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THE FORMATION OF CYRILLIC AND PROBLEMS OF THE EARLY SLAV ALPHABETS 

In a previous work (Cubberley 1982) a theory of the 

development of Glagolitic was put forward, which may be sum­

marized as follows: 

Proto-Glagolitic arose from the ad hoc use of cursive 

Greek during the 7th to 9th Centuries; Constantine formalized 

these Proto-Glagolitic letters, but only insofar as they 

represented common Greek-Slav sounds; for non-Greek sounds he 

created new letters: for the vowels he used digraphs or ligatures 

of Greek/Proto-Glagolitic vowel symbols, there being no other 

model available; for the consonants his source was Armenian, 

with its over-abundance of symbols for palatals, with the 

addition of a form of Greek iota to represent the soft Slav 

pronunciation; Armenian models were used also for the velars, 

hard only in Slav as opposed to the soft variants of Greek. 

The present paper is concerned with the next stage in 

the development of the Slav alphabets, especially with the 

formation of Cyrillic (Section 1) , but also with the questions 

of the order of letters (Section 2), their numerical value 

(Section 3) and their names (Section 4). 

1 . THE FORMATION OF CYRILLIC 

In our view, and indeed this is the majority view, 

Cyrillic was formed at the end of the 9th Century in Bulgaria, 

the motive probably being the need or desire for an alphabet 

more closely related to Greek, whether for political, religious 

or cultural reasons. The author may well have been a disciple 

of Constantine, perhaps Kliment. 
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The principle of "looking like Greek" caused the common 

Greek-Slav sounds, including the nearly identical voiced 

plosives and fricatives, and for the vowels including also 

all the variants not written in digraph form, to be based 

on the Greek uncials. The uncials were by then regarded as 

very formal, since even religious texts were regularly 

written in minuscule script.. This formality may indeed have 

been precisely the reason for their choice as base for the 

new Slav alphabet. 

Thus we have straight from Greek: 

Vowels: a, e, и/i/V/v, о/ш, ov/3 

Consonants: в, г, д, %% к, л, и, н, п, . р, й, т, j* 

The non-Greek- sounds/letters were based on Glagolitic, 

with a squaring-off and some simplification to match the 

uncial type. 

Vowels 

Sound Glagolitic Route Cyrillic 

/ъ/ «3 4 4 % * 
/ь/ i ^ \ X ь 

-/у/ «ЗУ '
 e t c

« imitation ъ\ % etc. 

§' & . 

The linguistic evidence points to earlier loss of 

nasality in the Moravian area than in the Bulgarian. Along 

with this we can postulate that /S/ would have started to "rise", 

that is to become a higher vowel, in Moravia, while this 

would not have happened in Bulgaria. Hence confusion in the 

meaning of the letters A and H is to be expected, as also is 

confusion about which letter should be used for /a/ after 

palatals. Thus, the Moravian situation of A for jat* and §€ 

for /e/ is lost, and gives way to 

1) the use. of & for /e/, and this would be supported by 

the Greek symbol /h (=900), 

2) the use of <€ for /e/, readily confused with Greek-based 

e,, or available for any related sound. Furthermore, while 

nasality survived long in Bulgaria, the distinction of quality 

in the nasals did not (cf. Smjadovski 1980), so the way was 
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open for «€ to be applied to one of the nasal vowels. 

Thus we have: A for /e/; 

& for /o/ (with a 90° turn through confusion with A) ; 

A letter would still have been needed for jatr , since 

it differed in alternations at least from /a/; we should 

expect some form based on +/а/, and possibly with a jod, 

since it was after palatals that /ё/ and /a/ were identical. 

Simple jod + a was not likely, however, since the alternation 

would have been lost; jod + e/e/ is also unlikely, at least 

for the Bulgarian area, though it might have been possible, 

in say, Serbia; we also need to postulate a 90° rotation to 

give <^(cf. Preslav/Б), which would match the postulated 

development of * /о/ (above) ; lastly, ь + -и has been suggested 

(äcepkin 1967): while this mixture seems unlikely, it would 

have been a way of representing the different sort of /a/-type 

sound which was jat*. 

Jotation 

The jotated vowels can be seen as imitating the 

Glagolitic formation of iota + vowel, though this need not 

imply that this principle of construction was known. 

/ju/ is particularly interesting in that its form (ю) 

is apparently not simply a ligature of iota and /u/ - which 

would have given K>IV or htf ; it seems to be more directly 

influenced by the Glagolitic form (viz. :^°) . To account for 

it rather as an imitation we would have to postulate an 

original rtS being "shortened" to low size ю for whatever 

reason; such a change would not have been prevented by potential 

confusion with a sequence /jo/, since this was not a possible 

sequence. However there is no textual evidence for such an 

original form rtS . Simple derivation from the Glagolitic form 

would have given first a form like h° , which could then be 

reinterpreted as a ligature with h (jod). 

