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Abstract

The issue of primacy divides Roman Catholic (RCC) and Serbian Orthodox Church
(SOC) in theological field. Painful historical heritage from Second World War is
also the great obstacle. Yugoslav atheistic state supported development of inter-
church relations in acceptable proportion that would increase national relations in
Yugoslav federation. It's fear related to possible “common front” against
ideological system. Regional inter—church relations were initiated by Vatican and
Pope Paul II, while SOC accepted it particularly in social field. Both agreed on
common responsibility for evangelization of atheistic society. The variety of
institutional forms of cooperation was also agreed, Common Commission for
dialogue of SOC Council and Yugoslav Bishop Conference, and Theological
Faculties Conferences in Post Second Vatican Council period. In post-conflict
Balkan Societies, RCC and SOC agreed to continue common activities towards
post-conflict rehabilitation and evangelization.
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Introduction

Being “officially internally” divided from the mid 11* and 16%
Century, Christian Church had faced many existential challenges. During
19t and 20* Century particularly Protestant churches initiated many
activities founding Ecumenical Movement, with the mission statement to
rebuild the Christian Unity through improved inter-church dialogue and
cooperation. From the mid 20" Century both Orthodox and Roman
Catholic Church officially started to consider themselves the pillar of that
process, promoting their own different positions and approaches.

Historical mission of the SOC implies the testimony and application
of original evangelic principles in given circumstances and time. Such
approach has general social, political, individual and psychological
character, encompassed in the concept of Svetosavlje as a philosophy of life.!
One of the most significant determinants of Svetosavlje is national, which
represents, above all, the framework and instrument for preservation of the
church, cultural and political identity and self-importance of Serbian
nation. From today’s perspective, it could be defined as qualitative factor of
the universal concept of pluralism. It is of utmost significance to emphasize
that national in this context had been considered just the historical form
within and through which spiritual and ecclesial is to be implemented in.
The Roman Catholic theologists testify that Saint Sava was church and
political missionary and peacemaker.2

On the other hand, the Roman Catholic Church (RCC) is
characterized by unificational and subjectivistic conception (dogma on papal
infallibility  or inerrancy) and more prominent hierarchical and
organizational structure, whose factors are the other Christian churches.? Its
ecclesiology is of critically universalistic character, thus it logically tends to

1 Jyctun Tlonosuh, ITpasocaasha upkea u exymenusam, Ceemocasve kao gurocopuja xusoma,
beorpaa: Manactup heanje ko Basesa, 2001, p. 32.

2 The titular Bishop of Bosnia Ivan Tonko Mrnavi¢ (XVII century), Aleksandar Donkovi¢,
Friar Andrija Kaci¢-Milosi¢, Ivo Pilar, PhD and Josip Smoldak (XX century), etc.

3 “Dogmatska konstitucija o Crkvi Lumen Gentium”, Dokumenti Drugog vatikanskog koncila,
Zagreb: Krsc¢anska sadasnjost, 1970, pp. 91-205.
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be applied at universal level. For the RCC, the Balkans is terra missionis and
antemurale christianitatis, which in the historical context crucially influence
the quality of its relations with the SOC. The Vatican generally acts towards
the “outside” world guided by church strategy of “dialogue in concentric
circles” (with Christians, other religions and atheists), by using “potentials”
of given political circumstances.

With the above outlined theological issue, the most sensitive points in
relation between the SOC and the RCC today are the events from the
Second World War, in which one part of the Roman Catholic clergy in “the
Independent State of Croatia” (ISC) participated in crimes towards clergy
and believers of the SOC, but also towards Roma, Jews and Croats not loyal
to pro-fascist regime, undoubtedly with the knowledge and approval of the
Vatican. Painful events and heritage place in front of the two Christian
churches the request for overcoming the problem through
acknowledgment, repentance and forgiveness, with necessary demarcation
of roles and responsibilities on the basis of universal “truth and justice”.
Then we could speak of the true inter-church dialogue with major results in a
broader interdisciplinary sense.

The Yugoslav State, RCC and SOC

The Church “management” and “melting pot” of the socialist
(communist)  Yugoslav  state generally implied control and
instrumentalization of religious for political purposes. In its relations with
its religious communities, the state was guided by atheistic and secular
premises, trying to exploit their peacemaking potential, in order to solve
the national issue and gain credibility for its ideological position.> By using
repressive methods (pressures, blackmails, intimidations and even
murders), and with the generally conciliatory position of the SOC,
immediately after the World War II the Yugoslav state achieved to establish
“cooperative” relationship with the SOC. In this regard, the RCC initially
advocated the extremely conflict position, by criticizing the state ideology

4 Marco Aurelio-Rivelli, L’Arcivescovo del genocidio, Milano: Kaos Edizioni, 1999, p. 35.

5 “Nudopmarnuja o ogHocy Karoamuke nipkse u apxase y CP Xpsarckoj”, beorpaa: Casesna
KoMucuja 3a éepcka numatrbd, mosepspuso, Apxus Jyrocaasuje, @ong 144, 24. janyap 1967, ¢.
102, xom. 655, 6p. 48.
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and its atheism. Generally, both churches had a marginal and secondary
position and role in Yugoslav society. The Yugoslav state supported the
establishment of inter-church cooperation, afraid from the possibility of
creation of “joint church front” that would threaten its ideological system.

With the Protocol on Regulation of Relations between Yugoslavia and
Vatican in 1966, and with the establishment of diplomatic relations in 1975
on personal initiative of the Pope Paul VI, the relations between Yugoslavia
and the RCC was increasingly gaining the form of cooperation and gradual
achievement of the Vatican interests.¢ Tito wanted the support from the
Vatican in promotion of the state at international level, while Rome has
sought a strategic expansion of religious and social influence of the RCC in
Yugoslavia.” The Yugoslav state was aware of that, with the tacit approval.
From the strategic point of view, it is obvious that political interests had a
secondary significance in relation to the church interests. In addition, in
relation to the events in “ISC”, the Yugoslav state acted in a “managerial”
way and irresponsible, de facto supporting the attempt of the RCC to
relativize the historical events and put them ad acts, in the name of
achieving the common vision of the future.

