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� Reviewed by Cynthia M. Vakareliyska

This is a hefty and extremely well-researched doctoral dissertation for the 
Faculty of Modern Languages at Heidelberg University, published with mini-
mal revision, as is the practice in Germany, and clearly written for the doctoral 
supervisor and dissertation committee rather than for a reading audience of 
other specialists in one or more fields. It is no fault of the author, of course, 
that this tour-de-force dissertation looks like a dissertation, but it raises a philo-
sophical question regarding the criteria for writing book reviews of published 
dissertations. It is hardly the place of a book reviewer to evaluate a disserta-
tion, yet treating a dissertation as a scholarly book in a review requires the 
pointing out of some features that may be appropriate for a dissertation but 
that are less than ideal in a peer-reviewed scholarly book. 

The goal of the book, as the author states (p. 18), is to examine cultural 
processes and historical issues concerning the creation, use, and reception 
of the Ruthenian monk Epifanij Slavineckij’s draft copy of his 17th-century 
Greek-Slavonic-Latin Lexicon (GSL, in the author’s abbreviation). The hypothe-
ses that the book seeks to prove are (a) that Slavineckij (ca. 1600–1675) was not 
a Graecophile (i.e., a member of the school that stressed the Greek language 
and Orthodoxy and was opposed to Latin/Roman Catholic influence coming 
from Poland), as claimed by some scholars, but that he used and translated 
Latin texts and lexemes, presumably from Western European sources, and 
that Latin influence is demonstrated by Slavic calques from Latin in the GSL, 
including Greek loanwords transmitted via Latin into Early Modern written 
European languages (“internationalisms”); (b) that Slavineckij used a variant 
of Ruthenian Church Slavonic in the draft manuscript, which was later Russi-
fied in copies of the finished manuscript produced by Muscovite scribes; and 
(c) that the dictionary contains features of a developed Church Slavonic “aca-
demic,” i.e., scholarly, language, particularly in the grammatical terms used.
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The book consists of nine chapters, a bibliography, and two appendices. 
The table of contents is followed by an index of tables and an index of figures 
(i.e., writing samples) that appear in the text. The individual chapters analyze 
the GSL exhaustively from the perspectives of different disciplines, including 
history, lexicography, and Slavic linguistics. 

Chapter 1 is an introduction focusing on research goals and methods, and 
the conventions used in the book. Chapter 2 presents a thorough summary 
of the historical and cultural background of the GSL and a detailed review of 
the scholarly literature, covering lexicography, language attitudes of the early 
modern East Slavs and of Muscovy during Nikon’s reforms, Latin and Greek 
as languages of communication in Muscovy, and Slavineckij’s lexicographic 
works.

Chapter 3 is a description of the draft GSL manuscript at the State Histori-
cal Museum in Moscow (Sin. Gr. 383). The chapter provides a detailed codico-
logical and paleographic analysis of the manuscript, comparing it with Titov 
67 at the Russian National Library, which is one of the two extant Muscovite 
clean copies of Slavineckij’s now-lost final manuscript and the subject of an 
article by Olga Strakhov (2006). Chapter 4, “Formal Structural Description,” 
gives an overview of the various types and structures of dictionaries, focusing 
on issues including the resolution of orthographic and phonetic variation, and 
the macro-, medio-, and microstructure of dictionaries, based on the model in 
Wiegand (1984; cited as 1983) and Wiegand et al. (2010). Chapter 5 proposes 
specific Greek-Latin dictionaries that Slavineckij most likely consulted in the 
compilation of the GSL and looks at his use of primary sources. Thompson 
compares random alphabetical lemma stretches in the GSL to each possible 
dictionary source proposed by earlier scholars, concluding that Constantin’s 
1592 Greek-Latin dictionary was the GSL’s primary source for the lemmas, 
with Scapula’s 1652 dictionary as a supplemental source rather than as the 
main source for the GSL, as some have argued.

Chapter 6 reverts from the GSL generally back to the features of the draft 
manuscript, giving a grammatical and lexical description of the manuscript 
with focus on its Ruthenian features in order to determine the Slavic variant 
employed in it. This chapter should be of the most interest to Slavic linguists. 
In it, Thompson argues, with support from secondary sources, that Slavineckij 
was more likely Belarusian than Ukrainian, and he identifies Ruthenianisms, 
Polonicisms, German loans via Polish, and Latin words via Polish in the draft 
GSL manuscript, noting that Slavineckij and other translators of the Čudov 
Circle to which he belonged used Polish texts in translating from Greek and 
Latin (p. 260). The chapter also looks for sources for Old Testament citations 
in the GSL, concluding that the most likely source was the printed Ostrog 
Bible (1581), as Pentkovskaja (2017) has suggested. The chapter also discusses 
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New Testament citations and the abbreviations that Slavineckij employed for 
references.

