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|. AkTyajIHOCT HA TemMaTa

Omwre B caMOTO HAYAJIO MCKaM Jia Kaka, 4e IMCEPTalMOHHMAT TPy 1 Ha ['eprana
AceHoBa € OT OH3U THUIl pa3pabOTKH, KOUTO Ha MPbB MOTJIEA M3IIIEKIAT CTHININ
BBPXY 100pe Mo3HAT MaTepuall, HO BCHIIHOCT CE HACOYBAT KbM TEPUTOPHUS], KOATO
ObJrapckaTa JIuTepaTypHa HayKa JbJIT0 BpeMe € 3a00MKalisijia WK MOHE € OCTaBsia
BCTpaHM OT LIEHTPAIIHUTE CU 3aHUMaHus. YyeOHHUKapcKaTa JIUTepaTypa Mo NpaBuiio
€ MHCJIEHA TTOBEYE KAaTO MOMOIIHO CPEACTBO, OTKOJIKOTO KAaTO ChIIMHCKU KYJITYpPEH
U IUTepaTypHoucTopudecku peHomeH. ThKMO TyK € ¥ €JMH OT UHTEPECHUTE XO/I0BE
Ha HACTOSAIIATA IUCEPTALIUS.

Camara aBTOpKa MHOTO SICHO 3asiBBa OLIE B yBOJA, Y€ ,,UJIesATa 3a POIHOTO
€ BoJiella B ObJrapckara yueOHMKapcKaTa KHMYKHUHA BbB BCUUKHU €Taly Ha HEHOTO
JTUTEpaTyPHO U UCTOpHYECKO pa3BuThe™ (C. 5), a MaJIKko MO-HATAThHK MOIYEPTABA, Y
ydyeOHaTa JuTeparypa € ,,OCHOBEH MHCTPYMEHT HE camo 3a o0pa3oBaHuE™ U ue
KAHPOBO M TEMATUYHO PA3HOPOJIHUTE TEKCTOBE B HES ,,MMAT PELIABalll IPUHOC 3a



BB3HUKBAHCTO U PA3BUTHETO HA PEMIIA COLIMOKYITYPHH IIPOLIECH Cpe Obarapckara
obmHocT (c. 5). ToBa, cTpyBa MU ce, € BIpHATa OTIpaBHA TOYKA, WJIM HHAYE Ka3aHo,
IMcepTanuaTa He IIe[a Ha yueOHHMKa KaTo Ha HIKaKbB CKydYeH CKJIAJ 3a IMOyYEHUs,
a KaTo Ha MEXaHU3bM 3a (POPMHUPAHE HA MPEACTABH U [IEHHOCTH.

OT Ta3u riaegHa TOYka TeMara € Oe3CIOpHO aKTyadHa. s oTBaps Iojie He
caMO KbM HCTOpHSITA Ha OBIrapckara ydyeOHMKapCcKa KHUKHWUHA, HO U KbM TIO-
oO1ust BBIPOC Kak ce (hopMupa 4yBCTBOTO 32 OOITHOCT, Kak ce opopMs mpeacTaBaTa
3a €3WK, MHHAJIO, TEPUTOPHS W KYATypHAa MNPUHAIJICKHOCT B CH3HAHHETO Ha
MOAPACTBAIMSA, @ B HEMaJKa CTENEH W B Ch3HAHUETO Ha IsjiaTa HAPOAHOCTHA
OOIIHOCT.

Il. ChuiHoCT Ha JUCEPTAIIMOHHUS TPYA

JucepranmoHHusAT Tpyn Ha ['eprana AceHoBa € OpraHM3MpaH B YBOJ, TpH
TJIaBH, 3aKitoueHue, Oubmmorpaduss U IpUIOKEHUS, HO 3a]l Ta3W Ha TMPHB MOTIE]
SCHA W JUCIUIUIMHUPAaHA KOMITO3UIIMS CTOM €Ha Jajied He Jieka 3a7ada — J1a Obae
IPOCTEACHO KaK HJIeATa 3a POJHOTO HE MPOCTO MPUCHCTBA, a TMOCTENEHHO CE
BrpaXK/Ja, pa3rpbllla U cTabuin3upa B Obirapckara yuyeOHMKapCKa KHI)KHHHA OT
60-Te ronuan Ha XIX Bek g0 [IppBaTa cBeTOBHA BOMHA.

