INTRODUCTION

I. STANDARD TABLES:
The present Standard of the Old Slavonic Cyrillic Script has emerged from a revision of the Initial Proposal by the authors of the Final Proposal according to the recommendations of the Belgrade Conference (cf. Conclusions: http://www.sanu.ac.yu/Cirilica/Cirilica.aspx). It is characterized by the following principles:

1. Neutral elements (characters and special symbols) are classified as basic and functional units. To these and all other units (supralinears, linears, and marginal signs) a selection of palaeographic variants can be added which are defined as glyphs. Glyphs are not regarded as Standard units and are not to be registered separately. They will serve for special purposes such as palaeographic descriptions and form the basis of a future inventory (separate data base) of glyphs.
2. The basic inventory comprises all units with a distinct and stable form- and function-relationship. Most of them have existed throughout the history of the script, thus forming a supranational constant within the CS written tradition.
3. The functional inventory comprises necessary additions to the basic inventory, without which it would be difficult or even impossible to use the script for all scholarly tasks. This set includes rare elements occurring in certain periods and/or regions (e.g. consonant letters with a separate softness marker), formally distinct homofunctional (in the case of letters: homophonous) units of a high frequency which can co-occur with their basic counterparts in same texts, (e.g. Wide Jest [no. 9], On [no. 35] vs. Jest [no. 8], On [no. 34], and, as exceptions, digraph Onik [no. 45] vs. “Russian” Uk [no. 48], or the Sht- [no. 64] and Jery- [no. 70, 75] sequences vs. Jery [no. 67-69, 73-74], Shta [no. 65]), and other elements needed for certain tasks, such as the transliteration of the Glagolitic script or graphemic investigations. Most of the functional units can be considered as specific allographs of their basic counterparts (graphemes).
4. Each letter – whether basic or functional – has its own superscript counterpart both with and without titlos.
5. The table Diacritical Marks comprises supralinear diacritics and titla.
6. The table Punctuation Marks and Symbols comprises linear marks, parts of composite letters, and special elements usually occurring in margins.
7. A special table Numbers has been established for numeric elements.
II. FURTHER AGREEMENTS:
1. In order to reproduce Church Slavonic functionally on the world-wide web, the participants of the Belgrade Conference agreed that it was necessary to register the entire Old Cyrillic Standard, with such font extensions as are required for electronic document exchange.

2. It was agreed that this registration should be independent of current registrations for reasons outlined in: http://www.sanu.ac.yu/Cirilica/Prilozi/Unicode-Explanation.pdf.

3. The final proposal is to be presented at the International Congress of Slavists in Ohrid, Macedonia (September 2008), in order to gain world-wide dissemination and support for its inclusion in Unicode.

4. Regardless of the type and degree of registration the Unicode consortium may eventually agree on, scholars in the field of Slavic Studies ought to conform to the proposed Standard. If inadequacies in the Standard are noted later, the Belgrade team will recommend further codes from the Private User Area of Unicode. Such recommendations will be open to public discussion.

III. PENDING ISSUES:

Due to time constraints, some of the issues under discussion remained unresolved during the Belgrade Conference, while others have not even been dealt with so far. Further public discussion should focus on the following problems:

1. Paragraph 1.c. of the Conclusions envisages that “each character (whether basic or functional) shall have its own superscript letter, both with and without titlos”. Obviously, this requirement necessitates a certain amount of reconstruction. The resulting (technical, logical, and historical) oddities of certain solutions should be pointed out, even if they are consistent with the system. In the future a different solution may be proposed (e.g., to exclude from the proposal: Many-eyed On [no. 39], Exclamatory Omega [no. 53], Glagolitic Omega [no. 55], and perhaps all single and/or compound soft/palаtal units [no. 5, 7, 27, 29, 31, 33, 51]).

2. The issue of (special) ligatures was discussed, but remained unresolved. Contemporary writing systems usually require a very small number of ligatures which are listed in Unicode and can be found in every font. In the case of the Old Cyrillic script, the original proposal, presented at the Belgrade Conference, listed over 200 ligatures; and this is far from the total number that can be found in historical documents. Even if it is clear that there would have to be restrictions – should such a wealth of forms be utterly neglected?

3. The topic of character names was not discussed in detail, even if certain general resolutions were taken. Further discussion will have to clarify whether they are to be chosen according to customary usage and publishing conventions, or whether a new, uniform system should be proposed instead. This is especially true of the names for diacritical marks, titla, punctuation marks, and symbols. At present, the names given to the Standard units are often descriptive.

It is expected that specialists in the field of palaeoslavic studies will do their best to resolve the remaining uncertainties in the important project to establish an international Standard for the Old Slavonic scripts.
