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COURTS OF SOLOMON,
A JEWISH COLLECTION

In his recent article Anatolij Alekseev' has repeated, in a most sys-
tematic way, Mescerskij’s and his own? thesis that the so-called Courts
of Solomon, preserved in Slavonic translation within Palaea Interpretata,
were translated into Slavonic from Hebrew. His arguments are two-
fold: Semitisms in the Slavonic text that he takes as Hebraisms and
parallels in the Talmud and midrashim, already known for the major
part of this cycle of Solomon.

In one instance, Alekseev tries to explain as Aramaic influence a
mistranslation from Hebrew (see below). Nevertheless, he certainly
does not know that a great part of the Babylonian Talmud, and espe-
cially that which he is referring to, is in Aramaic and not in Hebrew: “It
seems to be, in the present case, a significant circumstance,” Alekseev
said, “that all the Hebrew originals used for the cycle of Solomon go
back to the Babylonian Talmud or appeared in Babylonia...”.? Indeed,
it is a significant circumstance. It reveals that Alekseev is not only un-
able to differ between Aramaic and Hebrew in the printed text, but has
a bit distant knowledge of the allegedly “Hebrew sources” he deals
with; his use (or, more exactly, non-use, except the only case) of the
exact references to bGittin is, moreover, proof that even a translation of
the Talmud was inaccessible to him.

Alekseev’s methodology in interpretation of the parallels between
the Slavonic and Hebrew texts* has been criticised many times, as well

(1) A.A.Azexcees, Anoxpudn Toakosoii ITasen, mepesejeHHEIe ¢ eBpeii-
ckux opurnHaaos [A. A. ALEKSEEV, Apocrypha of the Palaea Interpretata trans-
lated from the Hebrew originals], TO/P/1 58 (2007) 41-57, here 47-53.

(2) A. A. Azaexcees, Pyccko-eBpelickue autepaTypHble cBs3u 40 15 Beka
[A. A. ALEksEEY, Russian-Jewish literary connections up to the 15th century],
Jews and Slavs 1 (1993) 44-75, esp. 67-70.

(3) «3HauMMBIM B AaHHOM cAydae MPeACTaBASETCS TO OOCTOATeABCTBO,
9TO BCe eBpelicKye OPUTMHAALI, MCII0Ab30BaHHbIe 4459 COAOMOHOBa IMKAA,
BOCXOZAT K BaBUAOHCKOMY Taamyay mau BosHukau B Basuaone...» (p. 53).

(4) Whose main principle is non sequitur (using a Francis Thomson’s ob-
servation; cf. B. Lourtg, Slavonic Texts of Hard Fate: the Prophecy of Solomon
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as his search of Semitisms.> However, in the case of the Courts of Solo-
mon, Alekseev’s search of Semitisms has a rational nucleus and needs
to be revisited.

In the following notes I avoid any discussion of the question as to
how these Semitisms appeared in the Slavonic collection of legends.
It is largely admitted that these legends are ultimately Jewish, but the
exact means of transmission is highly disputable. My purpose now is
to set up some landmarks helping to find out these means.

Samir and how to find it

The stones for the Temple of Solomon should be treated without
iron. The proper instrument is called a mamups. This is obviously
the tool with a diamond known for such use from the Bible (Jer 17:1).
This word has the same form in both Hebrew and Aramaic, includ-
ing Targums and Syriac (Alekseev a priori takes it as Hebrew). This
Samir must be obtained from the nest of some bird called a xoxoTs
aBrhckbin (“childish cock” or “non-adult cock”, that is, male chick®).

and some others, Scrinium 5 (2009) 370, n. 24). Thus, in the present paper
(p- 52): “First, in Hebrew mediaeval literature, the whole collection of the
same kind as we see in the Slavonic cycle of Solomon is not found; conse-
quently [emphasis is mine. — B. L.] one can consider the creation of this
cycle to be a work of the translator.” Then, Alekseev submerges deeper in
fantasies speculating how large would be the Hebrew library of the transla-
tor to allow him to produce such a cycle: “Talmud and its accompanying
midrashim.” Of course, only an “enlightened Jewish scribe” would have
had such a library. Then, Alekseev’s fantasy makes a further step in suppos-
ing two scribes instead of one: one to find out the places to quote from the
Talmud, another to translate them into Russian (sic!). However, Alekseev
does not insist on the latter possibility.

