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Introduction

Chﬀrch Slaﬁonic (or Chﬀrch Slaﬁic, ISO 639-2 code cu) is a highly codi ed, liﬁing, literary langﬀage ﬀsed by the Slaﬁs. Presently, ﬁarioﬀs recensions of Chﬀrch Slaﬁonic are ﬀsed by Slaﬁic Orthodoﬃ Chﬀrches, sﬀch as the Rﬀssian Orthodoﬃ Chﬀrch, and by Slaﬁic Byzantine-Rite Catholic
Chﬀrches as primary or secondary litﬀrgical langﬀages. Historically, the langﬀage ﬂas ﬀsed not
only for litﬀrgical teﬃts and religioﬀs literatﬀre bﬀt also for secﬀlar academic literatﬀre, sﬀch as
grammars, leﬃicons, and eﬁen astronomical treatises, prior to the codi cation of literary recensions of ﬁernacﬀlar Slaﬁic langﬀages. Chﬀrch Slaﬁonic has been ﬂrien in tﬂo scripts – Cyrillic
and the earlier Glagolitic. is proposal focﬀses on Chﬀrch Slaﬁonic teﬃts printed in the Cyrillic
alphabet only.
In this docﬀment, the aﬀthors identify nine Cyrillic characters ﬀsed in early Chﬀrch Slaﬁonic
printed books pﬀblished betﬂeen 1500 and 1700. e characters can be classi ed as being of three
types: characters ﬀsed in historically important literary teﬃts (sﬀch as the Bible printed by Francysk Skaryna, the Ostrog Bible printed by Iﬁan Fedoroﬁ, or the Trebnik compiled by Metropolitan
Peter Mogila). ese teﬃts are of immense ﬁalﬀe to academics stﬀdying the history of Slaﬁic langﬀages, the Cyrillic printed tradition, and the Byzantine Rite. e second class constitﬀtes characters that are in ﬀse in litﬀrgical teﬃts pﬀblished today by the Rﬀssian Old Ritﬀalist commﬀnity.
Old Ritﬀalists rejected the lingﬀistic and litﬀrgical reforms carried oﬀt in Rﬀssia ﬀnder Patriarch
Nikon and his sﬀccessors (1653-1700) and continﬀe to ﬀse litﬀrgical books that imitate the earlier printed tradition. e third class constitﬀtes characters that are in ﬀse in modern litﬀrgical
teﬃts printed by the mainline Rﬀssian Orthodoﬃ Chﬀrch, especially those pﬀblished prior to the
Rﬀssian Reﬁolﬀtion in Kieﬁ at the Laﬁra of the Caﬁes and their reprints in the Rﬀssian diaspora.
Characters of the third category are ﬀsﬀally ﬀsed conteﬃtﬀally, bﬀt may sometimes occﬀr oﬀtside
of conteﬃt.
*
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Table 1: Table of Proposed Characters
Codept Glyph Name
U+1C80
ҏ
CYRILLIC SMALL LETTER ROUNDED VE
U+1C81
Ґ
CYRILLIC SMALL LETTER LONG-LEGGED DE
U+1C82
ґ
CYRILLIC SMALL LETTER NARROW O
U+1C83
Ғ
CYRILLIC SMALL LETTER WIDE ES
U+1C84
ғ
CYRILLIC SMALL LETTER TALL TE
U+1C85
Ҕ
CYRILLIC SMALL LETTER THREE-LEGGED TE
U+1C86
ҕ
CYRILLIC SMALL LETTER TALL HARD SIGN
U+1C87
Җ
CYRILLIC SMALL LETTER TALL YAT
U+1C88
җ
CYRILLIC SMALL LETTER UNBLENDED UK
e present docﬀment proposes to encode these nine characters in a neﬂ block titled Cyrillic
Eﬃtended-C. e characters in qﬀestion are listed in Table 1. e neﬃt section eﬃplains the ﬀsage
of each character in detail; Section 3 presents a jﬀsti cation for their encoding; and Section 4
discﬀsses some technical maers.
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Proposed Characters

2.1 Cyrillic Rounded Ve
is character is a ﬁariant form of the Cyrillic Leer Ve, knoﬂn as the “roﬀnded Ve” for its characteristic shape. e base form is encoded at U+0432. e Roﬀnded Ve appears in incﬀnabﬀla
of a West Slaﬁic proﬁenance as ﬂell as in later Polﬀﬀstaﬁ teﬃts printed in the Polish-Lithﬀanian
Commonﬂealth. In Figﬀre 1 ﬂe present an eﬃample from the Bible of Francysk Skaryna, printed
in Pragﬀe circa 1519. In this particﬀlar eﬃample, the roﬀnded form is ﬀsed ﬂheneﬁer the leer
Ve does not take a diacritical mark (combining leer, titlo, or payerok) and the base form is ﬀsed
ﬂheneﬁer the leer Ve occﬀrs ﬂith a combining mark. Hoﬂeﬁer, obserﬁe that ﬂhen the leer
Ve occﬀrs ﬀnder a titlo (as the nﬀmeral tﬂo), the roﬀnded form is ﬀsed. ﬀs, the roﬀnded form
cannot be speci ed algorithmically. In addition, the ﬀsage obserﬁed in Skaryna’s edition of Eﬃodﬀs does not hold elseﬂhere in his Bible. Sometimes Skaryna ﬀses the Roﬀnded Ve in certain
ﬂords and the base form in others ﬂhile in other places, Skaryna’s ﬀsage of the tﬂo characters
for Ve is haphazard, as can be seen from Figﬀre 2. Figﬀre 3 proﬁides the list of characters ﬀsed by
Francysk Skaryna in his Bible.
In addition to its ﬀse in the Bible of Skaryna, the roﬀnded form of Ve also occﬀrs in other incﬀnabﬀla¹ printed in Cetinje, Krakóﬂ, Pragﬀe, Venice, and Vilniﬀs. An eﬃample from an Horologion is presented in Figﬀre 4. Critical stﬀdies of these soﬀrces haﬁe yet to be ﬀndertaken, and so
the eﬃtent to ﬂhich any giﬁen rﬀles are folloﬂed is yet to be established. Hoﬂeﬁer, based on oﬀr
¹An incﬀnabﬀlﬀm (or incﬀnable) is a book, pamphlet, or broadside printed before the year 1501 in Eﬀrope. We
ﬀse the term incﬀnabﬀlﬀm more broadly to apply to the books printed in Soﬀth and West Slaﬁia ﬀp to the mid-16ᵗʰ
Centﬀry since they form a distinct and ﬀniqﬀe printing tradition.

2

stﬀdy of the soﬀrces, it is clear that the ﬀsage of this character cannot be predicted algorithmically
in many cases. is character is not ﬀsed in modern litﬀrgical teﬃts; it is only ﬀsed historically in
important printed ﬂorks.

