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FLORENTINA BADALANOVA (GELLER

Gynesis in Genesis

1. Holy Writ and vernacular Slavonic exegetical narratives'

The plot of the creation of woman (i.e. the Gynesis narrative) is the only one
to appear in the canonical biblical cosmogony in two separate versions (Genesis 1,
26-28 and Genesis 2, 21-25 ) These parallel renditions are presented autonomously.
They are embedded in two alternative accounts, reflecting two opposite, conflicting
modes of interpretation. Whilst the first one advocates gender egalitarianism, the
second is anchored in the hierarchical paradigm of gender subordination®. Although
these two models are outlined as different narrative entities, as if independently in-
serted into the textual body of the biblical text, folk exegesis tends to decipher their
meaning in a way which offers metatextual reconciliation between traditions. Sla-
vonic ethnohermeneutics interpret the two divergent versions of the Gynesis narra-
tive in a complex way; they are not regarded as antithetical, but as complementary.
In fact, indigenous oral traditions do not appear to be concerned with conflicting
readings of the binary pattern of the Old Testament cosmogonic plot; instead, the
storytellers seem to have effortlessly domesticated the canonical “discrepancies”
The two differing Gynesis versions are put together into a complex storyline, reveal-
ing, at each new performance, details which may gravitate to either egalitarian or
hierarchical models of biblical anthropogenesis. Furthermore the Old Testament
narrative of the Matriarch may be perceived by vernacular ethnohermeneutics in ac-
cordance with Christian typology; it is often regarded as a pre-figuration of the idea

! This article incorporates some results of the research project The Folk Bible; it is concerned with
verbal, iconographic and ritual parameters of folk Christianity and focuses on description and analysis
of popular dimensions of Holy Writ in Slavia Orthodoxa (once part of the Byzantine Commonwealth).
The work is based predominantly on texts I have recorded during field research over the last three and a
half decades in Bulgaria and the former Soviet Union. The present essay comprises some of my observa-
tions and comments on the relationship between folk religion and the Book of Genesis (encompassing
both the canonical narrative and its apocryphal renditions).

* Another - similarly exceptional — case is represented by the Synoptic Gospels, in which the
story of the life of Jesus is narrated three times; see in this connection KELBER [1997] and BAUCKHAM
[2006].

3 Cfr. KvAM, SCHEARING AND ZIEGLER [1999: 6-9].
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of the salvation of mankind*, with the image of the Virgin Mary as the second Eve®
being its ultimate centre.

In this article I will focus on the two canonical Old Testament accounts of the
creation of woman and consider their vernacular versions, as attested in Slavonic oral
tradition of the nineteenth and the twentieth centuries. My analysis will be based on
folk versions of Genesis; these are presented from the point of view of unlettered be-
lievers and are therefore perceived from a perspective which (may) differ considera-
bly from that of the learned theology. Oral renditions of the Gynesis theme will be ex-
amined within the vernacular framework of indigenous Slavonic ethnohermeneutics,
with special emphasis on the ways in which gaps or repetitions in the canonical nar-
rative were interpreted by native, homegrown Christian exegetes. Although most of
them could not read the scriptural text, they instead sang and story-told what they
imagined to be “the Bible”. Unlike its canonical counterpart, this unwritten Holy Writ
was as intangible as it was incorporeal. Its oral hypostases were incessantly changing
their appearance at each new performance. In fact, it was “the Bible” ever imagined,
but never held. It was the Book of God Written by no Human Hand — a verbal “Ubrus”
— upon which the word of the Lord was orally “imprinted”. This unwritten “Bible
of the folk™ was considered by unlettered believers to be the ultimate source-com-
pendium revealing the divine truth about the origins of Universe and mankind, and
the wisdom behind the intertwined existence of the macrocosm and the microcosm.
Elsewhere I have argued that this kind of vernacular interpretations of the Holy

* This concept was set out as a theological framework by one of the first Christian philosophers,
Justin Martyr (d. 165), in his Dialogue with Trypho:

For Eve, being a virgin and uncorrupt, conceived the words spoken of the serpent, and
brought forth disobedience and death. But Mary the Virgin receiving faith and grace,
when the angel Gabriel brought her the good news that the Spirit of the Lord should come
upon her, and the power of the Highest should overshadow her, wherefore also that Holy Thing
that is born of her is Son of God, answered, Be it unto me according to Thy word [trans. WiL-
L1aMs 1930: 210].

In the second century, Irenaeus of Lyons also elaborated on the Eve-Mary parallel. In his work
Against Heresies: On the Detection and Refutation of the Knowledge Falsely So Called (Book III), he con-
templates the idea of the “Incarnation-as-a-recapitulation” and concentrated on the recycling that Mary
effected for Eve. The Eve-Mary parallel was further developed by Tertullian in the third century, in his
De Carne Christi. For a survey of the Eve-Mary parallelism as a subject of patristic teaching, see GRAEF
[1963: 37-100]; for the vernacular folklore counterparts of patristic writings in Slavia Orthodoxa, see
BADALANOVA [2003b: 173-185; 2004: 211-215].

$ For a general survey of theological discussions related to the idea of Mary as the ‘New” or ‘Sec-
ond Eve, see O’CARROLL [1983: 139-141]. The typology of Mary as ‘the Second Eve’ (as an extrapola-
tion from the classic Pauline definition of Christ as the Second Adam) is treated by PELIKAN [1996:
14-15, 39-52] and WARNER [1976: 59-61, 245, 254 |, while MEYENDOREFF [1983: 146-149] discusses
the concept of the ‘New Eve’ in Byzantine patristic tradition. For the parallelism Eve-Mary as a concern
for both Christian theology and cultural anthropology, see BENko [1993: 18, 168-169, 195, 229-262],
BARING, CASHFORD [1991: 537-539].

¢ See in this connection UTLEY [1945: 1-17].
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Scripture enables us to eyewitness the unfolding of the proto-biblical oral hyper-
text from which the canonical corpus eventually sprang; I have further argued
that vestiges of this Ur-text can be traced in apocryphal writings and rabbinic tra-
dition (midrashim). So far scholarly consensus holds that there are no surviving
oral witnesses to the ancient proto-biblical oral heritage; my position, however,
does not conform with this current academic trend, since some recently recorded
Bible-related folklore texts present a serious challenge to such a postulation. It is
my conviction that many modern oral counterparts of Holy Writ still “remember”
the earliest stages of its pre-literary existence; furthermore oral attestations of bib-
lical narrative tradition (as recorded by folklorists and ethnographers in the 19th-
20th centuries)’ suggest that the canonical scriptural text coexisted for centuries
with its clandestine, constantly evolving oral “twin”, the Folk Bible.

The picture gets even more complex when one considers the fact that the
canonical text of Gn 1 appears to be an inversed version of Gn 2. If in Gn 1 the
emergence of earthly vegetation and the appearance of animals precede the crea-
tion of human beings, in Gn 2 it is made clear that, although the seeds of plants
and herbs had been already planted in the soil by the time Adam was created,
nothing was to grow, “for the Lord God had not caused it to rain upon the earth,
and there was not a man to till the ground” [Gn 2, 5]. The creation of Adam un-
locks the womb of the pregnant earth; furthermore, this cosmogonic act heralds
the creation of Paradise. The Bible makes it clear that the sole purpose of the
existence of the Garden of Eden was to accommodate the needs of man and to
serve as his habitat; his only duty was to be its groom. So far there is no mention-
ing of woman; Eve is still absent from the biblical cosmogonic scenario when God
plants the Tree of the Knowledge and the Tree of Life in the middle of Paradise.
These two trees are to mark the axis mundi of the Universe in which Eve is yet to
make her appearance; the consumption of their fruits is also the only taboo Adam
is to observe in Paradise. Gn 2 also stipulates that Earth, Man and Paradise share
the same materia prima: they are made of the same substance?; this is not the case
with Eve. According to Gn 2, the fashioning of Earth/Heavens/Man/Paradise is
followed by the emergence of animals, whilst the birth of the woman is to take
place at the very end of Creation; this appears to be an inversed version of the cos-
mogonic scenario revealed in Gn 1, according to which the fashioning of animals
precedes the creation of human beings. If in Gn 1 (the bodies of ) man and woman
are created simultaneously, and they are the last to be molded, in Gn 2 the forma-

7 For a general survey of sources (in chronological order), see VeseLovski [1883: 1-461; 1889:
1-367], MocHUL'sk11 [ 1886 (4): 197-219; 1887 (1): 113-180; 1887 (2): 365-406; 1887 (3): 41-142;
1887 (4): 171-188; 1894: 1-282], DrRAGOMANOV [1892: 257-314; 1894: 3-68], RADCHENKO [1910:
73-131], Ivanov [1925: 327-382], Tomickr [1976: 47-97; 1979: 169-184; 1980: 49-119], NaGy
[1986-1988: 17-47], ToLstaia [1998: 21-37], KuzNETsova [1998], Zowczak [2000], BELova
[2001: 118-150], BADALANOVA [2008: 161-365].

® See entry A 1241 (Man made from clay/earth) in THoMPsON [1955].
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tion of man precedes not only the appearance of animals, but also the origin of
woman; she is created after him — just like the Garden of Eden — for the sake of his
needs. She thus appears to be the final product of God’s Creation. This particular
detail allows some Jewish commentators to suggest that woman was an improved
version of man (since she was made last)?; this concept was also attested in many
Slavonic vernacular texts'® (along with the opposite idea, that woman was inferior
to man)''. Moreover since man was made from earth and on Earth, but not in Para-
dise (as clearly stated in Gn 2), whereas woman was fashioned not from earth, yet
in Paradise, she was also implicitly regarded to be the perfect anthropomorphic
icon of the Garden of Eden'?. Accordingly, the Slavonic folk Bible may further
employ phytomorphic/floral imagery in orally transmitted Gynesis narratives'. As
we shall see later, vernacular Christian anthropogony equally considers both Gn 1
and Gn 2, except that it does not confine itself to either of these two antagonistic
axiological models. In fact, along with the egalitarian female of Gn 1 (which is

scarcely represented), two other hypostases of the Matriarch can be encountered

in Slavonic oral legends of creation: “the inferior Eve” and “the superior Eve”'*.

? Rabbinical exegesis hints at the concept of Eve being an improved version of Adam; see the text
of the c. fifth century Midrash “Genesis Rabbah” [ 18, 1], which offers one of the most palpable examples
of this type of approach to the image of the first woman: “Because it is written in Scripture, «And the
Lord God built the rib» which teaches that the Holy One, blessed be He, endowed the woman with more
understanding than the man”. This detail implicitly views the rabbinic Eve as the last (i.e. the most highly
developed) “piece” of God’s work.

