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AFANASIJ MATVEEVIC SELISCEV’S UNPUBLISHED
MANUSCRIPT ON THE SOUTH SLAVIC LANGUAGES"

Afanasij Matveevi¢ Selis¢ev (1886-1942), one of the most renowned specialists in the Slavic
linguistics in the 20th century, particularly on their Southern branch, had a plan to publish his tril-
ogy entitled Slavjanskoe jazykoznanie (Slavic Linguistics) in the 1940s, which was realized only
in part due to his death in 1942. Some scholars have reported that his unpublished manuscript was
lost, while others think that the text preserved in the Russian State Archive of Literature and Arts
(RGALJ) is Selis¢ev’s manuscript of the second volume of Slavjanskoe jazykoznanie dealing with
the South Slavic languages. In this article, the author identifies the RGALI manuscript and then
analyzes it in the context of the current state of Slavic studies.

Keywords: Afanasij Matveevi¢ Selis¢ev, Samuil Borisovi¢ Bernstejn, Slavic linguistics, South
Slavic languages.

Dedication

Professor Predrag Piper (1950-2021), known worldwide as a distinguished
Serbian linguist, covered a wide range of topics in Slavic linguistics and beyond.
Although the late professor Piper primarily worked on Slavic synchronic linguistics,
he was also interested in the diachronic aspects of Slavic linguistics and, just like his
teacher, professor Milka Ivi¢ (1923-2011), who authored the famous Pravci u ling-
vistici (Trends in Linguistics, 1963 and later editions), he made a significant contri-
bution to the history of Slavic linguistics. This is evident, above all, in one of prof.
Piper’s last publications, titled Prilozi istoriji srpske lingvisticke slavistike. Druga
polovina XX veka (Contributions to the History of Slavic Linguistics in Serbia. The
Second Half of the 20th Century, 2018), which professor Piper presented at the 16th
International Congress of Slavists in Belgrade. With deep gratitude for his guidance,
support, and friendship over the years, I dedicate my article to professor Predrag
Piper as an eminent historian of Slavic studies.

1. Introduction. The lost manuscript found?

Afanasij Matveevi¢ SeliS¢ev (1886—1942) was not only an expert in Slavic lin-
guistics with original ideas, but he was also a skillful scholar who could successfully
synthesize concepts in his field. His first synthetic work was published in 1914, en-
titled Vvedenie v sravnitel nuju grammatiku slavjanskix jazykov (Introduction to the

" The author would like to express his sincere gratitude to Svetlana Tolstaya (Moscow), Natalia
and Yaroslav Gorbachovs (Chicago), Wayles Browne (Ithaca), Masaru Ito (Tokyo), and Ihor
Datsenko (Nagoya) for their support and advice for carrying out this research.
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Comparative Grammar of Slavic Languages). Later, Selis¢ev authored Slavjanskoe
Jjazykoznanie 1. Zapadnoslavjanskie jazyki (Slavic Linguistics 1. West Slavic
Languages), which appeared in 1941. The manuscript of this monograph was com-
pleted in 1939 and was highly evaluated by reviewers. Boris Mixajlovi¢ Ljapunov
(1862-1943), one of the reviewers of the manuscript, wrote the following in his let-
ter to Samuil Borisovi¢ Bernstejn (1910-1997), one of Seliscev’s closest and most
talented pupils:2

In March, I received an urgent request to write a review of the extensive work by
prof. A. M. Seliscev, entitled ‘West Slavic Languages’ (750 pages of typescript). It
is very valuable that the publishing house Ucpedgiz undertook to publish the valu-
able work by Seliscev, presenting a detailed overview of the contemporary literary
languages, the dialectology and the history of the Czech, Slovak, Upper and Lower
Sorbian, Polish, Kashubian, Slovincian, and Polabian (based on written texts from
the beginning of the 18th century) languages. The author has exhausted all the old
and most recent literature on the history and dialectology of these languages. In my
review, which I presented to Ucpedgiz on April 8, I pointed out the necessity for the
rapid publication of Seliscev’s work, which is a necessary guide for students, post-
graduates, and teachers.

However, this book was not published immediately after this positive review. Selis¢ev’s
monumental book Staroslavjanskij jazyk 1-11 (The Old Church Slavonic Language I-1I),
which appeared posthumously, shared a similar yet worse destiny.? The first volume was
completed as early as 1940 but was published much later in 1951.4 Both publications are

2 This letter was dated April 26, 1939, and is preserved at the Central State Archive of the
City of Moscow (CGAGM) in f.1-222 op.1. d.112 1.11. The text in the original letter is as fol-
lows: B mapme dice s nomyuun cneutnoe npeonodiceHue HAnucams omsvie o 6oavuioll pabome
npogh. A. M. Cenuwgesa “3anaonocnasanckue asviku” (750 cmp. mawunon.). Ouenv 6axicHo, umo
Yuneoaus e3anca newvamamo yennyio pabomy Cenuwesa, npedcmasnsiowyio noopoonoe obospenue
COBPEMEHHBIX TUMEPAMYPHBIX 3., OUATEKMONO2UU U UCMOPUU A3bIKO8 YEUICKO20, CI0BAYKO2O,
6epxHe- U HUIICHE-TYHCUYKUX, NONbCKO20, KAuLyOCKO20, CILOBUHCKO20 U NONADCKO20 (N0 NAMAMM.
nay. XVIII 6.). Aemop ucuepnan 6cio cmapyio u HOGEUULYIO TUMEPAMYpPy no UCMOPUY U OUALEKINO-
Jl02UU dMux A361K08. B c60ém om3viee, komopulil 1 npedcmasui 6 Yu. ned. eusz 8. 1V, s ykazan Ha He-
006x00uMmocmsb ckopetiuteeo uzoanus mpyoa Cenuwyesa, A8aa10Ue20Csa HeoOX0OUMbIM NocobueM 015
VUAWUXCHL, ACRUPAHMOS U NPEenooasameneli.

