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A3 nacmoswemy mpyoy upe3 uiecmu jem nooaexcs, ubo
nepevie mpu iema Ha YMmeHuy KHue, sIKO 6bluie
socnomsanyx [ ...] ce yorce mpemuii 200 8|couuHeHuU ce2o
0ena UsHYpso U 6CsL OHU U 6C5L HOWU HENPECMANHO U 3
CcambiM Maneiuuum uHo20a nIomu YROKOeHUeM Ha cue
0eno urHcOusas, MANCKUMU HedyeU HA BCAK 200 00EPHCUM

bex, naue dce cumu mpemu nocieoHumu iemol. M
nepeazo cygh@ycuro, uiu memHyo 600y o4ecam
CYHATHYIO0, 6MOPA20 — 36VK 60 Yulecex, mpemuezo —
CKOpOYm, unu yblH2OMHYH OoNe3Hb memu
NPUCHOPAYUMENLHBIMU CHIANCAX cebe mpyoamu.

Subjecting myself to this work over the course of six years, the
first three reading books, as I mentioned above |...] behold, 1
have been wearing myself out for over two years already in
composing this work, and, spending every day and every night
on this task incessantly, with only the very slightest rest for my
flesh, I have been gripped by grievous infirmities each year; all
the more so during these last three years: first, suffusio, or dark
water in the eyes, second, ringing in the years, and third, scurvy
— this is what I have earned through these ever-ardent labours.

(Ioann Maksymovych on his lexicographical labours,
quoted from NIKOLAEV 2009: 87)
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Preface and Acknowledgments

In multiple ways, it is an ideal situation for a young researcher to be
handed a virtually unstudied manuscript of great significance and told,
“make of it what you can”. Such a stroke of good fortune befell Tamila
Mgaloblishvili, my first true academic mentor. For her doctoral project,
she had the privilege of being the first to study the Klarjeti Polycepha-
laion, an Old Georgian miscellany harbouring essential clues to the early
history of the Antiochene and Jerusalem liturgies. The world suddenly
and tragically lost this brilliant scholar in 2018 at the age of 74. She was
a formative, inspiring, and nurturing figure for me. I owe much — not
least my decision to undertake a Master’s degree and doctorate in the
first place — to her personal example, guidance, and friendship.

And so in 2019, when my future supervisor, Prof. Irina Podtergera,
suggested that I come to Heidelberg to write my own doctoral thesis (of
which this book is a gently altered version) on Epifanii Slavinetskii’s
barely studied trilingual Greek—Slavonic—Latin Lexicon, I was inclined
to regard it as a symmetric opportunity, and a golden one withal. Yet as
soon became clear, such a task implies considerable responsibility. In
undertaking an extensive study of a large, under-researched source, one
is, in a certain sense, out on one’s own, lacking the company and assur-
ance of other scholars. This leaves one prone to error, due as much to
excessive self-reliance as to uncertainty and incomplete information. At
the same time, one constantly runs the risk of producing a timid, de-
scriptive work that does not probe under the surface or contextualize the
documented facts and material with reference to scholarly opinion. I
hope that I have been able to navigate these risks here. If I have suc-
ceeded in doing so, however imperfectly, it is due in no small part to the
guidance I have received from Prof. Podtergera, who has often urged me
at crucial junctures to look farther and deeper. All the same, it would be
futile to attempt to disguise the fact that Epifanii’s lexicon, in all its
richness and complexity, remains the centerpiece of this study and the
focal point to which all of the discussion and analysis ultimately return.
Given the historical significance, monumental character, and — dare I say
— beauty of this dictionary, I hope that I have been able to do it justice.
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The strenuous nature of some of the tasks involved in the work on
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whose reflections on the travails of composing his own dictionary in
18™-century Muscovy were quoted as an epigraph above. Indeed, reach-
ing this point has entailed a non-trivial expenditure of effort. In particu-
lar, the transcription of tens of thousands of Greek, Slavonic, and Latin
lexemes from Epifanii’s dictionary, took the better part of a year and a
half alongside other preparatory work. This is not to mention the 10,000
words from Johann Scapula’s lexicon that then had to be input in order
to make an adequate comparison with this key (supposed) source. Yet
these steps were indispensable in order to generate a halfway representa-
tive set of machine-readable data for further computer-assisted compara-
tive and statistical analysis.

It would hardly have been possible to accomplish any of this without
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also generously defrayed part of the costs of the publication of this book.
In this connection, I would specially like to thank Dr. Astrid Wind, the
director of the HGGS, for her kind mentorship and practical assistance
with the affairs surrounding my scholarship. Beyond this, funding for
developing some of our internal digital infrastructure and a methodolog-
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Digital Humanities, as part of the project OCR-Technologien im Vergle-
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during the publication process. Special thanks go to my colleague Ma-
rina Samsonova, for her steadfast friendship in fair weather and foul, her
intelligent suggestions on the content of my thesis, and for helping me
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overcome mental roadblocks on the way to finishing it. Further thanks
for helping me to access hard-to-find texts or other information go to
Prof. Aleksei Pentkovskii, Dr. Aleksandr Levichkin, Prof. Achim Rabus,
Dr. Tatiana Popova, Prof. Rainer Stichel, Dr. Nikolai Antonov, Rev.
Prof. Pavel Khondzinskii, Rev. Maksim Pliakin, and Olga Hailova.
Feedback from my erstwhile Church Slavonic tutor, Dr. Catherine Mary
MacRobert, led to some important fine-tuning on points of linguistic
detail. Prof. Tino Licht gave extremely helpful tips on some difficult
palaeographical matters. I further profited from exchanges of ideas with
Prof. Paul Bushkovitch, Prof. Aleksandr Grishchenko, Dr. Evgenii Fil-
imonov, Dr. Howard Jones, and Stefan Schneck. I am deeply indebted to
my Heidelberg friends and colleagues Nicolas Jansens, Alexander Boh-
nisch, and Richard Dean for their moral support and valuable feedback
on my texts and presentations in our graduate research colloquium — and
to Nicolas in particular for thoroughly reviewing the entire manuscript
immediately prior to publication. Last but certainly not least, I am im-
mensely grateful to my good friends Elizabeth Langeron and John
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their thoughts and suggestions on them.

On a technical level, Achim Rabus and I have a long and fruitful
collaboration on handwritten text-recognition (HTR) that fed into the
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the open-source HTR tools Kraken and eScriptorium, and in tweaking
the training hyperparameters for them, by Benjamin Kiessling and
Daniel Stokl Ben Ezra (Paris), the respective creators of these platforms.
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UNIX/POSIX utilities provided with the FreeBSD operating system, as
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gratitude to all the developers and maintainers of these and other soft-
ware tools from which I have benefited at no cost to myself.

Yet above all others, it is my parents, Benjamin and Rebecca (a tire-
less editor who helped to check over my drafts), and my sister, Honor,
who have supported me unfailingly and unconditionally in all my en-
deavours, however arcane or abstruse, and not least throughout the past
decade of my undergraduate and postgraduate studies. It is thus unthink-
able that this book could be dedicated to anyone but them.






1 Introduction

1.1 Research Goals and Methods

The main object of study in the present work is Epifanii Slavinetskii’s
trilingual Greek—Slavonic—Latin Lexicon (hereinafter: GSL). The GSL
is the first known East Slavic dictionary in three languages. It was com-
piled in Moscow in the mid-17" century by Epifanii, a learned Ruthe-
nian monk who had previously been a highly regarded teacher and cleric
in Kiev (BRAILOVSKII 1890a: 286; PANCHENKO 1992: 310; STRAKHOV
2002: 5). After being summoned to Muscovy by Tsar Aleksei
Mikhailovich, he became an eminent figure in cultural and ecclesiastical
life there, something akin to what we would perhaps now term a ‘public
intellectual’. He was one of the foremost participants in Patriarch
Nikon’s mid-17%-century reforms of the Muscovite Church Slavonic
service books and attended the Moscow Councils of 1660 and 1666—
1667 that divided the Russian Church (on this context, see § 2.2.3). In
philological debates and discussions, his intellectual stature and author-
ity at the church councils and in the liturgical reforms were comparable
with that of such prominent figures as Simeon of Polotsk and Paisios
Ligarides. Because of this authority, he exerted a decisive outcome on
the events surrounding Patriarch Nikon’s deposition (PANCHENKO
1992: 310). At the same time, Epifanii is known for his achievements as
a lexicographer and translator of Greek and Latin works — secular and
religious alike — into the written language of the East Slavs.

