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THE RENEWAL OF CZECH CHURCH SLAVONIC:
JOSEF VAJS’ LITURGY (1922)

This article provides a linguistic characterisation of Josef Vajs’ work on developing and creat-
ing new norms in Church Slavonic (acr. CS) for the Croatian and Czech environments of the
time. We attempt to follow Vajs’ reflections on the nature of a liturgical language for the twen-
tieth century, placing them in the context of the development of Croatian CS and the New CS
used by Greek Catholic (Uniate) and Orthodox believers. Although our primary focus is Vajs’
Sluzebnik ‘Liturgy’ of 1922, we provide brief linguistic comparisons of numerous period texts
printed in the Croatian and Czech milieus. The article may thus also serve as a brief history of
Croatian and Czech CS texts at the outset of the twentieth century. The analysis of the SluZebnik
shows that Josef Vajs’ project of a new CS norm was an attempt to combine highly divergent
linguistic elements referring to Czech, Slovak, and East Slavic. The Croatian CS base, which
is primarily a transcription of Vajs’ revised reedition of Dragutin Par¢i¢’s missal, includes se-
lected features from the only original (Old) CS texts from the West Slavic area (Kyiv Folia and
Prague Fragments) and explicit references to modern Czech and Slovak. The unionist aspect
of this linguistic fusion lies in including features that seem to refer to the CS norm used by the
Orthodox and Greek Catholic Churches.

Keywords: Church Slavonic, New Church Slavonic, Croatian Church Slavonic, Czech
Church Slavonic, Glagolitic script, Josef Vajs

1. STAGES OF CZECH GLAGOLITIC WRITING

The history of Czech Glagolitic writing consists of three relatively short,
mutually unrelated periods (PACNEROVA, 2008), each having some connec-
tion with the Croatian environment. The first period covers the very beginnings
of Glagolitic culture (9™ — 11" centuries)—these texts have been almost com-
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pletely lost in the Czech lands, but are partially preserved in Croatian Glago-
litic manuscripts.! The second period is the temporary return of the Glagolitic
culture to Bohemia, connected with the activity of the Slavonic monastery in
Prague (founded in 1348) during the reign of the Luxembourg dynasty.? The
third period began with the authorisation of Slavonic liturgy in the Czechoslo-
vak Republic in 1920.% The first highlight of this period was the publication
of the Sluzebnik (@BITAPa21/Sluzebnike) or Ordo et Canon Missae with
a transcription of the Missae e proprio Bohemiae by Josef Vajs (1865—-1959)
in 1922 (hereafter VS), which was the first proposal for a new Czech norm
of the Church Slavonic language (hereafter CS). To be able to understand the
linguistic aspect of this work, it is necessary to study the circumstances of the
role of Josef Vajs, a Czech priest, theologian, and Palaco-Slavist, in the resto-
ration of the CS language in Croatia and the adoption of the Latin script in the
new Croatian norm of this language. To complete the picture, we will briefly
introduce the context of the origin of the New Croatian CS and will attempt to
offer a slightly different perspective.

2. CROATIAN CS: CRISIS AND RESTORATION

The history of the development of the traditional diatopic variability of the
Church Slavonic language seemed to have reached its final phase in the 17
and, particularly, the 18" century with the adoption of the Kyiv and later St.
Petersburg (Synodal)* orthographic and morphological norms® in the Ortho-

' The First Life of St. Wenceslas, the abridged version of the Legend of St. Vitus and the
Office in his honour (MARES, 1979: 218-221). For an overview of the period, see recent
publication VEPREK, 2022.

The monastery used Croatian Church Slavonic as its liturgical language; later, it also pro-
duced Glagolitic texts in Czech. No new Church Slavonic texts seem to have been created
after 1419. The adaptation of the Glagolitic script to Czech was inspired by the Croatian
environment. For details and editions of the Church Slavonic fragments from the monastery,
see CERMAK, 2020.

For an overview of this period, see the overview by VEPREK, 2016.b and especially VE-
PREK, 2016.a: 22-25.

4 The term Synodal has been coined by TRUNTE (1998: 398-400) to denote the last phase of
the development of CS among the East Slavs, based on the revision of biblical texts and CS
grammars that began during the reign of Peter the Great in the early eighteenth century.

In accordance with the traditional concept of the Prague School, we define the term norm as
a set of regularly, implicitly used linguistic devices, which can be identified in any variety
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dox, Greek Catholic (Uniate), and Roman Catholic Church Slavonic tradi-
tions.® Let us mention some crucial dates in this process:

— 1619: Edition of Smotryc’kyj’s Grammar in Vievis, which was grad-
ually accepted by both Orthodox and Greek Catholic CS within the
Polish-Lithuanian Commonwealth.

— 1627: The Greek Catholic priests of Kyiv are asked by the Congregatio
de Propaganda Fide in Rome to supervise the language of the Glago-
litic missal which was being prepared by Rafael Levakovi¢ and eventu-
ally printed in 1631 (BABIC, 2000: 36). Nevertheless, the Kyiv norm
had no significant impact until the 1648 Breviary (BABIC, 2000: 392).

— 1635: Printing of texts in the Kyiv norm of CS begins in Wallachia
(KNOLL, 2020: 43).

— 1648: Moscow edition of Smotryc’kyj’s Grammar, which marks the
process of the fusion of the Kyiv and Muscovite norms, resulted in the
formation and eventual stabilisation of (modern) Russian CS, or so-
called Synodal CS (cf. TRUNTE, 1998: 351).

— 1648: The Uzhorod Union accelerated the spread of the Kyiv and (later)
Synodal models in the Church Slavonic tradition of Transcarpathia (the
Kingdom of Hungary, cf. CLEMINSON, 1996: 18-20).

— 1715: The printing of texts modelled on the Kyiv norm begins in Mol-
davia.

and may contain variable elements (NEBESKA, 2017). CS, as a polycentric language that
traditionally lacked a grammatical approach in education, created regional norms. These
essentially relied on biblical texts (with linguistic features traceable to the original Old CS
translations of Greek texts), which included some vernacular elements of the given region.
The language of the new texts depended on the ability of the scribe to imitate the linguistic
features of the available CS texts, and may incorporate further vernacular elements (cf.
CORIN, 1993: 186; LUCIC, 2004: 83—84; ZIVOV, 2017: 183—184). We do not use the
terms redaction or recension, as these are not used consistently in Church Slavonic studies
(KNOLL, 2019: 40-41). We can use the term variety if we wish to speak generally of a de-
limitable sublanguage (“‘abgrenzbare Subsprache”, FELDER, 2016: 9) of Church Slavonic
without emphasising the regular use of certain linguistic devices.

We term this final phase of the development of Church Slavonic New Church Slavonic
(KNOLL, 2019: 38-39, corresponding to Late Church Slavonic in MATHIESEN, 1984: 46—
47), the beginning of which we see in the stabilisation of the language (through the gram-
matical approach) in the Polish-Lithuanian Commonwealth and the spread of this new norm
to other areas. Together with CERMAK (2008), we also include the two Roman Catholic
norms—the Croatian and the Czech—in this phase.
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— 1720: A decree of Tsar Peter the Great imposes the Synodal norm in
Kyiv (within the Russian Empire).

— 1726: The Synodal norm is introduced within the Serbian community in
the Habsburg Monarchy (SAVKOVIC, 2011: 93).

— 1739: Matej Karaman’s Glagolitic-Cyrillic primer is printed, the or-
thography of which followed the Synodal norm (CARAMAN, 1739;
BABIC, 2000: 51).

— 1760s: In Bulgarian manuscripts, the characteristics of Church Slavonic
manuscripts from the East Slavic’ milieu prevail (HRISTOVA, 1982: 655).

The result of this long process was the convergence of the Church Slavonic
norms.® The advantage of the Church Slavonic of the Kyiv and later Synodal
norm was the availability of modern teaching manuals (grammars, dictionar-
ies, primers),” which did not exist in other varieties'® and which were spread
and adapted in Southeastern Europe. In contrast to books made for other ar-
eas, those printed for the Croatian environment implemented orthographic
and morphological features of the Kyiv and St. Petersburg norms to varying
degrees. These books retained the Glagolitic script; after Levakovi¢’s brev-
iary (1648), it was enriched with diacritical marks, which were developed in
Karaman’s prints to match Cyrillic script exactly.

Except for the Romanian-speaking milieu, which changed its liturgical
language to Romanian in the first half of the 18" century, East New Church
Slavonic remains the traditional liturgical language of Orthodox and Greek
Catholic Christians to this day. Books printed in Glagolitic script under the in-
fluence of East New CS were mostly not accepted by the Croatian community.
As Roman Catholics, the Croats were not as motivated by the denominational
proximity to the East Slavic tradition as Orthodox or Greek Catholic believ-

7 In our text, we use the term Slavonic to refer to a language of the Cyrillo-Methodian tradi-
tion, but Slavic in the generic sense.

8 Although the Greek Catholic and Old Believer norms are more variable, they are quite similar
to the Synodal norm. In the following, we will use the term East New Church Slavonic as
a common name for the norm(s) of Cyrillic and Glagolitic texts written in the 17" and 18"
centuries, characterised by the linguistic features of the early modern East Church Slavonic
traditions.

 In the Croatian context, Smotryc’Kyj’s Grammar was translated into Latin by Matej Sovi¢ in
1756 (BABIC, 2000: 52-53).

