MOCTOCTPOUTEIU

UcTopua HUOAEepAAHAUCTUKHU
B PoCcCUU U PYCUCTUKMH
B HugepnaHgax

BRUGGENBOUWERS

Russische neerlandistiek en
Nederlandse russistiek
in historisch perspectief

CAHKT-NETEPBYPT
HAYKA
2026




VIK 8
BBK 81
M84

OTBETCTBEHHLIH penaKkTop
E. JI. Bexwuna

Pemaktops:
A I'pase, 3. Memy, U. M. Muxaiinoea, O. B. Ogeuxuna

Mocrocrpoutenn: HcTopus HugepianaAucTHKA B Poccun n pycHcTnku
B Hupepnanpax. — CIIG.: Hayka, 2026. — 223 c.

ISBN 978-5-02-041439-6

B cGopHuke mpexcTaBneHsl MaTepualbl KOH(bepeHIHH «MOCTOCTPOHTENH:
Wcropus nupepnanauctuky B Pocenn u pycucruxu 8 Hunepnanaaxy» (Camxr-Tlerep-
6ypr, Amcrepnam, 4—5 urors # 29—30 oxtabps 2021 r.). JIOKIambl, BKIIOYEHHEE B
H3[JAHHUE, OXBATHIBAIOT IIMPOKUA CHOEKTP aKTYadbHEIX BOIPOCOB, CBA3AHHEIX C MCTO-
puel CIaBHCTUKM ¥ HUAEPNAHAUCTHKH, TeKCHKOTpaduell, S3EIKOIHAHEM H [IEPeBO-
MoBefieHHeM. B HUX NpEeNCTaBieHbl Pe3yNbTaTE HCCIENOBAHMI BETYIIMX YUCHBIX,
aCIUPAHTOB U CIEIHANNCTOR B 3THX OGIACTIX.

CGopHuk anpecoBaH HCCIEXOBATENSM, IIPENOAABATENAM, CTYUCHTAM, a TAKKe
BCEM, KTO MHTEPECYETCH MCTOPHYECKHMH, KyJIETYPOIOTHYECKHME M JIMHTBHCTHYE-
CKMMH aCIeKTaMH POCCHACKO-HUAEPIAHICKHX HAYYHbBIX U KyNETYPHEIX CBA3EH.

Bruggenbouwers: Russische neerlandistiek en Nederlandse russistiek in
historisch perspectief. — SPb.: Nauka, 2026. — 223 p.

ISBN 978-5-02-041439-6

Deze bundel bevat de bijdragen van de conferentie Bruggenbouwers: Russische
neerlandistiek en Nederlandse russistiek in historisch perspectief (Sint-Petersburg,
Amsterdam, 4—5 juni en 29—30 oktober 2021). De opgenomen bijdragen behan-
delen een breed scala aan relevante vraagstukken met betrekking tot de geschiedenis
van de slavistieck en neerlandistiek, lexicografie, taalkunde en vertaalwetenschap.
De artikelen presenteren de resultaten van onderzoek verricht door vooraanstaan-
de wetenschappers, promovendi en specialisten op deze gebieden. Deze uitgave is
gf:richt op onderzoekers, docenten, studenten en allen die geinteresseerd zijn in de
historische, culturele en linguistische aspecten van de wetenschappelijke en culturele
relaties tussen Rusland en Nederland.

© PenaxIMOHHO-H3ATENECKOE OQOPMIEHHE.
OI'BY «Msnarenscteo «Haykay, 2026

© Tlomnanncknit uHcTnTyT B Camkr-Tletep-
ISBN 978-5-02-041439-6 6ypre, 2026

VOORWOORD

Bruggenbouwers. Onder deze naam vonden in 2021 twee congressen
plaats: op 4 en 5 juni in Sint-Petersburg in het Nederlands consulaat-
generaal en de Hermitage Amsterdam (inmiddels H’Art); op 29 en
30 oktober in het Nederlands Instituut in Sint-Petersburg (NIP) en de
Universiteit van Amsterdam.

De term heeft betrekking op alle mensen die bij de twee congressen
‘Bruggenbouwers: Russische neerlandistiek en Nederlandse russis-
tiek in historisch perspectief” betrokken waren. Het betreft de organi-
satoren in Amsterdam en Sint-Petersburg, de mensen die tijdens de
congressen lezingen hebben gegeven, de gespreksleiders, de verta-
lers, het publiek, de auteurs van de artikelen in deze bundel (vak-
historici, lexicografen, taalkundigen en vertaalwetenschappers), de
samenstellers van de bundel en de redacteuren van de uvitgeverij.

Een brug is nodig, aldus het Woordenboek der Nederlandse Taal
(WNT), ‘om twee door een water of ook door eene droge aardver-
dieping (kloof of diepte) van elkander gescheiden punten te verbinden
[..]. Verder vermeldt het WNT dat ook mensen een brug kunnen
vormen, ‘personen, die dienen als middel om iets te bereiken, een
overgang tot iets gemakkelijk te maken’. Vaak zijn die bemiddelaars
of bruggenbouwers vertalers, schrijvers, docenten in het vreemde
talenonderwijs, wetenschappers aan hogescholen en universiteiten,
journalisten, migranten en reizigers. Zo'n brug is nodig om com-
municatie tussen vertegenwoordigers van verschillende culturen en
landen mogelijk te maken maar het is geen uitzondering dat een brug
wordt opgehaald en mensen de toegang tot de overzijde wordt ont-
zegd of dat zij zelf besluiten — of anderen voor hen besluiten — dat
zij met die andere kant niets meer te maken willen of mogen hebben.
Wie de geschiedenis van de uitwisseling tussen Rusland en het Ne-
derlandse taalgebied kent, weet dat de wetenschappelijke en culturele
uitwisseling tussen beide landen nooit vanzelfsprekend is geweest,
eerder stroef. Wat bemiddelaars opbouwen, breken machthebbers en
regeringen op gezette tijden af.
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IL’IA KOPIEVSKIJ NOMENCLATOR OF 1700:
NOTES ON THE FIRST DUTCH-RUSSIAN
DICTIONARY