ToBa, KoeTo crope]; MEH 3aciyaBa Jia ce ToJuepTae oile TyK, €, ue ['eprana
AceHOBa He 0CTaBa Ha PaBHUILETO HA 001N (HOPMYIIMPOBKH, a CE OIUTBA J1a IIOKAXKE
Yype3 KakBM TEKCTOBM, OOpa3HM M TEMAaTHYHM MEXaHHU3MH CE M3rpaxkaa HjesiTa 3a
POJHOTO B OBJITAPCKUTE YUCOHUITH TTPe3 BBIPOCHUs nepro. OCOOCHO MoKa3aTeTHU
B TOBa OTHOIIICHUE Ca CTPAHHUIIUTE, TIOCBETCHU HA PAHHUTE OYKBapH W UYUTAHKH.
Hanpuwmep npu ananusa Ha ,,bykBap WM B3aMMHOYYHUTEIIHU TAOJIHUIU OT XPUCTO
I'. laHoB kaHaugaTKaTa MHOTO JoOpe MoKa3Ba KaK POJHOTO C€ IMOJHACS HE camo
9pe3 MPsIKO Ha30BaBaHE HAa OTEYECTBOTO, a Upe3 ISUIOCTCH HPaBOYUUTEIICH U 00pa3eH
CBST upe3 00pa3uTe Ha pojia, CEMEHUCTBOTO, YUHIIUIIIECTO, YUUTEINS, POJAUTEIUTE, Upe3
AHTPOTIOHUMHUS TUCKYPC U Upe3 BHBEKIAHETO HA MAWYMHUS €3UK KaTO MPUPOJICH,
T.c. poreH (c. 50-51). IlpaBwiHO € HAOJMIOACHWETO M, Y€ JOMBT C€ SBSBA
,,CAMBOJIHOTO H3paXKCHHE HA POJHOTO TMPOCTPAHCTBO®, a TeMaTa 3a pOJIUHATA
3aIoyBa Jia ce MPOeKTHpa | Ipe3 Gurypara Ha MPOCBETHTENA WK Bojaada (c. 51).
ToBa He e Maliko, 3all0TO TYK Bedye Ce BWXKJA, Ye YYCOHUKBT HE MPOCTO Y4H, a
MOJICITUPa YYBCTBUTEIHOCT CPEJI JelaTa, KbM KOUTO € HACOYCH.

Ha npyro msicto, npu MBan Cenumuncku, ['eprana AceHoBa 100pe ynaBs Kak
ujesTa 3a POAHOTO MPEMHHABA MPE3 TprkKara 3a YYWIHIIETO, OMOIMOTeKara,
YUTAIUINETO W MPe3 SICHOTO Ch3HAHME, Y€ 3HAHMETO TPsOBa ja ObJE OCTaBEHO Ha
,»BCSKO YUMJIHIIE ¥ HA BCSIKO YUTATUIIE B OBITAPCKUTE TPATOBE MO €INH K3EMILISP



(c. 52). Tyk siCHO OTKpHBaMe Kak MPOCBETHOTO M OTEYCCTBEHOTO 3aIll0YBaT Ja Ce
MUCJAT 3a€HO, a TPOSKTHT 3a ObIeN| ,,HApOJCH YHHBEPCHUTET, WJIM HapoHa
oubaroTeka, WM My3ei* (c. 52), KoeTo SICHO pa3KpuBa, Ye POJHOTO BEYE HE € CaMO
acTpaKTHa Uesl, a Ce MPEeBPbIla B MHCTUTYIIMOHATHA U KYJITYpHA IPOrpama.

Jlo6po BmeuyaTiieHHe NpPaBsIT W HMHTEPHPETATUBHUTE CTPAHULIMA, B KOUTO
KaHauaaTkata l'epraHa AceHOBa ce OINUTBA Jla MHCIU MO-IIMPOKO HIECHHUS
MpOM3XO0J Ha Ta3W KHIDKHMHA. Hampumep B moarmasara ,JHTeprperatuBHU
MIOCTAHOBKU ' ce TBbp/H, ue 3a [laucuesara ,,MIctopus* TEpMUHBT ,,BB3POKICHCKA
€ IO-yJayeH OT ,,JIPOCBEIICHCKA™, 3allOTO CEMAaHTUYHUTE NPENpaTKh ca KbM
,»pPOKJIAHETO HAa HOBaTa WJEOJIOTHS 3a JYXOBHO MPOOYXKJIaHE M CBOOOJOJIOOMBU
romHexu  (c. 70). Tyk, cTpyBa MU ce, TpYIbT € 0COOCHO MPOIYKTHBEH, 3al0TO HE
IPOCTO MOBTApPS MO3HATH TE€3H, a CE OMMUTBA JIa BIPaJy TeMara 3a pOJHOTO B €/1Ha T10-
oO111a JIOTMKa Ha IpexoJa KbM HOBa HCTOPUYECKA U KYJITYpHA UyBCTBUTEIHOCT.

