CTAHOBMUILE
ot nipo¢. Bnaaumup KoOoB, wieH Ha HAYYHOTO JKypH 3a 3alUTa Ha AUCEpTaLUs
3a npuckxaane Ha OHC ,,nokTop®, 3amoBen Ha pekTopa Ha FO3Y , Heodut
Puncku* 2368/22.10.2022
OTtHOCHO: nucepraunonHus Tpya Ha FOmusa TonopoBa ManacueBa Ha Tema
,,DBIITAPCKUTE KHMKOBHUIM BbB Bruena B Hauasioro Ha XIX Bek*

OcHoBHaTa 1€J1 Ha W3CIEABAHETO € Ja Cc€ MpoydaT €3UKOBO JBa
HOBOOBJITapCKU pbKomuca oT coupkara Ha bapronomeit Konurap, cbxpaHsBaHa B
Haponnara u ynusepcutercka ouonmoreka B Jlroomsana (Cod. Kop. 28 u Cod. Kop.
31), u ma Opae mpeBeneH npyr pbkonuc oT chilata coupka (Cod. Kop. 29),
chabpxkall npenuc Ha ,,dusunonor”. Cinex aHaiu3 Ha €3UKOBUTE OCOOEHOCTH HA
PBKOMHCUTE Ca W3Ka3aHU YyOEAUTENHU NPEANOJOKEHUS 3a MSICTOTO MM Ha
Bb3HUKBAaHE, Bb3 OCHOBA Ha aJCKBAaTHO IO3HABaHE Ha OBJITApCKUTE HUATEKTH.
Hapen ¢ ToBa ce naBa olieHka Ha HaydyHUTE MpuHOCH Ha KomuTap u B 4aCTHOCT 3a
HaBJIM3aHETO Ha Objirapcka mpodieMaTHKa B CIaBUCTHKaTa. 3aTOBAa B yBOJHATa
rJlaBa ca pasrieaHy MoApoOHO JOCETallHuTe W3CIeABAHMS BHPXY T€3U PHKOMHICH
0T cOupKaTa My, KOUTO HE C€ pas3rIekKAaT B IETAIN B TUCEPTAIUATA, KATO OCOOEHO
BHUMaHHUE € oTAeNeHo Ha JoOnsHCKUs JamMackuH M HeroBusi aHanu3 or CTOsH
Aprupos.

B mwpBata rimasa (38 — 65 cTp.) ce pazriexaar ouorpaduaTra U HAyYHUTE
npuHocu Ha Konmrap, Kato ce u3ThKBa BCUUKO, KOETO CBUJETEJICTBA 3a UHTEpECca
My KbM Obirapckus. Bropara riasa (66 — 74 ctp.) chabpika ONMHMCAHUE HA TAa3W YaCT
OT pBKONUCHUTE B KoJieKuusATa Ha Konurap, KOuTo ca ot 3HaueHHE 3a ObJrapckara
Hayka. Tperata rnaBa (75 — 115) e nocBereHa Ha ®usnosnora B cOUpkara Ha
Komnurap (Cod. Kop. 29). C ornen Ha JIOKaqu3UpaHETO HA TEKCTa ca OINpeAesieHU
HSIKOU OT OCHOBHHUTE MY OCOOEHOCTH, KOMTO MOTaT Ja C€ CBbP)KAT C MO3HATH B

6’bHFapCKaTa JUAJICKTOJIOTHA H30IJIOCH. ABTOpKaTa IMpaBUJIHO OTHACA KbM
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CEBEPOM3TOYHUTE TOBOPU YEPTHU KATO PEAYKLHMATA HA € B U, NIPErylaca Ha a CIel e
npen (Cpuuka ChIbpiKalia) npejaHa riacHa, HallMyue Ha FeHepau3upaH aKy3aTHB
(xBM TAX MOXE Aa ce 100aBu u popmara ,,3oms°, ctp. 102).

