INTRODUCTION
Differences across idiolects and instability
within idiolects in OCS sources

§ 1. The OId Church Slavic language and its sources

Old Church Slavic (OCS) is defined, on the one hand, as the language of the
first Slavic translations of liturgical books by Sts. Cyril and Methodius in the
second half of the IXth century, and, on the other hand, as the language repre-
sented by a small corpus of the oldest surviving texts (hereafter sources), creat-
ed in the X-XII centuries.

There is no agreement among researchers on which sources constitute the
OCS canon and which are outside of it.! For example, the dictionaries of Sad-
nik and Vecerka differ in the list of sources. The benchmark corpus in this book
includes only the following seven sources: Kiev Missal, Codex Zographensis, Co-
dex Marianus, Codex Assemanius, Psalterium Sinaiticum, Sava’s book, and Codex
Suprasliensis.

Data from other sources are admitted unsystematically.

§11. Glagolitic and Cyrillic writing

The most salient difference between the sources is the use of two scripts, or al-
phabets, the Glagolitic and Cyrillic ones. Some sources use the Glagolitic script

For example, some authors are inclined to consider the Ostromir Gospel (the oldest dated
manuscript, from 1056) asan OCS source. The oldest sources of Church Slavic should also be
distinguished from OCS, differing from itin both place and time of composition. The language
used today in orthodox services is also called Church Slavic; see details in e.g. Kraveckij.
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DIFFERENCES ACROSS IDIOLECTS AND INSTABILITY WITHIN IDIOLECTS

(KIEV, ZOGR, MAR, AS, PS SIN), while others use the Cyrillic script (sav and
supr). This difference, however, is trivial, and can be eliminated using very sim-
ple transliteration rules that replace Glagolitic letters with their Cyrillic analogs
according to very simple replacement patterns.

The following fragment from Codex Assemanianus, shown in its original
Glagolitic script and its Cyrillic transliteration, serves as an illustration (Mk 8, 34).

3 @:}Q;;B @659 bgw:’m PEdE Mh LKE XOLIET
| 105 6P2A Boo@p:  workm
'Mgmm aPkoRagb>  Ad OTEBYEKE

A oooB Qd DI g Th CA CERE" H
I Qpoa a‘»ﬂ"mange BB3bMETD
CAER ‘Ib GDGGB Raogyk 5 KPCT® CBOH H
: &FW'Q:PA%iﬁﬁ aOITD " 1o meirk rpapeT

In most editions, Glagolitic texts are represented in transliteration. Below, all
texts from sources are taken from published versions, in particular the Glagolitic
ones from published Cyrillic transliterations.

§111. Differences across idiolects and instability within idiolects

Apartfrom the differencesin the alphabets, sources also differ in more or less sig-
nificant details, showing both differences across idiolects (i.e. between the sources)
and instability within idiolects (i.e. variation within a single source).

Table I. Spellouts of the stem of the lexeme Toykab ‘alien’

Sources
Spellouts ZOGR MAR AS SAV PS SIN SUPR KIEV
TOVKA- 2 S N 3 11
TOY3- 1
CTOKA- 8
LUITOVIKA- 1 14

Table I shows the variant distribution for the spellout of the stem Toykas in
seven sources. Only ZoGR and SUPR show instability within an idiolect in this
case—there are two variants in each of these sources. Differences across idio-

2 These rules are identical across editions of different Glagolitic sources. See detailsin § 132.
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DIFFERENCES ACROSS IDIOLECTS AND INSTABILITY WITHIN IDIOLECTS

lects reveal the pairwise opposition between four groups of sources: (KIEV) ~
(zOGR) ~ (SUPR) ~ (MAR, AS, PS SIN, SAV).