Vatican and SOC

In the development of relations with the SOC, the Vatican undertook
the multidimensional initiative and activities. As for war crimes, French
Cardinal Eugenio Tisserand and Bishop of Banja Luka Alfred Pihler have
personally admitted the involvement and responsibility of the RCC.s
However, the RCC has not officially distanced itself and condemned the
actions of one part of its members, which represents a great obstacle for the

¢ “Jenema ACUIT u Ambacagm y Pumy, Mraamjancka pedepaga”, Beorpaa: Casesna
KOMUCU]A 30 6epcKka numarea, IosepauBo, Apxus Jyrocaasuje, @onga 144, 14. okrodap 1965, ¢.
87, op. 333.

7 “3abeaemka o pasrosopy Vpeana Jasmha m mopeuko-mysackor Omckyma Ap AparyrtmiHa
Hesxmha”, Beorpaa: Penybauuka xomucuja 3a éepcka numaroa Xpeamcke, TIOBepbUBO, ApXUB
Jyrocaasuje, pong 144, 25. maj 1965, 6p. 08-112/1.

8 In early 1960s, Cardinal Tisserand visited Yugoslavia and its state leaders, and faced
ignoration by representatives of the RCC in Croatia. In his Christmas Epistle in 1963, Bishop
Pihler called the SOC for forgiveness of certain RCC’s actions, and proposed to his believers
rapprochement with the SOC.
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SOC. From the RCC’s perspective, a very important “mediating” role in the
development of relations with the SOC belongs to the Greek Catholic Church
(,Catholic Church” of Eastern Rite or the “Uniatic” Church). It is
important to know that the GCC acknowledges the primacy of the Pope and
the ecclesiastical jurisdiction of the RCC. The SOC, primarily from the
theological and historical reasons, such its position and role sees as an
obstacle for improving the relations with the RCC.

In the period after the Second Vatican Council (1962-65), the two
churches, however, shared a common consensus about the missionary
activities in the global secular and atheist regional circumstances, with a
readiness for dialogue and cooperation. In that sense, the Vatican supports
the idea of supranationality and gradual global integration of churches
through joint social activities (with the aim of evangelization), while the SOC
to larger extent was and still is theologically and “nationally” directed,
insisting on church criteria of dialogue and cooperation.

During consideration of the issue related to the establishment of the
dialogue with the RCC in the early 1960s, the Serbian church had in mind
the position of the Patriarchate of Constantinople as “the first in honour” in
the structure of the Orthodox Church. That is why it firstly initiated the
dialogue with the Patriarchate of Constantinople, in order to achieve the
principal consensus on the principles of dialogue with the RCC. The SOC
was of the opinion that dialogue must be based on respect for fundamental
principles of the Orthodox Church.® After that, it has also established the
direct dialogue with the RCC, whose emissary the Bishop Johan
Willebrands visited Belgrade five times between 1963 and 1969. During
these meetings, all essential issues were addressed related to relations
between the two churches - the papal primacy, postulates and outcomes of
the dialogue, appointing observers from the SOC to the Council,
“decentralization” of the RCC, etc.!” On that occasion, the Vatican sent a
direct invitation to the SOC to appoint an observer to the Council, although

® “Dekret o ekumenizmu i Istoénim katolickim crkvama®, Dokumenti Drugog vatikanskog
koncila, Zagreb: Krs¢anska sadasnjost, 1970, pp. 205-257.

10 IMucmo Ilarpujapxa I'epmana Ilatpujapxy Atunaropu”, beorpaa: Casesna xomucuja 3a
éepcxa numarba, IopepbuBo, Apxus Jyrocaasuje, PoHg 144, 28. anpua 1960, ¢. 64, xom, 512,
op. 30.

1 “Ananapuh mocetno Ilatpmjapxa T'epmana na Iberoso Tpaxeme”, beorpaa: Casesta
KoMucuja 3a éepcka numarea, Apxus Jyrocaasuje, Pong 144, 1962, . 64, xom. 492.
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it continued to favour the Patriarchate of Constantinople as the main
“partner”, which encouraged the “rivalry” among Orthodox churches. The
Assembly of the SOC held on 10 May 1963 passed a principal decision to
send its observers to the fourth session of he Council, based on previous
pan-Orthodox approval, authorizing the Synod of the SOC to make the
final decision on this matter.? The SOC had in mind that Greek Church
held irreconcilable attitude toward the RCC, as well as that observers from
the Russian Church had already been at the Council. By observing the
decisions of the Rhodos Orthodox conferences (1961-1964), the SOC
thought that each orthodox church should be left with a possibility to
deicide whether it will send observers (lower clergy and worldly
theologians), which would not oblige the other Orthodox churches.’ In this
sense, in May 1965, the Synod of the SOC obtained the final positions of
other Orthodox churches and the Yugoslav state. After that, the Synod
authorized Dr. Dusan Kasic and Professor Lazar Milin to attend the fourth
session of the Vatican Council as representatives of the SOC."s They passed
on the SOC’s position to Cardinal Bea, according to which the main
obstacle for the improvement of relations between the two churches was
the spread of the RCC’s influence (“Uniatism”) at the SOC’s expense in the
contiguous areas (above all in Croatia).’® Kasic and Milin concluded that
convergence of the two churches in the theological field can not be expect
in the near future, but that their dialogue was useful in the broader social,
socio-charitable and peacemaking terms, given the secularist global
tendencies.

12# JokymenT Apxujepejckor Cabopa CIIL”, beorpaa: AC, 20/3ar. 57, 1963.

13 “3abeaemka o mpujeMy wmurtporoanta JamackmHa u emmckora Ppymmha Kog
npeacegunka Mome Mapkosuha”, beorpaa: Casesna wxomucuja 3a 6epcka numarba,
rroBepAuBO, Apxus Jyrocaasuje, Pong 144, 23. HoseMmOap 1964, . 77, 6p. 519.

4 “Vudopmannja o npujemy Ilarpujapxa I'epmana o4 crpaHe mpeacedHnka MmayTtnHa
Mopaue”, beorpaa: Casesia komucuja 3a éepcka numarod, IOBepaUBO, Apxus Jyrocaasuje,
Dong 144, 23. centemOap 1965, ¢. 86, op. 295.

