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GLOTTOGENESIS, THE PRIMORDIAL LANGUAGE
AND THE CONFUSION OF TONGUES

FLORENTINA BADALANOVA GELLER

I. DISCOURSE ON “DISCOURSE”

The concept of the faculty of speech as the most essential human feature is
profoundly embedded in Biblical anthropology. The breath of life blown into the
face! of the first man by his Creator who fashions both the macrocosm and the
microcosm through His Word?, is in fact the divine force that installs into Adam’s
mouth — quite literally — a tongue, thus turning him into a talking being . Man
engulfs with his first breath God’s energy of discourse and embarks on sharing
with his Maker one and the same language®. Some apocryphal sources, such as
The Book of Watchers, a composition surviving as a part of The First (Apocalypse
of) Enoch (or I Enoch)’, sharpen certain otherwise vague formulations of the

' Cf. Gen 2:7. In the Masoretic text and in the Vulgate, the breath of life is inserted into man’s
nostrils (“And the Lord God formed man of the dust of the ground, and breathed into his nostrils the
breath of life; and man became a living soul”), whereas in the Septuagint — into his face. According
to Flavius Josephus’ Judean Antiquities (1:59), after having fashioned humanity from dust of the earth,
God “injected breath and soul into him” (quoted after Feldman, Mason 2000: 13). Further on the
tripartite composition of man, consisting of body, spirit and soul (with reference to Plato’s trichotomy),
see the discussion in Feldman, Mason 2000: 13, note 59.

2Cf. Gen 1:3;1:6; 1: 9; 1: 11; 1: 14-15; 1: 20; 1: 22; 1: 24; 1: 26; 1: 28—-130.

3 See also earlier discussion in Badalanova 2008: 207-208; Badalanova Geller 2017b: 272-273;
Badalanova Geller 2018a: 437-446.

* The same idea is attested in the Slavonic Folk Bible. According to some anthropogonic narratives,
when God creates Adam in His own “image and likeness” from the soil of the earth, He blows His Spirit
into his mouth, thus inserting into man’s lifeless body a soul, hence transforming him into a “speaking
creature” endowed with cognitive power. See also the earlier discussion in Badalanova Geller 2018a: 440.

3 Tts purported authorship is attributed to the Biblical Patriarch Enoch who, according to Gen 5: 21—
24, “walked with God: and he was no more; for God took him”. Composed in the c. 3" century BCE,
1 Enoch survived in full only in Ethiopic, with extant Aramaic fragments from Qumran, along with
a number of Greek and Latin excerpts. The earliest English translation of the corpus of / Enoch was
published by Charles 1913 (2): 163-277; see also Isaac 1983: 5-90, Knibb 1984: 184-319, Nickelsburg
2001, Nickelsburg, VanderKam 2012. Further on / Enoch, see (in alphabetical order): Annus 2010:
277-320; Annus 2012: 1-43; Bhayro 2005; Boccaccini, Ibba 2009; Collins 1998: 43-84, 177-193;
Crone 2013: 16-51; Drawnel 2009: 66-72; Drawnel 2012a: 518-542; Drawnel 2012b: 123-151;
Drawnel 2012¢: 369-394; Drawnel 2014: 14-38; Drawnel 2019: 101-130; Greenfield, Stone 1979:
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Biblical glottogenetic myth, such as the detail concerning the identification of the
spot of entrance of God’s breath into the hitherto lifeless body of Adam. Declared
in The Book of Watchers in a rather straightforward, unambiguous manner is the
idea that God drove His life-giving Spirit not merely into the direction of man’s
face, but straight into his mouth, thereby inserting in him the power of cognition
through the endowment of speech. Thus “language” is envisaged as a verbal icon
of “reason” (widely understood as “intelligence”, “logic”, “comprehension”,
“sense”, and even “wisdom”). This symbolic equation between tongue and
intellect occurs in Enoch’s testimony concerning his mystical journey to the
Beyond, during which he was granted access to otherworldly lore that he was to
convey to his contemporaries, “with the tongue of flesh and with breath which
the Great One has given to men in the mouth, that they might speak with it and
understand with the heart,” since He “has created and appointed men to understand
the word of knowledge. Thus “mouth” (as the abode of speech) and “heart”
(as the repository of epistemological dexterity) become embodied markers of
acquisition and transmission of knowledge, whilst the ontological nexus between
the two would become the hallmark of human existence’. According to Genesis
2: 19-20, the very first task assigned to Adam is the taxonomy of animals — a
truly cosmogonical deed accomplished by means of speech®. “Naming” becomes
the voiced emblem of “Creation”, whilst Adam — designed by God as His human
replica — is granted the status of a divine amanuensis. The idea of man as “an
icon of the divine image of the Lord” [nkona Exirare wegasa rik]® is zestfully
upheld in a number of parabiblical sources. It is vividly manifested, for instance,

89-103; Knibb 2003: 254-262; Kvanvig 2011; Milik 1976; Reed 2004: 47-66; Reed 2005; Reeves,
Reed 2018; Sacchi 2008: 9-26; Schifer 2009: 53—76; Stone 2015: 342-357; Stuckenbruck 2013: 7-40;
VanderKam 1978: 229-251; VanderKam 1984; VanderKam 1993: 96-125; VanderKam 1996: 33-101.
For a general survey of the literature on Jewish and Christian apocalyptic traditions, see (in alphabetical
order): Collins 1983: 531-548; Collins 1998; Collins 2015; Himmelfarb 1983; Himmelfarb 1993;
Himmelfarb 2010; Stone 1976: 414-452; Stone 1980; Stuckenbruck 2000: 354-377; Stuckenbruck
2004: 87-118; Stuckenbruck 2014a: 163—176; Stuckenbruck 2014b; Yarbro Collins 2000.

¢ Cf. I Enoch [14: 2-5] (quoted after Knibb 1984: 200).

7 Under the same token, people suffering from health ailments are perceived as victims of demons
and evil/impure spirits specializing in penetrating into human bodies through their mouths; hence the
widespread vernacular taboo to drink night-time water (‘HomHa Boga’) from uncovered vessels. (For
Russian tradition, see the discussion in Khristoforova 2017: 122-141). Characteristically, compos
mentis is attacked via the faculty of speech. This concept is vividly presented in iconographic renditions
of stories of Jesus as healer of those suffering from insanity, in which malevolent demons causing the
disease are depicted as winged devilish creatures departing from human bodies — driven away by the
power of Christ’s Word — via the mouth of their victims. See for instance the miniatures of the London
Tetraevangelia of Ivan Alexander (1355-1356) illustrating the following topics: “Jesus heals a demon-
possessed man who was blind and mute” (Matthew 12: 22-24) [Fig.1]; “Jesus drives out an impure
spirit in Capernaum” (Mark 1: 21-28; Luke 4: 31-37) [Fig.2]; “Jesus restores a demon-possessed man
from the region of the Gerasenes” (Luke 8: 26-37) [Fig. 3].

8 Cf. Gen 2: 19-20. In some parabiblical sources (e.g. Flavius Josephus’ Judean Antiquities [1:
35]), animals are named by God, not by Adam; see Feldman, Mason 2000: 14, note 63.

? See the discussion below.
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in some Slavonic recensions of the apocryphal Life of Adam and Eve'. One such
case is represented by the 16" century version of the text from the Panagyursky
Miscellany''. According to this account, when the sick Adam instructs Seth and
Eve to go to the Gates of Heaven and pray to the Lord for a remedy for his
ailment, and when they set off on this perilous journey, on their way to Paradise
they encounter the mysterious “King of the beasts”, the huge animal kotur’
[koToypb]'? that attacks Seth and threatens to devour him. It is at this point when
the concept that mankind as a facsimile of the “image of God” [wkpask ExH], even
after the expulsion of the first people from Paradise, occurs. It is articulated first
by Eve herself, when she attempts to counteract the pending assault of the beast,
and then by her son Seth, when he successfully reprimands its attack, through the
power of his voice:
And Eve set off with her son to Paradise, and when they approached it,
Eve beheld the huge beast (called kotur’) chasing her son Seth to devour
him. And Eve cried greatly and said: “Woe me! Oh my sweet child! From
now up to the Second Coming everybody will curse me, because it was on
my account that all evil multiplied.” And she cried out with a great voice
towards the King of the beasts, saying: “Oh beast! Are you not fearful of
the icon of the divine image of the Lord, but want to devour him instead?
How dare you open your mouth against man, and bare your teeth to him?
Do you remember not how I used to feed you with my own hand?” The
beast then said to her: “Oh Eve, you no longer have power to rule over
us [beasts], since evil came because of you. How did you dare open your
mouth and eat [fruit] from the tree of which God forbade you? This is why
I want to kill you and devour your offspring.” Then Eve said nothing. Then
Seth said to the beast: “May your mouth be shut until the [Last] Judgment
on the account of your attempt to destroy the image of God; may you
forever dwell in your den!” And so it was forever.

Bhemar’we BRIa ch CHOMB CROHME, NPHXOKAAWE Kk pato, RHAK BRIa 3R'RYR REAHKA,
HMENE" KoTovpk, ronkwe H3ReTH cia en Gura. H genaaka cx IGEra Beanko v pe:
W ropk MWK, XA MOE CAA'KOE, WCEAH A0 .K.-I'0 NPHIWIECTRHA KAETH MH XOTX RCH,

10 Further on the apocryphal Life of Adam and Eve in Old Bulgarian/Church Slavonic literature, see
Pypin 1862: 1-7; Tikhonravov 1863 (1): 1-18, 298-304; Porfir’ev 1877: 3446, 90-96, 208-216; Jagi¢
1893: 1-104; Ivanov 1925: 207-227; Petkanova 1982: 35-41, 348-49; Kagan—Tarkovskaia 2000. For a
survey of Mss. sources, see latsimirskii 1909: 288-90; Iatsimirskii 1921:76-81. See also the discussion
in Dimitrova-Marinova 1982: 56-66; Anderson, Stone 1994; Anderson, Stone, Tromp 2000; Anderson
1998: 7-32; Anderson 2000a: 3—42; Anderson 2000b: 83—110; Anderson 2000c: 133-147; Tromp
2005; Murdoch 2009.

" The text (entitled Gaoro w Apamk v w GR'RE © 3auedd M A0 ChE’phllENe, $kash, W' EARM) iS
published by Ivanov 1925: 211-221.

