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SOLOMON’S CHALICE, THE LATIN SCRIPTURES
AND THE BOGOMILS

Moshé TAUBE, Jerusalem

The two miost significant contributions, in recent years, to a better understan-
ding of the structure and function of *Solomon’s Chalice Story’ in Vita Constantini
(VC) are the studies by Ihor Sevéenko (1967) and Riccardo Picchio (1985).

Seveenko produced an 11th century Greek fragment containing the equivalent
of the inscription found in chapter 13 of V'C, or rather of the first and part of the
second ’line’ or ’verse’ of the inscription.’ His analysis of both texts brought him
to the conclusion (with which I agree) that the Chalice Story, available to the
Hagiographer in its short Greek version, was inserted by him into the VC, with
some additions from an unknown source, the whole as a proof of Constantine’s
superior intellectual powers.

Picchio’s merit has been to trace the provenance of some of these additions
and to establish their function in VC. He namely pointed out that the third line

5 reproduce here the Slavic text, as it appears in Vaillant’s 1968 edition, along with the
English translation given by Sevéenko (1967), as well as the Greek text published by Sevéenko
(1967).

€cTh XE CHUE MPBBAA TPANL. - YAWA MOA, YAWA MOA * NEOPHUAN, AOHAGKE sBh7AQ
B2 NMHBO E¥AH, TOCMOAH MPBBEHBUY EAAPS HOWwiro. Mo ceu e ApSraa rpann - Ha
BEAKSWEN1E TOCMOANE CATBOPENA APEBA HHOFO - MIW h BMIN CA BECEAIEMB, N BRIR™
nin annaBa. H No cém TPeTIra rpans + Cé KHASh, M BZPNThb BECh CRHEME cADBY
ero, n AaBbla Ukcaph no cpbak nx.

The first line runs as follows: ‘My cup, my cup, prophesy until the star; be unto a draught
to the Lord, the first born, keeping vigil at night.” After that, the second line: ‘created for the
Lord’s taste from another wood, drink and be drunken from exultation (in revelry?), and cry
out Alleluiah.” And after that, the third line: ‘Lo the Prince, and the whole assembly will be-
hold his glory and King David (is) among them.’

"Enlypaupa els 7(d) moThpwov 70U TONOLOVTOS

Kparip pov kparip mov mpophrevoov &ws ob doThp,

€lc mbua dow K(uplop mpwrotékov &ypmypbvros év VUKTL -

nle pédvoov Tpvpnc, dvapémoov dAAniodia.
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of the Slavic text, without Greek equivalent, contained quotations, somewhat
corrupted and contaminated, from the Old Testament (Isaiah 35:2 and Ezekiel
34:24), which prophesy the triumph of the Messiah — David. These, according
te-Picchio, were inserted into the VC so as to convey the message of the triumph
of Christianity, which should be seen in the context of Constantine’s imminent
mission to the Slavs (chapter 14 of VC).

Quite naturally, when dealing with Biblical quotations in texts pertaining to
the ’Slavia Orthodoxa’ one refers to the Septuagint as source, and that is what
Picchio did. However, with respect to the VC which, it is generally agreed, was
written shortly after the events (i.e. 9th c.)?> one should consider also other possi-
bilities. It is doubtful that the author of VC had at his disposal all the books of
the Old Testament in Slavic, especially those which were not of current liturgical
use. The possibility of referring directly to the Hebrew original®, or to Judeo-
-Greek translations different from the Septuagint such as Aquila®, which may
be justified forquotations assigned to Constantine himself in his discussions
with the Khazars, is hardly relevant for the excerpts without Greek equivalent
in the inscription which, it is assumed, were added by the Hagiographer. Assuming
that the author of VC was a Slav, we are left with one more possibility — Latin.