Chapter 7 is on the Latin influence on the lexicon and loanwords in the 
GSL, including Latin lexemes of Greek origin, and some lexemes which, 
Thompson argues, Slavineckij calqued or coined himself. This chapter pres-
ents Thompson’s main argument: that GSL was influenced more by Latin than 
by Greek, indicating that Epifanij Slavineckij was not a member of the Grae-
cophile school as some have argued. Upon conducting a search of nouns in 
-ost-ь in the draft GSL manuscript, Thompson determines that these words do 
not calque a Greek suffix, as Strakhov (2006) proposed, but that they must be 
from Polish instead.

Chapter 8 is on what Thompson calls “academic vocabulary,” that is, 
grammatical and poetic/metrical terminology in the GSL, as well as terms 
for academic disciplines. Chapter 9 presents conclusions. This last chapter is 
followed by Appendix 1, “Tables for Sources Analysis,” which compares GSL 
sample lemma stretches to their equivalents in five relatively contemporane-
ous Greek-Latin dictionaries. Appendix 2 discusses the methodology for tran-
scribing the 744-folio draft manuscript of the GSL, using various handwritten 
text recognition (HTR) models with various degrees of success.

Turning now to the features of the book that mark it as a dissertation, it should 
be stressed first that the prose in all the chapters is beautifully written and 
that the book is exhaustively researched. The chapter structure of the book, 
however, jumps back and forth among lexicography in general, the text of the 
GSL (as witnessed in Slavineckij’s draft and the two Muscovite final copies), 
and the draft GSL manuscript itself, often with no indication of a boundary 
or a switch between the last two: for example, chapter 2 on lexicography ana-
lyzes the GSL generally rather than the draft manuscript. 

This leads to the issue of the book’s intended audience, if one is contem-
plated (in addition to the dissertation committee). The chapters on the place 
of the GSL within modern dictionary taxonomies appear likely to be of most 
interest to lexicographers, rather than historical Slavic linguists, for whom the 
chapters analyzing the draft manuscript should be of primary interest. The 
question of intended audience also arises on the microlevel because no En-
glish translation is provided for long quotations in Greek, Latin, and Church 
Slavonic, but an English translation follows the quotations in modern Russian, 
German, and French, even in the chapters that analyze the manuscript from 
a Slavic linguistic perspective (see, for example, p. 248). Are the translations 
of the quotations in modern languages for the benefit of the dissertation com-
mittee, and if so, did the committee members read Greek, Latin, and Church 
Slavonic well but not read the modern languages? Or, was this a required 
convention for dissertations?
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The audience question also carries over into the linguistics chapters. Hy-
pothetical morphological forms are given in Old Cyrillic font rather than in 
Roman transliteration, and when Roman transliteration is used, it is not a 
standard Slavic linguistics transliteration but the English system often used 
for history and literature publications, which does not have a letter-to-letter 
equivalency as linguistic transliteration does. For example, in the discussion 
of the draft GSL manuscript’s morphological features, Thompson writes, 
“forms in sh- (comparative) and -eish- (superlative) […], even though the neish- 
forms were traditionally treated in (Church) Slavonic as the comparatives of 
adjectives in *-ьn-” (p. 272). There is also inconsistency in the use of Roman vs. 
Cyrillic in the narrative prose: for example, why do Russian sample words ap-
pear in Cyrillic but the suffixes above are in Roman transliteration? (Cf. fn 44 
on the same page, where the suffix -im- is provided in Old Cyrillic this time.) 
A quotation from a miscellany from 1791 by Nikolja Novikov preserves the 
jers and jat́  (p. 30), but, as an example, a quotation from 18th-century Ioann 
Maksimovič appears without jat́  or jers (p. 5). 