The GSL is the largest of Epifanii Slavinetskii’s works, lexicographi-
cal or otherwise, running to 744 manuscript leaves in folio. The sheer
volume of vocabulary it contains is no less impressive. According to
statistics gleaned from transcriptions of the alpha, beta, and gamma al-
phabetical stretches of the dictionary, the 85 folios from these three
sections alone contain 11,243 Greek lemmata, 25,340 Slavonic transla-
tions, and 21,000 Latin translations, or an average of ~677 translations
per folio. Extrapolating from this, one comes to a total estimate exceed-
ing 500,000 entries across all three languages. This is a truly gigantic
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trove of lexical material which promises to provide new insights into the
development of the written language of the East Slavs.

What is more, the GSL’s direct and indirect impact on the subsequent
development of Russian lexicography, and beyond, has been long since
established in scholarship. First and foremost, Fedor Polikarpov-Orlov’s
well-known Slavonic—Greek—Latin Dictionarium trilingue was a direct
reworking of the GSL (KEIPERT 1988a: VI, XVIiI; EISMANN 1991: 3071;
KOVTUN 1998: 55-56). Polikarpov’s Lexicon then served as a source for
other Russian translation dictionaries, such as that of Antiochus Cante-
mir for Russian—French (compiled in the 1730s; ed. BABAEVA 2004; cf.
OTTEN 2010: 2). In this way, the vocabulary in Epifanii’s dictionary,
based on Greek and Latin models, was inherited by other East Slavic
dictionaries for both ancient and vernacular languages.

And yet, despite its obvious significance and impact, the GSL itself
has remained largely outside of the scope of scholarship. Essential as-
pects of its structure and linguistic profile have barely been described.
Though a fair few 19t- and 20t-century scholars have referred to it in
passing in their research (cf. § 2.1), to date, there have been only two
original studies dedicated to it specifically: those of Brailovskii, in two
parts (BRAILOVSKII 1890a—b), and STRAKHOV (2006). Both attempted to
identify some the dictionary’s sources, but, even by their own admission,
hardly exhausted this topic. This deficiency in research may be attribut-
able to the size of the GSL, limited direct access to the manuscript, or
the rather daunting task of approaching a largely unstudied lexicographi-
cal work in three pre-modern written languages, two of which are non-
Slavic.

This book seeks to fill these gaps by investigating, in addition to the
dictionary’s sources, its linguistic character and select aspects of the
development of academic (specifically, linguistic) vocabulary in it. The
intention in doing so is not merely to give a more complete characteriza-
tion of the dictionary per se, but also to describe more completely and
rigorously the cultural processes and historical issues surrounding its
creation, use, and reception. The primary timeframe under consideration
will be what we might call the ‘long’ 17t c. of (Church) Slavonic lexi-
cography and grammaticography in Ruthenia and Muscovy,' beginning

! The origin of this usage of ‘long’ in historical scholarship is a matter of

some uncertainty. Despite isolated earlier attestations, Fernand Braudel
is usually credited with popularizing it for the 16" century in his 1949
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with the appearance of the Adelphotes grammar in Lviv in 1591 and
ending with Polikarpov’s dictionary in 1704. Looming large over this
whole period, not least in the Ruthenian context, is Meletii Smotryt-
s'’kyi’s 1619 Hrammatiki Slavenskiia pravilnoie syntagma (herein =
SmotrGram1619); its influence will be traced throughout the GSL. The
time-span will, moreover, be secondarily extended all the way back to
the latter half of the 15™ century, in relation to the Early Modern human-
ist lexicographical tradition that became the foundation for Epifanii’s
own dictionaries. Earlier grammatical works and traditions, such as
those identified by KOCIUBA (1975) as sources for the Smotryts'kyi
grammar, will likewise be taken into account in passing.

The ensuing discussion of these issues will touch on diverse topics
spanning not only traditional philology and historical linguistics, but
also contact linguistics and sociolinguistics. These include, but are not
limited to: multilingualism and multilingual lexicography, the latter of
which is drastically understudied with respect to the Early Modern Era
(PREDOTA 2004: 7); contact amongst written languages (cf. the theory of
‘literacies in contact’, WETH / BOHM / BUNCIC 2020); lexical borrowing
(for conceptual and terminological overviews, see, €.g., THOMASON
2001: 70-71 et passim or DURKIN 2020), especially the distinction be-
tween assimilated and unassimilated loanwords, on the one hand, and
literal/morphematic/verbatim calques (loan translations, Ger. Lehniiber-
setzungen) and loan formations (Lehnprigungen) on the other (BETZ
1944; 1949; 1974; etc.); language attitudes (e.g., GARVIN / MATHIOT
1968: 372—-374; cf. FISHMAN 1972: 1) and deliberate reflection on lan-
guage (Ger. Sprachreflexion; cf. ROELCKE 2014); formalistic approaches
to classifying dictionaries (SHCHERBA [1940] 2003) and describing their
structure (GoOuws 2002; 2005, etc.; ENGELBERG /LEMNITZER 2005;
WIEGAND et al. 2010), applied here, very possibly for the first time, to
Early Modern bi- and trilingual dictionaries; and, last but not least, lexi-
cography as a cultural practice (HAB-ZUMKEHR 2001; MULLER 2008;
CONSIDINE 2008). It is hoped that the material presented in this work
will provide useful new points of comparison for scholars working on
such topics.

At the same time, several new hypotheses about Epifanii himself and
his dictionary will serve as unifying threads throughout. The first of

book La Méditerranée et le Monde Meéditerranéen a ['Epoque de
Philippe II (cf. LIBERMAN 2013).
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these hypotheses is that, despite the persistent view in the scholarship
that Epifanii Slavinetskii was a ‘Graecophile’ (STRAKHOV 1998: 44-49;
USPENSKII 2002: 426; ISACHENKO 2004: XXIII; SAZONOVA 2009: 92,
110; KuzmMINOVA 2013; etc.), Latin and Greek influences can be seen
existing side-by-side and interacting in his written works. It was as-
sumed traditionally that Epifanii had a personal preference for Greek
over Latin literacy. This is partly because the real nature of his work was
obscured by subsequent debates between factions within the Russian
Church (§ 2.2.5). However, we will explore how, in compiling the GSL,
Epifanii translated not only Greek lemmata and definitions, but also
Latin texts and lexical equivalents from his presumed Western European
sources. In particular, we may anticipate that this Latin influence will be
manifested in the dictionary lexically through Slavonic morphematic
calques from Latin or so-called ‘internationalisms’ (or ‘Europeanisms’)
— that is, Greek loanwords transmitted via Latin into the new European
written languages of the Early Modern era (cf., e.g., MUNSKE/
KIRKNESS 1996; KEIPERT 2010; SCHMITT 2010; and § 7.1).