Thus we read in the beginning of chapter 14 of VC, in the letter of Prince
Rostislav to Michael, Emperor of Byzance: N FrOA€MZ HAWHMB MOTANLGTEA
CA WTBPATWHMA H MO XPHCTIANECKE CA ZAKONZ APBRAYHME , 00y -
YHTENA HE HMAMA TAKORATO HXE€ Ebl Nbl B2 GCBOH FAZL1K2 He-
TSro BEPY APHCTIANBCKEIO cKAZan: ... It may confidently be
assumed, even if one does not accept the radical views of O. Kronsteiner 1985,
that the Slavs mentioned in the letter, already christianized, possessed the Scriptu-
res in Latin. A. Vaillant, though he was of the view that the VC was originally
written in Greek, albeit by Slavs, namely by disciples of Methodius (1968, Ile partie
p. 25), made use of the Latin Vulgate to point out Biblical quotations in VC for
which he found no equivalent in the Septuagint.® Other scholars, too, found
traces of Latin sources in the VC (e. g. M. V. Anastos 1954).

There is much to be gained by adopting a similar approach to the inscription
on Solomon’s Chalice, and namely to the parts of it which do not figure in the

ZA separate and much debated question is of course where the VC was written. Three lo-
cations are proposed: Great-Moravia, Rome and Ohrid. For an extensive, but far from impartial
discussion, see Angelov and Kodov 1973:5ff.

3Cf. Vaillant 1968, I1:32, note 9 to chapter 12.

4Aquila is expressly mentioned by Constantine as source of one of his quotations. See
Vaillant 1968, I1:29, note 17 to chapter 9.

sThus, for instance, note 45 to chapter 10 (1968, I1:30).
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Greek text produced by Seveenko. Thus, with regard to the third line of the in-
scription, Picchio (1985:144-146) explains the wording of the quotations as
follows:

N CE KNAZb N OYZPHTh (ZPNTH) BECh CBNEMB (cor0pB)

CAABOY E€FO M AABHAZ NAph (Necaph) MocpeAl Nxs.

These words are quotations from: (a) Is. 35:2: »and my people shall see the
glory of the Lord« (Septuagint: »kai 6 Aabs pov 8Yerar v S6kav kvpiov«); (b)
Ezek. 34:24: »and I, the Lord, will be to them a God and David a prince in the
midst of them« (Septuagint: »kal €y kbptos €oopar avTois €ls Yedv, Kal
Aavid dpxwv év péow avtov.« Cf. also Ezek. 37:24,25).

It is clear that the Slavonic text contains a mistake. The initial words, H ¢€&
KNAZL , do not belong to the text of Is. 35:2. They belong, instead, to the text
of Ezek. 34:24. If we change their place according to their Biblical equivalence,
we obtain the following reading:

(Is.35:2) 1N OYZPHTh EECh CBANEMA CNAABOY €TrO

kal &Yetar O Naods pov THr 86fav Kuplov
(Ez.34:24) n ¢€ RHAZL N éusmm napb nocpeak nxym
kai &yw KUpLos. ...kal Advid doxwv év péow avTwv

As to Is. 35:2, the non-literal rendering of »my people« (0 Aads wpov) with
B6Ch CANEMZ  may result from some scribe-compiler’s or author’s adapting
this citation to a particular context. The Slavonic term  ¢BHNEMB (cosopn),
in any case is an exact conceptual equivalent of »God’s people«. As to €ro, it
is clear that it refers to »the Lord« (kvpiov).

In the Slavonic version of the citation from Ezek. 34:24, the equivalences
KNAZh- kUpos and WAL~ doxwy appear to be somewhat inaccurate. By
inverting the position of these terms we would obtain a clearer reading.« (Picchio
1985:145).

It seems to me, however, that there is a less complex explanation than the one
proposed by Picchio for the equivalence wyapb- dpxwv. If we refer to the Latin
version of the three verses from Ezekiel mentioned by Picchio, we read:

Ez.34:24 et servus meus David princeps in medio eorum
Ez.37:24 et servus meus David rex super eos.
Ez.37:25 et David servus meus princeps eorum in perpetuum.

