora material from the 16™ to the
beginning of the 20" century), reaching even higher when taking at least two
places beside IPF (85 % and 77 %, respectively). The prevalence of PF is thus
undisputed, while IPF denoting duration occurs mainly in the last action in a
sequence, taking place in the half-open interval.

! Prispevek je nastal v okviru programa P6-0038, ki ga financira ARRS.
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Such state in the Slovene language from the 16" century onwards agrees
well with the findings of some foreign researchers: although in the sequence of
events in Slovene PF prevails, the use of IPF is not out of the question (Dickey
2000: 203, 210, Petrukhina 2019: 42-43).

The sequence of events appears mainly in the narrative of the past — in the
past tense and as a historical present. Particularly in the present, the repetition,
habituality of the action is also common, quite often in the form of instructions
and recipes.
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Anmerkungen zur slowenischen Klitikakette
(naslonski niz)

Naslonski niz je enota v topologiji (predvsem) indoevropskega stavka, ki ima — odvisno
od jezika — svojo specifi¢no notranjo skladnjo. Za slovens¢ino je $e danes najbolj vpli-
ven opis tega pojava v Slovenski slovnici Jozeta Toporisica, ki ima do dolo¢ene mere
Se vedno normativni status. Posledi¢no nekateri avtorji opis interpretirajo kot normo
dovoljenih in prepovedanih zaporedij naslonk, c¢eprav avtor slovnice ne trdi, da bi bile
druge, ne nastete kombinacije prepovedane. Pri pregledu besedilnih korpusov sodobne
slovens¢ine najdemo vecje Stevilo pojavnic, ki odstopajo od modela in so za naravne
govorce bolj ali manj sprejemljive. Clanek razumemo kot izhodisée za vedjo raziskavo
o moznih zaporedjih, ki bi upostevala tudi sociolingvisticno opredelitev zvrstnosti slo-
venskega jezika.

Clitic sequencing is a component of sentence topology, mainly in the Indo-European lan-
guages, that has its own inner syntax, specific to the particular language. For the Slovene
language the most influential description of this phenomenon continues to be found in
Joze Toporisi¢’s Slovenska slovnica (The Slovene Grammar). Topori$i¢’s grammar is still,
to a certain extent, considered normative. By some proofreaders it is regarded as the norm
of allowed and forbidden sequences of clitics, although, the author of the grammar did
not claim that sequences not contained in his description were prohibited. On inspection
of corpus data from contemporary written Slovene, we find a significant number of oc-
currences which do not follow the description given in Slovenska slovnica, which are still
more or less acceptable for many Slovene native speakers. We regard this paper as a start-
ing point for a more profound research about the acceptable sequences of clitics that also
takes into account sociolinguistic aspects of the varieties of Slovene.

1 Uberblick

Das Slowenische ist eine jener Sprachen, deren zweite Stelle in der Satztopo-
logie eine besondere Rolle inne hat. Ist es etwa im Deutschen das Verb, dem
dieser Platz zukommt, so ist es im Slowenischen eine fixe Abfolge klitischer
Formen der Personal- und Reflexivpronomina im Dativ, Akkusativ und Geni-
tiv sowie der positiven (unverneinten) Formen des Verbs bifi ,,sein‘ und einiger
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Partikeln. Diese Abfolge trigt in der modernen slowenischen Terminologie die
Bezeichnung naslonski niz — ,Klitikareihe®, ,klitische Reihung® bzw. , Klitika-
kette® — in der englischsprachigen Terminologie clitic chain bzw. clitic sequence.
Die erste Beschreibung einer solchen Klitikakette, die in der Allgemeinen bzw.
Vergleichenden Sprachwissenschaft groBere Beachtung fand, stammt von Jacob
Wackernagel (1892). Er bezieht sich auf das Altgriechische und postuliert eine
solche Abfolge anhand von Vergleichen mit Sanskrit und Latein auch fiir die
indoeuropédische Ursprache. Seine Beobachtungen und Schlussfolgerungen zu
diesem Phdnomen haben als Wackernagels Gesetz Eingang in die Terminolo-
gie der Indogermanistik gefunden. Dass dieses Phdnonmen auch generell in den
slawischen Sprachen auftritt, wurde von Roman Jakobson (1935) dokumentiert.
Fiir das Slowenische gibt es auch schon frithere Beitrdge, die in die Zeit von
Wackernagel fallen, wie etwa die Abhandlung Enklitike v slovenscini (,,Enklitika
im Slowenischen®, Murko: 1891) sowie auch einen normativ zu verstehenden
Beitrag von Skrabec (1895), der zuerst die allzu hiufige Verwendung von Kli-
tika in Satzerstposition als Kontaktphdnomen kritisiert, die nicht der slawischen
Sprachgenese entstammt und dann Klitikareihenfolgen aufzéhlt, die er fiir dem
Sprachgefiihl der slowenischen Muttersprachler entsprechend hilt:

»Akoravno so se torej nasi starisi pisatelji
semtertja pregresili zoper splosni zakon, da
stoje enklitike na drugem mestu v stavku in
sedanji se pregrese v nasprotnem oziru Se
veckrat, vender moramo priznati da se nas
jezi¢ni ¢ut vedno derzi tega zakona, in sicer
stoje enklitike na tem mestu ena za drugo v
tem redu: sem ga, si ga, ga je, sva ga, sta ga,
smo ga, ste ga, so ga, sem si ga, Si Si ga, si
ga je, sva si ga, sta si ga, smo si ga, ste si ga,
so si ga, se mi je, se ti je, se mu je, se ji je, se
nama je, se vama je, se jima je, se mi ga je
itd. n. pr. Ljudje, ki si si jik izbral, so se mi
zdeli posteni. Blago, ki vam ga bomo poslali,
bi vas imelo zadovoljiti. Sena, Ce se vam ga
Je ze kaj posusilo, nam prodajte.«

,,Wenngleich sich also unsere élteren Schrei-
ber hie und da gegen das allgemeine Gesetz,
dass die Enklitika an der zweiten Stelle im
Satz stehen, versiindigten und sich die ge-
genwdrtigen in der Betracht noch ofter ver-
stindigen, so miissen wir dennoch eingeste-
hen, dass sich unser Sprachgefiihl an dieses
Gesetz halt, und zwar stehen die Enklitika
an dieser Stelle eines nach dem anderen in
dieser Ordnung: sem ga, si ga, ga je, sva ga,
sta ga, smo ga, ste ga, so ga, sem si ga, si si
ga, si ga je, sva si ga, sta si ga, smo si ga, ste
si ga, so si ga, se mi je, se ti je, se mu je, se
jije, se nama je, se vama je, se jima je, se mi
ga je usw. z. B. Ljudje, ki si si jih izbral, so
se mi zdeli posteni. Blago, ki vam ga bomo
poslali, bi vas imelo zadovoljiti. Sena, Ce se
vam ga je ze kaj posusilo, nam prodajte.”

Tabelle 1: Reihenfolgen der Klitika nach Skrabec (1895) mit Ubersetzung.
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Eine weitere (hier gekiirzt wiedergegebene) normative Darstellung, deren Auf-
zihlung jener von Skrabec (siche Tabelle 1) sehr dhnlich ist, findet sich bei Brez-

nik (1916, siche Tabelle 2).

¢) O naslonicah (enklitikah) velja tole pravilo:
Naslonice ali breznaglasne besede v stakvu so:

1. pomozni glagol v sedanjiku: sem, si, je,
sva, sta, Smo, ste, so, in navadno tudi bi;

2. kracja oblika osebnih zaimkov: me, te, se,
ga, je, mi, ti, si itd.

3. kracja oblika prihodnjika: bom, bos, bo
itd.

Naslonice morajo stati v stavku na drugem
mestu:

1. V prostih stavkih.

[...]
2.V zlozenih stavkih

[..]

¢) Stoje pa naslonice na drugem mestu ena
za drugo v tem redu: sem ga, si ga, ga je, sva
ga, sta ga, smo ga, ste ga, So ga; sem si ga, si
si ga, si ga je, sva si ga, sta si ga, smo si ga,
ste si ga, so si ga; se mi je, se ti je, se mu je,
se ji je, se nama je, se vama je, se jima je, se
nam ga je ... ga bom, ga bos, ga bo, se ga
bom, se ga bos, se gabo ...

[...]

¢) Fiir die Enklitika gilt die folgende Regel:
Enklitika oder akzentlose Worter im Satz sind:

1. das Hilfsverb im Pridsens: sem, si, je, sva,
sta, smo, ste, so, und fiirgewdhnlich auch bi;

2. die kiirzere Form der Parsonalpronomina:
me, te, se, ga, je, mi, ti, Si usw.

3. die kiirzere Form des Futurs: bom, bos,
bo usw.

Enklitika miissen im Satz an zweiter Stelle
stehen:

1. In einfachen Sétzen

[..-]
2. In Satzgefiigen

[..]

¢) Die Enklitika stehen an zweiter Stelle
nacheinander in dieser Reihenfolge: sem ga,
si ga, ga je, sva ga, sta ga, Smo ga, ste ga, so
ga; sem si ga, si si ga, si ga je, sva si ga, sta
si ga, sSmo si ga, ste si ga, so si ga; se mi je,
se ti je, se mu je, se ji je, se nama je, se vama
je, se jima je, se nam ga je ... ga bom, ga
bos, ga bo, se ga bom, se ga bos, se ga bo ...

[...]

Tabelle 2: Reihenfolge der Klitika nach Breznik (1916: 263f.).

Einen recht umfangreichen Uberblick iiber bisher publizierte und auffindbare
Literatur iiber die Klitika im Slowenischen bietet die Diplomarbeit von Jaro Se-
ver Torkar (2013). Einen generellen Uberblick iiber die Slawischen Sprachen
stellt 4 Handbook of Slavic Clitics (Franks & Holloway King 2000) dar und
eine Beschreibung der Verhéhltnisse im Kajkavischen, der dem Slowenischen
dullerst nahe stehenden kroatischen Regionalvariante, ist in der Schulgrammatik
Kajkavsko narjecje (Loncari¢ 1996: 116f.) enthalten.
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Die Darstellung der Klitika in der slowenischen Normgrammatik Slovenska
slovnica (Topori§i¢ 2000:671) diirfte in der Tradition von Skrabec und Breznik
stehen, auch wenn darin nicht direkt auf die dlteren Autoren verwiesen wird.
Dass sich der Autor jedenfalls zweifelsohne eingehend mit seinen Vorgidngern
beschiftigt hat, bezeugt das Kapitel Besedni red v slovenskem knjiznem jeziku
in der Nova slovenska skladnja (Toporisic 1982: 161ff.). Die innere Syntax der
Klitikakette wird in der Slovenska slovnica folgendermallen dargestellt:

V: Konjunktion (veznik)

N, : Klitisches naj

G,: Verbformen (glagolske oblike) von biti ,,sein“ auf s-

P,: Reflexivpronomen si

P,: Reflexivpronomen se

Z,: Personalpronomen (osebni zaimek) im Dativ

Z,: Personalpronomen im Akkusativ

Z5: Personalpronomen im Genitiv

(:’2: Verbformen von biti ,,sein®: je und auf b-
C: Partikeln (Clenki)

V N. G P, P, Z, Z, Z, G C
Prosi, da naj bi se  mu ne |smejali.
Misli, da se i Je ni treba uciti.
Mislim, da se ji Ze |spi.
Povéj mu  jo Se | énkrat.
Ucil jo je je
Privoscil si si o se smejati.
To se  mu bo  pa |rés pozndlo.
Ali si si 10 izmislil?
Si s1?
Si si se smilil?
Mislil sem i,
da bi Jim  jih ne |vrnil
Mislil sem,
da ne bi sel?

Tabelle 3: Abschrift der Reihenfolge der Klitika in der Klitikakette mitsamt Beispielen
aus der Grammatik Slovenska slovnica (Toporisi¢ 2000:671).
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Aus der Tabelle 3 ldsst sich ein Maximalparadigma ableiten, das in Tabelle 4 zur
Génze ausgefiihrt ist.

v [Ny G |Py |P. |Zy |Z: |Z, |G |C

da naj |bi si se mi me |me |je ne
sem ti te te bom |pa
si ji jo je bos |Ze

mu |ga ga bo

sva nama |naju | naju |bova
sta vama |vaju |vaju |bosta
sta jima |ju ju bosta
smo nam |nas |nas |bomo
ste vam |vas vas boste
50 jim jih |jih Egﬁf/

Tabelle 4: Theoretisches vollstindiges Syntagma und Paradigma der Klitikakette, wie es
dem Modell bei Toporisi¢ (2000:671) entsprechen wiirde.

Da die Darstellung bei Toporisi¢ (2000:671) den Eindruck erwecken mag, es hand-
le sich um eine vollstindige Beschreibung aller mdglichen Kombinationen, muss
ausdriicklich darauf hingewiesen werden, dass dies nicht explizit gesagt wird. Im
Gegenteil kann man aus Toporisi¢ 1982 (161ff.) darauf schlief3en, dass er sich der
Problematik der Variation bewusst war. Jedenfalls werden alle in der Slovenska
slovnica (Toporisic¢ 2000:671) angefiihrten Kombinationen von den Sprecher des
Slowenischen akzeptiert, sodass Topori§¢s Auflistung als der kleinste gemeinsame
Nenner angesehen werden kann. Eine Darstellung, die weitgehend jener von Brez-
nik un Toporisi¢ entspricht, ist auch Teil der auf Englisch verfassten Grammatik
von Harrity (2016: Kapitel 12.3.2, Punkt (d) und Kapitel 12.4).

Erneut zur Diskussion gestellt wurde die Frage der slowenischen Klitikakette
vom Allgemeinlinguisten Oresnik (1985), der ein Vertreter der Natiirlichkeits-
theorie ist. In weiterer Folge wurde das Thema auch von Vertreter der Genera-
tiven Syntaxtheorie aufgegriffen, wie etwa von Golden (2003) und Golden &
Sheppard (2000) oder Marusic¢ (2008). Dass die Frage der Reihung der slowe-
nischen Klitika nicht endgiiltig abgeschlossen ist, zeigen einige Beispiele, auf
diese ich im Laufe der Recherchearbeiten fiir meine Magisterarbeit (Rath 2014)
im Korpus FidaPLUS sowie im Korpus Gigafida gestoBen bin. Da ein Auftreten
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von abweichenden Reihungen der Klitika im Korpus jedoch noch kein Beweis
dafiir ist, dass es sich tatsdchlich um akzeptable Kombinationen handelt und weil
auch nicht ersichtlich ist, ob die gefundenen Beispiele vielleicht auf bestimm-
te Sprachregister beschriankt sind, wurde zusétzlich eine kleine Befragung unter
Slowenisten durchgefiihrt. Diese wurden darum gebeten, die Beispiele frei defi-
nierbaren Registern zuzuordnen und herausstechende Besonderheiten schriftlich
zu kommentieren. Es wurde dabei jedoch darauf geachtet, dass den Infortmanten
nicht im Vorhinein mitgeteilt wurde, dass es dabei um Klitika geht. Es wurde
ihnen daher eine schriftliche Auflistung der Beispiele vorgelegt, die auf den je-
weiligen (die fraglichen Klitika enthaltenden) Satz gekiirzt waren. Im folgenden
Abschnitt sind die Beispiele mitsamt einer Analyse und den Kommentaren der
befragten Slowenisten wiedergegeben.

2 Ausgewihlte Abweichungen

Den hier angefiihrten, von der Ubersicht in der Slovenska slovnica abweichenden
Beispielen, folgt jeweils eine Tabelle mit vier Spalten, die die Kommentare von
vier zum Sprachregister der Beispiele schriftlich befragten muttersprachlichen
Slowenisten wiedergeben.

2.1 Vertauschbarkeit von naj und bi

setzt die Konjunktivpartikel bi vor die Optativpartikel naj. In der Nova slovens-
ka skladnja merkt ToporiSi¢ (1982: 174) zusitzlich an, dass eine Umkehrung
der Reihenfolge als dialektal anzusehen ist (»Zaporedje bi naj namesto naj bi
je nare¢no.« — ,,.Die Abfolge bi naj statt naj bi ist dialektal.). Ein Beleg ist an
dieser Stelle jedoch nicht angefiihrt. Die Recherche im Korpus FidaPLUS hat
gezeigt, dass diese umgekehrte Reihenfolge dennoch auch in der geschriebenen
Sprache auftritt, wenn auch wesentlich seltener. Die Folge naj bi wurde 100.000
mal gefunden (die Zahl der Konkordanzen diirfte die maximal anzeigbare Menge
iibersteigen, daher genau 100.000) und bi naj immerhin 2.499 mal, was insofern
beachtlich ist, als dass diese Variante aufgrund der im schulischen und redakti-
onellen Bereich vorherrschenden preskriptiven Auslegung der Normgrammatik
iiblicherweise weglektoriert wird.

— Beispiele:

»Avstrijsko interesno zdruzenje za vlagatelje je véeraj izrazilo dvom o tem prev-
zemu. Napovedana zamenjava delnic Bank Austria za delnice HypoVereinsbank v
razmerju 1:1 po njegovi sodbi ne zrcali sedanjega stanja obeh bank, je za avstrijsko
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agencijo Apa izjavil predsednik zdruzenja Wilhelm Rasinger. Zato bodo dali zamen-
jalno razmerje sodno preveriti. Prevzem pa bi naj Avstrijo stal tudi izgube 2000
delovnih mest.« (Korpus FidaPLUS)

Informantin I Informantin II Informant 1T Informant IV
X (siche Kommentar | Novica (journalisti- Standardno, ampak pa | Pogovorni jezik, bese-
am Ende der Aufli- sche Nachricht) naj bi (standardsprac- | dni red
stung) hlich, aber die Klitika- | (Umgangssprache,
reihenfolge sollte auf pa | Wortstellung)
naj bi gedndert werden)

Tabelle 5: Kommentare der Informanten mit Ubersetzung.

»V uZivalskih okoljih tudi ni posebno razvite zvodniSke mreze in prostorov v ta namen.
Ljudje vedo, da je to situacija, ko se je treba bolj zas¢ititi, vendar dejansko tega ne pocnejo:
Tisti, ki se ukvarjajo s prostitucijo, imajo pravilo, da bi naj se zascitili s kondomi, vendar
koliko se da ugotoviti iz pogovorov, se mnogi tega ne drzijo.« (Korpus FidaPLUS)

Informantin [ Informantin II Informant IIT Informant IV

X (siche Kommentar | Zvrst »komentar« Standardno, ampak Publicisti¢ni jezik,
am Ende der Aufli- (najbolj naravna ¢Eleni- | naj bi nelektorirano
stung) tev po aktualnosti) (standardsprachlich, (Publizistische

(Register ,,Kommen- | aber die Klitikareihen- | Sprache, unlektoriert)
tar** (die natiirlichste | folge sollte auf naj bi
Aktualittsreihung)) | geéindert werden)

Tabelle 6: Kommentare der Informanten mit Ubersetzung.

2.2 Mehrwertige Verben und klitische Personalpronomina
Eine weitere Problemstelle sind mehrwertige Verben, die zweimal Akkusativ
verlangen.

Verb uciti (transtiv): AKK+AKK / AKK+GEN / GEN+AKK?

Mit dem Verb uciti (,,Jehren, transitiv) verfiigt das Slowenische iiber ein sehr
frequentes zweiwertiges Verb, das der im Modell angenommenen Folge REFL
DAT_ AKK GEN widerspricht. Dem Modell entsprechend miisste das Gelehrte
im GEN stehen und der, den es gelehrt wird, im AKK. Dies entspricht allerdings
nicht dem heutigen Gebrauch: Im realen Gebrauch ist uc¢iti + AKK + AKK die
weitaus frequentere Variante. Die Variante uciti + AKK + GEN hingegen wird
als besonders gelehrt, veraltet oder sogar falsch empfunden.
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Da die AKK- und die GEN-Formen des maskulinen und des neutralen klitischen
Personalpronomens ident sind (in beiden Féllen ga und ga), lésst sich dieser Un-
terschied in der Klitikakette nur anhand der femininen Formen zeigen (jo fiir
AKK, je fiir GEN). Die Suche im ausgewogen angelegten Korpus FidaPLUS hat
fiir die Variante mit dem doppelten AKK in der Klitikakette eine Haufigkeit von
12 ergeben, die Variante AKK + GEN tritt hingegen nur zweimal auf.

— Beispiele fiir AKK + AKK beim Verb ucditi ,Jehren*:

»Spomnil se je molitve, ki ga jo je naucila mati in zacel s tresocim glasom: ”Sveti
angel,varuh moj,bodi vedno ti z menoj....stoj mi dan in no¢ ob strani,vsega hudega
me brani....”« (Korpus Gigafida)

Informantin [ Informantin II Informant IIT Informant IV

X (sieche Kommentar | Leposlovje Standardno Umetniski jezik,

am Ende der Aufli- (Belletristik) (standardsprachlich) | nelektoriran oz. zapis

stung) govora (Kiinstlerspra-
che, unlektoriert bzw.
verschriftliche gespro-
chene Sprache)

Tabelle 7: Kommentare der Informanten mit Ubersetzung.

»Tudi Misa je zaprisezena Sportnica vse od malega, saj je aktivno vadila atletiko in
plavanje. Po nekaj letnem ukvarjanju z aerobiko je bila po operaciji stopalne kosti
v nevarnosti, da bo imela tezave s hrbtenico, zaradi Cesa je bila primorana zaceti z
vajami, ki so namenjene prav temu. Vaj, ki so jih jo takrat naucili fizioterapevti, se je
tako navadila, da jih v svojem vsakodnevnem jutranjem rituali izvaja Se danes. Le-ta
poteka dvajset minut, vsak dan, ne glede na karkoli. Mi$a si ne dopuscéa izgovorov.«
(Korpus FidaPLUS)

Informantin I Informantin II Informant I11 Informant IV

(Kein Kommentar) (Ohne Besonderheiten) | Standardno, ampak so | Intervju

Jjo jih (standardspra- | (Interview)
chlich, aber die Kli-
tikareihenfolge solle
auf so jo jih geédndert
werden)

Tabelle 8: Kommentare der Informanten mit Ubersetzung.
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— Beispiel fiir die Nichtunterscheidbarkeit von AKK und GEN bei maskulin:
»Ponotranjil sem ves kolonialni drek, ki so me ga ucili v Soli.« (Korpus FidaPLUS)

Informantin [ Informantin II Informant IIT Informant IV
Pogovorno, vulgarno | Leposlovje Standardno + vulgarno | Pogovorni jezik
(umgangssprachlich, | (Belletristik) (standardsprachlich + | (Umganssprache)
vulgér) vulgir)

Tabelle 9: Kommentare der Informanten mit Ubersetzung.

Verb vprasati
Das Verb vprasati ,fragen* verlangt ebenfalls AKK + AKK, geht also tiber das
Modell hinaus.

— Beispiel:
»Pripoveduj mi o stvareh, ki bi jih ga vprasal, ¢e bi bil tukaj:« (Korpus FidaPLUS)

Informantin [ Informantin II Informant IIT Informant IV

X (siche Kommentar | Leposlovje Standardno, ampak bi | Umetniski jezik, po-

am Ende der Aufli- (Belletristik) ga jih govorni

stung) (standardsprachlich, | (Kiinstlersprache,
aber die Klitikareihen- | umgangssprachlich)
folge sollte auf bi ga
Jih gedndert werden)

Tabelle 10: Kommentare der Informanten mit Ubersetzung.

2.3 Sitze mit finitem und davon abhéngigem infinitem Verb

Transitive Verben wie uciti und vprasati sind allerdings nicht der einzige Fall, in
dem die Klitikakette zweimal AKK aufnehmen kann. Ein weiterer Fall sind Satze
mit finitem und abhingigem infinitem Verb, also insbesondere Sitze, die zwei
miteinander verkniipfte Handlungen, Zustéinde oder Empfindungen ausdriicken.
Im Folgenden seien nur ein paar Beispiele genannt, die im Korpus FidaPLUS und
iiber die Suchmaschine Google gefunden wurden:

— Beispiel: videti + nositi
»”’Zdaj pa upam, da te jo bom videla nositi,” se je zasmejala.« (Korpus FidaPLUS)
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B. »Zdaj pa upam, da |te jo |bom |videla | nositi L« se je zasmejala.
Uber. |,,Nun hoffe ich aber, | dass | dich sie | werde |sehen |tragen “ schmunzelte sie.

1. H. 04 Préad.+Subj.

2.H. Subjekt | O4 Pradikat
Tabelle 11a: Analyse des Beispiels videti + nositi.

Informantin I Informantin II Informant IIT Informant IV

X (siche Kommentar | Leposlovje Standardno Umetniski jezik

am Ende der Aufli- (Belletristik) (standardsprachlich) | (Kiinstlersprache)
stung)

Tabelle 11b: Kommentare der Informanten mit Ubersetzung.

— Beispiel: strah me je + vprasati

»a ves tist filing k ze jo je strah uprasat Se sploh kj..... :/« (http://ilovelike.si/slo-
gan/28523, zitiert aus https://www.google.si/, 10. Janner 2014)

B. avestist filing |k te jo je strah | uprasat |Sesplohkj|..... )/
) Kennst du das iiberhaupt
Uber. | Gefiihl wenn | dich |sie |ist Angst | fragen | etwas
1. H. 04 Pradikat | Subj.
2. H. Subj. | O4 Pridikat | O4
Tabelle 12a: Analyse des Beispiels strah me je + vprasati.
Informantin I Informantin II Informant 11T Informant IV
Pogovorno (umgangs- | (Ohne Besonder- Pogovorno Sleng
sprachlich) heiten) (umgangssprachlich) | (Slang)

Tabelle 12b: Kommentare der Informanten mit Ubersetzung.

— Beispiel: poslati + Cistiti
»Cistil sem tudi straniSce. Poslal me ga je Cistit eden redkih slovenskih oficirjev,
pisal se je Krzi¢.« (Korpus FidaPLUS)
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Cistil sem tudi eden redkih , pisal se
B. stranisce. Poslal me |ga |je Cistit | slovenskih oficirjev | je Krzi€.
Eine Toilette einer der wenigen
habe ich auch slowenischen , er hiefl
Uber. | geputzt. Geschickt | mich |sie |hat |putzen | Offiziere Krzic.
1.H. Préd. 04 Prad. Subjekt
2.H. Subj. |04 Préd.
Tabelle 13a: Analyse des Beispiels poslati + cistiti.
Informantin [ Informantin II Informant IIT Informant IV
Pogovorni stil (skla- | (Ohne Besonder- Standardno Prakti¢no sporazme-
dnja) (umgangssprac- | heiten) (standardsprachlich) | valni — pogovor med

hlicher Stil (Syntax))

prijatelji

(Praxisnahe Kommu-
nikaton — Unterhal-
tung unter Freunden)

Tabelle 13b: Kommentare der Informanten mit Ubersetzung.

— Beispiel: peljati + gledati
»Prva igra, ki so me jo peljali gledat, je bila Koca strica Toma (Uncle Tom’s Cabin).«

(Korpus FidaPLUS)
, je bila Koca strica Toma
B. Prvaigra, |ki |so me |jo |peljali |gledat |(Uncle Tom‘s Cabin).
Das erste
Uber. | Schauspiel, | das | sie haben | mich |es | gefiihrt | schauen |, war Onkel Toms Hiitte.
1. H. Priad.+Subj. | O4 Prad.
2.H. Subj. | O4 Pridikat

Tabelle 14a: Analyse des Beispiels peljati + gledati.

Informantin I

Informantin IT

Informant II1

Informant IV

X (siehe Kommentar
am Ende der Aufli-
stung)

Zvrst »komentar«
(najbolj naravna ¢leni-
tev po aktualnosti)
(Register ,,Kommen-
tar** (die natiirlichste
Aktualitdtsreihung))

Standardno
(standardsprachlich)

Pogovormi ali nelek-
torirani publicisti¢ni
jezik
(Umgangssprache
oder unlektorierte pu-
blizistische Sprache)

Tabelle 14b: Kommentare der Informanten mit Ubersetzung.
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— Beispiel: sram me je + pokazati
»Imam lepo telo in me ga ni sram pokazati, skrbi me pa za svojega fanta.« (Korpus
FidaPLUS)

, skrbi me pa za
B. Imamlepotelo |[in |me |ga |ni sram | pokazati | svojega fanta.
Ich habe einen ich bin aber um mei-
Uber. |schoénen Korper |und | mich |ihn |nichtist | Scham |zeigen |nen Freund besorgt.
1. H. 04 Préadikat | Subj.
2.H. Subj. | O4 Pradikat
Tabelle 15a: Analyse des Beispiels sram me je + pokazati.
Informantin I Informantin II Informant IIT Informant IV
X (siche Kommentar | Zvrst »komentar« Standardno, ampak ni | Publicisti¢ni jezik
am Ende der Aufli- (najbolj naravna Cleni- | me ga (nelektoriran), mlado-
stung) tev po aktualnosti) (standardsprachlich, stniske revije
(Register ,,Kommen- | aber die Klitikareihen- | (Publizistische Spra-
tar (die natiirlichste | folge solle auf ni me | che (unlektorierte),
Aktualititsreihung)) | ga gedndert werden) | Jungendmagazin)

Tabelle 15b: Kommentare der Informanten mit Ubersetzung.

— Beispiel: sram me je + ponoviti
»Ko sem bil pred kratkim na Jesenicah na eni od hokejskih tekem, so navijac¢i upo-
rabljali takSne izraze, da me jih je pred vami sram ponoviti.« (Korpus FidaPLUS)

Ko sem bil pred kratkim
na Jesenicah na eni od ho-
kejskih tekem, so navijaci
uporabljali tak$ne izraze,

pred

da jih |je vami |sram | ponoviti.

Als ich vor kurzem in Je-
senice bei einem der Hoc-
keyspiele war, haben die
Fans solche Ausdriicke
verwendet,

wieder-
holen.

vor
Uber. Thnen
1. H. 04
2. H. Subj. | O4

Tabelle 16a: Analyse des Beispiels sram me je + ponoviti.