(5) The most rich data are accumulated concerning the Slavonic version
of the Book of Esther whose Hebrew Vorlage is lost. Nevertheless, the lost origi-
nal of the Slavonic version is Greek. See, for a résumé of the previous discus-
sion and for additional arguments: A. KuLik, Judeo-Greek Legacy in Medieval
Rus’, Viator 39 (2008) 51-64, here 58-62. Cf., briefly, A. Kvaux, Espen B Jpes-
Hell Pycn: ucrounuky u ucropudeckast pekoHerpykmus [A. Kurik, The Jews
in Old Rus’: Sources and Historical Reconstruction], Ruthenica 7 (2008) 52-70,
here 68-69.

(6) Cf. Slovnik jazyka staroslovénského. Lexicon linguae palaeoslovenicae 1
(Praha, 1966) [reprint: Caosapv cmapocaassrckozo ssvika 1 (Cankr-ITetepOypr,
2006)] 552, 5. v. ABTHCKD, second meaning is defined as immaturus.
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The story has a parallel in bGittin 68b” where the mysterious bird is
called 21170 812® “cock of prairies”. “In its rendering,” Alekseev con-
cludes, “the Hebrew 22 has been interpreted as the Aramaic ‘son’”
(p. 48).

Needless to say the parallel text in the Talmud is in Aramaic, and
the name of the bird is Aramaic itself.” Historically this bird’s name
appeared in Jewish legends as an equivalent of the name of a magic
bird >7w 11, that is, in turn, a reinterpretation of the psalm phrase
whose meaning is “all that moves [scil., the beasts. — B. L.] in the
field” (Ps 49/50:11 NRSV). Its identification with a Hebrew name of
an unclean bird, ng*211 (Lev 11:19 etc.), émoy in the Greek Bible, is
of later nature, but is responsible for the translation of 13190 72 as
“hoopoe”. This Semitism is completely Aramaic, with no connection
to Hebrew at all.

Alekseev’s explanation is not satisfying even in the supposition of
“son” as the wrong meaning substituted by the translator. “Childish”
does not mean the same as “son”. In fact, the corresponding word in
all dialects of Aramaic has also the meaning of something small" and
even “the young of animals.”'> This meaning is much closer to the Sla-
vonic ABTeckbM (“childish”).

(7) Alekseev gives the exact reference for the previous parallel between
the Slavonic cycle and bGittin, 68a. Then, he refers to Gittin, with no folios.

(8) Thus in the Talmud. Alekseev reproduces in a “Hebraised” form,
21170 12 (p. 48).

(9) M. Jastrow, A Dictionary of the Targumim, the Talmud Babli and Yerush-
almi, and the Midrashic Literature (London—New York, 1903) 1700 (“the hen of
the prairie”); J. Levy, Neuhebriisches und chalddisches Worterbuch iiber die Tal-
mudim und Midraschim, 4 (Leipzig, 1889) 672 (“der Auerhahn”, that is, Tetrao
urogallus, “wooden grouse”, “cock of the wood”); R. PAyNE SmrtH, Thesaurus
Syriacus (Oxonii, 1879-1901) 4501 (dangin wis “upupa” = “hoopoe”).

(10) R.KrpERwWASSER, D. SHAPIRA, Irano-Talmudica II. Leviathan, Behemoth
and “Domestication” of Iranian Mythological Creatures in the Eschatological
Narratives of the Babylonian Talmud (in press). I am grateful to the authors
for sharing with me a part of their conclusions.

(11) JastrOW, A Dictionary..., 188-189 (meaning “son, offspring”). Com-
prehensive Aramaic Lexicon (Cincinnati, http://call.cn.huc.edu/), s.o. “br” distin-
guishes its meaning in compounds “small version of something”.