12 In other text witnesses the beast is identified as ropronu; see Ivanov 1925: 213, note 1.

13 Author’s translation.
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MeNE BO pa* B’k 3aard oymnoknws’. U BhSKIH Kb ugoy BB’RpEMh rafMe ReATEMb
pe': W 3ERPI, HE BOHIIH AH CX HKON®R BAKITaro WEPA34 THE, NR LIEWH H3KeTH
ero? Rako carkewn oyema cRora WROPHTH NA YAOR'KKA H WEKIABH" 3KEBH CROR K
Hemoy? Kako e momENewH Kako TR XpanEs pikoa moek? Tor*a s’Bkph pe' K NeH:
w GRro, ® ceAM HE HMALIH BAAT HAY HAMH AA MOREARRAEIN NA™, WTH © TERE CA €
34440 (300). Kako carkewinl TH WTKhROPH" oycTa RO H cHReThl W AgRRA, EroxKe
TH Ne pe' T, 340 H ash KouIX OVBH" TeBE H H3RCTH Koipx uxpa TRor. Torta
€gra ne Wr'kya HHY'To. Tor*a GuTh ge' Ki 3EEPOV: 3aTEOPH OVCTA TROM A0 CRAQ,
NONEKE WEPASh BKH KOUIELIH pASOPH™; B AOKH CROE" Bh B'RKH A npkeuBae™. H mako
npBHRAE"™ Bh BRKwI',

Taken for granted in the above quoted passage is the overarching
understanding that all the participants in this human-animal affair — Eve,
Seth and the beast — were able to converse with each other, since they were
sharing one common language. The same view, that in illo tempore it was
not only humans who were endowed with the faculty of speech but also
animals, is tacitly inbuilt into the episode about the discourse in the Garden
of Eden between the Serpent and the Woman, as presented in the canonical
account (Gen 3: 1-5). It was the conversation between the two of them, the
Book of Genesis states, that triggered the Fall of the first people and their
expulsion from Paradise (Gen 3: 9-24). But was it a “discourse” that the
Serpent and the Woman had, or was it “intercourse”? While the canonical
account remains silent on this matter, some parabiblical sources draw upon
exegetical traditions'> maintaining that the Serpent was actually the Devil
in disguise, and the discourse between him and Eve was in fact intercourse.
It was through this sexual union that Cain was engendered in Paradise by
God’s adversary as her firstborn son, who was to become the ancestor of
all evil people on earth. The tales of his demonic parentage, in turn, were
further employed to address the ontology of evil. As acknowledged by a
number of scholars'®, the idea that Cain was begotten by the “apostate Angel
of the Lord” (= the Devil/Sammael/Serpent) is reflected in some seminal
compositions from Late Antiquity onwards; it was treated in rabbinic
tradition (e.g. Targum Pseudo-Jonathan [Gen 4: 11", Pirké de Rabbi Eliezer

4 Quoted after Ivanov 1925: 213.

15 Occasionally, but not always, they build their arguments in reference to / John 3: 12 (“Do not be
like Cain, who belonged to the evil one and murdered his brother™).

16 The literature on the topic is vast. See (in chronological order) Emerson 1906: 832-837,
Braude 1968: 17-18; Kugel 1998: 147-148; 157; Garcia Martinez 2003: 28-35; Poorthius 2003: 57—
64; Scarlata 2012: 27-48; Grypeou, Spurling 2013: 99-104, 133—136. For a general discussion on
heresiological interpretations of the lineages of Cain, Abel and Seth, see Luttikhuizen 2003: 203-217;
see also Byron 2011.

17 Cf. Maher 1987.
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[Gen 4: 1])'8, Patristic writings (e.g. Tertullian’s On Patience [5: 15]), and
Gnostic sources (The Gospel of Philip [61: 5-10]), etc.

The concept of Cain’s Satanic ancestry, a reference to which is found
in Greek and Slavonic redactions of the Palaea Historica [7:1-6]", seems to
have functioned as the ideological core of some dualistic religious movements
circulating in the Byzantine Commonwealth. Because of this specific claim, the
Phundagiagitae (also known as Phundaitae, Gr. ®ovvdadit®dv), the adherents
of the neo-Manichaean heresy in the Balkans (conventionally identified with the
Bogomils)®, were fiercely condemned by the anonymous compiler of the Palaea
Historica:

As for those abominable Phugdagiagitae** who say that the adversary had

been with Eve and she gave birth to Cain — may they be cursed. For [only]

after Adam’s having known his wife did she conceive and give birth to Cain®.

EFOMQI;CKMMI& KE (I)O\(FAAFHMFWI‘OMI& F/\IOI_lIH [AKO COVNocTATh Ch ¢R’BOK EhIC H

POAH KAHNA MPOKAETH Ad BEOVATh. MO3NAR’ 2Ke ﬂAth KENOY CROK. H 34AYETh H gOAH
23

KAHNA™.

In fact, the anathema of the Phundaitae provides the crucial evidence
for reconstructing the chronological framework of the earliest Greek edition of
Palaea Historica and establishing as terminus ante quem the 9" century.

The same refutation occurs in the 15"-16" century Serbian redaction of the
Palaea Historica, the so called Krusedol Palaea:

As for those abominable Fugdagiagistae** who say that the adversary had

been with Eve and she gave birth to Cain — may they be cursed. For [only]

after Adam’s having known his wife did she conceive and give birth to

Cain®.

18 Cf. Friedlander 1970.

1 Further on Greek and Slavonic versions of Palaea Historica, see (in chronological order) Popov
1881; Vassiliev 1893: 188-292; Turdeanu 1964: 195-206; Turdeanu 1981: 392—403; Flusser 1971:
48-79; Stankov 1986a: 55-63; Stankov 1986b: 39-56; Stankov 1989: 91-99; Stankov 1991: 83-91;
Stankov 1994; Stankov 2010: 67-80; Stankov 2017: 5-43; Tvorogov 1989: 160—162; Béttrich 2007:
304-313; Adler 2013: 585-672; Adler 2015: 1-39; Skowronek 2013: 131-144; Skowronek 2016a;
Skowronek 2016b: 468—489.

2 Consult The Letter from Euthymius, Monk of the Monastery of the Periblepton, Sent From
Constantinople, From the Monastery Aforesaid, to His Native Land, identifying the Heresies of the
Most Godless and Profane Heretics, the Phundagiagitae, or, as They Are Also Called, Bogomils (a
Byzantine polemical work, dated c. 1045); see Hamilton & Hamilton 1998: 143-164 (esp. 143, note
8); for general background on the Phundagiagitae (Phundaitae), see also Obolensky 1948: 177-183,
and Skowronek 2013: 135-144.

2! That is, Phundagiagitae (or Phundaitae).

2 Author’s translation; see also Adler 2013: 602-603.

2 Quoted after Skowronek 2016a: 61.

24 That is, Phundagiagitae (or Phundaitae).

2 Author’s translation.
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BFOMPKCKBIM 7KE. QOYIAATHIATHCTOME FAKLYITHME, KO COVNIOCTATh Ch €RROK Ehl
Iy

H POAH KAHNA NPOKAETH Ad BOVTH. MOSHAR e AAAMI KENOY CROK H 3AUETh H JOAH

KaHNA%®

To sum up, the Palaeic interpretation of the encounter between the Serpent
and the woman in the Garden of Eden appears to be entirely saturated with
exegetical presuppositions stemming from the semantics of “discourse” being
intertwined with those of “intercourse”. These types of hermeneutical vibrations
reflect the unfolding of certain metaphorical constructs akin to those attested in
the Biblical phrase, “And Adam knew his wife Eve”, the allegorical overtones
of which allowed its seamless connection with the next clause of canonical
narrative: “and she conceived and bore Cain” (Genesis 4: 1), thus linking the
concept of cognition with that of procreation.

As for the canonical Biblical account of the discourse between the Serpent
and the Woman in Paradise, its exegetical inversion became the core of the
theological doctrine of Mary as the New/Second Eve*’, originally formulated
in patristic tradition. Its earliest delineation belongs to one of the first Christian
philosophers, St Justin Martyr (d. 165). In his “Dialogue with Trypho”, while
reflecting on the symbolic meanings of the Annunciation as a portent of the
forthcoming Salvation of mankind, Justin emphasizes that Jesus Christ “has
become man by the Virgin in order that by the same way in which the disobedience
caused by the serpent took its beginnings, by this way should it also take its
destruction™?®. The following passage is considered to be the initial kernel of the
Eve-Mary parallel as a theological issue:

For Eve, being a virgin and uncorrupt, conceived the words spoken of the

serpent, and brought forth disobedience and death. But Mary the Virgin

receiving faith and grace, when the angel Gabriel brought her the good
news that the Spirit of the Lord should come upon her, and the power of the

Highest should overshadow her, wherefore also that Holy Thing that is born

% Quoted after Skowronek 2013: 213. The manuscript is kept in the collection of the Museum of
the Serbian Orthodox Church in Belgrade (record number 42, f. 57).

7 For a general survey of theological discussions related to the evolution of the idea of Mary as
the “New” or “Second Eve” see Newman 1952; O’Carroll 1982: 139-141. On Eve-Mary parallelism
as a subject of patristic teaching, see Graef 1963: 37-100. On the typology of the description of Mary
as “the Second Eve” (as an extrapolation from the classic Pauline definition of Christ as the Second
Adam), see Pelikan 1996: 1415, 39-52; Warner 1976: 59-61, 245, 254. On the “Second Eve” theme in
the cultural and religious life of Constantinople in Late Antiquity, see Limberis 1994: 90-91, 102—107.
On the concept of the “New Eve” in Patristic tradition in the Byzantine period, see Meyendorft 1983:
146—149. On the soteriological dimensions of the biblically based Mariological themes in Byzantine
liturgy, with special regard to “Eve-Mary” parallelism, see Samaha 1997: 341. On the parallelism
Eve-Mary as a concern for both Christian theology and cultural anthropology, see Benko 1993: 18,
168-169, 195, 229-262; Baring, Cashford 1991: 537-539. See also the discussion in Badalanova 2003:
159-203; Badalanova 2004: 211-260, Badalanova Geller 2016: 314-351.

% Trans. Williams 1930: 210.
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of her is Son of God, answered, Be it unto me according to Thy word®.

