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Over the seventy-five years since Nahtigal published his critical edition of the
Acrostich Prayer (Nahtigal 1942-3), new sources for the early history of Glagolitic
have come to light and new reconstructions of the text and the alphabet have been
put forward. A concise and lucid review of these studies is available (Marti 2004°),
which this paper does not attempt to duplicate. Instead it takes as its starting point
their surprising dearth of reference to Nahtigal’s edition and his related articles
(Nahtigal 1923 and 1948), a neglect which may be explained, but not justified, by
the additional textual evidence which has emerged since his time. True, Nahtigal’s
critical reconstruction of the Acrostich Prayer was based on a handful of MSS,
but they did in fact cover the main textual variants.! It will be argued that some
of the conclusions which Nahtigal reached and the arguments which he used to
support them still deserve consideration and on the whole are consistent with the
more recent evidence provided by the acrostichs of the Christmas and Epiphany
hymn-cycles (Ivanova-Konstantinova 1971, Jovanovi¢-Stip¢evi¢ 1981, Popov
2013; tabulated in Popov 2003:34-35 and Veder 2004:379-380) and the Sinai
abecedarium in the Psalterium Demetrii (Marti 1999, Miklas 2012).

Nahtigal’s most notable emendation was to line 12 of the Acrostich Prayer.
The acrostich requires at this point a word whose initial letter in Glagolitic would
be &, but the versions extant in Cyrillic attest words starting with the letter a:
AEGTHTL BO NBINE H CAOBBNBLCKO MAeMA in the earliest manuscript, Sin 262; (i W) At T
BO NI'E cAOREN cico MAeMA in the more widespread wording of the manuscripts which

1 For instance, he mentioned the prefatory address to Naum included in a branch of the manuscript tradition
(Nahtigal 1942-3:50) and raised the possibility that the variant reading nenptspbaombia in the doxology might
be a loan from the poem in praise of Simeon (Nahtigal 1942-3:51), rather than a hapax legomenon (Veder
1999:181).



112 Rajko Nahtigal in 100 let slavistike na Univerzi v Ljubljani

constitute the ‘B’ branch of the textual tradition (Veder 1999:16-17). Nahtigal
suggested that & originally stood, as expected, at the beginning of this line, but in
its numerical value of 30,? outside the metrical count of syllables: A. AT o HBINE
H caorBbeico naema. He did not specify how the corruption might have occurred,
but two possibilities can be envisaged: either, on the assumption that a letter of the
Glagolitic alphabet stood in front of each line (Veder 1999:62, 66), the numeral
was taken to be a dittography of the alphabetic letter £ — and so omitted; or in
the course of transmission it was replaced with its Cyrillic numerical equivalent,
the letter A, and taken to be a dittography before the word ATz — and so omit-
ted. Either way, the genitive plural form atT2 became unintelligible without the
numeral and so was liable in its turn to corruption. On the supposition that it was
reinterpreted as the modal expression aAsTh with a stereotypical dative Tv added su-
perscript, the reading aeruTs is explicable as a trivial misreading (Veder 1999:67),
even if the failure to discriminate between ¢ and 't is perhaps surprising at the early
date by which these changes must have occurred.

Nahtigal’s conjecture, which produces a correct syllable count and a caesura
after an odd-numbered syllable in line 12 of the Acrostich Prayer, is paralleled
by well known errors and confusions in the Cyrillic transliteration of Glagolitic
letters and numerals, for instance in the transmission of the Vita Methodii and the
treatise of Hrabru. It is patently superior to recent proposals. Lunt’s modified ver-
sion assumes that the numeral indicated by »& was included in the syllable count
of the line, and therefore arbitrarily excises the words o NaINE 1, in spite of their
solid textual support, in order to preserve the metre (Lunt 2000:280). Tkadl¢ik,
who rejects Nahtigal’s suggestion as ‘nemozny’, attempts a semantic defence
of aeruTh, presumably because it is attested in the earliest manuscript (Tkadl¢cik
1992:366-367); this leaves the majority reading of the ‘B’ tradition unexplained.
Mathiesen invokes the similarity of the letters for /d/ and /I/ in both Glagolitic and
Cyrillic to justify a conjectural reading atmv (Mathiesen 2014:198). Neither of
these accounts explains the absence of expected £. Veder acknowledges the need
to include A in the acrostich at this point, but suggests that it was represented by
a native Slavonic word, AkTs or hims (Veder 1999:67), even though our souces
offer no examples of the sequence /d¢/ spelt with A& in words such as Asao, ABTH,
and historical phonology provides no reason to expect such spellings.

