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“THESE BLASPHEMOUS RUSTIC SCRIPTURES” 
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1. Framework of reference 
 In 1845, the assiduous Russian philologist Viktor Grigorovich discovered 

among the Slavonic manuscripts kept in the Slepche Monastery a text, which he 
believed to be a fragment from the apocryphal Discussion between the Three Saints; he 
identified it as a Bulgarian/Serbian redaction of the erotapocriseis. He copied it, and his 
notes were subsequently published by Ia. Shchapov [1863: 91].1 The manuscript that 
Grigorovich discovered and described was lost, and his notes represent the only 
surviving evidence for the existence of what is now considered to be a unique South 
Slavonic redaction of an indigenous apocryphon designated as The Sea of Tiberias. 
Some years later Grigorovich — searching for other manuscripts scattered around in 
the vast lands of the Russian Empire — set off to the city of Cheboksary [ϫϹϵ Ͼ ϴ ], 
once part of the Kazan province (currently the capital of the Republic of Chuvashia). 
There he came across another manuscript containing a text similar to the Slepche 
account, but considerably larger with a more elaborate storyline. The text was 
published subsequently by Mochul’skii [1887 (18: 4): 173-177] and was thus included 
in a broader discussion about the phenomenon which some 19th century scholars 
labeled (following the terminology of the very Slavonic scribal tradition they were 
examining) as “proscribed literature” [  ].2 Indeed, the thesaurus 
employed in medieval Indices of Prohibited Books to describe this type of writings 
habitually consisted of a vast range of negatively charged expressions, such as 
“blasphemous rustic scriptures and erroneous nomocanons” [ ь в   
ь    а ц ];3 yarns “spun by foul mouthed dissemblers” [ ъ 

в ъ а];4 tales “falsely copied” [  а ];5 “words 
fraudulently rendered” [ в а в  а а];6 accounts reproducing “the lies of 
the Bulgarian priest Jeremiah” [  Е iя ъ а i  а ъ],7 all copied 
by heretics [в   ц  а ].8 Thus in 1861, in his study of Bulgarian, 
Serbian and Russian apocryphal writings and their impact upon folk poetry, F. Buslaev 
refers to one of the 17th cent. Russian redactions of the Indices of Proscribed Literature  

                                                 
1Note that in Miltenova’s entry on The Sea of Tiberias in the Encyclopaedia Lexicon of Old Bulgarian 
Literature [1992: 463-64] the year of Shchapov’s publication given (1963) should read 1863; the page 
number given (75) should also be amended to 91. Since Miltenova’s entry contains many other 
erroneous details, it should be used with caution; see also footnote 11. 
2Cf. Pypin [1862], Tikhonravov [1863]. 
3Cf. Buslaev [1861: 485]. 
4Ibid. 484. 
5Ibid. 484. 
6Ibid. 485. 
7Ibid. 484. 
8Ibid. 485. 
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from a myscellany from the manuscript collection of the Solovetsky Monastery and 
points out the following: 

 [ ] ϴ ь  ϴ  ϶ϼϸѣ ϹϿь ϶ Ϲ ,  ϶  ϩVII ϶. ϹϺϸ  Ͼ ϼϷϴ ϼ 
ϼ ϼ ϼ ϵ Ͽ  ϴ ѣ  Ϸ  Ͽ Ϻ  ϼ ϴ iϽ  Ϲ Ϲ ϼϾ ϶ , ϴ 
ϴϾ ь Ϲ϶ѣϺϸϴ , Ϲ ϿьϾ  Ͽ ϸ  ϶ѣ Ͼϼ ,  ϼ ϴ  ϼ 
ϸь Ͼ ϴ ,  ϸϼϿϼ  Ͼϴ  ь в   ь i    

а ц , ϴ ϶  Ͽϼ ϶Ϲ ϼϾϴ  — Ͽ Ϻ  Ͽϼ ϶ ,  Ϲ ь, 
ϻϴϷ ϶  ϼ ϻϴϾϿ i . Э ϼ ϼϻ϶ϹϸϹ i  ϸ ϺϹϽ ϴ ϴϻiϼ, Ͽь 

ϼ϶  ϼ ϴ  ϸϿ  ϵϿϴϷ Ϲ ϼ϶  Ϸ ϴ ϼϾ ϶  ϸ Ϲ϶ ϹϽ Ϥ ϼ, 
϶ ϴ ϹϹ ϶ Ϲ , Ϲ ϶  ϶ Ϲ ϹϺ ϹϹ ϹϿϼϷi ϻ Ϲ ϻ ϴ Ϲ iϹ, Ϸ  
ϵ ь ϿьϾ  ϴ Ϲ iϴϿϴ ϼ ϸϿ  ϼ iϼ ϴ ϸ  Ϲ϶ѣϹ iϼ ϼ ϻiϼ. 
ϞϴϾ  ϴ ϸ  ѣ ϼ ϼ ϾϴϻϾϼ Ϲ Ϲ ϸϼϿϼ ϼϻ   ϶  ϴ  ϸ Ϸ  
Ͼ Ͽѣ i  Ͼ  ϸ Ϸ , ϴϾ  ϼ Ͽ Ϻ  ϼ ϴ i ,  ϶ϼϸѣ ϹϿь ϶  

ϥ Ͽ ϶Ϲ Ͼ Ͻ ϴ ьϼ, Ϲ϶ѣϺϸ  а ъ  я ъ ц въ  а ѣ oвъ. 
Э  Ͽϼ Ϲ ϴ ϴ ϴ , Ͽϼ Ϲ ϴ  ϴ ϹϿь ϴϷ  ϴϻ϶ϼ i ;  Ϲ 
ϵ ϿѣϹ, ϾϴϾ  ϴ ϴ  Ϲϸϴ ϴ ϸ ϴϷ  ϵϴ Ͽ ϶i , ϶  Ͼ Ͻ ϴ Ϲ 
ϻ Ϲ ϶  ϼ Ͽ  ϶ Ϲ , ϻϴϼ ϶ ϶ϴ  ϼϻ  Ϲ i  Ͼ ϼϺ ϴϷ  

[Buslaev 1861: 487-488]. 
 Almost half a century later, Iatsimirskii commented on the same problem, 

stating that the phenomenon of the so called “blasphemous rustic scriptures and 
erroneous nomocanons” remained virtually unstudied:  

ϖ   « ϸ  Ͼϴ ϴ », ϼ ϴϹ  ϶  ϼ ϸϹϾ ϴ  
Ͽ Ϻ  Ͼ ϼϷ , ϼ Ϸϸϴ  ϼϵϴ϶ϿϹ iϹ  « Ͽ Ϲ ϵ ϼϾϼ ϹϿь ϾiϹ 
ϼ ϸ Ϲ Ϡϴ ϴϾϴ  ϼ ϠoϿϼ ϶Ϲ ϼϾϴ  ( . Ϲ. ϼ Ϧ Ϲϵ ϼϾϴ )  
ϹϿь Ͼϼ  ϶ », ϼ Ϲ ϴϻ ϴϵ ϴ  [1909: 39]. 

Indeed, The Sea of Tiberias — which one might consider to be an 
emblematic case of such type of “homespun” writings containing examples of folk 
homiletics and vernacular exegesis on themes ranging from Creation to the 
Resurrection of Jesus Christ — was not even mentioned in Iatsimirskii’s 
Bibliographical Survey of South-Slavonic and Russian Apocryphal Literature [1921], 
regardless of the fact that by that time various redactions of the text had been 
published by Barsov [1886: 5-8], Porfir’ev [1877: 87-89], Mochul’skii [1887 (18: 4): 
173-7] and Sreznevskii [1904 (9: 3): 99-104]. Meanwhile the dualistic cosmogonic 
legend attested in The Sea of Tiberias was analysed in a series of important 
contributions by Veselovskii,9 Potebnia,10 Mochul’skii,11 Dragomanov,12 

                                                 
9See his “Explorations in the realm of the Russian spiritual stanzas: dualistic beliefs about the creation 
of the Universe” [1889 (46: 6), 1-116, esp. 40-116], and his earlier study of Latin, Greek (Byzantine), 
and Slavonic recensions of The Legend of the Holy Rood and their correlation with the Slavonic 
versions of The Life of Adam and Eve and other apocrypha [1883 (32:4): 367-424]. 
10See chapter 75 of his “Survey of Poetic Motifs in Christmas Carols” [1886 (16: 4): 273-5 (738-40)] 
in which he explores mythopoeic imagery employed in the representation of the “Creation of the 
World” theme in Slavonic ritual songs. The interpretation of certain cosmogonic motifs in Ukrainian 
oral tradition was compared to their treatment in apocryphal literature, and in The Sea of Tiberias in 
particular. The folklore material presented by Potebnia was widely quoted by many of his 
contemporaries (including Veselovskii, Dragomanov, Mochul’skii, etc.) in a number of fundamental 
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Radchenko,13 Markov,14 Korobka,15 and others.  Still, there was no trace of the 
existence of this apocryphon in Iatsimirskii’s Bibliographical Survey of South-
Slavonic and Russian Apocryphal Literature [1921]. More than seventy years later, 
the Russian folklorist Vera Kuznetsova [1998] returned to the subject of The Sea of 
Tiberias with eagerness and professional fervour; her diligent study presents a 
detailed examination of some surviving text-witnesses (along with folklore data), 
offering her own classification of sources. She divides them into three categories: 
the Barsovian redaction (with Barsov’s publication as a paradigmatic model), the 
Cheboksary redaction (named after the city in which Grigirovich discovered one of 
the Mss.), and a third (mixed) redaction, to which she allocates the cosmogonic 
account from the Solovetsky Monastery Library from Ms. № 1138 (ff. 174r-77), 
published by Porfir’ev [Kuznetsova 1998:192-98]. 

In Bulgaria the apocryphon was thoroughly studied by Yordan Ivanov 
[1925], the results of whose brilliant research have influenced generations of 
scholars. The Sea of Tiberias was further explored by Donka Petkanova [1982], 
Dimitrinka Dimitrova-Marinova (who also discovered some new text-witnesses, e.g. 
the 18th cent. Russian redaction entitled Сеи списокь ис книги Пале, from Ϡs. № Ϙ 566 
from the Arkhangel’sk Collection of the Library of the Academy of Sciences, Saint 
Petersburg) [1985; 1998], and others. Dimitrova-Marinova divides the accounts into 

                                                                                                                            
publications on Creation sagas from the region of Eurasia and elsewhere.  
11Particularly significant is V. Mochul’skii’s monograph “Vestiges of the Folk Bible in Slavonic and 
Old Russian Literature” [1894], as well as the series of articles (written by him eight years earlier) on 
the correlation between the Slavonic “apocryphal Bible” and some Russian spiritual folklore stanzas 
(i.e. The Poem/Rhyme of the Book of the Dove); see Mochul’skii [1886 (16:4): 197-219; 1887 (17: 1): 
113-180; 1887 (17:2): 365-406; 1887 (18: 3): 41-142; 1887 (18: 4): 171-188]. In fact, it is in the final 
article of this series that he published one of the Russian redactions of The Sea of Tiberias; this 
account was edited and published by Ivanov 38 years later in his seminal Book and Legends of the 
Bogomils [1925: 294-99]. Unfortunately, Ivanov erroneously gives this text as belonging to 
volume 17 of i  Ф i  ѣ ъ rather than volume 18. Regrettably, this slipup 
has been meticulously reproduced by others ever since; see Miltenova’s entry on The Sea of 
Tiberias in the Encyclopaedia Lexicon of Old Bulgarian Literature [1992: 463-64]. 
12See Dragomanov [1894: 10-62]. In his study Notes on Slavonic Religio-Ethical Legends (written in 
Bulgarian and originally published in Sofia, in vols. 8 (1892), 257-314 and 10 (1894), 3-68 of SbNU) 
he drew upon the earlier contributions of Veselovskii and Mochul’skii, and took into consideration a 
wide range of folklore data (cosmogonic tales and songs rendering myths of origin from Eurasia and 
the Americas). This work was subsequently translated into English by Earl W. Count. Through this 
translation (published in 1961), Dragomanov became one of the most quoted Slavonic scholars in the 
West; he enjoyed tremendous popularity and had a significant impact upon the work of many 
renowned folklorists, anthropologists and ethnographers. Among the many influenced by him were 
Elli Kaija Köngäs [1960: 151-80] and Alan Dundes [1962: 1032-51].  
13His work “Treatises on Bogomilism” [1910: 73-131] influenced many scholars studying The Sea of 
Tiberias; it was published posthumously by his colleague and friend M. N. Speranskii. 
14See his article “The Sea of Tiberias in the Dualistic Legend about the Creation of the World” [1913:64-
75], which is based on extensive data from Slavonic folklore (oral) sources and apocryphal writings.   
15See his two-part study on “The Image of the Bird Creating the World in Russian Folk Poetry and in 
Literature: the Legend of the Sea of Tiberias and Christmas Carols about the Two Doves Creating the 
World” [1909: 175-95; 1910: 105-47]. 
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three categories: the long recension, the short recension and the concise recension 
[1998: 48-49, notes 17 and 19]. 

Recently the apocryphon became a subject of interdisciplinary examination 
in an excellent study by Ilona Nagy [2006] who takes into consideration the 
observations of Ivanov, Kuznetsova and Dimitrova-Marinova. References to their 
work are provided throughout my analysis of the text below. 

As for the classification of the texts into separate categories, my position 
shares common ground with that of Yordan Ivanov [1925: 287-301], which I 
consider it to be more straightforward than the typologies suggested by Kuznetsova 
and Dimitrova-Marinova. The “first Russian version” in Ivanov’s classification 
(represented by the text published by Barsov) corresponds to what Dimitrova-
Marinova identifies as “the short recension,” which Kuznetsova labels as “the 
Barsovian redaction”. The “second Russian version” in Ivanov (represented by the 
text described in Cheboksary by Grigorovich and published by Mochul’skii) 
corresponds to the “long recension” in Dimitrova-Marinova and, to a certain 
extent, to what Kuznetsova calls the “Cheboksary redaction”. Kuznetsova, 
however, argues that the Slepche version belongs to the same typological cluster of 
texts as the Cheboksary account. Her position differs from the opinions expressed 
by Ivanov and Dimitrova-Marinova, who consider the Slepche version to be a 
separate category; in fact, it was Ivanov who first called it “the Bulgarian version” 
of The Sea of Tiberias. As for the type described by Ivanov as “the third Russian 
version” (published by Porfir’ev), Dimitrova-Marinova designates it as “the 
concise recension,” while in Kuznetsova’s  classification it as an independent type, 
which she lists separately from The Sea of Tiberias texts altogether. Elsewhere 
[Badalanova Geller 2011] I suggested the following taxonomy of sources: 
Type A-1: represented by the Bulgarian version of The Sea of Tiberias; 
Type A-2: comprising the type of Russian accounts analogous to the texts of The 
Sea of Tiberias published by Mochul’skii, Sreznevskii and Dimitrova-Marinova 
(i.e. “the second Russian version” in Ivanov, “the Cheboksary redaction” in 
Kuznetsova, “the long recension” in Dimitrova-Marinova); 
Type B: comprising the type of Russian accounts parallel to Barsov’s publication 
of The Sea of Tiberias (i.e. “the first Russian version” in Ivanov, “the Barsovian 
redaction” in Kuznetsova, “the short recension” in Dimitrova-Marinova); 
Type C: represented by the fragment from The Account of Sts. Andrew and 
Epiphanius About Questions and Answers, which was published by Porfir’ev (i.e. 
“the third Russian redaction” in Ivanov, “the concise recension” in Dimitrova-
Marinova, “the miscellaneous redaction” in Kuznetsova). 
 

2. Towards an edition of The Sea of Tiberias 
For the last several years I have been engaged in producing an edition of The 

Sea of Tiberias. This study reflects work in progress and displays preliminary results 
of my observations on two redactions of the apocryphon (that of Mochul’skii and 
Porfir’ev). They have been previously unavailable in English translation, which is 
now offered here in order to introduce these most interesting Slavonic apocryphal 
texts to western scholars. In my earlier publications [2008a, 2011] I provided 
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translations (with commentaries) of two other redactions: that of Barsov (Type B) 
and Sreznevskii (Type A-2); all form the basis for the current study. 

 

2. 1. Mochul’skii’s redaction of The Sea of Tiberias (Type A-2) 
Presented below is a Russian redaction of The Sea of Tiberias, which — from 

the point of view of both historical and comparative linguistics — betrays palpable 
features of an earlier Bulgarian protograph. These include the systematic attestations of 
the lexeme , which is etymologically related to the Proto-Slavonic *naktь (with 
*tj being altered into щ / щ);16 significantly, it is rendered only in Old Church 
Slavonic/Bulgarian as нощь/ношть,17 and in modern Bulgarian as . The same form 
is reflected in Russian as ь, in Belorussian as , in Ukrainian as i , in Serbian 
as ћ, in Croatian as noć, in Slovenian as noč, in Polish as noc, etc.;18 hereby it may 
be argued that the thesaurus employed in this particular redaction of The Sea of 
Tiberias provides evidence elucidating its linguistic provenance, suggesting that Old 
Bulgarian was most probably the language of its protograph/antecedent (which, in turn, 
was subsequently transmitted/translated and copied in medieval Russia).  

Mochul’skii designated this redaction of The Sea of Tiberias19 as a “prohibited 
Book of Genesis” [“Ϣ Ϲ Ϲ ϴ  Ϟ ϼϷϴ ϕ i ”] and indicated that the Ms. containing 
it was discovered in the city of Cheboksary [ϫϹϵ Ͼ ϴ ] by V. Grigorovich; it was part 
of a miscellany dating to the 18th century. Together with other Mss. and books 
belonging to Grigorovich, it was subsequently donated to the archival collection of the 
Imperial Novorossiiskii University of Odessa,20 where it was registered as № 56.21 At 
present the Ms. is kept in The Grigorovich’s Collection at the M. Gorky Odessa State 
Scientific Library [ϢϸϹ Ͼϴ  Ϸ ϸϴ ϶Ϲ ϴ  ϴ ϴ  ϵϼϵϿϼ ϹϾϴ ϼ . Ϡ. ϗ ьϾ Ϸ , 
ϥ ϵ . ϗ ϼϷ ϶ϼ ϴ], and is catalogued as № 448 (56).22 Apart from the text of the 
“prohibited Book of Genesis” (given by the scribes the elaborate title of 
“Трудолꙋбивыхъ мужей и бг҃олюбивыхъ списано изъ божественн͡ыхъ книгъ Василіа 
Великаго, Григория Бг҃ослова, Iоанн͡а Дамаскина о преславныхъ преніих невѣдомых вещеи о 
безначалнѣ Господѣ Бж҃е нашем͡ како бысть Гс͡дь Саваофь прeж͡де всея видимыя и невидимыя 
твари”), the miscellany also contains The Discourse of the Three Saints [“ϕϹ ѣϸa 
T Ϲ  ϥ϶ ϼ ϹϿϹϽ”]. In fact, its exact title is “Questions and Answers of Saints Basil 
the Great, Gregory the Theologian (= Gregory of Nazianzus) and John Chrysostom, 
[containing] revelations copied from the Bible, the Gospels and the Deeds of the 
Apostles” (Вѡпросы и ѿвѣты Свѧтых василия великаго, григория бг҃ослова иоанна 

                                                 
16Cf. Georgiev and Duridanov [1995: 695-696]. 
17Cf. Mladenov [1979: 73, 78, 156, 159], Selishchev [1951: 212], Vaillant [2009: 78], Georgiev 
[1986:97-109], Ivanchev [1981: 27-47], Scatton [1978: 13-21], Velcheva (also spelled as Velčeva) 
[1979: 249-255; 1980: 59-66; 1988: 29-37]. 
18Cf. Vasmer, Vol. 3 [1987: 86-87]. 
19One of the earliest references to this text in Bulgarian academic context is that of M. Dragomanov 
[1894: 10, 15]. 
20Currently known as “ϢϸϹ ьϾϼϽ ϴ і ϴϿь ϼϽ і϶Ϲ ϼ Ϲ  і Ϲ і І. І. ϠϹ ϼϾ ϶ϴ”. 
21Mochul’skii [1887 (18:4): 173] offers the following comments: “Ϝϻ  Ͼ ϼ ϴϷ  ϵ ϼϾϴ XVIII 
϶ѣϾϴ, ϶ ϶ϹϻϹ ϴϷ  ϖ. Ϝ. ϗ ϼϷ ϶ϼ Ϲ  ϼϻ  ϫϹϵ Ͼ ϴ  ϼ ϴ ϴϷ  ϼ Ϝ Ϲ . ϡ ϶ . 
ϧ ϼ϶Ϲ ϼ Ϲ ѣ (ϥ . № 56 Ͼϴ ϴϿ Ϸϴ Ͼ ϼϷ  ϼ Ͼ ϼ ϹϽ ϖ. Ϝ. ϗ ϼϷ ϶ϼ ϴ)”. 
22Cf.  Kuznetsova [1998: 195-196]. 
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златоустаго пророчества выписано от библии от евангелиста и апостола); symptomatically, 
the text is copied immediately after the “proscribed Book of Genesis” (i.e. The Sea of 
Tiberias), which Mochul’skii considered to be “identical” with the Barsovian version23 
(= The Account about the Begetting of Heaven and Earth).24 

My edition of the text, as presented below, is based on Mochul’skii’s  
publication of the Ms. (which once belonged to Grigorovich);25 the framework of 
pericopes suggested by Ivanov [1925: 294-299] is also taken into consideration. Along 
with the original Slavonic text I make an attempt to provide — in a bricolage-like 
manner as footnotes — various parallels to the storyline from other apocryphal 
writings; these show the intense intertextual complexity of Slavonic para-scriptural 
traditions. Acknowledged are also some specific features of indigenous scribal 
idiosyncrasies (including errors which must have occurred during the process of 
copying of the manuscripts). The translation of the text into English is made by the 
author; the apocryphal storyline of The Sea of Tiberias is contextualised within the 
corpus of canonical biblical narrative.  