10 The 1717 manuscript primer by Gavril Venclovié (ed. JOVANOVIC, STEFANOVIC, 2013)
was an exception.
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ers, and the new norm was alien to them. Thus, the last liturgical texts'' printed
by the Congregatio de Propaganda Fide for the Croats in an adaptation of
the East New CS norm were the Officia sanctorum and two volumes of the
Breviarium Romanum in 1791, realised by Petar Gocini¢ and Anton Jurani¢
(cf. MUZINA, 2019: 282). The successive lack of liturgical texts and the dys-
function of existing ones (LUKIC, PILJ-TOMIC, 2010: 77) provoked a crisis
in the Croatian Glagolitic tradition. This crisis resulted in the conversion of
some parishes to the Latin liturgical language or the creation of unauthorised'?
local translations of liturgical texts into a hybrid language or a local Croatian
dialect.”® The process of losing Glagolitic culture was facilitated by the mis-
trust of some clergy of non-Croatian origin towards Slavonic liturgy.
Simultaneously, the first Slavic studies scholars turned their attention
towards the Glagolitic heritage of Croatia, beginning with DOBROVSKY
(1807), which provides an overview of the Glagolitic tradition and provides
some samples of texts that had been transcribed into Latin (more of which ap-
peared in the second, so-called ‘Hanka’s edition’: DOBROVSKY, HANKA,
1832). Texts of classical'* Croatian CS (the “indigena redakcija” of HAMM,
1963: 66) were studied in detail by Pavel Josef Safaiik (for details, see HAUP-
TOVA, 2008). His Pamdtky hlaholského pisemnictvi ‘Monuments of Glago-
litic Writing” (SAFARIK, 1853) also included a chrestomathy of classical
Croatian CS texts printed in rounded Glagolitic, whose printing letters were
designed by the Slovak scholar himself. Safatik soon persuaded the Haas

Pavle Solari¢’s Slaveno-Serbian primer (SOLARIC, 1812), dedicates a section to Glagolitic
script based on Matej Karaman’s primer (CARAMAN, 1739).

12 Pope Benedict XIV’s bull of 15 August 1754 (Ex pastorali munere, FHLGR 39-40) even
forbids the mixing of CS (“prisca lingua”, “idioma Slavum litterale”, “Slavo-Latinum idio-
ma”) with the vernacular (“Slavus vulgaris sermo”).

First, the additions to the Mass were created (called Zunte); later, more complete texts ap-
peared, known under the term $¢avet cf. LUKIC, PILJ-TOMIC, 2010: 79; BOGOVIC, 2013:
213-216.

In this text, “classical” is used in reference to Croatian CS to denote the period from the 12
century to roughly the mid-16" century, the period during which Croatian Glagolitic texts
developed in interaction with the local vernacular. This period differs from the earlier period
of Old Church Slavonic, as it does from the later period of New Croatian CS. This later
period consists of two phases: the language of the 17"- and 18™"-century Croatian Glagolitic
printed books (by Rafael Levakovi¢, Ivan Pastri¢, Matija Karaman, Ivan Sovi¢, Ivan P. Go-
cini¢) was adapted to the East New CS norm to varying degrees, while the language of the
books prepared by Dragutin Antun Par¢i¢ (and Vajs) and printed in the 19 and 20" centuries
was based on a learned re-evaluation of the traditions of Old CS and “classical” Croatian CS.
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printing house in Prague to produce the square (i.e. Croatian) Glagolitic letters
(HAUPTOVA, 2008: 203). It was here that the Glagolitic works of Safaiik’s
Croatian friend Ivan Ber¢i¢ were printed (mainly chrestomathies of classical
Croatian CS texts). In his Glagolitic primer (BERCIC, 1860), Ber¢i¢ makes
the first modern proposal of a new CS norm for the Croats. Ber¢i¢ attempts
to reconstruct Croatian CS or earlier period(s), consciously including certain
rather prominent features of Old CS into his language, as well as features of
14"- and 15"-century Croatian Glagolitic texts, as shown below. However,
since his approach is mainly etymological, he retains the diacritics introduced
by Metodij Terlec’kyj for Levakovi¢’s 1648 breviary (for a list of these di-
acritics, see BABIC, 2000: 84-93). This proposal differs from the variable
language of his main Glagolitic work, a collection of biblical fragments from
Croatian Glagolitic books (BERCIC, 1864—1871).

Ivan Berc¢i¢ was also supposed to be the key person in a team established by
Bishop Josip Juraj Strossmayer to prepare new liturgical texts in Croatian CS af-
ter receiving permission from the Holy See (LUKIC, PILJ-TOMIC, 2010: 83).
However, Ber¢i¢’s death and the conquest of Rome by the Italian army caused
considerable delay in the work. In 1878, the task of preparing the new Croa-
tian CS missal was entrusted to Franciscan monk Dragutin Par¢i¢ (BLAZEVIC
KREZIC, 2016: 32), who had assisted Ber¢i¢ in preparing his Glagolitic printed
books. Parci¢ knew that the language of the Croatian Glagolitic codices was
not within the range of Old Church Slavonic. However, in his attempt to bring
the language of Croatian Glagolitic books closer to its previous stages (when it
contained more Old CS elements), he consulted available Old CS handbooks,
such as Miklosi¢’s Lexicon and likely the grammars by Dobrovsky," Lesk-
ien (1871),'s Miklosi¢"” (LUKIC, BLAZEVIC-KREZIC, 2015: 67, 69, 78), as
well as existing editions of Old CS texts, particularly the Codex Assemanius
(ZARADIJA KIS, ZAGAR, 2014: 194). The fruit of Par¢ié’s work was the
publication of the Canon of the Mass (1881) and the complete Roman Missal
(1893, reprinted in 1896 and possibly 1894; cf. BLAZEVIC KREZIC, 2016:
60). While Par¢i¢’s own (unfinished) Church Slavonic Grammar remained in
manuscript form (LUKIC, BLAZEVIC-KREZIC, 2015: 75-79), he published a
primer written by Ivan Broz (BROZ, 1894). Let us be specific and make a small
comparison between the diachronic varieties of Croatian CS (see Table 1):

15 DOBROVSKY, 1822.
16 LESKIEN, 1871.
17 MIKLOSIC, 1875.
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— Old Church Slavonic as reconstructed in Miklosic’s Lexicon (MIK-
LOSICH, 1862-1865).

— Early classical Croatian CS, represented by the missal Borg. Ill. 4 from
the early 14" century (partial edition: VRANA, 1975, linguistic de-
scription VRANA, 1975: 32-44).

— Late classical Croatian CS, represented by Andrea Torresani’s primer
(TORRESANIS DE ASULA, 1527).

— East New CS, corresponding to Synodal CS, imitated by the Glago-
litic-Cyrillic print of Matej Karaman’s primer (CARAMAN, 1739).
— Draft of Ber¢i¢’s primer (BERCIC, 1860).

— New Croatian CS according to Par¢i¢’s missal (PARCIC, 1893; detailed
linguistic description: BLAZEVIC KREZIC, 2016).

Even a peremptory glance at the table shows us that neither Berci¢’s nor
Parci¢’s concept of New Church Slavonic is “an attempt to continue an inter-
rupted tradition, but a peculiar, constructed return to the beginnings of the cre-
ation of the [Croatian] type” (ZARADIJA KIS, ZAGAR 2014: 194 [author’s
translation])®. In comparison with early classical Croatian CS, Parci¢ regular-
ises the use of jer (represented by the single grapheme 1, the jer-apostrophe
* is eliminated) in positions corresponding to Old Church Slavonic (actually,
Common Slavic). A curious anomaly, representing a remnant of the East New
CS period, is the e-vocalisation of *b, which appears especially in the word
*pravedbn- in the missal text (e.g., PARCIC, 1893: XXXVa5, LIb9) and al-
so in other places in the sung parts (LUKIC, BLAZEVIC-KREZIC, 2015:
74-75). Ber¢i¢ stays etymologically true. Of the typical features of Croatian
CS, Parci¢ retains only the most common ones, which are also related to the
limited traditional repertoire of square Glagolitic script (especially *&/*¢ >
e/u). He eliminates both Cakavisms, whose position was the strongest in the
late classical period (*j¢ > ja, *v/b > a, *dj > /j/), and the graphic distinction
of *v/*b, *i/*y/*j, *&/*ja, *tj/*skj, introduced by Terlec’kyj and Levakovi¢
and retained by Berci¢ for etymological reasons. In the marking of the pal-
atalisation of *1, *n*, *r, ParCi¢ retains the traditional Croatian spelling (no
marking except before *u); only in the case of *rja do we note a variation
(cf. LUKIC, BLAZEVIC-KREZIC, 2015: 73). The most important agreement
between Old Church Slavonic (based on Bulgarian manuscripts), East New

3 “poku$aj nastavljanja prekinute tradicije, nego svojevrstan, konstruiran, povratak u sam

po&etak redakcijskoga formiranja.” (ZARADIJA KIS, ZAGAR, 2014: 194).
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CS, and Parci¢’s CS based on the uninterrupted Croatian tradition is the pres-
ervation of the old reflexes of *tj/skj* — *dj: /iy — Ofilb/>kp. The difference
between Parci¢’s CS and the East New CS promoted by M. Karaman is also
the presence of East Slavic vocalisations and the extensive use of diacritics
in the latter. These diacritics mark not only the different meanings of specific
letters, but also the accents (spirits are not marked in Glagolitic).

3. JOSEF VAIJS AND THE EVALUATION OF NEW GLAGOLITIC CS

In 1897, Josef Vajs visited the island of Krk, one of the traditional centres
of Croatian Glagolitic culture; Vajs had studied theology in Rome and Slavic
philology at the University of Prague. On Krk, he had the opportunity to con-
tact the new bishop Anton Mahni¢ / Antun Mahni¢, whom he visited at every
opportunity in the following years (PECHUSKA, 1935: 420; KURZ, 1948:
11-12). In 1898, Bishop Mahni¢ completed his study of the legal aspects and
the actual state of Glagolitic liturgy in his diocese, concluding that priests had
little knowledge of the liturgical language and that there was a general lack
of liturgical books and teaching materials. These findings were confirmed by
the First Synod of the Diocese of Krk in 1901 and by the Rifuum Congregatio
in 1902 (VAIJS, 1903). As early as 1900, Bishop Mahni¢ informed Vajs of his
intention to establish the Old Church Slavonic Academy (Cro. Staroslavenska
akademija) to promote the knowledge of Church Slavonic, and asked Vajs
to participate in this project (MILOVCIC, 1994-96: 293). The academy was
founded on 18 February 1902 (BOZANIC, 1994-96: 318-319), and soon its
own publishing house, Kurykta, was established.

