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Of course, it is much worse if a corruption remains undetected than 
if an incorrupt text is injustly attacked. For every conjecture stimu-
lates refutal which, in any case, improves the comprehension of the 
passage. (Maas 1927:9)1 
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1 See the concluding reflection (§ 34), inspired by this golden motto 
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0. INTRODUCTION 

The main goal of these pages is to make an opening in the hortus clausus of 
Cyrillo-Methodian philology and to rally to the discussion scholars of other dis-
ciplines, related to the diverse interests involved in VC: Byzantine-Slav rela-
tions, formation of the legenda Christiana (cf. note 61 below), Judeo-Christian 
apocryphal literature (cf. note 9 below), history of poetics in the Byzantine-Slav 
area in ancient and modern times (cf. §§ 30-32), etc. In accordance with this 
goal, both the technicalities of the craft of Old Slavic studies and elliptic ap-
proaches (so typical of sectorial science, which require of the reader much prior 
knowledge and lead to esoteric forms of presentation) should be avoided, with-
out, however, renouncing to enter into the substance of the philological prob-
lems under discussion. Since this can be achieved by small adaptations (by ex-
plicating the implicit, by reducing presuppositions to a minimum, by providing 
translations of the Old Slavic passages quoted, etc.) without greatly offending 
the emunctae nares of practitioners in the field, it is well worth trying. The 
reader who is not familiar with Old Slavic studies and would rather skip these 
pages to reach the conclusion, will have to trust not only my good will, but my 
regret as well.2 

I. THE OBJECT OF THE DISCUSSION 

1. The Story of The Chalice of Solomon (StorCal) according to The Vita Constantini 
(VC) 

VC, Chapter 13, starting at the third paragraph,3 tells how Constantine inter-
preted the Hebrew inscription cut in a ‘chalice of Solomon’, kept in the church 
of Saint Sophia in Constantinople, and in particular, how he deciphered the 
number at the end of the inscription. After a brief preamble, which functions as 
narrative frame ([Narr]), follows the text of the inscription ([Iscr]), of which the 
four elements ([I]-[IV]) are each preceded by a brief introductory formula. Stor 
Cal is concluded by the ‘computus’ [Razc¬] (from razc¬isti ‘to compute’) of the 
inscription’s final number:  

                                                             
2 Some questions of methodology and terminology connected with the concrete philological 
problems under discussion here could raise lengthy – and, to be honest, improductive and, 
therefore, harmful – controversies. I have deliberately avoided them and have only brought to-
gether some of the most necessary specifications in §§ 16-17, while relegating others to foot-
notes (e.g. notes 50, 54 below). 
3 The first two paragraphs of VC 13 (cf. the text in note 63 below), placed by modern editors at 
the beginning of the chapter (it would perhaps be more appropriate to place them at the end of 
ch. 12, cf. Gos¬ev 1938:40), do not seem to form part of StorCal (Picchio, apparently, contests 
this, cf. note 64 below). The function of VC 13:1-2 is to join StorCal to the account of the Kha-
zarian mission. 
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[Narr] 3 Est| je v) sv(t:n Sofnn potnr| ; ot) dragaego kame¢e ; Solomo¢q 
d:la ; ¢a ¢em|je s\t| pnsme¢y jndov|sky n samarensky ; gra¢n ¢apn-
sa¢n ; nh)je ¢e moja{e ¢nk)toje po~nstn ¢n s)kazatn ; 4 V)z|m) je 
fnlosof) po~|te n s)kaza ; 

[Iscr] 5 Est| je snce pr|va: gra¢| ; 
 [Ia]  ^a{a mo: ~a{a mo: ; prorncan do¢|d:je ™v:zda ; 
 [Ib]  v) pnvo b\dn gospodn ; pr|v:¢|c< b)d(}< ¢o}n+ ; 
  6 Po sem| je drouga: gra¢| ;  
 [IIa]  ¢a v)kou{e¢ne gospod|¢e s)tvore¢a ; dr:va n¢ogo ; 
 [IIb]  pnn n oupnn s( veselnem| ; n v)spnn alnlou: ;  
  7 N po sem| tretn: gra¢| ;  
 [IIIa] Se k)¢(™| n ouz|rnt) v|s| s)¢|m) slav\ ego ;  
 [IIIb] n Davnd) c:sar| posr:d: nh) ; 
  8 N po sem| ~nslo ¢apnsa¢o ; 
 [IV]  dev(t| s)t) n dev(tero ; 
[Razc¬] 9 Ras~|t) je e po t|¢|kou Fnlosof) ; obr:te ot) d)va¢ades(te l:t) 

c:sar|stva Solomo¢q do c:sar|stva Hr|stova ; dev(t| s)t) n dev(t| 
l:t) ; 10 N se est| proro~|stvo o Hr|st: ;4 

 [Narr] 3 Now there is in the Saint Sophia a chalice of precious stone, of Solomon’s 
work,5 on which there are verses written in Hebrew and Samaritan characters,6 
which no one could compute or interpret. 4 Having taken it [= the chalice with 
the inscription], the Philosopher computed and interpreted (it). 

 [Iscr] 5 Such then is the first verse:7 

                                                             
4 This is the text (without apparatus) of my ‘provisional critical edition’ of Stor Cal-VC (cf. the 
article cited in note 157). The most controversial points of this passage will be subject to more 
ample discussion on the following pages. 
5 The apposition Solomo¢q d:la (cf. notes 119, 120 below), with which the chalice is present-
ed at the beginning of StorCal-VC, could suggest that it was considered ‘Solomonic’ even be-
fore Constantine became involved with it (cf. note 61 below), but it could also anticipate Con-
stantine’s deciphering, the account of which follows. On Picchio’s conjecture (Solomo¢a d:-
lq) cf. § 19 below. 
6 If n has no epexegetic value (‘Hebrew, i.e. Samaritan’), one could think either of a gloss en-
tered into the text (which could either be the first or the second of the terms) or, perhaps better, 
of the use in the inscription of both forms of the same alphabet. On this question cf. also note 
71 below. 
7 This formula and the others similar to it at the beginning of VC13:6-8 (in italics in the transla-
tion) suggest a segmentation of [Inscr] that is of importance for the interpretation of the text. 
Yet it is not certain that this segmentation hails from the Hebrew original; it could be the work 
of him who was responsible for StorCal-VC, or it could have originated in an intermediate stage 
between both. My idea is that originally [Inscr] was probably bipartite: [Iab]+[IIa] || [IIb]+ 
[IIIab]; cf. § 29 below. 
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 [Ia]  My chalice, my chalice, prophesy until the star (rises).  
 [Ib]  Be for drink to the Lord, the First(-born) who wakes at night. 
  6 After this then the second verse:8 
 [IIa]  Made to the partaking of the Lord, from the other wood.. 
 [IIb]  Drink, and enebriate yourself with joy, and exclaim: Hallelujah. 
  7 And after this the third verse: 
 [IIIa] Lo, the Prince, and the entire assembly shall see His glory. 
 [IIIb] And King David is in the midst of them. 
  8 And after this, there is a number written: 
 [IV]  Nine hundred and nine. 

[Razc¬] 9 Now having subtly computed it, the Philosopher found (that) from the twelfth 
year of Solomon’s reign to the reign of Christ there (are) nine hundred and nine 
years9 10 And this is a prophecy about Christ. 

2. A Greek Witness of StorCal: StorCal-ES 

The pseudo-Solomonic inscription10 of StorCal-VC is also known in Greek, but 

                                                             
8 In Capaldo 1990, I translated it less literally: ‘This is the second verse’ (litt. ‘Afterwards 
comes the second verse’, with po sem| = meta; tou'to, postea). At this occasion, I should like to 
point out that, if in VC 13: 5-7 the variant gra¢) (m. sg.) is to be preferred to gra¢| (f. sg.), 
which I prefer, the stemmatic value being equal, po sem| must be interpreted as ‘post quem’, i.e. 
‘after this (verse)’. 
9 The twelfth year of Solomon, calculated from the birth of Jesus Christ or from his resurrec-
tion, does not (according to any known Byzantine computus) correspond to 909 B.C. – Petka-
nova-Toteva 1985, 1986 considers the number symbolic, related to the value of ‘renewal’ and 
‘salvation’ of the number 9 (Christ has renewed the world and saved humanity); Jakobson 
1985: 237 hesitates between the attested 909 and a hypothetical 990 (which he considers to cor-
respond historically to the twelfth year of Solomon), yet stresses the symbolic value of both 
numbers and their relation to the number 33 (composed of two 3, as the others are of two 9) at 
the end of VC 12. But the number 909 of StorCal-VC may simply result from a mechanical er-
ror (cf. Sµevc¬enko 1967, Dobrev 1977, Capaldo 1990 and also § 26(b) below). – According to 
Petkanova-Toteva 1986: 575, even the number 12 is ‘symbolic’; considering that Solomon is 
the builder of the Temple, it must allude to the Church (in fact, the number 12 is a very com-
mon symbol of the Church). No matter how the symbolic value of the number 12 should be ta-
ken into account in the exegesis of StorCal, it definitely refers to the Biblical story of 1 Kgs 6: 
37-38, 7: 13-51 and 2 Chr 3-4, according to which Solomon, after the construction of the Tem-
ple, which lasted from the fourth to the eleventh year of his reign, in the twelfth year commis-
sioned a famous craftsman from Tyre to make its equipment, including the vessels; thus, the re-
ference to the twelfth years of Solomon’s reign may be regarded as an explicit confirmation of 
the relationship of StorCal-VC with the Judeo-Christian apocryphal literature inspired by the 
building of the Temple of Jerusalem. – NB. The vessels mentioned in both Biblical passages are 
called fiavlai; the sole Solomonic Biblical passages where the chalice is called krathvr, as in 
StorCal-ES, are Prov 9: 2, 3 and SofS 7: 2.  
10 Both the contents and the dating make it evident that the inscription hails from Christian 
times. 
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in a shorter form ([Iab]+[IIb]) and deprived both of the narrative frame and the 
final com-putus (cf. Fig. 1). In its unique manuscript witness (Scorial. gr. 
Ψ.III.7, f. 317),11 it has the title Epigram on the Chalice of Solomon, which 
allows us to identify it by the siglum StorCal-ES.  
 The title of StorCal-ES ((jEpivgramma eij" to; pothvrion tou' Solomw'nto") 
contains some elements that correspond to the narrative frame of StorCal-VC: 

Thus, e.g. jEpivgramma corresponds to gra¢n ¢apnsa¢n, which in Greek would be 
stivcoi ejpigegrammevnoi, while to; pothvrion tou' Solomw'nto" corresponds to the 
parallel Solomo¢q d:la. 

 Even if there is a relationship between [Tit] of StorCal-ES and [Narr] of 
StorCal-VC, it is difficult to define whether the former condenses the latter or 
whether [Narr] expands a more ancient and lapidary [Tit]. Similarly, there are 
no reliable data to decide whether the small dossier of texts (ff.317-320)12 into 
which StorCal-ES is inserted, represents an organic whole or a casual aggrega-
tion of unrelated textual materials. 

3. Two Commented Church Slavic Versions of StorCal (Tolk1 and Tolk2): The 
Witnesses 

In Church Slavic, StorCal also occurs in textual organisms other than VC. Save 
straightforward excerpts from VC itself,13 it is then, as a rule, provided with a 
commentary (Tolkovanie). 
 According to the length of the commentary, we distinguish two versions of 
Stor Cal-Tolk: 
 1 StorCal-Tolk1 – with a long commentary to the text [I]-[III] intercalated 
between the separate lines –, witnessed only in a selection from christological 
prophecies from the Old Testament (SSP).14 

                                                             
11 It was first brought to notice by Sµevc¬enko (1967). Cf. its text § 22 below. Andrés (1967) 
dates ff. 317-320 of the ms to the 12th century. 
12 Cf. Andrés 1967:63-64 for an accurate analysis of this dossier. Here, I merely point out some 
texts that seem to have some relation (even if only by secondary association) to StorCal-ES: a 
the Chrysostomic communion prayer (Proseuch; th'" koinwniva"), Inc. Kuvrie oujk eijmi a[xio"; 
b the letter of Pontius Pilate to the emperor Claudius (f.317v-318), cf. Tischendorf 1851:16-18; 
c a chiliastic text (“computation of the date for the End of the world, one thousand years after 
Christ’s First Coming, a chiliastic solution which I know from no other Byzantine source,” Sµev-
c¬enko 1967:1811). Cf. also the observations § 25 and 28 below.  
13 Cf. e.g. Nov.-Sof. 1418 (Petrov 1894:6, note) and 1449 (Sreznevskij 1867:96); cf. also An-
gelov-Kodov 1973:49 sq. to the effect that the commented versions of StorCal may also be in-
cluded among straightforward excerpts from VC. 
14 I know of only one case where StorCal-Tolk1 occurs outside of SSP, i.e. Viln. 80 (17th c.). 
Here, StorCal-Tolk1 is presented as a dossier of texts complementary to VC (ff.487v-505v). In 
the margin of VC 13 (f.501v), the following annotation is given: w sen ~a{n tokova¢"!e z¢aœ¢ne 
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 2 StorCal-Tolk215 – with a short commentary placed at the end of the in-
scription –, witnessed in two different contexts:16 a in exegetic-polemic collec-
tions (TMO, MelSb, LavrSb), and b in exegetic-chronographic collections 
(PChrP, PChrK): 
1 SSP = Slovesa svqtyx prorok [Discourses of the Holy Prophets]. This collection, 

also known under the title Prorohestvo Solomona [Prophecy of Solomon] (cf. Is-
trin 1903), has come to us in various redactions, widely differing among each 

                                                             
[sic!] e?ß ¢apnsa¢o v) perede ; w= seŸ? ~erez z"_ lnsto √? za slovoµ wbrete¢"a glavy pr ∂t~n w= za ∂¢ee doßkn. 
Indeed, 17 ff. later, on f. 518, after a sermon on the Inventio capitis of St. John the Baptist, we 
find a brief (evidently secondary) version of StorCal-Tolk1, entitled To?kova¢"!e stg–o Knrnla 
#nloso#a ou~ntel( sloveì?skago w koubk' Solomo¢ovoµ dostatoœ?¢e vyloje¢o. The first nine lines 
of the full text are summarized as follows: Eje prem\∂ryn Solomoì? sod:la √? w¢ou< pred-
me¢e¢u< ~a{ou vospome¢utu< ou slove stg_o Knrnla fnlosofa sloveìskago ; byla je ta( ~a-
{a s kame¢n samfnra ; raz\µ je snce √ eß? w ~a{n sen kame¢¢on. The story concludes with the 
mention, unknown from the other versions of StorCal, that ‘Solomon always kept with him at 
table this chalice, which prophesied of Christ through cryptography’ (o¢u< ~a{u za √?j ∂y Solomoì? 
derja prn sob: ¢a stol: ; prø?rkova? ta¢nop¢sa¢neµ w h:–). 
15 Picchio lists 21 witnesses of StorCal-Tolk2, but attempts neither to analyse the collections 
(or, as he says, “compilations of various kinds,” 1985:141) in which StorCal-Tolk2 occurs, nor 
to correlate their various structures with the various forms of StorCal-Tolk2. – The list of 
witnesses of StorCal-Tolk2 which, as Picchio himself recognizes, “is not fully reliable” 
(1985:140, note 20), can be improved in many instances: (a) the signature of the Troickij 
Stichirar’ (Nr. 2) is GBL, F.304 (TSL) 408 (1345); it is true that “Petrov's reference to this “MS 
is very vague,” but the description of Ilarij-Arsenij (1878:135) gives an idea of the type of Stor 
Cal contained in it (= StorCal-TMO, cf. note 16 below); (b) the MSS Nr. 8, 19, 21 should be 
eliminated because they contain excerpts from VC; Picchio has not recognized this and treated 
Nr. 8 (Nov.-Sof. 1449) as a witness to StorCal-Tolk2, which seriously biases his unique obser-
vation on the relationship of StorCal-VC and StorCal-Tolk (for other cases of StorCal-VC out-
side of VC, cf. note 13 above); (c) the signature of Nr. 17 is not Und. 1558, but Und. 719; 1558 
is the date of the ms, one of the two witnesses of PChrP (the other being Rum. 453 of 1494), 
noted already by Bodjanskij (1855:92); (d) the motive of Vladimir occurs not only in Nr. 12, 
but also in the mss Nr. 5, 7, 9, 14, 16, 17, i.e. direct or indirect witnesses of the Paleja chrono-
grafic¬eskaja. – MSS to be added to the list are: (1-2) GPB, Kir.-Bel. 68/1145 and GIM, Sin. 210, 
cf. Istrin 1906:35 (note), 61 (note); (3) Krexovskaja Paleja (Franko 1896:294); (4-5) GPB, Pog. 
1293, 1433 (Ivanova 1981:475, 482); (6) GPB, F.I.376, cf. note 20 below). Other witnes-ses to 
PChrP and PChrK than that given by Picchio (Nr. 9) should be added as well, but only after 
verification (e.g. in Rum. 453, StorCal is lacking owing to the loss of ff. 450-451, cf. Bod-
janskij 1853:110). 
16 The paucity of data does not permit in all cases to define unambiguously the context into 
which StorCal-Tolk2 was inserted. – To type (a) seem to belong also the following MSS: (1) 
Moskva, GBL, F.304 (TSL) 122 (15th c.), where StorCal-Tolk2 forms part of a dossier entitled 
Slovesa nzbra¢¢a ot) m¢ognh) k¢ng) razln~¢yh) strok) (ff. 147-154); (2) Moskva, GBL, F.304 
(TSL) 408 (15th c.), where StorCal-Tolk2 is embedded in a section entitled V)pros) n wtv:t) 
vs(komou hrnstnq¢n¢ou s) j¢dov¢nom) (ff. 487-504). – To type (b), more precisely to the type 
PChrP, seems to belong also the ms St.-Peterburg, GPB, Pog. 1293 (17th c.), unless it contains 
an excerpt from VC, as Ivanova (1981: 476) believes. 
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other,17 one of which (A = Leningrad, BAN 13.3.21 (Jac. 22), 15th c. [1462]) has 
been edited by Evseev (1097: 172-195).18 – In the history of this collection, 
according to Evseev (1907:162, 165), we must basically distinguish an early, pure-
ly exegetic, state from a more recent state, enriched with chronographic elements. 

2a TMO = Tolkovaniq ot mnog otec [Interpretations from Many Fathers]. This is 
the title of the collection, attested in the unique MS St.-Peterburg, GPB Q.p.I.18, 
13th c. (Novgorod, 1200-1230), edited by W◊tróbska (1987). – TMO is a compila-
tion made on the basis of a preceding compilation.19 

 LavrSb = Lavrenteviqt sbornik [Lawrence's Miscellany]. This miscellany, at-
tested in a Middle-Bulgarian MS,20 is also known as the Ivan–Aleksandroviqt 
sbornik [Ivan Alexander's Miscellany].21 This collection, too, is a compilation 
from textual materials of various provenance. 

 MelSb22 = Meleckij sbornik [Mel’cy Miscellany]: Kiev, CBAN, Mel. 119, 16th 
c. (1596). This collection is made up of 6 distinct parts (cf. Veder 1982, 1990). – 
Tolk2 forms part of the fourth section, determined by Veder as “a collection of ex-
egetic, erotapocritic and catechetic texts” (1990: 603), most certainly composed on 
the basis of textual materials derived from other collections. 

                                                             
17 The witnesses of SSP known to Evseev are eight: (1) Leningrad, BAN 13.3.21 (Jac. 22), 15th 
c. (1462), (2) Leningrad, GPB Kir.-Bel. 67/1144, 16th c.; (3) Warszawa, Bibl. Krasinskich N. 
408, 17th c.; (4) Kostroma, GAKO (signature unknown) 17th c.; (5) Kiev, GPB USSR 
Zlatoverch. Michail. mon. N. 493/1655, 15th c.; (6) Moskva, CGADA 478/953, 16th c.; (7) 
GBL, Sobr. Undolskogo 12, 17th c., (8) Moskva, GIM, Sobr. Sokolova, 17th c. – Picchio lists 
only the first six, as the last two “do not contain the story of Solomon’s Chalice” (1985:140, 
note 21). Actually, StorCal-Tolk1 is apparently lacking in the MSS (3) and (4), but not in the 
MS (7). — It should also be observed that Nr. 10 (Viln. 80) of the list of witnesses to StorCal-
Tolk2 (Picchio 1985:141) is in reality an excerpt from StorCal-Tolk1 (cf. note 14 above). 
18 To Evseev (1900) we also owe a detailed analysis of another redaction of SSP (U = Moskva, 
GBL, Sobr. Undolskogo 12, 17th c.). 
19 This is what recent studies of TMO (Veder 1982, 1990; W◊tróbska 1987) have yielded, cf. 
e.g. Veder (1990: 602) “TMO was compiled by a single scribe on the basis of a Slavic compila-
tion of exegetical texts”. 
20 St.-Peterburg, GPB, F.I.376, of the year 1348, copied by the monk Lavrentij. – A Russian MS 
of the same collection is also known: Moskva, GIM, Sobr.Barsova 1948, 17th c. According to 
Il’inskij, both MSS “go back to a common original, though, possibly, not directly”; Kuev (1981: 
29) tends to believe that the Russian MS was copied directly from the Bulgarian MS. The 
question merits a separate investigation. – It should be noted that the Barsov MS lacks the final 
sections of the GPB MS (among which the one containing StorCal-Tolk2).  
21 This is the designation preferred by its editor, K. Kuev (1981), who interprets the reference 
to Ivan Aleksandr in the colophon of the MS (f.214) in the sense that it was commissioned by 
the tsar of Bulgaria himself. According to Trifonov (1935), the MS was neither destined for 
Ivan Aleksandr, nor for his family. 
22 The other two witnesses of MelSb are L’vov, LBAN, ASP 134, 17th c. and Moskva, GIM, 
Sobr. Uvarova 157, 17th c., both copied “on the basis of the Meleckij Sbornik” (Veder 1990: 
603). But in both MSS, to judge by Veder (1982:159), StorCal-Tolk2 is lacking. 
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2b PChrP and PChrK = Paleq Xronografiheskaq polnaq and Paleq Xronografi-
heskaq kratkaq [collections which combine in various ways a Paleja with a 
Chronograph].23 StorCal-Tolk2 , in PChrP, forms part of a supplement to the base 
collection, the so-called Pribavlenie k Palee [Addition to the Paleja] (hence-
forth: PribPal), while, in PChrK, it is integrated into the section devoted to Solo-
mon in the Paleja proper. – Both Palejas and the Pribavlenie represent compila-
tions from Slavic textual materials (for the better part, in turn, translated from 
Greek).24 

4. The Differences between StorCal-Tolk1 and StorCal-Tolk2 

The differences between StorCal-Tolk1 and StorCal-Tolk12 are not few. They 
affect the narrative opening, which forms the occasion for the story, as well as 
the doctrinal elements of the exegesis and the embedding into the collections. 

StorCal-VC StorCal-Tolk2 StorCal-Tlk1 StorCal-ES 
 

VC 
TMO 

MelSb 
LavrSb 

 
PChrK 

 
PChrP 

 
SSP 

 
ES 

[Narr] [Narr2] [Narr2] [Narr2] [Narr1] [Tit] 
  [Vlad]    

[Ia,b] [Ia,b] [Ia,b] [Ia,b] [Ia,b] [Ia,b] 
    [Tolk1 I]  

[IIa,b] [IIa,b] [IIa,b] [IIa,b] [IIa,b] [IIb] 
    [Tolk1 II]  

[IIIa,b] [IIIa,b] [IIIa,b] [IIIa,b] [IIIa,b]  
    [Tolk1 III]  

[IV] [IV] [IV] [IV] [IV]  
 [Tolk2 I-III] [Tolk2 I-III] [Tolk2 I-III]   

[Razc¬] [Razc¬] [Razc¬] [Razc¬] [Razc¬]  
   [Vlad]   

Fig. 1: Comparative Analysis of the Four Known Forms of StorCal 

a. The Narrative Frame 

The narrative frame of StorCal-Tolk2 [Narr2] is built, like that of StorCal-VC, 
on the motif of the ‘Solomonic’ chalice preserved in the treasure of St. Sophia. 

                                                             
23 As to PChrP cf. the lithographic edition of the first half of Sin.210 (Tolkovaja Paleja 1892); 
of PChrK, only brief excerpts are known (among which also the Story of the Chalice, cf. Por-
fir’ev 1877:240). Cf. for a bibliography and a list of MSS Tvorogov (1989). – The unedited Pri-
bavlenie merits an in-depth study. 
24 Not all, however, is translated from Greek; PribPal, for instance, contains among other 
things an excerpt from VC and the Skazanie o gramote russkoj, which is certainly (at least, in 
part) an original Old Russian opusculum. 
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It presents itself in two different forms: 
a That of the exegetic-polemic collections (TMO, MelSb, LavrSb),25 in which no men-
tion is made of Constantine,26 refers to many precious stones (without, however, nam-
ing them) and puts a mysterious kel|q,27 in the place of the potnr|: 
 V) st–:n Sof|n &st| kel|q Solomo¢( ; ot) kame¢|q dragago d:la¢a ; ¢a ¢enje 

sout| ¢apnsa¢n stnsn tr|& ; &vr:nsky n samar:nsky pnsme¢y (W◊tróbska 1987: 
4).28 

b1 That of PChrK, in which no mention is made of the potnr| (thus, it remains unclear 
what bears the inscription, cf. note 29), refers to ‘a philosopher’, who had ‘come to 
Russia to instruct the grand prince Vladimir’, and to a single precious stone: 
 [Narr2] Sut| velnka (~a{a) d:la Solomo¢( ;29 w= kame¢n dragago sod:la¢a ; v) 

¢enje sut| n ¢apnsa¢y trn stnsn ; evrensknmn n samarensknmn pnsme¢y. 
 [Vlad] (after [Narr2]) nhje ¢e mojet) [var. moja{e Pog. 1560] ¢nktoje nstolko-

vatn razv: edn¢) fnloso#) ; nje b: prnhodnl) ou~ntn velnkago k¢_z( Vladn-
mnra (Porfir’ev 1877: 240).30 

                                                             
25 It is interesting to note how this type of [Narr2] tends to be transformed into a title. In TMO 
and MelSb, the transformation of [Narr2] into a title is a fact (the entire text of [Narr2] is written 
in cinnabar, used in both MSS for the titles). To judge by Kuev’s edition, this transformation did 
not take place in LavrSb.  
26 If the information in VC 13 is not a hagiographic topos, Constantine could be thought to have 
been involved with the inscription of Solomon’s chalice during the time he spent in the 
patriarchal library (VC 4:15) as chartophylax (as Dvorník 1933: 49-67 interprets the vnvlnotn-
kar| of the majority of the MSS) or as skeuophylax ‘keeper of the vessels’, following the read-
ing (s)s\dohra¢nl|¢nk)) of that hyparchetype (cf. Capaldo 1991) from which descended the 
three ‘Western Russian’ witnesses of VC: Vat. sl. 12, Pog. 957 and Viln. 80. 
27 The form kel|q is suspect, but it cannot be explained on the basis of potnr| in StorCal-VC 
and StorCal-Tolk1, a reading corroborated by pothvrion in StorCal-ES. The hypothesis that ke-
l|q is a corruption of kuvlix (“is the word kuvlix ... behind the surprising expression kel|q?” 
Sµevc¬enko 1967: 1816, n. 49), is certainly attractive; the difficulty is, that the supposed *k)lnk) 
would be a hapax. – Note also the variants stnh) for gra¢| in StorCal-VC and StorCal-Tolk1. 
28 Translation of [Narr2] according to TMO: ‘In Saint Sophia, there is a cell [corrupted from 
chalice?] of Solomon, made of precious stones [kam:¢n& is collective], on which are written 
three verses in Hebrew and Samaritan characters.’ – The texts of MelSb and LavrSb are ident-
ical.  
29 Unfortunately, Porfir’ev's edition does not allow to form a precise idea of the incipit: ~a{a 
(in parentheses) seems to be the editor’s gloss, perhaps taken from the title (Úadpns| ¢a ~a{n 
Solomo¢a), it is by no means certain whether it is in the MS, or perhaps from line [I] of the in-
scription. – It is highly probable that the incipit of Porfir’ev’s version is defective: two other 
witnesses of this type of [Narr2] suggest the following telescoping: <Vo sv ; grad: 2erusalnm: 
cerkvn sv(taq sv(tyh)> sut| velnka d:la Solomo¢( (Leningrad, GPB Pog. 1558 e 1560, cf. 
Petrov 1894: 10, 11). 
30 Translation of [Narr2]-[Vlad] according to PChrK: ‘[Narr2] <In Jerusalem, the Sancta Sanc-
torum> there is a great work of Solomon, made of precious stone, on which are inscribed three 
verses in Hebrew and Samaritan characters, [Vlad] which no one could interpret, save a phi-
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b2 That of PChrP, in which, contrary to PChrK, mention is made of many precious 
stones (this time, listed and named) and of the potnr|, retains, like PChrK, the motif of 
the Russian mission of its interpreter (‘the philosopher Constantine, named Cyril’), but 
puts it at the end of the story (cf. [Vlad] in Fig. 1): 
 [Narr2] Est| v) Cr–ngrad: v) st–:n Sof"!n potnr| Solomo¢( d:l( ; est| kova¢) ¢a 

trn gra¢n w= dragy ∆ kame¢"!n ; nje ¢arncae† s( pr)vyn Aha¢) ; vtoryn nzmaragd) ; 
g– samfnr) ; d– karvam)kul ; e– luh¢nt ; ™– amfraks) ; n n¢"!n m¢o™n sv:tl"!n kame-
¢n ; Sout| je n stnsn tr"!& ¢apnsa¢n ; a– ¢a pervon gra¢: samar:nsk"!n ; v– ¢a vto-
ron gra¢: evr:nsk"!n ; g– ¢a tret"!en gra¢: greœ?sk"!n. 