 
 

Трудолꙋбивыхъ мужей и бг҃олюбивыхъ списано изъ божествен ͡ныхъ книгъ 	
Василіа Великаго, Григория Бг҃ослова, Iоан ͡на Дамаскина о преславныхъ	
 преніих невѣдомых вещеи о безначалнѣ Господѣ Бж҃е наше ͡м како бысть	

Г ͡сдь Саваофь прe ͡жде всея видимыя и невидимыя твари 
 
I. Прeж͡де зе ͡мли бысть Гс͡дь Саваофь в трех комарѣх на воздꙋсѣхъ26 

ввелелѣпоте,27 без͡началный Царь невѣдомъ таинъ присносущный, несозданн͡ый, 
несказанный, нерожденный, незачатый, вмѣстный и невидимый и неосазаемый, 
безсмертный и бесплотныи. И тогда бысть свѣт от лица Господня Саваофа седмерицею 
свѣта сего свѣтлѣе. Ризы Его быша бѣлыи яко свѣтъ свѣтозарныи от лица Господня. И 
сидѣл͡ Г ͡сдь Саваофь в трех коморех на воздꙋсѣхъ на престолѣ превыспренняя славы. И 
помысли себѣ Гс͡дь Саваофъ безнача ͡лныи От͡ць тако отргнух͡ от сердца и родих 

                                                 
23See in this connection Mochul’skii’s notes: “Ϝϻϸϴ϶ϴϹ Ͻ ϹϾ , iϽ ϶ ϵ ϼϾѣ 
ϗ ϼϷ ϶ϼ ϴ ϶ Ϲ Ϲϸϼ Ϲϸ  «ϕϹ ѣϸ Ͻ Ϲ  ϥ϶ ϼ ϹϿϹϽ», ϺϹ ϶Ϲ Ϲ   «ϥϿ ϶   ϻϴ ϴ iϼ 
Ϲϵϴ ϼ ϻϹ Ͽϼ» (ϕϴ ϶ϴ) ϼ «ϥ϶ϼ Ͼ  ϵ ϺϹ ϶Ϲ  Ͼ ϼϷ » ϼ ϴϻ϶ϴ   Ϲ Ϲ Ͻ 

«Ͼ ϼϷ Ͻ ϵ i »” [Mochul’skii 1887 (18:4): 173, footnote 1]. 
24See Barsov [1886:5-8]. 
25See Mochul’skii [1887 (18:4): 173-177]. 
26The concept of three primordial chambers which preceded the Creation is presented in various 
erotapocritic writings; one such example comes from The Discourse of the Three Saints Basil the Great, 
Gregory the Theologian and John Chrysostom, Queries with Interpretations: Copied from the Roman 
Patericon [Бесѣда тріехъ святителей Василія Великаго, Григорія Богослова, Iоанна Златоустаго, вопрошенiе 
съ толкованіемъ. Списано съ Патерика Римскаго] (from a miscellany dated to the 17th-18th cent.): 
В[асилiй] р[ече]: Гдѣ Богъ первѣя жилъ, иже не бысть свѣта? І[оаннъ] р[ече]: Суть каморы три на 
воздусѣхъ, ту бяше Господь въ трехъ каморехъ агнцемъ, а свѣту тогда не бысть. (Quoted after Pypin 
[1862: 169]). Actually, Gregory the Theologian, or Gregory of Nazianzus (c. 329-389), lived two 
centuries before Pope Gregory the Great (c. 540 – 604), also known in Eastern orthodoxy as Gregory 
the Dialogist/Gregory Dialogus (Gregorius Dialogus); the latter is in fact credited with composing the 
celebrated Dialogi de vita et miraculis patrum Italicorum et de aeternitate animarum. 
27Ϧhe form “϶϶ϹϿϹϿѣ Ϲ” should be emended to read “϶ ϶ϹϿϹϿѣ Ϲ”. 
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возлюбленнагѡ Сына Божія Г͡сда нашегѡ Ии͡са Хрс͡а. Из вустъ28 Своих Дх҃ъ Свои Святыи 
изъпусти на Него видѣ ѡ голубяте образѣ, ст҃ѣми треми комарами прообразова Гс͡дь 
троичныи и безначал͡ныи Сынъ и Отцъ и Съвятыи Дх҃ъ29 на тѣх трехъ комарехъ 
безначал͡ныи крестъ. И тотъ крестъ прообразова Г ͡сдь Бг҃ъ распятие Сн҃а Своего Ии҃сса 
Назарян͡ина Иудеиска. Почиваетъ в сердцѣ Дх҃ъ Ст҃ыи, ѿ Отца исходить на всѣх 
вѣрующих во имя Eго. Отцъ оубо незачатыи и нерожденъ, а Сн҃ъ оубо рожденъ, а не 
сотворенъ. Дх҃ъ Ст҃ыи несозданъ и нерожденъ, но исходящ ѿ Отца.!

  
II. Не бысть тогда неба, ни земли, ни моря, ни агл҃ъ, ни арханге ͡л, ни херувим, ни 

серафим, ни рѣкъ, ни езеръ, ни кладезеи, нe источникъ, ни человѣкъ, ни горъ, ни 
облакъ, ни звѣздъ, ни свѣту, ни звереи, ни птицъ, ни вертепъ, ни зареи. Tогда была тма 
и бездны и темнота. Не быс͡ть тогда ни дни, ни нощи,30 ни виковъ, ни часовъ. Тогда 
бысть себе безсмертныи безнача ͡лныи Сн҃ъ Божій Iисусъ Христосъ сотвори словом повелением 

Отц҃а Своего небеснаго всю тварь небесную видимую и невидимую и како рече Гс͡дь тако 
сотворилос͡ и создалос͡ Дхом Ст҃ымъ от оустъ его премудрыхъ. И рече Гс͡дь: буди небо 
хрустал͡ное31 на сто͡лпѣх желѣзныхъ на седмидесяти тмах тьнящь32 и будите езера и 
облаки, и звѣзды, и свѣтъ. И вѣтръ дꙋнул из нѣдръ Своих; раи на востоцѣ насади; и 
востокъ и западъ и сѣверъ и югъ. Анг҃гелъ сидитъ на востоцѣ в велелѣпоте 
превыспренняя славы своея. Седмъ небесъ словомъ сотвори Гс͡дь.33  Мраз от лица Господня 
исх҃ошъ; а гром глас͡ Господень в колесницѣ огненной утвержденъ;34 а мол͡нія слово Господне 
изо устъ Божиихъ исходитъ; а со ͡лнце от нутренія ризы Господни,35 понеже Госпо ͡д  по лицꙋ 

                                                 
28Вустъ = labialized form (from устъ). 
29Compare the following fragment from the above quoted 17th-18th cent. Discourse of the Three Saints 
[Бесѣда тріехъ святителей Василія Великаго, Григорія Богослова, Iоанна Златоустаго, вопрошенiе съ 
толкованіемъ. Списано съ Патерика Римскаго]: Григорій рече: Протолкуй ми Троицу въ трехъ каморехъ. 
І[оаннъ] р[ече]: Отецъ, Сынъ и святый Духъ, единъ свѣтъ, а трое огнь. (Quoted after Pypin [1862: 169]). 
30The form нощи betrays a Bulgarian protograph; see the discussion above. 
31The idea that crystal was one of primordial substances from which the universe was constructed is 
also attested in other apocryphal cosmogonies. See the following fragment from the 16th -17th cent.  
Bulgarian redaction of The Books of the Holy Secrets of Enoch [Книги ст҃их  таинь Eнохов] (from MS № 
321, once part of the Manuscript Collection of the National Library in Belgrade): И повелѣх да 
възмѣтсѧ ѿ свѣта и ѿ тьми и рѣх : бѫди тлъсто. и ѡбито свѣтом. И то прострѣх и быс вода. И прострѣх 
връхоу тъми, ниже свѣта. и тако воды оутвръдих си рѣч безднѫ. И основах свѣтом окрѫгоу воды и сътворих 
.з҃. крѫг͡  въноутрь ѫдоу и въобразих  ꙗко хроусталь, мокро и соухо си рѣч стъкло и ледь ѡбхожденїа водам 
инимъ стихїам. И оуказах комоуждо свои пѫт .з҃.мим звѣздамь кааждо ихь на своим нб҃си, тако да грѧдѫт. 
(Quoted after Sokolov [1899: 26]). 
32 Perhaps “ ысяч”? 
33For a survey of apocryphal sources in which the motif of seven heavens is registered, see 
Mochul’skii [1894: 66-67]. 
34The emergence of thunder and lightning as primordial manifestations of the voice of the Creator is 
described in a similar way in the following fragment from The Discourse of the Three Saints [Бесѣда 
тріехъ святителей Василія Великаго, Григорія Богослова, Iоанна Златоустаго, вопрошенiе съ толкованіемъ. 
Списано съ Патерика Римскаго] (from a miscellany dated to the 17th-18th cent.): І[оаннъ] р[ече]: Отъ чего 
громъ и молнія сотворена бысть? В[асилiй] р[ече]: Гласъ Господень въ колесницѣ огненной утверженъ и ангела 
громная приставлена. (Quoted after Pypin [1862: 169]). 
35Compare the following fragment from the above quoted 17th-18th cent. Discourse of the Three Saints 
[Бесѣда тріехъ святителей Василія Великаго, Григорія Богослова, Iоанна Златоустаго, вопрошенiе съ 
толкованіемъ. Списано съ Патерика Римскаго]: В[асилiй] р[ече]: Отъ чего солнце сотворено бысть? І[оаннъ] 
р[ече]: Отъ выспренныя ризы Господни. (Quoted after Pypin [1862: 169]). 

The cosmogonic motif of the creation of the Sun from God’s garments is likewise featured in the 
18th cent. erotapocriseis entitled Questions and Answers of Saints Basil the Great, Gregory the 
Theologian and John Chrysostom, [containing] revelations copied from the Bible, the Gospels and the 
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Своему утреся, а луна ѿ лица.36 И рече Гс͡дь: буди тма сто͡лповъ на воздусѣхъ! И тако 
сотворилос слово ͡м Господним. А столпы недвижимыя желѣзныя от начала вѣка сего. И 
буди на тѣх стол͡пѣх камень недвижимыи, а на камени земля, а подъ землею адъ 
недвижимый и весь мѣденъ; и вереи желѣзныя и врата мѣдныя и желѣзныя,37 а подъ 
адомъ тартаръ дна нѣтъ. И рече Гс͡дь: буди над адомъ т'ма  стол͡повъ мѣдныхъ и на 
стол͡пахъ камень и на камени земля. Гс͡дь словом камень и кремень сотвори.!

!

III. И рече Гс͡дь: буди на земли море Тивириадское, вода соленая! Первая земля на 
воздусѣх сотворена и утверждена; вторая земля на аде, а на тои земли море, а ꙋ того моря 
Тивириадскаго брегу нѣт. И с'ниде Г͡сдь по воздуху на море Тивириадское и узрѣ Госпд҃ 
плавающа на том море Тивириадъскомъ гоголя и ста над ним  Гс͡дъ и рече ему: Гоголе, ты 
кто еси? И рече ему Сатана38: аз есмь бг҃ъ. И рече ему Господ҃: а азъ кто есмь?  И рече ему 
Сатана: а ты Бг҃ъ бгом͡ и Цр҃ь цр҃емъ. Аще бы ты не то реклъ Сатана, ино что противное 
Гс͡ду Бг҃у, тда его Гс͡дь бы сокрушил на море Тивириадском. И рече Г͡сдь Сатанѣ: понырився 
в море и вынес͡ земли и камен! И преломи на двое; из лѣвыя руки даде Сатанѣ половину 
камени. и  оудари Г ͡сдь жезлом по каменю и рече Гс͡дь: будите ангели по образу моему 

                                                                                                                            
Deeds of the Apostles (Вѡпросы и ѿвѣты Свѧтых василия великаго, григория бг҃ослова иоанна златоустаго 
пророчества выписано от библии от евангелиста и апостола). As briefly mentioned above, this 
erotapocritic text was copied in the same miscellany which contains the current version of The Sea of 
Tiberias; presently it is catalogued as № 448 (56) in The Grigorovich’s Collection at the M. Gorky 
Odessa State Scientific Library. The fragment reads as follows: 

В. Ѿ чего сотвори гсдь бг҃ъ солнце. 
Ѿ. Ѿ свѣтлыя своея ризы господни. (Quoted after Mochul’skii [1887 (18: 4): 178]). 

According to some other erotapocritic writings (e.g. (Р)азоумник ѡ всем ꙋпросе ѡче from the Tikveshki 
Miscellany), the Sun originated from God’s tear, whereas the Moon was from his stole: Вьпрѡс. Ѿ ща 
сьтвори б҃ь слн҃це и мсць. Ѿвѣть. Іегда сьтвори б҃ь н҃бо и землю и ѥгда помисли како да сьтворить чл҃вка. и 
како да се родит ѿ него и како хоте распети(се) и смрти прѣдати(се). И ѥгда ѡ смрти помисли г҃ь. тогда 
сльза испадѣ изь ѡка гнда. то бо сльзе нарче г҃ь слн҃це. мсць ѿ петрахила гсна ѥс. (Quoted after Nachov 
[1892: 402]). 
36In some erotapocritic writings it is suggested that God created the Moon from his “dark garments”; one 
such cosmogonic scheme is revealed in the 18th cent. Questions and Answers of Saints Basil the Great, 
Gregory the Theologian and John Chrysostom, [containing] revelations copied from the Bible, the Gospels 
and the Deeds of the Apostles [Вѡпросы и ѿвѣты Свѧтых василия великаго, григория бг҃ослова иоанна 
златоустаго пророчества выписано от библии от евангелиста и апостола] from Ms № 448 (56) of The 
Grigorovich’s Collection at the M. Gorky Odessa State Scientific Library. The fragment reads as follows: 

В. Ѿ чего сотвори гсдь бг҃ъ луну. 
Ѿ. Ѿ темныя ризы своея господни (Quoted after Mochul’skii [1887 (18: 4): 178]). 

For a brief examination of apocryphal writings in which the fashioning of either the Sun or the Moon 
is associated with God’s garments, see Mochul’skii [1894: 67-68].  
37For a similar description of Hell’s “врата медѧнаѧ, и вереа железньіа”, see Слово стьіх апслъ и ѿ Адама 
во адѣ къ Лазарю. ги҃ (from the Zlatoust Miscellany dated no later than the 16th century and published 
by Pypin [1862: 11-12], without any information about its provenance). 
38 The idea that Satan “was begotten” on the waters of the Sea of Tiberias is briefly touched upon in 
the 18th cent. Questions and Answers of Saints Basil the Great, Gregory the Theologian and John 
Chrysostom, [containing] revelations copied from the Bible, the Gospels and the Deeds of the 
Apostles [Вѡпросы и ѿвѣты Свѧтых василия великаго, григория бг҃ослова иоанна златоустаго пророчества 
выписано от библии от евангелиста и апостола] from Ms. № 448 (56) of The Grigorovich’s Collection at 
the M. Gorky Odessa State Scientific Library: 

В. От чего сатана зародился.  
Ѿ. На море тивириадстѣм в девятом валу зародился. (Quoted after Mochul’skii [1887 (18:4): 178]). 
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си ͡лни, безсплотнии и безсмертныи, совершаите хотѣние мое ввышних.39 И сотвори Бг҃ъ от 
криле огненныхъ Михаила архангела, и Гаврила Іеурия, и Михаила Парафлама, 
Помогая, херувимы, серафимы, ангели, архангели; а жезлъ былъ сталнои укладнои,40 
чѣм оудари Гс͡дь нашъ Иис͡съ Хр ͡стосъ: и съ камени вылетели ангели41 словом повелѣнія 
Гс͡дня: Mихаилъ архангел и Гаврил, Небеснаго Царя воеводы. Сатана же набил изкамени42 
бесовную безчисленную силу бг҃овъ плотныхъ. И рече Гс͡дь: будите тридесятъ три кита 
на море тивириадском на водах! И буди на тѣхъ китѣх земля!43 И разсея Г͡сдь землю на 
них: буди земля толста, широка и простран͡на!!И прорасте древесаи травы, и цвѣты, горы и 

                                                 
39To read: в вышних. 
40For the meaning of “сталнои укладнои”, see Dal’, vol. IV [1882: 482]. 
41The motif of the creation of angels from fire ignited from stone is also featured in the 16th-17th  cent.  
Bulgarian redaction of The Books of the Holy Secrets of Enoch [Книги ст҃ихтаинь Eнохов] (from Ms. № 
321 from the National Library in Belgrade): И ѿ каменеϺ оусѣкох ѡгнь великы. и ѿ ѡгнѣ сътворих чини 
бесплътних вои .i.҃ тъм агг҃ль. и ѡрѫжїа их ѡгньна и ѡдежде их плами палещь и повелѣх да стоѫ къждо въ 
своем чиноу. (Quoted after Sokolov [1899: 28]). 
42To read: из камени. 
43The motif of the 33 primordial whales on which the earth is positioned occurs also in The Discourse 
of the Three Saints erotapocriseis; see Questions and Answers of Saints Basil the Great, Gregory the 
Theologian and John Chrysostom, [containing] revelations copied from the Bible, the Gospels and the 
Deeds of the Apostles [Вѡпросы и ѿвѣты Свѧтых василия великаго, григория бг҃ослова иоанна златоустаго 
пророчества выписано от библии от евангелиста и апостола]: 

В. На чем земля основана бысть. 
От. На трех китах великих и на тридесяти малыхъ. 
В. От чего тѣ киты суть бывают. 
От. Находятъ онѣ раиское благоухание. вынимают от того десяту часть на пропитание.  
В. На чемъ земля стоит и утвердится. 
От. Слыши творца иоанна дамаскина глаголюща яко воздрузивыи бг҃ъ на ничесом же землю повелѣнием 
своим и повѣсивши не одержимую тяготу на водахъ. (Quoted after Mochul’skii [1887 (18:4): 179-180]). 

In fact, the above quoted fragment is preceded by a separate, much more elaborate rendition of the 
Hexameron-type cosmogonic scenario, according to which the primordial whales (the number of 
which is not specified on this occasion) emerged on the third day: В. в которы день что сотвори 
всесилнѣишии бг҃ъ. От. во первыи день сотвори гсдь бг҃ъ свѣтъ и т᾿му. нарече дн҃ь свѣтъ а т᾿му нарече нощь 
и бысть вечеръ и бысть утрѡ. день первыи. во вторыи день сотвори гсдь бг҃ъ небеса небес огнь и воды яже 
превыше нб҃съ. в третии день сотвори гсдь землю моря и рѣки и в них киты великия рыбы и всякия звѣри. в 
четверты день сотвори гсдь бг҃ъ два свѣтила великия солнце и луну и звѣзды да свѣтит человѣкъ 
живущих на земли. в пятыи день сотвори гсдь бг҃ъ древеса на земли травы и злаки и птицы вся воздушная 
мшицы и комары. в шестыи день сотвори гсдь бг҃ъ всякия звѣры, скоты, гады и человѣка адама. постави 
его владыку над всѣм строением своим и насади раи на востоцѣ и введе в него адама. в седмыи день почи 
гсдь бг҃ъ от всѣхъ дѣл своих такожде и нам повелѣ почити от дѣл земныхъ. исходити в церков на молитву. 
(Quoted after Mochul’skii [1887 (18:4): 177-178]). 
However, in some other apocryphal writings the number of primordial whales may vary; one such 
example comes from the erotapocriseis Разумникъ from the (now lost) Lovchanski Miscellany (dated 
1618), according to which the number of elemental whales is four: 

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.: .д҃. кѷтове златы.  
В.: да что дрьжить кѷтове златыѥ? – ѿ.: рѣка ѡгьннаа.  
В.: да что дрьжит тьи ѡгнь? – ѿ.: дрѹгы ѡгнь еже ес͡  по жежькь ѿ того ѡгнѣ .в.i.҃ чѧсти.  
В.: да что дрьжит дно того ѡгнѣ? – ѿ.: дьбь желѣзень. еже ес͡  прѣжде посаждень ѿ всего, а кѡренїе егѡ 
на силѣ  б҃жїи стоит. (Quoted after Ivanov [1925: 260]). 