The narrative of Annunciation to the Theotokos and the immaculate
conception of Christ the Logos (Luke 1: 26-38) is thus formulated as a reversal of
the plot of the Edenic discourse between Eve and the Serpent (Genesis 3: 1-20).
This idea would reverberate over and over again in New Testament tradition
and crystallise with pristine clarity in the incipit of the Gospel of John: “In the
beginning was the Word, and the Word was with God, and the Word was God”.

II. THE NARRATIVE OF THE SUSPENDED SPEECH OFANIMALS
IN PARADISE AS A PRECURSOR OF THE BABELIAN LEGEND
OF THE CONFUSION OF TONGUES
As briefly mentioned above, the Biblical account of the Fall is built on the
conjecture that in illo tempore it was not only humans who were endowed with
the faculty of speech, but also animals. According to some apocryphal sources,
it was because of Original Sin that the speech of animals was suspended, while
they were sent out of the Edenic realm®. Thus in The Book of Jubilees (3: 28—
30)*! it is stated that on the day when Adam and Eve became aware of their
transgression,
on that day the mouths of all wild animals and the cattle and the birds, and
of everything that walks or moves, were shut, so that they could no longer
speak because all of them used to speak (for up till then they had all spoken
with one another in a common tongue [lit. “with one lip and one tongue]).
And he sent out of the Garden of Eden all creatures, that were in it; and
they were scattered to the places naturally suited to them, according to
their kinds and species™.

The wording in the above quoted fragment from The Book of Jubilees
betrays certain similarity with and symmetry to (or a dependence upon) the

¥ Quoted after Williams 1930: 210.

30 See the discussion in Badalanova Geller 2018a: 441-443, 445-446.

31 The Book of Jubilees was composed c. 3" century BCE; it survived in full only in Ethiopic.
Among the earliest English translations of the Ethiopic version are those produced by Charles
1902; Charles 1913 (2): 1-82; see also Charles, Box 1917, as well as Charles, Rabin 1984: 1-139.
For further translations and editions of the Jubilees corpus see Wintermute 1985; VanderKam 1989.
For the reception history of The Book of Jubilees in Slavia orthodoxa, see Badalanova Geller 2015:
182-212; Badalanova Geller 2017c: 183-279. For description of extant textual sources, and analysis
of parabiblical traditions attested in Jubilees, see Albani, Frey, Lange 1997; VanderKam 1977,
VanderKam 1978: 229-251; VanderKam 1991: 635-648; VanderKam 1993: 96-125; VanderKam
2001; VanderKam 2009: 3-21; VanderKam, Milik 1991: 243-270; VanderKam, Milik 1992: 62-83;
Knibb 2003: 254-262; Stuckenbruck 2009: 294-308; Himmelfarb 2009: 384-394; Segal 2007; Segal
2009: 22-35; Bergsma 2009: 36-51; Najman 2009: 229-243; Schiffman 2009: 99-115; Kugel 2012.
For a concise survey of publications on The Book of Jubilees see Bachmann, Oliver 2009.

32 Quoted after Charles, Rabin 1984: 4243,
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Biblical account about the confusion of languages (Genesis 11:1-8), an event
associated with the erection of the Tower of Babel, prior to which “the whole
world had one lip/tongue (y£ihoc) and a common speech (@wvry)”.

Having moved eastward from the land of Ararat, the offspring of the Flood
survivors, all of whom were descendants from the household of Noah, settled
“in a plain in Shinar”. “The sons of men” decided to build there “a city, and a
tower whose top is in the heavens”, thus “making a name” for themselves, so
that the members of their community may not be “scattered abroad over the face
of the whole earth.” For this purpose, they manufacture bricks and “bake them
thoroughly”, intending to use them in the building process, and fix them with tar
instead of mortar. This ambitious “Post-Flood” project was interrupted, however,
by a decisive divine intervention:

And the Lord came down to see the city and the tower, which the sons of

men built. And the Lord said, “Behold, there is one people (yévog), and

one lip (xethoc) of all, and they have begun to do this, and now nothing
shall fail from them of all that they may have undertaken to do. Come,
and having gone down let us there confound their tongue (yAdooa), that
they may not understand each the speech (¢pwvn) of his neighbour”. And
the Lord scattered them thence over the face of all the earth, and they left
off building the city and the tower. On this account its name was called

Confusion [=Babel/Z0yyvoic], because there the Lord confounded the

languages (td xetAn) of all the earth, and thence the Lord scattered them

upon the face of all the earth®.

It is significant that the issue of confusion of tongues — but this time the
tongues of humans, and not animals (as in Jubilees) — is presented in Genesis 11
as a result of yet another transgression committed by mankind, which surfaces
as the landmark of the period immediately following the Flood. If in Genesis
3 Adam and Eve lose Paradise, in Genesis 11 their descendants are deprived
of the pristine Edenic tongue. In both cases the loss is a result of trespassing
certain epistemic boundaries; in both cases it has to do with the human construal
and interpretation of the concept of “knowledge”. In the case of Genesis 3 —
it is the desire to become “like God, knowing good and evil”; in the case of
Genesis 11 — it is the desire to reach God’s abode by erecting “a tower with its
top in the heavens” through implementation of technological “know-how” and
craftsmanship.

The building of a mighty tower with its top in the sky, for people to
ascend to heaven and challenge God as if they were equals, is based, as noted
in Genesis 11, on the development by mankind of superior technology, since
the construction was meant to avoid any similar watery calamity in future. Not

3 Cf. Gen 11:5-9 (according to the Septuagint). See also the discussion in Trifunovi¢ 1985.
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only did the builders follow in the steps of Cain — the demiurge of the urban
landscape — who himself is the embodiment of evil (Genesis 4:17); they changed
the entire technological procedures involved in the manufacturing processes.
The construction was erected from oven-fired bricks, instead of the usual
building materials — the sun-dried variety, normally employed. It was supposed
to be invincible and indestructible. The focal point of the canonical account of
Genesis 11 is thus the opposition between the two conflicting epistemological
paradigms: divine wisdom versus human knowledge, as exemplified by the
progress of science and technological innovations implemented by mankind in
the Postdiluvian era.

The Book of Jubilees (10: 18-27) interprets the building of the mighty sky-
reaching tower as the ultimate manifestation of the sinful desire of the descendants
of the Flood-survivors to reclaim and expropriate anew, with fervent zest, the
heavenly realm from which their ancestors, Adam and Eve, were evicted after
the Fall. Their revengeful descendants were coming back with force, vigor and
vengeance, claiming the Edenic homeland of their forefathers. The objective of
this postdiluvian — notoriously arrogant in its apostasy — generation of mankind
was, in fact, to storm God’s abode and conquer it. The temporal characteristics
of this retaliation are loaded with dense allegory: they are associated with the
generation of the emblematic Peleg/Phaleg [®@enexs/®anexs| (the meaning of
whose name in Hebrew is “division”)*. He, in turn, was the son of the eponymous
Eber/Heber (the ancestor of Israelites), and the father of Reu/Ragau (whose
name, in turn, is a pun on Hebrew for “evil”). In other words, the epoch of Peleg/
Phaleg and Reu/Ragau is metaphorically designated as “the time of evil-bringing
division™:

And in the thirty-third jubilee, in the first year, the second week, Peleg took

a wife, whose name was Lomna, the daughter of Shinar; and she bore him

a son in the fourth year of this week, and he called him Reu, for he said,

Behold the sons of men have become evil through their wicked purpose

of building a city and a tower in the land of Shinar. (For they had left the

land of Ararat and moved eastward to Shinar, and in these days they built

a city and a tower, saying, Come, let us go up into heaven by it.) And they

began to build; and in the fourth week they baked bricks in the fire, and

the bricks served them for stone; and the clay they bonded them with was
asphalt, which comes out of the sea and out of the fountains of water in
the land of Shinar. And they were forty-three years building it: they built

3% The same concept is attested in the so-called Slavonic Version of the Chronicle of George Syncellus,
see Totomanova 2008: 35, fol. 407a, lines 16—17. It is quite intriguing that a similar interpretation of the
name of Peleg may be found in some Muslim exegetical writings. Thus in The History of al-TabarT it is
stated that “in Arabic” it “means Qasim (one who divides, distributes); he was called that only because
it was during his era that the earth was divided up into diverse regions and tongues became diversified”
(quoted after Brinner 1987: 15). This type of correspondences between Slavonic versions of Byzantine
chronicles and Muslim exegetical writings will be analyzed elsewhere at length.
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it entirely of bricks (each brick was thirteen cubits wide, and the height of
each a third of its width): its height altogether amounted to five thousand,
four hundred, and thirty-three cubits, and two palms, and the extent of one
wall was thirteen stades, and of the other thirty stades®.

The above quoted narrative appears to be ponderously packed with
“technical” information concerning the chronotope of the construction process of
the mysterious city with a tower in the land of Shinar (Sumer). The logistics are
elaborately itemized, with strict information about when the building commenced
(i.e. in the thirty-third Jubilee after the Creation of the World), and the length of
the period during which the tower was erected (forty-three years). Information
about the precise size of the height of the construction is breathtaking, with exact
citation of the number of cubits and palms (i.e. hand-widths). The abundance of
digits in this account is deliberately overwhelming, while the narrative is totally
engulfed by bulky arithmetic details. The human actions are equated with — if not
substituted by — mathematical calculations.

According to yet another parabiblical source, The Apocalypse of Baruch
(also known as 3 Baruch, an apocryphal text surviving in Greek and Slavonic
redactions)®®, the reason behind the erection of the tower/stele [eTasnn] was purely
practical and research-oriented. Those who intended to erect the mighty building
were curious to discover of what material the vault of heaven was made — stone,
bronze, or glass. They wanted to pierce the firmament with a gimlet, but in order to
be able to do so, they had to design a scaffold on which to climb and reach the sky:

And they built a stele of eighty thousand and two cubits in height, and five

hundred in width; and they constructed a gimlet, and sought to pierce the

heavens, to see whether the sky is made of clay, or of brass, or of iron’.