19 The Matriarch Eve as is considered to be the last, that is, the most highly developed of God’s
work in a cluster of Bulgarian folk narratives contemplating the “who-is-to-give-birth” issue. According
to them, after his having initially given menstruation and childbirth to Adam, God realizes that man
cannot cope with these duties and entrusts them to women who appear to be more sensible, intelligent
and wise. Still, the “complete human” is imagined in terms of neither male nor female. The perfect hu-
mankind is defined as a heterosexual bonding within the marriage, whereas the husband-wife unit is
envisioned as a manifestation of divine wisdom.

1 See in this connection the discussion in Tomick1 [1980: 56-61], Zowczak [2000: 57-64],
CHOMICKA [2008: 33-40].

12 This idea is further developed in the symbolic portrayal of the Virgin Mary as ‘the closed gar-
den’ (“Boromarepn Beprorpaa 3axarouennsiit”); see also the discussion below.

'3 Further on phytomorphic hypostases of Eve in Slavonic folk narratives see CHUBINSKII [ 1872:
145-146], Tomicki [1980: 63-64, especially footnotes 48 and 52], ToLsTA1A [1998: 34], KABAKOVA
[1999: 3]. See also the folklore legend “From what did God created Adam and Eve” (“3 goro Bor coTso-
pus Apama ta Esy”) from Dmytro Yavornytsky’s manuscript collection “The Ukrainian simple folk and
its lore”; the text was recorded in 1904 in the village of Handalivka, Pavlogradkii Uezd [ YAVORNYTSKY
2005: 10-11]. This type of texts play with phonetical closeness (even homonimity) between the local
variants of the name of the first woman, Eve (Esa / Musa) and some Slavonic dialectal phytonyms (e.g.
“usa” = ‘willow tree’).

!4 There were many attempts to describe, explain and justify the discrepancies between Gn 1 and
Gn 2. One such explanation can be traced to early medieval Hebrew midrashic sources, and to The Al-
phabet of Ben Sira (around 10th cent AD) in particular. According to this text, Gn 1 relates to the creation
of the first wife of Adam (Lilith), who wanted to dominate her husband by having sex in the ‘superior
position), on top. Once Adam was rid of Lilith, he then took Eve as his wife. Subsequently Lilith became
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The next part of this study is devoted to the analysis of the two biblical Gynesis
narratives — the egalitarian Gn 1 and the hierarchical Gn 2 - through the prism of
Slavonic ethnohermeneutics.

2. The egalitarian Gynesis

According to the anthropogonic account of Gn 1, 26-28, woman is created to-
gether with man, simultaneously with him, and as his equal counterpart'. They are
both made at the same time, and neither of them was designed with any special char-
acteristics of supremacy, as they both are created in the image of God, and by God.
Here follows the actual biblical text:

26. And God said: Let us make man in our image, after our likeness; and let
them have dominion over the fish of the sea, and over the flying creatures
in the air, and over the cattle, and over the earth, and over every creeping
thing that creeps upon the earth.

27. And God created man in its own image, in the image of God created he

the prototype of a demon dangerous to Eve and all other women hereafter:

When God created his world and created Adam, He saw that Adam was alone, and He
immediately created a woman from earth, like him, for him, and named her Lilith. He
brought her to Adam, and they immediately began to fight: Adam said, “You shall lie be-
low” and Lilith said, “You shall lie below, for we are equal and both of us were [created]
from earth”. They did not listen to each other. When Lilith saw the state of things, she
uttered the Holy Name and flew into the air and fled. Adam immediately stood in prayer
before God and said: “Master of the Universe, see that the woman you gave me has already
fled away”. God immediately sent three angels and told them: “Go and fetch Lilith; if she
agrees to come, bring her, and if she does not, bring her by force”. The three angels went
immediately and caught up with her in the [Red] Sea, in the place that the Egyptians were
destined to die. They seized her and told her: “If you agree to come with us, come, if not,
we shall drown you in the sea”. She answered: “Darlings, I know myself that God created
me only to afflict babies with fatal disease when they are eight days old: I shall have permis-
sion to harm them from their birth to the eight day and no longer, when it is a male baby:
but when it is a female baby, I shall have permission for twelve days” The angels would not
leave her alone, until she swore by God’s name that wherever she would see them or their
names in an amulet, she would not possess the baby [bearing it]. Then they left her imme-
diately. This is [the story of ] Lilith who afflicts babies with disease. [Quoted after Kvam,
SCHEARING AND ZIEGLER 1999: 204 ]

Further on the image of Lilith see GINZBERG, vol. 1 [1909: 65f.], vol. 2 [1920: 233], vol. 3 [1911:
280],vol. 4 [1913: 5], vol. 5 [1925: 87f,, 143, 385], vol. 6 [ 1928: 284] and GELLER [2005: 62£.]. A brief
survey of midrashic sources suggests that Rabbinical tradition contemplated at length the issue of “cor-
rect” coital positions, usually referring to the hierarchical gender model of Gn 2; below follows a relevant
fragment from Nidah 31b:

And why does the man lie face downwards and the woman face upwards towards the man?
He [faces the elements] from which he was created and she [faces the man] from whom
she was created. [Quoted after KvAM, SCHEARING AND ZIEGLER 1999: 204].

18 Cfr. motif-type A 1212 (Man created in Creator’s image) in THoMPSON [1955].
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him, male and female created He them.
28. And God blessed them; and God said unto them: Be fruitful and multiply,
and replenish the earth, and subdue it.

This biblical segment does not tell us anything about the substance from which
the first people are made. In contrast to Gn 2, where it is stated that the first man
was “formed from the dust of the ground”, nowhere in Gn 1 is it mentioned that the
first people were made of mud, or clay, or ashes, or other earth-related components,
and the absence of this detail appears to be of great importance for oral tradition, as
it leaves room for further speculation. As we shall see later, the materia prima from
which Adam and Eve were made was not always believed to be earth. At the same
time, according to Slavonic folklore tradition, the first people can be self-created'®, or
made by a single Creator (either God the Father or God the Son)"’, or by two com-
peting demiurges (God and Satan)'®, or by a “congregation” of creators' (whereupon
God is assisted by either anthropomorphic or zoomorphic helpers). In the latter case,
the bodies of Adam and Eve may be fashioned by a group of wise animals helping
the Creator®; this is often the case with the legends concerned with the creation of
woman, and with the bawdy tales of the creation of the vagina in particular®.

16 See the folk legend recorded by the Bulgarian intellectual Tsani Ginchev in the region of
Tiirnovo; it was published in SDNU, vol. 2 [1890: 161, text Ne 1]; see also BApALANOVA [1993: 116-
117; 2008: 262-267).

17 This is the most popular and widespread type of Bible-related folk accounts (narratives and
chants) concerned with anthropogony. See for instance the “Book of the Dove” (“Toay6umas xuu-
ra”) spiritual stanzas [DANILOV 1977: 208-213, text N¢ 60; OkSENOV 1908: 304-311], along with the
legends published by FEDEROWSKI [1897: 200, text N¢ 780], RomaNov [1891: 1-3], YAVORNYTSKY
[2005: 8-12] (among others); similar notion is advocated in Bulgarian legends published by Kuzman
SHAPKAREV in his Sbornik [ 1894: 337-339, text N¢ 194], by Ilia Danev in SbNU, vol. 4 [1891: 128, text
Ne 1], by Marko Tsepenkov in SbNU, vol. 8 [1892: 180-181, text N¢ 2] and SbN'U, vol. 15 [ 1898: 96-97,
text N¢ 6], by Mikhail Arnaudov in SbNU, vol. 27 [1913: 322, text Ne 6; 327, text N 15]. Related texts
are recently collected by BApALANOVA [1993: 117-133; 1995: 144-153], BusHKEVICH [2002: 10-11],
KaspIiNa [2002: 5-7]; see also the discussion in KuzNETSOvA [1998: 159-163].

'8 See the legend recorded by Petko Slaveikov and published in SbNU, vol. 2 [1890: 164-165;
text N 1]; recently similar texts were registered by BApaLANOVA [1993: 137-139], Zowczak [2000:
61-62], VANIAKINA [2002: 8]; see also the discussion in Tomickr [1980: 54-57].

' See the texts of Bulgarian folk legend “When God created the first people He summoned a
council of all saints to seek an advice as to how people may multiply” (“Koraro pepa Tocror Hai Hamper
CX3AQA YOBELUTE, CXOPAAM Ce CHUKHTE CBETHUI Ha CX6€MM, Ta Ad OLIPEACAQ, KHKO Ad CE TIAOA U PA3MAO-
aBaia voBerure”); it was recorded by D. Stoikov in the region of Sofia and published in SbNU, vol. §
[1891: 150, text N2 1]. Another legend, entitled “The woman comes from Satans tail” (“>Kenara e ors
AsBoAcKa omamka”) also features the creation of first people as an outcome of actions performed by a
group of demiurges; it was recorded by A. Kostentsev in the region of Shtip and published in SbNU
vol. 9 [1893: 155] (see text Ne 3 in the Appendix). Similar texts are recently recorded and published by
BapaLaNova [1993: 140-142].

20 Cfr. BADALANOVA [1993: 133-137; 1996: 115; 2008: 288-297].

*! One such example provides the text I recorded in 1989 in the village of Govezhda, North-
Western Bulgaria:
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To return to the first chapter of Genesis, the scarce pieces of information given
to us in relation to the creation of woman emphasize that:

a.  both the first man and woman were made concurrently, not consecutively;
b. theyboth were made by God;
c.  theyboth were created in the image of God.

In the anthropogonic narrative of Gn 1, the issue of “gender” is presented in
a way which leads us to believe that both sexes are immanent to God’s constitution
and are encompassed by God’s nature. This detail is quite significant, as the issue
of “male-female” division appears to have been mentioned in the Genesis here for
the first time. So, if we compare this particular component of the biblical narrative
with the previous lines (in which the creation of various animals is described, such
as the creation of birds flying in the firmament of heaven, or the sea-monsters, or the
animals living upon earth), we notice that there is no reference to a “male-female”

God decided to create the pizhulina [the female part]. He brought together the goat, and
the bee, and the fox, and the polecat, and the donkey. So they were wondering where to
put it. Where to put it? If they put it on the forehead, everyone will want to reach out and
touch it, everyone will make a grab for it: it is an easy place. Then God said: “Let there be a
nosegay here! And whoever desires to touch the pizhulina, should first and foremost desire
to touch the nosegay!” So they [decided to] move it further down [putting it on the neck],
but it was still quite easy to reach. Then God said: “Let there be a necklace here, but not the
pizhulina! Yet whoever desires to touch the pizhuling, he should first desire to touch the
necklace!” Then they went further down. They considered putting it between the breasts.
But God found the place to be too easy again. You reach into the bosom and there it is...
Anyone might [wish to] do it. And God said again, “It will not be here! It will be further
down! Yet whoever desires to reach the pizhulina, will first desire to reach for the bosom!”
So they went further down. They thought of putting it right in the midriff. But if they put
it on the navel, it would still be easy [to reach]. So God decreed so, “It shall not be here! It
shall be further down! There will be a waistband here, not the pizhulina! And whoever de-
sires to reach for the pizhulina shall first desire to undo the waistband!” They went further
down to the place which is the least possible to reach, to the most secret place. Yes indeed
it is such a hard place to get at! But it was God Who said it was to be in a hidden place, so
that these things would not be easy. So, at length they decided: it would be underneath,
between the legs. Thereupon the goat said, “I will tread on it to give it its shape!” <...> The
goat stepped in between the woman’s legs. And when it did so, there was a mound of earth
in between the hooves, there was some earth between the hooves, and that earth came off
and shaped the pizhulina. Then the fox said, “I will brush it with my tail and put hair on it!
So it will be as soft as my tail!” And God gave His blessing, “So let it be!” And the fox went
over the pizhulina and brushed [it with] its tail, making it as soft as the fox’s tail. And the
bee said, “I will hum so that it will be as sweet as honey!” Then God gave His blessing, “So
let it be!” And the bee hummed and the pizhulina became as sweet as honey.