The second hypothesis concerns the written variety of Slavonic used
by Epifanii Slavinetskii. A more detailed conceptualization and charac-
terization of what exactly this variety was, and its relation to Ruthenian
and Church Slavonic, will be given in the relevant section (§ 6.1). The
main manuscript of the dictionary, Syn. Gr. 383, is a very valuable re-
source for clarifying this issue, in that it is Epifanii’s autograph. It
should thus preserve characteristics of his language, including vernacu-
lar—written language interference phenomena. Given Epifanii’s Ruthe-
nian origins, we can anticipate that Ms. Syn Gr. 383 exhibits distinc-
tively Ruthenian (ortho)graphical, phonetic/phonological, and morpho-
logical features that set it apart from the prevalent Muscovite (Russian)
Church Slavonic variety of the era. It is primarily the handwriting, spell-
ing, and phonetic realizations of certain lexical items in the manuscript
that will be examined in this light (§§ 3.2 and 6.3), but so, too, will
derivational and inflectional morphology. Among other things, the word-
formation strategies employed in the GSL will be analysed statistically
as well as qualitatively through the lens of deliberately chosen examples,
to show whether and how they represent an amalgamation of traditional
written-language (Church) Slavonic models with Latin, Ruthenian, and
Polish ones (§ 6.5). The investigation of these aspects should provide
new source material substantiating the extensive transmission of Ruthe-
nian (Church) Slavonic literacy to Muscovy in the 16 and 17 centuries
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through the activities of Ukrainian and Belarusian scholars there. This is
the same phenomenon that has alternately been dubbed the ‘Third
Church Slavonic Influence’ (SHEVELOV 1960: 78) and ‘Third South
Slavonic Influence’ (USPENSKII 2002: 411) on written Russian and Rus-
sian Church Slavonic; this impact of Ruthenian translators in Muscovy
was also earlier identified by SOBOLEVSKII (1903: 43—44, 49), as well.
The third and final hypothesis is that the GSL exhibits features of a
developed (Church) Slavonic academic (i.e., scholarly or ‘scientific’, in
the broad sense of wissenschaftlich / nayunwii) language. The develop-
ment of scientific terminology and scholarly conventions was a process
that was common across Early Modern European linguistic communities
(cf., e.g., on 17"-century German, VON POLENZ 1988). It is reasonable to
assume that Epifanii’s dictionary played some role in this process for the
East Slavic written language of the time, or at least reflected existing
processes and trends. A preliminary attempt will be made at ascertaining
what precisely this role was, by means of description and comparison of
lexical items in the GSL, Epifanii’s own Latin—Slavonic dictionary, and
prior East Slavic reference works (especially Meletii Smotryts'kyi’s
Slavonic grammar). A particular focus will be terminology for grammat-
ical categories — not only in the dictionary entries themselves (§ 8.2), but
also in the metalinguistic capacity of conveying information about the
morphology and semantics of lemmata (§ 4.5). Another area of interest
is the format of references and the functional text segments that make up
part of the dictionary’s medio- and microstructure (§§ 4.6 and 5.6.5).
Generally, through the lens of these and other aspects, the present
disquisition will shed new light on Epifanii Slavinetskii’s philological
legacy as the product of the interaction of different written traditions and
inter-Slavic interaction (on this concept, see MOSER 2004). For Epi-
fanii’s lexicographical and translation works did not come into being in
isolation, but rather at the intersection of South, West, and East Slavic
literacy, and of (Neo-)Latin and Greek, Byzantine and Western Euro-
pean humanist culture. It is our conviction that a close, impartial look at
the linguistic evidence in the GSL leads inevitably to a deeper under-
standing of the mid-17t%-century Muscovite state as being far from an
autarkic reserve of fossiziled Graeco-Slavic culture, but rather a zone of
intense cultural and linguistic contact in which different cultural influ-
ences and literacies from both East and West met and competed for
space. This is supported by the fact that Moscow under Aleksei Mikhai-
lovich was a vitally multilingual environment, in which Latin, Greek,
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(Church) Slavonic, and Polish co-existed as written languages. Various
historical documents testifying to this have been considered in bits and
pieces by various scholars before, but never considered together as a
single cohesive whole.

This very historical, cultural, and linguistic context, as well as the
current state of research on the GSL, its historical creation and subse-
quent manuscript tradition, will be the subject of the first main chapter
(Chapter 2). A particular focus will be on the prevalence of multilingual-
ism in the learned milieu of mid-17%-century Muscovy, the time of
Nikon’s reforms of the Church books. This will primarily be accom-
plished on the basis of direct and indirect evidence from contemporary
documents and historical accounts of the Church Councils in the 1660s.
Descriptions of multilingualism in Early Modern Western Europe have
been the subject of several book-length studies (for example, AM-
BROSCH-BAROUA 2013; GLUCK et al. 2013; AMBROSCH-BAROUA et al.
2017; SCHARINGER 2018). The scope here will, obviously, be much
narrower than in these studies, which are devoted exclusively to the
topic and consider a wider range of sources. Nevertheless, the general
principle of reconstructing situations of historical multilingualism is
highly pertinent.

Following on from this background to the dictionary’s creation,
Chapter 3 will give a formal description of Ms. Syn. Gr. 383, the pri-
mary manuscript witness to the dictionary and Epifanii’s own autograph,
with a special focus on its graphical features and orthography. This de-
scription relies on both formal terminology and concepts from
grapholinguistics (e.g., ZALIZNIAK 1979; REZEC 2009; MELETIS 2020;
MELETIS / DURSCHEID 2022), and comparisons with writing samples in
existing palacographical manuals for the East Slavic Cyrillic scripts
(SHCHEPKIN [1913] 1967; KARSKII [1928] 1978; CHEREPNIN 1956) and
especially for Ruthenian cursive (PANASHENKO 1974). Another refer-
ence point is provided by Meletii Smotryts'kyi’s 1619 grammar of
Church Slavonic. As will be argued, Smotryts'kyi’s work supplied many
of the norms — orthographic, morphological, terminological — to which
Epifanii Slavinetskii adhered in his manuscript of the GSL.

There follows an investigation of how the GSL adopts and adapts
practices from the Western European Early Modern learned (humanist)
lexicographical tradition, in terms of both structure (Chapter 4) and
content (Chapter 5). This analysis of the dictionary’s structure will make
use of the terminology and methods for describing dictionary macro-,
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medio-, and microstructures that have been elaborated recently, espe-
cially in German-language research (above all, ENGELBERG / LEMNITZER
2005 and WIEGAND et al. 2010, but also GOUWS 2002; 2005). In ascer-
taining which dictionaries likely served as sources for the GSL, the
approach applied is that of juxtaposition of alphabetical lemma stretches
(Ger. Lemmastrecken; cf. WIEGAND et al. 2010: 187) from the GSL and
its respective potential sources. This will be supplemented by a detailed
comparison of Latin translation items (equivalents) and longer prose
texts, which have been overlooked to a large extent in previous research.
This will reveal how Epifanii Slavinetskii creatively synthesised com-
posite Slavonic translation texts on the basis of multiple Latin sources —
in other words, how he made an original contribution as a lexicographer
at the same time as producing a derivative work. This investigation will
be rounded off by an examination of references to primary sources (Pa-
tristic and Biblical, Greek and Slavonic) that were discovered in the
process of transcribing large sections of the dictionary. These references
help us to understand Epifanii Slavinetskii’s mode of working on the
GSL and his original contribution to lexicography and Greek—Church
Slavonic translation more deeply.

The final part will focus on the language of the dictionary, with a
focus on its particularly Ruthenian features (Chapter 6) and the role and
functions of Latin (Chapter 7). With respect to the former, significant
reference points are provided by academic descriptions of exemplars of
written Ruthenian and Ruthenian Church Slavonic (BULICH [1893]
1986; GROSCHEL 1972; BUNCIC 2006; BOUNATIROU 2018; CITKO 2019;
etc.). Given the likelihood that Epifanii Slavinetskii himself was born in
a Ruthenian dialect area within the confines of modern-day Belarus
(ROTAR 1900a: 4-6; IAKIMOVICH 1975:7; cf. § 6.1.1), works on the
historical development of Belarusian will also be consulted (e.g.,
KARSKIl 1908; 1911; WEXLER 1977). The investigation of the latter
topic — the role of Latin in the dictionary — will be facilitated in particu-
lar by frameworks for classifying lexical borrowings, whether loanwords
or loan translations. These include the traditional schemes of BETZ (e.g.,
1944) and concepts from the modern field of Eurolinguistics (e.g., the
contributions in HINRICHS 2010). The approach sketched out by KEIPERT
(1973) is followed in identifying Latin loanwords borrowed through
Polish and Ruthenian. Furthermore, existing historical and etymological
dictionaries of Ukrainian and Belarusian will serve as central resources
for tracing the lexemes’ origins and the history of their use. The discus-
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sion of the dictionary’s lexis concludes with three case studies on aca-
demic, grammatical/linguistic, and poetic/metrical terminology (Chapter
8). These categories were chosen to convey some aspects of the develop-
ment of scholarly or academic vocabulary as witnessed in the dictionary.

The focus thus spans several diverse areas of historical linguistics
and philology, including (historical) lexicography, language contact,
lexicology, and grapholinguistics.

1.2 Formal Conventions

Here, at the outset, it is expedient to state several principles concerning
the modes of citation, transliteration, and other conventions.

The current accepted standard for encoding pre-modern Cyrillic texts
(and not only), which is also used in this book, is Unicode (UTF-8, ver-
sion 15.1 as of writing). It was decided from the very beginning to make
full use of the range of available Unicode characters for all three scripts
in the manuscript (Latin, Greek, and Cyrillic), in order to replicate the
text of the manuscript with the greatest possible visual fidelity. Diacrit-
ics and supralinear letters in all three scripts have been consistently
included in the transcriptions. Period spellings have not been normalized
or ‘corrected’ according to modern conventions; in particular, Greek
breathings written over the first vowel in diphthongs in Syn. Gr. 383
have been left ‘as is’.