YerBbpTaTa IJ1aBa 3alo4yBa C MNOAPOOEH aHalu3 Ha NPABONUCHUTE U
rpadudeckute ocodeHoctu Ha prrommca Cod. Kop. 28 (Revnosta na togozi deto
iskopa novia kladenec). N3zuepniaTenHo e onucaHo u chabppkaHueTo My. [logxoasT
KBbM JIOKQJIM3AIMsATa € MHOTO BHUMAaTeNeH. EAuH oT Hali-HaJeKTHUTE TTPU3HAIU —
3aCTHIIHUIIUTE Ha STOBaTa rjacHa — € HENPUJIOXKUM, 3all0TO TS CE€ M3MUCBA
€TUMOJIOTHYHO. PenyKiusaTa Ha HEyAapeHo e € OT U3TOYEH THII, HO pedIeKkchT Ha
rojisiMaTa HOCOBKA € @, KOETO OrpaHMYaBa JIOKAIU3alMATA JO HAKOJIKO CEIHIIA.
3aToBa HaMHpaM 3a IMO-ONpPABIAHO JOIMYCKAHETO, Y€ CTaBa BBIIPOC 32 MPOMsHA B
JUATIEKTUTE TPEe3 MOCIETHUTE ABECTA TOANHH.

CnenBa aHanM3 Ha MPEBOJA HA YacCTH OT eBaHrenuero oT Jlyka, KOWTO ce
ceabpka B Cod. Kop. 31. Cnopen Jlunus Unuea aBTop Ha mpeBoja € Mapko
['eopruesuy, pomom ot bancko. 3a ma Momyioku Ha KpUTHYECKA TMpEIEeHKa ToBa
TBbpAcHUE, IOmus ManacueBa cpaBHsiBa Tekcrta oT Cod. Kop. 31 ¢ mpeBona Ha
CBILIUTE €BaHTENICKA OTKbCU OT Heodut Puncku, cwimo pogom ot bancko, u Hapen
C TOBa JIaBa M3UepIaTeIHa XapaKTepUCcTUKa Ha ToBopa Ha bancko. He ca npuBenenu
apryMEHTH 3alll0 aHAJIU3BT B HAYAJIOTO € Pa3/iesieH Ha JBe YacTu —3a raasa 10 u 15
(35 B coupkara Ha Konurap). B Tabnuiiara na 178 cTp. cpaBHEHUETO c€ OTHACA U
JI0 JIBaTa €BAHTEJICKU OTKbHCA, 4 OTJEIHO Ca aHAJM3UPAHU PA3IUKUTE B TEKCTa HA
MoJuTBaTa ,,OTue Ham*. be3 ToBa 1a € Hali-Ba)KHO 32 JIOKAJTU3UPHETO HA TEKCTa, OT
M3KJTIOYUTEHA BAKHOCT € MIMPOKUST pedIeKC Ha ATOBATA TJIACHA M CIICIIMAITHOTO
BHHUMaHHE, KOETO My OOpBIIa aBTOPHT HA PHKOIHCA, BKIIFOUUTEITHO YPE3 CPAaBHCHHE
C €TUMOJIOTUYHOTO, HEOTBOPEHO e. Ta3m yacT OT pbKOMUca 3aciykaBa Jla Oble

BB3IIPOU3BCACHA U3LAJIO.



HMucepraumonnusar Tpynd Ha FOmma ManacueBa HEChbMHEHO oOoraTsiBa
3HAHUSATA 32 UCTOPUATA HA HOBOOBITAPCKUS €3UK. Tol € MPUHOC U KbM 3HAHMSTA 32
OBATapCKUTE TUAIECKTH B €JHO BEYe CPABHUTEIHO OTHajeueHo Bpeme. M3Boaute
(HanpuMep KaTEropuyHOTO MOTBBPKICHNE HAa aBTOPCTBOTO Ha Mapko ['eoprueuy)
ca moJipoOHO apryMEHTUPAHU M C€ OCHOBABAT HA M3YEpHATEIHU MO3HAHUSI BHPXY
ObATapcKUTE AUICKTU. B TO3M CH BUJ TEKCTHT € aHAIU3 MO-CKOPO HAa KOHKPETHU
PBHKOIUCH, OTKOJIKOTO Ha BB3TJIEAUTE Ha OBJITapCKU KHMYKOBHUIIN, KAKTO MOJICKa3Ba
3arnaBuero. KommeTeHTHaTa WMHTEpHpeTanuss U MPEACTaBIHETO HAa HOBH (PaKTh
o0aye € MHOr0 MO-BaKHO OT ThPCEHETO HA UCAIHO 3arjaBue.