§IV. Canonical OCS

The simplest way of describing differences between idiolects and instability with-
in an idiolect assumes the definition of a certain arbitrary canon; the observed
diversity is described as a departure from that arbitrary canon. This grammati-
calfiction is referred to here and below as canonical OCS language, or simply the
canon. As arule, this book describes the grammar of that canonical OCS. Luck-
ily, there are no significant disagreements between researchers on the definition
of various grammatical features of this language.?

The question is simply of selecting a convenient baseline for describing all
observed facts. The selection of a canon as a necessary descriptive tool should
not be confused with the historical and philological questions of the existence
of an “original” OCS (see paragraph XI below).*

§ V. The grammar of canonical OCS and the description of sources

The goal of describing the grammar of canonical OCS is distinct from the goal
of describing the sources as such.

The present book aims to construct such a canonical OCS that makes it pos-
sible to obtain the data observed in sources using some conversion rules, and to
offer these conversion rules.’ Data from sources are admitted only out of neces-
sity to show the reader that the observed diversity of the sources can really be
represented as declared conversions from the canonical language.®

§VI. Parallel texts

Below are parallel fragments from four sources, ZOGR, MAR, As, and sav.’” Verse
numbers are shown using Arabic numbers at the beginning of the verse. The

3 Setting up a canonical language is such a natural move that in most grammars it is simply

not discussed, but introduced implicitly, as something obvious. In Lunt’s grammar (1974),
differences between the canon and actual observations are stated; Lunt refers to canonical
OCS as standard OCS.

Note that canonical OCS is outside of the comparative-historical domain, and in that sense
should be distinguished from Proto-Slavic, which often serves as a baseline in works on OCS.
In this book, grammatical features of the canon are set up solely on the basis of data from
sources, without any external comparison.

Of course this problem has more than one solution. Our goal here is to give one possible canon
and one possible grammar, and only for the segmental grammar and paradigmatics within
the boundaries of the narrowed dictionary as defined below (see § 3 on the benchmark list
of wordforms).

This strategy also pursues a pragmatic goal, namely to make it possible for the reader to read
original texts independently.

Here and below sources are referred to using Vecerka’s system of abbreviations. However, all

XXl



DIFFERENCES ACROSS IDIOLECTS AND INSTABILITY WITHIN IDIOLECTS

number in parentheses refers to the commentary to Table II, which pertains to
the section of the text that precedes the reference.

Codex Zographenis, Mt 8, 28—-34

280 NPHILBABLIOMOY HA OHB MOAR BB CTPANR hephecnickm: cnphrocTe (1)
AsBa Bheana (2)' oTn rpesrinTs (3) xn exoaalna (4) Awra skao kko He
mokaatte (S) HHKTOKE: MHHATH NRTemb (6) Thmb 2t ce BB3BAHCTE (7) FARRLITA"
MBTO €CTB Hama L Ter'k HTe Ciie B3KIH® npHIeAs an ech chamor nprkkae Bprkamerte
MERIHTE HACh ORE 3Ke Aaaede 0T Rew: ¢Tapo cBRHAnI (8) muoro (9) nacomo:
Slgrken ke moAkayxs (10) H FARRUITE AUITE L3FOHHLIH HBI® NOBEAH HAMB LTH B%
CTAAO CRHHOE' 321 peve L' LYKTE ONH Ke WhABLIE BBHHAR BB CRHHHEA L ABHE
oyerpamu (11) ¢a cTaao gee no gprkroy (12) & mope: L oymprhiua: L oyronowa (13)
BB BOAAXD 23U MACKIUTEH ERKAWA L Wk NBLIE BB FpaND BB3BRCTHILIA Beh (14)
L 0 Ehennoyior 34 ce Ben (15) rpay® L3HAE MPOTHRER ICRH" L BHAKRBUIE H MOAHUIA"
Aa B npkweas (16) ors nphakas e

