Opinion

on the dissertation of Ms. Yana Georgakieva for the acquisition of the
educational and scientific degree '""doctor"

The topic of the dissertation 1s "Epidemics in the Bulgarian lands in the 16th-
18th centuries." It is written with a lot of love and knowledge, which is evident from
every page of the work. The dissertation has a classic structure: Introduction, Three
chapters, Conclusion, Bibliography, Appendices, Tables and Figures. The scientific
supervisor 1s Assoc. Prof. Dr. Milena Petkova-Robert. The chapters are highly
structured, consisting of 8 to 12 paragraphs.

In the Introduction, Ms. Georgakieva justifies the importance of epidemics
and the development of countermeasures. An objection is raised by the statement
that plague epidemics in the Balkans cannot be compared in scale and consequences
with those in Western Europe. Personally, in my opinion, this is a remnant of the
time when epidemics or pandemics in the Balkans simply did not exist. The
Introduction consists of a total of 8 paragraphs, which cover the chronological and
geographical framework of the study, a general characteristic of the three centuries,
a historiographical overview, types of diseases, specifically the plague as a disease,
thematic limitations, structure and methodology, contributions, specificity of the
sources, domestic and foreign sources, terminology, goals and objectives, and
acknowledgements. I deliberately quoted all paragraphs from the Introduction to see
how detailed the presentation is. This trend continues in the chapters of the
dissertation. It is striking that nowhere does the dissertationist speak of a
"pandemic", perhaps because the opposite would contradict the idea that plague in
the sense of "Yerisinia pestis" was not the most widespread disease in the Ottoman
Empire, and probably also the existence of endemic regions. Or perhaps she has not
found information that would speak of the plague as a "pandemic".

The first chapter is dedicated to “Prophetic medicine and occult practices in
treatment in Bulgarian lands, etc.” (the titles are very long). It begins according to
our familiar scheme with a historiographical overview, with prophetic medicine,
with occult practices in treatment, with source material, etc., with goals and
objectives, religious practice, terminology, information from Western travelers,



conclusion. Here 1 would highlight the practice among Western authors of not
considering escape from affected regions as a method of dealing with diseases: a
practice that Ms. Georgakieva denies on the basis of other sources and the
information from two Western authors. The conclusion includes contributions that
the author himself has identified in the study.

The second chapter is entitled “Dynamics of the spread of epidemics in the
Bulgarian lands in the 16th-18th centuries. Endemic regions, internal migrations and
the process of depopulation of urban and rural settlements.” There is no point in
listing all the paragraphs, especially since they are largely repeated, at least as titles.
The places where the author devotes space to archival units in Turkey, the National
Library, data from Bulgarian Catholic missionaries, etc. are impressive. The
connection of epidemics with the tax policy of the empire is also impressive. The
conclusion emphasizes demographic “booms” and declines, something that I
personally have not been able to explain. The dissertation does this partly with
existing epidemics.

The third chapter deals with “Means for the treatment and prevention of
epidemic diseases, etc. Medicines and recommendations for a healthy life.” The
scheme is already familiar and therefore 1 will not dwell on the individual
paragraphs. Several things are impressive: First, the weight measures are noted and
the equivalent in modern units of measurement is indicated. This would not matter
if there were uniform measures in all respects in the period. Second, the Turkish or,
as the author prefers, “Arabographic sources” noted in the “Source material” are
impressive, stored in the National Library of Bulgaria. By the way, “sources”
(m3rounuk) is a Russianism that has permanently settled in our humanitarian
literature and should be removed. Further, the already familiar order is followed:
goals and objectives, information from Western travelers, etc., conclusion.

The General Conclusion is too long. Here it is emphasized once again that
under the "plague" many other diseases are hidden. The diseases cause a true
synthesis of the two main confessional elements in the Bulgarian lands.

The dissertation ends with a Bibliography, Appendices, tables and figures,
which are very interesting and in themselves require great effort. The abstract
correctly reflects the dissertation and in many ways is easier to read.



The dissertation is very good in linguistic, semantic, archival and every other
respect. The chapters are actually separate dissertations and are structured like this.
Each has separate sources and historiography, conclusion, etc. The author has a
tendency to use excessively long sentences, dotted with foreign words. Otherwise,
her language 1s very decent. There are minor inaccuracies in places. For example, on
page 122, leprosy is declared "highly contagious", along with tuberculosis. This is
according to the representatives of that time. Otherwise, it does not belong to the
particularly contagious diseases.

Anyone who undertakes a dissertation should be aware that there comes a time
when it will be published in the form of a monograph. Who will read a book full of
sources and historiography, goals and objectives, etc., in every chapter? It is no
coincidence that in some countries they put a ceiling on the volume of the
dissertation (150 pages), focusing on the results of the work. Otherwise, it meets the
highest criteria for scientific achievement and deserves the highest grade. I will vote
with conviction for awarding the scientific and educational degree "doctor" to Ms.
Yana Georgakieva.
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