The acrostich hymn-cycles for Christmas and Epiphany, which were discov-
ered after Nahtigal’s time, are clearly based on the same version of Glagolitic
as the Acrostich Prayer. As in the Jaroslavl’ hymn to the Trinity (Sobolevskij
1910:13-15), which was known to Nahtigal, line 12 of the Christmas cycle starts

2 Thus providing a plausible approximate dating for the text (Nahtigal 1942-3:61-62).
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with the word rewnsi, thus supporting the view, which he took as established,
that & indicated the outcome of palatalized /g/ before front vowels in loanwords
from or through Greek (Nahtigal 1923:136-139, 1942-3:60). The attestations of
MAAHAEA OT even rAaroAH in versions of the Epiphany cycle are difficult to reconcile
with this interpretation, but the first at least indicates an association with loan-
words, while the second may be an instance of the observable textual fluidity of
these compositions.

Nabhtigal’s treatment of other difficulties in the Acrostich Prayer similarly relied
on ecarly evidence and attention to philological probability, for instance in his in-
terpretation of uxe and the conjunction v in lines 10-11 of the Acrostich Prayer. He
seems to have based his view that ®/¢ originally stood for post-vocalic and initial
/ji/ or /ji/ and & for post-consonantal /i/ primarily on the usage of Zographensis.
However, he also went to the trouble of examining the more complex distribution
of these letters in the Kiev Folia, where « is also post-consonantal while 8 is some-
times initial, e.g. in the prefix wz- and the nomen sacrum i, and regularly post-
vocalic in 98 = /y/ (Nahtigal 1923:162-164), by contrast to % = /yji/.3 In this he
anticipated the convergent findings of more recent analyses (Tkadl¢ik 1956, Vrana
1964, Gotteri 1973, Miklas 2003:201), which detect in the Kiev Folia traces of a
systematic contrast between /ji/ or /ji/, represented by %/, and /i/ or /ij/, indicated
by . If Nahtigal had had at his disposal the combined evidence of the hymn-cycles
and the hymn to the Trinity, which all start line 10 with uz (implying a spelling
with initial ®/®, unlike the Kiev Folia) but in line 11 deploy loanwords, HPOAG/
it /nezeicnnial, he might have been less sceptical about an association between
the letter 8 and foreign words (Nahtigal 1923:160). If he had had the benefit of
recent work on the development of Church Slavonic orthographical practice (e.g.
Zivov 2006), he might have been moved to consider the possibility that the posi-
tional rules followed in Zographensis could be a scribal simplification* of a more
complex, phonologically motivated pattern still discernible in the Kiev Folia, but
increasingly obscured by sound change.

In his initial discussion of the two Glagolitic letters for /x/ Nahtigal put forward
the view, which has come to enjoy widespread assent, that 1. indicated this sound
as realised before front vowels, in loanwords such as xepogbekoy in line 24, while
sr was originally used in native Slavonic phonological contexts, such as xgaaoy in
line 33 and the instances of xaaMa in Assemanianus and the Psalterium Sinaiticum
(Nahtigal 1923:173—-174; Koch 2004:442). He suggested a parallelism with the

3 Also in the Rila Folia (Velceva 1977:460).
Comparable to the rule in early Russian Church Slavonic by which m is used in initial and post-vocalic position,
A after consonants. This scribal extrapolation from traditional spelling approximates fairly well to etymological
distribution.
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two letters for /g/; but he did not go to the length of speculating that the same type
of contrast might originally have been marked for /k/ as well and that the letter &
might have stood for this sound before front vowels, as has recently been argued,
admittedly without direct evidence (Miklas 2003:180—-181, 2004:396).