In printing the Latin texts of the GSL and its source dictionaries, an
effort has been made to convey instances of variation such as that be-
tween (s) and long ([}, on the grounds that this information is palaeo-
graphically significant. Nevertheless, some compromises and simplifica-
tions have been made, mostly in the face of technical limitations. With
certain exceptions like stigma (¢) and the xa: ligature (%), or the com-
mon Latin digraphs (&) /(a) and ((E) /(ce), the Unicode standard does
not feature so many ligatures for Greek and Latin (cf. also THOMPSON
2021: 220). Even (8), which is very common in Greek, is designated in
Unicode for Latin only (under codepoint U+0223). On these grounds,
most of the Latin and Greek ligatures found in Syn. Gr. 383 are resolved
into their constituent letters, as in (gue) for (A or (cBaz) for { ) (cf.
§ 3.2.2). While lacking Unicode support was the primary motivation for
this unification, an analogous practice was followed by Bunci¢ and
Keipert in their edition of Ivan UZevych’s Berlaimont translation (Roz-
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mova / Beséda) (BUNCIC / KEIPERT 2005: XXXIX). Another convention
borrowed from this edition is the insertion of a dashed vertical bar (}) at
expected word boundaries per modern spelling rules, by analogy with the
vertical bar (|) notation for line breaks in the original text (ibid.: XX—XXI).

The coverage for pre-modern Cyrillic graphemes and glyphs is rather
more complete, and so the respective characters (), (W), etc. are gener-
ally used where relevant. With respect to Epifanii’s GSL, it is particu-
larly worth paying attention to the existence of several specifically
Ruthenian glyphic variants: ‘rounded véde’ (€) (U+1C80), ‘wide slovo’
(c) (U+1C83), “tall tverdo’ ('T) (U+1C84), and ‘tall yer’ {'b) (U+1C86).
Since 2016, these have been encoded in the Unicode block Cyrillic Ex-
tended-C (ANDREEV et al. 2013; 2014). The decision to encode these
characters has been the subject of some controversy (cf. BIRNBAUM /
CLEMINSON 2013). Regardless of the intricacies of graphematics and the
Unicode philosophy, it is undeniable that these written signs occur,
above all, in Ruthenian printed books and manuscripts (ANDREEV et al.
2014). The corresponding characters now exist in Unicode and in fonts
developed within the Ponomar Project or by Sebastian Kempgen (among
them Bukyvede, which is used for the Cyrillic texts in this document).’
Therefore, it makes sense to avail oneself of them in digitally replicating
the text of Syn. Gr. 383. Two other characters from this block that are
not used herein are the ‘three-legged tverdo’ (m) (U+1C85) and ‘tall
yat” (B) (U+1C87). While they do occur in Syn. Gr. 383, they do so
exclusively, i.e., they do not alternate as glyphic variants with (T) and
() (cf. § 3.2.2).

It is imperative to adhere to the right standards when encoding not
only letters, but also diacritics and punctuation. Here, there is consider-
able potential for confusion of visually similar characters. To give one
example, the middle dot (-) used to separate translation items in the
dictionary is properly encoded with the codepoint U+00B7 rather than
the superficially similar U+0387, which represents the Greek colon or
ano teleia (PODTERGERA 2015b: 393). It is also critical to use the correct
combining/modifier characters for Cyrillic accents and other supralinear
signs like the titlo, as well as the combing Cyrillic superscript letters
from the blocks Extended-A and Extended-B (as throughout).

Available publicly on the author’s Kodeks server hosted at the University
of Bamberg: <https://kodeks.uni-bamberg.de/AKSL/AKSL/Schrift.htm>
(accessed 12.08.2022).
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The transliteration scheme used, except in direct quotations from
academic works, is the ALA-LC Romanization for Cyrillic (Belarusian,
Russian, or Ukrainian, as relevant), without diacritics or ligatures. The
one exception is that the ‘prime’ sign (') is generally omitted from the
transliteration of the names of the authors of works cited, following a
widespread de facto practice adopted by many English-language publi-
cations. Where relevant, preference is given to authors’ own romaniza-
tions of their surnames (especially in endings, e.g., -sky instead of -skii,
-aya instead of -aia, etc.). In transliterating etymologically reconstructed
Proto-Slavic or Old Church Slavonic forms, the accepted academic
standard is applied (i.e., the ‘yers’ » and » are left ‘as is’).

The transliteration of Epifanii Slavinetskii’s name requires some
special comment. In the present study, his name is not rendered accord-
ing to a Belarusian or Ukrainian transliteration scheme, e.g. as (J)epy-
fanij Slavynec'skyj (as in STRAKHOV 2006: passim; though it should be
noted that the Greek-derived Ukrainian — primarily monastic — name
Eniganiti ought to be transliterated as [J]epifanii). The reason for this
decision is that, in the only known sources in which Epifanii’s name
occurs, it is written as énicAniii caarinéuyeiii in the Old Cyrillic alphabet.
We have no way of verifying how it would have been written in Ruthe-
nian or Russian, much less how it would have been pronounced in Epi-
fanii’s native dialect or how it then ought to be transcribed. Unequivo-
cally Ruthenian surnames such as Smotryts'kyi, Zyzanii, and Berynda are
duly transliterated according to the ALA-LC rules for Ukrainian.

As a further matter, the use of Slavonic to refer to the language of the
dictionary requires some clarification. This is intended as a maximally
close rendering of the endonym slovénsskv / slavénsskv / slavianvsks,
traditionally used for Slavic written varieties, including among the East
Slavs (see §§ 2.2.2 and 6.1, as well as KEIPERT 2014: 1220). The glot-
tonym Church Slavonic is used quite sparingly, mostly to refer specifi-
cally to the language of the Church books. Not only was no such term
known in the period under consideration (cf. KEIPERT 2014: 1215; Bou-
NATIROU 2020), but it does not capture the full breadth of the functions
of the learned written variety of Slavonic (cf. ZHIVOV 2017: 887) em-
ployed by Epifanii (q.v. § 6.1). Therefore, the term Slavonic is preferred
throughout, barring places where there is a risk of ambiguity.

In the main text, English spelling follows Oxford/OED rules (i.e., or-
ganize and honour but analyse), which appear preferable in light of their
maximal fidelity to etymology (whether Latin, Greek, or French). In all
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direct quotations from academic literature in modern languages, the
original orthography has been left untouched unless otherwise noted.
While inline references to secondary literature are generally offset in
small capitals, those to primary sources (as listed in the first subsection
of the bibliography) are not, so as to create an additional visual distinc-
tion between the two types.






2 Background and State of Research

2.1  Primary Sources and Manuscript Tradition

A vital prerequisite for working with any historical text is understanding
the context in which it was produced and in what form it has come down
to us today.

In the case of the GSL, there are just three known manuscript wit-
nesses: 1) Epifanii Slavinetskii’s autograph; 2) the Titov manuscript; and
3) what we will call the ‘Moscow Manuscript’. The first, Epifanii
Slavinetskii’s own autograph and working copy, is Ms. Syn. Gr. 383
from the Russian State Historical Museum. It was catalogued by Archi-
mandrite Vladimir Filantropov as Ms. Syn. 488 (ARCHIM. VLADIMIR
1894: 716); even relatively recent pieces of research (e.g., FONKICH
1994: 25; STRAKHOV 2006: 271) may still refer to the manuscript using
his numbering. Here, we will adhere to the current numbering adopted
by the State Historical Museum (i.e. Syn. Gr. 383). The second is the
two-volume codex descriptus Ms. Titov 67-68 from the collections of
the Russian National Library in Saint Petersburg. It is a complete early
copy of Epifanii’s autograph. The third, dated 1766 (FONKICH 1994: 26
fn. 22), is kept in the collections of Moscow State University. According
to STRAKHOV (2006: 271), it is a near exact copy of the second and thus
of lesser interest to researchers. Mss. Syn. Gr. 383 and Titov 67—68 have
formed the basis for almost all prior research, and they are the main
objects of study here. Lack of access to the third copy meant that it was
impossible to take it into consideration; all discussion of it is based on
existing secondary literature.

