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The Sea of Tiberias:
Between Apocryphal Literature and Oral Tradition*

Florentina Badalanova Geller

1. Introduction!

In 1921, four years after the Bolshevik Revolution, the renowned Russian scholar
A. 1 Iatsimirskii published his monumental Bibliographical Survey of South-Sla-
vonic and Russian Apocryphal Literature: Catalogue of Monuments (Old Testa-
ment Apocrypha),? still considered by specialists to be an exhaustive source-
compendium encompassing most of the extant manuscripts containing the extra-
canonical heritage of Slavia orthodoxa. However, The Sea of Tiberias (hereafter
SoT) was not among the texts listed and described by latsimirskii, nor in fact was
it even mentioned in his otherwise wide-ranging survey. A scholar of such mag-
nitude and impressive depth of knowledge could not have been unaware of the
earlier publication of various redactions of the SoT by la. Shchapov,® 1. Porfir’ev,*
E. Barsov,” V. Mochul’skii,® and V. Sreznevskii.” He would have known, too,

* For Boris Uspensky, om dywiu sizvrueckoil.

! Work on this paper was carried out at the Max Planck Institut fiir Wissenschaftsgeschichte,
Berlin, as part of my project “Unholy Scriptures: Apocryphal Heritage of Slavia orthodoxa.”

2A.1 latsimirskii, Bibliograficheskii obzor apokrifov v iuzhnoslavianskoi i russkoi
pis’mennosti. Spiski pamiatnikov. Apokrify Vetkhozavetnye, vyp. 1. (Petrograd: Izdanie Otdele-
niia Russkago lazyka i Slovesnosti Rossiiskoi Akademii Nauk, Rossiiskaia Gosudarstvennaia
Akademicheskaia Tipografiia, 1921).

3 Ta. Shchapov, “Istoricheskie ocherki narodnago mirosozertsaniia i sueveriia (Pravoslavna-
go 1 Staroobriadcheskago),” Zhurnal Ministerstva Narodnago Prosveshcheniia 117, 4 (March
1863), 91.

41.A. Porfirev, “Apokrificheskie skazaniia o Vetkhozavetnykh litsakh i sobytiiakh po
rukopis’iam Solovetskoi biblioteki,” SbORIS 17, 1 (1877), 87-9.

3 E. Barsov, “O Tiveriadskom More. (Po spisku XVI v.),” Chteniia v Imperatorskom Ob-
shchestve Istorii i Drevnostei Rossiiskikh pri Moskovskom Universitete. Povremennoe Izdanie
pod Zavedyvaniem E. V. Barsova, 2 (Aprel’-Iun’, 1886), 5-8.

V. Mochul’skii, “Istoriko-literaturnyi analiz Stikha o Golubinoi Knige,” RFV 18, 4 (1887),
173-17.

7 The discovery of this version of The Sea of Tiberias was one of the important outcomes
of the palaeographic expedition which Sreznevskii carried out in 1902 in Olonets (now the
Republic of Karelia), Vologda, and Perm Gubernias of the Russian Empire. The aim of this
trip was to gather, describe and catalogue surviving Church Slavonic MSS from the region of
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14 Florentina Badalanova Geller

about the important contributions of A. Veselovskii® (an indisputable authority
in the domain of pre-revolutionary Russian philology, whose observations are
still valid), as well as the many works devoted to a philological analysis of the
SoT or the issues of its origin, redactions, and Vorlage. The problem of recover-
ing the Urtext of the SoT was pursued within the complex, intricate context of
Slavonic apocrypha, with special emphasis on the possible impact of The Life of
Adam and Eve,’ The Book of the Secrets of Enoch the Just,'° The Apocalypse of

Northern Russia. In his “Report to the Department of Russian Language and Literature at the
Imperial Academy of Sciences Regarding the Expedition to the Olonetskaia, Vologodskaia and
Perm Gubernias Carried out in June 1902: List of Acquired MSS” Sreznevskii offered detailed
descriptions of MS collections discovered by him during the journey, along with publications
of some of the texts (either in full, or in part). The Sea of Tiberias was among these texts. See
V. Sreznevskii, “Otchet Otdeleniiu Russkago lazyka i Slovesnosti Imperatorskoi Akademii
Nauk o Poezdke v Olonetskuiu, Vologodskuiu i Permskuiu Gubernii. (Iun’ 1902). Perechen’
Priobretennykh Rukopisei,” JORIS 9, 1 (1904), 242; 9, 3 (1904), 99-104.

8 See his “Explorations in the realm of the Russian spiritual stanzas: dualistic beliefs about
the creation of the Universe” (“Razyskaniia v oblasti russkago dukhovnago stikha (XI): Dual-
isticheskia poveriia o mirozdanii,” SbORIS 46, 6 (1889), 1-116, esp. 40-116), and his earlier
study of Latin, Greek (Byzantine), and Slavonic recensions of the Legend of the Holy Rood and
their correlation with the Slavonic versions of the Life of Adam and Eve and other apocrypha
(“Razyskaniia v oblasti russkago dukhovnago stikha (VI-X): Zapadnye legendy o dreve kresta
i slovo Grigoriia o trekh krestnykh drevakh,” SbORIS 32, 4 (1883), 367-424).

° For a bibliographic survey of Adam and Eve apocrypha in medieval Slavonic literature,
see A. 1. latsimirskii, “K istorii apokrifov i legend v iuzhno-slavianskoi pis'mennosti,” /ORIS
14, 2 (1909), 288-90; idem, Bibliograficheskii obzor, 76-81; see also A.N. Pypin, Lozhnyia
i otrechennyia knigi russkoi stariny. Sobrannyia A.N. Pypinym. Pamiatniki starinnoi russkoi
literatury, izdavaemye Grafom Grigoriem Kushelevym-Bezborodko, vyp. 3 (St. Petersburg,
1862), 1-8, 12—-14; N. Tikhonravov, Pamiatniki otrechennoi russkoi literatury, vol. 1 (St. Pe-
tersburg: Tipografiia Tovarishchestva “Obshchestvennaia pol’za,” 1863), 1-18, 298-304, [. A.
Porfir’ev, “Apokrificheskie skazaniia,” 3447, 90-6, 204-16, 245-50; V. Jagi¢, “Slavische
Beitrdge zu den biblischen Apokryphen. I. Die altkirchenslavischen Texte des Adamsbuches,”
Denkschriften des kais. Akademie der Wissenschaften, philos.-hist. Classe, 42 (Vienna, 1893),
1-104; R. H. Charles, The Apocrypha and Pseudepigrapha of the Old Testament, vol. 2. Pseude-
pigrapha (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1913), 123—54; Yordan Ivanov, Bogomilski knigi i legendi
(Sofia: Pridvorna Pechatnitsa, 1925), 207-27; Donka Petkanova, ed., Stara biilgarska litera-
tura, vol. 1: Apokrifi (Sofia: Bulgarski pisatel, 1982), 3541, 348-49; D. Dimitrova, “Kim
vuprosa za istoriiata na teksta na apokrifa Slovo za Adam i Eva,” SL 12 (1982), 70-71; G.A.
Anderson and M. E. Stone, eds., 4 Synopsis of the Books of Adam and Eve (SBLEJL; Atlanta:
Scholars Press, 1994); Literature on Adam and Eve (eds. G.A. Anderson, M.E. Stone and J.
Tromp; Leiden/Boston/Kdln: Brill, 2000); A.A. Orlov, From Apocalypticism to Merkabah
Mpysticism: Studies in Slavonic Pseudepigrapha (JSJSup 114; Leiden/Boston: Brill, 2007),
7-9; B. Murdoch, The Apocryphal Adam and Eve in Medieval Europe: Vernacular Translations
and Adaptations of the Vita Adae et Evae (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2009), 192-207.

19 For a survey of Slavonic MSS of The Book of the Secrets of Enoch the Just (2 Enoch), see
A1 latsimirskii, Bibliograficheskii obzor, 81-8; M. Sokolov, Materialy i zametki po starinnoi
slavianskoi literature, vyp. 3 (vii): Slavianskaia Kniga Enokha. II (= Chteniia v Imperatorskom
Obshchestve Istorii i Drevnostei Rossiiskikh pri Moskovskom Universitete, Kn. 4; Moscow:
Universitetskaia tipografiia, 1899); idem, “Feniks v apokrifakh ob Enokhe i Varukhe,” Novyi
sbornik statei po slavianovedeniiu, sostavlennyi i izdannyi uchenikami V.1. Lamanskago pri
uchastii ikh uchenikov po sluchaiu 50-letiia ego ucheno-literaturnoi deiatel nosti (St. Peters-
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The Sea of Tiberias: Between Apocryphal Literature and Oral Tradition 15

Baruch,"! The Legend of the Holy Rood,"> and some erotapocritic writings (The
Discussion Between the Three Saints, etc.) on the formation of the SoT. Likewise
considered was the potential influence of The Secret Book of the Bogomils,'* as
well as the indigenous, vernacular oral tradition(s) and dualistic folklore cos-

burg, 1905), 395-97, 399—402; idem, Slavianskaia Kniga Enokha Pravednago (Posthumous
publication of the unfinished MS, ed. M. N. Speranskii; Moscow, 1910). See also Pypin, Lozh-
nyia i otrechennyia knigi russkoi stariny, 15—16; Tikhonravov, Pamiatniki otrechennoi russkoi
literatury, vol. 1, 19-23; Porfir’ev, “Apokrificheskie skazaniia,” 51-2; W.R. Morfill and R. H.
Charles, The Book of the Secrets of Enoch. (Translated from the Slavonic by W.R. Morfill and
ed., with introduction, notes and indices by R.H. Charles; Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1896);
Charles, The Apocrypha and Pseudepigrapha of the Old Testament, vol. 2, 425-69; Ivanov,
Bogomilski knigi i legendi, 165-91; Petkanova, Stara biilgarska literatura, 1.49—-63, 350-52;
F.I. Andersen, “2 (Slavonic Apocalypse of) Enoch,” OTP, 1. 91-221; The Apocryphal Old
Testament (ed. H.F.D. Sparks; Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1984), 321-62; A. de Santos Otero,
“Libro de los secretos de Henoch (Henoc eslavo),” Apocrifos del Antiguo Testamento, Tomo 4.
Ciclo de Henoc (ed. A.D. Macho, et. al.; Madrid: Ediciones Cristiandad, 1984), 147-202; C.
Bottrich, Adam als Mikrokosmos: eine Untersuchung zum slavischen Henochbuch (Frankfurt:
Peter Lang, 1995); idem., Das slavische Henochbuch (Jidische Schriften aus hellenistisch-
romischer Zeit. Bd 5, Apokalypsen, Lfg. 7; Giitersloh: Giitersloher Verlagshaus, 1996); P. Alex-
ander, “From Son of Adam to Second God: Transformation of Biblical Enoch,” Biblical Figures
Outside the Bible (eds. M. Stone and T. Bergen; Harrisburg, PA: Trinity Press, 1998), 101-04,
116-17; M.E. Stone, “The Fall of Satan and Adam’s penance”, Literature on Adam and Eve,
45-8; G.A. Anderson, “The Exaltation of Adam and the Fall of Satan,” ibid., 99-102; Orlov,
From Apocalypticism, 19-35, 133-268; F. Badalanova, “The Bible in the making: Slavonic
Creation Stories,” Imagining Creation (eds. M. Geller et al.; Leiden/Boston: Brill, 2008),
162-3, 186-91, 231-35.

' For a survey of Slavonic MSS of the Apocalypse of Baruch (3 Baruch), see latsimirskii,
Bibliograficheskii obzor, 227-32; Sokolov, “Feniks v apokrifakh,” 397-99; see also P.A. Lav-
rov, “Apokrificheskie teksty,” SbORIS 67, 3 (1899), 149-51; Ivanov, Bogomilski knigi i legendi,
191-207; Petkanova, Stara biilgarska literatura, 1.71-6, 353-54; Orlov, From Apocalypticism,
63—4, 289-308.

12 For the Slavonic redactions of The Legend of the Holy Rood and the Two Brigands (at-
tributed to Gregory of Nazianzus), see: Tikhonravov, Pamiatniki otrechennoi russkoi liter-
atury, vol. 1,305-13; Porfir’ev, “Apokrificheskie skazaniia,” 47-50, 96—103; Petkanova, Stara
builgarska literatura, 1. 16973, 378-79; Orlov, From Apocalypticism, 12—14; see also Vesel-
ovskii, “Razyskaniia,” ShORIS 32, 4 (1883), 367-424. For The Legend of the Holy Rood by
the Bulgarian priest Jeremiah (composed in the tenth century), see M. Sokolov, Materialy i
zametki po starinnoi slavianskoi literature, vyp. 1 (Moscow: Universitetskaia tipografiia, 1888),
72-211; Petkanova, Stara biilgarska literatura, 1.274-88, 398-99. For the interplay between
the apocryphal accounts of the Legend of the Holy Rood and Bulgarian folklore tradition,
see A.T. Iliev, “Rastitelnoto tsarstvo v narodnata poeziia, obichaite, obredite i poveriiata na
bulgarite,” SbNU 7 (1892), 328—40.

13 See Ivanov, Bogomilski knigi i legendi, 303-311. For a general bibliographic survey of
studies on Bogomilism and Slavonic apocrypha, see D. Petkanova, “Bogomilstvoto i apokrif-
nata literatura” in her Po knizhovniia drum na minaloto (Sofia: Vreme, 2005), 89-105, and
Orlov, From Apocalypticism, 96-9; see also the discussion in A. 1. Iatsimirskii, “K istorii apokri-
fov i legend v iuzhno-slavianskoi pis’'mennosti,” JORIS 15, 1 (1910), 48-56, V. Panaiotov,
“Svedeniia za bogomilstvoto v Pismoto do Panko na Atanasii lerusalimski,” Starobiilgaristika
(Palaeobulgarica) 3 (1987), 84-91 and Y. Stoyanov, The Hidden Tradition in Europe: The
Secret History of Medieval Christian Heresy (London: Arkana, Penguin Books, 1994), 212—-19.
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16 Florentina Badalanova Geller

mogonies. The contributions of scholars such as A. Potebnia,'* V. Mochul’skii, ®
M. Dragomanov,'¢ K. Radchenko,'” A. Markov,'® and N. Korobka,'” combined

14 See chapter 75 of his “Survey of Poetic Motifs in Christmas Carols,” in which he explores
mythopoeic imagery employed in the representation of the “Creation of the World” theme in
Slavonic ritual songs. The interpretation of certain cosmogonic motifs in Ukrainian oral tradi-
tion was compared to their treatment in apocryphal literature, and in the SoT in particular. The
folklore material presented by Potebnia, one of the very first to apply ethnolinguistic methods
of analysis in the area of comparative mythology, was widely quoted by many of his contem-
poraries (including Veselovskii, Dragomanov, Mochul’skii, efc.) in a number of fundamental
publications on Creation sagas from the region of Eurasia and elsewhere. See: A. Potebnia,
“Obzor poeticheskikh motivov koliadok i shchedrivok. (LXXV) Nachalo sveta,” RFV 16, 4
(1886), 2735 (738-40).

15 Particularly significant is V. Mochul’skii’s monograph “Vestiges of the folk Bible in
Slavonic and Old Russian literature” (“Sledy narodnoi Biblii v slavianskoi i v drevnerusskoi
pis’'mennosti,” Zapiski Imperatorskago Novorossiiskago Universiteta, vol. 61 (1894), 1-282)
as well as the series of articles (written by him eight years earlier) on the correlation between
the Slavonic “apocryphal Bible” and Russian spiritual folklore stanzas concerning the Book of
the Dove, see Mochul’skii, “Istoriko-literaturnyi analiz Stikha o Golubinoi Knige,” RFV 16, 4
(1886): 197-219; 17, 1 (1887): 113-180; 17, 2 (1887): 365-406; RFV 18, 3 (1887): 41-142;
18,4 (1887): 171-188. In fact, it is in the final article of this series that he published one of the
versions of the SoT (which he designates as a “prohibited Book of Genesis™); this version was
edited and published by Ivanov 38 years later in his fundamental Bogomilski knigi i legendi,
294-99. Unfortunately, Ivanov erroneously (perhaps the only time in this remarkable study!)
gives this text as belonging to volume 17 of RFV rather than volume 18. However, Ivanov’s
error was faithfully copied by others; see Miltenova’s entry in Encyclopaedia Lexicon of Old
Bulgarian Literature on The Sea of Tiberias (“Tiveriadskoto more”), Stara biilgarska literatura:
Entsiklopedichen rechnik (ed. D. Petkanova; Sofia: Petiir Beron Press, 1992), 463—4.

16 Further on M. Dragomanov’s cross-cultural analysis of the So7, see his “Zabelezhki
virkhu slavianskite religiozno-eticheski legendi. Dualisticheskoto mirotvorenie,” SBNU 10
(1894), 10-62. In his study (written in Bulgarian and originally published in Sofia, in vols. 8
(1892),257-314 and 10 (1894) 3—68 of SbNU) he drew upon the earlier contributions of Vesel-
ovskii and Mochul’skii, and took into consideration a wide range of folklore data (cosmogonic
tales and songs rendering myths of origin from Eurasia and the Americas). This work was
subsequently translated into English by Earl W. Count, whose Ph.D. dissertation, “The Earth
Diver: An Attempt at an Asiatic-American Correlation” (University of California, Berkeley,
1935) dealt with issues closely related to those discussed by Dragomanov. Through Count’s
translation (published in 1961), Dragomanov became one of the most quoted Slavonic scholars
in the West; he enjoyed tremendous popularity and had a significant impact upon the work of
many renowned folklorists, anthropologists and ethnographers. Among the many influenced by
him were Elli Kaija Kongis, “The Earth-Diver (Th. A 812),” Ethnohistory 7 (1960), 151-80
and Alan Dundes, “Earth-Diver: creation of mythopoeic male,” A4 64, 5/1 (October, 1962),
1032-51.

17 Konstantin Radchenko was one of those hidden talents of Russia, whose greatness was
only recognised after his death (April 22, 1908). He spent most of his short and difficult life in
a small, remote provincial city of Nezhin, far away from prestigious universities and libraries,
totally disconnected from renowned centres of learning. The fact that he was living on the pe-
riphery of the Russian academic establishment did not prevent him from being at the pinnacle of
contemporary scholarship. His contributions were not fully acknowledged during his lifetime,
despite the fact that his publications were considered by some of his colleagues to be a source of
inspirational ideas. The name of Konstantin Radchenko still stands as a symbol of the intellectual
power of fin de siécle Russia. His work “Etiudy po Bogomil’stvu: narodnyia kosmogonicheskiia
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The Sea of Tiberias: Between Apocryphal Literature and Oral Tradition 17

methods of literary criticism with those of comparative religious studies and my-
thology.

It is against this tremendously rich background of academic publications on
the SoT in Russia and elsewhere in Eastern Europe at the turn of the twentieth
century that latsimirskii’s utter silence poses such an intriguing question. One
of the aims of this study is to provide an answer.

2. The Sea of Tiberias: Texts and Taxonomy
2.1. Surveys of Sources

Recently, two scholars, D. Dimitrova-Marinova®® and V. Kuznetsova,?! have in-
dependently prepared a survey of MSS containing the SoT. Kuznetsova suggests
that the number of textual witnesses is twenty.?? In fact, this number is much
higher, as Kuznetsova does not take into consideration some of the sources used
by Dimitrova-Marinova. The same applies to Dimitrova-Marinova’s survey,
since, as we shall see, some sources she uses do not coincide with those upon
which Kuznetsova’s arguments are constructed.

legendy slavian v ikh otnoshenii k Bogomil’stvu,” IORIS 15, 4 (1910), 73—131, which is the last
in a series of excellent articles on Dualism and Bogomilism, influenced many scholars studying
the SoT; it was published posthumously by his colleague and friend M. N. Speranskii.

18 See his stimulating article “More Tiveriadskoe v dualisticheskoi legende o sotvorenii
mira,” £O 1-2 (1913), 6475, which is based on extensive data from folklore (oral) sources
and apocryphal writings. It poses an intriguing question, namely why the primordial sea, into
which ornithomorphic Satan dives to fetch sand and flint, is believed to be the Sea of Tiberias
(i.e., Lake of Galilee).

19 See his two-part study on “The image of the bird creating the world in Russian folk poetry
and in literature: the legend of the Sea of Tiberias and Christmas carols about the two doves
creating the world”, in which he comments on A. Veselovskii’s and M. Dragomanov’s read-
ings of the SoT; see N.I. Korobka, “Obraz ptitsy tvoriashchei mir v russkoi narodnoi poezii i
pis’'mennosti: Skazanie o Tiveriadskom More i koliadki o dvukh golubiakh, tvoriashchikh mir.
a) Obraz ptitsy, tvoriashchei mir v Skazanii o Tiveriadskom more,” IORIS 14,4 (1909), 175-95
and idem, “Obraz ptitsy, tvoriashchei mir v russkoi narodnoi poezii i pis’mennosti: Skazanie o
Tiveriadskom More i koliadki o dvukh golubiakh, tvoriashchikh mir. b) Koliadki o golubiakh,
tvoriashchikh mir,” JORIS 15, 1 (1910), 105-47.

20D. Dimitrova, “Kosmogonichnata legenda za Tiveriadskoto more i starobiilgarskata
apokrifna traditsiia,” SL 18 (1985), 184-92; D. Dimitrova-Marinova, “Bogomil’skaia kosmogo-
niia v drevneslavianskoi literaturnoi traditsii,” Ot Bytiia k Iskhodu. Otrazhenie Bibleiskikh
siuzhetov v slavianskoi i evreiskoi narodnoi kul’ture. Sbornik statei (eds. V. Petrukhin et al.;
Moscow: GEOS, 1998), 48-9.

21V, Kuznetsova, Dualisticheskie legendy o sotvorenii mira v vostochnoslavianskoi
fol’klornoi traditsii (Novosibirsk: Sibirskoe Otdelenie Rossiiskoi Akademii Nauk, 1998),
192-99.

2 Ibid., 192.
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2.1.1. Kuznetsova's Survey of Sources

Kuznetsova divides the witnesses into three categories: the Barsovian redaction
(after Barsov’s publication), the Cheboksary redaction (after the place in which

on

iii.

Vi.

Vil.

vii

e of the MSS was found), and a miscellaneous redaction.
The Barsovian redaction of the SoT is represented by eight texts:?3

The account published in 1886 by Barsov himself, from MS Ne 1418, now part
of the Barsov Collection at the State Historical Museum (/ocyoapcmeennuiii
Hcmopuueckuii Myseii) in Moscow, fols. 75-92; on some of the pages are inscrip-
tions made by peasants from the region of Rostov; it is part of a Miscellany, attributed
by Kuznetsova to the seventeenth century. According to Yordan Ivanov, however,
this account — the original Slavonic text of which he published (following Barsov’s
edition) in 1925 — was composed in the sixteenth century.?* It was designated by him
as “the first Russian version of The Sea of Tiberias.” The Appendix, infra, provides
an English translation along with the original Slavonic text of Barsov’s edition (see
Text 1).
The account from MS Ne 21.11.3 (fols. 85-97) from the Archaeographic Collection of
the Library of the Academy of Sciences (Fubnuomexa Axademuu nayk, Pykonuchulii
omoen) in St. Petersburg; it is part of a Miscellany, compiled in 1776-1780 by a cer-
tain “Andrey Fedorov, the son of Malyuta, a peasant from the village of Nefedovo,
Vologodsky Uezd.”
Another eighteenth-century account (from MS Ne 21.7.9, fols. 111-18) from the
same collection in the Library of the Academy of Sciences in St. Petersburg; it is
part of a Miscellany, compiled in 1748 by Ivan Ustinov; the MS was acquired in the
region of Olonetsk.
The eighteenth-century account from MS Ne 436 (fols. 130-35) of the Vakhrameev
Collection in the State Historical Museum in Moscow, from a Miscellany compiled
in the Danilovskii region by “Nikita Afonas’ev, the son of a peasant.”
The eighteenth-century account from MS Ne 240 (fols. 59-67) of the Tikhonra-
vov Collection of the former Lenin State Library (locydapcmeennas bubnuomexa
um. B. 1. Jlenuna), now the Russian State Library (Poccuiickas 2ocyoapcmeennas
bubauomexa), Moscow.
The nineteenth-century account from MS Ne 32.16.14 (fols. 1-12) from the Archaeo-
graphic Collection kept in the Library of the Academy of Sciences in St. Petersburg;
it is part of a Miscellany purchased in Kadnikovsky Uezd.
The eighteenth-century account entitled “A tale about the creation of the world”
(Ckazanme o co3nanuu mupa), published by Shchapov in Pravoslavnyi Sobesednik
(1861, April, part 1), pp. 263-5.
i. A nineteenth-century account from a MS preserved in the archives of the Ecclesiasti-
cal Academy of the city of Perm; it was also published by Shchapov in Pravoslavnyi
sobesednik (1861, April, part 1), p. 261.

2 Ibid., 193-5.

24 Ivanov, Bogomilski knigi i legendi, 290-94.
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The Cheboksary redaction contains eleven textual witnesses:?®

I

iii.

iv.

V1.

vii.

vil

XI.

The eighteenth-century account discovered by V. Grigorovich in Cheboksary (MS
Ne 56 in his archives); it was later published by V. Mochul’skii*® and again by Y.
Ivanov.”” According to Ivanov, this account represents the second Russian version
of The Sea of Tiberias.?®
The seventeenth/eighteenth-century account from MS Ne Q-XVII-22 (fols. 966—
74) preserved in the Saltykov-Shchedrin State Public Library (locydapcmeennas
ny6auunas oubnuomexa um. Canmeikosa-IlJedpuna), now Russian National Li-
brary (Poccutickas nayuonanvuas 6udnuomexa), St. Petersburg. The text is titled:
Ckazanue mpyoonobe3Huix u 60201100U8bIX MYIHCEll, CRUCAHA 3 DOINCECMBEEHHBIX KHUS
Bacunus Benuxaeo, I pueopusi Boeocnosa, Hoanna /lamackuna o npedugnvix sewyell,
0 besnauanviem Iocnode nawem, kako ovin eoun Tocnoov Casaogh npexcoe 6cest
meapu UOUMbLA U HEBUOUMDBLAL U Npedcoe Hebece U 3eMU.
The eighteenth-century account from MS Ne 135 (fols. 47-60) from the collection
of the Kievan Ecclesiastical Academy, now located in the Central Library of the
Ukrainian Academy of Sciences in Kiev.
The eighteenth-century account from MS Ne 45.8.190 (fols. 1-12), purchased in
Kargopol” and submitted to the Archaeographic Collection of the Library of the
Academy of Sciences in St. Petersburg; the text was subsequently published by V.
Sreznevskii.”’ The Appendix, infra, provides an English translation of this version,
along with the original Slavonic text of Sreznevskii’s edition (see Text 2).
The eighteenth-century account from MS Ne 32.16.11 (fols. 1-8), very similar to the
above mentioned MS Ne 45.8.190 (fols. 1-12); both MSS are held in the same col-
lection. Excerpts from the current text were used by Sreznevskii to reconstruct the
content of the missing pages in MS Ne 45.8.190 (see above).
The now-lost MS from the Slepche Monastery, discovered by V. Grigorovich, whose
notes were later published by Shchapov®® and Ivanov;?! this text is analysed at length
below.
The eighteenth-century account from MS Ne 2486a (fols.16-24) from the Barsov
Collection, kept in the State Historical Museum in Moscow.
i. A similar eighteenth-century account from MS Ne 2486b (fols.1-7), also from the
Barsov Collection, kept in the State Historical Museum in Moscow.
The eighteenth-century account from MS Ne 495 (fols.1-8) from the Zabelin Collec-
tion, kept in the State Historical Museum in Moscow.
The eighteenth-century account from MS Ne 2967 (fols.176-183) from the Muzeis-
koe Collection, kept in the State Historical Museum in Moscow.
The seventeenth/eighteenth-century account from MS Ne 18 (fols. 4-10), kept in the
Tikhonravov Collection, held in the Russian State Library, Moscow.

25 Kuznetsova, Dualisticheskie legendy, 196-7.

26 Mochul’skii, “Istoriko-literaturnyi analiz,” RFV 18, 4 (1887), 173-7.

27 Ivanov, Bogomilski knigi i legendi, 294-9.

28 Ibid.

29 Sreznevskii, “Otchet Otdeleniiu,” IORIS 9, 1 (1904), 242; 9, 3 (1904), 99-104.
30 Shchapov, “Istoricheskie ocherki,” 91.

31 Ivanov, Bogomilski knigi i legendi, 289.
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Kuznetsova’s third category is miscellaneous (“cmewannas pedaxyus’).3?
To this she allocates the text entitled Bundle of Divine Books (“Ceumoxws
6ooicecmeennbixs knuew”), published by Pypin, first in Pyccrkoe Croso® and
later in his Hcmopusa crassanckux numepamyp (co-authored with Spasovich).3*
In her survey, the two cosmogonic accounts from the Solovetskaia Library, both
from MS Ne 1138, i.e., the Legend of the Seven Planets (“Ckazanie o ceomu
nianumaxyv,” fols. 148-58) and The Tale of Sts. Andrew and Epiphanius re-
garding Questions and Answers (“Ilogecms criieo Anopbs co Enugpanuems
o eonpockxv u omebmexw,” fols. 174-77), both previously published by
Porfir’ev,® are listed separately from the SoT index, in two consecutive rubrics.
This classification differs from the position previously expressed by Yordan
Ivanov; according to him, the text of The Tale of Sts. Andrew and Epiphanius re-
garding Questions and Answers represents the third Russian version of the So7.3¢

2.1.2. Dimitrova-Marinova’s Survey of Sources

D. Dimitrova-Marinova states that her analysis is based on published and un-
published texts,?” which she divides into three categories: the long recension, the
short recension, and the concise recension.

Dimitrova-Marinova considers the following witnesses to be representative
of the long recension of the SoT:3®

i.  The eighteenth-century Russian account discovered by Viktor Grigorovich in Che-
boksary (MS Ne 56), first published by V. Mochul’skii;** in Kuznetsova’s survey
classified as “Cheboksary redaction” (text i).

ii. The eighteenth-century Russian account from MS Ne 45.8.190 (fols. 1-12) from the
Archaeographic Collection of the Library of the Academy of Sciences in St. Peters-
burg (first published by V. Sreznevskii);*’ Kuznetsova classifies it as “Cheboksary
redaction” (text iv); see also Text 2 in the Appendix, infra.

iii. The Russian account from MS Ne 488 (fols.127a-32b), composed in 1714, from the
Zabelin Collection, currently kept in the State Historical Museum in Moscow.

iv. The eighteenth-century Russian account from MS Ne 32.16.11 (fols. 16a—17b), ob-
tained and described by V. Sreznevskii, currently kept in the archives of the Library
of the Academy of Sciences (St. Petersburg); Kuznetsova classifies it as “Cheboksary
redaction” (text v).

v.  An account from MS Ne 1938 (fols. 38a—52b) of the Russian State Library.

32 Kuznetsova, Dualisticheskie legendy, 192, 198.

3 Russkoe Slovo 2 (1862), 53-6.

3% A.N. Pypin et al., Istoriia slavianskikh literatur, vol. 1 (Moscow, 1879), 79-80.

35 Porfir’ev, “Apokrificheskie skazaniia,” 86-9.

36 Ivanov, Bogomilski knigi i legendi, 299-301.

37 Dimitrova-Marinova, “Bogomil’skaia kosmogoniia,” 48-9, notes 17 and 19.

38 Ibid., 48, note 17.

3 Cf. Mochul’skii, “Istoriko-literaturnyi analiz,” RFV 18, 4 (1887), 173-77.

40 Cf Sreznevskii, “Otchet Otdeleniiu,” JORIS 9, 1 (1904), 242; 9, 3 (1904), 99-104.
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The seventeenth-century Russian account from MS Ne 162 (fols. 195-204) from the
Bol’shakov Collection of the Russian State Library.
A seventeenth/eighteenth-century Russian account from MS Ne 18 (fols. 4a—10b) of
the Tikhonravov Collection, held in the Russian State Library, Moscow; Kuznetsova
classifies it as “Cheboksary redaction” (text xi).
i. The eighteenth-century Russian account from MS Ne 68 (fols. 137-142) from the
Popov Collection, held at the Russian State Library.
A Russian account from Fragment Ne 39 from the Zykin Collection, dated 1714; kept
in the Department of Palacography of the Institute of Russian Literature.
The Slepche account;*' in Kuznetsova’s survey classified as “Cheboksary redaction”
(text vi).

Dimitrova-Marinova lists the following witnesses as representatives of the short
recension:#?

i.

iil.

iv.

vi.

vii.

The sixteenth-century Russian account from MS Ne 1418 (fols. 75-92), published in
1886 by Barsov (now in the holdings of the State Historical Museum in Moscow);*
see also Text 1 in the Appendix, infra.

The early eighteenth-century Russian account from MS Ne 240 (fols. 59-67) of the
Tikhonravov Collection (Ne 299), held in the Russian State Library.

The early eighteenth-century Russian account from MS Ne 1495 (fol. 2) of the
Undol’skii Collection (No 310), from the Russian State Library.

The seventeenth-century Russian account from MS Ne 154 (fols. 145-150) of the
Piskarev Collection (Ne 228), from the Russian State Library.

The eighteenth-century Russian account from MS Ne 21.7.9 [272] (fols. 111b-117) of
the Olonetsk Collection of the Library of the Academy of Sciences in St. Petersburg.
The account from MS Ne 21.11.3 (fols. 3-4b) of the Sreznevskii Collection kept in
the Library of the Academy of Sciences in St. Petersburg.

The nineteenth-century account from MS Ne 32.16.14 (fols. 1-12) from the Archaco-
graphic Collection in the Library of the Academy of Sciences, St. Petersburg.**

According to Dimitrova-Marinova, there is a third, intermediate category, which
includes texts of the abridged, concise redaction (“cwvxpamena pedaxyus™) of
the SoT.* As an example she gives The Tale of Sts. Andrew and Epiphanius
regarding Questions and Answers (“Ilosecmb cmeo Anopbsa co Enugpanuems o
6onpockxw u omebmexw”) from MS Ne 1138 (fols. 174—177) from the Solovets-

ka

ia Library.*® According to Ivanov, this represents the third Russian version of

the SoT,*” whereas Kuznetsova lists it in a separate category from those in her
index of the SoT accounts.*®

41 Cf. Shchapov, “Istoricheskie ocherki,” 91; Ivanov, Bogomilski knigi i legendi, 289.

42 Cf. Dimitrova-Marinova, “Bogomil’skaia kosmogoniia,” 49, note 19.

4 Cf. Kuznetsova = “Barsovian redaction” (text i); see Dualisticheskie legendy, 193.
4 Cf. Kuznetsova = “Barsovian redaction” (text vi), ibid. 194-5.

4 Cf. Dimitrova, “Kosmogonichnata legenda za Tiveriadskoto more,” 185.

46 Cf. Porfir’ev, “Apokrificheskie skazaniia,” 87-9.

47 Ivanov, Bogomilski knigi i legendi, 299-301.

48 Kuznetsova, Dualisticheskie legendy,198.
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It should be added that Dimitrova-Marinova had the vigour to unearth and the
luck to discover in the Library of the Academy of Sciences in St. Petersburg a
new text witness of the SoT; she also had the courage and diligence to publish it
(a challenging task very few are up to, considering the fact that the last time such
an attempt was made was in 1904, by the industrious Russian palacographer
V. Sreznevskii). The account, entitled “This scroll is from the Book of Palaea”
(“Ceu Cnucoxwv uc Knueu Ilane[u]”), comes from MS Ne 566 in the Arkhangel’sk
Collection, dated to the eighteenth century. Dimitrova-Marinova considers this
text to be representative of the “long recension of the So7.%

2.1.3. Brief Remarks

An assessment of the classifications proposed by Kuznetsova and Dimitrova-
Marinova indicates that they have not always examined the same texts, and thus
the range of the accounts on the basis of which each builds her arguments is
different. The fact that we lack a single, comprehensive index of the MSS con-
taining the apocryphal SoT suggests that further efforts should be made towards
the palaecographic clarification of the sources. In the present study, however, I do
not aim to provide further descriptions of the MSS in which various editions of
the SoT were preserved. My intention is to focus on an analysis of the narrative
content of these texts.>

2.2. Classification and Taxonomy of Sources

Regarding the classification of the texts into separate categories, my position
shares certain principles in common with those of Ivanov,’' which I consider
to be more straightforward than the typologies suggested by Kuznetsova and
Dimitrova-Marinova. The term “first Russian version” in Ivanov (= the text
published by Barsov) corresponds to Dimitrova-Marinova’s “short recension,”>?
and Kuznetsova’s “Barsovian redaction.”* The term “second Russian version”
in Ivanov (= the text discovered in Cheboksary by Grigorovich and published
by Mochul’skii) corresponds to Dimitrova-Marinova’s “long recension™* and
to Kuznetsova’s “Cheboksary redaction.”>* Kuznetsova, however, considers the

4 Dimitrova-Marinova, “Bogomil’skaia kosmogoniia,” 51-7.

30 My work is based on previously published versions of the text, with the assumption that
they reflect the same range of themes and motifs as in the unpublished ones. When necessary,
I will refer to unpublished texts, but purely as complementary evidence.

SUCf. Ivanov, Bogomilski knigi i legendi, 287-301.

32 Cf. Dimitrova-Marinova, “Bogomil’skaia kosmogoniia,” 42, 49 (note 19).

33 Cf. Kuznetsova, Dualisticheskie legendy,192-5.

% Cf. Dimitrova-Marinova, “Bogomil’skaia kosmogoniia,” 38, 42, 47 (note 6), 48 (note 17),
51-7.

35 Cf. Kuznetsova, Dualisticheskie legendy, 195-7.
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Slepche version to be part of the same typological cluster of texts as the Chebok-
sary account.® Her position differs from the opinions expressed by Ivanov, who
considers the Slepche version to be a separate category. In fact, it was Ivanov
who first called it “the Bulgarian version of The Sea of Tiberias.” As for the type
described by Ivanov as “the third Russian version” (= The Tale of Sts. Andrew
and Epiphanius regarding Questions and Answers from MS Ne 1138 from the
Solovetskaia Library),’’ Dimitrova-Marinova calls it “the abridged redaction,”?
while in Kuznetsova’s classification it is an independent type, which she lists
separately from the SoT texts.”
In my analysis I will follow the following taxonomy:

TypPE A-1: represented by the Bulgarian version of the SoT (i.e., the Slepche version).

TYPE A-2: comprising the Russian accounts of the SoT published by Mochul’skii,
Sreznevskii, and Dimitrova-Marinova (i.e., Ivanov’s “second Russian version” =
Kuznetsova’s “Cheboksary redaction” = Dimitrova-Marinova’s “long recension”).

TyPE B: comprising the type of Russian accounts parallel to Barsov’s publication of the
SoT (i.e., Ivanov’s “first Russian version” = Kuznetsova’s “Barsovian redaction” =
Dimitrova-Marinova’s “short recension”).

TyPE C: represented by The Tale of Sts. Andrew and Epiphanius regarding Questions and
Answers (i.e., Ivanov’s “third Russian redaction” = Dimitrova-Marinova’s “abridged
redaction” = Kuznetsova’s “miscellaneous redaction”).

3. Textual Analysis
3.1. The South-Slavonic Version

3.1.1. Archaeographic Search and Philological Research

In 1845, the Russian philologist Viktor Grigorovich discovered among the Sla-
vonic manuscripts stored in the archives of the Slepche Monastery (now in the
Republic of Macedonia) a text, which he considered to be a fragment from the
erotapocritic Discussion between the Three Saints, and believed by him to be a
Bulgarian/Serbian redaction of the text. He copied it, and his notes were subse-
quently published by Ia. Shchapov in 1861 and 1863.% Since it was more than

36 Ibid., 197.

3T Cf. Porfir’ev, “Apokrificheskie skazaniia,” 87-9.

38 Cf. Dimitrova, “Kosmogonichnata legenda za Tiveriadskoto more,” 185.

39 Cf. Kuznetsova, Dualisticheskie legendy, 198.

%0 We follow the later publication; see Shchapov, “Istoricheskie ocherki,” 91. Note that in
Miltenova’s entry on The Sea of Tiberias in the Encyclopaedia Lexicon of Old Bulgarian Lit-
erature the year of Shchapov’s publication given (1963) should read 1863; the page number
given (75) should also be amended to 91; see: “Tiveriadskoto more,” Stara biilgarska literatura:
Entsiklopedichen rechnik (ed. D. Petkanova), 463—64.
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140 years ago when this rare publication appeared,®' I consider it appropriate to
publish Grigorovich’s notes again, with an English translation:

[IT]pexs 3emmn 6bicTh [ocons CaBaods — Bb Tpexb koMapexsb Ha Bo3aychxs. U mombicin
ce0b Tocogs CaBaodb, Ge3HAYANBHBIN OTEIb, U TAKO OTPUTHY OTH CEpALAa U POIU
BO3II0OIEHHATO CchiHA Bboskis rocmona Hamrero Incyca Xpucra, n3b ycTh cBouxb Jlyxs
CBOI1 cBsiTOl HcmycTH o ronyounb oopasb. U peue Tocnoas: Oynu HeOo XpycranbHOE Ha
cTonmbxb KeTb3HBIXB, N HA CEAMUAECITH ThMaxXb THICSIIH U OyAUTe 03epa M 00Iaku U
3853161 1 cBBTE M BETPB, U AyHY M3b HEAPB CBOMXE, pan Ha BocTOh HAacaau; Mpa3b —
ot nmua ['ocrosHs, a rpoMb — IIACh TOCIO/ICHB Bb KOJIeCHUILh OrHEHHBI yTBepIK/IeHD, a
MOJTHIsS — crioBo ['ocnostHe u3b yeTh BoXKinxs HCXOANTS, a CONHIIE — OTh HyTPEHHISI pU3BI
rocro/Hu, monexxe ['ocroap [...] auiyy cBoemy. U pede Tocnons: Oyau TMa CTONMOBS Ha
Bo3aychxs. U peue ['ocroap: Oyau Ha 3eMiin MOpe THBHPiaCKoe, Bozia coieHas. U cauae
TOCIIO/Ib TI0 BO3IyXy Ha MOpe THBHUpiaJicKoe 1 y3ph rocnons miasaromaro Ha ToMb Moph
rOrojist, M CTa Ha/lb HUMb [0Croap U peye eMy: rorone, Tol kTo ecu? U peye: cataHa a3b
ecMb. 1 pede rocrions caranb, moHypHcs Bb MOpe, M BEIHB 36MIIN M KAMEHbB, U ITPEITOMHI
Ha J1BO€, W3b JIBBBISL PyKH AacTh caraHb MOJIOBHHY KaMeHH, yaapu [ocroab ke3lIoMb
Ha kaMmeHb. M cotBopu Bore oTh HCKkph OTHEHHBIXH Muxania apxanrena u ['aBpinna —
B3nieThbiy anrenm. Carana b U3b KaMeHH (COTBOPH) OBCOBCKYIO OCCUNCICHHYIO CHITY
6oroB. U peue rocroas: OyanTe TpUAECATh TPU KUTa Ha Moph TuBHMpiagckoM®b, U Oyiu Ha
ThXxb KUTaXb 3eMIISL.

Before Earth there was [only] the Lord Sabaoth, [residing] in three chambers in the air.
The Lord Sabaoth, the Father uncreated, pondered within Himself and thus begot His
beloved Son of God, our Lord Jesus Christ, who emanated from His heart. From His
lips He released His Holy Spirit in the image of a dove. The Lord said, “May there be
a crystal sky on iron pillars, seventy thousand myriads of them. May there be lakes and
clouds and stars and light and wind.” He exhaled from his bosom and planted Eden in the
East. Frost is from the face of the Lord, thunder is from the voice of the Lord installed in
the fiery chariot, and lightning is the Word of the Lord coming out from God’s lips. The
sun is from the inner garment of the Lord, because the Lord [touched it] to His face. Then
the Lord said, “May there be a myriad of pillars in the air.” The Lord said, “May there be
salty water on the Earth, the Sea of Tiberias” and God went down via the air to the Sea of
Tiberias. The Lord saw there on the Sea a [bird-]diver®?> swimming, and the Lord stood

! Yordan Ivanov published only the Bulgarian translation of Grigorovich’s notes in his
Bogomilski knigi i legendi, 289.

62 T am rather reluctant in this case to render gogol’ (rorons) as “duck,” despite the seemingly
straightforward translation of the Russian noun gogo!/’ as “a water bird” (traditionally imagined
as “a duck”) for the following reason. In some Russian folklore texts it is explicitly pointed out
that Gogol’ is the personal name of the anthropomorphic angel-demiurge (created from God’s
spittle) who ascends to Heaven, following God’s command, to bring on his wings earth, which
is later scattered over the waters of the primordial sea, causing the emergence of dry land.
One such example comes from the text of the Russian folklore cosmogonic legend entitled “O
cotBopeHin mipa”; it was recorded in 1910 in the region of Saratov (Volga river basin) by the
local peasant Gavril Kirillovich Zavaritskii. The legend was narrated by his father. The text was
published six years later; see “O tom svete i ob etom. Razskazy Saratovskogo Povolzh’ia,” EO
1-2 (1916), 67-9; see also note 112, infra. A similar motif appears in some Belarusian folklore
legends about the creation of the world. According to the account published in 1891 by E.R.
Romanov in the fourth volume of his Belarusian Miscellany (Cosmogonic Tales and Legends),
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above it and said, “Diver, who are you?”’; and [it] said, “I am Satan.” [or and Satan said,
“I am.”] The Lord said to Satan, “Dive into the sea and fetch earth and stone.” Then He
cut [the stone] into two and half the piece from the left hand He gave to Satan. The Lord
hit [His half of] the stone with [His] sceptre and thus God created from the fiery sparks
the archangels Michael and Gabriel, and the angels ascended. Satan created from the stone
countless demonic forces of gods, and the Lord said, “May there be thirty-three whales in
the Sea of Tiberias, and may the Earth be [supported] on these whales.”

The MS that Viktor Grigorovich discovered was later lost, and his notes repre-
sent the only surviving evidence for the existence of this unique South Slavonic
version of the SoT (=TYPE A-1). His brief comments indicate that the apocryphal
text, which he found in the Slepche Monastery in 1845, must have contained an
ornate cosmogonic account of the origins of the Universe and the initial stages of
Creation, which heralded the emergence of the Earth. According to the Slepche
version of the SoT (as rendered in Grigorovich’s notes), prior to the “crafting” of
the dry land — an act which was a result of combined efforts of two demiurges,
God Sabaoth and Satan — all early phases of Creation were accomplished solely
by God Sabaoth.

There is one detail in the text quoted above which has so far gone unnoticed,
since its original meaning cannot adequately be determined by the modern punc-
tuation in the version we have, by Grigorivich. Satan’s reply to God’s question,
“Who are you?” could either be interpreted as: “he said, I am Satan”, or “Satan
said, I am.” The latter meaning could have alluded to Exodus 3.14 (where God
identifies Himself as “I am that [ am™); hence the above passage from the Slepche
version of the SoT could have been implicitly suggesting that what Satan actu-
ally declared was that he himself'is God (see also the discussion infra, § 3.2.3).

3.1.2. The Signs of Heaven

The text starts with a description of God’s heavenly abode. He dwelt in the air,
resting upon three chambers (an unequivocal allegorical icon of the Holy Trin-
ity). This detail also surfaces in some other versions of the So7. The same de-
scription of God’s “three-chambered habitat” can be found in the first paragraph
of the eighteenth-century text from the MS discovered, again by V. Grigorovich,
in Cheboksary,% and in the incipit of the eighteenth-century Russian recension of
the SoT from MS Ne 566 from the Arkhangel’sk Collection of the Library of the

the demiurge who, obeying God’s command, dives into the bottom of the primordial sea to fetch
some earth, from which the dry land would later appear, is also depicted as an anthropomorphic,
not as an ornithomorphic being; see Belorusskii Sbornik. vol. 4: Skazki kosmogonicheskiia i
kul’turnyia (Vitebsk: Tipo-litografiia G.A. Malkina, 1891), 1-3. For an English translation of
this account, see F. Badalanova, “The Bible in the making,” 235-40.

63 See Mochul’skii, “Istoriko-literaturnyi analiz,” RFV 18, 4 (1887), 173; the MS was in-
dexed in the archive collection of Grigorovich’s MSS as Ne 56 (see also §§ 2.1.1 and 2.1.2
supra and § 3.2.1 infra).
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Russian Academy of Sciences in St. Petersburg.®* On the other hand, the open-
ing passage from the Slepche version of the SoT bears a close resemblance to
seventeenth/eighteenth-century Slavonic redactions of some erotapocritic apoc-
ryphal writings. Thus, in one of the Russian versions of The Discussion Between
the Three Saints — Basil the Great, Gregory the Theologian and John Chrys-
ostom: Questions and Answers Copied from the Paterikon (‘“bbceoa Tpiexw
Ceamumeneu Bacunisi Benuxazo, I pueopia boeocnosa, loanna 3namoycmaco,
Bonpowenue cv Toakosanuiems. Cnucano cv I[lamepuxa Pumckaeo”), God’s
heavenly abode is described in a similar manner. The three chambers are re-
garded as a metaphorical image of the Holy Trinity:

Blacwuuniii] p[eue]: ['nb bors mepsbst sxums, mwxe He ObicTh cBbTa? — [[0anHb| pleue]: CyTh
KaMopbI TpU Ha Bo3aychxb, Ty Osme [ocmogs Bb Tpexb KaMoOpexb, arHIEeMb, a cBbTy
TOrJa He OBICTD.

I'puropiit peue: IIporonxyit mu Tpowuity B Tpexs kamopexs. — [[oanns] p[eue]: OTerrs,
Colub ¥ cBsThIi Jlyxb, enuns cBbTh, Tpoe orup.%

[Saint] Basil said, “Where did God dwell at the beginning before there was no world/
light?”% — [Saint] John said, “There are three chambers in the air and God was in these
three chambers [in an image] of a lamb. There was no world/light at that time.” [Saint]
Gregory said, “Explain to me, what is the [Holy] Trinity in three chambers?” — John said,
“Father, Son, and Holy Spirit. One world/Holy [God], three fires.”

These examples make it evident that, according to the thesaurus of Slavonic
apocryphal writings, the image of the celestial “three-chambered habitat” en-
compasses the three concurrent hypostases of God (Father, Son, and Holy Spirit)
and symbolises their “oneness” (“Tpouya edunocywnas”).®” As in the versions
published by Mochul’skii and Dimitrova-Marinova, the parable of the “three
chambers” in the Slepche version of the SoT is followed by a larger narrative
unit, relating how the eternal Lord, God the Father, from His heart via His Rea-

% The text was recently published by D. Dimitrova-Marinova, “Bogomil’skaia kosmogo-
niia,” 51-7. See also § 2.1.2, supra.

5 Quoted from A.N. Pypin, Lozhnyia i otrechennyia knigi russkoi stariny, 169.

% As in other medieval Slavonic texts, there is a certain amount of ambiguity in this account,
since the word used to denote “world”/“universe” (c6bmw) is a homonym not only of the
word for “light” (cebmw), but also of the word for “holy”/“divine” (Cars/CBmTS); see I.1.
Sreznevskii, Materialy dlia Slovaria Drevne-Russkogo lazyka po Pis’'mennym Pamiatnikam,
vol. 3 (Sankt-Peterburg: Izdanie Otdelenia Russkogo lazyka i Slovesnosti Imperatorskoi Aka-
demii Nauk, Tipografiia Imperatorskoi Akademii Nauk, 1903), 295-302 and V. Dal’, Tolkovyi
slovar’ zhivago velikorusskago iazyka, vol. 4 (St. Petersburg/Moscow: Izdanie knigoprodavt-
sa-tipografa M. O. Vol'fa, 1882), 156-59. Therefore it is unclear whether St. Basil’s query refers
to primordial times when there was no world, or no light; it is also unclear if St. John’s answer
to the second question envisages the three hypostases of God (Father, Son, and Holy Spirit) as
“Triune Fire”, i.e. one essence in three hypostases. See also notes 136 and 250, infra.

7 For the doctrine of the Trinity, see “The Triune God” in John Meyendorff, Byzantine
Theology: Historical Trends and Doctrinal Themes (New York: Fordham University Press,
1983), 180-90.
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son, begot (lit. “gave birth to””) His Son, Jesus Christ, and brought Him into be-
ing through the power of the Word (i.e., Logos), which He exhaled from within
Himself.% There followed the emanation of the Holy Spirit, which emerged from
His mouth in the image of a dove.® Thereupon, the story goes, with the power of
God’s creative Word, a crystal’® sky was fashioned, resting upon seventy thou-
sand myriads of iron pillars, along with celestial lakes containing the heavenly
waters (from which the rain would originate and subsequently fall to earth?), as
well as stars, clouds and winds. After that God Sabaoth exhaled His breath from
His bosom, thus planting Paradise in the East. The cosmogonic motif of the

%8 This detail is interpreted in a similar way in some medieval Bulgarian, Serbian and Rus-
sian recensions of The Discussion Between the Three Saints. One such case is the opening
paragraph of the Interpretative Account Regarding Heaven and Earth (“CA0OBO ¢ NEFECH H 69
zEMAH poTApks”’) from a medieval Serbian MS preserved in the Library of the Patriarchy of
Karlovac; it starts with the question “What was the first thing to come out from God’s mouth?”
(“Y710 1IppBO HZHAE HZb ScTh boxinxp?”), followed by the answer “CaoBo chINE BoxiH”
(“Logos, the Son of God”), see V. Mochul’skii, “Sledy narodnoi Biblii,” 52. The same ques-
tion and answer, in slightly abbreviated form, appear in another version (entitled “CawBso
NEBECH H (9 ZEMAH”) from a sixteenth-century Serbian Synaksarion preserved in the National
Museum in Prague (MS Ne 12, fol. 115): “What was the first thing to come out from God’s
mouth?” “Logos, the Son of God” (“ Y710 nprBO HZBIAE HZb ScTb Boxiaxe? CAOBO, CHINB
Boxin”) [ibid., 54]. Another example comes from the seventeenth-century Tale from the Book
of Genesis (“CrazaRiE ¢ bprria”) from a Serbian Miscellany in the National Library in Bel-
grade (MS Ne 273, fol. 171) [/bid., 58]. For Latin parallels (“Quis primus ex Deo processit?
Verbum”), see R. Nachtigall, “Ein Beitrag zu den Forschungen iiber die sogenannte ‘bectna
Tpexs cstureneit’ (Gesprich dreier Heiligen),” 4SPh 24 (1902), 324 (Question Ne 1). See also
Tg. Onkelos on Gen 3:8 (“They [Adam and Eve] heard the voice of the Lord God walking in
the Garden”), translating the verse as “they heard the sound of the Logos of the Lord God who
was walking in the Garden.” This parallel will be discussed elsewhere.

9 See the interpretation of this detail in two eighteenth-century versions of the SoT pub-
lished respectively by Mochul’skii (“Istoriko-literaturnyi analiz,” RFV 18, 4 (1887), 173) and
Dimitrova-Marinova (“Bogomil’skaia kosmogoniia,” 51).

70 On the image of the crystal as a celestial ingredient comprising two opposite characteris-
tics, i.e., “wetness” and “dryness,” see the following cosmogonic account from the sixteenth-
century Bulgarian redaction of The Book of the Secrets of Enoch:

H ocunoBa* cBbTO™ OKPRIOy BOABI H CBTBOPH* 7 KpPX' BBHOYTPBXAOY H BBOBPAZH* IAKO
XPOYCTaAb, MOKPO H COYXO CHPBY CTBKAO H AEAb GOBXOKAENTa BOAaY HNHMB cTHXIaY. (Quoted
from Ivanov, Bogomilski knigi i legendi, 176.)

The MS (record Ne 321, National Library in Belgrade) was discovered by the Russian scholar
M. Sokolov in 1886 and published by him 13 years later. Hereafter I refer to Ivanov’s publication
of the original Church Slavonic text of The Book of the Secrets of Enoch (“KNHTH cTH* TaHNB
Enoxo0®, MXXa MXAPa H BEAHKA XXAOXKNHKA, ETOXKE NpIA" 't H BBZAIOBHTH Er0, A2 BHAH
BBIILINAXK XHTHIE H IPBM&ADAro H BEAHKArO H NEAOMBICAHMArO H NENpbMbBNNAro upTsa
B3 BECEADBKHTEAS, H IpBAHBNATO H CAABNAro H CBBTAAr0 H MEOTOGIYHTATO CTOAKTA CAOYTh
riib, H NEOABH[>KHMAro 1ptAa riih, H CTENENH, H G)BbIABAENTE] BOHNb BECIABTNH, H NECKA-
Za3KAEMAro CAOKENTa MHOTO MI3KbCTBA CTYXTH, H pAZAHYNAaa BHABNia H NEHCIOBbAHMAaa
IThNTE XEPOYBHMCKBI® BOH, H cBbTa BEZb MbpHa caMOBHAEIG BEITH following Sokolov’s
publication of the apocryphon); see Bogomilski knigi i legendi, 167—80. A similar cosmographic
concept, that the sky is made of “thick glass,” is attested in Bulgarian oral tradition; see Y.
Kovachev, “Narodna astronomiia i meteorologiia,” SbNU 30 (1914), 15.
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Garden of Eden emerging from the Creator’s breath also features in the versions
published by Mochul’skii,”" Sreznevskii,’> and Dimitrova-Marinova (i.e. TYPE
A-2).73 In the account published by Barsov (i.e. TyPE B),” however, the creation
of Eden is not a direct product of God’s breath; still, Paradise appears as a result
of God’s divine action. The chronological dimensions of the creation of the Gar-
den of Eden in Barsov’s account are also different: it is fashioned after the fall
of Satan and before the creation of Adam. There is one detail about the origins
of Paradise appearing in all four versions of the SoT that parallels the Slepche
version: Paradise is located at the eastern corner of the celestial Universe, thus
marking the heart of God’s abode (“BTb cEAHT® Ma Boc(T)o1rh”).”> This detail
appears likewise in some Slavonic recensions of Vita Adae et Evae; one such
case is the fifteenth/sixteenth-century text entitled “GJ ucnogboaniu Eseunt u
6 8vcnpo(c) enoyua(m) ea u c 6onbsnu Aoamoes” from the Rumiantsov Mis-
cellany (MS Ne 358).7°

A further detail from the Slepche version of the So7, which is interpreted in an
identical manner in the accounts published by Mochul’skii”” and Sreznevskii,”®
is that of the genesis of frost originating from God’s face.” As for the thunder,
it is featured as God’s voice ensconced in a fiery chariot.?’ Kindred mythopoeic

" Mochulskii, “Istoriko-literaturnyi analiz,” RFV 18, 4 (1887), 174.

72 Sreznevskii, “Otchet Otdeleniiu,” IORIS 9, 3 (1904), 99.

3 Dimitrova-Marinova, “Bogomil’skaia kosmogoniia,” 51.

74 Barsov, “O Tiveriadskom More,” 5-8; see also Appendix, Text 1, § 3, infra.

75 Dimitrova-Marinova, “Bogomil’skaia kosmogoniia,” 51.

76 Pypin, Lozhnyia i otrechennyia knigi russkoi stariny, 1.

77 Mochul’skii, “Istoriko-literaturnyi analiz,” RFV 18, 4 (1887), 174.

78 Sreznevskii, “Otchet Otdeleniiu,” JORIS 9, 3 (1904), 99.

79 The motif of the frost as an attribute of the incorporeal heavenly host occurs likewise in
the sixteenth-century Bulgarian redaction of the Book of the Secrets of Enoch (Enoch 2) from
MS Ne 321 in the National Library in Belgrade:

H BbzBa 't EAHNOTO G arTAb cTapbHIIHY, CTpalllNa H TPOZNa, H MOCTaBH Ero 8 MENE. H
BHABNIE arTaa Toro BbAO FAKO CHBIb, H pXITb M0 AE* BHABNIE™ HMAIIIA CTOYAEND BEAHKX. H
OYCTSAE AHIIE MOE, ZaNE NE TPBIIB* cTpaxa i, 1ako XKE N~ MOIINO TpBIBTH cornh MEIINATO
H ZHOa CABNEYNAro H Mpaza Bbzaoyiinaro. H pe? I'vs kb Mith: ENOIIE, allIE NE OYCTOYAH CA
AHIIE TBOA ZAE, NE MOKE" ¥AKb ZpBTH AHIIa TBOETO. H pE? 'S MXKEMa cONbMa, BbZBEAIIHMA
MA TIPbBKAE: A2 CbNHAET ENO* Ha ZEMAA Ch BaMa, H IIOXKAHTA £ro A0 oypovHaro ANE. (Quoted
from Ivanov, Bogomilski knigi i legendi, 179).

80 K. Radchenko points out in this connection that in the Bible thunder and lightning are
regarded as God’s attributes; he refers to Exodus 29 (from verse 19 onwards), and to Job (36:
32;37: 2, etc.); see Radchenko, “Etiudy po Bogomil’stvu,” 77. In fact, related celestial imagery
is employed in Psalm 104, in which Yahweh, the Mighty Creator — “clothed with honour and
majesty” — is praised and glorified in a similar manner: “He covers himself with light as with
a garment. | He stretches out the heavens like a curtain. | He lays the beams of his rooms in the
waters. | He makes the clouds his chariot. | He walks on the wings of the wind. | He makes his
messengers winds; | His servants — flames of fire. | He laid the foundations of the earth, | That it
should not be moved forever. | You covered it with the deep as with a cloak. | The waters stood
above the mountains. | At your rebuke they fled. | At the voice of your thunder they hurried
away. | The mountains rose, the valleys sank down, | To the place which you had assigned to
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imagery is employed in the accounts published by Mochul’skii,?' Sreznevskii,?
and Dimitrova-Marinova.®? A similar description of thunder as the mighty voice
of God carried in a fiery chariot moving across the firmament is also present in
one of the seventeenth/eighteenth-century Slavonic versions of The Discussion
Between the Three Saints — Basil the Great, Gregory the Theologian and John
Chrysostom: Questions and Answers, the compiler of which purports to have
copied it from the Paterikon (Vitae Patrum) itself (“bbceoa Tpiexv Ceamumeneii
Bacunia Benuxazo, I pueopis boeocnosa, loanna 3namoycmaeo, Bonpowenie cv
Tonxosanuiemw. Cnucano cv Ilamepuka Pumckazo™):

I[oanns] p[ede]: OTb yero rpomMb 1 MOJHISI COTBOpeHa ObIcTh? — Blacumiii] p[eue]: [tach
TocnoneHs Bb KoNecHUI'h OrHEHHOI yTBepkeHb 1 aHrena rp(om)Has npucrasiena.

[Saint] John said, “From what are thunder and lightning created?” — [Saint] Basil said,
“The voice of God is embedded in a fiery chariot and thundering angels are fixed to it.”%°

According to the cosmogonical pattern followed in the Slepche version of
the SoT, the Word of God is considered to be lightning issued forth from His
mouth,3® while the Sun is believed to have emerged from His inner garment, a
result of God having wiped His face;®’ thereupon a myriad of pillars came to

them. | You have set a boundary that they may not pass over; | That they do not turn again to
cover the earth.”

On the other hand, some Slavonic apocryphal prayers, incantations and spells, recited during
thunderstorms as magical rites, attribute thunder and lightning to God as His weapons against
Satan; see in this connection latsimirskii, “K istorii lozhnykh molitv v iuzhno-slavianskoi
pis’mennosti, ” JORIS 18, 4 (1913/1914), 53-71. See also the discussion, infra.

81 Mochul’skii, “Istoriko-literaturnyi analiz,” RFV 18, 4 (1887), 174.

82 Sreznevskii, “Otchet Otdeleniiu,” JORIS 9, 3 (1904), 99.

8 Dimitrova-Marinova, “Bogomil’skaia kosmogoniia,” 51-2.

8 Quoted from Pypin, Lozhnyia i otrechennyia knigi russkoi stariny, 169.

85 According to the Slavonic Book of the Secrets of Enoch and the Apocalypse of Baruch,
the celestial fiery chariot drawn by four angels is imagined to be carrying the Sun itself; see
Sokolov, “Feniks v apokrifakh,” 399—402. Further on the origin of thunder, see the text en-
titled Razumnik: Questions of John, Basil and Gregory (‘A cE pazoymMNHKB. BhIpocH loaNna
H Bacaaia u I'pHropia”), from the sixteenth-century miscellany preserved in the Bulgarian
National Library, under record Ne 68 (Fol. 152 rev.), in A.S. Arkhangel’skii, “K istorii iuzh-
noslavianskoi i drevnerusskoi apokrificheskoi literatury. Dva liubopytnykh sbornika Sofiiskoi
Narodnoi Biblioteki v Bolgarii. Opisanie rukopisei i teksty,” JORIS 4, 1 (1899), 121.