He mo-manko crnony4inBo e ¥ HaOJII0ACHUETO, ue oile B ,,PuOHus OykBap* Ha
[lersp bepon TemaTa 3a poAHOTO € pa3rbpHaTa HE CaMO B €3MKOB IUJIaH, HO U 4pe3
HPaBOYYMTEIHUTE TEKCTOBE, HAa KOUTO C€ Bb3Jara 3ajgadara Ja npoOyxaar
yueHoIro0ue karo Buciia neHHoct (c. 70—-71). Tyk I'eprana AceHoBa posiBsiBa yceT
Jla TIOKaXke, ye 00pa30BaHUETO HE € CcaMO TEXHMKa Ha rPAaMOTHOCTTA, a popMa Ha
npuoOIIaBaHe KbM ONPENIETIEH el OT LIEHHOCTH.

Cepuo3Ha onopa Ha Tpy/ia ca M CTpaHUIMTE, mocBeTeHn Ha Heoput bo3senu n
Heodur Puncku. Ilpu bo3Benu ocoOeHO BakeH € aHAIM3BT Ha TeorpadCKute
OMHUCaHUs, KBAETO YK MH()OPMATUBHOTO 3HaHue 3a Tpakus, bwarapus, rpaaose,
cella, peKd M IUIAaHWHM 3alloyBa Ja pabOTH KaTO MEXaHU3bM 3a MPHUHAJJIEKHOCT.
MHOro TOYHO € OTOEeJsA3aHO, Y€ JIOPH B PAMKHUTE Ha YYKIUM UMIEPCKU I'PaHULIA
MO3HATUTE MPUPOJIHU U CEJIUILHU 00pa3u ce Bb3IpUEMAT KaTO CBOU, HAIIPUMED ,,UMa
BEJIMKH peku: Mapura..., ,,iMa J1Be npedyaau wianuau: Emyc u Pogonu* (c. 174),
a mo-Hatarek npu onucanusAta Ha KompuBmuua, Kiucypa, Kanodep u apyru
ceNMila y4eOHUAT TEKCT BHyIIaBa, Y€ Makap MOJUTUYECKaTa BIACT Jla € 4yXK/a,
3eMsATa, €3WKBT, BsApara W oOmHOcTTa octaBaT poanu (c. 175-176). Tyk
aUcepTanusaTa € Hall-yOequTenHa, 3a1oTo MHOTO JoOpe MoKa3Ba Kak reorpagusra
ce TpaHcdopMupa B cumMBosnKa. Ha mecta nopu Oux kazai, ye UMEHHO TyK TPYAbT
CTaBa Hail-CUJIEH — KOraTo BMECTO J1a TOBOPHU a0CTPAKTHO 3a POJHOTO, MOKa3Ba Kak
YUYEOHUKBT YUU AETETO Ja Bb3IpPHUEMa MPOCTPAHCTBOTO KaTO cBoe. ToBa € BaXkeH
IPUHOCEH MOMEHT.

CxomHO TpPONYKTMBHH ca W cTpaHunure 3a Jlparan MaH4Y0B, KbIETO
KaHJIMJaTKaTa He MPOCTO IpepaszkazBa OuorpaduuHu (akTH, a aKUEHTUPA BbPXY
CaMOTO Ha3BaHMUE OalllMH €3UK KaTO SCEH 3HaK 32 ChbXPaHEHUETO Ha POIOBATa aMET
U ayxoBHara Tpaauims (c. 96-97). B To3u nyHKT nucepranusaTa qo0pe pa3uuTa, ue



€3UKBT HE € CaMO CpEeJICTBO 3a oOyueHue, a Oejer Ha KyJATypHa U OOIIHOCTHA
JICTUTUMHOCT.