The circumstances in which Epifanii’s original manuscript and these
early copies were produced are less than certain. As previous academic
literature on this topic contains contradictory opinions and cites sources
inconsistently or incompletely, it would be expedient here to collate and
reanalyse all known historical witnesses to the creation of the GSL and
its copies.
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The view that the GSL was originally commissioned by the Boyar
Fedor Mikhailovich Rtishchev (1826-1673), a well-known patron of
culture in 17"-century Moscow, is commonly found in 19%-century
Russian academic literature (e.g., METR. EVGENII 1827: 172 fn. 1;
GALAKHOV 1863: 235; CHUDINOV 1872:203). This same notion has
been adopted, seemingly without scrutiny, in more recent scholarship
(e.g., FONKICH 1994: 26). This association between Epifanii and Rti-
shchev in the literature can be traced back to a passage from the Drev-
niaia rossiiskaia vivliofika, a miscellany of historical texts compiled by
Nikolai Novikov and published in 1791:

Eme e npmssa [Prumess — W.T.] ors KieBa, u3p Cssrerst JlaBpsr
Ieuepckis, CesamenHoMoHaxa Enmdanis, myxa mynparo, ¥ Bb A3bI0b
CnaBeHckoMb UM [peyeckoMb M BO WHBIXH HU3SIIHATO, Kb CEMY K€ H
JIpYTUXb WHOKOBb BO yueHiM I'pammaruku CraBeHckod u I'peueckoit,
naxe 10 Putopuku u @umocodiv, XOTAIUMB TOMY y4EHII0 BHHMATH.
[...] Emucaniii xe, 3a ero ke MpomIEHIEeMb, MHOTHMbBb TPYyAOMb H
TIIaHIeMb COYMHU KHUTY JIeKcHKOHB, pedeHid s3pika CraBeHCKa W
I'pedecka, u co nabmu s13b1kH, Bb HaydyeHie u Bo ypasymbHie yuammmcs
HOTPEOHBIN.

(Novikov 1791: 401)

Furthermore, [Rtishchev] summoned the Priest-monk Epifanii of the
Holy Monastery of the Caves in Kiev, a wise man skilled in Slavonic,
Greek, and other languages, as well as other monks schooled in the
grammar of Slavonic and Greek, even unto Rhetoric and Philosophy,
who wished to pay heed to this teaching. Epifanii, for his part, at the
bidding of the same [i.e. Rtishchev], through great labours and diligence
compiled a book [called] the Lexicon of Words of the Slavonic and
Greek Languages, together with other languages, for the purpose of
teaching and instructing pupils.

This quotation was originally taken from the quasi-hagiography of Fedor
Rtishchev titled Zhitie muzha milostivogo (cf. ROMODANOVSKAIA
1992). It was anthologized by Novikov and thence quoted by Metropoli-
tan Evgenii Bolkhovitinov (METR. EVGENII 1827: 172 fn. 1), the author
of an early historical study on Epifanii’s philological works. This was
apparently the immediate source of this piece of information for the later
scholars who have restated it.

Nevertheless, as early as 1903, Sobolevskii rightly cast doubt on this
‘hagiographicizing’ narrative, noting the lack of sources cited (SOBO-
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LEVSKII 1903: 121-2 fn. 1). He suggests instead that the dictionary was
compiled at the Tsar’s behest. Other historical sources and scholarship,
notably KHARLAMPOVICH (1914: 128-132), likewise dispute the notion
that Epifanii was summoned from Kiev by Rtishchev. According to a
gramota found by ROTAR (1900a: 16-18, 21), Epifanii was summoned
personally by Tsar Aleksei Mikhailovich in 1649 together with the other
waves of Kievan monks between 1645-49. The Tsar provided him with
an allowance and lodgings, initially an apartment at the Posol’skii Prikaz
(ibid.; cf. IAKIMOVICH 1985: 8), rather than in the Andreev Monastery,
as previously believed. On this subject, Metropolitan Evgenii quotes the
preface by Evfimii of Chudov to the new Slavonic translation of the
Gospels, which is traditionally ascribed to Epifanii Slavinetskii
(ﬂ?e,A,on'sTe Na évarréaie; cf. RNL fonds 310, No. 1291, f. 3", quoted in
METR. EVGENII 1827: 177-178, FONKICH 1994: 25, and SOBOLEVSKII
1903: 290; see also the facsimile edition by STRAKHOV, 2002: 6, quoted
in PODTERGERA 2006: 156 fn. 19):

NBTA (3pu3 [=7157/1649], Mia i8Aia, BB Afb. [sic!] Mo Wisgoaénito
REAHICAIW r‘,&,pA u,?A H REAHICATW ICNA3A AAeAIA MIXAHAORHYA RCEA REAHKTA H
MAABIA W EBABIA pweein camopépk[u]a [corr err —kna, W.T.], npliseans W
IKIERA BB u?c’rngoLuTﬁ r'pz\',zs,% MOCKRY, p&,A,M NAYPENTA C}\ABGNO‘)WCCiﬁCICAI‘W
NAyé,A,A ABTEH EAAUNCKOMYE NAKA3ANTH, NEICTO ieyomon&x%, imené én'l'cﬁA’N'l'ﬁ
CAARINELIKIF, MEKB MNOro¥wennlii (Aite KT HNB TAKORD RO Bpémenn CEMB) Né
TOKMW r’pAMMATiKM, H p’l"réfncn, NO M <}>‘|’Aoco<}>in, M CAMBIA  0,€0AOMH
H3RBCTNBIA BBLICTh HCMBITATEAL W HeKk¥enBIALLIT pic&a,ﬁ're/\b, M WIACNBI
npe’ro/\lcésnmc%, SAAMNCIKATW,  AATINCKATW, CAABENCKATW, H  MOACKATW
ATAAKTWR,

In the year 7157 [from Creation, = 1649] in the month of July, on the
[?7?] day, at the behest of the Great Lord Tsar and Grand Duke Aleksei
Mikhailovich, Autocrat of All Great and Little and White Russia, there
was summoned from Kiev to the ruling city of Moscow, so as to instruct
the children of the Slavic Russian people in Hellenistic teaching, a cer-
tain hieromonk by the name of Epifanii Slavinetskii, a very learned man,
quite without parallel in our time, and a sure investigator and most
skilled examiner not only of Grammar and Rhetoric, but also of Philoso-
phy and Theology itself, and a diligent interpreter of the Greek [lit.: Hel-
lenic), Latin, Slavonic and Polish languages [lit.: dialects).

There follows a description of Epifanii’s work as a translator, in particu-
lar his literal (re-)translations of Biblical books. No explicit mention is
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made of the GSL. However, the dictionary is mentioned in Evfimii’s
polemical treatise Ostenw, which copies the precise wording of the
above passage and continues it as follows:

[...] Axe AOCTOK’ﬁ‘)NO COYHNI E Ll,i‘)c’l‘KXMLMGM'L r“)zim; MOCKRE KNHIMS A¢SiKOND
TPiPchcB, EAAHNOCAARENOAATINCKIHA,
(GORSKII / NEVOSTRUEV 1859: 428)

[...] who, in the reigning city of Moscow, certainly compiled the book
Lexikons triglosson, in Greek, Slavonic, and Latin.

Metr. Evgenii cites Evfimii’s preface merely as “a historical record kept
in the archive of the [Imperial] Russian College of Foreign Affairs”
(“omu[a] crapuun[as] 3amnwuck[a], Haiinenu[as]| B Apxusb Kosreriu
Wnoctpannsixe [bnp”), the successor institution to the Posol'skii
Prikaz. This passage refutes the notion that Rtishchev summoned Epi-
fanii to Moscow and commissioned the dictionary, as, indeed, does the
fact that it was discovered in a state archive.