Scham
Sub;j.

ist
Pradikat

dass | mich

Pridikat
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Informantin [ Informantin II Informant IIT Informant IV

X (siche Kommentar | (ohne Besonderheiten) | Standardno Publicisti¢ni jezik,
am Ende der Aufli- (standardsprachlich) | nelektoriran oz. samo
stung) delno

(Publizistische Spra-
che, unlektoriert bzw.
nur zum Teil)

Tabelle 16b: Kommentare der Informanten mit Ubersetzung.

— Beispiel: zanima me + raziskati
»Nikoli nisem bil ne vem kako nadarjen za izmiSljevanje tovrstnih marketingskih
sloganov, toda zavoljo razlogov - ki bi me jih neko¢ zanimalo raziskati - se je ta oz-
naka obdrzala bolj kakor vse druge, ki sem jih bil do sedaj skrbno izumil.« (Korpus

FidaPLUS)
Nikoli nisem
bil ne vem —sejeta
kako nadarjen oznaka ob-
za izmiSljeva- drzala bolj
nje tovrstnih kakor vse
marketingskih druge, ki sem
sloganov, toda jih bil do
zavoljo razlo- sedaj skrbno
B. gov — ki bi me |jih | nekoc | zanimalo | raziskati | izumil.
Ich war nie — hat sich di-
wer weil} wie ese Zuschre-
talentiert darin ibung stérker
mir solche gehalten als
Marketingslo- alle anderen,
gans auszu- die ich bisher
denken, aber dere- |interes- |erfor- | sorgfiltig
Uber. | aus Griinden — | welche | wiirde | mich | sie |inst | sieren schen | erdacht hatte.
Subj.+ Subj.+
1.H. Préadikat | O4 Préadikat
2.H. Subj.| 04 Pradikat

Tabelle 17a: Analyse des Beispiels zanima me + raziskati.
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Informantin I Informantin II Informant I11 Informant IV

Publicisti¢ni stil (Ohne Besonder- Standardno Tabloidni Casopis
(kolumna) — blizje heiten) (standardsprachlich) | (Boulevardzeitung)
pogovornemu kot stilno
nevtralnemu jeziku
(Publizistischer Stil
(Kolumne) — néher der
Umgangssprache als
der neutralen)

Tabelle 17b: Kommentare der Informanten mit Ubersetzung.

Allgemeine Anmerkungen der Informanten

Informantin I Informantin II Informant IIT Informant IV
Primeri, oznaceni - - Pri vseh je stava na-
7x, bi bili lahko tako slonk pogovorna!
del pogovornega kot (Bei allen liegt eine
publicisti¢nega stila. umgangssprachliche
Noben od primerov Stellung der Klitika
ne izkazuje moznosti, vor!)

da bi bil izklju¢no

del stilno nevtralnega

(nezaznamovanega)

knjiznega jezika.

(Die sieben mit x ge-
kennzeichneten Bei-
spiele konnten sowohl
Teil des umgangs-
sprachlichen als auch
des publizistischen
Stils sein. Keines der
Beispiele ist in der
Lage ausschlief3lich
Teil der stilistisch
neutralen (unmarkier-
ten) Schriftsprache zu
sein.)

Tabelle 18: Kommentare der Informanten mit Ubersetzung.
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Aus den Kommentaren geht hervor, dass keiner der befragen Slowenisten die
angefiihrten Beispiele zur Ginze ablehnt bzw. als inakzeptabel zuriickweist. Un-
einigkeit zeigt sich jedoch bei der varietitenlinguistischen Einordnung. Infor-
mantin II empfindet die geringste Einschrinkung, wohingegen Informant IV alle
Beispiele als umgangssprachlich einordnet.

2.4 Weitere Abweichungen
Neben den bereits angefiihrten Beispielen des Sprachgebrauchs, die iiber die Mo-
delle in den Grammatiken hinausgehen, gibt es noch einige weitere, wie z. B.:
* Mogliche umgekehrte Reihenfolge von je als Form von biti ,,sein® mit kliti-
schen Personalpronomen im Dativ
» Mogliche umgekehrte Reihenfolge von Akkutsativ und Dativ
» Mogliche umgekehrte Reihenfolge des klitischen Reflexivpronomens si und
Fomen von biti auf s-
* Mogliche umgekehrte Reihenfolge von einigen Partikeln wie etwa Se, Ze etc.
und Formen von biti auf b-
* Doppelung der Klitika si und se ohne erkennbaren Inhalt
» Haplologien bei gleichlautenten aufeinanerfolgenden Klitikta

3 Schlussfolgerung und Ausblick

Das in der Slovenska slovnica angefiihrte Modell bildet zwar unbestritten eine
Untermenge standardsprachlich jedenfalls akzeptabler Klitikakombinationen ab,
keinesfalls jedoch sagt es restlos alle moglichen Kombinationen von klitischen
Formen in der slowenischen Klitikakette voraus, die zumindest von einem Teil
der Sprecher akzeptiert werden. Ausgehend von den zuvor aufgelisteten Abwei-
chungen zwischen dem Modell und den Einschitzungen der befragten Slowe-
nisten ist daher eine grofer angelegte empirische Untersuchung anzustreben, die
auch varititenlinguistische Dimensionen des jeweiligen Kotexts (sic!), wie etwa
Register, Regionalitdt und Unterschiede zwischen orater sowie literater Sprache
(Maas 2010) usw. einbezieht.
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Pripombe o slovenskem naslonskem nizu

Slovenski naslonski niz je zaporedje naslonskih oblik, predvsem osebnih zaim-
kov, ki stojijo ponavadi na drugem topoloskem mestu stavka. Ta pojav ustreza
zakonu, ki ga je za indoevropske jezike opisal Wackernagel (1892). Notranjo
skladnjo slovenskega naslonskega niza je prvi¢ na preskriptivni nacin opisal
Skrabec (1895). Ta zaporedja je v tradicijo slovenske skladnje vpeljal najprej
Breznik (1916) in nato v drugi polovici 20. stoletja Se ToporiSi¢ v svoji Sloven-
ski slovnici. Ceprav bi lahko razumeli Topori§i¢evo slovnico kot normativno,
ne moremo trditi, da so zaporedja naslonk, ki jih tam ni, izrecno prepovedana,
ker tega avtor pravzaprav ne trdi. Na ravni dejanske rabe najdemo v sodobnih
besedilnih korpusih zaporedja naslonk, ki jih pri omenjenih avtorjih ni. Poleg
drugih zanimivosti gre predvsem za dvojne tozilnike, do katerih pride iz razlicnih
razlogov, npr. ker se je spremenila vezljivost nekaterih glagolov, tako da ne zah-
tevajo veé vezljivosti TOZILNIK+RODILNIK, temve¢ TOZILNIK+TOZILNIK
(kot se je zgodilo pri glagolu uciti se). Poleg tega tvorijo govorci stavke z dvema
vzporednima dejanjema, (npr. »Zensko sem videla nositi torbo.« -> »Videla sem
jo jo nositi.«). V tem kontekstu je velikega pomena vpraSanje variantnosti, ker
lahko pri¢akujemo razlike v sprejemljivosti na podlagi regionalnosti, diahronije,
interaktivnosti jezika (npr. govorni vs. pisni jezik ipd.) ali pa zanra besedila. Pri-
Cujoci ¢lanek analizira nekaj primerov, ki smo jih dali v oceno $tirim osebam, ki
so zaposleni na podrocju slovenisticnega raziskovanja in visokoSolskega ucnega
procesa v okviru slovenisti¢nih $tudijskih programov, da bi nam povedali, kate-
rim zvrstem bi pripisali posamezne primere. Pri tem se je pri¢akovano prikazala
neenotna slika, ki je dodaten argument za prihodnja raziskovanja, tako na podro-
¢ju variantnosti slovenséine kot tudi za raziskave naslonskega niza.

Remarks on Slovene clitic sequences

Clitic sequencing in Slovene is mainly the ordering of clitic forms of the personal
pronouns, which are usually bound to the second topological position in the Slo-
vene sentence. This ordering corresponds to the type of sequence described by
Wackernagel (1892) for the Indo-European languages in general. The first nor-
mative description of the inner syntax of Slovene clitic sequences was published
by Skrabec (1895). His description was borrowed by Breznik (1916) and became
part of the tradition of Slovene grammars that was continued by Topori$i¢ in
the second half of the twentieth century with his Slovene Grammar (Slovenska
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slovnica). Although Slovenska slovnica by Toporisic is regarded as a norma-
tive work, the interpretation that clitic combinations not listed in the work were,
therefore, forbidden is at least questionable because ToporiSi¢ does not make
this claim. In an examination of publicly available contemporary text corpora,
we found a number of clitic combinations that are not covered by the grammar.
Besides other combinations not mentioned in the grammar, we found mainly dou-
bled accusatives, which occur for various reasons. For example, some tri-valent
verbs take two accusatives instead of one accusative and one genitive, which is
also a matter of historical change as with the verb uciti se ‘to learn.” Interesting
sequencing also occurs in sentences containing a finite and an infinite verb de-
scribing a complex event, e.g. ‘I see her carrying her daughter’ -> ‘I see her car-
rying her.” Regarding this topic, linguistic variation is of great importance as the
measure of acceptance might depend on dialectal and historical factors as well as
on the degree of interactivity (spoken vs. written language, etc.) and genre. The
examples listed in this article were presented to academic teachers of Slovene
studies asking them for their opinion regarding the register of each sentence.
Their comments and some additional analysis for every example are listed in this
paper. As expected, there was no uniform opinion among them, which is another
argument for additional research on Slovene sociolinguistics as well as on the
clitic sequence in particular.
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Multi-word Lexical Units in General Monolingual
Explanatory Dictionaries of Slavic languages

Clanek obravnava tipologijo in makro- oz. mikrostrukturno ume$&anje vetbesednih leksi-
kalnih enot v petih enojezi¢nih splosnih razlagalnih slovarjih slovanskih jezikov, in sicer
slovenskem, hrvaskem, slovaskem, poljskem in ruskem. Vecbesedne leksikalne enote so v
teh slovarjih obravnavane kot izto¢nice in podizto¢nice, med slovarskimi zgledi, v okviru
posameznih slovarskih pomenov in v posebnih mikrostrukturnih razdelkih, npr. frazeolo-
Skem, paremioloskem, terminoloSkem. Razlike v obravnavi vecbesednih leksikalnih enot
v analiziranih slovarjih so posledica razli¢nih jezikovnoteoreti¢nih pristopov, strukturiranja
slovarskih podatkov na ravni slovarja in slovarske baze in tudi medija, za uporabo v katerem
je bil slovar primarno oblikovan. Clanek se osredoto¢a tudi na veébesedne leksikalne enote
v eSSKUJ: tretji izdaji Slovarja slovenskega knjiznega jezika, v najnovejSem sploSnem eno-
jezi¢nem razlagalnem slovarju slovenscine, v katerem so te enote obravnavane kot relativno
samostojne enote, opisane na podoben nacin kot enobesedne leksikalne enote.

The article analyses the typology and the macro- and microstructure positioning of multi-
word lexical units (hereinafter: MLUSs) in general monolingual explanatory dictionaries
of five Slavic languages: Slovenian, Croatian, Slovak, Polish and Russian. MLUs in these
dictionaries are included as headwords, as subheadwords, as examples, as independent
senses, and as units in various types of MLU sections (e.g. phraseological, terminological,
or paremiological sections). Differences regarding the positioning and representation of
MLUEs in these dictionaries arise from different theoretical backgrounds and data structur-
ing as well as the medium in which a dictionary was first published. With regard to the
findings about the typology and positioning of MLUSs in these dictionaries, the article also
focuses on the treatment of MLUs in eSSKJ: The Dictionary of the Slovenian Standard
Language, 3" edition, the new monolingual general explanatory dictionary of the Slove-
nian language. In this dictionary, MLUs are treated in a similar way to single-word lexical
units and are given relative autonomy in the dictionary structure.

0 Introduction

Multi-word lexical units (hereinafter: MLUs) represent a large part of the lexicon
of'alanguage. The different types of ML Us (phraseological MLUs, terminological
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MLUs, and lexicalized MLUs — i.e. non-phraseological non-terminological
MLUs) can be treated differently even in dictionaries of the same type and placed
in several microstructural positions as well as on the macrostructural level. MLUSs
can be presented as headwords and subheadwords, or may be included among the
examples within a specific dictionary sense. Additionally, MLUs may be placed
in the phraseological section, paremiological section (for proverbs), termino-
logical section, and lexicalized-MLUs section. These sections (and subsequently
their MLUs) may be treated within a dictionary sense if they are semantically
related to it. Alternatively, these sections may be placed separately from diction-
ary senses. MLUs can be afforded a relative autonomy in which case they are
dealt with in ways similar to single-word units so that labels, usage information,
definitions, examples, etc. are added to describe MLUs.

It seems that there is no consensus among lexicographers as to where in the
macro- or microstructure of the dictionary entry the MLUs of different types
should be treated. According to Atkins & Rundell (2008: 394) and Vrbinc (2011),
the treatment of MLUs differs greatly among English dictionaries. Krzisnik
(2009) conducted research on MLUs in English, German, Russian, Croatian, Slo-
vak, and Slovenian general and pedagogical monolingual explanatory dictionar-
ies, concluding that among the analysed dictionaries some English dictionaries
place MLUs in the headword position. In general, however, MLUs are mostly
treated in separate microstructural sections, usually in a phraseological section
or in a non-phraseological section. Oppentocht & Schutz (2003: 219) advocate
a structured collection of types of lexical entities where a distinction between
single words, fixed phrases (collocations and idioms), and free text is the basic
organizing principle. Vrbinc (2011) recommends that English learners’ dictionar-
ies and the bilingual English-Slovenian dictionary include MLUs in two places
(as headwords and as idioms in a separate idioms section in a single-word entry)
since “it is next to impossible to predict whether users will look up a MLU as a
headword or will simply look up one of the constituent elements of such a lexical
item (but which one?)”,! according to the study on dictionary use of Slovenian
learners of English presented in Vrbinc & Vrbinc (2004).

"In the context of improving search possibilities, Lew (2012) describes various
approaches to searching phraseological units, which depend on the users’ search stra-
tegies and the technical possibilities of electronic-dictionary search engines. Cf. also
the search strategies available on the Fran dictionary portal (Ahacic et. al 2015) and the
above-mentioned proposal by Vrbinc.
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1 Typology and positioning of MLUs in general monolingual explanatory
dictionaries of Slavic languages

In this paper, we treat MLUSs as combinations of two or more lexemes, where a
combination becomes a new lexical unit carrying a meaning of its own. Excluded
are multi-word citations from foreign languages that in the target language rep-
resent a single lexical unit although written separately (a cappella, ad hoc), re-
flexive verbs (bati se), and other types where constituents do not exists as single-
word lexemes (cira ¢ara) (Gliha Komac et al. 2015: 7).
Our research on the typology and positioning of MLUs in dictionaries of
Slavic languages was conducted on the following dictionaries:?
* Dictionary of the Slovenian Standard Language / Slovar slovenskega knji-
Znega jezika (1% edition 19701991, 2" edition 2014)
 Great Dictionary of the Croatian Language / Veliki rjecnik hrvatskoga jezika
(2003)
Dictionary of Contemporary Slovak / Slovnik sucasného slovenského jazyka
(2006-)
* Great Dictionary of Polish / Wielki stownik jezyka polskiego PAN (2008-)
Explanatory Dictionary of Russian Language Including Explanations of
Word Origin / Tolkovyj slovar’ russkogo jazyka s vklyucheniem svedenij
o proishozhdenii slov / Toakogvlii c106apb pyccko2o A3bIKA ¢ GKIIOHYEHUeM
ceedenutl 0 npoucxodicoenuu ciog (2008)

Among these dictionaries, only the Great Dictionary of Polish is designed for use
in an online digital environment. Due to the new possibilities of visualization,
data organization, hyperlinking, different space constraints, etc. in digital envi-
ronment, we can expect different lexicographic treatment of MLUs in digitally-
born dictionaries as opposed to print dictionaries.

1.1 Dictionary of the Slovenian Standard Language, first and second edition
The dictionary (hereinafter: SSKJ) was compiled at ZRC SAZU, the Fran
Ramovs Institute of the Slovenian Language. It was first published in 1970-1991
and updated in its second edition in 2014 (Perdih & Snoj 2015). No fundamental
conceptual changes were introduced in the second edition and the treatment of
MLUs also remained unchanged. The dictionary represents the only (finished)

2 A part of the research on dictionaries of Slavic languages was presented in Perdih
(2016). Regarding treatment of MLUs in dialectal and historical dictionaries, and the
Slovenian dictionary of synonyms, see for example Zugié (2016), Legan Ravnikar (2017)
and Snoj (2019: 185-193).
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general monolingual explanatory dictionary of the Slovenian language and con-
tains almost 100,000 entries. Both editions are freely available at the Fran dic-
tionary portal (www.fran.si).> MLUs in this dictionary are presented in several
microstructural positions:*

» examples,

* senses,

* phraseological sections,

+ and terminological sections.

(1) abecéda [...] 1. [...] # elektr. Morsejeva abeceda iz pik in ¢rt sestavljeni znaki za br-
zojavni prenos sporocil 2. ekspr. zacetno, osnovno znanje |...]

(2) absolaten [...] 1.[..]2.[...]3.[...]
¢ filoz. absolutni duh

(3) hidrat [...] kem. [...] 2. v zvezi ogljikov hidrat organska spojina ogljika z vodikom
in kisikom, ki sta v takem razmerju kot v vodi

(4) hiSen [...] / hisni pes pes, ki se goji v stanovanju, zlasti za druzbo, zabavo; hi$ni red
pravila o pravicah in dolznostih stanovalcev, navadno v vecstanovanjski hisi [...] @
iron. v stanovanju je nasel hiSnega prijatelja Zeninega ljubimca; ekspr. v razpredel-
nico je napisal same hiSne Stevilke izmisljene, neprave  zool. hisni pajek pajek, ki
prede lijakaste mreze po kotih, Tagenaria domestica

MLUs are included in four different microstructural elements. MLUs (4) hisni
pes and hisni red are presented among examples, hisni prijatelj and hisna Stevilka
are placed in the phraseological section (starting with the character ). The ter-
minological unit hisni pajek is placed in the terminological section (starting with
the character ). The terminological MLU (3) ogljikov hidrat is presented as a
separate sense of the word hidrat.

While representation among examples can occur only within a sense (4), both
the terminological and phraseological sections can hierarchically either be included
in a specific sense as represented by (1) ¢ Morsejeva abeceda or independently, i.e.
after the last sense as shown in (2) ¢ absolutni duh. The distinction is based on the
level of semantic shift between a sense and an MLU. Besides phraseological and
paremiological units, the phraseological section (as it is called in the front matter of
the dictionary) also contains various MLUs that do not fit typologically into clearly
defined groups due to their divergence from other senses while often being too
infrequent to be presented in a sense of their own (Silvester 1978: 37).

3In the search result list, entries from the second edition are presented to the user,
while entries from the first edition are available in the archive.

“In entries (or their parts) that are used as examples in this paper, MLUs are under-
lined by the authors of the paper in order to easily find MLUs since the visual presenta-
tion differs from dictionary to dictionary.
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MLUs included among examples are delimited from preceding examples by
a slash sign “/” and, when necessary, accompanied by labels and definitions.
However, in many cases they are not presented explicitly as standalone MLUs,
but rather in contextual usage as part of an example. This also holds for the units
in the phraseological section. When MLUs such as ogljikov hidrat are represent-
ed on the sense level (3), usage information v zvezi “in phrase”, navadno v zvezi
“usually in phrase” (when a MLU is written explicitly, as a whole), v zvezi s/z “in
combination with”, and navadno v zvezi s/z “usually in combination with” (when
only the additional word is presented) is added.

1.2 Great Dictionary of the Croatian Language
This dictionary of 70,000 entries was published in 2004 by Novi Liber. It repre-
sents the latest general monolingual explanatory dictionary of Croatian language.’
MLUs are represented in the following positions:

* phraseological sections,

* non-phraseological sections (terminological and non-terminological),

 and examples.

(5) kiu¢la z 1. zgrada koja ima zidove 1 krov i sluzi za stanovanje [kamena ~a kuéa od
kamena; zidana ~a kuéa od opeke; (za razliku od drvene ili kuée od ¢erpica)]; hiza
[...] A BoZja ~a pren. crkva; javna ~a bordel, mjesto gdje se novcem kupuje zZensko
drustvo [...] O dogovor ~u gradi dogovorom se postize napredak; (biti) kao kod svoje
~e dobro se snalazit [...]

The entry (5) kuca contains all three locations where MLUSs can be placed in the
dictionary. While MLUs kamena kuca and zidana kuca are placed among exam-
ples and definitions are added, the non-phraseological section (starting with the
character A) contains MLUs Bozja kuca and javna kuca, whereas the phraseologi-
cal section (starting with the character O) contains phraseological units dogovor
kucu gradi and (biti) kao kod svoje kuce.

1.3 Dictionary of Contemporary Slovak

The dictionary is being compiled at the L. Star Institute of Linguistics, Slovak
Academy of Sciences. The first volume was published in 2006. The final scope
of the dictionary is expected to reach 220,000 entries. So far three volumes have
been published, containing entries from A to N published in print and web form
(http://slovnik.juls.savba.sk/).

3> The dictionary is based on the 3™ edition of the Dictionary of the Croatian Langu-
age (1998).
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Semantically non-transparent MLUs in this dictionary can be located in the fol-
lowing locations:

(6)
(7
®)
©

(10)

an

(12)
(13)
(14
(15)

(16)

examples,

senses,

phraseological sections,
paremiological sections,
lexicalized-units sections,
terminological-units section,
and subheadwords.

bielo prisl. [...] do biela ~ dobiela [...]

dobiela, pis. i do biela prisl. [...]

dostat’ [...] 12. » ako formaélne sloveso tvori s pripojenym podstatnym menom lexi-
kalizované spojenie: d. doZivotie byt odstideny na dozivotny trest; d. guraz odhodlat’
sa, osmelit’ sa

dupkom prisl. 1. iba v spojeniach viasy mu stoja, vstavaju, stali dupkom » rovno
dohora, priamo, i fraz. 2. iba v spojeni dupkom hladiet » meravo [...]

dovod -du pl. N -dy m. [...]

O z dovodu predl. s G kniz. [...]

charakteristika [-t-t-] -ky -tik z. (gr.) 1. » vystihnutie podstatnych, typickych
vlastnosti niekoho, nieCoho; literdrny zaner zalozeny na vystihnuti podstatnych,
typickych vlastnosti niekoho, nie¢oho [...] O mat. charakteristika logaritmu cisla cela
Cast’ tohto logaritmu

chlapsky [...] hovor. chlapska pijatika vel'mi silna [...] pren. chyba tu chlapskad ruka
chlap, muz, otec ako zabezpeka rodiny, posila v domacnosti, pri vychove deti
chvost [...] A fraz. drzat' slovo ako pes chvost nevediet’ dodrzat’ sI'ub

chvost [...] B parem. bol by chytil zajaca, ale mal kratky chvost vyhovara sa
chlipat’ [...] pren. Tazko sa chlipe s cudzou lyicou. [J. Cajak ml.] tazko sa Zije mimo
domova, v cudzine

choroba -by -réb z. 1. » fyzicka al. psychicka porucha zdravia, naruseny zdravotny
stav [...] O horskd choroba dychacie problémy prejavujice sa nedostatocnym prisu-
nom kyslika vo velkej nadmorskej vyske [...]

In the first volume of the dictionary, MLUs are positioned in four different MLU
sections. The phraseological section starts with the character @ followed by the fraz.
‘phraseology’ abbreviation (13) (drzat’ slovo ako pes chvost). The paremiological
section starts with the character B followed by the parem. ‘paremiology’ abbrevia-
tion (14) (bol by chytil zajaca, ale mal kratky chvost). The lexicalized-units section
(containing non-terminological non-phraseological units) is introduced by an orange
square sign (O). In a lexicalized-units section, the headword is semantically shifted
as in the case of (16) horska choroba. Multi-word proper names are also included in
this type of sections. In the second volume of the dictionary the terminological section



A. Perdih, N. Ledinek, Multi-word Lexical Units ... 119

(introduced by a black square sign O0) was established, thus graphically differenti-
ating multiword terminological units from non-terminological units, hierarchically
positioned under the same sense as is the case of (11) charakteristika logaritmu cisla.
Terminological proper names are treated in the same manner.

When the headword (or one of its senses) is part of one or a few MLUs
and therefore has limited collocates, it is described on the sense level and us-
age information such as iba v spojeni/spojeniach “only in combination”, obyc.
v spojeni/spojeniach “usually in combination”, vo fraz. spojeni/spojeniach “in
phraseological combination(s)” is added (SSSJ 26-27) as shown in (9) (vlasy mu
stoja, vstavaju, stali dupkom,; dupkom hladiet). Adjectives used only as a part of
MLUs, however, are not treated as dictionary senses and only MLUs (with defini-
tions) are presented. When a headword has, in a certain sense, acquired figurative
meaning, it is presented among examples, and short definitions are added to the
examples. From the user’s point of view it is not always clear whether such ex-
amples represent the use of an MLU or just a semantic shift of a single-word unit.
This is especially true for non-typical usage that is included in the dictionary.

Examples with short definitions are used when the headword’s meaning is
shifted in certain MLUSs. This approach is used on citations representing lesser-
used meanings as shown in (15) (Tazko sa chlipe s cudzou lyZicou) or semanti-
cally creative usages of a headword (12) (chyba tu chlapska ruka). Verbs are
treated slightly differently, since all such types are merged into a single sense (8)
(dostat dozivotie, dostat’ guraz).

Secondary multi-word prepositions composed of a preposition and a fixed
form of a lexical word are treated in full as subheadwords (10) (z dévodu). Sec-
ondary multi-word adverbs (6) (do biela) are included as subheadwords with
cross-references to their own entries where they are spelled as a single word or as
separate words (7) (dobiela, do biela).

1.4 Great Dictionary of Polish

The Great Dictionary of Polish is an ongoing project coordinated by the Insti-
tute of Polish Language at the Polish Academy of Sciences. The number of pub-
lished entries was expected to reach 50,000 entries in 2018, excluding MLUs
(Zmigrodzki 2014: 40, Zmigrodzki 2018: 14); however, at the time of writing, the
number of single-word entries reached 70,496, while the number of MLUs rose
to 16,825.% The dictionary is, however, expected to reach a larger volume in the
following years. It is available online at www.wjsp.pl.

® The authors kindly thank the editor-in-chief, Piotr Zmigrodzki, for the informati-
on on the current state of the dictionary (6 July, 2019).
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Beside single-word lexemes, the dictionary contains MLUSs that are treated
separately as a special type of entries that are included in two lists:
* list of proverbs,
» and MLU s list.

Hasto ma wiele znaczen,
wybierz to, ktore Ci¢ interesuje

1.a koriczyna

1.b dtont

2. w pitce noznej

3. mistrza

4. wiadza

5. matzenistwo

FRAZEOLOGIZMY:

atut w reku

atut w rece
bez kogos/czegos jak bez reki
brudne rece

PRZYSEOWIA:

Uderz w stét, a nozyce sie odezwg
Uderz rekg w stdt, a nozyce sie odezwg

Figure 1: Entry reka containing a list of MLUs (frazeologizmy) and proverbs (przystowia).
The lists are shortened for this presentation.

atut w reku

Warianty

rzadziej atut w rece
Kwalifikacja tematyczna

decydujacy, przekonujgcy argument pozwalajgcy

. . . X Potgczenia
na uzyskanie przewagi i panowanie nad sytuacjg
Cytaty
POKAZ WSZYSTKO
Odmiana
Pochodzenie

Data ostatniej modyfikacji: 04.09.2013

Figure 2: MLU atut w reku as a standalone special entry type.
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Paremiological units (przysfowia) are separated from other types of MLUs
(frazeologizmy). Both types are treated as independent entries; therefore, they
are not really nested, but rather listed and cross-referenced (linked) within single-
word entries. Both MLU groups contain nearly the same types of information
as single-word lexemes, such as variants, labels, definitions, ontology, lexical
relations (synonyms, antonyms, etc.), collocations, citations, morphological and
syntactical information. Information about the origin of MLUs is given for well-
documented borrowings from other languages. Proverbs can also contain text
modifications.

The MLUEs are treated as separate units and are not semantically referenced
to specific senses of single-word lexemes (Zmigrodzki 2015: 65-68). Techni-
cally, they can be found either in lists within single-word entries or as search
results. In both cases they are hyperlinked to their standalone entries.

1.5 Explanatory Dictionary of Russian Language
Including Explanations of Word Origin

This dictionary, written by Shvedova, contains 82,000 lexical units, consisting
of one-word lexical units and phraseological MLUs. It is based on Explanatory
Dictionary of Russian Language, 4 edition, by Ozhegov and Shvedova that has
a long tradition in Russian lexicography. MLUs are represented in the following
locations:

» examples,

* phraseological sections,

* and after headwords.

(17) BAKJIYIINU: oOuth Oakaymm (pasr.) — Oe3AeiIbHUYATh [nepgoHay. JenaTh
HECJIOKHOE, JIETKOE JeJI0 — pa30MBaTh MOJICHO Ha OaKIIYIIH, T. €. UyPKH JUIS BBIICTKH
MEJIKUX W3JICITHH .

(18) ONMPEJAEJIEHHUE?, -5, cp. B rpamMmaruke: BTOPOCTEIICHHBIN WICH TPEATIOKCHUS
— arpuOyT, OOBIYHO BBIpaXKaeMbIil coriacyemMoil (opmMod U 0003HaYArOIIUi
COOCTBEHHO NPHU3HAK, CBOMCTBO WM KaduecTBO. Cocnacosannoe o. (BbIpa)kaeMoe
MpUJIaraTeiabHbIM).