Between 1902 and 1905, Josef Vajs was personally present on Krk. If we
examine his bibliography from this period (KURZ, 1948: 17-18; PANTELIC,
1957), we can see three main avenues in his activity: preparing an edition of
classical Croatian CS texts, preparing liturgical texts for practical use, and the
study and promotion of Croatian Glagolitic liturgical song. As Dragutin Parci¢
died in 1902, the third edition of his missal was edited by Vajs and published
in 1905 (PARCIC, 1905%). He later revised Broz’s primer and published his
version in 1909. It should be noted that the first edition of Vajs’ Abecedarium
(VAIJS, 1909) is simply an Old Church Slavonic grammar written in Latin
script. It does not, therefore, illustrate the language of the new liturgical texts.
Nevertheless, he comments on the reading of Glagolitic script and provides a
collection of pages selected from Croatian CS manuscripts from the classical
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period (in phototype). The second edition of his Abecedarium (VAIJS, 1917?)
shows a different approach. Here, the forms of Old CS grammar are contrast-
ed with the actual Croatian Glagolitic forms. The primer is supplemented by
the Ordo Missae in Glagolitic script and a small Church Slavonic-Latin dic-
tionary. The second edition of Vajs’ primer (VAJS, 1917?) can thus be regard-
ed as a true manual of the new liturgical language, or at least Vajs’ opinion of
what that language should be.

With the third edition of ParCi¢’s missal (prepared by Vajs) and Vajs’
primer (PARCIC, 1905° and VAJS, 1909), the development of New Croatian
Church Slavonic in the Glagolitic script practically ended. Let us, therefore,
make a brief assessment. The Croatian CS created by Parc€i¢ is clearly distinct
from the 17"- and 18"-century books influenced by East New Church Slavon-
ic,?* and represents a new variety of New CS. East New CS is the product of
stabilising a long tradition, the last phase of which occurred in the East Slav-
ic environment. New Croatian CS is based on an idealised classical form of
Croatian CS, the norm of which is regulated according to the latest scholarly
findings on (pre-Croatian) Old CS, as illustrated by Vajs’ Latin-Glagolitic cor-
respondences among CS forms in his Abecedarium (VAJS, 1917%). The most
striking archaism of New Croatian Glagolitic CS is the retention of the Old
CS/Common Slavic jer in both strong and weak positions, while contempo-
rary East New CS retains weak jer practically only in the final position, where
it serves a phonological function (palatalisation of the preceding consonant).
In other positions, East New CS jer displays East Slavic vocalisation. The ar-
chaism of New Croatian Glagolitic CS as compared to East New CS is clearly
apparent in nominal flexion. While the language of Parci¢ and Vajs retains the
Old CS forms, and Vajs’ Abecedarium generally lacks double forms, the East
New CS norm has inherited numerous doublets of older and younger origin.?
In verb flection, New Croatian CS naturally lacks the gender distinction in
dual forms established by early modern grammarians (cf. VAJS, 1917 XXV;
KOZ'MIN”, 1903: 45; SZABO, 1894: 19). Apart from the use of a different
script, an important difference is the number of letters. While square Glago-
litic uses 30 letters (of which i has only a numerical value), East New CS

24 As reference works for this language, we will use the grammars KOZ'MIN”, 1903 from the

Orthodox environment and SZABO, 1894 from the Greek Catholic environment.

% E.g., masculine jo-stems nom. pl. korni/4dP8 — acc. pl. kong/4dP3 — ins. pl. kosni/4ap8 (VA-
JS, 1917% XII) vs. nom. pl. nacruigie, -u — acc. pl. nacTuign, -eit — ins. pl. nacTign, -pam
(KOZ'MIN", 1903: 11); nom. pl. uagn (ie) — acc. pl. uaph (eit) — ins. pl. uaph (sam) (SZABO,
1894: 38).
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Cyrillic uses 43 (SZABO, 1894: 7) or 45 (KOZ'MIN", 1903: 3—4) letters,
including positional allographs. Par¢i¢’s missal, on the other hand, preserves
the traditional Glagolitic ligatures, of which there were 45 according to Vajs’
Abecedarium.*

The first criticism of New Croatian Glagolitic CS was voiced by renowned
Slavic studies scholar Vatroslav Jagi¢, who was included in Strossmayer’s
team to prepare new liturgical texts in 1869 (LUKIC, PILJ-TOMIC, 2010:
83), but later became sceptical about the project, although he was open to sup-
porting it (SLAVICKY, 2014: 48). Jagi¢’s?” main concern regards the archaic
character of the language and the unclarified reading of several graphemes:

» T: Should it be read in all (Common Slavic) positions, and if so, how?

* I: Why are its two different readings (*ja and *¢€) not marked by a dia-
critical mark as in the previous norm?

* %: How should this letter be read, and should it always have the same
phonological value (Jagi¢ suggests the digraph 1UIT)?

*  Why is there a variation of 1/3 for *p?

Jagi¢ sums up his criticism by stating: “The text composed by Dr. Parci¢
seems to me almost too learned for practical use” (JAGIC, 1894: 213).28

The Glagolitic texts edited by Josef Vajs did not solve these problems. On
the contrary, Vajs’ Abecedarium leaves some questions unanswered or sug-
gests a different solution not considered in the printed texts. In explaining the
pronunciation of the problematic graphemes, Vajs® refers to historical read-
ings, thus making practical use even more complicated:

* I: In many cases (“in pluribus casibus”) it has become silent; where it
is necessary, it should be read as /a/, although it can also be /e/ in old
codices.

* B: After consonants, it was pronounced (“proferebatur”) /e/, /i/, /ije/,
in the initial position, and after palatalised consonants /, n, r, it should
be read /ja/. Contrary to the liturgical texts, Vajs prefers Karaman and
Ber¢i¢’s solution of s, PR, B for *lja, *nja, *rja (see VAIS, 19009:
IX; VAIS, 19172 IX).

26 VAJS, 1909: VIII; VAJS, 19172 VIIL.
27 JAGIC, 1894: 213-114.

2 “Der von Dr. Par¢i¢ hergestellte Text sicht mir fiir einen praktischen Gebrauch beinahe zu

gelehrt aus” JAGIC, 1894: 213.
2 VAIJS, 1909: IX-X; VAJS, 1917% IX-X.
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1w It should be read as in the Cakavian vernacular /¢/ or /$¢/; if uncer-
tain, pronounce as /St/.

* »/»: It can change to ¢/o in closed syllables. Par¢i¢’s variation of 1/3 is
preserved in liturgical texts. In the noun endings of the paradigms, » in
the Latin transcription (= Old CS) is sometimes transcribed as T, some-
times as 3.%

The most important deviation from Old CS grammar and the most var-
iable morphological chapter in Par¢i¢-Vajs’ norm is long adjective flection
(and participles). The reconstructed Old CS paradigm—as also presented in
the first edition of Vajs’ Abecedarium—includes only the uncontracted forms.
However, the new liturgical texts (both Croatian and East New CS) use mostly
contracted forms.’! In VAJS (1917)? a contracted paradigm of all forms in the
same range as the East New CS norm is offered, as is the contracted form for
the nominative and accusative singular masculine dobrvi/hd*kg ‘good’. The
Glagolitic spelling of the locative singular feminine dobréji/Tha*hA8 may be
either uncontracted or contracted. In masculine and neuter dative singular, Va-
js introduces the ending -umu as the primary form, while liturgical texts of all
modern varieties use -omu.

4. THE ADOPTION OF LATIN SCRIPT IN CROATIAN
NEW CHURCH SLAVONIC

The question of the adoption of Latin script in the Church Slavonic lan-
guage arose not only in the Roman Catholic environment, but in the Greek
Catholic environment as well. Since the establishment of the Greek Catholic
Church in the Polish-Lithuanian Commonwealth, the faithful or even priests
with a Latin/Polish education may have had problems reading the Cyrillic
alphabet fluently. In the first half of the twentieth century, something similar
occurred in the Greek Catholic community of northeastern Hungary. This is
illustrated by the fact that a collection of Greek Catholic liturgical CS texts

30 VAIJS, 1917% XIII loc. pl. kostohu/4d@MTaT ‘(about) bones’, but XV matershw/mihiliabdlal ¢
(about) mothers’.

31 Except nominative and accusative forms of all numbers and genitive-locative dual and in-
strumental singular feminine. SZABO (1894: 55) notes a separate uncontracted paradigm of
the adjective geaiin ‘great’; otherwise, the long paradigm of adjectives is contracted in both
SZABO (1894) and in KOZ'MIN” (1903: 26-28).

139



V. KNOLL, The renewal of Czech church slavonic: Josef Vajs’ Liturgy SLOVO 74 (2024)

published in Uzhorod in 1917 (Velikij szbornik, PAPP 1917) was printed in
Latin script and an adapted Hungarian orthography, while the 1906 edition
was still in Cyrillic (Reankin cgopnnkm, FIRCAK”, 1906).

In the Roman Catholic Church, since Pope Benedict XIV’s 1754 bull Ex
pastorali munere (FHLGR 39-41), only the use of the Glagolitic script (Lat.
“Hieronymiani characteres”) and the Church Slavonic language were permit-
ted in liturgical books. This was confirmed by the decree of the S. Rituum
Congregatio of 5 August 1898 (FHLGR 91-94, “palacoslavico idiomate”,
“characteribus glagoliticis”). Due to difficulties in reading Glagolitic script
(cf. TENTOR, 1913: 68), the publication of liturgical texts in Latin script be-
gan quite early, and this process was entirely in the hands of Josef Vajs. Before
we examine the orthographic solutions of published Croatian CS texts, let us
see how and why this was done. Among Vajs’ solutions, we find two main ap-
proaches: the transliteration of Glagolitic text, which should not represent the
exact pronunciation and whose main added value should be an international
character* or scientific accuracy, and transcription, which should represent
the exact way of pronouncing the text. Transliterated or transcribed texts are
produced for different audiences whose interests determine the choice of pres-
entation:

» For priests to use during mass (should be in Glagolitic; Latin script was
not officially allowed before the First World War).

» For the scholarly public: Vajs used the Cyrillic alphabet in his Old Tes-
tament editions.