8 Parallel representations can be found in the versions published by Mochul’skii (“Istoriko-
literaturnyi analiz,” RFV 18, 4 (1887), 174), Sreznevskii (“Otchet Otdeleniiu,” JIORIS 9, 3
(1904), 99) and Dimitrova-Marinova (“Bogomil’skaia kosmogoniia,” 52).

87 According to the current account, the Sun is considered to be an imprint of God’s face upon
the fabric of the Universe; it is imagined as an icon of God. A similar motif of “the miraculous
icon not painted by human hands” appears in the legends about Saint Veronica, the pious woman
who accompanied Christ to Calvary and gave Him a piece of cloth to wipe His face; He did
so and an imprint of His image was left miraculously on the towel. In Slavonic religious art
there is a special iconographic type related to this image, known as “Cnac Hepyxomsopruwiii”
(or “Ubrus”). In West European regions of Christendom this iconographic type is called “Ve-
ronica” (i.e., vera icon = “true image”). According to this text, the Sun is considered to be God
Sabaoth’s vera icon. The notion that the Sun is an emanation of God’s splendour is expressed
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stand in the air in accordance with His command. Finally, God uttered: “May
there be the Sea of Tiberias on Earth, a body of salty water!” and descended from
the high heavens down to the Sea of Tiberias. Only then did He encounter the
“other creator,” who was described as a (bird-)diver swimming in the primordial
sea; this motif becomes one of the hallmarks of the SoT as attested in all the
extant versions.®

3.1.3. The Two Creators: God and Satan

According to the Slepche version, both God Sabaoth and Satan, His heavenly
companion (who has not yet become a hostile antagonist!), appear to have been
self-created and existing prior to the beginnings of the Universe. They both are
therefore regarded in the Slepche narrative as compatible celestial beings and not
enemies. Still, Satan is subject to God’s power and acts under His instructions.
However, unlike some other apocryphal narratives dealing with the origins of
the Earth, in this case Satan is not portrayed as God’s adversary. According to the
Slepche version, he does not play the role of God’s antagonist, at least not at this
stage of Creation. He is just a mediator between the upper and lower spheres of
the universe.® The encounter between the two creators is marked by a typical,
for this kind of cosmogonical account, formulaic exchange of greetings in the
form of a dialogue: “Who are you?” — “I am God” (or “I am Satan”); afterwards
the ornithomorphic demiurge is asked by God to dive to the bottom of the pri-
mordial salty sea and to fetch earth and flint. God then breaks the stone into two,
and gives the half in His left hand®® to Satan. He then hits the piece in His right
hand with His sceptre; this causes the emergence of fiery sparks, from which

in the sixteenth-century Bulgarian apocryphal Erotapokriseis Razumnik (“ Pazoymunks”) from
the Lovchansky Miscellany: “BbIpoch: KaxKH MH, ¥TO £ CANIE? — &.: AbmioTa EXia H )KHBOTb
MHPS H ZEMAH.” (Quoted from Ivanov, Bogomilski knigi i legendi, 259).

8 This motif'is also a vital component of vernacular cosmogonies among peoples of Eurasia
and elsewhere; it is classified as type A 812.1 (Devil as earth diver) in Stith Thompson, Motif-
Index of Folk Literature. A Classification of Narrative Elements in Folktales, Ballads, Myths,
Fables, Medieval Romances, Exempla, Fabliaux, Jest-Books and Local Legends (Copenhagen:
Rosenkilde and Bagger, 1955). See also the discussion at §§ 3.1.3 (The Two Creators: God and
Satan) and 3.2.3.1 (The Diving Creator), infra.

8 On the image of Satan as mediator (as presented in Bulgarian oral tradition, The Secret
Book of the Bogomils, the SoT and The Combat Between Archangel Michael and Satanail),
see D. Dimitrova, “Mediatoriit v starobtilgarskata apokrifna traditsiia i v bulgarskiia folklor:
viprosi na tipologiiata,” Medievistika i kulturna antropologiia. Sbornik v chest na 40-god-
ishnata tvorcheska deinost na Prof. Donka Petkanova (eds. A. Angusheva-Tikhanova and A.
Miltenova; Sofia: Mnemozina, 1998), 376-82.

%0 As is common in other Eurasian myths of origin, in Slavonic cosmogonies the “left hand”
is regarded as “harmful/evil/negative,” whereas the “right hand” symbolises “righteous/good/
positive”; respectively the “right side” is considered to be related to God and angelic beings,
whereas the “left side” is associated with Satan and his diabolical creatures. See N.I. Tol-
stoy, “Binarnye protivopostavleniia tipa pravyi-levyi, muzhskoi-zhenskii,” lazyk i narodnaia
kul tura (Moscow: Indrik, 1995), 151-66; idem., “1z geografii slavianskikh slov: pravyi-levyi,”
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God creates the Archangels Michael and Gabriel, along with His angelic host.
As for Satan, he fashions “countless devilish forces™! from the half of the stone
given to him by God.*? A similar idea, that the angels are created of fire ignited
from stones, is developed in some other extra-canonical writings.”> According
to 2 Enoch, on the second day of Creation God strikes up a great fire from the
primordial hard stones and from this fire He creates the heavenly host; one of
these angels is later to become the Fallen One:

Toraa BB BEYDb H IAK'bl OYTPO, H BB Alib .B. H Kb Bch™ 3XE cBOHY NENBIM co5pazoBaX
WTNBNO ECTBO. BBbZph 0KO MOE Na TBPBAH H MNOTO YKECTOK'BI KAMEND H () cOBAHCTANTa
0Ka MOETO H BBCIPHX" H MABNH ETCBO BOANOA, H GOTNb BB BOAL H BOAA BB COTHH,
NH CBHIH GONOI'O OyrairaA’, NH GNO 8coymiax”, TOFpOAH MABNIa CARYNAro ZapENIE
GICTPBHIITE H cBBTABHINTA £ H MEKKA BOAA TBPBKAA KAMENE JKECTOKAro . H & KaME-
NE* 0ychbKO* OINb BEAHKBI H 6 GOTNB CHTBOPH® YHNH BECHABTNHY BOHT TBH™ arTAb, H
PXIKia H* GINbNA H WAEKAE H* TTAQMH TIAAEI[Ib; H IIOBEAB* A2 CTOX KBXKAO B CBOE™
vHNOY. EANH XXE ) YHNa apXarTkaro GBpalll CA Cb YHNO™ CXIITHY TIOA NHY, BbCIIPIR"
MHCAB HEMOIITNXA, AQ IIOCTaBH" IPECTOAD CBOH BBIIIE (IBAQX Ha* ZEMAEA, AQ BXAE"
TRYE" MOEH cHAB. H ®BpBro* £ro ¢b BBICOTH ¢b artaH Ero. H sb abtaa mo BBZAOYXOY
BHNX BPBXOY BEZANH. H cbTBOpH® Tako Bch NEca, H BBl Afib TPETTH.™

It was evening and it was morning and it was the second day. In all My heavenly objects
I created a fiery nature. My eye looked at the firm and the very hard stone, and lightning
received its aquatic nature from the sparkle of My eyes. Fire in water and water in fire, nei-
ther does the water extinguish the fire nor the fire dry out the water. This is why lightning
is sharper and brighter than sunbeams, and soft water is harder than hard stone. I struck
up a great fire from stones and I created from fire the ranks of My incorporeal host of ten
angels, along with their fiery weapons, and their garments which were burning flames. 1
ordered each of them to stay in their rank. But one of the angelic ranks separated himself
along with his subordinates, being obsessed by the sick idea of placing his throne above
the clouds above the earth, and to become equal to My power. I expelled him from the

Izbrannye trudy. Slavianskaia leksikologiia i semasiologiia, vol. 1 (Moscow: lazyki russkoi
kul’tury, 1997), 144-52.

1 The appearance of the plural form of the noun “602” (“god”) is quite peculiar here (see the
actual phrase: “Camana sicv use kamenu comeopu 66cosckyro becuucientyio cuny 60208”). As
anorm in Slavonic languages, the nouns denoting “God” (i.e. boe, [ocnoow, etc.) are singularia
tantum; they are also gender inclusive (always masculine). The same is true for Hebrew elohim.
The plural (or feminine) forms of the Slavonic lexemes denoting “god” may occur in folklore
tradition, where they function as euphemistic names of various demonic forces or pagan dei-
ties, or diseases; see O.V. Sannikova and V. V. Usacheva, “Boginki,” Slavianskie Drevnosti,
vol. 1 (ed. N.I. Tolstoi; Moscow: Mezhdunarodnye Otnosheniia, 1995), 215-17. Among the
mountain peoples of North-Western Balkan ranges in Bulgaria, for instance, measles is known
as “boginki” (boeunxu = “goddesses”), a plural (diminutive) form of the feminine version of the
appellation “5o2” (God). This detail indicates that the compiler(s) of the present apocryphal text
must have been aware of the vernacular vocabulary of indigenous demonology.

2 For a comprehensive survey of the Slavonic folklore texts in which this motif appears, see
Kuznetsova, Dualisticheskie legendy, 151-53, 157-59.

93 See Radchenko, “Etiudy po Bogomil’stvu,” 83.

% This fragment is an extract from a sixteenth-century Bulgarian redaction of 2 Enoch (MS
Ne 321 in the National Library in Belgrade); Ivanov, Bogomilski knigi i legendi, 176.
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heights together with his angels. He began to fly in the air above the abyss. This is how I
arranged all the heavens and it became the third day.

The Enochic interpretation of the idea about the origin of angels from fire ignited
from stones®® significantly differs from the way in which it is construed in the
SoT. While in the SoT there are two parallel “creators of the heavenly host,” God
and Satan, who act simultaneously and fashion angels and demons respectively,
in 2 Enoch all angels (including those who will become “the fallen ones”, i.e. the
future demons) are created by God alone. Moreover, in 2 Enoch the angels are
fashioned before the creation of Paradise, while the Slepche version of the SoT
offers the reverse cosmogonic scenario: the emergence of the Garden of Eden
precedes the appearance of celestial beings. The same chronological pattern
occurs in the versions published by Mochul’skii,”® Sreznevskii®” and Dimitrova-
Marinova®® (TYPE A-2).

On the other hand, the concept that the angels are created of fire is well attested
in midrashic tradition.” It is also distinctly present in the Qur’an (Sarah 7:11
and Stirah 38:77), and in some Islamic exegetical writings,' along with popu-
lar Islamic oral tradition. At the same time, great varieties of Slavonic folklore
narratives (in particular dualistic cosmogonic legends related to Bogomilism)
touch upon the matter of angels being created from fire as well. It is important to
point out, however, that the Slepche version does not know the motif of “Satan’s
fall,” in contrast to 2 Enoch,'®! the Palaea accounts of the origins of diabolical
forces,'%? and versions of the SoT published by Barsov, Mochul’skii, Porfir’ev,
Sreznevskii, and Dimitrova-Marinova. Instead, we have a narrative about the
parallel emergence of “angelic” and “demonic” forces, produced by God and
Satan from the right and the left halves of the primordial flint respectively; most

95 Further on the impact of 2 Enoch on vernacular Slavonic angelology and demonology,
and on its role as the “ultimate source for the Lucifer legend” in folklore tradition, see F.L.
Utley, “The Bible of the Folk,” California Folklore Quarterly 4, 1 (Jan. 1945), 6.

9 Mochul’skii, “Istoriko-literaturnyi analiz,” RFV 18, 4 (1887), 174.

97 Sreznevskii, “Otchet Otdeleniiu,” IORIS 9, 3 (1904), 99.

8 Dimitrova-Marinova, “Bogomil’skaia kosmogoniia,” 51.

% L. Ginzberg, The Legends of the Jews, vol. 1 (Philadelphia: The Jewish Publication So-
ciety of America, 1909), 16.

100 Consult in this connection Al-Tabari, The History of Prophets and Kings (Tarikh al-rusul
wa’l-mulitk) vol. 1: From the Creation to the Flood (ed./tr. F. Rosenthal; Albany: SUNY Press,
1989), 252-3, and Al-Rabghuizi, The Stories of the Prophets (Qisas al-Anbiya’) (ed./tr. by H. E.
Boeschoten, et al.; Leiden: Brill, 1995), 11-13 (fol. 4 r).

101 See the discussion in Ivanov, Bogomilski knigi i legendi, 308.

102 porfirev, “Apokrificheskie skazaniia,” 21-31, 83-5; Ivanov, Bogomilski knigi i legendi,
69; Kuznetsova, Dualisticheskie legendy, 89, 91-5; D. Dimitrova-Marinova, “Kosmogonich-
no-eskhatologichniiat tsiktl v starobtilgarskata knizhovna traditsiia i biilgarskata traditsionna
slovesnost (problemi na resakralizatsiiata i khristiianskata nominatsiia),” V tirsene na mitich-
nata titkan (eds. N. Kapralova, M. Vrinat -Nikolov and D. Dimitrova-Marinova; Sofia: [zdatel-
ska kiishta Boian Penev, 2002), 102-9.
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importantly, this flint (the narrative states) was delivered from the bottom of the
Sea of Tiberias by Satan, but under God’s command. Angelology and demonol-
ogy are bound up in a dualistic knot here. In contrast to the Palaea tradition,
concepts of origins of angels and demons are complementary in this narrative.
After the creation of angels and archangels by God and demonic forces by Satan,
the concluding phase of Creation takes place: God speaks and creates with the
power of His word, “May there be thirty-three whales,'%* and may there be land
on top of these whales.”

3.1.4. The Thirty-Three Whales Holding up the Earth

The motif of the thirty-three whales supporting the Earth is to be found in the ver-
sions of the SoT published by Mochul’skii'* and Sreznevskii.!® In Mochul’skii’s
version it is further claimed that these whales are fed by angels who bring them
food from Paradise itself:

A xutom Tem mosenh nunty [fib aHrenom oT pas MPUHOCHTH, HA HUXJKE YTBEPIKJIEHA
3eMJIsl, U HE TIOJ(BU3ACTCS HU B KOTOPYIO CTOpOHY.!%

God ordered angels to deliver to these whales nutrition from Paradise, [since] the earth
itself is based on them and does not shake in any direction.

A similar cosmological concept appears in an eighteenth-century Russian version
of the erotapocritic Discussion Between the Three Saints (“Bcompocwl u c36bmol
Ceamur* gacunus eenuxaeo, epucopus 0(o)eocnosa, uoawa snamoycmazo
npopoue‘mea évinucaino 0" bubnuu o™ eeanzerucma u anocmona’).'%” Accord-
ing to this account, the foundation of the Earth rests upon three large and thirty
small whales, which are nourished by the odour of Paradise:

Blompoc]. Ha ue(m) 3emmst ocHoBana 6b1cTh. O(T)[BeT]. Ha Tpe(X) kuta(X) Benuku(X) u Ha
TpuaecaTH Maibixs. Blonpoc]. O(T) yero Th kuth! cyTh ObIBato(T). O(T)[Bet]. Haxonsars
ont panckoe Gnaroyxanue. Beinumaro(T) o(T) TOro AecsATy 4acTh Ha nponuranue. %

Question: On what is the Earth founded? Answer: On three great whales and thirty small
ones. Question: From what do these whales exist? Answer: They find a heavenly scent
and take a tenth part of it for [their] sustenance.

103 See Dimitrova-Marinova, “Bogomil’skaia kosmogoniia,” 44; she suggests that in this
context the reference to the thirty-three whales on which the Earth rests is an amplification of
NT symbolism: Christ was crucified when He was thirty-three years old.

104 Mochul’skii, “Istoriko-literaturnyi analiz,” RFV 18, 4 (1887), 174-5.

105 Sreznevskii, “Otchet Otdeleniiu,” JORIS 9, 3 (1904), 100.

106 See Mochul’skii, “Istoriko-literaturnyi analiz,” RFV 18, 4 (1887), 175.

107 Tn fact, it comes from the same MS Ne 56 from the Grigorovich Collection, which also
contains the version of the So7 published by Mochul’skii; idem., “Istoriko-literaturnyi analiz,”
RFV 18,4 (1887), 177-88. In this MS the text of the Discussion Between the Three Saints im-
mediately follows the SoT account; ibid., 177, note 1.

198 Ibid., 179; see also the discussion infra (note 129).
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According to the fifteenth-century Serbian recension of the Razumnik
(“Paz8mnuxv”), an erotapocritic apocryphal text from the Grigorovich collec-
tion, the number of whales supporting the foundations of the Earth is four. This
account, in a form of a dialogue having the structure of cumulative tales, ex-
plains that the Earth is positioned on high waters; these waters are resting upon
a vast flat stone; this flat stone is located on four whales; these whales rest upon
a fiery river; this fiery river is itself positioned above another fire, which is twice
hotter than the fiery river; this hottest fire is held by an iron oak, which was
planted before anything existed; its roots are resting upon the power of God:

BBIpoc. Aa CKasKH MH I[I0 APBKHTB ZEMAIO. DEY. BOAQ BHCOKA. Aa III0 APBKHTH BOAS.
®BH". KAMENB ITAOCEND BEAMH. Aa YTO ADbXKHTh KAMENb. DE¥ KAMENbD ADbKH' .A. KHTOBE
ZAQTBI. Aa YTO ADBXKHTH KVTOBE ZAQThI. PEVE pbKa OrNbNNaa. Aa YTO APbXH' TOTO
GITNIA. PEY APSTH OTNb EXE K IIOXEYbH TOTO .B. OTNIA YECTH. Aa ¥TO ADBXHTBH TOTO
OTNIA. PEY AOYBb JKEABZNBL. KEKE I TIPhBO MOCAXKAEND. () BBCETOXE KOPENTE. Na CHAE

BKIEH cTOH".!??

The motif of the whales upon which the dry land rests also has iconographic
and vernacular oral interpretations.!!® According to some Russian cosmogonic
legends, God kneaded the Earth out of the primordial substance brought to him
by Satan (in either ornithomorphic or anthropomorphic form) from the bottom of

199 Quoted from Tikhonravov, Pamiatniki otrechennoi russkoi literatury, vol. 2, 443; see
the text “Questions regarding the number of components from which Adam was created”
(“Bonpocnsl, 0T CKOABKHXD YaCTEH COZAAND BBIAL Aaamsp”) in his Monuments of Proscribed
Russian Literature. After the above quoted passage follows a series of questions and answers
revealing the sequence of cosmogonic acts accomplished by God (i.e., on Tuesday He planted
Paradise, on Wednesday He added the sea, on Thursday He ordered animals and beasts to
appear, on Friday He created Adam, on Saturday He gave the first man the spirit of life). What
this account implicitly indicates is that the day of God’s rest was considered to be Sunday,
not Saturday (contrary to what is suggested in many other apocryphal texts). This also shows
that in this text the first day of Creation was considered to be Monday, not Sunday. It was on
Monday, therefore, that the Earth was established on high waters (resting upon the vast flat
stone, located on four whales, placed upon the fiery river positioned above the fire, twice hotter
than the fiery river, etc.), not Sunday. A similar account is to be found in the sixteenth-century
Bulgarian apocryphal Razumnik Erotapokriseis (“ Pazoymuaks”) from the Lovchansky Miscel-
lany; see Ivanov, Bogomilski knigi i legendi, 260. For the attestation of this cosmographic pat-
tern in accounts from various Slavonic recensions of The Discussion Between the Three Saints
apocrypha, see Nachtigall, “Ein Beitrag,” 4SPh 24, 324-5 (Question Ne 8), esp. note §; see also
Mochul’skii, “Istoriko-literaturnyi analiz,” RFV 17, 1 (1887), 159-62. Veselovskii compares the
cosmographic motifs employed in Serbian and Bulgarian recensions of the Razumnik Erota-
pokriseis apocryphal texts, along with some Slavonic versions of The Discussion Between the
Three Saints (and their Latin counterparts), to the narrative blocks building the framework of
the creation account of the Mochul’skii version of the SoT; see idem., “Razyskaniia,” SbORIS
46, 6 (1889), 42-5.

110 For an iconographic representation of this motif, see A. Vasiliu, Monastéres de Moldavie
XIV-XVI siecles: les Architectures de |'image (Paris: Mediterranée, 1998), Fig. 132; further
on apocryphal and folklore renditions of the motif of the whales upon which the dry land rests,
see Mochul’skii, “Istoriko-literaturnyi analiz,” RF'V 18, 3 (1887), 41-8, and Kuznetsova, Du-
alisticheskie legendy, 68; see also notes 111 and 112, infra.
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the sea'!'! or from the high heavens.!'?> When it started to grow, like rising dough
mixed with yeast,!!3 the Creator summoned three/seven gigantic whales and
placed the loaf (Earth) on their heads. According to these texts, the Earth has been
resting on these whales ever since. It is believed, the storytellers maintain, that
the end of the world will come when the primordial configuration of these three/
seven whales disintegrates and breaks up under the weight of the Earth. The
motif of the whales upon which the dry land rests is also well represented in the
Russian folk spiritual stanzas of The Book of the Dove (“I'onybunas Knuea™),"'*

1 One such legend was recorded in Western Siberia, in the village of Plekhanov, Tiumen’
County (Uezd) of the Russian Empire, at the beginning of the twentieth century. It was narrated
by the seventy-nine year old storyteller, singer and healer Dmitrii Nikoforovich Plekhanov,
born in the same village. According to Plekhanov’s account, when Satanail dived to the bottom
of the primordial waters, in the form of a bird, and fetched some earth, he gave part of it to
God Sabaoth, so that He might create dry land, while the other part he kept in his beak; having
taken the substance given to Him by His companion, God kneaded it and made it like a small
flat loaf. That was the Earth. Thereupon He ordered that three gigantic whales appear from
the sea bottom; on their heads the Creator placed the loaf = Earth which carried on enlarging.
It became so heavy, that the three whales were not able to carry it anymore, and God ordered
four more whales to appear. This came to pass, and the Earth has been resting ever since on the
heads of these seven whales. When this world comes to its end, the earth will have become so
heavy that the seven whales will not be able to support it anymore. They will then go back to
the waters from which they emerged at the beginning of Creation, and the Earth will vanish.
See P.A. Gorodtsov, “Zapadno-sibirskiia narodnyia legendy o tvorenii mira i bor’be dukhov,”
EO 1(1909), 52-3 (text 1); see also the Appendix, Text 3, infra.

112 See the Russian folklore legend “O coropenin mipa” recorded in 1910 in the region of
Saratov (Volga river basin) by the local peasant Gavril Kirillovich Zavaritskii, “O tom svete i ob
etom,” EO 1-2 (1916), 67-9 (Text 1). According to this cosmogonic narrative, when the Creator
fashioned the dry land, He was assisted by a gigantic anthropomorphic angelic being — called
Torons (Gogol’), meaning also “duck” in the local Russian dialect — which had appeared from
primordial waters, out of God’s spittle; the Lord then asked him to fly to the high heavens and
take from there some dust/earth. This celestial substance was subsequently scattered by God
over the surface of the primordial waters, and it started expanding like dough mixed with yeast;
that was how the dry land emerged. Initially it was spotless, smooth and even as a table, floating
on the surface of the waters; still, God was concerned that it might have become too heavy. To
maintain the Earth’s primordial integrity, He made a vast plate of stone and placed it on top of
three gigantic whales; then He placed the Earth on this stone and ordered the whales to carry it
forever. Here follows the fragment from the account concerned:

Bors B3s1b 3eMitio U packuaans ee no Boak. Bapyrs nonutu my3sipy; 3eMiIst cTajla KHCHYTh
u ObICTPO pacTH. Beipocia poBHa, majka, Kak ctois. “BoTs 310 Oyners xopoino. Ho oHa kaObl
CJIMIIKOMB He OblJIa YMIKOJIa: e Ha/lo Ha YoMb HHOYAb nepxatbes.” Y BoTs bors cabnans uzb
KaMHsI OTPOMHYIO IUTUTY U YCTPOWIb TPU OTPOMHBIXB KUTA, U MOJOXKIIb HA HUXb IUIUTY,
Ha IUIUTY YXXb IOJOXKUIB 3eMIII0, M BelbiIb KUTaMb €¢ HOCUTBh Ha CBOMXb XPeOTaxb BO-BEKH-
BeUHU-OecKkoHewHH [ibid., 68].

113 The verb used in this type of cosmogonic narrative is “xucruyms” (“ferment,” “rise”); it is
usually applied to denote the growth of dough kneaded with yeast. In some Bulgarian legends
the substance brought by Satan is called “yeast” (mas, keac); see Yordan Kovachev, “Narodna
astronomiia i meteorologiia,” SONU 30 (1914), 50 (Text 4 in the Appendix, infia). On the motif
of “creation via kneading” in vernacular cosmogonies and anthropogonies, see Badalanova,
“The Bible in the making,” 202-7.

114 Mochul’skii, “Istoriko-literaturnyi analiz,” RFV 18, 3 (1887), 41-8.

2 G
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where the whale is not only considered to be a fish, but also “the mother of all
fish, because the whole moist earth along with the entire underworld rests upon
three big and thirty small whales” (“y nacv kumws pviba naowv peioams mams,
Ha mpexs KUmaxs Ha pelOUHAXb, Ha Mpuoyamu Obijlo Ha MATbIXb, OCHOBAHA HA
HUXb 6cA colpa 3emis u cooepaicumes éca noocenennas’).'> Like the Slavonic
oral vernacular legends, some Russian religious folk poems maintain that the end
of the world will come when the whales upon which the earth rests turn over:

Kuts poida Bcbmb ppidamsb matu. | Ha kutaxs — ppibaxs 3emitst ocuoBana. | Crouts Kuts
poi6a — He cBopoxHetcs; | Korna sxe Kuts ppiba mosoporurcs, | Torna MaTh 3eMiist Best
BOCKosbIOHeTcs, | Torna Obubli cBeTh Hamrs nmokoHuutes. | [Toromy Kutb peida Bcbmb
pbi6amb marm. 16

The whale is the mother of all fish. | The Earth is founded upon the whales. | When the
whale stands still, so does Earth. | When the whale will turn over, | Then all of Mother

15 1pid., 41.

116 Ipid., 46. See also 1. 141-4 in “The Dove-Book which was forty spans in length”
(“I'onybunas xuuea copoka nadensy”), a folklore spiritual stanza (text Ne 59) in K. Danilov,
Drevnie rossiiskie stikhotvoreniia sobrannye Kirsheiu Danilovym (Moscow: Gosudarstvennoe
izdatel’stvo Khudozhestvennaia literatura, 1938), 277:

The whale is the mother of all fish.

Why is the whale the mother of all fish?
The whale is the mother of all fish, because
The Earth is founded upon seven whales.

A similar idea is expressed in another version of “The Book of the Dove” folklore spiritual
stanza (1l. 212-21), published in A. V. Oksenov’s collection of Russian folk poetry, Narodnaia
poeziia. Byliny, pesni, skazki, poslovitsy, dukhovnye stikhi, povesti, s ocherkami glavneishikh
otdelov russkoi narodnoi poezii, ob’iasnitel’'nym slovarem i obraztsami napevov narodnykh
pesen (St. Petersburg, 1908), 304—11:

The whale is the mother of all fish.

Why is the whale the mother of all fish?

The Earth is founded upon three whales.
When the whale stands still, so does Earth
When the whale will turn over,

Then all of Mother Earth will shake,

And then our world will come to an end.

This is why the whale is the mother of all fish.
The Earth is founded by the Holy Spirit

And sustained by the Word of God.

See also P. Bessonov, Kaleki Perekhozhie. Sbornik stikhov, Vyp. 2, Part 1 (Moscow: Tipografiia
A. Semena, 1861), 269-74 (text 76, 1. 125-30), 2748 (text 77, 1l. 82—6). In fact, A. Vesel-
ovskii suggests that the wandering singers (“xanbku nepexoxxue”) who performed this kind of
religious folklore spiritual stanzas were related to the Bogomils; idem., “Kaleki perekhozhie
i bogomil’skie stranniki,” Vestnik Evropy 2 (1872), 683—722. Veselovskii’s observations were
independently confirmed by Radchenko in his “Etiudy po Bogomil’stvu,” 1201, 126. See also
the discussion in K. Mikhailova, Stranstvashtiiat sliap pevets prosiak viiv folklornata kultura
na slavianite (Sofia: AB Izdatelsko Atelie, 2006), 105, 201-2.
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Earth will shake, | And then our world will come to an end. | This is why the whale is the
mother of all fish.

Last but not least, ichthiomorphic imagery is a significant component of the cos-
mological model of The Secret Book of the Bogomils (Liber Sancti Johannis)."'7
This issue is explored in the following section.

3.1.5. The Fish Holding up the Earth in Bogomil Cosmogony

The Secret Book of the Bogomils survived only in Latin, although its Vorlage
must have been originally composed in Old Church Slavonic (Old Bulgarian).
Written in the form of a dialogue between Jesus Christ and John the Evangelist
during the Last Supper, it has two extant text-witnesses, found in two different
MSS."8 The Codex Carcassoniensis (discovered in the Archives of the Inquisi-
tion in Carcassonne, France) comes from the fourteenth century. An inscription
at its end records that it was brought from Bulgaria to Concorezzo, near Milan,
by Bishop Nazarius, “who was leader of the Cathar sect in Northern Italy.”!"”
The other version comes from a twelfth-century Vienna MS; it is not identical
with the version found in the Codex Carcassoniensis. Ivanov suggests that these
two Latin text-witnesses come from different protographs.

I do not share the opinion, tentatively suggested by some scholars, that the
Secret Book might never have had a protograph in Old Church Slavonic, and
could have been composed originally in Latin for the purposes of the spiritual
edification of converted neophytes. This assertion does not rest on any corrobo-
rating evidence; actually, it is argued ex silentio in the absence of text-witnesses
in Church Slavonic. (Similarly, the fact that 2 Enoch survived only in Church
Slavonic does not mean that it was originally composed in Old Church Slavon-
ic.) It is hardly surprising that the Secret Book has no extant Slavonic versions.
Bogomilism was severely persecuted by both State and Church for centuries.
There is abundant evidence suggesting that the ecclesiastical establishment
fought ferociously against its ideology, adherents and writings. It is plausible
to expect, therefore, that no MS written in Old Church Slavonic by followers of
Bogomilism would survive, since their books were strictly prohibited and sys-
tematically removed from circulation.'?® Bogomilism meanwhile spread from

17 See Mochul’skii, “Istoriko-literaturnyi analiz,” RFV 18, 3 (1887), 43; Veselovskii, “Ra-
zyskaniia,” ShORIS 46, 6 (1889) 44—6; Ivanov, Bogomilski knigi i legendi, 307-8; Dimitrova-
Marinova, “Bogomil’skaia kosmogoniia,” 39-42; I. Nagy, “The Earth-Diver Myth (Mot. 812)
and the Apocryphal Legend of the Tiberian Sea,” AEH 51, 3—4 (2006), 299-300.

18 Tvanov, Bogomilski knigi i legendi, 601, 73-87.

19 1bid., 66-8; see also T. Butler, Monumenta Bulgarica: A Bilingual Anthology of Bulgarian
Texts from the Ninth to the Nineteenth Centuries (Ann Arbor: Michigan Slavic Publications,
1996), 187-8, 199 note 2.

120 See N. Tolstoy, “Etnicheskoe i kul’turnoe samosoznanie u serbov v sviazi s razvitiem
pis’'mennosti (literatury) i literaturnogo iazyka v XII-XIV vv.,” Izbrannye trudy. Slavianskaia
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Bulgaria to western Christendom, via Bosnia to Northern Italy and Southern
France, and presumably texts conveying its theology were translated from Old
Church Slavonic into Latin, the /ingua sacra of medieval Western Europe. Latin
MSS containing evidence of Bogomil teachings would have been preserved
among its adherents in Italy and France. Indeed, as noted, this is exactly where
the only two extant witnesses of the Secret Book were discovered. As for the
oral counterparts to the Secret Book, these are still in circulation in Slavonic and
Balkan folklore traditions. The SoT, I will argue, was born as a result of their
textual amalgamation and further incorporation into the heterodox heritage of
Slavia orthodoxa, a substantial part of which was formed by some contemporary
apocryphal writings.

To return to our discussion of ichthiomorphic imagery, according to the Codex
Carcassoniensis, the cosmographic concept of “the earth resting upon fish” is
revealed in the following manner. In the beginning, before his fall, Satan “was
in such glory that he was directing the heavenly forces” (in tali gloria erat, quod
ordinabat virtutes coelorum); however, he was “managing things completely in
imitation of the Father” (ipse erat ordinans omnem imitatorem Patris). Just like
the anti-demiurge in vernacular Slavonic dualistic cosmogonies, he was able to
descend “from heaven to the depths” (de coelo in infimum), and ascend “from
the depths to the throne of the invisible Father” (ab infimis usque ad thronum
invisibilis Patris). However, unlike folklore legends which recognise in Satan
merely the “other creator,” the compiler(s) of the Codex expressed more radi-
cal views. While in vernacular cosmogonies, Satanail — both liminal and limit-
less — is a rival-demiurge who crosses the boundaries of the Universe but is not
an adversary of God, in the Codex he is portrayed as the supreme antagonist of
the “Supreme Mover of the Heavens.” He is the “anti-God,” the transgressor
who trespasses rules and boundaries established by “the Most High.” According
to The Secret Book, when Satan “got the idea of placing his throne above the
clouds of heaven,” since “he wanted to be like the Most High,” he transcended
to the gateway of waters and ordered the angel who was in charge to open it.
Eventually:

Et transcendens, invenit universam faciem terrae cooperam aquis. Et transcendens subtus
terram, invenit duos pisces jacentes super aquas, et erant sicut boves juncti ad arandum,
tenentes totam terram, invisibilis Patris praecepto, ab occasu usque ad solis ortum.?!

Moving farther on he [i.e. Satan] found the whole face of the earth covered with water.
And moving farther, beneath the earth, he found two fish lying above the water and they
were like oxen harnessed for ploughing, holding up the whole earth by order of the invis-
ible Father, from the setting to the rising of the sun.'??

literaturno-iazykovaia situatsiia, vol. 2 (Moscow: lazyki russkoi kul’tury, 1998), 198.
121 Cf. Ivanov, Bogomilski knigi i legendi, 74.
122 See Butler, Monumenta Bulgarica, 191.

Digital copy — for author's private use only — © Mohr Siebeck 2011



The Sea of Tiberias: Between Apocryphal Literature and Oral Tradition 39

Strangely enough, the participle used in the Codex to describe Satan’s movements
is transcendens. It derives from a compound verb transcendo (trans + scendo, “to
climb”/*“to pass over”/“to step over”), which implies either horizontal motion,
or ascent, but not descent. Only in the second clause does it become clear that the
direction of Satan’s passage is in fact motion down, “beneath the earth” (subtus
terram); still, Satan’s journey appears to be more like crossing certain unspecified
boundaries (“hanging in the air,” betwixt and between) rather than descending
beneath them. In the corresponding passage from the Vienna MS, which was
composed two centuries earlier, the detail related to the direction of Satan’s jour-
ney is made much more straightforward. In this case it is explicitly stated that
Satan descends from above down to the face of the earth covered with water:

Descendens, invenit totam terram cooperatam de aquis, et ambulans per subter, invenit
duos pisces jacentes super aquas et erant quidem vincti substinentes totam terram per
praeceptum Patris invisibilis.'>

Descending, he found the whole earth covered with water, and walking beneath he found
two fish lying above the waters and they were ones fettered, supporting the whole earth,
according to the command of the invisible Father.

The scribe of the Vienna MS adds an important marginal note next to the above
passage:

Verum est, quod sunt pisces, et non est alius, sed significant evangelium et epistolam, quae
sustinent ecclessiasm, sicut illi sustinent terram, quae ecclisia manet in VII columnis, id
est VII candelabris.!?*

It is true that these fish do nothing else but signify the Gospel and Epistles, which hold
up the Church, exactly in the way they sustain the earth, and the Church stays on seven
columns, that is on seven candelabras.

Thus the two fish upon which the Universe stands are symbolically identified
with the two main constituents of the “Holy Scriptures” upon which Bogomilism
rests: the Gospels and The Apostle.'*> On the other hand, as the Byzantine theolo-
gian and polemicist Euthymius Zigabenus points out in his Panoplia Dogmatica,
the adherents of Bogomilism did not recognise most of the OT books (and in
particular the Pentateuch), but the Psalter was held in great esteem.!?® This
detail underscores an intriguing parallel between the above quoted glosses from
the margins of the Vienna MS and canonical biblical text, since both The Secret
Book and Psalms employ ichthiomorphic imagery in their cosmologies. Thus the
tantalisingly brief cosmogonic scenario in Psalm 104:24-26 describes the divine

123 Quoted from Ivanov, Bogomilski knigi i legendi, 74.

124 Ibid., 74, note 1.

125 The Apostle comprises The Acts/Deeds of the Apostles and the Epistles. For the scriptural
tradition upon which Bogomilism builds its ideological framework, see Ivanov, Bogomilski
knigi i legendi, 87-96 and Veselovskii, “Razyskaniia,” SbORIS 46, 6 (1889), 35-51.

126 See also Radchenko, “Etiudy po Bogomil’stvu,” 122.
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construction of the universe as heralded by the creation of the primordial fish
Leviathan, formed by Yahweh to play in “the great and wide sea”: “O, Lord, how
manifold are thy works! In wisdom hast thou made them all: the earth is full of
thy riches. So is this great and wide sea, wherein are things creeping innumer-
able, both small and great beasts. There go the ships: there is that Leviathan,
whom thou hast made to play therein.” (KJV)

Leviathan was popular in medieval para-biblical traditions, judging by numer-
ous creation-oriented texts both Christian and Jewish. Leviathan was mentioned
in the Book of Enoch (the Ethiopic version),'?” as well as in rabbinic literature
(e.g., midrash Yalkut, Genesis 12).'?% In fact, the Babylonian Talmud specifies
that there is an explicit connection between the Sea of Tiberias (Lake of Gali-
lee) and Leviathan, since its waters were said to flow straight into Leviathan’s
mouth. The same source maintains that Leviathan’s head is placed in the Garden
of Eden.'” As a general rule, midrashic tradition maintains that in the beginning
there were two Leviathans, male and female, fashioned by God on the fifth day
of Creation out of two elements, fire and water. Originally they were a pair, later
to be separated by their Creator so that they could not breed, since they threat-
ened to destroy the harmony of the universe (a cosmogonic theme appearing in
pre-biblical tradition as well). It is not within the scope of this paper to discuss
the details of the separation of the two Leviathans, nor is it my intention to pres-
ent the ongoing deliberations concerning versions of this motif in pre-biblical
and para-biblical literature. What is important for our discussion is the verbal
icon of Leviathan’s primordial union (the matrimonial nature of which seems to
be indisputable) and the way in which this cosmogonic male-female conjugal
bond is described. Slavonic marital terminology brings useful results here.!3

1271 En 60.7-8.

128 This is amply discussed in Ginzberg, The Legends of the Jews, vol. 1 (1909), 26-30, 34,
41, 82-3; vol. 3 (1911) 420; vol. 4 (1913), 249-50; vol. 5 (1925), 41-9, 311-12; vol. 6 (1928),
350.

129 See Tractate Baba Bathra 74b—75a; the same text states that if Leviathan “were not to put
his head into the Garden of Eden, no creature could stand his odour; for it is said: He maketh a
path through the sea like a spiced broth.” This is how “the sweet odours of the Garden of Eden
perfume the sea.” A similar cosmological concept — that the foundation of the Earth rests upon
primordial aquatic creatures nourished by the odour of Paradise — is found some twelve centu-
ries later in a number of Slavonic apocryphal accounts (such as the aforementioned eighteenth-
century Russian version of the erotapocritic Discussion Between the Three Saints from MS
Ne 56 of the Grigorovich Collection); see Mochul’skii, “Istoriko-literaturnyi analiz,” RFV 18, 4
(1887), 179; see also § 3.1.4, supra. Such a resemblance between the sixth-century Babylonian
Talmud and the eighteenth-century Slavonic apocryphal writings is remarkable. This type of
cross-cultural correspondence indicates a systematic intertextual interference between Jewish
and Christian extra-canonical Creation accounts for centuries. It resulted in textual similarities
encapsulated in a cluster of resistant, resilient “fossil-narratives,” which continued to exist as
surviving witnesses to a Judaeo-Christian common lineage.

130 Indicative in this respect is the semantic scope of Slavonic terms denoting “mar-
riage” (cynpyocecmso), “nuptial” (conpyorcnotii, conpysiconviu = cynpyoceckuii), “husband”
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The Slavonic words denoting “husband” (cynpyoicnuxs) and “wife”
(cynpyorcnuya) are nomina agentis, whereas marriage (cynpyocecmso) is de-
scribed in agricultural terms, as a union between two “co-harnessed” individu-
als, who are tied together and strapped up like two oxen, sharing the same yoke
and ploughing the same furrow. The wedding is metaphorically perceived as
harnessing, with sexual intercourse equated to ploughing (and sowing), whereas
childbirth is symbolically associated with harvesting.'*! The mythopoeic imag-
ery metaphorically equating “nuptials” and “harnessing,” as well as “yoke” and
“marriage,” is obvious. In fact, this is exactly how the two fish (which Satan
encountered when descending “beneath the earth”) are described in Latin in the
Codex Carcassoniensis: “like oxen harnessed for ploughing.” The use of such
phraseology in this case is neither coincidental nor accidental. It is a descriptive,
or even overly literal translation into Latin of the original Old Church Slavonic
lexeme denoting “spouses,” the reconstructed connotation of which would be
“two creatures co-harnessed like oxen for ploughing.” Through the image of
these two aquatic creatures, still tied together in a matrimonial union and yet
to be divided by the Creator, the Old Church Slavonic (Bulgarian) protograph
of The Secret Book of the Bogomils must have been implicitly referring to the
mythopoeic imagery of biblical cosmogony, as found in the Psalter and in me-
dieval para-biblical literature.'

(cynpysrcnuxv = cynpye, myorc), “wife” (cynpyorcnuya, conpasicenuya, conpasxcenuya = cynpyaa,
ocena), “married man” (conpsicennviil, ConpANCEHbIU = HCEHAMbLU, COCMOAWULL 8 bpake),
“getting married” (conpyosicecmeumucs, conpazamu, cnpsazamu, ConpsACAmMs = JHCEHUMbCS,
obsenuamuvcs), “marrying off someone” (conpsawu v diceny = gvidamo, 0mMoABAMb 3AMYAHC)
etc.; see Bogatova et al., Slovar’ Russkogo lazyka XI-XVII Vekov, Vyp. 26 (Moscow: Nauka,
2002), 174-75. The linguistic evidence shows that such Slavonic matrimonial terms are related
to agricultural and pastoral activities. Thus in some dialects the noun denoting “husband”
(i.e., conpyew, also attested as cwvnpyes/cnpye/ conpsiocennuxv) can be a synonym of the noun
denoting “a couple of animals harnessed together to work” (ynpsorcka). Accordingly, the verb
3anpsiub can mean either “to harness animals together,” or “to marry off someone”. Further on
related terminology in vernacular Russian, see V. Dal’, Tolkovyi slovar’zhivago velikorusskago
iazyka, vol. 4, 362; for Ukrainian, see B. D. Grinchenko, Slovar ' ukrainskago iazyka, sobrannyi
redaktsiei zhurnala ‘Kievskaia Starina’(Redaktiroval, s dobavleniem sobstvennykh materialov,
B.D. Grinchenko), vol. 4 (Kiev, 1909), 230. For cognate lexemes in Polish and Cashubian
languages (prqgzek, prqg, preg, prega/prgga, etc.), see W. Borys, Stownik etymologiczny jezyka
polskiego (Cracow: Wydawnictwo literackie, 2005), 481-3. The above lexemes are etymologi-
cally related to the proto-Slavonic *pregti = “to labour”/“to work hard”/“to strive”/“to exert.”

31 For the linguistic and ritual parallelism between harvesting and childbirth, see O. Ter-
novskaia and F. Badalanova-Pokrovska, “Zhatvennyi rebenochek: k probleme bolgaro-lekh-
itskikh sootvetstvii,” Etnolingwistyka 7 (1995), 63-79.

132 On the other hand, in Bulgarian oral tradition there exists a (typologically) similar con-
cept of the “prevented procreation” of a mythical being, the breeding of which would have
threatened the existence of the universe; it is revealed in a cycle of dualistic legendary accounts
dealing with the prevented marriage of the Sun, which are intertwined with stories about the
creation of the world by two combating demiurges, God and Satan. In many cases, the stories
about the interrupted marriage of the Sun parallel the oral renditions of the SoT. Further on this
type of Slavonic cosmogonies, see Badalanova, “The Bible in the making,” 177-80.

Digital copy — for author's private use only — © Mohr Siebeck 2011



42 Florentina Badalanova Geller

Comparison between the versions of the ichthiomorphic model of the world in
the cosmogonic accounts of The Secret Book of the Bogomils and the SoT, along
with Slavonic apocryphal erotapocritic writings and their oral counterparts, re-
veals palpable parallels between them. The question whether these similarities
reflect inter-textual encounters or cross-cultural influence is still open.'3* Do
these cosmogonic accounts share a certain common lineage? Are their (now lost)
protographs to be considered cognate offspring of an Ur-hypertext, which fa-
cilitated the appearance of their Vorlagen? What is undisputable is that all these
texts operate with the same meta-image of primordial ichthiomorphic beasts,
which hold up the Earth by order of the Creator. Even the laconic passage in the
Codex Carcassoniensis states firmly that the two fish were only encountered by
Satan, but not created by him. Clearly, their creation is imagined to have taken
place before Satan’s descent. This particular detail indicates that, like in the So7,
the monotheistic phase of Creation in the Secret Book (at least according to the
Codex) is believed to have heralded the dualistic one.

3.1.6. Creation via Exhaling: Ethnolinguistic Considerations

The ethnolinguistic analysis of the cosmogonic narrative of the Slepche version
of the SoT (based on the notes of Grigorovich) allows us to sharpen the focus of
semantic dimensions of the “vocabulary of Creation” employed in this text, and
the ethno-cultural thesaurus in which it is embedded.

The first part of the cosmogonic narrative operates with a cluster of paral-
lel verb-synonyms denoting “exhalation” (of God’s breath, or His Word/Lo-
gos, or His Spirit). In fact, in Slavonic languages the appellation “Holy Spirit”
(“CBarpmi Ayxs”/“ Ceratert Aoyxs”) is itself unequivocally related to the con-

133 Although many scholars apply comparative methods in analysing the functional/struc-
tural allegiance of a certain motif-nucleus to a particular type of narrative, in my view one
must also take into consideration the intricate substructure of the plot of these narratives, and
the complex morphology of their storyline. What should matter in comparative studies of this
kind is not the descriptive recognition of the parallel existence of parallel motifs in paral-
lel cultures (which may or may not be cognate), but the detection of a certain continuum of
PARALLEL NARRATIVE STRUCTURES appearing in quite specific PATTERNS OF CONTEXT. Most
importantly, one should identify, as accurately as possible, the strict conceptual paradigm mod-
eling these patterns — their semiotic code. This is why I am reluctant to include in the present
discussion (at least at this stage) the amorphic cluster of scattered empirical data dealing with
the mythopoeic image of fish in various Slavonic and Finno-Ugric folklore traditions. These
beliefs are widespread in Eurasia, where they function as part of indigenous vernacular water
cosmologies. The image of the “primordial fish” is registered among Slavonic and Finno-Ugric
peoples; it is attested in South-Eastern Europe, Central and Eastern Europe (especially the re-
gions of the Carpathian mountains, Galicia and Bukovina), and further to the East, via Ukraine
and Russia to Siberia. On the geographical distribution of the motif, see Z. Smitek, “Slovenske
ljudske predstave o stvarjenju sveta,” Traditiones: Acta Instituti Ethnographiae Slovenorum 27
(1998), 111-23, and A. Mianecki, “Ludowe kosmogonie a problem religii stowian zachodnich,”
Literatura Ludowa 46 (2002), 21-9, but their methodology is too general and vague to be of
use in the present study.
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cept of “exhaling” (see, e.g., the Bulg. dyxna/dyxam, meaning “to blow”/“to
breathe out”).'3* On the other hand, the idea of Creation as divine exhalation is
common in Slavonic vernacular tradition and in ritual songs in particular. Thus,
according to some Ukrainian Christmas carols (sung to the paterfamilias), the
creation of the Universe is triggered by God’s breath “blown from the Holy
Spirit” over the pristine “nothingness” before anything (apart from the primor-
dial arbor mundi) existed. In fact, the idea of Creation as divine exhalation is
outlined in the very refrain of these ritual songs (cf. “Blow, blow, O Lord, From
the Holy Spirit around the world!”), thus exhorting the cosmogonic scenario re-
vealed in them. The idea of the creative power of God’s breath is metaphorically
reinforced by the image of the dove,' a transparent symbol of the Holy Spirit.

Ko nebb10 3-Hemana cBita, [var. Komucsb-1o 66110 3 modarky cBital,' | ITooyii-oice,
nooyi, Tocnoou | U3v Cesamuims [yxoms no s3emau! | Tornu HeObUIO HEOa, HU 3EMIIH |
AHO 7eMb OBUTIO CHHOE MOpe, | A cepeab Mopsl 3eJeHuil sBipb [var aBa ayOoiiku], |
Ha sBopotiky nBa [var: Tpu| roiyOotiky, | J[Ba [var. Tpu| romyOoiikn pagoiKy paisTs, |
Panoiiky paisiTh, Kb CBITh cHOBaTH. | “Ta crycTume cs Ha THO 110 Mopsi, | Beineceme cu
npibHoro micky, | pidHoro micKy, cuHero KamMinbIs; | JpiOHbIHA MiCOYOKD MOCieMe MBI, |
CuHill KaMeHeLb IolyHeMe MBI, [var: 30JI0ThIi KaMiHb IocieMe Mbl|. | 3 IpiOHOTro micKy —
4yopHa 3eminiy, | CTyaeHa BOAULIS, 3eeHa TPABHUIIS; | 3 CHHEro KaMiHblIs — CHHee HeOo, |
CBiTiie COHENKO, siceH MicsuoK. [...] | SIcus 3ipruns, npibuu 3Bisznoiiku.”'3

2 <

134 In Bulgarian oral tradition this verb can also mean “to father in a miraculous way,” “to
fecundate,” “to impregnate”; thus, according to some folk legends, the Immaculate Conception
is believed to have taken place when God the Father blew over the Virgin’s bosom. In a similar
way, in some Bulgarian epic songs the wondrous hero is born as a result of God’s having blown
over the bosom of a righteous virgin (or a widow). This concept also has an interesting ritual
expression. Certain magic ceremonies were performed by infertile women on the feast day of
the Holy Spirit (Ceemu [yx, /[yxoeden), which is celebrated on the first Monday after Pentecost
(i.e., Whit Monday). On this day women, who wish to become pregnant, would go at sunrise to
the top of the highest hill in the neighbourhood (usually accompanied by a female healer, who
would recite a special incantation-request for a child) and, having lifted their skirts, would bend
down (lit. “Hars3s1”), so that “the wind may blow into them” (“1a ru Hagye BaTHpBT”). Boys
born after the performance of such a ritual request to the Holy Spirit would be called “Bogdan,”
while girls would be given the name of “Bogdana” (the literal meaning of which is “Given-
by-God”). The imagined target of the magic rites performed on the feast day of the Holy Spirit
(Ceemu [lyx, /[yxosoen), i.e. the birth of a child, shows the vernacular conceptualisation of the
name of this Christian festival, and its ritualised reading.

135 According to Ukrainian Christmas carols of this type, the Creation of the world is ac-
complished by two (or three) doves who dive to the bottom of the primordial sea to fetch sand
and flint from which Earth and heavens would emerge.

136 This Ukrainian dialect employs the same word for “world” and “light”; see also notes
Nos. 66, supra and 250, infra.

137 See Potebnia, “Obzor poeticheskikh motivov,” RFV 16, 4 (1886) 2734 (738-9); his
analysis is based on a combined meta-account consisting of fragments from two Ukrainian
Christmas carols (from the collections of folk poetry published by Golovatskii and Kostomarov
in 1843). He also points out that mythopoeic imagery employed in ritual songs of this type (and
especially the motif of sand and stone fetched from the bottom of the primordial sea from which
the Universe eventually emerges) is closely related to the Creation scenario of the apocryphal
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When there was no world/light [var: It happened at the beginning of the world/light],
|Blow, blow, O Lord, | From the Holy Spirit around the world! | When there was neither
sky nor earth, | There was only blue sea. | In the middle of the sea was a green sycamore
tree [var. two oak trees]. | On this sycamore tree were two [var. three] doves. | These two
[var. three] doves were conversing, | Discussing how to found the world. | “Let’s descend
to the bottom of the sea | To fetch fine sand, | Fine sand and blue [var: gold] stone. | We
will sow the fine sand | And blow into the blue stone. [var: We will sow the gold stone]. |
Black soil will appear from the fine sand, | Along with cold water and green grass. | Blue
skies will appear from the blue stone, | Along with the bright sun and a shining moon,
[...]| The radiating dawn and fine stars.”

In a similar way, the subsequent fashioning of Adam’s body and the act of God’s
vivifying it by breathing into his nostrils (Gen 2:7) or his mouth (in vernacular
traditions),'3® thus inserting His Spirit into him, is also understood as divine
“exhaling.” God blows out the celestial substance which penetrates the terrestrial
matter = flesh = human body and gives it a spiritual component: Adam inhales
what God exhales, thus becoming “alive.” In some Slavonic languages verbs
euphemistically denoting the “influx of death” (e.g., Bulg. usovxua/usovxeam)
likewise play with the concept of “breathing,” except that this time the breath
goes out: man “expires.” Death is seen as an exhalation of the soul/spirit previ-
ously inhaled (i.e., death is a reversed version of creation).!*® The end of human
life is thus regarded as a cosmic mystery, accomplished by the act of exhaling/
expiring. It is perceived as a separation of flesh from the soul/spirit, when mat-
ter = body returns to earth from which it was taken, following the departure
= “breathing out” of the soul/spirit, which goes back to the Creator by whom
it was exhaled. Almost all versions of the SoT lay emphasis on this motif in
one way or another. At the same time, according to the vernacular cosmogo-
nies attested in Slavonic oral traditions, the creation of man firmly follows the
paradigm of the creation of the universe. The origin of mankind replicates the
emergence of the world, in which the act of “exhaling” marks the beginnings
of creation. This concept of creation via exhaling was likewise made explicit in
the Slepche version of the So7. Throughout the text, cosmogony is described
as “breathing out”/“blowing,” but also as “speaking,” “articulating,” “saying,”
“uttering (words),” and “thinking.” The breather/speaker/thinker is the Creator;
what is exhaled/spoken/thought is His creation. The concept of “creation via
breathing,” along with “creation via speaking,” is a leitmotif throughout the
entire first part of the narrative of the Slepche version. When describing how
“the Lord Sabaoth, the Father uncreated” (“Iocnoos Casaogv, 6esnauanrvhulii

99

SoT. Further on Christmas carols of this type, see Veselovskii, “Razyskaniia,” SbORIS 46, 6
(1889), 1-5 and Korobka, “Obraz ptitsy,” JORIS 15, 1 (1910), 105-147.

138 Further on the interpretation of this motif in Slavonic cosmogonic and anthropogonic
narratives, see Badalanova, “The Bible in the making,” 208, 271-74.

139 The metaphorical/euphemistic description of death via the concept of breathing is like-
wise attested in many other Indo-European languages and cultures.
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omeyw””) pondered within Himself (“nomeiciu ce6d”) and thus begot His be-
loved Son of God, our Lord Jesus Christ, who emanated from His heart” (“u
maxko ompueHy omuv cepoya u poou ozniodiennazo cvina booicis 2ocnooa
nawezo lucyca Xpucma”), the compiler uses the verb “ompuenyms” (the clos-
est English equivalent of which would be “to emanate”). Incidentally, the same
phraseology appears in the versions of the So7 published by Mochul’skii'? and
Dimitrova-Marinova,'#! indicating that the presence of the verb “orpurnyTs” (=
“to emanate”) in the Slepche version should not be regarded as an odd idiosyn-
crasy. Clearly, it reflects the consistent use of a certain standard lexicon, which
is typical for this group of apocryphal texts. It should be considered therefore to
be a reflection of the norm, and not an exception.

On the other hand, ethnolinguistic data suggests that the cognate forms of the
Old Church Slavonic verb “wTbpHrHOYTH” (also attested as “oTbpHTHOYTH,”

99 < 9 < 99 <

“OTBPBIFNXTH,” “OTHPBIFaTH,” “OTpBIraTH,” “oTpHratH,” efc.)'*> have a rich
and profuse semantic coverage in Slavonic languages.'** Lexicographic sourc-
es point out that the verb “wTbpHrHOYyTH” (“OTHPHINOYTH,” “OTHPBITATH,”

99 ¢ 2 ¢

“OTBPBITNXTH,” “OTpHTaTH,” “oTpBIraTH”, efc.) occurs frequently in medieval
Slavonic renditions of Lev 11:3, Pss 18:3, 44:2, and Matt 13:35. It also has at-
testations in a number of medieval texts of Munes and Munes Ilpazonuunas, in
various hagiographical writings (such as the thirteenth-century JKumue Anopes
IOpoousoeo, etc.), in the Palaea and in other (predominantly polemical and
exegetical) texts. While Psalms and Matthew demonstrate the use of the high-
est, most solemn register of its semantic scope, Leviticus marks the stratum of
dietary laws (abominations and pollution notions) and rituals of separation.'#

140 See the relevant passage in Mochul’skii, “Istoriko-literaturnyi analiz,” RFV 18, 4 (1887),
173: “nompican cepb TAb caBaod®b BE(Z)Nava(a)NbIH o(T)Ib Tako o(T)pruy(A) o(T) CEpALLA H
POAH(X) [sic] BO(Z) AIOBAENNAr® ChINA BoxKHIa ['A3 NamErw Hu(c)a xp(c)a [...].”

141 In Dimitrova-Marinova (“Bogomil’skaia kosmogoniia,” 51) the passage in question reads
as follows: “I'Ab CaBacodb BEZNAYAANDI ilb NAI'b GIPBITNYTH O cp(A)Ila CBOETO 1 PaAH
cesb BoxkHma Hica Xp(c)Ta HzZ 0ycTh CBOH(X) MPEBBICIIPENNBIA C BBICOTHI HCITY(C)TH Ha METO
BHABNHE rOAyBHHO” [...].

142 See 1. 1. Sreznevskii, Materialy dlia slovaria, vol. 2, 1895, 762, 766-767. Consult also T. A.
Lysaght, Material towards the Compilation of a Concise Old Church Slavonic Dictionary (Wel-
lington: Victoria University Press, 1978), 257 and R. M. Tseitlin, et al., Staroslavianskii slovar’
po rukopisiam X—XI vekov (Moscow: Russkii iazyk, 1994), 433. For the semantic coverage of
the verbs “orspHrata”/“orspHruoytH” and the nouns “orbpHranHie”/“oTHPHINOBENIE” in
medieval Russian, see Slovar’ Drevnerusskogo lazyka XI-X1V vekov, vol. 6 (ed. 1. S. Ulukha-
nov; Moscow: Azbukovnik, 2000), 276-7.

143 This coverage stretches from the spiritual/intellectual realm of “exhaling,” “breathing
out,” “speaking,” “saying,” “talking,” “expressing,” “producing,” “creating” to the carnal do-
main of “ejaculating,” “spitting,” “belching forth,” “vomiting forth,” “throwing up”’; when used
as a metaphor, this verb can also mean “to disgorge,” “to repel,” “to cast out.”

144 My analysis of Church Slavonic renditions of Levificus benefits from Mary Douglas’
seminal ideas and observations on anthropological readings in the biblical text; see “The Abom-
inations of Leviticus” in Purity and Danger: an Analysis of Concepts of Pollution and Taboo
(London: Routledge and Kegan Paul, 1966), 41-57. According to her, “the only way in which

2 < 2 < 2 < 2 < 2
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In the latter case the verb “omwvpwienxmu”/“omvpueamu” (= “to ruminate,”
“to belch,” “to vomit”) is related to animal taxonomy and classification (i.e.
kosher vs. non-kosher), and to the religious prescriptions and arbitrary rules
observed by people in relation to the animal world. By the same token, in some
Church Slavonic polemical writings the verb “omwpeiensgmu’/“omvpucamu”
is used to designate not only faunal division and classification, but also the
categories of social organisation and societal conduct (including anti-social
behaviour).!* In vernacular tradition, it may likewise denote both dietary norms
(either endorsement or prohibition) and social rules, spelling out the divine order
of creation. Thus the nineteenth-century lexicographer V. Dal’ points out that
“orpeirars”/“oTpeIrHyTh” can be part of the high register of sacrum (Church/
Scriptural lexis), but can equally be associated with the low register of profanum,
that of vulgarity and sacrilege. The ecclesiastical context would unlock its high
semantic register (i.e., “OTpBITHYTH CJIOBO™ = “CKa3arh,” “iponsHecTH’), in which
case it would mean “to say” or “to utter a (godly) word.” The same verb can have
a secular, mundane meaning, which would mark the neutral stratum of semantic
coverage. It may thus denote “renewal,” “restoration,” “revitalization,” “revival”
in relation to both plants (“onpaButbcs’, “oxuTh, 1aB orpoctku’) and people
(“crapas mo6oBs orpeiraercs”). Finally, the verb “orpeirars”/“oTpbirHyTh” can
be part of the expletive thesaurus of bawdy, vulgar idioms, and phraseological
expressions (i.e. “H3pBITHYTH” = “CKa3arh 4TO JIMOO OpaHHOE U CKBEpHOE™), as-
sociated with swearing or committing blasphemy.!4¢ This bottom register marks
the lowest level of the semantic scope of “oTbpbITHATH” (= £0eVyouoL); in oral

EENT3

pollution ideas make sense is in reference to a total structure of thoughts whose key-stone,
boundaries, margins and internal lines are held in relation by rituals of separation” (41). See
also idem, Natural Symbols (New York: Random House, 1970), and Leviticus as Literature
(Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1999).

14 The verb forms “@puraru”/“orspuraru” (= to belch, xategevyeoOar) often appears
in Medieval treaties against drinking clergymen, usually written by priests in the form of a
dialogue addressing the “wrong-doers” among them. One such form is attested in a fifteenth-
century text: “MBeI ke, Opa(T)e, sSLKbMBI M UMUK B cliaBy b(0xk)bi0 oypedenyro mbpy, a He
GpUraTH Maporo MbsTHCTBEHHOIO Ha conTapb b(0xk)br”; see Sreznevskii, Materialy dlia slovaria,
vol. 2, 767; see also the attestations of “orbpuraru’ in Ulukhanov (ed.), Slovar’ Drevnerussk-
ogo iazyka, vol. 6, 276.

