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ARTYKULY I ROZPRAWY

As far as the Eastern Orthodox tradition is concerned, the specific status
of the Bible is usually mentioned. It manifests itself first of all in the space
of a temple, through liturgy and iconography, therefore the knowledge of it
is ritualistic. In terms of the Eastern Orthodox theology, the hermeneutical
perspective is always liturgical, as the necessary references are the Holy Tra-
dition and a personal faith which can be experienced only in the Church. To
read the Bible means to read it in communion with Christ. The emphasis is
on a presumption that it is never only an individual act, although it does actu-
alize a personality of a faithful reader. Therefore, the Eastern Orthodox atti-
tude towards the so-called lay readings of the Bible is quite cautious and sus-
picious, especially when it comes to the Protestant practices and the famous
notion of Sola Scriptura. According to the Eastern Orthodox view, what is
given through the Scripture does not exhaust God’s Revelation or make the
Tradition less needed, or superfluous. The notion which expresses all the eccle-
siastical dimensions of the way in which the Bible is perceived and interpreted
in the Orthodox Church is the liturgical. It refers not only to the time and
place of its reading, but also the nature of interpretation, which is collective,
traditional, and faithful'.

In the Bulgarian culture, due to historical circumstances the question of
reading the Bible is more complex. During the Ottoman rule, Bulgarian lands
were within the jurisdiction of the Patriarchate of Constantinople, and the offi-
cial language was Greek. It was the Greek ecclesiastical and linguistic context
that determined the attitude to the Western European phenomena, including
the Reformation and the age of Enlightenment. Moreover, the Greek institu-
tional and educational superiority had a great impact on the emergence of the
Bulgarian national identity in the 19th century, so that the necessity of the
Bulgarian Church as a patron of Bulgarian cultural and political independence
became most discussed among the local elites. The problem was that the lower
clergy was often undereducated and unable to perform their duties proper-
ly, and the higher clergy seemed to be influenced by the Greek perspective.
Therefore, it was not the matter of lay readings that concerned the National
Revival activists the most. The more relevant issue was the ability to read in
Bulgarian and to identify as Bulgarian.

1 The question of the Eastern Orthodox notion of the Bible and its interpretation is
only briefly sketched here, although as a research issue, it requires far more consid-
eration. See e.g. G. Florovsky, Bible, Church, Tradition: An Eastern Orthodox Per-
spective (Belmont: Nordland, 1972); J. Breck, Scripture in Tradition: The Bible and its
Interpretation in the Orthodox Church (Crestwood, NY: St Vladimir’s Seminary Press,
2001). Cf. ].D.G. Dunn et al., eds., Auslegung der Bibel in orthodoxer und westlicher
Perspektive (Tiibingen: Mohr Siebeck, 2000).
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As testified by various texts by Bulgarian intellectuals from the period of
the National Revival, the Bible as a book was not actually read. Written in
incomprehensible Church-Slavonic language, it functioned as an object of
cult due to its sacred status in Christianity”. In fact, for the greater part of the
Bulgarian population, the main sources of knowledge about the Bible, apart
from the Orthodox rituals and iconography, were vernacular folk legends and
popular readings, most of them transferred by the oral tradition and later on
spread through printed editions. The complete modern Bulgarian translation
of the Bible which finally united the faithful of the Eastern Orthodox Church
was published not until 1925. Before that, the Biblical text was available in
Bulgarian through Protestant translations, i.e. it was provided by local intel-
lectuals with financial and institutional help of Western European mission-
aries’, which was a particularly problematic circumstance. In the 19th cen-
tury, the activities of protestant missions in the Ottoman empire were seen
as a threat for the Bulgarian identity which was associated entirely with the
Eastern Orthodoxy, and as such they were fiercely criticized. On the other
hand, they indeed introduced a new cultural paradigm and provided West-
ern European inventions and writings among local population, so that many
Bulgarian cultural and political activists were in fact open for cooperation
despite the religious differences”.

It was the Western European practices of reading that had a crucial role
on the place of the Bible in the culture of Bulgarian modernism. In the pro-
cess of transition to the modern cultural paradigm, the Holy Scriptures lost its
absolute status of the institutionally guaranteed authority, and started to func-
tion in two epistemological orders among the Bulgarian intellectual elites: the
ecclesiastical (liturgical, canonical) and the non-ecclesiastical (extra-liturgical,

2 H. Aperos, 2016: “Tlapagokcannara Obarapcka penenumsi Ha bubnmusra mpes
eroxaTa Ha Bpapaxpanero, Slavia Meridionalis, vol. 16. DOI: 10.11649/sm.2016.005.

3 For more on Bulgarian translations of the Bible, see e.g. V1. Mapkosckn, “Vicropus Ha
O'BArapcKis CHHOJA/IEH NpeBoj Ha bubmmsaTa (¢ oren KbM Gb/IrapcKuTe MpeBoan
B MMHaI0TO),” Toouwnux na Coguiickus yHueepcumem, Bozocnoscku dakynmem,
vol. 4 (1926—1927): 1—58; J. Clark, Bible Societies, American Missionaries, and the
National Revival of Bulgaria (New York: Arno Press, 1971); E. Solak, Nowo-bulgar-
ska Biblia i jej jezyk (Krakow: Wydawnictwo Uniwersytetu Jagielloniskiego, 1997);
V. Kenes, “TIpeBopsure Ha Bubmusra Ha CbBpeMeHeH OBArapcKu esuK, in
Bubnusma 6 boneapus. CoopHux ¢ 00knadu om HayuHu xongpeperyuu 8 Codus
u Benuxo Toproso (Codust: Beirapcko 61ubneiicko fpyxectso u ap., 2007), 86—97.

4 TFor more on the ambiguous attitude toward Protestants, see E. JxeBuenka,
“boarapckara pedopmanya? 3a xubpupusaluAra Ha WJEUTEe B IIpoljeca Ha
MOJepHU3ALVSATA Ha Kyntypata, Slavia Meridionalis, vol. 17 (2017), DOI: 10.11649/
sm.1370.
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non-canonical, secular) one. The question of individual reading of the Bible
became even more relevant, although at the turn of the 20th century, the Bul-
garian theological studies were not established yet’, so the only reference point
in ecclesiastical terms was provided within the limited space of the Church
milieu, by clergymen formed mainly in Russian theological academies. The
secular readings became more and more popular, and manifested themselves
in two regimes of interpretation — the religious and the aesthetic one. This
process of moving away from the original — theological and liturgical — con-
text of reading towards secular interpretations, mainly scientific and literary
one, which were usually related to the Catholic and Protestant cultural mod-
els, was one of the most important signs of secularization. As a result, in the
late 19th and early 20th centuries, Bulgarian intellectuals had access to various
sources of knowledge about the Bible, not only the Eastern Orthodox liturgy
and tradition, but also foreign, often non-orthodox, literature. The weaker the
connection with the church rituals, the greater the influence of the secular
paraphrases, but also the greater intertwining between the folk tradition and
various secularistic readings®.

