Peuenzusa
ot ipod. 1-p AaToru CTOWIIOB
(wren Ha Hay4yHoTo ypu cbritacHo 3amoBea Ne 2368 Ha pekTopa Ha FOrosanaauus
yHHUBepcuteT ,,Heopur Puicku®)
3a TOKTOPAHTCKUS TPY/ ,,bhIrapckuTe KHUKOBHUIM BHB BrieHa B HauanoTo
Ha XIX Bek* ¢ aBTOp penoBuusT qokTopanT FOnusa TogopoBa Manacuena

U C Hay4yeH pbKoBoauTen npod. A-p Jlwmms Unuesa

[IpencraBeHusT 3a oduiuanHa 3amydTa JOKTOPAHTCKU TPYJ ChbIbpxka 198
CTpPaHUIIU U C€ ChCTOW OT yBOJ, YETUPH TJIABU U 3aKJIIOYEHHE, KaTO B Kpas Ha pa-
O0oTaTta € MPWIOKEH CHUCHK C IUTHpaHaTa M JOMBIHUTEIHO HU3MOJI3BaHATa OT
JIOKTOpaHTa JUTEepaTypa.

YBoaswT (c. 5-37) 3anouBa ¢ yactra ,,JlocTaHoBKa Ha MpoOIeMa U KOHTEKCT Ha
u3cienBaHeTo”. JIOKTOpaHTHT CIOIYYIMBO € 00OCHOBAJ 3all0 MpU HATUYMETO Ha
nMeHa kato @pann Muxknommny u BarpocnaB fIrud — Bce ¢bC 3aCiIyru 3a paHHOTO
MOMYJISPU3UPaHe Ha OBITapCKUSI €3UK B CPEIUTE HA €3MKOBEIUTE CIIABUCTH OT T.Hap.
Buencka nikona B ciaBsiHckata guutonorus npes uenust X1X Bek, 1 Ipu HATUYUETO
Ha umeHa kato AHTOH u Jlparan Kupuak [{ankoBu, I'eopru benes, Manon liBaHoB
n Xpucto Iloncrounos, Ban boropos, benvo Llones, CtositH AprupoB u Apyru,
dbopmupan ce KaTo €3MKOBEIN Ype3 MPSKOTO WK KOCBEHO BIUSHUE HA BUCHCKUTE
CJIaBUCTH, C HAYYHUSI CU PBKOBOJUTEN Ca PELIUIIU Ja CbCPEIOTOYAT BHUMAHUETO CH
BBPXY JEJOTO Ha clioBeHena Mepueii (Bapronowmeii) Komurap: ,, Hanuuuemo na
YeHHU HO0806BR2ApCKU pbKonucu 6 coupkama na Hepueii Konumap, xaxmo u
eonamama My posis 3a opmupane Ha e3uKogume u NPasonUCHUmMe NOIUMUKU npu
I0JICHUME CILABSIHU, CA OCHOBAHUE 3d GHUMAHUE KbM Hecosomo deno ** (¢. 5). HaraTbk
B TPYy/la CH JIOKTOPAHTKATa JOM'BIHUTEIHO U3ACHIBA, ue Konurap € 4oBEeKbT, KOUTO
noaTukBa Kapamkud na cbh3ane OCHOBHUTE CH TPYJIOBE, KOWTO 0hopMs HAyUHUTE

MY BB3TJICOAU U KOWUTO moouipsABa U 3aliuTaBa HaAydYHaTa MY I[GﬁHOCT.



Ha c. 6 u 7 ManacueBa dopmynupa 1eiaTa Ha U3CIASABAHETO U OCHOBHUTE
3aJ1ayu, KOUTO TO TPsIOBa J]a peIiy BhB Bph3Ka C HEMHOTO M3ITbIHCHHE:

Ilenma na uzcneosanemo e da ce npoyuam ezuxoso Cod. Kop. 28 u Cod. Kop.
31 om couprama c Hogobvcapcku pvkonucu Ha Konumap, mwii kamo ooceea mesu
08a NAMEMHUKA He ca NPOYUBAHU 3a0bAO0UEHO, KAKMO U 0a ce U38bPULU 86bmpeu-
Hoe3ukos npesoo na Cod. Kop. 29, kotimo doceea ne e npasen 6 e3ukoseockama u
Jiumepamyposeockama Hu HayKa.

OcHnosénume 3a0auu na mpyoa ca cieoHume:

- 0a ce ouepmasm 6axcHume NPUHOCU, KOUMo e Hanpasu é Haykama HMepmeii
Konumap, eoun om ocnogononoxcuuyume Ha Hay4Hama clasucmuxd, a Cbujo maka
U Ha OQIKAHUCMUKAMA, KAMO Ce U3MBbKHE He2080MO HAYYHO 0elo, KOemo e 8
ocHoeama Ha a) Buenckama wikona 6 cnasucmukama, pazeuma no-KbCHO Om 20aemu
yuenu kamo @pany Muxnowuy u Bampocias Aeuu; 6) e3uxosume noiumuku Ha
I0JICHUME CIABSAHU, C8bP3AHU C YPEHCOAHEMO HA KHUNICOBHUME e3UYl U HA NPABONUCA
UM.