KbM TekcTa mMaM HAKOM KPUTHYHH OENEkKKU, OCBEH YUCTO KOPEKTOPCKU
HEJIOTJICKIaHUSI KaTo ,,IPBIKUTE U CIaBIHCKU KHUTU (cTp. 40). Penakiimonnu, He
10 CHILIECTBO, Ca U OEJIEKKUTE MU KbM HSIKOHW U3Pa3u, KOUTO OCTABAT BIIEYATICHHE,
4ye HE Ce MIPaBU pasiiuka Mexay IrpaduyHu CpeAcTBa U €3MKOBU KaTErOPHUM: Ha CTP.
130 ce roBopu 3a 3acTbnHHMK Ha OykBaTta b, a Ha cTp. 148 apaGckure nudpu ce
OTIpEEIIAT KaTo YUCIUTEIHU OpoitHu. [IpeanorsT no € onpeeneH Kato eHKIUTUKA
(ctp. 174). lleenpuuacTusi Kato dymarouu, pasrienanu Ha ctp. 153, cnopen MeHe ca
M0-CKOPO ChPOU3MHU, OTKOJIKOTO WITFOCTpAIvs 3a MPeXo ] kK >y’ B roBopa Ha baHcko.
Cbe cppOCKH MOXE Jla ce CBBPKE H ,,I030p* B 3HaueHue ‘BHUMaHue (ctp. 154).
JlymaTta ,f€eMHTYTaH‘ C€ HHTEpPIpPETHapa KaTO KOMIIO3UTYM, B KOHTO BTOPUSAT
KOMITOHEHT € raaroiasT mymamcsa (ctp. 101). Cropen MeHe ¥ BTOPUSAT KOMIIOHEHT
MOXE Jla C€ CBbpXKE C TYPCKH, MO-TOYHO ¢ riarona tutmak ‘xmamam’. Tesu
KPUTUYHU OEJIeKKH HE 3acAraT ChIIECTBEHOTO B TPYJla U HE MPOMEHST ISJI0OCTHATA
MH TOJIO)KUTETHA OLICHKA.

B 3akiodeHue: TOCOYEHUTE IMO-TOpE TNPUHOCH B  MPEACTABEHUS
JUCEPTALIMOHEH TPYA, KaKTO U IIMPOKUTE TO3HAHUS B HAyyHaTa 0071acT U BUCOKOTO
paBHUIIE Ha KOHKPETHUTE aHAJM3M, JEMOHCTPUpPAHU OT aBTOpa, MU JaBaT

OCHOBaHUE YOEIEeHO /1a IPenopbyaM Ha WICHOBETE Ha HAYYHOTO XKYpPH J1a TJ1acyBatT
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3a mpuckxaane Ha lOmusa TomopoBa ManacueBa Ha HaydyHaTa M 0Opa3oBaTEIHA
CTENEH ,,JOKTOP M0 MpoQecuoHanHo HamnpasieHue 2.1. ®dunonorus, odgacT Ha

BHCIIIETO 00pa3oBanue 2. XyMaHUTAPHU HAYKH.

7.11.2022 [Tpod. Bragumup KobGos



STATETMENT

By prof. Vladimir Zhobov, member of the jury for PhD thesis defence appointed
by written order 2368/22.10.2022 of the Rector of Southwestern University
“Neofit Rilski”

Regarding: PhD thesis of Yuliya Todorova Manasieva entitled “Bulgarian Men of
Letters in Vienna in the Beginning of 19" Century”

The principle aim if the investigation is to describe from linguistic point of
view two Bulgarian manuscripts from the collection of Bartholomius Kopitar
maintained in the National and University Library in Ljubljana (Cod. Kop. 28 and
Cod. Kop. 31), and to translate another manuscript from the same collection (Cod.
Kop. 29), which represents the text of the “Physiologus”. Having analyzed the
linguistic features of the manuscripts the author makes convincing assumptions
about their place of origin, based on extensive knowledge about Bulgarian dialects.
At the same time she offers an evaluation of Kopitar’s contributions to science,
particularly with regard to the inclusion of Bulgarian into Slavic studies. Therefore
in the introduction the reader finds an account of previous publications on this part
of the manuscripts that are not studied in details in the dissertation, with special

attention to the Ljubljana Damaskin and its analysis by Stoyan Argirov.