146 See Dal’, Tolkovyi slovar’, vol.2, 1881, 753. Further data is provided in Slovar’
Drevnerusskogo lazyka, vol. 6,276-77; see also in this connection Slovar’ Akademii Rossiiskoi
po Azbuchnomu Poriadku Raspolozhennyi, Chast’ 4 (Sankt Peterburg: Pri Imperatorskoi Aka-
demii Nauk, 1822), and the 24th volume of Slovar’ russkikh narodnykh govorov (Leningrad:
Nauka, 1989), 306-07; for Ukrainian, see Grinchenko, Slovar’ Ukrainskago lazyka, vol. 4,
15. For Serbian and Croatian forms, see Rjecnik Hrvatskoga ili Srpskoga Jezika, vol. 13 (ed.
S. Bosanac et al.; Zagreb: Jugoslavenska Akademija Znatnosti i Umjetnosti, 1953), 949-952.
For Bulgarian dialectal forms, see “otrpsirams”, “na oTpeirH®” (= ructare, ruttare, vomitare) in
N. Gerov, Rechnik na Blugarskyi lazyk s Thikuvanie Rechi-ty na Bliigarsky i na Russky, vol. 3
(Plovdiv: Druzhestvena Pechatnitsa “Stiglasie”, 1899), 423; the meaning suggested there for the
verbal noun “peirante” is ructus/vomitus (“cb ypbIrBaHI€ H3KapBaMb U3 CTOMaxa cH HedTo”). It
also indicates that the verb can be reflexive (e.g., “ypoirBames”). For Polish, see J. Karlowicz,
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tradition it may refer to the anti-world, the inverted universe whose “Lord” is
Satan (who is hence envisaged as anti-creator). The latter case is important for
our analysis, as it directly relates to some dualistic Slavonic folklore legends
about the creation of the Earth by two deities, God and Satan. According to them,
after His having asked the “other creator” to dive to the bottom of the primordial
sea and fetch sand/earth/yeast from which the land would be fashioned, Satan
does not give God the entire piece of primordial substance, but only part of it.
The rest remains in the Devil’s mouth. However, when God puts into His palm
the portion of this primordial substance (or starts kneading it) and blows His
breath over it, thus making it grow, the portion in Satan’s mouth begins expand-
ing as well. The Devil starts spitting and vomiting, thus creating'¥’ the impure,
polluted landscape: marshes, swamps, mountains, and hills.'*® In this way the
earth emerges as a final product fashioned by two creators in two different ways:
Satan creates via spitting/vomiting and cursing, while God acts via exhaling/
breathing out and blessing.'*’

Stownik Gwar Polskich. vol. 5 (Cracow: Naktad Akademii Umijetno$ci, 1907), 92 and Borys,
Stownik Etymologiczny, 536.

147 Stith Thompson, Motif-Index, entry A 618. 2 (Universe created by spitting).

148 See the Bulgarian cosmogonic legends from the villages of Slatina and Lokorsko, pub-
lished by Y. Kovachev, “Narodna astronomiia i meteorologiia,” SbNU 30 (1914), 54 (in the
Appendix infra, Text 4). A similar cosmogonic motif about the origins of the impure spots on
the surface of the Earth is registered in a Russian folklore legend from Western Siberia (frag-
ments of which are to be found in the Appendix infra, Text 3); see P.A. Gorodtsov, “Zapadno-
sibirskiia narodnyia legendy,” £O 1 (1909), 5253 (text 1). According to this account, when
Satanail, in the form of a bird, dived to the bottom of the primordial waters to fetch some earth,
he secretly kept part of it in his mouth. The rest was given to God Sabaoth, who blessed it and
thus the dry land appeared. With the power of the Creator’s blessing, this primordial land which
resided upon the seven gigantic whales, began spreading out and expanding. God’s blessing,
however, made the morsel of earth, which Satan hid in his mouth, swell and grow as well. This
made the Devil’s cheeks bulge and almost forced his jaws to burst. The Lord noticed that the
face of his companion became distended and figured out why. After Satan confessed his mis-
deeds, God asked him to spit out the morsel of hidden earth. The Devil obeyed this command.
What he discharged from his mouth fell onto the hitherto immaculate land and “polluted spots”
emerged on it, “devilish sites” and “evil places” created by Satan’s spittle. Similar cosmogonic
motifs appear in the Belarusian folk narrative, The Lord and the Devil, published in 1891 by
Romanov in Belorusskii Shornik, vol. 4, 1-5. See also the Ukrainian folk legends Z choho vy-
ishly hory, mohily ta dolyny na Zemli, Yak Boh sotvoryv vsesvit and Boh izhaniaie Satanaila z
neba from Dmytro Yavornyts’kyi’s MS collection “Ukrainskyi prostoliud v ioho tvorchosti”,
NTE 5 (2005), 7-8. The above quoted folk tales are typical examples of vernacular Slavonic
narratives interpreting the cosmogonic motif of the origins of polluted landscapes from Satan’s
spittle; see further Dragomanov, “Zabelezhki viirkhu slavianskite religiozno-eticheski legendi,”
SbNU 8 (1892), 264.

1499 In some dualistic cosmogonic/anthropogonic narratives, however, God may also create
by spitting. According to this kind of vernacular legends, it is either the “other creator” (i.e., the
Devil) who emerges from His mouth-fluids (see for instance Text 3 in the Appendix, infra), or
Adam. In the latter case, the Lord creates the body of man after releasing His saliva into the dry
dust, thus making it moist and malleable. The idea of consubstantiality of human flesh and the
“Mother Earth” (“Martp Ceipa 3emiisi”) is further reinforced by the exclusive feminine gender
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The concept of (anti-)creation via spitting is likewise found in the Secret Book
of the Bogomils. According to the twelfth century Vienna MS of Joannis et Apos-
toli et Evangelistae Interrogatio, when the Devil fashioned his anti-paradise,
in the middle of which he planted reeds, he spat; from this spittle originated
the serpent: Diabolus introivit in paradisum et plantavit arundinem in medio
paradisi, et de sputo suo fecit serpentum.'>® This detail is absent from the Codex
Carcassoniensis. However, both versions of the Bogomils’ Secret Book maintain
that after his having ordered the serpent to go into the reeds (so that he could
hide his evil intentions), the Devil entered the serpent’s body and thus seduced
the angel who was in the form of a woman:

Et ideo dicuntur filii Diaboli et filii serpentis facientes concupiscentiam Diaboli patris
eorum usque ad consummationem hujus saeculi. Et iterum effudit'*' Diabolus in angelo,
qui erat in Adam, venenum suum et concupiscentiam quae generat filios serpentis et filios
Diaboli usque ad consummationem hujus saeculi.!>?

That is why those who give vent to the lust of the Devil, their father, are called ‘Sons of the
Devil and of the Serpent’, even to the end of this age. And again the Devil poured out!>?
his poison and lust into the angel who was in Adam, creating sons of the serpent and sons
of the Devil until the end of this age.'**

The narrative of The Secret Book, describing the origins of evil, operates with
a similar concept of creation via spitting/vomiting/pouring out poison and
the same image of the anti-Creator as a vomiting/spitting demiurge, as in oral
tradition. Regrettably, there is no surviving Slavonic counterpart to the Latin
MSS preserving The Secret Book and conveying their dualistic cosmology.
Still, the original lexeme used in the Old Church Slavonic (Bulgarian) proto-
graph to denote Satan’s spitting must have been related to the verb “orspbirarun”

CEINT CEINT

(“orepeIrHATH, “OTBpUTATH, “OTBPUTHATH, efc.); ethnolinguistic data sup-

of indigenous Slavonic nouns denoting “soil”/“flesh”/“blood”. Then again, oral narratives
about the creation of Adam’s body out of earth mixed with God’s saliva are usually concerned
with the origins of sex and reproduction, and with “the divine causation” behind pregnancy.
Incorporated into these anthropogonies is the vernacular concept that human sperm is of celes-
tial origin: folk tales assert that it emanates from God’s saliva; it is regarded as divine phlegm
released in the terrestrial realm under Creator’s blessing and power. In this way, the conception
of children is perceived as a result of God’s agency, whereby His fluids, via men’s sperm, make
women = earth fruitful, bringing forth progeny and recreating mankind. Alternatively, the lack
of God’s intervention is believed to cause infertility. Pregnancy is thus regarded as heavenly
intercession into the realm of human beings. Sexual intercourse is hence considered to be an
act during which the celestial and terrestrial come together, thus restating the process of the
original creation.

130 Tvanov, Bogomilski knigi i legendi, 78-9.

131 The Latin verb effudit can also refer to “pouring out urine”; see Lewis and Short, Latin
Dictionary, 632.

152 Tvanov, Bogomilski knigi i legendi, 78-9.

153 Perhaps in this case the meaning is “ejaculated”; the “poison” is Satan’s sperm.

154 Translation quoted from Butler, Monumenta Bulgarica, 195, with modifications.
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ports this assumption. The attestations of the verb “orbpeirarn” (“orbprIrHATH”,
“orppuraru’, “oTBPUTHRTH, efc.) in Slavonic languages show that it is a part
of a semantic cluster of cognate verbs which can cover both “exhaling” and
“vomiting”/“spitting.” The fact that this same verb (“orpurnyTs”) is reported
to have appeared in the creation narrative of the Bulgarian/Serbian version of
the SoT from the now lost MS from the Slepche Monastery is of considerable
importance. It is most probable that the anonymous scribe who compiled (or
copied) this apocryphal text was fully aware of the dormant meanings of the
verb and its clandestine dualism.

One further observation regarding the character of the Slepche text needs to
be made. As mentioned above, the cosmogonic narrative found in it states that
all the initial phases of Creation (prior to the emergence of the dry land out
of primordial waters, and the appearance of angelic/demonic forces) were ac-
complished by a single Creator, God Sabaoth Himself, whereas the subsequent
phases of Creation, during which the tangible (i.e. terrestrial, material) world
was fashioned, are considered to be the outcome of a joint venture between the
two opposing forces, God and the Devil. There is a clear message in this text:
Satan can be a creator, but only with God’s permission. This particular detail
betrays not only the imprint of a folklore dualistic cosmogony upon the text
of the SoT, but also the impact of the ideology of moderate Bogomilism on its
fabric. Moderate Bogomilism assigns the material (i.e. tangible, visible, earthly,
carnal) world to the Devil = Evil, whereas the spiritual (i.e. intangible, invisible,
heavenly, incorporeal) realm is believed to belong to God = Good. On the basis
of this conceptualisation, which is so neatly outlined in the Slepche version, it
becomes apparent that the ideological framework of the SoT is a clandestine
product of moderate Bogomilism.'>

155 Veselovskii takes a similar approach in his “Razyskaniia,” SbORIS 46, 6 (1889), 32-51,
83-7, 109, 116; these conclusions are independently confirmed by Ivanov (Bogomilski knigi i
legendi, 288, 303-311), who argues further that the Vorlage of the SoT was composed in me-
dieval Bulgaria, in a Bogomil intellectual environment. Kuznetsova, however, holds that the
SoT is an indigenous (Russian) cultural product and challenges its Old Bulgarian provenance;
see Dualisticheskie legendy, 126—7. In my view, she underestimates the impact of Bogomilism
upon Russian copyists/compilers of the SoT. One further point supporting Ivanov’s line of
argument: as the Russian scholar M. Popruzhenko emphasises, the Sermon Against the Bo-
gomil Heretics (composed in tenth-century Bulgaria by Cosmas the Presbyter) enjoyed, oddly
enough, enormous popularity five centuries later in Novgorod (Northern Russia). But was it
not in Northern Russia where most of the now extant MSS containing the SoT were found (as
pointed out by Kuznetsova herself, ibid., 126)? Moreover in the second half of the fifteenth
century — which is exactly the period when the earliest Russian versions of the So7 should have
been in circulation, since the Barsovian redaction is dated to the sixteenth century — the Sermon
Against the Bogomil Heretics was used by the Russian Orthodox clergy, this time against the
heretics of Novgorod. It may not be coincidental that “the Novgorod heresy” had much in
common with “the Bulgarian heresy” (i.e. Bogomilism), since one and the same text was used
in both cases as an ideological weapon against their adherents; see M. Popruzhenko, “Kozma
Prezviter i novgorodskie eretiki 15 veka: k voprosu o bolgarskikh literaturnykh proizvedeniiakh
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3.1.7. Conclusions

In his analysis of the Slepche version of the So7, Ivanov points out that there are
striking similarities between this account and the other versions of the text found
in a number of Russian manuscripts.'*® On the other hand, the text of the Slepche
version of the SoT, as published by Shchapov on the basis of Grigorovich’s
notes, is almost identical to the opening paragraphs of the texts published later
by Mochul’skii, Sreznevskii, and Dimitrova-Marinova. It shares only a few com-
mon narrative units with the version published by Barsov, namely: 1) the episode
about the ornithomorphic Satan-demiurge diving to the bottom of the primordial
Sea of Tiberias to fetch sand/earth (which appears in all the versions of the So7,
as well as in indigenous folklore cosmogonies); 2) the episode about the creation
of angelic and demonic forces by the two deities: God and Satan (attested both in

drevneishei epokhi na russkoi pochve,” Shornik v Chest na Profesor Liubomir Miletich (Sofia:
Izdanie na Makedonskiia Nauchen Institut, 1933), 321-32.

156 Tvanov considers the Slepche account to be an abridged redaction of a supposedly larger
narrative, representative of the Bulgarian recension of the apocryphon; for his further reflec-
tions, see Bogomilski knigi i legendi, 288 note 1:

“The striking similarity between the Bulgarian legend [i.e., the Slepche version of the So7]
and some Russian versions [of the same apocryphon] makes us wonder whether Grigorovich
does not erroneously give us [a transcript of] a Russian account, believing it to be Bulgarian
(or South Slavonic). However when we take into consideration the fact that most of the Rus-
sian versions [of the So7] are verbatim Russified copies of the Bulgarian one [i.e., the Slepche
version], and that the text reproduced by Shchapov [in his ‘Istoricheskie ocherki’] is accom-
panied by two comments which speak about the non-Russian origin of this text, we therefore
decided to print it as Bulgarian. The first of these notes says: ‘In one of the redactions (i.e., of
the apocryphal Discussion Between the Three Saints), most probably Serbo-Bulgarian, about
which we are informed by Grigorovich, the creation of the world is explained in this manner.’
Shchapov’s second note concerns the end of the legend: ‘From the notes of Grigorovich, taken
from the Miscellany of the Monastery of Slepche: some Russian volkhvy [i.e., wizards, ma-
gicians] in the twelfth century expressed similar dualistic cosmogonic views’. Finally, some
Bulgarian vernacular stories, similar in content (which we reproduce below in the second part
of our study), testify to the Bulgarian origin of the aforementioned legend.”

Twenty-two pages later Ivanov briefly returns to the question of the origin of the Slepche ac-
count: “Even if one assumes that the ‘Slepche redaction’ of the [apocryphal] legend [of the SoT]
was erroneously referred to by Grigorovich as a South-Slavonic text, [...] it does not change the
fact that its Russian redactions should nevertheless be considered to be Bogomilistic in origin.”

I share Ivanov’s careful doubts regarding Grigorovich’s assessment of the provenance of the
Slepche version. Unless the actual MS is found (unlikely, but not impossible), the uncertainty
and even skepticism in accepting its South-Slavonic (Bulgarian) affiliation inevitably remains.
To have hesitations of this kind is natural; the parallels with some other texts (all from Rus-
sia) are so striking, that it would not be satisfactory to brush away the possibility of “human
mistakes,” which could have taken place unintentionally; Ivanov’s integrity as a scholar of the
highest academic standards would not have allowed the total dismissal of this kind of hypotheti-
cal surmise. At the same time, I firmly agree with his position (expressed in the second half of
the above statement) that, regardless of the disputed “ethnic” lineage of the Slepche version,
its Russian counterparts are certainly offspring of the heretical writings of Bogomilism, which
ultimately came from the Balkans. The content analysis of the cosmogonic narrative of the
SoT shows that its roots stemmed from the fertile ideological soil of this dualistic movement.
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written and oral sources); and 3) the episode about the creation of the dry land by
the two demiurges: God and Satan (represented in both apocryphal literature and
folklore). As a final point, it should be emphasised that the cosmogonic account
of the SoT from the now-lost MS from the Slepche Monastery does not contain
any anthropogonical component, which forms an important part of the storyline
in the other versions of the text. These will be analysed below.

3.2. The Russian Versions

3.2.1. Biographies of the MSS: Telltale Titles

Over forty years after the discovery of the first — Slepche — version of the SoT
by Grigorovich, Mochul’skii published another edition of the text.'*” It was an
eighteenth-century Russian redaction from a MS also found by the industrious
Grigorovich. It was acquired by him in Cheboksary, and later obtained (together
with other MSS and books from his library) by the Imperial Novorossiiskii
University in Odessa, in the archives of which it was registered under record
Ne 56 (see above). The text stated that it was “Copied from the Divine Books
of the Diligent and God-Loving Men Basil the Great, Gregory the Theologian
and John Damascene, Concerning the Most Glorious Discussions on Incompre-
hensible Things About the Eternal Lord Our God, and How God Sabaoth Had
Existed Before All Visible and Invisible Living Creatures” (“Tpyooi86usvixs
Myorcell u 62000 UBBIXG CNUCAHO U3b OodcecmeeH bixb KHuew Bacunis Beauxazo,
Ipueopus beocnosa, loan"a /lamackuna o npeciasnvixv npeHiu* Hesboomul®
sewgeu o 6enauanvnt Focnoot Bace nawe” kako bvicms 106 Casaoghs npe e
6cesi suoumbvia u Hesuoumvia meapu’). Mochul’skii pointed out that this ac-
count, which he designated as “the proscribed Book of Genesis” (ompeuennas
“xuuea ovimisn™), is identical (“moowcecsenens™) to The Bundle of Divine Books
(“Cseumoxw booicecmeennvixs knuev”) and Barsov’s Account of the Creation
of Heaven and Earth (“Cnoeo o 3auamuu neba u semnu’).'>® At the same time,
the long, elaborately descriptive and highly ornate title of Mochul’skii’s ver-
sion indicates that the text was considered by the scribe(s) to be a product of
“collective authorship.” This purported “collective authorship” does not refer
to the variety or the quantity of copyists involved in the transmission of the
texts through different manuscripts; rather, it alludes to the supposed plurality
of narrators-saints from whose stories the account in question was believed to be
constructed. Other Slavonic apocryphal cosmogonic narratives (i.e. 2 Enoch, 3
Baruch, or The Life of Adam and Eve) are presented in the form of a monologue
disclosing the testimony of a single eyewitness (i.e. Enoch, or Baruch), or reveal-

157 Mochul’skii, “Istoriko-literaturnyi analiz,” RFV 18, 4 (1887), 173-7.
158 Ibid., 173, note 1.

Digital copy — for author's private use only — © Mohr Siebeck 2011



52 Florentina Badalanova Geller

ing the confession of a particular biblical character who plays an important role
in the Creation scenario (i.e. Eve). By way of contrast, this version of the SoT is
presented as a polemical discourse between three saints: “the diligent and God-
loving” St. Basil the Great, St. Gregory the Theologian, and St. John Damascene.
The same is the case with the seventeenth/eighteenth-century SoT account from
MS Ne Q-XVII-22 (fols. 966-974) from the Saltykov-Shchedrin State Public
Library (now Russian National Library), St. Petersburg. It was likewise entitled
“A Tale of devoutly diligent and God-loving men, which is copied from the
divine books of Basil the Great, Gregory the Theologian and John Damascene,
concerning the most wondrous things, and our Eternal Lord, and how God Sa-
baoth alone has existed before all visible and invisible living creatures in Heaven
and on Earth” (“Ckaszanue mpyoonobesnvix u 6020m06usbix mydicell, Cnucauna
3 6oocecmeenubix kHUe Bacunus Benuxaeo, Ipucopus Boeocnosa, Hoanna
Jlamackuna o npedusnvix geuyell, o besnauanviem I ocnode Hawem, Kako OvlLL
eoun Tocnoov Casaogh npescoe scest meapu 8UOUMbISL U HEBUOUMBISL U NPENCOe
nebece u zemnu’”).'> In a similar way, the version published by Porfir’ev!® (ana-
lysed below) purports to be a dialogue between St. John and St. Basil; the two
saints discuss the Creation of the Earth, the origin of heavenly forces and the
fall of Sotonail/Satanail, efc. Such titles indicate that the SoT was considered
by the scribes who copied it to be similar to (if not identical with) texts like the
apocryphal Discussion Between the Three Saints and the Razumnik erotapo-
critic writings. Furthermore, the title of Mochul’skii’s version (“7pyoor8oussixs
Mydrcell u O20m0OUBBIXG CHUCAHO U3b bodcecmeeH vbixb KHuew Bacunis Benuxazo,
Tpueopus beocnosa, loan"a /lamackuna o npeciagnvixv npeHiu* Hesboomul®
seweu o 6e’navanvnt Focnoot boce nawe" kaxo 6eicmb 106 Casaopo npe*oe
6cest auoumbls u Hesuoumvlis meapu’) states that the account was copied from
many different books, all of which were considered to be of divine origin
(“cnucano uzv 6oacecmeen’vixv knuew”).'°! As for the second part of the title of
Mochul’skii’s account, it states that the text is concerned with “the most glori-
ous discussions on incomprehensible things about the Eternal Lord Our God,
and how God Sabaoth had existed before all visible and invisible living crea-
tures” (“o mpecnasnvixv npeniu® negedomuvl® eweu o 6e’nauanvnb Iocnoosd
Bke nawe" xaxo ovicmo I'Ab Casaoghe npe*de 6ces 6UOUMbIA U HEGUOUMBLS
meapu ). This part of the title of Mochul’skii’s version is very similar to the title
of another (also eighteenth-century) Russian redaction of the SoT, published by
Sreznevskii in 1904, seventeen years after the appearance of Mochul’skii’s text.
It was entitled “About the genesis of this world: how our Father God Sabaoth
created Heaven and Earth” (“‘G) sauamiu cetma ceeo, xaxo Oigp nawn 2(c)ob

159 Kuznetsova, Dualisticheskie legendy, 196.

160 Porfirev, “Apokrificheskie skazaniia,” 87-9.

161 See also in this connection latsimirskii, “K istorii apokrifov i legend v iuzhno-slavianskoi
pis’'mennosti,” JORIS 15, 1 (1910), 25-39.

Digital copy — for author's private use only — © Mohr Siebeck 2011



The Sea of Tiberias: Between Apocryphal Literature and Oral Tradition 53

Casaoev comeopunw itbo u zemaro”).'%2 This new edition was, in fact, a compila-
tion of two eighteenth-century accounts (from MSS Nes 45.8.190 and 32.16.11).
Since MS Ne 45.8.190, which contained the main part of the text of the SoT, had
at least one page missing, Sreznevskii inserted some necessary (from his point
of view) interpolations from another MS (Ne 32.16.11)!'%* whose title, “About
the Genesis of This World: How Our Father God Sabaoth Created Heaven and
Earth” implies a direct connection with biblical Genesis, and in particular with
the Creation narrative.

The same pattern seems to be implicitly followed in Dimitrova-Marinova’s
version of the So7' (MS Ne 566 in the Arkhangel’sk Collection from the Library
of the Academy of Sciences in St. Petersburg).!®* The text is entitled, “This roll
comes from the Book of Palaea” (“Ceu Cnucoxws uc Knueu Iane[u]”), a typical
Old Church Slavonic caption consistently used by medieval scribes to label the
Kadb (“Kaaghv™)'% type of renditions of the Pentateuch (and Genesis in par-
ticular, with a special emphasis on Creation themes). They refer to a specific MS
tradition associated with the Erotapokriseis literary genre (and in particular The
Discussion between the Three Saints) and the Palaea Interpretata. Mochul’skii
notes that these accounts appear in a number of medieval Russian MSS under a
specific type of heading, ' the concise versions of which could be “ Bompocsr v
OTBATHI BRIIHCANBI HZb KNHTH FAaroAEMoH ITaAes” (“Questions and answers
from the Book called Palaea”), “A c ors Ilaskre ¢ TeaAxkBMB” (“This is from
the Palaea with commentaries™), and “ BorrHCKH HZ5 BHEAHH YPEZB BOIIPOCHI
" &BBrer’ (“Quotations from the Bible through questions and answers”).'%7 As
for the extended title, the most often attested form, according to Mochul’skii,
is “KnHra NapsiqAEMbIEA Kaags, CHpEYS CPBOPNHKD. MONEXKE COYTh MNOZH
TOAKOBE CBBPANH B NA. OT CBATBIX KNHI'h. MEPBOE NAYaAO IIOAOKENO OTb
ToakoBBIB I1aAEE” (“A book called Kaaf, that is to say a miscellany, since a
lot of interpretations are collected in it from [many] Holy Books, with its very
beginning starting from the Palaea Interpretata’). The latter title is found in
three Russian texts: the fifteenth-century Miscellany from the Solovetskaia
Library (MS Ne 807, fol. 145b), the fifteenth/sixteenth-century Miscellany
from the Volokolamskaia Library at the Moscow Ecclesiastical Academy (MS

162 Sreznevskii, “Otchet Otdeleniiu,” IORIS 9, 3 (1904), 99—104; see Text 2 in the Appendix,
infra.

163 Cf. Sreznevskii, “Otchet Otdeleniiu,” IORIS 9, 3 (1904), 99, note 1.

164 Dimitrova-Marinova, “Bogomil’skaia kosmogoniia,” 51-7.

165 For the exegetical miscellanies known as Kad0, or Ebotagiov (“moakossie coopnuxu,
uzebcmuvie nodwv Haseanuems Kaagv”) in medieval Slavia orthodoxa, see Mochul’skii’s “Sledy
narodnoi Biblii,” 113-72, and V. Istrin, “Zamechaniia o sostave Tolkovoi Palei (4). Kniga
Kaaf,” IORIS 2, 4 (1897), 845-905.

166 Mochul’skii, “Sledy narodnoi Biblii,” 135-6.

167 Ibid., 132, 136.
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Ne 111/432, fol. 192) and in another, sixteenth-century Miscellany, from the
same library (MS Ne 20/215, fols. 176-189).168

A comparison of titles of the Russian versions of the SoT clearly indicates
that the texts so designated were considered by the scribes compiling them to be
related to the Slavonic renditions of the Greek Palaea'® on the one hand, and
to the apocryphal Erotapokriseis'’® on the other. Incidentally, Grigorovich was
the first to emphasise this cross-textual blending between (the Slepche version
of) the SoT and The Discussion Between the Three Saints; an inter-textual bond
later to be highlighted by Barsov.!”! Grigorovich’s descriptive notes, produced
in 1845 and published in 1861 and 1863 by Shchapov (see above), were also
the first attempt to find a recognisable and familiar (from the point of view of
contemporary specialists in Old Church Slavonic literature) classification pat-
tern, which was supposed to facilitate future philological explorations into the
complicated questions concerning not only the origins, but also the very nature
of the SoT. One more point needs to be made here. From the perspective of struc-
tural typology, The Secret Book of the Bogomils —a work consisting of questions
supposedly asked by St. John the Evangelist, and answers given to him by Jesus
Christ during the Last Supper — is in fact analogous to the Erotapokriseis. It can
be argued that the Secret Book represents the (successful) attempt on behalf of
Bogomilism to domesticate this tradition and use the Erotapokriseis genre in

198 Ibid., 136.

19 The impact of the Palaea on Slavonic creation narratives has been discussed elsewhere;
see Porfir’ev, “Apokrificheskie skazaniia,” 7-18, 21-34, 45-6, 50—1; Mochul’skii, “Istoriko-
literaturnyi analiz,” RFV 17, 1 (1887), 150-3; M. Gaster, Greco-Slavonic Ilchester lectures
on Greco-Slavonic literature and its relation to folklore during the Middle Ages (London:
Trubner & Co, 1887), 23-43, 150-208; Utley, “The Bible of the Folk,” 10; Kuznetsova, Du-
alisticheskie legendy, 91-95, 123-25; Badalanova, “The Bible in the making,” 198-9. For a
survey of the Palaea Interpretata tradition in Slavia orthodoxa, see Istrin, “Zamechaniia o
sostave Tolkovoi Palei,” JORIS 2, 1 (1897), 175-209, IORIS 2, 4 (1897), 845-905, IORIS 3, 2
(1898), 472-531; idem., “Redaktsii Tolkovoi Palei,” IORIS 10, 4 (1905), 135-203, IORIS 11,
1 (1906), 1-43, IORIS 11, 2 (1906), 20-61, IORIS 11, 3 (1906), 418-50; A.A. Shakhmatov,
“Tolkovaia Paleia i russkaia letopis’,” Stat’i po Slavianovedeniiu, Vyp. 1 (ed. V.1. Lamanskii;
Sankt Peterburg: Tipografiia Imperatorskoi Akademii Nauk, 1904), 199-279; T. Slavova, “Za
protografa na Tulkovnata Paleia,” Starobulgaristika (Palaeobulgarica) 3 (1991), 57-69; Orlov,
From Apocalypticism, 72—4. On the Historical Palaea, see A. Popov, Kniga Bytiia Nebesi i
Zemli (Paleia Istoricheskaia) s Prilozheniem Sokrashchennoi Palei Russkoi Redaktsii. Chteniia
v Imperatorskom Obshchestve Istorii i Drevnostei Rossiiskikh Pri Moskovskom Universitete
(Moscow, 1881); R. Stankov, “Istoricheskaia Paleia — pamiatnik drevnei bolgarskoi kul’tury,”
Starobiilgaristika (Palaeobulgarica) 4 (1986), 55-63; Orlov, From Apocalypticism, 74-5.

170 Further on medieval Slavonic erotapocritic writings as a type of apocryphal text imple-
menting the discourse of parables, thus binding together oral legacy and biblical textuality, see
Petkanova “Apokrifni viiprosi i otgovori, ” SL 21 (1987), 3-25 and Badalanova, “The Bible
in the making,” 191-8. For a general survey of medieval Slavonic erotapocritic writings, see
A. Miltenova, Erotapokriseis: siichineniiata ot kratki viiprosi i otgovori v starobiilgarskata
literatura (Sofia: Damian lakov, 2004).

171 Barsov, “O Tiveriadskom More,” 4.
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accordance with its purposes. It is my conviction that further comparative stud-
ies between the Carcassonne and Vienna MSS on the one hand, and Slavonic
erotapocritic writings on the other, would prove that they are cognates sharing
similarities betraying a common lineage.

While the Carcassonne and Vienna MSS are the Latin descendants of the Sla-
vonic Vorlage of The Secret Book in its journey to the West, the Russian versions
of the SoT show what happened to the text of its protograph when it spread, as
a cluster of fragmentary textual blocks, to the East.!”” In this way it can also be
explained how and why Satan, described in the Secret Book as someone able
to descend from Heaven to the depths and ascend from the depths to Heaven,
was transformed by the local indigenous traditions of the Eastern Slavs into
an ornithomorphic demiurge. If in the (Old Church Slavonic/Bulgarian) pro-
tograph of the Secret Book Satan was depicted as a liminal celestial (angelic/
demonic) creature diving down to the depths and thus creating the Earth, this
cosmogonic scenario was significantly transformed in Russia and synchronized
with the thesaurus of indigenous local myths of origin; this change is attested
in both oral narratives and in the written accounts of the SoT. In these Satan
was depicted predominantly as an ornithomorphic earth-diver, since that was
the way the demiurge was imagined by the indigenous scribes compiling these
particular redactions of the SoT — as a bird. The vernacular, oral compendium
of Creation motifs shaped the vocabulary employed by the copyists, redrafting
them into a written entity. In fact, scribes and storytellers spoke the same “lan-
guage,” not in the strict verbatim meaning of this word, but in broader, semiotic
terms; they shared the same mythopoeic imagery. This also explains why in the
indigenous oral, vernacular counterparts of the Secret Book that were circulating
among Southern Slavs, the anthropomorphic image of the diving Satan prevailed
over the ornithomorphic one. Anthropological and folklore field research in the
Balkans shows that the indigenous tales of origin, concerned with the creation
of the dry land, envisaged the “other creator” not as ornithomorphic, but as an
anthropomorphic demiurge.'”® In general, metamorphoses of this kind show how

172 1t is again the structural typology that can give an indication as to what might have hap-
pened next. The process of cyclisation of the epic songs (bylina) of Kiev and Novgorod (that
incidentally date from the same period) can serve as an illustration for this type of cultural
mechanism. Presumably these textual blocks, which at first functioned as a string of separate
questions and answers in the sphere of written tradition, subsequently drifted towards indig-
enous oral tradition and blended with local folklore riddles and cosmogonic narratives. Then
these new tale-entities began gravitating towards thematic centres of larger narratives, thus
creating cycles consisting of units dealing with similar topics. This sequence of bigger textual
blocks no longer “remembered” the entire process of transformation through which it had gone;
the memory of it survived only in the titles, labelling these accounts as either Palaea Interpre-
tata, or the Erotapokriseis (Questions and Answers), i.e., biblical commentaries.

173 See the Bulgarian folklore legends in Kovachev, “Narodna astronomiia,” 54; Ivanov,
Bogomilski knigi i legendi, 329-36, Texts Ne 1, Ne 2 and Ne 3; Narodna proza ot Blagoevgradski
Ofkrig. Special Monographic Issue (vol. 58) of SONU (eds. L. Daskalova, D. Dobreva, Y. Kot-
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the expansion of any religion, heresy, or ideology unfolds.!” Local deities are
not removed from the sphere of the indigenous sacred social institutions, but are
shifted within it; they are not abandoned but are re-named. In terms of Slavonic-
speaking neophytes from the Byzantine Commonwealth, it meant that the con-
version to Christianity needed the clandestine approval of their old deities. Thus
the functions of various pagan gods and goddesses were distributed among vari-
ous (male and female) saints, which blended with the old pantheon and absorbed
it. The indigenous vernacular theonyms were translated into the lingua sacra of
the new faith. According to this new ethno-theosophy “the deities-protagonists”
were associated with God (be it the Father, the Son, or the Holy Spirit) and
various saints. As for the “deities-antagonists,” they were identified with Satan
and his demonic allies. In terms of anthropology, this process can be defined
as “domestication of conversion.” The SoT can therefore serve as a sample-
text showing how fundamental socio-cultural changes (such as the adoption
of Christianity and the expansion of Bogomilism) have been implemented and
comprehended by society. It also demonstrates how these shifts were reflected
and depicted in literature, oral tradition and iconography. Such texts, moreover,
are able to provide inside knowledge regarding the specific type of consensus-
strategies implemented by communities in liminal periods of their collective life,
when the society stood on the threshold of socio-cultural, religious and political
changes. Certainly, the heresy of Bogomilism was one of the most significant
challenges which Pax Slavia Christiana had to face during the Middle Ages. The
text of The Sea of Tiberias shows how this “clash of faiths” happened, and how
both men of letters and non-literate members of Slavia orthodoxa responded.

3.2.2. Narrating Creation: Cosmogonic Themes and Motifs

3.2.2.1. Heavenly Cosmography: prologues

The Creation scenario introduced in the opening paragraphs of the three
eighteenth-century Russian accounts of the So7, published by Mochul’skii,
Sreznevskii, and Dimitrova-Marinova (TYPE A-2), is noticeably longer and con-
siderably more verbose than the narrative of the Slepche version (TYPE A-1).
Although these Russian versions all follow a common cosmogonic pattern, there
are a number of distinctive peculiarities (to be discussed below). On the other
hand, the editions of Barsov (TYPE B) and Porfir’ev (Type C) lack the ornate
prologues of the accounts published by Mochul’skii, Sreznevskii, and Dimitro-
va-Marinova (TYPE A-2).

seva and E. Mitseva; Sofia: Bulgarian Academy of Sciences Press, 1985), 363—4, Text Ne 336;
Badalanova, “The Bible in the making,” 256-9, Text Ne 2.2.9.
174 See also Veselovskii, “Razyskaniia,” SbORIS 46, 6 (1889), 4-5, 32-76.
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3.2.2.2. Envisaging the Creator: the Father or the Son?

Whereas in the Slepche account (TYPE A-1) the emergence of the Universe
is imagined as a direct result of the actions of God the Father Himself, in the
introductory chapters of the (TYPE A-2) Russian versions of the So7, this par-
ticular detail of Creation is somewhat transformed. According to these accounts,
the emergence of the universe is envisaged as an oblique consequence of God
Sabaoth’s agency; the matter-of-fact demiurge, who was to execute His will,
was the Son. The fashioning of the world was accomplished by Jesus Christ,
envisaged as a demiurge who creates via speaking, thus executing “His heav-
enly Father’s will” (“Cap bikiit X¢ cioBomsb 1o noseinbHito Gila cBoero H(0)
cnaro”).!” Creation was thus imagined as “discourse,” hence “all beings, visible
and invisible, heavenly and earthly” were considered to be a direct outcome of
the power of Logos: “n kakb pekb Takb U CO31aIOCh U COTBOPHUIOCH [[XoMb
CteiMb ¢ 8[c]r” ero npem8apsixp” (“as He spoke, from His most wise lips, so
the world was created and fashioned by the Holy Spirit™).!7® The image of the
Son as the Creator of the Universe is also attested in oral tradition (see below),
and in the religious art of Slavia orthodoxa. Of particular importance are visual
representations of the Creator in icons, frescoes, woodcarvings and miniatures
illustrating the Hexameron type of accounts (i.e., the depictions of the six days of
Creation). Along with the iconographic conventions, according to which the Cre-
ator was portrayed as an elderly man = God the Father (“Berxuii nensmn’),!”’
there are a number of cases from the Balkans, mostly from the period between
the fourteenth and eighteenth centuries, in which the direct agent of Creation
is unequivocally identified as the Son of God. In them Christ is portrayed as a
young man with a black beard; his head is surrounded by a halo, within which
is placed a cross (or a six-pointed star, implicitly referring to his descent as “one
from the lineage of David”), whereas next to Him there is the abbreviation /¢’ X¢
({lucyc Xpucmoc = Jesus Christ). Thus the illuminated MS written and designed

175 Sreznevskii, “Otchet Otdeleniiu,” JORIS 9, 3 (1904), 99. See also Text 2 in the Appendix,
infra.

176 Ibid.

177 See the discussion in F. Buslaev, Istoricheskie ocherki russkoi narodnoi slovesnosti i
iskusstva. Drevne-russkaia narodnaia literatura i iskusstvo, vol. 2 (Sanktpeterburg: Tipografiia
Tovarishchestva “Obshchestvennaia Pol’za”, 1861), 286—7. For visual representations of the
Creator as “Berxwuii nensmu”, see the eighteenth-century four-icon ensemble Hexameron from
the Ilarion Makariopolsky Museum of Bulgarian National Revival in the city of Elena, Bulgaria;
the wood-carving The Creation of Adam from the iconostasis of the Church of St Demetrius in
the village of Teshevo, South-Western Bulgaria; the plinth panel Creation of Adam and Adam’s
taxonomy from the iconostasis of the Church of the Nativity of Christ in the village of Arbanasi,
Veliko Turnovo, Northern Bulgaria; Adam and Eve before the Fall on the iconostasis of Preo-
brazhenski Monastery, and the Hexameron series of frescos in the open gallery of the principal
church of the Rila Monastery. These images are to be found on the European Cultural Heritage
Online (ECHO) website of the Max Planck Institut fiir Wissenschaftsgeschichte, Berlin, under
the rubric Folk Religion in the Balkans (http://echo.mpiwg-berlin.mpg.de/content/religion).

Digital copy — for author's private use only — © Mohr Siebeck 2011



58 Florentina Badalanova Geller

in 1796 by Priest Puncho from the village of Mokresh, in the Lom area of NW
Bulgaria, depicts Jesus Christ as “the Creator of (wo)man.”!”® Another, earlier
example comes from a fourteenth-century Bulgarian illuminated MS containing
the texts of the Chronicle of Constantine Manasius, translated during the reign
of Tsar Ivan Alexander.'” On Fol. 7a there is a miniature depicting Jesus Christ
as “the Creator of Adam (and Eve).” The accompanying text reads: “H csTBOPH
Apama” (“and He created Adam”). In this miniature Jesus is shown as a young
man with long dark hair and a short beard, dressed in a long garment, standing
next to the naked body of Adam, above which Eve is pictured; there is a halo
painted around His head, next to which there is the inscription Ic Xc (i.e. Iucyc
Xpucmoc = Jesus Christ). He is holding a scroll in His left hand, while blessing
the first people with His right hand.'®® Furthermore, on Fol. 11a of the same
MS, there is another relevant miniature depicting Adam and Eve being chased
out of Paradise by an angel; they are positioned in the middle of the miniature,
while in its upper right corner is written “# azpaNX HX HZ Paa” (“and they were
thrown out of Paradise”). In the left half of the miniature Jesus is depicted as a
young man, again with a halo, with His arms stretched towards Adam and Eve;
above His head there is an inscription: “I's. AsamE AE EcH” (“The Lord [asked],
‘Adam, where are you?’”); evidently, the painter of the miniature envisaged
Jesus as the one who interrogated the first people after their having transgressed
in the Garden of Eden, not God the Father.!8!

Further evidence regarding the image of Jesus as the Creator of the Uni-
verse and man comes from the miniatures of a fourteenth-century Psalter, also
produced in Bulgaria during the reign of Tsar Ivan Alexander, the so-called
“Tomic Psalter,” named after the Serbian scholar S. M. Tomic¢, who discovered
it in 1901-02; the MS is now preserved in the State Historical Museum in
Moscow. On fol. 208 there is a miniature showing the creation of Adam by
Jesus, who is painted with a halo; on His left and right sides the inscription Ic
Xc (i.e. Iucye Xpucmoc = Jesus Christ) is written; next to it is an accompanying
passage from Ps 118:73 “Pyrre TBoH cBTBOPHCTE MEA H cBZAACTE MEA” (“Your
hands crafted me and created me”).!3? This miniature is followed by another,
related image, on fol. 213, depicting the vivification of Adam (“oXHBAENHE
Apama”); in the upper right corner of the miniature we once again see not God

178 The MS is preserved in the Sts. Cyril and Methodius National Library (Sofia, Bulgaria)
under signature Ne 693; the composition Cozoanie (Creation) is on page 280 r (see Fig. 2, infra).
This MS also contains one of the most elaborate Slavonic accounts of the idea of the Fallen
Angel(s), a detail which will be discussed below.

179 The MS is preserved in the Vatican Library (Vat. Slav. 2).

180 Further on iconographic conventions followed in this miniature, see 1. Duichev, Miniati-
urite na Manasievata Letopis (Sofia: Bulgarski Khudozhnik, 1962), 40.

181 Ibid.

182 M. V. Shchepkina, Bolgarskaia miniatiura 14 veka. Issledovanie Psaltyri Tomicha. (Mos-
cow: Iskusstvo, 1963), 72.
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Sabaoth but Jesus. He is shown above Adam, who is standing in a meadow
among blossoming trees; Jesus is making a gesture of blessing with His right
hand. Around His head there is a halo, with the inscription Ic Xc. In the middle
upper part of the miniature a passage from Ps 118:131 is written: “Ycra Mom
OTBEDZOX H BBBAEKOXB AYXE .33

The same type of iconographic convention in portraying the image of the Cre-
ator is observed in the elaborate Hexameron cycle in the Chapel of St. Demetrius
in the Orthodox Serbian Decani Monastery in the region of Metohia. Painted in
1345-48, these thirty-one frescos follow the storyline of the cosmogonic sce-
nario from the first chapters of Genesis, and consistently depict the Creator of
the Universe not in the image of God the Father, but of the Son.'®* Some art
historians point out that the iconography of the Hexameron frescos in the Decani
Monastery also contains visual references to some apocrypha, in particular the
SoT.'®> This observation is quite important, as it points towards the existence of
an inter-textual connection and even interdependence between scribes and icon-
painters, especially in regards to the ways in which they perceived and handled
religious concepts (in this case, the idea of Jesus as the Creator of the Universe).
The parallel implementation of such ideas in the verbal and visual arts of Slavia
orthodoxa is significant; it reveals the vibrant scope of cultural and ideological
trends and tendencies which influenced the creators of the So7.'% The same is
observed in Slavonic oral tradition. In some Russian folklore spiritual stanzas
Jesus is envisaged as the Creator of both the Universe and man.'¥” Thus, accord-
ing to one such song, after Adam and Eve tasted the forbidden fruit and found

183 Ibid.

18 M. Pupin, Manastir Decani, vol.2 (Beograd: Srpska Kraljevska Akademija, 1941),
46-50, 66-7.

185 Ibid., 67.

186 The iconographic conventions of presenting the Creator of the Universe in the image of
the Son but not the Father are also related to the broader deliberations on the fundamental idea
of what was really regarded to be “depictable” in medieval Christian art. The rhetorical ques-
tion here was, can a human hand produce the image of God? While the features of the Father
are considered to be incomprehensible and inconceivable, and therefore aniconic in their divine
nature, the features of the Son, the incarnate Word of God — born as a “man among men” —
were the features of a human being of flesh and blood, tangible and touchable, and therefore
“depictable” (i.e., “iconic”); hence the implementation of the iconographic conventions of pre-
senting the Creator of the Universe in the image of the Son but not of the Father. An interesting
case is represented by Russian popular prints (zv6ox) of the seventeenth-eighteenth centuries,
and especially the Genesis engravings of the talented artist Vasilii Koren’ (Macmep Bacunuii
Kopeny), illustrator of the illuminated printed Bible (Biblia pauperum) of 1692—1696; see Fig.
1, infra. There are a number of instances where the Creator of the Universe is featured as an
angel with a beardless face of a handsome young man, above whose nimbus is written “God
Sabaoth” (I'Ab CaBacwes), see O. Khromov, “Sotvorenie mira v russkoi lubochnoi traditsii,”
Zhivaia Starina 1 (1997), 11.

137 On the cosmogonic significance of the image of Christ in Russian spiritual stanzas, see G.
Fedotov, Stikhi dukhovnye: russkaia narodnaia vera po dukhovnym stikham (Moscow: Progress
& Gnozis, 1991), 28-34.
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themselves “in shame,” naked and barefoot (“racum-nacu cmanu, 60ocenyuru’™),
they were not encountered by God the Father, but by Christ, to whom they
prayed for forgiveness:

3akpbud COpOMBI JIaioHIamMy, | [Ipumum onn x camomy Xpucry, | K camomy Xpucry,
apro HebecHomy. | 3anumn onn Ha DaBop ropy, | Kpudar-peByT 3bI19HBIM rOI0COM: |
“Tol HeGecHOI 1aph, Mucyc Xpucroc! | Tl yCIbinan MOJIUTBY MPenHbIX pab ceoux.” 188

They [Adam and Eve] covered their shameful parts with their palms, | And came to Christ
Himself, | To Christ, the King of Heavens Himself. | And they went to Mount Tabor, | And
cried and lamented with loud voices: | “Oh, you King of Heavens, Jesus Christ, | You have
heard the prayer of your servants who sinned!”

In a similar way, Bulgarian folk tales, incantations and songs often identify God
the Father, addressed in vernacular as “Grandpa the Lord” (“/{s00 ['ocnoo,”
“/[s00 booce”) with Jesus, whose name may either appear with the appella-
tion “Grandpa,” (i.e., “Grandpa the Lord Jesus Christ” = “/[s00 I'ocnoo//ado
booce Hcye Xpucmoc™), or just be replaced altogether by this appellation (as a
synonym).'®? Some cosmogonic legends simply state, “it was Jesus Christ who
divided the water and the land.”'*° This tendency is well attested in the folklore
of both Slavia orthodoxa and Slavia romana,'®' which parallels certain icono-
graphic conventions and specific traits of apocryphal cosmogonies. Once again
religious iconography, apocryphal literature, and vernacular oral tradition seem
to share common mythopoeic imagery.

3.2.2.3. Seven Heavens Created by Logos

According to the three eighteenth-century Russian redactions of the SoT (TYPE
A-2), the celestial part of the Universe is imagined as consisting of seven heavens,
formed by God at the earliest stages of Creation, with the power of Logos (“H
CEAMB NBCH cAOBOMB cOTBOPH”). The significance of seven as a numerical icon
of Creation is further amplified by the parallel unfolding of another cosmographic
concept, that of the primordial “crystal sky resting upon seventy thousand myri-

188 See the folklore spiritual stanza entitled “The Dove-Book which was forty spans in
length” (I'onybunas kuuea copoxa nsdensw), text Ne 59 in Danilov, Drevnie rossiiskie stikho-
tvoreniia, 274.

189 Based on my own field research observations; this specific aspect of popular religiosity
will be further discussed in my forthcoming Folk Bible.

190 See text Ne 2.2.65 in Badalanova, “The Bible in the making,” 327-8, as well as text
Ne 183 in P. Shein, Materialy dlia izucheniia byta i iazyka russkogo naseleniia severo-zapadna-
go kraia (Sobrannye i privedennye v poriadok P. V. Sheinom), vol 2: Skazki, anekdoty, legendy,
predaniia, vospominaniia, poslovitsy, zagadki, privetstviia, pozhelaniia, bozhba, prokliatiia, ru-
gan’, zagovory, dukhovnye stikhi i proch. (St. Petersburg: Tipografiia Imperatorskoi Akademii
Nauk, 1893), 341-2; for an English translation of the text, see Badalanova, op. cit., 241-2.

191 See the discussion in R. Tomicki, “Ludowe mity o stworzeniu cztowieka. Z badan nad
synkretyzmem mitologicznym w Europie Wschodniej i Potudniowej oraz w Azji Pétnocne;j,”
EP 24,2 (1980), 59 and M. Zowczak, Biblia ludowa (Wroctaw: Funna, 2000), 49-56.
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ads of iron pillars.”'? On the other hand, the celestial scheme of seven heavens
is registered in some other Slavonic apocrypha, like 2 Enoch,'?* The Ascension
of Isaiah (Isaiah’s Vision)'** and The Discussion Between the Three Saints.'*>
The concept of the seven heavens is also an important component of cosmic
geography according to the teaching of the Bogomils,'*® while the image of the
seven-folded sky can be found in Bulgarian oral tradition.!®’ Yet from the point of
view of structural typology, the notion of seven heavens also belongs to a certain
universal cosmographic mythopoeic thesaurus of loci communes, the coverage of
which appears to have stretched from the texts of ancient Babylonia'*® to rabbinic
literature,'* and further to Christian and Islamic written and oral sources. The
cosmographic pattern of seven heavens is thus comparable to and symmetrical
with the celestial model of seven stars, the constitution of seven divisions of

192 Cf. Mochul’skii, “Istoriko-literaturnyi analiz,” RFV 18, 4 (1887), 174 and Sreznevskii,
“Otchet Otdeleniiu,” IORIS 9, 3 (1904), 99; see also Text 2 (§ 2), in the Appendix, infra. The
cosmographic detail of the primordial “crystal sky resting upon seventy thousand myriads of
iron pillars” is also presented in the Slepche version (see above); it is however absent from
Dimitrova-Marinova’s account.

193 See Ivanov, Bogomilski knigi i legendi, 167-83, 188. Not only does the character of the
prophet/visionary Enoch embody the precedent of a man making a celestial journey/ascension
to the seven heavens; he is also “the seventh from Adam.” This further reinforces the con-
notation of seven as a number encoding the hidden mysteries of heavenly cosmography, and
highlights the significance of Enoch as a wisdom figure; see M. Stone, Scriptures, Sects and
Visions (Oxford: Basil Blackwell, 1980), 39-40.

194 See Ivanov, Bogomilski knigi i legendi, 134-54; an English translation of a twelfth-centu-
ry Slavonic recension of Isaiah’s Vision can be found in Butler, Monumenta Bulgarica, 169-84;
see also the discussion in Mochul’skii, “Sledy narodnoi Biblii,” 66—7.

195 According to some texts, these seven heavens bear the names of the seven Patriarchs:
CHurp (Seth), Azapp (Azariah), EnoBp (Enoch), Nor (Noah), ABpamp (Abraham), Hcaks
(Isaac), AmxkoBs (Jacob); see Nachtigall, “Ein Beitrag zu den Forschungen,” ASPh 24, 324
(Questions Nos. 4 and 5).

19 Tvanov, Bogomilski knigi i legendi, 188.

197 According to Bulgarian folklore data collected by D. Marinov, “the sky, which people
can see now, is a solid thick crust of seven layers” (“ne6omo, koemo susicoame, e mevpoa kopa
oebena u uma cedem ounau’), see: idem., “Zhiva starina. Narodna viara i religiozni narodni
obichai,” SANU 28 (1914), 7. Further on Slavonic vernacular cosmography, and on the popular
concept of the sky as a solid shell/coating of seven strata, see S. Tolstaia, “O neskol’kikh vetk-
hozavetnykh motivakh v slavianskoi narodnoi traditsii,” Ot Bytiia k Iskhodu (eds. V. Petrukhin,
et al.; Moscow: GEOS, 1998), 23.

198 The somewhat ambiguous evidence for seven heavens (and seven earths) comes from a
bilingual Sumerian-Akkadian incantation text, see W. Horowitz, Mesopotamian Cosmic Geog-
raphy (Winona Lake: Eisenbrauns, 1998), 220, based on the following cuneiform text, which
was recently published by M.J. Geller in his Evil Demons (Helsinki: State Archives of Assyria
Project, 2007): “Where do (you) fly? Do (you) flee to earth? Where being present — not present
before me? Heaven: 7; Earth: 7; Wind: 7; Gale: 7; Fire 7; Front 7; Back: 7; Back-to-front: 7”
(191). Moreover, the Mesopotamian myth of Ishtar’s Descent to the Netherworld has the god-
dess passing through seven Underworld gates, which probably correspond to seven heavenly
gates, reflecting the symmetry of Heaven and Earth.

199 For the Hebrew tradition of seven heavens and seven earths, see Ginzberg, The Legends of
the Jews, vol. 1 (1909), 9-13; vol. 2 (1910), 260; vol. 3 (1911), 96; vol. 5 (1925), 9-11, 23, 30.
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Paradise, the construction of seven earths, the configuration of the seven pillars
upon which the Earth rests (and respectively, the seven Patriarchs), and the seven
compartments of Hell. The allegorical image of seven as the operative number
of Creation appears to be typical for this kind of cosmogonic scenario. This par-
ticular type of numerical allegory occurs, for instance, in the seventeenth-century
Russian account from the Solovetskaia Library (MS Ne 1138), entitled The Leg-
end of the Seven Planets (“Craszanie o ceomu nianumaxsv”, fols. 148—158). This
text provides further evidence that the SEVEN functions as a numerological tem-
plate determining cosmologic and cosmographic ideas employed by the medieval
scribes of Slavia orthodoxa. It also shows the depth of cultural roots of ideas and
concepts (cosmographic and otherwise) expressed by them while producing the
written accounts of the SoT.

3.2.2.4. The Chronotope of Creation: Geographies of Paradise and Hell

Most versions of the SoT consider the emergence of Paradise to be related to
the earliest phases of Creation;?% it marks the eastern corner of the Universe,?’!
indicating the four cardinal directions of the celestial map. It is considered the
abode of God and the angels (including Satan before his revolt and subsequent
fall); this is also where Adam and Eve were created and dwelled before the
Expulsion. Indeed, no major surprises about the Garden of Eden can be found
in the SoT creation accounts. The cosmogony of Hell is a totally different story.
Being absent from the account of Creation in the Hebrew Bible, the concept of
Gehenna appears in the synoptic Gospels, according to which it is described as
“an unquenchable fire,” whose damnation no sinner can escape. As for parabibli-
cal (rabbinic-era) Jewish tradition, Gehenna was “brought forth” by God on the
second day of Creation, along with the firmament, fire, and the angels.?%> Ac-
cording to some midrashim, the foundation of Hell was also the only time when
the Creator could not say that “what He saw was good,” since “Hell surely does
not deserve the attribute of good.”?%3

As for the cosmogony of Hell as attested in the SoT, the narratives describing
its emergence are incoherent and inconsistent. There is only one feature upon
which they all agree — that it was designed as an anti-image of Paradise. The
chronological aspect of the creation of this “anti-Edenic” topic is as difficult to
clarify as the spatial dimensions of its emergence. The SoT narratives indicate
that Hell was fashioned after Paradise, but well before the dry land. Still, they
display a somewhat confusing scenario of creation with entropic cosmic geogra-

200 One very important exception is Barsov’s version of the SoT’ see idem., “O Tiveriadskom
More,” 3-8 (also Text 1, § 3, in the Appendix, infra).

201 Tn terms of church architecture, it is marked by the altar space; on Eden as archetype for
the Temple, see A. Callender, Adam in myth and history. Ancient Israelite perspectives on the
primal human (Harvard Semitic Studies 48; Winona Lake, IN: Eisenbrauns, 2000) 50—4.

202 Ginzberg, The Legends of the Jews, vol. 1 (1909), 13, 15-16.

203 Ibid.,16.
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phy. It is not clear where exactly the heavenly pillars holding the cosmic ceiling
under which Hell was to emerge were located (at least in relation to Paradise,
the ultimate corner-stone of God’s Creation). But was Hell beneath or next to
Paradise? Indeed, where was Hell — “all of bronze, with beams of iron and gates
of copper” — meant to be located? It is further hinted, in the same texts, that the
celestial columns holding the macrocosm, which were “immovable from the
very beginning,” were supported by “firm stones”; upon them the Earth was to
be positioned, but it is not clear what kind of Earth this was. One can only guess
that it was not the dry land which was to be created from the sand fetched by Sa-
tan (in the image of a bird-diver) from the bottom of the primordial waters. This
was yet to come, since the creation of the Earth proper was yet to begin. At this
point the story only mentions a certain “earth in-between” (or even more than
one earth?), in relation to which a bottomless Hell was constructed. As for the
exact location of Hell, the texts offer a vague cluster of fuzzy details suggesting
that it was placed either “beneath” the intermediate earth(s), or upon it (them).
A closer assessment of the chrono-spatial matrix contained in these apocry-
pha, and particularly in comparison to vernacular oral cosmography (as attested
in Bulgarian folklore) shows interesting results. We find similar uncertainty and
vagueness in the treatment of details, but also the unmistakable, distinctive tem-
plate of a similar chronotope. The selection of traditional narratives mentioned
below confirms this point. These narratives were recorded by the Bulgarian
folklorist Yordan Kovachev in various areas of the country at the beginning of
the twentieth century. They were published as a collection of accounts given by
a number of anonymous storytellers deliberating over the topography of “the
Beyond™:
Heaven and Hell are also called the Beyond. Many believe that they are both in the sky
and so close to each other that they have no separate entrances, and the entry to Heaven
passes through Hell. Others say that only Heaven is in the sky, whereas Hell is on Earth,
in fact at the end of the Earth. There is a third group which believes that they are both
on Earth, or else that Hell is under the Earth, while Heaven is on Earth itself but to the
East. It is also believed that there are as many heavens and hells as there are faiths, and
that the Hell and Heaven of Christians are in the middle of the sky, while [the Hell and
Heaven] of others are on the periphery. Others believe that there is only one Heaven and
one Hell, where both Christians and non-Christians gather after their death, because God
does not distinguish between them. It is also believed that non-Christians have a separate
Heaven but Hell is shared by all religions. It is also believed that when a person dies, the
soul goes straight to Hell or Heaven. [...] Another belief is that Hell is on Earth, and until
the Second Coming [of Jesus Christ] the souls remain in the graves or in Jerusalem, but
after the Second Coming they will be judged and the righteous will go to Heaven and the
sinful to Hell. It is also imagined that Hell is a big barrel full of brimstone, fiery scorpions
and other poisonous insects which torture the souls of sinners boiling in the barrel. At the
very bottom of the barrel are bishops, priests, and on their shoulders stand other sinners.
It is dark, horrible and scary. Above the barrel is a very thin rope which starts from Hell
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and goes to Heaven. Along this rope the souls walk; the sinless soul passes by it and goes
to Heaven, while the sinful falls into the barrel.2

As the folklore evidence shows, the beliefs expressed by different storytellers
discussing the cosmic geographies of Paradise and Hell clearly correspond to the
views articulated by various anonymous scribes who compiled the rich variety
of written versions of the So7. The similarity between oral and written sources
indicates once again that storytellers and scribes of Slavia orthodoxa shared the
same mythopoeic imagery and the same vocabulary of Creation. This resem-
blance between oral and written sources is even more palpable in the description
of the subsequent phases of Creation, and especially the origin of the dry land.

3.2.3. Creation of Celestial Beings and Terrestrial Habitat

In the Slepche version of the SoT (TYPE A-1) the narrative about the creation
of celestial beings and dry land is part of the closing paragraph. In the Rus-
sian versions published by Barsov (Type B), Porfir’ev (TP C), Mochul’skii,
Sreznevskii and Dimitrova-Marinova (TYPE A-2), it marks the unfolding of the
“proper dualistic” storyline, in which the Creation of the Universe is described as
a contest between God and Satan. From this point onwards, the apocryphal nar-
rative ties up various tales relating the on-going battle between the two opposing
forces. It combines both Old and New Testament apocrypha, thus creating its
own cosmogonic scenario, in which legendary elements from various sources,
both oral and written, blend together and generate a new, unique cultural product.

3.2.3.1. The Diving Creator

It has already been pointed out that the Earth-Diver cosmogonic motif (Th. A
812) is common to all versions of the SoT; it is perhaps not only the best studied,
but also the most controversial trait of this apocryphon. For more than a century
it has been a focal point of fierce discussion among many scholars;?% folklorists,

204y, Kovachev, “Narodna astronomiia i meteorologiia,” SbNU 30 (1914), 17-18.

205 Cf: Potebnia, “Obzor poeticheskikh motivov,” RFV 16, 4 (1886) 2735 (738-40); Vesel-
ovskii, “Razyskaniia,” SbORIS 46, 6 (1889) 19-24, 47-75, 827, 108—16; Mochul’skii, “Sledy
narodnoi Biblii”, 68-9; Dragomanov, “Zabelezhki virkhu slavianskite religiozno-eticheski leg-
endi,” SBNU 8 (1892), 257-314 and SHNU 10 (1894), 10-35, 45-52; Korobka, “Obraz ptitsy,”
IORIS 14, 4 (1909), 175-95 and 15, 1 (1910), 105-47; Radchenko, “Etiudy po Bogomil’stvu,”
IORIS 15,4 (1910), 74-6, 86—7,91-3, 99-100, 109—15; Markov, “More Tiveriadskoe,” EO 1-2
(1913) 64-74; Ivanov, Bogomilski knigi i legendi, 287-90; Kongis, “The Earth-Diver (Th. A
812),” Ethnohistory 7 (1960) 151-80; Dundes, “Earth-Diver: creation of mythopoeic male,” 44
64, 5/1 (1962), 1032-51; Tomicki, “Stowianski mit kosmogoniczny,” EP 20, 1 (1976), 86-95;
idem., “Ludowa kosmogonia dualisticzna stowian w $wietle Samojedskich mitow stworze-
nia,” EP 23, 2 (1979), 174-75; idem., “Ludowe mity o stworzeniu cztowieka. Z badan nad
synkretyzmem mitologicznym w Europie Wschodniej i Potudniowej oraz w Azji Pétnocne;j,”
EP 24,2 (1980), 51-62, 70-117; Dimitrova-Marinova, “Bogomil’skaia kosmogoniia,” 38—57;
Kuznetsova, Dualisticheskie legendy, 59—79; Smitek, “Slovenske ljudske predstave,” Traditio-
nes 27 (1998), 111-23; Stoyanov, “Islamic and Christian Heterodox Water Cosmogonies from
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ethnographers, anthropologists, and specialists in comparative religion study it
as one of the most widely attested myths of creation. The distribution of this
myth extends from Eurasia to North and South America, the Pacific Islands, and
Australia;?* there is a strong tendency to classify it as one of the recurring loci
communes of world mythologies, although some scholars are “inclined to treat
versions from different culture areas as parallelisms.”?%7

In some instances, however, those analysing the Earth-Diver motif in relation
to the SoT apocrypha were interested predominantly in discovering the ultimate
“place of origin” (i.e., “the native land”) of its vernacular, oral attestations and
in the identification of the area of their distribution and diffusion. It is not my
intention to follow this line of inquiry, which is unproductive for the purposes
of the current discussion.?’® In my view, one should rather search for the actual
Vorlage of the apocryphal texts in which this cosmogonic motif appears, i.e.,
the cultural context in which its literary attestations occur. Since scholars have
already provided a series of exhaustive surveys of the Earth-Diver cosmogonic
motif throughout the world (Th. A 812), I will confine my analysis to specific
points. I will follow Vladimir Propp’s methodological approach (as outlined in

the Ottoman period — parallels and contrasts,” BSOAS 64, 1 (2001), 19-33; idem., “Problems in
the Study of the Interrelations between Medieval Christian Heterodoxies and Heterodox Islam
in the Early Ottoman Balkan-Anatolian Region,” Scripta & e-Scripta 2 (2004) 192-94; Iu.
Berezkin, “O putiakh zaseleniia Novogo Sveta: nekotorye rezul’taty sravnitel'nogo izucheniia
amerikanskikh i sibirskikh mifologii,” Arkheologischeskie vesti 10 (2003), 247; 1. Nagy, “The
earth-diver myth,” AEH 51:3-4 (2006), 281-326; Badalanova, “The Bible in the making,”
168, 219-21.