 [Vlad] (after [Razc¬]) Snh je stnhov) ¢nktoje ¢e mog) protl)kovatn ; ¢o protl)-
kova tokmo ; nje prnhodn v) Rouß? fnlosof) Ko¢st(¢tn¢) ; ¢arncaemy Knrnl) 
(Franko 1896: 294).31 

In contrast to StorCal-Tolk2, StorCal-Tolk1 connects the chalice (and the in-
scription) with the construction of the temple at the behest of Solomon (1 Kg 5: 
5f., Prov 9:1-2, etc.)32 and, more in particular, to the identification of Solo-
mon’s temple with the “tent of the desert” (Wis 9:8)33 – the “Holy of Holies” 
(Sancta Sanctorum) of Ex 26:33 and Hebr 9:334 – interpreted, in turn, as sym-

                                                             
losopher who had come to instruct the grand prince Vladimir.’ 
31 Translation of [Narr2]-[Vlad] according to PChrP: ‘[Narr2] In Saint Sophia in Constan-
tinople, there is a chalice of Solomon’s work. It is wrought in three faces of precious stones, of 
which the first is called agate (from ajcavth"), the second emerald, the third sapphire, the fourth 
carbuncle, the fifth lichnite, the sixth anthrax (a[nqrax), and many other splendid stones. There 
are also three verses written, the first on the first face in Samaritan, the second on the second 
face in Hebrew, the third on the third face in Greek (...) [Vlad] These verses could not be inter-
preted by any one, but they were interpreted only by the philosopher Constantine, named Cyril, 
who came to Rus.’ – NB. Aha¢), not listed in any dictionary known to me, should certainly be 
corrected to ahat), (cf. Srezn. Mater. s.v., but without precise indication of the source; the form 
ahatns) occurs in Izb. 1073 g., Ostr. Bibl.). The list of precious stones of this version seems to 
be derived from Ex 28:19 (on which depend Ez 28:13 and Rev 21:19f.). 
32 ‘[Solomon:] I purpose to build a house for the name of the Lord’ (1 Kg 5:5); ‘Wisdom has 
built her house (...) she has mixed her wine’ (Prov 9:1-2). – It is difficult to say which of these 
verses is at the origin proper of [Narr1]; an explicit allusion to Prov 9:2-4 is made in the com-
mentary to line [I]: n ~erpa v ~a{n svoen vn¢o (Evseev 1907:172,20); however, the allusion to a 
‘tent’ in the commentary ('stron cr–kov| ; n ¢are~e < st–aq sty ∆) would seem to speak in favor 
of Wisd 9:8. 
33 ‘Thou hast given command to build a temple on thy holy mountain (...) a copy of the holy 
tent’ (Wisd 9:8) 
34 ‘[God to Moses:] You shall erect the tabernacle according to the plan for it which has been 
shown you on the mountain (...) and the veil shall separate for you the holy place from the “Ho-
ly of Holies” [tou' aJgivou tw'n aJgivwn]’ (Ex 26: 30-33), cf. also Num 4:19 [ta; a{gia tw'n aJgivwn]; 
‘Behind the second curtain stood a tent called the “Holy of Holies” [a{gia tw'n aJgivwn]’ (Hebr 9: 
3). – It cannot be determined whether [Narr1] directly reflects the Pauline passage quoted; in the 
Epistle to the Hebrews, a{gia ‘sancta’ is certainly to be understood as neuter plural, precise-ly 
(ta;) a{gia and not (hJ) aJgiva (cf. the bibliography and discussion in Casalini 1989: 50ff.), but in 
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bol of the Virgin and the Trinity: 
[Narr1] Solomo¢) velnkou prm ∂rst| w= bg–a prnq l prov:dyn dh–om| ; qko s¢ntn 
gou– ¢a zeml< ; n rodntnß? w= dv–y ; wbraz) shoda ∑go qvl(q ; 'stron cr–kov| po 
pov:l:¢n< bj–|< ; n ¢are~e < st–aq sty ∆ ; st–'< ¢arn~et| dv–' bc–< ; a ∑je st–yh) 
trnlnœ?¢o bjß?tvo ; nz)qvn st–yq trø?ca ; qko ho}et| bg–) vselntnß? n pojntn v ¢en ; 
3~n¢n je n potyr| ¢a sl'jb' bg–ou proqvl(q rjß?tvo ∑go ; qko w= dv–y rodntnß? 
∑mou ; b({e je ~a{a ta trn~ast¢o sotvore¢a ; ¢a trn gra¢n ; po tron~eskom' 
wbrazou (Evseev 1907: 172, 5-11).35 

β. The Commentary 

The common basis of the commentary of StorCal-Tolk1 and StorCal-Tolk2 
consists of the interpretation in a christological vein of the separate images 
evoked in the inscription: thus, the ‘star’ is that which guides the magi, the 
‘drink’ (pivo) is that of the last supper, the ‘first- born’ is Christ, and so forth.36 
Furthermore, the long version has some trinitarian associations (cf. e.g. the final 
part of [Narr1]) and frequent references to the Hebrews (envisaged as interlocu-
tors by the author),37 but above all – in [Narr1] and the commentary to line [I] 
(cf. points b1 and b3) – an important mariological component:38 

 

 
                                                             
antiquity already the term ‘Sancta Sanctorum’ was understood, in its first part, as feminine 
singular, and was interpreted sybolically to refer to the Kingdom of Heaven, to the Church, to 
the Virgin etc. As concerns the interpretation of Sancta as ‘Virgin’, cf. e.g. a passage of the 
homily Deu'te, pavnta e[qnh, pa'n gevno" ajnqrwvpwn (BHG3 1087) of John Damascene (PG 96: 
677): ‘O Virgin full of grace, holy temple of God [nao;" qeou' a{gio", Old Slavic translation . 
cerkvn bj–"!q sv(taq VMCµ Sept 8, col. 420], which the spiritual Solomon built.’ 
35 Translation of [Narr1]: ‘Solomon received great wisdom from God. Forseeing in his spirit 
that God was to descend to earth and to be born from a Virgin, making manifest the form of His 
descent, he built a temple at God’s behest and named it “Holy of Holies”: by “Holy” he indi-
cates the Virgin Mother of God, and by “Holies” he makes manifest the threefold godhead of 
the Holy Trinity, as God would install Himself [v)selntn s( = skhnou'n ‘inhabitare’? Cf. Jn 1: 
14 ejskhvnwse ejn hJmi'n v)seln s( v) ¢y] and live in Her. He also made a chalice for the service 
of God manifesting His birth, that He was to be born from a Virgin. The chalice was made of 
three parts, with three faces, in the image of the Trinity.’ 
36 The comparison of the two commentaries to line [I] reveals that in one case the agreement is 
literal (cf. c3), while in another it varies greatly in wording, even if the exegesis is equal (cf. 
c1). The rest of the commentary presents the same picture. 
37 The passages in question, soberly polemical, are the following: three in [I] (one of which at 
the beginning, one in the middle, and one at the end), two in [III] (at the beginning and at the 
end: raz'm:n n¢ov:r)¢nœ?  ; kaº? tn nz)qvn Solomoì? w h:ß? ‘Understand, o heterodox, how 
Solomon has manifestly spoken to you of Christ!’), and one at the end of [IV]. 
38 For a detailed analysis of the two commentaries cf. my article cited in note 158. 
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The commentary to line [I] of the inscription  

 StorCal-Tolk1 StorCal-Tolk2 
a Poslou{an jndovn¢e prrø?~tva n prem'drostn Solomo¢( 

;  
^a{a &st| prrø?~|stvo 
n moudrost| Solomo-
¢( ; 

b1 ~a{< sodela v kame¢n samfnra ; ¢a ¢emje pervyn zako-
¢) Mons:∑vn vpnsa bg–) ; v tom je kame¢n Solomo¢) ~a-
{< w= bg–a oumoudrnv s( '~n¢n ; prov:dyn dh–om) ; qko 
vtoromou zako¢ou bytn a va{emou w=ver|ª?¢' ; togda bo 
skrnjal| obraz) byß? dvyq ; ¢a ¢enje bg) svonm) perstoµ 
vpnsa ; zd: je ~a{e< ¢az¢ame¢a dv–ou ; 

 

b2 kame¢ je Hs–) ; vn¢o je v ¢en bj–stve¢aq krov| ego ; eª eß? ¢o-
vyn zav:t) ; (...)  n v) ton ~a{n prnqhoµ dh–ov¢oe pntne ; bj–
estve¢yq ego krove ; 

 

b3 W tonje ~a{n Dv ∂) e}e gl–a ; ~a{< sp–¢nq prnnmou n-
m( g¢–e prnzovou ; ^a{a spß?se¢aq dv–a ~tß?aq ; v:rou<}nn 
v ¢eq spß?s't s( nme¢eµ g¢–nm) ; Velnt je Solomo¢) ~a{< 
prorncatn ; w= dh–a bj–nq prov:dyn ; qko bc–a prrø?~ca ¢a-
reœ?t|ß? ;. reœ? bo se bo w=sele bl–jat| m( vsn rodn ; 

 

c1 a eje pn{e† ; do¢d:je zv:z∂a v) pnvo boudet| gv–n ; pre∂-
zr: w¢ou ; prnved{<< v)l)hvy z dary ; 

a zv:zda prornc(&t| 
rjß?tvo Hv–o v) pnvo 
boudet| gß?vn ; 

c2 vy ¢e v:r)stvovav{e jndove ; eje eß? pnvo ;  
c3 perve¢c<ª? b)d(}< ¢o}n< ; perve¢ec| Hs ; bd: bo v tou 

¢o}) ; v ¢<ª? ve~er( so ou~e¢nky ; I preda¢) byß?39 
p|rv:¢|c< b)d(}< 
¢o}< ; T P|rv:¢|c| 
&st| Hs) ; b)d: bo v) 
tou ¢o}| v) ¢<je ve-
~er( n pn ; n preda¢) 
byß?40 

                                                             
39 Evseev 1907:172,12-173,7. Translation: ‘(a) Listen, o Hebrew, to the prophecy and wisdom 
of Solomon. (b1) He made a chalice of sapphire stone; in the same stone, on which God in-
scribed the first Law for Moses, he made the Chalice, having received the (necessary) wisdom 
from God (and) foreseeing in his spirit that a new law would come into being and yours was to 
be abandoned. For then the table (of the Law) became the symbol of the Virgin; upon it did 
God write with His own finger (and) here by the Chalice did He indicate the Virgin. (b2) The 
stone is Christ; the wine in it (= the Chalice) is His divine blood, which is the New Testament 
(...), and in this Chalice did we receive the spiritual drink of His divine blood. (b3) Of this same 
Chalice even David said, “I will lift up the cup of salvation and call on the name of the Lord” 
(Ps 115:4). The Chalice of salvation (is) the pure Virgin; those who believe in Her shall be sav-
ed through the name of the Lord. So Solomon commands the Chalice to prophesy, foreseeing 
through God’s spirit that the Mother of God would be called a prophetess, for she said, “Be-
hold, henceforth all generations will call me blessed” (Lk 1:48). (c1) Now as is written “Until 
the star shall be for drink to the Lord” [or rather: the content of the Chalice shall be for drink to 
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γ . The Integration into The Host Collections 

StorCal-Tolk1 is inserted into a homogeneous series of comparable textual ele-
ments (i.e. Old Testament christological prophecies); it forms part – as second 
of the group41 – of the seven Solomonic prophecies that open SSP. It should be 
noted that the different prophecies are only weakly linked logically and syntact-
ically by the mere use of particles like je, paky.42 To give an idea of the situ-
ation, here are the incipit and desinit of the first three prophecies: 

(1) 171,5 – 172,4 Inc. Solomo¢) prø?ro~|stvova n 'sty ego s¢–| bj–nn prore~e ; nje 
b: prev:~e¢) s) w=cem) ; svoe rojestvo w= svoego w=ca nsho ∂¢o propovedaq reœ? ; 
preje v:k) ws¢ova m( [Prov. 8: 23] – des. Posl'{an jndovn¢e proro~estva 
Solomo¢a premoudrago.43 

(2) 172,5 – 174,3 Inc. Solomo¢) velnkou prm ∂rst| prnq [Apocryphal prophecy: 
the inscription on the Chalice] – des. Z¢an jndovn¢e qko po t:∆ l:te∆ rodnß? 
hs– n rasp(† w= vaß? ; n v)skreß? tre†n d¢–| ; qkoª s~e†}e wbr:tohoµ nstn¢¢o.44 

(3) 174,4 – 174,11 Inc. Paky Solomoì? w h:ß? pn{e† v) p:s¢e∆ ; plo†¢oe roªstvo eŸ? 
pov:-daq ; bra† mon dobr| n kraseì? n wdr) ego ws:¢eì? [Cant. 1:16]; bratoµ 
¢areœ? Solomoì? ha_ ; qko w= pleme¢e eŸ? rodn s( – des. a vy jndove (...) pokoq 
¢e wbre-taete ¢a ~eµ po~ntn.45 

                                                             
the Lord, after which the star shall rise], he foresaw that which would guide the magi with 
(their) gifts. (c2) You Jews have not believed what the drink is. (c3) “To the first(-born) who 
wakes at night.” The first(-born is) Christ, for He waked in that night, in which he supped with 
(His) disciples and was betrayed.’ 
40 W◊tróbska 1987: 4. Translation: ‘“The chalice” is the prophecy and the wisdom of Solomon. 
“The star” prophesies the birth of Christ. “It shall be for drink to the Lord, the First(-born) who 
wakes at night.” E(xplanation): The “First-(born)” is Christ, for He waked in the night in which 
He supped, and drank, and was betrayed.’ 
41 Where exactly StorCal-Tolk1 begins and ends can be determined differently: according to 
Evseev, it begins at 172,7 ('stron) and ends at 173,28 (prnqste); in my view, it begins at 172,5 
(Solomo¢)) and ends at 174,3 (nstn¢¢o). 
42 This is the general pattern in the rest of the collection as well; simple juxtaposition of suc-
cessive prophecies (as within StorCal-Tolk1 ) is less common 
43 ‘Solomon prophesied, and through his mouth was the Son of God proclaimed. He who is 
eternally with the Father, prophesying His own birth by procession from His own Father, said, 
“Ages ago I was set up” [Prov 8:23]. – Hear, o Jew, the prophecy of the wise Solomon.’ 
44 ‘Solomon received great wisdom [Apocryphal prophecy: the inscription on the Chalice]. – 
Know, o Jew, that at the end of those years Christ was born and crucified by you, and rose on 
the third day, as we have found to be true by computation.’ 
45 ‘Again Solomon writes of Christ in the Song (of Songs), proclaiming His birth in the flesh, 
“My brother, beautiful and lovely; and His couch is green” [SofS 1:16]. Solomon called Christ 
“brother”, because He was born from his lineage. – So you, Hebrews (...), do not find repose 
where to rest.’ – NB. For pokon = ‘locus quietis’ cf. Gen. 8:9 oujc euJrou'sa hJ peristera; ajnav-
pausin ¢e obr:te goloub| pokoq (Michajlov 1900: 49); Ps. 131: 8 ajnavsthqi, kuvrie, eij" th;n 
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Within the collections TMO, MelSb and LavrSb, StorCal-Tolk2 is not present 
as an element of a larger structural context, recurring in all three collections. 
Only in two of them (TMO, LavrSb) is the story of the Chalice preceded by the 
apocryphal prophecy of Joash, son of Jehoahaz, king of Israel.46 
 Entirely different appears to be the situation of PChrK, where StorCal-
Tolk2 forms part of a homogeneous sequence of texts (the dossier of Solo-
mon).47 But, in this case, its inclusion in the collection is, evidently, of recent 
date, for, as I have stressed, StorCal-Tolk2 is not included in the base collec-
tion, but in an appendix (the so-called Pribavlenie k Palee), embedded in a 
brief distinctive dossier of chronographic texts, partly revised and topicalized 
by a Russian editor.48 
 Notwithstanding all these differences, the commented versions of StorCal 
are clearly related to each other, just as they are related to StorCal-VC, for all 
three (-VC, -Tolk1 and -Tolk2) present the inscription in the same linguistic 
apparel. 
 It remains now to define the genetic relationships of the three versions, but 
the discussion of this problem will have to be postponed to § 25-28 below. 

5. Picchio's Claims as to The Relationship of StorCal-VC to The Other Versions of 
StorCal – Some of His Corollaries – Some Resulting Perplexities 

An original claim as to the relationships between the various witnesses of Stor 
Cal was recently put forward by R. Picchio (1985). Its core, in my rendering, is 
the following: line [III] of the inscription, as read in the ca. 30 known MSS of 

                                                             
ajnavpausivn sou voskr|s¢n g"– v) poko" tvo"! (Ps. Sin.). 
46 Cf. 4 Kg 13:9. Incipit: V) l:ta n v) d¢–n prrø?ka Isan( ; Iwas) cr–) 2sr–lev| s)¢) vnd: (‘In 
the years and the days of the prophet Isaiah, Joash, king of Israel, had a dream.’) Cf. Moc¬ul’skij 
1893:141-143. – The prophecy of Joash occurs in MelSb as well, but only some ten folia after 
StorCal-Tolk2. 
47 I must point out that my data on PChrK are not based directly on the MSS, but depend ex-
clusively upon the (sometimes all too summary) descriptions in catalogues of MSS. 
48 The base collection is concluded by an entry of the death of Romanus (Hamart. 572,21). 
Then begins PribPal, which contains the following entries: (1) Inc. V l:to ‰™tg— [6303, to be 
corrected to 6363 = 865 A.D.] Ko¢st(¢tn¢) fnlosof) ¢arncaemyn Knrnl) stvornl) gramot' 
(cf. Bodjanskij 1855:97f.); (2) Alphabetic prayer inc. Az) slovom| snm|; (3) Inc. Potom) je 
malom) l:tom) mn¢'v{nm); (4) excerpts from VC (ch. 5,6,9,10,16); (5) Skazanie o ruskoj 
gramote (cf. Zµivov 1990); (6) excerpts from the Chronicle of John Malalas (fragments of books 
1-2, analyzed by Tvorogov 1975:127ff.); (7) StorCal-Tolk2; (8) De LXXII prophetis et prophe-
tissis (Ps.-Epiphanius); (9) Indices apostolorum et discipulorum Domini (Hippolytus); (10) 
Chronographia brevis. – NB. It is by no means certain that this Pribavlenie forms one whole 
and should not rather be analyzed in two or three parts, representing as many successive strata, 
e.g. (1)-(5), (6), (7)-(10).  
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VC,49 does not present the wording of the hagiographer (IXth c.), but that of the 
commented versions of StorCal.50 
 Picchio’s formulations are always highly sophisticated and often excessive-
ly condensed, to the point that one may doubt whether one understands his 
ideas correctly.51 Thus, within the very core of Picchio’s theory, there is a point 
at which one gets the clear impression that Picchio considers StorCal-VC a late 
interpolation: 

As far as the study of Chapter 13 is concerned, it is fair to say that there is no evi-
dence which would allow to us to place any part of its textual history outside the 
East Slavic area. (...) It seems advisable to take into particular consideration the 
fact that the Solomon’s Chalice Story belongs to  an East  Slavic t radi t ion  
[immediately afterwards narrowed down to an “East Slavic apocryphal tradi-
tion”]52 (1985: 142). 

                                                             
49 Of the other ca. 40 mss of VC, save the signatures, only some isolated readings are known 
(cf. Angelov-Kodov 1973). For information on the known witnesses of VC see the editions list-
ed s.v. VC in the bibliography of sources at the end of this article. 
50 This reformulation of his thought will probably not satisfy Picchio, for he considers it naive 
to treat VC (of which the earliest complete witnesses do not go back farther than the 14–15th c.) 
tout court as the work of an hagiographer of the 9th c., allowing, at the very most, the separate 
parts of VC to be labeled “preserved textual material”, which can be neither be localized nor 
dated precisely. – How to conceive of VC is by no means a trivial matter, but the question of the 
relevant terminology should not be dramatized. A coktail of unknown mix can be labeled 
indifferently as a ‘Rum-cocktail’, ‘Curaçao-cocktail’ etc.. Yet such an approach cannot pretend 
to put an individual and exclusive label to VC (of which the mix is unknown as well). For years, 
Picchio has been proposing a formula – VC  as  a co l lec t ion ,  n e ith er  d atab le nor  
loca l izeable ,  o f  preserved  tex tu a l ma ter ial ,  ne i th er  da tab le nor  lo cal izeab le – 
that echoes the glories of the corivzonte" of Homeric philology: “In the case of VC (...) some 
textual material belonging to the original text of a work may have been handed down as part of 
changing contexts (...) The mere presence of this preserved textual material would not allow us 
to accept unconditionally as textus traditus the contextual unit which contains this very mate-
rial” (1985:152). My aim is not to question the theoretic plausibility of the label, but to discuss 
the more important (or, rather, the unique) proof adduced by Picchio in support of his label. 
51 For claims by Picchio which would require a more ample demonstration and, more gener-
ally, for points which seem to lack the necessary depth, cf. notes 52–55, 91–93, 107, 159, 185 
etc. below. – NB. I have to disagree with Picchio on various points and therefore have to take 
great care not to misrepresent him in my analyses. Hence, even in minute details, I quote his 
formulations at length and cautiously explicit the passages which he passes over in his exposi-
tion, but which are essential to provide an articulate idea of the problems under discussion other 
than his own theses. 
52 In the latter clause, the verb “belongs” raises serious questions. Likewise, the formula “East 
Slavic tradition” (devoid of the necessary specification: of what?) makes it difficult for the 
reader to understand whether it refers to the MS tradition of VC, or to the MS tradition of the 
texts in which StorCal is transmitted, or to the entire East Slavic textual heritage. – That the 
formula “East Slavic tradition” is used in opposition to “South Slavic area” is clear from an-
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This passage, indeed, seems to leave no room for an interpretation other than in 
the sense of interpolation (StorCal would have entered VC in the East Slavic 
area).53 
 Elsewhere, Picchio presents the aspect of line [III] of the inscription not as 
the result of a late interpolation (i.e. from StorCal into VC), but as a contamina-
tion that affected only this point of the inscription: 

The case of VC 13 suggests that a work [VC?] may have gotten back from other 
contextual traditions [SSP etc.?] some adapted portion [III?] of its own  textual  
materi al54 [StorCal?] (1985: 152). 

This passage must be understood to mean that (a) StorCal was part of VC from 
the beginning, but from a certain point onward passed to “other contextual tra-
ditions,” i.e. to SSP etc., and (b) afterward was returned – but “adapted,” i.e. 
with alterations (= the corruption of line [III]) – from there to VC. 
 This idea of contamination, which seems to be Picchio's true point of 
view,55 forms the basis of some highly original and sophisticated corollaries. In 
                                                             
other statement in the same context: “For the time being, it seems wise to refrain from accept-
ing unconditionally the thesis that a complete text of VC, including the text of Chapter 13 as it 
has come down to us, circulated in the South Slavic area” (1985:142). Picchio does not deny an 
old South Slavic tradition of VC, while denying that the few South Slavic MSS that have come 
down to us represent its direct continuation; again a clearly interpolationistic point of view. 
53 This is precisely how Goldblatt (1986) seems to have interpreted Picchio’s idea; cf. note 151 
below. 
54 The expression “VC's own textual material” here seems to indicate the textual material which 
VC acquired not from the outside, i.e. which formed part of VC from the very beginning. – Cer-
tainly, Picchio’s terminology is refined (even if not completely transparent, cf. “own textual 
material”, “any part of textual history of Chapter 13”), and his conceptual apparatus is subtle 
(cf. his insistence, when treating texts like VC, on the greater scientific objectivity of the notion 
“textual material” above “author”), but, all things considered, everything seems to come down 
to the use of anti-unitary labels in approaching the traditional (i.e. unitary) substance. One ex-
ample may suffice: When expressing, in traditional unitary language, the idea that StorCal con-
veys a symbolic message, one would say: ‘The author of VC inserted StorCal into his narrative 
in order to convey a certain symbolic message.’ Yet Picchio formulates the same idea as fol-
lows: “It seems evident that Solomon’s Chalice Story was inserted into the narrative plot of VC 
to convey a symbolic message” (1985:148). In this way (with a passive clause lacking an agent) 
Picchio avoids compromising his anti-unitary assumptions and attributing VC to a definite au-
thor, while at the same time, in substance, treating VC as an old text which is more or less or-
ganic (and, as such, the work of an author): in fact, notwithstanding the definition of StorCal-
VC as “insertion”, it is considered the work of him who was responsible for the “own textual 
tradition” of VC (cf. Picchio’s statement, commented in note 52 above) and, therefore, is in fact 
attributed to the author (or compiler, or responsible for the “own textual tradition”, or what else 
one would wish to call him) of VC. 
55 One might suppose that the ‘interpolationist’ statements of Picchio 1985 are in reality only 
meant to emphasize the fact that the known witnesses of StorCal are ex clu s ive ly  Eas t S la-
v ic (or depend on such); one might further imagine that this emphasis was exaggerated, result-
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order to make clear from the very start the full extent of the argument, I shall 
briefly survey these corollaries, noting in addition some of the perplexities that 
triggered the present discussion: 
 a1 In line [III] of the inscription, Picchio conjecturally restores two Bib-
lical quotations, insisting that he who was responsible for the compositional 
structure of VC introduced them there as ‘thematic clue’ to its second part (ch. 
13–18). – The problem here is whether it is legitimate, in a text like this inscrip-
tion, imbued through and through with Biblical expressions,56 to force the step 
to assume the aspect of an outright ‘quotation’. 
 a2 The text of VC 13 appears to be organized as an ‘isocolic sequence’, i.e. 
as a “specific type of Slavic rhythmico-syntactic structure... characterized by 
series of syntactic segments marked by an equal number of accents” (1984:10). 
– The problem here is that, in the rhythmico-syntactic organization of VC 13 
postulated by Picchio, “syntactic” (‘rhetorical’) and “rhythmic” facts are not 
clearly distinguished and that, the latter, as presented by Picchio, lack an essen-
tial factor of rhythm: the number of mores between accents.57 
 b1 The archetype of VC is contaminated, East Slavic and late (13-14th c.). 
– The claim of a contaminated archetype does not agree with Picchio’s custom-
ary prudence, which demands with great pathos58 the complete collatio as a 
prerequisite to any statement on the archetype.59 Likewise, the claim of an 
“East Slavic” and “late” archetype, based on the evidence of a dating and local-

                                                             
ing in the deformation of its original strategic aim, i.e to make more plausible the hypothesis 
that line [III] was ‘apocryphized’ in the East Slavic area. However this may be, my impression 
is that these statements betray an unchecked interpolationist attitude towards VC 13 (cf. also 
notes 88 and 185 below). 
56 Cf. note 71 below. The metaphor of the cup of wine that enebriates (and leads to perdition) 
indicates, in the OT, a punishment by God for an act of disobedience. It seems indicative for the 
liberty with which the Biblical text has been used in the inscription, that the polarity of this 
traditional metaphor is reversed: cp. ‘enebriate with joy’ of [IIb] (oupnn s( veselnem|, in Stor 
Cal-ES mevquson trufh'", cf. § 22 below) with ‘sate with wormwood’ (Lam 3:15, ejmevqusev me 
colh'"). 
57 Cf. note 136 at the end.  
58 As it seems, this pathos is due to Picchio’s deep-rooted conviction to be addressing col-
leagues inclined to “arbitrary reconstructions” rather than “documentary philology” (1988b: 
314) and chronically weary of observing the “basic methodological concepts” of textual criti-
cism. It is my impression that Picchio’s judgement of the textual criticism of Slavic medieva-
lists is too severe. Also, the “principles of Orthodox Slavic textual criticism established by R. 
Picchio” (Goldblatt 1986:317), synthesized in Picchio 1985:135 and reproduced in note 81 be-
low, are open to some reservations (cf. §§ 16-17 below).  
59 We know, however (cf. note 49 above), that more than half of the witnesses of VC remain to 
be studied. Maybe this is why Picchio does not consider the restitutio of VC 13 possible (cf. 
also § 10 below). 
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ization (Rus', 13th c.) of StorCal-Tolk1 and StorCal-Tolk2 accepted without 
verification, is in stark contrast with Picchio’s – repeatedly and emphatically 
professed – scepticism as to the current dating and localization of Church Sla-
vic texts (in all redactions). 