In this article we are going to study the first Dutch-Russian dictionary
(so called Nomenklator na latinskom, russkom i gollandskom iazyke)
which was written by II'ia Kopievskij in 1700. We will focus on the
quality of the nomenclator compared to a very similar version that was
published the same year, but now with a list of words in German ra-
ther than Dutch (Nomenklator na latinskom, russkom i nemetskom ia-
zyke). It turns out that the Dutch nomenclator is an updated version of
the German nomenclator. The translation of the German word list into
Dutch gave Kopieyskij the opportunity to scrutinize the text on diffe-
rent levels: misprints (including word stress) were repaired; doublets or
near-equivalents were eliminated; Slavonic words of western/Polish/
Ruthenian provenance were omitted or replaced; the same holds for ob-
solete or formal (Church Slavonic) lexemes; other translations of Dutch
words were added, partly to clarify the intended meaning. However,
this was not done systematically, and other mistakes and misunderstan-
dings crept into the text. But in general it can be argued that the Dutch
nomenclator was a modest attempt to improve on the German version.
As for the high quality of the Dutch translation, it can be assumed that
Kopievskij was assisted by a native speaker.

Keywords: Kopievskii, Kopievskij, Dutch-Russian dictionary, Dutch
nomenclator, German nomenclator.

INTRODUCTION

As is well known, Peter the Great (1672—1725) took a great inte-
rest in many aspects of Dutch culture and society, ranging from
shipbuilding, military affairs, book printing, to the Dutch language.
On the first of October 1707, Peter wrote to Prince Aleksei Grig-
or’evich Dolgorukov that one should not only learn everything about
navigation, but also about the Dutch language as much as possible:
“SIapiky aaHCKOTO TAaKOXbh MO BO3MOXHOCTH yuuTua [PiB, 1912,
p. 119]. Ten years earlier, during the Great Embassy when he visited
the Netherlands for the first time (1697—1698), Tsar Peter even jot-
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ted down a few very short Dutch-Russian word lists, including the
names of various ships and some colloquial phrases, e. g., Ymo smo
no 2anamcku — eamweicb dame onv 2onarcy (Dutch: ‘wat is dat op
Hollands?’) ‘what is that in Dutch?’, ITodaii ctodst — 36 2upe (‘geef
hier’) ‘give here’, bydems — dam canw 3einw (‘dat zal zijn’) ‘that will
be’ [PiB, 1887, p. 229—230, 680].1

In this paper, we will discuss a much longer Dutch-Russian word
list, viz. the Nomenklator na latinskom, russkom i gollandskom iazy-
ke,2 which was published in 1700 by Jan Thesingh in Amsterdam.3 It
can be considered the first dictionary with Russian words translated
into Dutch [Croiset van der Kop, 1913, p. 28; Baar, 1973, p. 23]4 In
the same year, a very similar version of this particular nomenclator
was published, also by Thesingh in Amsterdam, but now with a Ger-
man instead of Dutch word list: Nomenklator na latinskom, russkom
i nemetskom iazyke. The ‘Russian’ part of both versions of the no-
menclator was ‘actually a quite alien Slavonic’, as Cracraft rightfully
puts is [Cracraft, 2004, p. 290]. Henceforth we will refer to the two
versions as the ‘Dutch nomenclator’ and the ‘German nomenclator’,
respectively, and to the ‘Russian’ part as ‘Slavonic’ (sometimes also
referred to as Slavo-Russian or Russo-Slavonic; CnassiHo-pycckuii).

The Dutch nomenclator of 1700 was never reprinted. According
to Bykova and Gurevich (1958: 285), the German nomenclator was
republished in St. Petersburg in 1718 and 1720 (retitled as Vokabuly
ili rechi na slavenskom, nemetskom i latinskom iazykakh). To this we
may add the edition of 1732, now under the title Lateinisch-Rufisch
und Teutsches Vocabularium. Latino-rossiiskaia i nemetskaia slo-
vesnaia kniga [Croiset van der Kop, 1913, p. 129; Cracraft, 2004,
p. 290, 544].5

1 On the interpretation of Peter’s short Dutch-Russian word lists [Van der
Meulen, 1913, p. 131—133; Iakimovichvi, 1985, p. 39—40].

2 Although the book does not have a title page, it is usually known and
catalogued under this name.

3 On Thesingh (also spelled Thessingh, Thessing, Thesing, Tessing, Tes-
ing), see: [Raptschinsky, 1935, p. 15—16; Driessen, 1989, p. 91—94; 1996,
p. 105—107; Moser, 2020, p. 69—73].

