Paul V, CUBBERLEY (Melbourne)

THE FORMATION OF CYRILLIC AND PROBLEMS OF THE EARLY SLAY ALPHABETS

In a previous work (Cubberley 1982) a theory of the
development of Glageclitic 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
craated new letters: for the vowels he used digraphs or ligatures
of Greek/Proto-Glagolitic vowel symbole, there being no other
medel available; for the consconants his source was Armenian,
with its over-abundance of sgymbols for palatals, with the
addition of a form of Greek {ota 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 1s 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 heen a disciple
of Constantine, perhaps Kliment.
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The principle of "locking like Greek" caused the common
Greek-Slav sounds, including the nearly ldentical volced
pleogives and friecatives, and for thea vowels including also
all the variants not written in digraph form, to be based
on the Greek uncials. The unelals were by then regarded as
vary formal, since evan religlous 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 alphaket.

Thus we have atraight from Greek:

Vowsla: n; &, n/l/?/w; o/w; oy/Y

Consondnts: B, T, A, T, R, A, M, W, 0,-0, ¢, T, &

The ' non-Graek scundz/letters were based on Glagalitie,
with a squaring-off and some simplification to match the
uncial typa. o ' ’

Yowels
Sound Glagolitic Route Cyrillic
/n/ 9 4 i s
/5/ 38 0 4 :
il a7 ¢+ etc. - imitaticn 21, ata.
gr &

The linguistic evidence points to earlier loss of
nasality in the Moravlian area than in the Bulgarlan. Along
with this we can postulate that /¥/ would have started to "rise",
that is to become a higher wvowel, in Moravia, while this
would not have happened in Bulgaria. Hence confusion 1ln the
meaning of the letters & and ¥ i3 to be expected, as also is
confusion about which letter should be used for fa/ after
palatals. Thus, the Moravian situation of A for fa¢' and .
for [g/ iz lost, and gives way to

1} the usa of A for /¢/, and this would be supported by
the Greek symbol M (=300},

2) the use of £ for /e/, readily confused with Greek-based
8, or available for any ralated sound. Furthermore, while
nasality survived long in Bulgaria, the distinction of quality
in the nasals did not {cf. Smiadovski 1980Q), =0 the way was
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open for £ to be applied to one of the nasal vowels.
Thus we have: a for /e/;
t for /fp/ (with a 90° turn through confusion with a);

A letter would still have been needed for jait', since
it differed in alternations at least from /a/; we should
expect gsome form based on +/a/, and possibly with a jed,
since it was after palatals that /&/ and /a/ were identical.
Simple jod + a was not likely, however, since the alternation
would have been lost; jod + s/e/ is also unlikely, at least
for the Bulgarlan arxea, though it might have been peossible,
in say, Serbia; we also need to postulate a 90° rotation to
give AA{cf. Preslav ), which would match the postulated
develcpment of a /g/ {above}; lastly, s + + has been suggested
{58epkin 1967): while this mixtura seems unlikely, it would
have been a way of representing the different sort of /fa/-type
sound which was jat'.

Jotation

Tha jotated vowels can be seen as imitating the
Glagolitiec formation of <fota + vowel, though this need not
imply that thie principle of constructlon was known.

/iu/ is particularly interesting in that its form (w)
is apparently not simply a ligature of {ota and /u/ - which
would have gilven wy or HW; it ssems 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 W being "shortened" to low slze r for whatever
reason; such a change would not have been prevented by potential
confusion with a Bequence /Jjo/, since this was not a possible
sequence. However there 15 no textual evidence for such an
original form w . Simple derivation from the Glagolitic form
would have given first a form like I, which could then be
reinterpreted as a ligature with » (jod).

Congonants
1. The three voiced stops come from the Greek volced
fricatives, as with Glagolitic:
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Greek B, a variant form of B. Thils seemz more likely
than simplification of €¢lagolitic HE, though some
influence is possible, ¢f. the Preslav (unclear)

(]
form |y
Craek A

Greek ' A fricative pronuncilaticn also existed in
Slavonic, including in Moravia.