However, it should be pointed out that there was one more source of knowl-
edge about the Biblical tradition and its ideological horizon, which is usually
marginalized, but — in my opinion — is worth more consideration, namely
the old Church writings that were re-discovered precisely during the period
under scrutiny. It was in the first decades of the 20th century that the mediae-
val Bulgarian tradition became a subject of scientific research, being acknowl-
edged as an important component of national identity. The first (modern)
Bulgarian translations of (Old) Church Slavonic or Greek hagiographic texts
are important testimonies in this regard. I would like to suggest that literary
paraphrases of medieval texts that were written in the interwar period in order
to disseminate knowledge about local saints for the purposes of the national
ideology are particularly interesting testimonies of the modern functioning of
the Biblical tradition.

In this paper, the problem of translation will be raised in terms of three
questions: the politico-historical context of translating the medieval hagio-
graphic texts into Bulgarian; the fact of translating the hagiographic narra-
tives for the needs of secular prose genres; the conditions of translating the

5 The first Theological Faculty was established in 1923 — at the Sofia university.

6 For more regarding the issue of the Bible in modern Bulgarian culture, see
e.g. E. Drzewiecka, “Reception of the Bible in modern Bulgarian culture: The (post)
secular and the national,” in The Experience of Faith in Slavic Cultures and Literatures
in the Context of Postsecular Thought, eds. D. Sosnowska, E. Drzewiecka (Warszawa:
Wydawnictwa Uniwersytetu Warszawskiego, 2018), 144—164.
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ideas of the Eastern Orthodox origin within the process of creating modern
literary paraphrases. The interpretative perspective will be given by the ideo-
logical horizon that was developed by Charles Taylor, and in particular — his
concept of the emergence of the modern social imaginary, which is a product
of a process in which the “old” (pre-modern) ideas are not neutralized, but
only reinterpreted. Provided that the “new” (modern) ideas are founded on
heterogeneous concepts and mental categories, it is necessary to explore the
influences and their deep traces with regard to the “older” layers of meanings.
Undoubtedly, the Biblical tradition is one of the most crucial reference points,
and as such needs re-evaluation’.

The research focus will be on the narrative about St. Clement of Ohrid,
the most famous disciple of SS. Cyril and Methodius, who at the turn of
the 10th century, under the granting of prince Boris-Mikhail and tsar Simeon
I, preached in the western territories of the Bulgarian state, which has been
commonly associated with the region of Macedonia. Clement of Ohrid was
the first Bulgarian bishop and saint, whose achievements are directly related
with the Cyrillo-Methodian and educational roots of Bulgarian culture. In this
sense, he is among the most important heroes in the Bulgarian great narra-
tive that combines the universal role models of a missionary, a teacher, and
a protector of the people, as well as the national and nationalistic ideals of the
Bulgarian elites and state authorities in the 20th century, and as such provides
a particularly meaningful case of translating ideas’.

The figure of St. Clement of Ohrid was noticed by Bulgarian intellectuals as
early as the second half of the 19th century within the National Revival focus
on the medieval tradition, but it was (re)discovered only at the beginning of
the 20th century in the context of the jubilee of 1000 years since his death
in 1916. In the interwar period, it gained great importance and popularity
which was accompanied by the serious development of the scientific research
on the Cyrillo-Methodian heritage, and manifested itself in various literary and

7 Ch. Taylor, Modern Social Imaginaries (Durham: Duke University Press, 2003);
Cf. Ch. Taylor, A Secular Age (Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 2007).

8 For more regarding the image of St. Clement of Ohrid during the interwar period
in Bulgaria, see: E. JlxeBuernxa, “II'bpBoyuntenar u mokposureniar. O6pasbpr Ha
cB. Kimmment Oxpupackn B 6birapckara mposa B IEPHOA MEX/Y ABETe CBETOBHM
BOIHY U BBIPOCHT 3a ‘CUM(OHNATA HA BIACTTA, in A Ha xeHama 0sxa 0ddeHu
kpuna. Céopruk 6 uecm na npogecop Ceemnuna Huxonosa / And Wings Were Given
to the Woman. In Honour of Professor Svetlina Nikolova (Co¢us: KMHII-BAH, 2022),
999—1026. Cf. M. Boitruax, “Cetn Kimmment OXpupicku B cefocBo6OXKJeHCKIS
M MeXJYBOeHHWs mepuop Ha Obarapcka jmreparypa, Hayunu mpyoose Ha
ITnosousckus ynusepcumem, vol. 40, no. 1 (2002): 413—421.
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popular works”. It has been already commented on, precisely in the context of
the political and cultural aspirations of the young Bulgarian state. However,
I would like to draw more attention to the literary works, because they seem
to point towards more general problems of Bulgarian culture during the pro-
cess of its modernization. All the texts I have analysed, regardless of whether
they were literary paraphrases of St. Clementss life or writers’ reflections on his
spiritual heritage, confirm that the pattern of storytelling was already estab-
lished at that time. Moreover, they indicate what was the common knowledge
in this regard and how the way of interpreting of the saint was related to the
Bulgarian cultural context.

The plot and the structure of the narrative were based on The Life of
St. Clement by Theophylact of Ohrid, one of the most important sources of
the Cyrillo-Methodian mission, which was written in Greek and introduced
to the Slavic world in the second half of the 19th century. At the begin-
ning of the 20th century, this hagiographic text had two modern Bulgarian
translations — by Dimitar Matov (1885)'° and Danail Laskov (1916)", but
its general content was already well-known through textbooks, which had
been repeating its most significant episodes since the late 19th century'’.
All the literary works aimed at retelling the story about St. Clement, which
referred to the events that were testified by Theophylact, i.e. the childhood,
his mission as a pupil and co-worker of Cyril and Methodius, the exile from
Moravia, and the salvation in Bulgaria, and then a new mission in Macedo-
nia thanks to the cultural policy of prince Boris and his son — tsar Simeon,
following mainly the translation by Laskov, which was the official Church

9 For more, see e.g. JI. Haiinenosa, “Kupnno-MeTopsneBoTo Aeno 1 OBArapcKUsT
HanoHaneH upean (1878—1944)” Kupuno-Memoouescku cmyouu, vol. 20
(2011): 266—276.