Gh3*allE e CTABNL CEZKANH WCMBAECETR THCOVIIL H AR CEXKANH Oy ERICOVTOY, 4
Bk WHPHNOY METh ChTh, H CKORALIE CEPIAOAL, AA BRIIKALIE NPORPRTETh NEEO H AQ
RHAETh KAKO IECTh NERO, HAH KAMENO, HAH LLhKAENO, HAH mRARHO®S,

As manifested in the above quoted fragment, mankind was searching
for technical — if not esoteric — knowledge, either to satisfy a curiosity, or to
determine the components of heaven, and whether the firmament is constructed
from the same raw materials as were known and used on earth. To achieve their
audacious objective, they forced multitudes of men and women to make bricks,

35 Quoted after Charles, Rabin 1984: 4243,

3¢ For a general discussion on the text, see Ivanov 1925: 191-207; Gaylord 653-679; Kulik 2010.

37 Author’s translation.

¥ Quoted after Ivanov 1925: 195; cf. pericope III in the 13"-14" century Serbian recension of
the Apocalypse of Baruch (entitled Ywtenie ctiro Ragoxa, tera nocaans ki K neaoy anraw Ianoynaw oy
croy rogoy Guwiito a pRuk, teraa naaka ce w nakuenn Ipoyeimueykan, T giockn) from the Dragolev
Miscellany (based on an earlier Old Bulgarian protograph).
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ceaselessly without rest. Among those was a pregnant woman; not allowed to
pause even when the time for her delivery came, she gave birth while continuing
to work. Instead of in swaddling clothes, she wrapped the infant in her apron:

H ™1 BO chI'NAWE MOXKI H KENKI B’Cé BRCEAENKIIE TEOPHTH CTAKNK; TOY KO E'KLUE
BHA'KTH: WEKI APKEA CRKOVIIE, H WEKI KAMENHIE HKEMOVIHE, WEKI THIAKI TARKSLIE,
A APOVTHIE 2KE METOVILIE BAPk, H ISHKE MPOCTO PEYH, TO B'R TOYTA roakma AAEME
TEMk O BRCTOKA A0 34NAAA, [AKO WPHLLATH CE KOMOYIKAO KHTHIA HXk. H B'R cKhBh
H Toyra MHora A'mb TRMk. H ovpaxtaroyn ARTHIIL W ne Wemoynn ©KoyAoy
POAHTH ARTHIIK, Nk METOVHKKAH BAPh H QOAH €, H MPHICMLIIH WKPHAK CEOH H
WEHE'IWH ARTHIIK, NORPKIKE H NA 3EMAH, H NAKKI TOX ARAawe.

When God become aware of the cruelness of those masterminding the

building works, he clandestinely struck them with an invisible sceptre and
confused their languages:

When God beheld their recklessness and tenaciousness, He did not permit
them to do so, but smote them with invisible sceptre and confused their
speech into seventy-two tongues. And they departed, each speaking in their
own language, whilst beforehand they spoke one and the same language,
Syriac, from Adam until the creation of the stele®.

H gupkes BEK BOYHCTRO HXb H BLICOKOVMHIE HXk, H MOPA3H 1€ MAAHLLEK HERHAHMOK
H PaSARAM HMB IE3KIKKI Bk .N.B. I€38IKA. H NOHAOIIE KKK*0 HXb CROHML IC3KIKOME
rAIOLE, BRXOY BO NPRKAE IEAHNRME 1I€38IKOMB MAIOYE, coypHckH, ® daama n Ao
ch3*aNHI cTAkNA*!.

As a punishment, they were sentenced to dwell in a demonic abode situated

on the First and the Second Heavens; furthermore, they were transformed into
hybrid creatures with both semi-human and semi-bestial features. Those on the
First Heaven (i.e. the subservient builders of the Tower) had faces of oxen, horns
of deer, feet of goats, loins of rams:

H Bn3eTh ME aHMAL CHABI H HEce ME HAKIKE BR OVTRPKIK ENHIE nEce. Bk ke Bo
npueoic HEo. Ha Tomw BO NECH NOKaSA MM ABPH NPRBEAHKHIC H PE' MH ANFAb:
RNHAER'R Bh ARQH cHIE. H RRNHAOR'K, [AKO WIKCTRHI ANH .5. H NOKASA MH CHICENHIE
B:KHIC. BHAKKL noae ngkReAnKoIE, H BRXoy Toy YARLH HKHROVLIE, HMOYIJIE BRYOY
AHLLA BOAOVIA, POSH 2K KEAKNH, NOTH Ke KosHie, YpReaa e WE'NA. H oynpocnyk ask
Ragoxh ANFAQ: CKAKH MH, 4'TO CE IECTh TAKCTOTA CHIA NECE, HiKe NPOHAOR'K, HAH
4TO IECT MOAE CHIE, Ad H A3k CKAXKI cliomb YaRUcKHM. H peve mu anran Tanoynan:
AEQH 1E2KE RHA'R, HMH Ke NPOHAOR'R, IEAHKO ECTh W ELCTOKA A0 34MAAA, TOAHKA
ECTh TAKCTOTA NECE, H ICAHKO ECTh A0 SEMAE, TOAHKO ECTh LHPOTA IETO ARSI NECH,

¥ Quoted after Ivanov 1925: 194-195.
4 Author’s translation.
41 Quoted after Ivanov 1925: 195.
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noqe ke HAKKE cTouRE npkreankore. H pRxXh a3k ki AN["-}IO\{‘: ', & CHI HHOWR(PASHH

w'mo coymh? H peue AN AL TH COYTh, HiKE XOT'RIIE CTAKNK Ch3*TH, H NPRWEPASH
=42

ie Ko™,

As for those imprisoned in the Second Heaven (i.e. the proactive ideologists
who designed and initiated the building), they had faces of dogs, horns of deer,
feet of goats:

H noiems me AN["—;\h H BREAE ME HA OY'I'pOIC NERO H NOKA3A MH ABQH (ﬁﬂphc’l‘hl

NPRREAHKHIE, H pEYe MH: BRNHAERR Bh Ne. H OYHHAOR'E AETEWIA, KO WIKCTRHIA ANK

.3':., H NOKASA MH KA'RTh Hp’kKEAHKO\{, H R'RXO\{ Eh NEH }KHBO\[I_HE HNOWEBPA3KNH; HMk

HKE AHLA B'RXOY NKCHIA, NOkI Ke l€AkNE, a4 posn Kosul. H Bengocuxh ask Rapox’

ANFAQ: FH, 4'To cHi coyTh? H ge' MH AHFAK: CHI COYTh, HIKE Ch3ALIE CTAKMK, XOTEE

Bh3AKCTH NA NEO, TH B0 3h3*aWe cTakNk®,

A similar spatial scheme of heavens (shaped according to the hierarchical
chart of sins) is attested in The Slavonic Apocalypse of Enoch (2 Enoch).
According to the latter source, the Watchers who parted from God with their
prince Satanail were sentenced on the Fifth Heaven, while the fallen angels
following them (also described as the heavenly host of wrongdoers and
God’s apostates) were sentenced on the Second Heaven*. The heavier the
transgressions, the higher is the heaven to which those committing them were
sent. As for the apocryphal Apocalypse of Baruch, the narrative about Babelian
ambition is contextualized within the meta-narrative of the history of human
sin.

Significantly, in a cluster of (albeit fragmentary) parabiblical
historiographical narratives, the builders of the Tower of Babel are identified
with the giants — that is, the offspring of the fallen angels, the Watchers — who
survived the Flood*. Thus the antediluvian idea about the origin of the illicit
knowledge provides the template for the postdiluvian history of mankind.

But who was the notorious architect of the Tower of Babel?

In his Judean Antiquities (c. 94 CE) Flavius Josephus states that the
tyrant who started the building programme was the proverbial villain Nebrodes
(i.e. Nimrod); there would be no better candidate for the image of the ultimate
malefactor in the Tower of Babel scenario, since, according to the canonical
text, Nimrod was a descendant of Noah’s cursed son Ham, the one who mocked
his father’s nakedness when he found him drunk (cf. Gn. 10: 6-8). Josephus
emphasises that it was also Nebrodes who “kept on threatening that he would
take revenge on God if He wished to flood the earth again. For he would build a

# Quoted after Ivanov 1925: 194,

# Quoted after Ivanov 1925: 194.

4 Cf. Badalanova Geller 2012: 208-209, 214.

4 See the discussion in Kulik 2010: 46, 138-149.
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tower higher than the water could reach and he would execute vengeance also for
the destruction of his forefathers™.

In the Greek redactions of the Palaea Historica, the most substantial
compendium of Old Testament parabiblical traditions of medieval Byzantium,
the name of Nimrod is only glossed; he is portrayed as a founder of Babylon, but
not as an initiator of the building of the Tower. The account concerning his life
comes after the episode of its construction. This is not the case, however, with
the Palaea Interpretata®’ (which on this occasion follows the template of the
story-line of Judean Antiquities). The name of the ruler who intended to erect
the building, according to the Palaeic tradition, was Nevrot [Hespomws] (i.e.
Nimrod)*. At that time, the source maintains, there were seventy-two lineages of
Noah’s descendants, and each lineage had its leader. All of them surrendered to
Nimrod’s will, except for one. The man who refused to collaborate with the tyrant
and did not agree to participate in his “insane undertaking” was the righteous
Ever/Aver [Esepv/Asepw], the eponymous forefather of the Hebrews®. This is
why, as the compilers of the Palaea Interpretata argue, when God confused the
common tongue of Noah’s descendants, Hebrew — the original Adamic tongue —
was not altered, but retained its pristine status as a lingua sacra®. This is also the
reason that there are seventy-two languages spoken on earth (i.e. as many as the
lineages of Noah’s descendants).

In parabiblical sources “seventy-two” functions as one of the allegorical

4 Quoted after Feldman, Mason 2000: 40—41.

4 For a general discussion on the Palaea Interpretata, see Istrin 1897a (2: 1): 175-209; Istrin
1897a (2: 4): 845-905; Istrin 1898 (3: 2): 472-531; Istrin 1905 (10: 4): 135-203; Istrin 1906 (11: 1):
1-43; Istrin 1906 (11: 2): 20-61; Istrin 1906 (11: 3): 418-450; Shakhmatov 1904: 199-272; Istomin
1905 (10: 1): 147-184; Istomin 1906 (11: 1): 337-374]; Tvorogov 1987: 285-288, Slavova 1991:
57-69; Slavova 2002.

# In the present article references are made to the Russian redaction of the Palaea Interpretata
(based on the 1406 copy produced in Kolomna), the text of which was edited by the disciples of N.
S. Tikhonravov and published by them in 1892 (hereafter Festschrift Tikhonravov 1892); the passage
concerning the erection of the stele/tower [eroann] and the confusion of tongues is on pp. 114-116
(columns 228-231); see also Kamchatnov 2002: 156.