Overall, the historical evidence we have does not allow us to asso-
ciate the origin of the dictionary definitively with the person of
Rtishchev, nor with any kind of educational programme. Even Rotar’s
more restrained suggestion that Rtishchev may have played a tangential
role in the dictionary’s genesis can be discounted. Rotar espouses the
widespread but unverifiable myth (cf. BOGDANOV 2021: 33) of the exis-
tence of a formal school established by Rtishchev (“Prumesck[as]
mkoi[a]”) in the Andreev Monastery, for which he hypothesizes Epi-
fanii might have compiled the dictionary (ROTAR 1900c: 381-383). This
myth was taken up again recently by ISACHENKO (2009: 29, 230). In
fact, there is no documentary evidence for such a relationship between
Epifanii and Rtishchev or for Epifanii’s having provided formal instruc-
tion in Greek whilst in Moscow, not even in the vita of Fedor Rtishchev
(KAPTEREV [1889] 2008; FONKICH 2009: 45—47). Rtishchev is known to
have had an interest in learning Greek, which attracted criticism from
the conservative Moscow party who favoured the prestige and primacy
of Russian written sources in a way not dissimilar to the Old Believers
(e.g. the following complaint in a reported conversation between Ivan
Vasil'evich Zasetskii, Luk’ian Timofeevich Golosov, and Konstantin
Ivanov: “Fedor Rtishchev is learning Greek letters from the Kievans,
and precisely in these letters resides heresy”; KozLOVSKIl 1906: 81;
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KHARLAMPOVICH 1913: 16; 1914: 136; FONKICH 2009: 45; STRAKHOV
1998: 30). However, this does not mean that a formal Greek school
necessarily existed in this monastery, much less that Epifanii taught at it.
lakimovich, another scholar to touch upon the cultural import and
context of Epifanii’s dictionaries, does not make any explicit claims
about the existence of a monastery school in which Epifanii might have
taught. Nonetheless, she does give a speculative, Romanticizing charac-
terization of the environment in which Epifanii and his contemporaries
might have lived and worked in the Krutitsy Metochion (Krutitskoe
podvor'ie) in Moscow (IAKIMOVICH 1985: 11). She further makes cer-
tain unsubstantiated (politicized) claims about the “democratization” of
the Russian language through Epifanii’s dictionaries or Epifanii’s work
as an “educator” or “enlightenment” figure (ibid.: 18, 20). However, as
noted by KHARLAMPOVICH (1914: 378), there is no evidence to support
this characterization. On the contrary, Epifanii seems — barring excep-
tional circumstances such as the Church Councils — to have shunned the
public eye in favour of purely intellectual pursuits (ibid.: 378-379).

While we again lack precise documentary evidence, the most likely
time-frame for the completion of the GSL is in the 1660s. Rotar esti-
mates that Epifanii Slavinetskii began work on the GSL in 1664. This
estimate rests on the assumption that a 1663 copy of Johann Scapula’s
lexicon provided a large part of his material (ROTAR 1900c: 381 fn. 4;
cf. BRAILOVSKII 1890a: 244 fn. 1; cf. STRAKHOV 2006: 274). However,
as STRAKHOV (ibid.) states (and as will be further discussed in § 5.4),
Scapula’s lexicon, which existed in multiple versions from the late 16%
century as well, was hardly the only source for the GSL. Therefore, one
cannot rely upon it as a sole criterion for the dating of the manuscript.

At the same time, indirect evidence from Epifanii Slavinetskii’s
Calepino translation, which was carried out in Kiev, suggests that he
may have begun to gather Greek lexical material at an earlier stage.
Bovsunovskaia has shown how, in translating the Latin lemmata from
Calepino’s dictionary, Epifanii made use of Greek (and thereby also
traditional written Slavonic) models to form new Slavonic words (espe-
cially compounds), and also included Greek loanwords among the dic-
tionary’s Latin lemmata (BOVSUNOVSKAIA 2009b: 34-35). One may feel
compelled to question Bovsunovksaia’s thesis that the formation of
compounds occurred only under direct or indirect Greek influence and
was not otherwise productive in Slavic languages. Moreover, these very
Greek-based models, were, of course, already broadly established in
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(Church) Slavonic literacy by the 17% century. Nevertheless, the exam-
ples she provides do seem to suggest overall that, as early as his Kievan
period, Epifanii Slavinetskii was incorporating Greek data into his dic-
tionaries — quite possibly on the basis of his own work as a translator.
This may, in turn, have fed into his work on the GSL or even supplied
some of the lexical material for it.

Another claim made in the text from the Drevniaia rossiiskaia viviio-
fika is that the GSL was intended as a learning aid (NOVIKOV
1791: 401). This is presumably what Kharlampovich has in mind when
he speaks of it as a “pedagogical” work (KHARLAMPOVICH 1914: 377—
378). A more probable theory is that it was conceived as an aid to trans-
lators working on philological projects, as intimated by ISACHENKO
(2009: 29), or in the Posol'skii Prikaz (CHUDINOV 1872: 203). A signifi-
cant piece of indirect evidence to support the latter suggestion is a bind-
ing or seal (“ckpbma”) on the margins of the dictionary that is mentioned
by Archimandrite Vladimir in his catalogue (ARCHIM. VLADIMIR 1894:
716). This “ckpbma” remains visible to this day (q.v. § 3.1.5) and it is
possible to make out in it the initials of the d'iak (‘clerk’) Ivan Arbenev,
which are repeated throughout Syn. Gr. 383. The fact that a d'iak was
unequivocally a member of the civil service, gives cause to think that the
dictionary was created for use in government institutions rather than the
context of monastery education. Indeed, the “ckpbma” explicitly states
that the manuscript is state property (belonging to the Treasury House or
kazennyi dom) and that Ivan Arbenev was employed by the Office
(prikaz) for Book Printing. His signature is attested on other manuscripts
from the years 1678 and 1679 (VZDORNOV 1968: 188; FONKICH
1977: 108, 167-168). This allows us to pinpoint his period of service as
being nearly contemporaneous with Epifanii’s production of the GSL.
Further evidence for the practical, administrative use of Epifanii’s works
comes from the fact that, in addition to the copies of Epifanii’s Latin—
Slavonic dictionary in Paris (BNF Slave 9; cf. STROEV 1841: 112, No.
57, HORBATSCH 1968), Prague, Uppsala and other locations
(BIRGEGARD 1987: vii), one is kept in the RGADA, the ultimate succes-
sor archive to the Posol’skii Prikaz (even if the RGADA includes some
documents of an administrative nature from the former Moscow Typog-
raphy, cf. JAKIMOVICH 1985: 13).

BRAILOVSKII (1890b) and, after him, FONKICH (1994) provide histor-
ical evidence for the production of the two copies of the GSL as well as
for early attempts to print the dictionary (in 1697-1698 and 1707).
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Strakhov reproduces several of these same sources in her own article on
the GSL (STRAKHOV 2006: 271-273, 285 fn. 11). The longest and most
important of these, an ukaz of Patriarch Adrian found by Brailovskii in
“one of the books of the Archive of the Moscow Typography”’, is worth
reproducing in full here (cf. BRAILOVSKII 1890b: 231-232; cf. Kn. Zap.
67, f. 102—103Y; STRAKHOV 2006: 272):

Mupo3sgaHis ,3@&3 rbTa Maist Bb Ku Benukint [ocmomuHD CBATHIMIIIN
KUpb AnpiaHb apXiemuckomb MOCKOBCKiM M Bcesl poccid U BChXb
cbBepHBIXh CTpPaHb MaTpiapXh yKasallb y4YalllbiIMb BUCKOMB [sic!]
YYEHUKOBD TIpPEYecKaro W CJIABEHCKaro Ss3bIKa I'PAaMMaTHYECKUMb
uckycctBoMb Hukomaro CemeHoBy ma Oemopy IloaukaproBy KHUTY
JlekcikoH® ['peko—ciTaBeHO—IATIHCKIN KOTOPYIO MHCAIh CBOEIO PYKOIO
1 MIPEBOIMIID ITOCTABEHCKN U3BLCTHBIA Bb OOrOCIOBIM YYUTEND i€po-
MoHaxb Enudanit CraBUHENKIN B3sSIBD MPEMUCHBIS TeTpaTH cHavalla
TOr0 JIEKCMKOHA KOJWKO WXb ecTh mucma @Pnopa Iepacmmona ma
moHaxa loBa CxoJacTtika IONKCATH BECh MOIJIMHHO 110 CAMOMY IIPEBO-
ny. IIpovyecTr Xe M COBEPIIIEHHO CIIPABUTH €KeObl OTTATH KITIiMO-
rpacdcKoMy cOmbBIIBLIBaHIIO BIIPIMIYIIIEE },3& 1bTa BiZEHb BOCKPECEHIST
Tocrogast CBSITBIS macxXd. a 3a TakoBbIM mX Tpymb [f 1037 u Tinanie
[sic!] mbIHBI [sic!] Hampems Ha genu [sic!] cie ykaszamb cBSThAIIIN
naTpiapxbs gaté uMb Hukomaro ma Oemopy JeHerb CTO pyOJeBb U
HalIMCMO TOSI KHUTU OyMard KOJKO HaJgOOHO U3IIPUKA3y KHHIB IIe-
YaTHOTO [Z.e., KHUromevyatHaro — W. 7] mbma. Erga ke oHi TOe KHHTY
IOTIICaBh MIPOYTYTH iIBBIIIPABS YMCTO MO IIPEeBOIYy iepoMoHaxa Emm-
anist coBepIIEHHY OTHAIYTH U UMb HaTh €IIe CTO PYOJIEBh MCITOTO
ke mpukasa. A nmb Hukomnaro ma Oemopy Tort EnmdaHieBs mpeBoIs
¥ IIACMO KHUTY JIe3MKOHD Oepeub M He MOpaTh M HAITO TIIaThcs [sic!]
YTOOBI KITOMY BPEMSIHI COBEPILIATH.