— 0a ce npedcmasam OvieapcKume poKONUCU Om KOJAeKYUsma, muil Kamo
doceza BHUMAHUE e 0OPbUAHO camo Ha m.Hap. JII0OIAHCKU 0aMACKUH.

— 0a ce u3zcneosam e3uxogume 0COOEHOCMU HA PBKONUCUme, C 02led Ha
JIOKAIU3UPAHEemo HA MeXHUs Npousxod, Kamo ce 0aoe e3uKo8a KapmuHa Ha
Ovacapckama ped, Kosimo me ompasasam.

— 0a ce Cbnocmasam e3UKo80 e8aH2eICKU ppazmenmu, Ompassaeaui 2060pa
Ha epaod bancko, ¢ npesooa na Heogpum Puncku, kotimo cvuyo e om bancko u nuwe
HA POOHUSL CU OUANEKNI.

AKIIeHTa B YBOJIa JOKTOPAHTKATa TIOCTaBs BbPXY JOCETAIIHUTE U3CIICIBAHUS
BBPXY Obarapckure prkonucu B Konuraposara coupka (c. 7-37). B Ta3u gacT ot
TpyZa TS Ha PAaKTHKa ITpaBu 0030p Ha MAJIKOTO TEKCTOBE OT HAIIIHA M TYXIH aBTOPH,
B KOWUTO T€ pasriIekIaT 0COOCHOCTH Ha HOBOOBJTApPCKUTE phKomucHu B Komurapo-
Bara coupka. Ot 0030pa cTaBa sicHO, 4e ocBeH CTOsIH AprupoB, KONTO MOAPOOHO

ananusupa JlrobmsHckus obarapcku pprkonuc oT XVII Bek, oTnenHu GOHETHYHH U



mMopdoorrmunu ocodenoctr Ha Cod. Kop. 28, 29, 30 u 31 oT HOBOOBITapCKH PBHKO-
nucu B cOupkatra Ha Kommrap mocouBa u monskuHATa XaHHa O>KeXOBCKa.
CrpliecTBEHO BHUMaHKE OT/IENS JOKTOpAaHTKaTa BhpXy pruHoca Ha podecop Jlvnus
Wnuesa, koaro npe3 2018 r. mybnukyBa cratusita cH ,,bbarapckust mppBooOpas Ha
,,J101aThK KbM caHKTHETepOyprekute cpaBuuteanu peunnim (Cod. Kop. 31 B Komnu-
TapoBarta cOupka B HapoanaTta u yHuBepcuTeTcka ouonunoreka B JIrobsaHa) .

JloktopanT ManacueBa KOMEHTUpa MpUHOCUTE Ha mpodecop Wnmesa u
OCHOBATEJIHO T'M BIXKJA B TOBA, Ye:

- Unuesa nvpea ombensazea 6 esuxoseockama aumepamypa, ve Cod. Kop. 31
00 ma3u HeuHa nyoaukayus He e Oul OCMUCIAH 6b8 8pwb3Kka ¢ [looamwvka Ha
Kapaooicuu. (c. 36)

- Ye B kputnueH auckypc Mnmesa npeacrass HanvcaHo oT OexX0BCKa 3a TO3U
PBKOMUC, KaTO Hape] ¢ BEPHUTE HAOIIOACHHS 3a PHKOMKCA KOPUTHUpA MPEIIoIIo-
xeHneto Ha O’KeXOBCKa, Y€ JAyMHUTE B PEYHMKOBATa My 4YacT HE ca OTTOBOp Ha
,, HAAIKAKB6 NPeo0sapumenio npuecomeet 6bNnpoCHUK “, a mo3u 6bnpOCHUK 6CHUHOCHL €
eévnpocHukvm Ha llanac (c. 36).

- Kato m3kmrountenen kBanuduiupa TOKTOpaHTHT MaHacueBa mpuHOCA Ha
npodecop Unuesa ¢ Ta3u craTus KbM JMHTBUCTHYHATA YaCT Ha OBITapUCTUKATA,
3al10TO ,, /) dokazea, ue asmop Ha pLKONUCA, NOCIYHCUL 3a NPOMOmun Ha Bykoeus
Jlooamvk, e Mapko I'eopeuesuu, 2) poonomo mscmo Ha Mapko I'eopeuesuu e
bancko u 3) kom umemo na Byx Kapaoacuu kamo ocnoeamen Ha TuH2BUCIUYHAMA
Ovcapucmuka éeye mpsabea oa ce doovass u mosa na Mapko I'eopeuesuu. “(c. 36).