In fact, in Slavonic oral tradition there exists a vast number of baudy texts functioning as a ver-
nacular counterpart of God’s blessing, “be fruitful and multiply”; they describe the appearance of the
generative organs, and the origin of sexual intercourse. In them the creation of the vagina is described as
ajoint venture in which a group of wise animals help God in His endeavours.
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division?’. The animals seem to be somehow “genderless”, regardless of the formu-
laic expression marking the end of the segment describing their creation, that is, the
formulaic expression “Be fruitful and multiply”; it appears for the first time in Gn 1,
22. It therefore seems that the issue of gender becomes an issue only in relation to
biblical anthropogenesis. This, in turn, suggests that gender category in Genesis is not
regarded as biological but cultural.

2.1. The primordial (wo)man-mushroom

According to some Bulgarian folklore legends the first people grow from mush-
rooms. Thus a text which I recorded in 1989 in the village of Leskovets, North-West-
ern Bulgaria, describes the creation of mankind in the following way:

Along time ago, Adam and Eve were begotten from mushrooms and then cre-
ated the world you see now. All from mushrooms, out of the ground... They
sprouted up as mushrooms: one was a boy, and the other was a girl... And so
mankind was begotten. Children were born. They all came from them, from
Granny Eve and Granddad Adam. And so folks began to procreate, from
one day to the next, and from the next — to the day after... From mushrooms.
That’s how I've heard it — it all started with mushrooms sprouting up from the
ground. They began a generation. A whole generation — from Adam and Eve.
Have you heard it said too? That is the story that has been told since times of
yore....

Indicative in this respect are the strategies of vernacular Slavonic ethno-paeda-
gogy; biblical creation is explained to children as a framework of local ethno-his-
tory. The aetiological legends related to the origin of mankind were narrated as sacred
texts, which were believed to have come straight from Holy Scripture. Here follows a
text supporting this observation; it was recorded in the mountain village of Replyana,
Belogradchik region, North-Western Bulgaria, in 1988. The actual account was given
to me as an answer to the question “What did your grandparents tell you when you
asked them, How did the first man and woman came into being and of what substance
they were made?”:

When we were children, we used to ask our granny: “Granny, what is man
made of?” And she would say: “The Bible says that Man originated from a
mushroom. Mushrooms sprang up there [and she pointed towards the hills
we could see from the windows of the room in which we were sitting and
talking] — it was over there, in the field. They came up from underneath — and
a human was formed. Man comes from a mushroom, from the earth — and
that’s why the earth takes him back. Earth has made him and earth takes him

22 This concept was previously discussed in BAbaLANOVA [2008: 210].

* This account was given to me by Magdalena Ilieva Todorova, an old woman who was born in
1908 in the same village; she had no formal education, but was regarded as one of the best story-tellers
in her village.
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in..” So my granny used to tell me this story... Male and female mushrooms
sprang up — and then the world was made. And they also gave birth to chil-
dren, a generation — and later, after them, the world was founded**.

As we can see from the above quoted texts, the origin of mankind is believed to
be related to the local landscape; in many legends, the first people were believed to
have appeared in the local neighbourhood of the storytellers. Thus biblical imagery
envelopes vernacular ethnohistory.

2.2. The (wo)man of cloth and God the Tailor

Along with texts about the self-created mushroom-mankind, there also exists
in Slavonic oral tradition a corpus of narratives maintaining that the first people were
like cloth tailored in the Creator’s hands. This type of legends further provides the
framework for the plot of the origin of sexual intercourse. Thus, according to the text
of the tale I recorded in the village of Gaganitsa (North-Western Bulgaria), the first
people were considered to be fabric created by God:

When God started creating the [first] man, He thought it over this way. The
body was in two halves, and they were as if taken out of a cast. And Granddad
Lord took a length of thread and attached them together. But then there was
a piece of thread left and He said, “Well, I shan’t cut it off! May it hang like
this in front of the man’s body. Let it be his only soft spot!”... And that is how
Granddad Adam came to be. And that is why men have no blemish, yet still
this may be their only soft spot. So God started on another human being:
this time it would be perfect. And He took some thread again and ensured it
to be shorter. Off he went sewing but this time he ended up short of thread
[to complete the body of the woman]. And thus Granny Eve ended up with
a bit of a gash under there. So you see: there was a bit [of thread] left over in
Granddad Adam, and a bit [of thread] left under for Granny Eve. That’s why
the saying goes: there was a bit of thread that God was short of when He cre-
ated the woman. And it was left to man to make it up. But how was he to make
it up? He would make it up by threading her. Then the thread which was ap-
parently redundant found its rightful place. That’s how it happened that men
and women connect their thread. That’s how folk were begotten. That’s the
story of God’s thread. And it is so to this day*.

A similar folklore legend from Southern Bulgaria, entitled “Why woman has
a gash below?” (“3amo sxena nma orBopeno”) is published by Friedrich S. Krauss
in the first volume of his famous Anthropophytéia [1904: 135-136, text N¢ 112]; ac-
cording to Krauss, the tale was narrated by a “peasant from Rumelia” (a geographical
term referring to the southern Balkan regions of the Ottoman Empire, most prob-

*The above legend was narrated by the female storyteller Vita Georgieva Tsvetina, born in 1928
in the village of Replyana, North-Western Bulgaria.
% See also the discussion in BADALANOVA [2008: 286-88].
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ably Thrace in this case). Along with the Bulgarian legend about the “sewn mankind,”
Krauss offers a parallel (Serbian) text on a related topic, entitled “From where did
man get his penis and woman her vagina?” (“Od kuda ljudima kurac a Zenata picka”)
[1904: 134-135, text Ne 112]. Another version of the legend of “textile people” was
recorded in the city of Prilep (now in Macedonia) at the end of the 19th century by
the local intellectual Marko Tsepenkov, whose manuscripts are partially preserved
in the Archives of the Bulgarian Academy of Sciences Central Library (see the Ap-
pendix, text N2 1). On the other hand, Petko Slaveykov’s collection of Bulgarian folk-
lore narratives (compiled in the nineteenth century) indicates that the motif of the
“sewn mankind” often functions as a backbone of a series of erotic tales. According
to one of them, “God left them [the first man and the woman] to sew each other”,
because once, when He created humankind - and when people looked very much
like rag dolls — “He did not finish sewing their bodies; it was left for them to com-
plete His job” [Slaveykov 1982: 146]. According to another legend, also published by
Slaveykov, “as God was sewing the woman, His thread was not enough, and when he
sewed the man, He had more thread than needed, and then He said, “Let them sew
each other!” [Slaveykov 1982: 250]%.

Surprisingly enough, the Slavonic anthropogonic folk legends about “the sewn
(wo)man” have (almost verbatim) parallels in Hungarian oral tradition®”. The parallel
existence of Slavonic and Hungarian narratives anchored by the motif of the “tailor-
demiurge” is intriguing. Whether these parallel motifs reflect cross-cultural contact,
or whether they stem from a common compendium of cosmogonic/anthropogonic
knowledge (as it is the case of dualistic Finno-Ugrian and Slavonic creation myths) is
a question which needs further, much more detailed investigation.

2.3. The (wo)man of dough and God the Kneader

According to some Belorussian, Ukrainian and Polish folk legends the substance
from which the bodies of Adam and Eve were created was considered to be dough?.
This belief corresponds to a similar concept in medieval Hebrew commentaries (and
in particular in the explanations of Rashi, a 10th century Bible commentator) ac-
cording to which the act of creation was regarded as identical to the act of kneading;
in this, the Creator was seen as a “kneader”, whereas His macrocosm and microcosm
were perceived as entities originating from a dough-like materia prima.

In some Slavonic texts, however, dough is regarded as substance from which

2 For further information, see vol. 6 of the full edition of his Collected Works [SLAVEYKOV
1982].

?7 See the Hungarian folk legends recorded and analysed by NaGy [1986-1988: 25-27]; the anal-
ysis of these tales, however, is beyond the scope of this article.

2 For a survey of East Slavonic (Russian, Ukrainian and Belorussian) folklore texts concerned
with the concept of the creation of primordial man out of dough (“O TBOpenum u3 Tecra”), consult
KuzNETSOVA [1998: 162-163]; see also the discussion in ToLsTA1A [1998: 27]. The same motif is at-
tested in Polish folklore tradition [ZowczAk 2000: 61-64; CHOMICKA 2008: 35].
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only the body of Eve is made, whereas the body of Adam is believed to be made of
earth [Kuznetsova 1998: 163, type S b]. Thus the difference between sexes is made
explicit: male flesh is equated to earth, while female - to dough; in this way folklore
anthropogenesis transforms the egalitarian biblical statement of Gn 1 “male and fe-
male created He them” into “earth and dough created He them”. This suggests that
the very materia prima from which the macrocosm and the microcosm emerged is
imagined by storytellers as representative of two primordial substances, with no su-
premacy given to either of them.

2.4. The (wo)man of earth and God the Potter

The story of the creation of the first people out of clay by God the Potter is one
of the most widespread and best registered tales present in Slavonic biblical folklore.
Along with the versions suggesting that only the body of Adam is made out of dust,
whereas Eve emerges from his rib (to be analysed below), a corpus of complementa-
ry texts maintains that both man and woman were simultaneously molded, and both
are made of earth. In the latter case the creation of male and female generative organs
may become the focus of the narrative. According to some Bulgarian legends®, after
his having created the bodies of the first people in an identical manner, God struck
the woman with an axe between her legs; that was how the vagina appeared. As for
the substance which exuded from between the woman’s legs, it was put between the
man’s legs, and hence the origin of sexual intercourse was an act in which pristine hu-
man flesh was restored.