A somewhat abridged version of this cosmological description is to be found in the erotapocriseis А се 
разумньікь вьпроси Іоана и Василіа и Григоріа from a 16th cent. miscellany kept in the Bulgarian National 
Library (Ms. № 68); the text was published by Arkhangel’skii [1899 (4):121-123]. Compare the 
following fragment: В. На чим земля стоит? О. На водѣ, а вода на огню. (Quoted after Arkhangel’skii 
[1899 (4): 122]). 
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холмы, и источники, и езера, и рѣки. И сотвори Гс͡дь от земли звереи, и скоты, и рыбы в 
водахъ,44 и птасицы,45 летящия по воздухоу.46 И сотвори день и нощъ,47 и гады 
пресмыкающяся по земли; а китом тѣм повелѣ пищу Гс͡дь ангелом от рая приносити; на 
нихже утверждена земля и не подвизается ни в которую сторону.!

  
IV. И рече Сатана противно Г ͡сду Саваофу: у меня силы болши вышняго; 

подобенъ азъ вышнему. Причте Сатану во архангелы и вземъ его на небеса. Сатана же 
нача гордитися и мыслию возноситися в себѣ помышляя: сотворю себѣ престолъ надъ 
звѣздами на воздусѣх.48 Г͡сдь же проразумѣ мысль его лукавую и посла архангела 
Михаила, повелѣ Сатану свергнути с небеси.49 Михаил архангелъ удари Сатану жезлом и 

                                                 
44 To read: в водахъ. 
45The singular form of the noun is most probably птах (пьтишь, пьтеньць), since the diminutive plural 
is птасицы (as in ϶Ͽϴ  → ϶Ͽϴ ϼ, ϴ  → ϴ ϼ, etc.). 
46Compare the following fragment from the erotapocriseis Other Questions and Answers, Regarding 
What Day and Hour Has the Lord Created the First Adam and Other Related Issues [Иные вопросы по 
отвѣтамъ, въ ки день и часъ сотвори господь перваго адама и протчая по сихъ]: В. Отъ чего звѣріе и скоти 
сотворены суть? – Т. Отъ земли, прежде Адама и по Адамѣ. (Quoted after Pypin 1862: 176]). 
47For the form нощъ, see the discussion above.   
48One of the earliest references to Isaiah [14:13] in Slavia orthodoxa is to be found in The Discourse 
on the Holy Trinity by Saint Clement of Ohrid (c. 840 – 916): Ѿ тех же бѣ единъ земномоу чиноу 
строитель поставленъ бг҃омъ иже горъдынею своею и оумомъ злымъ превознесъ сѧ, рече; Поставлю прстлъ свои 
на облацѣх и боудоу подобенъ вышнему. И того ради изверженъ ѥс ѿ сана своего и свѣтлости лишисе, быс 
тмѣ начальникъ. И со ѿстоупными с ним аг҃глы и своего в҃лкы ѿстоупьше, бѣсми пременишас по своеи имъ 
злобѣ. (Quoted after the publication of the work of Clement of Ohrid by Angelov et al. [1970:639]). 
Then again, a similar reference to both Isaiah [14:13] and Ezekiel [28:13-19] is to be found in the 
narrative about the rebellion and the fall of Lucifer (свѣтоносецъ) — who has become an adversary of 
the Creator — in the Slavonic Version of the Chronicle of (pseudo)Syncellus, which was  translated in 
medieval Bulgaria in the 9th-10th century. The narrative about the fall of the most senior among the 
angels is presented as an introduction to the creation of heaven and earth paralleling the first chapters 
of Genesis; see the discussion in Totomanova [2008: 31, 407-408].  
On exegetical traditions grounded in Ezekiel [28: 13-19], see Anderson [2000c: 133-147]. 
49The motif of the revolt of God’s angelic adversary is likewise featured in the 16th-17th cent.  
Bulgarian redaction of The Books of the Holy Secrets of Enoch [Книги ст҃их  таинь Eнохов] (Ms. № 321 
from the National Library in Belgrade): Едни же ѿ чина архагглскаго ѿвращсѧ съ чином сѫщим под ним. 
въспрїѫт мисль немощнѫѧ, да поставит прѣстоль свои выше ѡблак над землеѧ да бѫдет тѫчен ͡ моеи силѣ. И 
ѿвръгох его съ высоти съ агг҃ли его. И бѣ лѣтаѧ по въздоухоу винѫ връхоу бездни. И сътворих тако всѣ нб҃са 
и быс дн҃ь, третїи. (Quoted after Sokolov [1899: 28]) 

The motif of Satan’s rebellion is rendered in a similar way in the 17th cent. Bosnian apocryphal 
legend The World’s Beginnings [Почетие свиета] (part of a miscellany currently kept in Plovdiv 
National Library, Ms. № 116, fols. 90-97): Защо Гь҃ Бь҃ сатвори саи свиеть? ꙋтаи време биеше  а҃ ангель  ꙋ 
Бога наизабрани, кои би названь Сатанаиль. Онь поче мислити како биѡ већи ѿ Га҃ Ба҃, и тои мислећи, седе 
на приестоль гн҃ь. И доће к немꙋ Михаиль арханћель, анћель гн҃ь верни и реч мꙋ: ꙋстани, погани, ние ти ꙋи 
сидети! И ꙋдри га ногомь, и онь паде подь землꙋ, и сви анћели, кои веровахꙋ нега, падоше с неба, едни 
подь землꙋ, а дрꙋзи на землꙋ, а трети ѡсташе под небомь на ерꙋ: како се где кои поменоваше Га҃ нашего, 
тако и ѡнде ѡставаше. И сви се сатворише дїавли, кои мишлахꙋ онꙋи злꙋмисаль и кои слꙋжахꙋ 
Лꙋчипетра, и за то ѥсть ꙋ ѡхоласти први гриехь. (Quoted after Ivanov [1925:322]). 

Last but not least, a similar concept is expressed in the Secret Book of the Bogomils; below is a 
fragment from the 12th century Latin manuscript of Codex Carcassoniensis (i.e. Liber Sancti Johannis):  

Et dixi: Domine, antequam Sathanas caderet, in qua gloria persistebat apud Patrem tuum? Et dixit mihi: 
in tali gloria erat, quod ordinabat virtutes coelorum; ego autem sedebam apud Patrem meum. Ipse erat 
ordinans omnem imitatorem Patris, et descendebat de coelo in infimum et ascendebat ab infimis usque 
ad thronum invisibilis Patris. Et observabat gloriam, quae erat moventis coelos, et cogitavit sedem suam 
ponere super nubes coelorum et volebat Altissimo similis esse. (Quoted after Ivanov [1925: 73-4]). 
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попали огнь от Сатаны. Михаил архангел прииде ко Господу Саваофу и рече: огнем мя 
палит от Сатаны. И Господ Михаила постриже в чернцы и положи на его схиму со крес͡ты 
простыми знамение Xриста Сн҃а Божія. Михаил архангелъ иде и удари Сатану жезлом и 
сверже его снебес͡ на землю во адову кромѣшную со всѣми его бесовскими силами;50 и паде 
бѣсъ с небеси,51 три дни и три нощи52 что капли дождевыя шло силы бесовския во адъ 
кромѣшныи. И Гс͡дь рече: Амин. Амин. Аминь. Небеса затворишася и висяще бѣси 
держими по воздуху повелѣнием божиим падают на землю от искреннея53 де͡сницы 
вышняго Бж҃ія промыс͡ла и сокрушаются на земли.54 И рече Сатана: сверже мя Гс͡дь на 
землю и я сяду в дом  Ияковля и буду славимъ от человѣкъ.! !

!

                                                                                                                            
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 ascending 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”. (Quoted after Butler [1996: 191]). 

50 The tale about the contest between the two “cosmic warriors”, Satan and Archangel Michael, is likewise 
found in some other extra-canonical writings. See in this connection The Account of John Chrysostom 
About How Archangel Michael Defeated Satan [Слово Златоꙋстаго Иѡна како повѣде Михаилъ Сантаила Гдѣ 
блгослови]!(Ms. № 1161 from the Collection of the Holy Synod [ϪϜϔϠ] in Sofia), The Account of Our 

Holy Father John Chrysostom About How the Cunning Deceiving and Godless Antichrist Satan Was 

Confined by Archangel Michael the Commander of All Angels [Словѡ ст͠агѡ Ѡца нашего, їѡана 
златоꙋснаго ѡ аньѳихриста лꙋкаваго лъживаго и безъбожнаго сантаила какво го, плени с͠ти чиноначалнїкъ 
архаг͠глъ михаилъ воивода васемъ аг͠гломъ]!(Ms. № 232 from the same Collection), etc.; their designation 
indicates that the Old Church Slavonic (Bulgarian) Vorlage of this type of apocryphal writings must have 
originated from an earlier, heavily edited translation of a related Greek text, the protograph of which was 

purportedly attributed to John Chrysostom. Redactions of the text were published and/or analysed by 

Ivanov [1935: 18-25];!Miltenova [1981: 98:113; 1983: 121-128], Petkanova [1978: 171-177; 1982: 41-48, 

349-350], Jovanović [1995: 33-55], Ivanova [2004: 397-404], Minczew [2010: 17-46; 2011: 23-54] and 
Badalanova Geller [2011: 70-71, 79]; see also Afinogenova [2006: 329-348]. For the contest between 

Michael and Satanael in vernacular Slavonic tradition, see Radchenko [1910: 74, 97, 107]; the also the 

discussion below (footnote 59). 
51To read: с небеси. 
52For the form нощи, see the discussion above.  
53The rich allegorical fluidity of this expression (i.e. искреннея де͡сницы вышняго Бж҃ія промы͡сла), and 
especially the potential metaphorical equation of  “искреннaя” (as a derivative from искра, meaning ‘fiery’ / 
‘burning’) with “искреннaя” (as feminine form of the adjective искрьнь / искрьньнъ / искреннїй, meaning not 
only ‘truthful’ / ‘rightful’, but also ‘quick’, ‘living’, as well as ‘close’, ‘near’, ‘imminent’, ‘impending’, and 
‘fierce’ / ‘furious’), may have provided the natural mythopoeic background for interpreting the current 
cosmogonic scenario within the framework of the Biblical narrative; see Jeremiah [23: 29]: Is not my word 
like as fire? saith the Lord; and like a hammer that breaketh the rock in pieces? 
For the semantic coverage of the adjective “искреннaя” (as a derivative from искра) and its 
homonym/homograph “искреннaя” (as feminine form of the adjective искрьнь/искрьньнъ), along with 
the adverb искрь (‘imminently’, ‘soon’, ‘rapidly’, ‘quickly’, ‘momentarily’), see Sreznevskii, Vol. 1 
[1893: 1118-1120], Bonchev [2002:215], Vasmer, Vol. 2 [1986: 140], Tseitlin [1999: 265]. 
54Quite significant in this respect is the fact that the motif of the defeated demonic forces falling from 
heaven to earth is systematically attested in a similar way in the Palaea; see Porfir’ev [1877: 21-31]. 
It is also featured in some Slavonic folk narratives concerned with vernacular demonology; see also 
the discussion below, footnote 148.!
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V. Вмѣсто ѿпадшихъ ликъ наполняетъ Гс͡дь человѣки, праведныхъ чл҃къ 
созывает;55 и вмѣсто самаго Сатаны сотвори Гс͡дь плотна чл҃вка, первозданнаго Адама,56

 от 
перстныя земли, кости от камени, кровь от!Чермнаго моря, мысли от облакъ, очи от солнца, 
дыхание от вѣтра.57 И поиде Гс͡дь по Дх҃ъ Ст҃ыи Свой на нб҃са ко O҃цоу и прииде Господь ко 
                                                 
55The idea that mankind was created to replace the fallen angels is also highlighted in other 
apocryphal writings. This is how it is revealed in the following cosmogonic narrative of the Bosnian 
apocryphon World’s Beginnings [Почетие свиета], which is part of a 17th century miscellany (Plovdiv 
National Library, Ms. № 116, fols. 90-97): И ꙋзмисли Гь҃ Бь҃ како би мислиѡ а҃ градь када воискꙋ 
изгꙋбиѡ, тако и Гь҃ мислаше како би ѡпета напꙋнио ѡни корь ангела, да бꙋде на пꙋно. И самисли и 
сатвори члвека на спасение негово, да се ѿ целова лꙋди плоде ѿ чловека и реч ѡ чемће на прво Бь҃ сатвори 
члвекꙋ ѡ чемће живети, паки сатвори на приликꙋ чꙋдеса велика сатвори Гь҃ Бь҃. (Quoted after Ivanov 
[1925:322]). 
56For a similar description of Adam as  “первозданньі чл҃къ”, see the following fragment from Слово стьіх 
апслъ и ѿ Адама во адѣ къ Лазарю. ги҃ (from the Zlatoust Miscellany, dated no later than the 16th century): И 
гл҃а Адам соущимъ въ аде приидете прорци и вси праведнии, послемъ вѣсть ко влдце Х҃ѹ съ слезами, на 
живьіи ѡнъ вѣкъ, хощеть ли нас ѿ моукьі сеа избавити; а Исаиа и Еремеи, роугающис адови и немощнои 
силѣ его, рекоста Дв҃дѹ: а кто можть ѿселе тамо ѿ нас вѣсть донести? а врата медѧнаѧ, и вереа железньіа, 
а замкьі каменьіѧ, а твердо запечатено? Тогда Двдъ к нимъ ꙗсно рче : а се заꙋтра ѿ нас поидеть Лазорь 
четверодневньіи, дроугъ Хв҃ъ, тъи ѿ насъ к немоу донесть вѣсть. И се ꙋсльішавъ Адамъ первозданньі 
чл҃къ, и нача битисѧ рꙋкама своима на лицоу своемꙋ, тѧжко въпиꙗше и гл҃ше: повѣдаи ѿ менѣ влдце, 
свѣтльіи дрꙋж Хв҃ъ, Лазорю – а се ти въпиеть твои первозданньіи Адамъ: на се ли мѧ еси, Ги҃, създалъ, на 
короткьіи вѣкъ на земли сеи бьіти, а се и мѧ ѡсꙋд въ адѣ многа лѣта бьіти моучитисѧ; того ли ради 
наполних земьлю, ѡ влдко? а се нн҃е твои възлюбленнии вноуци въ тмѣ седѧть, въ дн҃е адовѣ моучимьі ѿ 
сотоньі, и скорбию и тоугою срдце тешать и слезами своими ѡчи и зеница ѡмьівають, и памѧти желающе 
велми ꙋньіли соуть. Се бо на земли сеи только в малѣ час видихом добра, и се ꙋже в тоузе сеи многа лѣта въ 
ѡбиде есме. Въ малъ час азъ цр҃ь бьіти всѣмъ тваремъ бж҃іимъ, а нн҃ѣ въ многьі дн҃и рабъ бьіх адꙋ, а 
бесомъ его полонѧникъ. В мало времѧ свѣтъ твои видѣхъ, а се оуже сл҃нца твое (sic) пресвѣтлаго не вижю на 
многа лѣта, ни боурѧ вѣтренѧꙗ не сльішю. Ги҃, аще азъ съгреших, Ги҃, паче всѣх чл҃къ, то по дѣломъ моимъ 
въздал ми еси моукоу сию; не жалоуюсѧ, Ги҃, но сего ради жаль ми, Ги҃, азъ по твоемоу ѡбразоу сътворенъ 
есмъ, а нн҃ѣ дїаволъ рѹгаетьмисѧ, а по твоемоу ѡбразꙋ сътворена мѧ моучить злѣ ноудѧ мѧ, Ги҃; азъж 
впорѣдѣ (sic) живѧ, а твою бжственоую заповѣд престоупих. (Quoted after Pypin [1862:11-12]). 
57 This anthropogonic account resembles the narrative about the creation of Adam (out of seven 
substances), as revealed in the 16th -17 th cent. Bulgarian redaction of The Books of the Holy Secrets of 
Enoch [Книги ст҃их  таинь Eнохов] (Ms. № 321 from the National Library in Belgrade): И въ шести дн҃ь 
повелѣх моӗи мѫдрости сътворити чл҃ка ѿ .з҃. мих съставь: пльт его ѿ землѧ, кръв͡  его ѿ роси и слн҃ца, ѡчи его 
ѿ бездны морскые, кости ѿ каменїа, помысль его ѿ бръзости агглскые ѡблак, жилы его и косми ѿ траве 
земнїе, дшѫ его ѿ дх҃а моего и ѿ вѣтра. И дах емоу .з҃. есствь: слоух къ плъти, възрѣнїе ѡчию, ѡбонѣнїе 
дш҃евно, ѡсѧзанїѧ жилы, въкоушенїе кръве, кости тръпѣнїе, помыслоу сладость. Се помыслих хитрое слово 
сказати, ѿ невидмаго же и видмаго есства създах чл҃ка ѿ обоего, сьмрть и живот, и ѡбразь вѣсть слово, ꙗкы  
нѣкакоу тварь йнѫ въ велицѣ малѫ, и пакы въ малѣ великѫ. и на земли поставих его агг҃ла втораго чстна 
и велика и славнаа. и поставих его цр҃ѣ земли. (Quoted after Sokolov [1899: 29-30]). 

The Poltava version (copied in 1679) of The Book of the Secrets of Enoch, the Son of Jared, a 
Wise and God-loving Man [Книга ѡ таинахъ е҄ноховихъ сн҃а Аредова мѹжа мѹдра и бг҃олюбива], lists 
the components from which God creates Adam in a slightly different way: В шестїй дн҃ь повелѣхъ 
мꙋдрости моей, сътворити чл҃ка ѿ седми съставъ. а҃. плоть е҄го ѿ землѣ. в҃. кровъ е҄го ѿ росы. г҃. о҄чи е҄го ѿ слн҃ца. д҃. 
кости е҄го ѿ каменѧ. е҃. помыслъ е҄го ѿ борзости а҄гглской. и҄ ѿ ѡ҄блака. ѕ҃. жилы е҄го и҄ власы е҄го ѿ травы земной. з҃. 
дш҃а е҄го ѿ дх҃а моего и вѣтра, и дахъ е҄мѹ з҃. е҄стствъ. слꙋхъ ко плоти. возрѣнїе ѡ҄чи. ѡ҄бонѧнїе дш҃евное. о҄сѧзанїе 
жыли. въкꙋшенїе  кровъ. кости  терпѣнїю. помыслꙋ сладость. Помыслихъ хитрое слово сказаты. ѿ невидимаго же  
и҄  видимаго е҄стества создахъ чл҃ка. ѿ ѡ҄бою е҄го см҃рть и животъ, и ѡ҄бразъ. вѣсть слово ꙗ҄ко нѣкаѧ тваръ. нѹ 
велицѣ и҄ малѹ, и҄ паки вомалѣ великꙋ, и на земли поставыхъ е҄го. а҄гг҃ла второго честна и҄ велика и славна, и 
поставих е҄го цр҃ѧ на земли царствовати, и҄ и҄мѣти мою мѹдрость. и҄ не бѣ е҄мꙋ подобенъ ѿ земли ѿ сꙋщихъ тварїй 
моих. (Quoted after Popov 1880: 112). 

The same anthropogonic scenario is revealed in some other erotapocritic writings (e.g.(Р)азоумник 
ѡ всем ꙋпросе ѡче from the Tikveshki Miscellany): Вьпрось. ѿ кого сьтвори б҃ь адама. Ѿвѣт. Ѿ .з҃. чести .а҃. 
тело ѥго ѿ земле .в҃. кость ѥго ѿ камена .г҃. крьвь ѥго ѿ роси и ѿ слн҃ца .д҃. дих(а)ніѥ ѥго ѿ вѣтра. дш҃оу ѥго 
ѿ дх҃а бж҃иꙗ .е҃. разоумь ѥго ѿ ѡблака .ѕ҃. ѡчи ѥго ѿ морꙗ .з҃. помись ѿ брьзости ѥго агглскии. (Quoted after 
Nachov [1892: 402]). 
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Адаму на землю; узрѣ Адама ранами обложена, от Сатаны перстом истыкана;58 и рече Гс͡дь 
Сатанѣ: почто, окаяние Дияволе, тако сотворил еси? Аз сотворилъ чл҃ка чиста и непорочна и 
безболѣзнен͡на. И рече Сатана ко Господꙋ: забудет  тя; аще кое мѣсто поболит  и онъ помолится: 
Господи, помилуй! И Гс͡дь поворотивъ его внутрь подерши кожею и вложи в него Дх҃ъ Ст҃ый и 
оживи Адама и рече Господь Сатанѣ: поклонис͡  ты Адаму! И рече Сатана: я Твоему созданию 
непоклонюся!59 И рече Гс͡дь Сатанѣ: окаянныи диявол͡, лстивыи Сатана! И вопроси Гс͡дь Адама: 

                                                                                                                            
According to some other apocryphal writings, the body of Adam was composed of eight components. 