4 However, see now Levickin’s recent research on a peculiar fragment of a
Dutch-Russian glossary, which may have been compiled as early as the begin-
ning of the seventeenth century [Levi€kin, 2017] and http://www.oldlexicons.
ru/otryvok_rus_holl text.

5 For bibliographical references, see http:/oldlexicons.ru/kopievsky. In ad-
dition, the Slavonic and Latin text of the nomenclator was for the most part
incorporated in Polikarpov-Orlov’s trilingual (Slavonic-Greek-Latin) glossary
Kratkoe sobranie imen, po glaviznam raspolozhennoe tremi dialekiami, v polzu
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The Dutch and German nomenclators of 1700 are nowadays easi-
ly accessible on the website http:/www.oldlexicons.ru/nomenklator.s
We will focus on the Dutch nomenclator and will examine the quality
of the word lists (Latin, Slavonic and Dutch) in relation to the Ger-
man nomenclator (Section 3). But first we will discuss the contents,
authorship and source of both nomenclators (Section 2). Our general
goal is to bring together two strands of research in this field, name-
ly research conducted by Dutch and by Slavic (Russian and Polish)
scholars. Both groups of scholars seem to be hardly aware of the re-
sults of their investigations, which is apparently due to the language
barrier.

CONTENTS, AUTHORSHIP AND SOURCE

Nomenclators are topical glossaries which came into use in the six-
teenth century during the period of Renaissance Humanism. The
classical languages, Greek and/or Latin, formed the basis of the glos-
sary, along with one or more vernaculars. Vocabulary is not arranged
alphabetically as we know nowadays, but organized in a strict the-
matic manner, usually starting with words related to God. See [Hiil-
len, 1999, p. 346—360]. Our nomenclators each comprise 128 pages
and approximately 2,000 entries, which are arranged in 48 chapters
(numbered in Roman letters). For an overview, see the Appendix be-
low. The last two chapters give word lists of adjectives (chapter 47)
and verbs (chapter 48, not numbered in the publications of 1700),
which are presented in the first-person singular, divided into four
conjugation paradigms. On the final page of both nomenclators we
find the monogram ITS, which represents the name of the publisher,
Jan Thesingh.

The author of our nomenclators must have been I1’ia Kopievskij
(Elias Kopiewitz, ca. 1651—1714), of whom little is known [Raptschin-
sky, 1935, p. 25—27; Berkov, 1958, p. 14—15; Bykova, 1958, p. 318—
320; Nowak, 1968—69; Durovié and Sjéberg, 1987, p. 257—258;
Myl’nikov, 2000, p. 126—127; Cracraft, 2004, p. 264—265; Mo-
ser, 2020, p. 66—76]. As a native of the Grand Duchy of Lithuania,
Kopievskij was a Belarusian from Poland, who converted to Calvi-

khotiashchym vedeti svoistvo ellinogrecheskago i latinskogo dialekta, which is
part of his Bukvar’ slavenskimi, grecheskimi, rimskimi pismeny (1701) [Pekar-
skij, 1862 I, p. 190; Markov and Eselevi¢, 1957; Alekseev, 1968, p. 91, fn. 62;
Berezina, 1980, p. 6, fn. 2]. .

6 Note that the website (last consulted on 10 September 2021) contains a
beta-version of the word lists and is still in need of several corrections.
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nism and who knew Latin, Polish, Russian, Dutch and ‘to a certain
degree’ [Bykova, 1958, p. 320] also German. He must have lived in
the Netherlands already before Tsar Peter visited Amsterdam in 1698,
when he commissioned him to compile and translate books which
would be printed by Jan Thesingh. The collaboration was short-lived
because after an argument with Thesingh, Kopievskij started his own
press in Amsterdam in 1700. Already in 1699, he reported to Tsar
Peter that within seventeen months he had managed to publish four
books, and that thirteen books were to be printed and another four
in preparation. The list totaling 21 books has come down to us in
three different sources: in a bilingual Latin-Slavonic document from
1699, which is now kept at RGADA [Bykova, 1958, p. 324, infra]; in
Slavonic at the end of Kopievskij’s Latina grammatica in usum scho-
larum celeberrimae gentis sclavonico-rosseance adornata of 1700,
and in a slightly extended version (25 titles) in Latin at the end of his
Rukovedenie v grammatiku. Manuductio in grammaticam of 1706. In
the 1699 list we find the title Nomenclator trium lingvarum, Latine,
Russicé & Germanicé / HomMeHKAAMOP® HA NAMUHCKOMb, DYCKOMb U
Hemrykomb [sic] aszvikre. Our Dutch nomenclator is not mentioned in
the lists, but in view of its close resemblance to the German version,
Bykova and Gurevich surmise that Kopievskij was the compiler of
both nomenclators and that he considered them both as one publi-
cation: ‘Ouepmano, [KomueBckuii] cumtan oba «HomeHknaTtopa»
OIHUM M TeM ke u3nanmem’ [Bykova, 1958, p. 286].

Kuznetsova [Kuznetsova, 2009a, p. 322—324; 2009b, 2013, p. 51]
as well as Vlasov and Moskovkin [Vlasov, Moskovkin, 2009, p. 82]
have established (independently?) that the source of our nomenclators
must have been a Latin-German-Polish nomenclator, which was pub-
lished for the first time in 1591 by Petrus Artomius (Piotr Artomiusz
Krzesichleb): Nomenclator, selectissimas rerum appellationes tribus
linguis, Latina, Germanica, Polonica, explicatas indicans. This Po-
lish source makes sense considering Kopievskij’s provenance. Ar-
tomius’ work is also not original; its structure closely resembles an
older Latin-German nomenclator, first published in 1572, viz. No-
menclatura in usum scholae Gorlicensis by Johann Byber [Hiillen,
1999, p. 310—311; Jones, 2000, p. 64—65].

