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The Sea of Tiberias: 
Between Apocryphal Literature and Oral Tradition


Florentina Badalanova Geller

1 . Introduction1

In 1921, four years after the Bolshevik 5evolution, the renowned 5ussian scholar 
A . I . Iatsimirskii published his monumental BiblioJraphical Survey of South�Sla�
vonic and 5ussian Apocryphal Literature: CataloJue of Monuments (Old Testa�
ment Apocrypha),2 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 Iatsimirskii, 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 Ia . Shchapov,3 I . Por¿r¶ev,4 
E . Barsov,5 V . Mochul¶skii,6 and V . Sre]nevskii .7 He would have known, too, 


 For Boris Uspensky, ɨɬ ɞɭɲɢ ɹɡɵɱɟɫɤɨɣ.
1 :ork on this paper was carried out at the Max Planck Institut f�r :issenschaftsgeschichte, 

Berlin, as part of my proMect “Unholy Scriptures: Apocryphal Heritage of Slavia orthodoxa .”
2 A . I . Iatsimirskii, BiblioJra¿cheskii obzor apokrifov v iuzhnoslavianskoi i russkoi 

pis¶mennosti. Spiski pamiatnikov . Apokrify Vetkho]avetnye, vyp . 1 . (Petrograd: I]danie Otdele�
niia 5usskago Ia]yka i Slovesnosti 5ossiiskoi Akademii 1auk, 5ossiiskaia Gosudarstvennaia 
Akademicheskaia Tipogra¿ia, 1921) .

3 Ia . Shchapov, “Istoricheskie ocherki narodnago miroso]ertsaniia i sueveriia (Pravoslavna�
go i Staroobriadcheskago),” Zhurnal Ministerstva NarodnaJo 3rosveshcheniia 117, 4 (March 
1863), 91 .

4 I . A . Por¿r¶ev, “Apokri¿cheskie ska]aniia o Vetkho]avetnykh litsakh i sobytiiakh po 
rukopis¶iam Solovetskoi biblioteki,” SbO5IS 17, 1 (1877), 87±9 .

5 E . Barsov, “O Tiveriadskom More . (Po spisku XVI v .),” Chteniia v Imperatorskom Ob�
shchestve Istorii i Drevnostei 5ossiiskikh pri Moskovskom 8niversitete. Povremennoe I]danie 
pod =avedyvaniem E . V . Barsova, 2 (Aprel¶�Iun¶, 1886), 5±8 .

6 V . Mochul¶skii, “Istoriko�literaturnyi anali] Stikha o Golubinoi Knige,” 5F9 18, 4 (1887), 
173±7 .

7 The discovery of this version of The Sea of Tiberias was one of the important outcomes 
of the palaeographic expedition which Sre]nevskii carried out in 1902 in Olonets (now the 
5epublic of Karelia), Vologda, and Perm Gubernias of the 5ussian Empire . The aim of this 
trip was to gather, describe and catalogue surviving Church Slavonic MSS from the region of 
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Florentina Badalanova Geller14

about the important contributions of A . Veselovskii8 (an indisputable authority 
in the domain of pre�revolutionary 5ussian 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 9orlaJe . The problem of recover�
ing the 8rtext 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,9 The Book of the Secrets of Enoch the Just,10 The Apocalypse of 

1orthern 5ussia . In his “5eport to the Department of 5ussian Language and Literature at the 
Imperial Academy of Sciences 5egarding the Expedition to the Olonetskaia, Vologodskaia and 
Perm Gubernias Carried out in -une 1902: List of Acquired MSS” Sre]nevskii offered detailed 
descriptions of MS collections discovered by him during the Mourney, along with publications 
of some of the texts (either in full, or in part) . The Sea of Tiberias was among these texts . See 
V . Sre]nevskii, “Otchet Otdeleniiu 5usskago Ia]yka i Slovesnosti Imperatorskoi Akademii 
1auk o Poe]dke v Olonetskuiu, Vologodskuiu i Permskuiu Gubernii . (Iun¶ 1902) . Perechen¶ 
Priobretennykh 5ukopisei,” IO5IS 9, 1 (1904), 242� 9, 3 (1904), 99±104 .

 8 See his “Explorations in the realm of the 5ussian spiritual stan]as: dualistic beliefs about 
the creation of the Universe” (“5a]yskaniia v oblasti russkago dukhovnago stikha (XI): Dual�
isticheskia poveriia o miro]danii,” SbO5IS 46, 6 (1889), 1±116, esp . 40±116), and his earlier 
study of Latin, Greek (By]antine), and Slavonic recensions of the LeJend of the Holy 5ood and 
their correlation with the Slavonic versions of the Life of Adam and Eve and other apocrypha 
(“5a]yskaniia v oblasti russkago dukhovnago stikha (VI±X): =apadnye legendy o dreve kresta 
i slovo Grigoriia o trekh krestnykh drevakh,” SbO5IS 32, 4 (1883), 367±424) .

 9 For a bibliographic survey of Adam and Eve apocrypha in medieval Slavonic literature, 
see A . I . Iatsimirskii, “K istorii apokrifov i legend v iu]hno�slavianskoi pis¶mennosti,” IO5IS 
14, 2 (1909), 288±90� idem, BiblioJra¿cheskii obzor� 76±81� see also A . 1 . Pypin, Lozhnyia 
i otrechennyia kniJi russkoi stariny. Sobrannyia A . 1 . Pypinym . Pamiatniki starinnoi russkoi 
literatury, i]davaemye Grafom Grigoriem Kushelevym�Be]borodko, vyp . 3 (St . Petersburg, 
1862), 1±8, 12±14� 1 . Tikhonravov, 3amiatniki otrechennoi russkoi literatury, vol . 1 (St . Pe�
tersburg: Tipogra¿ia Tovarishchestva “Obshchestvennaia pol¶]a,” 1863), 1±18, 298±304, I . A . 
Por¿r¶ev, “Apokri¿cheskie ska]aniia,” 34±47, 90±6, 204±16, 245±50� V . -agiü, “Slavische 
Beitrlge ]u den biblischen Apokryphen . I . Die altkirchenslavischen Texte des Adamsbuches,” 
Denkschriften des kais. Akademie der :issenschaften� philos.�hist. Classe, 42 (Vienna, 1893), 
1±104� 5 . H . Charles, The Apocrypha and 3seudepiJrapha of the Old Testament, vol . 2 . Pseude�
pigrapha (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1913), 123±54� <ordan Ivanov, BoJomilski kniJi i leJendi 
(So¿a: Pridvorna Pechatnitsa, 1925), 207±27� Donka Petkanova, ed ., Stara bǎlJarska litera�
tura� vol . 1: Apokri¿ (So¿a: Bǎlgarski pisatel, 1982), 35±41, 348±49� D . Dimitrova, “Kǎm 
vuprosa ]a istoriiata na teksta na apokrifa Slovo za Adam i Eva,” SL 12 (1982), 70±71� G . A . 
Anderson and M . E . Stone, eds ., A Synopsis of the Books of Adam and Eve (SBLE-L� Atlanta: 
Scholars Press, 1994)� Literature on Adam and Eve (eds . G . A . Anderson, M . E . Stone and - . 
Tromp� Leiden�Boston�K|ln: Brill, 2000)� A . A . Orlov, From Apocalypticism to Merkabah 
Mysticism: Studies in Slavonic 3seudepiJrapha (-S-Sup 114� Leiden�Boston: Brill, 2007), 
7±9� B . Murdoch, The Apocryphal Adam and Eve in Medieval Europe: 9ernacular Translations 
and Adaptations of the Vita Adae et Evae (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2009), 192±207 . 

10 For a survey of Slavonic MSS of The Book of the Secrets of Enoch the Just (2 Enoch), see 
A . I . Iatsimirskii, BiblioJra¿cheskii 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 5ossiiskikh pri Moskovskom 8niversitete, Kn . 4� Moscow: 
Universitetskaia tipogra¿ia, 1899)� idem� “Feniks v apokrifakh ob Enokhe i Varukhe,” Novyi 
sbornik statei po slavianovedeniiu� sostavlennyi i izdannyi uchenikami 9. I. LamanskaJo pri 
uchastii ikh uchenikov po sluchaiu ���letiia eJo ucheno�literaturnoi deiatel¶nosti (St . Peters�
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15The Sea of Tiberias: Between Apocryphal Literature and Oral Tradition

Baruch,11 The LeJend of the Holy 5ood,12 and some erotapocritic writings (The 
Discussion Between the Three Saints, etc .) on the formation of the SoT . Likewise 
considered was the potential inÀuence of The Secret Book of the BoJomils,13 as 
well as the indigenous, vernacular oral tradition(s) and dualistic folklore cos�

burg, 1905), 395±97, 399±402� idem� Slavianskaia KniJa Enokha 3ravednaJo (Posthumous 
publication of the un¿nished MS, ed . M . 1 . Speranskii� Moscow, 1910) . See also Pypin, Lozh�
nyia i otrechennyia kniJi russkoi stariny� 15±16� Tikhonravov, 3amiatniki otrechennoi russkoi 
literatury� vol . 1, 19±23� Por¿r¶ev, “Apokri¿cheskie ska]aniia,” 51±2� : . 5 . Mor¿ll and 5 . H . 
Charles, The Book of the Secrets of Enoch. (Translated from the Slavonic by : . 5 . Mor¿ll and 
ed ., with introduction, notes and indices by 5 . H . Charles� Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1896)� 
Charles, The Apocrypha and 3seudepiJrapha of the Old Testament, vol . 2, 425±69� Ivanov, 
BoJomilski kniJi i leJendi� 165±91� Petkanova, Stara bǎlJarska literatura� 1 .49±63, 350±52� 
F . I . Andersen, “2 (Slavonic Apocalypse of) Enoch,” OT3� 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 AntiJuo Testamento, Tomo 4 . 
Ciclo de Henoc (ed . A . D . Macho, et. al .� Madrid: Ediciones Cristiandad, 1984), 147±202� C . 
B|ttrich, Adam als Mikrokosmos: eine 8ntersuchunJ zum slavischen Henochbuch (Frankfurt: 
Peter Lang, 1995)� idem ., Das slavische Henochbuch (-�dische Schriften aus hellenistisch�
r|mischer =eit . Bd 5, Apokalypsen, Lfg . 7� G�tersloh: G�tersloher Verlagshaus, 1996)� P . Alex�
ander, “From Son of Adam to Second God: Transformation of Biblical Enoch,” Biblical FiJures 
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,” ImaJininJ Creation (eds . M . Geller et al .� Leiden�Boston: Brill, 2008), 
162±3, 186±91, 231±35 . 

11 For a survey of Slavonic MSS of the Apocalypse of Baruch (� Baruch), see Iatsimirskii, 
BiblioJra¿cheskii obzor� 227±32� Sokolov, “Feniks v apokrifakh,” 397±99� see also P . A . Lav�
rov, “Apokri¿cheskie teksty,” SbO5IS 67, 3 (1899), 149±51� Ivanov, BoJomilski kniJi i leJendi� 
191±207� Petkanova, Stara bǎlJarska literatura� 1 .71±6, 353±54� Orlov, From Apocalypticism� 
63±4, 289±308 .

12 For the Slavonic redactions of The LeJend of the Holy 5ood and the Two BriJands (at�
tributed to Gregory of 1a]ian]us), see: Tikhonravov, 3amiatniki otrechennoi russkoi liter�
atury� vol . 1, 305±13� Por¿r¶ev, “Apokri¿cheskie ska]aniia,” 47±50, 96±103� Petkanova, Stara 
bǎlJarska literatura� 1 . 169±73, 378±79� Orlov, From Apocalypticism� 12±14� see also Vesel�
ovskii, “5a]yskaniia,” SbO5IS 32, 4 (1883), 367±424 . For The LeJend of the Holy 5ood by 
the Bulgarian priest -eremiah (composed in the tenth century), see M . Sokolov, Materialy i 
zametki po starinnoi slavianskoi literature� vyp . 1 (Moscow: Universitetskaia tipogra¿ia, 1888), 
72±211� Petkanova, Stara bǎlJarska literatura� 1 .274±88, 398±99 . For the interplay between 
the apocryphal accounts of the LeJend of the Holy 5ood and Bulgarian folklore tradition, 
see A . T . Iliev, “5astitelnoto tsarstvo v narodnata poe]iia, obichaite, obredite i poveriiata na 
bǎlgarite,” SbN8 7 (1892), 328±40 .

13 See Ivanov, BoJomilski kniJi i leJendi� 303±311 . For a general bibliographic survey of 
studies on Bogomilism and Slavonic apocrypha, see D . Petkanova, “Bogomilstvoto i apokrif�
nata literatura” in her 3o knizhovniia drum na minaloto (So¿a: Vreme, 2005), 89±105, and 
Orlov, From Apocalypticism, 96±9� see also the discussion in A . I . Iatsimirskii, “K istorii apokri�
fov i legend v iu]hno�slavianskoi pis¶mennosti,” IO5IS 15, 1 (1910), 48±56, V . Panaiotov, 
“Svedeniia ]a bogomilstvoto v 3ismoto do 3anko na Atanasii Ierusalimski,” StarobǎlJaristika 
(3alaeobulJarica) 3 (1987), 84±91 and < . Stoyanov, The Hidden Tradition in Europe: The 
Secret History of Medieval Christian Heresy (London: Arkana, Penguin Books, 1994), 212±19 .
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Florentina Badalanova Geller16

mogonies . The contributions of scholars such as A . Potebnia,14 V . Mochul¶skii,15 
M . Dragomanov,16 K . 5adchenko,17 A . Markov,18 and 1 . Korobka,19 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 :orld” 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 ¿rst 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, etc .) in a number of fundamental 
publications on Creation sagas from the region of Eurasia and elsewhere . See: A . Potebnia, 
“Ob]or poeticheskikh motivov koliadok i shchedrivok . (LXXV) 1achalo sveta,” 5F9 16, 4 
(1886), 273±5 (738±40) .

15 Particularly signi¿cant is V . Mochul¶skii¶s monograph “Vestiges of the folk Bible in 
Slavonic and Old 5ussian literature” (“Sledy narodnoi Biblii v slavianskoi i v drevnerusskoi 
pis¶mennosti,” Zapiski ImperatorskaJo NovorossiiskaJo 8niversiteta� 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 5ussian spiritual folklore stan]as concerning the Book of 
the Dove� see Mochul¶skii, “Istoriko�literaturnyi anali] Stikha o Golubinoi Knige,” 5F9 16, 4 
(1886): 197±219� 17, 1 (1887): 113±180� 17, 2 (1887): 365±406� 5F9 18, 3 (1887): 41±142� 
18, 4 (1887): 171±188 . In fact, it is in the ¿nal 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 BoJomilski kniJi i leJendi, 
294±99 . Unfortunately, Ivanov erroneously (perhaps the only time in this remarkable study�) 
gives this text as belonging to volume 17 of 5F9 rather than volume 18 . However, Ivanov¶s 
error was faithfully copied by others� see Miltenova¶s entry in Encyclopaedia Lexicon of Old 
BulJarian Literature on The Sea of Tiberias (“Tiveriadskoto more”), Stara bǎlJarska literatura: 
Entsiklopedichen rechnik (ed . D . Petkanova� So¿a: Petǎr Beron Press, 1992), 463±4 .

16 Further on M . Dragomanov¶s cross�cultural analysis of the SoT, see his “=abele]hki 
vǎrkhu slavianskite religio]no�eticheski legendi . Dualisticheskoto mirotvorenie,” SbN8 10 
(1894), 10±62 . In his study (written in Bulgarian and originally published in So¿a, in vols . 8 
(1892), 257±314 and 10 (1894) 3±68 of SbN8) 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 : . 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 :est� he enMoyed tremendous popularity and had a signi¿cant impact upon the work of 
many renowned folklorists, anthropologists and ethnographers . Among the many inÀuenced by 
him were Elli KaiMa K|ngls, “The Earth�Diver (Th . A 812),” Ethnohistory 7 (1960), 151±80 
and Alan Dundes, “Earth�Diver: creation of mythopoeic male,” AA 64, 5�1 (October, 1962), 
1032±51 . 

17 Konstantin 5adchenko was one of those hidden talents of 5ussia, whose greatness was 
only recognised after his death (April 22, 1908) . He spent most of his short and dif¿cult life in 
a small, remote provincial city of 1e]hin, 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 5ussian 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 5adchenko still stands as a symbol of the intellectual 
power of ¿n de siqcle 5ussia . His work “Etiudy po Bogomil¶stvu: narodnyia kosmogonicheskiia 
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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 5ussia and elsewhere in Eastern Europe at the turn of the twentieth 
century that Iatsimirskii¶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.�. Surveys of Sources

5ecently, two scholars, D . Dimitrova�Marinova20 and V . Ku]netsova,21 have in�
dependently prepared a survey of MSS containing the SoT . Ku]netsova suggests 
that the number of textual witnesses is twenty .22 In fact, this number is much 
higher, as Ku]netsova 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 Ku]netsova¶s arguments are constructed .

legendy slavian v ikh otnoshenii k Bogomil¶stvu,” IO5IS 15, 4 (1910), 73±131, which is the last 
in a series of excellent articles on Dualism and Bogomilism, inÀuenced many scholars studying 
the SoT� it was published posthumously by his colleague and friend M . 1 . Speranskii .

18 See his stimulating article “More Tiveriadskoe v dualisticheskoi legende o sotvorenii 
mira,” EO 1±2 (1913), 64±75, 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 Àint, 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 5ussian 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 1 . I . Korobka� “Obra] ptitsy tvoriashchei mir v russkoi narodnoi poe]ii i 
pis¶mennosti: Skazanie o Tiveriadskom More i koliadki o dvukh golubiakh, tvoriashchikh mir . 
a) Obra] ptitsy, tvoriashchei mir v Skazanii o Tiveriadskom more,” IO5IS 14, 4 (1909), 175±95 
and idem� “Obra] ptitsy, tvoriashchei mir v russkoi narodnoi poe]ii i pis¶mennosti: Skazanie o 
Tiveriadskom More i koliadki o dvukh golubiakh, tvoriashchikh mir . b) Koliadki o golubiakh, 
tvoriashchikh mir,” IO5IS 15, 1 (1910), 105±47 .

20 D . Dimitrova, “Kosmogonichnata legenda ]a Tiveriadskoto more i starobǎlgarskata 
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 .

21 V . Ku]netsova, Dualisticheskie leJendy o sotvorenii mira v vostochnoslavianskoi 
fol¶klornoi traditsii (1ovosibirsk: Sibirskoe Otdelenie 5ossiiskoi Akademii 1auk, 1998), 
192±99 .

22 Ibid.� 192 .
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2.�.�. Kuznetsova¶s Survey of Sources

Ku]netsova divides the witnesses into three categories: the Barsovian redaction 
(after Barsov¶s publication), the Cheboksary redaction (after the place in which 
one of the MSS was found), and a miscellaneous redaction .

The Barsovian redaction of the SoT is represented by eight texts:23

i . Ɍhe account published in 1886 by Barsov himself, from MS ʋ 1418, now part 
of the Barsov Collection at the State Historical Museum (Ƚɨɫɭɞɚɪɫɬɜɟɧɧɵɣ 
ɂɫɬɨɪɢɱɟɫɤɢɣ Ɇɭɡɟɣ) in Moscow, fols . 75±92� on some of the pages are inscrip�
tions made by peasants from the region of 5ostov� it is part of a Miscellany, attributed 
by Ku]netsova to the seventeenth century . According to <ordan Ivanov, however, 
this account ± the original Slavonic text of which he published (following Barsov¶s 
edition) in 1925 ± was composed in the sixteenth century .24 It was designated by him 
as “the ¿rst 5ussian 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) .

ii . The account from MS ʋ 21 .11 .3 (fols . 85±97) from the Archaeographic Collection of 
the Library of the Academy of Sciences (Ȼɢɛɥɢɨɬɟɤɚ Ⱥɤɚɞɟɦɢɢ ɧɚɭɤ� Ɋɭɤɨɩɢɫɧɵɣ 
ɨɬɞɟɥ) 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 1efedovo, 
Vologodsky Ue]d .”

iii . Another eighteenth�century account (from MS ʋ 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 .

iv . The eighteenth�century account from MS ʋ 436 (fols . 130±35) of the Vakhrameev 
Collection in the State Historical Museum in Moscow, from a Miscellany compiled 
in the Danilovskii region by “1ikita Afonas¶ev, the son of a peasant .”

v . The eighteenth�century account from MS ʋ 240 (fols . 59±67) of the Tikhonra�
vov Collection of the former Lenin State Library (Ƚɨɫɭɞɚɪɫɬɜɟɧɧɚɹ ɛɢɛɥɢɨɬɟɤɚ 
ɢɦ. ȼ. ɂ. Ʌɟɧɢɧɚ), now the 5ussian State Library (Ɋɨɫɫɢɣɫɤɚɹ ɝɨɫɭɞɚɪɫɬɜɟɧɧɚɹ 
ɛɢɛɥɢɨɬɟɤɚ), Moscow .

vi . The nineteenth�century account from MS ʋ 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 Ue]d .

vii . The eighteenth�century account entitled “A tale about the creation of the world” 
(ɋɤɚɡɚɧɢɟ ɨ ɫɨɡɞɚɧɢɢ ɦɢɪɚ), published by Shchapov in 3ravoslavnyi Sobesednik 
(1861, April, part 1), pp . 263±5 .

viii . 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 3ravoslavnyi 
sobesednik (1861, April, part 1), p . 261 .

23 Ibid.� 193±5 .
24 Ivanov, BoJomilski kniJi i leJendi� 290±94 .
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The Cheboksary redaction contains eleven textual witnesses:25

i . The eighteenth�century account discovered by V . Grigorovich in Cheboksary (MS 
ʋ 56 in his archives)� it was later published by V . Mochul¶skii26 and again by < . 
Ivanov .27 According to Ivanov, this account represents the second 5ussian version 
of The Sea of Tiberias.28

ii . The seventeenth�eighteenth�century account from MS ʋ 4�XVII�22 (fols . 966±
74) preserved in the Saltykov�Shchedrin State Public Library (Ƚɨɫɭɞɚɪɫɬɜɟɧɧɚɹ 
ɩɭɛɥɢɱɧɚɹ ɛɢɛɥɢɨɬɟɤɚ ɢɦ. ɋɚɥɬɵɤɨɜɚ�ɓɟɞɪɢɧɚ), now 5ussian 1ational Li�
brary (Ɋɨɫɫɢɣɫɤɚɹ ɧɚɰɢɨɧɚɥɶɧɚɹ ɛɢɛɥɢɨɬɟɤɚ), St . Petersburg . The text is titled: 
ɋɤɚɡɚɧɢɟ ɬɪɭɞɨɥɸɛɟɡɧɵɯ ɢ ɛɨɝɨɥɸɛɢɜɵɯ ɦɭɠɟɣ� ɫɩɢɫɚɧɚ ɡ ɛɨɠɟɫɬɜɟɧɧɵɯ ɤɧɢɝ 
ȼɚɫɢɥɢɹ ȼɟɥɢɤɚɝɨ� Ƚɪɢɝɨɪɢɹ Ȼɨɝɨɫɥɨɜɚ� ɂɨɚɧɧɚ Ⱦɚɦɚɫɤɢɧɚ ɨ ɩɪɟɞɢɜɧɵɯ ɜɟɳɟɣ� 
ɨ ɛɟɡɧɚɱɚɥɶɧɟɦ Ƚɨɫɩɨɞɟ ɧɚɲɟɦ� ɤɚɤɨ ɛɵɥ ɟɞɢɧ Ƚɨɫɩɨɞɶ ɋɚɜɚɨɮ ɩɪɟɠɞɟ ɜɫɟɹ 
ɬɜɚɪɢ ɜɢɞɢɦɵɹ ɢ ɧɟɜɢɞɢɦɵɹ ɢ ɩɪɟɠɞɟ ɧɟɛɟɫɟ ɢ ɡɟɦɥɢ .

iii . The eighteenth�century account from MS ʋ 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 .

iv . The eighteenth�century account from MS ʋ 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 . 
Sre]nevskii .29 The Appendix, infra, provides an English translation of this version, 
along with the original Slavonic text of Sre]nevskii¶s edition (see Text 2) .

v . The eighteenth�century account from MS ʋ 32 .16 .11 (fols . 1±8), very similar to the 
above mentioned MS ʋ 45 .8 .190 (fols . 1±12)� both MSS are held in the same col�
lection . Excerpts from the current text were used by Sre]nevskii to reconstruct the 
content of the missing pages in MS ʋ 45 .8 .190 (see above) .

vi . The now�lost MS from the Slepche Monastery, discovered by V . Grigorovich, whose 
notes were later published by Shchapov30 and Ivanov�31 this text is analysed at length 
below .

vii . The eighteenth�century account from MS ʋ 2486a (fols .16±24) from the Barsov 
Collection, kept in the State Historical Museum in Moscow .

viii . A similar eighteenth�century account from MS ʋ 2486b (fols .1±7), also from the 
Barsov Collection, kept in the State Historical Museum in Moscow .

ix . The eighteenth�century account from MS ʋ 495 (fols .1±8) from the =abelin Collec�
tion, kept in the State Historical Museum in Moscow .

x . The eighteenth�century account from MS ʋ 2967 (fols .176±183) from the Mu]eis�
koe Collection, kept in the State Historical Museum in Moscow .

xi . The seventeenth�eighteenth�century account from MS ʋ 18 (fols . 4±10), kept in the 
Tikhonravov Collection, held in the 5ussian State Library, Moscow .

25 Ku]netsova, Dualisticheskie leJendy� 196±7 .
26 Mochul¶skii, “Istoriko�literaturnyi anali],” 5F9 18, 4 (1887), 173±7 . 
27 Ivanov, BoJomilski kniJi i leJendi� 294±9.
28 Ibid .
29 Sre]nevskii, “Otchet Otdeleniiu,” IO5IS 9, 1 (1904), 242� 9, 3 (1904), 99±104 .
30 Shchapov, “Istoricheskie ocherki,” 91 .
31 Ivanov, BoJomilski kniJi i leJendi, 289 .
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Ku]netsova¶s third category is miscellaneous (“ɫɦɟɲɚɧɧɚɹ ɪɟɞɚɤɰɢɹ”) .32 
To this she allocates the text entitled Bundle of Divine Books (“ɋɜɢɬɨɤɴ 
ɛɨɠɟɫɬɜɟɧɧɵɯɴ ɤɧɢɝɴ”), published by Pypin, ¿rst in Ɋɭɫɫɤɨɟ ɋɥɨɜɨ33 and 
later in his ɂɫɬɨɪɢɹ ɫɥɚɜɹɧɫɤɢɯ ɥɢɬɟɪɚɬɭɪ (co�authored with Spasovich).34 
In her survey, the two cosmogonic accounts from the Solovetskaia Library, both 
from MS ʋ 1138, i.e., the LeJend of the Seven 3lanets (“ɋɤɚɡɚɧiɟ ɨ ɫɟɞɦɢ 
ɩɥɚɧɢɬɚɯɴ,” fols . 148±58) and The Tale of Sts. Andrew and Epiphanius re�
JardinJ 4uestions and Answers (“ɉɨɜɟɫɬɶ ɫɬ̄ɝɨ Ⱥɧɞɪ״ɹ ɫɨ ȿɩɢɮɚɧɢɟɦɴ 
ɨ ɜɨɩɪɨɫ״ɯɴ ɢ ɨɬɜ״ɬeɯɴ,” fols . 174±77), both previously published by 
Por¿r¶ev,35 are listed separately from the SoT index, in two consecutive rubrics . 
This classi¿cation differs from the position previously expressed by <ordan 
Ivanov� according to him, the text of The Tale of Sts. Andrew and Epiphanius re�
JardinJ 4uestions and Answers represents the third 5ussian version of the SoT.36

2.�.2. Dimitrova�Marinova¶s Survey of Sources

D . Dimitrova�Marinova states that her analysis is based on published and un�
published texts,37 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:38

i . The eighteenth�century 5ussian account discovered by Viktor Grigorovich in Che�
boksary (MS ʋ 56), ¿rst published by V . Mochul¶skii�39 in Ku]netsova¶s survey 
classi¿ed as “Cheboksary redaction” (text i) .

ii . The eighteenth�century 5ussian account from MS ʋ 45 .8 .190 (fols . 1±12) from the 
Archaeographic Collection of the Library of the Academy of Sciences in St . Peters�
burg (¿rst published by V . Sre]nevskii)�40 Ku]netsova classi¿es it as “Cheboksary 
redaction” (text iv)� see also Text 2 in the Appendix, infra .

iii . The 5ussian account from MS ʋ 488 (fols .127a±32b), composed in 1714, from the 
=abelin Collection, currently kept in the State Historical Museum in Moscow .

iv . The eighteenth�century 5ussian account from MS ʋ 32 .16 .11 (fols . 16a±17b), ob�
tained and described by V . Sre]nevskii, currently kept in the archives of the Library 
of the Academy of Sciences (St . Petersburg)� Ku]netsova classi¿es it as “Cheboksary 
redaction” (text v) .

v . An account from MS ʋ 1938 (fols . 38a±52b) of the 5ussian State Library .

32 Ku]netsova, Dualisticheskie leJendy� 192, 198 .
33 5usskoe Slovo 2 (1862), 53±6.
34 A . 1 . Pypin et al., Istoriia slavianskikh literatur� vol . 1 (Moscow, 1879), 79±80 .
35 Por¿r¶ev, “Apokri¿cheskie ska]aniia,” 86±9 .
36 Ivanov, BoJomilski kniJi i leJendi� 299±301 .
37 Dimitrova�Marinova, “Bogomil¶skaia kosmogoniia,” 48±9, notes 17 and 19 . 
38 Ibid.� 48, note 17 .
39 Cf. Mochul¶skii, “Istoriko�literaturnyi anali],” 5F9 18, 4 (1887), 173±77 . 
40 Cf. Sre]nevskii, “Otchet Otdeleniiu,” IO5IS 9, 1 (1904), 242� 9, 3 (1904), 99±104 .
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vi . The seventeenth�century 5ussian account from MS ʋ 162 (fols . 195±204) from the 
Bol¶shakov Collection of the 5ussian State Library .

vii . A seventeenth�eighteenth�century 5ussian account from MS ʋ 18 (fols . 4a±10b) of 
the Tikhonravov Collection, held in the 5ussian State Library, Moscow� Ku]netsova 
classi¿es it as “Cheboksary redaction” (text xi) .

viii . The eighteenth�century 5ussian account from MS ʋ 68 (fols . 137±142) from the 
Popov Collection, held at the 5ussian State Library .

ix . A 5ussian account from Fragment ʋ 39 from the =ykin Collection, dated 1714� kept 
in the Department of Palaeography of the Institute of 5ussian Literature .

x . The Slepche account�41 in Ku]netsova¶s survey classi¿ed as “Cheboksary redaction” 
(text vi) .

Dimitrova�Marinova lists the following witnesses as representatives of the short 
recension:42

i . The sixteenth�century 5ussian account from MS ʋ 1418 (fols . 75±92), published in 
1886 by Barsov (now in the holdings of the State Historical Museum in Moscow)�43 
see also Text 1 in the Appendix, infra .

ii . The early eighteenth�century 5ussian account from MS ʋ 240 (fols . 59±67) of the 
Tikhonravov Collection (ʋ 299), held in the 5ussian State Library .

iii . The early eighteenth�century 5ussian account from MS ʋ 1495 (fol . 2) of the 
Undol¶skii Collection (1o 310), from the 5ussian State Library .

iv . The seventeenth�century 5ussian account from MS ʋ 154 (fols . 145±150) of the 
Piskarev Collection (ʋ 228), from the 5ussian State Library .

v . The eighteenth�century 5ussian account from MS ʋ 21 .7 .9 >272@ (fols . 111b±117) of 
the Olonetsk Collection of the Library of the Academy of Sciences in St . Petersburg .

vi . The account from MS ʋ 21 .11 .3 (fols . 3±4b) of the Sre]nevskii Collection kept in 
the Library of the Academy of Sciences in St . Petersburg .

vii . The nineteenth�century account from MS ʋ 32 .16 .14 (fols . 1±12) from the Archaeo�
graphic Collection in the Library of the Academy of Sciences, St . Petersburg .44

According to Dimitrova�Marinova, there is a third, intermediate category, which 
includes texts of the abridged, concise redaction (“ɫɴɤɪɚɬɟɧɚ ɪɟɞɚɤɰɢɹ”) of 
the SoT .45 As an example she gives The Tale of Sts. Andrew and Epiphanius 
reJardinJ 4uestions and Answers (“ɉɨɜɟɫɬɶ ɫɬ ̄ɝɨ Ⱥɧɞɪ״ɹ ɫɨ ȿɩɢɮɚɧɢɟɦɴ ɨ 
ɜɨɩɪɨɫ״ɯɴ ɢ ɨɬɜ״ɬeɯɴ”) from MS ʋ 1138 (fols . 174±177) from the Solovets�
kaia Library .46 According to Ivanov, this represents the third 5ussian version of 
the SoT�47 whereas Ku]netsova lists it in a separate category from those in her 
index of the SoT accounts .48

41 Cf. Shchapov, “Istoricheskie ocherki,” 91� Ivanov, BoJomilski kniJi i leJendi, 289 .
42 Cf. Dimitrova�Marinova, “Bogomil¶skaia kosmogoniia,” 49, note 19 .
43 Cf. Ku]netsova   “Barsovian redaction” (text i)� see Dualisticheskie leJendy� 193 . 
44 Cf. Ku]netsova   “Barsovian redaction” (text vi), ibid. 194±5 . 
45 Cf. Dimitrova, “Kosmogonichnata legenda ]a Tiveriadskoto more,” 185 .
46 Cf. Por¿r¶ev, “Apokri¿cheskie ska]aniia,” 87±9 .
47 Ivanov, BoJomilski kniJi i leJendi� 299±301 .
48 Ku]netsova, Dualisticheskie leJendy�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 5ussian palaeographer 
V . Sre]nevskii) . The account, entitled “This scroll is from the Book of 3alaea” 
(“ɋɟɢ ɋɩɢɫɨɤɶ ɢɫ Ʉɧɢɝɢ ɉɚɥɟ>ɢ@”), comes from MS ʋ 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 SoT .”49

2.�.�. Brief 5emarks

An assessment of the classi¿cations proposed by Ku]netsova 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 palaeographic clari¿cation 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 .50

2.2. Classi¿cation and Taxonomy of Sources

5egarding the classi¿cation of the texts into separate categories, my position 
shares certain principles in common with those of Ivanov,51 which I consider 
to be more straightforward than the typologies suggested by Ku]netsova and 
Dimitrova�Marinova . The term “¿rst 5ussian version” in Ivanov (  the text 
published by Barsov) corresponds to Dimitrova�Marinova¶s “short recension,”52 
and Ku]netsova¶s “Barsovian redaction .”53 The term “second 5ussian version” 
in Ivanov (  the text discovered in Cheboksary by Grigorovich and published 
by Mochul¶skii) corresponds to Dimitrova�Marinova¶s “long recension”54 and 
to Ku]netsova¶s “Cheboksary redaction .”55 Ku]netsova, however, considers the 

49 Dimitrova�Marinova, “Bogomil¶skaia kosmogoniia,” 51±7 .
50 My work is based on previously published versions of the text, with the assumption that 

they reÀect the same range of themes and motifs as in the unpublished ones . :hen necessary, 
I will refer to unpublished texts, but purely as complementary evidence . 

51 Cf. Ivanov, BoJomilski kniJi i leJendi� 287±301 .
52 Cf. Dimitrova�Marinova, “Bogomil¶skaia kosmogoniia,” 42, 49 (note 19) .
53 Cf. Ku]netsova, Dualisticheskie leJendy�192±5 .
54 Cf. Dimitrova�Marinova, “Bogomil¶skaia kosmogoniia,” 38, 42, 47 (note 6), 48 (note 17), 

51±7 .
55 Cf. Ku]netsova, Dualisticheskie leJendy� 195±7 .
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Slepche version to be part of the same typological cluster of texts as the Chebok�
sary account .56 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 ¿rst called it “the Bulgarian version of The Sea of Tiberias .” As for the type 
described by Ivanov as “the third 5ussian version” (  The Tale of Sts. Andrew 
and Epiphanius reJardinJ 4uestions and Answers from MS ʋ 1138 from the 
Solovetskaia Library),57 Dimitrova�Marinova calls it “the abridged redaction,”58 
while in Ku]netsova¶s classi¿cation it is an independent type, which she lists 
separately from the SoT texts .59

In my analysis I will follow the following taxonomy:

Type A-1: represented by the Bulgarian version of the SoT (i.e., the Slepche version).
Type A-2: comprising the 5ussian accounts of the SoT published by Mochul¶skii, 

Sre]nevskii, and Dimitrova�Marinova (i.e., Ivanov¶s “second 5ussian version”   
Ku]netsova¶s “Cheboksary redaction”   Dimitrova�Marinova¶s “long recension”) .

Type B: comprising the type of 5ussian accounts parallel to Barsov¶s publication of the 
SoT (i.e ., Ivanov¶s “¿rst 5ussian version”   Ku]netsova¶s “Barsovian redaction”   
Dimitrova�Marinova¶s “short recension”) .

Type C: represented by The Tale of Sts. Andrew and Epiphanius reJardinJ 4uestions and 
Answers (i.e ., Ivanov¶s “third 5ussian redaction”   Dimitrova�Marinova¶s “abridged 
redaction”   Ku]netsova¶s “miscellaneous redaction”) .

3 . Textual Analysis

�.�. The South�Slavonic 9ersion

�.�.�. ArchaeoJraphic Search and 3hiloloJical 5esearch

In 1845, the 5ussian philologist Viktor Grigorovich discovered among the Sla�
vonic manuscripts stored in the archives of the Slepche Monastery (now in the 
5epublic 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 .60 Since it was more than 

56 Ibid ., 197 .
57 Cf. Por¿r¶ev, “Apokri¿cheskie ska]aniia,” 87±9 .
58 Cf. Dimitrova, “Kosmogonichnata legenda ]a Tiveriadskoto more,” 185 .
59 Cf. Ku]netsova, Dualisticheskie leJendy� 198 .
60 :e follow the later publication� see Shchapov, “Istoricheskie ocherki,” 91 . 1ote that in 

Miltenova¶s entry on The Sea of Tiberias in the Encyclopaedia Lexicon of Old BulJarian 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 bǎlJarska literatura: 
Entsiklopedichen rechnik (ed . D . Petkanova), 463±64 .
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140 years ago when this rare publication appeared,61 I consider it appropriate to 
publish Grigorovich¶s notes again, with an English translation:

>ɉ@ɪɟɠɶ ɡɟɦɥɢ ɛɵɫɬɶ Ƚɨɫɩɨɞɶ ɋɚɜɚɨɮɴ ± ɜɴ ɬɪɟɯɴ ɤɨɦɚɪɟɯɴ ɧɚ ɜɨɡɞɭɫ࣎ɯɴ . ɂ ɩɨɦɵɫɥɢ 
ɫɟɛ࣎ Ƚɨɫɩɨɞɶ ɋɚɜɚɨɮɴ, ɛɟɡɧɚɱɚɥɶɧɵɣ ɨɬɟɰɴ, ɢ ɬɚɤɨ ɨɬɪɢɝɧɭ ɨɬɴ ɫɟɪɞɰɚ ɢ ɪɨɞɢ 
ɜɨɡɥɸɛɥɟɧɧɚɝɨ ɫɵɧɚ Ȼɨɠiɹ ɝɨɫɩɨɞɚ ɧɚɲɟɝɨ Iɢɫɭɫɚ ɏɪɢɫɬɚ, ɢɡɴ ɭɫɬɴ ɫɜɨɢɯɴ Ⱦɭɯɴ 
ɫɜɨɣ ɫɜɹɬɨɣ ɢɫɩɭɫɬɢ ɨ ɝɨɥɭɛɢɧ࣎ ɨɛɪɚɡ࣎ . ɂ ɪɟɱɟ Ƚɨɫɩɨɞɶ: ɛɭɞɢ ɧɟɛɨ ɯɪɭɫɬɚɥɶɧɨɟ ɧɚ 
ɫɬɨɥɩ࣎ɯɴ ɠɟɥ࣎ɡɧɵɯɴ, ɢ ɧɚ ɫɟɞɦɢɞɟɫɹɬɢ ɬɶɦɚɯɴ ɬɵɫɹɳɶ ɢ ɛɭɞɢɬɟ ɨɡɟɪɚ ɢ ɨɛɥɚɤɢ ɢ 
ɡɜ࣎ɡɞɵ ɢ ɫɜ࣎ɬɴ ɢ ɜ࣎ɬɪɴ, ɢ ɞɭɧɭ ɢɡɴ ɧ࣎ɞɪɴ ɫɜɨɢɯɴ, ɪɚɢ ɧɚ ɜɨɫɬɨɰ࣎ ɧɚɫɚɞɢ� ɦɪɚɡɴ ± 
ɨɬ ɥɢɰɚ Ƚɨɫɩɨɞɧɹ, ɚ ɝɪɨɦɴ ± ɝɥɚɫɴ ɝɨɫɩɨɞɟɧɶ ɜɴ ɤɨɥɟɫɧɢɰ࣎ ɨɝɧɟɧɧ࣎ɣ ɭɬɜɟɪɠɞɟɧɴ, ɚ 
ɦɨɥɧiɹ ± ɫɥɨɜɨ Ƚɨɫɩɨɞɧɟ ɢɡɴ ɭɫɬɴ Ȼɨɠiɢɯɴ ɢɫɯɨɞɢɬɴ, ɚ ɫɨɥɧɰɟ ± ɨɬɴ ɧɭɬɪɟɧɧiɹ ɪɢɡɵ 
ɝɨɫɩɨɞɧɢ, ɩɨɧɟɠɟ Ƚɨɫɩɨɞɶ >«@ ɥɢɰɭ ɫɜɨɟɦɭ . ɂ ɪɟɱɟ Ƚɨɫɩɨɞɶ: ɛɭɞɢ ɬɦɚ ɫɬɨɥɩɨɜɴ ɧɚ 
ɜɨɡɞɭɫ࣎ɯɴ . ɂ ɪɟɱɟ Ƚɨɫɩɨɞɶ: ɛɭɞɢ ɧɚ ɡɟɦɥɢ ɦɨɪɟ ɬɢɜɢɪiɚɞɫɤɨɟ, ɜɨɞɚ ɫɨɥɟɧɚɹ . ɂ ɫɧɢɞɟ 
ɝɨɫɩɨɞɶ ɩɨ ɜɨɡɞɭɯɭ ɧɚ ɦɨɪɟ ɬɢɜɢɪiɚɞɫɤɨɟ ɢ ɭɡɪ࣎ ɝɨɫɩɨɞɶ ɩɥɚɜɚɸɳɚɝɨ ɧɚ ɬɨɦɴ ɦɨɪ࣎ 
ɝɨɝɨɥɹ, ɢ ɫɬɚ ɧɚɞɴ ɧɢɦɴ Ƚɨɫɩɨɞɶ ɢ ɪɟɱɟ ɟɦɭ: ɝɨɝɨɥɟ, ɬɵ ɤɬɨ ɟɫɢ" ɂ ɪɟɱɟ: ɫɚɬɚɧɚ ɚɡɶ 
ɟɫɦɶ . ɂ ɪɟɱɟ ɝɨɫɩɨɞɶ ɫɚɬɚɧ࣎, ɩɨɧɭɪɢɫɹ ɜɴ ɦɨɪɟ, ɢ ɜɵɧɶ ɡɟɦɥɢ ɢ ɤɚɦɟɧɶ, ɢ ɩɪɟɥɨɦɢ 
ɧɚ ɞɜɨɟ, ɢɡɴ ɥ࣎ɜɵɹ ɪɭɤɢ ɞɚɫɬɶ ɫɚɬɚɧ࣎ ɩɨɥɨɜɢɧɭ ɤɚɦɟɧɢ, ɭɞɚɪɢ Ƚɨɫɩɨɞɶ ɠɟɡɥɨɦɴ 
ɧɚ ɤɚɦɟɧɶ . ɂ ɫɨɬɜɨɪɢ Ȼɨɝɴ ɨɬɴ ɢɫɤɪɶ ɨɝɧɟɧɧɵɯɴ Ɇɢɯɚɢɥɚ ɚɪɯɚɧɝɟɥɚ ɢ Ƚɚɜɪiɢɥɚ ± 
ɜɡɥɟɬ࣎ɥɢ ɚɧɝɟɥɢ . ɋɚɬɚɧɚ ɠɴ ɢɡɴ ɤɚɦɟɧɢ (ɫɨɬɜɨɪɢ) ɛ࣎ɫɨɜɫɤɭɸ ɛɟɫɱɢɫɥɟɧɧɭɸ ɫɢɥɭ 
ɛɨɝɨɜ . ɂ ɪɟɱɟ ɝɨɫɩɨɞɶ: ɛɭɞɢɬɟ ɬɪɢɞɟɫɹɬɶ ɬɪɢ ɤɢɬɚ ɧɚ ɦɨɪ࣎ ɬɢɜɢɪiɚɞɫɤɨɦɴ, ɢ ɛɭɞɢ ɧɚ 
ɬ࣎ɯɴ ɤɢɬɚɯɴ ɡɟɦɥɹ .
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 -esus 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 ¿ery chariot, and lightning is the :ord 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�@diver62 swimming, and the Lord stood 

61 <ordan Ivanov published only the Bulgarian translation of Grigorovich¶s notes in his 
BoJomilski kniJi i leJendi� 289 .

62 I am rather reluctant in this case to render JoJol¶ (ɝɨɝɨɥɶ) as “duck,” despite the seemingly 
straightforward translation of the 5ussian noun JoJol¶ as “a water bird” (traditionally imagined 
as “a duck”) for the following reason . In some 5ussian folklore texts it is explicitly pointed out 
that GoJol¶ 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 5ussian folklore cosmogonic legend entitled “Ɉ 
ɫɨɬɜɨɪɟɧiɢ ɦiɪɚ”� it was recorded in 1910 in the region of Saratov (Volga river basin) by the 
local peasant Gavril Kirillovich =avaritskii . The legend was narrated by his father . The text was 
published six years later� see “O tom svete i ob etom . 5a]ska]y Saratovskogo Povol]h¶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 . 5 . 
5omanov in the fourth volume of his Belarusian Miscellany (CosmoJonic Tales and LeJends), 
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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 ¿ery 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, 
“:ho 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 
identi¿es Himself as “I am that I 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) .

�.�.2. The SiJns 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 SoT . The same de�
scription of God¶s “three�chambered habitat” can be found in the ¿rst paragraph 
of the eighteenth�century text from the MS discovered, again by V . Grigorovich, 
in Cheboksary,63 and in the incipit of the eighteenth�century 5ussian recension of 
the SoT from MS ʋ 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 kosmoJonicheskiia i 
kul¶turnyia (Vitebsk: Tipo�litogra¿ia 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 anali],” 5F9 18, 4 (1887), 173� the MS was in�
dexed in the archive collection of Grigorovich¶s MSS as ʋ 56 (see also �� 2 .1 .1 and 2 .1 .2 
supra and � 3 .2 .1 infra) .
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5ussian Academy of Sciences in St . Petersburg .64 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 5ussian versions of The Discussion Between 
the Three Saints ± Basil the Great� GreJory the TheoloJian and John Chrys�
ostom: 4uestions and Answers Copied from the 3aterikon (“Ȼ״ɫɟɞɚ Ɍɪɿɟɯɴ 
ɋɜɹɬɢɬɟɥɟɣ ȼɚɫɢɥɿɹ ȼɟɥɢɤɚɝɨ� Ƚɪɢɝɨɪɿɹ Ȼɨɝɨɫɥɨɜɚ� Iɨɚɧɧɚ Ɂɥɚɬɨɭɫɬɚɝɨ� 
ȼɨɩɪɨɲɟɧɢɟ ɫɴ Ɍɨɥɤɨɜɚɧɢɿɟɦɴ. ɋɩɢɫɚɧɨ ɫɴ ɉɚɬɟɪɢɤɚ Ɋɢɦɫɤɚɝɨ´), God¶s 
heavenly abode is described in a similar manner . The three chambers are re�
garded as a metaphorical image of the Holy Trinity:

ȼ>ɚɫɢɥɿɣ@ ɪ>ɟɱɟ@: Ƚɞ࣎ Ȼɨɝɴ ɩɟɪɜ࣎ɹ ɠɢɥɴ, ɢɠɟ ɧɟ ɛɵɫɬɶ ɫɜ࣎ɬɚ" ± I>ɨɚɧɧɴ@ ɪ>ɟɱɟ@: ɋɭɬɶ 
ɤɚɦɨɪɵ ɬɪɢ ɧɚ ɜɨɡɞɭɫ࣎ɯɴ, ɬɭ ɛɹɲɟ Ƚɨɫɩɨɞɶ ɜɴ ɬɪɟɯɴ ɤɚɦɨɪɟɯɴ, ɚɝɧɰɟɦɴ, ɚ ɫɜ࣎ɬɭ 
ɬɨɝɞɚ ɧɟ ɛɵɫɬɶ .
Ƚɪɢɝɨɪɿɣ ɪɟɱɟ: ɉɪɨɬɨɥɤɭɣ ɦɢ Ɍɪɨɢɰɭ ɜɴ ɬɪɟɯɴ ɤɚɦɨɪɟɯɴ . ± I>ɨɚɧɧɴ@ ɪ>ɟɱɟ@: Ɉɬɟɰɴ, 
ɋɵɧɴ ɢ ɫɜɹɬɵɣ Ⱦɭɯɴ, ɟɞɢɧɴ ɫɜ࣎ɬɴ, ɬɪɨɟ ɨɝɧɶ .65

>Saint@ Basil said, “:here did God dwell at the beginning before there was no world�
light"”66 ± >Saint@ -ohn 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"” ± -ohn said, 
“Father, Son, and Holy Spirit . One world�Holy >God@, three ¿res .”

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” (“Ɍɪɨɢɰɚ eɞɢɧɨɫɭɳɧɚɹ”) .67 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 5ea�

64 The text was recently published by D . Dimitrova�Marinova, “Bogomil¶skaia kosmogo�
niia,” 51±7 . See also � 2 .1 .2, supra .

65 4uoted from A . 1 . Pypin, Lozhnyia i otrechennyia kniJi russkoi stariny� 169 .
66 As in other medieval Slavonic texts, there is a certain amount of ambiguity in this account, 

since the word used to denote “world”�“universe” (ɫɜ״ɬɴ) is a homonym not only of the 
word for “light” (ɫɜ״ɬɴ), but also of the word for “holy”�“divine” (Свѧтъ �Святъ)� see I . I . 
Sre]nevskii, Materialy dlia Slovaria Drevne�5usskoJo Iazyka po 3is¶mennym 3amiatnikam� 
vol . 3 (Sankt�Peterburg: I]danie Otdelenia 5usskogo Ia]yka i Slovesnosti Imperatorskoi Aka�
demii 1auk, Tipogra¿ia Imperatorskoi Akademii 1auk, 1903), 295±302 and V . Dal¶, Tolkovyi 
slovar¶ zhivaJo velikorusskaJo iazyka� vol . 4 (St . Petersburg�Moscow: I]danie 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 . -ohn¶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 . 

67 For the doctrine of the Trinity, see “The Triune God” in -ohn Meyendorff, Byzantine 
TheoloJy: Historical Trends and Doctrinal Themes (1ew <ork: Fordham University Press, 
1983), 180±90 .
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son, begot (lit . “gave birth to”) His Son, -esus Christ, and brought Him into be�
ing through the power of the :ord (i.e., Logos), which He exhaled from within 
Himself .68 There followed the emanation of the Holy Spirit, which emerged from 
His mouth in the image of a dove .69 Thereupon, the story goes, with the power of 
God¶s creative :ord, a crystal70 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 

68 This detail is interpreted in a similar way in some medieval Bulgarian, Serbian and 5us�
sian recensions of The Discussion Between the Three Saints . One such case is the opening 
paragraph of the Interpretative Account 5eJardinJ Heaven and Earth (“Слово ѡ небеси и ѡ 
земли протлькь”) from a medieval Serbian MS preserved in the Library of the Patriarchy of 
Karlovac� it starts with the question “:hat was the ¿rst thing to come out from God¶s mouth"” 
(“Что прьво изиде изь ѹсть Божiихь"”), followed by the answer “Слово сынь Божiи” 
(“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 “Слѡво ѡ 
небеси и ѡ земли”) from a sixteenth�century Serbian Synaksarion preserved in the 1ational 
Museum in Prague (MS ʋ 12, fol . 115): “:hat was the ¿rst thing to come out from God¶s 
mouth"” “Logos, the Son of God” (“Что прьво изыде изь ѹсть Божiихь? Слово, сынь 
Божiи”) >ibid.� 54@ . Another example comes from the seventeenth�century Tale from the Book 
of Genesis (“Сказанїе ѿ Бытїѧ”) from a Serbian Miscellany in the 1ational Library in Bel�
grade (MS ʋ 273, fol . 171) >Ibid.� 58@ . For Latin parallels (“4uis primus ex Deo processit" 
Verbum”), see 5 . 1achtigall, “Ein Beitrag ]u den Forschungen �ber die sogenannte µȻɟɫ࣎ɞɚ 
ɬɪɟɯɴ ɫɜɹɬɢɬɟɥɟɣ¶ (Gesprlch dreier Heiligen),” AS3h 24 (1902), 324 (4uestion ʋ 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 . 

69 See the interpretation of this detail in two eighteenth�century versions of the SoT pub�
lished respectively by Mochul¶skii (“Istoriko�literaturnyi anali],” 5F9 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:

И основах свѣтом окрѫгоу воды и сътворих з̄ крѫг ͡въноутрьѫдоу и въобразих яко 
хроусталь, мокро и соухо сирѣч стъкло и ледь ѡбхожденїа водам инимъ стихїам. (4uoted 
from Ivanov, BoJomilski kniJi i leJendi, 176 .)

The MS (record ʋ 321, 1ational Library in Belgrade) was discovered by the 5ussian 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 (“Книги ст̄их таинь 
Е҄нохов, мѫжа мѫдра и велика хѫдожника, е̑гоже прїѧт Гь̄ и възлюбить е̑го, да види 
вышнѧѫ житиїе и прѣмѫдраго и великаго и недомыслимаго и непрѣмѣннаго црͨ͡тва 
Ба̄ въседръжителѣ, и прѣдивнаго и славнаго и свѣтлаго и многоѡ̈читаго стоанїа слоугь 
гн̄ѣ, и неподви[жимаго прͨ͡тла гн̄ѣ, и степени, и ѡбьявленїе] воинь бесплътни, и неска-
зажаемаго сложенїа много мнͦ͡жьства стӱхїи, и различнаа видѣнїа и неисповѣдимаа 
пѣнїе хероувимскых вои, и свѣта безь мѣрна самовидець быти” following Sokolov¶s 
publication of the apocryphon)� see BoJomilski kniJi i leJendi, 167±80 . A similar cosmographic 
concept, that the sky is made of “thick glass,” is attested in Bulgarian oral tradition� see < . 
Kovachev, “1arodna astronomiia i meteorologiia,” SbN8 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,71 Sre]nevskii,72 and Dimitrova�Marinova (i.e. Type 
A-2) .73 In the account published by Barsov (i.e. Type B),74 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 (“Бг̄ъ седитъ на вос(т)оцѣ”) .75 This detail 
appears likewise in some Slavonic recensions of 9ita Adae et Evae� one such 
case is the ¿fteenth�sixteenth�century text entitled ³Ѡ ɢɫɩɨɜ״ɞɚɧɿɢ Eɜɝɢɧ״ ɢ 
ѡ ɜɴɫɩɪɨ�ɫ� ɜɧɨɭɱ׸�ɬ� ɟa ɢ ѡ ɛɨɥ״ɡɧɢ Aɞɚɦɨɜ״” from the 5umiantsov Mis�
cellany (MS ʋ 358) .76

A further detail from the Slepche version of the SoT� which is interpreted in an 
identical manner in the accounts published by Mochul¶skii77 and Sre]nevskii,78 
is that of the genesis of frost originating from God¶s face .79 As for the thunder, 
it is featured as God¶s voice ensconced in a ¿ery chariot .80 Kindred mythopoeic 

71 Mochulskii, “Istoriko�literaturnyi anali],” 5F9 18, 4 (1887), 174 .
72 Sre]nevskii, “Otchet Otdeleniiu,” IO5IS 9, 3 (1904), 99 .
73 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 kniJi russkoi stariny� 1 .
77 Mochul¶skii, “Istoriko�literaturnyi anali],” 5F9 18, 4 (1887), 174 .
78 Sre]nevskii, “Otchet Otdeleniiu,” IO5IS 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 ʋ 321 in the 1ational Library in Belgrade:

И възва Гь̄ е҄диного ѿ агг̄ль старѣиших, страшна и грозна, и постави е҄го ѹ мене. И 
видѣнїе агг̄ла того бѣло яко снѣгь, и рѫцѣ е҄го лед видѣнїем имѧща стоудень великѫ. И 
оустѹде лице мое, зане не тръпѣх страха гн̄ѣ, яко же нѣͨ͡ мощно тръпѣти ѡгнѣ пещнаго 
и зноа слънечнаго и мраза въздоушнаго. И реч Гь̄ къ мн̄ѣ: Еноше, аще не оустоуди сѧ 
лице твоѧ зде, не может чл̄кь зрѣти лица твое҄го. И реч Гь̄ мѫжема ѡнѣма, възведшима 
мѧ прѣжде: да сънидет Енох на землѧ съ вама, и пождита е҄го до оурочнаго д̄не. (4uoted 
from Ivanov, BoJomilski kniJi i leJendi, 179) .

80 K . 5adchenko 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 5adchenko, “Etiudy po Bogomil¶stvu,” 77 . In fact, related celestial imagery 
is employed in 3salm ���, in which <ahweh, the Mighty Creator ± “clothed with honour and 
maMesty” ± is praised and glori¿ed 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 ± Àames of ¿re . _ He laid the foundations of the earth, _ That it 
should not be moved forever . _ <ou covered it with the deep as with a cloak . _ The waters stood 
above the mountains . _ At your rebuke they Àed . _ 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,81 Sre]nevskii,82 
and Dimitrova�Marinova .83 A similar description of thunder as the mighty voice 
of God carried in a ¿ery chariot moving across the ¿rmament is also present in 
one of the seventeenth�eighteenth�century Slavonic versions of The Discussion 
Between the Three Saints ± Basil the Great� GreJory the TheoloJian and John 
Chrysostom: 4uestions and Answers� the compiler of which purports to have 
copied it from the 3aterikon (9itae 3atrum) itself (“Ȼ״ɫɟɞɚ Ɍɪɿɟɯɴ ɋɜɹɬɢɬɟɥɟɣ 
ȼɚɫɢɥɿɹ ȼɟɥɢɤɚɝɨ� Ƚɪɢɝɨɪɿɹ Ȼɨɝɨɫɥɨɜɚ� Iɨɚɧɧɚ Ɂɥɚɬɨɭɫɬɚɝɨ� ȼɨɩɪɨɲɟɧiɟ ɫɴ 
Ɍɨɥɤɨɜɚɧɢɿɟɦɴ. ɋɩɢɫɚɧɨ ɫɴ ɉɚɬɟɪɢɤɚ Ɋɢɦɫɤɚɝɨ´):

ȱ>ɨɚɧɧɴ@ ɪ>ɟɱɟ@: Ɉɬɴ ɱɟɝɨ ɝɪɨɦɴ ɢ ɦɨɥɧɿɹ ɫɨɬɜɨɪɟɧɚ ɛɵɫɬɶ" ± ȼ>ɚɫɢɥɿɣ@ ɪ>ɟɱɟ@: Ƚɥɚɫɴ 
Ƚɨɫɩɨɞɟɧɶ ɜɴ ɤɨɥɟɫɧɢɰ࣎ ɨɝɧɟɧɧɨɣ ɭɬɜɟɪɠɟɧɴ ɢ ɚɧɝɟɥɚ ɝɪ(ɨɦ)ɧɚɹ ɩɪɢɫɬɚɜɥɟɧɚ .84

>Saint@ -ohn said, “From what are thunder and lightning created"” ± >Saint@ Basil said, 
“The voice of God is embedded in a ¿ery chariot and thundering angels are ¿xed to it .”85

According to the cosmogonical pattern followed in the Slepche version of 
the SoT, the :ord of God is considered to be lightning issued forth from His 
mouth,86 while the Sun is believed to have emerged from His inner garment, a 
result of God having wiped His face�87 thereupon a myriad of pillars came to 

them . _ <ou 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 Iatsimirskii, “K istorii lo]hnykh molitv v iu]hno�slavianskoi 
pis¶mennosti, ” IO5IS 18, 4 (1913�1914), 53±71 . See also the discussion, infra .