2. The 8lav palatals can mostly be seen as based on

Glagolitic, plus Greek influence:

3/

o/

Glag. H-«% via Jt # % (cf, Preslav ¥ X X)
Most iikely is the interpretation of Glag. & and &

) as variants, via ercss-dialectal identity in alter-

nations and cognates, producing 3 as a variant of 3.
Then 5, from the Greek numerical symbol ¢ {=§) acquii‘es
tha sound value /dz/ from 1ts place {(by numerical
value} preceding 3. )

Tha formal influence of Glag. & on ¥ might be

visible in tha Praslav form 3

As described elsewhere {Cubberley 1982:302) ;, wa balieve
that i most likely originally meant /k*/ or /t'/ (i.e.
from CS *tj), in alternation with /t/.

Ul would have been converted ta g in Cyrillic, as a
typical simplification, and in that area where /8t/
was the common result of *tj, namely Bulgaxria, this
was interpreted as a ligature of w and v, whether or
not m was the original symbol for /&/ (we belleve not}.

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

would have been found in the Semitic letter (/, also
standing for /§/. The evidence of the numerical value
iz of some interest here too (sea below).

Also described elsewhere {(<bid.: 299} is the notlon
that Glagolitie proBably had symbels like W for /&/
and Y for /e¢/. In the cereation of Cyrillic there
entered the Greek influance of the numerical forms 9,¥,
{both = 90); we might see v as the basic derivative
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from Glag. @, acquiring the numerical wvalue 90 from
the similar Greek symbel; the letter 1 (even without
the influence of Gk. 9 } gives y, retaining the scund

value /c/, and only later acquiring the numerical value
of 900, held at first by a from Greek M.

3. The Greek-only letters were used for Graeek words in
unchanged form, viz.: ﬂ; ®, 3; ¥

# and § would becoma confused as native /I/ atarted to
develop, with both being used for this sound, even in Greesk
namas. At this point Glagolitic may have acquired both of
these, but more likely it then lost 1lts original version of

& {(cf. ibiad.:302).

3 and ¥, which are early often replaced by #®e¢, ne, do
not appear in Glagolitic, presumably since the sounds ara
perceived as sequences. Of interest is the later use of ¥
for native /ps/ after the loss of the jers , e.g. ¥aas for
NbeAnz. '

2. ORDER OF LETTERS

During the Preote-Glagolitlc stage there would have bean
no need for any fixed alphabetical order. If such existed 1t
would have followed that of Greek.
puring the second stage (Constantine) the need would have
arisen in the first place for teaching purposes. Assuming that
Greek is, or remains, the medel for the common letters, the
question is what happened with the new ones. The bas=lc possi-
bilities, those adopted by other new alphabats, 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 doncr
alphabet,
In addition to one of these, rather than as a separate

principle of ordering,might_come tha numerical value of eguiva-
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lent letters 4in another alphabet. It is in fact the numerical
value of the lettery in the alphabets in question that givas
us the most relilakle, though limited, evidence of the original
order of laetters, though another source 1s the "acrostic"
{alphabetically ordered} prayers. Written alphabets as such
are few for the early pericd and mostly of doubtful value

{see balow}.

The two Slavonic alphabets seem te have followed a
combination of (a) and (b): certain of the "Slav" letters, namely
the voiced conscnants, were lnserted, whila others, namely
the volceless consonants and the vowels, were appended.

Inserted weres .

/h/: aﬁparently before the "nearest”, i.e./v/; but why

before? .

/¥/ and /dz/ before the nearest, /z/; same questiomn.

/d'/:s if this represented a Slav sound, nona of itz valuas,
as reflexes of C5 *dj, place it next te /k/; if it represented
Greek /g'/!{y bafore front vowel) {=[3]}, its position could be
explained as a variant of /1/, as /j/ would have been in
Slavonic {eof. the parallel treatment of /j/ in alphabats
derived from Latin}. However, it never represents Slav /i/.
only Greek y + front vowel. We believe this letter began as
Slav /d'- g'/, then was reapplied to Greek /g'/ in the Bulgarian
period (sea below).

Appended were (not here in any definite order) letters
for:

/8/, /c/y 18/, perhaps a letter for /t' - k'/; and the
vowel symbols far /fm/, /®/, [&/, Jiu/. J¢/e 19/ [0/

Qf the Greck-only letﬁers, Y and ¥ were certainly not
included, while 4 remained formally, but - in Glagolitilc hy
numerical value and application - in the position of Greek &,
and » (Cyr. y) retained the Greek position and value of upsilon
(= [i] or [f1] ) at least until ¥ {= Gk ou) took over this position,
thus reasserting the original {classical) place and value of
upstion {([ul).