» For students (future priests) and the faithful, it is possible to use the
Latin script to make the text more accessible to the reader.

Vajs’ New CS texts in Latin script, intended mainly for the Croatian milieu,
can be seen in Table 2:

Table 2. Vajs’ New CS texts in Latin script
Tablica 2. Vajsovi latini¢ni novocrkvenoslavenski tekstovi

Year Title Place of printing Purpose

1904 Toni missae Krk manual of liturgical chant

32 In his theoretical article, Vajs (1919: 114) states that the spelling <§t>/<zd> should be read
as ¢/d by Croats, ¢/j by Slovenes and ¢/z by Czechs.
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1905 Tri glagolske mise | Krk/Prague manual of liturgical chant
1907 Vesperal Prague for the use of the faithful®
1914 P?nye rimskago Rome manual of liturgical chant
misala
1920 Sloveénski psaltir Prague »in usum glagolitarum«
L officially approved version
1927 lesvkl m.zsa.l . Rome of the Roman Missal in
slovenskim jezikom . .
Latin script

The orthographic approach of Vajs’ texts mentioned above is compared
with the proposition by Ivan Danilo and Frane Buli¢** regarding the Latin
transcription of Croatian Church Slavonic texts (DANILO, BULIC, 1882),
Par¢i¢’s Glagolitic Roman missal (PARCIC, 1893, preserved by Vajs in
PARCIC, 1905°%), Vajs’ proposal in his Abecedarium (VAJS, 1909, preserved
in the 2" edition of the book), and Vajs’ theoretical article published in Sv.
Cecilija (VAJS, 1919.b) regarding the transliteration of Glagolitic liturgical
texts (see Table 3).%

3 “za porabu vjernika glagolskih crkva” (VAJS, 1903: III).

* DANILO, BULIC, 1882.

3 N/A means that there is no example of the phenomenon in the source. A hyphen (-) indicates
that the reflex is omitted; an asterisk (*) introduces a form that follows the rules illustrated
in the source, although the exact form is missing.

141



V. KNOLL, The renewal of Czech church slavonic: Josef Vajs’Liturgy

Table 3. The use of specific graphemes to represent jer
Tablica 3. Uporaba specificnih grafema za predstavljenje jer-ova
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As we can see from the overview presented (v. Table 3), the use of specif-
ic graphs to represent jer (the “short stick” borrowed from Glagolitic in the
proposal by Danilo and Buli¢ and apostrophe or Cyrillic letters in Vajs’ texts)
is typical of the theoretical works, but also of the very first liturgical text
published by Vajs in Latin script. This text of the Toni missae is also the most
faithful transliteration, not marking even the difference between the two read-
ings of A. In other texts intended for students or the faithful, Vajs resorts to the
omission of jer in the weak position and the Croatian (Cakavian-Stokavian)
a-vocalisation in the strong position. The variation in the prefixes v(a)-/v(a)
z- remains. Curiously, Vajs occasionally uses the reflex e in place of *b, as
in Par¢i¢’s missal. The decision on the reflexes of *tj/*skj/*dj and *y is par-
ticularly complicated for Vajs. Both in his theoretical works as well as in his
manuals of liturgical chant, he prefers the common CS forms $#/Zd, while in
the Vesperal, Psalter, and Missal, he chooses the Croatian reflexes, oscillating
between the Stokavian (<§t> for *skj; <d> for *dj) and the Cakavian (<§¢>
for *skj; <G> for *dj), in each case distinguishing between *tj and *skj. The
variation of <d> and <j> for *dj (e.g., daj/dad ‘to give’, preje/préde ‘before’)
is criticised by Tentor.*® For the Greek *y, the spelling <d> or <g> (or even the
Cakavian <j>) is used. The use of <g> in VRM (VAIJS, 1927) is likely due to
an attempt to maintain the difference from *dj. The use of the letter <¢> for *¢
in the older Croatian vernacular orthography does not provide a straightfor-
ward solution for the reading.

As mentioned above, the marking of the palatalisation of /, n, » was not
entirely resolved in Glagolitic New CS. While the written Glagolitic tradition
(except for the East New CS phase) did not mark palatalisation except before
/u/ (and not always even there, see GADZIEVA, 2008), Vajs preferred to re-
tain this Old CS feature. In all his proposals, he offers a solution for marking
the palatalisation of the above three consonants before vowels or *5. Howev-
er, there are no two identical solutions (see Table 4):

% TENTOR, 1914: 67.
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Table 4. Marking of palatization in Vajs’ Croatian CS texts
Tablica 4. Obiljezavanje palatalizacije u Vajsovim hrvatskim crkvenoslavenskim

tekstovima
text - ?E —

O S S o = e

< = o~

Common = E % 5 = S S S
: h®] —_ ~ S — =~ — —
Slavic —= = » S 3 < RS j <
O TS s s S S 3 = 3

base of & s> 2 3 § o2 ‘§ 2
odcs | £Ezx | £ | 2| R | 42 < =
*Vja B ja ja ja ja ja ja
*i bt 1 ji 1 n/a 1 1
*jeje 23 jeje Jeie jeje jeje jeje jeje
*|ja k-t | lja lja lja lja lja la
e ifta lje Fe lie lie lie le
i it li *Ti li li li li
'y il | I 1 | | |
*nja Pith-PR nja nja nja nja nja na
*n’e ] nje fe nje nje nje fe
i PB i hi hi hi hi hi
*n'p p1 f fib f f f f
*rja brh-bE rja nja ra rja rja ra
*r'e || rje fe re je je re
i b8 ri fi ri fi i ri
*'h b1 r o r f r r

Vajs vacillated between diacritical and digraphic solutions. Moreover, he
could not decide on the necessity of and manner in which to mark the palatal-
ised /r’/, which has no support in any Croatian dialect (cf. LUKEZIC, 2012:
52). In his review of Vajs’ Vesperal, Tentor notes a variation in the marking
of /v/ within the same text (Césarja/Césara, acc. sg. ‘emperor’).>” One moti-

37 TENTOR, 1914: 67.
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vation for marking a palatalised r would be the international use of the tran-
scribed texts: in Slovene and Czech, there are reflexes of *1j different from
/r/. Vajs’ final decision, as printed in his Roman Missal, was to mark the pal-
atalisation of /, n in all positions, while completely omitting the palatalised r.

5. THE RENEWAL OF CZECH CHURCH SLAVONIC

Unlike the Croatian environment, the Czech environment has a discontin-
uous tradition of using the Church Slavonic language. This is despite the fact
that the Cyrillo-Methodian mission and its language were originally intended
for use in the territory mainly within the borders of the present-day Czech
Republic and Slovakia. Only one original text is believed to have survived
from this period — the Kyiv Folia (among many editions, see MARES, 1979:
49-60), which preserves an Old CS norm that differs slightly from the norm
of the canonical manuscripts produced on the territory of the First Bulgarian
Empire (cf. VECERKA, 2010: 98-102). The natural development of the CS
tradition on Czech territory formally ended in 1096/1097 with the expulsion
of the Slavonic monks from the Sadzava Monastery. Although many texts have
been preserved in East Slavic or even Croatian manuscripts, only one original
manuscript from this period has survived—the Prague Glagolitic Fragments
(for many editions, see MARES, 1979: 41-45). From the 12"—13" century
(VEPREK, 2021), there is further evidence of the Church Slavonic tradition:
the Vienna (Jagi¢’s) and St Gregory’s (Patera’s) Glosses® in Latin script, rep-
resenting a CS-Czech hybrid language,*® and the Levin inscription in Cyril-
lic script (MARES, 2000: 490-501). The analysis of these documents clearly
shows that a specific Czech norm of Church Slavonic developed (VECERKA,
2010: 116-121; VEPREK, 2022: 31-36).

The Church Slavonic revival of the 14™ and 15" centuries in Czech ter-
ritory (CERMAK, 2020) is not an extention of the local CS tradition, but a
transfer of Croatian CS to a monastery in Prague (the Emmaus monastery, Cz.
Emauzy). The consequence of this revival was the use of square Glagolitic

38 Newer editions: VINTR, 1986 and SCHAEKEN, 1989; linguistic characterisation: VECER-
KA, 2010: 118.

For argumentation that the Southern Slavic linguistic features of the Vienna and St Greg-
ory’s glosses show that their author was likely a Czech person living somewhere in the
Croatian lands, see HAMM, 1952.

39

146



V. KNOLL, The renewal of Czech church slavonic: Josef Vajs’ Liturgy.. SLOVO 74 (2024)

script (within the walls of the same monastery in Prague) to write the Czech
language as well. It was during these centuries that the Czech milieu became
one of those with the longest tradition of translating the entire Bible (SCB
1981-2009) and of using liturgical texts in the vernacular (Czech).* The de-
velopment of the original Czech religious tradition was slowed by re-Cathol-
icisation (in the 17" and 18" centuries) as a result of the measures taken by
the Habsburgs after the defeat of the revolt of the Bohemian estates in the first
phase of the Thirty Years’ War.

Interest in the Cyrillo-Methodian tradition within the context of the Ro-
man Catholic environment of the Czech lands was once again rekindled in
the wake of the Cyrillo-Methodian millennium in 1863, especially after it was
noted that permission for CS liturgy promulgated by Clement VI in 1346 for
one place in the kingdom (“unum locum ... in dicto regno”, FHLGR 4) had
never been revoked. This permission was conveyed to Velehrad in Moravia
(HUDEC 2013: 31), and activities were invigorated by Pope Leo XIII’s en-
cyclical Grande Munus (1880), which recognized Cyril and Methodius as rel-
evant figures for the entire Catholic Church.

The question of the liturgical language was one of the key issues of the
Catholic modernist movement, founded in 1895. Within the movement, there
were discussions about whether to adopt Czech or Church Slavonic as the li-
turgical language. The latter option was more realistic because of the Croatian
precedent (HUDEC 2013: 57-58), and it was presented through the publish-
ing of two Church Slavonic liturgical texts transcribed from (printed) Croatian
Glagolitic script into Latin script and accompanied by a Czech translation.
These texts were published as supplements to Novy zZivot (en. ‘New Life’), a
periodical published by Karel Dostal-Lutinov, one of the key figures of the
movement, and edited by priest Frantisek Stary (1874—1961, cf. BATUSEK
etal., 1996: 183) from Prost&jov on the occasion of the 25" anniversary of the
encyclical Grande Munus.