81 Mochul¶skii, “Istoriko�literaturnyi anali],” 5F9 18, 4 (1887), 174 .
82 Sre]nevskii, “Otchet Otdeleniiu,” IO5IS 9, 3 (1904), 99 .
83 Dimitrova�Marinova, “Bogomil¶skaia kosmogoniia,” 51±2 .
84 4uoted from Pypin, Lozhnyia i otrechennyia kniJi russkoi stariny� 169 .
85 According to the Slavonic Book of the Secrets of Enoch and the Apocalypse of Baruch, 

the celestial ¿ery 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 5azumnik: 4uestions of John� Basil and GreJory (“А се разоумникь. вьпроси Iоана 
и Василiа и Григорiа”�, from the sixteenth�century miscellany preserved in the Bulgarian 
1ational Library, under record ʋ 68 (Fol . 152 rev .), in A . S . Arkhangel¶skii, “K istorii iu]h�
noslavianskoi i drevnerusskoi apokri¿cheskoi literatury . Dva liubopytnykh sbornika So¿iskoi 
1arodnoi Biblioteki v Bolgarii . Opisanie rukopisei i teksty,” IO5IS 4, 1 (1899), 121 .

86 Parallel representations can be found in the versions published by Mochul¶skii (“Istoriko�
literaturnyi anali],” 5F9 18, 4 (1887), 174), Sre]nevskii (“Otchet Otdeleniiu,” IO5IS 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 “ɋɩɚɫ ɇɟɪɭɤɨɬɜɨɪɧɵɣ” 
(or “8brus”) . In :est 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 .88

�.�.�. 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 subMect 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 Must a mediator between the upper and lower spheres of 
the universe .89 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: “:ho 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 Àint . God then breaks the stone into two, 
and gives the half in His left hand90 to Satan . He then hits the piece in His right 
hand with His sceptre� this causes the emergence of ¿ery sparks, from which 

in the sixteenth�century Bulgarian apocryphal Erotapokriseis 5azumnik (“Разоумникъ”) from 
the Lovchansky Miscellany: “Въпросъ: кажи ми, что еͨ͡ сл̄нце? – ѿ.: лѣпота б̄жїа и животь 
мирѹ и земли.” (4uoted from Ivanov, BoJomilski kniJi i leJendi� 259) . 

88 This motif is also a vital component of vernacular cosmogonies among peoples of Eurasia 
and elsewhere� it is classi¿ed as type A 812 .1 (Devil as earth diver) in Stith Thompson, Motif�
Index of Folk Literature. A Classi¿cation of Narrative Elements in Folktales� Ballads� Myths� 
Fables� Medieval 5omances� Exempla� Fabliaux� Jest�Books and Local LeJends (Copenhagen: 
5osenkilde and Bagger, 1955) . See also the discussion at �� 3 .1 .3 (The Two Creators: God and 
Satan) and 3 .2 .3 .1 (The DivinJ Creator), infra .

89 On the image of Satan as mediator (as presented in Bulgarian oral tradition, The Secret 
Book of the BoJomils, the SoT and The Combat Between ArchanJel Michael and Satanail), 
see D . Dimitrova, “Mediatorǎt v starobǎlgarskata apokrifna traditsiia i v bǎlgarskiia folklor: 
vǎprosi na tipologiiata,” Medievistika i kulturna antropoloJiia. Sbornik v chest na 40�god�
ishnata tvorcheska deinost na Prof . Donka Petkanova (eds . A . Angusheva�Tikhanova and A . 
Miltenova� So¿a: Mnemo]ina, 1998), 376±82 . 

90 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 1 . I . Tol�
stoy, “Binarnye protivopostavleniia tipa pravyi�levyi, mu]hskoi�]henskii,” Iazyk i narodnaia 
kul¶tura (Moscow: Indrik, 1995), 151±66� idem ., “I] geogra¿i 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”91 from the half of the stone 
given to him by God .92 A similar idea, that the angels are created of ¿re ignited 
from stones, is developed in some other extra�canonical writings .93 According 
to 2 Enoch, on the second day of Creation God strikes up a great ¿re from the 
primordial hard stones and from this ¿re He creates the heavenly host� one of 
these angels is later to become the Fallen One:

Тогда быͨ͡ вечрь и пакы оутро, и быͨ͡ дн̄ь .в̄. И къ всѣм же своим нбͨ͡ным ѡбразовах 
ѡгньно есͨ͡тво. Възрѣ око мое на твръди и много жестокы камень и ѿ ѡблистанїа 
ока мое̑го и въсприѫт и млъни етсͨ͡во водноѧ, и ѡгнь въ водѣ и вода въ ѡгни, 
ни сыи ѡного оугашаѧт, ни ѡно ѹсоушаѫт, тог ͡роди млънїа слн̄чнаго ѡзаренїе 
ѡстрѣишїе и свѣтлѣишїа еͨ͡ и мекка вода твръжда камене жестокаго еͨ͡. И ѿ каме-
неж оусѣкох ѡгнь великы и ѿ ѡгнѣ сътворих чини бесплътних вои і̄ тъм агг̄ль, и 
ѡрѫжїа их ѡгньна и ѡдежде их плами палещь; и повелѣх да стоѫ къждо въ своем 
чиноу. Е҄дни же ѿ чина архагг̄каго ѿвращ сѧ съ чином сѫщим под ним, въспрїѫт 
мисль немощнѫѧ, да поставит прѣстоль свои выше ѡблак над землеѧ, да бѫдет 
тѫчен ͡мое̑и силѣ. И ѿвръгох е̑го съ высоти съ агг̄ли е̑го. И бѣ лѣтаѧ по въздоухоу 
винѫ връхоу бездни. И сътворих тако всѣ нб̄са, и быͨ͡ дн̄ь третїи .94

It was evening and it was morning and it was the second day . In all My heavenly obMects 
I created a ¿ery nature . My eye looked at the ¿rm and the very hard stone, and lightning 
received its aquatic nature from the sparkle of My eyes . Fire in water and water in ¿re, nei�
ther does the water extinguish the ¿re nor the ¿re 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 ¿re from stones and I created from ¿re the ranks of My incorporeal host of ten 
angels, along with their ¿ery weapons, and their garments which were burning Àames . I 
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: Ia]yki russkoi 
kul¶tury, 1997), 144±52 . 

91 The appearance of the plural form of the noun “ɛɨɝ” (“god”) is quite peculiar here (see the 
actual phrase: “ɋɚɬɚɧɚ ɠɴ ɢɡɴ ɤɚɦɟɧɢ ɫɨɬɜɨɪɢ ɛ״ɫɨɜɫɤɭɸ ɛɟɫɱɢɫɥɟɧɧɭɸ ɫɢɥɭ ɛɨɝɨɜ”) . As 
a norm in Slavonic languages, the nouns denoting “God” (i.e. Ȼɨɝ� Ƚɨɫɩɨɞɶ� etc .) are sinJularia 
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 . 1 . I . Tolstoi� Moscow: Me]hdunarodnye Otnosheniia, 1995), 215±17 . Among the 
mountain peoples of 1orth�:estern Balkan ranges in Bulgaria, for instance, measles is known 
as “boginki” (ɛɨɝɢɧɤɢ   “goddesses”), a plural (diminutive) form of the feminine version of the 
appellation “Ȼɨɝ” (God) . This detail indicates that the compiler(s) of the present apocryphal text 
must have been aware of the vernacular vocabulary of indigenous demonology .

92 For a comprehensive survey of the Slavonic folklore texts in which this motif appears, see 
Ku]netsova, Dualisticheskie leJendy, 151±53, 157±59 .

93 See 5adchenko, “Etiudy po Bogomil¶stvu,” 83 .
94 This fragment is an extract from a sixteenth�century Bulgarian redaction of 2 Enoch (MS 

ʋ 321 in the 1ational Library in Belgrade)� Ivanov, BoJomilski kniJi i leJendi� 176 .
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heights together with his angels . He began to Ày 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 ¿re ignited 
from stones95 signi¿cantly differs from the way in which it is construed in the 
SoT . :hile 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,96 Sre]nevskii97 and Dimitrova�
Marinova98 (Type A-2) .

On the other hand, the concept that the angels are created of ¿re is well attested 
in midrashic tradition .99 It is also distinctly present in the 4ur¶Ɨn (Sǌrah 7:11 
and Sǌrah 38:77), and in some Islamic exegetical writings,100 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 ¿re 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,101 the 3alaea accounts of the origins of diabolical 
forces,102 and versions of the SoT published by Barsov, Mochul¶skii, Por¿r¶ev, 
Sre]nevskii, 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 Àint 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 4uarterly 4, 1 (-an . 1945), 6 .

 96 Mochul¶skii, “Istoriko�literaturnyi anali],” 5F9 18, 4 (1887), 174 .
 97 Sre]nevskii, “Otchet Otdeleniiu,” IO5IS 9, 3 (1904), 99 .
 98 Dimitrova�Marinova, “Bogomil¶skaia kosmogoniia,” 51 .
 99 L . Gin]berg, The LeJends of the Jews, vol . 1 (Philadelphia: The -ewish Publication So�

ciety of America, 1909), 16 .
100 Consult in this connection Al�TabarƯ, The History of 3rophets and KinJs �TarƯkh al�rusul 

wa¶l�mulǌk� vol . 1: From the Creation to the Flood (ed . � tr . F . 5osenthal� Albany: SU1< Press, 
1989), 252±3, and Al�5abghǌ]Ư, The Stories of the 3rophets �4isas al�AnbiyƗ¶� (ed . � tr . by H . E . 
Boeschoten, et al .� Leiden: Brill, 1995), 11±13 (fol . 4 r) .

101 See the discussion in Ivanov, BoJomilski kniJi i leJendi� 308 .
102 Por¿r¶ev, “Apokri¿cheskie ska]aniia,” 21±31, 83±5� Ivanov, BoJomilski kniJi i leJendi, 

69� Ku]netsova, Dualisticheskie leJendy, 89, 91±5� D . Dimitrova�Marinova, “Kosmogonich�
no�eskhatologichniiat tsikǎl v starobǎlgarskata kni]hovna traditsiia i bǎlgarskata traditsionna 
slovesnost (problemi na resakrali]atsiiata i khristiianskata nominatsiia),” 9 tǎrsene na mitich�
nata tǎkan (eds . 1 . Kapralova, M . Vrinat �1ikolov and D . Dimitrova�Marinova� So¿a: I]datel�
ska kǎshta Boian Penev, 2002), 102±9 . 

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



33The Sea of Tiberias: Between Apocryphal Literature and Oral Tradition

importantly, this Àint (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 3alaea 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,103 and may there be land 
on top of these whales .”

�.�.�. The Thirty�Three :hales HoldinJ 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¶skii104 and Sre]nevskii .105 In Mochul¶skii¶s 
version it is further claimed that these whales are fed by angels who bring them 
food from Paradise itself:

A ɤɢɬɨɦ ɬɟɦ ɩɨɜɟɥ࣎ ɩɢɳɭ Ƚɞͨͨ͡ɶ ɚɧɝɟɥɨɦ ɨɬ ɪɚɹ ɩɪɢɧɨɫɢɬɢ, ɧɚ ɧɢɯɠɟ ɭɬɜɟɪɠɞɟɧɚ 
ɡɟɦɥɹ, ɢ ɧɟ ɩɨɞɜɢɡɚɟɬɫɹ ɧɢ ɜ ɤɨɬɨɪɭɸ ɫɬɨɪɨɧɭ .106

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 5ussian version 
of the erotapocritic Discussion Between the Three Saints (“ȼѡɩɪɨɫɵ ɢ ѿɜ״ɬɵ 
ɋɜ׸ɬɵɯ ɜɚɫɢɥɢɹ ɜɟɥɢɤɚɝɨ� ɝɪɢɝɨɪɢɹ ɛ�ɨ�ɝɨɫɥɨɜɚ� ɢɨɚɧɧɚ ɡɥɚɬɨɭɫɬɚɝɨ 
ɩɪɨɪɨɱɟɫɬɜɚ ɜɵɩɢɫɚɧɨ ɨɬ Ȼɢɛɥɢɢ ɨɬ ɟɜɚɧɝɟɥɢɫɬɚ ɢ ɚɩɨɫɬɨɥɚ”) .107 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:

ȼ>ɨɩɪɨɫ@ . ɇɚ ɱɟ(ɦ) ɡɟɦɥɹ ɨɫɧɨɜɚɧɚ ɛɵɫɬɶ . Ɉ(ɬ)>ɜɟɬ@ . ɇɚ ɬɪɟ(ɯ) ɤɢɬɚ(ɯ) ɜɟɥɢɤɢ(ɯ) ɢ ɧɚ 
ɬɪɢɞɟɫɹɬɢ ɦɚɥɵɯɴ . ȼ>ɨɩɪɨɫ@ . Ɉ(ɬ) ɱɟɝɨ ɬ࣎ ɤɢɬɵ ɫɭɬɶ ɛɵɜɚɸ(ɬ) . Ɉ(ɬ)>ɜɟɬ@ . ɇɚɯɨɞɹɬɴ 
ɨɧ࣎ ɪɚɢɫɤɨɟ ɛɥɚɝɨɭɯɚɧɢɟ . ȼɵɧɢɦɚɸ(ɬ) ɨ(ɬ) ɬɨɝɨ ɞɟɫɹɬɭ ɱɚɫɬɶ ɧɚ ɩɪɨɩɢɬɚɧɢɟ .108

4uestion: On what is the Earth founded" Answer: On three great whales and thirty small 
ones . 4uestion: From what do these whales exist" Answer: They ¿nd 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 ampli¿cation of 
1T symbolism: Christ was cruci¿ed when He was thirty�three years old .

104 Mochul¶skii, “Istoriko�literaturnyi anali],” 5F9 18, 4 (1887), 174±5 .
105 Sre]nevskii, “Otchet Otdeleniiu,” IO5IS 9, 3 (1904), 100 .
106 See Mochul¶skii, “Istoriko�literaturnyi anali],” 5F9 18, 4 (1887), 175 .
107 In fact, it comes from the same MS ʋ 56 from the Grigorovich Collection, which also 

contains the version of the SoT published by Mochul¶skii� idem., “Istoriko�literaturnyi anali],” 
5F9 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 .

108 Ibid.� 179� see also the discussion infra (note 129) .
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According to the ¿fteenth�century Serbian recension of the 5azumnik 
(“Ɋɚɡѹɦɧɢɤɴ”), 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 Àat stone� this Àat stone is located on four whales� these whales rest upon 
a ¿ery river� this ¿ery river is itself positioned above another ¿re, which is twice 
hotter than the ¿ery river� this hottest ¿re is held by an iron oak, which was 
planted before anything existed� its roots are resting upon the power of God:

Въпрос. да скажи ми що дрьжить землю. реч. вода висока. Да що дръжить водѹ. 
ѿвѣт. камень плосень велми. Да что дрьжить камень. реч камень дрьжит .д̄. китове 
златы. Да что дрьжить кѷтове златы. рече рѣка ѡгньннаа. Да что дрьжит того 
ѡгня. реч дрѹги огнь еже ѥͨ͡ пожечь того .в̄. oгня чести. Да что дрьжить того 
oгня. реч доубь желѣзны. ѥже ѥͨ͡ прьво посаждень. ѿ въсегоже коренїе. на силе 
б̄жїеи стоит .109

The motif of the whales upon which the dry land rests also has iconographic 
and vernacular oral interpretations .110 According to some 5ussian 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 

109 4uoted from Tikhonravov, 3amiatniki otrechennoi russkoi literatury, vol . 2, 443� see 
the text “4uestions regarding the number of components from which Adam was created” 
(“Вопросы, отъ сколькихъ частей созданъ былъ Адамъ”) in his Monuments of 3roscribed 
5ussian 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 Àat 
stone, located on four whales, placed upon the ¿ery river positioned above the ¿re, twice hotter 
than the ¿ery river, etc .), not Sunday . A similar account is to be found in the sixteenth�century 
Bulgarian apocryphal 5azumnik Erotapokriseis (“Разоумникъ”) from the Lovchansky Miscel�
lany� see Ivanov, BoJomilski kniJi i leJendi, 260 . For the attestation of this cosmographic pat�
tern in accounts from various Slavonic recensions of The Discussion Between the Three Saints 
apocrypha, see 1achtigall, “Ein Beitrag,” AS3h 24, 324±5 (4uestion ʋ 8), esp . note 8� see also 
Mochul¶skii, “Istoriko�literaturnyi anali],” 5F9 17, 1 (1887), 159±62 . Veselovskii compares the 
cosmographic motifs employed in Serbian and Bulgarian recensions of the 5azumnik 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., “5a]yskaniia,” SbO5IS 
46, 6 (1889), 42±5 . 

110 For an iconographic representation of this motif, see A . Vasiliu, Monastqres de Moldavie 
;I9±;9I siqcles: les Architectures de l¶imaJe (Paris: Mediterranpe, 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 anali],” 5F9 18, 3 (1887), 41±8, and Ku]netsova, Du�
alisticheskie leJendy, 68� see also notes 111 and 112, infra .
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the sea111 or from the high heavens .112 :hen it started to grow, like rising dough 
mixed with yeast,113 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 con¿guration 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 
5ussian folk spiritual stan]as of The Book of the Dove (“Ƚɨɥɭɛɢɧɚɹ Ʉɧɢɝɚ”),114 

111 One such legend was recorded in :estern Siberia, in the village of Plekhanov, Tiumen¶ 
County (Ue]d) of the 5ussian Empire, at the beginning of the twentieth century . It was narrated 
by the seventy�nine year old storyteller, singer and healer Dmitrii 1ikoforovich 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 
Àat 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 . :hen 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, “=apadno�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 5ussian folklore legend “Ɉ ɫɨɬɜɨɪɟɧiɢ ɦiɪɚ” recorded in 1910 in the region of 
Saratov (Volga river basin) by the local peasant Gavril Kirillovich =avaritskii, “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 
Ƚɨɝɨɥɶ (Gogol¶), meaning also “duck” in the local 5ussian dialect ± which had appeared from 
primordial waters, out of God¶s spittle� the Lord then asked him to Ày 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, Àoating 
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:

Ȼɨɝɴ ɜɡɹɥɴ ɡɟɦɥɸ ɢ ɪɚɫɤɢɞɚɥɴ ɟɟ ɩɨ ɜɨɞѣ . ȼɞɪɭɝɴ ɩɨɲɥɢ ɩɭɡɵɪɢ� ɡɟɦɥɹ ɫɬɚɥɚ ɤɢɫɧɭɬɶ 
ɢ ɛɵɫɬɪɨ ɪɚɫɬɢ . ȼɵɪɨɫɥɚ ɪɨɜɧɚ, ɝɥɚɞɤɚ, ɤɚɤ ɫɬɨɥɴ . “ȼɨɬɴ ɷɬɨ ɛɭɞɟɬɴ ɯɨɪɨɲɨ . ɇɨ ɨɧɚ ɤɚɛɵ 
ɫɥɢɲɤɨɦɴ ɧɟ ɛɵɥɚ ɱɢɠɨɥɚ: ɟɣ ɧɚɞɨ ɧɚ ɱɨɦɴ ɧɢɛɭɞɶ ɞɟɪɠɚɬɶɫɹ .” ɂ ɜɨɬɴ Ȼɨɝɴ ɫɞѣɥɚɥɴ ɢɡɴ 
ɤɚɦɧɹ ɨɝɪɨɦɧɭɸ ɩɥɢɬɭ ɢ ɭɫɬɪɨɢɥɴ ɬɪɢ ɨɝɪɨɦɧɵɯɴ ɤɢɬɚ, ɢ ɩɨɥɨɠɢɥɴ ɧɚ ɧɢɯɴ ɩɥɢɬɭ, ɢ 
ɧɚ ɩɥɢɬɭ ɭɠɴ ɩɨɥɨɠɢɥɴ ɡɟɦɥɸ, ɢ ɜɟɥѣɥɴ ɤɢɬɚɦɴ ɟɟ ɧɨɫɢɬɶ ɧɚ ɫɜɨɢɯɴ ɯɪɟɛɬɚɯɴ ɜɨ�ɜɟɤɢ�
ɜɟɱɧɢ�ɛɟɫɤɨɧɟɱɧɢ >ibid.� 68@ .

113 Ɍhe verb used in this type of cosmogonic narrative is “ɤɢɫɧɭɬɶ” (“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” (ɦɚɹ� ɤɜɚɫ)� see <ordan Kovachev, “1arodna 
astronomiia i meteorologiia,” SbN8 30 (1914), 50 (Text 4 in the Appendix, infra) . 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 anali],” 5F9 18, 3 (1887), 41±8 .

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



Florentina Badalanova Geller36

where the whale is not only considered to be a ¿sh, but also “the mother of all 
¿sh, because the whole moist earth along with the entire underworld rests upon 
three big and thirty small whales” (“ɭ ɧɚɫɴ ɤɢɬɴ ɪɵɛɚ ɧɚɞɴ ɪɵɛɚɦɴ ɦɚɬɶ� 
ɧɚ ɬɪɟɯɴ ɤɢɬɚɯɴ ɧɚ ɪɵɛɢɧɚɯɴ� ɧɚ ɬɪɢɞɰɚɬɢ ɛɵɥɨ ɧɚ ɦɚɥɵɯɴ� ɨɫɧɨɜɚɧɚ ɧɚ 
ɧɢɯɶ ɜɫɹ ɫɵɪɚ ɡɟɦɥɹ ɢ ɫɨɞɟɪɠɢɬɫɹ ɜɫɹ ɩɨɞɫɟɥɟɧɧɚɹ”) .115 Like the Slavonic 
oral vernacular legends, some 5ussian religious folk poems maintain that the end 
of the world will come when the whales upon which the earth rests turn over:

Ʉɢɬɴ ɪɵɛɚ ɜɫ࣎ɦɴ ɪɵɛɚɦɴ ɦɚɬɢ . _ ɇɚ ɤɢɬɚɯɴ ± ɪɵɛɚɯɴ ɡɟɦɥɹ ɨɫɧɨɜɚɧɚ . _ ɋɬɨɢɬɴ Ʉɢɬɴ 
ɪɵɛɚ ± ɧɟ ɫɜɨɪɨɯɧɟɬɫɹ� _ Ʉɨɝɞɚ ɠɟ Ʉɢɬɴ ɪɵɛɚ ɩɨɜɨɪɨɬɢɬɫɹ, _ Ɍɨɝɞɚ ɦɚɬɶ ɡɟɦɥɹ ɜɫɹ 
ɜɨɫɤɨɥɵɛɧɟɬɫɹ, _ Ɍɨɝɞɚ ɛ࣎ɥɵɣ ɫɜɟɬɴ ɧɚɲɴ ɩɨɤɨɧɱɢɬɫɹ . _ ɉɨɬɨɦɭ Ʉɢɬɴ ɪɵɛɚ ɜɫ࣎ɦɴ 
ɪɵɛɚɦɴ ɦɚɬɢ .116

The whale is the mother of all ¿sh . _ The Earth is founded upon the whales . _ :hen the 
whale stands still, so does Earth . _ :hen the whale will turn over, _ Then all of Mother 

115 Ibid.� 41 .
116 Ibid., 46 . See also ll . 141±4 in “The Dove�Book which was forty spans in length” 

(“Ƚɨɥɭɛɢɧɚɹ ɤɧɢɝɚ ɫɨɪɨɤɚ ɩɹɞɟɧɶ”), a folklore spiritual stan]a (text ʋ 59) in K . Danilov, 
Drevnie rossiiskie stikhotvoreniia sobrannye Kirsheiu Danilovym (Moscow: Gosudarstvennoe 
i]datel¶stvo Khudo]hestvennaia literatura, 1938), 277:

The whale is the mother of all ¿sh .
:hy is the whale the mother of all ¿sh"
The whale is the mother of all ¿sh, because
The Earth is founded upon seven whales .

A similar idea is expressed in another version of “The Book of the Dove” folklore spiritual 
stan]a (ll . 212±21), published in A . V . Oksenov¶s collection of 5ussian folk poetry, Narodnaia 
poeziia. Byliny� pesni� skazki� poslovitsy� dukhovnye stikhi� povesti� s ocherkami Jlavneishikh 
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 ¿sh .
:hy is the whale the mother of all ¿sh"
The Earth is founded upon three whales .
:hen the whale stands still, so does Earth
:hen 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 ¿sh .
The Earth is founded by the Holy Spirit
And sustained by the :ord of God .

See also P . Bessonov, Kaleki 3erekhozhie . Sbornik stikhov, Vyp . 2, Part 1 (Moscow: Tipogra¿ia 
A . Semena, 1861), 269±74 (text 76, ll . 125±30), 274±8 (text 77, ll . 82±6) . In fact, A . Vesel�
ovskii suggests that the wandering singers (“ɤɚɥ࣎ɤɢ ɩɟɪɟɯɨɠɢɟ”) who performed this kind of 
religious folklore spiritual stan]as were related to the Bogomils� idem ., “Kaleki perekho]hie 
i bogomil¶skie stranniki,” 9estnik Evropy 2 (1872), 683±722 . Veselovskii¶s observations were 
independently con¿rmed by 5adchenko in his “Etiudy po Bogomil¶stvu,” 120±1, 126 . See also 
the discussion in K . Mikhailova, Stranstvashtiiat sliap pevets prosiak vǎv folklornata kultura 
na slavianite (So¿a: AB I]datelsko 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 ¿sh .

Last but not least, ichthiomorphic imagery is a signi¿cant component of the cos�
mological model of The Secret Book of the BoJomils (Liber Sancti Johannis) .117 
This issue is explored in the following section .

�.�.�. The Fish HoldinJ up the Earth in BoJomil CosmoJony

The Secret Book of the BoJomils survived only in Latin, although its 9orlaJe 
must have been originally composed in Old Church Slavonic (Old Bulgarian) . 
:ritten in the form of a dialogue between -esus Christ and -ohn the Evangelist 
during the Last Supper, it has two extant text�witnesses, found in two different 
MSS .118 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 Concore]]o, near Milan, 
by Bishop 1a]arius, “who was leader of the Cathar sect in 1orthern Italy .”119 
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 
edi¿cation 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 .120 Bogomilism meanwhile spread from 

117 See Mochul¶skii, “Istoriko�literaturnyi anali],” 5F9 18, 3 (1887), 43� Veselovskii, “5a�
]yskaniia,” SbO5IS 46, 6 (1889) 44±6� Ivanov, BoJomilski kniJi i leJendi, 307±8� Dimitrova�
Marinova, “Bogomil¶skaia kosmogoniia,” 39±42� I . 1agy, “The Earth�Diver Myth (Mot . 812) 
and the Apocryphal Legend of the Tiberian Sea,” AEH 51, 3±4 (2006), 299±300 .

118 Ivanov, BoJomilski kniJi i leJendi, 60±1, 73±87 .
119 Ibid ., 66±8� see also T . Butler, Monumenta BulJarica: A BilinJual AntholoJy of BulJarian 

Texts from the Ninth to the Nineteenth Centuries (Ann Arbor: Michigan Slavic Publications, 
1996), 187±8, 199 note 2 .

120 See 1 . Tolstoy, “Etnicheskoe i kul¶turnoe samoso]nanie u serbov v svia]i s ra]vitiem 
pis¶mennosti (literatury) i literaturnogo ia]yka v XII±XIV vv .,” Izbrannye trudy. Slavianskaia 
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Bulgaria to western Christendom, via Bosnia to 1orthern Italy and Southern 
France, and presumably texts conveying its theology were translated from Old 
Church Slavonic into Latin, the linJua sacra of medieval :estern 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 ¿sh” 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 Jloria erat� Tuod 
ordinabat virtutes coelorum)� however, he was “managing things completely in 
imitation of the Father” (ipse erat ordinans omnem imitatorem 3atris) . -ust like 
the anti�demiurge in vernacular Slavonic dualistic cosmogonies, he was able to 
descend “from heaven to the depths” (de coelo in in¿mum), and ascend “from 
the depths to the throne of the invisible Father” (ab in¿mis usTue ad thronum 
invisibilis 3atris) . However, unlike folklore legends which recognise in Satan 
merely the “other creator,” the compiler(s) of the Codex expressed more radi�
cal views . :hile 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 Macentes super aquas, et erant sicut boves Muncti ad arandum, 
tenentes totam terram, invisibilis Patris praecepto, ab occasu usque ad solis ortum .121

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 ¿sh 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 .122

literaturno�iazykovaia situatsiia� vol . 2 (Moscow: Ia]yki russkoi kul¶tury, 1998), 198 .
121 Cf. Ivanov, BoJomilski kniJi i leJendi� 74 .
122 See Butler, Monumenta BulJarica, 191 .
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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 hori]ontal 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 Mourney appears to be more like crossing certain unspeci¿ed 
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 Mour�
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 Macentes super aquas et erant quidem vincti substinentes totam terram per 
praeceptum Patris invisibilis .123

Descending, he found the whole earth covered with water, and walking beneath he found 
two ¿sh 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 signi¿cant evangelium et epistolam, quae 
sustinent ecclessiasm, sicut illi sustinent terram, quae ecclisia manet in VII columnis, id 
est VII candelabris .124

It is true that these ¿sh 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 ¿sh upon which the Universe stands are symbolically identi¿ed 
with the two main constituents of the “Holy Scriptures” upon which Bogomilism 
rests: the Gospels and The Apostle .125 On the other hand, as the By]antine theolo�
gian and polemicist Euthymius =igabenus points out in his 3anoplia DoJmatica, 
the adherents of Bogomilism did not recognise most of the OT books (and in 
particular the Pentateuch), but the 3salter was held in great esteem .126 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 3salms employ ichthiomorphic imagery in their cosmologies. Thus the 
tantalisingly brief cosmogonic scenario in 3salm 104:24±26 describes the divine 

123 4uoted from Ivanov, BoJomilski kniJi i leJendi, 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, BoJomilski 
kniJi i leJendi, 87±96 and Veselovskii, “5a]yskaniia,” SbO5IS 46, 6 (1889), 35±51 .

126 See also 5adchenko, “Etiudy po Bogomil¶stvu,” 122 .
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construction of the universe as heralded by the creation of the primordial ¿sh 
Leviathan, formed by <ahweh 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 .” (K-V)

Leviathan was popular in medieval para�biblical traditions, Mudging by numer�
ous creation�oriented texts both Christian and -ewish . Leviathan was mentioned 
in the Book of Enoch (the Ethiopic version),127 as well as in rabbinic literature 
(e.J., midrash <alkut, Genesis 12) .128 In fact, the Babylonian Talmud speci¿es 
that there is an explicit connection between the Sea of Tiberias (Lake of Gali�
lee) and Leviathan, since its waters were said to Àow straight into Leviathan¶s 
mouth . The same source maintains that Leviathan¶s head is placed in the Garden 
of Eden .129 As a general rule, midrashic tradition maintains that in the beginning 
there were two Leviathans, male and female, fashioned by God on the ¿fth day 
of Creation out of two elements, ¿re 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 . :hat 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 conMugal 
bond is described . Slavonic marital terminology brings useful results here .130

127 � En 60 .7±8 . 
128 This is amply discussed in Gin]berg, The LeJends 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 5ussian version of the erotapocritic Discussion Between the Three Saints from MS 
ʋ 56 of the Grigorovich Collection)� see Mochul¶skii, “Istoriko�literaturnyi anali],” 5F9 18, 4 
(1887), 179� see also � �.�.�� 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 -ewish 
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 -udaeo�Christian common lineage .

130 Indicative in this respect is the semantic scope of Slavonic terms denoting “mar�
riage” (ɫɭɩɪɭɠɟɫɬɜɨ), “nuptial” (ɫɨɩɪɭɠɧɵɣ� ɫɴɩɪɭɠɶɧɵɢ   ɫɭɩɪɭɠɟɫɤɢɣ), “husband” 
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The Slavonic words denoting “husband” (ɫɭɩɪɭɠɧɢɤɴ) and “wife” 
(ɫɭɩɪɭɠɧɢɰɚ) are nomina aJentis, whereas marriage (ɫɭɩɪɭɠɟɫɬɜɨ) 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 .131 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 ¿sh (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 BoJomils must have been implicitly referring to the 
mythopoeic imagery of biblical cosmogony, as found in the 3salter and in me�
dieval para�biblical literature .132

(ɫɭɩɪɭɠɧɢɤɴ   ɫɭɩɪɭɝ� ɦɭɠ), “wife” (ɫɭɩɪɭɠɧɢɰɚ� ɫɨɩɪɹɠɟɧɢɰɚ� ɫɴɩɪɚɠɟɧɢɰɚ   ɫɭɩɪɭɝɚ� 
ɠɟɧɚ), “married man” (ɫɨɩɪɹɠɟɧɧɵɣ� ɫɴɩɪɹɠɟɧɵɢ   ɠɟɧɚɬɵɣ� ɫɨɫɬɨɹɳɢɣ ɜ ɛɪɚɤɟ), 
“getting married” (ɫɨɩɪɭɠɟɫɬɜɢɬɢɫɹ� ɫɨɩɪɹɡɚɬɢ� ɫɩɪɹɡɚɬɢ� ɫɴɩɪɹɠɚɬɶ   ɠɟɧɢɬɶɫɹ� 
ɨɛɜɟɧɱɚɬɶɫɹ), “marrying off someone” (ɫɨɩɪɹɳɢ ɜɴ ɠɟɧɭ   ɜɵɞɚɬɶ� ɨɬɞɚɜɚɬɶ ɡɚɦɭɠ) 
etc .� see Bogatova et al., Slovar¶ 5usskoJo Iazyka ;I±;9II 9ekov, Vyp . 26 (Moscow: 1auka, 
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 ., ɫoɩɪɭɝɴ, also attested as ɫɴɩɪɭɝɴ �ɫɩɪɭɝ �ɫɨɩɪɹɠɟɧɧɢɤɴ) can be a synonym of the noun 
denoting “a couple of animals harnessed together to work” (ɭɩɪɹɠɤɚ) . Accordingly, the verb 
ɡɚɩɪɹɱɶ can mean either “to harness animals together,” or “to marry off someone” . Further on 
related terminology in vernacular 5ussian, see V . Dal¶, Tolkovyi slovar¶ zhivaJo velikorusskaJo 
iazyka� vol . 4, 362� for Ukrainian, see B . D . Grinchenko, Slovar¶ ukrainskaJo iazyka� sobrannyi 
redaktsiei zhurnala µKievskaia Starina¶ (5edaktiroval, s dobavleniem sobstvennykh materialov, 
B . D . Grinchenko), vol . 4 (Kiev, 1909), 230 . For cognate lexemes in Polish and Cashubian 
languages (prąĪek� prąJ� prĊJ� prĊJa�prąJa, etc .), see : . Borys, Sáownik etymoloJiczny MĊzyka 
polskieJo (Cracow: :ydawnictwo literackie, 2005), 481±3 . The above lexemes are etymologi�
cally related to the proto�Slavonic 
prĊJti   “to labour”�“to work hard”�“to strive”�“to exert .”

131 For the linguistic and ritual parallelism between harvestinJ and childbirth, see O . Ter�
novskaia and F . Badalanova�Pokrovska, “Zhatvennyi rebenochek: k probleme bolgaro�lekh�
itskikh sootvetstvii,” EtnolinJwistyka 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 .
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Comparison between the versions of the ichthiomorphic model of the world in 
the cosmogonic accounts of The Secret Book of the BoJomils and the SoT, along 
with Slavonic apocryphal erotapocritic writings and their oral counterparts, re�
veals palpable parallels between them . The question whether these similarities 
reÀect inter�textual encounters or cross�cultural inÀuence is still open .133 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 9orlaJen" :hat 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 ¿rmly that the two ¿sh 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 SoT, 
the monotheistic phase of Creation in the Secret Book (at least according to the 
Codex) is believed to have heralded the dualistic one .

�.�.�. Creation via ExhalinJ: EthnolinJuistic Considerations

Ɍhe 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 ¿rst part of the cosmogonic narrative operates with a cluster of paral�
lel verb�synonyms denoting “exhalation” (of God¶s breath, or His :ord�Lo�
gos, or His Spirit) . In fact, in Slavonic languages the appellation “Holy Spirit” 
(“Свѧтьій Духъ”/“Святьій Дoухъ”) 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 . :hat 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 speci¿c 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 ¿sh 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 ¿sh” 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 5ussia to Siberia . On the geographical distribution of the motif, see = . âmitek, “Slovenske 
lMudske predstave o stvarMenMu sveta,” Traditiones: Acta Instituti EthnoJraphiae Slovenorum 27 
(1998), 111±23, and A . Mianecki, “Ludowe kosmogonie a problem religii sáowiaĔ ]achodnich,” 
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.J., the Bulg . ɞɭɯɧɚ�ɞɭɯɚɦ, meaning “to blow”�“to 
breathe out”) .134 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,135 a transparent symbol of the Holy Spirit .

Ʉɨɥɢ ɧɟɛɵɥɨ ɡ�ɧɟɳɚɞɚ ɫɜiɬɚ, >var. Ʉɨɥɢɫɶ�ɬɨ ɛɵɥɨ ɡ ɩɨɱɚɬɤɭ ɫɜiɬɚ@,136 _ ɉɨɞɭɣ�ɠɟ� 
ɩɨɞɭɣ� Ƚɨɫɩɨɞɢ _ ɂɡɴ ɋɜɹɬɵɦɴ Ⱦɭɯɨɦɴ ɩɨ ɡɟɦɥɢ� _ Ɍɨɝɞɢ ɧɟɛɵɥɨ ɧɟɛɚ, ɧɢ ɡɟɦɥɢ _ 
Ⱥɧɨ ɥɟɦɴ ɛɵɥɨ ɫɢɧɨɟ ɦɨɪɟ, _ Ⱥ ɫɟɪɟɞɴ ɦɨɪɹ ɡɟɥɟɧɢɣ ɹɜiɪɴ >var. ɞɜɚ ɞɭɛɨɣɤɢ@, _ 
ɇɚ ɹɜɨɪɨɣɤɭ ɞɜɚ >var. ɬɪɢ@ ɝɨɥɭɛɨɣɤɢ, _ Ⱦɜɚ >var. ɬɪɢ@ ɝɨɥɭɛɨɣɤɢ ɪɚɞɨɣɤɭ ɪɚɞɹɬɴ, _ 
Ɋɚɞɨɣɤɭ ɪɚɞɹɬɴ, ɹɤɴ ɫɜiɬɴ ɫɧɨɜɚɬɢ . _ “Ɍɚ ɫɩɭɫɬɢɦɟ ɫɹ ɧɚ ɞɧɨ ɞɨ ɦɨɪɹ, _ ȼɵɧɟɫɟɦɟ ɫɢ 
ɞɪiɛɧɨɝɨ ɩiɫɤɭ, _ Ⱦɪiɛɧɨɝɨ ɩiɫɤɭ, ɫɢɧɟɝɨ ɤɚɦiɧɶɰɹ� _ Ⱦɪiɛɧɵɣ ɩiɫɨɱɨɤɴ ɩɨɫiɟɦɟ ɦɵ, _ 
ɋɢɧiɣ ɤɚɦɟɧɟɰɶ ɩɨɞɭɧɟɦɟ ɦɵ, >var. Ɂɨɥɨɬɵɣ ɤɚɦiɧɶ ɩɨɫiɟɦɟ ɦɵ@ . _ Ɂ ɞɪiɛɧɨɝɨ ɩiɫɤɭ ± 
ɱɨɪɧɚ ɡɟɦɥɢɰɹ, _ ɋɬɭɞɟɧɚ ɜɨɞɢɰɹ, ɡɟɥɟɧɚ ɬɪɚɜɢɰɹ� _ Ɂ ɫɢɧɟɝɨ ɤɚɦiɧɶɰɹ ± ɫɢɧɟɟ ɧɟɛɨ, _ 
ɋɜiɬɥɟ ɫɨɧɟɣɤɨ, ɹɫɟɧ ɦiɫɹɱɨɤ . >«@ _ əɫɧɹ ɡiɪɧɢɰɹ, ɞɪiɛɧɢ ɡɜiɡɞɨɣɤɢ .”137

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 (ɋɜɟɬɢ Ⱦɭɯ� Ⱦɭɯɨɜɞɟɧ), which is celebrated on the ¿rst Monday after Pentecost 
(i.e ., :hit 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 . “ɧɚɝɴɡɹɬ”), so that “the wind may blow into them” (“ɞɚ ɝɢ ɧɚɞɭɟ ɜɹɬɴɪɴɬ”) . 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 
(ɋɜɟɬɢ Ⱦɭɯ� Ⱦɭɯɨɜɞɟɧ), 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 Àint from which Earth and heavens would emerge . 

136 This Ukrainian dialect employs the same word for “world” and “light”� see also notes 
1os . 66, supra and 250, infra . 

137 See Potebnia, “Ob]or poeticheskikh motivov,” 5F9 16, 4 (1886) 273±4 (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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:hen 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� _ :hen 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 ¿ne sand, _ Fine sand and blue >var. gold@ stone . _ :e 
will sow the ¿ne sand _ And blow into the blue stone . >var. :e will sow the gold stone@ . _ 
Black soil will appear from the ¿ne 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 ¿ne 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),138 thus inserting His Spirit into him, is also understood as divine 
“exhaling .” God blows out the celestial substance which penetrates the terrestrial 
matter   Àesh   human body and gives it a spiritual component: Adam inhales 
what God exhales, thus becoming “alive .” In some Slavonic languages verbs 
euphemistically denoting the “inÀux of death” (e.J., Bulg . ɢɡɞɴɯɧɚ�ɢɡɞɴɯɜɚɦ) 
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) .139 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 Àesh 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 ¿rmly 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 SoT. 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 ¿rst part of the narrative of the Slepche version . :hen describing how 
“the Lord Sabaoth, the Father uncreated” (“Ƚɨɫɩɨɞɶ ɋɚɜɚɨɮɴ� ɛɟɡɧɚɱɚɥɶɧɵɣ 

SoT . Further on Christmas carols of this type, see Veselovskii, “5a]yskaniia,” SbO5IS 46, 6 
(1889), 1±5 and Korobka, “Obra] ptitsy,” IO5IS 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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ɨɬɟɰɴ”) pondered within Himself (“ɩɨɦɵɫɥɢ ɫɟɛ״”) and thus begot His be�
loved Son of God, our Lord -esus Christ, who emanated from His heart” (“ɢ 
ɬɚɤɨ ɨɬɪɢɝɧɭ ɨɬɴ ɫɟɪɞɰɚ ɢ ɪɨɞɢ ɜɨɡɥɸɛɥɟɧɧɚɝɨ ɫɵɧɚ Ȼɨɠiɹ ɝɨɫɩɨɞɚ 
ɧɚɲɟɝɨ Iɢɫɭɫɚ ɏɪɢɫɬɚ”), the compiler uses the verb “ɨɬɪɢɝɧɭɬɶ” (the clos�
est English equivalent of which would be “to emanate”) . Incidentally, the same 
phraseology appears in the versions of the SoT published by Mochul¶skii140 and 
Dimitrova�Marinova,141 indicating that the presence of the verb “ɨɬɪɢɝɧɭɬɶ” (  
“to emanate”) in the Slepche version should not be regarded as an odd idiosyn�
crasy . Clearly, it reÀects 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 reÀection of the norm, and not an exception .

On the other hand, ethnolinguistic data suggests that the cognate forms of the 
Old Church Slavonic verb “ѡтъригноути” (also attested as “oтъригноути,” 
“отърыгнѫти,” “отърыгати,” “отрыгaти,” “отригaти,” etc .)142 have a rich 
and profuse semantic coverage in Slavonic languages .143 Lexicographic sourc�
es point out that the verb “ѡтъригноути” (“oтъригноути,” “отърыгати,” 
“отърыгнѫти,” “отригaти,” “отрыгaти”, etc .) occurs frequently in medieval 
Slavonic renditions of Lev 11:3� 3ss 18:3, 44:2� and Matt 13:35 . It also has at�
testations in a number of medieval texts of Ɇɢɧɟɹ and Ɇɢɧɟɹ ɉɪɚɡɞɧɢɱɧɚɹ, in 
various hagiographical writings (such as the thirteenth�century ɀɢɬɢɟ Ⱥɧɞɪɟɹ 
ɘɪɨɞɢɜɨɝɨ, etc .), in the 3alaea and in other (predominantly polemical and 
exegetical) texts . :hile 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 .144 

140 See the relevant passage in Mochul¶skii, “Istoriko�literaturnyi anali],” 5F9 18, 4 (1887), 
173: “помысли себѣ Гдͨͨ͡ь саваофъ бе(з)нача(л)ныи о(т)ць тако о(т)ргну(л) о(т) сердца и 
роди(х) >sic@ во(з)любленнагω сына божия Гдͨͨ͡а нашегω ии(с)а хр(с)а >«@ .” 

141 In Dimitrova�Marinova (“Bogomil¶skaia kosmogoniia,” 51) the passage in question reads 
as follows: “Гдͨͨ͡ь Саваѡфъ безначалны ѡц҃ъ нашъ ѡрыгнутъ о ср(д)ца своего ι ради 
себѣ Божия Иιс҃а Хр(с)та из оусть свои(х) превыспренныа с высоты испу(с)ти на него 
видѣние голубино” >«@ .

142 See I . I . Sre]nevskii, 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 (:el�
lington: Victoria University Press, 1978), 257 and 5 . M . Tseitlin, et al ., Staroslavianskii  slovar¶ 
po rukopisiam ;±;I vekov (Moscow: 5usskii ia]yk, 1994), 433 . For the semantic coverage of 
the verbs “отъригати”�“отъригноути” and the nouns “отъриганиѥ”�“отъригновенѥ” in 
medieval 5ussian, see Slovar¶ DrevnerusskoJo Iazyka ;I±;I9 vekov� vol . 6 (ed . I . S . Ulukha�
nov� Moscow: A]bukovnik, 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 “eMaculating,” “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 Leviticus bene¿ts from Mary Douglas¶ 
seminal ideas and observations on anthropological readings in the biblical text� see “The Abom�
inations of Leviticus” in 3urity and DanJer: an Analysis of Concepts of 3ollution and Taboo 
(London: 5outledge and Kegan Paul, 1966), 41±57 . According to her, “the only way in which 
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In the latter case the verb “ɨɬɴɪɵɝɧ׼ɬɢ” �“ɨɬɴɪɢɝɚɬɢ” (  “to ruminate,” 
“to belch,” “to vomit”) is related to animal taxonomy and classi¿cation (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 “ɨɬɴɪɵɝɧ׼ɬɢ”�“ɨɬɴɪɢɝɚɬɢ” 
is used to designate not only faunal division and classi¿cation, but also the 
categories of social organisation and societal conduct (including anti�social 
behaviour) .145 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 
“ɨɬɪɵɝɚɬɶ”�“ɨɬɪɵɝɧɭɬɶ” 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., “ɨɬɪɵɝɧɭɬɶ ɫɥɨɜɨ”   “ɫɤɚɡɚɬɶ,” “ɩɪɨɢɡɧɟɫɬɢ”), 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,” “revitali]ation,” “revival” 
in relation to both plants (“ɨɩɪɚɜɢɬɶɫɹ¶, “ɨɠɢɬɶ, ɞɚɜ ɨɬɪɨɫɬɤɢ”) and people 
(“ɫɬɚɪɚɹ ɥɸɛɨɜɶ ɨɬɪɵɝɚɟɬɫɹ”) . Finally, the verb “ɨɬɪɵɝɚɬɶ”�“ɨɬɪɵɝɧɭɬɶ” can 
be part of the expletive thesaurus of bawdy, vulgar idioms, and phraseological 
expressions (i.e. “ɢɡɪɵɝɧɭɬɶ”   “ɫɤɚɡɚɬɶ ɱɬɨ ɥɢɛɨ ɛɪɚɧɧɨɟ ɢ ɫɤɜɟɪɧɨɟ”), as�
sociated with swearing or committing blasphemy .146 This bottom register marks 
the lowest level of the semantic scope of “ɨɬɴɪɵɝɧࣖɬɢ” (  έρεύγοµαι)� in oral 

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 (1ew <ork: 5andom House, 1970), and Leviticus as Literature 
(Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1999) .

145 The verb forms “ѿɪɢɝɚɬɢ”�“ɨɬɴɪɢɝɚɬɢ” (  to belch, κατερεύγεσθαι) 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 ¿fteenth�
century text: “Ɇɵ ɠɟ, ɛɪɚ(ɬ)ɟ, ɹɠɶɦɵ ɢ ɩɢɢɦɢ ɜ ɫɥɚɜɭ Ȼ(ɨɠ)ɶɸ ɨɭɪɟɱɟɧɭɸ ɦ࣎ɪɭ, ɚ ɧɟ 
ѿɪɢɝɚɬɢ ɩɚɪɨɸ ɩɶɹɧɫɬɜɟɧɧɨɸ ɧɚ ѡɥɬɚɪɶ Ȼ(ɨɠ)ɶɢ”� see Sre]nevskii, Materialy dlia slovaria, 
vol . 2, 767� see also the attestations of “ɨɬɴɪɢɝɚɬɢ” in Ulukhanov (ed .), Slovar¶ Drevnerussk�
oJo iazyka� vol . 6, 276 .

146 See Dal¶, Tolkovyi slovar¶, vol . 2, 1881, 753 . Further data is provided in Slovar¶ 
DrevnerusskoJo Iazyka� vol . 6, 276±77� see also in this connection Slovar¶ Akademii 5ossiiskoi 
po Azbuchnomu 3oriadku 5aspolozhennyi, Chast¶ 4 (Sankt Peterburg: Pri Imperatorskoi Aka�
demii 1auk, 1822), and the 24th volume of Slovar¶ russkikh narodnykh Jovorov (Leningrad: 
1auka, 1989), 306±07� for Ukrainian, see Grinchenko, Slovar¶ 8krainskaJo Iazyka� vol . 4, 
15 . For Serbian and Croatian forms, see 5Meþnik HrvatskoJa ili SrpskoJa Jezika, vol . 13 (ed . 
S . Bosanac et al.� =agreb: -ugoslavenska AkademiMa =natnosti i UmMetnosti, 1953), 949±952 . 
For Bulgarian dialectal forms, see “ɨɬɪɵɝɚɦɶ”, “ɞɚ ɨɬɪɵɝɧࣖ” (  ructare, ruttare, vomitare) in 
1 . Gerov, 5echnik na BlǎJarskyi Iazyk s Tlǎkuvanie 5echi�ty na BlǎJarsky i na 5ussky� vol . 3 
(Plovdiv: Dru]hestvena Pechatnitsa “Sǎglasie”, 1899), 423� the meaning suggested there for the 
verbal noun “ɪɵɝɚɧ࣐” is ructus �vomitus (“ɫɴ ɭɪɵɝɜɚɧ࣐ ɢɡɤɚɪɜɚɦɴ ɢɡ ɫɬɨɦɚɯɚ ɫɢ ɧɟɱɬɨ”) . It 
also indicates that the verb can be reÀexive (e.J.� “ɭɪɵɝɜɚɦɫɹ”) . For Polish, see - . Karáowic], 

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



47The Sea of Tiberias: Between Apocryphal Literature and Oral Tradition

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 creating147 the impure, 
polluted landscape: marshes, swamps, mountains, and hills .148 In this way the 
earth emerges as a ¿nal 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 .149

Sáownik Gwar 3olskich. vol . 5 (Cracow: 1akáad Akademii UmiMĊtnoĞci, 1907), 92 and BoryĞ, 
Sáownik EtymoloJiczny, 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 < . Kovachev, “1arodna astronomiia i meteorologiia,” SbN8 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 5ussian folklore legend from :estern Siberia (frag�
ments of which are to be found in the Appendix infra, Text 3)� see P . A . Gorodtsov, “=apadno�
sibirskiia narodnyia legendy,” EO 1 (1909), 52±53 (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 . :ith 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 Maws to burst . The Lord noticed that the 
face of his companion became distended and ¿gured out why . After Satan confessed his mis�
deeds, God asked him to spit out the morsel of hidden earth . The Devil obeyed this command . 
:hat 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 
5omanov in Belorusskii Sbornik� vol . 4, 1±5 . See also the Ukrainian folk legends Z choho vy�
ishly hory� mohily ta dolyny na Zemli, <ak Boh sotvoryv vsesvit and Boh izhaniaie Satanaila z 
neba from Dmytro <avornyts¶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, “=abele]hki vǎrkhu slavianskite religio]no�eticheski legendi,” 
SbN8 8 (1892), 264 .

149 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�Àuids (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 Àesh and the 
“Mother Earth” (“Ɇɚɬɶ ɋɵɪɚ Ɂɟɦɥɹ”) 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 BoJomils . According to the twelfth century Vienna MS of Joannis et Apos�
toli et EvanJelistae InterroJatio, 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 .150 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 ¿lii Diaboli et ¿lii serpentis facientes concupiscentiam Diaboli patris 
eorum usque ad consummationem huMus saeculi . Et iterum effudit151 Diabolus in angelo, 
qui erat in Adam, venenum suum et concupiscentiam quae generat ¿lios serpentis et ¿lios 
Diaboli usque ad consummationem huMus saeculi .152

That is why those who give vent to the lust of the Devil, their father, are called µSons of the 
Devil and of the Serpent¶, even to the end of this age . And again the Devil poured out153 
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 .154

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 . 5egrettably, 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 “ɨɬɴɪɵɝɚɬɢ” 
(“ɨɬɴɪɵɝɧࣖɬɢ”, “ɨɬɴɪɢɝɚɬɢ”, “ɨɬɴɪɢɝɧࣖɬɢ”, etc .)� ethnolinguistic data sup�

of indigenous Slavonic nouns denoting “soil” �“Àesh”�“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 Àuids, 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 . 

150 Ivanov, BoJomilski kniJi i leJendi, 78±9 .
151 The Latin verb effudit can also refer to “pouring out urine”� see Lewis and Short, Latin 

Dictionary, 632 . 
152 Ivanov, BoJomilski kniJi i leJendi, 78±9 .
153 Perhaps in this case the meaning is “eMaculated”� the “poison” is Satan¶s sperm . 
154 Translation quoted from Butler, Monumenta BulJarica� 195, with modi¿cations . 
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ports this assumption . The attestations of the verb “ɨɬɴɪɵɝɚɬɢ” (“ɨɬɴɪɵɝɧࣖɬɢ”, 
“ɨɬɴɪɢɝɚɬɢ”, “ɨɬɴɪɢɝɧࣖɬɢ”, etc .) 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 (“ɨɬɪɢɝɧɭɬɶ”) 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 Moint 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

155 Veselovskii takes a similar approach in his “5a]yskaniia�” SbO5IS 46, 6 (1889), 32±51, 
83±7, 109, 116� these conclusions are independently con¿rmed by Ivanov (BoJomilski kniJi i 
leJendi, 288, 303±311), who argues further that the 9orlaJe of the SoT was composed in me�
dieval Bulgaria, in a Bogomil intellectual environment . Ku]netsova, however, holds that the 
SoT is an indigenous (5ussian) cultural product and challenges its Old Bulgarian provenance� 
see Dualisticheskie leJendy, 126±7 . In my view, she underestimates the impact of Bogomilism 
upon 5ussian copyists �compilers of the SoT . One further point supporting Ivanov¶s line of 
argument: as the 5ussian scholar M . Popru]henko emphasises, the Sermon AJainst the Bo�
Jomil Heretics (composed in tenth�century Bulgaria by Cosmas the Presbyter) enMoyed, oddly 
enough, enormous popularity ¿ve centuries later in 1ovgorod (1orthern 5ussia) . But was it 
not in 1orthern 5ussia where most of the now extant MSS containing the SoT were found (as 
pointed out by Ku]netsova herself, ibid ., 126)" Moreover in the second half of the ¿fteenth 
century ± which is exactly the period when the earliest 5ussian versions of the SoT should have 
been in circulation, since the Barsovian redaction is dated to the sixteenth century ± the Sermon 
AJainst the BoJomil Heretics was used by the 5ussian Orthodox clergy, this time against the 
heretics of 1ovgorod . It may not be coincidental that “the 1ovgorod 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 . Popru]henko, “Ko]ma 
Pre]viter i novgorodskie eretiki 15 veka: k voprosu o bolgarskikh literaturnykh proi]vedeniiakh 
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�.�.�. Conclusions

In his analysis of the Slepche version of the SoT, Ivanov points out that there are 
striking similarities between this account and the other versions of the text found 
in a number of 5ussian manuscripts .156 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, Sre]nevskii, 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 SoT, 
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�” Sbornik v Chest na 3rofesor Liubomir Miletich (So¿a: 
I]danie na Makedonskiia 1auchen Institut, 1933), 321±32 .

156 Ivanov 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 reÀec�
tions, see BoJomilski kniJi i leJendi, 288 note 1:

“The striking similarity between the Bulgarian legend >i.e ., the Slepche version of the SoT@ 
and some 5ussian versions >of the same apocryphon@ makes us wonder whether Grigorovich 
does not erroneously give us >a transcript of@ a 5ussian account, believing it to be Bulgarian 
(or South Slavonic) . However when we take into consideration the fact that most of the 5us�
sian versions >of the SoT@ are verbatim 5ussi¿ed copies of the Bulgarian one >i.e ., the Slepche 
version@, and that the text reproduced by Shchapov >in his µIstoricheskie ocherki¶@ is accom�
panied by two comments which speak about the non�5ussian origin of this text, we therefore 
decided to print it as Bulgarian . The ¿rst of these notes says: µIn 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: µFrom the notes of Grigorovich, taken 
from the Miscellany of the Monastery of Slepche: some 5ussian volkhvy >i.e ., wi]ards, 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 brieÀy returns to the question of the origin of the Slepche ac�
count: “Even if one assumes that the µSlepche 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 5ussian 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) af¿liation inevitably remains . 
To have hesitations of this kind is natural� the parallels with some other texts (all from 5us�
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 ¿rmly 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 5ussian 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 ¿nal 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 .