10 JKusom, OesHusi, u3noeedanus u Kpamxo usznoxcerue 3a uydecama HA c6. omey
naw Knumenm, Geneapcku apxuenuckon. [I. Maros, trans. Cpepen, (Bbarapcko
KHVDKOBHM  IPY>KECTBO, 1885); JKusomonuc Ha c¢8. Knumenma, 6z:ﬂeapc1<u
apxuenuckon. JI. Maros, trans. (ITnosgus, Xp. I. Jlanos, 1896).

11 [. JTackos, XKusom u Oetiocm Ha c8. Knumenm Oxpudcku ¢ edHa Hez08a nponosed
(Codusi, CB. Cunop Ha Bbiarapckara mpaBociaaBHa Ibpksa, 1915); JKumue na
Ce. Knumenma Oxpudcku. [I. Jlackos, trans. (Cocus, Cs. CuHos Ha Bbirapckara
IIpaBOC/IaBHA IIbPKBa, 1916).

12 New data about St. Clement and his cult in the region of Ohrid became available
thanks to Viktor Grigorovich, and his book Outline of a Journey through European
Turkey (1848), which was popular among Bulgarians through an article translat-
ed and published in 1857 in one of the most serious press editions in Bulgarian,
Tsarigradski Vestnik, as well as the first Slavic translation of the work of Theophylact
of Ohrid by Parteniy Zografski, which was published in 1858 in Balgarski knizhici,
another important Bulgarian journal of this period.
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edition at that time. As such, they can be seen as modern paraphrases
of the hagiographic text.

This study is based on the analyses of six selected literary paraphrases of
the life of St. Clement of Ohrid: The First Teacher (1928) — a popular novel by
Dencho Marchevski (1893—1973), who was an author of many short stories
and novels, as well as methodological manuals'?; Tsar Simeon’s Meetings with
Clement of Ohrid (1932) — a short story by Nikola Stanev (1862—1949), who
was an acknowledged teacher and historian, editor of Uchilishten vestnik, and
author of many books and history textbooks'*; St. Clement of Ohrid (1934) —
a popular novel by Hristo Zlatinchev (1884—1946), who was a popular writer
at the time, but also an author of school textbooks on patriotism'%; The First
Teachers (1934) — a popular novel by Tsvetan Minkov (1891—1967), who was
a popular author of many historical novels, short stories and other works dedi-
cated to Bulgarian history and literature'®; The First Teacher (1934) — a popu-
lar novel by Nikola Nikitov (1898—1958), who was one of the founders of
the Society of Children’s Writers (1928) and editor of the Great Bulgarians
Library (1935—1945)""; In the beginning was the word (1943) — a short story
by Fani Popova-Mutafova (1902—1977), who was a very popular writer dur-
ing the interwar period in the field of historical prose'®.

I am interested in the narrative itself and the question of which episodes
are paraphrased, how they are presented and why. Although a part of these
quasi-biographies were dedicated for children or young people, it seems that
the reference point according to which the source was retold is the same. It
was never a “simple” repetition, but a unique adaptation with educational
purpose, that is a specific translation for the needs of a particular genre. Not
coincidentally, most of the paraphrases were written by authors who were edu-
cators specializing in the history of Bulgaria, and published in the 1930s, when
the focus on St. Clement’s heritage increased due to the current situation in
the country. At the beginning of the Second World War, the Bulgarian view on
the most famous Cyrillo-Methodian disciple justified the fight for Macedonia,
as the saint became a metonymy of the Bulgarian cultural rise, even the supe-
riority of Bulgaria in nationalist terms.

13 JI. Mapuescku, ITopsoyuumensam (Codusa: Jpesna bbirapus, 1928).

14 H. Cranes, “‘Uap Cumeonosu cpemu ¢ Kmumenra Oxpupgcku,” Beweu,
no. 2 (1932): 246—258.

15 X. 3nmatunues, Ce. Knumenm Oxpudcku (Codust: Xemyc, 1935).

16 II. Muukos, ITepsume yuumenu (Codus: Ipesra Borrapus, 1934).

17 H. Huxkuros, [Tepsoyuumensm (Codus: Hoo yunmmie, 1935).

18 ®. ITonoBa-MyTadosa, “B Hauasio 6e coBoro,” Bpamcko cnoso, no. 9 (1943): 172—
174.
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However, my objective is not to investigate linguistic aspects of the modern
Bulgarian translations and paraphrases of St. Clement’s Life, but to reveal the
hermeneutic potential of this issue in terms of the history of ideas and
the modern social imaginary. My starting point is the fact that the episode
which is particularly popular is the meeting between the saint and the Bulgar-
ian rulers, especially Simeon. All the afore-mentioned authors developed this
motif to a different but still significant extent, which suggests that it is charged
with some deep meanings. In this study, I will propose some hypotheses.

Indeed, in the Life of St. Clement by Theophylact of Ohrid much attention is
paid to the important role of a state ruler in disseminating the work of SS. Cyril
and Methodius, the cooperation between secular and spiritual authorities.
This is manifested not only in the description of the unreasonable behaviour
of the Moravian prince Rostislav, but also in the way in which St. Methodius
guided Boris, then Rostislav, as well as in the attitude of Boris and Simeon
towards the Cyrillo-Methodian disciples in Bulgaria. However, it seems that
these issues received even greater attention in the interwar popular narrative.

As far as the meeting between Clement and Boris is concerned, the Cyrillo-
Methodian disciple is presented as wise and kind, ready to talk about God’s
works without abusing the ruler’s generosity. However, it is Boris’s prudent
behaviour that deserves attention. In all the works I have analysed, the Bul-
garian prince is particularly interested in the spiritual condition of the people,
deeply concerned that, despite the baptism, Christianity is not spreading in his
country. In Dencho Marchevski’s novel The First Teacher, this “handsome and
slender man with a meek and kind look” is thirsty for teaching, and his soul
is like a dry land soaked in the word of Clement. That is why he begs him to
become “a teacher of our people” and sends him away so that “the Greeks will
not be able to achieve their hellish thoughts™"*. In Hristo Zlatinchev’s novel —
St. Clement of Ohrid, the prince even issues an order to the Macedonian peo-
ple to accept the disciple of Cyril and Methodius “from the heart and soul”*’,
The figure of Prince Boris is admirable and flawless, which corresponds with
the Greek source, as well as the image of the Bulgarian Baptist in the Easter
Orthodox Church, but also draws a parallel with the figure of the current Tsar
Boris III (reign: 1918—1943). What is interesting, however, is that the image
of his son Simeon is a little more complicated. The tension is caused most
probably by the episode about the so-called resignation of Clement, which is
known from the Life by Theophylact.