15 “Aenerma ACUIT m Ambacagu y Pumy, Mraamjancka pedepaga”, Beorpas: Casesta
KoMucuja 3a éepcka numatrod, Iosepbuso, Apxus Jyrocaasuje, Pong 144, 14. oxrobap 1965, ¢.
87, 6p. 333.

16 “Jfraaujancka pedepasa-Tekcr Aereme ambacaau COPJ y Pumy”, beorpaa: Casesna
KoMucuja 3a éepcka numarea, Mosepbuso, Apxus Jyrocaasuje, Pong 144, 25. nopembap 1965,
. 87, 6p. 362/1.
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During the 1980s, Patriarch German maintained permanent contacts
with the representatives of the Nunciature in Belgrade. He also had a
meeting with the Vatican State Secretary Cardinal Casaroli in early 1985,
when they agreed on starting the dialogue between the two churches at
regional level in Yugoslavia. The later establishment of the Joint Commission
for Dialogue between the BCY and the SOC Synod, as regional form of
transformation of global “dialogue of love” into theological dialogue,
should be considered as a consequence of this principal agreement.

In the period of Patriarch Pavle (1990-2010), despite the socio-political
crisis and the war in former Yugoslavia, the SOC continued to insist, above
all, on respect for universal Christian principles. Rome invited its
representatives to the Synod of European Roman Catholic Bishops at the
end of 1991, in order to examine the issues related to evangelization of the
continent in the changed social, political and economic circumstances. At
the same time, the Pope John Paul II and the RCC have, through the
Yugoslav state authorities, started an initiative for establishing the direct
dialogue between the Vatican and the SOC.7 Although the SOC’s Synod
“persuaded” its two representatives to travel to the Synod in Rome, the
SOC’s Council, on its extra session in November 1991, decided that “for
now” the dialogue with the RCC should be postponed, stating as reasons
the war between Croats and Serbs, the positions of the Zagreb Cardinal
Franjo Kuharic and certain members of the RCC in Croatia on causes of the
war, proselytistic actions of “Uniates” in Orthodox countries, as well as
principal positions of the Pope John Paul II on all presented issues.® The
position of the SOC had theological and ethical basis, but it also
represented the diplomatic “defeat” in terms of direct presence and
testifying its own positions.

In war circumstances, both churches have instigated a number of
peace initiatives, with mutual consent that war is not a religious, but
political category. However, they differed in terms of understanding of the
causes of war, especially in terms of desirable political forms for

17 “TIncmo Ambacagopa Conmjaaucruake PegepatusHe Perrydauke Jyrocaasuje Ap Vsurie
Mamrtpyko Iberosoj Cseroctu Ilatpujapxy cprickom I'ocrioanny Ilasay”, Beorpaa: Apxus
Cunooa CIIL], 30. maj 1991, Op. 1111.

18 “TIncmo Ilarpujapxa cprckor I'ocrtoguna Ilasaa Hberosoj Ceetoctu ITamm Josany ITasay
11, beorpaa: Apxus Cunoda CIIL], 26. Hosembap 1991, 6p. 2865.



108 Marko Nikoli¢, Ana Jivoc-Lazi¢

overcoming the conflicts. Undoubtedly, the RCC has supported the
dissolution of Yugoslavia, advocating the respect for the principle of self-
determination of its nations, above all in terms of gaining independence of
republics within their existing borders that were set up by the authoritarian
atheistic (communist) regime after the Second World War. On the other
hand, the SOC firstly supported the idea of preservation of Yugoslav
Federation, probably pretending to save one state territory on which all
Serbian Orthodox believers in the region would continue to live in. When it
was no longer possible due to international political position and reasons,
SOC clearly supported the importance of full respect of the rights to self-
determination of all Yugoslav citizens, regardless of borders that were
previously set up by the authoritarian atheistic regime. In this context, it
was noticeable that the RCC tended to build “the future” on “new realistic
basis”, while the SOC expected all declarative principles that were
advocated by the Pope and the RCC to be fully implemented in practice.
SOC generally stated that the universal right of self-determination,
previously given to other Yugoslav nations (Slovenians, Croats and
Bosnians) by the International Community, should also be given to Serbs in
Former Yugoslavia. In that context, it is of importance to underline that
SOC took critical position towards the regimes in Croatia (pro-fascist) and
Serbia (atheistic, authoritarian and violent). Such position pretended to be
much more ethical then nationalist one.

Despite the fact that the SOC delegation did not arrive in Rome,
Patriarch Pavle stressed that it didn’t mean it was rejection of the dialogue
with the RCC, pleading Pope John Paul to receive the Episcopal delegation
of the SOC for “immediate, fraternal, inter-church dialogue on all
presented issues”.’ He wanted to directly confront the essence of the
problem related to the development of the dialogue, while the RCC
remained faithful to the universalistic approach, according to which there
was not much space for regional problems. There were extremely negative
reactions within the SOC regarding the development of the dialogue with
the RCC, especially by some episcopes and the Church’s “basis”.

Due to theological and political reasons, representatives of the SOC
did not attend prayer meetings in Assisi in 1986 and 1993, whose “patron”
was the RCC, because of the presence of representatives of numerous

19 Jbidem.
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world religions. Yugoslav state has, through the academic Stipcevi¢ and
president of the FRY, Mr Dobrica Cosi¢, tried to influence the SOC in terms
of an urgent meeting between Pope and Patriarch.? Therefore, in March
1993 the SOC’s Synod “persuaded” Metropolitan of Montenegro and the
Littoral Amfilohije and Episcope Irinej of Backa to visit Pope John Paul II.2!
The meeting took place in early April the same year, which was the first
meeting between high representatives of the SOC and the Pope in the last
700 years. On that occasion, a principal agreement was reached to establish
a direct contact through a permanent representative of the SOC in Rome. It was
also agreed to organize a meeting between Pope and Patriarch, based on
the decision of the SOC’s Synod and the approval of other Orthodox
churches.?> Cooperation between the two churches in cultural field was
defined as important aspect and contribution to the development of new
European relations.? It is important to know that the RCC was not directly
requesting a meeting between Pope and Patriarch, but mostly indirectly,
through the Yugoslav state. Through eventual meeting of the two primates,
the Vatican wanted to gain broader Christian legitimacy of its actions,
while the Yugoslav state asked for the Vatican’s support in promotion of its
difficult position in international relations (lifting of sanctions against FRY).
Patriarch Pavle approached this issue based on the consent of all Orthodox
churches (Decision of the Orthodox Primates in 1992), taking into account
the positions of both the SOC’s episcopes and believers and Yugoslav state.