1f, as noted above, M is Greak /g'/, it iz pozsible that
ck. /k'/ and /x'/ were also retainad, that is, allotted separate
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latters. However the phonetie similarity between the latter
two and the hard counterparts would have been close enough for
separate letters to bhe unnecessary, while /g1/(=[j]} 1s quite
distinct from at least a plosive /g/. Moreover the varying
Slav pronunciations of fg/ - fricative as well as plosive -
would have contributed to uncertainty. We bhelleve it is
possible that Glag, ™Y represented Greek /k'/ and H7x/.

At any rate, Cyrillic clearly follewed Gresk practice in not
creating separate letters for any of these three sounds. Also
it isg possible that Gk. @ ([ph]) - as opposed to € for the
embryonic Slav /f/ - was represented in the letter refarrad
to as "pe" and depilcted in the acrostic prayers by words

like p&sn— {see balow).

However, we envisage the following scenario for the
letters in question: letters like Y, Ypand n represented the
Greek soft variants {/g'/, /k'/, and /x'/ respectively}, and there
were letters for the reflexes for *tj and *dj, viz. *tj: ad .
Yo (= /t'/, /%'/), *a3: of L R (= 7'/, /g9'/), all formed from
Armenian. In Mcoravia the letter ﬁ was applied to Moravian
/h/, (cf. Mared 1971:181), while the variants of /fg/ and /k/
weras lost, not being in any case very different from each
other { ¥/ % ; [¢same. In Bulgaria, where *tj/*dj gave the
sequences /3t/ and /%4/, the letters for /fa&'/, /9'/ were real-
located to Greek /g'/, along with the af version of /t'/; the
remaining version of /t'/ -~ lp - was reinterpreted as being a
ligature of w and v (in its Cyrillic form m), and thus survived
as Bulgarian's *tj, while no parallel development could have
occurred for /24/.

The central problem in the "new" order is why only the voliced
consonants were inserted. /b/, /d'/ and /dz/ may be seen as
variants of /v/, /1/ (1f = Greek /g'/)and /fz/ respectively,
with no further explanation being necessarfy, but the problem is
/%/; Af it is seen as "close" to /z/, whether phonetically or
morphonologically, then surely /%/ is in the same relatilonship
to /s/? The other three volceless conscnants - /c/, /&/, and
/t '/ - need not have suggested direct relationships with any
basic sounds, so that additicn 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 "sectlons",

as well as presantinq-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 &,

caused the minimum upset to the Greek (numerical) order, while
any attempt to insexrt the other Slav letters would have meant

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

at least considered this impbrtant.

- As toc the order of the appénded letters, there is consid-
erable uncertainty: only /o/ and /&/ have more or less clear
numerical valueg, and the alphabets and acrostle 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 guestion marks
for obscure lettars - in order after /&/: /L'?/. /o/. /&/,
/87, /uf, JBE2/, [y?/, /B/, /&7, ﬁx'?/: /j9? i fiu/y /el
/i¢/. However really only /c/ and /&/ are undisputed.

MA (C}rillic part): appears to have the following list: /t'2/,/c/,
/87 /87 /7, B/, /87 /é/r /x'z/, /jU?/r /?/: /?/l
/1¢?/. This time in addition /&t/ seems clear (1).

In neither part ls /&/ clear: The Cyrillie part has N} ,
while the Glagolitie part has M. The form of /t'?/ is
Glag, ﬂP , Cyr. AL, )

PA {(Glag.): lacks a letter for fd'/, and after fh/f/ has the
following: /x"/, /fo/, /8/, /87, /2, x?/, /w?/, /&/,
i/, 39/,

RAD (Glag.) has, after /3/: /t'?/, /c/, /8/, 18/, v/, /&2,
/3u/, /e?/. Here /t'?/ locks very like Greek & ( $ 15
however go aldgo does the letter at the spet after /u/ - §.
From these the most likely consonant order seems to be:

e/, Jfef, /8/, /8/: L1t seems unlikely that /%t/ should

appear amongst the vowels =~ more likely i1t wag not present at -

all in the earliest alphabet.
The order of the wvowels ia quite unclear, but is roughly