B mbpBara riasa (c. 38-65), o3arnaBena ,,bapronomeit Konutap u HeroBoTo
TBOPYECTBO * TOKTOpaHT MaHacrueBa 3aKOHOMEPHO HU 3aro3HaBa MOApPOOHO C JTUY-
HOCTTA M TBOpUecTBOTO Ha Mepneit Kormrap. ®okycnpa BHUMaHHETO cH 1) BBPXY
U3IMpEeHUTE OMorpauyHM JaHHH 32 HETO, 2) BHPXY TBOPUECKHUTE MYy KOHTAKTH C
yueHH, GopMHUpaH 10 rojsMa CTeNeH HAyYHUTE CH ThPCEHUS 01 HETOBO BIUSHUE,
Haii-Beue @panu Mukiiommy u Byk Kapamkud — HecitydailHO TOKTOpaHTKaTa [IUTH-

pa Barpocnas SAru4, KoiTo TBEpAM, Ue ,, Konumap uma no-econsamo yuacmue 8 mpy-



dogeme Ha Opyz2ume, OMKOIKOMO 8 cgoume *“ (BX. c. 42 OT JOKTOpaHTyparta), u 3)
ManacueBa (okycupa BHUMAHHETO CH BHPXY MOCIEAOBATEIHUTE U PA3HONIOCOYHU
ThpceHus U Tpyaose Ha Konurap, Hanpumep:

- BbpXY I'bpBUs My ¢usonoruuecku Tpyn Grammatik der slavischen Sprache
in Krain, Kirnten und Steyermark (,,['pamatuka Ha ciaBsiHCkus e3uk B KapuuTws,
Kapnnomna u Hupus® ot 1808 r. CionydsvBo € HanpaBuio BIEYATICHUE HA JOKTO-
paHTKara, 4e BChIIHOCT KonuTap nuile rpaMaTrka Ha €3UK (Hapu4aH JTHEC CJIOBEH-
CKH), ,,KOUMO NO 6peme HA NUCAHemO HA Ma3u 2pamMamura 6ce ouje HAMa
ymevpoeHo edunno ume.  (c. 46)

- (okycupa BHUMaHUETO cuU BBpXy pbkomuc Ne 171 or BueHnckara
HalMOHaJdHa Oubnmoreka, KohTo crnopea Komurtap € HM3roTBEH OT YYEHUK Ha
Xesuxuit. Toil € Ha TPBIKUS €3UK U € ChbCTAaBEH OT HEM3BECTEH aBTOp mpe3 11-12
BeK. Ot HeroBute 395 nucTa, IpeBEICHN “Ha pyCKH €3UK’, Ca CaMO OTJICIIHU JINCTOBE
(muct 1 r-15 1 u 275v-278V) u HanocliebK, KaKToO TBBPIM MaHacueBa, mesu 210cu
ce cmMAamam 3a Nvpeu Namemuux Ha pyckus e3ux (c. 56).

- BbpXy m3naaeHus npe3 1836 r. panHoriaronudyecku KioroB cOOpHUK C
PEYHHKOBA YaCT KbM HETO.

- BbpXy PeiimckoTo eBanrenue, koeto Kommrap mpeBexmaa u 0OsicHsSBa Ha
JATUHCKU €3UK

- Bbpxy [lanoHckara xunore3a Ha Komwmrap 3a moreknoro Ha Kupwumo-
MeTonueBus €3uK, CIope]l KOSITO B OCHOBAaTa Ha TO3W KHUYKOBEH €3HK Ca CJIOBEHCKH
JTMAJIEKTH.

- BbPXY U3KIIIOUUTEITHO MOAPOOHO NIpeicTaBeHuTe 0T MaHacueBa IeITeTHOCT
u TBopuecTBO Ha Komurtap karo GankaHWCT, MO30BaBaiKK C€ W IUTUPANKK Oorat
dakTonornyeH mMaTepual, nyOauKyBaH B TpyioBe Ha mpod. Mnuesa.

['naBuTe HaTaTHK B JOKTOPAHTCKHUS Tpyn (BTopa, o3ariaBeHa ,,Komuraposa
coupka B Hannonannata u yHuBepcuteTcka Oubnuoreka B JlrobnsHa* - ¢. 66-73,

Tpera, o3aryiaBeHa ,,dOu3nonorsT B prkonucHara coupka Ha Kommrap (Cod. Kop.



29)“ - ¢. 75-114; u geTBBpTA, 03arnaBeHa ,,Koaekc 28 u Kogekc 31 ot cOupkara ¢
HOBOOBJITapcku phKkonucu Ha Komurap™ — ¢. 116-184) ca ocHOBHU 3a Tpy/a.