2.2 Long-Legged De
is character is a ﬁariant of the Cyrillic leer De, knoﬂn as the “Long-legged De”. e base
form is encoded at U+0434. In the manﬀscript tradition of the Polﬀﬀstaﬁ era, the base form ﬂas
ﬂrien in the initial position ﬂhile the long-legged form ﬂas ﬂrien in the medial or nal positions (Karsky, 1979, p. 186). is conﬁention ﬂas carried oﬁer to the printed teﬃts pﬀblished
in the Polish-Lithﬀanian Commonﬂealth, and can be obserﬁed, for eﬃample, in the printed teﬃt
of the Statﬀtes of Lithﬀania, presented in Figﬀre 5. Hoﬂeﬁer, ﬀnlike scribes, typeseers began
to ﬀse both forms indiscriminately; this ﬂas particﬀlarly the case in Moscoﬂ, ﬂhere the base
form ﬂas ﬀsed ﬂhen the amoﬀnt of ﬁertical space betﬂeen lines of teﬃt ﬂas limited or a collision
needed to be aﬁoided ﬂith diacritical marks on the line beloﬂ. In general, stﬀdying the ﬀsage of
the long-legged form ﬁs. the base form reﬁeals important details aboﬀt the eﬁolﬀtion of the print
tradition and mﬀtﬀal in ﬀences of typographers on one another.
Figﬀre 6 presents the typical ﬀsage of both the base form and the long-legged form in a teﬃt
of Mﬀscoﬁite proﬁenance. e ﬀsage of the tﬂo characters is completely haphazard and cannot
be predicted algorithmically. is ﬀsage can still be obserﬁed today in teﬃts pﬀblished by Old
Ritﬀalists, ﬂho haﬁe maintained a print tradition that mimics the older Mﬀscoﬁite type forms.
Eﬁentﬀally, the long-legged form completely fell oﬀt of ﬀse in Mﬀscoﬁite typography and, ﬂith
rare eﬃceptions, it does not occﬀr in Synodal Chﬀrch Slaﬁonic teﬃts of a Mﬀscoﬁite origin.
Hoﬂeﬁer, the long-legged form continﬀed to be ﬀsed eﬃtensiﬁely in Synodal editions of a
Kieﬁan proﬁenance. Figﬀre 7 presents an eﬃample from a book pﬀblished in Kieﬁ ﬂhere it can be
clearly obserﬁed that the base form is ﬀsed in initial position and the long-legged form is ﬀsed in
medial position, in keeping ﬂith earlier rﬀles of ﬀsage. Hoﬂeﬁer, ﬂheneﬁer the leer De occﬀrs
as part of a nﬀmeral, only the base form is ﬀsed. Figﬀre 8 presents a calendrical chart oﬀt of the
same book; in this gﬀre, it can be obserﬁed that, ﬂhen it occﬀrs as part of a nﬀmeral, the leer
De is encoﬀntered only in the base glyph form, regardless of position. Since in charts of nﬀmbers,
the titlo ﬀsed to indicate that the leers form a nﬀmeral is oen omied (as is the case in this
eﬃample), it is impossible to predict algorithmically that the groﬀp of leers constitﬀtes a nﬀmeral
and thﬀs impossible to ﬀse conteﬃtﬀal rﬀles to select the character.
In conclﬀsion, the long-legged De is a character that is encoﬀntered in all three ﬀsages: in historical teﬃts, in litﬀrgical teﬃts of the Rﬀssian Old Ritﬀalist commﬀnities, and in modern litﬀrgical
teﬃts of a Kieﬁan proﬁenance.

2.3 Narrow O
is is a ﬁariant of the Cyrillic leer O, knoﬂn as the “Narroﬂ O”. e base form has been encoded
at U+043E. is narroﬂ form is ﬂidely ﬀsed in Slaﬁonic typography of all recensions. In the
earliest Polﬀﬀstaﬁ printed teﬃts, rﬀles goﬁerning the ﬀsage of the Narroﬂ O ﬂere not ﬃed, and
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so this character may be foﬀnd both in the medial and the nal positions and may be either
accented or ﬀnaccented. is can be obserﬁed in Figﬀre 9. e character ﬂas ﬀsed both in teﬃts
printed in Moscoﬂ and in the Polish-Lithﬀanian Commonﬂealth, as can be seen in Figﬀre 12.
In later printed editions, the ﬀsage stabilized and the narroﬂ form came to be ﬀsed ﬂheneﬁer
the leer O does not take an accent, ﬂhile the base form ﬂas ﬀsed in the accented position. is
practice continﬀes to be maintained in modern teﬃts printed by the Rﬀssian Old Ritﬀalists, thoﬀgh
this ﬀsage ﬂas not alﬂays adhered to strictly, as can be obserﬁed from Figﬀre 10. In addition, the
typical ﬀsage of these characters may be reﬁersed in compoﬀnd ﬂords. ﬀs, in Figﬀre 11, ﬂe
obserﬁe the narroﬂ form ﬀsed in the ﬀnaccented position eﬁeryﬂhere eﬃcept as the last character
of the rst part of a compoﬀnd ﬂord; the base form is ﬀsed in that position for semantic pﬀrposes.
In addition to the base form, Unicode inclﬀdes the ﬂide form of the Leer O, called “Roﬀnd
Omega” (U+047B). is ﬂide form originates in Moscoﬂ and is ﬀsed in modern Chﬀrch Slaﬁonic
orthography in a ﬁery speci c circﬀmstance: only in the initial position, for eﬃample, in the ﬂord
ѻ҆ ц҃ ъ (father), or, in the medial position, as the initial leer of a stem in a compoﬀnd, as in the
ﬂord пра́ѻц҃ ъ (forefather, ancestor). Since it has a speci c grammatical fﬀnction – to indicate the
rst leer of a root that starts ﬂith о – this form shoﬀld not be ﬀsed to encode the base form of the
Leer O (U+043E). We can obserﬁe from Figﬀre 10 that all three forms of the Leer O (U+043E,
U+047B and the Narroﬂ O) may occﬀr in a typeface and all may be either accented or ﬀnaccented.
It folloﬂs that it ﬂoﬀld not be correct to ﬀse the “Roﬀnd Omega” to encode the base form of the
Cyrillic Leer O and to ﬀse the codepoint of the Cyrillic Leer O to encode the narroﬂ form.
In modern Synodal typography, the Narroﬂ O is encoﬀntered eﬃtremely rarely, only as an
apparent space-saﬁing deﬁice. In addition, both in Polﬀﬀstaﬁ and in Synodal recension teﬃts, the
narroﬂ form of O occﬀrs as the rst glyph of the digraph leer ґу. In fact, ﬂriting оу instead of ґу
is generally not correct, thoﬀgh it does occﬀr in some pﬀblications, notably in the 1619 Grammar
of Meletiﬀs Smotrytsky. Unicode had initially encoded the digraph Uk as a standalone character
(U+0479). Hoﬂeﬁer, the typographic tradition strongly sﬀggests that it is properly treated as tﬂo
glyphs; for eﬃample, ﬂhen in a teﬃt the initial leer of a paragraph is set in red type, it is typical
for only the ґ glyph to be set in red and not the entire ґу digraph. Likeﬂise, the capitalized form
of the digraph may be either Оу or ОУ, depending on the conteﬃt. ﬀs, the codepoints U+0478
and U+0479 shoﬀld not be ﬀsed and the digraph ґу is properly encoded as either U+043E U+0443
or as the proposed U+1C82 U+0443, depending on the ﬀsage.