Consonants 

1 . The three voiced stops come from the Greek voiced 

fricatives, as with Glagolitic: 
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в Greek В, a variant form of В. This seems more likely 

than simplification of Glagolitic E, though some 

influence is possible, cf. the Preslav (unclear) 

form J5» 

A Greek A 

г Greek Г. A fricative pronunciation also existed in 

Slavonic, including in Moravia. 

2. The Slav palatals can mostly be seen as based on 

Glagolitic, plus Greek influence: 

ж Glag. Д Л via Л # X (cf. Preslav X Ж Ж ) 

ц/s Most likely is the interpretation of Glag. ф and (У 

as variants, via cross-dialectal identity in alter­

nations and cognates, producing щ as a variant of %. 

Then a, from the Greek numerical symbol £(=6) acquires 

the sound value /dz/ from its place (by numerical 

value) preceding ^. 

The formal influence of Glag. ф on ц might be 

visible in the Preslav form <f>. 

щ/щ As described elsewhere (CUbberley 1982:302), we believe 

that ф most likely originally meant /k'/ or /t
f
/ (i.e. 

from CS *tj), in alternation with /t/. 

ф would have been converted to щ in Cyrillic, as a 

typical simplification, and in that area where /st/ 

was the common result of *tj, namely Bulgaria, this 

was interpreted as a ligature of ш and т, whether or 

not ш was the original symbol for /§/ (we believe not). 

In the case of the latter being a new symbol, support 

would have been found in the Semitic letter IV, also 

standing for /£/. The evidence of the numerical value 

is of some interest here too (see below). 

Also described elsewhere (ibid.: 299) is the notion 

that Glagolitic probably' had symbols like ф for /c/ 

and Ц for /c/. In the creation of Cyrillic there 

entered the Greek influence of the numerical forms *), ?, 

(both = 90); we might see Y as the basic derivative 
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from Glag. ф , acquiring the numerical value 90 from 

the similar Greek symbol; the letter Ц (even without 

the influence of Gk. °\ ) gives \\, retaining the sound 

value /c/, and only later acquiring the numerical value 

of 900, held at first by A from Greek /J\ . 

3. The Greek-only letters were used for Greek words in 

unchanged form, viz.: А, ф, 3, ^ 

ß and ф would become confused as native /f/ started to 

develop, with both being used for this sound, even in Greek 

names. At this point Glagolitic may have acquired both of 

these, but more likely it then lost its original version of 

ф ( cf. ibid.:302). 

3 and t/ which are early often replaced by кс, nc, do 

not appear in Glagolitic, presumably since the sounds are 

perceived as sequences. Of interest is the later use of ty 

for native /ps/ after the loss of the jers , e.g. т̂ алъ for 

пьсалъ. 

2. ORDER OF LETTERS 

During the Proto-Glagolitic stage there would have been 

no need for any fixed alphabetical order. If such existed it 

would have followed that of Greek. 

During the second stage (Constantine) the need would have 

arisen in the first place for teaching purposes. Assuming that 

Greek is, or remains, the model for the common letters, the 

question is what happened with the new ones. The basic possi­

bilities, those adopted by other new alphabets, are the follow­

ing: 

a) add them all on at the end of the nuclear ones; 

b) add them in next to the "nearest" (phonetically) nuclear 

ones; 

c) add them on or in according to the order in a/the donor 

alphabet. 

In addition to one of these, rather than as a separate 

principle of ordering, might come the numerical value of equiva-
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lent letters in another alphabet". It is in fact the numerical 

value of the letters in the* alphabets in question that gives 

us the most reliable/ though limited, evidence of the original 

order of letters, though another source is the "acrostic" 

(alphabetically ordered) prayers. Written alphabets as such 

are few for the early period and mostly of doubtful value 

(see below). 

The two Slavonic alphabets seem to have followed a 

combination of (a) and (b) : certain of the "Slav" letters, namely 

the voiced consonants, were inserted, while others, namely 

the voiceless consonants and the vowels, were appended. 

Inserted were:; 

/b/: apparently before the "nearest", i.e./v/; but why 

before? 

/z/ and /dz/ before the nearest, /z/; same question. 

/d'/s if this represented a Slav sound, none of its values, 

as reflexes of CS *dj, place it next to /k/; if it represented 

Greek /g'/(Y before front vowel) (=[j]), its position could be 

explained as a variant of /i/, as / j / would have been in 

Slavonic (of. the parallel treatment of / j / in alphabets 

derived from Latin). However, it never represents Slav / j / , 

only Greek >» + front vowel. We believe this letter began as 

Slav /d'- g'A then was reapplied to Greek /g'/ in the Bulgarian 

period (see below). 

Appended were (not here in any definite order) letters 

for: 

/§/, /c/, /ö/, perhaps a letter for /t • - к •/; and the 

vowel symbols for /ъ /, /в/, /ё/, /ju/, /e/, /о/, /jo/. 