Codex Marianus, Mt 8, 28-34

281 MPHUIEABLIOY EMOY HTRH HA ON'B MOAB BB CTPANR hephecnnckx: caphmere (1) n
AsBa Bkenna (2) o kaann (3) exoaatpa (4) awmh shaor ko ne moxkaauue (S)
HHKTOXKE MHHATH MARTEMA (6) ThMb 2L ce BB3BAHCTE (7) FALA® TO €CTB HAMA H
ek HECe CiHe BKHH® npHiean ecn chano npkakae Bprhmene MRMHTS Hacs: OBk ke
AAAEME OT'B HERR CTAAO CBHHHH (8)* avanoro (9) nacomor 3'shen ke moakys (10)
H FARRLIE ALIE HIMOHHILH HBI* MOBEAH HAMB HTH BB CTAAO CBHHOE® 2L peMe HM
HAKTE" ONH 3KE HILIEABLUE HAR B CRHHHIA' L ABbE OyCTPBMH (11) CA CTAAO BRCE MO
spkroy (12) &m moper L oyronz (13) B BoAAKE >34 NACRLIEH ERKAUA L LIENBILE
&% rpays BB3eheTHwA Beck (14)° 1 o mrhenhoytor >4t ce recn (1S) rpags H3HAR
MPOTHER HCBH' L RHAKRBWE H MoaHWA A4 BH npkieas (16) oTw npkakas nys:

Codex Assemanius, Mt 8, 28-34

28npuuepninoy néoy B cTpans hephechnck®: capkrocTe (1) v ynea Bhenna (2)
o rpoBHUITS (3) Hexoaalpa (4)° awTa shaor ko He moxkaawe (S5) MINRTI
HIKTOkE NARTEMB (6) Thmb 221 ce BR36MICTE (7) FAlgA® UBTO €T HAMA H Ter'k
Hie cile BKIM® npuueas ecn chmor nprkskae Bphmene MRMHTS Hacs' 0 Bk ske paneve
o7 Her cTaAo ceHHM (8) muoro (9) nacomor 3! mken ke moakaxs (10) H rale aye
H3FOHHUIL HBH' MOREAH HAMB HTI BB CTAAO CRHHOE' S2H peMe HMWB HARTE OHH e
HILIEABLIE BRHHAR BB CRHHHIA' H aBIE oycTpamu (11) ca cTapo Bace no Bykroy (12)
& Mope’ H oyTon® (13) B ROAAXE 224 MACRIIEH BRKALLA H LUENBIIE BB MPAND
gn3eherina gack (14) o 5hennoyior 3*n ce recn (15) rpays H3IAE NPOTIRBR HIBH®
n By keBWE MoanuA K Aa BI npRweas (16) wra npkakas ny:

Cyrillic letters denoting pages of the manuscript are replaced with roman letters. Texts are
shown astheyappearin the editions used; in particular, the editor has broken up the textinto
wordforms (inserting spaces and possibly other dividers), removed corruptions (or supplied
emendations), etc. Note that the researcher, when constructing a grammar, operates with
acorpus of (atleast partially) interpreted texts, knowing not only the contents of the text (its
translation, so to speak), but also at least some of its grammatical features.
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DIFFERENCES ACROSS IDIOLECTS AND INSTABILITY WITHIN IDIOLECTS

Sava’s book, Mt 8, 28-34

2o ys € BB 3emax reparecHioms capkrocta (1) 1B shentoyrrya (2) car
oms rpoga (3) nexonaaua (4) awtk 3haor ko He mormuo (S) HHKOMY ke npHTH®
nxTeMB (6) Thae 21 asde RB3BANCTA (7) FARLIA HTO € Hama H Ter'k CHoy BRH®
nprpe nprhekae Bprkaener Hacs maanTs 305k ske yaaede OT'B HeEW CTAA0 CRHHHI (8)
muoror (9) nacomor >!erken e ero moakym (10) FARIIE ALjle H3MOHHLLIH HACH MOBEAH
HAMB HTH BB CTAAQ CRHHOE' S2H peMe HMB HA'KTE OHH 3KE HAR Bh CRHHHA® H AEHE
oyerpemu (11) ca Bee cTago no Bpkrpoy (12) &% mope: v neTonx (13) &5 ROAAXE'
Bnacxipen ke Bhkawa 0 waABWE BB rpays norkpaua gca (14) o shennoyio®
*n aBrie Beh (1S) rpag® H3HAE Bh ChYTETENHE 1Ty H BHAKRBLLE €r0 MOAHILA' KO
aa npkuaeTs (16) oTs npkakan nyw

