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Бави се изучавањем српског језика у оквиру пет научноистраживачких 
пројеката.

1. Лингвистичка истраживања савременог српског књижевног језика и 
израда Речника српскохрватског књижевног и народног језика САНУ један је од 
најважнијих и најобимнијих дугорочних пројеката српске науке и културе. Речник 
САНУ је монументално дело науке и културе српског народа и имаће, када буде 
завршен, преко 30 томова великог формата, са преко 450.000 речи из књижевног 
језика и народних говора. До сада је изашaо 21 том.

2. Пројекат Етимолошка истраживања српског језика и израда Ети-
молошког речника српског језика подразумева обраду лексичког фонда српског 
књижевног и народног језика и ономастике по принципима модерне етимолошке 
лексикографије.

3. На пројекту Обрада старог српског писаног наслеђа и израда Речника 
црквенословенског језика српске редакције проучава се и представља старо српско 
писано наслеђе и сакупља и обрађује лексика из српских средњовековних текстова.

4. Пројекат Дијалектолошка истраживања српског језичког простора обу-
хвата израду Српског дијалекатског атласа, наставак сарадње на међународним 
лингвистичким атласима, израду појединачних дијалекатских речника, као и из-
раду целовитог Српског дијалекатског речника и Српског ономастичког речника.

5. На пројекту Опис и стандардизација савременог српског језика проуча-
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приносе томе да, слично другим модерним европским језицима, савремени српски 
језик буде што исцрпније описан и што боље стандардизован сагласно принципима 
савремене теорије и праксе језичке стандардизације.

Институт издаје часописе:
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LINGUISTIC IDEOLOGY AND THE ART OF RE-EDITION 
ON THE SECOND EDITION OF IOANN RAJIĆ’S HISTORY 

OF VARIOUS SLAVIC PEOPLES (1823)

This article analyzes the second edition of History of Various Slavic 
Peoples – written by Joann Rajić but published in 1823, long after his death – by 
raising the following three questions: 1) What was the editor’s linguistic strategy 
for the second edition?, 2) What were the concrete changes?, and 3) What was 
the sociolinguistic background at the time of editing that encouraged the editor 
to change Rajić’s text? The analysis of this article shows that the main strategy 
for the second edition was the Slavicization of the text, particularly excluding 
features of the Russian literary language. This editorial policy was likely made 
by the fact that, contrary to the general tendency to replace Church Slavonic with 
the Serbian vernacular in the 18th century, Church Slavonic did have a status and 
functioned as the national language of Serbs, whose elites – eligible to read in 
Church Slavonic – were potential readers of Rajić’s History.

Keywords: Ioann (Jovan) Rajić, Church Slavonic, Serbian, Russian, 
Slaveno-Serbian.

1. Multiglossia in 18th century Serbia and the place 
of the Russian language

It is well known that three linguistic registers coexisted as literary 
varieties in the 18th and 19th centuries in Serbia: the Russian recension of 
Church Slavonic (i.e., Russian Church Slavonic), the Russian literary 
language of the 18th century, and a mixture of Russian Church Slavonic and 
Serbian vernacular, known as Slaveno-Serbian (Tolstoj 1998: 243). These 
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registers were used differently depending on the literary genre, while the 
proportion of the coexisting registers changed over time. Among these 
registers, literary Russian was used in serious secular literature, particularly 
in historiographical works (Ivić 1998: 179). Among Serbs who published 
their works in Russian, Ioann (Jovan) Rajić (1726–1801) was one of the 
most eminent fi gures who also wrote in Russian Church Slavonic, Slaveno-
Serbian, and Serbian vernacular (cf. Mladenović 1989).1

2. Periodization of the Serbian 18th and early 19th centuries

According to the standard periodization of the history of the Serbian 
language, advanced by Unbegaun (1935) and accepted by Tolstoj (1998) 
and others, the 18th century can be roughly divided into three periods: (1) 
from 1690 to 1740, (2) from 1740 to 1780, and (3) from the last 20 years of 
the 18th century to the beginning of the 19th century. In Vuletić’s opinion, this 
periodization relates to the degree of Russian infl uence (Vuletić 2006). He 
names the fi rst period srpskoslovensko doba, or the “Serbo-Slavic period”, 
in which direct contact with the Russian language strengthened. The second 
period is referred to as ruskoslovensko doba, or the “Russo-Slavic period”, 
in which Russian infl uence was dominant in every aspect. It is suggestive 
that, at that time, Russian was identifi ed as our language/the Serbo-Slavic 
language (cf. Julinac 1765: 13).2 The third period is called slaveno-serbsko 
doba, or the “Slaveno-Serbian period”, in which the role of the Orthodox 
Church was weakening in secular life, and Serbian elites started discarding 
Russian Church Slavonic. In addition to these periods, Vuletić speaks of 
another period in the 19th century, between 1814 and 1860, and labels it 
srpski preporod, or the “Serbian Renaissance.”