Qf the Greek-only letters, 3 and t were certainly not 

included, while A remained formally, but - in Glagolitic by 

numerical value and application - in the position of Greek Ф, 

and Ъ (Cyr. v) retained the Greek position and value of upsilon 

(= [i] or [ü] ) at least until «£• (= Gk ou) took over this position, 

thus reasserting the original (classical) place and value of 

upsilon ([u]). 

If, as noted above, >? is Greek /gV, it is possible that 

Gk. /k.'/ and /x'/ were also retained, that is, allotted separate 
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letters. However the phonetic similarity between the latter 

two and the hard counterparts would have been close enough for 

separate letters to be unnecessary, while /g'/^tJl) is quite 

distinct from at least a plosive /g/. Moreover the varying 

Slav pronunciations of /g/ - fricative as well as plosive -

would have contributed to uncertainty. We believe it is 

possible that Glag. l̂f represented Greek /k »/ and ^ /x'/. 

At any rate, Cyrillic clearly followed Greek practice in not 

creating separate letters for any of these three sounds. Also 

it is possible that Gk. Ф ([ph]) - as opposed to в for the 

embryonic Slav /f/ - was represented in the letter referred 

to as "pe" and depicted in the acrostic prayers by words 

like pesn- (see below). 

However, we envisage the following scenario for the 

letters in question: letters like Y, (̂  and $ represented the 

Greek soft variants (/д'Л /к'// and /x
1
/ respectively), and there 

were letters for the reflexes for *tj and *d j , viz. *tj : /rrf , 

Ц? (= /f/, /k'/), *dj: Ы \ X (= /d'/, /g'/)r all formed from 

Armenian . In Moravia the letter ti was applied to koravian 

/h/, (cf. Mares' 1971:181), while the variants of /g/ and /k/ 

were lost, not being in any case very different from each 

other ( T / 1° ; t£f same. In Bulgaria, where *tj/*dj gave the 

sequences /§t/ and /zd/, the letters for /d'/r /<?'/ were real­

located to Greek /g'/f along with the/w? version of /t'/; the 

remaining version of /t '/ - l̂> - was reinterpreted as being a 

ligature of ш and т (in its Cyrillic form щ) , and thus survived 

as Bulgarians *tj , while no parallel development could have 

occurred for /zd/. 

The central problem in the "new" order is why only the voiced 

consonants were inserted, /b/, /d'/ and /dz/ may be seen as 

variants of /v/, /i/ (if = Greek /g •/) and /z/ respectively, 

with no further explanation being necessary, but the problem is 

/z/; if it is seen as "close" to /z/, whether phonetically or 

morphonologically, then surely /s/ is in the same relationship 

to /s/? The other three voiceless consonants - /c/, /ö/, and 

/t '/ - need not have suggested direct relationships with any 

basic sounds, so that addition would have been normal (there 
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were of course morphonological ones, but these were confused); 

and the insertion rather than addition of vowels would no 

doubt have been rejected as overburdening the vowel "sections", 

as well as presenting the problem of identifying similarities. 

One observation which may be significant is that the insertion 

of only four letters, along with the exclusion of 3, ^, and ф, 

caused the minimum upset to the Greek (numerical) order, while 

any attempt to insert the other Slav letters would have meant 

a radical change in this order, and it seems clear that Cyrillic 

at least considered this important. 

As to the order of the appended letters, there is consid­

erable uncertainty: only /c/ and /c/ have more or less clear 

numerical values, and the alphabets and acrostic prayers 

frequently give contradictory evidence. Let us consider some 

of these sources: 

a) Alphabets 

MA (Glag. part): appears to have the following "letters" - using 

arbitrary sound values for clarity, and question marks 

for obscure letters-in order after /o/: /t
1
?/, /с/, /c/, 

/§Л A/, /St?/, /у?/, /ь/, /ё*/, '/x'?'/, /jo?/
v
, /ju/, /e/, 

/jf/. However really only /c/ and /c/ are undisputed. 

MA (Cyrillic part): appears to have the following list: /t'?/,/c/, 

/ö/, /s7, /ъ/?, /3t/, /ь?/, /£/, /x1?/, /ju?/, /o/, /e/, 

/je?/. This time in addition /st/ seems clear (I) . 

In neither part is /s/ clear: The Cyrillic part has /// , 

while the Glagolitic part has П7 . The form of /t
1
?/ is 

Glag. P , Cyr. Fl . 

PA (Glag.): lacks a letter for /d' /, and after *&/f/ has the 

following: /x'/, /c/, /5/, /s/, /ъ?,х?/, /ь?/, /ё/, 

/Ju/, /jo/. 

RAD (Glag.) has, after /o/: /t'?/, /с/, /c/, /s/, /ъ/, /ё?/, 

/ju/, /f?/. Here /t
1
?/ looks very like Greek Ф ( ̂> ); 

however so also does the letter at the spot after /u/ - Ф . 