206 K ongiés, “The Earth-Diver,” 151-180; Dundes, “Earth-Diver,” 1032-51.

207 Kngis, “The Earth-Diver,” 151.

208 T jterature devoted to the Earth-Diver cosmogonic motif (Th. A 812) and the history of its
studies suggest that there are many serious points against this line of argument. As highlighted
by Dundes (in a sharp comment on Margaret Mead’s query as to whether “the myth as a whole”
can be “analyzed meaningfully”), “the unfortunate truth is that rarely is the anthropologist in a
position to know when and where a myth is “first made up’[...]. The situation is further compli-
cated by the fact that many, indeed, the majority of myths are found distributed throughout the
world. [...] In other words, it is, practically speaking, impossible to ascertain the place and date
of the first appearance(s) of a given myth. [...] It is clearly a fallacy to analyze an international
tale or widely diffused myth as if'it belonged to only one culture. Only if a myth is known to
be unique, that is, peculiar to a given culture, is this kind of analysis warranted. [...] While it
may be a fallacy to analyse a world-wide myth as if it belonged to only one culture, it is not a
fallacy to analyse the myth as if it belonged to all cultures in which it appears. This does not
preclude the possibility that one myth found in many cultures may have as many meanings
as there are cultural contexts” (Dundes, “Earth-Diver,” 1035-36). I share Dundes’ view. It
would be hazardous to base the entire discussion on the Vorlage of the SoT exclusively on the
comparison of universal culture patterns and transcultural similarities, thus potentially (and
inevitably) reducing the analysis to vague hypothetical deliberations over the place and time
of origin of the Earth-Diver cosmogonic motif (Th. A 812), one of the most popular cultural
universals worldwide.
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his Mopghonozus ckasxu)*® and focus on the morphological structure of the plot
of the cosmogonic narrative of the So7 itself, in particular on the functional at-
tributes of the characters/demiurges involved in it.

As pointed out previously, the emergence of the dry land out of the primordial
waters is described, both in the apocryphal versions of the SoT and in their oral
counterparts, as a result of the combined efforts of two demiurges, God and
Satan. In some of these cosmogonic narratives (attested in both oral and writ-
ten forms only among the Eastern Slavs) Satan appears as an ornithomorphic
deity, in others (only oral, registered among both Southern and Eastern Slavs)
he has anthropomorphic features. In both cases, however, following God’s com-
mand, he dives to the bottom of the primordial waters to fetch sand and stone
from which dry land and the heavenly host would eventually emerge. I am not
concerned with the question of whether Satan has ornithomorphic or anthropo-
morphic features, or whether the ornithomorphic image prevails over (or pre-
dates) the anthropomorphic one. The crucial question is not related to his image
(ornithomorphic versus anthropomorphic), but to his function. The function of
the Devil, as revealed in all the extant versions of the SoT, is in all cases the
same. He dives to the bottom of the primordial waters to fetch the materia prima.
This cosmogonic narrative clearly parallels the Creation scenario outlined in the
two extant witnesses of The Secret Book of the Bogomils, the Carcassonne and
Vienna MSS.?!1% According to both, Satan is described as a demiurge-mediator
crossing the boundaries of the Universe and searching for Earth, the face of
which is covered by the primordial waters:

Et transcendens, invenit universam faciem terrae coopertam aquis ... 2!!

And moving further on, he found the whole face of the Earth covered with water ...

Et descendens, invenit totam terram coopertam de aquis ... 2'?
And descending, he found the whole Earth covered with water ...

In both texts, too, the dry land appears as the earth is raised upwards by (two) an-
gels who act under his command. According to the Carcassonne MS, the angels
operate as immediate agents of the Devil, directly executing his will, whereas in
the Vienna MS, Satan’s order to the angels is given under the ultimate instruc-
tion of the Invisible Father, i.e. the “other” creator is considered to be God’s
subordinate:

Et sic sedit in firmamento et praccepit angelo, qui erat super aerem, et qui erat super aquas,
et elevaverunt terram sursum, et apparuit arida.?!3

209 V.1a. Propp, Morfologiia skazki (Leningrad, 1928); see also his Istoricheskie korni vol-
shebnoi skazki (Leningrad, 1946).

210 Quoted from Ivanov, Bogomilski knigi i legendi, 74-1.

211 An excerpt from the Carcassonne MS (ibid., 74).

212 An excerpt from the Vienna MS (ibid., 74).

213 An excerpt from the Carcassonne MS (ibid., 77).
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And he [Satan] sat in the Firmament and instructed the angel who was over the air and
who was over the waters, and they raised the earth upwards, and dry land appeared.

Et tunc sedit super firmamentum praecepitque angelo, qui erat super aerem, et illi, qui
erat super aquas, et elevaverunt duas partes aquarum sursum in aerem, et de tertia parte
facerunt L maria, et fuit divisio aquarum per praeceptum Patris invisibilis.?!*

He then sat over the firmament and instructed the angel who was over the air, and that one
who was over the waters, and they raised up two parts of the waters upwards in the air,
and from the third part they made the seas, and the division of the waters was according
to the instruction of the invisible Father.

The Russian redactions of the SoT show how some features (and indeed the con-
cept of Creation) of The Secret Book of the Bogomils were adapted by the local
scribes, who further domesticated its dualistic scenario by transforming some of
its details according to indigenous myths of origin. Hence the ornithomorphic
(instead of anthropomorphic) image of the “other” creator emerged, which was
much more familiar to local audiences (see also the discussion supra). This point
may also “elucidate the reasons why Christian dualism is so frequently found in
Eurasian earth-diver versions.”?!

The focal point of the narrative unit about the encounter between the two cre-
ators is the emblematic dialogue: “Who are you?” “I am God”; “Then who am
17”” ““You are the God of gods,” efc. The opening paragraph of the cosmogonic
account of the SoT published by Porfir’ev (TypE C) provides an interesting ver-
sion of this form of address:

VBaHHB pede: OTH UeBO 3eMJlsi COTBOpeHa ObIcTh. Bacwiiit peue: Erna cuune [bors] n
Hadst XoxuTH 1o Boxb u y3pb Ha Boxh nTuiry, mnasaeTs ko ['orons. U pede bors: ToI kTO
€CH. TITHIIA JKe pede: a3b eCMb 00T'h. a a3b KTO ecMb? NITHIA Xke pede: Thl b(o)roMb bors.
B(o)rs ke pede: Tl oTKyay 05?7 nTHIA XKe pede: a3b €CMb OT HHKHBIXB. U peue B(0)rs:
a a3 OTKyIy? NTHIIA JKe pede: OTh BBIIHBIXE. U pede B(0)re: mait jke MU OTh HIKHUXE.
W TIOHpE NITHIA B MOpEe U corHa bHy ko Wik U npuHece Kb b(o)ry. u B3s B(0o)rs wis B
TOPLCTh M PACTIPOCTPAHU CIOY U OBOKOLY M OBICTH 3eMils. >

[Saint] John asked: “From what was the Earth created?” [Saint] Basil said: “When God
descended from above and began walking upon the waters, He saw in the waters a bird,
swimming like a duck. And God said: “Who are you?” And the bird said: “I am God.”
“And who am I then?”” “You are the God of gods.” And God said: “Where are you from?”
The bird said: “I am from beneath”. And God said: “Where am I from?” The bird said,
“You are from above.” And God said: “Give me from beneath!”” And the bird dived into
the sea and fetched foam-like sludge and delivered it to God. And God took a handful and
distributed it here and there and everywhere and there was the Earth.

A similar cosmological pattern describing the world order as an encounter be-
tween two opposite forces, coming from above and from beneath, is to be found

214 An excerpt from the the Vienna MS (ibid.).
215 Dundes, “Earth-Diver,” 1042.
216 porfir'ev, “Apokrificheskie skazaniia,” 87.
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in John 3:31: “He that cometh from above is above all: he that is of the earth is
carthly, and speaketh of the carth: he that cometh from Heaven is above all.”
Furthermore the cosmogonic thesaurus employed in the dialogue between God
and Satan in Porfir’ev’s edition of the So7 (TyPE C) resembles the wording of
the dispute between Jesus and the Pharisees, as spelled out in John 8:23: “And
He [Jesus] said unto them, ‘Ye are from beneath; I am from above: ye are of
this world; I am not of this world’.” The similar phrasing in both the apocryphal
SoT (cf. the Porfir’ev version) and the Gospel of John is significant. It indicates
that in the period when some of the versions of the SoT emerged, a Bible-related
meta-narrative must have existed, with its roots not only in the biblical text
(and its iconographic renditions), but also in apocryphal literature and local oral
tradition(s). It is hardly surprising that the scribes copying the SoT searched
for scriptural verification of their accounts, anchoring their texts in emblematic
biblical quotations, or recycling stock phrases from Scriptures. The popularity,
which the SoT apocryphal writings enjoyed in Slavia orthodoxa, suggests that
their compilers certainly achieved the goal of creating texts appealing to both
the learned and the illiterate.

3.2.3.2. Creation of the Heavenly Host: Angelology and Demonology

The cosmogonic narrative about the emergence of the dry land (which is usu-
ally intertwined with the narrative about the origin of angelic and diabolical
forces) evolves differently in the various versions of the SoT. As in the Slepche
version (TYPE A-1), in the accounts published by Mochul’skii and Sreznevskii
(TyPE A-2), the creation of the heavenly host (originating from the two halves
of the stone fetched by the Devil) precedes the creation of dry land. In the ver-
sions published by Dimitrova-Marinova (TYPE A-2) and Barsov (TYPE B), the
creation of the dry land comes first, thus heralding the creation of angels and
demons. In all narrative accounts of the So7 (with the exception of the Porfir’ev
version (Type C)?!7 celestial beings appear from the two halves of the primordial
stone (identified as flint in the versions of Barsov, Sreznevskii and Dimitrova-
Marinova), which God divides as soon as Satanail delivers it from the bottom of
the sea; the right is God’s, the left is the Devil’s. Each creator then hits his part
with an iron sceptre, and this act triggers the emergence of the heavenly host.
However, God is the first to produce the celestial forces; then again, in some of
the versions it is made clear that it was not the Father who created the celestial
beings, but the Son via His Logos.?!® Thereupon there emerge the nine ranks of
the incorporeal host, angels and archangels, cherubs and seraphs, “all created in

217 The motif of the primordial stone from which the heavenly host originates is not attested
in Porfir’ev’s version; the diving demiurge fetches from the bottom of the sea only “foam-like
sludge” (“U nonpe nruna B Mope u corHa nbuy siko mis”), from which dry land emerges;
“Apokrificheskie skazaniia,” 87-8.

218 Mochul’skii, “Istoriko-literaturnyi analiz,” RFV 18, 4 (1887), 173-4.
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God’s image.” Then, following God’s example, Satanail hits the left part of the
stone and creates the diabolical forces. In Dimitrova-Marinova’s version there
are nine ranks of demons, whereas the Sreznevskii and Mochul’skii versions
simply state that they are “innumerable.” The final phase of the creation of the
heavenly host is marked by the appointment of Satanail, on behalf of God, as
“their chief Angel.” Until this time, God and the Devil have been acting as two
parallel creative forces, free of antagonistic tension. So far the leading role of
God (be it the Father or the Son) has never been disputed by His subordinate,
neither have any negative features of the “Other” creator been made apparent
yet. The narrative follows a simple scenario, according to which the pristine
Universe was twofold and was ruled by two active protagonists-creators with
the assistance of two divided groups of heavenly beings. They existed separately
but concurrently and in harmony, and there was no rivalry between them; this
primeval binary model embodied God’s original agenda, and indeed the original
Divine Economy; the primordial duality was envisaged as His modus operandi
in maintaining an ideal world order. It was exactly this pristine Divine Economy,
the SoT narrative seems to claim, that was the ultimate target of Satanail’s revolt.
When God’s supremacy over the Universe was challenged by the Devil, who, up
to this point, still had angelic status, the split between the two creators became
inevitable. Only when Satanail aspired to put his throne above the throne of God,
only then was he expelled from Heaven and thrown down to earth. A similar
concept is expressed in the Codex Carcassoniensis:

Et dixi: Domine, antequam Sathanas caderet, in qua gloria persistebat apud Patrem tuum?
Et dixit mihi: in tali gloria erat, quod ordinabat virtutes coelorum; ego autem sedebam
apud Patrem meum. Ipse erat ordinans omnem imitatorem Patris, et descendebat de coelo
in infimum et ascendebat ab infimis usque ad thronum invisibilis Patris. Et observabat
gloriam, quae erat moventis coelos, et cogitavit sedem suam ponere super nubes coelorum
et volebat Altissimo similis esse.?"®

And I said: “Lord, before Satan fell, in what state of glory was he with Thy Father?” And
He said to me: “He was in such glory that he was directing the heavenly forces. I, however,
was sitting next to my Father. That one [i.e. Satan] was managing things completely in
imitation of the Father, and he was descending from Heaven to the depths, and ascend-
ing from the depths to the throne of the invisible Father. And he was observing the glory
which pertained to the Mover of Heavens, and he got the idea of placing his throne above
the clouds of heaven, and he wanted to be like the Most High.”??

According to the SoT, as soon as God became aware of Satanail’s cunning inten-
tions, He summoned the Archangel Michael (whom He later ordained and made
the Chief of the heavenly host) and sent him to a fearsome battle against the
disobedient Devil, a battle from which the Archangel Michael returned victori-
ous. The rebellious Devil was driven out of the heavens and stripped of his an-

219 Quoted from Ivanov, Bogomilski knigi i legendi, 73-4.
220 Translated by Butler, Monumenta Bulgarica, 191.
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gelic status. This divine retribution was reflected also in the change of Satanail’s
name. From Satanail he became Satan, and the ending —i/, indicating his former
angelic nature, was dropped from his name. Moreover, the fight between the two
heavenly warriors, Michael and Satanail, marked the beginning of a new world
order; after this the Universe was no longer the same. God and the Devil became
antagonists engaged in a never-ending battle. Sly Satan and his forces were ex-
pelled from the celestial realms and were thrown down to Earth, to which they
kept falling for three days and three nights “like drops of rain.” Later they were
pushed even further, all the way down to Hell. When the gates of Heaven were
shut behind the expelled demons, all those who were still hanging in the air froze
between the heavens and Earth. Those who had already reached Earth remained
forever attached to the spots where they had landed. This, in turn, meant that the
Earth, once pure and spotless, was no longer perfect. After the fall of Satan the
terrestrial habitat became corrupt, stained, and polluted, since various demons
settled there and made Earth their haven. Thus, the war for the heavens was won
by God and His angelic host, but the battle for Earth was yet to begin. If not
entirely in Satan’s possession, the terrestrial realm was in his power, as least as
much as it was in the power of God.

As we have already noted, the motif of the fallen angels is also registered
in the Palaea®' (with an implicit reference to Isaiah 14: 12-16) and in 2
Enoch.*?? The tale about the contest between the two celestial warriors, Sa-
tanail and Archangel Michael, is further attested in some other apocrypha,
such as The Contest Between Satanail and Archangel Michael (bop6a medsicdy
Camanauna u Apxanzen Muxauna),?® also referred to as An Account About the
Cunning Antichrist, the Godless Satanail, How He Was Confined by Archan-
gel Michael (Cnoeo 3a nvoicnusus Aumuxpucm, dezooxcen Camanaui, Kaxk 2o
naenu Apxanzen Muxaun),”** or An Account of John Chrysostom About How
Satanail Was Confined by Archangel Michael (Croso na Hoan 3namoycm kax
Muxaun nobeou Camanaun).*> The latter designation indicates that the Old
Church Slavonic (Bulgarian) version of this apocryphon must have originated
from an earlier, heavily edited translation of a related Greek text, the protograph

221 porfir’ev, “Apokrificheskie skazaniia o Vetkhozavetnykh litsakh i sobytiiakh,” 21-31;
Dimitrova-Marinova, “Kosmogonichno-eskhatologichniiat tsiktil v starobtilgarskata knizhovna
traditsiia i bulgarskata traditsionna slovesnost,” 102-3.

222 Tvanov, Bogomilski knigi i legendi, 169, 172; M. E. Stone, “The Fall of Satan and Adam’s
penance”, Literature on Adam and Eve, 45-8; G.A. Anderson, “The Exaltation of Adam and
the Fall of Satan,” ibid., 99-102.

223 Tvanov, Starobiilgarski razkazi: tekstove, novobiilgarski prevod i belezhki (Sofia: Imprim-
erie de la Cour Royale, 1935), 18-25.

224D, Petkanova, ed., Stara biillgarska literatura, 1.41-8, 349-350.

225 A. Miltenova, “Metamorphosata (Edin nepublikuvan tekst ot riikopis Arundel 527 ot Bri-
tanskata Biblioteka v London),” Khristiianska agiologiia i narodni viarvaniia. Sbornik v chest
na Elena Kotseva (eds. A. Miltenova, et al.; Sofia: 1ztok-Zapad, 2008), 404-16.
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of which was purportedly attributed to John Chrysostom.??® Then again, the
storylines of The Contest Between Satanail and Archangel Michael apocryphal
texts are concerned predominantly with the dispute between God and Satan over
the stolen regalia of supreme power (the heavenly woven garments of God, His
most holy wreath and the sceptre of the heavenly host), which were previously
taken by Satan from God. The tales explain how these regalia were eventually
recovered by the Archangel Michael and returned to their owner.??’ In the SoT
there is no mention of God’s stolen regalia of power; the episode of the combat
between the Archangel Michael and Satanail is presented as a component of a
chain of cosmogonic actions. However, the parallel attestations of this motif in
Bulgarian and Serbian editions of The Contest Between Satanail and Archangel
Michael’?® and in Russian versions of the SoT show that their protographs must
have shared a common source of cosmogonic knowledge. This supposition is
further supported by the existence of a rich oral tradition interpreting the theme

226 petkanova, Stara billgarska literatura, 1.350.

227 This motif surfaces in some traditional oral texts; in them it is usually intertwined with the
motif of the primordial writ between God and Satan, which parallels the motif of Adam’s writ
(to be analysed below, § 3.6.2). See the folklore legend from the region of Vidin (North-Western
Bulgaria), recorded and published by Stefan Mladenov in SbNU 18 (1901), 499-500, text Ne 1;
see also the text of the legend recorded in 1859 in the region of Panagiurishte (Southern Bul-
garia) by Nesho Bonchey, first published in Periodichesko spisanie na biilgarskoto knizhovno
druzhestvo 1 (1884), 123-26; it was published once again years later in a separate volume
containing Nesho Bonchev’s collected writings, see idem., Stichineniia (Sofia, 1942), 171-73.
An interesting version of the same motif is attested in the folklore legend entitled “Sluguvaneto
na Sv. Petlir u Diavola” from the Rhodopes, recorded in the settlement of Stanimaka (Southern
Bulgaria) in 1884 by Panaiot Srebrev and published by him in the periodical journal Rodopsky
naprediik 1,1 (1903), 180-83. The story was published in the chapter, “Folk tradition from the
area of the Rhodope Mountains” (“Narodni Umotvoreniia iz Rodopite”). The journal was edited
by two local intellectuals, Stoyu Nikolov Shishkov and Vasil Dechev.

228 The apocryphon is attested in five (Bulgarian and Serbian) versions, and has two redac-
tions; see 1. Bozhilov and St. Kozhukharov, Bulgarskata literatura i knizhnina prez 13 vek
(Sofia: Bulgarski Pisatel, 1987), 150-56, 252—54. The first redaction is represented by MS Ne 29
from the Monastery of Savina, Montenegro; it is also the earliest witness (dated to c. 1380). A
similar text, dated to the sixteenth century, is found in MS Ne 82 from the archival collection
of the Monastery of Nikolac. The earliest Bulgarian redaction comes from a MS dated to the
sixteenth century; it is preserved in the archives of the Ecclesiastical Museum of History and Ar-
chaeology in Sofia, Ne 1161 (ff. 40-55); it was first published by Petkanova in Stara biilgarska
literatura, 1.41-48. Another version, composed in 1796 by the Bulgarian Priest Puncho from
the village of Mokresh, is to be found in MS Ne 693 in the Bulgarian National Library (Sofia);
it was partially published by Yordan Ivanov in his Starobulgarski razkazi, 18-25. There is
also a version composed in 1820 in the town of Vidin by the local scribe Purvan Viilchov,
whose teacher was Master Dimittir (ibid., 18). See also D. Petkanova’s “Borba s Diavola”
in her Apokrifna literatura i folklor (Sofia: Nauka i izkustvo, 1978), 171-83; A. Miltenova,
“Apokrifiit za borbata na Arkhangel Mikhail stis Satanail v dve redaktsii,” SL 9 (1981), 98—
113; D. Dimitrova, “Mediatortit v starobtilgarskata apokrifna traditsiia i v bulgarskiia folklor:
viprosi na tipologiiata,” Medievistika i kulturna antropologia. Sbornik v chest na 40-godishnata
tvorcheska deinost na Prof. Donka Petkanova (eds. A. Angusheva-Tikhanova and A. Miltenova;
Sofia: Mnemozina, 1998), 376-82.
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of the primordial split between God and a fraction of His heavenly host. One
such parallel to the SoT apocryphal texts comes from Bulgarian folklore:

Jena I'ocnoT xora Hampawi Toia CBET, OMJI CTBOPHJI M HEKXKBH JyOBE, []a CTOia OKOJIO
HEro, Ta J1a He ie caM | Jia My ciyryBaia. [1a ieqnu ot THia IyoBe BaHAHM HEIITO Ja HAao/a
MaxHa Ha bora; 3a ToBa ['ocrioT ce pacp&ani, Ta ThU MPOKJIEN: HUKOI 1a ThbU He obnda
U CEKbH Ja 300pyie JIOIIO 33 HHUX U JIa ce Ta3u OT HUX. [1a by morHas qa rbyu U3roHu OT
Hebeca; a ayoBeTe moOerHanu ot bora m ce ckpuin: KoM y BOja, KO y 00JaK, KOU IO
3eMH; a ieJIHM OCTaHAJIM Jla BHCa Ha BO3/yX M CTaHAIM Ha Iaiak. 3a ToBa cera M naiako
BHUCH Ha BO3/lyX, OTH i€ I'baBOJI, U YOBEK, IITOM BHU/IM Naiak, Tpede Aa ro yrerna, OTH Ipex
4e no0uie, aky 0CcTaBba JKHMB ie[JMH IPOTHBHUK Ha bora. Tuia 1yoBe CHYKbUTE CTaHAIIH
Ha ThaBOJIC ¥ 32 TOBA THECKA ie/THH OT rbaBOJIeTE I'bU MMa I10 3€MH, i1eJIHH 0 BOJATa, a rna
ieqHu 1o obmanuTe. Tria, IITO ce CKPUIIM 1O OONAIUTE, TAM CH M OCTaHAJIH M YWHA TTAKOC
Ha CBETO, KOTa ie TPARMOTEBHIA, TPECKABHIIa; THia, IITO MaJHAIN y BOAATa, OHH TaM CH
OCTaHAJIM U YMHA T1aKOC Ha THia, IITO OJa IO BOJA; a THia, LITO MaJHaJe 10 3eMH, OHU
HOIIKbAaM H3J1a3a y MMOTaiHO BpeMe M IpaBa LITeTa Ha YOBEIUTE. 3a TOBA YOBEKO Tpebe
LBPRCTO Ja C€ Ma3u OT I'baBOJIa, Jia IO HE CIIyIIa, KOra o MaMH Jia IIPaBH HEIITO 3710,
HELITO JIOIIO: OTH Ca MPOoKJIeHH oT bora.

When Grandpa the Lord made this world, He also created certain spirits who were to
remain around Him and serve Him, so that He was not alone. Some of these spirits, how-
ever, tried to reproach God. The Lord became angry with them and cursed them — so that
nobody would love them and everybody would reprove them, and keep away from them.
He rushed to chase them out of Heaven, but the spirits ran away from God and hid — some
in the waters, some in the clouds, some on Earth, and others remained hanging in the air,
transformed into spiders. That is why, even now, the spider hangs in the air, because it is
a devil. That is why, when one sees a spider, one should kill it; if not, he will bear the sin
of keeping an enemy of God alive. All these spirits turned into devils, which is why today
some devils dwell on Earth, others in the waters and others in the clouds. Those who hid
in the clouds remained there; they cause harm, until today, when there is thunder and
lightning. Those who fell into the waters remained there; they cause harm to those who
walk nearby. Those who fell onto Earth rise up during the night and secretly cause harm to
people. That is why people should be aware of the Devil and not listen to him when he tries
to trick them into doing bad and evil things, because they [evil forces] are cursed by God.??’

In fact, Slavonic oral popular legends about the origins of angels and demons
may often appear as demonological tales or parts thereof. In folk cosmogony the
motif of the revolt of the Devil (Satan, Lucifer, efc.) against God is frequently
related to the motif of the origin of the terrestrial dwellings of satanic forces.
Accordingly, the earthly abode of the fallen angels is regarded as polluted and
dangerous territory. This interpretation of the concept of “impure habitat” repre-
sents one of the basic components of traditional folklore demonology.?3°

229 This legend was recorded in the region of Sofia in the second half of the nineteenth
century by the Bulgarian intellectual D. Stoikov; it was entitled “Where did the spider and the
Devil come from?” (Omw» wjo cmanans evasono u nasixo). The account was published in 1892
in SODNU 7, 132 (text Ne 2).

230 Slavonic oral tradition preserves many different versions of the aetiological legend about
the metamorphosis of the fallen angels into Satanic forces; see texts Ne 183 and Ne 184 in P.
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In sum: in the versions of the SoT published by Barsov (TYPE B), Mochul’skii,
Sreznevskii, and Dimitrova-Marinova (TYPE A-2), the narrative of the fall of
Satan precedes the tale of the creation of Adam, while in Porfir’ev’s account
(TypE C) it functions as its final, closing segment.

3.3. The Anthropogonic Narrative

3.3.1. Celestial Adam: Macrocosm Embodied

According to the version published by Mochul’skii,?3! the body of the first man
is created from six components: Adam’s flesh originates from the dust of the
earth (“or mEpcTNBIA ZEMAH”), his bones from stone (“KOCTH OT KaMENH”),
his blood from the Red Sea (“kpoBbs oT YEpMEaro mopia”), his thoughts from
the clouds (“mbIcAH OT 0BAaK”™), his eyes from the Sun (“ovH ot coarma”), and
his breath from the wind (“aABIxaNsE oT BETpa”).?*? Having composed Adam’s
body as a perfect image reflecting the glory of the Universe, the Creator “goes
up to Heaven, to His Father, for man’s spirit/soul” (“i moHAE TAb 10 AXB CTBII
cBolt Na N5ca [K] Ofoy”).2*? This detail subtly but clearly indicates that although
the body of the first man was created by God the Son, the human soul/spirit
ultimately came from the Father. The same is stated in the version published by
Barsov (TypE B): the Creator (God the Son) goes to His Father to obtain the
soul/spirit, which He then blows/inserts into Adam’s motionless body in order
to vivify it.2** The versions (TYPE A-2) published by Sreznevskii (“H mpiHAE
T'Ab Na NBca IocAa CTBIN CBOM AXb, H IPTHAE [AB Na ZEMAIO KO Apam8”)?3
and Dimitrova-Marinova (“moat I'Ab BT's ¢ NEBECa 1o A8II8 ApaMoBy”)?3 are
somewhat ambiguous on this subject. In them it is only mentioned that, after the

Shein, Materialy dlia izucheniia, vol. 2, 341-42; texts Ne 2 and Ne 4 (Fopvba Camansi cv
bozoww) in P.A. Gorodtsov, “Zapadno-sibirskiia narodnyia legendy,” £O 1 (1909), 53—6, 58—
61; text Ne 5 (/Jvsaeonwt pasusie) in G. K. Zavaritskii “O tom svete i ob etom,” £O 1-2 (1916),
72-75. Similar legendary narratives about the origin of diabolic beings and their dwellings on
Earth were recently registered in many Slavonic villages; these are usually presented as demo-
nological tales. See also the discussion in K. Radchenko, “Etiudy po Bogomil’stvu,” 79-83,
97, 125-6, N. Tolstoy, “Kakov oblik diavol’skii? Zametki po slavianskoi demonologii,” lazyk
i narodnaia kul’tura (Moscow: Indrik, 1995), 245-49, 250-69, 359-63 and Badalanova, “The
Bible in the making,” 223. Consult also A 106.2.2 (Satan’s fall from Heaven), G 303.1 (The
origin of the Devil and his companions) and G 303.8 (Devil’s expulsion from Heaven and his
present haunts) in Thompson’s Motif-Index.

231 Mochul’skii, “Istoriko-literaturnyi analiz,” RFV 18, 4 (1887), 175.

232 For the cosmogonic motif of creation via exhaling/breathing, and the related concept of
wind as divine breath, see the discussion at § 3.1.6, supra.

233 Mochul’skii, “Istoriko-literaturnyi analiz,” RFV 18, 4 (1887), 175.

234 See Text 1 (§ 3) in the Appendix, infia.

235 Sreznevskii, “Otchet Otdeleniiu,” IORIS 9, 3 (1904), 101; see also the Appendix, Text
2 (§9), infra.

236 Dimitrova-Marinova, “Bogomil’skaia kosmogoniia,” 53.
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body of the first man was created, God caused the descent of His Spirit down to
Earth, to the hitherto lifeless body of Adam. Thus the first human being, Adam,
appears to be composed of seven elements, six of which present his body as a
micro-model of the Universe, whereas the seventh makes him a living creature
in the image of God, vivified by the Holy Spirit. This pattern, where the number
seven encodes the mystery of divine Creation of both Universe and Man, is
also followed in the versions of the SoT published by Dimitrova-Marinova and
Barsov. This type of narrative about the creation of man from seven parts paral-
lels the anthropogonic scenario revealed in some versions of 2 Enoch, as in the
previously quoted sixteenth-century Bulgarian redaction (MS Ne 321 from the
National Library in Belgrade):

H BB mECTH AR TOBEABY MOEH MZKAPOCTH CHTBOPHTH YAKA () Z-MH* CCTaBb: IIAB" ETO
& ZEMAA, KPB® £r0 & POCH H CANIa, (OVH Ero & BEZANBI MOPCKBIE, KOCTH () KAMENTa,
MOMBICAD £ro 6 BpBZOCTH arfAKBIE GIBAAY, KHABI ET0 H KOCMH & TPaBE ZEMNIE, AR
Ero 6 aXa mMofro H & Bbrpa. H Aa* EMoy Z ECTBB: CAOY* K'b IIABTH, BBZPBNIE GIVHIO,
GBONBNIE AIITEBNO, GICAZANTA KHABI, BBKOYIIIENIE KPBBE, KOCTH TPBITBNIE, TOMBICAOY
cAaAOCTB. 27

On the sixth day, I ordered My wisdom to create man, from seven components: his flesh
from earth, his blood from dew and sun, his eyes from the abyss of the sea, his bones
from stone, his thoughts from angelic alacrity and from clouds, his sinews and hair from
the grasses of the earth, his soul from My Spirit and [from] the wind [i.e. the Holy Spirit
=wind]. And I gave him [man] seven traits: hearing of [his] flesh, seeing of his eyes [i.e.
the physical ability of sight], spiritual smell, touch of the sinews, taste of [his] blood, the
durability of [his] bones, pleasure of his thoughts.

Another version of this narrative, paralleling the anthropogonic scenario in Bar-
sov’s, Mochul’skii’s and Dimitrova-Marinova’s editions of the SoT, is found in
the fifteenth-century Erotapokriseis Razumnik (entitled “ PazoymNH(K) co BCE(M)
8mpock co(v)E”) from the Tikveshky Miscellany: >3

Bb1po(c)s. & Koro cbTBOpH Bb asama. (Iebr. 6 7. vECTH . TEAO TO 6 ZEM(A)E B.
KOCTb IETO () KAMENA .T. KPbBb IET0 () POCH H ) CANIIa .A. AHX(2)NIIE€ I€ro 6 BbTpa.
AITIOY IE€TO ) AXa BXKHIA .E. PAZOYMb IET0 () (OBAAKA .S. GI¥H IET0 G) MOPHA .Z. TIOMHCh ()
BPBZOCTH IO arrA(c)KHH. >

Question: “From what [components] did God create Adam?” Answer: “From seven com-
ponents; the body — from earth, his bones — from stone, the blood — from the dew and the
Sun, his breath — from the wind, whereas his soul is from the Holy Spirit, his reason is
from the clouds, his eyes — from the sea, his thoughts — from angelic alacrity.”

237 Quoted from Ivanov, Bogomilski knigi i legendi, 177. See also the discussion in Béttrich
(Adam als Mikrokosmos, 35-53, 73—82) and Miltenova (Erotapokriseis, 223-6).

238 N. Nachov, “Tikveshky rtikopis,” SbNU 8 (1892), 389-418 and SbNU 10 (1894), 69—193;
the MS is preserved in the Sts. Cyril and Methodius National Library (Sofia, Bulgaria) under
signature Ne 677.

239 Nachov, “Tikveshky rikopis,” SONU 8 (1892), 402; see also the discussion in Miltenova,
Erotapokriseis, 202—-36.
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At the same time, according to the version of the So7 published by Sreznevskii,
the number of elements from which the first man was fashioned is eight.?4
Interestingly, the motif of Adam octipartite**! is also presented in the Latin ver-
sions of The Life of Adam and Eve** but not in the Slavonic recensions of the
text, a detail which itself raises important questions about the cross-cultural
influences and trans-textual interferences taking place in the period when the
SoT was composed. Moreover, a similar description of the creation of Adam out
of eight components can be found in some Slavonic folklore legends**® and in
the Erotapokriseis Razumnik (“Pazoymuuxs”) from the Lovchansky Miscellany
(1618):

B.: @ KOAHKO YACTH ChTBOPH Eb ApaMa? — @.: ) GICEMb YACTEH. a. ThAO ETO () ZEMAA,
B. @ Mopb KpbBb, T. KOCTH () KAMENTa, A. ABIXaNIE 6 BbTpa H & AXa BXia, E. paz8mMb
Ero () OBAaKa,S. O¥H EM8 & CARIIa H G pOCHI, Z. IOMBICAD ETO () BPbZOCTH aITEACKBIA,
H & cmbxa H & maava. H & Toro 880 BBCErO AXb CTHIH ChbBPaBb H ChCTaBH Bb EAHNX
YACTB, H DEVE: aIllE HZBIAETb CBME () YAKA CETO ) M@pPb, TO AAKOMO BXAE", aIllE AH
CARIIa, TO BXAETh MXADD H PaZ8MEND H IIOYATEND; AIlIE AH () OBAaKa, TO IPBABCTHBO
BB BChbMb BXAETB; alllE AH ) BbTpa, TO CDAHTO BXAET; AIllE AH G) KAMENTA, TO BXAETh

MATHBO; aIllE AH 6 BPbZOCTH aITABCK'BIA, TO CMBPENNO H AOBPO Bb BCEMb BXRAET.2*

Question: “From how many components did God create Adam?” Answer: “From eight
components: first, his flesh [lit. body] — from earth; second, his blood — from the sea;
third, his bones — from stone; fourth, his breath — from the wind and Holy Spirit; fifth, his
reason — from cloud; sixth, his eyes — from the sun and dew; seventh, his thoughts — from
angelic alacrity, and [eighth ...] — from laughter, and from crying. And from all these the
Holy Spirit created one entity and said, ‘If in the seed [i.e. progeny] which comes from
this man supremacy were given to one component, [say] only to the sea, (s)he [i.e. the
offspring] would be greedy; if only to the sun, (s)he would be wise and reasonable and
honourable. If [supremacy were given] only to the cloud, (s)he would be attracted to
everything; if only to the wind, (s)he would be angry. If only to the stone, (s)he would
be merciful. If only to angelic alacrity, (s)he would be humble and good towards every-
body’.”

The same numerical pattern anchors the anthropogonic scenario revealed in the
seventeenth/eighteenth-century Russian apocryphal account “Other questions
and answers concerning the day and the hour when God created the First Adam,
and what happened after that” (“/nwie sonpocwt no omebmams, 6v Ku denv u
uacw comeopu Tocnoow Ilepsazo Adoama u npomuas no cuxv’”):

240 Sreznevskii, “Otchet Otdeleniiu,” IORIS 9, 3 (1904), 101; see also the Appendix, Text
2 (§9), infra.

241 For a survey of sources on Adam octipartite, see Miltenova, Erotapokriseis, 202—11,
215-245, 2535, 344 and Orlov, From Apocalypticism, 11-12.

242 4 Synopsis of the Books of Adam and Eve, 76.

243 See the Ukrainian folk legend Yak Boh sotvoryv pershoho cholovika from D.1.
Yavornyts’kyi’s MS collection “Ukrainskyi prostoliud,” NTE 5 (2005), 9.

244 Quoted from Ivanov, Bogomilski knigi i legendi, 260.

Digital copy — for author's private use only — © Mohr Siebeck 2011



76 Florentina Badalanova Geller

Bonpocs. OTb yero corBopers 0bICTh AflaMb? — OTBETH. OTh 0OCEMU YacTei, Bb MECTOH
JIEHb COTBOPEHis 3eMIH (Bb JIEBATOUHbIN), Bb 6-i uach aue, a mbpa thia ero 24 nakru.?*

Question: From what was Adam created? Answer: From eight parts, on the sixth day of

the creation of the earth (in the ninth fraction), in the sixth hour of the day, and his body
was twenty-four cubits long.

The anthropogonic scenario of the SoT thus appears to follow two different nu-
merical patterns.?*® According to the first one (also attested in 2 Enoch and some
Bulgarian, Serbian, and Russian redactions of the Erotapokriseis texts), the body
of Adam was created out of seven elements. According to the second pattern, it
was fashioned out of eight components; this model was shared by Sreznevskii’s
version of the SoT and some Bulgarian and Russian versions of the Razumnik
and Questions and Answers erotapocritic texts.?*

In general, Slavonic apocryphal tradition maintains that Adam’s body was
fashioned on the sixth day of creation, which (in most of the cases) is consid-
ered to be Friday, 25th March, at six o’clock (at sunset). This concept parallels
the common belief that Jesus Christ, the New Adam, was likewise born on 25th
March, a Friday, and was also crucified on Friday, 25th March, at six o’clock (at
sunset). Thus the symmetry between the Old and New Testaments, the First and
Second Adams, and the Fall and the Redemption, becomes the soteriological
focal point of Divine Economy.

On the other hand, the recurring shift between the two numerical icons of di-
vine Creation (seven vs. eight) surfacing in various anthropogonic narratives of
the SoT shows that the authors/editors/scribes of these versions must have used
different sources while compiling their accounts. This further indicates that at
the time of the compilation of Mochul’skii’s, Sreznevkii’s, and Dimitrova-Mari-
nova’s versions, i.e., as late as the eighteenth century, the MS tradition of Slavia
orthodoxa must have still been flourishing, at least in northern Russia. This
process was no doubt influenced by the wide circulation of the Book of the Dove
(“IT'onybunas knuea”) folk religious poems, and in particular by those concerned
with some specific cosmogonic themes and motifs.?*® These chants functioned
as vernacular, oral counterparts to the erotapocritic apocryphal writings, such as
The Discussion Between the Three Saints and the Razumnik, and enjoyed great
popularity among both illiterate believers and men of letters for centuries. One

245 Quoted from Pypin, Lozhnyia i otrechennyia knigi russkoi stariny, 171.

246 The same appears to be the case in various Slavonic recensions of The Discussion Be-
tween the Three Saints; see Rajko Nachtigall, “Ein Beitrag zu den Forschungen iiber die soge-
nannte ‘becbaa Tpexs csarureneii’ (Gespriach dreier Heiligen)”, ASPh 23 (1901), 1-95, 24
(1902), 321-408.

247 Mochul’skii provides additional parallels to medieval Latin, French, Anglo-Saxon, Ger-
man texts; see idem., “Istoriko-literaturnyi analiz,” RFV 17, 1 (1887), 142, 168-80.

248 Ibid., 163, 177-80.
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example comes from the (previously quoted) Oksenov collection of folk poetry;
in this chant the mystery of divine creation is envisaged in the following way:

Ot yero y Hac Havascs Oesblil BonbHBIH cBeT? | OT Yero y Hac cojHie kpacHoe? | OT
yero y Hac muaj — cBeren mecsn? | Ot yero y Hac 3Be31bl yacToie? | OT 4ero y Hac HOYH
temusle? | Ot gero y Hac 3opu yrpernu? | Ot gero y Hac Berpsl Oyitaere? | Ot dero y
Hac ipoben noxauk? | Ot yero y Hac ym — pasym? | OT 4ero y Hac Hau MOMHCIbI? |
Ot 4ero y Hac mup — Hapona? | Ot dero y Hac koctu kpemnkue? | Ot dyero Teneca Hamu? |
Ot 4ero kpoBb — pyna Hamra? | Ot yero y Hac B 3emuie Hapu nonum? | OT 4ero 3a4aiimch
KHs13bs1 — 00sipbI? | OT yero KpecTbsiHbI paBociaBubie? [...] | Y Hac Oesblil BOIbHBIN CBET
3agasicst ot cyna boxwns, | ConHile kpacHoe — ot imna boxsero, | Camoro Xpucra, [aps
HebGecHnaro; | Mitag — cBsiTen Mecsiil — OT Ipy/el ero, | 3Be3/1bl yacThle — oT pu3 boxuux, |
Houn temusie — ot aym locnognux, | 3opu yrpeHHn — ot oueil [ocnoguux, | Berps
oOyiinbie — ot Casra [lyxa, | Ipoben noxauk — ot cie3 Xpucra, | Camoro Xpucra, Llaps
HebecHaro, | Y Hac ym — pa3ym camoro Xpucra, | Harim nomuciiel — oT o6ar; HeOeCHbIX, |
VY nac mup Hapon — oT Anamus, | Koctu kpenkne — ot kamenw, | Teneca Hamm — oT ChIpoit
3emuy, | KpoBb pyza Hara — ot yepna mopsi. | OT Toro y Hac B 3emJie napu nouwta: | Ot
CBSITOH TNIaBBI, OT AnaMoBOH; | OT TOro 3a4auch KHA3bS — 00sphl: | OT CBATHIX MomIei
oT AzamoBbIx; | OT TOro KpecThsHbI IpaBociaBubie: | OT casta KoseHa, or Anamosa.’*

From what did the bright boundless light/world®*° originate? | From what did the glorious
sun originate? | From what did the bright moon originate? | From what did the dense stars
originate? | From what did the dark nights originate? | From what did the morning dawn
originate? | From what did powerful winds originate? | From what did the fine rain origi-
nate? | From what did our reasoning originate? | From what did our thoughts originate? |
From what did our people originate? | From what did our bones originate? | From what
did our bodies originate? | From what did our blood originate? | From what did the Tsars
of our land originate? | From what did the princes and nobles originate? | From what did
the Christian peasants originate? [...] | Our bright boundless light/world came from God’s
Judgement. | Our glorious sun came from God’s face, | [the face] of Christ Himself, King
of Heaven. | The bright moon came from His chest. | The dense stars came from God’s
garments. | The dark nights came from God’s thoughts. | The morning dawn came from
God’s eyes. | Powerful winds came from the Holy Spirit. | Fine rain came from the tears of
Christ, | of Christ Himself, King of Heaven. | Our reasoning came from Christ Himself. |
Our thoughts came from the heavenly clouds. | Our people came from Adam. | Our strong
bones came from stone. | Our bodies came from the damp earth. | Our red blood came
from the Black Sea. |As for our Tsars, | they came from the most holy head of Adam. | As
for our princes and nobles, | they came from the holy flesh/relics of Adam. | As for the
Christian peasants, | they came from the holy lap of Adam.

The anthropogonic theme anchoring this folk chant unfolds within an ethno-
centric framework, revealing the lineage of the Russian people as the direct
descendants of Adam (hence their destiny as “the chosen people™). As in other
related Slavonic cosmogonic oral and written (apocryphal) accounts, the initial
phases of Creation are marked by the emergence of celestial bodies, which issue

249 A.V. Oksenov, Narodnaia Poeziia, 304—11.

230 In this Russian dialect the same word is used for both “world” and “light”; see also notes
66 and 136, supra.
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forth from the mysterious substance born in the divine body and garments of the
demiurge. Once again Christ, along with the Holy Spirit, is envisaged as Creator,
embodying the primordial reason behind the existence of the entire Universe;
from Him comes the intellect, which is to become an attribute of human beings.
The thoughts of men, on the other hand, are assigned to (and designated by) the
clouds in the heavens, a trait betraying close intertextual links with the apocry-
phal erotapocritic writings. The top of the human body (the head) is thus associ-
ated with the higher strata of the Universe (the sky), and the corpse (the rest of
the human body) with its lower strata (the earth). Adam is hence envisaged as
the perfect final product of Creation: his body, designed by the divine wisdom,
emerges from the dust and stones of the dry earth, which amalgamated with the
waters of the sea into a single spotless entity. His image is a knot binding ter-
restrial and celestial elements; microcosm is thus juxtaposed to macrocosm, the
human body to the Universe, both emerging in their pristine glory. Then again,
through the assertion that Adam was the ultimate ancestor of the Russian people,
the folk song implicitly acknowledges their superior role over other nations, as
well as their messianic mission in the annals of Christianity (hence the recogni-
tion of their land as “the Holy Land”); cosmogony turns into ethnogenesis and
the history of the Universe runs as ethnohistory. Significantly, the song considers
the concurrent emergence of cosmic and social hierarchies, whereby celestial
order juxtaposes social institutions. The model of the Universe is consistently
regarded as a matrix for social organization, providing the ethical code justifying
ruling establishments, state structures, and class stratification. Having main-
tained that the Russian Monarch originated from the head of Adam’s body, the
song likewise puts him at the top of the societal body. Beneath him the nobility
is positioned, since its members issued forth from the lower part of the ances-
tor’s primordial body; below the aristocracy, at the bottom of the social ladder,
are simple folk, since the peasantry originated from the lowest part of Adam’s
body, his lap. The interrelationship between cosmic order and social hierarchy
is rationalized and explicated as “natural”; hence class division is imagined as a
logical outcome of Creation, as unquestionable as the order of the Universe it-
self. Cosmogony engenders ethnophilosophy. The above quoted folk song of the
Book of the Dove (“I'onybunas knuea”) shows how vernacular, oral counterparts
to the SoT interpreted the anthropogonic theme, and also reveals some covert,
silent features of the socio-cultural context within which the scribes wrote their
accounts and the bards composed their chants. In some cases, these may have
been the same people.

3.3.2. The Origin of Disease, or the End of Adam’s Pristine Perfection

According to all (so far) published accounts of the SoT (except the Slepche
version=TYPE A-1 and the version edited by Porfir'ev=TyYPE C, both of which
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lack an anthropogonic narrative), after God created Adam, He ascended to
Heaven to provide him with a soul; during His absence, the Devil came to the
freshly moulded, soft body of the first man and pierced it with his fingers, since
he wished to destroy God’s creation.?”! Having returned to Earth, God found
Adam damaged and angrily confronted His adversary; upon Satan’s confession,
He repaired the injured human body by turning it inside out, thus healing the
wounds caused by the Devil. A similar motif that disease is placed in the human
body by the Devil is attested in the sixteenth-century Bulgarian redaction of The
Contest Between Satanail and Archangel Michael **?

The motif of the origin of disease is not confined only to apocryphal writ-
ings, but is widely attested in oral cosmogonic legends of Slavia orthodoxa as
well.?>? The indigenous storytellers further elaborated and developed this tale,
making it part of their native ethnophilosophy, which provided the conceptual
framework for ethnomedicine and ethnopharmacology. Popular belief held that,
despite being covered by God with flesh and skillfully concealed under man’s
skin, the sores inflicted by Satan are to remain hidden within man’s body forever.
This explains the deceitful character of illness; Slavonic folk stories maintain
that disease is meant to be invisible to human eyes, since it was hidden deeply
within man’s flesh from the very first moment of his creation. That is also why
disease strikes people unexpectedly (like the Devil, who harmed Adam), treach-
erously, and deviously. Although with God’s help illness can be treated, it can
never be defeated and eradicated, since it was implanted in the primordial flesh
of the human body. Thus, according to some Bulgarian legends from the second
half of the nineteenth and the beginning of the twentieth centuries, after His
having found the injured body of Adam, which was pierced by Satan during
His absence, God picked herbs and pushed them into the holes made by Satan’s
fingers. This explains the origin of medicinal plants and healing knowledge,>>*

251 Thompson, Motif-Index, A 1293 (Devil in God’s absence puts sickness in Adam’s body),
A 1337 (Origin of disease) and A 1438 (Origin of medicine/healing).

2521t comes from MS Ne 1161 (fols. 40-55) kept in the Archaeographic Collection of the
Ecclesiastical Museum of History and Archaeology in Sofia, Bulgaria. The text was published
by D. Petkanova, Stara biilgarska literatura, 1.41-8; for the interpretation of the motif of the
origin of disease, see 42 (§ 3). See also the discussion at § 3.2.3.2, supra.

253 See the Ukrainian folk legends Yak Boh sotvoryv pershoho cholovika and Yak Boh sotvo-
ryv Adama from D. 1. Yavornyts’kyi’s MS collection “Ukrainskyi prostoliud,” NTE 5 (2005), 9.

254 A Bulgarian folk legend, entitled “How the healing herbs came to be” (Kaxs cx cmansiu
nbkosumum®b 6unku), is one of the oral counterparts to the So7 (and in particular to the narra-
tive about the origin of disease); the text was published in 1882 (see the Appendix infra, text
Ne 3). Eight years later a similar legend was published in SBNU 2 (1890), 1645 (text Ne 1); it
was recorded by the eminent Bulgarian poet, intellectual and collector of folklore Petko Rachev
Slaveikov. Another text, “Where did the healing herbs come from?” (Omeos c.x abrosumumsb
ounxu), was published twenty-three years later in SONU 27 (1913), 327 (see the Appendix infra,
text Ne 4). For more on Slavonic apocryphal and folklore interpretations of the theme of the ori-
gin of disease, see Dragomanov, “Zabelezhki viirkhu slavianskite religiozno-eticheski legendi,”
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given to human beings by the Creator Himself as weapons against Satan. In this
way the life of man, accompanied by sufferings and misfortune inflicted by the
Devil, is envisaged as an ongoing battle against evil, in which the offspring of
celestial Adam fight to regain the pristine perfection of their ancestors.

3.3.3. “But Satanail Did Not Bow Down”

In most versions of the SoT the final section of the anthropogonic narrative
follows a simple and straightforward storyline. It unfolds as a chain of short
episodes describing Satan’s cunning attempt to destroy the body of the first man,
and God’s eventual counteraction: the Creator turns Adam’s injured body inside
out thus healing it, after which He breathes the Holy Spirit into the lifeless flesh
of the first man and vivifies him. However, in some cases (i.e., Mochul’skii’s
account, and some of the versions discovered and partially published by
Sreznevskii) the final part of the anthropogonic tale incorporates additional in-
stallments, revealing how God ordered Satan to bow before the re-created Adam,
and how he refused to do so; the Devil’s defiance causes God’s reprisal. Here
follows the eighteenth-century Russian text of Mochul’skii’s version of the SoT’
describing this event:

U Tfib mOBOPOTUBB €ro BHYTPh HOJEPLIM KOKEI0 M BIOKHU B HEro JIXb CTHIA M OKUBH
Anama u peue Tocnons Caranb noknonuc[s]>> te1 Anamy u peue Carana s TBoeMy
CO3/IaHMIO HEMOKJIOHIOCA U pede b caranb okasHbIM auaBod i[b]cTuBbiii Carana.>>

And the Lord turned it [Adam’s body] inside out and stiffened it with skin and placed
inside it the Holy Spirit and vivified Adam; and the Lord said to Satan: “Worship Adam
[and bow before him]!,” and Satan said: “I will not worship Your creation [and will not
bow before him]!” And God said to Satan: “O you cursed Devil, O you sly Satan!”

Sreznevskii also points out that in some other Russian recensions of the text
of the SoT (MS Ne 32.16.11) from the eighteenth century, after the description
of God fixing the injured body of the first man and vivifying him, there is an
interpolation which reads:

U Tocnons noknonucs®’ Anamy, u peue Carane: nokionucs u el Anamy. U peue
Carana: a3b TBOEMY CO3/1aHMIO He MokjoHIoca. M pede Tocrosnp: okasHHE AusBOIE,
nbcruBbl Carano.?®

SbNU 10 (1894), 55-7, Petkanova, Apokrifna literatura i folklor, 157-9, Tomicki, “Stowianski
mit kosmogoniczny,” 51-6, Badalanova, “The Bible in the making,” 224, 268-9, 324-5.

255 The form noknoHucs is imperative mood of the reflexive Russian verb “noxnonnrses”
(meaning “to bow,” “to worship,” “to adore”).

236 See Mochul’skii, “Istoriko-literaturnyi analiz,” RFV 18, 4 (1887), 175.

257 This is the third-person singular aorist form of the reflexive Russian verb “noknonnrscs’;
see note 255 above.

258 Sreznevskii, “Otchet Otdeleniiu,” IORIS 9, 3 (1904), 102, note 1.

2
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And God worshipped [i.e., bowed before] Adam and said to Satan, “You must also wor-
ship Adam.” And Satan said, “I won’t worship Your creation.” And God said, “Cursed
Devil, cunning Satan!”

On the other hand, the motif of Satan’s refusal to worship Adam is also found in
some Slavonic redactions of the apocryphal Apocalypse of Baruch. According to
one such Russian version from a fifteenth-century miscellany (first published by
Tikhonravov in 1884), the refusal of Satanael to bow before Adam is regarded as
the main reason for the subsequent withdrawal of the Devil’s host from the face
of God, and their ultimate expulsion from the celestial realm:

H pE* MHXaHAOY BBCTPOYBH AA CBBEPOYTh CA aNTAH H A4 TIOKAONATH CA TBapH pOy-
KOY MOEIO IA3KE CTBOPHXB. H BBCTpOYBH MHXaHAB aNTAD H COBpallla CA BCH aNTAH H
TIOKAONHIIIA CA BCH aAaMOy IO YHHOY. & COTONaHAD NEIIOKAONH CA H PE’ aZb KaAOy
H BPENHHIO NE ITOKAONIO CA NBH. H PEY IIOCTABAIO IIP‘TAB MOH Na OBAAIlh* H BOYAOY
TIOAOBEN'G BBIIIINEMY. A4 TOTO PaAH Bb O"BEP3KE H O' AHIIA CBOETO H Ch aNTA's CBOHMH
JAKOXE DE* IPPOK'E OYAAAHIIA CA O" AHIA ETO BCH NENABHAAIITH ETA H CAQBBI BxXKHIA. >

And He said to Michael, “Sound the trumpet for the angels to assemble and bow down to
the work of My hands which I made.” And the angel Michael sounded the trumpet, and all
the angels assembled, and bowed down to Adam order by order. But Satanael did not bow
down and said, “To mud and dirt I will never bow down.” And he said, “I will establish
my throne above the clouds and I will be like the highest.” Because of that, God cast him
and his angels from His face just as the prophet said, “These withdrew from His face, all
who hate God and the glory of God.”?¢°

The motif of Satan’s refusal to worship Adam is further attested in some Greek
and Slavonic apocryphal writings dealing with themes and characters from the
New Testament; one such text is 7The Debate Between Christ and the Devil 26!
The Slavonic editions are based upon considerably tailored translations of a
Greek original, which was evidently composed in a dualistic environment. The
earliest surviving examples of the Greek versions of this apocryphon are dated
to the twelfth and thirteenth centuries.?> The most ancient Slavonic copy of the
text, “An account concerning the dispute between the Devil and Our Lord Jesus
Christ” (“Cro® ¢ npbnpbuu ouason8 cv ['demv Huwums U° Xo”) is Bulgarian.
It comes from a fourteenth-century miscellany, now preserved in Vienna;?%?
the text was first published by Radchenko.?** Another Bulgarian version of the
apocryphal Debate Between Christ and the Devil (dated to the sixteenth century)

29 H.E. Gaylord, “How Satanael Lost his ‘-el’,” JJS 33 (1982), 304.

260 Ibid., 305.

261 Tvanov, Bogomilski knigi i legendi, 251; Petkanova, Apokrifna literatura i folklor, 69,
idem, Stara builgarska literatura, 1.174, 381.

262 petkanova, ibid., 380.

263 See Ivanov, Bogomilski knigi i legendi, 248.

264 See Radchenko, “Zametki o pergamentnom sbornike 14 veka Venskoi Pridvornoi Bib-
lioteki,” IORIS 8, 4 (1903), 196-198.
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comes from MS Ne 433 (fols. 101-105) from the National Library in Sofia. The
Serbian redactions (compiled in the fifteenth and sixteenth centuries) survived in
MSS preserved in the Bulgarian National Library (MS Ne 326, fols. 41-44), the
Prague National Museum (MS Ne 19, fols. 227-231), and the National Library
in Belgrade (MS Ne 273). The only surviving Russian redactions, composed
most probably in the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries,?®® represent the lat-
est stages in the evolution of the Debate within the socio-cultural environment
of Slavia orthodoxa, and its (inevitable) interactions with other extra-canoni-
cal writings; in fact, the scribes who copied the Russian version of the Debate
must have been contemporaries of the compilers of Mochul’skii’s, Sreznevskii’s
and Dimitrova-Marinova’s versions of the SoT. The overlapping chronological
framework suggests plausible intertextual connections between the two apocry-
pha. The parallel attestations of some motifs (e.g., the refusal of Satan to wor-
ship Adam) in both the SoT and the Debate further indicate that they relate to
a certain meta-narrative in which the image of the First Adam is juxtaposed to
the image of Jesus as the New Adam (c¢f. 1 Cor 15:45). In the Debate, as in the
cosmogonic scenario of the SoT, the motif of how Satan refused to worship the
First Adam is incorporated into a larger narrative describing the Devil’s rebellion
against Christ the New Adam. The end of this revolt, very much like in the SoT,
is marked by the expulsion of Satan and his demonic forces from God’s celestial
abode, and their subsequent fall to Earth, into abysses, caves, and gorges, thus
creating polluted landscapes. On the other hand, the encounter between Jesus
and Satan, as described in the opening paragraph of the Debate, is anchored by
a dialogue, the form and structure of which resemble the dialogue between the
anthropomorphic God and the ornithomorphic Satan prior to the creation of the
dry land, as in some of the versions of the SoT (e.g., Porfir’ev’s version =TYPE
C). In fact, the Debate begins with a standard (at least for Creation narratives)
stock form of address, “From where do you come?”:

Jesus said, “O Satan, I invoke you in [the name of] the Living God — tell me where are
you from?” The Devil said, “And where are you from?” Jesus [said], “From primordial
celestial powers.” “Are you the Son of the Most High?” Jesus answered, “You spoke the
truth”. And then the Devil said [to Jesus], “Go to Heaven and sit on your throne there, the
skies are yours and the Earth is mine!”26

As previously discussed, a similar cosmological pattern describing the world
order as an encounter between two opposing forces — one from above and one
from below — can likewise be found in John 3:31.2°7 It further indicates that
the scribes of Slavia orthodoxa were not only referring in their writings to an
imagined “biblical” meta-narrative, they were also constantly recreating and

265 See Ivanov, Bogomilski knigi i legendi, 248-249.
266 Quoted from Petkanova, Stara biilgarska literatura, 1.173.
267 See the discussion in § 3.2.3.1, supra.
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systematically reproducing this meta-narrative in every line of their compila-
tions, just like the singers of tales were composing, at each new performance,
their oral improvisations around a constant, yet ceaselessly recurring, pattern
which was always the same, but never played in an identical manner. Should
we accept this line of argument (cf. the oral formulaic theory of Albert Lord),
not only must the “ethnography of speaking” be taken into consideration in our
analysis of Slavonic apocryphal heritage, but also the “ethnography of writing.”

The next phase of the verbal combat between Jesus and the Devil in the De-
bate between Christ and the Devil is based upon the motif of Satan’s refusal to
worship the primordial Adam, which subsequently triggers (as in the SoT) the
ultimate confrontation between God = good and the Devil = evil. As a result
of this cosmic combat Satan falls from the sky “like lightning” (a motif fea-
tured systematically not only in Slavonic vernacular cosmology, but also in folk
demonology).?® Although the Devil is still able to maintain his power over the
terrestrial world, according to the apocryphal narratives he is to be defeated by
God when the Last Days come. Thus cosmogony turns into eschatology, and
the beginnings of the world portend its end. Then again, in both the So7 and the
Debate, the event which foreshadows the ultimate defeat of Satan is his refusal
to bow before Adam. This similarity further reinforces the supposition that the
Vorlagen of 3 Baruch, the Debate, and the SoT must have originated from a
common Ur-hypertext which engendered the fabric of their proto-narratives.
The picture becomes even more interesting when we take into consideration
the fact that the motif of Satan’s refusal to obey the divine command to worship
Adam is lacking in Greek and Slavonic redactions of The Life of Adam and
Eve,” but is present in Latin, Armenian, and Georgian ones.?” It also occurs in
the Syriac Cave of Treasures.?’! Furthermore the idea of Satan refusing to pros-
trate himself before Adam and worship him features prominently in the Qur’an

268 This motif is analysed in F. Badalanova, “The Word of God, by Word of Mouth: Bye-
lorussian Folklore Versions of the Book of Genesis,” New Zealand Slavonic Journal (2003),
[Festschrift A. McMillin], 13—14. See also the discussion in § 3.2.3.2, supra.

269 The motif is also absent from the Arabic and Ethiopic versions of The Conflict of Adam
and Eve with Satan; see A. Battista and B. Bagatti, Il Combattimento di Adamo, Testo arabo in-
edito con traduzione e commento (Studium Biblicum Franciscanum 29; Jerusalem: Franciscan
Printing Press, 1982), 27. See also the discussion in S. M. Zwemer, Studies in Popular Islam
(London/New York: Sheldon Press/Macmillan, 1939), 138-9.

270 G, Anderson and M. Stone, 4 Synopsis of the Books of Adam and Eve, 10-13; G. Ander-
son, “The exaltation of Adam and the fall of Satan,” Literature on Adam And Eve (eds. G.A.
Anderson, M. E. Stone and J. Tromp), 83-8; ibid., “Ezekiel 28, the fall of Satan, and the Adam
Books,” 143-7.

271 See E.A. Wallis Budge, The Book of the Cave of Treasures. A History of the Patriarchs
and the Kings Their Successors From the Creation to the Crucifixion of Christ. Translated from
the Syriac text of the British Museum MS ADD. 25875 (London: The Religious Tract Society,
1927), 556 [fols 5b—6a]. See also Gaylord, “How Satanael lost his -e/,” 306 and Anderson,
“The exaltation of Adam and the fall of Satan”, 87-8.
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(Stirah 2:32, 15:26-39, 17:63).27> According to Muslim hermeneutics, Satan
(Iblis/Eblis) was unwilling to bow before the earth-born Adam, since he “was
of the Djinn” (Stirah 18:48), and thus considered himself to be created out of a
substance much superior to earth, i.e., fire. This motif is attested not only in the
canonical Qur’anic text, but also in the writings of some Muslim exegetes, such
as Al-TabarT’s History of Prophets and Kings,”™ and in Islamic oral tradition.?’*
The motif of Satan’s refusal to worship Adam is also rendered in Jewish, Chris-
tian and Islamic art,”’® suggesting that the three Abrahamic religions shared not
only a common lineage and heritage of scriptural narration, but also a common
scriptural iconography. Then again, intertextual links between canonical Muslim
tradition and Christian apocrypha (in this case, the SoT) are extremely significant
for the study of particular religious concepts (such as the origin of evil). These
intertextual links indicate that, on a popular level, the religions of the Book
shared a common thesaurus of cosmological knowledge in which scriptural
(Biblical and Qur’anic) accounts intertwined with their extra-canonical (apoc-
ryphal and vernacular oral) counterparts into an intricate, but firm sub-tradition.
This sub-tradition, which intersected cultural and confessional frontiers, was
shared by men of letters and illiterate adherents of the three monotheistic faiths
for centuries. Evidently, there were instances when constituents of this cross-
cultural and cross-confessional sub-tradition, such as the motif of Satan’s refusal
to worship Adam, were considered to be legitimate parts of the textual body of
Holy Writ. The attestation of this motif in canonical Qur’anic tradition offers
strong support for this line of argument. However, the mobility of this motif and
its overwhelming cross-confessional spread, as well as its geographical distri-
bution (covering various ethnic and religious enclaves), shows how apocryphal
texts in Slavia orthodoxa derived their sources.