(19) XAJIA BA, -b1 oc. (npocT, rpy0.). [...] ¢ na xanasy — 1) xoe kak, HeOpexHO Ymo Hu
coenaem, 6cé na xansgy; 2) 0ecIuIaTHo, 3a1apoM. Jocmanocy Ha Xansiegy.

(20) XAPA'KTEP, -a, m. 1. COBOKYITHOCTb TICHXHYECKHX, TyXOBHBIX CBOHCTB YEIIOBEKA,
00HapYKUBAKOIIUXCS B €ro moBeaeHuU. Cuibhblil, 801601, MEEPObILl, CMUPHDILL X.
Boioepoicams x. (COXpaHUTh TBEPAOCTh, HE YCTYIIUTh B YEM H.).

MLUs can be placed in several positions in the microstructure of a dictionary
entry. As has been shown for other dictionaries, MLUs can be placed among
examples also in this dictionary (20) (6vi0eparcams xapaxmep). Terminological
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MLUs are treated similarly, since they are included in senses that are introduced
by terminological labels and defined (18) (coeracosannoe onpedenenue). MLUs
in the phraseological section (introduced by the character ¢) are defined and ex-
amples are added to represent their usage (19) (na xansey). Additionally, words
that appear only as parts of a specific MLU, are presented on a headword level
with the MLU directly following the headword and being treated as other MLUs
(17) (bumo 6axywu).

1.6 Discussion

Similarly to previous research on different dictionaries (as mentioned above) also
the presented dictionaries of Slavic languages show high variety in placing and
distinguishing various MLU types.

SSKIJ VRHJ SSSJ WSIJP TSRYA
headword - - — +/—* -
subheadword — — + - -

MLU sections |Ph, T Ph, T L, Ph,Pa, T |Phl, Pl Ph
example +H* + + — +
sense + — + — +

Table 1: MLU-positioning in dictionaries of Slavic languages.
L = lexicalized units section, Ph = phraseological section, Phl = phraseological list,
Pa = paremiological section, Pl = paremiological list, T = terminological section.

*  MLUSs are treated as headwords of a special type of entries that are not on the same
level as single-word entries.

**  QGraphically separated from other examples by a slash character.

Headword positioning is not used in these dictionaries; also treating MLUSs as sub-
headwords in the Slovak dictionary is limited to specific types of MLUs. The Polish
dictionary is somewhat specific. Due to its digital nature it is difficult to tell whether
MLUEs are treated on microstructural or macrostructural level in this dictionary. This
is expected since the boundaries between micro- and macrostructure can be fuzzy in
dictionaries designed primarily for use in digital environments in contrast to printed
dictionaries (cf. Hausmann & Wiegand 1989, Svensén 1993).

The most frequent placing for MLUs in general monolingual explanatory
dictionaries of Slavic Languages are in sections of various types, and in exam-
ples. Placing MLUs among examples clearly shows their semantic relation to the
senses within which they are presented. It also contributes to the compact data
representation of all the different types of language units on the wide border be-
tween single-word units and MLUs such as syntactical patterns, units where only
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pragmatic information needs to be added for the human user, figurative mean-
ings, etc. Placing MLUs among examples is very typical of print dictionaries,
but it does not need to be a common solution for digital dictionaries either due
to different media used for publishing or due to the conceptual differences and
advances in linguistic and lexicographic theories.

MLU sections in dictionaries are presented either after the last sense (sense-
independent) or within a specific sense. While the Slovenian and Croatian diction-
ary place MLUs in two different types of sections, namely the phraseological and
terminological section, the Slovak dictionary uses a four-type section division,
and the Russian dictionary uses a one-type section division. The Polish dictionary
also places MLUs in two different microstructural sections but the typology of
MLUs differs from the typology used in Slovenian and Croatian dictionaries. In
three dictionaries MLUs can also be treated at the sense level, namely in SSKJ,
SSSJ and TSRYA. One of the main reasons for different solutions is the great
diversity of MLU types with many borderline cases and the variety of theoretical
approaches.

The most unique approach is used in the Polish dictionary designed for use
in a digital environment. The MLUs are presented in two types of sections where
the MLUs are listed and, by use of hyperlinking, cross-referenced to a separate
MLU-type of entries. Content-wise, the Polish dictionary is the only one of the
dictionaries analysed which treats the MLUs as equivalent to single-word lexical
units. Beside definitions, exemplification, usage information, and labels, which
are all often used also in other dictionaries, other information is also given in
a way similar to single-word headwords, such as ontology, lexical relations, a
broader representation of formal variants, and sporadically also etymology. Such
an approach is straightforward from the current linguistic perspective, since both
single- and multi-word lexical units represent basic elements of the lexicon of a
language. Beside linguistic reasons, such approaches to dealing with MLUSs seem
more reasonable for use in electronic dictionaries than in printed dictionaries (all
of the other dictionaries analysed were originally print dictionaries), due to the
absence of size restrictions and the possibility of the use of hyperlinks.

Based on the analyses of general monolingual explanatory dictionaries of
Slavic languages we can conclude that typologically similar MLUSs in these dic-
tionaries are treated in various microstructural sections, which is also the case of
English dictionaries (see above). This clearly shows that no absolute consensus
exist among lexicographers regarding the position in the dictionary entry where
the various MLU types are to be treated and what is the preferred typology of
MLUs from a lexicographic perspective. It also suggests important implications
for the user perspective. The fact that MLUs are presented in various ways across
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dictionaries of various languages contributes to diverse user expectations about
where to find MLUs in a certain dictionary. The representation of MLUs in a
dictionary is usually presented in the front matter, but many users usually do not
read such preliminary explanations.

The analyses presented here support other theoretical and practical lexico-
graphical findings that were considered in the process of building the macrostruc-
tural and microstructural organization of dictionary entries in the new Slovenian
dictionary of standard language (cf. Petric 2018a, Petric 2018b). The solutions for
dealing with MLUs in this dictionary are presented in the next section.

2 Multi-word lexical units in the new general monolingual
explanatory dictionary of the Slovenian language

The eSSKJ: Dictionary of the Slovenian Standard Language, 3™ Edition’ (herein-
after: eSSKJ) is a new medium-sized academic general monolingual explanatory
dictionary of the Slovenian standard language (Ledinek 2015; Gliha Komac et al.
2016). Although this is the 3% edition of the dictionary, it has a completely new con-
ceptual design compared to the previous editions. It is being compiled at the Fran
Ramovs Institute of the Slovenian Language of the Scientific Research Centre of
the Slovenian Academy of Sciences and Arts. Parts of the dictionary have already
been published (Gliha Komac et al. 2017; Gliha Komac et al. 2018, Cernivec et al.
2019), and are available on the Fran dictionary portal (www.fran.si).

The eSSKJ is primarily intended for adult native speakers of the Slovenian
language. The essential materials of the dictionary are the contemporary (mostly
written) corpora of the Slovenian language, namely the Gigafida, KRES, and
Nova beseda, while other corpora (KAS, SIWaC, GOS) are used as sources for
additional information. The dictionary provides a detailed description of a wide-
spread contemporary Slovenian lexicon, which is based on the interpretation of
texts published since 1991, i.e. after the publication of the first edition of the dic-
tionary (SSKJ). Such selection of materials is based on the fact that textual ma-
terials from earlier period are not available in digital format. Also, the timeframe
coincides with the creation of Slovenian state and changed socio-economic and
political circumstances. Although the dictionary is conceived as the dictionary
of the standard Slovenian language, it includes a relatively wide set of the most
commonly used contemporary Slovenian lexical units (e.g. spoken language,

"The concept of the dictionary (Gliha Komac et al. 2015) in which the principal
conceptual features of the dictionary and the envisaged dictionary conventions are clari-
fied, is available on: http://www.fran.si/novi-sskj.
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dialectal expressions, terminological expressions, etc.) according to their use in
standard texts. The lexicon and other linguistic elements included in the diction-
ary are evaluated and described in relation to the recognized current standard
language norm.

In accordance with modern lexicographic practice, eSSKJ and its databases
are designed primarily for use in web environments and other digital environ-
ments, not only for lexicographic purposes but also for the use of data in linguis-
tic research, development of language technologies, and natural-language pro-
cessing. The databases the dictionary is based on are written in an internal XML
format and structured in a way that they can be converted to any of the standard
formats for structuring lexical databases, e.g. TEIL. The dictionary databases en-
able connectivity to a wide variety of other databases. On the basis of new analy-
ses and user inquiry data, the dictionary data can be regularly updated.

2.1 The macrostructure of the eSSKJ dictionary

In order to take into account the Slovenian and Slavic lexicographic tradition
and the habits and language practices of Slovenian language-handbook users,
as well as the findings of the research on English learners’ dictionaries and the
bilingual English-Slovenian dictionary (see above), MLUs are not treated at the
macrostructural level in eSSKJ, and this is also the case in many dictionaries for
other Slavic languages (see above; cf. also Kochova et al. 2014). On the contrary,
MLUs are placed into the dictionary microstructure in eSSKJ, except for three
types of structures that can also be interpreted as single-word lexemes and are
considered MLUs neither in the dictionary nor in this article:

* structures of verbs with reflexive morphemes (e.g. bati se; smejati se; zapo-
mniti si; znociti se),

* loan words written as multi-words according to the orthographic rules of
their languages of origin (e.g. de facto; alma mater; ad hoc; bossa nova,
homo sapiens; urbi et orbi),

« and orthographically unclear clusters (e.g. hokus pokus; na svidenje; kdor koli).

Despite the fact that in eSSKJ only single-word lexical units are afforded head-
word status, eSSKJ places a much greater emphasis on MLUs than the previous
general monolingual explanatory dictionary of the Slovenian language. Seman-
tically non-transparent MLUs are treated in two separate microstructural sec-
tions of the dictionary (non-phraseological and phraseological section) and are
regarded as equivalent to single-word lexical units in the sense that they require
as systematic and comprehensive a dictionary description as single-word lexical
units. Therefore, eSSKJ affords single-word lexical units as well as semantically
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non-transparent MLUSs the same types of data, for example: labels, explanations,
synonyms, examples, normativity information, grammatical preferences and
limitations, syntactic patterns in which MLUs typically occur, etc. The inclusion
of'a MLU into the dictionary is based on the analysis of its use in contemporary
language corpora. Among various types of MLUs, only semantically non-trans-
parent MLUs are explicitly treated as such in eSSKJ, since the primary role of the
general monolingual explanatory dictionary is to provide a systematic description
of the senses of the core lexical units of the modern Slovenian language. Semanti-
cally transparent MLUs are included among collocations and (parts of) examples
illustrating use of individual senses and sub-senses of single-word lexical unit
since no additional information on these units needs to be provided to the user.
Semantically non-transparent MLUs in eSSKJ are listed in two separate mi-
crostructural sections: in a common section for phraseological and paremiologi-
cal units and in the section for all other (non-phraseological) MLUs. MLUs are
placed under all headwords that are the constituents of a MLU, except for func-
tion words (rdec kot kuhan rak ‘as red as a lobster’ is therefore included in the
entries rdec¢ ‘red’, kuhan ‘cooked’ and rak ‘crab’, but not the conjunction kot
‘as’). This MLU placement is offered to the dictionary user. For editorial reasons,
however, the treatment of MLUs in the database is rather different, since they are
treated as a type of separate special entries in the dictionary database and cross-
referenced to relevant entries. The reason for such a solution is the finding that
in some dictionaries (especially in the pre-electronic ones) inconsistencies can be
found when treating the same MLU in different places. The separate treatment of
MLUs in the database prevents such events.® Upon the exportation of the data-
base for the published version, however, MLUs are included in the entries of their
relevant constituents based on the cross-references to the relevant single-word.” It

8 Other types of mistakes are still possible, such as the existence of MLU variants
as separate entries in the database. However, such mistakes can successfully be found
during the editorial and proof-reading process of the single-word entries with MLUs
already automatically included upon export.

° The process of cross-referencing is semi-automated by first tokenizing the MLU
main form (and its variants, if any), then removing duplicate words (tokens) and finally
structuring the information to appropriate XML structure. Each word (token) is given its
own structural element, where an attribute containing the word form is added, and the
text value (token) is automatically added to be changed to the lemma form by the author
(if necessary). Cross-referencing is done using the lemma form as the search string to
match the appropriate single-word entry. Target-entry id is used to establish the cross-
-reference. Upon export, the word form is used to distinguish whether it belongs to the
dictionary form of the MLU or only to its variant(s). This information is then presented
differently to the dictionary user.



A. Perdih, N. Ledinek, Multi-word Lexical Units ... 127

would be therefore possible, based on the existing database, to quickly and eas-
ily create a dictionary (or several dictionaries) with a different macrostructural
arrangement.

The decision for the treatment of MLUSs at the microstructural level in eSSKJ
affects the macrostructure of the dictionary as well. Some words in Slovenian
language are used predominantly or exclusively as a part of MLUs. For example,
the words deoksiribonukleinski and kriplje are used in MLUs deoksiribonuklein-
ska kislina and na vse kriplje/na vse pretege only; therefore, no sense definition
for single-word use is given. The word jesihar, which is used very frequently as
part of the phraseme vpiti/dreti se kot jesihar, can be used as a single-word lexical
unit but is so rare and limited in use that it is not reasonable to include its senses in
eSSKJ. In order to be able to show the morphological characteristics (inflection),
the pronunciation, and the accentuation'® of such MLU constituents, they are also
given headword status, but only the use of their respective MLUSs is described.

There is another argument for presenting MLUs at microstructural level in
eSSKJ instead of affording them independent entry status. The eSSKJ is pub-
lished on the Fran dictionary portal. As of May 2019, the portal consists of 36
dictionaries. On a simple search, all matching results are shown from all the dic-
tionaries. Due to the sometimes large number of search results, the question arises
whether it is more efficient to present all MLUs from the dictionary as individual
search results (i.e. individual entries) or to join them to the single-word lexical-
unit entries in order to make the search result list more compact. For example,
the word buca ‘pumpkin’ has 19 search results from different dictionaries on the
portal. In eSSKJ, it contains 16 MLUs and presenting them as stand-alone entries
would increase the number of search results to 35, thus making it difficult for
the user to scroll to the search results from any other dictionary. In a stand-alone
web dictionary, no such limitation might be needed, cf. above the solution in the
Great Dictionary of Polish. The present solution in the Fran portal gives the user a
condensed eSSKJ dictionary entry containing core information from the diction-
ary including a list of MLUs in the entry without further information, as shown
in Figure 3. However, the MLUs are clickable and a user can immediately obtain
the required information by clicking the MLU and viewing the whole dictionary
entry (the ‘Full Entry’ view).

2.2 Placement of MLUs in the microstructure of the eSSKJ dictionary
As we have already mentioned, semantically non-transparent MLUs are placed
within two microstructural sections of the dictionary, one being a common section

1" These characteristics are provided for single-word lexical units only in eSSKJ.
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for phraseological and paremiological MLUs and the other one being the sec-
tion for all other (non-phraseological) MLUs. These MLUs are treated separately
from all other semantically transparent MLUs. The placement of semantically
non-transparent MLUs in two microstructural sections of the dictionary repre-
sents a departure from the established Slovenian lexicographic practice, since
lexical units that were considered terminological units initially are not treated
within a specific microstructural section of eSSKJ, namely the terminological
section, as was the case in SSKJ, but in accordance with other non-phraseological
MLUs, which is a more common lexicographic practice (Krzisnik 2009: 54). The
decision to organize the dictionary data in a different way than in SSKJ was based
on the fact that the lexicon included in eSSKJ that was initially part of the termi-
nology of various fields of science has been determinologised (cf. Zagar 2005,
Nova 2018) and is thus a part of the general lexicon of the language. The initial
terms are described in eSSKIJ only if they frequently occur in texts that have
a relatively wide circle of addressees. The description of the determinologised
lexicon in eSSKJ therefore complies with the principles of lexicographic rather
than terminographic treatment. Consequently, there is no reason to place this type
of lexical unit in separate microstructural sections of entries, although they are
regarded as a somewhat specific segment of the general lexicon.

blc¢a buge samostalnik zenskega spola [buga] Full entry (eSSKJ) (7]
1. kulturna rastlina s plaze¢im se steblom in navadno uZitnimi plodovi trebugaste oblike;
primerjaj lat. Cucurbita pepo
1.1. plod te rastline
1.2. ta plod kot hrana, jed
2. posoda, steklenica trebusaste oblike
2.1. stekleni del svetila take oblike
3. knjizno pogovorno, ekspresivno glava, zlasti cloveska
4. ckspresivio Neumen, naiven, nespameten &lovek
STALNE zVEZE: buéa golica, bu¢a hokaido, bu¢a Spagetarica, hokaido bu¢a, muskatna buca, orjaska buca, presesalna
buca, Spagetna buca
FRAZEOLOGWA: brihtna buca, dobiti jih po buci, kotaliti bu¢e, kot svinja v bue, prodajati buce (komu), trda buca, trde buce,
To so buce.
ETIMOLOGIJA: = hrv. blica, prevzeto iz roman. < vulglat. buttia ‘okrogla posoda za vino, sodéek’ k buttis 'sod’ - vec ...

Figure 3: The word buca ‘pumpkin’ and its MLUs (in: Stalne zveze ‘Multi-word lexical
units’, Frazeologija ‘Phraseology’) among search results
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In eSSKJ, three types of MLUs are treated in the section of non-phraseological
MLUs: a) non-terminological semantically non-transparent MLUs (e.g. stara
mama; kacji pastir), b) determinologised terms labelled with terminological la-
bels (e.g. iz psihologije patoloski afekt), and ¢) the most commonly used idiomatic
multi-word proper names (e.g. Bela hisa). Regardless of the typology presented,
these units are listed in alphabetical order, so that users can find them as easily
as possible.

The eSSKIJ exhibits the most comprehensive and the most systematic treat-
ment of phraseology in Slovenian general monolingual dictionaries. The diction-
ary deals with phraseological MLUs of the following types: a) non-sentential
phrasemes (e.g. poskusni zajcek; stric iz ozadja; odpasti kot zrela hruska; proda-
jati bucke (komu)) and sentential phrasemes (e.g. srce pade v hlace (komu)), b)
comparative phrasemes (e.g. rdec kot kuhan rak; tezak kot beton), ¢) some prag-
matical phrasemes (e.g. gromska strela; pojdi se solit), d) minimal phrasemes
(e.g. popihati jo; do amena) and e) paremiological units (e.g. Jabolko ne pade
dale¢ od drevesa).

In addition to the information presented in all other types of single-word and
multi-word lexical units (e.g. semantic and pragmatic descriptions, grammatical
preferences and limitations, labelling, examples, etc.) the description of MLUs
placed in the phraseological section includes the main form of the phraseme (e.g.
prodajati bucke (komu)), its frequently used variants (e.g. prodajati buce (komu),
prodajati bucnice (komuy)), its optional components, and, if necessary, informa-
tion on valency. The dictionary also provides a condensed representation of the
phraseme, in which (all of) its variants and optional elements are shown (e.g.
prodajati bucke/buce/bucnice (komu)). Each variant of the phraseme is written in
full, which enables users to find them easily. MLUs are listed in alphabetical or-
der within a single-word entry. Paremiological units are placed after all the other
phraseological MLUs. The variant forms of the phraseme are sorted according to
the frequency of their use, as reflected in modern language corpora.

= prodajati bucke (komu)
prodajati buc¢e (komu)
prodajati bu¢nice (komu)
STRNJENI PRIKAZ: prodajati bu¢ke/buge/buénice (komu)
govoriti, pisati neumnosti, besedne nesmisle; zavajati koga z govorjenjem, pisanjem neresnic, neumnosti
Nasi politiki nam prodajajo bucke, da se ne poznajo med sabo in da niso vpleteni v nic.
Daj, pojdi raje na igris¢e in ne prodajaj bug, ker nismo vsi ljudje neumni in naivni.
Tu pa je problem, ki ga mora resiti viada, a ga noge, raje nam prodaja buénice o (ne)konkurenénosti.

Figure 4: Description of phraseological MLUs in eSSKJ.
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3 Conclusion

A variety of MLU types present lexicographers with several questions that are to
be dealt with before the dictionary-compilation process and further elaborated in
the later stages of compilation. The analyses of treatment and placing of MLUs
in Slavic dictionaries shows the diverse solutions regarding the positioning and
representation of MLUs. The differences arise from different theoretical back-
grounds, MLU typologies, the medium in which a dictionary was first published,
and the user perspective. The shift from paper to electronic dictionaries and new
theoretical findings enabled dictionary authors to treat MLUSs similarly (or equal-
ly) to single-word lexemes by describing them with nearly the same types of
linguistic information while at the same time making them relatively independent
units with regard to their macro- and microstructural position within the diction-
ary structure. The different structural solutions between digital dictionaries can
also be a consequence of the context in which the dictionary is available, i.e.
whether the dictionary on the web is a part of a larger portal or not. For all these
reasons, we can also expect different lexicographic solutions for the description
of MLUs in the future.
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Multi-word Lexical Units in General Monolingual Explanatory
Dictionaries of Slavic languages

In the article, the typology and the macro- and microstructure positioning of mul-
ti-word lexical units in general monolingual explanatory dictionaries of five Sla-
vic languages (Slovenian, Croatian, Slovak, Polish and Russian) are analysed.
The research showed that MLUs in these dictionaries are most commonly treated
on the microstructural level (with the exception of the newest general monolin-
gual explanatory dictionary of Polish language), where typologically comparable
or similar MLUs are treated in various microstructural sections, most commonly
among dictionary examples and in various types of MLU sections. The differen-
ces in the treatment of MLUs can arise also from the specifics of the medium
in which a dictionary was first published. The dictionaries built primarily for
web and other digital environments are based on structured machine readable
databases, therefore the MLUs are regarded as equivalent to single-word lexical
units in the sense that they require as systematic and comprehensive a dictionary
description as single-word lexical units. Consequently, the same types of data are
normally afforded to these units. At the same time, such a shift in the treatment of
MLUSs can also be attributed to the development of lexicology, lexicography and
meta-lexicography. In the newest dictionaries, the treatment of MLUSs is influen-
ced also by the research on user perspective and the possibility to incorporate a
dictionary into language portals, while the comprehensive treatment of MLUS is
motivated also by the potential of the dictionary data for the linguistic research,
and the development of language technologies and natural language processing.
With regard to the findings about the typology and positioning of MLUSs in these
dictionaries, the article also focuses on the treatment of MLUs in eSSKJ: The
Dictionary of the Slovenian Standard Language, 3™ edition, the new monolingu-
al general explanatory dictionary of the Slovenian language. In this dictionary,
MLUs are treated in a similar way to single-word lexical units and are given
relative autonomy in the dictionary structure.
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Vecbesedne leksikalne enote v splo$nih enojezi¢nih razlagalnih
slovarjih slovanskih jezikov'

V c¢lanku obravnavamo tipologijo vecbesednih leksikalnih enot v enojezi¢nih
splosnih razlagalnih slovarjih petih slovanskih jezikov (slovenskem, hrvaskem,
slovaskem, poljskem in ruskem) in njihovo umestitev v slovarsko makro- oz.
mikrostrukturo. Analiza je pokazala, da so vecbesedne leksikalne enote v teh
slovarjih najpogosteje obravnavane na mikrostrukturni ravni, izjema je le naj-
novejsi poljski enojezi¢ni splosni razlagalni slovar, tipolosko enake ali podobne
vecbesedne leksikalne enote pa so opisane v razli¢nih mikrostrukturnih razdelkih
slovarjev, najpogosteje med slovarskimi zgledi in v specializiranih mikrostruk-
turnih razdelkih. Razlike v opisu vecbesednih leksikalnih enot se kazejo tudi z
vidika medija, za katerega je slovar primarno oblikovan — v novejsih slovarjih,
namenjenih rabi v spletnem okolju in drugih digitalnih okoljih, ki temeljijo na
strukturiranih ra¢unalniSko berljivih podatkovnih bazah, so ve¢besedne leksikal-
ne enote razumljene kot enobesednim leksikalnim enotam enakovredne enote,
ki potrebujejo sistematicen in celovit slovarski opis. Pri njihovem opisu so zato
naceloma navedeni vsi tisti slovarski podatki, ki jih dodajamo tudi enobesednim
leksikalnim enotam. To spremembo je obenem mogoce pripisati tudi razvoju
leksikologije, leksikografije in metaleksikografije. Seveda na obravnavo vecbe-
sednih leksikalnih enot zlasti v najnovejsih slovarjih vplivajo tudi uporabniske
zahteve in moznost vkljucitve slovarskih virov v vecje jezikovne portale, celovita
obravnava teh enot pa je smiselna tudi z vidika uporabe slovarskih podatkov za
jezikoslovne raziskave in za razvoj jezikovnih tehnologij oz. pri procesiranju na-
ravnih jezikov. Clanek se osredoto¢a tudi na vebesedne leksikalne enote v eSSKJ:
tretji izdaji Slovarja slovenskega knjiznega jezika, najnovejSem enojeziénem raz-
lagalnem slovarju slovensc¢ine, v katerem so te enote obravnavane kot relativno
samostojne enote, opisane na podoben nacin kot enobesedne leksikalne enote.

' This article has been supported by ARRS (program P6-0038).
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Muaanen Yxauk, Auapest Kese [Mladen Uhlik, Andreja Zele]
dunocodcekuit pakyprer JIroOIsTHCKOTO YHUBEpCUTETa, JIF00IsiHA

CJ10BeHCKHE KOMUTATHBHbIE KOHCTPYKIMHU
(B comocTaBJIeHNH C IPYTUMH I0:KHOCIABAHCKUMH
U PYCCKMMHU)

B crarbe paccMaTpuBaeTcst psiji KOMHTATUBHBIX KOHCTPYKIMI U OCOOCHHOCTH UX YIIOTpe-
OJICHHS B CIIOBEHCKOM U JIPYTHX FOJKHOCIIABSIHCKHX SI3BIKAX, @ TAKXKE PYCCKOM. B mieHTpe
BHHMAaHHS HAXO/SITCSI KOHCTPYKIUK C OyUICBICHHBIMU YYaCTHUKAMH (JINLIAMH), BKITFO-
YEHHBIMH B OOIIIYIO CUTYAIIHIO WK COOBITHE. B cTatbe 0c000 oT™MevaeTcst posib GOpMBI U
THUIIA [IPeIUKaTa B IOA00HBIX KOHCTPYKIHMAX. B pycckoM si3pIke oTMeuaeTcs TakKe BO3-
MOYHOCTb UCITOIb30BAHUSI KOMUTATHBHBIX KOHCTPYKIMH B ponu [Toceccopa u npeyiara-
IOTCSI BAPHAHTBI UX CJIOBEHCKUX COOTBETCTBUIA.

The paper deals with various types of comitative constructions and characteristics of their
usage in Slovenian, other South Slavic languages and Russian. The focus is on the con-
structions encoding two human participants that are involved in the same event. Special
attention is paid to the construction’s predicate as it affects the interpretation of the num-
ber of referents. A special reference is made to the Russian comitative constructions in the
role of Possesor and to the problem of their equivalents in Slovenian.

1 Bseaenue

B crarbe' paccMaTpHuBaroTCs JBa THIA YIMOTPEOJICHUsI KOMHTATUBHBIX KOHCTPYKIHMHA B
CITOBEHCKOM SI3bIKE B COITOCTABIICHHHU C MX AHAIOTaMH B JPYTHX FOXKHOCIABSHCKHUX SI3bI-
Kax (TMpex/Ie BCEro MTOKAaBCKOM?) H B PYCCKOM.

MBI OrpaHUYUMCSI KOHCTPYKIMSIMHU, BKITFOYAOIIMMHE JABYX OJYIICBICHHBIX Y9aCTHHU-
KOB, BBICTyHHarOIuX B O,Z[HOﬁ CUTYyalluu.

VICXOHBIMU JIJIsl HAC SIBJISIOTCS CIIOBEHCKHE KOHCTPYKIHH, B KOTOPBIX MEPBBIH
yuacTHUK (nanee Opuenmup)® 3a4acTyr0 MPEICTaBICH HMEHHOW IPYIIIOi B HMEHUTEIb-

! Mb1 661 X0oTenu nobsarogaputs bobana Apcenuesuya, Mucnasa benuua, Eneny
M. Konuukyto, Muxauna B. Ociona, Auny B. [ItenunoBy, Autona B. [{lummepnunra,
Bnagumupa 1O. Hlatuna, Mapuro A. I1IBe1oBy, a Tak)ke U IByX PELIEH3EHTOB 3a 3aMeya-
HUSL ¥ TIPEJJIOKEHUS 110 Yy YIICHHO CTaThi. OTBETCTBEHHOCTD 32 ONIMOKH B aHATTH3E U
WHTEPIIPETAIHAX JISKUT TOJIBKO Ha aBTOpax.

2[Tox MTOKABCKMM MBI IOHMMAEM OOLILY IO CUCTEMY, 00bEIHMHSOILYI0 COBPEMEHHBIE
JIUTEpaTypHbIE HOPMbI OOCHUHCKOT0, CEpPOCKOT0, XOPBATCKOTO U YEPHOTOPCKOTO.

3 Tepmunbl OpuenTtup u CIyTHHK YIOTPeOIAIOTCS B HCCIE0BAHUAX A. ApXHTIOBa
(2005, 2008).
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HOM Ia/Ie’Ke, a BTOPOH HIIM COMYTCTBYIOIIUI y4acTHUK (nanee Cnymuux) KOIAUPYeTCs
IIPEUIOKHOM IPYIIOI B TBOPUTEIBHOM Ha/lexKe.

(1) cnBH. Midva z Zeno hodiva v gledalisce.
‘MBI ¢ 5xeHOi#t (2) XoauM B TeaTp’.

(2) cuBH. Anton hodi z Zeno v gledalisce.
‘AHTOH C >K€HOM XOJUT B TeaTp .