Tperara riaBa € 0COOEHO MHTEPECHA B YUCTO ChABPKATEICH U MOBECTBO-
BaTEJICH IIJIaH, ThH KaTO 3a MMbPBU BT B €3UKOBE/ICKATA, & U B JINTEPATyPOBEICKATa
HU JIUTEepaTypa TOKTOpaHT MaHacueBa U3BbpIIBAa BHTPEITHOE3UKOB MpeBoj Ha Du-
suosiora, Hamepua mscto B Cod. Kop. 29. Ts npencrass 43 craTuu (T.e. BCUYKH,
HaMEPWJIM MSICTO B aBTEHTHYHHSI PHKOIIMC) C OMMCAHNE Ha )KUBOTHHU, KaTO € CTPYK-
Typupaia ,IpeBoJHaTa CU CTaTUs B JIBE 4acTu — ,llosicHuTeneH KoMeHTap®, B
KONTO Hal-4eCcTO MPECTaBsi ETUMOJIOTUYHA CIIPaBKa 3a MPOU3X0/1a Ha Ha3BaHUETO,
U ,,BBTPEITHOE3UKOB MPEBOA ", B KOWTO MPEICTABS BIKIAHETO HA HEU3BECTHUSA 3ace-
ra aBTop (Hail-BEpOSTHO aBTOPH — JOIMYCKAHETO € Ha JOKTOpPAHTKAaTa U € ChBCEM
YMECTHO, TS € MOSCHUJIA 3aI0) 32 creuu(UYHU 0COOCHOCTH BbB BBHILIHUSA BUJ U
xapaktepa Ha 43 >xuBoTHU. Hamupam Henekus u cnenuduyueH ,,IpeBoa 3a
U3ITBIHEH W3KITIOUYUTETHO YCIIEITHO OT JOKTOpPaHTKATa.

B ywerBbpTara rnasa Ha Tpyaa MaHacueBa nmoasiara Ha €3MKOB aHAJU3 PBKO-
nucaute TekcroBe ot Cod. Kop. 28 u Cod. Kop. 31, kouto, KakTo TBHPIU U caMaTa
T, ,,00ce2a, Kamo U3KIOYUM Onucume um, He ca OUIU NOONA2AHU HA 0OCMOEH
esuxoe anamusz‘ (c. 116).

B Koxexc 28 Ts ananu3upa HaYMHUTE 32 IIpeaBaHe Ha OHEMHUS My ChCTaB
¢ momoinra Ha OykBu (c. 116-133), HauMHUTE 32 KOMIIO3UIIMOHHO OpPTraHU3MpaHe Ha
TekcTa (c. 140-141) u HIKOU OT MOYUYEHHUATA, MOJJHECEH! OT aBTOpa Ha PBHKOIKCA B
cruxotBopHa (opma (c. 142-143). IlpeacraBs u €3UKOBU JaHHU, KOUTO BIOCIEIIC-
TBUE J1a TIOMOTHAT JIa C€ JIOKAJN3Upa OT KaKbB TOBOPEH PErHOH € HApOJHUAT €3UK
Ha aBTOpa Ha pbKomuca (c. 144-146). He e yosrHana Ha MaHacueBa U Bpb3KaTa Ha
TO3W TEKCT ChC CTapoOBIArapckaTa MPaBOMKCHA TPAAMIUAS UYPE3 TOCTABEHUTE
MPUMUCKU B TIOJIETO OTCTPAHH HA CTPAHUIINTE, OTOETA3aIa € U OUCBUIHUS HMHTEIICKT
Ha aBTOpa Ha PHKOINCA, CIIYKEI[ CH B TAX C PPEHCKH U JTATUHCKH.