3.3.4. Adam: The First Prophet

The motif of the creation of Eve is glossed over in the SoT anthropogonic sce-
nario without much importance being attached to it. The narrative follows the

272 On the Qur’anic account of how Eblis/Iblis refused to obey God’s command to worship
Adam, see Zwemer (ibid., 135—48), who also draws attention to parallels between canonical
Muslim and apocryphal Christian traditions, with special emphasis on some Syriac and Latin
texts (such as Vita Adae et Evae).

273 Rosenthal, ed./tr., 259-66, fols. 86-94.

274 E. Troeva-Grigorova, “Sheitantit i kontseptsiiata za grekha v predstavite na biilgarskite
miusiulmani,” BulgF 32 (2006), 52.

275 J, Gutmann, “On biblical legends in medieval art,” Artibus et Historiae 19, 38 (1998),
137-9; his analysis is based on the depictions of this motif in the fourteenth-century Catalonian
Passover Haggadah (London, British Library, MS Or. 2884, fol. 1v), the fourteenth-century
Catalonian Christian Psalter miniature (Paris, Bibliothéque nationale de France, MS lat. 8846,
fol. 166) and the Kulliyat-i Tarikh of Hafiz-i Abra (Istanbul, Topkapi Museum, Baghdat 282,
fol. 16), “possibly made in Herat ca. 1415”; see 138 (Fig. 1), 139 (Fig. 2).
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pattern of Gen 2:21-23 (i.e., woman created from Adam’s rib while he was
asleep),?’® without much in the way of elaboration. There is only one detail in
the apocryphal “gynesis” accounts that interests a few compilers: whether God
made woman out of man’s left or right rib.>’”” Mochul’skii’s and Sreznevskii’s
versions say that she appeared from Adam’s left rib (thus implicitly referring
to her malevolent cosmic role as the one causing the Fall of mankind and the
subsequent loss of immortality), whereas Dimitrova-Marinova’s text states that
Eve originated from Adam’s right rib (hence her standing as the mother of all
living). Barsov’s account is not at all interested in this detail,>’® but briefly states
that Adam’s wife (unnamed in this context) appeared from one of his ribs. So
far she is marginal; by the time the nameless woman is first called Eve, even the
animals have acquired their own names. Adam’s taxonomy precedes the naming
of woman,?” a clear indication of her inferior status and supplementary role; her
only function is to be Adam’s subordinate.

Great attention is paid, however, to Adam’s dream incubation and what he
saw in his vision, which determined his prominent status as the first prophet.
The narrative segment of Adam’s prophetic dream is not only featured in the SoT
anthropogonic accounts, but also has close parallels in some Slavonic erotapo-
critic writings. In the aforementioned seventeenth/eighteenth-century Russian
redaction of the Questions and Answers apocrypha, entitled Other questions and
answers concerning the day and the hour when God created the First Adam, and
what happened after that (‘“Hnvie 6onpocet no omebmamn, 6 Ku OeHb U 4dACH
comeopu Iocnodv nepsaco Adama u npomuas no cuxv’), in which the fragment
concerned with the creation of woman is omitted altogether, a firm statement is
made that Adam was considered to be the first prophet. The declaration is fol-
lowed by an elaborate description of His prophetic dream:

Bomnpocs. Kortopsrif mepssiii npopoks Ha 3emin? — O[TBeTh]. Amamb. Blompocs].
Uro ectb, npopouectBoBa Anamb? — O. Erna corBopu I'ocnone Anama oTbh 3eMiH, U
nyHy Ha Hero bors u oxuBe Anamsb, u nocamu ero locnoas bors Ha npectonb u peue
Bors: GnarocnoBu, BIagblko, — U BOCTa AllaMb OTH IIPECToiia U pede: OIarocIoBeHHO
naperBo Otia u Ceina u cB. Jlyxa, — 1 IIepBoe MpOpoUYecTBO Janb o cBiaThit Tpours;

276 Cf Stith Thompson, Motif-Index, A 1275.1 (“Creation of first woman from man’s rib”).
For the iconographic representations of the motif of the “Creation of first woman,” see the
composition Cozoanie (Creation) in MS Ne 693 (fol. 280 r) in the Sts. Cyril and Methodius
Bulgarian National Library (Fig. 2, infra).

277 Tomicki, “Ludowe mity o stworzeniu cztowieka,” 57-9, and Badalanova, “The Bible in
the making,” 238, 258, 275-6.

278 The question whether woman came from the right or from the left side of Adam’ body is
irrelevant in the Bible as well.

279 Not so in Sreznevskii’s version, however; see Text 2 (§ 5) in the Appendix, infra. The
same applies to Mochul’skii’s and Dimitrova-Marinova’s versions, where the creation of Eve
coincides with her naming. In Mochul’skii’s, Sreznevskii’s and Dimitrova-Marinova’s versions
it is also stated that God “implanted His Holy Spirit” not only into Adam, but also into Eve.
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W erjia 3aCHYBb AJlaMb Bb paro, M BOCTa OTh CHA, U pede eMy [ocrnonk: Amxame, 94To eCl
Bubsb Bo cub? Anams ke peue: Bunbxp, [ocnoau, [letpa naynia B Pums, a [TaBna Bb
Jamacks, a loanna borocnoBa Bo Edecs, a Tebs, [ocoan, Buabxs pacmsta Ha kpecth
Bo lepycanumb, na Fonsxosb. To ects npopouectso Anamoso.?s”

Question: Who is the first prophet on Earth? Answer: Adam. Question: What is the mean-
ing of [the expression] “Adam prophesied”? Answer: When the Lord created Adam out of
earth, God breathed upon him and Adam became alive; then the Lord God placed him on
the throne; and God said, “O Master, make a blessing!” And Adam rose up from the throne
and said, “May the Kingdom of the Father and the Son and the Holy Spirit be blessed!”
Thus he gave the first prophecy concerning the Holy Trinity. And when Adam fell asleep
in Paradise, and woke up, and the Lord said to him: “Adam, what did you see in your
dream?” Adam said, “O Lord, I saw Peter going to Rome, and Paul to Damascus, and John
the Theologian to Ephesus, and you, Lord, I saw crucified on the cross in Jerusalem, on
Golgotha.” This is the prophecy of Adam.

A similar interpretation of the motif of Adam’s prophetic dream is found in the
seventeenth-century Russian Legend of How God Created Adam (“Crkazanie

xkako comeopu boev Adama™) from the Rumiantsov Miscellany (MS Ne 370,
fols. 147-177):

U Brnoxu Tocnoge borbk cors Bo Anama, u ycrie Anamsb, U B3SITh €ro pedpo iibBoe, u
Bb TOMB pedph npoTsbke pynb u HO3b U TaBy, M co31a eMy KEHy Bb IIECTHII JIeHb, U
rokasa eMy ['ocrosib CBOIO CMEpTh M pactisiTie M BOCKpeceHie, 1 mpoBuab BozHeceHie 3a
nourecTsl Toicsib 1b1h. Y Buab Anams [ocnona pacnsra, a [lerpa Bb Pumb xozsiua, a
[NaBna Bb lamacirh ygamnia Hapoas u mponoBbayroiie TBoe (Sic) BOCKpeceHie, i BOSHECeCs
Tocrons. [...] U Bocta Anamb OTH CHa CBOETO U TpeNeTeHb OBICTh BO yxach Beauirh o
npoBuabHin. U Boxkaa (sic) Tocnons Anama Bb pail Xofsiiia u pede emy: Aname, Aname,
nobkIs MU. Aams ke yooscs BeaMu, He cMbst bory mosbaarn Toro Bunbais. U peue
emy locnoas bors: Aname, Aname! — Anamsb ke pede emy: locroau Biaabiko, Tede
Buabxp Ha kpecTh pacmsTa Bo lepycanmumb, a yuennku tBost Bunh(xb) xomsma — [lerpa
Bb Pumb, a [TaBna Bb [lamacub, mpornobayromnie TBoe pacrsitie u Bockpecenie. — U peue
emy [ocroap: momobaeTs Mu Tebe paau CHUTH Ha 3eMJIIO U PACIATY OBITH U Bb TPETii
JIeHb BOCKPECHYTH; a THI ke He 1oBbaait Hukomyske BUABHIS cero, TOH/IeKe YBUIUIIH Ms
Bb paro chsIa OeCHyYIO OTLA, U Thl O TOMb MOCKOpOH, Aame.”s!

And the Lord God [Jesus Christ] caused sleep to fall upon Adam [lit. placed sleep into
Adam], and Adam fell asleep, and He took his left rib, and to this rib He extended [two]
arms and hands,?®? [two] legs and feet,?®3 and a head, and created a wife for him on the
sixth day; and the Lord showed him [a prophetic dream in which he saw] His death and
Crucifixion and Resurrection, and he foresaw His Ascension which was to take place
in five and a half thousand years. And Adam saw [in his vision] the Lord crucified, and
Peter going to Rome, and Paul in Damascus preaching about Your [should read “God’s”]
Resurrection; and [Adam saw in his vision how] the Lord ascended. [...] And Adam

280 Quoted from Pypin, Lozhnyia i otrechennyia knigi russkoi stariny, 171-2.
21 1bid., 13.

282 The same noun denotes both “hand” and “arm.”

283 The same noun denotes both “foot* and “leg.”
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awoke from his sleep, and he was trembling, since he was greatly horrified by what he
had seen. And the Lord saw Adam walking along in Paradise and told him: “Adam,
Adam, tell me [what you saw in your dream]!” Adam became exceedingly fearful, as
he was too afraid to tell God what he had seen in his vision. And the Lord God told
him, “Adam, Adam, [do not be afraid, tell Me what you saw!]” Adam then told Him,
“0O Lord, Master, I saw You crucified in Jerusalem, and I saw your disciples; Peter was
walking towards Rome and Paul towards Damascus to preach about Your Crucifixion
and Resurrection.” And the Lord said to him, “You are worthy of Me descending down
to Earth and being crucified and resurrecting on the third day; do not tell anybody about
this vision, until you see Me in Paradise sitting next to My Father, on His right side. And
be sorrowful about this, Adam!”

According to some other apocryphal anthropogonical narratives, Adam is con-
sidered to be not only the first prophet, but also the first priest:

I TO#1 ECTh MEPBBIN MO(IT); 1 TAIOTH AKH () NEMB: ETAA COTBOPHA ET0 BT'b 0(T) ZEMAI
H B'AOXNYBB BO(N) AX'b KHBOTEN'H H DEYE EMY: BATOCAOBH, BA(A)KO; GON JKE BOCTaBb 1
PEVE: BATOCAOBENO IIPECTBO O(T)a H cla 1 ¢Tro AXa 1 Nib 1 mp(c)no 1 Bo BEKH BbKo(M);
1 TEPBTE BO(Z)BAAroBbCTHBD B* TPIIBI B3K(C)TBO. I TOM ECTh MEPBHI IP(0)POK'S Na ZEMAH;
TAIOTH KE ITO B’AOXNOBENIT AXa JKHBOTNA BTy pEKIIY KO AAaMy: ¥TO BHAD; () KE
BOCTaBb, 'Ala: I'H, BHAB(X) Tia Na(A) raaBoro MOEIO BO Ip(c)anmb pacmmara, a ITETpa
an(c)aa B PEMb cTpE(M)rAaB® mipormata, a [IaBaa oychbvERa. I'(C)AB 3KE DEVE EMyY: AAa-
ME, YMOAKH 6 CEH TaiiNE. AAa(M) XKE IAKO ZaBBE(N) BBI(C) 0 CE(M) T NEBbABIN. >3

He [Adam] was the first priest. And they further say about him: when God created him
from earth and breathed into him the spirit of life and said to him, “Master, make a bless-
ing!” he rose and said, “May the Kingdom of the Father and the Son and the Holy Spirit be
blessed now and forever and ever.” Thus he was the first to annunciate the divine [oneness
of the] Holy Trinity. And he was the first prophet on Earth. It is said that after God’s having
breathed the living spirit into Adam, He told him, “What did you see?” Having risen up,
he [Adam] said, “O Lord, I saw You crucified in Jerusalem [at the spot which was] above
my head,?® and [I saw] Peter crucified with his head down, and Paul killed by a sword.”
And the Lord said to him, “Adam, keep this secret in silence.” After that Adam somehow
forgot about this [dream] and had no knowledge of it.

The previous excerpt comes from the seventeenth-century Kuresky Miscellany,
discovered by Sreznevskii (concurrently with the two MSS containing the apoc-
ryphal Sea of Tiberias!) during his 1902 palaecographic expedition. The MS was
registered under record Ne 32.16.19.

3.4. The Forbidden Tree

The scribes who composed the So7 were not the first to raise questions about
the nature and the origin of the tree which produced the forbidden fruit. By the

284 Quoted from Sreznevskii, “Otchet Otdeleniiu,” IORIS 9, 3 (1904), 93.
285 According to Christian tradition, Adam’s skull was buried below the exact spot in Gol-
gotha where Jesus was crucified.
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time the MSS published by Barsov, Mochul’skii, Sreznevskii, and Dimitrova-
Marinova were compiled, a cluster of apocrypha circulated in Slavia orthodoxa
(3 Baruch, The Legend of the Holy Cross and the Two Brigands, attributed to
Gregory of Nazianzus, etc.) in which the motif of the forbidden tree functioned
as the focal point of a dense, fertile cycle of parallel, intertwined, and over-
lapping tales, each following an elaborate cosmogonic scenario of its own. It
is hardly surprising, therefore, that the interpretation of this motif in various
sources appears to be somewhat uneven and unpredictable, if not volatile and
precarious. Mochul’skii’s and Sreznevskii’s versions of the So7, for instance,
fail to specify who planted the tree which produced the forbidden fruit; an as-
sumption seems to have been made by the scribes that since it was God who
created Paradise, He must have also planted the forbidden tree. Other Slavonic
apocrypha, such as The Debate Between Christ and the Devil and The Legend
of the Holy Cross follow a similar pattern, maintaining that the forbidden tree
was planted by God Himself (either the Father, or the Son).?% However, accord-
ing to the accounts published by Barsov and Dimitrova-Marinova, the one who
planted the forbidden tree was not God, but Adam; he was thus recognised as the
first gardener of Eden. Later, after his sin and expulsion from Paradise, he was
also to become the first ploughman on Earth. According to these versions, the
twigs from the tree(s) Adam planted in Paradise were woven (either by Adam
himself, or by Eve) into a wreath, which crowned his head at his death-bed as a
token of his pristine Edenic glory; from this wreath a tree grew, and on this tree
“Christ the New Adam” was crucified five and a half thousand years later. His
death and resurrection annulled Adam’s original sin and bestowed upon him the
(once lost) divine eternity. The tale about the forbidden tree is thus transformed
by the compilers of the SoT into a saga of the First and Last Adam. This line
of argument is constructed in an extremely powerful way in both Barsov’s and
Dimitrova-Marinova’s versions.

As for the kind of tree which produced the forbidden fruit, Barsov’s and
Dimitrova-Marinova’s versions are silent, whereas the accounts published by
Mochul’skii and Sreznevskii state that it was a grapevine; furthermore it is as-
serted that God forbade Adam and Eve to eat from its fruit, since He Himself

286 In fact, these apocryphal accounts maintain that in the beginning God planted not only
one, but three trees, which first grew in the Garden of Eden as one, three-stemmed, tree. Their
intertwined twigs symbolised the three subdivisions of Paradise, since God, Adam, and Eve
had each had their own share there — i.e. the first people were meant to dwell in the Garden of
Eden together with their Creator. The subsequent separation of the branches of Adam and Eve
from God’s stem paralleled their expulsion from Eden. Thus the narrative about the creation
of Paradise and the nature of the forbidden tree is associated with the legend about the origin
of the Holy Cross (and the crosses on which the two brigands were to be crucified). Jesus was
to be crucified on God’s share of the tree, whereas the two brigands were to be crucified on the
shares of Adam and Eve.
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partook of it.”8” The breaking of this prohibition by the first people triggered the
loss of their angelic status; they were further stripped of the luminous, celestial
garments and garlands worn by them in Eden.?® The eventual expulsion of
Adam and Eve from Paradise was no more than the final confirmation of their
metamorphosis from angelic beings into mortals.

A similar concept (i.e. the forbidden tree = grapevine) is featured in some
Slavonic recensions of 3 Baruch, in which the motif of Satan’s fall becomes
part of the tale about the creation of the Garden of Eden. According to these
apocryphal narratives, various angels were responsible for planting various trees
in Paradise, and Satanail was the one to plant the tree which eventually caused
the Fall of man, i.e., the grapevine. As a result, Satanail was expelled from the
Garden of Eden (losing his —i/ and becoming Satan). A cross-textual comparison
between the SoT and 3 Baruch (and especially between the narrative units con-
cerned with the motif of the grapevine as the forbidden tree) suggests that the
relationship between these two apocrypha is intricate and complex; they persis-
tently employ similar motifs and produce parallel storylines. On this particular
occasion, the creation of the Garden of Eden in both accounts is perceived as a
product of angelic efforts exclusively, since all those involved are members of
the primordial heavenly host. Indeed, while planting the forbidden tree, Satanail
still has his angelic nature, which he is yet to lose; only later does he become
a fallen angel. This detail is quite significant, displaying an important feature
of Barsov’s and Dimitrova-Marinova’s versions of the So7, namely, that when
Adam planted the tree(s), he was still regarded as having angelic status and as a
member of the heavenly host. This type of creation account further draws upon
the Flood story and blends with the legend of how the forbidden tree/grapevine
was washed away from Paradise by the deluvian waters, and how the righteous
Noah found it when the calamity was over. The storyline further includes the
tale of how Noah planted the grapevines and produced the first wine, which
caused his drunkenness. That is why, the tradition maintains, wine retains the
evil power which Satanail embodied when he first planted the grapevine. One
such narrative comes from the thirteenth-century Serbian recension of 3 Baruch
(“ Y5TENFE CTro Bapoxa, 1éra mocAaNp BbI K NEMOY aNTAb IIaNOYHAB oy cToy
ropoy CHwNIO Na phijb, €r*a maaka CE ¢ HABNENH FEpoycAmbcrbmb. TH

287 See the accounts published by Mochul’skii, “Istoriko-literaturnyi analiz,” RFV 18, 4
(1887), 173—6 and Sreznevskii (Text 2, § 5, in the Appendix, infra). See also the discussion in
Mochul’skii, “Sledy narodnoi Biblii,” 98-9.

288 The formulaic proems of some traditional Slavonic spells and incantations portray the
healer as someone clothed in radiant garments made of celestial substance; Sun, Moon and stars
are “worn” by the enchanter, who is likened to the primordial Adam. The healing ceremony is
perceived as a restorative heavenly journey, undertaken by both the healer and the patient, dur-
ing which a ritual return to “Eden before the Fall” takes place and the magic re-establishment
of man’s angelic nature, free of disease, pain and suffering, is achieved.
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saoceH”) from the Dragolev Miscellany,?® which, according to Ivanov, origi-
nated from an earlier Old Bulgarian protograph.?®® The text in question reads:

H maxsr pbxs azb Bapoxbs Kb aNTAOy: 'l TOKaXXH MH APBBO, HXKE TPBABCTH ZMHEA
IEoyroy H cubcTh 1€ cama H pa 1€ AAaMoy, H CETO paAl HZbrua 1 B HZ paw. H pEvE
MH aNTAB: CABIIIH, Bapork, era Bt cbz*a Apama, To ToBEAS apxafiraoy MHEXaHAOY
CbBpaTH ABBCTH THCOYIITL H TPBEE aNTABI AQ NaCAAETh PaH, H BbCAAH MHXaHA' MacABI-
HOy, ['aBpHAB KE BAaNb, Pamanabr kToynio, NomaHAb wpaxp, CapazaHAb KaAHNHOY,
CaTa~NaHAB KE OyCaAH AOZOY, TO BO EMS8 Bb IIPhBOIE HME, 10 HCIIAAENH KE NapEYE CE
Tak0X*E CaTaNaHAb, H TAKOXKAE BCH aNTAH NAaCaAHIIE paZAHY'Ham ApbBEca. H maksr
pbxb azb Bapoxb Kb aNTAOY: TH MOKaxXH MH APbBO FEXKE NMpbAbCTH Z'MHIA FEoyroy
H Apama. H pEVE MH aNTAB: CABIINIH, Bapoxb, MpbBoE APBBO IECTH AOZa, BBTOPOIE
KE ApBBO TOXOTh TpbXOB'Na, I€KE HZAHIA CaTaNaHAB Ha IE€oyroy H Apama; H CETO
PaAH MPOKAEAB BB ' A0Z0y, ZaNE Bb 10° CaTaNaHAB OyCaAH H TOXO MPbABCTH TIPHBOZ-
AanpNaro Aaama H I€oyroy. H pbxs az’p Bapoxs Kb anTAOy: T'H, Aa amiE Tako b BB
MPOKAEAB AOZOY H CaAb €, TO KaKo Nilh 1ecTh Na moTpbsoy? H PEVYE MH aNTAB: IIPAaBO
oyrpomarird ME. K€r'a cTBopH ['b MOTOIb Na ZEMAH H .0Y. 6. THCOYI[Ib HCTIOAB ITIOTOY-
BH, H BBZHAE BOAQ IPBBEIIIE TOPh BRICOYKHXb .K. AAKT' NaAb TOPaMH, H BBNHAE BOAQ
BB PaH, HZNECE 6 AOZb IPSTH IABN. IAK0 cTpbBH I'h BOABI H BBI coyma, HZHAE Nore
() KOBYETa H WBPHTE A0ZOY AEXKEIIOY Na ZEMAH, H NE ZNAIIE I€, ThK'MO CABIIIAAb Bb
0 NEH KaKa CTh WEPaZoMb. Bb CEBb TOMBIIIIABEE, TAAIIE: CE IECTh Bb HCTONOY A0ZA,
I0KE Bb BbcapAHAB CaTaNaHAB mocpb” pam, I€0KE npbabcTH KEOyroy H ApaMa, H CETO
DPaAH TIPOKAETH 10 BB H CaAb I€H; TO aIllE OYCaX'io 10, paZr'ibBareTh CE Na ME Bs. H
npbkAONb KoABND CBOH, mOCTH CE .k. AfH, MAH CE rAa: ', aIiE oycax*oy & Apbsa
CETO, I€AQ KaKo mmporubBaieind cE Ha ME, [H? H mocaa Bs anTaa cBorero Capazanaa
H DEVE EEMOY: BBCTaNH H BbCAaAH APBBO, FEXKE BPBTE, H azZb MpbMbHIO 1€ H CTBOPIO
I€ Na AOBPO; NO BAIOAH BapoIlE, H IE€IIIE TH HMa APBBO TO ZAOBOY Bb CEBb, KO H
Cara~aHA’ RE IpbMbBRH ZABI CBOIE; EAHKO 3KE BO IT0 MEOTOY BHNO ITHIOTB, BCOY ZAOBOY
TBOPHTb, NH Bpa” Bpa” MHAOYIETh, NH (IIb cla; Za ZAOBOY BHNBNOYIO BBIBAETh PAZBOH,
NPBAIOBOABIANHIE H BAOYAB; FEAHKO ZAa, BHNA DAAH BBIBAIETh. >

And then I, Baruch, said once more to the angel: “Show me the tree by which the serpent
seduced Eve, who herself ate [from its fruit] and gave [also some] to Adam. Because of
this [transgression] God chased them away from Paradise”. And the angel told me: “Listen
to me, Baruch! When God created Adam, he ordered the Archangel Michael to convene
two hundred thousand and three angels so that they might plant the Paradise garden.
Michael planted the olive-tree, Gabriel — the apple-tree, Rapail [Raphael] — the quince-
tree, Nopail — the walnut-tree, Sarazail — the pomegranate-tree, whereas Satanail — the
grapevine. That was his name originally — it was Satanail; after his fall it was [supposed
to be changed from] Satanail [to Satan]. This is how different angels planted different
trees.” Then I once more said to the angel: “Show me the tree where the snake seduced

289 The MS was originally part of Prof. P.S. Sreckovi¢’s collection in the National Library
of Belgrade, MS Ne 651/632. This MS also contains an erotapocritic account in which the
grapevine is featured as the forbidden tree. A similar concept can be found in the seventeenth/
eighteenth-century Belovsky Miscellany; see A. Miltenova, “Edna neprouchena erotapokrit-
ichna kompilatsiia,” Peti Dostoit. Sbornik v Pamet na Stefan Kozhukharov (eds. A. Miltenova,
E. Toncheva, S. Birlieva; Sofia: Izdatelski Tsenttir Boian Penev, 2003), 267.

290 Tvanov, Bogomilski knigi i legendi, 192-3.

21 Ibid., 196-7 (§ 5).
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Adam and Eve.” The angel told me: “Listen to me, Baruch! First, the [forbidden] tree was
a grapevine; second, that was the tree from which Satanail poured his sinful lust upon
Adam and Eve. This is why God cursed the grapevine, because it was planted by Satanail
and by means of it he seduced the primordial Adam and Eve.” And then I, Baruch, said
to the angel: “Master, how is it possible that the fruit of the grapevine is still being used
[as wine during the Eucharist] despite God’s having cursed it?”” And the angel said to
me: “That is a very good question. When God caused the Flood on Earth and thus made
forty-nine thousand giants perish, and the waters were raised twenty cubits above the
highest peaks of the mountains, then even Paradise was flooded and the waters washed
away a twig from the grapevine. When God seized the waters and made the dry land ap-
pear, Noah came out of the Ark and found the twig of the grapevine lying on the earth; he
had never seen it before and knew nothing about it, but he had heard what it looked like.
He thought and said to himself: “This is indeed the grapevine which Satanail planted in
the middle of Paradise; he seduced Adam and Eve with it, and this is why God cursed its
being planted. If I am to plant it, God will be angry with me.” And he went down on his
knees and fasted for twenty days, praying and saying, “O God, if I am to plant this tree,
would You be angry with me, God?” And God sent his angel Sarazail and he said to him,
“[O Barueh]] Raise and plant the twig which you found, I will change [its malevolent na-
ture] and bestow good [purpose] upon it, But mind, Baruch! This twig will retain in itself
[some] evil, just like Satanail [who planted it] who did not ever change his evil nature.
Those who drink a lot of wine will commit evil deeds: neither will [the drunken] brother
love his brother, nor the [drunken] son [respect] his father. Because the evil of [excessive
drinking of] wine causes crimes to take place, and adultery and fornication. So much evil
is caused by [drinking] wine!”

The image of Satan as the primordial gardener planting the forbidden tree in Eden
is further developed in other apocrypha. Some erotapocritic writings of Slavia
orthodoxa, such as the Bulgarian redaction of the Razumnik (“PazoymNHKD”)
from the Lovchansky Miscellany of 1618, depict the Devil (whose name, accord-
ing to this type of text, is Samael) as an anti-creator who steals shoots from every
tree God plants in the Garden of Eden, in order to create his devilish anti-Eden.
This is described as the reason behind his expulsion from Paradise:

B.: Aa Kako @ImaAE 6 I'a? — @.: Eraa Nacaxk*aaine I'c paH, Aa HXKE IIOBEABBAAIIE CAAHTH,
CaMaHAB KPaABIIE BCH 6 BBCETO, H HZBIIIEAD IIPOCHIA Na HNWMb Mberh, Taa @ Ta.
't PEVE: TH KPAAEIIH () MENE, Ad BRXAETH TEBb Na npornanie! H HZbIAE CaMaNaHAb H
pE”: T, BA’BH, EAHKA CaAHXMb. 'L PEY: BABENNO E, H TOy ECMB azb 1o cpbab Ero. Ca-
MAaHAB HAE A BHAHT ApBBO, EXXKE OYKDPaAb IIOCAAH; H ETAQ BHAB ApBBO, Toraa CaMaHAB
novpbNb, H HZbINA ETo ApbBO HZ para. H Toraa NapevE I's HMA EM8 ATaBOAB.>%?

Question: How did he [the Devil] part from God? Answer: When the Lord created the Gar-
den of Eden and ordered [various trees, etc.] to be planted there, Samail [Satan] stole from
each and every [seed which the Lord wanted to sow in Paradise] and planted it elsewhere,
although these [seeds] were God’s. And God said: “You were stealing from Me, but may
it be for [the sake of] your expulsion!” And Samail came out and said: “God, please bless
what we have planted!” The Lord said then: “May it be blessed, and here I am — in the

22 [bid., 260-1.
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middle of it!”” Samail [Satan] went to see the tree which he had stolen and planted. When
he saw the tree, Samail turned black, and the tree chased him out of Paradise. And then
the Lord called him the “Devil.”

Pypin gives us an entirely different version of the legend about the grapevine
(forbidden tree), entitled About the grapevine and how it grew (“O sunoepadb
u xaxo pocmsauwe”); in this account the storyline about the creation of Paradise
(Pait) is intertwined with tales from The Legend of the Holy Cross,*>> and with
narrative fragments appearing in the Bulgarian apocryphal Legend of the Holy
Rood by Jeremiah the Priest (composed in the second half of the tenth century),
which are further attested in some eighteenth-century accounts of the SoT.>%*
According to Pypin’s version of the legend About the grapevine and how it grew,
the Garden of Eden was believed to have been planted by both God and Satan,
a thief-demiurge who kept stealing plants from his Master during the creation of
Paradise, so he could create his own inverted Garden of Eden. The storyline is
somewhat ambiguous and vague, as can be seen from the paragraph concerned:

Tako erna Hacaau ['ocrons BUHOTpaas Bb pau, He OBICTH Ty TOTJa HH aQHTETb, HU KTOXKE,
Tokmo T'ocnogs n Caranawnb; u yto nosene [ocroas caauth, a CaraHamrb Kpais OTb
BCSIKOTO caja, oTh [ocrona nmpopexoBana cperu past. 1 pede I'ocrions: Toe Oyners Thio
Moe, u 5 camsb Ty Oyny, u Oyners Te0b Ha mporuanie. — Mciens Bous 1 pede CaTaHamis:
Tocnogm, 6marocnoBwu, enuko Hacamu. — [ocrons pede: Ty ecMb A3b mocpenb pas. Erma
n3piae CaraHamrs BUABTH IPEBO CBOE, — IPEBO K€ €T M3rHa U3k past [?], u nouepHbias
CataHamrb 1 OBICTB ABBOIB. J{peBO ke U3pacTe Ha TP CTONOBI: €UHB CTONIOb — ATlaM®b,
a npyrii cronbs — EBBa, a Tpertiit cTon6s nmocpeny, camb Tocrons. [la erma corpbimm
Anawmsb u EBBa, Torna mage Anamosa yacth Bb phky Turpo, nsnece ero; a EBBuna uacts

293 See, e.g., the following fragment from The Legend of the Holy Cross and the Crosses
of the Two Brigands According to Saint Gregory the Theologian (“Cka3anie (cB.) rpuropia
6orocnoBa w kp(c)re u(c)THO(M) M @ ABY Kp(c)TOy pazbomumnuio”) which comes from MS
Ne 358 (Rumiantsov’s Miscellany, dated fifteenth-sixteenth century):

Erna norpbbomia Anama ¢ BbHIIOMB, MKe CBHBB BO3JIOKK Ha IaB8 CBOIO, & apbea, &
Heroke u3rHanb Obi(c), (k) npurece eM8 Cu(b CHIHB €r0, era IacTh MOy aHTIb U3 Palo,
H3pacTe eMOy JPEBO BEIHMKO M(3) BeHIA, U3 ITBbI AaMOBBl. M ObI(C) BEIHMKO BBICOTOIO W
MpevroiHO pacTo(M), Ha Tpoe pacTtaru(c) ceamepurer. U npedsi(c) Boicoko Bchxb apbBb.
Cue oy0o npecrapienie Ajgamie B Maziamu. & toro apbea u kp(c)te XB(c)b, Ha HEMb(K)
pacnaTtca, v u3b Erunra ciise M3pass Tamo B Hacbaie n3sens, u Ha npo(v)a mbera. (Pypin,
Lozhnyia i otrechennyia knigi russkoi stariny, 81)

Adam was buried with a wreath which he himself put on his head; it was woven by him from
the [twigs of] the very same tree which caused his expulsion [from Paradise]. It was the same
tree which his son Seth brought to him, after it was given to him [i.e., to Seth] by the angel
from Paradise. From this wreath, from the head of Adam, a vast tree grew. It was magnificent
in its height and most wonderful in its stature, it was three-fold and seven times intertwined. It
grew higher than any other tree. It was the same tree which was shown to Adam in the land of
Midian. And from this tree Christ’s cross was made, on it He was crucified; [and it was this tree
which] led the sons of Israel out of Egypt, and took them to other places.

294 See the penultimate paragraph of Dimitrova-Marinova’s account of the SoT
(“Bogomil’skaia kosmogoniia,” 56-7).
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maje Bb paif, 1a erua moTolb OBICTh, Ha BOAB TOTOME, HE B3BIIE, JIa €T/a H3bIIE, APEBO
e ocracs npu Mupcrbii pbub.?%

Thus, when the Lord planted the grapevine in Paradise, there were neither angels nor any
other [creatures] except God and Satanail. Satanail stole from each seed which the Lord
intended to plant in the middle of Paradise and from whatever God was willing to plant
there. And the Lord said, “May this [plant] be My body, and I Myself will be here, and
this is to be for your expulsion [from Heaven]. And He retired [and withdrew]. Satanail
then said, “God, please bless what You planted!” The Lord said, “Here am I, in the middle
of Paradise!” When Satanail left [?], he saw his own tree, and this very tree chased him
away from Paradise. And Satanail blackened, [as he] had become the Devil. As for the
tree, it grew in three parts: the first [was] Adam|’s], the other [was] Eve[’s], and the third
middle stem was of the Lord Himself. And when Adam and Eve transgressed, Adam’s part
fell into the river Tigris, and it was carried away by it; as for Eve’s part, it fell in Paradise
[?] and when the Flood took place it was not washed away by the deluvian waters [but
remained there]; when [the waters] withdrew, the tree remained in the rivers of [the land
of] Media.

The passage is followed by elaborate narrative units describing the construction
of the Holy of Holies in Jerusalem by Solomon, the quest for the Holy Rood (be-
lieved to be in the river Jordan) from which the Temple was to be built (which,
of course, was supposed to be the forbidden tree), the endeavours of Solomon in
fulfilling this task and his power over demons, the visit of the Queen of Sheba,
the location of the much needed Holy Tree, in the roots of which Adam’s skull
was found, efc.?® Some of the narrative units from which this Russian apocry-
phal account was composed have close parallels in Bulgarian oral tradition,?®’
suggesting that this type of legends enjoyed considerable popularity in Slavia
orthodoxa. Moreover, the results of recent anthropological investigations in the
Balkans show that they continue to circulate as an elaborate cycle of oral tales,
which are further paralleled by some Russian folklore spiritual stanzas of “The
Book of the Dove”:?%

295 Pypin, Lozhnyia i otrechennyia knigi russkoi stariny, 7.

2% Jbid., 7-8.

297 See for instance the Bulgarian popular legend “The Cross of Christ and the Head of
Adam” (Kpvcmvms Xpucmosw u enasama omv» Adama), recorded in the city of Prilep by
Marko Tsepenkov; he was given this account by the local teacher Yordan. Another example
is presented by the folk tale entitled “About Lot and the Cross of Christ” (3a Jloma u kpvcma
Xpucmosy). It was recorded in the same city, again by Tsepenkov; the storyteller was the local
shoe-maker Filip Yanev. Both narratives were published in SbNU 6 (1891), 112—17, texts Ne 2
and Ne 3; they were further analysed by A.T. lliev, “Rastitelnoto tsarstvo v narodnata poeziia,
obichaite, obredite i poveriiata na bulgarite,” SONU 7 (1892), 329-31, 335-6. Tsepenkov’s ac-
counts share certain features with the legend “About the Holy Cross” (3a uecmnusi kpvcmwv),
recorded in 1882 in the city of Tikvesh by the local Bulgarian intellectual P. A. Chacharov; this
legend (ckaszanue) was narrated by the storyteller Efrem Velev, who had been ordained as a
priest a few years earlier. The text was published in SONU 9 (1893), 159-62.

2% See the spiritual stanza entitled “The Dove-Book which was forty spans in length”
(“T'omyOunast kHura copoka nsiens”), text Ne 59 in Kirsha Danilov’s anthology of Old Russian
poems (Drevnie rossiiskie stikhotvoreniia, 274).
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Ja ¢ nagasa Beka sxuBoTiieHHOT0 | CoTBOpHII Bor HeGO co 3emieto, | CotBopmi bor Anama
co EBBoro, | Hamenun nuranbeM BO CBETJIOM paio, | Bo cBeTioM paro HTH BO CBOIO
Boito. | TTonoxkun Tocrnop Ha MX 3aroBe/b BEJIUKOKW: | A M JKHTh AJlaMy BO CBETIIOM
Pato, | He nckymare Anamy ¢ eausoro apesa | Toro ciiajika miiogy BUHOTpajoBa. | A u
XKW AJlaM BO CBETJIOM Pato, | BO CBETIIOM paro co cBoeto EBBOIO | A TpHCTa TPUILATH TPH
rozsl. | IIpenecTuia 3Mest IIOAKOIOAHAS | IPHHOCUIIA STOJIBI C €MHA ApeBa, | OHY sSTo/Ibl
BocKymiaia Aznam co EBBoto, | 1 y3HaJT mpoMek co00I0 TSHKKHUIT Tpex.

At the beginning of time when life issued forth, | God created Heaven and Earth, | and
God created Adam and Eve; | He bestowed upon them nutrition in bright Paradise, | and
let them live there, following their free will. | But God imposed upon them a great prohi-
bition, | [while] Adam lived in luminous Paradise, | they were not to touch a certain tree |
the sweet grapevine. | And Adam lived in bright Paradise, | he lived in luminous Paradise
with his Eve, | three hundred thirty three years. | The cunning snake seduced them | hav-
ing brought grapes from the grapevine. | But one grape did Adam and Eve taste | and they
found themselves committing a grave sin.

Besides, the motif of the grapevine as the forbidden tree is further attested in
Slavonic iconographic tradition.?®

Two intriguing questions potentially arising from the apocryphal, iconograph-
ic, and folklore renditions of the motif of the forbidden tree = grapevine might
have bothered some medieval scribes, icon-painters and singers/storytellers.

1) If the forbidden fruit, which triggered the fall of Adam, was the grape,
how then could wine become the focus of the mystery of the Eucharist? Is the
substance which transforms itself into the blood of Jesus during the divine Lit-
urgy (which itself is an earthly hypostasis of Paradise) related to the fruit which
caused the expulsion from Paradise? If the answer to this question is positive,
then the mystery of the Eucharist may have been perceived as a ritualised return
to Paradise Lost. This idea might have been further reinforced by the following
words of Jesus: “I am the vine, ye are the branches: He that abideth in Me, and 1
in him, the same bringeth forth much fruit: for without Me you can do nothing. If
a man abide not in Me, he is cast forth as a branch, and is withered” (Jn 15: 5-6).

2) If the tree which produced the forbidden fruit was planted by the Devil,
how can its fruit (i.e., wine) be used in the Eucharist ceremony? Furthermore,
how can the substance which originates from Satan’s deeds transform itself into
the blood of Jesus?

So far there is rather scarce written evidence suggesting that the scribes com-
posing medieval apocryphal texts were bothered by any of the above questions;

299 One example comes from the late seventeenth-century plinth panel of the iconostasis of
the Church of St. Athanasius in the village of Arbanasi, Veliko Ttirnovo area, Northern Bul-
garia (Fig. 4, infra). An earlier example (Fig. 5, infra) is the miniature from an illuminated MS
Ne 997 (Fol. 1240r) from the Library of the Holy Synod; the MS (copied in 1542 in Novgorod)
contains a Church Slavonic translation of the celebrated Christian Topography by Cosmas
Indicopleustes. See also the discussion in F. Buslaev, Istoricheskie ocherki russkoi narodnoi
slovesnosti i iskusstva. Russkaia narodnaia poeziia, vol. 1, 617.
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yet anthropological field research in the Balkans and elsewhere shows that ver-
nacular Christianity was not free of such doubts.

One final point. Some medieval Muslim commentators also maintain that the
forbidden tree was the grapevine (hence the prohibition of drinking wine). The
idea of the grape as the forbidden fruit is discussed in some eleventh-century
Islamic exegetical writings, such as Al-Tha’labi’s Lives of the Prophets.>* This
parallel will be discussed elsewhere.

3.5. How the Devil (Re-)entered Paradise

The theme of the clandestine re-entering of sneaky Satan into Eden, as inter-
preted in Barsov’s, Mochul’skii’s, and Sreznevskii’s versions of the SoT, was
likewise attested in the fifteenth-century Russian recension of 3 Baruch. Ac-
cording to this text, after his having been cast out (on account of his refusal to
obey God’s order to bow down to Adam), Sotonail returned to Paradise in the
following way:3°!

Toraa IIEAB COTONaHAD OBPBTE ZMHIO. H CTBOPH CA YEPBEM H PE¥ ZMHH ZHNH IIOXXPH
MA BB OyTPOBOY CBOIO0. H BNHAE YPECH OTPaAy Bb PaH XOIIIH IPEALCTHTH EBroy.3%?

Then having gone, Sotonail [i.e. Satan] found the serpent and he made himself into a
worm. And he said to the serpent, “Open [your mouth], consume me into your belly.” And
he went through the fence into Paradise, wanting to deceive Eve.3%

This motif also features in vernacular Christian and Islamic cosmogonies, and
in parallel Muslim exegetical writings. These traditions show similarities in-
dicating that heterodox (apocryphal) Christian and post-Qur’anic sources ex-
ploited common ideas in which peculiar (trans-cultural and trans-confessional)
“fossil-concepts” from the theological proto-stratum of religions of the Book
survived. Thus, according to the early eleventh-century Lives of the Prophets of
the Islamic exegete Al-Tha’labi,3%* the covert penetration of Satan into Paradise
is described in the following way:

300 See Al-Tha’labi, Lives of the Prophets (‘Ara’is Al-Majalis FT Quisas Al-Anbiya’) (ed./tr.
W. Brinner; Leiden: Brill, 2002), 49. Al-Tha’labi died in 1036 AD; his native land was Nisapiir,
which indicates that he was of Persian origin.

301 Gaylord points out that “the use of the serpent for transportation inside the garden is
recorded in The Cave of Treasures and The Gospel of Barnabas”; see Gaylord, “How Satanael
lost his -el,” 307.

302 1bid., 304.

303 bid.

304 The fact that the motif of “the snake as a mouthpiece” is attested in both Church Slavonic
(Christian) and Persian (Muslim) extra-canonical writings indicates that it was part of a widely
disseminated para-Scriptural narrative tradition; Al-Tha’labT’s account provides the earliest (so
far) evidence for the spread of this tradition in the Middle East.
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Iblts [Satan] wished to enter the Garden in order to instill evil in Adam and Eve,
but the treasure-keepers [of the Garden] prevented him from doing that. So he
went to the serpent, who was one of the most beautiful beasts created by God.
She had four legs like the legs of a camel. Now, she was one of the treasure-
keepers of the Garden and was a friend of Iblis, so he asked her to take him
into the Garden in her mouth. She put him into her mouth and passed by the
keepers with him while they were unaware, and took him into the Garden.3%

A comparison between the three different narratives describing how Satan made
his way back to Paradise in order to seduce Eve — that of the Slavonic apocryphal
Apocalypse of Baruch and the SoT on the one hand, and that of Al-Tha’lab1’s
Lives of the Prophets on the other — convincingly shows that they share a com-
mon feature: in all three cases the Devil makes his way into the Garden of Eden
in the mouth of the snake.3% The analogous attestations of the motif of the
Devil’s entrance into Paradise in the apocryphal tradition of Slavia orthodoxa
(i.e., the fifteenth-century 3 Baruch and the sixteenth/eighteenth-century SoT
accounts) and in Muslim exegetical writings from the early eleventh century
suggest that their Vorlagen originated from the fertile fabric of a common Ur-
hypertext, in which the extra-canonical (para-Biblical and para-Qur’anic) cos-
mogonies entwined with earlier (proto-Biblical and proto-Qur’anic) traditions,
thus constantly and relentlessly re-galvanizing each other; hence the vitality of
the related (Bible- and Qur’an-oriented) oral traditions. Furthermore this seminal
Ur-hypertext was also a major source of their conceptual thesaurus. Born out of
common religious ideas, it functioned not only as a matrix for the formation and
further modification of novel narrative patterns, but also as a latent depository
of dormant themes and motifs, which were never deleted from the collective
memory of the society concerned. These were intermittently re-activated by
scribes, icon-painters and storytellers alike. The tale of the Devil’s entrance into
Paradise in the mouth of a snake presents one such case.

3.6. The Post-Edenic narrative

3.6.1. How the Archangel Michael Taught Adam Agriculture

The motif of the Archangel Michael teaching Adam agriculture is attested only
in Barsov’s and Dimitrova-Marinova’s versions of the SoT, where it functions
as an important component of the post-Edenic narrative. It is also found in
various editions of the apocryphal Life of Adam and Eve: Slavonic,’*” Latin

305 See Al-Tha’labi, Lives of the Prophets, 50.

306 F. Badalanova Geller, Qur'an in Vernacular (Max Planck Preprint 357), 108.

307 To the best of my knowledge, the Slavonic apocryphal narratives describing how the
Archangel Michael, or even God Himself, taught Adam agriculture (along with the tale of the
subsequent delivery of seeds) have not yet been studied in comparison with Latin, Armenian,
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(22:2)*% and Georgian (20:1a).3% The motif of angel(s) teaching Adam agricul-
ture is likewise attested in Armenian apocrypha.’' It is not attested, however,
in the extant Greek editions of the LAE,3!" which poses intriguing questions
about the Vorlage of its Slavonic recensions. Was the motif of the Archangel
Michael teaching Adam agriculture featured in the earlier Greek version of the
LAE, hitherto considered by specialists to have provided the protograph for
its eventual Old Church Slavonic translations? What was the range of sources
available to the compilers of this apocryphon? Could there have been an al-
ternative tradition-mediator that was used by the scribes of Slavia orthodoxa
as a model for their translations and compilations? A comparative analysis of
the extant Greek, Latin, Georgian, Armenian and Slavonic recensions of the
apocryphon has so far not provided any encouraging evidence. On the other
hand, the motif of the Archangel Michael imparting agricultural knowledge to
Adam is featured not only in Slavonic recensions of the LAE, but also in the
SoT. This suggests that the two apocrypha might have had a common source,
which did not have to relate to (or originate from) an earlier Greek tradition
exclusively, since the SoT is an indigenous Slavonic product and does not have
a Greek protograph. Was the motif of the Archangel teaching Adam agriculture
an interpolation in the Slavonic LAE, from the same source which the scribes
of the SoT used for their accounts? Could it be the erotapocritic tradition which
provided this missing link? Additional excavations into the domain of Slavonic
apocryphal sources may provide strong corroborative evidence supporting this
hypothesis. My further analysis of the interpretation of the motif of Adam be-
ing taught husbandry by the Archangel will not exclude this line of argument.

A comparison between the Slavonic LAE and the SoT shows that the motif of
the Archangel Michael imparting agricultural knowledge to Adam functions as
an important narrative component of the penitential cycle. The Russian redaction
of the LAE (“GJ) ucnoeboaniu Eseunt u co svcnpo(c) enoyua(m) ea u co 6onbsnu

and Georgian versions; see, however, Stone’s suggestion in his Adam’s Contract with Satan:
The Legend of the Cheirograph of Adam (Bloomington: Indiana University Press, 2002), 5,
150 note 28. The Slavonic version of Vita Adae et Evae, which was included in A4 Synopsis of
the Books of Adam and Eve and used as a basis for intertextual comparison by Anderson and
Stone (i.e., the version which was first published by V. Jagi¢ in 1893), represents a type of
narrative in which the motif of the Archangel Michael’s teaching Adam how to work and tend
the ground is missing from the storyline, nor is there any mention of the delivery of the ear of
wheat in this text.

308 Anderson and Stone, 4 Synopsis of the Books of Adam and Eve, 19, Pericopes 6-7 (22:2);
see also G.A. Anderson, “Adam and Eve in the Life of Adam and Eve,” Biblical Figures Outside
the Bible (eds. M. Stone and T. Bergen, 1998), 14-16, 22-24.

309 Anderson, “Adam and Eve,” 14—15. For the interpretation of this motif in Georgian narra-
tive, see Anderson and Stone, 4 Synopsis of the Books of Adam and Eve, 15, Pericope 6 (20:1a).

310 Stone, Adam’s Contract with Satan, 74.

311 Porfir’ev, “Apokrificheskie skazaniia,” 40.
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Aoamost”) from the Rumiantsov Miscellany (MS Ne 358, fifteenth/sixteenth
century) demonstrates this:

W BbCTaBIIU GOOBIIOXOMB BCIO 3eMIIIO U He 0pbToxco(M) cHbIHAa HUUYTO(K), TOKMO
CTBOJb TPABOY CEIbHYIO, U TMaKbl MPHUI0XO0(M) Bb e1e(M), U IJIaKaXOMCA: pal0 MOH,
pato, mpecBb(T)IBIN paro, KpacoTa Henspe(d)HHaa, MEHA pa(au) cOTBOpeHs e(c), a Errn
pa(n) 3arBopeHd €(C); MUIOCTHBE MOMUIOYH Ma maamaro. M peue Anams: ['ocnoan,
MIPUIIOYCTH BOHIO Onarooyxania, na Ta moMuHaro(T). Torma mocna [ocrons ¢puMbra(H)
u suBa(H) 1 naga(H): B3A(T) Anamb U corBopu Moi(6)y kb BoOy. Torna ymunocepauca
Tocmos, apxaHreasb [0MIb GIydn 3-10 9acTh 6 pas U MOAACTh HAMB, TIPe(3K) HAAXG)(M)
CA TIJIOZIa TPBHOBHATO; MOTO(M) IPH() apXaHrens Muxauirs, HacTaBIAaa AjnaMa Ha abia
POYYHAIA U IACTh EMOY M NUIEHHIO 1 Me(a).>1?

And we rose up and went around the entire world but found nothing to eat, apart from
blades of sour grass, and we again returned to Paradise and cried, “O Paradise, my Para-
dise, most shining Paradise, unspeakable beauty created for my sake, and closed [to me]
because of Eve. O Merciful One, have mercy upon me, the fallen one.” And Adam said,
“God, release sweet smelling odours so that Your name is mentioned.” God then sent
thyme and myrrh and frankincense, and Adam took it and made an invocation to God.
God was appeased and the Archangel loel [i.e. Joél]*!? took one seventh part of Paradise
and gave it to us. First we ate the fruit of the thornbush, and then the Archangel Michael
taught Adam handwork and gave him wheat and honey.

Then again, the motif of the wheat-ear being brought down to Earth from Para-
dise by Michael and Gabriel is attested in a number of Slavonic apocryphal texts;
one example is provided by the Erotapokriseis Razumnik from the Lovchansky
Miscellany:

B.: ® KXA8 OBpHTE cA MIENHIX? — &.: MHEXaHAD H ['aBPTHAB BBZEM'IIE Bb PaH H
HZBPBIOILLX Na ZEMA.>'4

Question: From where did wheat come? Answer: Michael and Gabriel took it from Para-
dise and brought it to earth.

In short, the Barsovian redaction of the SoT, along with the version discovered
by Dimitrova-Marinova and the Slavonic apocryphal LAE all contain similar
narratives describing how Archangel Michael taught Adam agriculture; these
narratives parallel the Latin version of Vita Adae et Evae (22:2), as well as the
Georgian version (20:1b).3!> On the other hand, according to some Armenian
versions, it was God who taught Adam agriculture (“When God hearkened to the
sound of Adam’s penitence, he taught him sowing and reaping and that which

312 Quoted from Pypin, Lozhnyia i otrechennyia knigi russkoi stariny, 1-2.

313 On Joél’s instruction, see Stone, Adam’s Contract with Satan, 29-33.

314 Quoted from Ivanov, Bogomilski knigi i legendi, 261.

315 See Anderson and Stone, 4 Synopsis of the Books of Adam and Eve, 15-19, Pericopes
6—7, and Anderson “Adam and Eve in the Life of Adam and Eve,” 14—16; Idem., “The Penitence
narrative in the Life of Adam and Eve,” Literature on Adam and Eve (eds. G. Anderson et al.;
Leiden, Boston, KélIn: Brill, 2000), 10.
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was to come upon him and his seed”), not Michael.>!® The interpretation of this
detail in the Armenian version is quite close to some Slavonic versions of Vita
Adae et Evae, in which the compiler does not give a clear indication as to wheth-
er it was the Archangel Michael, or God Himself, who taught Adam agriculture.
The Slavonic MS tradition touching upon this motif'is variable, and the range of
textual witnesses in which it is attested is so fluid that it is virtually impossible
to suggest any ultimate reading in this case. The process of transmission (and
rewriting?) of the apocryphal Vita Adae et Evae may have been influenced by
the circulation of the apocryphal Erotapokriseis Razumnik and the So7, in both
written and oral (folklore) renditions. Finally, in the Balkans and elsewhere in
Eastern Europe, there are various iconographic renditions of the apocryphal nar-
rative about the Archangel Michael having taught Adam and Eve how to work
and tend the ground.?!”

There is also an intriguing link between the interpretation of the motif of Adam
receiving seeds from Paradise and his subsequently being taught agriculture by
an angel, in both Christian apocryphal writings (e.g., the above mentioned Latin,
Armenian, Georgian, and Slavonic texts) and Islamic exegesis. Along with the
vague statement that upon his departure from Paradise Adam was allowed to take
with him a “bag with grains of wheat,”'® some Muslim commentators devel-
oped a parallel tradition in which Gabriel delivered the wheat-ear to Adam and
taught him agriculture. The earliest relevant example comes from The History
of Prophets and Kings by Al-Tabart:

[A]ccording to another statement, Gabriel brought wheat to Adam when he became hun-
gry and asked his Lord for food, whereupon God sent him seven grains of wheat with
Gabriel. When Gabriel put them in Adam’s hand, Adam asked him what it was and Gabriel
said to him: “This is what drove you out of Paradise.”'” [...] When Adam asked Gabriel

316 See Anderson and Stone, 4 Synopsis of the Books of Adam and Eve, 15, Pericope 6
(20:1a); see also the discussion in Stone, Adam’s Contract with Satan, 74.

317 One such scene, showing the Angel teaching Adam how to work, is depicted a plinth
panel of the iconostasis of the Church of the Holy Archangels Michael and Gabriel in the village
of Arbanasi (Northern Bulgaria); it was painted in 1813.

318 Al-Tabarl, History of Prophets and Kings, ed./tr. Rosenthal, 298, fol. 128.

319 Some Muslim commentators maintain that the ear of grain (i.e., wheat) was in fact the for-
bidden fruit (ibid., 299, fol. 128): “This is so in view of the report of al-Muthanna b. Ibrahtm —
Ishaq (b. al-Hajjaj) — ‘Abd al-Razzaq — Sufyan b. ‘Uyuaynah and Ibn al-Mubarak — al Hasan
b. ‘Umarah — al-Minhal b. ‘Amr — Sa’1d b. Jubair — Ibn ‘Abbas: The tree which God forbade
Adam and his spouse to eat from was wheat. When they ate from it, their secret parts became
apparent to them. It was their cover of fingernails that had kept their secret parts concealed from
them. Now, they started to cover themselves with leaves of Paradise stitched together.” See
also Al-Rabghuz1’s Stories of the Prophets (ed./tr. by H. E. Boeschoten, et al.), 16: “Through
a trick of Satan he [i.e., Adam] went astray and then brooded all alone. He ate two grains of
wheat and departed from the realm of the eight Paradises” [fol. 5 v]. The same motif'is likewise
attested in some Islamic folk legends narrated in the Balkans; see Badalanova Geller, Qur’'an
in Vernacular, 14—15 (text Ne 7). Thus the “tree” which caused the expulsion of the first people
from Paradise becomes their sustenance on Earth; hence the hard work, which is required in
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what he should do with them, Gabriel told him to spread them in the soil, and Adam did,
whereupon God immediately made them grow. Thus, putting seeds into the soil became
the custom among Adam’s children. Then God commanded him to harvest the wheat, col-
lect and husk it by hand, and winnow it. Then [Gabriel] brought two stones with him, and
he placed one upon the other and ground the wheat. Then God commanded him to knead it
and bake bread in the ashes. Gabriel gave Adam stones and iron, and [Adam] struck them
together, producing fire. He was the first to bake bread in the ashes.??

In fact, only the Slavonic apocryphal tradition parallels the detail in Muslim ex-
egesis that the seeds delivered from Paradise were grains of wheat. Furthermore,
in Slavonic apocryphal tradition (the Erotapokriseis Razumnik), the function
of Michael as the demiurge of agriculture is paralleled by that of Gabriel (as in
Muslim exegesis). The “family lineage” of the legend of wheat as a Paradisia-
cal seed delivered by angelic demiurges of agriculture to Adam, may cast some
light on the unsolved puzzle of the protographs of the So7, as well as upon issues
related to the origins of the Latin, Greek, Armenian, and Slavonic recensions of
the apocryphon of the Life of Adam and Eve.

3.6.2. Adam’s Writ: Covenant with the Devil

The motif of Adam’s writ3?! is an important component of Barsov’s and Dimitro-
va-Marinova’s versions of the SoT. In them it functions as the focus of a versatile
saga about the ordeals of the first people; both texts are primarily concerned with
the theme of Satan’s interfering with agriculture.?? This is not the case with the
accounts published by Mochul’skii and Sreznevskii, in which the cheirograph

order to grow and harvest it, is considered to be God’s punishment for the first people’s original
misconduct.

320 Ibid.

321 The legend of the cheirograph of Adam is attested in Greek, Ethiopic, Armenian, Geor-
gian, Slavonic, and Romanian apocryphal traditions; see A. Wiinsche, “Schopfung und Siin-
denfall des ersten Menschenpaares im jiidischen und moslemischen Sagenkreise,” Ex Oriente
Lux 2/4 (Leipzig, 1906), 47; Y. Ivanov, Bogomilski knigi i legendi, 223—7; M. Stone, Adam’s
Contract with Satan; B. Murdoch, The Apocryphal Adam and Eve in Medieval Europe, 14—15,
22, 193. The legend of Adam’s contract with Satan also features in Arabic versions of The
Conflict of Adam and Eve with Satan; see MS Cod. Vaticano Ar. 129, fols. 95r-97r (A. Bat-
tista and B. Bagatti, /] Combattimento di Adamo, 120-23). In the latter case, the Devil is the
demiurge of sex. For an earlier analysis of the narrative of Adam’s cheirograph in Slavonic
apocryphal literature, iconography and folklore see F. Buslaev, Istoricheskie ocherki russkoi
narodnoi slovesnosti i iskusstva, vol. 1, 618; 1. Porfir’ev, “Apokrificheskie skazaniia,” 40-3; A.
Veselovskii, “Razyskaniia,” ShORIS 46, 6 (1889), 79-87. See also 1. Nagy, “Adam and Eve:
the myths of the creation of Eros,” AEH 34, 1-4 (1986-88), 37-8.

322 According to Stone’s taxonomy, the Slavonic versions of the legend of the cheirograph
in which the contract is signed after Adam’s encounter with the Devil, who imposed upon him
the prohibition to till (or dig) the earth, are classified as Variant A (Adam’s contract with Satan,
27-33); however, his analysis of Slavonic data is based exclusively on the recensions of the
LAE, the Apocalypse of Pseudo-Methodius, and the Old Believers document entitled “The Birth
of Cain and the cheirograph of Adam” (“Poxnenie Kanna n pykonucanie Anamis”). It does
not include the SoT accounts.
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motif is only briefly touched upon, and its interpretation is unrelated to Adam’s
ploughing the earth.323 In Mochul’skii’s version, for instance, it occurs at the end
of a rather brusque and abrupt penitence narrative describing Adam’s laments,
sorrows and repentance after his expulsion from Paradise;3?* there is no mention
of the place of penance, nor is there any reference to Eve. The account only hints
at a presumed angelic agency, resulting in God showing mercy to the repenting
man. However, the next fragment of the story of his redemption is suddenly in-
terrupted by an odd, unexpected anecdote concerned with Satan, who promises
the first people that, provided Adam signs a contract with him, God will pardon
them. In addition Satan demands that Eve also take an oath.>? In this way, the

323 This is also the case with some folklore texts; see Badalanova, “The Bible in the making,”
239-40 (the final § of text Ne 2.1.1) and Text 8 in the Appendix, infra.

324 The cheirograph motif is hinted at in the Russian Plaint of Adam (“Tlnau Anama”) folklore
spiritual stanzas (“yxoBHsle cTuxn”); see the discussion in G. Fedotov, Stikhi dukhovnye, 38-9.
For the parallel attestations of the Plaint of Adam theme in Romanian popular song, see Stone,
Adam’s Contract with Satan, 43-5.

325 Folklore parallels are discussed by Radchenko in his “Etiudy po Bogomil’stvu,” 95,
who argues that the motif of Eve’s pledge with the Devil betrays traits of Bogomilism (ibid.,
88, 94-5). Furthermore, in some of the cases it is Eve who gives the cheirograph, not Adam
(ibid., 95). Folk narratives of this type are related to a specific group of apocryphal texts, ac-
cording to which her firstborn (i.e., Cain) was a monstrous child with seven (or twelve heads);
the boy was neither man nor beast, but a creature in which anthropomorphic and zoomorphic
features were bound together. This abnormality is sometimes (but not necessarily) explicated
in folklore sources as a direct result of Cain’s having been fathered by the Devil; in some
cases it occurs just as an odd episode with no explanation. Unlike oral legends, apocryphal
texts carefully avoid the discussion of the disputed parentage of Cain (Stone, Adam’s Con-
tract with Satan, 39). However, in both oral and apocryphal texts interpreting the birth of
the monstrous Cain, the contract with the Devil is signed so that the child could be healed
and transformed into a normal human being. Then again, if in Slavonic oral tradition the
cheirograph may be given by Eve, in apocryphal literature it is always Adam who signs the
contract. Such apocryphal writings are designated by Stone as Variant C (ibid., 38—41). One
such example comes from a relatively late (nineteenth century) Russian MS of Old Believer
origin (“packosbHUYbsI pyKonuch HOBaro nucbma”). It is entitled The birth of Cain and Adam’s
cheirograph (“Poxnenie Kauna u pyxonucanie Amxamist”). The account is composed as a
purported dialogue between the holy Apostles Bartholomew and Andrew (“CasiTblif arocTons
Bapdasnomeit Boripocu cesitaro anocrosna Axnapes: [lepBo3BaHHaro, kako U KiuMb 00pa3oMb
rnpaoteld Haurb KauHb pojucs ¥ Kako MpaoTellb Halllb AJlaMb J1a/1e AiSBOy pyKomnucaHie”);
the text was first published by Tikhonravov in his Pamiatniki otrechennoi russkoi literatury,
vol. 1, 15-17. According to this account, the cheirograph was first taken by the Devil to the
river Jordan, where it was guarded by snake heads (the same ones Satan had removed from
Cain’s body) until Christ smashed them when He stepped on the stone with the cheirograph
and broke it during His Baptism; this is a motif well attested in iconography (Figs. 8 and 9,
infra) and oral tradition (Text Ne 8 in the Appendix, infra). Subsequently the Devil took the
remnants of the cheirograph and brought them to Hell, where they stayed until the Resurrec-
tion of Jesus. Christ’s descent into Hell heralded their ultimate destruction and the freeing
of the souls imprisoned by the Devil. The latter motif is attested in the celebrated pseudo-
Chrysostomian Homily on the Harrowing of Hell; see also the discussion in note 331, infra.
The Homily, composed by St. Epiphanius of Cyprus (315-403), was among the first texts to
be translated into Old Church Slavonic (due to its connection with the Holy Week liturgical
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motif of Adam’s writ becomes intertwined with the motif of Eve’s oath (also at-
tested in Sreznevskii’s version but not in the accounts published by Barsov and
Dimitrova-Marinova). Having disobeyed God’s command in Heaven, the first
people now again disregard their bond with God, this time on Earth. Adam and
Eve de facto enter at this point into a covenant with the Devil, thus committing
themselves and their offspring to servitude to “the Master of the Earth.” Further-
more in this narrative Adam’s writ and Eve’s pledge are interpreted as incidents
foreshadowing the birth of their two sons, Cain and Abel, and the eventual oc-
currence of fratricide.’?® There is no further mention of the fate of the cheiro-
graph in Mochul’skii’s text;*?7 it disappears altogether from the narrative, which
from this point onwards switches to a Palaea-type rendition of the Genesis
story. It continues with an elaborate description of fratricide, followed by Abel’s
burial, Cain’s murder and Adam’s death. The final segments of Mochul’skii’s ac-
count are concerned with Adam’s ordeals in Hell and his eventual deliverance.
This elliptic ending is most probably based on the vernacular exegesis of Col
2:14-15,3%8 which must have been further bolstered by the apocryphal Gospel of
Nicodemus,’* the Hymnos Akathistos (stanza 22),%3° and homiletical writings;>*!

services); it was included in the eleventh-century Glagolita Clozianus Old Church Slavonic
canon miscellany, and Codex Suprasliensis (Menology, March). See A. Vaillant, “L’Homélie
d’Epiphane sur I'ensevelissement du Christ (texte vieux-slave, texte grec et traduction fran-
gaise),” Radovi Staroslavenskog instituta, 3 (1958), 5-101, and D. Ivanova-Mircheva et al.,
Khomiliiata na Epifanii za slizaneto v ada (Sofia: Izdatelstvo na Biilgarskata akademiia na
naukite, 1975). The motif of Adam’s cheirograph being kept in Hell is also found in some
versions of the SoT and in oral tradition (Text Ne 7 in the Appendix, infia).