3. Publication of Rajic’s History of Various Slavic Peoples

Following the abovementioned periodization, one can surmise that 
Rajić was particularly active in Periods 2 and 3. Indeed, his most important 
book – Istorija raznyx slavenskix narodov, or History of Various Slavic 
Peoples (hereafter referred to as History) – was completed in 1768, when

1 According to Piper (2012: 17), Russian functioned as a language of education at 
Slavenska škola in Sremski Karlovci in the 18th century.

2 “…[x]otja ne na našem rossijsko- ili serbo-slavenskog jazyke” (…though not in 
our Russian or Serbo-Slavic language.) On the other hand, it is important to note that, in 
the preface of Slaveno-Serbskij magazin, Zaharija Orfelin wrote: “…drugija stixotvorčeskija 
poetičeskija na našem i rossijskom eziku sočinenija…” (other poetic works in our and the 
Russian language”). See Orfelin (1768: 11).
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the Russian infl uence was strongest among Serbian elites.3 However, the 
book was published 26 year later, around 1794–95, literary Russian was 
no longer used and Slaveno-Serbian had started gradually to take the place 
occupied by literary Russian and Russian Church Slavonic.

Notwithstanding the fact that his language (and linguistic style) was 
outdated even when the book was published, Rajić’s History was practically 
the only rigorous and reliable historiographical work at that time and 
remained an infl uential piece of scholarship for decades within the fi eld of 
Serbian historiography, as Jagić acknowledged (1908: 184).4 Furthermore, 
the book functioned as a fundamental source of motifs for Serbian literary 
works (Deretić 2007: 448). Because the following three decades did not 
produce any other work that would come close to the quality and scope 
of Rajić’s book, it is not surprising that an idea to republish his History 
appeared, which was realized in 1823.

As Tolstoj noted (1998: 179), the pace of literary development in Serbia 
was much faster than in Russia or other European countries, which – in 
effect – meant that the linguistic circumstances were quite different between 
two editions, and Rajić’s language must have been perceived differently 
in the changed linguistic circumstances. Specifi cally, the size of educated 
readership increased in the 1820s, compared to the 1790s, whereas literary 
Russian became much less comprehensible to the readership. This led the 
publisher to update the language of Rajić’s text, but without Rajić – as the 
second edition of History was published 20 years after his death. Here arise 
the following questions: (1) What was the edit or’s linguistic strategy for the 
second edition? Considering the abovementioned periodization, one could 
guess that the text would have been vernacularized. If not, why? (2) What 
were the concrete changes? (3) What was the sociolinguistic background at 
the time of editing that encouraged the editor to change Rajić’s text?

4. How Rajić’s idiolect was edited in the second edition of History

There are various views on Rajić’s language, as represented in History. 
According to Kulakovskij (1882: 9), it is Slaveno-Serbian or Russian 
Slavonic with a modest admixture of Serbian lexemes and expressions. Belić 
(1935: 9) argues that Rajić wrote History in Russian Church Slavonic, a 

3 However, according to Georgijević (1946: 11), it is probable that Rajić continued 
revising the book until the 1790s.

4 Jagić writes the following: “Sočinenije Raiča pol’zovalos’ ne bez osnovanija bol’šim 
avtoritetom…Ved’ ono v polnom svoëm obʹʹëma s odinakovo širokimi vzgljadami eščë do six 
por ne zameneno drugim lučšim… (“Rajić’s work enjoyed a high repute, and not unfound-
edly so. After all, there has not been another, better publication equal in size and scope…”).
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view Skerlić (1967: 70) endorses. Deretić (2007: 448), following Vuk, calls 
Rajić’s language an artifi cial language that is neither Serbian nor Russian 
nor (Church) Slavonic. Alternatively, Unbegaun (1935: 47), Mladenović 
(1988: 46), Ivić (1998: 127), and Tolstoj (1998: 274) believe it is literary 
Russian for the historiographical style. Indeed, there is no rigid line between 
the literary Russian historiographical style and Russian Church Slavonic, 
and Rajić’s idiolect can be said to contain ample Church Slavonic elements 
– more so than the idiolects of other writers at that time who used Russian, 
including Zaharija Orfelin (Gudkov 2007: 58).