Heo0Xx01iuMO OTMETHTbD, YTO B CIIOBEHCKOM SI3bIKE, B OTJIMYHE OT LITOKABCKOTO
WM PYCCKOTO, TBOPHUTEIBHBIN Majek Bcerma ynorpedisiercs ¢ npeaiorom.* B
CBSI3U C 3TUM CJIEAyeT HAIOMHUTD, YTO B CJIOBEHCKOM SI3bIKE (POPMAIILHO HE pa3-
JIMYAIOTCSI KOMUTATUBHASL POJIb U POJIb OPYIUS UIIH CPE/ICTBA.

Kak yka3aHo BbIIII€, B CTAThe PACCMATPUBAIOTCS HCKITFOUUTEILHO KOHCTPYK-
I[[MHU C IBYMSI O/1yIIIEBJICHHBIMHU YYaCTHUKAMHU,® 1, TAKUM 00pPa30M, UCKIIFOYAOTCS
MPUMEPBI, B KOTOPBIX B KOHCTPYKIIUH C MMEHUTEIBHBIM U TBOPHTEIILHBIM T1aJ1e-
’KOM TIPE/ICTaBICHBI HEOMYIICBICHHBIE CymecTBUTENbHbIC (3). KoHCTpyKINy, B
KOTOPBIX CJIOBOCOUYETAHUE C TBOPUTEIBHBIM MaIC)KOM 03HAYaeT MPHU3HAK y4acT-
HUKa B IMECHUTEIILHOM MaJIekKe, TAKXKE HE paccMaTpuBaroTcs (4).

(3) cuBH. Miza z ogledalom je bila ob nasprotni steni na ovinku, ki je vodil nazaj v veZzo.
‘CTOJ € 3epKaJIOM CTOSJT y TIPOTHBOIOJIOKHON CTEHBI Ha MMOBOPOTE, KOTOPBIN BEI
Ha3aJl B IPUXOXKYIO .

(4) cuBH. Vstopila je Ana z lepo pricesko.

‘Bomia AHHa ¢ KpacuBOii IpUYeCKoii’.

[Ipumeps! (3) u (4) MOKA3BIBAIOT Pa3IMUYME MEXKIY KOMUTATUBHBIMH KOHCTPYKIHS-
MH U KOHCTPYKLUSIMH C MHCTPYMEHTaIMCOM. BaskHOM 0COOEHHOCTBI0 KOMHUTATHB-
HBIX KOHCTPYKIIUIA, TIO HAIlIeMy TIOHUMAaHHIO, SIBJISIETCS TO, YTO YYaCTHUK, BEIPAYKCH-
HBIA TIPEIOKHON Tpymmo (midva z Ano, Anton ... Z Ano), BEICTYIIaeT B KAYECTBE
coucnomauTens. OH, TaKUM 00pa3oM, BIHSIET HA JEHCTBHE BMECTE C YUaCTHUKOM
B IMCHUTEIIFHOM MaJIeKe, YTO HE CBOMCTBEHHO HHCTPYMEHTAJIHCY, BBIPAKAIOIIEMY
CpPeCTBO, OpyHe WK 0COOEHHOCTH (cM. 00 aToM Apxurnos 2005: 10).

*TloTeps GeCIPENTIOKHOrO TBOPUTENBHOTO MaIe%ka, CTABIIAs TPUYMHON (hopMaTb-
HOI'O TOXJECTBA KOMUTATUBA U MHCTPYMEHTAIUCAa OPYIHS WIM CPEACTBA, XapakKTep-
Ha JUJIsl CJIOBEHCKOTO, & TAKXKE U JIJISl TeX CIIABSIHCKUX SI3bIKOB, KOTOPBIC PAa3BUBAIUCH B
KOHTAaKTEe ¢ MHOCIABSIHCKOM (HEMEIKOHM MJIM pOMaHCKOM) cpenoit (6onee moxpoOHO cM.
Nomachi&Heine, 2011: 55—63). /15151 6011ee mogpoOHOT0 0030pa BINUSHIS KOHTAKTa HHO-
CJIaBSIHCKOU cpelibl (0COOCHHO HEMEI[KO) Ha pa3BUTHE CIIOBEHCKOTO si3bika cM. Reindl
(2008) u Legan Ravnikar (2017).

> O gpyrux TUmax CJIOBEHCKMX KOHCTPYKIHI, BaKHBIM MAPAMETPOM KOTOPBIX
SIBJISIETCSl OTPaHUYCHUE HA UX YMOTPEOJICHUE C OMYIICBICHHBIMU yYaCTHHKAMH, CM.
Uhlik, Zele (2018: 101).
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IIpu ananu3e KOMUTATUBHBIX KOHCTPYKLMH C OJyIIEBICHHBIMHI yUYaCTHUKAMU
MBI 00paTUM 0co00e BHMMaHWE Ha MapaMeTphl, BIHSIONIME HA YUCIIO pedepeH-
ToB. Cpeay STHX TMapaMeTPOB BBIICIUM CICAYIONIHE: THHEWHAS TO3HIH MEXKIY
TJIABHBIM U COITyTCTBYIOIINM YYAaCTHHKOM U BBIOOp (POPMBI IIpEIUKATa, KOTOPBIH
3a4acTyr0 PACKPHIBACT YHCIIO YIACTHUKOB B IPETUKATHBHOM OTHOIIICHHH.

PaccmatpuBast Bompoc BbIOOpa MpeAMKaTa, MbI MPOJAEMOHCTPHPYEM pa3-
JIMYUEC MEXKAY TEMU U3 HUX, KOTOPbIC O6H33T€J'H>HO UMIITMOUPYOT COBMECTHOC
JEHCTBUE, U TEMH, KOTOPHIC BBIPAXKAIOT COBMECTHOE ACHCTBHE HE BCETIa, HO
JIUIIB B OTIPEJCIICHHOM KOHTEKCTE.

MBI IPOIEMOHCTPHPYEM, B YEM PA3IIHYAIOTCS pacCMaTpPHBaeMbIC CIIaBSH-
CKHE S13bIKH B OTHOILICHHU BO3MOXKHOCTH BBIPA)KECHHS BKITFOUCHHOCTH yYaCTHHKA
B CUTYAIIHIO ITyTEM UCIOIH30BAHUS KOMUTATUBHOIN KOHCTpYyKuuu. Kpome Toro,
Oy/IeT pacCMOTPEHO UCIIOJIb30BAHNE KOMUTATUBHBIX KOHCTPYKIIUH C y4aCTHHKA-
mu B poiu [loceccopa.

2 JIBa TUIIA KOMUTATHBHBIX KOHCTPYKUMIA

Cpeni KOMUTATUBHBIX KOHCTPYKIIUI MOYKHO BBIJICITUTh JABA JOMHUHAHTHBIX THIIA:
KOHCTPYKIIMH C JIByMSI CUHTaKCHYECKHMMHU TPYIIIAMUA U MPEIUKATOM B €JIMH-
CTBEHHOM YHCJIC ¥ KOHCTPYKIIHH, PEJICTABIISFONINE cO00 eMHOE IeNoe ¢ Tpe-
JIMKaTOM B HECAUHCTBEHHOM YHCJIE.

2.1 KomuTaTUBHBbIE KOHCTPYKIMH C IBYMs FpyNnIaMu
IlepBblil TUI, caMblil PacIIPOCTPAaHEHHBII B CIABSHCKUX S3bIKaX, BKJIIOYAs CJIO-
BEHCKHi1, MOKHO ITPOMJTFOCTPUPOBATH IpUMepaMu’:

(5) cuBH. Anton je gledal film z Ano.
mToK. Anton je gledao film s Anom.
6our. AHTOH € rienan guima ¢ AHa.
‘AHTOH cMOTpeT GHIEM ¢ AHHOIT .

B Takoii KOHCTpyKIMH MMEIOTCSI ABe ¢(pa3oBble IPYHIbL: IepBas (MMCHHAS:
Anton), otHOCsmAsIcss K OpUEHTHPY, UMEET 0oJiee MPECTIKHYI0 CHHTAKCHUIECCKYTO
TIO3UIIHIO T.€. OTIpeAeisieT (GopMy eIMHCTBEHHOTO YHCIIa CKa3yeMoro, B TO BpeMs
Kak BTopas (mpemioxHast: z Ano) o0o3HavyaeT conposoxaaroiee guno (CroyTHu-
Ka), U, KaK BUJHO U3 CIIOBEHCKUX IPUMEPOB, MOKET UMETh TUCTAHTHYIO ITO3HLUIO:

¢ B Apxunos (2005) Takoe ynoTpeGieHue OTHOCUTCS K T. H. «COOCTBEHHO KOMHU-
TaTUBY».
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(6) cuBH. Anton je z Ano gledal film.
‘AHTOH cMOTpel ¢ AHHOM QuiIbM’.
ciBH. Anton je gledal film z Ano.
‘AHTOH cMOTpel GprIbM ¢ AHHOW .
ciBH. Z Ano je Anton gledal film.
‘C AHHoIi AHTOH cMoTpen GuinbpM’.

ITpu TakoM THIIE KOHCTPYKIMI MEXIy AByMs I'pyHIaMH HaOJIIOaeTcsi CHHTAK-
CHYECKOEe HepaBEHCTBO, Kak yka3biBaeT ApxumnoB (2005: 3), a onymenue CryT-
HUKa HE BIMSIET Ha hopMy Ipenukata (CiBH. Anton je z Ano gledal film. vs. Anton
Jje gledal film).

B crioBeHCKOM SI3BIKE BO3MOKHO, XOTSI M HECKOJIBKO HEOOBITHO, YIOTpebIe-
HUE KOHTaKTHOTO KOMHUTATHBA C JIBYMS MMCHAMH COOCTBEHHBIMH W IPOCTHIM
TJIaroJIbHBIM CKa3yeMbIM B €IMHCTBEHHOM YHCIIe HACTOSIIETO BPEMEHN:

(7) cnBH. Diego z Rodrigom obiskuje Catalino.
‘Huero ¢ Ponpuro masemaer Karanuny’.

[Ipu ucronp30BaHUU ke IIIaroJbHOTO CKa3yeMOro CO CBA3KOW (B MpOIIEAIIeM
Wik B OyAylIieM BpEMEHH), OCIEIHSS M0 3aKOHY BaKKepHarenﬂ7 3aHMMACT B
YTBEPAUTEIHLHOM TPEAJIOKEHNN C HaYaIbHONW KOHTAKTHOW KOMUTATHBHOW KOH-
CTPYKIIHEH BTOpOE MeCTO U TeM cambiM pazzenser Opuentup u Crytauk (9):

(8) *Diego z Rodrigom je obiskoval Catalino.
(9) cuBH. Diego je z Rodrigom obiskoval Catalino.
‘duero ¢ Poapuro naseman Karanuny’.

Ecin xe yTBepaIuTenbHOE MPEIOKEHUE C TIIaroJIbHbIM CKa3yeMbIM CO CBSI3KOM
HEe HAYMHAETCS C KOMUTATUBHOM KOHCTPYKIMH, TO KIUTHKA 3aHUMAET MECTO Iie-
pea KOMUTaTUBHOM KOHCTPYKIMEH:

(10) cuBH. Véeraj je Diego z Rodrigom obiskal Catalino.
‘Buepa [uero ¢ Poxpuro masectun Kartanuny’.

70 Tom, 4To 3aK0H BakkepHarens paboTaer U B CIOBEHCKOM si3bIKe, mucal CTaHuc-
naB Hlkpa6er (1895: 212). CIoBEHCKHI OT MITOKABCKOT'O OTIUYAETCS TEM, YTO INIaBHAs
YacTh CJIOKHOTO MPEJIOKEHUS, HAXOSAIIAsCS B TOCTIIO3UI[UH [0 OTHOUICHHUIO K MTPH1a-
TOYHOM, MOXKET HAUMHATHCA C IPOKIUTHKE: cnios. Ce dezuje, so otroci doma. B mToxas-
CKOM B aHAJIOTHYHOM CJIy9ae BCIIOMOTaTeNbHBIN T1aroi su BeeT ce0s KaKk SHKIHTHKA

Ako pada kisa, djeca su doma “Eciu upiet 10K 1b, I€TH CHISAT I0Ma’.
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AHAJIOTUYHO B BOIIPOCUTEIILHOM IPEIJIOKECHUH CBS3KA je, B COOTBETCTBUU C 3a-
KOHOM BakkepHareisi, BCTaeT MOCIIE MEPBOT0 MOJTHOYAAPHOTO CJIOBA: B HAIIEM
ciydae 3To BorpocuTenbHas dactuna ali (11). Hapymenuem 3akoHa BakepHa-
Tels SBIISIETCS TIPUMeEp, B KOTOPOM 4acTuila ali omymiena (12) u npeaioxkenue
HAYMHAETCS C KJIMTHKH:®

(11) cuBH. Ali je Diego z Rodrigom obiskoval Catalino?
‘A lmero ¢ Pompuro naBeman Kartanuny?’

(12) cuBH. Je Diego z Rodrigom obiskoval Catalino?
‘Huero ¢ Ponpuro naseman Karanuny?’

2.2 KoMuTaTnBHBIE KOHCTPYKIMH, NPeCTABJIAIONINE eJNHOE 1eJ10e
Bropoit TuI 0THOCHUTCS K YIIOTPEOIEHIIO HEKOTOPBIX KOMHUTATHBHBIX KOHCTPYK-
U, COOTHECEHHBIX CO MHOKECTBEHHBIM pe(epeHTOM, CIIOCOOBI U BO3MOKHO-
CTH BBIPQXKCHUST KOTOPOT'O B CIIABSHCKHX SI3BIKAX Pa3IHIarOTCS.

PaccmotpuM nBa ciydasi, B KOTOPBIX MPEAUKAT BBICTYIAET B HECIUHCTBEH-
HOM YHCJIC: B MIEPBOM KOMHUTATHUBHASI KOHCTPYKIIUS CONEPIKUT MHOMKECTBEHHOE
JTUYHOE MecTonMeHue B posin OpueHTupa (pyc. Mol ¢ mobdou noexaiu Ha mope),
BO BTOpPOM ke B posii OpHEeHTHpa BBICTYTIAIOT HIMEHa coOCTBeHHBIE (pyc. [lawa
C JICeHOU Noexany Ha mope).

Uro kacaercst IEpBOTO CIydasl, CIOBEHCKHU SI3bIK OTIMYAETCS OT IITOKaB-
CKOr0’, B YACTHOCTHU TEM, YTO MHOKECTBEHHBINH YIACTHUK B POJTH [OJICIKAIIETO
B KOHCTPYKIUSIX C HECTHHCTBEHOW (POPMOI CKa3yeMOro MOXKET ObITh BBIPAKCH
JIMYHBIM MECTOMMEHHEM B IBOHCTBEHHOM YHCIIE, 32 KOTOPBIM ciieayeT CIyTHHK
B KOHTaKTHOW MO3UIHMH. Tak, B CIIOBEHCKOM SI3BIKE BCTPEUACTCS KOHCTPYKINS,
cocrosimas u3 OpueHTHpa B (hopMe MECTOMMECHHSI B IMEHHUTEIEHOM TaeKe B

$Yt0 KacaeTcs BompocuTeNbHOIM YacTULB ali, To uMeHHo 3ToT puMep C. Llxpa-
oerr (1895: 214) ucnonb30Bal, yToObI TPOJAEMOHCTPUPOBATH, KaK B CIIOBEHCKOM SI3BIKE
IIPH DJUTUIICHCE MOJHOYIApHOTO CJIOBa NMPEIJIOKCHHE MOKET HAUWHATHCS C KIUTHKH:
BMecTO Ali te zebe? (‘Tebe xononuo?’) nonydaem Te zebe? B COBpEeMEHHBIX HCCIIE/IO-
BaHUSX MOMOOHBIC CIyYal OMUCHIBAIOTCS KaK MPAarMaTHYeCKU OPHEHTUPOBAHHBIH BbI-
HOC KJIUTHK B Hauaje NpeasioxeHus (Wi T. H. clitic fronting). O6 3TOM mogpoOHee cM.
Zimmerling, Kosta (2013) u Zimmerling (2015).

% 1. Bpososuu u I1. MBuu (1988: 2) oTMeuyalor, 4To B cepOOXOPBATCKOM (IITOKAB-
CKOM) HE HCIIOJIb3yEeTCsl TUIIHYHASL CIIABSIHCKAsi KOHCTPYKLUS mi s fobom ¢ IpeIuKaToM
BO MHO’)KECTBEHHOM YHCJIC B 3HAYCHHUH ‘MBI ¢ T000i1’. Tem He meHee, [1. ViBny ykasbiBaer,
YTO KOMUTATHBHASI KOHCTPYKIUS Mmi § tobom B IOMOOHOM yHOTPEOIICHIH BCTPEUaeTCs B
ropopax cep6os I'annunonsckoro nonyoctposa (1957: 358-359).
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neorictBenHoM umcie'? (midva, midve, vidva, vidve, onadva, onidve) u CriyTHuKa
B TBOPUTEIHHOM IaJIEXKe C MPEAJIOrOM B 00513aTeIbHO KOHTAKTHOM TMO3UIIMH.
HenpemeHHO KOHTaKTHas KOHCTPYKIIMS HE MO3BOJISIET MEHSTh JINHEHHBIN TTOPSI-
JIOK €€ COCTaBJIIOIUX (CIBH. midva z Ano = ‘Mbl ¢ AHHO#’, *Z Ano midva).

Takas IMEHHas TpyIIa, 00s3aTeabHO BKIoUaronas CryTHHKa (MHKITIO3HB-
Hasl MHTEPIIPETAIHs), B CJIOBEHCKOM SI3bIKE OIpeessieT GopMy TBOHCTBEHHOTO
YyHcJIa ckazyeMoro. Mectonmenue, o6o3Hauaroniee OpHeHTHpP, MOXKET OBITH BBI-
PaKEHO IKCILUTUIMTHO:

(13) cnBH. Midva z Ano sva gledala film.
oour. (Hue) nBamata / nBeTe ¢ AHa 2nedaxme puimMa.
‘MbI ¢ AHHOI cMoTpenH huibM’.
wtok. Ja i Ana smo gledali film.

Korna BcniomoratensHbIi THaroi biti (B popme mepBoro Jimia JBOHCTBEHHOTO
yucna sva) pazaensier Opuentup u CIyTHHK, TTOCIEIHNAN, KaK BUIHO U3 JTAaHHOU
(hopMbI, HE BXOAWT B enuHyro rpynmny ¢ Opuentupom (Midva), KOTOpBIH, Kak
CJIE/ICTBHE, TEPSIET NHKIIIO3UBHOCTH ([2] + (1)):

(14) cnBH. Midva sva z Ano gledala film.
‘MsiI (2) ¢ AHHO#M cMoTpenu GuibM’.
cnBH. Midva sva gledala z Ano film.
‘M=l (2) cMoTpenu ¢ AHHOH GuiIbM’.
ciBH. Midva sva gledala film z Ano.
‘Ml (2) cMoTpernu (GHIbM ¢ AHHOIT .

Ana cTaHOBUTCS CUPKOHCTAHTOM U B IOCJIIEAHEM NIPUMEPE ABJIACTCA aKIIEHTOHO-
CHUTEJIEM PEMBI, IPU 3TOM, OJTHAKO, BCE €IIle HE SBIIIETCS YacThIO IMOJUIEKAIICTO-
opueHTHpa (midva), BIpa)KeHHOTO MECTOUMEHHEM.

B croBeHCKOM SI3BIKE, B OTIHYUE OT PYCCKOT0, MCCTOMMEHHE MOKET OBITh
HE BBIPAKEHO SKCIUTUIUTHO, SIBIISACH HYJEeBOW aHadopoii, yKasbIBaromieid Ha
JIUI0, MOHSATHOE U3 KOHTEKCTA.

(15) cnBH. __ Z Ano gledava film.
‘Me1 ¢ AHHOI (2) cMOTpuUM QHITEM .

1" Marepuan B Kopryce CIOBEHCKOTO si3bIka Gigafida MOKa3pIBAET, YTO TPUMEPHI
KOMHMTATUBHBIX KOHCTPYKIMH C JIMYHBIM MECTOMMEHHEM BO MHOXECTBEHHOM YHCIIE
Ype3BBIYAITHO PEAKH, B OOJIBIICH YaCTH TPUMEPOB C MECTOMMEHHUEM M TPUCOCTHHEHHBIM
YYaCTHUKOM MHKJIIO3UBHBIC KOHCTPYKIIMHU HE TIpeCcTaBlIeHbI. boyiee moapo6Ho o Takux
KOHCTPYKLHUAX CM. gaiee (Ip. 26).
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[TonoOHOE omymeHre MeCTOMMEHHsI HanOoJiee XapaKTepHO I IIEPBOTO U BTO-
POTO JIHII, TIOCKOJIbKY 002 OHH JICHKTHUYECKH CBSI3aHBI C CUTYAITUCH.

Cpenu 10’)KHOCIIABSIHCKUX SI3BIKOB CIIOBEHCKHI BBIIEISIETCS BO3MOXXHOCTHIO
(hopManbHOTO pa3IMYEHUs] ABOMCTBEHHOTO W MHOXKECTBEHHOTO 4wmcel. J[Bou-
CTBEHHOE YHCJIO B CIIOBEHCKOM SI3BIKE BBIPAYKAETCSI B CKa3yeMOM JIaKe TIPH OITy-
LIEHUU MECTOUMECHUSI:

(16) cuBH. Z Ano sva gledala film (HauOosice BeposiTHA HHKJIFO3MBHAS HHTEPIPETALIUS:
HEBBIPAKEHHOE MECTOMMEHHE BKITOYAET FOBOPSIIETO U AHHY)
‘MsI ¢ AHHOIT (2) eMoTpeny unbM’.

(17) cnBH. Z Ano smo gledali film (popma MHOXKECTBEHHOro 4HCIa MOTCHUUAILHO
JIBYCMBICJICHHA: BO3MOXKHA U MHKJIIO3UBHAsI MHTEpIpeTanus (HeBbIpaxkeHHOe Mi =
[2 + A]), u yTpara HHKIIO3UBHOCTH, IIPU KOTOPOH HEBBIPAKEHHOE MECTOUMEHUE HE
BKiFOUaeT AHHY (= 3 + AHHAa)).
‘MbI ¢ AHHO# (> 3) cMoTpernu puibM’.

JIByCMBICIIEHHOCTh OOHApPY>KUBAETCSI B KOHTAKTHONH KOMHUTATUBHOM KOHCTPYK-
uuu B 6onrapckoM (18). HesicHo, BKITtoUaeT M MecTouMeHue Hue B TOM 4Hclie
u CryTHUKa WU HET.

(18) ©onr. Hue ¢ Ana cme rienanu puima.

B Oonrapckom mpumepe, TakuM 00pa3oM, BO3MOXKHBI JIBE WHTEPIIPETAINU: a)
Msi ¢ AHHO# (= 2) cMoTpenu ¢puinbM; 0) Mbl (> 2) 1 AHHA cMOTpeId QUIbM.

Mo>HO czenaTh BBIBOJA, YTO JBOWCTBEHHOE YHUCIIO B CIOBEHCKOM JEJaeT
BO3MOKHBIM 00Jiee TOUHYIO pe(epeHIInIo 1 CHUMAET JIBYCMBICIIEHHOCTh, Kacaro-
urytocs craryca CryTHHKa.

B mrroxasckom pumepe (19), B omimume ot 6osrapekoro (18) u ciioBeHCKO-
ro (17), HEOJTHO3HAYHOCTh OTCYTCTBYET: HEBBIPAKEHHOE aHA(OPUIECKOE MECTO-
uMeHue Mi, uckimovaroniee AHHY, IPEAIOaraeT, YT0 y4aCTHUKOB-OPUCHTHUPOB
ObUI0 OOJIBIIIE OJTHOTO.

(19) mrok. S Anom smo gledali film.
‘MsI (= 2) ¢ AHHO#T cMoTperu GuibM’.

Pedepenuus k 1Bym cyObektaM B OpueHTHPE B IITOKAaBCKOM BBIPAXKAETCs C TO-
MOIIBIO COYETAHUS ABYX (POPM: JTUYHOTO MECTOUMEHHUS (1as, OTHOCSIIETOCS B
JTAHHOM CJIydYae K poJ. Taj. JIMYHOTO MECTOMMCHHSI) U COOMPATEIFHOTO YHCIIH-
TEJIEHOTO C COOTBETCTBYIOIINMHE POAOBBIMH ITOKA3aTEISIMU: nas dvoje (M. + XK.),
nas dvojica (M. + M.), nas dvije (k. + xk.). [1oJ0OHBIE KOHCTPYKIIUN UCKITFOUAIOT
CnytHuka (AHHA):
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(20) wTok. Nas dvoje/dvojica/dvije smo gledali/e s Anom film. = mrok. Nas dvoje/
dvojica/dvije i Ana smo gledali/e film.
‘MsI (2) 1 AHHa cMOTpenH QUIIBM .

[Tpr HEOOXOMMMOCTH MHKITIO3UBHOTO yrnoTpeOsieHus: CriyTHUKa (AHHBI) B KOH-
CTPYKIHHU C JIMYHBIM MECTOMMEHHEM B INTOKABCKOM HCIOIB3YyeTCsS HE KOMH-
TaTWBHAS, & COUMHUTENIbHAS KOHCTPYKIHsI ¢ coto3oM i ‘u” (21). B cioBeHckoM
SI3BIKE MTOJJOOHOE BBIPAYKCHUE MHOKECTBEHHOTO CyOBhEKTa SIBISICTCS KpaiHe Map-
THHATBHBIM, !

(21) wrok. Ja i Ana smo gledali film.
‘MbI ¢ AHHO# BIBOEM cMOTpesd QHIbM .

Bo Bcex BblIenepevrciIeHHBIX MpuMepax B ponn OpueHTHpa BBICTYNAeT Me-
cTouMeHue. B npyromM THme KOHCTPYKIHH, 0OBEANHSIOMUX ABYX YUIACTHHUKOB
B eIMHOE 11e1oe, B poii OpHeHTHpa BEICTYIAET CYIIECTBUTEIBHOE, 0003HAYAIO-
mIee JUIo (IPeske BCEro UMs COOCTBEHHOE).

[IpumMepsl MOKa3bIBAIOT, YTO MMOJOOHBIN TUIT B I0)KHOCIABSHCKUX SI3bIKaxX (B
CJI0BEHCKOM (23.a) 1 mTokaBckoM (23.b), B 4aCTHOCTH) B KOHCTPYKIUSAX C Hee-
JIMHCTBEHHBIM CYyOBEKTOM, OnpeierstonieM (HopMy MHOKECTBEHHOTO UITH JIBOM-
CTBEHHOTO YMCJIa CKAa3yeMOoro, He BCcTpevaercs,'> B OTJIIMYUE OT HEeIOKHOCIIABSIH-
CKHUX SI3BIKOB (PYCCKOT'0, YKPAMHCKOTO, TIOJIECKOTO, YEIIICKOTO M CIIOBAIIKOTO):

(22) pyc. IlaBea ¢ EBoii mpumuim.
ykp. [IaBJio 3 €Boro mpuitnuim.
nosnsck. Pawel z Ewa przyszIi.
yeul. Pavel s Evou pfisli.
cinBuk. Pavol s Evou prisli.

(23) a. *Pavel z Evo sta prisla.

b. *Pavel s Evom su dosli.

"Kopnyc Gigafida naet quuib mecTh pe3yabTaToB, OTHOCAIIMXCS K KOHCTPYKIHH
Jjaz +in + ums co6cmeennoe + ckazyemoe 6 0goticmeennom yucie. Hanp.: cneH. Tudi jaz
in Dani primeva vsak na eni strani kavca in ga postaviva, kamor nama veli Hrle. ‘“Mp1
¢ Jlaru Toxke Gepemcst 3a TMBaH, KK/ CO CBOCH CTOPOHBI, U CTABUM €T0 Ty[a, Ky/Ia
HaM roBopHT (BenuT) Xpie’.

12 Hackosbko H3BECTHO aBTOPAM, €IMHCTBEHHOE HCKITIOUEHHE COCTABISIOT CITyYaH,
AHAJIOrHYHbIC IPUMEPY U3 YaKaBCKOro ropopa ceia Kykiuna: uak. Ukrcali se u autobus

Rada is muzun. ‘B aBroGyc cenu Payma ¢ myxem’ (Benié, B mewarn).
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JlaHHO€ OrpaHUYCHKE B CIIOBEHCKOM SI3BIKE CBSI3aHO, BUAUMO, ¢ TeM, uyTo Opu-
CHTHUP B KOMHUTATHBHBIX KOHCTPYKIIMAX, BBIPAKCHHBIX UMEHHON TPYIIION mpH
(dbopMe JBOMCTBEHHOTO 4YHCIAa CKa3zyeMoro, pedepupyer K IBOWCTBEHHOMY
YYACTHHUKY U SBJISICTCS MHKIIFO3UBHBIM, HHAUE FOBOPS, BKIFOUaeT CIyTHHKA. DTO
03HAYaeT, uTo B posar OprueHTHpa BO3MOKHO JIUIIb HHKITIO3UBHOE JBOWCTBEHHOE
Mecroumenue (24),"° 9To UCKII0YaeT BCe MPUMEPHI ¢ HAYAIbHBIM JINYHBIM Me-
CTOMMEHHMEM B €IMHCTBEHHOM uucie (25):

(24) cnBH. midva z Ano gledava; vidva z Ano gledata.
‘Mbl ¢ AHHOH (2) cMOTpUM; BBl ¢ AHHOI (2) cMoTpuTe’.
(25) *jaz z Ano gledava, *ti z Ano gledata.

HpI/IMepLI C Ha4dYaJIbHbBIM JIMYHBIM MECTOMMCHHEM B MHOXCECTBCHHOM YHCJIC
BCTPEYAIOTCS B Pa3rOBOPHON peur, 0COOCHHO B TeX CIIOBEHCKUX roBopax, '* rie
HE YIOTPeOIsIeTCs BOHCTBEHHOE YHCIIO:

(26) mpumop. ciBH. nuai. (Mi) s Petro (2) nacrtujemo pocitnice. — mut. ciBH. (Midva) s
Petro nacrtujeva pocitnice.
‘Msi ¢ IleTpoii mmaHupyeM KaHUKYJIbI .