One such example comes from the erotapocriseis Разумникъ from the 16th cent. Lovchanski Miscellany: В.: 
ѿ колико чѧсти сьтвори б҃ь Адама? – ѿ.: ѿ ѡсемь чѧстeи. a.҃ тѣло его ѿ землѧ, .в҃. ѿ морѣ крьвь, .г҃. кости ѿ 
каменїа, .д҃. дыханїе ѿ вѣтра и ѿ дх҃а б̄жїа, .е҃. разꙋмь его ѿ облака, .ѕ҃. очи емꙋ  ѿ слн҃ца и ѿ росы, .з҃. 
помысль его ѿ брьзости агг҃елскыѧ, и ѿ смѣха и ѿ плача. (Quoted after Ivanov [1925: 260]). The 
template of “Adam octopartite” is likewise employed in the 15th-16th cent. erotapocriseis from the 
Rumiantsev’s Miscellany (Ms. № 358, fol. 281): Григорій рече: отъ коликъ частіи Адамъ созданъ? Іванъ 
рече: отъ и҃ частеи созданъ бьість Адамъ: сердце отъ камени, тѣло отъ персти, кости отъ облакъ, жильі отъ 
мгльі, кровь отъ Чермного моря, теплота отъ огня, очи отъ солнца, духъ отъ святого Духа. (Quoted after 
Pypin [1862: 11]). 

For further information, see Mochul’skii [1894: 70-72], Nachov [1894: 129-130], Miltenova 
[2004: 200-236], Petkanova [2005: 24-28], Böttrich [1995a], Badalanova Geller [2011: 73-78]; see 
also the discussion below (footnote 108). 
58A similar motif (that the disease is placed in human body by the Devil) is attested in the 16th  cent. 

Bulgarian redaction of The Account of John Chrysostom About How Archangel Michael Defeated 
Satan [Слово Златоꙋстаго Иѡна како повѣде Михаилъ Сантаила Гдѣ блгослови]!(Ms. № 1161 from the 
Collection of the Holy Synod [ϪϜϔϠ] in Sofia); see fols 42a-43a:!Г͠ь рч͡е: Имамь вамъ проꙗавити слово 
на дьске, вамь разꙋмеи истини, ѿ мене аминь. Глꙋ͠ вамь: егда Сатанаиль сьблазни се, ѿбѣже и болезни в 
прьст на чл͠ка положи, егоже азь сьтворих͡  своима  рꙋками; нь и ть хощеть частнь бити вь второе мое 
пришастіе. Тогд͡а цр͠ьствовати хощеть сьмрьть на вса͡комь диханіемь по земли. На чл͠вицех и скотехь, ꙗако 
то и вс͡е вьсеꙗ Сатанаиль своимь прѣстꙋпленіемь прьсть; жело сьмрьтное и власть Сатанаилова вь тмꙋ 
кромешнꙋю. И потомь сьтвори дрꙋг͡ светь без дани, иже и бесмрьтни и безьскочани; и тꙋи бдѣ͡ть радос͡ть и 
животь бд͡ѣть; праведници сь мною вь цр͠ьствоу нбсе͡ноумь, а законопрѣстꙋпници испадꙋть.   
The motif of ailments implanted in the human body by the Devil is also featured in oral tradition; see 

the discussion in Petkanova [1978: 72, 158-159], Badalanova Geller [2011: 78-80]. See also footnote 

110 below.!
59The refusal of Satan to worship Adam is rendered in a similar way in some Slavonic redactions of 
the apocryphal Apocalypse of Baruch (or, 3 Baruch). According to one such Russian version coming 
from a 15th century miscellany (first published by Tikhonravov in 1984), the refusal of Satanael to 
bow before Adam is regarded as the main reason behind 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 анг҃ли и да поклонѧть сѧ твари роукоу моею яже створихъ. 
И въстроуби Mихаилъ анг҃лъ и собраша сѧ в҃си анг̄ли и поклониша сѧ в҃си 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 б҃ъ отверже и от лица своего и съ анг҃лъ своими 
якоже реч пр҃рокъ оудалиша сѧ от лица его вс҃и ненавидѧщи бг҃а и славы б҃жия (Quoted after Gaylord 
[1982:304]). 
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 all bowed down to Adam order by order. But Satanael did not bow down 
and said, “To mud and dirt I will never bow down.” (Quoted after Gaylord [1982: 305]). 
The theme of Satan’s refusal to obey God’s command and venerate Adam is likewise woven 

into the storyline of the 1820!Bulgarian redaction of The Account of Our Holy Father John 

Chrysostom About How the Cunning Deceiving and Godless Antichrist Satan Was Confined by 

Archangel Michael the Commander of All Angels [Словѡ ст͠агѡ Ѡца нашего, їѡана златоꙋснаго ѡ 
аньѳихриста лꙋкаваго лъживаго и безъбожнаго сантаила какво го, плени с͠ти чиноначалнїкъ архаг͠глъ 
михаилъ воивода васемъ аг͠гломъ]!(Ms. № 232 from the Collection of the Holy Synod [ϪϜϔϠ] in 
Sofia); see fol. 112: праведни людие които ходати по волѧ бж͠иѧ а тогова чл͠вка виде лꙋкави, и проклети 
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что видѣл еси во снѣ? И рече Адам: тя, Господи, видѣхъ во Іерусалимѣ на крестѣ распята; 
Петра в Риме стремиглавъ распята и Павла в Дамасцѣ!60 И введе Гс͡дь Адама в раи. Адам 
уснул сном и Господ взем у Адама ребро лѣвое61 и сотвори ему жену Евву и вложи въ Евву Дх҃ъ 
Ст҃ый и рече Господь Адаму: возбудис͡ от сна. И рече Адам: что еси, Господи? И рече Гс͡дь Адаму: 
то тебѣ жена и живи с нею по заповедемъ Гд҃нимъ! И повелѣ изо всѣхъ дрeвес͡ ясти ягоды 
Гс͡дь Адаму и Еввѣ. И заповѣда ѿ единаго винограднаго древа не ясти,62 занеже ѿ того 
древа самъ Гс͡дь вкусил.  

                                                                                                                            
сантаилъ па си тꙋри ꙗко ѕла мисалъ на паметъ и рече азъ сеги какво да ꙋчинимъ като направи, гс͡дъ едного 
чл͠века ѿ землю да е ѿ насъ по големъ и прослави го горни о͠цъ ωногова чл͠века и рече сви аг͠гли да мꙋ се 
срамꙋватъ и да мꙋ се поклѧнѧтъ тогива какво чꙋ прелꙋкави антихрисъ таѧ дꙋма ꙗко се расрьди и рече ꙗ тогова 
чл͠века не щемъ ни да погледнемъ а камо ли да мꙋ се поклонимъ. 

In fact, the motif of Satan’s refusal to bow down before Adam is featured in all the extant versions of 
the apocryphal Tale About the Combat Between Satan and Archangel Michael; for a survey of its text-
witnesses, see above (footnote 50). Furthermore the account of how Satan repudiated God’s command to 
angels to worship Adam is also attested in some Greek and Slavonic apocryphal writings dealing with 
themes and characters from the New Testament; one such text is The Debate between Christ and the Devil 
[Ivanov 1925: 251]. See also the discussion below (footnote 111). 
60 See the following fragment from the erotapocriseis entitled Other Questions and Answers, Regarding 
What Day and Hour Has the Lord Created the First Adam and Other Related Issues [Иные вопросы по 
отвѣтамъ, въ ки день и часъ сотвори господь перваго адама и протчаꙗ по сихъ]: В. Что есть, пророчествова 
Адамъ? — О. Егда сотвори Господь Адама отъ земли, и дуну на него Богъ и оживе Адамъ, и посади его Господь 
Богъ на престолѣ и рече Богъ: благослови владьіко, — и воста Адамъ отъ престола и рече: благосолвенно царство 
Отца и Сьіна и св. Духа, — и первое пророчество далъ о святѣй Троицьі; и егда заснувъ Адамъ въ раю, и воста 
отъ сна, и рече ему Господь: Адаме, что еси видѣлъ во снѣ? Адамъ же рече: видѣхъ, Господи, Петра идуща въ 
Римъ, а Павла въ Дамаскъ, а Іоанна Богослова во Ефесъ, а тебя, Господи, видѣхъ распята на крестѣ во 
Іерусалимѣ, на Голъховѣ. То ест, пророчество Адамово. (Quoted after Pypin [1862: 171-172]). 
61The (above mentioned) 17th century Bosnian cosmogonic account designated as TheWorld’s Beginnings 
[Почетие свиета] (Plovdiv National Library, Ms. № 116, fols. 90-97) also draws attention to the idea that the 
first woman originates from Adam’s left rib: И таи дань, кои сатвори Гь҃ Адама, Адамь не може ни едань дань 
без дрꙋга живети, и поче говорити: Ги҃, даи ми дрꙋϷϴ. Гь҃ реч: Адаме, лези на земли! Ѡнь леже и ꙋснꙋ. И зе мꙋ Гь҃ ѿ 
ребарь Евгꙋ, женꙋ Адамовꙋ, ис левꙋ странꙋ Адамовꙋ едно ребро из ребарь Адамовиехь, и реч емꙋ: ѡто ти дрꙋгь, 
Адаме. (Quoted after Ivanov [1925: 322]). 
Further on Slavonic apocryphal and folklore narratives concerned with the creation of the first 
woman, see Badalanova Geller [2010: 17-48]. 
62The same idea, that the grapevine was the Forbidden Tree, is also attested in The Apocalypse of 
Baruch (3 Baruch); see the following fragment from the 13th-14th cent. text entitled Чът҃еніе ст҃го 
Вароха, ѥга послань быⷭ к немоу англь Паноуиль оу ст҃оу гороу Сиѡню на рѣцѣ, ѥгда плака се ѡ плѣнени 
Ѥроусл҃мьсцѣмь. Ги҃ бл҃осви from the Dragolev Miscellany: И пакы рѣхь азь Варохь кь анг҃лоу: ги҃ покажи ми 
дрѣво, иже прѣльсти змиꙗ Ѥоугоу и снѣсть ѥ сама и да ѥ Адамоу, и сего раді изьгнаꙗ Бь҃ из раꙗ. И рече ми 
анг҃ль: слыши, Вароше, ѥгда Бь҃ сьзда Адама, то повелѣ архан҃глоу Михаилоу сьбрати двѣстѣ тисоущь и трьѥ 
анг҃лы да насадеть раи, и вьсади Михаил маслыноу, Гавриль же ꙗблань, Рапаиль ктоуню, Нопаиль ѡрахь, 
Саразаиль калиноу, Сатанаиль же оусади лозоу, то бо ѥмꙋ бѣ прьвоѥ име, по испадени же нарече се такожде 
Сатанаиль, и такожде вси анг҃ли насадише различнаꙗ  дрѣвеса. И пакы рѣхь азь Варохь кь анг҃лоу: ги҃ покажи ми 
дрѣво ѥже прѣльсти змиꙗ Ѥоугоу и Адама. И рече ми анг҃ль: слыши, Варохь, прьвоѥ дрѣво ѥсть лоза, вьтороѥ же 
дрѣво похоть грѣховна ѥже излиꙗ Сатанаиль на Ѥоугоу и Адама; и сего ради проклель бѣ Гь҃ лозоу, зане бѣ ю 
Сатанаиль оусади и тою прѣльсти прьвозданьнаго Адама и Ѥоугоу. (Quoted after Ϝ϶ϴ ϶ [1925: 196]). 

See also the reference to the same topic in the opening paragraph of the text entitled About the 
grapevine and how it grew [О виноградѣ и како ростяше]; as indicated by Pypin, it was part of a 17th  cent. 
miscellany (kept in Rumiantsov’s Museum as № 380): Тако егда насади Господь виноград въ раи, не бысть 
ту тогда ни ангелъ, ни ктоже, токмо Господь и Сатанаилъ; и что повеле Господь садити, а Сатанаилъ крадя отъ 
всякого сада, отъ Господа прорекована среди рая. И рече Господь: тое будетъ тѣло мое, и я самъ ту буду, и будетъ 
тебѣ на прогнаніе. — Исшедъ вонъ и рече Сатанаилъ: Господи, благослови, елико насади. — Господь рече: ту есмь 
азъ посредѣ рая. Егда изыде Сатанаилъ видѣти древо свое, — древо же его изгна изъ рая, и почернѣлъ Сатанаилъ 
и бысть дьволъ. (ϡϴ ϿϹ ϻϴ Ϲ Ͼϴ: еще Адам не бѣ.) Древо же израсте на три столбы: единъ столбъ — Адамъ, 
а другій столбъ — Евва, а третій столбъ посреди, самъ Господь. Да егда согрѣши Адамъ и Евва, тогда паде 



 
TRIANTAFULLO. Ю и  и     60- и и   ф. .ф. . Х и  Т фи  

80 
 

VI. И в то время бысть сотворена земля вельми оукрашена и пространна прежде 
Адама. И позавидѣ Сатана Адаму царствующу в раю в добротѣ живущу извернулся 
Сатана червемъ и прииде ко Еввѣ63 и рече еи: пожри мя в себя и внеси раи.64 И  ѡбъвився 
околѡ виноградного древа и нача Сатана змиевѣ усты глаголати ко Еввѣ: почто не 
вкушаете винограднаго сего древа  и будите убо бози якоже небесный Бг҃ъ. Евва же сказа 
Адаму, прелсти его глаголы змиевыми: будем͡ убо бози якоже небесныи Бг҃ъ и начнем 
вѣдати якоже Хр ͡стосъ! И прелсти ͡с Адам со Еввою: вкусили винограднаго древа 
запреще ͡ннаго от Господа; и занеже искони лукавыи враг завидѣл роду человѣс͡кому, 
прелсти Адама и Евву согѣшити в раю; и спадоша с них венцы и одежды свѣтлы; и нача 
Адам и Евва древеси крытис͡; и прииде Гс͡дь в раи и рече: Адаме, гдѣ еси? Адам рече: се 
азъ, Гс͡ди! Гс͡дь рече: Адам почто, окаянны, тако сотворил еси преступленіе? Адам рече: 
жена мя прелсти есть! Ѡкаяница, почто тако сотворила еси? Евва рече: змия мя прелсти! А 
ты, прелукавая змия, почтѡ тако сотворила еси? Змия же рече: Сатана  мнѣ повелѣ 
пожрети себя и внести в раи! И рече ко Адаму: земля еси, в землю поидеши. Азъ тя сотвори ͡х 

безсмертна в раю, а ты заповѣдь мою преступил еси запрещеннаго древа ясти 

                                                                                                                            
Адамова часть въ рѣку Тигро, изнесе его (Id. на немже невѣрный разбойник); а Еввина часть паде въ рай, да 
егда потопъ бысть, на водѣ потопе, не взыде, да егда изыде ( . Ϲ., Ͼ Ϸϸϴ Ͽϴ ϶ ϸϴ ϴ), древо же остася 
при Мирстѣй рѣцѣ. […] (Quoted after Pypin [1862: 7]). 

The same concept — that the grapevine was the forbidden tree — is also featured, in a somewhat 
baffling way, in the 17th cent. Bosnian cosmogonic account The World’s Beginnings [Почетие свиета]: И 
Сатанаиль има злобꙋ на Адама и на Евгꙋ и васади лозꙋ и похоть древнꙋ да преласти Адама. И такьі сташе 
Адамь и Евга ва раи, и доће дꙗволь и сатвори се змиѡмь. А тадаи биеше змиꙗ ꙋ раю и хоћаше на рапꙋ како и 
чловекь на ногꙋ и зваше се красна девица, тере се сатвори девичномь змиѡмь и главомь девичномь, и доће 
напастонати Евгꙋ, говорећи: защо ви нећете ести ѡногаи воћа? Ѿговори Евга и реч: ни е нам га рекао Бь҃ ести. И реч 
онь: каде би сте ели ѡвои воће, све бисте знали, що Бь҃ зна и тако е. Евга ꙋвери дꙗвлѹ и ꙋстриже в҃ ꙗбꙋчице и 
заложи ѡна единомь, а дрꙋгомь Адама заложи. Она прождрие, Адам же заложивь, споменꙋ г҃нь и стиснꙋ 
ꙗбѹчицѹ ꙋ грлꙋ. Ꙋ таи се чась ѹгледаше грешници и нази. И доће к нимь Гь҃ Бь҃, изгна ихь из раꙗ и тѹ и 
змию прокле да веће не ходи па репꙋ, а да е пꙋна ꙗда. И сатвори Гь҃ иста чловека плꙋть его ѿ земле, кости ѿ 
мрамора, ꙋмь ѿ брзине ангелске. (Quoted after Ivanov [1925: 323]). 

As pointed out by Porfir’ev, in one of the narratives about the nature of the forbidden tree, entitled 
Concerning the Tree of Knowledge [О древѣ разумнѣмъ], which is included in the text of the 17th cent.  
Palaea (Ms. № 866 from the Solovetsky Monastery Library), it is mentioned that many individuals 
consider either the gapevine or the fig to be among the “plausible” appearances of the Tree of Life; yet, as 
the text further argues — which is typical for the Palaea type of discourse — neither of them is right, since 
the true Tree of Life is in fact Jesus Christ himself, along with the Holy Spirit: Мнѡзи оубѡ о древѣ 
животнѣмъ во ѡбличенiихъ убѣдишася нѣкацѣхъ. Ѡви убо являютъ видѣние древа паче же прорицаютъ. И 
видѣние ѡвощехъ нѣкiихъ ѡви смоквь, дроузiи же гроздь. Ѿ обою то неправо гл҃ютъ. … Древо бо жизни ничтоже 
ино нѣсть токмо Хрс҄тосъ и Дх҃ъ с҃тыи (Quoted after Porfir’ev  [1877: 205]). 

For a brief survey of Slavonic sources in which the grapevine is identified as the forbidden tree, 
see Mochul’skii [1894: 98-99]; Petkavova further analyses the motif in relation to The Sea of Tiberias 
[1978: 110-111]; cf. also Badalanova Geller [2011: 87-95]. See the discussion below (footnote 114). 
63Here the Devil is speaking not to the serpent, but to Eve, which is an obvious scribal error. 
64The theme of the clandestine re-entering of sneaky Satan into the realm of the Garden of Eden was 
likewise attested in the 15th cent. Russian recension of The Apocalypse of Baruch. According to this 
text, after his having been cast out (on the account of his refusal to obey God’s order to bow down to 
Adam), Sotonail returned to Paradise in the following way:  

Тогда шедъ сотонаилъ обрѣте змию. И створи сѧ червемъ и реч змии зини пожри мѧ въ оутробоу свою. И 
в҃ниде чресъ ограду въ раи хощи прельстити Евгоу. Тоя бо ради изъгнанъ бых от славы б҃жя. И пожре и 
змия и в҃ниде в раи и обрѣте Евгоу. (Quoted after Gaylord [1982: 304]). 
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. (Quoted after Gaylord [1982: 304]). 

See also the discussion below (footnote 117). 
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винограднаго! И пос͡ла Господь архангела Михаила и повелѣ ихъ изгнати из раю 
свергнути на землю. И рече Гс͡дь Адаму: паши землю!!

!

VII. И ста с женою Aдам нача плакати и рыдати что изгнали из раю. Гс͡дь же 
хотя помиловати, видя его чисто покаяние от сердца и воздыханіе и слезы от лица: Влдко 
всещедры и ниже вѣси судбами спаси Aдама прелестнаго! И услыша Сатана стенание 
Адамово, воздыханіе ѡ грѣхъ, занеже искони ненавистливый лукавы диявол прииде ко 
Адаму и рече ему: скажу ти радость! Хощет тя Г ͡сдь помиловати, даи мнѣ рукописание на 
себя и в род свои; а ты, Евва, кленис͡ мнѣ клятвою!!

!

VIII. И родишас͡ у Адама два сн҃а: Авел͡ и Kаин͡. Аве͡л принесе Гс͡ду Бг҃у жертву 
агнецъ тученъ,65 а Kаи ͡н принесе от земли хлѣба прежде Гс͡да сам вкусил. Гс͡дь Авелеву 
жертву принял, а Каина отрыгнул. И завиде Каин͡ Авелю, уби его камене ͡м.66 Гс͡дь  прииде и 
рече Каину: почто убилъ брата своего Авеля?67 И заповѣдал͡ Г ͡сдь звѣрю трижды на всякъ 
день снѣдать и выметать из себе аки знамение три ста лѣтъ трястис͡ по Авелю,68 кров͡ от 
крови отливатися. Авел͡ лежаше на земли триста лѣтъ.69 Адам же незнаетъ что сотворити; 

                                                 
65Compare the following fragment from the erotapocriseis Разумникъ from the 16th cent. Lovchanski 
Miscellany: В.: рьци ми, кто наи прьво сьтвори оброкь на земли? – ѿ.: Авель ягне закла. (Quoted after 
Ivanov [1925: 261]). 