/uly I0/2Y, I/, FE/. Siud, ol fe/.
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(See Appendix 2 for a full list of these alphabets. See
also Vrana 1976:168=9 for similar compariscna of the main
disputed letters.}

b) Acrostic prayers ("Azbuénye molitvy")

The evidence of the acrostic prayerz (see Appendix t for
details of the acrostic prayvers; see alsc Demkova/Droblenkova
1968, Ivanova-Konstantinova 1971 and Mare® 1971) is at least
more consistent, 1f not necegsarily clearer. They virtually
all have the following order after/5/:

/Bl fefs S/, /87, JE-EYS, Jl-ef, J&/. /%[, J9-i9/.
Jin/. /e-de/.

The oldest of these - Const - has the words pedalv for /p/
and xvalu for /x/, that ig Slavonie words, both of which
call to mind the "extra" letters menticned in one version
of Chrabr's 0 piamendan: E@:, %In., and %». This tradition
may be evidence for the early retention of the Greek letters
¢ and x az distinct £rom Greek fi and Slav /x/.

The cther point of interest in these acrostics is the
apparent double /&/, only in later versions the second l}ne
having /8t/; I prefer Vaillant's axplanation ({1955), that
the second /&/ represents the back jsr, which could not of
course begin a word, and which is "described” as "» #irokn"
{"wide jar"), as opposed to "t meniil" ("smaller jar"), the
latter then being represented by the word iment.

If this 1s correct, then, along with the alphabket evidence,
it is clear that /8t/ was not part of the original alphabet, at
least in the Bulgarian area, where it could easily be writtaen
in digraph form. {The same would go for /#d/ from *@j.)

one further peint on the gquestion of lost letters: if the
letter of/X , our /a'/, was originally the native (Macedonian)
jda'-g'/ from *dj, then there should have been a parallel letter
for /t'-k*'/ from *tj, As argued above, we believe this is
what tjf originally signified, but it lost jts place in the
alphabet during the Cyrillic (Bulgarian) periocd, when the
equivalent sound was /5t/; while of/X found itself reapplied
to Greek /g'/, nd was not reapplled and found itself confused
with /p/ - possibly through association with Latin P2 (cf.
the Cyrillic equivalent in MA looks like AL, not unlike
Greek m.
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3. NUMERICAL VALUE

Glagolitic and Cyrillic are radigally different in the
application of numerical values to letters. (See Appendix 3)

a) Glagolitic

Having added in the Slav-only letters - for /bl 181,
/dz/, and probabhly also for Jj&'/, /e°/ - and accepting onas
Gresk letter for /f/, but not letters for /th/, /ke/, /ps/,
Glagolitic allotted numerical values to all in the new ordex,
at least as far as necessary, that is possibly only to 1000,
but conceivably further than that (see below).

The twa_lettérs for /i/ - FPand & - if they reprasant
Greek ¢ and n respactively, have swapped thelr order from
Greek. This is hetter taken as evidence that they do nOt.simply
represent ¢ and n : Glagolitic %Lls best derived from /i and T
from 3, while ¥ iz from the diphtong gL, which of course would
have no alphabetical placed in Greek.

Note too that for /u/ the Greek value of 400 is allotted
to the digraph # {= Gk. ov) rather than > (= Gk. u): indeed
the latter ssems not to have been used at first, but was probably
developad later by analogy with Cyrillic y from oy.

The exclusion of ¢, 8 and ¥, surely by colncidence, brings
the later letters into line wilth the Greek valuea, and so alsa
with the Cyrillic onea: from /r/ to /x/ are identical (100-600).