19 Mapuescku, ITopsoyuumensam, 14.
20 3narundes, Ce. Knumenm Oxpudcku, 15.
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71. And already bowed down with age and exhausted with the toils of a life-
time, he decided to give up his bishopry, not because he sought to flee and
abandon the duties in which the Holy Spirit had placed him as the shepherd of
the flock, as the guardian of the Church of the Lord (Acts 20:28), but because
of a blessed, God-inspired contentment and the fear that his feebleness might
destroy the work of God (Rom. 14:20). And he went to the king and told him
(.. ()

72. The king stood aghast at this unexpected request, because the undesira-
ble, when heard unexpectedly, terrifies one all the more. He said, “Why do you
speak like that, father? How could I bear to look at another one sitting on
this throne while you are still alive? How can I deprive my kingdom of your
prelate’s blessings? Your leaving the bishop’s seat would be a bad omen of my
own dethronement. But, if I have offended your reverence with anything, err-
ing unwittingly, and you, sparing us as a father would, are unwilling to make
public my improper conduct with regard to you and conceal the true reason
under the pretext of bodily weakness, I am ready to stand to account and heal
my father’s pain. But if you have nothing to accuse me of, why do you yourself
desire to hurt those who have hurt you not? Neither can you blame the clergy
of being disobedient and rebellious, for, giving birth to all of them through
the Gospel, you also subject them to yourself and to God. Nor can you blame
us ourselves for possibly going astray from your commandments, and nothing
else of your deeds deserves rebuke. Why do you then permit it that your chil-
dren should lament your unprovoked stepping down? But either you submit,
father, or otherwise mine is the resolute word. Whatever you say, I will not
obey, whatever you do, I will not concede, because a stepping down is only

allowed to the unworthy, while you stand above all merit”*".

21 Life of St. Clement by Theophylact of Ohrid. S. Nikolov, trans., in Kiril and Methodius:
Founders of Slavonic writing, ed. I. Duichev (Sofia-New York: Boulder, 1985), 93—126.
All the emphases are mine. The English translation is based on the modern Bulgari-
an translation by Aleksandar Milev. For more, see A. Munes, Ipoyxume Humus Ha
Knumenm Oxpudcku: Y800, mexcm u obscnumennu Genexcku (Codust: BAH, 1966).
The Bulgarian translation that was the main reference point during the interwar peri-
od was by Danail Laskov: 97. Haii-cetne, orcabHas Bede OT CTapOCT U M3HEMOLIATT
ot TpynoBe, (cB. KiMMeHT) pelun fa ce OTKaXe OT eNUCKOINATA, He 3a Ja n3berHe
ot cmyxbara, Wi ia HAIlyCHe JUTHKHOCTTA, KOATO JIyX CBeTH ro MOCTaBy fia I1ace
ubpkBara boxus (Jesn. 20, 28), Ho mopajy 61aKeHO 1 6OTOBBXHOBEHO 671aroro-
BeHIe, 3a110TO ce Goele ja He 61 110 IIpUYMHA HA HETOBATa HEMOLLL fia Ce Pa3CTPOu
Boxxnero memno (Pum. 14,20). 98. VI xaTo ce siBu Ipex 1apst, Toit My ayma (...). (...) 99.
[lapst, HOTpeceH OT Tas HEOYAKBAHOCT, — 3aIOTO YOBEK HANCTVHA Ce HOTHPCBA,
KOT'aTO HEOYaKBAHO 4ye HEIlj0 HEeXKeTATeTHO — My OTTOBOPH: ,,11lo aymart Tu, oTde?
Kak mora a3 fja miegam fa cefy Apyr Ha TOsI IPeCTOI, JOKato i cu >kuB? Kak ma
JIMILIA [APCTBOTO CU OT TBOWMTE apXuepeiicku 6marocimoBun? TBOETO OTpuYaHe OT
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According to the medieval source, the motive for Clements requests
was “a blessed and God-inspired contentment”. “Already bowed down with
age’, the Bulgarian bishop “feared that his feebleness might destroy the work
of God”*, and also wished to prepare for his death in union with God in
a monastery. Simeon “stood aghast at this unexpected request” and refused as
a king. “Whatever you say, I will not obey, whatever you do, I will not concede,
because a stepping down is only allowed to the unworthy, while you stand
above all merit”*’. Due to the assumption that the true reason of the request is
concealed, the royal response is extensive and variably argued, and consists of
many interesting statements, such as the prophetic “Your leaving the bishop’s
seat would be a bad omen of my own dethronement™*,

In the interwar period, the episode received alternative explanations which
point out the special status of this particular account of Theophylact’s work.
The problem is the relation and the hierarchy between the two figures — the
state ruler and the spiritual teacher, and the question of the real reason for
Clement’s request. It is perceived by some scholars as very surprising and insuf-
ficiently argued. Vasil Zlatarski (1866—1935) — one of the founding fathers
of the Bulgarian historiography — saw here a protest against Simeon’s policy
that was aimed at creating Bulgarian patriarchate, which would be contrary to
the Orthodox tradition and canons, as well as the testament of Boris and the
Cyrillo-Methodian disciples, since “according to the canons, every bishop is
associated with his diocese until his death” According to him, Clement was

“particularly cautious and strict in this respect” and “undoubtedly refrained

eIIMCKOIICKIS TPOH 32 MeHe e KoOeH 6erter, de 1iie usry0s LapcKus Cit IpecTol. AKO
C Helo ChbM OCKBPOWI TBOE IPenofobye, KaTo HeCh3HATENHO CbM CHIPEIT —
3aI[0TO (Ch3HATETHO) He 3Has [ja CbM ChIPeIIaBal B Helo IPOTHB Tebe, a T KaTo
HM Ayl KaTo 6aiia, He VICKALI a M300/IMYMII MOsITa JIolIa 0GHOCKA CIIPAMO Tebe,
a IPUKPUBALI UCTVMHCKATA [IPUYMHA C IPEIOT 3a TeleCHa HEMOLL, — TOraBa KaXM,
MOJISL Te, — a3 CbM TOTOB Jia Ce [OKasi M KaTo CUH Ja usleps Gonkara Ha 6ama cu.
AKO i ITbK HsAMAII KaKBO Jla TIOCOYMII KaTO Hallla BMHA, TO 3al0 caM MCKAIl Jja
HACK'bpOMII Ts1, KOUTO C HUIIO He ¢ Te ocKbpOsiBam? He Moxkeln u kmpa fa 06Bu-
HIILL, 9e e HelOC/TyIeH 1 HerokopeH ([leaH. 7,15), 3a110TO TH caM BCUYKYU BB3POAU
upes EBaHre/meTo 1 It Bb3IMTa B [IPEJAEHOCT KbM cebe 11 Bora; HUTO Bac MOXKelT
006BUHI, Ye CKOPO 3aXBBP/IMXME APYTUTE TBOM 3aL0BEAN, — HUTO APYro HEIO NMa
3a OCHXKJjaHe y TBoMTe Macomu (MupsiHKTe). 3alllo TOraBa OCTaBall defara (cu) Aa
OIUIAKBAaT TBOETO Oe3Npu4MHHO OTTer/IsiHe? VInm ce Cchryiacu, 0Tde, WM — aKoO He,
Ije KaXka CTpora jjyMa: KakBOTO ¥ Jja KasBalll, HAMa Ja Te IOCIyIIaM, — KaKBOTO
U [ja cTopuul, HsiMa Aa ce cprnacs. OTTer/siHe MOXKe Ia UM, CTPyBa MU Ce, CaMo 3a
HeJJOCTOITHNUTe, — a TY CHU HO-TOpe OT BCSIKO HOCTONHCTBO (VKumue na Ce. Knumen-
ma Oxpuocku, 70—71). Further translations of the Bulgarian texts are mine.