Although the the hymn to the Trinity and the hymn-cycles agree with the Acros-
tich Prayer in their choices of initial word, offering XGPOBHMLCKOY‘N/ xe?ongMb/
XepormMoMb and XBAAOY Or, as a variant, XAaMz at appropriate points (Jovanovi¢-
Stipcevi¢ 1981:116-117; Popov 1982:9-10), the account of 1 and $r which Nahtigal
followed is not entirely satisfactory, because the relationship between 1 and s+ is not
the same as that between 9 and A, for two reasons: i. the Greek consonant /g/ had
split into two phonemes, /x/ and /j/ (Horrocks 1997:112-113), whereas /x/ had not;
il. presumably as a consequence of this fact, % is used as the default for Greek /~/
and Slavonic /g/, £ only for the distinctive Greek /j/, whereas 1 appears as the de-
fault for Greek and Slavonic /x/ in almost all positions and #r is only met vestigially
in two types of initial cluster. Nahtigal seems to have considered this point and dis-
missed it on the ground that Greek allowed initial /x1/ (Nahtigal 1948:12—13), but he
might have given it more weight if he had had the additional evidence of the hymn-
cycles for #r in the initial cluster /xv/, which is alien to Greek. In his publications of
the 1940s Nahtigal was more concerned with the inconsistency between the Paris
and Munich abecedaria over the order in which 5 and s stood in Glagolitic (Nahtigal
1942-3:69); he would presumably have welcomed supplementary evidence on this
point from the Sinai abecedarium, in which the position of 1 is consistent with its
attested numerical value of 600, while £r is located towards the end of the alphabet.

Nahtigal did not try to find ways of correlating the enigmatic ‘P2’, represented by
nevaab in line 26 of the Acrostich Prayer, with the letter . He dismissed as ‘povsem
zastarela’ (Nahtigal 1942-3:65) Durnovo’s hypothesis that & occupied this posi-
tion because of its visual similarity to Greek y; presumably he would have rejected
recent argumentation of a similar kind (Veder 1999:75, 174 and 2004:382, Miklas
2003:176-177). He was aware that the association of & with this position in the
alphabet was not guaranteed by its numerical value, because a, as well as &, could
have the value of 800 in later Croatian Glagolitic (Koch 2004) and because the letter
a was attested with this value in the Grigorovi¢ Parimejnik (Nahtigal 1948:10). His
appeal to the evidence of msensmn in the hymn to the Trinity has gained new support
from the use of the same word in the hymn-cycles and above all from the Sinai abe-
cedarium, which clearly includes a at this point (Marti 1999:187, 192, Miklas 2012).

It must be conceded that Nahtigal’s speculation about the function of ‘P2’ is not
his happiest conjecture. He suggested that Glagolitic originally had two letters,
q>, corresponding to Greek 6 and ¢, which came to be indistinguishable in Slavonic
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pronunciation and therefore were reduced to one (Nahtigal 1923:135-154, 1948:10).
This surmise is not entirely cogent, even if attractive, because the attested distribution
of'the two letters appears to be random rather than motivated; but it is typical of Nahti-
gal’s approach that he appealed to the evidence of early Glagolitic manuscripts such
as the Kiev and Prague Folia and Assemanianus as well as to the Bosnian Glagolitic
alphabet of Radosav, and that he posited a motivation in the Greek sound system and
alphabet which must have served as S. Cyril’s starting point. An alternative sugges-
tion, which goes back to ReSetar (Nahtigal 1923:140) and has been recently revived
(Velceva 1973 and 2007), that ‘P2’ stands for Greek v in the liturgically important
word nicarsMb, which could be glossed with the Slavonic word miens (MacRobert
2010:429), finds some slight support in the acrostichs of the hymn-cycles, especially
that for Epiphany, nauu® u rium. Neither account is compelling; but either is prefer-
able to the emendation put forward by Mathiesen, who assumes a translational equiv-
alence between OLiyic and nevaas (Mathiesen 2014:199-200). This is not supported
by any textual evidence and is intrinsically dubious, because no less often the Greek
word is translated as ckpass (MacRobert 1993:273-274).

In fact on the basis of the earliest abecedaria and the variable practice of manuscripts
Nahtigal, like other Slavists of his time, doubted that & was original to Glagolitic
(Nahtigal 1923:135, 1942-3:64-65; Jagi¢ 1911/1972:205, Kul'bakin 2008:70-71,
Vajs 1932:95). Consequently he was not tempted to explain tbeTgoyHo/wwecTgie in line
30 of the Acrostich Prayer as a makeshift to indicate % — an unnecessary makeshift,
since a writer as competent as the author of the Prayer could have incorporated an ap-
propriate word such as oAb or LHEAPD into his text, had he wished. Nahtigal would
surely not have countenanced the solution that the ghost-word yseroyiw should be
adopted from late MSS and projected back to the period when the Acrostich Prayer
was composed (Koch 2004:441, in response to Veder 1999:74-75).6 The association
of iy with this line can be adequately explained by the shift to Cyrillic transmission:
the most striking divergences in the textual tradition of the Acrostich Prayer occur
precisely at those points, lines 10-12 and 30-33, where the Glagolitic and Cyrillic
alphabets diverge. In their attempts to impose on the text the Cyrillic alphabet which
they knew, scribes allowed patent inconsistencies between alphabetic letter and initial
word, modified spellings, or omitted lines entirely.”