% The same theme unfolds in the Slavonic redaction of The Chronicle of George Hamartolos (Book
2, Chapter 4), except that the figure of Nimrod is entirely omitted from the narrative. According to this
source, in the time of Ever/Eber, when everybody was speaking one and the same language, people
gathered in the land of Sennar (i.e. Shinar/Sumer), and conceived the futile idea of building a stele
up to the sky, that was supposed to be surrounded by the city of Babylon, the meaning of the name
of which was “confusion”. Mankind’s initiative of building the tall construction, however, did not
succeed, since it was ill-conceived. When people gathered to build the stele and the city, they were
administered by seventy-two elders, with Ever/Eber being the one who refused to join forces with
them. This is why, when the congregation was dispersed as a result of divine rage, and the languages
of those gathered there were divided into seventy two-parts, only the tongue of the subjects of Ever/
Eber was not disturbed, while their language was called after the name of their leader Ever/Eber, that
is, “Hebrew.” See Istrin 1920: 57-58; Matveenko, Shchegoleva 2000: 60—61. See also the discussion
in Bobrik 1986: 32-34.

0 Cf. Festschrift Tikhonravov 1892: 115-116 (columns 229-230); see also Kamchatnov 2002: 157.
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formulaic numbers, since it is a quantitative marker of the esoteric lists of “the
names of God,” or of “the names of Christ,” or of “the names of the Theotokos”.
For medieval Slavonic historiographer, the idea of the seventy-two languages
originating from “the holy Hebrew tongue”, as spoken by the righteous Ever/
Eber, remains the focal point of the narrative about the Tower of Babel. Thus,
according to the Russian Primary Chronicle (most frequently designated as The
Tale of Bygone Years), with the earliest surviving witnesses dated to the 14%
century, the descendants of Noah, who spoke “but one language”,
said to one another: “Let us build a tower as high as heaven.” They even
began to build it with Nimrod as their chief. But God said, “Men have
multiplied, and their devices are vain.” Then God descended and divided
the nations in seventy-two peoples. But the tongue of Adam was not taken
away from Eber, for he alone had not joined in their vanity, saying: “If
God Had bidden men to build a tower as high as heaven, he would have
ordained it with a word, even as he created the heavens, the earth, the
sea, and all things visible and invisible.” Therefore Eber’s language was
unaltered, and from him are descended the Hebrews. The human race was
thus divided into seventy-two nations and scattered throughout the world,
each one having its own customs®'.

It is rather puzzling that the legend about the righteous Ever/Eber, the
ancestor of Hebrew people, is missing not only from the Greek redactions of
the Palaea Historica, but also from all major historiographic compositions
(including The Judean Antiquities) circulating in the Byzantine commonwealth
in the Middle ages. Yet a similar narrative is attested in some Islamic exegetical
writings; one such case is presented in The Concise History of Humanity, which
was composed in the period between 1315 and 1329 by the Damascus born
Kurdish chronographer Abu’l-Fida; according to him, the eponymous forefather
of the Hebrews, Eber, who was also the direct ancestor of Abraham, was the
only one who refused to participate in the erecting of the Tower; that is why the
Hebrew people is the only one among nations endowed with the knowledge of the
uncorrupted Adamic language. The concept about the supremacy of Hebrew was
likewise attested in Targum Neophity (or Targum Neofiti)**, Midrash Tanhuma, as
well as Augustine’s City of God (16: 11).

On the other hand, there exists a cluster of Judaeo-Christian extracanonical
narratives in which Nimrod is portrayed as the main agent in the Tower of Babel
plot. Among them, apart from the Jewish Antiquities of Flavius Josephus, the
following compositions should be mentioned: Targum Neophyti (on Genesis
10: 9), Pirké de Rabbi Eliezer (24)**, Pseudo-Philo’s Biblical Antiquities (4:7,

ST Quoted after Cross, Sherbowitz-Wetzor 1953: 100-101.
52 Cf. McNamara 1992.
33 Cf. Friedlander 1970.
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6: 13) and indeed Jerome’s Hebrew Questions in Genesis (10: 8), along with
Augustine’s City of God (16: 4) and Tractates on the Gospel of John (6.10.2),
Ephrem the Syrian’s Commentary on Genesis (8: 1-2) and last but not least John
Chrysostom’s Homilies on Genesis (21; 29: 29). These latter sources must have
profoundly influenced the iconographic tradition of medieval Christian Europe;
indeed, the numerous visual interpretations of the tale of the erection of the Tower
of Babel, with Nimrod shown in front of the construction, functioned as pictorial
renditions of the Scriptural and para-Scriptural corpus.

The tradition of portraying Nimrod as the ultimate villain has parallel
attestations not only in Jewish and Christian parabiblical literature and
iconography, but also in a number of Muslim exegetical writings, as well as in
related iconography. Thus, according to The History of Prophets and Kings by
Al-Tabari, the tyrant who had built a city in the land of Babylon (whose name
was Al-Dahhak, but whom the chronicler identifies as Nimrod)**, was the first
“to mint dirhams” (i.e. coins); he was also the first to enact the punishment of
mutilation®*. While it is true that in Al-Tabari’s chronicle the tale about the erection
of the “tall edifice” is not explicitly connected with the name of Nimrod*¢, the
Islamic exegete portrays the latter as the antagonist of Abraham®’, who, in turn,
is envisaged as an epitome of monotheism.

However, parallel with the tradition of Hebrew being the language of
Adam, there existed another mythopoeic template — that the primordial language
was Syriac. This type of narrative is steadily attested in both Christian and
Islamic sources®®, among the earliest of which are the fourth century Syriac
Cave of Treasures (transmitted under the name of Ephrem the Syrian)*® and the
apocryphal Apocalypse of Methodius of Patara®. While it seems logical that

3% Quoted after Brinner 1987: 50.
3 Quoted after Brinner 1987: 3-4.
%6 Consult Brinner 1987: 22.
57 Consult Brinner 1987: 50-51, 56-61.
38 See, for instance, The History of al-Tabari, according to which Syriac was the language spoken

by all the people on earth up until the era of Nimrod:
Thamiid and Judays were the sons of Eber b. Aram b. Shem b. Noah, while ‘Ad and Ubayl were
sons of Uz b. Aram b. Shem b. Noah. The Byzantines are descendants of Lanta b. Javan b. Japhet
b. Noah while Nimrod was the son of Cush b. Canaan b. Ham b. Noah. He was the lord of Babylon
and of Abraham, the Friend of the Merciful. In that era ‘Ad was called “*Ad of Iram”, and when
‘Ad was destroyed, Thamild was called Iram. When Thamiid in turn was destroyed, the remaining
sons of Iram were called Arman — they are Nabateans. All of them were of Islam while they lived
in Babylon, until Nimrod b. Cush b. Canaan b. Ham b. Noah ruled over them and called on them
to worship idols, which they did. Whereas one evening their speech was Syriac, the next morning
God had confused their tongues, and thus became unable to understand each other. As a result, the
descendants of Shem came to have eighteen languages. The descendants of Ham also came to have
eighteen languages, while the descendants of Japheth had thirty-six languages.

Quoted after Brinner’s translation of The History of al-Tabart, see Brinner 1987: 18.

% For overview of traditions attested in The Cave of Treasures, see Minov 2015: 244-257.
® For the Slavonic redactions of the apocryphal Apocalypse of Pseudo-Methodius of Patara, see
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these two sources identify Syriac as the primordial Adamic language, since
both of them were composed in Syriac, the attestation of the same tendency in
Slavonic sources needs further clarification. As already mentioned, according
to the Slavonic redactions of The Apocalypse of Baruch (i.e. 3 Baruch), the
language spoken before the construction of the notorious stele/tower [cmannn]
was believed to be Syriac, and not Hebrew: skxoy 5o ngkiaAe leAHNEMB 1€3hIKoOMA
PAOLYIE, COYPHCKH, © AAAMA H A0 ch3*aNHI cTAkNA.

A similar tradition occurs in the apocryphal erotapocritic (that is, Questions
and Answers) genre, which enjoyed vast popularity in the Slavonic realm of the
Byzantine commonwealth®>. What might be the reason for this overwhelming
adoption and adaptation of the idea of Syriac being the language of Adam by
Slavonic scribes? Actually, this question leads us to the climax of the present
discussion.

The answer to the Syriac puzzle may be found in the socio-political and
religious landscape of the last /ingua sacra of Europe, Old Church Slavonic;
it is closely bound with the polemics related to the trilingual dogma according
to which the Bible should be transmitted only in Hebrew, Latin and Greek.
The latter concept stems from the accounts of Luke and John, stating that the
inscription on the Cross of Jesus was written in three languages: Greek, Latin
and Hebrew.

In the 9™ century, one brilliant philologist from the city of Thessalonica,
St Cyril, invented a new alphabet, intended to be used for the translation of the
Scriptural text (that is, the Septuagint, the Gospels, the Acts of the Apostles and
the Revelation of John) for the newly converted Slavonic-speaking Christians of
the Byzantine Commonwealth. This purely linguistic undertaking was met with
fierce resistance on behalf of Western ecclesiastical circles, since it was interpreted
as an heretical gesture denying the supremacy of the three holy languages,
namely Hebrew, Latin and Greek, in which the notorious “superscription” above
the head of the crucified Christ, stating “This is the King of the Jews” (var. “Jesus
of Nazareth the King of the Jews”), was written (Luke 23: 38; John 19: 19-20);
Old Church Slavonic was thus denied the status of lingua sacra. The highly
polemical Treatise about Letters, composed by a certain Chernorizets Khrabr [O
nucmenexv Upwvropusya Xpabpa)®, argued against such a conjecture:

the general discussion in Veselovskii 1875 (I): 283-331, 1875 (II): 48—130]; Istrin 1897b; Thomson
1985: 143-173; Yovcheva, Taseva 1995: 22-45; Skowronek 2011: 74-115.
" Quoted after Ivanov 1925: 195.
62 See for instance the following fragment from the Pazymmnks erotapocritic exegetical composition
from 16™ century Lovchansky Miscellany: _
B. A4 Ko pkun Han npkokte npororoph Aaamn? — (.: aaanasia. mo t cHpiancka pRuk. XRAAHTE Fa Ch
negcw (Ivanov 1925: 261).
8 The literature on the subject is significant; see the contributions of Snegarov 1963: 305-319;
Kuev 1967; Mathiesen 1971: 317-320; Giambelluca-Kossova, Dogramadzhieva 1980; Veder 1996a:
221-254; Veder 1996b: 7-29; Trendafilov 2001: 230-242.
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AgovsHu e TAATH. YECOMOY e CRTh CAORKN'CKBI KHHI'KL NH TOIO EO ECTh EK
CRTEOPHAR, NH TO AITAH, HH CRTh HK'EKONNH, 1AKO MKHAORKCKKI H PHM'CKhI H
EAAHN'CKKI, HXKAE WKOHA CRTh, H NPHRTKI CX" Bk, A APOYBHH MHATH RKO BK
HAM™s ECTh CTEOPHAR MHCMENA. H HE BRAAT cA uTo r'"}v.\qug WKAANHH. H [AKO TPHMH
X3hIKhI ECTh BK NOREAKAS KNHIAM™s BRITH. I[KOKE Bk EVAH MHWETh. H BB AheKa
HAMHCANA KHAOBKCKKI H PHMCKBI H EAAMN'CKKI. 4 CAOR'EN"CKI Nﬁf TOY. TRM Ke
NE CRTh CAORKH"CKKLR KNHI'AI © Ea. K TRMb uTo FaeMb. HAH pEMb Kb TalEMk
RESOVMHEMb. WEAUYE PEUEMs © CTKh KHHIMB [KOKE HASUHXWAM cA, KO R'cR no
PAAOY BRIRARTH W BA A HE HNOTAOR. NKCTh EO E'h CTEOPHAS KHAORKCKA R3hIKA
NPEK'E HH PHM'CKA NH EAAMNBCKA, NXR CHQ'CKhl, HAKE H Apams Taa. 0 ® daama
AQ TIOTONA. H ® MOTONA AONAEKE Es pASARAH R3KIKKI NPH CTAKNOTROPENTH IAKOKE
MUWETK. PASMEIENOM KE BRIBWEME R3BIKWM L. H KOKE CA R3hILUH paASMECHILR,
TAKO H HPARH H OEKIYAE H OVCTARH H 3AKOHH H XKITPOCTH HA M3hIKKI®.

Thus, by disputing the identification of the Adamic tongue as Hebrew and
suggesting that it was Syriac® instead, the author of the Treatise was aiming at
the very heart of the trilingual dogma, thus shattering its very foundation. By
challenging the status of Hebrew as primordial “holy tongue”, it constructed a
totally new argument: if Syriac was not listed among the three holy tongues but
qualified as a lingua sacra, so should Old Church Slavonic. This is a perfect
example of how the linguistic discourse can shift to a political one, and how the
language of politics may also be the politics of language.

III. THE TOWER OF BABEL IN VERNACULAR TRADITIONS

OF SLAVIA ORTHODOXA

The final point of the present article has to do with a topic which is
hardly ever included in academic discussion about the glotogenetic myth®; it
is concerned with some vernacular versions of the Biblical narrative about the
Tower of Babel (cf. Gn. 11: 1-9), as attested in contemporary oral traditions
of the former Byzantine Commonwealth. In this type of vernacular narratives,
it is generally held that originally all nations on Earth spoke one and the same
language, which was identical with that of the storytellers®’. However, this state
of affairs came to an end when people, inspired by an evil ruler or on their own
accord, undertook the sinful and ambitious task of reaching God’s heavenly
abode, as a result of which they were deprived of their common tongue®®.

¢ Quoted after Dinekov, Kuev, Petkanova 1967: 96-97.

% On the conceptualization (within the intellectual landscape of Slavia orthodoxa) of Syriac as the
primordial Adamic language, see Jakobson 1985: 157, Uspenskii 1994: 49-50.

% Cf. Sherman 2013, Smelik 2013.

%7 See the discussion in Badalanova Geller 2018b: 125-126, 128-130, 132-134.

¢ Consult Thompson 1955-1958: A1333 (Confusion of tongues); A 1333.1 (Confusion of tongues
partly due to lack of understanding of difference between the word for “stick” and the word for
“stone”); F941.3.1 (Unfinished Tower of Babel sinks into earth), kakro u F772.1 (Tower of Babel:

340



IOBUJTEEH CBOPHUK

Thus, in Serbian folklore, the narrative about the primordial language
is presented as a vernacular chronography about the Sovereign of the Romani
(Gypsy) Kingdom, a certain Veraun, who contested the existence of God and
built a Tower to reach Heaven in order to prove whether He resides there or not.
The prophet Elijah informs God about Veraun’s plans, and twice He destroys the
Tower, after which he confuses the tongues of the builders: one asks for water,
but the other brings sand, etc., and since that time the languages of the “other
people” are unintelligible®.

According to some Bulgarian folk legends’, the reason why the audacious
king decided to build the Tower was a reaction to the Flood, since he did not
want to be exposed ever again to God’s whims; once the Tower was built, no
deluge would present a threat to his subjects. Hence the earthly ruler declared a
war against the Lord, and the erection of the Tower was the first battle. Yet the
manner of building was as long as it was woeful for those involved in the process,
and they tried to abandon the construction. Then the king ordered special iron
lances to be made, which were distributed among his subordinates to assault and
torture those among his subjects who would try to escape from the building site,
or would fail to cope with the work. This is how the first weapons came to be
used for people to kill each other, and also how metalwork was invented along
with other crafts. In addition, the king ordered coins to be minted with his name
imprinted on them, so that he could pay for deliveries of building materials for
the Tower. The tyrant’s efforts, however, had virtually no effect and after many
years of hard labour, the people prayed to God to relieve them of the travail
caused by the heavy construction work. Answering their prayer, God confused
their tongues, so that they could no longer converse and work together; thus the
number of languages spoken on earth became seventy-seven.

There is yet another type of Slavonic vernacular narrative interpreting
the motif of building a gigantic Tower aiming at reaching God’s abode. This
time it unfolds as a demonological tale about a confrontation between God and
the Devil (whose name is Zerzevul)’' resulting in building an inversed Heaven,
which subsequently becomes a Satanic habitat. Thus, when God expelled his
adversary from Paradise, He cursed him and his minions with being “black”
and “dark” and condemned them to the “eternal sorrow”, thus arousing great

remarkably tall tower designed to reach sky). See further the material presented by Chubinskii 1872:
191; Boganeva 2010: 51-53 (texts Ne 47 A, Ne 47 B, Ne 47 C, No 48 A, Ne 48 B, Ne 49); Vaniakina
2002: 9; Kuznetsova 2019: 9-17; Badalanova Geller 2017a: 104—106 (texts Ne 40—41). For Hebrew
folk narratives on the Tower of Babel and the confusion of tongues, see Yassif 1999: 10, 14, 34.

 See Cajkanovié 1927: 396, text 152, “How the languages are divided” (Kako cy ce pazoenuu
Jesuyu).

0 See, for instance, Tsepenkov 2006 (4): 46—47, text Ne 34, “When the Tower of Babel was built”
(Koea ce npasunu kynama Basunoncka).

"I The name is most probably a corruption of Hebrew bel-zevouv (or bel-zevoul), related to the
Babylonian bel dababi (“adversary”).
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sadness among them. To appease his followers, Zerzevul devised a plan to create
a second Eden duplicating the first, planted with the same trees and flowers, but
this time with no restrictions; the devils were allowed unbridled consumption
of all foods and all manner of pleasures. However, Zerzevul’s companions now
encountered a new problem, that because of the proximity of both “Edens”, they
could hear the angelic hymns of praise being sung to God, and this disturbed
them greatly.

Their ruler came up with a remarkable solution: he instructed his followers
to construct a Tower which would reach the original Paradise, on which Zerzevul
could ascend to slay God and thus put an end to the hymns; the cohort of devils
agreed with their master; hence they all grow horns like him. However, things did
not work out as planned, since although the Tower was completed in three days,
it collapsed as soon as Zerzevul tried to mount it; the Tower was rebuilt three
more times with the same unsuccessful results. Finally, God allowed Zerzevul
to complete his Tower but when he arrived and aimed an arrow at his target, the
arrow was turned back on the shooter, thus decapitating him, while the other
devils broke their own legs in commiseration. Finally, God hurled the Tower with
all his adversaries into the Abyss, where it became a cauldron to boil Zerzevul
and his host. The “other Eden” was converted into their eternal abode of thorns,
thistles, and stones, far from God’s Heaven. This is how the Tower of Babel came
to be Hell™.

Regrettably, the vernacular counterparts of Genesis 11 remain understudied,
and this is a pending task yet to be accomplished by specialists. The Appendix
below is just the first step in facing this challenge.

APPENDIX

Text No 1

3ep3eByJioT, Koa ro ucrepaJj l'ocnor ox paior

Tocnot ro uctepan 3ep3eByNIOT CO HETOUTE AHTENU OJ] PaiOT U U MPOKOJI-
HaJI, 1a OMJaT APHU U TEMHH, a CEJICHBETO J1a UM OWIM BO BEYHA MyKa. 3ep3e-
BYJIO O BEYHA MyKa T'0 TJIe/iajl paioT U My Oelie MHOTY Maka. Maka My Oeliie 1 Ha
HETOUTE aHTeJIM, U MHOTY TIaTH My BeJiea: ,,aX IITO CTOPH TH, 3ep3eByJIe, ITO My
rpemu Ha ['OCHOT M HE UCTepa OT paioT, Ta HE TYPH BO BeYHA Ba MyKa“. MHOTY
My OHIIO Maka, JeKa Taka My BeJeJie aHTeIUTe Ha 3ep3eByJa.