22 “Life of St. Clement,” 120.

23 “Life of St. Clement,” 121.

24 “Life of St. Clement,” 121.
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Simeon from any action in this direction””, Ivan Snegarov (1883—1971), an

influential theologian and Church historian, argued against this explanation in
the study The Bulgarian First Teacher (1927), stating that it was unlikely that the
patriotic, legitimate and humble Clement would oppose the national ideal that
had been outlined by Boris and interfere with the politics of Simeon™®. In his
book St. Clement of Ohrid (1927) published in the series “Famous Bulgarians’,
he pointed out that there was no evidence for Zlatarski’s reading and that it was
in fact a question of “too vigilant hierarchical conscience””. Another historian
popular at that time, Ivan Pastuhov (1876—1961) claimed that Clement had
been observing closely the events that were related to the king’s policy, and
“did not stand idly by, (...) condemning the people’s doom”, so “it is known that
Obviously, the motives were

3

this [old age weakness] was not the real motive”
not personal, but of a much different nature, which is evident primarily from
Simeon’s anxiety”. According to Pastuhov, the proof of the “true reasons” for
the resignation should be seen in Simeon’s words: “Your denial of the episcopal
throne is a fatal sign for me that I will lose my royal throne” prove**. Schol-
ars’ interpretations depended on their field of expertise and the general view
of selected historical facts, as well as the relationship between the Church and
the State in Bulgarian conditions. The explanations tended to be set within the
notion of a protest against Simeon actions, which was seen in relation with
either the state authority, or the common people. In any case, the fundamental
assumption was that the episode can be read as a historical account.

Changes in the literary accounts were determined by the writers” attempts
to adapt the story for the needs and cognitive possibilities of their readers.
However, there were some similar shifts in meanings which deserve attention
beyond the matter of clarity of the storyline. My hypothesis is that during the
interwar period, there was indeed a particular focus on the meeting between
St. Clement and Simeon and it was caused not by the artistic potential of the
episode itself, but the relevance of the question that stood behind it, name-
ly the relationship between the spiritual and the secular power. In this sense,
the interwar interpretations can be treated as references to the traditional

25 B. 3narapcku, Mcmopus Ha 6vnzapckama 0vpicasa npes cpednume sexoge. T. 1. 9. 2.
ITepso Geneapcko yapcmeo — Om cnassHusayusma Ha 0vprcasama 00 NAOAHEMo
na ITepsomo yapcmeo 852—1018 (Codus: IvprkaBHa mevarHuiia, 1927), 400.

26 V. Cuerapos, “Bbnrapckusr mppsoyunren CB. Kmument OXpuMACKM — >KMBOT
n peitHoct, Toouwmuk na Coguiickusi yHueepcumem. Bozocnoscxku dakynmem,
vol. 4 (1927—1928): 317 (note 4).

27 V. Cuerapos, Cs. Knumenm Oxpudcku (Codust: [Ipp>kaBHa mevarauia, 1927), 25.

28 V. IacryxoB, Beneapcka ucmopus. T. 1. IIpeducmopuuecko epeme. [Ipesrocm.
Cpednosexosue (Coust: Xemyc, 1945), 229.
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vision on the relation between the powers, and thus — articulations of actual
functioning of some theological and political notions in this regard, provided
that the contexts was built by the topical at that time discussions on the role of
Orthodox Church in the Bulgarian social life.

In comparison with the medieval prototype, the literary works are different
in the way in which the figure of Simeon is depicted. The reason for Clement’s
wish to be dismissed from his office is the same. However, since in the hagi-
ographic account Simeon’s response is very complex, its literary versions are
significantly shortened and adapted to modern language, and thus simplified
according to the writers’ interpretation of the relation between the two heroes.
In this regard, the question is what the author’s emphasis is, especially provid-
ed that in many cases, there are some interesting scenes or motifs added that
make the meeting more coherent for the readers.

In Marchevski’s novel, The First Teacher, the meeting is presented as a sym-
bolic clash of two forces: by “manly Simeon” and “white-bearded and with-
ered Clement”. What is important, the author added a footnote regarding the
source, and this is the only literary work that refers directly to the Life by The-
ophylact, which seems to be a kind of insurance, since the king’s response can
be perceived as disrupting. Perhaps as an attempt to soften up this impression,
there is another addition.

Why do you speak like that, father? How could I leave my kingdom deso-
late without your archpastoral blessings? Your leaving the bishop’s seat is a bad
omen I will lose my king’s throne. If I have offended your reverence with any-
thing, erring unwittingly, and you, sparing us as a father would, and conceal
the true reason under the pretext of bodily weakness, then, tell me please —
I am ready to stand to account and heal my father’s pain. But if you have noth-
ing to accuse me of, why do you yourself desire to hurt those who have hurt you
not? You cannot blame the clergy of being disobedient and rebellious, for, giving
birth to all of them through the Gospel, you also subject them to yourself and to
God. You cannot blame us ourselves for possibly going astray from your com-
mandments, and nothing else of your deeds deserves rebuke. Why do you then
permit it that your children should lament your unprovoked stepping down?
Either consent, father, or else I will speak a stern word: Whatever you say, I will
not obey, whatever you do, I will not concede, because a stepping down is only
allowed to the unworthy, while you stand above all merit”

And, turning to the boyars, the king asked: — What do you say?*’

29 o pymam, orye? Kak 61X 0CTaBMI LAPCTBOTO C Jla 3aIycTee 6e3 TBOUTE apXuIia-
ctupcky 6marocnosennsa? TBOeTO OTpuyYaHe OT €MMCKOICKNA TPOH 3a MEHe € 3710-
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Simeon asks his boyars for the opinion. It is the son of Ekhach who speaks
on their behalf and begs Clement to stay. Ekhach is the name of a boyar who
welcomed Clement and Naum to his home after they arrived at Boris’s court,
just as in the hagiographic source. Therefore, it is his son’s testimony about the
blessed fruits of Clement’s work that makes the bishop accept the will of the
king and the boyars, which is presented in fact as a common will. Importantly,
afterwards, everyone goes to greet the people that gathered in front of Sime-
on’s palace eager to see the Slavic bishop.