2.4 Wide Es
is is a ﬁariant form of the Cyrillic Small Leer Es, knoﬂn as the “Wide Es”. e base form has
been encoded at U+0441. is form is only encoﬀntered in initial position and only in teﬃts of a
Kieﬁan proﬁenance. In Kieﬁan teﬃts of the Synodal recension – that is, modern litﬀrgical teﬃts of
the Rﬀssian Orthodoﬃ Chﬀrch – this ﬁariant form is ﬀsed in ﬂords that refer to the Diﬁinity bﬀt
are not diﬁine names (nomina sacra). is can be clearly seen from Figﬀre 14. Obserﬁe that the
ﬁariant form (boﬃed in red) is ﬀsed as the initial leer of the ﬂord св́тъ (light) ﬂhen it refers
to Christ (“light of the Gentiles”, an allﬀsion to Lﬀke 2:32). On the same page, ﬂe obserﬁe the
base form of the leer ﬀsed in the same ﬂord св́тъ (light) ﬂhen it refers to a saint (“light ﬀpon a
candlestick”, an allﬀsion to Maheﬂ 5:15). ﬀs, the ﬁariant is ﬀsed in the rst eﬃample simply to
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distingﬀish that the ﬂord light in this conteﬃt refers to Christ. Obserﬁe also that the ﬁariant form
is not a capital form of the leer Cyrillic Es, since the capital form may also be seen on this page
in the ﬂord Сѷмеѡ́ нъ (Symeon), a proper name, and in the ﬂord Сп҃съ (Saﬁior), a nomen sacrum,
both boﬃed in black.
In earlier printed teﬃts of the Polﬀﬀstaﬁ era, the typographical and orthographic rﬀles ﬂere
less rigid, bﬀt the same general paern of ﬀsage may be obserﬁed. Figﬀre 13 presents an eﬃample
from the Trebnik (Eﬀchologion) compiled by Metropolitan Peter (Mogila), a monﬀmental 17ᵗʰ
Centﬀry teﬃt that is still important both as a practical reference for clergy and as a fﬀndamental
primary soﬀrce for the stﬀdy of the deﬁelopment of Eastern Orthodoﬃ ritﬀal. In this teﬃt, both
forms of the leer Es are encoﬀntered (as ﬂell as the capitalized form), thoﬀgh the paern of
ﬀsage is less clear. e base form appears to be ﬀsed in conjﬀnctions and other less important
ﬂords ﬂhile the Wide Es is ﬀsed for noﬀns. With regﬀlar freqﬀency, the demonstratiﬁe pronoﬀn
се́й (this one) and its obliqﬀe case forms are ﬂrien ﬂith the base form ﬂhen they refer to an
object or concept, and ﬂrien ﬂith the ﬂide form ﬂhen they refer to a person.
Finally, the Wide Es may also be encoﬀntered in modern Chﬀrch Slaﬁonic teﬃts in marginal
notes as an abbreﬁiation for the ﬂord сти́хъ (verse), accompanying ﬁerse nﬀmbering in Psalms or
Old Testament Lessons reprinted in litﬀrgical books. An eﬃample is proﬁided in Figﬀre 15.

2.5 Tall Te
is is a ﬁariant form of the Cyrillic Te, knoﬂn as the “Tall Te”. e base form is encoded at
U+0442. is character commonly occﬀrs in Polﬀﬀstaﬁ printed editions, ﬂhere it re ects archaic
spelling conﬁentions inherited from the manﬀscript tradition. e typical ﬀsage is demonstrated
in Figﬀre 16. Oen the character fﬀnctions as a space-saﬁing deﬁice, since litﬀrgical teﬃts are
commonly laid oﬀt in jﬀsti ed alignment and in the earliest printed Chﬀrch Slaﬁonic teﬃts hyphenation (the transfer of a portion of a ﬂord to a neﬂ line) ﬂas aﬁoided oﬀt of a desire for
theologically precise langﬀage. When teﬃts are typeset ﬂithoﬀt any hyphenation, if the amoﬀnt
of inter-ﬂord spacing cannot be fﬀrther redﬀced, the Tall Te character can be ﬀsed.
In storing digital ﬁersions of these early Slaﬁonic printed teﬃts, it is important to preserﬁe
the ﬀse of this character for tﬂo reasons. On the one hand, scholars need to ﬀse digital methods
to stﬀdy and analyze the typographic, orthographic, and lingﬀistic conﬁentions ﬀsed by early
typographers. On the other hand, in prodﬀcing either reprints of older teﬃts (sﬀch as the Trebnik
of Peter Mogila) or neﬂ teﬃts for litﬀrgical ﬀse, there is oen a need to reprodﬀce early typographic
conﬁentions eﬃactly; for eﬃample, many Old Ritﬀalist teﬃts are still printed ﬂithoﬀt hyphenation,
and thﬀs the Tall Te character is still ﬀsed. We discﬀss this at length in a folloﬂing section.
We note also that in some instances, adjoining leers Te and Ve are ﬂrien in Slaﬁonic teﬃts
as the ligatﬀre в; in these cases, the Tall Te character forms the rst component of the Te-Ve
ligatﬀre, as can be seen in Figﬀre 17. e Unicode standard does not encode ligatﬀres (they may
be handled ﬁia the ﬀse of U+200D ZERO WIDTH JOINER); hoﬂeﬁer, instances may arise ﬂhere
the tﬂo components need to be displayed independently (as in ғ в), for eﬃample in prodﬀcing
soﬂare manﬀals or instrﬀctional materials on Slaﬁonic typography.
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2.6 ree-Legged Te
is is another ﬁariant of the Cyrillic Leer Te (U+0442), called the “ree-Legged Te” and ﬂrien
ﬂith all three ﬁertical strokes toﬀching the baseline. According to Karsky (1979, p. 198), in the 15ᵗʰ
Centﬀry, this became the most preﬁalent form of the leer Te in Chﬀrch Slaﬁonic manﬀscripts.
What later becomes the standard form (U+0442) is originally ﬀsed in the manﬀscript tradition as
a space-saﬁing deﬁice. is is demonstrated in Figﬀre 18. In printed editions of Chﬀrch Slaﬁonic
teﬃts, the standard form (U+0442) begins to dominate, and the ree-Legged Te gradﬀally drops
oﬀt of ﬀsage, especially in Moscoﬂ. Some editions, particﬀlarly those pﬀblished in the PolishLithﬀanian Commonﬂealth, hoﬂeﬁer, ﬀse both forms interchangeably, oﬀt of a desire to imitate
the manﬀscript tradition. We demonstrate an eﬃample of this ﬀsage in Figﬀre 19. Obserﬁe that
the ree-Legged Te is ﬀsed eﬁeryﬂhere in initial position ﬂhile the standard form (U+0442) is
ﬀsed in medial position, re ecting the earlier manﬀscript orthography. Hoﬂeﬁer, in ﬂords of a
Greek origin, the standard form is ﬀsed in initial position, ﬀndoﬀbtedly becaﬀse it imitates the
Greek leer taﬀ (τ). Similar ﬀsage of the standard form in ﬂords of a Greek origin is demonstrated in Figﬀre 20. As can be obserﬁed, the ﬀsage of these tﬂo characters cannot be predicted
algorithmically, and so both forms mﬀst be encoded.

