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The present monograph "The Genesis of 
the Modern Bulgarian Literary Language" 
can have more than one reading. It can be 
interpreted as "Bases of the History of the 
Modern Bulgarian Literary Language". The
re are at least two reasons for such an asser
tion. On the one hand the text, in one way 
or another, comprises (in different degrees 
of detailing and in depth research) a con
siderable period of time — practically up 
to the beginning of our century. On the other 
hand, and that seems to me to be a more 
serious reason for such a view point, all 
problems (not only the ones set as basic 
but also those, only slightly mentioned) 
are presented consistently in the light of 
a particular conceptual apparatus. Ch. 
4 (pp. 19-22) consists of the description of 
the term f u l l y d e v e l o p e d l i 
t e r a r y l a n g u a g e through its inner 
structure of Properties, Functions, Atti
tudes, Determinants, Standards and Non-
standards and through the thus achieved 
differentiation of similar phenomena. I'd 
specifically like to emphasize that, though 
the element of compilation seems unavoi
dable nowadays (see the reference notes in 
ch. 4), the constructing of the theoreti
cal apparatus in the form presented, as a 
general theoretical conception, reflects the 
personal position of the author. The accep
ted definition of the f u l l y d e v e l o 
p e d l i t e r a r y l a n g u a g e faces 
the past, it is, so to say, applied in the 
"reverse" historical perspective. Compare: 
"Therefore, in any study of the history of a 
particular literary language, it is appro
priate to bring forward an outline of the 
general characteristics of literary languages 
in order to see more clearly what literary 
language features are present at various 
stages in the development of the language 
under consideration." (p. 19). The result 

of the reflections and analyses made in ch. 
6 (pp. 34-43) is the reducing of the concept 
"fully developed literary language" to an 
instrument for analysis of linguistic prob
lems in their historical aspect. A "network" 
of estimations criteria is drawn out which 
consists of the following parameters: gram
matical structure (pp. 37-39), linguistic 
norm — grammatical and orthographical (pp. 
39-40), linguistic conseption (p. 41), break 
of t radi t ion—in a linguistic and extra-
linguistic aspect (pp. 41-42), significance 
for the future development — in a linguis
tic and extralinguistic aspect (pp. 42-43). 
The detailing of the last two criteria shows 
the writer's requirement for a clear diffe
rentiation between the linguistic and extra-
linguistic and for the leading role of the 
linguistic in a subject like "history of the 
literary language". It is clear, that in this 
way only the basic subjects of this raono-
graphy (the damascene literature and Pai-
sij Chilendarski's history book) can find 
a definite place in the history of the modern 
Bulgarian literary language, and also prac
tically, any question of principle can be 
solved including as well the question as — 
from which moment on in the past we can 
speak of a developed modern Bulgarian 
literary larguage (and consequently use 
some other methods of investigation). That is 
why I consider the reading cf R. Gyllin's 
book of an utmost importance. 

The aims of the writer (ch. 2, pp. 9-11) 
determine a different reading of the pre
sent monography. The writer has formula
ted his main aim as follows: "Thus, the 
main aim of the present work is to raise 
and try to bring closer to its solution the 
problem of the initial point of the modern 
Bulgarian literary language" (p. 9). The 
requirements set by the author in working 
out the problem, are collected from two di-
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rections. On the one hand, to put both sub
jects (damascene language and the langua
ge of Paisij's history book) in an equal po
sition, with respect to the conceptual appa
ratus) — something mentioned above. And, 
on the other, to put them in a sufficiently 
large context in reference to the very period 
of time (the situation in Bulgaria before 
and after them) as well as in reference to 
the political and geographic facts of the 
period (outside Bulgaria), as special atten
tion should also be paid to the place of the 
formation and development of the modern 
Bulgarian literary language compared to 
the other similar processes of the other Sla
vonic languages. Part of these rather spa
cious requirements is accomplished in ch. 
3 — "The modern Bulgarian literary lan
guage in a historical and general political 
perspective" (pp. 12-18) and in ch. 5 — 
"Early attempts at a codification of the 
modern Bulgarian literary language" (pp. 
23-33), and the remaining pa r t— in the 
central ch. 7. Thus the first six chapters 
of the monography according to R. Gyllin 
are loaded with the function of making the 
necessary preconditions for clarifying the 
main problem — which is not at all an easy 
problem (or problems) about the beginning 
point of the Bulgarian literary language. 
I share the author's opinion for contras-
tive studies on the history of the modern 
Slavonic languages, but in principle, I 
do not accept a treatment, which juxtapo
ses and estimates the hindrances in their 
progress (pp. 17-18). I consider the extra-
linguistic factors (the relations between 
the Turkish authorities and the Bulgarian 
population, the attitude to the Bulgarian 
population in Greek politics) that reflec
ted in the history of our language in the 
form of linguistic matter as not very exac
tly depicted. Chapter 5, which is rather 
short for the material it comprises, is too 
schematic. To some extent, it is due to the 
higher degree of generalization, in compa
rison to that necessary for the adequate 
understanding of certain concrete questions, 
but also — to the lack of analysis or infor
mation concerning the lexical, grammati
cal and orthographical systems (see fur
ther). But in view of the whole work done 
by R. Gyllin, the above-mentioned objec
tions cannot change my opinion that this 
part of the work really performs its func
tions and thus predetermines the success
ful treatment of the main problems. Chap
ter 7, the basic one of the present monogra
phy, consists of a really consecutive contra-
stive analysis (pp. 69-104), introductory 
remarks and conclusions. The analysis 
follows the parameters studied in ch. 6, 
plus one more — "Background and contents", 
which corresponds to the author's require
ments. The logic of the presented interpre