See also the discussion in Mochul’skii, who analyses apocryphal sources in connection with 
Talmudic renditions of the same motif [1894: 72-73]. 
66Compare this to the following excerpt from the text of the Rumiantsev’s Palaia (1494), once part of 
the archival collection of the Rumiantsev Museum (Ms. № 453): Аще хощеши оуведат добре силоу 
книгъ, послоушай да ѿ бытия историѧ и бод҃хвныих пророкъ повесть скажемъ. Рче бо писание: потомъж приложи 
пакы родити Авелѧ, и быс по дн҃ех ѡнех, реч, принесет Каинъ Гв҃и ѿ плод  земных жрътвоу, и Авель принесе ѿ 
пръвородных агнець. Авель оубо то творѧше паствꙋ млека ради и волньі, мѧс ядениеж еще возбранено бѣаше. И 
призрѣ Гь҃  на Авелѧ и на дары его, бѧше и призрѣ Гь҃ на Авель плод смирениꙗ, и тѣмъ хотѧше стрсть свою 
изобразоват, а Каинаж видѧше Гь҃, яко моужь крови ес и плод пръваго безакониꙗ, тѣмъж не вънѧт Гь҃ на жрътвꙋ 
Каиновоу. Томꙋ рче бл҃жньіи Дв҃дъ: испытаꙗ срдца и оутробы Бг҃ъ прдвнъ.  Ѡскорбѣ же, рче, Каинъ зѣло не ѡ своем 
согрѣшении, но ѡ братни бл҃годѣꙗнии, и испаде лицем, завидевъ бо Авелю братꙋ своему. И рче Каинъ ко 
Авелю: поидем на поле” и быс  егда быти им на поли, и оумысли Каинъ оубити брата своего Авелѧ, и не 
оумеꙗше, не бе бо кто кого оубилъ; но наоучи его сатана, рче: возми камень и оудари въ главоу, ѡнж взем 
камень и оуби брата своего Авелѧ. Се оубо Авель пръвоу подобноу см҃рть стрсти Хв҃и воспрїатъ, иже завистию 
до ............ ѿ брата своего Каина бес правды оубиен быс ............ (Quoted after Pypin [1862: 9]). 

Apart from the Palaea, the fratricide motif is also attested in some recensions of The Discourse of the 
Three Saints writings; Slavonic apocryphal renditions of the legend of the murder of Abel by his older brother 
Cain are analysed by Mochul’skii [1894: 81-82]. While surveying the literary sources featuring this motif, he 
refers to a 17th century miscellany from Vienna (Mss. № 76), containing a copy of The Discourse of the Three 
Saints (Serbian recension). According to this source (fol. 6, question № 6), 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. (Quoted after Mochul’skii [1894: 81]). 
67The post-fratricide sequel is explained in a related way in the Rumiantsev’s Palaia (1494): Ѡ оубитии 
Авель Каина. Речеж Гь҃ к Каиноу: где ес Авель, брат твои? — ѿвеща Каинъ, и рче: егда стражь братꙋ моемоу есмь 
азъ? Речеж Гь҃ : что еси сотворилъ! Се кровъ брата твоего вопиет ко мне? Тѣмъ оубо разꙋмеем, ꙗко двое зло створи 
Каинъ: пръвое оубиица быс и началникъ всѧкои кровии и лжи, и оуби бо и солга: рекбо егда стражь братꙋ моемꙋ 
есмь азъ. Гь҃ же рче к немꙋ: боуд и стенѧ и трѧсьісѧ, понеж приꙗтъ кровъ брата своего............ И положи, рче, Гь҃ 
знамение на Каинѣ не оубити его всѧкомоу ѡбретающемꙋ его, Би҃и бо оуста въ знаменїа ес возбранѧемꙋ оубиемꙋ 
быти, но и трѧсанїа оудовь ег быс. (Quoted after Pypin [1862: 9]). 
68Cain’s punishment is described in a similar way in some erotapocritic writings (e.g. (Р)азоумник ѡ 
всем ꙋпросе ѡче from the Tikveshki Miscellany): Ѩко бѣ гнѣвь б҃жьі на каинѣ, свллѣксе хождаше. глава 
ѥмоу при ногоу. (Quoted after Nachov [1892:403]). 
69According to the text of the Rumiantsev’s Palaia (1494), the body of Adam was not buried for 30 years: 
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и по͡сла Гс͡дь двѣ птицы горлицы и уби горлица горлицу; и разкопа ͡в землю и погрбивыи 
сн҃a своего Авеля в землю.70

!

!

IX. Адам поживе на земли лѣтъ девять сотъ тритцать и умре; и прииде смерт 
сатанина и взем душу его и внесе во адъ; мучись 3000 лѣть внутрь ада во огни горящем 
руки и ноги связаны на шесть цеплащеи.71

!

!

X. И рече Бг҃ъ Гс͡дь безначалныи Цр҃ь цр ͡ствующим͡ и Гс͡дь господствующимъ, 
самоизволивыи Oц҃ъ н҃бныйи посла Сн҃а Своего единороднаго Г͡сда нашего Иис͡са Хр ͡ста на 
землю вселитися в девицу и родитис͡  на потребление хлѣба адамова и разрушение цр͡ства 
сатанина и на спасение родꙋ члвчскому. И хотя Гс͡дь Адама и Евву помиловати, от 
первородныя клятвы свободити. И седяще Гс͡дь нашъ Иис͡съ Хри ͡стосъ на небеси со Ѿцем 

Своим небесным на престолѣ сказаема вѣка сего полпяты тысящи;72 и рождся на небеси от 

Oц҃а без матери, на земли от матери безъ отца; воплотися от Дв҃ы Марии Пресвятыя Бц҃ы, 
родися въ Вифлеефѣ Иудейстѣм и творяще на земли многая чюдеса и точию пострада 
яко чл҃вкъ; распящась волею на крестѣ восхотѣ ѿ иудеи беззакон͡ныхъ во святом градѣ 
Иерусалиме и положенъ во гробъ, и воскресе в третии день воскресениемъ своим; и сниде во 
адъ, изведе изъ ада Адама первое достояние схождения роду своегѡ; а  раи едемскии на 
востоцѣ. На престолѣ своем бжественном смерть сатанину умертви своею смертию, а  
Сатану связа словом͡ повелѣнием Oтца своего. Аминь. 

!

!

!

!

!

                                                                                                                            
Плакашеxсѧ, рче, Адамъ и Евга над тѣлом Авелевым л҃ лѣт. И не согни тѣло его, и не оумеаста его погрести. 
(Quoted after Pypin [1862: 9]). 

However, according to some other apocryphal sources, Abel’s body was not buried for 930 years; see 
in this connection the following fragment from the erotapocriseis Разумникъ from the 16th cent. Lovchanski 
Miscellany: В.: колико лежа Авель не погребень? — ѿ.: деветьсьть лѣть и . л҃., доидеше погребошѫ и Адама 
оц҃а его. (Quoted after Ivanov [1925: 263]). 
70According to the text of the Rumiantsev’s Palaia (1494), Adam and Eve learn how to bury the body 
of their son Abel from the doves which were sent by God to teach them funerary rituals: И повелением 
Бии҃мъ прилетесте горлице две, единаж оумре, другаяж ископа ꙗмоу и вложи в ню.......Адама и Евга и 
погребоста Авелѧ, и оуставистаж сѧ плачь. (Quoted after Pypin [1862: 9]). 
71See in this connection Russ. ц а (‘Ͼ Ͽь   ϻϴ ϹϺϾ Ͻ’, ‘ Ϲ ϴϿϿϼ Ϲ Ͼϴ  ϶ ϻϾϴ’), Bulg. ц а 
(‘Ϸ ϼ϶ ϴ’) [Bonchev 2012: 327], meaning also ‘ ϴϿϾϴ’, ‘϶Ϲ ϼϷϴ’. Perhaps the closest English 
semantic counterparts will be ‘ring’, ‘hoop’, ‘fetter’, ‘shackle’, ‘handcuff’, ‘manacles’, ‘chains’, 
‘restraints’. See also Gerov [1904: 533], who lists the following meanings of the noun цѣ ь (Ϻ. .): 
«϶ѫϺϹ  ϺϹϿѣϻ ; ϶Ϲ Ϸϴ, ϶Ϲ Ϸϴ, ϻϼ ϸϺϼ , ϼ ϸϺϼ ; ѣ ь. ѫ  ъ цѣ ». 
72A similar idea is revealed in the following excerpt from the Rumiantsev’s Palaia (1494), in which it is 
maintained that Christ’s coming on earth “as man among men” heralds the end of the period of 5500 years 
since Adam; hence the account of the birth of Jesus is integrated into the narrative of Adam’s ultimate 
salvation: Аз-же, Сифъ, егда бѣх молѧ Га҃ ꙋ вратъ Едемскьіх, зaрѧ ми ꙗвимисѧ, арх҃нглъ гн҃ь Михаилъ, азъ 
есмь поставлен чресъ есство члсчко тебе ꙋбо рекъ Сифъ не може тьі троудитсѧ, слезамим олѧсѧ масла ради 
милованїа, да помажеши ѡц҃а своего Адаама болезни...... коном не можши ѿ него приꙗти, развее в послѣднѧꙗ 
дн҃и, егд исполнена боудоут ҂е҃ и ф҃ лѣт. Тогда приидет на землю возлюбленньіи Сн҃ъ Би҃и Хс҃ и створит ти 
въскрсние тѣлꙋ Адамовꙋ, и ѡживити телеса мр҃твьіх, и тъ приидет во Иерданстеи рѣце крститсѧ и егда 
изьідет ѿ водьі, тогда ѿ ѡлеѧ млсти его помажет всѧ вероующаꙗ, и бꙋдет ѡлеи милованїа и порѡжени 
боудоут водою и дх҃ом в жизнь вечноую; тогда приидет возлюбленньіи Сн҃ъ Би҃и Хс҃ и введет ѡц҃а твоего Адама 
в раи к древоу милованїа. (Quoted after Pypin [1862: 10]). 
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Copied from the divine books of the diligent and God-loving men, 
Basil the Great,73 Gregory the Theologian,74 and John Damascene,75 

[in which it is written] about the most glorious debates on mysterious issues 
concerning the Eternal Lord, our God, [so that it might be elucidated] 

how God Sabaoth preceded all visible and invisible creatures 
 
I. Before [the creation] of earth, the Lord Sabaoth — eternal, everlasting, 

uncreated, ineffable, unborn, un-conceived, omnipresent, invisible, intangible, 
immortal, and incorporeal King of mysterious secrets — was [reigning] in splendour in 
three76 chambers in the ether. And then from the face of the Lord Sabaoth there was 
light, which was seven77 times brighter than the present light.  His garments were as 
white as the bright light of the face of the Lord. And the Lord Sabaoth was sitting in 
three chambers78 in the ether, on the throne of his most high glory. And the Lord 
Sabaoth, the eternal Father, pondered within himself, and thus begot the beloved Son 
of God, our Lord Jesus Christ, who emanated from his heart. From his lips he released 
his Holy Spirit on him [Jesus] in the image of a dove. These three chambers79 heralded 
the triune80 and eternal God — the Son, the Father, and the Holy Spirit. Upon these 
three chambers [was] the eternal Cross, and the Lord God made this Cross herald the 
crucifixion of his Son Jesus the Nazarene of Judea. The Holy Spirit, which issues from 

                                                 
73Saint Basil the Great (c. 330-379), bishop of Caesarea; along with his brother Saint Gregory of Nyssa, he 
was one of the Cappadocian Fathers. Together with Saint Gregory the Theologian and Saint John 
Chrysostom, he is regarded as one of the “Three Holy Hierarchs” of Eastern Christianity. Saint Basil had a 
tremendous influence upon the theological tradition of the Byzantine Commonwealth; significantly, his 
heritage includes homilies on Hexaemeron, etc. (hence his direct or indirect impact upon various homiletic 
and exegetical writings concerned with Creation). The “imagined” authorship of the erotapocriseis 
Discourse of the Three Saints, which apocryphal tradition attributes to him and his associates, reflects not 
only his ultimate authority in the life of the Church, but also the respect which he was granted among “the 
simple folk” of Slavia orthodoxa. 
74Saint Gregory the Theologian (329-389), also known as Gregory Nazianzen (or Gregory of 
Nazianzus), was a friend of Saint Basil the Great and Saint Gregory of Nyssa; see also footnote 26. 
75Saint John Damascene (c. 657-749), also known as Saint John of Damascus; fragments of his most 
important theological work, The Fountain of Knowledge (or The Fountain of Wisdom), were included 
in Simeon’s Florilegium; see also the discussion in Thompson [1991; 1993] and Trendafilov [1998: 
154-161]. As pointed out by Porfir’ev (and others), the composition of the Palaeia is occasionally 
attrituted to either Saint John Damascene, or Saint John Chrysostom (c. 347–407), although the 
original authorship cannot be accredited either to the former or to the latter: Ϝϻ϶ѣ ,  ϶  
Ͼ ϼ  ϣϴϿϹ  ϼ ϼ ϶ϴϹ   I ϴ  ϛϿϴ ,  I ϴ  Ϙϴ ϴ Ͼϼ  ( . ϣϴϿϹ  

Ϥ . Ϡ ϻ. № 361; ϶  ϼ Ͼѣ ϣϴϿϹϼ XVI ϶ϹϾϴ ϼ ϴϸϿϹϺϴ ϹϽ ϔ. Ϝ. ϩϿ ϸ ϶  № 182, 
ϼϿ ϺϹ  ϸϴϺϹ ϼϻ ϵ ϴϺϹ ϼϹ I. ϛϿϴ ϴ);  ϼ  Ϸ , ϼ  ϸ Ϸ Ϸ  ϴ ѣ  ϸ ϵ ϴϷ  
ϼ Ϲ i . [Porfir’ev 1877: 14]. 

76 Cf. Thompson’s  Motif-Index, entry Z71.1. (Formulistic number: three). 
77 Cf. Thompson’s  Motif-Index, entry Z71.5 (Formulistic number: seven). 
78 For the metaphorical aspects of the description of the primordial three-chambered habitat within 
the cosmogonic scheme of The Sea of Tiberias (Types A-1 and A-2), see Badalanova Geller [2011: 
25-30, 56]; see also in this connection footnotes 26, 29. 
79 Cf. Isaiah [40: 22]; similar cosmographic imagery is employed by Cosmas Indicopleustes in his 
Christian Topography. See also in this connection the discussion in Mil’kov and Polianskii [2009: 61-
63,78-79, notes 49-50, 60]. 
80 For vernacular interpretations, see Thompson’s  Motif-Index, entry A109.1 (God as a triad). 
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the Father to all believers in his name, resides in their hearts, because the Father is 
unbegotten and unborn, while the Son is born but not created, and the Holy Spirit is not 
created and not born, but issues from the Father.    

II. There was then no sky, no earth, no sea, no angels, no archangels, no 
cherubim, no seraphim, no rivers, no lakes, no wells, no springs, no men, no 
mountains, no clouds, no stars, no light, no beasts, no birds, no caves, no dawn.  At 
that time there was darkness, the abyss, and murkiness; and then there were no 
days or nights, no eras, no hours. At that time there was the immortal and eternal 
Son of God, Jesus Christ,81 who created with a Word [=Logos], by the order of his 
heavenly Father, all the visible and invisible heavenly creations; and as the Lord 
uttered [the Word = Logos] from his most wise lips, so it was created and 
fashioned by the Holy Spirit. And the Lord said, “May there be a crystal sky on 
iron pillars, on seventy thousand of myriads82 of them, and may there be lakes and 
clouds and stars and light.” He exhaled83 wind from his innards, and planted 
Paradise to the East;84 [thus] East and West and North and South [were 
established]. An angel sits to the East in the splendour of his most high glory. The 
Lord created seven heavens with his Word [= Logos].85 Frost issued from God’s 
face, while thunder is the Lord’s voice,86 harnessed in a fiery chariot, and lightning 
is the Word of the Lord, issuing from God’s lips, and the Sun is from God’s 
innermost garments; on the account of God’s having wiped his face, the Moon 
[came] from [his] face. And the Lord said, “May there be a myriad of pillars in the 
ether!” And so it was created by the Lord’s Word [= Logos]. These immovable 
iron pillars are from the beginning of this era. “May there be on these pillars an 
immovable stone, and [may there be] on this stone earth, and [may there be] under 
the earth Hell, immovable and all made of bronze; and [may there be] iron beams 
and gates of bronze and iron! And under Hell [may there be] the bottomless 
Tartar.” And the Lord said, “May there be above Hell a myriad of bronze pillars, 
and [may there be] on the pillars a stone, and on the stone — the earth!” With a 
Word [= Logos] the Lord created stone and flint. 

                                                 
81The image of the Son as the Creator of the Universe (i.e. the one who fashioned heavens and earth, 
plants and animals, Adam and Eve, etc.) is also attested in oral tradition, and in the religious art of 
Slavia orthodoxa; see the discussion in Badalanova Geller [2011: 57-60]. 
82 Cf. Thompson’s  Motif-Index, entry Z71.5.0.1 (Formulistic numbers: sevenfold). 
83 On the concept of “creation via exhaling”, see the discussion in Badalanova Geller [2011: 42-49]. 
84Cf. Genesis [2: 8]: And the Lord God planted a garden eastward in Eden; and there he put the man 
whom he had formed. 
85Consult Thompson’s Motif-Index, entries A 651.1.4 (Seven heavens: a series of seven upper worlds) 
and Z71.5 (Formulistic number: seven). The image of the seven-folded sky can likewise be found in 
Bulgarian oral tradition. According to folklore data collected by D. Marinov, “the sky, which people 
can see now, is a solid thick crust of seven layers” (“ Ϲϵ , Ͼ Ϲ  ϶ϼϺϸϴ Ϲ, Ϲ ϶ ϸϴ Ͼ ϴ ϸϹϵϹϿϴ ϼ 
ϼ ϴ ϹϸϹ  ϸϼ Ͽϼ”), see SbNU 28 [1914: 7]. Further on Bulgarian vernacular cosmography, and in 
particular on the popular concept of the sky as a solid shell/coating of seven stratums, see S. Tolstaia 
[1998: 23]. For the extra-biblical traditions of seven heavens and earths, see Ginzberg [1909: 9-13; 
1910: 260; 1911: 96; 1925:  9-11, 23, 30]. 
86 On  acoustic characterisics of  God’s voice, see Thompson’s  Motif-Index, entry A 139.5.2 (God’s 
voice causes thunder).  
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III. And the Lord said, “May there be on earth the Sea of Tiberias, the salty 
water!” The first earth is created in the ether and made firm. The second earth [is] upon 
Hell, and on this earth [is] a sea and this Sea of Tiberias has no shores. And the Lord 
descended via the ether to the Sea of Tiberias, and on this Sea of Tiberias the Lord 
spotted a swimming duck, and God stood above it and said to it, “Duck, who are you?” 
And Satan said to him, “I am God!” And the Lord said to him, “And who am I then?” 
Satan said to him, “You are God of gods and King of kings.”  If Satan did not say that, 
but something which the Lord God did not approve,87 then the Lord would have 
crushed him in the Sea of Tiberias.  And God said to Satan, “Dive into the Sea and 
bring up earth and stone.”88 And he [God] broke it [i.e. the stone] into two, and half of 
the stone, [which was] from his left hand, he gave to Satan. And the Lord struck the 
stone with his sceptre and the Lord said, “Be you angels in my image — strong, 
incorporeal, and immortal — doing my will [in Heaven] above!”89 And from the 
fiery90 wings God created the archangels Michael, and Gabriel, Yeurya [Uriel],91 and 
Michael,92 Paraflam,93 Pomogay,94 cherubim, seraphim, angels, and archangels. As for 
the sceptre with which our God Jesus Christ hit [the stone], it was made of burnished 
steel.  And by the will of the Word of God angels flew out from the stone — 

                                                 
87Var.: “should he have said something against God”. 
88For various attestations of this motif in vernacular oral traditions around the world, see Thompson’s Motif-
Index, entries A 811 (Earth brought up from bottom of primeval water) and A 812.1 (Devil as Earth Diver). 
In fact, this motif becomes one of the hallmarks of The Sea of Tiberias; it was attested in all the extant 
versions. At the same time, it is perhaps not only the best studied, but also the most controversial trait of this 
apocryphon; see the discussion in Potebnia [1886: 273 (738) -75(40)]; Veselovskii [1889: 19-24, 47-75, 82-
7, 108-16]; Dragomanov [1892: 257-314; 1894:10-35, 45-52]; Korobka [1909: 175-95; 1910: 105-47]; 
Radchenko [1910: 74-6, 86-7, 91-3, 99-100, 109-15]; Markov [1913: 64-74]; Ivanov [1925: 287-90]; 
Köngäs [1960: 151-80]; Dundes [1962: 1032-51]; Tomicki [1976: 86-95; 1979:174-75; 1980:51-62, 70-
117]; Petkanova [1978: 171-177]; Dimitrova [1985: 184-192; 1998: 376-84] and Dimitrova-Marinova 
[1998: 38-57]; Kuznetsova [1998: 59-79]; Šmitek 1998: 111-23]; Stoyanov (whose observations and 
arguments are rather close to those of Dragomanov) [2001: 19-33; 2004: 192-94]; Berezkin [2003a; 2003 b: 
247]; Nagy [2006: 281-326]; Badalanova [2003: 6-7; 2008: 168, 219-21], Badalanova Geller [2011: 30-33, 
64-68]. 
89Consult Thompson’s Motif-Index, entry A 52.0.1 (Angels created to execute God’s will). 
90The concept of angels being created of fire is also featured in midrashic tradition [Ginzberg 1909:16]. It is 
likewise manifestly attested in the Qur’ān [Sūrah 7: 11; Sūrah 38: 77], and in some Islamic exegetical 
writings. Consult in this connection The History of Prophets and Kings (Tarīkh al-rusul wa'l-mulūk) by Al-
Tabarī, vol. 1: From the Creation to the Flood [Rosenthal 1989: 252-53] and The Stories of the Prophets 
(Qisas al-Anbiyā) by Al-Rabghūzī [Boeschoten, O’Kane and M. Vandamme 1995: 11-13]; see also the 
discussion in Badalanova Geller [2008 b: 9, 92-94]. 
91The etymology of the angelonym “Uriel” is conventionally explained either in connection with the 
Hebrew lexeme denoting ‘light’, or with its Aramaic counterpart denoting ‘fire’ [Mach 1999: 885-
886]. It is significant that in the current text, the archangel Uriel, along with Michael and Gabriel, 
emerges from certain ‘fiery wings’. 
92It is not clear as to why the name of the archangel Michael is listed twice. 
93An obscure angelonym. 
94Yet another obscure angelonym; in other Mss. of The Sea of Tiberias the name of the angel Pomogay (the 
accusative form of which is Помогая) is spelled as either Pomailo [Помайло], or Pomail [Помаил]; see the 
discussion in Sreznevskii [1904: 100, note 3] and Badalanova Geller [2011: 126, note 450; 131]. 
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archangels Michael and Gabriel, leaders of the [host of the] Heavenly King.95 As for 
Satan, he beat out from the stone an innumerable host of fleshy demonic gods.96 And 
the Lord said, “May there be 33 whales97 in [the waters of] the Sea of Tiberias, and 
may earth rest on these whales!” And God seeded earth on them, [and said], “May 
there be a thick, wide and spacious earth!” And trees and herbs and flowers and forests 
and hills and springs and lakes and rivers [appeared]; and from the soil the Lord 
created beasts and animals and fish in the waters, and birds flying in the air;98 and He 
created day and night, and reptiles crawling on the earth. As for the whales, the Lord 
ordered the angels to bring food for them from Paradise. On them the earth is fixed and 
does not move in any direction.   