The first supplement was Staroslovanské povecerije ‘Old Slavonic Com-
pletorium’ (PROSTEJOV 1905), dedicated to the memory of Bishop Josip J.
Strossmayer. As Stary writes,*! it was copied from a 1791 breviary but correct-

4 While Roman liturgy had been used in translation since the early 15" century, Czech liturgy
did not become established in the (neo-)Utraquist context until the late 16" century (HOLE-
TON, 1995: 54-55). At the synods of 1610/1614, the Evangelical Church on the territory
of present-day Slovakia accepted literary Czech as the liturgical language (KRAJCOVIC,
Z1GO, 2006: 78).

4 STARY, 1905: 11-12.
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ed using other sources. Stary also printed three pages of explanations of the
Croatian Glagolitic script from Broz’s Mali azbukvar. The pamphlet aimed to
arouse the interest of the Czech clergy in CS liturgy. In the same year, issue
6 of Novy zivot (ODLADIL, 1905) ran a transcription of the Church Slavonic
translation of the hymn Veni, creator Spiritus (Pridi, Duse Stvoritelju). This
same issue of Novy Zivot (p. 201) mentions that a certain number of copies of
the supplement Staroslovanské povecerije was sent to Croatia.

In the following issue of Novy Zivot, K. Dostal Lutinov** summarises the
reasons for adopting Slavonic liturgy. In addition to the historical claim of
the Czechs, he says that the use of Church Slavonic (“slovansky jazyk bo-
hosluzebny”) would build a bridge between the Slavic West and East, help
promote mutual understanding between the Slavic languages, and strength-
en people’s trust in the Church, which was often seen as an enemy of na-
tional development. This appeal by Lutinov is commented on in detail by
Vaclav Oliva,” who moderates enthusiasm by saying that Church Slavonic
(“cirkevni slovanstina”) is only a semi-comprehensible language (“fe¢i po-
losrozumitelnou™), that the Church Slavonic translations are complicated, and
that they should be corrected. He also notes that the clergy did not accept the
Staroslovanské povecerije, and some priests returned it.

The second supplement to Novy zZivot, published by Frantisek Stary in
1906, was the Church Slavonic text Misa glagoljskaja v prazdnik svetuju
Kurila i Metoda, arhijeréju i ispovédniku (en. ‘Glagolitic Mass for the Feast
of Sts Cyril and Methodius, Archpriests, and Confessors’), transcribed from
Croatian Glagolitic liturgical books.

As of 1907, Velehrad became the centre of unionist congresses, where
Church Slavonic liturgy was celebrated according to the Eastern rite. At the
Second Unionist Congress, the Academia Velehradensis was founded to pro-
mote the union of the Western and Eastern Churches, with special emphasis
on the Cyrillo-Methodian tradition (CSB 1912: 203). The issue of liturgical
language intensified after the First World War and the establishment of an
independent Czechoslovak Republic. The reform movement in the Czech Ro-
man Catholic Church was led by the newly established association Jednota
Ceskoslovenského duchovenstva (en. ‘Unity of the Czechoslovak Clergy’),
which established a committee—one of whose members was Josef Vajs—to
submit a proposal to Pope Benedict XV for the adoption of Czech and Church

2 DOSTAL LUTINOV, 1905.
4 OLIVA 1905-1906: 563.
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Slavonic as liturgical languages (HUDEC, 2013: 74). At that time, Josef Vajs
prepared the liturgical text Misi slavnije o bl. Marii dévé i za umrseje obét-
nije (en. ‘Votive Masses for the Blessed Virgin Mary and for the Deceased’;
see VAIS, 1919.a) for the Croats, the dedication of which he changed for the
Czech environment as a sign of support for the adoption of CS.

On 21 May 1920, Pope Benedict XV’s Decretum S. Rituum Congregationis
circa usum linguae vulgaris in S. liturgia in territorio ditionis Czecho-Slova-
cae** (Decree of the Sacred Congregation of Rites concerning the use of the
vernacular in the Sacred Liturgy in the territory of the Czecho-Slovak domain)
authorised the use of Church Slavonic* written in Glagolitic letters from rec-
ognised and approved books* on the feast days of Sts Cyril and Methodius,
Czech saints (Wenceslas, Ludmila, Procopius, John Nepomucenus) in Ve-
lehrad in Moravia, as well as in places connected with the Czech CS tradi-
tion (Sazava Monastery, Prague Slavonic Monastery), on the Holy Mountain
(Svata Hora) in Pfibram, Stara Boleslav, and some other places in Prague.
Josef Vajs reacted very quickly to the Pope’s indult; as early as the May—June
issue of Cyril magazine, he offered the sung part of the Order of Mass (Or-
dinarium Missae) in Church Slavonic in a Latin transcription and a curious
language variety different from the transcriptions he had previously made for
the Croatian public. Spelling errors (cf. SLAVICKY, 2014: 55-56), among the
most obvious the form gréluj instead of gréhy ‘sins’ and the variation between
Croatian CS and the newborn Czech CS norm of <i>/<y> for *y (sinu ‘son’
vs. hvaly ‘praises’), <a>/<e> for *¢ (raspet ‘crucified’ vs. séddj ‘sitting”) and

# The full text of the indult was published on the cover of the magazine Cyril 46, 1920, 5-6
and other Czech Roman Catholic Church periodicals. For a modern edition of the indult with
bibliography and supplementary documents, see CSS II.1: 235.

It should be added that, as early as January, some of the Czech clergy dissatisfied with the
Pope’s position during discussions on Church reforms founded a new Czechoslovak Church
independent of Rome and adopted Czech as its sole liturgical language. The unionist wing
of the new church broke away to form a separate church entity in 1924, firstly as an eparchy
under the jurisdiction of the Serbian Orthodox Church, only to form the autocephalous Or-
thodox Church of the Czech Lands and Slovakia (Cz. Pravoslavna cirkev v ceskych zemich
a na Slovensku).

45

4 “Benedictus Papa XV [...] indulget [...] V. Ut lingua veteroslavica characteribus glagolit-

icis expressa (ex libris recognitis et approbatis), possit certis diebus in anno [...] celebrari
Missa cantata integra in locis et sancuariis insequentibus [...]”. En. “Pope Benedict XV [...]
indulges [...] V. that in the Old Slavonic language, expressed in Glagolitic characters (from
revised and approved books), on certain days of the year [...] a complete sung Mass may be
celebrated in the following places and sanctuaries [...].”)

149



V. KNOLL, The renewal of Czech church slavonic: Josef Vajs’ Liturgy SLOVO 74 (2024)

<o0>/<e> for *b (voskrse ‘he is resurrected’, veclovéci se ‘he became a man”)
reveal that the text was composed very quickly.

Also, in a text published in the same issue of Cyril (VAIS, 1920.a), Vajs
briefly explains his concept of a Church Slavonic norm for the Czech envi-
ronment.*’ In his opinion, the use of the Croatian version of CS should be
temporary, as it is based on the ideal form of 14" century texts and is therefore
only suitable for use in the Slavonic monastery in Prague (Emauzy). In the
Czech context, the liturgical language should correspond to the texts read by
St Wenceslas and be modelled on the Kyiv Folia and the Prague Fragments.
He added that the liturgical texts should be written in Glagolitic script, since
all transcriptions (in Latin script) were unsatisfactory and could only be used
for other, non-liturgical purposes.

Vajs supported these statements through a publication in July 1920—Mis-
sae e proprio Bohemiae (VAJS, 1920.b), in which he presented masses written
according to the Croatian CS norm as found in Parci¢’s Glagolitic books for
the Czech saints to be celebrated according to the papal indult (St John Nep-
omucenus, St Procopius, St Ludmila, St Wenceslas). This booklet should be
seen as a supplement to PARCIC (1905); it is the only printed Czech Glagolitic
liturgical text for practical use. These two texts (VAJS, 1920.b and PARCIC,
1905°%) were, at the time, the only approved liturgical texts usable in Czechoslo-
vakia that fulfilled the condition of Pope Benedict XV’s indult of 1920 regard-
ing the use of Glagolitic script. In January 1921, Vajs added a mass in honour
of Sts. Cyril and Methodius, again written in the new Czech CS Latin alphabet.

6. VAJS’ PROPOSAL FOR ANEW CZECH NORM
OF CHURCH SLAVONIC

Let us now examine Vajs’ proposal for the new norm of Church Slavonic to
be used in the Czech lands, as presented in VS, which is his main work in the
context of developing this new norm. We will compare it with New Croatian
CS (VAIJS, 1927: hereinafter: VRM), the norm of CS from the Greek Catholic
milieu (hereinafter: Greek Catholic CS)*® as presented in the manuals printed

47 VAIJS, 1920.a: 52.

4 We are aware of the variability of church books produced by different Greek Catholic cen-
tres. For our our purposes, we use only manuals associated with the Eparchy of Mukacevo,
which became part of Czechoslovakia after the Second World War.
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in Transcarpathia (grammar: SZABO, 1894; dictionary: KUBEK, 1906), and
Vajs’ reference texts: Kyiv Folia (hereinafter: KF, index verborum: SCHAEK-
EN, 1987: 241-248), the Prague Fragments (hereinafter PF, index verborum:
VONDRAK 1904: 105-110). There are also Czech, Slovak, and Carpathian
East Slavic (hereinafter: CES, largest dictionary: KERCA, 2007)* linguistic
contexts.

At first sight, one notices some striking features of the orthography that
seem unusual to the Czech reader (cf. MARES, 1971: 224):

— The letter <g> is identical to Croatian, but can also be considered an ar-
chaism. It corresponds to the Czech, Slovak, and Carpathian East Slav-
ic /h/,>° which likely did not exist at the time of the emergence of KF
and PF (cf. SLOSAR, 2017).