3

§ VII. Analysis of selected examples

The forms of different sources are not compared with each other, but each is com-
pared with the canonical form. As long as the canon is fixed, each form of the
source is easily identified as canonical or non-canonical, or alternative.

Table IT on p. XX VI shows canonical forms with their grammatical address
and their analogs in the four passages from different sources, for 16 wordforms.

§ VIII. Source-to-source and source-to-canon comparison

In some cases, sources differ lexically and syntactically in parallel passages. For
example, at the end of the fragment above we see in ZOGR pa Bt npELbAs 0T
npkakas 1xs, butin SAV ko pa npkuaeTs oTw nprkakas s (the construction
inMAR and Asis the same asin ZOGR). Accordingly, the canon for the fragments
in ZOoGR, MAR and AsS (aa BH npkwsas oTs npkakan nys) differs from the can-
on for the corresponding fragment in Sav (rako aa nprkuaeTs oTs npbakas Hys).
Such differences, while philologically quite interesting, are outside of the scope
of this book, which deals only with features of segmental grammar and para-
digmatics. Thus, when considering sources, the subject of analysis is the follow-
ing pair: (actual spellout of wordform in text, its canonical analog). Members
of such pairs are eponymous wordforms, e.g. (capTeTe, caphrocTe) 3Du2PIAor
(cnpherh); (nRTems, nxRTRMB) ISg (n&Ts) etc. The actual spellout of a wordform
that differs from the canon is called an alternative spellout. The so-called doublet
wordforms and doublet lexemes constitute a separate case. Two distinct word-
forms, identical in their grammatical characterization and both belonging to
the canon, are called doublets. Such are the forms enca and &nck, in the passag-
es above, as well as, e.g., GLSg wordforms caorece/caorecH.
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Table II. Analysis of compared wordforms in four sources

ZOGR ‘ MAR ‘ AS ‘ SAV
¥ 3Du2PIAor (caprherh): caprhTocTe
cpRTOCTE ‘ cnpkTeTe ‘ cnpEToCTE ‘ caprETOCTA
GSgmnNSgfNADUmNAPInBrev (5kehts): Bkehta,
20 GSgmnNADUmNAPInBrev [wr-Part (5kestioraTh)]: BrhesHovERUITA
EReBHA ‘ E'RCBHA ‘ E'RCBHA ERCBHOVIRLIA
. GPI (3kaan): kaant, GPI (rposrurre): rposHurTs, GSgNADU (rpos™): rposa
3 TPEBHILITE ‘ KAAHH ‘ PPOBHLUITS rpoBa
i GSgmnNADUmMNAPINBrev [wrr-Part (exoaHTH)]: HexoaALITA
* LOXOAALLITA ‘ LOXOAMLHA HEXOAML|IA ‘ HEXOAAL|IA
. 2-3SgImf (mourrn): moxkaaue, DSgmnGLDumniBrev [urr-Part (aourrn)]: morRurmoy
: MOKAALLIE ‘ MOKAALLIE ‘ MOKAALLIE ‘ MOMRLIKO
. ISg (N&RTH): NRThME
6 NATEMb ‘ MARTEME ‘ NARTEWS ‘ NARTHWE
. 3Du2PlAor (BB3BAHTH): BRIBAHCTE
7 BBIBIHCTE ‘ BBIBIHCTE ‘ BB3AMICTE ‘ BBIBIHCTA
g NLDSgNADUGP! (¢cBHHHH): CRHHHH
CBHIHI ‘ CBHHHH ‘ CBHHIH ‘ CBHHHI
. NASgnBrev (MaHOM): MBHOMO
’ MHOro ‘ MBHOrO ‘ MHOTO ‘ MHOrO
10° 3Plmf (moaHTH): moAmags
modkaym ‘ monkyxm ‘ monkaxs ‘ monkyx
e 2-3SgAor, 2-3SgImv (oycTpEMHTH): YCTPhMH
OYCTPBMH ‘ O CTPBMH ‘ Y CTPBMH ‘ OYCTPEMH
e DSgGLDu (spkrs): spkroy
Bpkroy ‘ Bpkroy ‘ BpRroy ‘ Bpkrpoy
13 3PlAor (oyronsTH): oy TonHARLA, 3PIAOr (HCTOMHATH): HOTOMHRLA
Oy TONOLLA ‘ oy TONR oy TONR ‘ HCTONR
140 NSgfNADUmMNAPIn (Bseh): BhCa, RS
&R ‘ BaCR ‘ BhCR ‘ BCA
15 NASgm (Bbeh): BaCh
BCh ‘ BECh ‘ BECH ‘ BCh
16 NASgm [a-Part (nprkrrrh)]: nprbwsas, 3SgPrae (npkrrn): npkupers
npkuwbas npkieas ‘ npkuweas ‘ npkHAETS
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Notes to Table Il