Tperara rnaBa, mocBeTeHa Ha oOpa3HAaTa CUMBOJIMKA, CHIIO JaBa Ba)KHU
omopu Ha IsutocTHaTa Te3a. OcobeHOo Toka3zaTenHu ca crpaHunurte 3a Kupun u
Meroauii, TEXHUTE YYEHUIM U KHA3 bopuc, KbeTo yuyeOHNKapcKaTa KHIDKHUHA €
MpoCJieIcHa KaTo HOCUTENI Ha KyJTa KbM IMPOCBETUTEIICKOTO U XPUCTUSHCKOTO
Havyayio. Hampumep mpu ydyeOHmka Ha ['aH4ueB aBTOpKara IUTHpA Kak ,,JBaMara
Obyirapcku npocserutenu Kupun nu Metonuit 6mnu ObJirapu mno npousXoxJIeHue,
ponenu B rp. ColyH™ M Kak TEXHHTE YYEHHULH ,,pa3NpOCTpaHsBaT OBITapcKOTO
IIPOCBEIIEHHE [0 BCHYKH Kpamia Ha napctBoto” (c. 198). B yue6nuka na Mopnan
I1. 'eoprues bk € 0COOCHO BaXKHO MOAUE€pTaBaHETO, ye MMeHHO Kupui u Metoaunii
,A3HAMEpUIU OBITapCKOTO MUCMO, TMOJOKUIM OCHOBATa Ha CTapo-ObJrapckara
KHIDKHUHA U MOCTAaBWIM MO TaKbB HAYMH OBJITapCKHsl HApoOJ B pella Ha JIPYruTe
obpazoBanu Hapoau (c. 199). Tyk Beue SCHO ce BIKIa Kak oOpa3bT Ha
IIPOCBETUTENSI C€ TpeBpblla B o0pa3 Ha crHacuTens, a IUCMEHOCTTa — B
CBPBXIEHHOCT Ha POJHOTO.

I11. Ilpenenka 3a kayecTBaTa HA padoTara

TpsOBa ga ce kaxe, 4ye MPEACTABEHUST AUCEPTAMOHEH TPy MPUTEkKABA
CJIEHUTE MO-CHIIECTBEHHU MOJIOKUTEIIHU XaPAKTEPUCTHUKU

1. 3acsara Ttema, KOATO OBJIrapckara JUTEpaTypHa HayKa CpPaBHUTEIIHO PSAKO
MIOCTaBsl B LIEHTHhpPA Ha LSAJIOCTHO HM3CJe/BaHE — ydeOHUKapcKaTa KHIDKHHHA KaTo
JUTEPATYPEH, KYJATYPEH U UICOIOTUYECKH (PEHOMEH.

2. YOenuTenHO TOKa3Ba, Y€ HAeATa 3a POJHOTO CE€ HW3Tpakaa HE 4pe3 eaHa-
EIMHCTBEHA CXEMa, a Ype3 MHOKECTBO Pa3IMYHA TEMAaTUYHU TOJIeTa — JIOM, €3UK,
pOJ1, YUUIIUIIE, MPOCBETUTEI, 3€Msl, IIbPKBa, UCTOpHUs, mameT. OcobeHo 1o0pe ToBa
ce BWXAa B aHaimm3a Ha JlaHoBHUS OykBap, KBIAETO JIOMBT € MHCIEH KaTo
,,CHMBOJTHOTO H3pa)XCHHUE Ha POJHOTO IPOCTPAHCTBO, a €3WKHT € HA30BaH
npupoaeH (c. 51).

3. ConomywmBo ca pa3ueTeHH OHE3W Yy4eOHM TEKCTOBE, B KOUTO YK
UH(POPMATUBHOTO 3HaHUE BCBIIIHOCT paboTu UJICOJIOTHUECKU U
uaeHTuukauonHo. CrpaHunure 3a reorpadckute onucanus y bo3senn ca
0COOEHO MOKa3aTeIH! B TOBA OTHOLIEHHWE, 3alI0TO MOKAa3BaT KaK MPOCTPAHCTBOTO

3aloyBa Jia ce BB3MpPHEMa KaToO CBOE BBIIPEKH MoJUTHYecKarta uykaocT (c. 174—
176).



4. JloOpe e u3BeAeHa pojsiTa Ha MPOCBETUTEICKUTE (PUIYpU KaTO HOCHUTEIU Ha
ponHoto. Ananusure Ha Cenumuncku, Heodur bozsenu, Heoput Pusicku u J{paran
MaH4oB SICHO TOKa3BaT Kak yueOHHMKapcKaTa KHIDKHHHA TPOM3BEXAA HE Camo
3HaHUs, HO U 00pa3Iy Ha KYJITYpHO MMOBEACHHE U npuHaaiexHocT (¢. 52; ¢. 96-97).