326 Mochul’skii, “Istoriko-literaturnyi analiz,” RFV 18, 4 (1887), 176.

327 The scribe of this version of the SoT might have assumed that potential readers of his
manuscript would be well aware of abundant “cross-references” to vernacular oral exegesis
(in which the motif of the annulment of Adam’s writ by Christ was discussed at length) and
hence thought some of the surplus details unworthy of being copied. See also the discussion in
Radchenko, “Etiudy po Bogomil’stvu,” 98.

328 Porfir’ev, “Apokrificheskie skazaniia,” 41-2; Radchenko, “Etiudy po bogomil’stvu,” 89;
Stone, Adam’s Contract with Satan, 103—11.

329 The idea that Jesus descended into Hell after the Crucifixion in order to free the patriarchs
anchors the apocryphal Gospel of Nicodemus, a text which enjoyed immense popularity in
Slavia orthodoxa. See A. Vaillant, L’Evangile de Nicodéme. Texte slave et texte latin (Geneva/
Paris: I. Droz, 1968); A. de Santos Otero, Die handschrifiliche Uberlieferung der altslavischen
Apokryphen, Band 11 (PTS 23; Berlin/New York: W. de Gruyter, 1981), F.J. Thompson, “Apoc-
rypha Slavica: 11,” SEER 63, 1 (1985), 79-83. Incidentally, the MSS containing the Gospel of
Nicodemus were known to be held in the Pskov-Pechery Monastery during the time of Ivan the
Terrible, and it was among the rare texts discussed by local monks; see N. Andreyev, “Kurbsky’s
letters to Vas’ian Muromtsev,” SEER 33, 81 (1955), 416.

30 Stone, Adam’s Contract with Satan, 48.

31 1n the account of the Homily on the Harrowing of Hell of St. Epiphanius of Cyprus the
motif of Adam’s cheirograph is associated with Christ’s Crucifixion (as related in Matt 27:
4849 and Mk 15: 36-38); see for instance the following passage from the Homily, found in
the fourteenth-century Bulgarian Germanov Miscellany, which contains a fragment from the
monologue of Jesus addressing Adam in Hell before taking him to the Heavenly Jerusalem:
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the latter are read during the liturgy, thus enlightening illiterate members of the
congregation about abstract soteriological concepts contained in them.33?

The interpretation of the legend of Adam’s contract with Satan in Sreznevskii’s
version is rather similar to Mochul’skii’s.*3 The motif of Adam’s writ (paralleled
by the motif of Eve’s pledge) marks the beginning of the post-Edenic life of the
first people, who thus commit themselves to an eternal pact with the Devil; the
cheirograph heralds the birth of their offspring and fratricide,’** which might be
an implicit contextual hint at the Satanic parentage of Cain, a motif well devel-
oped in other extra-canonical sources.>* The burial of Cain (not Abel!) is fol-
lowed by the death of Adam, who is to remain under Satan’s hand until the resur-
rection of Jesus and the destruction of the cheirograph.®3¢ Despite the otherwise
predictable soteriological ending of the narrative, the storyline in Sreznevskii’s
version, very much like that in Mochul’skii’s account, is laconic, inconsistent
and incoherent, confined by erratic sequels of contradictory events. Presumably,
these discrepancies can be explained by the fact that the compiler(s) may have
used various sources and did not know how to harmonise conflicting narratives.
In both Sreznevskii’s and Mochul’skii’s accounts, the legend about the cheiro-
graph of Adam seems to have been inserted as an interpolation borrowed either
from Church Slavonic Homiliaries (i.e., homilies for the feasts of the Easter
cycle), or from the oral tradition (in which it was well attested).33” The copyists/
compilers must have considered this segment to be an essential module habitu-
ally included in Genesis-related legends; this narrative segment was presumed
to be so transparently obvious (from the point of view of potential audiences)
that it needed no additional amplification. In a similar way, storytellers often skip

“ITIpHX* IXBX A2 GMBIX PXKOIHCAaNHE TBOEro rpbxa” (“I received the sponge in order to
wash away the cheirograph of your sin”); see D. Ivanova-Mircheva et al., Khomiliiata na Epifa-
nii, 140 (Fol. 197a). This Homily also influenced the iconographic tradition of Slavia orthodoxa.
One of the earliest depictions of Christ taking Adam and Eve out of Hell is the fresco from the
Boyana Church, Bulgaria (1259); see also the mural painting from the nave of the Church of
St. Dimittr (1488) near the city of Boboshevo, Western Bulgaria (Fig. 10, infra), and the mural
painting from the nave of the Church of St. Petka (1598) in the village of Vukovo, Kiustendil
district, Western Bulgaria (Fig. 11, infra).

332 Radchenko, “Etiudy po bogomil’stvu,” 89-91, 126-9.

333 See the Appendix, Text 2 (§ 7), infra.

334 See the Appendix, Text 2 (§ 8), infia.

335 According to Radchenko, legends of this type betray the influence of the Bogomil heresy;
“Etiudy po bogomil’stvu,” 110.

336 See the Appendix, Text 2 (§§ 9 and 10), infra.

37 See Radchenko, “Etiudy po bogomil’stvu,” 75-6, 88-90, 94-5, 97-8, 117. Some Bul-
garian folk sources are cited by Ivanov, Bogomilski knigi i legendi, 349-51 (text Nos. 13, 14;
these are text Nos. 7 and 8 in the Appendix, infira); see also D. Petkanova, Apokrifna literatura i
folklor, 161-8. For oral Russian attestations of the motif of Adam’s contract with Satan, see P. A.
Gorodtsov, “Zapadno-sibirskiia narodnyia legendy,” £O 1 (1909), 62-63, text Ne 5 (Ilepsuviii
yenogex); see also the Ukrainian folk legends (both entitled “Satana spokushaie Adama”) from
D.I. Yavornyts’kyi’s MS collection “Ukrainskyi prostoliud,” NTE 5 (2005), 13—14.
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some customary details, assuming that these are key constituents of indigenous
common knowledge routinely shared by members of the community concerned.
The copyists of Sreznevskii’s and Mochul’skii’s versions of the SoT may have
acted like storytellers, relying largely upon traditional oral channels of culture
transmission, and only partially upon a written text.

In Barsov’s?*® and Dimitrova-Marinova’s®*® versions, the motif of Adam’s
writ also marks the end of the penitence narrative, but the storyline which
they follow is entirely different, as well as being much more consistent and
straightforward. After God’s having sent the Archangel Michael to teach the
first people how to till the earth, Adam begins to plough in order to produce food
for himself and his spouse Eve. As soon as he starts working, the Devil appears
before him and declares that only the celestial realms belong to God, whereas
he possesses the terrestrial world; therefore if Adam is to live and work on this
Earth, he has to sign a contract compelling him to grant Satan eternal dominion
over his future generations. As previously suggested by Ivanov, this argument
clearly betrays the influence of the teachings of the Bogomils, according to
which Heaven belongs to God, whereas the Devil is the owner of the Earth;
hence the one who is to dwell and work on Earth cannot but make a covenant
with the Devil.3*? This line of argument can be further bolstered by evidence
from the oral tradition collected at the end of the nineteenth/beginning of the
twentieth centuries among the Balkan Slavs. According to some Bulgarian®*!

338 See the Appendix, Text 1 (§ 5), infra.

339 The opening paragraph of the penitence narrative in Dimitrova-Marinova’s version is
more elaborate than that of Barsov, and shows close similarities to the attestations of the re-
pentance motif in the LAE; it begins with a statement about the fall of Adam’s and Eve’s shares
of the three-fold tree from Paradise; after his having repented for thirty years in the river of
Babylon, Adam is pardoned and God sends the Archangel Michael to teach him agriculture; as
soon as Adam starts ploughing, Satan appears before him and demands the signing of the writ,
etc.; see Dimitrova-Marinova, “Bogomil’skaia kosmogoniia,” 55.

340 Cf: Ivanov, Bogomilski knigi i legendi, 223-224. Ivanov’s observations were recently
challenged by some scholars, who base their arguments only on partial knowledge of his mono-
graph. In fact, what they fail to notice is that Ivanov never claimed that the generic motif of
Adam’s writ had a Bogomilistic origin, or was attested exclusively in Slavonic tradition. What
he maintained was that: 1) the narrative link between the cheirograph motif and the motif of
agricultural activities of Adam (whose sustenance was determined by tilling the earth = Satan’s
domain) was attested only in the Slavonic recensions of Vita Adae and Evae and in the SoT; 2)
this link was of Bogomilistic origin, due to the obvious attribution of the terrestrial realm (i.e.,
the material world) as the Devil’s domain. Unless new evidence is found, these two points are so
far incontestable. Actually, Ivanov argued that the generic legend of Adam’s cheirograph must
have been brought to Bulgaria via Byzantium, as a narrative constituent of a now lost Greek
protograph of The Life of Adam and Eve, which engendered the Vorlage of the Old Church
Slavonic (Bulgarian) recensions; it was the local scribes/compilers who “adjusted” it and added
an agricultural dimension to the motif of the cheirograph. They must either have been adherents
of Bogomilism or familiar with its teachings (idem., 226-7).

341 See Bogomilski knigi i legendi, 329-333, text Ne 1, BFoevb u 0s60nomv cwv3dasams
opyeapcku cebma, nocie spaxcoysamnv nomedxncoy cu (first published in Obsht Trud, 3 (1868),
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and Bosnian®*¥ folklore texts (i.e., texts from regions where the imprint of the
Bogomilistic heresy upon indigenous tradition was very strong), the legends
of Adam’s cheirograph are paralleled by legends about the primordial contract
between God and the Devil; the contract between God and Satan is believed to
have preceded the contract between Adam and Satan. In fact, Adam was simply
“confirming” the existence of an earlier agreement between the Creator and the
anti-Creator; according to these oral narratives, when he gave his cheirograph
to Satan, Adam was simply following God’s covenant with the Devil.

The attestations of the motif of Adam’s writ in Barsov’s and Dimitrova-Ma-
rinova’s versions of the SoT parallel some Slavonic recensions of Vita Adae
et Evae3® As mentioned, the agricultural dimension of Adam’s writ is not at-

73-78); 337-339, text Ne 6, [loob:16a na cebma mexncoy boea u /[sasona, bozv ucka da pazeanu
doeosopa (first published by M. Drinov in Periodichesko Spisanie na Bulgarskoto Knizhovno
Druzhestvo 8 (1884), 123-126); 339-342, text Ne 7, boew ucka da npbezeme yapcmeomo Ha
0s18011a, Kouimo 81adbe Haov semama u yenogbyums [ Cnyeysanemo na Cs. [lemvpv y Ovasonal,
(first published in Rodopski Naprediik, 1,5 (1903), 180—-183); 346347, text Ne 10, /[a6orvmv
cv30asa 6vaKa u cu nookaa cv boea uenosbyume [Xpucmocwv u 3anucems na boea dssony],
(first published in SBNU 12 (1895), 164-165). As well as the aforementioned tales analysed by
Ivanov, there is one more account to be included in this type of legend about God’s contract
with the Devil; it was recorded in the village of Novo Selo, North-Western Bulgaria by Stefan
Mladenov; see idem., “Kiim viiprosa za ezika i natsionalnata prinadlezhnost na Novo Selo,
Vidinsko,” SbNU 18 (1901), 499500 (text Ne 1).

342 See “Postanak svijeta (Gospod i Jahudija-Bogo)” in I. Sajnovi¢, “Narodni Zivot i obi¢aji,”
Zbornik za Narodni Zivot i Obicaje Juznih Slavena (Zagreb), 3 (1898), 253—4; the text was
discussed by Radchenko in his “Etiudy po bogomil’stvu,” 107-9.

343 Textual witnesses representative of this category are listed below.

1) A sixteenth/seventeenth-century account (entitled “CnoBo & Anamb n 00 E*Bb & 3auena
U 10 ChB'phINeHie, 8Ka3b, co” 6iBu”) kept in the former Court Library, Vienna (now Oster-
reichische Nationalbibliothek), MS Slav 149. Cf. 1. V. Jagi¢, “Slavische Beitrdge zu den bib-
lischen Apocryphen. 1. Die altkirchenslavischen Texte des Adambuches,” 31-33.

2) An account from the sixteenth-century Panagiurishte Miscellany (National Library of
Sts. Cyril and Methodius in Sofia, Ne 433, fols. 12-20); ¢f. Ivanov, Bogomilski knigi i legendi,
211-17.

3) The account entitled “G) ucnosboaniu Eecunt u co évcnpo(c) noyua(m) ea u co 6onb3nu
Adamosd” from the fifteenth/sixteenth-century MS Ne 358 (fols. 183—-192) from the former
Rumiantsov Museum (now State Historical Museum, Moscow); ¢f. Pypin, Lozhnyia i otre-
chennyia knigi russkoi stariny, 1-3. This text was also published by Tikhonravov, Pamiatniki
otrechennoi russkoi literatury, vol. 1, 298-304 (who dates it to the fifteenth century and refers
to fols. 185-192 of MS Ne 358).

4) Another version of the account “GJ ucnosboaniu Eeeunt u ¢ évcnpo(c) sHoyua(m) ea u
6 6ornb3Hu Aoamoes” from the seventeenth-century MS Ne 380 (fol. 31rev. ff.) from the former
Rumiantsov Museum (=State Historical Museum, Moscow); cf. Pypin, Lozhnyia i otrechennyia
knigi russkoi stariny, 4-7.

5) The text “Crnoso 0 Adame nauano u 0o konya” from the seventeenth-century MS Ne 637
(fols. 19-27) from the Collection of V. M. Undol’skii (State Historical Museum, Moscow); cf-
N. Tikhonravov, Pamiatniki otrechennoi russkoi literatury, vol. 1, 1-6.

6) A sixteenth-century account (CA0oBo 6 Aaamb H 60 EBZE & zavasa H COBEPINENHEA, [T
BABH ) from MS Ne 794 (fols. 311r-323r) from the Izmaragd, the Troitso-Sergievskaia Lavra,
Moscow; cf. N. Tikhonravov, Pamiatniki otrechennoi russkoi literatury, vol. 1, 6-15.
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tested in Greek, Armenian, or Georgian recensions of the apocryphon. It is the
unique hallmark of its Slavonic recensions. This is exactly what Ivanov pointed
out some eighty years ago,*** showing that the generic motif of Adam’s writ
was known as early as the eighth century in legends circulating in Palestine
(“npemanuaTa Ha majgeCTUHCKUTE Ipenenn’);3* it was elaborated in Christian
(Byzantine) hymnography**¢ and related iconography.’*” It featured in the li-
turgical hymns of St. John of Damascus (c. 675-749) and St. Cosma Melodus
(made Bishop of Maiuma near Gaza in 743), central to the troparia performed
on the feast of Christ’s Baptism (i.e. Epiphany).’*® While the motif of Adam’s
writ was not only attested in Slavonic tradition, only in Slavonic tradition is it
related to the Devil’s prohibition of Adam’s tilling the earth. The agricultural
dimension of Adam’s writ is therefore a unique Slavonic imprint on the fabric of
the apocryphon of the Vita Adae et Evae (and indeed the SoT). According to the
sixteenth-century Bulgarian version of the apocryphon from the Panagiurishte
Miscellany (preserved in the National Library of Sts. Cyril and Methodius in
Sofia, Ne 433, fols. 12-20), the encounter between Adam and Satan is described
in the following way:

Tako BbZXTh BOAOBH H BbZ(IPa, A4 CTBOPH CEBb Xpana. Tor'a AHaBOAb IIPHAE H CTa H NE
A2 AAAMOY ZEMX PaBOTAaTH H PEY AAAMOY: MOIA I ZEMNARA, a BXita CX" NBA H DaH; Ad
aI[IE I[IEIITH MOH BH", Aa PABOTH ZEMX; aIllE AH XOILEITH B3XKH BHTH, IIOAH B paH. AAaMb
PEY: b cX" NBCA H ZEM*AB H paH, H BbCh B'CEAENaa. AHIABOAD PEY EMOY: NE AAMb TH
ZEMAX PaBOTATH, aIllE NE ZAMHIIEIIH M*Nh pXKOITHCANTE CBOE, AQ CH MOH. AAaMb PEY:
K'0 ZEMH I'b, TOTOBb EC'Mb azZb H YXAQ MOK. AHKBOAB BbZPa*yBa CX. AAaMb BO ZNam-
IIE, 1AKO I'E CNHTH XOIIETh Na ZEMX H OBABIIN XOINE" Bb YABYH 0BPazZb H IIOIPATH
XOIIETh AHIABOAA. H DEY AHIABOAB: ZAITHIITH M*Nb pXKOITHCANTE CBOE. H zammHCca Apamb:
KTO ZEMH T'h, TOTOBb H aZb H YXA2 MO.>*

7) A seventeenth-century account (“Ckazanie osb Apamb H EBB”) from MS Ne 925
(fols. 1-9) from the Solovetskaia Library (=Theological Academy, Kazan); cf. Porfir’ev,
“Apokrificheskie skazaniia,” 90—6.

8) An account (“CaoBo 0 Apamb OTH NavaAa H AO KONbI]a H KaKO HZINaNDb HZb pam’)
from MS Ne 868 (Illectonnereirs), fols. 3643, from the Solovetskaia Library (=Theological
Academy, Kazan); ¢f. Porfir’ev, “Apokrificheskie skazaniia,” 208—16.

9) An accounts published in 1. Franko, Apokrify i legendy z Ukrainskikh rukopisiv, vol. 1
(L'viv: 1896), 19-26.

For further information see the exhaustive survey of Slavonic apocryphal sources in Stone,
Adam’s Contract with Satan, 4-5,25-41, 117-120; for the renditions of the narrative of Adam’s
Writ in Balkan iconography and oral tradition, see ibid., 42—62.

344 See note 340, supra.

3% Tvanov, Bogomilski knigi i legendi, 224-5.

346 Ipid., 225; Ivanov also refers to the material presented in Porfir’ev, “Apokrificheskie ska-
zaniia,” 41-42. See also Radchenko, “Etiudy po bogomil’stvu,” 89-91, 99, 126-9. Incidentally,
both Radchenko and Ivanov independently came to parallel conclusions.

347 Cf. Ivanov, Bogomilski knigi i legendi, 225 and Stone, Adam’s Contract with Satan,
47-57; see also Figs. 8 and 9, infra.

348 Cf: Radchenko, “Etiudy po bogomil’stvu,” 91.

349 Quoted from Ivanov, Bogomilski knigi i legendi, 215 (§ 6).
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So he [Adam] took the oxen [and having harnessed them] began to plough, in order to
produce food for himself [and his wife?]; thereupon the Devil came and stood [before the
oxen] and did not allow Adam [to continue to] till the earth; and he said to Adam: “The
earthly [habitat] is mine, [only] Heaven and Paradise belong to God. If you are to till the
earth, you are to be mine. If you wish to be God’s, go to Paradise!” Adam said, “Heaven
and Earth, and Paradise, and the entire Universe belong to the Lord!” The Devil said to
him, “I will not allow you to till the earth unless you write [with your own hand] a contract
[confirming] that you are mine!” Adam said, “Whoever is the master [lit. the Lord] of the
Earth, I am his, and his are my offspring.” The Devil rejoiced. However, Adam knew that
[one day] the Lord would descend to Earth, and would make Himself appear in the im-
age of man, and He would trample the Devil underfoot. And the Devil said: “Write your
contract [with me]!”” And Adam wrote: “Whoever is the master [lit. the Lord] of the Earth,
I am [hence] his, and so are my children!3%

According to some of the later versions of the LAE (such as the seventeenth-
century Russian redaction of the apocryphon from Miscellany Ne 380 from the
Rumiantsov Museum), Adam gives his writ to Satan knowing that it would be
annulled when the Virgin gives birth to her Son:

W mosite Axamb BoJIBI U B30pa 3emito. UM mpinze AiaBoab U CTa Mpenb BOJbI, HE AaCTh
eMy 3eMJIM OpaTH; U pede JisIBOIb: HE 1aMb TOOb 3eMITi MOoesi OpaTH, MMOHEXKEe MOl €CTh
3emutsi, a Bokist ecTb HeOeca 1 paif; Aa aie XOIemn Moi ObITH, TO 3eMJII0 MO0 paboTait
THI; U ame xomemu boxiit ObITH, TO UIU Bb pail. — Anamsb pede: boxis ecth HeOeca u
3emuis ¥ BeenieHast. JlissBoTb He AacTh eMy OpaTtH, IJarojialie eMy: 3alyIlii pyKoIHcaHie
CBOE, TOT/Ia OPU 3EMITIO MOTO. — AJIaMb pede: Uist 3eMJIsL, TOTO | s ¥ ya/ia Mosi, — Bbame 60
AJlaMBb, SIKO CHUTH XOIIETh Ha 36MJTI0, ponuTHCs OTh JIbBbL. J{is1BOB 00pagoBacs BeIMu
u pede: Tako 3anuind Mab. 1 B3aTh 11aua 1 3amnmca pyKoIucaHie CBOE U pede: dist 3eMIIs,
TOrO U 1. JIisIBOIb B34Th pyKOIMcaHie AaMoBo u aepika. !

And Adam took [his] oxen and began ploughing the earth. And the Devil came and stood
in front of the oxen and did not allow him to plough the earth; and the Devil said, “I
won’t let you plough my earth! Because the Earth is mine, [only] Heaven and Paradise
are God’s! If you want to be mine, then you will be allowed to till my earth. If you want
to be God’s, go then to Paradise!” Adam said, “God’s are Heaven and Earth and the entire
Universe!” The Devil still did not let him plough, and said to him, “Give me a contract
signed by you, and then you may plough my earth!”” Adam said, “Whoever’s is Earth, my
children and I are his!” Because Adam knew that [God] will descend to Earth and would
be born by the Virgin. As for the Devil, he greatly rejoiced and said, “Write what you
said!” And he [Adam] took the slab and wrote his contract [with the Devil] on it with his
hand, saying, “Whoever’s is the Earth, I am his!” And the Devil took the writ and kept it.

On the other hand, some Slavonic apocryphal and oral narratives offer paral-
lel attestations to a different version of the cheirograph legend. According to
them, Adam signed the contract with the Devil at the end of his first post-Edenic

330 See the translation of this excerpt by A. Kulik apud Stone, Adam’s Contract with Satan,
27; according to Stone, this type of narrative interpretation of the motif of Adam’s writ repre-
sents the Slavonic Variant A of the Cheirograph legend (ibid., 27-33).

31 Quoted from Pypin, Lozhnyia i otrechennyia knigi russkoi stariny, 5.
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day, after sunset — a sui generis liminal period — which, according to vernacu-
lar folklore tradition, is the most dangerous temporal threshold. This detail sug-
gests a forthcoming change in the status of the characters; the creation narrative
becomes a rite of passage, endorsing the transformation of the celestial Adam
into a mortal human being. Scared by the darkness which he had never had to
experience previously (since in Paradise there was no nightfall), the first man
is tricked by Satan, who falsely promises him the recovery of light. Being un-
aware of the cosmic day-night rhythm, and of the time measurement previously
established on Earth by God, Adam is thus deceived by the impostor = trickster
(Satan), who claims to be the light-bearer. Of course this kind of narrative is a
pun-tale playing upon the name of Lucifer himself (“Light-Bearer”). Adam signs
a contract this time not with the “Master of the Earth”, but with the “Master of
Light.” The only Slavonic apocryphal text in which this particular interpretation
of the motif of Adam’s writ is attested is the fifteenth/sixteenth-century Rus-
sian redaction of the LAE (“GJ ucnosbdaniu Eéecunt u o évcnpo(c) noyus(m)
ea u 6 oonbznu Aoamosd”) from MS Ne 358 (fols. 185-192) from the Rumi-
antsov Miscellany.*? According to this redaction, Adam twice gives Satan his
writ/pledge: first while ploughing and then upon nightfall;*>? the tale about his
contract with the Devil is presented as a two-fold incident. It begins with a seg-
ment about Adam’s taking a covenant with “the Master of the Earth” (a motif at-
tested only in Slavonic tradition);>** then a further segment comes, according to
which yet another covenant is made with “the Bearer of Light” (a motif attested
also in Greek®’ and Armenian®° traditions). Obviously, the account of the LAE
from MS Ne 358 is a compilation of (at least) two sources representing different
versions of the apocryphon (Versions A and B, according to Stone’s taxonomy).
These versions have close parallels in Bulgarian oral tradition,3*” which shows
that different renditions of the tale circulated in both southern and eastern areas
of Slavia orthodoxa, in both oral tradition and in apocryphal writings. Last but
not least, the motif of Adam’s signing the cheirograph with the Devil is likewise
known in iconographic tradition.?*®

352 Cf. Pypin, Lozhnyia i otrechennyia knigi russkoi stariny, 1-3, and Tikhonravov Pamiat-
niki otrechennoi russkoi literatury, vol. 1, 298-304; see also note 469 infra.

353 Pypin, Lozhnyia i otrechennyia knigi russkoi stariny, 2.

354 Stone, Adam’s Contract with Satan, 4-5; see also note 469 infra.

355 Ibid., 93-102.

336 Ibid., 63-92.

357 See Texts 7 and 8 in the Appendix, infra.

358 See F. Buslaev, Istoricheskie ocherki russkoi narodnoi slovesnosti i iskusstva, vol. 1,
618 and 618a; in this monograph Buslaev refers to a rare miniature depicting Adam signing
the contract with the Devil. It comes from an illuminated Church Slavonic copy of the Bible
(MS Ne 34 from the Collection of the Russian Count Uvarov, fol. 11), dated to the seventeenth
century (Fig. 6, infra). | am aware of three mural paintings rendering the same motif, all from
sixteenth-century Moldavia. One such example is the fresco depicted on the northern wall of
the church of the Voronet monastery (dated 1547), which shows Adam writing the contract
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Among the few Slavonic apocryphal sources touching upon the fate of the
cheirograph are the sixteenth-century Barsovian redaction of the So73* and
the nineteenth-century Russian text of Old Believer origin (cited above), “The
birth of Cain and the cheirograph of Adam” (“Poxnenie Kauna n pykonucanie
Anams”).3% According to both texts, the cheirograph was taken by Satan to
Hell, where it was kept until Christ’s descent, which heralded its destruction. In
this way oral tradition and apocryphal writings seem to have agreed that Hades
was the repository of the cheirograph;¢! this shared narrative feature is also at-
tested in iconographic tradition (“Adam’s Writ” Type 2).3¢2

This is paralleled by the above mentioned iconographic representations of
Adam’s writ in compositions depicting the Baptism of Christ, showing him in
the waters of the river Jordan, standing on a rock = the cheirograph under which
serpents’ heads can be seen.3® This iconographic type appears to be related to
some medieval Slavonic written accounts of pilgrimages to the Holy Land,*

with Satan on a scroll placed on his knees; see V. Dragut and P. Lupan, Moldavian Murals
from the Fifteenth to the Sixteenth Century (Bucharest: Meridiane Publishing House, 1982),
Fig. 198. The image is accompanied by an inscription in Church Slavonic (“31e Hanmca agamMb
pxromcanie”), written on the upper rim of the composition. Adam is depicted seated, dressed
in red-green garments, with the naked Devil standing in front of him, pointing his finger at
Adam, as if dictating what he is to write. This fresco is a component of a visual narrative, which
unfolds in a sequence of images related to Genesis; of particular importance is the agricultural
dimension of the post-Edenic saga, since the scene of “Adam’s writ” is positioned next to the
scene of “Adam’s ploughing”; see D. Grigorescu and P. Comarnescu, Treasures of Rumanian
Art. Voronet: 15th and 16th century frescoes (Bucharest: Foreign Languages Publishing House,
1959), Plate 95. The association between tilling the earth and the contract with the Devil is
similarly interpreted in the So7 and the LAE as previously mentioned. See also P. Henry, Monu-
ments de ’art Byzantin. Les églises de la Moldavie du Nord, 246 and Stone, Adam’s contract
with Satan, 57-9. According to Henry, this scene is in fact an illustration of local folklore tales
(“ou illustre des croyances du folklore local”).

359 See the Appendix, Text 1 (the end of § 5), infi-a.

390 Tikhonravov, Pamiatniki otrechennoi russkoi literatury, vol. 1, 15-17; see also note 325,
supra.

361 Stone, Adam’s Contract with Satan, 59.

362 On the iconographic type of “Christ holding the cheirograph in Limbo” in Slavonic and
Balkan religious art, see Stone, Adam’s Contract with Satan, 59-62; for further visual repre-
sentations of “Christ harrowing Hell”, see Figs. 10 and 11, infra.

363 See note 347, supra, and Figs. 8 and 9, infia.

364 One such example comes from the sixteenth-century account of The Description of the
Holy Sites of Palestine by a certain Arsenii, a Deacon from Solun (who was most probably a
pilgrim of Bulgarian or Greek origin from Thessaloniki); see Ivanov, Bogomilski knigi i legendi,
225 (note 3) and V. P. Adrianova, “Khozhdenie Arseniia Selunskago,” JORIS 18, 3 (1913), 217.
In his Description of the Holy Sites of Palestine Arsenii claimed to have seen the stone by the
River Jordan on which Jesus stood when baptised; he further asserted that, not only were the
imprints of Christ’s feet on the stone still visible, but so were the bones of the snake which
used to guard Adam’ cheirograph. A fragment from MS Ne 1464 from the Sofiiskaia Library
in Novgorod containing Arsenii’s Description of the Holy Sites of Palestine was published by
S. Giurova in A. Miltenova (ed.), Stara bulgarska literatura, vol. 5: Estestvoznanie (Sofia:
Bilgarski pisatel, 1992), 159-61 (cf. p. 161), 426-34; see also the duscussion in Giurova,
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and to oral legends (such as Text 8 in the Appendix, infra); according to them the
cheirograph was destroyed by Christ at the moment of his Baptism. Visual narra-
tives, along with written and oral tales thus melt into one overarching metatext.

3.6.3. Fratricide

As in the biblical text (Gen 4:10-13), in the SoT (Barsov’s,*®> Mochul’skii’s,3¢¢
Sreznevskii’s,*” and Dimitrova-Marinova’s*® accounts) Cain decides to kill his
brother because his offering was not acknowledged by God, whereas Abel’s sac-
rifice was accepted;3® still, there are a number of supplementary details appear-
ing in the SoT narrative that parallel extra-biblical sources (such as the Palaea).
Mochul’skii was among the first to draw attention to the specific interpretation
of the legend of fratricide in medieval Slavonic tradition (i.e., that the murder
weapon was a stone, which the Devil showed to Cain).>’® While analysing the
apocryphal sources featuring this motif, he refers to a seventeenth-century MS
Ne 76 from the Vienna Library (now Osterreichische Nationalbibliothek), con-
taining a copy of The Discussion Between the Three Saints erotapocritic texts
(Serbian recension). According to this source (fol. 6, question Ne 6), as in the

“Razkazut na solunskiia diakon Arsenii v konteksta na griitskata i ruskata poklonnicheska proza
prez XIV-XVII vek,” Starobiilgaristika (Palaeobulgarica) 1 (1991), 100.

395 See the Appendix, Text 1 (§ 6), infra.

366 “Istoriko-literaturnyi analiz,” 176-7.

367 See the Appendix, Text 2 (§ 8), infia.

368 «“Bogomil’skaia kosmogoniia,” 55.

369 This motif also features in some Bible-related vernacular oral narratives; one such ex-
ample is provided by the Bulgarian folk aetiological legend “3a xyuunnsa-ta,” which was re-
corded in the second half of the nineteenth century in the city of Prilep (now in the Republic of
Macedonia) by Kuzman Shapkarev. It was narrated by Archbishop Metodi Kusev (“caywanu
om H. B. Ilpen., O. Apxum. Memoous Kycesa npb3 1862—1865 2.”); see Shapkarev, Shornik ot
Biilgarski Narodni Umotvorenia. Chast 2. Prostonarodna Biilgarska Filosofia ili Bulgarski Nar-
odni Prikaski, Verovania, Poslovitsi, Gatanki, Igri i pr. Otdel 1. Bulgarski Prikaski i Verovania
s Pribavlenie Niakolko Makedonski i Albanski. Kn. VIII. Siibral i izdava Kuzman A. Shap-
karev (Sofia: Pechatnitsa na ‘Liberalnii Klub’, 1892), 279 (text Ne 146). See also the discussion
in Badalanova, “Ekskursy v Slavianskuiu Fol’klornuiu Bibliiu: Zhertva Kaina (Fol’klornye
i literaturnye interpretatsii odnogo bibleiskogo siuzheta),” Annali dell’Instituto Universita-
rio Orientale di Napoli. Dipartimento di studi dell Europa orientale. Sezione SLAVISTICA, 5
(1997-1998), 11-33; Idem., “Kain i Avel’ v bolgarskom fol’klore,” Ot Bytiia k Iskhodu (eds. V.
Petrukhin et al.; Moscow: GEOS, 1998), 154-162.

370 Cf. Mochul’skii, “Sledy narodnoi Biblii,” 81-2. The motif of Cain killing Abel with
a stone is also attested in some Russian folklore spiritual stanzas (entitled O debnadyamu
namuuyaxv); see P. Bessonov, Kaleki Perekhozhie, Vyp. 6 (Moscow, 1864), 120 (text 579, 1L.
5-13), 124-5 (text 580, 11. 3-9), 128 (text 581, 11. 4-10), 138 (text 584, 11. 7-19), 148 (text 586,
11. 5-14). Among the earliest iconographic representations of this motif in Slavia orthodoxa is
the fresco of “Abel’s murder” in the Chapel of St Demetrius in the Serbian Dec¢ani Monastery,
painted in 1345-1348; see Pupin, Manastir Decani, 48. A similar motif is featured in the fresco
“Cain murdering Abel” on the northern wall of the Voronet Monastery, Romania (1547); see
D. Grigorescu and P. Comarnescu, Treasures of Rumanian Art. Voronet: 15th and 16th century
frescoes, plate 101. See also note 398 infra.
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SoT, the Devil appears to Cain in his dream and teaches him how to kill his
brother with a stone:

Kro nokaza Kannoy oyBHTH BpaTa CBOETO NE BbAH ¢TO 1€CTh CbMpPBTH? O. ATaBOAb Bb
CcN'b TTOKaza MOy KaMENDB PEKb: OYAAPBI Cb CHMb BpaTa CBOETO, H OYBHEIIIH IETO, FEXKE
H c5TBOpPH.!

Who revealed to Cain how to kill his brother without knowing what death is? [Answer]
The Devil appeared to him in a dream, pointed to a stone and said, “Hit your brother with
this, and you will slay him!” So that’s what he did.

One further point. The motif of Abel being killed with a stone is also present
in The Book of Jubilees [4:31-2], while the narrative of Satan showing Cain a
stone and advising him how to kill his brother with it is further attested in some
Islamic exegetical writings from eleventh-century Persia, such as Al-Tha’labi‘s
Lives of the Prophets ™ This cross-cultural parallel will be discussed elsewhere.

3.6.4. The origin of mortuary customs

The episode concerned with the origin of mortuary customs (first performed
by Adam and Eve, who learn how to bury their son from the doves) is told in a
similar manner within the narrative tradition of both the SoT and the Palaea.’”
A Jewish source from the ninth century reports a related version of the fratricide
story, although according to the Pirke d’Rabbi Eliezer it was the raven that
showed the mode of burial to Adam and Eve, not the doves:

Adam and Eve, sitting by the corpse [of Abel], wept not knowing what to do, for they
had as yet no knowledge of burial. A raven coming up, took the dead body of its fellow
(mate), and having scratched up the earth, buried it thus before their eyes. Adam said, “Let
us follow the example of the Raven,” and so taking up Abel’s body buried it at once.”7*

This type of interpretation of the legend of Abel’s burial is also attested in Chris-
tian, Jewish, and Muslim religious art,>” and in the oral tradition of Slavia or-
thodoxa >

371 Mochul’skii, “Sledy narodnoi Biblii,” 81.

372 See W. Brinner (ed./transl.), Lives of the Prophets by Al-Tha’labt, 77.

373 Pypin published one such example from the late fifteenth-century Russian edition of
the text (see the Rumiantsov Palaea, MS Ne 453) in his Lozhnyia i otrechennyia knigi russkoi
stariny, 9.

374 Pirke d’Rabbi Eliezer, Chapter 21.

375 See J. Gutman, “On Biblical legends in Medieval art,” 137-9, Badalanova Geller, Qur’an
in vernacular, 112—13 and Fig. 3. For the iconography of this motif in Slavia orthodoxa, see D.
Rovinskii, Russkiia narodnyia kartinki. Sobral i opisal D. A. Rovinskii. Posmertnyi trud pechat-
an pod nabliudeniem N.P. Sobko (Sankt Peterburg: Izdanie R. Golike, 1900), 126; Rovinskii’s
analysis focuses upon one of the engravings of Vasilii Koren’ (Macmep Bacunuii Kopenw) from
the illuminated printed Bible of 1692-1696, which depicts the laments of Adam and Eve and
the burial of Abel (Fig. 7, infia).

376 See the Bulgarian folk legend Bpabyum®b nayuunu Kauna, kaxeéo da npaeu Asera in
SONU 9 (1893), 164—7, and note 369, supra.
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3.6.5. The Death of Adam

If the story of fratricide in the SoT accounts is much closer to the Palaea and ero-
tapocritic apocryphal writings, the narrative segments about the birth of Seth,3””
the death of Cain,>’® Adam’s sickness,’”® Seth’s quest (and his encounter with
Satan),’¥ Adam’s death®®' and burial with a wreath woven from the Edenic
branches (which are to grow into a three-fold tree to be used for the wood of
the cross, on which Jesus is to be crucified),’®? follow the storyline of the LAE.
As discussed above (see § 3.4), the tale about the end of Adam’s life, as inter-
preted in the SoT accounts, parallels The Legend of the Holy Cross, attributed
to Gregory of Nazianzus, and intertwines with narrative fragments appearing
in the Bulgarian apocryphon Legend of the Holy Rood by Jeremiah the Priest.

4. Conclusions

The Sea of Tiberias is an apocryphon of humble origins and modest lineage.
It is an indigenous product rooted in the versatile cultural soil of Slavia ortho-
doxa. Its Vorlage must have been composed in medieval Bulgaria by home-
grown scribes who most probably were also talented storytellers or singers of
folk tales. The text they compiled was designed to satisfy the interests of local
audiences. Who were these indigenous intellectuals and what was the nature of
the product they created? Should it be considered a piece of literature or was it
an oral narrative, which was eventually written down, presumably by the same
people who performed it as a verbal text? If so, some modern theories based on
the assumed low level of literacy in Slavia orthodoxa need to be reconsidered.
Moreover our analysis shows that the indigenous Slavonic storytellers and sing-
ers appear to have been aware of the rich apocryphal tradition of the Byzantine
commonwealth, where a great number of MSS containing various redactions
of Vita Adae et Evae, 2 Enoch, 3 Baruch, The Legend of the Holy Rood, and
erotapocritic writings (Razumnik, The Discussion Between the Three Saints)
were in circulation. The Sea of Tiberias, however, does not have as impressive
a pedigree as do these apocrypha, nor does it have a Greek or Latin protograph,
since its Vorlage was written in Old Church Slavonic. However, its scribes were
familiar with the content of the classical apocryphal heritage of Byzantium, as

377 Consult the versions of the SoT published by Dimitrova-Marinova (“Bogomil’skaia kos-
mogoniia,” 55) and Barsov [= Text 1 (§ 6) in the Appendix, infra].

378 Consult Sreznevskii’s version [=Text 2 (§ 8) in the Appendix, infi-a].

379 Cf. Barsov [=Text 1 (§ 7) in the Appendix] and Dimitrova-Marinova (“Bogomil’skaia
kosmogoniia,” 55-6).

380 Cf Barsov [=Text 1 (§ 7) in the Appendix] and Dimitrova-Marinova (ibid., 55-6).

381 Cf. Barsov’s and Sreznevskii’s editions of the apocryphon [=Text 1 (§ 7) and Text 2 (§ 9)
in the Appendix, infra).

382 Cf Barsov [=Text 1 (§ 8) in the Appendix] and Dimitrova-Marinova (ibid., 56).
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they used segments of various extra-canonical Bible-related narratives as com-
ponents for their own accounts. At the same time, they remained faithful to their
indigenous cosmogonies and incorporated them into the fabric of their own new
apocryphon. Last but not least, this process was profoundly influenced by the
spread of the ideology of Bogomilism.

We posed the question at the beginning of this paper as to why latsimirskii
paid no attention to The Sea of Tiberias. In the light of our discussion, it seems
likely that he considered this apocryphon to be either an idiosyncratic transcript
of an oral (folklore) narrative, or perhaps a literary piece of naive writing com-
posed under vernacular Bogomilistic influence. This suggests that from latsi-
mirskii’s point of view, The Sea of Tiberias was hardly a “proper” apocryphal
text, and hence its exclusion from his monumental Bibliographical Survey of
South-Slavonic and Russian Apocryphal Literature: Catalogue of Monuments
(Old Testament Apocrypha).

5. Appendix

The texts below use the following conventions:
<..> indicates an interpolation in the original Slavonic text (from another MS)
{...} indicates conjectural additions in the English translation.

Text 1

The text below presents a sixteenth-century Russian redaction of the So7 (TP B). It
is the oldest so far extant recension of the apocryphon; its first edition was produced by
Barsov,*® to be followed by Ivanov, who published it again, forty years later, together
with extensive commentaries, in his Books and Legends of the Bogomils.3¥* We follow
Ivanov’s publication of the original text (based upon Barsov’s edition).

() THBEpHAACKOMB MODPhB

1. Eraa NE BBICTh NEBA NH ZEMAH, H TOTA2 BBICTh OANO MOPE THBHPHAACKOE, 8 BEDETOBD
0y NETO NE BbIA0. H cNHAE TAB 1o Boza8X8 ma MopE THBHPHAACKOE H BHABL I'Ab Na
MODH TOTOAA TIAOBSIIIA, & TOTH TOroAb COTaNaHAB, Zapoch BO (I)ENiH MOpckon. H pEVE
TAb CoranaHa8, akH NE Bbaaa Ero: ko Eca? H pevE CaraNaHAB: aZb ECMH BT'b. — A
MENA Kako NapEvEmH? H &pbia CotanaHAb: a Tl BTb EToMb H TAb TAEMB. AIE
56l COTONAHAD NE TO CAOBO PEKE I'AB, H I'AL BBI ET0 T8TH KE HCKOPENHAB Na MODH
TusHpHAACKOMDB. H pEVE T'AB: COTONaHAE, TION'BIPH CA B MOPE H BBINECH MNb ZEMAH
H KPEMENB! COTONaHA® XE mocA8ma ['A3 H HONBIPH CA Bb MODE H BBINECH ZEMAH
H KpEMENG. H Bzb ['Ab ZEMAIO H IECOK®, pazcha 1o Mopio THBHPHAACKOMS H DEVE:
BSAH Na MODPE ZEMAA TOABCTa H npocTpanna! H Bbza I'Ab oy CoTONaHAa KPEMEND H

383 Barsov, “O Tiveriadskom More,” 5-8.
384 Tvanov, Bogomilski knigi i legendi, 290-94.
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IIPEAOMH ETO Ha IIOABI, H BB IIPaBoil p8Kh ocTaBH I'AB Oy CEBA, a BB AbBOI HAaab [AD
Cotronanay. H Bza T'Ab MOCOXb H Nava BHTH KDEMEND H DEVE: BHIABTH HZ NETO KDEMENH
aTTAH H apXaNTEAH I10 0Bpaz8 MOEMS H IT0 TIOAOBIT0 H BEZIAOTNIH! H movaAsn & Toro
KPEMENH BBIABTATH CHA'BI OTNEN'BN'BIA, H COTBODH H COTBOPH I'AB aTTEABI H apXarTABI
H BCA AEBATH YHNOBB. H BHAE COTONAHAB ¥TO COTBOPHAS I'Ab, H IO¥YaAs TOTh KDEMEND
BHTH, ¥TO AaAB EM8 AL HZb AbBBIA pSKH. H nmovasn oy COTONAHAS BBHIABTATH arTEALI
Ero COTONaHAOBBI, CEBE COTBOPH CHA8 BEAHKSI0. H corBopH I'Ab [CoToNaHAa] NavaA-
NHKOMB NaAO BCBMH YHNBMH arTEABCKHMH ... IPIAE [AB Bb AEBATHI YHN.

II. H BuAB CoTONAHAB IAKO 60 Bra MOHAOCTE H (& BChX'b aTTEABI CAABHM'b, H IIOMBIC-
AH BBITH PaBEN'D BT8 H IIOMBICAH CBOEIO TOPAOCTBIO: TIOCTABAIO IIPECTOAD Na OBAAIlb®
H BSAS TOAOBEN®S BBIIINEMS.>*® H Bbpaa T'AB MBICAB EBO A8KaBSIO, H BOCXOTHS BEPTHSTH
ETO Na ZEMAIO CO BCEIO EFO CHAOIO A8KaBoOI0, H ocaa ['Ab Muxatiaa kb Cotonana8. H
NIPTHAE MHXalAB, H HonasH MHaxaHAa & CoToNaHAa orub. H IpiHAE MHXaHAD Ko I'AS:
CETO COTBOPHAB, EXXE ECH MNB BEABAB, OTNb MENA HOHaAHAB &) Cortomanaa. H TAb
MHXaHAa TTIOCTPHKE Bb YEPNBIIBI H NADEYE HMA EM8 MHXaHAB, H COTONaHAA NapEYE
COTONA, TONEXKE 110cAa TAB arTaa cBOEr0. MuxaHAS oBEA COTONAHAA OYAADHTH CKH-
METPOMB H BEPTRSTH ET0 Na ZEMAIO CO BCEIO ETO CHAOO ASKAaBOIO. (Ina ca & Coronan-
Aa H AacTb AL HAB MHXaHAS, H 0 TOMD NapEYE cA MHXaHAB apXarTEAD, a COTONaHAD
corona. H mocaa T'Ab MHEXaHAA Kb COTONE, H EIIIE NE AOISCTHAL COTONa MHXaHAA AO
MPECTOAA CBOETO H BBICTh TIOCKOMAEND. [IpTHAE MHXaHAO apXarTEAD H OYAAPH CKHITE-
TPOMB COTONS H ITOPAZH ET0 Na ZEMAIO CO BCEIO ETO CHAOIO, H IITAH CHA'BI ETO TPH ANH H
TPH NOI[TH, aKH KaIllAH AOKAEBN'BIA. H BB TPETI ARb COTBOpHIIIA aITEABCKTH COBODP'D, H
rocTaBH I'Ab NaAb BCBMH CHAAMH aITEABCKHMH MHXaHAQ apXarTEAQ H PEKOIIIA aITAH H
ZaTBOpHIIIA Na BTa, KOEBO TAB OI'Nb ZacTaAah, HROBO Bb rOpax’h, HNBIX'D Bb IPOITACTHX b,
10 BOZASX8 AETAIIHXD, 4 HN'BXb PYKOIO HAH NOTOIO BAAra>$® maaBaETh: Iah KOEBO Za-
CTaAb, T8TH H AO CETO ANH IIPEBBIBAET.

III. H motomMb coTBopH I'Ab pan®®’ Na BOCTOIE, H MOMBICAH I'Ab COTBOPHTH TEPBO-
zZAaNNaro vABka Apama.’®® H caTBopH ThAO Ero 6) CEAMH YacTEH: @ ZEMAH Thao, &
KaMENH KOCTH, () MOPA KPOBb, () CANIIA O¥H, ) (OBAaKa MBICAH, G) BETPa ABIXaNTHE,

385 Cf. Isaiah 14: 12—14. The above account can be compared to the recently recorded Bul-
garian folklore cosmogonic legend from the village of Chereshovitsa, Berkovitsa area, North-
Western Bulgaria; the story was narrated by Yanachko Kirkov Yanachkov, born 1911 in the
same village. In this Bulgarian folklore text the name of Satan, “Denitsa” (/Jenuya), is etymo-
logically related to the noun “nen” (denoting “day,” i.e., “light”); the name “Denitsa” becomes
a Slavonic version of the name Lucifer (i.e., “Bearer of Light”); see Badalanova, “The Bible
in the making,” text Ne 2.2.10.

386 The word “Gmara” should be emended to read “6Gnara”.

387 According to one fifteenth-century Erotapokriseis, God created Heaven and Earth on
Sunday (“Bb 1(A)AOY cbTBapH Bb WBO H ZEMAIO”); on Monday the creation of the Sun, Moon
and whole celestial realm took place (“Bb momn(a)AKs CAHIIE H M(C)1b H Bca NB(C)Haa”); He
then planted Paradise on Tuesday (“Bb ToprH(K) HacaaH pan”). On Wednesday God placed
the waters on (into?) the sea (“Bb cpb(a) BecTaBH BoaH Bb Mopb”), on Thursday He formed
all the animals (“Bb YTKb IOBLAE H ChZAAIIE CE BbCH CKOTH H rapH”), and on Friday He cre-
ated the body of Adam (“Bb neT(x)s cbzAa apama”). On Saturday God gave Adam a soul (“Bs
c8BOT8 BHAAAE IEMOY AITIOy”). See the text of the “(P)azoymMNH(K) 0 BCE(M) 8IPOCE d(¥)E,”
from the Tikveshky Miscellany, edited and published by N. Nachov, “Tikveshky Riikopis,”
SbNU 8 (1892), 402.

388 Medieval Slavonic apocryphal tradition maintains that Adam was created on Friday; see
the above note.
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& orna Tenaota.’® H moHAE TAb Ha NEca Ko Dii8 cBOEMS 1o AIf8 Aaama. CoToNa
NEBBAAA YTO COTBOPHTH EM8: HCTBIKA ThAO AAaMOBO MEPCTHI. H npTHAE T'AB K CBOEMS
COZAANTIO, K ThAS AAaMOBS, H BHAE TBAO HCTBIKANO BCE, H PEVE [ AB: 0 ATaBoAE! Kaxo
ECH CMBAB HaAb MOHM'B COZAARTEMS Tako coTBOPH(TH)? H GBbIia AtaBoAs: I'AH aIllE TA
KOW YABK'D YBI'BNETH YTO ZABOAHAD H TOTH AQ TEBA TIOMANETH. H T'AL moBOpoTH ApaMa
BRSTPH paNaMH, H WTOAE ZavaTcA BoABzZub. COTONA COTBOPHA'D, AIlIE OY KOTO ZABOAHTH
H TOTH A4 BOZAOXNETB: 0Xb, 0Xb, LA moMHASH!?*® Oxxu AL ApaMa H AacTh EM8 OB-
AACTh BB Palo NaAb BChMH ITETHIIAMH H sBEPbMH H cKOTBI. H BHAE T'AB FAKO NEOYAOBNO
AAaM8 EAHNOMS BB palo BBITH, H BOCXOTh cOTBOpHTH EM8 c8np8r8. H BAOKH Bo Apama
CON'b H BBINA HZb NETO PEBPO H COTBOPH EM8 c81p8r8; H BompocH [AL Apama: ApaME!
YT0 EcH Bo cNb BHAAAB? H pEVE Apamb: TAH, BHABX®E a1iTaa IIETpa B PEMb BNHZD
TA4BOIO PACIIATa, alTTaa IlaBaa Bb AaMachlik, loanna Bo EAbCE, a TEBA, ['ATL, Bo [EDAME
T'o*TO6E Na KPECTh pazllaTa H KONTEMB Bb PEBpa posoaaEma.*”! H nacaan Aaamp>”?
TPH ADEBa: EAHNOBO ADEBO YaCTh CBOIO, & ADSTOIO ADEBO YacTh EBBVNY, a HOCPEAH TANE
APEBO. H oBEAS TAB AAam8 & BChbXb ADEBD IACTH, a G EAHNAro APEBa NE TOBEAS I'Ab
aCTH. Zamobaa EM8: AAaME, 6 CETO APEBa BKSCHIIT'B, CMEPTTIO OYMPEIITb.

39 For further details see Ivanov’s commentaries, Bogomilski knigi i legendi, 308-309; see
also Dragomanov (“Zabelezhki virkhu slavianskite religiozno-eticheski legendi,” SbNU 10
(1894), 55), Petkanova (Po knizhovniia drum na minaloto, 24-28) and Miltenova (Erotapokri-
seis, 254-255, 335, 344-345); compare this to some other apocryphal anthropogonies from
Slavia orthodoxa in which it is maintained that the body of Adam was made of eight parts, i.e.,
text Ne 2 in the present Appendix (“G) zavatin cBbra cero, kako Ofib namrs r(c)ap CaBaoes
COTBOPHAB WBO H ZEMATO”).

3% A similar interpretation of the motif of the origin of disease can be found in the Legend of
How God Created Adam (“Cxazanit Kako coTBopH bors Apama”) from the seventeenth-centu-
ry Rumiantsov Miscellany (MS Ne 370, fols. 147-177). According to this text, Satan pierces the
soft clay body of Adam with a stick, thus creating 70 ailments; when asked by God (the Son!)
why he wanted to damage His creation, the Devil answered that in this way man would never
forget his Creator, since every time he faces pain he will appeal to God for help:

OxkastaHbIi ske COTOHA, B3€Mb JIPEBO, U MCTHIKA BCEro 4deiaoBbka Amama, M COTBOPH eMy
Bb HeMb 70 Hemyros. U mpiuae Icycs usb ropueso lepycanuma, u Buah Anama apeBoMb
HCKOJIOTa, ¥ MHUIIOCEepaoBa 0 HeMb H pede CoToHb: MPOKISATHIA isIBOJNE, YTO COTBOPHITH
4yenoBbKy cemy, modTo BIOXKHUTH Henyru cisi? — Torma orbina nisiBons, okasHHbI COTOHA,
Tocriony, rnarossi: anie npinaeTs kas 60ab3Hb 4enoBbKy cemy, 1a He TOCTUTHETD, 10 CKOHYaHis
BCETro TOOS HE TIOMSTHETD; allle JIb TOOOIUTD, KOH HEAYT's Bb HEMb OCTPAXK/IETD, TOIIA BCEraa
TeOsl MMaTh Ha MOMOIIIb PU3BbIBATH Bb Hely3exb cuxb. (Pypin, Lozhnyia i otrechennyia knigi
russkoi stariny, 13).

The cursed Satan took a stick and pierced the whole {body of the first} man Adam, and
created 70 ailments inside him. And Jesus came from the Heavenly Jerusalem and saw Adam
pierced with a stick, and was merciful towards him and said to Satan: ‘O Cursed Devil, what
did you do to this man and why did you place these ailments in him?’ Then the Devil, the cursed
Satan answered God’s question, saying, ‘“When a disease comes to this man without harming
him, he {will forget about You and} will not mention Your name until the end of his days; but
when a disease comes and strikes him with pain because of the ailments {I caused}, he will
have to invoke you for help in {the misery of} his ailments.

See also the discussion above (§§ 3.2.2.2 and 3.3.2).

31 See the discussion above (§ 3.3.4).

392 In this version of the SoT Adam is considered to be the first gardener in Eden; see also
the discussion above (§ 3.4).
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IV. H B To BpPEMA BbIA2 BB a0 ZMHA IAVE BChX'b SBBPEI MOYTONA, IPEOYKPAIIIENHA.
HzBIAE ZMHA HZB pato T8AATH. HCKONH Bb COTONA NENAaBHAA AOBPa POAS YABYHCKATO,
H COTONA OBEPNSACA YEPBEMDB H IPHIIOAZH KO ZMIE H PEVE ZMTA: TI0KPH MA! [ToXKpE
YEPBA H NECE B paH. ZMHA 3KE OBEPH8AA CA OKOAO ZATIPEIIENNOTO ADEBA, H Hava Co-
TONA BOITHTH ZMHEBBIMH oycTamH: 0 EBva! WTo TBOM BT OBEAD IacTH? H pEVE EBVa:
& BCBXD ADEBD IACTH MOBEABAD ['AB, a ) TOro APEBA NE IMOBEABAD NaMb BT ICTH,
A CMEPTII0O OYMpEIIb. H DEVE COTONA: NE CMEPTIIO OYMPEII'h, HO BYAETE aKH BOZH,
CTaNETE BbAaTh AOBPO H sA0. H BHAE EBBa a NETOABNO CE ADEBO YTO BHAE, H BZA &
nAoAa EBBa H CHAAE H AacTh AAaM8 chiacTH. H ApaaMb OBNaXKH CA 6 BTra caoBa BXKTA,
H BHABIIIA cCpaMOT8 CBOIO H BZAIIIa TPH AHCTHE CMOKOBN'BIE H COTBOPHIIIA Na CEBS pHZ'BI
CMOKOBNBIE, AQ BbI NE BHAA CPAMOT8 CBOIO, H CKpbIta cA. H BNHAE TAb H zBa: AAaME,
ApaMmE, tab BBI? H GBbimass Apamb: TAR, corpbmaxs, npect8naxs. H GOpbimass
Apamb: TocrioaH, KENA MA TIpEABCTHAA. H pEVE (I'AB) EBBB: THI, OKaANaA, ¥TO co-
tBopHAa? H GBbmass Esa: TAH, ZMHA MA IpEABCTHAA. H pEVE ['AB: TBI, IPEASKaBaA,
vTo cotBopHAa? H &pbiass zMHA: [AH, COTONA MA IPEABCTHAD. H pEVE TAB Apams:
®CEAD TBI CHBCH XABBB CBOH BB IIOTE AHIIA TBOETO; a ThI, OKaANaA EBBa, B IEVAAH
DOAHIIIH ABTH; a TBI, MPEASKaBaA (ZMHA), GCEAL Na YPEBE CBOEMB IOABZAEIIH AO
CKONvaNiA BbKa cBOEro mo zeMaH. H moBeas AL Apama o EBB8 HZb paa HZINATH
BONB. H TOraa TaAE cA HZB paro ABb vacTH Ero: AaaMoBa vacTh MaAE Bo EAp83?® pexS,
a EBBHNa BB THTpB PEKS, a TANE ADEBO OCTaAO CA BB Palo.

393 The hydronym designating the name of the river into which Adam’s part of the tree fell

has three different spellings in the present account. All of them give the accusative form of a
supposed name of a biblical river. The first is Eap8 (Edru), which is an accusative form of the
feminine hydronym Eapa (Edra). The second is Eaps (Edr), suggesting that the hydronym is a
masculine noun. The third form is Edpans (Efran).

In my previous translation of the Barsovian edition of the SoT (see “The Bible in the mak-
ing,” 219-230), I erroneously suggested that the name of the river in which Adam’s part of the
tree fell must have been Edpats (Euphrates). This was based on the presumed reading of the
forms EAp8, EApb, Ebpants as corruptions of Edpars (i.e., Euphrates). Instead, in this particu-
lar text the name of the river into which Adam’s (i.e., the male part) of the tree fell should read
“Jordan,” which is occasionally rendered in other Slavonic texts as EApans (but also Eppans),
Epas, Epaa, HEpaa/IEpaa, [Epaa® etc. (see Tikhonravov Pamiatniki otrechennoi russkoi liter-
atury, vol. 1,13, 301). According to the Slavonic LAE, the Jordan is also believed to be the river
where Adam’s repentance took place (see: Ivanov, Bogomilski knigi i legendi, 216), whereas
Eve repented either in the Tigris (ibid.), or in the Euphrates. The latter hydronym was spelled in
many different ways in Old Church Slavonic manuscripts (i.e., as Edpats, Edpass, Eepass,
Eepauw, efc.), with the character © (the Slavonic counterpart of which was frequently the let-
ter @) being rendered occasionally as A, since © and A were often depicted by various scribes
in a confusingly similar manner, with the horizontal line jumping from the middle (as in ©) to
the bottom register (as in A). Thus the Old Church Slavonic spelling of Euphrates (Edpats,
Edpass, Eepass, Eepaus, efc.) could have ended up as Eapats, EApass, EApaBs, EApans,
etc. On the other hand, according to Slavonic recensions of the Vita Adae et Evae it is hardly
ever the Euphrates where Adam’s part of the tree falls; in some rare, isolated cases it can be the
Tigris (rendered as THrps, MHTDP®, Taprs, efc.), but usually it is the Jordan. It can be argued,
therefore, that in the Barsovian version of the So7 the name of the river into which Adam’s part
of the tree fell should likewise be read as “Jordan.” Of course, it would seem logical to assume
that Adam’s part must have fallen into the Euphrates, since (as the present text states) Eve’s part
fell into the Tigris; this assumption was made by other scholars as well, on the basis of the obvi-
ous link between the Tigris and Euphrates (see: Petkanova, Stara biilgarska literatura, 1.348).
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V. H maaka ca AAamMb TPHAECATD AbTh. H BHAA TAB CAEZBI AAAMOBBI H BOCXOTh ETO
TTOMHAOBATH, A4 TH IIPABEAEN'S BB AAaMb, IOTHBA'L BBI. H mocaa T'AB apXTEAQ CBOETO
MeuxaHAa, TOBEAS EM8 zEMATO mmaxaTH.*** H mava ApaMb ZEMAIO IIaxaTH, H TIPTHAE K
HEMS8 COTONA H PEVE AAaM8: vTO AbAaETH? AAamMb PEVE: ZEMAIO a8, H coToNa pEVE:
KTO TEBb TOBEABAB? AAaMB PEVE: [AD MiB BEABAB. H COTONA PEVE: TOCIIOANA HEBECA,
a ZEMAA MOA; aIllE XOIIEIITH ZEMAIO TIaXaTH, H ThI AQH MNb Na CEBA PDYKOITHCANIE H Ha
BECHh POA'h CBOH 110 TEBb BSASIITHXB. H PEYE AAamMBb: KOAH ZEMAA TBOA, H azb TBOH. H
NamHca AAaMb Na CEBA PSKOITHCANIE H Na BECh POAB II0 NHXB BSASIITHXD, H GIAACTH
cotonb. COTONa paA®s BBICTh H NECE BO aAh, H, II0 TOMOY PSKOITHCANTIO, ) AAAMOBBI
CMEpPTH H 110 XPTOBO paclATIE, H IPHMAIIE ATABOAS H IPHBOAHTD TPBIINBIXD H IIpa-
BEN'BIXH BO aAb BCh paBHO.39?