6. Other Important Questions Related to StorCal and not Dwelt upon in this 
Discussion. – What is to Be Demonstrated 

As can be seen, the exegesis of VC 13 is the focus of important problems of 
textual criticism and literary history. Other crucial questions raised by StorCal-
VC – its relation to Judeo-Christian apocryphal literature,60 its place among the 
Christian legends (the blood of Christ, the Grail),61 etc. – are not treated by Pic-
chio and will not be considered here. 
 On the following pages, after a brief survey of the problems raised by VC 
13 and an evaluation of some traditional solutions (§§ 7-9), I shall explicit as 
well as I can the internal connections, presuppositions and implications of Pic-
chio’s claims (§§ 10-15). Considered absolutely reliable by some of his disci-
ples (Goldblatt 1986, Ziffer 1989) and considered established fact by Picchio 
himself,62 these have not as yet been the object of in-depth analysis. Most intri-
guing, of course, in Picchio’s construction, is the singular case of postulated 
contamination. It is to the verification of Picchio’s claims that the central part 
of this paper (§§ 16-32) is devoted. 
 Anticipating the conclusions (§ 33), I can say that there is nothing to war-
rant the restitution of two outright Biblical quotations in line [III], not to men-
tion their attribution to the author of VC. This entails the elimination of the so-
                                                             
60 In StorCal-VC, Solomon’s chalice prefigures the cup of Christ’s passion and, similarly, So-
lomon’s construction of the Temple prefigures, according to the typological pattern of Judeo-
Christian apocryphal literature, Christ’s Church. 
61 It is easy to imagine how ‘Solomon’s chalice’, at the outset a simple symbol of Christ’s 
passion, achieved, in the ‘Christian legend’, an effective role in the culminating moment of 
Christ’s earthly life: like the wood used in the construction of the Temple was thought to have 
served for the wood of the Cross, so Solomon’s chalice was thought to have been used by 
Christ at the Last Supper. From this point of view, StorCal fits well both into the Solomonic 
vein of the legend of the wood of the Cross (cf. line [II] of the inscription and Veselovskij 
1888:429) and into the legend of the blood of Christ (cf. Das¬kevic¬ 1888:241 n.1). We shall see 
that line [III] of the inscription contains an echo of the Gospel of Nicodemus, which is known to 
have played in important part in the formation of the legend of the Grail (chalice, or paten, or 
altar stone or the like), the most succesful medieval legend of the blood of Christ. Still, it must 
be stressed that, StorCal-VC (unlike the commented versions), contains no explicit references to 
the larger narrative contexts indicated here. 
62 Cf. Picchio 1988a. Here, Picchio in fact only repeats the claim of isocolic scansion of Stor 
Cal-VC or, more precisely, within the limits of ch. 13. But the validity of this aspect of his theo-
ry, by the way it is argued, presupposes of necessity the validity of all the rest. 
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called ‘thematic clue’ to the second part of VC, which rests on the two ‘restor-
ed’ quotations in line [III]. It also entails the elimination of the hypothesis of 
VC as a diptych, which rests upon the 'strength' of the inexisting ‘thematic 
clue’. 
 Secondly, it appears impossible to give more credit to the “isocolic scan-
sion” of VC 13 than to an altogether too suggestive construction by an impetu-
ous reader. 
 Further, the claim of the East Slavic origin of collections like SSP, TMO 
etc. as well as StorCal-Tolk1 and StorCal-Tolk2 is vitiated by a drastic bias in 
historical perspective, Picchio limiting himself to considering only their upper-
most ‘stratum’ (Rus', 13th–15th c.), while the underlying ‘strata’ are known to 
be numerous, marked and, above all, old (9th–10th c.). 
 Finally, even more debatable is the claim of the “apocryphal” character of 
the commented versions of StorCal and the collections that contain it. 

 

II. TWO OPPOSITE POINTS OF VIEW ON THE PROBLEMS OF StorCal-VC 

7. The Problems of StorCal-VC 

StorCal is preceded in VC by a brief phrase linking VC 13 to VC 12 by the sole 
particle je in second position; the transition from StorCal to the subsequent 
narrative is effected by another brief phrase, the syntactic link of which with the 
preceding is ensured once more by the sole particle je; likewise, the link of 
StorCal with its narrative frame is ensured by the sole particle je: 

VC 13: 1 Fnlosof) je nde v) Car|grad) ; 2 n vnd:v) c:sarq jnv:{e bez) ml)-
vy mol( boga v) cr)k)vn sv(tyh) apostol) s:d(63 

VC 13: 3 Est| je64 v) sv(t:n Sof"!n (...) 
VC 13: 5 Est| je snce pr|vaq gra¢| (...) 
VC 14: 1 Vesel({tou je s( o bo™: fnlosofou ; paky drougaq r:~| prnsp: n 

troud) ¢e m|¢nn pr|vynh)65 
 Here, the lack of a strong formal cohesion of the narrative is evident. One 
cannot say that Sµevc¬enko (1967:1806) has no cause to observe that VC 14:1 

                                                             
63 [Upon his return from the Khazarians,] ‘the philosopher went to Contantinople and, having 
seen the emperor, lived in silence, praying to God in the Church of the Holy Apostles.’ 
64 By translating je with ‘in fact’, Picchio suggests that the prayer of Constantine in the Church 
of the Holy Apostels pertains to the chalice (as if Constantine prayed to God to reveal to him 
the secret of the inscription). Yet it would be more prudent to ascribe to je the value of de;. 
65 ‘While the philosopher rejoiced in God, there came up another matter and an enterprise no 
less than the earlier, [i.e. the Moravian mission].’ 
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could be read as a continuation of VC 13:1-2, or rather, in other words, to con-
sider StorCal-VC as an interpolation. But it must also be recognized that the 
‘formal’ concatenation of VC 13 with what precedes and follows, even if tenu-
ous, is not below the standard of VC and that the problem is, above all, one of 
‘internal’ connections. From this point of view, it is impossible to claim that 
StorCal-VC is an external element in the narrative. In fact, to mention only the 
most obvious,66 it is clear that one of its verses continues the anti-Judaic motive 
of the preceding chapters, while another forebodes the activity of Constantine 
among the Slavs (ch. 14–18), which starts precisely from the gift he manifested 
in deciphering the enigmatic inscription (or, more exactly, the computus of the 
numeral letters at the end of the inscription), i.e. with the invention (VC 14:14) 
of an alphabet for the Slavs. 
 The problem whether or not, in VC, StorCal is an interpolation, is all the 
more acute, as it recurs also outside of VC – it is known in Greek and in other 
Church Slavic textual organisms – and, most importantly, without any reference 
to Constantine.67 
 Further uncertainty reigns among scholars as to the text of the inscription 
itself. The problems concern both its formal structure and its contents. 
 A distinctive feature of [Inscr] (of paramount importance, if proven beyond 
doubt) seems to be its rhythmic organization. Suggested by the linguistic pro-
perties of the text (syntactic parallelism, paronomasies, a certain regularity in 
succession of isosyllabic and isotonic sequences etc.), it appears to be explicitly 
indicated by the term gra¢| (or gra¢)) ‘verse’,68 which defines the separate lines 
in the text. 
 As concerns the latter, it must be recognized with Picchio (1979: 442, n. 2) 
that it is not easy to understand,69 either by virtue of its ‘enigmatic’ (or pro-

                                                             
66 More precise observations on the ‘verbal’ connection of the inscription with VC 12 are given 
by Jakobson 1970:359 (quoted at the end of § 32 below). 
67 StorCal-Tolk2 (PChrP and PChrK) do, in fact, mention Constantine (cf. notes 30 and 31 
above), but we shall see (cf. § 29 below) that this is probably due to the secondary influence of 
VC. 
68 That gra¢| may mean ‘verse’, like the neuter gra¢o (plural gra¢esa, cf. Popov 1985), is cer-
tain (cf. Jakobson 1985: 228, n. 44). But in the context in question here, gra¢| could simply 
mean stivco" ‘line of text’, as Sµevc¬enko thinks: “The word gra¢| or gra¢) does not mean a line 
of poetry, but is an equivalent of the Greek stihos, which, pace the Russian word stix, means 
‘line, verse’, the latter, for instance, in the sense of a verse in Scriptures” (1967:1806, n. 3). Yet 
it is not true, as Sµevc¬enko seems to think, that this is the only meaning of gra¢|. In our context, 
in addition to the meanings of ‘line of text’ and ‘verse’, two more meanings of gra¢| are pos-
sible: (1) titulus ‘inscription’ and (2) ‘face, facet’ (e.g. of a precious stone).  
69 Indeed, the inscription poses more problems than the scholars studying it (Lamanskij, Pe-
trov, Istrin, Lavrov, Jakobson, Sµevc¬enko, etc.) so far seem to have realized. Above all, care 
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phetic) character or by the multiple associations with Scriptural and patristic 
passages implicit in it.70 

Almost any word of the inscription suggests various (and, moreover, conflicting) 
associations with Biblical (both OT and NT) contexts and their relevant patristic 
exegesis. The major difficulty resides in the choice of the pertinent associations: 
for the expression ‘see the glory of God’ of [IIIa], one could think of Jes 35:2 (cf. 
p.37 below), or of Ps 16:5 ejn tw/' ojfqh'nai th;n dovxan sou (cf. further Ps 96:6 and 
Taube 1987:164), or of Mt 24:30 o[yontai to;n uiJo;n tou' ajnqrwvpou ejrcovmenon (...) 
meta; dovxh"; the ‘first-born’ of [Ib] could allude to Christ either as the ‘first-born’ 
according to Rom 8:29, or to the ‘first-born from the dead’ (to the glorious life of 
heaven) according to Col 1:18; the ‘star’ of [Ia] could be the star that ‘came forth 
out of Jacob’ according to Num 24:17, or the star seen by the wise men of Mt 2:2, 
or the eschatological ‘lamp shining in a dark place’ of 2 Pet 2:19, or the star that 
symbolizes the resurrection and the power of Christ in Rev 22:16. It is important 
to stress, in relation to the ‘star’ of this OT (pseudo-Solomonic) prophecy, that in 
early exegesis the star symbolizes the word of God prior to the revelation, e.g. in 
Origenes: oJ de; ajsth;r duvnatai suvmbolon ei\nai tou' fwteinou' tw'n profhtw'n 
lovgou marturou'nto" th'/ jIhsou' ejpidhmiva/ (Klostermann 1941:27) ‘the star can be 
the symbol of the enlightened word of the prophets who testify to the coming of 
Christ,’ and also in Romanos Melodos (II, pp.43-77, on which cf. Bussagli 1986: 
27ff.). 

Constantine's feat (whether real or fictitious) is commonly thought to consist in 
the translation/exegesis of the inscription from Hebrew into Greek. Yet, at close 
consideration, the hagiographer presents Constantine interested only in the 
‘computus’ of [IV].71 He, indeed, insists only that the number of [IV] refers to 
Jesus Christ the (pseudo)Solomonic prophecy of the Messiah contained in the 
preceding text. Not one word is devoted to the meaning of the lines [I]-[III]. 
 This situation is complicated by the circumstance that the integrity of the 
transmitted text of the inscription is open to some doubt. Thus, e.g. the number 
909 does not seem to be the genuine reading.72 And for line [III] we have seen 
                                                             
must be taken to avoid falling prey to the temptation of ‘free’ associations. An extreme and tot-
ally aberrant case is that of Nalbantjan (1990), who lifts StorCal-VC out of NT and patristic 
philology to insert it into an indigest and historically indefinite array of error-bound specula-
tions in mythology, semiotics and gnosticism. 
70 As concerns the preference which, in the exegesis of StorCal, should be given to 2 Pet 1:19 
and Col 1:18, cf. § 29 below. – NB. I owe the references to these passages to the Biblical schol-
ar Nello Casalini ofm (cf. also note 181 below). 
71 According to my interpretation (Capaldo 1990, notes 4 and 6), in contrast to lines [I]-[III], 
written in common Hebrew characters (the so-called ‘quadrata’), the numeral letters of line [IV] 
were written in Samaritan characters (the so-called ‘antiqua’), rarer and less generally known. It 
was probably only these last characters that ‘no one could compute or interpret’. On the use of 
the ‘antiqua’ in texts overall written in ‘quadrata’ cf. Institutiones biblicae 1951: Tab. III. 
72 Not a single known Byzantine computus justifies such a low number. 
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that Picchio supposes the influence of the commented versions. 
 All these difficulties are further aggravated by the fact that the sense of the 
Hebrew original may have been different from the interpretation given by Con-
stantine, assuming that Constantine’s translation of the inscription from Hebrew 
into Greek was faithful and that, in StorCal-ES, a reflex of its tradition has been 
preserved.73 Moreover, the interpretation of the hagiographer (in the case that 
the Slavic version is, indeed, the latter's work) could be different from that of 
Constantine. Finally, the interpretations resulting from the commentaries (Tolk1 
and Tolk2), too, could be different: they could be the product of Slavic com-
mentators and reflect successive reworkings; yet they could also, in their origin-
al core, hail back to Constantine. 

8. A Five-Pronged Approach to VC 13. 

This brief presentation already makes it evident that StorCal-VC can only be 
studied on a broad philological base: 
 A The question of the text: Before all, the question of the integrity of the 
text of VC must be resolved. 
 B The prosodic question: Secondly, it must be checked whether the inscrip-
tion is mere prose or whether it is presented in a particular rhythmic organiza-
tion. 
 C The Greek original: Then, the relationship of StorCal-VC with Stor Cal-
ES must be clarified, in particular whether the original form of the inscription is 
the long or the short. 
 D The relationship of the Slavic witnesses of StorCal: Further, the Filia-
tionsfrage must be tackled: is it StorCal-VC that depends on the commented 
versions, or have those taken the text of the inscription from VC and added to it 
the commentary? Or do all depend from one common form? 
 E The position of StorCal in VC: Finally, the function of StorCal in VC 
must be established; this is one of the aspects of the more general problem of 
the segmentation of VC (and, even more generally speaking, of its genesis). 
 This five-pronged approach, according to which I have sought to bring ord-
er into the problems of StorCal-VC, is also the organizing principle of the 

                                                             
73 Picchio claims that “various scholars... state that the Inscription on the Chalice of Saint So-
phia can be nothing but an original Slavic text” [“vari studiosi... reputavano che la Scritta sul 
Calice di Santa Sofia non potesse essere altro che un testo originale slavo”] (1972:437). – I 
have no knowledge of anyone who treated the interpretation of StorCal-VC as an hagiographic-
al topos in order to prove that it was an original Slavic text. Picchio’s claim seems to be based 
only on a similar statement by Sµevc¬enko which, in turn, seems to be a simple misunderstanding 
of a statement by Istrin (cf. below note 173).  
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following pages.74 

9. Solutions of The Unitary Type (Jakobson) and The Interpolationist Type 
(Sµevc¬enko). 

The history of studies shows that now one and then another of the various as-
pects of the problem emerges. An idea of the variety of solutions proposed can 
best be given by contrasting the theses of Jakobson (1957, 1970)75 and Sµevc¬en-
ko (1967). Their conceptions are the expression of two divergent points of view 
on the genesis of StorCal-VC, the ‘unitary’ point of view of the former being 
op-posed to the ‘interpolationist’ point of view of the latter. 
 According to Jakobson, the inscription – entered into VC in mint condi-
tion76 – can be read as syllabic poetry, composed of twelve verses (of 8, 10, 9 
and 12 syllables, respectively), divided into three stanzas of four verses each.77 
Sµevc¬enko, however, thinks that the text is so well appointed (leaving aside the 
corruption of the number at the end of the inscription) that it is possible to oper-
ate with the 'reconstructed' text (according to Lehr-SpΩawiński edition), yet, 
contrary to Jakobson, that it is impossible to label it ‘poetry’ because the com-
parison to StorCal-ES shows it to be a literal translation from Greek (according 
to the technique of one-to-one correspondence). 
 Even on the question of the Greek original, the two scholars hold divergent 
views. Jakobson has no doubt that Constantine translated into Greek a (no long-
er extant) Hebrew inscription and that his translation, imperfectly reflected in 
StorCal-ES, is reflected in full in VC. Contrary to Jakobson, Sµevc¬enko insists 
that the original form of the inscription is the short form attested in StorCal-
ES,78 while the long form transmitted in Slavic is secondary (even if it could 

                                                             
74 In reality, this pentadic pattern does not exhaust the problems posed by StorCal. In addition 
to those addressed here, there are at least two more: F the position of the inscription in the con-
text of early Judeo-Christian literature (liturgical? eschatological?), and G the chalice as sup-
port of the inscription, i.e. as art-historical and cultual object. These questions cannot remain 
excluded from the study of StorCal, but they manifestly exceed the competence of a Slavist. 
They merit separate study. 
75 The 1970 paper, to judge by its title (Poxvala Konstantina Filosofa Grigori[ Bogoslo-
vu), seems devoted exclusively to the panegyric Constantine composed in honor of Gregory Na-
zianzen. In reality, Jakobson develops his 1957 paper, adding many new observations on all the 
‘poetic’ parts of VC. 
76 The text of the inscription, according to Jakobson (1970: 231), requires no reconstructive in-
tervention (“ne nu'daetsq v rekonstruktivnoj rabote”). 
77 For more details cf. § 20 below. 
78 By considering StorCal-VC an interpolation, Sµevc¬enko is led to discount any relation of Con-
stantine to the inscription and, in particular, to exclude StorCal-ES as a witness (no matter 
whether complete or mutilated) of its translation from Hebrew into Greek, explicitely attributed 
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have existed in Greek as well, like the short form). 
 As to the position of StorCal in VC, Jakobson is inclined to believe that the 
Slavic version of the inscription should be considered anterior to VC (and could 
go back to Constantine himself), but that it was included in VC from the outset. 
Sµevc¬enko, however, is sure of the opposite; to him, StorCal-VC is a ‘borrow-
ing‘: 

“it comes into it [= VC] from a context which originally had nothing to do with its 
hero” (1967: 1815).79 

The only point on which neither scholar takes a clear stand is the relationship of 
StorCal-VC with the other Slavic witnesses of StorCal. Meanwhile, both seem 
to assign a secondary place to the commented forms.80 

 

III. PICCHIO’S PHILOLOGICAL AND EXEGETIC CONTRIBUTION TO VC 
13 

10. Two ‘Operational’ Editions of VC 13 

A different point of view on the entire range of problems of StorCal-VC is 
known to have been proposed by R. Picchio (1985). In it, he develops the re-
sults of a previous study (1972) leaving aside, however, some of his observa-
tions on the formal structure of StorCal-VC, which, as it seems (1988a: 9), re-
main valid. 
 First of all, Picchio, dissatisfied81 with the current editions of VC, presents 
                                                             
to Constantine by VC 13. – Still, even if StorCal-VC could be an interpolation, as Sµevc¬enko be-
lieves, it cannot be excluded that it was derived from a document on the history of the chalice 
hailing from Constantine, especially if one considers, as Sµevc¬enko himself (1967:1809) con-
cedes, that the “research has shown VC to be surprisingly trustworthy” and that the interpola-
tion may go back to the 9th c. (cf. note 79 below). 
79 It is curious to note that the opposite ends of both conceptions tend to touch. Indeed, it is im-
possible to state exactly where the difference is between the interpolationist claim of Sµevc¬enko, 
according to whom the inscription (which probably existed already independently of VC) 
“might have been inserted [= in VC] in the ninth century,” and the unitary idea of Jakobson, ac-
cording to whom the hagiographer who inserted StorCal in VC used the pre-existing text of the 
inscription. 
80 Sµevc¬enko (1967:1810, n. 33) rules out that the commentary of StorCal-Tolk1 andStorCal-
Tolk2 could go back to Constantine. Jakobson (1985: 230, n. 50) limits himself to recording the 
existence of the two versions. 
81 Picchio devotes a lengthy note (1985:135, n.13) to the clarification of what he terms “basic 
methodological concepts”. Since it will be discussed in detail in §§ 16-17 below, I reproduce it 
in full:  
 “A tendency to confuse the concept of textual restitutio with that of “reconstruction” 
seems to be widespread among Slavists. The purpose of a “critical edition” is to provide a crit-
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his own ‘operational’ edition of VC 13. Taking Lavrov’s (1930) edition, the 
first time (1972), he corrects it in three points considered corrupt in the arche-
type; the second time (1985), he reproduces it without alterations, but with the 
addition of a list of variants, devoid of the signatures of the manuscripts in ord-
er to stress that that the reconstitutio of VC 13 is impossible owing to the lack 
of a stemma codicum, based on the collation of all known witnesses: 

The list of variants, wich I have compiled... does not mention which codex or 
group of codices contains a given variant. In fact, such information could become 
useful only if it were derived from the complete collatio of the extant codices 
(1985: 136-7). 

Nevertheless, and irrespective of what he terms “the poor quality of the trans-
mission,” Picchio considers the text of VC 13 traditus:  

The poor quality of the transmission, even if creates difficulties for a restitutio 
does not rule out the possibility that this is a textus traditus (1985: 138). 

11. Isocolic Scansion of VC 13 

The 1972 edition, in addition, presents the text of the inscription as a sequence 
of cola isotonici, i.e. of “members of a phrase with an equal number of accents 
and a fixed number of syllables” (1972:419): 

[Ia] 4  ^({a ò moa ò ~({a ò moa 
  3  prorncan ò do¢deje ò ™v:zda  
[Ib] 3  v) pnvo ò boudn ò gospodn 
  3  pr)ve¢|cou ò bd(}ou ò ¢o}"!< 

                                                             
ical reading of the text as it has been handed down by the extant documents. As a rule, the resti-
tutio of a reading as close as possible to the ‘original’ is therefore based on the critical choice of 
a given form among those handed down in variants. To procede otherwise would mean to ig-
nore the editor’s main task which is to separate a textus traditus from what is not traditum or, in 
other words, what is ‘genuine’ from what has not been handed down faithfully by the scribes, 
but added, deleted or altered in some way. Only in very special cases may the editor have re-
course to divinatio, that is, to the choice of readings different from those documented by the co-
dices. This exceptional procedure can be considered to be the equivalent of a “reconstruction”. 
If divinatio were not an exceptional procedure, the logical foundation of textual criticism would 
collapse. This is what happens when a text is ‘reconstructed’ in its entirety on the basis of ab-
stract, that is, ‘extratextual’ considerations such as those of historical linguistics. In the case of 
VC, its ‘reconstruction’ has been conceived as a systematic ‘correction’ of its linguistic forms 
according to an alleged ‘Old Slavic norm’. Such an operation is usually based on the belief that 
the ‘original’ text of VC was written in the ‘Old Slavic period’. This very assumption, however, 
cannot be proved unless the extant textual documentation is examined according to the basic 
principles of the textual criticism. It is clear, in any case, that by definition a ‘reconstruction’ 
cannot be considered as an ‘edition’, if by edition we mean the publication of extant textual ma-
terial. These considerations are intended to clarify basic methodological concepts. They do not 
imply reprobation of textual reconstruction per se. These ‘critical hypotheses‘ can prove useful 
for other purposes provided that one does not confuse them with critical editions.” 
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[IIa] 3+2 ¢a v)kou{e¢"!e ò gospod¢e ò s)tvore¢a òò dreva ò n¢ogo 
[IIb] 3+2 p"!n ò n oup"!ns( ò vesel"!em| òò n v)z)p"!n ò allnloua 
[IIIa] 5 n ouzrnt| ò ves| ò s)¢em) ò slavou ò ego 
[IIIb] 5 se k¢(z| ò n Davnd) ò car| ò posred: ò nh) 

From the “prosodic analysis” (p.439) of VC 13, Picchio gains the conviction 
that not only the inscription, but the entire chapter are isocolically organized: 

The stylistic individuality of the passage becomes apparent (...) through its iso-
colic reading (...) If the term ‘poetry’ can be applied to a so refined rhetoric orga-
nization, we must certainly apply it to the entire text of VC 13, and not only to the 
lines of the inscription (Picchio 1972:10).81a  

This formulation could give the impression that Picchio does not distinguish 
‘poetry‘ from ‘isocolism’, but in other contexts the terminological distinction is 
clear: in contrast to a “poetic text”, an “isocolic text” represents “a specific type 
of Slavic rhythmico-syntactic structure (...) characterized by series of syntactic 
segments rhythmically marked by an equal number of accents” (1984:10). 
 Like Jakobson, Picchio claims that in an earlier phase (i.e. prior to the 
genesis of VC or in a more remote phase of transmission of VC than the one at-
tested), the inscription was syllabic poetry, but was then integrated without any 
problem (“perfectly”)82 into a context, like that of VC, characterized by isocolic 
scansion:  

“My isocolic-accentual reading (...) coincides perfectly with the syllabic one by R. 
Jakobson as to the number and the composition of the cola-verses (...) I do not 
hesitate, at this point, to consider in concreto the possibility that the isocolic- ac-
centual tradition absorbed and continued an older syllabic tradition” (1972:436).82a 

12. A Corruption of Line [III] Emendated by Conjecture 

The most important corruption of StorCal-VC is, according to Picchio, in line 
[III]. In all editions of VC, it is presented as follows (save the orthographic nor-
malization, which is mine): 

I se k)¢(™| n ouz|rnt) v|s| s)¢|m) slav\ ego n Davnd) c:sar| posr:d: nh). 
This relatively simple phrase, from the point of view both of syntax and lexi-

                                                             
81a “La individualità stilistica del passo risulta ben chiara (...) attraverso la lettura isocolica (...). 
Se il termine poesia può definire tanto scaltrita organizzazione retorica, dovremo certo riferirlo 
all’intero testo di VC 13 e non solo alle righe della Scritta ” (Picchio 1972: 443). 
82 Upon closer inspection, the coincidence is rather less perfect than it seems to Picchio (cf. 
note 131 below). 
82a “La mia lettura isocolico-accentuativa (...) co inc id e pe rfet tamen te con quella silla-bica 
di R. Jakobson quanto al numero e alla composizione dei cola-versi (...). Non mi sembra 
azzardato, a questo punto, il considerare concretamente la possibilità che la tradizione isoco-
lico-accentuativa assorba e continui un a p iù  an t ica  trad izion e  s i l l ab ica” (1972: 436). 



 Textus Traditus or Conjecture 31 
 

con, is a good example of the serious difficulties which modern explicators and 
translators of Old Church-Slavic texts have to face. Grivec translated it as fol-
lows: 

Ecce princeps, et videbit universus conventus gloriam eius, et David rex inter 
eos.83 

Yet, the identity both of the princeps and of the universus conventus are estab-
lished neither by the original text, nor by this translation, nor by many other 
translations into modern languages.  
 Contrary to modern scholars, the early commentators had a clear opinion 
on both questions. This is how (a) StorCal-Tolk1 and (b) StorCal-Tolk2 com-
ment line [IIIa]: 

(a) k¢–z| zrnt| Pnla† . a zbor jndove (Evseev 1907: 173, 20). 
 ‘“The prince sees” is Pilate, and “the assembly” are the Jews’. 

(b) Se k¢(z| . T Pnlat) . sbor) jndov|sk) (W◊tróbska 1987: 4).  
 ‘“Lo, the prince” m(eans) Pilate; “the assembly” <is that> of the Jews’.  

Picchio’s ‘discovery’ (1972) is that, by putting the first words of [III] (I se k)-
¢(™|) before n Davnd) c:sar|, two Biblical quotations are obtained: 

Isaiah 35:2 

VC n ouz|rnt) v|s| s)¢|m) slav\ ego 
Sept. Kai; oJ laov" mou o[yetai th;n dovxan kurivou 
Vulg. Ipsi videbunt gloriam Domini. 

Ezekiel 34:24 

VC I se k)¢(™| n Davnd) c:sar| posr:d: nh). 
Sept. Kai; ejgw; kuvrio" e[somai aujtoi'" eij" qeo;n kai; Daui;d a[rcwn ejn mevsw/ aujtw'n 
Vulg. Ego autem dominus et David princeps in medio eorum. 

None of the translations and editions that mark the Biblical quotations of VC84 
indicate the presence of Biblical quotations in VC 13. Only Jakobson (1970: 
359), who, in his analysis of StorCal-VC, discussed its connections (in particu-
lar those of line [III]) with the preceding and following chapters of VC, pointed 
out, in addition to Is 66:18, the prophecy of Is 35:1–10 and established the re-
lationship between VC 13:8 and VC 15:385 on the basis of the common ‘al-
                                                             
83 This is more or less the way in which it is rendered in modern languages. 
84 Neither those before Picchio (from Bodjanskij 1863-73 to Grivec-Toms¬ic¬ 1960), nor those 
after him (Florja 1981 etc.), and not even Kyas 1963, give either reference.  
85 “(...) The quotation from Isaiah [66:18], interpreted as a foreboding of Christ’s second com-
ing, establishes the prophetic and messianic basis for the recognition and exaltation of the Mo-
ravian mission (...) The same reference to the prophecy of Isaiah whith the addition of a chro-
nological point of reference (v) sedmyn v:k)) opens Constantine’s Proglas to the Slavic trans-
lation of the Gospels (...) Another highly significant quotation from Isaiah [35:5] with the same 
chronological element – v) sedmyn v:k) ¢a{| ‘in (this) seventh saeculum of ours’ – stands at 
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lusion’ to Is 35.86 
While Picchio himself recognizes that the lexical correspondences of the Greek 
and the Slavic are not entirely perfect (“the equivalencies appear to be some-
what inaccurate”"), he considers the presence of the two Biblical quotations in 
line [III] so certain as to confirm the validity of the emendation:  

“The Slavic adopting the Sept. text serves with abso lute certainty (emphasis 
added M.C.) to confirm the change in word order I made in my reading” 
(1972:443).86a  

 A further confirmation of the proposed emendation can, according to Pic-
chio, be found in the isocolic segmentation of the inscription, which shows in 
[III] the same isocolic sequence (2 cola of 5 accents) as in line [II].87 

13. ‘Bipartite Structure’ of VC and ‘Thematic Clue’ for Its Second Part 

Having restored the line [III], Picchio makes another discovery: upon closer 
examination 

“The two citations from Isaiah and Ezechiel are the keystone of this hagio-
graphic construction” (1985: 150). 

According to him, they both, in fact, represent spiritual 'thematic clues' of the 
second part of VC (ch. 13-18: Life of Constantine, Apostle of the Slavs), just as 
other Biblical quotations at the beginning of VC contain the thematic clues of 
its first part (ch. 1-12: Life of Constantine, the Philosopher). 