2.7 Tall Hard Sign
is character is a ﬁariant of the Cyrillic Hard Sign, called the “Tall Hard Sign.” e base form has
been encoded at U+044A. e Tall Hard Sign appears both in books printed in Moscoﬂ and in the
Polish-Lithﬀanian Commonﬂealth. In Mﬀscoﬁite pﬀblications its ﬀsage appears to be haphazard,
as can be seen in Figﬀre 21. Hoﬂeﬁer, the character plays a semantic fﬀnction in some teﬃts
printed in the Commonﬂealth, particﬀlarly in the Ostrog Bible. In Old Chﬀrch Slaﬁonic, the Hard
Sign ﬂas pronoﬀnced as a semiﬁoﬂel. Hoﬂeﬁer, the semiﬁoﬂel pronﬀnciation ﬂas eﬁentﬀally lost
and the Hard Sign came to be pronoﬀnced the same ﬂay as the Leer O (for a discﬀssion of this
see Uspensky (1987, p. 138)). is assimilation came to be re ected in the orthography, ﬂhere
the Hard Sign in medial position came to be replaced by the Narroﬂ O. Hoﬂeﬁer, in some teﬃts,
oﬀt of a desire to conﬁey older, archaic orthographic conﬁentions, the Hard Sign spelling ﬂas
retained. In Figﬀre 22 and Figﬀre Figﬀre 23, ﬂe obserﬁe the Tall Hard Sign ﬀsed in the Ostrog
Bible in the medial position ﬂhere it is to be pronoﬀnced the same ﬂay as the Narroﬂ O.

2.8 Tall Yat
is character is a ﬁariant form of the Cyrillic Leer Yat; the standard form is encoded at U+0463.
e Tall Yat appears in some printed pﬀblications in ﬂord roots that contain the leer ѣ as a
re ection of archaic spelling norms inherited from the manﬀscript tradition. We present ﬀsage
from a Gospel Book printed in Moscoﬂ in Figﬀre 24 and from the Ostrog Bible in Figﬀre 25.
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2.9 Unblended Uk
In Synodal Chﬀrch Slaﬁonic, the orthography has been standardized and the digraph ґу (encoded as U+043E U+0443) alﬂays occﬀrs in the beginning of ﬂords ﬂhile the monograph form ꙋ
(U+A64B) occﬀrs in medial or nal position (and neﬁer in initial position). Hoﬂeﬁer, sﬀch standardization is not the case in earlier recensions, inclﬀding printed Polﬀﬀstaﬁ Chﬀrch Slaﬁonic
teﬃts, ﬂhere the monograph form and the digraph form of the leer are ﬀsed more or less interchangeably. In addition, in some Polﬀﬀstaﬁ editions, particﬀlarly those printed in the PolishLithﬀanian Commonﬂealth, ﬂe encoﬀnter another form of the leer Uk, ﬂhich is called the “Unblended Uk.” e form is “ﬀnblended” becaﬀse the ґ and the у portions of the character haﬁe not

been assimilated (blended) as in ꙋ, bﬀt rather each retains its characteristic shape in the grapheme
җ. e form appears in certain ﬂords in initial position, as can be seen in Figﬀre 26 as ﬂell as an in
the medial and nal positions, as can be seen in Figﬀre 27. Note that in all of these eﬃamples, the
base form ꙋ and the digraph form ґу also occﬀr. Since most of the teﬃts in ﬂhich the Unblended
Uk occﬀrs ﬂere printed in modern-day Belarﬀs and Lithﬀania, it is possible that this form is a
graphemic precﬀrsor to the modern character ў ﬀsed in Belorﬀssian.
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Justiﬁcation