VI. H poan Apamb ABa chiNa: Kanna H ABEAA.3® KaHND BBIAD ZEMAEABAEILL, ABEAD
macT8xb. H Bo BpEMA KaHNb MpHNECE KEPTBS BT8 6 ITAOAA CBOETO, H IIPEKAE CaMb
BKS8CH, H BT'p KE pazrubBa ca na KaHNa H NE IpHA KEPTBY Ero. H mOTOMB MPHNECE
ABEAB () CTaAb CBOHXD MPABEANBIXD. BT'h KE mpHZPS Na KEpTBS Ero ABEABBS. H
pazrubBa cA Kauns na BpaTa cBOEro ABEAA. H HE BbAaA ¥TO COTBOPHTH, H BOZBa ETO

My alternative reading of “Jordan” as the river into which Adam’s part of the tree fell is based
on some specific features of Old Church Slavonic orthographic techniques, involving the use
of the upper register (i.e., superscript). Letters do not always follow in a horizontal, left to right
direction, but have a vertical level of notation; there are characters often written on top of one
another, thus producing much more economic (in terms of the length of the word), abbreviated
writings. Often the characters written in the upper register are dropped by the next scribe(s), or
else a metathesis occurs between letters produced in such words; this kind of random reversal
of the order of two (or more) adjacent letters/characters often occurs in Old Church Slavonic
texts. As M. Sokolov points out, for economical, space-saving and word-length-conscious
purposes some letters (such as A (d) P (r), and O) are often written in the upper level of the
script, not in the standard, conventional one; see Sokolov, Materialy i Zametki po Starinnoi
Slavianskoi Literature, vyp. 1, 6. In fact, the name of the river Jordan includes all these three
(prone to turnaround notation) letters; it is hardly surprising therefore that this hydronym has
so many fluctuating spellings in the orthographic tradition of Slavia orthodoxa. The Barsovian
version of the SoT shows the logic behind such scribal discrepancies and also explains why
such discrepancies occur constantly and systematically in various Old Church Slavonic spell-
ings of biblical toponyms. Finally, it is an example of how shifting alterations in renditions of
geographical or personal names become the rule rather than the exception.

394 This motif is featured in a similar way in the fifteenth/sixteenth-century Russian redac-
tion of the Life of Adam and Eve (*“G) ucnosboaniu Escun® u o evcnpo(c) eHoyua(m) ea u ¢
6onb3nu Aoamoes”) from the Rumiantsov Miscellany, MS No 358 (Pypin, Lozhnyia i otrechen-
nyia knigi russkoi stariny, 2), which parallels the Latin version of Vita Adae et Evae [22:2], and
the Georgian version [20:1a]; see also the discussion above.

395 Compare this to the sixteenth-century Bulgarian recension of Vita Adae et Evae from the
Panagiurishte Miscellany (National Library of Sts. Cyril and Methodius in Sofia, Ne 433); see
Ivanov, Bogomilski knigi i legendi, 215. For similar interpretations of this motif in some Russian
redactions of the Life of Adam and Eve from the period between the fifteenth and seventeenth
centuries, see Pypin, Lozhnyia i otrechennyia knigi russkoi stariny, 2, 5. For vernacular rendi-
tions of this motif in Bulgarian oral tradition, see Marko Tsepenkov’s legends in the Appendix
(Text Nos. 7 and 8), infra.

39 Compare this paragraph to the eighth section of the eighteenth-century Russian version
of the SoT published by V. Mochul’skii (“Istoriko-literaturnyi analiz,” RFV 18, 4 (1887) 173-7)
and Ivanov (Bogomilski knigi i legendi, 298-299) from MS Ne 56 from V. Grigorovich’s Col-
lection. For an iconographic rendition of the narrative, see Fig. 3, infra.
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T'SAATH Na ITOAE. ATaBOAB KE HCKONH Bb COTONA, NENaBHAA AOBPa POAS YABYECKOMS, H
oykaza Kann8 na moat kamENB,>*” H OyBH BpaTa CBOET0 ABEAA.*® ApaMb XKE BHAD clia
CBOEro oysHTa. AAMB H EBBa maaka caA T8 NaAh ThAOMB ABEAEBBIMB. ThAO 3KE ABEAEBO
AEJKAIIE Na IIOAE, AAaMb KE H EBBa BCETAa ITAaKax8 cA BEZIIPECTANH, H NE paz8MbIoTh
vTO NaAh NHMB coTBOpHTH. H BHAS TAB CAEZBI AAAMOBBI, H cocaa I'Ab ABB TOPAHIIBI, H
AETAIIE HaAb ThAOMB ABEAEBBIMB. H EAHNA IITHIIA TAAH Ha ZEMAIO MEPTBA Bb FOpaxb,
a APSTaA AETAIOIITH NaAh NEIO H MOAOXKH CIO H POCTEPZA ZEMAIO NOT'BTAMH CBOHMH
EAHKO MOYaX'b H IIOTPEBE CIO Bb ZEMAIO H ITIOAETE Ipovhb. BHADB KE Apamb H EBBa, H
COTBOPHIIIA IAKOXE NaAh ThAOMB ABEAEBHMB, IOTPEBOXD Bb ZEMAT0.” H GITOAE IpE-
cra mAakaTH cA Apamb H EBBa mo ABEAb. H motomsb AaETh BT'e Apam8 ciia CHda Bo
ABEAEBO MbcTo. Cocaa TAB rpamot8.400

397 See the discussion in Mochul’skii, “Sledy narodnoi Biblii,” 81-82.

398 Cf: Gen 4:8. A similar interpretation of the fratricide narrative occurs in the eighteenth-
century Russian version of the So7 published by Dimitrova-Marinova (idem., “Bogomil’skaia
kosmogoniia,” 55); see also note 370, supra.

39 This episode features in a similar way in the late fifteenth-century Russian edition of the
text of the Rumiantsov Palaea (MS Ne 453, fols. 40—42); see Pypin, Lozhnyia i otrechennyia
knigi russkoi stariny, 9; see Fig. 7, infra.

400 The meaning of this sentence is clarified by the following passage from the Bulgarian
redactions of the Pazoymnuks from the Lovchansky Miscellany (1618):

B.: Aa kom8 waH nipbk*E tocaa B rpamatHkbCTBO? — . CHTS T8 ApamosS. (Quoted
from Ivanov, Bogomilski knigi i legendi, 261, question Ne 27).

Question: To whom did God first send the knowledge of grammar? Answer: To Seth, the
son of Adam.

A parallel version of the above segment exists in one seventeenth/eighteenth-century Rus-
sian version of the Discussion Between the Three Saints:

Blacumniii] p[eue]: Komy Bors cocnams nepsbst rpamory? — I'[puropiii] p[eue]: Kb Cuey
ceiy Anamoy, 10 3anosbaeit. (Quoted from Pypin, Lozhnyia i otrechennyia knigi russkoi
stariny, 170).

{Saint} Basil said, “Who was the first to whom God sent an epistle?” {Saint} Gregory said:
“To Seth, the son of Adam {God sent} the ten commandments.”

According to the second fragment, the “letter” (epistle?) sent to Seth is described intriguingly
as the “ten commandments.”

The above two texts show distinctive similarities with the section related to Seth in the late
fifteenth-century Russian edition of the Rumiantsov Palaea (MS Ne 453, fols. 40-42); the third
son of Adam and Eve is described there as the righteous ancestor of mankind, to whom the
knowledge of the alphabet and time measurement (including the names of days, months and
seasons), and astronomy (i.e., knowledge of the names of stars) was first granted:

Bri(c) ke CHbOD My(3K) IPB(AE)ND; CEMOY B’AaNa BbIllla EBPEHCKA ITHCMENA, AQ BbIIIA
PazoyMEAH CHOBE YABY(C)THH vI0(AE)ca I'a Ba, H 6 CEro NavalllE BBITH rpaMOThI. JKHTD KE
CH(e) C H 0. Ab(T), H po(aAH) ENoca, EGK) TOA’KYET(C)b CKPOBb H BOAEZN®. [...] 2KHThA CHbDO-
Ba ... TO CN'BI H ... MEIOI[IIO BMb IIPOD ... Oy THCMENA H & BH(T) EM8 FALIIOY, KAKO ITOAOBAE(T)
Ba somTHCA. Tor(a)a KE BbIllIa MEOZH NEPaZOyMNHH, AHBNH(K) Bbaxoy p(v)E CHbOBH, A2
TOTO pa(AH) BM®B ZBaIIE B po(A) TOMB H CH'BI ETO B3KHH CH'BI NAPEKOIIIECA, FAKO(3K) H MBI TIO
X+ Xp(c)TeianH NapEKOXOMCA. H BbI(c) BCE(X) AliHH CHbOBBI(X) AL (T) A H BI, 0oyMpE. CE(K)
CH()B HapE(Y) A BPEMENH ABT8 H TOABI H M(C)IIH, HMENA ZBbZ(A)amMb, a cANIIO H AOYNE I'p
camb NapevVE. (Quoted from Pypin, Lozhnyia i otrechennyia knigi russkoi stariny, 10).

Seth was a righteous man. He was given the {knowledge of} writing with Hebrew letters, so
that the sons of men could understand the miracles of the Lord God. With him literacy began.
When Seth reached the age of 270 years, he engendered Enos(h), the one who was able to
interpret {i.e., understand, explain the nature of} sorrow and sickness. [...] The life of Seth ...
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VII. H XHAB AAAMB AEBATB COTH TPHAECATB ABTH, pazpoat ca Aaams,*'! nava oy
HETO TAaBa soabTH. H mocaa clA CBOEro MENIIIAro: MOHAH, YaA0 KO AOM8 H IIPHNECH
MuDB BBTBH paHCKIE APEBa HZB pato. H npTHAE CHOB, KOEXKAE ITAaKa CA Oy EAEMa, H
BOIIPOCH ETO aNTEAB, BHAA MAavh Ero. H pEvE CH(B: TOCIIOAHNE, Oil'b MOH BOAHTH
AAaMBb, H TIOBEAS MN'B IPHNECTH BTBB () paHCKAro APEBa, H aZb, TOCIIOAHNE, NE MOT8
BNHTH Bb PaH. ANTEAB XE TANL BBINECE BBTBb paHCKaro Apesa. CHMB XE MOHAE Cb
paaocTiio Ko ofi8 cBoEM8 Aaam8. H cpbTe CHba coTona H pEVE EMS: CHODE, TaAb ECH
pbiAb? H pEvE CH(DB: BBIAB ECMH BB paio, NECS BETBb ) pAaHCKOTO APEBA, Ofib MOH
BOAHTBH. H cablia cotrona H x0TA CHba H Apama nor8sHTH. H pEVE coTona: CHOE,
moHAH Ha EApp**? pEK8 H MHETPB**? pEKS, H TAMO ECTb APEBa YacTh Ofla TBOETO H ¥acTb
MTDH TBOEA; H TBI BOZMH & ThXb ADEBB, Ad HCIEABETH Offb TBOH. CHODO'D KE HEe 3HAA
COTON'BI H OCASIIIA Er0, TOHAE Na Edpant*® pEkS, a>kHO BAHZB PEKH AEKATh MNOTO
BETHBEH, H CHO'B XKE BZA ) BChbX'h YACTEH H IPTHAE KO Ofi8 CBOEMS, IPHNECE BHTBBI
® Bchbxb vacTEH. H BZA Oy NETO, CITAETE BENEIIh AAAMB H TOTAA AAaMB OYMDE H I10-
I'PEBEND BBICTh Bb TOMb BENBIE.*> H Bza coToma AIi8 AAaMOBS, GNECE 10, 10 EBO
PSKOITHCANTIO, BO aAb.

VIII. H & Ero BbubIla BoZpacTollla TPH APEBA, H & ThXb APEBD BOZPACTOIIIa OANO
ADEBO, H Bb MOTHAEX'D TBX'B BBITH ITOAS () TOTO APDEBA. A Na TOMb MbCTO NEBATOAAPNTH
ATOATE BSASTH H PAaZBOH TBOPHTH, H GTOAE IIPOCABI TO MBCTO paZBOHNHYECKOE. AIITE
KTO Na TOMB MbCTE KHBETH AOBPHI H TOTHh SOAB SAOBEN'D PAZBOHNHK'D, TIO TIPOCABITTIO
mbcra Toro. H Bb TO BpEMA ABATaNa IIPA BBICTh BO apHXONBCKHXh CTPANaXb M8XKDb

{corrupt passage} and his sons ... {corrupt passage} who were empowered by God to know
{unclear, reconstructed} about Scriptures and speak about life, and {teach people} how to be
fearful of God. Many {among men} were unreasonable {back in those days}; the words of Seth,
however, were divine, and this is why his kin and his descendants were called the sons of God,
just as we are called Christians because of Christ. And Seth lived 912 years and died. It was
also Seth who gave names to the four seasons, and to {the calendar} years, and to the months,
and to the stars; as for the Sun and Moon, they were named by God Himself.

In the above paragraph the character of Seth’s son Enos(h) [Gen 5:6-11] is conflated with
Enoch [Gen 5:18-24].

401 Cf Gen 5:5 (“And all the days that Adam lived were nine-hundred and thirty years: and
he died”). This motif'is also attested in Slavonic apocryphal tradition; one such example comes
from the sixteenth-century Bulgarian version of the Life of Adam and Eve from the Pana-
giurishte Miscellany (Sofia National Library, MS Ne 433, fols. 12-20), which confirms that
Adam was nine hundred and thirty years old when he fell sick.

H KH" ApaMb .8. Cb" AB" H .A. H IAAE Bb BOAECTb H BbZbITH AAaMb TACO™ BEATEMB H DEY:
CBBEPBTE CX, YEAA MOa, KX M'Nb. H oybom CXA AAaM BEAMH, ITONEXKE NE ZNAIIE ¥'TO
E BOAECTB.. (Quoted from Ivanov, Bogomilski knigi i legendi, 212).

And Adam lived nine-hundred and thirty years and he fell ill and Adam lamented with a great
voice, saying: “My children, come to me!” And Adam was exceedingly scared, because he had
not known hitherto what sickness was.

This parallels the Greek [5:2], Latin [30:1], Armenian [30 (5):1] and Georgian [30 (5): 2]
versions of the apocryphon; see Pericope 9 (Illness of Adam) in Anderson and Stone, 4 Synopsis
of the Books of Adam and Eve, 24.

402 See note 393, supra.

403 The reading of the name of the river Murps should be emended to Tarps (i.e., Tigris).

404 See note 393, supra.

405 This part of the text parallels Slavonic recensions of The Legend of the Holy Cross and
the Two Brigands, attributed to Gregory of Nazianzus (329-389); see also the discussion in
§ 3.4, supra.
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HMENEMB ACCON'D, H TIOHAE ON'b BO [EDSCAAHMB TPaAD H Zb KENOIO CBOEIO. 2KENa KE
Er0 NE IIPOCTa CSIITH, H POAH Na MM8TH ciia H pEKoIa HMA EM8 CIISTHHK'D, TONEKE Na
n8TH poaHCA. Bcean ca Haccons na mberh napHiiaEMmoms Pazpoiinaks. Haccons KE
BBIAD M8XKB IPABEAEND H pazSMENDG. OyMHpaA, MIPHKAZa APEBO TO YTO PACIIETH CA
Xp18, CH8 5Kito, H pEVE CISTNHKS CH8 CBOEMS: YaAO MOE, CTEPETH ADEBa CETO, Na
CEMB ADEBE XOIIIETH DACIIATH CA HZBAaBHTEAb Nalll'b; TBI, YAaAO, IIOCTPAKH Cb NHMb,
COTBOPH ¥TO BBl TEBB Ch NHMB OYMDETH, AA TEBA PAAH Ch NHMB H MBI HZBABAENTH
BSAEMDB MS8KH BbyNbIA. H &®ToAs CI8TNHK'L KHBB H IOTOMD SABIH PaZBOHNHK . .. 400

The Sea of Tiberias*"’

1. When there was neither sky nor Earth, there was only the Sea of Tiberias, and it did not
have any banks. And the Lord descended from {lit. through} the air {above} down to the
Sea of Tiberias, and the Lord saw on the Sea a duck swimming, and this duck was Sotana-
il {i.e. Satan}, wrapped in sea-foam.**® And the Lord said to Sotana-il, as if He did not
know him, “Who are you?”,*?® and Sotana-il said, “I am God”. {And God asked}, “What
are you going to call Me {then}?” and Sotana-il answered, “You are the God of Gods and
Lord of Lords”. If Sotona-il*'? had not said these words to the Lord, He would have imme-
diately removed {lit. uprooted, eradicated} him from the Sea of Tiberias. And God said,
“Sotona-il, dive*'! into the Sea and bring me up earth*!? and flint!” Sotana-il obeyed the
Lord and dived into the Sea and brought up earth and flint. And the Lord then took earth
and sand and scattered it along the Sea of Tiberias and said, “May the Earth be thick and
broad upon the Sea!”*!* And God took the flint from Sotana-il and broke it into two and
He kept what was in His right hand for Himself and what was in His left hand He gave to
Sotana-il. God then took His staff {or sceptre} and began beating the flint, saying, “Fly out
from this flint — angels and archangels — in My own image and likeness, incorporeal!”#!4
Fiery forces started to fly out from this flint, and {this is how} God created the angels and
archangels and all nine ranks {of angels}. Sotana-il saw what God had created and began
to beat the flint which God had given him from His left hand. Sotana-il’s angels began to

406 Tt is interesting to note that there are several features that distinctly connect the episodic
structure of the final segment (§ VIII) from this sixteenth-century Russian redaction of the SoT'
with the storyline of certain passages from the Bulgarian apocryphal Legend of the Holy Rood
by Jeremiah the Priest from the second half of the tenth century; see Petkanova, Stara bulgarska
literatura, 1.280, 398-9.

407 This is an improved version of my previous translation of the SoT; see “The Bible in the
making,” 219-230.

408 Consult Thompson’s Motif-Index, entry A 114.1 (Deity born from sea-foam), as well as
entries G 303.1.2.3 (God discovers the Devil in a piece of solid foam) and G 303.1.3.3 (The
Devil is created out of sea-foam).

409 As in other cosmogonic narratives, in the present account the interrogative form of ad-
dress marks the beginning of the dialogue between the two rival demiurges; see § 3.1.3 (The
Two Creators: God and Satan), supra.

410 The form “Sotona-il” is an alternative (parallel to “Sotana-il”) spelling of the Old Church
Slavonic rendition of the name of Satan. In this text the name of God’s antagonist has two dif-
ferent spellings.

411 See Thompson’s Motif-Index, entry A 812.1 (Devil as earth diver).

412 Ibid., entry A 811 (Earth brought up from bottom of primeval water).

413 Ibid., entry A 814.2 (Earth from sand strewn on primeval water).

414 Ibid., entry A 52 (Creation of angels).
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fly out and he created for himself great hosts.*'> God made him {Sotana-il} the head of
all angel ranks, and God himself came to the ninth rank {of angels}.

II. {When} Sotana-il saw how {all angelic forces} originated from God and how He
was glorified by all the angels, he thought himself equal to God and thought in his pride,
“I will place {my} throne in the clouds and I will be like the Most High One”.*' Know-
ing his cunning thoughts, God wished to throw him {Sotana-il} down to Earth with all
his cunning host, and God sent Michael*!” to Sotana-il.*'® Michael went to him and was
burned by Sotana-il’s fire. Michael came to God. “I did what you requested, {but} Sotana-
il’s fire burned me”. {Then} God cut his hair and {thus} ordained him as a monk and
gave him the name, “Micha-il”. Sotana-il was called “Sotona,” as a result of God sending
His angel. Michael was ordered to hit Sotana-il with the sceptre and to push him to Earth
{together} with all his cunning host. Sotana-il was deprived of the “il” {ending of his
name}, which was {then} given by God to Michael, and he was called “Archangel Micha-
il”, whereas Sotana-il became “Sotona”.*!? God sent Michael to Sotona, and before he let
Michael approach his throne, Sotona was stricken. The Archangel Michael came and hit
Sotona with his sceptre, and struck him down to Earth together with his {Satanic} host,**
which fell for three days and nights like raindrops. On the third day, the angels were as-
sembled in a {celestial} council and God put the Archangel Michael above all the angelic
host, and the angels related to God where the fire {i.e., the Satanic horde} had stopped.
Some {of the diabolical fiery forces fell} in the mountains, some of them {plunged} into
the abyss, some {kept} flying through the air, and some {found themselves swimming}
in the swamps, thrusting with their arms and legs. Wherever each of them stopped {when
struck by the Archangel Michael}, this is where they dwell until today.*!

III. And then God created Paradise to the East and thought of creating the primordial
man, Adam. And He created his body from seven parts. He made his flesh {lit. body} of
earth, his bones of stone, his blood of the sea, his eyes from the sun, his thoughts from
the cloud, his breath from the wind, his warmth from fire. {Then} God*?? went to the sky,
to his Father, for Adam’s soul.*>> Not knowing what to do to him, Sotona pierced Adam’s
earthly body.*** God came to his creation, to Adam’s body and saw that his body was all
pierced, and God said, “O Devil, how did you dare do this to My creation?”” The Devil

415 Ibid., entries A 50.1 (Creation of angels and devils) and G 303.1 (The Origin of the Devil
and his companions).

416 Ipbid., entry A 106.2 (Revolt of evil angels against God ).

417 The name of Michael is in the accusative case, with the typical -a ending for masculine
anthroponyms.

418 The Belarusian legend “The Lord and the Devil” contains a similar motif; see Romanov,
Belorusskii Shornik, vol. IV, 1-2.

419 See also the discussion above (§ 3.2.3.2).

420 See also entries A 106.2.2 (Satan’s fall from Heaven) and G 303.8 (Devil’s expulsion from
Heaven and his present haunts) in Thompson’s Motif-Index.

41 For further details see Ivanov’s commentaries on this passage in Bogomilski knigi i leg-
endi, 308. Consult also A 106.2.2 (Satan’s fall from Heaven), G 303.1 (The origin of the Devil
and his companions) and G 303.8 (Devil’s expulsion from Heaven and his present haunts) in
Thompson’s Motif-Index.

422 According to the present text, it was Jesus Christ who created the universe and made
Adam, not God the Father; see also the discussion above (§ 3.2.2.2), as well as note 390, supra.

423 Cf. A 185.12 (Deity provides man with soul) in Thompson’s Motif-Index.

424 See also the text of the legend recorded by Yordan Kovachev in the village of Vakarel
(Western Bulgaria), and published by him in SbNU 30 (1914), 49; in connection with the above,
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answered, “God, as soon as man has an ache somewhere, he will mention Your name.”
God then turned Adam inside-out, with his sores on the inside, and that is how illness
originated.*?> This is what Sotona did, {and that’s why} when someone is ill, he sighs
and says, “Oh, oh God, have mercy upon me!” God brought Adam to life and gave him
reign in Paradise over all the birds, beasts, and animals. And God saw that it was not
convenient for Adam to be on his own in Paradise and He decided to create a spouse for
him. He put Adam to sleep and took a rib from him and created a wife for him.*** And God
asked Adam, “Adam, what did you see in your dream?” And Adam said, “God, I saw the
Apostle Peter in Rome being crucified with his head down and {I saw} the Apostle Paul in
Damascus. I saw John in Edessa and You, God, in Jerusalem on Golgotha being crucified
on a cross and pierced with a lance in Your rib.” Then Adam planted three trees. The first
tree was in his part {of Eden}, the second tree was in Eve’s part, and in the middle was
the tree of God. And God ordered Adam to eat of all trees, but from one tree He ordered
him not to eat.*?’” He commanded him, “Adam, if you try {the fruit} from this tree, you
will surely die.”

I'V. At that time in Paradise the serpent was the most reputable among animals and the
most handsome. The serpent went out of Paradise for a walk. Sotona from the very begin-
ning hated the good in mankind, and Sotona turned himself into a worm and crawled to
the serpent and said to the serpent, “Eat me!” [t*?® ate the worm and took it into Paradise.
The serpent then coiled around the forbidden tree and Sotona started calling out from the
serpent’s mouth, “O Eve, what did your God order you to eat?”*?* And Eve said, “The
Lord commanded us to eat from all the trees but from this tree God did not wish us to
eat, or we will suffer death”. And Sotona said, “You will not suffer death but will be like
gods, knowing good from evil.” And Eve saw {what was} the unsuitable tree; and that is
what she saw.*** And Eve picked a fruit and ate a bit of it, and gave it to Adam to eat. And
Adam became stripped of God — of the Word of God — {and became naked} and he saw his
own shame®! {i.e., his genitalia}**> and took three fig leaves and made a fig-garment for
himself, so that his shame was not visible, and he covered himself. God then entered and
called out, “Adam, Adam, where are you?”**3 And Adam answered, “God, I sinned, I tres-
passed.” And Adam answered, “Lord, my wife enticed me.” And He {God} said to Eve,

consult entries A 60 (“Mar-plot” of creation: an evil opponent attempts to undo or mar the work
of the Creator) and A 63 (Devil as mar-plot at creation) in Thompson’s Motif-Index.

425 For parallel (apocryphal and folklore) readings of this motif, see Dragomanov, “Zabele-
zhki vurkhu slavianskite religiozno-eticheski legendi,” SbNU 10 (1894), 55-57, Petkanova,
Apokrifna literatura i folklor, 157-159, Tomicki, “Ludowe mity o stworzeniu cztowieka,”
51-56; see also the discussion above (§ 3.3.2).

426 Cf. Thompson’s Motif-Index: A 1275.1 (Creation of first woman from man’s rib).

47 Ibid., C 621.1 (Tree of knowledge forbidden) and E 90 (Tree of life).

428 In Old Church Slavonic the noun denoting “serpent” is feminine.

429 Cf Thompson’s Motif-Index: A 63.6 (Devil in serpent form tempts first woman: Satan and
Eve), and G 303.3.3.15.1 (The Devil in the form of a snake tempts Eve).

430 There is a lectio difficilior in the text in which words have been incorrectly divided by
the copyist of the manuscript.

431 The word denoting “shame” can also mean “disgrace,” as well as “embarrassment.”

432 Cf Thompson’s Motif-Index: A 1313 (Origin of sex organs) and A 1383 (Origin of shame
for nakedness).

433 In the original text the pronoun “you” is given in a plural form. In Slavonic languages
there exist two separate forms of the second person personal pronouns (i.e., singular and plural
forms). When describing how God approaches Adam, the scribe uses the plural (i.e., polite)
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“You forlorn one! What did you do?” And Eve answered, “Lord, the serpent enticed me!”
And the Lord said, “You, the most cunning, what did you do?”” And the serpent answered,
“Lord, Sotona enticed me!”” And the Lord said to Adam, “From now on, you will earn your
bread with the sweat of your brow.** And you, forlorn Eve, will give birth to children in
sorrow.*3> And you, most cunning {serpent}, from now on will crawl on your abdomen
until the end of your days on the Earth.” And the Lord commanded Adam and Eve to be
expelled from Paradise.*® Then, two parts of Paradise trees fell; Adam’s part fell into
the river Jordan and Eve’s part fell into the river Tigris. God’s tree remained in Paradise.

V. And Adam cried for thirty years. And the Lord saw Adam’s tears and wished to
reprieve him. If Adam had not been righteous, he would have perished. And the Lord sent
his archangel Michael to command him to plough the earth. And Adam began plough-
ing the earth, and Sotona came to him and said to Adam, “What are you doing?” Adam
said to him, “I am ploughing the earth.” And Sotona said, “Who ordered you to do so?”
Adam replied, “The Lord ordered me to do so.” And Sotona said, “Heaven is God’s, and
Earth is mine. If you want to plough the earth, give me a writ for yourself and for all
your descendants after you.” And Adam said, “Since the Earth is yours, [ am also yours.”
And Adam wrote a writ for himself and for all of his descendants after him and gave it
to Sotona. Sotona rejoiced and took it to Hell. According to this writ, from Adam’s death
until Christ’s crucifixion, the Devil received both the righteous and the sinful and took
them to Hell, regardless.*’

VI. And Adam fathered two sons, Cain and Abel. Cain was a tiller of earth and Abel was
a shepherd. And when Cain made an offering to God of his fruits, he tasted them first, and
God became angry with Cain and did not accept his offering. Then Abel made offerings
from his unblemished*® flocks. God acknowledged Abel’s sacrifices and Cain became
angry with his brother Abel. Not knowing what to do, he {Cain} called him {Abel} to
take a walk in the fields. The Devil, who was from the beginning Sotana, hating the good
in mankind, showed Cain a stone in the field and he killed his brother Abel.

Adam saw his son killed. Adam and Eve cried over Abel’s body there. Abel’s body
was lying on the field, and Adam and Eve constantly cried without cease, and they did
not know what to do with it {i.e., the corpse}. And the Lord saw Adam’s tears and sent
two doves which flew over Abel’s body. And one of the birds fell dead on the earth, in the
mountains, and the second bird, which was flying above, took it and dug the earth with its
talons so that it could bury that one in the earth, and flew away. Adam and Eve saw that,
and did the same with Abel’s body. They buried it in the earth, and from then on Adam
and Eve stopped crying for Abel.**° After that, God gave Adam a son, Seth,**? in Abel’s
place. [Seth was the first man to whom] God granted literacy/writing.

form of the pronoun (8s1), but when he describes how God approaches Eve and/or the serpent,
he uses the singular (i.e., familiar) form (Ts1).

434 Cf. Thompson’s Motif-Index: A 1346 (Man to earn bread by sweat of his brow).

433 Ibid., A 1351.1 (Origin of childbirth pains).

436 Ipid., A 1331.1 (Paradise lost because of forbidden fruit).

437 See Fig. 6, infira. See also note 358, supra.

438 The same adjective can also denote “just” and “righteous” (in relation to people).

439 Cf. Thompson’s Motif-Index: A 176 (God ordains ceremonies and regulations) and A
1500 (Origin of customs); see also the discussion supra (§ 3.6.4).

40 Further on the representation of Seth in Biblical and extra-Biblical traditions, see John D.
Turner, “The Gnostic Seth,” Biblical Figures Outside the Bible (eds. M. Stone and T. Bergen,
1998), 33-58.
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VII. And Adam lived 930 years**! and became sick. His head started to ache and he sent
his youngest son {on a quest for a cure, asking him}, “Go home {i.e., to the Garden of
Eden}, my child, and bring me the branches of the Paradise-tree from there.” And Seth set
off and started crying in front of Eden, and when the angel saw him crying, he asked him
why. And Seth said, “Master, my father Adam is sick and he asked me to bring branches
from the Paradise-tree, but I cannot enter Eden.” The Lord’s angel took branches off the
Paradise-tree. Seth went with joy to his father Adam. And Seth met Sotona who said to
him, “Seth, where have you been?” And Seth said, “I was in Eden, carrying back branches
from the Paradise-tree. My father is sick.” And Sotona heard that and wanted to destroy
Seth and Adam. And Sotona said, “Seth, go to the Jordan and Tigris rivers; there are {two}
trees from the parts {of Paradise} of your father and mother. Then take {branches} from
these trees and they will heal your father.” Seth, not knowing that it was Sotona, obeyed
him and went to the river Jordan and saw a lot of branches lying close to the river. And
Seth took from all parts and went to his father, bringing branches from all parts. Adam
took them from him and wove a wreath, after which Adam died and was buried with this
wreath. And Sotona took Adam’s soul and took it away, according to his writ, to Hell.

VIII. And from this wreath, three trees grew {at the burial place of Adam = Golgotha},
and from these three trees, one tree issued forth, and in these mounds {at Golgotha}
there was {placed} half of this tree. And at this location ignoble**> people would dwell
and commit crimes, and from then on it would become notorious as a place for brigands.
Regardless whether a good {man} or an evil-doer happened to settle there, they both
would be considered malevolent bandits, because of the {notorious} fame of the place.**?
During the reign of Tsar Avdian,** in the land of Jericho, there was a man whose name
was lasson {i.e. Jason}, who went to the city of Jerusalem with his wife. His wife was
pregnant and en route she gave birth to a son, whom they named Sputnik {i.e. “Traveler”},
because he was born during the journey. Jason settled at the {aforementioned} Place of
Brigands. Jason was a wise and righteous man. When he was dying, he pointed to the tree
on which Jesus, the Son of God, would be crucified, and told his son Sputnik, “My child,
guard this tree, because upon this tree our Saviour will be crucified. You, my son, share
His sufferings. Act so that you die together with Him, so that because of you and Him,
we will also be delivered from Eternal Sorrows.” From then on, Sputnik lived there and
after that the evil brigand ...*%

41 Cf A 1323 (Long span of life for first man) in Thompson’s Motif-Index.

442 The translation of this word is based on a textual emendation, reading “ignoble” instead
of “ungrateful.”

443 This apocryphal text presents a peculiar interpretation of the Crucifixion theme, rather
similar to that offered by the aforementioned Bulgarian Priest Jeremiah in his Legend of the
Holy Rood, and different from the canonical text, according to which Jesus was crucified be-
tween two bandits. According to the present text, the two men between whom Jesus was cruci-
fied were not bandits, but simply people who happened to be inhabitants of a settlement situated
near Golgotha (known as “Bandit-Place”).

444 In the apocryphal Legend of the Holy Rood by Jeremiah the Priest this name is rendered
as “Navdan,” which may be a corruption of the ethnonym “Nabatean” (referring to the Aramaic-
speaking Arabs who lived in the region).

43 The end of the text is missing. However, the part remaining from its final section indicates
that the content of the lost page(s) could have been related to the aforementioned Bulgarian
apocryphal Legend of the Holy Rood by Jeremiah the Priest. It would seem plausible there-
fore to assume that the absent fragment from Barsov’s edition was similar to the penultimate
paragraph (also dealing with the same subject) of the recently discovered eighteenth-century
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Text 2

This version of the SoT (TYPE A-2) comes from an eighteenth-century MS discovered
by Sreznevskii in 1902, during his palacographic expedition in the Olonets, Vologda, and
Perm Gubernias of the Russian Empire. The MS was purchased in the Kargopol region;
it was classified under record Ne 45.8.190. Sreznevskii inserts interpolations from another
MS (Ne 32.16.11), since the present MS had missing pages; these interpolations are noted
here in brackets (< >). Our publication follows Sreznevskii’s edition of the text.*4¢

&) zauamiu cebma ceeo
xaxo Oyv naww I'0b Casaoes comeopuns 160 u 3emuio

I. &fib manrs HO(c)mbii [ CaBaoes He 3aua(T), He PO<K>NIeHb, CBIHE 0y0O POKIEHD
HEeCcOTBOpeHb, [IXb CThIM HE CO3/IaHb U HE POXKIACHB, HO HCXO/ISIIIb.

II. He ObicTh TOTIA HU HEOA, HU 3EMIIM, HU dITJT’, HU apXarTilb, HU XepSBHMb, HU
cepadumb, HE pbKb, HU (3epb, HU KIaIA3CH, HI HCTOYHHKOBD, HU YJIKa, HU XOJIMOB',
H1 00naxb, Hu 38b31b, HU cBBTY, Torna He ObicTh HU 3Bbpell, HU NTHIL, HU BETPY HU
3apH, TOKMO ObLITH T™Ma 1 O€3/IHBI;, U He OBICTH TOT/Ia HU THH, HA HOIIHU, HU BbKO(B), TOTIa
Bce OeHauarrie u Bce 6escmeptie. I Chb Biiit XC cnoBoms 1o nosenbHito Giia cBoero
H°CHATO BCIO TBAPh BUIUMSIO M HEBUIMMBIO, <HEOECHYI0™> U 3eMHSI0; U KaKb PEKb TaKb
1 CO31a510Ch U cOTBOpUIIoch JIXomMb CTeiMb ¢ 8<¢>T* ero npem8pbixb. U peue [ih: 681u
HOO xpycranHoe Ha cTONIbXb KeTb3HBIXb, HA CEAMUACCATH TMAXb THICAIAXb, H O8UTE
38bpn u oOmansr 1 38b31161 1 cBBTE. Y BbTpH OXHSBE N3 HENPD CBOMXE, 1 paif Ha BocToh
HacaJi, ¥ BOCTOKb M 3amaib u chbBeps 1 torb. A BTb caze Ha mpecronb Ha Boctoih
B Bebnenort mpeBBICTIpeHHiA caBbl cBoea. M cenmb HOCH CloBOMB coTBOpH.*47 A
Mpasbl & nuna [fiia uexona u cT81eHb, a rpoMb NIach [ibHb Bb KoecHUIlh cOrHAHHOM
OyTBEpKEHb,**® a MOIHIA CI0BOMB M30 8CTh BKIUXb MCXOAUT', M COIHLE M3 HSTPAHHBIA
pusst [T ha,* nouesxe [k mo aung coem8 oyrpeca, u ni8Ha & conura. U peue [ith: 681u

recension of the SoT from MS Ne 566 of the Library of the Academy of Sciences; see Dimitro-
va-Marinova, “Bogomil’skaia kosmogoniia,” 51-57 (the fragment in question is to be found
on p. 56). It is highly probable that the abridged final fragment of Barsov’s edition of the SoT,
along with the penultimate paragraph of Dimitrova-Marinova’s edition, originate from a com-
mon protograph, the compiler of which was aware of the content of the Bulgarian apocryphal
Legend of the Holy Rood by Jeremiah the Priest.

446 See Sreznevskii, “Otchet Otdeleniiu,” JORIS 9, 3 (1904), 99-104.

47 See also the discussion supra (§ 3.2.2.3).

448 A similar description of thunder as God’s voice embedded in a fiery chariot can be found
in some other redactions of the SoT: the Slepche version (Shchapov, “Istoricheskie ocherki,”
91) and the version from Cheboksary (Mochul’skii, “Istoriko-literaturnyi analiz,” 174), both
discovered by Grigorovich. See also the discussion above (§ 3.7.2).

449 Compare this to the following fragment from the seventeenth/eighteenth-century Russian
versions of The Discussion Between the Three Saints:

Blacunuii] p[eue]: OTb uero comnnie coTBopeHo 0bicTb? — [[0anHb] p[ede]: OTb BEICTIPEHHBIS
pussl locrioguu. (Pypin, Lozhnyia i otrechennyia knigi russkoi stariny, 169).

{Saint} Basil said: “From what was the sun created? ” {Saint} John said: “From God’s
over-garments.”

It is evident that these two fragments refer to a common extra-canonical compendium of
cosmogonic knowledge which might have been transmitted through the channels of both apoc-
ryphal literature and cognate oral tradition; see also note 87, supra.
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TMa CTOJIOBS Ha BO318chxb. U TaKo COTBOpPHIACA M CO3/AIIACA CIOBOMB [BHUME. A
croinbl Th Henpmwkumbl & navana. Y ugab [k, ko 106po. [k xe peue: 6811 Ha ThXb
cronnbxb KaMeHb HE/BIKMMb, a Ha KAMCHH 3€MIIA, a Ha 3eMJIM aib BeChb MbIaHb 1
Bepew keb3HblA 1 BpaTa MbaHaa U Bo anb Temuuna mbaHaa u xenb3Has ¥ 1oab a10Mb
TapTapb 1 aHa HeTh. U peue I/ib BT'b: 6811 Ha axh T™Ma cTonnoBb MEIAHBIXE U KAMEHb, &
Ha kKamenu 3emia. U ecbina Db 3emitio ieckomb, a Ha nub ne(c)x8 corsopu [k ciioBomb
KaMeHb U KpeMeHie.

I11. U peue T/ik: 63m Ha 3emu Mope TUBHPHUAJICKOE, TOPKAA M CONOHAA TIEPBAA BOJIA,
Ha B0o318chxb OyTBepikeHa, a JApyraa 3eMia Ha axb, a Ha TOW 3eMJIM Mope, a 8 MOpA
Operosb HeThb. U cuune Tfib na mope TuBupuanckoe mo Bo3u8x8 u oysph /b Ha Mope
roroJia miasaroma u cra najx au(m). U peue emy [iib: k1o ecth Th1? U peue em8 npoTuso
carana: a3b ecMb OI'b. U peue emy Ifib: a a3 k10? U peue em8 carana: a Tol BI'b GTOMb
U 1Pb 1peMb. Aliie Obl HE TO CIIOBO PEKH I HHO YbTO IPOTHBHO BT8, T8T e Obl I ero u
cokpyumias Ha Mope Tusupuanckomb. U peue Tk caranh: noHsIpHyu B* MOpE U BhIHECH
3eMin 1 KameHb. CartaHa e, oca3mash [fid, TOHBIPHYB' B MOPE, W BBIHECH 3€MJIN U
kame(n). Db e, B3ABbL Oy caraHbl KAMEHb, U TIPEJIOMH Ha J(BOE; U3 TEBBIA PyKH JaCTh
caranb; u oymapu [ib nazito B kamens u pede [Jib: 68aute artim 1o co0pasy Moem8
CHJIHM U OecIuIoTHH M Ge3CMepTHEI, COoBepIIalomie Besikoe xoTbHie mMoe. Ve kpemenun
KaMeHu coTBOpH [/ arTyioBn; 6 HCKPBI OTHEHHbBIA: MUXamrb apxarrenrs u aB<p>iuib,
u Oypunb u Cuxaiino u Padaiino u [lomoranu,*? xep8Bumsl u cepadumsl, artiu u
apxarTun. U sxe3irnb cranbHOl M OyKiIaaHoit, ueMb® ! oynapuns [ B kKaMeHb; UC KaMeHu
BHUIBTUIN arTiM c10BoMb 1o noBenbuiro [fiko: Muxauns u Tappiwrs apxartiuun T,
HOHaro upa Boesosnl. Carana ke Haua OUTH B KAMEHb U GE34MCIIEHHBIA CHIIBI Oecti(J1)-
OTHBIA Habu MHOrO. U pede T/ib: 681uTe TPUAECATH KUTOBb M TPU KuTa 3BEpH MOpCTin
Ha Mope THBUPHAICKOMB Ha BOJIAX, a 081 Ha Thxb kuTaxb 3emia.*? U pascea [/ Ha
Th(X) 3emIIr0; 1 08K 3eMJIA IIHPOKA M TOJICTA M ITPOCTPAaHHA, M POPACTH A<p>eBeca U
UBBTEL ¥ TPaBBI M TOPBI M XONMH, UCTOUHUIEL, MOpA U phku. U cotBopr [ih & 3emmu
38bpH M CKOTBI M PHIOBI B BOJAXh M MITHIIBI JIETAIIBIA 1O Bo3A8x8 Moem8. Y cotsopu I'/ih

450 In other MSS of the SoT the name of this angel is rendered as either ITomatiao (Pomailo),
or [Tomana (Pomail); see Sreznevskii, “Otchet Otdeleniiu,” JORIS 9, 3 (1904), 100, note 3.

41 Sreznevskii points out that in other MSS instead of the word “uems,” there is “mecTb10”;
see ibid., note 4.

452 Compare this to the interpretation of the motif of the thirty-three whales in the Slepche
version (Shchapov, “Istoricheskie ocherki,” 91) and in the version published by Mochul’skii
(“Istoriko-literaturnyi analiz,” RFV 18, 4 (1887) 174); a similar cosmogonic model occurs in the
Bulgarian redactions of the Razumnik (Pazoymuaks) from the Lovchansky Miscellany (1618):

B.: KaxXH MH YTO APBXKH' ZEMAA? — @.. BwAa BBICOKA Shac. B.: Aa ¥wTO ApBXKH'
BOAXRTX? — (.: KAMEND IAGCHKb BEAMH. B.: A2 ¥TO ADBXKH" KaMENB? — &.: A. KVTOBE ZAa-
TBI. B.: A4 YTO APBKHTBH KVTOBE ZAaThIE? — @.: pbka rbNNaa. B.: Aa ¥TO ADBXKH" THH
GTHB? — &.: APSI'BI GOT'Nb EXKE E 110 3KEKBKB 6 TOTO 6OT'Nb .BI. YACTH. B.: Aa YTO ADBKH" ANO
TOro Wrub? — &.: AbBb KEABZEND. EXE E IIPBKAE TOCAKAEND () BBCETO, 8 KGPENIE EIG) Na
cHAS BX1H cToH". (Ivanov, Bogomilski knigi i legendi, 260)

Question: Tell me, what holds the Earth? Answer: Very deep water. Question: And what
holds the water? Answer: An exceedingly flat stone. Question: And what holds the stone? An-
swer: Four golden whales. Question: And what holds the golden whales? Answer: A fiery river.
Question: And what holds this fire? Answer: Another fire which is twelve times as hot as the
first one. Question: And what holds this fire? Answer: An iron oak which was planted before
anything else, and its roots rest upon God’s power.

See also the discussion in § 3.7.4, and especially note 109, supra.
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JHB ¥ HOII[b U Ta/Ib IPECMBIKAIOIIBIA 110 36MJIH M Ha KHTaXb ThXb, HA HUXKE OYTBEPIKICHA
3eMJIs1, arTJId U8 MPHHOCSATS, @ 3eMJIS [IOABU3AETCA MO BOCTOKD U IO’ 3aMaIb U HOA’
cbBeps 1 TOA’ 1OTB.

IV. U peue carana mporuBHo [18 CaBaoey: Oy MeHs CHIIbI OOJIbIIE IPEKHETO,
nono6ens 1 a3b Beimnem8. Tb ske mpuuTe catany BO apXartiibl U B3eMb €ro Ha Hebeca.
CaraHa e Haya BBICUTHCA U TOPUTHCA, MBICIHIO Ha4a BO3HOCHTCA U Ce0h OMBIIIUTATH:
a3b COTBOPIO IIPeCTONb Hall' 38b31amu Ha Bo3ba8chxb. Tib e npopa38Mbeb MbICIb €ro
n8kaB8io, u nocna [b apxarTena ceoero Muxauna u nosenb Tib catan8 ceepru8tu
cb HOCH. MuXaWT' jxe apXarTilb OylapiiIb CaTaH8 CKHIICTPOMb, U (IIAJIHUBb OTHb ()
caraHbl. Muxaw sxe apxartirb npunie Kb 11y CaBaoe8 u peue [BH: OrHb MA TIAIHTD
& caranbl. [fb ke apxarfia Muxauia NOCTPUKE B UEPHIIBI M [IOJI0KK Ha HETO CXUMS
co Kp°Thl CThiMu Xp°ra cHa biKia [ca HasapanuHa. Muxaui e apxartib Mpuuie Kb
caran’b 1 oynapuiIb OHB €ro caTaH8 CKUIETPOMb U CBEPTHSBD Ha 3EMIIKO BO aJlb, BO TM8
KpOMEIIHSI0 U B TapTapb co Bchmu O0bCOBCKMMU CHIaMK; a CHJIBI €ro 1IUIO TPH AHU U
TPH HOIIM BO aJb KPOMELIBHBIN, UTO Kamla AoxkzaeBas. M pede Ifb: amunb. M nbca
3aTBOPHIIIACA M BUCALIMCA 110 BO(3)a8x8 0bcu, nepkumu noserbHiems BKinMsb, naab Ha
3eMITi0, & KpBIKiA AecHuIB! BEIIHATO Bra u mpoMsicia cokp8urarca Ha 3emin. U pede
caraHa: aie MA cBepkeTb [k Ha 3emmro, 1 a3b 6818 B 1om8 lakosiu u 6818 crnaBu(M)
@ 4IKB.

V. 1 BvwbcTo Gnagmaro JuKa HAMOTHACTH | /b WIKA Bb MpaBeqHON paif; BMbcTo
caranbl cotBopu [/ ufika miioTHa nepeo3nanaaro Axama 6 ocMu yacteid: 6 semiu thio,
() MOPA KPOBb, () KAMEHH KOCTH, (T 00JIaKb MBICITH, () COHIIA 0uH, & BbTpa apixanie, &
cbTa 1X6, T orua Temtora.*>3 U npiuzge [Jib Ha nGca mocna ¢TIl cBoii JIXb, 1 npinge
[k ma 3emumo ko Anam8; u oy3ph Db Anama pakamu*>* oyassiena, 6 caranbl epcto(m)
ucteikana. U pede T/ caranb: nuaBonb mkasHHHYE, MOYTO TAKO COTBOPWITH €CH, a3b
COTBOpHXb YJiKa YMCTa M HemopouHa, Hebonbsnena? W peue carana ko I/8: 3a681eTsh
Te6a T/, u xoe mbcro moGomu(T), U OHb MONBUTB: I momunSii. Tfib ke moBopoTH
BHSTPb U TTOIEPHSBH KOKEIO M BIokH B Hero JIXs CTeim. U coxuse Ana(m).*> U Borpocu
Iib Anama: uto ecu Bunbiab Bo cub? U peue: Buabx Ifa Bo lep(c)mumb pacnara Ha
kpcth, a [Terpa an(c)na ctpembriass nosbmena, a [asna an(c)na B Jamacus. Beene Iib
Anama B pau; Anam xe B pan OycHS8BL CHOMB. [/Tb 5ke B3eMb oy Anama sbBoe pe6po u
corBopH eM8 xen8 EpS. U Bnosxu [k Bre JIXb cBoii CThIil; Anam ke Bo30H8Bb &) cHa
u peue: Ifin, uto ects cie? U pede Ttb Anam8: To ecth Te6b Kena, xkusn 1o ¢ Hero. Co
Bchxb apesecs nosent b Anamy u EBBb mactH, ke B paM, ¢ BUHOIPaIHArO ke JApeBa
ue nosenh Db Anam8 u EBeb ractu, monesxke cams ik ¢ Toro gpesa nocih paa BKyInans.

VI. 1 B TO BpeMA COTBOpeHa OBICTh 3MIiA HPEXIE CO3JaHiA AIaMIIA, U BEIMH
oykpaieHa. M nmozaBunb carana Anam8, upb(c)TByroms B pau, u 106poth uiiBdecteid,
U o0paTucA caraHa YepBeMb M MPHIION3E KO 3MIH: TOXpU MA B ceOb 1 BHecu B paii.
3mia ke noxph caran8 u BHece B pail U c0OBUBCA OKOJIO JpeBa BUHOTpaaHaro. M carana
Haya JICTHTH, 3MHEBBIMH OyCThI [fiaTi Ko EBBb: m0ouTO BBI HE BKSIIaCTE ¢ BUHOIPAIHATO
npesa? 68ute 1 BbI 603H, BKO ke HO(C)Hbii brb. EBBa ke mosbaa M8:x8 cBoem8 Anam8

453 See the discussion in § 3.3.1, supra.

454 Instead of “pakamm”, I suggest the correct reading to be “panamu’.

453 Here Sreznevskii points out that, as far as the apocryphal narrative unit of the creation of
Adam is concerned, some parallel versions of the So7 (MS Ne 32.16.11) contain an additional
episode which is anchored by the motif of Satan’s refusal to bow before the first man; see his
“Otchet Otdeleniiu,” IORIS 9, 3 (1904), 102 (note Ne 1). See also the discussion in § 3.3.3,
supra.
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1 NIPEIbCTH €r0 3MUEBBIMU IJ1bI: 6871eMb U MbI 0031 1 Ha4HeMb BbIaTh, KO ke XPTOCH.
AnaM e TpesbCTHIIACA, MOCASIIABD KeHbl CBOeA EBBBI, M BKSCHIB C BUHOTPAIHATO
JIpeBa 3aperieHHaro Ima CaBao(a, moHexe MCKOHU JISKaBbIi THaBOIb 03aBUAb poas
yriBueckom8, pesbeti Aama i EBe8. U corpbiumim B pan Ajna(m) u EBBa THABOIBCKUMb
coBbTOM®B; 1 OBIIIA HATH 1 CBANUINIACA C HUXb BBHIIBI IPEKPACHBIA U (AEKIa cCBbTIaa,
n Hada Anamsb 1 EBBa 1o(;1) IpeBOMB KPBITHCA, Hava ce0b coOupars IucTBie CMOKOBHOE
U ChIIKMCTA Ha onbAHie CTPACTH pajy U CPaMOTBI M HAroThl cBoeA. M npine [k B pail u
peue I'fib cnoBo: Aname, Aname, Tob ecu To1? <U peue Anams: ce a3b, I'me>. U peue I'fs
KO Aram8: II0YTO TaKO COTBOPUITB €CHU, COKaAHHUYE, IpecT8iuieHie? 1 peue Anams: I'f,
seHa Ma npenctu. U pede Tfib: a Thl, KaaHMYE, TIOYTO Tako coTBopmia ecu? U peue:
[/, 3MiA MA OpenbCTH. <A Thl, IPEI8KaBaa 3MUA 110(4)T0> Tako corBopwia ecu? U
pede 3mia: carana Mub nosexh noxkpern B ce6a u BHecTH B pail. U peue b ko Anams:
6 3eMJIM B3ST* €CH M B 3eMJIIO MOM/ICIIN, a3b COTBOPHUXD TA 0€(3)cMepTHA B paro, a Thl
3anoBb/ib MOIO IPECTSIIITB €CH, ITOYTO 3b 3arpelieHHaro apesa BkScur’ ecu? U nocna
T'Ab apxarTia cBoero Muxauna u nosenh Anama 1 EBBS M3rHaTH U3 paro ¥ CBEPTHSTH Ha
semunto. U mosend [k Anam8 3eMIII0 [axaT U 3 JKEHOK CIIaTH.

VII. Axam ke Hava IUIAKaTy U PIIATH ) M3THAHIN pato, M8uaca Bb BaBunoncrbii pbib
tputiarh 1bTh. Th %&Ke, XOTA MOMUIOBaTH 4jika AJlamMa MepBo3IanHaro, Buabes ero u
CIIBIIIIABB YHCTOE MOKAAHIE U CTOHAHIe, 6 cp/(1l)a BO3AbIXaHie, 6 KAJIOCTH CIIe3bI TOYAIIN
1 DIIFOLIA: BIIAKO BCELIEAPBIi, nMmke Bbcu c8n06amu ciacu Ma & ana npeucnogubiiiaro.
Oycipllia Xe caTtaHa CTOHaHIe Allamie M BO3/bIxaHie ¢ rpbchbxpe cBOMXb, MOHEKE
HMCKOHHM HEBUCTHUKD Bparb JISKaBBIi caTaHa AUABOIb, BIIENH KO Aam8, U pede: Anams,
CKaX8 TH pPagocTh, XOIETh TA IIOMIIIOBATh, 1aif Thl MHB Ha ca pSkommcaHie U Ha BeCh
ponsb cBOW, a Thl, EBBa, KileHHCA MHB KIIATBOIO.

VIII. 1 popumiaca oy Anama asa cHa ABens u Kaunb; ABenesa nbna mpasenna,
ABeJib jKe Haua IacTy aruia, a Kanns Haua 3emnio naxarb. ABelnb npunece xeptss [JBu
arnens T84enb, a Kauns npunece & szemiu xrb6s u npesxae Bra camb <sk8cu. b xe
Bre ABenes8 sxepTB8 NpHATh, a KanHOBS QpUHSBS KepTBY; U 3aBUIeBbh KanHb ABelo
u you ero kameneMb. [fib sxe npuine u pede Kaun8: no(u)to ecu youins Gpara CBOEro
Asena? 3anosena [ TpHK/IB HA JIEHb CHeATH, @ KanWHOBBI )KePTBBI BEIMETHIBATH U3b
ceba; u eme aBuTh [Jb Ha Kaune, 1iieThb, Bb TpPACEHUE TPACTHCA, " T10BENE NPOAUTH

456 Compare the above section to the following passage from the late fifteenth-century Rus-
sian edition of the text of the Rumiantsov Palaea (MS Ne 453, fols. 40—42):

) oyouTun Asenb Kanna. Peue(x) I'v k* Kannoy: “rie e(c) ABeinb, Opa(t) TBOH?” — GBelna
Kaunb, u p(u)e: “er(n)a crpaxs 6par8 Mmoemoy e‘cMb a3b?” Peue(k) I'b: “dT0 €’CH COTBOPHITH!
Ce kpoBb Opara TBoE’T0 Bomue(T) Ko MHe?” Thmb 0y’60 pasz8mee(m), ko 1Bo€’ 3710 CTBOPH
Kaw’ub: nppBoe’ oyOuuia Obi(c) 1’ Ha4a 'HUKD BCAKOM KPOBHH U JI')KH, U 0yOu 00 U’ comra:
pek*60 eraa cTpaxb Opar8 MoeM8 e’cMb a3b. I'b ke p(4)e K HeM8: “00y(11) ¥ CTEHA U TPACHICA”,
moHe(’K) MPHIATH KPoBb Opata cBoero ... M nosnoxu, p(a)e I'v 3Hamenune na Kauw'ub He oyoutn
ero BCAKOMOy wOpeTarommem8 e’ro, biin 60 oycrta Bb 3HaMeHTa e(c) Bo3*OpanaeM8 oyonems
ObITH, HO U TpAacaHia oynoBb e(r) Obi(c). (Quoted from Pypin, Lozhnyia i otrechennyia knigi
russkoi stariny, 9).

About the murder of Abel by Cain. And God said to Cain: “Where is your brother Abel?”
Cain answered, saying: “Am I my brother’s keeper?” God said: “What hast thou done? Is that
the voice of thy brother’s blood that crieth unto me from the ground?”” Thereby we understand
that two evils were committed by Cain — the first one was that he became a murderer and the
chief of bloodshed. As for [the second evil], it was [the sin of] deception, since he [Cain] both
killed and lied; because he said, “Am I my brother’s keeper?” And God said: “Be the one who
would weep and shake!”, since he took the blood of his brother ... And God put a mark on Cain,
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KpoBb 1 3a(c)Tpenuty Kanna; BHSKs AnamoBs Jlomexs, Oalre yoo ciemns, 1 HanpaBHIa
eM8 p8K8 cn8ra ero.*’’ Kauns e Jexanie Ha 3eMIM TPH JIETA U HE BEIAILLE AJlaMb, YTO
coteoputH. [k e MOCHa JBE MTUIBI TOPJIUIEE; U yOU TOPJMIA TOPIUIS U PACKOMAaBh
3eMJII0 IOXOPOHUBH €4A. Buialne AnaMb, Tako COTBOPHITB, IIOXOPOHHUBB ChIHA CBOETO B
3EeMJIIO.

IX. Anam xe MOXUBE Ha 3eMJIM I JIETh U yMpe; U TPHife CMepPTh CaTaHWHA U B3EMb
188 ero u cHugece Anamb M8xb ur(c)Th>, 10 1bTh BO agoBoii mi86okoi siMb Ha orab
rOpAIIe, PSKU U HOTH CKOBAHbI, Ha I1Ie¢ 11CTIb.

X. Yenosbkomobusein ke Bro, OesHauansbii upp up(c)sTBSiommxbs U [ih
r°IpTBSIOMUME camomn3BoieHb Oilb Haurs HO(C)HbIH mocna CHa CBOEro eIUHOPOIHATO
I'na mammero Ica Xp©ra Ha 3eMJTI0 ¥ BOILUIOTUCA B I€BUIS MPito M pOXUTHCA Ha TOTpediieHie
rpbxa AnamoBa u Ha pasp8iieHie p(c)TBa caTaHUHa, Ha criaceHie poas uenosbueckoms,
1 X0TA BI())k0 Xp°Toch denoBbkonobeirb BO3BECTH YWIBYECTB<0> B IIEPBOC BO3CTOAHIC
IUTA CBOEro OITo8Tpobia, x0TA Anama 1 EBBS mommioBari, & NEpBOPOIHBIA KIIATBBI
cBoGomuTh. U chuame Tk naws I¢ Xp°roch co GiieMb cBouMb HO(C)HBIMB Ha IpSTonh
ckazaemaro cebra cero mo nartoii teicamu. U poaumaca [is mams I€ Xp(c)rocs <ua
Hebecr™> @ ofla 6e3 Marepe U Ha 3emit 6e3 (Tia G MTPH, U BOIUIOTHCA B IeBUIE Maprio
npect8ro b(m)u8, u ponrca Bb Buduromb Moyabiicte(m), i (T)BOpAlLe Ha 3eMITH MHOT'aA
3HAMEHIA 1 u8Jieca, U I0CTPa/ia BKO YiKb U BOJICKO PACTIATCA Ha Kp°Th 6 6¢(3)3aKOHHBIXD
Trozeii Bo ¢1bmb rpanb Iep(c)mumb u nmonoxen* ObicTh Bo rpo0b, 1 Bockpece, U colienb
BO a/Ib, U BO3BelC Aziama 1 EBBY, U BCA TIPaBCJHUKH H3BEJC U3b ala, U BBeAC Alama I
EBBS 1A CBOETO CXOXK/IEHIA Ha mepBoe Bo3cToAHIe Bo Exembcekiii pau, ke Ha BocTouh
HacaXJeHb, U Toca iy ero Ha np(c)toirbk cBoero bxk(c)eTBa, caTaHUHS CMEPTH OYMEPHTBI
CBOCIO CMEPTII0, @ CaTaHy CII0BOMB CBA3a MO MO100i10 xenb3HbIMU Oy3aMH PSKH 1 HOTH
U Ha mee nenb. A 10 pacnatia [fa namero Ica Xp(c)ra, cHa BKia Bo axb uaoma; a no

and said that no human being among those encountering him may kill him. The prohibition of
him [i.e., Cain] being killed came from God’s lips, but also [the curse for Cain] to shake from
within his bosom.

Similar apocryphal narratives about Cain are discussed in Buslaev, Istoricheskie ocherki
russkoi narodnoi slovesnosti i iskusstva, vol. 1, 618, Mochul’skii, “Sledy narodnoi Biblii,” 82—3
and Nachov, “Tikveshky rikopis,” SbNU 10 (1894), 132; see also the next note.

457 A parallel rendition of the apocryphal legend of how the blind Lamech kills Cain can be
found in the Bulgarian redactions of the Pazoymuak®s from the Lovchansky Miscellany (1618):

B.: AamEXb Kako Bk cabib H oycrpbasl Kanna? — @.: ako b rbes BXKiH na Kannk.
Z'TPbYHB CA XOXKAQAIIE, H TAABa ETG) IIPH HOTS, H KOABBAIIE TphCThIA. H BOKAB AaMEXGBb
MNBILE sBEDB £, H NanpaBH cTpbaX AaMEX8, H Tako 8cTpban Kanna. (Quoted from Ivanov,
Bogomilski knigi i legendi, 263).

A similar narrative appears in the fifteenth-century erotapocritic (P)azoyMuH(K) ¢o BCE(M)
8Snpoce w(¥)E from the Tikveshky Miscellany:

Brrp(c) aaMie(x) KakKo BH cABIb H Kako 8CTpbAH KaHNA. (ebr IBKO Bb rbBb BKbI NA
KaHNb, CBAABKCE XOKAAIIIE r'AaBa IEMOY IIPH HOTOY. KOABBAIIE TPLCTIIE. BOXK(A)b AAMEXOBb
MHNEIIH ZBbpS 1€(c) H NanpaBH p8K8 AaMEXS H cTpbAHTE. (Quoted from Nachov, “Tikveshky
rikopis,” SbNU 8 (1892), 403).

This motif is interpreted in a similar way in Slavonic and Balkan oral tradition; see the
aetiological legend recorded in the second half of the nineteenth century in the city of Prilep
by Kuzman Shapkarev, Sbornik ot biilgarski narodni umotvorenia. Chast 2, Otdel 1, Kn. VIII,
270-271 (text Ne 147). For the iconography of Cain being killed by Lamech, see Pupin, Ma-
nastir Decani, 48; see also the engraving by Vasilii Koren’ in the Russian illuminated printed
Bible (Biblia pauperum) of 1692—-1696 ( Fig. 12, infra).
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- o~ -
pacnaTin cBoeMb <I1b> Hamb Ic8ck Xp(c)Tochk mocnmamie apxarTiia CBOETo Ipo3Haro
BOeBOAS U T0BeNb B3ATH Oy caTaHbl MeyaTh YeI0BEUCCK8I0 UMeHa. BT8 Halemy ciiaBa
HeIHDB U IpucHO U Bo BbKU BbKOBE. AMUHB.

About the Genesis of This World:
How our Father God Sabaoth created Heaven and Earth

1. Our heavenly Father, the Lord Sabaoth, is neither begotten nor born. {His} Son was
born but not begotten, and the Holy Spirit was neither begotten nor born, but issues forth
{i.e. proceeds from the Father}.