* The manuscript of Staroslavjanskij jazyk was not complete, and so it was edited by Ruben
Ivanovi¢ Avanesov (1902—1982) for publication. According to the publisher U¢pedgiz, Seliscev’s
plan was to publish the monograph in three parts: Volume 1 deals with the Introduction and
Phonetics, and was completed and published as Selis¢ev had planned; Volume 2 would include the
Morphology, Syntax, and Lexicon; and Volume 3 would be texts with commentaries. See Selisc¢ev
(1952: 2).

*In his letter to Bernstejn dated March 19, 1940, Ljapunov wrote as follows: But I have a new urgent
job again —a review of A. M. Selis¢ev’s Old Church Slavonic Language at the request of U¢pedgiz (Ho
Y MeHs oname Ho8as cpounas paboma—om3wie 0 « Cmapocnosanckom s3.» A. M. Cenuwesa no npocvoe
Vulleozus a). This letter is preserved at the CGAGM in £.1-222 op.1. d.112 1.14.
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written in the spirit of historical linguistics.’ This means that Seli§¢ev’s approach was not
in line with the Marrism that was still influential in the USSR at that time.®

As described in the Introduction to Slavic Linguistics 1. West Slavic Languages,
Seliscev originally planned to publish two more volumes: Slavic Linguistics 11. South
Slavic Languages and Slavic Linguistics 111. East Slavic Languages.” However, the
publication of these volumes did not materialize due to his long-lasting illness and
subsequent death that occurred on December 6, 1942. Regarding the destiny of his
manuscripts and other archive materials, Asnin and Alpatov (1994: 164) concluded
the following:®

Most of his scholarly archives were lost in the turmoil of the war. Of the un-
published works, only the part of the Old Church Slavonic grammar which had
been submitted to the publishing house and a few more articles were preserved and
subsequently published. The second and third volumes of the capital work Slavic
Linguistics have disappeared.

According to Vasilevskaja (1968: 635), Selis¢ev’s archival materials were passed
from the Department of the Russian Language at Moscow State Pedagogical Institute
to the USSR Central State Archive of Literature and Art in 1962 (today’s RGALI)
by his former pupils, following Viktor Vladimirovi¢ Vinogradov’s request. In the
RGALI database, the following item is in Seli§¢ev’s archive, numbered £.2231 op.1
(Picture 1):

Beisoguts no: | 20 ~  CoptupoBaTe: | LLngp - Beero eguuuy xpareuus: 1 - 20 u3 1
Homep LWnd 3aronoBoK ef.x KpaitHue patbl Konso  [lerantHolit
ef.xp. B S P NUCTOB npocMoTp
“CnaBAHCKoe A3blKO3HaHWe". MccnefjoBaHne u
31 ¢é?u,23;c1[:03q‘1 YEPHOBbIE 3anucu K HeMy. [Tom 2. "KxHo- [Okono 1941] 623 E

CNaBAHCKMe A3blkK']. Henonkbli TekeT

Picture 1: Search result of Seliscev's archival material in the RGALI database

> Obnorskij characterized Selis¢ev as a solid supporter of the comparative-historical method
(Obnorskij 1947: 9). Obnorskij wrote that his Old Church Slavonic Language was written in line
with his Slavic Linguistics. Although this observation is correct, it is self-evident because, as I will
discuss below, Selis¢ev’s Old Church Slavonic was intended to be part of the second volume of his
Slavic Linguistics.

¢ Therefore, Ljapunov tried hard to get Selis¢ev’s works published in such difficult political cir-
cumstances. As Robinson pointed out, to some extent, Marrism became feebler toward the end of
the 1930s than before. See Robinson (2004: 184).

7 See also Bulaxov (1978: 189).

8 Bonbwas uacmo e20 HayuHO20 apXu6d nPonad 8 Cymonoke 0eHHuIx ien. M3 Heonyonurko8anHvlx
pabom coxpamuaucb U 6nociedcmsul Obliu U30aHbl JUUL COAHHAA 6 U30AMENbCMBO YACHb
CMAapOCiassiHCKol epAMMAmuKu U ewje Heckonbko cmameti. A emopou u mpemuil moma
KkanumanoHo2o mpyoa « ClassaHcKoe A3bIKO3HAHUE» UCUE3IU.
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The search result indicates that the manuscript was written sometime around
1941, and it is an incomplete text (with 623 sheets of paper). Additionally, the man-
uscript is referred to as Slavic Linguistics 11. South Slavic Languages. Consequently,
this raises the question: Is item 31 preserved at the RGALI the manuscript that ASnin
and Alpatov (1994) thought to be lost or is it something else?

To the best of my knowledge, this manuscript has not been the subject of any
scholarly analysis to date. However, there are various reasons that justify the present
research. First, it is a unique composition by one of the most distinguished experts in
Slavic linguistics of the time, whose view of Slavic languages is important in the his-
toriographic context. Second, according to Obnorskij (1947: 9), Selis¢ev began his
scholarly activity as a comparativist with his 1914 book, which was the first original
work on this topic in Russian, and ended with his career as a comparativist. In this
context, the manuscript, as we will see later in this article, would be interesting as a
continuation of his 1914 book.

Considering the aforementioned mysterious situation, in this article, I will try to
identify the manuscript (Section 2) and then reconstruct the original structure of the
book, as the database indicates that the manuscript is incomplete (Section 3), after
which I will present some interesting features in Selis¢ev’s manuscript (Section 4),
and I then conclude.

2. Identifying Selis¢ev’s manuscript

Selis¢ev’s manuscript on South Slavic languages starts on page 181 with the chapter
titled Juznoslavjanskaja gruppa (South Slavic group), which is Section 258 (Appendix
1)? and ends on page 510 with no section number. There were various missing parts,
considerable gaps between the pages, and more than 60 fragmented notes.