“The quotations from Isaiah and Ezekiel allude to the impending salvation of the 
Slavs and to the fact that Constantine no longer will have anything in common 
with the captive pastors of the OT, but will turn to the new peoples, destined to the 

                                                             
the beginning of the Slovo poxval’noe Kirillu i Mefodiju (...). In VC, the story of the beginnings 
of the Moravian activity of the Philosopher already in the first lines (VC 15:3) declares this 
‘prophetic word’ to have been accomplished together with a similar quotation from the same 
Isaiah (32:4)" (Jakobson 1970:359 [= 1985:236]). 
86 Picchio (1985:150), too, insists – but apparently independently of Jakobson – that line [III] 
of StorCal-VC (= VC 13:8) is related to VC 15:3. 
86a “La ripresa slava del testo di Sept. richiede con assoluta evidenza lo spostamento di parole 
che ho adottato nella mia lettura” (1972: 443). 
87 In fact, if Picchio had wished(!), he also could have(!) scanned line [I] as 2 cola of 5 accents:  
 5 ^({a moa ò ~({a moa ò prorncan ò do¢deje ò ™v:zda 
 5 v) pnvo boudn ò gospodn ò pr)ve¢|cou ò bd(}ou ò ¢o}"!< ; 
Indeed, elsewhere Picchio considers the posessive adjective clitic: / ęzyk¿ moi / (1984: 21); / A 
Galici / svoju rec¬¡ / govorjachut / (1984: 41). Also, the dissyllabic boudn, like the dissyllabic 
sout| in the narrative frame of StorCal-VC (¢a ¢em|je / sout| pnsme¢y, Picchio 1972: 441), 
could have been treated as a clitic. – Of course, this fashion of treating clitics (and enclinome-
na) is highly suspect; cf. note 139 below.  
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the glory of the Lord: The first quotation88 is obviously intended to interpret Isa-
iah’s vision of the New Israel as a symbol of exultant Christianity (...). This refer-
ence to Isaiah was meant as an allusion to the incumbent days of the spiritual sal-
vation of the Slavs (...). In VC [15:3] we read that Constantine’s apostleship in 
Moravia fulfilled the expectation raised precisely by the citation of Is. 35:2 in VC 
13 (...). The second biblical citation89 (...) would have sounded to most readers 
like polemical allusion to the traditional identification of the bad shepherds with 
the shepherds of the Old Testament (as opposed to the good shepherds of the New 
Law) (...). The two citations from Isaiah and Ezechiel are the keystone of this 
hagiographic construction. The ‘bad shepherds’ of the Old Testament tradition are 
rejected. The ‘Philosopher’ will no longer argue with them. He will speak, instead, 
to the Gentiles in the rising reign of Christian salvation because they shall see the 
glory of the Lord and David shall be prince among them” (Picchio 1985: 149-
151). 

14. The Archetype of VC is ‘Contaminated,’ ‘East Slavic,’ and ‘Late’ (13-14th c.)  

In addition to the restitution of the two Biblical quotations and the promotion of 
the passage that contains them from a simple ornament (as Picchio himself at 
first considered it90) to a pillar of VC, Picchio holds another suprise in store 
here: according to him, the corruption of line [III] is no trivial lapse that occur-
red in the transmission of the text, but depends on a contamination that took 
place in the archetype of VC. 
 Picchio starts from the observation that the passage in question – and, evi-

                                                             
88 Is 35: (1) ‘The wilderness and the dry land shall be glad, the desert shall rejoice and blossom 
(...) (2) They shall see the glory of the Lord, the magnificence of our God. (3) Strengthen the 
weak hands, and make firm the feeble knees. (4) Say to those who are of a fearful heart, “Be 
strong, fear not! Behold, your God will come with vengeance, with the recompense of God. He 
will come and save you.” (5) The the eyes of the blind shall be opened, and the ears of the deaf 
unstopped.’ 
89 Ez 34: (23) ‘And I will set up over them one shepherd, my servant David, and he shall feed 
them: he shall feed them and be their shepherd. (24) And I, the Lord, will be their God, and my 
servant David shall be prince among them; I, the Lord, have spoken.’ 
90 Picchio’s first hint at StorCal-VC (“VC 13 is like a pause”, 1960: 80) had led Sµevc¬en-
ko(1967: 1810) – justly so, considering the general tenor of that paper – to place it on one line 
with Lamanskij’s. Even in 1972, Picchio seems interpolationist (cf. note 95 below), as demon-
strated, among other things, by the fact that he takes care to point out (1972: 443, note 2) that 
the archaic s)¢|m) of VC 13:8 does not necessarily contradict the hypothesis that StorCal in VC 
is of recent origin; isolated interpolationist echoes recur also in Picchio 1985 (cf. notes 55 
above and 185 below). The major objection to the claim of 1960 and its reiterations is that, in 
many unquestionably homogeneous or ‘authorized’ hagiographic texts, it is possible to distin-
guish, in abstracto, a narrative frame that contains textual elements ‘added’ to the frame (and, 
hence – in abstracto(!) – subtractible from it). Picchio’s error is to consider the ‘subtractibility’ 
of secondary narrative elements as proof of their compilatory origin. 
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dently, with the same ‘corruption’ – can be read also in the commented versions 
of StorCal. For him, the significant fact is that, in the latter, it supports an ‘apo-
cryphal’ interpretation of the text.91 Thus, to find within VC the apocryphal ver-
sion of [III] means for Picchio to unmask the flagrancy of the contamination. 
 The fact that the archetype of a text is corrupt in one place is, in itself, of no 
particular significance. But doubt will be cast on the authenticity of the entire 
VC, if it can be proven that the corruption, notwithstanding its apparent insigni-
ficance (change of place of two words), betrays the collision with another textu-
al tradition, apocryphal and late (“the apocryphal tradition prevailed over the 
orthodox one” Picchio 1985:152), and that the archetype – considering the dat-
ing (13th c.) of the commented forms of StorCal accepted by Picchio – turns 
out to be five centuries removed from the original. And it is this which seems to 
puzzle Picchio. 

15. Synthetic Presentation of Picchio’s Theses 

Picchio’s observations can be summarized in our pentadic model as follows: 
 A State of preservation of the text: a The archetype of VC is East Slavic, not older 
than the 13th c., and contaminated; b it can be restituted notwithstanding the numerous 
“scribal errors” and “redactional interventions” (1985:139); c the restitutio of VC 13 is 
unthinkable without a complete collatio. 
 B Rhythmic scansion: a The inscription is neither poetry, nor prose, but an “isoco-
lic sequence”; b even the narrative frame (and, consequently, the entire ch. 13) is 
suject to isocolic scansion. 
 C Relation to the Greek original: Of the Greek original of StorCal-VC, Picchio 
says little. But by claiming that line [III] belongs to the author of VC (or rather to him 
who was responsible for the actual bipartite structure of VC), he evidently sustains, as 
we have seen, that the Greek original lacked line [III].92 
 D Relation to the other Slavic witnesses of StorCal: a At a certain point (13th c.?), 
the inscription passed from VC93 to other textual organisms (e.g. SSP), where it was 

                                                             
91 Picchio does not make it clear whether the new exegesis prompted the corruption of the pas-
sage, or whether its accidental corruption prompted the new exegesis.  
92 It is not clear why Picchio avoids making an explicit statement on this point, and thus hints 
(1985:138, note 5), in contrast with his principal thesis (that line [III] is the work of the hagio-
grapher), at the possibility to consider StorCal-ES (which, as we know, lacks line [III]) not as 
the original form of the inscription, but as “nothing but a portion of a Greek text connected with 
a larger Greek tradition of the Solomon’s Chalice Story.” By trying to avoid apodictic formu-
lations, Picchio however slides into aporetic situations like this: on one side, he claims that line 
[III] is an innovation of StorCal-VC (which of necessity presupposes its absence in the Greek 
prototype of the inscription), while on the other his only explicit statement on StorCal-ES leav-
es open the possibilty that it is only an extract of a longer Greek version (i.e. probably includ-
ing [III]). 
93 Or perhaps even from the Slavic source of StorCal-VC? As we shall see, Picchio accepts the 
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accompanied by a commentary with apocryphal features;94 b In Russia (13–14th c.?), 
the apocryphal version infiltrated into VC, and precisely into the witness which is at 
the basis of the entire manuscript tradition, eliminating from line [III] any trace of its 
prior orthodox version. 
 E The position of StorCal in VC: StorCal-VC, in its original version (i.e. prior to 
the contamination), is not an interpolation.95 It goes back to the ‘author’ or to him who 
was responsible for the actual compositional structure of VC, which is the same. Thus, 
StorCal has the function of revealing an important compositional feature of VC, i.e. its 
bipartite structure: in fact, according to Picchio, line [III] contains the “thematic clue” 
(Is 35:2, Ez 34:24) to the se-cond part of VC.96 

 The idea that StorCal-VC is imbued with East Slavic apocrypha has grave 
implications for the history of the tradition of VC, because its legitimizes the 
doubt that the case of line [III] is not isolated. Picchio, indeed, raises the ques-
tion whether something similar did not occur elsewhere in the text of VC:97 

                                                             
existence of a preceding syllabic poem. Thus, if Picchio considers line [III] as an interpolation 
by the hagiographer, it means that he supposes that the syllabic poem did not co in c id e per-
fec t ly  with the actual inscription in VC (with which, however, the commented versions do 
agree). Cf. also note 131 below.  
94 Picchio accepts the dating and localization of StorCal-Tolk1 and -Tolk2 proposed by Istrin 
(Russia, 13th c.). 
95 This does not keep Picchio from being interpolationist in other cases : “That some parts of 
VC, as we read it today, may hail from the time of its Old Slavic origin, cannot be excluded 
with certainty. This implies in no way that all the textual material of VC must be of equal age. I 
am thinking not only of the possibility of interpolations, but also of normal additions and reela-
borations” [“Che alcune parti della VC, quale la leggiamo ora, possano risalire al periodo delle 
origini paleoslave non è certo da escludersi. Ciò non significa tuttavia che tutto il materiale te-
stuale della VC debba essere ugualmente antico. Non penso solo alla possibilità di interpo-
lazioni, ma anche a normali aggiunte o rielaborazioni” ] (1972:438). 
96 “The two biblical references contained in the third line of the inscription on Solomon’s Cha-
lice are essential to the comprehension of the symbolic scene described in VC 13” (Picchio 
1985:150). 
97 Positive replies to this question have recently been offered by Goldblatt (1986) and Pritsak 
(1988). Goldblatt presents the case of the ‘Gospel written in Russian’ (VC 8) as if it were paral-
lel to that of VC 13 (as viewed by Picchio), i.e. as an infiltration (14th c.) of the Skazanie o gra-
mote russkoj into the archetype of VC. But Zµivov (1990) has proven Goldblatt’s attempt to lack 
any foundation. According to Pritsak, “the Khazarian items of the VC were not part of the ori-
ginal version of that text” (1988:298), as they reflect “the political situation in Khazaria prior to 
800” (at the time of Constantine, the real power was no longer in the hands of the kagan, as VC 
claims, but in those of the beg), an it is impossible that Methodius “would have written or 
edited the the chapters of the VC relating to Khazars based on unrealistic or inaccurate data.” 
These observations do not, as Pritsak thinks, prove the Khazarian chapters of VC to be an inter-
polation; if, as it seems, at the time of Constantine’s mission the official (albeit nominal) lord of 
the Khazars was still the kagan, it is only natural for Constantine to address himself to him and 
not to the beg. 
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“If the apocryphal tradition prevailed over the orthodox one in such a decisive 
manner, what happened to the original Vita?" (Picchio 1985:152). 

The pathos of this question determines the care taken in the following para-
graphs to discuss the separate points of Picchio’s philological and exegetic con-
struction.98 

IV. THE ECDOTIC PROBLEM99 

16. Provisional restitutio textus (i.e. in The Absence of a Complete collatio): Useful 
Enterprise or Useless Endeavor? – Linguistic Variants – Linguistic Normalization: 
Arbitrariness to be Avoided or Necessity? 

The critical edition of VC must, in my opinion, be the result of three operations: 
a The restitutio textus:100 This operation essentially consists in the recensio and exami-
natio of the ca. 70 witnesses of VC now known. Its aim is to identify, within the varia 
lectio of the manuscript tradition, those ‘textual variants’ that go back to the archetype. 
b The stratification of the linguistic variants:101 This operation is possible only on the 
basis of historical linguistic and literary hypotheses which can establish, for every ele-
ment of a cluster of variants, the spatio-temporal and stylistic coordinates of its dif-

                                                             
98 And the more so, as the idea of a corrupt, East Slavic and late archetype is taken – for certain 
– as the foundation of a recent attempt at a critical edition of VC (Ziffer 1989, in preparation) 
99 The sufficiently concordant use of a certain number of key terms (concepts like recensio, 
restitutio, divinatio etc.) is proof of widespread agreement in questions of textual criticism and 
guarantees mutual understanding; to confirm this ‘terminological concord’, some definitions 
here (cf. e.g. notes 100 and 106 below) are quoted from Picchio, even if there is disagreement 
on some questions. As usual, problems arise in passing from paradigmatics (isolated definitions 
of separate ecdotic concepts) to syntagmatics (interrelations of the concepts), from simple to 
complex cases (contaminations etc.), from listing variæ lectiones to their examinatio, and from 
elementary operations with simple errores significativi to those which imply stylistic evalua-
tions and an accurate orientation on the various diasystems of the language (orthography, pho-
netics, morphology, lexicon etc.). – Here, I feel first and foremost forced to specify the term 
‘reconstruction’ (which in our time tends to disappear from the practice of textual criticism): 
‘reconstruction’, the complex of operations that lead from the archetype to the original, al-
though stricto sensu beyond textual criticism, has such usefulness for research (cf. e.g. the for-
midable research of Sµaxmatov on the Old Russian letopisi or, as regards VC, the observations of 
van Wijk 1941), that care must be taken to avoid qualifying (pejoratively) as free interven-tions 
in the data of the tradition any use of the term ‘reconstruction’ and any of its applications. 
100 “The restitutio is based on the critical choice of a given form among those glaned down in 
variants” (Picchio 1985, cf. above n. 79). 
101 The term ‘linguistic variants’ designates variants – lexical (s)bor) vs. s)¢|m) etc.), morpho-
logical (¢a~(t) vs. ¢a~( etc.) or syntactic (instrumental of agent vs. ot) + genitive etc.) syno-
nyms – that seem to slip through the net of stemmatics. – NB. It is worth reminding that some 
of these clusters of ‘linguistic variants’ may turn out to be normal ‘textual variants’ and, vice 
versa, that a cluster of ‘textual variants’ may have to be transferred to the ‘linguistic variants’. 
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fusion.102 
c The normalization of the linguistic form of the textus restitutus:103 If the archetype of 
VC can be proven to go back to the 10th c., the norm must be that of Old Church Sla-
vic, as defined by Trubeckoj and – notably in studies of VC – by van Wijk and Jakob-
son (a norm obviously subject to revision, but no less certain for that).104 
 The major obstacle to the realization of a critical edition thus conceived, is 
not of a practical nature (difficulty of access to the MSS etc.) but derives from 
an aporia connected with point b, which can be formulated as follows: in order 
to select from the linguistic variants, one must have at one’s disposal argu-
mented historical linguistic and literary hypotheses; yet in order to formulate 
these hypotheses, one must have at one’s disposal critical editions of many 
texts as well as the related histories of the separate textual traditions. 
 In this situation, a way out seems to be to start with provisional edi-
tions, which facilitate the study of the ‘linguistic variants’ (surely the most 
obscure point an editor of early Slavic texts has to face), and only then to pass 
on to true and proper critical editions. 

Such a backdrop would also permit a better evaluation of those few attempts – li-
mited, moreover, to separate chapters – at provisional editions of VC (van Wijk, 
Kyas, Radovich)105 which explicitely address the problem of ‘linguistic variants’. 

 To judge by his two specimina of edition of VC 13, Picchio does not only 
not take into consideration the idea of a provisional restitutio itself,106 but even 
tends to consider “abstract, that is extratextual” (1985: 135, note 13) the lingui-

                                                             
102 As it seems, the use of one or the other element of a cluster of ‘linguistic variants’ is to be 
related to the ‘normative’ activity of various scriptorial centers (also called ‘schools’), starting 
from the ‘Cyrillo-Methodian’ norm (still largely to be defined, especially as to its ‘lexical type’) 
to the norms of Preslav and Ohrid and those of the various scriptorial centers of Southern and 
Northern Russia before the Mongol invasion etc. 
103 This bears not only on the level of orthography, but also, within certain limits, on the levels 
of morphology and lexicon, which may lead to some confusion with the level indicated under 
(b) above. 
104 If the archetype should be proven to be younger by some decennia and, hence, to be local-
ized in the Bulgarian area, we would lack sufficiently articulate information even on the diverse 
linguistic norms in use there. – NB. It is my impression that a systematic study of the manu-
script tradition of VC would reveal a lack of evident traces of Eastern Bulgarian (Preslav 
school) antigraphs. 
105 Particularly praiseworthy is the attempt of Radovich, as it offers at the same time a well ar-
gumented hypothesis of a stemma, albeit only 'provisional,' since it is based on a limited num-
ber of witnesses. 
106 Cf. the provisional critical edition of VC 13 together with the edition of StorCal-Tolk1 and 
StorCal-Tolk2. in my paper on StorCal (presented at the 5th Italo-Bulgarian Conference, cf. 
note 161 below). 
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stic aspects of the problem.107 

17. Divinatio:108 Will it “Wreck The Logical Foundation of Textual Criticism” 
(Picchio)? –Various Conceptions of Reconstruction 

There are two more points – divinatio and reconstruction – on which Picchio 
tends to distance himself from practices he claims to be “widespread among 
Slavists”. 
 Picchio is convinced that Slavists make irregular use of divinatio, to the 
point that they apply it even in operations that should be governed by restitutio, 
with the result of “wrecking the logical foundation of textual scholarship”: 

“If divinatio were not an exceptional procedure, the logical foundation of textual 
criticism would collapse” (1985: 135, n. 13). 

As to reconstruction, he denounces a widespread tendency to confuse it with 
restitutio: 

“A tendency to confuse the concept of textual restitutio with that of reconstruc-
tion seems to be widespread  among Slavis ts ” (1985: 135, n. 13). 

 While recognizing with Picchio that the procedure of divinatio must not be 
confused with restitutio,109 i.e. that one should not make a regular use of divina-
tio in operations that should be governed by restitutio, one must also recognize 
that divinatio in itself is neither particularly arbitrary nor destabilizing. It is bas-
ed on the same faculties (judicium, culture in historical linguistics, familiarity 
with the author's style) that are required of any editor in the phase of examina-
tio.110 The only certain thing that can, in my opinion, be said of divinatio is that 
the frequency of recourse to it is, as a rule, inversely proportional to the number 
of hyparchetypes. For the rest, as we shall see, even Picchio happily practices 

                                                             
107 Picchio declares his opposition to linguistic normalization, yet does not of f er  a s ing le  
argumen t either against the formidable complex of reasons that are at the base of the work of 
the founders of historical phonology of Old Church Slavic (Trubeckoj, van Wijk), or against the 
imposing mass of observations on the norm (or rather, the norms) of Old (Eastern and Western) 
Bulgarian up to the 10-11th c. Cf. also the point of note 113 below. 
108 “The choice of readings different from those documented by the codices” (Picchio 1985, cf. 
note 81 above). – It is worth specifying that divinatio, which as a rule aims to restitute the ar-
chetype, can also – and legitimately so – proceed beyond the data of the archetype (when they 
are s unsatisfactory) and aim to restitue the original. 
109 But Slavic medievalists do not, as a rule, appear to confuse them. 
110 Against an altogether too narrow conception of examinatio that abhors questioning lectiones 
traditæ, militates the principle that ‘ratio et res ipsa centum codicibus potiores sunt’. Bentley’s 
statement can well coexist with high standards of stemmatics (contrary to what certain adepts of 
this ecdotic technique may think), as testified by the stated opinion of P. Maas (1927:17); not 
incidentally, he himself remarks that th e ed itor  mu st  make  con jec tur es  sys temat ic-
al ly  (even if – mirabile dictu – only to enhance the authenticity of the textus traditus). 
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divinatio. 
 As concerns recontruction, it must be said that Picchio’s use of this term is 
apt to generate some confusion. He uses it to label operations vastly different 
from one another, except that they all seem arbitrary: thus he labels ‘reconstruc-
tion’ the frequent recourse to divinatio,111 the attempt to reconstruct the origi-
nal,112 and even ‘linguistic normalization’.113 

                                                             
111 Cf. e.g. in the passage quoted in note 81 above: “Divinatio (...) can be considered the equi-
valent of a reconstruction.” 
112 “I do not consider it admissible to restitute a hypothetic text. Since one cannot prove that 
our manuscripts contain the textus receptus of a work of the 9th c. (all indications rather sug-
gest the contrary), I do not consider it desirable to engage in a kind of constitutio textus, based 
on a poetic norm that goes back precisely to the 9th c. The possibility of ‘reconstructions’, of 
course, remains open; however, it seems to me that what I have just said emphasizes their ab-
stract and, ultimately, arbitrary nature” [“Il ne me semble pas ad miss ib le  de rétablir un texte 
hypothétique. Puisqu’on ne peut pas prouver que nos manuscrits contiennent le textus receptus 
d’un ouvrage du 9e s. (tous les indices suggérant plutôt le contraire), il ne me paraît pas souhai-
table qu’on s’engage dans une sorte de constitutio textus fondée sur une norme poétique re-
montant justement au 9e s. Il reste, bien entendu, la possibilité des ‘reconstructions’. Il me 
semble, toutefois, que ce que je viens d’exposer en souligne la nature abs tra i te et, en défi-
nitive, arb i tra ir e”] (Picchio 1988b:320- 321). – Picchio, it is true, states that such consider-
ations “do not imply reprobation of textual reconstruction per se” and that reconstructions “can 
prove useful for other purposes”. But at the same time he is convinced that they must be banned 
from critical editions. It is, however, impossible to agree with him on this point, since the true 
problem of conjectures that aim to remedy the lapses of a corrupt archetype remains unad-
dressed: it is to distinguish methodical conjectures (and/or reconstructions) from arbitrary ones. 
Only the latter must be kept far from the apparatus of a critical edition. Thus, e.g. the con-
jecture Solomo¢a d:lq proposed by Picchio against the transmitted Solomo¢q d:la is, in my 
opinion, not only unmethodical, but even erroneous (cf. § 19 below) and must be ignored in a 
critical edition of VC. For a clear example of a conjecture (‘reconstruction of the original’) that 
must absolutely be entered in the apparatus, I permit myself to quote a passage from my paper 
on the homilies attributed to John the Exarch: “Let us suppose, e.g. that there are only four wit-
nesses of Bog) gospod| (De Theophania), LMNE (in reality, these are the only witnesses at our 
disposal, not all known witnesses, but that does not change the substance of the reasoning): in 
one case (...) the normalized archetype is nje n z¢a&m) promysl|¢: prnhod(n. But the editor 
can (and must) reconstruct, on the basis of oJ kai; dia; tw'n ktismavtwn pronohtikw'" ejrcovmeno" 
of the source, the original nje n z|da¢i&m| promysl|¢: prnhod(n” (Capaldo 1982: 25). 
113 Cf. e.g. the point at which Picchio defines reconstruction as “a systematic correction on the 
basis of its [=VC] linguistic forms according to an alleged ‘Old Slavic norm’”. Hence, “when a 
text is ‘reconstructed’ in its entirety on the basis of abstract, that is, ‘extratextual’ considera-
tions such as those of historical linguistics,” according to Picchio, “the logical foundation of 
textual criticism would collapse” (cf. note 81 above). – It is my opinion that the operations 
(concepts etc.) of historical linguistics, e.g. of Slavic, are profoundly concre te and eminently 
tex tu a l, because the linguistic history of Slavic (in our case, Church Slavic in all its redac-
tions) always and exclusively operates by privileged reference to texts (manuscripts, epigraphs 
etc.). 
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 It is open to doubt whether operations so diverse as orthographic norma-
lization, stratification of linguistic variants, and conjecture to remedy corrup-
tions of the archetype may indiscriminately be labeled ‘reconstruction’. We 
shall see in the next paragraph that, as concerns the reconstruction (restitutio) 
of the original and the linguistic reconstruction, irrespective of this doubt, irre-
spective also of the so many reasons that make these two operations possible 
and even necessary (albeit with caution) under certain conditions, Picchio him-
self does not disdain the former and practices, even if unsystematically, the 
latter. 

18. Other Objections: Picchio’s Practice Contradicts His Theory; The Practice Itself 
is Questionable 

It is not necessary to go into further detail here about our disagreement with 
Picchio on the ecdotic criteria that most affect VC. To our ends, it is enough to 
demonstrate that, in fact, he operates in accordance with the principles he at-
tacks. 
This is evident, in the first place, from the fact – already noted – that he claims 
to be able to make judgements on the archetype of VC (which would not be 
possible if he did not believe that even an incomplete recensio could offer non-
aleatory indications as to the archetype). 
 It is further evident from the high percentage of conjectures114 Picchio, in 
stark contrast to his proclaimed aversion of divinatio, introduces in his 1972 
edition. 
 It is finally evident from the fact that his ‘operational’ editions, contrary to 
all assertions, presents fragments of ‘linguistic reconstruction’.115 
 What, indeed, are gospodn, car|, hrnst: (Picchio 1972: 441) – instead of the 
forms (gn_, cr_|, h:_) in the manuscript (MDA-19), which is the base of Lavrov’s (and, 
hence, Picchio’s) edition – if not ‘reconstructions’? 
 Another question is whether these reconstructions are based on an organic lin-
guistic doctrine. It is my impression that they are not. Thus, e.g. is is not clear, on what 
his preference of gospodn, car|, hrnst: by comparison to other possible solutions (go-
                                                             
114 Three in 11 lines of text; the entire VC (923 lines) would contain 250 of them. 
115 Picchio, assuming the anti-normalizing attitude typical of the old ‘documentary’ school of 
philology, professes the highest respect of the linguistic (orthographic, phonetic etc.) data of the 
manuscripts, but then lets himself inadvertently go to introduce innumerable (and, as a rule, 
casual) ‘linguistic reconstructions’. – NB. The percentage of modifications (confusion of ) and 
|, o and w, f and #, n and "!, etc.) introduced by Picchio in his two working editions by compa-
rison to his antigraph (= Lavrov 1930) is very high: 39 cases in Picchio 1985, and 15 in Picchio 
1972. In order to correctly evaluate these numerical data, one should bear in mind that the re-
edition of the entire VC according to the same criteria would contain 3570 or 1980 ‘interven-
tions’, respectively.  
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spodevn, c:sar|, hr|st:) is based and – to give another example – how the ‘Russian’ 
transliteration of } with /s¬c¬/ (bdjas¬c¬ou [sic!], cf. Picchio 1985: 136) matches the 
‘South Slavic’ solution adopted for the combinations of ), | + liquida: *ml)vy, pr|vaa 
(ibid.). 
 Russian manuscripts, even the most ancient of them, are known to present simul-
taneously, on one and the same page, conflicting diachronic and diatopic variants 
(Church Slavic, Old Bulgarian, East Slavic dialects etc.), and that one of the most acute 
problems of our philology is precisely how to interpret this apparently inorganic varie-
ty of linguistic facts by putting them into relation with the varying constituation, inter-
ference and convergence of diverse linguistic norms. 
 The lack of homogeneity of the manuscripts raises, as was noted, serious and in-
teresting philological problems; the lack of homogeneity introduced by the editor, 
however, creates only unnessecary confusion. 

19. Two Superfluous Conjectures 

The conjectures which Picchio has deemed necessary to insert in his working 
edition of 1972 merit separate discussion. 
 The one that affects line [III], so central to Picchio’s construction, is intim-
ately connected with the problem of the relations between StorCal-VC and Stor 
Cal-ES and, therefore, examined in § 24 below, devoted to this problem. The 
other two are discussed here. They occur, one after the other, in the opening 
sentences of StorCal-VC, which Picchio reads and interprets as follows:116 

3  Est| je ò v) sv(t:n ò Sof"!n 
3  potnr| ò wt) dragago ò kame¢"!a 
4  (a)Solomo¢a ò d:lq(a) ò ¢a ¢emje ò sout| (b)pnsme¢a 
4  jndov)sky ò n samarensky ò gra¢y ò ¢apnsa¢a(b) 

3+2 nh)je ò ¢nktoje ò ¢e moja{e òò ¢n po~estn ò ¢n skazatn. 
“Now there is in Saint Sophia a chalice of precious stone, on which there are in-
scriptions concerning Solomon, written in Hebrew and Samaritan verse, which no 
one was able either to decipher or to read” (Picchio 1972:442, note 2). 