From these the most likely consonant order seems to be: 

/t'?/, /с/, /c/, /s7; it seems unlikely that /§t/ should 

appear amongst the vowels - more likely it was not present at 

all in the earliest alphabet. 

The order of the vowels is quite unclear, but is roughly 

/ъ/, /y/(?), /ь/, /I/, /ju/, /o/t /
f
/. 
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(See Appendix 2 for a full list of these alphabets. See 

also Vrana 1976:168-9 for similar comparisons of the main 

disputed letters.) 

b) Acrostic prayers ("Azbucnye molitvy") 

The evidence of the acrostic prayers (see Appendix 1 for 

details of the acrostic prayers; see also Demkova/Droblenkova 

1968, Ivanova-Konstantinova 1971 and Mares 1971) is at least 

more consistent, if not necessarily clearer. They virtually 

all have the following order after/o/: 

/p/, /c/, /c/, /s/, /S-St/, /i-e/, /e7, /x/, /9-J9/, 

/ju/, /e-je/. 

The oldest of these - Const - has the words pecalb for /p/ 

and xvalu for /x/, that is Slavonic words, both of which 

call to mind the "extra" letters mentioned in one version 

of Chrabr's 0 pismenexb: рё., хГь., and Ьъ. This tradition 

may be evidence for the early retention of the Greek letters 

Ф and $ as distinct from Greek A and Slav /x/. 

The other point of interest in these acrostics is the 

apparent double /s/, only in later versions the second line 

having /§t/; I prefer Vaillant's explanation (1955), that 

the second /§/ represents the back jer, which could not of 

course begin a word, and which is "described" as "ъ Sirokb" 

("wide jer") , as opposed to "ъ menu" ("smaller jer") , the 

latter then being represented by the word imeni. 

If this is correct, then, along with the alphabet evidence, 

it is clear that /§t/ was not part of the original alphabet, at 

least in the Bulgarian area, where it could easily be written 

in digraph form. (The same would go for /Ы/ from *dj.) 

One further point on the question of lost letters: if the 

letter of/>f , our /d
1
// was originally the native (Macedonian) 

/d'-g
1
/ from *dj, then there should have been a parallel letter 

for /t'-k
1
/ from *tj. As argued above, we believe this is 

what ф originally signified, but it lost jits place in the 

alphabet during the Cyrillic (Bulgarian) period, when the 

equivalent sound was /§t/; while cftfA found itself reapplied 

to Greek /g'/глЛ was not reapplied and found itself confused 

with /p/ - possibly through association with Latin P? (cf. 

the Cyrillic equivalent in MA looks like Fl, not unlike 

Greek n. 
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3. NUMERICAL VALUE 

Glagolitic and Cyrillic are radically different in the 

application of numerical values to letters. (See Appendix 3) 

a) Glagolitic 

Having added in the Slav^only letters - for /b/, /z/, 

/dz/, and probably also for /d* /, /t'/ - and accepting one 

Greek letter for /f/, but not letters for /th/, /ks/, /ps/, 

Glagolitic allotted numerical values to all in the new order, 

at least as far as necessary, that is possibly only to 1000, 

but conceivably further than that (see below) . 

The two letters for /i/ - T'and 8 ~ if they represent 

Greek i and r\ respectively, have swapped their order from 

Greek. This is better taken as evidence that they do not simply 

represent i and r\ % Glagolitic *2Pis best derived from r\ and T* 

from 'C, while 8 i s from the diphtong si, which of course would 

have no alphabetical place in Greek. 

Note too that for /u/ the Greek value of 400 is allotted 

to the digraph Sfh (= Gk. ou) rather than £* (= Gk. u) ; indeed 

the latter seems not to have been used at first, but was probably 

developed later by analogy with Cyrillic v from oy. 

The exclusion of Ф, § and ty, surely by coincidence > brings 

the later letters into line with the Greek values, and"so also 

with the Cyrillic ones: from /r/ to /x/ are identical (100-600). 

The new added letters, after /o/ ~ 700, seem to have had 

the values ф (or ttA ) = 800, V = 900, and ^ = 1000; possibly 

values of 2000-9000 were allotted to the next letters, possibly 

in the following order: Ш - 2000, ^ - 3000, -J - 4000, 

A - 5000, fl° - 6000, X - 7000, ф£ - 8000, M - 9000. However 

there is no clear evidence of any such usage, and the question 

of the order of these letters must be decided on other criteria. 