tation, constructed on already familiar 
and published facts, convincingly leads 
to a conclusion (p. 105), formulated as fol
lows: "The early 17th century damascenes 
fulfil all the linguistic requirements for 
being considered the beginning point of 
the modern Bulgarian literary language 
that Paisij's history book fails to fulfill: 
they have an unequivocally New Bulga
rian grammatical structure they are subjec
ted to a strict norm, grammatical as well 
as orthographic and they have had a las
ting influence on the road chosen by the 
modern Bulgarian literary language (to 
be continued . . .)." I'd like to point out 
that the convincing effect of this conclu
sion is to a great extent, a function of the 
using of the parameter "grammatical struc
ture" in the aspect in which it has been acce
pted. Though I have a certain hypothesis 
why the linguistic matter is limited to 
the selected specific features (pp. 37-38), 
I think that this question should be com
mented upon more widely by the author. 
The same refers to the lack of information 
about the lexical system of the language. 
If the missing linguistic facts are included 
in the analysis, statements, for example 
like that Paisij had neither pupils nor 
direct followers (p. 101), can be apprehen
ded as true only literally and that would 
change the general impression of the part 
concerning the linguistic and extralinguis-
tic importance of Paisij. Further on: (. . . to 
continue) (p. 105): "The beginning point 
of the modern Bulgarian literary language 
must be sought in a work or works, with 
the above linguistic characteristics. This 
excludes Istorija Slavenobolgarskaja, but 
whether we prefer to see that point as the 
damascenes or at, say, Petar Beron's pri
mer of 1824 depends on the fact whether 
we, in addition to the linguistic require
ments, also wish some extralinguistic re
quirement to be fulfilled." This second part 
of the result, formulated by R. Gyllin, 
gets me back to p. 10, where the motives 
for the selection of the subjects of the ana
lysis are expressed and, also to the well-
grounded, and on the main, quite fair cri
ticisms of the thesis of the so-called An-
drejcin School veiwing Paisij's history 
book as a beginning point spread all over 
the text. 

Of course, a scientific thesis very often 
functions as an antithesis to another one. 
But this should not exhaust its own mea
ning. In this train of thought the so per
fectly written ch. 7 presents another rea
ding. As in the beginning I have already 
mentioned the using of the conceptual 
apparatus, I'll refer here only to the para
meter linguistic conception and to the parts, 
concerning the damascenes (here spoken 
of as "genre"), pp. 56-60, and to Paisij, pp. 
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85-88. This parameter of analysis in itself 
is extremely important even, one may say, 
that it keeps the balance between the lin
guistic and extralinguistic. Besides, I think 
that this parameter is interpreted brillian
tly in the present monography. That very 
treatment of this part permits a hypothe
sis, different from the author's and also 
makes it possible for the monography to 
be considered not only as an additional 
argumentation "for" and "against" some al
ready known thesis. 

Both in the damascenes and Paisij a 
clear and logical (but different and even 
contradicting) linguistic conception is on 
hand. Their linguistic conception: 1) in
fluences their language — orientation to 
New Bulgarian or Chruch Slavonic gramma
tical and orthographic orientation: 2) ref
lects their philosophy — and in this way 
defines their place in the period of time; 
3) it depends on the audience to which their 
texts are directed. The author asks: 
Which is their audience? Gyllin's analysis 
shows that the damascenes'audience and 
that of Paisij practically "covered" the so
cial space on the Balgarian lands. A thing 
which is not true for the damascenes or 
Paisij alone. In other words, the meaning 
of the hypothesis presented here consists 
in the following: with view to the begin
ning point of the modern Bulgarian lite
rary language the place, which the damas
cenes occupy is symmetrical to the place, 
occupied by Paisij. Of course, in a hypo
thesis like that, personal opinions are ref
lected as well. But what I want to empha
sise is, that ch. 7 gives an opportunity to 
look at a number of questions of the histo

ry of the modern Literary language in a 
liberal way, and also, to change the pers
pective of viewing these questions. In my 
opinion, that is what makes this reading 
of the text valuable. 

In conclusion I'd like to say something 
else as well. The pages dedicated to Pai
sij contain a number of controversial po
ints. A part of them is presented in a gene
ral plan together with other problems (com. 
p. 21), such as the relations between lan
guage, scholars, national myths and poli
tical situation (com. pp. 103-104). In my 
opinion these are all very significant pro
blems, which have been worked out in a 
linguistic aspect, as well (com. a large 
number of articles and monographs writ
ten by R. Abelson, R. Blakar, T. van 
Dijk and of course, U. Weinreich). But 
these problems require a special, different 
kind of research, out of the frames of this 
monography with the questions presen
ted in it. In this sense it is improper to 
appraise the figure of Paisij in the light 
of reflections like these "Thus a myth was 
created — and myths are important in the 
history of all nations, the Bulgarian na
tion not excluded. One must also remember 
that this myth was supported by the poli
tical regime in Bulgaria from the Second 
World War up to 1989, since it suited per
fectly its aim of creating an ethically mo-
nolitic state: the Paisij myth gave this re
gime an opportunity for uniting the Bul
garian people around its leaders against 
all real or imaginary threats from other 
ethnic groups in the Balkans, whether in
side or outside Bulgaria." 
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