— The letter <g> (transcription used in Croatian liturgical texts) used for the
Greek *y, corresponds to the older Czech and Slovak /j/ (anjel ‘angel’,
evanjelium ‘Gospel’) and the modern Czech /j/ or /g/ (andél, evangeli-
um); in Greek Catholic CS it is written as <r> (arrea, €varreaie).

— Palatalisation of /, r, n. Palatalisation is marked in KF, PF, and Greek
Catholic CS. Both modern Czech and Slovak include /n/; *1j developed
into /r/ <t> *in Czech but is depalatalised in Slovak (as in Croatian);
/K/ is preserved in Slovak but missing in Czech. Carpathian East Slavic
dialects include /A/, /p/, /v}/. More problematic than the issue of marking
palatalisation was the manner in which it was executed: *1j is marked
<lj>/<|>, *nj as <nj>/<n> and *1j as <rj>/<t> (the latter grapheme
means /r:/ in Slovak).

— Lack of palatalisation of d, ¢, n at the end of words (VS 9 pamdt ‘mem-
ory’, but Czech pamét/Slovak pamdt/CES namamo; VS 23 pésn ‘song’,
but Czech pisern/Slovak pieseit/CES nicus).

An important orthographic marker that indicates Czech and Slovak spell-
ing is the distinction between <i>/<y> according to Czech/Slovak rules, i.e.
including positions after velars. This corresponds to Old and Czech Church
Slavonic, as well as to CES, which distinguishes between *i and *y in all

4 We have chosen a neutral term for the East Slavic dialects spoken in Transcarpathia and
castern Slovakia, traditionally classified as Carpathian dialects of Ukrainian. However, there
is currently a recognised standard language based on this language in Slovakia (Russyn).

%0 Greek Catholic r is also read as /h/ in the East Slavic context. Incidentally, this is a Cyrillic
letter borrowed into Czech in the early fifteenth century, when it was written in Glagolitic
(CERMAK, 2020: 107).
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these positions in pronunciation. Greek Catholic CS writes kn/ru/xu. The only
strange form is the instrumental plural delately “workers’ (VS 31), where we
would expect *i as it is a jo-stem (cf. VS 41 acc. sg. délatelja). However, this
may be a typographical error.

The PF are specific in that they go further than KF in incorporating West
Slavic features (though not always regularly). Nevertheless, these specific
features are taken into account in VS, but common (Old and New) Church
Slavonic forms are used:

— PF 1v26 sova erazzae/otv zemje ‘from the land’, cf. Czech zemé, Slo-
vak zem, but VS 46 zemlja, VRM XXXVII zemla, Greek Catholic CS
semaa, cf. CES semns.

— PF 1r16, 1v13-14 v forms of essadswows/modlitva ‘prayer’! (cf.
Czech/Slovak modlitba, but VS 47 molitva, cf. VRM 25 molitva, Greek
Catholic CS moanTga, cf. CES morumsa.

— PF 1v5,8 wis/vsi ‘all’, 1r17 wilar’/vséx’, cf. Czech vse/Slovak vsetko/
CES suwumxko, but VS nom. sg. neut. vse, but also nom. pl. neut. vsja,
cf. VRM XXIV vse, VII vsa, Greek Catholic CS (SZABO, 1894: 52)
RCE — BCA.

Common to (New) Croatian CS, (New) Czech CS, and both Czech and
Slovak are the syllabic consonants: VS 36 vrhu ‘on’ — 35 digy ‘guilts’, cf.
VRM XXII vrhu — XXXI dligi, cf. Czech/Slovak vrch “hill” — Czech dluhy/
Slovak dlhy ‘debts’ (but both vik ‘wolf”). Both Greek Catholic CS and CES
(and Eastern Slovak dialects) use the vocalisation gepx8 — pdarwi, cf. CES
6epbx — doeewl. In contrast to Greek Catholic CS, both Croatian and Czech CS
retain *¢ in all etymological positions, e.g. VS 36/VRM XXI preéd, vs. Greek
Catholic CS ngeps. The grapheme ¢ is used in Czech, but it appears only after
labials and dentals d, ¢, n.

The most important regular feature of both KF and PF that distinguish-
es them from all other Church Slavonic texts and varieties are the specific
West Slavic reflexes of *tj, *skj, and *dj: ¢ (KF 6v15 rageava/pomocs ‘help’,
PF 1v15 rw+dsevsess/xvaljecimv ‘to the praising ones’), §¢ (KF 5r15-16
suBWL3pB3/0CiSCenie ‘purification’, PF 2v21 p4 s®aswer/na sudisci ‘in
court’) and z (e.g., KF 3r10 asea/daze ‘give!”, PF 1v16—17 bsee-agooews/
rozwstvo ‘birth’; VONDRAK, 1904: 65; SCHAEKEN, 1987: 90 and 94). The
reflexes <c> and <§¢> are also preserved in VS (e.g., 41 pomoc; 22 ocisceni-

31 See also PF 2b10 sadara/iselens ‘banished’ and variation of 1al2 gvamsd'p+/svétil 'na
1b9-10 gv anssadsr+/svétidlvna ‘exaposteilarion’.
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je). The reflex /c/ corresponds to both the Czech and Slovak standard (pomoc),

while CES has /¢/ (nomyu). The reflex $¢ is absent in standard languages,
which have /[c/ (Czech ocisténi, Slovak este). Nevertheless, /[tf/ is widespread
in Czech (CJA 5: 270), Slovak (ASJ 1: 301), and CES dialects (ouuwens), in-
cluding the local liturgical pronunciation of Greek Catholic CS (STEC, 2005:
102). It is also similar to Vajs’ Cakavian patterned transcription of the Glago-
litic ' (e.g., VRM XL ociscenje). The reflex of *dj differs in Czech (and
Sorbian, Slovincian dialect of Kashubian), where it corresponds to KF and PF
«/z, and in Slovak, which shares the reflex /dz/ with Polish. VS uses both <z>
and <dz>. While <z> is dominant, the reflex <dz> is used in only three words:
medzu ‘between’ (9%, Slovak medzi), nudza ‘need’ (VS 40, Slovak nudza),
and vodz ‘duke’ (as gen. sg. vodza VS 47, here the closest Slovak word with
this reflex is védzka ‘leash’). Greek Catholic CS shares the same reflex with
New Croatian Glagolitic CS in all these cases: /% and xa/0filh; Vajs’ Croa-
tian transcriptions use the Croatian reflexes.

While the Kyiv Folia still illustrate Common Slavic vocalism, which pre-
serves nasal vowels, PF reflects Proto-Czech denasalisation. For *9, there is
u (1r10 mseavvs/budets ‘it will be’, 1129 ad+wapr/slavoju ‘with glory’, etc.),
which is a common feature of VS, New Croatian CS, and Greek Catholic
CS;%2 it also roughly corresponds to the pronunciation in Croatian, CES, Slo-
vak (u/i1), and Czech (u/ou). The situation with the reflexes for *¢ is more
complicated. In Proto-Czech, a sound like */a¢/ is assumed, which seems close
to the standard Slovak phoneme written as <&> (REJZEK 2021: 117-119). In
PF, we still have ae in most places. After w, the letter + appears (four times)
only in the third person plural aorist ending (MARES, 2000: 348). In one case,
the spelling is oo (2r20; VONDRAK, 1904: 65). In the Czech and Zahorie
dialects of Slovak, the original */a/ developed into /a/ before hard consonants
except *k, while in other cases it merged with *¢. In standard Slovak—in
short—the inclusion of <&> (or its long variant <ia>) in spelling was retained
only after labials (for details, see KRAJCOVIC, 1988: 33, 52-53).

In the first version of Vajs’ New Czech CS, as published in Cyril (VAJS,
1920.a; VAIS, 1921), the author seems to have wanted to write <a> in place
of *¢ in all positions (e.g., bysd ‘they were’). In VS, however, we find a strict
positional distribution that corresponds neither to Czech nor to Slovak, but
roughly to the distribution of a/a — & in Greek Catholic (and Orthodox) CS:

32 1In fact, it is a common feature of all CS varieties except the Southeastern (originally Bulgar-
ian-Macedonian) tradition.
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After hard consonants (also after <c>), *¢ is written as <&>, which cor-
responds to the Slovak spelling only in the postlabial position (e.g.,
VS 15 svdt, Slovak svdty ‘Saint; Sanctus’), but always to the Greek
Catholic CS a written /ja/, thus, e.g., ckamw, CES ceamuii, but also VS
9 ti ‘you’ — sd (reflexive pronoun) as Greek Catholic CS ma — ca. The
use of <&> after <c> is common in VS, as this consonant corresponds
to both *c and *tj, and Vajs retains the archaic flexion of ja-stems (VS
13 roditelnicd ‘of mother’). In East New CS, however, the combination
*ce is very rare, since the corresponding forms of ja-stems (gen. sg. and
nom.—acc.—voc. pl.) prefer the new ending -u (SZABO, 1894: 41). The
cluster *ce can practically only be found in the word *ceta, written uams
(KUBEK, 1906: 268) — uama ‘coin’ (BONCEYV, 2012: 326).

After <j>, <z>, <§>, <¢>, <lj> the *¢ is written <a>. In most cases,
this corresponds to Greek Catholic Orthodox CS: VS 42 jazyk ‘lan-
guage’ — asulkk ‘language’/mskikns ‘people, pagan people’, VS 41
Zatva ‘harvest’ — mamga, VS 39 bysa ‘they were’ — Bwiwa, VS 41 éado
‘child’ —uapo. In the case of *I¢, Vajs’ norm and East New CS differ (VS
3 glagolja ‘speaking’ — raaréaa).

As mentioned above, the New Croatian CS of Par¢i¢ — Vajs always has d/e
in these positions. Cakavian-influenced Croatian CS contains the form corre-
sponding to the pronunciation /jazik/.