However, according to some Polish legends of creation of mankind, the origin
of “private parts” is related to Satan’s intervention®’; hence the vernacular percep-
tion of sexual intercourse as the “Devil’s doing”. Still, no supremacy is given to either
Adam or Eve by this type of texts; the first people are equally “blemished”, since both
of them appear to be harmed by the anti-Creator at the very beginning of the emer-
gence of the Universe. Man and woman are thus united in their imperfectness, equal
in their deficiency. After all, as maintained by the indigenous Slavonic exegesis, they
are to be just “humans,” not “divine beings”

3. The hierarchical Gynesis

The hierarchical paradigm of gender subordination is outlined in Gn 2 in a rath-
er clear way. The following points of the biblical narrative ought to be emphasized in
this connection:

a. thatthe creation of man preceded the creation of woman, which implicitly
indicates that, since the male was made first, it was the male gender that
was granted the supremacy over the female one;

* The text of one such Bulgarian legend was recently published by BApaLaNOvA [2008: 297-
298].
30 See the texts recorded and published by Zowczax [2000: 61-62].
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b. that man was formed by God of the dust of the ground, whereas woman
was created from man’s body as a secondary product (Gn 2, 21-24)%;

c. that God breathed into man’s nostrils the breath of life and man thus
became a living soul; a detail which, again implicitly, indicates, that the
“breath of life” was given to man only, not to woman.

An interesting parallel can be drawn here with the issue of gender as a gram-
matical category, which, at vernacular level, is perceived as related to the biblical
account of the creation of mankind; thus, in some Slavonic languages and dialects,
and in Polish in particular, apart from the case endings, which are gender inclusive,
there is even a special plural verbal ending for past tense forms indicating whether the
subjects are male or non-male. In this, a special sub-gender category, often ironically
described by philologists as “female-animal-objects” is implied. To make things even
more complicated, when referring to only male animate or inanimate subjects, the
verb has one type of ending, the masculine ending; when referring to only female
animate or inanimate subjects, or animals, or objects, the verb has another type of
ending, the non-masculine one; but when the group consists of at least one male
being plus “the others”, regardless whether these are female beings, or animals, or
objects, the ending would be again masculine. The same is the case in Hebrew, as in
many other languages. This may be the reason that, in some villages in Eastern Eu-
rope, I was told, “that’s why only men can be priests, not women, as the Spirit of God
entered him, not her”. Of course, apart from these texts, a vast amount of other narra-
tives, implying the opposite idea, that both male and female bodies were regarded as
vessels of the Holy Spirit, can be encountered among Slavonic peoples.

To return to the canonical biblical text, according to Gn 2, 8, after His having
created man, God planted the Garden of Eden, and placed him in it, so that he can
be its keeper; this detail leads, in turn, to the following puzzling detail, which is that
when God commanded man, saying “Of every tree of the Garden you may freely
eat, but of the tree of the knowledge of good and evil you shall not eat, for in the
day that you eat thereof you shall surely die”, woman was not yet created. Here an
important, but often neglected aspect of the biblical text becomes “visible™. How
did the woman have learned of God’s command? Who told her and when? The only
indication that she was aware of the taboo related to the act of eating fruits from “the
Tree of Knowledge of Good and Evil” appears much later, in the dialogue between
her and the serpent, in Gn 3, 2. It seems to me that the question of woman’s awareness
of God’s prohibition is one of the unsolved puzzles in post-biblical interpretation
of the canonical biblical account of the creation of mankind, a puzzle which is also
related to the issue of Original Sin, and of the identifying woman as the one who first
trespassed God’s command.

3! See motif-type A 1275.1 (Creation of first woman from man’s rib) in THompsoN [1955]; for
iconographic representations of this motif in Slavia Orthodoxa, see Tabs 1, 2, 3, 4.
32 See also the discussion in BADALANOVA [2008: 213].
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But what does the second chapter of the Book of Genesis actually say about the
creation of the first woman? According to the canonical text, after His having created
man, God intends to create a helpmate for him, “as he was alone”. Yet neither of the
living creatures to whom man gives names are suitable to become his helpmates. And
here for the first time the Biblical text refers to the man as Adam; here, in Gn 2,20 he
is named for the first time, in the episode preceding the creation of woman:

But for Adam there was not found a helpmate for him. And the Lord God
caused a deep sleep to fall upon the man, and he slept; and He took one of his
ribs, and closed up the place with flesh instead thereof. And the rib, which the
Lord God had taken from the man, made He a woman, and brought her unto
the man. And the man said: “This is now bone of my bones, and flesh of my
flesh; she shall be called woman, because she was taken out of man. Therefore
man shall leave his father and his mother, and shall cleave unto his wife, and

they shall be one flesh”.

It is also in this paragraph that the woman is given a social status — the status
of awife [Gn 2,21-24]. Significantly, she still has no name. The following paragraph
is the last one in which the first people are described as innocent beings: “And they
were both naked, the man and his wife, and were not ashamed” [ Gn 2, 25].

Let us now see how the creation of woman is described in Slavonic oral tradi-
tion. The legends about the creation of the first man out of clay and the first woman
out of his rib/side are extremely popular. Their story-line embraces not only themes
and motifs from the Genesis, but also from the apocryphal The Sea of Tiberias. Thus,
according to the sixteenth century redaction of this text,

H noTomt C¢oOTROPH I'f;'h PAH>® HA BOCTOWLE, H MOMBICAH I‘f,b
COTROPHTH MEPROZAAHHATO YARKA Apama®. H caTropH Tkao €ro
W ceamu vacTen: W 3eman ThRao, W kamenn kocTH, T Mopa
KPORK, W cxuua ouH, W WEAAKA MBICAH, T BETPA ALIXANTHE, T OrHA

Tenaora®. H nonpe Fab HA HECA KO Wiy cROemY no Aws Ajama.

33 According to one sixteenth century Bulgarian/Serbian Erotapokriseis, God created Heaven and
Earth on Sunday (“Be 1(a)aoy cTrapH B HEO H 3emak”); on Monday the creation of the Sun, the
Moon and the whole celestial realm took place (“Bt non(a)aks canue n m(c)us 1 gca ne(c)naa”); He
then planted Paradise on Tuesday (“Bn Tophu(k) Hacaan pan”). On Wednesday God placed the waters
on (into?) the sea (“Bn ¢pk(a) BRCTABH BOAN Bh Mopk”), on Thursday He formed all the animals (“8s
ke nog-kae u Ch3AAIIE CE BhCH CKOTH H rapn”), and on Friday He created the body of Adam (“8s
ner(k)b ch3pa agama”). On Saturday God gave Adam a soul (“Bh ¢¥ROTY BRAAAE MmOy ALTJ.O\(”). See
the text of the “(P)azoymun (k) w gce(m) ¥npoce w(4)e,” from the Tikveshky Miscellany, edited and pub-
lished by N. NacHov [1892: 402]; see also the survey of related apocryphal sources in IATSIMIRSKII
[1909: 288-290].

** Medieval Slavonic apocryphal tradition maintains that Adam was created on Friday; see
the above note.

3 For further details see Ivanov [1925: 308-309], DRAGOMANOV [1894: 55], PETRANOVA
[1005: 24-28] and MILTENOVA [2004: 254-255, 335, 344-345].
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GoTona HeR'BAAA MTO COTROPHTH em¥: HCThIKA TRAO Ajamoro
nepcrel. U npinpe I‘Eh K CROEMY CO03AAHI0, K TRAY AAAMORY, H
BHAE T'RAO HCTHIKAHO BCE, H peve Tab: 0 alagoae! Kako ecn cnkan
HAAR MOHMB CO3AAHIEMH Tako coTROpH(TH)? H Wekuia AlagoAh:
TAH AULE TA KOH MARK' MBIMBHETS MTO 3AE0AHA® H TOT'h Ad TERA
nomanerTs. U Tan MOROPOTH AAAMA BHYTPH PAHAMH, H WTOAE
3avMaTca BOAK3HE. GOTOHA COTROPHAR, AULE OF KOFO 3ABOAHT® H
TOTh Ad BO3AOXHET'B: OXh, OX'h, FAH nomuasH! Qxu FAb ApaMa H
AACTh EMYS ORAACTh B'h PAK HAA® BCERMH MhTHUAMH H SREPRMH H
ckorat. H grpe T3k AKo HEOYAOBHO AAAME EAHHOMY B PAK BhITH,
H BOCXOTE cOTROpHTH em¥ c¢s¥np¥ry. H gaoxkn B0 Ajama COH'B H
BhIHA H3'B HErO PEEPO H COTBOPH em¥ c¥np¥ry. [Barsov 1886].

God created Paradise to the East and thought of creating primordial man,
Adam. And He created his body from seven parts. He made his flesh [lit.
body] of earth, his bones of stone, his blood of the sea, his eyes from the sun,
his thoughts from the cloud, his breath from the wind, his warmth from fire.
[Then] God went to the sky, to his Father, for Adam’s soul*’. Not knowing
what to do to him, Sotona pierced Adam’s body with his fingers*’. God came
to his creation, to Adam’s body and saw that his body was all pierced, and God
said, “O Devil, how did you dare do this to My creation?” The Devil answered,
“God, as soon as man has an ache somewhere, he will mention Your name”.
God then turned Adam inside-out, with his sores inside, and that is how ill-
ness originated™. This is what Sotona did, [and that’s why] when someone is
ill, he would sigh and say, “Oh, oh God, have mercy upon me!” God brought
Adam to life and gave him to reign in Paradise over all the birds, beasts, and
domestic animals. And God saw that it was not convenient for Adam to be on
his own in Paradise and He decided to create a spouse for him. He put Adam
to sleep and took a rib from him and created a wife for him.

As in the canonical text, the question whether woman appeared from the

right or from the left side of Adam appears to be irrelevant in the above quoted
Barsovian account of The Sea of Tiberias; it is only briefly stated that Adam’s wife

(unnamed in this context) appeared from one of his ribs. So far she is marginal; by

the time the nameless woman is first called Eve in this apocryphal narrative, even

the animals have acquired their own names. Adam’s taxonomy precedes the nam-

ing of woman, a clear indication of her inferior status and supplementary role;

36 Cfr. A 185.12 (Deity provides man with soul) in THoMpsoN [1955].
37 See also the text of the legend recorded by Yordan Kovachev in the village of Vakarel (West-

ern Bulgaria), and published by him in 1914 in SbNU 30 (1914), 49; in connection with the above,
consult Thompson’s Motif-Index, and in particular A 60 (“Mar-plot” of creation: an evil opponent
attempts to undo or mar the work of the Creator), and A 63 (Devil as mar-plot at creation).