(12) J. Payne Smith, A Compendious Syriac Dictionary founded upon the The-
saurus Syriacus of R. Payne Smith, D. D. (Oxford, 1903) 33; cf. ipEm, Thesaurus
Syriacus..., 578-579 (“...de prole animalium”).
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The name of the Queen of Sheba

The name of the Queen of Sheba in our cycle of Solomon is maz-
kaTomBa or Mmaakarbiika (different readings within the same manu-
scripts). It is obvious that the latter reading is erroneous (confusion
between two similar letters in Cyrillic, vedi 8 and kako k). The difference
in the vowels (full vowel o and reduced vowel B) is of orthographic
nature. This name was initially considered as consisting of two words
(*maakars 11Ba), and, thus, b at the end of the first word was necessary
after the consonant. Therefore, it is the reconstructed reading *maa-
kaTbmsa that the modern scholars interpret. Of course, its meaning
is transparent, “Queen of Sheba”. The problem is which Semitic lan-
guage it is in. This problem is irresolvable with linguistic tools because
the phrase “Queen of Sheba” is identical in Hebrew and Aramaic: mal-
kat $ba, to read malkat sva. Thus, the Slavonic transcription is perfect.
The only difference in vocalism results from the so-called rule of open
syllables in Old Slavonic: the consonant at the end of the word should
accept a reduced vowel, 5.

Again, Alekseev does not consider any possibility other than He-
brew. Again, he is not alarmed by the parallels known to him to the
corresponding part of the cycle of Solomon in Targum Sheni to Esther.
In fact, there are parallels in other sources®, but Alekseev, once more,
does not realise that the only source known to him, Targum Sheni to Es-
ther is in Aramaic. And, finally, Alekseev’s own reading of the Hebrew
phrase for “Queen of Sheba” is mysterious: mleket sva (p. 50)."* This is
not by chance, because in his 1993 paper he provides this impossible
phrase in Hebrew script with the vowels,”® and, since then, it has be-
come accepted by specialists in Russian literature.'

(13) Cf., for instance, a useful review of a part of the sources with a bib-
liography covering most of the others in the Appendix “Solomon and the
Queen of Sheba” of C. R. A. Morray-JonEs, A Transparent Illusion. The Danger-
ous Vision of Water in Hekhalot Mysticism. A Source-Critical and Tradition-Histori-
cal Inquiry (Leiden—Boston —Koln, 2002) (SJSJ, 59) 230-289.

(14) I am grateful to Sergei Minov for bringing my attention to this fact,
as well as for other helpful remarks.

(15) Aaexcees, Pyccko-espelickue AuTepaTypHble CBA3IN..., 68.

(16) Cf. G. M. Prokhorov’s commentary to his latest edition of Courts of
Solomon: A. C. Axaves u ap. (pea.), bubauomexa aumepamyput Jpesnert Pycu 3
(Cankr-Tletrepbypr, 1999), note 9 (quoted according to the electronic publica-
tion at http://www.pushkinskijdom.ru/): mleket sva instead of malkat sva.
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The Sword prudjan

In the legend whose parallel in Jellinek’s Beth ha-Midrash has been
noticed already by Aleksandr Veselovskij (1880)" there is a hapax: an
adjective ipyasaus applied to “sword”. This is a rare case when the
alleged source of the Slavonic cycle is available in Hebrew. In Hebrew,
the word used is 272 “tin” or “plumbum” (the sword is said to be
made “from tin,” 97277 1n).

The context is the following.”® Solomon tests a couple enjoying a
reputation for virtue. First of all, he tries to persuade the husband to
kill his wife as a proof of his loyalty before giving him a high position.
After some hesitation, the man refuses and returns to Solomon the
sharp sword given him to murder his wife. After thirty days, Solomon
promises the wife that he will take her as his first wife if she murders
her husband. She agrees and has no hesitation. However, Solomon
gives her a sword not of iron, but of tin (or lead), although it looks as if
it were iron. Only this makes the murder impossible. This is why, says
Solomon, “One man among a thousand I found, but a woman among
all these I have not found” (Ecc 7:28 NRSV).

The Slavonic text has the only important difference from the above
midrash in Hebrew: the sword given to the wife is prudjan. Prokho-
rov translates this word from the context: if the previous sword was
“sharp”, then, the second sword must be “blunt” (rymoiz), without any
etymology but with implicit harmonisation with the midrashic account
(where the leaden sword was certainly blunt). For lack of other data,
this is, probably, the wisest decision. Alekseev, instead, is seeking for
a Hebraism (p. 51). I think, that despite his inability to perform such a
search,' his intuition that there is a Semitism here could be right.

(17) The correct reference is A. JELLINEK, Bet ha-Midrasch: Sammlung klei-
ner Midraschim und vermischter Abhandlungen aus der altern judischen Literatur 4
(Leipzig, 1857) 147-148.

(18) Cf. an English summary of Jellinek’s text in L. Ginzserc, The Legends
of the Jews, 4 (Philadelphia, 1913) 135-136.

