Variation in canonical Old Church Slavonic: the case of personal pronouns

Two problems arise when considering the Old Church Slavonic (OCS) personal pronoun
system: (1) one that went almost unnoticed (with the major exception of Zaliznjak 2008), i.e.
the difference in the use of long forms (such as mwné) and short forms (traditionally called
“clitics”, such as mi) in the different manuscripts, and (2) the traditional one concerning the
placement of short forms in the sentence (among the others: Jakobson 1935, Stawski 1946,
Benacchio 1988, Radanovi¢-Koci¢ 1988, Pancheva 2005, Vai 2010, Migdalski 2013,
Zimmerling & Kosta 2013).

The analysis will be based on a corpus drawn from the TOROT Treebank and from the OCS
section of the TITUS database: it consists of Codex Suprasliensis (CS), Codex Marianus (CM),
Codex Assemani, Codex Zographensis, Savvina Kniga and Psalterium Sinaiticum (PS).

As for 1, a quantitative analysis of the data collected from the different canonical manuscripts
allows to posit a significative difference between the distribution of long and short forms in the
selected corpus: at one end we find CS, with a distribution conforming to that of stressed vs.
unstressed pronouns; at the other end we find PS, where long forms tend to be generalized at
the expense of short forms. Moreover, the choice of long forms in CM and in PS is not triggered
by the Greek Vorlage, while CS seems to be more faithful to the Greek system: in PS and in
CM it tends to be syntactically defined (e. g., short forms appearing after imperatives), while in

CS it is defined by informational properties, as it is the case in Greek.

As for 2, PS shows a consistent placement of the short forms in contact postverbal position,
while CS tends to generalize the preverbal placement of pronouns, even separated from the
verb. CM and the other Gospel manuscripts have an intermediate position between these two
extremes. The differences in the placement of pronouns are not dependent on the Greek texts:

when considering the reflexive pronoun s¢ the same figures tend to appear.

The analysis of the data will be based on information structural categories: in broad focus
sentences the pronouns are expected to be placed in postverbal contact position, while in
argument focus structures the pronouns, being in the presupposition domain, are expected to
appear in preverbal position, as the presuppositional domain is structured following

communicative dynamism, where the most presupposed element appears first in the domain.
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