3 For parallel (apocryphal and folklore) readings of this motif, see DRaGomMaNOV [1894:

55-57], PETRANOVA [1978: 157-159], Tomickr [1980: S1-56].
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her only function is to be Adam’s subordinate. According to yet another (eigh-
teenth century) version of The Sea of Tiberias from Northern Russia (published
by Sreznevskii), the woman was made out of the left (i.e. crooked / bad / evil)* rib
of her spouse Adam; however, unlike the Barsovian edition, this text states that
God breaths His Spirit not only in man, but also in woman:

COTROPH I'j’ih WAKA MAOTHA nepsos‘a,auuaro Apama W ocMH MACTER: W
3eMaH TRA0, T MOpA KPORK, W KAMEHH KOCTH, WT ORAAKS MbICAH, i+
COAHILA 0MH, W BRTpa Anixatie, W cEkTa Ah, WT orHa Tenaora. H
npiHA€e I'E,h HA HECA MOCAA CThIA CROM AS(.'I:., H NpTHAE I'E,h HA 3EMAK
Ko Apamy; n oyspk A Apama PAHAMH OYA3RAEHA, W CATAHBI
nepcTo(m) nernikana. H peve TAs carawk: anagoak wkaanuuve,
MOMTO TAKO COTROPHAR €CH, A3'h COTROPHY'H WAKA MHCTA H HEMOPOUHa,
nesoaksnena? MU peve carana ko I'(c) I‘A‘b’ 3AEB)AE']"I> TERA FAA
H koe mkeTo MoEOAH(T), H OB MOARHT®: TAH MOMHANH. FAI:. Ke
MOBOPOTH BHETPR H MOAEPHYES KOKEW H BAOKH B HEro AXh GThin.
H wxuge Aga(m). H gonpocn Tas Agama: uro ecn guakan o crk?
H peve: enyky Tan 8o Iep(c)anmk pacnara na kperk, a IeTpa
an(c)aa crpembraags noekuiena, a IMaraa an(c)aa & Aamacuyk.
Brepe I'S,h Ajama B paH; AAAM KE B PaH OYCHERH CHOM'. I',Eh Ke
B3eMb oy Apama A'kBRoe PERPO H COTROPH em% keny GrrY. U RAOKH
TAs Bre AX® cBoft GThif; ApaM Ke ROZBHERE W cHa H peve: Tan,
wTo ecTh cie? H peve Tan Apams: To €cTh TeR'k KeEHA, KHBH Thi ¢
Hew. [Sreznevskii 1904: 102].

God created a man of flesh, the primordial Adam, from eight parts: body
from earth, blood from the sea, bones from stone, thoughts from clouds, eyes
from the sun, breath from the wind, the spirit from light, and warmth from
fire. Then God came and sent to Heaven His Holy Spirit. God [then] came to
Earth, to Adam, and God saw that Adam suffered from sores created by Sa-
tan’s fingers piecing his body. And God said to Satana, “O cursed Devil, why
did you do that? I created man, pure and without blemish, and whole”. And
Satana said to God, “He will forget about You, God, but whenever something
starts to ache, he will utter, «God, have mercy upon me!»” God turned the
man’s body inside out and pulled up the skin and put within him the Holy
Spirit. And Adam came to life. God asked Adam, “What did you see in your
dream?”. [Then Adam] said, “I saw the Lord crucified on a cross in Jerusa-
lem, while Apostle Peter was hung with his head down, whereas Paul was
in Damascus” God conducted Adam into Paradise and Adam fell asleep in
Paradise. God took a left rib from Adam and created a wife for him - Eve.
The Lord God then implanted His Holy Spirit [into Eve]. Adam woke up
from his dream and said, “God, what is this?” And God said to Adam, “This is
woman, for you; live with her”.

% See in this connection ToLsTOY [1995: 151-166; 1997: 144-152].
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In the above quoted apocryphal accounts of The Sea of Tiberias the story of the
creation of mankind follows a dualistic narrative pattern, which is well attested in a
rich corpus of Slavonic folklore legends about the eternal rivalry between the two
competing demiurges. One such tale was registered by Romanov in Byelorussia:

And He took some red clay, and from this red clay He made Man. And God
turned to one side, and at this time, the cursed Devil spat onto Man. Then
God said: “O cursed One, you are cursed. Watch now what your God will
do!”. And He put inside this man, a soul, wise and eternal <...> After this,
God gave the first man a name — Adam. He breathed on him, and he stood,
alive, and went with God into Heaven. But he became lonely and sad. When
God found out that Man was lonely in Heaven, He waited until Adam was
asleep, and appeared in his sleep, and took one of his right ribs and made him
a woman called Eve [Romanov 1891: 2].

According to another text, which was recorded by M. Federowski in the sec-
ond half of the nineteenth century, the creation of mankind is described in a similar
way:

in the beginning God made man out of clay, in His own image. Then He
breathed on him, and thus was made man. For a while, he lived alone, but
God felt sorry for him, sent him to a deep sleep, took a single rib from his right
side, placed it next to him, and thus was made woman — Eve [Federowski
1897: 200; text 780].

According to yet another version, again recorded and published by M. Federow-
ski, the first woman, the mother of all living, Eve, was created out of another (much
“lower”) part of man’s body; she was made out of the tail he was believed to have had
at the beginning of times, when God had first brought him into being:

when God made Adam in the beginning, he made him with a tail, but then
He realised that it was not appropriate for both animals and men to have tails.
He sent Adam to sleep, cut off his tail, placed it next to him, and this is how
Eve came into being. That’s why the saying goes that women originate from a
man’s tail [Federowski 1897: 201; text 781]%.

On the other hand, there exists a rather elaborate cycle of complementary Sla-
vonic legends featuring the creation of woman out of dog’s tail*; the latter portray
Eve as a semi-human/semi-bestial creature; she is regarded as a being of zoomorphic/
bestial, not anthropomorphic/human lineage. This indicates that on many occasions
woman is being assigned by Slavonic ethnohermeneitics a status which is much lower
not only in comparison to Adam, but also to the primordial animal world, over which

# The text is analysed by ToLsTA1A [1998: 33]; see also the discussion in KaBakova [1999: 3].
# See the folklore texts published by Zowczax [2000: 63-64].
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man was granted dominion from the very beginning of his existence.

Parallel with anthropogonic narratives, according to which Eve was created
from either the tail of Adam or a dog, she emerged out of Satan’s tail in another cycle
of texts*; in the latter the origin and indeed nature of woman is intertwined with the
origin/nature of Satanic forces.

One further point. During the last twenty years, many new versions of the bib-
lical story about the creation of Eve have been registered in Slavonic villages by a
number of scholars. In all of them mythopoeic imagery is intertwined with Judaeo-
Christian tradition in a specific, unique way, thus shaping a distinct system of reli-
gious beliefs which envelopes the everyday life of Slavonic peasant communities, as
well as their cultural identity and ethno-philosophy. In many of these legends the
Matriarch can be either of divine, or of demonic origin; yet she can also be a creature
combining both the divine and demonic elements, thus embodying the enigma of
man’s creation and indeed nature.

4. The Fall of Mankind: Eve the sinner [Gn 3]

The story about how God placed Adam and Eve in the Garden of Eden where
they lived in a state of innocence and grace is extremely widespread among the Slavs
and richly reflected in the iconography. They were naked and unashamed, until the
Serpent, who “was more cunning than any beast of the field which the Lord God
had made” [Gn 3, 1], tempted the woman to eat the forbidden fruit®. Like in the
Bible, the tree which produced the forbidden fruit is usually unidentified in folklore
and apocryphal texts*. Some narratives claim that it was an apple tree®, or a fig

# See the text of the legend recorded in the city of Shtip by the Bulgarian intellectual A. Kostent-
sev, published in vol. 9 of the SbNU folklore collection [1893: 155] (text N2 3 in the Appendix).

# For iconographic renditions of this motif in Slavia Orthodoxa, see Tabs S.

# See for instance the texts of various Slavonic editions of the apocryphal Life of Adam and Eve
in PypiN [1862: 1-7]; TiIkHONRAVOV [1863: I, 1-16, 298-304]; PORFIR’EV [1877: 89-96, 208-216];
IvaNoV [1925: 207-219]. In the apocryphal Sea of Tiberias it is likewise not made clear what kind of
fruit caused the Fall. In most sources, however, it is emphasised that the Forbidden Tree was also the
tree from which the Cross was made, upon which “Christ the New Adam” was crucified five and a half
thousand years after the fall of the First Adam; thus the original sin of the First Adam was annulled by
the Second Adam; see in this connection the discussion in PORFIR’EV [1877: 31-40, 47-50].

#According to the traditional stereotypes of folk religion in Slavia Orthodoxa, as expressed in
legendary narratives interpreting Genesis (and their visual counterparts depicted in local churches), the
apple is considered to be the most palpable emblem of the Fall of Adam and Eve. In Western Christian
tradition, this idea is spelled out both verbally and pictographically. This tradition may be reinforced by
the fact that the Latin word for apple, malum, is a homonym with Latin malus ‘evil’ Furthermore, within
the visual “hypertext” of Bible-related iconographical tradition of medieval Europe, the apple is an em-
blem of both the Original Sin (when depicted either in the hands of Adam and Eve, or in the mouth
of the serpent), and of the Salvation of the World (when held by either the Infant Jesus, or the Virgin
Mary). Hence the apple is regarded as one of the most popular visual conceptualisations of the image
of Christ as a New Adam and, correspondingly, of the Virgin Mary as the New Eve. It is considered to
be a symbol of the “Forbidden Fruit of the Tree of Knowledge” as well as redemption from the sins of
the first Adam.
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tree*, or a grapevine®, etc. In almost all cases, however, it was stated that Eve — and
not Adam — was to be blamed for the loss of Paradise and immortality, since she was
the one who not only picked up and tasted the forbidden fruit, but also seduced
Adam, thus bringing death to man*. Here follows the passage of a Belorussian le-
gend (typical for this class of narratives), which describes how sin entered the world
of the first people:

And they lived together and knew no hardship, neither did they sin. But the
Devil started trying to get there and to tempt them. The Devil touched the
tree which God had forbidden to all, and thus became a snake. And so he
touched the tree and said [to Eve]: “Come and take an apple from the forbid-
den tree, try it”. God found out about this and ordered this tree to lift up its
branches, so that they could not be reached. And then the snake appeared

# See for instance the seventeenth century texts O ppesk pasymwkms in PORFIREV [1877:
2005-2006]. The same concept is seen in The Book of Jubilees (second century BC), hinting at the fig as
the forbidden fruit, since Eve covers herself “with the leaves of the aforementioned fig” [ Jub. I1I, 21];
see the translation of R. H. Charles and C. Rabin in Sparks [1984: 20, footnote 14]. This idea is made
even stronger in some early Christian extra-canonical texts, and in some Old Testament pseudepigra-
pha, such as the Greek version of The Life of Adam and Eve from the fourth century (also known as The
Apocalypse of Moses, the earliest Old Church Slavonic version of which appeared in Bulgaria in the tenth
century). According to one of the sixteenth-century Bulgarian versions, after Eve had tasted the forbid-
den fruit, the only tree that does not withdraw its leaves from her is the same tree which produced that
fruit, ie. the fig tree. The story of the Fall is presented as a monologue delivered by Eve in front of her
sons:

And at that very moment my eyes were opened and I knew that I was naked. And I wept
<..> I'looked for leaves so that I might cover my shame, but I did not find any from the
trees of Paradise, since while I ate, the leaves of all the trees of my portion fell, except those
of the fig tree only. And I took its leaves and made for myself skirts; they were from the
same plants of which I ate [Ivanov 1925: 214].