Jymai, mecra, Kako Jia Ipau a U CKPOTH, U U3AyMaJl, Ta U HaTepaJ I'ba-
OJIMTE JIa HaIlpaar v THE eJieH pai. [0 Hanpawuia, To corpajnia, ce Kako ITo Oerire
paiot oTh ['ocmot. 3em0a OT CUTE JLRPBbA M IIBEKHHBA IIITO UMAIIIE BO PaioT O
Tocnot u THe u3Hacaauia. OT Kora ro OUTHCaa, My Ce OMYJIM 3ep3EBYJ OT CHTE
MOPTH U MHOTO 0 OeHamca. ,,E npyxuHo, BUI0OPTE OTH 1 HUE MOXKHME J1a HaIlpa-

2 See the Appendix, text 1.
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¥Me pai, Kako IITO MOXKH U ['0CTIOT; ai cera Biieryite BHaTpe, iaJieTe, MuiTe OT ce
LITO UMa BHATPE; OT HUIITO He BU 3a0paHyam, kako ['ocrion mro My 3abpaHyarie
Ha YOEKOT, IITO IO KJIa/ie BHATPE J1a )KUBEUT CO JKeHaTa CH: iac BU JlaaM c000/1a,
IITO K& BH TEKHUT Toa Jia IpauTe. Taka KaKyiTe Ha JIyreTo: Koi IITO caka, HeKa
CH TIpau M HeKa moBenn. Bo paioT Moi iafieHbe, uiaHbe, Ked TepaHbe, KOJIKY J1a
MH cakaar*.

[TomMuHaa HEKONKY JHU | Yyia €HU IJIACOM O] aHTEeJIHTE, IITO Oea BO paio,
kora My mieea Ha [ocmort. ,,Ax, Ope maictope 3ep3eByie, My pekiie ThaoJuTe,
rojieMa Maka uMame, Kora Ja ciyliaMe OHaka Jia My reat Ha ['ocror anrenwure.
3aomiTo ro Hampau paioB TONKY Oim3y a0 paiot ot l'ocnor? bapai Hekoe gape,
Jla He cIylIaMe OBUe yOau MecHH, To U neat. AMaH, Oapai yape, Kako Jia My ce
npauTt*.

Kora my ciyman 3ep3eByi jxanOuTe Ha TbaojuTe, rojleMa Maka My NajHa
W BeJIHAII 1 coOpa npes Hero cute. ,,Cirymaite BaMo, My PEKoJI, BHE MOH aHTelIH;
aKo CTE MU BEpHH CJIyTH, CakaM Jla Me IMOCIIyIIaTe IITO K& BU peuam. 3aroBe]]
uMare OT MEHe, 3ep3eByJ, Ball IlaBaTap, U Be MPEKOJHYBaM BO UMETO MOE U
BO KOpyHaTa OT JiBaTa pora, IITO MU CE Ha IJlaaBa, cera Ja HalpauTe eHa KyJa
BHCOKa /10 HEOO0TO, 3a J1a ce KayaM U Ja ro youiam ['ocrona, 3a 1a Hema KoMy aa
near anrenure. — ,,IIOKJIOHETH cMe HA TBOETO MME U YeCT TH JJaaMe Ha TBOITE
porou‘. — ,,;UecTTa yect HOCHU, UM PEKOJ 3€p3€BYII; U BaM Jia BU HUKHAT POToH,
THE BH C€ BeHeIl Ha TauTe™. Y BeHaI My HUKHAJIE POTOU.

Bo Tpu nHu ia co3mmaa Kynara u 3a YTpoTO Ke ce Kademe 3ep3eByd, 3a J1a
ro 6ue ['ocroga. Ce pa3zaeHu yTpoTo U MO 3amoBen Ooka, Kyjara ce CBUTKala
Kako 00pay 1 He MOKeJ 3ep3eByIl /1a BIIe3U BHATpe. 3aroBeT Jaj Ja ia mpernpaar.
la mpenpaune 1o Tpu maTH U ce Taka ce npaena. Ha 4eTBApTHO nar My ia ocra-
un [ocror u Toi ce raymi co cuTe ThaoiH U 3e cTpenara aa BApiu Ha bora.
EnHo ia BRpIWI ¥ ce BpaTHiIa, Ta IO YpUIIa 110 I1aa U My ia oTkuHaia. Criuckall,
cBpeckai. Ha cure My majHano »ai, ¥ BaTHIE Ta CUTE CH CKAPIIMIIE N0 eTHa
HOTa M OT TOTal OCTAHAJIO JIa CE BEJH Y JIYTE€TO: eOHOHO2UO.

Ot kora BHJI0a OTH HE MOXKea IITO Ja My Harpaar Ha [ocrot, Baruia na
clieryaar oT KyJara. 3arnoBenan [ocnoT u Kynata co ce Hu( mporagHana Ha JHO
B 36MH U C€ CTOpHJIA BEYHA MYKa, KaKo TOJIeM Ka3aH IOJIH CO KaTpaH M Muca, Jia
BpHET 3ep3eByJl CO HErOUTE CUTE. 3aBpejie BHATPE U UT TOTai M JI0 JIeH JIeHeCKa
BpHene. A paio, mTo 6eia o HacaJuiIe CO CeKaKBH JLRPBba U IBEKHHbA, CUTE CE
IpecTopuiie Ha TRAPHbE U IIOThe U OECIUIONHU KaMeHbe. M ce oTBopumia enHa
MpomacT, moMersy paiot [ocmomod u moMerpy TRPHIMBHO pai ox 3ep3eBysa
(WM BeYHATa T'baoJIKa), MITO Jia JIETAT JIa He MOXH Jia MPEUIN HU Of eIHaTa
CTpaHa, HH Off IpyTraTa.

The text was recorded in the city of Prilep [[Ipunronv] by Marko K.

Isepenkov [Mapxo K. L{mnenxosyv],; it was published in Cooprux 3a Hapoonu
Ymomeopenus, Hayxa u Knusicnuna, Kn. 1, 1889: 97-98.
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Text Ne 2

Hbkora xopara npaBun KyJia, 3a 1a CTUTHATh 10 bora

Hbkora xopara npaBunu Kyna, 3a 1a cTurHars 7o bora. [Tonexe kynara ce
cTpouna 6e3b boxue no3zponenue, To, korato Bedye Omiia rorosa, bors crOpansb
BCHYKAaTa BO/Ia OTh MOpETaTa U MOTOMWIb Kynarta. Kato orrexiia oOpaTHo Boaa-
Ta, T4 3aHeJa Cb cede CH JIeKHs MaTepuanb (MPbhCThTa OTH KyjlaTa) U ro Hacjana
no HU3KUTh Mbcra U Taka ce oOpaszyBanu mojerara; a KaMbHUTH OocTaHamm 1a
CTBpYaTh TyKb-TaMb, ¥ TOBa C& AHEMIHUTD MITaHUHM.

The text was recorded at the beginning the 20th cent. in the village of
Brankovtsi, near the city of Bosilegrad [c. bpanxoeyu, Oxonus Bbocunecpad]
by the local teacher los. Stoikov [Hoc. Cmotixossw], in response to an initiative
launched by Yordan D. Kovachev, the aim of which was to collect data on
Bulgarian ethnoastronomy and ethnometeorology. Kovachev designed a
questionnaire which was distributed in 1906 among teachers in small towns and
villages by the Ministry of Education (with a special accompanying letter signed
by Prof. Ivan Shishmanov). los. Stoikov was one of them. The legend recorded
by him in the village of Brankovtsi was subsequently published, in 1914, by
Kovachev, in his study ,, Hapoona acmponomus u memeoponoeus‘* in CoopHux
3a Hapoonu Ymomeopenua u Hapooonuc, Ku. 30, pp. 54-5. Five years after
Kovachev's publication, the village of Brankovtsi was no longer part of Bulgarian
territories. After the end of World War I, following the Treaty of Neuilly-sur-Seine
(signed on November 27, 1919), the region of Bosilegrad (along with that of
Dimitrovgrad, the former Tsaribrod) was ceded to the Kingdom of the Serbs,
Croats and Slovenes, after the collapse of the former Yugoslavia, it remained
within Serbia. In Bulgarian historical and ethnographic sources the territories
of the municipalities of Bosilegrad and Tsaribrod are referred to as “The Western
Bulgarian Outlands” (,, 3anaonu 6waeapcku noxpavnunu “).

Text Ne 3

Pa3opbkan um eanuure

A crapus Hapoj HM TO pa3lpaBsxa Ha Hac Taka. Mmano e Hekoramn I1u-
rancko napcerso. [Ipe3 kol Bek e OMi1o — He Mora Jia Te M3JIbXa, HO CHYKUTE IO
pasnpaBaxa. 1 Te ca xapanu AeHOHOIHO aa [ce padotu]... He [camo] menHo
Bpeme! Ctpounu ca Kyna. Mickanu ca — kaT cera 110 oJ1aT CaMOJIETUTE — a TOraBa
KyJara J1a s Harpasar, 3a Aa cturaar [lemo ['ocnog rope. /J[eHHO Bpeme s mpaBsar,
Beuep najaHe. JleHHo BpeMe s mpasat, Beuep naase... M Mcyc Xpucrtoc uynun ce
BEKe KaKBO Ja HallpaBH Ha THS XOpa, Aa HE MbYaT Taka Xopara [KOUTo paboTenun
Ha ctpoexa]. M B3ei, Ta uma pa3obpkan e3unuTe... Pazopbekan um esunure. He
3HaM — CSIKHUTE ' BUKAT, 4e ca ceaemaece U ceaeM. He ca cenemaece u cenem,
TBA MOXKE J1a Ca CTO U CEAEMIECE U CEJIEM, MM 1A WA U CEIEMAECE U CELIEM. ..
Konko e3unu nma no ceera — koit ru 3Hae? Kar um pazOpbkan e3unure, OTuBaT
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yTpeTo Ha paboTa — Te He MOXKaT n1a ce pazoepar. Exun [oT paboTHUIMTE]| THPCH
ko(a — Tol [apyrusi] My HOCH HJIM MOTHKA, WX IPYro Hemlo... Huio [He Morar
na pasbepar]!

Ha rpbk ke pazoepern nmu? Eqna qyma He Mok J1a pazdepemMe Ha TPBUKH...
buo Ha cexakBu [npyru e3uiu]... M ameprukaHcky, Ha TEPMaHCKHU — elHa yMa
He MOX Jia pa3bepent. 1 ce MmaxHanu Kynara aa st rpagiat. EM nazga, em He UM an
bor Beke na ce Mbpyart.

CTapI/IH Hapo/ TakKa ro 3Hacxa. A 0 KHMKOBHO KaKBO € OIIMCAaHO — TBA HE
CBM TO YeJa.

The text was recorded in February 1994 2. in the village of Krupnik
[Kpynnuk], Simitli county, Blagoevgrad region, South-Western Bulgaria. The
account was given by the local storyteller Zoitsa Todorova Spasova [3ouya To-
ooposa Cnacosa], known among her fellow-villagers as “Granny Zona” [baba
3ona]; born in 1912 in the same village, 4 years schooling, church-warden.
The text was recorded by the author, with the assistance of Kiril Badalanov.
Unpublished.