(a)-(a) Solomo¢a d:lq: Picchio considers the transmitted Solomo¢q d:la a 
corruption hailing from the archetype and proposes to tie the conjectural Solo-
mo¢a d:lq to pnsme¢a: 

“Reading Solomo¢a d:lq, we can translate it ‘concerning Solomon,’ ‘about Solo-
mon’ and understand the litterae (pnsme¢a) of the Inscription to refer to Solomon” 
(1972: 443).117 

(b)-(b) pnsme¢a jndov)sky n samarensky gra¢y ¢apnsa¢a: Picchio (p. 441, note 
4) presents this passage as witnessed by C (= Hil-444) save in one point (¢apn-
                                                             
116 On my reading and interpretation of this passage, cf. n. 71 above. 
117 “Leggendo Solomo¢a d:lq possiamo tradurre ‘a proposito di Salomone’, ‘de Salomone’, 
intendendo che le litterae (pnsme¢a) della Scritta si riferiscono a Salomone” (1972: 443). 
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sa¢a instead of the ¢apnsa¢y of C), which appears to be his correction, and 
explains the instrumental case as follows: 

“The instrumental plural jndov)sky n samarensky gra¢y indicates that these let-
ters were inscribed as Hebrew and Samaritan titula” (sic!) (1972: 443).118 

 In both cases, Picchio's choices seem to be inspired essentially by the re-
quirements of isocolism: if, indeed, we were to read Solomo¢q d:la and pn-
sme¢y jndovsky n samarensky gra¢n ¢apnsa¢n, we would have a sequence of 
cola in which regularity is minimal (and which, consequently, are ‘non-iso-
colic’), i.e.:  

3  Est| je ò v) sv(t:n ò Sof"!n  
5  potnr| ò wt) dragago ò kame¢"!a ò Solomo¢q ò d:la   
6  ¢a ¢emje ò sout| pnsme¢y ò jndov)sky ò n samarensky ò gra¢n ò ¢apnsa¢n  
5  nh)je ò ¢nktoje ò ¢e moja{e ò ¢n po~estn ò ¢n skazatn. 

Of course, prosodic criteria are not by themselves disqualified from suggesting 
such fortunate conjectures per divinationem, as demonstrated e.g. by the history 
of textual criticism of the Greek tragedians. But it is precisely this example 
which reveals the lack of method in the application of prosodic criteria in the 
emendation of a text like VC;119 apart from the fact – decisive in itself – that 
isocolism is entirely a construct (as discussed in greater detail in the following 
paragraph), it is insufficient to justify divinatory interventions. 
 Both ‘conjectures’, moreover, raise textological, stylistic and linguistic ob-
jections. 
 As concerns the first, the entire manuscript tradition of VC has Solomo¢q 
d:la ‘operis Salomonici’,120 a reading which does not create any difficulty.121 
In contrast, a clause like the one restituted by Picchio is, from the point of view 
of word order, just as improbable in Old Church Slavic as the corresponding 

                                                             
118 “Il caso strumentale plurale jndov)sky n samarensky gra¢y indica che queste lettere erano 
scritte come titula [sic!] ebraici e samaritani” (1972: 443) – It should be noted that Picchio, in 
his translation of the inscription, gives gra¢| the meaning of ‘verse’, which seems to fore-
shadow the meaning of ‘titulus’. Similarly, pnsme¢a is first translated as ‘inscriptions’ and then 
interpreted as ‘litterae’. 
119 Paraphrasing Picchio’s proper words (cf. note 112 above), one could say that it is not desir-
able to base the constitutio textus on a hypothetical isocolic norm. – Rather diversely motivated 
are the editors’ interventions in the clausulae of certain Byzantine authors (Hörandner 1981) 
and, even more diverse those in the hepta- and octosyllables of the metric homilies of Ephraem 
Syrus (cf. e.g. Mercati 1915). 
120 Solomo¢q is the nGsg of the possessive adjective Solomo¢|, equivalent to the genitive of 
the corresponding proper noun (Solomo¢)). 
121 One could, at most, doubt whether Solomo¢q d:la refers to ‘precious stone’ or rather – and 
perhaps better – to ‘chalice’; in the first case, it would be an apposition to ‘precious stone’, in 
the second a genitive qualifying ‘chalice’. 
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clause (i.e. with the same word order) would be in English;122 moreover, the 
Old Church Slavic d:la, to my knowledge, never has the meaning of Latin 
de:123  

There is indeed in Saint Sophia a chalice of precious stone  
concerning Solomon on which there are inscriptions  
written in Hebrew and Samaritan verses. 

[NB. ‘Concerning Solomon’ should be connected, like Solomo¢q d:la, to ‘in-
scriptions’ (pnsme¢y), and ‘on which’ to ‘chalice’ (potnr|) or ‘precious stone.’]  

Here is what Picchio states in an obvious attempt to face up to difficulties like 
these: 

“The accentual cola are thus consistently placed in relationships of parallelism, so 
that a suprasegmental structure is created which implies syntactic relationships 
that are not otherwise indicated by prepositions, subordination etc.” (1972:419, 
note 3).123a  

But this statement – which rather opaquely alludes to curious suprasegmental 
syntactic facts (!) – is of a purely speculative nature and is in conflict with what 
we do know of Old Church Slavic syntax. 
 According to traditional doctrine, in Slavic (as, more generally speaking, in all In-
do-European languages, and not only in these) the relative clause, as  a  rule ,124 ‘bran-
ches to the right,’ so that the phrase 

«chalice of precious stone on which there are inscriptions concerning Solo-
mon»125 

in Old Church Slavic, provided (but not conceded, cf. note 122 above) Solomo¢a 
d:lq can mean ‘de Salomone’ and depend from pnsme¢a, should have the following 
word order: 

potnr| wt) dragago kame¢"!a ¢a ¢emje sout| pnsme¢a Solomo¢a d:lq. 
                                                             
122 Also taken into account should be the changes to which word order could be subject in liter-
ary or poetical language. 
123 In any case, a conjecture Solomo¢a d:lq would be sustainable – of course, in abstracto – 
only in the meaning ‘(made) by Solomon’ (and the syntagm would have to be placed, like the 
transmitted Solomo¢q d:la, at the end of the second colon). But even with this rectification, 
the conjecture Solomo¢a d:lq cannot be sustained, since it introduces a lexical element (d:-
lq) in conflict with the ‘lexical type’ of VC (and VM), in which the occurrences of radn ‘gra-
tia, causa’ are never (and in none of the known mss) matched by d:lq ‘gratia, causa’.  
123a “I cola accentuativi risultano costantemente disposti in rapporti di parallelismo, tali da cre-
are una struttura soprasegmentale implicante rapporti sintattici non  a l tr imen ti  ind ica- t i  
attraverso preposizioni, reggenze di subordinate, ecc.” (Picchio 1972: 419, n. 3). 
124 I know no exceptions to this rule and do not believe there are any; nor can ‘reconstructed’ 
clauses, like Picchio’s under discussion, have the value of such. 
125 All elements of the relative clause (italicized in the example) follow to the right of the relat-
ive pronoun.. 
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As far as I know, no ‘suprasegmental fact’ can render acceptable phrases like  
*potnr| wt) dragago kame¢"!a Solomo¢a d:lq ¢a ¢emje sout| pnsme¢a. 
*Chalice of precious stone concerning Solomon on which there are inscriptions. 

As concerns the second conjecture, it should above all be pointed out that the 
reading of Hil-444 is in reality proper to the entire ‘innovative’ group of South 
Slavic manuscripts (including Buc-135, Hop. and Petr.-8); within this group, 
the manuscripts G (= Zagreb, JAZU III a 47 of 1469) and 13 (= Rila, Manastir, 
of 1479) present three particularities, all of them innovations: 

(a) the adjectives are given in the pronominal form jndov)skymn, samarenskymn, 
(b) gra¢y is substituted by slovesn (-y), 
(c) ¢apnsa¢a is substituted by ¢apnsa¢n (sequence inverse to the original!). 

Thus, when Picchio conjectures ¢apnsa¢a, he only repeats the conjecture of 
Vladislav Gramatik who, in 1469 and 1479 produced two (G, 13) of the most 
innovative witnesses of VC. 
 The text established by the recensio (even if incomplete, cf. the stemma in 
Radovich 1968:127), i.e. pnsme¢y jndov)sky n samarensky gra¢n ¢apnsa¢n, is 
supported by three more arguments: (a) the usus scribendi of VC, (b) the test-
imony of StorCal-Tolk2, and (c) a Biblical parallel (Lk 23:38): 

(a) eva¢gelne rouskymn pnsme¢y pnsa¢o (VC 8: 15),  
(b) ¢a ¢enje sout| ¢apnsa¢n stnsn tr|& ; &vr:nsky n samar:nsky pnsme¢y (W◊-
tróbska 1987: 3), 
(c) b: je n ¢ap‘sa¢|e ¢ap‘sa¢o ¢ad) ¢nm| k)¢ngamn eln¢)skamn n rnm|skamn n 
evr:nskamn (Zogr. Sav.). 
  h\n de; kai; ejpigrafh; ejpigegrammevnh ejp’aujtw/' gravmmasin ∆Ellhnikoi'" kai; 
ÔRwmaikoi'" kai; ÔEbraikoi'". 
 

V. THE PROSODIC PROBLEM  

20. Poetry (Jakobson), prose (Sµevc¬enko) or isocolism (Picchio)?  

As early as 1957 Jakobson restituted (without any ad hoc adjustment) a sequen-
ce of 12 verses, subdivided in 3 stanzas of 4 verses each, the first two corres-
ponding to line [I] and [II], respectively, the third to lines [III] (3 verses) and 
[IV] (1 verse): 

First Stanza Second stanza  Third stanza 
[Ia] 8+10 [IIa] 10+9  [IIIa]  10+9 
[Ib] 8+10 [IIb] 12+9  [IIIb]-[IV] 12+9 

 In a posthumous article (1964), Stender-Petersen reached similar conclu-
sions as Jakobson. He operated not with verses of 8, 9, 10 and 12 syllables, but 
with ‘zäsurgeteilte Versstrukturen’ (1964: 457) of 18 (8+10), 19 (10+9) and 21 
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(12+9) syllables.126 In contrast to Jakobson, Stender-Petersen considered the in-
scription as a unique stanza: 

unique stanza: [I] 18 (8+10) + 18 (8+10) 
       [II] 19 (10+9) + 21 (12+9) 
       [III] 19 (10+9) + 21 (12+9) 

He compared its rhythmic structure to that of prologue to the hymn of Romanus 
Melodus ‘The Infernal Powers’,127 which he analyzed as a more or less similar 
sequence of ‘zäsurgeteilte Zeile’: 

Yuchv mou, yuchv mou, ajnavsta, tiv kaqeuvdei" (6à7) 
To; tevlo" ejggivzei kai; mevllei" qorubei'sqai (6à7) 
ajnavnhcon ou\n, i[na feivshtai sou Cristo;" oJ Qeov", (5à11) 
oJ pantacou' parw;n kai; ta; pavnta plhrw'n. (6à6) 

«Mon âme; mon âme réveille toi? Pourquoi dors-tu?  
La fin approche et tu vas être troublée. 
Rentre donc en toi-même, pour que t’épargne le Christ Dieu, 
qui est présent partout et remplit tout» (Rom. Mel. IV (1967): 243).128 

A few years later (1967), Sµevc¬enko elaborated his discovery of StorCal-ES in 
an article dedicated to Jakobson, his ‘perceptive guide in the intricacies of the 
Cyrillo-methodiana,’ and proposed a negative solution to the prosodic question 
Jakobson (and Stender-Petersen, whose contribution had escaped his attention) 
had raised. He believed it impossible that the litteral translation of a prose text 
(as which StorCal-ES should, in his opinion, be considerd) could result in 
poetry. The point of Sµevc¬enko’s irony is directed both at the supposed versi-
fication of the inscription and at the paronomasiae noted by Jakobson: 

“It would be too much of a coincidence if a Slavic translator of a Greek prose text 
relied – as our translator did – on the technique of one-to-one correspondence, and 
came up with poetry; it would be equally unlikely if a translation, employing rou-
tine Old Church Slavic equivalents of the Greek words, should turn out to be re-
plete with paronomasiæ” (1966: 1815). 

 Jakobson reacted promptly (1970) and with similarly elegant irony, warn-
ing Sµevc¬enko not to use his own ear as a yardstick:129 
                                                             
126 Stender-Petersen explicitely refers to Jakobson’s ongoing research on Byzantine-Slavic 
hymnography. 
127 The title was given by Mioni (1937:151) to the hymn for Thursday of the Fifth Week of 
Lent, a part of the liturgical year for which the liturgical books were probably translated already 
at a very early (Cyrillo-Methodian or immediately post-Cyrillo-Methodian) date. For a recent 
edition of the hymn cf. Rom. Mel. IV, 233-261 
128 ‘My soul, my soul, awake! Why dost thou sleep? The end draws near and thou shalt be 
troubled. Retire into thyself so that thou be saved by Christ God, Who is present everywhere 
and Who permeates everything.’ 
129 Incidentally, even the patriarch of Byzantine philology, K. Krumbacher, had warned his col-
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“It is evident that the lexical affinity of the two versions [Greek and Slavic, MC.] 
cannot serve as an argument against the ‘versification’ of the translation. The sen-
tence “The mean dog suddenly died” can be literally translated into Russian in 
ways which vary from 4 syllables (“zloj pes vdrug sdox”) to 14 (“svirepaq so-
baka vnezapno okolela”); the literal rendition of this English prose sentence 
could result in Russian in a sequence of 5 iambi with a classic cæsura: “svirepyj 
pes vnezapno okolel” (Jakobson 1970:360 [1985:238]). 

 Thus Jakobson subtly appointed as guardian of his metrical observations on 
the inscription of StorCal-VC the ‘svirepaq sobaka’ of his great verbal sensiti-
vity and linguistic culture.130  
 Immediately after Jakobson’s clarification, in the conflict about the ‘poeti-
cal’ nature of StorCal-VC (which pitted against one another Jakobson and Sµev-
c¬enko), an ‘original’ point of view was put forward, as we have seen, by Pic-
chio. He insisted that the opposition of prose to poetry resulted from an ambi-
guity, an erroneous premise: 

“Once again, I have the impression that the conflict of opinions in favour or 
against the ‘poetic’ nature of the textual material inserted into the hagiographic 
narrative results from a premise, the validity of which appears to be discredited by 
my research (Picchio 1972: 439-440).130a  

Thus, according to Picchio, Jakobson and Sµevc¬enko had based themselves on 
the opposition poetry/prose, while in the Slavia Orthodoxa in reality a third 
type of textual organization was in use, the ‘isocolic’ type upon which StorCal-
VC was based.131 According to Picchio, Jakobson erred by continuing to read as 
                                                             
leagues who started working on Byzantine hymnography that, in order to understand it, they 
would have to accustom themselves to perceive unusual rhythmic devices: “Wer den Dichter 
will verstehen, muss in Dichters Lande gehen, not only geographically, but also chronological-
ly and with all his thinking and feeling” (1897:690). Cf. also Jakobson 1985: 242.  
130 There are those who, after the discovery of StorCal-ES, are completely convinced that it is 
no longer possible to speak of ‘poetry’ or ‘versification’ in StorCal-VC, nor of Constantine as 
its author; thus e.g. Ziffer: “Solomon's inscription can no longer, after the discovery of the 
Greek original (...) by Sµevc¬enko, be reconed among the creations of Constantine’s poetic art” 
(1989: 355). – Evidently, on one side, Ziffer ignores Jakobson’s cave canem, on the other, he 
unmethodically opts for the – preconceived and unproven (cf. note 78 above) – thesis that de-
nies Constantine’s paternity of StorCal-ES. Ziffer proffers no arguments to lend more weight to 
this thesis than to the opposite one (certainly not to be accepted unreservedly, but supported by 
the explicit testimony of an ancient source like VC). 
130a “Ancora una volta ho l’impressione che il conflitto di opinioni, pro o contro la natura ‘poe-
tica’ del materiale testuale inserito nella narrazione agiografica, nasca da premesse la cui vali-
dità sembra confutata dalla mia ricerca” (Picchio 1972: 439-440). 
131 For the rest, Picchio’s paper has the ambitious aim to “add  new persp ec t ives  to the 
study of the relationship of prose and poetry in the medieval literature of the Slavia Orthodoxa” 
[“add i tar e nuove pro spe t t ive nello studio del rapporto fra prosa e poesia nella letteratura 
medievale della Slavia ortodossa”] (1972:443). And the discovery of the ‘isocolic text’, which 



 Textus Traditus or Conjecture 47 
 

poetry a text which, after its incorporation into VC, had lost its earlier conno-
tations and acquired others.132 

21. A Critique of The Isocolic Scansion 

The main difficulty to accept Picchio’s hypothesis of an original syllabic poem, 
transformed into an isocolic sequence, is the fact that his text of line [III] is not 
the same as the one which Jakobson put at the base of his syllabic scansion.133 
This difficulty is further aggravated by the fact that the syllabic poem, which 
presents itself as composed of 12 verses (resituted by Jakobson without re-
course to adjustments or conjectures), should have been composed of no more 
than 6 verses (i.e. the actual verses 1-4 and 7-8),134 unless it were supposed that 
the other six are due to accident. 
 Apart from these difficulties (not readily overcome, and left unresolved 
even by Picchio), the question is, which value Picchio attributes to the isocolic 
scansion of VC 13 itself, considering his negative judgement on “the poor qua-
lity of the transmission” (1985: 138). Based on a single manuscript (MDA-19, 
the manuscript at the base of Lavrov’s edition), which moreover appears to be 
interpolated (Lavrov 1930, van Wijk 1941, Radovich 1968), it can only pretend 
to represent the isocolic reading of one not particularly authoritative witness of 
StorCal-VC. Since, however, Picchio does not take into account the punctuation 
of MDA-19 (cf. in this respect Zµitija Kirilla i Mefodija 1986), his segmentation 
                                                             
appears to be something in between ‘poetry’ and ‘prose’ (cf. Picchio’s definition reproduced in 
§ 11 above) would represent precisely such new perspective. If I understand Picchio correctly, 
the ‘isocolic’ text of the inscription would have been read per excessum as ‘poetic text’ by Ja-
kobson and per defectum as ‘prose text’ by Sµevc¬enko.  
132 Also for other places in VC, Picchio (1983:114, 1988a:10 sq.) hypothesizes that preceding 
textual material was introduced and subjected to “rhetorical elaboration”. Thus, e.g. concerning 
the Poem for Gregory Nazianzen (VC 3), Picchio insists that its incorporation in VC entailed the 
reformatting of the preceding syllabic poem (“my reading of an entire chapter of VC ac-cording 
to the rhythmico-syntactic pattern leads to a different segmentation” [than that of Tru-beckoj 
and Jakobson] [“moe htenie po ritmihesko-sintaksiheskoj sxeme celoj glavy ".K. 
privodit k inoj segmentacii”] 1988a: 9-10, similarly 1988b: 320), even though he later 
speaks not entirely consistently of a “painless incorporation” of the Poem into the rhyth-mic 
context of VC. 
133 Furthermore, neither Jakobson‘s text of line [III] can be reduced to a tolerable isocolic se-
quence, nor can Picchio’s (cf. § 12 above) to a preceding syllabic (and logico-syntactic) scan-
sion of the type postulated by Jakobson. – NB. Strictly speaking, in view of Picchio’s claim that 
the text of line [III] as read by Jakobson is corrupt, if any relationship is to be established be-
tween syllabic scansion and isocolic scansion, it can only be that the former is derived from the 
latter, which is obviously untenable. 
134 As we know, Picchio attributes line [III] to the author of VC; on the other hand, StorCal-ES, 
lacking not only [IIa] and [IV], but deprived of [III] as well, could represent a short version of 
the Greek original of the inscription ([Iab]+[IIb]).  
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cannot even be considered valid for this particular witness of StorCal-VC. 
 One example from the opening of StorCal-VC should suffice. MDA-19 has 
a period after potnr|. Now this period indicates clearly enough that potnr| 
forms part of the first colon and not of the second, as in Picchio’s isocolic read-
ing (cf. 19 above).135 
 Taking into account what we have just said about the first colon and, in § 
19 above, about the next three cola, the most probable segmentation of the 
opening sentence of StorCal-VC, as witnessed by MDA-19, is the following:136 

4+2 Est| je ò v) sv(t:n ò Sofnn ò potnr| òò ot) dragaego ò kame¢e 
2 Solomo¢q ò d:la 
6 ¢a ¢em|je ò s\t| pnsme¢y ò jndov|sky ò n samarensky ò gra¢n ò ¢apnsa¢n 
5 nh)je ò ¢e moja{e ò ¢nk)toje ò ¢n po~|stn ò ¢n s)kazatn. 

A segmentation of this type brings to mind Gagarin’s quip about the cola Pitra 
attributed to Byzantine hagiographers. Similar cola – observed Gagarin incre-
dulously and teasingly – can also be read “in the official part of the Moniteur”! 
Indeed, even in the most indigest bureaucratic prose sequences of cola like 
those cited can easily be found,137 not to mention the high frequency of even 
                                                             
135 The punctuation of MDA-19 can be considered inherited. This is suggested by the fact that 
the same punctuation recurs in witnesses of other families as well (Vat-12, Bars-619). – On the 
importance of punctuation marks for the segmentation of Greek prose texts cf. Krumbacher 
1896: 600, Hörandner 1981:35; for those of Latin texts cf. Norden 1915: 952 sq., but cp. the 
reserves of Primmer 1968:113 note 13. 
136 Picchio’s text, to be sure – with the necessary corrections, i.e. replacing potnr| in colon 1, 
as required by MDA-19, and relating to potnr| the conjectural Solomo¢a d:lq (to be transla-
ted as ‘by Solomon’ and not ‘about Solomon’) – is to be segmented in the same way. Note that 
Picchio’s text corresponding to our colon 3 (¢a ¢emje ò s\t| pnsme¢a ò jndov|sky ò n samare-
nsky ò gra¢y ò ¢apnsa¢a), regardless of the textual differences, can be read as a colon of 6 ac-
cents as well. 
137 Cf. e.g. the following specimen of committee prose (Free Speech Guidelines: A Report to 
the Faculty Council, Faculty of Arts and Sciences, Harvard University, 16 April 1990) which, 
from an “isocolic” point of view, is perfectly parallel to the opening of StorCal-VC: 
 4+2 While the following / guidelines / deal primarily / with the problems 
     // of disruption / of speech 
 2 it is important / to note  
 6 that there are other / policies / (for example, / those on racial / and sexual / harassment) 
 5 relevant / to the administration / of the Resolution / on Rights / and Responsibilities. 
It is surprising to note that this reading can readily be replaced by a more ‘regular’ scansion, 
similar to Picchio’s (cf. the beginning of § 19 above): 
 3 While the following / guidelines / deal primarily  
 3 with the problems /of disruption /of speech 
 4 it is important /to note /that there are other /policies 
 4 (for example, /those on racial /and sexual /harassment) 
 5 relevant / to the administration / of the Resolution / on Rights / and Responsibilities. 
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more regular sequences.138 
 My reference here to Gagarin’s innocent plaisanterie is calculated to ex-
press my sceptic attitude towards the isocolic theory. As is known, time has jus-
tified Pitra over Gagarin. Likewise, Picchio could be proven right in time over 
the diffuse scepticism towards his views.139 But it goes without saying that his 
theory – if it is to be a theory of the rhythmic organization of Old Church Slavic 
texts – must then include the most important element of rhythm: the regularity 
of the intervals (or rather, the number of moræ) between accents.140 
 The use Picchio makes of the term and the notion of colon and isocolon is 
not in accordance with the Byzantinological tradition of research in rhythmic 
prose (Hörandner 1981) and religious poetry (Grosdidier de Matons 1977). In 
my opinion, the research of phenomena of isosyllabism and isotony (both in 

                                                             
138 Cf. the following example of a sequence of 8 cola of 3 accents, concluded by a final colon 
of 2 accents functioning as cauda (“by cauda, I designate a rhythmico-synatactic segment 
which is independent, but logically related to the preceding colon” Picchio 1984:18 note 16), 
taken from the same source of committee prose as in note 135 above: 
 2 Sanctions / may include 
 3 expulsion / from the meeting / or event, 
 3 arrest / or other / legal action, 
 3 disciplinary proceedings /before the Judicial / Board. 
 3 While the disciplinary / bodies / are charged 
 3 with determining / appropriate / penalties, 
 3 it is our recommendation / that the appropriate / boards 
 3 discuss / the range / of penalties 
 3+2 and make them / widely / known // in the University / Community.  
Obviously, the proposed scansion is debatable in several points, but the criteria which govern it 
(above all, in the difficult matter of enclitics and proclitics) do not differ from Picchio’s; of 
course, here and there some difficulty could be eased by conjectures(!), e.g. by reading ‘com-
mon knowledge’ instead of ‘widely known’ in the last colon, in order to stress the cæsura be-
fore the cauda. It is on the plane of rhythm, like in the text quoted in the preceding note, that 
the result of our scansion is catastrophic. This is due to the fact that it neglects (just as Picchio’s 
scansion does) to take into account in any colon the number of moræ between accents, the re-
gularity of which is known to be the origin of rhythm! 
139 In contrast to Pitra, who reacted to Gagarin’s observation serenely, Picchio will probably 
amicably limit himself to enlisting, in Jakobsonian style, some isocolic ‘svirepaq sobaka’ 
against my deafness to the rhythms of isocolism! 
140 As known, in hymnography this regularity is ensured by the repetition of the same cola in 
successive stanzas. In all stanzas of one and the same kontakion, every colon has the same 
number of syllables and the same number (and position, as well) of main accents as the corre-
sponding colon of the idiomelon which serves as its heirmos (Grosdidier de Matons 1977:128 
and 140). Given an isolated stanza (of a kontakion or a canon), it would be impossible to prove 
that it is part of a larger hymnographic composition, unless it can be proven to be modeled after 
a known idiomelon. 
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prose and poetry) in Church Slavic literature should preferably be conducted 
within this tradition.140a 

 

VI. THE QUESTION OF THE GREEK ORIGINAL OF THE INSCRIPTION 

22. Short or Long Form of The Greek Prototype of The Slavic Inscription? 

Which relationship does the long form of the inscription witnessed in Slavic (i.e 
that in three verses with the final computus: [I]-[IV]) have to the short form 
witnessed in Greek ([Ia], [Ib], [IIb])? Did he who was responsible for the Sla-
vonic translation of the inscription (whether Constantine, or the hagiographer of 
VC, or la later compiler) add the verses [IIa], [III] and [IV], or did the copyist 
of StorCal-ES (or its antigraph) omit them,141 so that the lost Greek original can 
simply be restituted conjecturally by retranslation into Greek of the lacking 
verses? 
 In theory, it is possible to suppose that the Greek original of the Slavic in-
scription (as witnessed by StorCal-VC, -Tolk1 and -Tolk2) had one of the two 
following forms: 
 1 [Iab] + [IIb]: In this case, the Greek original of the Slavic inscription 
would be supposed to coincide with StorCal-ES and, hence, the expansion of 
the text would have taken place in the Slavic area. 
 2 [I]-[IV]: In this case, the verses [IIa] and [IIIab] and the final number 
([IV]), lacking in StorCal-ES, would be supposed not to have lacked in the text 
used by the Slavic translator. 
In the following reproduction of the text of StorCal-ES, I have added to Sµevc¬enko’s 
(1967) orthographic corrections one more (ejgrhgorw'nto" instead of ejgrhgorovnto"). It 
should also be noted that the layout suggests, without any pretension, a possible divi-
sion of the separate ‘verses’ into cola.142 

                                                             
140a For a severe and, to be honest, substantially justified critique of the way in which Picchio 
treats the accent cf. the contribution by Hinrichs to the 10th International Congress of Slavists 
(Sofia, August 1988) and the discussion by Birnbaum at the 1990 annual meeting of the Ameri-
can Association of Teachers of Slavic and East European Languages. The objections of both 
accentologists concern the arbitrary treatment to which he subjects the clitics, as well as the 
lack of distinction, within the class of accentogene words, of orthotonic words and enclinome-
na, this in contrast to current accentological doctrine (as usefully surveyed by Garde 1976). Ac-
cording to Birnbaum (1990:5), “the inconsistent interpretation [by Picchio] of the accentual 
properties of clitics raises suspicions that the quest for isocolic structure is, as it were, creating 
otherwise unmotivated accentual ‘facts’.” 
141 This would not be the first case in which the Slavic had preserved a branch of the tradition 
not witnessed in Greek. 
142 This is in keeping with the hypothesis that the inscription was originally a troparion (cf. 
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StorCal-ES  *IscrCal-Gr143 

jEpivgramma eij" to; pothvrion tou' 
Solomw'nto" 

 [The same title as StorCal-ES or a 
different narrative frame] 

Krathvr mou krathvr mou,   [Ia] idem 
profhvteuson   

e{w" ou| ajsthvr,   
eij" povma e[so kurivou   [Ib] idem 

prwtotovkou   
ejgrhgorw'nto" ejn nuktiv,   

 *[IIa] eij" geuvsin kurivou 
  pepragmevno" 
  tou' a[llou xuvlou144 
pive mevquson trufh'"   [IIb] idem 

ajnabovhson   
ajllhlouvia   

 *[IIIa] jIdou; a[rcwn kai; o[yetai 
  to; sunevdrion [: hJ sunagwgh;] 
  th;n dovxan aujtou' 
 *[IIIb] kai; Daui;d 
  oJ basileu;" 
  ejn mevsw/ aujtw'n 
 *[IV]145 iriq 

23. Four Presuppositions in Favor of The Short Form, According to Picchio 

We know that Sµevc¬enko, even though he considers StorCal-ES the original 
form of the Greek inscription, states that the Slavic hagiographer may have 

                                                             
more details in § 29 below). – It goes without saying that the term colon is used here in the 
sense it traditionally has in Byzantine studies. 
143 This siglum designates the ‘full Greek version ([I]-[IV]) of the inscription’. The asterisk in-
dicates that this version of StorCal is a ‘reconstruction’; it is also placed before the verses lack-
ing in StorCal-ES, restituted (or rather, retranslated) from the Church Slavic. 
144 I must concede that this reconstruction (with tou' a[llou xuvlou in apposition to kurivou) is 
as problematic as the Slavic textus traditus, even if the identification of Christ with the wood of 
the Cross (and the quasi-personification of the latter) is an ancient feature (cf. Vouaux 1922: 
449-450, Aubineau 1972:86). Departing slightly from the Slavic, one could restitute ejx a[llou 
xuvlou ‘(chalice made) of other wood’. This interpretation, too, presents a difficulty, because 
the Slavic versions contain a note ([Narr]) according to which the chalice was made of precious 
stone (several or one). However, since [Inscr] is most probably independent of and prior to 
[Narr], this difficulty may be discounted, and the text would then allude to an opposition be-
tween the tree (wood) of Adam and that of the Cross: the chalice would then have been made 
not of the tree of Adam, but of the other tree (wood), i.e. that of the Cross. 
145 The restitution of line [IV] cannot be based on StorCal-VC, which seems to have made an 
innovation at this point. For the sequence I postulate (iriq ‘10-100-10-9’), cf. § 27(a) below. 
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known an interpolated form more or less similar to the one we have recon-
structed. We know further that, contrary to Sµevc¬enko, Picchio believes him who 
was responsible for StorCal-VC to have known the inscription in its short form; 
and we have seen that he is led to this idea by the fact that line [III] of StorCal-
VC could well be explained as an interpolation by the author of VC.146 
 All things considered, the claim of an interpolation – a mainstay of Pic-
chio’s construction – rests on four presuppositions: 
 1 that the Slavic textus traditus of line [III] of the inscription has an apocry-
phal connotation (irreconcilable with Constantine and, in general, the 9th c.); 
 2 that these apocryphal connotations, just as, more generally, the apocry-
phal character of the comments, are to be dated to the 13th century and to be 
localized in Rus’; 
 3 that the “apocryphal” text of [III] represents in reality a corruption, which 
can be emendated “with absolute certainty” (Picchio 1972:443) per divinatio-
nem; 
 4 that the two Biblical quotations restituted in [III] cannot be otherwise (or 
better) explained than as “thematic clues” to the second part of VC (ch. 13–18). 
 If Picchio does not dwell upon these presuppositions, it is probably because 
he is so certain as to their foundation that he considers proof superfluous. 