HNuTepecen e moaxoasT 3a ocbllecTBsIBaHE HA aHan3 B Konekce 31 — Thii kaTo

Beue npod. MnueBa e oOHapoBana CBOETO TBbpAcHHUE, ue aBTop Ha Koxekc 31 e



O0anckanusta Mapko ['eoprueBuy, ManacueBa ce HacouBa KbM 4acTTa OT TO3M KO-
JIEKC, B KOWTO aBTOPBT My IpeBekaa yacTu oT EBanrenuero Ha JIyka. EBaHrenuero
Ha Jlyka (Hape] ¢ yacTuTe Ha APYTUTe TPUMa EBAHT€IIMCTH ) IIPEeBEXkAa Ha OBIArapCKu
u Heodur Puncku. Twit kaTo moHe mpuHaanexxHocTTa Ha Heopur xbMm GaHCKo-
Pa3IoKKOTO Hapeuue e Oe3crnopHa, MaHacueBa u3cie/iBa TMAIEKTHUTE 0COOCHOCTH
B €3MKa Ha IpeBojaya Ha yacture or EBanrennero Ha Jlyka, 3a xoito MnumeBa
TBBPAM, Y€ € POJIOM OT baHCKo, 32 Ja MOTBBPAU (MM OTXBBPJIM) TBHPJAECHUETO HA
Nnuesa. Upes chliocTaBKa Ha €BaHTEIICKM TEKCTOBE OT JBaMara aBTOPH (BKIIOYU-
TEJIHO U Ha MPUCHCTBAIllaTa W MPU JABaMara MoJUTBa ,,OTde Haml*“) Ts ycmsiBa jJa
M3HECE HEOCIIOPUMH €3MKOBHU (DAKTH UM OT (POHETUYHO, U OT MOP(OJIOTHYHO, U OT
CTWJIMCTUYHO, U OT JIEKCUKAJIHO €CTECTBO, KOUTO MO OE3CIOPEH HAaUMH MOTBBPKAA-
BaT TBBPACHUETO Ha npodecop Nnuesa, ye CUNTaHUAT JJOCETa 3a HEM3BECTEH ABTOP
Ha Koznekc 31 BebmHoCcT € Mapko ['eoprueBnd, koiTo € poaoM ot bancko. [lpeau
Jla IOJIHECE CBOA aHanu3, MaHacueBa MpeCcTaBsd OCHOBHUTE OCOOEHOCTH Ha TOBOPa
Ha bancko (¢.155-163) — jorudHa m onpaBiaHa CTBIIKA, CJIe] KAaTo IIE Ce ThPCH
IPUHAJJIEKHOCT Ha aBTOP KbM TO3H roBop. Cnezasa vact B Tpyna (,,OcobeHoctu oT
roBopa Ha bancko B mpeBona Ha Epanremmero Ha Jlyka®“ — c. 163-184), B kosiTo
JIOKTOpAaHTKaTa M3Hacsa (PaKkTOJOTHYECH MaTepual OT TeKcToBe Ha EBanrenmneTro Ha
Jlyka, npeBenenu ot Mapxko ['eoprueBuy u ot Heodut Pusncku. B 1x 15 o y6eau-
TeJleH U Oe3CIOpeH HayuH, Ha OCHOBaTa Ha aBTEHTHMYHU TEKCTOBE Ha JBamara
IpeBoJiauu, JOKa3Ba, uye T€ yHoTpeOsiBaT B MPEBOAUTE CU €IUH U CHIIM HApOJEH
€3UK, KOMTO OT JHEUIHA TJIe[jHa TOYKa KBaTupuuupame KaTto ropop Ha bancko.

B 3axmrouenunero (c. 185-188) nokTopaHTKaTa npeacTaBs OCHOBHHTE U3BOIH,
IPOU3TUYAILN OT OCBLIECTBEHOTO OT HES MU3cieBaHe. Te BIPHO U TOYHO OTpa3sBar
aHAJIM3UPAHOTO JAOTYK B TPY/a.

B oOubnmorpadckara cnpaBka ManacueBa moco4yBa 64 IUTUpPaHU OT HeEs

M3TOYHUKA, KAKTO U 32 ¢ JOMBIHUTEIHO U3I0JI3BaHa OT HEs JIUTepaTypa.



JlokTopanTkata MaHacueBa mpecTaBs Ha BHUMaHUETO HU U aBTopedepar, B
KONTO CHopesa M3MCKBAaHUATA MPEACTaBs B CHKPATEH BUJ HAW-BaXKHOTO B JIOKTO-
PaHTCKUS CU TPYyI. B HEro Ts1 KOPEKTHO MpeAcTaBs OCHOBHUTE HETOBU ITPUHOCH:

1. 3a bpBU BT BCECTPAHHO CE€ HM3CIEABAT €3UKOBUTE ocobeHocTn Ha Cod.
Kop. 28 u Cod. Kop. 31 ot coupkaTa Ha Konurap ¢ HOBOOBITrapCKU PHKOIUCH.

2. 3a TBpBH IIBT C€ MPABH IISUIOCTEH BBTPENIHOe3uKoB mpeBoa Ha Cod. Kop.
29 ot coupkara Ha Konurap ¢ HOBOOBJITapCKH PHKOTHCH.

3. N3cnenBaHeTo 1o €3UKOB BT NMOTBBbPIKAaBa BEPHOCTTA HA TBBPJICHUATA U
nokazatenctBara Ha Jlwmmsa Mnuesa, ye cunTaHUsT Jocera 3a HEM3BECTEH aBTOP Ha
Cod. Kop.31 BepmrHOCT € Mapko ['eopruesnd u bancko € poTHOTO My MsICTO.

[IpencraBenata cnpaBka oT oTopusupaHoTo oT FOrozamagHus yHUBEPCUTET
JMIIe, KOETO MPOBEPsIBa TPYy/Aa 32 aBTCHTUYHOCT Ha TEKCTa, TOKa3Ba, ye MIaruaTcTBO
HsMA.