5. 3aciyxaBa /1a ce moguepTae BHUMaHUETO KbM CUMBOJIHUS PECYpPC Ha yUEOHUIIUTE.
B crpanunure 3a Kupun u Meronmil, 3a TEXHUTE y4EeHULM W 3a KHA3 bopuc
aBTOpKaTa J00pe Mpocie/siBa Kak y4eOHUAT TEKCT MpeBpbIlla MUCMEHOCTTA, BspaTa
U pOCBeTaTa B OCHOBHM sipa Ha poaHoTo (c. 198-200).

6. Hanuire € crpeMesk KbM MOHATHIHO yIbpiKaHEe Ha MAaTEpUSITa U KbM BrpaxkIaHe
Ha KOHKPETHUTE HAOJIIOJICHUS B M0-00I[a TCOPETHYHA PaMKa, KOCTO JINYHM KaKTO B
HHTEPIIPETATUBHUTE CTpaHUIM 3a I[laucwii W paHHOTO BB3paxkaaHe, Taka W B
HocieaBaIuTe KoHkpeTHr aHanusu (c. 70-71).

V. [Iponycku u ciadocTu

Pas0upa ce, Hapen ¢ 6e3cIOpHHUTE TOCTOMHCTBA, TPYIBT UMa U HAKOUCTPAHHU,
10 KOMTO CIIOpE]l MEH OM MOT'BJI J1a ObJIE OILIE M0-yOeUTEIIEH.

1. Ha mecra aucepranuara uma MO-CKOPO JECKPUIITUBEH Xapakrep. ToBa JUYH
MMEHHO B OHE3M YacTH, KbAETO MATEPHAIIBT € OoraT U aBTOpKaTa OYEBUIHO HCKa J1a
ro NMoKake€ B MakcUMaliHa ImbiaHoTa. [loHskora ob6aue moapoOHOTO MpencTaBsHE Ha
ChABPKAHUETO U3IIPEBAPBA UHTEPIIPETATUBHOTO MY CI'bCTSIBAHE.

2. Bppeku ue B ChIIMHCKATA YaCT UMa HEMAJIKO JOOPH MUKPOHAOIIOIEHUS, KOUTO
BEYE CIIOMEHAaXMe€, He BCHUKH OT TAX Ca €IHAKBO JA00pe OOBBP3aHU C MO-IIUPOKHU
JUTEpaTypHOUCTOpUYECKU mpenpaTku. C npyru AyMH, BHKIA CE€ KaKBO IPaBU
TEKCTBT, HO HE BHHArM JOKpail c€ JOWU3roBaps 3all0 TOBa € pelaBamio 3a
ObJrapckaTa KyJTypHa MOJEPHOCT.

3. Paborara Ou crneuenuia, ako Ha MeCTa MO-HACTOMYMBO M3JIM3a U3BBH COOCTBEHO
Y4COHUKAPCKUS KOPITYC M TMPaBU CBIOCTABKH C JPYTH BB3POXKICHCKH M
CJIEIOCBOOOXKICHCKA TEKCTOBE B 00JIacTTa Ha MYOJIMITMCTHKATA, TEPHOIUKATA,
MEMOApUCTHUKATA, IOPHU U XyJA0XKECTBEHA JInTepaTypa. ToBa 0cOOEHO OM yKPEmuio
Pa3CHKIACHUSTA 0COOCHO IO C€ OTHACS 3a MPOCTPAHCTBEHUS 00pa3 Ha POJAHOTO H 32
CUMBOJIHHS CTaTyC Ha MTPOCBETUTEIINTE.

4. EnHa oT MajKOTO MO-KOHIENTYaaH! 3a0€JIeKKHU €, Ue Ha MeCTa KaTeropuuTe, C
KOUTO pabOTH aBTOpKaTa — Hai-Beve ,,cBOe", ,,pOJTHO U ,,0T€UECTBO " — 3aII0YBaT J1a
ce MPUITIOKPHUBAT TBBPJIe CBOOOIHO. Pa3bupa ce, mpu TakaBa TeMa TOBa JIOHIKBIE €
HEeN30e)XHO, HO TPYABT OW CICUENIWJI, aKO B OTJCIHU MacaXdh TE3W TOHATHS Ce



pasrpanndaBaT OLIC ITO-OTUYCTIIMBO, ThA KaTO MMEHHO B HIOAHCHUTE MCKIY TAX CC
KpHeC 4acCT OT aHAJIMTHYHATa CHUJIa Ha U3CIICABAHCTO.