(19) Here, Alekseev constructs a long chain. He supposes that npyasus
is a corruption of some derivate of the word mpyTs (in the sense of “wooden
stick”). In turn, this mpyTs could appear as a distortion of the Hebrew word
oy (sic! the correct spelling is n19w) “lead, plumbum”, because the conso-
nants are the same (the initial ‘ayyin is not counted as a consonant; here Alek-
seev is right). However, it is useful to recall that the probability of a chain of
events is the product of probabilities of the individual events in this chain,
that is, in our case, a vanishingly small value.
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I see no appropriate word in either Hebrew or Aramaic of Rabbis
but I know an interesting possibility in Syriac (however, given that
the word is derived from a very productive root, there is no possibil-
ity to exclude other Aramaic dialects): ~x.ia (prida “fragile, putrid”).?
Therefore, the second sword would be a perfect counterpart of the first,
being not “sharp” but “putrid”, “fragile”, “crumbling”. The wife was
trying to jugulate her husband but her sword crumbled. This would
make better sense than that of the Hebrew text where, in this case, the

recension of the midrash could be secondary.

The everlasting problem of Kitovras

Starting with Veselovskij (1872), the scholarly world has been hyp-
notised by the Old Russian identification of Kitovras as “centaur”.
However, such identification has never been founded. Probably, there
was some “popular etymology” behind the Old Russian identification
but, in any way, it would be not enough to accept the identification as
genuine. Veselovskij realised this quite well, and so, he went deeper
into Indo-Iranian parallels. However, none of his parallels turned out
to be pertinent to the case.”

(20) PaynE Swmrth, Thesaurus Syriacus, 3237, in the sense of “putris, fria-
bilis”.

(21) A. H. Beceaosckuit, Vs ucmopuu Aumepamyprozo odujerust Bocmoxa u
3anada. [1.] Caassrckue ckasarus o Coromone u Kumaspace u sanadrivie Aezetrdvl 0
Mopoavgpe u Mepaune (Caukt-Ilerepdypr, 1872) [From the history of the literary
communion between the East and West. [1.] Slavic legends on Solomon and Kitovras
and Western legends on Morolf and Merlin (St. Petersburg, 1872)] 137-141 [re-
printed as: A. H. Beceaosckut, Cobparue couuneruii <Collected Works>, 1. 8,
BoirL. 1 (Ilerporpaa, 1921)]. Veselovskij, referring to Vostokov [Caosapb uep-
K06HO-cAa6sHCK0z0 A3vika (Dictionary of Church Slavonic Language), 1858-1861],
quotes two instances where Kitovras is glossed as “centaur” or “onocentaur”
(half-donkey and half-man) and the Novgorod image of 1336 that we will
discuss below. Then, he follows Adalbert Kuhn in identification of the Greek
“centaur” with the Indo-Iranian monster gandharva. Even if Kuhn was right,
it is unclear how the corresponding legends do matter in our case. There is
no particular proximity in the plots, not to speak of the chronological gap
between this alleged Indo-Iranian background and the legends of Talmud.
However, Sanskrit gandharvd- and Late Avestan gandarafa- seem to be inde-
pendently borrowed loanwords from an unknown substratum, and their hy-
pothetical connection to the Greek kévtavog has no confirmation in modern
studies. Cf. A. LuBorsky, The Indo-Iranian substratum, in: Chr. CARPELAN,
A. Parrora, P. Koskikarrio, eds. Early Contacts between Uralic and Indo-Euro-
pean: Linguistic and Archaeological Considerations. Papers presented at an inter-
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Alekseev adds a new argument for the identification of Kitovras
as “centaur” assuming that the Greek word reached the Slavonic text
through Hebrew. He quotes two instances where Greek words were
borrowed into Hebrew with simplification of the consonant group nt
to ¢ (p. 48). Thus, Alekseev hopes to explain why kévtavgog became
kitovras. Alekseev says nothing about the actual rendering of the Greek
term for “centaur” in either Hebrew or Aramaic. It looks a bit odd giv-
en that he speculates about a possible reconstruction of such a term.

I think that Alekseev’s hypothesis is not to be excluded absolutely,
but it is not the most plausible. Its obvious advantage, in comparison
with that of Veselovskij, is that it could explain the parallel existence,
in Old Russian, of two words, kentavr (“centaur”) and kitovras:* the
latter is a loanword from Hebrew, the first directly from Greek. If, as
Veselovskij thought, kitovras is another direct borrowing from Greek,
and its meaning is, indeed, “centaur”, one has to explain what the dif-
ferent channels of borrowing were.