The new added letters, after /&/ = 700, seem to have had
the values {jf (oraf) = 800, % = 9500, and 4 = 1000; possibly
values of 2000-9000 were allotted to the next letters, possibly
in the following order: Wl - 2000, «] - 3000, 4 - 4o00,

A - 5000, /° ~ 6000, M@ - 7000, §£& - 8000, 3£ - 90C0. However
there is no c¢lear evidence of any such usage, and the quesfion
of the order of these letters must be declded on sther criteria,
(See on this esp. Trubeckoj, also Mared, Valllant}. Most vague
of all in this area is the possible order and value of tha

Slav vowel letters (cf. Tkadl#éfk 1972:391). The notion that
there were originally 36 letters arranged in groups of 9 to
provide the required numbexs (Trubeckoj} is attractive, but
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as yet has not been demonstrated, Likewlise the notion that
the numerical function of the letters preceded the alphabetic
is not convineing (fukovskaja 1964).

b) Cyrillic

Cyrillic, with 1ts clear Greek-uncial derjvation, adopted
accordingly alsc the numerical value of the Greek lettexa;
however 1t appears that the alphabetic order remained that of
Glagolitic, with a few possible exceptions, viz.:

- 1) # and 1 retain their Greek order and value (8 and 10
respectively): but if our derivation of the Glagolitic forms
is correct, this 18 not really a change for Cyrillic (see above};

2} the ordar of the jers and /y/ may have changed:

3) possibly also that of the letters for /x/( and § )
through confusion;

4} the positlon of g may have gone through more than one
change; however, whather 1t orlginally represented /%5/ or /t'/,
we cannot say whether it would have been placed before or after
the letters for /c¢/ and /&/; the numerical value is'of no help
in cyrillic, but under the Glagolitic system, @ (/3/) would
have had the value ¢f 700, so the following two letters should
have had the wvalues 800 and %00; while the lektter W {/c/f)
regularly has the value 900, it is not clear which letter had
that of 800: it is sometimes {JJ , and scmetimes W . We might
postulate that the letter cccurring in that spot was the one
reflecting *tj, viz. adf or () + this would explain the use
of || in this value. The Cyrillic reinterpretation of w as
a digraph would have caused an association between w and um ,
causing i tco ba placed after m; of course neither of thase two
letters had any numerical walue in Cyrillie.

Note that two of the valueless Blav letters - E and ® -
retain their place, while the Greek-only letters = 3; Q; ¥, v -
are placed at the end inspite of having numerical values; this
at least means that we should not automatically identify ocrder
and numerical value.

0f the added Slav letters, v , perhaps as the basic inheritor
of the sounds [c/&), and with this own name (&rvvs), is given the
value of %0, making 1t clearly to be seen as derived from
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Greek 4, ?, while the newer y (Glagolitic ¥ ) has the
remaining regquired value of 300, held at firat by a, corres-
ponding to Greek M (900), but transferred to y partly by the
order (after /3/) and partly by the Glagolitic values of %
(900). (It is possible that in Cyrillic too the two letterxs
in question had a single, or confused, origin, namely the
Greek varlants of the gymbol for %0 - * and 7 . Note too the
subsequent "repeated" cconfusion of the two letters In Russian
and the other Cyrillic alphabets.)

The number 6 was in Greek als#o a non-alphabetlc symbel
~ ¢ = and thim was continued in Cyrillic; however the letter
% (/dz/), which occurred immediately before 3 (/z/) (in
Glagolitic ofder);'acQuirad alse the value 6, and in turn
the symbol ¢ acquired the sgound value /dz/.

Lastly, the sound /u/, repregentad in Glagolitic at firat
(we believe) by the digraph X%~ (from Greek ou), had to compete
in Cyrillic with the letter y {Gresk v, with the value 400),
in spite of its sound valua in @reck, and hence in Cyrillie,
of /i/., It would certainly not have been long bafore tha
value 400 was passed to the new letter for /fu/, wviz. oy,
which takes its placa 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 toc the
uncial x, whatever the Glagolltic situation was. . '

4. NEMES OF THE LETTERS

There 1s no certainty about when the letters were given
names {see Appandix 2), kut most likely is during the Moravian
period as part of the teaching process. It has alzo been pointed
out (L'vov 1971:53) that the name buky itself was not South
S8lav in the meaning of "letter", the egulvalent term there being
kvniga, The mnemonic principle 15 much more likely than any
philological motive or the copying of some other mddel - like
Semitic or Runic. It 1s 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 mnemcnic
purposes, or from the need for inflected forms (Vaillant
1955:29), This is one way of explaining those letters which
"at111"™ have only syllabic names, that is which have no recorded
word-names (/e¢/, /%/, /8t/, /iu/):; however it is just as
possible to argue from original words to "remnant" syllabic
names (Tkadl&fk 1972:389).