(See on this esp. Trubeckoj, also Mares, Vaillant) . Most vague 

of all in this area is the possible order and value of the 

Slav vowel letters (cf. Tkadlcik 1972:391). The notion that 

there were originally 36 letters arranged in groups of 9 to 

provide the required numbers (Trubeckoj) is attractive, but 
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as yet has not been demonstrated. Likewise the notion that 

the numerical function of the letters preceded the alphabetic 

is not convincing (Zukovskaja 1964). 

b) Cyrillic 

Cyrillic, with its clear Greek-uncial derivation, adopted 

accordingly also the numerical value of the Greek letters; 

however it appears that the alphabetic order remained that of 

Glagolitic, with a few possible exceptions, viz.: 

1) и and J retain their Greek order and value (8 and 10 

respectively); but if our derivation of the Glagolitic forms 

is correct, this is not really a change for Cyrillic (see above) ; 

2) the order of the jers and /y/ may have changed; 

3) possibly also that of the letters for /x/( )*> and $ ) 

through confusion; 

4) the position of Ц1 may have gone through more than one 

change; however, whether it originally represented /ä/ or /t'// 

we cannot say whether it would have been placed before or after 

the letters for /c/ and /c/; the numerical value is of no help 

in Cyrillic, but under the Glagolitic system, ф (/о/) would 

have had the value of 700, so the following two letters should 

have had the values 800 and 900; while the letter V (/c/) 

regularly has the value 900, it is not clear which letter had 

that of 800: it is sometimes ф , and sometimes Ш . We might 

postulate that the letter occurring in that spot was the one 

reflecting *t j, viz. ж? or ф ; this would explain the use 

of l|| in this value. The Cyrillic reinterpretation of щ as 

a digraph would have caused an association between 41 and ш , 

causing qi to be placed after ш; of course neither of these two 

letters had any numerical value in Cyrillic. 

Note that two of the valueless Slav letters - к and ж -

retain their place, while the Greek-only letters - 3, Д, t, V "* 

are placed at the end in spite of having numerical values; this 

at least means that we should not automatically identify order 

and numerical value. 

Of the added Slav letters, Y , perhaps as the basic inheritor 

of the sounds ['.c/c], and with this own name CcrbVb), is given the 

value of 90, making it clearly to be seen as derived from 
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Greek °\ 9 ? , while the hewer ц (Glagolitic V ) has the 

remaining required value of 900, held at first by A, corres­

ponding to Greek /h (900), but transferred to ц partly by the 

order (after /o/) and partly by the Glagolitic value of V 

(900). (It is possible that in Cyrillic too the two letters 

in question had a single, or confused, origin, namely the 

Greek variants of the symbol for 90 - °\ and f . Note too the 

subsequent "repeated" confusion of the two letters in Russian 

and the other Cyrillic alphabets.) 

The number б was in Greek also a non-alphabetic symbol 

- S - and this was continued in Cyrillic; however the letter 

^ (/dz/), which occurred immediately before ^ (/z/) (in 

Glagolitic order), acquired also the value 6, and in turn 

the symbol s acquired the sound value /dz/. 

Lastly, the sound /u/, represented in Glagolitic at first 

(we believe) by the digraph &» (from Greek ou) , had to compete 

in Cyrillic with the letter v (Greek и, with the value 400), 

in spite of its sound value in Greek, and hence in Cyrillic, 

of /i/. It would certainly not have been long before the 

value 400 was passed to the new letter for /u/, viz. OV/ 

which takes its place from the Glagolitic order. 

In the same way, even if there were originally two letters 

for /x/, the value of 600 (from Greek) would have gone to the 

uncial j«, whatever the Glagolitic situation was. 

4. NAMES OF THE LETTERS 

There is no certainty about when the letters were given 

names (see Appendix 2), but most likely is during the Moravian 

period as part of the teaching process. It has also been pointed 

out (L
f
vov 1971:53) that the name buky itself was not South 

Slav in the meaning of "letter", the equivalent term there being 

kbniga. The mnemonic principle is much more likely than any 

philological motive or the copying of some other model - like 

Semitic or Runic. It is possible that there was an initial 

stage in which the letters had simple syllabic names, as in 
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Latin, which were then expanded into words for mnemonic 

purposes, or from the need for inflected forms (Vaillant 

1955:29). This is one way of explaining those letters which 

"still" have only syllabic names, that is which have no recorded 

word-names (/c/, /s/, /st/, /ju/); however it is just as 

possible to argue from original words to "remnant" syllabic 

names (Tkadlcik 1972:389). 

At any rate, to support the mnemonic principle, we should 

assume that initially all letters had full names. In "normal" 

circumstances simple high-frequency words would be most likely, 

as was the case with the original Semitic names (ox, house, 

door, hand, water, etc.) and the Runic ones (hail, ice, birch, 

sun, etc.); however this was clearly not the case in Slavonic, 

where all the recognizable names are abstract, e.g. ve'dit 

zivZte, myslite, pokoi, оикъл and include secondary parts of 

speech, e.g. ize3 kako 9 dobroл dz£loa паёь9 опъ . Given the 

religious nature of the teaching involved, such abstraction 

is not surprising, however if religious content were the 

only criterion we would expect different names in many cases, 

e.g. nebo alongside zemlja^ оЫсъ (or otbSe) rather than опъ. 