V. 3akio4yeHnue

HMucepraumonnuar Tpyn Ha ['eprana AcenoBa ,Mpaesra 3a poaHoto B
ydueOHMKapckaTa autepatypa ot 60-te rogunu Ha XIX Bek o IIspBara cBeToBHA
BOMHA® € M3cieiBaHe, KOETO MMa CBOUTE PEATHH MPUHOCHU MOMEHTH, JOKOJIKOTO
U3BEX/1a Ha MPEJIEH TUIaH €ANH JBJITO MOICHIBaH, a BCHIIHOCT CHIIECTBEH AT OT
ObJTapckaTa KHMKOBHA W KydTypHa HcTopus. [loaxomabT KbM ydeOHHMKapcKaTa
aUTEepaTypa mpe3 uiesita 3a poaHOTO JaBa BH3MOXKHOCT TS Ja Ob/Ie OCMUCIICHA HE
caMO KaTo AWJAKTUYECKH KOPIYC, HO M KaTO MSCTO, B KOETO C€ H3rpakiar
YCTOWYWBH TIPEJCTaBU 3a €3WK, IMaMET, OOIIHOCT U 0TedecTBO. IMEHHO B TOBa ce
HaMupa U €JHO OT Hal-ChIIECTBEHUTE JIOCTOMHCTBA Ha TpyJa. HeszaBucumo oT
OTJIICTTHU CJTA00CTH U HSIKOM MPEMOPHKH, KOUTO UMAT TI0-CKOPO XapakTep Ha OBACII0
J0pa3BUBaHE B KHUTA, CMATaM, ue IpecTaBeHara paboTa 3aciykaBa MOJ0KUTEITHA
OIICHKA, MOpaayd KOETO TpeljaraM Ha YBa)KaeMOTO HAydHO KYpH Ja TPUCHIU
oOpa3oBarenHaTa U Hay4yHa CTENEH ,,JOKTop* Ha ['eprana AceHoga.

bnaroesrpan

14. 03. 2026 . (mow1. m-p Poman XamkukoceB)
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I. Significance and Relevance of the Topic

At the outset, it should be noted that Gergana Asenova’s dissertation
addresses a subject which, although seemingly connected with familiar material, in
fact enters an area that Bulgarian literary scholarship has long tended to leave at the
margins of its principal concerns. Schoolbook literature has generally been
approached more as an auxiliary pedagogical medium than as a literary-historical
and cultural phenomenon in its own right. It is precisely at this point that one of the
more significant contributions of the present dissertation may be identified.

The author states clearly in the introduction that “the idea of the native is a
leading one in Bulgarian schoolbook literature throughout all stages of its literary
and historical development” (p. 5). She further argues that educational literature
constitutes “a principal instrument not only of education” and that the genre- and
theme-based diversity of texts contained within it “has made a decisive contribution
to the emergence and development of a number of socio-cultural processes within
the Bulgarian community” (p. 5). This, in my view, is an appropriate and
productive point of departure. The dissertation does not treat the textbook as a mere



repository of didactic material. Rather, it understands it as an instrument through
which values, perceptions, and models of belonging are formed.

From this perspective, the topic is undoubtedly relevant. It opens up not
only the history of Bulgarian schoolbook literature, but also the broader question of
how a sense of communal identity is shaped. Equally importantly, it addresses how
notions of language, historical past, territory, and cultural belonging are formed in
the consciousness of the young learner and, more broadly, in that of the community
as a whole.