Regarding the second edition of History, it is important to note that the 
proportion of Church Slavonic elements changed signifi cantly. However, 
one has to detect that Slavicization of Rajić’s text is primarily observed in 
the Introduction, while the changes in the main text of History were less 
signifi cant. Furthermore, in some cases, Slavicization is of “pseudo Slavic” 
nature, as some changed forms are – in reality – incorrect. Here are just a 
few examples of the Slavicization of the text, for illustration:

1. Phonetics/Phonology
1.1. Second palatalization of velars5 

 1st edition 2nd edition

k/c vo svoix slovax i porjadke vo svoix slověx i porjadcě

g/z drugij že očesam druzi že očesam5

1.2. *dj>ž, žd6

1st edition 2nd edition

čužym pčelam čuždym pčelam

1.3. Pleophony 
1st edition 2nd edition

*tolt na golovu pobili na glavu pobili

*tort pri gorodkě pri gradě

5 This “correction” is inaccurate, as Church Slavonic does have the form drugij, but 
not druzi, which is a hypercorrection. 

6 The “correction” is inconsistent. For instance, there are cases in which the same 
Russian form is used in both editions: …kotoryj čužeju bědoju umudrjaetsja (“who becomes 
cleverer thanks to other’s misfortune”).
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1.4. Slavicization of Serbian names
1st edition 2nd edition

bědoju Vukašina kralja bědoju Volkašina kralja

2. Nominal morphology 
1st edition 2nd edition

neut.pl.dat. k različnim dělam k različnim dělom

mas.pl.dat. vysokim umam vysokim umom

neut.pl.loc. v zěrnax v zěrněx

mas.pl.loc. o Serbax o Serběx

mas.pl.ins. pozdnimi doždami pozdnimi doždmi

sg. vs. du. iz ruk Gosudarja svoego iz ruku Gosudarja svoego

3. Verbal morphology
1st edition 2nd edition

copula byti čto ešče udivitelnee ø eže ešče udivitelnee est’

copula byti no i togo ø nedovolno obače i togo nest’ dovolno

aorist kaja obače pričina byla kaja obače pričina bě

imperfect dolžno bylo vospomjanuti podobaše vospomjanuti

perfect xudoe...ustroilo ø estestvo xudoe...ustroilo est’ estestvo

perfect vsja že sija delalasja ø vja že sija dělalasja sut’

4. Microsyntax
1st edition 2nd edition

acc.
vs.gen.

vidim my ljudej, kotoryx... slučaj 
světa očes...lišil.

vidim my ljudej, kotoryja...slučaj 
světa očes lišil est’.

pred.ins. Samovlasnim stal. Samovlasnik postal est’. 

5. Macrosyntax
1st edition 2nd edition

relative cl. najpače gdě o nix najpače že na městěx, ideže 
o nix

relative cl. prozorlivyja oči, kotoryja... prozorlivi oči, iže...

subordinate cl. zane oni, kak primetiti lět est’ ubo oni, jakože lět est’
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6. Lexicon of Slavic origin 
1st edition 2nd edition

“if” Estliby paki teplota 
solnečnaja ne nagrevala

Ašče by paki teplota 
solnečnaja ne sogrevala 

“therefore” blagopolučno potomu onoe 
obščestvo

blagopolučno ubo est togo 
radi onoe obščestvo

“but” no k različnym delam obače razlilnym delom 
“must” takovo byti dolžno takovo byti podobaet 
“when” ešče kogda priskivanna byla ešče egda ikaxusja
“for that 
purpose” togo dlja i sočinitel’ Istorii... togo radi sočinitel’ Istorii...

7. Lexical borrowings (West European and Ukrainian)
1st edition 2nd edition

“arms” podavši... voinstvu špagu 
zaščiščenija

podavši... voinstvu oružie 
zaščiščenija 

“anonym” onyj někto Anonim načavyj 
pisati Istoriju 

onyj bez načertanija 
sobstvennago imene svoego 
načal pisati Istoriju

“disposal” obe onyja dispozicii v delo oba preždě pomjanuta 
raspoloženija v delo

“house” ot familii Švevladovoj ot plemene Švevladova

“for example” na priklad nabykl byl 
Dragutin na priměr nabykl byl Dragutin

“however” odnak vo mnogix obače v mnogix 

5. Why did the editor change Rajić’s text?

What was the purpose for the editor to Slavicize the text in doba pobe-
de narodnog jezika (Ivić 1998: 159), or “the period of the victory of the 
Serbian vernacular language”? One may wonder whether Slavicization was 
the best strategy to make Rajić’s publication accessible to the readership in 
1823. To answer this question, in my opinion, two sociolinguistic factors 
should be considered: (1) the language policy in the Habsburg Empire at 
that time, and (2) the educational system among Serbs.