e characters in this proposal are ﬀsed in tﬂo seings: by academics in the reprodﬀction of
historical teﬃts or qﬀotation of historical teﬃts in their research and in the prodﬀction of modern
litﬀrgical teﬃts ﬀsed by the Rﬀssian Old Ritﬀalist commﬀnities and (in some instances) by the
mainline Rﬀssian Orthodoﬃ Chﬀrch. As sﬀch, the jﬀsti cation for the encoding of these character
is tﬂofold.
e teﬃts cited in this proposal are of an immense historical ﬁalﬀe. For eﬃample, the Ostrog
Bible is the rst complete Bible printed in the Chﬀrch Slaﬁonic langﬀage. Its pﬀblication had an
important in ﬀence on the literary cﬀltﬀre of the Eastern Orthodoﬃ commﬀnities in the PolishLithﬀanian Commonﬂealth. Sﬀbseqﬀently, it ﬂas reprinted in Moscoﬂ (ﬂith minor orthographic
ﬁariation) as the Moscoﬂ Bible of 1663, ﬂhich continﬀes to be in ﬀse today by the Rﬀssian Old
Ritﬀalist commﬀnities. Despite its historical ﬁalﬀe, critical stﬀdies of the teﬃt of the Ostrog Bible
haﬁe yet to be ﬀndertaken (Nemiroﬁsky, 2003). e Bible of Francysk Skaryna is of considerable
lingﬀistic importance becaﬀse its langﬀage is closer to the contemporary ﬁernacﬀlar spoken in the
Polish-Lithﬀanian Commonﬂealth than to literary Chﬀrch Slaﬁonic; thﬀs, it has been identi ed as
the rst aempt to translate the Bible into a ﬁernacﬀlar Slaﬁic langﬀage (the ancestor to modern
Ukrainian and Belorﬀssian). In addition, Skaryna pﬀblished commentaries to his Bible, ﬂhich
ﬂere ﬁieﬂed as heretical by the Eastern Orthodoﬃ hierarchy bﬀt heaﬁily in ﬀenced Protestant
commﬀnities in the Commonﬂealth (Podokshin, 1981, p. 8 .). Despite its important role in the
history of Slaﬁic langﬀages and East-Slaﬁic religioﬀs thoﬀght, it, too, is yet to be critically stﬀdied.
Mﬀch more can be said also of the importance of the Trebnik compiled by Metropolitan Peter
(Mogila), the early printed teﬃts prodﬀced by the Anonymoﬀs Press in Moscoﬂ (the rst aempts
at book printing in Moscoﬂ), and the other printed editions cited.
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While manﬀscripts stﬀdied by palæographers eﬃhibit considerable graphemic ﬁariation dﬀe
to the di erent ﬀsages of scribes, printed teﬃts shoﬂ mﬀch more ﬀniformity. ﬀs, scholars ﬂho
stﬀdy these teﬃts are able to correctly identify the character repertoire ﬀsed in a giﬁen teﬃt. is
repertoire inclﬀdes characters that may no longer be ﬀsed in modern teﬃts printed in Cyrillic, bﬀt
that ﬂere ﬀsed historically. e stﬀdy of the character repertoire, inclﬀding archaic characters,
alloﬂs scholars to draﬂ soﬀnd, ﬂell-groﬀnded conclﬀsions aboﬀt the Cyrillic ﬂriting system and
the early printed teﬃts. Sﬀch stﬀdy reqﬀires scholars to rely on bona ﬁde transcriptions of a teﬃt
rather than simple transliterations into modern characters (“normalized editions”). Encoding archaic characters makes sﬀch transcriptions technically possible, since the fﬀll character repertoire
becomes aﬁailable in compﬀter fonts. Fﬀrthermore, encoding these characters alloﬂs scholars to
ﬀse compﬀter methods to stﬀdy these teﬃts. Finally, the encoding of these characters facilitates
the creation of aﬀthentic digital copies of historical teﬃts, alloﬂing scholars to faithfﬀlly preserﬁe
the literary heritage of Eastern Eﬀrope.
e stﬀdy of these historical teﬃts at the graphemic leﬁel has a fﬀrther importance becaﬀse
of the history of the Chﬀrch Slaﬁonic literary langﬀage and its reforms. Litﬀrgical and lingﬀistic
reforms of the Chﬀrch Slaﬁonic litﬀrgical teﬃts ﬂere carried oﬀt in the Polish-Lithﬀanian Commonﬂealth by Metropolitan Peter (Mogila) aroﬀnd 1635-1645, and inclﬀded the pﬀblication of
neﬂ prayer books as ﬂell as neﬂ editions of the Slﬀzhebnik and Trebnik (Eﬀchologion) (Meyendor , 1985). Litﬀrgical and lingﬀistic reforms ﬂere later carried oﬀt in Moscoﬂ by Patriarch Nikon
and his sﬀccessors aroﬀnd 1653-1698. e Nikonian reforms ﬂere heaﬁily in ﬀenced by the earlier reforms of Metropolitan Peter, and scribes and scholars from Kieﬁ ﬂere actiﬁe in Moscoﬂ
(Uspensky, 1975). e orthographic ﬀsage of the ﬁarioﬀs printed teﬃts dﬀring these reforms alloﬂs scholars to shed considerable light on the degree of in ﬀence. Fﬀrthermore, the reforms
ﬂere motiﬁated at the o cial leﬁel by a desire to “correct the errors” that had allegedly crept
into litﬀrgical books. ese errors or perceiﬁed errors – inclﬀding irregﬀlar orthography, nonce
glyphs, and other graphemic ﬁariation – haﬁe to be stﬀdied critically. All in all, the encoding of
these characters ﬂoﬀld help scholars of Slaﬁic langﬀages and literatﬀre and of the Byzantine Rite.
In addition to their ﬀse in pﬀblications of interest to scholars, these characters also occﬀr in
litﬀrgical teﬃts ﬀsed by the Rﬀssian Old Ritﬀalist commﬀnities. Old Ritﬀalists rejected the reforms
of Patriarch Nikon and his sﬀccessors and continﬀed to ﬀse the earlier printed books. e pﬀblication of books by Old Ritﬀalists ﬂas forbidden by laﬂ in imperial Rﬀssia. Hoﬂeﬁer, in 1798 a
nﬀmber of Old Ritﬀalist commﬀnities ﬂere admied into commﬀnion ﬂith the mainline Rﬀssian
Orthodoﬃ Chﬀrch bﬀt alloﬂed to maintain and reprint the pre-reformed books in a moﬁement
called Yedinoﬁerie (the “one-faith moﬁement”). e books pﬀblished by the Yedinoﬁertsy faithfﬀlly represented all elements of the pre-Nikonian orthography, inclﬀding the ﬀse of the archaic
characters. In 1905, all restrictions against Old Ritﬀalists in Rﬀssia ﬂere lied and a nﬀmber
of editions of litﬀrgical books ﬂere printed by Old Ritﬀalist commﬀnities prior to the Rﬀssian
Reﬁolﬀtion. Noﬂadays, the encoding of these additional Cyrillic characters is necessary to facilitate the prodﬀction of Old Ritﬀalist and Yedinoﬁertsy litﬀrgical books ﬀsing modern compﬀter
techniqﬀes.
While historical teﬃts shoﬀld not be normalized becaﬀse scholars ﬂish to stﬀdy their graphemic
content, the graphemic content of litﬀrgical materials shoﬀld be preserﬁed becaﬀse of a partic8

ﬀlar ﬂay in ﬂhich Old Ritﬀalists approach the sacred teﬃt. To eﬃplain this approach, ﬂe mﬀst
introdﬀce some terminology from the semiotics literatﬀre. A ﬂriting system ﬂith “conﬁentional
semiotics” is one ﬂhere the symbols themselﬁes carry no meaning bﬀt rather are assigned meaning by conﬁention betﬂeen the tﬂo parties to the ﬂrien commﬀnication. ﬀs, in ﬂriting “the”,
neither the indiﬁidﬀal symbols nor the seqﬀence in its entirety haﬁe any meaning in and of themselﬁes; rather, it has been agreed by society that this is the ﬂay to record the de nite article in
English (a “conﬁention”) and thﬀs in the conteﬃt of English, the seqﬀence of characters obtains
a conﬁentional meaning. English – and most modern langﬀages – are treated as haﬁing conﬁentional semiotics. On the other hand, as Uspensky (1994) has argﬀed, Chﬀrch Slaﬁonic in mediæﬁal
Rﬀssia ﬂas interpreted as haﬁing “non-conﬁentional semiotics;” that is, the ﬂrien symbol ﬂas
not interpreted as a conﬁentional representation of some sﬀbject bﬀt ﬂas treated as being isomorphic to the sﬀbject itself or as a part of the sﬀbject. e sacred teﬃt ﬂrien doﬂn ﬂith these
symbols ﬂas perceiﬁed in a non-conﬁentional manner, and the correctness of religioﬀs rites ﬂas
seen to be dependent not only ﬀpon the content of the sacred teﬃt bﬀt also ﬀpon the faithfﬀlness
of the symbolic representation. An aberration in the symbolic representation (for eﬃample, a different orthography), eﬁen if the ﬀnderlying meaning remains the same, coﬀld be interpreted as
blasphemoﬀs or heretical by the ﬀser of the ﬂrien teﬃt.
is approach to ﬂrien teﬃt is not ﬀniqﬀe to Chﬀrch Slaﬁonic bﬀt is shared by many other
societies that ﬀse langﬀages of a sacred fﬀnction (for eﬃample, Koranic Arabic). In the conteﬃt of
Cyrillic, Uspensky (1994) argﬀes that one of the reasons behind the Old Ritﬀalist schism ﬂas precisely the issﬀe of semiotics. In many sitﬀations, the neﬂ (“reformed”) teﬃts ﬂere di erent from
the old teﬃts only in orthography and not in meaning; bﬀt the neﬂ orthography ﬂas interpreted
by some – those ﬂho ﬂere not ready for a conﬁentional interpretation of the teﬃt’s semiotics –
as heretical and sﬀ cient groﬀnds to reject the neﬂ teﬃt. ﬀs, many Old Ritﬀalists continﬀe to
interpret the teﬃt in a non-conﬁentional manner. For this reason, compﬀter specialists mﬀst striﬁe
to represent Chﬀrch Slaﬁonic teﬃts in a manner that is faithfﬀl to the ﬂrien tradition, keeping in
mind that the recipient of the electronic commﬀnication may haﬁe a particﬀlarly deﬁoﬀt aitﬀde
toﬂard the ﬂay the ﬂrien teﬃt is presented, not jﬀst to the message it conﬁeys.