24. A Critique of The Four Presuppositions. 

All four presuppositions upon which Picchio bases his claim of the Slavic ori-
gin of line [III] appear, upon closer scrutiny, to be unfounded. For commodity’s 
sake, I shall present my demonstration in reverse order. 

(4) The Bipartite Structure of VC (ch. 1–12 vs. 13–18) Is not Proven 

The way in which Picchio postulates a bipartite structure for VC contains a 
double non sequitur. First, even if the two quotations from Isaiah and Ezekiel 
should be restituted in line [III] (and we shall see that it is impossible), this does 
not entail the necessity to attribute them to the hagiographer. Secondly, even if 
the two Biblical quotations do belong to the hagiographer, the function they are 
attributed (thematic clues to the second part of VC) is not demonstrated 
specifically, i.e. by explicite reference to data on the segmentation of the text 
(derived from the manuscript tradition of VC, from contemporary litera-ture, 
from criteria of historical poetics etc.). 
 In §§ 31-32 below, we shall see that the positive data we have on the ancient seg-
mentation of VC do not include a diptychal structure as postulated by Picchio, but testi-
fy to other types of segmentation. 

                                                             
146 We have already pointed out (cf. note 92 above) that Picchio is not explicit at this point. 
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(3) The Restitution in [III] of The Two Biblical Quotations is Unmethodical 

The textual restauration of line [III] proposed by Picchio is unacceptable from 
the point of view both of textual criticism and of linguistics. 
 The textual criticism of many works of Old Christian literature from both 
the Byzantine East and the Latin West shows how important it is to resist the 
temptation of replacing simple Biblical allusions in the textus traditus by out-
right quotations. 
 In this case, the material offered by the text of the inscription itself will 
suffice to prove the point. 
 In lines [I]-[II], where various Biblical expressions are introduced and in-
tertwined with Old and New Testamentary allusions (cf. § 7 above and § 29 be-
low), one could be tempted, on the basis of 2 Pe 1:19 (e{w" ou| fwsfovro" ajna-
teivlh/), to ‘complete’ the clause profhvteuson e{w" ou| ajsthvr of [Ia] with the 
verb ajnateivlh/, or preferably even to put the ‘conjectural’ fwsfovro" (as lectio 
difficilior) in the place of the transmitted ajsthvr. But to give in to the temptation 
would mean to give birth to textual phantasms. The operation is interesting, 
perhaps amusing and even instructive (as a device to generate ‘mechanical 
texts’), but profoundly unmethodical! 
 The examples that could be adduced are literally innumerable. I limit myself to 
one from a text that belongs to the same ‘literary genre’ as StorCal: the inscription on 
the so-called ‘Limburg Staurotheca’, commissioned by the proedros Basil Lecapenus, 
son of Romanus I (921) and a slave girl from Rus’ or Bulgaria (cf. Laurent 1953:194 
sq.). The first three verses of the inscription are inspired by Is 53:2 (oujk ei\cen ei\do" 
oujde; kavllo" ‘had no form or comeliness’):  

1 Ouj kavllo" ei\cen oJ kremasqei;" ejn xuvlw/, 
 ajll’h\n wJrai'o" kavllei Cristo;" kai; qnh/vskwn, 
3 oujk ei\do" ei\cen, ajll’ejkallwvpizev mou 
 th;n dusqevaton ejx aJmartiva" qevan (Frolow 1961). 

There is no agreement among scholars as to the exact sequence of the verses. Which-
ever the solution,147 it is certain that here the restitution of an outright Biblical quota-
tion is impossible. 

 In the same way, the restitution of two outright Biblical quotations in line 
[III] must be considered impossible.148  

                                                             
147 The verses of the inscription are inscribed on the 4 faces of the upper side of the reliquary. 
Notwithstanting the uncertainty, I think that a convincing solution to the problem of their cor-
rect sequence has been provided by E. Follieri (1965:450), whom I follow. 
148 The objection that line [III] does not enter into confrontation with lines [I]-[II] precisely be-
cause it is the hagiographer’s interpolation, is untenable because it represents a petitio principii. 
In fact, if it is A (the restitution of the two quotations) which proves B (the interpolation), B 
cannnot at the same time be invoked to prove A. 
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 In [III], it should be enough to note a probable ‘allusion’ to Ezekiel, which com-
plements the other two ‘allusions’ to Ezekiel noted in VC, i.e. the first in the collage of 
Biblical references in the Prologue, and the second in the Khazarian chapters: 

¢e ho}et) bo s)mr|tn gr:{|¢nkou ; ¢) poka:¢n< n jnvotou (VC 1: 3). 
Cf. Ez. 33:11 ouj bouvlomai to;n qavnaton tou' ajsebou'" wJ" to; ajpostrevyai to;n ajse-
bh' ajpo; th'" oJdou' aujtou' kai; zh'n aujtovn. 

A bog) Ezek"!n&m| v)pn&t| . qko pr:stavl< n [= zako¢)] ; n n¢| vam| dam| (VC 
10:25).149 
Cf. Ez. 11:19 (= 36:26) kai; dwvsw aujtoi'" kardivan eJtevran kai; pneu'ma kaino;n 
dwvsw. 

It is interesting to note in the second case that, although the reference to Ezekiel is ex-
plicit, the quotation is not literal. in the first case, the allusion to Ez 33:11 is certainly 
not derived directly from the Biblical text, since it appears clearly filtered either 
through liturgical texts, where it occurs in the same simplified form as in VC: 

oJ mh; boulovmeno" to;n qavnaton tou' aJmartwlou' wJ" to; ajpostrevyai kai; zh'n aujtovn 
(Almazov 1894-95: II, 46, 50) 
¢e vol(n s)mr|tn gr:{)¢nkou ¢) obra{te¢|< n jnvotou (Euch. Sin. f. 73b, 101a), 

or filtered through hagiographico-homiletic texts, where occur both the same form 
(Kaestli-Junod 1983: 417, 37-38) and a syntactically even more simplified form:  

oJ mh; to;n qavnaton tou' aJmartwlou' qevlwn ajlla; ejpistrofh;n kai; th;n zwh;n (Vita 
Iacobi erem. BHG3 770), 
¢e hot(n s|mr|tn gr:{)¢ynm) ¢) obra{te¢n< n jnz¢n (Supr. 529, 5-6). 

 On the linguistic level, Picchio’s conjecture is untenable as well. Even 
though the lexical correspondence of Greek and Slavic in lines [I]-[II] is per-
fect, the correspondences Picchio postulates for line [III] (cf. column B below) 
are completely isolated in the history of Old Church Slavic: 

 (A) (B) (C) 
 ‘Normal’ Correspondence as in 

StorCal-ES (cf. §§ 1 and 22 above) 
Corespondence ac-
cording to Picchio 

‘Normal’ 
Correspondence 

[I] [II] pnvo povma   
 zv:zda ajsthvr   
 ~a{a krathvr   
 pr|v:¢|c| prwtovtoko"   
 prorncatn profhteuvein   
 pntn pivnein   
 oupntn s( mequvein   
*[III] k)¢(™|  kuvrio" (!) a[rcwn 
 s)¢|m)  lao;" (!) sunevdrion 

[vel sunagwgh;] 

                                                             
149 ‘God exclaims through Ezekiel, “I shall put and end to it [= the old Law] and give you an-
other.”’ 
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 (A) (B) (C) 
 c:sar|  a[rcwn (!) basileu;" 

Even if we were to consider a vast chronological gap between the translation of 
[Iab]-[IIa] and [III], we would not be in a position to indicate a period of 
Church Slavic in which the Greek-Slavonic correspondences postulated by Pic-
chio could have arisen. 
 If the two outright Biblical quotations are restituted in [III] and it is claimed that 
they were inserted into the inscription by the author of VC, they must be suspected to 
have been translated ad hoc directly from Greek or to have been taken from a preexist-
ing Church Slavic translation. In the first case, he who was responsible for the singular 
Greek-Slavonic correspondences of [III] would be the ‘author’ of VC, in the second 
case, he would be the Slavic translator of the texts of Isaiah and Ezekiel. In both cases, 
Picchio’s hypothesis raises unsurmountable difficulties. 
 The author of VC, according to Kyas (1963: 372) based himself on the Old Church 
Slavic translation of the Old Testament (“vychází ze staroslove¬nského pr¬ekladu”), not 
only in the literal quotations, but even in paraphrases and reminiscences of Old Testa-
ment passages, in which he could use his proper expressions. And, to judge by Evseev 
(1897:92, 102), the translations of kuvrio", lao;", a[rcwn – both in the lectionary and 
the commented texts of Isaiah – are gospod|, l<dn&, k)¢(™|, respectively; similarly, 
the quotation of Mal 1:10 in VC 10:37 has gospod| for kuvrio", and the quotation of 
Zech 9:9 in VC 10:42 has, as normal, c:sar| for basileuv". 
 Taube (1987) has attempted to solve the problem created by the correspondence 
a[rcwn/c:sar| by assuming an influence of the Vulgate (*David rex in medio eorum). 
But recourse to the Vulgate in order to explain as frequent an epitheton of David as c:-
sar|, is surely superfluous.150 
 On the other hand, Picchio’s hypothesis, according to which “the corrup-
tion might have been caused by mechanical accidents” (1985:145),151 conflicts 
with the deeper sense of his construction. For his claim is that this is precisely 
the place where an orthodox context was apocryphized. The only way to render 
this claim plausible, is to prove that the peculiarities in question are due to re-
dactional intervention. Our objections would be effectively neutralized, if it 
could only be proven that the peculiarities of line [III] vis-à-vis the hypothetical 

                                                             
150 Some examples of Dabi;d oJ basileuv" (Davyd) c:sar|): jEgw; de; katestavthn basileu;" uJpæ 
aujtou' (Ps. 2:6), Az) je postavl&¢) esm) c:sar| ot) ¢&go (Ps. Sin. 2: 6); Dabi;d oJ basileu;" 
kai; profhvth", c:sar| bo n prorok) Davyd) (Homily on the Nativity, compiled by John the 
Exarch, cf. Capaldo 1984), etc. etc. – Taube assumes an influence of the Vulgate in [II] as well 
(cf. my objections in note 183 below). 
151 As to two of the singular Greek-Slavic lexical correspondences (k)¢(™|/kuvrio", c:sar| 
/a[rcwn), Picchio claims that “by inverting the position of these terms we would obtain a clever 
reading” (Picchio 1972:145); thus, k)¢(™| would translate a[rcwn, and c:sar| would stand for 
kuvrio". – While this explanation could perhaps solve the problem of the first pair (k)¢(™| 
/a[rcwn), it could not solve that of the second (c:sar|/kuvrio"). 
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source (Isaiah and Ezekiel) can satisfactorily and must of necessity be explain-
ed by locating them at a later period that that of the composition of VC and in a 
non-orthodox environment. Otherwise, the simplest explanation is that even 
here the Slavic translates literally a corresponding verse of the Greek in-
scription, not witnessed by StorCal-ES and non-reductible to two outright Bib-
lical quotations.  

(2) The Commented Versions Are Neither East Slavic nor of The 13th Century 

The dating and localization (13th century, Rus') of the supposed “textual confu-
sion” of [III] is based only on the fact that the available manuscript evidence is 
East Slavic and that its oldest witnesses go back no farther than the 13th cen-
tury. 
 Here, as in the case of VC (cf. note 32 above), it seems to be on the authority of 
Evseev (“The Russian origin of the Slovesa is evident from the fact that both main 
components of this work (...) are known to a rather considerable degree in Russian co-
pies”, 1907:166)152 that Picchio considers the period of the oldest manuscripts impene-
trable:153 

“The avai labl e textual  documentat ion indicates, however, that this mistake 
was so deep-rooted in the entire East Slavic apocryphal tradition that a particular 
pseudo-exegetical tradition originated from it. (...) The ‘knqz;’ is consistently 
identified with Pilate, and the ‘s=nem=/sobor=’ with the Jews who crucified Je-
sus, in most manuscripts of the ‘apocryphal East Slavic tradition’ from the  13th  
to at least the 17th century” (1985: 148). 

If the reader, confronted with this rather sophisticated formulation, were to doubt what 
point exactly the author wished to make, let me refer him to a place where Picchio 
clearly expresses his conviction that the error of line [III] and, more generally, the exe-

                                                             
152 “Russkoe proisxo'denie Sloves vidno iz togo, hto obe glavnye sostavnye hasti 
\togo proizvedeniq... izvestny v dovol;no znahitel;noj stepeni v russkix spiskax” 
(1907: 166) 
153 Even Goldblatt understands the passage quoted from Picchio [cf. Picchio’s opening sent-
ence above] in this way: “Riccardo Picchio’s conclusions that (1) the story of ‘Solomon’s Cha-
lice’ belongs to an East Slavic tradition, and (2) evidence of the early circulation of VC pertains 
only to those chapters dealing with the Moravian mission, are especially relevant to elucidating 
the textual history of the Vita. On the basis of the ex tan t  t ex tu a l do cumen tat ion  [cf. the 
beginning of Picchio’s statement quoted] one might even conjecture that VC in the form that 
has been handed down represents a work which was put together in the East Slavic area ac-
cording to a fifteenth-century compilatory scheme” (1986: 320). – Goldblatt apparently inter-
prets Picchio’s statement (according to which StorCal-VC “belongs to an East Slavic tradition”; 
cf. for the context of this expression § 5 above) in an even more radical interpolationist sense, 
adding two centuries after the origin of the commented versions of StorCal (13th c., according 
to Picchio) and before their role in the formation of VC: contrary to Picchio, or maybe misun-
derstanding him, Goldblatt seems to believe that StorCal came to form part of VC only in the 
15th c. 
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gesis of StorCal-Tolk1 and -Tolk2 have an East Slavic origin:  

“If the above considerations can prove that the misquotation of Is. 35:2 and Ezech. 
34:24 was a permanent textual component of the ‘East Slavic apocryphal tradi-
tion’, it is fair to assume that the misquotation itself was at least as old as the pseu-
do-exegetical version of ‘Solomon’s Chalice Story’ handed down by that tradi-
tion” (1985: 148). 

 Against this argumentation, the objection can be raised first and foremost 
that the Russian manuscripts contain evident traces of Southern antigraphs,154 
secondly that there is a XIVth century Bulgarian witness of StorCal-Tolk2 
(GPB, F.I.376, edited by Kuev 1981), and finally and most generally, that there 
are several known instances of texts, beyond doubt of Old Bulgarian (IX-Xth 
c.) origin, which are known only from Russian manuscripts of the XV-XVIth 
centuries. 
 For the rest – and Picchio himself is conscious of this between the lines – 
the commentary to StorCal and the related ‘apocryphization’ of line [III] could 
have originated well before the XIIIth century: 

“We do not know how much of the apocryphal material contained in these works 
[i.e. Slovesa, Paleja, M.C.] originated in the Greek-Byzantine community, how 
much was added or adapted by the first scribes of the South Slavic Paleja and how 
much was contributed by the East Slavic compilers. This situation makes it im-
possible for us  to  t race back the fi rs t  occur rence of the textual confu-
sion of the biblical citations contained in Solomon’s Chalice Story” (1985: 148). 

(1) The Allusion to Pilate in line [III] Can Go Back to The 9th Century 

It remains now to examine the first point, which is the ‘apocyphal’ character of 
line [III] which, according to Picchio, is incompatible with the Cyrillo-Metho-
dian era (or that immediately following). 
 This point – the most delicate in Picchio’s entire construction – should have 
been solidly argumented. In reality, nothing has been said about the reasons 
which would make the identification of the k)¢(z| with Pilate unorthodox and, 
considering the ‘positive’ perception of Pilate explicitely contained in the com-
mentary to line [III], make it a feature of the East Slavic cultural area not before 
the XIIIth century. 
 Picchio’s sole commentary consists of the following observation: 

“The misplaced knjaz was identified with Pilate(!)” (1985: 147). 

The exclamation mark which concludes the sentence seems to indicate that this 
reference to Pilate as a witness to the glory of God so glaringly contradicts the 
official doctrine of the Church that it requires no proof. Contrary to what Pic-

                                                             
154 At least in one case (GPB Q.I.18 of the 13th c.), the South Slavic orthographic features can-
not be explained by the second South Slavic influence in Rus'. 
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chio seems to believe, in Byzantium, in the IX-Xth centuries, i.e. in Cyril and 
Method’s time, a ‘positive’ perception of Pilate was current, as testified, inter 
alia, by the Procession of Pilate (in which the emperor was dressed as Pilate), 
reported by the Arab traveller Harun Ibn Yahya, who was in Constantinople at 
the end of the IXth- beginning of the Xth century: 

“The Emperor commands that on his way from the Gate of the Palace to the 
Church for the common people, which is in the middle of the city, be spread mats 
and upon them there be strewn aromatic plants and green foliage (...) The Emperor 
washes his hands and says to his minister: Truly, I am innocent of the blood of all 
men: let not God make me responsible for their blood (...)” (Vasiliev 1932: 158-
9). 

It is only in the Western tradition – and starting at a later date – that Pilate is 
persecuted by sentence without appeal! 
 

VII. THE RELATIONSHIP OF StorCal-VC WITH THE COMMENTED 
VERSIONS 

25. The Filiationsfrage: The Terms of The Problem. 

The sole point in which StorCal-Tolk1 and StorCal-Tolk2 agree perfectly, is the 
text of the inscription. For the rest, as we have seen (cf. 3 a. above), the differ-
ences between them are numerous. 
 First of all, it is interesting to note how, taken as a whole, these differences 
‘harmonize’ with the varying configurations of texts in which the two versions 
are embedded: 
 a StorCal-Tolk1: The tenor of the long anti-Jewish (and Mariological) commen-
tary agrees with the general anti-Jewish (and Mariological) tendency of SSP. 

 b StorCal-Tolk2 (TMO, MelSb and LavrSb): The schematic aspect of the short 
commentary of this type agrees with the ‘erotapocritical’ exegetic character of the host 
collections.155 

 c StorCal-Tolk2 (PChrP, PChrK): The presence of [Vlad] in these versions is well 
explained by the chronographic context of PribPal and, more generally, of these Pale-
jas. 

 The adaptation of the Chalice story to the support structure is evident even 
in the case of StorCal-VC and StorCal-ES: 
 d StorCal-VC: The absence of commentary to lines [I]-[III] and the insistence on 
                                                             
155 Cf. Veder’s observation as to the treatment of the sources by him who was responsible for 
TMO: “All of the texts... were formally made exeg e t ic  by dividing them into quotations and 
commentary” (1990: 602). This observation is valid for MelSb as well (at least for the section 
of which StorCal-Tolk2 forms a part).  
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Constantine’s ability to connect [IV] to [I]- [III] seem to agree with the hagiographic 
design of VC. 

 e StorCal-ES: In agreement with the context into which it is embedded (cf. note 12 
above),156 this version of StorCal has the aspect of a paraliturgical text, e.g. a troparion 
for the Paschal vigil, or an inscription on a eucharistic chalice, etc. 
 The preceding makes it clear that the evolution of StorCal in the Slavic 
area was so intense as to effectively obliterate the genetic relationships of the 
various versions. 
 To establish the starting point of the textual history of StorCal in Slavic is – 
from more than one point of view – a question of paramount importance; it no-
tably has a series of implications for the genesis of VC, the prehistory of the 
collections (SSP, TMO, etc.), and our picture of Constantine’s literary activity. 
 All things considered, the problem can be summarized in a double series of 
questions, the first concerning the relationship between the short and the long 
commented version, the second concerning the relationship between the com-
mented versions and StorCal-VC: 
 f Is the long form derived from the short or, vice versa, the short from the long? 
 g Is the form without commentary (StorCal-VC) derived from the commented ver-
sions or are the latter derived from the former? Or are they both derived from a com-
mon source? 

26. Evseev's Theses – The Filiation Proposed by Picchio: StorCal-VC →  StorCal-
Tolk1/-Tolk2 →  StorCal-VC 

The pages Evseev devoted to these problems are replete with interesting obser-
vations, especially concerning the relationship of the commentary to Christian 
dogma and its expression in liturgical readings and hymnody (1970:161-163). 
But the general outline he presents of the evolution of StorCal in Slavic even 
though fragmentary – especially merits further elaboration; in fact, it invites it 
by raising problems without solving them. 
 First of all, Evseev is convinced that the version of StorCal without com-
mentary is a translation from the Greek, made in the South Slavic area (cf. Fig. 
2, a1).157 
 Evseev does not define the structural context in which the Greek inscription occur-
red at the time of translation, nor does he establish the context of which it formed part, 
nor does he specify whether the inscription was provided with a narrative frame (like e.  
                                                             
156 Sµevc¬enko terms “farrago of texts” and “hodgepodge” (1967:1812) the context in which Stor 
Cal-ES is inserted. My impression is that it is no chance configuration of unrelated texts. 
157 “The prophecy on the chalice of the short, uncommented redaction is of Greek origin and 
was probably translated in the South” [“Proroh¬estvo o hawe kratkoj netolkovoj 
redakcii proisxo'deniq greheskago i perevedeno, veroqtno, na [ge”] (1907: 166). 
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Fig. 2: Evseev’s Theses on the History of StorCal in Slavic (my reconstruction) 

g. StorCal-VC), nor whether Constantine had any part in its translation from the He-
brew and/or its translation into Slavic. In Fig. 2, I have made explicit the uncertainties 
by putting a question mark against those structural contexts in which the uncommented 
versions (both Greek and Slavic) of StorCal recur outside of VC. 
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 Secondly, he believes that StorCal-Tolk1 entered into SSP at a more recent 
stage of the history of that collection (cf. b3 in Fig. 2), more precisely within an 
interpolation (vstavka).158  
 Here, too, Evseev fails to specify important details: he only hints without making 
it clear, e.g. whether the starting point of the commented versions is StorCal-VC 
(which is what I have noted in b1 in Fig. 2), and whether StorCal-Tolk1 should in fact 
be considered an expansion of StorCal-Tolk2 (which is what I have noted in b2 in Fig. 
2; he seems to agree with Istrin, who believed in the dependence StorCal-Tolk2 →  
StorCal-Tolk1, cf. note 162), nor does he determine the type of collection that support-
ed the diffusion of StorCal-Tolk2 and StorCal-Tolk1 before the passage of the latter to 
SSP. 
 Finally, as concerns the Slovesa of Constantine translated by Methodius159 
(to which, according to Evseev, go back both SSP and VC), he claims that to 
VC they provided only the content of the Khazarian chapters (cf. c2 in Fig. 2) 
and to SSP all (or part) of the Old Testament prophecies (cf. c3 in Fig. 2), but 
not Stor Cal-Tolk1. 
 Evseev’s evidently imperfectly interlocking observations can be summar-
ized in the following three formulas: 
a *IscrCal [Greek] → *IscrCal [Slavic] → StorCal-VC 
b   StorCal-VC → StorCal-Tolk2 → StorCal-Tolk1 

c *Slovesa of Costantine SSP (original version [without StorCal-Tolk1]) 
VC (capp. 8-11) 

Evseev’s observations have been variously misinterpreted (Sµevc¬enko 1967, Dobrev 
1977: 152, n. 55, etc.); as a rule, the distinction of a and b was neglected, while in c 
Slovesa and SSP were confused. As a result, Evseev was credited with the claim that 

                                                             
158 “[The interpolation] represents a secondary exegesis of the previously commented Book 9 
of Proverbs with the inclusion, at this occasion, of the apocryphal prophecy on Solomon’s 
chalice. This interpolation must be considered already a deposit on the monument, its remake” 
[“<Vstavka> predstavlqet vtorihnoe istolkovanie u'e protolkovannoj 9 gl. kn. Pri-
thej s vneseniem po \tomu povodu apokrifiheskogo prorohestva o hawe Solomonovoj. 
Vstavku \tu sleduet priznat; u'e nasloeniem pamqtnika, ego pererabotkoj”] (1907: 
158). – It is not certain that the prophecy of StorCal-Tolk1 has its origin in Prov 9 (cf. note 32 
above).  
159 “The prototype, which has not come down to us, of the oldest exegetic part of the Slovesa 
[= SSP, M.C.] ranged among the monuments which were perused by the compiler of the Vita of 
Cyril" [“Ne dowedwij do nas nastoq]ij prototip drevnewej istolkovatel;noj hasti 
Sloves [= SSP, M.C.] stoql v kruge tex pamqtnikov, kotorymi polzovalsq sostavitel; 
"itiq Kirilla”] (1907:166). – From the context of the passage it is clear that the text to 
which both SSP and VC go back, are the Slovesa (Discourses) in which Constantine, as we 
know from the report in VC 10:96, committed to writing the arguments discussed with the Jews 
during the Khazarian mission, and which Method translated into Slavic. 
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VC was dependent upon SSP (i.e. SSP → VC).160 

 The idea Picchio has formed of the relationships between the different ver-
sions of StorCal represents, on the one hand, a simplified (even mutilated) ver-
sion of Evseev’s point of view, and, on the other hand, its expansion without 
adstruction. 
 He does not broach the question of the sources of StorCal-VC,161 nor does 
he make a pronouncement on the relationships between the short and long com-
mented versions, while all the same voicing his conviction that they are Rus-
sianized (or Russian). 
 Contrary to Evseev, who determined the commented versions as ‘Russianized’, Is-
trin spoke of ‘Russian compositions’. He simply intended to state that the elements 
StorCal-Tolk1 has in excess of StorCal-Tolk2 are Russian: “The author of our entry [= 
StorCal-Tolk1 ] used precisely the full redaction [= StorCal-Tolk2, by comparison to 
StorCal-Tolk1], reworking and commenting the commentaries” (1903:210)162. Evseev 
interpreted this statement as if Istrin had claimed even the uncommented version of 
StorCal (i.e., in other words, StorCal-VC) to be Russian: 

“Solomon's prophecy on the chalice (...) was marked by V.M. Istrin as a Russian 
work. It would be more correct, inter alia in view of its commentaries, to consider 
it only Russianized, because the short, uncommented version of the prophecy on 
the chalice is, in our stated opinion, of Greek origin and was probably translated in 
the South” (Evseev 1907: 166).163 

Evseev’s formulation put a start to misunderstanding Istrin’s thesis; it was taken over 
by Sµevc¬enko (cf. note 168 below) and passed on to Picchio (cf. note 73 above). 