SOC AND RCCIN YUGOSLAVIA

The quality of relations between the two churches in Yugoslavia was
significantly conditioned by the fundamental theological disagreements
(papal primacy), painful historical heritage and strong influence and

20 “TIncmo Hukme Crurraesnha, ywaana CAHY un ynpasnuka bubdanoreke CAHY Iberosoj
Cseroctu Ilatpujapxy cprckom I'ocnioamny Ilasay 26. aerembpa y 8 catu yjyrpy”, Bpao
xutHO, beorpaa: Apxus Curoda CIIL], 29. aertemOap 1992, Op. 4244.

2 “Cepnnnia Ceetor Apxujepejckor Cunoga CIILT 25. mapra 1993”7, beorpaa: Apxus Cunoda
CIIL], 1993, 6p. 974/3am. 693a.

2 Neaeranmja CpIicke IIpaBOCAaBHe I[PKBe pasropapasa ca IIOrdaBapoM PuMokaroamdake
upkse Ilanmom Josanom Ilasaom II—Ilama mspasmo >keay Aa ce CycpeTHe ca HaIluM
ITarpujapxom”, Beorpaa: Ilpasocaasne, ceec. 627, 1. maj 1993, pp. 1-3.

2 “ Nokyment Apxusa Cunoga CIIL1”, Beorpaa: 13. cenrembap 1993, 6p. 2111/3arm. 2011.



110 Marko Nikoli¢, Ana Jivoc-Lazi¢

guidance of the Yugoslav state. In this case also, the RCC was undertaking
open initiative, while the principal reservation of the SOC was a result of its
difficult personnel and financial position. It was additionally burdened by
“uncooperative” acts of the RCC and Yugoslav state, especially in
Dalmatia, Slavonia and Macedonia.

In accordance with the guidelines of the Second Vatican Council,
through the Decree on Ecumenism from 1974, the Yugoslav bishops have
requested the improvement of relations with the SOC, based on common
denominators and respect for differences. However, the declaratively
promoted tolerance, coexistence and “equality” have not been properly
implemented in practice.?* In this fact, the SOC saw an insincere intention,
so the SOC’s Assembly passed the decision in 1964 by which the contact
with the RCC could be maintained only through its authorized church
representatives. However, through the state influence, some higher and
lower representatives of the SOC did maintain contact with the RCC, on
which the SOC’s top management was not informed. In the period after the
Council, representatives of the RCC in Yugoslavia sought solely
“clarification” of the dogma of papal “infallibility” and the primacy of the
Roman jurisdiction. They further affirmed their position by appointing
Archbishop of Zagreb Seper for Cardinal in 1965. In Yugoslavia, they were
highly active in pastoral, socio-charitable, educational and publishing
activity. They wused the “deductive-theological” and organizational-
institutional approach, establishing Ecumenical Commissions on the level
of the Bishops” Conference of Yugoslavia (BCY) and certain dioceses.

In regional relations, the Serbian Church maintained to insist on
solving of all issues on the basis of original Christian values and principles,
within the framework of theological dialogue. The subject of its criticism was
the dogma on papal primacy and Roman jurisdiction, as well as the RCC’s
tendency for expanding its influence at the expense of the SOC.» However,
it remained faithful to “friendly” dialogue with the RCC, due to pastoral

2 “IIndopmariuja o ogHocy Karoamuxe npxse u ap>xase y CP Xparckoj”, beorpaa. Casesta
KoMucuja 3a éepcka numaroa, Mosepauso, Apxus Jyrocaasuje, Pong 144, 24. janyap 1967, ¢.
102, xom. 655, Op. 48.

% Baagumup Adaxuh, “Kaxko ce Ha 3amagy 3aMuIilba IIOHOBHO yjeAumserse llpkasa”,
bBeorpaa: Casesna xomucuja 3a eepcka numaroa, Apxus Jyrocaasuje, poua 144, 1962, ¢. 64,
koM. 516.
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reasons and promotion of Christian values in social life.* That is why its
approach can be called a form of church policy of missionary character. The
RCC also wanted the similar things, through principal conciliation and
promotion of the common future based on Christian responsibility, with
full respect for its “dogmatic-pyramidal” conception of the Christian
Church’s structure. In May 1968, the SOC’s Assembly passed the decision
that the SOC “would not be able to accept the dialogue with the RCC
before the RCC in practice demonstrate that it has renounced its former
relationship and methods towards the Orthodox Church, especially in the
implementation of the Uniatism”.?” In that period, priority for the SOC was
the dialogue with Anglicans, Old Catholics, Lutherans and pre-
Chalcedonian churches.? Moreover, the SOC’s top management was facing
the need to bridge the gap between the readiness to dialogue with the RCC
and the reserved attitude of its church “base”. The Vatican and the Pope
Paul VI have also maintained the “parallel” connections with “the
Macedonian Orthodox Church” (MOC), which represented a serious
obstacle for the SOC.

In Yugoslavia, the RCC has initiated contacts between higher and
lower clergy of the two churches, especially in inter-religious and
multinational environments, most often during church holidays.?
Therefore, in May 1966, the SOC’s Assembly “warned” its priests about
“the increased activity of the RCC among Orthodox population”,
emphasizing that official positions on relations between the SOC and the
RCC are only those presented by the authorized high representatives of the
SOC.» In this context, the ban imposed by the SOC’s Synod should be
understood, by which priests cannot, without its approval, “until further

2% JloxkymeHnT Apxmsa Cunoga CIIL”, beorpaa: 10. cenremOap 1963, Op. 2842.