Artomius’ nomenclator was republished seven times until 1684
(Kuznetsova, and Vlasov and Moskovkin), or even eight times until
1698 [Stankiewicz,1984, p. 47]. Kuznetsova assumes — without pro-
viding evidence — that one of the later editions, presumably the one
from 1684, might have been the direct source of our nomenclators
[Kuznetsova, 2013, p. 51]. The 1684 edition is extremely rare and not
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available online,” where we only find the editions of 1591, 1603, 1638,
and 1643. In all online editions we encounter the same structure and
composition, which only slightly differs from our Dutch and German
npmenclators. First, Artomius’ nomenclator has two extra chapters,
viz. De mensuris et ponderibus ‘of measures and weights’ (chapter
47) and De numeris ‘of numbers’ (48). Second, Kopievskij moved
Artomius’ chapter 24 (Nomina civitatum ‘names of cities’) to the end
of his nomenclator (46). And third, he simplified the name of chapter
14 (Artomius: De arboribus et fructicibus ‘of trees and plants’) as
De arboribus.

Regarding the Slavonic part of our nomenclators, several scholars
have already written on the strong Polish and Belarusian (or more
broadly: Ruthenian) influences, most notably Markov and Eselevi¢
(1957) and Fatowski (2013a, b; 2015a, b); see also Croiset van der Kop
[Croiset van der Kop, 1913, p. 30], who already pointed out some ob-
vious Polish influences, especially in chapter 24. This does not come
as a surprise considering the Polish source of our nomenclators and
Kopievskij’s provenance.

In view of the close resemblance of the Dutch and German
nomenclators, Bykova and Gurevich [Gurevich, 1958, p. 286] and
Driessen [Driessen, 1989, p. 93] surmise that they were printed at the
same time. Without adducing evidence, Croiset van der Kop [Croiset
van der Kop, 1913, p. 27] claims that the Dutch version was printed
first and the German later. However, the chronology must have been
in reversed order: if you look at the catchword under the right-hand
side of the last line of each page, which repeats the first word on the
following page (also called custos), you see that the Dutch nomencla-
tor follows this practice based on the German version, even when the
Dutch word on the next page is different. For instance, page 11 shows
the catchword Hornus, which indeed is the first word of page 12 in
the German nomenclator. The Dutch version also has Hornus on page
11, but Preesentis Anni on the next page. This is also the case on page
77 (Pix, with the same word on page 78 in the German nomenclator,
but Linter Alveus in the Dutch version) and page 109 (Pe- = Pera
in the German version, but Pe- is followed by Loculus in the Dutch
edition). The catchword Ju- on page 100, followed by Comes on page
101, in the Dutch nomenclator is a bit more complicated; it seems
to be Ju- = Judex on page 98 of the German version. It is logical
to conclude that the general layout of the German nomenclator was

' 7 A copy is available at the Herzog August Bibliothek in Wolfenbiittel
(Sign. M: Kb 75).
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used for the Dutch edition and that the printer overlooked to adapt
the catchwords in those cases where the page layout or word order
was changed.

THE DUTCH NOMENCLATOR

Our observation on the chronology of the Dutch and German nomen-‘
clator is supported by Kuznetsova [Kuznetsova, 2009b, p. 87—90;
2013, p. 51], who points out that the Dutch version shows a number
of editorial changes in comparison to the Ge_rman nomenclator.

First, Kuznetsova mentions fourteen entries from the German no-
menclator, which were not included in the Dutch version [qunetso-
va, 2009b, p. 88]. The entry Vectis ‘pole, lev;r’ (21!?8)3 is erro-
neously listed: it does appear in the Dutch text, viz. Vectis — wecmp,
arcepdb — Hantspaak. In the German nomel_'lciator we find Vectis —
poivazy — Hebebaum. However, the preceding word in the German
text is missing in Dutch: Pertica — wecmb, Jncepdb — Rfrckstangeff
‘pole’ (21/78). Perhaps the subtle distinction between Vectis anFi Per-
tica was considered too complicated: in the 'Dutch text Vectis was
combined with wecmv, scepdw, and Pertica simply left out.

To Kuznetsova’s list of omitted words in th.e Dutch nomenclator
we can also add Malum ‘apple’ (15/65), Pix ‘pitch, tar’ (21/78), and
Mulctra, Mulctrale Mulctrum ‘milk pail’ (21/78). In some of tile§e
cases, there may be further ad hoc reasons why wo‘rds w’elje qmlt-
ted. For instance, on page 65 the Slavonic word for ‘apple’ is listed
twice in the German text: Poma — a6nsixa — Obst and Malum —
sabnexa — Apffel. Apparently, in the Dutch text the choice was made}
to keep only one of the two options, namely Poma (glossed as Appgg
‘apple’). Also, Pix is listed twice in the German text, on p?.ges >
(Pix — Oezomb — Pech) and 78 (Pix — cwona — _Pech), Dutc
only has the entry on page 68, with a different Slavonic ‘word: 6apv
(Oecoms is the translation of Axungia — Wagensmeer “car grease
21/77, where the German version has kv ,mfasam}c? ocu;, cf. [Kuznetso-
va, 2009b, p. 90], who refers to the same phrase‘ln t‘he P(zllsh source).