However, the major problem with Alekseev’s explanation is the
fact that there was, in Rabbinic Hebrew, a proper word for “centaur”,
while attested to only in the plural: w2 p (gintorin),* or, according to
the critical edition of the main source (two verbatim identical passages
of Bereshit Rabbah 23:6 and 24:6), o1 p (gintorim) with the manuscript
variant 2°1701p.2* Here, as well as in most similar cases, the Greek con-
sonant group nt is preserved intact in Hebrew (that is, rendered as nt).

national symposium held at the Tvdrminne Research Station of the University of
Helsinki 8-10 January 1999 (Helsinki, 2001) (Mémoires de la Société Finno-ou-
grienne, 242) 301-317. So, Veselovskij’s additional argumentation is of no help
even for understanding the centaurs in Greece, not to speak of their possible
connection to Kitovras.

(22) See 1. V1. Cre3HEBCKII, Mamepuarvl 0As cA06apst OpesHepycckozo A3oka
no nucomernvim namamuurxam [I. I. SRezNevsky, Materials for the Dictionary of
Old Russian, According to the Literary Monuments] 3 vols. (St Petersburg, 1893—
1912) [reprint: Moscow, 2003] Vol. 1, col. 1210, s.v. KutoBpacs.

(23) Thus in S. Krauss, Griechische und lateinische Lehnworter im Talmud,
Midrasch und Tarqum. 2 Teile (Berlin, 1898-1899) Teil 2, 532, and M. JasTroOw,
A Dictionary of the Tarqumim, the Talmud Babli and Yerushalmi, and the Midrashic
Literature (New York, 1903) 1363, with the main reference to the Bereshit Rab-
bah (see below). Modern Hebrew uvip and w1 are neologisms.

(24) ]. Tueopor, Ch. ALBeck, Midrash Bereshit Rabba: critical edition with
notes and commentary (Jerusalem, 1996) 227 and 235, correspondingly. I am
very grateful to Michael Ryzhik from the Academy of the Hebrew Language
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The singular form "wrp* (*gintor) is unattested to because the word
itself is very rare in both Rabbinic languages. Normally, the Jewish
sources prefer to substitute another notion or to explain the same
meaning indirectly, even in the case of the name of the constellation
Centaurus.” In Syriac, though, the word waia),xwo (exact transliteration
of kévtavog) is known quite well %

We have to conclude that the identification of kitovras as “centaur”
is highly problematic from a linguistic viewpoint. And not only lin-
guistic.

The “centaurs” of the midrashim have little to do with our Kitovras.
The corresponding passage of the Bereshit Rabbah (great midrash col-
lection on Genesis) runs as follows: “AND TO SETH, TO HIM ALSO
THERE WAS BORN A SON; AND HE CALLED HIS NAME ENOSH
(Gen 4:26). Abba Cohen Bardela was asked: ‘[Why does Scripture enu-
merate] Adam, Seth, Enosh, and then become silent?” “Hitherto they
were created in the likeness and image [of God],” he replied, ‘but from
then onward Centaurs were created’”.?” Here, “centaurs” are men that
have lost their likeness and image of God.

Kitovras of the Slavonic Solomonic cycle, as it is well known, is a
creature analogous to Asmodeus (Hebrew and Aramaic "X7awx Ashme-
dai, Greek Aopodaiog) of Talmudic legends and of the late Jewish or
early Christian Testament of Solomon available in the Byzantine Greek
tradition only. The Indo-Iranian etymology of this name, *aésma-daéva
“demon of wrath”, is compatible, more or less, with the function of
Kitovras and his Hebrew prototype, Asmodeus (cf. also Tob 3:8, 17),
but certainly is not responsible for the very name of Kitovras.

The situation with Kitovras is additionally complicated by the fact
that we do not know the earliest legends where he appears. Apart
from our cycle of Solomon, there were the legends where Kitovras
is another son of David, a brother of Solomon. A Russian scribe of
the late 15™ century, Efrosin (Euphrosynos) informs us about such a

(Ha-Aqademia le-lashon ha-‘ivrit) who has pointed out the relevant source
and checked the critical edition which was unavailable to me.