27 “ Nokyment Apxujepejckor Cabopa CITLI”, Beorpaa: 1963, 20/3am. 57.

28 “ lokymenT Apxusa Cunoga CIILL”, Beorpaa: 22. aeniembap 1968, 6p. 3474/3am. 759.

2 “Ogjex Konmmackux maeja y semau”, 3arped: Penybdauuka xomcuja 3a éepcka numarba
Xpsamcike, mosepduBo, Apxus Jyrocaasuje, Poug 144, 5. mapt 1966, ¢. 93, 6p. 94.

3 “IIndopmariuja o pasy peaoBHOT 3acedarba Apxujepejckor cabopa CIIL] og 11. a0 23. maja
1966”, beorpaa: Casesta xomucuja 3a éepcka numatba, Iosepbuso, Apxus Jyrocaasuje, PoHA
144, 1966, ¢. 95, 6p. 261/1.
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notice” maintain contact with the RCC.3! The Yugoslav authorities were
stressing that the lower clergy of the SOC comes into contacts
“spontaneously”, while the RCC does the same thing knowing exactly
what it wants to achieve.? The SOC’s reserved attitude was largely causing
the direct interference and pressure by the Yugoslav state.

Throughout this process, the RCC saw itself as a corrective guide of
joint activization of the two churches, with obvious, but cautious
affirmation of its religious principles.® It pointed to the mutual
responsibility of the two churches for inadequate “ecumenical” results,
relativizing only the theological approach. It affirmed “universalistic
melting pot” of various factors (theological, social and political). Political
guidelines of the RCC, which were of de-ideologizing character and the
later support to the disintegration of Yugoslavia, should be understood
within this context.

Croatia and Slovenia

The painful historical heritage and subtle attempts to “convert” the
SOC’s believers into the RCC, with the passive observation of the Yugoslav
state, have determined the quality of the post-Council relations between the
SOC and the RCC in Croatia. The Roman Church defended its
“expansionism” with the need for joint fight against atheism. Given its very
difficult situation regarding personnel and finances, the SOC could find its
“ally” only in the Yugoslav authorities, which can explain its affirmative
and cooperative relation with the state. The SOC expected the support in
accomplishing the proclaimed principle of church pluralism, and
improvement of its difficult position in Dalmatia and Slavonia. Otherwise
being “socially forced” to large extent, SOC’s close collaboration with the

31 “IIndopmariuja o ogHocy Karoamuxke npxse u ap>xase y CP Xparckoj”, beorpaa: Casesta
KoMucuja 3a éepcka numatrbd, mosepspuso, Apxus Jyrocaasuje, @ong 144, 24. janyap 1967, ¢.
102, xom. 655, 6p. 48.

2 “ladopManmja O HEKMM acleKTuMa CTamba M /JeJoBaiba BEepCKUX 3ajedHMIIa Y
Jyrocaasuju”, beorpaa. Casesra xomucuja 3a éepcka numarba, Apxus Jyrocaasuje, Pong, 144,
13. janyap 1970, Casesna ckymmruna, Oa60p 3a yHyTparimy moantuxy, ¢. 120, 6p. SL.

3 Frane Frani¢, , Progresizam ili revizionizam u Crkvi”, Zagreb: Glas Koncila, sves. 496, sv. 1,
januar 1983, pp. 1-4.
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authorities undoubtedly has to be criticised, at least from the theological
point of view.

The RCC again used its centralistic and “deductive-educational”
approach in improving relations with the SOC, especially in the Diocese of
Dakovo (Bishop Bauerlein). A more open and closer relation between
Bishop and Episcope was achieved in Istra. Very significant contribution to
the development of relations between the two churches was the meeting
between Patriarch German and Cardinal Seper in Sremski Karlovci in April
1968, which was initiated by Pope Paul VI, guided by the need for mutual
social engagement of churches.* Even then, the SOC’s “basis” observed
such tendencies in the relations between the two churches with a dose of
reserve. During the meeting of the Archbishop of Zagreb (later Cardinal)
Kuhari¢ and Patriarch German in Belgrade in November 1975, the
convergence of the two churches was generally agreed, on the basis of
common theological denominators, through socio-charitable activity, for
the purpose of evangelization of Yugoslav society. For a longer period of
time, the key guideline in improvement of relations will be the sentence by
Patriarch German in Jasenovac in September 1984: “Brothers, we must
forgive, but not forget”. This message was obviously left as a guideline to
the SOC and its believers, to live within the spirit of tolerance with
members of the RCC, indirectly appealing to the conscience of
masterminds and executors of crimes in “the ISC”. Since then, the SOC has
continued to insist on respect for Christological criteria in development of
relations, while the RCC was putting a greater emphasis on reducing
problems to social level. In comparison with the RCC, such SOC position
and approach seems to be more theological then social and “missionary”
one.

The opposing positions of the two churches were particularly evident
at political level in the early 1990s, which caused the “credibility” of
theological discrepancies. Pressures, intimidations, threats and murders
during the 1990s, have largely influenced the representatives of the SOC to
understand the war in Croatia as existential and defensive, which could in
practice ensure respect for the principle of self-determination also in case of

% ,Cycper cprckor marpujapxa I'epmana ca xapanuaaom Illemepom—rpehnm yoBekom
PumoxaTtoanuxe npxse”, beorpaa: IIpasocaasve, ceec. 27, anpua 1968, crp. 1-4.
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Serbian people in Croatia.® This SOC’s position was largely influenced by
both Croatian regime and benevolent attitude of the major part of the RCC
in Croatia towards its nature and actions. At the session of the Synod of
European Bishops in Rome in 1991, Croatian bishops in one-sided way
presented the causes and the consequences of the conflict in this republic,
which proved to be a new obstacle to dialogue between the two churches.
In that period, joint activity of the two churches was reduced to peace
initiative of Patriarch Pavle and Cardinal Kuhari¢ during their two
meetings in Slavonia and Sremski Karlovci in 1991. Both churches have
advocated for finding a “fair” solution, but did not to the same extent act in
accordance with their principal agreement.?s SOC continued unsuccess
fully to call International Community and Croatian Government to allow
return of more then 250 000 serbian orthodox refugees in Croatia expelled
during and after the war. Normalization of relations was achieved by
Patriarch Pavle’s visit to Zagreb in March 1999, when the significance of
evangelizational engagement of both churches was brought back to
attention, especially in the post-conflict societies.”” However, the SOC in
Croatia has continued to face the strong influence of Croatian state and
existential challenge (situation in Dalmatia Eparchy, attempt to revive the
“Croatian Orthodox Church”), which, above all, go in favour of the RCC’s
interests.