When taking a brief look at the manuscript, it is immediately evident that the de-
scription mentioned above from RGALI’s website is incorrect. The manuscript was
written in pre-revolutionary orthography (see Appendix 1). Indeed, Seliscev wrote
and published his works in pre-revolutionary orthography even after 1917, but this
practice most probably ended around 1928.!° Moreover, the latest publication cited
by Seli§¢ev in his manuscript was André Mazon’s article published in 1925.!! In his
works, Seliscev always tried to use the latest achievements in Slavic linguistics, and
it was unlikely that Selis¢ev would change his habits for this planned monograph.
Therefore, it can be concluded that the manuscript was written no later than 1925 and
not around 1941.

? Vasilevskaja (1968: 635) also mentioned this fact.

19 For instance, the 1926-1927 volume of the Czech journal Slavia, which seemed to respect each
author’s choice of the two Russian orthographies, includes not only Seliscev’s article in the pre-rev-
olutionary orthography but also his book review in the post-revolutionary orthography. In the 1927—
1928 volume, Seliscev’s article was published in the pre-revolutionary orthography. From the 1928—
1929 volume, Seliscev’s articles were published entirely in the contemporary orthography.

' Mazon, André. 1925. D’une formation verbale slave d’origine gréco-turque. In: Mélanges lin-
guistiques offerts a M. J. Vendryes par ses amis et ses éléves. Paris: Champion, 265-273. This title
was cited on page 497, which is 563 according to the numbering by the RGALL
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The next question is if SeliS¢ev prepared his Slavic Linguistics 11 prior to publishing
Slavic Linguistics 1; the answer is probably no. In his letter to Bernstejn dated January
15, 1940, Ljapunov wrote the following:!2

With regard to van Wijks “Geschichte der altkirchenslavischen Sprache,” I
received this book a long time ago from the author, but in the spring of last year, I sent
it to prof. Seliscev, who asked me for the book for the same kind of overview of the
South Slavic languages, as the one he made last year on the West Slavic languages,
but I do not know his latest address.

This letter illustrates that SeliS¢ev began to prepare Slavic Linguistics 11 only
after completing the Slavic Linguistics 1 manuscript. It is important to note that after
Seliscev’s death, Ljapunov wrote to Bernstejn retrospectively about Slavic Linguistics
II on January 24, 1943:13

I was looking forward impatiently to the publication of the Ist issue of the 2nd
volume of “Slavic Linguistics,” which I had read before going to print at the request of
the Ucpedgiz publishing house. The manuscript presents an excellently compiled and
bibliographically exhaustive outline of the development of common Slavic sounds as an
introductory part of the phonetics of the Old Church Slavonic language. This valuable
work, ready for publication and necessary for all Slavists, should be published in the
near future. It is a pity that A. M. did not succeed in preparing the entire volume of
South Slavic languages that he had previously studied so diligently. However, probably
in his drafts, you can find a lot about the history of the Bulgarian language.

This letter of Ljapunov to Bernstejn demonstrates that Selisc¢ev’s posthumous Old
Church Slavonic Language was originally planned as part of Slavic Linguistics 11,
and it was reviewed by Ljapunov.!

12 Ymo kacaemcs “Geschichte der altkirchenslavischen Sprache” van Wijk’a, mo smy knuey s
0A6HO NOIYUUL OM ABMOPA, HO 68 NPOULIOM 200Y 5 NOCIA ee 6ecHol npogh. Cenuwyesy, KOmopblil
npocun y mens ee ONsi MAKO2O Jice 0OO3PEHUs 10ACHOCIOBIHCKUX A3IKOB, KAKOe OH COelal 8
NPOULIOM 200Y NO A3bIKAM 3ANAOHOCIOBAHCKUM, HO 5 He 3Halo e2o nogeluiezo aopeca. This letter is
preserved at the CGAGM in f.1-222 op.1.d.112 1.13.

13 4 ¢ nemepnenuem scoan nanewamanus 1-20 svinycra 2-20 moma ““Cnaesincko2o sa3blko3Hanus”,
NPOUUMAHHO20 MHOIO 00 COauU 8 neuams no npocvoe usdamenvcmea ‘Yu.neo.eus”. On npeocmas-
Jisiem NpeKpacHo cOCMAGILeH bl U ucuepnulsaiowuil oubnuozpagueil ouepk pasgumusi 06ujeciossH-
CKUX 36YK06, KAK 6600HYI0 4ACMb 6 (POHEMUKY OpPeBHe-1epKOBHO-CILOGAHCKO0 A3bIKA. MO 6NOIHE
20MOBbLIL K NeUamu u cem CAa8UCcmam HeooXo0UuMblil YeHHbll mpyo 00axceH Obimb U30aH 6 Onudicali-
wyro ouepeos. JKanw, umo A. M. ne ycnen npucomosums 6ecb mom 0 I0HCHO-CIOBAHCKUX A3bIKAX, KO-
MOpbIMU OH paHbULe MAK YcepOro 3anumanca. Ho nasepHo 6 e2o uepHoguKax ModjicHO Halmu MHO2O
ona ucmopuu boneapcrozo azvika. This letter is preserved at the CGAGM in £.1-222 op.1. d.112 1.20.

4 One can also add the fact that in his letter to Stefan Mladenov dated January 18, 1940, Selis¢ev
wrote as follows: I am going to start working on the second volume of Slavic Linguistics dedicat-
ed to the South Slavic languages (Cobuparocoy npucmynume ko 2-my momy «Cnas. a36IKO3HAHUSY,
KOMOpblLl NOCEsUeH xicHoCIasaHcKum asvikam). See Mladenov (1979: 74).