(25) T owe the latter example and the evaluation of the rarity of the word
for “centaur” to Alexander Gordin (Bar Ilan University, Israel), to whom I
express my warmest gratitude.

(26) Pay~e SmrtH, Thesaurus Syriacus, 3663.

(27) Midrash Rabbah Translated into English with Notes, Glossary and Indices.
Vols. 1-2. Genesis. Translated by H. Freedman and R. Simon, vol. 1 (London,
°1961) 196 and 203.
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legend(s).® It is this tradition that is attested to in the earliest Rus-
sian document concerning Kitovras, the Vasilij gates of the St Sophia
cathedral in Novgorod constructed in 1335-1336 by the archbishop of
Novgorod, Vasilij (Basil) Kalika (the gates were taken as war booty in
1570 by Ivan the Terrible and placed in his residence, Aleksandrovs-
kaja Sloboda, now Aleksandrov).

According to a recent study, these doors were the main gates of the
cathedral.? Their iconographic program covered the whole important
topic of the cathedral cult. The picture on one plate presents a winged
centaur with a crown, taking in hand a figure of Solomon and prepar-
ing to throw him over his shoulder to a city in the background; the
city is on fire. The inscription states: (Ku)mospacv meue bpamomv ceo-
umv Cor(o)monv Ha obemosanyio semato 3a cr06v... “Kitovras throws his
brother Solomon to the promised land because of the word...” (alacuna
at the end prevents an exact translation of the words 3a cao6v; my trans-
lation is conjectural). We do not know a legend where Kitovras throws
Solomon to Jerusalem or to the Holy Land from elsewhere; instead,
in the known legends, he throws Solomon from Jerusalem. Moreover,
we do not know what the meaning is of the city (Jerusalem?) on fire.
However, the general meaning of the picture of Solomon and Kitovras
on the main gates of St Sophia of Novgorod is clear: this is a reference
to the Temple of Solomon (constructed by Solomon with the help of
Kitovras) whose new avatar is the Novgorod cathedral (after St Sophia
of Kiev and their common pattern, St Sophia of Constantinople™®).

The picture on the Vasilij gates proves that our present set of writ-
ten legends on Kitovras is not representative. Certainly, there were
some others, accepted as a part of Holy Tradition of the Church, and
so, transmitted by other channels than secular literature and folklore.
This is why it seems to me very unlikely that the earliest Slavonic texts
on Kitovras were translated otherwise than within some Church col-
lection from an authoritative Church source.

(28) J. Luria [=Ya. S. Lur’E], Une légende inconnue de Salomon et Kito-
vras dans un manuscrit du XVe siecle, Revue des études slaves 48 (1964) 7-11.

(29) B. B. Kaseasmaxer, K ncropun Bacuasesckux asepeit Codpun Hosro-
poackoii [V. V. Kaver’MAHER, Toward the History of the Vasilij Doors of the So-
phia of Novgorod], in: 3ybosckue umenus, spin. 2 (Ctpynnno, 2004) 139-152.

(30) See now: K. Kovarcuuk, Celebrating the Encaenia of St Sophia in Con-
stantinople: Liturgical Context, Literary Associations, and Ideological Significance of
the Byzantine Diegesis. Doctoral dissertation, Katholieke Universiteit Leuven.
Promotor: P. Van Deun (Leuven, 2008).
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Given that the previous and not especially helpful attempts to ex-
plain the word kitovras were presuming that the known form is a cor-
ruption of some other, it is reasonable to evaluate another possibility,
namely, that it is an exact transliteration (except the regular omission
of the Greek ending in Slavonic) of a Greek composite word that is not
attested to in the preserved texts but is grammatically correct. Its first
part could be kftoc “sea monster”. The second component seems to
be a derivate of the verb fodoow (or Middle Greek Bo&lw) having dif-
ferent meanings with the basic values of “to throw”, “to boil”, and “to
be hot”. In the late Jewish Vitae Prophetarum® and in many Christian
texts this verb (in the form of the passive participle €ékBoac6eic) is
regularly applied to Jonah, who was “thrown up” by the sea monster,
kNtoc.* Moreover, Lampe gives an example from Gregory of Nazian-
ze where Bpdoig in the sense of “throwing up” is applied to “Jonah’s
ejection from great fish”.%