Marchevski’s book is the only one that develops the episode so extensively,
introducing significant changes, and by them — establishing the strong image
of Simeon as a respected and prudent king who is interested in a will of others,
suggesting his “prodemocratic” position. In other works, the dialogue between
the bishop and the ruler adheres to the account by Theophylact, but even then
some motifs are added in order to clarify the message.

In Stanev’s short story, Tsar Simeon’s Meetings with Clement of Ohrid, Sime-
on’s answer is a shortened and adapted quote from the account by Theophylact.
His stern words are not mentioned. There is no definiteness in his response.
There is only a request for forgiveness and a fervent desire for the bishop to
remain in office — due to his excellent work and the people’s respect.

The king was very saddened to hear these words and answered: — “Why do
you speak like that, father? How could I bear to look at another one sitting
on this throne while you are still alive? You are a holy and worthy man. How
can I deprive my kingdom of your blessings? If I or others have offended
you, please forgive us. The people respect you, they need you, and you must

. . 30
remain at your post, because there is no one more worthy than you™".

Kob6eH Gerter, Je 1rie 3ary6s L[apCKUsA CU IIPeCcTOoNl. AKO € Helllo CbM OCKbPOMT TBOE
npernogobue, KaTo ChbM Crpelinl OT He3HaHue, a I'bK MOXKe OM Me LIafiuil KaTo
6aia ¥ IPUKPMBAII MCTUHCKATA NIPUYMHA C TeJleCHA HEMOI] — TOraBa KXV MII,
MOJIs, a3 CBM FOTOB JIa Ce IIOKasi M KaTo CMH fAa uslepsi 6oakara Ha 6ama cu. AKo 1
II'BK HMKAK He MOXKEI Ce OIIaKa OT HAC, TO 3allj0 CaM MCKAII fja HaCKbpOuI Tus,
KOMTO C HUIIO He ca Te HacKbpbunn? OT Kmpa He MOXKEII a Ce OIUIaKa, 4e e Hello-
KOpEH, 3al0TO TU CaMUYBK To u3bpa 3a cebe cu u 3a bora, KaTo IpepoRM BCUYKY
4ype3 eBaHrenuero. II'bK ¥ HAC He MOXKeLI OOBMHM, Y€ CKOPO 3aXBbp/siMe TBOUTE
3aIOBeY, HUTO M300110 APYro Helo MMa OT Hallld CTPaHa OCHANTEIHO CIIPIMO
tBouTe paboru. Torasa 3amjo HakapBall 4defata CM Aa IUIAYaT 3a TBOETO Gesmpnu-
YIHHO OTTeINIAHe? VM ce cbIyacy, oT4e, WIN B IPOTUBEH CIyYail Iie KaXka CTpora
nyma: KakBoTo 1 [ja Ka3Balll, He IIje Te IOCyIIaM, KaKTO 1 Jia CTOPMII, HAMA Jja ce
cprimacsa. OcraBKa MOXKe fla M3, CTPYBa MU Ce, CaMo 3a Hef[OCTOIHUTE, a II'BK TH CU
[I0-TOPe OT BCSKO HOCTOMHCTBO. V, Kato ce 06bpHA KbM OO/LIPUTE, LAPAT 3alUTA:
— Kakso e xaxere Bue? ([I. Mapuescku, [Tepsoyuumensim (1928), 25—26).
30 IapsAT MHOro ce HaTBXKU, KaTo 4y Te3u Jymu u orropopm: — Ilo gymanr i, otue?
Kax Mora Jja r7iefilaM fia cefiyt Ha TBOsI €IMCKOIICKM TTPECTONI IPYT, OKATO T CU KUB?
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In this way, the role of Clement and his position towards the king is empha-
sized. After his death Simeon “mourns him bitterly”*". The additional context
is given by their two previous meetings, both of which are held in an atmos-
phere of great respect for Clement, who accepts Simeons will only if it is
indeed for the people’s sake.

In the popular novel by Nikola Nikitov The First Teacher (1935), Simeon’s
response to Clement’s request is even more shortened, and the main part is
about the willingness of the ruler to apologize to the bishop as a son to a father.

Why do you speak like that, father? How could I bear to look at another
one sitting on this throne while you are still alive? If I have offended your
reverence with anything, I am ready to stand to account and heal my father’s
pain. Whatever you say, here is my stern word: you will stay, because you are
the most worthy of all**,

It deserves special attention, given that the author of the work added
a scene in which Clement arrives in Preslav, walks through its streets, enters
a church, sees its beauty, and then visits the palace, and notes the skilful clothes
of the ruler, who welcomed him*’. Simeon himself is presented as a follower of
Boris and the one who entrusted Clement with the episcopal mission, but the
description of the capital after his enthronement, as well as his royal clothes
can be interpreted as signs of distortion of the Holy Testament of SS. Cyril and
Methodius. Thus, his humility seems to be an important indication about how
the relationship with the churchman should look like.

Seemingly small yet significant changes in relation to the hagiographic pro-
totype, which are observed in the analysed works, are caused not only by the
need to adapt the complex narrative of the Life, but also present adequately
the relationship between the two leading figures — the clergyman and the
ruler. Clement is an experienced and wise continuator of his spiritual father,
St. Methodius, i.e. he is focused on the good of the people and the development

Tt cu CBAT M 3aCIy>KMI MBXK. Mora i [ja JiMiia apcTBOTO CU OT TBOUTE O/1arocio-
BuM? AKO HeIIlO a3 WM APYTY CMe Te OCKBbPpOMIN, MomuM a Hu npoctuur. Hapozma
Te IOYNTA, MM HY>KfIa OT Tebe 1 TpsAOBaA [la OCTAaHeI Ha CTy>Kbara Ci, 3all0TO HAMA
ot tebe mo-pgocroen. (H. Huxuros, ITepsoyuumensm (1935), 156—158.