Here the. Vulgate, like the Hebrew original, has twice prince and once king,
while the Septuagint has in all three instances dpxwv. As for the first part of the
line, N OYZPNTh. BE&Ch CANEMA CAABOY €ro, it looks to me much
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closer textually to Psalms 96(97):6 than to Is. 35:2. Thus, in the Psalterium Sinaiti-
cum we read:

1 BIARBWIFA BhCl NFOALIE CADBHR €TO.

Even more significant would be the profit drawn from the comparison with the
Vulgate, if applied to the part of the second line of the inscription which does not
figure in  Sevcenko’s Greek text, N& BRKOVWENHE FOGCMOANE GB-
TBOPENA APpEEA HHNoOroO.

The source of NO BZKOVIMENHE TOCMOANE is still unclear to me, but
the expression ¢ATBOPENA APEBA HHNOro is, in my view, an allusion to a
Biblical verse. This expression has been interpreted (e. g. by Lehr-Sptawiriski 1959,
Grivec and Tomsic 1960, Sevéenko 1967, Vaillant 1968 and Udalscova 1981)
as meaning 'made from another wood’ without further commentary. My proposal
is to take N as ‘one’, which is the primary® meaning of this word. It is attested
mainly in compounds such as HNOPOTa, NHNOABWLNO, HNOKA, HHNOTAA
etc. (cf. Slovaik Jazyka Staroslovénskeého, s. v. viNn; Vaillant 1950, t. I :143) but
rarely also as a separate word. Thus, in Codex Vilnius # 262.” in the part of Daniel
which, unlike the rest of the codex, contains not a 15-16th century Jewish trans-
lation from the Hebrew into (White?) Ruthenian, but a rather faithful rendering
(with some theologically justifiable exceptions) of what I. Evseev considers (1905:
XLVII) to be the Methodian® translation of the Theodotion version of Daniel, we
read (Dan. 2:31) : n c€ WEPAZR HNB RBEATH
which renders the Greek kai iS00 €ikwr pia peydin.
Assuming that M Nz does indeed mean ’one’, we come up with an allusion to a
part of a Biblical verse which figures in the Vulgate, but is omitted in the Septua-
gint. Thus we read in Ezekiel 37:19 (quoting from the 1914 edition published in
Vienna by the British Bible Society, which is very close to the Hebrew original):

TO CKaXH UM: TaK'b TOBOPUTDH rocnmo/ib bors: BoTs, st BO3bMy fiepeBo locudoso,
Kotopoe Bb pykb Edpbma u coenuuuBumxcs ¢b uums koinbus U3PAUIIEBBIXb,
Y MIPWIOXKY MXb Kb HEMY, Kb JiepeBy lynbl, u cobaaio uxs oonums oepecoms w
OHHU B pyKb moe#t 6ynyTs ogHo. The underlined words are rendered in the Vulgate

6 P y "

It is immaterial for the present discussion whether HNZ ‘one’ and NNB ‘other’ are
etymologically identical or not. For the different views, see A. Meillet 1902:158-9, 4334 M.
Vasmer, Russisches Etymologisches Worterbuch, s. v. NNOH ; F. Kopecny 1980:313-320.

7 o = .

An edition of the Five Scrolls from this Codex, by M. Altbauer, is now in press. For
previous works on 262, see list of publications of M. Altbauer in Slavica Hierosolymitana
7 (1985).

SHowcvcr, in the 190S edition itself, unlike in the introduction Evscev does not use #
262 at all. I'or verse 2:31, his ‘Methodian® text reads: N ¢€ TEBNAO E€ANNO BENHE.
Evseev provides the 262 text of Daniel in its totality in a separate study, 1902.
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as: et faciam eas in lignum unum, but they do not appear in the Septuagint. The
Hebrew word ‘es, signifying ‘tree, wood, stick’ which appears in this verse in the
three instances where the Russian has pmepeBo, is rendered in the Vulgate systemati-
cally by lignum, whereas in the Septuagint we have ¢v\n, pdféoc and once, as
said, an omission.