�.2. The 5ussian 9ersions

�.2.�. BioJraphies of the MSS: Telltale Titles

Over forty years after the discovery of the ¿rst ± Slepche ± version of the SoT 
by Grigorovich, Mochul¶skii published another edition of the text .157 It was an 
eighteenth�century 5ussian 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 1ovorossiiskii 
University in Odessa, in the archives of which it was registered under record 
ʋ 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 -ohn 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” (“Ɍɪɭɞɨɥѹɛɢɜɵɯɴ 
ɦɭɠɟɣ ɢ ɛɝ̄ɨɥɸɛɢɜɵɯɴ ɫɩɢɫɚɧɨ ɢɡɴ ɛɨɠɟɫɬɜɟɧɧɵɯɴ ɤɧɢɝɴ ȼɚɫɢɥiɹ ȼɟɥɢɤɚɝɨ� 
Ƚɪɢɝɨɪɢɹ Ȼɝ̄ɨɫɥɨɜɚ� Iɨɚɧɧɚ Ⱦɚɦɚɫɤɢɧɚ ɨ ɩɪɟɫɥɚɜɧɵɯɴ ɩɪɟɧiɢɯ ɧɟɜ״ɞɨɦɵɯ 
ɜɟɳɟɢ ɨ ɛɟɡɧɚɱɚɥɶɧ״ Ƚɨɫɩɨɞ״ Ȼɠ ̄ɟ ɧɚɲɟɦ ɤɚɤɨ ɛɵɫɬɶ Ƚɞ ͨͨ͡ɶ ɋɚɜɚɨɮɶ ɩɪɟɠɞɟ 
ɜɫɟɹ ɜɢɞɢɦɵɹ ɢ ɧɟɜɢɞɢɦɵɹ ɬɜɚɪɢ”) . Mochul¶skii pointed out that this ac�
count, which he designated as “the proscribed Book of Genesis” (ɨɬɪɟɱɟɧɧɚɹ 
“ɤɧɢɝɚ ɛɵɬiɹ”), is identical (“ɬɨɠɟɫɜɟɧɟɧɴ”) to The Bundle of Divine Books 
(“ɋɜɢɬɨɤɴ ɛɨɠɟɫɬɜɟɧɧɵɯɴ ɤɧɢɝɴ”) and Barsov¶s Account of the Creation 
of Heaven and Earth (“ɋɥɨɜɨ ɨ ɡɚɱɚɬɢɢ ɧɟɛɚ ɢ ɡɟɦɥɢ”) .158 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, � 
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 anali],” 5F9 18, 4 (1887), 173±7 .
158 Ibid., 173, note 1 .
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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 . -ohn Damascene . 
The same is the case with the seventeenth�eighteenth�century SoT account from 
MS ʋ 4�XVII�22 (fols . 966±974) from the Saltykov�Shchedrin State Public 
Library (now 5ussian 1ational 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 -ohn 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” (“ɋɤɚɡɚɧɢɟ ɬɪɭɞɨɥɸɛɟɡɧɵɯ ɢ ɛɨɝɨɥɸɛɢɜɵɯ ɦɭɠɟɣ� ɫɩɢɫɚɧɚ 
ɡ ɛɨɠɟɫɬɜɟɧɧɵɯ ɤɧɢɝ ȼɚɫɢɥɢɹ ȼɟɥɢɤɚɝɨ� Ƚɪɢɝɨɪɢɹ Ȼɨɝɨɫɥɨɜɚ� ɂɨɚɧɧɚ 
Ⱦɚɦɚɫɤɢɧɚ ɨ ɩɪɟɞɢɜɧɵɯ ɜɟɳɟɣ� ɨ ɛɟɡɧɚɱɚɥɶɧɟɦ Ƚɨɫɩɨɞɟ ɧɚɲɟɦ� ɤɚɤɨ ɛɵɥ 
ɟɞɢɧ Ƚɨɫɩɨɞɶ ɋɚɜɚɨɮ ɩɪɟɠɞɟ ɜɫɟɹ ɬɜɚɪɢ ɜɢɞɢɦɵɹ ɢ ɧɟɜɢɞɢɦɵɹ ɢ ɩɪɟɠɞɟ 
ɧɟɛɟɫɟ ɢ ɡɟɦɥɢ”) .159 In a similar way, the version published by Por¿r¶ev160 (ana�
lysed below) purports to be a dialogue between St . -ohn and St . Basil� the two 
saints discuss the Creation of the Earth, the origin of heavenly forces and the 
fall of Sotonail �Satanail, etc . 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 5azumnik erotapo�
critic writings . Furthermore, the title of Mochul¶skii¶s version (“Ɍɪɭɞɨɥѹɛɢɜɵɯɴ 
ɦɭɠɟɣ ɢ ɛɝ̄ɨɥɸɛɢɜɵɯɴ ɫɩɢɫɚɧɨ ɢɡɴ ɛɨɠɟɫɬɜɟɧɧɵɯɴ ɤɧɢɝɴ ȼɚɫɢɥiɹ ȼɟɥɢɤɚɝɨ� 
Ƚɪɢɝɨɪɢɹ Ȼɝ̄ɨɫɥɨɜɚ� Iɨɚɧɧɚ Ⱦɚɦɚɫɤɢɧɚ ɨ ɩɪɟɫɥɚɜɧɵɯɴ ɩɪɟɧiɢɯ ɧɟɜ״ɞɨɦɵɯ 
ɜɟɳɟɢ ɨ ɛɟɡɧɚɱɚɥɶɧ״ Ƚɨɫɩɨɞ״ Ȼɠ ̄ɟ ɧɚɲɟɦ ɤɚɤɨ ɛɵɫɬɶ Ƚɞ ͨͨ͡ɶ ɋɚɜɚɨɮɶ ɩɪɟɠɞɟ 
ɜɫɟɹ ɜɢɞɢɦɵɹ ɢ ɧɟɜɢɞɢɦɵɹ ɬɜɚɪɢ”) states that the account was copied from 
many different books, all of which were considered to be of divine origin 
(“ɫɩɢɫɚɧɨ ɢɡɴ ɛɨɠɟɫɬɜɟɧɧɵɯɴ ɤɧɢɝɴ”) .161 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” (“ɨ ɩɪɟɫɥɚɜɧɵɯɴ ɩɪɟɧiɢɯ ɧɟɜɟɞɨɦɵɯ ɜɟɳɟɢ ɨ ɛɟɡɧɚɱɚɥɶɧ״ Ƚɨɫɩɨɞ״ 
Ȼжɟ̄ ɧɚɲɟɦ ɤɚɤɨ ɛɵɫɬɶ Ƚдͨͨ͡ь ɋɚɜɚɨɮɶ ɩɪɟɠɞɟ ɜɫɟɹ ɜɢɞɢɦɵɹ ɢ ɧɟɜɢɞɢɦɵɹ 
ɬɜɚɪɢ´) . This part of the title of Mochul¶skii¶s version is very similar to the title 
of another (also eighteenth�century) 5ussian redaction of the SoT, published by 
Sre]nevskii 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” (“Ѡ ɡɚɱɚɬʀɢ ɫɜ״ɬɚ ɫɟɝɨ� ɤɚɤɨ Oɰ҃ɴ ɧɚɲɴ ɝ�ɫ�ɞɶ 

159 Ku]netsova, Dualisticheskie leJendy� 196 .
160 Por¿r¶ev, “Apokri¿cheskie ska]aniia,” 87±9 .
161 See also in this connection Iatsimirskii, “K istorii apokrifov i legend v iu]hno�slavianskoi 

pis¶mennosti,” IO5IS 15, 1 (1910), 25±39 .
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ɋɚɜɚɨ؄ɴ ɫɨɬɜɨɪɢɥɴ ɧ ҃ɛɨ ɢ ɡɟɦɥɸ”) .162 This new edition was, in fact, a compila�
tion of two eighteenth�century accounts (from MSS ʋs 45 .8 .190 and 32 .16 .11) . 
Since MS ʋ 45 .8 .190, which contained the main part of the text of the SoT, had 
at least one page missing, Sre]nevskii inserted some necessary (from his point 
of view) interpolations from another MS (ʋ 32 .16 .11)163 whose title, “About 
the Genesis of This :orld: 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 SoT (MS ʋ 566 in the Arkhangel¶sk Collection from the Library 
of the Academy of Sciences in St . Petersburg) .164 The text is entitled, “This roll 
comes from the Book of 3alaea” (“ɋɟɢ ɋɩɢɫɨɤɶ ɢɫ Ʉɧɢɝɢ ɉɚɥɟ>ɢ@”), a typical 
Old Church Slavonic caption consistently used by medieval scribes to label the 
Καάθ (“Ʉɚɚɮɴ”)165 type of renditions of the Pentateuch (and Genesis in par�
ticular, with a special emphasis on Creation themes) . They refer to a speci¿c MS 
tradition associated with the Erotapokriseis literary genre (and in particular The 
Discussion between the Three Saints) and the 3alaea Interpretata . Mochul¶skii 
notes that these accounts appear in ɚ number of medieval 5ussian MSS under a 
speci¿c type of heading,166 the concise versions of which could be “Вопросы и 
Отвѣты выписаны изъ книги глаголемой Палеи” (“4uestions and answers 
from the Book called Palaea”), “A се отъ Палѣѥ с тълкъмь” (“This is from 
the Palaea with commentaries”), and “Выписки изъ Библии чрезъ вопросы 
и ѿвѣты” (“4uotations from the Bible through questions and answers”) .167 As 
for the extended title, the most often attested form, according to Mochul¶skii, 
is “Книга нарыцѧемыя Каафъ, сирѣчь съборникъ. понеже соуть мнози 
толкове събрани в нѧ. от свѧтых книгъ. первое начало положено отъ 
толковыѣ Палеѣ” (“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 3alaea Interpretata”) . The latter title is found in 
three 5ussian texts: the ¿fteenth�century Miscellany from the Solovetskaia 
Library (MS ʋ 807, fol . 145b), the ¿fteenth�sixteenth�century Miscellany 
from the Volokolamskaia Library at the Moscow Ecclesiastical Academy (MS 

162 Sre]nevskii, “Otchet Otdeleniiu,” IO5IS 9, 3 (1904), 99±104� see Text 2 in the Appendix, 
infra .

163 Cf. Sre]nevskii, “Otchet Otdeleniiu,” IO5IS 9, 3 (1904), 99, note 1 . 
164 Dimitrova�Marinova, “Bogomil¶skaia kosmogoniia,” 51±7 .
165 For the exegetical miscellanies known as Καάθ, or Εὐσταφίου (“ɬɨɥɤɨɜɵɟ ɫɛɨɪɧɢɤɢ� 

ɢɡɜѣɫɬɧɵɟ ɩɨɞɴ ɧaɡɜɚɧɢɟɦɴ Ʉɚɚɮɴ”) in medieval Slavia orthodoxa, see Mochul¶skii¶s “Sledy 
narodnoi Biblii,” 113±72, and V . Istrin, “=amechaniia o sostave Tolkovoi Palei (4) . Kniga 
Kaaf,” IɈ5IS 2, 4 (1897), 845±905 .

166 Mochul¶skii, “Sledy narodnoi Biblii,” 135±6 .
167 Ibid .� 132, 136 .
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ʋ 111�432, fol . 192) and in another, sixteenth�century Miscellany, from the 
same library (MS ʋ 20�215, fols . 176±189) .168

A comparison of titles of the 5ussian 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 3alaea169 on the one hand, and 
to the apocryphal Erotapokriseis170 on the other . Incidentally, Grigorovich was 
the ¿rst 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 .171 Grigorovich¶s descriptive notes, produced 
in 1845 and published in 1861 and 1863 by Shchapov (see above), were also 
the ¿rst attempt to ¿nd a recognisable and familiar (from the point of view of 
contemporary specialists in Old Church Slavonic literature) classi¿cation 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 BoJomils ± a work consisting of questions 
supposedly asked by St . -ohn the Evangelist, and answers given to him by -esus 
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 

168 Ibid ., 136 .
169 The impact of the 3alaea on Slavonic creation narratives has been discussed elsewhere� 

see Por¿r¶ev, “Apokri¿cheskie ska]aniia,” 7±18, 21±34, 45±6, 50±1� Mochul¶skii, “Istoriko�
literaturnyi anali],” 5F9 17, 1 (1887), 150±3� M . Gaster, Greco�Slavonic Ilchester lectures 
on Greco�Slavonic literature and its relation to folklore durinJ the Middle AJes (London: 
Trubner 	 Co, 1887), 23±43, 150±208� Utley, “The Bible of the Folk,” 10� Ku]netsova, Du�
alisticheskie leJendy� 91±95, 123±25� Badalanova, “The Bible in the making,” 198±9 . For a 
survey of the 3alaea Interpretata tradition in Slavia orthodoxa, see Istrin, “=amechaniia o 
sostave Tolkovoi Palei,” IO5IS 2, 1 (1897), 175±209, IO5IS 2, 4 (1897), 845±905, IO5IS 3, 2 
(1898), 472±531� idem.� “5edaktsii Tolkovoi Palei,” IO5IS 10, 4 (1905), 135±203, IO5IS 11, 
1 (1906), 1±43, IO5IS 11, 2 (1906), 20±61, IO5IS 11, 3 (1906), 418±50� A . A . Shakhmatov, 
“Tolkovaia Paleia i russkaia letopis¶,” Stat¶i po Slavianovedeniiu, Vyp . 1 (ed . V . I . Lamanskii� 
Sankt Peterburg: Tipogra¿ia Imperatorskoi Akademii 1auk, 1904), 199±279� T . Slavova, “=a 
protografa na Tǎlkovnata Paleia,” StarobǎlJaristika (3alaeobulJarica) 3 (1991), 57±69� Orlov, 
From Apocalypticism� 72±4 . On the Historical 3alaea, see A . Popov, KniJa Bytiia Nebesi i 
Zemli (3aleia Istoricheskaia) s 3rilozheniem Sokrashchennoi 3alei 5usskoi 5edaktsii . Chteniia 
v Imperatorskom Obshchestve Istorii i Drevnostei 5ossiiskikh 3ri Moskovskom 8niversitete 
(Moscow, 1881)� 5 . Stankov, “Istoricheskaia Paleia ± pamiatnik drevnei bolgarskoi kul¶tury,” 
StarobǎlJaristika (3alaeobulJarica) 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 vǎprosi 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: sǎchineniiata ot kratki vǎprosi i otJovori v starobǎlJarskata 
literatura (So¿a: Damian Iakov, 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 .

:hile the Carcassonne and Vienna MSS are the Latin descendants of the Sla�
vonic 9orlaJe of The Secret Book in its Mourney to the :est, the 5ussian 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 .172 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 signi¿cantly transformed in 5ussia and synchroni]ed 
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 ¿eld 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 .173 In general, metamorphoses of this kind show how 

172 It 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 1ovgorod (that 
incidentally date from the same period) can serve as an illustration for this type of cultural 
mechanism . Presumably these textual blocks, which at ¿rst 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 3alaea Interpre�
tata, or the Erotapokriseis (4uestions and Answers), i.e., biblical commentaries .

173 See the Bulgarian folklore legends in Kovachev, “1arodna astronomiia,” 54� Ivanov, 
BoJomilski kniJi i leJendi, 329±36, Texts ʋ 1, ʋ 2 and ʋ 3� Narodna proza ot BlaJoevJradski 
OkrǎJ. Special Monographic Issue (vol . 58) of SbN8 (eds . L . Daskalova, D . Dobreva, < . Kot�
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the expansion of any religion, heresy, or ideology unfolds .174 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 By]antine 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 linJua 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 identi¿ed with Satan 
and his demonic allies . In terms of anthropology, this process can be de¿ned 
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 reÀected 
and depicted in literature, oral tradition and iconography . Such texts, moreover, 
are able to provide inside knowledge regarding the speci¿c 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 signi¿cant 
challenges which 3ax 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 .

�.2.2. NarratinJ Creation: CosmoJonic Themes and Motifs

�.2.2.�. Heavenly CosmoJraphy: proloJues
The Creation scenario introduced in the opening paragraphs of the three 
eighteenth�century 5ussian accounts of the SoT� published by Mochul¶skii, 
Sre]nevskii, 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 5ussian 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 Por¿r¶ev (Type C) lack the ornate 
prologues of the accounts published by Mochul¶skii, Sre]nevskii, and Dimitro�
va�Marinova (Type A-2) .

seva and E . Mitseva� So¿a: Bulgarian Academy of Sciences Press, 1985), 363±4, Text ʋ 336� 
Badalanova, “The Bible in the making,” 256±9, Text ʋ 2 .2 .9 .

174 See also Veselovskii, “5a]yskaniia,” SbO5IS 46, 6 (1889), 4±5, 32±76 .
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�.2.2.2. EnvisaJinJ the Creator: the Father or the Son"
:hereas 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) 5ussian versions of the SoT� 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 -esus Christ, 
envisaged as a demiurge who creates via speaking, thus executing “His heav�
enly Father¶s will” (“ɋɧ҃ɴ Ȼɠ҃ʀɣ ɏɫ҃ ɫɥɨɜɨɦɴ ɩɨ ɩɨɜɟɥ࣎ɧʀɸ ѿɰ҃ɚ ɫɜɨɟɝɨ ɧ(ɛ)
ɫɧɚɝɨ”) .175 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: “ɢ ɤɚɤɴ ɪɟɤɴ, ɬɚɤɴ ɢ ɫɨɡɞɚɥɨɫɶ ɢ ɫɨɬɜɨɪɢɥɨɫɶ Ⱦɯ҃ɨɦɴ 
ɋɬ҃ɵɦɴ ɫ ѹ>ɫ@ɬ᾽ ɟɝɨ ɩɪɟɦѹɞɪɵɯɴ” (“as He spoke, from His most wise lips, so 
the world was created and fashioned by the Holy Spirit”) .176 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 (“ȼɟɬɯɢɣ ɞɟɧɶɦɢ”),177 
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 identi¿ed 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 Iɫ ҃ ɏɫ҃ 
(Iɢɫɭɫ ɏɪɢɫɬɨɫ   -esus Christ) . Thus the illuminated MS written and designed 

175 Sre]nevskii, “Otchet Otdeleniiu,” IO5IS 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: Tipogra¿ia 
Tovarishchestva “Obshchestvennaia Pol¶]a”, 1861), 286±7 . For visual representations of the 
Creator as “ȼɟɬɯɢɣ ɞɟɧɶɦɢ”, see the eighteenth�century four�icon ensemble Hexameron from 
the Ilarion Makariopolsky Museum of Bulgarian 1ational 5evival 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�:estern Bulgaria� the plinth panel Creation of Adam and Adam¶s 
taxonomy from the iconostasis of the Church of the 1ativity of Christ in the village of Arbanasi, 
Veliko Tǎrnovo, 1orthern Bulgaria� Adam and Eve before the Fall on the iconostasis of Preo�
bra]henski Monastery, and the Hexameron series of frescos in the open gallery of the principal 
church of the 5ila Monastery . These images are to be found on the European Cultural Heritage 
Online (ECHO) website of the Max Planck Institut f�r :issenschaftsgeschichte, Berlin, under 
the rubric Folk 5eliJion in the Balkans (http: � �echo .mpiwg�berlin .mpg .de�content � religion) .
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in 1796 by Priest Puncho from the village of Mokresh, in the Lom area of 1: 
Bulgaria, depicts -esus Christ as “the Creator of (wo)man .”178 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 .179 On Fol . 7a there is a miniature depicting -esus Christ 
as “the Creator of Adam (and Eve) .” The accompanying text reads: “и сътвори 
Адама” (“and He created Adam”) . In this miniature -esus 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 Iс҃ Хс ҃(i.e. Iɢɫɭɫ 
ɏɪɢɫɬɨɫ   -esus Christ) . He is holding a scroll in His left hand, while blessing 
the ¿rst people with His right hand .180 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 “и изринѫ их’ из Раа” (“and they were 
thrown out of Paradise”) . In the left half of the miniature -esus 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: “Гь. Адaме где еси” (“The Lord >asked@, 
µAdam, where are you"¶”)� evidently, the painter of the miniature envisaged 
-esus as the one who interrogated the ¿rst people after their having transgressed 
in the Garden of Eden, not God the Father .181

Further evidence regarding the image of -esus 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 
“Tomiþ Psalter,” named after the Serbian scholar S . M . Tomiþ, 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 
-esus, who is painted with a halo� on His left and right sides the inscription Iс҃ 
Хс҃ (i.e. Iɢɫɭɫ ɏɪɢɫɬɨɫ   -esus Christ) is written� next to it is an accompanying 
passage from Ps 118:73 “Руце твои сътвористе мя и създасте мя” (“<our 
hands crafted me and created me”) .182 This miniature is followed by another, 
related image, on fol . 213, depicting the vivi¿cation of Adam (“оживление 
Адама”)� 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 1ational Library (So¿a, Bulgaria) 
under signature ʋ 693� the composition ɋɨɡɞɚɧʀɟ (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 I . Duichev, Miniati�

urite na Manasievata Letopis (So¿a: Bǎlgarski Khudo]hnik, 1962), 40 . 
181 Ibid .
182 M . V . Shchepkina, BolJarskaia miniatiura �� veka. Issledovanie 3saltyri Tomicha. (Mos�

cow: Iskusstvo, 1963), 72 .
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Sabaoth but -esus . He is shown above Adam, who is standing in a meadow 
among blossoming trees� -esus is making a gesture of blessing with His right 
hand . Around His head there is a halo, with the inscription Iс҃ Хс҃. In the middle 
upper part of the miniature a passage from Ps 118:131 is written: “Уста моя 
отверзохъ и въвлекохъ духь” .183

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 Deþani Monastery in the region of Metohia . Painted in 
1345±48, these thirty�one frescos follow the storyline of the cosmogonic sce�
nario from the ¿rst chapters of Genesis, and consistently depict the Creator of 
the Universe not in the image of God the Father, but of the Son .184 Some art 
historians point out that the iconography of the Hexameron frescos in the Deþani 
Monastery also contains visual references to some apocrypha, in particular the 
SoT.185 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 -esus as the Creator of the Universe) . 
The parallel implementation of such ideas in the verbal and visual arts of Slavia 
orthodoxa is signi¿cant� it reveals the vibrant scope of cultural and ideological 
trends and tendencies which inÀuenced the creators of the SoT .186 The same is 
observed in Slavonic oral tradition . In some 5ussian folklore spiritual stan]as 
-esus is envisaged as the Creator of both the Universe and man .187 Thus, accord�
ing to one such song, after Adam and Eve tasted the forbidden fruit and found 

183 Ibid .
184 M . Pupin, Manastir Deþani� vol . 2 (Beograd: Srpska KralMevska AkademiMa, 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" :hile 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 :ord of God ± born as a “man among men” ± 
were the features of a human being of Àesh 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 5ussian popular prints (ɥɭɛɨɤ� of the seventeenth�eighteenth centuries, 
and especially the Genesis engravings of the talented artist Vasilii Koren¶ (Mɚɫɬɟɪ ȼɚɫɢɥɢɣ 
Ʉɨɪɟɧɶ)� 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” (Гдͨ͡ь Саваѡѳъ), see O . Khromov, “Sotvorenie mira v russkoi lubochnoi traditsii,” 
Zhivaia Starina 1 (1997), 11 .

187 On the cosmogonic signi¿cance of the image of Christ in 5ussian spiritual stan]as, see G . 
Fedotov, Stikhi dukhovnye: russkaia narodnaia vera po dukhovnym stikham (Moscow: Progress 
	 Gno]is, 1991), 28±34 .
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themselves “in shame,” naked and barefoot (“ɧɚɝɢɦ�ɧɚɝɢ ɫɬɚɥɢ� ɛɨɫɟɧɭɲɤɢ”), 
they were not encountered by God the Father, but by Christ, to whom they 
prayed for forgiveness:

Ɂɚɤɪɵɥɢ ɫɨɪɨɦɵ ɥɚɞɨɧɰɚɦɢ, _ ɉɪɢɲɥɢ ɨɧɢ ɤ ɫɚɦɨɦɭ ɏɪɢɫɬɭ, _ Ʉ ɫɚɦɨɦɭ ɏɪɢɫɬɭ, 
ɐɚɪɸ ɇɟɛɟɫɧɨɦɭ . _ Ɂɚɲɥɢ ɨɧɢ ɧɚ Ɏɚɜɨɪ ɝɨɪɭ, _ Ʉɪɢɱɚɬ�ɪɟɜɭɬ ɡɵɱɧɵɦ ɝɨɥɨɫɨɦ: _ 
“Ɍɵ ɧɟɛɟɫɧɨɣ ɰɚɪɶ, ɂɢɫɭɫ ɏɪɢɫɬɨɫ� _ Ɍɵ ɭɫɥɵɲɚɥ ɦɨɥɢɬɜɭ ɝɪɟɲɧɵɯ ɪɚɛ ɫɜɨɢɯ .” 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, -esus Christ, _ <ou 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” (“Ⱦɹɞɨ Ƚɨɫɩɨɞ�” 
“Ⱦɹɞɨ Ȼɨɠɟ”) with -esus, whose name may either appear with the appella�
tion “Grandpa,” (i.e ., “Grandpa the Lord -esus Christ”   “Ⱦɹɞɨ Ƚɨɫɩɨɞ�Ⱦɹɞɨ 
Ȼɨɠɟ ɂɫɭɫ ɏɪɢɫɬɨɫ”), or Must be replaced altogether by this appellation (as a 
synonym) .189 Some cosmogonic legends simply state, “it was -esus Christ who 
divided the water and the land .”190 This tendency is well attested in the folklore 
of both Slavia orthodoxa and Slavia romana,191 which parallels certain icono�
graphic conventions and speci¿c traits of apocryphal cosmogonies . Once again 
religious iconography, apocryphal literature, and vernacular oral tradition seem 
to share common mythopoeic imagery .

�.2.2.�. Seven Heavens Created by LoJos
According to the three eighteenth�century 5ussian 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 (“И 
седмь нб҃съ словомъ сотвори”) . The signi¿cance of seven as a numerical icon 
of Creation is further ampli¿ed by the parallel unfolding of another cosmographic 
concept, that of the primordial “crystal sky resting upon seventy thousand myri�

188 See the folklore spiritual stan]a entitled “The Dove�Book which was forty spans in 
length” (Ƚɨɥɭɛɢɧɚɹ ɤɧɢɝɚ ɫɨɪɨɤɚ ɩɹɞɟɧɶ), text ʋ 59 in Danilov, Drevnie rossiiskie stikho�
tvoreniia� 274 .

189 Based on my own ¿eld research observations� this speci¿c aspect of popular religiosity 
will be further discussed in my forthcoming Folk Bible .

190 See text ʋ 2 .2 .65 in Badalanova, “The Bible in the making,” 327±8, as well as text 
ʋ 183 in P . Shein, Materialy dlia izucheniia byta i iazyka russkoJo naseleniia severo�zapadna�
Jo kraia (Sobrannye i privedennye v poriadok P . V . Sheinom), vol 2: Ska]ki, anekdoty, legendy, 
predaniia, vospominaniia, poslovitsy, ]agadki, privetstviia, po]helaniia, bo]hba, prokliatiia, ru�
gan¶, ]agovory, dukhovnye stikhi i proch . (St . Petersburg: Tipogra¿ia Imperatorskoi Akademii 
1auk, 1893), 341±2� for an English translation of the text, see Badalanova, op. cit ., 241±2 .

191 See the discussion in 5 . Tomicki, “Ludowe mity o stwor]eniu c]áowieka . = badaĔ nad 
synkrety]mem mitologic]nym w Europie :schodnieM i PoáudnioweM ora] w A]Mi PyánocneM,” 
E3 24, 2 (1980), 59 and M . =owc]ak, Biblia ludowa (:rocáaw: Funna, 2000), 49±56 .
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ads of iron pillars .”192 On the other hand, the celestial scheme of seven heavens 
is registered in some other Slavonic apocrypha, like 2 Enoch,193 The Ascension 
of Isaiah (Isaiah¶s 9ision)194 and The Discussion Between the Three Saints .195 
The concept of the seven heavens is also an important component of cosmic 
geography according to the teaching of the Bogomils,196 while the image of the 
seven�folded sky can be found in Bulgarian oral tradition .197 <et 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 Babylonia198 to rabbinic 
literature,199 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 anali],” 5F9 18, 4 (1887), 174 and Sre]nevskii, 
“Otchet Otdeleniiu,” IO5IS 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, BoJomilski kniJi i leJendi� 167±83, 188 . 1ot only does the character of the 
prophet �visionary Enoch embody the precedent of a man making a celestial Mourney�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 signi¿cance of Enoch as a wisdom ¿gure� see M . Stone, Scriptures� Sects and 
9isions (Oxford: Basil Blackwell, 1980), 39±40 . 

194 See Ivanov, BoJomilski kniJi i leJendi� 134±54� an English translation of a twelfth�centu�
ry Slavonic recension of Isaiah¶s 9ision can be found in Butler, Monumenta BulJarica� 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: 
Сить (Seth), Азарь (A]ariah), Еновь (Enoch), Ное (1oah), Аврамь (Abraham), Исакъ 
(Isaac), ɂяковъ (-acob)� see 1achtigall, “Ein Beitrag ]u den Forschungen,” AS3h 24, 324 
(4uestions 1os . 4 and 5) .

196 Ivanov, BoJomilski kniJi i leJendi� 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” (“ɧɟɛɨɬɨ� ɤɨɟɬɨ ɜɢɠɞɚɦɟ� ɟ ɬɜɴɪɞɚ ɤɨɪɚ 
ɞɟɛɟɥɚ ɢ ɢɦɚ ɫɟɞɟɦ ɞɢɩɥɢ”), see: idem., “=hiva starina . 1arodna viara i religio]ni narodni 
obichai,” SbN8 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�
ho]avetnykh 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 : . Horowit], Mesopotamian Cosmic GeoJ�
raphy (:inona Lake: Eisenbrauns, 1998), 220, based on the following cuneiform text, which 
was recently published by M . - . Geller in his Evil Demons (Helsinki: State Archives of Assyria 
ProMect, 2007): “:here do (you) Ày" Do (you) Àee to earth" :here being present ± not present 
before me" Heaven: 7� Earth: 7� :ind: 7� Gale: 7� Fire 7� Front 7� Back: 7� Back�to�front: 7” 
(191) . Moreover, the Mesopotamian myth of Ishtar¶s Descent to the 1etherworld has the god�
dess passing through seven Underworld gates, which probably correspond to seven heavenly 
gates, reÀecting the symmetry of Heaven and Earth .

199 For the Hebrew tradition of seven heavens and seven earths, see Gin]berg, The LeJends 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 con¿guration 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 
5ussian account from the Solovetskaia Library (MS ʋ 1138), entitled The LeJ�
end of the Seven 3lanets (“ɋɤɚɡɚɧiɟ ɨ ɫɟɞɦɢ ɩɥɚɧɢɬɚɯɴ”, 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 .

�.2.2.�. The Chronotope of Creation: GeoJraphies of 3aradise and Hell
Most versions of the SoT consider the emergence of Paradise to be related to 
the earliest phases of Creation�200 it marks the eastern corner of the Universe,201 
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 maMor 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 ¿re,” whose damnation no sinner can escape . As for parabibli�
cal (rabbinic�era) -ewish tradition, Gehenna was “brought forth” by God on the 
second day of Creation, along with the ¿rmament, ¿re, and the angels .202 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 .”203

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 dif¿cult 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 In 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� :inona Lake, I1: Eisenbrauns, 2000) 50±4 .

202 Gin]berg, The LeJends 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 bron]e, 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 “¿rm 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 fu]]y 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 . :e ¿nd 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 con¿rms this point . These narratives were recorded by the Bulgarian 
folklorist <ordan 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 -esus Christ@ the souls remain in the graves or in -erusalem, but 
after the Second Coming they will be Mudged 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, ¿ery 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 .204

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 SoT . 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 .

�.2.�. Creation of Celestial BeinJs 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 5us�
sian versions published by Barsov (Type B), Por¿r¶ev (Type C), Mochul¶skii, 
Sre]nevskii 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 1ew 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 .

�.2.�.�. The DivinJ 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 ¿erce discussion among many scholars�205 folklorists, 

204 < . Kovachev, “1arodna astronomiia i meteorologiia,” SbN8 30 (1914), 17±18 .
205 Cf. Potebnia, “Ob]or poeticheskikh motivov,” 5F9 16, 4 (1886) 273±5 (738±40)� Vesel�

ovskii, “5a]yskaniia,” SbO5IS 46, 6 (1889) 19±24, 47±75, 82±7, 108±16� Mochul¶skii, “Sledy 
narodnoi Biblii”, 68±9� Dragomanov, “=abele]hki vǎrkhu slavianskite religio]no�eticheski leg�
endi,” SbN8 8 (1892), 257±314 and SbN8 10 (1894), 10±35, 45±52� Korobka, “Obra] ptitsy,” 
IO5IS 14, 4 (1909), 175±95 and 15, 1 (1910), 105±47� 5adchenko, “Etiudy po Bogomil¶stvu,” 
IO5IS 15, 4 (1910), 74±6, 86±7, 91±3, 99±100, 109±15� Markov, “More Tiveriadskoe,” EO 1±2 
(1913) 64±74� Ivanov, BoJomilski kniJi i leJendi� 287±90� K|ngls, “The Earth�Diver (Th . A 
812),” Ethnohistory 7 (1960) 151±80� Dundes, “Earth�Diver: creation of mythopoeic male,” AA 
64, 5�1 (1962), 1032±51� Tomicki, “SáowiaĔski mit kosmogonic]ny,” E3 20, 1 (1976), 86±95� 
idem.� “Ludowa kosmogonia dualistic]na sáowiaĔ w Ğwietle SamoMedskich mityw stwor]e�
nia,” E3 23, 2 (1979), 174±75� idem.� “Ludowe mity o stwor]eniu c]áowieka . = badaĔ nad 
synkrety]mem mitologic]nym w Europie :schodnieM i PoáudnioweM ora] w A]Mi PyánocneM,” 
E3 24, 2 (1980), 51±62, 70±117� Dimitrova�Marinova, “Bogomil¶skaia kosmogoniia,” 38±57� 
Ku]netsova, Dualisticheskie leJendy� 59±79� âmitek, “Slovenske lMudske predstave,” Traditio�
nes 27 (1998), 111±23� Stoyanov, “Islamic and Christian Heterodox :ater 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 1orth and South America, the Paci¿c Islands, and 
Australia�206 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 .”207

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 identi¿cation 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 .208 In my view, one should rather search for the actual 
9orlaJe 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 con¿ne my analysis to speci¿c 
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 5egion,” Scripta 	 e�Scripta 2 (2004) 192±94� Iu . 
Bere]kin, “O putiakh ]aseleniia 1ovogo Sveta: nekotorye re]ul¶taty sravnitel¶nogo i]ucheniia 
amerikanskikh i sibirskikh mifologii,” ArkheoloJischeskie vesti 10 (2003), 247� I . 1agy, “The 
earth�diver myth,” AEH 51:3±4 (2006), 281±326� Badalanova, “The Bible in the making,” 
168, 219±21 .

206 K|ngls, “The Earth�Diver,” 151±180� Dundes, “Earth�Diver,” 1032±51 .
207 K|ngls, “The Earth�Diver,” 151 .
208 Literature 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 “analy]ed meaningfully”), “the unfortunate truth is that rarely is the anthropologist in a 
position to know when and where a myth is µ¿rst made up¶ >«@ . The situation is further compli�
cated by the fact that many, indeed, the maMority of myths are found distributed throughout the 
world . >«@ In other words, it is, practically speaking, impossible to ascertain the place and date 
of the ¿rst appearance(s) of a given myth . >«@ It is clearly a fallacy to analy]e 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 . >«@ :hile 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 ha]ardous to base the entire discussion on the 9orlaJe 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 Ɇɨɪɮɨɥɨɝɢɹ ɫɤɚɡɤɢ)209 and focus on the morphological structure of the plot 
of the cosmogonic narrative of the SoT 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 BoJomils� the Carcassonne and 
Vienna MSS .210 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 « 211

And moving further on, he found the whole face of the Earth covered with water «
Et descendens, invenit totam terram coopertam de aquis « 212

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 ¿rmamento et praecepit angelo, qui erat super aerem, et qui erat super aquas, 
et elevaverunt terram sursum, et apparuit arida .213

209 V .Ia . Propp, MorfoloJiia skazki (Leningrad, 1928)� see also his Istoricheskie korni vol�
shebnoi skazki (Leningrad, 1946) .

210 4uoted from Ivanov, BoJomilski kniJi i leJendi, 74±7 .
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 ¿rmamentum 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 .214

He then sat over the ¿rmament 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 5ussian redactions of the SoT show how some features (and indeed the con�
cept of Creation) of The Secret Book of the BoJomils 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 .”215

The focal point of the narrative unit about the encounter between the two cre�
ators is the emblematic dialogue: “:ho are you"” “I am God”� “Then who am 
I"” “<ou are the God of gods,” etc . The opening paragraph of the cosmogonic 
account of the SoT published by Por¿r¶ev (Type C) provides an interesting ver�
sion of this form of address:

ɂɜɚɧɧɴ ɪɟɱɟ: ɨɬɴ ɱɟɜɨ ɡɟɦɥɹ ɫɨɬɜɨɪɟɧɚ ɛɵɫɬɶ . ȼɚɫɢɥiɣ ɪɟɱɟ: Eɝɞɚ ɫɧɢɞɟ >Ȼɨɝɴ@ ɢ 
ɧɚɱɹ ɯɨɞɢɬɢ ɩɨ ɜɨɞ࣎ ɢ ɭɡɪ࣎ ɧɚ ɜɨɞ࣎ ɩɬɢɰɭ, ɩɥɚɜɚɟɬɴ ɹɤɨ Ƚɨɝɨɥɶ . ɂ ɪɟɱɟ Ȼɨɝɴ: ɬɵ ɤɬɨ 
ɟɫɢ . ɩɬɢɰɚ ɠɟ ɪɟɱɟ: ɚɡɴ ɟɫɦɶ ɛɨɝɴ . ɚ ɚɡɴ ɤɬɨ ɟɫɦɴ" ɩɬɢɰɚ ɠɟ ɪɟɱɟ: ɬɵ Ȼ(ɨ)ɝɨɦɴ Ȼɨɝɴ . 
Ȼ(ɨ)ɝɴ ɠɟ ɪɟɱɟ: ɬɵ ɨɬɤɭɞɭ ɛ࣎" ɩɬɢɰɚ ɠɟ ɪɟɱɟ: ɚɡɶ ɟɫɦɶ ɨɬ ɧɢɠɧɵɯɴ . ɢ ɪɟɱɟ Ȼ(ɨ)ɝɴ: 
ɚ ɚɡ ɨɬɤɭɞɭ" ɩɬɢɰɚ ɠɟ ɪɟɱɟ: ɨɬɴ ɜɵɲɧɵɯɴ . ɢ ɪɟɱɟ Ȼ(ɨ)ɝɴ: ɞɚɣ ɠɟ ɦɢ ɨɬɴ ɧɢɠɧɢɯɴ . 
ɢ ɩɨɧɪɟ ɩɬɢɰɚ ɜ ɦɨɪɟ ɢ ɫɨɝɧɚ ɩ࣎ɧɭ ɹɤɨ ɢɥɴ ɢ ɩɪɢɧɟɫɟ ɤɴ Ȼ(ɨ)ɝɭ . ɢ ɜɡɹ Ȼ(ɨ)ɝɴ ɢɥɴ ɜ 
ɝɨɪɶɫɬɶ ɢ ɪɚɫɩɪɨɫɬɪɚɧɢ ɫɸɞɭ ɢ ɨɜɨɸɞɭ ɢ ɛɵɫɬɶ ɡɟɦɥɹ .216

>Saint@ -ohn asked: “From what was the Earth created"” >Saint@ Basil said: “:hen God 
descended from above and began walking upon the waters, He saw in the waters a bird, 
swimming liɤe a duck . And God said: “:ho are you"” And the bird said: “I am God .” 
“And who am I then"” “<ou are the God of gods .” And God said: “:here are you from"” 
The bird said: “I am from beneath” . And God said: “:here am I from"” The bird said, 
“<ou 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 Por¿r¶ev, “Apokri¿cheskie ska]aniia,” 87 .
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in -ohn 3:31: “He that cometh from above is above all: he that is of the earth is 
earthly, and speaketh of the earth: he that cometh from Heaven is above all .” 
Furthermore the cosmogonic thesaurus employed in the dialogue between God 
and Satan in Por¿r¶ev¶s edition of the SoT (Type C) resembles the wording of 
the dispute between -esus and the Pharisees� as spelled out in -ohn 8:23: “And 
He >-esus@ said unto them, µ<e 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 Por¿r¶ev version) and the Gospel of John is signi¿cant . 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 veri¿cation of their accounts, anchoring their texts in emblematic 
biblical quotations, or recycling stock phrases from Scriptures . The popularity, 
which the SoT apocryphal writings enMoyed in Slavia orthodoxa� suggests that 
their compilers certainly achieved the goal of creating texts appealing to both 
the learned and the illiterate .

�.2.�.2. Creation of the Heavenly Host: AnJeloloJy and DemonoloJy
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 Sre]nevskii 
(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 ¿rst, thus heralding the creation of angels and 
demons . In all narrative accounts of the SoT (with the exception of the Por¿r¶ev 
version (Type C)217 celestial beings appear from the two halves of the primordial 
stone (identi¿ed as Àint in the versions of Barsov, Sre]nevskii 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 ¿rst 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 .218 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 Por¿r¶ev¶s version� the diving demiurge fetches from the bottom of the sea only “foam�like 
sludge” (“ɂ ɩɨɧɪɟ ɩɬɢɰɚ ɜ ɦɨɪɟ ɢ ɫɨɝɧɚ ɩ࣎ɧɭ ɹɤɨ ɢɥɴ”), from which dry land emerges� 
“Apokri¿cheskie ska]aniia,” 87±8 .

218 Mochul¶skii, “Istoriko�literaturnyi anali],” 5F9 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 Sre]nevskii and Mochul¶skii versions 
simply state that they are “innumerable .” The ¿nal 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 . 
:hen 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 in¿mum et ascendebat ab in¿mis 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 .219

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 .”220

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 4uoted from Ivanov, BoJomilski kniJi i leJendi, 73±4 .
220 Translated by Butler, Monumenta BulJarica� 191 .
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gelic status . This divine retribution was reÀected also in the change of Satanail¶s 
name . From Satanail he became Satan, and the ending ±il� indicating his former 
angelic nature, was dropped from his name . Moreover, the ¿ght 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 . :hen the gates of Heaven were 
shut behind the expelled demons, all those who were still hanging in the air fro]e 
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 3alaea221 (with an implicit reference to Isaiah 14: 12±16) and in 2 
Enoch.222 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 ArchanJel Michael (Ȼɨɪɛɚ ɦɟɠɞɭ 
ɋɚɬɚɧɚɢɥɚ ɢ Ⱥɪɯɚɧɝɟɥ Ɇɢɯɚɢɥɚ),223 also referred to as An Account About the 
CunninJ Antichrist� the Godless Satanail� How He :as Con¿ned by Archan�
Jel Michael (ɋɥɨɜɨ ɡɚ ɥɴɠɥɢɜɢɹ Ⱥɧɬɢɯɪɢɫɬ� ɛɟɡɛɨɠɟɧ ɋɚɬɚɧɚɢɥ� ɤɚɤ ɝɨ 
ɩɥɟɧɢ Ⱥɪɯɚɧɝɟɥ Ɇɢɯɚɢɥ),224 or An Account of John Chrysostom About How 
Satanail :as Con¿ned by ArchanJel Michael (ɋɥɨɜɨ ɧɚ Ƀɨɚɧ Ɂɥɚɬɨɭɫɬ ɤɚɤ 
Ɇɢɯɚɢɥ ɩɨɛɟɞɢ ɋɚɬɚɧɚɢɥ) .225 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 Por¿r¶ev, “Apokri¿cheskie ska]aniia o Vetkho]avetnykh litsakh i sobytiiakh,” 21±31� 
Dimitrova�Marinova, “Kosmogonichno�eskhatologichniiat tsikǎl v starobǎlgarskata kni]hovna 
traditsiia i bǎlgarskata traditsionna slovesnost,” 102±3 .

222 Ivanov, BoJomilski kniJi i leJendi� 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 Ivanov, StarobǎlJarski razkazi: tekstove� novobǎlJarski prevod i belezhki (So¿a: Imprim�
erie de la Cour 5oyale, 1935), 18±25 . 

224 D . Petkanova, ed ., Stara bǎlJarska literatura� 1 .41±8, 349±350 .
225 A . Miltenova, “Metamorphosata (Edin nepublikuvan tekst ot rǎkopis Arundel 527 ot Bri�

tanskata Biblioteka v London),” Khristiianska aJioloJiia i narodni viarvaniia. Sbornik v chest 
na Elena Kotseva (eds . A . Miltenova, et al .� So¿a: I]tok�=apad, 2008), 404±16 .
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of which was purportedly attributed to -ohn Chrysostom .226 Then again, the 
storylines of The Contest Between Satanail and ArchanJel 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 .227 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 ArchanJel 
Michael228 and in 5ussian 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 bǎlJarska 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 (1orth�:estern 
Bulgaria), recorded and published by Stefan Mladenov in SbN8 18 (1901), 499±500, text ʋ 1� 
see also the text of the legend recorded in 1859 in the region of Panagiurishte (Southern Bul�
garia) by 1esho Bonchev, ¿rst published in 3eriodichesko spisanie na b·lJarskoto knizhovno 
druzhestvo 1 (1884), 123±26� it was published once again years later in a separate volume 
containing 1esho Bonchev¶s collected writings, see idem., Sǎchineniia (So¿a, 1942), 171±73 . 
An interesting version of the same motif is attested in the folklore legend entitled “Sluguvaneto 
na Sv . Petԃr u Diavola” from the 5hodopes, recorded in the settlement of Stanimaka (Southern 
Bulgaria) in 1884 by Panaiot Srebrev and published by him in the periodical Mournal 5odopsky 
napredǎk 1, 1 (1903), 180±83 . The story was published in the chapter, “Folk tradition from the 
area of the 5hodope Mountains” (“1arodni Umotvoreniia i] 5odopite”) . The Mournal was edited 
by two local intellectuals, Stoyu 1ikolov Shishkov and Vasil Dechev . 

228 The apocryphon is attested in ¿ve (Bulgarian and Serbian) versions, and has two redac�
tions� see I . Bo]hilov and St . Ko]hukharov, BǎlJarskata literatura i knizhnina prez �� vek 
(So¿a: Bǎlgarski Pisatel, 1987), 150±56, 252±54 . The ¿rst redaction is represented by MS ʋ 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 ʋ 82 from the archival collection 
of the Monastery of 1ikolac . 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 So¿a, ʋ 1161 (ff . 40±55)� it was ¿rst published by Petkanova in Stara bǎlJarska 
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 ʋ 693 in the Bulgarian 1ational Library (So¿a)� 
it was partially published by <ordan Ivanov in his Starob·lJarski razkazi, 18±25 . There is 
also a version composed in 1820 in the town of Vidin by the local scribe Pǎrvan Vǎlchov, 
whose teacher was Master Dimitǎr (ibid., 18) . See also D . Petkanova¶s “Borba s Diavola” 
in her Apokrifna literatura i folklor (So¿a: 1auka i i]kustvo, 1978), 171±83� A . Miltenova, 
“Apokrifǎt ]a borbata na Arkhangel Mikhail sǎs Satanail v dve redaktsii,” SL 9 (1981), 98±
113� D . Dimitrova, “Mediatorǎt v starobǎlgarskata apokrifna traditsiia i v bǎlgarskiia folklor: 
vǎprosi na tipologiiata,” Medievistika i kulturna antropoloJia. Sbornik v chest na 40�godishnata 
tvorcheska deinost na Prof . Donka Petkanova (eds . A . Angusheva�Tikhanova and A . Miltenova� 
So¿a: Mnemo]ina, 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:

Ⱦɟɞɚ Ƚɨɫɩɨɬ ɤɨɝɚ ɧɚɩɪɚɢɥ ɬɨɿɚ ɫɜɟɬ, ɛɢɥ ɫɬɜɨɪɢɥ ɢ ɧɟɤࣖɤɜɢ ɞɭɨɜɟ, ɞɚ ɫɬɨɿɚ ɨɤɨɥɨ 
ɧɟɝɨ, ɬɚ ɞɚ ɧɟ ɿɟ ɫɚɦ ɢ ɞɚ ɦɭ ɫɥɭɝɭɜɚɿɚ . ɉɚ ɿɟɞɧɢ ɨɬ ɬɢɿɚ ɞɭɨɜɟ ɜɚɧɚɥɢ ɧɟɲɬɨ ɞɚ ɧɚɨɞɚ 
ɦɚɯɧɚ ɧɚ Ȼɨɝɚ� ɡɚ ɬɨɜɚ Ƚɨɫɩɨɬ ɫɟ ɪɚɫɪࣖɞɢɥ, ɬɚ ɝɶɢ ɩɪɨɤɥɟɥ: ɧɢɤɨɿ ɞɚ ɝɶɢ ɧɟ ɨɛɢɱɚ 
ɢ ɫɟɤɶɢ ɞɚ ɡɛɨɪɭɿɟ ɥɨɲɨ ɡɚ ɧɢɯ ɢ ɞɚ ɫɟ ɩɚɡɢ ɨɬ ɧɢɯ . ɉɚ ɝɶɢ ɩɨɝɧɚɥ ɞɚ ɝɶɢ ɢɡɝɨɧɢ ɨɬ 
ɧɟɛɟɫɚ� ɚ ɞɭɨɜɟɬɟ ɩɨɛɟɝɧɚɥɢ ɨɬ Ȼɨɝɚ ɢ ɫɟ ɫɤɪɢɥɢ: ɤɨɢ ɭ ɜɨɞɚ, ɤɨɢ ɭ ɨɛɥɚɤ, ɤɨɢ ɩɨ 
ɡɟɦɢ� ɚ ɿɟɞɧɢ ɨɫɬɚɧɚɥɢ ɞɚ ɜɢɫɚ ɧɚ ɜɨɡɞɭɯ ɢ ɫɬɚɧɚɥɢ ɧɚ ɩɚɿɚɤ . Ɂɚ ɬɨɜɚ ɫɟɝɚ ɢ ɩɚɿɚɤɨ 
ɜɢɫɢ ɧɚ ɜɨɡɞɭɯ, ɨɬɢ ɿɟ ɝɶɚɜɨɥ, ɢ ɱɨɜɟɤ, ɲɬɨɦ ɜɢɞɢ ɩɚɿɚɤ, ɬɪɟɛɟ ɞɚ ɝɨ ɭɬɟɩɚ, ɨɬɢ ɝɪɟɯ 
ɱɟ ɞɨɛɢɿɟ, ɚɤɭ ɨɫɬɚɜɶɚ ɠɢɜ ɿɟɞɢɧ ɩɪɨɬɢɜɧɢɤ ɧɚ Ȼɨɝɚ . Ɍɢɿɚ ɞɭɨɜɟ ɫɢɱɤɶɢɬɟ ɫɬɚɧɚɥɢ 
ɧɚ ɝɶɚɜɨɥɟ ɢ ɡɚ ɬɨɜɚ ɞɧɟɫɤɚ ɿɟɞɧɢ ɨɬ ɝɶɚɜɨɥɟɬɟ ɝɶɢ ɢɦɚ ɩɨ ɡɟɦɢ, ɿɟɞɧɢ ɩɨ ɜɨɞɚɬɚ, ɚ ɩɚ 
ɿɟɞɧɢ ɩɨ ɨɛɥɚɰɢɬɟ . Ɍɢɿɚ, ɲɬɨ ɫɟ ɫɤɪɢɥɢ ɩɨ ɨɛɥɚɰɢɬɟ, ɬɚɦ ɫɢ ɢ ɨɫɬɚɧɚɥɢ ɢ ɱɢɧɚ ɩɚɤɨɫ 
ɧɚ ɫɜɟɬɨ, ɤɨɝɚ ɿɟ ɝɪࣖɦɨɬɟɜɢɰɚ, ɬɪɟɫɤɚɜɢɰɚ� ɬɢɿɚ, ɲɬɨ ɩɚɞɧɚɥɢ ɭ ɜɨɞɚɬɚ, ɨɧɢ ɬɚɦ ɫɢ 
ɨɫɬɚɧɚɥɢ ɢ ɱɢɧɚ ɩɚɤɨɫ ɧɚ ɬɢɿɚ, ɲɬɨ ɨɞɚ ɩɨ ɜɨɞɚ� ɚ ɬɢɿɚ, ɲɬɨ ɩɚɞɧɚɥɟ ɩɨ ɡɟɦɢ, ɨɧɢ 
ɧɨɲɤɶɚɦ ɢɡɥɚɡɚ ɭ ɩɨɬɚɿɧɨ ɜɪɟɦɟ ɢ ɩɪɚɜɚ ɲɬɟɬɚ ɧɚ ɱɨɜɟɰɢɬɟ . Ɂɚ ɬɨɜɚ ɱɨɜɟɤɨ ɬɪɟɛɟ 
ɰɜɪࣖɫɬɨ ɞɚ ɫɟ ɩɚɡɢ ɨɬ ɝɶɚɜɨɥɚ, ɞɚ ɝɨ ɧɟ ɫɥɭɲɚ, ɤɨɝɚ ɝɨ ɦɚɦɢ ɞɚ ɩɪɚɜɢ ɧɟɲɬɨ ɡɥɨ, 
ɧɟɲɬɨ ɥɨɲɨ: ɨɬɢ ɫɚ ɩɪɨɤɥɟɧɢ ɨɬ Ȼɨɝɚ .
:hen 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 .229

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, etc.) 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 .230

229 This legend was recorded in the region of So¿a in the second half of the nineteenth 
century by the Bulgarian intellectual D . Stoikov� it was entitled “:here did the spider and the 
Devil come from"” (Ɉɬɴ ɳɨ ɫɬɚɧɚɥɴ ɝɶɚɜɨɥɨ ɢ ɩɚɹɤɨ) . The account was published in 1892 
in SbN8 7, 132 (text ʋ 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 ʋ 183 and ʋ 184 in P . 
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In sum: in the versions of the SoT published by Barsov (Type B), Mochul¶skii, 
Sre]nevskii, and Dimitrova�Marinova (Type A-2), the narrative of the fall of 
Satan precedes the tale of the creation of Adam, while in Por¿r¶ev¶s account 
(Type C) it functions as its ¿nal, closing segment .

�.�. The AnthropoJonic Narrative

�.�.�. Celestial Adam: Macrocosm Embodied

According to the version published by Mochul¶skii,231 the body of the ¿rst man 
is created from six components: Adam¶s Àesh originates from the dust of the 
earth (“от перстныя земли”), his bones from stone (“кости от камени”), 
his blood from the 5ed Sea (“кровь от Чермнаго моря”), his thoughts from 
the clouds (“мысли от облак”), his eyes from the Sun (“очи от солнца”), and 
his breath from the wind (“дыхание от ветра”) .232 Having composed Adam¶s 
body as a perfect image reÀecting the glory of the Universe, the Creator “goes 
up to Heaven, to His Father, for man¶s spirit �soul” (“и поиде Гдͨͨ͡ь по дх̄ъ ст̄ый 
свой на нбс̄а [к] Oц̄оу”) .233 This detail subtly but clearly indicates that although 
the body of the ¿rst 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 .234 The versions (Type A-2) published by Sre]nevskii (“И прїиде 
Гдͨͨ͡ь на нб҃са посла ст҃ый свой Дх҃ъ, и прїиде Гдͨͨ͡ь на землю ко Адамѹ”)235 
and Dimitrova�Marinova (“поде Гд̄ь Бг̄ъ с небеса по дѹшѹ Адамову”)236 are 
somewhat ambiguous on this subMect . In them it is only mentioned that, after the 

Shein, Materialy dlia izucheniia� vol . 2, 341±42� texts ʋ 2 and ʋ 4 (Ȼɨɪɶɛɚ ɋɚɬɚɧɵ ɫɴ 
Ȼɨɝɨɦɴ) in P . A . Gorodtsov, “=apadno�sibirskiia narodnyia legendy,” EO 1 (1909), 53±6, 58±
61� text ʋ 5 (Ⱦɶɹɜɨɥɵ ɪɚɡɧɵɟ) in G . K . =avaritskii “O tom svete i ob etom,” EO 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 . 5adchenko, “Etiudy po Bogomil¶stvu,” 79±83, 
97, 125±6, 1 . Tolstoy, “Kakov oblik diavol¶skii" =ametki po slavianskoi demonologii,” Iazyk 
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 anali],” 5F9 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 anali],” 5F9 18, 4 (1887), 175 . 
234 See Text 1 (� 3) in the Appendix, infra .
235 Sre]nevskii, “Otchet Otdeleniiu,” IO5IS 9, 3 (1904), 101� see also the Appendix, Text 

2 (� 5), infra .
236 Dimitrova�Marinova, “Bogomil¶skaia kosmogoniia,” 53 .

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



Florentina Badalanova Geller74

body of the ¿rst man was created, God caused the descent of His Spirit down to 
Earth, to the hitherto lifeless body of Adam . Thus the ¿rst 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, vivi¿ed 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 ʋ 321 from the 
1ational Library in Belgrade):

И въ шести дн̄ь повелѣх моӗи мѫдрости сътворити чл̄ка ѿ з̄-мих съставь: пльт е̑го 
ѿ землѧ, кръв͡ е̑го ѿ роси и слн̄ца, ѡчи е̑го ѿ бездны морскые, кости ѿ каменїа, 
помысль е̑го ѿ бръзости аггͨ͡лкые ѡблак, жилы е̑го и косми ѿ траве земнїе, дш̄ѫ 
е̑го ѿ дх̄а мое̑го и ѿ вѣтра. И дах е̑моу з̄ есͨ͡твь: слоух къ плъти, възрѣнїе ѡ͗чию, 
ѡбонѣнїе дш̄евно, ѡсѧзанїѧ жилы, въкоушенїе кръве, кости тръпѣнїе, помыслоу 
сладость .237

On the sixth day, I ordered My wisdom to create man, from seven components: his Àesh 
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@ Àesh, 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 ¿fteenth�century Erotapokriseis 5azumnik (entitled “Разоумни(к) ѡ все(м) 
ѹпросе ѡ(ч)е”) from the Tikveshky Miscellany:238

Вьпро(с)ь. ѿ кого сьтвори б҃ь адама. Ѿвѣт. Ѿ .з҃. чести .а҃. тело ѥго ѿ зем(л)е .в҃. 
кость ѥго ѿ камена .г҃. крьвь ѥго ѿ роси и ѿ слн҃ца .д҃. дих(а)ніѥ ѥго ѿ вѣтра. 
дш҃оу ѥго ѿ дх҃а бж҃ия .е҃. разоумь ѥго ѿ ѡблака .ѕ. ѡчи ѥго ѿ моря .з҃. помись ѿ 
брьзости ѥго аггл(с)кии .239

4uestion: “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 4uoted from Ivanov, BoJomilski kniJi i leJendi, 177 . See also the discussion in B|ttrich 
(Adam als Mikrokosmos� 35±53, 73±82) and Miltenova (Erotapokriseis, 223±6) .

238 1 . 1achov, “Tikveshky rǎkopis,” SbN8 8 (1892), 389±418 and SbN8 10 (1894), 69±193� 
the MS is preserved in the Sts . Cyril and Methodius 1ational Library (So¿a, Bulgaria) under 
signature ʋ 677 .

239 1achov, “Tikveshky rǎkopis,” SbN8 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 SoT published by Sre]nevskii, 
the number of elements from which the ¿rst man was fashioned is eight .240 
Interestingly, the motif of Adam octipartite241 is also presented in the Latin ver�
sions of The Life of Adam and Eve242 but not in the Slavonic recensions of the 
text, a detail which itself raises important questions about the cross�cultural 
inÀuences 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 legends243 and in 
the Erotapokriseis 5azumnik (“Ɋɚɡɨɭɦɧɢɤɴ”) from the Lovchansky Miscellany 
(1618):

В.: ѿ колико чѧсти сьтвори б̄ь Адама? – ѿ.: ѿ ѡсемь чѧстeи. а̄. тѣло его ѿ землѧ, 
в̄. ѿ морѣ крьвь, г̄. кости ѿ каменїа, д̄. дыханїе ѿ вѣтра и ѿ д̄ха б̄жїа, е̄. разѹмь 
его ѿ облака, s̄. очи емѹ ѿ слн̄ца и ѿ росы, з̄. помысль его ѿ брьзости агг̄елскыѧ, 
и ѿ смѣха и ѿ плача. И ѿ того ѹбо вьсего д̄хь ст̄ыи сьбравь и сьстави вь единѫ 
чѧсть, и рече: аще изыдеть сѣме ѿ чл̄ка сего ѿ мѡрѣ, то лакомо бѫдет, аще ли ѿ 
слн̄ца, то бѫдеть мѫдрь и разѹмень и почѧтень; аще ли ѿ облака, то прѣльстиво 
въ всѣмь бѫдеть; аще ли ѿ вѣтра, то срьдито бѫдеть; аще ли ѿ каменїа, то бѫдеть 
млͨ͡тиво; аще ли ѿ брьзости агг̄льскыѧ, то смѣренно и добро вь всемь бѫдет .244

4uestion: “From how many components did God create Adam"” Answer: “From eight 
components: ¿rst, his Àesh >lit . body@ ± from earth� second, his blood ± from the sea� 
third, his bones ± from stone� fourth, his breath ± from the wind and Holy Spirit� ¿fth, 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, µIf 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 5ussian apocryphal account “Other questions 
and answers concerning the day and the hour when God created the First Adam, 
and what happened after that” (“ɂɧɵɟ ɜɨɩɪɨɫɵ ɩɨ ɨɬɜ״ɬɚɦɴ� ɜɴ ɤɢ ɞɟɧɶ ɢ 
ɱɚɫɴ ɫɨɬɜɨɪɢ Ƚɨɫɩɨɞɶ ɉɟɪɜɚɝɨ Ⱥɞɚɦɚ ɢ ɩɪɨɬɱɚɹ ɩɨ ɫɢɯɴ”):

240 Sre]nevskii, “Otchet Otdeleniiu,” IO5IS 9, 3 (1904), 101� see also the Appendix, Text 
2 (� 5), infra .

241 For a survey of sources on Adam octipartite, see Miltenova, Erotapokriseis, 202±11, 
215±245, 253±5, 344 and Orlov, From Apocalypticism� 11±12 .