Somewhat better climate in relations between the two churches in
Slovenia was a result of positive historical heritage, above all, support that
was provided to Slovenian people by the SOC and its believers in the First
and the Second World War. The SOC again remained consistent with its
theological-deductive approach, and the RCC to a greater extent to its
social-inductive approach. Again, the major point of disagreement was the
Roman Catholic concept of papal primacy. Qualitative contribution to the
progress in improving relations between the two churches at the regional
level was an agreement between Patriarch German and Archbishop of
Ljubljana Pogacnik in 1968 on the establishment of cooperation between

% ,Caomnmreme ca pedoBHOT 3acegama Csetor Apxujepejckor Cabopa Cpricke IIpasocaasne
Llpxse 04 9. 20 24. maja“, beorpaa: I'nachux Cpncke Ilampujapuiuje, 1991, ctp. 110-111.

% “Tlopyka jasHocTi Ceetor Apxujepejckor Cadopa CIILL”, beorpaa: AC, maj 1995, 6p. 70.

% Mommup Aeunh, ,Ilatpujapx cpricku IlaBae y mocetn Emapxujn sarpe6auko—ny0./baHCKO]
n nieae VMraanje”, beorpaa: I'nacrux Cpnexe Iampujapuiuje, 1999, pp. 65-68.
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religious press.® They have reached agreement in terms of significance of
joint information and educational activities, above all cooperation between
the editorial boards of religious journals (annual meetings), which have
established cooperation with both the Bishop’s Conference of Yugoslavia
(BCY) and the SOC’s Assembly Commission. In this way, a certain regional
and institutional “ecumenical network” was created, which would later
result in establishment of cooperation between the Theological Faculties n
Ljubljana, Zagreb and Belgrade.

Bosnia and Herzegovina

Inter-church relations had a special significance in the multi-
confessional and multi-ethnic Bosnia and Herzegovina. That is why the
Yugoslav state paid a special attention to them, encouraging the
improvement of relations. Again, the RCC has launched the initiative in
relation to the SOC, which in this case responded in somewhat “more
open” way.

Examples of the best relations between the representatives of the two
churches in Yugoslavia were Episcope of Banja Luka Andrej Frusi¢ and
Bishop Alfred Pihler.® In his Christmas Greeting in 1964, the Bishop called
the RCC’s believers to reconcile and unite with the SOC, acknowledging
the responsibility of one part of the RCC for war crimes. He asked and
asked the SOC and its believers for forgiveness.® The Bishop was actively
involved in providing certain financial aid from Rome for the construction
of the Orthodox Church in Banja Luka. At theological level, he too was
unrelenting, insisting on joint social action of the churches, for the purpose
of evangelization of Bosnian society. However, he was more “flexible”
regarding the interpretation and implementation of the concept of papal

3% Pagomup Paxmh, ,Cprckor Ilarpujapxa mocetno aydpbaHcKn Haabmckym”, Beorpaa:
IIpasocaas.ve, csec. 39, HopeMOap 1968, p. 1.

¥ Vadopmanmja o opraHmsanmju u cramy oanoca ca CIIII y CP buX”, Capajeso:
Penybauuxa womucuja sa éepcka numaroa buX, nmosepsuso, Apxus Jyrocaasuje, Pong 144,
1969, ¢. 118, 6p. 04-127/1.

4 Bozi¢na poslanica biskupa banjaluckog Pihlera”, Banja Luka, Biskupski ordinarijat
Banjaluke, 1963, br. 1269.
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primacy.# Over time, the SPC’s Metropolitans Nektarije and Vladislav of
Dabar-Bosnia have established good relationships with their Roman
Catholic colleagues. The same partially stands for episcopes and bishops in
Herzegovina.

The socio-political crisis and war have influenced the deterioration of
relations between the two churches. The two churches were dived by a
different understanding of the causes of war and ways to overcome it. In
1992 and 1993, Bosnian bishops even asked their colleagues in the world for
support for military intervention of the international community against
Bosnian Serbs. Representatives of the Serbian Orthodox Church, however,
considered that call for war cannot bring peace.2 Patriarch Pavle, Cardinal
of Zagreb Kuhari¢ and Cardinal of Sarajevo Pulji¢ signed the Sarajevo
Declaration in 1994, requesting from all parties in the conflict to cease the
war immediately. High representatives of both churches in Bosnia and
Herzegovina were continuously stressing that the war was not religious
but political, with indisputable presence of religious elements. The
cooperation between the two churches in the post-war period was
institutionalized within the framework of the Inter-Religious Council of
Bosnia and Herzegovina, which promotes reconciliation and establishment of
the rule of law and affirmation of the principle of religious pluralism. It
represents a body of consulting character, which by now has had the
declarative results. Also, episcopes and bishops met on regular basis in the
period from 1998 to 2000 (Tuzla, Banja Luka and Sarajevo), promoting
reconciliation, return of displaced persons, the need to establish the rule of
law and the practical realization of the concept of “unity in diversity” as a
primary objective of inter-church dialogue in Bosnia and Herzegovina.®

4 Alfred Pihler, , Katolici i Pravoslavni-sjedinjenje ili zajednistvo?”, Zagreb: Glas Koncila,
knj. 14, sves. 434, jul 1980, str. 14-17.

42 “Tlmcmo mpaBocaaBHe cpricke Mwurponoamje  3arpebauko—syObaHcke  CpeToM
Apxujepejckom Cunogy CIIL”, 3arpe6: Mumponoiuja sazpeoauxo—vyd.rarcka CIIL, 1. mapT
1993, 3arpe0, 6p. 48.