3.1 Urgency
e Ponomar Project (http://www.ponomar.net/) is making Old Ritﬀalist litﬀrgical teﬃts aﬁailable in an electronic format (as HTML). Scholars are also ﬂorking on the digital preserﬁation of
important historical editions. For eﬃample, the Ponomar Project is preparing for electronic pﬀblication the teﬃt of the Ostrog Bible. As long as teﬃt is being interchanged in a closed soﬂareplatform seing betﬂeen a limited nﬀmber of ﬀsers, any encoding methodology (sﬀch as font
mapping or the ﬀse of the Priﬁate Use Area) can be ﬀsed. Bﬀt since these teﬃts are becoming
aﬁailable in electronic format online and are being indeﬃed by major search engines, a standard
encoding model is ﬀrgently needed. ﬀs, the aﬀthors reqﬀest that this proposal be eﬃpedited.
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4

Tenical Issues

So far, all Cyrillic characters encoded in the Unicode standard haﬁe been encoded ﬂith both an
ﬀpper-case and a loﬂer-case form. e characters ﬀnder consideration presently do not haﬁe eﬃtant ﬀppercase forms. Giﬁen the general strﬀctﬀre of the Cyrillic script, it ﬂoﬀld not be adﬁisable
to encode these characters ﬂithoﬀt case mapping. In scholarly pﬀblications, for eﬃample, titles
are oen set in all caps and encoding a feﬂ characters that cannot be operated ﬀpon by capitalization roﬀtines ﬂoﬀld be at odds ﬂith eﬃisting implementations. Hoﬂeﬁer, ﬂe do not ﬂish
to constrﬀct non-eﬃistent Cyrillic graphemes. Rather than constrﬀcting sﬀch ﬀppercase forms
arti cially, ﬂe propose that only the loﬂer-case forms be encoded and that the archaic characters ﬀppercase to the ﬀpper-case forms of the modern character. e casing operations ﬂill thﬀs
fold the archaic characters onto the modern characters. Precedent for this has been set ﬂith the
encoding of U+03C2 GREEK SMALL LETTER FINAL SIGMA. In addition to alleﬁiating the need
for “inﬁenting” ﬀpper-case forms for these characters, sﬀch an approach is also simpler from the
standpoint of teﬃt processing becaﬀse it alloﬂs for string manipﬀlation and comparison by ﬀsing simple case folding rather than collation tables. ﬀs, the fact that casing relationships for
Cyrillic cease to be isomorphic in this case is a bene t rather than a draﬂback.
So that casing operations for Cyrillic characters take place entirely along the Basic Mﬀltilingﬀal Plane (BMP), ﬂe propose that these characters be encoded in an empty colﬀmn of the
BMP.
Keeping in mind these recommendations, the folloﬂing data are proposed for addition to
UnicodeData.txt. e Appendiﬃ proﬁides a proposed codechart.
1C80;CYRILLIC
1C81;CYRILLIC
1C82;CYRILLIC
1C83;CYRILLIC
1C84;CYRILLIC
1C85;CYRILLIC
1C86;CYRILLIC
1C87;CYRILLIC
1C88;CYRILLIC
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SMALL
SMALL
SMALL
SMALL
SMALL
SMALL
SMALL
SMALL
SMALL

LETTER
LETTER
LETTER
LETTER
LETTER
LETTER
LETTER
LETTER
LETTER

ROUNDED VE;Ll;0;L;;;;;N;;;0412;;0412
LONG-LEGGED DE;Ll;0;L;;;;;N;;;0414;;0414
NARROW O;Ll;0;L;;;;;N;;;041E;;041E
WIDE ES;Ll;0;L;;;;;N;;;0421;;0421
TALL TE;Ll;0;L;;;;;N;;;0422;;0422
THREE-LEGGED TE;Ll;0;L;;;;;N;;;0422;;0422
TALL HARD SIGN;Ll;0;L;;;;;N;;;042A;;042A
TALL YAT;Ll;0;L;;;;;N;;;0462;;0462
UNBLENDED UK;Ll;0;L;;;;;N;;;A64A;;A64A

Illustrations
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Figﬀre 1: Cyrillic Small Leer Ve (U+0432; boﬃed in black) and Cyrillic Small Leer Roﬀnded Ve
(proposed at U+1C80; boﬃed in red). Soﬀrce: Bible printed by Francysk Skaryna, Pragﬀe, circa
1519.

Figﬀre 2: Cyrillic Small Leer Ve (U+0432; boﬃed in black) and Cyrillic Small Leer Roﬀnded Ve
(proposed at U+1C80; boﬃed in red). Soﬀrce: Bible printed by Francysk Skaryna, op. cit.

Figﬀre 3: Characters ﬀsed in the Bible of Francysk Skaryna. Note the ﬀse of tﬂo character for Ve:
the standard form (U+0432; boﬃed in black) and the Roﬀnded form (proposed at U+1C80; boﬃed
in red).

Figﬀre 4: Cyrillic Small Leer Ve (U+0432; boﬃed in black) and Cyrillic Small Leer Roﬀnded Ve
(proposed at U+1C80; boﬃed in red). Soﬀrce: Horologion (Book of the Hoﬀrs), Vilniﬀs, c. 1522.
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Figﬀre 5: Cyrillic Small Leer De (U+0434; boﬃed in black) and Cyrillic Small Leer Long-legged
De (proposed at U+1C81; boﬃed in red). Note that the long-legged form occﬀrs in medial position
ﬂhile the base form occﬀrs in initial position. Hoﬂeﬁer, the long-legged form is ﬀsed in the initial
position ﬂhen it is preceded by a proclitic preposition, making algorithmic selection impossible.
Soﬀrce: title page of the ird Statﬀtes of Lithﬀania, Vilniﬀs: printing press of the Mamonichi
Merchants, 1588.
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Figﬀre 6: Cyrillic Small Leer De (U+0434; boﬃed in black) and Cyrillic Small Leer Long-legged
De (proposed at U+1C81; boﬃed in red). Note that both forms can occﬀr in initial or medial
positions. Soﬀrce: Apostolos, Moscoﬂ: Iﬁan Fedoroﬁ, 1564.

Figﬀre 7: Cyrillic Small Leer De (U+0434; boﬃed in black) and Cyrillic Small Leer Long-legged
De (proposed at U+1C81; boﬃed in red). Note that the long-legged form occﬀrs in medial position
ﬂhile the base form occﬀrs in initial position. Note also that the base form only is ﬀsed for
nﬀmerals. Soﬀrce: Typicon, Kieﬁ: Laﬁra of the Kieﬁ Caﬁes, 1893.