242 A Synopsis of the Books of Adam and Eve, 76 .
243 See the Ukrainian folk legend <ak Boh sotvoryv pershoho cholovika from D . I . 

<avornyts¶kyi¶s MS collection “Ukrainskyi prostoliud,” NTE 5 (2005), 9 .
244 4uoted from Ivanov, BoJomilski kniJi i leJendi� 260 .
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ȼɨɩɪɨɫɴ . Ɉɬɴ ɱɟɝɨ ɫɨɬɜɨɪɟɧɴ ɛɵɫɬɶ Ⱥɞɚɦɴ" ± Ɉɬɜ࣎ɬɴ . Ɉɬɴ ɨɫɶɦɢ ɱɚɫɬɟɣ, ɜɴ ɲɟɫɬɨɣ 
ɞɟɧɶ ɫɨɬɜɨɪɟɧɿɹ ɡɟɦɥɢ (ɜɴ ɞɟɜɹɬɨɱɧɵɣ), ɜɴ 6�ɣ ɱɚɫɴ ɞɧɟ, ɚ ɦ࣎ɪɚ ɬ࣎ɥɚ ɟɝɨ 24 ɥɚɤɬɢ .245

4uestion: 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 .246 According to the ¿rst one (also attested in 2 Enoch and some 
Bulgarian, Serbian, and 5ussian 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 Sre]nevskii¶s 
version of the SoT and some Bulgarian and 5ussian versions of the 5azumnik 
and 4uestions and Answers erotapocritic texts .247

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 -esus Christ, the 1ew Adam, was likewise born on 25th 
March, a Friday, and was also cruci¿ed on Friday, 25th March, at six o¶clock (at 
sunset) . Thus the symmetry between the Old and 1ew Testaments, the First and 
Second Adams, and the Fall and the 5edemption, 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, Sre]nevkii¶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 Àourishing, at least in northern 5ussia . This 
process was no doubt inÀuenced by the wide circulation of the Book of the Dove 
(“Ƚɨɥɭɛɢɧɚɹ ɤɧɢɝɚ”) folk religious poems, and in particular by those concerned 
with some speci¿c cosmogonic themes and motifs .248 These chants functioned 
as vernacular, oral counterparts to the erotapocritic apocryphal writings, such as 
The Discussion Between the Three Saints and the 5azumnik, and enMoyed great 
popularity among both illiterate believers and men of letters for centuries . One 

245 4uoted from Pypin, Lozhnyia i otrechennyia kniJi russkoi stariny, 171 .
246 The same appears to be the case in various Slavonic recensions of The Discussion Be�

tween the Three Saints� see 5aMko 1achtigall, “Ein Beitrag ]u den Forschungen �ber die soge�
nannte µȻɟɫ࣎ɞɚ ɬɪɟɯɴ ɫɜɹɬɢɬɟɥɟɣ¶ (Gesprlch dreier Heiligen)”, AS3h 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 anali],” 5F9 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:

Ɉɬ ɱɟɝɨ ɭ ɧɚɫ ɧɚɱɚɥɫɹ ɛɟɥɵɣ ɜɨɥɶɧɵɣ ɫɜɟɬ" _ Ɉɬ ɱɟɝɨ ɭ ɧɚɫ ɫɨɥɧɰɟ ɤɪɚɫɧɨɟ" _ Ɉɬ 
ɱɟɝɨ ɭ ɧɚɫ ɦɥɚɞ ± ɫɜɟɬɟɥ ɦɟɫɹɰ" _ Ɉɬ ɱɟɝɨ ɭ ɧɚɫ ɡɜɟɡɞɵ ɱɚɫɬɵɟ" _ Ɉɬ ɱɟɝɨ ɭ ɧɚɫ ɧɨɱɢ 
ɬɟɦɧɵɟ" _ Ɉɬ ɱɟɝɨ ɭ ɧɚɫ ɡɨɪɢ ɭɬɪɟɧɧɢ" _ Ɉɬ ɱɟɝɨ ɭ ɧɚɫ ɜɟɬɪɵ ɛɭɣɧɵɟ" _ Ɉɬ ɱɟɝɨ ɭ 
ɧɚɫ ɞɪɨɛɟɧ ɞɨɠɞɢɤ" _ Ɉɬ ɱɟɝɨ ɭ ɧɚɫ ɭɦ ± ɪɚɡɭɦ" _ Ɉɬ ɱɟɝɨ ɭ ɧɚɫ ɧɚɲɢ ɩɨɦɢɫɥɵ" _ 
Ɉɬ ɱɟɝɨ ɭ ɧɚɫ ɦɢɪ ± ɧɚɪɨɞ" _ Ɉɬ ɱɟɝɨ ɭ ɧɚɫ ɤɨɫɬɢ ɤɪɟɩɤɢɟ" _ Ɉɬ ɱɟɝɨ ɬɟɥɟɫɚ ɧɚɲɢ" _ 
Ɉɬ ɱɟɝɨ ɤɪɨɜɶ ± ɪɭɞɚ ɧɚɲɚ" _ Ɉɬ ɱɟɝɨ ɭ ɧɚɫ ɜ ɡɟɦɥɟ ɰɚɪɢ ɩɨɲɥɢ" _ Ɉɬ ɱɟɝɨ ɡɚɱɚɥɢɫɶ 
ɤɧɹɡɶɹ ± ɛɨɹɪɵ" _ Ɉɬ ɱɟɝɨ ɤɪɟɫɬɶɹɧɵ ɩɪɚɜɨɫɥɚɜɧɵɟ" >«@ _ ɍ ɧɚɫ ɛɟɥɵɣ ɜɨɥɶɧɵɣ ɫɜɟɬ 
ɡɚɱɚɥɫɹ ɨɬ ɫɭɞɚ Ȼɨɠɢɹ, _ ɋɨɥɧɰɟ ɤɪɚɫɧɨɟ ± ɨɬ ɥɢɰɚ Ȼɨɠɶɟɝɨ, _ ɋɚɦɨɝɨ ɏɪɢɫɬɚ, ɐɚɪɹ 
ɇɟɛɟɫɧɚɝɨ� _ Ɇɥɚɞ ± ɫɜɹɬɟɥ ɦɟɫɹɰ ± ɨɬ ɝɪɭɞɟɣ ɟɝɨ, _ Ɂɜɟɡɞɵ ɱɚɫɬɵɟ ± ɨɬ ɪɢɡ Ȼɨɠɢɢɯ, _ 
ɇɨɱɢ ɬɟɦɧɵɟ ± ɨɬ ɞɭɦ Ƚɨɫɩɨɞɧɢɯ, _ Ɂɨɪɢ ɭɬɪɟɧɧɢ ± ɨɬ ɨɱɟɣ Ƚɨɫɩɨɞɧɢɯ, _ ȼɟɬɪɵ 
ɛɭɣɧɵɟ ± ɨɬ ɋɜɹɬɚ Ⱦɭɯɚ, _ Ⱦɪɨɛɟɧ ɞɨɠɞɢɤ ± ɨɬ ɫɥɟɡ ɏɪɢɫɬɚ, _ ɋɚɦɨɝɨ ɏɪɢɫɬɚ, ɐɚɪɹ 
ɧɟɛɟɫɧɚɝɨ, _ ɍ ɧɚɫ ɭɦ ± ɪɚɡɭɦ ɫɚɦɨɝɨ ɏɪɢɫɬɚ, _ ɇɚɲɢ ɩɨɦɢɫɥɵ ± ɨɬ ɨɛɥɚɰ ɧɟɛɟɫɧɵɯ, _ 
ɍ ɧɚɫ ɦɢɪ ɧɚɪɨɞ ± ɨɬ Ⱥɞɚɦɢɹ, _ Ʉɨɫɬɢ ɤɪɟɩɤɢɟ ± ɨɬ ɤɚɦɟɧɢ, _ Ɍɟɥɟɫɚ ɧɚɲɢ ± ɨɬ ɫɵɪɨɣ 
ɡɟɦɥɢ, _ Ʉɪɨɜɶ ɪɭɞɚ ɧɚɲɚ ± ɨɬ ɱɟɪɧɚ ɦɨɪɹ . _ Ɉɬ ɬɨɝɨ ɭ ɧɚɫ ɜ ɡɟɦɥɟ ɰɚɪɢ ɩɨɲɥɢ: _ Ɉɬ 
ɫɜɹɬɨɣ ɝɥɚɜɵ, ɨɬ Ⱥɞɚɦɨɜɨɣ� _ Ɉɬ ɬɨɝɨ ɡɚɱɚɥɢɫɶ ɤɧɹɡɶɹ ± ɛɨɹɪɵ: _ Ɉɬ ɫɜɹɬɵɯ ɦɨɳɟɣ 
ɨɬ Ⱥɞɚɦɨɜɵɯ� _ Ɉɬ ɬɨɝɨ ɤɪɟɫɬɶɹɧɵ ɩɪɚɜɨɫɥɚɜɧɵɟ: _ Ɉɬ ɫɜɹɬɚ ɤɨɥɟɧɚ, ɨɬ Ⱥɞɚɦɨɜɚ .249

From what did the bright boundless light �world250 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 ¿ne 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 
-udgement . _ 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 Àesh�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 5ussian 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 3oeziia, 304±11 .
250 In this 5ussian 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 ¿nal 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 Muxtaposed 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 5ussian 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 . Signi¿cantly, the song considers 
the concurrent emergence of cosmic and social hierarchies, whereby celestial 
order Muxtaposes social institutions . The model of the Universe is consistently 
regarded as a matrix for social organi]ation, providing the ethical code Mustifying 
ruling establishments, state structures, and class strati¿cation . Having main�
tained that the 5ussian 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 rationali]ed 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 (“Ƚɨɥɭɛɢɧɚɹ ɤɧɢɝɚ”) 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 .

�.�.2. The OriJin of Disease� or the End of Adam¶s 3ristine 3erfection

According to all (so far) published accounts of the SoT (except the Slepche 
version Type A-1 and the version edited by Por¿r¶ev Type 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 ¿rst man and pierced it with his ¿ngers, since 
he wished to destroy God¶s creation .251 Having returned to Earth, God found 
Adam damaged and angrily confronted His adversary� upon Satan¶s confession, 
He repaired the inMured 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 ArchanJel Michael .252

The motif of the origin of disease is not con¿ned only to apocryphal writ�
ings, but is widely attested in oral cosmogonic legends of Slavia orthodoxa as 
well .253 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 Àesh and skillfully concealed under man¶s 
skin, the sores inÀicted 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 Àesh from the very ¿rst 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 Àesh 
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 inMured body of Adam, which was pierced by Satan during 
His absence, God picked herbs and pushed them into the holes made by Satan¶s 
¿ngers . This explains the origin of medicinal plants and healing knowledge,254 

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) .

252 It comes from MS ʋ 1161 (fols . 40±55) kept in the Archaeographic Collection of the 
Ecclesiastical Museum of History and Archaeology in So¿a, Bulgaria . The text was published 
by D . Petkanova, Stara bǎlJarska 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 <ak Boh sotvoryv pershoho cholovika and <ak Boh sotvo�
ryv Adama from D . I . <avornyts¶kyi¶s MS collection “Ukrainskyi prostoliud,” NTE 5 (2005), 9 .

254 A Bulgarian folk legend, entitled “How the healing herbs came to be” (Ʉɚɤɴ ɫ׼ ɫɬɚɧ׼ɥɢ 
ɥ״ɤɨɜɢɬɢɬ״ ɛɢɥɤɢ), is one of the oral counterparts to the SoT (and in particular to the narra�
tive about the origin of disease)� the text was published in 1882 (see the Appendix infra, text 
ʋ 3) . Eight years later a similar legend was published in SbN8 2 (1890), 164±5 (text ʋ 1)� it 
was recorded by the eminent Bulgarian poet, intellectual and collector of folklore Petko 5achev 
Slaveikov . Another text, “:here did the healing herbs come from"” (Ɉɬɝɞ״ ɫ׼ ɥ״ɤɨɜɢɬɢɬ״ 
ɛɢɥɤɢ), was published twenty�three years later in SbN8 27 (1913), 327 (see the Appendix infra, 
text ʋ 4) . For more on Slavonic apocryphal and folklore interpretations of the theme of the ori�
gin of disease, see Dragomanov, “=abele]hki vǎrkhu slavianskite religio]no�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 inÀicted by the 
Devil, is envisaged as an ongoing battle against evil, in which the offspring of 
celestial Adam ¿ght to regain the pristine perfection of their ancestors .

�.�.�. ³But Satanail Did Not Bow Down´

In most versions of the SoT the ¿nal 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 ¿rst man, 
and God¶s eventual counteraction: the Creator turns Adam¶s inMured body inside 
out thus healing it, after which He breathes the Holy Spirit into the lifeless Àesh 
of the ¿rst man and vivi¿es him . However, in some cases (i.e., Mochul¶skii¶s 
account, and some of the versions discovered and partially published by 
Sre]nevskii) the ¿nal 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 de¿ance causes God¶s reprisal . Here 
follows the eighteenth�century 5ussian text of Mochul¶skii¶s version of the SoT 
describing this event:

ɂ Ƚɞ ͨͨ͡ɶ ɩɨɜɨɪɨɬɢɜɴ ɟɝɨ ɜɧɭɬɪɶ ɩɨɞɟɪɲɢ ɤɨɠɟɸ ɢ ɜɥɨɠɢ ɜ ɧɟɝɨ Ⱦɯ҃ɴ ɫɬ҃ɵɣ ɢ ɨɠɢɜɢ 
Ⱥɞɚɦɚ ɢ ɪɟɱɟ Ƚɨɫɩɨɞɶ ɋɚɬɚɧ࣎ ɩɨɤɥɨɧɢɫ>ɶ@255 ɬɵ Aɞɚɦɭ ɢ ɪɟɱɟ ɋɚɬɚɧɚ ɹ ɬɜɨɟɦɭ 
ɫɨɡɞɚɧɢɸ ɧɟɩɨɤɥɨɧɸɫɹ ɢ ɪɟɱɟ Ƚɞͨͨ͡ɶ ɫɚɬɚɧ࣎ ɨɤɚɹɧɵɢ ɞɢɚɜɨɥ ɥ>ɶ@ɫɬɢɜɵɣ ɋɚɬɚɧɚ .256

And the Lord turned it >Adam¶s body@ inside out and stiffened it with skin and placed 
inside it the Holy Spirit and vivi¿ed Adam� and the Lord said to Satan: “:orship Adam 
>and bow before him@�,” and Satan said: “I will not worship <our creation >and will not 
bow before him@�” And God said to Satan: “O you cursed Devil, O you sly Satan�”

Sre]nevskii also points out that in some other 5ussian recensions of the text 
of the SoT (MS ʋ 32 .16 .11) from the eighteenth century, after the description 
of God ¿xing the inMured body of the ¿rst man and vivifying him, there is an 
interpolation which reads:

ɂ Ƚɨɫɩɨɞɶ ɩɨɤɥɨɧɢɫɹ257 Ⱥɞɚɦɭ, ɢ ɪɟɱɟ ɋɚɬɚɧɟ: ɩɨɤɥɨɧɢɫɹ ɢ ɬɵ Ⱥɞɚɦɭ . ɂ ɪɟɱɟ 
ɋɚɬɚɧɚ: ɚɡɴ ɬɜɨɟɦɭ ɫɨɡɞɚɧɢɸ ɧɟ ɩɨɤɥɨɧɸɫɹ . ɂ ɪɟɱɟ Ƚɨɫɩɨɞɶ: ɨɤɚɹɧɧɟ ɞɢɹɜɨɥɟ, 
ɥɶɫɬɢɜɵ ɋɚɬɚɧɨ .258

SbN8 10 (1894), 55±7, Petkanova, Apokrifna literatura i folklor, 157±9, Tomicki, “SáowiaĔski 
mit kosmogonic]ny,” 51±6, Badalanova, “The Bible in the making,” 224, 268±9, 324±5 .

255 Ɍhe form ɩɨɤɥɨɧɢɫɶ is imperative mood of the reÀexive 5ussian verb “ɩɨɤɥɨɧɢɬɶɫɹ” 
(meaning “to bow,” “to worship,” “to adore”) .

256 See Mochul¶skii, “Istoriko�literaturnyi anali],” 5F9 18, 4 (1887), 175 .
257 Ɍhis is the third�person singular aorist form of the reÀexive 5ussian verb “ɩɨɤɥɨɧɢɬɶɫɹ”� 

see note 255 above .
258 Sre]nevskii, “Otchet Otdeleniiu,” IO5IS 9, 3 (1904), 102, note 1 .
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And God worshipped >i.e., bowed before@ Adam and said to Satan, “<ou must also wor�
ship Adam .” And Satan said, “I won¶t worship <our 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 5ussian version from a ¿fteenth�century miscellany (¿rst 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:

и реч Михаилоу въстроуби да събероуть сѧ анг̄ли и да поклонѧть сѧ твари роу-
коу моею яже створихъ. И въстроуби Mихаилъ анг̄лъ и собраша сѧ в̄си анг̄ли и 
поклониша сѧ в̄си адамоу по чиноу. а сотонаилъ непоклони сѧ и реч азъ калоу 
и брениию не поклоню сѧ нъи. и реч поставлю прстлъ мои на облацѣх и боудоу 
подобенъ вышнему. да того ради б̄ъ отверже и от лица своего и съ анг̄лъ своими 
якоже реч пр̄рокъ оудалиша сѧ от лица его вс̄и ненавидѧщи бг̄а и славы б̄жия .259

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 Must as the prophet said, “These withdrew from His face, all 
who hate God and the glory of God .”260

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 
1ew Testament� one such text is The Debate Between Christ and the Devil .261 
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 .262 The most ancient Slavonic copy of the 
text, “An account concerning the dispute between the Devil and Our Lord -esus 
Christ” (“ɋɥɨɜ ѡ ɩɪ״ɩɪ״ɧɢ ɞɢɚɜɨɥѹ ɫɴ Ƚɞ̄ɟɦɶ ɧ ̄ɲɢɦɶ ɂɫ ɏɨɫ”) is Bulgarian . 
It comes from a fourteenth�century miscellany, now preserved in Vienna�263 
the text was ¿rst published by 5adchenko .264 Another Bulgarian version of the 
apocryphal Debate Between Christ and the Devil (dated to the sixteenth century) 

259 H . E . Gaylord, “How Satanael Lost his µ�el¶,” JJS 33 (1982), 304 .
260 Ibid ., 305 .
261 Ivanov, BoJomilski kniJi i leJendi, 251� Petkanova, Apokrifna literatura i folklor, 69� 

idem, Stara bǎlJarska literatura� 1 .174, 381 .
262 Petkanova, ibid., 380 .
263 See Ivanov, BoJomilski kniJi i leJendi� 248 .
264 See 5adchenko, “=ametki o pergamentnom sbornike 14 veka Venskoi Pridvornoi Bib�

lioteki,” IO5IS 8, 4 (1903), 196±198 .
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comes from MS ʋ 433 (fols . 101±105) from the 1ational Library in So¿a . The 
Serbian redactions (compiled in the ¿fteenth and sixteenth centuries) survived in 
MSS preserved in the Bulgarian 1ational Library (MS ʋ 326, fols . 41±44), the 
Prague 1ational Museum (MS ʋ 19, fols . 227±231), and the 1ational Library 
in Belgrade (MS ʋ 273) . The only surviving 5ussian redactions, composed 
most probably in the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries,265 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 5ussian version of the Debate 
must have been contemporaries of the compilers of Mochul¶skii¶s, Sre]nevskii¶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.J., 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 Muxtaposed to 
the image of -esus as the 1ew Adam (cf . 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 1ew 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 -esus 
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.J., Por¿r¶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"”:

-esus 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"” -esus >said@, “From primordial 
celestial powers .” “Are you the Son of the Most High"” -esus answered, “<ou spoke the 
truth” . And then the Devil said >to -esus@, “Go to Heaven and sit on your throne there, the 
skies are yours and the Earth is mine�”266

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 -ohn 3:31 .267 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, BoJomilski kniJi i leJendi� 248±249 .
266 4uoted from Petkanova, Stara bǎlJarska 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, Must 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 -esus 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) .268 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 SoT 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 
9orlaJen of � 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,269 but is present in Latin, Armenian, and Georgian ones .270 It also occurs in 
the Syriac Cave of Treasures .271 Furthermore the idea of Satan refusing to pros�
trate himself before Adam and worship him features prominently in the 4ur¶Ɨn 

268 This motif is analysed in F . Badalanova, “The :ord of God, by :ord 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 ConÀict 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� -erusalem: Franciscan 
Printing Press, 1982), 27 . See also the discussion in S . M . =wemer, Studies in 3opular Islam 
(London�1ew <ork: Sheldon Press�Macmillan, 1939), 138±9 .

270 G . Anderson and M . Stone, A 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 - . Tromp), 83±8� ibid ., “E]ekiel 28, the fall of Satan, and the Adam 
Books,” 143±7 .

271 See E . A . :allis Budge, The Book of the Cave of Treasures. A History of the Patriarchs 
and the Kings Their Successors From the Creation to the Cruci¿xion of Christ . Translated from 
the Syriac text of the British Museum MS ADD . 25875 (London: The 5eligious Tract Society, 
1927), 55±6 >fols 5b±6a@ . See also Gaylord, “How Satanael lost his �el,” 306 and Anderson, 
“The exaltation of Adam and the fall of Satan”, 87±8 . 
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(Sǌrah 2:32, 15:26±39, 17:63) .272 According to Muslim hermeneutics, Satan 
(IblƯs �Eblis) was unwilling to bow before the earth�born Adam, since he “was 
of the DMinn” (Sǌrah 18:48), and thus considered himself to be created out of a 
substance much superior to earth, i.e., ¿re . This motif is attested not only in the 
canonical 4ur¶Ɨnic text, but also in the writings of some Muslim exegetes, such 
as Al�TabarƯ¶s History of 3rophets and KinJs,273 and in Islamic oral tradition .274 
The motif of Satan¶s refusal to worship Adam is also rendered in -ewish, Chris�
tian and Islamic art,275 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 signi¿cant 
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 4ur¶Ɨnic) accounts intertwined with their extra�canonical (apoc�
ryphal and vernacular oral) counterparts into an intricate, but ¿rm 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 :rit . The attestation of this motif in canonical 4ur¶Ɨnic 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 .

�.�.�. Adam: The First 3rophet

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 4ur¶Ɨnic account of how Eblis � IblƯs refused to obey God¶s command to worship 
Adam, see =wemer (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 9ita Adae et Evae) .

273 5osenthal, ed . � tr ., 259±66, fols . 86±94 .
274 E . Troeva�Grigorova, “Sheitanǎt i kontseptsiiata ]a grekha v predstavite na bǎlgarskite 

miusiulmani,” BǎlJF 32 (2006), 52 .
275 - . 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, Bibliothqque nationale de France, MS lat . 8846, 
fol . 166) and the KulliyƗt�i TƗrikh of HƗ¿]�i Abrǌ (Istanbul, Topkapi Museum, BaJhdat 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),276 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 .277 Mochul¶skii¶s and Sre]nevskii¶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,278 but brieÀy 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 ¿rst called Eve, even the 
animals have acquired their own names . Adam¶s taxonomy precedes the naming 
of woman,279 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 ¿rst 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 5ussian 
redaction of the 4uestions and Answers apocrypha, entitled Other Tuestions and 
answers concerninJ the day and the hour when God created the First Adam� and 
what happened after that (“ɂɧɵɟ ɜɨɩɪɨɫɵ ɩɨ ɨɬɜ״ɬɚɦɴ� ɜɴ ɤɢ ɞɟɧɶ ɢ ɱɚɫɴ 
ɫɨɬɜɨɪɢ Ƚɨɫɩɨɞɶ ɩɟɪɜɚɝɨ Ⱥɞɚɦɚ ɢ ɩɪɨɬɱɚɹ ɩɨ ɫɢɯɴ”), in which the fragment 
concerned with the creation of woman is omitted altogether, a ¿rm statement is 
made that Adam was considered to be the ¿rst prophet . The declaration is fol�
lowed by an elaborate description of His prophetic dream:

ȼɨɩɪɨɫɴ . Ʉɨɬɨɪɵɣ ɩɟɪɜɵɣ ɩɪɨɪɨɤɴ ɧɚ ɡɟɦɥɢ" ± Ɉ>ɬɜɟɬɴ@ . Ⱥɞɚɦɴ . ȼ>ɨɩɪɨɫɴ@ . 
ɑɬɨ ɟɫɬɶ, ɩɪɨɪɨɱɟɫɬɜɨɜɚ Ⱥɞɚɦɴ" ± Ɉ . ȿɝɞɚ ɫɨɬɜɨɪɢ Ƚɨɫɩɨɞɶ Ⱥɞɚɦɚ ɨɬɴ ɡɟɦɥɢ, ɢ 
ɞɭɧɭ ɧɚ ɧɟɝɨ Ȼɨɝɴ ɢ ɨɠɢɜɟ Ⱥɞɚɦɴ, ɢ ɩɨɫɚɞɢ ɟɝɨ Ƚɨɫɩɨɞɶ Ȼɨɝɴ ɧɚ ɩɪɟɫɬɨɥ࣎ ɢ ɪɟɱɟ 
Ȼɨɝɴ: ɛɥɚɝɨɫɥɨɜɢ, ɜɥɚɞɵɤɨ, ± ɢ ɜɨɫɬɚ Ⱥɞɚɦɴ ɨɬɴ ɩɪɟɫɬɨɥɚ ɢ ɪɟɱɟ: ɛɥɚɝɨɫɥɨɜɟɧɧɨ 
ɰɚɪɫɬɜɨ Ɉɬɰɚ ɢ ɋɵɧɚ ɢ ɫɜ . Ⱦɭɯɚ, ± ɢ ɩɟɪɜɨɟ ɩɪɨɪɨɱɟɫɬɜɨ ɞɚɥɴ ɨ ɫɜɹɬ࣎ɣ Ɍɪɨɢɰɵ� 

276 Cf. Stith Thompson, Motif�Index, A 1275 .1 (“Creation of ¿rst woman from man¶s rib”) . 
For the iconographic representations of the motif of the “Creation of ¿rst woman,” see the 
composition ɋɨɡɞɚɧʀɟ (Creation) in MS ʋ 693 (fol . 280 r) in the Sts . Cyril and Methodius 
Bulgarian 1ational Library (Fig . 2, infra) . 

277 Tomicki, “Ludowe mity o stwor]eniu c]áowieka,” 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 1ot so in Sre]nevskii¶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, Sre]nevskii¶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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ɢ ɟɝɞɚ ɡɚɫɧɭɜɴ Ⱥɞɚɦɴ ɜɴ ɪɚɸ, ɢ ɜɨɫɬɚ ɨɬɴ ɫɧɚ, ɢ ɪɟɱɟ ɟɦɭ Ƚɨɫɩɨɞɶ: Ⱥɞɚɦɟ, ɱɬɨ ɟɫɢ 
ɜɢɞ࣎ɥɴ ɜɨ ɫɧ࣎" Ⱥɞɚɦɴ ɠɟ ɪɟɱɟ: ɜɢɞ࣎ɯɴ, Ƚɨɫɩɨɞɢ, ɉɟɬɪɚ ɢɞɭɳɚ ɜɴ Ɋɢɦɴ, ɚ ɉɚɜɥɚ ɜɴ 
Ⱦɚɦɚɫɤɴ, ɚ ȱɨɚɧɧɚ Ȼɨɝɨɫɥɨɜɚ ɜɨ ȿɮɟɫɴ, ɚ ɬɟɛɹ, Ƚɨɫɩɨɞɢ, ɜɢɞ࣎ɯɴ ɪɚɫɩɹɬɚ ɧɚ ɤɪɟɫɬ࣎ 
ɜɨ ȱɟɪɭɫɚɥɢɦ࣎, ɧɚ Ƚɨɥɴɯɨɜ࣎ . Ɍɨ ɟɫɬɶ ɩɪɨɪɨɱɟɫɬɜɨ Ⱥɞɚɦɨɜɨ .280

4uestion: :ho is the ¿rst prophet on Earth" Answer: Adam . 4uestion: :hat is the mean�
ing of >the expression@ “Adam prophesied”" Answer: :hen 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 ¿rst 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 5ome, and Paul to Damascus, and -ohn 
the Theologian to Ephesus, and you, Lord, I saw cruci¿ed on the cross in -erusalem, 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 5ussian LeJend of How God Created Adam (“ɋɤɚɡɚɧiɟ 
ɤɚɤɨ ɫɨɬɜɨɪɢ Ȼɨɝɴ Ⱥɞɚɦɚ”) from the 5umiantsov Miscellany (MS ʋ 370, 
fols . 147±177):

ɂ ɜɥɨɠɢ Ƚɨɫɩɨɞɶ Ȼɨɝɴ ɫɨɧɴ ɜɨ Ⱥɞɚɦɚ, ɢ ɭɫɩɟ Ⱥɞɚɦɴ, ɢ ɜɡɹɬɴ ɟɝɨ ɪɟɛɪɨ ɥ࣎ɜɨɟ, ɢ 
ɜɴ ɬɨɦɴ ɪɟɛɪ࣎ ɩɪɨɬɹɠɟ ɪɭɰ࣎ ɢ ɧɨɡ࣎ ɢ ɝɥɚɜɭ, ɢ ɫɨɡɞɚ ɟɦɭ ɠɟɧɭ ɜɴ ɲɟɫɬɵɣ ɞɟɧɶ, ɢ 
ɩɨɤɚɡɚ ɟɦɭ Ƚɨɫɩɨɞɶ ɫɜɨɸ ɫɦɟɪɬɶ ɢ ɪɚɫɩɹɬɿɟ ɢ ɜɨɫɤɪɟɫɟɧɿɟ, ɢ ɩɪɨɜɢɞ࣎ ɜɨɡɧɟɫɟɧɿɟ ɡɚ 
ɩɨɥɲɟɫɬɵ ɬɵɫɹɳɶ ɥ࣎ɬɴ . ɂ ɜɢɞ࣎ Ⱥɞɚɦɴ Ƚɨɫɩɨɞɚ ɪɚɫɩɹɬɚ, ɚ ɉɟɬɪɚ ɜɴ Ɋɢɦ࣎ ɯɨɞɹɳɚ, ɚ 
ɉɚɜɥɚ ɜɴ Ⱦɚɦɚɫɰ࣎ ɭɱɚɳɚ ɧɚɪɨɞɴ ɢ ɩɪɨɩɨɜ࣎ɞɭɸɳɟ ɬɜɨɟ (sic) ɜɨɫɤɪɟɫɟɧɿɟ, ɢ ɜɨɡɧɟɫɟɫɹ 
Ƚɨɫɩɨɞɶ . >«@ ɂ ɜɨɫɬɚ Ⱥɞɚɦɴ ɨɬɴ ɫɧɚ ɫɜɨɟɝɨ ɢ ɬɪɟɩɟɬɟɧɴ ɛɵɫɬɶ ɜɨ ɭɠɚɫ࣎ ɜɟɥɢɰ࣎ ɨ 
ɩɪɨɜɢɞ࣎ɧɿɢ . ɂ ɜɨɠɞɚ (sic) Ƚɨɫɩɨɞɶ Ⱥɞɚɦɚ ɜɴ ɪɚɣ ɯɨɞɹɳɚ ɢ ɪɟɱɟ ɟɦɭ: Ⱥɞɚɦɟ, Ⱥɞɚɦɟ, 
ɩɨɜ࣎ɠɞɶ ɦɢ . Ⱥɞɚɦɴ ɠɟ ɭɛɨɹɫɹ ɜɟɥɦɢ, ɧɟ ɫɦ࣎ɹ Ȼɨɝɭ ɩɨɜ࣎ɞɚɬɢ ɬɨɝɨ ɜɢɞ࣎ɧɿɹ . ɂ ɪɟɱɟ 
ɟɦɭ Ƚɨɫɩɨɞɶ Ȼɨɝɴ: Ⱥɞɚɦɟ, Ⱥɞɚɦɟ� ± Ⱥɞɚɦɴ ɠɟ ɪɟɱɟ ɟɦɭ: Ƚɨɫɩɨɞɢ ɜɥɚɞɵɤɨ, ɬɟɛɟ 
ɜɢɞ࣎ɯɴ ɧɚ ɤɪɟɫɬ࣎ ɪɚɫɩɹɬɚ ɜɨ ȱɟɪɭɫɚɥɢɦ࣎, ɚ ɭɱɟɧɢɤɢ ɬɜɨɹ ɜɢɞ࣎(ɯɴ) ɯɨɞɹɳɚ ± ɉɟɬɪɚ 
ɜɴ Ɋɢɦ࣎, ɚ ɉɚɜɥɚ ɜɴ Ⱦɚɦɚɫɰ࣎, ɩɪɨɩɨɜ࣎ɞɭɸɳɟ ɬɜɨɟ ɪɚɫɩɹɬɿɟ ɢ ɜɨɫɤɪɟɫɟɧɿɟ . ± ɂ ɪɟɱɟ 
ɟɦɭ Ƚɨɫɩɨɞɶ: ɩɨɞɨɛɚɟɬɴ ɦɢ ɬɟɛɟ ɪɚɞɢ ɫɧɢɬɢ ɧɚ ɡɟɦɥɸ ɢ ɪɚɫɩɹɬɭ ɛɵɬɢ ɢ ɜɴ ɬɪɟɬɿɣ 
ɞɟɧɶ ɜɨɫɤɪɟɫɧɭɬɢ� ɚ ɬɵ ɠɟ ɧɟ ɩɨɜ࣎ɞɚɣ ɧɢɤɨɦɭɠɟ ɜɢɞ࣎ɧɿɹ ɫɟɝɨ, ɞɨɧɞɟɠɟ ɭɜɢɞɢɲɢ ɦɹ 
ɜɴ ɪɚɸ ɫ࣎ɞɹɳɚ ɨɞɟɫɧɭɸ ɨɬɰɚ, ɢ ɬɵ ɨ ɬɨɦɴ ɩɨɫɤɨɪɛɢ, Ⱥɞɚɦɟ .281

And the Lord God >-esus 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,282 >two@ legs and feet,283 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 
Cruci¿xion and 5esurrection, and he foresaw His Ascension which was to take place 
in ¿ve and a half thousand years . And Adam saw >in his vision@ the Lord cruci¿ed, and 
Peter going to 5ome, and Paul in Damascus preaching about <our >should read “God¶s”@ 
5esurrection� and >Adam saw in his vision how@ the Lord ascended . >«@ And Adam 

280 4uoted from Pypin, Lozhnyia i otrechennyia kniJi russkoi stariny� 171±2 .
281 Ibid .� 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 horri¿ed 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, 
“O Lord, Master, I saw <ou cruci¿ed in -erusalem, and I saw your disciples� Peter was 
walking towards 5ome and Paul towards Damascus to preach about <our Cruci¿xion 
and 5esurrection .” And the Lord said to him, “<ou are worthy of Me descending down 
to Earth and being cruci¿ed 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 ¿rst prophet, but also the ¿rst priest:

І той есть первый по(п); ı гл҃ютъ паки ѡ немъ: егда сотворил его Бг҃ъ о(т) земля 
и вʼдохнувъ во(н) дх҃ъ животенъ и рече ему: бл҃гослови, вл(д)ко; ѡн же воставъ ı 
рече: бл҃гословено цр҃ьство о(т)ц҃а и сн҃а ı ст҃го дх҃а ı нн҃ѣ ı пр(с)но ı во вѣки вѣко(м); 
ı первїе во(з)благовѣстивъ вʼ Трцьі бж(с)тво. І той есть первы пр(о)рокъ на земли; 
гл҃ютъ же по вʼдохновенїй дх҃а животна Бг҃у рекшу ко Адаму: что видѣ; ѡ(н) же 
воставъ, гл҃я: Ги҃, видѣ(х) тя на(д) главою моею во Ір(с)лимѣ распята, а Петра 
ап(с)ла в Римѣ стре(м)главъ пропята, а Павла оусѣчена. Г(с)дь же рече ему: Ада-
ме, умолки ѡ сей тайне. Ада(м) же яко забве(н) бы(с) о се(м) і невѣдый.284

He >Adam@ was the ¿rst 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 ¿rst to annunciate the divine >oneness 
of the@ Holy Trinity . And he was the ¿rst prophet on Earth . It is said that after God¶s having 
breathed the living spirit into Adam, He told him, “:hat did you see"” Having risen up, 
he >Adam@ said, “O Lord, I saw <ou cruci¿ed in -erusalem >at the spot which was@ above 
my head,285 and >I saw@ Peter cruci¿ed 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 Sre]nevskii (concurrently with the two MSS containing the apoc�
ryphal Sea of Tiberias�) during his 1902 palaeographic expedition . The MS was 
registered under record ʋ 32 .16 .19 .

�.�. The Forbidden Tree

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

284 4uoted from Sre]nevskii, “Otchet Otdeleniiu,” IO5IS 9, 3 (1904), 93 .
285 According to Christian tradition, Adam¶s skull was buried below the exact spot in Gol�

gotha where -esus was cruci¿ed . 
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time the MSS published by Barsov, Mochul¶skii, Sre]nevskii, and Dimitrova�
Marinova were compiled, a cluster of apocrypha circulated in Slavia orthodoxa 
(� Baruch, The LeJend of the Holy Cross and the Two BriJands, attributed to 
Gregory of 1a]ian]us, 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 Sre]nevskii¶s versions of the SoT, 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 LeJend 
of the Holy Cross follow a similar pattern, maintaining that the forbidden tree 
was planted by God Himself (either the Father, or the Son) .286 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 
¿rst gardener of Eden . Later, after his sin and expulsion from Paradise, he was 
also to become the ¿rst 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 1ew Adam” was cruci¿ed ¿ve 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 Sre]nevskii 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 ¿rst 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 ¿rst 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 cruci¿ed) . -esus was 
to be cruci¿ed on God¶s share of the tree, whereas the two brigands were to be cruci¿ed on the 
shares of Adam and Eve . 
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partook of it .287 The breaking of this prohibition by the ¿rst people triggered the 
loss of their angelic status� they were further stripped of the luminous, celestial 
garments and garlands worn by them in Eden .288 The eventual expulsion of 
Adam and Eve from Paradise was no more than the ¿nal con¿rmation of their 
metamorphosis from angelic beings into mortals .

A similar concept (i.e. the forbidden tree   grapevine) is featured in some 
Slavonic recensions of � 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 ±il and becoming Satan) . A cross�textual comparison 
between the SoT and � 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 signi¿cant, displaying an important feature 
of Barsov¶s and Dimitrova�Marinova¶s versions of the SoT, 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 
1oah found it when the calamity was over . The storyline further includes the 
tale of how 1oah planted the grapevines and produced the ¿rst wine, which 
caused his drunkenness . That is why, the tradition maintains, wine retains the 
evil power which Satanail embodied when he ¿rst planted the grapevine . One 
such narrative comes from the thirteenth�century Serbian recension of � Baruch 
(“Чът̄енѥ ст̄го Вароха, ѥга послань быͨ͡ к немоу анг̄ль Паноуиль оу ст̄оу 
гороу Сиѡню на рѣцѣ, ѥгда плака се ѡ плѣнени Ѥроусл̄мьсцѣмь. Гӣ 

287 See the accounts published by Mochul¶skii, “Istoriko�literaturnyi anali],” 5F9 18, 4 
(1887), 173±6 and Sre]nevskii (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 Mourney, 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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бл̄осви”) from the DraJolev Miscellany,289 which, according to Ivanov, origi�
nated from an earlier Old Bulgarian protograph .290 The text in question reads:

И пакы рѣхь азь Варохь кь анг̄лоу: гӣ покажи ми дрѣво, иже прѣльсти змия 
Ѥоугоу и снѣсть ѥ сама и да ѥ Адамоу, и сего раді изьгна я Бь̄ из рая. И рече 
ми анг̄ль: слыши, Вароше, ѥгда Бь̄ сьзда Адама, то повелѣ архан̄глоу Михаилоу 
сьбрати двѣстѣ тисоущь и трьѥ анг̄лы да насадеть раи, и вьсади Михаилʼ маслы-
ноу, Гавриль же яблань, Рапаиль ктоуню, Нопаиль ѡрахь, Саразаиль калиноу, 
Сатанаиль же оусади лозоу, то бо ѥмѹ бѣ прьвоѥ име, по испадени же нарече се 
такожде Сатанаиль, и такожде вси анг̄ли насадише различʼная дрѣвеса. И пакы 
рѣхь азь Варохь кь анг̄лоу: гӣ покажи ми дрѣво ѥже прѣльсти зʼмия Ѥоугоу 
и Адама. И рече ми анг̄ль: слыши, Варохь, прьвоѥ дрѣво ѥсть лоза, вьтороѥ 
же дрѣво похоть грѣховʼна, ѥже излия Сатанаиль на Ѥоугоу и Адама; и сего 
ради проклель бѣ Гь̄ лозоу, зане бѣ юʼ Сатанаиль оусади и тою прѣльсти прьвоз-
даньнаго Адама и Ѥоугоу. И рѣхь азʼь Варохь кь анг̄лоу: гӣ, да аще тако бѣ Бь̄ 
проклель лозоу и садь ѥ, то како нн̄ѣ ѥсть на потрѣбоу? И рече ми анг̄ль: право 
оупрошаѥши ме. Ѥгда створи Гь̄ потопь на земли и .оу. ѳ. тисоущь исполь погоу-
би, и вьзиде вода прѣвыше горь высоукихь .к. лактʼ надь горами, и вьниде вода 
въ раи, изнесе ѿ лозь прѹть ѥдьнь. Яко стрѣби Гь̄ воды и быͨ͡ соуша, изиде Ноѥ 
ѿ ковчега и ѡбрѣте лозоу лежещоу на земли, и не знаше ѥ, тькʼмо слышаль бѣ 
о неи кака ѥсть ѡбразомь. Вь себѣ помышлѣѥ, гл̄аше: се ѥсть вь истоноу лоза, 
юже бѣ вьсадиль Сатанаиль посрѣд рая, ѥюже прѣльсти Ѥоугоу и Адама, и сего 
ради проклеть ю Бь̄ и садь ѥи; то аще оусажʼю ю, разгнѣваѥть се на ме Бь̄. И 
прѣклонь колѣнѣ свои, пости се .k. дн̄и, мл̄и се гл̄а: Гӣ, аще оусаждоу ѿ дрѣва 
сего, ѥда како прогнѣваѥши се на ме, Гӣ? И посла Бь̄ анг̄ла своѥго Саразаила 
и рече ѥмоу: вьстани и вьсади дрѣво, ѥже ѡбрѣте, и азь прѣмѣню ѥ и створю 
ѥ на добро; но блюди Вароше, и ѥще ти има дрѣво то злобоу вь себѣ, яко и 
Сатанаилʼ не прѣмѣни злы своѥ; ѥлико же бо по многоу вино пиють, всоу злобоу 
творить, ни брат брат милоуѥть, ни ѿць сн̄а; за злобоу виньноую бываеть разбои, 
прѣлюбодѣяниѥ и блоудь; ѥлико зла, вина ради бываѥть .291

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� :hen 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, 5apail >5aphael@ ± the quince�
tree, 1opail ± the walnut�tree, Sara]ail ± 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 . Sreþkoviü¶s collection in the 1ational Library 
of Belgrade, MS ʋ 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,” 3eti Dostoit . Sbornik v Pamet na Stefan Ko]hukharov (eds . A . Miltenova, 
E . Toncheva, S . Bǎrlieva� So¿a: I]datelski Tsentǎr Boian Penev, 2003), 267 .

290 Ivanov, BoJomilski kniJi i leJendi, 192±3 .
291 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 . :hen 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 Àooded and the waters washed 
away a twig from the grapevine . :hen God sei]ed the waters and made the dry land ap�
pear, 1oah 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 <ou be angry with me, God"” And God sent his angel Sara]ail and he said to him, 
“>O Baruch�@ 5aise 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, Must 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 5azumnik (“Разоумникъ”) 
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:

В.: да како ѿпаде ѿ Га̄? – ѿ.: егда насаждааше Гь̄ раи, да иже повелѣвааше садити, 
Самаиль крадѣше вси ѿ вьсего, и изышедь просипа на инѡмь мѣстѣ, таѧ ѿ Га̄. 
Гь̄ рече: ти крадеши ѿ мене, да бѫдеть тебѣ на прогнанїе! И изыде Саманаиль и 
реч: Гӣ, блсв͡и, елика садихѡмь. Гь̄ реч: блвͨ͡енно еͨ͡, и тоу есмь азь по срѣдѣ его. Са-
маиль иде да видит дрѣво, еже оукрадь посади; и егда видѣ дрѣво, тогда Самаиль 
почрьнѣ, и изьгна его дрѣво из рая. И тогда нарече Гь̄ имѧ емѹ дїаволь .292

4uestion: How did he >the Devil@ part from God" Answer: :hen 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: “<ou 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 

292 Ibid ., 260±1.
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middle of it�” Samail >Satan@ went to see the tree which he had stolen and planted . :hen 
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 Jrapevine and how it Jrew (“Ɉ ɜɢɧɨɝɪɚɞ״ 
ɢ ɤɚɤɨ ɪɨɫɬɹɲɟ”)� in this account the storyline about the creation of Paradise 
(Ɋɚɣ) is intertwined with tales from The LeJend of the Holy Cross,293 and with 
narrative fragments appearing in the Bulgarian apocryphal LeJend of the Holy 
5ood by Jeremiah the 3riest (composed in the second half of the tenth century), 
which are further attested in some eighteenth�century accounts of the SoT .294 
According to Pypin¶s version of the legend About the Jrapevine and how it Jrew, 
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:

Ɍɚɤɨ ɟɝɞɚ ɧɚɫɚɞɢ Ƚɨɫɩɨɞɶ ɜɢɧɨɝɪɚɞɴ ɜɴ ɪɚɢ, ɧɟ ɛɵɫɬɶ ɬɭ ɬɨɝɞɚ ɧɢ ɚɧɝɟɥɴ, ɧɢ ɤɬɨɠɟ, 
ɬɨɤɦɨ Ƚɨɫɩɨɞɶ ɢ ɋɚɬɚɧɚɢɥɴ� ɢ ɱɬɨ ɩɨɜɟɥɟ Ƚɨɫɩɨɞɶ ɫɚɞɢɬɢ, ɚ ɋɚɬɚɧɚɢɥɴ ɤɪɚɞɹ ɨɬɴ 
ɜɫɹɤɨɝɨ ɫɚɞɚ, ɨɬɴ Ƚɨɫɩɨɞɚ ɩɪɨɪɟɤɨɜɚɧɚ ɫɪɟɞɢ ɪɚɹ . ɂ ɪɟɱɟ Ƚɨɫɩɨɞɶ: ɬɨɟ ɛɭɞɟɬɴ ɬ࣎ɥɨ 
Ɇɨɟ, ɢ ə ɫɚɦɴ ɬɭ ɛɭɞɭ, ɢ ɛɭɞɟɬɴ ɬɟɛ࣎ ɧɚ ɩɪɨɝɧɚɧɿɟ . ± ɂɫɲɟɞɴ ɜɨɧɴ ɢ ɪɟɱɟ ɋɚɬɚɧɚɢɥɴ: 
Ƚɨɫɩɨɞɢ, ɛɥɚɝɨɫɥɨɜɢ, ɟɥɢɤɨ ɧɚɫɚɞɢ . ± Ƚɨɫɩɨɞɶ ɪɟɱɟ: ɬɭ ɟɫɦɶ Ⱥɡɴ ɩɨɫɪɟɞ࣎ ɪɚɹ . ȿɝɞɚ 
ɢɡɵɞɟ ɋɚɬɚɧɚɢɥɴ ɜɢɞ࣎ɬɢ ɞɪɟɜɨ ɫɜɨɟ, ± ɞɪɟɜɨ ɠɟ ɟɝɨ ɢɡɝɧɚ ɢɡɴ ɪɚɹ >"@, ɢ ɩɨɱɟɪɧ࣎ɥɴ 
ɋɚɬɚɧɚɢɥɴ ɢ ɛɵɫɬɶ ɞɶɜɨɥɴ . Ⱦɪɟɜɨ ɠɟ ɢɡɪɚɫɬɟ ɧɚ ɬɪɢ ɫɬɨɥɛɵ: ɟɞɢɧɴ ɫɬɨɥɛɴ ± Ⱥɞɚɦɴ, 
ɚ ɞɪɭɝɿɣ ɫɬɨɥɛɴ ± ȿɜɜɚ, ɚ ɬɪɟɬɿɣ ɫɬɨɥɛɴ ɩɨɫɪɟɞɢ, ɫɚɦɴ Ƚɨɫɩɨɞɶ . Ⱦɚ ɟɝɞɚ ɫɨɝɪ࣎ɲɢ 
Ⱥɞɚɦɴ ɢ ȿɜɜɚ, ɬɨɝɞɚ ɩɚɞɟ Ⱥɞɚɦɨɜɚ ɱɚɫɬɶ ɜɴ ɪ࣎ɤɭ Ɍɢɝɪɨ, ɢɡɧɟɫɟ ɟɝɨ� ɚ ȿɜɜɢɧɚ ɱɚɫɬɶ 

293 See, e.J., the following fragment from The LeJend of the Holy Cross and the Crosses 
of the Two BriJands AccordinJ to Saint GreJory the TheoloJian (“ɋɤɚɡɚɧɿɟ (ɫɜ .) ɝɪɢɝɨɪɿɚ 
ɛɨɝɨɫɥɨɜɚ ѡ ɤɪ(ɫ)ɬɟ ɱ(ɫ)ɬɧɨ(ɦ) ɢ ѡ ɞɜѹ ɤɪ(ɫ)ɬɨɭ ɪɚɡɛɨɢɧɢɱɸ”) which comes from MS 
ʋ 358 (5umiantsov¶s Miscellany� dated ¿fteenth�sixteenth century):

ȿɝɞɚ ɩɨɝɪ࣎ɛɨɲɚ Ⱥɞɚɦɚ ɫ ɜ࣎ɧɰɨɦɴ, ɢɠɟ ɫɜɢɜɴ ɜɨɡɥɨɠɢ ɧɚ ɝɥɚɜѹ ɫɜɨɸ, ѿ ɞɪ࣎ɜɚ, ѿ 
ɧɟɝɨɠɟ ɢɡɝɧɚɧɴ ɛɵ(ɫ), ɟ(ɠ) ɩɪɢɧɟɫɟ ɟɦѹ ɋɢɮɴ ɫɵɧɴ ɟɝɨ, ɟɝɞɚ ɞɚɫɬɶ ɟɦɨɭ ɚɧɝ҃ɥɴ ɢɡ ɪɚɸ, 
ɢɡɪɚɫɬɟ ɟɦɨɭ ɞɪɟɜɨ ɜɟɥɢɤɨ ɢ(ɡ) ɜɟɧɰɚ, ɢɡ ɝɥ҃ɜɵ Ⱥɞɚɦɨɜɵ . ɂ ɛɵ(ɫ) ɜɟɥɢɤɨ ɜɵɫɨɬɨɸ ɢ 
ɩɪɟɱɸɞɧɨ ɪɚɫɬɨ(ɦ), ɧɚ ɬɪɨɟ ɪɚɫɬ࣒ɳɢ(ɫ) ɫɟɞɦɟɪɢɰɟɸ . ɂ ɩɪɟɛɵ(ɫ) ɜɵɫɨɤɨ ɜɫ࣎ɯɴ ɞɪ࣎ɜɴ . 
ɋɢɟ ɨɭɛɨ ɩɪɟɫɬɚɜɥɟɧɿɟ Ⱥɞɚɦɥɟ ɜ Ɇɚɞɿɚɦɢ . ѿ ɬɨɝɨ ɞɪ࣎ɜɚ ɢ ɤɪ(ɫ)ɬɴ ɏɜ(ɫ)ɴ, ɧɚ ɧɟɦɶ(ɠ) 
ɪɚɫɩ࣒ɬɫ࣒, ɢ ɢɡɶ ȿɝɢɩɬɚ ɫɧ҃҃ɜɴ ɂɡɪ҃ɥɜɴ ɬɚɦɨ ɜ ɧɚɫɥ࣎ɞɿɟ ɢɡɜɟɥɴ, ɢ ɧɚ ɩɪɨ(ɱ)ɚ ɦ࣎ɫɬɚ . (Pypin, 
Lozhnyia i otrechennyia kniJi 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 magni¿cent 
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 cruci¿ed� >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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ɩɚɞɟ ɜɴ ɪɚɣ, ɞɚ ɟɝɞɚ ɩɨɬɨɩɴ ɛɵɫɬɶ, ɧɚ ɜɨɞ࣎ ɩɨɬɨɩɟ, ɧɟ ɜɡɵɞɟ, ɞɚ ɟɝɞɚ ɢɡɵɞɟ, ɞɪɟɜɨ 
ɠɟ ɨɫɬɚɫɹ ɩɪɢ Ɇɢɪɫɬ࣎ɣ ɪ࣎ɰ࣎ .295

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 <ou planted�” The Lord said, “Here am I, in the middle 
of Paradise�” :hen 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 ¿rst >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 -erusalem by Solomon, the quest for the Holy 5ood (be�
lieved to be in the river -ordan) from which the Temple was to be built (which, 
of course, was supposed to be the forbidden tree), the endeavours of Solomon in 
ful¿lling this task and his power over demons, the visit of the 4ueen of Sheba, 
the location of the much needed Holy Tree, in the roots of which Adam¶s skull 
was found, etc .296 Some of the narrative units from which this 5ussian apocry�
phal account was composed have close parallels in Bulgarian oral tradition,297 
suggesting that this type of legends enMoyed 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 5ussian folklore spiritual stan]as of “The 
Book of the Dove”:298

295 Pypin, Lozhnyia i otrechennyia kniJi russkoi stariny� 7 .
296 Ibid.� 7±8 .
297 See for instance the Bulgarian popular legend “The Cross of Christ and the Head of 

Adam” (Ʉɪɴɫɬɴɬɴ ɏɪɢɫɬɨɜɴ ɢ ɝɥɚɜɚɬɚ ɨɬɴ Ⱥɞɚɦɚ), recorded in the city of Prilep by 
Marko Tsepenkov� he was given this account by the local teacher <ordan . Another example 
is presented by the folk tale entitled “About Lot and the Cross of Christ” (Ɂɚ Ʌɨɬɚ ɢ ɤɪɴɫɬɚ 
ɏɪɢɫɬɨɜɴ) . It was recorded in the same city, again by Tsepenkov� the storyteller was the local 
shoe�maker Filip <anev . Both narratives were published in SbN8 6 (1891), 112±17, texts ʋ 2 
and ʋ 3� they were further analysed by A . T . Iliev, “5astitelnoto tsarstvo v narodnata poe]iia, 
obichaite, obredite i poveriiata na bǎlgarite,” SbN8 7 (1892), 329±31, 335±6 . Tsepenkov¶s ac�
counts share certain features with the legend “About the Holy Cross” (Ɂɚ ɱɟɫɬɧɢɹ ɤɪɴɫɬɴ), 
recorded in 1882 in the city of Tikvesh by the local Bulgarian intellectual P . A . Chacharov� this 
legend (ɫɤɚɡɚɧɢɟ) was narrated by the storyteller Efrem Velev, who had been ordained as a 
priest a few years earlier . The text was published in SbN8 9 (1893), 159±62 .

298 See the spiritual stan]a entitled “The Dove�Book which was forty spans in length” 
(“Ƚɨɥɭɛɢɧɚɹ ɤɧɢɝɚ ɫɨɪɨɤɚ ɩɹɞɟɧɶ”), text ʋ 59 in Kirsha Danilov¶s anthology of Old 5ussian 
poems (Drevnie rossiiskie stikhotvoreniia, 274) .
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Ⱦɚ ɫ ɧɚɱɚɥɚ ɜɟɤɚ ɠɢɜɨɬɥɟɧɧɨɝɨ _ ɋɨɬɜɨɪɢɥ Ȼɨɝ ɧɟɛɨ ɫɨ ɡɟɦɥɟɸ, _ ɋɨɬɜɨɪɢɥ Ȼɨɝ Ⱥɞɚɦɚ 
ɫɨ ȿɜɜɨɸ, _ ɇɚɞɟɥɢɥ ɩɢɬɚɧɶɟɦ ɜɨ ɫɜɟɬɥɨɦ ɪɚɸ, _ ȼɨ ɫɜɟɬɥɨɦ ɪɚɸ ɠɢɬɢ ɜɨ ɫɜɨɸ 
ɜɨɥɸ . _ ɉɨɥɨɠɢɥ Ƚɨɫɩɨɞɶ ɧɚ ɢɯ ɡɚɩɨɜɟɞɶ ɜɟɥɢɤɨɸ: _ Ⱥ ɢ ɠɢɬɶ Ⱥɞɚɦɭ ɜɨ ɫɜɟɬɥɨɦ 
Ɋɚɸ, _ ɇɟ ɢɫɤɭɲɚɬɶ Ⱥɞɚɦɭ ɫ ɟɞɢɧɨɝɨ ɞɪɟɜɚ _ Ɍɨɝɨ ɫɥɚɞɤɚ ɩɥɨɞɭ ɜɢɧɨɝɪɚɞɨɜɚ . _ Ⱥ ɢ 
ɠɢɥ Ⱥɞɚɦ ɜɨ ɫɜɟɬɥɨɦ ɪɚɸ, _ ɜɨ ɫɜɟɬɥɨɦ ɪɚɸ ɫɨ ɫɜɨɟɸ ȿɜɜɨɸ _ Ⱥ ɬɪɢɫɬɚ ɬɪɢɞɰɚɬɶ ɬɪɢ 
ɝɨɞɵ . _ ɉɪɟɥɟɫɬɢɥɚ ɡɦɟɹ ɩɨɞɤɨɥɨɞɧɚɹ _ ɩɪɢɧɨɫɢɥɚ ɹɝɨɞɵ ɫ ɟɞɢɧɚ ɞɪɟɜɚ, _ Ɉɞɧɭ ɹɝɨɞɵ 
ɜɨɫɤɭɲɚɥ Ⱥɞɚɦ ɫɨ ȿɜɜɨɸ, _ ɢ ɭɡɧɚɥ ɩɪɨɦɟɠ ɫɨɛɨɸ ɬɹɠɤɢɣ ɝɪɟɯ .
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 .299

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 -esus 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 -esus: “I am the vine, ye are the branches: He that abideth in Me, and I 
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” (-n 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 -esus"

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 Tǎrnovo area, 1orthern Bul�
garia (Fig . 4, infra) . An earlier example (Fig . 5, infra) is the miniature from an illuminated MS 
ʋ 997 (Fol . 1240r) from the Library of the Holy Synod� the MS (copied in 1542 in 1ovgorod) 
contains a Church Slavonic translation of the celebrated Christian TopoJraphy by Cosmas 
Indicopleustes . See also the discussion in F . Buslaev, Istoricheskie ocherki russkoi narodnoi 
slovesnosti i iskusstva . 5usskaia narodnaia poe]iia, vol . 1, 617 .
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yet anthropological ¿eld research in the Balkans and elsewhere shows that ver�
nacular Christianity was not free of such doubts .

One ¿nal 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¶labƯ¶s Lives of the 3rophets .300 This 
parallel will be discussed elsewhere .