1° ZOGR, MAR and AS show canonical forms; MAR has the secondary form of
the so-called root aorist. sav shows an alternative terminal of the standard
aorist.

2° The first three sources have s in place of the canonical b. SAV shows another
form (participle), different from its canonical analog in having = instead of
the canonical s, as well as an alternative shape of the letter sta.

3° Sources differ lexically: rpogHiurTe, kaab and rpogs. ZOGR has the alternative
spellout rpeenwTs; As has a final = instead of the canonical b.

4° Allfour sources have canonical forms.ZzoGr and MAR show alternative shapes
of the letter n, MAR, AS and sAV have alternative shapes of the letter $ta, and
SAV an alternative shape of little yus.

5° The first three sources have canonical forms. sav shows another form (par-
ticiple) with an alternative shape of the letter sta, which is followed by w0 in-
stead of oy.

6° All four sources have alternative terminals: in the first three the initial vow-
el is ¢ instead of canonical s, in AS and sAv the final vowel is & instead of ca-
nonical b.

7° zoGR and MAR have canonical forms. As has b in the root instead of canon-
ical , and also a nonstandard shape of the letter n. In sav, the terminal is
alternative, as in (1°).

8° zOGR shows an alternative spellout with kamora (hypercorrection) and an
alternative shape of the letter . MAR has the canonical one, while As and sav
have alternative shapes of the letter n.

9° All sources except MAR omit .

10° MAR and sAv have alternative imperfects (the so-called contracted imper-
fect). All four sources have alternative spellouts of the phonological combi-
nation /I'a/: everywhere except ZOGR the kamora over the letter a is missing.

11° All sources except sav show an alternative spellout of the root: ¢Tpam in-
stead of canonical ¢Tphm.

12° All sources except SAV have the canonical form. The form gpkrpoy in sAv is
a scribal error for gpkroy.

13° All sources show an alternative aorist (root aorist in MAR, AS, and SAv, see
1° above; ZOGR has the aorist by class 4 instead of 5); the lexeme in sav has
a different prefix.

14° For this form of the lexeme Bheh, the terminal & predominates in Glagolitic
sources, and a in Cyrillic sources (see § 319-320 on the lexeme gn¢s). The
forms gu¢'k and Beca are doublets, and thus are both canonical. In zoGr and
SAV, b is omitted in the root.

15° None of the sources have the canonical form: ZOGR and sAvV omit & in the
root, MAR and As show ¢ instead of s in the root, and As shows & instead of
b in the terminal.