Similarly, Cibus Cibarium — 6pawno — Speise food (8!44) may
have been omitted in the Dutch nomenclator because qf its close
resemblance with the following word nuwa ‘food’; possibly, nuwa
was considered more colloquial and 6pawro more formal (Church
Slavonic). The same holds for the omitted entry Cella apum favus

8 The first number refers to chapter numbers, the second one (after the
forward slash) to page numbers.
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‘honeycomb’ (12/59), which is close to the next word favus (12/60).
Pera ‘big bag’ (39/110) may have been left out because of the dialectal
(western/Ruthenian) provenance of the translation: mop6a — Breite
Tassche (cf. [Fatowski, 2013b, p. 108]). Furthermore, several omitted
words may have been overseen because they appear as the first or last
word of a page or chapter: Musculus ‘armpit, mouse’ (6/37), Mulctra,
Muletrale Mulctrum “milk pail’ (21/78), Saltarius “forester’ (33/102).
But in some cases, we simply do not know the reason for omitting
words: why was Nissus — nucca prsxa — die Neisse ‘Neisse river’
(4/21) left out, but Spera — cnupa proxa — die Sprew (German) / de
Spreu (Dutch) ‘Spree river’ (4/21) retained?

A few words in the Dutch nomenclator lack a translation into
Dutch: Tuffis — xaweny (German: der Husten) ‘cough’ (7/40), La-
gopus — cmpunaoxa (Goldammer) ‘yellowhammer (bird)® (11/58),
Merula — kocv (Amsel) “blackbird’ (11/58), Sepes Sepimentum —
nnemenv (Zaun) ‘fence’ (20/74), Falx messeris — cropno (Sichel)
‘sickle’ (21/76). In the case of Tuffis and Falx messeris the translation
was perhaps left out because the following word has a very simi-
lar meaning: Tuffis is followed by Asthma — Ovixasuya — Kuchen
‘cough’ and Falx messeris is followed by Falx senaria — crounas
xoca — Seys ‘scythe’. The two ornithological terms were perhaps
too difficult to translate, especially Lagopus, which would have been
geelgors in Dutch. Also note that Fatowski classifies cmpunadxa and
xocw as Polonisms/Ruthenisms [Fatowski, 2013b, p. 110, 115].

Second, Kuznetsova draws attention to the fact that the Slavonic
part of the Dutch nomenclator differs quite often from the German
version [Kuznetsova, 2009b, p. 88—90]. Sometimes the changes can
be regarded as corrections, e.g. Dutch 603w menmaa instead of German
603v meneza ‘car, carriage’ (21/77); omusina, omuuszna omevecmeo
instead of omuwina, omuusna omeuecmsa ‘homeland’ (22/79);
2nagublu epads cmonnviy instead of 2naswiu epadv cmoansiu ‘capi-
tal’ (22/79); nrwcounsie uacst instead of nrscounsee yace: ‘hourglass’
(22/81); nepcuickas, semns instead of nepcuickas, zemaa ‘Persia’
(23/82); ghpanxdopmy instead of ppaxgopme (46/119); mazdetypesn
instead of wacdebypn ‘Magdeburg’ (46/119). Also, in some twenty
instances the corrections concern word stress, e.g., Dutch uméeps in-
stead of German umbepw (no word stress indicated) ‘ginger’ (19/73),
cadv soneunsviu instead of cddw abaéunviu ‘orchard’ (20/74), kapéma
instead of xapemad ‘carriage, coach’ (21/77), oéueu instead of denzu
‘money’ (45/117). However, we also find a number of clear mistakes,

such as xkamennds cmrena ‘brick wall’ (24/85) and naekd xmixcnas
‘bookshop’ (30/96).
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In other cases, we seem to be dealing with additional equiva-
lents of the Slavonic words and phrases in the Dqtch nomenclator
in comparison with the German nomenclator. For instance, z1ococe
in the German version is supplemented by cemea ‘salmon’ (13/63);
aumw by yeput ‘eel’ (13/63); meniokn by nansimn ‘burbot’ (13/63). In
these instances, Kuznetsova suspects that the supplemented words
look like an attempt to ‘overcome’ the Polish norm [Kuznetsova,
2009b, p. 89]. This might also apply to eperunans (cf. Falowski,
2013a: 66, who refers to Polish grymszpan), which was comple-
mented by spe ‘verdigris’ (44/116). Some other exzfmpies: ama.r_m
kocmupaniio nomy is supplemented by ymupannux ‘cloth for wip-
ing off perspiration, dishcloth, towel’ (29/94); 6acna by npuua (and
6acna is corrected in Bacus) ‘fable, parable’ (30/96); enuckonw by
enadwixa ‘bishop’ (31/98); wepcms by nyxe ‘wool’ (38/108); M):WKTZJI’I’Z'I:;
by numwadw (which should be read as nuwans/nuwany) ‘musket
(41/113). _ '

On the other hand, we also find cases where Slavonic equiva-
lents in the German nomenclator have been eliminated in the Dutch
version: cf, sumno in German cmydeno, xonodoHo, sumto ‘cold’ (2/7);
pOK in aremo, 200w, poks ‘year’ (3/11); 200a in normopa arema, e:or)_a
‘a year and a half’ (3/11); zonbckiu in aonscxiu cezonromHbil this
year’ (3/12); cyuey in senenas 6rm<6>bv cyqely ‘g_reen branch’ (17/69),
nodsawst (i. e. nodwvsuuil) in nucryv, nodsase ‘scribe’ (30/96), aumepo
in croev aumeps ‘syllable’ (30/96). In the case of SUMHO, POKb a_nd
aumepwv we are probably dealing with westerna’P(.).l1sthuthen1an
words (cf. [Falowski, 2013b, p. 106—108]); NOHBCKIY and nodsawvbl
may have been considered too formal (Church S@avomc).