�.�. How the Devil �5e��entered 3aradise

The theme of the clandestine re�entering of sneaky Satan into Eden, as inter�
preted in Barsov¶s, Mochul¶skii¶s, and Sre]nevskii¶s versions of the SoT, was 
likewise attested in the ¿fteenth�century 5ussian recension of � 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:301

Тогда шедъ сотонаилъ обрѣте змию. И створи сѧ червемъ и реч змии зини пожри 
мѧ въ оутробоу свою. И в̄ниде чресъ ограду въ раи хощи прельстити Евгоу.302

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 .303

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�4ur¶Ɨnic 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 3rophets of 
the Islamic exegete Al�Tha¶labƯ,304 the covert penetration of Satan into Paradise 
is described in the following way:

300 See Al�Tha¶labƯ, Lives of the 3rophets (µArƗ¶is Al�MaMƗlis FƯ 4uisas Al�AnbiyƗ¶) (ed . � tr . 
: . Brinner� Leiden: Brill, 2002), 49 . Al�Tha¶labƯ died in 1036 AD� his native land was 1ƯsƗpǌr, 
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 Ibid ., 304 .
303 Ibid.
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¶labƯ¶s account provides the earliest (so 
far) evidence for the spread of this tradition in the Middle East .
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IblƯs >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 . 1ow, she was one of the treasure�
keepers of the Garden and was a friend of IblƯs, 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 .305

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¶labƯ¶s 
Lives of the 3rophets 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 .306 The analogous attestations of the motif of the 
Devil¶s entrance into Paradise in the apocryphal tradition of Slavia orthodoxa 
(i.e., the ¿fteenth�century � Baruch and the sixteenth�eighteenth�century SoT 
accounts) and in Muslim exegetical writings from the early eleventh century 
suggest that their 9orlaJen originated from the fertile fabric of a common Ur�
hypertext, in which the extra�canonical (para�Biblical and para�4ur¶Ɨnic) cos�
mogonies entwined with earlier (proto�Biblical and proto�4ur¶Ɨnic) traditions, 
thus constantly and relentlessly re�galvani]ing each other� hence the vitality of 
the related (Bible� and 4ur¶Ɨn�oriented) oral traditions . Furthermore this seminal 
Ur�hypertext was also a maMor source of their conceptual thesaurus . Born out of 
common religious ideas, it functioned not only as a matrix for the formation and 
further modi¿cation 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 .

�.�. The 3ost�Edenic narrative

�.�.�. How the ArchanJel Michael TauJht Adam AJriculture

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,307 Latin 

305 See Al�Tha¶labƯ, Lives of the 3rophets, 50 .
306 F . Badalanova Geller, 4ur¶Ɨn in 9ernacular (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)308 and Georgian (20:1a) .309 The motif of angel(s) teaching Adam agricul�
ture is likewise attested in Armenian apocrypha .310 It is not attested, however, 
in the extant Greek editions of the LAE,311 which poses intriguing questions 
about the 9orlaJe of its Slavonic recensions . :as 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" :hat 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 . :as 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 5ussian redaction 
of the LAE (“Ѡ ɢɫɩɨɜ״ɞɚɧɿɢ Eɜɝɢɧ״ ɢ ѡ ɜɴɫɩɪɨ�ɫ� ɜɧɨɭɱ׸�ɬ� ɟa ɢ ѡ ɛɨɥ״ɡɧɢ 

and Georgian versions� see, however, Stone¶s suggestion in his Adam¶s Contract with Satan: 
The LeJend of the CheiroJraph of Adam (Bloomington: Indiana University Press, 2002), 5, 
150 note 28 . The Slavonic version of 9ita Adae et Evae� which was included in A 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 ¿rst published by V . -agiü 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, A 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 FiJures 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, A Synopsis of the Books of Adam and Eve, 15, Pericope 6 (20:1a) .

310 Stone, Adam¶s Contract with Satan, 74 .
311 Por¿r¶ev, “Apokri¿cheskie ska]aniia,” 40 .
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Aɞɚɦɨɜ״”) from the 5umiantsov Miscellany (MS ʋ 358, ¿fteenth�sixteenth 
century) demonstrates this:

ɂ ɜɴɫɬɚɜɲɢ ѡɛɵɞɨɯɨɦɴ ɜɫɸ ɡɟɦɥɸ ɢ ɧɟ ѡɛɪ࣎ɬɨɯѡ(ɦ) ɫɧ࣎ɞɧɚ ɧɢɱɬɨ(ɠ), ɬɨɤɦɨ 
ɫɬɜɨɥɴ ɬɪɚɜɨɭ ɫɟɥɶɧɭɸ, ɢ ɩɚɤɵ ɩɪɢɞɨɯɨ(ɦ) ɜɴ ɟɞɟ(ɦ), ɢ ɩɥɚɤɚɯɨɦɫ࣒: ɪɚɸ ɦɨɢ, 
ɪɚɸ, ɩɪɟɫɜ࣎(ɬ)ɥɵɢ ɪɚɸ, ɤɪɚɫɨɬɚ ɧɟɢɡɪɟ(ɱ)ɧɧɚɚ, ɦɟɧ࣒ ɪɚ(ɞɢ) ɫɨɬɜɨɪɟɧɴ ɟ(ɫ), ɚ ȿɜɝɢ 
ɪɚ(ɞ) ɡɚɬɜɨɪɟɧɴ ɟ(ɫ)� ɦɢɥɨɫɬɢɜɟ ɩɨɦɢɥɨɭɢ ɦ࣒ ɩɚɞɲɚɝɨ . ɂ ɪɟɱɟ Ⱥɞɚɦɴ: Ƚɨɫɩɨɞɢ, 
ɩɪɢɩɨɭɫɬɢ ɜɨɧɸ ɛɥɚɝɨɨɭɯɚɧʀɚ, ɞɚ ɬ࣒ ɩɨɦɢɧɚɸ(ɬ) . Ɍɨɝɞɚ ɩɨɫɥɚ Ƚɨɫɩɨɞɶ ɮɢɦɶя(ɧ) 
ɢ ɥɢɜɚ(ɧ) ɢ ɥɚɞɚ(ɧ): ɜɡ࣒(ɬ) Ⱥɞɚɦɴ ɢ ɫɨɬɜɨɪɢ ɦɨɥ(ɛ)ɭ ɤɴ Ȼɨ҃ɭ . Ɍɨɝɞɚ ɭɦɢɥɨɫɟɪɞɢɫ࣒ 
Ƚɨɫɩɨɞɶ, ɚɪɯɚɧɝɟɥɴ ȱɨɢɥɶ ѿɥɭɱɢ ɡ҃�ɸ ɱɚɫɬɶ ѿ ɪɚ࣒ ɢ ɩɨɞɚɫɬɶ ɧɚɦɴ, ɩɪɟ(ɠ) ɧɚ࣒ɯѡ(ɦ)
ɫ࣒ ɩɥɨɞɚ ɬɪɴɧɨɜɧɚɝɨ� ɩɨɬɨ(ɦ) ɩɪɢ(ɞ) ɚɪɯɚɧɝɟɥɴ Ɇɢɯɚɢɥɴ, ɧɚɫɬɚɜɥ࣒ɚ Ⱥɞɚɦɚ ɧɚ ɞ࣎ɥɚ 
ɪɨɭɱɧɚя ɢ ɞɚɫɬɶ ɟɦɨɭ ɢ ɩɲɟɧɢɰɸ ɢ ɦɟ(д) .312

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 <our 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 Ioel >i.e. -osl@313 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 5azumnik from the Lovchansky 
Miscellany:

В.: ѿ кѫдѹ обрѣте сѧ пʼшеницѫ? – ѿ.: Михаиль и Гаврїиль вьземʼше вь раи и 
изврьгошѫ на земѧ .314

4uestion: 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 9ita Adae et Evae (22:2), as well as the 
Georgian version (20:1b) .315 On the other hand, according to some Armenian 
versions, it was God who taught Adam agriculture (“:hen God hearkened to the 
sound of Adam¶s penitence, he taught him sowing and reaping and that which 

312 4uoted from Pypin, Lozhnyia i otrechennyia kniJi russkoi stariny, 1±2 .
313 On -osl¶s instruction, see Stone, Adam¶s Contract with Satan, 29±33 .
314 4uoted from Ivanov, BoJomilski kniJi i leJendi� 261 .
315 See Anderson and Stone, A 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, K|ln: Brill, 2000), 10 .
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was to come upon him and his seed”), not Michael .316 The interpretation of this 
detail in the Armenian version is quite close to some Slavonic versions of 9ita 
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 Àuid that it is virtually impossible 
to suggest any ultimate reading in this case . The process of transmission (and 
rewriting") of the apocryphal 9ita Adae et Evae may have been inÀuenced by 
the circulation of the apocryphal Erotapokriseis 5azumnik and the SoT� 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 .317

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.J., 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,”318 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 3rophets and KinJs by Al�TabarƯ:

>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 . :hen 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 .”319 >«@ :hen Adam asked Gabriel 

316 See Anderson and Stone, A 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 (1orthern Bulgaria)� it was painted in 1813 . 

318 Al�TabarƯ, History of 3rophets and KinJs, ed . � tr . 5osenthal, 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�MuthannƗ b . IbrƗhƯm ± 
IshƗq (b . al�HaMMƗM) ± µAbd al�5a]]Ɨq ± SufyƗn b . µUyuaynah and Ibn al�MubƗrak ± al Hasan 
b . µUmƗrah ± al�MinhƗl b . µAmr ± Sa¶Ưd b . -ubair ± Ibn µAbbƗs: The tree which God forbade 
Adam and his spouse to eat from was wheat . :hen they ate from it, their secret parts became 
apparent to them . It was their cover of ¿ngernails that had kept their secret parts concealed from 
them . 1ow, they started to cover themselves with leaves of Paradise stitched together .” See 
also Al�5abghǌ]Ư¶s Stories of the 3rophets (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, 4ur¶Ɨn 
in 9ernacular, 14±15 (text ʋ 7) . Thus the “tree” which caused the expulsion of the ¿rst 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 ¿re . He was the ¿rst to bake bread in the ashes .320

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 5azumnik), 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 pu]]le of the protographs of the SoT, 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 .

�.�.2. Adam¶s :rit: Covenant with the Devil

The motif of Adam¶s writ321 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 ¿rst people� both texts are primarily concerned with 
the theme of Satan¶s interfering with agriculture .322 This is not the case with the 
accounts published by Mochul¶skii and Sre]nevskii, in which the cheirograph 

order to grow and harvest it, is considered to be God¶s punishment for the ¿rst people¶s original 
misconduct . 

320 Ibid .
321 The legend of the cheirograph of Adam is attested in Greek, Ethiopic, Armenian, Geor�

gian, Slavonic, and 5omanian apocryphal traditions� see A . :�nsche, “Sch|pfung und S�n�
denfall des ersten Menschenpaares im M�dischen und moslemischen Sagenkreise,” Ex Oriente 
Lux 2�4 (Leip]ig, 1906), 47� < . Ivanov, BoJomilski kniJi i leJendi, 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 
ConÀict of Adam and Eve with Satan� see MS Cod . Vaticano Ar . 129, fols . 95r±97r (A . Bat�
tista and B . Bagatti, Il 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� I . Por¿r¶ev, “Apokri¿cheskie ska]aniia,” 40±3� A . 
Veselovskii, “5a]yskaniia,” SbO5IS 46, 6 (1889), 79±87 . See also I . 1agy, “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 classi¿ed as 9ariant 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 3seudo�Methodius, and the Old Believers document entitled “The Birth 
of Cain and the cheirograph of Adam” (“Ɋɨɠɞɟɧiɟ Ʉɚɢɧɚ ɢ ɪɭɤɨɩɢɫɚɧiɟ Ⱥɞɚɦɥɹ”) . It does 
not include the SoT accounts .
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motif is only brieÀy 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�324 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 ¿rst people that, provided Adam signs a contract with him, God will pardon 
them . In addition Satan demands that Eve also take an oath .325 In this way, the 

323 This is also the case with some folklore texts� see Badalanova, “The Bible in the making,” 
239±40 (the ¿nal � of text ʋ 2 .1 .1) and Text 8 in the Appendix, infra .

324 The cheirograph motif is hinted at in the 5ussian 3laint of Adam (“ɉɥɚɱ Ⱥɞɚɦɚ”) folklore 
spiritual stan]as (“ɞɭɯɨɜɧɵɟ ɫɬɢɯɢ”)� see the discussion in G . Fedotov, Stikhi dukhovnye, 38±9 . 
For the parallel attestations of the 3laint of Adam theme in 5omanian popular song, see Stone� 
Adam¶s Contract with Satan, 43±5 .

325 Folklore parallels are discussed by 5adchenko 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 speci¿c group of apocryphal texts, ac�
cording to which her ¿rstborn (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 ]oomorphic 
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 Must 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 9ariant C (ibid ., 38±41) . One 
such example comes from a relatively late (nineteenth century) 5ussian MS of Old Believer 
origin (“ɪɚɫɤɨɥɶɧɢɱɶɹ ɪɭɤɨɩɢɫɶ ɧɨɜɚɝɨ ɩɢɫɶɦɚ”) . It is entitled The birth of Cain and Adam¶s 
cheiroJraph (“Ɋɨɠɞɟɧiɟ Ʉɚɢɧɚ ɢ ɪɭɤɨɩɢɫɚɧiɟ Ⱥɞɚɦɥɹ”) . The account is composed as a 
purported dialogue between the holy Apostles Bartholomew and Andrew (“ɋɜɹɬɵɣ ɚɩɨɫɬɨɥɴ 
ȼɚɪɮɚɥɨɦɟɣ ɜɨɩɪɨɫɢ ɫɜɹɬɚɝɨ ɚɩɨɫɬɨɥɚ Ⱥɧɞɪɟɹ ɉɟɪɜɨɡɜɚɧɧɚɝɨ, ɤɚɤɨ ɢ ɤiɢɦɴ ɨɛɪɚɡɨɦɴ 
ɩɪɚɨɬɟɰɴ ɧɚɲɴ Ʉɚɢɧɴ ɪɨɞɢɫɹ ɢ ɤɚɤɨ ɩɪɚɨɬɟɰɴ ɧɚɲɴ Ⱥɞɚɦɴ ɞɚɞɟ ɞiɹɜɨɥɭ ɪɭɤɨɩɢɫɚɧiɟ”)� 
the text was ¿rst published by Tikhonravov in his 3amiatniki otrechennoi russkoi literatury, 
vol . 1, 15±17 . According to this account, the cheirograph was ¿rst taken by the Devil to the 
river -ordan, 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 ʋ 8 in the Appendix, infra) . Subsequently the Devil took the 
remnants of the cheirograph and brought them to Hell, where they stayed until the 5esurrec�
tion of -esus . 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 HarrowinJ of Hell� see also the discussion in note 331, infra . 
The Homily, composed by St . Epiphanius of Cyprus (315±403), was among the ¿rst texts to 
be translated into Old Church Slavonic (due to its connection with the Holy :eek liturgical 
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motif of Adam¶s writ becomes intertwined with the motif of Eve¶s oath (also at�
tested in Sre]nevskii¶s version but not in the accounts published by Barsov and 
Dimitrova�Marinova) . Having disobeyed God¶s command in Heaven, the ¿rst 
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 .326 There is no further mention of the fate of the cheiro�
graph in Mochul¶skii¶s text�327 it disappears altogether from the narrative, which 
from this point onwards switches to a 3alaea�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 ¿nal 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±15,328 which must have been further bolstered by the apocryphal Gospel of 
Nicodemus,329 the Hymnos Akathistos (stan]a 22),330 and homiletical writings�331 

services)� it was included in the eleventh�century GlaJolita Clozianus Old Church Slavonic 
canon miscellany, and Codex Suprasliensis (Menology, March) . See A . Vaillant, “L¶Homplie 
d¶epiphane sur l¶ensevelissement du Christ (texte vieux�slave, texte grec et traduction fran�
oaise),” 5adovi StaroslavenskoJ instituta, 3 (1958), 5±101, and D . Ivanova�Mircheva et al ., 
Khomiliiata na Epifanii za slizaneto v ada (So¿a: I]datelstvo na Bǎlgarskata 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 ʋ 7 in the Appendix, infra) .

326 Mochul¶skii, “Istoriko�literaturnyi anali],” 5F9 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 
5adchenko, “Etiudy po Bogomil¶stvu,” 98 .

328 Por¿r¶ev, “Apokri¿cheskie ska]aniia,” 41±2� 5adchenko, “Etiudy po bogomil¶stvu,” 89� 
Stone, Adam¶s Contract with Satan, 103±11 .

329 The idea that -esus descended into Hell after the Cruci¿xion in order to free the patriarchs 
anchors the apocryphal Gospel of Nicodemus� a text which enMoyed immense popularity in 
Slavia orthodoxa . See A . Vaillant, L¶evanJile de Nicodqme. Texte slave et texte latin (Geneva�
Paris: I . Dro], 1968)� A . de Santos Otero, Die handschriftliche hberlieferunJ der altslavischen 
Apokryphen, Band II (PTS 23� Berlin�1ew <ork: : . de Gruyter, 1981), F . - . Thompson, “Apoc�
rypha Slavica: II,” SEE5 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 1 . Andreyev, “Kurbsky¶s 
letters to Vas¶ian Muromtsev,” SEE5 33, 81 (1955), 416 . 

330 Stone, Adam¶s Contract with Satan, 48 .
331 In the account of the Homily on the HarrowinJ of Hell of St . Epiphanius of Cyprus the 

motif of Adam¶s cheirograph is associated with Christ¶s Cruci¿xion (as related in Matt 27: 
48±49 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 -esus addressing Adam in Hell before taking him to the Heavenly -erusalem: 
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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 .332

The interpretation of the legend of Adam¶s contract with Satan in Sre]nevskii¶s 
version is rather similar to Mochul¶skii¶s .333 The motif of Adam¶s writ (paralleled 
by the motif of Eve¶s pledge) marks the beginning of the post�Edenic life of the 
¿rst people, who thus commit themselves to an eternal pact with the Devil� the 
cheirograph heralds the birth of their offspring and fratricide,334 which might be 
an implicit contextual hint at the Satanic parentage of Cain, a motif well devel�
oped in other extra�canonical sources .335 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 -esus and the destruction of the cheirograph .336 Despite the otherwise 
predictable soteriological ending of the narrative, the storyline in Sre]nevskii¶s 
version, very much like that in Mochul¶skii¶s account, is laconic, inconsistent 
and incoherent, con¿ned 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 conÀicting narratives . 
In both Sre]nevskii¶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) .337 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 ampli¿cation . In a similar way, storytellers often skip 

“Приѫх гѫбѫ да ѿмыѫ рѫкописание твоего грѣха” (“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 inÀuenced 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 . Dimitǎr (1488) near the city of Boboshevo, :estern 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, :estern Bulgaria (Fig . 11, infra) .

332 5adchenko, “Etiudy po bogomil¶stvu,” 89±91, 126±9 .
333 See the Appendix, Text 2 (� 7), infra .
334 See the Appendix, Text 2 (� 8), infra .
335 According to 5adchenko, legends of this type betray the inÀuence of the Bogomil heresy� 

“Etiudy po bogomil¶stvu,” 110 .
336 See the Appendix, Text 2 (�� 9 and 10), infra .
337 See 5adchenko, “Etiudy po bogomil¶stvu,” 75±6, 88±90, 94±5, 97±8, 117 . Some Bul�

garian folk sources are cited by Ivanov, BoJomilski kniJi i leJendi, 349±51 (text 1os . 13, 14� 
these are text 1os . 7 and 8 in the Appendix, infra)� see also D . Petkanova, Apokrifna literatura i 
folklor, 161±8 . For oral 5ussian attestations of the motif of Adam¶s contract with Satan, see P . A . 
Gorodtsov, “=apadno�sibirskiia narodnyia legendy,” EO 1 (1909), 62±63, text ʋ 5 (ɉɟɪɜɵɣ 
ɱɟɥɨɜɟɤ)� see also the Ukrainian folk legends (both entitled “Satana spokushaie Adama”) from 
D . I . <avornyts¶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 Sre]nevskii¶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¶s338 and Dimitrova�Marinova¶s339 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 
¿rst 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 inÀuence 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 .340 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 Bulgarian341 

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, BoJomilski kniJi i leJendi, 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 . :hat 
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 9ita 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 By]antium, as a narrative constituent of a now lost Greek 
protograph of The Life of Adam and Eve� which engendered the 9orlaJe of the Old Church 
Slavonic (Bulgarian) recensions� it was the local scribes�compilers who “adMusted” 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 BoJomilski kniJi i leJendi, 329±333, text ʋ 1, Ȼɨɝɴ ɢ ɞɹɜɨɥɴɬɴ ɫɴɡɞɚɜɚɬɴ 
ɞɪɭɝɚɪɫɤɢ ɫɜ״ɬɚ� ɩɨɫɥɟ ɜɪɚɠɞɭɜɚɬɴ ɩɨɦɟɠɞɭ ɫɢ (¿rst published in Obsht Trud, 3 (1868), 
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and Bosnian342 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 
“con¿rming” 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 9ita Adae 
et Evae .343 As mentioned, the agricultural dimension of Adam¶s writ is not at�

73±78)� 337±339, text ʋ 6, ɉɨɞ״ɥɛɚ ɧɚ ɫɜ״ɬɚ ɦɟɠɞɭ Ȼɨɝɚ ɢ Ⱦɹɜɨɥɚ� Ȼɨɝɴ ɢɫɤɚ ɞɚ ɪɚɡɜɚɥɢ 
ɞɨɝɨɜɨɪɚ (¿rst published by M . Drinov in 3eriodichesko Spisanie na BǎlJarskoto Knizhovno 
Druzhestvo 8 (1884), 123±126)� 339±342, text ʋ 7, Ȼɨɝɴ ɢɫɤɚ ɞɚ ɩɪ״ɜɡɟɦɟ ɰɚɪɫɬɜɨɬɨ ɧɚ 
ɞɹɜɨɥɚ� ɤɨɣɬɨ ɜɥɚɞ״ɟ ɧɚɞɴ ɡɟɦɹɬɚ ɢ ɱɟɥɨɜ״ɰɢɬ״ >ɋɥɭɝɭɜɚɧɟɬɨ ɧɚ ɋɜ. ɉɟɬɴɪɴ ɭ ɞɶɚɜɨɥɚ@, 
(¿rst published in 5odopski Napredǎk, 1, 5 (1903), 180±183)� 346±347, text ʋ 10, Ⱦɹɜɨɥɴɬɴ 
ɫɴɡɞɚɜɚ ɜɴɥɤɚ ɢ ɫɢ ɩɨɞ״ɥɹ ɫɴ Ȼɨɝɚ ɱɟɥɨɜ״ɰɢɬɟ >ɏɪɢɫɬɨɫɴ ɢ ɡɚɩɢɫɴɬɴ ɧɚ Ȼɨɝɚ ɞɹɜɨɥɭ@, 
(¿rst published in SbN8 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 1ovo Selo, 1orth�:estern Bulgaria by Stefan 
Mladenov� see idem ., “Kǎm vǎprosa ]a e]ika i natsionalnata prinadle]hnost na 1ovo Selo, 
Vidinsko,” SbN8 18 (1901), 499±500 (text ʋ 1) .

342 See “Postanak sviMeta (Gospod i -ahudiMa�Bogo)” in I . âaMnoviü, “1arodni åivot i obiþaMi,” 
Zbornik za Narodni äivot i ObiþaMe Juznih Slavena (=agreb), 3 (1898), 253±4� the text was 
discussed by 5adchenko 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 “ɋɥɨɜɨ ѡ Ⱥɞɚɦ࣎ ɢ ѡ ȿɜʼɜ࣎ ѿ ɡɚɱɟɥɚ 

ɢ ɞɨ ɫɶɜʼɪɶɲɟɧʀɟ, ѹɤɚɡɶ, ѡɱ ɛɥͨ͡ɜɢ”) kept in the former Court Library, Vienna (now gster�
reichische 1ationalbibliothek), MS Slav 149 . Cf. I . V . -agiü, “Slavische Beitrlge ]u den bib�
lischen Apocryphen . I . Die altkirchenslavischen Texte des Adambuches,” 31±33 .

2) An account from the sixteenth�century 3anaJiurishte Miscellany (1ational Library of 
Sts . Cyril and Methodius in So¿a, ʋ 433, fols . 12±20)� cf. Ivanov, BoJomilski kniJi i leJendi, 
211±17 .

3) The account entitled “Ѡ ɢɫɩɨɜ״ɞɚɧɿɢ Eɜɝɢɧ״ ɢ ѡ ɜɴɫɩɪɨ�ɫ� ɜɧɨɭɱ׸�ɬ� ɟɚ ɢ ѡ ɛɨɥ״ɡɧɢ 
Aɞɚɦɨɜ״” from the ¿fteenth�sixteenth�century MS ʋ 358 (fols . 183±192) from the former 
5umiantsov Museum (now State Historical Museum, Moscow)� cf. Pypin, Lozhnyia i otre�
chennyia kniJi russkoi stariny, 1±3 . This text was also published by Tikhonravov, 3amiatniki 
otrechennoi russkoi literatury, vol . 1, 298±304 (who dates it to the ¿fteenth century and refers 
to fols . 185±192 of MS ʋ 358) .

4) Another version of the account “Ѡ ɢɫɩɨɜ״ɞɚɧɿɢ Eɜɝɢɧ״ ɢ ѡ ɜɴɫɩɪɨ�ɫ� ɜɧɨɭɱ׸�ɬ� ɟɚ ɢ 
ѡ ɛɨɥ״ɡɧɢ Aɞɚɦɨɜ״” from the seventeenth�century MS ʋ 380 (fol . 31rev . ff .) from the former 
5umiantsov Museum ( State Historical Museum, Moscow)� cf. Pypin, Lozhnyia i otrechennyia 
kniJi russkoi stariny, 4±7 .

5) The text “ɋɥɨɜɨ ɨ Ⱥɞɚɦɟ ɧɚɱɚɥɨ ɢ ɞɨ ɤɨɧɰɚ” from the seventeenth�century MS ʋ 637 
(fols . 19±27) from the Collection of V . M . Undol¶skii (State Historical Museum, Moscow)� cf. 
1 . Tikhonravov, 3amiatniki otrechennoi russkoi literatury, vol . 1, 1±6 .

6) A sixteenth�century account (Слово ѡ Адамѣ и ѡ Евзе ѿ зачала и совершения, Ƚͨͨ͡и 
блͨ͡ви ѡч) from MS ʋ 794 (fols . 311r±323r) from the IzmaraJd, the Troitso�Sergievskaia Lavra, 
Moscow� cf. 1 . Tikhonravov, 3amiatniki 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,344 showing that the generic motif of Adam¶s writ 
was known as early as the eighth century in legends circulating in Palestine 
(“ɩɪɟɞɚɧɢɹɬɚ ɧɚ ɩɚɥɟɫɬɢɧɫɤɢɬɟ ɩɪɟɞɟɥɢ”)�345 it was elaborated in Christian 
(By]antine) hymnography346 and related iconography .347 It featured in the li�
turgical hymns of St . -ohn of Damascus (c . 675±749) and St . Cosma Melodus 
(made Bishop of Mawuma near Ga]a in 743), central to the troparia performed 
on the feast of Christ¶s Baptism (i.e. Epiphany) .348 :hile 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 9ita Adae et Evae (and indeed the SoT) . According to the 
sixteenth�century Bulgarian version of the apocryphon from the 3anaJiurishte 
Miscellany (preserved in the 1ational Library of Sts . Cyril and Methodius in 
So¿a, ʋ 433, fols . 12±20), the encounter between Adam and Satan is described 
in the following way:

Тако вьзѫть волови и вьзѡра, да створи себѣ храна. Тогда диаволь приде и ста и не 
дас͡ Адамоу земѫ работати и реч Адамоу: моя ѥͨ͡ земная, а бж̄їя сѫт нбͨ͡а и раи; да 
аще щеши мои бит, да работи земѫ; аще ли хошещи бж̄и бити, поди в раи. Адамь 
реч: гднѣ сѫт нбсаͨ͡ и земʼлѣ и раи, и вьсѣ вʼселенаа. Дияволь реч емоу: не дамь ти 
землѫ работати, аще не запишеши мʼнѣ рѫкописанїе свое, да си мои. Адамь реч: 
кто земи гь̄, тоговь есʼмь азь и чѫда моя. Дияволь вьзрадува сѫ. Адамь бо зная-
ше, яко Гь̄ снити хощеть на земѫ и ѡблѣщиͨ͡ хощет вь члв̄чи ѡбразь и попрати 
хощеть диявола. И реч дияволь: запиши мʼнѣ рѫкописанїе свое. И записа Адамь: 
кто земи гь̄, тоговь и азь и чѫда моя .349

7) A seventeenth�century account (“Сказанiе объ Адамѣ и Евѣ”) from MS ʋ 925 
(fols . 1±9) from the Solovetskaia Library ( Theological Academy, Ka]an)� cf. Por¿r¶ev, 
“Apokri¿cheskie ska]aniia,” 90±6 .

8) An account (“Слово о Адамѣ отъ начала и до коньца и како изгнанъ изъ рая”) 
from MS ʋ 868 (ɒɟɫɬɨɞɧɟɜɟɰɴ), fols . 36±43, from the Solovetskaia Library ( Theological 
Academy, Ka]an)� cf. Por¿r¶ev, “Apokri¿cheskie ska]aniia,” 208±16 .

9) An accounts published in I . Franko, Apokrify i leJendy z 8krainskikh 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 
:rit in Balkan iconography and oral tradition, see ibid ., 42±62 . 

344 See note 340, supra . 
345 Ivanov, BoJomilski kniJi i leJendi, 224±5 . 
346 Ibid ., 225� Ivanov also refers to the material presented in Por¿r¶ev, “Apokri¿cheskie ska�

]aniia,” 41±42 . See also 5adchenko, “Etiudy po bogomil¶stvu,” 89±91, 99, 126±9 . Incidentally, 
both 5adchenko and Ivanov independently came to parallel conclusions .

347 Cf. Ivanov, BoJomilski kniJi i leJendi, 225 and Stone, Adam¶s Contract with Satan, 
47±57� see also Figs . 8 and 9, infra . 

348 Cf. 5adchenko, “Etiudy po bogomil¶stvu,” 91 .
349 4uoted from Ivanov, BoJomilski kniJi i leJendi, 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 
>con¿rming@ that you are mine�” Adam said, “:hoever is the master >lit . the Lord@ of the 
Earth, I am his, and his are my offspring .” The Devil reMoiced . 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: “:rite your 
contract >with me@�” And Adam wrote: “:hoever is the master >lit . the Lord@ of the Earth, 
I am >hence@ his, and so are my children�”350

According to some of the later versions of the LAE (such as the seventeenth�
century 5ussian redaction of the apocryphon from Miscellany ʋ 380 from the 
5umiantsov Museum), Adam gives his writ to Satan knowing that it would be 
annulled when the Virgin gives birth to her Son:

ɂ ɩɨɹɬɴ Ⱥɞɚɦɴ ɜɨɥɵ ɢ ɜɡɨɪɚ ɡɟɦɥɸ . ɂ ɩɪɿɢɞɟ ɞɿɚɜɨɥɴ ɢ ɫɬɚ ɩɪɟɞɴ ɜɨɥɵ, ɧɟ ɞɚɫɬɶ 
ɟɦɭ ɡɟɦɥɢ ɨɪɚɬɢ� ɢ ɪɟɱɟ ɞɿɹɜɨɥɴ: ɧɟ ɞɚɦɴ ɬɨɛ࣎ ɡɟɦɥɢ ɦɨɟɹ ɨɪɚɬɢ, ɩɨɧɟɠɟ ɦɨɹ ɟɫɬɶ 
ɡɟɦɥɹ, ɚ Ȼɨɠɿɹ ɟɫɬɶ ɧɟɛɟɫɚ ɢ ɪɚɣ� ɞɚ ɚɳɟ ɯɨɳɟɲɢ ɦɨɣ ɛɵɬɢ, ɬɨ ɡɟɦɥɸ ɦɨɸ ɪɚɛɨɬɚɣ 
ɬɵ� ɢ ɚɳɟ ɯɨɳɟɲɢ Ȼɨɠɿɣ ɛɵɬɢ, ɬɨ ɢɞɢ ɜɴ ɪɚɣ . ± Ⱥɞɚɦɴ ɪɟɱɟ: Ȼɨɠɿɹ ɟɫɬɶ ɧɟɛɟɫɚ ɢ 
ɡɟɦɥɹ ɢ ɜɫɟɥɟɧɚɹ . Ⱦɿɹɜɨɥɴ ɧɟ ɞɚɫɬɶ ɟɦɭ ɨɪɚɬɢ, ɝɥɚɝɨɥɚɲɟ ɟɦɭ: ɡɚɩɢɲɢ ɪɭɤɨɩɢɫɚɧɿɟ 
ɫɜɨɟ, ɬɨɝɞɚ ɨɪɢ ɡɟɦɥɸ ɦɨɸ . ± Ⱥɞɚɦɴ ɪɟɱɟ: ɱɿɹ ɡɟɦɥɹ, ɬɨɝɨ ɢ ɹ ɢ ɱɚɞɚ ɦɨɹ, ± ɜ࣎ɞɚɲɟ ɛɨ 
Ⱥɞɚɦɴ, ɹɤɨ ɫɧɢɬɢ ɯɨɳɟɬɴ ɧɚ ɡɟɦɥɸ, ɪɨɞɢɬɢɫɹ ɨɬɴ Ⱦ࣎ɜɵ . Ⱦɿɹɜɨɥɴ ɨɛɪɚɞɨɜɚɫɹ ɜɟɥɦɢ 
ɢ ɪɟɱɟ: ɬɚɤɨ ɡɚɩɢɲɢ ɦɧ࣎ . ɂ ɜɡɹɬɴ ɩɥɚɱɚ ɢ ɡɚɩɢɫɚ ɪɭɤɨɩɢɫɚɧɿɟ ɫɜɨɟ ɢ ɪɟɱɟ: ɱɿɹ ɡɟɦɥɹ, 
ɬɨɝɨ ɢ ɹ . Ⱦɿɹɜɨɥɴ ɜɡɹɬɴ ɪɭɤɨɩɢɫɚɧɿɟ Ⱥɞɚɦɨɜɨ ɢ ɞɟɪɠɚ .351

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, “:hoever¶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 reMoiced and said, “:rite what you 
said�” And he >Adam@ took the slab and wrote his contract >with the Devil@ on it with his 
hand, saying, “:hoever¶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 ¿rst post�Edenic 

350 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 9ariant A of the Cheirograph legend (ibid.� 27±33) .

351 4uoted from Pypin, Lozhnyia i otrechennyia kniJi russkoi stariny, 5 .
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day, after sunset ± a sui Jeneris 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 ¿rst 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 ¿fteenth�sixteenth�century 5us�
sian redaction of the LAE (“Ѡ ɢɫɩɨɜ״ɞɚɧɿɢ Eɜɝɢɧ״ ɢ ѡ ɜɴɫɩɪɨ�ɫ� ɜɧɨɭɱ׸�ɬ� 
ɟa ɢ ѡ ɛɨɥ״ɡɧɢ Aɞɚɦɨɜ״”) from MS ʋ 358 (fols . 185±192) from the 5umi�
antsov Miscellany .352 According to this redaction, Adam twice gives Satan his 
writ �pledge: ¿rst while ploughing and then upon nightfall�353 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)�354 then a further segment comes, according to 
which yet another covenant is made with “the Bearer of Light” (a motif attested 
also in Greek355 and Armenian356 traditions) . Obviously, the account of the LAE 
from MS ʋ 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,357 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 .358

352 Cf. Pypin, Lozhnyia i otrechennyia kniJi russkoi stariny, 1±3, and Tikhonravov 3amiat�
niki otrechennoi russkoi literatury, vol . 1, 298±304� see also note 469 infra.

353 Pypin, Lozhnyia i otrechennyia kniJi russkoi stariny, 2 .
354 Stone, Adam¶s Contract with Satan, 4±5� see also note 469 infra.
355 Ibid ., 93±102 .
356 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 ʋ 34 from the Collection of the 5ussian Count Uvarov, fol . 11), dated to the seventeenth 
century (Fig . 6, infra) . I 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 Vorone܊ 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 SoT359 and 
the nineteenth�century 5ussian text of Old Believer origin (cited above), “The 
birth of Cain and the cheirograph of Adam” (“Ɋɨɠɞɟɧiɟ Ʉɚɢɧɚ ɢ ɪɭɤɨɩɢɫɚɧiɟ 
Ⱥɞɚɦɥɹ”) .360 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�361 this shared narrative feature is also at�
tested in iconographic tradition (“Adam¶s :rit” Type 2) .362

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 -ordan, standing on a rock   the cheirograph under which 
serpents¶ heads can be seen .363 This iconographic type appears to be related to 
some medieval Slavonic written accounts of pilgrimages to the Holy Land,364 

with Satan on a scroll placed on his knees� see V . Drăgut 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 (“ɡɞɟ ɧɚɩɢɫɚ ɚɞɚɦɶ 
ɪࣖɤɨɩɫɚɧiɟ”), 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 ¿nger 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 5umanian 
Art. 9oroneа: ��th and ��th 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 SoT and the LAE as previously mentioned . See also P . Henry, Monu�
ments de l¶art Byzantin. Les éJlises 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), infra .
360 Tikhonravov, 3amiatniki 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, infra . 
364 One such example comes from the sixteenth�century account of The Description of the 

Holy Sites of 3alestine by a certain Arsenii� a Deacon from Solun (who was most probably a 
pilgrim of Bulgarian or Greek origin from Thessaloniki)� see Ivanov, BoJomilski kniJi i leJendi, 
225 (note 3) and V . P . Adrianova, “Kho]hdenie Arseniia Selunskago,” IO5IS 18, 3 (1913), 217 . 
In his Description of the Holy Sites of 3alestine Arsenii claimed to have seen the stone by the 
5iver -ordan on which -esus 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 ʋ 1464 from the So¿iskaia Library 
in 1ovgorod containing Arsenii¶s Description of the Holy Sites of 3alestine was published by 
S . Giurova in A . Miltenova (ed .), Stara bǎlJarska literatura� vol . 5: Estestvo]nanie (So¿a: 
Bǎlgarski 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 .

�.�.�. Fratricide

As in the biblical text (Gen 4:10±13), in the SoT (Barsov¶s,365 Mochul¶skii¶s,366 
Sre]nevskii¶s,367 and Dimitrova�Marinova¶s368 accounts) Cain decides to kill his 
brother because his offering was not acknowledged by God, whereas Abel¶s sac�
ri¿ce was accepted�369 still, there are a number of supplementary details appear�
ing in the SoT narrative that parallel extra�biblical sources (such as the 3alaea) . 
Mochul¶skii was among the ¿rst to draw attention to the speci¿c 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) .370 :hile analysing the 
apocryphal sources featuring this motif, he refers to a seventeenth�century MS 
ʋ 76 from the Vienna Library (now gsterreichische 1ationalbibliothek), con�
taining a copy of The Discussion Between the Three Saints erotapocritic texts 
(Serbian recension) . According to this source (fol . 6, question ʋ 6), as in the 

“5a]ka]ǎt na solunskiia diakon Arsenii v konteksta na grǎtskata i ruskata poklonnicheska pro]a 
pre] XIV±XVII vek,” StarobǎlJaristika (3alaeobulJarica) 1 (1991), 100 .

365 See the Appendix, Text 1 (� 6), infra .
366 “Istoriko�literaturnyi anali],” 176±7 .
367 See the Appendix, Text 2 (� 8), infra .
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 “Ɂɚ ɤɭɱɢɧɶɚ�ɬɚ,” which was re�
corded in the second half of the nineteenth century in the city of Prilep (now in the 5epublic of 
Macedonia) by Ku]man Shapkarev . It was narrated by Archbishop Metodi Kusev (“ɫɥɭɲɚɧɢ 
ɨɬ ɇ. ȼ. ɉɪɟɩ.� Ɉ. Ⱥɪɯɢɦ. Ɇɟɬɨɞɢɹ Ʉɭɫɟɜɚ ɩɪ״ɡ ���2±���� ɝ.”)� see Shapkarev, Sbornik ot 
BǎlJarski Narodni 8motvorenia. Chast 2 . Prostonarodna Bǎlgarska Filoso¿a ili Bǎlgarski 1ar�
odni Prikaski, Verovania, Poslovitsi, Gatanki, Igri i pr . Otdel 1 . Bǎlgarski Prikaski i Verovania 
s Pribavlenie 1iakolko Makedonski i Albanski . Kn . VIII . Sǎbral i i]dava Ku]man A . Shap�
karev (So¿a: Pechatnitsa na µLiberalnii Klub¶, 1892), 279 (text ʋ 146) . See also the discussion 
in Badalanova, “Ekskursy v Slavianskuiu Fol¶klornuiu Bibliiu: =hertva Kaina (Fol¶klornye 
i literaturnye interpretatsii odnogo bibleiskogo siu]heta),” Annali dell¶Instituto 8niversita�
rio Orientale di Napoli. Dipartimento di studi dell¶Europa orientale. Sezione SLA9ISTICA� 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 5ussian folklore spiritual stan]as (entitled Ɉ ɞɜ״ɧɚɞɰɚɬɢ 
ɩɹɬɧɢɰɚɯɴ)� see P . Bessonov, Kaleki 3erekhozhie, Vyp . 6 (Moscow, 1864), 120 (text 579, ll . 
5±13), 124±5 (text 580, ll . 3±9), 128 (text 581, ll . 4±10), 138 (text 584, ll . 7±19), 148 (text 586, 
ll . 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 Deþani Monastery, 
painted in 1345±1348� see Pupin, Manastir Deþani� 48 . A similar motif is featured in the fresco 
“Cain murdering Abel” on the northern wall of the VoroneĠ Monastery, 5omania (1547)� see 
D . Grigorescu and P . Comarnescu, Treasures of 5umanian Art. 9oroneа: ��th and ��th 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:

Кто показа Каиноу оубити брата своего не вѣди что ѥсть сьмрьть? O. Дїаволь вь 
снѣ показа ѥмоу камень рекь: оудары сь симь брата своего, и оубиеши ѥго, ѥже 
и сьтвори .371

:ho 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¶labƯµs 
Lives of the 3rophets .372 This cross�cultural parallel will be discussed elsewhere .

�.�.�. The oriJin of mortuary customs

The episode concerned with the origin of mortuary customs (¿rst 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 3alaea.373 
A -ewish source from the ninth century reports a related version of the fratricide 
story, although according to the 3irke d¶5abbi 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 5aven,” and so taking up Abel¶s body buried it at once .”374

This type of interpretation of the legend of Abel¶s burial is also attested in Chris�
tian, -ewish, and Muslim religious art,375 and in the oral tradition of Slavia or�
thodoxa .376

371 Mochul¶skii, “Sledy narodnoi Biblii,” 81 .
372 See : . Brinner (ed . � transl .), Lives of the 3rophets by Al�Tha¶labƯ, 77 . 
373 Pypin published one such example from the late ¿fteenth�century 5ussian edition of 

the text (see the 5umiantsov 3alaea, MS ʋ 453) in his Lozhnyia i otrechennyia kniJi russkoi 
stariny, 9 .

374 3irke d¶5abbi Eliezer, Chapter 21 .
375 See - . Gutman, “On Biblical legends in Medieval art,” 137±9, Badalanova Geller, 4ur¶Ɨn 

in vernacular, 112±13 and Fig . 3 . For the iconography of this motif in Slavia orthodoxa, see D . 
5ovinskii, 5usskiia narodnyia kartinki . Sobral i opisal D . A . 5ovinskii . Posmertnyi trud pechat�
an pod nabliudeniem 1 . P . Sobko (Sankt Peterburg: I]danie 5 . Golike, 1900), 126� 5ovinskii¶s 
analysis focuses upon one of the engravings of Vasilii Koren¶ (Mɚɫɬɟɪ ȼɚɫɢɥɢɣ Ʉɨɪɟɧɶ) from 
the illuminated printed Bible of 1692±1696, which depicts the laments of Adam and Eve and 
the burial of Abel (Fig . 7, infra) . 

376 See the Bulgarian folk legend ȼɪɚɛɰɢɬ״ ɧɚɭɱɢɥɢ Ʉɚɢɧɚ� ɤɚɤɜɨ ɞɚ ɩɪɚɜɢ Ⱥɜɟɥɚ in 
SbN8 9 (1893), 164±7, and note 369, supra .
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�.�.�. The Death of Adam

If the story of fratricide in the SoT accounts is much closer to the 3alaea and ero�
tapocritic apocryphal writings, the narrative segments about the birth of Seth,377 
the death of Cain,378 Adam¶s sickness,379 Seth¶s quest (and his encounter with 
Satan),380 Adam¶s death381 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 -esus is to be cruci¿ed),382 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 LeJend of the Holy Cross, attributed 
to Gregory of 1a]ian]us, and intertwines with narrative fragments appearing 
in the Bulgarian apocryphon LeJend of the Holy 5ood by Jeremiah the 3riest .

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 9orlaJe 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 . :ho 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 By]antine 
commonwealth, where a great number of MSS containing various redactions 
of 9ita Adae et Evae� 2 Enoch, � Baruch, The LeJend of the Holy 5ood, and 
erotapocritic writings (5azumnik� 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 9orlaJe was written in Old Church Slavonic . However, its scribes were 
familiar with the content of the classical apocryphal heritage of By]antium, 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 Sre]nevskii¶s version > Text 2 (� 8) in the Appendix, infra@ . 
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 Sre]nevskii¶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 inÀuenced by the 
spread of the ideology of Bogomilism .

:e posed the question at the beginning of this paper as to why Iatsimirskii 
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 nawve writing com�
posed under vernacular Bogomilistic inÀuence . This suggests that from Iatsi�
mirskii¶s point of view, The Sea of Tiberias was hardly a “proper” apocryphal 
text, and hence its exclusion from his monumental BiblioJraphical Survey of 
South�Slavonic and 5ussian Apocryphal Literature: CataloJue 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 conMectural additions in the English translation .

Text �

The text below presents a sixteenth�century 5ussian redaction of the SoT (Type B) . It 
is the oldest so far extant recension of the apocryphon� its ¿rst edition was produced by 
Barsov,383 to be followed by Ivanov, who published it again, forty years later, together 
with extensive commentaries, in his Books and LeJends of the BoJomils .384 :e follow 
Ivanov¶s publication of the original text (based upon Barsov¶s edition) .

Ѡ Тивериадскомъ морѣ

І. Егда не бысть неба ни земли, и тогда бысть одно море Тивириадское, а береговъ 
оу него не было. И сниде Гдͨͨ͡ь по воздѹхѹ на море Тивириадское и видѣ Гд̄ь на 
мори гоголѧ пловѹща, а тотъ гоголь Сотанаилъ, заросъ во (п)енiи морской. И рече 
Гдͨͨ͡ь Сотанаилѹ, аки не вѣдаѧ его: кто еси? И рече Сатанаилъ: азъ есми Бг̄ъ. – А 
менѧ како наречеши? И ѿвѣща Сотанаилъ: а ты Бг̄ъ бг̄омъ и Гдͨͨ͡ь Гдͨͨ͡емъ. Аще 
бы Сотонаилъ не то слово рекъ Гдͨͨ͡ѹ, и Гдͨͨ͡ь бы его тѹтъ же искоренилъ на мори 
Тивириадскомъ. И рече Гдͨͨ͡ь: Сотонаиле, поныри сѧ въ море и вынеси мнѣ земли 
и кремень! Сотонаилъ же послѹша Гдͨͨ͡а и поныри сѧ въ море и вынеси земли 
и кремень. И взѣ Гдͨͨ͡ь землю и песокъ, разсѣѧ по морю Тивириадскомѹ и рече: 
бѹди на море землѧ толъста и пространна! И възѧ Гдͨͨ͡ь оу Сотонаила кремень и 

383 Barsov, “O Tiveriadskom More,” 5±8 .
384 Ivanov, BoJomilski kniJi i leJendi� 290±94 .
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преломи его на полы, и въ правой рѹкѣ остави Гдͨͨ͡ь оу себѧ, а въ лѣвой ѿдалъ Гдͨͨ͡ь 
Сотонаилу. И взѧ Гдͨͨ͡ь посохь и нача бити кремень и рече: вылѣти из него кремени 
аг̄гли и архангели по образѹ моемѹ и по подобїю и безплотнїи! И почали ѿ того 
кремени вылѣтати силы огненъныѧ, и сотвори и сотвори Гдͨͨ͡ь аг̄гелы и архагг̄лы 
и всѧ девѧть чиновь. И виде Сотонаилъ что сотворилъ Гдͨͨ͡ь, и почалъ тотъ кремень 
бити, что далъ емѹ Гдͨͨ͡ь изъ лѣвыѧ рѹки. И почали оу Сотонаилѹ вылѣтати аггелы 
его Сотонаиловы, себе сотвори силѹ великѹю. И сотвори Гдͨͨ͡ь [Сотонаила] начал-
никомъ надо всѣми чиньми агг̄ельскими … прїде Гдͨͨ͡ь въ девѧты чинъ.

ȱȱ . И видѣ Сотонаиль яко ѿ Бга̄ поидосте и ѿ всѣхъ аг̄гелы славимъ, и помыс-
ли быти равенъ Бг̄ѹ и помысли своею гордостью: поставлю престолъ на облацѣх 
и бѹдѹ подобенъ вышнемѹ .385 И вѣдаѧ Гдͨͨ͡ь мысль ево лѹкавѹю, и восхотѣ вергнѹти 
его на землю со всею его силою лѹкавою, и посла Гдͨͨ͡ь Михайла къ Сотонаилѹ. И 
прїиде Михайлъ, и попали Михаила ѿ Сотонаила огнь. И прїиде Михаилъ ко Гдͨͨ͡ѹ: 
сего сотворилъ, еже еси мнѣ велѣлъ, огнь менѧ попалилъ ѿ Сотонаила. И Гдͨͨ͡ь 
Михаила постриже въ черньцы и нарече имѧ емѹ Михаилъ, и Сотонаила нарече 
сотона, понеже посла Гдͨͨ͡ь агг̄ла своего. Михаилѹ повелѣ Сотонаила оударити ски-
петромъ и вергнѹти его на землю со всею его силою лѹкавою. Ѿна сѧ ѿ Сотонаи-
ла и дасть Гдͨͨ͡ь илъ Михаилѹ, и о томъ нарече сѧ Михаилъ архагг̄елъ, а Сотонаилъ 
сотона. И посла Гдͨͨ͡ь Михаила къ сотоне, и еще не допѹстилъ сотона Михаила до 
престола своего и бысть поскомленъ. Прїиде Михаило архагг̄елъ и оудари скипе-
тромъ сотонѹ и порази его на землю со всею его силою, и шли силы его три дни и 
три нощи, аки капли дождевныѧ. И въ треті дн̄ь сотвориша агг̄ельскїи соборъ, и 
постави Гдͨͨ͡ь надь всѣми силами агг̄ельскими Михаила архагг̄ела и рекоша агг̄ли и 
затвориша на Бг̄а, коево гдѣ огнь засталъ, иново въ горахъ, иныхъ въ пропастѣхъ, 
по воздѹхѹ летѧщихъ, а инъхъ рукою или ногою блага386 плаваетъ: гдѣ коево за-
сталъ, тѹтъ и до сего дни пребываетъ.

ȱȱȱ . И потомъ сотвори Гдͨͨ͡ь раи387 на востоце, и помысли Гдͨͨ͡ь сотворити перво-
зданнаго чл̄вка Адама .388 И сатвори тѣло его ѿ седми частеи: ѿ земли тѣло, ѿ 
камени кости, ѿ морѧ кровь, ѿ сл̄нца очи, ѿ ѡблака мысли, ѿ ветра дыханїие, 

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, 1orth�
:estern Bulgaria� the story was narrated by <anachko Kirkov <anachkov, born 1911 in the 
same village . In this Bulgarian folklore text the name of Satan, “Denitsa” (Ⱦɟɧɢɰɚ), is etymo�
logically related to the noun “ɞɟɧ” (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 ʋ 2 .2 .10 .

386 Ɍhe word “ɛɥɚɝɚ” should be emended to read “ɛɥɚɬɚ” .
387 According to one ¿fteenth�century Erotapokriseis, God created Heaven and Earth on 

Sunday (“Вь н(д)лоу сьтвари б҃ь н҃бо и землю”)� on Monday the creation of the Sun, Moon 
and whole celestial realm took place (“Вь пон(д)лкь сл҃ице и м(с)ць и вса нб(с)наа”); He 
then planted Paradise on Tuesday (“Вь торни(к) насади раи”) . On :ednesday God placed 
the waters on (into") the sea (“Вь срѣ(д) вьстави води вь морѣ”), on Thursday He formed 
all the animals (“Вь ч҃ткь повѣле и сьздаше се вьси скоти и гади”), and on Friday He cre�
ated the body of Adam (“Вь пет(к)ь сьзда адама”) . On Saturday God gave Adam a soul (“Вь 
сѹботѹ вьдаде ѥмоу дш҃оу”) . See the text of the “(Р)азоумни(к) ѡ все(м) ѹпросе ѡ(ч)е,” 
from the Tikveshky Miscellany, edited and published by 1 . 1achov, “Tikveshky 5ǎkopis,” 
SbN8 8 (1892), 402 .

388 Medieval Slavonic apocryphal tradition maintains that Adam was created on Friday� see 
the above note .
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ѿ огнѧ теплота .389 И поиде Гдͨͨ͡ь на нб̄са ко ѿц̄ѹ своемѹ по дш̄ѹ Адама. Сотона 
невѣдаѧ что сотворити емѹ: истыка тѣло Адамово персты. И прїиде Гдͨͨ͡ь к своемѹ 
созданїю, к тѣлѹ Адамовѹ, и виде тѣло истыкано все, и рече Гдͨͨ͡ь: о дїаволе! Како 
еси смѣлъ надь моимъ созданїемъ тако сотвори(ти)? И ѿвѣща дїаволъ: Гд̄и аще тѧ 
кой чл̄вкъ чьгънетъ что заболилъ и тотъ да тебѧ помѧнетъ. И Гдͨͨ͡ь повороти Адама 
внѹтръ ранами, и ѿтоле зачатсѧ болѣзнь. Сотона сотворилъ, аще оу кого заболитъ 
и тотъ да воздохнетъ: охъ, охъ, Гдͨͨ͡и помилѹй�390 Ожи Гдͨͨ͡ь Адама и дасть емѹ об-
ласть въ раю надъ всѣми пътицами и ѕвѣрьми и скоты. И виде Гдͨͨ͡ь яко неоудобно 
Адамѹ единомѹ въ раю быти, и восхотѣ сотворити емѹ сѹпрѹгѹ. И вложи во Адама 
сонъ и вынѧ изъ него ребро и сотвори емѹ сѹпрѹгѹ; и вопроси Гдͨ͡ь Адама: Адаме! 
Что еси во снѣ видѧлъ? И рече Адамъ: Гдͨ͡и, видѣхъ апͨ͡тла Петра въ Римѣ внизъ 
главою распѧта, апͨ͡тла Павла въ Дамасъце, Їоанна во Едѣсе, а тебѧ, Гдͨ͡и, во Їерͨ͡лме 
Голгоѳе на крестѣ разпѧта и копїемъ въ ребра прободаема.391 И насади Адамъ392 
три древа: единово древо часть свою, а дрѹгою древо часть Еввѵну, а посреди гдͨ͡не 
древо. И повелѣ Гдͨ͡ь Адамѹ ѿ всѣхъ древъ ясти, а ѿ единаго древа не повелѣ Гдͨ͡ь 
ясти. Заповѣда емѹ: Адаме, ѿ сего древа вкѹсишъ, смертїю оумрешъ.

389 For further details see Ivanov¶s commentaries, BoJomilski kniJi i leJendi� 308±309� see 
also Dragomanov (“=abele]hki vǎrkhu slavianskite religio]no�eticheski legendi,” SbN8 10 
(1894), 55), Petkanova (3o 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 ʋ 2 in the present Appendix (“Ѡ зачатïи свѣта сего, како Oц҃ъ нашъ г(с)дь Саваоѳъ 
сотворилъ н҃бо и землю”) . 

390 A similar interpretation of the motif of the origin of disease can be found in the LeJend of 
How God Created Adam (“Сказанiе како сотвори Богъ Адама”) from the seventeenth�centu�
ry 5umiantsov Miscellany (MS ʋ 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:

Oɤɚɹɧɧɵɣ ɠɟ ɋɨɬɨɧɚ, ɜɡɟɦɴ ɞɪɟɜɨ, ɢ ɢɫɬɵɤɚ ɜɫɟɝɨ ɱɟɥɨɜѣɤɚ Ⱥɞɚɦɚ, ɢ ɫɨɬɜɨɪɢ ɟɦɭ 
ɜɴ ɧɟɦɴ 70 ɧɟɞɭɝɨɜɴ . ɂ ɩɪɿɢɞɟ ȱɫɭɫɴ ɢɡɴ ɝɨɪɧɟɜɨ ȱɟɪɭɫɚɥɢɦɚ, ɢ ɜɢɞѣ Ⱥɞɚɦɚ ɞɪɟɜɨɦɴ 
ɢɫɤɨɥɨɬɚ, ɢ ɦɢɥɨɫɟɪɞɨɜɚ ɨ ɧɟɦɴ ɢ ɪɟɱɟ ɋɨɬɨɧѣ: ɩɪɨɤɥɹɬɵɣ ɞɿɹɜɨɥɟ, ɱɬɨ ɫɨɬɜɨɪɢɥɴ 
ɱɟɥɨɜѣɤɭ ɫɟɦɭ, ɩɨɱɬɨ ɜɥɨɠɢɬɴ ɧɟɞɭɝɢ ɫɿɹ" ± Ɍɨɝɞɚ ɨɬɜѣɳɚ ɞɿɹɜɨɥɴ, ɨɤɚɹɧɧɵɣ ɋɨɬɨɧɚ, 
Ƚɨɫɩɨɞɭ, ɝɥɚɝɨɥɹ: ɚɳɟ ɩɪɿɢɞɟɬɴ ɤɚɹ ɛɨɥѣɡɧɶ ɱɟɥɨɜѣɤɭ ɫɟɦɭ, ɞɚ ɧɟ ɩɨɫɬɢɝɧɟɬɴ, ɞɨ ɫɤɨɧɱɚɧɿɹ 
ɜɫɟɝɨ ɬɨɛɹ ɧɟ ɩɨɦɹɧɟɬɴ� ɚɳɟ ɥɶ ɩɨɛɨɥɢɬɴ, ɤɨɣ ɧɟɞɭɝɴ ɜɴ ɧɟɦɴ ɩɨɫɬɪɚɠɞɟɬɴ, ɬɨɝɞɚ ɜɫɟɝɞɚ 
ɬɟɛɹ ɢɦɚɬɶ ɧɚ ɩɨɦɨɳɶ ɩɪɢɡɵɜɚɬɢ ɜɴ ɧɟɞɭɡɟɯɴ ɫɢɯɴ . (Pypin, Lozhnyia i otrechennyia kniJi 
russkoi stariny� 13) .