At any rate, to support the mnemonic principle, we should
assume that initlally zll 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, ica, birch,
sun, etoc.); however this was clearly not the case in Slavonic,
where all the reccgnizable names are abstract, e.g. v¥di,
Fiv8te, myslite, pokei, oukw, and include secondary parts of
speech, e.qg. i¥e, kako, dobro, daz¥le, na¥, onv. Given the
raeligicus nature of the taachiﬁg involved, such abstraction
is not surprising, however 1f religilous content ware the
only criterion we would expect different names in many cases,
e.9. nebo alongside zemlja, etvew (or otwde) rather than onwv.
One is led to tha thought that the names <4n order had a meaning
also, that the alphabet could be reclted as a set, of sentences,
or at least phrases, with religious significance, perhaps
actual prayers. This notlon has been advanced often, but it
it still elusive, and even 1f one imagines different endings
on the words, it 1s really not possible toc make out more than
one or two phrases {(c¢f. Hamm (1974:24), who tries to make up
a whole sentence, which 1s unsatisfactory even up to twrwdo,
but then he claims that the letters following tvr»do were
thereby Introduced as the "hard" ones! Tkadl&ik {1972:389) tries
to arrange the letters into twelve groups of three, but can
¢laim success with only seven of these groups.) Possibly each
word, separately or in phrases, was the ﬁeginning of an important
prayer or #ection of the Gospel (¢f, the acrostic version of
Chrabr, from the 13th C., in such phrases, though the initial
words there are different from the traditional names). No
golution 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 changad, as can
be saen in the existing varlants of the known ones, for examplae
in PA and G we have respectively: bocobi - buky

ugdde - widi

. giuete - zeyuwyte, atoc.
Of course both of these sources may also reflect ignorance
of the Slav words themsalves. Such changes in form could wall
be responsible for the obscurity of many names, e.g. froiv,
grvvb, erwv, fgev, that 1s they may have had clear meanings
originally, but these have been lost through corruption of
their forms. This ig meore 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
ahove, the syllabic names, like c¢Z, ¥a, ¥ta, Ju, can be saeen
either as an early stage, with words for some reason nct being
developed from them, or as remnants of earlier words lost by
the same corruption as in the freis type. However they might
also point to late inclusion or some confusion in value: if
/c/ was seen as a variant of /&/, then only one name nead
exist until the letters are allotted clear geparats values;
if the form I originally meant /t'/ or /&/, and then /8t/ in
one area only, and the form m was established only in the
Cyrillic perlod, then tha names for these two might be late
also. '