Ipenopbku:

C ornen Ha e€BEHTYaTHOTO OBJACIIO M3JaBaHE HA TPyAa CH MO3BOJSIBAM Ja
OTIIpaBsl MpernopbkaTta MaHacueBa Ha MecTaTa B TEKCTa, B KOUTO, aHAJIM3UpANKU
€3WKa B PBKOIMCUTE, TOBOPH 3a IHANIEKT, Ja W3IOJI3BA OMpPENEICHUETO HApOACH
e3uk. L{enta Ha mpenopbKaTa € €IMHCTBEHO J1a CE MPELHU3UpPa TEKCTHT.

B 3akinrouenue:

1. TemaTa Ha Tpyaa ¢ nuceprabwmiHa. 2. [IpencraBeHHT 3a 3amuTa HAyYeH
TEKCT MPUTEKaBa BCUUKM KayecTBa Ha 3aBbpIIEH JOKTOPAHTCKU Tpyn. 3. JloKTo-
panT MaHacueBa JEMOHCTpHpA CIHOCOOHOCT /a aHaIM3upa €3MKOBU (aKkTh U Aa
ChCTaBH apTyMEHTHPAaH W HM3AbP)KaH B HAYYHO U TEPMHUHOJIOTUYHO OTHOIICHHE
Hay4yeH TekcT. [IpuTekaBa TOUEH M SICEH W3Ka3 W TMOpPaad BCHUKH TE3UW HEWHU
KayecTBa yOeIeHO MpernopbuBaM Ha KOJETUTE OT yBakaeMoTo HaywHo xypu na u

MPUCHAUM 00pa3oBaTeNIHATA U HAyYHA CTEIEH ,,JIoKTOop™.
09.11.2022 r. Peuensenr:

(ITpod. a-p Autonu CTounsnos)



Review
by
Professor Antoni Stoilov,
a member of PhD committee (according to document Ne 2368 issued by the rector
of SWU ,,Neofit Rilski*)
for the doctoral thesis "Bulgarian Men of Letters in Vienna at the beginning
of the 19th century" authored by full-time doctoral student Yulia Todorova
Manasieva,

academic supervisor Prof. Dr. Lilia llieva

The doctoral work presented for official defense contains 198 pages and
consists of an introduction, four chapters and a conclusion. At the end of the work a
bibliography is included.

The introduction (pp. 5-37) begins with the section "Statement of the problem
and context of the study"”. The doctoral student has successfully justified why, in the
presence of names such as Franz Miklo$i¢ and Vatroslav Jagi¢ - all with merits for
the early popularization of the Bulgarian language among the Slavist linguists by the
so-called Viennese school in Slavic philology throughout the XIX century, and in the
presence of names such as Anton and Dragan Kyriak Tsankovi, Georgi Benev,
Manol lvanov and Hristo Popstoilov, Ivan Bogorov, Benyo Tsonev, Stoyan Argirov
and others, formed as linguists through the direct or indirect influence of the
Viennese Slavists, she has decided, together with her academic supervisor, to focus
her attention on the work of the Slovenian Jernej (Bartholomeus) Kopitar: “The
presence of valuable New Bulgarian manuscripts in Jernej Kopitar's collection, as
well as his great role in shaping language and spelling policies among the South
Slavs, are grounds for attention to his work" (p. 5).” Further in her paper, the PhD
student clarifies that Kopitar is the person who pushed Karadzi¢ to create his major
works, who shaped his scientific views and who encouraged and defended his

scientific activity.



On pp. 6 and 7, Manasieva points out the purpose of the study and the main
tasks that she must solve in connection with its implementation:

The purpose of the study is to examine linguistically Cod. Kop. 28 and Cod.
Kop. 31 of Kopitar's collection of New Bulgarian manuscripts, since so far these two
manuscripts have not been studied in depth, as well as to make an intra-language
translation of Cod. Kop. 29, which has not been done so far in our linguistic and
literary science.

The main tasks of the work are the following:

- to outline the important contributions made to science by Jernej Kopitar, one
of the founders of scientific Slavic studies, and also of Balkan studies, by highlighting
his scientific work, which is the basis of a) the Viennese school of Slavic studies,
developed later by great scientists such as Franz Miklosi¢ and Vatroslav Jagi¢, b)
the language policies of the southern Slavs, related to the settlement of literary
languages and their spelling.

- to present the Bulgarian manuscripts from the collection, since so far
attention has been paid only to the so-called Ljubljana damask.

- to investigate the linguistic features of the manuscripts, with a view to
locating their origin, giving a linguistic picture of the Bulgarian speech that they
reflect.