A last category within the Slavonic word list concerns the re-
placement of words in the Dutch nomenclator, most importantly:
aicepeno in the German nomenclator is replaced by eo_deuo;f KAI0Yb
‘water source, spring’ (4/20); ocypaseu by kpeiruya “cistern ‘(4120)’;
wepmnbiu by kpacnuis ‘red hair/head’ (6/29); ranuma by wjoxa cheek
(6/31); yema by yes ‘jaw, cheek; mustache’ (6»’3!); yemire I,Jy eyﬁcf
‘lip’ (6/31); moncmo ycwvr by moacmo zybwlu ‘w:t’h big lips® (6/31);
domosums, xo3aun by domosviu, xozaun (8/45), oroka, cubupka by
6reaxa (with the correct inclusion of -2-), emkca (l.e. srkua; see
[Fasmer, 1986—87] s.v.) ‘squirrel’ (10/55); decome by eapw (17/68;
see above); k» masaniio ocu by decoms (21/77; see above); cmrana
ckupnuyy by xamennas cmrona ‘brick wall” (24/85 — cf. the l:zrecefb
ing entry where xamennvis cmrensr was replaced by cmria wall’).
Again, in a number of cases it seems that formq! (Church Slavo-
nic) and/or dialectal/obsolete were replaced by equivalents that were
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considered more ‘Russian’: wepmuwviu (cf. [Fasmer, 1986—87] s. v),
aanuma (cf. ibid., s. v.), yemnrs (cf. [Sreznevskij, 1893—1903], s. v.
yemona), yema ‘mouth, also lips’ (cf. ibid., s. v.), domosums (cf.
[SRJa, XI—XVII], s. v.).2 The word srepeno may have been substi-
tuted because of its Ruthenian provenance [Fatowski, 2013b, p. 112;
2015b, p. 112], but note that both German sicypaseu and the Dutch
substitute xpeinuya fall in the same category (cf. ibid., p. 113). The
Slavonic/Dutch translations of Murus and Paries lateritius in 24/85
(cmmna — Muur and kamennas cmrena — Steene nmuur) seem to be
more appropriate than the Slavonic/German translations (kamennwin
cmronvl — Mawer and cmrona ckupnudy — Ziegelwand).

Third, with regard to the order of the entries, the Dutch nomen-
clator usually runs parallel with the German one. There are very few
deviations, such as in chapter 34 (cf. [Kuznetsova, 20092, p. 88]),
where the entries Cosmographus ‘cosmographer’, Mulomedicus Ve-
terinarius ‘horse docter’ and Hariolus, Divinus ‘fortune teller’ have
been moved from the middle to the end of the chapter (34/103 as
opposed to 34/102 in the German text). In chapter 11 the Latin word
order Noctua Ulula (cosa — Nacht Eule, Huhu) and Bubo (nyeaus —
<die> Eule, Schu<h>u) (11/58) in the German text has been reversed,
but not the Slavonic translation: first we have Bubo — coea — Uyl
‘owl’ in the Dutch version, then Noctua Ulula — nyeaws — Nacht
Uyl ‘lit. night owl’.

Finally, when we look at the Dutch translations, we can observe
that the overall quality is high!0 and that they usually follow the Ger-
man translations. The typesetter even seems to have taken the layout
of the entries in the German nomenclator as a template for the Dutch
version. This explains why Dutch entries can have an extra empty
line, which in the German version is filled with the final part of the
translation. The first time this happens is on page 4, where Luna
corniculata, vel falcata is translated in Dutch as 7 Eerste quartier
(one line) “the first quarter (of the moon)’ and in German as Spitziger
Mond wenn er nicht halb voll ist (three lines) ‘/it. pointed moon when
it is not half full’ (cf. the Slavonic text pozambiu m<rs>c<s>yw. um

9 Note the superfluous comma between domosviu and xozaun in the Dutch
version: domossiu xosaun literally means ‘house master’, which equals the
Dutch translation Meester des Huys.

10 Croiset van der Kop [Croiset van der Kop, 1913, p. 31] observes that
Drumpel “threshold, doorstep’ (24/86) and Boskruyt ‘gunpowder’ (41/113) re-

veal dialectal influence (cf. standard Dutch drempelldorpel and buskruit, re-
spectively).
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crspnom).l! This example also shows that the Dutch translation does
not always run parallel with the German. It can be shorter, such as
Twee Weeken ‘two weeks’ (3/13) instead of German Zwo Wochen
oder vier zehen Tagen ‘two weeks or fourteen days’ for der Hedraﬂ_u,,
or longer like in the case of Jaarmarkt of Kermis ‘year market or fair
(22/80) instead of German Jakhrmarckt ‘year market’ for spma<p>xa.
Sometimes the Dutch translation is clearer than the German, €. g.,
Kind dat na zyn Vaders dood ter werelt komt ‘child born after the
father’s death’ (6/26) instead of German Kind das nach des Va,ters
Tode jung wird ‘child who becomes young after the father’s death’ for
oums podusuieecs nocm<e>pmuy o<m>ya. In 9/50.the Dutch transla-
tion Alicantse wyn is clearly based on the Slavonic euno araxanms
‘wine from Alicante’, whereas German dicker rohter Wein ‘thick red
wine’ comes close to Latin Vinum atrum.