# Niko Iki¢, Ekumenske studije i dokumenti—Izbor ekumenskih dokumenata Katolicke i Pravoslavne
Crkve s propratnim komentarima, Sarajevo: Vrhbosanska katolicka teologija, 2003.
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Serbia, Montenegro and Macedonia

The ideal of proclaimed church pluralism and “equality” was
achieved in Serbia owing mostly to the position of the Yugoslav state and
the tolerant attitude of the SOC towards the RCC. Here, unlike the other
parts of Yugoslavia, a certain reserve of the RCC caused by its minority
position was noticeable. Lower clergy of the SOC was showing a reserve in
terms of the final results of relations” development, not questioning the
importance of the social cooperation. The problem was the affirmation of
the Greek Catholic Church’s position by the RCC, which has appointed the
Greek Catholic Prelate Bukatko to the position of the Archbishop of
Belgrade. For the SOC, that was an open obstacle for the improvement of
relations.*

Representatives of the churches wanted primarily to meet and get to
know each other, in circumstances when in the mid-1980s Rome decided to
carry out the territorial reorganization of the RCC in Serbia. Dioceses of
Subotica and Zrenjanin entered the newly formed Metropolitanate of
Belgrade. In multi-confessional Vojvodina, particularly active was the
Diocese of Subotica, with substantial support from the Apostolic
Nunciature in Belgrade. It particularly insisted on cooperation in the
cultural field.* Patriarch German and the SOC supported the launching of
the Commission for dialogue of the BCY and the SOC’s Assembly, because the
theological dialogue has remained the focal point of their inter-church
relations.

In war period, the RCC in Serbia faced certain pressures and threats,
however, not even close to those faced by the SOC in Croatia. The RCC was
mainly trying to preserve its own position, receiving comprehensive support
from the SOC (the case of occupied RCC’s parish in Sabac, mediation of
Patriarch Pavle and the SOC in finding the imprisoned Franciscan priest in

# “IIndopmariuja o nocetu Vsacaancry ap I'abpujeaa bukartka, Haabuckyma 6eorpagckor,
Ha gaH 9. cenirembpa 1969. roaune”, Pum: CCHUII, Msacaancmeo CDP] npu Ceemoj Cmoruu,
nosep.puso, 12. cenrrembap 1969, 6p. 179.

% “IIndopmariuja o mocetu rpote Beceauna Ilerposrha Komucuju Bojsoanue”, Hosu Caa:
Komucuja sa sepcxa numaroa AIl Bojéodune, mosepanuso, Apxus Jyrocaasuje, Pong 144, 3. Maj
1968, ¢. 110, 6p. 179.
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Bosnia etc.) and high state authorities, such as Dobrica Cosi¢’s support to
Archbishop Perko.* In the post-war period, during the initiated theological
dialogue, all the differences came to the surface, but they did not
deteriorate the very good relations between the clergy of both churches,
and the RCC was pointing out that it was satisfied with its social and legal
status in Serbia.*”

In the case of Montenegro, it can be concluded that the relations
between the two churches were positively influenced by a specific social
climate and historical heritage, in terms of positive contribution of the
tradition. After the Council, the RCC advocated too “open” approach to the
SOC in some places, which caused the SOC’s reservations. Especially good
relations were established in Boka Kotorska, where clergy and believers
met on almost every holiday-related occasion.®® At theological level, the
RCC’s approach was also very consistent and centralistic. An example of
the existence of two churches with two altars in Sutomore, in which
believers often encountered, remains the highest level of “theological and
practical” cooperation between the two churches in the former Yugoslavia.
Again, the SOC continued to insist on theological criteria for improvement
of relations with the RCC.

In Macedonia, the Vatican has had an objective interest to support the
“autocephality of the Macedonian Orthodox Church” (MOC) as a
precondition for expanding its influence in this Republic. Bishop of Skopje
Cekada has established a direct relationship with Metropolitan Dositej only
when Metropolitan became an open actor of the schism with the SOC,
which indicates that the RCC de facto supported “the separation of the
MOC” from the canonical structure of the SOC.# This fact represented a
significant problem for the SOC. In fact, the Yugoslav state played the key
role by representing the “link” between Pope Paul VI and high

4 @pann Ilepko, ,,Obae Hema Oyayhnoctn”, beorpaa: Beueprou Aucm, 25. cerrrem0bap 1993,
str. 25.

47 Belgrade Archbishop Perko has publicly emphasized this.

8 “Jenema ACUIT u Ambacagu y Pumy, VMraamjancka pedepasa”, beorpaa: Casesta
KoMucuja 3a éepcka numatrod, Iosepbuso, Apxus Jyrocaasuje, Pong 144, 14. oxrobap 1965, ¢.
87, 6p. 333.

#  Vadopmanmja o koHTaKTMMa Murtponoanra Jdocuteja ca npeacrasHuinMa Katoanuake
npkse”, Cxorgje: Penyoiuuxa xomucuja 3a éepcka numarba Maxedorije, TIOBepAUBO, ApXUB
Jyrocaasuje, ®ong 144, 19. janyap 1965, . 84, 6p. 21, AD.
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representatives of “the MOC”. At the same time, the Vatican was hiding all
contacts and meetings with the representatives of the “MOC” from the
SOC.® Rome obviously thought that the separation process of the MOC
should start “from below”, where the crucial role was given to the political
factor, above all the Yugoslav state. Yugoslavian bishops were entirely
following the Vatican’s position and approach.

Inter-Faculty Theological Symposia (1974-1990)

Since the mid-1970s, the two churches have established cooperation
between the Theological Faculties as a form of educational and institutional
attempt to review the most important theological issues, with the aim of
creating a basis for a common practical and pastoral activity in Yugoslav
society. Again, the SOC stayed loyal to its own “theological-deductive”
approach, and the RCC to its unificational-integrative and social
approach.> The faculties’ cooperation represented the regional-educational
aspect of theological dialogue between the two churches. In this context,
communal prayers were practiced, where participants at Symposium met
and became acquainted with each other. The initial “ecumenical
enthusiasm” of the RCC in the early 1980s has evolved into seeing the
differences “in the essentials”, whereas the political factor began to
crucially influence the course of theological dialogue. Political
disagreements in the early 1990s caused the Theological Faculty in Zagreb
to leave the active inter-faculty cooperation.