- to linguistically compare Gospel fragments, reflecting the speech of the city
of Bansko, with the translation of Neophyte Rilski, who is also from Bansko and
writes in his native dialect.

In the introduction, the PhD student places emphasis on the previous research
on the Bulgarian manuscripts in Kopitar’s collection (pp. 7-37). In this part of the
work, she practically makes an overview of the few texts by Bulgarian and foreign
authors, in which they examine the peculiarities of the New Bulgarian manuscripts
in Kopitar’s collection. The overview makes it clear that, apart from Stoyan Argirov,
who analyzed in detail the Ljubljana Bulgarian manuscript from the 17th century,

individual phonetic and morphological features of Cod. Kop. 28, 29, 30 and 31 of

2



New Bulgarian manuscripts in Kopitar's collection is also indicated by the Polish
Slavist Hanna Orzechowska. The doctoral student pays significant attention to the
contribution of Professor Lilia Ilieva, who in 2018 published her article "The
Bulgarian prototype of the "Supplement to the St. Petersburg Comparative
Dictionaries (Cod. Kop. 31 in Kopitar’s collection in the National and University
Library in Ljubljana)".

Doctoral student Manasieva commented on Professor llieva's contributions
and rightly sees them in the fact that:

- llieva was the first to note in the linguistic literature that Cod. Kop. 31 until
her publication was not considered in relation to Karadzi¢ Supplement. (p. 36)

- That in a critical discourse, Ilieva presents what Orzechowska wrote about
this manuscript, correcting Orzechowska’s assumption, along with the correct
observations about the manuscript, that the words in its vocabulary part are not an
answer to ''some pre-prepared questionnaire", but this questionnaire is actually
Pallas' questionnaire (p. 36).

- Doctoral student Manasieva qualifies Professor llieva's contribution with this
article to the linguistic part of Bulgarian studies as exceptional, because "1) it proves
that the author of the manuscript that served as a prototype for Vuk’s Supplement is
Marko Georgievi¢, 2) the birthplace of Marko Georgievich is Bansko and 3) Marko
Georgievic¢ should be added to the name of Vuk Karadzi¢ as the founder of linguistic
Bulgarian studies.” (p. 36).

In the first chapter (pp. 38-65), entitled "Bartholomeus Kopitar and his works",
doctoral student Manasieva naturally introduces us in detail to the personality and
works of Jernej Kopitar. She focuses her attention 1) on the biographical data about
him which she has found out, 2) on his creative contacts with scientists who largely
shaped their own scientific research under his influence, especially Franz Miklosi¢
and Vuk Karadzi¢ - it is not by chance that the doctoral student quotes Vatroslav

Jagi¢, who claims that "Kopitar is more involved in the works of others than in his



own" (see p. 42 of the doctoral dissertation), and 3) Manasieva focuses her attention
on Kopitar's consistent and multifaceted pursuits and works, for example:

- on his first philological work Grammatik der slavischen Sprache in Krain,
Kérnten und Steyermark (Grammar of the Slavic language in Carinthia, Carniola and
Styria from 1808). It successfully impressed the doctoral student that in fact Kopitar
wrote a grammar of a language (now called Slovenian), "which at the time of writing
this grammar had not had an established uniform name yet." (p. 46)

- on manuscript No. 171 of the Vienna National Library, which, according to
Kopitar, was prepared by a student of Hesychius. It was written in Greek language
and was composed by an unknown author in the 11th-12th century. Of his 395 sheets,
only individual sheets (sheet 1 r-15 r and 275v-278v) have been translated "in
Russian" and recently, as Manasieva claims, these glosses are considered the first
monument of the Russian language (p. 56).

- on the early Glagolita Clozianus collection published in 1836 with a
dictionary part to it.

- on the Reims Gospel, which Kopitar translated and explained in Latin

- on the Pannonian hypothesis of Kopitar about the origin of the Cyrillic-
Methodian language, according to which Slovenian dialects are the basis of this
literary language.

- on Kopitar's activity and work as a Balkanist, presented in great detail by
Manasieva, referring to and quoting rich factual material published in the works of
Prof. Ilieva.

The chapters in the doctoral thesis (the second, entitled "Kopitar's collection
in the National and University Library in Ljubljana™ - p. 66-73, the third, entitled
"The Physiologist in Kopitar's Manuscript Collection (Cod. Kop. 29)" - p. 75- 114;
and the fourth, entitled "Codex 28 and Codex 31 from the collection of Kopitar’s
New Bulgarian manuscripts" - pp. 116-184) are fundamental to the work.