As we can see, according to The Life of Adam and Eve, it is the fig tree which bore the forbidden
fruit and is hence acknowledged as the “Tree of Knowledge of Good and Evil”. The belief that the Tree
of Knowledge was the fig tree, appears to have influenced the classical thesaurus of Christian symbolic
language. Having acquired distinct metaphorical dimensions in the early Christian period, the fig tree
later becomes one of the most powerful cultural emblems of Original Sin in both literature and art. One
of the earliest iconographic representations of the Fall in which Eve covers her nakedness with a fig leaf is
dated as early as the third century. This scene can be seen painted on the walls of the Roman catacomb of
Priscilla. Similar iconographic representations of the Fall can be found in many churches in the Balkans,
and this detail indicates once again that the motif of the fig tree functions as one of the preferred sym-
bols of Paradise Lost for centuries. This may not just be due to the tradition of the fig leaf covering Adam
and Eve’s nakedness but because, in some circles at least, the fig also served as the forbidden fruit.

*7'This motif is attested in a number of Slavonic apocrypha and folklore texts; see the seventeenth
century text About the Tree of Knowledge (O aperk pasymirkms) in PORFIREV [1877: 205-6], the text
About the grapevine and how it grew (O gunorpapk 1 Kako poc'l'mue) in E PypiN [1862: 7-8], the Apoca-
lypse of Baruch [InTenie cTro Bapoxa, «ra nocaann Bl K Hemoy anrak IanoyHan oy c'm\( ropoy
Guwito ta phuk, wr'a naaka ce w nakueun IGpO\(CAthwth. T'n snocsn], etc.

8 See for instance the sixteenth century text of the Discussion Between the Three Saints (MS N2 68)
from the Sofia National Library [ARKHANGEL'sK11 1899: 122].
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before the Woman once more, and said: “Eve”, he said, “try this apple from
this tree”. And Eve asked the snake: “What will happen if I do?” “You will
become God. What God knows, you will know too” And Eve replied: “How
can ], o cursed snake, when the branches have lifted so high above me?” And
then the snake told her, in a cunning way, that with his power he could do
that: “T can get you an apple”. “Well, if you can, then get me one”. And he got
one. She took a bite from this apple, from the forbidden tree, and she became
as we are now, the sinful ones. The first people had skin like our nails, and
later it became like we are now. And she covered her body with grass, for
she was ashamed. She went then to Adam and said to him: “Come and try of
what I have eaten!” Adam listened to her, and tried it, and so he too sinned.
He covered himself with grass. His body became as ours, the sinners), as now.
<...> And then God came and said to them: “Adam and Eve, come here”. And
Adam answered Him: “God, we have sinned”. “Although you have sinned,
still, come here”. And they came to Him, covered with grass, and God asked:
“Adam, what has happened, what tempted you?”. And he answered: “Oh God,
Eve gave me half the apple to eat, and because of this, I too am a sinner”. God
asked her: “Eve, what tempted you?” “God, the snake came and began these
adventures”. And then God said: “Snake, come here”. And so the snake came
to God. And God told him: “Snake, because of this, men will always tread on
you. And you, Adam, here is a shovel, go to the Earth and leave Heaven. Go
and dig the earth. And you, Eve, you will bear fruit by your husband, you will
obey him, and your life will be hard”. And Adam cried as he left Heaven, and
he turned to God and said to Him: “Thank you God, [but] I will no longer see
the light of Your Heaven, nor hear Your Godly voice” [Romanov 1891: 2-3].

As is often the case with oral interpretations of the Bible, in this episode the
narrator offers a unique specimen of a folklore version of the biblical plot. This elabo-
rate rendering encapsulates a number of extra-canonical details (such as the motif of
God’s command to the Tree of Knowledge of Good and Evil to lift up its branches so
that they could not be reached), as well as some specific Slavonic popular beliefs, the
roots of which, most probably, might be traced back to the legendary repertoire of the
local folklore tradition.

5. The post-Edenic Eve

The Gynesis vernacular legends emphasise the idea of the sexual division of
labour as one of the components of the biblical creation story. Man is to plough,
woman is to spin and weave®. She is also the one who was supposed to give birth
to children. The gendered division of labour is seen as a framework for biological
reproduction. Thus, according to the account given to me in 1981 in the Bessarabian
village of Korten, the creation of mankind is described in the following way:

* For iconographic representation of this concept in Slavia Orthodoxa, see Tabs 4 and 6; see also
the discussion in VALKA [1998: 99-110].
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Once God gathered alittle dust, scraped it out from under His nails, spat into
it and made clay. He made a man and a woman, two people. And then He
breathed into them, and the Holy Spirit went into them. And they came to
life. That is why they say we are dust and will return to dust. And they became
living creatures, out of the dust. They were like beasts, with hair all over. They
stayed in the forest, and were told: “You will eat in the woods, you will be My
people! But, there is a tree in the middle of Heaven, from which you shall not
eat! These apples you shall not eat. You shall not sin!”. They were there for a
week or two. Then a serpent came and said, “On this tree, the apples are the
best! Eat from it! Do not listen to God! He is lying!” The serpent was the
Devil! And Eva said: “Let’s try and see! If the serpent says so!” At that time
the serpent walked upright, like the beasts, on all four legs. She [Eve] took an
apple, had a bite, and gave it to Adam to try. And as they ate, their hair started
falling off. They were left naked. And then — what could they do? They covered
here [the private parts] with one hand, and their heads with the other... That
is why we have hair there [on the genitals], on the head, and on the armpits.
And Adam did so - he put one hand on there covering the private parts, and
the other on his head... They felt too ashamed to look at each other, for they
were naked... Yet God knew about them, He knew how they did it. He knows
everything. He descended and said: “Adam! Eve! Where are you?” They knew
not what to do... And they said, “Lord! We are here! We have sinned! We are
too shy to come out! We are naked!” “Come out”, He said. “T know! I knew it
already! I knew it before you! What is your sin?” And they said, “We ate from
I” “Who made you eat

7« (RS

this tree No one!” “Not true! It was the serpent who
made you!” And He cast a curse on the serpent: “You will crawl on the earth
and whoever sees you will kill you!” So the story goes, if you kill a serpent you
are absolved of forty sins. And God said to them, to Adam and Eve, “You will
work and sweat to cover your bodies! And you will be the masters of all this!”
Eve was to spin and weave, Adam was to plough and dig... That is to say that
they were to become the ancestors of all of mankind, and man would be the
master of everything. What is it that man does not do? Itis all God-given. So

He said, and so it has been ever since.

6. Conclusion

Slavonic folk exegesis adds important new insights into biblical narratives about
the origin of gender and the creation of both man and woman. The sex roles and
stereotypes usually associated with the Bible story are occasionally presented in an
alternative way. The oral traditions cover both of the biblical creation accounts (Gn 1
and Gn 2) and harmonise some of the contradictions which appear in the canonical
text, thus making the stories familiar parts of local cultural heritage.
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Appendix

Text Ne 1
T'ocmo xoa ro Hampaiu Ma>ko ¥ >KeHaTa

Tocmo xoa ro Hampaiu MaXxo, ro Hanpaiu Ha ABe, moAoinHM. Co ILBPBO My U
HapeAUA CHTe aAaTH IITO U MMa Harpe: Llursepo, uxpeMbero, IjpeBara U ce IITO MMa
APYTO; OT KOa TO HapeAH Kao IITO Tpeba, U 3aCTaBU ABETE IIOAOIMHH, eAHA A0 APYTa
U 3eAe eAHA MIAA CaMapIIICKa, BACHA eAeH CHIIUM OA Hai AeOeaeTe, IO TOAB®P3aA, Ha
Kpaino, co epeH AebeA 12304, Ta O 3aBaTHA AQ IO LHie, OT IIOA I'YIIA, HA YAOAY; I'O IIH,
IO IIM, AYPU YAOAY ¥ apTHPHCA OT CHIIMMO, KOAKY AHA ITeAd; TO IIOABARP3aA CHIIUMO,
CO ABa ia3Aa M APYTBHO Kpai, 06apaA OKOAY HEro HEIITO HOXHIY, Ad TO IIpecedH, He
HAIIIOA HOXHIH; Ce ITO3AMHCAUA MAaAlle M IO 6AArOCOiMA Kpaiu OT CHIIMMO U PEKOA:
“al UTaKa He MU Ce 3TOAMA AOMeHe HOXHIIH, AQ TO [IpecednM Kpaino, OT CHIIMMO, HeKa
My Ce CTOpU MeCO M HHM3 HEro Aa ce IIeAU BOAATA, IITO Kbe ia muie U Aa My BspIIU
Hai roAeMa pabora, 3a MHOKEHbe HAa AYTBeTO. a IIAK ABAaTa ia3Aa, Aa ce CTOpAT, ABe
iailja, BO eAHO Kbece M THe Aa ce 3a roaeMa rmoTpeba’. OT Koa ro 6Aarocoina Maxo
1 TO OXKMBEA; ia COIIMA M XKeHATa, apHO aMa He AOPTAcaA OT CHIIUMO Ad a AOIIHE, AO
Kpai, aMH OCTaHa TPH, YeTHPH IIXPCTH, He AOIIHEHA U He3eA BeKbe CUIIMM APYK, Ada
AOIIKBA, aMH ia OCTAiMA He AOIIieHa; OT KOa Ce MOMMCAMA MaAlLle U Hea ia 6Aa0coina u
PpeKoA: “ai, 0A OBa He COIIMEHO MECTO, HeKa M ce IjeAr BOAATA, IUTO Kbe ia nuie 1 oT TOA
MeCTO A2 Ce parba 40eKoT. 3aMHOXXeHbe BeKoT . Koi MOXH cera pAa peun oty He 61A
6AaocoieH MaXko, Taka M >KkeHaTa. YyHKbH OBa HEIITO cuie HAMerAaH. 3a ia30A0 1WITO ie
MOATYIIIA Y CEKOTO MY Ce TI03Haa, KOTO Aa BUAMIIL, Ce Kbe Ce YBepPHII OTHU IOATYIIA HaA
IAXPKAAHO MMa ia30A.
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When God created man and woman

When God created man, He made him into two, in two halves. First of all, He
arranged all the guts, [that is] the liver, stomach, intestines, and everything within.
As soon as He designed him as he was to meant to be, He joined two halves together,
next to each other, and took a pack-saddle needle, threaded it with rope from the
thickest ones, then tied it at the end with a massive knot. He started to sew him,
from the neck downwards; He sewed and sewed until He reached the bottom [of the
body], but one span of rope was surplus; He then tied the rope into two knots at the
bottom end and started looking for scissors, in order to cut it off, yet He didn’t find
scissors. He then pondered a bit and blessed the end of the rope and said, “Since I
have no scissors to hand to cut off the end of the rope, may it turn into flesh and may
the water drunk by him be drained through it. May it also be most useful for propaga-
tion of people. As for the two knots at the bottom, may they turn into two eggs [i.e.
testicles] in one pouch, and may they be of major use”. As soon as He had blessed
man, He vivified him; [then] He also tailored woman. So far so good, but there was
not enough rope to finish sewing her until the end and there was a three/four fingers
[gash] left. He didn’t take a second rope to sew her up but left her unsewn there. Then
He pondered a bit and blessed her and said, “May water which she drinks drain from
this unstitched spot and may man be born from this spot, for the propagation of peo-
ple” Who can now say that man wasn't as blessed as woman; isn’t it rather obvious?
As for the knot in the throat [Adam’s apple], it is observable in everyone. Whomever
you see, you can be sure that there is a knot on the windpipe in the neck.