16° ZOoGR shows the canonical form. MAR and As show ¢ instead of & in the root.
sV has a different form (present).

XXVII



DIFFERENCES ACROSS IDIOLECTS AND INSTABILITY WITHIN IDIOLECTS

§IX. Transition from Glagolitic to Cyrillic script

When considering actual material from sources, Glagolitic forms are examined
in their Cyrillic transliteration, which is then compared with the corresponding
canonical form. For example, in (1°), first the ZOGR form 2&bAWsRW3 is converted
into its Cyrillic transliteration ¢apkrocTe, which is then compared against the
canonical caphTocTe; MAR 28bAWIWA (caphTeTe) is likewise compared with the
same canonical ¢apkTocTe, where a partial mismatch is observed. We compared
ZOGR R2LIBEWW+ (LcxopALITa) (4°), AS BRRIQEEH (HOKOAALIA), SAV HEXOAALIA
with the canonical nexopauwrra, and also identify partial mismatches. In (10°),
ZOGR %533 A+L3€ (MOABAYR), MAR Z838Ak3€ (MONKXR), AS F3A+L3E (MoakaxR) is
compared with the canonical modmax#, and in all three pairs partial mismatches
are found. In (16°), ZOGR rbamE&R (npkuisas) and MAR rbAwRSE (npkieas) is
compared with the canonical npkuwsas, where ZOoGRr shows a complete match
and MAR a partial mismatch.

§ X. Aberrant spellouts in sources

As these illustrations show, alternative forms in sources live alongside canoni-
cal ones. It may be the case that the same form in the same source in some of its
occurrences acts as canonical, while in others as alternative (cf. in sav the spell-
out of the preposition & and &s). The observed diversity of aberrant forms is
induced by alimited number of aberrations. A complete list of aberrations must
make available a suitable aberrant derivation for any observed aberrant form. In
the majority of cases, aberrant derivations have the modality of permission rather
than requirement. Because each aberrant form corresponds to a single definite
canonical form, the transition from the text of a source to its canonical analog
is determinate, but the converse is not the case: a canonical text cannot be con-
verted into its prototype in a source using determinate rules, at least because
the selection of a form as canonical or aberrant at any point in the text does not
follow a rational pattern: their distribution is random.

The share of alternative spellouts in the passages shown remains below 20%.
This ratio is stable across the general corpus of the texts under consideration, al-
though in some sources there are more aberrant spellouts than in others (e.g. in
SUPR in some places the share is 25-30%).

Differences across idiolects and instability within idiolects are described us-
ing the same set of aberrations. The same instability within idiolects, established
separately for each source, forms the differences between idiolects, because
sources differ not so much in their assortment of aberrant forms, as much as by
the character of competition between different canonical and aberrant forms.

Table IIT shows, for example, the distribution of the variant spellouts of the
words kaTo and MBHOM: in two sources. This shows that for maHor-, canonical
forms predominate in MAR and aberrant ones in ZoGR. For ka0, canonical
forms predominate in ZOGR and aberrant ones in MAR.
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Table I11. Spellouts of the forms maHors and kaTo in ZOGR and MAR

. Share of occurrences (%)
Canon Spellouts in sources

ZOGR MAR
MBHOr- =11 =85

MBHOM- MHOr- ~89 =5
MBHOT- None =10
KBTO =91 =31

KBTO

KTO =9 =69

Cf. the spellout ka0 Lk 10, 36, As.

The distribution of aberrant spellouts generated by the same aberration can
differ in the same source in different lexemes (or even forms). Thus, we can
suppose that in different sources different aberrant spellouts were treated as
acceptable alternative variants. As far as segmental aberrations are concerned,
the character of the competition can be understood as a certain scribal regimen,
rather than a phonetic law. It is also not a graphic rule, because such rules ad-
mit no exceptions and use no information on units of higher rank than segment,
while scribal regimen concerns individual wordforms.