The third chapter is particularly interesting in terms of content and narrative,

since for the first time in our linguistic and literary literature, doctoral student
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Manasieva carries out an intra-lingual translation of the Physiologist, which found a
place in Cod. Kop. 29. She presents 43 articles (i.e. all that found a place in the
authentic manuscript) with a description of animals, having structured her
"translated" article in two parts - "Explanatory Commentary", in which she most
often presents an etymological reference to the origin of the name, and "internal
language translation”, in which she presents the view of the currently unknown
author (most likely authors - it is the PhD student's idea and it is quite appropriate,
she explained why) about specific features in the appearance and character of 43
animals. | find the difficult and specific "translation" performed by the doctoral
student extremely successful.

In the fourth chapter of the work, Manasieva subjects the handwritten text from
Cod. Kop. 28 and Cod. Kop. 31 to a linguistic analysis, which, as she herself claims,
"so far, with the exception of their inventories, they have not been subjected to a
thorough linguistic analysis" (p. 116).

In Codex 28, she analyzes the ways of conveying its phonemic composition
using letters (pp. 116-133), the ways of compositionally organizing the text (pp. 140-
141) and some of the teachings presented by the author of the manuscript in verse
form (pp. 142-143), as well as to present linguistic data to help locate the spoken
region of the vernacular of the manuscript’s author (pp. 144-146). Manasieva
emphasized on the connection of this text with the old Bulgarian orthographic
tradition through the attributions placed in the margin on the side of the pages and
she also noted the obvious intellect of the author of the manuscript, who used French
and Latin in them.

The approach to carrying out an analysis in Codex 31 is interesting - since
Prof. Ilieva has already made public her statement that the author of Codex 31 is
Marko Georgievi¢ from Bansko, Manasieva turns to the part of this codex in which
the author translates parts of the Gospel of Luke. The Gospel of Luke (along with the
parts of the other three evangelists) was translated into Bulgarian by Neofit Rilski.

Since at least the belonging of Neofit to the Bansko-Razlog dialect is indisputable,
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Manasieva investigates the dialectal features in the language of the translator of parts
of the Gospel of Luke, whom llieva claims to be from Bansko, in order to confirm
(or reject) llieva's claim. By comparing Gospel texts from the two authors (including
the Lord’s prayer present in both authors), she manages to present indisputable
linguistic facts from a phonetic, morphological, stylistic, and lexical level, which in
an indisputable way confirm Professor lIlieva's claim that the hitherto unknown
author of Codex 31 is actually Marko Georgievi¢, who was born in Bansko. Before
presenting her analysis, Manasieva presents the main features of the speech of
Bansko (p.155-163) - a logical and justified step, since the affiliation of an author to
this speech will be sought. The following is a part of the paper ("Peculiarities of the
speech of Bansko in the translation of the Gospel of Luke" - pp. 163-184), in which
the doctoral student presents factual material from the texts of the Gospel of Luke,
translated by Marko Georgievi¢c and by Neofit Rilski. In them, she proves in a
convincing and indisputable way, on the basis of authentic texts of the two
translators, that they used in their translations the same vernacular, which from
today's point of view we qualify as the speech of Bansko.

In the conclusion (pp. 185-188), the doctoral student presents the main
conclusions arising from her research. They faithfully and precisely reflect what has
been analyzed so far in the work.

In the bibliographical reference, Manasieva lists 64 sources cited by her, as
well as 32 with additional literature used by her in the thesis.

Doctoral student Manasieva also presents to our attention an abstract in which,
according to the requirements, she presents in an abbreviated form the most
important things in her doctoral work. In it, she correctly presents the main
contributions of the thesis:

1. For the first time, the linguistic features of Cod. Kop. 28 and Cod. Kop. 31

from Kopitar's collection of New Bulgarian manuscripts are

comprehensively investigated.



2. For the first time a complete inter-languistic translation of Cod. Kop. 29

from Kopitar's collection of New Bulgarian manuscripts is made.

3. The linguistic research confirms the veracity of Lilia Ilieva's statements

and evidence that the hitherto unknown author of Cod. Kop.31 is actually
Marko Georgievi¢ and Bansko is his birthplace.

The certificate provided by the person authorized by the South-West
University, who checks the work for authenticity of the text, shows that there is no
plagiarism.

Recommendations:

In view of the possible future publication of the work, I allow myself to make
the recommendation that Manasieva, in the places in the text where, analyzing the
language in the manuscripts, speaks of a dialect, use the definition vernacular. The

purpose of the recommendation is only to refine the text.

In conclusion:

1.The topic of the work has the qualities of a dissertation. 2. The scientific text
submitted for defense has all the qualities of a completed doctoral thesis. 3. Doctoral
student Manasieva demonstrates the ability to analyze linguistic facts and compose
a well-argued and scientifically and terminologically sound scientific text. She has a
precise and clear statement, and because of all these qualities of hers, I strongly
recommend to the colleagues of the esteemed Scientific Jury that we award her the

educational and scientific degree "Doctor".

09.11.2022 Reviewer:

( Prof. Dr. Antoni Stoilov)