31 H. Craues, IJap Cumeornosu cpeuju... (1932), 258.

32 o mymam T, orye? Kak Mora fja raefam fia ceiut pyT Ha TBOs eMMCKOIICKMA TIpe-
CTOJI, OKATO TN €Y XXMB? AKO C HEIO CbM Te OCKBPOIII, a3 CbM TOTOB JIa Ce II0Kas
M KaTo CMH Jja n3teps 6onmkara Ha 6ama cu. KakBoTo 1 1a Kaykell, eTo MOsITa CTpora
Iyma: TI Ile OCTAHeI, 3all0TO TU CU Hal-focToitHuAT oT Beuuknu. (H. Hukuros,
ITepsoyuumensim (1935), 31).

33 H. Hukutos, [Tepsoyuumensim (1935), 28—31.

PLS.2023.13.06 | s.14z22



EWELINA DRZEWIECKA | “BIBLE IN TRANSLATION”: BULGARIAN...

of common education. Simeon is young and strong, also concerned for the
good of the state. Interestingly, there is no mention of his military conquests.
The focus is on his educational and cultural activities. In this sense, he appears
as a true successor of his father, Prince Boris. The two understand, respect and
support each other, having in mind the same goal: the welfare of the people.

This reading fits into the church discourse according to which St. Clement
is the first teacher and patron, but also the spiritual father of the Bulgarian
church, yet his achievements were in fact possible thanks to the policy of Boris,
and then the support of Simeon. However, it should be noted that the inter-
war period is defined not by the traditional, even conservative discourse on
the role of the church and the king as two guardians of the nation, but also
strong ideological tensions caused by the progressing secularization of the
social order. Thus, the relationship between the church and the state becomes
a key issue here. In this context, the motif of the meeting between a Bulgarian
saint and a Bulgarian ruler appears to be particularly useful as a way of artic-
ulating notions about the role of the Church. During the interwar period this
motif is quite popular and refers not only to the life of St. Clement of Ohrid
but also St. John of Rila. For example, Petar Mutafchiev, in his famous essay
“Pop Bogomil and St. John of Rila. The spirit of negation in our history” (1934),
referred to the hagiographic account about the meeting between the saint and
tsar Peter in the context of the spiritual responsibilities of the two individu-
als. St. John's refusal to meet the king in person was seen as an expression of
detachment from the needs of the people and as such can be read in the con-
text of the author’s rhetorical question about the clergy: “Had they strayed so
far from their duty to serve God and his people?”**, The connection between
God’s service and the people’s service is fundamental here.

The meeting between a saint and a king appears to be an essential leitmotif
and is indicative of certain ideas about the role of the Church and its relation-
ship with the state. Moreover, due to its enlightenment/educational and nation-
al dimension, it is the story of St. Clement of Ohrid that seems to be particu-
larly appropriate to highlight the popular notion, which corresponds with the
basic expectation that is embedded in the cultural horizon of the Bulgarians:
the necessity of a harmonious cooperation between the two authorities.

The notion of a harmonious cooperation between the State and the Church
seems to refer to the theological concept of the symphony of powers, becoming
even its legitimized continuation. Deeply rooted within the local tradition, it
becomes a justification for the cooperation between the State and a particular

34 II. Myradunes, “Tlon Boromun n CBetu ViBan Pwicku. JJyxpT Ha OTPUIJAaHNETO
B Haurata ucropust, Qunocogpcku npeened, vol. 4, no. 2 (1934): 106.
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Church institution — the Orthodox one. However, the reference to the eccle-
siastic ideal of the symphony of powers is in fact brought up in a completely
new situation, i.e. of a modern national state in which the main authorities are
diminished in a different way, and the ideological horizon is more pluralistic.
Nevertheless, one cannot speak here about the Western model of separation
of powers, because in Bulgarian case the two institutions only seemingly have
different competencies and spheres of influence, and only seemingly the secu-
lar government is above all religious institutions in an equal way.

The interwar narrative of St. Clement of Ohrid is based on the assumption
that the saint is a moral authority and a spiritual leader, but the secular ruler
has to be spiritually responsible and an insightful mentor as well, as illustrated
by the life of Prince Boris. Both the clergyman and the ruler are educators.
Both of them are active figures, but the “secular-spiritual” division does not
relate directly to the division of different spheres of action. The fact that the
public engagement of the saint is not only approved but also required is par-
ticularly meaningful in this regard.

And still, what needs more consideration is the fact that Clement’s meeting
with Simeon receives in literary texts more attention than the meeting with
Boris, which is not only due to the plot potential of the episode. All the writ-
ers’ attempts to soften the tension between Clement and Simeon testify to the
need for the idea of a harmonious cooperation to be clarified, but in my opin-
ion it is not only because of the ambiguity of the hagiographic account or the
contradictory view on Simeon’s imperial politics that is typical of the Bulgari-
an historiography at that time.

The works that I have been analysing are not written within the Church
circles and cannot be read as direct expressions of the Orthodox Church dis-
course, and yet — by engaging themselves with the Orthodox Church-found-
ed narrative, they complete and address the national identity with the help of
symbols and plots from the medieval and religious narratives which corre-
spond directly with the National Revival tradition. As such, they confirm the
fundamental role of the older, including religious traditions during the period
of transition towards the modern social imaginary.

The meeting between St. Clement and Simeon is presented as if it were
a clash of two powers in terms of a strong opposition “secular — spiritual’, in
which only one of the opponents embodies the desired ideological notions,
and as such is a rightful representative of the social order. My hypothesis is
that the poetic and ideological potential of this episode is particularly high
because it actualizes a well-known Old Testament topos “King vs. Prophet”
Indeed, its medieval source is based on the Biblical patterns by definition,
so an intended relation between the Biblical paradigm and the hagiographic
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account should be assumed. However, what if the topos “King vs. Prophet”
is actualized here not because of its direct or indirect connection with
the hagiographic source? What if the literary paraphrases of the meet-
ing between St. Clement and Simeon are in fact testimonies of a different
influence that is of well-known Biblical patterns in modern, even Western-
centric readings? What if the topos “King vs. Prophet” affects the new inter-
pretation of the episode in terms of both a clear and useful reminiscence of
Biblical tradition and a universal interpretative model that is appropriated
within the secular conditions?

Without doubt, the interwar narrative of St. Clement of Ohrid answers
to the imperative of the people’s “enlightenment” in terms of liberation and
secular education, which in Bulgarian culture is associated with the Cyrillo-
Methodian Testament and the national cause already during the National
Revival. What is more significant, however, is that it is also a vivid example of
a legitimization of the Church tradition in the conditions of the modern state.
The saint is presented not only as a counsellor, but also as a model to follow for
the authorities. St. Clement is the first teacher of prince Boris and the patron
of king Simeon. With his work, he ensures proper functioning of the state
and, if necessary, intervenes in public affairs. Ultimately, it turns out that the
spiritual authority of the Church prevails — it is the Church that is a guardian
of the social order. In this sense, the story of St. Clement is perhaps the most
striking expression of a conservative discourse in terms of a discourse that
connects the religious affiliation and the monolithic view of the state along
with its development.