5.1. New language policy of the Habsburg Empire after 1776
When Maria Theresa introduced Školski ustav, “the School 

Constitution” – and other related laws in the 1770s – as one of the 
enlightenment policies in the Empire, teaching had to be conducted in 
vernacular, and the right to use one’s vernacular was guaranteed. To this 
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end, all substantial administrative documents, including offi cial documents 
such as Johann Felbiger’s general school-ordinance and other texts, had to 
be translated into their “vernacular” (Xruščëva 2003: 122).

For Serbs, however, it was impossible to introduce the Serbian 
vernacular as a language of education and administration, simply because 
this language could not service multiple functions that any standard language 
must possess. Thus, it was a natural consequence for Serbs at that time to 
acquire Church Slavonic – or, to be more precise, a variety of Church Slavonic 
used for administrative purposes – for their “vernacular.” This is because, 
fi rst, this language had established a norm with various learning manuals 
(cf. Ivić 1998: 124, Tolstoj 1998: 301); second, it was closely connected to 
the Serbs’ Orthodoxy, unlike other Slavs in the Empire who did not use this 
language. In other words, for defending their religious tradition and identity, 
Church Slavonic was to be defended from the authorities, as well (Kirilović 
1929: 76). Third, among the Serbs – such as Theodor Janković-Mirijevski 
or Mojsije Putnik – Church Slavonic was regarded as a highly prestigious 
and “more perfect,” “cleaner,” and “clearer” language, comparable to Old 
Greek. In addition, although they were conscious of this language being 
different from the language spoken in their daily life, it was never regarded 
as foreign, but as their own.7

Thus, it was not by chance that admirers of Church Slavonic, such 
as Stefan Vujanovski and Avraam Mrazović, occupied the most important 
positions in the education of Serbs in the Empire.

5.2. Language use in the educational system among Serbs
By then, language education was realized mostly by the Church, 

using manuals in Russian Church Slavonic introduced from Russia, such 
as Meletius Smotrickij’s Slavonic grammar and Prokopovič’s Primary 
(cf. Kulakovskij 1903: 201). Later, these language manuals, as well 
as new ones, were adjusted for the Serbs, so works such as Orfelin’s 
Primary (1762), Latest Slavonic Manual (1776) or Slavonic and Valachian 
calligraphy (1778) never became vernacularized after the reformation of the 
educational system introduced in the Empire. On the contrary, the number 
and kind of textbooks, such as religious manuals, textbooks for foreign 

7 For instance, in his Church Slavonic grammar Mrazović (1794: 6) calls this language 
sobstvennyj jazyk ‘own language’ and the knowledge of this language is useful to learn other 
things needed in society. See also Xruščëva (2003: 124). In addition, it is worth mentioning 
the fact that Pavle Kengelac, who was an admirer of Church Slavonic, came to the idea to 
write his book Jestestvoslovije ‘Science of natures’ (1811), when he knew that there was no 
book on geography in “our mother tongue” (na maternem jazycě našem), treating slavenski 
as a high register (non-colloquial) of his mother tongue (Kengelac 1811: 13, 78).
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languages, dictionaries, mathematics books, oratory, and morality written 
in the administrative variety of Church Slavonic, were introduced into the 
educational system (cf. Kirilović 1929).

In this context, it is important to note the role of the language manuals 
for learning Church Slavonic written by Avraam Mrazović. His Slavonic 
Orthography (1792, 1797, 1800, and 1806) and Slavonic Grammar (1794, 
1800, 1811, 1821, & 1840) had an authoritative position, used in schools as 
well as in Bulgaria (Vălčev 2008: 61). In addition, his mathematics textbook in 
Church Slavonic was repeatedly printed until 1833, and the oratory textbook 
– published in 1821 – was used for decades, until Đorđe Maletić’s textbook 
Rhetoric in the Serbian vernacular arrived in 1856. Moreover, Vujanovski’s 
Slavonic grammar and his Orthography were likewise widely used.8

In sum, all cultural elites among the Serbs were continuously 
educated in Church Slavonic, and the language was deeply rooted in their 
secular lives. The use of this language even expanded, though they were 
conscious that the language that was spoken by the Serbs in everyday 
life should be introduced into education. According to Mladenović (1989: 
48), individuals who regard that Serbs should write in Russian Church 
Slavonic were indeed rare at the beggining of the 19th century. However, 
it does not mean that those who were familiar with Church Slavonic were 
rare. In the end, this period could be characterized as a transitional era 
from Church Slavonic to Serbian vernacular as the basis for a new literary 
language of Serbs.