Jlist BEIpaskeHHsT MHOXKECTBEHHOTO CyOBEKTa, B KOTopoM OpHEHTHD BBIpaKEH
HUMEHEeM COOCTBEHHBIM, B FOXKHOCITABSHCKHUX SI3BIKAX [IPU CKA3yeMOM'> B HECIHH-
CTBEHHOM 4HCIe'® yIOTPeOISeTCs COUMHUTENbHAST KOHCTPYKIUSI C COIO30M

(27) cusH. Pavel in Eva sta prisla.
mrok. Pavel i Eva su dosli.
oour. Ilasea u EBa ca gomumm.
‘MaBes ¢ EBoii npumnuum’.

13Kak 6b110 nokaszano B npumMepe (16), B CJIOBEHCKOM JIMUHOE MECTOMMEHHE MOKET
OITyCKaThCs, i B 9TOM ClIydae JBOHCTBEHHOCTh pe()epeHIINU BEIPAXKAETCS IIPH ITOMOIIH
(bopMBI peauKara.

'Y B 9TUX CIOBEHCKUX rOBOPAX TPAMMEMY JIBOMCTBEHHOTO YHCIA TPU BCEX (IIEK-
CHBHBIX CIIOBaX 3aMeIaeT MHOXKECTBEHHOE YHCIIO.

15 9T0 OrpaHUYCHUC HC 3aTparuBacT JUCTAHTHBIC KOMUTATUBHBIC KOHCTPYKIHWH,
KOTOPBIE MOT'YT YIOTPEOIATHCS IPU CKA3yEMBIX B €THUCTBEHHOM 4HCIIE: CIIBH. Pavel je
z Evo prisel, mtok. Pavel je s Evom doSao.

1® Koncrpykuuu tuna *Pavel in Eva gre B CIOBEHCKOM, PaBHO KaK M B PYCCKOM
(*Masen u Eéa uoém), arpaMMaTH4HbI. B pa3roBOpHOM CIIOBEHCKOM BCTPEUAOTCS CITY-
Jau ynoTpeOneHus mpeaukaTa B €. YHCIe C COUNHUTENbHON KOHCTPYKIHEH, eclu B
HayaJie MIPEJIOKEHNS CTOUT 00CTOSITEIbCTBO MITU IPEAHUKAT, 32 KOTOPBIM CIEAYIOT J1Ba
KOHBIOHKTA, & KOHCTPYKIIMS pasjielieHa MUKpOnay30ii: ciBH. V Solo je prisel Pavel | in
Eva. = nocin. B mkony npumen [Tasen | u Esa.
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2.2.1 O0 ynoTped/ieHUH KOMUTATUBHOII KOHCTPYKIIMH BHe NMO3MLMH MOJJIesKALIero.
B ciioBeHCKOM sI3BIKE, B OTIWYHE OT PYyCCKOTO, MCIIOIH30BaHNE KOHTAKTHOU KO-
MUTAaTUBHON KOHCTPYKIIMH, MPEICTABISIONIEH JIBYX yYaCTHUKOB KaK €IUHOE
LeJI0e, B KOCBEHHBIX Maje)kax JOCTAaTOYHO HEOOBIYHO, PENIKO, U CBSI3aHO MPEXIE
BCErO C JIOTIOJIHEHUSIMH TJ1arojioB BocripusTus (videti ‘BUIETh, YBUACTS, sliSati
‘cibliate’). 7 B ciiydae ynotpeOneHHsi TaKoi KOHCTPYKIMH B POJIM OOBEKTa
Mecto OpueHTHpa 0OOBIKHOBEHHO 3aHUMAeT MECTOMMEHHE repBoro Jyuia (28).1

(28) cuBH. In mene je bilo sram, da bi me 7 Mahlkejem videli na ulici. (Gigafida)
‘U MHE OBLIO CTBIIHO, YTO MeHs ¢ MaJike MOrJiu Obl YBH/ICTh Ha yJIHIIC .

KomuTaTuBHBIE KOHCTPYKIMH, YIIOTPEOIEHHbIE B KOCBEHHBIX Ma/1eKaX, 4YacTo MpHU-
BOJIAT K JBYCMBICICHHOCTH: HESICHO, siBiisieTcst 1 CIyTHUK C MPEAIOroM 4acThio
00BEKTa WM 7K€ YaCThIO AUCTAHTHON KOMHUTATUBHOW KOHCTPYKIMH. J[ByCMBICIICH-
HOCTB 3a4acTyro cHUMaetcsi (opmoii ckazyemoro. B npumepe (29) nmBoiicTBeHHOE
YHCIIO CKa3yeMOoro MoKa3biBaeT, uto CIyTHHK (z Joffr'eyem) BBICTyNIAeT B POJIH TIOJI-
nexarero (jaz in Joffrey) u He MoxeT OBITh YacThio 00beKTa (*fe z Joffreyem).

(29) cuBH. Res upam, da ves, kako fe z Joffreyjem ljubiva.
‘51 neHCTBUTENILHO HAJICKOCh, YTO ThI 3HACIIIb, KaK MbI ¢ Jxxopdpu (2) Tebs modum’.

WHTepecHbIMU MPENCTaBIAIOTCS IPUMEPBI, oJ00HbIe cieaytoniemy (30), koraa
CIyTHUK BBICTYIaeT B KOHTAKTHOM codeTaHuu ¢ OpueHTHPOM B KOCBEHHOM I1a-
JIeKe, OJTHAKO €TO CTAaTyC, BCIEACTBUE SMHCTBEHHOTO YUCIIa CKAa3yeMoro, OCTa-
eTCsl HEsICCH:

(30) cnBH. Videl sem te z Mojco.
‘Bupgen tebs ¢ Moiineit’.

B npumepe (30), Takum 00paszom, HesicHO, sBisiercst 1 CriyTHUK (z Mojco) 4a-
CThIO0 MHKITFO3UBHOTO 00bekTa (S Bumen teds m Moiiny) uim ke 00CTOSATENb-
ctBOM (S TeOs1 BUIEN, KOTAa ThI 01T ¢ Moiineit).

Poisib KOMUTATUBHOW KOHCTPYKIMHU B JaHHOM IPUMEPE PACKpPhIBACTCS MPHU
pacipoCcTpaHeHUN MOCPEICTBOM JIOTIOJIHUTEIBHON NpeAuKanuu (IOoJYHHEHHO-
ro mpeiokenus). @opma IBOMCTBEHHOTO YKCIia CKa3yeMOTo B MOAYHHEHHOM
MPEUIOKEHNH TToKa3biBaeT, 4yTo CrnyTHUK (z Mojco) sBISeTCS YacThio 00b-
exta (31). EmuHCTBEHHOE YHCIO CKa3yeMOro B IMOJYMHEHHOM MPEIIOKCHUH

731y %e 0coBEHHOCTH B IITOKaBCkoM oTMedaeT M. Usuu (1954: 194).
80 pacnpocTpaHEHHOCTH KOMHTATHBHBIX KOHCTPYKIHUH ¢ MeCTOMMEHHBIM OpH-
eHTupoM B niepBoM sinne cM. B. U. [lognecckas (2012).
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MOKA3bIBACT, YTO MPEUIOKHAs rpynma (z Mojco) B TTIaBHOM MPEATIOKCHUN BbI-
CTyIIaeT B POJIM CUPKOHCTaHTa (32):

(31) cuBH. Videl sem te z Mojco, ko sta vstopila v zgradbo.

51 Bupen tebs ¢ Moiineit, koraa Bel (2) BXOIMIH B 3J1aHKE’.
(32) cuBH. Videl sem te z Mojco, ko si vstopal v zgradbo.

‘s1 Bunen te0st ¢ Moiilieit, Koria Thl BXOJWJI B 37aHueE’.

Crietyer OTMETUTB, YTO B CIIOBEHCKOM SI3BIKE, €CIIM paccMaTpuBath npumep (30) B
KauecTBE KOHTAKTHONW KOMUTATHBHOW KOHCTPYKIMH B POJIM OOBEKTA, OOBIIHO HC-
TMOJIB3YETCS SHKIUTHYUECKas: (opMa JimaHoro mecroumenusi (30), B TO BpeMsl Kak
noyHoyAapHas popma (mene, tebe) ynorpedisiercst B COUMHATETBHBIX KOHCTPYKIIH-
SIX C COR030M 7 (33), rie kpaTkast hopMa T.e. KIIMTHKA MOMPOCTy HEBO3MOXKHa (34):1°

(33) cnBH. Videl sem tebe in Mojco.
(34) cuBH. *Videl sem te in Mojco.

3 Bblﬁop TUINA NpeJUuKaTa B KOMUTATUBHBIX KOHCTPYKIUAX

B uccnenoBanusix BMecTe C BOIIPOCOM O KOMHUTATUBE YACTO pacCMaTpUBaCTCsA
TAKXE BOIIPOC O BO3MOXXHOCTHU BBIPAXKCHHA COBMECTHOI'O ,E[eI‘/JICTBI/ISI, HCIIOJIHAC-
MOTO IBYMs YYaCTHUKAMH, IIPUYICM BBIACIIICTCA ABA THUIIA CKa3yCMbIX.

3.1. CoBMecTHOE AECHCTBHE MOXKET OBITH BHIPAKECHO MAPHBIMU (CHMMETPHUYHBI-
mu) npeaukaramu (Mommun 1979, Anna A. Samusssk, [HImenes 1999), koto-
pBIC 00s3aTENFHO UMILTHIUPYIOT MHOXKCCTBCHHOE YHCIIO YYACTHUKOB, BEITIOJI-
HSIOIIMX OJTHO M TO XK€ JCUCTBUE: srecevati se (‘Bctpedarbes’), dogovarjati se
(‘moroBapuBathcs’), objemati se (‘'oOHUMATBCS).

Oco0yto rpynmy MapHbIX MPEeIUKATOB MPEICTABIAIOT B3aHMHO-BO3BPATHBIE
TJIarOJIBI B CUTYAIUSIX, BKIIOYAIONUX HECKOJIBKO YIaCTHHKOB, KaXKIIbI U3 KOTO-
PBIX SIBISICTCS OMHOBPEMEHHO U ATeHcoM, u [lariencom, Ha KOTOPOTO BIHSIOT
JpYyTHE UCTIOTHHUTEIH.

(35) cunBH. Anton se prepira s Pavlom.
‘AnToH cnopur c [laBmom’.
ciBH. Anton in Pavel se prepirata.
‘AnroH u [laBen copst’.

Y KnuTuku 06bIYHO HE MOTYT HCTIOIb30BAThCS B KOHTEKCTAX MEPEUHCIIEHHUS, TPH-
COEIMHEHUS U JIornueckoro Bpiienenus. O0 atom cM. Angpeit A. 3anususx 2008.
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B ymoTpebnennn cka3zyeMmbIX cO 3HAYCHHEM B3aUMHOTO JICHCTBHS OOHApYKH-
BaeTCA CIENYIOUIEEe Pa3INdne MEXIy CIOBEHCKUM M PYCCKUM SI3BIKAMU: B CIIO-
BEHCKOM B3aHMHOCTb 4allle, YeM B PyCcCKOM,”’ ObIBaeT BhIpaKeHA BO3BPATHBIMHU
rinaronamu (prepirati se s kom vs. cnopumo ¢ kem, pogovarjati se s kom vs. paz-
eosapueams ¢ kem, vojskovati se vs. éoesamsv ¢ kem) *!, B pyCCKOM K€ B3aHM-
HOCTb JICHCTBUS HE00sA3aTENBHO CTPOTO CBsI3aHa C YHOTPEOJICHHEM BO3BPATHBIX
TJIaroJIoB.

BaxHO OTMETHUTB, UTO BCE MEPEUHNCICHHBIC B3aUMHBIC ITPEINKATHI 001aaf0T
BBICOKHIM YPOBHEM aréHTHBHOCTH T.€. 0003HAYAIOT KOHTPOJIUPYEMBIE TEHCTBUSI.

(36) cnBH. Peter se pogovarja z Maso.
‘[1étp pasroBapuBaet ¢ Mareii’.

(37) cuBH. Peter in Masa se pogovarjata.
‘I1érp 1 Mara pa3sroBapuBaor’.

3.2 Jlpyroii TUI IPEUKATOB OTHOCHTCS K TJIarojiaM, KOTOpbIe caMu 1o ceOe He
0003HAYAIOT COBMECTHOTO AeicTBHA. [10100HOE 3HAYCHNE OHM TIOTYYalOT JIHIIb
Oymydu ynoTpeOJICHHBIMH B KOMHTATUBHON KOHCTPYKUUH (B COYETaHUH CO
CIIyTHUKOM).

Takum oOpaszom, jeiicTBHe, 0003HAYAEMOE ATHMHU CKa3yeMbIMH, KOHKpE-
TH3UPYETCS JIUIIb B KOHTeKCTe™: Tak, B mpumepe (38) HescHo, xaeT iu Mara
noe3 BMmecte ¢ [lerpom mim ke ero smmb conpoBoxaaeT (Ilerp oxumaer, on
ceitvac ¢ Mareit), B TO BpeMsi Kak COYMHUTENbHASI KOHCTPYKIIHS C COFO30M # TI0-
3BOJISICT W30aBUTHCS OT MO00OHON ABYCMBICICHHOCTH (39).

(38) cuBH. Peter ¢aka vlak (skupaj) z MasSo. // Peter ¢aka vlak.
‘Tetp »xnaét noe3na (Bmecte) ¢ Mammeii. // Tletp xaér moesna’.
(39) cnBH. Peter in MasSa Cakata vlak.
‘Ilerp u Marua >xayT noesua’.

220 TOM, 4TO B PyCCKOM sI3bIKE B3AUMHOCTb PEXKE, YEM B IPYTUX CIABSHCKUX A3bIKAX
BBIPAXKAETCsI IIPU MOMOLIM BO3BPATHBIX IJ1aroiioBs, cM. Taxoke (FOpuii I1. Kuszes 2007).

2 IHTepecHO OTMETHUTH, 4TO CAMMETPUYHEBIE CKa3yEMBIE MOTYT YTIOTPEGIATECS CO
CKa3yeMbIM B eIMHCTBEHHOM uucie 6e3 CryTHUKa B KOHCTPYKuusix Tuna X rad dela Y
(X nr06um oenamsv Y) B cllydae, €CJIM OHH BBIPAXKAIOT TIOCTOSTHHBIN TIPU3HAK MOJIJICKA-
LIET0: CIBH. Anton se rad pogovarja/prepira. ‘AHTOH JTIFOOUT pa3roBapuBaTh/CIIOPHUTH .

22 A. B. Apxunos (2015:14) oTmeuaeT, 4To Mof06HOE HeoOA3aTENbHOE YIOTpebIe-
HHE KOMHUTATHBA B PAa3JIMYHBIX S3BIKAX OCOOCHHO PACHPOCTPAHEHO IPH NpeauKaTax
JIBUOKEHUS U TIO3UIIHH.
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B nutepatype, TMOCBANICHHOW KOMHTATHBHBIM KOHCTPYKIIMSIM, OCOOCHHO MO/I-
YCPKUBACTCSI 3HAUCHHE Hapedusl ‘BMecTe’, KOTOpoe OOBCAMHSICT Pa3HuHBIX
YYaCTHUKOB, BBITIOJHSIOIIUX JeicTBrE ¢ 00mmel nenbto (Meuu 1957: 180, AnHa
A. 3ammzusk, Ulmenes 1999: 454-455). XapaktepHOo ynoTpeOsieHHe JaHHOTIO
Hapeuus MpH MpeJuKaTax BTOPOTro TUIA, OOPETAIONUX 3HAYEHHUE COBMECTHOTO
JIEHCTBHS JIMIIb B KOHTEKCTE:

(40) cnBH. Peter obiskuje tecaj (skupaj) z MasSo. Peter obiskuje tecaj.
‘ITerp nocemtaer Kypcol (BMecTe) ¢ Mameid. [letp mocemaer Kypcsr’.

[Tpy cuMMeTPUYHBIX TIPETUKATaX B PyCCKOM H IITOKABCKOM YIIOTpeOJICHHE Hapedusi
‘BMecTe’ HexapakTepHo (3anmsHsik, [1Imene 1999: 454-455, s 1957: 180).

Kopmycubrit matepuan (Gigafida), oqHako, mokaseiBaeT, 4To CIBH. skupaj
‘BMECTE’ MOXET yIMOTPEOIATHCS U IPU HEKOTOPBIX MAPHBIX Npeaukarax (41, 42)
MIpUYEM, HECMOTPS Ha SIBHYIO U30BITOYHOCTh, BHOCHUT B IIPEIOKEHUE JIOTIOJIHHU-
TEJIbHOE aKIIEHTUPOBAHHE COBMECTHOTO JICHCTBUS:

(41) cnBH. Skupaj se bova pogovorila!
‘M5l ¢ T0OOIi (2) moroBopum!’
(42) cnen. Skupaj sva se dogovorila, da si kupiva nekaj v Bigbangu.
‘MBbI ¢ TOOO# (2) JOTOBOPHIIKCH, YTO KYIHUM YTO-HUOY b B MarasuHe « burosnr» .

CyIIecTBYIOT KJIACChI MPEIUKATOB, UI KOTOPBIX KOMHTATHBHOE YIIOTPEOICHUE
He XapakTepHo. Cpeld HUX Mbl YIIOMsSIHEM MEHTaJbHbIe: CIIBH. misliti ‘nymatp’,
premisljati ‘ymats’, razmisljati ‘pa3MbIIUIATE , KOTOPBIE, COTIACHO MIPUMEPaM,
MIPEJICTaBICHHBIM B CJIOBEHCKOM Kopiyce Gigafida (43), MoryT, XOTs M pelKo,
YHOTPEOIATHCSI KOMHTATHBHO:

43) cuBH. Tudi midva z Velimirjem sva razmisljala o selitvi v Gradec. (Gigafida)
‘U mb1 ¢ Benmumupowm (2) aymanu o niepeesne B ['parr’.

IMpu BCTYIUICHUH B MPEAUKATUBHBIC OTHOIICHUS ¢ KOMUTATUBHOW KOHCTPYKIIH-
el y MCHTAJIbHBIX IPEIUKATOB MOXKET MCHSATHCSI KOHKPETHOE TJIar0jbHOE 3HAUC-
Hue: B mpumepe (44) ckazyemoe misliti BbpaxkaeT HAMEpEeHHUE:

(44) cnBH. Midva z Velimirjem sva mislila, da bi se preselila v Gradec.
‘MeI ¢ Benumupom gymanu o ToM, 4ToObl IepeexaTsb B I'pajen’.
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4 KomuraTusHble KOHCTpyKuMH B posiu IToceccopa

Pycckuii s3bIK CYIIECTBEHHO OTIIMYASTCS OT FOXKHOCIABSIHCKUAX TE€M, YTO KOMH-
TaTHBHAS KOHCTPYKIIHS B HEM MOXKET YIOTPEOIATHCS TAKKE [UTS BRIPAXKESHUS CO-
BMECTHOH MOCECCUBHOCTH. B mocienHeil yactu Hamieil craTb 1Moj00HbIE pyc-
CKHEC KOHCTPYKIHHU COMMOCTABIIAIOTCA C UX CIIOBEHCKHMMH COOTBETCTBUAMMU.

Cpasy xe, ogHaKo, ykaxkeM, 4To [loceccop (JInI0, MPOTOTHUITUYECKH SIBIISI-
roreecs: odagarenem [loceccyma?) B paccMaTpHBaeMbIX S3bIKaX BBIPAKACTCS
TJIaBHBIM 00pa30M C ITOMOIIBI0 MPUTSDKATEIBHBIX TPHIIaraTeIbHbIX, MPHUTSDKa-
TEJNEHBIX MECTOMMEHHH HITH POAUTEIHHOTO MaIeKa.

B paccMmarpuBaeMbIX CIIaBIHCKUX sS3bIKax MHOXKeCTBeHHBIH Iloceccop He
MOET OBITh BBIPAKEH MOCPEACTBOM MPUTSKATEIBHOTO [IPUIIAraTeIbHOT0:%*

(45) IMoceccop B . uncie: ciBH. volivéev odziv, mrok. glasafeva reakcija, pyc. peakius
u3duparens
<— Tloceccop BO MH. YuClie B poOJ. majexe: ciBH. odziv voliveev, mTok. reakcija
glasaca, pyc. peakuus nuzdupareJiei

Kpome Toro, o6pazoBanue NpUTHKATENbHBIX PUIAraTeIbHbIX U MPUTSHKATEINb-
HBIX MECTOMMEHUN OT MMEHHBIX IPYII HEXapaKTEpPHO KaK A COBPEMEHHOIO
pycckoro (cm. Komuesckas-Tamm, [Imenes 1994: ibid.), Tak u s paccMmarpu-
BaEMBIX I0)KHOCIABSHCKHX SI3BIKOB:

(46) ciuBH. striceva torba vs.* striceva s pleSo torba
‘IsiIMHA CyMKa® vS. *ISIMHA C JIBICHHOM CyMKa

BaXHBIM OTCTYIUIEHHEM OT 3THX JBYX MpPaBWII ABIIECTCA BBIPAKEHNUE COBMECT-
HOHM IOCECCUBHOCTH B PYCCKOM IIPH IMOMOIIM KOMMTATHBHBIX KOHCTPYKIIHH.
B nocnenneit yacTu Hamied cTaTbd MbI MOJPOOHO PACCMOTPUM COOTHOLICHUE
MEXK]y PYCCKUMHU KOMHUTAaTUBHBIMH KOHCTPYKIUSAMH (47) M UX CIIOBEHCKHUMH K-
BUBAJICHTAMH.

(47) pyc. S xynun TBoro ¢ Mameii kuury (pasr.)./ S kynun Bamy ¢ Mameii kaury./ O
Kyl Moo ¢ Malei KHuUry.

2 Tepmun [Tocceccop MBI yIOTPEOIIsIEM B IUPOKOM CMBICIIE, BKJTIOUAs U KOHTEKCTHI,
HE OTHOCSIINECS HAIPSAMYIO K IPUHAIJIEKHOCTH.
2406 sTom orpanndeHun B pycckoM cm. Komaesckas-Tamm, [lmernes 1994: 213.
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B pom obmiero IToceccopa B CIIOBEHCKOM SI3bIKE MOXKET BBICTYIIATh COYMHUTEIIBHAS
KOHCTPYKIWS (49), UCTIONB30BAHKE JKe KOMUTATHBHON KOHCTPYKIIMH HEBO3MOXKHO (48):

48) *Kupil sem tvojo z Maso knjigo.
(49) cnBH. Kupil sem tvojo in Masino knjigo.

B crtoBeHCKOM s13bIKE BEPIIMHA MIMEHHOM TPYIIIHI (71jig0) TIpH JBYX TIpHJIaraTeib-
HBIX B ()OpMeE €]I. YHCIIa, CBI3aHHBIX COUMHHUTEIBHOM CBS3BIO (tvojo in Masino), BbI-
CTymaer 00s3aTeNIbHO B €MHCTBEHHOM YHCJIE, BHE 3aBUCTUMOCTH OT KOJIWYECTBA
IMoceccymoB (49, 50).%° TTOCKONIBKY B IIEHTPE KOHCTPYKIIMHM OKAa3bIBAeTCs (opma
€IMHCTBEHHOTO YHCia, pe)epeHT KOTOPOH MOXKET OBITh €MHCTBEHHBIM WIIH KE
MHO)KECTBEHHBIM, CIIOBEHCKHU mpuMmep (49) MOKHO WHTEPIPETUPOBATH IBOSIKO:
WJIM 9TO OJIHA KHUTA JABYX COaBTOPOB (51), MK ATO ABE Pa3IMIHBIX KHUTH, Y KaXK 101
13 KOTOpPBIX CBOM aBTop (52):%

(50) *Kupil sem tvojo in Masino knjigi.

(51) cuBH. Kupil sem knjigo, ki sta jo napisala ti in Masa.
‘S KynuiI KHUTY, KOTOPYIO HallMCalIy BbI/ThI ¢ Mariiei’.

(52) cnBH. Kupil sem dve knjigi, eno si napisala ti, drugo pa Masa.
‘51 Kynui J1Be KHUTH, OJIHY Hallicasa Thl, a Ipyryro — Marma’.

JIByCMBICIICHHAsT MHTEPIIPETalns UCKII0UEHa JIHIIb B ciiydae, eciu [loceccym
BBIPaKCH IPETUKATUBHBIM CYIIECTBHTEIEHBIM, IIPOU3BOTHBIM OT CHMMETPHIHO-
ro npeaukara (Hip. 0o2osop B 53):

(53) cauBH. Slisal sem za tvoj in Masin dogovor.
‘51 capimman o TBoeM ¢ Marmreii jorosope’.

Ha cnoBeHckuil s13bIK pyccKast TOCECCHBHAs KOMUTATHUBHAS! KOHCTPYKLIUS MOXKET ObITh
THepeBesieHa PU TIOMOIIY KOOpAMHAILMH ABYX 1loceccopoB B pOIUTEIEHOM MaJekKe.
Ecmu oba ygacTHHKa IpeicTaBIeHbl IMEHAMH COOCTBEHHBIMH (54), TO HCIOJb30Ba-
HHE POAUTENBHOTO MaJIe’Ka COBEPIIEHHO OOBIMHO, ¥ IBYCMBICIIEHHOCTH HE BO3HHUKAET:

(54) cuBH. Kupil sem knjigo Ane in MasSe.
‘51 kynun kHury AHHbI M1 Mamm./ 51 kynui kaury AHHbI ¢ Maneii’.

2B maHHBIX KOHCTPYKIHUAX [Toceccop MOKET BBICTYNATh B (JOPME MPHJIATATENb-
HOT'O B MHOXXECTBCHHOM uwuciie: Kupil sem tvoje in MasSine knjige. ‘51 xkynui TBOU/Bamu
¢ Mameit kHury'.

2 TIpu ’eNaHuy CHATH JIBYCMBICIEHHOCTD HJIU MOAYEPKHYTh, YTO PeUb UJET 00 O/1-
HoM [loceccyme, MOJKHO ynoTpeOUTh IpuiaraTesibHoe skupni ‘oomuii’ Kupil sem tvojo
in Masino skupno knjigo ‘5 xynuin TBoro/Baury ¢ Mamiei KHUTY' .
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Eciu nputsaxaTeabHOCTb BBIPAKETCS KOHCTPYKIUEH ¢ pOJUTEIbHBIM IIaIeXkKO0M,
[Toceccop He MOKET OBITH BBIPaYKEH JJMYHBIM MecTOMMEHUeM (55), BciencTeue
4ero yrnorpedIeHUe JINYHBIX MECTOMMEHHUI B POJIUTEILHOM M3 IeKe OKa3bIBaeT-
Csl B JIAHHOU MO3MIHK arpaMMaTHYHBIM.

(55) cuBH. *Kupil sem knjigo tebe in Mase.

B pa3roBopHOM sI3bIKE€ BO3MOXKHO TaKXKe U YIOTPEOICHUE COUETAHUS C TPEI-
norom (od tebe, od njega), KoTOpoe, 0OTHAKO, CTHIIMCTHYECKU OKPAIIEHO ¥ HOCHT
Pa3rOBOPHBIN OTTEHOK:

(56) cuBH. pasr. Kupil sem knjigo od tebe in MaSe.

5 3akiaodeHnue

HpeJIMeTOM HaIIero UcCjaecJo0BaHUs 6I)IJ'II/I KOMUTATHUBHBIC KOHCTPYKIIUU B CJIO-
BEHCKOM SI3bIKE B COIIOCTABJICHUU C WX aHAJOTaMH B JPYTHX I0KHOCIABSHCKUX
sI3bIKaX (MPEeXZIe BCEro IITOKABCKOM) W B PYCCKOM. MBI OrpaHHYHINCH KOH-
CTPYKUMSMH, B KOTOPBIX MMPEICTABICHBI 1Ba OMYIICBICHHBIX YUAaCTHUKA (JIHIIA)
U pa3invHbIe (OPMBI IPEAUKATOB.

JUJIsl CIIOBEHCKOro M INTOKAaBCKOTO XaPAaKTEPHO MPEXKAE BCEro ymorpeodie-
HHNEC KOMUTATHUBHBIX KOHCprKHHﬁ, B KOTOPBIX HepBLIﬁ YJICH BBICTYHACT B POJIU
moJuIeKarero. PedepeHTHas HHTEpIpeTaIist 9nuciia y9aCTHUKOB KOMUTATHBHOM
KOHCTPYKIIMH 3a4aCTyIO 3aBUCHT OT JBYX MapaMETPOB: UX JIMHCHHOW TO3UINN
(bopMEI ITpeauKara.

B mepBoif yacTu mpencTaBiIeHBI JBa TUIA KOMHTATHBHBIX KOHCTPYKLUI.
[lepBBIii OTHOCHUTCSI K CIIy4asiM, B KOTOPBIX YYaCTHHKH TIPEICTABICHBI JBYMsI
rpyInaMy, Jaiie BCero B AUCTAHTHON MMO3MIINH, & CKa3yeMOe BBICTyIaeT B (op-
Me eIMHCTBEHHOTro 4ucia (CBH. Anton je gledal film z Ano). Bropoi moapo0-
HO aHATM3UPYEMBIH B CTaThe THUI — KOMHTATHBHBIC KOHCTPYKIIHH, B KOTOPBIX
YYACTHUKH PACIIOIOKEHBI KOHTAKTHO M 00pa3yIoT eIHHOE IeNI0e, BIUSIONISe Ha
HEeeJIMHCTBEHHOE YUCIIO cKa3zyeMoro (ClBH. midva z Ano sva gledala film).