APPENDIX 1: ACRQSTIC PRAYERS

ORDER  CONST CHRABR VSEMU MIRU roZD BOGOJAV O PEREVODE

1 ags . a7 a7s ArFALGKRITE  AAGALE a7y

2 Eome Eb ETE E&ZHAYANIHOY sa';“‘tm g

3 BhaMMAL B gth BEAA M EpLT™NB gndncorie nnu.”

4 pocnoan rag, ) rophl ropm rAR

5 a AOBDO ADERO AHBOME ANGHRYO AOEOL

6 rems eoLML 65Th I 6TLCTEOME ar®a Boun

T WMBOYVPHHME  WHEOTR EHEQTE  WHEOHOCHONS REALI B0

8 wgkno skno 8RO . 7e87tA skno sEAW

9 zanomm TBANA, TeMATG 7ouAA Teunt Zeuna
10 nxe nie He Ho 16k nxe
11 g b ) npoaAs HZRREHTEAI  H
12 penTe TeLOHOY T EWHH ranhhea
12 m Ko RaKo Honkna HoAkHOUA Ko®
14 mopne “Aoans RHOALE aAmun A104 ML nroAls
15 umpaos¥h TTANT ) LLICANTE  unieH uopa usisatx
16 m Ha Ha HERO He Ha
17 oTwve uHH ofHk 0EpATA oyklpetnre oHb
18  npocAmIoYORMOY NHAATOY TIoKON TIpRANEE nowro mnatoy
19 poyue puubTA - pove Phikl pALE pLlETa
20 onaoy GNOBO £ROBY CROKECH ('8 2Th - TRL-P N LAOEOME
21 tm TOLHOEENE TROPAR TpeneTIHO TPEMETOM Tomn0®
22 ymoctTAch OYANPEHL . oyt OYMeCTACLUL  OYTIOSTALE OVARPENL
23 papacen dapawHa $Hap it bROAWHOER Baphuwin dopawHR
24 epoBLLHOY K@ pORRIMM KBDOYEHM  XoPOYENMOME 56 PORMMOLIL Fop¥RIan
25 o W wsepTy oTh w _ @, whn
26 nevanh k& un nkEun na:un nhehLn
27 ykhouoyapsno  uyp reo un NPTEOY MM ue TEOY M ue®rEo
28 vroassa vAzkHoAtOELT MM vepEL YiHH YroALCH yAgSAreETa
29 weoThKENAATE MACTOHPHAN WOYIAOM  MeGTOHOHAATH MESTONPHAATAA WGCTOKPHAATH
30 maeTBOYIO wTo TN mecTENM WRSTEV A ¥TO
31 maenn #0UL GOARHE nrpan nrpan enFa
32 et RO ropu raNoMes HAKO WHO
33 xeanoy ENe 8pELh PIOEE FRANAMY
34 rome e AN
35 rons 10ABHE roRS roxe roaEie
36 wmyaiug scTe ATh BN aTHI YN exe



APPENDIX 2: ALPHABETS

ORDER SOUND MAl MA2Z PA RAD TOURS PA G To {1} TO(2) BAN
1 Ja/ Ao 4+ b oa af ag az - aTn ag
2  /b/ a3 bbcobi - buki bouki EOYHN uradun
3 N/ ez B ae ms ubdde  widi  vidl  mHaw  Bété
4 fa/f v, £ A& T glagoli glagole glagoule TRAroAd vkadé
5 /& oo n ov o % abbro dobzo  dobro A0E00 Sonpld
6 /e ¥ F Fr w hi&[t - gest  leat 8GTh vdeatL
7 b kK o Vv gluete zeywyte siwite mmsave  Indir
8 /jaz/ ' . “). £ & zhlle zalo zelo 7800 geAd
9 /z/ b A o B zémia  zemla zemlia <%em'na  epziéa
ic / 1 / ohn H T + + 1if= ¥zzo ise NS fige
1M1 /i,/ S (8 X 1 foi 1 1 n fi
12 /aY/ 5 p ge ke
13 /x/ n K ¥ oL clco.  kako  kakou  KaHo xdnu
14 /i & N B & laddte ludy  loudi  nroad  Aousda
15 /o/ af Wl T oI maftlite myslyte mislite wnéAuTe B
16 /n/ T N > F naf hass  na HaMh vig
17 /o,/ Y 0 9 3 on on on oWk fiv
8 /PP T pbool  pokoy poguoy moson  toxbn
19 rf 1. P A& £ recl rozy roi en puriin
20 /s/ s C moe cflbue slowe slowo  snese  odBw
21 M/ on T vo mm térdo.  txdo tardo TR0 vrﬂipém
22 Mo/ > hie L1l
23 B O b-a uet  oug ovKn
24 /5/ H w2 B F fort  frt £t doomn  odpur
25 /xl/ & "F {32} f‘ chyr chire ¥Nph xép
26 fo 0 FH w B F & ot ot oth ' omh #r
27 jetiey/ N'P A 9 $ B pe
28 /of & N an o ot oi us - gt
29 8/ &g f{)' HqH ¥ [araue czrw czrf U148 Tzéphn
30 /¥ m nlow m Ja ssa scha ma ada
31 Jae/ ¢;|T i sstya schtaa m'pa ol )
az /e [ w E P Iy of 4 bier gex ger &0b Téop
33 v/ FV S ,  peller vép
34 A/ [: 78 o Yesf
35 J8/ a2 % B ﬁ B hiet yat Lath BTh véor
36 /[y é_, WP (26)



AFPENDIX 2

ORDER SOUND MAl HMAZ PR RAD TOURS PA ca To(1) TO(2) BEN
37 Je/ {39)

8 s/ et p {uez yus jouzz toth yvioug
39 A/ )‘o /R\ {38) }m or yiou
10 s/ £ 7 dut jest