“«
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Considering all the points discussed above, the conclusion made by Asnin and
Alpatov (1994) in assuming that the manuscript of Slavic Linguistics 11 was lost is
clearly incorrect. It did not exist in SeliS¢ev’s archive, and the manuscript preserved in
the RGALI is not the manuscript of Slavic Linguistics 11. What, then, is Seliscev’s ar-
chived manuscript? According to Bernstejn (1987: 25), Selis¢ev completed the man-
uscript Vvedenie v izucenie slavjanskix jazykov (Introduction to the Study of Slavic
Languages) in 1925.15 This year coincides with André Mazon’s aforementioned arti-
cle. Selis¢ev sent the manuscript to the Historical and Philological Department of the
Bulgarian Academy of Sciences for publication, which agreed to publish it.! Selis¢ev
tried to publish his manuscript in Bulgaria because the publication of such a book on
Slavic linguistics was rather difficult in the USSR due to the dominating Marrism.

In Bulgaria, however, Seli§¢ev’s manuscript was not published either, although
he was kept waiting for more than six years without any notice. On January 9, 1932,
the Bulgarian Academy of Sciences decided not to publish the manuscript,!” and
the manuscript was returned to Selis¢ev in 1932 or 1933.!% Bernstejn mentioned the
probable reason for this in an unpublished part of his memoirs entitled Zigzagi pamjati
(Zigzags of Memory), dated October 18, 1979.1° Having read letters from Selis¢ev

15 In his letter to St. Mladenov dated September 15, 1926, Selis¢ev wrote that he had sent the fin-
ished manuscript to the Bulgarian Academy in June, 1926. See Mladenov (1979: 57). On Seliscev’s
manuscript, Bernstejn wrote as follows: “In 1925, Selis¢ev prepared for publication the book
Introduction to the Study of Slavic Languages that contains overviews of the history of foreign Slavic
languages. There were unsuccessful attempts to publish it in Czechoslovakia and Bulgaria. Only in
1938 did it become possible to publish it in the Ucpedgiz of Moscow. However, now the manuscript
needed serious revision. The author decided to significantly expand its size and publish the work in
three books. The first book West Slavic Languages was quickly prepared, which was published in ear-
ly 1941. The author did not succeed in reworking and expanding the manuscript of the second book
South Slavic Languages” (B 1925 2. Cenuwyes nooecomosuin k neuamu KHuey «Beedenue 6 usyuenue
CNABAHCKUX SA3bIKOB», COOEPNHCAWYIO OUEPKU UCMOPUU 3aPYOENCHIX CLABIHCKUX 53bIK08. bbliu
HeyoauHvle nonvimku onyonuxosams ee 8 Yexocnosaxuu u 6 boneapuu. Jluww ¢ 1938 2. so3nukia
603MOICHOCY €e nyonuKayull 8 yuebHo-nedazoauyeckom uzoamenscmee Mockewl. Oonaxko menepo
PYKONUCH HYHCOANACH 8 Cepbe3HoUl dopabomke. ABMop peui SHAUUMEIbHO PAcCuuupuns 00vem u
uzoamv mpyo 6 mpex kuueax. bvicmpo Ovina noocomoenena nepsas Knuea «3anadHociasaHcKue
A3bIKUY, Komopas yeuoena ceem 6 Hauane 1941 e. Ilepepabomams u 0onorHums pyKonuch 6mopot
xrueu «FOdxcnocnasanckue azvikuy asmop ne ycnen). See also Robinson (2004: 377). Bernstejn was
slightly wrong, because Selis¢ev’s unpublished monograph also included a section for the East Slavic
languages. See Section 3 of this article.

16 According to Robinson (2004: 377), between 1925 and 1934, Selis¢ev published 21 works in
the USSR and 42 works abroad.

17 See Seliscev’s letter to Stefan Mladenov dated February 7, 1932. Mladenov (1979: 71).

18 Selisev was arrested in 1934, together with other Slavists, an event which is known as the
Slavists’ Affair. Selis¢ev was sentenced to five years at a labor camp but was released earlier, in
1937. Soon after that, he was permitted to engage in scholarly and pedagogical activities. See
Aksenova (2000: 36).

19 Hz0amenv nucem He nobosiics 0OHANCUMb OMPUYAMETbHBLE CIOPOHLL DON2APCKUX C8s3ell
Cenuwesa, nexpacugolti nocmynox Muiemuua ¢ pykonucwio Cenuwgesa «Beedenue 6 uzyuenue
cnasanckux s3vikoey. Cenuuyes npeKpacio NOHUMAl, 4mo ox Hyscen boneapuu monvko kak asmop
uccnedosanuii Maxeoonuu, a Ha opyeue pasoenvl cragucmuku boneapam Haniesams. Bernstejn’s
typescript is preserved at the CGAGM in f.1-222 op.1. d.68 1.141.
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to Stefan Mladenov, published by Maxim Mladenov in Linguistique Balkanique in
1979, Bernstejn wrote the following:

The publisher of the letters was not afraid to expose the negative aspects of
Seliscevs Bulgarian connections, Miletic’s ugly treatment of Selis¢ev’s manuscript
“Introduction to the Study of Slavic Languages.” Selis¢ev was well aware that
Bulgaria needed him only as the author of research on Macedonia and that the
Bulgarians did not care about other sections of Slavic studies.

Indeed, Selis¢ev’s monographs on Macedonian Bulgarians and their language —
Polog i ego bolgarskoe naselenie (Polog and its Bulgarian Population) and Slavjan-
skoe naselenie v Albanii (The Slavic Population in Albania) — were published rather
quickly, in 1929 and 1931, respectively, although Selis¢ev completed their drafts lat-
er than the Introduction to the Study of Slavic Languages.

Considering the abovementioned facts and observations, Selis¢ev’s manuscript
preserved at the RGALI is most probably part of his unpublished Introduction to the
Study of Slavic Languages, from which Selis¢ev wanted to prepare his future Slavic
Linguistics II. South Slavic Languages. However, the manuscript is quite far from
complete, as it was left almost untouched, except for the original manuscript being
separated into parts, including missing ones.