Paznmuaust MexIy CIaBIHCKHUMH S3bIKAMU OOHAPYKHUBAIOTCS B YIIOTPEOICHUN
BTOPOrO THUINA KOMUTATUBHBIX KOHCTPYKLUH: TaK, CIOBEHCKHUH SI3bIK JIOITyCKaeT
TG KOHCTPYKIUH C JTMYHBIMHA MECTOMMEHHSMH B JIBOMCTBEHHOM 4Hcie (midva
z Ano = 2), MECTONMEHHE TIPH 3TOM HHTEPIPETHPYETCS MHKIFO3UBHO TIO OTHO-
mreHnio K CIyTHHKY B TBOPUTEIBHOM IIAJICKE. DTHM CIOBEHCKHU OTIMYACTCS OT
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IITOKABCKOTO, JUIsl KOTOPOTO KOMUTATHBHBIC KOHCTPYKIIUH C WHKITFO3UBHOU IO OT-
HonreHuto K CIyTHUKY UHTEpIIpeTanuel Tuma *mi s tobom pisemo HexapaKTepHBI.

B npumMepax ¢ HeBbIpa)KEHHBIM JIMYHBIM MECTOUMEHUEM JIBOMCTBEHHOE YHC-
JIO TIpeHKAaTa B CIIOBEHCKOM SI3bIKE HMEET PEUIAfONIYI0 POJIb MIPU ONPECIICHUN
pedepeHH yYaCTHUKOB: OHO MO3BOJISIET CHSTH JABYCMBICICHHOCTD, KacaloIy-
tfocst cratyca CIyTHHKA, M OCYIIECTBUTH O0siee TOUHYIO pedepeHIHIO.

Kpome Toro, ClIOBEHCKHE TPE/JIOKEHUS, B KOTOPBIX HEBBIPAXKEHHOE JTHY-
HOE MECTOMMEHHE OTHOCHUTCSI K OpHEHTHPY, HHTEPECHBI C TOYKH 3PEHUSI COMO-
CTaBJICHHUS CJIOBEHCKOTO C MITOKAaBCKUM. UTOOBI MPOMILTIOCTPHUPOBATE Pa3IniHe,
MOYKHO TIPHBECTH MPUMEp CIOBEHCKOTO MpeIoKeHus: S profesorjem se lepo
imejta | Lepo se imejta s profesorjem (‘IlpusatHo Bam ¢ nmpoheccopoM MpoBECTH
BpeMs’), B KOTOPOM HEBBIPA)KEHHOE MECTOMMEHUE Vidva, BBIpaXxarollee ajpecar,
nMeeT HanboJiee BEPOSTHYIO MHKITIO3UBHYIO HHTEPIPETAIMIO TI0 OTHOIICHHUIO K
CroyTHEKY (TOBOpAIIHIA 0OparaeTcs K AByMs afpecaTam, OANH U3 KOTOPBIX MPo-
(deccop). B mrokaBckoM ke mpemnoxenun L(ij)epo se provedite s profesorom
(‘[IpusaTHO BaM IIPOBECTH BpeMsi ¢ IpodeccopoM’), afapecaT, OTHOCSIIUICS K He-
BBIPOXKEHHOMY MECTOMMEHHUIO Vi, uckirouaer CryTHuka (T.€. mpodeccopa).

[MoguepkHeM TaKKe, YTO KOMUTATHBHBIC KOHTAKTHBIC KOHCTPYKIMHU C TIep-
BBIM YYaCTHHUKOM, BBIP2KEHHBIM CYIIECTBUTEILHBIM, 0003HAUAIONIMM JTUIIO, U
CO CKa3yeMbIM B HeeJUHCTBeHHOM uucie (/lagen ¢ E6oil npuuiiu) sl 10KHOC-
JABSIHCKUX SI3BIKOB, B OTJIMYHE OT PyCCKOTO, HeXapaKTepHBI. B HUX CBS3b IBYX
UCTIOJTHUTENEH, MPEJCTaBICHHBIX WMECHAMH COOCTBCHHBIMH, BBIPAYKAeTCS MO-
cpeacTBoM KoopauHauuu (cinBH. Pavel in Eva piseta, utok. Pavel i Eva pisu).

CJOBEHCKHUH U IITOKABCKUI OTIIMYAIOTCSI OT PyCCKOTO TAKXKE TEM, UTO B HUX,
B OTJIMYHE OT PYCCKOTO, UCMOIB30BaHNE KOMUTATUBHBIX KOHCTPYKIUH, 0003Ha-
YAIOUINX €MHOE IIETI0€, B KOCBEHHBIX MaJeKax SBISCTCS TOCTATOUYHO PEAKHM.

Bo BTOpoO#f wacT mMomYEpKUBACTCS pasHHIA MEXKIY CKa3yeMBIMH, 00s3a-
TEJNFHO WMILTHIHPYIOMIAME COBMECTHOE JIEHCTBHE, M CKa3yeMBIMH, KOTOPBIE
3HAYEHHE COBMECTHOTO JCHCTBHS IIPUOOPETAIOT JIHIIb B KOHTEKCTe. OKa3bIBacT-
Csl, YTO B3aUMHOCTD IIPH [IEPBOM THIIE CKa3yeMbIX B CIOBEHCKOM H IITOKABCKOM
yarie, YeM B PYCCKOM sI3bIKe, ObIBa€T BBIpaKCHa BO3BPATHBIMH TJIaroyiaMu (CJIBH.
prepirati se Vs. pyc. CIIOPUTH).

Crenyer Takke OTMETHTh, UTO PYCCKUI CYIIECTBEHHO OTIMIACTCS OT F0XK-
HOCJIaBSTHCKUX SI3BIKOB M TE€M, YTO KOMHTATHBHAS KOHCTPYKIHS YIIOTPEOIIeTCs
B HEM IS BBIP@XXCHUS OOIIEH (COBMECTHOM) OCECCUBHOCTH (pyc. sauta ¢ Ma-
wetl kHuea). [lpennararoTcst pa3IuuHble BO3MOXKHOCTH aJIeKBaTHOT'O MEpeBOa
MOJO0HOM MPUTSDKATENbHON KOHCTPYKIIUH HA CJIOBEHCKHUI.
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Komitativne zgradbe
(sopostavitev slovenscine z drugimi juznoslovanskimi jeziki in rus¢ino)

Nase izhodisce so slovenske komitativne zgradbe z dvema ¢loveskima udelezen-
cema, ki sta vkljuCena v isto situacijo: prvi udelezenec je v vlogi jedra komita-
tivne zgradbe najpogosteje izrazen z imenovalnisko samostalnisko zvezo, drugi
ali spremljevalni udelezZenec pa je izrazen z orodnisko predlozno zvezo. Vsi slo-
venski primeri rabe komitativnih zgradb so predstavljeni vzporedno z moznimi
ustreznicami v ruscéini in Stokavscini.

Za slovens¢ino so znacilne predvsem komitativne zgradbe v osebkovi vlogi,
z osebkom pa je poudarjeno predikacijsko razmerje. Predikacijsko razmerje od-
pira soodvisnost udelezencev in povedkov, zato izbira oblike povedka pogosto
doloca stevilo referencnih udelezencev.

V prvem delu sta predstavljeni dve komitativni zgradbi: prva z udeleZence-
ma, ki sta najpogosteje v medsebojno nesti¢nem poloZzaju, in povedkom v ednin-
ski obliki (slvn. Anton je gledal film z Ano); druga z udelezencema, ki sta medse-
bojno sti¢na, in nastopata kot celovita samostalniska zveza, ki doloca needninsko
obliko povedka (slvn. Midva z Ano gledava film).

Razlike med slovanskimi jeziki se kazejo pri drugi komitativni zgradbi: tako
na primer slovens¢ina dopusca zgolj zgradbe z osebnimi zaimki v dvojini (midva
z Ano), pri Cemer mora zaimek zaradi sti¢ne rabe vkljucevati soudelezenca v
orodniku (t. i. inkluzivna interpretacija). Po tej lastnosti se slovens¢ina razlikuje
od Stokavscine, v kateri sticne konstrukcije z inkluzivnim spremljajo¢im udele-
zencem in mnozinsko obliko povedka (*mi s tobom pisemo) niso mogoce.

V slovenskih zgledih inkluzivnost udelezencev v komitativni zgradbi potrju-
je tudi dvojinska oblika povedka $e posebej v primerih, ko prvi udeleZenec ostaja
neizrazen (Z Ano piseva pismo). S povedkovo dvojinsko obliko je povezana tudi
razlika med slovens¢ino in Stokavs¢ino. V slovenskem stavku S profesorjem se
lepo imejta | Lepo se imejta s profesorjem ima lahko neizrazeni zaimek vidva, ki
oznacuje naslovljenca, najverjetnejso inkluzivno interpretacijo, ki vkljucuje spre-
mljevalnega udelezenca. V Stokavskem stavku z mnozinskim povedkom L(ij)epo
se provedite s profesorom pa neizrazeni zaimek vi glede na profesorja nikakor ni
v vkljuc¢evalnem razmerju. Profesor ima v Stokavskem primeru vlogo okolis¢ine,
torej ni del komitativne zgradbe. Primerjava s Stokavs¢ino kaze na to, da v slo-
vensc¢ini ravno dvojina (dvojinska oblika povedka z dvojinskim osebnim zaim-
kom) omogoca in hkrati napoveduje moznost inkluzivne komitativne zgradbe.

V povezavi z zgornjimi ugotovitvami je treba poudariti, da komitativne sti¢-
ne zgradbe s prvim udelezencem, izrazenim z lastnim ali ob¢im imenom in nee-
dninskim povedkom (rus. [lasen ¢ Es6oii npuuwiu) za juznoslovanske jeziku niso
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znacilne; v teh jezikih se namre¢ zveza dveh lastnoimenskih vrSilcev izraza s ko-
ordinacijo in veznikom (slvn. Pavel in Eva sta prisla, $tok. Pavel i Eva su dosli).

V slovenséini in Stokavscini je v nasprotju z ruséino raba vkljucevalne sticne
komitativne konstrukcije v neimenovalniskih sklonih dokaj neobicajna in omeje-
na zlasti na glagole zaznavanja.

V drugem delu so predstavljene razlike med povedki, ki obvezno implicirajo
skupno dejanje, in povedki, ki Sele sobesedilno lahko izrazajo pomene skupnega
dejanja. Ugotavljamo, da se vzajemnost pri prvem tipu povedkov v slovens¢ini
in Stokavsc¢ini pogosteje kot v ruscini izraza s povratnoosebnimi glagoli (slvn.
prepirati se, §tok. svadati se vs. rus. cnopmumy).

Velja Se pripomniti, da se rus¢ina bistveno razlikuje od juznoslovanskih je-
zikov po tem, da komitativno konstrukcijo uporablja tudi za izrazanje skupne
svojine (rus. meosa ¢ Maweii xknuea). Ponujene so razlicne moznosti smiselnega
prevajanja te svojilne zgradbe v slovenscino.

Comitative Constructions in Slovenian: A Comparison with other
South Slavic languages and Russian?’

The paper focuses on Slovenian comitative constructions with two human partici-
pants who are involved in the same situation: the first participant, most frequently
expressed by a nominative noun phrase, acts as a nucleus of the comitative con-
struction, whereas the other accompanying participant is expressed by means of
a prepositional phrase. All Slovenian examples of comitative constructions are
presented in parallel with their possible equivalents in Russian and Shtokavian.
Comitative constructions typically found in Slovenian are those that act as sub-
jects, the subject emphasizing the predicative relation. The predicative relation sug-
gests mutual dependence of participants and predicates, which is why the choice of
the form of the predicate often determines the number of referential participants.
The first part presents two comitative constructions. The first one includes
two participants, which are often detached, and a singular predicate (Slovenian
Anton je gledal film z Ano ‘Anton watched a movie with Ana’). The second one
consists of two contiguous participants that act as a complete noun phrase (Slo-
venian Midva z Ano gledava film Ana and I are watching a movie’) demanding a
non-singular predicate. Differences between Slavic languages show up in the sec-
ond comitative construction: Slovenian, for example, only allows constructions

27 This article has been supported by ARRS (program P6-0038).
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with personal pronouns in dual (midva z Ano), in which the pronoun has to in-
clude the other participant in the instrumental case. This is how Slovenian differs
from Shtokavian, in which contiguous constructions with an inclusive accompa-
nying participant and a plural predicate are not possible (¥*mi s tobom pisemo).

The inclusiveness of participants in Slovenian comitative constructions is
also related to the dual form of the predicate, especially in those cases in which
the first participant remains unexpressed (Z Ano piseva pismo ‘Ana and I are
writing a letter’). The dual form of the predicate is linked to the difference be-
tween Slovenian and Shtokavian, which lacks dual. The unexpressed pronoun
vidva (‘you two’) denoting the addressee in the Slovenian sentence S profesor-
jem se lepo imejta | Lepo se imejta s profesorjem (‘You and professor have a
nice time’) may receive an inclusive interpretation that includes the accompa-
nying participant. In its Shtokavian counterpart with a plural predicate L(ij)epo
se provedite s profesorom (‘Have a nice time with the professor’), however, the
unexpressed pronoun vi (‘you’), is by no means in an inclusive relation to the
professor. Profesor in the Shtokavian example assumes the role of the circum-
stance and is thus not part of the comitative construction. The comparison with
Shtokavian shows that it is precisely the Slovenian dual (the dual form of the
predicate with a dual personal pronoun) that enables and also announces the
inclusive comitative construction.

It should be emphasized that contiguous comitative constructions with the
first participant expressed by a proper noun and a non-singular predicate (Rus-
sian [1asen ¢ Esoti npuuinu ‘Pavel and Eva came’) are not characteristic of South
Slavic languages. In these languages, a union of two proper noun agents is ex-
pressed through coordination and conjunction (Slovenian Pavel in Eva sta prisla,
Shtokavian Pavel i Eva su dosli). In contrast to Russian, the use of inclusive con-
tiguous comitative construction in Slovenian and Shtokavian is rather unusual.

The second part discusses differences between predicates that necessarily im-
ply a common action and predicates that can only express a common action con-
textually. It was established that reciprocity in the first type of predicates is more
frequently expressed with reflexive verbs in Slovenian and Shtokavian than in Rus-
sian (Slovenian prepirati se, Shtokavian svadati se vs. Russian cnopmumu ‘argue’).

It is also noteworthy that Russian fundamentally differs from South Slavic lan-
guages in that a comitative construction is also used to express common possession
(Russian meos/sawa ¢ Maweri knuea ‘your and Masha’s book’). Different possi-
bilities of translating this possessive construction into Slovenian are provided.
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Prevajajo¢ iz bolgarscine — bolgarski delezijski
polstavki v slovenskih knjiZevnih prevodih

Analiza slovenskih prevodnih ustreznic bolgarskih delezijskih polstavkov, ki temelji na
petih romanih in njihovih prevodih, je pokazala, da delezijskim polstavkom v bolgar-
skem izvirniku, ki jih zaznamujejo raznovrstni okolis¢inski pomeni, v slovenskem pre-
vodu vec¢inoma ustrezajo stavCnopriredne, stavénopodredne in posebne stavéne zgradbe,
tj. razdruzene in spremenjene stavéne zgradbe, ki predstavljajo oblikoslovno-skladenjske
raziritve. Sledijo jim delezijski polstavki (druga najpogostej$a prevodna moznost), be-
sedne/besednozvezne ustreznice in izpusti. Skladenjska funkcija bolgarskih delezijskih
polstavkov (prislovno doloc¢ilo ali povedkov prilastek) je ohranjena v vecini odvisnikov,
delezijskih polstavkov in besednih/besednozveznih ustreznic. Pomen izhodis¢ne skla-
denjske zgradbe ohranjajo vzro¢ni priredno in podredno povezani stavki, predmetni in po-
vedkovoprilastkov odvisnik (z vzro¢nim oz. na¢inovnim pomenom), pogojni, posledi¢ni,
nacinovni in dopustni odvisniki, nato nac¢inovni prislovi, na¢inovne in ¢asovne prislovne
zveze ter lastnostna pridevniska zveza, enako pa velja tudi za delezijske polstavke. Druge
prevodne moznosti se od bolgarskih delezijskih zgradb pomensko oddaljujejo ali pa so
pomensko ekstenzivne.

The analysis of Slovene translation equivalents of Bulgarian gerundial clauses, based on
five novels and their translations, has shown that Bulgarian source-text gerundial clauses,
characterised by several adverbial meanings, are mainly translated by Slovene coordinate,
subordinate and special finite clauses, including detached and modified clauses, repre-
senting morpho-syntactic expansions. They are followed by gerundial clauses (the second
most frequent translation possibility), words/phrases and omissions. The syntactic func-
tion of Bulgarian gerundial clauses (adjunct or predicative modifier) is preserved in most
subordinate finite clauses, gerundial clauses and word/phrase translation equivalents. The
semantics of the source-text syntactic structure is retained in the case of subordinate/
coordinate clauses representing cause, object and predicative modifying clauses (with
a causal or modal meaning), subordinate clauses representing condition, result, manner
and concession, followed by modal adverbs, modal or temporal adverbial phrases and a
qualitative adjective phrase; the same can be said for gerundial clauses. Other translation
possibilities can be considered semantically divergent with regard to Bulgarian gerundial
structures or semantically extensive.
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1 Uvod

Med bolgarskimi neosebnimi glagolskimi oblikami se pojavlja delezje na -uixu,
ki je slovni¢no in pomensko-funkcijsko sorodno slovenskemu delezju na -¢, -aje
0z. -e, saj izraza istodobnost, obenem pa gre v obeh obravnavanih jezikih za
glagolsko obliko s prislovno rabo (Parvev 1982: 382; Toporisi¢ 2004: 403; Mi-
koli¢ Juzni¢ 2012: 147), ki jo zaznamujejo prekrivni pomenski odtenki (Leafgren
2011: 65-66; Gradinarova 2014: 69; Mikoli¢ Juzni¢ 2013: 87).

Zaradi pomensko-funkcijske podobnosti bolgarskega delezja na -uixu in slo-
venskega delezja na -¢, -aje oz. -e v prispevku raziskujem, kako so v izbranih
knjizevnih prevodih bolgarski delezijski polstavki prevedeni v slovens¢ino, pri
¢emer me zanima, ali bodo prevladale alternativne (nedelezijske) ubeseditvene
moznosti (Mikoli¢ Juzni¢ 2017: 72) ali ne. Prispevek bo z analizo zgradbenih
in pomensko-funkcijskih znacilnosti prevodnih ustreznic bolgarskih polstavkov
kvalitativno (deloma kvantitativno) ovrednotil razmerje med bolgarskimi dele-
zijskimi polstavki in njihovimi slovenskimi ustreznicami, hkrati pa dopolnil red-
ke prevodno-jezikovne raziskave dveh sorodnih juznoslovanskih jezikov (prim.
ValCanova 2002) in analize prevajanja tujejezi¢nih delezijskih zgradb v sloven-
§¢ino (npr. Mezeg 2014, Mikoli¢ Juzni¢ 2014).

2 Korpus in metodologija

Raziskava gradivsko temelji na analizi petih sodobnejsih bolgarskih romanov in
njihovih slovenskih prevodov — gre za dela Tobak D. Dimova (DD), Federaci-
ja dinastronavtov O. Haima (OH), Na poti k sebi B. Dimitrove (BD), Ponoci z
belimi konji P. Vezinova (PV) in Naravni roman G. Gospodinova (GG; prim.
bibliografijo).

Studijo, ki se umes¢a med pomensko-funkcijske prevodno-jezikovne razi-
skave, sestavlja veC faz, vse pa so bile opravljene rocno: v prvi fazi so bili iz
analiziranih bolgarskih romanov izpisani vsi delezijski polstavki, ki so jim bile
doloc¢ene pomenske znacilnosti; v drugi fazi so bile izpisane slovenske prevodne
ustreznice bolgarskih polstavkov in opredeljene njihove zgradbene in pomen-
sko-funkcijske znacilnosti. Nato je sledila kvalitativna in kvantitativna analiza
slovenskih prevodnih ustreznic ob navezavi na izhodi$¢ne deleZijske zgradbe.'

! Zaradi prostorskih omejitev analiza ne vklju¢uje ¢asovno-vidskih in polozajnih
znacilnosti (izhodi$¢nih polstavkov in njihovih slovenskih ustreznic), ki bodo predmet
lo¢ene Studije.
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3 DeleZja in delezijski polstavki v bolgars¢ini (kontrastivno s sloven$¢ino)

Delezje na -uku, ki izvira iz jugozahodnih bolgarskih narecij (kjer je prisotno
Se danes), se je v sistemu knjizne bolgars$¢ine uveljavilo konec 19. stol. (Parvev
1982: 382; Stefanova 2007: 224-225), v ¢asu oblikovanja t. i. novobolgarskega
knjiznega jezika. Delezijske oblike je knjizna bolgarS¢ina sprejemala — in tako
bogatila svojo skladenjsko-oblikoslovno podobo — tako iz lastnih govorov (npr.
na -uxu, -uxum, -ujem, -ujey) kot iz cerkvene slovanscine in ruscine (npr. na -we,
-wu, -8, -euiu, -a, -1), med njimi pa so na koncu prevladala ravno delezja na
-tiku (Parvev 1989: 419-426). O Siritvi delezij (na -¢ in -$i) v osrednjesloven-
skem knjiznem jeziku pod vplivom vzhodnoslovenskega cerkvenega slovstva v
19. stol. in njihovem »izrinjanju na jezikovno obrobje« med 19. in 20. stol. prim.
razpravo M. Jesenska (2006: 219-221).

3.1 Gre za neosebno glagolsko obliko, ki se tvori iz sedanjiSke osnove nedovrsnih
glagolov in pripone -iixu, npr. ueme-iiku, eneda-tixu; pri glagolih z osnovotvor-
nim samoglasnikom -i- se ta zamenja z -e-, npr. xoou — xode-tixu (Parvev 1982:
382; Ilieva 1985: 185; Scatton 1993: 216; Stefanova 2007: 225; Leafgren 2011:
64). Tudi slovensko delezje na -¢, -aje oz. -e se (ve¢inoma) tvori iz sedanjiske
osnove: pripona o¢ se pojavlja pri glagolih na -am, -(u)jem, -em in atematskih
glagolih (listajoc, pojoc, mirujoc, plesoc, jedoc), -e¢ pa pri glagolih na -im (se-
dec); oblike na -aje se pojavljajo pri glagoli na -am (listaje) in -ujem (pri slednjih
se delezja tvorijo iz nedolo¢niske podstave, npr. vzdihovaje); glagoli na -im imajo
Se deleZja na -e (molce; ve¢ v Herrity 2000: 190-191; Toporisic 2004: 362-363).

3.2 Delezje je hibridna oblika z znacilnostmi glagola in prislova, ki ima funkci-
jo prislovnega doloé¢ila.? Delezijski polstavek je lahko pretvorba stavene zgrad-
be (prislovnega odvisnika), ko so na¢eloma izpolnjeni naslednji pogoji: oseb-
ka polstavka in glavnega stavka sta enaka,® osebek ima vrsilsko udelezensko

2]. Apresjan govori o »spremstvenih okolid¢inah«, ki zdruzujejo vse prislovne po-
mene delezij (najpogostejsi naj bi bil nac¢inovni; Gugulanova 2005: 200).

3 Delezijski polstavek nima segmentno izraZenega osebkovega dologila: Maiikama
eneda menesusus, a 6aba nieme ‘Mati gleda TV, babica pa plete’ proti Maiikama eneda
menesusus, eteiku ‘Mati gleda TV, pleto¢’ (Gugulanova 2005: 92—94). V sodobnem je-
ziku se pojavljajo tudi »neenoosebkovni« zgledi, prim. predmetno-osebkovo sonanasanje:
3ansax ¢pacyna c 06a numpa 600a u 3aNI0UBaKH 1a BpH, dobassam senenuyyume ‘Fizol sem
zalil z dvema litroma vode in zacenjajoc vreti, sem mu dodal zelenjavo’ (Gugulanova 2005:
154). Odstopanja od t. i. enoosebkovnosti delezijskih zvez v bolgars¢€ini in ruscini z vidika
normativnosti in sprejemljivosti problematizira A. Gradinarova (2014: 78-93).
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vlogo* in (dopolnilno) dejanje v polstavku je istodobno dejanju v nadrednem
stavku (Parvev 1982: 382; Ilieva 1989: 185; Scatton 1993: 231; Kucarov 1999:
350; Gugulanova 2005: 81, 83, 103, 122, 127, 146, 148; Stefanova 2007: 224—
225).5 Glede na dvojno skladenjsko razmerje — do glagola in osebka nadrednega
stavka — lahko v primeru delezijskih zgradb govorimo o povedkovoprilastkovi
vlogi (npr. Sticha idr. 2013: 722, 724; Panevova idr. 2014: 184-185). Podob-
ne znacilnosti izkazujejo tudi slovenska delezja na -¢, -gje in -e, pri cemer
se delezja na -e veCinoma uporabljajo kot nacinovni prislovi (Herrity 2000:
190-192; Toporisi¢ 2004: 403, 632).

V bolgarscini ima podobne lastnosti kot delezje (istodobnost, tvorba iz ne-
dov. glagolov) sedanji tvorni deleznik na -uy, zaradi Cesar nekateri avtorji (npr.
Parvev 1982: 382-383; Scatton 1993: 231; Kucarov 1999: 350) govorijo o med-
sebojni zamenljivosti: A3 cvm no-cmap om 6ac /.../ — kaza I1., 00pBIAHKHU c€ KbM
nBamara, Ho rienan (deleznik) camo Tamapa ‘jaz sem starejsi od vaju — je rekel
P., govore¢ obema, gledajo¢ pa le Tamaro’.

V zacetni poziciji (topik/tema) delezijski polstavek prinasa znano informaci-
jo, npr. kot uvod ali pripravo za predstavitev glavne, v postpoziciji (ki naj bi bila
najbolj naravna) pa gre za novo ali nepredvideno informacijo (rema; Gugulanova
2005: 102, 196, 198).

Bolgarsko delezje ima (dinamicen) okolis¢inski pomen (Kucarov 1999: 350),
ki ga zaznamujejo razli¢ni podtipi: (1) ¢as — OruBaiiku Ha padboTa, Murenkosa
un Monnos 6sxa nocpewnamu om cmomuyu caysxcumenu /.../ ‘gredo¢ na delo,
sta bila Milenkova in Mollov pri¢akana od na stotine delavcev’; (2) vzrok —
/.../ HapylllaBallKu 3aKOHHTE Ha TPHUPOJATA, YOBEK PUCKYBA COOCMBEHOMO CU
cvwecmaysane ‘krse¢ zakone narave, ¢lovek ogroza lasten obstoj’; (3) dopustnost
— Om Opyea cmpana, APOHU3UPANKA U peICKTHPANKH BBPXY MacoBaTa KyjTypa,
noesuama cvwjo s enucea, unmezpupa 6 cebe cu ‘po drugi strani, ironizirajoc¢

* Prim. sicer tudi zglede tipa E. Munues 6e obsasen 3a ,nocranux na ao6oema*,
neeiiku /.../ marepu ‘E. Mincev je bil razglasen za glasnika ljubezni, pojo¢ $lagerje’
(osebek z udelezensko vlogo prizadeto), Xapeca iu mu ¢huimom, TIeAaiKu TO HA TOJISIM
ekpan? ‘Al ti je bil vSe¢ film, gledajo¢ ga na velikem ekranu?’ (prejemniski predmet;
Gugulanova 2005: 158, 166).

> Bolgarska delezja (podobno velja za ruska sedanja) lahko izrazajo tudi preddobna
in zadobna dejanja (Gradinarova 2014: 65-68), ki pa so z dejanjem v osebni glagolski
obliki mo¢no spojena. Za preddobnost: 2-coouwno deme om /.../ c. Kozapesey nouuna,
nanaitku ot jgernoto ‘dveletni otrok iz vasi Kozarevec je umrl, padajo¢ s postelje’ (Leaf-
gren 2011: 66); za zadobnost: /.../ usmvrea pomeromo wuue nowaionvm, NOJABANKH TO
Ha Kapynaps ‘je vzel steklenico ruma, podajajo€ jo vozniku’ (Gradinarova 2014: 66). — L.
Gugulanova (2005: 148) opozarja, da povedek z imenskim delom blokira rabo delezja:
*Tou e wogvop, cnazpaiikn qucrannusara ‘On je Sofer, upostevaje razdaljo’.
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(masovno kulturo) in odrazajo¢ se na masovni kulturi, jo poezija tudi sprejema,
integrira vase’; (4) nacin — /../ ciaeanume geue ca acumuaupanu /.../ mpaxu u
POMAHU3YEAHOMO MPAKUIICKO HACe/leHue, YCBOSBAUKH EIIeMEHTH OJ] KyJITypara,
BsIpaTa ¥ oOnyanTe Ha Tpakure ‘Slovani so Ze asimilirali Tra¢ane in romanizirano
tracansko prebivalstvo, sprejemajoc elemente tracanske kulture, vere in obicajev’;
(5) pogoj — IlpukpuBaiiku nmonuTukara noj Gopmara Ha chredHa npouenypa, Hie
Modcem 0a onopouum ysanama udes 3a npagocvouemo /.../ ‘prikrivajo¢ politiko
pod obliko sodnega postopka, lahko o¢rnimo celotno idejo pravosodja’; (6) logic-
na posledica — Toil nogduena pesepa na cakomo cu, OTKPUBAWKN HSIKaKBa 3HAYKA
‘dvignil je privih svojega suknjic¢a, odkrivajo¢ nekaksno znacko’ (Leafgren 2011:
65-66; Gradinarova 2014: 68—70). O precejsnji pomenski fleksibilnost slovenskih
delezij — sicer kot prevodnih ustreznic (pomensko in skladenjsko) razli¢nih italijan-
skih zgradb — razpravlja T. Mikoli¢ Juzni¢ (2013: 87-90).