50 “lokymeHT PerryOamuke KoMucHje 3a Bepcka nuTama MakegoHuje”, mosep.auso, Ckorje:
Apxwus Jyrocaasuje, Pong 144, 11. jya 1966, ¢. 94, 6p. 02-130/1.

51 ITpBM CMMIIO3MjyM IIpaBOCAABHMX M PUMOKATOAMYKMX TeoaAora Jyrocaasuje”, beorpaa:
IIpasocaasve, ceec. 182, 15. oxrobap 1974, crp. 8-11.

52 Niko Ikié, Ekumenske studije i dokumenti—Izbor ekumenskih dokumenata Katolicke i Pravoslavne
Crkve s propratnim komentarima, ibidem, str. 243-244.
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Joint Commission for Dialogue between the SOC’S Assembly and
the Bishop’s Conference of Yugoslavia (BCY)

The most significant level and form of cooperation between the SOC
and the RCC is certainly the attempt of the two churches’ leaders in the late
1980s to institutionalize contacts and meetings through the Joint
Commission for Dialogue between the SOC’s Assembly and the BCY.
Again, the initiative came from the BCY and its representative Cardinal
Kuhari¢, and was accepted by the SOC and Patriarch German as
“evangelical imperative”.>® The SOC has openly and sincerely presented to
the RCC all obstacles to the dialogue: responsibility of one part of the RCC
for the events in war, new discrimination of the SOC in Croatia, as well as
partiality of the RCC in terms of events on Kosovo and Metohija and
situation with “the MOC”.>* The RCC’s answer to all these was diplomatic
and pragmatic, with an open tendency for relativization of historical for the
purpose of turning to the future. Besides insisting on the need for
evangelization in Yugoslavia, there were no clearer counter-arguments.>®
Such, for the SOC, largely ignorant position of RCC’s regarding the most
important issues, has caused the resistance of some episcopes of the SOC
and postponement of the scheduled session of the Joint Commission.
During the war, the Commission was not active.

Its first meeting (this time between the SOC’s Assembly and the
Bishops” Conference of Croatia and Slovenia) was held in Zagreb in
November 1998, and the second one in Novi Sad in February 2000, when it
was generally agreed that cooperation between the two churches should be
based on mutual respect for identity and freedom, with a strong pastoral-
missionary responsibility and the need for a joint socio-charitable social

% “TTucmo Csetor Apxwujepejckor Cabopa CIILI Ilpeaceanuky Buckyncke xondepeniiuje
Jyrocaasuje ap ®pamu Kyxapuhy”, beorpaa: Apxus Cunoda CIIL], 9. HoBembap 1989, 6p.
2804/3am. 1312.

5t Ibidem.

% ,Pismo katolicke Biskupske konferencije Jugoslavije i njenog predsjednika Kardinala
Franje Kuharica, nadbiskupa zagrebackog, Njegovoj Svetosti Patrijarhu srpskom Germanu”,
Zagreb: Biskupska konferencija Jugoslavije, 30. listopad 1989, br. 323.
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approach.®® Agreement was reached on a joint contribution to the return of
displaced persons (especially in Croatia), as well as the need to engage in
the field of mixed marriages.>”

Conclusion

The issue of papal primacy (his infallibility or “inerrancy”) and Roman
jurisdiction at theological level, and painful historical heritage from the
World War II at practical level, represent the key obstacles in the process of
improvement of relations between the RCC and the SOC. Therefore, they
are aware of existential significance of their cooperation in social field. In
the post-Council period (1962-65), the Yugoslav state has encouraged the
improvement of their relations, starting from the interest of overcoming
national antagonisms in the Yugoslav Federation. At the same time, the
Yugoslav state was trying to achieve the full control over the inter-church
cooperation, afraid of the possible creation of a “joint church front” against
its ideological system. Over time, its policy was increasingly “going in
favour” of the RCC’s interests.

The establishment of regional relations between the two churches in
Yugoslavia was initiated by the Vatican and Pope Paul VI, as an important
aspect of the global “dialogue of love” between the two churches, which
was expected to evolve into theological dialogue. In circumstances of
theological disagreements, painful historical experience and atheistic
environment, the RCC and the SOC have managed to agree on the need for
joint social action, aiming at evangelization of the society. The evangelization
implied the pastoral and the socio-charitable activity and responsibility.
The RCC displayed the initiative again, often relativizing the theological
and the historical for the purpose of improving relations. The SOC’s
approach remained primarily theological, as well as socially responsible,
taking into account the pan-Orthodox, international and domestic political
factors.

The most important form of institutionalized cooperation between the
two churches in Yugoslavia is the Joint Commission for Dialogue between

% ,,Cycper Komucnja 3a aujaaor Csetor Apxujepejckor Cabopa CIILI 1 XpBaTcke OMCKyIICKe
xkoHpepen1uje”, beorpaa: I'acrux Cpncke IMampujapuiuje, 2000, str. 62.
57 Ibidem.
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the SOC’s Assembly and the BCY, formed in late 1980s. In this regard, of
great importance was the educational cooperation between Theological
Faculties in Ljubljana, Zagreb and Belgrade (1974-1990), with joint activities
related to religious press in the country.

The war years have significantly jeopardized all the results achieved
through inter-church activities. Political factor from the early 1990s caused
the more open disagreement between the two churches in terms of viewing
the causes of the war and concrete proposals for overcoming conflict.
Cooperation between the churches became more intensive in the post-war
period, in which they openly demonstrate responsibility and initiative in
terms of improving relations, in order to contribute qualitatively to
overcoming the negative legacy of the past and the region’s “true”
integration.
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npeacrasHuniuma Karoamuke mpkse”, (1965), in Penyoauuka
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KOMUCUJA 34 éepcka numared, IOBeppUBO, Apxus Jyrocaasuje,
dong 144, ¢. 65, kom. 522, No. 410814.

"Ceannna Cseror Apxmjepejckor Cmnoga CIILI 25. mapra
19937, (1993), in Apxus Cutioda CIIL], No. 974/3arm. 693a.



	06Nikolic&JivocLazic_101_128