II. There were back then no sky or Earth, no angels or archangels, no cherubs or ser-
aphs, no rivers or lakes, no wells or springs, no humans, no hills, no clouds, no stars, and
no light. There were back then no beasts, no birds, no wind, and no dawn, but only dark-
ness and abyss. There were back then no days or nights and no passage of time, everything
was eternal and immortal. The Son of God, Jesus Christ, obeying His heavenly Father’s
will, {created} with the Word {i.e. Logos} all beings, visible and invisible, heavenly and
earthly. As He spoke, from His most wise lips, {the world} was created and fashioned by
the Holy Spirit. And God said, “May there be a crystal sky {resting} upon seventy thou-
sand myriads**® of iron pillars, and may there be beasts and clouds and stars and light.”*°
Then {God} exhaled the winds from within His bosom and planted Paradise in the East.
And East and West and South and North {were fashioned}. And God sat on His throne in
the East, in the splendour of His most high glory. And He created seven Heavens with the
Word. Cold and frost came from God’s face, whereas God’s voice was embedded in a fiery
chariot as thunder. Lightning came as the Word from God’s lips, and the sun came from
God’s inner garment, as God wiped his face with it. The moon came from the sun. And
God said, “May there be a myriad of pillars in the air,” and this is how {everything} was
created and fashioned with the Word of God. As for these pillars, they were immovable
from the very beginning. And God saw that it was good, and God said, “May an immov-
able stone be on these pillars and on this stone — the Earth. And on the Earth {may there
be placed} Hell, all of bronze, with beams of iron and gates of bronze, and {may there
be} in this Hell a dungeon of bronze and iron, and under Hell {may there be} bottomless
Tartar.” And then God the Lord said, “May there be upon this Hell a myriad of pillars of
bronze and a stone, and upon this stone {may there be} the Earth.” And God strewed the
Earth with sand and beneath the sands God created stone and flint with the Word.

III. And God said, “May there be on Earth a Sea of Tiberias, bitter and salty primordial
waters, set upon air, and another Earth upon Hell. And on this Earth, the Sea, and the Sea
has no shores.” And God descended in the air, to the Sea of Tiberias, and God saw a duck
swimming on the Sea and hovered above it. God said to it, “Who are you?”” In response,
Satana {i.e. Satan} said to him, “I am God”. Then God said, “Who am I, then?”” Satana
said to him, “You are God of Gods and Tsar of Tsars.” If he had not said this word but
something of which God did not approve, the Lord would have immediately destroyed
him in the Sea of Tiberias. And God said to Satana, “Dive into the Sea and bring me forth
earth and stone.” Obeying God, Satana dove into the Sea and brought forth earth and

458 In the original text the number is described as “seventy myriads multiplied by one thou-
sand”.

459 In this Russian dialect the words denoting “world” and “light” are homonyms; see also
notes 66, 136 and 250, supra.
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stone. Taking the stone from Satana, the Lord broke it into two. He gave to Satan {what
He had} in His left hand, and God hit the stone with His fist,*®” and God said, “May there
be angels in My image, powerful and incorporeal and immortal, obeying My every will.”
God created angels from the flintstone, and He created archangels Michael and Gabriel
from the fiery sparks. And Uril {i.e. Uriel} and Sikhaylo,*! and Rafael, and Pomogali,
cherubs and seraphs, angels and archangels {were created}. And {there was} a sceptre of
burnished steel, and God hit the stone with it, and from this stone angels sprung forth, ac-
cording to the will of God, through the Word: the archangels of God, Michael and Gabriel,
leaders of the heavenly King’s host. Satana began to hammer the stone and he fashioned
countless incorporeal forces. And God said, “May there be thirty-three whales, beasts of
the Sea, in the waters of the Sea of Tiberias, and may the Earth be upon these whales.” God
scattered soil on them and {said, “May there be} the Earth — wide and thick and large. And
on this {Earth may} trees and flowers and grass and mountains*%? and hills and wells and
seas and rivers issue forth.” And God created beasts and animals from earth and fish in
the waters and birds flying in the air. And God created day and night and reptiles crawling
on the earth and upon those whales, on which the Earth rested. Angels were bringing food
and the Earth stretched from East to West and North and South.

IV. Satana spoke out against God Sabaoth, “I have more forces than before and I am like
the Most High.” God counted Satana as an archangel and took him to Heaven. Satan began
to pride himself and exult, and he became conceited, in his mind he became swollen with
vanity and thought to himself, “I will create a throne above the stars in the air.” Having
divined his cunning thoughts, God sent his archangel Michael and God ordered Satan to be
expelled from Heaven. The archangel Michael struck Satan with a sceptre and was burned
by Satan’s fire. The archangel Michael then came to God Sabaoth and said to Him, “Satan’s
fire burned me.” God ordained the archangel Michael as a monk and placed upon him a
schema {i.e. habit, ornamented} with {depictions of} the Holy Cross of Jesus of Nazareth,
the Son of God. The archangel Michael approached Satan and hit Satan with his sceptre,
and sent him down to Earth and {then straight} to Hell, to the outer darkness, and to Tartar,
with all the demonic forces. And his forces poured for three days and three nights into Hell
like drops of rain. And God said, “Amen”. And the skies closed and all those demons who
were hanging in the air, held up by God’s will, fell to Earth and were crushed upon the Earth
by the strong hand of the Most High God and his thoughts. And Satan said, “If God expels
me to Earth, I will go to the House of Jacob and I will be glorified by men.”

V. And instead of the fallen host {i.e. angels}, God filled the holy Heaven with man-
kind. Instead of Satan, God created a man of flesh, the primordial Adam, from eight parts:
body from earth, blood from the sea, bones from stone, thoughts from clouds, eyes from
the sun, breath from the wind, the spirit from light, and warmth from fire. Then God went
and sent to Heaven his Holy Spirit. God {then} came to Earth, to Adam, and God saw that

460 The meaning is not clear; the word used by the scribe is “maaiia”, most probably related
to “maap” (“palm,” “hand”). According to another MS, God hit the stone with his heel (“mza-
ThI0”); see Sreznevskii, “Otchet Otdeleniiu,” JORIS 9, 3 (1904), 100, note 2. On the other hand,
the MS published by Dimitrova-Marinova conveys this detail in the following way: “God took
some sand [necoks] and started hitting the stone”; see idem., “Bogomil’skaia kosmogoniia,”
52. 1 suggest that the word mEcoxk® is a corrupt version of the word mocoxs, meaning “staff,”
“sceptre,” “rod.” The emended reading should now be, “God hit the stone with his sceptre.”

461 perhaps the name of a mythical being?

462 In some Slavonic dialects the nouns denoting “mountain” and “forest” (i.e., ropa) may
be identical.
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Adam suffered from sores created by Satan’s fingers piercing his body. And God said to
Satana, “O cursed Devil, why did you do that? I created man, pure and without blemish,
and whole.” And Satana said to God, “He will forget about you, God, but whenever some-
thing starts to ache, he will utter, ‘God, have mercy upon me!”” God turned the man’s body
inside out and pulled up the skin and put within him the Holy Spirit. And Adam came to
life. God asked Adam, “What did you see in your dream?” {Adam} said, “I saw the Lord
crucified on a cross in Jerusalem, while the Apostle Peter was hung with his head down,
whereas Apostle Paul was in Damascus.” God conducted Adam into Paradise and Adam
fell asleep in Paradise. God took a left rib from Adam and created a wife for him — Eve.
The Lord God then implanted His Holy Spirit {into Eve}. Adam woke up from his dream
and said, “God, what is this?” And God said to Adam, “This is a woman, for you; live
with her.” God allowed Adam and Eve to eat from all the trees in Paradise, except for the
grapevine, from which God did not allow Adam and Eve to eat, because God Himself
partook from this tree, beyond Paradise.

VI. Back then, the serpent was created before the creation of Adam, and she {the ser-
pent} was well-adorned. And Satan envied Adam, who reigned in Paradise, and {he also
envied} man’s goodness. And Satan turned into a worm and crawled to the serpent. “Swal-
low me inside you and take me into Paradise.” The serpent swallowed Satan and brought
him inside Paradise, and wrapped herself around the grapevine. And Satan began to flatter
Eve, speaking through the mouth of the serpent. “Why don’t you try the grapevine? You
will also be gods like the Heavenly God.” Eve spoke to her husband Adam and enticed
him with the serpent’s words, “We will also be gods and we will acquire knowledge, just
like Christ.” Adam was seduced and obeyed his wife Eve, and tasted the grapevine, which
was forbidden by God Sabaoth. Since from the very beginning the cunning Devil envied
mankind, he seduced Adam and Eve. And Adam and Eve sinned in Paradise by following
the advice of the Devil. And they became naked and the most beautiful wreaths and gar-
ments of light were cast off them. Adam and Eve began hiding under the trees and started
collecting fig leaves and sewed them together for clothing, suffering sorrow and shame
at their nakedness. God then came to Paradise and God the Word {i.e. Logos} uttered the
following: “Adam, Adam, where are you?” <And Adam replied, “I’'m here, God”>. And
God said to Adam, “Why did you commit this transgression, you forlorn one?” Adam
answered, “God, the woman enticed me.” And God said, “And you {Eve}, forlorn one,
why did you do so?” {Eve} said, “God, the serpent seduced me.” <*And you, most cun-
ning serpent, why> did you do so?” And the serpent said, “Satan ordered me to swallow
him and take him to Paradise.” And God said to Adam, “You were taken from earth and
to earth you will return. I created you immortal in Paradise, and you disobeyed My order.
Why did you try the forbidden tree?”” And God sent his archangel Michael, ordering him
to chase Adam and Eve from Paradise and send them down to Earth. And God ordered
Adam to till the earth and sleep with his wife.

VII. Adam started crying and lamenting his expulsion from Paradise and he suffered
for thirty years in the River of Babylon. But still, God wanted to pardon Adam, the pri-
mordial man, having seen and heard his genuine repentance and moans and sighs from
the bottom of his heart, with flowing tears of sorrow, uttering, “Benevolent Master, keeper
of all destinies, save me from the Inferno of the Underworld.” Satan, who from the very
beginning was a cunning enemy — a satan and devil, having heard Adam’s moans and sighs
about his sins, went to Adam and said to him, “Adam, [ will tell you some joyful news.
You will be pardoned. But give me a writ for yourself and your entire kin. And you, Eve,
swear to me an oath.”
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VIII. And two sons were born to Adam, Abel and Cain. Abel’s deeds were righteous.
Abel began tending sheep whereas Cain began tilling the earth. Abel offered a juicy {lit.
fat/fattened} lamb as a sacrifice to God, and Cain offered bread from the Earth, but tasted
it first before God {did}. The Lord God accepted Abel’s sacrifice but rejected Cain’s
sacrifice. And Cain envied Abel and killed him with a stone. God came and said to Cain,
“Why did you kill your brother Abel?” God ordered {him} to eat three times per day and
for Cain’s offering to be regurgitated.**> God made Cain shiver in convulsions for three
years; and ordered {his} blood to be shed and Cain to be shot. Lamech, Adam’s grandson,
was blind and his servant was guiding his hand. {The dead} Cain was lying on the earth
for three years and Adam did not know what to do {with his body}.*** God sent two doves,
and one dove killed the other and dug the earth and buried it. Adam, having seen {what
the bird did}, did the same and buried his son in the earth.

IX. Adam lived on the Earth nine hundred years and died. Death came {along with}
Satan and took his soul, and the righteous man Adam expired.*> He burned for three
thousand seventy years in the fire of the deep abyss of Hell, his hands and feet were bound,
and there was a chain around his neck. 4%

X. God the Father, lover of mankind, who has no beginning, the King of Kings, the
Lord of Lords reigning by His own will, sent His only begotten Son, our Lord Jesus
Christ, to Earth, and He became incarnate {Logos, born} of the Virgin Mary. He was born
to annul Adam’s sin and to destroy Satan’s kingdom, to save mankind. The Lord Jesus
Christ, lover of mankind, wished to raise mankind back to its original state out of His lov-
ing kindness.*” He wanted to pardon Adam and Eve and deliver them from the original
curse. And our Lord Jesus Christ was sitting with his Heavenly Father on the Throne of
the Universe for five thousand years. And our Lord Jesus Christ was born <in Heaven> by
the Father without a mother, and on Earth without a father by a mother. He was incarnate
{Logos, born} of the Virgin Mary, the most Holy Theotokos. He was born in Bethlehem
of Judaea; He performed a lot of miracles and signs on Earth. He suffered like a man and
by {His own} will He was crucified on the Cross by the lawless Jews in the holy city of
Jerusalem, and He was placed in a grave and resurrected and descended into Hell. On His
descent, He took Adam and Eve and all the righteous and brought them out of Hell, and
raised them back to their original state in the Garden of Eden, which is planted in the East,
and placed him {them?} on the throne of His divinity.**® He conquered Satan’s death by
His own death, and bound Satan with His Word as with iron bonds on his hands and feet
and a chain on his neck. Before the Crucifixion of our Lord, Jesus Christ, Son of God, {all
those who died} went to Hell, but after His crucifixion our {Lord} Jesus Christ sent His
awesome chief-archangel and ordered him to take from Satan the seal with man’s name
{i.e. Adam’s writ}. Glory to our God now and forever and ever, amen!

463 The meaning of this sentence is obscure.

464 Referring to Cain’s death instead of the more expected death of Abel here.

465 Meaning uncertain.

466 The same detail occurs in the final paragraph of the version published by Mochul’skii;
see “Istoriko-literaturnyi analiz,” RFV 18, 4 (1887), 177.

467 Unclear.

468 Uncertain.
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Text 3

Fragments from a Russian folk legend recorded at the beginning of the twentieth century
by P.A. Gorodtsov in Western Siberia, in the village of Plekhanov, Tiumen’ County (i.
e. Uezd) of the Russian Empire. It was narrated by the seventy-nine year old storyteller,
singer and healer Dmitrii Nikoforovich Plekhanov, born in the same village. Like his
parents, he was illiterate. The legend was published in the Russian academic journal Etno-
graficheskoe obozrenie, 1 (1909), in its special section Miscellanea (text Ne 1, pp. 51-53).
The present publication follows the orthography of Gorodtsov’s edition of the original
Russian text.

Comeopenie mipa

W3navana BbkoBs HUYEro He ObUTO: — HU Heba, HU 3eMJn, HU destoBbka, a OblIa TONBEKO
OJIHA BOJIa, BoAa 0e3b KOHIIAa M Kpato 1 0e3b JHa, a TOCBEPXb BOABI OblIa ThMa ThMYIIast —
oe3npocebrHas ThMa. M mo 3T0# Bogb miaBans BB sonoukh 6ore Camaods. [Liburs
onHax bl bors Canaodd Bb 10104Kb M CIUTIOHYITB Ha BOJY CIIMHKY M BOTH — Bb TOMb
mbeTh, rab oHE CIUTFOHYITE CTMHKY, TOSBUIICS caMb caTaHa CaTaHinTh, B 4eTI0BbYeCKOMb
o0pa3b. 1 kakb TONBKO caTaHa MOSBWICS, TaKb CeHYac ke BCTYIIMIb Bb PasrOBOPHI C
Boroms, oub ckazanp bory: “SI — Opars TBOI. Bo3bMu MeHs ¢b 00010 B 10104KY.” BB
nonoukb xBarmiio mbera u st ABOMXE 1 oToMy bors ckasans catanb: “Camuce!” Cenb
Carana Bb J0104Ky BMbcTh ¢b boromb u normmsun ganbmie. [lnbumn — misum, bors u
roBopuths Caranb: “Xouy st corBoputs 3emiro. HelpHH, caTana, Bb BOAY U JOCTaHb OTTyAA
3emun!” CaraHa 0OepHyJICSl NTHUIEH TOroJieMb W HBIPHYIb Bb Boxy. Ho mpens 3tumsb
Carana He OmarocioBmics y bora u motomy Tpyab ero ocraincst 6e3ycmburHbIME. |... ]
Carana ... BTOpHYHO HBIpHYTH. HO M Ha 3TOTH pa3s OHB HE OJIATOCIOBMIICS, U TOTOMY
OHB OIIATh HE JOCTANIb IHA U HE JOOBLIb 3€MJIH, XOTS U HBIPHYIIb TIIYOXKe MPEKHATO. [...]
Torma borb ckazanp catanb: “Thl MOTOMY HE MOXEIIb JOCTATh 3€MIIH, YTO HBIPSICIIH
He OrarocioBsick. biaarocimoBuck y MeHsl, TOrja AOCTaHellb JHO U MPUHECEIb 3eMin!
Heipsit Bb Tperiit pa3s!” Carana Ha 3TOTh pa3zb OnarocioBucis y bora ... u HEIpHYTH
BB TperTiit pa3b. Ha 910TH pa3p carana 0e3b Tpyna gocTans AHA, 3a0paib OHB B KIIIOBB
3eMJIM U IpHHech ee bory u ckaszanb: BoTh s npuHech Tebe 3emud. [...] Ho carana He
BCIO 3eMJIIO Tiepenans bory m nebompmryio 9acTs ee yramns y ceds Bb Kmosb. [...]
B3sure Borb 3emitro 1 noBenbis n3b BOAHOM MIyOUHBI SIBUTHCS TPeMb KUTaMb. 1 BOTH
SIBUJINCH TPH KUTA, TAKUXb OOJBIINXb, YTO CTAHEIIh HA TOJIOBEI, TAaKh KOHI[A XBOCTOBb
He yBUIHUIIb. KUTHI ycTaHOBMIINCH rojloBaMu BMbCTh, @ XBocTaMH Bb pa3HBIS CTOPOHBI.
Torga bors monoxuns 3emito cedb Ha Ta0Hb, a IPYTOIO TaA0HBIO CTAlb MAThH 3€MITIO U
CIaBIHBATh ee. MsTh — Msub 00T'h 3eMITIO M cAbians u3b Hest Bpob HeOobIIoi Kpymiioit
U COBEPIIEHHO POBHOM JIEMENIKH; 3Ty JEMElKy — 3eMI0 bore MonoXuib Ha TOIOBBI
TPeXb KHTOBB, M 3eMJIsI CTajJa PacTH, pOCia — POCJa M MOKPBUIA c000I0 BChXb Tpexs
KUTOBB M BC€ IPOAOIDKANA PAacTh. TpeMb KUTaMb CTallo yXKe He MOIb CHIY AepiKaTh
3eMJI0, ¥ Toraa bors noBenbirb SBUTHCS N3b BOJHON ITy4YHHBI €IIIe YETHIPEMb KHUTaMb U
JIeprKaTh 3eMITI0. SIBIITCE YeThIpe KUTa, COMKHYIIFCH OHH T'OJIOBAaMH Ch IIEPBBIMHU TPEMS, a
XBOCTAMHU PACKHHYIHCh Bb PA3HbISI CTOPOHBI M CTaIH JepKaTh 3eMilt0. Cb TOro BpeMeH! U
JI0 HAaIIUXb JTHEH 3eMJIS ISP KUTCSL Ha CEMH KHTaxb. BB TO BpeMs Kakb pocia U IMUpHIIach
3eMJIsl Ha KUTaXb, — POCIIa U IIMPHUIIACH TAKIKE 3eMJIsl, OCTABILAsICS BO PTY Y CaTaHbl, TAKb
YTO CHJIHO Pa3Iylio IEKH y caTaHbl. bors 370 3aMbTis 1 crpammBaeTs cataHy: — Cb
4ero y TeOs IeKu — To pasmyno? — M catana nomkeHs ObUTH CO3HaThes: — BrHOBaTH!
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IIpoctu, l'ocogu: s yranns Bo pTy HEMHOTO 3eMJIH. — BrImieBkIBait 3emimo n3o pra! —
npuka3anb bors. U catana crans BblmieBbiBaTh 3eMitio. U tamb, rirh carana rmitoHeTh, —
TIOSIBIISTFOTCS! BCSKISL IUKisl M HEUUCTHIS MbcTa, — TOPBI M OBpard, JIECHBISA TPyIIeObl, KOUKN
u 6omora. JIo 3TOro0 e 3emiis OblIa POBHA U YUCTA U BO BChXb OTHOIICHISXb MIPEKPACHA.
Taxb borb COTBOPHIB 3€MITIO B BECh MUP®. [...| 3emis u mOHBIHD AepkuUTCS Ha ceMu
KHTaxb ¥ BUCHTD Ha BOJb. 3eMJIsl IPOIOIKACTH PACTH M TEIEpb, — M KOIla OHa BBIPACTETh
U YBEIIMYUTHCS HACTOJIBKO, YTO U CEMb KMTOBb HE Bb COCTOSHIM OylyTh IepXkarh ee, —
TOTJa KATHI YHIYTHh Bb BOXLY; 3€MJISI PACCBHIIUIETCS U MPOBAIUTCS Bb BOIHBIA OE3IHEIL
Toraa u HACTYNUTH KOHEIb Mipa. [OBOPSTH, 4TO 9TO BpeMs yiKe HEaIeKo.

Creation of the World

At the beginning of time there was nothing, neither sky nor earth nor humans, but only wa-
ter, water without beginning or end or bottom; and above this water was darkest darkness,
darkness without light. God Salaof {i.e. Sabaoth} was floating in a boat upon this water.
Once while God Salaof was floating thus in His boat, He spat on the water, and behold, on
the very place where he spat, Satanail himself emerged from His spittle, in the image of a
man. As soon as Satan emerged, he immediately began talking to God, saying to God, “I
am your brother. Take me with You in the boat.” There was enough room in the boat for
both of them, and God said to Satan, “Sit.” Satan sat in the boat together with God and
they set off. They floated and floated and God said to Satan, “I want to create the Earth.
Dive, Satan, into the water and fetch dirt from there.” Satan transformed himself into a
duck and dove into the water. Before doing so, Satan had not asked God for a blessing,
which is why his efforts were fruitless. [...] Satan dove for a second time but once again
he failed to ask God to bless him, which is why he did not reach the bottom and gather
any dirt, although he dove much deeper than before. [...] Then God said to Satan, “The
reason you cannot gather dirt is because you dive without asking for My blessing. Ask for
My blessing and you will reach the bottom and gather dirt. Dive for a third time.” This
time Satan asked God for a blessing and dove for a third time. This time he effortlessly
reached the bottom, took some dirt into his beak and brought it to God, saying, “Here I
bring you dirt.” [...] But Satan did not give God all the dirt but kept some of it in his beak.
[...] God took the dirt and ordered three whales to emerge from the watery abyss. Lo and
behold, three whales appeared, so big that if you stood on their heads, you wouldn’t be
able to see their tails. The whales put their heads together, one against the other, and their
tails pointed outward in different directions. God then put dirt on one of His palms and
with the other palm began kneading and pushing the dirt. God kneaded and kneaded the
dirt and made from it something like a small, round, and absolutely plain loaf. God placed
this loaf on the heads of the three whales. The Earth began to grow and covered all three
whales entirely and continued to grow. The three whales were no longer able to hold up
the Earth and God then ordered four more whales to appear from the watery abyss, to
hold the Earth. Four more whales appeared, putting their heads against the heads of the
first three, and their tails pointed outward in other directions, and they held up the Earth.
From this time on, until today, the Earth is held up by seven whales. Yet while the Earth
was growing and expanding on top of the whales, the bit of dirt in Satan’s mouth was also
growing and expanding, so that his cheeks swelled. God noticed this and asked Satan,
“Why are your cheeks so swollen?” Satan had to confess, “I am guilty. Forgive me, God.
I kept some dirt in my mouth.” “Spit the dirt out of your mouth,” ordered God, and Satan
began spitting out dirt. Wherever Satan spat, wild and polluted sites emerged, hills and
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ravines, thickets, hillocks and swamps. Up to that time the Earth was flat and pure and
beautiful in all respects. This is how God created the Earth and the entire Universe. Until
today, the Earth is still held up by seven whales and is suspended on water. The Earth
continues to expand, even now. When it grows and expands to the extent that the seven
whales can no longer hold it, the whales will dive down into the water and the Earth will
disintegrate and sink into the watery abyss, and the end of the world will come. It is ru-
moured that this time is not far off.

Text 4

The text of this Bulgarian legend was recorded in Western Bulgaria by Yordan Kovachev;
it was published in his study “Narodna astronomiia i meteorologiia” (“Folk Astronomy
and Meteorology”) SbNU 30 (1914), 54. The present publication follows the original
orthography of Kovachev’s edition.

Koeamo Boev bnacocnosuns masma oa ce 0bvpHe Ha 3ems

Pasnpassrp, e, KaTo OTHIIETH ASIBOIBTH Bb MOPETO, 3a Jia B3eMe Masi, OTh KOsiTO bors
urbib 12 HanpaBu 3eMsiTa, TOH CKPHJIh MaJKO OTh Hes MOJb €3UKa CH; H, Koraro bors
6J1aroCIOBIITb MasiTa Ja ce 00bpHE Ha 3eMsi, MasiTa B ycTara Ha [SIBOJIA TIOYHAJIA CRIIO
Iia pacte ¥ 1rbia 1a My pa3uekHe ycrara; ToraBa JsiBOIbTh MOYHATH J1a IUT0e U KAAb 1110
MaJHajIo0 OTh CIIOHKUTH My, H3JUIHAIN Ce TUIAHUHU.

When the Lord blessed the yeast to be turned into earth

It is said that when the Devil went to the sea in order to take yeast from which the Lord
was supposed to make the Earth, he hid some under his tongue. When the Lord blessed
the yeast to be turned into Earth, the yeast which was in the Devil’s mouth also began to
expand and was about to make his mouth burst. The Devil then began spitting and wher-
ever his spittle fell, mountains rose up.

Text 5

The text of this folk legend was recorded by the Bulgarian intellectual Tsani Ginchev;
it was published by him in Sofia in Periodichesko Spisanie na Bulgarskoto Knizhovno
Druzhestvo 3 (1882), 173 (Text Ne 1). The present publication follows the idiosyncratic
orthography of Ginchev’s edition of the original Bulgarian text.

Kaxw cx cmanzgnu ibkosumumb ounxu

Enno BpbMme, koraro nHanpasuins bao l'ocoas unnbmkoro Thio ot kans, ocTaBUIb TO
Jla TIPeHOIIYBa, U Ha cyTpbHTa by 1a My gyxHe ayma. [Ipe3s HomTa, JOUTEIb ASBOJIO
U, Cb €HA TOsATra, HAAyNKalb cuukoTo Thio Ha pwuero. Ha cyrpbura mowrsns Abao
Tocnionp u Bugbnb, 4e ynmmrbmkoro Thio cé nynmku. “X&, TOBa € HANPaBHIb JSBOIO”
pbKbIIB TOM, “na Me Kapa na npaBex Apyro Thio! ETo makb a3b 1110 I1e HanpaBR”, U 3e1b
na 6epe TpbBa Ha0KOIIO; KACHIB TpbBa, — Ty OTH Tas, Ty OTH OHAsl, — U TYJIITb TyNKATH;
KXCBJIb U TYAHIb, 10 Tb HAW-mocHh MCTymmrs cHYKUTh, ¥ 3€0b Ta TM 3aMa3bilb U
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3armaurh. [1oaups ToBa yXHAIb Ha uiiTbka aymra, anrbka yxusbias u Ibxo Tocnoas
My Kazanb: “karo Te 3abonu Herab Thioto, na Gepeurs oTb THs TphBU U na ce bpuirs
¢b Thxb, oTh Thxb 1a nuenrs, b ThXb 1a ce moauBallb, ¢b ThXb Ja ce MyIIUITb, U Ch
Thxb na Bep3uis panuth”. [IbpBust umbkb MO3HABAND THs OWIIKH; MMO3HABAIHK I'H U
HeroBuTh CHHOBE, BHYIIM M TIPaBHYIH, Hb mochb, mombka-mwbka, 3emu ga ru 3a0paBsTh.
JIbkoBuTHTh OMIKK C& MHOTO, Hb YMITBKB HE T'M 3Hall; 3a Tyl Ka3Barh: “3a mapa 1bpb
MMa, KOi ro 3Hae”.

How the healing herbs came to be

Once upon a time, when Grandpa Lord created the human body out of mud, He left it
overnight, so that in the morning He would breathe a soul into it. During the night, the
Devil came and pierced the man’s entire body with a stick and it became like a sieve. In
the morning Grandpa Lord came along and saw that the human body was covered all over
with holes. “Ah, this must have been done by the Devil,” He said, “in order to make Me
fashion another body. But look what I’'m going to do.” He began picking grass from the
surroundings. He picked one blade, then another, then another, and filled the holes with
them. He kept picking grass and filling the holes until He finally filled them all completely.
He then covered the body with mud and evened them out. After this, He breathed a soul
into the man; the man became alive, and Grandpa Lord told him, “When something in
your body starts to ache, you must pick herbs and heal yourself with them. You should
drink from them, bathe in them, fumigate yourself with them, and bandage your sores with
them. ” The first man knew these herbs, as did his sons, grandson, and great-grandsons,
but afterwards, little by little, people began to forget. There are many healing herbs which
men do not know, which is why it is said, “There must be a medicine worth a penny, but
who knows where it is?”

Text 6

The text of this Bulgarian folk legend was recorded by Mikhail Arnaudov in the village
of Yovkovtsi, Elena disctrict (Central Bulgaria); the account was given by the local story-
teller Neika Radeva. It was published in SBNU 27 (1913), 327 (Text Ne 15). The present
publication follows the original orthography of Arnaudov’s edition.

Omeot cx 1bkosumumb ounku

KbTy HCKBI 1% HbMEpH JIHKApCTBA [OCIyT’, HBIIPAWI HAWH yBEK yT KaJl U yCTaHBILY
JUR MY BIBXHH IyIOLR CbAe. JAyqs YTHIIEN, Yd Ty HBIYMYWI Iy ILSUTYTY Tely, U
TocnyTt’ cpOpan TpibBH, YM 3bTYIHI TeC Aymyunu. M yT Tyrac yctanbiu Te3 OypibHH
3% JIMKapCTB.

Where did the healing herbs come from?

When He wanted to create medicine, God made man from mud and left him for a while,
before breathing a soul into him. The Devil came in His absence and pierced the entire
body. God then picked some grass and filled in these holes. Since then these herbs have
turned into medicines.
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Text 7

The text of this Bulgarian oral narrative was recorded in the city of Prilep by the local
intellectual Marko Tsepenkov. He was told this tale (“mpukaska’), together with many oth-
ers, by the local teacher Yordan (“Crywanu om Hopoana Yuumenomws”). It was published
for the first time in Sofia in SONU 6 (1891), 113 (Text Ne 1). The text was published again,
but in an adapted version, by Ivanov in 1925 in his Bogomilski knigi i legendi, 349-351
(Text Ne 13). The present publication follows the idiosyncratic orthography of the Tsepen-
kov edition of the original Bulgarian text.

Tocnoodws koea ucnxou Aoama uze pas

Ot xora ro ucrepa ['ocnor Axama oT paioT, ro MPOKOJTHA cO KieTBa: “Aime m3mneryi,
Apname, OT paioB, OTH TH HE Me ITOCIyIla MEHe, IITO TH 3aIl0Be/aB, Ja & opall 3eMbara
U J1a K KOTall, TypH CH JKWB, Jla Taka CO JIeN Ja ce paHull,” My pekon locmor. Cu
1A HaBeWI mraata AaM M CH A 3€J JKeHaTa, Ta CH HM3JIeToN OT paioT. MHOry Maka
Oelre My JIOLIIO HA Ajama, aMa HeMallle IITO Ja YHHHUT OT CTPAOT OT aHIreso, IITO To
MOTIUIAIIYAIIe CO KaMIIUKO OT JIBE JIyTH 3MHMi HarpaeH. OT Kora Hampau Tpoa JDKeBa,
BHJIE OTH JIpyTro He OMIyaT U cu n3Jje3e IUIaveiku OT paio co ce skeHara cu. baern nuu ce
BAPTKa OKOJIY paioT, 3a 'b0a IaK Ja BJIE3U BO Paio; apHO TyKy aHIeJI0 CTOJI Ha BpaTara
CO KaMIIIMKO B Palie ¥ HUIITO )KHUBO HE IO IPHUITYIITA, 3a JIa BIIC3UT BHATpe. — “AX K€HO,
3a OIITO Me M3Jara, ja My rpemam Ha bora, 3a Baka cera rac U TH J1a TRprame Maka, aMmu
cera mITo Ke iaauMe 3a jaa xxuseime?” — “Opai, Komai, Maxy, My peKJia JKeHara, /1a J1a ce
paHUMe, OTH TAaKOB HU OMJI yMOT, Taka K¢ HHM T&prar naara.” Buge Anmam, otu npyro
He Ouayart, 3ee MOTHKATa Ja i Komar 3embara. Co ILRPBO MaBHYBaHbE CO MOTHKATa
B 3eMH U My OJHKHAJIO IIOT OT ceTa cHara. — “OB, MOpH keHO, 1a 6u oTh ocmor cn
ro Hallla IITO Me 3ele Ha Aylla, 3a Baka ja ce moram,” My pede Anam. OT kora ce
OTMOpWJI MaJllle, CTaHaJl Jla KOMa; apHO aMa Kai T Moxkenl Anam na xoma? Ocramn
KOTIAIIeTO W Oellle Hampawi €QHO pajio 3a Jia opaT. 3amHaj BOJIOITe W TPRTHAJT €IHa
Opasza, ymTe efHa TRPrHAI U Ha TpeKbaTa Opas3aa My ce BHIE 110 JECHO OPAaHbETO OT
xomanbeTo. “Co BOJIOITE, )KEHO, IITO TRPraaT Hemapa Ke ce MadaM, Kako CO KOTTaHbETo,
U CO OPaHbEBO KAKO ILTO TJIeJlaM, K& Ce paHHMe, TYKy eJla TH Tepai MU M BOJIOITe FaC Ja
IURp>kaM pasoto.” Kora u mopeue tue 300pou Anam, TyKy Oelie U3J1eros rbaoiio mpeau
BoJioiTe u Oeme My 1 Batwr: “Koro cu npamai tu, 6pe Aname, My peKoll ThaoJoT, ITO
cH 3amHaJ fa opam?” — “OTH 3ep TBOE €T 0Ba MECTO, My peue AJaM Ha IbaojoT, LITO
He Me ocTaam fa opam?” — “Moe e 1, une et? Aixe Oerai oT Tyka,” My pede ThaoJoT.
Bune ve Buze Anam, ctaHa OT TyKa M OTHE Ha I10 IaJIeYHO MECTO. 3aITHa TaMO 0pasioTo
U eTe I'o rbaojoT U TaMo Oellle My ce MPenpedriI IpeT BOJIOU, U OT Tyka ro ucrepa. Ha
TPETo MECTO, — ¥ TaMO He To ocTaamre. — “Amas, Ope Joede, My PeKosI Alam, 3a OIITO
HE M€ 0CTaalll 1a CH U30paM €HO Iapye MecTo, 3a U iac aa xxuseam?” — “He te ocraawm,
OTH IAC Fa TTOBEJIaM 3€MbaBa, J1a 3aToa He Te€ O0cTaaM,” My pede rbaojoT. — “Amu dyape
3a JKUBEEHBETO MO, My peKoi Azam, Kako ke mpaam?” — “Koiai 3a )KHBEeeHBETO TBOE,
MY PEKOJI I'ba0JIOT, FAC YapeTO TH I'0 HaiJyaM OT Koa K€ MH Jailll e/IeH CEHET 3a 4eNarTa
TBOSI, IITO K€ TH C€ POJIAT: )KUBUTE TBOI J]a OWjar, a ympeHute moi.” Jlymane, mecrane
CO JKeHaTa CH M Ce CKJIOHHJIE, Ta My Jajl AJlaM elleH CeHeT OT pakara, NMUIIAH Ha eJHa
II0¥a CO KAPB OT CHarara o1 Azama. la 3ei riouara reaojioT 1 K KJ1aJl J0J1y HOT Ka3aHo
BO nekos0. CTomala TaMO M CHTE JIyTe, IITO YMHpaa, CUTE BO Ka3aHO OT BeYHATa Maka
ozea, 1a ypH oTuios Prctoc Bo BeyHaTa Maka M B OKAPLIMII IUIOYara, ITO Oele @
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nan Anam Hamecto cenet. ETe Taka Gemre ro 0CTaumn rhaosioT Ajama Jia Opat u J1a ce
PaHuT, OT Koa ro uctepai Locnor or paior. 40

When God Expelled Adam from Paradise

When God expelled Adam from Paradise, He cursed him with an imprecation. “Since you
didn’t obey what I ordered you {to do}, go out from Paradise. May you plough the earth
and till it for as long as you live, to feed yourself with bread,” said God. Adam bowed his
head and took his wife, and departed from Paradise. A great sadness fell upon Adam, but
he could do nothing, since he was afraid of the terrifying angel with a whip made from
two fearful snakes. From the moment he transgressed, {Adam} saw that he would have
no choice, and he departed from Paradise crying, together with his wife. For many days
he circled around Paradise {hoping} to get back in there. So far so good, but the angel was
standing at the gate with the whip in his hands, and no living soul was allowed to approach
and enter. “O woman, why did you trick me so that I transgressed before God? Now you
and I are condemned to suffer. What are we going to eat now in order to live?” “Plough
and till {the earth}, {my} husband, to feed ourselves, since we acted without thinking and
this is why we are suffering,” said the woman. Adam saw that there was no choice and he
took the hoe to till the earth. With the first stroke of his hoe, sweat poured from his body.
“O wife, is it God’s will coming from you to my soul, that [ sweat so much?” said Adam.
Having rested for a while, he got up to till {the soil} again; but how could Adam till {the
soil}? He put down the hoe and made a plough with which to plough. He harnessed oxen,

469 This Bulgarian folklore tale parallels the following fragment from the fifteenth/six-
teenth-century Russian redaction of The Life of Adam and Eve (“G) ucnosboaniu Eecunb u
@ evenpo(c) snoyua(m) ea u @ 6onbsnu Adamoss”) from the Rumiantsov Miscellany (MS
Ne 358):

W naua A namsb 3emimio rbiaty, v Ipu(J1) AbABOTH M CTA IPEIh HUMB TIIAT0IA: MOa €(C) 3eMJIA,
a Ofa coy(T) HeGeca u pau; amie(J1) XOIIEIH MOH OBITH, TO Abiian 3eMITIO; alen Xome biu
OBITH, TO WU B pau. — Axamsb pede: 00xia coy(T) HeOeca 1 3eMIIA U KOHEIb €A BCEJICHHbIA. —
3anuIiy MU pOyKOITHCaHie, — IbaBOIb peye, — TOIa M 3eMJI0 AamMb Ty abiari [ ... ], Tor(x)a mon
Ooy(m)urn. — Amamb pede: Ybk €(C) 3eMJIA, TOTO U a3b 1 9A() Moa, — X0paaoBacA IbaBoOIb U
peue: To Mu ¥ 3anuin e(5x) u3pbkb. U B3A(T) mi1e4A U 3ammca poyKoIucaHie CBOe, U CHE PEKb:
4bia €(C) 3eMJIA, TOTO U a3b U 4a(1) Moa. JpsBoTb(3K) B3eMb pyKoIcaHie Aiamiie U aepikaiie
ero. (Pypin, Lozhnyia i otrechennyia knigi russkoi stariny, 2).

And Adam started tilling the earth, and the Devil came and stood before him, saying: “The
Earth is mine, {only} the heavens and Paradise belong to God. If you agree to be mine, only
then can you till the earth. If you wish to be God’s, go to Paradise.” Adam said, “Heaven and
Earth, and the whole Universe belong to God.” The Devil said, “{Adam,} if you give me a
contract written by you {that you are mine}, I will allow you to till the earth [...]. Then you
will belong to me.” Adam said, “Whoever owns the Earth, owns me and my offspring too.” The
Devil rejoiced and said: “Write down {with your own hand} what you just said!” And he took
a slab and wrote his writ, and it stated: “Whoever owns the Earth, owns me and my offspring
too.” The Devil took it and kept it.

Apart from the above-quoted narrative fragment, which states that the signing of Adam’s writ
was subsequent to his encounter with Satan, who forbade him to plough the earth (i.e., Slavonic
Variant A of the Cheirograph legend in Stone’s classification, see Adam’s Contract with Satan,
27-33), the present Russian redaction of the LAE contains yet another alternative rendition of
the legend, according to which Adam signed the contract for the sake of the light he was tricked
to believe the Devil could deliver (i.e., Slavonic Variant B of the Cheirograph legend in Stone,
ibid., 33-8). See also the next note.
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made a furrow, and then another one, and after he had made the third furrow, he felt that
ploughing was easier than tilling. “With oxen, my wife, which pull {the plough}, I won’t
experience such hardship as with tilling, and with ploughing, I think, we will be able to
feed ourselves. Come here and lead the oxen while I hold the plough.” As soon as Adam
finished saying these words, lo and behold the Devil appeared before the oxen and grabbed
them. “Of whom did you ask {permission}, Adam,” said the Devil, “to start ploughing?”
“Are you saying that this spot is yours,” said Adam to the Devil, “and that you won’t allow
me to plough?” “Of course it’s mine, whose else’s would it be? Get out of here!” said the
Devil. Having seen that he had no choice, Adam departed from there and went to a more
distant place. He harnessed {oxen} to the plough and behold the Devil came again, and
again stood in front of the oxen, and chased {Adam} from there as well. {Adam went} to
a third spot, and there he was also not left in peace. “Come on man,” said Adam to him
{the Devil}, “why don’t you leave me alone to plough a piece of land, so that I can live
{and sustain myself}?” “I won’t leave you alone because I rule the Earth, which is why I
don’t leave you alone,” said the Devil. “What shall I do and by what means shall I sustain
myself?” said Adam. “I will find a solution for your life and a way to sustain yourself,
provided you give me a writ concerning your unborn offspring. As long as they live they
will be yours and the dead ones will be mine.” {Adam} and his wife thought and pondered
and finally gave in. Adam gave him {i.e. the Devil} a writ from his own hand, inscribed
with blood from Adam’s body onto a stone slab, and the Devil took the stone slab and put
it under the cauldron {in which it is believed the souls of all sinners burn} in Hell. It stayed
there and all the dead people went to the cauldron of Eternal Sorrow {and this lasted}
until Christ went to the Eternal Sorrow and broke the slab which Adam had {once} given
as a writ. That’s how the Devil left Adam alone to plough and sustain himself after being
expelled by God from Paradise.

Text 8

The text of this Bulgarian oral narrative was recorded in the second half of the nineteenth
century in the city of Prilep by Marko Tsepenkov (see also Text 7, supra). According to
his explanatory notes, he was told this tale (“npukaska”) by the local shoemaker Filip G.
Yanev. It was published for the first time in Sofia in SbNU 7 (1892), 167-169 (text Ne 1).
The tale was published again, but in an adapted version, by Ivanov in 1925 in his Books
and legends of the Bogomils, 351-54 (Text Ne 14).) The present publication follows the
idiosyncratic orthography of the Tsepenkov edition of the original Bulgarian text.

Aoamw u Eea ucnxoenu omw Paii

Ot xoa My rpemmia Ha bora Axam u EBa, u nctepain ot paio HagBop (HaBbHB). [Ipomeraa
OKyITy paio HeKoi caar u Ouzeiky OuiIo npukBeuep, ce creMumio. CeHae 0 eHO IPABO
1, yIUIAIeH! OT TEMHHMIIATa, Ce ITyJelie U Ha3ar, M HalpeT, U HaJeCHO, 1 HAaJIeBO, OT CTPAOT
Ha TemHu1ara. “Ax EBo, EBo, 1€ Benen Anam, 3a011To Me u3j1ara jia KacHam OT JLRPBOTO
u na My rpemam Ha bora? U na cyMm ucrepan oT cBeTIMio pai? Ta Ja cemaM BO OBaa
TEMHHIIA CO CTPaB U TPemeT, 0e3 Ja KMaM HEeKOi IPU MEHe; Jiese iac CHPOMaB, Jaju Ke
MMaM H30aBUILTE OT OBa CTPAIIWIIO, IITO Me HakJamymmio cera?” EBa camo cirymiana u
OBKaJia ¥ ILRPCTUTE OT palleTe CH U KAPIIeNa, a TaK AJaM IIa4eiki 1 OBKaiKU ce TyTKaj
Bo EBa, 1 OT cTpaB Ha TEMHHMIIaTa CH U TOKPHUBAJ OYUTE CO parleTe.
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Certo TOa rpaoyoT Oemre ro CITynIan U HeMy ce ka3ai Ha Anama u EBa, xypu npubimkano
30pa ga mykHuT. “O, o, 100po yTpo, Aname, U T EBO, My peKos, IITO HEWITO CTe ce
ymiammie u cte ce crytkane? [lanm u Bam [ocroT Be HcTepat, Kako mTo Me uerepa Mexe?”

“E, e, mope rpaoine, My pekia EBa, Hemar kabaer ['ocrior mro He ucrepa, TyKy TH MU
nMamr kabaeT IITo He M3jara a KaCHUME OT JARPBOTO. M Ha MecTo ja HU ce OTBOpar
O4HTE, €BE HU CE 3aTBOpHA, OT OBAa JIOIIA M CTpalIHa TEMHHMIIA, IITO HE HAKJIAIMyIIuIa”.
“He Goite ce, EBo, He OoiTe ce, 1€ peKoJI 'baoJIoT, ¥ He CTpaIlleTe Ce OT TeMHIl[aTa, OTH iac
CyM Iap Ha HEH,; cera O.&pro Ke oJjaM 1 K€ BU JIOHECaM CBETIMHA; HeMaiTe raiie, JIenu Be
JIOHEeCe KACMETOT 101 MOIATA PaKa, CaMo aKko Me CIIyIIaTe MEHe IITO Ke BH BeJaM, [apen
ke OmanTe Ha 3eMbaBa; MITO cakare, ke cu mpaute”. “OB Mope reaone, 0B Mope Opare,
My pexoi AZiaMm, ako HU Ce HalJWII Ha OBOI caaT M Ja HU JOHECHII 0eslo BHAENO0, HeMa
HUKOI aT Aa Te 3abopaume”. “Tlexu, Aname, My pekoI TbaoloT, moTpaire co EBa maniie,
IypH Ja ToijjaM 3a Jia BU JIoHecaM OeJio BUIEIO, aMa Tiiesiai BaMo, Ajame, HeMOi HelToO
MUIIIMaH TOCJIe JIa Ce CTOPUIII M JIa C€ OTKaXHII oT MeHe”. VY, y, Opare rraoie, 300p ¢ Toa
Ja ce oTkakaM oT Tebe? Hu Bo Bhekn HeMa [a ce OTKa)kaM; Baka Ja Me 3Haell TH MCHE;
rojiai MaJIio ILRPC 3a Ja ce 3aopraynme”’, My pexoi Anam. “Momire apHO, Aname, My
PEKOJI ThAOJIOT, JIEJIN BEJIUII Taka, ai yApU CU ILRPCTOT Ha IUI0YABA ILITO € IpeJ] MeHE, 3a
Jla HU € cajlaM padoTara U 300poT, 3a OT cera BaMo ke OuanMe Opakba U YenaT TBO1 IITO
K€ TH C€ POJIaT, )HUBUTE J1a OUJIAT TBOI, YMPEHHUTE MOi”.

Ce cBapre Anam ot kai EBa u 1€ peue: “E EBo, mro Benuin Ha oBa 3ropa? Jamu na
yapaM ILRPCTOT Ha IJI04YaBa, 3a a OMIMMe OpTaIy Ha denarTa co reaonot? Ete Toi Bemm:
XKUBHUTE Ke OMJIaT HAIM, & YMPEHHUTE J1a CET Herou.

“E, menu UWBHTE Ke OWIAT Hallw, My pekia EBa, yMpeHHTE Heka ce HETOH, CaMo
BU/ICNIMHA HEKA HU JJOHECH, [a YIPU My ILXPCTO U U4 He 6oi ce.”

Ot xora 9y Anam ot xeHata cu EBa 101 300p, CKJIIOHU 12 CH yAPH ILXPCTO HA IJI0Yara,
LITO MY I ITOKa)Ka ThaoJIOT.

“E ai xaxu M, Ope Thaojie, My pekosl AilaM Ha ThaoJoT, Kako J1a TO yApaM ILRPCTO Ha
miouara?”’

My 1 BaTHJI I'baosIoOT paKaTa AecHa Ha AJjaMa U My TO Hafipackall coO HOKTOT IL&PCTOT,
Ta TO PACKAPBABHII M MHCAJI CO KAPBTA CEHET (3aIMCh) 32 yMPEHHTE Jla OMIaT OT rbaodo, a
xuBHTe OT Atama. Ha 9acot 1 rpaOHai mio4ara rbaoiioT 1 JISTHAJ CO Hea, Ta kA OJAHECOI
Bo pekara Eopman, Bo Hai-11ab0K0oTO MeCTO U, ypH ce Bpatui oT Eopaana, ce pasneHu.

Enno nomon npex Anama u EBa reaonor, u my pexan: “E Aname, u i EBo, BuoBTE,
OTH BH 14 JIOHECOB BujienuHata? Ai cera CTaHeTe /ia Be Hay4aM Jia CU HampanTe Kykba.*’!

470 This fragment from the nineteenth-century Bulgarian folk tale of Adam’s writ parallels the
following excerpt from the fifteenth/sixteenth-century Russian redaction of the Life of Adam
and Eve (“G) ucnosboaniu Eeeun® u co vcnpo(c) enoyua(m) ea u ¢ 6onbsnu Adamoss”) from
the Rumiantsov Miscellany (MS Ne 358):

A uHIe nucaHo BO cT(C)Mb NMUCaHbU, AlaMb OAllle B paio ciiaBa bora co apxaHresnsl u
aHrenbl Bo cBb(T) He Mepuarou(M); U3roHMMOY(’K) eMy OBIBILIIO M3 pam 3a MpecTyIIeHie
e'ro, u He Bbaama Toro Axamb, e(3k) HOIIb U JIeHb Npe(k) ero boroms coTBopeHa ObI(c), U
chie npamo pato n makaiecs 1o paucko(m) sku(t)u. M npu(xn) Hotup u 6b1(c) T'Ma ¥ BbCKpHUYA
AzamMb DIAroJia: rope MHe, IMPECTOYNMHUBLIOMY Ooxuio 3arnoBbiab, usrHany usb csbmiaro
pauckaro kutha, npecsbmiaro nemepyatomaro cebra. () csb(r) Mou npecsbrib — mauaca
W pbIJlaA TJIAroJalle, — OyXe He Oy3pI0 CHIAHIAa TBOETO UM HE Mepyaromaro cBh(T) HU KpacoThl
pawuckia vy Brkio; ['(c)u, mommitoyn ma na()maro(c). Ipune sxe k HemMoy AiaBo(J1) U TIIaroia
€MOY: YTO CA CTOHEIIH U pbigaemn? Anamb(k) pede: cBb(T) pa(x) mpecBbraro cokphIBIaroca
MmeHe pa(au). — HiaBo(J1) peue emoy: a3b TH xaMb cBbTb, 3ammum(c) MH pyKomHcaHie(M) U
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Crana Anam n EBa 1 TAprHaa fa ofiat 1o reaoja, 1a ¥ y9u Jja CH Harpar Kykbsa. M Bomu
110 cee M y4uIl ThaoJIIITHHBE; OJIN3Y IPUKBEYEp U HaTepall Jia cobepar Cyu JRpBba U Jia
Harmpaar efHa konu6a. “Kiai ro oBa n&pBo, Aname, My peKai rbaojoT, CO JaropelkaBa
OT IECHO; KJIai TO JIPYroBO OT JIEBO HA €IeH YeKOp, Ha IIMPOKO, CTaBH 1 JiBaTa Kpaia rope;
KJ1ai €IHO 03ropa 1 KJai ¥ APYy3u OT CTPAHMTE; a cera Habepu TpeBa HaB&pJial Ha LRpBaTa
u Bresere cu co EBa B Hatpe /1a cu cimere ¥ 14 He 60iTe ce JypH CyM KuB Ic.”

3ene AaMm elieH OCTAp KaMeH, Kako IITO IO y4elle I'baoJioT, 3apaMHH MECTOTO, Kai
IITO Ke Tpaele KoanbaTa, U 1 Hampai Kako IITO To y4elle ThaoJloT, U cH Bieron co Epa
J1a CU CeJIH.

OT 101 ACH Beke AlaM ce CO T'haoJIOT CH KHMBEET M IO CIyIIal Ce IITO MY BEJel;
nokpai Azama 1 EBa co ce uenarra My ro citylianae U Herou Ouiie, IIpu ce IITo Oele cu
nan AmaM MMm3a 3a OT Koa Ke ympar jenara ot Agama aa 6uaar nerou. OT kora ymper,
Apnam, CH BJIETOJ BO BEUHATa MaKa, IIPU ThaoJl0 U CE/IeN TaMo, TypH A0mIoN XPpHCTOC Ha
3eMbaBa U ce KApcTui Bo p. Eopnan ot Moana; xai mto 3acranan Xpucroc Bo Eopnan
Owuia mIoyaTa co um3ara oT Ajama, ITo My I 3ei 'baoioT. Co KAPIITEHbETO XPUCTOBO
Ce CKHUHaJI CEHeTO OT AJlaMa U Kora Biieroj XpucToc BO BeUHaTa Maka, ro u3Baui Ajama
1 CHTE MY CHHOI; CaMoO eJIeH ocTaml XpHCToc BO BeuHata Maka. OT cTpaoT Ha XpucTra
cute rpaosu Gea uzderaine ot Beunara maka. Ocranatuo uoek Bo Beuna'’!, kora ce Buzen
caM, cakall Jia M3JIe31 OT BEeYHa, aMa HEeMOXKEJ; M3MHCIIMI €JeH MApUBET: 3€]1 KOHOI U

pooxb cBolt M 9A(X). Aams ke cBETa pasu JacTh eMOy pOyKOIUCaHie, U Hallica Tako: YiH e(C)
cBb(T), TOTO 23B M YAZlA MOU, — U IIPHJE JICHb B CBBTH BOCIA 110 Beeil BcelleHHEH; IbaBOTb ke
B3€Mb POYKOIHUCaHie agamile, COKphI U (Bb iopra(H) ne(x) xkameHe(m), rae Xpucro(c) Kp(c)-
tiaca). (Quoted from Pypin, Lozhnyia i otrechennyia knigi russkoi stariny, 2; incidentally, Pypin
points out that the last sentence of this paragraph was crossed out by the scribe).

Yet it was also written somewhere else in the Scriptures that Adam glorified God with the
archangels and angels in Paradise in a ceaseless light; having been expelled {from there}
after his transgression, and without knowing that God had previously created day and night
{on earth}, he sat in front of Heaven and lamented over {his previous} life in Paradise. And
night came, and it became dark, and Adam began crying out, saying: “Woe is me! Because |
disobeyed God’s order, I was expelled from the luminous life in Paradise, from the brightest,
never ceasing light.” He was further saying the following while crying and lamenting, “O my
brightest light{ = world}! I will never again see your luminosity and unceasing radiance, nor
will I ever see the Edenic beauty! O God, have mercy upon me, the fallen one!” The Devil then
came to him and said, “Why are you groaning and sobbing?” Adam said, “{I am weeping} on
account of the brightest light which ceased because of me!” The Devil said, “I will deliver you
light, but give me a handwritten contract, pledging thus to be mine, along with your kin and
offspring!” Because of {the promised delivery of} light, Adam gave him a contract in which he
wrote: “Whoever owns the light, owns me and my children!” And the day came, and the light
shone above the entire universe, and the Devil took Adam’s writ and hid it in the river Jordan
under the stone upon which Christ was to step when He was baptised.

See also the translation of this excerpt by A. Kulik apud Stone, Adam’s Contract with Satan,
33; according to Stone, this type of narrative interpretation of the motif of Adam’s writ repre-
sents Slavonic Variant B of the Cheirograph legend (ibid. 33-8). See also the discussion above
(§ 3.6.2. Adam’s writ).

471 According to M. Tsepenkov’s notes, the storyteller was not sure whether it was Moses or
Elijah but was more inclined to believe that it was Moses:

ITprka3BaybTh Ha 31PaBO HE MOXKEIIE a4 MU Kaxke, KOi OMIb YOBBKBTB, KOTOTO OCTAaBHIb
Xpucroch Bb BbuHara MRKa: “He 3HABK, Mapko, MM Ka3a, Ha 31paBo, KOil ¢ OCTaBeHb Bb
Bbunara Mmxka, nanm Moiicea, namu Mina, ama tpb6a na 6bme Moiicea”. A3b 0Th Apyry Xopa
CBMB CIIYIIANTb, 4 ¢ OWIb OCTABCHD CANUHb, KOHTO yrapmib XpucTa cb xkeab3Ha pbKa.
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BaTHJI J1a Cy4l OpTOMa MHOTY je0emna. JIommou efieH rpaoli, Ta To mpaiia, 3a011TO U Cyqer
OpPTOMHUTE; TOI My PEKOJI K& M BAP3EN CUTE baoiik U Ke U Hocen npu Xpucta. Kora ce
Hay4WJIe ThaoJIUTe, OTH K& U BRAP3yall, CTOPWIC CCH ME3IIUY U ce codpalie CUTe, Ta TH
ro rpabHaje YOeKOT M TH IO UCBAPJIMJIC OT BeUHATa Maka HaaBop. OT Torai HaBaMo Majo
HHMKOI BEKE€ BO BeYHa MaKa.

Adam and Eve Chased Away from Paradise

When Adam and Eve transgressed before God, He chased them away from Paradise. For
an hour or so they wandered around Paradise until evening set in and it became dark. They
sat under a certain tree and, being scared of the dark, they were looking back and forth, to
the right and left, as they were afraid of the darkness. “O Eve, Eve”, said Adam, “Why did
you seduce me to eat of the tree and transgress before God, and now I am expelled from
luminous Paradise and sit in this murkiness, with fear and trembling, and I have no one
with me. O poor me! Shall I ever be delivered from this horror which is happening to me
now?” Eve only listened to him, sighing and wringing her hands, while Adam, crying and
sighing, leant against Eve and covered his eyes with his hands, being scared of the dark.

The Devil heard all this but didn’t show himself to Adam and Eve until the time of
dawn approached. The Devil then said, “O, good morning, Adam and Eve! Why are you
so scared and hug each other? Did God expel you as well, just as He expelled me?”

“O Devil,” said Eve, “It’s not God’s fault that He expelled us, but yours, since you
tricked us into eating from the tree! Instead of having our eyes opened, here we have them
covered by this evil and frightening darkness, which overwhelms us.” “Don’t be afraid,
Eve, don’t be afraid!” said the Devil to her, “Don’t be afraid of darkness, because I am its
master. I will go now quickly to bring you light. Don’t worry! Since chance brought you
into my hand, you only have to obey what I tell you and you will become Tsars on Earth
and do whatever you wish.” “O Devil, O brother!” said Adam, “If you bring us light at this
hour, we will never forget you.” “Well, Adam,” said the Devil, “You and Eve must have
patience for a while until I go and bring you a bright light. But beware, Adam, that you do
not later regret and renounce me.” “O my brother Devil, how can you speak like this? How
could I renounce you? [ will never renounce you. This is how you will know — give me your

The storyteller could not tell me for sure who the man was whom Jesus left in the Eternal
Sorrow: “I do not know, Marko, he told me, who was left in the Eternal Sorrow, whether it was
Moses or Elijah, but I think that it was Moses.” I [i.e., Marko Tsepenkov] have heard from other
people that there was one man {who was left in the Eternal Sorrow}, and that was the one who
slapped Jesus with an iron hand.

According to some other Bulgarian popular legends, the man who was left in Hell was
Solomon; eventually he was delivered from there because of the single charitable act he once
committed by giving a rope to a poor woodcutter. It was with the help of this rope that Solomon
was saved from the Eternal Sorrow. This tale was recorded, again by Tsepenkov, in the city of
Prilep; it was entitled The Most Wise Solomon gave a rope to a poor woodcutter and later it was
this rope that facilitated his salvation from the Eternal Sorrow (IIpemyopu Conomon oan eona
opmoma Ha eoeH cupomagh ORpeap u co ucmama opmoma ce uzdasusl OMv eUHAMA MAKA).
The legend was narrated by the elderly shoemaker Naum, who heard it from a certain Andon
Itsov, who, in turn, had learned it from another storyteller by the name of Spiro the Butterman
(“Ipuxasxcana om oeoa Hayma Kansnuuia, moi ia ciywan om Anoona Myogh, a nak Anoon
ia cnywan om Cnupa Macnapom npe muoey coounu”). The text was published in SONU 1617
(1900), 292294 (text Ne 3). See also the discussion in Radchenko, “Etiudy po bogomil’stvu,”
129-130.
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little finger so that we {grasp them and} become accomplices.” So said Adam. “Very well,
Adam,” said the Devil, “since that’s the case, tap your finger on the slab of stone in front of
me so that everything is confirmed that we have an agreement that, from now on, we will
be brothers and children born to you will be yours while they live and mine when dead.”

Adam turned towards Eve and said to her, “Well, Eve, what do you say about this
proposition? Should I tap my finger on the stone slab so that we and our children become
accomplices with the Devil? Here is what he says: the living ones will be ours and the
dead ones will be his.”

“Well, since the living will be ours,” said Eve, “may the dead ones be his, provided he
brings us light. If this is the case, tap your finger and don’t be afraid.”

Adam, having heard these words from his wife Eve, consented to tap his finger on the
stone slab which the Devil indicated.

“Now tell me, Devil, how to tap my finger on the slab of stone.”

The Devil took Adam’s right hand and scratched it with his nail until it bled, and Adam
wrote a writ in his own blood: “The dead are to be for the Devil, while the living are to
be Adam’s.” At that very instant the Devil grabbed the stone slab and flew off with it, tak-
ing it to the river Jordan, to the deepest spot, and by the time he returned from the river
Jordan, day was breaking.

As soon as he came to Adam and Eve, the Devil said to them, “Well, Adam and Eve,
haven’t you seen that I brought you light? Now get up so I can teach you how to make a
dwelling.”

Adam and Eve set off and followed the Devil, so that he might teach them how to
build a house. He led them to teach them trickery. When evening approached, he had
them collect dry wood and make a hut. “Place this piece of wood, Adam,” said the Devil,
“with a fork to the right. Then put the other one on its left {against another fork}, one
pace distance apart, put one on the top and another one on the side. Collect grass and toss
it over the wood and go inside with Eve to sleep, and don’t worry for as long as I live.”

Adam took a sharp stone, as the Devil taught him, to even out the place where he was
meant to build the hut. He constructed it the way the Devil had taught him and he entered
with Eve to dwell inside there.

From this day on Adam always lived together with the Devil, obeying everything he told
him. Together with Adam and Eve, their children also obeyed him and were his {the Dev-
il’s}, despite Adam’s having stipulated in the writ that his children would go to the Devil
only when they die. When Adam died, he went to the Eternal Sorrow, to the Devil, and he
stayed there until Christ came to Earth and became baptised in the river Jordan by John.
There, where Jesus stood in the river Jordan, was the stone slab with Adam’s writ, which
had been taken by the Devil.#’> With Jesus’ baptism, Adam’s writ was torn up, and when
Jesus descended to the Eternal Sorrow, he took from there Adam with all his sons.*”> And
only one man remained there. From fear of Christ, all the Devils escaped from Hell, and
the man who remained in the Eternal Sorrow saw that he was alone and wanted to get out
of there, but could not. He then thought of a ruse: he took some hemp and began twisting a
very thick rope. A Devil came and asked him why he was twisting rope, and he answered
that he wanted to tie up the Devils and take them before Christ. When the Devils found
out that he intended to tie them up, they gathered all together, formed a counsel, grabbed
the man and threw him out of the Eternal Sorrow. From then on no one was left in Hell.

472 See Figs. 8 and 9, infia.
473 See Figs. 10 and 11, infra.
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Figure 1: God Sabaoth Creating the World

Digital copy — for author's private use only — © Mohr Siebeck 2011



The Sea of Tiberias: Between Apocryphal Literature and Oral Tradition 147

€ 3ENHIT

[

Figure 2: Creation

Digital copy — for author's private use only — © Mohr Siebeck 2011



148 Florentina Badalanova Geller

Figure 3: Adam’s Family
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Figure 4: Vine as the Forbidden Tree
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Figure 5: Vine as the Forbidden Tree
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Figure 6: Adam’s Writ
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Figure 7: Adam and Eve Lamenting over the Dead Body of Abel
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Figure 8: Christ Standing on the Stone with the Cheirograph During His Baptism
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Figure 9: Christ Standing on the Stone with the Cheirograph During His Baptism
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Figure 10: Christ Harrowing Hell
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Figure 11: Christ Harrowing Hell
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Figure 12: Cain Being Killed by Lamech
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