3. Reconstructing Introduction to the Study of Slavic Languages

Because the complete manuscript of the Introduction to the Study of Slavic
Languages no longer exists, the exact content of the unpublished manuscript is
unknown. The original structure of the planned book, however, was described by
Seli§¢ev in his letter to Stefan Mladenov dated December 3, 1931:20

Yesterday, I wrote to prof. Miletic¢ (I have not received any news from him for a long
time) and the Bulgarian Academy of Sciences about my textbook in Slavic linguistics. 1
am ready to shorten the textbook to eliminate the introductory part and the first two sec-
tions: Proto-Slavic and East Slavic. The (following) sections will remain: South Slavic,
West Slavic, Slavs and their neighbors. I do not agree with separating these sections.

Among the abovementioned chapters, it is unclear if the Introduction and Proto-
Slavic were preserved; at least, the RGALI database does not indicate this. West
Slavic, which was elaborated later for publication in the late 1930s, has been pre-
served,?! and the East Slavic was preserved only in part.

2 Buepa s nanucan npog. Munemuuy (- om ne2o s1 0a6HO He NOLYYAL HUKAKUX U36ECMULL) U
6 Bone. Axademuio Hayx o ceoem Kypce Crassinckozo A3bIKO3HAHUA. S 20moe CoKpamums 2mon
KYpC: 8bINYCMUNG 8600HYIO YACb U NEpable 0684 OMOELA: NPACIABIHCKULL U 80CIMOYHOCLAGAHCKULL.
Ocmanymesi Omoenvl: IAICHOCIABIHCKULL, 3aNA0HOCIAGIHCKUL, classHe u ux coceou. Ha paseou-
HeHue damux omoenos a He mozy coenacumucs. This letter was published in Mladenov (1979: 70).

2I'F. 2231 op.1 ed. xr 29 and 30 at the RGALL
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The RGALI data indicate that this chapter consists of 30 sheets of paper, but in
reality, there are 33 sheets that are divided into two parts: an introductory part (14
sheets) and general information about East Slavic (19 sheets). Only a few pages have
section numbers, and they seem to originally belong to the East Slavic chapter but
with a considerable number of missing pages (Appendix 3).22 The first 14 sheets
might be the Introduction to the entire volume and not just to the East Slavic chapter.
The structure of the manuscript in the South Slavic chapter preserved at the RGALI
can be summarized as follows:

Unknown subchapter

Section 258 (pp. 181-187), dealing with the migration of Slavs to the Balkans (no
section title, page 188 is missing)

Bulgarian subchapter
Section 259 (pp. 189-193): Bulgarians

Sections 260-285 (pp. 194-260): The Bulgarian language (Sections 267-279,
286-312 are missing)

Section 313 (p. 260): Literary language and script, orthography
Sections 314-319 (p. 261): Phonetic structure (Sections 315-318 are missing)
Dialect texts, glossary, bibliography (pp. 268-282)

Serbo-Croatian subchapter

Section 315 (pp. 283-287): Serbs and Croats (The section number overlaps with
that in the Bulgarian subsection)

Sections 316-365 (pp. 288-342): The language of Serbs and Croats (Serbo-
Croatian)

Sections 366-369 (pp. 342-361): The Serbo-Croatian dialect groups
Section 370 (p. 362): Literary language

Section 371 (pp. 362—-364): Phonetic structure

Section 372 (p. 365): Script and orthography

Dialect texts, glossary, bibliography (pp. 366—378)

22F. 2231. op.1 ed. xr. 32 at the RGALI. The RGALI archivists do not seem to be sure whether
this position was indeed the manuscript for his planned Slavic Linguistics 111, as a question mark
has been added. It is important to note that sheet 19 starts with Section 118 in the future tense,
whose page numbering is 104. This means there should be 117 sections and 103 pages prior to the
page, but there is no observable succession in the manuscript.

CrmaBuctuka XXVI/1 (2022)



164 Motoki Nomachi

Slovene subchapter

Section 373 (pp. 374-382): Slovenes

Sections 374—415 (pp. 383-438): The Slovenian language
Sections 416-425 (pp. 439—-448): The Slovenian dialect groups
Section 426 (p. 449): Literary language

Section 427 (pp. 449—451): Phonetic structure

Section 428 (p. 451): Script and orthography

Dialect texts, glossary, bibliography (pp. 452—463)

Unknown subchapter

Subsection numbers missing (pp. 491-497, 510) dealing with language contact
and multilingualism (no section titles are provided. Pages 498—509 are missing)

The last subsection in the manuscript, dealing with language contact and multi-
lingualism in the Balkans, has many missing parts and is fragmented; therefore, it is
difficult to get a full picture of those sections. Page 491 (2231 op.1 ed. xr. 31 1.552—
555) states: Ilpeocmasum enasHvle HANPABLEHUS KYTbIYPHO-A3bIKOGHIX OMHOUEHULL
cnasan u ux coceoeti (Let me discuss the main direction of cultural and linguistic re-
lations of the Slavs and their neighbors). Thus, these sections were not originally part
of the South Slavic section, but another chapter entitled Slavs and Their Neighbors.
Therefore, we do not discuss them here.

The structure of each subsection reminds us of Selis¢ev’s 1914 monograph
Introduction to the Comparative Grammar of Slavic Languages. Indeed, in a sense,
this manuscript was an updated and enlarged version of that publication, as Selis¢ev
recycled some parts of the book and expanded it, following changes since 1914
(Appendix 2).