We can also find a small number of mistakes in the Dutch trans-
lations, some more obvious than others. Among the obvious flaws, we
find in 2/3 Novem orbes ceelestes — Oeéamb Kpy206b H<e>6<e>_cubzx1a
the wrong translation den nieuwe Hemel ‘the new Heaven’ instead
of German die neun Himmel ‘the nine Heavens’; the close resem-
blance of German neu(e/n) ‘new’ and neun ‘nine’ was probably the
cause of the Dutch misinterpretation nieuwe ‘new’ instead of negen
‘nine’. In 5/24 yeckin zopw ‘Sudetes’ is very loosely translated as
Bosachtig Gebergte ‘forest mountains’ instead of the more correct
German translation das Boemische Gebirge ‘the Bohemian moun-
tains’; perhaps Boemische was misunderstood as German Baum,
Dutch boom ‘tree’. Similarly, the translation of nrecneiu 0yown as
Eiken Haagh (14/64) suggests the incorrect‘interpretation pf ‘oak
hedge’, which was probably due to the similarity of Haagh w:t_h Ger-
man Hag in Hag Eiche *forest oak’. In 15/66 the Dutch translations of
geaxin zpuibwr “all sorts of mushrooms’ as Duyvels broot ‘brlltlegxlls’
and the following puiorcxu “brittlegills’ as Paddestoelen ‘mushrooms
should clearly be the other way around (cf. the correct German trans-
lations).

11 Sometimes the differences in the Russian translation inﬂuen_ceq the lay-
out of the Dutch nomenclator. As mentioned above, sumno was eliminated in
cmydeno, xon00Ho, sumno ‘cold’ (2/7); this lfzft an empty line bel.ow 'Fhe entry,
although the accent mark on sumno (viz. 3umno) remained and is still visible
in the edition.

70

CONCLUSION

Kuznetsova’s investigations and our own observations can substanti-
ate the hypothesis that the Dutch nomenclator is an updated version
of the German nomenclator and that it is too simple to say that they
were one and the same publication. The translation of the German
word list into Dutch gave Kopievskij the opportunity to scrutinize
the text on different levels: misprints (including word stress) were re-
paired; doublets or near-equivalents were eliminated; Slavonic words
of western/Polish/Ruthenian provenance were omitted or replaced;
the same holds for obsolete or formal (Church Slavonic) lexemes; oth-
er Slavonic words were added, partly to clarify the intended meaning.
However, this was not done systematically at all and other mistakes
and misunderstandings crept into the text. But in general, it is Jjus-
tified to claim that the Dutch nomenclator was a modest attempt to
improve the German version. As for the high quality of the Dutch
translation, we may suspect that Kopievskij was assisted by a native
speaker, perhaps his business partner Jan Thesingh.
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Appendix (continius)

Appendix: Chapters of the Dutch and German nomenclators!2

Ch. Latin Slavonic Dutch German
| | DE DEO ET O 6<o>3b u Van Gop, en de | Von GoTT und
SPIRITIBUS nychxs GEESTEN den Geistern
2 | DE MUNDO, O mupb Van de WERELT | Von der Welt /
COELO ET CTUXISX U den HEMEL en dem Himmel und
ELEMENTIS Hebecu ELEMENTEN Elementen
3 | De TEMPORIBUS | O Bpemerbx® m | Van de TYT en Von Zeiten und
ET FESTIS diebus | mpasgHUKax HEYLIGE Dagen | Feyertagen
4 | DE aQuis O BoOaxs Van de WATE- Von Wassern
REN
5 | DE LOCIS ET O mberbxe u Van de PLAATSE | Von die Orthen
TERRIS 3eMIIIXD en de LANDEN und Landen
6 | DE HOMINE ET O u<e>n<opbk>- | Van den Vom Menschen
EJUS PARTIBUS KY H 0 €T0 MENSCH en sijn | und seinen The-
qacThxb DEELEN ilen
7 | DE MORBIS O 6onb3uexs, Van SIEKTEN Von Kranckheit
HEMOIAXb
8 | DE cIBIS O 6pawnk, Van SPYSEN Von Speisen
ecTBb
9 | DE pOTU O nuriu Van DRANCK Vom Tranck
10 | DE ANIMALIBUS | O >KHBOTHBIX Van Viervoetige | Von vierfifigen
QUADRUPEDIBUS | YETBEPOHOIMX DIEREN Thieren

and v as u. Diacritic signs have been omitted.
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12 Some Pre-Petrine Cyrillic letters are transliterated according to modern
practice: s is rendered as 3; w as o (and W as o1); oy and ¥ as y; A as 1; 3 as Kc;