One is led to the thought that the names in order had a meaning 

also, that the alphabet could be recited as a set. of sentences, 

or at least phrases, with religious significance, perhaps 

actual prayers. This notion has been advanced often, but it 

it still elusive, and even if one imagines different endings 

on the words, it is really not possible to make out more than 

one or two phrases (cf. Hamm (1974:24), who tries to make up 

a whole sentence, which is unsatisfactory even up to tvrvdOj 

but then he claims that the letters following tvrbdo were 

thereby introduced as the "hard" ones! Tkadlcik (1972:389) tries 

to arrange the letters into twelve groups of three, but can 

claim success with only seven of these groups.) Possibly each 

word, separately or in phrases, was the beginning of an important 

prayer or section of the Gospel (cf. the acrostic version of 

Chrabr, from the 13th C , in such phrases, though the initial 

words there are different from the traditional names) . No 

solution to this problem seems to be in sight, even if the 

origins of the unknown names is discovered. 
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Certainly the form of the names must have changed, as can 

be seen in the existing variants of the known ones, for example 

in PA and CG we have respectively: bocobi - buky 

uedde - widi 

giuete - zeywyte, etc. 

Of course both of these sources may also reflect ignorance 

of the Slav words themselves. Such changes in form could well 

be responsible for the obscurity of many names, e.g. frbtbA 

grbVbj егъ3 jgsbj that is they may have had clear meanings 

originally, but these have been lost through corruption of 

their forms. This is more likely than that "foreign" names were 

used - on the model of Greek's retention of the Semitic names -

since this would defeat the mnemonic intention. As mentioned 

above, the syllabic names, like oi, Sa, eta, ju, can be seen 

either as an early stage, with words for some reason not being 

developed from them, or as remnants of earlier words lost by 

the same corruption as in the frbtb type. However they might 

also point to late inclusion or some confusion in value: if 

/c/ was seen as a variant of /6/, then only one name need 

exist until the letters are allotted clear separate values; 

if the form ф originally meant /t
1
/ or /s*/, and then /St/ in 

one area only, and the form ш was established only in the 

Cyrillic period, then the names for these two might be late 

also. 