5 This could however be an interpolated scribal reminiscence of Ephesians 5:19.

The suggestion that yiseroyiw might be a mistake for wieroyiw at this point in the acrostich (Veder 2004:383) is
puzzling, since uhera is attested in ongoing use.

7 The fact that only the earliest manuscript, Sin. 262, preserves lines 10—12 without omission is a measure of
the speed and extent of such corruptions, against which the relatively sophisticated syntax of the Acrostich
Prayer provided only partial protection. Acrostich compositions in which each line was a discrete syntactic
unit, such as the Jaroslavl’ Hymn to the Trinity or the text in the Berlin sbornik, could readily be modified
under Cyrillic influence.
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Nabhtigal’s scepticism about ® has gained plausibility from the discovery
of early Cyrillic alphabets from Novgorod which do not include iy (Zaliznjak
1999:558-560), and from the Sinai abecedarium, which does not have & either
after @, as in some later Croatian versions of Glagolitic, or after w, as in Cyril-
lic. The fact that the writer of the abecedarium himself used % in his annota-
tions does not guarantee that it figured in his alphabet (pace Marti 1999:193):
alphabets tend to be conservative, so may retain letters no longer in use and omit
innovations (Marti 1999:189, Zaliznjak 1999:544). It is of course possible that &
has been lost after - in the damaged final portion of the Sinai abecedarium; but
the evidence for this ordering in early Glagolitic is not substantial (pace Marti
2004*:410—412). Where it is attested in Croatian Glagolitic, e.g. in the Ro¢ abe-
cedarium, it is correlated with, and perhaps occasioned by, the use of a with the
numerical value of 800: a moves to the appropriate position after @ and  takes
its place after 9 (Koch 2004:437, 446). In the Munich abecedarium a letter re-
sembling w appears twice, inverted before - and upright after it; the assumption
that the second instance is a distorted form of & is less than secure. An appeal to
the Cyrillic textual tradition of Hrabrii’s treatise as evidence that & was ordered
after % must reckon with the fact that the enigmatic sequence in the Moscow
manuscript, w. 3. Wwk. Mb. 3, deserves serious consideration precisely because it
constitutes a more difficult reading, in a scribal hand which distinguishes clearly
between w and i (Kuev 1974:429), than the list wa. yis. Mb. 1o in the related
manuscript Solovki 913, where the same Cyrillic influence is at work as in the
manuscripts which list iy immediately after w.

Nabhtigal took a different view: he suggested that wb. Mb. in Hrabrii’s treatise and
the arguable second occurrence of w followed by ¢ in the Munich abecedarium
constituted links between these witnesses and lines 30-31 of the Acrostich Prayer
(Nahtigal 1923:148 and 1948:14). In discussing those lines he assumed that the
letters for the jers would ideally have figured at this point in the acrostich, and at
first he seems to have allowed the possibility that the initial words in these lines,
wberroyto and wmen, were conventionally associated with 3 and 9 here and by
implication in Hrabri’s text. Later, however, he came to the conclusion that the
Jjers could not be introduced into the acrostich in the usual way because they could
not stand in initial position (Nahtigal 1942-3:65-66). He surmised that instead
the jers and jery were indicated indirectly by the first syllables of three words in
sequence, RAMPHHMS LILCTROYTO NAINE, i.¢. that the author abandoned the acrostic
structure here.® The idea that ¢ might have had an independent status and sound

8 This solution relieved him of concern over the apparent numerical discrepancy between the Acrostich Prayer
and Hrabri’s alphabet of 38 letters (Nahtigal 1923:147-149, 1948:9-10).
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value in line 31 (Marti 2000:61-64, 2004°:18—-19) seems not to have occurred to
him, no doubt because he saw this letter and % as positional variants.