Except for the first and last sections, the structure of this chapter is quite trans-
parent. The first sections with nation names provide an overview of the history of
each South Slavic nation. The immediately following section with the name of each
language deals with historical phonetics and morphology, but without a single word
about syntax, quite in the Neogrammarian tradition, as is the case with his Slavic
Linguistics 1. The sections that follow discuss the dialectal features of each language,
and then the next three sections provide basic information on the literary language of
each South Slavic group. The subchapters of Serbo-Croatian and Slovene are com-
plete and fully covered, including the most complicated issues of accentology.??
Although there are very few original analyses of these languages, their descriptions
are as detailed, precise, and up-to-date (as of 1925) as the major reliable works in the

2 When Seli§¢ev was writing this manuscript, Slovene dialectology did not have such impor-
tant works by Ramov$ as Dialektoloska karta slovenskega jezika (Dialect Map of the Slovene
Language, 1931) or Historicna gramatika slovenskega jezika V1. Dialekti (Historical Grammar of
the Slovene Language VII. Dialects, 1935). Therefore, it comes as no surprise that Selis¢ev divided
Slovene dialects into two main groups: north-east and south-west (p. 444). See £.2231. op.1 ed. xr.
487-488 at the RGALI.
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field (works produced by scholars such as Fran Ramovs, Anton Breznik, Stanislav
Skrabec and others for Slovene, Vatroslav Jagi¢, Aleksandar Beli¢, Stjepan Ivsic,
Milan Resetar and others for Serbo-Croatian, and many Russian Slavists).

Additionally, unlike other compendiums of a similar nature, such as Timofej
Florinskij’s Lekcii po slavjanskomu jazykoznaniju (Lectures on Slavic Linguistics)
(1894-1897), Seliscev’s work can be characterized by his thorough historicism, in-
cluding a discussion of extra-linguistic issues as the first section in the manuscript;
sections dealing with each South Slavic group start with the history of each nation. In
the first section on the history of South Slavs, SelisCev states the following:*

In what geographical, socio-economic, and cultural situations did the South Slavs
find themselves having settled in the Danube region and the Balkans, as well as to
the west of the peninsula? What kind of relationships did these Slavs have with the
people that they found here? How did the cultural elements that were presented in
the Danube region and the Balkans affect the life of the South Slavs? What were the
linguistic relationships of these Slavs to each other at first after their occupation of
the Balkan Peninsula and then in the following centuries of their life here? These are
questions that not only a historian of the cultural life of the South Slavs but also a re-
searcher of the fate of the language of these Slavs cannot avoid.

For Seliscev, a specialist in Balkan languages and a scholar in language contact,
a multidisciplinary and extra-linguistic approach to the history of Slavic languages
is essential. Indeed, it is this approach that makes him original and distinguishes him
in the history of Slavic studies, as evident in the abovementioned capital works, such
as Polog and its Bulgarian Population and The Slavic Population in Albania, not to
mention his compendium Slavic Linguistics 1.

4. Selis¢ev on Balkan Slavic dialects

The most interesting subchapter would have been the one about the Bulgarian and
Macedonian languages because Seli¢ev was one of the most eminent specialists in
these fields at that time. Moreover, the Macedonian issue was very disputable, par-
ticularly among Bulgarians and Serbs regarding the affiliation of some dialects and
eventual territories. It is well known that SeliS¢ev was also involved in this issue (cf.
Seliscev 1986: 55—154). In this respect, it is unfortunate that the Bulgarian sections
have many missing parts, including the one on Macedonian dialects.?> However, in

2 B kaxkotl 2eozpauueckotl, 06uecmeeHHo-3KOHOMUUECKOU U KYIbIMYPHOU 0OCMAHO8Ke 0KA3a-
JIUCH 10JiCHblE Classane, nocenuguucy 6 Ilpudynasve u na bankanax, a makoice Kk 3anady om noiy-
ocmposa? B kakue OmHOWEHUs CMAau SMu ClagaHe K mem Hapooam, KaKue OHU 3acmani 30ecs?
Kax ompasunuce Ha HcusHu 10H4CHO20 CIABAHCMEA Me KYAbMYPHbIE INIeMEHNbl, KOmopble Obliu
npeocmasnenv 6 IIpedynasve u na bBarkanax? B Kaxux A3bIKOBbIX OMHOUWEHUAX HAXOOUTIUCH SMU
cnassane mexncdy coboio 6 nepeoe epemsi no 3anHamuu Baikanckozo nowyocmposa, a 3amem 6 no-
credylowjue 8eka Ux HcusHu 30ecv? Bom eonpocwi, mMunosame Komopbvle He MOdCcem He MOoAbKo
UCIMOPUK KYIbIYPHOUL JHCUSHU IOXCHBIX CILAGSAH, HO U UCCe008amesb Cy0eb A3bIKa SMUX ClassH. See
£.2231 op.1 ed. xr.31 5-7 at the RGALI.

% One can find only the following fragment with regard to Macedonian in the whole text: In
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the existing parts, it is evident that SeliS¢ev was much more objective in a linguis-
tic sense than his contemporary scholars, for instance, the Serb Aleksandar Beli¢ or
the Bulgarian Stefan Mladenov, who made claims with political overtones that were
sometimes far from linguistic facts.¢

In some cases, Selis¢ev’s stance may be overly rash because as a sample of a
Bulgarian dialect, Seliscev offered the Prizren-Timok dialect material collected by
Marinko Stanojevi¢ and published in Srpski dijalektoloski zbornik 11 (Serbian Dialect
Review II, 1911) in the Bulgarian subchapter on page 280.%7 In this respect, Selis¢ev’s
view was stable, as demonstrated in his previous publications. Indeed, among others,
Seliscev opined about the status of (part of) the Timok-Prizren dialect as follows on
page 193:28

In northern Macedonia, disputed areas begin between the Bulgarians and the Serbs,
the disputed areas continue further north, to Vranje, Leskovac, Pirot, Zajecar, and Vidin.
An impartial study of the available dialectological data indicates that the northern part
of Macedonia (the districts of Tetovo, Skopje [with the exception of Skopska Crna Goral,
and Kratovo [the southern part]), according to their dialects, should be attributed to the
Bulgarian language area. The dialects in the east also belong to the latter: from the line
of Vranje, Pirot, and Belgradcik, the lower course of the Timok, to the Danube.