Ch. Latin Slavonic Dutch German
11 | DE aviBus O nTHnaxs Van VOGELEN Von Vogeln
12 | DE VERMIBUS ET | O uepphxs u Van Wurmen, Von Wiirmen und
INSECTIS MyXax®b U Vliegen, Tor- Thieren denen das
3MIAXE ren, en andere Kofflein mit einen
Bloedeloose dderlein am Leibe
Dieren hanget
13 | DE pisciBUs O pribaxs Van de vISSEN Von Fischen
14 | DE ARBORIBUS O nmpesbxs Van BOMEN Von Baumen
15 | DE FRUCTIBUS O oBomax uro Van de Von Friichten und
ET MENSIS nocirb 06baa VRUGTEN en Nachrichten
SECUNDIS U YKUHBI Nageregten
HACTON® JAIOTH
16 | DE FRUMENTIS O xurtax u Van ’t VELD Von Feld und Hiil-
ET LEGUMINIBUS | IIIEHHIAX Gewas senfriichten
3€JITH OTOpOofI-
HOMB
17 | DE PARTIBUS O uactbxs npe- | Van allerley Von theilen aller-
PLANTARUM ET Bech, KynuHb U | Gewassen ley Gewdchs und
FRUCTUM b (o) (0):3 3 Friichten
18 | DE HERBIS ET O 3erniu u Van Kruyden Von Kréutern und
FLORIBUS uBbraxs en Bloemen Blumen
19 | DE AROMATIBUS | O apomaraxb Van SPECERYEN | Von Specereyen
WM O KOpEHiu
M 3€JIiM MHO-
wbHHOMB
20 | DE RURE ET O mepeBHu, Van ’t vVELD en | Vom Feldt und
AGRO nonio u cenb den ACKER Acker
21 | DE SUPPELLEC- O cocynbxs Van Boeren Von Bauwren
TILE RUSTICO- IEPEBEHCKUXD MEUBILEN HaufBrath
RUM
22 | DE URBE O rpant, o Van STEDEN Von der Stadt
roponb
23 | NoMINA Hmena crpaut | De Namen Die Nahmen
REGIONUM ET Y HapOAOBbH van Landen en der Lander und
GENTIUM Volken Volcker
24 | DE pomo O nomtb Van Huysen Vom Hause
25 | DE HYPOCAUS- O u36t u Be- Van Huysraat Von der Stuben
TO, ET REBUS Aaxs Kb CTONY und Tischgereth
AD MENSAM TIPUIIEKAUIHX
pertinentibus
26 | DE cuLINA O moBapuu Van de Keuken | Von der Kuchen
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Appendix (continius)

Ch. Latin Slavonic Dutch German
27 | DE cuBicULO O noxuunsl, o | Van de Slaap Von der Schlaff-
CHTHU kamer kammer
28 | DE STABULO O KOHIOWHU Van de Stalle Vom Stalle
29 | DE BALNEO O MeuiHM, wad | Van Baden Vom Bade
GanHu
30 | DE SCHOLA ET O wxonb u o Van de School Von der Schulen/
RE LIBRARIA KHHUT2X boeken en aank- | Buchern und sei-
leven van dien nen zugehdren
31 | DE TEMPLO ET O u<e>pksu Van de Kerk Von der Kirchen/
REBUS PERSO- M OBEMax " en Geestelyke geistlichen Dingen
NISQUE Ecclesi- | mopaxp u<e>p- | dingen en Per- und Personen
asticis KOBHBIX'B soonen
32 | DE RE FORENSI O cynoBeIX Van ’t Gerecht Von Gerichts
nbirbxs héndeln
33 | Dk oFFICIIS O mauambx mo- | Van Weereltly- | Von Weltlichen
POLITICIS nuTeuHEIX Wi | ke Bedieningen | Emptern
MHPCKHXb
34 | DE ARTIFICIBUS | O U3pAOHBEIX Van Konste- Von Kiinstlern
MacTepaxb naars
35 | DE OPIFICIBUS O xymoxHH- Van Handwerk | Von Handwercks-
Kaxb UITH Lieden leuten
pyxoxbiIHHKax
36 | DE MATRIMONIO | O xenuTsb 1o | Van ’t Huwelyk | Von der Ehe und
ET AFFINITATE 6pant u cpon- Swagerschap Schwigerschafft
HuTHBb
37 | DE COGNATIONE | O cponuurcteb | Van de Maag- Von der Vor-
schap wandtschafft
38 | DE LANIFICIO O mpsanush Van Wolwerk Von Wollwerck
39 | DE VESTITU O opbauiu, mnu | Van Kleeding Von Kleidung
TIATII0
40 | DE COLORIBUS O xpackaxb Van Verwen Von Farben
41 | DE BELLO O Opanu Van den Oor- Von Krieg
BOMHCKOH logh
42 | DE NAVL O xopabnu Van ’t Schip Vom Schiff
43 | DE LUDO O urpasilo, Van Spelen Von Spiel
WM HTPAITHILY
44 | DE METALLIS, O pynax, o Van Metalen Von Metal / Edel
GEMMIS & LAPI- | XeM4yTax u Edele en geme- | und gemeinen
DIBUS JaparonbHEOM ne Steenen stein
KaMEHIu
45 | DE PECUNIA O nmenraxs Van Gelt Vom Gelde
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Appendix (continius)

Ch. Latin

Slavonic Dutch German
46 | NoMINA HneHa rpanoss | Namen der Nahmen der Stadt
CIVITATUM Steden

47 | QuEeDAM
ADIJECTIVA

[48]| QuUEDAM EXEM-
PLA CONJUGATI-
ONUM

Jos Schaeken
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CIIpsKEHId
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