IV. And Satan said to the Lord Sabaoth, “My powers are stronger than those of 
the Most High, [since] I am like the Most High.” [God] accepted Satan as an archangel 
and took him up to the heavens. Satan began to be swollen with pride and elevated 
himself in his own thoughts, musing, “I will create for myself a throne above the stars, 
in the ether.”99 The Lord divined his cunning thoughts and sent the archangel Michael, 
ordering him to evict Satan from the heavens. The archangel Michael hit Satan with a 
sceptre and fire sparked from Satanail. The archangel Michael came to the Lord 
Sabaoth and said, “Satan’s fire is burning me.”And the Lord ordained Michael100 and 
put a schema (habit) on him with holy crosses, as a portent of Christ, Son of God. The 
archangel Michael went and hit Satan with a sceptre and evicted him from the heavens 
to earth, [and then pushed him] to Hell with all his demonic powers. And the Devil fell 
from the heavens;101 for three days and three nights, the demonic hosts were falling 
into Hell like drops of rain; and the Lord said, “Amen, amen, amen.” The heavens 

                                                 
95 Cf. Thompson’s Motif-Index, entry A 52 (Creation of angels); related also to A 52.0.8 (God created 
angels by striking one small stone with another. Lucifer created devils by imitation). 
96 Cf. Thompson’s Motif-Index, entries A 51 (Creation of devil[s]), G302.1. (Origin of demons and 
their companions), G303.1 (The origin of the devil and his companions), G303.1.4 (The devil creates 
other devils); related also to G303.1.4.2 (Devils are created from sparks produced by Satan’s striking 
two stones together). 
97 The motif of the whales upon which the dry land rests has vernacular oral interpretations; see the 
discussion in Mochul’skii [1887 (18:3): 41-8], Ivanov [1925: 307-308], Dimitrova-Marinova [1998: 
40-44, 48], Kuznetsova [1998:68], Badalanova Geller [2011: 33-42]. For further empirical data 
reflecting the renditions of this cosmological concept in Slavonic folklore tradition, see Gorodtsov 
[1909: 52-53 (text 1)]; Zavaritskii [1916: 68]; see also the discussion above. 
98Cf. Genesis [2:19]: And out of the ground the Lord God formed every beast of the field, and every 
fowl of the air. 
99Cf. Isaiah [14:12-15]: How art thou fallen from heaven, O Lucifer, son of the morning! How art 
thou cut down to the ground, which didst weaken the nations! For thou hast said in thine heart, I will 
ascend into heaven, I will exalt my throne above the stars of God: I will sit also upon the mount of the 
congregation, in the farthest sides of the north: I will ascend above the heights of the clouds; I will be 
like the most High. Yet thou shalt be brought down to Hell, to the sides of the pit. 
Consult also Thompson’s Motif-Index, entries A106.2 (Revolt of evil angels against God), A106.2.1 
(Revolting devil banished to hell), A106.2.2. (Satan’s fall from heaven).  
100 Lit.: “cut his hair”. 
101 Cf. Thompson’s Motif-Index, entries G303.8 (Devil’s expulsion from heaven and his present 
haunts), G303.8.1 (Devil driven from heaven), V236. (Fallen angels); included in the current narrative 
is also a slightly amended rendition of G303.8.1.2 (Archangels Michael and Gabriel drive Satan and 
other devils from heaven to earth). 
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closed, and the hanging demons, suspended in the ether according to God’s will, 
started falling to earth, [pushed] by the righteous hand of the most high divine Wisdom, 
and they crashed onto earth. And Satan said, “God expelled me to earth and I will sit in 
Jacob’s house and be glorified by men.”102 

V. And the Lord substituted the fallen host with mankind. Righteous men were 
called for, and instead of Satan himself, God created a man of flesh — the primordial 
Adam — from the earth’s soil,103 with bones from stone,104 blood from the Red Sea,105 
thoughts from clouds,106 eyes from the sun,107 and breath from the wind.108 And the 

                                                 
102 Perhaps a tacit reference to Luke [1: 33] (And he shall reign over the house of Jacob for ever; and 
of his kingdom there shall be no end). 
103On the homologies of earth and flesh in Indo-European cosmogonies and anthropogonies, see 
Gamkrelidze and Ivanov [1984: 821], Lincoln [1986: 4-16, 21-25].  
104 On the implementation of “bone” as a corporeal alloform for “stone” in Indo-European creation 
myths, see West [1971: 377] and Lincoln [1986: 7, 10-16, 21-25, 31,109, 113]. 
105 On the derivation of blood (i.e. the bodily fluids = the liquid elements of microcosm) from the sea/salty 
water (i.e. the liquid elements of macrocosm), as rendered in Indo-European anthropogonies (with a special 
emphasis on the “homologic causality” encoded in them), see Lincoln [1986: 13-15, 17, 21-27, 113]. 
106On the mythopoeic relationship between “thoughts” and “clouds”, and their consubstantiality in 
Indo-European cosmologies and anthropogonies, see Lincoln [1986: 19-25].  
107 On the attestation of “Sun” as a macrocosmic alloform for “eye(s)” in Indo-European languages 
and mythologies, see Lincoln [1986: 17-18, 21-25]. 
108 As indicated by Thompson in his Motif-Index, there are several numerical patterns inlaid in 
anthropogonic narratives. The motif of “seven substances employed in composition of human body” is 
classified by him as type A 1260.1.4; the anthropogonic paradigm of this redaction of The Sea of Tiberias 
(along with that of 2 Enoch and some erotapocritic writings) falls into this category; see also the discussion 
in Forbes and Charles [1913: 448-449] and West [1971: 377]. The same motif is likewise employed in 
some folk songs; it is found in some Russian oral poems, such as The Rhyme of the Dove Book (var. transl. 
The Rhyme of the Unfathomable Book) [С    К ], and The Jerusalem Scroll [Св  
Е а ]. According to one such text, the creation of man was described as follows:  

ϣϹ ϶ϴ  ϴ ь, Ͼ ϼ —  Ͼϴ Ϲ ; | ϖ ϴ  ϴ ь, ѣϿ  —  ϻϹ Ͽϼ; | Ϧ Ϲ i  ϴ ь, ϸϴ —  
ϫϹ [ ] ϴϷ  ; | ϫϹ ϶Ϲ ϴ  ϴ ь, ϸ ϴ iϹ —  ϶ѣ ; | ϣ  ϴ ь, Ͽϼ,  ϵϿ Ϲ϶ ; | 
ϞϴϾ ϵ Ͽϴ  ϸ ь ϴ ϹϵϹ ϼ, ϶ѣ  ϼ Ϲ ϴ ьϹ , | ϦϴϾ Ϻϸϴ ϶  ϹϿ ϶ѣϾѣ ϸ ь Ͽ  
ϸ  ϼ ϸ ϵ ; | Ϣ  ϸ ϵ ϴϷ  ϴϻ ϴ ϸ ϴ ϶ Ͼ Ϲ ϴϹ ь, | Ϣ  ϸϴϷ  ϴϻ ϴ ϸ ϴ ϷϼϵϴϹ ; | 

ϛϴ ϸ ϵ  ϹϿ , —  ϸ ϵ  ϼ ϵ ϸϹ ь, | ϛϴ ϸ  ϹϿ , — ϴϿ  ϶  ϶ѣϾϼ. | Ϣ ϼ—  
ϴ, ϴϻ  —  ϥ϶ ϴϷ  Ϙ ϴ. 

The bones — from stone, the first element; |  the body — from earth, the second element; | the 
blood — from the Black/Red Sea, the third element; | the breath — from the wind, the fourth 
element; | the thoughts — from clouds, the fifth element; | as clouds wander along in the sky, 
[moved by] wind and storm, | so do good and bad thoughts in man; | from good reason [i.e. good 
sense] the soul resurrects, | from bad reason the soul perishes; | if you follow good, you will be 
well; | if you follow evil, you will be lost forever. | The eyes [are made from] sun, [the sixth 
element]; |  the intellect [comes from] the Holy Spirit, [the seventh element]. 

The chant cited above (entitled The Jerusalem Scroll) was recorded in the first half of the 19th century in the 
Ryazan province of the Russian Empire, and published by P. Bezsonov [1864 (6:3): 68-74], text № 564, 
(quoted are lines 150-161). Among Russian peasants there existed many different versions of this spiritual 
poem; some of them were transmitted orally, others were copied by the indigenous scribes, thus becoming 
part of local vernacular writings [« ϴ ϸ Ϲ Ͼ ϼ ϼ»]. Their headings varied; titles such as: The 
Jerusalem Verse [С ъ Е а i ], The Jerusalem Scrolls [С  Е а i ], The Jerusalem 
Sheet [ ъ Е а i ], The List Regarding the Jerusalem Portent [С ъ Е а  
а iя], The Legend of the Scroll [С а а i   Св ѣ], The Scroll of the Jerusalem Portent [Св ъ 

Е а  а iя], Parable [П а], About Signs and Epistle of Our God Jesus Christ [O 
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Lord went to his Father in heaven for the Holy Spirit, [to breath it into Adam];109 and 
then the Lord went to Adam on earth, and he saw Adam, who was covered with 
wounds, having been pierced by [Satan’s] finger.110 And the Lord said to Satan, “Why 
did you, O forlorn Devil, do that? I created man as pure and blameless, without 
blemish.” And Satan said to the Lord, “He will forget you, but if some part [of his 
body] starts aching, he will pray [to you], ‘Lord, have mercy upon me!’” And the Lord 
turned [man] inside out and fixed him with skin and inserted into him the Holy Spirit 
and vivified Adam. And the Lord said to Satan, “Bow before Adam.” And Satan 
replied, “I am not going to bow to your creation.”And the Lord said to Satan, “O 
forlorn Devil, cunning Satan.”111 And the Lord asked Adam, “What did you see in your 

                                                                                                                            
а i   а i  а а а  I Х], The Epistle of the Lord God, Our Saviour Jesus Christ 

[П а i  а а   С а а a  I Х], The Epistle of Our Lord Himself  [П а i  ъ Са а  
а а ] were among the most popular ones [Bezsonov 1861: 68]. Parallels between the vernacular 

Slavonic anthropogonies (as formulated in The Jerusalem Scroll, The Rhyme of the Dove Book, etc.) and 
The Sea of Tiberias are analysed elsewhere [Badalanova Geller 2011: 74-79]. See also the discussion in 
Lincoln [1986: 4-40] who suggests that the anthropogonic narrative in 2 Enoch (along with other creation 
accounts from the 13th -14th  cent. Irish sources, the 15th  cent. Old Frisian Code of Emsig, etc.) and the 
Russian Rhyme (or Poem) of the Dove Book betray a common Indo-European mythological lineage; 
beware, however, of some erroneous translations of Russian material (e.g. С    К  being 
rendered by Lincoln as The Poem on the Dove King instead of The Poem of the Dove Book / The Poem of 
the Unfathomable Book). Further on the spiritual ballad/poem The Rhyme of the Dove Book and its links 
with Zoroastrian cosmology and Armenian heresiology, see Russell [2009: 141-208].   

As for the parallel anthropogonic motif of Adam octipartite (i.e. man made of eight 
components: body — from earth, bones — from stones, veins — from roots, blood — from water, 
hair — from grass, thoughts — from winds, spirit — from clouds, warmth — from fire, cold — from 
air, dryness — from earth, instability — from water), it is classified by Stith Thompson in his Motif-
Index as A 1260.1.3. The motif of Adam octipartite has differing attestations in Slavonic apocrypha; 
see Mochul’skii [1886 (17:1): 163-180], Böttrich [1995a: 73-82] and Orlov [2007: 11-12]. On the 
shifting numerical patterns in Slavonic anthropogonies, see Badalanova [2008: 223, 230-235]. 
109This detail indicates that although the body of the first man was created by God the Son, the human 
soul/spirit ultimately came from the Father. The same is stated in the version published by Barsov: 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. 
110Consult Thompson, Motif-Index, entries A 1293 (Devil in God’s absence puts sickness in Adam’s body), 

A 1337 (Origins of disease) and A 1438 (Origin of medicine/healing).!On the other hand, the motif of origin 
of disease is not confined to apocryphal writings only, but is widely attested in oral cosmogonic legends of 
Slavia orthodoxa as well. The indigenous storytellers further elaborated and developed this tale, making it 
part of their native ethnophilosophy, which provided the conceptal framework for ethnomedicine and 
ethnopharmacology; see also the discussion above (footnote 58).!
111The picture is getting even more interesting when we take into consideration the fact that the motif of 
Satan’s refusal to worship Adam is lacking in Greek and Slavonic redactions of The Life of Adam and Eve, 
but is present in Latin, Armenian and Georgian ones; see Anderson and Stone [1994: 10-13]; Stone [2000a: 
44-48]; Anderson [2000b: 83-87]. It is also featured in Arabic and Ethiopic versions of The Life of Adam 
and Eve [Charles 1913: 121-131] and in the Syriac Cave of Treasures; see Gaylord [1982: 306], Anderson 
[2000b: 87-88]. References to the theme of Satan’s refusal to venerate Adam are also found in some early 
Christian apocrypha (e.g. The Gospel of Bartholomew), and in some Greek and Slavonic apocryphal 
writings dealing with themes and characters from the New Testament. One such case is presented by the 
14th cent. Bulgarian text entitled An Account Concerning the Dispute Between the Devil and Our Lord 
Jesus Christ (Слов ѡ прѣпрѣни диаволꙋ съ Гд҃емь н҃шимь Ис Хос); see Radchenko [1903: 196-198]. Another 
Bulgarian version of the apocryphal Dispute Between Christ and the Devil (dated to the 16th century) comes 
from Ms. № 433 (fols. 101-105) from the National Library in Sofia. The Serbian redactions (compiled in 
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dream?” And Adam replied, “I saw You, Lord, in Jerusalem, being crucified on a cross 
and Peter crucified in Rome with his head lowered, and Paul in Damascus.” And the 
Lord brought Adam into Paradise.112 Adam fell asleep. Having taken the left rib from 
Adam, the Lord created a wife for him,113 Eve, and installed in Eve the Holy Spirit, and 
the Lord said to Adam, “Wake up from your slumbers!” And Adam replied, “What is 
happening, God?” And God said to Adam, “Here is a woman for you; live with her 
according to the Lord’s commands.” And the Lord God commanded Adam and Eve to 
eat fruit from each tree, but He ordered them not to eat from the grapevine, because the 
Lord Himself was tasting [the fruit] from this tree.114 

                                                                                                                            
the 15th-16th cent.) survived in MSS preserved in the Bulgarian National Library (Ms. № 326, fols. 41-44), 
the Prague National Museum (Ms. № 19, fols. 227-231), and the National Library in Belgrade (Ms. № 
273). The Russian redactions (composed most probably in the 17th-18th cent.) represent the latest stages in 
the evolution of The Account Concerning the Dispute Between the Devil and Our Lord Jesus Christ within 
the socio-cultural environment of Slavia orthodoxa, and its (inevitable) interactions with other extra-
canonical writings. The parallel attestations of some motifs (e.g., the refusal of Satan to worship Adam) in 
both The Sea of Tiberias and The Account Concerning the Dispute Between the Devil and Our Lord Jesus 
Christ further indicate that they relate to a certain meta-narrative in which the image of the First Adam is 
juxtaposed to the image of Jesus as the New Adam (cf. 1 Cor 15:45). In the Dispute, as in the cosmogonic 
scenario of The Sea of Tiberias, the motif of how Satan refused to worship the First Adam is incorporated 
into a larger narrative describing the Devil’s rebellion against Christ the New Adam. The end of this revolt, 
very much like in The Sea of Tiberias, is marked by the expulsion of Satan and his demonic forces from 
God’s celestial abode, and their subsequent fall to Earth, into abysses, caves, and gorges, thus creating 
polluted landscapes. On the other hand, the encounter between Jesus and Satan, as described in the opening 
paragraph of the Dispute, 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 
the Porfiriev’s version of The Sea of Tiberias; see the next text). 