However, the acrostichs of the hymn-cycles invite a different inference, that
uvenn in line 31 is intended to represent front jer, 9, in the first syllable of words
starting with /ji/: urpan/unoro. This explanation would vindicate Nahtigal’s surmise
about how the author of the Prayer contrived to include in his text letters which
never occur in initial position, while conforming more nearly to the acrostich prin-
ciple. If Nahtigal had had the additional evidence for jer in line 31, he would not
necessarily have concluded, as has been recently suggested (Veder 1999:76, 174),
that the Glagolitic alphabet known to Konstantin of Preslav had only one jer: both
historical phonology and the usage of early Glagolitic manuscripts would have
inclined him to expect two jers. But might he have been prompted at least to con-
template the possibility that in line 30 of the Acrostic Prayer and the hymn-cycles
wier- stands in the same way for back jer, -9, on the assumption, for which there is
some manuscript support, that regionally /[/ became hard at an early stage, before
the loss of the jers? In that case the choice of initial words in lines 30-31 might
have been motivated by the need to differentiate between letters which were very
similar in form, by citing them in syllables where no confusion was possible: only
front jer could occur after /j/, and once /[/ had hardened, only back jer could follow
it in pronunciation. Probably Nahtigal would have hesitated to draw this conclu-
sion, because evidence for back jer after /[/ is found mainly in Cyrillic manuscripts
which are thought to derive from East Bulgaria (Kul'bakin 1929:87-90), but are
not, of course, contemporary with Konstantin of Preslav.

For while Nahtigal was not averse to conjecture, it is clear that he acknowledged
and observed a number of methodological constraints on speculative reconstruc-
tion of the alphabet implicit in the Acrostich Prayer:

+ there must be at least some attestations to support a conjecture;

+ alphabets are likely to be more conservative than scribal practice;

+ autochthonous evidence is preferable to xenographic representations of alpha-
bets or words;

« carly evidence is preferable to later, especially where Cyrillic influence is
possible;

* conjectures must be consistent with Slavonic etymology and historical
phonology;

* conjectures must be consistent with the linguistic information available to
scribes;

+ allowance must be made for the Greek basis of the Glagolitic writing system
and for the need to indicate Greek pronunciation.
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Nahtigal would surely have subscribed to the importance of actual attestations,
the conservatism of alphabets, the greater evidential weight of autochthonous than
xenographic, earlier than later sources. He was clearly alive to the possibility of
Cyrillic interference. He would have taken it for granted that we are under an
intellectual obligation to formulate conjectures which are consistent with our re-
constructions of Slavonic etymology and historical phonology. Although the idea
that we should allow for what scribes knew about their language as well as what
we reconstruct (Zivov 2006:142—145) has recently become more prominent than
it was in Nahtigal’s day, he showed some awareness of it in his discussion of
the letters & 4), in which he also assumed that the choices which S. Cyril made
in elaborating his writing system were based on his experience of Greek and his
purpose of making Greek texts available in Slavonic translation.

The application of these constraints to our attempts to reconstruct the early his-
tory of Glagolitic defines the earliest recoverable stage in its development (Marti
2004°:14—15). In our projections back from the available sources we have to allow
not only for a ‘Glagolitic barrier’ of distortions brought about by comprehensive
transliteration into Cyrillic (Veder 2008), or for ‘reforms’ of the writing system
as it migrated from one geographical area to another (Tkadlcik 1963), but also for
the more wide-ranging linguistic, as well as orthographical, revision which seems
to have been carried out in the course of the late ninth and early tenth centuries.
We have just enough evidence, on the one hand from the Kiev and Prague Folia,
on the other hand from relict West Slavonic elements, particularly in Clozianus,
Marianus, the Psalterium Sinaiticum and the Psalterium Demetrii (MacRobert
2014:183), to allow us to detect this process of revision. On that basis we can
reconstruct a version of Glagolitic which could have been taken from Moravia to
Bulgaria in the 880s:

+Ev%a)aaea,e“sr/?zz,x:-&w,r’awbgwara«/c})h@ﬂv@ma%&h‘ep’e.

This would have been a system devised or adapted for use by people unfamiliar
with Greek, for whom the distinctive pronunciation of y as /j/ before front vowels
had to be indicated and who might initially have had difficulty with some alien
sounds and sequences, such as /f/ and /6/, /x/ before a front vowel and perhaps
initial /ps/. It followed the practice implicit in Greek orthography of the time, that
consonants were represented by single letters, but that single letters, digraphs and
homographs might be used to represent vowels (pace Mare§ 1971:133). In the
main its ordering of letters was based on functional equivalence to Greek; so on
the analogy of Greek m, which indicated a separate syllable after a vocalic letter,
and 1, which entered into digraphic representations of single vowels (Trubetzkoy
1968:25), /¢ = /ji/, e.g. in »® = /yji/, came before 8 = [i]/[1j], e.g. in %8 = /y/ and
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in the abbreviation 8g. It deployed two letters for the non-initial jers, but had no
need for the letter ,° because the outcomes of *sk before a front vowel and *stj
could be adequately represented by w, *tj by v and *dj by e.