The first chapter (38-65 pp.) offers an overview of the biography and the
scientific legacy of Kopitar with special emphasis on everything that testifies to
interest towards Bulgarian. The second chapter (38-65 pp.) contains description of

those manuscripts in Kopitar’s collection that are of importance to Bulgarian



science. The third chapter (75 — 115 pp.) is devoted to the Physiologus in the
collection (Cod. Kop. 29). In order to localize the text the author has established its
basic features that can be related to well-known isoglosses in Bulgarian dialectology.
Features such as the raising of unstressed e to i, the metaphony of a after zh before
(syllable with) front vowel, the generalized accusative in feminine nouns are
correctly define as north-eastern (I would add ,,zemja* (p. 102) for ‘snake’ to the
list).

The fourth chapter begins with a detailed analysis of the spelling and the
graphical features of the manuscript numbered Cod. Kop. 28. There is also a full
description of its content. The approach to the localization of the manuscript is quite
cautious. One of the most reliable features — the resolution of jat — is unavailable
since it is written etymologically. The vowel reduction of unstressed e is of eastern
type, but the resolution of the back nasal is a, which reduces the possible localities
to just a few. That is why | find the conjecture that there must have been a change in

the last 200 years more plausible.

The next part is an analysis of passages from the Gospel of Luke, found in
manuscript Cod. Kop. 31. According to Liliya llieva the translator was Marko
Georgievich, who was born in Bansko. In order to test this claim critically Yuliya
Manasieva compares the text from the manuscript to the translation of the same
passages by Neofit Rilski, also born in Bansko, and provides an extensive
description of the dialect spoken in Bansko. No reason is given as to why the analysis
is divided in two parts — for chapters 10 and 15 (35 in Kopitar’s collection). The
table on page 178 summarizes the two, while the texts of the prayer “Our farher” are

treated separately.



Without being the most crucial for the localization, the open reflex of jat and
the special attention paid by the author of the manuscript to this open pronunciation,
including through comparison to etymological e, is of great importance. This part of

the manuscript deserves to be reproduced fully in the text.

The thesis of Yuliya Manasieva undoubtedly enriches the knowledge in the
history of Bulgarian. It is also a contribution to the knowledge about Bulgarian
dialects at a relatively distant time. The conclusions (e.g. the confirmation of
Georgievich’s authorship of the translation) are well-founded and are rooted in
adequate knowledge in Bulgarian dialectology. The text is an analysis of specific
manuscripts rather than of views of Bulgarian men of letters, as the title suggests.
However, the competent interpretation and the reporting of new facts are by far more

important than finding the perfect title.

| have several critical remarks, other than proofreading corrections such as
,,TPBLKHTE U craBsHcku KHUrU (p. 40). Sometimes the impression is that graphical
symbols are treated as language categories: the reflex of the letter b (p. 130), Arab
numbers are called cardinal (p. 148). The preposition po is defined as an enclitic (p.
174). The gerund oymarouu (p. 153) is Serbian borrowing rather than illustration for
the change x’ > »’ in Bansko. The meaning ‘attention’ of “pozor” may also be
Serbian (p. 154). The second part of the compound “gemitutan” in my opinion is
related to the Turkish verb tutmak. These remarks do not pertain to the most

substantial parts of the thesis and do not alter my positive overall evaluation.



In conclusion: in view of the contributions in the thesis quoted above, and also
of the extensive knowledge in the field and the level of analyses of specific points
demonstrated by the author | recommend without reservation that the jury award the
academic degree Doctor of Philosophy in the branch of science 2.1. Philology, field

of higher education 2. Humanities to Yuliya Todorova Manasieva.

7 October 2022 prof. Vladimir Zhobov