At the same time, the legend of the revolt of Satan is likewise attested in midrashic tradition (e.g. 
Pirqe de Rabbi Eliezer, Bereshit Rabbah); a survey of sources is offered by Ginzberg in his Legends 
of the Jews [1909: 62-64; 1925: 84-85 (note 35)]; see also in this connection the discussion in 
Anderson [2000b: 89-99; 108-110] and Stone [2000a: 45, note 4]. Finally, the motif of the refusal of 
Satan (Iblis) to make obeisance to Adam is also featured in the Quranic anthropogenesis [Surah 2:34-
36, Surah 7:11-19, Surah 15:31-39, Surah 17:61-63, Surah 18:50, Surah 20:116-123, Surah 38:71-85]. 
See the discussion in Zwemer [1939: 135-148]; Badalanova Geller [2011: 80-84]. One final point; 
this type of interpretation of para-biblical legend of the angelic adoration of Adam is also attested in 
Christian, Jewish, and Muslim religious art; see Gutmann [1998:  137-138]. See also the discussion 
above (footnote 59). 
112Cf. Genesis [2: 15]: And the Lord God took the man, and put him into the Garden of Eden to dress 
it and to keep it. 
113Cf. Genesis [2: 21-22]: And the Lord God caused a deep sleep to fall upon Adam, and he slept; and 
he took one of his ribs, and closed up the flesh instead thereof. And the rib, which the Lord God had 
taken from man, made he a woman, and brought her unto the man. 
For a concise survey of folklore intepretations of this motif, see Thompson’s Motif-Index, entry 
A1275.1 (Creation of first woman from man’s rib).  
114 Incidentally, 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’labī’s Lives of the Prophets (Arā’is Al-
Majālis Fī Quisas Al-Anbiyā) [Brinner: 2002:49]. The similarities between these para-Scriptural (Judaeo-
Christian and Muslim) accounts indicate that some heterodox (apocryphal) Biblical and post-Qur’ānic 
sources obviously exploited common ideas in which peculiar (trans-cultural and trans-confessional) “fossil-
concepts” from the theological proto-stratum of religions of the Book survived. See also the discussion 
above (footnote 62). 
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VI. At that time, [even] before Adam, the earth had been created, vast and 
embellished; and Satan envied Adam, who reigned in Paradise living in perfection.115 
And Satan turned himself into a worm and came to Eve116 and said to her, “Swallow 
me and smuggle into Paradise.”117 And Satan curled himself around the grapevine and 
began to speak to Eve with the lips of a serpent: “Why don’t you taste of this 
grapevine? You will become gods like the Heavenly God.”118 Eve said to Adam, 
seducing him with the serpent’s words: “We will become gods like the Heavenly God, 
and we will obtain knowledge like Jesus.” And Adam together with Eve were seduced; 
they tasted the [fruit of the] grapevine, forbidden by God. And because the primordial 
cunning enemy envied mankind, he seduced Adam and Eve and induced them to 
transgress in Paradise. And the bright garments and wreaths fell off them119 and Adam 
and Eve began hiding among the trees.120 And the Lord came to Paradise and said, 
“Adam, where are you?”121 Adam replied, “Here I am, Lord.”122 The Lord said to 
Adam, “Why, O forlorn one, did you commit this crime?” Adam said, “Woman 
seduced me.”123 [God said to Eve:] “Why, O forlorn one, did you do this?”124 Eve said, 
“The serpent seduced me.”125 [God to the serpent]: “You, O most cunning serpent, why 
did you do that?” The serpent said, “Satan ordered me to ingest him and to smuggle 
him into Paradise.”  And he [God] said to Adam, “You are earth and to earth you will 

                                                 
115 Consult Thompson’s  Motif-Index, entry A63.5.1 (Satan seduces Adam to sin because he is jealous 
of him). 
116Perhaps a scribal error? It should be amended to read: “And Satan turned himself into a worm and 
came to the serpent”. 
117This motif is also featured in vernacular (folklore) Christian and Islamic cosmogonies, and in parallel 
Muslim exegetical writings; one such example comes from the early 11th century Lives of the Prophets (Arā
is Al-Majālis Fī Quisas Al-Anbiyā), composed by the Islamic exegete Al-Tha labī (see the text in Brinner 

[2002: 50]). The similar attestations of the motif of the Devil’s entrance into Paradise in apocryphal 
tradition of Slavia orthodoxa (i.e. the 15th cent.  Apocalypse of Baruch and the 16th-18th cent. Sea of 
Tiberias) and in Muslim exegetical writings from the early 11th cent. are symptomatic. They indicate that 
the intellectual lineage of these para-Scriptural narratives must have been rooted in the fertile fabric of a 

common prototext, from which the extra-canonical (i.e. para-Biblical and para-Qur ānic) cosmogonies 

eventually sprang. See also the discussion above (footnote 64). 
118Cf. Genesis [3:4-5]: And the serpent said unto the woman, “You shall not surely die, for God knows that 
in the day you eat thereof [the tree], then your eyes shall be opened, and you shall be as gods, knowing good 
and evil.” 
119Cf. Genesis [3:7]: And the eyes of them both were opened, and they knew that they were naked. 
120Cf. Genesis [3:8]: And they heard the voice of the Lord God walking in the garden in the cool of the day: 
and Adam and his wife hid themselves from the presence of the Lord God amongst the trees of the garden. 
121Cf. Genesis [3:9]: And the Lord God called unto Adam, and said unto him, “Where are you?” 
122Cf. Genesis [3:10]: And he said, “I heard your voice in the garden, and I was afraid, because I was 
naked; and I hid myself.” 
123Cf. Genesis [3:12]: And the man said, “The woman whom you gave to be with me, she gave me of the 
tree, and I did eat.” 
124Cf. Genesis [3:13]: And the Lord God said unto the woman, “What is this that you have done?” 
125Cf. Genesis [3: 13]: And the woman said, “The serpent beguiled me and I did eat.” 
Compare also to the following section of The Second Epistle of Paul the Apostle to the Corinthians [11:3]: 
But I fear, lest by any means, as the serpent beguiled Eve through his subtilty, so your minds should 
be corrupted from the simplicity that is in Christ. 
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go.126 I created you as immortal in Paradise, and you trespassed my command127 and 
ate from the forbidden grapevine.” And the Lord sent the archangel Michael and 
ordered them to be evicted from Paradise and to send them down to earth. And the 
Lord said to Adam, “Plough the earth!”128 

VII. And Adam, together with his wife, began mourning and weeping on 
account of being cast out of Paradise; the Lord wanted to pardon him, having seen 
his pure repentance from the heart and sighs and tears on his face [and prayers]: 
“Most merciful ruler, you who know all fates, save the fine Adam!” And Satan 
heard Adam’s mourning and his lamenting on account of the sin, and because the 
Devil had been cunning and hateful from the very beginning, he came to Adam and 
said to him, “I will give you good tidings. The Lord is willing to pardon you. Give 
me a writ for yourself and your kin.129 As for you, Eve, swear an oath to me.” 

VIII. And two sons were born to Adam, Abel and Cain.130 Abel offered the 
Lord God a fat lamb for sacrifice,131 while Cain presented grain from the earth,132 
but ate from it beforehand. The Lord accepted Abel’s sacrifice but rejected 
Cain’s.133 And Cain envied Abel and killed him134 with a stone. The Lord came and 
said to Cain, “Why did you kill your brother Abel?”135 And the Lord ordered the 

                                                 
126Cf. Genesis [3:19]: In the sweat of your face shall you eat bread, till you return unto the ground; 
for out of it were you taken: for dust you are, and unto dust shall you return! 
127Cf. Genesis [3:17]: And unto Adam he said: “Because you have listened unto the voice of your wife 
and have eaten of the tree, of which I commanded you, saying, ‘You shall not eat of it’, cursed is the 
ground for thy sake! In sorrow shall you eat of it all the days of your life!” 
128Cf. Genesis [3: 23-24]: Therefore the Lord God sent him forth from the Garden of Eden, to till the 
ground from whence he was taken. So he drove out the man: and he placed at the east of the garden 
of Eden cherubim, and a flaming sword which turned every way, to keep the way of the Tree of Life. 
129The motif of Adam’s writ is also attested in Slavonic redactions of The Life of Adam and Eve, 
folklore narratives and iconography; see Ivanov [1925: 223-227, 309-310]; Petkanova [1978: 163-
168]; for a more general discussion on the legend of the “Cheirograph of Adam”, see Stone [2000b: 
149-166; 2002], and Badalanova Geller [2011: 100-110]. 
130Cf. Genesis [4: 1-2]: And Adam knew Eve his wife; and she conceived, and bare Cain and said, I 
have gotten a man from the Lord. And she again bare his brother Abel. And Abel was a keeper of 
sheep, but Cain was a tiller of the ground. 
131Cf. Genesis [4: 4]: And Abel […] brought of the firstlings of his flock and of the fat thereof. 
Compare also The Epistle of Paul the Apostle to the Hebrews [11: 4]: By faith Abel offered unto God a 
more excellent sacrifice than Cain, by which he obtained witness that he was righteous, God testifying 
of his gifts: and by it he being dead yet speaketh. 

Consult also Thompson’s Motif-Index, entry V12.4.6 (Sheep [ram] as sacrifice). 
132 Cf. Genesis [4: 3]: And in process of time it came to pass, that Cain brought of the fruit of the 
ground an offering unto the Lord. 
133Cf. Genesis [4: 4-5]: And the Lord had respect unto Abel and to his offering; but unto Cain and to 
his offering he had not respect. And Cain was very wroth, and his countenance fell. 
134Cf. Genesis [4: 8]: And Cain talked with Abel his brother; and it came to pass, when they were in 
the field, that Cain rose up against Abel his brother, and slew him. 
The canonical text, however, does not specify the nature of the murder weapon. On the other hand, 
some versions of the apocryphal Life of Adam and Eve fail to recount the fratricide altogether; see 
Tromp [2000: 293-295]. 
135Cf. Genesis [4: 9-10]: And the Lord said unto Cain, “Where is Abel your brother?” And he said, “I 
know not. Am I my brother’s keeper?” And he said, “What have you done? The voice of your brother’s 
blood cries unto me from the ground.” 
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beast [i.e. Cain] to eat three times a day and regurgitate [whatever he consumed], 
and as a sign, to tremble136 for 300 years after Abel, for blood to run from blood. 
Abel lay on the earth for 300 years; Adam did not know what to do [with his 
corpse]. And the Lord sent two birds — doves — and one dove killed the other 
[and then dug the earth ϴnd buried the dead one; after his having seen that, Adam] 
dug the earth137 ϴnd buried his son Abel in the earth [in the same way].138 

IX. Adam lived on earth for 930 years and died.139 And Satanic death came 
and took his soul and brought it to Hell, [where] he suffered for 3000 years in Hell, 
in the burning fire. His hands and legs were bound with six shackles.  

X. And the Lord God, the eternal King of kings and Lord of lords, our 
heavenly Father, by his own will, sent his only begotten Son, our Lord Jesus Christ, to 
earth to be incarnate in a Virgin, and to be born on account of the bread for Adam and 
the destruction of the Kingdom of Satan, and for the salvation of mankind. And the 

                                                 
136 For vernacular attestations of this motif, see Bezsonov [1864 (6:3): 1-3], texts 525, 527. 
137There is a cluster of supplementary details appearing in The Sea of Tiberias storyline which parallel 
some para-biblical sources (such as the Palaea). This narrative fragment represents one such case.  
138The episode concerned with the origin of mortuary customs (first performed by Adam and Eve who 
learned how to bury their son from doves) is told in a similar manner not only within the narrative tradition 
of the Palaea, but also in folk legends; see the discussion in Petkanova [1978: 168-171; 2005: 107-115]; 
Badalanova Geller [2011: 111]. On the other hand, it is rather intriguing that some Jewish sources report a 
related version of the beginnings of funerary rites, except that the precedent is set not by Adam and Eve, but 
by Cain himself. Thus the Tosefta Targum on Genesis 4:8 (c. 4th century AD) reports the fratricide story in 
the following way: Cain did not know where to strike him [Abel]. He looked about here and there until he 
saw two birds fighting; and one rose up against the other, and struck it on its mouth, and the blood spurted 
out, until it died; Cain took a lesson from it, and did the same to Abel [his] brother. Then seeing that he was 
dead, he feared that his father would demand [Abel] from him; and he did not know what to do. Looking up, 
he saw the bird that had killed its fellow putting its mouth to the ground; and it dug [a hole] and buried the 
other dead one, and covered it with earth. Cain did the same to Abel, so that [his father] might not find him. 
(Quoted after Gutmann [1998: 138-139]). 
According to Pirke d’Rabbi Eliezer (c. 9th century), however, the execution of the first funeral is attributed 

yet again to Adam and Eve (with a raven coming to show them the mode of burial, not doves):!Adam and 

Eve, sitting by the corpse [of Abel], wept not knowing what to do, for they had as yet no knowledge of 

burial. A raven coming up, took the dead body of its fellow (mate), and having scratched up the earth, 

buried it thus before their eyes. Adam said, “Let us follow the example of the raven,” and so taking up 

Abel’s body buried it at once. [Pirke d’Rabbi Eliezer, Chapter 21] 
A story similar to the one narrated by Pirke d’Rabbi Eliezer (with the raven being ‘the demiurge’ 

of mortuary customs) is revealed in the Qur’ān; according to Sūrah [5:34-35], a raven is sent by Allah 
to teach the killer how to cover up his brother’s body: And God sent a raven which scratched upon the 
ground, to show him how he might hide his brother’s wrong. He said, “O woe is me! Am I too weak to 
become like this raven, and to hide away my brother’s wrong?” And he became one of the repentant.  
The detail about the raven teaching Cain how to conceal the body of his brother is also attested in Al-
Tabarī’s History of Prophets and Kings [fol. 141]: When Cain had killed Abel, he was perplexed as he 
did not know how to conceal him, for this supposedly was the first killing among the children of Adam 
(quoted after Rosenthal [1989: 311]). 

This type of interpretation of the legend of Abel’s burial (with birds revealing to humans the 
knowledge of mortuary customs) is also attested in Christian, Jewish, and Muslim religious art; see 
Gutmann [1998: 137-140], Böttrich [1995b], Badalanova Geller [2008 b: 17, 113-114]. For the story 
of Cain and Abel in the Qur’ān and Islamic exegetical tradition, see Stillman [1974: 231-239]. See 
also the discussion above (footnotes 66, 67, 70, 137). 
139Cf. Genesis [5:5]: And all the days that Adam lived were nine hundred and thirty years: and he died. 
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Lord wanted to pardon Adam and Eve, and to absolve them from the original curse.   
And our Lord, Jesus Christ, was sitting in heaven with his heavenly Father on a throne, 
for five and a half thousand [years] of the current age. And he was born in heaven from 
the Father without a mother, and on earth by a mother without a father. Being 
incarnated by the Virgin Mary, the most Holy Theotokos, he was born in Bethlehem in 
Judea, and performed140 many miracles on earth, and suffered like a man.  By his own 
will he was crucified on the cross by the lawless Jews in the holy city of Jerusalem, and 
was placed in a grave, and rose on the third day; having been resurrected he descended 
to Hell and took Adam out from Hell141 [and raised him] back to the original state of 
his kin, in the Paradise of Eden to the East. He conquered Satanic death with his own 
death, sitting on his divine throne, and he bound Satan with his Word [= Logos], by 
the will of his Father.   

 

2. 2. Porfir’ev’s redaction of The Sea of Tiberias (Type C) 
Presented below is a 17thcentury Russian redaction of The Sea of Tiberias 

the linguistic features of which — very much like in the previous text — betray the 
Bulgarian protograph (e.g. the symptomatic attestation of the lexeme ).142 The 
account was first published by I. Porfir’ev [1877: 87-89] who discovered it in a 
miscellany (at the time kept in the Manuscript Collection of the Library of the 
Solovetsky Monastery as № 1138, ff. 174r-177). M. Dragomanov was among the 
first to call attention to this redaction of The Sea of Tiberias [1894: 10-15]; the text 
was also published later by Ivanov [1925: 299-301].  

My edition of the text is based on Porfir’ev’s publication; additional 
parallels to other apocryphal writings are also supplemented in the footnotes. The 
translation of the text into English is made by the author.   

 
 

Повесть ст͠го Андрѣя со Епифаниемъ о вопросѣхъ и отвѣтехъ 
 
I. Iваннъ рече: отъ чево земля сотворена бысть. Василiй рече: Егда сниде (Богъ) 

и начя ходити по водѣ и узрѣ на водѣ птицу, плаваеть яко Гоголь. И рече Богъ: ты кто 
еси. птица же рече: азъ есмь богъ. а азъ кто есмь? птица же рече: ты Б͠гомъ Богъ. Б͠гъ же 
рече: ты откуду бѣ. птица же рече: азъ есмъ отъ нижныхъ. и рече Б͠гъ: а азъ откуду. 
птица же рече: от вышнихъ. и рече Б͠гъ: дай же ми отъ нижнихъ. и понре птица в море и 
согна пѣну яко илъ143 и принесе къ Б͠гу. и взя Б͠гъ илъ в горьсть и распространи сюду и 
овоюду и бысть земля. и повелѣ Б͠гъ изсякнути рѣкамъ i источникамъ. и взя Б͠гъ птицу 
i нарече имя ему сотонаилъ.144 и буди ты у мене воевода небеснымъ силамъ, надо всѣми 

                                                 
140 Lit. “created”. 
141Consult also Thompson’s Motif-Index, entries V211.7 (Christ’s descent to Hell) and V211.7.1 (The 
harrowing of Hell). 
142 See the discussion above, paragraph 2.1 (and especially footnotes 16, 17, 18). 
143 The same concept is featured in some erotapocritic writings; see Mochul’skii [1894: 68-69]. 
144 A similar motif occurs in the 18th cent. Russian erotapocriseis; see the following fragment from 
Questions and Answers of Saints Basil the Great, Gregory the Theologian and John Chrysostom, 
[containing] revelations copied from the Bible, the Gospels and the Deeds of the Apostles (Вѡпросы и 
ѿвѣты Свѧтых василия великаго, григория бг҃ослова иоанна златоустаго пророчества выписано от библии  от 
евангелиста и апостола): 
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старѣйшина. и сотвори Б͠гъ потомъ небесныя силы. и бысть же всѣхъ в͠і чиновъ. и 
устроивъ коемуждо чину чиноначальника воеводу. и овии отъ нихъ постави во еже 
славити имя его прест͠ое. пѣсниже ихъ сицевы поюще: ст͠ъ ст͠ъ ст͠ъ Г͠дь Саваоⱚъ їсполнъ 
н͠бо и земля славы твоея. а инии же беспрестани славятъ д͠нь и нощь.145 iнии же 
приставлени на службу и служать ему мыслию и еже что вниде старѣйшинствомъ то 
повелѣваю(тъ). шествие же ихъ скорѣе молнiи. їнии же на помощь посылаеми. i инии же 
на казнь согрѣшающимъ. зракъ же и красота ангельская невозможно есть усты 
человѣческими изрещи. ангели же самаго Б͠га не видятъ. славу же его по участiю 
видѣтъ.  

II. Бѣ же старѣйшина ангеломъ нареченный сотонаилъ первый воевода. и дасть 
ему Б͠гъ в͠і-тый чинъ на службу. и помысли себѣ сотона яко сниду на землю и поставлю 
престолъ себѣ надъ звѣздами и подобенъ буду вышнему и да мя славитъ чинъ мой еже 
подо мною. Б͠гъ же видѣвъ и. яко сице помысли сотонаилъ. i предастъ старѣйшиньство 
Михаилу на всѣхъ небесныхъ силахъ. I повелѣ Б͠гъ Михаилу соврещи противника своего 
долу и со отступными его силами. i тогда прииде Михаилъ и виде на немъ бж͠ство 
велико и не може къ нему приступити i возвратися ко Гдс͡у и рече: Гдс͡и бж͠тво твое велико 
на немъ. и рече Б͠гъ: поиди свергни. i снять съ него бж͠ство. i прииде Михаилъ i виде его 
яко проста чл͠ка и удари его скипетромъ в плеча. онъ же поиде и со отступными силами с 
высоты низу.146 отъ шуму его хотяще нс͡бса пасти, и рече Михаилъ Гдсу͡: хощутъ нс͡бная 
твердь пастися. и рече Б͠гъ: запрети словомъ. и рече Михаилъ: Гдс͡и что есть глаголати. и 
рече Б͠гъ: молви воимемъ ст͠ая ст͠ымъ. и воспѣша нс͡бныя силы: единъ ст͠ъ единъ Г͠дь И͠съ 
Х͠съ во славу Б͠гу отцу аминь.147 Сотона же прошибе землю и ста на безднѣ подъ землею. 
и ина же его сила с нимъ. iнаяже сила оста на земли и претворишася въ бѣсы и 
прелщаютъ чл͠ки. iная же сила не допаде до земли и летаютъ по воздуху. и тѣ 

                                                                                                                            
В. Кого нарече бг҃ъ первее адама на земли. 
Ѿ. Когда сверженъ бысть сатана преже созданиа адамля за четыре дни тогда за гордость свою отпаде 
славы бж҃ия и нарече ся сатана диявол. (Quoted after Mochul’skii 1887 (18:4): 178). 

145 See footnotes 16, 17, 18. 
146The current narrative, about the eviction of Satan — once the leader of angelic host — from the 
celestial realms by the Archangel Michael, is rather close to the following fragment from the Account 
about the Seven Planets [ϥϾϴϻϴ iϹ  Ϲϸ ϼ Ͽϴ ϼ ϴ ], which was copied in the same 17th cent. 
miscellany № 1138 in the Solovetsky Monastery Library; in fact, the description of the concept 
“бж͠ство велико” in the Account of Saint Andrew and Saint Epiphanius about Questions and Answers is 
an almost verbatum rendition of that offered in the Account about the Seven Planets: Въ д͠-й дн͠ь 
сотвори Бг҃ъ солнце  и луну и звѣзды i втой же днь͠ испаде отъ славы сатана. и видѣ сатанаилъ н͠бо и землю 
украшену и помысли себѣ: сотворю престолъ на облацехъ себѣ и буду подобенъ вышнему. да славить мя 
чинъ мой. I сотворилъ собѣ п͠рс͡толъ на облацѣхъ сѣверныхъ i вознесеся и бысть тогда воевода чину 
аг͠гльскому. i видѣ Бг҃ъ противника себѣ и посла Бг҃ъ Михайла архаг͠гела и повелѣ сатанаила свержити 
долу. приде же Михаилъ к сатанаилу i видѣ на немъ бж͠ство велико и не смѣ на него и зрѣти. I прииде 
Михаилъ к Б͠гу i рече. Г͠ди велико есть на немъ бж͠ство твое. Г͠дь же снять снего бж͠ство и рече: иди и свергни 
его долу. i прииде Михаилъ i видѣ сатанаила яко проста человѣка и удари его скипетромъ и спадеся 
престолъ его, и пойде сатана долу и со всѣми силами и отнять от него Г͠дь бж͠ство и снять отъ него илъ. и да 
Г͠дь илъ аг͠гломъ и архаг͠геломъ. и нарече имя Михе Михаилъ. и дастъ ему надо всѣми нб͠ными силами 
старѣйшинство и нарече отступнику имя сатана дияволъ. и бысть помраченъ с своими силами. (Quoted 
after Porfir’ev [1877: 86]). 
147The cosmic cataclysms accompanying the Fall of Satan are described in a similar way in the (above 
mentioned 17th cent.) Account about the Seven Planets from the same miscellany: и поиде сатана 
наверху. I пошибѣ землю и хотѣша неб͠са пастися. и рече Михаилъ: Г͠ди хощетъ н͠бо двигнутися. и рече ему Г͠дь: 
запрети словомъ. и рече Михаилъ: Г͠ди что повелиши гл͠ти. и рече Г͠дь: изорцы воименъ ст͠ая ст͠ыхъ. скоро из͠гла 
тако. I тогда воспѣша вся силы нб͠ныя: единъ с͠тъ. единъ Г͠дь I͠съ Х͠съ вславу Б͠гу отцу. Аминь. I тогда 
утеврдишася нб͠са. (Quoted after Porfir’ev [1877: 86]). 