However, Selis¢ev also includes the Prizren-Timok dialect as a peripheral dia-
lect of Serbo-Croatian in the Serbo-Croatian subchapter. In this subchapter, Selisc¢ev
wrote the following on pages 348-349.2

the Western Macedonian dialects, several smaller dialect groups should be distinguished: 1) Debar
group, 2) Ohrid group, 3) Central group, 4) Tikves-Mapuoso group, 5) Veles-Skopje group, 6) Upper
Polog group, and 7) Lower-Polog group. Many interesting phenomena and curious hybridizations
are presented by these groups but their details are reported in a separate course on the Bulgarian
language or see my Essays on Macedonian Dialectology, vol. 1. (B 3anadno-maxedonckux 2o6opax
HA00 6b10ENUMb HECKONIbKO Oolee MeKUX ouanekmudeckux epynn: 1) oebapckyio, 2) oxpuockyro,
3) yenmpanvuyro, 4) MuKGUHCKO-MAPUOBCKYIO, 5) 8€1eCCKO-CKONCKYI0, 6) 20pHe-nonoHccKyio, 7)
0071He-nONONCKYI0. MHo20 unmepecHvix A61eHUtl U TI0OONBIMHBIX CKPEUWUBAHUL NPeOCMABIAION
amu epynnol. Ho noopobrHocmu o HUX coobujaromest 8 omoenbHoOM Kypce Ooneapcko2o A3biKa uiu
cm. 6 moux “Oueprax no maxeoouckoui ouanexkmonoeuu”’, T. 1). See f. 2231 op.1 ed. xr.31 49-54 at
the RGALI.

26 For instance, see Beli¢ (1913 and many others) and Mladenov (1914 and many others).
27 See f. 2231 op.1 ed. xr.31 91-92 at the RGALI.

B cegepnoii Maxedonuu HauuHaOmcs, cnopuvle obracmu mexcoy Goreapamu u cepoami;
CROpHbLE 061aCmU NPOOOTAUCAIOMC U anbuie K cesepy, K Bpane, k Jleckosayy, [Tupomy, 3aiieuapy,
Buouny. Becnpucmpacmuoe ucciedosanue umMeroumuxcs OUdIeKmonioeuieckux OaHHbIX ceuoemesb-
cmeyem 0 mom, umo cesepras yacms Maxeoonuu (oxpyea Temosckuii, Ckonckuil (3a UcKuoueHu-
em Croncrkoul Yepnoul Topvl, Kpamosckuii (10dchas yacmy)), no ceoum 2060pam OONHCHA Oblmb
omueceHa K A3bIKosol obracmu doneapckoil. Ilocnednetl sce npuHaoaexcam i 20860pbl Ha B0CHIOKe
om nunuu - Bpans, Iupom, benepaduuk, nuscnee meuenue Tumoka oo [ynas. See f. 2231 op.1 ed.
xr.31 21-25 at the RGALI. This fragment is an almost complete copy from Selis¢ev’s 1914 book.

2 T060pbl NPU3PEHO-MUMOUCKOU 2PYNNbl 8 PAHHUIL NEPUOO CE0ell JCUSHU NEPeHCUBATU 00U~
Hakogvle npoyeccol ¢ 208opamu cepockumu... Ilozo0nee 2080pvl 8 NPU3PEHO-MUMOUCKOLU epynne
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The dialects of the Prizren-Timok group in the early period of their existence ex-
perienced the same processes as the Serbian dialects ... Later, the dialects of the
Prizren-Timok group were drawn into the sphere of influence of the Slavic dialects
of the east—Bulgarian. With these dialects, the Prizren-Timok group experienced
common formal and syntactic innovations... The phenomena that are common to the
Bulgarian and Prizren-Timok dialects testify to the connections of these groups, the
connections that existed in the past. These phenomena would by no means lose their
indicativeness in relation to connections if the impetus for the origin of some of the
phenomena was given from the outside, from the side of a foreign language: the
commonality of processes remains a linguistic factor for the Bulgarian and Prizren-
Timok Slavs. The initiative in these experiences came from the Bulgarian Slavs.

Selis¢ev’s idea of including one and the same dialect — the Prizren-Timok dia-
lect — in two languages might appear controversial at first glance. However, one can-
not deny that the Prizren-Timok dialect shares common structural features with both
Bulgarian and Serbian. Therefore, SeliS¢ev might see in this dialect a kind of dualis-
tic affiliation as a maximally objective linguistic reality that transitional dialects often
have, particularly when considering both synchronic and diachronic linguistic facts.
One could easily imagine that this kind of SeliS¢ev’s objectivity was negatively per-
ceived by Bulgarian scholars such as Mileti¢ and the publication of Seli§¢ev’s mon-
ograph did not materlialize after all.

In contrast, throughout his publications, including this manuscript, Selis¢ev
neither classified Macedonian dialects into Serbian nor gave them a dual status —
Bulgarian and Serbian. Selis¢ev always treated Macedonian dialects as Bulgarian in
a convincing manner, and later, in 19331935, he thoroughly denied Beli¢’s and his
followers’ claim that Macedonian is a dialect of Serbian, purely basing himself on
scholarly facts, and not political reasons.

5. Concluding remarks

In this article, I have demonstrated that, contrary to general belief, the manuscript
in question was not a manuscript of Slavic Linguistics 11 per se, but fragmented parts
of Seliscev’s Introduction to the Study of Slavic Languages completed in 1925, which
should have appeared in Bulgaria but never materialized.