Figﬀre 8: Cyrillic Small Leer De (U+0434; boﬃed in black) ﬀsed for nﬀmerals. Soﬀrce: Typicon,
Kieﬁ: Laﬁra of the Kieﬁ Caﬁes, 1893.
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Figﬀre 9: Cyrillic Small Leer O (U+043E; boﬃed in black) and Cyrillic Small Leer Narroﬂ O
(proposed at U+1C82; boﬃed in red). Note that both forms can occﬀr ﬂith or ﬂithoﬀt an accent.
Soﬀrce: Oko Tserkovnoye (Typicon), Moscoﬂ: o cial Printing Press, 1610.

Figﬀre 10: Note the ﬀse of three forms of the leer O – the typical Cyrillic Small Leer O (U+043E;
boﬃed in black), the Cyrillic Leer Roﬀnd Omega (U+047B; boﬃed in indigo) and the Cyrillic Leer
Narroﬂ O (proposed at U+1C82; boﬃed in red). Soﬀrce: Prologue, Moscoﬂ: Printing Press of the
Moscoﬂ Old Ritﬀalist Commﬀnity, 1915.
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Figﬀre 11: Note the ﬀsage of the Cyrillic Small Leer O (U+043E) and the Cyrillic Small Leer
Narroﬂ O (proposed at U+1C82) in the compoﬀnd ﬂord (folloﬂing the red star). Soﬀrce: Prayer
Book, Erie, Pennsylﬁania, USA: Old Rite Chﬀrch of the Natiﬁity, 2001.

Figﬀre 12: Note the ﬀsage of the Cyrillic Small Leer O (U+043E) and the Cyrillic Small Letter Narroﬂ O (proposed at U+1C82; both boﬃed in red) ﬀsed in the typeface of the Mamonichi
merchant family foﬀndry. Origin: Vilniﬀs, c. 1600.
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Figﬀre 13: Cyrillic Small Leer Es (U+0441; boﬃed in black) and Cyrillic Small Leer Wide Es (proposed at U+1C83; boﬃed in red). Soﬀrce: Trebnik (Eﬀchologion) of Metropolitan Peter (Mogila),
Kieﬁ: Laﬁra of the Kieﬁ Caﬁes, 1646.

Figﬀre 14: Cyrillic Small Leer Es (U+0441; boﬃed in blﬀe) and Cyrillic Small Leer Wide Es
(proposed at U+1C83; boﬃed in red). e capital form (U+0421) has been boﬃed in black. Soﬀrce:
Menaion for Febrﬀary, Kieﬁ: Laﬁra of the Kieﬁ Caﬁes, 1893.
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Figﬀre 15: Cyrillic Small Leer Wide Es (proposed at U+1C83; boﬃed in red) ﬀsed in marginal
notes to indicate ﬁerse nﬀmbering. Soﬀrce: Psalter, Jordanﬁille, Neﬂ York, USA: Holy Trinity
Monastery, 1959.
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Figﬀre 16: Cyrillic Small Leer Te (U+0442; boﬃed in black) and Cyrillic Small Leer Tall Te
(proposed at U+1C84; boﬃed in red). e Tall Te appears to be ﬀsed as a space-saﬁing deﬁice.
Soﬀrce: Trebnik (Eﬀchologion) of Metropolitan Peter (Mogila), op. cit.

Figﬀre 17: Cyrillic Ligatﬀre Te-Ve (boﬃed in red). e Cyrillic Small Leer Te occﬀrs as the rst
component of this ligatﬀre. Soﬀrce: Trebnik (Eﬀchologion) of Metropolitan Peter (Mogila), op. cit.
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Figﬀre 18: Cyrillic Small Leer Te (U+0442; boﬃed in black) and Cyrillic Small Leer ree-Legged
Te (proposed at U+1C85; boﬃed in red). e ree-Legged form is the more preﬁalent form in
this manﬀscript, and is ﬀsed by defaﬀlt. Soﬀrce: Kanonnik (Book of the Canons), a Polﬀﬀstaﬁ
manﬀscript ﬂrien in 1616.

Figﬀre 19: Cyrillic Small Leer Te (U+0442; boﬃed in black) and Cyrillic Small Leer reeLegged Te (proposed at U+1C85; boﬃed in red). Obserﬁe that the ree-Legged form is ﬀsed in
initial position eﬃcept in ﬂords of a Greek origin (e.g., тропарѝ, from the Greek τ
ά ια. Soﬀrce:
Flowery Triodion, Lﬁoﬁ, 1642.

Figﬀre 20: Cyrillic Small Leer Te (U+0442; boﬃed in black) and Cyrillic Small Leer ree-Legged
Te (proposed at U+1C85; boﬃed in red). Obserﬁe that the ree-Legged form is ﬀsed in medial
position eﬃcept in ﬂords of a Greek origin (e.g., є҆ пітімі́ґу, from the Greek ἐ ιτῑμία. Soﬀrce:
Homilies of St. John Chrysostom, Polish-Lithﬀanian Commonﬂealth, c. 1600
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Figﬀre 21: Cyrillic Small Leer Hard Sign (U+044A; boﬃed in black) and Cyrillic Small Leer Tall
Hard Sign (proposed at U+1C86; boﬃed in red). Soﬀrce: Gospel Book pﬀblished by the Anonymoﬀs
Press, Moscoﬂ, 1553.

Figﬀre 22: Cyrillic Small Leer Narroﬂ O (proposed at U+1C82; boﬃed in blﬀe) and Cyrillic Small
Leer Tall Hard Sign (proposed at U+1C86; boﬃed in red). Note that the Tall Hard Sign is ﬀsed to
re ect older orthographic conﬁentions bﬀt is pronoﬀnced the same ﬂay as the Narroﬂ O. Soﬀrce:
Bible, Press of Iﬁan Fedoroﬁ, Ostrog, 1580.

Figﬀre 23: Cyrillic Small Leer Hard Sign (U+044A; boﬃed in blﬀe) and Cyrillic Small Leer Tall
Hard Sign (proposed at U+1C86; boﬃed in red). Note that the Tall Hard Sign is ﬀsed in medial
position ﬂhere hard sign is pronoﬀnced the same ﬂay as the Narroﬂ O. Soﬀrce: Ostrog Bible, op.
cit.
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Figﬀre 24: Cyrillic Small Leer Yat (U+0463; boﬃed in black) and Cyrillic Small Leer Tall Yat
(proposed at U+1C87; boﬃed in red). Soﬀrce: Gospel Book pﬀblished by the Anonymoﬀs Press,
Moscoﬂ, 1553.

Figﬀre 25: Cyrillic Small Leer Yat (U+0463; boﬃed in black) and Cyrillic Small Leer Tall Yat
(proposed at U+1C87; boﬃed in red). Soﬀrce: Ostrog Bible.
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Figﬀre 26: Cyrillic Small Leer Monograph Uk (U+A64B; boﬃed in black) and Cyrillic Small Leer
Unblended Uk (proposed at U+1C88; boﬃed in red). Note also the ﬀse of the Cyrillic Small Leer
U (as part of the digraph ґу), boﬃed in blﬀe. Soﬀrce: Gospel Book pﬀblished in Vilniﬀs, 1575.