The text of this legend was recorded in the 19th century in city of Prilep (now in
Macedonia) by the local Bulgarian intellectual Marko Tsepenkov. It comes from his
manuscript collection, part of which is preserved in the Archives of the Library of the
Bulgarian Academy of Sciences.
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Text N2 2
AAaM’b AaBa HM€ Ha CHYKH 60)1(1/1 TBOPeHI/I}I

Or xora cospar Tocnop Bexos, co3pan u 4oexkorT (Apama), co3pas u cure
JKUBOTHUHKBH, IITO Ce II0 BeKOB 1 My U IIPUHECOA IpeA AAAMA, AA My KAQUT Ha CeKoe
umeto. “Apame, ApaMe, eBe TH ¥ IIPUHECOB CHTE XUBOTHHKBH IITO CYM M CO3AAA Ha
3eMsIBa, AA My KAQUII Ha CeKOe UMeTO U Ipe3uMeTo, My pekaa focroaun Bor, u aa cu
OAOepHII eAHO OT KUBOTUHKbHBE 32 APYTap Ad TH OUAU Tebe; raeAai cera apHO, OTBOPHU
CH O4HTe, A CU OEHAUCALI €ACH APYTap, 32 BEKOT CO HETO Ad CU I'O MOXXHUBEHIL, APHO,
AOIIO, TH c¥ 3HamIl. TyKa OTBOPH CH OYHTE, OTOEPH CH, KOe Te OEHAMCYAT, Toa 3eMU
CH, 33 TOA TH [IPUHECYaM TOAKY MHOTY JXMBOTHHKbBH AQ CH OEHAMCAII eAeH APyTap’.

Ceanaa AAaM Ha €A€H CTOA BUCOK U 3€A AQ IIPETAEAYA CEKOE OT )KHBOTUHKBHTE
U A2 U KEpIITaa co uMe u npesume. [TRPBO BaTHA OT Hai MAAOTO AQ IO KRPIITAA U
Aa To GeHpmCya. la BuAeA MpaBaTa, OTH € MaAQ, ia KMPCTHA: MpaBUdKa (OT MaAeuKa).
To BUAEA LI%PBOT, AeKa IIPUAETAA HA LIPeBO, 'O KAPCTHA: IApB. CBukaa ApaM Ha
APY3UTe XXUBOTHHKBH: ‘s IPOrOOpeTe, Ope SKMBOTHHKBY, My PEKOA Ad Be UysIM, KOi
KaKoB 360p nMate?” CrTe XHBOTHHKbH Oelire IPOroOpHUAe, CeKOe CIIOPET FAACOT CBO,
1rto cu ro umaae. Kora 4y ApaM OT cuTe SKUBOTHHKBU TAACOT M Ha CIIOPET TAACOT UM
KAaAe MuHBaTa. “Mbay’, CTOpHAa MaUuKara, i KAAA IMeTO: MauKa. PHKHAAO MarapeTo
¥l CIIOPET PHKAHBETO MY KAAA UMETO. 3aryraAa ryKydkara: ‘TYT'Y4KO', i KAAA HMETO:
ryrydka. 3arpadra rapBaHaT: ‘Tpa, rpa’, My KAQA UIMeTO: rapBaH. 3aKyKaAa KyKairara:
“KyKy, KyKy , ia K&PCTHA: KyKailja. 3allyIaA IyIyHeLOT: “IIyILy, LIy , IO K&RPCTUA:
IymyHen. 3ayTKaAa yTKara: “yT, YT, ia K&PCTHA: yTKa. 3a0yaa 6yot: “Oyxy, 6yxy’,
ro mpek®pcTrA: “6yB”. 1 Taka Ha cHTe SKUBOTHHKBU AAaM Oellle My KAQA IMEHbATA U
[pe3UMeHbaTa, CIOPeT Kako IITO belre My IyA Ha cute raacoT. Cure belre u peraeaas
€AHO II0 €AHO, 32 Ad OEHANICAT EAHO, AQ My OHAHT Apyrap. ADHO aMa HH eAHO He belrre
6eHAMCAA.

Ot kora ia cBxmpmuA paboTara, 6emre pommoa Iocroa kai Hero u 6elme ro mpamaa
A AU s CBApIIHA paboTarta. “E, Apame, mto cTropu? AaAu s cB&pIIy paboTara MTO TH
st AapoB?” — “Ta cBmpmuB [ociopr, amMa He a AOB&PIINB, IyHKbH APYTap He OeHAMCaB;
TYKY CeAaM U ce ayAaM, Tocmoan, My pexoa ApaM, KaKO €AHO SKMBOTHUHYE He MU ce
3aaenu 3a cxprero!’- “la ai AerHu cu pa mpecmuent, Apame, My pexoa I'ocroa, Aa xoa
Kbe CTAHHII, OEAKbUM Kbe OeHAMCAI HeKOi Apyrap uan Apyrapka’. Cu aerHaa ApaMm
u 3acmaa. 3ea Tocmoa u st Hanpana EBa. “Ta cranm, Apame” my pexoa Tocmop. Cramaa
Apam ot coHOT u 51 BuAeA EBa ncripaena Ha crioper Hero, Ha HEKOAKY YeKOPH CKpaia,
AAA BHK TIO Hea: “eAa, eaa, eaa Bamo (EBo, Eso, EBa TyK), oTH TU CH MU 32 CRPIIeBO”.
Kako Ha cuTe )XUBOTHHKBY IITO My KAaAe UMeHba ApaM, Taka 1 Ha EBa 6emre e kaaa u
Gerlte CH 51 3eA 32 ApyTapKa.



Gynesis in Genesis 41

Adam names all God’s creatures

When God created the world, He also created man, Adam. He created all the
living creatures which are in the world and brought them before Adam, for him to
name each of them. “Adam, Adam, here I bring before you all the living creatures I
created on Earth, so that you give each of them a name and surname,” said Lord God,
“so that you may choose yourself a companion among the creatures. Look now care-
fully and open your eyes, so that you can select a companion, so that you live your
lives together, for better or for worse, which you know better. Now open your eyes,
select whatever you like and take it. This is why I brought to you so many creatures,
for you to pick out a companion from among them”.

Adam sat on a high stool and began inspecting the creatures, to “baptise” them
with name and surname. He began with the smallest ones to be “baptised” and in-
spected them. He saw the ant [=mpasa], and because of her being small [=masa], he
called her “mravichka” [=mpasuuxa), from “malechka” [=maseuxa, “the small one”].
He looked at the worm which was [crawling] on its belly [=ypeso, pronounced as
“tsrevo”] and hence called him “tsiirv” [=yxpe, i.e. “the one who is crawling on its
belly”]. Adam summoned other creatures, “Speak up, creatures,” he said, “so that I
can hear the sound of your voices”. All the creatures spoke, each according to its own
given voice. When Adam heard the voices of each creature, he gave them names ac-
cordingly. The cat said “meow” [=mbay] — and thus he gave her the name “machka”
[=mauka, from “meowing”]. The donkey brayed and because of [the sound of] his
braying he named him “magare” [=mazape, a noun which sounds like braying]. The
turtle-dove began cooing, [producing a sound] like “guguchko” [=zyzyuxo] — and he
named her “guguchka” [=zyzyuxa). The raven croaked “gra-gra” — and he gave him the
name “garvan” [=zapsan]. The cuckoo-bird began calling, “cuckoo, cuckoo” — and he
gave her the name “kukaitsa” [=xyxaiya]. The hoopoe-bird went “pupu, pupu” - and
he named him “pupunets” [=nynyney]. The duck began quacking, “ut, ut” — and he
named her “utka” [=ymxa]. The owl began screeching “boochoo, boochoo” - and
he was named “boov” [=6ys]; and so on with all the creatures, to whom Adam gave
names and surnames, according to the voices he heard from them. He examined
them one-by-one, so that he could select one for a companion, but he didn’t fancy
any of them.

As soon as he finished the task, the Lord came to him and asked whether he
had finished. “Well, Adam, what did you do? Have you finished the assignment I
gave you?” “T have finished it, God, but not quite, since I didn’t select a friend. I am
sitting and wondering, God”, said Adam, “how it is that not a single creature came
close to my heart” “Why don’t you lie down and have a nap, Adam?”- said God, “and
when you awake you will hopefully select a male or female companion for yourself”.
Adam lay down and fell asleep. God set oft and made Eve. “Get up, Adam!” said God.
Adam awoke from his sleep and saw Eve standing before him, a couple of paces away,
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and he called to her, “Come, come, come here*, because you are in my heart.” In the
same way that Adam named all the creatures, so he named Eve and took her for a
companion.

The legend was recorded in the city of Prilep by Marko Tsepenkov in the second half
of the 19th century. According to his explanatory notes, this account was given to him by
Dimeto Ustadzhim (“Tlpuxasxena oms Aumema Yemadnuma”). The text was published
for the first time in Sofia in SONU folklore collection, vol. 8 [1892: 180-181, text Ne 2].

" Come here = Bulg. exa, which is an imperative form of the verb doiida/udsam (pronounced in
this case as eva, which is phonetically close to the local vernacular version of the name Eve).
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Text Ne 3
JKeHara e oTp ASIBOACKA OMamIKa

JKenara 61aa HarpaBeHa OT IbaBOACKA OIIAIIKA, 32 TOBA OMAQ MHOT'O I'baBOA, U 32
TOBA [IPHKAKYBAT YOBELUTE OBAKBAa IIPUKA3HA 32 Hea.