I1. Nature and Content of the Dissertation

The dissertation is composed of an introduction, three chapters, a
conclusion, a bibliography, and appendices. Beneath this apparently clear and
disciplined structure lies a demanding scholarly task: to trace how the idea of the
native is not merely present, but gradually embedded, developed, and stabilized
within Bulgarian schoolbook literature from the 1860s until the First World War.
What deserves particular emphasis here is that Gergana Asenova does not remain at
the level of general statements. She seeks instead to demonstrate the textual,
figurative, and thematic mechanisms through which the idea of the native is
constructed in Bulgarian textbooks during the period under consideration.
Especially indicative in this respect are the pages devoted to the early primers and
readers. In her analysis of Bukvar ili vzaimnouchitelni tablitsi by Hristo G. Danov,
the candidate demonstrates persuasively that the native is articulated not only
through direct references to the fatherland, but through an entire moral and
figurative universe. This includes images of kin, family, school, teacher, and
parents, as well as anthroponymic discourse and the presentation of the mother
tongue as natural, that is, native (pp. 50-51). Her observation that the home
functions as “the symbolic expression of native space” is entirely justified. Equally
convincing is her argument that the theme of the homeland begins to be projected
through the figure of the enlightener or leader (p. 51). This is an important point,
because it demonstrates that the schoolbook does not merely instruct; it also shapes
sensibility in the children for whom it is intended.

Elsewhere, in the section devoted to Ivan Seliminski, the candidate
successfully shows that the idea of the native is articulated through concern for the
school, the library, and the community centre. It also finds expression in the
conviction that knowledge should be left “to every school and every community
centre in Bulgarian towns, one copy each” (p. 52). Here one may clearly observe



how enlightenment and the national idea begin to be thought together. The project
of a future “people’s university, or people’s library, or museum” (p. 52) further
indicates that the native is no longer merely an abstract notion, but is becoming an
Institutional and cultural programme.

The interpretative pages, in which the candidate seeks to consider the
ideological origins of this literature more broadly, are also noteworthy. In the
subsection entitled “Interpretative Premises”, it is argued that the term “Revival” is
more appropriate than “Enlightenment” in relation to Paisii’s History, because its
semantic associations point to “the birth of the new ideology of spiritual awakening
and aspirations for freedom” (p. 70). Here the dissertation is particularly
productive, since it does not simply rehearse familiar arguments. Rather, it seeks to
place the theme of the native within a broader process of transition towards a new
historical and cultural sensibility.

A similarly persuasive observation concerns Petar Beron’s Fish Primer.
The dissertation shows that the theme of the native is developed there not only on
the level of language, but also through moralising texts intended to awaken a love
of learning as a supreme value (pp. 70—71). In this respect, Gergana Asenova
demonstrates a clear awareness that education is not merely a technical process of
literacy acquisition, but also a form of initiation into a particular order of values.

The sections devoted to Neofit Bozveli and Neofit Rilski provide another
substantial support for the dissertation’s overall argument. In the case of Bozveli,
the analysis of geographical descriptions is especially important. What appears, at
first sight, to be merely informative knowledge about Thrace, Bulgaria, towns,
villages, rivers, and mountains begins to function as a mechanism of belonging. It
Is rightly noted that, even within the borders of a foreign empire, familiar natural
and settlement imagery comes to be perceived as one’s own. Examples include
“there are great rivers: the Maritsa...” and “there are two wonderful mountains:
Haemus and Rhodope” (p. 174). Later, in the descriptions of Koprivshtitsa, Klisura,
Kalofer, and other settlements, the educational text suggests that, although political
power is foreign, the land, the language, the faith, and the community remain native
(pp. 175-176). At this point, the dissertation is particularly convincing, since it
demonstrates clearly how geography is transformed into symbolism. Indeed, this
may be regarded as one of the strongest aspects of the dissertation: it is most
persuasive not when it speaks abstractly about the native, but when it shows how
the schoolbook teaches the child to perceive space as its own. This is, in my view, a
significant contribution.



The pages on Dragan Manchov are comparably productive. Here the
candidate does not merely recount biographical facts, but draws attention to the title
Bashtin ezik (“Paternal Tongue™) as a sign of the preservation of familial memory
and spiritual tradition (pp. 96-97). At this point, the dissertation correctly
recognises that language is not simply a means of instruction, but also a marker of
cultural and communal legitimacy.

The third chapter, devoted to symbolic imagery, likewise offers important
support for the dissertation’s central argument. Particularly revealing are the pages
on Cyril and Methodius, their disciples, and Prince Boris, where schoolbook
literature is examined as a carrier of the cult of enlightenment and the Christian
principle. In Ganchev’s textbook, for example, the author quotes the statement that
“the two Bulgarian enlighteners Cyril and Methodius were Bulgarians by origin,
born in the town of Thessaloniki”, and that their disciples “spread Bulgarian
enlightenment throughout all parts of the kingdom” (p. 198). In Yordan P.
Georgiev’s textbook, equal emphasis is placed on the claim that Cyril and
Methodius “invented the Bulgarian script, laid the foundations of Old Bulgarian
literature, and thereby placed the Bulgarian people among the other educated
nations” (p. 199). At this point, one sees clearly how the image of the enlightener
becomes that of the saviour, while literacy itself is elevated to the status of a
supreme value of the native.