Figﬀre 27: Cyrillic Small Leer Monograph Uk (U+A64B; boﬃed in black) and Cyrillic Small Leer
Unblended Uk (proposed at U+1C88; boﬃed in red). Note also the ﬀse of the Cyrillic Small Leer
U (as part of the digraph ґу), boﬃed in blﬀe. Soﬀrce: Book on Fasting pﬀblished in Ostrog, 1594.
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Appendix
Cyrillic Extended-C (Proposed)
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ᲀ
U+1C80

ᲁ
U+1C81

ᲂ
U+1C82

ᲃ
U+1C83

ᲄ
U+1C84

ᲅ
U+1C85

ᲆ
U+1C86

ᲇ
U+1C87

ᲈ
U+1C88
U+1C89
U+1C8A
U+1C8B
U+1C8C
U+1C8D
U+1C8E
U+1C8F

U+1C80:
U+1C81:
U+1C82:
U+1C83:
U+1C84:
U+1C85:
U+1C86:
U+1C87:
U+1C88:
U+1C89:
U+1C8A:
U+1C8B:
U+1C8C:
U+1C8D:
U+1C8E:
U+1C8F:

CYRILLIC SMALL
CYRILLIC SMALL
CYRILLIC SMALL
CYRILLIC SMALL
CYRILLIC SMALL
CYRILLIC SMALL
CYRILLIC SMALL
CYRILLIC SMALL
CYRILLIC SMALL
<not assigned>
<not assigned>
<not assigned>
<not assigned>
<not assigned>
<not assigned>
<not assigned>

LETTER
LETTER
LETTER
LETTER
LETTER
LETTER
LETTER
LETTER
LETTER

ROUNDED VE
LONG-LEGGED DE
NARROW O
WIDE ES
TALL TE
THREE-LEGGED TE
TALL HARD SIGN
TALL YAT
UNBLENDED UK
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Proposal to Encode Additional Cyrillic Characters used in Early Church Slavonic
Printed Books

2. Requester's name:
Aleksandr Andreev, Yuri Shardt and Nikita Simmons
3. Requester type (Member body/Liaison/Individual contribution):
Individual contribution
4. Submission date:
August 18, 2014
5. Requester's reference (if applicable):
N/A
6. Choose one of the following:
This is a complete proposal:
X
(or) More information will be provided later:
B. Technical – General
1. Choose one of the following:
a. This proposal is for a new script (set of characters):
YES
Proposed name of script:
Cyrillic Extended-C
b. The proposal is for addition of character(s) to an existing block:
NO
Name of the existing block:
2. Number of characters in proposal:
9
3. Proposed category (select one from below - see section 2.2 of P&P document):
A-Contemporary
B.1-Specialized (small collection)
X
B.2-Specialized (large collection)
C-Major extinct
D-Attested extinct
E-Minor extinct
F-Archaic Hieroglyphic or Ideographic
G-Obscure or questionable usage symbols
4. Is a repertoire including character names provided?
YES
a. If YES, are the names in accordance with the “character naming guidelines”
YES
in Annex L of P&P document?
b. Are the character shapes attached in a legible form suitable for review?
YES
5. Fonts related:
a. Who will provide the appropriate computerized font to the Project Editor of 10646 for publishing the
standard?
Aleksandr Andreev (aleksandr.andreev@gmail.com; http://www.ponomar.net/cu_support.html)
b. Identify the party granting a license for use of the font by the editors (include address, e-mail, ftp-site, etc.):
Hirmos Ponomar font licensed under GNU GPL by Aleksandr Andreev and Yuri Shardt
6. References:
a. Are references (to other character sets, dictionaries, descriptive texts etc.) provided?
YES
b. Are published examples of use (such as samples from newspapers, magazines, or other sources)
of proposed characters attached?
YES
7. Special encoding issues:
Does the proposal address other aspects of character data processing (if applicable) such as input,
presentation, sorting, searching, indexing, transliteration etc. (if yes please enclose information)?
NO
8. Additional Information:
Submitters are invited to provide any additional information about Properties of the proposed Character(s) or Script
that will assist in correct understanding of and correct linguistic processing of the proposed character(s) or script.
Examples of such properties are: Casing information, Numeric information, Currency information, Display behaviour
information such as line breaks, widths etc., Combining behaviour, Spacing behaviour, Directional behaviour, Default
Collation behaviour, relevance in Mark Up contexts, Compatibility equivalence and other Unicode normalization related
information. See the Unicode standard at http://www.unicode.org for such information on other scripts. Also see
Unicode Character Database ( http://www.unicode.org/reports/tr44/ ) and associated Unicode Technical Reports for
information needed for consideration by the Unicode Technical Committee for inclusion in the Unicode Standard.
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Form number: N4502-F (Original 1994-10-14; Revised 1995-01, 1995-04, 1996-04, 1996-08, 1999-03, 2001-05, 2001-09, 200311, 2005-01, 2005-09, 2005-10, 2007-03, 2008-05, 2009-11, 2011-03, 2012-01)
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C. Technical - Justification
1. Has this proposal for addition of character(s) been submitted before?
YES
Submitted as L2/13-153; revised based on comments from the UTC
If YES explain
2. Has contact been made to members of the user community (for example: National Body,
YES
user groups of the script or characters, other experts, etc.)?
Russian Old Rite communities, Slavonic typographers, academics
If YES, with whom?
E-mail correspondence and person-to-person meetings
If YES, available relevant documents:
3. Information on the user community for the proposed characters (for example:
YES
size, demographics, information technology use, or publishing use) is included?
See Section 3, Justification
Reference:
4. The context of use for the proposed characters (type of use; common or rare)
Rare
See Section 2, Proposed Characters
Reference:
5. Are the proposed characters in current use by the user community?
YES
In liturgical texts and academic publication. See Section 3.
If YES, where? Reference:
6. After giving due considerations to the principles in the P&P document must the proposed characters be entirely
YES
in the BMP?
YES
If YES, is a rationale provided?
See Section 4, Technical Issues
If YES, reference:
7. Should the proposed characters be kept together in a contiguous range (rather than being scattered)?
YES
8. Can any of the proposed characters be considered a presentation form of an existing
NO
character or character sequence?
If YES, is a rationale for its inclusion provided?
N/A
If YES, reference:
9. Can any of the proposed characters be encoded using a composed character sequence of either
NO
existing characters or other proposed characters?
If YES, is a rationale for its inclusion provided?
N/A
If YES, reference:
10. Can any of the proposed character(s) be considered to be similar (in appearance or function)
YES
to, or could be confused with, an existing character?
YES
If YES, is a rationale for its inclusion provided?
See Section 2, Proposed Characters
If YES, reference:
11. Does the proposal include use of combining characters and/or use of composite sequences?
NO
If YES, is a rationale for such use provided?
N/A
If YES, reference:
Is a list of composite sequences and their corresponding glyph images (graphic symbols) provided?
N/A
If YES, reference:
12. Does the proposal contain characters with any special properties such as
NO
control function or similar semantics?
If YES, describe in detail (include attachment if necessary)
N/A
13. Does the proposal contain any Ideographic compatibility characters?
If YES, are the equivalent corresponding unified ideographic characters identified?
N/A
If YES, reference:

NO