Considering educated Serbs were familiar with Church Slavonic 
and no longer Russian, one could better understand why Rajić’s History 
was more Slavicized in 1823. According to Ivić (1998: 140), Church 
Slavonic was nearly ideal for a standard language among Serbs.9 Although 
Slavicization was not a “democratization” per se in this case, one could 
still say that Slavicization of Rajić’s History was completed to improve the 
book’s accessibility for a wider audience among the elites. Specifi cally, the 
content of Rajić’s History was clearly not for common Serbs at the time, but 
– presumably – for the elites, thus his book still needed a specifi c style and 
register that could be shared among educated Serbs.

8 Vujanovski had prepared his grammar for publication, but due to unacceptable con-
ditions off ered to him by the publishing house, it did not see the light of day. However, vari-
ous versions of the grammar based on the manuscript were circulated (Kostić 1937: 264).

9 However, Church Slavonic could not serve as a standard language, except for elites, 
who found this language rather foreign.
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Conclusion

In this article, what I have discussed can be summarized as follows:
1. Rajić’s History was not vernacularized but signifi cantly Slavicized 

in the second edition, from the phonetics/phonology to the lexicon, against 
the general tendency of language choice among the Serbs at that time.

2. Although it is true that the use of Church Slavonic as a literary 
language among the Serbs gradually went out of use, that process was not 
straightforward. Furthermore, it did not involve the simple replacement of 
Church Slavonic with the Serbian vernacular. Rather, after Maria Theresa’s 
Reform, a new sociolinguistic opposition appeared between Church Slavonic 
and then-emerging Slaveno-Serbian, in which Church Slavonic functioned 
as a polyvalent standard language that could have been functional even after 
1800, though to a lesser extent.

3. This new, but short-lived, sociolinguistic situation was made possible 
by the educational system at that time. Church Slavonic was continuously 
taught to the Serbs in various ways, allowing the Serbian elites to obtain 
knowledge of this language. This was one of the reasons for Rajić’s History to 
be Slavicized, as the content of the book was particularly important for elites.

A crucial question – to which there is no answer at this moment – still 
remains, unless some relevant historical document might be found: Who 
Slavicized Rajić’s History, as Rajić was already dead? Could the editor have 
been the Metropolitan of Karlovci, Stefan Stratimirović, who was Ioann 
Rajić’s close pupil, an admirer of Church Slavonic, and a major opponent 
of Vuk’s Reform? When Stratimirović’s idiolect in his works is analyzed 
thoroughly, there may be hints as to whether Stratimirović was the editor.
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Мотоки Ј. Номаћи

ЛИНГВИСТИЧКА ИДЕОЛОГИЈА И УМЕЋЕ ПРИРЕЂИВАЊА 
ДРУГОГ ИЗДАЊА ИСТОРИЈЕ РАЗНИХ СЛОВЕНСКИХ НАРОДОВ 

(1823) ЈОВАНА РАЈИЋА

Р е з и м е

Овај рад анализира друго издање Историје разних словенских на-
родов Јована Рајића, објављено 1823. године, дуго после његове смрти 
– покрећући следећа три питања: 1) која је била приређивачева језичка 
стратегија за друго издање; 2) које су биле конкретне промене; и 3) која 
је била социолингвистичка позадина у време издавања која је моти-
висала приређивача да измени Рајићев текст. Анализа у овом чланку 
показује да је главна стратегија за друго издање била славенизација тек-
ста, нарочито враћање искључиваних одлика руског књижевног језика. 
Приређивачка политика вероватно је вођена чињеницом супротном 
основној тенденцији замене црквенословенског језика српским народ-
ним језиком у 18. веку. Црквенословенски је имао статус и функцио-
нисао као књижевни језик Срба, чија је елита – оспособљена да чита 
на црквенословенском – представљала потенцијалне читаоце Рајићеве 
Историје.

Кључне речи: Јован Рајић, црквенословенски, српски, руски, сла-
веносрпски.
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