The significance of the words ‘I shall make them into one tree’ fits in nicely
with the Biblical allusions in line three of the inscription. Both refer to the prophe-
cy in Ezekiel 37:15-28, about the future unification of God’s congregation in one
kingdom, with one king — David — the Messiah. In the context of the VC this
should of course be interpreted as a prophecy about the Universal Church under
the rule of Christ.

The interpretation of APBEERA nNoro as ‘one tree’ is profitable not only
on the level of the canonical text and context of VC, but also on the level of the
apocryphal tradition with which ‘Solomon’s Chalice Story’ is linked through exe-
gesis. The ‘Story’ occurs, as it is known, not only in V'C but also in a number of
manuscripts, most of them East-Slavic’, »either as separate narratives, or within
an anti-Jewish polemical tract called Sayings of the Holy Prophets. Of the two
versions, one agrees with chapter thirteen of V'C almost verbatim, while the other,
and prevailing one is expanded: it appends an exegesis, folkovanie, to each of the
three lines of the inscription« (Sevéenko 1967:1807-8). The regular exegesis of
the expression  CATBOPENA APEBA HNoro is that it refers to the Cross.
Thus, in Tsar Ivan Aleksander’s 1348 Shornik (Kuev 1981:385) we read: APERO
HHO €CTh KP?CTR. O BBKOVWENNE QACMATHE.

In my view, the Cross, ‘made of one tree’’? is preferable to 'made of the other
tree’ although both interpretations make sense in the context of the apocryphal
tradition. Thus, ’of the other tree’ could be understood in the context of a dualistic
approach, such as that of the Bogomils, who believed that the Cross was the handi-

9Not all of them, as Sevéenko would have it. Thus, the ‘Story’ appears, with a tolkovanie,
amid a group of ‘Questions and Answers’, some of them apocryphal, on folios 209v. — 210r. of
Tsar Ivan Aleksander’s Shornik (Kuev 1981:380-392).

1%t,is not evident what the participle ¢CATRBOQ €NA ' refers to. If we take it for a Nsgf,
then it has to refer to Yalla , which is appropriate formally, but not semantically, for the cup
was made, as indicated in the beginning of the ‘Story’, not of wood but OTZ RKAMENH kA
APAraro. Dr. Hugh Olmsted, during the discussion which followed the presentation of the
present paper at the Harvard Ukrainian Research Institute, proposed that CBATBOQEHNA be
interpreted as Gsgm/n, thus referring to BAKOWWENN € . This interpretation seems to be
supported by a variant in one of the mss. (Picchio 1985:136) which has here CATBOQ € NO-
o 1%
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work of the Devil and instructed their followers to hate it and not to venerate it. In
priest Cosmas’s Sermon against the Heretics (Begunov 1973:306) we read: O
KPECTE K€ TFOCMOANN CHUE ENAAKNAIE CA TAATONFOTh: KAKO CA
EMY €CTh KNAANATH? ChINA EO EOXTA NA NEMZ PACTALA XNAOBE,
Ad BPAXAAX €CTh NAYE BOrY KPECTA. TEMKE NEeNABHARTH €ro ¢-
BOFA CH OYYATh, & NEé KAANATH CA ... Traces of this tradition
are to be found in Slavic versions of the Story about the Cross. The tree from
which it was made is said to stem from seeds planted in Paradise by Satanael (cf.
e. g. Tichonravov 1863:306). The expression ‘made from the other tree’ would

thus reflect a dualistic vision of the Universe, in which everything stems either from
God’s good ‘Tree of Life’ or from that other ‘Tree of Death’ which is the Devil’s
(Cf. V. Amold-Dében 1978:8ff.)!!