The cursed Satan took a stick and pierced the whole ^body of the ¿rst` man Adam, and 
created 70 ailments inside him . And -esus came from the Heavenly -erusalem and saw Adam 
pierced with a stick, and was merciful towards him and said to Satan: µO 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, µ:hen a disease comes to this man without harming 
him, he ^will forget about <ou and` will not mention <our 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 �.�.2) . 
391 See the discussion above (� �.�.�) .
392 In this version of the SoT Adam is considered to be the ¿rst gardener in Eden� see also 

the discussion above (� �.�) . 
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ІV. И в то времѧ была въ раю змиѧ паче всѣхъ ѕвѣрей почтона, преоукрашенна. 
Изыде змиѧ изъ раю гѹлѧти. Искони бѣ сотона ненавидѧ добра родѹ чл̄вчьскаго, 
и сотона обернѹлсѧ червемъ и приползи ко змїе и рече змїѧ: пожри мѧ! Пожре 
червѧ и несе в раи. Змиѧ же обернѹла сѧ около запрещенного древа, и нача со-
тона вопити змиевыми оустами: о Евѵа! Что твой Бг̄ъ повелѣ ясти? И рече Евѵа: 
ѿ всѣхъ древъ ясти повелѣлъ Гдͨ͡ь, а ѿ того древа не повелѣлъ намъ Бг̄ъ ясти, 
да смертїю оумрешъ. И рече сотона: не смертїю оумрешъ, но будете аки бози, 
станете вѣдатъ добро и ѕло. И виде Евва а негодъно се древо что виде, и взѧ ѿ 
плода Евва и снѧде и дастъ Адамѹ сьясти. И Адамъ обнажи сѧ ѿ Бг̄а слова бж̄їѧ, 
и видѣша срамотѹ свою и взѧша три листие смоковные и сотвориша на себѣ ризы 
смоковные, да бы не видѧ срамотѹ свою, и скрыша сѧ. И вниде Гдͨ͡ь и зва: Адаме, 
Адаме, гдѣ вы? И ѿвѣщавъ Адамъ: Гдͨ͡и, согрѣшихъ, престѹпихъ. И ѿвѣщавъ 
Адамъ: Господи, жена мѧ прельстила. И рече (Гдͨ͡ь) Еввѣ: ты, окаѧнаѧ, что со-
творила? И ѿвѣщавъ Евва: Гдͨ͡и, змиѧ мѧ прельстила. И рече Гдͨ͡ь: ты, прелѹкаваѧ, 
что сотворила? И ѿвѣщавъ змиѧ: Гдͨ͡и, сотона мѧ прельстилъ. И рече Гдͨ͡ь Адамѹ: 
ѿселѣ ты снѣси хлѣбъ свои въ поте лица твоего; а ты, окаѧнаѧ Евва, в печѧли 
родиши дѣти; а ты, прелѹкаваѧ (змиѧ), ѿселѣ на чреве своемъ полъзаеши до 
скончанїѧ вѣка своего по земли. И повелѣ Гдͨ͡ь Адама и Еввѹ изъ раѧ изгнати 
вонъ. И тогда паде сѧ изъ раю двѣ части его: Адамова часть паде во Едрѹ393 рекѹ, 
а Еввина въ Тигръ рекѹ, а гдͨ͡не древо остало сѧ въ раю.

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 ¿rst is Едрѹ (Edru), which is an accusative form of the 
feminine hydronym Едра (Edra) . The second is Едръ (Edr), suggesting that the hydronym is a 
masculine noun . The third form is Ефранъ (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 Ефратъ (Euphrates) . This was based on the presumed reading of the 
forms Едрѹ, Едръ, Ефранъ as corruptions of Ефратъ (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 
“-ordan,” which is occasionally rendered in other Slavonic texts as Едранъ (but also Ерданъ), 
Ердъ, Ердa, Иерда/Iерда, Iердан etc . (see Tikhonravov 3amiatniki otrechennoi russkoi liter�
atury, vol . 1, 13, 301) . According to the Slavonic LAE, the -ordan is also believed to be the river 
where Adam¶s repentance took place (see: Ivanov, BoJomilski kniJi i leJendi� 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 Ефратъ, Ефравъ, Еѳравъ, 
Еѳранъ, etc .), with the character Ѳ (the Slavonic counterpart of which was frequently the let�
ter Ф) being rendered occasionally as Д, since Ѳ and Д were often depicted by various scribes 
in a confusingly similar manner, with the hori]ontal line Mumping from the middle (as in Ѳ) to 
the bottom register (as in Д) . Thus the Old Church Slavonic spelling of Euphrates (Ефратъ, 
Ефравъ, Еѳравъ, Еѳранъ, etc .) could have ended up as Едратъ, Едравъ, Едравъ, Едранɴ, 
etc . On the other hand, according to Slavonic recensions of the 9ita 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 Тигръ, Мигръ, Таргъ, etc .), but usually it is the -ordan . It can be argued, 
therefore, that in the Barsovian version of the SoT the name of the river into which Adam¶s part 
of the tree fell should likewise be read as “-ordan .” 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 bǎlJarska literatura� 1 .348) .

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



117The Sea of Tiberias: Between Apocryphal Literature and Oral Tradition

V . И плака сѧ Адамъ тридесѧтъ лѣтъ. И видѧ Гдͨ͡ь слезы Адамовы и восхотѣ его 
помиловати, да ти прaведенъ бы Адамъ, погиблъ бы. И посла Гдͨ͡ь архг̄ела своего 
Михаила, повелѣ емѹ землю пахати.394 И нача Адамъ землю пахати, и прїиде к 
немѹ сотона и рече Адамѹ: что дѣлаеши? Адамъ рече: землю пашѹ. И сотона рече: 
кто тебѣ повелѣлъ? Адамъ рече: Гдͨ͡ь мнѣ велѣлъ. И сотона рече: господнѧ небеса, 
а землѧ моѧ; аще хощеши землю пахати, и ты даи мнѣ на себѧ рукописанїе и на 
весь родъ свои по тебѣ бѹдѹщихъ. И рече Адамъ: коли землѧ твоѧ, и азъ твои. И 
написа Адамъ на себѧ рѹкописанїе и на весь родъ по нихъ бѹдѹщихъ, и ѿдасть 
сотонѣ. Сотона радъ бысть и несе во адъ, и, по томоу рѹкописанїю, ѿ Адамовы 
смерти и по Хрͨ͡тово распѧтїе, и примаше дїаволъ и приводитъ грѣшныхъ и пра-
веныхъ во адъ всѣ равно.395

Vȱ . И роди Адамъ два сына: Каина и Авелѧ.396 Каинъ былъ земледѣлецъ, Авель 
пастѹхъ. И во времѧ Каинь принесе жертвѹ Бг̄ѹ ѿ плода своего, и прежде самъ 
вкѹси, и Бг̄ъ же разгнѣва сѧ на Каина и не приѧ жертвѹ его. И потомъ принесе 
Авель ѿ стадъ своихъ праведныхъ. Бг̄ъ же призрѣ на жертвѹ его Авелѣвѹ. И 
разгнѣва сѧ Каинъ на брата своего Авелѧ. И не вѣдаѧ что сотворити, и возва его 

My alternative reading of “-ordan” as the river into which Adam¶s part of the tree fell is based 
on some speci¿c features of Old Church Slavonic orthographic techniques, involving the use 
of the upper register (i.e ., superscript) . Letters do not always follow in a hori]ontal, 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) adMacent letters �characters often occurs in Old Church Slavonic 
texts . Ⱥs M . Sokolov points out, for economical, space�saving and word�length�conscious 
purposes some letters (such as Д (d) Р (r), and О) 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 -ordan includes all these three 
(prone to turnaround notation) letters� it is hardly surprising therefore that this hydronym has 
so many Àuctuating 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 ¿fteenth�sixteenth�century 5ussian redac�
tion of the Life of Adam and Eve (“Ѡ ɢɫɩɨɜ״ɞɚɧɿɢ Eɜɝɢɧ״ ɢ ѡ ɜɴɫɩɪɨ�ɫ� ɜɧɨɭɱ׸�ɬ� ɟɚ ɢ ѡ 
ɛɨɥ״ɡɧɢ Aɞɚɦɨɜ״”) from the 5umiantsov Miscellany� MS 1o 358 (Pypin, Lozhnyia i otrechen�
nyia kniJi russkoi stariny� 2), which parallels the Latin version of 9ita 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 9ita Adae et Evae from the 
3anaJiurishte Miscellany (1ational Library of Sts . Cyril and Methodius in So¿a, ʋ 433)� see 
Ivanov, BoJomilski kniJi i leJendi� 215 . For similar interpretations of this motif in some 5ussian 
redactions of the Life of Adam and Eve from the period between the ¿fteenth and seventeenth 
centuries, see Pypin, Lozhnyia i otrechennyia kniJi russkoi stariny� 2, 5 . For vernacular rendi�
tions of this motif in Bulgarian oral tradition, see Marko Tsepenkov¶s legends in the Appendix 
(Text 1os . 7 and 8), infra . 

396 Compare this paragraph to the eighth section of the eighteenth�century 5ussian version 
of the SoT published by V . Mochul¶skii (“Istoriko�literaturnyi anali],” 5F9 18, 4 (1887) 173±7) 
and Ivanov (BoJomilski kniJi i leJendi, 298±299) from MS ʋ 56 from V . Grigorovich¶s Col�
lection . For an iconographic rendition of the narrative, see Fig . 3, infra .
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гѹлѧти на поле. Дїаволъ же искони бѣ сотона, ненавидѧ добра родѹ чл̄вческомѹ, и 
оуказа Каинѹ на полѣ камень,397 и оуби брата своего Авелѧ.398 Адамъ же видѣ сн̄а 
своего оубита. Адмъ и Евва плака сѧ тѹ надъ тѣломъ Авелевымъ. Тѣло же Авелево 
лежаше на поле, Адамъ же и Евва всегда плакахѹ сѧ безпрестани, и не разѹмѣютъ 
что надъ нимъ сотворити. И видѣ Гдͨ͡ь слезы Адамовы, и сосла Гдͨ͡ь двѣ горлицы, и 
леташе надъ тѣломъ Авелевымъ. И едина птица падъ на землю мертва въ горахъ, 
а дрѹгаѧ летающи надъ нею и положи сю и ростерза землю ногътѧми своими 
елико можахъ и погребе сю въ землю и полете прочь. Видѣ же Адамъ и Евва, и 
сотвориша якоже надъ тѣломъ Авелевимъ, погребохъ въ землю.399 И ѿтоле пре-
ста плакати сѧ Адамъ и Евва по Авелѣ. И потомъ даетъ Бг̄ъ Адамѹ сн̄а Сифа во 
Авелево мѣсто. Сосла Гдͨ͡ь грамотѹ.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 5ussian version of the SoT published by Dimitrova�Marinova (idem ., “Bogomil¶skaia 
kosmogoniia,” 55)� see also note 370, supra .

399 This episode features in a similar way in the late ¿fteenth�century 5ussian edition of the 
text of the 5umiantsov 3alaea (MS ʋ 453, fols . 40±42)� see Pypin, Lozhnyia i otrechennyia 
kniJi russkoi stariny� 9� see Fig . 7, infra .

400 The meaning of this sentence is clari¿ed by the following passage from the Bulgarian 
redactions of the Разоумникъ from the Lovchansky Miscellany (1618):

В.: да комѹ наи прѣжде посла Бь̄ граматижьство? – ѿ.: Ситѹ с̄нѹ Адамовѹ. (4uoted 
from Ivanov, BoJomilski kniJi i leJendi� 261, question ʋ 27) .

4uestion: To whom did God ¿rst 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 5us�
sian version of the Discussion Between the Three Saints:

ȼ>ɚɫɢɥɿɣ@ ɪ>ɟɱɟ@: Ʉɨɦɭ Ȼɨɝɴ ɫɨɫɥɚɥɴ ɩɟɪɜѣɹ ɝɪɚɦɨɬɭ" ± Ƚ>ɪɢɝɨɪɿɣ@ ɪ>ɟɱɟ@: Ʉɴ ɋɢѳɭ 
ɫɵɧɭ Ⱥɞɚɦɨɜɭ, 10 ɡɚɩɨɜѣɞɟɣ . (4uoted from Pypin, Lozhnyia i otrechennyia kniJi russkoi 
stariny� 170) .

^Saint` Basil said, “:ho was the ¿rst 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 
¿fteenth�century 5ussian edition of the 5umiantsov 3alaea (MS ʋ 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 ¿rst granted:

Бы(с) же Сифъ му(ж) прв(де)нъ; семоу в᾽дана бьіша евреиска писмена, да бьіша 
разоумели сн҃ове члвч(с)тии чю(де)са Га҃ Ба҃, и ѿ сего начаше бьіти грамотьі. Житъ же 
Си(ѳ) с҃ и о҃. лѣ(т), и ро(ди) Еноса, е(ж) тол᾽кует(с)ь скробь и болезнь. […] Житьѧ Сифо-
ва … го сны и … меющю Бм҃ь прор … оу писмена и ѿ би(т) емѹ гл҃щоу, како подобае(т) 
Б̄а боятисѧ. Тог(д)а же быша мнози неразоумнии, дивни(ж) бѣахоу р(ч)е Сифови, да 
того ра(ди) Б̄мъ зваше в ро(д) томъ и с̄ны его Б̄жии с̄ны нарекoшесѧ, яко(ж) и мы по 
Х̄ѣ Хр(с)тьяни нарекохомсѧ. И бы(с) все(х) дн̄ии Сифовы(х) лѣ (т) ѧ҃ и ві҃, оумре. Се(ж) 
Сифъ наре(ч) д̄ времени лѣтѹ и годы и м(с)ци, имена звѣз(д)амъ, а слн̄цю и лоуне Гь̄ 
самь нарече . (4uoted from Pypin, Lozhnyia i otrechennyia kniJi 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 . :ith him literacy began . 
:hen 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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Vȱȱ . И жилъ Адамъ девѧть сотъ тридесѧть лѣтъ, разболѣ сѧ Адамъ,401 нача оу 
него глава болѣти. И посла сн̄ѧ своего меншаго: поиди, чадо ко домѹ и принеси 
мнѣ вѣтви раискіе древа изъ раю. И прїиде Сифъ, коежде плака сѧ оу едема, и 
вопроси его ангелъ, видѧ плачь его. И рече Сифъ: господине, оц̄ъ мои болитъ 
Адамъ, и повелѣ мнѣ принести вѣтвъ ѿ раискаго древа, и азъ, господине, не могѹ 
внити въ раи. Ангелъ же гдͨ͡нь вынесе вѣтвь раискаго древа. Сифъ же поиде съ 
радостїю ко оц̄ѹ своемѹ Адамѹ. И срѣте Сифа сотона и рече емѹ: Сифе, гдѣ еси 
былъ? И рече Сифъ: былъ есми въ раю, несѹ вѣтвь ѿ раиского древа, оц̄ъ мои 
болитъ. И слыша сотона и хотѧ Сифа и Адама погѹбити. И рече сотона: Сифе, 
поиди на Едръ402 рекѹ и Мигръ403 рекѹ, и тамо есть древа часть оц̄а твоего и часть 
мт̄ри твоеѧ; и ты возми ѿ тѣхъ древъ, да исцелѣетъ оц̄ъ твои. Сифъ же ɧɟ ɡɧɚѧ 
сотоны и послѹша его, поиде на Ефранъ404 рекѹ, ажно близъ реки лежатъ много 
ветъвеи, и Сифъ же взѧ ѿ всѣхъ частеи и прїиде ко оц̄ѹ своемѹ, принесе вѣтвы 
ѿ всѣхъ частеи. И взѧ оу него, сплете венецъ Адамъ и тогда Адамъ оумре и по-
гребенъ бысть въ томъ веньцѣ.405 И взѧ сотона дш̄ѹ Адамовѹ, ѿнесе ю, по ево 
рѹкописанїю, во адъ.

Vȱȱȱ . И ѿ его вѣньца возрастоша три древа, и ѿ тѣхъ древъ возрастоша одно 
древо, и въ могилехъ тѣхъ быти полѹ ѿ того древа. А на томъ мѣсто неблг̄одарнїи 
людїе бѹдѹтъ и разбои творити, и ѿтоле прослы то мѣсто разбоиническое. Аще 
кто на томъ мѣсте живетъ добры и тотъ ѕолъ ѕлобенъ разбоиникъ, по прослытїю 
мѣста того. И въ то времѧ Авдїана цр̄ѧ бысть во арихонъскихъ странахъ мѹжъ 

^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, 
Must 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 conÀated 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 3ana�
Jiurishte Miscellany (So¿a 1ational Library, MS ʋ 433, fols . 12±20), which con¿rms that 
Adam was nine hundred and thirty years old when he fell sick .

и жит Адамь .ѳ̄. сьт лѣт и .л̄. и паде вь болесть и вьзьпи Адамь глсом велїемь и реч: 
сьберѣте сѫ, чеда моа, кѫ м’нѣ. И оубоя сѫѧ҄ Адам велми, понеже не знаяше ч’то 
еͨ͡ болесть . . (4uoted from Ivanov, BoJomilski kniJi i leJendi� 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, A Synopsis 
of the Books of Adam and Eve, 24 .

402 See note 393, supra .
403 The reading of the name of the river Мигръ should be emended to Tигръ (i.e ., Tigris) .
404 See note 393, supra .
405 This part of the text parallels Slavonic recensions of The LeJend of the Holy Cross and 

the Two BriJands, attributed to Gregory of 1a]ian]us (329±389)� see also the discussion in 
� 3 .4, supra .
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именемъ Ассонъ, и поиде онъ во Їерѹсалимъ градъ и зъ женою своею. Жена же 
его не проста сѹщи, и роди на пѹти сн̄а и рекоша имѧ емѹ Спѹтникъ, понеже на 
пѹти родисѧ. Всели сѧ Иассонъ на мѣстѣ нарицаемомъ Разбойникъ. Иассонъ же 
былъ мѹжъ праведенъ и разѹменъ. Оумираѧ, приказа древо то что распети сѧ 
Хрͨ͡тѹ, Сн̄ѹ бж̄їю, и рече Спѹтникѹ сн̄ѹ своемѹ: чадо мое, стереги древа сего, на 
семъ древе хощетъ распѧти сѧ избавитель нашъ; ты, чадо, постражи съ нимъ, 
сотвори что бы тебѣ съ нимъ оумретъ, да тебѧ ради съ нимъ и мы избавленїи 
бѹдемъ мѹки вѣчныѧ. И ѿтолѣ Спѹтникъ живъ и потомъ ѕлыи разбоиникъ … 406

The Sea of Tiberias407

I . :hen 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 .408 And the Lord said to Sotana�il, as if He did not
know him, “:ho are you"”,409 and Sotana�il said, “I am God” . ^And God asked`, “:hat
are you going to call Me ^then`"” and Sotana�il answered, “<ou are the God of Gods and
Lord of Lords” . If Sotona�il410 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, dive411 into the Sea and bring me up earth412 and Àint�” Sotana�il obeyed the
Lord and dived into the Sea and brought up earth and Àint . 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�”413 And God took the Àint 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 Àint, saying, “Fly out
from this Àint ± angels and archangels ± in My own image and likeness, incorporeal�”414

Fiery forces started to Ày out from this Àint, 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 Àint which God had given him from His left hand . Sotana�il¶s angels began to

406 It is interesting to note that there are several features that distinctly connect the episodic 
structure of the ¿nal segment (�VIII) from this sixteenth�century 5ussian redaction of the SoT 
with the storyline of certain passages from the Bulgarian apocryphal LeJend of the Holy 5ood 
by Jeremiah the 3riest from the second half of the tenth century� see Petkanova, Stara bǎlJarska 
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 � �.�.� (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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Ày out and he created for himself great hosts .415 God made him ^Sotana�il` the head of 
all angel ranks, and God himself came to the ninth rank ^of angels` .

II . ^:hen` Sotana�il saw how ^all angelic forces` originated from God and how He 
was glori¿ed 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” .416 Know�
ing his cunning thoughts, God wished to throw him ^Sotana�il` down to Earth with all 
his cunning host, and God sent Michael417 to Sotana�il .418 Michael went to him and was 
burned by Sotana�il¶s ¿re . Michael came to God . “I did what you requested, ̂ but` Sotana�
il¶s ¿re 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” .419 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,420 
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 ¿re ^i.e ., the Satanic horde` had stopped . 
Some ^of the diabolical ¿ery forces fell` in the mountains, some of them ^plunged` into 
the abyss, some ^kept` Àying through the air, and some ^found themselves swimming` 
in the swamps, thrusting with their arms and legs . :herever each of them stopped ^when 
struck by the Archangel Michael`, this is where they dwell until today .421

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 Àesh ^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 ¿re . ^Then` God422 went to the sky, 
to his Father, for Adam¶s soul .423 1ot knowing what to do to him, Sotona pierced Adam¶s 
earthly body .424 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 Ibid.� entry A 106 .2 (5evolt 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 5omanov, 

Belorusskii Sbornik� 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 .
421 For further details see Ivanov¶s commentaries on this passage in BoJomilski kniJi i leJ�

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 -esus Christ who created the universe and made 
Adam, not God the Father� see also the discussion above (� �.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 <ordan Kovachev in the village of Vakarel 

(:estern Bulgaria), and published by him in SbN8 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 <our name .” 
God then turned Adam inside�out, with his sores on the inside, and that is how illness 
originated .425 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 .426 And God 
asked Adam, “Adam, what did you see in your dream"” And Adam said, “God, I saw the 
Apostle Peter in 5ome being cruci¿ed with his head down and ̂ I saw` the Apostle Paul in 
Damascus . I saw -ohn in Edessa and <ou, God, in -erusalem on Golgotha being cruci¿ed 
on a cross and pierced with a lance in <our rib .” Then Adam planted three trees . The ¿rst 
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 .427 He commanded him, “Adam, if you try ^the fruit` from this tree, you 
will surely die .”

IV . 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�” It428 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"”429 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, “<ou 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 .430 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 :ord of God ± ̂ and became naked` and he saw his 
own shame431 ^i.e ., his genitalia`432 and took three ¿g leaves and made a ¿g�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"”433 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, “=abele�
]hki vǎrkhu slavianskite religio]no�eticheski legendi,” SbN8 10 (1894), 55±57, Petkanova, 
Apokrifna literatura i folklor, 157±159, Tomicki, “Ludowe mity o stwor]eniu c]áowieka,” 
51±56� see also the discussion above (� �.�.2) .

426 Cf. Thompson¶s Motif�Index: A 1275 .1 (Creation of ¿rst woman from man¶s rib) . 
427 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 ¿rst 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 dif¿cilior 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) . :hen describing how God approaches Adam, the scribe uses the plural (i.e ., polite) 
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“<ou forlorn one� :hat did you do"” And Eve answered, “Lord, the serpent enticed me�” 
And the Lord said, “<ou, 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 .434 And you, forlorn Eve, will give birth to children in 
sorrow .435 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 .436 Then, two parts of Paradise trees fell� Adam¶s part fell into 
the river -ordan 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, “:hat are you doing"” Adam 
said to him, “I am ploughing the earth .” And Sotona said, “:ho 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, I am also yours .” 
And Adam wrote a writ for himself and for all of his descendants after him and gave it 
to Sotona . Sotona reMoiced and took it to Hell . According to this writ, from Adam¶s death 
until Christ¶s cruci¿xion, the Devil received both the righteous and the sinful and took 
them to Hell, regardless .437

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 ¿rst, and 
God became angry with Cain and did not accept his offering . Then Abel made offerings 
from his unblemished438 Àocks . God acknowledged Abel¶s sacri¿ces and Cain became 
angry with his brother Abel . 1ot knowing what to do, he ^Cain` called him ^Abel` to 
take a walk in the ¿elds . The Devil, who was from the beginning Sotana, hating the good 
in mankind, showed Cain a stone in the ¿eld 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 ¿eld, 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 Àew over Abel¶s body . And one of the birds fell dead on the earth, in the 
mountains, and the second bird, which was Àying above, took it and dug the earth with its 
talons so that it could bury that one in the earth, and Àew 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 .439 After that, God gave Adam a son, Seth,440 in Abel¶s 
place . >Seth was the ¿rst man to whom@ God granted literacy�writing .

form of the pronoun (вы), but when he describes how God approaches Eve and�or the serpent, 
he uses the singular (i.e ., familiar) form (ты) .

434 Cf. Thompson¶s Motif�Index: A 1346 (Man to earn bread by sweat of his brow) .
435 Ibid ., A 1351 .1 (Origin of childbirth pains) .
436 Ibid ., A 1331 .1 (Paradise lost because of forbidden fruit) . 
437 See Fig . 6, infra . See also note 358, supra . 
438 The same adMective can also denote “Must” 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 (� �.�.�) .
440 Further on the representation of Seth in Biblical and extra�Biblical traditions, see -ohn D . 

Turner, “The Gnostic Seth,” Biblical FiJures Outside the Bible (eds . M . Stone and T . Bergen, 
1998), 33±58 .

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



Florentina Badalanova Geller124

VII . And Adam lived 930 years441 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 Moy 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 -ordan 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 -ordan 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 ignoble442 people would dwell 
and commit crimes, and from then on it would become notorious as a place for brigands . 
5egardless 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 .443 
During the reign of Tsar Avdian,444 in the land of -ericho, there was a man whose name 
was Iasson ^i.e. -ason`, who went to the city of -erusalem 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 Mourney . -ason settled at the ^aforementioned` Place of 
Brigands . -ason was a wise and righteous man . :hen he was dying, he pointed to the tree 
on which -esus, the Son of God, would be cruci¿ed, and told his son Sputnik, “My child, 
guard this tree, because upon this tree our Saviour will be cruci¿ed . <ou, 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 «445

441 Cf. A 1323 (Long span of life for ¿rst 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 Cruci¿xion theme, rather 

similar to that offered by the aforementioned Bulgarian Priest -eremiah in his LeJend of the 
Holy 5ood, and different from the canonical text, according to which -esus was cruci¿ed be�
tween two bandits . According to the present text, the two men between whom -esus was cruci�
¿ed 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 LeJend of the Holy 5ood by Jeremiah the 3riest this name is rendered 
as “1avdan,” which may be a corruption of the ethnonym “1abatean” (referring to the Aramaic�
speaking Arabs who lived in the region) . 

445 The end of the text is missing . However, the part remaining from its ¿nal section indicates 
that the content of the lost page(s) could have been related to the aforementioned Bulgarian 
apocryphal LeJend of the Holy 5ood by Jeremiah the 3riest . 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 subMect) 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 Sre]nevskii in 1902, during his palaeographic expedition in the Olonets, Vologda, and 
Perm Gubernias of the 5ussian Empire . The MS was purchased in the Kargopol region� 
it was classi¿ed under record ʋ 45 .8 .190 . Sre]nevskii inserts interpolations from another 
MS (ʋ 32 .16 .11), since the present MS had missing pages� these interpolations are noted 
here in brackets (� !) . Our publication follows Sre]nevskii¶s edition of the text .446

Ѡ ɡɚɱɚɬʀɢ ɫɜ״ɬɚ ɫɟɝɨ
ɤɚɤɨ Oɰ҃ɴ ɧɚɲɴ Ƚɞͨͨ͡ɶ ɋɚɜɚɨ؄ɴ ɫɨɬɜɨɪɢɥɴ ɧ҃ɛɨ ɢ ɡɟɦɥɸ

I . ѿɰ҃ɴ ɧɚɲɴ ɧɛ(ɫ)ɧɵɣ Ƚɞͨͨ͡ɶ ɋɚɜɚɨࣞɴ ɧɟ ɡɚɱɚ(ɬ), ɧɟ ɪɨ�ɠ!ɞɟɧɴ, ɋɵɧɴ ɨɭɛɨ ɪɨɠɞɟɧɴ 
ɧɟɫɨɬɜɨɪɟɧɴ, Ⱦɯ҃ɴ ɋɬ҃ɵɢ ɧɟ ɫɨɡɞɚɧɴ ɢ ɧɟ ɪɨɠɞɟɧɴ, ɧɨ ɢɫɯɨɞɹɳɶ .

II . ɇɟ ɛɵɫɬɶ ɬɨɝɞɚ ɧɢ ɧɟɛɚ, ɧɢ ɡɟɦɥɢ, ɧɢ ɚɝ҃ɝɥʼ, ɧɢ ɚɪɯɚɝ҃ɝɥɴ, ɧɢ ɯɟɪѹɜɢɦɴ, ɧɢ 
ɫɟɪɚɮɢɦɴ, ɧɢ ɪ࣎ɤɴ, ɧɢ ѡɡɟɪɴ, ɧɢ ɤɥɚɞ࣒ɡɟɣ, ɧɢ ɢɫɬɨɱɧɢɤɨɜɴ, ɧɢ ɱɥ҃ɤɚ, ɧɢ ɯɨɥɦɨɜʼ, 
ɧɢ ɨɛɥɚɤɴ, ɧɢ ɡɜ࣎ɡɞɴ, ɧɢ ɫɜ࣎ɬɭ, ɬɨɝɞɚ ɧɟ ɛɵɫɬɶ ɧɢ ɡɜ࣎ɪɟɣ, ɧɢ ɩɬɢɰɴ, ɧɢ ɜ࣎ɬɪɭ, ɧɢ 
ɡɚɪɢ, ɬɨɤɦɨ ɛɵɥɢ ɬɦɚ ɢ ɛɟɡɞɧɵ� ɢ ɧɟ ɛɵɫɬɶ ɬɨɝɞɚ ɧɢ ɞɧɢ, ɧɢ ɧɨɳɢ, ɧɢ ɜ࣎ɤɨ(ɜ), ɬɨɝɞɚ 
ɜɫɟ ɛɟɧɚɱɚɥʀɟ ɢ ɜɫɟ ɛɟɡɫɦɟɪɬʀɟ . ɂ ɋɧ҃ɴ Ȼɠ҃ʀɣ ɏɫ҃ ɫɥɨɜɨɦɴ ɩɨ ɩɨɜɟɥ࣎ɧʀɸ ѿɰ҃ɚ ɫɜɨɟɝɨ 
ɧбɫɧɚɝɨ ɜɫɸ ɬɜɚɪɶ ɜɢɞɢɦѹɸ ɢ ɧɟɜɢɞɢɦѹɸ, �ɧɟɛɟɫɧɭɸ! ɢ ɡɟɦɧѹɸ� ɢ ɤɚɤɴ ɪɟɤɴ, ɬɚɤɴ 
ɢ ɫɨɡɞɚɥɨɫɶ ɢ ɫɨɬɜɨɪɢɥɨɫɶ Ⱦɯ҃ɨɦɴ ɋɬ҃ɵɦɴ ɫ ѹ�ɫ!ɬʼ ɟɝɨ ɩɪɟɦѹɞɪɵɯɴ . ɂ ɪɟɱɟ Ƚɞͨͨ͡ɶ: ɛѹɞɢ 
ɧ҃ɛɨ ɯɪɭɫɬɚɥɧɨɟ ɧɚ ɫɬɨɥɩ࣎ɯɴ ɠɟɥ࣎ɡɧɵɯɴ, ɧɚ ɫɟɞɦɢɞɟɫ࣒ɬɢ ɬɦɚɯɴ ɬɵɫ࣒ɳɚɯɴ, ɢ ɛѹɞɢɬɟ 
ɡɜ࣎ɪɢ ɢ ɨɛɥɚɰɵ ɢ ɡɜ࣎ɡɞɵ ɢ ɫɜ࣎ɬɴ . ɂ ɜ࣎ɬɪɢ ɞɨɯɧѹɜɴ ɢɡ ɧɟɞɪɴ ɫɜɨɢɯɴ, ɢ ɪɚɣ ɧɚ ɜɨɫɬɨɰ࣎ 
ɧɚɫɚɞɢ, ɢ ɜɨɫɬɨɤɴ ɢ ɡɚɩɚɞɴ ɢ ɫ࣎ɜɟɪɴ і ɸɝɴ . Ⱥ Ȼɝ҃ɴ ɫ࣒ɞɟ ɧɚ ɩɪɟɫɬɨɥ࣎ ɧɚ ɜɨɫɬɨɰ࣎ 
ɜ ɜɟɥ࣎ɥɟɩɨɬ࣎ ɩɪɟɜɵɫɩɪɟɧɧʀ࣒ ɫɥɚɜɵ ɫɜɨɟ࣒. ɂ ɫɟɞɦɶ ɧɛ҃ɫɴ ɫɥɨɜɨɦɴ ɫɨɬɜɨɪɢ .447 Ⱥ 
ɦɪɚɡɵ ѿ ɥɢɰɚ Ƚɞͨͨ͡ɧ࣒ ɢɫɯɨɞ࣒ ɢ ɫɬѹɞɟɧɶ, ɚ ɝɪɨɦɴ ɝɥɚɫɴ Ƚɞͨͨ͡ɶɧɶ ɜɴ ɤɨɥɟɫɧɢɰ࣎ ѡɝɧ࣒ɧɧɨɣ 
ɨɭɬɜɟɪɠɟɧɴ,448 ɚ ɦɨɥɧʀ࣒ ɫɥɨɜɨɦɴ ɢɡɨ ѹɫɬɴ Ȼɠ҃ʀɢɯɴ ɢɫɯɨɞɢɬʼ, ɢ ɫɨɥɧɰɟ ɢɡ ɧѹɬɪ࣒ɧɧɵ࣒ 
ɪɢɡɵ Ƚɞͨͨ͡ ɧ࣒,449 ɩɨɧɟɠɟ Ƚɞͨͨ͡ɶ ɩɨ ɥɢɰѹ ɫɜɨɟɦѹ ɨɭɬɪɟɫ࣒, ɢ ɥѹɧɚ ѿ ɫɨɥɧɰɚ . ɂ ɪɟɱɟ Ƚɞͨͨ͡ɶ: ɛѹɞɢ 

recension of the SoT from MS ʋ 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 ¿nal 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 
LeJend of the Holy 5ood by Jeremiah the 3riest . 

446 See Sre]nevskii, “Otchet Otdeleniiu,” IO5IS 9, 3 (1904), 99±104 .
447 See also the discussion supra (� �.2.2.�) .
448 A similar description of thunder as God¶s voice embedded in a ¿ery 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 anali],” 174), both 
discovered by Grigorovich . See also the discussion above (� �.�.2) .

449 Compare this to the following fragment from the seventeenth�eighteenth�century 5ussian 
versions of The Discussion Between the Three Saints:

ȼ>ɚɫɢɥɢɣ@ ɪ>ɟɱɟ@: Ɉɬɴ ɱɟɝɨ ɫɨɥɧɰɟ ɫɨɬɜɨɪɟɧɨ ɛɵɫɬɶ" ± ȱ>ɨɚɧɧɴ@ ɪ>ɟɱɟ@: Ɉɬɴ ɜɵɫɩɪɟɧɧɵɹ 
ɪɢɡɵ Ƚɨɫɩɨɞɧɢ . (Pypin, Lozhnyia i otrechennyia kniJi russkoi stariny� 169) .

^Saint` Basil said: “From what was the sun created" ” ^Saint` -ohn 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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ɬɦɚ ɫɬɨɥɩɨɜɴ ɧɚ ɜɨɡɞѹɫ࣎ɯɴ . ɂ ɬɚɤɨ ɫɨɬɜɨɪɢɲɚɫ࣒ ɢ ɫɨɡɞɚɲɚɫ࣒ ɫɥɨɜɨɦɴ Ƚɞͨͨ͡ɶɧɢɦɴ . Ⱥ 
ɫɬɨɥɩɵ ɬ࣎ ɧɟɞɜɢɠɢɦɵ ѿ ɧɚɱɚɥɚ . ɂ ɜɢɞ࣎ Ƚɞͨͨ͡ɶ, яɤɨ ɞɨɛɪɨ . Ƚɞͨͨ͡ɶ ɠɟ ɪɟɱɟ: ɛѹɞɢ ɧɚ ɬ࣎ɯɴ 
ɫɬɨɥɩ࣎ɯɴ ɤɚɦɟɧɶ ɧɟɞɜɢɠɢɦɴ, ɚ ɧɚ ɤɚɦɟɧɢ ɡɟɦɥ࣒, ɚ ɧɚ ɡɟɦɥɢ ɚɞɴ ɜɟɫɶ ɦ࣎ɞ࣒ɧɴ ɢ 
ɜɟɪɟɢ ɠɟɥ࣎ɡɧɵ࣒ ɢ ɜɪɚɬɚ ɦ࣎ɞɧɚ࣒ ɢ ɜɨ ɚɞ࣎ ɬɟɦɧɢɰɚ ɦ࣎ɞɧɚ࣒ ɢ ɠɟɥ࣎ɡɧɚ࣒ ɢ ɩɨɞɴ ɚɞɨɦɴ 
ɬɚɪɬɚɪɴ ɢ ɞɧɚ ɧɟɬɴ . ɂ ɪɟɱɟ Ƚɞͨͨ͡ɶ Ȼɝ҃ɴ: ɛѹɞɢ ɧɚ ɚɞ࣎ ɬɦɚ ɫɬɨɥɩɨɜɴ ɦ࣎ɞ࣒ɧɵɯɴ ɢ ɤɚɦɟɧɶ, ɚ 
ɧɚ ɤɚɦɟɧɢ ɡɟɦɥ࣒ . ɂ ѡɫɵɩɚ Ƚɞͨͨ͡ɶ ɡɟɦɥɸ ɩɟɫɤɨɦɴ, ɚ ɧɚ ɞɧ࣎ ɩɟ(ɫ)ɤѹ ɫɨɬɜɨɪɢ Ƚɞͨͨ͡ɶ ɫɥɨɜɨɦɴ 
ɤɚɦɟɧɶ ɢ ɤɪɟɦɟɧʀɟ .

III . ɂ ɪɟɱɟ Ƚɞͨͨ͡ɶ: ɛѹɞɢ ɧɚ ɡɟɦɥɢ ɦɨɪɟ Ɍɢɜɢɪɢɚɞɫɤɨɟ, ɝɨɪɤɚ࣒ ɢ ɫɨɥɨɧɚ࣒ ɩɟɪɜɚ࣒ ɜɨɞɚ, 
ɧɚ ɜɨɡɞѹɫ࣎ɯɴ ɨɭɬɜɟɪɠɟɧɚ, ɚ ɞɪɭɝɚ࣒ ɡɟɦɥ࣒ ɧɚ ɚɞ࣎, ɚ ɧɚ ɬɨɣ ɡɟɦɥɢ ɦɨɪɟ, ɚ ѹ ɦɨɪ࣒ 
ɛɪɟɝɨɜɴ ɧɟɬɴ . ɂ ɫɧɢɞɟ Ƚɞͨͨ͡ɶ ɧɚ ɦɨɪɟ Ɍɢɜɢɪɢɚɞɫɤɨɟ ɩɨ ɜɨɡɞѹɯѹ ɢ ɨɭɡɪ࣎ Ƚɞͨͨ͡ɶ ɧɚ ɦɨɪɟ 
ɝɨɝɨɥ࣒ ɩɥɚɜɚɸɳɚ ɢ ɫɬɚ ɧɚɞ ɧɢ(ɦ) . ɂ ɪɟɱɟ ɟɦɭ Ƚɞͨͨ͡ɶ: ɤɬɨ ɟɫɬɶ ɬɵ" ɂ ɪɟɱɟ ɟɦѹ ɩɪɨɬɢɜɨ 
ɫɚɬɚɧɚ: ɚɡɴ ɟɫɦɶ ɛɝ҃ɶ . ɂ ɪɟɱɟ ɟɦɭ Ƚɞͨͨ͡ɶ: ɚ ɚɡɴ ɤɬɨ" ɂ ɪɟɱɟ ɟɦѹ ɫɚɬɚɧɚ: ɚ ɬɵ Ȼɝ҃ɴ ɛɝ҃ɨɦɴ 
ɢ ɰɪ҃ɶ ɰɪ҃ɟɦɴ . Ⱥɳɟ ɛɵ ɧɟ ɬɨ ɫɥɨɜɨ ɪɟɤɴ і ɢɧɨ ɱɶɬɨ ɩɪɨɬɢɜɧɨ Ȼɝ҃ѹ, ɬѹɬ ɠɟ ɛɵ Ƚɞͨͨ͡ɶ ɟɝɨ ɢ 
ɫɨɤɪɭɲɢɥɴ ɧɚ ɦɨɪɟ Ɍɢɜɢɪɢɚɞɫɤɨɦɴ . ɂ ɪɟɱɟ Ƚɞͨͨ͡ɶ ɫɚɬɚɧ࣎: ɩɨɧɵɪɧɢ ɜʼ ɦɨɪɟ ɢ ɜɵɧɟɫɢ 
ɡɟɦɥɢ ɢ ɤɚɦɟɧɶ . ɋɚɬɚɧɚ ɠɟ, ɩɨɫɥѹɲɚɜɴ Ƚɞͨͨ͡ɚ, ɩɨɧɵɪɧɭɜʼ ɜ ɦɨɪɟ, ɢ ɜɵɧɟɫɴ ɡɟɦɥɢ ɢ 
ɤɚɦɟ(ɧ) . Ƚɞͨͨ͡ɶ ɠɟ, ɜɡ࣒ɜɴ ɨɭ ɫɚɬɚɧɵ ɤɚɦɟɧɶ, ɢ ɩɪɟɥɨɦɢ ɧɚ ɞɜɨɟ� ɢɡ ɥ࣎ɜɵ࣒ ɪɭɤɢ ɞɚɫɬɴ 
ɫɚɬɚɧ࣎� ɢ ɨɭɞɚɪɢ Ƚɞͨͨ͡ɶ ɩ࣒ɞʀɸ ɜ ɤɚɦɟɧɶ ɢ ɪɟɱɟ Ƚɞͨͨ͡ɶ: ɛѹɞɢɬɟ ɚɝɝ҃ɥɢ ɩɨ ѡɛɪɚɡɭ ɦɨɟɦѹ 
ɫɢɥɧɢ ɢ ɛɟɫɩɥɨɬɧɢ ɢ ɛɟɡɫɦɟɪɬɧɵ, ɫɨɜɟɪɲɚɸɳɟ ɜɫɹɤɨɟ ɯɨɬ࣎ɧʀɟ ɦɨɟ . ɂɫ ɤɪɟɦɟɧɢ 
ɤɚɦɟɧɢ ɫɨɬɜɨɪɢ Ƚɞͨͨ͡ɶ ɚɝɝ҃ɥɨɜɴ� ѿ ɢɫɤɪɵ ɨɝɧɟɧɧɵ࣒: Ɇɢɯɚɢɥɴ ɚɪɯɚɝ҃ɝɟɥɴ ɢ Ƚɚɜ�ɪ!ʀɢɥɴ, 
ɢ Ɉɭɪɢɥɴ ɢ ɋɢɯɚɣɥɨ ɢ Ɋɚɮɚɣɥɨ ɢ ɉɨɦɨɝɚɥɢ,450 ɯɟɪѹɜɢɦɵ ɢ ɫɟɪɚɮɢɦɵ, ɚɝɝ҃ɥɢ ɢ 
ɚɪɯɚɝɝ҃ɥɢ . ɂ ɠɟɡɥɴ ɫɬɚɥɶɧɨɣ ɢ ɨɭɤɥɚɞɧɨɣ, ɱɟɦɴ451 ɨɭɞɚɪɢɥɴ Ƚɞͨͨ͡ɶ ɜ ɤɚɦɟɧɶ� ɢɫ ɤɚɦɟɧɢ 
ɜɵɥ࣎ɬɢɥɢ ɚɝɝ҃ɥɢ ɫɥɨɜɨɦɴ ɩɨ ɩɨɜɟɥ࣎ɧɿɸ Ƚɞͨͨ͡ɧɸ: Ɇɢɯɚɢɥɴ ɢ Ƚɚɜɪʀɢɥɴ ɚɪɯɚɝɝ҃ɥɢ Ƚɞͨͨ͡ɧɢ, 
ɧɛͨ͡ɧɚɝɨ ɰɪ࣒҃ ɜɨɟɜɨɞɵ . ɋɚɬɚɧɚ ɠɟ ɧɚɱɚ ɛɢɬɢ ɜʼ ɤɚɦɟɧɶ ɢ ɛɟɡɱɢɫɥɟɧɧɵ࣒ ɫɢɥɵ ɛɟɫɩ(ɥ)�
ɨɬɧɵ࣒ ɧɚɛɢ ɦɧɨɝɨ . ɂ ɪɟɱɟ Ƚɞͨͨ͡ɶ: ɛѹɞɢɬɟ ɬɪɢɞɟɫ࣒ɬɶ ɤɢɬɨɜɴ ɢ ɬɪɢ ɤɢɬɚ ɡɜ࣎ɪɢ ɦɨɪɫɬʀɢ 
ɧɚ ɦɨɪɟ Ɍɢɜɢɪɢɚɞɫɤɨɦɴ ɧɚ ɜɨɞɚɯ, ɚ ɛѹɞɢ ɧɚ ɬ࣎ɯɴ ɤɢɬɚɯɴ ɡɟɦɥ࣒ .452 ɂ ɪɚɡɫɟ࣒ Ƚɞͨͨ͡ɶ ɧɚ 
ɬ࣎(ɯ) ɡɟɦɥɸ� ɢ ɛѹɞɢ ɡɟɦɥ࣒ ɲɢɪɨɤɚ ɢ ɬɨɥɫɬɚ ɢ ɩɪɨɫɬɪɚɧɧɚ, ɢ ɩɪɨɪɚɫɬɢ ɞ�ɪ!ɟɜɟɫɚ ɢ 
ɰɜ࣎ɬɵ ɢ ɬɪɚɜɵ ɢ ɝɨɪɵ ɢ ɯɨɥɦɢ, ɢɫɬɨɱɧɢɰɵ, ɦɨɪ࣒ ɢ ɪ࣎ɤɢ . ɂ ɫɨɬɜɨɪɢ Ƚɞͨͨ͡ɶ ѿ ɡɟɦɥɢ 
ɡɜ࣎ɪɢ ɢ ɫɤɨɬɵ ɢ ɪɵɛɵ ɜ ɜɨɞɚɯɴ ɢ ɩɬɢɰɵ ɥɟɬ࣒ɳɵ࣒ ɩɨ ɜɨɡɞѹɯѹ ɦɨɟɦѹ . ɂ ɫɨɬɜɨɪɢ Ƚɞͨͨ͡ɶ 

450 In other MSS of the SoT the name of this angel is rendered as either Помайло (Pomailo), 
or Помаил (Pomail)� see Sre]nevskii, “Otchet Otdeleniiu,” IO5IS 9, 3 (1904), 100, note 3 . 

451 Sre]nevskii points out that in other MSS instead of the word “ɱɟɦɴ,” there is “ɲɟɫɬɶɸ”� 
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 anali],” 5F9 18, 4 (1887) 174)� a similar cosmogonic model occurs in the 
Bulgarian redactions of the 5azumnik (Разоумникъ) from the Lovchansky Miscellany (1618):

В.: кажи ми что дрьжит землѧ? – ѿ.: вѡда высока sѣлѡ. В.: да что дрьжит 
вѡдѫтѫ? – ѿ.: камень плѡськь велми. В.: да что дрьжит камень? – ѿ.: д̄. кѷтове зла-
ты. В.: да что дрьжить кѷтове златыѥ? – ѿ.: рѣка ѡгьннаа. В.: да что дрьжит тьи 
ѡгнь? – ѿ.: дрѹгы ѡгнь еже еͨ͡ по жежькь ѿ того ѡгнѣ .в̄і. чѧсти. В.: да что дрьжит дно 
того ѡгнѣ? ± ѿ.: дьбь желѣзень. еже еͨ͡ прѣжде посаждень ѿ вьсего, а кѡренїе егѡ на 
силѣ б̄жїи стоит. (Ivanov, BoJomilski kniJi i leJendi, 260)

4uestion: Tell me, what holds the Earth" Answer: Very deep water . 4uestion: And what 
holds the water" Answer: An exceedingly Àat stone . 4uestion: And what holds the stone" An�
swer: Four golden whales . 4uestion: And what holds the golden whales" Answer: A ¿ery river . 
4uestion: And what holds this ¿re" Answer: Another ¿re which is twelve times as hot as the 
¿rst one . 4uestion: And what holds this ¿re" Answer: An iron oak which was planted before 
anything else, and its roots rest upon God¶s power .

See also the discussion in � �.�.�, and especially note 109, supra .
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ɞɧ҃ɶ ɢ ɧɨɳɶ ɢ ɝɚɞɶ ɩɪɟɫɦɵɤɚɸɳɵ࣒ ɩɨ ɡɟɦɥɢ ɢ ɧɚ ɤɢɬɚɯɴ ɬ࣎ɯɴ, ɧɚ ɧɢɯɠɟ ɨɭɬɜɟɪɠɞɟɧɚ 
ɡɟɦɥɹ, ɚɝɝ҃ɥɢ ɩɢɳѹ ɩɪɢɧɨɫɹɬɴ, ɚ ɡɟɦɥɹ ɩɨɞɜɢɡɚɟɬɫ࣒ ɩɨɞ ɜɨɫɬɨɤɴ ɢ ɩɨɞʼ ɡɚɩɚɞɴ ɢ ɩɨɞʼ 
ɫ࣎ɜɟɪɴ ɢ ɩɨɞʼ ɸɝɴ .

IV . ɂ ɪɟɱɟ ɫɚɬɚɧɚ ɩɪɨɬɧɜɧɨ Ƚɞͨͨ͡ѹ ɋɚɜɚɨѳɭ: ɨɭ ɦɟɧɹ ɫɢɥɵ ɛɨɥɶɲɟ ɩɪɟɠɧɟɝɨ, 
ɩɨɞɨɛɟɧɴ і ɚɡɴ ȼɵɲɧɟɦѹ . Ƚɞͨͨ͡ɶ ɠɟ ɩɪɢɱɬɟ ɫɚɬɚɧѹ ɜɨ ɚɪɯɚɝɝ҃ɥɵ ɢ ɜɡɟɦɴ ɟɝɨ ɧɚ ɧɟɛɟɫɚ . 
ɋɚɬɚɧɚ ɠɟ ɧɚɱɚ ɜɵɫɢɬɢɫ࣒ ɢ ɝɨɪɞɢɬɢɫ࣒, ɦɵɫɥɢɸ ɧɚɱɚ ɜɨɡɧɨɫɢɬɫ࣒ ɢ ɫɟɛ࣎ ɩɨɦɵɲɥ࣒ɬɢ: 
ɚɡɴ ɫɨɬɜɨɪɸ ɩɪɟɫɬɨɥɴ ɧɚɞʼ ɡɜ࣎ɡɞɚɦɢ ɧɚ ɜɨɡɴɞѹɫ࣎ɯɴ . Ƚɞͨͨ͡ɶ ɠɟ ɩɪɨɪɚɡѹɦ࣎ɜɴ ɦɵɫɥɶ ɟɝɨ 
ɥѹɤɚɜѹɸ, ɢ ɩɨɫɥɚ Ƚɞͨͨ͡ɶ ɚɪɯɚɝɝ҃ɟɥɚ ɫɜɨɟɝɨ Ɇɢɯɚɢɥɚ ɢ ɩɨɜɟɥ࣎ Ƚɞͨͨ͡ɶ ɫɚɬɚɧѹ ɫɜɟɪɝɧѹɬɢ 
ɫɴ ɧ҃ɛɫɢ . Ɇɢɯɚɢɥʼ ɠɟ ɚɪɯɚɝɝ҃ɥɴ ɨɭɞɚɪɢɥɴ ɫɚɬɚɧѹ ɫɤɢɩɟɬɪɨɦɴ, ɢ ѡɩɚɥɢɜɴ ɨɝɧɶ ѿ 
ɫɚɬɚɧɵ . Ɇɢɯɚɢɥ ɠɟ ɚɪɯɚɝɝ҃ɥɴ ɩɪɢɢɞɟ ɤɴ Ƚсɞɭ ɋɚɜɚɨѳѹ ɢ ɪɟɱɟ Ƚɞͨͨ͡ɜɢ: ɨɝɧɶ ɦ࣒ ɩɚɥɢɬɴ 
ѿ ɫɚɬɚɧɵ . Ƚɞͨͨ͡ɶ ɠɟ ɚɪɯɚɝɝ҃ɥɚ Ɇɢɯɚɢɥɚ ɩɨɫɬɪɢɠɟ ɜ ɱɟɪɧɰɵ ɢ ɩɨɥɨɠɢ ɧɚ ɧɟɝɨ ɫɯɢɦѹ 
ɫɨ ɤɪсɬɵ ɫɬ҃ɵɦɢ ɏɪсɬɚ ɫɧ҃ɚ Ȼɠ҃ʀ࣒ ȱɫ҃ɚ ɇɚɡɚɪ࣒ɧɢɧɚ . Ɇɢɯɚɢɥ ɠɟ ɚɪɯɚɝɝ҃ɥɴ ɩɪɢɢɞɟ ɤɴ 
ɫɚɬɚɧ࣎ ɢ ɨɭɞɚɪɢɥɴ ɨɧɴ ɟɝɨ ɫɚɬɚɧѹ ɫɤɢɩɟɬɪɨɦɴ ɢ ɫɜɟɪɝɧѹɜɴ ɧɚ ɡɟɦɥɸ ɜɨ ɚɞɴ, ɜɨ ɬɦѹ 
ɤɪɨɦɟɲɧѹɸ ɢ ɜ ɬɚɪɬɚɪɴ ɫɨ ɜɫ࣎ɦɢ ɛ࣎ɫɨɜɫɤɢɦɢ ɫɢɥɚɦɢ� ɚ ɫɢɥɵ ɟɝɨ ɲɥɨ ɬɪɢ ɞɧɢ ɢ 
ɬɪɢ ɧɨɳɢ ɜɨ ɚɞɴ ɤɪɨɦɟɲɴɧɵɣ, ɱɬɨ ɤɚɩɥ࣒ ɞɨɠɞɟɜɚ࣒ . ɂ ɪɟɱɟ Ƚɞͨͨ͡ɶ: ɚɦɢɧɶ . ɂ ɧɛ҃ɫɚ 
ɡɚɬɜɨɪɢɲɚɫ࣒ ɢ ɜɢɫ࣒ɳɢɫ࣒ ɩɨ ɜɨ(ɡ)ɞѹɯѹ ɛ࣎ɫɢ, ɞɟɪɠɢɦɢ ɩɨɜɟɥ࣎ɧʀɟɦɴ Ȼɠ҃ʀɢɦɴ, ɩɚɞɴ ɧɚ 
ɡɟɦɥɸ, ѿ ɤɪ࣎ɩɤʀ࣒ ɞɟɫɧɢɰɵ ɜɵɲɧ࣒ɝɨ Ȼɝ҃ɚ ɢ ɩɪɨɦɵɫɥɚ ɫɨɤɪѹɲɚɬɫ࣒ ɧɚ ɡɟɦɥɢ . ɂ ɪɟɱɟ 
ɫɚɬɚɧɚ: ɚɳɟ ɦ࣒ ɫɜɟɪɠɟɬɴ Ƚɞͨͨ͡ɶ ɧɚ ɡɟɦɥɸ, ɢ ɚɡɴ ɛѹɞѹ ɜ ɞɨɦѹ ȱɚɤɨɜɥɢ ɢ ɛѹɞѹ ɫɥɚɜɢ(ɦ) 
ѿ ɱɥ҃ɤɴ .

V . ɂ ɜɦ࣎ɫɬɨ ѿɩɚɞɲɚɝɨ ɥɢɤɚ ɧɚɩɨɥɧ࣒ɟɬɴ Ƚɞͨͨ͡ɶ ɱɥɤ҃ɢ ɜɴ ɩɪɚɜɟɞɧɨɣ ɪɚɣ� ɜɦ࣎ɫɬɨ 
ɫɚɬɚɧɵ ɫɨɬɜɨɪɢ Ƚɞͨͨ͡ɶ ɱɥ҃ɤɚ ɩɥɨɬɧɚ ɩɟɪɜɨɡɞɚɧɧɚɝɨ Ⱥɞɚɦɚ ѿ ɨɫɦɢ ɱɚɫɬɟɣ: ѿ ɡɟɦɥɢ ɬ࣎ɥɨ, 
ѿ ɦɨɪ࣒ ɤɪɨɜɶ, ѿ ɤɚɦɟɧɢ ɤɨɫɬɢ, ѡɬ ɨɛɥɚɤɴ ɦɵɫɥɢ, ѿ ɫɨɥɧɰɚ ɨɱɢ, ѿ ɜ࣎ɬɪɚ ɞɵɯɚɧʀɟ, ѿ 
ɫɜ࣎ɬɚ ɞɯ҃ɴ, ѡɬ ɨɝɧ࣒ ɬɟɩɥɨɬɚ .453 ɂ ɩɪʀɢɞɟ Ƚɞͨͨ͡ɶ ɧɚ ɧɛ҃ɫɚ ɩɨɫɥɚ ɫɬ҃ɵɣ ɫɜɨɣ Ⱦɯ҃ɴ, ɢ ɩɪʀɢɞɟ 
Ƚɞͨͨ͡ɶ ɧɚ ɡɟɦɥɸ ɤɨ Ⱥɞɚɦѹ� ɢ ɨɭɡɪ࣎ Ƚɞͨͨ͡ɶ Ⱥɞɚɦɚ ɪɚɤɚɦɢ454 ɨɭ࣒ɡɜɥɟɧɚ, ѿ ɫɚɬɚɧɵ ɩɟɪɫɬɨ(ɦ) 
ɢɫɬɵɤɚɧɚ . ɂ ɪɟɱɟ Ƚɞͨͨ͡ɶ ɫɚɬɚɧ࣎: ɞɢɚɜɨɥ࣎ ѡɤɚ࣒ɧɧɢɱɟ, ɩɨɱɬɨ ɬɚɤɨ ɫɨɬɜɨɪɢɥɴ ɟɫɢ, ɚɡɴ 
ɫɨɬɜɨɪɢɯɴ ɱɥ҃ɤɚ ɱɢɫɬɚ ɢ ɧɟɩɨɪɨɱɧɚ, ɧɟɛɨɥ࣎ɡɧɟɧɚ" ɂ ɪɟɱɟ ɫɚɬɚɧɚ ɤɨ Ƚɞͨͨ͡ѹ: ɡɚɛѹɞɟɬɴ 
ɬɟɛ࣒ Ƚɞͨͨ͡ɚ, ɢ ɤɨɟ ɦ࣎ɫɬɨ ɩɨɛɨɥɢ(ɬ), ɢ ɨɧɴ ɦɨɥɜɢɬɴ: Ƚɞͨͨ͡ɧ ɩɨɦɢɥѹɣ . Ƚɞͨͨ͡ɶ ɠɟ ɩɨɜɨɪɨɬɢ 
ɜɧѹɬɪɶ ɢ ɩɨɞɟɪɧѹɜɴ ɤɨɠɟɸ ɢ ɜɥɨɠɢ ɜ ɧɟɝɨ Ⱦɯ҃ɴ ɋɬ҃ɵɢ . ɂ ѡɠɢɜɟ Ⱥɞɚ(ɦ) .455 ɂ ɜɨɩɪɨɫɢ 
Ƚɞͨͨ͡ɶ Ⱥɞɚɦɚ: ɱɬɨ ɟɫɢ ɜɢɞ࣎ɥɴ ɜɨ ɫɧ࣎" ɂ ɪɟɱɟ: ɜɢɞ࣎ɯ Ƚɞͨͨ͡ɚ ɜɨ ȱɟɪ(ɫ)ɥɢɦ࣎ ɪɚɫɩ࣒ɬɚ ɧɚ 
ɤɪɫɬ࣎, ɚ ɉɟɬɪɚ ɚɩ(ɫ)ɥɚ ɫɬɪɟɦɴɝɥɚɜɴ ɩɨɜ࣎ɲɟɧɚ, ɚ ɉɚɜɥɚ ɚɩ(ɫ)ɥɚ ɜ Ⱦɚɦɚɫɰ࣎ . ȼɜɟɞɟ Ƚɞͨͨ͡ɶ 
Ⱥɞɚɦɚ ɜ ɪɚɢ� Ⱥɞɚɦ ɠɟ ɜ ɪɚɢ ɨɭɫɧѹɜɴ ɫɧɨɦɴ . Ƚɞͨͨ͡ɶ ɠɟ ɜɡɟɦɴ ɨɭ Ⱥɞɚɦɚ ɥ࣎ɜɨɟ ɪɟɛɪɨ ɢ 
ɫɨɬɜɨɪɧ ɟɦѹ ɠɟɧѹ ȿɜɜѹ . ɂ ɜɥoɠɢ Ƚɞͨͨ͡ɶ Ȼɝ҃ɴ Ⱦɯ҃ɴ ɫɜɨɣ ɋɬ҃ɵɣ� Ⱥɞɚɦ ɠɟ ɜɨɡɛɧѹɜɴ ѿ ɫɧɚ 
ɢ ɪɟɱɟ: Ƚɞͨͨ͡ɢ, ɱɬɨ ɟɫɬɶ ɫʀɟ" ɂ ɪɟɱɟ Ƚɞͨͨ͡ɶ Ⱥɞɚɦѹ: ɬɨ ɟɫɬɶ ɬɟɛ࣎ ɠɟɧɚ, ɠɢɜɢ ɬɵ ɫ ɧɟɸ . ɋɨ 
ɜɫ࣎ɯɴ ɞɪɟɜɟɫɴ ɩɨɜɟɥ࣎ Ƚɞͨͨ͡ɶ Ⱥɞɚɦɭ ɢ ȿɜɜ࣎ яɫɬɢ, ɢɠɟ ɜ ɪɚɢ, ɫ ɜɢɧɨɝɪɚɞɧɚɝɨ ɠɟ ɞɪɟɜɚ 
ɧɟ ɩɨɜɟɥ࣎ Ƚɞͨͨ͡ɶ Ⱥɞɚɦѹ ɢ ȿɜɜ࣎ яɫɬɢ, ɩɨɧɟɠɟ ɫɚɦɴ Ƚɞͨͨ͡ɶ ɫ ɬɨɝɨ ɞɪɟɜɚ ɩɨɫɥ࣎ ɪɚ࣒ ɜɤɭɲɚɥɴ .