In the year 7105 [= 1697] from the Creation of the world, in [the month
of] May on the 28" [day], His Holiness Kyr Adrian, Archbishop of Mos-
cow and Patriarch of All Russia and all the northern lands, ordered that
Nikolai Semionov and Fedor Polikarpov, who as heads of their class [?
— this word, viskomw, is ambiguous; the text is likely corrupted] teach
students the arts of Greek and Slavonic grammar, to take the book [ti-
tled] Greek—Slavonic—Latin Lexicon, which the Hieromonk Epifanii
Slavinetskii, the famous teacher of theology, wrote with his own hand
and translated into Slavonic, and to take all the pages in their entirety

Inventory 1 of RGADA fonds 1182 lists a document that appears to
match this description.
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from the copy begun by Flor Gerasimov and the monk Job the Scholastic
and finish them in accordance with [Epifanii’s] original translation, to
read through it and correct it completely in order to submit it for print-
ing in the coming year of 7106 [= 1698] on the day of Holy Pascha, the
Resurrection of the Lord. And in exchange for these labours of theirs and
their diligence, His Holiness, the Patriarch has ordered that they, Niko-
lai and Fedor, are to be given 100 roubles, and as much writing paper
as they require, from the Office for Book Printing. And if they complete
the writing of this book, and read it through [i.e. proofread it] and pro-
duce a clean copy in accordance with the translation of Hieromonk
Epifanii, and turn in the complete book, they are to be given 100 more
roubles from the same office. And Nikolai and Fedor are to take care of
this translation by Epifanii and his autograph of the book “Lexicon”,
and not sully it, and to see to it that they complete the work in time."

FONKICH (1994: 26) had already posited the existence of two copies, but
had apparently not seen the one in Saint Petersburg and does not refer-
ence the shelfmark of this copy, either. STRAKHOV (2006) was the first
to link the efforts to prepare the dictionary for printing with the copy
from the Titov Collection of the Russian National Library (Ms. Titov
67-68). It is known that Fedor Polikarpov himself, a native Muscovite
(BULANIN / ZIBOROV 2004: 105), had been tasked in 1697 with prepar-
ing the GSL for printing and likely took part in the production of the Ti-
tov copy. Strakhov, on the basis of the ukaz quoted above and Fonkich’s
research, identified the handwriting of the four scribes who worked on
the first copy, including that of Fedor Polikarpov (STRAKHOV
2006: 284-285). Her analysis, although it could not be confirmed inde-
pendently due to lack of access to necessary materials, comes across as
convincing and is supported by the handwriting of selected sections of
Ms. Titov 67 that could be viewed.’

The Moscow version (MSU 6 =9Bi45, cf. FONKICH 1998: 26;
STRAKHOV 2006: 272, 284-285 n. 11) was produced in a different con-
text, after Polikarpov’s death. The only known historical source concern-
ing the production of the “Moscow” copy of the GSL is an inscription in
¢ STRAKHOV (2006: 272) provides a translation of this passage that is
broadly similar, except stylistically and in one or two points of sub-
stance, e.g. the translation of prikazv knigv pechatnago déla (Strakhov:
‘the Department of Books [intended] to be printed’).

This was only possible thanks to the kind support of Dr. Aleksandr
Levichkin (RAS Institute for Linguistics, Saint Petersburg).
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the manuscript (Vol. II, f. 129-145), quoted by FONKICH (1994: 2627
fn. 22) with modernized orthography:

Ilo nmcMeHHOM / OT ero NpeBOCXOAUTENICTBA / rocrnoguHa obep. arep-
melicrepa / Cemena KupmmroBnua HappimkwHa / K IpeocBSIIEHHOMY
AwmBpocuro / apxuenuckory Kpyrunkomy n MokaiickoMy npo3oe / Tia-
HHEM €ro MPEOCBSIICHCTBA / ¢ HaxXoAsAIarocs / B MOCKOBCKOH Tumorpa-
¢un / I'pexonaruHocnaBeHckaro / pykonucHaro Jlekcukona / B KpyTuikoit
u Tpouiikoii / ceMunapusix / JISKCHKOH ceil / COCTOSIIMI B IBYX 4acTsX /
nieperucad / 1766 rona

At the written request of his excellency lord Oberjigermeister Semion
Kirillovich Naryshkin to the Right Reverend Amvrosii, Archbishop of
Krutitsy and Mozhaisk, this lexicon in two parts was copied, through the
diligent efforts of His Reverence, in the Krutitsy and Holy Trinity semi-
naries from the handwritten Greek—Latin—Slavonic [sic!] Lexicon in the
Moscow Printing House, in the year 1766.

A similar inscription in the first volume (f. 1) states that Archbishop
Amvrosii (1 16.09.1771) and Semion Naryshkin (27.11.1775) had
already died by the time these remarks were written, dating either the
inscription, the first volume of the manuscript, or both, to no earlier than
1775 (ibid.). STRAKHOV (2006: 271), citing Fonkich’s study, claims that
the “Moscow” copy was made from the “Petersburg” one (STRAKHOV
2006: 271), which is indeed supported by the text of this inscription.

The exact history and provenance of both manuscripts is not known
with certainty. The Titov manuscript may at some point have been kept
in the library of Evfimii of Chudov. In a historical inventory of his book
collection, we find the following entry under the heading “Kuuru Jlek-
CHUKOHBI B JiecTh”: “JlekcikoH [pekociaBeHCKol cnincanb ¢b EnneanieBa
[sic!] JlekcikoHa b, Bb TOCKAaXb, IPUKPHITHI KOXKeEr0, 10 00pb3y kuHO-
Bap®b, JCpKaHb, KOPEHBb BETXb, 0e3b 3acTeikekdp” (“Greek—Slavic—Latin
lexicon copied from Epifanii’s lexicon [...] in boards, covered with
leather, cinnabar cut, used, old spine, without clasps”; quoted in VIK-
TOROV / TIKHONRAVOV 1863: Vol. V, Pt. 3, 52; cit. FONKICH 1994: 26).
Sobolevskii refers to a copy of the GSL that was sometime in the pos-
session of the Arkhangelsk Theological Seminary and contained a peti-
tion by the scribe Nikolai Golovin to Patriarch Adrian about having the
dictionary printed (SOBOLEVSKII 1903: 121; cf. FONKICH 1994: 26 fn.
22). His source for this is Stroev’s Bibliographical Dictionary (published
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posthumously in 1882). However, Stroev does not specify the contents
of this manuscript, merely giving its catalogue number (511/178) and
mentioning a petition to Patriarch Adrian “from after 1691” concerning
the production of a copy of the GSL (STROEV 1882: 108). This petition
perhaps provided the impetus for the 1697 ukaz reproduced above. If —
however uncertain the evidence may be — Stroev’s Ms. No. 511 from the
Arkhangelsk Seminary is in fact one and the same as the “Petersburg”
copy Titov 67—68, it may subsequently have found its way from
Arkhangelsk into the hands of the eponymous bibliophile and entrepre-
neur Andrei Titov (1844—1911), and thence into the Public Library in
Saint Petersburg (now the National Library of Russia).’

Finally, it is worth noting that as late as the 1820s, Metropolitan
Evgenii refers to a manuscript of the dictionary kept in the Synodal
(former Patriarchal) library (“Tlommsrit Jlexcukons I'pexo—CrnaBeHO—
JlatuHckiit Bb nByxb ToMmaxb, KOETO CHHCOKH HAYMCTO IMEPENHCaHHBINA
coxpansiercsi BMbcTh ¢ depHoBHBIMM EmnumdanieBbiMH TeTpagsiMu B
[Marpiapmeii sxe 6mbmoTexs”) (METR. EVGENII 1827: 175). Because he
describes it as being “in two volumes”, it must be one of the two copies
rather than Epifanii’s autograph. While it is impossible to determine
which of the two copies he saw, it is noteworthy that as late as the
1820s, at least one of them was still kept in the Patriarchal (later, Syn-
odal) collection.