Aeao TocnoT, 0TKAKO HAIIPaBHA OT 3eMba IL%PBHUO YOBEK, IO Ce KXyBa AAaM,
¥ KaKO AyyHaA Ha HETo, X OH OXKUBEA H CTAaHAA KaKO Hac XHB 4oBeK. ITocae pekwa cu
TocmoT: “Ha OBai YOBEK Caka A2 My AAAQM EAMH APYTap, 3a Ad CH IIPHKAXYBA CO HETO,
3a AQ He My Ce CaKAeTHCYBa Aymara’. Bukaaa TOCmoT epeH aHreA 1 My peKsA OBaka:
“cAymrai oBaMo, aHTeAe, IIYO Ke TU KaKaM. TH cera OoT OBAEKA Ke OTHAEII Ipu ApaM
y bamryara, 1 Ke ro Haip€ll AeKa CIIHe, Ta Ke 3eMelll IIOACELKa H Ke My U3BAAEII EAHO
pebpo OT AeBaTa CTPaHa, M K& MU I'O AOHECEII OBAEKA; aMa CAYIIai 0BaMO: T'AeAdi apHO,
Aa o He pa3byaem!”.

Amnreao ce mokaoHuA Ha [ocror u Twpueiku orHireA mpu Apama y bamrdara,
A€Ka CIIaA U My H3BAAMA IIOAEIIKA EAHO pebpo, 6e3 Aa To yceTe ApaM 1 IO AOHECe Ha
Tocnor; HOo 1 TocmoT 6uA 3acmas, Ta aHreAO He CMeiaA Aa TO coOyAe ¥ 3aCTaHaA Ha
BpaTara, A IO YeKa Ad ce CoOyAe.

Kyra raepa aHreAo CBeTH IbaBOAO, A€Ka Ce Kadye II0 MEPAMBEHO U AOOTba IPH
HEro ¥ My BUKa: “IIMO CEAEll TyBa Ha BPAaTaTa U 30140 He yAe3ewl y Harpe?” AHreAo
My pekmA: “6oiaMm ce pa He cobypam Tocrmor” — “AMu 40 € 0BOA, IIYO AFKPXKHULL Y
pakara?” mompamiaA ro rbaBoAO. — AHI€AO My pekaA: “0Boa e pebporo Ha Apam’
— I'baBoAO My pekmA: “MOABAM TH Ce, aHI'€A€, KaM Ad 'O BUAAM, KaKBO €. AHreAo ce
M3AF)KAA M My TO AQA, U TbAaBOAO Tai CaaT IIARPCHAA A Gera M aHIeAO Ce IyIIYHA [0
Hero. Bpe Tyka — 6pe TaM, rbaBoAO HaIIpel co peGpoTo 6era, aHreAo IO HEro THpPYE Ad
My IO OT[He]Me, 1 I'baBOAO Ce IIYKHAA Y eAHA AYTIKA, M AHTeAO IO GaHaA 3a OIALIKATA.
I'baBoAO ce 6yTa HAapOA€, AHTEAO TO TEIA€ HArope 3a OIAIIKATA — TETAUA, TETAUA U
My HUCKy06aA OIaIIKaTa Ha IbaBOAO, M TbABOAO C€ CKPHA y AyIKara. ‘AMu cera, Kakod
AXyBar ke papaM Ha Tocnor?” Bukaa cu mo mato anreao. Kako oruurea npu T'ocmor,
Haorba ro Aeka crre omrde. “Ke ro cobysam” cu peK#A aHTeAO, “Ta KaKBO Caka, HeKa
MU [IpaBe; Ad He 61 A2 MU pede: 32011490 Me He CKOpHa ornpeecka?” M rorai panaa pAa
Buka: “Tocrmopn, Tocropu!” u Tocrior My pevea Mrpkeiku: “aiae, OAU CH, TOBA YO TH
€y paluTe A2 CTaHe TOBA, 4O CyM peksA’? M Taka, rbaBOACKaTa OIAIIKA CTAHAAA Ha
JKeHa, U CTaBHAe uMeTo EBa.
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Woman is from the Devil’s tail

Woman was made from the Devil’s tail, which is why she is so devilish, and for
this reason people tell the following story about her.

When Granddad Lord created the first man from earth, whose name was Adam,
He breathed into him; he came alive and became a living person, like us. Then God
said to Himself, “I need to give this man a companion, so that he talks to him, so that
his soul doesn’t fidget”. God summoned an angel and said as follows, “Listen to Me,
angel, to what I am going to tell you. Go now to Adam in the orchard and you will find
him asleep. You will carefully take a rib from his left side and bring it to Me here. But
listen to Me, be careful that you don’t wake him”.

The angel bowed before God and, running, went to the orchard where Adam
was sleeping, and quietly took a rib from him without Adam feeling it and went to
deliver it to God. But God had also fallen asleep, and the angel did not dare wake Him
up, and stood at [the threshold of ] the door, waiting for Him to awaken.

Then, all of a sudden, the holy angel saw the Devil ascending and approaching
and saying to him, “Why do you stand by the door and not go in?” The angel said to
him, “T am afraid to wake up God!” The Devil asked him, “What is that you are hold-
ing in your hand?” The angel replied, “This is Adam’s rib”. The Devil said, “O angel, I
beg you, give it to me so that I can see it up close”. The angel was deceived and gave it
to him, and at this very instance the Devil rushed away, scurrying off, and the angel
ran, pursuing him. Here and there, the Devil was running ahead with the rib, with
the angel running after him to get it back. Then the Devil slipped into a hole and the
angel caught him by the tail; the Devil was pushing himself further down while the
angel was pulling upwards on his tail. He pulled on the Devil’s tail until pulling it off,
while the Devil hid in the hole. “Well, now, what am I supposed to tell God [and how
am I to explain what happened]?”, said the angel to himself. When he approached
God, he found Him still asleep. “I'll wake Him up,” said the angel to himself, “and
let Him do to me whatever He wants, or else He may ask me, «why didn’t you wake
me sooner?»”. He began calling out, “God, God?” God said, keeping His eyes closed,
“Well, go your way and may whatever is in your hands become what I had ordered to
come about”. And so, the Devil’s tail became woman and they named her Eve.

The text was recorded in the city of Shtip by the Bulgarian intellectual A. Kostentsev.
According to his commentaries, he was given this account by his own father (“caywars omae
6awa cu”). The text was published for the first time in Sofia, in vol. 9 of the SONU folklore
collection [1893: 155].
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Tab. 2
The Creation of Eve, an icon from the plinth panel ensemble of the iconostasis of the
Church in the village of Palat, Sandanski area, South-Western Bulgaria, turn of the 20th
century.

La creazione di Eva, icona dipinta sui pannelli dello zoccolo dell'iconostasi nella chiesa del
villaggio di Palat, presso Sandanski (Bulgaria sud-occidentale), fine del XX secolo.
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Tab. 3

The Creation of Eve, an icon from the plinth panel ensemble of the iconostasis of the Church
in the village of Sveta Bogoroditsa, Sandanski area, South-Western Bulgaria, turn of the
20th century.

La creazione di Eva, icona dipinta sui pannelli dello zoccolo dell'iconostasi nella chiesa del
villaggio di Sveta Bogorodica, nei pressi di Sandanski (Bulgaria sud-occidentale), fine del
XX secolo.
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Tab. 4

The Creation, an illustration from an illuminated manuscript written and designed
by Priest Puncho from the village of Mokresh, Lom area, North-Western Bulgaria,
1796 (Sts. Cyril and Methodius National Library of Bulgaria, Ms. N¢ 693, Fol. 280)
[courtesy of the Bulgarian National Library].

La creazione, illustrazione tratta da un codice miniato, scritto e decorato dal prete
Punco del villaggio di Mokre$, nei pressi di Lom (Bulgaria nord-occidentale), 1796
(Biblioteca nazionale della Bulgaria “SS. Cirillo e Metodio”, ms. N¢ 693, Fol. 280)
[per gentile concessione della Biblioteca Nazionale della Bulgaria].
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Tab. 5
The Fall, an illustration from an illuminated manuscript written and designed by
Priest Puncho from the village of Mokresh, Lom area, North-Western Bulgaria,
1796 (Sts. Cyril and Methodius National Library of Bulgaria, Ms. N2 693, Fol. 282)
[courtesy of the Bulgarian National Library].
11 peccato originale, illustrazione tratta da un codice miniato, scritto e decorato dal
prete Punco del villaggio di Mokres, nei pressi di Lom (Bulgaria nord-occidentale),
1796 (Biblioteca nazionale della Bulgaria “SS. Cirillo e Metodio”, ms. N¢ 693, Fol.
282) [per gentile concessione della Biblioteca Nazionale della Bulgaria].
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Tab. 6

Eve Spinning, an illustration from an illuminated manuscript written and designed by Priest
Puncho from the village of Mokresh, Lom area, North-Western Bulgaria, 1796 (Sts. Cyril
and Methodius National Library of Bulgaria, Ms. N¢ 693, Fol. 283) [courtesy of the Bulgarian
National Library].

Eva che fila, illustrazione tratta da un codice miniato, scritto e decorato dal prete Pun¢o del
villaggio di Mokres, nei pressi di Lom (Bulgaria nord-occidentale), 1796 (Biblioteca nazionale
della Bulgaria “SS. Cirillo e Metodio”, ms. N¢ 693, Fol. 283) [per gentile concessione della
Biblioteca Nazionale della Bulgaria].
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Linguista, filologo e semiologo di fama mondiale, Boris Uspenskij
¢ erede della grande tradizione culturale russa del Novecento.
Il suo iniziale interesse per la tipologia strutturale delle lingue,
formatosi all’'universita di Mosca, si € gradualmente evoluto in
prospettiva semiotica, anche grazie agli stretti rapporti di amicizia
e collaborazione con personalita del calibro di Roman Jakbson,
Michail Bachtin, Petr Bogatyrev, Lev Zegin. Particolarmente fe-
condo e stato il sodalizio con Jurij Lotman nell’ambito della co-
siddetta scuola di Tartu-Mosca, che diede vita a una semiotica
della cultura basata su principi linguistici. In questa prospettiva,
gli interessi scientifici di Boris Uspenskij si sono estesi ai campi
piu diversi, spaziando dall’arte, alla letteratura, alla mitologia, alla
slavistica, alla semiotica della storia. In particolare, lo studioso ha
posto al centro delle sue ricerche il riconoscimento della lingua
come sistema modellizzante primario della cultura, approfonden-
do l'isomorfismo esistente tra arti verbali e visuali; al contempo,
ha continuato gli studi di linguistica generale e slava, dedicandosi
soprattutto alla storia della lingua letteraria russa. Attualmente
Boris Uspenskij si occupa di semiotica della comunicazione, con
particolare riferimento al fenomeno della deissi, per il quale ha
rintracciato illuminanti paralleli nelle modalita di interazione tra
diversi punti di vista, proprie delle arti figurative.

Dopo aver insegnato presso gli atenei di Vienna e Graz, in Austria,
e presso le universita di Harvard e Cornell, negli US.A., Boris
Uspenskij ha svolto a lungo la sua attivita didattica presso I'Uni-
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versita degli Studi di Napoli “I’Orientale”.

IN COPERTINA:

K. S. Malevi¢,

Suprematismo,

olio su tela,

1915,

cm 57,5x48,5 ISBN: 978-88-7092-303-2