VI . ɂ ɜ ɬɨ ɜɪɟɦ࣒ ɫɨɬɜɨɪɟɧɚ ɛɵɫɬɶ ɡɦʀ࣒ ɩɪɟɠɞɟ ɫɨɡɞɚɧʀ࣒ Ⱥɞɚɦɥ࣒, ɢ ɜɟɥɦɢ 
ɨɭɤɪɚɲɟɧɚ . ɂ ɩɨɡɚɜɢɞ࣎ ɫɚɬɚɧɚ Ⱥɞɚɦѹ, ɰɪɶ(ɫ)ɬɜɭɸɳѹ ɜ ɪɚɢ, ɢ ɞɨɛɪɨɬ࣎ ɱɥ҃ɜɱɟɫɬɟɣ, 
ɢ ѡɛɪɚɬɢɫ࣒ ɫɚɬɚɧɚ ɱɟɪɜɟɦɴ ɢ ɩɪɢɩɨɥɡɟ ɤɨ ɡɦʀɢ: ɩɨɠɪɢ ɦ࣒ ɜ ɫɟɛ࣎ ɢ ɜɧɟɫɢ ɜ ɪɚɣ . 
Ɂɦʀ࣒ ɠɟ ɩɨɠɪ࣎ ɫɚɬɚɧѹ ɢ ɜɧɟɫɟ ɜ ɪɚɣ ɢ ѡɛɜɢɜɫ࣒ ɨɤɨɥɨ ɞɪɟɜɚ ɜɢɧɨɝɪɚɞɧɚɝɨ . ɂ ɫɚɬɚɧɚ 
ɧɚɱɚ ɥɫɬɢɬɢ, ɡɦɢɟɜɵɦɧ ɨɭɫɬɵ ɝɥ҃ɚɬɢ ɤɨ ȿɜɜ࣎: ɩɨɱɬɨ ɜɵ ɧɟ ɜɤѹɲɚɟɬɟ ɫ ɜɢɧɨɝɪɚɞɧɚɝɨ 
ɞɪɟɜɚ" ɛѹɞɢɬɟ ɢ ɜɵ ɛɨɡɢ, яɤɨ ɠɟ ɧɛ(ɫ)ɧɵɣ Ȼɝ҃ɴ . ȿɜɜɚ ɠɟ ɩɨɜ࣎ɞɚ ɦѹɠѹ ɫɜɨɟɦѹ Ⱥɞɚɦѹ 

453 See the discussion in � 3 .3 .1, supra .
454 Instead of “ɪɚɤɚɦɢ”, I suggest the correct reading to be “ɪɚɧɚɦɢ” . 
455 Here Sre]nevskii points out that, as far as the apocryphal narrative unit of the creation of 

Adam is concerned, some parallel versions of the SoT (MS ʋ 32 .16 .11) contain an additional 
episode which is anchored by the motif of Satan¶s refusal to bow before the ¿rst man� see his 
“Otchet Otdeleniiu,” IO5IS 9, 3 (1904), 102 (note ʋ 1) . See also the discussion in � 3 .3 .3, 
supra .

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



Florentina Badalanova Geller128

ɢ ɩɪɟɥɶɫɬɢ ɟɝɨ ɡɦɢɟɜɵɦɢ ɝɥ҃ɵ: ɛѹɞɟɦɴ ɢ ɦɵ ɛɨɡɢ ɢ ɧɚɱɧɟɦɴ ɜ࣎ɞɚɬɶ, яɤɨ ɠɟ ɏɪ҃ɬɨɫɴ . 
Ⱥɞɚɦ ɠɟ ɩɪɟɥɶɫɬɢɲɚɫ࣒, ɩɨɫɥѹɲɚɜɴ ɠɟɧɵ ɫɜɨɟ࣒ ȿɜɜɵ, ɢ ɜɤѹɫɢɥɴ ɫ ɜɢɧɨɝɪɚɞɧɚɝɨ 
ɞɪɟɜɚ ɡɚɩɪɟɳɟɧɧɚɝɨ ѿ Ƚɞͨͨ͡ɚ ɋɚɜɚɨɮɚ, ɩɨɧɟɠɟ ɢɫɤɨɧɢ ɥѹɤɚɜɵɣ ɞɢɚɜɨɥɴ ɩɨɡɚɜɢɞ࣎ ɪɨɞѹ 
ɱɥ҃ɜɱɟɫɤɨɦѹ, ɩɪɟɥɶɫɬɢ Ⱥɞɚɦɚ ɢ ȿɜɜѹ . ɂ ɫɨɝɪ࣎ɲɢɥɢ ɜ ɪɚɢ Ⱥɞɚ(ɦ) ɢ ȿɜɜɚ ɞɢ࣒ɜɨɥɶɫɤɢɦɴ 
ɫɨɜ࣎ɬɨɦɴ� ɢ ɛɵɲɚ ɧɚɝɢ ɢ ɫɜɚɥɢɲɚɫ࣒ ɫ ɧɢɯɴ ɜ࣎ɧɰɵ ɩɪɟɤɪɚɫɧɵ࣒ ɢ ѡɞɟɠɞɚ ɫɜ࣎ɬɥɚ࣒, 
ɢ ɧɚɱɚ Ⱥɞɚɦɴ і ȿɜɜɚ ɩɨ(ɞ) ɞɪɟɜɨɦɴ ɤɪɵɬɢɫ࣒, ɧɚɱɚ ɫɟɛ࣎ ɫɨɛɢɪɚɬɶ ɥɢɫɬɜʀɟ ɫɦɨɤɨɜɧɨɟ 
ɢ ɫɴɲɢɫɬɚ ɧɚ ɨɞ࣒࣎ɧʀɟ ɫɬɪɚɫɬɢ ɪɚɞɢ ɢ ɫɪɚɦɨɬɵ ɢ ɧɚɝɨɬɵ ɫɜɨɟ࣒ . ɂ ɩɪʀɢɞɟ Ƚɞͨͨ͡ɶ ɜ ɪɚɣ ɢ 
ɪɟɱɟ Ƚɞͨͨ͡ɶ ɫɥɨɜɨ: Ⱥɞɚɦɟ, Ⱥɞɚɦɟ, ɝɞ࣎ ɟɫɢ ɬɵ" �ɂ ɪɟɱɟ Ⱥɞɚɦɴ: ɫɟ ɚɡɴ, Ƚɞͨͨ͡ɢ! . ɂ ɪɟɱɟ Ƚɞͨͨ͡ɶ 
ɤɨ Ⱥɞɚɦѹ: ɩɨɱɬɨ ɬɚɤɨ ɫɨɬɜɨɪɢɥɴ ɟɫɢ, ѡɤɚ࣒ɧɧɢɱɟ, ɩɪɟɫɬѹɩɥɟɧʀɟ" ɂ ɪɟɱɟ Ⱥɞɚɦɴ: Ƚɞͨͨ͡ɢ, 
ɠɟɧɚ ɦ࣒ ɩɪɟɥɫɬɢ . ɂ ɪɟɱɟ Ƚɞͨͨ͡ɶ: ɚ ɬɵ, ѡɤɚ࣒ɧɢɱɟ, ɩɨɱɬɨ ɬɚɤɨ ɫɨɬɜɨɪɢɥɚ ɟɫɢ" ɂ ɪɟɱɟ: 
Ƚɞͨͨ͡ɢ, ɡɦʀ࣒ ɦ࣒ ɩɪɟɥɶɫɬɢ . �Ⱥ ɬɵ, ɩɪɟɥѹɤɚɜɚ࣒ ɡɦɢ࣒ ɩɨ(ɱ)ɬɨ! ɬɚɤɨ ɫɨɬɜɨɪɢɥɚ ɟɫɢ" ɂ 
ɪɟɱɟ ɡɦʀ࣒: ɫɚɬɚɧɚ ɦɧ࣎ ɩɨɜɟɥ࣎ ɩɨɠɪɟɬɢ ɜ ɫɟɛ࣒ ɢ ɜɧɟɫɬɢ ɜ ɪɚɣ . ɂ ɪɟɱɟ Ƚɞͨͨ͡ɶ ɤɨ Ⱥɞɚɦѹ: 
ѿ ɡɟɦɥɢ ɜɡɹɬʼ ɟɫɢ ɢ ɜ ɡɟɦɥɸ ɩɨɣɞɟɲɢ, ɚɡɴ ɫɨɬɜɨɪɢɯɴ ɬ࣒ ɛɟ(ɡ)ɫɦɟɪɬɧɚ ɜ ɪɚɸ, ɚ ɬɵ 
ɡɚɩɨɜ࣎ɞɶ ɦɨɸ ɩɪɟɫɬѹɩɢɥɴ ɟɫɢ, ɩɨɱɬɨ ɡɴ ɡɚɩɪɟɳɟɧɧɚɝɨ ɞɪɟɜɚ ɜɤѹɫɢɥʼ ɟɫɢ" ɂ ɩɨɫɥɚ 
Ƚɞͨͨ͡ɶ ɚɪɯɚɝɝ҃ɥɚ ɫɜɨɟɝɨ Ɇɢɯɚɢɥɚ ɢ ɩɨɜɟɥ࣎ Ⱥɞɚɦɚ і ȿɜɜѹ ɢɡɝɧɚɬɢ ɢɡ ɪɚɸ ɢ ɫɜɟɪɝɧѹɬɢ ɧɚ 
ɡɟɦɥɸ . ɂ ɩɨɜɟɥ࣎ Ƚɞͨͨ͡ɶ Ⱥɞɚɦѹ ɡɟɦɥɸ ɩɚɯɚɬɢ ɢ ɡ ɠɟɧɨɸ ɫɩɚɬɢ .

VII . Ⱥɞɚɦ ɠɟ ɧɚɱɚ ɩɥɚɤɚɬɢ ɢ ɪɵɞɚɬɢ ѡ ɢɡɝɧɚɧʀɢ ɪɚɸ, ɦѹɱɚɫ࣒ ɜɴ ȼɚɜɢɥɨɧɫɬ࣎ɣ ɪ࣎ɰ࣎ 
ɬɪɢɬɰɚɬɶ ɥ࣎ɬɴ . Ƚɞͨͨ͡ɶ ɠɟ, ɯɨɬ࣒ ɩɨɦɢɥɨɜɚɬɢ ɱɥ҃ɤɚ Ⱥɞɚɦɚ ɩɟɪɜɨɡɞɚɧɧɚɝɨ, ɜɢɞ࣎ɜɴ ɟɝɨ ɢ 
ɫɥɵɲɚɜɴ ɱɢɫɬɨɟ ɩɨɤɚ࣒ɧʀɟ ɢ ɫɬɨɧɚɧʀɟ, ѿ ɫɪɞ(ɰ)ɚ ɜɨɡɞɵɯɚɧʀɟ, ѿ ɠɚɥɨɫɬɢ ɫɥɟɡɵ ɬɨɱɚɳɢ 
ɢ ɝɥɸ҃ɳɚ: ɜɥдɤɨ ɜɫɟɳɟɞɪɵɣ, ɢɦɢɠɟ ɜ࣎ɫɢ ɫѹɞɛɚɦɢ ɫɩɚɫɢ ɦ࣒ ѿ ɚɞɚ ɩɪɟɢɫɩɨɞɧ࣎ɣɲɚɝɨ . 
Ɉɭɫɥɵɲɚɜ ɠɟ ɫɚɬɚɧɚ ɫɬɨɧɚɧʀɟ Ⱥɞɚɦɥɟ ɢ ɜɨɡɞɵɯɚɧʀɟ ѡ ɝɪ࣎ɫ࣎ɯɴ ɫɜɨɢɯɴ, ɩɨɧɟɠɟ 
ɢɫɤɨɧɢ ɧɟɜɢɫɬɧɢɤɴ ɜɪɚɝɶ ɥѹɤɚɜɵɣ ɫɚɬɚɧɚ ɞɢɚɜɨɥɴ, ɜɲɟɞɴ ɤɨ Ⱥɞɚɦѹ, ɢ ɪɟɱɟ: Ⱥɞɚɦɴ, 
ɫɤɚɠѹ ɬɢ ɪɚɞɨɫɬɶ, ɯɨɳɟɬɴ ɬ࣒ ɩɨɦɢɥɨɜɚɬɶ, ɞɚɣ ɬɵ ɦɧ࣎ ɧɚ ɫ࣒ ɪѹɤɨɩɢɫɚɧʀɟ ɢ ɧɚ ɜɟɫɶ 
ɪɨɞɴ ɫɜɨɣ, ɚ ɬɵ, ȿɜɜɚ, ɤɥɟɧɢɫ࣒ ɦɧ࣎ ɤɥ࣒ɬɜɨɸ .

VIII . ɂ ɪɨɞɢɲɚɫ࣒ ɨɭ Ⱥɞɚɦɚ ɞɜɚ ɫɧ҃ɚ Ⱥɜɟɥɶ ɢ Ʉɚɢɧɴ� Ⱥɜɟɥɟɜɚ ɞ࣎ɥɚ ɩɪɚɜɟɞɧɚ, 
Ⱥɜɟɥɶ ɠɟ ɧɚɱɚ ɩɚɫɬɢ ɚɝɧɰɚ, ɚ Ʉɚɢɧɴ ɧɚɱɚ ɡɟɦɥɸ ɩɚɯɚɬɶ . Ⱥɜɟɥɶ ɩɪɢɧɟɫɟ ɠɟɪɬɜѹ Ƚɞͨͨ͡ɜɢ 
ɚɝɧɟɰɴ ɬѹɱɟɧɴ, ɚ Ʉɚɢɧɴ ɩɪɢɧɟɫɟ ѿ ɡɟɦɥɢ ɯɥ࣎ɛɴ ɢ ɩɪɟɠɞɟ Ȼɝ҃ɚ ɫɚɦɴ �ɜɤѹɫɢ . Ƚɞͨͨ͡ɶ ɠɟ 
Ȼɝ҃ɴ Ⱥɜɟɥɟɜѹ ɠɟɪɬɜѹ ɩɪɢ࣒ɬɴ, ɚ Ʉɚɢɧɨɜѹ ѿɪɢɧѹɜɴ ɠɟɪɬɜɭ� ɢ ɡɚɜɢɞɟɜɴ Ʉɚɢɧɴ Ⱥɜɟɥɸ 
ɢ ɭɛɢ ɟɝɨ ɤɚɦɟɧɟɦɴ . Ƚɞͨͨ͡ɶ ɠɟ ɩɪɢʀɞɟ ɢ ɪɟɱɟ Ʉɚɢɧѹ: ɩɨ(ɱ)ɬɨ ɟɫɢ ɭɛɢɥɴ ɛɪɚɬɚ ɫɜɨɟɝɨ 
Ⱥɜɟɥ࣒" Ɂɚɩɨɜɟɞɚ Ƚɞͨͨ͡ɶ ɬɪɢɠɞɵ ɧɚ ɞɟɧɶ ɫɧɟɞɚɬɢ, ɚ Ʉɚɢɧɨɜɵ ɠɟɪɬɜɵ ɜɵɦɟɬɵɜɚɬɢ ɢɡɴ 
ɫɟɛ࣒� ɢ ɟɳɟ ࣒ɜɢɬɴ Ƚɞͨͨ͡ɶ ɧɚ Ʉɚɢɧɟ, ɝɥ҃ɟɬɴ, ɜɴ ɬɪ࣒ɫɟɧɢɟ ɬɪ࣒ɫɬɢɫ࣒,456 ɩɨɜɟɥɟ ɩɪɨɥɢɬɢ 

456 Compare the above section to the following passage from the late ¿fteenth�century 5us�
sian edition of the text of the 5umiantsov 3alaea (MS ʋ 453, fols . 40±42):

Ѡ ɨɭɛɢɬɢɢ Ⱥɜɟɥɶ Ʉɚɢɧɚ . Ɋɟɱɟ(ɠ) Ƚɶ҃ ɤʼ Ʉɚɢɧɨɭ: “ɝɞɟ ɟ(ɫ) Ⱥɜɟɥɶ, ɛɪɚ(ɬ) ɬɜɨɢ"” ± ѿɜɟɳɚ 
Ʉɚɢɧɴ, ɢ ɪ(ɱ)ɟ: “ɟɝ(ɞ)ɚ ɫɬɪɚɠɶ ɛɪɚɬѹ ɦɨɟɦɨɭ ɟ‘ɫɦɶ ɚɡɴ"” Ɋɟɱɟ(ɠ) Ƚɶ҃: “ɱɬɨ ɟ’ɫɢ ɫɨɬɜɨɪɢɥɴ� 
ɋɟ ɤɪɨɜɴ ɛɪɚɬɚ ɬɜɨɟ¶ɝɨ ɜɨɩɢɟ(ɬ) ɤɨ ɦɧɟ"” Ɍ࣎ɦɴ ɨɭ¶ɛɨ ɪɚɡѹɦɟɟ(ɦ), ɹɤɨ ɞɜɨɟ¶ ɡɥɨ ɫɬɜɨɪɢ 
Ʉɚɢ’ɧɴ: ɩɪɴɜɨɟ¶ ɨɭɛɢɢɰɚ ɛɵ(ɫ) ɢ¶ ɧɚɱɚɥ’ɧɢɤɴ ɜɫ࣒ɤɨɢ¶ ɤɪɨɜɢɢ ɢ ɥ’ɠɢ, ɢ ɨɭɛɢ ɛɨ ɢ¶ ɫɨɥɝɚ: 
ɪɟɤʼɛɨ ɟɝɞɚ ɫɬɪɚɠɶ ɛɪɚɬѹ ɦɨɟɦѹ ɟ’ɫɦɶ ɚɡɴ . Ƚɶ҃ ɠɟ ɪ(ɱ)ɟ ɤʼ ɧɟɦѹ: “ɛɨɭ(ɞ) ɢ ɫɬɟɧ࣒ ɢ ɬɪ࣒ɫɵɫ࣒”, 
ɩɨɧɟ(ɠ) ɩɪɢяɬɴ ɤɪɨɜɴ ɛɪɚɬɚ ɫɜɨɟɝɨ « ɂ ɩɨɥɨɠɢ, ɪ(ɱ)ɟ Ƚɶ҃ ɡɧɚɦɟɧɢɟ ɧɚ Ʉɚɢ᾽ɧ࣎ ɧɟ ɨɭɛɢɬɢ 
ɟɝɨ ɜɫ࣒ɤɨɦɨɭ ѡɛɪɟɬɚɸɳɟɦѹ ɟ¶ɝɨ, Ȼɢ҃ɢ ɛɨ ɨɭɫɬɚ ɜɴ ɡɧɚɦɟɧїɚ ɟ(ɫ) ɜɨɡʼɛɪɚɧ࣒ɟɦѹ ɨɭɛɢɟɦѹ 
ɛɵɬɢ, ɧɨ ɢ ɬɪ࣒ɫɚɧїɚ ɨɭɞɨɜɶ ɟ(ɝ) ɛɵ(ɫ) . (4uoted from Pypin, Lozhnyia i otrechennyia kniJi 
russkoi stariny� 9) .

About the murder of Abel by Cain . And God said to Cain: “:here is your brother Abel"” 
Cain answered, saying: “Am I my brother¶s keeper"” God said: “:hat 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 ¿rst 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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ɤɪɨɜɶ ɢ ɡɚ(ɫ)ɬɪɟɥɢɬɢ Ʉɚɢɧɚ� ɜɧѹɤɴ Ⱥɞɚɦɨɜɴ Ʌɨɦɟɯɴ, ɛ࣒ɲɟ ɭɛɨ ɫɥɟɩɴ, ʀ ɧɚɩɪɚɜɢɲɚ 
ɟɦѹ ɪѹɤѹ ɫɥѹɝɚ ɟɝɨ .457 Ʉɚɢɧɴ ɠɟ ɥɟɠɚɲɟ ɧɚ ɡɟɦɥɢ ɬɪɢ ɥɟɬɚ ɢ ɧɟ ɜɟɞ࣒ɲɟ Ⱥɞɚɦɴ, ɱɬɨ 
ɫɨɬɜɨɪɢɬɢ . Ƚɞͨͨ͡ɶ ɠɟ ɩɨɫɥɚ ɞɜɟ ɩɬɢɰɵ ɝɨɪɥɢɰɵ� ɢ ɭɛɢ ɝɨɪɥɢɰɚ ɝɨɪɥɢɰѹ ɢ ɪɚɫɤɨɩɚɜɴ 
ɡɟɦɥɸ ɩɨɯɨɪɨɧɢɜɴ ɟ࣒ . ȼɢɞ࣒ɳɟ Ⱥɞɚɦɴ, ɬɚɤɨ ɫɨɬɜɨɪɢɥɴ, ɩɨɯɨɪɨɧɢɜɴ ɫɵɧɚ ɫɜɨɟɝɨ ɜ 
ɡɟɦɥɸ .

IX . Ⱥɞɚɦ ɠɟ ɩɨɠɢɜɟ ɧɚ ɡɟɦɥɢ ɰ҃ ɥɟɬɴ ɢ ɭɦɪɟ� ɢ ɩɪɢʀɞɟ ɫɦɟɪɬɶ ɫɚɬɚɧɢɧɚ ɢ ɜɡɟɦɴ 
ɞѹɲѹ ɟɝɨ ɢ ɫɧɢɞɟɫɟ Ⱥɞɚɦɴ ɦѹɠɴ ɱɢ(ɫ)ɬɴ!, ҂ɝ҃ɨ ɥ࣎ɬɴ ɜɨ ɚɞɨɜɨɣ ɝɥѹɛɨɤɨɣ ɹɦ࣎ ɧɚ ɨɝɧ࣎ 
ɝɨɪ࣒ɳɟ, ɪѹɤɢ ɢ ɧɨɝɢ ɫɤɨɜɚɧɵ, ɧɚ ɲɟɟ ɰɟɩɶ .

X . ɑɟɥɨɜ࣎ɤɨɥɸɛɢɜɵɢ ɠɟ Ȼɝ҃ɴ, ɛɟɡɧɚɱɚɥɧɵɣ ɰɪ҃ɶ ɰɪ(ɫ)ɶɬɜѹɸɳɢɯɴ ɢ Ƚɞͨͨ͡ɶ 
ɝсɞɶɬɜѹɸɳɢɦɴ ɫɚɦɨɢɡɜɨɥɟɧɴ Ɉɰ҃ɴ ɧɚɲɴ ɧɛ(ɫ)ɧɵɣ ɩɨɫɥɚ ɋɧ҃ɚ ɫɜɨɟɝɨ ɟɞɢɧɨɪɨɞɧɚɝɨ 
Ƚсɞɚ ɧɚɲɟɝɨ ȱɫ҃ɚ ɏɪсɬɚ ɧɚ ɡɟɦɥɸ ɢ ɜɨɩɥɨɬɢɫ࣒ ɜ ɞɟɜɢɰѹ Ɇɪ҃ʀɸ ɢ ɪɨɞɢɬɢɫ࣒ ɧɚ ɩɨɬɪɟɛɥɟɧʀɟ 
ɝɪ࣎ɯɚ Ⱥɞɚɦɨɜɚ ɢ ɧɚ ɪɚɡɪѹɲɟɧʀɟ ɰɪ(ɫ)ɬɜɚ ɫɚɬɚɧɢɧɚ, ɧɚ ɫɩɚɫɟɧʀɟ ɪɨɞѹ ɱɟɥɨɜ࣎ɱɟɫɤɨɦѹ, 
ɢ ɯɨɬ࣒ ɜɥ(ɞ)ɤɨ ɏɪсɬɨɫɴ ɱɟɥɨɜ࣎ɤɨɥɸɛɟɰɴ ɜɨɡɜɟɫɬɢ ɱɥɜ҃ɱɟɫɬɜ�ɨ! ɜ ɩɟɪɜɨɟ ɜɨɡɫɬɨ࣒ɧʀɟ 
ɞɥ࣒ ɫɜɨɟɝɨ ɛɥɝ҃ɨѹɬɪɨɛʀ࣒, ɯɨɬ࣒ Ⱥɞɚɦɚ і ȿɜɜѹ ɩɨɦɢɥɨɜɚɬɢ, ѿ ɩɟɪɜɨɪɨɞɧɵ࣒ ɤɥ࣒ɬɜɵ 
ɫɜɨɛɨɞɢɬɶ . ɂ ɫ࣎ɞ࣒ɲɟ Ƚɞͨͨ͡ɶ ɧɚɲɴ ȱɫ҃ ɏɪсɬɨɫɴ ɫɨ ѿɰ҃ɟɦɴ ɫɜɨɢɦɴ ɧɛ(ɫ)ɧɵɦɴ ɧɚ ɩɪсɬɨɥ࣎ 
ɫɤɚɡɚɟɦɚɝɨ ɫɜ࣎ɬɚ ɫɟɝɨ ɩɨ ɩ࣒ɬɨɣ ɬɵɫ࣒ɳɢ. ɂ ɪɨɞɢɲɚɫ࣒ Ƚɞͨͨ͡ɶ ɧɚɲɴ ȱɫ҃ ɏɪ(ɫ)ɬɨɫɴ �ɧɚ 
ɧɟɛɟɫɢ! ѿ ɨɰ҃ɚ ɛɟɡ ɦɚɬɟɪɟ ɢ ɧɚ ɡɟɦɥɢ ɛɟɡ ѿɰ҃ɚ ѿ ɦɬ ҃ɪɢ, ɢ ɜɨɩɥɨɬɢɫ࣒ ɜ ɞɟɜɢɰѹ Ɇɚɪіɸ 
ɩɪɟɫɬ҃ѹɸ Ȼ(ɞ)ɰѹ, ɢ ɪɨɞɢɫ࣒ ɜɴ ȼɢɮɥɢɨɦ࣎ ɂɨɭɞ࣎ɣɫɬɟ(ɦ), ɢ (ɬ)ɜɨɪ࣒ɲɟ ɧɚ ɡɟɦɥɢ ɦɧɨɝɚ࣒ 
ɡɧɚɦɟɧʀ࣒ ɢ ɱѹɞɟɫɚ, ɢ ɩɨɫɬɪɚɞɚ яɤɨ ɱɥ҃ɤɴ ɢ ɜɨɥɟɸ ɪɚɫɩ࣒ɬɫ࣒ ɧɚ ɤɪсɬ࣎ ѿ ɛɟ(ɡ)ɡɚɤɨɧɧɵɯɴ 
ȱɸɞɟɣ ɜɨ ɫɬ҃࣎ɦɴ ɝɪɚɞ࣎ ȱɟɪ(ɫ)ɥɢɦ࣎ ɢ ɩɨɥɨɠɟɧʼ ɛɵɫɬɶ ɜɨ ɝɪɨɛ࣎, ɢ ɜɨɫɤɪɟɫɟ, ɢ ɫɨɲɟɞɴ 
ɜɨ ɚɞɴ, ɢ ɜɨɡɜɟɞɟ Ⱥɞɚɦɚ і ȿɜɜɭ, ɢ ɜɫ࣒ ɩɪɚɜɟɞɧɢɤɢ ɢɡɜɟɞɟ ɢɡɴ ɚɞɚ, ɢ ɜɜɟɞɟ Ⱥɞɚɦɚ і 
ȿɜɜѹ ɞɥ࣒ ɫɜɨɟɝɨ ɫɯɨɠɞɟɧʀ࣒ ɧɚ ɩɟɪɜɨɟ ɜɨɡɫɬɨ࣒ɧʀɟ ɜɨ ȿɞɟɦ࣎ɫɤʀɣ ɪɚɢ, ɢɠɟ ɧɚ ɜɨɫɬɨɰ࣎ 
ɧɚɫɚɠɞɟɧɴ, ɢ ɩɨɫɚɞɢ ɟɝɨ ɧɚ ɩɪ(ɫ)ɬɨɥ࣎ ɫɜɨɟɝɨ Ȼɠ(ɫ)ɟɬɜɚ, ɫɚɬɚɧɢɧѹ ɫɦɟɪɬɶ ɨɭɦɟɪɶɬɜɢ 
ɫɜɨɟɸ ɫɦɟɪɬʀɸ, ɚ ɫɚɬɚɧѹ ɫɥɨɜɨɦɴ ɫɜ࣒ɡɚ ɩɨ ɩɨɞɨɛʀɸ ɠɟɥ࣎ɡɧɵɦɢ ɨɭɡɚɦɧ ɪѹɤɢ ɢ ɧɨɝɢ 
ɢ ɧɚ ɲɟɟ ɰɟɩɶ . Ⱥ ɞɨ ɪɚɫɩ࣒ɬʀ࣒ Ƚɞͨͨ͡ɚ ɧɚɲɟɝɨ ȱɫ҃ɚ ɏɪ(ɫ)ɬɚ, ɫɧ҃ɚ Ȼɠ҃ɿ࣒ ɜɨ ɚɞɴ ɢɞɨɲɚ� ɚ ɩɨ 

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 1achov, “Tikveshky rǎkopis,” SbN8 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 Разоумникъ from the Lovchansky Miscellany (1618):

В.: Ламехь како бѣ слѣпь и оустрѣлы Каина? – ѿ.: яко бѣ гнѣвь бж̄їи на Каинѣ. 
Зʼгрьчив сѧ хождааше, и глава егѡ при ногѹ, и колѣбаше трьстыѧ. И вождь Ламехѡвь 
мнѣше ѕвѣрь еͨ͡ , и направи стрѣлѫ Ламехѹ, и тако ѹстрѣли Каина. (4uoted from Ivanov, 
BoJomilski kniJi i leJendi� 263) .

A similar narrative appears in the ¿fteenth�century erotapocritic (Р)азоумни(к) ѡ все(м) 
ѹпросе ѡ(ч)е from the Tikveshky Miscellany:

Вьпр(с) ламѥ(х) како би слѣпь и како ѹстрѣли каина. Ѿвѣт Яко бѣ гнѣвь б҃жьі на 
каинѣ, свллѣксе хождаше глава ѥмоу при ногоу. колѣбаше трьстїѥ. вож(д)ь ламеховь 
мнещи звѣрь ѥ(с) и направи рѹкѹ ламехѹ и стрѣлить. (4uoted from 1achov, “Tikveshky 
rǎkopis,” SbN8 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 Ku]man Shapkarev, Sbornik ot bǎlJarski narodni umotvorenia. Chast 2, Otdel 1, Kn . VIII, 
270±271 (text ʋ 147) . For the iconography of Cain being killed by Lamech, see Pupin, Ma�
nastir Deþani, 48� see also the engraving by Vasilii Koren¶ in the 5ussian illuminated printed 
Bible (Biblia pauperum) of 1692±1696 ( Fig . 12, infra) . 
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ɪɚɫɩ࣒ɬʀɢ ɫɜɨɟɦɴ �Ƚɞͨͨ͡ɶ! ɧɚɲɴ ȱɫѹɫɴ ɏɪ(ɫ)ɬɨɫɴ ɩɨɫɥɚɲɟ ɚɪɯɚɝɝ҃ɥɚ ɫɜɨɟɝɨ ɝɪɨɡɧɚɝɨ 
ɜɨɟɜɨɞѹ ɢ ɩɨɜɟɥ࣎ ɜɡ࣒ɬɶ ɨɭ ɫɚɬɚɧɵ ɩɟɱɚɬɶ ɱɟɥɨɜɟɱɟɫɤѹɸ ɢɦɟɧɚ . Ȼɝ҃ѹ ɧɚɲɟɦɭ ɫɥɚɜɚ 
ɧɵɧ࣎ ɢ ɩɪɢɫɧɨ ɢ ɜɨ ɜ࣎ɤɢ ɜ࣎ɤɨɜɴ . Ⱥɦɢɧɶ .

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

I . 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, -esus Christ, obeying His heavenly Father¶s 
will, ^created` with the :ord ^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 myriads458 of iron pillars, and may there be beasts and clouds and stars and light .”459 
Then ^God` exhaled the winds from within His bosom and planted Paradise in the East . 
And East and :est and South and 1orth ^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 
:ord . Cold and frost came from God¶s face, whereas God¶s voice was embedded in a ¿ery 
chariot as thunder . Lightning came as the :ord 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 :ord 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 bron]e, with beams of iron and gates of bron]e, and ^may there 
be` in this Hell a dungeon of bron]e 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 
bron]e 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 Àint with the :ord .

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, “:ho are you"” In response, 
Satana ^i.e. Satan` said to him, “I am God” . Then God said, “:ho am I, then"” Satana 
said to him, “<ou 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 5ussian 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 ¿st,460 and God said, “May there 
be angels in My image, powerful and incorporeal and immortal, obeying My every will .” 
God created angels from the Àintstone, and He created archangels Michael and Gabriel 
from the ¿ery sparks . And Uril ^i.e. Uriel` and Sikhaylo,461 and 5afael, 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 :ord: 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 Àowers and grass and mountains462 and hills and wells and 
seas and rivers issue forth .” And God created beasts and animals from earth and ¿sh in 
the waters and birds Àying 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 :est and 1orth 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 ¿re . The archangel Michael then came to God Sabaoth and said to Him, “Satan¶s 
¿re 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 -esus of 1a]areth, 
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 -acob and I will be glori¿ed by men .”

V . And instead of the fallen host ^i.e. angels`, God ¿lled the holy Heaven with man�
kind . Instead of Satan, God created a man of Àesh, 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 ¿re . 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 “пѧдїя”, most probably related 
to “пѧдь” (“palm,” “hand”) . According to another MS, God hit the stone with his heel (“пя-
тью”)� see Sre]nevskii, “Otchet Otdeleniiu,” IO5IS 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 >ɩɟɫɨɤɴ@ and started hitting the stone”� see idem ., “Bogomil¶skaia kosmogoniia,” 
52 . I suggest that the word песокъ is a corrupt version of the word пoсохъ, 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 ., ɝɨɪɚ) may 

be identical . 
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Adam suffered from sores created by Satan¶s ¿ngers 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, µGod, 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, “:hat did you see in your dream"” ^Adam` said, “I saw the Lord 
cruci¿ed on a cross in -erusalem, 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 Àatter 
Eve, speaking through the mouth of the serpent . “:hy don¶t you try the grapevine" <ou 
will also be gods like the Heavenly God .” Eve spoke to her husband Adam and enticed 
him with the serpent¶s words, “:e will also be gods and we will acquire knowledge, Must 
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 ¿g leaves and sewed them together for clothing, suffering sorrow and shame 
at their nakedness . God then came to Paradise and God the :ord ^i.e. Logos` uttered the 
following: “Adam, Adam, where are you"” �And Adam replied, “I¶m here, God”! . And 
God said to Adam, “:hy 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, “<ou were taken from earth and 
to earth you will return . I created you immortal in Paradise, and you disobeyed My order . 
:hy 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 5iver 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 Àowing 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, I will tell you some Moyful news . 
<ou 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 Muicy ^lit . 
fat � fattened` lamb as a sacri¿ce to God, and Cain offered bread from the Earth, but tasted 
it ¿rst before God ^did` . The Lord God accepted Abel¶s sacri¿ce but reMected Cain¶s 
sacri¿ce . And Cain envied Abel and killed him with a stone . God came and said to Cain, 
“:hy did you kill your brother Abel"” God ordered ^him` to eat three times per day and 
for Cain¶s offerinJ to be reJurJitated .463 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` .464 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 .465 He burned for three 
thousand seventy years in the ¿re of the deep abyss of Hell, his hands and feet were bound, 
and there was a chain around his neck . 466

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 -esus 
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 -esus 
Christ, lover of mankind, wished to raise mankind back to its original state out of His lov�
ing kindness .467 He wanted to pardon Adam and Eve and deliver them from the original 
curse . And our Lord -esus Christ was sitting with his Heavenly Father on the Throne of 
the Universe for ¿ve thousand years . And our Lord -esus 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 -udaea� He performed a lot of miracles and signs on Earth . He suffered like a man and 
by ^His own` will He was cruci¿ed on the Cross by the lawless -ews in the holy city of 
-erusalem, 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 .468 He conquered Satan¶s death by 
His own death, and bound Satan with His :ord as with iron bonds on his hands and feet 
and a chain on his neck . Before the Cruci¿xion of our Lord, -esus Christ, Son of God, ̂ all 
those who died` went to Hell, but after His cruci¿xion our ^Lord` -esus 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 5eferring to Cain¶s death instead of the more expected death of Abel here . 
465 Meaning uncertain .
466 The same detail occurs in the ¿nal paragraph of the version published by Mochul¶skii� 

see “Istoriko�literaturnyi anali],” 5F9 18, 4 (1887), 177 . 
467 Unclear .
468 Uncertain .
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Text �

Fragments from a 5ussian folk legend recorded at the beginning of the twentieth century 
by P . A . Gorodtsov in :estern Siberia, in the village of Plekhanov, Tiumen¶ County (i . 
e . Ue]d) of the 5ussian Empire . It was narrated by the seventy�nine year old storyteller, 
singer and healer Dmitrii 1ikoforovich Plekhanov, born in the same village . Like his 
parents, he was illiterate . The legend was published in the 5ussian academic Mournal Etno�
Jra¿cheskoe obozrenie, 1 (1909), in its special section Miscellanea (text ʋ 1, pp . 51±53) . 
The present publication follows the orthography of Gorodtsov¶s edition of the original 
5ussian text .

ɋɨɬɜɨɪɟɧiɟ ɦiɪɚ

ɂɡɧɚɱɚɥɚ ɜ࣎ɤɨɜɴ ɧɢɱɟɝɨ ɧɟ ɛɵɥɨ: ± ɧɢ ɧɟɛɚ, ɧɢ ɡɟɦɥɢ, ɧɢ ɱɟɥɨɜ࣎ɤɚ, ɚ ɛɵɥɚ ɬɨɥɶɤɨ 
ɨɞɧɚ ɜɨɞɚ, ɜɨɞɚ ɛɟɡɴ ɤɨɧɰɚ ɢ ɤɪɚɸ ɢ ɛɟɡɴ ɞɧɚ, ɚ ɩɨɫɜɟɪɯɴ ɜɨɞɵ ɛɵɥɚ ɬɶɦɚ ɬɶɦɭɳɚɹ ± 
ɛɟɡɩɪɨɫɜ࣎ɬɧɚɹ ɬɶɦɚ . ɂ ɩɨ ɷɬɨɣ ɜɨɞ࣎ ɩɥɚɜɚɥɴ ɜɴ ɥɨɞɨɱɤ࣎ ɛɨɝɴ ɋɚɥɚɨɮɴ . ɉɥɵɥɴ 
ɨɞɧɚɠɞɵ Ȼɨɝɴ ɋɚɥɚɨɮɴ ɜɴ ɥɨɞɨɱɤ࣎ ɢ ɫɩɥɸɧɭɥɴ ɧɚ ɜɨɞɭ ɫɥɢɧɤɭ ɢ ɜɨɬɴ ± ɜɴ ɬɨɦɴ 
ɦ࣎ɫɬ࣎, ɝɞ࣎ ɨɧɴ ɫɩɥɸɧɭɥɴ ɫɥɢɧɤɭ, ɩɨɹɜɢɥɫɹ ɫɚɦɴ ɫɚɬɚɧɚ ɋɚɬɚɧiɢɥɴ, ɜ ɱɟɥɨɜ࣎ɱɟɫɤɨɦɴ 
ɨɛɪɚɡ࣎ . ɂ ɤɚɤɴ ɬɨɥɶɤɨ ɫɚɬɚɧɚ ɩɨɹɜɢɥɫɹ, ɬɚɤɴ ɫɟɣɱɚɫ ɠɟ ɜɫɬɭɩɢɥɴ ɜɴ ɪɚɡɝɨɜɨɪɵ ɫ 
Ȼɨɝɨɦɴ, ɨɧɴ ɫɤɚɡɚɥɴ Ȼɨɝɭ: “ə ± ɛɪɚɬɴ ɬɜɨɣ . ȼɨɡɶɦɢ ɦɟɧɹ ɫɴ ɫɨɛɨɸ ɜ ɥɨɞɨɱɤɭ .” ȼɴ 
ɥɨɞɨɱɤ࣎ ɯɜɚɬɢɥɨ ɦ࣎ɫɬɚ ɢ ɞɥɹ ɞɜɨɢɯɴ ɢ ɩɨɬɨɦɭ Ȼɨɝɴ ɫɤɚɡɚɥɴ ɫɚɬɚɧ࣎: “ɋɚɞɢɫɶ�” ɋɟɥɴ 
ɋɚɬɚɧɚ ɜɴ ɥɨɞɨɱɤɭ ɜɦ࣎ɫɬ࣎ ɫɴ Ȼɨɝɨɦɴ ɢ ɩɨɩɥɵɥɢ ɞɚɥɶɲɟ . ɉɥɵɥɢ ± ɩɥɵɥɢ, Ȼɨɝɴ ɢ 
ɝɨɜɨɪɢɬɴ ɋɚɬɚɧ࣎: “ɏɨɱɭ ɹ ɫɨɬɜɨɪɢɬɶ ɡɟɦɥɸ . ɇɵɪɧɢ, ɫɚɬɚɧɚ, ɜɴ ɜɨɞɭ ɢ ɞɨɫɬɚɧɴ ɨɬɬɭɞɚ 
ɡɟɦɥɢ�” ɋɚɬɚɧɚ ɨɛɟɪɧɭɥɫɹ ɩɬɢɰɟɣ ɝɨɝɨɥɟɦɴ ɢ ɧɵɪɧɭɥɴ ɜɴ ɜɨɞɭ . ɇɨ ɩɪɟɞɴ ɷɬɢɦɴ 
ɋɚɬɚɧɚ ɧɟ ɛɥɚɝɨɫɥɨɜɢɥɫɹ ɭ Ȼɨɝɚ ɢ ɩɨɬɨɦɭ ɬɪɭɞɴ ɟɝɨ ɨɫɬɚɥɫɹ ɛɟɡɭɫɩ࣎ɲɧɵɦɴ . >«@ 
ɋɚɬɚɧɚ « ɜɬɨɪɢɱɧɨ ɧɵɪɧɭɥɴ . ɇɨ ɢ ɧɚ ɷɬɨɬɴ ɪɚɡɴ ɨɧɴ ɧɟ ɛɥɚɝɨɫɥɨɜɢɥɫɹ, ɢ ɩɨɬɨɦɭ 
ɨɧɴ ɨɩɹɬɶ ɧɟ ɞɨɫɬɚɥɴ ɞɧɚ ɢ ɧɟ ɞɨɛɵɥɴ ɡɟɦɥɢ, ɯɨɬɹ ɢ ɧɵɪɧɭɥɴ ɝɥɭɛɠɟ ɩɪɟɠɧɹɝɨ . >«@ 
Ɍɨɝɞɚ Ȼɨɝɴ ɫɤɚɡɚɥɴ ɫɚɬɚɧ࣎: “Ɍɵ ɩɨɬɨɦɭ ɧɟ ɦɨɠɟɲɶ ɞɨɫɬɚɬɶ ɡɟɦɥɢ, ɱɬɨ ɧɵɪɹɟɲɶ 
ɧɟ ɛɥɚɝɨɫɥɨɜɹɫɶ . Ȼɥɚɝɨɫɥɨɜɢɫɶ ɭ ɦɟɧɹ, ɬɨɝɞɚ ɞɨɫɬɚɧɟɲɶ ɞɧɨ ɢ ɩɪɢɧɟɫɟɲɶ ɡɟɦɥɢ� 
ɇɵɪɹɣ ɜɴ ɬɪɟɬiɣ ɪɚɡɴ�” ɋɚɬɚɧɚ ɧɚ ɷɬɨɬɴ ɪɚɡɴ ɛɥɚɝɨɫɥɨɜɢɫɥɹ ɭ Ȼɨɝɚ « ɢ ɧɵɪɧɭɥɴ 
ɜɴ ɬɪɟɬiɣ ɪɚɡɴ . ɇɚ ɷɬɨɬɴ ɪɚɡɴ ɫɚɬɚɧɚ ɛɟɡɴ ɬɪɭɞɚ ɞɨɫɬɚɥɴ ɞɧɚ, ɡɚɛɪɚɥɴ ɨɧɴ ɜ ɤɥɸɜɴ 
ɡɟɦɥɢ ɢ ɩɪɢɧɟɫɴ ɟɟ Ȼɨɝɭ ɢ ɫɤɚɡɚɥɴ: ɜɨɬɴ ɹ ɩɪɢɧɟɫɶ ɬɟɛɟ ɡɟɦɥɢ . >«@ ɇɨ ɫɚɬɚɧɚ ɧɟ 
ɜɫɸ ɡɟɦɥɸ ɩɟɪɟɞɚɥɴ Ȼɨɝɭ ɢ ɧɟɛɨɥɶɲɭɸ ɱɚɫɬɶ ɟɟ ɭɬɚɢɥɴ ɭ ɫɟɛɹ ɜɴ ɤɥɸɜ࣎ . >«@ 
ȼɡɹɥɴ Ȼɨɝɴ ɡɟɦɥɸ ɢ ɩɨɜɟɥ࣎ɥɴ ɢɡɴ ɜɨɞɧɨɣ ɝɥɭɛɢɧɵ ɹɜɢɬɶɫɹ ɬɪɟɦɴ ɤɢɬɚɦɴ . ɂ ɜɨɬɴ 
ɹɜɢɥɢɫɶ ɬɪɢ ɤɢɬɚ, ɬɚɤɢɯɴ ɛɨɥɶɲɢɯɴ, ɱɬɨ ɫɬɚɧɟɲɶ ɧɚ ɝɨɥɨɜɵ, ɬɚɤɴ ɤɨɧɰɚ ɯɜɨɫɬɨɜɴ 
ɧɟ ɭɜɢɞɢɲɶ . Ʉɢɬɵ ɭɫɬɚɧɨɜɢɥɢɫɶ ɝɨɥɨɜɚɦɢ ɜɦ࣎ɫɬ࣎, ɚ ɯɜɨɫɬɚɦɢ ɜɴ ɪɚɡɧɵɹ ɫɬɨɪɨɧɵ . 
Ɍɨɝɞɚ Ȼɨɝɴ ɩɨɥɨɠɢɥɴ ɡɟɦɥɸ ɫɟɛ࣎ ɧɚ ɥɚɞɨɧɶ, ɚ ɞɪɭɝɨɸ ɥɚɞɨɧɶɸ ɫɬɚɥɴ ɦɹɬɶ ɡɟɦɥɸ ɢ 
ɫɞɚɜɥɢɜɚɬɶ ɟɟ . Ɇɹɥɴ ± ɦɹɥɴ ɛɨɝɴ ɡɟɦɥɸ ɢ ɫɞ࣎ɥɚɥɴ ɢɡɴ ɧɟɹ ɜɪɨɞ࣎ ɧɟɛɨɥɶɲɨɣ ɤɪɭɝɥɨɣ 
ɢ ɫɨɜɟɪɲɟɧɧɨ ɪɨɜɧɨɣ ɥɟɩɟɲɤɢ� ɷɬɭ ɥɟɩɟɲɤɭ ± ɡɟɦɥɸ Ȼɨɝɴ ɩɨɥɨɠɢɥɴ ɧɚ ɝɨɥɨɜɵ 
ɬɪɟɯɴ ɤɢɬɨɜɴ, ɢ ɡɟɦɥɹ ɫɬɚɥɚ ɪɚɫɬɢ, ɪɨɫɥɚ ± ɪɨɫɥɚ ɢ ɩɨɤɪɵɥɚ ɫɨɛɨɸ ɜɫ࣎ɯɴ ɬɪɟɯɴ 
ɤɢɬɨɜɴ ɢ ɜɫɟ ɩɪɨɞɨɥɠɚɥɚ ɪɚɫɬɢ . Ɍɪɟɦɴ ɤɢɬɚɦɴ ɫɬɚɥɨ ɭɠɟ ɧɟ ɩɨɞɴ ɫɢɥɭ ɞɟɪɠɚɬɶ 
ɡɟɦɥɸ, ɢ ɬɨɝɞɚ Ȼɨɝɴ ɩɨɜɟɥ࣎ɥɴ ɹɜɢɬɶɫɹ ɢɡɴ ɜɨɞɧɨɣ ɩɭɱɢɧɵ ɟɳɟ ɱɟɬɵɪɟɦɴ ɤɢɬɚɦɴ ɢ 
ɞɟɪɠɚɬɶ ɡɟɦɥɸ . əɜɢɥɢɫɶ ɱɟɬɵɪɟ ɤɢɬɚ, ɫɨɦɤɧɭɥɢɫɶ ɨɧɢ ɝɨɥɨɜɚɦɢ ɫɴ ɩɟɪɜɵɦɢ ɬɪɟɦɹ, ɚ 
ɯɜɨɫɬɚɦɢ ɪɚɫɤɢɧɭɥɢɫɶ ɜɴ ɪɚɡɧɵɹ ɫɬɨɪɨɧɵ ɢ ɫɬɚɥɢ ɞɟɪɠɚɬɶ ɡɟɦɥɸ . ɋɴ ɬɨɝɨ ɜɪɟɦɟɧɢ ɢ 
ɞɨ ɧɚɲɢɯɴ ɞɧɟɣ ɡɟɦɥɹ ɞɟɪɠɢɬɫɹ ɧɚ ɫɟɦɢ ɤɢɬɚɯɴ . ȼɴ ɬɨ ɜɪɟɦɹ ɤɚɤɴ ɪɨɫɥɚ ɢ ɲɢɪɢɥɚɫɶ 
ɡɟɦɥɹ ɧɚ ɤɢɬɚɯɴ, ± ɪɨɫɥɚ ɢ ɲɢɪɢɥɚɫɶ ɬɚɤɠɟ ɡɟɦɥɹ, ɨɫɬɚɜɲɚɹɫɹ ɜɨ ɪɬɭ ɭ ɫɚɬɚɧɵ, ɬɚɤɴ 
ɱɬɨ ɫɢɥɧɨ ɪɚɡɞɭɥɨ ɳɟɤɢ ɭ ɫɚɬɚɧɵ . Ȼɨɝɴ ɷɬɨ ɡɚɦ࣎ɬɢɥɴ ɢ ɫɩɪɚɲɢɜɚɟɬɴ ɫɚɬɚɧɭ: ± ɫɴ 
ɱɟɝɨ ɭ ɬɟɛɹ ɳɟɤɢ ± ɬɨ ɪɚɡɞɭɥɨ" ± ɂ ɫɚɬɚɧɚ ɞɨɥɠɟɧɴ ɛɵɥɴ ɫɨɡɧɚɬɶɫɹ: ± ȼɢɧɨɜɚɬɴ� 
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ɉɪɨɫɬɢ, Ƚɨɫɩɨɞɢ: ɹ ɭɬɚɢɥɴ ɜɨ ɪɬɭ ɧɟɦɧɨɝɨ ɡɟɦɥɢ . ± ȼɵɩɥɟɜɵɜɚɣ ɡɟɦɥɸ ɢɡɨ ɪɬɚ� ± 
ɩɪɢɤɚɡɚɥɴ Ȼɨɝɴ . ɂ ɫɚɬɚɧɚ ɫɬɚɥɴ ɜɵɩɥɟɜɵɜɚɬɶ ɡɟɦɥɸ . ɂ ɬɚɦɴ, ɝɞ࣎ ɫɚɬɚɧɚ ɩɥɸɧɟɬɴ, ± 
ɩɨɹɜɥɹɸɬɫɹ ɜɫɹɤiɹ ɞɢɤiɹ ɢ ɧɟɱɢɫɬɵɹ ɦ࣎ɫɬɚ, ± ɝɨɪɵ ɢ ɨɜɪɚɝɢ, ɥ࣎ɫɧɵɹ ɬɪɭɳɟɛɵ, ɤɨɱɤɢ 
ɢ ɛɨɥɨɬɚ . Ⱦɨ ɷɬɨɝɨ ɠɟ ɡɟɦɥɹ ɛɵɥɚ ɪɨɜɧɚ ɢ ɱɢɫɬɚ ɢ ɜɨ ɜɫ࣎ɯɴ ɨɬɧɨɲɟɧiɹɯɴ ɩɪɟɤɪɚɫɧɚ . 
Ɍɚɤɴ Ȼɨɝɴ ɫɨɬɜɨɪɢɥɴ ɡɟɦɥɸ ɢ ɜɟɫɶ ɦɢɪɴ . >«@ Ɂɟɦɥɹ ɢ ɩɨɧɵɧ࣎ ɞɟɪɠɢɬɫɹ ɧɚ ɫɟɦɢ 
ɤɢɬɚɯɴ ɢ ɜɢɫɢɬɴ ɧɚ ɜɨɞ࣎ . Ɂɟɦɥɹ ɩɪɨɞɨɥɠɚɟɬɴ ɪɚɫɬɢ ɢ ɬɟɩɟɪɶ, ± ɢ ɤɨɝɞɚ ɨɧɚ ɜɵɪɚɫɬɟɬɴ 
ɢ ɭɜɟɥɢɱɢɬɶɫɹ ɧɚɫɬɨɥɶɤɨ, ɱɬɨ ɢ ɫɟɦɶ ɤɢɬɨɜɴ ɧɟ ɜɴ ɫɨɫɬɨɹɧiɢ ɛɭɞɭɬɴ ɞɟɪɠɚɬɶ ɟɟ, ± 
ɬɨɝɞɚ ɤɢɬɵ ɭɣɞɭɬɴ ɜɴ ɜɨɞɭ� ɡɟɦɥɹ ɪɚɫɫɵɩɥɟɬɫɹ ɢ ɩɪɨɜɚɥɢɬɫɹ ɜɴ ɜɨɞɧɵɹ ɛɟɡɞɧɵ . 
Ɍɨɝɞɚ ɢ ɧɚɫɬɭɩɢɬɴ ɤɨɧɟɰɴ ɦiɪɚ . Ƚɨɜɨɪɹɬɶ, ɱɬɨ ɷɬɨ ɜɪɟɦɹ ɭɠɟ ɧɟɞɚɥɟɤɨ .

Creation of the :orld

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 Àoating in a boat upon this water . 
Once while God Salaof was Àoating 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 <ou 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 Àoated and Àoated 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 
¿rst 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 . <et 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, 
“:hy 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 . :herever 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 Àat 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 . :hen 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 �

The text of this Bulgarian legend was recorded in :estern Bulgaria by <ordan Kovachev� 
it was published in his study “1arodna astronomiia i meteorologiia” (“Folk Astronomy 
and Meteorology”) SbN8 30 (1914), 54 . The present publication follows the original 
orthography of Kovachev¶s edition .

Kɨɝɚɬɨ Ȼɨɝɴ ɛɥɚɝɨɫɥɨɜɢɥɴ ɦɚɹɬɚ ɞɚ ɫɟ ɨɛɴɪɧɟ ɧɚ ɡɟɦɹ
Pɚɡɩɪɚɜɹɬɴ, ɱɟ, ɤɚɬɨ ɨɬɢɲɟɥɴ ɞɹɜɨɥɴɬɴ ɜɴ ɦɨɪɟɬɨ, ɡɚ ɞɚ ɜɡɟɦɟ ɦɚɹ, ɨɬɴ ɤɨɹɬɨ Ȼɨɝɴ 
ɳ࣎ɥɴ ɞɚ ɧɚɩɪɚɜɢ ɡɟɦɹɬɚ, ɬɨɣ ɫɤɪɢɥɴ ɦɚɥɤɨ ɨɬɴ ɧɟɹ ɩɨɞɴ ɟɡɢɤɚ ɫɢ� ɢ, ɤɨɝɚɬɨ Ȼɨɝɴ 
ɛɥɚɝɨɫɥɨɜɢɥɴ ɦɚɹɬɚ ɞɚ ɫɟ ɨɛɴɪɧɟ ɧɚ ɡɟɦɹ, ɦɚɹɬɚ ɜ ɭɫɬɚɬɚ ɧɚ ɞɹɜɨɥɚ ɩɨɱɧɚɥɚ ɫࣖɳɨ 
ɞɚ ɪɚɫɬɟ ɢ ɳ࣎ɥɚ ɞɚ ɦɭ ɪɚɡɱɟɤɧɟ ɭɫɬɚɬɚ� ɬɨɝɚɜɚ ɞɹɜɨɥɴɬɴ ɩɨɱɧɚɥɴ ɞɚ ɩɥɸɟ ɢ ɤࣖɞ࣎ ɳɨ 
ɩɚɞɧɚɥɨ ɨɬɴ ɫɥɸɧɤɢɬ࣎ ɦɭ, ɢɡɞɢɝɧɚɥɢ ɫɟ ɩɥɚɧɢɧɢ .

:hen 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 . :hen 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 �

The text of this folk legend was recorded by the Bulgarian intellectual Tsani Ginchev� 
it was published by him in So¿a in 3eriodichesko Spisanie na BǎlJarskoto Knizhovno 
Druzhestvo 3 (1882), 173 (Text ʋ 1) . The present publication follows the idiosyncratic 
orthography of Ginchev¶s edition of the original Bulgarian text .

Ʉɚɤɴ ɫ׼ ɫɬɚɧ׼ɥɢ ɥ״ɤɨɜɢɬɢɬ״ ɛɢɥɤɢ
ȿɞɧɨ ɜɪ࣎ɦɟ, ɤɨɝɚɬɨ ɧɚɩɪɚɜɢɥɴ Ⱦ࣎ɞɨ Ƚɨɫɩɨɞɶ ɱɢɥ࣎ɲɤɨɬɨ ɬ࣎ɥɨ ɨɬɴ ɤɚɥɴ, ɨɫɬɚɜɢɥɴ ɝɨ 
ɞɚ ɩɪɟɧɨɳɭɜɚ, ɢ ɧɚ ɫɭɬɪ࣎ɧɬɚ ɳ࣎ɥɴ ɞɚ ɦɭ ɞɭɯɧɟ ɞɭɲɚ . ɉɪɟɡɴ ɧɨɳɬɚ, ɞɨɲɴɥɴ ɞɹɜɨɥɨ 
ɢ, ɫɴ ɟɞɧɚ ɬɨɹɝɚ, ɧɚɞɭɩɤɚɥɴ ɫɢɱɤɨɬɨ ɬ࣎ɥɨ ɧɚ ɪɴɲɟɬɨ . ɇɚ ɫɭɬɪ࣎ɧɬɚ ɞɨɲɴɥɴ Ⱦ࣎ɞɨ 
Ƚɨɫɩɨɞɶ ɢ ɜɢɞ࣎ɥɴ, ɱɟ ɱɢɥ࣎ɲɤɨɬɨ ɬ࣎ɥɨ ɫp ɞɭɩɤɢ . “ɏࣖ, ɬɨɜɚ ɟ ɧɚɩɪɚɜɢɥɴ ɞɹɜɨɥɨ” 
ɪ࣎ɤɴɥɴ ɬɨɣ, “ɞɚ ɦɟ ɤɚɪɚ ɞɚ ɩɪɚɜѭ ɞɪɭɝɨ ɬ࣎ɥɨ� ȿɬɨ ɩɚɤɴ ɚɡɴ ɳɨ ɳɟ ɧɚɩɪɚɜࣖ”, ɢ ɡɟɥɴ 
ɞɚ ɛɟɪɟ ɬɪ࣎ɜɚ ɧɚɨɤɨɥɨ� ɤࣖɫɴɥɴ ɬɪ࣎ɜɚ, ± ɬɭ ɨɬɴ ɬɚɹ, ɬɭ ɨɬɴ ɨɧɚɹ, ± ɢ ɬɭɥɢɥɴ ɞɭɩɤɢɬ࣎� 
ɤࣖɫɴɥɴ ɢ ɬɭɥɢɥɴ, ɞɨ ɝɞ࣎ ɧiɣ�ɩɨɫɥ࣎ ɢɫɬɭɥɢɥɴ ɫɢɱɤɢɬ࣎, ɢ ɡɟɥɴ ɬɚ ɝɢ ɡɚɦɚɡɴɥɴ ɢ 
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ɡɚɝɥɚɞɢɥɴ . ɉɨɞɢɪɴ ɬɨɜɚ ɞɭɯɧࣖɥɴ ɧɚ ɱɢɥ࣎ɤɚ ɞɭɲɚ, ɱɢɥ࣎ɤɚ ɭɠɢɜ࣎ɥɴ ɢ Ⱦ࣎ɞɨ Ƚɨɫɩɨɞɶ 
ɦɭ ɤɚɡɚɥɴ: “ɤɚɬɨ ɬɟ ɡɚɛɨɥɢ ɧɟɝɞ࣎ ɬ࣎ɥɨɬɨ, ɞɚ ɛɟɪɟɲɴ ɨɬɴ ɬɢɹ ɬɪ࣎ɜɢ ɢ ɞɚ ɫɟ ɰ࣎ɪɢɲɴ 
ɫɴ ɬ࣎ɯɴ, ɨɬɴ ɬ࣎ɯɴ ɞɚ ɩɢɟɲɴ, ɫɴ ɬ࣎ɯɴ ɞɚ ɫɟ ɩɨɥɢɜɚɲɴ, ɫɴ ɬ࣎ɯɴ ɞɚ ɫɟ ɩɭɲɢɲɴ, ɢ ɫɴ 
ɬ࣎ɯɴ ɞɚ ɜɴɪɡɢɲɴ ɪɚɧɢɬ࣎” . ɉɴɪɜɢɹ ɱɢɥ࣎ɤɴ ɩɨɡɧɚɜɚɥɴ ɬɢɹ ɛɢɥɤɢ� ɩɨɡɧɚɜɚɥɢ ɝɢ ɢ 
ɧɟɝɨɜɢɬ࣎ ɫɢɧɨɜɟ, ɜɧɭɰɢ ɢ ɩɪɚɜɧɭɰɢ, ɧɴ ɩɨɫɥ࣎, ɩɨɥ࣎ɤɚ�ɥ࣎ɤɚ, ɡɟɥɢ ɞɚ ɝɢ ɡɚɛɪɚɜɹɬɴ . 
Ʌ࣎ɤɨɜɢɬɢɬ࣎ ɛɢɥɤɢ ɫࣖ ɦɧɨɝɨ, ɧɴ ɱɢɥ࣎ɤɴ ɧɟ ɝɢ ɡɧɚɣ� ɡɚ ɬɭɣ ɤɚɡɜɚɬɴ: “ɡɚ ɩɚɪɚ ɰ࣎ɪɴ 
ɢɦɚ, ɤɨɣ ɝɨ ɡɧɚɟ” .

