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Chapter 1 

INTRODUCTION 

D U R I N G  the last three decades quite a few studies have been published by 
representatives of the so-called morphological school of accentology, 
founded on the accentological theory presented by Stang in Slavonic 
Accentuation. Works by among others Dybo, Kolesov, Bulatova, 
Zaliznjak, Görner, Hinrichs, Schweier, and lately Steensland and Lind­
gren have been dedicated to the study of accentuation in early written 
sources. The analysis of the accentuation in medieval Slavonic manu­
scripts and printed books has also to a not inconsiderable extent contrib­
uted to a new reconstruction of the Common Slavonic accentual system.1 

The opportunities for further studies of medieval Slavonic accentuation 
have also been improved by the publication of editions of important 
manuscripts and catalogues listing and describing manuscripts and early 
printed books in various libraries.2 Important accentuated material has 
been collected and published in works like Kolesov 1972a, Bulatova 1975, 
USakov 1982,3 Zaliznjak 1985a, Hinrichs 1985, Schweier 1987, and Dybo 
1989. Unfortunately, however, the discipline still lacks an easily access­
ible full-scale comparative accentological dictionary. 

Most published accentological investigations of early literary Slavic 
monuments treat manuscripts or printed books with a known time and 
place of origin and with comparatively homogeneous accentuation. 
Recently, however, in the works by Schweier (1987) and Steensland 
(1990), on the accentuation of the O s trog Bible (OBa) and a fifteenth 
century liturgy (Sluz. No. 323), respectively, systematic analyses of 
sources with heterogeneous accentuation, with important methodological 
contributions, have been published.4 

In accentological publications the accentuation in Russian ChSl manu­
scripts from the period of the Second South Slavic Influence has often not 
been considered worth analyzing, as this type of accentuation is frequent­

1 For a brief overview of the relevant literature see e.g. Birnbaum 1989:319f, Schweier 1987:13f. 
2 Worth mentioning arc e.g. editions of Mer., Nor. ps., and Cud. Among important catalogues and 

paléographie albums e.g. Rogdanovic 1978, MoSin 1966, Kodov et al. 1985, and Vzdornov 1980 are 
worth noting. See also Pucko 1988. 

3 Observe, however, the review by Lehfeldt 1984. 
4 Cf. Schweier 1987:351. Ohijenko 1925, however, had already discussed the possibilities of localiz­

ing early printed books with the help of accentological criteria. 



ly described as 'artificial', merely imitating South Slavonic patterns, with 
little or no  relation to the contemporary 'genuine' Russian stress.5 As we 
will try to show in the present study, however, ChSl accentuation, par­
ticularly from the period of the Second South Slavic Influence, although 
in principle distinct from the vernacular stress, is well worth studying, 
for at least two reasons. Firstly, as stress, or accentuation, constitutes an 
integral part of the grammatical system of most Slavonic languages, in­
cluding both Russian and Church Slavonic, the evolution of the stress 
system constitutes an important part of the history of these languages. 
Secondly, Church Slavonic being not a vernacular, but a consciously 
cultivated language, an analysis of its accentuation can help to clarify 
some of the factors governing the evolution of such languages, as well as, 
more concretely, some aspects of the cultural situation in Russia during 
the period in question. 

The first part of the present investigation is dedicated to the analysis of 
the accentuation in a fifteenth century ChSl manuscript of Russian origin, 
comprising parts of a Gospel Lectionary. The manuscript, consisting of 
fragments located in various libraries and archives in Sweden and other 
countries, has been published by Wesslén in her 1985 dissertation Slav­
onic Parchment Fragments in Sweden. II. Gospels, where it is referred to 
as 'manuscript F \  

In the second part of our investigation the accentuation of manuscript F 
is systematically compared with the accentuation of another ChSl Gospel 
Lectionary manuscript, Ev. No. 8619 (M), presently located in the Lenin 
State Library in Moscow. This manuscript was noticed by Widnäs for its 
striking similarities with parts of manuscript F (cf. section 5.1, below). 