 Further than Evseev, Picchio believes in the late dating of the commented 

                                                             
160 Cf. most recently Trendafilov (1985: 39): “Evseev nimmt an, dass der Autor der VC die 
Slovesa bei seiner Arbeit benutzte. Dadurch bestreitet er die These von der Altertümlichkeit der 
VC, die seiner Meinung nach erst nach der 13. Jh., in der Zeit der Entstehung der Slovesa, ge-
schrieben worden sei. Es ist aber doch sehr wahrscheinlich, daß dem Autor der Slovesa ein 
vollständigerer Text von Konstantins polemischen Werk gegen die Judaisten zur Verfügung 
stand. Man darf nämlich nicht vergessen, dass sich in den Slovesa eine Episode aus der VC 
(Kap. XIII) in ihrer vollständigen Redaktion findet.” 
161 We have seen that Picchio, like Jakobson, believes StorCal-VC to stem from a preceding 
syllabic poem, but like Evseev he fails to specify either the context to which it belonged or 
whether it was Constantine’s work. Picchio essentially seems to stay mid-way between Jakob-
son and Evseev. 
162 “Avtor nawej stat;i [= StorCal-Tolk1] vospol;zovalsq imenno polnoj redakciej [= 
StorCal-Tolk2], prihem tolkovaniq pererabatyval i tolkoval” (1903: 210). 
163 “Prorohestvo Solomonovo o hawe (...) otmeheno V.M. Istrinym kak russkoe proiz-
vedenie. Pravil;nee budet shitat; ego, vprohem v vidu ego tolkovanij, tol;ko obru-
selym, tak kak prorohestvo o hawe kratkoj netolkovoj redakcii, po nawemu ranee 
ukazannomu mneni[ proisxo'deniq greheskogo i perevedeno, veroqtno, na [ge” (Evse-
ev 1907: 166). 
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versions (not earlier than the 13th c.) and, moreover, envisages the possibility 
that they contaminated the archetype of VC (which, hence, could not antedate 
the 13th c.): On the first point, he seems to follow Istrin, according to whom the 
commented versions are not anterior to the 13th c.;164 on the second point, he 
bases himself essentially on the supposed corruption of line [III] of the inscrip-
tion (passed, in his opinion, to StorCal-VC from the commented versions). This 
can be graphically summarized as follows: 

 

27. Critique of Picchio’s Filiation 

In a paper which I devoted solely to the question of the relations between the 
Slavic versions of StorCal and the prehistory of the collections that transmit it, I 
reached conclusions widely differing from those of Evseev.165 Three points 
emerge with great clarity: 
 a StorCal-Tolk1, as concerns the inscription, cannot in any way depend on Stor 
Cal-VC, 

 b the commentaries of StorCal-Tolk1 and StorCal-Tolk2 are in no way at variance 
with orthodoxy, 
                                                             
164 The most recent source of SSP would, according to Istrin, be the Ellinskij i rimskij letopisec 
(which he dates posterior to 1204). Moreover, Istrin believed that the MS he studied (Kir.-Bel. 
67/1144, 15th c.) contained an explicit chronological reference: w= togo bo polo¢a do ¢¢_:-
{¢(go l:ta (...) est| l:t) ‰a n s_ bez) trndes(teh) n treh) l:teh) ‘from that destruction [= 
of Jerusalem in 75 A.D. by Titus] until today, 1200 years less thirty three years [= 1167] have 
passed’; this would offer a precise dating of SSP to 75 + 1167 = 1241 A.D. – Against this 
dating cf. the observations in note 175 below. 
165 I refer to my contribution to the 5th Italo-Bulgarian Congress (Pisa, 24- 28 September 
1990), entitled “The Slavic Tradition of a Pseudo-Solomonic Christological Prophecy’. – In this 
paper, it remains uncertain which place StorCal-Tolk2 occupies vis-à-vis the other two ver-
sions, which may be supposed to be derived, independently of one another, from a common 
source (cf. Fig. 3 below). – NB. I hope soon to be able to check materials previously inacces-
sible to me (PChrK, PribPal, SSP) and, thereby, to reach more reliable conclusions on the sta-
tus of StorCal-Tolk2as well. 
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 c the terminus a quo of their dating can well be the end of the 9th c. and a possible 
ascription of the commentary to Constantine cannot be excluded.166  
 For details of the argumentation, I refer to the paper cited. Here, I limit my-
self to certain facts that make it necessecary to modify Evseev’s filiation and, at 
the same time, to renounce the innovations introduced into it by Picchio. 

a. StorCal-Tolk1 Does not Depend from StorCal-VC 

In StorCal-Tolk1, line [IV] of the inscription presents a reading different from 
both other versions: 

[IV] of StorCal-VC and StorCal-Tolk2  c# ‘909’167 

[IV] of StorCal-Tolk1   "r# ‘10 100 9’. 

The reading of StorCal-Tolk1 makes it possible to restitute the original number 
of the Slavic inscription – "r"# ‘10 100 10 9’ – and, hence, to shed light on the 
‘computus’ [Razc¬] as presented by Constantine himself: 

Now having subtly computed it, the Philosopher found (that) from the twelfth year 
of Solomon’s reign to the reign of Christ there (are) nine hundred and nine [NB. 
The number is to be corrected, as will be shown, to ‘1019’!] years (VC 13:9-
10).168 

Constantine’s computus would have consisted in discovering a significant num-
ber (raz~nstn, yhfivzein) in the four letters (digits) placed at the end of the text 
of the inscription and apparently devoid of significance: 

(10 x 100) + (10 + 9) = 1019 a.C. 

 Indeed, as Solomon’s reign – according to the computus of Maximus the Con-
fessor, which Constantine follows – started in 1031 BC, the twelfth year (1031 – 
12 = 1019) corresponds exactly to 1019 BC Thus ‘1019’ must be the number 
which Constantine found as a result of his computus. 
 The number ‘1019’ has left some traces in StorCal-Tolk1, while the other two ver-
sions only have the corrupt form ‘909’. 
 The passage from ‰a"#– ‘1019’ to ("#– ‘909’ can easily be explained by the resem-
blance of ‰a (‘1000’) and ( (‘900’) in old Cyrillic (Simonov 1977) and by the fact that 
                                                             
166 Sµevc¬enko (1967: 1810) decidedly rejects the idea of attributing the commentary to Con-
stantine (“I find it difficult to understand how anyone should want to add this lucubration of 
dubious value to Costantine’s already swollen literary dossier”), but fails to provide arguments 
for his conviction. 
167 It is certain that ‘909’, witnessed by all known MSS, hails from the respective archetypes. 
The fact that ‘909’ can also be found within the MS tradition of StorCal-Tolk1 could lead to 
suppose a secondary influence of VC (StorCal-VC) upon SSP (StorCal-Tolk1), but could also 
be due to independent error. It could also be supposed, as I am inclined to think, that the cor-
ruption originated already in the common source of StorCal-Tolk1 and StorCal-VC. 
168 It should be remembered that my translation of the beginning of verse 9 differs from the 
current interpretations. For more details cf. Capaldo 1990: 946, note 4. 
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"# (‘19’) could well have been read as ‘and 9’.169 

b. The ‘Quasi-Orthodox’ Character of The Commentary in StorCal-Tolk1 and 
StorCal-Tolk2 

Whether it is acceptable to qualify StorCal-Tolk1 andStorCal-Tolk2 as well as 
the collections that transmit them as ‘apocryphal compilations’, depends on the 
meaning given to the term ‘apocryphal’. In common usage, it means both ‘un-
canonical’ and ‘heterodox’ (or meanings between these two poles). 
 In reference to our collections and, in particular, to StorCal-Tolk1 and Stor 
Cal-Tolk2, the synonymic use of ‘at variance with orthodoxy’ (or outrightly 
‘heterodox’) does not seem appropriate. This can be demonstrated by the same 
passage which served Picchio as a base to claim the ‘apocryphal’170 (‘unortho-
dox’) character of the commented versions of StorCal, i.e. the reference to 
Pilate: 

 StorCal-Tolk1171 
K¢–z| zrnt| Pnla† ; a zbor jndove ; 'zr:{a slav' ego ; v|skrß?¢ne ego vnd:v{e 'ja-
so{aß? (...) Raz'm:n n¢ov:r)¢nœ? ; kaº? tn nz)qvn Solomoì? w h:ß? (Evseev 1907: 173, 
20-29). 

‘“The prince sees” - Pilate, and “the assembly” - the Jews. “They saw His glory” – 
having seen His resurrection, they were afraid (...) Understand, you infidel, how 
Solomon manifestly spoke to you of Christ.’ 

 StorCal-Tolk2 (TMO) 
Se k¢(z| ; T Pnlat) ; sbor) jndov|sk) ouzr(t| slavou &go ; T ouzr(t| v)skr|-
se¢n& Hv–o ; n oujas¢out| s( (W◊tróbska 1987: 4). 
‘”Lo, the Prince” s<ignifies> Pilate, “the assembly” <is that> of the Jews, “shall 
see His glory” s<ignifies> they shall see the resurrection of Christ and be afraid.’ 

To what I have said of the positive perception of Pilate in 9–10th c. Byzantium 
(cf. § 24(1) above), I can add that the two passages quoted may contain, at 
most, a vague reference to the Gospel of Nicodemus,172 for which the quali-
                                                             
169 Concerning "# ‘19’ it should be observed that of ancient the digits even of the second de-
cade could have the sequence ‘decade + unit’. 
170 Picchio’s use of this term (“We may consider this writing as connected with the so-called 
‘popular Bible’, or we may define it as ‘apocryphal’ in the broadest sense of the word”, 1985: 
147) does not make it clear which of the two meanings of the term he has in mind. The general 
impression conveyed by his statements on the problem is that, to him, the commentaries surely 
are marginal to orthodoxy: “Throughout the work, biblical words and all kind of apocryphal 
themes are mixed in a peculiar type of pseudo-exegesis which, for sure, would not have been 
approved by any trained theologian” (p. 147).  
171 I reproduce the punctuation of the editions (which, as it seems, reproduce that of the MSS) 
so that the reader can more readily understand that my translation is purely conjectural. 
172 As I have pointed out (cf. note 61 above), the Gospel of Nicodemus played an important part 
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fication ‘apocryphal’ is appropriate only in the sense of ‘uncanonical’, or better 
‘quasi- canonical’.173 
 It is, in fact, one of the rare ancient texts to portray both Pilate and the Jews as 
s tupefied  in view of the manifestation of Christ’s power: 

Pilatus vero videns, timor apprehendit eum (Pnlat) je vnd( ; strah) ob(t) ego) 
(Vaillant 1968: 9). 

Cum hæc omnia audissent principes sacerdotum et ceteri sacerdotes et levitæ, ob-
stupefacti sunt (...velmn ouboq{e se [var. s)drog¢'{a s(]) (Vaillant 1968: 9, 49). 

c. The termini a quo and post quem non of The Doctrinal Motifs Present in Stor 
Cal-Tolk1 and StorCal-Tolk2 

That the christological motifs present in the two commented versions of Stor 
Cal are ancient, was already proven by Evseev, who reliably dates them to the 
4–5th centuries (1907:160 sq.). As concerns the mariological motifs (proper to 
StorCal-Tolk1 only), the situation is less clear; Evseev dated them to a time no 
later than the 8th century.174 But it cannot be excluded that they originated two 
or three centuries earlier. 
 In fact, upon close scrutiny, many of the apparently ‘recent’ attributes of the 
Mother of God can be shown to belong to the first great Marian efflorescence after the 
Council of Ephesus (410 A.D.). This is almost certainly the case of e.g. the qualifi-
cation – present in StorCal-Tolk1 – of the Virgin as ‘cup of salvation’: 

W tonje ~a{n Dv ∂) e}e gl–a ; ~a{< sp–¢nq prnnmou nm( g¢–e prnzovou ; ^a{a 
spß?se¢aq dv–a ~tß?aq ; v:rou<}nn v ¢eq spß?s't s( nme¢eµ g¢–nm) ; Velnt je Solomo-
¢) (Evseev 1907: 172) 

‘Of this same cup, David had already spoken, “I will lift up the cup of salvation 
and call on the name of the Lord” (Ps 115:4). “Cup of salvation” (is) the pure Vir-
gin. Those who believe in Her, shall be saved through the name of the Lord.’  

As can be seen, this motif is consciously derived from a Psalter verse (115:4). And we 
know well that, already immediately after the Council of Ephesus, i.e. starting with the 
Great Commentary of Hesychius of Jerusalem (mid 5th c.), the references to the theo-
tokos become more prominent in the Psalter commentaries (Devreesse 1970: 278). 

 To determine the terminus post quem non is more difficult. A first – and 
most imperfect – approximation is given by the dating (13th c.) of the earliest 

                                                             
in the formation and development of the legend of the blood of Christ, witnesses of which are – 
directly or indirectly – also the different versions of StorCal. 
173 It was, indeed, not only reverently used by the Fathers and orthodox ecclesiastical authors, 
but also had paraliturgical functions. Cf. most recently Naumow 1976:63 sq.  
174 “To this time (8th c.) as the earliest limit, can also be ascribed, for the time being, the ap-
pearance of the mariological commentaries” [“K \tomu vremeni (◊îîî v.), kak k samomu ran-
nemu predelu, pokamest, i mo'no otnosit; i poqvlenie bogorodihnyx tolkovanij”] 
(Evseev 1907: 162). 
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witnesses of StorCal-Tolk1 and StorCal-Tolk2 (or their antigraphs).175 More 
significant, if it could be reliably established, would be the dating of the col-
lections (SSP, TMO, MelSb, LavrSb, PChrP, PChrK) which incorporate the 
commented forms of StorCal. And, of course, ultimate reliability could be 
found in the dating of their sources, in particular that from which StorCal was 
taken (without alterations). 
 The question of the genesis of these collections is extraordinarily com-
plicated and remains to be elucidated in full. Nevertheless, some facts can be 
established even now: 
 1 None of these collections reproduces an indentical Greek collection. They 
are, in fact, compilations of Slavic materials (even if in majority translated from 
Greek). 
 As concerns TMO, MelSb, LavrSb,176 this has been convincingly demonstrated 
(cf. W◊tróbska 1987, Kuev 1981, Veder 1982 and 1990). Even in the case of PribPal, 
the nature of the Slavic compilation is beyond discussion. 
 The situation is less clear for SSP. There is no insight as yet into its sources. Istrin 
states: “What is its [= SSP] origin? Before all, it must be said that it is not Greek, as 
proven by the presence in it of the Story of Solomon’s Chalice” [“Kakogo ona [= SSP] 
proisxo'deniq? Pre'de vsego, nu'no skazat;, hto negreheskogo, hto dokazyva-
etsq prisutstviem v nej skazaniq o potire Salomona” (1903: 210).177  
 2 The known forms of the collections are the result of an intensive evolu-
tion. 
 As concerns SSP, an ancient, purely exegetic stage must be distinguished from a 
more recent stage (not necessarily to be dated to the 13th c., as Istrin believed) in 
which it was enriched with chronological elements.178 The dating and localization of 

                                                             
175 The earliest witnesses of StorCal-Tolk1 are of the 15th c., but the antigraph of one of them 
(Kir.-Bel. 67/1144) can be dated to ca. 1234-1242 (cf. note 160 above). Of StorCal-Tolk2, the 
earliest witness is of the beginning of the 13th c. (GPB, Q.p.I.18). – As noted (cf. § 24 (2) 
above), it is on the basis of the dating and localization of the earliest MSS that Picchio assigns 
the exegesis of StorCal to the 13th c. 
176 Even the Úapnsa¢ne o prav:n v:r: (ff. 93v-101v), until recently generally considered to be 
an original work of Constantine the Philosopher, turned out to be a translation from Greek (cf. 
Jurc¬enko 1989 and the bibliography cited there). 
177 The sense of this statement is the following (I italicize the additions required from the 
context): ‘What is the origin of SSP? Before all, it must be said that the collection is not of 
Greek origin, but a compilation of pre-existing Slavic materials, in turn translated from Greek, 
as proven by the presence in it of StorCal, of which he who was responsible for SSP used a pre-
existing Slavic version.’ – Misunderstanding this statement, as Evseev had misunderstood it be-
fore him (cf. § 24 above), Sµevc¬enko attributed to Istrin the claim he never made, that StorCal 
was an original Slavic composition, and ironized “...he must have been nodding when he wrote 
these lines” (1967: 1812, note 43). 
178 “The Slovesa in general consist of two main parts, an exegetic one of earlier origin and a 
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SSP proposed by Istrin and adopted by Picchio (Russia, 13th c.) can only be held valid 
for one of its secondary forms.179 For the rest, Picchio himself, as we have seen, hints 
at possible South Slavic precursors of SSP.180 
 (3) The prehistory181 of the collections is rooted in the earliest periods (Mo-
ravo-Pannonian and Old Bulgarian) of Church Slavic literature. 
 SSP: Some parts of the exegetic section of SSP can hail directly from Cyrillo-Me-
thodian times. We have seen that one of their probable sources are the Slovesa of Con-
stantine. Furthermore, it has been pointed out that SSP in some instances contains tra-
ces of Methodius’ translation of the Bible (Evseev 1907:165-166). 
 PChrP and PChrK: It seems that the point of origin of these collections should be 
sought in the Discourses of Constantine, translated into Slavic by Methodius (cf. Sµax-
matov 1904b); even PribPal, which betrays the hand of a Russian editor, seems to go 
back to a very early period. 
 MelSb, TMO: The part of MelSb which contains StorCal-Tolk2 goes back to an 
Old Bulgarian protograph, according to Veder (1982: 159); the same is claimed for 
TMO which has many elements in common with MelSb. 

 In sum, there are no constraints to believe that the oldest forms of the col-
lections which contain the commented versions of StorCal could not go back to 
a very early (Cyrillo-Methodian) period. 
                                                             
chronographic one of later origin” [“Slovesa v ob]em sostoqt iz dvux glavnyx hastej, 
bolee rannej po proisxo'deni[ istolkovatel;noj i bolee pozdnej xronografihe-
skoj...”] (1907: 165, 162). – We have already seen that Evseev considered StorCal-Tolk1 – Nr. 
2 of the seven Solomonic prophecies of SSP — as a doublet of prophecy Nr. 6, also related to 
Prov 9: 1 sqq. We have also seen that for Evseev this formed the basis, together with the fact 
that Nr. 2 lacks in one witness (K = Warszawa, Bibl. Krasinskich 408, 16th c.), to believe that 
the Story of the Chalice did not form part of the original version of SSP. – I do not believe that 
K represents the oldest stage of SSP, because not only does it lack prophecy Nr. 2, but Nrs. 3 
and 4 as well, which leads to suppose a mechanical defect in the antigraph of K. As to Nr. 2 
(StorCal-Tolk1) being a doublet exegesis of Prov. 9:1 sqq. to Nr. 6 of the Solomonic dossier, I 
have already pointed out (cf. note 32 above) that it is doubtful whether Prov 9:1 sqq. can be 
considered the origin of StorCal-Tolk1. 
179 Already Sµaxmatov (1904a) had proven that the year 1242 provides not the date of the origi-
nal of the collection, but that of the antigraph of Kir.Bel. 67/1144 (inter alia pointing out that 
the date is not 1242 but 1234). And recently, the source of the chronographic part of SSP was 
discovered to be older than the Ellinskij i rimskij letopisec: Kloss (1972) thinks it was the Chro-
nograf po velikomu izloz¬eniju, while Tvorogov (1975: 26) claims that “in SSP... some source 
unknown to us is paraphrased” [“V SSP pereskazan... kakoj-to ne izvestnyj nam istoh-
nik”]. Consequently, even in this way nothing obliges us to date SSP to the 13th c. 
180√“The origins of Slovesa were probably connected with the Tolkovaja Paleja (...) We don’t 
know how much of the apocryphal material contained in these works [SSP, Paleja] (...) was 
added or adapted by the first scribes of the South Slavic Paleja (...)” (1985: 148). 
181 It is of primary importance to distinguish the history of our collections (i.e. starting from the 
time when the oldest known witnesses were written) from their prehistory, i.e. from the time 
when the elements or the parts that accompanied them circulated in other structural contexts. 
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28. Some Hypotheses on The History and Prehistory of StorCal 

Neither StorCal-ES nor StorCal-Tolk1 or StorCal-Tolk2 name Constantine as 
the translator of the Hebrew inscription or as the author of the commentary. 
Hence, one might think that it was the author of VC (or a subsequent interpola-
tor) who, owing to the liberty granted by the hagiographic genre,182 attributed 
the decipherment of the inscription to Constantine. 
 To this argument e silentio in favor of an interpolation (or an error by the 
author of VC), the first and foremost objection is that it is not improbable that 
Constantine’s name was omitted in StorCal-ES and in the commented versions: 
 a StorCal-ES is inserted in a small dossier of texts on the Passion (or the Euchari-
stic sacrifice) clearly not concerned with recording their paternity; the name of John 
Chrysostom is likewise omitted in the title (Proseuch; th'" koinwniva") of the prayer 
Kuvrie oujk eijmi a[xio", which in the Scor.gr. follows StorCal-ES. 

 b SSP cites explicitely (but haphazardly) only Biblical quotations, while making 
use of patristic texts and sources of other sorts. 

 c TMO and MelSb often indicate the sources of excerpts, but equally often present 
them as ‘anonymous’. Thus, e.g. neither the source of the prophecy of Joash, nor that 
of Anastasius Sinaita’s Quaestiones 58-58,142, which in TMO (ff.5v-6v) follow Stor 
Cal-Tolk2, are named. 
 It it likewise not excluded that the hypothetical Constantinian version of 
StorCal (henceforth *StorCal-Const) circulated anonymously, just as his Story 
of the discovery of the relics of St Clemens (cf. Nikol’skij 1928: 404) may have 
circulated anonymously (‘tacite nomine suo’).183 
 But before all, to confirm the notice of VC, a ‘positive’ argument may be 
profferred. In fact, the procedure used to demonstrate that the inscription of the 
Chalice is a prophecy about Christ is quite similar to the one Constantine used 
in the exegesis of Dan 9:24 (‘Seventy weeks of years are decreed concerning 
your people’) during the Khazarian mission (VC 10:46). 
 In both cases, the approach is the same, from the same predilection for computistic 
argumentation. Like the prophecy of the Chalice, so that of Daniel offers, according to 
Constantine, a precise indication of the advent of the Messias; in fact, the formulation 
‘70 weeks of years’, if correctly computed – i.e. taking into account that it refers to the 
year 490 BC (according to the computus of Maximus the Confessor, which Constantine 

                                                             
182 The hint of Van Esbroeck (1986) that the motif of the ‘inscription deciphered’ may be a 
hagiographic topos of the ‘conversion legend’ merits further research. 
183 This is the formulation in the letter of Anastasius Bibliothecarius to Bishop Gauderic of 
Velletri. – Nikol’skij’s interpretation should not be considered all too certain, because Anastasi-
us’ words (“tacito nomine suo” MMFH III: 178) may refer no to the superscription of the opus-
culum, but to the fact that Constantine, when speaking of the part he himself had in the dis-
covery of the relics of St. Clement, passes over his name in silence.  
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follows) and calculating one year for every day of the week – is equivalent to 70 x 7 = 
490 years, which clearly alludes to the birth of Christ. 
 The computistic argument also recurs in VC 9:8 (‘How many generations are there 
until Moses, and how many years has each generation lasted?’) and in VC 17:12-13 
(‘Having computed for him all years from Adam on, generation by generation, the Phi-
losopher taught him subtly that [the Christ] had already come’). In both cases, how-
ever, the precise data of the computus are omitted.184 

 The confrontation with VC 10:46 could lead to suppose that *StorCal-Const 
belonged to Constantine’s Discourses, from which the author of VC, according 
to his explicit admission, took the material (probably including the exegesis of 
Dan 9:24) for the Khazarian chapters. 
 In such case, the hagiographer would have used not the Greek original, but the 
Slavic version edited by Methodius (*StorCal- Meth):185 

nje ho}ete s)vr){e¢yh) bes:d) snh) sv(tyh) nskatn ; v) k¢ngah) ego obr(}ete ; 
eje prelojn ou~ntel| ¢a{| n arhnepnskop) Mefod"!n ; brat) Ko¢sta¢tn¢a fnlo-
so#a ; razd:ln e ¢a osm) sloves) (VC 10: 96; Lavrov 1930: 21). 

‘Those of you who wish to look for these holy discourses in their entirety, will 
find them in his books, which our teacher and archbishop Methodius, the brother 
of Constantine the Philosopher, translated and divided into eight treatises.’ 

 It is not excluded, as we shall see presently, that StorCal- VC (=VC 13) could be 
read as the continuation of the preceding account, i.e. of the Khazarian chapters. But 
even if this were not so, StorCal-VC could still derive from Constantine’s Discourses: 
the biographer not having found a way to insert them into chapters 8-11, could have 
‘invented’ the occasion of the ‘spiritual retreat’ at the end of the mission.186 
 From *StorCal-Const, the various known forms of the Story can be derived 
– directly or indirectly – without any difficulty: 

                                                             
184 In the final part of SSP (Evseev 1907: 193 sqq.), there is a passage that seems to be the re-
ply to the request of VC 9:8 and the explicitation of the computus of VC 17:12-13. – Of course, 
one could maintain the hypothesis of an interpolator by supposing that he worked in full aware-
ness of Constantine’s predilection for computistic argumentation. But, to my mind, such an ob-
jection would only serve to render even more evident the preconceived character of the interpo-
lationist hypothesis. 
185 On the reasons that could have induced Methodius to translate his brother’s anti-Jewish 
Discourses, cf. recently Sµas¬el (1989) with reference to the ethnic and religious situation in Pan-
nonia, reconstructed on the basis of archeological evidence (the interpretation seems to me not 
reliable). 
186 Since a similar computistic argument is used by Constantine, as we have seen, during his 
stay in Rome (VC 17:12-13), StorCal could also lack any relation with the Khazarian mission. 
In such case, the notice [Narr] of StorCal-VC, according to which Constantine interpreted the 
inscription upon his return from the Khazarian mission, should be taken literally, unless it could 
be demonstrated that even the account of VC 17: 12-13 hails from Constantine’s Slovesa, which 
the hagiographer exploited freely at any occasion. 
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 a StorCal-ES would have been modeled directly on *StorCal-Const 
(through a number of intermediate stages not readily established). 
 *StorCal-Const could also be thought to have been preceded by the simple transla-
tion of the inscription (*IscrCal-Gr). Only at the subsequent stage (*StorCal-Const) 
would it have been interpreted as a messianic prophecy. This would provide a better 
explanation for the fact that StorCal-ES, which contains [IV] and a commentary, has 
the aspect of a paraliturgical prayer rather than an Old Testament prophecy. It would 
be more difficult to envisage the reverse evolution, i.e. from Old Testament prophecy 
to Easter troparion. 

 b StorCal-VC and StorCal-Tolk1 would be independently derived from the 
Slavic version of Constantine’s text, edited by Methodius (*StorCal-Meth). 
 While StorCal-VC adapted [Narr] of *StorCal-Meth to the hagiographic account 
and completely eliminated [Tolk], StorCal-Tolk1 probably faithfully reproduces *Stor 
Cal-Meth. 
 The mariological motifs form no argument to dissociate the text from Constantine. 
The homily De nativitate B.V. Mariae, inc. Vs:k) ~lov:k) hot(n pohvalntn (Petrov-
skij 1902), of which the ascription to Constantine was recently upheld by Turilov 1985 
(on valid grounds), quotes the same verse from Luke (1:48 ‘Behold, henceforth all ge-
nerations will call me blessed’) used in StorCal-Tolk1 (cf. note 39 above). 
 The trinitarian motif of StorCal-Tolk1 (‘The chalice was made of three parts, with 
three faces, in the image of the Trinity’, cf. note 35 above) interlocks with another tri-
nitarian motif of VC (cf. the dispute with the Saracens):  

Sly{n{n ln ; fnloso#e ; ~to glagol<t| skv|r¢|¢"!n Agar(¢e ¢a ¢a{ou v:rou ; 
Da qkoje esn sv(tya tronc( slouga n ou~e¢nk) ; {ed) protnvn s( nm) ; n bog) 
; s)vr){ntel| vs(kon ve}n ; slavoslovnmyn v) troncn wt|c| n sy¢) n sv(tyn 
douh) ; t) da tn podast) blagodat| n snlou v) sloves:h) ; n qkw drougago 
Davnda ¢ovago ; qvnt| ¢a Gwl"!ada ; s tremn kame¢|mn pob:jd|{a. (VC 6: 5-6; 
Lavrov 1930: 7). 

‘Do you hear, Philosopher, what the vile Hagarenes say against our faith? Since 
you are the servant and the disciple of the holy Trinity, go [and] confront them, 
and may God, who makes everything perfect and who is glorified in the Trinity as 
Father, Son and Holy Spirit, grant you grace and strength in words and manifest 
you against Goliath as another new David, victorious with three stones.’ 

Like the three faces of the chalice are the image of the Trinity, so do David’s stones, 
which are five in the Biblical account (1 Kg 17:40) but become three in VC, symbolize 
Constantine-David’s victory over the antitrinitarian Saracens. 

 c StorCal-Tolk2 (the oldest form of which perhaps is that which makes no 
mention of Saint Sophia) seems to be derived from StorCal-Tolk1. 
 That StorCal-Tolk2 cannot function as a link between StorCal-VC and StorCal- 
Tolk1 is demonstrated by the rare (but precious)187 cases of agreement between Stor  

                                                             
187 One example may suffice: se est| proro~|stvo o hr|st: StorCal-VC and StorCal-Tolk1, 
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Fig. 3: The Hebrew, Greek and Slavic Tradition of StorCal. 