APPENDIX 1 : ACROSTIC PRAYERS 

ORDER C O N S T CHRABR V S E M U M I R U R O U D B O G O J A V 0 PEREVODE 

1 Ь%1 А ^ Ъ Л^Ъ А Г Г Л Ь С К Ь И Л АДААМе д^ъ 

2 воже БЬ БГЪ Б е ^ Н А У А Л ^ Н О М ' 
Д 

в е ^ н д БД 

3 видимы шъ в»* В Ъ Д А Ю врьт^пе вифлешме В И Д ^ 

4 госпола ГЛА ГЛГО горы горы ГЛА 

5 АЛ АОБрО довро дивомь А Л А Н И Ю ДОБРЬ 

6 мже есьмь есть № С Т Ь С Т В 0 М Ь 
д 

ег л бСМЪ 

7 живохдаимъ животь ЖИЕОТЪ Ж И В 0 Н 0 С Н 0 * 6 желЪнь ЖИВО 

8 ^йло 8 Ъ Л 0 зло ^вЪ^Ал в Ъ Л О зЪлш 

9 ^анонъ ^емлл ^емлю •?ем'ЛА ^емлЪ ^емлл 

10 ИЖб ИЖб иже ис 1СЬ иже 

11 и и 1 ироде И^ВАВИТбЛЮ и 

12 летить Гбмоиоу гешни ГАЛилел 

13 къ кое КАКО КОЛЕНА КОЛЪНОМА кое 

14 людне люди 6 Л Ю Д 1 6 лицн ЛЮДбМЬ Л Г О Д 1 6 

15 милости мисльУл мыслите ми^еи море мыслил 

16 нъ НА НА нево не НА 

17 отъуе шнн огнь оврага оцЪфенш-е ОНЬ 

18 npOCAQlOVOVMOV пилдтотг покои придиже ПОУТО ПИЛАТО\Г 

19 povu^ р Ь Ц Ъ Т А P6Y6 рьцы рдщЪ рьцЪте 

20 силоу слово слово словесл СЬТ'цЪМ'СА словомь 

21 ты трьновень тверДА трепет^но трепетомь в 
Т р Ъ Н О 

22 V n O C T Ä C * оуддрень ovum O V n O C T A C b M b O V n O C T A C b О У Д А р б Н Ь 

23 фардошл фАрАШНА фа paшн ф д р А Ш И О В Ы фАрАШНА ф А р А Ш Н А 

24 ^epoBbCKOv Серовыми ^epovBHMi ?«ероувимомь реровимомь 7$ерЪ"вшп 

25 

26 

0 

пеудль 

ш 

пЪсми 

ojBep^v оть 
^.с 

пЪ ми 

ш 

П А % 1 пЪснми 

27 иЛломоудрьно цр с тво ци цртвоуньи UP C TB0V»*H с 
цр ТВО 

28 уюдбсд У Л В Ъ К О Л Ю Б Ь ! fm уервь YHHH Yt-ОДеСА УЛКЙЛЮБУА 

29 шестькрилатъ шестокрили UIOVMOM шестокрилАТИ i шестокриллтлА шестоирилА 

30 шьствоую што щитом шествию шествУд VTO 

31 имени еромь ердднъ И Г р А И И Г р А И е р ? с А 

32 мвЪ Н\КО горы няиоже WAKO hAKO 

33 #вдлоу еже ересь ?СВАЛЛ ^ВАЛАМИ 

34 юже ьямке ЛЖв 

35 юнъ юдене К>Ж6 гоже юдеУе 

36 К Ц Ъ 1 КЪ есте /кть нь^ъщн е^ыци еже 



A P P E N D I X 2 : ALPHABETS 

ORDER , SOUND MAI Мй2 РА RAD TOURS РА CG T0(1) TO (2) BAN 

1 /a/ гК ' а •+• -f А •J az a z щъ «S 

2 / b / tf к \а Я bucobi b u k i b o u k i BOVKH yisöäxn 

3 M а Л в а.о Ш> uedde w i d i v i d i вндн р£тб 

4 /g/ VL» /-С л Т g l ä g o l i g l a g o l e g l a g o u l e гллголе уХаозб 

5 / d / oto А db Л d6bro d o b r o d o b r o ДОЕрО ботерб) 

6 /e/ э- е ь- см hie/t g e s t i e s t есть yletfTL 

7 IV Л ж А F g i u e t e zeywyte s i w i t e живите СпЗпт 

8 /dz/ tf > 
<£, Л z e l l o z e l o z e l o ^ело ?еха 

9 /z/ А 4 -&> •Ö- zemia zemla z e m l i a ^ем'лд СеутсАеа 

10 'V on н X + + I je y z z e i s e иже foe 

11 /v £» ( 8 X l j e i i i и Л 

12 / d ' / ^ > Ь Г ge и 
13 A / ?1 к V Z* cäCO kako kakou КАКО я<$мш 

14 / l / Л л rfb А luddie l u d y l o u d i люди Aooötfct 

15 /m/ «/i.S /М fr «Я mujtllte myslyte \ m i s l i t e миелите РП' 

16 /n/ .? N ^ г̂ naj n a s s na ношь v3s 

17 /о,/ g 0 % 3 on on on оиь av 

18 /P/ /° Г •*° Г pocoi pokoy poquoy ПОКОИ но коп 

19 /r/ ь /= г, ^ reel r e z y r c i ря.ци рьх^Сг] 

2 0 / s / . _д С г -е сJlöuo s lowo s lowo слово a%\'6ßu 

21 / t / о!П т отэ шг t6 rdo t r d o t a r d o тр^до \}тЗ£рбш 

22 / i 3 / V h i e Лн 

23 /u/ а- W аз- а u e t ouq OVK"Z» 

24 /V # «э *ff* £ f o r t f r t f r t фр^ТЬ (pepüiT 

25 / x t / -£ Т (32) Г c h y r c h i r e JWpb Xiß 

26 /v # > v\r Й зг X o t o t o t h оть (5т 

27 / t7 f 2 / 
/ 

А г ¥ •в- p e 

28 /c/ <v F (27) ОТ c i o i ци ТСП 

29 /e/ # V # и Jaraue ezrw e z r f урвь TCepßn 

3 0 / i / m ш ш m / * s s a s c h a шд add 

31 /8t/ |»0lT 

1» Ш 

s s t y a s c h t s a ш'щ с§£а 

3 2 /ъ/ 

|»0lT 

1» Ш 3= «б л h i e r g e r g e r ерь yiop 

33 /ь/ 

l 7 s 
*ь> л £> p e l l e r yip 

34 /у/ l 7 s уерп 

3 5 / ё / А % • a Я В h i e t y a t i a t h ють у eat 

36 /х2/ 
* >р (26) 



APPENDIX 2 

ORDER SOUND MAI MA2 p A RAD TOURS PA 

37 / 9 / (39) 

38 / j o / b£ ^ ' ^ iusz 

39 / ju/ ^ jft (38) / ° ЦЛ 

40 /e/ r£ # - ^ 

41 / j e / X £l &£ hie 

CG 

yus 

TO(l) T0(2) BAN 

jouzz юсь Y£OUS 

YtOVJ 

jest 

je yea 

Note: Forms under TOURS are the only ones given in source. 
A microfilm of the manuscripts proved unreadable. 