Thus, the objective of the present dissertation is—through a systematic 
description and comparison of the accentuation of the two manuscripts F 
and M—to present a contribution to the study of Church Slavonic accen­
tuation both in general, and in particular as it is manifested in ChSl manu­
scripts from the period of the Second South Slavic Influence in Russia. 

Examples from F, M, and other ChSl sources which have been excerpted 
directly from the source (e.g. Ev. 1627) are printed in a Slavonic type­
face,6 with an orthography as close as possible to the original. 

In the excerpts the text has been divided into words according to the 
same principles as in Wesslén 1985. Ligatures are presented either as they 
appear in the original with special letters or separated. In the latter case 
the corresponding letters are underlined. Letters above the lines are 
placed in their 'etymological' position irrespective of the position in the 
original. Words written in cinnobar are printed in italics. 

5 Uspenskij 1987:197, 209, but cf. also Zaliznjak 1985a: 195f. 
6 This typeface has been specially prepared for the Department of Slavic and Baltic Languages, Stock­

holm University, by the present author and Dr. Lars Steensland. 



In metalinguistic usage, as e.g. in the concluding glossary, the spelling 
of OChSl lexemes follows the normalized orthography of the Slovnik 
jazyka staroslovënského. 

ChSl examples quoted from scientific works or editions of manuscripts 
or early printed books are normally printed in a typeface similar to that 
used in the source of quotation. Note, however, that examples from OBa 
and MB, transliterated in Schweier 1987, are consistently 'retransliter-
ated' in a Slavonic typeface.7 

7 As Schweier uses a simplied transliteration system, with e.g. ' ja '  representing both M and A, and 
the acute ' representing all accent marks, in examples from OBa and MB only the position of the accent 
mark is significant; cf. Schweier 1987:53. 



Chapter 2 

MANUSCRIPT F: 
ORTHOGRAPHY AND ACCENTOGRAPHY 

2.1. Introduction 
MANUSCRIPT  F consists of 18 parchment folios1 from the same 'long' Gos­
pel lectionary (polnyj aprakos).2 The folios are located in KB (fols. 2 - 3  
[A 787 a 15:A-B], 6 -7  [A 787 a 10:A-B], 8 [A 787 a 6], 9 -10  [A 787 a 
10:C-D], 16 [A 787 a 23]), RA (fols. 1 [S 51],3 17-18 [Stafs. 10:A-B]), 
B L  (fol. 12 [Add. MS 34386, f. 29]) and BAN (fols. 4 - 5  [4.9.7:2-3], 11 
[4.9.7:5], 13-15 [4.9.7:6-8]). Prior to the publication of Wesslén's edition 
parts of the manuscript had been described by Sreznevskij (fols. 4 -5 ,  11, 
13-15), Sköld (fols. 6-7,  9-10), Knutsson (fols. 2-3,  8, 16, 17-18), Birn­
baum (fols. 2-3,  6-7,  8, 9-10, 16),4 and Widnäs (fols. 4-5 ,  11, 13-15). 
The use of the different o-letters in the manuscript has recently been dealt 
with by Steensland. Fol. 12 has also been described in Cleminson 1988.5 

On the basis of her paléographie and linguistic description Wesslén 
dates the manuscript to the fifteenth century, which agrees with the previ­
ous opinions of Sköld, Knutsson, and Birnbaum (1961:204f) on the folios 
studied by them. Cleminson, however, dates fol. 12 to the fourteenth cen­
tury.6 

Sometimes the aforementioned scholars differ in their reproduction of 
the respective parts of the manuscripts, especially as concerns the pre­
sence, relative position, and shape of the different diacritical marks. In 
the present investigation we will follow Wesslén's edition in this respect. 
Minor deviations from this edition will, however, be indicated where 
appropriate; such deviations have appeared as a result of a renewed read-

1 In addition two more folios, BAN 4.9.7:1 and BAN 4.9.7:4, belong to the same codex. There is, 
however, only one legible line (the last) on each page. These folios have no special numbers in Wesslén 
1985. Originally, they were located between fols. 3 and 4 (BAN 4.9.7:1) and fols. 5 and 6 (BAN 4 9 7-4) 
(Wesslén 1985:153f). 