Whatever the subsequent fate of the manuscript, this project to print
the GSL was ultimately abandoned for unknown reasons, and never
taken up again. On this subject, STRAKHOV (2006: 273) writes:

In August 1698, Tsar Peter I came back from his European tour after
almost two years of absence. He was preoccupied with new, westerniz-
ing ideas, and a Greek—Slavic—Latin dictionary might have seemed to
him to be out of the mainstream of his new cultural policy.

(emphasis original)

This notion, that a shift in cultural policy led to abandonment of the
project, is difficult to verify, and is possibly contradicted by Peter’s
interest in the dictionary, as demonstrated in Metropolitan Job’s first
¢ On the history of the collection, see: “Postuplenie sobraniia Andreia
Aleksandrovicha Titova v Imperatorskuiu publichnuiu biblioteku”.
Russian National Library. Online. URL: <https://expositions.nlr.ru/
ex_manus/titov/ipb.php> (accessed 11.09.2023).
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letter (below). It is equally plausible that economic calculus or a deci-
sion to redirect material resources and personnel for the typesetting of
Polikarpov’s own Dictionarium trilingue (= FedPolLex; facsimile ed.
KEIPERT 1988b) played a role.

Letters by Metropolitan Job of Novgorod from 1707, analysed by
Brailovskii, reveal not only how the GSL was used, but also that it was
regarded as a rare and highly prized book. In a letter to Peter I, the Met-
ropolitan wrote:

Ilo mMsHHOMY TBOEMy yKa3y, Benmkii locymaps, paam JEKCHKOHA
Enudaniesckaro... mociaaxb kb Mockb Codponis yuntens Jluxy-
nieBa... Moo y0o mapckoe TBoe BennuecTBo, SIKO 13 yKaKeIIH PeucH-
HBIH JIEKCHKOHB Ch IIe4aTHAro JBopa Ha Bpems. .. otaaru CodpoHiro.
(BRAILOVSKII 1890a: 249-250; quoted from CHISTOVICH 1861: 81)

In accordance with your decree issued in your own name, great Sover-
eign, concerning Epifanii’s lexicon... I have sent the teacher Sophronios
Leichoudes to Moscow... I entreat your royal Majesty to order the afore-
mentioned lexicon to be loaned out to Sophronios on a temporary basis
from the Printing House.

This is presumably the same attempt to print the dictionary “under the
supervision of the Leichoudes [brothers]” (“noxb Hag3upaniems Jluxyn-
oBb”) to which Metropolitan Evgenii also refers, albeit without citing
any sources (METR. EVGENII 1827: 175-176). This attempt came to
nought (ibid.). We know from this petition that the Leichoudes brothers
asked the Sovereign for permission to take the GSL with them to Nov-
gorod, and that this petition was approved (SMENTSOVSKII 1899: 350).
In light of this, an intriguing possibility is that the manuscript in ques-
tion was the very copy (i.e. the future Titov 67—68) that eventually made
its way to Saint Petersburg via the Russian North, specifically Novgorod
and Arkhangelsk,” which would support Sobolevskii and Fonkich’s the-
ory about the entry in Stroev’s catalogue.

Other pieces of peripheral information tell us more about the GSL’s
reception in 18™ and early 19t century Russia. A letter from Metropoli-
tan Job to a certain Admiral Apraksin, discovered by CHISTOVICH
(1861: 81, quoted in BRAILOVSKII 1890a: 249-250 fn. 1), reads:

7 This happened with other manuscripts, too (cf. PODTERGERA
2009b: 272, 281).
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Benukiit rocynaps Bb Cankrb-IletepOyprk... moxanosans mub Ha Bpe-
Ms JiekcuKoHb EnmdanieBckoit ¢b mevaTnaro asopa [...] IIpocums Tebde
rocroanHa — u3Boib ero Ilapckaro BenmuecTBa g0I0XUTE, 4TOOB rocy-
Japb TOXKaJIOBaIb — MoBebirb oTnucars Kb OoysipuHy VBaHy Anekcie-
Buay Mycuny-Ilymkuny o0s otnayb ko MHb Ha camoe mManoe BpeMms. ..
Cb PAaCIIMCKOI0 Cb IEYaTHAro JBopa JIeKCHKOHa EmnmdaHieBckaro uist
COBEpILEHHAro 1o repeBoxk [...] JaTHHCKUXD KHUT'B UCIIPABIICHIS.

The great sovereign in Saint Petersburg... has lent me Epifanii’s lexicon
from the [Moscow] Printing House. [...] We beseech you, our lord,
please report to His Royal Majesty that he should grant our request and
write to Boyar Ivan Alekseevich Musin-Pushkin telling him to issue to
me for but the shortest time... with a receipt from the printing house,
Epifanii’s lexicon for the purpose of the final correction of books trans-
lated from Latin.

This letter reveals that the GSL was widely known and greatly valued
among men of letters in the early Russian Empire, was used as a tool for
translation (rather than, say, instruction in schools, cf. above), and could
only be taken out with permission from the Tsar (cf. KOVTUN 1998: 55).
Other historical sources and archaeological evidence demonstrate in
what high regard Epifanii’s contemporaries held the GSL (as noted by
SOBOLEVSKII 1903: 121). In a 1727 catalogue of the Synodal Library,
the GSL is deemed to be “worthy of great esteem” (“BenmKis 3CTUMBI
noctorHas™”) (BRAILOVSKIT 1890a: 250; UNDOLSKII 1846: 7; RUMIAN-
TSEV 1870: 15). In the store rooms in the Moscow Printing House, there
were special carved and gold-plated boxes for the keeping of especially
valuable books. One of the boxes was used to store Epifanii’s dictionary
alongside a valuable Greek Gospel lectionary (RUMIANTSEV 1870: 15).
Moreover, the title of an anthology of Epifanii’s works belonging to the
Kiev Caves Lavra refers to Epifanii with the clause, “who compiled the
great trilingual lexicon” (“mke W BEJNHKIA JIEKCHKOHD TPHUIIOCCOHD
naruca”; quoted in PEVNITSKII 1861: 432)," suggesting that his achieve-
ment in compiling the GSL was, for some at least, synonymous with his
person (see also PANCHENKO 1992: 312-313).

’ Perhaps based on the similar phrase quoted above from the Ostenws (cf.

GORSKII / NEVOSTRUEV 1859: 428).
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2.2 Epifanii Slavinetskii’s Trilingual Dictionary in Context
2.2.1 Lexicography as a Cultural Practice

Dictionaries do not exist in a vacuum; rather, they are the products of
specific peoples, eras, and traditions. They are not mere vessels for
transmitting vocabulary and knowledge in the abstract, but cultural ob-
jects that came into being in a particular time and place, and in a particu-
lar cultural context or environment. Lexicography, whether we under-
stand this as meaning the ‘art and craft’ or the ‘science’ of dictionary-
making (cf. TARP 2017: 19-20), or in any other sense, is thus inherently
a cultural practice. Anyone engaged in the academic study of lexicogra-
phy, sometimes called ‘metalexicography’ (WIEGAND et al. 2010: 125),
must take account of this fact. Thus, in order to grasp the historical sig-
nificance of the GSL, it is essential to understand how it fits into the
broader cultural context of Early Modern lexicography, both Western
European and East Slavic.

An overarching theoretical groundwork for analysing the relation-
ship between lexicography and culture is provided by HAB-ZUMKEHR
(2001). The examples she considers in depth are mostly German dictio-
naries from a later period, but in the general introduction to her study,
she gives a framework for considering the relationship between dictio-
naries and culture. Using definitions from the modern field of cultural
studies, she regards culture as a “self-spun web of meanings” (GEERTZ
1987:9) and a system of signs and symbols that are endowed with
meaning by groups of people (HAB-ZUMKEHR 2001: 14); alternatively,
we can consider it as a ‘configuration of meanings’ (Sinnkonfiguration;
LUCKMANN 1988: 38). Against this backdrop, dictionaries are culturally
significant in two ways: first, they set down meanings of words within
the semantic and semiotic system of a given culture; second, they are
themselves a type of text and a sign (signifiant) within the semiotics of
that culture (HAB-ZUMKEHR 2001: 14). Dictionaries thus both contain
signs and are signs in themselves. In addition to this, they serve as a
venue for debates about language and language use, and did so already
long before linguistics was formalized as an academic discipline
(ibid.: 1). Therefore, lexicography is arguably a part of the ‘culture’ and
‘practice of knowledge’ (Ger. Wissenskultur and Wissenspraxis, respec-
tively) of a particular time and place. As defined broadly in recent schol-
arship on the Early Modern Era, knowledge culture can encompass not