It was a pity that the manuscript was not published in a timely manner. Selis¢ev
wanted his Introduction to be published as soon as possible, as he thought that a gen-
eral course like his Introduction would allow us to “painfully experience the emer-
gence of new products on individual issues” (Mladenov 1979: 60). Selis¢ev wrote

Oviu 60G1IEUEHbL 6 Chepy 6030eliCmBUs. CIABAHCKUX 2080p06 6ocmoka, — boneapckux. C smumu
2080PAMU NPUSPEHO-MUMOUCKAS. SPYINA NEPEHCUNA 0DUUe HOBUECTBA (POPpMATbHbIE U CUHIMAK-
cuyeckue... fenenus, obwue 8 6OIAPCKUX U NPUIPEHO-MUMOYCKUX 2080PAX, CBUOEMETbCIBYION. O
CBA3ZKAX IMUX SPYNN, — O CEA3KAX, CYUJeCMBOBAGUIUX 8 NPOULTIOM. DMU A6TIEeHUS OMHIOO0b He ympa-
maAm ce0ell NOKA3AMENIbHOCU 8 OMHOWEHUU C8A3€l, eCliu Obl MONYOK K NPOUCKXONCOCHUI) HEKO-
MOpbIX U3 A6NEHULl OaH ObLl U3BHE, CO CIOPOHbBI UHOASLIYHOU: 0OWHOCMb NPOYECCO8 OCMAemcs
A3ZLIKOBLIM PAKMOPOM O CAABAH OON2APCKUX U NPUSPEHO-MUMOYCKUX. MHuyuamuea 6 smux ne-
pedicusanuax ucxoouna om crasau ooneapekux. See f. 2231 op.1 ed. xr.31 241-244 at the RGALL
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with deep anger and evident regret in his letter to Stefan Mladenov (Mladenov 1979:
71), “The Academy has buried my perennial work (italics Seliscev’s),” demonstrat-
ing that the manuscript lost its meaning already in the 1930s and does not seem to be
a useful reference book today. However, in the description of the manuscript and its
analysis, in a limited way, my article demonstrates that, in terms of its size, content,
scholarly objectivity, level, and originality in its structure and approach, Seliscev’s
manuscript is evidence of his high ability to synthesize the latest and best knowledge
of South Slavic languages and their linguistic and extra-linguistic history.
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Moroxu Homahu

HEOBJABJBEHH PYKOIINC A. M. CEJIMIITYEBA
0 JY>KHOCJIOBEHCKUM JE3UITIMA

Pe3ume

A. M. Cemnmrues (1886—1942), jenan o1 HajUCTaKHY THJHX CTPYUIHbAKA 32 CIIOBEHCKE
jesuke y 20. BeKy, moceOHO 32 BUXOBY jyXKHY IpaHy, HAMEPaBao je a 00jaBU TPHUIIOTH]y
noj, HaciaoBoM Crassanckoe szviko3Hanue (JIMHTBUCTHUKA CIAaBUCTHKA) YETPAECETUX
roguHa 20. Beka, IITO je OCTBApEHO caMoO JETUMHYHO 300T HeroBe cMptu, 1942.
rogune. IlojennHu TpoydaBaolld cMaTpajy Ja je HEeroB Heo0jaBJbeHH PYKOITUC
n3ry0JbeH, 0K APYTH MPETIIOCTaBIbajy Aa TEKCT KOjU je cauyBaH y Pyckom apkaBHOM
apxMBY 3a KiIKeBHOCT U ymetHocT (PI'AJIN) 3ampaBo npeacraBba CeNnIIdeBIbeB
pyKoIHic Apyror ToMa Kisure Cirasanckoe A3vikosHanue, TocBeheH jyKHOCIOBCHCKIM
jesurmMa. Y 0BOM pajty ayTop uaeHTH(]HKyje pykoric y PyckoM ipykaBHOM apXUBY 3a
KIGIDKEBHOCT M YMETHOCT, a 3aTHM T'a aHAIM3HPA Y KOHTEKCTY aKTyeITHOT CTama Clia-
BUCTHKE.

Kwyune peyu: A. M. CenumryeB, C. b. bepHIITejH, THHTBUCTUYKA CIIABUCTHKA,
JY’)KHOCITOBCHCKH jE3HIIH.
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Appendix 1. The first page of Seliscev’s manuscript of South Slavic Group preserved in f.2231
op.1 ed.xr31 at the RGALI
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Bb ocronb Goarapckaro JIUTEPATYPHATO SI3bIKA JIEKATH O~
BOPBI BocTOuHOH Boarapin. Muorie usb abareseii Goanrapckaro
BOSPONMIEHIS M BOSPOXKIABIIENCA GOArapcKoil MHCHMEHHOCTH (o
2-it nonosuns XIX B.) MPOUCXOAUIM M3B BOCTOUHON Bosrapin.
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UecKas O06JaCTh JEKHTH Bb OCHOBB 5TOrO A3bIKA, YKa3aTh
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PYCCKill JHTepaTypHBIit SA3BIKD OKASAND CHIBHOE BaigHie Ha M-
TePATYpHEIH Goarapckii: B mocabarems MOXHO yKas3aTh IJHH-
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JIEKCHKH. <
Ipaghura 'y Gorrapb—pycckas rpaxjanka. BruiGpoweno [
JHMb  HBCKONLKO 3HAKOBD, KAKD JHIIHUXD: i, b, 9, 0. Ocra- LR
Bueno u (4ur. wm). Beenenb)inaxs x. %'W/L”L’Yo”ﬂz’/m/m'
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cpemunb caoBa OJIMHAKOBBI r,”f‘”.'”’,lv'?:;"’\-ﬁfnmﬁ ‘ :

(unr. nom), 0x6s (aur. don), PRKQ (j)b/ca), HO CBHB, ABJICA, MT2AQ. |-
Bb xonub crosa B JHTCPATYPHOMD SIBBIKB NPUHATO MpOM3HO- 5
cuth a—4a (BM. X). Bb rpaduih Taike TEIEPL YNOTPeGIIOTh Bh $3
KOHUb He X, a @ H % NMOCKTB MATKHXD COMACHLIXD: Heca (1 .

BM. necxK), moas (l-e u., BM. MO K) M T. NOK..
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Appendix 2. Section 313 on the Bulgarian literary language and the orthography
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Appendix 3. The first page of the main part in the East Slavic chapter
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