This Glagolitic alphabet is consistent both with the Acrostich Prayer of Kon-
stantin and with the hymn-cycles attributed to S. Kliment, although the evidence
of their other acrostich compositions indicates that these two writers used it in dif-
ferent ways: S. Kliment, perhaps the elder of the two, remained more or less true to
Moravian practice in the spelling pozer(g)oy'® (Popov 1985:44-45), whereas Kon-
stantin opted for Bulgarian pronunciation in the digraphs w xa, (Popov 1985:36,
Marti 2004*:411). If & was available at this stage, he seems not to have felt a need
for it. In the south-cast Balkans, among people more familiar with Greek, aids
to grecizing pronunciation were not essential and could be gradually abandoned;
perhaps Konstantin’s use of » in numerical function and the absence of a sample
word with initial A& in Hrabrii’s Treatise'! mark the beginning of this process. The
merger of /ji/ and /i/ in South Slavonic rendered the distinction between %/ and
8 opaque and gave rise, as argued above, to conventional rules for their use ex-
trapolated from their older distribution as well, no doubt, as from their numerical
values (Miklas 2003:186—-187). The discrepancy between 36 letters in the early
acrostich compositions and the claim of 38 in Hrabrii’s Treatise is a difficulty only
if we suppose that S. Cyril’s alphabet was handed down in a fixed, authoritative
form to the next generation in Bulgaria; but such evidence as we have suggests a
more fluid tradition, and Hrabrii’s assertion may be explained either by later modi-
fications (Vaillant 1955:11) or by his wish to demonstrate parallelism between the
Glagolitic and Greek alphabets.

Further back than this we cannot go: we do not have the evidence needed to
reconstruct the alphabet which S. Cyril might have devised in Thessaloniki or
Constantinople and offered to the Moravians on his arrival in their country. No
doubt it was based on a variety of South Slavonic; this means that it must in some
respects have been at odds with West Slavonic. We do not know whether SS. Cyril
and Methodius tried to impose an orthography based on their own pronunciation
or made compromises with local usage in order to promote their evangelizing
activity, and the possibility that a ninth-century source might be discovered which
would resolve this question is remote. Tempting as it is to supplement incomplete

9 Unless perhaps as a ligature of w (Vaillant 1955:28), subsequently extended in South Slav usage to the out-
come of *tj as well as *sk and *stj.

10 The instances of this word spelt with xa, in text (Popov 2013:183-184) are not counter-examples, as z/7 would
have been changed to xp, in the process of copying.

11 The suggestion that &£ was represented by Attune/AtEnne, corrupted to varanme (Veder 1999:93) is open to the
same objections as apply to conjectural AtTs/hBre and is inconsistent with the ordering of sample words in
Hrabru’s list.
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evidence with conjectures based on theoretical or typological considerations, it is
salutory to bear in mind that there are ‘limits to what can be achieved by deductive
reasoning’ and that ‘cautious, fragmentary conclusions [...] must still sometimes
carry greater weight’ (Auty 1963:11).
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Povzetek: Metodoloski ucinki Nahtigalovih opomb o AkrostiSni molitvi

Prispevek poudarja dejstvo, da je Nahtigalova analiza AkrostiSne molitve vredna ponovne
refleksije v luci besedilnih virov, ki so bili na razpolago Sele po Nahtigalovem ¢asu. Pred-
vsem zakljuCuje, da je njegova rekonstrukcija »& v 12. vrstici Molitve boljsa od novejsih
predlogov; da je bila njegova skepti¢nost glede veljave » dobro podlozena; in da so bile pri
njegovih drugih predlogih, ceprav manj prepricljivih, upostevane pomembne metodoloske
omejitve, ki jih je treba vzeti v ozir pri vsakem poskusu, da se pride do najstarejSega stanja

v razvoju glagolice, ki ga je mogoce rekonstruirati.

Kljuéne besede: Nahtigal, Akrostina molitev, glagolska abeceda