In Gregory Nazianzen, foaoic is enumerated within the list of
means used by God to make Jonah go to Nineveh: “tempest, lot,
beast, womb, throwing up”. The result of such throwing up could be
named either Boaotc or foaotdc. The agent of this throwing up could
be named oaotr|s. All these words are attested in either Ancient or

(31) Iagree with Anna Marie SCHWEMER, Studien zu den friihjiidischen Pro-
phetenlegenden. Vitae Prophetarum, 2 Bde (Tiibingen, 1995-1996) (TSA], 49-50),
and disagree with David Satran, Biblical Prophets in Byzantine Palestine. Reas-
sessing the Lives of Prophets (Leiden, 1995) (SVTP, 11) (the latter believes that the
Vitae Prophetarum are a 4™ century Christian work).

(32) Awildcard search xnt* AND Boac* (within 3 lines) on the data base
of the TLG results in, apart from four different recensions of the Vitae Propheta-
rum, their fifth recension known as De prophetarum vita et obitu under the name
of Epiphanius, and the sixth recension of the Life of Jonah within the Synax-
arium of Constantinople (on September 21), the following authors: Josephus
(Ant 9:213), Claudius Aelianus (2"-3 cent. AD), De natura animalium (with
no connection to Jonah), anonymous (7" cen.) Chronicon paschale, George Ce-
drenus (Compendium historiarum, 11"-12™ cent.), George Tornices (12 cent.,
letters), Gregory Palamas (14" cent., homily).

(33) G.W. H. Lawmrg, A Patristic Greek Lexicon (Oxford, 1961) 304. Gregory
Nazianzen, Carmina de se ipso, PG 37, 1414 A: Ovxk 1jyvoovv Twvav, 6¢ @eov
Aoyov "Edevyev, aAN” éAnjdpOn KAVdwVL, kAT0w, Onoiw, yaotol, Boaoet, 'EE
v 0 kNEvE, knové (“I do know Jonah, who fled from the word of God, but
was picked up by the tempest, by lot, by the beast, by the womb, by throwing
up, because of whom the preacher (became) preacher”).
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Middle Greek or both, while with other meanings, not connected to
“throwing up”.>*

Therefore, we can suppose the Greek prototype of kitovras as a com-
posite word like *kntéBoaois, *knropoactog or *knropoiotng (the
latter two cases would presuppose *kitovrast as the genuine Slavonic
form).

From a linguistic viewpoint, and taking into account the real us-
age of Greek Christian literature, it would be tempting to suppose
that Kitovras means either the prophet Jonah himself or the sea mon-
ster who threw him up, but according to an unknown tradition about
Jonah.

The existence of some unknown tradition juxtaposing Jonah and
Solomon is without question. This tradition reveals itself in the com-
mon background of Jesus” words in Mt 12:39-42 // Lk 11:29-32 and a
prayer in mTaanit II, 4. Unfortunately, we largely ignore its contents.”
The gospel data allow, however, noting that Jonah is mentioned in the
context of his three-day journey within the sea monster, and Solomon
is mentioned in the context of his wisdom and the visit of the Queen
of Sheba. All of this perfectly fits the context of our present Courts of
Solomon.

Thus, without rejecting definitively the hypothesis that kitovras
means “centaur”, we have to consider alternative hypotheses that it is
either a nickname of the prophet Jonah or that of the sea monster that
swallowed him from some legend connecting Jonah and Solomon.
Of course, other possibilities are not to be excluded as well.

(34) Cf. the corresponding lemmas in H. G. LippeLr, R. Scott, H. S. JonEs,
with the assistance of R. McKenzie, A Greek-English Lexicon (Oxford, 1940)
[electronic edition at http://www.perseus.tufts.edu/] and N. Kazazuz, T. A. Ka-
PANASTATHE (eTtpl.), Emtetoun tov Aeéikov tne Meoatwvikne EAAnvixne An-
uwoove I'pappateiac (1100-1669) tov EuuavovnA Kpiapa, tou. A', B' (Oeo-
oaAovikn, 2001-2003) [electronic edition at http://www.greek-language.gr/
greekLang/medieval_greek/kriaras/index.html].

(35) D.Correns, Jona und Salomo, in: W. Hauseck, M. BaAcamann (Hrsg.),
Wort in der Zeit: neutestamentliche Studien. Festgabe fiir Karl Heinrich Rengstorf
zum 75. Geburtstag (Leiden, 1980) 86-94.
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