How the healinJ 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 ¿lled the holes with 
them . He kept picking grass and ¿lling the holes until He ¿nally ¿lled 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, “:hen something in 
your body starts to ache, you must pick herbs and heal yourself with them . <ou should 
drink from them, bathe in them, fumigate yourself with them, and bandage your sores with 
them . ” The ¿rst 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 �

The text of this Bulgarian folk legend was recorded by Mikhail Arnaudov in the village 
of <ovkovtsi, Elena disctrict (Central Bulgaria)� the account was given by the local story�
teller 1eika 5adeva . It was published in SbN8 27 (1913), 327 (Text ʋ 15) . The present 
publication follows the original orthography of Arnaudov¶s edition .

Ɉɬɝɞ״ ɫ׼ ɥ״ɤɨɜɢɬɢɬ״ ɛɢɥɤɢ

Ʉɴɬɭ ɢɫɤɴɥ ɞࣖ ɧɴɦɟɪɢ ɥɢɤɚɪɫɬɜࣖ Ƚɨɫɩɭɬ¶, ɧɴɩɪɚɢɥ ɢɞɢɧ ɱɭɜɟɤ ɭɬ ɤɚɥ ɢ ɭɫɬɚɧɴɥɭ 
ɞࣖ ɦɭ ɜɞɴɯɧɢ ɞɭɲࣖ ɫɴɞɟ . Ⱦɹɭɥࣖ ɭɬɢɲɟɥ, ɱɢ ɝɭ ɧɴɞɭɩɱɢɥ ɩɭ ɰɹɥɭɬɭ ɬɟɥɭ, ɢ 
Ƚɨɫɩɭɬ¶ ɫɴɛɪɚɥ ɬɪɿɴɜɢ, ɱɢ ɡɴɬɭɥɢɥ ɬɟɫ ɞɭɩɱɢɰɢ . ɂ ɭɬ ɬɭɝɚɫ ɭɫɬɚɧɴɥɢ ɬɟɡ ɛɭɪɿɴɧɢ 
ɡࣖ ɥɢɤɚɪɫɬɜࣖ .

:here did the healinJ herbs come from"

:hen 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 ¿lled in these holes . Since then these herbs have 
turned into medicines .
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Text �

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 (“ɩɪɢɤɚɡɤɚ”), together with many oth�
ers, by the local teacher <ordan (“ɋɥɭɲɚɧɢ ɨɬ ɂɨɪɞɚɧɚ ɍɱɢɬɟɥɨɬɴ”) . It was published 
for the ¿rst time in So¿a in SbN8 6 (1891), 113 (Text ʋ 1) . The text was published again, 
but in an adapted version, by Ivanov in 1925 in his BoJomilski kniJi i leJendi, 349±351 
(Text ʋ 13) . The present publication follows the idiosyncratic orthography of the Tsepen�
kov edition of the original Bulgarian text .

Ƚɨɫɩɨɞɶ ɤɨɝɚ ɢɫɩ׼ɞɢ Ⱥɞɚɦɚ ɢɡɴ ɪɚɹ

Ɉɬ ɤɨɝɚ ɝɨ ɢɫɬɟɪɚ Ƚɨɫɩɨɬ Ⱥɞɚɦɚ ɨɬ ɪɚiɨɬ, ɝɨ ɩɪɨɤɨɥɧɚ ɫɨ ɤɥɟɬɜɚ: “Ⱥiɞɟ ɢɡɥɟɝyi, 
Ⱥɞɚɦɟ, ɨɬ ɪɚiɨɜ, ɨɬɢ ɬɢ ɧɟ ɦɟ ɩɨɫɥɭɲɚ ɦɟɧɟ, ɲɬɨ ɬɢ ɡɚɩɨɜɟɞɚɜ, ɞɚ я ɨɪɚɲ ɡɟɦɶɚɬɚ 
ɢ ɞɚ я ɤɨɩɚɲ, ɞɭɪɢ ɫɢ ɠɢɜ, ɞɚ ɬɚɤɚ ɫɨ ɥɟɩ ɞɚ ɫɟ ɪɚɧɢɲ,” ɦɭ ɪɟɤɨɥ Ƚɨɫɩɨɬ . ɋɢ 
я ɧɚɜɟɞɢɥ ɝɥɚɚɬɚ Ⱥɞɚɦ ɢ ɫɢ я ɡɟɥ ɠɟɧɚɬɚ, ɬɚ ɫɢ ɢɡɥɟɝɨɥ ɨɬ ɪɚiɨɬ . Ɇɧɨɝɭ ɦɚɤɚ 
ɛɟɲɟ ɦɭ ɞɨɲɥɨ ɧɚ Ⱥɞɚɦɚ, ɚɦɚ ɧɟɦɚɲɟ ɲɬɨ ɞɚ ɱɢɧɢɬ ɨɬ ɫɬɪɚɨɬ ɨɬ ɚɧɝɟɥɨ, ɲɬɨ ɝɨ 
ɩɨɬɩɥɚɲɭɚɲɟ ɫɨ ɤɚɦɲɢɤɨ ɨɬ ɞɜɟ ɥɭɬɢ ɡɦɢi ɧɚɩɪɚɟɧ . Ɉɬ ɤɨɝɚ ɧɚɩɪɚɢ ɬɪɨɚ ɞɠɟɜɚ, 
ɜɢɞɟ ɨɬɢ ɞɪɭɝɨ ɧɟ ɛɢɞɭɚɬ ɢ ɫɢ ɢɡɥɟɡɟ ɩɥɚɱɟiɤɢ ɨɬ ɪɚiɨ ɫɨ ɫɟ ɠɟɧɚɬɚ ɫɢ . Ȼɚɟɝɢ ɞɧɢ ɫɟ 
ɜࣖɪɬɤɚ ɨɤɨɥɭ ɪɚiɨɬ, ɡɚ ɝɶɨɚ ɩɚɤ ɞɚ ɜɥɟɡɢ ɜɨ ɪɚiɨ� ɚɪɧɨ ɬɭɤɭ ɚɧɝɟɥɨ ɫɬɨяɥ ɧɚ ɜɪɚɬɚɬɚ 
ɫɨ ɤɚɦɲɢɤɨ ɜ ɪɚɰɟ ɢ ɧɢɲɬɨ ɠɢɜɨ ɧɟ ɝɨ ɩɪɢɩɭɲɬɚɥ, ɡɚ ɞɚ ɜɥɟɡɢɬ ɜɧɚɬɪɟ . ± “Ⱥɯ ɠɟɧɨ, 
ɡɚ ɨɲɬɨ ɦɟ ɢɡɥɚɝɚ, ɞɚ ɦɭ ɝɪɟɲɚɦ ɧɚ Ȼɨɝɚ, ɡɚ ɜɚɤɚ ɫɟɝɚ яɫ ɢ ɬɢ ɞɚ ɬࣖɪɝɚɦɟ ɦɚɤɚ, ɚɦɢ 
ɫɟɝɚ ɲɬɨ ɤɟ iɚɞɢɦɟ ɡɚ ɞɚ ɠɢɜɟiɦɟ"” ± “Ɉɪɚi, ɤɨɩɚi, ɦɚɠɭ, ɦɭ ɪɟɤɥɚ ɠɟɧɚɬɚ, ɞɚ ɞɚ ɫɟ 
ɪɚɧɢɦɟ, ɨɬɢ ɬɚɤɨɜ ɧɢ ɛɢɥ ɭɦɨɬ, ɬɚɤɚ ɤɟ ɧɢ ɬࣖɪɝɚɬ ɝɥɚɚɬɚ .” ȼɢɞɟ Ⱥɞɚɦ, ɨɬɢ ɞɪɭɝɨ 
ɧɟ ɛɢɞɭɚɬ, ɡɟɞɟ ɦɨɬɢɤɚɬɚ ɞɚ я ɤɨɩɚɬ ɡɟɦɶɚɬɚ . ɋɨ ɩࣖɪɜɨ ɦɚɜɧɭɜɚɧɶɟ ɫɨ ɦɨɬɢɤɚɬɚ 
ɜ ɡɟɦɢ ɢ ɦɭ ɛɥɢɤɧɚɥɨ ɩɨɬ ɨɬ ɫɟɬɚ ɫɧɚɝɚ . ± “Ɉɜ, ɦɨɪɢ ɠɟɧɨ, ɞɚ ɛɢ ɨɬɴ Ƚɨɫɩɨɬ ɫɢ 
ɝɨ ɧɚɲɥɚ ɲɬɨ ɦɟ ɡɟɞɟ ɧɚ ɞɭɲɚ, ɡɚ ɜɚɤɚ ɞɚ ɫɟ ɩɨɬɚɦ,” ɦɭ ɪɟɱɟ Ⱥɞɚɦ . Ɉɬ ɤɨɝɚ ɫɟ 
ɨɬɦɨɪɢɥ ɦɚɥɰɟ, ɫɬɚɧɚɥ ɞɚ ɤɨɩɚ� ɚɪɧɨ ɚɦɚ ɤɚi ɬɢ ɦɨɠɟɥ Ⱥɞɚɦ ɞɚ ɤɨɩɚ" Ɉɫɬɚɢɥ 
ɤɨɩɚɥɰɟɬɨ ɢ ɛɟɲɟ ɧɚɩɪɚɢɥ ɟɞɧɨ ɪɚɥɨ ɡɚ ɞɚ ɨɪɚɬ . Ɂɚɩɧɚɥ ɜɨɥɨiɬɟ ɢ ɬɪࣖɝɧɚɥ ɟɞɧɚ 
ɛɪɚɡɞɚ, ɭɲɬɟ ɟɞɧɚ ɬࣖɪɝɧɚɥ ɢ ɧɚ ɬɪɟɤɶɚɬɚ ɛɪɚɡɞɚ ɦɭ ɫɟ ɜɢɞɟ ɩɨ ɥɟɫɧɨ ɨɪɚɧɶɟɬɨ ɨɬ 
ɤɨɩɚɧɶɟɬɨ . “ɋɨ ɜɨɥɨiɬɟ, ɠɟɧɨ, ɲɬɨ ɬࣖɪɝɚɚɬ ɧɟɩɚɪɚ ɤɟ ɫɟ ɦɚɱɚɦ, ɤɚɤɨ ɫɨ ɤɨɩɚɧɶɟɬɨ, 
ɢ ɫɨ ɨɪɚɧɶɟɜɨ ɤɚɤɨ ɲɬɨ ɝɥɟɞɚɦ, ɤɟ ɫɟ ɪɚɧɢɦɟ, ɬɭɤɭ ɟɥɚ ɬɢ ɬɟɪɚi ɦɢ ɢ ɜɨɥɨiɬɟ яɫ ɞɚ 
ɞࣖɪɠɚɦ ɪɚɥɨɬɨ .” Ʉɨɝɚ ɢ ɞɨɪɟɱɟ ɬɢɟ ɡɛɨɪɨɢ Ⱥɞɚɦ, ɬɭɤɭ ɛɟɲɟ ɢɡɥɟɝɨɥ ɝɶɚɨɥɨ ɩɪɟɞɢ 
ɜɨɥɨiɬɟ ɢ ɛɟɲɟ ɦɭ ɢ ɜɚɬɢɥ: “Ʉɨɝɨ ɫɢ ɩɪɚɲɚɥ ɬɢ, ɛɪɟ Ⱥɞɚɦɟ, ɦɭ ɪɟɤɨɥ ɝɶɚɨɥɨɬ, ɲɬɨ 
ɫɢ ɡɚɩɧɚɥ ɞɚ ɨɪɚɲ"” ± “Ɉɬɢ ɡɟɪ ɬɜɨɟ ɟɬ ɨɜɚ ɦɟɫɬɨ, ɦɭ ɪɟɱɟ Ⱥɞɚɦ ɧɚ ɝɶɚɨɥɨɬ, ɲɬɨ 
ɧɟ ɦɟ ɨɫɬɚɚɲ ɞɚ ɨɪɚɦ"” ± “Ɇɨɟ ɟ я, ɱɢɟ ɟɬ" Ⱥiɞɟ ɛɟɝɚi ɨɬ ɬɭɤɚ,” ɦɭ ɪɟɱɟ ɝɶɚɨɥɨɬ . 
ȼɢɞɟ ɧɟ ɜɢɞɟ Ⱥɞɚɦ, ɫɬɚɧɚ ɨɬ ɬɭɤɚ ɢ ɨɬɢɞɟ ɧɚ ɩɨ ɞɚɥɟɱɧɨ ɦɟɫɬɨ . Ɂɚɩɧɚ ɬɚɦɨ ɨɪɚɥɨɬɨ 
ɢ ɟɬɟ ɝɨ ɝɶɚɨɥɨɬ ɢ ɬɚɦɨ ɛɟɲɟ ɦɭ ɫɟ ɩɪɟɩɪɟɱɢɥ ɩɪɟɬ ɜɨɥɨɢ, ɢ ɨɬ ɬɭɤɚ ɝɨ ɢɫɬɟɪɚ . ɇɚ 
ɬɪɟɬɨ ɦɟɫɬɨ, ± ɢ ɬɚɦɨ ɧɟ ɝɨ ɨɫɬɚɚɲɟ . ± “Ⱥɦɚɧ, ɛɪɟ ɱɨɟɱɟ, ɦɭ ɪɟɤɨɥ Ⱥɞɚɦ, ɡɚ ɨɲɬɨ 
ɧɟ ɦɟ ɨɫɬɚɚɲ ɞɚ ɫɢ ɢɡɨɪɚɦ ɟɞɧɨ ɩɚɪɱɟ ɦɟɫɬɨ, ɡɚ ɢ iaɫ ɞɚ ɠɢɜɟɚɦ"” ± “ɇɟ ɬɟ ɨɫɬɚɚɦ, 
ɨɬɢ яɫ я ɩɨɜɟɥɚɦ ɡɟɦɶɚɜɚ, ɞɚ ɡɚɬɨɚ ɧɟ ɬɟ ɨɫɬɚɚɦ,” ɦɭ ɪɟɱɟ ɝɶɚɨɥɨɬ . ± “Ⱥɦɢ ɱɚɪɟ 
ɡɚ ɠɢɜɟɟɧɶɟɬɨ ɦɨɟ, ɦɭ ɪɟɤɨɥ Ⱥɞɚɦ, ɤɚɤɨ ɤɟ ɩɪɚɚɦ"” ± “Ʉɨɥɚi ɡɚ ɠɢɜɟɟɧɶɟɬɨ ɬɜɨɟ, 
ɦɭ ɪɟɤɨɥ ɝɶɚɨɥɨɬ, яɫ ɱɚɪɟɬɨ ɬɢ ɝɨ ɧɚiɞɭɚɦ ɨɬ ɤɨɚ ɤɟ ɦɢ ɞɚiɲ ɟɞɟɧ ɫɟɧɟɬ ɡɚ ɱɟɥɚɬɬɚ 
ɬɜɨɹ, ɲɬɨ ɤɟ ɬɢ ɫɟ ɪɨɞɚɬ: ɠɢɜɢɬɟ ɬɜɨi ɞɚ ɛɢɞɚɬ, ɚ ɭɦɪɟɧɢɬɟ ɦɨi .” Ⱦɭɦɚɥɟ, ɲɟɫɬɚɥɟ 
ɫɨ ɠɟɧɚɬɚ ɫɢ ɢ ɫɟ ɫɤɥɨɧɢɥɟ, ɬɚ ɦɭ ɞɚɥ Ⱥɞɚɦ ɟɞɟɧ ɫɟɧɟɬ ɨɬ ɪɚɤɚɬɚ, ɩɢɲɚɧ ɧɚ ɟɞɧɚ 
ɩɥɨɱɚ ɫɨ ɤࣖɪɜ ɨɬ ɫɧɚɝɚɬɚ ɨɞ Ⱥɞɚɦɚ . Iɚ ɡɟɥ ɩɥɨɱɚɬɚ ɝɶɚɨɥɨɬ ɢ я ɤɥɚɥ ɞɨɥɭ ɩɨɬ ɤɚɡɚɧɨ 
ɜɨ ɩɟɤɨɥɨ . ɋɬɨяɥɚ ɬɚɦɨ ɢ ɫɢɬɟ ɥɭɝɟ, ɲɬɨ ɭɦɢɪɚɚ, ɫɢɬɟ ɜɨ ɤɚɡɚɧɨ ɨɬ ɜɟɱɧɚɬɚ ɦɚɤɚ 
ɨɞɟɚ, ɞɚ ɞɭɪɢ ɨɬɢɲɨɥ Ɋɢɫɬɨɫ ɜɨ ɜɟɱɧɚɬɚ ɦɚɤɚ ɢ я ɨɤࣖɪɲɢɥ ɩɥɨɱɚɬɚ, ɲɬɨ ɛɟɲɟ я 
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ɞɚɥ Ⱥɞɚɦ ɧɚɦɟɫɬɨ ɫɟɧɟɬ . ȿɬɟ ɬɚɤɚ ɛɟɲɟ ɝɨ ɨɫɬɚɢɥ ɝɶɚɨɥɨɬ Ⱥɞɚɦɚ ɞɚ ɨɪɚɬ ɢ ɞɚ ɫɟ 
ɪɚɧɢɬ, ɨɬ ɤɨɚ ɝɨ ɢɫɬɟɪɚɥ Ƚɨɫɩɨɬ ɨɬ ɪɚiɨɬ . 469

:hen God Expelled Adam from 3aradise

:hen 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" 1ow you 
and I are condemned to suffer . :hat 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 . :ith the ¿rst stroke of his hoe, sweat poured from his body . 
“O wife, is it God¶s will coming from you to my soul, that I 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 ¿fteenth�six�
teenth�century 5ussian redaction of The Life of Adam and Eve (“Ѡ ɢɫɩɨɜ״ɞɚɧɿɢ Eɜɝɢɧ״ ɢ 
ѡ ɜɴɫɩɪɨ�ɫ� ɜɧɨɭɱ׸�ɬ� ɟɚ ɢ ѡ ɛɨɥ״ɡɧɢ Aɞɚɦɨɜ״”) from the 5umiantsov Miscellany (MS 
ʋ 358):

ɂ ɧɚɱɚ Ⱥɞɚɦɴ ɡɟɦɥɸ ɞ࣎ɥɚɬɢ, ɢ ɩɪɢ(ɞ) ɞɶɚɜɨɥɴ ɢ ɫɬɚ ɩɪɟɞɴ ɧɢɦɴ ɝɥɚɝɨɥ࣒: ɦɨɚ ɟ(ɫ) ɡɟɦɥ࣒, 
ɚ ɛɢ҃ɚ ɫɨɭ(ɬ) ɧɟɛɟɫɚ ɢ ɪɚɢ� ɚɳɟ(ɥ) ɯɨɳɟɲɢ ɦɨɢ ɛɵɬɢ, ɬɨ ɞ࣎ɥɚɢ ɡɟɦɥɸ� ɚɳɟɥɢ ɯɨɳɟɲɢ Ȼɢ҃ɢ 
ɛɵɬɢ, ɬɨ ɢɞɢ ɜ ɪɚɢ . ± Ⱥɞɚɦɴ ɪɟɱɟ: ɛɨɠʀɚ ɫɨɭ(ɬ) ɧɟɛɟɫɚ ɢ ɡɟɦɥ࣒ ɢ ɤɨɧɟɰɶ ɟ࣒ ɜɫɟɥɟɧɧɵɚ . ± 
Ɂɚɩɢɲɢ ɦɢ ɪɨɭɤɨɩɢɫɚɧʀɟ, ± ɞɶaɜɨɥɴ ɪɟɱɟ, ± ɬɨɝɞɚ ɢ ɡɟɦɥɸ ɞɚɦɴ ɬɢ ɞ࣎ɥɚɬɢ >«@, ɬɨɝ(ɞ)ɚ ɦɨɢ 
ɛɨɭ(ɞ)ɲɢ . ± Ⱥɞɚɦɴ ɪɟɱɟ: ɱɶя ɟ(ɫ) ɡɟɦɥ࣒, ɬɨɝɨ ɢ ɚɡɴ ɢ ɱ࣒(ɞ) ɦɨɚ, ± ѡɛɪɚɞɨɜɚɫ࣒ ɞɶɚɜɨɥɴ ɢ 
ɪɟɱɟ: ɬɨ ɦɢ ɢ ɡɚɩɢɲɢ ɟ(ɠ) ɢɡɪ࣎ɤɴ . ɂ ɜɡ࣒(ɬ) ɩɥɟɱ࣒ ɢ ɡɚɩɢɫɚ ɪɨɭɤɨɩɢɫɚɧʀɟ ɫɜɨɟ, ɢ ɫɢɟ ɪɟɤɶ: 
ɱɶя ɟ(ɫ) ɡɟɦɥ࣒, ɬɨɝɨ ɢ ɚɡɴ ɢ ɱɚ(ɞ) ɦɨɚ . Ⱦɶɹɜɨɥɴ(ɠ) ɜɡɟɦɴ ɪɭɤɨɩɢɫɚɧʀɟ Ⱥɞɚɦɥɟ ɢ ɞɟɪɠɚɲɟ 
ɟɝɨ. (Pypin, Lozhnyia i otrechennyia kniJi 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, “:hoever owns the Earth, owns me and my offspring too .” The 
Devil reMoiced and said: “:rite down ^with your own hand` what you Must said�” And he took 
a slab and wrote his writ, and it stated: “:hoever 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 
9ariant A of the Cheirograph legend in Stone¶s classi¿cation, see Adam¶s Contract with Satan, 
27±33), the present 5ussian 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 9ariant 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 . “:ith 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 
¿nished 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 . “:hat shall I do and by what means shall I sustain 
myself"” said Adam . “I will ¿nd 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 ¿nally 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 �

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 (“ɩɪɢɤɚɡɤɚ”) by the local shoemaker Filip G . 
<anev . It was published for the ¿rst time in So¿a in SbN8 7 (1892), 167±169 (text ʋ 1) . 
The tale was published again, but in an adapted version, by Ivanov in 1925 in his Books 
and leJends of the BoJomils, 351±54 (Text ʋ 14) .) The present publication follows the 
idiosyncratic orthography of the Tsepenkov edition of the original Bulgarian text .

Ⱥɞɚɦɴ ɢ ȿɜɚ ɢɫɩ׼ɞɟɧɢ ɨɬɴ Ɋɚɣ

Ɉɬ ɤɨɚ ɦɭ ɝɪɟɲɢɿɚ ɧɚ Ȼɨɝɚ Ⱥɞɚɦ ɢ ȿɜɚ, ɢ ɢɫɬɟɪɚɥ ɨɬ ɪɚɿɨ ɧɚɞɜɨɪ (ɧɚɜɴɧɴ) . ɉɪɨɲɟɬɚɚ 
ɨɤɭɥɭ ɪɚɿɨ ɧɟɤɨɿ ɫɚɚɬ ɢ ɛɢɞɟɿɤɢ ɛɢɥɨ ɩɪɢɤɜɟɱɟɪ, ɫɟ ɫɬɟɦɧɢɥɨ . ɋɟɞɧɚɥɟ ɞɨ ɟɞɧɨ ɞɪࣖɜɨ 
ɢ, ɭɩɥɚɲɟɧɢ ɨɬ ɬɟɦɧɢɰɚɬɚ, ɫɟ ɩɭɥɟɥɟ ɢ ɧɚɡɚɬ, ɢ ɧɚɩɪɟɬ, ɢ ɧɚɞɟɫɧɨ, ɢ ɧɚɥɟɜɨ, ɨɬ ɫɬɪɚɨɬ 
ɧɚ ɬɟɦɧɢɰɚɬɚ . “Ⱥɯ ȿɜɨ, ȿɜɨ, ѥ ɜɟɥɟɥ Ⱥɞɚɦ, ɡɚɨɲɬɨ ɦɟ ɢɡɥɚɝɚ ɞɚ ɤɚɫɧɚɦ ɨɬ ɞࣖɪɜɨɬɨ 
ɢ ɞɚ ɦɭ ɝɪɟɲɚɦ ɧɚ Ȼɨɝɚ" ɂ ɞɚ ɫɭɦ ɢɫɬɟɪɚɧ ɨɬ ɫɜɟɬɥɢɿɨ ɪɚɿ" ɬɚ ɞɚ ɫɟɞɚɦ ɜɨ ɨɜɚɚ 
ɬɟɦɧɢɰɚ ɫɨ ɫɬɪɚɜ ɢ ɬɪɟɩɟɬ, ɛɟɡ ɞɚ ɢɦɚɦ ɧɟɤɨɿ ɩɪɢ ɦɟɧɟ� ɥɟɥɟ ɿɚɫ ɫɢɪɨɦɚɜ, ɞɚɥɢ ɤɟ 
ɢɦɚɦ ɢɡɛɚɜɢɲɬɟ ɨɬ ɨɜɚ ɫɬɪɚɲɢɥɨ, ɲɬɨ ɦɟ ɧɚɤɥɚɩɭɲɢɥɨ ɫɟɝɚ"” ȿɜɚ ɫɚɦɨ ɫɥɭɲɚɥɚ ɢ 
ɨɜɤɚɥɚ ɢ ɩࣖɪɫɬɢɬɟ ɨɬ ɪɚɰɟɬɟ ɫɢ ɢ ɤࣖɪɲɟɥɚ, ɚ ɩɚɤ Ⱥɞɚɦ ɩɥɚɱɟɿɤɢ ɢ ɨɜɤɚɿɤɢ ɫɟ ɬɭɬɤɚɥ 
ɜɨ ȿɜɚ, ɢ ɨɬ ɫɬɪɚɜ ɧɚ ɬɟɦɧɢɰɚɬɚ ɫɢ ɢ ɩɨɤɪɢɜɚɥ ɨɱɢɬɟ ɫɨ ɪɚɰɟɬɟ .
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ɋɟɬɨ ɬɨɚ ɝɶɚɨɥɨɬ ɛɟɲɟ ɝɨ ɫɥɭɲɚɥ ɢ ɧɟɦɭ ɫɟ ɤɚɡɚɥ ɧɚ Ⱥɞɚɦɚ ɢ ȿɜɚ, ɞɭɪɢ ɩɪɢɛɥɢɠɚɥɨ 
ɡɨɪɚ ɞɚ ɩɭɤɧɢɬ . “O, o, ɞɨɛɪɨ ɭɬɪɨ, Ⱥɞɚɦɟ, ɢ ɬɢ ȿɜɨ, ɦɭ ɪɟɤɨɥ, ɲɬɨ ɧɟɲɬɨ ɫɬɟ ɫɟ 
ɭɩɥɚɲɢɥɟ ɢ ɫɬɟ ɫɟ ɫɬɭɬɤɚɥɟ" Ⱦɚɥɢ ɢ ɜɚɦ Ƚɨɫɩɨɬ ɜɟ ɢɫɬɟɪɚɥ, ɤɚɤɨ ɲɬɨ ɦɟ ɢɫɬɟɪɚ ɦɟɧɟ"”

“ȿ, ɟ, ɦɨɪɟ ɝɶɚɨɥɟ, ɦɭ ɪɟɤɥɚ ȿɜɚ, ɧɟɦɚɬ ɤɚɛɚɟɬ Ƚɨɫɩɨɬ ɲɬɨ ɧɟ ɢɫɬɟɪɚ, ɬɭɤɭ ɬɢ ɦɢ 
ɢɦɚɲ ɤɚɛɚɟɬ ɲɬɨ ɧɟ ɢɡɥɚɝɚ ɞɚ ɤɚɫɧɢɦɟ ɨɬ ɞࣖɪɜɨɬɨ . ɂ ɧɚ ɦɟɫɬɨ ɞɚ ɧɢ ɫɟ ɨɬɜɨɪɚɬ 
ɨɱɢɬɟ, ɟɜɟ ɧɢ ɫɟ ɡɚɬɜɨɪɢɚ, ɨɬ ɨɜɚɚ ɥɨɲɚ ɢ ɫɬɪɚɲɧɚ ɬɟɦɧɢɰɚ, ɲɬɨ ɧɟ ɧɚɤɥɚɩɭɲɢɥɚ” . 
“ɇɟ ɛɨɿɬɟ ɫɟ, ȿɜɨ, ɧɟ ɛɨɿɬɟ ɫɟ, ѥ ɪɟɤɨɥ ɝɶɚɨɥɨɬ, ɢ ɧɟ ɫɬɪɚɲɟɬɟ ɫɟ ɨɬ ɬɟɦɧɿɰɚɬɚ, ɨɬɢ ɿɚɫ 
ɫɭɦ ɰɚɪ ɧɚ ɧɟя� ɫɟɝɚ ɛࣖɪɝɨ ɤɟ ɨɞɚɦ ɢ ɤɟ ɜɢ ɞɨɧɟɫɚɦ ɫɜɟɬɥɢɧɚ� ɧɟɦɚɿɬɟ ɝɚɿɥɟ, ɥɟɥɢ ɜɟ 
ɞɨɧɟɫɟ ɤࣖɫɦɟɬɨɬ ɩɨɞ ɦɨяɬɚ ɪɚɤɚ, ɫɚɦɨ ɚɤɨ ɦɟ ɫɥɭɲɚɬɟ ɦɟɧɟ ɲɬɨ ɤɟ ɜɢ ɜɟɥɚɦ, ɰɚɪɟɢ 
ɤɟ ɛɢɞɢɬɟ ɧɚ ɡɟɦɶɚɜɚ� ɲɬɨ ɫɚɤɚɬɟ, ɤɟ ɫɢ ɩɪɚɢɬɟ” . “Ɉɜ ɦɨɪɟ ɝɶɚɨɥɟ, ɨɜ ɦɨɪɟ ɛɪɚɬɟ, 
ɦɭ ɪɟɤɨɥ Ⱥɞɚɦ, ɚɤɨ ɧɢ ɫɟ ɧɚɿɞɢɲ ɧɚ ɨɜɨɿ ɫɚɚɬ ɢ ɞɚ ɧɢ ɞɨɧɟɫɢɲ ɛɟɥɨ ɜɢɞɟɥɨ, ɧɟɦɚ 
ɧɢɤɨɿ ɩɚɬ ɞɚ ɬɟ ɡɚɛɨɪɚɢɦɟ” . “ɉɟɤɢ, Ⱥɞɚɦɟ, ɦɭ ɪɟɤɨɥ ɝɶɚɨɥɨɬ, ɩɨɬɪɚɿɬɟ ɫɨ ȿɜɚ ɦɚɥɰɟ, 
ɞɭɪɢ ɞɚ ɩɨɿɞɚɦ ɡɚ ɞɚ ɜɢ ɞɨɧɟɫɚɦ ɛɟɥɨ ɜɢɞɟɥɨ, ɚɦɚ ɝɥɟɞɚɿ ɜɚɦɨ, Ⱥɞɚɦɟ, ɧɟɦɨɿ ɧɟɲɬɨ 
ɩɢɲɦɚɧ ɩɨɫɥɟ ɞɚ ɫɟ ɫɬɨɪɢɲ ɢ ɞɚ ɫɟ ɨɬɤɚɠɢɲ ɨɬ ɦɟɧɟ” . “ɍ, ɭ, ɛɪɚɬɟ ɝɶɚɨɥɟ, ɡɛɨɪ ɟ ɬɨɚ 
ɞɚ ɫɟ ɨɬɤɚɠɚɦ ɨɬ ɬɟɛɟ" ɇɢ ɜɨ ɜɶɟɤɢ ɧɟɦɚ ɞɚ ɫɟ ɨɬɤɚɠɚɦ� ɜɚɤɚ ɞɚ ɦɟ ɡɧɚɟɲ ɬɢ ɦɟɧɟ� 
ɩɨɞɚɿ ɦɚɥɢɨ ɩࣖɪɫ ɡɚ ɞɚ ɫɟ ɡɚɨɪɬɚɱɢɦɟ”, ɦɭ ɪɟɤɨɥ Ⱥɞɚɦ . “Ɇɨɲɧɟ ɚɪɧɨ, Ⱥɞɚɦɟ, ɦɭ 
ɪɟɤɨɞ ɝɶɚɨɥɨɬ, ɥɟɥɢ ɜɟɥɢɲ ɬɚɤɚ, ɚɿ ɭɞɪɢ ɫɢ ɩࣖɪɫɬɨɬ ɧɚ ɩɥɨɱɚɜɚ ɲɬɨ ɟ ɩɪɟɞ ɦɟɧɟ, ɡɚ 
ɞɚ ɧɢ ɟ ɫɚɥɚɦ ɪɚɛɨɬɚɬɚ ɢ ɡɛɨɪɨɬ, ɡɚ ɨɬ ɫɟɝɚ ɜɚɦɨ ɤɟ ɛɢɞɢɦɟ ɛɪɚɤɶɚ ɢ ɱɟɥɚɬ ɬɜɨɿ ɲɬɨ 
ɤɟ ɬɢ ɫɟ ɪɨɞɚɬ, ɠɢɜɢɬɟ ɞɚ ɛɢɞɚɬ ɬɜɨɿ, ɭɦɪɟɧɢɬɟ ɦɨɿ” .

ɋɟ ɫɜࣖɪɬɟ Ⱥɞɚɦ ɨɬ ɤɚɿ ȿɜɚ ɢ ѥ ɪɟɱɟ: “ȿ ȿɜɨ, ɲɬɨ ɜɟɥɢɲ ɧɚ ɨɜɚ ɡɝɨɪɚ" Ⱦɚɥɢ ɞɚ 
ɭɞɪɚɦ ɩࣖɪɫɬɨɬ ɧɚ ɩɥɨɱɚɜɚ, ɡɚ ɞɚ ɛɢɞɢɦɟ ɨɪɬɚɰɢ ɧɚ ɱɟɥɚɬɬɚ ɫɨ ɝɶɚɨɥɨɬ" ȿɬɟ ɬɨɿ ɜɟɥɢ: 
ɠɢɜɢɬɟ ɤɟ ɛɢɞɚɬ ɧɚɲɢ, ɚ ɭɦɪɟɧɢɬɟ ɞɚ ɫɟɬ ɧɟɝɨɢ” .

“ȿ, ɥɟɥɢ ɠɢɜɢɬɟ ɤɟ ɛɢɞɚɬ ɧɚɲɢ, ɦɭ ɪɟɤɥɚ ȿɜɚ, ɭɦɪɟɧɢɬɟ ɧɟɤɚ ɫɟ ɧeɝɨɢ, ɫɚɦɨ 
ɜɢɞeɥɢɧɚ ɧɟɤɚ ɧɢ ɞɨɧɟɫɢ, ɞɚ ɭɞɪɢ ɦɭ ɩࣖɪɫɬɨ ɢ ɢɱ ɧɟ ɛɨɿ ɫɟ .”

Ɉɬ ɤɨɝɚ ɱɭ Ⱥɞɚɦ ɨɬ ɠɟɧɚɬɚ ɫɢ ȿɜɚ ɬɨɿ ɡɛɨɪ, ɫɤɥɨɧɢ ɞɚ ɫɢ ɭɞɪɢ ɩࣖɪɫɬɨ ɧɚ ɩɥɨɱɚɬɚ, 
ɲɬɨ ɦɭ я ɩɨɤɚɠɚ ɝɶɚɨɥɨɬ .

“ȿ ɚɿ ɤɚɠɢ ɦɢ, ɛɪɟ ɝɶɚɨɥɟ, ɦɭ ɪɟɤɨɥ Ⱥɞɚɦ ɧɚ ɝɶɚɨɥɨɬ, ɤɚɤɨ ɞɚ ɝɨ ɭɞɪɚɦ ɩࣖɪɫɬɨ ɧɚ 
ɩɥɨɱɚɬɚ"”

My я ɜɚɬɢɥ ɝɶɚɨɥɨɬ ɪɚɤɚɬɚ ɞɟɫɧɚ ɧɚ Ⱥɞɚɦɚ ɢ ɦɭ ɝɨ ɧɚɞɪɚɫɤɚɥ ɫɨ ɧɨɤɬɨɬ ɩࣖɪɫɬɨɬ, 
ɬɚ ɝɨ ɪɚɫɤࣖɪɜɚɜɢɥ ɢ ɩɢɫɚɥ ɫɨ ɤࣖɪɜɬɚ ɫɟɧɟɬ (ɡɚɩɢɫɴ) ɡɚ ɭɦɪɟɧɢɬɟ ɞɚ ɛɢɞɚɬ ɨɬ ɝɶɚɨɥɨ, ɚ 
ɠɢɜɢɬɟ ɨɬ Ⱥɞɚɦɚ . ɇɚ ɱɚɫɨɬ я ɝɪɚɛɧɚɥ ɩɥɨɱɚɬɚ ɝɶɚɨɥɨɬ ɢ ɥɟɬɧɚɥ ɫɨ ɧɟɚ, ɬɚ я ɨɞɧɟɫɨɥ 
ɜɨ ɪɟɤɚɬɚ ȿɨɪɞɚɧ, ɜɨ ɧɚɿ�ɞɥɚɛɨɤɨɬɨ ɦɟɫɬɨ ɢ, ɞɭɪɢ ɫɟ ɜɪɚɬɢɥ ɨɬ ȿɨɪɞɚɧɚ, ɫɟ ɪɚɡɞɟɧɢ .

ȿɞɧɨ ɞɨɲɨɥ ɩɪɟɞ Ⱥɞɚɦɚ ɢ ȿɜɚ ɝɶɚɨɥɨɬ, ɢ ɦɭ ɪɟɤɚɥ: “ȿ Ⱥɞɚɦɟ, ɢ ɬɢ ȿɜɨ, ɜɢɞɨɜɬɟ, 
ɨɬɢ ɜɢ я ɞɨɧɟɫɨɜ ɜɢɞɟɥɢɧɚɬɚ" Ai ɫɟɝɚ ɫɬɚɧɟɬɟ ɞɚ ɜɟ ɧɚɭɱɚɦ ɞɚ ɫɢ ɧɚɩɪɚɢɬɟ ɤɭɤɶɚ .470

470 This fragment from the nineteenth�century Bulgarian folk tale of Adam¶s writ parallels the 
following excerpt from the ¿fteenth�sixteenth�century 5ussian redaction of the Life of Adam 
and Eve (“Ѡ ɢɫɩɨɜ״ɞɚɧɿɢ Eɜɝɢɧ״ ɢ ѡ ɜɴɫɩɪɨ�ɫ� ɜɧɨɭɱ׸�ɬ� ɟɚ ɢ ѡ ɛɨɥ״ɡɧɢ Aɞɚɦɨɜ״”) from 
the 5umiantsov Miscellany (MS ʋ 358):

Ⱥ ɢɧɞɟ ɩɢɫɚɧɨ ɜɨ ɫɬ(ɫ)ɦɴ ɩɢɫɚɧɶɢ, Ⱥɞɚɦɴ ɛ࣒ɲɟ ɜ ɪɚɸ ɫɥɚɜ࣒ Ȼɨɝɚ ɫɨ ɚɪɯɚɧɝɟɥɵ ɢ 
ɚɧɝɟɥɵ ɜɨ ɫɜ࣎(ɬ) ɧɟ ɦɟɪɱɚɸɳɢ(ɦ)� ɢɡɝɨɧɢɦɨɭ(ɠ) ɟɦɭ ɛɵɜɲɸ ɢɡ ɪɚя ɡɚ ɩɪɟɫɬɭɩɥɟɧʀɟ 
ɟૃɝɨ, ɢ ɧɟ ɜ࣎ɞɚɲɚ ɬɨɝɨ Ⱥɞɚɦɴ, ɟ(ɠ) ɧɨɳɶ ɢ ɞɟɧɶ ɩɪɟ(ɠ) ɟɝɨ Ȼɨɝɨɦɴ ɫɨɬɜɨɪɟɧɚ ɛɵ(ɫ), ɢ 
ɫ࣎ɞɟ ɩɪ࣒ɦɨ ɪɚɸ ɢ ɩɥɚɤɚɲɟɫɹ ɩɨ ɪɚɢɫɤɨ(ɦ) ɠɢ(ɬ)ɢ . ɂ ɩɪɢ(ɞ) ɧɨɳɶ ɢ ɛɵ(ɫ) ɬʼɦɚ ɢ ɜɴɫɤɪɢɱɚ 
Ⱥɞɚɦɴ ɝɥɚɝɨɥ࣒: ɝɨɪɟ ɦɧɟ, ɩɪɟɫɬɨɭɩɢɜɲɨɦɭ ɛɨɠɢɸ ɡɚɩɨɜ࣎ɞɶ, ɢɡɝɧɚɧɭ ɢɡɴ ɫɜ࣎ɬɥɚɝɨ 
ɪɚɢɫɤɚɝɨ ɠɢɬɶɚ, ɩɪɟɫɜ࣎ɬɥɚɝɨ ɧɟɦɟɪʼɱɚɸɳɚɝɨ ɫɜ࣎ɬɚ . Ѡ ɫɜ࣎(ɬ) ɦɨɢ ɩɪɟɫɜ࣎ɬɥɵɢ ± ɩɥɚɱɚɫ࣒ 
ɢ ɪɵɞɚ࣒ ɝɥɚɝɨɥɚɲɟ, ± ɨɭɠɟ ɧɟ ɨɭɡɪɸ ɫɢяɧʀɚ ɬɜɨɟɝɨ ɢ ɧɟ ɦɟɪɱɚɸɳɚɝɨ ɫɜ࣎(ɬ) ɧɢ ɤɪɚɫɨɬɵ 
ɪɚɢɫɤʀɚ ɧɢ ɜɢɠɸ� Ƚ(ɫ)ɢ, ɩɨɦɢɥɨɭɢ ɦ࣒ ɩɚ(ɞ)ɲɚɝɨ(ɫ) . ɉɪɢɞɟ ɠɟ ɤ ɧɟɦɨɭ ɞʀɚɜɨ(ɥ) ɢ ɝɥɚɝɨɥɚ 
ɟɦɨɭ: ɱɬ҃ɨ ɫ࣒ ɫɬɨɧɟɲɢ ɢ ɪɵɞɚɟɲɢ" Ⱥɞɚɦɶ(ɠ) ɪɟɱɟ: ɫɜ࣎(ɬ) ɪɚ(ɞ) ɩɪɟɫɜ࣎ɬɥɚɝɨ ɫɨɤɪɵɜɲɚɝɨɫ࣒ 
ɦɟɧɟ ɪɚ(ɞɢ) . ± Ⱦʀɚɜɨ(ɥ) ɪɟɱɟ ɟɦɨɭ: ɚɡɴ ɬɢ ɞɚɦɴ ɫɜ࣎ɬɴ, ɡɚɩɢɲɢ(ɫ) ɦɢ ɪɭɤɨɩɢɫɚɧʀɟ(ɦ) ɢ 
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ɋɬɚɧɚ Ⱥɞɚɦ ɢ ȿɜɚ ɢ ɬࣖɪɝɧɚɚ ɞɚ ɨɞɚɬ ɩɨ ɝɶɚɨɥɚ, ɞɚ ɢ ɭɱɢ ɞɚ ɫɢ ɧɚɩɪɚɬ ɤɭɤɶɚ . ɂ ɜɨɞɢɥ 
ɩɨ ɫɟɛɟ ɢ ɭɱɢɥ ɝɶɚɨɥɲɬɢɧɶɟ� ɛɥɢɡɭ ɩɪɢɤɜɟɱɟɪ ɢ ɧɚɬɟɪɚɥ ɞɚ ɫɨɛɟɪɚɬ ɫɭɢ ɞࣖɪɜɶɚ ɢ ɞɚ 
ɧɚɩɪɚɚɬ ɟɞɧɚ ɤɨɥɢɛɚ . “Ʉɥɚɿ ɝɨ ɨɜɚ ɞࣖɪɜɨ, Ⱥɞɚɦɟ, ɦɭ ɪɟɤɚɥ ɝɶɚɨɥɨɬ, ɫɨ ɱɚɩɨɪɟɲɤɚɜɚ 
ɨɬ ɞɟɫɧɨ� ɤɥɚɿ ɝɨ ɞɪɭɝɨɜɨ ɨɬ ɥɟɜɨ ɧɚ ɟɞɟɧ ɱɟɤɨɪ, ɧɚ ɲɢɪɨɤɨ, ɫɬɚɜɢ ɿ ɞɜɚɬɚ ɤɪɚɿɚ ɝɨɪɟ� 
ɤɥɚɿ ɟɞɧɨ ɨɡɝɨɪɚ ɿ ɤɥɚɿ ɢ ɞɪɭɡɢ ɨɬ ɫɬɪɚɧɢɬɟ� ɚ ɫɟɝɚ ɧɚɛɟɪɢ ɬɪɟɜɚ ɧɚɜࣖɪɥɚɿ ɧɚ ɞࣖɪɜɚɬɚ 
ɢ ɜɥɟɡɟɬɟ ɫɢ ɫɨ ȿɜɚ ɜ ɧɚɬɪɟ ɞɚ ɫɢ ɫɩɢɟɬɟ ɢ ɢɱ ɧɟ ɛɨɿɬɟ ɫɟ ɞɭɪɢ ɫɭɦ ɠɢɜ яɫ .”

Ɂɟɞɟ Ⱥɞɚɦ ɟɞɟɧ ɨɫɬࣖɪ ɤɚɦɟɧ, ɤɚɤɨ ɲɬɨ ɝɨ ɭɱɟɲɟ ɝɶɚɨɥɨɬ, ɡɚɪɚɦɧɢ ɦɟɫɬɨɬɨ, ɤɚɿ 
ɲɬɨ ɤɟ ɩɪɚɟɲɟ ɤɨɥɢɛɚɬɚ, ɢ я ɧɚɩɪɚɿ ɤɚɤɨ ɲɬɨ ɝɨ ɭɱɟɲɟ ɝɶɚɨɥɨɬ, ɢ ɫɢ ɜɥɟɝɨɥ ɫɨ ȿɜɚ 
ɞɚ ɫɢ ɫɟɞɢ .

Ɉɬ ɬɨɿ ɞɟɧ ɜɟɤɟ Ⱥɞɚɦ ɫɟ ɫɨ ɝɶɚɨɥɨɬ ɫɢ ɠɢɜɟɟɥ ɢ ɝɨ ɫɥɭɲɚɥ ɫɟ ɲɬɨ ɦɭ ɜɟɥɟɥ� 
ɩɨɤɪɚɿ Ⱥɞɚɦɚ ɢ ȿɜɚ ɫɨ ɫɟ ɱɟɥɚɬɬɚ ɦɭ ɝɨ ɫɥɭɲɚɥɟ ɢ ɧɟɝɨɢ ɛɢɥɟ, ɩɪɢ ɫɟ ɲɬɨ ɛɟɲɟ ɫɢ 
ɞɚɥ Ⱥɞɚɦ ɢɦɡɚ ɡɚ ɨɬ ɤɨɚ ɤɟ ɭɦɪɚɬ ɞɟɰɚɬɚ ɨɬ Ⱥɞɚɦɚ ɞɚ ɛɢɞɚɬ ɧɟɝɨɢ . Ɉɬ ɤɨɝɚ ɭɦɪɟɥ, 
Ⱥɞɚɦ, ɫɢ ɜɥɟɝɨɥ ɜɨ ɜɟɱɧɚɬɚ ɦɚɤɚ, ɩɪɢ ɝɶɚɨɥɨ ɢ ɫɟɞɟɥ ɬɚɦɨ, ɞɭɪɢ ɞɨɲɨɥ ɏɪɢɫɬɨɫ ɧɚ 
ɡɟɦɶɚɜɚ ɢ ɫɟ ɤࣖɪɫɬɢɥ ɜɨ ɪ . ȿɨɪɞɚɧ ɨɬ ɂɨɚɧɚ� ɤɚɿ ɲɬɨ ɡɚɫɬɚɧɚɥ ɏɪɢɫɬɨɫ ɜɨ ȿɨɪɞɚɧ 
ɛɢɥɚ ɩɥɨɱɚɬɚ ɫɨ ɢɦɡɚɬɚ ɨɬ Ⱥɞɚɦɚ, ɲɬɨ ɦɭ я ɡɟɥ ɝɶɚɨɥɨɬ . Co ɤࣖɪɲɬɟɧɶɟɬɨ ɏɪɢɫɬɨɜɨ 
ɫɟ ɫɤɢɧɚɥ ɫɟɧɟɬɨ ɨɬ Ⱥɞɚɦɚ ɢ ɤɨɝɚ ɜɥɟɝɨɥ ɏɪɢɫɬɨɫ ɜɨ ɜɟɱɧɚɬɚ ɦɚɤɚ, ɝɨ ɢɡɜɚɢɥ Ⱥɞɚɦɚ 
ɢ ɫɢɬɟ ɦɭ ɫɢɧɨɿ� ɫɚɦɨ ɟɞɟɧ ɨɫɬɚɢɥ ɏɪɢɫɬɨɫ ɜɨ ɜɟɱɧɚɬɚ ɦɚɤɚ . Ɉɬ ɫɬɪɚɨɬ ɧɚ ɏɪɢɫɬɚ 
ɫɢɬɟ ɝɶɚɨɥɢ ɛɟɚ ɢɡɛɟɝɚɥɟ ɨɬ ɜɟɱɧɚɬɚ ɦɚɤɚ . Ɉɫɬɚɧɚɬɢɨ ɱɨɟɤ ɜɨ ɜɟɱɧɚ471, ɤɨɝɚ ɫɟ ɜɢɞɟɥ 
ɫɚɦ, ɫɚɤɚɥ ɞɚ ɢɡɥɟɡɢ ɨɬ ɜɟɱɧɚ, ɚɦɚ ɧɟɦɨɠɟɥ� ɢɡɦɢɫɥɢɥ ɟɞɟɧ ɦɚɪɢɜɟɬ: ɡɟɥ ɤɨɧɨɩ ɢ 

ɪѡɞɴ ɫɜɨɣ ɢ ɱ࣒(ɞ) . Ⱥɞɚɦɴ ɠɟ ɫɜ࣎ɬɚ ɪɚɞɢ ɞɚɫɬɶ ɟɦɨɭ ɪɨɭɤɨɩɢɫɚɧʀɟ, ɢ ɧɚɩɢɫɚ ɬɚɤɨ: ɱɢɢ ɟ(ɫ) 
ɫɜ࣎(ɬ), ɬɨɝɨ ɚɡɴ ɢ ɱ࣒ɞɚ ɦɨɢ, ± ɢ ɩɪɢɞɟ ɞɟɧɶ ɢ ɫɜ࣎ɬɴ ɜɨɫʀ࣒ ɩo ɜɫɟɣ ɜɫɟɥɟɧɧɟɣ� ɞɶɚɜɨɥɴ ɠɟ 
ɜɡɟɦɴ ɪɨɭɤɨɩɢɫɚɧʀɟ ɚɞɚɦɥɟ, ɫɨɤɪɵ ɢ (ɜɴ ʀɨɪɞɚ(ɧ) ɩѡ(ɞ) ɤɚɦɟɧɟ(ɦ), ɝɞɟ ɏɪɢɫɬɨ(ɫ) ɤɪ(ɫ)�
ɬɥɫ࣒) . (4uoted from Pypin, Lozhnyia i otrechennyia kniJi russkoi stariny� 2� incidentally, Pypin 
points out that the last sentence of this paragraph was crossed out by the scribe) .

<et it was also written somewhere else in the Scriptures that Adam glori¿ed 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: “:oe is me� Because I 
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, “:hy 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: “:hoever 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 -ordan 
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 9ariant B of the Cheirograph legend (ibid. 33±8) . See also the discussion above 
(� �.�.2. Adam¶s writ) .

471 According to M . Tsepenkov¶s notes, the storyteller was not sure whether it was Moses or 
EliMah but was more inclined to believe that it was Moses:

ɉɪɢɤɚɡɜɚɱɴɬɴ ɧɚ ɡɞɪɚɜɨ ɧɟ ɦɨɠɟɲɟ ɞɚ ɦɢ ɤɚɠɟ, ɤɨɣ ɛɢɥɴ ɱɨɜ࣎ɤɴɬɴ, ɤɨɝɨɬɨ ɨɫɬɚɜɢɥɴ 
ɏɪɢɫɬɨɫɴ ɜɴ ɜ࣎ɱɧɚɬɚ ɦࣖɤɚ: “ɧɟ ɡɧɚѭ, Ɇɚɪɤɨ, ɦɢ ɤɚɡɚ, ɧɚ ɡɞɪɚɜɨ, ɤɨɣ ɟ ɨɫɬɚɜɟɧɴ ɜɴ 
ɜ࣎ɱɧɚɬɚ ɦࣖɤɚ, ɞɚɥɢ Ɇɨɣɫɟɚ, ɞɚɥɢ ɂɥɢɚ, ɚɦɚ ɬɪ࣎ɛɚ ɞɚ ɛ࣎ɲɟ Ɇɨɣɫɟɚ” . Ⱥɡɴ ɨɬɴ ɞɪɭɝɢ ɯɨɪɚ 
ɫɴɦɴ ɫɥɭɲɚɥɴ, ɱɟ ɟ ɛɢɥɴ ɨɫɬɚɜɟɧɴ ɟɞɢɧɴ, ɤɨɣɬɨ ɭɞɚɪɢɥɴ ɏɪɢɫɬɚ ɫɴ ɠɟɥ࣎ɡɧɚ ɪɴɤɚ .
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ɜɚɬɢɥ ɞɚ ɫɭɱɢ ɨɪɬɨɦɚ ɦɧɨɝɭ ɞɟɛɟɥɚ . Ⱦɨɲɨɥ ɟɞɟɧ ɝɶɚɨɥ, ɬɚ ɝɨ ɩɪɚɲɚɥ, ɡɚɨɲɬɨ ɢ ɫɭɱɟɥ 
ɨɪɬɨɦɢɬɟ� ɬɨɿ ɦɭ ɪɟɤɨɥ ɤɟ ɢ ɜࣖɪɡɟɥ ɫɢɬɟ ɝɶɚɨɥɢ ɢ ɤɟ ɢ ɧɨɫɟɥ ɩɪɢ ɏɪɢɫɬɚ . Ʉɨɝɚ ɫɟ 
ɧɚɭɱɢɥɟ ɝɶɚɨɥɢɬɟ, ɨɬɢ ɤɟ ɢ ɜࣖɪɡɭɚɥ, ɫɬɨɪɢɥɟ ɟɞɟɧ ɦɟɡɥɢɱ ɢ ɫɟ ɫɨɛɪɚɥɟ ɫɢɬɟ, ɬɚ ɬɢ 
ɝɨ ɝɪɚɛɧɚɥɟ ɱɨɟɤɨɬ ɢ ɬɢ ɝɨ ɢɫɜࣖɪɥɢɥɟ ɨɬ ɜɟɱɧɚɬɚ ɦɚɤɚ ɧɚɞɜɨɪ . Ɉɬ ɬɨɝɚɿ ɧɚɜɚɦɨ ɦɚɥɨ 
ɧɢɤɨɿ ɜɟɤɟ ɜɨ ɜɟɱɧɚ ɦɚɤɚ .

Adam and Eve Chased Away from 3aradise

:hen 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, “:hy 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� :hy are you 
so scared and hug each other" Did God expel you as well, Must 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 .” “:ell, Adam,” said the Devil, “<ou 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" I 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 -esus 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 EliMah, 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 -esus 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 :ise Solomon Jave a rope to a poor woodcutter and later it was 
this rope that facilitated his salvation from the Eternal Sorrow (ɉɪɟɦɭɞɪɢ ɋɨɥɨɦɨɧ ɞɚɥ ɟɞɧɚ 
ɨɪɬɨɦɚ ɧɚ ɟɞɟɧ ɫɢɪɨɦɚɮ ɞ׼ɪɜɚɪ ɢ ɫɨ ɢɫɬɚɬɚ ɨɪɬɨɦɚ ɫɟ ɢɡɛɚɜɢɥ ɨɬɴ ɜɟɱɧɚɬɚ ɦɚɤɚ) . 
The legend was narrated by the elderly shoemaker 1aum, who heard it from a certain Andon 
Itsov, who, in turn, had learned it from another storyteller by the name of Spiro the Butterman 
�³ɉɪɢɤɚɠɚɧɚ ɨɬ ɞɟɞɚ ɇɚɭɦɚ Ʉɚɥ׼ɩɱɢɿɚ� ɬɨɿ ia ɫɥɭɲɚɥ ɨɬ Ⱥɧɞɨɧɚ ɂɰɨɮ� ɚ ɩɚɤ Ⱥɧɞɨɧ 
ia ɫɥɭɲɚɥ ɨɬ ɋɩɢɪɚ Ɇɚɫɥɚɪɨɬ ɩɪɟ ɦɧɨɝɭ ɝɨɞɢɧɢ´�. The text was published in SbN8 16±17 
(1900), 292±294 (text ʋ 3) . See also the discussion in 5adchenko, “Etiudy po bogomil¶stvu,” 
129±130 .
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little ¿nger so that we ^grasp them and` become accomplices .” So said Adam . “Very well, 
Adam,” said the Devil, “since that¶s the case, tap your ¿nger on the slab of stone in front of 
me so that everything is con¿rmed 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, “:ell, Eve, what do you say about this 
proposition" Should I tap my ¿nger 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 .”

“:ell, 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 ¿nger and don¶t be afraid .”

Adam, having heard these words from his wife Eve, consented to tap his ¿nger on the 
stone slab which the Devil indicated .

“1ow tell me, Devil, how to tap my ¿nger 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 Àew off with it, tak�
ing it to the river -ordan, to the deepest spot, and by the time he returned from the river 
-ordan, day was breaking .

As soon as he came to Adam and Eve, the Devil said to them, “:ell, Adam and Eve, 
haven¶t you seen that I brought you light" 1ow 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 . :hen 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 . :hen 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 -ordan by -ohn . 
There, where -esus stood in the river -ordan, was the stone slab with Adam¶s writ, which 
had been taken by the Devil .472 :ith -esus¶ baptism, Adam¶s writ was torn up, and when 
-esus descended to the Eternal Sorrow, he took from there Adam with all his sons .473 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 . :hen 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, infra .
473 See Figs . 10 and 11, infra .
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