In strong positions, both jers are vocalised to *e¢ in Czech and West and
East Slovak. Although PF does not yet reflect the vocalisation of jers, there
is a tendency for *b/*b to merge (into ). In Central and Standard Slovak,
we find the reflexes *e, *o, or *a for both jers, while the originally dominant
evolution seems to have been *b > *i¢ *1 > *o (KRAJCOVIC, 1988: 28-29).
This development corresponds to East Slavic and East New CS; it is also the
solution Vajs chooses Vajs for VS:
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*b>e,e.g., VS 4 dnes ‘today’ (as in Czech and Slovak) — Greek Catholic
CS antck, VS 34 palec ‘finger’ (as in Czech and Slovak, CES nazeys) —
Greek Catholic CS naaeuns. Let us recall that this reflex occurs in some
cases in the Croatian CS of Parci¢ — Vajs (VM 340 dnes, but VM XXIV
palac).

*1 > *0, vopiti ‘to cry’ (Greek Catholic CS ronumh), vovede ‘he led
inside’ (cf. FIRCAK", 1906: 340 gorepocTa ‘you two led inside’, Slovak
voviest' ‘to lead inside’), tokmo ‘only’ (Greek Catholic CS mokmw), so
‘with’ (Greek Catholic CS co, Slovak s0), vo ‘in’ (Greek Catholic CS
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Re, Slovak vo), gen. pl. zol ‘of bad things’ (FIRCAK”, 1906: 578 swam,
but Slovak ziel). The only exception to this rule is the lexeme crkev
(VS 42, cf. VRM 619 crkav), whose form corresponds to Czech cirkev,
Slovak cirkev (cf. Greek Catholic CS ugpkorn, CES yepxos).

New Glagolitic liturgical texts write jers in both strong and weak positions.
In the versions written in Latin script, the weak jers are generally omitted
in the root and final positions, except for the word mezda ‘pay’ (VS 41, but
Czech/Slovak mzda, and Greek Catholic CS mspa, VRM once on p. 9 mzda,
but otherwise 9% mazda). An epenthetic jer is placed in the lexeme ogen “fire’
(Czech/Slovak oheii, VRM 12 ogar, but East New CS Sruw). The situation
is more complicated with prefixes. In general, there is variation among voz-/
vz-, vos-/vs-, vo-/v-, so-/s-, as in Latin script Croatian CS and, less often, East
New CS. However, the distribution of the vocalisation is different from that in
Cyrillic CS. Let us take the variation voz/vz- as an example:

— Always voz- as in East New CS: VS 6 vozdvig ‘having risen’, VS 4 voz-
veseldt sd ‘they will rejoice’, VS 8 vozved ‘having led up’, VS 32 vo-
zljubljenago ‘of the beloved’, VS 41 vozvratit sd ‘he will return’, VS
44 vozglagoljet ‘he will utter’, VS 45 vozvelici ‘he will praise’, VS 42
voznenavidit ‘he will feel hatred’, VS 48 vozdeljenije ‘desire’/47 vozdel-
Jajte ‘desire!’, VS 22 vozpévajemo ‘let us sing praise’ (but also 23 vospév-
ajemo), VS 25 vozhozase ‘he went up’ (but also VS 4 voshodd).

— Variations of voz-/vz- in various forms: VS 5 vozmet ‘he will take’ (East
New CS gosmern) / VS 5 vzem ‘having taken’ (East New CS ksems),
VS 27 vozsed ‘having come up’/ VS 7 vzide ‘he came up’.

— Variations of voz-/vz- in the same forms (East New CS always gos-): VS
10 voznesenija / VS 33 vznesenije ‘exaltation’, VS 32 vozdav / VS 32 vz-
dav ‘having given’, VS 40 vozradujut sd/vzradujut sd ‘they will rejoice’.

— Only vz- (as in East New CS, the verbs appear only once): VS 45 vziska
‘he wished’, VS 46 prévzide ‘he surpassed’.

The clusters *sbd/*sbd are transcribed as <sd> in sde ‘here’ (VS 5; VRM
33; East New CS sa'k, Czech zde), sdélaj ‘prepare’ (VS 44; VRM 59; East
New CS copkaait), but as <zd> in zdravije ‘health’ (VS 42; VRM 69 zdravje /
VRM 134 sdravje, East New CS sapagie, Czech zdravi, Slovak zdravie).

As regards their morphology, the most striking difference between VS and
East New CS is the presence of newer forms in the latter and the ja-stem
paradigm mentioned above. The consistent distribution of *¢ > a after soft con-
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sonants leads to homography between the nominative singular with the genitive
singular and the form of the nominative-accusative-vocative plural (e.g., VS
37 dusa moja ‘my soul’, VS 45 Zelanije dusa jego ‘the desire of my soul’; VS
46 so staréjsinami zemlja ‘with the rulers of the land’ vs. VS plna sut nebesa i
zemlja ‘the heavens and the land are full’). This is the same problem that existed
in Church Slavonic on East Slavic soil before standardisation (EVANGELION,
1690, Matthew 2:20 gen. sg. n$iyiin Awa ‘searching the soul’, 12,40 g cjup
semaa ‘in the heart of the land’). Analogously, the form nasa ‘our’ can refer to
both the nominative singular and the nominative-accusative-vocative plural (VS
24 nasa glasy ‘our voices’ vs. VS 3 pomoc nasa ‘our help’).

Adjectives generally have contracted forms, as in New Croatian CS (i.e.,
also -ago, -omu as in East New CS). There are uncontracted forms of the
locative singular: the form svdtéjem ‘(about) the saint’ appears three times
(VS 13, 24, 26), présvitéjem ‘(about) the very saint’ appears once, vo sviitéji
i cestnéji rucé ‘in the holy and honourable hand’ appears twice (both VS 32),
while the dative plural cadom bozijem ‘to God’s children’ appears once. There
is also a contracted form for na gore svitéj ‘on the holy mountain’ (VS 42).
As already mentioned, in Greek Catholic CS, uncontracted forms are fully
preserved in the paradigms of the adjectives geaiii ‘great’, goxiin ‘God’s’ (but
dat. pl. swxinas; SZABO, 1894: 56-57).

The most curious feature of Vajs’ morphology is the use of the ending -mo
in the first person plural of the present/future indicative (e.g. VS 4 molimo ‘we
pray’, VS 5 hvalimo ‘we praise’, VS 8 prinosimo ‘we bring’, etc.), imperative
(VS 5 pomolimo sd ‘let us pray’), and aorist indicative (VS 44 ostavihomo
‘we left’, VS 48 prijahomo ‘we accepted’, besides VS 38 prijahom, VS 39
videhom ‘we saw’). The text of the Ordinarium in Cyril> attests the ending
-mo in the present tense (hvalimo “we praise’, klanjajemo se ‘we kneel’, etc.),
but -m in the imperative (pomolim sd ‘let us pray’). In addition to the Croatian
vernacular form, the ending -mo also appears in late classical Croatian CS
texts such as Torresani’s CS primer (TORRESANIS DE ASULA, 1527: 1r
amuudilghma) and the Missal of 1631 (BABIC, 2000: 317). However, such
forms are found neither in New Croatian Glagolitic CS texts nor their Latin
versions. It should be added that the first person plural ending -mo in the pres-
ent indicative and imperative is also present in Central Slovak, specifically in
the Gemer dialects (ASJ 2: 218 and 227-228). According to Mares,* the rea-

53 VAJS, 1920.a.
¢ MARES, 1971: 224.
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son for -mo is an attempt to make a clear distinction between the plural and the
singular. This issue would be most important for athematic verbs, but there are
no examples of the first person plural of an athematic verb in VS. According
to Vajs’ Abecedarium (VAJS, 1917% XXXV-XXXVI), the first person singu-
lar and plural of the present indicative of athematic verbs are not distinguished
in Glagolitic script (e.g., Thihtl ‘I/we give’). In East New CS, this distinction
does exist (sams/admsi, SZABO, 1894: 95).

Having completed this overview, let us observe spelling differences be-
tween VS and related texts that precede it (Table 5):

Table 5. Spelling differences between VS and other New CS liturgical texts
Tablica 5. Razlike u slovkanju izmedu VS i drugih novocrkvenih liturgijskih tekstova

text v o~ < P N g ~
Common Slavic g § ‘g‘ § 2 .§ E % § T § » §
baseof OACS | == | o =3¢ &= | Oz | >2
*tj ' St St ¢ c c
*St St st St ¢ s¢
*dj (il zd zd d z z/dz
' 114 gl g g N/A g
*ch la h h h h h
*e 3 e e e i(e) d,a
*je 3 je je je ja ja
*y a i i i y/i y
*-p- T ) 1 a e e
*-b- T 9 1 a o (e) o (e)
*-b/-b T - - b — -
*praved(bn)- [ORhOAML- | praved- | praved- | praved- N/A praved-
*sprdbce @hIMhIV3 srdce srdce srdce *srdce srdce
*Vbz- N0TPa- vz-/voz- | VZ-/V1Z- | Vz-/vaz- voz- vZ-/voz-
IPL -m»p an -m -m -m -mo (-m) -mo
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This table clearly shows the change in Vajs’ approach. Misi slavnije, the
first text intended for the Czech environment, presents an international trans-
literation that retains the common CS reflexes s§#/zd without resolving the issue
of jer vocalisations. We then see a contrast between the Croatian spelling in
the 1920 Psalter and the specific texts for the Czech (or rather Czechoslovak)
milieu as presented in preliminary form in Cyril, and in definitive form (albeit
with some unresolved issues) in VS of 1922,

The treatment of palatalisation and jotation generally shows similar varia-
tion as in texts addressed to the Croatian milieu (Table 6):

Table 6. Marking of palatalisation and jotation in VS and other New CS liturgical texts
Tablica 6. Biljezenje palatalizacije i jotacije u VS i drugim novocrkvenim liturgijskim

tekstovima
Missae Stary Misz:. Psaltir Cyril VS
(1920) | (1905/6) S(lf;’fgf (1920) | (192021) | (1922)
*¢ B ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ é
*ja B ja ja ja ja ja
*jeje 1 jeje jeje jeje jeja jeja
*Vbsja 0@ vsa vsa vsa vsja vsja
*]ja i lja lja lja lja lja
*e b3 e lje lje lje lje
*1’i ]IS i li li li li
*I’p Tji]) I 1(1) 1 N/A 1
*nja PR nja nja nja nja nja
*n’e P3a nje nje nje N/A nje
*n’i P& nji ni ni N/A nji
*n’p I nj n n N/A n
*rja hih N/A ra rja N/A rja
*r'e bl rje je je je rje
*r’1 b3 1ji 11 11 N/A i
*'b kI r r r N/A r
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7. JOSEF VAJS’ PROJECT AND HIS SUCCESSORS