3.3 Po mnenju nekaterih avtorjev (Parvev 1982: 383; Stefanova 2007: 225) naj
bi bilo delezje (v polstavcnih zgradbah, tj. z dolocili in dopolnili) prisotno — kot
slogovna obogatitev jezikovnih sredstev — predvsem v pisnem knjiznem jeziku. I.
Gugulanova (2005: 143—-144, 204) za 70. in 80. leta 20. stol. navaja rabo deleZij
v knjiznem jeziku, posebej tudi v publicistiki, pod vplivom medijev pa naj bi se
povecevala njihova raba v leposlovju; v sodobni bolgars¢ini naj bi delezja postala
nevtralna in zvrstno neodvisna jezikovna sredstva (ki jih zaznamuje bolj elasti¢na
in svobodna jezikovna norma).® A. Gradinarova (2014: 70) opozarja na splo§no
nizko frekvenco bolgarskega delezja v drugi polovici 20. stol. Po E. A. Scattonu
(1993: 216) so v bolgarsc¢ini delezijski polstavki omejeni na formalni (pisni in
govorjeni) jezik, medtem ko raziskava J. Leafgrena (2011: 64) kaZe, da jih je naj-
vec v strokovnem jeziku in parlamentarnih razpravah (od 8,5 % do 10,8 % vseh
zgradb, ki bi lahko imele delezijsko realizacijo), sledijo leposlovje in novinarska
besedila (od 2 do 3 %), v vsakodnevnih pogovorih ali v spletnih klepetalnicah
pa jih skoraj ni (novejSe raziskave mi niso bile dostopne). V slovensc¢ini naj bi
bila — po mnenju razli¢nih avtorjev (prim. Mikoli¢ Juzni¢ 2013: 72) —raba delezij
redka (starinska, nerodna), kar pa sodobne raziskave ne potrjujejo v celoti: po
korpusnih raziskavah T. Mikoli¢ Juzni¢ (2012: 150-151; 2013: 78-80) delezij ni
zanemarljivo malo v izvirnem leposlovju (464,1/500.000 pojavnic), manj jih je v
prevedenem (240,3), sledijo t. i. splosni (pisni) jezik (115), znanstvena (57,7) ter
strokovna (zakonodajna) besedila (46,7).

6 Za bolgarsko knjiznojezikovno stilistiko v drugi polovici 20. stol. so bila znacilna
priporocila, da se je treba pogosti rabi delezij izogibati (Gradinarova 2014: 64; prim.
Martinova-Ivanova 2013: 7).



162 Slovenski jezik — Slovene Linguistic Studies 12 (2019)

3.4 Med prevodnimi razpravami, ki vkljucujejo bolgarska delezja, naj opozorim
— v skladu s pri¢ujoco Studijo — na slavisti¢ne. 1. Vaseva (1969) v svoji analizi
prevajanja ruskih delezij v bolgars¢ino navaja, da bolgars¢ina ne pozna delezij
dov. vida, da so bolgarska delezja 10,5-krat (v leposlovju celo 26,5-krat) redkej-
Sa od ruskih in da je v bolgarskih prevodih delezij ve¢ kot v izvirnih besedilih.
Avtori¢ina analiza prevodnih moZnosti ruskih delezij nedov. vida v knjizevnih
prevodih kaze, da prevladujejo odvisniki z veznikom xamo (z nacinovnim, ¢a-
sovnim, tudi vzrocnim pomenom) in obliko glagola nedov. vida (41 %), ki jim
sledijo priredne (vezalne) stavéne zveze z os. glagolsko obliko (23 %), delezja
(10 %), druga sredstva z okolis¢inskim pomenom (10 %), npr. predlozne zveze,
prislovni odvisniki in prislovi, ter — nazadnje — delezniki, pridevniki in prilast-
kovi odvisniki (prim. tudi Gradinarova 2014: 70-78).” E. A. Scatton (1993: 231)
omenja raziskavo, po kateri je zgolj 14 % ruskih delezijskih polstavkov bilo pre-
vedenih z bolgarskimi polstavki, ostalim pa so ustrezali odvisniki. I. Gugulanova
(2005: 200) izpostavlja redkejSo rabo bolgarskega delezja v primerjavi z visoko
frekvenco in slogovno nevtralnostjo (sedanjih in preteklih) delezij v ruséini in
v bolgar§¢ino in obratno (le na podlagi enega bolgarskega in ukrajinskega ro-
mana ter njunih prevodov) ugotavlja, da se ukrajinska tri delezja (sedanje ter
pretekli delezji nedov. in dov. vida) uporabljajo izrazito pogosteje kot bolgarska
(razmerje 86 : 1). Bolgarskemu najblizje sedanje delezje (v ukrajinskem romanu
je 321 zgledov) se sicer prevaja z bolgarskimi osebnimi glagolskimi oblikami v
neodvisniskih stavkih (42,7 %) in odvisnikih (31,5 %), sledijo razli¢ni delezniki,
prislovi, izpusti, predloZne zveze, da-zgradbe, zloZeni povedki, besedne zveze
in — omejeno — delezja, pridevniki in predlogi; redkim bolgarskim delezjem (v
bolgarskem romanu je 7 zgledov) pa ustrezajo ukrajinsko sedanje delezje, od-
visnik in izpust (Martinova-Ivanova 2013: 10-14).® Izbrane raziskave v zvezi s
slovenskimi delezji kazejo, da le redko prevajajo tujejezi¢na delezja: v prevodih
italijanskih leposlovnih besedil prevladujejo priredni in glavni stavki (52,6 %),
sledijo raznovrstni odvisniki (20,6 %), izpusti in elipse (14,2 %) itn., medtem

"Kot bolgarske ustreznice ruskih deleZij dov. vida si sledijo (preddobnostni) odvi-
sniki s kamo (40 %), vezalne stavéne zveze (20 %), pretekli delezniki (22 %), predlozne
zveze, drugi prislovni odvisniki in prislovi (Vaseva 1969).

$ Bolgarske prevodne ustreznice ukrajinskih preteklih deleZij dov. vida so predvsem
osebne glagolske oblike v neodvisniskih stavkih (46,8 %) in odvisnikih (32 %), man;j
pa razli¢ni delezniki (10,8 %), izpusti, predlozne zveze, prislovi, da-zgradbe, zlozeni
povedki (imenski in glagolski), besedne zveze, povedkovi prilastki itn. Zelo redko ukra-
jinsko preteklo delezje nedov. vida pa se prevaja z odvisniki in pridevniki (Martinova-
-Ivanova 2013: 11).
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ko je delezijskih zgradb komaj 2 % (Mikoli¢ Juzni¢ 2014: 41-45); v prevodih
francoskega leposlovja je najve¢ odvisniskih ustreznic (66,9 %), sledijo prislovna
dolocila (18,3 %), priredni stavki (6,6 %) itn., delezijskih polstavkov je 1,5 %
(Mezeg 2014: 55-58).

4 Rezultati in analiza

V prvem delu so najprej po pomenskih kategorijah opredeljeni bolgarski delezij-
ski polstavki; temu sledi analiza njihovih slovenskih ustreznic, in sicer glede na
zgradbene in pomensko-funkcijske znacilnosti ter glede na izhodi§¢ne bolgarske
polstavke. Na koncu so predstavljene Se najpogostejse slovenske prevodne ustre-
znice po glavnih pomenskih kategorijah bolgarskih delezijskih polstavkov.

4.1 V analiziranih romanih je 477 delezijskih polstavkov (z razporeditvijo 35°H,
1466, 77V 10482, 317°P).° pri katerih je mogoc¢e — na podlagi interpretacije raz-
merja med vsebinama nadrednega stavka in odvisnega polstavka (gre za t. i. vse-
binsko izpeljavo; Panevova 2014: 184) — prepoznati raznovrstne okoli§¢inske
pomene, ki se lahko razdelijo na enovite in meSane.

Med t. i. enovitimi pomenskimi kategorijami, pri katerih je interpretacija
(okolis¢inskega oz. prislovnega) pomenskega razmerja razmeroma jasna in ho-
mogena, se pojavljajo cas (121; 25,4 %), nacin (113; 23,7 %), vzrok (80; 16,8 %)
in posledica (22; 4,6 %). V t. i. meSane pomenske kategorije pa so uvr§ceni tisti
polstavki, pri katerih je razmerje med vsebinama propozicij mozno interpretirati
na vsaj dva nacina oz. pri katerih gre za prepletajoce heterogeno pomensko raz-
merje (prim. Gradinarova 2014: 69; Mikoli¢ Juzni¢ 2014: 35). MeSane pomen-
ske kategorije vklju€ujejo (po pogostosti) cas-nacin (83; 17,4 %), ¢as-vzrok (26;
5,4 %), nacin-vzrok (7; 1,5 %), namen-posledica (6; 1,2 %), cas-pogoj (5; 1 %),
nacin-posledica, nacin-namen, cas-nacin-vzrok (po 3), vzrok-pogoj (2) ter cas-
-dopustnost, nacin-dopustnost, cas-namen (po 1).1°

V vzorcu izrazito izstopa deleZ pojavnic v obseznem Tobaku D. Dimitrova (dve
tretjini), kar vpliva na nehomogenost vzorca; treba pa je poudariti, da bi bil vzorec po-
dobno nehomogen tudi ob izkljuéitvi teh zgledov, in sicer zaradi nakljuéne prevlade de-
lezij v enem od del. To omejitev, ki jo je treba upostevati pri posplositvah in rezultatih, bi
lahko presegle analize na bolj enotnem in vec¢jem korpusu besedil.

10V absolutnem smislu je zaporedje pomenskih kategorij cas, nacin, éas-nadin,
vzrok, cas-vzrok, posledica, nacin-vzrok itn. (za nadaljevanje zaporedja prim. pomensko
mesane skupine polstavkov).
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Delezijski polstavki izkazujejo veliko pomensko fleksibilnost (prim. Miko-
li¢ Juzni¢ 2013: 90), ki je posledica razlicnih razmerij med vsebinama povezanih
zgradb, sam polstavek pa ima v osnovi le razmerni (splosni) prislovno-predikacijski
pomen — gre za odvisno spremljajoco predikacijo (kopredikativno zgradbo), ki je v
doloCenem casovnem razmerju z nadredno in se (naceloma) pripisuje osebku nad-
redne zgradbe. Obenem jo zaznamuje prislovnost (prim. glagolsko-prislovni znacaj
delezja) in odsotnost povezovalca, ki bi ekspliciral skladenjskopomensko razmerje
(sama delezniska zgradba razlicnih okolis¢inskih pomenov ne signalizira; prim. Gre-
pl in Karlik 1998: 245). Z razmerno skladenjskopomensko neeksplicitnostjo ali vsaj
man;jso eksplicitnostjo so blizu predvsem brezvezniskim (in vezalnim) medstavénim
prirednim zgradbam. O kompleksni interpretaciji vsebinskega razmerja med delezij-
skim polstavkom in nadrednim stavkom razpravlja tudi A. Mezeg (2014: 52).

4.2 Bolgarski delezijski polstavki so prevedeni na zelo razli¢ne nacine, posame-
zne zgradbene moznosti pa se lahko uvrstijo v nekaj krovnih kategorij (prim.
Mikoli¢ Juzni¢ 2014: 41-45; Mezeg 2014: 55-58).

Med prevodnimi ustreznicami (477) je najvec stavénoprirednih zgradb (154;
32,3 %), med katerimi je dale¢ najpogostejSe vezalno priredje (133; 27,9 %), sle-
dijo protivno (13; 2,7 %), posledicno (5; 1 %) in vzrocno priredje (3; 0,6 %). Na
drugem mestu so stavénopodredne zgradbe (115; 24,1 %), in sicer c¢asovni (59;
12,4 %), namerni (21; 4,4%), oziralni (10; 2,1 %), primerjalni (7; 1,5 %), vzrocni
in nacinovni (po 6; 1,2 %), posledicni (2; 0,4 %), predmetni, pogojni, dopustni
in povedkoprilastkov odvisnik (po 1; 0,2 %). Sledijo polstavéne zgradbe (93;
19,5 %), ki se delijo na delezijske (86; 18 %) in nedelezijske (7; 1,5 %). Med be-
sednimi in besednozveznimi ustreznicami (57; 11,9 %) se pojavlja najvec pre-
dloznih zvez (49; 10,3 %), mnogo manj je prislovnih zvez (4; 0,8 %), prislovov (3;
0,6 %) in pridevniskih zvez (1; 0,2 %). Peto kategorijo po pogostosti predstavljajo
posebne stavéne zgradbe (38; 8 %), med katere sodijo razdruzeni samostojni
stavki (32; 6,7 %) in posebne spremenjene stavcne zgradbe (6; 1,2 %). Zadnjo
kategorijo predstavljajo izpusti (20; 4,2 %)."!

4.2.1 Med 154 stavénoprirednimi ustreznicami je izrazito najvec vezalnih (133;
27,9 % vseh ustreznic), ki izhodis¢no delezijsko vsebino (razlicna pomenska
razmerja) pridruzujejo (veznisko in brezveznisko) nadredni, jo predstavljajo kot
skladenjskopomensko nevtralno povezano dejanje — bodisi spremljajoce/soob-
stajajoce bodisi zaporedno (natanc¢nejSa pomenska opredelitev izhaja iz razmerja

'V ponazoritvah bolgarskemu zgledu (brez strani) sledita dobesedni prevod in pre-
vodni zgled (s stranjo). — V opombah so prevodne ustreznice povezane (po pogostosti) z
izhodis¢nimi pomenskimi kategorijami bolgarskih polstavkov.
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med vsebinama propozicij); prim. (1) za vezalnopriredne ustreznice bolgarskih
polstavkov s pomeni (a) cas, (b) cas-vzrok in (c) nacin-posledica. Med priredni-
mi ustreznicami drugo mesto zasedajo »protivne« (13; 2,7 %), pri emer je »pro-
tivnost« oz. razlikovalnost nevtralizirana — ve¢inoma gre za ¢asovno (istodobno,
prim. medtem pa, vmes pa) ali posledi¢no razmerje; prim. (2) za protivnopriredno
ustreznico izhodis¢no posledicnega polstavka. Posledi¢no priredje (5; 1 %) veci-
noma ustreza izhodi§¢nim vzrocnim delezijskim zvezam, prim. (3a), kar kaze na
transpozicijo v prevodu (Fawcett 1997: 37), le enkrat pa izhodis¢no casovnemu
polstavku, prim. (3b). Vzroc¢no priredje (3; 0,6 %) ustreza enakopomenskim iz-
hodi$¢énim delezijskim zvezam, prim (4)."

1) (a)/.../ 6p30vxHa pexcucvopvm, Yopiieiiku 6pana (OH), dob. ‘je vzdihnil reziser, praska-
jo& brado’ —/.../ je vzdihnil reZiser in se popraskal po bradi (OHS, 119); (b) bawa my 20
3anaesuie Ko 6 ceoama /.../ npespvoka u Qwnewe, xunaiiku /.../ (PV), dob. ‘oce ga
je mocno zagrabil v svoj objem in sesljal, ihte¢’ — Oce ga je krepko stisnil v svoj objem
/.../ ter hlipal in jecljal /.../ (PVS, 53); (c) Xepaxnu ce 3acms, NOKa3BaiKy HEUHCTHTE
cu m3nouynenn 3601 (DD), dob. ‘Herakli se je zasmejal, pokazujo¢ neciste polomljene
zobe’ — Herakli se je zasmejal in pokazal svoje ¢rne, polomljene zobe (DDS, 662).

) Csemwvm Ha ,,Huxomuana* u Hemckus nanupocen KoHyepH ce be pasnykani Ha
omoennu 610K08e u 08a om msix /.../ ce 65xa OMvPKOAUIU 8 NPONACIMA, OCTABSIMKH
3aj cebe cu ycemane Ha BuHOBHOCT U riedan (DD), dob. ‘svet Nikotiane in Nemskega
cigaretnega koncerna se je razpadel na locene bloke in dva med njimi sta zdrknila v
prepad, puséajo¢ za seboj obcutek krivde in zalosti’ — Nikotiana in nemski koncern za
cigarete sta razpadla v drobce in dva izmed njih /.../ sta zdrknila v prepad, za njima
pa je ostal ob&utek krivde in Zalost (DDS, 776).

(3) (a) Tou 3amvrua mwvno, He 3Haekku kKakBo 1a otrosopH (DD), dob. ‘neumno je obmol-
knil, ne vedoc, kaj naj odgovori’ — Boris ni vedel, kaj naj ji odgovori, zato je umolknil
(DDS, 593); (b) Bornama npodvisxcasauie 0a muea 6e3n0MOoyHO, CH3HABAHKH CMBTHO
HECIIOCOOHOCTTA CH Ja pasckxkiaasa /.../ (DD), dob. ‘bolnica je Se naprej nebogljeno
mezikala, zalostno se zavedajo¢ svoje nesposobnosti, da bi razmisljala’ — Bolnica je
nejasno ¢utila, da ne more razmisljati, zato je nebogljeno zamezikala /.../ (DDS, 275).

@) /.../ kaza msa cvc céumo vpno, OYAKBaHKH MUTHOBEHHs mpucMex Ha Hacko Hero
(OH), dob. ‘je rekla s stisnjenim grlom, pricakujo¢ takojsnji posmeh Naska Neta’ —
/.../ je dejala in nekaj jo je stisnilo v grlu, kajti pri¢akovala je, da se ji bo Nasko Ne
zagel posmehovati (OHS, 58).

12 Vezalno priredje se kot najpogostejsa prevodna moZnost pojavlja v kategorijah na-
c¢in-posledica (3/3; 100%), posledica (12/22; 54,5 %), cas-nacin (35/83; 42,2 %), cas-vzrok
(8/26; 30,8 %), nacin (30/113; 26,5 %) in kot ena od sedmih enakovrednih pri nacinovno-
-vzrocnih polstavkih (1/7; 14,3 %); v kategoriji cas (36/121; 29,7 %) je druga najpogostejsa
ustreznica; prim. Se vzrok (8/80; 10 %). Protivno priredje v nobeni od kategorij ne sodi med
najpogostejse prevodne moznosti: posledica (2/22; 9,1 %), ¢as (6/121; 4,9 %), c¢as-nacin
(3/83; 3,6 %) in nacin (2/113; 1,8 %). Podobno velja za posledi¢no, prim. vzrok (4/80; 5 %)
in ¢as (1/121; 0,8 %), in vzrocno priredje, prim. vzrok (3/80; 3,7 %).
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4.2.2 Med 115 stavénopodrednimi ustreznicami je najve¢ ¢asovnih odvisnikov
(59; 12,4 % vseh ustreznic), ki se pomensko deloma prekrivajo z izhodis¢nimi
polstavki (prim. casovne kategorije), deloma pa v prevod vnasajo spremenjeno
pomensko interpretacijo, prim. (5) za ¢asovno odvisnisko ustreznico bolgarskih
delezijskih zgradb s pomeni (a) ¢as-nacin-vzrok in (b) vzrok-pogoj. Namerni od-
visniki (21; 4,4 %) vecinoma ustrezajo vzrocnemu oz. casovno-vzrocnemu izho-
diS¢nemu razmerju, medtem ko izhodis¢no namernemu (vsaj deloma) razmer-
ju ustreza manj zgledov (a so v tem okviru med najpogostejSimi ustreznicami);
prim. (6) za ustreznici delezijskih zgradb s pomenoma (a) nacin-namen in (b)
cas-namen. Oziralni odvisniki (10; 2,1 %) vecinoma nastopajo — funkcijsko — v
vlogi prilastka, ki lastnostno opredeljuje ali uvaja dopolnilno (spremljajoco) in-
formacijo; ve¢inoma je povezovalno sredstvo oziralnik ki, enkrat se pojavita tudi
kateri in absolutni kar (ki kaze na neprilastkovno razmerje, podobno vezalnemu).
Oziralno-prilastkovi odvisniki prevajajo pomensko razli¢ne deleZijske polstavke;
prim. (7) za ustreznico namerno-posledicnega polstavka. Primerjalni odvisni-
ki (7; 1,5 %), ki so kot lastnostni sorodni pravim nac¢inovnim (prim. Toporisi¢
2004: 641-642), se pomensko vec¢inoma oddaljujejo od izhodis¢nih polstavkov,
prim. (8) za primerjalno odvisni$ko ustreznico vzrocnega polstavka. Vsi vzro¢ni
odvisniki (6; 1,2 %) so prevodne ustreznice delezijskih polstavkov z vzrocnim
pomenom, lahko tudi v smislu vzrocnega odtenka, ki sooblikuje meSano razmer-
je, prim. (9a) za ustreznico vzrocno-pogojnega izhodis¢nega polstavka. Enako
pogosti nac¢inovni odvisniki ustrezajo nacinovnim bolgarskim polstavkom, prim.
(9b) za ustreznico nacinovno-vzrocnega polstavka.'®

13 Casovni odv. so najpogostejia ustreznica v kategorijah cas-nacin-vzrok (edina
— 3/3; 100 %), vzrok-pogoj (1/2; 50 %), cas-pogoj (2/5; 40 %), cas (42/121; 34,7 %), na-
¢in-vzrok (1/7; 14,3 %), druga po pogostosti pa v cas-vzrok (5/26; 19,2 %); v kategorijah
cas-nacin (4/83; 4,8 %) in nacin (1/113; 0,9 %) gre za manj pogosto prevodno moznost.
Namerni odv. so edina ustreznica v redkejsih (po stevilu zgledov) kategorijah nacin-na-
men (3/3; 100 %) in cas-namen (1/1; 100 %), druga po pogostosti pa v kategorijah vzrok
(14/80; 17,5 %) in namen-posledica (1/6; 16,7 %); prim. Se cas-vzrok (2/26; 7,7 %). Oziral-
ni odv. sodijo med najpogostejSe ustreznice v Sibkejsih (po Stevilu zgledov) kategorijah
nacin-vzrok (sedem enakovrednih ustreznic — 14,3 %) in namen-posledica (1/6; 16,7 %),
pri pomenih vzrok (3/80; 3,7 %), nacin (2/113; 1,8 %), cas (2/121; 1,6 %), cas-nacin (1/83;
1,2 %) pa so manj pogoste ustreznice. Primerjalni odv. so pogostejsa prevodna ustre-
znica le v kategoriji nacin-vzrok (sedem enakovrednih ustreznic — 1/7; 14,3 %), prim. e
vzrok (5/80; 6,2 %) in cas (1/121; 0,8 %). Vzrocni odv. se kot najpogostejSa ustreznica
pojavljajo v redko zastopanih kategorijah vzrok-pogoj (1/2; 50 %) in nacin-vzrok (sedem
enakovrednih ustreznic — 1/7; 14,3 %), kot manj pogosta pa v kategoriji vzrok (4/80; 5 %).
Nacinovni odv. so pogostejsa ustreznica (ena od sedmih enakovrednih) le v kategoriji
nacin-vzrok (1/7; 14,3 %); prim. Se nacin (4/113; 3,5 %) in cas-nacin (1/83; 1,2 %).
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(5) (a) Ha cvbpanuemo xazax, ye HapylIaBaiikyl 3aKOHUTE Ha IPUPOJIATA, YOBEK PUCK)8A
cobcmeenomo cu cvuecmeaysare (PV), dob. ‘na sestanku sem rekel, da krSe¢ naravne
zakone Clovek riskira lasten obstoj” — Na sestanku sem rekel, da clovek, ko deluje
proti naravnim zakonom, tvega svoj obstoj (PVS, 377); (b) Cho011aBaiiku TU9HO Ha
maba 3a OTKPUTHETO CH, Mot xem cnacseaute Panu, Xem noayuasaute Hazpaoama
npwe oa aemu kom Mapc (OH), dob. ‘sporocajo¢ osebno $tabu svoje odkritje, bi resil
Fani in dobil nagrado, da lahko prvi leti na Mars’ — Ko bo osebno sporocil §tabu svoje
odkritje, bo Fani resil in dobil za nagrado prvi polet na Mars (OHS, 109).

6) (a) Jumana noonupa 6paduuxa Ha pvKkama cu, U3THKBAWKKM HAMpe] U3SAIIHUTE CU
npwet (BD), dob. ‘Dimana podpira bradico s svojo roko, izpostavljajo¢ napre;j ele-
gantne prste’ — Dimana si podpira bradico z roko, da je videti, kako lepi so njeni prsti
(BDS, 220); (b) Ckpupaiiku yaupieHueTo cu, ms nonuma /.../ (DD), dob. ‘skrivajod
svoje zacudenje, je vprasala’ — Da bi prikrila svoje prijetno presenecenje, je vprasala
/.../ (DDS, 834).

(7) Jluna /... nucna ¢ nemvpnum 2nac u ce 3amynu 3a0 3a6eckama npu 3aKa4aIKume,
HaJ[3bPTANKH JIFOOOMUTHO OTTaM Ja He u3iycHe Hemo (BD), dob. ‘Lina je pisnila z
nestrpnim glasom in se skrila za zaveso pri obesalnikih, kukajo¢ radovedno od tam,
da ne bi Cesa izpustila’ — Lina /.../ je nestrpno kriknila in se skrila za zaveso pri obe-
Salniku, izza katere je radovedno kukala, da ji ne bi kaj uslo (BDS, 27).

®) Kocmos noeneona eepmaneya, uckaiiku na pasoepe rnevarienuero My (DD), dob.
‘Kostov je pogledal Nemca, zele¢ razumeti njegov vtis’ — Kostov je pogledal Nemca,
kakor bi hotel prebrati njegove misli (DDS, 670).

9 (a) e 20 0buduw u o3n06uul, W3pABHIBAKKH HETO, YHCTHS, CbhC cebe cH,
nono3upanus (BV), dob. ‘uzalila ga bos in razburila, izenacujo€ ga, Cistega, s samo
seboj, sumljivo’ — Uzaljen in ogorcen bo, ker ga, Cistega, kot je, enaci$ s seboj, ki
si sumljiva (BDS, 427); (b) Beonworc Ilasen ce evpra oa it nodade pvKa, HO ms ce
usnpasu cama, orkaspaiiku nomorira My (DD), dob. ‘naenkrat se je Pavel vrnil, da bi
ji podal roko, toda ona je vstala sama, odklanjajo¢ njegovo pomo¢’ — Ko ji je Pavel
ponudil roko, je sama vstala, ne da bi sprejela njegovo pomo¢ (DDS, 556).

Med najredkejSimi odvisniskimi moznostmi se pojavljata posledi¢na odvisnika
(0,4 %), ki ustrezata posledicnim delezijskim zgradbam, prim. (10). S posame-
znimi zgledi (0,2 %) so izpri¢ani predmetni odvisnik z izrazitim vzro¢nim pome-
nom (ob povedku biti Zal), ki prevaja casovno-vzrocni delezijski polstavek, prim.
(11a); pogojni odvisnik kot prevodna ustreznica casovno-pogojnega polstavka,
prim. (11b); dopustni odvisnik kot ustreznica nacinovno-dopustnega polstavka,
prim. (11c); povedkovoprilastkov odvisnik, ki ustreza nacinovni delezijski zgrad-
bi (znacilnost osebka), prim. (11¢)."

14 Posledi¢na odv. sta manj pogosti ustreznici v kategoriji posledica (2/22; 9 %). S
posameznimi zgledi izpri¢ani odvisniki so ve¢inoma manj pogoste ustreznice izhodisc-
nih delezijskih zgradb: predmetni odv. — cas-vzrok (1/26; 3,4 %); pogojni odv. — cas-po-
goj (1/5; 20%); povedkovoprilastkov odv. — nacin (1/113; 0,8 %). Dopustni odv. je edina
prevodna moznost v kategoriji nacin-dopustnost (1/1; 100 %).
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(10) [opu noswamume dpadamu euyose /. ../ npozeyuasaxa céexco /. ../, NpeIn3BUKBAHKU
B3puBeH cMsx (BD), dob. ‘celo znani bradati vici so zveneli sveze, vzbujajo¢ glasen
smeh’ — Celo ce je pripovedoval Ze znane stare dovtipe /.../, so delovali sveze /.../, da
so vzbujali glasen smeh (BDS, 285).

1) (a) /.../ u ma ce paskaiiauie, MUCICHKU ChC CHKAICHUE 3a TCUAHUTE OOpPOBE B
Yamkopus u 3a xnaaaute 38e3au (DD), dob. ‘tudi ona se je kesala, misle¢ z obza-
lovanjem na Zalostne bore v Camkoriji in na hladne zvezde’ —/.../ in zdaj ji je bilo
#al, da je zapustila otozne bore v Camkoriji in hladne zvezde (DDS, 589); (b) Taxa
ye, U3XOKJIANKY OT TUSI MUCIIH, He € MPYOHO Y08eK 0d CIUzHe 00 3aKII0YEeHUemO, Ye
docecawnusm memoo /...l e mewpoe onacen (PV), dob. ‘tako da, izhajajoc iz te misli,
ni tezko, da &lovek pride do sklepa, da je dosedanja metoda precej nevarna’ — Ce nam
je ta misel izto¢nica, clovek kaj lahko pride do sklepa, da je sedanja metoda /.../ na
vso moc¢ nevarna (PVS, 228); (c) Pazoenuxa ce ¢ docada, CAMYIUPANKH IPUATENCKH
rpwku eaut 3a apyr (DD), dob. ‘locili so se z naveli¢anjem, simulirajo¢ prijateljske
skrbi drug za drugega’ — Locili so se navelicani drug drugega, Ceprav so se delali,
kakor da so drug za drugega prijateljsko zaskrbljeni (DDS, 811); (&) Heouaxeano
om daneuunama ce 3a0ade Cauo Kobarimosus 10MpyK CbC 3eIeHama cu puszd Ha
keadpamu, Baurariku oonanu npax (OH), dob. ‘nepricakovano se je v daljavi pokazal
Sasa Kobaltna pest z zeleno karirasto srajco, dvigajoc oblake prahu’ — Naenkrat je
od dalec zagledala Saso Kobaltno pest v zeleni karirasti srajci, kako teCe in dviga
velikanski oblak prahu (OHS, 29).