Another issue is the length of the monograph, which would have bene-
fited greatly from reduction. For instance, in chapter 3, the paleographic de-
scription of Slavineckij’s draft manuscript, Thompson argues that close analy-
sis of the specific manuscript is important because it contains corrections and 
insertions, and that the exhaustive examination of the paleographic features 
of Slavineckij’s hand in the chapter may be of use in identifying other manu-
scripts that he had written. It is unclear, however, why it should be a task of 
this particular book, in addition to its stated goals, to provide a chapter-long 
paleographic analysis of the GSL draft manuscript as “the first complete, sys-
tematic documentation of Epifanii Slavinetskii’s handwriting, which may 
prove useful for working with further manuscripts in his hand” (p. 134). In-
deed, the chapter is a grapheme-by-grapheme analysis of the Greek, Latin, 
and Ruthenian Church Slavonic alphabet letters in the draft manuscript, with 
a separate illustration for each grapheme, in order to demonstrate that some 
of the Cyrillic graphemes in the manuscript display Latin influence. All the 
graphemes, however, could have been presented in a single table, with text 
commentary on only the more noteworthy of them, rather than on every one 
of them. The chapter also compares orthographic differences with the Mus-
covite copy Titov 67, even providing a two-page table of minor orthographic 
differences in specific words and phrases in the Slavic translation of Greek 
words, and examining the paleography, phonology, morphology, and lex-
icon of the latter manuscript, which, as one would expect, was adapted to 
Muscovite norms (pp. 132–33). The chapter then refers the reader to chapter 6, 
on morphology and lexicon, for the examination of Ruthenian features in 
Slavineckij’s draft manuscript. The interruption of the linguistic analysis of 
the draft manuscript by two chapters on lexicographical issues contributes to 
the disjointed structure of the book. 
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As noted above, chapter 4, the first of the interrupting chapters, presents 
a long and detailed taxonomic analysis of the structure of the GSL generally 
and its place within the model of the Wörterbuch zur Lexikographie und Wör-
terbuchforschung (Wiegand et al. 2010); this chapter could have been reduced 
considerably by removing many or all of the diagrams and lexicographic tree 
structures in it. Chapter 5, which discusses exhaustively every known Greek-
Latin dictionary contemporaneous to the GSL in order to speculate which 
ones likely were the sources that Slavineckij used for the GSL, could also have 
been shortened considerably, and then both shortened chapters could have 
been collapsed into a single chapter, since all of chapter 4 focuses on the rea-
sons why Thompson proposes certain specific manuscripts as the sources for 
the GSL in chapter 5.

As is common in dissertations, the analysis leans heavily on others’ 
models, including, in chapter 3, Rezec’s (2009) four- and six-tier graphemat-
ics models for describing the modern German writing system (p.  88), and, 
over much of chapter 4, the taxonomy of modern dictionaries in Wiegand et 
al. (2010). The lengthy and very detailed review of the scholarly literature in 
chapter 2, which may well be required of dissertations in Germany in order 
to prove that the doctoral candidate has a firm grasp of the literature, also is 
overdone from the perspective of a scholarly book. The use of paraphrases 
rather than long quotations from secondary sources would have also reduced 
the impression of a dissertation. 

Appendix 1, “Tables for Sources Analysis,” compares GSL sample lem-
mas from a single folio to their equivalents in five relatively contemporaneous 
Greek-Latin dictionary sources, by Leymarie (1583); Constantin (1592); Scap-
ula (1652); Hesychios (1514); and Favorino (1523), to support the conclusion 
that Slavineckij compiled the GSL from multiple dictionary sources and that 
Constantin’s dictionary was likely his main source for the lemmas in the GSL. 
Appendix 2, which tracks the successes and failures of various HTR models in 
reproducing parts of the draft GSL manuscript, is essentially a book chapter: 
that is, it is a prose discussion containing tables which will probably be of in-
terest mainly to scholars who work with HTR. This excursus would, however, 
make a nice article if republished in a Slavic journal that specializes in digital 
issues such as Scripta & e-Scripta. 

In conclusion, this book covers Slavineckij’s draft GSL manuscript, and the 
GSL itself in its extant copies, from nearly every conceivable perspective: lin-
guistic, historical/cultural, lexicographic, and HTR. It is a definitive source 
on the manuscript that may turn out to be of most interest to lexicographers, 
particularly those who study Greek-Latin dictionaries. It also provides a me-
ticulous paleographic and linguistic analysis of the draft manuscript. From 
the perspective of a Slavic linguist, however, one is left wondering whether 
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readers can follow such an exhaustive close study from so many different an-
gles without feeling overwhelmed, regardless of their specialization.

The monograph has been researched, written, and proofread very meticu-
lously; although I was not actively searching for them, I did not notice any ty-
pographical errors in any of the languages, which is remarkable for a 412-page 
book. I have just one minor quibble: page 232 refers to the “Rylsk Monastery” 
for the Rila Monastery in Bulgaria.
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