The Biblical topos “King vs. Prophet” could be used here in order to
address the relationship between the Church and the State. One may even say
that it serves as a model of interpretation that is oriented towards a modern
discourse on religion and its place within a secular society. The question is
whether the hermeneutic potential of the religious tradition changes the way
in which the relationship between the secular and the spiritual power in the
history of Bulgarian people is addressed. How do Biblical topoi function in
Bulgarian culture of the beginning of the 20th century? What is the context
of their understanding and adapting for the purposes of modern ideological
discussions? Indeed, the topos “King vs. Prophet” actualizes a particular eccle-
siastic and prophetic dimension of Judeo-Christian tradition, but is it obvi-
ous for the modern writers and readers? I argue that there is a crucial shift
resulting from the context of the modern social imaginary. If so, one can read
the interwar literary paraphrases of St. Clement’s life as presenting new ideas
under the mask of old ones with special regard to their cultural — which
means also secularized or naturalized — potential.
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In modern literary interpretations of St. Clement’s meeting with Simeon,
there are few important differences in comparison with the biblical narra-
tives about the strong confrontations between the Israeli Kings and Prophets.
Although with his deeds and words, Clement reminds to the king what is
important just as the Israeli prophet, he does not refer to the will of God, but
the will of the people. The Church and the State are understood here with
regard to the same sphere of jurisdiction: the secular society of the Bulgarian
people. St. Clement is presented as focused on the welfare of the people within
the temporal, earthly dimension. This social engagement of a priest is expect-
ed in Bulgarian culture due to the legacy of the National Revival polemics. The
main existential dimension is the secular, or “natural” one, and the ultimate
authority belongs to the people. It is the people who are an absolute referring
point and as such determine both the obligations of the state and the church,
as well as their complex relations.

This crucial difference is a sign of the secularization process, but not in
terms of laicization of society, that is the rejection of religious sphere of life,
but differentiation of social spheres, that is their emancipation from religious
institutions and norms. Thus, the question of the jurisdiction and possible
fields of legitimacy of the state (the secular) and the Church (the religious)
institutions is raised. The fact that the idea of the harmonious cooperation is
brought up testifies to the importance of the Church tradition and a particu-
lar role model that is represented by St. Clement, but also reveals the clash
between the modern expectations and the premodern language. It is not
a rejection of religious tradition, but rather a renunciation of religious author-
ity in the sense of authority which is legitimized by references to the super-
natural, as conceptualized by Mark Chaves™.

Related to the emergence of the modern concept for the nation and nation-
alism®®, the new idea of power is based on the “natural” legitimacy of the peo-
ple and not the “supernatural” legitimacy, that is of God, and requires a reor-
ganization of public and political order. All the tensions between the Bulgarian
government and the Bulgarian Orthodox Church after the Liberation in 1878,
including social debates over the status of foreign schools, religious sects or
the issue of civil marriage, could be seen as testimonies of the subsequent lim-
itation of church influence based on the renunciation of the religious, that is

“supernatural’, legitimacy.

35 M. Chaves, “Secularization as Declining Religious Authority,” Social Forces, vol. 72,
no. 3 (1994): 749—774.

36 L. Greenfeld, Nationalism: Five Roads to Modernity (Cambridge: Harvard University
Press, 1992).
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Thus, the case of the “King vs. Prophet” topos may be seen as a part of
a greater discussion that was held during the interwar period in Bulgaria with
regard to religion and its social function and meaning for the Bulgarian nation.
The question is how the topos was read and used. What were the reference
points? Therefore, there is a need to investigate how this motif functioned
in modern literature and theological studies, as well as liturgy and popular
Church and Christian writings, in regard to Bulgarian culture. Here, the prob-
lem of translating the hagiographic genre for the needs of secular prose genres
may be of particular significance.

I would like to suggest that through this literary motif of the meeting
between a saint and a ruler, two important questions are raised: the question
of the relationship between the modern powers and the question of function-
ing of the religious, in fact Judaeo-Christian tradition under the conditions
of the secular age. The latter can be seen in two dimensions: first, in terms of
the strategy of adapting parabiblical topoi and theological ideas within the
Church discourse, which would be aimed at nationalization of the Church
heritage for legitimization purposes, and secondly, in terms of the reception of
the parabiblical topoi and ideas by secular audience for artistic purposes. The
focus on the functioning of Biblical tradition would then confirm that in the
process of transition to the modern social imaginary, the relationship between
the so-called old ideas and the so-called new ideas should be seen not in terms
of consecutive adaptation, but in terms of complex and indeed mutual inter-
ferences, which make all the meanings even more dynamic and unexpected. It
should be assumed that the Bible functions not only as a thesaurus of recog-
nizable idioms and topoi, but also an ideological context that could force the
shifts of meanings. In this perspective, the question of the “Bible in translation”
needs to be seen as a particularly significant factor in the process of transmit-
ting ideas and creating modern sense-making horizon.
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»Biblia w przekladzie
Bulgarska narracja o $w. Klemensie z Ochrydy w okresie migdzywojennym
a transfer idei nowoczesnych

STRESZCZENIE | W artykule poruszono kwestie roli tradycji biblijnej w transferze
i adaptacji idei nowoczesnosci na gruncie kultur prawostawnych. Przedmiotem namystu
jest narracja o $w. Klemensie z Ochrydy, najstynniejszym uczniu $w. §w. Cyryla i Meto-
dego, oraz jej literackie parafrazy z okresu miedzywojennego w Bulgarii — rozpatry-
wane w kontekécie modernistycznego odczyt(yw)ania Biblii, a takze ambiwalentnego
doswiadczenia sekularyzacji ze strony lokalnych elit intelektualnych.
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“Bible in Translation”:
Bulgarian Narratives About St. Clement of Ohrid in the Interwar Period
and the Transfer of Modern Ideas

SUMMARY | The paper raises the question of the role of Biblical tradition in the
transfer and adaptation of modern ideas in cultures rooted in Eastern-Orthodox tra-
dition. The subject of reflection is the narrative about St. Clement of Ohrid, the most
famous disciple of SS. Cyril and Methodius, and its various literary paraphrases during
the interwar period in Bulgaria, in the context of modernist reading of the Bible, as well
as the ambivalent experience of secularization among the local intellectual elites.
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