I11. Assessment of the Merits of the Dissertation

It should be stated that the dissertation under review possesses a number
ofsubstantial merits.

1. It addresses a topic that Bulgarian literary scholarship has only rarely placed at
the centre of a comprehensive study, namely schoolbook literature as a literary,
cultural, and ideological phenomenon.

2. It demonstrates convincingly that the idea of the native is not constructed
through a single scheme, but through a range of thematic fields, including home,
language, kinship, school, enlightener, land, Church, history, and memory. This is
particularly evident in the analysis of Danov’s primer, where the home is
understood as “the symbolic expression of native space”, and language is described
as natural (p. 51).



3. The dissertation successfully interprets those educational texts in which
ostensibly informative material in fact performs ideological and identificatory
work. The pages on Bozveli’s geographical descriptions are especially illustrative
In this respect, since they show how space comes to be perceived as one’s own
despite political foreignness (pp. 174-176).

4. The role of figures of enlightenment as carriers of the native is clearly and
effectively drawn out. The analyses of Seliminski, Neofit Bozveli, Neofit Rilski,
and Dragan Manchov show persuasively that schoolbook literature produces not
only knowledge, but also models of cultural conduct and belonging (p. 52; pp.
96-97).

5. Particular note should be taken of the attention given to the symbolic resources
of the textbooks. In the pages on Cyril and Methodius, their disciples, and Prince
Boris, the author demonstrates effectively how the educational text transforms
literacy, faith, and enlightenment into central nuclei of the native (pp. 198-200).

6. The dissertation makes a visible effort to conceptualise its material and to embed
specific observations within a broader theoretical framework. This is evident both
in the interpretative pages on Paisii and the early Bulgarian Revival, and in the
subsequent close analyses (pp. 70-71).

IVV. Weaknesses and Limitations

Alongside its clear merits, the dissertation also presents certain aspects in
which it might have been more persuasive.

1. In some places, the dissertation assumes a rather descriptive character. This is
most evident in sections where the material is abundant and the author is
understandably concerned to present it in as full a manner as possible. At times,
however, detailed exposition advances more quickly than interpretative synthesis.

2. Although the main analytical body of the dissertation contains a number of
valuable micro-observations, not all of them are equally well connected to broader
literary-historical arguments. Put differently, the text often demonstrates effectively
what a given source does, but does not always explain with equal force why this is
decisive for Bulgarian cultural modernity.

3. The dissertation would have benefited from moving, in certain places, more
insistently beyond the specifically schoolbook corpus and drawing comparisons



with other Revival and post-Liberation texts, including journalism, periodicals,
memoirs, and even literary fiction. This would have strengthened the discussion,
especially in relation to the spatial image of the native and the symbolic status of
the enlighteners.

4. One of my few more conceptual reservations concerns the fact that, in certain
passages, the categories employed by the author — above all “one’s own”, “the
native”, and “the fatherland” — begin to overlap somewhat too freely. This is, to
some degree, inevitable in a topic of this nature. Even so, the dissertation would
have been strengthened if these concepts had been differentiated more clearly in
certain sections, since part of its analytical force lies precisely in the nuances that
separate them.

V. Conclusion

Gergana Asenova’s dissertation, “The ldea of the Native in Schoolbook
Literature from the 1860s to the First World War”, is a study with genuine
scholarly merits and clear contributions, insofar as it brings to the forefront a long
underestimated, yet in fact significant, segment of Bulgarian literary and cultural
history. Its approach to schoolbook literature through the idea of the native makes it
possible to understand this corpus not merely as a didactic body of texts, but as a
space in which enduring notions of language, memory, community, and fatherland
are formed. It is precisely here that one of the dissertation’s most substantial
achievements lies.

Notwithstanding certain weaknesses and several recommendations which
should be regarded primarily as possible directions for further development in the
form of a book, | consider that the dissertation merits a positive evaluation. |
therefore propose to the esteemed academic jury that the educational and scientific
degree of Doctor be awarded to Gergana Asenova.
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