Text Ne 4

oM cakar n1a Hanpaart KyJja aa Me yJioBaT — 00bpKBaM MH I'U e3u1uTe!

[Toynanu ce — KaTto craHajo Be4e KMBOT — IMOYHAIM [Xopara] aa mpaar
enHa Kyina, na nupar ['ocniox aa ['o mosar! Ot men cBet [ce chOpanu]; mpaar Kyna
rojgemMa u MmpojbJbKaBat Harope — Aa [o crurnar ga ['o ¢anar! Toa ro pazopanm
kbje e! I On ToraBa pexsii:

— Yexaii 1a Be onpasum  Baze!

[ToHexe CBUYKHM ca 3HASIIM €3WIIM — €IMH W CHIIl €3UK € TaraBa MMalio.
Cera MOXeIl JIM JJa MU Ka)Kell TH Ha MEHE THsI €3UIH KO TU pa3/ieiu, Ta TOJIKO
MHOTO e3uIli uma 1o cBeta? Te kbae e Tyka ChpOusi, Te KbJie € Tyka PymbHuUS,
Te Kbje € ['bpuus... Hue cme Tyka KoMInu, a e3UIUTe HU — PA3IndHH. .

W On kazan taka:

— oM cakat na Hampaar Kyia jga Me yimoBar — 0ObpKBaM WH 'l €3UIIUTE!
Jla He moa ce pazdepar!

Tost Buka: ,,/lait Bap!*, a onosa e kamuk... OHs BuKa: ,,Jlait Bomga!®, a Toa
My n1aBa abpBo. U ce 00bpKkanu 1 He MO Jia cCTUTHAT rope Aa ['o ¢panat. He moa
npaar Kynara Bedek! Kpaii! U orroraBa cBero [0 00bpKas, Ta UH T pa3aeiinil
esunute. Cs TOBOpAT Ha pa3HU €3UIIH TI0 TIeJ CBET... U ToBa € Oniio BepHO.

MHoro MbTH ChbM CH Ka3Bajl Ha pocTus akbi: Kol ma pazuenu tus e3unm?
Ta cera yuar 3a 4y €3UK, 32 TIpeBOJIay, 3a TBa CH, 32 OHOBa cu. Kol HanpaBu
toBa Hamo? Caibusita. ToBa cu e boxxa pabora. Caitbust ['o Bukame. Caiibus.
Caiious u bor... CaMo Karo ¢ IToOMHUCINII ToBa... Mima Hemro! Mma memo!

Ero e! Cs eqno nete ce poau, TyKa ako CH € MOKpaid Ha3e — Ch TOBOPH ObJI-
rapcku. Eif Tyka nuranderara, kbJie cepea y KorenoBuu — roBopat obiarapcku!

345



HILGTEOVER HLINE 10 GABAOY OYYHTEAIO

The text was recorded 29 November 1989 in the village of Kotenovtsi
[Komenosyu], Berkovitsa county, North-Western Bulgaria by the author. The
account was given by Dimitur Filipov Ivanov [Jumumvp @urunos Heanos],
born 1920 in the same village, primary school education [obp. I xnac], farmer
[3emedeney].

Text Ne 5

XopaTa pemInJiv 1a CTPOSIT €HA roJisiMa cThJ0a — aa cruriar 10 l'oc-
Nnylb M 12 CTAHAT ChUI0 TakuBa KakTo [ocnynb

Xopara pemiy Jia CTPOAT €IHa TOJIsIMa CThJI0Aa — 1a CTUTHAT 10 [ocmynb
U Jla CTaHaT ChIIO TakuBa Kakro [ocmyns, Ja uMar TakaBa cuia, kakro Toit. 1
CTPOWIH, CTPOWIIM — U MHOTO J00pe Ch pa30Oupaiu, 3amoT0 BCHIYKA TOBOPEIH
Ha eMH e3uK. A bk ['ocmynb ¢b pa3chbpAni U UM 0ObpKaJ €3UIUTE — HAIPan
Taka, 4ye HauCHaJIM Jla IPUKa3BaT Ha pa3Hu e3ui. 1 3emu ga HU ¢b oTOmMpar. 1
cTpoexa cb npekparui. U ceTne omre ['ocmyap KBO fa TH HaKa)Ke — Ka3aj Ja Baiu
COpPOK JI€HSl M COPOK HOIIM, /1a Bainu AbxK. W Toa abxa HaueHan na Banu. Bams-
710, BaJISUIO, BAJSIO — M CHYKUTE Opa Ch M3AaBwin. M ocranan can enuH 9yIisk,
ChC CBOSITA CEMbS — TOM Cb criacuil. [ocmyp My Ka3ai a Cu HamlpaBy eJuH Kopad
— W TOHM Hampawmi TOsl Kopad M Cb CIachil ChC HeroBara cembsi. M Tam cOpai ot
KaKBHTO KMBOTHH: M IITHIIH, U HACEKOMH € UMaJio — cOpajl Ha Toa kopab u MHO-
r0, MHOTO JIHM TUTyBaJIM ChC TOSI KOPad M TOS YyIISK BCE € MycKal I'bIb04eTo, aa
BH/IU III'b KAITHE JIM HAMIE, /16 UMa cymia. EnuH neH Beue abkaa KaTo mpecTaHail
Jla BaJIM, €IUH BT I'bJIOYETO Cb BbPHAJIO, BTOPHS BT I'bJILOYATO Cb BbPHAJIO,
TPETHs BT Chb BbPHAIIO, aMa JIbP>Kajio B KAJIBYHS CH, Jla peueM, eHO JucTo. U te
pa3bpanu Beue, ue uMa HAKbJe Oau3Ko cyma. M oTuium — 1 uMaso camo Bbpxa
Ha eniHa ropa — Apapat. U te Tam ¢b cnipsinu. U [mocne] korato BojaTa crajgHania,
CHUKHUTE KYBOTHU M3JI€3]IU U T [CBETHT OTHOBO OWJI Ch3Ja/IEH]...

The text was recorded by the author in June 1984 in the Bulgarian village
of Cheishii [Yeuwuu], Bessarabia Province, Bolgrad county [Borepaocku
paiion], Odessa district [Odecka obnacm], at the time part of the Ukrainian
Soviet Socialist Republic [Yxpaunckama cveemcxa coyuanucmuyuecka penyonu-
kaj, now the Republic of Ukraine [Yxpaiina]. The account was given by Elena
Dauldzhieva [Enena /laynosxcuesal, born in 1970 in the same village, at the time
a pupil in the local school. She was told this legend by her grandparents.

Text Ne 6

Kb UM 1aM MJIOTY U3HITH — CAKOM TaKoBa /1a 3HAll 10 CBOSI U3UK

A3 cu umax uaHo Bpsame [bubnus]... Ha most TakoBana, Ha MBbX MU OpaT My
JIOHECe eHb TakoBa, bubmus... 1 Toii He MU 1azie 1a ra yeTa — ra 3€ ¥ ra CKpH...
W Bcho. A3 MBHUHKO IpOUETOX — KbK AflaMm U EBa, OT KBO Cb CHTBOPWIIN, KBbK
Cb CTaHaJM, KbK 3e/H1 Ja )KyBesT... Kbk Mcyc Xpucrtoc nan Koikys rocynapcrsa

346



IOBUJTEEH CBOPHUK

U KOJIKY3 TakoBa [xopa] u Bce [roBopenu] Ha uauH u3uk. CetHe pexni: ,,He! A3
HsMa Ja JaBaM [[1a ToBOPSIT| HAa UAWH U3UK. To HAMa ja Obau XyOaBy. AMH Kb
UM aaM Miory m3nnu. Cskol TakoBa Ja 3Hail 10 CBOSI M3UK!“...

Mu Hu myxax na ry [nouera]. Toit mu ra nane [tas bubnus], a3 Tam ner-
IIECT JINCTEHLA TPyYeTax...

The text was recorded by the present author in 1989 in the Bulgarian
village of Zelenovka [3enenosxal, Taurida Province, Primorsk county [IIpumop-
cku pation], Zaporozhe district [3anopooiccka obracm], at the time part of the
Ukrainian Soviet Socialist Republic [Yxpaunckama cveemcka coyuanucmuye-
cxa penyonuxal, now the Republic of Ukraine [Vkpaiina]. The account was given
by Elena Aleksandrovna Dzhundzhurova [Enena Anexcanoposna Jocynoicypo-
eal, born in 1921 in the neighbouring village of Giunevka [Ttonesxa], married
in Zelenovka [3enenoskal, sixth grade, a farmer.

Text Ne 7

Enno BpeMe xopaTa peliiJju 1a OCTPOSIT €HA CThJ0a rojieMa-rojieMa

Enno Bpeme xopara pemmin a mocTposT €Ha CThI0a rojemMa-roieMa u
na cturHat ['ocnosa u 1a ctanar Moreiny U cliiHK kKato Hero. Ho o eqHo Bpeme
Tlocion morneaHa OT HEOETO M BUJISIT KAKBO MPABAT W PEINJI Jia TH crpe. 3aro-
Ba My XpyMHaJj0, 4e BCHYKH Cc€ pa30upar, MOHEKE TOBOPST SIUH U CHIIH €3UK
Y 10 Ta3W MPHUYMHA, 33 Ja TH CIpe Ja CTPOsT Ta3u cThiba Tol uM e pazmenun
e3WIINTE, 32 J1a HE MOXKeE Jla ce pa3oupar euH apyrus. Taka cTaHa Pa3IuIHATE
€3MIM Ha CBETa.

The text was recorded in June 1994 in Lom, North-Western Bulgaria by
Tsveta Badalanova, who was keeping a diary containing stories narrated by her
granddaughter Tsveta Dmitrieva Pokrovska [l[eema [Imumpuesa [lokposcka],
born 1985 in Sofia.
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Fig.

2: Jesus drives out an impure spirit from a man in the
synagogue  of  Capernaum on  Sabbath  [Mark  1:21-28;
Luke 4:31-37]; after B. Filov [1934], Plate 43, 2 (Fol. 90).
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Fig. 3: Jesus Restores a Demon-Possessed Man of the region of the Gerasenes”

362
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[Luke 8:26-37]; after B. Filov [1934], Plate 79 (Fol. 162v).
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