4.2.3 Polstavéne ustreznice so tudi razmeroma pogoste (93), sploh delezijske
(86; 18 % vseh ustreznic) — gre za drugo najpogostejSo prevodno moznost, ki
se zgradbeno in pomensko-funkcijsko priblizujejo jezikovnemu sredstvu v iz-
virniku; po pogostosti delezja kot prevodne ustreznice se analizirani bolgarski
prevodi loc¢ijo od italijanskih ali francoskih, v katerih je delezje znatno redkejSe
—npr. T. Mikoli¢ Juzni¢ (2014: 37-46) je v analizi slovenskih prevodov sodob-
nih italijanskih proznih del (7 del, 2136 delezij) zasledila 2 % delezijskih ustre-
znic, A. Mezeg (2014: 54-61) pa jih je v prevodih iz francos¢ine (12 del, 257
delezijskih polstavkov) nasla zgolj 1,5 %. Rezultat morda kaze na vecjo (tudi
slogovno) prekrivnost delezijskih zgradb v bolgars¢€ini in slovens¢ini. Prim. (12)
za deleZijske polstavke kot ustreznice bolgarskih polstavkov s pomenom (a) cas-
-pogoj in (b) vzrok. Redkejsi so nedelezijski polstavki (7; 1,5 %) z delezniskim
(4), pridevniskim (2) ali prislovnim (1) predikacijskim jedrom, njihova vloga pa
je prilastkovna ali povedkovoprilastkovna, prim. (13) za ustreznico izhodis¢nega
casovno-vzrocnega polstavka.'

15 Delezijski polstavki so najpogostejsa ustreznica v pomenskih skupinah éas-pogoj
(2/5; 40 %), namen-posledica (2/6; 33 %), vzrok (21/80; 26,2 %) in nacin-vzrok (ena
od sedmih enakovrednih moznosti — 1/7; 14,3 %); druga najpogostej$a ustreznica so v
kategorijah nacin (29/113; 25,7 %), cas-nacin (12/83; 14,4 %), posledica (3/22; 13,6 %);
prim. Se cas-vzrok (3/26; 11,5 %), ¢as (13/121; 10,7 %). Nedelezijski polstavki so v vseh
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(12) (a) Bpbluaiiku ce Ha3aja OT JHEIIHUS KJI03€T Npe3 aHriuickus closet, we cmuenem
0o namunckomo claudo, clausis /.../ (GG) — Vracajoc€ se v preteklost od danasnjega
strani$ca prek angleskega closet, bomo prispeli do latinskega claudo, clausis /.../
(GGS, 40); (b) /.../ ysepu Buxmop Egumuu, ch3HaBafiky BCHYKATa Ba’KHOCT Ha
nopbukata (DD), dob. ‘je zagotovil Viktor Efimi¢, zavedajo¢ se vse pomembnosti
narocila’ — /.../ je zatrdil Viktor Efimi¢, dobro zavedajo¢ se pomembnosti narocila
(DD5, 458).

(13) Camo civuyemo u mMopemo cusexa 6ce Makda Muxo, CNOKOUHO U OCIeNUMenHo,
ocraBaiiku 6e3cTpacTHH KbM TpeBorure Ha xopata (DD), dob. ‘samo sonce in morje
sta sijali tiho, spokojno in zaslepljujoce, ostajajo¢ ravnodusni do ¢loveskih skrbi” —
Samo sonce in morje je blestelo tiho, mirno in zaslepljujoce kakor prej, nedovzetno
za Eloveske skrbi (DDS, 495).

4.2.4 Besedne in besednozvezne ustreznice (57) v veliki vecini sestavljajo pri-
slovnodolocilne predlozne zveze (49; 10,3 % vseh ustreznic), med katerimi naj-
demo nacinovne (z dodatnim spremstvenim, sredstvenim, oziralnim pomenom),
krajevne in ¢asovne, vzro¢ne in posledi¢ne; predlozne zveze pogosto pomensko
ustrezajo izhodis¢nemu polstavku, véasih pa se od njega tudi oddaljujejo, prim.
(14) za zvezi, ki ustrezata delezniskima zgradbama s pomenoma (a) nacin in (b)
cas. Stiri prislovne zveze (0,8 %) s ¢asovnim, Easovno-krajevnim oz. na¢inovnim
pomenom nac¢eloma ohranjajo izhodi§¢ni pomensko-funkcijski okvir, prim. (15a)
za ustreznico casovno-dopustnega bolgarskega polstavka, podobno pa velja tudi
za tri nac¢inovne prislove (0,6 %), ki prevajajo bolgarske nacinovne polstavke,
prim. (15b). Povedkovoprilastkova pridevniska zveza (znacilnostna opredelitev
osebka) ustreza izhodi§¢ni casovno-nacinovni delezijski zvezi, prim.'®

(14) (a) lpaibuw, kotimo dosvpuwsauie uzuucieHus, paboTEeHKN ChC CMETaYHa MalllnHA
(DD), dob. ‘Preibisch, ki je zakljuceval racune, delajo¢ z raCunskim strojem’ — Zdaj
Jje bil v njej Preibisch, ki je /.../ zakljuceval neke racune na raunskem stroju (DDS,
607); (b) Toit xapecseawte camo /.../ yHcenu, Ha Koumo ce rodysaule 6CiKa ceOMuyd,
nocermiaBaiiku amepukancku ¢pumimu (DD), dob. ‘imel je rad samo Zenske, ki jih je
obcudoval vsak teden, obiskujo¢ ameriske filme’ — Vsec so mu bile samo /.../ Zenske,
ki si jih je enkrat na teden ogledoval v amerigkih filmih (DDS, 365).

kategorijah izhodi$¢nih delezijskih polstavkov manj pogosta prevodna moznost, prim.
cas (3/121; 2,5 %), vzrok (2/80; 2,5 %), cas-vzrok (1/26; 1,9%) in nacin (1/113; 0,9 %).

1¢ Predlozne zveze so druga najpogostejsa prevodna moznost v kategoriji cas-nacin
(12/83; 14,4 %); prim. Se nacin (22/113; 19,5%), cas-vzrok (3/26; 11,5 %), vzrok (5/80;
6,2 %), cas (6/121; 4,9 %) in posledica (1/22; 4,5 %). Prislovne zveze so edina ustreznica
v kategoriji cas-dopustnost (1/1; 100 %); gre sicer za redko prevodno moznost, prim.
cas (1/121; 0,8 %) in nacin (2/113; 1,8 %). Prislovi so manj pogosta prevodna ustreznica
nacinovnih polstavkov (3/113; 2,6 %); podobno velja za pridevnisko zvezo v kategoriji
cas-nacin (1/83; 1,2 %).
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(15) (a) Amaw 6uo Ha yosek, KOUTO ¥ BbpBEHKH, pabomu ycureno (BD), dob. ‘imas videz
¢loveka, ki tudi hode¢ naporno dela’ — Videti si kakor clovek, ki tudi tedaj, ko hod;,
naporno dela (BDS, 330); (b) Bwpseiiku 6aBHo, Jluna cmuena neycemmo 0o e3epono
/.../ (DD), dob. ‘pocasi hode¢, je Lila neopazno prisla do jezera’ — Lila je pocasi
prisla do ribnika /.../ (DDS, 260).

(16) B npoovidicenue Ha HAKOIKO CeKyHOU, M3IHUTBANKH IIACTHE, TOPECT U MbKa, ms
omeosapsue Hecv3Hamenro Ha yeryskume my (DD), dob. ‘v teku nekaj sekund je,
Cutec sreco, bridkost in bole¢ino, nezavedno odgovarjala na njegove poljube’ — Nekaj
sekund je srecna, presunjena in obupana nezavedno odgovarjala na njegove poljube
(DDS, 210).

4.2.5 Najpogostejsa posebna stavéna zgradba (38) so razdruzeni samostojni
stavki (32; 6,7 % vseh ustreznic) — izhodiS¢na stavéno-polstavéna zgradba je raz-
bita na dve samostojni stavéni (prim. Toporisi¢ 2004: 490), njuno medsebojno
razmerje pa je podobno vezalnemu, prim. (17) za ustreznico posledicnega pol-
stavka. Drugacne so spremenjene stavéne zgradbe (6; 1,2 %), ki vsebujejo pre-
tvorbo polstavka v glavni stavek (z odvisnikom, ki ustreza izhodi$¢ni nadredni
zgradbi) ali pretvorbo delezja v povedek glavnega stavka, prim. (18) za prevod
izhodiS¢ne zveze s casovno-nacinovnim polstavkom.!”

(17) Hupexmopvm ocmana cam, UBNUTBAUKH HESICHO YyBCTBO Ha Thra, Ha TOPYMBHHA U
HeyaosierBopeHoct /.../ (DD), dob. ‘direktor je ostal sam, ¢ute¢ nejasno obcutje
otoznosti, grenkobe in nezadovoljstva’ — Direktor je ostal sam. Obslo ga je klavrno
¢ustvo nezadovoljstva /.../ (DDS, 178).

(18) Enma cabpikaiiku ChI3UTe CH, ms mpweHa kom uzxooa (OH), dob. ‘komaj zadrzujoc
solze, je krenila k izhodu’ — Le s tezavo je zadrzevala solze, ko je odhajala (OHS, 38).

4.2.6 V prevodu je bilo izpus€enih 20 (4,2 %) delezijskih polstavkov, ki sodijo v
razli¢ne pomenske kategorije,'® prim. (19) z izpustoma (a) casovno-vzrocnega in
(b) namerno-posledicnega polstavka (v prvem primeru gre za opustitev vecjega
besedilnega dela).

17 Samostojni stavki so redkejse prevodne ustreznice bolgarskih delezijskih zgradb
s pomenom cas-nacin (11/83; 13,2 %), posledica (2/22; 9,1 %), vzrok (6/80; 7,5 %), nacin
(7113; 6,2 %), cas (5/121; 4,1 %), cas-vzrok (1/26; 3,8 %). Posebne spremenjene stave-
ne zgradbe so redkejSe ustreznice polstavkov s pomeni cas-vzrok (1/26; 3,8 %), nacin
(4/113; 3,5 %) in cas-nacin (1/83; 1,2 %).

18 [zpusti so ve¢inoma redkej$a prevodna moznost, prim. vzrok (5/80; 6,2 %), nacin
(5/113; 4,4 %), ¢as (5/121; 4,1 %), cas-vzrok (1/26; 3,8 %) in cas-nacin (2/83; 2,4 %); izje-
ma je kategorija namen-posledica (2/6; 33 %).
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(19) (a) Yosek enedawie ¢ uzymienue wapkume My, MbYCHKH ce Ja OTKPUE 3arajbyHara
uzes B Tiax /.../ (DD), dob. ‘Clovek je zaCudeno gledal vzorce, trudec¢ se, da bi v
njih odkril skrivnostno idejo’; (b) [asnusm acucmenm Oewte usziAzvi 3a MAIKo
u cmydenmume, M3ION3YBAalKH OTCHCTBHETO MY, NOUHAXA Od Ce SOHSM MenHcOy
macume (DD), dob. ‘glavni asistent je stopil ven za trenutek in Studenti, izkoris¢ajod
njegovo odsotnost, so se zaceli poditi med mizami’ — Glavni asistent je za kratek cas
odsel iz predavalnice in Studentje @ so se zaceli poditi med mizami (DDS, 113).

Med 477 prevodnimi ustreznicami bolgarskih delezijskih polstavkov prevladujejo
t. 1. oblikoslovno-skladenjske razsiritve — prevodne ustreznice, ki so oblikoskla-
denjsko bolj eksplicitne oz. bolj transparentne od prevodnih enot, kar pomeni, da
so pomenske sestavine prevodnih enot v prevodu izrazene z vecjim Stevilom obli-
koskladenjskih sredstev kot v izvirniku; prim. stavéne prevode angleskih polstavc-
nih zgradb (z neos. glagolskimi oblikami; Milojevi¢ Sheppard 1997a: 59-60)."
Tovrstnih razsiritev izhodis¢nih zgradb je za slabi dve tretjini (307; 64,4 %), prim.
stavénopriredne, stavénopodredne in posebne stavéne zgradbe. Slaba petina
(93; 19,5 %) prevodnih zgradb naceloma ohranja oblikoskladenjsko kompleksnost,
prim. polstavéne ustreznice, medtem ko je oblikoslovno-skladenjskih redukcij
(prim. besedne ali besednozvezne ustreznice), ki so oblikoskladenjsko manj ek-
splicitne o0z. manj transparente od izhodis¢nih zgradb (Milojevi¢ Sheppard 1997a:
64), manj — 57 oz. 11,9 %. Najmanj je izpustov (20; 4,2 %).

Raven izhodis¢ne eksplicitnosti (0z. neeksplicitnosti) skladenjskopomenske-
ga razmerja med nadrednim stavkom in odvisnim polstavkom — gre za pomen-
sko razmerje med dvema skladenjskima zgradbama — se ohranja v polstavénih,
predvsem delezijskih ustreznicah; neeksplicitno skladenjskopomensko razmerje
zaznamuje tudi (veznisko in brezveznisko) vezalno in posebne stavéne zgradbe
— Ceprav predstavljajo oblikoslovno-skladenjske razsiritve, je mogoce tem zgrad-
bam doloditi priredno (povezovalno) razmerje, natancnejSa pomenska opredeli-
tev pa je rezultat interpretacije razmerja med vsebinama propozicij (prim. Mezeg
2014: 52). Do vecje skladenjskopomenske eksplicitacije oz. jasnejse zastopanosti
izhodiS¢nih (impliciranih) skladenjskopomenskih znacilnosti (jasnejSa skladenj-
ska in pomenska vloga; prim. Fawcett 1997: 100; Milojevi¢ Sheppard 1997b:
101; Mezeg 2014: 53) prihaja v primeru protivnega, posledicnega in vzrocnega
priredja in stavénopodrednih zgradb. Skladenjska in pomenska vloga bese-
dnih in besednozveznih ustreznic v nadrednih zgradbah je prav tako dolo¢ljiva
bolj eksplicitno, pa ceprav gre za reducirane zgradbe.

19 Pogosto se razsirjajo prilastki (besednozvezna dologila) in prislovna dologila
(staveénofunkcijsko) ter polstavki (neosebnoglagolski ter brezglagolski), ki so posledica
stavéne redukcije (Milojevi¢ Sheppard 1997a: 61, 64; 1997b: 100).



172 Slovenski jezik — Slovene Linguistic Studies 12 (2019)

Prislovnodolocilna oz. povedkovoprilastkovna funkcija izhodis¢nih dele-
zijskih polstavkov se ohranja v vecini stavénopodrednih (izjema so oziralni in
predmetni odvisniki), polstavénih ter besednih in besednozveznih ustreznic (v
manj$i meri nastopajo tudi kot prilastki); stavénopriredne, posebne stavéne in
izpustne moznosti se skladenjskofunkcijsko oddaljujejo od izhodis¢nih deleZzij-
skih zgradb.

V prevodu prihaja tudi do vsebinskih pomenskih odmikov od izhodi§¢nega
besedila — od izhodis¢nih delezijskih zgradb se najveckrat oddaljijo protivno in
posledicno priredje, primerjalni, namerni, casovni in oziralni odvisniki, predlo-
Zne zveze ter nedeleZijski polstavki, ki pogosto kazejo na druga¢na pomenska
razmerja kot izhodi$¢ni polstavki. Raznolikim izhodi§¢nim pomenom ustrezajo
skladenjskopomensko ekstenzivni vezalno priredje ter posebne stavcne zgradbe.
Ostale prevodne ustreznice naceloma ohranjajo izhodis¢ne pomenske znacilno-
sti, prim. vzrocne priredne in podredne zgradbe, predmetni odvisnik z vzro¢nim
pomenom in povedkovoprilastkov odvisnik z nac¢inovnim pomenom, pogojni, po-
sledicni, nacinovni in dopustni odvisniki, nacinovni prislovi, prislovne zveze s Ca-
sovnim in na¢inovnim pomenom ter pridevniska zveza z lastnostnim pomenom.
Slovenski delezijski polstavki pomensko ustrezajo svojim izhodis¢nim zgradbam,
ki izkazujejo pomene nacin, vzrok, cas, cas-nacin, posledica, cas-vzrok, ¢as-po-
goj, namen-posledica in nacin-vzrok.

4.3 Analizo zakljucuje povzemalni pregled prevodnih ustreznic bolgarskih pol-
stavkov po glavnih pomenskih kategorijah, prim. cas, nacin, ¢as-nacin, vzrok,
cas-vzrok in posledica, ki predstavljajo dobrih 93 % vseh zgradb v izvirniku
(upostevane so zgolj ustreznice z ve¢ kot 5 pojavnicami na kategorijo).

Casovni polstavki (121) so najveckrat prevedeni s casovnimi odvisniki (42),
sledijo vezalno povezani stavki (36), delezijski polstavki (13), protivno povezani
stavki in nacinovne, krajevne (in ¢asovne) predlozne zveze (po 6), razdruzeni
stavki in izpusti (po 5). Nac¢inovnim polstavkom (113) veCinoma ustrezajo vezal-
no povezani stavki (30), delezijski polstavki (29), nainovne in krajevne predlo-
zne zveze (22), razdruzeni stavki (7) in izpusti (5). Casovno-natdinovni polstavki
(83) se pogosto prevajajo vezalno povezanimi stavki (35), nac¢inovnimi, krajev-
nimi (in ¢asovnimi) predloznimi zvezami in delezijskimi polstavki (po 12), raz-
druzenimi stavki (11). Vzorénim polstavkom (80) ustrezajo predvsem delezijski
polstavki (21), namerni odvisniki (14), vezalno povezani stavki (8), razdruzeni
samostojni stavki (6), primerjalni odvisniki, vzrocne predlozne zveze in izpusti
(po 5). Casovno-vzroéni delezijski polstavki (26) so najveckrat prevedeni z ve-
zalno povezanimi stavki (8) in casovnimi odvisniki (5). Posledi¢énim polstavkom
(22) pa v prevodu vecinoma ustrezajo vezalno povezani stavki (12).
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V vseh pomenskih kategorijah se med prevodnimi moznostmi (nadpisana
Stevilka oznacuje vrstni red ustreznice po pogostosti v kategoriji) pojavljajo ve-
zalno povezani stavki (Cas?, na¢in', ¢as-nacin', vzrok?, ¢as-vzrok!, posledica'), v
Stirih kategorijah deleZijski polstavki (Cas®, na¢in?, Cas-nacin’, vzrok'), razdruzeni
stavki (Cas®, na¢in®, ¢as-nadin?, vzrok*) in razli¢ne predlozne zveze (Cas’, na¢in’,
Cas-nacin?, vzrok®), v treh izpusti (Cas’, nacin’, vzrok®), v dveh casovni odvisniki
(Cas!, Cas-vzrok?), v zgolj eni primerjalni (vzrok®) in namerni odvisniki (vzrok?)
ter protivno povezani stavki (as?).

5. Sklep

V analiziranih bolgarskih knjizevnih delih (za problematiko vzorca glej op. 9) se
pojavlja 477 delezijskih polstavkov, ki kazejo na raznovrstna pomenska razmer-
ja. To je posledica njihove skladenjskopomenske neeksplicitnosti oz. ekstenziv-
nosti (gre za odvisne spremljajoce predikacijske zgradbe s splosnim prislovnim
pomenom), ki jo natanc¢neje opredeljuje Sele razmerje med vsebinama nadredne
in odvisne zgradbe (kompleksnost razmerja se odraza tudi v prehodnih pomen-
skih odtenkih). Najbolje zastopane pomenske kategorije so cas, nacin, cas-nacin,
vzrok, ¢as-vzrok, posledica (manj pogoste so nacin-vzrok, namen-posledica, cas-
-pogoj, nacin-posledica, nacin-namen, cas-nacin-vzrok, vzrok-pogoj, c¢as-dopu-
stnost, nacin-dopustnost, cas-namen).

Med prevodnimi ustreznicami bolgarskih deleZijskih polstavkov prevladu-
jejo t. i. oblikoslovno-skladenjske razsiritve — ustreznice, ki so oblikoskladenj-
sko bolj eksplicitne od prevodnih enot, prim. stavénopriredne (32,3 %; 4 tipi
priredij), stavénopodredne (24,1 %; 11 tipov odvisnikov) in posebne stavéne
zgradbe (8 %; 2 podtipa). Tem sledijo polstavéne zgradbe (19,5 %; 2 podtipa)
s podobno ravnjo skladenjske eksplicitnosti, oblikovno-skladenjsko reducira-
ne besedne in besedozvezne ustreznice (11,9 %; 4 podtipi) in izpusti (4,2 %).
Med posameznimi prevodnimi zgradbami prevladujejo vezalno povezani stavki
(27,9 %), delezijski polstavki (18 %), casovni odvisniki (12,4 %), predlozne zveze
(10,3 %) in razdruzeni samostojni stavki (6,7 %).

Skladenjskopomensko razmerje med ustreznicami izhodis¢nih nadrednih
in polstavénih zgradb je najmanj eksplicitno izraZzeno v polstavénih ter — kljub
oblikoslovno-skladenjski razsiritvi — nekaterih stavénoprirednih (vezalno pri-
redje) in posebnih stavénih zgradbah (pribl. 55 %); v teh primerih je skladenj-
skopomensko razmerje treba natancneje interpretirati glede na vsebino povezanih
zgradb. Jasnejsa skladenjskofunkcijska in pomenska vloga zaznamuje posledicno
in vzrocno priredje, stavénopodredne zgradbe in — kljub reduciranosti — besedne
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in besednozvezne ustreznice. Stavénopriredne in posebne stavéne zgradbe se
skladenjskofunkcijsko od izhodis¢nih polstavkov oddaljujejo, medtem ko se iz-
hodis¢na prislovnodolocilna oz. povedkovoprilastkovna funkcija ohranja v vecini
stavénopodrednih, polstavénih in besednih oz. besednozveznih ustreznic.

Do vsebinskih pomenskih odmikov od izhodis¢nih delezijskih zgradb prihaja
v protivnem in posledicnem priredju, primerjalnih, namernih, casovnih in oziral-
nih odvisnikih, predloznih zvezah ter nedelezijskih polstavkih, medtem ko izho-
dis¢ne pomenske znacilnosti ohranjajo vzrocne veéstavéne zgradbe, predmetni
in povedkovoprilastkov odvisnik z vzrotnim oz. na¢inovnim pomenom, pogojni,
posledicni, nacinovni in dopustni odvisniki, nac¢inovni prislovi, prislovne zveze
s ¢asovnim in nac¢inovnim pomenom ter pridevniska zveza z lastnostnim pome-
nom. Raznolikim izhodis¢nim pomenom ustrezajo skladenjskopomensko eksten-
zivni vezalno priredje in posebne stavéne zgradbe. Slovenski delezijski polstavki
se pomensko naceloma prekrivajo z izhodis¢nimi bolgarskimi polstavki, prim.
pomene nacin, vzrok, cas, cas-nacin, posledica, ¢as-vzrok, ¢as-pogoj, namen-
-posledica in nacin-vzrok.

Opravljena analiza v zvezi z bolgarskimi delezijskimi polstavki je pokaza-
la izjemno dinamicno in raznovrstno prevodno sliko, v kateri — kljub prevladi
drugih sredstev — posebno mesto (kot druga najpogostejSa ustreznica) zasedajo
slovenski delezijski polstavki. Zaenkrat odprta (glede na omejitve pricujoce raz-
prave) ostajajo vpraSanja o ¢asovno-vidskih in polozajnih znacilnostih izhodis¢-
nih in prevodnih zgradb, tendencah posameznih prevajalcev in stanju v razli¢nih
funkcijskih zvrsteh, na katera bo treba odgovoriti v prihodnosti.
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Prevajajoc iz bolgarSc¢ine — bolgarski delezijski polstavki
v slovenskih knjizevnih prevodih

Namen prispevka je analizirati prevodne ustreznice bolgarskih delezijskih pol-
stavkov v slovenskih prevodih petih bolgarskih knjizevnih del. (1) V analiziranih
delih se nahaja 477 delezijskih polstavkov z razli¢nimi prislovnimi pomeni, kar
je posledica njihove skladenjskopomenske neeksplicitnosti oz. ekstenzivnosti —
gre za odvisne spremljajoce odvisne predikacijske zgradbe s splo$nim prislovnim
pomenom, ki ga natancneje opredeljuje Sele razmerje med vsebinama nadredne
in odvisne delezijske zgradbe. Med bolgarskimi delezijskimi polstavki prevla-
dujejo ¢asovni, nac¢inovni, ¢asovno-nacinovni, vzro¢ni, ¢asovno-vzroéni in po-
sledi¢ni. (2) NajpogostejSe prevodne ustreznice so t. i. oblikoslovno-skladenj-
ske razsiritve, ki so oblikoskladenjsko bolj eksplicitne od prevodnih enot, prim.
stavénopriredne (32,3 %), stavénopodredne (24,1 %) in posebne stavéne zgradbe
(8 %), ki vkljucujejo razdruzene in spremenjene stavéne zgradbe (s pretvorbo
polstavka v glavni stavek ali delezja v povedek glavnega stavka). Sledijo jim
polstavéne zgradbe (19,5 %) in oblikovno-skladenjsko bolj reducirane besedne
in besedozvezne ustreznice (11,9 %) ter izpusti (4,2 %). Med prevodnimi zgrad-
bami prevladujejo vezalno povezani stavki (27,9 %), delezijski polstavki (18 %),
Casovni odvisniki (12,4 %), predlozne zveze (10,3 %) in razdruzeni samostojni
stavki (6,7 %). (3) Skladenjskopomensko razmerje je najmanj eksplicitno izraze-
no v polstavénih, vezalnoprirednih in posebnih stavénih zgradbah (pribl. 55 %),
s ¢imer se priblizujejo bolgarskim polstavkom; jasnejSe skladenjskopomenske
znacilnosti zaznamujejo protivno, posledi¢no in vzro¢no priredje, podredja ter
besedne/besednozvezne ustreznice. Izhodis¢na prislovnodolocilna oz. poved-
kovoprilastkovna skladenjska funkcija se ohranja v vecini stavénopodrednih,
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polstavénih in besednih oz. besednozveznih ustreznic, medtem ko se stavéno-
priredne in posebne stavéne zgradbe po skladenjski funkciji od izhodis¢nih de-
lezijskih polstavkov oddaljujejo. (4) Vsebinsko so izhodis¢nim polstavkom naj-
blizje vzroéne veéstavéne zgradbe, predmetni in povedkovoprilastkov odvisnik z
vzro¢nim oz. na¢inovnim pomenom, pogojni, posledi¢ni, nacinovni in dopustni
odvisniki, nacinovni prislovi, prislovne zveze s ¢asovnim in nac¢inovnim pome-
nom ter pridevnisSka zveza z lastnostnim pomenom; podobno velja za delezijske
polstavke, ki ustrezajo bolgarskim delezijskim polstavkom s prislovnimi pomeni
nacin, vzrok, ¢as, ¢as-nacin, posledica, Cas-vzrok, ¢as-pogoj, namen-posledica in
nacin-vzrok. Pomenski odmiki od izhodis¢énih zgradb se pogosteje pojavljajo pri
protivnem in posledi¢nem priredju, primerjalnih, namernih, casovnih in oziralnih
odvisnikih, predloznih zvezah ter nedeleZijskih polstavkih. Vezalno priredje in
posebne stavéne zgradbe pa so pomensko ekstenzivni — ustrezajo namre¢ razno-
vrstnim izhodi§¢nim pomenom.

Translating from Bulgarian — Bulgarian gerundial clauses
in Slovene literary translations

The aim of the article is to analyse translation equivalents of Bulgarian gerundial
clauses in Slovene translations of five Bulgarian literary works. (1) The analysed
works include 477 gerundial clauses with different adverbial meanings, resulting
from their semantic-syntactic inexplicitness or extensiveness — gerundial clauses
represent co-occurring dependent predicative structures with a general adverbial
meaning, more explicitly determined by the relation between the semantic con-
tent of the superordinate and the dependent gerundial structure. Bulgarian gerun-
dial clauses most frequently indicate time, manner, time-manner, cause, time-
cause and result. (2) Their most frequent translation equivalents are the so-called
morpho-syntactic expansions which are morpho-syntactically more explicit than
the corresponding translation units, cf. coordinate (32,3%), subordinate (24,1%)
and special finite clauses (8%), which include detached and modified clause
structures (with the gerundial clause transformed into the main finite clause or the
gerund transformed into the predicate of the main clause). They are followed by
non-finite or verbless clauses (19,5%), morpho-syntactically more reduced word/
phrase translation equivalents (11,9%) and omissions (4,2%). The prevalent
translation structures are conjunctive coordinate finite clauses (27,9%), gerundial
clauses (18%), temporal subordinate finite clauses (12,4%), prepositional phrases
(10,3%) and detached finite clauses (6,7%). (3) The syntactic-semantic relation is
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expressed in the least explicit way by Slovene gerundial or verbless clauses, con-
junctive coordinate and special finite clauses (approx. 55%), making them similar
to Bulgarian gerundial clauses; more explicit syntactic-semantic properties char-
acterise adversative, consecutive and causal coordinate clauses and word/phrase
translation equivalents. The original syntactic function — adjunct or predicative
modifier — is maintained in most subordinate finite, gerundial or verbless claus-
es and word/phrase translation equivalents, while coordinate and special finite
clauses diverge from the syntactic function of Bulgarian gerundial clauses. (4)
The semantics of the source-text gerundial clauses is best preserved in subordi-
nate/coordinate causal finite clauses, object and predicative modifying clauses
with a causal or modal meaning, subordinate finite clauses indicating condition,
result, manner and concession, in modal adverbs, modal or temporal adverbial
phrases and a qualitative adjective phrase; a similar semantic overlapping exists
in the case of Slovene gerundial clauses which correspond to Bulgarian gerun-
dial clauses with the following adverbial meanings: manner, cause, time, time-
manner, result, time-cause, time-condition, purpose-result and manner-cause.
Semantic deviations from the source-text structures are more frequent in the case
of adversative and consecutive coordination, comparative, final, temporal and
relative subordinate clauses, prepositional phrases and verbless clauses. Conjunc-
tive coordination and special finite clauses are, on the other hand, semantically
extensive — they correspond to heterogeneous source-text meanings.
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