APPENDIX 3: ORDER & NUMERICAL VALUE 

STAGE 1: STAGS 3 2: STAGE 3: 

CONSTANTINE MORAVIA BULGARIA CYRILLIC 

ORDER FORM SOUND NUMBER FORM SOUND FORM SOUND FORM NUMBER 

1 + /a/ 1 + /a/ + /a/ A 1 

2 tt! /b/ 2 t±d /b/ fcfci /b/ Б -

3 V /v/ 3 V /v/ V /v/ В 2 

4 V /g/ 4 * —.4 > /g/ Г 3 

5 T Gk.y -

6 л /d/ 5 Л /d/ <fb /d/ Л 4 

7 э- /e/ 6 3- /e/ э- /e/ е 5 

8 34 /a/ 7 <л» / 2 / d*D /*/ ж -

9 Ф /dz/ 8 * - 8 Ф /dz/ * б 

10 e* /a/ 9 0° / 2 / &° /z/ * 7 

11 T T /i/ 10 T 2° /i/ Y*T /i/ »И 10 

12 8 /i/ 20 8 /i/ 8 /i/ и 8(6=9) 

13 of 3f /a 7 30 Я - 30 ЛСП(Т(\ Gk.Y
1 -

14 Ц b A/ 40 47 A/ in A/ к 20 

15 <H Gk. к' -

16 Д /1/ 50 <А /1/ Jb A/ л 30 

17 a? /m/ 60 7? /m/ 75° /m/ U 40 

18 d> /n/ 70 d> /n/ :P /n/ н 50 

19 3 / 0 / 80 9 / 0 / Э / 0 / 0 70 ( £= 60) 

20 •r° /P/ 90 -Г /P/ •f° /P/ п 80 

21 6 /r/ 100 b /r/ ь /r/ р 100 (*/= 90) 

22 2 /s/ 200 8 /s/ 2 /s/ с 200 



APPENDIX 3 

ORDER FORM SOUND NUMBER FORM SOUND FORM SOUND .FORM NUMBER 

23 «r-o / t / 300 cna /t/ <г-ъ /t/ T 300 

24 s> /u/ 400 9r /u/ 39- /u/ ov,s (400 ( b ) ) 

25 J- Gk.ü, i V 400 (а) 

26 *0* /f/ 500 °Q° /f/ « г Э в 
/f/ A 9 

27 Ф Gk. f - Ф HI Ф 500 

28 | о Ac/ 6 0 0 h /x/ 

«} 
/x/ -

29 X Gk. x - $ /V «} /x/ * 600 

30 <?> (Gk.) о 700 9 /o/ <? /o/ Ш 800 ( ф = 700) 

31 <^ty /f/ 8 0 0 «<°W - 800 Ф /st/ m 
32 <U V /a/ 900 V /o/ V /c/ ц (900 (Ь)) 

33 у /&/ 1000 ¥ /s/ *> /S/ V 90 

34 ?/ш / s / 2000 7/Ш / s / Ш /8/ Ш 

35 =3-8 /V 3000 •3 M ••3 M г 

36 -з.-«. 7b/ 4000 -3. /b/ -3 /ь/ ь 

37 ?/4T /y/ - «ЭГ /У/ «ЭТ /y/ Ъ1 

38 д /s/ 5000 A /s/ A / § / ъ 
39 / » /ju/ 6000 / " /ju/ ^ " /ju/ К) 

40 »б /?/ 7000 зе /?/ a« /?/ % 

41 ^ /j?/ 8000 H /j?/ <2̂  / j 9 / нь 
42 .*£ /f/ 9000 M. /f/ .M /jf/ 1А 

43 «6 /,/ А 900 (а) 



ABBREVIATIONS AND SOURCES 

ABBREVIATION SOURCE 

Ban Banduri' s Alphabet 

Bogojav Bogojavlenski akrostix 

CG Codex Giganteus 

Chrabr Bälgarskaja peredelka 
skazanija о pismenax 

Const Azbuönaja molitva 
Konstantina presvitera 

MA Munich Alphabet 
MA1 = Glagolitic part 
MA2 = Cyrillic part 

0 perevode Skazanie о perevode 
svjaäöennogo pisanija 

PA Paris Alphabet 

Preslav Preslav graffiti 

Rad Radosavfs Alphabet 

Rozd Ro2destvenski akrostix 

Tours Tours Alphabet 
T0(1) = Latin names 
TO (2) = Cyrillic names 

Vsemu miru Tolkovaja azbuka "Az 
esmb vsemu miru svet" 

Lavrov 1928:150 

Ivanova-Konstantinova 1971:359 

Lavrov 19 28:150 

Lavrov 1930:166 

Lavrov 1930:199 

Vajs 1932; Hamm 1974:10 

Lavrov 1930:171 

Vajs 1932; Hamm 1974:10 

Goäev 1961 

Hamm 1974:20 

Ivanova-Konstantinova 1971:3 50 

Kos 1924 

Demkova/Droblenkova 1968:54 
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