 
                                                             
StorCal-Tolk2 om. 
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Notes to Fig. 3 

In Fig. 3, a frame within a frame indicates a part of the textual tradition of the given 
collection of texts or author’s text. The figure does not distinguish strong reconstruc-
tive hypotheses (e.g. ε η π ρ) from weak ones (e.g. θ µ), but this can be remedied by 
adding to the following notes the relative data from 28-29. It also excludes many pro-
blems related to SSP: even if the short version of StorCal-Tolk1 (cf. note 13 above) can 
readily be inserted into the frame of the total, the systematic study of the various wit-
nesses of the collection may have important consequences for the entire Filiations-
frage. 
a. Addition of [Tit] at the beginning of [Inscr]. — NB. This title can be identified with 
that of StorCal-ES. Instead of the krath;r of its [Inscr], this would certainly have read 
pothvrion (confirmed by *StorCal-Meth, cf. potnr| in [Narr] of StorCal-VC and Stor 
Cal-Tolk1), which makes explicit the reference to Christ (pothvrion in the NT refers to 
Christ’s chalice, krath;r is unknown in the NT); ejpivgramma (‘inscription’?) in Stor 
Cal-ES is less readily explained, but should be compared to ¢adpns| (‘inscription’) in 
the – clearly secondary – title in PChrK. 
b. Elimination of [IIa], [IIIab] and [IV]. – NB. The innovation b could also stem from 
*StorCal-Const, in which case *InscrCal-Gr should be eliminated. 
g. Transformation of [Inscr] (Easter troparion?) in a Solomonic prophecy and subse-
quent addition of either [Razc¬] or [Tolk] with its (1) christological, (2) mariological 
and (3) trinitarian components. – NB. The elements γ2 and γ3 (and perhaps also d) 
could be placed on the line *StorCal-Meth → StorCal-Tolk1, in which case StorCal-
Tolk2 (devoid of γ2 and γ3) would depend directly from *StorCal-Meth. 
δ . Substitution of the simple title by an amplified narrative frame, to be identified with 
[Narr1] of StorCal-Tolk1. 
e. z. Faithful reproduction of the original, certain in case e, less certain in z. 
h. Adaptation to the new hagiographic context: simplification of [Narr], mention of 
Constan-tine as decipherer (less clearly as translator and interpreter) of the inscription, 
elimination of [Tolk] but retention of [Razc¬]. 
q. Reduction of [Tolk] to the single element γ1. NB. The necessity to suppose a precise 
surgical intervention (complete elimination of γ2 and γ3, retention of γ1) leads to 
major suspicion of the transition StorCal-Tolk1 → StorCal-Tolk2.  
i. l. Adaptation of [Narr] on the basis of StorCal-VC: mention of Saint Sophia, but not 
of Constantine. 
k. n. The note about Constantine, derived from StorCal-VC, is placed (together with 
[Vlad], cf. Fig. 1) in the margin of the Chalice Story, previously inserted in PribPal in 
the form StorCal-Tolk2. 
o. The passage from StorCal-Tolk2 [?] to StorCal-Tolk2 [TMO], [MelSb], [LavrSb] 
could, in reality, have been more complex that the scheme indicates. StorCal-Tolk [?] 
on the one hand, and TMO, MelSb, LavrSb on the other, could possibly be separated 
by several intermediate stages, characterized by changes in the structure of the collec-
tions rather than in the Story itself (which seems to remain the same in all cases). 
p. Placement of the notes about Constantine and Vladimir at the end of the Story. 
r. Expansion of [Narr] with the list of precious stones, other slight additions and modi-
fications in [Tolk] (notes on the three languages etc.). 
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Cal-Tolk1 and Stor Cal-VC against StorCal-Tolk2 . 
 Since the narrative frame of StorCal-Tolk2 equals – save the omission of the men-
tion of Constantine – that of StorCal-VC (made ad hoc for that version), the editor of 
StorCal-Tolk2 must be supposed to have had recourse to StorCal-VC as well.188 
 The mention of Constantine in the ‘chronographic’ witnesses (PChrP and PChrK) 
must also be considered the result of contamination: the editor (or reader) of PribPal 
culled from StorCal-VC the note on Constantine’s role in the recognition of the chalice 
and glossed it with a reference to the legend of his mission to Rus’ in the time of Vla-
dimir; this note, in one branch of the tradition (PChrP), was incorporated in [Narr], 
while in the other (PChrK), it was placed at the end of the account. 

29. The Passage from *IscrCal-Heb to *StorCal-Const 

A final question that must be addressed, is that of the relationship of *StorCal-
Const to the Hebrew original (*IscrCal-Heb) of the inscription, i.e. that of the 
modifications made (even unintentionally) by the interpreter in its Hebrew text. 
 The problem concerns both the tripartition of the text ([I]-[III]) and its final 
number ([IV]). 
 In fact, the actual segmentation in three pairs of hemistichs, concomitant 
with tripartite exegetic models (e.g. nativity, passion and death), might not co-
incide with the Hebrew author’s intention, but simply reflect their disposition 
on the chalice (in three separate lines). 
 In the same way, the final number might be the translator’s invention, i.e. 
his gematric assignment of a numeric value to a sequence of letters at the end of 
[I]-[III].189 
 But in order to make this hypothesis fully plausible, it would be necessary to dis-
cover the meaning and the function, in *IscrCal-Heb, of the supposed final word, the 
consonant skeleton of which seems to be yqyt. 
Thus, the synchronization ‘twelfth year of Solomon’ = ‘1019 A.D.’ and the re-
lated insertion of the inscription into anti-Jewish polemical literature would be 
the work not of the author of the inscription, but of the translator. 
 These hesitations are reinforced by the difficulty – not readily overcome – 
of relating to the chalice not only the two imperatives of [Ia] and [Ib] (prorn-
can, v) pnvo b\dn), but those of [IIb] (pnn n oupnn s() as well. 
 Notwithstanding all these difficulties, it is possible to establish a hypothesis 
as to the segmentation and the destination of the original Hebrew inscription. 

                                                             
188 The cases in which StorCal-Tolk2 agrees either with StorCal-Tolk1 or with StorCal-VC 
need not be separately documented here, because they are evident at first reading. 
189 Or, as in the case of StorCal-Tolk1, on the bottom of the chalice: V) tonje ~a{n posredn 
eq d¢a ¢apnsa¢a ~nsla ‘in this very chalice, in the middle of its bottom, are written the 
[following] numbers’. 
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For the ‘restitution’ of the original sense, two Biblical allusions seem to be de-
cisive, i.e. in the first hemistich to 2 Pet 1:19:  

kai; e[comen bebaiovteron to; profhtiko;n lovgon, w/| kalw'" poiei'te prosevconte" 
wJ" luvcnw/ faivnonti ejn aujcmhrw/' tovpw/, e{w" ou| hJmevra diaugavsh/ kai; fwsfovro" 
ajnateivlh/ ejn tai'" kardivai" uJmw'n. 

‘And we have the prophetic word made more sure. You will do well to pay atten-
tion to this as to a lamp shining in a dark place, until the day dawns an the morn-
ing star rises in your hearts.’ 

and in the second hemistich to Col 1:18 and Mk 16: 6 
[Col 1: 15.18] {O" ejstin eijkw;n tou' qeou' tou' ajoravtou, prwtovtoko" pavsh" 
ktivsew" (...) o{" e[stin ajrchv, prwtovtoko" ejk tw'n nekrw'n. 

‘He is the image of the invisible God, the first-born of all creation (...) He is the 
beginning, the first-born from the dead.’ 

[Mc 16: 2.5-6] Kai; livan prwi; th/' mia/' tw'n sabbavtwn e[rcontai ejpi; to; mnhmei'on, 
ajnateivlanto" tou' hJlivou (...) Kai; eijselqou'sai eij" to; mnhmei'on ei\don neanivskon 
(...) JO de; levgei aujtai'": Mh; ejkqambei'sqe. jIhsou'n zhtei'te to;n Nazarhno;n to;n 
ejstaurwmevnon, hjgevrqh, oujk e[stin w|de. 

‘And very early on the first day of the week they went to the tomb when the sun 
had risen (...) And entering the tomb, they saw a young man (...) And he said to 
them, “Do not be amazed; you seek Jesus of Nazareth, who was crucified. He has 
risen, he is not here.”’ 

 The ‘prophetic word’ of Peter perhaps alludes generically to the Holy 
Scripture or more specifically, as is commonly believed, to the Biblical pro-
phecies concerning the parousia of the Messiah; the ‘first-born’ of Paul alludes 
to the Resurrection, referring to Christ not as the ‘first-born of the Father’ but 
as the ‘first to be (re)generated to new life.’ 
 Against this background, the inscription – regardless of its appearance as a 
Messianic prophecy – acquires the characteristic traits of an Easter troparion.190 
 As to the formal structure of this supposed troparion, it might be considered to 
consist in two long verses, one addressed to the chalice, the other to the person officiat-
ing (or, more generally, to those participating in the eucharistic sacrifice): 

 [I]-[IIa] Addressed to the chalice 

[Ia] My chalice, my chalice, be a prophecy until the star rises.191 
                                                             
190 In note 69 above, I have already pointed out that it was Nello Casalini o.f.m., professor of 
Biblical and theological exegesis at the Studium Biblicum Francescanum at Jerusalem, who 
drew my attention to the NT passages quoted. I also owe to him the idea, which I accept as an 
interesting working hypothesis, that the pseudo-Solomonic inscription was not originally a 
Messianic oracle, but ‘an augury pronounced over the eucharistic chalice in the night of Easter 
in expectation of the Resurrection’ (letter of 26 June 1990). 
191 I.e. a prophecy of (the coming, the death and) the Resurrection of the Messiah; the prophecy 
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[Ib) Be for drink to the Lord, the First-born who wakes at night. 
[IIa] Made to the partaking of the Lord, from the other wood192 

 [IIb]-[IIIb] Addressed to the officiant 

[IIb] Drink, and enebriate yourself with joy, and exclaim: Hallelujah. 
[IIIa] The Prince, and the entire assembly shall see His glory. 
[IIIb] And King David is in the midst of them. 

 If this can be considered the original sense of *IscrCal-Heb, it still remains 
unclear whether is was initially conceived as an inscription on a eucharistic 
chalice,193 or whether it was initially conceived as an Easter troparion, subse-
quently attributed to Solomon (and, consequently, perceived as a messianic pro-
phecy)194 and also came to be used outside of liturgical contexts. 
 If the latter hypothesis can be confirmed, the passage from the hypothetical 
troparion to Constantine’s computistic exegesis could be envisaged as an epi-
sode in the genesis of the Christian legend. 

VIII. THE PLACE OF StorCal IN VC  

30. The Thesis of a Diptych 

In segmenting a text (or a part of it), one can pursue widely varying aims. E.g. 
in dividing StorCal-VC into three segments – [Narr], [Inscr], [Razc¬] – I merely 
aimed to facilitate the comparison with the other witnesses of StorCal. 
 But the segmentation of a text can also have more ambitious aims. For in-
stance, one can try to restitute its internal articulation in relation to the Kunst-
wollen of a particular author or, more generally, on the basis of the principles of 
poetics he shared (whether inherited from tradition or innovated). 
 It is evident that the question of segmentation, put in such terms, is the fo-
                                                             
that can be trusted until the Lord (the Bringer of light, the Morning star) will rise (again). – I am 
not in a position to specify whether the stress here is on the eschatological parousia (or, more 
definitely, on the day of Judgment) following 2 Pet 1:19, or on the historical Resurrection 
following Mk 16:6. 
192 For the interpretation of this difficult verse, cf. note 143 above. – Pace Taube who, under 
the influence of Picchio’s emendation, interprets dr:vo n¢o as ‘lignum unum’ (with n¢) = 
‘one’) by reference to Ez 37:19 not in the Sept but in the Vulg version (et faciam in lignum 
unum), the passage is, in fact attested in Sept (rJavbdo" miva), and its rJavbdo" has been translated, 
at least in one case, as dr:vo (Ostr. Bibl.). 
193 It could have been considered ‘Solomonic’ at the time, or the attribution of the chalice and 
the inscription to Solomon could have occurred later. 
194 The attribution to one of the ‘messianic’ prophets of the OT (Solomon, Zephaniah, David, 
Elijah etc.) could have originated from the mention of ‘prophecy’ (profhvteuson, prorncan) in 
line [Ia], and the preference for Solomon could have originated from the mention of ‘chalice’ 
(krath;r) by reference to Prov 9:2.  
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cus of many fundamental questions of history of literature, not only in relation 
to the text itself, but also in more or less broad relation to the literary corpus to 
which it belongs. 
 Picchio's claim that ch. 13 occupies a central position in VC is the reversal 
of the idea he expressed earlier (1960: 80), i.e. that VC 13 represents a pause in 
the narrative texture of the Vita. 
 It is curious that Picchio returns to this earlier idea even in 1985 (“This short chap-
ter represents a sort of pause in the narrative texture” 1985: 150) without, however, ex-
plaining how this can be reconciled with his new idea (i.e. that ch. 13 forms “the key-
stone of this hagiographic construction” 1985: 151).195 

 The principle which Picchio applies in his most recent segmentation is, as 
we know, that of the occurrence of one or more Biblical quotations which func-
tion as “thematic clues” at the beginning of a text or of one of its parts. 
 Since, according to Picchio, Biblical quotations that can be qualified as “thematic 
clues” are present not only at the beginning of VC, but also in ch. 13, this implies a bi-
partition of the text: VC 1-12, VC 13-18.  

 In the preceding pages, we have seen that the thesis of a diptych seems un-
acceptable on technical grounds: the so-called Biblical quotations of [III] are 
not true and proper quotations and, moreover, the text of [III] was already con-
tained in the Greek original. 
 On the other hand, it must be recognized that the diptych imagined by Pic-
chio is not solidly founded either on principles of poetics historically defined,196 
or on explicit signals within or without the text.197 Picchio’s all too subjective 
segmentation does not have the value of the ‘objective’ bipartition, witnessed 
by some manuscripts (e.g. Buc-135) which mark both VC 1 and VC 14 by 
initials (three lines high). 

31. The Segmentation of VC in Five ‘Instalments’ (‘Lessons’, ‘c¬tenija’), Witnessed 
by The Earliest Manuscripts 

From the point of view of historical poetics, the Vita Constantini can, to my 
mind, most conveniently be segmented in five ‘instalments’. 

                                                             
195 It may be supposed that in the two contexts (Picchio 1960 and Picchio 1985) the term 
“pause” is used in two different senses. In the absence of any further specification by the au-
thor, it is unclear what the difference may be. 
196 Over the long period of the 9–14th centuries, within the range of Byzantine-Slavic hagio-
graphico-homiletic literature, I know of no text which presents a structure similar to that postu-
lated for VC by Picchio.. 
197 I refer to linguistic signals of the type used by Jakobson (cf. e.g. the long quotation at the 
end of §32 below) to support his segmentation proposal (cf. note 196 below) or to explicit indi-
cations furnished by the copyists (e.g. rubrics). 
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 The term ‘instalment’ – a type of segmentation rather frequent in ‘modern’ 
systems of esthetic communication (from the 18th-century feuilleton novel198 to 
the television serial) – seems out of place and anachronistic by reference to the 
segmentation of a Church Slavic hagiographic text like VC. But upon closer 
consideration, the practice of reading a text in ‘instalments’ according to a defi-
nite ritual schedule certainly antedates modern times. It came into being in the 
centuries when Byzantine poetics was formed, to the point that it brought with-
in its orbit text inherited from preceding periods and patterned after different 
principles of poetics,199 and it certainly was in full vigour even at the end of the 
9th century (the time when VC was supposedly composed). 
 The five instalments – or ‘lessons’ (c¬tenija), to use the technical term of the 
hagiographico-homiletic genre – into which VC can be segmented, are the fol-
lowing:200 
 (1) [Ch. 1-5, 159 lines] Constantine's early life, his arrival at Constantinople, stu-
dies, rejection of a court career, retreat to a monastery, and his first important dialectic 
exploit – the dispute with the iconoclast patriarch John VII. 

 (2) [Ch. 6-7, 106 lines] Another exploit of Constantine – his mission to the Arabs.  

 (3) [Ch. 8-13, 410 lines] Constantine's mission to the Khazars (ch. 8-11), his re-
turn voyage (ch. 12), spiritual retreat and deciperment of the (pseudo-)Solomonic in-
scription (ch. 13).  

 (4) [Ch. 14-15, 106 lines] The Moravian mission, accompished by both Constan-
tine and Methodius. 

 (5) [Ch. 16-18, 165 lines] Voyage to Rome, stay at Venice and dispute with the 
supporters of the trilingual heresy, honors at Rome and death. 

32. Is The Segmentation of VC in Five ‘Lessons’ Ancient? 

The principle of the segmentation of the text in ‘instalments’ can be considered 
not only as a principle of reading, i.e. active on the level of performance of the 
text (and, therefore, subject to modification in time), but also as a principle of 
composition. 
 It is fair to state right away that VC seems to lack explicit signals (within 
the text) that give credit to the segmentation in five lessons as a principle of 
composition. It can only be stated, by comparison to other current segmenta-

                                                             
198 Since Eugene Sue’s Secrets of Paris, the star of the serial has risen high. Even the works of 
great writers (e.g. Dostoevskij) have been written and published in serial form. 
199 A look into a Typikon is enough to become aware of this. Cf. e.g. the reading of the Gospel 
by ‘pericopes’ or that of the Psalter by ‘kathismata’. 
200 I refer both to the chapter division used in modern editions of VC and to the number of lines 
of text in order to give an idea of the (quantitative) relationships of the separate ‘lessons’. 
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tions (like, e.g. Jakobson’s highly refined201 proposal), that it has the advantage 
of being the oldest segmentation documented.202 This, however, does not mean 
that it can be projected back to the 9–10th century without further verification 
(not easily given, but nevertheless not impossible). 
 At present – to limit myself to the most important question here – the only 
thing to be stated with confidence, is that the aggregation of VC 13 with VC 8–
12, or rather the separation between VC 13 and VC 14, appears to be very old. 
Indeed, the troparion of the Office for Constantine (Sluz¬bKir), concordantly 
dated by scholars to the 9th century, associates the motif of the sekyra (VC 12) 
to that of the lips laid to the ~a{a (VC 13) of wisdom:203 

V) ~a{n pr:moudrostn boj|stv|¢:n tn oust|¢: preloj| ; ¢apnta s( s)pase¢aago 
pnq¢|stva ; razoum)m| je sv:t) s( qvn (zykom) n s:kyra ; pos:ka<}n ¢eprnq-
z¢n¢\ v|s(kou l|st|. (Sluz¬Kir, ed. Lavrov 1930: 108). 

‘Having laid your lips to the cup of divine wisdom, you have imbued yourself 
with the enebriation of salvation. By your intelligence, you have revealed yourself 
a light to the heathen and an axe which cuts all temptations of the devil.’ 

 Of course, one must not fall into the temptation to consider certain proof 
what is only a vague indication.204 The preference given to the segmentation ‘in 
five lessons’ – above the refined segmentation of Jakobson or the, equally so-
phisticated, segmentation of Picchio – should be viewed only as an indication 
                                                             
201 “Verses introduce in the Vita the three most important phases of Constantine’s spiritual 
career: the beginning of his ascetic life, his culminating act – the enlightenment of the Slavs 
and, finally, the deliverance from the worries of the world” [“Stixami vvedeny v 'itii tri 
va'nejwix fazy v duxovnom puti KonstantinaÚ nahalo ego podvi'nihestva, ver]in-
noe deqnie – prosve]enie slavqn, i nakonec osvobo'denie ot mirskix trevog”] (Jakob-
son 1957: 282). 
202 It is, indeed, explicitely, if imperfectly, attested by the two oldest mss of VC (MDA-19 and 
Bars-619): MDA-19 explicitely marks only lessons 3–5; Bars-619 marks the same, but the be-
ginning of lesson 2 falls in the lacuna between f. 251 and f. 252. The segmentation in five ‘les-
sons’ is complete in Und-161.  
203 To my knowledge, the first to note the relationship of the troparion to VC 13 was Gos¬ev 
(1938:105). Cf. also Nichoritis (1990:96). 
204 The motifs of the sekyra and the lips laid to the cup of wisdom are two topoi, which recur 
e.g. in the offices (akoluthiai, sluz¬by) for Gregory of Nyssa: prepodob¢e ot~e ; vse~est¢e 
Grngorne ; sekyra sekou{aq (Sluz¬. Min., Jan. 10), and for Gregory of Nazianzus: k premou-
drostn ~a{n prnblnjnv) ~est¢a( tvoq ousta ; ot~e Grngorne (Sluz]. Min., Jan. 25). – The fact 
that both motifs can be topoi does not discredit my assumption: the association of both (to my 
knowledge, not otherwise attested in the Byzantino-Slavic area) in Sluz¬Kir (in inverse sequence 
by comparison to VC) seems to confirm the impression that they were used to present the ‘real’ 
case of Constantine as evangelizer and philosoper. The use of topoi to describe Constantine’s 
individual career, which has all too often disoriented the researchers of VC, inducing them, 
inter alia, to negate its historical value, is a feature of hagiographico-homiletic poetics in the 
Middle Ages. 
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of method. The troparion of the Sluz¬bKir can serve as an example of the way to 
follow: if the aim is, indeed, to restitute the original segmentation of VC,205 the 
best way to proceed is to systematically recuperate all evidence relative to that 
goal,206 internal and external, largely obscured by the superimposition of sub-
sequent segmentations, and to retrace their historical succession without re-
course to the caprices, the fantasy and the cominatory faculties of the modern 
reader, who operates with modern sensibility and conceptual categories. 
 This does not mean that scholars with a fine historical poetic sensibility and 
a definite historical linguistic culture cannot hit the mark. This is the case in VC 
13, of which R. Jakobson has well – or, rather, as we have just seen, in the spirit 
of the author of Sluz¬bKir – grasped the connections with VC 12: 

“The exhortation of the Inscription – prorncan do¢|deje ™v:zda207 – echoes the 
prophecy which Constantine, returning to Constantinople, made at nightfall on the 
imminent death of the archbishop of Kherson, as well as the verse of a christologi-
cal nature (Isaiah 66:18), which Constantine quotes in his subsequent sermon (VC 
12): gr(d\ az) s)b|ratn v|s: pleme¢a n v|s( (zyky n prnnd\t) n ouz|r(t) 
slav\ mo+208 has a surprising reply in the final verse of the inscription: n ouz|-
rnt) v|s| s)¢|m) slav\ ego. (...) Among the details which associate the account of 
VC of Constantine the Philosopher’s voyage to Constantinople with the text of the 
Inscription, the interesting correspondence should be noted between the number of 
blows of the axe – 33 – given by Constantine to the tree of the tree-worshippers 
(VC 12:22) and the mysterious number – 909 or 990 – which can be read at the 
end of the verses on the chalice, i.e. the correspondence between the two threes 

                                                             
205 A nihilistic attitude towards this task is unjustified. Those afraid to venture into conjectures 
or to explain the evolution of a text “would do better to deal only with autographs” (cf. Maas 
1984:23). 
206 As concerns the study of the punctuation and the rubrics (or otherwise marked letters), so 
neglected in the research of the segmentation (as object of historical poetics) of medieval texts, 
I should like to refer to the experiment I myself made (Capaldo 1984: 10-11) in analyzing the 
periods of the homily Daui;d me;n oJ basileuv" (BHG3 1893v). In my monograph on the homilet-
ics of John the Exarch (in preparation for many years now, and still not soon to be published), 
this analysis has been complemented by the data of Patm. 380, which makes it necessary to cor-
rect the analysis of 1984 (by adding three more periods: cola 94-95, 105-109 and 110- 113), but 
above all to specify the function of the clausula of the final colon of the separate periods and to 
extend it to the Slavic translation of the homily.  
207 My interpretation of these words of the inscription (cf. note 187 above) weakens the com-
parison made by Jakobson (based on the idea that it concerns an ‘evening’ star like that of VC 
12) only in appearance. It must be borne in mind that the original sense of the inscription is one 
thing, while that which Constantine gave it may have been another, and yet another the associ-
ations which could have risen in the mind of the hagiographer. It is to the latter that Jakobson’s 
observation refers, to be complemented by the observation that the n¢o dr:vo of the inscription 
could be opposed to the dr:vo which Constantine felled and burned at the end of ch. 12. 
208 ‘I am coming to gather all nations and tongues; and they shall come and shall see my glory.’ 
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and the two nines” (Jakobson 1970:359). 

 

IX. CONCLUSIONS 

33. (Positive and Negative) Results of The Analysis 

At the close of these pages – again following our five-pronged model – the re-
sults of the inquiry can be summarized as follows: 
 A The problem of the text: In line [III] of the inscription, there is nothing to 
be emendated. It contains, like the rest of the inscription, various elements of 
Biblical diction (prorncan do¢d:je ™v:zda, Davyd) posr:d: nh), etc.). Par-
ticularly, the hemistich [IIIb] does not offer a direct quotation (and even less a 
quotation inserted by the hagiographer), but – perhaps – an allusion to Ezekiel 
(already present in the source). The most interesting philological problem of the 
textual tradition of StorCal (which escaped Picchio’s attention) lies in the nu-
merical part of the inscription. 
 B The problem of the rhythm: We have seen the action of three hypotheses: 
that [Inscr] should be read as syllabic poetry (Jakobson), that it is simple prose 
(Sµevc¬enko), or that it constitutes – together with the rest of VC 13 – an isocolic 
sequence. The latter claim must be denied without further ado, because it makes 
use – unmethodically – of ad hoc interventions in the textus traditus. Following 
a suggestion of Stender-Petersen, we have seen that the Greek version of the 
inscription can be analyzed as a troparion. 
 C-D The question of the Greek original and the relationship of the Slavic 
witnesses: The idea that StorCal-Tolk1 derives from StorCal-VC must be cate-
gorically rejected, like the idea that the latter underwent the secondary influ-
ence of the commented versions. Both StorCal-Tolk1 and StorCal-VC seem to 
go back independently to one common source, i.e. the Methodian version 
(*StorCal-Meth) of Constantine’s Greek original (*StorCal-Const).209 From 
*StorCal- Const – or perhaps from *InscrCal-Gr (the nucleus of *StorCal- 
Const, which may go back to Constantine as well) – was derived StorCal-Es, 
which omits certain parts of the inscription. 
 E The place of StorCal in VC: StorCal-VC bears the clear marks of edi-tion 
in a hagiographic vein of a text which was originally situated at the inter-
section of two different literary currents: the Judeo-Christian, inspired by the 
construction of the Temple of Jerusalem by Solomon, and the polemic anti-

                                                             
209 As we have seen, *StorCal-Const can have formed part of Constantine's anti-Jewish 
polemic Discourses (lovgoi, slovesa), recorded in the account of the Khazarian mission and, 
according to the biographer, translated by Methodius into Slavic. 
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Jewish, rooted essentially in the messianic (Christian) prophecies of the OT.210 
In the transmission history of VC there are signs of a bipartition, based – like 
that proposed by Picchio – of the distinction of a first part (ch. 1–13) devoted to 
the activity of Constantine before the Moravian mission, and a second part (ch. 
14–18) devoted to the mission among the Slavs; but the variant bipartite struc-
ture proposed by Picchio (with VC 13 as the prologue to the second part) seems 
to lack any philological, or documentary, or historical poetic basis. Anterior to 
the bipartite segmentation seems to be a segmentation of the text in five 
‘lessons’ (‘c¬tenija’). Certainly old, in any case, must be considered the associa-
tion of VC 13 with the preceding chapter. 

34. A Final Reflection in The Margin of The Epigraph at The Start of This 
Discussion 

The discussion which reaches its conclusion here can well be summarized – in 
its technical and methodological aspects – in the words of a grand master of 
textual criticism:  

It must be concluded that a corruption which remains undetected does more harm 
than a conjecture which injustly attacks an incorrupt text, because every conjec-
ture stimulates refutal which – whatever its result – improves the comprehension 
of the passage, while the undetected corruption compromises the comprehension 
of the text or damages the general stylistic effect (cf. Maas 1927:17 [1958:19]).211 

Indeed, on the one hand, Picchio’s construction is to be considered an injust at-
tack on an incorrupt text; on the other hand, the verification which this attack 
calls for, by proposing to return to the textus traditus, has improved the com-
prehension of the latter. ‘Much worse’ (to use Maas’ words) is that the true 
weak point of the entire textual tradition of StorCal – line [IV] of the inscrip-
tion – has escaped Picchio’s attention. 
 Great benefit for the comprehension of texts from the past can be derived 
from the dialectic oscillation between two opposite attitudes: the defense of the 
rationality of the textus traditus even if it seems to present difficulties and – 
conversely – the suspicion that even easy passages may be the result of corrup-
tions. Each philologist must cultivate within himself – and in equal measure – 
both caution towards an apparently discouraging textus traditus, and courage to 
                                                             
210 It could also be supposed, as I am inclined to believe, that the two branches were independ-
ent and that the second was superimposed on the first. 
211 I could not resist giving my own translation (which goes back to my high school years) of 
one of the many hidden gems of P. Maas’ famous Textkritik. This translation, of course, is 
much freer than that which the English translator (1958) could reasonably give (natürlich ‘it 
must be concluded,’ jedenfalls ‘whatever the result,’ with the passage in italics added on the 
basis of the context), but it seems to me that it absolutely faithfully renders the substance of 
Maas’ thought. 
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audacious conjectures. 
 Thus, these pages, so critical towards Picchio’s construction, are at the 
same time a recognition of his courage in conjecture. 
 Nevertheless it is also true that, in this discussion, the respect for the data of the 
tradition and the reasons of historical poetics had to confront an attitude all too inclin-
ed to brilliant formal tricks and the iron principles of theoretical poetics.  

 If further, in addition to the dissension on method, as respectful as it is rad-
ical, these pages have also contributed to the awareness that every venture into 
conjecture must be founded upon profound and extensive groundwork, then 
they have brought to the surface my most intimate philological credo: the rejec-
tion of any wilful manipulation of the surface data of a textual tradition, or – if 
the idea is to be expressed positively – the untiring search for the buried data. 
 This attitude – so strictly philological – towards the ‘words of the past’ presup-
poses a scrupulousness in comparisons which I am not afraid to qualify as pious. Once 
established in ‘truth’, they are like a ‘sentence of an oracle’ (Nietzsche), which, in or-
der to be understood, requires intense and fearful care both of the present and the fu-
ture, but then helps those who hear it to better orient themselves in the world. 

 As to the conjectural elements so copiously present on these pages as well, 
it is highly probable (and desirable) that Maas’ motto will induce the reader to 
verify the body of data presented and discussed here. And if finally, by a bi-
zarre quirk of fate, it should prove necessary to return to the theses rejected 
here, I have the hope that this can only be done, after substantiation, with a 
more rigorous argumentation. 
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