As Mares$ notes,* Vajs’ proposal for a new Czech CS was too academic and
too far-removed from contemporary Czech, so the Croatian version actually
remained in use.> This can be seen in Vajs’ revision of the text of the Ordi-
narium Missae used for music by Josef Bohuslav Foerster. This transcription
was declared by Vajs (FOERSTER 1929: 2) to be the official transcription
approved for the Missal. The transcription corresponds roughly to Vajs’ Ro-
man Missal (¢ — $¢ — d, a-vocalisation); however, the <nj>/<lj>/<rj> clusters
are preferred to mark palatalisation. Despite this, there are some features of
the previous New Czech CS, specifically in using the first person plural end-
ing -mo. Phonological infiltrations may be considered typographical errors (7
vozdajemo ‘we repay’, 18 den ‘day’, otherwise always <a> in this position).
The most significant idiosyncrasy of this version is the presence of Vajs’ ex-
planations for Czech singers as to how to read Croatian orthography. After try-
ing to explain the reading of <¢> (“soft ¢’) and <d> (“Slovak dz”), he suggests
reading /ts/ and /dz/ instead. Curiously, he stresses the hard reading of the
<di>, <ti>, <ni> clusters, which are palatalised in both Czech and Slovak (but
not in CES). For <¢>, he rejects the Czech reading /je/ but suggests the reading
/e:/. The letter <h> should be read as /x/, and the difference between <I> and
<lj> should be pronounced. Apart from Foerster, Vajs’ Ordinarium has been
set to music several times; Slavicky mentions other Glagolitic masses by Kar-
el Dousa, Antonin Janda, and Leo$ Janacek, the latter being the best known.*’
The text of these masses was originally taken from the preliminary Czechoslo-
vak version of Cyril from 1920, which contained typographical errors.

The CS text of Dousa’s score (DOUSA, s. a.) slightly simplifies the orthog-
raphy (y > <i>, ¢ > <e>) and removes some errors (gréluj > grehi) and the first
person plural ending -mo. Other forms partly retain the former Czechoslovak ver-
sion (3 seddj ‘sitting’, 5 raspdt ‘crucified’, ¢/z for *tj/dj, e/o for *v/*B), which is
randomly Croatised (svet ‘sanctus’, 6 crkav ‘church’). The missing diacritics are
sometimes unintentional (5 zivim ‘to the living’, 6 krscenije ‘baptism’).

5 MARES, 1971: 225.

It may be interesting to note a fairly recent experience. During the feast of St Wenceslas in 2018,
I attended a Mass in Stara Boleslav that was declared to be in Old Church Slavonic. The liturgy
that was celebrated and the text that was given to the faithful was actually Vajs’ Mass (the first
version of which appeared in Missae ex proprio Bohemiae in 1920), written in the Croatian norm
of the Church Slavonic language in the orthography of Vajs’ 1927 Roman Missal.

7 SLAVICKY, 2013: 266.
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Janacek’s version, completed in 1926, also put the 1920 Cyril text to mu-
sic, this time retaining the form grélu;j (instead of gréhy, JANACEK 2011:
188—189). The famous Czech composer was very concerned about the quality
of the text, and asked another famous Czech Slavic studies scholar, Milo§
Weingart, to revise it. Professor Weingart had an entirely different opinion
about the language used (JANACEK, 2011: XIV-XV and 188—189; for more
details, see VECERKA, 1957: 71-72) and wanted to change the language
to Old Church Slavonic. However, this was not possible, mainly due to the
impossibility of adjusting the score in the case of the addition of weak jers.
Weingart’s version (JANACEK, 2011: 188—189) was thus only partially ar-
chaised—only strong jers were retained. Most of the features of Vajs’ Czech-
oslovak CS were removed: the Czech reflexes c¢/z for *tj/*dj were replaced by
St/zd, the first person plural ending -mo was shortened to -m. Oddly, the reflex
<o> was added for *b. For *¢, the original <&> was replaced with <¢>, which
may be less clear to non-philologists. Otherwise, the orthography has been
adapted for the Czech reader (<ch> instead of <h>, diacritics instead of <lj>,
<nj>, <rj>). Vecerka’s revision,’® apart from correcting some typos, generally
only replaced <¢> with the “Croatian CS” <e>. The recommendation of the
hard pronunciation of <di>, <ti>, <ni> has also been retained in modern edi-
tions of Janagek’s Glagolitic Mass (JANACEK, 2011: 190) and is thus sung
to this day.”

In 1933, Vajs published a booklet in Prague containing Church Slavonic
texts and the scores of two Ordinaria Missae (Sunday and feast day masses)
together with sung masses dedicated to saints connected with the Czech lands
(St. John Nepomucenus, St. Procopius, Sts. Cyril and Methodius, St. Ludmila
and St. Wenceslas) mentioned in the papal indult of 1920. The Church Slavon-
ic spelling is entirely in accordance with Vajs’ Roman Missal (VAIS, 1927),
without any explanation of the reading of typically Croatian graphemes (e.g.,
<¢>, <d>). The work thus seems to be a supplement to the already known CS
version of the Roman Missal adapted for the Czech Roman Catholic Church.®
This shows that Vajs himself abandoned his own proposal for a new Czech CS
norm in favour of Croatian CS, which was eventually used in the Czech milieu
(VEPREK, 2016.a: 25).

8 VECERKA, 1957: 74-75; and JANACEK, 2011 — in the score.

% We are grateful to organist Katefina Chrobokova (artistic name: Katta) for confirming this
information.

¢ The Masses of St. Ludmila and St. Procopius are completely missing from Vajs’ Roman Missal.
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Finally, Vajs’ successors may be mentioned. On Czech soil, this was Vo-
jtéch Tkadl¢ik, who proposed his first version of the Missal in 1963 and his
final, biscriptural (round Glagolitic — Latin script) version in 1992. TkadlI¢ik’s
proposal for a new Czech CS differs significantly from Vajs’ (details and lin-
guistic analysis: VEPREK, 2016.a). Vajs’ successors in Croatia were Josip
Leonard Tandari¢, whose Missal, modernising Vajs’ version, appeared in
1980, and finally, Milan Mihaljevi¢, whose Vesperal (1999) attempted a return
to its Cakavian roots. In any case, the clear result of Vajs’ work is his contribu-
tion to the existence of two Roman Catholic norms of New Church Slavonic.

8. CONCLUSION

In general, it can be said that Vajs’ proposal of a new norm of CS for the
Czech environment was unsuccessful. It was not officially approved, and was
even abandoned by the author himself later in his life. Nevertheless, it repre-
sents an interesting attempt to join the tradition of surviving Central European
CS texts, inspired by modern Czech and Slovak and with a clear unionist as-
piration apparent in its shared features with East New CS. This norm should,
therefore, actually be called Czechoslovak CS, as it refers to the different
linguistic and cultural traditions within the Czechoslovak state. Nevertheless,
the language proposal was clearly based on Vajs’ experience editing New Cro-
atian CS texts. It is actually an adaptation of New Croatian CS, also for legal
reasons (transcription of approved Glagolitic texts). Its main problem was its
orthography, which was too dependent on the Croatian norm and unusual and
foreign in the Czechoslovak environment. The attempt to unite highly diver-
gent traditions into a single norm may have deepened its unfamiliarity for both
the clergy and the lay population.

LIST OF ABBREVIATIONS
CES = Carpathian East Slavic
CS = Church Slavonic
KF = Kyiv Folia
PF = Prague Fragments
VRM = VAJS 1927
VS = VAIS 1922.
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Sazetak
Vladislav KNOLL

OBNOVA CESKOGA CRKVENOSLAVENSKOGA: LITURGIJA JOSEFA VAJSA
(1922.)

U ovome se ¢lanku donosi opis lingvistickoga rada Josefa Vajsa na razvoju i stvaranju novih
inacica crkvenoslavenskoga za hrvatsku i ¢ehoslovacku sredinu. Nastojimo pratiti promisljanja
Josefa Vajsa o karakteru liturgijskoga jezika u dvadesetome stoljecu i smjestiti ga u kontekst
razvoja hrvatskoga crkvenoslavenskog i novocrkvenoslavenskih idioma. Iako se usredotoCu-
jemo na glavno djelo Josefa Vajsa, posveéeno uspostavi nove ¢eske ili ¢ehoslovacke inacice
crkvenoslavenskoga u njegovu Sluzebniku iz 1922., donosimo kratke jezi¢ne usporedbe brojnih
tekstova toga razdoblja tiskanih i u hrvatskoj i u ¢eskoj sredini. Stoga rad moze posluziti i kao
kratka povijest hrvatskih i ¢eskih crkvenoslavenskih tekstova na pocetku 20. stoljeca. Analiza
njegova praskog Sluzebnika pokazuje da je Josef Vajs u tom tekstu pokusao spojiti vrlo razlicite
jezicne elemente: jezicna je osnova teksta hrvatski novocrkvenoslavenski jezik Vajsova pre-
radenog izdanja Rimskoga misala Dragutina Parcica, a njoj su pridruzene odabrane znacajke
(staro)crkvenoslavenskih tekstova sa zapadnoslavenskoga prostora (Kijevski i Praski fragmen-
ti) i obiljezja crkvenoslavenskoga jezika koji su koristili pravoslavni i grkokatolicki vjernici u
Zakarpatju (unijatski aspekt jezika Vajsova Sluzbenika), te jasne referencije na suvremeni ¢eski
i slovacki.

Kljuéne rijeci: crkvenoslavenski, novocrkvenoslavenski, hrvatski crkvenoslavenski, ¢eski
crkvenoslavenski, glagoljica, Josef Vajs
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