In the above quoted fragment, however, the scribe paradoxically defines the Satan’s expulsion 
from heaven as an upward movement, rather than as a fall to a lower habitat. 
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претворяются во ангелы и прелщаютъ люди. не тацы же суть бѣси яко ихъ пишутъ 
черни огнеомраченнiи суть.148 

III. И собра Михаилъ вся нс ͡бныя силы и рече имъ: внимаемъ себѣ да не будемъ 
тацыи i вонмемъ добрѣ и станемъ предъ сотворшимъ ны создателемъ. и по сихъ слава 
единосущней тро͡ицы всегда и н͠нѣ и присно i во вѣки вѣкомъ аминъ. 

 
 
 

An Account of Saint Andrew and Saint Epiphanius  
About Questions and Answers 

 

 I. [Saint] John said, “From what was the earth created?” [Saint] Basil replied, 
“When [God] descended and began walking on water, he saw a bird on the water 
swimming like a duck. And God said, ‘Who are you?’ The bird replied, ‘I am God.’ 
[And God said,] ‘And who am I then?’ The bird said, ‘You are God of gods.’ And God 
said, ‘Where are you from?’ The bird replied, ‘I am from the lower [world]’. And God 
said, ‘Where am I from then?’ The bird replied, ‘From the upper [world].’149 And God 
said, ‘Give me [a substance] from the lower [world]!’ And the duck dove into the sea and 
fetched some foam-like silt and brought it to God.150 And God took the silt in his palm 
and scattered it here and there, and there was earth. And God ordered rivers and springs 
to issue forth. And God took the bird and gave it the name Sotonail [and said to him]:  
‘May you be the Commander of my heavenly host, and to be an Elder151 above all.’ And 
God then created the heavenly host, of which were twelve ranks;152 and having appointed 
a commander from each rank, he assigned them to glorify his holy name. Their songs 
chanted: ‘Holy, holy, holy is the Lord Sabaoth who fills heaven and earth with his 
glory!’153 And some glorify [him] day and night without cease; others are appointed for 

                                                 
148The current narrative about the emergence of various classes of demonic forces is similar to the 
following fragment from the Account about the Seven Planets from the same 17th cent. miscellany (№ 
1138 in the Solovetsky Monastery Library): сатана же тогда проиде землю i услыша гласъ Михаиловъ и 
ста во адѣ на безднѣ подъ землею, а подъ нимъ вода, а подъ водою огнь негасимъ. и кои ближнїи быша 
тѣ снимъ проразиша землю до преисподняго ада и никако же неисходни, и не могуть ничево дѣиствовати и 
ходѣть во тмѣ и до вѣка не узрятъ свѣта. друзiи же падоша на землю и слышаша гласъ Михаиловъ и 
осташася на земли и ходятъ по поднб͠ней i все злое творятъ роду чл͠ческому и претворишася в бѣсы. инии же 
не дойдоша до земли и слышася гласъ Михаиловъ ωсташася на воздусѣ. началникъ же ихъ дияволъ 
лютосердъ есть ратоходецъ. i все то имѣють себѣ величество крѣпко несытное хотѣние на зло поучають на 
зло безъ вины лютїи лживы и проказливiи мощнiи безсоннiи безплотнiи невидимїи. лицемѣрiя ради видими 
бывають. i преобразують себѣ во ангела и в члвѣка. I вживотину во всякую i в гадину смущая чл͠ки. 
(Quoted after Porfir’ev [1877: 86]). 

The subject of the emergence of various classes of Satanic forces is analysed at length by Tolstoy [1995 
b: 245-249; 1995c: 250-269]; consult also the related data presented by Badalanova Geller [2011: 68-73]. 
149Perhaps an allusion to John [8:23]: And he said unto them, Ye are from beneath; I am from above: 
ye are of this world; I am not of this world. 
150 See Thompson’s Motif-Index, entries A811 (Earth brought up from bottom of primeval water) and 
A812.1 (Devil as Earth Diver). 
151Cognate to the form ‘Hegemon’ below. 
152 According to the Barsovian redaction of The Sea of Tiberias (Type B), the number of angelic ranks 
is nine [Badalanova Geller 2011: 114], as in The Celestial Hierarchy of Dionysius the Areopagite. 
153Compare to Isaiah [6:1-3]: […] I saw also the Lord sitting upon a throne, high and lifted up, and 
his train filled the temple. Above it stood the seraphims: each one had six wings; with twain he 
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service and serve him with their thoughts; and whatever the inclinations of the 
Hegemon,154 so they command; their striding is faster than lightning. Some are sent to 
assist [the righteous] and others [are sent] to punish those transgressing. It is impossible 
to articulate with human lips their angelic appearance and splendour. Angels, though they 
do not see God himself, perceive his glory by participating in it.   

II. Yet, the Elder of the angels, the one who was called Sotonail, was the 
Chief Commander, and God appointed him to the twelfth rank for service. And this 
is what Sotona [i.e. Satan] thought to himself: ‘I will descend155 to earth and put 
my throne above the stars and I will be like the Most High,156 so that all the ranks 
below me will glorify me.’ God realised what Sotonail was thinking, so he gave 
hegemony to Michael over all the heavenly ranks. And God ordered Michael to 
thrust this very Adversary down [to earth] with all his apostate host.157 And then 
Michael came [close to Sotonail], and he saw the great divine [nature]158 in him 
and could not get near; and he returned to the Lord and said, ‘Lord, your august 
divinity is [still] with him.’159 And God said, ‘Go and overthrow him.’ He removed 
the divine attributes from him.160 And Michael approached him [again] and [now 
he] saw him as an ordinary man, and struck him in the shoulder with a sceptre. He 
[i.e. Satan, whose name is now transformed from Sotonail to Sotona] went with all 
his apostate-powers from the heights to the depths, and the heavens almost 
collapsed from his roaring. Michael said to the Lord, ‘The heavenly firmament is 
about to collapse.’ And God said, ‘Forbid this with a command!’ And Michael 
said, ‘Lord, what do I say?’ And God said, ‘Utter [the following]: In the name of 
the Holy of Holies!’ And the Heavenly Host began singing, ‘One holy, one Lord 
Jesus Christ, in the glory of God the Father, amen!’ 

 Sotona pierced the earth and stood upon the subterranean abyss, with some of 
his host being with him, while some remained on earth and became demons to seduce 

                                                                                                                            
covered his face, and with twain he covered his feet, and with twain he did fly. And one cried unto 
another, and said, Holy, holy, holy, is the Lord of hosts: the whole earth is full of his glory. 
154The suggested reading is based on LXX Num. [1: 52]. 
155However, according to the canonical text (Isaiah [14: 12]) Lucifer ponders ascending to heaven, while in 
The Sea of Tiberias he descends to earth. What the current apocryphal narrative implies is that the divine 
domain (in which Sotonail was residing before his expulsion) is imagined as belonging to the ‘high 
heavens’ and not to ‘the low earth’. In other words, before losing the divine –il ending of his name, Sotonail 
was an angel and as such dwelled in heavens, enjoying a celestial but not terrestrial habitat. 
156Cf. Ezekiel [28: 13-19] and Isaiah [14: 12-15]; see also the discussion above (footnotes 48, 49, 146, 
155). 
157 Consult Thompson’s Motif-Index, entries G303.8 (Devil’s expulsion from heaven and his present 
haunts), G303.8.1 (Devil driven from heaven); the storyline includes a somewhat altered version of motif 
G303.8.1.2 (Archangels Michael and Gabriel drive Satan and other devils from heaven to earth). 
158Apparently, God’s antagonist still has an angelic status and divine standing; it is clearly indicated 
by the ending –il of his designation as Sotonail [Сотонаилъ].The -il [-илъ] component in Sotonail’s 
name [Сотонаилъ] refers to the Hebrew –el (immanent in ‘God’). 
159 The meaning of the statement “Lord, your august divinity is [still] with him” perhaps should be 
(re)constructed in a following way: “As long as his name contains the ending –il, he continues to be a 
manifestation of the divine hypostasis”. 
160 God does this by taking the divine ending -il [-илъ] from the name of Sotonail [Сотонаилъ] thus 
changing it into Sotona [Сотона]. 
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mankind. Other [satanic] hosts did not reach the earth [while falling], but [were hanging 
about and] flying in the air; and these, disguised as angels, seduce mankind. However, 
the demons are not appearing as usually rendered as black, but they are dark fire.161 

III. Michael gathered all his heavenly host and said to them, ‘Beware not to 
become like them [i.e. fallen angels] and mind well that we may stand before the 
Creator who made us.’  

May the glory of the consubstantial Trinity follow, now, forever and ever, 
and for all ages, Amen.” 

 

3. Concluding remarks 
Since being introduced to modern scholarship in the 19th century, The Sea 

of Tiberias was considered to be a somewhat idiosyncratic apocryphal 
composition, with the strong flavour of vernacular Slavonic mythopoesis. The text 
has no Greek protograph and survived in relatively late recensions. It was hitherto 
completely unknown to western scholarship nor was it ever included within general 
anthologies of apocrypha and pseudepigrapha (cf. Charles [1913], Sparks [1984], 
Charlesworth [1983-1985]). The present author was the first to translate the text of 
The Sea of Tiberias into English, in order to make the apocryphon more widely 
accessible. Since the two accounts of The Sea of Tiberias presented in the current 
study (i.e. that of Mochilu’skii and Porfir’ev) differ in many details from each 
other and from the two previously published redactions [Badalanova 2008; 
Badalanova Geller 2011], they are outlined here as synoptic editions of the texts, 
with translation and explanatory commentary. The many cross-references noted to 
Stith Thompson’s Motif-Index of Folk Literature indicate that the Sea of Tiberias 
certainly reflects rich oral heritage; thus the dualistic motif of the diving demiurge 
who descends to the bottom of the primordial sea in order to fetch the material 
prima (from which the universe is to be formed by God), is undoubtedly the 
hallmark of this highly unusual text. Apart from folklore themes, within the 
narrative of the Sea of Tiberias one notes intertextual links to other Slavonic 
apocrypha, e.g. The Tale About the Contest between Satanail and Michael 
(attributed to Saint John Chrysostom), The Apocalypse of Enoch (2 Enoch, which, 
incidentally, also lacks a Greek protograph but was originally composed in a non-
Slavonic environment), The Apocalypse of Baruch (3 Baruch), The Life of Adam 
and Eve, The Discourse of the Three Saints eratoprocritic writings, to mention just a 
few. The Sea of Tiberias has numerous counterparts in folklore narratives and 
songs (e.g. The Rhyme of the Book of the Dove, as well as dualistic etiological 
legends about Creation), and the versatile texture of the resulting literary 
composition reveals the richness of the cultural memory retained in indigenous 
Slavonic apocrypha of Slavia orthodoxa.    
 
 

                                                 
161 In the versions of The Sea of Tiberias published by Mochul’skii, Sreznevskii and Dimitrova-
Marinova (all representative of Type A-2), and by Barsov (which is the paradigmatic Type B), the 
narrative of the fall of Satan precedes the tale about the creation of Adam, while in Porfir’ev’s 
account (Type C) it functions as its final, closing segment. 
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ПИ А И  Е КИ ИЗМАМ И: 

ИЛИ А А О А ЛEЦИТЕ В А ОК ИФ АТА К И И А А 
SLAVIA ORTHODOXA 

 
и  Б  Г  

 

 
  ϔ Ͼ ϼ  “ϥϾϴϻϴ ϼϹ ϻϴ Ϧϼ϶Ϲ ϼϴϸ Ͼ  Ϲ” Ϲ ϼϾϴϿ ϴ ϶ ϵϴ  
Ͼ  ϴϷϿϹϸ ϸ Ͽ ϶ϼϹ. Ϧ  Ϲ ϴ ϵϼ Ϲ  Ͼ ϼϺ ϶Ϲ  ϸ Ͼ   ϼ ϼϷ ϶ϴ  
ϹϾϿ , Ͼ Ϲ  Ϲ ϶ ϻ Ϻϸϴ Ͼ  Ͽϼ Ϲ ϴ ϼ  ϹϿϼ  ϴ Slavia orthodoxa, ϴ Ͼ  

ϷϿ ϵϼ ϼ Ϲ Ͽϴ ϶Ϲ ϴ ϹϽ ϴ ϴ ϶ϼ ϴϿ ϴ Ͼ Ͽ ϴ ϴϸϼ ϼ . ϣ Ϸ ϴ   
Ϲ ϸϴ Ϲ ϶ ϻ ϼϾ ϴϿ ϶ Ϲϸ ϶ϹϾ ϶ ϴ ϕ ϿϷϴ ϼ  Ͼϴ  Ͽ ϸ ϴ ϼϿϼ ϴ ϴ 
ϸ ϴ Ͽϼ Ͼ ϼϺ ϶ ϼ ϼ, Ͼ ϼ  ϴϽ-϶Ϲ  Ϲ ϸϴ ϴ ϵϼϿϼ ϼ ϸϴ ϶ϼ ϼ Ϲ϶ ϼ ϼ 
ϴϻϾϴϻ϶ϴ ϼ ϴ ϴ ϸ ϼ ϼϾϴϻϾϼ, ϿϹϷϹ ϸϼ ϼ Ϲϸϴ ϼ . Щ  ϻϴ ϴ ϴ ϵϼϿϼ Ϲϻϼ 
ϴ Ͼϼ ϼ ϹϿϹϾ ϴϿ ϼ ϼ ϾϴϾ϶  Ϲ ϵϼϿ  Ϲ Ϲ ϶  ϴ ϻϸϴϸϹ ϼ    
Ͼ Ͽ Ϲ  ϸ Ͼ ? Ϧ ϵ϶ϴ Ͽϼ Ͻ ϸϴ ϵ ϸϹ ϴ  ϻϴ Ͽϼ Ϲ ϴ ϴ ϶ ϵϴ sensu 
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stricto, ϼϿϼ Ϲ Ϲϸ ϴ϶Ͽ ϶ϴϿ Ϲ  ϴ ϴ ϼ϶, ϸ Ϻϴ ϼϹ  ϴ Ͼ Ͻ  
϶ ϿϹϸ ϶ϼϹ Ϲ ϵϼϿ  ϼϿϹϺ  ϻϴ ϼ ϴ  —  ϶Ϲ   ϼ Ϲ Ϲϻϼ ϴ, 
Ͼ ϼ  ϴ Ϸ  ϴϻϾϴϻ϶ϴϿϼ ϼϿϼ ϴϻ ϶ϴϿϼ Ͼϴ  Ϲ  ϹϾ  — ϴ ϴ ϼ ϼ Ϲ ϴ 
ϿϾ ϶ϴ ϶  Ϻϸϴ ϼ Ϲ ϼ Ϲϻϼ ϴ ϼ  ϴ϶ Ͽϼ ϹϽ ϼ Ϲ ϸ ϶ ϼ ϴ ϼ ϼ 

“ и ия и и и”? ϔϾ  Ϲ ϴϾϴ, Ͼ ϼ ϶ Ϲ Ϲ ϼ Ϲ Ϲ ϼ ϼ 
϶ ϻϷϿϹϸϼ, ϶ϴ ϼ ϴ Ϲϻ ϼ ϴ ϻϴ ϼ Ͼ  ϴ϶ ϼ Ϲ ϴ Ϸ ϴ ϴ ϶ 
Slavia orthodoxa, ϵ϶ϴ ϸϴ ϵ ϸϴ  Ϲ ϼ ϻ  Ϲ ϼ ϿϹ ϼ. ϡϹ  ϶Ϲ Ϲ: 
ϴ ϴϿϼϻ  ϴ ϴ Ͼ ϼ  “ϥϾϴϻϴ ϼϹ ϻϴ Ϧϼ϶Ϲ ϼϴϸ Ͼ  Ϲ” Ͼϴϻ϶ϴ, Ϲ 
ϴ ϵϼ ϼ Ϲ ϼ ϹϿϼ ϴ ϿϾϿ ϴ ϴ ϼ Ͽ ϶Ϲ  ϹϸϹϿϹ  ϴ ϻ ϴ϶ϴϿϼ 
Ϸ   ϶ ϵϼ Ϲ, ϶ ϻ Ϻϸϴ ϼ Ͼ  ϵ Ϸϴ  ϴ Ͼ ϼ  ϴ ϿϹϸ ϶  ϴ 

϶ϼϻϴ ϼϽ Ͼϴ ϴ Ͼ Ͽ ϴ ϴϸϼ ϼ ; ϶ ϺϹ ϴ ϴ Ͽϼ ϼ  ϴ “ϥϾϴϻϴ ϼϹ  ϻϴ 
Ϧϼ϶Ϲ ϼϴϸ Ͼ  Ϲ” ϻϼ ϴ  ϴ ϴ ϼ϶ ϼ ϴϷ Ϲ ϼ  “Ϟ ϼϷϴ ϻϴ ϶Ϲ ϼ Ϲ 
ϴϽ ϼ ϙ ϶ϼ”, “Ϣ Ͼ ϶Ϲ ϼϹ ϖϴ ϶ ”, “ϥϿ ϶  ϻϴ Ͽ ϺϿϼ϶ϼ  ϔ ϼ ϼ , 
ϵϹϻϵ Ϻ ϼ  ϥϴ ϴ ϴϼϿ, ϾϴϾ Ϸ  ϿϹ ϼ ϴ ϴ ϷϹϿ Ϡϼ ϴϼϿ, ϶ Ͻ϶ ϸϴ ϴ ϶ ϼ Ͼϼ 
ϴ ϷϹϿϼ”, “ϥϿ ϶  ϻϴ ϔϸϴ  ϼ ϙ϶ϴ”, “ϥϿ ϶  ϻϴ ϫϹ ϼ  Ͼ ”, “ϣ Ϲ ϼϹ ϴ 
ϔ ϼ ϼ ϴ  ϗ ϸϴ ϴ  Ϝ  ϩ ϼ ”, ϾϴϾ  ϼ Ϲϸϼ ϴ Ͼ ϿϹ ϼ  
Ϲ ϴ Ͼ ϼ ϼ ϼ ϹϾ ϶Ϲ (“Ϥϴϻ ϼϾ”, “ϕϹ Ϲϸϴ ϴ ϼ ϴ ϴ ϶Ϲ ϼ ϹϿϼ”). 
ϕ Ϸϴ ϶  ϴ ϴϻϼ ϴϿϼ ϴ  Ͼ ϼϺ ϶ ϼ ϼϻ ϼ ϼ Ϲ ϶ Ϲ ϴ Ͽ ϶ϴ . Ϧ  
Ͼϴϻ϶ϴ, Ϲ ϴ϶ ϼ Ϲ ϴ “ϥϾϴϻϴ ϼϹ  ϻϴ Ϧϼ϶Ϲ ϼϴϸ Ͼ  Ϲ” ϴ ϵϼϿϼ ϸ ϵ Ϲ 

ϻϴ ϻ ϴ ϼ  ϸ Ϻϴ ϼϹ  ϴ “ϾϿϴ ϼ Ϲ Ͼ ” ϶ϼϻϴ ϼϽ Ͼ  ϴ Ͼ ϼ  
ϴ ϿϹϸ ϶ . ϖ  ϶ Ϲ Ϲ ϵϴ Ϲ Ϲ ϴ ϴ ϴϿϼ ϶Ϲ ϼ ϴ ϶ ϼ Ϲ  
ϴ ϵϼ ϼ Ͼ Ϸ ϼϼ, ϼ Ͼ ϼ ϴϽϾϼ Ϸϼ ϶ Ͼϴ ϴ ϴ  ϴ Ͼ ϼ  
϶Ϲ ϶ ϶ϴ ϼϹ ϼ ϻϸϴ϶ϴϽϾϼ  ϻϼ ϴ ϼ  Ϲϸ ϴ ϸ Ϸϴ, “ а а Па я”. Ϝ 
ϴϾ ϴ  —  Ϲ ϼ ϴ ϿϹϸ  ! — ϻϼ ϶ Ϲ Ͼϼ Ϲ  Ϲ Ϲ ϼ ϻ  
϶Ͽϼ   ϵ Ϸ ϼϿ Ͼϴ ϴ ϴϸϼ ϼ , ϿϹϸϼ  Ͼ  ϴ϶ϴ  Ϻϼ϶ϼ ϶ Ϲϸ ϴ ϴ ϴ 
ϿϾϿ ϴ ϴ ϼ Ͼ Ͽ ϴ ϸ  ϴϽ- ϶  ϶ Ϲ Ϲ.  
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