At the same time, differences between sources and their within-idiolec-
tal instability can be described using a simplified schema that estimates only
the proportion of a given segmental aberration or graphic peculiarity in a giv-
en source. Such a schematic table is given below (Table IV) for the seven basic
sources; such ratings as “no”, “rare”, “occasional”, “present”, “often” are meant
to reflect the increasing proportion of spellouts that reflect a given segmental
property of the source.

Table IV. Overview of the main segmental peculiarities of sources

Glagolitic sources Cyrillic sources
KIEV ZOGR MAR AS ‘ PS SIN SAV SUPR
Kamora No Present | Rare No Present
e . No Inconsistent Consistent e .
z~dz distinction consist OnSISte No distinction
examples distinction distinction
l-epenth.+b, n Always Often absent
P ; way - - Often absent
l-epenth. elsewhere | present Rarely without I-epentheticum
Fall of » and & Occa- Occasional
Confusion of % and s sional Often Occasional
#-strengthening (o) No Often No
Occa-
) Rare Often ) No Occa-
b-strengthening (e) sional -
sional
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§ XI. A note on the interpretive substance of the differences across idiolects and
instability within idiolects

The purely linguistic problem of describing a group of idiolects and instability
within an idiolect amounts to creating such mechanisms as described above.
However, from a historical-philological point of view, both the status of the can-
on and the status of differences between idiolects are of paramount importantce.

Manuscripts were being created at different times, in different places, and
by different scribes. In the general case idiolectal differences can be interpret-
ed as temporal (more vs. less archaic), regional (reflecting dialectal differenc-
es), or as social and register differences (e.g. as the opposition between oral and
written, formal and informal, and the like). The sociolinguistic situation can be
quite complex when such oppositions are interlinked.

As far as the status of the canon, the question can be posed as follows. First,
can the canon be interpreted as the “original” OCS, i.e. as the language of trans-
lation of the first Greekliturgical books, the language of the first Slavic apostles?
Second, can the canon be considered the genetic prototype of the idiolects ob-
served in the sources? For the specific canonical OCS thatis usually considered
as such and described in this book, the answers are obviously negative: it is nei-
ther “Cyril’s original” language, nor a genetic prototype. We should note that
while the latter question of the genetic prototype is fairly clear, the meaning of
the question of “Cyril’s original” is not well-defined as posed: it is not obvious
a priori how to verify a proposed reconstruction of such a language. Durnovo
(1929) carefully considers the question of “Cyril’s original” language, using the
oldest data on alphabets. Taking his conclusions on the traits of that language,
we must admit that it does not coincide with the canon described here.?

Interested readers are referred to Durnovo’s works, which contain a comprehensive analysis
of these questions bothin their grammatical and interpretive aspects. Here we limit ourselves
to one quote, which clarifies the main direction of Durnovo’s thinking: «Sts. Cyril and
Methodius, with their translations, originated the Slavic literary language that is known to
us in its oldest attested form as Old Church Slavic. Since it is defined as a literary language,
we understand under the term a certain norm that authors, translators, and scribes who were
writing in this language attempted to follow, and which cannot be identified with their in-
dividual languages or a living dialect. Only those linguistic traits that were perceived by the
writer as the norm form part of OCS, more or less consistently according to the writer’s level
ofliteracy. Traits not consistently maintained in these sources and amounting to departures
from the scribe’s adoptedliterary norms, are not part of OCS as aliterary language, and should
be regarded as reflecting various living dialects, or another literary language. It also follows
from the same definition that, even though a living dialect lay at the basis of OCS, and that
it is possible for a literary language to coincide with a living dialect in all its traits, without
including traits of other dialects or languages, we may not assume without sufficient reason
that OCS as we know it coincided with another Slavic language or dialect> (Durnovo 1929,
quoted from Durnovo 2000, p. 567).
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