Yet c¢aTBOpENA ApERBA HHNoro makes even more sense in the context
of the apocryphal tradition if interpreted *made from one tree’. In fact many of
the stories about the Cross contain a motif of three seeds, or rods, being miracu-
lously united and growing into a single tree, the tree of which eventually the Cross
was made. This motif appears in Slavic legends about the Cross,'? as well as in
Cathar legends, some of them in books known to have been imported from Bulgaria
(cf. R. Nelli 1957:9-10, 1964:140-147; E. Bozdky 1980:68-69, 146-148).

To conclude, the interpretation of ¢aTBOp&éNA ApERA HNOro  as‘ma-
de of one tree’ gives us a better understanding of the inscription in chapter 13 of
the VC, in that it offers a common source for the two lines without Greek equiva-
lent, namely Ezekiel’s prophecy about the unification of God’s assembly under a
single ruler — David — the Messiah. This interpretation also provides some thematic
clues which point to the affinity of the “Chalice Story’ in V'C to apocryphal litera-
ture of dualistic nature, although the principal questions of the chronology, geo-
graphy, direction and motivation of this affinity still remain unclear. Finally, this
interpretation once again reminds us, linguists and philologists, of the necessity to
take Latin language and texts into consideration when dealing with the earliest
layers of Slavic literacy.

"'For another possible, though remote link of ‘other’ with Hebr. aher and the Sethian
term dAAoyevis, see Stroumsa 1981.

"2See, e. g. Tichonravov 1863:309

¢ )
N N7pacTe APEBO H7 BENLNA. H Ebl BEAIKO BHCOTONO. H NPEYBAHO PACTOML. Ha Tph
PACTEWE H B €ANNO CTO rawE.,

See also Porfir’ev 1877:96, 102; Gaster 1887:36-7; Quinn 1962:51-56.
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Summary

The paper proposes a new interpretation for the second line of the inscription
on Solomon’s Chalice, mentioned in chapter 13 of the Vita Constantini. The inter-
pretation of ¢ATEROPENA APBRA NMHNOTO as ‘'made from one tree’, instead of
‘'made of another wood’ hints at Ezekiel 37, i. e. the prophecy suggested by R.
Picchio as source of the quotations in line 3 of the inscription. However, this linka-
ge requires that the source of the quotations is not the Septuagint but the Vulgate,
since the corresponding expression in Ez. 37:19 et faciam eas in lignum unum is
missing from the LXX.

On the non-canonical level, the *Chalice Story’ is shown to contain elements
of dualistic (Bogomil) origin, or, at least, elements which were in time interpreted
as such.

The possibility of Latin and of Bogomil sources in the *Chalice Story’ makes it
desirable to reconsider the time and place of the composition (and translation?)
of the VC, and in particular whether the ’Chalice Story’ was an integral part of it
from the beginning.
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Sazetak
SALAMUNOV KALEZ, LATINSKA BIBLIJA 1 BOGUMILI

U ovom ¢lanku autor predlaze novu interpretaciju drugog retka natpisa na Sala-
munovu kalezu koji se spominje u trinaestom poglavlju Vita Constantini. Interpre-
tacija ¢ATBOPENA APEEA HHOro kao »nacinjen od jednog stabla«, umjesto
ynacinjen od drugog drveta«, upucuje na 37. glavu proroka Ezekiela, tj. na proro-
ganstvo koje R. Picchio smatra izvorom citata u trecem retku natpisa. To, medutim,
znaéi da izvor tog teksta nije Septuaginta, ve¢ Vulgata buduci da odgovarajuci tekst
iz Ez 37,19 et faciam eas in lignum unum u LXX nedostaje.

Autor pokazuje da pri¢a o kalezu na nekanonskom nivou sadrzi elemente dua-
listickog (bogumilskog) podrijetla, ili bar elemente koji su s viemenom bili interpre-
tirani kao takvi.

Zbog moguénosti latinskih i bogumilskih izvora u PriCi o kalezu, trebalo bi
preispitati vrijeme i mjesto nastanka (i prijevoda?) VC, a posebno je pitanje da li je
prica o kalezu od pocetka bila njezin sastavni dio.
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