41 fle/ JE L e hie je yéa

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

APPENDIX 3: ORDER & NUMERICAL VALUE

STAGE ip STAGE 2: STAGE 3:
CONSTANTINE MORAVIA BULGARTA CYRILLIC
ORDER FORM SOUND. NUMBER PORM SOUND FORM SOUND FORM HUMBER

1 + /a/ 1 + fa/ + faf a H

2 = /ot S o2 k /bf bt o/ ] -

3 v v/ 3 v fe/ W e E 2

4 e /a/ 4 4 -4 o /a/ r 3

5 ¥ Gk.Y -

§ b /a7 5 db /a/ dh /a7 A 4

7 Ex te/ 6 » fe/ & re/ s 5

8 H 74/ 7 o &/ o 7%/ H -

9 /] /az/ 8 o -8 vl /az/ 7 6
10 er i/ 9 e /2 er lz/ ] 7
11 T T i/ 10 TR M TR i 1, 1 10
12 a 13/ 20 p:] /i 8 /il " 8 (8= 19
13 of 3¢ /av/ 30 o4 ~ 30 HolPad ck.y? -
14 L& M 40 o /et &7 /k/ i 20
15 4 Gk Xk -
16 ' L/ 50 &b FEv4 b /L7 n 30
17 e fa/ &0 = /m/ b /n/ M 40
18 + in/ 70 e m/ - g /n/ A 50
19 o} /e/ 80 2 laf | fo/ o 70 (E= 50}
153 Jv /of %0 I° In/ I~ /n/ n 8o
21 2 fx/ 160 b b7 b fet [\ 100 (4= 90}
22 R /s/ 200 R /s/ ] /s/ ¢ 200



ORDER
23
. 24
25
26
27
28
29
3o
31
32
33
34
35
36
37
38
39
40
41
42
43

FORM  SOUND

e e/
&£~ M/
o £/
¢ ok £
o fx/
)( Gk, x
Q@ (k.o
ak\p s/
LV LV /¥4
W /e
w8
J_ /o
48 /u/
YT v/
a /87
/2 I/
e o/
QL /Ig/
'3 fe/

APPENDIX 3

NUMBER FORM  SOUND

300
400

e/
fuf

/£

d ¥3

f=/

/h/

fof
ty - 8oo
ref
e
/8/
s/
B/
v/
1%/
Jiu/
fof
/i9/
/el

.L?_ng < a‘o.e;g-;z-

&

k3 AV ST

g

$%23ﬁ»$¢&5£<eomvﬁ¢”ﬂﬁ

i

SOUND
e/
fu/

ck.d,1

- e/

£/
/xf
/x/
fof
/ae/
fe/
1/
/87
e/
e/

7

/8
/in/
fo/
Hig/
/3e/
/e/

FOEM

T
R

MUMEER

300

(400 (b))

400 (a)

9

500

600

BOO (= T0OO0)

(500 (b))

S0C (a)



ABBREVIATIONS AND
ABBREVIATION means
Ban Banduri's Alphabet
Bogojav Bogojavlenskl akrostix
cG Codex Giganteus
Chrabr BAlgarskaja peredelka
skazanija o pilsmenax
Const Azbhuénaja meclitva
Konstantina presvitera
MR Munich Alphabet
Mai = Glagolitic part
MAZ = Cyrillic part

0 perevode

PA
Preslav
Rad
Ro¥d

Tours
TO(1}
TO(2)

Vsemu miru

Cubberley, P.V.

Dem}ova, N.5. & Droblenkova, N,F.

Skazanie o perevocde
svijaifennogeo pilsanija

Paris Alphabet

Preslav graffiti
Radosav's Alphabet
Ro¥destvenski akrostix

Tours Alphabet
= Latin namag
s Cyrillic names

Tolkovaja azbuka "Az
esme ‘vsemy mirn svet"

SOURCES

SOURCE

Lavrov 1928:150
Ivanova~Kongtantinova 19714359
Lavrov 1928:150
Lavrov 1930:166

Lavyoy 1930:199

Vajs 1932; Hamm 1974:1%0

Lavrov 1930:171

vajs 1932; Hamm 1974:10

Go¥ev 1961

Hamm 1974:20
Ivanova-Kongtantinova 1971:350
Kos 1924

Denkova/Droblenkova 1968:54
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