2 Fols. 1-16 belong to the synaxarion part of the lectionary, while fols. 17-18 contain parts of the 
menologion. For the textual contents of the respective folios see Table 7, section 5.1, below. 

3 This call number was added after the publication of Wesslén 1985. 
4 Including facsimiles of fols. 8a and 16a (Birnbaum 1961:207,222). 
5 See Sreznevskij 1874, Sköld 1927, Knutsson 1937/38:61 f f ,  65ff, Birnbaum 1961, Widnäs 1970, 

Steensland 1987, Cleminson 1988:114, no. 72. 
6 Cleminson 1988:114. In this work no reference is made to Wesslén 1985. 



ing of the originals—originals, microfilms, and photocopies, respective­
ly—by the present author. 

As the reproductions in Wesslén show (Wesslén 1985:XIII, XIY), the 
folios of manuscript F are written in two different hands. Fols. 1-16, 
with 18 lines to the page, are written in one hand, while fols. 17-18, with 
22-24 lines to the page, are written in a slightly smaller hand. The ortho­
graphy, however, is mainly the same in both parts of the manuscript.7 

F is written in the standard language used by the orthodox Slavs during 
the period in question.8 This language, in the present investigation re­
ferred to as Middle Church Slavonic (MChSl), is attested in three main 
varieties or recensions: Bulgarian, Serbian, and Russian MChSl.9 

Note. Mathiesen sees the evolution of ChSl as a succession of prevailing meta­
linguistic doctrines, the 'Cyrillo-Methodian', 'Euthymian', and 'Meletian', respectively 
(Mathiesen 1984:46f). A similar periodization—confined, however, to the language de­
velopment in (Muscovite) Russia—is proposed by Uspenskij (Uspenskij 1987). 

An important point of the terminology here adopted is that the emphasis is put on the 
supranational character of ChSl throughout its evolution. Thus, the idioms attested in for 
example the ESI Mst., the Serbian Vukan., and the Bulgarian Ban., are in our opinion 
best seen as three varieties of the same ChSl standard language, and not as three auton­
omous standard languages, viz. 'Old Russian', 'Old Serbian', and 'Middle Bulgarian', 
respectively (cf., e.g., Mathiesen 1984:47, Picchio 1980:21ff, Chaburgaev 1986:5f, Fält 
1990:90f). 

MChSl was, as a standard language, defined by the existence of certain 
norms.10 These norms primarily concerned spelling, which is explained 
by the fact that the norms were norms 'by example' rather than explicitly 
formulated grammatical rules.11 In addition to this, we can assume the 
existence of orthoëpic norms primarily relevant for recitation of written 
texts.12 The orthoëpic norms comprised both segmental (e.g. the pronun­
ciation of the jers) and suprasegmental features (stress, intonation). It 
seems probable, however, that the 'permitted' variation was greater on 
the suprasegmental than on the segmental level: MChSl orthography nor­
mally represents segmental features much more accurately and consist­

7 For an interesting discussion on variation in the writing of one and the same scribe see Sinicyna 
1974. According to O.A. Knjazevskaja (oral communication), the writing in F is typical of Moldavian 
manuscripts. 

8 The term 'standard language' is used here, in a wide sense, in preference to 'literary language' (which 
is also possible). As Brozovié (1970:14ff) has shown, the latter term, its long tradition and wide exten­
sion notwithstanding, is less suitable in this context. Cf. in this connection also Tolstoj 1988:29, Hill 
1988:81f, and Damjanovié 1984:178. 

9 Cf., e.g., Bogdanovié 1978:46, Kodov et al. 1976:70f, MoSin 1963, 1973, Sîepkin 1967:30ff, 
2ukovskaja 1973. The split of Russian MChSl into two varieties, Muscovite and Ruthenian (Ukrainian) 
MChSl, is considered to have taken place during the sixteenth century as a consequence of the reaction 
against the 'Second South Slavic Influence' in Muscovite Russia; cf. Uspenskij 1987:237ff. 

1 0  An overview of different types of language norms can be found for example in Rehder 1985:183ff, 
Uspenskij 1987:178f. 

1 1  See Mathiesen 1984:62. 
1 2  Cf. V las to 1986:345. 


